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l. INTRODUCTION

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
Al My name is Scott Norwood. I am President of Norwood Energy Consulting, LL.C. My

business address is P.O. Box 30197, Austin, Texas 78755-3197.

Q. WHAT IS YOUR OCCUPATION?

Al I am an energy consultant specializing in the areas of electric utility regulation, resource

planning, and energy procurement.

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.

A I am an electrical engineer with over 40 years of experience 1n the electric utility industry.
I began my career as a power plant engineer for the City of Austin’s Electric Utility
Department where I was responsible for electrical maintenance and design projects tor the
City’s three gas-fired power plants. InJanuary 1984, 1jcined the Staff of the Public Utility
Commission of Texas (“Commission” or “PUC™), where I was responsible for addressing
resource planning, fuel, and purchased power cost issues in electric rate and plant
certification proceedings before the Texas PUC. Since 1986 1 have provided utility
regulatory consulting, resource planning, and power procurement services to public
utilities, electric consumers, industrial 1nterests, municipalities, and state government

clients.
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ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS CASE?

I am testifying on behalf of the Texas Coast Utilities Coalition (“TCUC”). TCUC is a
coalition of municipalities located in the service territory of Centerpoint Energy Houston
Electric, LLC (“CEHE” or “Company”).! TCUC was formed to address the

municipalities’ concerns with, and interest in, utility rates, services, and operations.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE PUCT AND OTHER
REGULATORY COMMISSIONS?

Yes. 1 have testified in more than 200 regulatory proceedings involving electric
restructuring, base rate, plant certitication, and fuel reconciliation issues, as a consultant to
electric consumers and as a former member of the PUCT’s staff. [ have testified in
numerous past CEHE regulatory proceedings, including several past Distribution Cost
Recovery Factor (“'DCRF”) and base rate cases. 2 Through my work in these past cases I
have become familiar with issues impacting the Company’s DCRF and base rate charges.
I have also testified on behalf of consumer clients in regulatory proceedings involving all
other major investor-owned electric utilities operating in Texas. In addition to my work in
Texas, I have testified on electric utility ratemaking, operational, and planning issues
before state regulatory commissions in Alaska, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Iowa,
Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Virginia, Washington, and

Wisconsin.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my testimony is to present my evaluation and recommendations regarding
certain issues underlying CEHE’s application for authority to increase base rates,
including: 1) the requested level of vegetation management operations and maintenance
("O&M”) expenses; 2) the necessity and cost-effectiveness of certain capital improvement

projects to enhance load capability of distribution substations; and 3) CEHE’s request to

TCUC includes the Cities of Bavtown, Clute, Freeport, League City, Pasadena, Pearland, Shoreacres, West
Columbia, and Wharton.

See Attachnent SN-1.
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recover land acquisition costs for a planned substation that 1s not expected to be in service

until 2025.

HAVE YOU PREPARED ANY EXHIBITS TO SUPPORT YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes. | have prepared 5 Attachments, which are included with my testimony.

II. SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

My conclusions and recommendations are as follows:

1) Distribution Vegetation Management Expense - CEHE requests $39.8

million for vegetation management O&M expense in 1ts new rates, which is 43.7% higher
than the average annual expense for vegetation management over the previous four years
(2019-2022). The Company attributes the Test Y ear increase to rising contract labor costs,
weather unusually conducive to vegetation growth and increases in distribution overhead
line miles. However, the Company has not provided analysis or data supporting these
claims and available information suggests that the Test Year increase in vegetation
management expense may be influenced by other factors and theretore is not necessarily
representative of a normal and recurring level of expense. Accordingly, I recommend that
CEHE’s request for distribution vegetation management expenses be adjusted to $33.0
million which is approximately 110% of the level incurred in 2022. Using 110% of the
expense level incurred 1n 2022 reflects a more reasonable and normal level of expense for
ratemaking. My recommendation, which represents a 19.1% increase to the average level
of CEHE s vegetation O&M expense over the 2019-2022 period, reduces the Company’s

requested Test Year vegetation expense by $6.83 million.

2) Distribution Substation Capital Expenditures - CEHE is requesting approval

of $59.5 million of capital investment associated with 6 distribution substation projects that

are categorized as “Load Growth” projects.? The Company’s Project Evaluation Forms

See Artachment SN-2, CEHE s response to TCUC 2-22 and Table 1 of mv testinwony.
See Attachment SN-3 (Confidential), CEHE’s response to TCUC 2-17.
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(“PEF”) for these projects indicate that the investments were evaluated by CEHE to be
discretionary and to have very low value-to-cost (“V/C™) ratios, which raises serious
questions regarding the need for and cost-effectiveness of the projects.®> Because the cost
of each of these 6 capital projects are at least 33 times the evaluated value of the projects
to CEHE customers and therefore fail to meet the Commission’s traditional “reasonable
and necessary” standard that has been applied for approval of major investments, I
recommend that the Commission withhold approval of the $59.5 million requested by the

Company for these projects at this time.

3) Land Acqusition Costs for Future Substation - CEHE is requesting

approval to include in rate base the $75.43 million it paid to acquire land for a new
substation to serve the Texas Medical Center, which 1s not expected to be placed 1n service
until 2025.° CEHE requested that these land purchase costs be recovered through its DCRF
in the Company’s last two DCRF proceedings, PUC Docket Nos. 54825 and 55993,
however, both cases were resolved through Stipulation and Settlement Agreements that
included “No Precedent” provisions that lett the final regulatory treatment of such costs
subject to future litigation and determination by the Commission. It would be improper to
allow CEHE to recover through base rates land acquisition costs that are not used and
usetul for providing electric service until the planned Texas Medical Center substation 1s
placed in service in 2025, and until the Commission has reviewed and determined that the
substation is reasonable, necessary, and used and useful to customers. For these reasons, |
recommend that the Commission disallow CEHE’s request to include these land
acquisition costs in rate base at this time. My recommendation reduces CEHE’s requested

rate base by $75.43 million.

A

a

thid.

See the Direct Testimony of CEHE witness Brad Tutunjian’s in PUC Docket No. 58425, Exhibit BAT-3, page 13
of 15, Project HLP/00/1316.
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I1l. VEGETATION MANAGEMENT EXPENSE

WHAT 1S CEHE’S REQUEST FOR DISTRIBUTION VEGETATION
MANAGEMENT EXPENSE?

CEHE is requesting approval to include the test vear level of distribution vegetation

management expense of $39.8 million in its new base rates.”

HOW DOES CEHE’S VEGETATION MANAGEMENT EXPENSE REQUEST
COMPARE TO THE COMPANY’S VEGETATION MANAGEMENT
EXPENDITURES SINCE THE COMPANY'S LAST BASE RATE CASE?

As shown in Table 1 below, CEHE’s requested distribution vegetation management
expense is $12.1 mullion (43.7%) higher than the Company’s $27.7 million per year

average vegetation management expense during the previous four years (2019-2022).

Table 1
CEHE Distribution Vegetation Management Expense®

VesMot Bxpense % Change
2019 $27.379,592
2020 $26,109,147 -4.6%
2021 $27,423,869 5.0%
2022 $29.954. 796 9.2%

2019-22 Avge $27,716,851

2023 $39,831,198 43 7%

DOES CEHE’S DIRECT TESTIMONY ADDRESS THE EXTRAORDINARY
INCREASE IN TEST YEAR DISTRIBUTION VEGETATION MANAGEMENT
EXPENSE?

Yes, to an extent. CEHE witness Randal Pryor testifies that increased contract labor costs,
weather conditions and the increase in overhead line miles were the primary factors that

contributed to the increase in vegetation management expense.”

See Artachment SN-2, CEHE s response to TCUC 2-22.
& ibid. .

9

See the Direct Testimony of CEHE witness Randal Pryor, pages 37-38.
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DID MR. PRYOR PROVIDE ANY ANALYSIS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION
TO SUPPORT HIS EXPLANATIONS FOR THE INCREASE IN TEST YEAR
VEGETATION MANAGEMENT EXPENSE?

No. For example, Mr. Pryor claims a primary factor contributing to the increase in Test
Year vegetation management costs is the increase in CEHE’ s overhead line miles since the
Company’s last base rate case, but he provides no information to document the level of line

miles added.

HAS THERE BEEN AN EXTRAORDINARY INCREASE IN CEHE’S
DISTRIBUTION OVERHEAD LINE MILES SINCE THE COMPANY’S LAST
RATE CASE?

No. Asshown in Table 2 below, the total increase in CEHE s overhead line miles over the
last five years (2019 to 2023 ) was only 3.3%, with the annual increase being approximately
0.8% per year during this period. This relatively modest increase in distribution overhead
line miles does not appear to explain the 43.7% increase in CEHE’s Test Year vegetation
management expense.

Table 2
CEHE Distribution System Overhead Line-Miles!

Line-Miles Change., % /Yt

2019 22,672

2020 22,856 0.8%

2021 23,050 0.8%

2022 23,242 0.8%

2023 23,431 0.8%
2019-23 Change: 3.3%

DOES MR. PRYOR’S TESTIMONY PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR HIS CLAIMS
THAT WEATHER WHICH WAS UNUSUALLY CONDUCIVE TO VEGETATION
GROWTH EXPLAINS THE INCREASE IN TEST YEAR VEGETATION
MANAGEMENT EXPENSES?

No. It is not clear to me how CEHE would be able to correlate or measure the extent to
which weather impacted the level of vegetation growth experienced on CEHE’s system in

order to demonstrate that weather was a major factor contributing to the extraordinary

Source is CEHE's response to TCUC 2-30.
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increase in Test Y ear vegetation management expense. Moreover, even 1f such an analysis
was possible, it would be virtually impossible to predict the likelihood of that historical
weather impact continuing into the future as is required to assess whether the level of Test

Year expense 1s normal and recurring in the future.

