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1. WITNESS IDENTIFICATION AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is Mark E. Garrett. My business address 13 4028 Oakdale Farm Circle, Edmond,

Oklahoma 73013.

WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT OCCUPATION?
I am the President of Garrett Group Consulting, Inc., a firm specializing in public utility

regulation, litigation and consulting services.

WOULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
AND YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE RELATED TO UTILITY
REGULATION?

I received my bachelor's degree from the University of Oklahoma and completed post
graduate hours at Stephen F. Austin State University and the University of Texas at
Arlington and Pan American. 1 received my juris doctorate degree from Oklahoma City
University Law School and was admitted to the Oklahoma Bar in 1997. I am a Certified
Public Accountant licensed in the States of Texas and Oklahoma with a background in
public accounting, private industry, and utility regulation. In public accounting, as a statf
auditor for a firm in Dallas, 1 primarily audited financial institutions in the State of Texas.
In private industry, as controller for a mid-sized corporation in Dallas, I managed the
Company's accounting function, including general ledger, accounts payable, financial

reporting, audits, tax returns, budgets, projections, and supervision of accounting
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personnel. Inutility regulation, I served as an auditor in the Public Utility Division of the
Oklahoma Corporation Commission from 1991 to 1995. In that position, I managed the
audits of major gas and electric utility companies in Oklahoma. Since leaving the
Commission, I have testified in numerous rate cases and other regulatory proceedings on

behalf of various customer interveners.

HAVE YOUR QUALIFICATIONS BEEN ACCEPTED BY THIS COMMISSION
IN PROCEEDINGS DEALING WITH REVENUE REQUIREMENT ISSUES?
Yes, they have. A more complete description of my qualifications and a list of the

proceedings in which I have been involved are attached to this testimony.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING IN THESE PROCEEDINGS?

I 'am appearing on behalf of the Houston Coalition of Cities ("HCC”).

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my testimony is to address various revenue requirement issues identified
in the application for authority to change rates of CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric,
LLC, (“CEHE” or the “Company”), a wholly-owned subsidiary of CenterPoint Energy,
Inc., (“"CNP”). My testimony addresses several employee compensation issues, board of
directors’™ fees, and the selt-insurance reserve plan costs. I also sponsor Lixhibit M5 2
included with this testimony, which sets forth the overall impact of HCC’s revenue

requirement recommendations.
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1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS TESTIMONY

Q: PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE ADJUSTMENTS YOU ARE PROPOSING IN THIS
CASE.

A My proposed adjustments are set forth in the table below:

Expense Adjustments
Adjustment to Remove Post Test Year Pay Raises $(5,982,672)
Adjustment to Remove Post Test Year Pay Raises — Affiliate (1,124,225)
Adjustment to Remove Above-Market Short-Term Incentives (2,922,835)
Adjustment to Remove Above-Market Short-Term Incentives- Aftiliate (3,711,615)
Adjustment to Storm Insurance Accrual (5,848,100)
Adjustment to Executive Severance (1,531,113)
Adjustment to Board of Directors” Compensation (1,030,895)
Adjustment to Directors” and Officers’ Insurance (720,680)
Adjustment to Investor Relations Costs (514,094)
Adjustment to Edison Electric Institute Association Dues (877,853)
Total Expense Adjustments ($24,264,081)
SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-24-13232_, PUC DOCKET NOQ. 56211 Page 5 of 45
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11I. OPERATING EXPENSE ADJUSTMENTS

(A)(1) Emplovee Compensation Expense—To Remove Pay Increases After Test Year

Q: PLEASE DISCUSS CEHE’S ADJUSTMENTS TO PAYROLL COSTS.

A For direct payroll, the Company annualized its test year end payroll by employee and
added post-test year pay increases of 3.5% for non-bargaining employees and 4% for
bargaining employees.! The Company also included post-test year step adjustments for
bargaining employees in the apprentice training program.? For affiliate payroll and salary
increases the Company proposed adjustments in Workpaper V-K-6 Wage Adjustment.’
The affiliate payroll adjustment includes prorated increases of 3.5% non-union employees

and 3% for union employees.*

Q: DO YOU AGREE WITH THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED PAYROLL
ADJUSTMENTS?
A No. I disagree with the Company’s inclusion of post-test year increases for 1ts employees.

This is a selective increase in costs that may be offset by post-test year increases in

' Sce Direct Testimony of Kristic L. Colvin, p. 80, lincs 7-11.
= Id, lincs 14-17.

> See Workpaper V-K-6 Wage AdjxlIsx, tab DS3, see also CEHE's Response to GCCC-RFI 04-03,
cxplaining that thc month of August 2023 was usced for Scrvicc Company annualization becausc it
represented a pavroll level that was closer to the average per books amount when compared with April-
December 2023, Service Company salaries were further adjusted for the CPA based on January 1, 2024,
for bargaining unit cmployces and April 1, 2024, for non-bargaining unit cmplovees.

*See Workpaper V-K-6 Wage Adj xlsx, tab DS1, cells J31 — J35 for the formulas showing the 3% union
incrcasc ratc.
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revenues or other cost savings. | recommend that the post-test year component be removed
tor both the direct and aftiliate payroll adjustments.

WHAT IS THE AMOUNT OF THE ADJUSTMENT YOU RECOMMEND TO
REMOVE THE POST-TEST YEAR PAY RAISES FROM THE REVENUE
REQUIREMENT?

The adjustment to remove the post-test year direct payroll increases reduces the revenue
requirement by $5,587.343 and the related payroll taxes by $395329, for a total
adjustment of $5,982.672, as set forth on Exhibit MG-2.1. The adjustment to remove the
post-test year increases to affiliate pay reduces the revenue requirement by $1,124,225, as

set forth on Exhibit MG-2.2.

(A)(2) Adjustment to Remove Above-Market STI Costs

Q:

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE STI INCREASES
REQUESTED BY THE COMPANY?

I recommend that the STI1 be reduced to the target level, which is the compensation level
used to determine competitive compensation rates. I recommend that both the direct and

affiliate STI be based on a target award factor of 1.00.

WHY 1S THIS ADJUSTMENT NECESSARY?
For incentive compensation, the base level or target level represents market compensation
costs. For ratemaking purposes, the first adjustment to incentive expense is always to

adjust the test year levels to target or base levels. Many utilities do this as a matter of
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course.” The reason this adjustment is necessary is because ratepayers are not responsible
for any above-market compensation costs.® In other words, ratepayers are only obligated
to pay market-based levels of compensation costs. Therefore, an adjustment to reduce the

Company’s requested level of compensation to the market level is required.

Q: IS THIS ADJUSTMENT CONSISTENT WITH PURA § 36.067?
A Yes. PURA § 36.067 (b) states “the regulatory authority shall presume that employee
compensation and benefits expenses are reasonable and necessary if the expenses are

consistent with market compensation. . . 7 Thus, the amount requested in rates must be

14

15

a market-based level, or the utility loses the presumption that the level is reasonable.® The
utility would have a high burden to show that above-market costs are reasonable. This
would indeed be ditficult because, for ratemaking purposes, only market-based
compensation is typically included in rates. In this case, CEHE has presented no evidence

to establish that the above-market compensation is justitied or reasonable.

* For example, SWEPCQ and SPS routinely adjust test vear incentive levels to target our base levels.

*Regulated utilities” prices are not sct in the competitive markets. Instead, regulatory commissions scrve
as the surrogate for competition, and set prices for utilities that retlect market prices. For regulated utilities,
above-market costs would not be considered “reasonable”™ for setting rates.

"PURA § 36.067 (b).

* In the Company’s compensation surveys, the target level is uscd to compare to the market to show that
the levels paid by the utility arc consistent with market-based levels. That means the target level is the
corrcct level for sctting rates.
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Q: WHY IS TARGET LEVEL THE REASONABLE LEVEL OF COMPENSATION
THAT MAY BE INCLUDED IN RATES?

