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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
customers?

No. CenterPoint has seen increases in both actual and weather-adjusted energy
consumption at the total-system level since 2013.*° CenterPoint’s 2018 shareholder report
states that “our electric service territory continues to experience growth across all customer
classes.”® Despite CenterPoint’s repeated claims over the past decade that failing to adjust
rates upwards based on energy efficiency savings will significantly impair the Company’s
financial situation because of reductions to energy usage, it is clear that the energy
efficiency programs are not causing persistent or significant load reductions or ﬁnan.cial
distress for CenterPoint.

Do you have any other recommendations in the event the Commission rejects
CenterPoint’s proposed EEP adjustment?

Yes. As discussed earlier in my testimony, CenterPoint’s proposed EEP adjustment is
substantively identical to its previously proposed LRAM adjustments, despite the
Company’s attempt to create the appearance of a difference. These proposals to increase
rates based on estimated energy efficiency savings have been rejected by the Commission
on at least three previous occasions, including where the requests were based on the
Commission’s broad authority under PURA. Irecommend 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 Commission precedent.

4 CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LL.C, 2019 Energy Plan and Report (Revised), Project No. 49297 at

21 (June 1, 2019).

50 CenterPoint Energy 2018 Annual Report at 2. Available at http:/investors.centerpointenergy.com/
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CONCLUSION

Q.

A.

Please summarize your recommendation.

Energy efficiency “savings” do not necessarily result in equivalent reductions in billed
energy usage, and CenterPoint has not demonstrated declining billed energy usage over the
past few years. The proposed EEP adjustment does not meet the “known and measurable”
standard, it is substantially different from the well-accepted customer adjustment, and it is
substantially identical to the lost revenue adjustments that have been rejected by the
Commission in at least three separate proceedings. CenterPoint has not met its burden of
proof with regafds to this unprecedented adjustment to increase rates. The EEP adjustment
should be rejected, and the Commission should 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 Commission
precedent..

Does this complete your direct testimony?

Yes.

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

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

consumption at the total-system level since 2013.*° CenterPoint’s 2018 shareholder report

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

classes.”>® Despite CenterPoint’s repeated claims over the past decade that failing to adjust

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

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

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

distress for CenterPoint.

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

CenterPoint’s proposed EEP adjustment?

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

substantively identical to its previously proposed LRAM adjustments, despite the

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

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

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

Commission’s broad authority under PURA.

H—would—be—mapproprrate—tor—captive

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

21 (June 1, 2019).

9 CenterPoint Energy 2018 Annual Report at 2. Available at http:/investors.centerpointenergy.com/
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1 oA 325 245¢ei B-1 recommend that the Commission find that CenterPoint’s EEP
2 proposal in this proceeding has no reasonable basis in law, policy, or fact and is not
3 warranted by any reasonable argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of
4 Commission precedent. —Further——re onunend--that—the—Commission—enter—an—order
5 prohibt ing-CenterPot t{roprrecoy ere fromratepavers-anv-Fate-case expenses-associated
6 with-th ~EER-adjustm ntissue
7 Q— —Why—w etld it-he-ap wopriatefor the Cemmission to-address-—this-rate-case-expense

9 A——H-the- Comnission— vere—to—dem—ConterPotnt s —proposed -EEP—adustment—n—this

10 proceet thg-the-quest martsesunder-+6 FAES 25 2B tei-H-asto whethertts reasonable
11 for-the -ompanv-1o1e overrate-case expenses-assoviatedvith-the-proposat—Makine such
12 a-detert Haator-on-th -proposabin tisv-proceeding-msteadotdeterrme tHto-the-subsequent
13 Fate-eat cexpense-proc eedingwould-thebv-conserveresoureesoverathas-fathne to-deetde
14 the1sst Hrthis-proced dingmeansthegreston-ot-the reasonableness-of-the proposal-under
15 +6- TAL - 3-25 2450 pmeht-bere-hitie stedan-the-rate-case-expense-proceedmp—wherein
18 basts -1 -daw--poheys oF faet and - not-warrated-by- anv-reasonablersument—tor-the
19 extenst mi-modifieatic frorreversibot Commission-precedent: the onbv-rermahime qaeston
20 repardi rethe EER pro rosalintherate ca e expense-proceeding-would be the-quuntibeation
21 ofthet woctated-expe wes:
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MEY. CONCLUSION

Q.

A.

Please summarize your recommendation.

Energy efficiency “savings” do not necessarily result in equivalent reductions in billed
energy usage, and CenterPoint has not demonstrated declining billed energy usage over the
pas‘f f::v years. The proposed EEP adjustment does not meet the “known and measurable”
standard, it is substantially different from the well-accepted customer adjustment, and it is
substantially identical to the lost revenue adjustments that have been rejected by the
Commission in at least three separate proceedings. CenterPoint has not met its burden of

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

should be rejected, and the Commission should find that CenterPomnt’s EEP proposal in

this pre cecding has ne _reasonable basis n law. policy, or fact and 1s not warranted by any

reasone nle argument for the extensi m, moditication, or reversal of  Commission

precede nt.CenterPont should beprohibt ed-tromrecovermythereluted rate-case-expenses.
Does this complete your direct testimony?

Yes.
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