IS MR. PRYOR’S CLAIM THAT RISING CONTRACT LABOR COSTS
CONTRIBUTED TO THE INCREASE IN CEHE’S TEST YEAR VEGETATION
MANAGEMENT EXPENSE PLAUSIBLE?

Yes. 1 would expect that vegetation management contract labor costs have risen over the
last five years, and this may explain a portion of the increase in CEHE’s Test Year
vegetation management expense. However, if contract labor cost increases were a major
contributing factor to the 43.7% increase in CEHE’s Test Year vegetation management
expenses, this impact would have been relatively easy for Mr. Pryor to quantity and present

in his direct testimony, which he did not do.

HASTHE LEVEL OF CEHE’S YEGETATION MANAGEMENT SPENDING HAD
A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE RELIABILITY OF THE COMPANY'S
DISTRIBUTION SERVICE OVER THE LAST FIVE YEARS?

No. As shown in Table 3 below, CEHEs vegetation-related outage time averaged 18.8
minutes per year over the 2019-2022 period during which CEHE’s distribution vegetation
management spending averaged approximately $27.7 million per year. It is important to
note that this level of vegetation-related outage time represents only 0.0036% of total
annual time, which equates to an extremely high distribution service reliability level of

09.996% for vegetation outages only.
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Table 3
CEHE’s Vegetation Management Spending and
Vegetation Related Outage Time!!

Vep Met Exp Vee OQutapc Minutes % of Annual 'I'me

2019 $27,379,592 19.8 0.0038%
2020 $26,109,147 16.2 0.0031%
2021 $27,423,869 18.9 0.0036%
2022 $29.954.796 20.4 0.0039%
Average $27,716,851 18.8 0.0036%

Q. WHAT 1S YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING CEHE’S REQUESTED
TEST YEAR DISTRIBUTION VEGETATION MANAGEMENT EXPENSE?

A I recommend that CEHE’s $39.8 million request for distribution vegetation management
expense be adjusted to a level that is more in line with expenditures over the previous four
years. In recognition of the fact that rising contract labor costs may have contributed to
the increased level of vegetation expense incurred 1n 2022 ($29.95 million) and 2023
($39.8 million), I recommend an allowed level of expense of $33.0 million, which is
approximately 110% of the 2022 expense. My recommended adjustment reduces CEHE’s
requested distribution vegetation management expense by 3$6.83 million. My
recommended vegetation management expense of $33.0 million represents a $5.3 million
(19.1%) increase over CEHE's average annual distribution vegetation management

expense spending for the previous four years.

1V. DISTRIBUTION CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

Q. HAVE YOU REVIEWED CEHE’S SUPPORT FOR ALL DISTRIBUTION
CAPITAL PROJECTS FOR WHICH THE COMPANY SEEKS FINAL
APPROVAL IN THIS CASE?

Al No. Considering the large number of capital projects that are being presented for final

approval in this case, I requested supporting information from CEHE only for distribution

" Sources are CEHE's response to TCUC 2-22 and CEHE s Anmal Service Quality Reports.
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capital projects having a total cost of more than $5 million for which the Company 1s

seeking final approval from the Commission in this case.!?

DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS REGARDING CEHE’S DISTRIBUTION
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES?

Yes. Based on my review of CEHE's Project Evaluation Forms'? (“PEF™), which provide
the Company’s evaluations supporting the prudence of capital projects, | have concerns

regarding the reasonableness and necessity of 6 distribution substation projects. 4

WHAT SPECIFIC INFORMATION FROM CEHE’S PEF DID YOU CONSIDER
IN EVALUATING THE REASONABLENESS OR NECESSITY OF THE
PROJECTS?

I evaluated each project in terms of whether CEHE’s PEF indicated the investment was
discretionary, and the extent to which the estimated capital cost of the project was evaluated
by CEHE to exceed the estimated total value of reliability, design criteria, supplemental

benefits and “load at risk” provided by the Project as listed on the PEF. 17

HOW DID YOU ASSESS PROJECTS OF PARTICULAR CONCERN BASED ON
THEIR PEF EVALUATION RESULTS?

I evaluated projects to be of particular concern to the extent they were designated to be
“discretionary” and had value-to-cost (“V/C”) ratios of 0.03 or lower, which means that
the estimated capital cost of the project was at least 33 times higher than the evaluated
value of the projects to CEHE’s customers. The 6 projects that met these two criteria and

their PEF results are summarized in Table 4 below.

See Altachment SN-3 (Conlidential).

B fhid
4 ibid.

13 See Attachment SN-4 for CEHE s definitions of these PEF valuation criteria.
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Table 4
Substation Capital Project PEF Valuation Results
***BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL%

END CONFIDENTIAL***

Q.

A

ARE THE “VALUE” AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN CEHE’S V/C RATIOS
ESTIMATED MONETARY BENEFITS OF PROJECTS?

No. The values of projects listed in Table 4 above are not estimated monetary benefits of
the projects, but rather are CEHE’s qualitative assessment of the “value” of projects.!” As
such, the V/C ratios retlected in my Table 4 are not cost/benetit ratios, but instead represent
the estimated costs of projects to customers divided by CEHE's estimated qualitative

values of the projects that may have little or no monetary benefit to customers.

DOES CEHE’S DIRECT TESTIMONY SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS THE
REASONABLENESS, NECESSITY OR PRUDENCE OF THE PROJECTS
LISTED IN TABLE 4?

No. CEHE indicates it has provided support for capital projects in its direct testimony '*;
however, the testimony cited by the Company provides only high level discussion of
planning, cost control and categorization distribution investments but does not specifically
address the prudence of any of the 6 projects listed in Table 4. These projects are among
the largest distribution capital additions that CEHE is seeking approval to include in rates

for the first time in this case.

1t

18

See Attachment SN-3 (Confidential) for PEFs that are the source of the data presented in Table 4.
See Attachment SN-4 for CEHE 's definitions of these PEF valuation criteria.
See Attachment SN-3, CEHE s response to TCUC 2-33.
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WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE PROJECTS
PRESENTED IN TABLE 4?

I recommend that the Commission disallow CEHEs request for approval and cost recovery
tor the 6 projects listed in Table 4 because the projects were evaluated by CEHE to be both
discretionary, to provide no reliability benefit and to have estimated capital costs that are
at least 33 times the estimated value of the projects to customers. My recommendation
reduces the total capital investment requested by CEHE for these projects by approximately
$59.5 million based on the Company’s project cost estimates as presented in my Table 4

above.

V. LAND ACQUISITION COSTS FOR FUTURE SUBSTATION

WHAT IS CEHE’S REQUEST REGARDING LAND ACQUISITION COSTS?
CEHE is requesting approval to include in rate base the $75.43 million it paid to acquire
land for a new substation to serve the Texas Medical Center, which is not expected to be

placed in service until 2025.7°

HAS CEHE PREVIOUSLY SOUGHT APPROVAL TO INCLUDE THESE
SUBSTATION LAND ACQUISITION COSTS IN THE COMPANY’S PAST DCRF
CHARGES?

Yes. CEHE requested approval to recover these land acquisition through its DCRF in the
Company’s last two DCRF proceedings, PUC Docket Nos. 54825 and 55993, however,
both cases were resolved through Stipulation and Settlement Agreements that did not
explicitly provide for recovery of such costs and that included “No Precedent” provisions
that left final regulatory treatment of such costs subject to future litigation and

determination by the Commission.

12

See the Direct Testimony of CEHE witness Brad Tutunjian’s in PUC Docket No. 58425, Exhibit BAT-3, page 13
of 15, Project HLP/00/1316.
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IS THE ACQUIRED LAND AT ISSUE USED AND USEFUL FOR PROVIDING
ELECTRIC SERVICE BEFORE THE NEW SUBSTATION IS COMPLETED AND
PLACED IN SERVICE?

No. Moreover, it would be improper to allow CEHE to recover through base rates the costs
of land purchased for a planned Texas Medical Center substation that will not be placed in
service until 2025, until the Commission has reviewed and determined that the substation

1s reasonable, necessary, and used and useful to customers.

WHAT 1S YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE LAND
ACQUISITION COSTS FOR CEHE’S PLANNED NEW TEXAS MEDICAL
CENTER SUBSTATION?

I recommend that CEHE’s request to include the land acquisition costs for the planned
Texas Medical Center Substation in rate base be disallowed at this time because the land
will not be used and useful for providing electric service until the substation is placed in
service 1n 2025, My recommendation reduces CEHE’s requested rate base by $75.43

millien.

VI. RATE CASE EXPENSES

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF ADDRESSING RATE CASE EXPENSES IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

The purpose of addressing rate case expenses in this proceeding is to comply with 16 TAC

§25.245, Raite Case lxpenses.

WHAT AMOUNT OF TCUC'S REQUESTED RATE CASES EXPENSES ARE
ATTRIBUTABLE TO NORWOOD ENERGY CONSULTING (*NEC”)?

NEC’s charges to TCUC tor work performed on this case through May 31, 2024 totaled
$17.280.00. This expense was incurred for NEC’s work including: 1) review of CEHE’s
application, direct testimony, schedules and workpapers, 2) preparation and review of
discovery, 3) analysis of issues, 4) preparation of NEC’s direct testimony, and 4) conferring

with TCUC’s counsel and other witnesses. 2"

Y]

See Attachment SN-6 for a summary of mv charges and copies of NEC’s invoices for this case through July of
2023,
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WHAT IS YOUR ESTIMATE OF REMAINING CHARGES BY NEC FOR
COMPLETION OF THIS CASE?

