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OF 
CHANGE RATES 

ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

ERRATA TO THE DIRECT TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM H. ABBOTT 

COMES NOW the Staff of the Public Utility Commission of Texas (Staff), representing 

the public interest, and files the attached Errata to the Direct Testimony of William H. Abbott. 

Staff files the following Errata to the Direct Testimony of William H. Abbott, originally 

filed on June 12, 2019. The errata contains the redlined changes and a clean copy of the pages of 

direct testimony subject to the errata. The errata removes the discussion and Staff s 

recommendation to deny recovery of rate case expenses associated with the litigation of 

CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric's (CEHE) energy efficiency adjustment to billing 

determinates as rate case expenses will be addressed in a separate proceeding. Staff has discussed 

the errata with Counsel for CEHE and it is Staff s understanding that CEHE maintains its objection 

to Staff s testimony. 

Staff retains the testimony and recommendation that addresses the merits of CEHE's 

proposal, whether CEHE's proposal to increase rates in this proceeding based on estimates of 

energy usage reductions due to energy efficiency measures implemented during the test year has 

any reasonable basis in law, policy, or fact or is warranted by any reasonable argument for the 

extension, modification, or reversal of Commission precedent. CEHE should not be permitted to 

prevent parties from litigating the merits of CEHE's proposals merely because the merits of 

CEHE's proposal may be an issue contested in a future rate case expense docket. 
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Q. 	Has CenterPoint experienced reductions in the overall energy consumption of its 

2 	 customers? 

3 	A. 	No. CenterPoint has seen increases in both actual and weather-adjusted energy 

4 	 consumption at the total-system level since 2013.49  CenterPoint's 2018 shareholder report 

5 	 states that "our electric service territory continues to experience growth across all customer 

6 	 classes."59  Despite CenterPoint's repeated claims over the past decade that failing to adjust 

7 	 rates upwards based on energy efficiency savings will significantly impair the Company's 

8 	 financial situation because of reductions to energy usage, it is clear that the energy 

9 	 efficiency programs are not causing persistent or significant load reductions or financial 

10 	 distress for CenterPoint. 

11 Q. 	Do you have any other recommendations in the event the Commission rejects 

12 	 CenterPoint's proposed EEP adjustment? 

13 	A. 	Yes. As discussed earlier in my testimony, CenterPoint's proposed EEP adjustment is 

14 	 substantively identical to its previously proposed LRAM adjustments, despite the 

15 	 Company's attempt to create the appearance of a difference. These proposals to increase 

16 	 rates based on estimated energy efficiency savings have been rejected by the Commission 

17 	 on at least three previous occasions, including where the requests were based on the 

18 	 Commission's broad authority under PURA. I recommend that the Commission find that 

19 	 CenterPoint's EEP proposal in this proceeding has no reasonable basis in law, policy, or 

20 	 fact and is not warranted by any reasonable argument for the extension, modification, or 

21 	 reversal of Commission precedent. 

CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC, 2019 Energy Plan and Report (Revised), Project No. 49297 at 
21 (June 1, 2019). 

5°  CenterPoint Energy 2018 Annual Report at 2. Available at Imp://investors.centerpointenergy.com/ 

Errata Direct Testimony of William B. Abbott 	 June 12, 2019 
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1 CONCLUSION 

2 	Q. 	Please summarize your recommendation. 

3 	A. 	Energy efficiency "savings" do not necessarily result in equivalent reductions in billed 

4 	 energy usage, and CenterPoint has not demonstrated declining billed energy usage over the 

5 	 past few years. The proposed EEP adjustment does not meet the "known and measurable" 

6 	 standard, it is substantially different from the well-accepted customer adjustment, and it is 

7 	 substantially identical to the lost revenue adjustments that have been rejected by the 

8 	 Commission in at least three separate proceedings. CenterPoint has not met its burden of 

9 	 proof with regards to this unprecedented adjustment to increase rates. The EEP adjustment 

10 	should be rejected, and the Commission should find that CenterPoint's EEP proposal in 

11 	 this proceeding has no reasonable basis in law, policy, or fact and is not warranted by any 

12 	 reasonable argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of Commission 

13 	 precedent.. 

14 	Q. 	Does this complete your direct testimony? 

15 A. Yes. 

Errata Direct Testimony of William B. Abbott 	 June 12, 2019 
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1 	Q. 	Has CenterPoint experienced reductions in the overall energy consumption of its 

	

2 	 customers? 

	

3 	A. 	No. CenterPoint has seen increases in both actual and weather-adjusted energy 

	

4 	 consumption at the total-system level since 2013.49  CenterPoint's 2018 shareholder report 

	

5 	 states that "our electric service territory continues to experience gowth across all customer 

	

6 	 classes."5°  Despite CenterPoint's repeated claims over the past decade that failing to adjust 

	

7 	 rates upwards based on energy efficiency savings will significantly impair the Company's 

	

8 	 financial situation because of reductions to energy usage, it is clear that the energy 

	

9 	 efficiency programs are not causing persistent or significant load reductions or financial 

	

10 	 distress for CenterPoint. 