A The Company compares its target level compensation to market-based compensation
surveys to show that the amounts paid by the utility are consistent with market-based
levels. That means the target level establishes the amount that may be included in rates
pursuant to the statute. This is seen in the testimony of Company witness, Villatoro:

WTW confirmed the Company’s compensation program is
consistent with the market and determined that CNP’s target total
direct compensation program and compensation levels are within
the competitive range (+/-10%), when compared to other utility
companies. The specific findings of WTW’s analysis will be
discussed later in my testimony.”
Ms. Villatoro states that the Company’s requested base pay and STI expenses are
reasonable because CNP targets the median of the market when designing total cash
compensation for positions in business units throughout CNP.!® Thus, the Company relies
on these market comparisons and concludes that “STI target levels tor CNP and Company

employees are market-based and are consistent with similarly situated employees in peer

and competitor companies based on market studies.”"’

? See Direct Testimony of Bertha R. Villatoro, p. 13, lines 16-20.
1% Sce Dircet Testimony of Bertha R. Villatoro, p. 27, lincs 13-16.
W Id . p. 28, lines 11-14.
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WOULD THIS BE THE GENERALLY ACCEPTED RULE FOR RATEMAKING

PURPOSES EVEN WITHOUT PURA § 36.067?

Yes. Ratepayers are only obligated, in normal circumstances, to pay the levels established
by the competitive markets for the ordinary costs of the utility. Since the competitive
markets establish market levels for compensation and employee benefits, these market
levels serve as the allowable ceiling for these costs in rates. Although there may be
extraordinary circumstances when a commission might allow above-market costs to be

passed on to ratepayers, these situations would be the exception to the rule.

IS THERE COMMISSION PRECEDENT FOR THIS POSITION?
Yes. SWEPCO and SPS both routinely adjust test year incentives to target as part of their
rate case applications. This makes sense because payments above target are payments

above market, and ratepayers are only responsible for market-based compensation.

WHAT ADJUSTMENT DO YOU RECOMMEND TO THE ST1 EXPENSE?
The adjustment to reduce the direct STI compensation expense to target level is
$2,922,835, as shown on Exhibit MG-2.3. The adjustment to reduce the affiliate STI

compensation expense to target level is $3,711,615, as shown on Exhibit MG-2.4.
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(B) Executive Severance Pay

Q: UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS DOES CNP PAY SEYERANCE BENEFITS TO A
NAMED EXECUTIVE OFFICER?

A Based on shareholder feedback, CNP recently created guidelines in which named
executive officers'? are entitled to severance benefits only if a change-in control event
occurs. Furthermore, CenterPoint Energy does not enter into employment agreements
with its named executive otficers. However, if a named executive officer is involuntarily
terminated without cause outside a change-in-control event, the Board may pay severance
benefits at its discretion of no more than 1.5 times'” the individual’s base salary plus the

target short-term incentive award.'*

Q: DOES CNP REPRESENT THAT A “CHANGE-IN-CONTROL” EVENT
OCCURRED WHICH PRECIPITATED THESE SEVERANCE PAYMENTS?

A No. CNP does not represent that a “change-in-control” event occurred would entitle these
executives to severance payments. Instead, the parent company indicates these severance
payments occurred when two named executive officers left CNP due to the

implementation of a “new streamlined organizational structure” >

12The U.S. Sceuritics and Exchange Commission requires a publicly traded company to identify its chicf
executive officer, its chief financial officer, and its three other highest paid executive officers in its
annual proxy statement. These five individuals arc referred to as “named cxccutive officers.”

Y The chief executive officer may receive as much as two times the individual’s annual base salary plus
short-tcrm incentive award.

92023 Proxy Statcment at 51, 84.
VY Id. at 49,
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Q. DID CNP ALLOCATE SEVERANCE BENEFITS TO CEHE FOR ONE OR MORE
NAMED EXECUTIVE OFFICERS DURING THE TEST YEAR?
A Yes. CNP allocated $1,531,113 to the Company in severance benefits to two named

executive officers during the test year.'® These two separations were the latest in a series

'® Company responsc to HCC 01-08 and 01-09, total severance pay for CNP was $7,884,992 for two named
cxceutive officers. Scc 2023 Proxy Statement at 49-30. CNP’s former Exceutive Viee President, Utility
Operations, Scott E. Dovle, was separated from CNP on January 3, 2023 due to the elimination of his
position. In conncction with his scparation, CNP cntercd into a separation and relecase agreement under
which, in exchange for exceution of a relcase of claims against CNP, Mr. Doyle reecived: (i) a lump sum
cash pavment of $2.092 300 representing a separation pavment equal to 1.5 Mr. Dovle’s base salary and
Ix his target short-term incentive award and pavment of an amount equal to his short-term incentive award
for the 2022 performance year determined at the approved achicvement level for other exccutive officers,
(1) full vesting of his outstanding 2020, 2021 and 2022 stock awards under the 2009 Long Term Incentive
Plan, including dividend cquivalents, of 9,648 sharcs pavablec in 2023, 11,439 shares pavable in 2024 and
13,946 shares pavable in 2025, respectively, with the 2021 and 2022 stock awards subject to achievement
of applicable performance goals, and (i1} continued vesting of his 2021 and 2022 performance share unit
awards under the Plan, including dividend cquivalents, of 34,318 target sharcs payable in 2024 and 41,837
target shares pavable in 2023, respectively, in each case, subject to achievement of applicable performance
goals.

CNP’s former Executive Vice President, Customer Transformation and Business Services, Gregory E.
Knight, was scparated from CNP on January 3, 2023 duc to the climination of his position. In connection
with his scparation, CNP entcred into a scparation and rclease agreement under which, in exchange for
execution of a release of claims against the Company, Mr. Knight received: (1) a lump sum cash pavment
of $1,166,000 rcpresenting a separation pavment cqual to 1.5x Mr. Knight’s basc salary and 1x his target
short-term incentive award; (i) pavment of his short-term incentive award for the 2022 performance vear
at the approved achievement level for other executive officers, (111) a lump sum cash payvment of $100,000
to compensate Mr. Knight for relocation cxpenses incurred in connection with his scparation, (iv) full
vesting of the remaining 4 872 shares under Mr. Knight’s sign-on equity incentive award, which were
scheduled to vest on August 17, 2023 had Mr. Knight remained emploved with the Company, and (v)
vesting of Mr. Knight's other outstanding cquity awards under the Company’s 2009 Long Term Incentive
Plan pursuant to certain vesting provisions under the applicable award agreements such that (x) his
outstanding 2020, 2021 and 2022 stock awards, including dividend cquivalents, of 11,274 sharcs payablc
in 2023, 10,894 sharcs payablc in 2024 and 9,362 sharcs pavable in 2023, respectively, fully vest, with the
2021 and 2022 stock awards subject to achievement of applicable performance goals and (v) his 2021 and
2022 performance sharc unit awards including dividend equivalents, of 32,683 target sharcs pavable in
2024 and 28,086 target shares pavable in 2023, respectively, continue to vest subject to achicvement of
applicable performance goals.
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of steps that CNP has taken over the past several years to further strengthen execution of

its long-term growth strategy.'”

WHAT DID CNP RECEIVE FROM THESE TWO NAMED EXECUTIVE
OFFICERS IN RETURN FOR THEIR SEVERANCE PACKAGES?

Severance packages are trequently provided to impacted employees to ease the transition
for both employer and employee. In exchange for their severance packages, the two
named executive officers agreed to release any claims they may have had against CNP.'®

Utility customers do not recetve any substantial benefit in this exchange.

IS SEVERANCE PAY REQUIRED FOR THE PROVISION OF UTILITY
SERVICE?

No. The parent company elects to provide severance pay to former employees whose
employment has been terminated. Severance pay is not required to provide utility service
to customers, either now or in the future. Furthermore, severance payments are made at
the Board’s discretion to specific individuals under specific conditions which are not
reasonably expected to be repeated. Thus, these severance payments are non-recurring,

and should not be recovered trom customers through base rates for this reason as well.