I estimate that NEC will incur additional charges of $21,600.00 to complete the work
remaining in this case, including: 1) finalize direct testimony, 2) review intervenor
testimony, 3) prepare responses to discovery from CEHE regarding my direct testtmony,
4y review and prepare discovery on CEHE’s rebuttal testimony, 5) analyze CEHE’s
discovery responses, 6) assist with development of cross examination questions on CEHE
witnesses, 7) prepare and presenting oral testimony at the hearing, and 8) assist with

TCUC’s briefs and any appeals.

WHAT CRITERIA MUST BE MET UNDER THE COMMISSION’S RATE CASE
EXPENSE RULE (16 TAC § 25.245)?

The tollowing criteria are set out in the rule:

1. Whether the fees paid to, tasks performed by, or time spent on a task by an attorney

or other professional were extreme or excessive,

2. Whether the expenses incurred for lodging, meals and beverages, transpertation, or

other services or materials were extreme or excessive,
3. Whether there was duplication of services or testimony,

4, Whether the utility’s or municipality’s proposal on an issue in the rate case had no
reasonable basis in law, policy, or fact and was not warranted by any reasonable

argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of commission precedent,

S. Whether rate-case expenses as a whole were disproportionate, excessive, or
unwarranted in relation to the nature and scope of the rate case addressed by the

evidence pursuant to subsection (b)(5) of this section, or

6. Whether the utility or municipality failed to comply with the requirements for

providing sutficient information pursuant to subsection (b) of this section.

IS YOUR BILLING RATE AND THE TIME SPENT ON THE TASKS IN THIS
CASE REASONABLE (CRITERION 1)?

Yes, my hourly rate of $240 is reasonable considering my 37 years of years of electric

utility regulatory consulting experience and is my normal billing rate for services provided

SOAH Docket No. 473-24-13232 14 REDACTED Direct Testimony
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to similar clients. My hourly rate 1s in the range of billing rates charged by other
consultants with similar experience and is reasonable for a consultant providing these types

of services betore utility regulatory agencies in Texas.

DO NEC’S CHARGES INCLUDE ANY TYPES OF EXPENSES THAT THE
COMMISSION HAS EXCLUDED IN THE PAST (CRITERION 2)?

No. NEC charges on this case do not include charges for travel, lodging or any type of

expense other than protessional fees.

IN LIGHT OF THE THIRD CRITERION, WAS THERE ANY DUPLICATION OF
SERVICES IN PREPARING YOUR TESTIMONY?

No; there has been no duplication of services. No other TCUC witness addresses the issues

presented in my testimony.

DO THE ISSUES RAISED BY YOUR TESTIMONY HAVE A REASONABLE
BASIS IN LAW, POLICY, OR FACT (CRITERION 4)?

Yes. My testimony focuses directly on whether various costs which TCUC requests to
recover through base rates are reasonable, and my proposed adjustments are consistent with

the requirements of Commission rules and past precedent.

WHAT 1S YOUR CONCLUSION REGARDING NEC’S ACTUAL CHARGES
(CRITERION 5)?

In my opinion, NEC’s actual and estimated fees for this case are reasonable and necessary
and are not disproportionate, excessive, or unwarranted in relation to the nature and scope
of the filing. Furthermore, to the best of my knowledge, I have fully complied with the
information requirements set out in Criterion 6 of the Commission’s Rate Case Expense

Rule.

DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?
Yes.
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DON SCOTT NORwWOOD

Norwood Energy Consulting, L.L.C.

P.O.Box 30197
Austin, Texas 78755-3197

scott{@scottnorwood.com
(512)297-1889

SUMMARY

Scott Norwood is an energy consultant with over 40 years of utility industry experience in the
areas of regulatory consulting, resource planning, power plant operations and energy procurement.
His clients include government agencies, publicly-owned utilities, public service commissions,
municipalities and various electric consumer interests. Over the last 15 years Mr. Norwood has
presented expert testimony on electric utility ratemaking, resource planning, and electric utility
restructuring issues in over 200 regulatory proceedings in Arkansas, Georgia, Iowa, Illinois,
Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, Virginia, Washington and
Wisconsin,

Prior to founding Norwood Energy Consulting in January of 2004, Mr. Norwood was employed
for 18 years by GDS Associates, Inc., a Marietta, Georgia based energy consulting firm. Mr.
Norwood was a Principal of GDS and directed the tirm's Deregulated Services Department which
provided a range of consulting services including merchant plant due diligence studies, deregulated
market price forecasts, power supply planning and procurement projects, electric restructuring
policy analyses, and studies of power plant dispatch and production costs.

Before joining GDS, Mr. Norwood was employed by the Public Utility Commission of Texas as
Manager of Power Plant Engineering from 1984 through 1986. He began his career in 1980 as
Statf Electrical Engineer with the City of Austin’s Electric Utility Department where he was in
charge of electrical maintenance and design projects at three gas-fired power plants.

Mr. Norwood is a graduate of the college of electrical engineering of the University of Texas.

EXPERIENCE

The following summaries are representative of the range of projects conducted by Mr. Norwood
over his 30-year consulting career.

Regulatory Consulting

Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers - Assisted client with technical and economic
analysis of proposed EPA regulations and compliance plans involving control of air
emissions and potential conversion of coal-to-gas conversion options.
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Cities Served by Southwestern Lleciric Power Company  Analyzed and presented
testimony regarding the prudence of a $1.7 billion coal-tired power plant and related
settlement agreements with Sierra Club.

New York Public Service Commission - Conducted inter-company statistical benchmarking
analysis of Consolidated Edison Company to provide the New York Public Service
Commission with guidance in determining areas that should be reviewed in detailed
management audit of the company.

Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers - Analyzed and presented testimony on affiliate
energy trading transactions by AEP in ERCOT.

Virginia Attorney (zeneral  Analyzed and presented testimony regarding distribution tap
line undergrounding program proposed by Dominion Virginia Power Company.

Cities Served by Southwestern FElectric Power Company — Analyzed and presented
testimony regarding the prudence of the utility’s decision to retire the Welsh Unit 2 coal-
tired generating unit in conjunction with a litigation settlement agreement with Sierra Club.

Georgia Public Service Commission - Presented testimony before the Georgia Public
Service Commission in Docket 3840-U, providing recommendations on nuclear O&M
levels for Hatch and Vogtle and recommending that a nuclear performance standard be
implemented in the State of Georgia.

Oklahoma Industrial Ionergy Consumers - Analyzed and presented testimony addressing
power production and coal plant dispatch issues in fuel prudence cases involving
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company.

CGreorgia Public Service Commission - Analyzed and provided recommendations regarding
the reasonableness of nuclear O&M costs, fossil O&M costs and coal inventory levels
reported in GPC's 1990 Surveillance Filing,

City of Houston - Analyzed and presented comments on various legislative proposals
impacting retail electric and gas utility operations and rates in Texas.

New York Public Service Commission - Conducted inter-company statistical benchmarking
analysis of Rochester Gas & Electric Company to provide the New York Public Service
Commission with guidance in determining areas which should be reviewed in detailed
management audit of the company.

Virginia Attorney General — Analyzed and presented testimony regarding an accelerated
vegetation management program and rider proposed by Appalachian Power Company.
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Oklahoma Attorney General — Analyzed and presented testimony regarding fuel and
purchased power, depreciation and other expense items in Oklahoma Gas & Electric
Company’s 2001 rate case before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission.

City of Houston - Analyzed and presented testimony regarding fossil plant O&M expense
levels in Houston Lighting & Power Company's rate case before the Public Utility
Commission of Texas.

City of Id Paso - Analyzed and presented testimony regarding regulatory and technical
1ssues related to the Central & Southwest/El Paso Electric Company merger and rate
proceedings before the PUCT, including analysis of merger synergy studies, fossil O&M
and purchased power margins.

Residential Ratepayer Consortium - Analyzed Fermi 2 replacement power and operating
performance issues in fuel reconciliation proceedings tor Detroit Edison Company before
the Michigan Public Service Commission.

Residential Ratepayer Consortium - Analyzed and prepared testimony addressing coal
plant outage rate projections in the Consumer's Power Company fuel proceeding before the
Michigan Public Service Commission.

City of EI Paso - Analyzed and developed testimony regarding Palo Verde operations and
maintenance expenses in El Paso Electric Company's 1991 rate case before the Public
Utility Commission of Texas.

City of Houston - Analyzed and developed testimony regarding the operations and
maintenance expenses and performance standards for the South Texas Nuclear Project, and
operations and maintenance expenses for the Limestone and Parish coal-fired power plants
in HL&P's 1991 rate case before the PUCT.

City of EI Paso - Analyzed and developed testimony regarding Palo Verde operations and
maintenance expenses in El Paso Electric Company's 1990 rate case before the Public
Utility Commission of Texas. Recommendations were adopted.

Energy Planning and Procurement Services

Virginia Attorney General — Review and provide comments or testimony regarding annual
Integrated resource plan tilings made by Dominion Virginia Power and Appalachian Power
Company.

Dell Computer Corporation — Negotiated retail power supply agreement for Dell’s Round
Rock, Texas facilities producing annial savings in excess of $2 million.

lexas Association of School Boards Llectric Aggregation Program  Serve as TASB’s
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consultant in the development, marketing and administration of a retail electric aggregation
program consisting of 2,500 Texas schools with a total load of over 300 MW. Program
produced annual savings of more than $30 million in its first year.