11 

	

12 	 RATE CASE  EXPE  +;SES 

	

13 	Q. 	Do you have any other recommendations in the event the Commission rejects 

	

14 	 CenterPoint's proposed EEP adjustment? 

	

15 	A. 	Yes. As discussed earlier in my testimony, CenterPoint's proposed EEP adjustment is 

	

16 	 substantively identical to its previously proposed LRAM adjustments, despite the 

	

17 	 Company's attempt to create the appearance of a difference. These proposals to increase 

	

18 	 rates based on estimated energy efficiency savings have been rejected by the Commission 

	

19 	 on at least three previous occasions, including where the requests were based on the 

	

20 	 Commission's broad authority under PURA. It INOLlid he  i 	ppropriate for captive 

	

21 	ratepa,v.Ts to bear the costs 	of re litit4atitt.!  this  issue. Const.stettf--with-the requirements of 

49  CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC, 2019 Energy Plan and Report (Revised), Project No. 49297 at 
21 (June 1, 2019). 

5° CenterPoint Energy 2018 Annual Report at 2. Available at http://investors.centerpointenergy.com/ 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 	Q.  

16 TA(' §  25.245(0( 11, I recommend that the Commission find that CenterPoint's EEP 

proposal in this proceeding has no reasonable basis in law, policy, or fact and is not 

warranted by any reasonable argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of 

Comrnission precedent.  Further.--1- re.;ornmend that- the cornmission-eater  an order 

prohibi -int; CenterPoi itl'rom reco‘ enng from ratep-Ty,ers-anv rate case-oxpcnses 	associated 

iwith th EEP adjustrn :nt 	Ifsue. 

Why Ni eatd-it-he-a-p- )ropyiate lift the Cantraisshm-te-kiddress -this rate 	eitse---emienst 

8 4hi-s-preeeecti a4.-2  • 

9 	A . 	lf the commission- were 	-to--dett\--Cnterl 

10 	proceet mg, the quest] ni arises under 	16 -LAC 

11 
	

for the ompanv to rc n er ratc-case 	c-x-f 

25.245(0( 13-as-to whether  it is feasonable 

oeiated-with the 	 proposal. Making sueh 

)o-i-nrs- 	 proposed EEP adjut4tment  in  thi-s  

12 	 a deten tination 	thi ;--proposal-int-hts-procceding instead of-deferringn-to-th-e-subsequent 

13 	 fate-c-a.: expense prok ceding would l+kelN conserve resourcenver-all, as fat1tag  to decide 

14 	 the i-;sr in this procei ding means 	the qbestion of-the reasonableness  of thc propns-al-under 

15 	 16 TA( § 25.245(0(  migh 	n th 	 t  be re litigned ie-rate ea-se-expense proceedin 	 --w 	 g 	-herein 

16 	 p-aftiet, ‘ould likety-rt peat  the same or similar arguments-presented 	proceeding-.--By 

17 	 determ ning here in 	tl -i-s-pfoceeding-tha -the  EEP adjustment proposal has no reason-a-14e 

18 	 basis -n law.  policy, 	nr fact and-is noi-warranted 	reasonable argunIcnt-for  the  

19 	 etensi *n, moditioati+ n, or reversal  of Gummi-340n precedent-the onlv remaining question 

20 	 regardi ig the  EFT pro -}osal  in the rate 	+s-a  expen.;e proceeding-would-be the-quantification 

21 	 of thc L. -,sociated expt Iscs. 
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1 VIA. CONCLUSION 

2 	Q. 	Please summarize your recommendation. 

3 	A. 	Energy efficiency "savings" do not necessarily result in equivalent reductions in billed 

4 	 energy usage, and CenterPoint has not demonstrated declining billed energy usage over the 

tt' • i44r,  

	

5 	 past few years. The proposed EEP adjustment does not meet the "known and measurable" 

	

6 	 standard, it is substantially different from the well-accepted customer adjustment, and it is 

	

7 	 substantially identical to the lost revenue adjustments that have been rejected by the 

	

8 	 Commission in at least three separate proceedings. CenterPoint has not met its burden of 

	

9 	 proof with regards to this unprecedented adjustment to increase rates. The EEP adjustment 

	

10 	 should be rejected, and the Commission should tind that CenterPoint's EEP proposal in 

	

11 	 this pn  ..eeding has ni reasonable  basis  n  law, policy. or fact  and  is not warranted  by anv 

	

12 	 reasonf Pie argument for the extensi )n, modification. or reversal of Commission  

	

13 	 preceth  nt.CenterPoin should  be prohibi d from 	reco‘ering-the related rate 	case expenses. 

	

14 	Q. 	Does this complete your direct testimony? 

15 A. Yes. 
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