""News Release, “CenterPoint Encrgy announces organizational changes.” January 3, 2023,

'8 2023 Proxy Statcment at 49-50.
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Q: WHAT IS THE LEVEL OF SEVERANCE PAY THAT THE COMPANY IS
SEEKING TO RECOVER THROUGH RATES IN THIS PROCEEDING AND
WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION?

A The Company is seeking to recover $1,531,113 in severance pay through rates in this
proceeding. Because severance pay s discretionary and not required to provide utility
service to customers, the Commission should disallow the Company’s allocation of CNP’S

severance pay, as set forth at Exhibit MG-2.9.

(C) Board of Directors’ Compensation

Q: PLEASE DESCRIBE CNP’S BOARD OF DIRECTORS.

A CNP is a holding company that includes electric transmission & distribution in two states
and natural gas distribution in six states.!” Its Board of Directors (“Board™) is comprised
of 11 members who meet periodically throughout the year to set broad, strategic direction
tor CNP. The positions of the Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer
(“CEQ”) are currently separate. Excluding the CEQ, the remaining board members meet
the independence standards set by the New York Stock Exchange. The Board also
maintains three standing committees®’ comprised of independent directors to provide
oversight over specific corporate tunctions. In addition, the independent directors

regularly meet in executive session outside the presence of the CEQ. %!

¥ On February 21, 2024, CNP announced its intention to scll its Louisiana and Mississippi gas LDCs to
Bernhard Capital Partners for approximately $1.2 billion. The sale is expected to close in 2025 Q1.

2> The Board’s current standing committees are: 1) Audit; 2) Compensation; and 3) Governance,
Environmental, and Sustainability.

! CenterPoint Encrgy, Inc., “2024 Proxy Statcment and Notice of Annual Mceting™ at 25 (March 15, 2024),
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HOW IS CNP’S BOARD CHOSEN?

Each member of the CNP Board is chosen by its shareholders on an annual basis to serve
a one-year term.?*
DOES CNP MANDATE THAT THE INDEPENDENT DIRECTORS TAKE
ACTION TO ALIGN THEIR INTERESTS WITH THE SHAREHOLDERS’
INTEREST?

Yes. Each independent director is required to own CNP shares equal in value to at least

five (5) times the director’s annual cash retainer within five years of joining the Board

DO THE UTILITY CUSTOMERS OF CEHE HAVE ANY ROLE IN THE
NOMINATION AND ELECTION OF CNP’S BOARD MEMBERS?

No. Customers have no role in the nomination and election of CNP Board members.

IS CNP’S BOARD OF DIRECTORS FOCUSED PRIMARILY ON PROMOTING
THE INTERESTS OF CEHE’S UTILITY CUSTOMER?

No. Most investor-owned utilities, like CEHE, are not directly publicly traded, but instead,
are one of several subsidiaries within a larger holding company. Like other publicly traded

corporations, the Board of Directors of holding companies such as CNP build and manage

=Id at 6.
2 1d at 31.
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a dynamic portfolio of subsidiaries, regulated and unregulated,®* to maximize long-term

earnings potential for shareholders.

Q: CAN YOU PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF HOW CNP’S BOARD OF DIRECTORS

HAS BEEN FOCUSED RECENTLY ON PROMOTING SHAREHOLDERS’
INTERESTS AND ENHANCING CNP’S OVERALL EARNINGS POTENTIAL?
A:  Yes. CNP hasrecently taken several actions to benefit shareholders and increase its long-
term earnings potential. For example, CNP completed a sale of its Arkansas and
Oklahoma local gas distribution utility companies (“LDCs™) in January 2022 to Summit
Utilities, Inc. for $2.15 billion. When the sale was announced, CNP issued the following
statement:
The announcement demonstrates not only our ability to etficiently recycle
capital across our utility footprint, but also our ability to execute on our
commitments to our shareholders. As outlined in our December 2020
Investor Day, our commitments include delivering annualized utility
earnings per share growth ot 6% - 8% and growing our rate base at a 10%
compound annual growth rate. The ability to efficiently redeploy this
capital and the eventual exit of the midstream investments will have no

impact on our targeted 6% - 8% annualized earnings per share growth
rate. >

This clearly shows CNP’s focus on maximizing profits and promoting the shareholders’
interests. Similarly, CNP recently announced that it would be exiting the midstream

industry with its sale of its Enable Midstream Partners, LP holdings. CNP indicated that

“4In this context, the word “unrcgulated” refers to an cntity not subject to ceonomic regulation from a state
public utility commission in a manner similar to the Commission’s jurisdiction over Houston Electric.

% News Release. “CenterPoint announces sale of Arkansas and Oklahoma natural gas LDC busincsscs to
Summit Utilitics for $2.15 billion in cash.™ April 29, 2021.
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it was “now firmly on an accelerated path to reducing our exposure to the midstream

2

industry. A few years prior, CNP acquired Vectren Corporation, an Indiana-based
electric and gas utility.?” Recently, CNP announced plans to divest two of its remaining
local natural gas distribution utilities.”® These actions demonstrate that CNP’s Board

devotes a significant amount of time and effort managing CNP’s portfolio of subsidiaries

and maximizing shareholder profits.

Q: HOW HAS CNP’'S MARKET CAPITALIZATION CHANGED SINCE THE
COMPANY’S MOST RECENT BASE RATE PROCEEDING?

A From January 1, 2019 (i.e., one day after the last day of the most recent test year) until
December 31, 2023, CNP’s market capitalization increased from $14.1 billion to $18.0

billion for an annual 5.0 percent gain.*

Q: HOW ARE MEMBERS OF CNP’S BOARD OF DIRECTORS COMPENSATED?
Members receive an annual retainer fee, payable in cash and CNP shares as well as other

compensation. For the test year, the Company was allocated $1,330,604 in total

2 News Relcase.  “CenterPoint Begins Exit of Midstrcam Following Encrgy Transfer’s Completed
Acquisition of Enablc Midstrcam Partncrs.” December 2, 2021,

*7 News Release. “CenterPoint Energy and Vectren to Merge.” April 23, 2018,
8 Proxy Statement at 1.

2 CenterPoint Energy Market Cap 2010-2023.  https./www.macrotrends. net/stocks/charts/CNP/
centerpoint-energy/market-cap. Most recently accessed January 31, 2024. CenterPoint Energy (CNP)
- Market capitalization (companiesmarkefcap.com)
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compensation for CNP’s board members with $599.419 in cash compensation and

$731,185 in stock-based compensation.*”

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROPOSAL REGARDING THE RECOVERY OF
THE BOARD MEMBERS’ COMPENSATION ALLOCATED TO THE
COMPANY?

To reflect the fact that both shareholders and ratepayers benefit from these costs, I
recommend that the Commission order a sharing of these costs on a 50/50 basis. This is
appropriate because the Board devotes significant attention to maximizing long-term
earnings potential tor its shareholders. The Board is selected by CNP’s shareholders,
represents the shareholders, and its members have fiduciary duties of care and loyalty to
shareholders, which take precedence over any responsibilities the Board may have to the
CEHE’s customers. Finally, as shareholders themselves, the CNP’s Board of Directors
are motivated to take actions that will increase the value of their holdings, which may have
a marginal, if any, impact on the provision of service to customers. For this reason, |
recommend an equal sharing of these costs between shareholders and ratepayers. As
shown in Exhibit MG-2-6, 1 recommend a reduction in the amount of $1,030 895 for the
Company’s operating expenses to account for this disallowance tor Board of Directors’

compensation,

* Company responsc to HCC-RFI01-03.