Oklahoma Industrial Fnergy Consumers - Analyzed and drafted comments addressing
integrated resource plan filings by Public Service Company of Oklahoma and Oklahoma
Gas and Electric Company:.

S.C Johnson - Analyzed and presented testimony addressing Wisconsin Electric Power
Company's $4.1 billion CPCN application to construct three coal-fired generating units in
southeast Wisconsin.

Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers - Analyzed wind energy project ownership
proposals by Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company and presented testimony addressing
project economics and operational impacts.

City of Chicago, Ilinois Aitorney General, Hllinois Cilizens' Ulility Board - Analyzed
Commonwealth Edison’s proposed divestiture of the Kincaid and State Line power plants
to SEI and Dominion Resources.

(reorgia Public Service Commission - Analyzed and presented testimony on Georgia
Power Company's integrated resource plan in a certification proceeding for an eight unit,
640 MW combustion turbine facility.

South Dakota Public Service ('ommission - Evaluated integrated resource plan and power
plant certification filing ot Black Hills Power & Light Company.

Shell Leasing ('o. - Evaluated market value of 540 MW western coal-fired power plant.
Community Fnergy Flectric Aggregation Program — Served as Community Energy’s
consultant in the development, marketing and start-up of a retail electric aggregation

program consisting of major charitable organizations and their donors in Texas.

Austin Fnergy — Conducted competitive solicitation for peaking capacity. Developed
request for proposal, administered solicitation and evaluated bids.

Austin I.nergy - Provided technical assistance in the evaluation of the economic viability
of the

City of Austin's ownership interest in the South Texas Project.
Austin Fnergy - Assisted with regional production cost modeling analysis to assess

production cost savings associated with various public power merger and power pool
alternatives.
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Sam Rayburn G&T Electric Cooperative - Conducted competitive solicitation for peaking
capacity. Developed request for proposal, administered solicitation and evaluated bids.

Rio Grande Idectric Cooperative, Inc. - Directed preparation of power supply solicitation
and conducted economic and technical analysis of ofters.

Virginic Attorney General — Review and provide comments or testimony regarding annual
demand-side management program programs and rider proposals made by Dominion
Virginia Power and Appalachian Power Company.

Austin Fnergy — Conducted modeling to assess potential costs and benefits of a municipal
power pool in Texas.

Electric Restructuring Analyses

Idectric Power Research Institute - BEvaluated regional resource planning and power
market dispatch impacts on rail transportation and coal supply procurement strategies and
costs.

Arkansas House of Representatives — Critiqued proposed electric restructuring legislation
and identified suggested amendments to provide increased protections for small
consumers.

Virginia Legislative Committee on FElectric Utility Restructuring — Presented report on
status of stranded cost recovery for Virginia's electric utilities.

Greorgia Public Service Commission  Developed models and a modeling process for
preparing initial estimates of stranded costs for major electric utilities serving the state of
Georgia.

City of Houston Evaluated and recommended adjustments to Reliant Energy’s stranded
cost proposal before the Public Utility Commission of Texas.

Oklahoma Attorney General — Evaluated and advised the Attorney General on technical,
economic and regulatory policy issues arising trom various electric restructuring proposals
considered by the Oklahoma Electric Restructuring Advisory Committee.

State of Hawaii Department of Business, Fconomics and Tourism — Evaluated electric
restructuring proposals and developed models to assess the potential savings from
deregulation of the Oahu power market.

Virginia Attorney General - Served as the Attorney General’ s consultant and expert witness

in the evaluation of electric restructuring legislation, restructuring rulemakings and utility
proposals addressing retail pilot programs, stranded costs, rate unbundling, functional
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separation plans, and competitive metering,

Western Public Power FProducers, Inc. - Evaluated operational, cost and regional
competitive impacts of the proposed merger of Southwestern Public Service Company and
Public Service Company ot Colorado.

Towa Department of Justice, Consumer Advocate Division - Analyzed stranded investment
and fuel recover issues resulting from a market-based pricing proposal submitted by
MidAmerican Energy Company.

Cullen Weston Pines & Bach/Citizens’ Ultility Board - Evaluated estimated costs and
benefits of the proposed merger of Wisconsin Energy Corporation and Northern States
Power Company (Primergy).

City of Il Paso - Evaluated merger synergies and plant valuation issues related to the
proposed acquisition and merger of El Paso Electric Company and Central & Southwest
Company.

Rio Grande Electric Cooperative, Inc. - Analyzed stranded generation investment issues
for Central Power & Light Company.

Plant Management

City of Austin Electric Utility Department - Analyzed the 1994 Operating Budget for the
South Texas Nuclear Project (STNP) and assisted in the development of long-term
performance and expense projections and divestiture strategies for Austin's ownership
interest in the STNP,

City of Austin Llectric Ultility Depariment - Analyzed and provided recommendations
regarding the 1991 capital and O&M budgets for the South Texas Nuclear Project.

Sam Rayburm G&T Flectric Cooperative - Developed and conducted operational
monitoring program relative to minority owner's interest in Nelson 6 Coal Station operated
by Gult States Utilities.

KAMQO Electric Cooperative, City of Brownsville and Oklahoma Municipal Power Agency
- Directed an operational audit of the Oklaunion coal-fired power plant.

Sam Rayburn G&T Llectric Cooperative - Conducted a management/technical assessment
of the Big Cajun 1 coal-fired power plant in conjunction with ownership feasibility studies
for the project.

Kamo Electric Power Cooperative - Developed and conducted operational monitoring
program for client's minority interest in GRDA Unit 2 Coal Fired Station.
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Northeast Texas Rlectric Cooperative - Developed and conducted operational monitoring
program concerning NTEC's interest in Pirkey Coal Station operated by Southwestern
Electric Power Company and Dolet Hills Station operated by Central Louisiana Electric
Company.

Corn Bell Electric Cooperative/Central lowa Power Cooperative - Perform operational
monitoring and budget analysis on behalf of co-owners of the Duane Arnold Energy
Center.

PRESENTATIONS

Quantifying Impacis of Electric Restructuring: Dynamic Analysis of Power Markets, 1997
NARUC Winter Meetings, Committee on Finance and Technology.

Quantifying Costs and Benefits of Ileciric Utility Deregulation: Dynamic Analysis of
Regional Power Markets, International Association for Energy Economics, 1996 Annual
North American Conference.
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CENTERFOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC
PUC DOCKET NO. 56211
S0AH DOCKET NO. 473-24-13232

TEXAS COAST UTILITIES COALITION
REQUEST NO.: TCUC-RFI0D2-22

QUESTION:

Please provide the amount expended on CEHE's vegetatich management programs for each of the
last five years, the Test Year and as requested in this case, by FERC account.

ANSWER:
Attached please find the requested historical data for vegetation management including test year.

Note: Figure 13 in Mr. Pryor's direct testimony includes $1.2 million of internal administrative costs.

SPONSOR:
Randal Pryor

RESPONSIVE DOCUMENTS:
TCUG-RFI02-22 - 2019-2023 VM Actuals with FERC Accounts
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Attachment SN-3 (Confidential)

CENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC
PUC DOCKET NO. 56211
SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-24-13232

TEXAS COAST UTILITIES COALITION
REQUEST NO.: TCUC-RFI02-17

QUESTION:

Please provide cost/benefit analyses and other information supperting the prudence of each CEHE
distribution capital project having a tatal cost of mare than $5 milllon for which the Company is
seeking final approval from the Commissicn in this case.

ANSWER:

See Attachment TCUC-RFI0Z-17 index RZ.xlsx for an index of the benefltfcost analysls that has
been performed for a number of the CEHE distribution capital projects that have a total cost of more
than $& million that have been placed into service since 2018,

The index will provide the Project Number and Description simiiar to what was provided in previous
DCRF's, a simplified description that closely corresponds to the terminology utilized by the
Company’s Asset Investment Strategy {“AI5") decision tool, and the page number in the attached pdf
that provides the corresponding Project Evaluation Farms {"PEFs") that are preduced by the AlS
taol. See the attachment TCUC-RFI02-17 Project Evaluation Form {confldential).pdf.

The AlS decision tool produces non-menetized benefit/cost information for selected projects and
pragrams as a way o optimize the Company's annua! capitzl portfolio. This includes distribution,
transmission, substation, and major underground projects. The benefit/cost information is based on
a metric that is determined by the “benefils™ divided by the "cost” of the project to give a cost-
waighted value. The benefits are determined by a calculation based on megawatts at risk, probability
of cutage, number of components invoived, and the duration of exposure as measurad by repair
time, plus additional multipliers, based on drivers for the project such as design criteria, reliability,
supplemental benefits and corporate risk alignment. Please note that not all investments are modeled
in the eptimization process, such as public improvements {facility relocations), service restoration,
distribution revenue, non-program corrective maintenance, fleetfacilitles, information technology
projects, and other nen-T&D capital work.

The attached file TCUC-RF102-17 Project Evaluation Form (confidential). pdf includes PEFs for wark
that meets the $§5M threshold for those distribution projects that were sponsored and complated in
2019-2023.

Also, see the response to TCUC RFI 02-33 far additional support for the prudence of capital
investmants.

The attachment Iz contfidentlal and is belng provided pursuant to the Protective Order
issued In Docket No, 56211.

SPONSOR:
Eric Easton

RESPONSIVE DOCUMENTS:
TGUC-RFI2-17 Index R2.xlsx
TCUC-RFI02-17 Project Evaluation Form (confidential).pdf
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Attachment SN-4

CENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC
2019 CEHE RATE CASE
DOCKET 49421-SCAH DOCKET NO. 473-19-2864

CITY OF HOUSTON
REQUEST NO.: COH13-06

QUESTION:

Reference CEHE's response to City of Houston’s Request for Information 01-22 and provide
definitions for each criterion included in the Project Valuation scare of each project and indicate
whether values for each criterion represent monatary benefits, estimated value or some othar basis.