SOAH DOCKET NQO. 473-24-13232_ PUC DOCKET NO. 36211 Page 18 of 43
Dircet Testimony of Mark E. Garrett



L

(D) Directors’ and Officers’ Liability Insurance

Q: WHAT AMOUNT IS THE COMPANY REQUESTING IN RATES FOR
DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS (D&O) LIABILITY INSURANCE IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

A For the test year, CEHE was allocated $1,441,360 for Directors and Officers (“D&0O”)
liability insurance.?' The Company is seeking full recovery of its allocated share of these

expenses.*?

WHAT IS D&O LIABILITY INSURANCE?

A D&O liability insurance generally protects the assets of a company’s directors and ofticers
from the financial impact of litigation that results from their actions and decisions acting
on the Company’s behalf in their official capacity. D&O liability insurance also shields
shareholders and Board members alike against the impact of legal action resulting from

decisions of CNP’s board and senior leadership.™

' Conipany response to Data Request HCC-RF101-06.
3 Company response (o Data Request HCC-RFI01-07.

* Martin M. Bovcer, Directors’ and Officers’ Insurance and Shareholder Proiection, (War, 2005),
http: #/papers.ssen.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=886504.
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IF AN OFFICER OF CNP WAS FOUND NEGLIGENT IN THE INJURY OF
ANOTHER PARTY, WOULD IT BE APPROPRIATE TO RECOVER THOSE
COSTS FROM RATEPAYERS?

No. The costs of a director’s or officer’s negligent acts is not a necessary cost of providing
utility service. Moreover, since directors and officers have a fiduciary duty to put the
interests of shareholders first, some of the costs of their compensation and benefits should

be paid by shareholders. This would include the cost of D&O liability insurance.

PLEASE DISCUSS THE RATEMAKING POLICY REASONS FOR
RECOMMENDING THE SHARING OF D&O LIABILITY INSURANCE COSTS.
The D& O liability insurance is 1n place to protect not only the directors and officers of the
Company, but ultimately, the shareholders. Ratepayers should not be expected to bear the
full amount of Board of Directors compensation and expenses, including D&O liability
insurance, because ofticers and directors have legal, fiduciary duties of loyalty and care to
the corporation itself and not to its customers. These individuals are required by law to
put the interests of the Company first. Undoubtedly, the interests of the Company and the
interests of customers are not always the same, and at times, can be quite divergent. This
natural divergence of interests creates a situation where not every compensation cost is
presumed to be a necessary cost of providing utility service. A 50/50 allocation between
shareholders and ratepayers is appropriate because both groups benetit from the Company’

D&O liability insurance.
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Q. HAS THIS REGULATORY TREATMENT OF D&O LIABILITY INSURANCE
BEEN ADOPTED BY THIS COMMISSION?

A. To my knowledge, it has not.

Q: ARE YOU AWARE OF OTHER REGULATORY COMMISSIONS THAT
REQUIRE SHARING OF D&O LIABILITY INSURANCE COSTS?

A Yes. I am aware that regulatory commissions in Arkansas, California, Connecticut,
Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, Florida, and New York have required the sharing of these
costs, as discussed below:

Arkansas The Arkansas Public Service Commission (“APSC”) has for many vyears
required a 50/50 sharing of these costs between shareholders and ratepayers. In the 2004
rate case of CenterPoint Energy/Arkla, the APSC found that because shareholders receive
the benetit of D&O liability insurance payouts, they should bear a portion of the cost of
buying the insurance.** Similarly, in the 2006 Entergy rate case, the APSC stated:
The Commission agrees that ratepayers, as well as shareholders, benefit
from good utility management, which D&O Insurance helps secure.
However, as found in prior dockets, the direct monetary benefits of D&O
Insurance tlow to shareholders as recipients of any payment made under
these policies. That monetary protection is not enjoyed by ratepayers. The
Commission therefore finds that, because sharcholders materially benefit

Jrom this insurance, the costs of D&O Insurance should be equally shared
hetween shareholder and ratepayer ™

¥ See Application for a General Change or Modification in CenterPeoint Energy Arkia, a Division of CenterPoint
Enerev Resources Corp, Rates, Charges and Tariffs, Ark. Pub. Svc. Comm’n, Docket No. 04-121-U, Order No. 16,
Sept. 19, 2003, pp. 39-40.

35 Application of Enterev Arkansas. Incfor Approval of Changes in rates for Retail Eleciric Service. Atk. Pub. Svc.
Comm’ n, Docket No. 06-101-U, Order No. 10, June 135, 2007, p. 70. (Emphasis added).
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California The California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) similarly ordered a
50/50 sharing of D& O liability insurance costs in a case involving Pacific Gas and Electric

Company. The CPUC explained:

We reduce PG&E's D& O insurance torecast by 50%, resulting ina $1.423
million reduction. Past Commission policy of equal sharing of cost
responsibility for D&O insurance should continue for this GRC [base rate
case]. In situations such as this, where a corporate service or product otfers
separate benefits both to ratepayers and shareholders, imposing cost
sharing does not conflict with cost-of service ratemaking principles. By
allowing 50% of such costs for ratepayer funding, we provide
reimbursement for a reasonable level of costs attributable to D&O
Insurance to the extent that ratepayers benetit. It is not reasonable for
ratepayers to bear all of the costs related to D&O insurance when a share
of those insurance benefits flow to shareholders.*

Connecticut In a 2014 Connecticut Light & Power rate case, the Connecticut Public
Utilities Regulatory Authority (“CPURA™) allowed recovery of only 25% of D&O

liability insurance costs in rates. The CPURA stated:

The OCC agreed that DOL protects the officers of the Company trom
lawsuits brought against them by shareholders that arise as a result of
decisions that they make while performing their duties. Therefore, the
shareholders, who recerve the peyvout, are the primary beneficiaries of this
insurance. Ratepayers receive very little of the benefit and should not be
responsible for all of the costs. . . The OCC noted that the Company failed
to recognize that many legitimate expenses (e.g., image building
advertisements, lobbying expenses) are not recoverable. . . The Authority
finds no convincing reason to deviate from its previous treatment of DOL
insurance. Consisteni with the delerminations in previous Decisions
revarding BOD expense and DOL expense, the Authority will allow only
25% of DOL costs in rates >’

¥ Application of Pacific Gas & Elec., Application 12-11-009, 2014 Cal. PUC LEX1S 395 (Cal. P.U.C. Aug. 14,

2014).

¥ Application of the Connecticut Light and Power Co., fo Amend its Rate Schedulfes. Conn. Pub. Util. Reg. Authority,

Docket No. 14-05-06, Order issued Dec. 17, 2014, pp. 76-77 (Emphasis added).
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Nevada The Nevada Public Utility Commission (“PUCN”) has issued several orders
requiring a 50/50 sharing of D&O liability insurance costs between shareholders and
ratepayers. One such order was issued in a recent Southwest Gas rate case. The PUCN
stated:
The Commission agrees with Staff that D&O insurance benefits both
shareholders and ratepayers, and consequently, those costs should be
shared. Based on the foregoing analysis, the Commission finds that a 50/50
apportionment of the cost of D&O Liability Insurance between ratepayers
and SWG is just and reasonable.¥®
New Mexico The New Mexico Public Regulation Commission ("NMPRC”) addressed the
1ssue of D&O liability insurance cost sharing in a recent El Paso Electric rate case. The
ALJ’s Recommended Decision (RD) discussed why allocation of D&O liability insurance
cost is consistent with balancing the interests of ratepayers and shareholders. The ALJ
stated:
What 1s unique about D&QO insurance is that it is a cost specifically incurred
tor directors and officers, who have a fiduciary duty to put the interests of
shareholders first. Therefore, the responsibility for the cost of D&O

insurance goes to the heart of the Commission’s obligation to balance the
interests of shareholders and ratepayers.”™

* Qee Application of Southwesi Gas Corporaiion for Authorify to increase Rates, Pub. Util. Comm’n of Nev., Docket
No. 18-05031. Modified Order, May 15, 2019, p. 152. The PUCN has followed this ruling in later cases involving
SWG. See Application of Southwest Gas Corp. for Authoritv fo Increase Its Retall Natural Gas Util, Serv. Rafes et
al., Docket No. 20-02023, 2020 WL 6119350, at *86 (Nev. P.U.C. Sept. 20, 2020).

¥ Application of Il Paso Flectric Co. for Revision of its Retail Fieciric Rates: Now Mex, Pub. Reg. Comm’™n, Case
No. 20-00104-UT, Recommended Decision (RD) issued April 6, 2021, p. 167. The treatment of D&O liability
insurance was not raised as an exception, and the NMPRC adopted. approved and accepted the Al.)’s RD in its Order
Adopting Recommended Decision with Modifications, issned June 23, 2021, pp. 33-34.
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Texas The Texas Railroad Commission excluded 50% of Texas Gas System’s (“TGS”)
D&OQ liability insurance expense in Docket No. 9896 based on a finding that both
shareholders and ratepayers’ benetfit.
It 1s reasonable to include 50 percent of TGS’s requested amounts for ...
Directors’ and Officers’ Liability Insurance ... because both shareholders
and ratepayers benefit *°
Florida The Florida Public Service Commission excluded 50% of Gulf Power’s D&O
liability insurance expense in Docket No. 110138-EI based on a finding that customers
and shareholders both benefit from D&O Liability Insurance.
Based on the above, we find that both the shareholders and the customers
receive benetits from D&O Liability Insurance and that the associated cost
shall reflect this fact. As such, we find that D&O Liability Insurance
expense shall be reduced by $58,133 ($59,384 system) to share the cost
equally between the shareholders and the customers.?'
It is also my understanding that the regulatory commission in New York*? has also

allocated these expenses on a 50-50 basis on the determination that shareholders and

customers both benefit from D&QO liability insurance.

40 ]n re Texas Gas Services, Tex. Railroad Commission, Docket No. 9896, Final Order, 08-22-00009896, (Jan. 19,
2023) 9 74

M In ve Gulf Power Co., Florida Pub. Serv. Comm ’n, Florida Pub. Serv. Comm’n, Docket No. 110138-EI Order No.
PSC-12-0179-FOF-EL, (Apr. 3, 2012) pp. 100-101.

12 Order Setting Electric Rates. State of New York Pub. Serv. Comm’n. Cases 08-E-0339 and 08-M-0618. (April
24, 2009), pp. 90-91.
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WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND FOR THE RECOVERY OF D&O LIABILITY
INSURANCE?

I recommend that the Commaission allocates the cost of the Company’s portion of its D&O
liability insurance expense on a 50/50 basis between its customers and shareholders. The

adjustment to remove 50% of the D&O liability insurance expense reduces operating

expense by $720,680. This adjustment is shown on Exhibit MG-2.7.

Investor Relations Expense

DID CNP ALLOCATE COSTS TO CEHE FOR A PORTION OF ITS INVESTOR
RELATIONS EXPENSE?

Yes. CNP allocated $1,028 187 to CEHE during the test year for investor relation costs,
which are costs primarily for the maintenance of communication with existing and

potential shareholders.®

HOW DOES CNP DISTRIBUTE INFORMATION TO ITS SHAREHOLDERS?

CNP competes in global capital markets with companies within and outside the utility
industry.  As a publicly traded corporation, CNP provides information and
communications with thousands of shareholders that collectively own nearly 630 million
shares outstanding* CNP maintains an investor relations unit to provide publicly

available information in various formats to existing and potential shareholders. These

* Company responsc to HCC-RFIO1-01, Attachment 1.
* CenterPoint Encrgy, Ine. Form 10-K for the fiscal period ended December 31, 2022.
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practices promote transparency between CNP and the public and help it build and maintain
a positive reputation that encourages trust and promotes integrity. For example, CNP’s
website® contains information which provides news releases, investor presentations and
regulatory filings with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission. An existing or
potential shareholder can also download documents related to its Environmental, Social,
and Governance (“ESG”) reports. Finally, an individual may also access information of

unique relevance to a shareholder, such as historical share prices and dividend dates.

ARE THERE OTHER MEANS IN WHICH CNP COMMUNICATES WITH THE
INVESTMENT COMMUNITY?

Yes. After CNP publishes its earnings results from the prior quarter, 1t hosts conference
calls with equity analysts to provide a summary of the prior quarter’s earnings results as
well as responds to questions regarding how specific actions or decisions may impact its
market value. In addition, CNP often participates in investor conferences which allow for

further communication with the investment community.

HOW DO SHAREHOLDERS BENEFIT FROM INVESTOR RELATIONS
EXPENSES?
When global capital markets have access to timely, relevant, and accurate financial and

operational data, it allows the underlying value of CNP to be more closely reflected in its

* https://investors.conterpointencrgy .com/
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market capitalization. Existing and potential shareholders can then make better informed

decisions regarding their CNP share ownership.

HOW HAS CNP’'S MARKET CAPITALIZATION CHANGED SINCE THE
COMPANY’S MOST RECENT BASE RATE PROCEEDING?

From January 1, 2019 (i.e., one day after the last day of the most recent test year) until
December 31, 2023, CNP’s market capitalization increased from $14.1 billion to $18.0

billion for an annual 5.0 percent gain.*®

ARE INVESTOR RELATIONS EXPENSES A NECESSARY AND REQUIRED
COST TO PROVIDE NATURAL GAS UTILITY SERVICE?

No. The parent company, CNP, is the party responsible for communicating timely,
relevant, and accurate financial and operational data regarding all of its subsidiaries to the
global capital markets. As evidenced by the numerous electric utilities nationwide owned
by cities, counties, and tribal nations that do not maintain an investor relations function,
these expenses are not a necessary and required cost tor the provision of electric utility

service,

* CenterPoint Energy Market Cap 2010-2023.  httpsy//www.macrotrends.net/stocks/charts/CNP/
centerpoint-energy/market-cap. Most recently accessed January 31, 2024. CenterPoint Energy (CNP)
- Market capitalization (companiesmarkefcap.com)
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HAS THE TEXAS RAILROAD COMMISSION RECENTLY ADDRESSED
WHETHER A SHARING OF INVESTOR RELATIONS EXPENSES BETWEEN
SHAREHOLDERS AND CUSTOMERS IS APPROPRIATE?
Yes. The Commission excluded 50 percent of Texas Gas System’s (“TGS”) investor
relations expense in Docket No. 9896 based on a finding that both shareholders and
ratepayers benetit.
It 1s reasonable to include 50 percent of TGS’s requested amounts for ...
Investor Relations because both shareholders and ratepayers benefit.*’
HAS THIS THIS REGULATORY TREATMENT OF INVESTOR RELATIONS
EXPENSE BEEN ADOPTED BY THIS COMMISSION?

To my knowledge, it has not,

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDED REGULATORY TREATMENT FOR THE
COMPANY’S ALLOCATED INVESTOR RELATIONS EXPENSES?

I recommend that the Commission disallows 50 percent of these investor relations
expenses allocated to CEHE. These expenses should be shared between shareholders and
customers, rather than being recovered exclusively from the Company’s customers. The
responsibility to communicate with the global capital markets ultimately falls upon CNP,

not the utility company or its customers. As shown in Exhibit MG-2.8, 1 am proposing a

*'Tn rc Texas Gas Scrviees, Tex. Railroad Commission, Docket No. 9896, Final Order, 0S-22-00009896,
(Jan. 19, 2023) Y 74.
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reduction in the amount of $514,094 for the Company’s operating expenses to account for

this disallowance for investor relations expenses.*

(F) Edison Electric (“EEI’) Dues

Q.

SHOULD CEHE RECOVER THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH ITS
MEMBERSHIP DUES TO INDUSTRY ASSOCIATIONS, SUCH AS THE EDISON
ELECTRIC INSTITUTE (*EEI™)?