ANSWER:

Pleasa rafer to the response to COHO1-22 for a copy of tha attachment, COHQ1-22 Projact
Evaluation Forms Attachment 2.pdf. Each of the Project Evaluation Forms (PEFs) includes the
assumptions and explanations for the load at risk calculation for that project. The definitions for the
load at risk criterion are:

. Basa load at risk (Mw}: The megawatts on the distribution/transmission circuit or substation
component that is at risk of an outage if the project is not built.

- Mumber of Components at Risk: The number of components involved in a project.  If there are 8
substation breakers involved in the project, then the number of compenents is 8.

« Probability of Failura: The historical outage rate or failure rate for each component.

. Days to Restors Operations, which is convertad to hours: The typical number of days to restore
service in the event of a failure or outage. This may range from 1 day for a distribution circuit to
14 days for a substation power transformer.

« Qualitative Adjustments (Reliakility or Design Criteria Benefit): Additional credit is given for
design criteria or reliability criteria justification for a project.

. Supplamental Banefits: Added cradit for a numbar of supplemantal catagories including
leverages existing technology, enables additional technology, contributes to overall infrastructure
performancefimprovement, increases infrastructure for future use, provides impraved service
quality to clients/custarnars, or provides benefits to other departments.

. Corporate Risk Alignment, if applicable: Additional credit if the project aligns with a stated
corporate risk.

Manetary benefits are not calculated far a project or program as a part of its value calculation.
Please sea attachment COH13-0& AlS Benefit Training Guide.pdf for additional discussion for sach
criterion.

SPONSOR (PREPARER}):
Dale Bodden/Randal Pryor {Dale Bodden/Randal Pryor)

RESPONSIVE DOCUMENTS:
COH13-06 AlS Benefit Training Guide. pdf

Page 1 of 1
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CENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC
2019 CEHE RATE CASE
DOCKET 49421-SCAH DOCKET NO. 473-19-3864

CITY OF HOUSTON
REQUEST NO.: COH13-04

QUESTION:

Referance CEHE's response to City of Houston’s Request for Information 01-22 and provide
forecastad monstary banefits and actual realized monestary banefits for sach of the projects along
with assumptions and other workpapers supporting these caleulations.

ANSWER:

Monstary bensfits are nat calculated for a project or program as a part of its value calculation.
Pleasa sae responsa for COH13-01 and COH13-03.

SPONSOR (PREPARER):
Dale Bodden/Randal Pryor {Dale Bodden/Randal Pryor)

RESPONSIVE DOCUMENTS:
None
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CENTERPOQINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC
2019 CEHE RATE CASE
DOCKET 49421-50AH DOCKET NO. 473-19-3864

CITY OF HOUSTON
REQUEST NO.: COH13-03

QUESTION:

Reference CEHE's response ta City of Houston's Request for Information 01-22 and provide the
dafinition of the Load at Risk criterion use for project valuation, provide the formula and
assumptions for calculating this criterion, and explain whether the score for this criterion reflects
astimated monetary benefit to customers or somae othar value.

ANSWER:
Load at Risk is a calculated value that quantifies the risk of not serving slectric lpad. I a project is
not built, there is a risk that load, or redundancy for serving that load (measured in Mw), will be lost,

placing the existing system at risk for a periad of time (Days, which is converted ta hours) until the
system is restored to & nomal state.

The basic equation to quantify Load at Risk =

{Base load at risk (Mw) x Number of Components at Risk x Probability of Failure x Days to Restore
QOperations) +

Qualitative Adjustments (Reliability or Design Criteria Benefit and Supplemental Benefits) +
Corporate Risk Alignment, if applicable.

Please refer to the response to COH 1-22 for a copy of the attachment, COH 1-22 Project
Evaluation Forms Attachment 2.pdf. Each of the Project Evaluation Forms (PEFs) includes the
assumptions and explanations for the load at risk for that project. The lead at risk is not a monetary
banefit.

SPONSOR (PREPARER):
Dale Bodden/Randal Pryor {Dale Bodden/Randal Pryor)

RESPONSIVE DOCUMENTS:
None

Page 1 of 1
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CENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC
PUC DOCKET NO. 56211
SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-24-13232

TEXAS COAST UTILITIES COALITION
REQUEST NG.: TCUC-RFI02-33

QUESTION:

Please identify specific pages of each CEHE witness that address the prudence of capital
expenditures requested in rates for the first time in this case.

ANSWER:
Prudence of capital expenditures is addressed by withesses as follows:

Eric Easton:
Direct Testimony, pages 3-30, 32-39, 40-52 [Bates pages 242-269, 271-278, 279-281];
Exhibit EDE-1, all pages [Bates pages 293-294];
Exhibit EDE-2, all pagses [Bates pages 295-300];
Workpaper WP EDE-1 (Custormer Growth 2018-2023), page 1 [Bates page 302].

David Mercado:
Direct Testimony, pages 18-33, 35-37, 54-81 [Bates pages 327-342, 344-348, 363-370];
Workpaper DM-1 (Montana Order on NWP 12 April 15 2020), all pages [Bates pages 374-

Workpaper DM-2 (NWP12-Order-5.11.2020}, all pages [Bates pages 400-437).

Deryl Tumlinson:
Direct Testimony, pages 2-6, 10-14, 18-28, 31-38 [Bates Pages 444-448, 452458, 460-
470, 473-478].

Randal Pryar:
Diract Testimony, pages 3-7, 10-24, 29-36, 40-53 [Bates pages 490-494, 497-511, 516-
523, 527-540];
Exhibit RMP-3, all pages [Bates pages 546-557];
Workpaper WP RMP-1 (ALL WP RMP-1 DOCUMENTS AND ELECTRONIC FILES), all
pages [Bates pages 558-640).

Mandie Shook:
Diract Testimony, pages 3-20, 25-26 [Bates pages 647-664, 669-670];
Workpapar WP MS-1 (Customer Count by Year), page 1 [Bates page 675].

Steven Greenley:
Direct Testimony, pages ES-1, 4-5, 186, 22-23 [Bates pages 1140, 1144-1145, 1158, 1162-
1163]. '

Ronald Bahr:
Direct Tastimony, pages 12-13, 1516, 17-19, 21, 23-27, 29 [Bates pages 1189-1190,
1192-1193, 1194-1196, 1198, 1200-1204, 1206).

Carla Kneipp:
Diract Testimony, pages 24-25, 27 [Bates pages 1337-1338, 1340].

Additionally, prudence of capital expenditures is addressed in the following:
Schedules M-1, M-2, M-2.1, M-2.2, M-3.1, M-3.2: all pages [Bates pages 4293-4365].
Schadule Workpapers WP II-B-6, WP 1I-B-6 Adj 1: all pages [Bates pages 4576-4578].

The Company reserves the right to provide additional evidence regarding prudence for an individual
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Attachment SN-5
Page 2 of 2

project or a group of projects to the extent that the issue of prudence is raised.

SPONSOR:
Eric Easton, David Mercado, Deryl Tumlingon, Randal Pryor, Mandie Shook, Steven Greenley,
Ronald Bahr, Carla Knsipp

RESPONSIVE DOCUMENTS:
Nohe

Page 2 of 2 67
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SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-24-13232
PUC DOCKET NO. 56211

APPLICATION OF CENTERPOINT
ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC,
LLC FOR AUTHORITY TO
CHANGE RATES

g BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE
OF
g ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

DIRECT TESTIMONY AND ATTACHMENTS

OF SCOTT NORWOOD

Attachment SN-6: Norwood Energy Consulting, LL.C’s Invoices
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Norwood Energy Consulting, L.L.C.
P. (3. Bax 30197
Austin, Texas 78755-3197

S(‘.()TI@DSC()W[IDN’()DCI.('.()III

(512) 2971889
Mr. Alfred R. Herrera Date: 4-3-24
Herrera Law & Associates, PLLC Tax ID #: 26-2374359
4400 Medical Parkway Invoice#: CEHE RATE Mar24

Austin, Texas 78756

Re: CEHE Rate Case Analysis - PUC Docket No. 56211

Statement for professional services rendered 3-1-24 through 3-31-24

3-07-24 Reviewed CEHE'’s direct testimony 5.5 hrs
3-08-24 Reviewed direct testimony and past DCRF orders 4.0 hrs
3-10-24 Reviewed testimony; drafted RFIs 3.0 hrs

Total hours: 12.5 hrs

Total due: 12.5 hours at $240 per hour = $3,000

Thank you for the opportunity to assist with this project.
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Norwood Energy Consulting, L.L.C.
[, O, Box 30197
Austin, Texas 787553197
scott@scottnorwood .com

(512) 297-1889

Mr. Alfred R. Herrera Date: 5-5-24
Herrera Law & Associates, PLLC Tax ID #: 26-2374359
4400 Medical Parkway Invoice#: CEHE RATE APR24

Austin, Texas 787560

Re: CEHE Rate Case Analysis - PUC Docket No. 56211

Statement for professional services rendered 4-1-24 through 4-30-24

4-01-24 Reviewed CEHE’s direct testimony and RFI responses 4.0 hrs
4-02-24 Reviewed CEHE’s direct testimony; drafted RFIs 5.5 hrs
4-03-24 Reviewed direct testimony; drafted RFIs 6.0 hrs
4-18-24 Reviewed CEHE RFI responses 5.0 hrs
4-24-24 Reviewed CEHE RFI responses 3.5 hrs
4-29-24 Reviewed responses to TCUC’s 2ud set of RFIs 4.5 hrs