No. Captive utility customers should not be required to fund the dues that a utility holding
company pays to an industry association, such as EEL. Instead, these elective expenditures
should be funded by shareholders since industry associations act primarily in the interests
of the utility industry and its owners rather than its captive customers. EEI provides an
array of services to its members, with significant overlap between those services which
advocate for members’ private interests and other services that serve the public interest.
Until the Company presents a clear showing that EEI dues are necessary for the provision
of service and promote customers’ interests, the Commission should disallow CEHE’s
requested recovery of $877.853 for EEI membership dues allocated to the Company

during the test year.*

* This -$160,521 adjustment would be allocated to the four divisions in the following manner; -$98,670
to the Houston division: -$31,431 to the Texas Coast division; -$16,861 to the East Texas division; and -
$13,360 to the South Coast division,

+ CEHE RFP Workpapers D (redacted) xlsx, tab WP I1-D-2.6a (ccll E4 plus ccll E10).
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PLEASE DESCRIBE THE EDISON ELECTRIC INSTITUTE.,

Organized in 1933, the Edison Electric Institute (EEI) is the industry association that
represents all U.S. investor-owned electric companies. 1ts members provide electricity for
nearly 250 million Americans and operate in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. In
addition to U.S. members, EEI has more than 70 international electric companies, as
International Members, and hundreds of industry suppliers and related organizations as

Associate Members,

DOES EEI SELF-REPORT THE PERCENTAGE OF A MEMBER’S DUES THAT
THE ORGANIZATION ATTRIBUTES TO LOBBYING EXPENSES?

Yes. The U.S. Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) denies a deduction for the amount a trade
or professional organization exempt under 501(c)(6) spends on lobbying.** Membership
organizations that conduct lobbying may either: 1) disclose to their members what
percentage of their dues are nondeductible because they are used for lobbying; or 2) pay a
35-percent proxy tax on lobbying expenditures. Regardless of the method chosen, they
must disclose the amount spent on lobbying on their Form 990 informational returns. Most

membership organizations choose to report the nondeductible amount to their members.

SOTRC § 162(c).

SOAH DOCKET NQO. 473-24-13232_ PUC DOCKET NO. 36211 Page 30 of 45
Dircet Testimony of Mark E. Garrett



DOES THE NOMINAL PERCENTAGE ALLOCATED TO ‘LOBBYING’ ON THE
ASSOCIATION’S MEMBERSHIP DUES INVOICE DISCLOSE THE ENTIRE
RANGE OF ACTIVITIES THAT PROMOTE PRIVATE INTERESTS OF THE
UTILITY INDUSTRY AND ITS OWNERS?

No. The percentage of industry associations’ dues allocated to lobbying, as shown on their
invoices, i1s predicated on a very narrow definition for “lobbying” as defined by IRS
regulations. This allocation method may be appropriate for tax reporting purposes, but the
IRS lobbying detinition 1s not sufticient to determine how much ot EET’s etforts are more
appropriately described as advocating for its members” private interests to federal, state,

and local officials and policymakers.

IN WHICH FERC ACCOUNT ARE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION DUES
RECORDED?

After adjusting for the selt-reported lobbying percentage, the Company typically records
the remaining expenses in FERC Account Number 930.2 for miscellaneous general
expense, as “Dues - Industry association dues for company memberships,” that are
customarily “above the line” expenses and presumptively recoverable from 1ts

customers.”!

*'18 CFR §367.9302.

SOAH DOCKET NQO. 473-24-13232_ PUC DOCKET NO. 36211 Page 31 of 43
Dircet Testimony of Mark E. Garrett



ISIT YOUR RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COMPANY SHOULD INSTEAD
RECORD ITS EEI DUES IN FERC ACCOUNT NUMBER 426.4?

Yes. As described in greater detail below, a clear distinction does not exist between EEl’s
advocacy on behalf of its members™ private interests and other services which may serve
the public interest. FERC Account 426.4 is used for expenditures for the purpose of
influencing public opinion with respect to the election or appointment of public otficials,
referenda, legislation, or ordinances (either with respect to the possible adoption of new
referenda, legislation or ordinances or repeal or modification of existing referenda,
legislation or ordinances) or approval, medification, or revocation of franchises; or for the
purpose of intfluencing the decisions of public ofticials. For expenses recorded in FERC
Account 426.4, the Company bears the burden to substantiate that these expenses are
appropriate for recovery from customers. If this burden is not met, these expenses are
recorded “below the line” and presumptively not recoverable from customers.  This
account does not include expenditures that are directly related to appearances betfore
regulatory or other governmental bodies in connection with the Company’s existing or

proposed operations.™?

*2 18 CFR §367.4264.
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Q: HAS THE U.S. FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION (“FERC”)
TAKEN ACTION REGARDING THE APPROPRIATE REGULATORY
TREATMENT FOR INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION DUES?

A Yes. Although the FERC has not clearly drawn a distinction between recoverable public
outreach/educational expenses and unrecoverable lobbying/advocacy expenses, it has
opened an investigatory docket to address the concern that captive customers should not
be required to pay industry association dues.>® FERC’s Notice of Inquiry (“NOI”)
requested input to better understand the nature of industry association expenses included
n Account 930.2, and to consider other potential Uniform System of Accounts (“UScA™)
amendments to protect consumers from paying for activities that principally serve private
interests, rather than the public interest. A recent appellate court decision found that
indirect influence expenses (e.g., industry associations that provide public policy
advocacy services on behalf of dues-paying members) should be recorded in Account

426.4°*

Q: IN THE FERC NOI, DID CONSUMER ADVOCATES SUBMIT COMMENTS?
Yes. Consumer advocates in at least 16 jurisdictions filed comments regarding the lack of
transparency in the delineation between industry associations serving their members’

private interests and the public interest. For example, in ajoint filing, consumer advocates

* Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission. Docket No. RM22-5-000. Rate Recovery, Reporting, and
Accounting Treatment of Industry Association Dues and Certain Civic, Political, and Related Expenses.
Noticc of Inquirv. 86 Fed. Reg. 72,958 (2021) ("NOI™) at 5.

** Newman v. FERC', No. 20-1324, 22 F.4th 189, 2021 U.S. App. LEXIS 38373 (D.C. Cir. Dce. 28, 2021).

SOAH DOCKET NQO. 473-24-13232_ PUC DOCKET NO. 36211 Page 33 of 43
Dircet Testimony of Mark E. Garrett



from California, Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Oregon, and Rhode Island indicated that each advocate has an interest in “ensuring that
captive ratepayers [in their respective states] are not charged for political and public
advocacy expenses that do not provide ratepayer benetits and that may be contrary to
ratepayer interests.””> The joint filing called for a more detailed, transparent review of the
activities that industry association dues fund to ensure rates that are just and reasonable.
At aminimum, a utility should substantiate its requests for recovery of industry association
dues with categorical breakdowns of industry associations” activities and clear connections

between the items for which the utilities seek recovery and ratepayer benefits.>®

Q: IS THIS COMMISSION BOUND BY ANY FERC DETERMINATION
REGARDING THE RECOVERY OF INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION DUES FROM
CAPTIVE UTILITY CUSTOMERS?

A No. Each regulatory commission has the authority to determine whether its ratepayers
will be required to fund the utility’s elective industry asscciation dues. The information
regarding FERC’s NOI proceedings merely highlights the widespread concern over
whether it is appropriate for captive customers to be required to fund the elective

assoclation activities that promote the interests of the utility industry and its shareholders.

* Comments of the State Agencics in FERC Docket No. RM22-5-000. Rate Recovery, Reporting, and
Accounting Treatment of Industry Association Dues and Certain Civic, Political, and Related Expenses, p.
3.

*Id. at 20.
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Q: HAVE OTHER STATE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSIONS DISALLOWED
INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION DUES ASSOCIATED WITH ADVOCACY
ACTIVITIES?

A Yes. Kentucky,”” Minnesota,*® and California®” have disallowed all or part of a utility’s
trade or industry association dues expenses because the utility could not show that such
expenses were required or necessary for the provision of utility service. Although
Michigan did allow for recovery for these expenses, the commission reiterated to the utility
tor “the need to continually justify that [membership] fees are truly required and/or are in
the interests of ratepayers,” and “of its continuing obligation to 1dentify, describe, and
explain projected costs associated with membership fees in future rate cases.”™

Furthermore, Louisiana has recently opened an investigation to determine whether

recovery of such costs is appropriate.®’

7 Application of Kentucky Utilitics Company for an Adjustment of Its Elcetric Rates, Casc No. 2020-
00349, Orderat 28 (Ky. Pub. Serv. Comm™n Junc 30, 2021) (KYPSC KU Order); Application of Louisville
Gas and Electric Company for an Adjustment of its Electric and Gas Rates, Case No. 2020-00350, Order
at 30.

*#In the Matter of the Application of Otter Tail Powcr Company for Authority to Increasc Rates for Elcetric
Service in the State of Minncsota, Docket No. E-017/GR-20-719, Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and Order
(Minn. Pub. Util. Comm’™n Fcb. 1, 2022).

>* Application of Southemn California Edison Company (U338E) for Authority to Increase its Authorized
Revenues for Electric Service in 2021, among other things, and to Reflect that Increase in Rates,
Application 19-08-013, Deccision on Test Year 2021 General Rate Case for Southern California Edison
Company, Decision 21-08-036 (Cal. Pub. Util. Comm’n Aug. 20, 2021),

“*In the Matter of the Application of DTE Electric Company for Authority to Increase Its Rates, Amend
Its Rate Schedules and Rules Governing the Distribution and Supply of Electric Energy, and for
Misccllancous Accounting Authority, Casc No. U-20561, Order at 200 (Mich. Pub. Util. Comm™n May &,
2020).

¢ Minutes Of Junc 7, 2023 Open Scssion Of The Louisiana Public Scrvice Commission held in New
Orlcans, Louisiana.
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HAS FEDERAL LEGISLATION BEEN INTRODUCED THAT WOULD DIRECT
THE FERC TO PROHIBIT UTILITIES FROM RECOVERING DUES AND FEES
PAID TO TRADE AND INDUSTRY ASSOCIATIONS, SUCH AS EEI, FROM
CUSTOMERS?

Yes. In 2023, federal legislation was introduced that would direct FERC to promulgate
regulations that would, /nter alia, prohibit a utility from using ratepayer funds for expenses
associated with political influence activities. If enacted, FERC would also be directed to
amend the Uniform System of Accounts to instruct utilities to record such expenses as
presumptively not recoverable from customers. The legislation specifically identifies
“dues or tees paid to trade associations or industry associations” as a political intluence
activity %

On August 23, 2023, the Energy and Policy Institute published an article discussing
the FERC NOI and legislative efforts aimed at increasing transparency and fairness to
utility customers regarding utility industry association dues.®® The article stated:

“Regulated utilities have every right to engage in outreach to influence

public opinion on political issues. Presumptively, however, they do not

have the right to pass through the costs of this outreach to their customers’

bills,” said Commissioner Allison Clements at the time. “At a minimum it

18 a good housekeeping exercise to ensure that customers are not

inappropriately left tooting the bill for their utility providers’ political aims

simply because they were taken on by a trade association instead of the
regulated entities themselves.”

* ek
“Commissioner Mark Christie said, “Nothing keeps the monopoly from
spending money on First Amendment protected speech, including lobbying
legislators and related public-relations activities, but its investors should

¢ H.R. Bill 5075, ““Ethics in Energy Act of 2023,

93 Kasper, Mark “Legislation Introduced by Rep. Kathy Castor Instructs FERC to Ban Utilities from Using Ratepaver
Dollars for Political Activities,” Energy and Policy Institute (Aug. 2, 2023).
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pay those costs, not captive customers. That is the issue implicated by this
NOI, which seeks to better understand whether costs permitted to be “above
the line” (chargeable to customers) and those required to be “below the
line” (chargeable to investors) for privately-owned companies are being
treated as such on a transparent and consistent basis.”%*

HAS THERE BEEN STATE LEGISLATION ENACTED THAT PROHIBITS THE
RECOVERY OF TRADE OR INDUSTRY ASSOCIATIONS’ DUES?

Yes. Colorado,®® Connecticut,®® New York,®” and Maine® have each enacted legislation
that prehibits its jurisdictional utilities from recovering the expenses for trade or industry

association dues from their retail customers.

WHAT PERCENTAGE OF ITS DUES DOES EEI INDICATE IS USED FOR
LOBBYING PURPOSES?

For 2023, EEI self-reported that 16.4 percent of its dues were used tor lobbying purposes
based on the IRS’ narrow definition of lobbying.*” For many of EEI’s functions, however,
it 1s extremely difticult to distinguish between EEI educating its membership and the
public regarding safe, reliable, and cost effective retail electric utility service and EEI
advocating for its members’ private interests, such as protecting market share, a

competitive advantage, or earnings, which may conflict with customer and stakeholder

8 d.

3 Colorado Revised Statutes 40-3-114(2)(g).

5 Connccticut Statutes §16-243p(b)(3).

“"New York Statutes § 334-114-a

% 35-A MRSA §302(2)(B).

% Edison Elcctric Institute, 2024 Lobbying, Advocacy, and Other Ixpenditures Report, 4 (2024).
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interests. When examining EEl’s functions through this lens, the expenses EEI incurs to
advocate for its members’ legislative and regulatory priorities are substantially larger than

the 16.4 percent lobbying expense EEI reported to its members for 2023,

WHAT AMOUNT OF EEI DUES DO YOU RECOMMEND THE COMMISSION
SHOULD EXCLUDE?

I recommend that the Commission exclude 100% of the EEI dues. Absent a thorough
audit of the industry associations’ expenses, the Commission and stakeholders will find it
extremely challenging to distinguish between expenditures for education of members and
the general public and advocacy of its members™ private interests. EEI engages in
advocacy for the electric utility industry and its owners. Until the Company can
demonstrate that its request for recovery of EEI membership dues relates to customer
interests rather than lobbying and broader industry advocacy efforts, the Commission
should disallow CEHE’s recovery of $877,853 tor EEI membership dues as shown on

Exhibit MG-2-10.
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V.

SELF-INSURANCE RESERVE

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPANY’S PROPOSAL RELATED TO ITS SELF -
INSURANCE PROGRAM.

The Company is selt-insured for property damage consistent with the Commission’s
Rules.”® In Docket No. 49421, the Company’s 2019 rate case, Commission set an annual
accrual of $3.575 million to provide for average annual expected losses from events where
losses are greater than $100,000 and an accrual of $4.11 million annual for three years to
achieve a target reserve of $6.55 million from a reserve deficit level of $5.79 million.”

In this proceeding, Company witness Gregory S. Wilson proposes to increase the
annual accrual to $22.3 million, and to set a new target property insurance reserve of $16.7
million. The increase in the annual accrual is needed to take the current reserve deficit
level of $41.819 million to the target reserve level of $16.7 million in a five-year period,
while paying annual expected losses of $10.6 million per year.”

In other words, the Company’s proposed annual accrual is made up of two
components. The first1s $10.6 million to provide for average annual expected losses and

the second is $11.7 million accrued annually for tive years to achieve the target reserve of

$16.7 million from the current reserve deficit level of $41.819 million,”

™ See Direct Testimony of Gregory S. Wilson, pp. 4-5.
Id., p. 4, lincs 17-20.

"2 Sce Dircet Testimony-Errata 3 of Gregory S. Wilson, pp. 4-5.

" Dircet Testimony-Errata 3 of Gregory 8. Wilson, p 4, linc 22—p. 5, linc 2.
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DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. WILSON’S RECOMMENDATION FOR AN
ANNUAL ACCRUAL OF $22.3 MILLION PER YEAR OVER A FIVE-YEAR
PERIOD?