Total hours: 28.5 hrs

Total due: 28.5 hours at $240 per hour = $6,840

Thank you for the opportunity to assist with this project.
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Norwood Energy Consulting, L.L.C.
[, O, Box 30197
Austin, Texas 787553197
scott@scottnorwood .com

(512) 297-1889

Mr. Alfred R. Herrera Date: 6-7-24
Herrera Law & Associates, PLLC Tax ID #: 26-2374359
4400 Medical Parkway Invoice#: CEHE RATE MAY24

Austin, Texas 787560

Re: CEHE Rate Case Analysis - PUC Docket No. 56211

Statement for professional services rendered 5-1-24 through 5-31-24

5-01-24 Reviewed CEHE’s RFI responses 4.5 hrs
5-06-24 Reviewed CEHE’s direct testimony on distribution grid

Reliability projects; drafted RFIs 6.0 hrs
5-09-24 Reviewed direct testimony and RFI responses 3.5 hrs
5-14-24 Reviewed increase in vegetation management costs 6.5 hrs
5-24-24 Reviewed CEHE RFI responses 4.5 hrs

5-30-24 Reviewed RFIs responses and support for capital
Projects 6.0 hrs

Total hours: 31.0 hrs

Total due: 31.0 hours at $240 per hour = $7,440

Thank you for the opportunity to assist with this project.
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SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-24-13232
PUC DOCKET NO. 56211

APPLICATION OF CENTERPOINT
ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC,
LLC FOR AUTHORITY TO
CHANGE RATES

g BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE
OF
g ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

DIRECT TESTIMONY AND ATTACHMENTS

OF SCOTT NORWOOD
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TCUC (Norwood) Preliminary Tssues/Adjustments -RTVISTID 614

In-Service

Adpust ( ShMillions) Cost Type TTRC Acct Datc Basis for Adjustment
1. TY Thstrib Vegetation Management $6.83 O&M 593 NiA [xtraordinary Increase/Reasonablencss
2. Distribution Substations 539,51 Capilal 362 See Projecis Below Need Cosi-Ellecliveness
3. T.and for Tuture Substation 87543 Capital 360 2025 Tist Not in Service till 2025
Disiribution Subs: Value/Cosl Ralio
Jordan Sub Fxpansion $16,436,699 Capital 362 2020 NeedCost-Tittectivencss 0.00
Rayvford Sub Fxpansion $13,150,360 Capital 362 2023 NeedCost-Tittectivencss 0.02
Angleton Sub Expansion $8.746,305 Capilal 362 2022 Need: Cosi-Ellecliveness (.00
‘T'anner Sub Expansion $8,165 845 Capilal 362 2023 Need Cosl-Ellecliveness 0.03
Nlodgett Sub Fxpansion $5,637,500 Capntal 362 2m9 NeedCost-Tiffeetivencss 0.01
Northside Sub Txpansion $5377.940 Capital 362 2m9 NeedCost-Tittectivencss 0.03
Total Sub Projects $58,514,849
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Distribution Veg Mgt TCUC 2-22

VeeMet Expense % Change
2019 $27.379,592
2020 $26,109,147 -4.6%
2021 $27.423,869 5.0%
2022 $29.954 796 9.2%
201922 Avg $27.716,851
2023 $39.831,198 43 7%

110% of 22 $33.000,000

_— s

Adjustment $6,831,198
Increase to Avg $5,283,149
%Increase v Avg 19.1%
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TCUC 2-30

Line-Miles Change, % /YT
2019 22.672
2020 22 856 0.8%
2021 23,050 0.8%
2022 23,242 0.8%
2023 23,431 0.8%
2019-23 Change: 3.3%
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Veg Mgt Lixp Veg Oulage Minules Yol Annual lime  Forced cutage Minutes % Vegetatior

2019 $27,379.592 19.8 0.0038% 152.68 12.95%

2020 $26,109.147 16.2 0.0031% 122.03 13.25%

2021 $27.423.869 18.5 0.0030% 135.94 13.809%

2022 $29.,954.796 204 0.0039% 164.85 12.37%
Average $27.710,851 18.8 0.0036%

2023 $39,831.198 99.9964%
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Jordan Sub Feeders

Lavlond Sub Trans lormerBries
Angleton Sub Transformers
Tannir Sub TranslomerFde
Ilodaett Sub Transformerl'de
orthside Sub TransfomerFdes
Total Suh Projects

816,436,699
$15.150,360
8,746,305
$8.163.845
85,637,500
$5.377.940

§59.514.649

In-Service Dale

2020
2023
2022
2025
2019
2019

N

L

Dhiserclionary?

Boliabalily Bunelil

Tolal Value
801,824
345.220
30,222
255.638
67,052
157.834
236,70

Value/Cosl Balio
LY
002
LY
0.03
001
0.05

.02
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Norwood Energy Consulting
Estimated Remaining Charges for Docket 56211
June 1, 2024 through End of Case

Est. Remaining

Man-hours
. Complete Analysis&Direct Testimony 40
. Respond to Discovery 6
. Review Rebuttal Testimony 12
. Assist with Cross 12
. Prepare and Attend Hearing 8
. Assist with Briefs 6
. Assist with Appeal 6
Total Remaining Man-hours 90
Remaining Fees at $240/hr $21,600
Other Expenses 0
Est. Remaining Charges $21,600
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11-D-1

PURLAC UTTLITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS
CENTERTOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC
D1 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSES
TEST YEAR ENDING 12312023

DOCKET NO. 56211

SPONSOR: K. COLVIN

in 3 (1] (&]] (L] i (L] (k)] (1L} ity [ 14
|L.I.|n Mo IFER(' Accoum I Descriprion I Refersnce Schedule l Taotal Compminy I M:n:‘l-'ln;:::“‘::lﬂunl l'”g:r:m FFi l F';:’;_m“;m’ Aloction to Teos l TRAN [ st l NEET I TDCS I Tinal

] T mlsslon Expemse

3 Operation -1

I 5600 Oyer Supw & Hig H507 554 145793 BT3MT 2 TRAN BTMT BrAMT - . ET3MT
5 sl TLondneparc h-Rehahitey AST 2487 g L20 2 TRAN 2354 p L] et L0
o 5612 LadUwgech-MumrSOpTransSvwt ER Y b 15192 AT A% 2 TRAN MR IATIRY L E bpd v ]
T %13 LdDhwpch-TramSroe & Sched TR 6,165 81,700 2 TRAN 1.7 1,706 - . 1,706
8 s6id Sclud Syw Crirb& Dsplhing 2177900 (1761} 27708 2 THAN 2T 27T - - 27T N8
¥ 3615 Relmbiry Fimg&SndndsDev b e L33 IR 2 TRAN Pie= PN SN
10 5617 ClenersnlrennetnSiudies LL W (1e35) L} L 4 2 TRAN nese hIL Rz - - N9
1 5620 amin Exp 197078 10725 I 2 TRAN 3= IS - - ]
2 Sann Owverhesd Line Exp L]0 e 1, | 971562 2 TRAN 21562 871 842 - - - 92 82
3 5640 Ui Loe Fog . 2 2 TRAN 6% 69 - . uw
o Sas Elec Trammes by Oth 1102891149 14238 829 1.407,129,979 3 mst 1.407,129,979 1407129979 1407129979
15 S6lH) M Trnmtisaon Ex IMEATI 19226 RS - TRAN REL S JATE B - . A HYG
16 5T Rems 17490 3745 2 TRAN ITae 3T A - - - AR
=

] hm 60 567 IL 656,719 Jli-l.‘.-‘ll.ﬁ:_! I.%Z_I.-I&'.JJJ ﬂ 237364 1,40%.129.979 :..law'.u!
L]
a0 Msdntepunce -1

i | S Mantl of Smctiges &11.%9% [ELRLE T 0oy = Easwi THO 090 E91.8% 68265 .00
e Mt of Sta Equip 1375686 456,261 T1LEIL N b E3S30 PE LR 10,769,312 1.062.636 TLEILME
n = Wdnd of Ovilad Lliwes [t IR 221,96 17.863,8™% 2 TRAN 17, 863,87% 17,863,879 17,863,879
2 5720 Mainl of Unichrgt Lines b 269 2 TRAN 29 b 268
- ] 5730 St of Misc Trmw 621807 @7 GRS 2 TRAN AIRAXS BI8R3S - - AIRE3S
24
- Sublolal 569-573 .'Hl_,l!l,l'-l m_,sss 31,075,009 31,075,029 29,944,129 l.l}il._!mt JLD'.'.V&
=
= TOTAL TRANSMISSION EXPENSE 11D 1 1.1 53.94& 193 5. 504,180 1.459.542.37] 1.459.541.373 1 JE A5 1408260880 1.459.541.37)
30

1 Ddskeibuthon
n

13 Operution 1LDe)
Y] s8I0 Tomd [rpuote bame 3360984 2618 EERLT L) 3 st JAS360] - REEAYVI]| - - 3453601
hL] S8 Sation Esp T 209 MWETI Limas™ A DisT LI s™ LITsN LITAs™



Wy Oyl Lire Exp L2~ |, HaEse 420,40 1 nist 4770340 A0S0 - - 4. 770,40
S840 Undvgr Line Exp 12,057,268 117981 13.237 089 3 ST 13,237,069 13,237,089 13,237,089
|% o Ll & Symal Fx 30 (6A17T) LLE Pl A DSt 3302 LLE LLE
SRei Meter Exp 11,512,408 152,984 23,865,451 4 MET 22,865,451 23865451 2. B65.450
wh Cust Instalket Exp 2704061 292093 3086 24 ST 31,086,254 - 086,28 - 1084, 244
S0 Rons 3 DIST - - -
Subtotal 51 589 44.TOK. 986 4412422 49121 407 49121407 28252 956 23, 868451 49.121.407
= . =
300 Oper Supy & Eng 249623 DN, AN 23,461,271 3 DIST 13481271 13461271 13,461,271
SER0 Misc Disuih Exp 19,617,903 4H7.5T6 30,055,479 3 ST 0,055,479 0055479 055479
Subtotsd SHO& 588 52.110.526 L406.224 23,516,750 53.516.750 £3.516.750 £).516.750
e
[t btlon- Operatioual - Totd 96,819,512 S HIN 646 102,638 158 102,634,158 “N,TT2.704 21,865 451 102638158
e e e = I - =
Matntenmce 01
s Mdaing of Stroctires (Weall. ] LS v L132870 L} [ 1] Liasm 44,7 2R 146 - L1328
0 Mang of Sta Equp AR VRSV 1293540 -] E3aa 1293, 540 4621651 LRIEE - 12.9%, 540
530 Mudud of Ovind Lines #0322 953 1,948 003 62,371,047 a st B2.271,047 82,371,047 #2371,047
940 Maini of Undrg Lines 12, R332 3178 13105916 3 ST 13,108,916 13,108,916 13,105,916
Saan Mt of Lsse Tronef 4588098 455858 3 DSt 4 558 98] - 4 585 961 - 458854 |
S Mann 5 Lte & Sg 22601942 v 2350735 3 ST 2350735 2350,73% - 2350, 735
»0 Muirt of Mt 4514 200 (A3} 4,514,048 4 MET 450148 L5140 L5148
s Mt of Mmc Dustr 625779 1343 AT 3 ST EHAYT 644N G437
Bubwotal 291 598 11866426~ 2 860307 121.524.573 121,524,573 2026376 111.984.150 A 514048 121.524.573
S0 Miting Segrv & g THNE 204 (1981 £ | Bl | 3 DSt idiz2a - M2 - Ll fend |
Suldotul 290 & 5982 A3 681 208 (1.39.984) 374021 374121 3T 37412
TOTAL IMSTRIBUTION EXPENSE 11 219,364,984 B,538 968 127,903,952 217,903,952 £026.376 194,496,078 18379499 117,900 952
Customer Accouniing Eypenses 01
w00 Maoter Reading Exp LISa552 [E] 141 L1562y ] MET Li1s62w L1 1,156,239
W30 Cini Records & Colle 15 R9K 949 R4372 15,943,321 = es 15003321 15083 321 15983321
Hubiotd 902903 17,055, 500 B, i 17,139,550 17139, 560 1.156.239 15983311 17,139,560
e it S = = eeto i
010 Superiasn L] TS - -
G040 Uincollectitile Accts 157847 LSTHA™ 5 TDCS LSTRE™ LSTRAM 15TREM
Solbdobal Cus loner Accounting 1578674 1578674 1570674 1.57H.674 1.5TRE74
Cusl Service & lnformution Expemse -1
P30 Cusl Assistunce Exp 1L102386 [32AS0.063) 1652323 5 TDCS 165233 L6523 1652323
S0 Inifor & Inwmrnc Aukv 62 (131 205 5 TS praf it - - 2251 gl 1)
Subiotal F06-HH 41331, 008 (39 451,582 ) 1LET9 416 1,879,416 LETD 426 LE™9 426
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5 0T Supervision 310,359 - (310.468) 1o s mcs {10%) - - - {10%) 1o
£ 9100 Mise Cust Srv & It 167,750 - (122 L6767 s mes 167527 - - - 167527 L6767

on

Snbilodal Y07 & 9140 YR T (BT kS0

167,518 167,518

%2 TOTALCUSTOMER SERVICE & INI'D. ILD-1 59.364.617 - (3B, 559, 438) 20,765,178 10765178 - - 1,156,239 19.608,535 20,765,178

B4 Sales Dxpense Oo-D-1

L Hubiold Y12 917

g2 Snbilalal Bales

1ol TOTAL SALES EXTENSE ILD-1 - - - - - - - - - -

j o)

103 TOTAL Ok M EXTENSE I1-D-1 1.432.677.793 - 175,533,710 1,708,211,503 1.708.211.503 £6,307, 8569 1.602, T58, 957 18,535,738 19 608,935 1,708,211,503




CENTERFOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, 11

Plani In Service Balance hy FERC

TOAR

Sowee

Tutal®

Transtnission

Duigtribwrtion

eters

TDHCS

2019

2012
2020
2021
2022
2023

-23

TCLIN 2-2, 481
TCLIN 2-2, 481
TCLIN 2-2, 481
TCLIN 2-2, 481
Seh 11-0-3

12,390,125, 158
13,085,402, 584
14,416,245, 159
16,043,041, 180
L7795, 106, L6

305,041,027

3.6ty
L2%
113

10.9%

3.6

3,962, 180,305
4,231 983,776
5,052,893 847
5,000,382, 619

63,422, 486,503

2,460,306, 168

5. 8%
19.4%
12.6%

12.9%

62 1%
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TR35,358, 3060
8. 240,037,623
8,706,612 ]
03RO, 4,02
10,582,141, 737

2,728,783, 341

BN
3.7
1002

10.3%

T

380,741,683
Al 200, 345
HE 072D
525,206,043

366, (01,422

185,239,737

T8
D.2%
17.2%

T

487

164, 843,035
172,554,203
170,297,385
226,204 334

224356412

SMGARLTIT

oty
R
26 2%

-05%%

36.2%



CTNTTERPOTNT ENERGY TIOTUSTON ELECTRIC, T.I.C
Capital Additions by TTRC

YEAR Source Tolal® ITansmission Distribulion Mates 1DCS
2019 LOUC 22, AR 943,594.203 339,036,223 509,036,371 51,500,990 37.161.694
2020 TCIT: 22, AR §78,735,765 -6.9% 305,033,646 -10.0% 516,835,547 1.5% 41983989 -18.5% 12,626,624
2021 TCIT: 22, AR 1,497,414.283 70.4% 852,440,180 179.4% 577,403,261 11.7% S1.934078  237% 17,026,241
2022 TCIT: 22, AR 1,964,645.270 31.2% 932,155,210 9.4% 963,362,029 66.8% 57236900 102% 17,840,127
2023 TCIX 2-2, AR 2,140,307,750 8.9% 812,772,096 -128% 1237.974,692 2§.5% 18.7%
2019-23 TOT 5,284,389,522 560.0% 24685259 TI63% 2,566,637,208 504.2% 22,655,957 393.5% £4,654,686
2019-23 AVG 1,484,939.454 648291471 760,922,380 54,116,619 21,782,201
Total* Transmission Tigteibuti on Meters TS

2019 943,504,203 339,036,223 509,036,371 51,500,990 37,161,694

2020 478,735,765 305,053,646 516,835,547 41,983,989 12,626,624

2021 1497,414,283 452,440,180 577,403,261 51,934,078 17,026,241

2022 1,964,645,270 932,155,210 963,362,029 57,236,900 17,840,127

2023 2,140,307,750 $12,772096  1,237,974,692 67,927,138 24,256,318
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TCUC 28 TCUC 2-7 CALC
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SOURCE: TCUC 2-18

Formal Complaints
January 2019 - December 2023
Summary of Complaints
Entity 2019 2020 2&&1 2022 2023 Tal:Euﬁls AVGIYEAR
Public Utilty Commission of Texas 471 619 870 810 1618 4389 B78
Executive 13 [ 20 53 35 198 40
Better Business Bureau (BBB) 20 23 55 71 30 199 40
City of Houston (COH) 35 N 44 61 58 240 48
ECONNECT -CenterPoint Energy Website 24 38 34 4 64 182 36
Total Commercial Complaints 2 65 48 (1] i 288 58
Total Residential Complaints 534 661 1045 950 1730 4920 84
Total Complaints | 563 | 726 | 1093 1019 1807 5208 1,042
OUTAGE/SERVICE COMPLAINTS 154 285 557 290 1054 2M0 468
% OF TOTAL CONMPLAINTS T 4% 39.3% 51.0% 28.5% 58.3% 44.9% 44.9%
TOTAL CUSTOMERS - (TCUC 2-26) 2,551,741 2,616,994 2,677,815 2,723,180 2,779,849 13,349,579 2,669,916
OUT/SERV COMPLAINTS %TOTAL CUSTOMERS 0.006% 0.011% 0.021% 0.011% 0.038% 0.018% 0.018%
Summary of Complaints by Type - Public Utility Commission of Texas '
Inquires (Veritying. REP, Transactions, History) 181 175 150 215 217 838
Agent Interaction Customer Service 2 10 12
AMS 8 2 4 2 3 19
Claims/Restoration 1 2 3 5 g 20
Construction 3 3 B
Crossed/Swilched Meter 3 5 5 13
Disconnect Nan-pay 2 4 &
Disputed Charges o Rep 23 15 47 30 75 120
Diversion 3 1 1 1 &
[Employee Interaction 1 3 1 5 2 12
Guardlight/Street Lighting 2 1 2 4 g
High Bill 71 113 138 207 204 31
Inaccurate Reading 1 1 2
Service 3 3
Maintenance 11 [] 10 29
New Service Request 28 14 43
Order Scheduling 12 10 14 24 26 B6
Other (Critcal Care. Fire Hydrant etc) 30 28 B ] 76
| Outages 129 257 486 235 986 2073
Rate/T ariff 4 3 7 8 10 32
Safety Cancems 14 22 40 768
Tree Trim/Mow 3 3 1 " 5
Total Complaints by Category 471 619 870 810 1619 4385
Summary of Complaints by Type - Executive
|ans i 1 2
Biling 20 B 1 27
Clams/Restoranon 1 1 5 1 8
Em Interaction 4 2 3 2]
Gurdight/Street Lighting 1 1 2 4
Servics 1 1 1 3
Maintenance 7 5 2 14
Mew Service Reguest 3 1 7 11
(Oroer iing 2 3 7 6 3 21
Other 4 10 [:] 23
[Outages 4 1 33 15 13 66
Rate/Tarif! 2 1 3
Tree Trm/ 1 1
Corcams 1 3 2 6
Total C ints 13 7 90 53 35 198
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Summary of Complaints by Type - BEB
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Summary of Comgplaints by Type - ECONNECT - CenterPoint Energy Website
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Note 1:
Indicates consumer complaints submitted using the
PUCT infor mal complaint process via the link below.

hitps et pUC TeXas goviconsumercomplainticomplaint. aspx




TCUC 2-19 TCUC 2-26 CALC

CUSTOMERS TOTAL
REQ PREMIUM CUSTOMERS % OF TOTAL
2019 13.0 2,551,741 0.0005%
2020 5.0 2,616,994 0.0002%
2021 9.0 2,677,815 0.0003%
2022 9.0 2,723,180 0.0003%
2023 3.0 2,779,849 0.0001%
AVERAGE 7.8 2,609,916 0.0003%
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PUBLLC UTILITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS

CENTEROINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC

H-B-1 GHIGINAL COSTOF UTTLITY PLANT

TEST YEAR ENDING 12/31/2(023
DCCKET NO. 56211
SPONSOR: KOCOLYIN

i [#] (31 i1 15} 5] [l %] 53] A1) i 12 (133
Limw: ™u. FERZ Avcoun Deseriplion Felerenee Behwedule | Toldl Cornpary Nohlj_l{eﬁ_lﬂ m?.d o I::I:.M.::;d?&t ¢ In|11l|w1}-'..'l'ot;1] FF & I-'lujctianJi wten Allveation o Teads TRAMN DIST MET TLéS Tulad CHECE
n-1lectric o Il ectric Iactor s aume

1 Intangible Plant - Gross I-B-1

z 30352 Mise IlangiUle Planl - 26 F 5 16,348,183 - - 36,348 183 z3 E3030z 36,348,183 5161052 9398780 10,523 661 11,264,681 36,348 183
3 S0302-5 Intangible LR i pment {3 Yrs) 155814580 - - 15,584,480 25 150302 A5.30A 18 A0 11,755 366 T T30 HEO 140635126 15,581,480
1 S0302-7 Intangikle LM gt prent {7 Yrs) 20.551.348 - - 20551510 prac 150302 2L EAAGE A 196,400 THAZ065 H.AS0.6HS L1 S8200 209551540
5 30A02-10 Intamgzible EFW Equiprnenl ¢ 1 ¥os 251,796,581 - - 51,796,581 z3 E30adz 351,796,581 5752411 IR0l Ed FRO3A384 51,796,581
1 30A02-15 Intangzible EFM Equiprnenl 15 ¥os 138 568,356 - - 138,568 356 23 E3n 138568356 19675219 40118 826 42,043,777 138,568 356
% Subtotal F01.,651 957 - - 501,651.957 S 651,957 71,219,192 129,715,454 145,240,142 155,467,168 S5 51 957
2

110 Transmission I'lam - (Tross

1 SR001 Land and 1Land 1'ees 62 AZ0.6086 - 114083 6214274 25 LA5001 G2 ATRZTE G155E.171 1,266,101 - - 6214274
1z FA002 Lans] amdd Lami] Righls 156,064,253 - (2,868 155,061 386 26 E35002 156,061,386 1536052432 - - 155,061,386
13 35201 Slructimes dnd inprovemenls - (63,241 41839961 27 Eas2al 241839961 Z33,714.900 - - 41839 96]
141 G530 Stadion Lo proert: - (200270 14157027 28 135500 1A 70227 1.ZHE 550001 127 115,256 - - 14157027
15 354 Temaerz and Iixmres 17105724 - (203730 1.7T0.H27 05 24 1354000 1.710.827.905 1.7T0.H27 05 - - - 1.7T0.H27 05
1& 33501 Poles, Towers amd Fislures 186,913 450 - (34,610 155,878 840 Eid] 156,878 840 155,878 840 - - - 155,878 840
17 35601 meerhiead Condueclors el Doevices - 128341 3l Easell 1210 AT5 957 - - - 1210675957
15 357N L ndergromnd Conenit AR23Z0I5 - - SEZI2025 a2 13570 SHZE20ZS SEZI2025 - - - SEZI2025
1% SAH0 Londergronnd Oonenesters and | evices 16 ART15A7 - 13.413) 16175502 ] 135801 16175502 16175502 - - - 16175502
iy 35001 Ruoads il Trals 565 883 308 - (327,144 565,556,164 34 Ea5ai] 365,556, 164 565,556,164 - - - 565,556,164
zl
a2 Subtotal 5,005.750.760 - (1,026,406} 5,004,665.294 5.604,603,294 5465124920 139538374 - - 5,004,665.294
z3
=4 Distribulion FPlani - Gross II-B-1
25 Sa001 Land Crsmed in lee - 1147443 115,215,571 K] 1360001 1452153571 A5.707.231 107,416,540 - - 115,215,571
] 6002 Land and |and 12ights - (350 1358505 Ef] L5602 1.35%.305 TA.005 1205550 - - 1550505
7 3elul Slructimes dnd Inprovemenls - 41544 l64.501514 ar E36101 164,501,514 54583 443 109,618,070 - - l64.501.514
Z8 36201 Slalivn Equprnernt - (284934, 1,543 248835 £ E36201 1,543 248 8a5 551,334.207 901,914,538 - - 1,543 248835
Z8 S04 Pel ez lmwers & |xmures - (INE.T63) 1307 AR N3 ] 1561 1397 4811135 - 1507 ARTAT3 - - 1307 AR N3
an G650 Cregrhead Conductors and evices - (363.007) 1.454.2053.536 10 156301 1A51 208 536 - 1.154.203,556 - - 1.154.2053,.536
£ 36631 Undergroums] Conduils - (109473 41 E3660] - TRT3LT - -
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36701 Undergroums] Conduclons wud Deviews 1.468.449.995 (253611 1,468,196 384 42 E3fn 1,468,196,384 - 1468, 196,384 - - 1468,196 384
SR Line ‘Transfermers 15009 530465 (A20L315) 1908 918550 15 [etitindl 1004 918 950 - TSR ST H 250 - - TOUE D18 S50
S6000 Helrvices 2EG120.152 (375309 2600826016 A4 156501 250082616 - TEOANZNTA - - 2600826016
Mulen: 81476042 (5,894 43 BLATHL4S - - 81470149 -
37003 Anormled Melers 55505 384 (51,802 55,440,582 46 256,440,582 - - 256,440,582 - ZREA4405ES
37101 Install. on Cztomer Prem. 0 - 0 MA 4] - - - - - 1]
573N Street Liphting and Sipnad Sy=rems TELITTANT (MO0 THLIO0.596 A7 TS0 - TELTO0.55%60 - - THLIO0.596
Seeumly Lighting 14830396 (1,687 14,828 709 47 EA7341 14,828 70% - 14 838,700 - - 14,828 709
Seeumly Lighting 2490 (295 - 47 EA7341 - - - - - -
Azzet Retirement Cozt 13ist Flant 17,812,110 7H120100 - 124 - - - - - -
Subtotal 139 668,727 (2214,754)  10,339,453,973 10,339,453,973 GRILIER ST 9351 454,266 FA7910,731 - 10,339,453 973 "
TOFTAL 1T, TRAN, DINT PLANT-(IROSS 16,467 M50, 444 21,1221} 16,445,769,223 16,445,769,223 186,443,055 9620, 708,4194 483,150,573 IS5467,168  16,445,769,223 i
TOTAL THAN, DIST PLANI-(GROSS 15,965 425487 214112217 15944,117,267 15944,117.267 6115213895 9.490,992,640 337,910,731 - 15,944,117,267 i
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TCUGC 2-2¢

Year Month

2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023

2018-23 GROWTH
AVG GRWIYR

12
12
12
12
12
12

Res

2,198,225
2743188
2303315
2359168
2.402,329
2455309

11.7%
23%

SVE

148,123
151,254
152,854
154,578
153,597
155,776

5.2%
1.0%

SWVL - Non
IDR
134,120
134,844
138,589
142,056
145,458
147,146

8.7%
1.8%

Year End Customer Count
PVS-IDR

SVL-IDR

3,742
3788
3,831
3,885
3943
4,024

7.0%
1.5%

FYS-Non

IDR
413
407
420
418
414
402

-2.7%
-0.5%

586
598
600
610
624
645

101%
2.0%

67

MLS

12,698
12,229
11,837
11,480
11,035
10,660

-16.0%
-32%

SLS

5100
5226
5330
5417
5547
5,654

10.8%
22%

TG

204
207
218
223
233
233

14.2%
2.8%

TOTAL

2,503,211
2551 741
2.616,994
2677,815
2723180
2779,849

11.1%
22%

GROWTH

1.8%
2868%
2.3%
1.7%
21%
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