No. The Company’s proposal to implement property insurance reserve accruals of $22.3
million per year for a five-year period places an undue burden on ratepayers. The current
reserve deficit of $41.819 million occurred over a period of several years but included an
unusually large loss in 2023 of $20.6 million that nearly double the deficit in one year
alone. Ratepayers should not be expected to repay an extraordinary loss of this magnitude

in a short five-year period.

WHAT WOULD BE A MORE REASONABLE PERIOD FOR THE RECOVERY
OF THE RESERVE DEFICIT AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A
REASONABLE RESERVE?

I recommend a recovery period of ten years.

WHAT IS THE AMOUNT OF THE ACCRUAL FOR AN 10-YEAR RECOVERY
PERIOD?

Instead of a five-year amortization as proposed by the Company, the amortization of the
$58.519 million reserve deficit over ten years would be $5.852 million per year. This
would allow the Company to accrue $10.6 million annually for expected losses and

another $5.852 million annually to increase the reserve, for a total annual accrual of
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$16.452 million rather than the Company’s requested $22.3 million. This saves ratepayers

$5.848 million annually.

WHAT IS THE AMOUNT OF THE ADJUSTMENT THAT YOU RECOMMEND
TO SELF-INSURANCE EXPENSE?
The adjustment to extend the reserve deficit recovery to ten years will reduce the selt-

insurance expense by $5,848,100 as shown on Exhibit MG 2.5.

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 1s to comply with 16 TAC

§25.245, Rate Case Expenses.

WHAT AMOUNT OF THE HCC’S REQUESTED RATE CASE EXPENSES ARE
ATTRIBUTABLE TO GARRETT GROUP CONSULTING, INC. (“GARRETT

GROUP")?

Garrett Group’s actual fees through May 31, 2024, in the amount of $47,987.50,
correspond te time reviewing the application, testimony, schedules and workpapers,

developing and reviewing discovery, analyzing the filing and conferring with counsel.
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PLEASE IDENTIFY THE GARRETT GROUP PERSONNEL WHO INCURRED
EXPENSES IN THIS CASE, THEIR HOURLY RATES, AND TOTAL HOURS

BILLED,

I serve as the lead consultant on this project for Garrett Group. My billing rate is $250 per
hour. I have billed 158 hours, for a total of $39,500.00, through May 31, 2024. Mr. Edwin
C. Farrar, CPA, provided technical analysis on this project on behalf of Garrett Group. Mr.
Farrar’s billing rate is $175 per hour, and he has billed 48.5 hours, for a total ot $8,487.50
through May 31, 2024. Garrett Group has had or will have additional tasks to complete,
including preparing testimony, participating in settlement negotiations, reviewing and
potentially responding to discovery, preparing tor hearing and assistance with post hearing
filings. Because Garrett Group issues its invoices at the end of the month, it has not issued
invoices for services completed after May 31, 2024. Garrett Group will update its rate case

expenses at the appropriate time,

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 tor lodging, meals and beverages,
transportation, or other services or materials were extreme or
excessive,

L

Whether there was duplication of services or testimony,

4, Whether the utility’ s or municipality's proposal on an issue in the
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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,

5. 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 sufficient information pursuant to
subsection (b) of this section.

AS TO THE FIRST CRITERION OF 16 TAC § 25.245, ARE GARRETT GROUP’S
BILLING RATES AND THE TIME SPENT ON THE TASKS IN THIS CASE
REASONABLE?

Yes. The billing rates charged are the normal billing rate for services provided to similar
clients. The rates are in the range of billing rates charged by other consultants with similar
experience and are reasonable for consultants providing these types of services before
utility regulatory agencies in Texas. The hourly rates are especially reasonable given that
Mr. Garrett 13 a CPA and attorney with more than 30 years of utility rate regulatory

experience, and Mr. Farrar is a CPA with more than 40 years of experience.

AS TO THE SECOND CRITERION, DO GARRETT GROUP’S EXPENSES
INCLUDE ANY TYPE OF CHARGES THAT THE COMMISSION HAS
EXCLUDED IN THE PAST?

No. Garrett Group’s charges are entirely for professional fees. There are no other

expenses included on our invoices.
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AS TO THE THIRD CRITERION, ARE YOU AWARE OF DUPLICATION OF
SERVICES OR TESTIMONY?

No. At the outset of this case, HCC coordinated with experts testifying on behalf of other
intervening cities in an effort to avoid the duplication of services. On behalf of Garrett
Group, Mr. Garrett serves as the sole testifying witness in this case. Any tasks performed
by Mr. Farrar, including technical case review, discovery, and analysis, are billed at lower
hourly rates to efficiently support the opinions and recommendations presented by Mr.

Garrett, and do not result in duplication of services or testimony.

AS TO THE FOURTH CRITERION, DID THE ISSUES ADDRESSED HAVE A
REASONABLE BASIS IN LAW, POLICY, OR FACT?

Yes. Theissues raised in my testimony focus directly on whether CenterPoint’s requested
revenue requirement is reasonable, and HCC’s analysis of the request 1s consistent with

the requirements of Commission rules and past precedent.

ASTO THE FIFTH CRITERION, WHAT IS YOUR CONCLUSION REGARDING
GARRETT GROUP’S ACTUAL CHARGES?

Garrett Group’s actual fees of $47,987.50 incurred through May 31, 2024 are reasonable
and necessary and are not disproportionate, excessive, or unwarranted in relation to the
nature and limited scope of the filing. Furthermore, to the best of my knowledge, I have

fully complied with the information requirements set out in the sixth criterion.
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V. CONCLUSION

Q: DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER COMMENTS?
Yes. My testimony does not address every 1ssue. The fact that I do not express an opinion
on a particular issue is not to be interpreted as agreement with the Company's position on

that 1ssue.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME?

A Yes, it does.
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Exhibit MG-1
MARKE. GARRETT

CONTACT INFORMATION:

4028 Oakdalc Farm Circle
Edmond, OK 73013
(403) 203-3415

EDUCATION:

Juris Docior Degree, With Honors, Oklahoma City University Law School, 1997

Post Graduate Hours in Accounting, Finance and Economics, 1984-85:
Universily of Texas al Arlinglon; University of Texas al Pan Amcrican;
Stephen F. Austin State University

Bachelor of Arts Degree, University of Oklahoma, 1978

CREDENTIALS:

Mcember Oklahoma Bar Asgsocialion, 1997, Liconse No. 017629
Certificd Public Accountant in Qklahoma, 1992, Certificale No, 11707-R
Certificd Public Accountant in Texas, 1986, Cerlificale No. 48514

WORK HISTORY:

GARRETT GROUP CONSULTING, INC. — Regulatory Consulting Practice (1996 - Present)
Participaics as a consultant and export witness in gas and cleetric rogulatory proccedings and other maticrs
belore regulatory agencics in rale case proccedings (o delerminge just and rcasonable ralcs. Revicws
managemont deeisions of rogulated ultilitics regarding the reasonablencss of prices paid lor cleetric plant,
gas plant, purchased power, renewable energy projects, natural gas supplies and transportation, and coal
supplies and transportation. Participates in legislative advisory role regarding regulated utilities.
Participates as an Instructor at NMSU Center for Public Utilities and as a Speaker at NARUC Staff
Subcommilice on Accounting and Finance.

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION - Coordinator of Accounting and Financial
Analysis (1991 - 1994) Planned and supervised the audits of major public utility companies doing business
i Oklahoma for the purpose of determining revenue requirements. Presented both oral and written
testimony as an expert witness for Staff in defense of numerous accounting and financial recommendations
rolated 1o cost-ol-serviee based rates. Audit work and testimony covered all arcas of rale basc and oporating
cxpense. Supervised, trained and reviewed the audil work of numerous StalT CPAs and auditors. Promoled
from Supcrvisor of Audils to Coordinalor in 1992,

FREEDOM FINANCIAL CORPORATION - Controller (1987 - 199)) Responsible for all financial
reporting including monthly and annual financial statements, cash flow statements, budget reports, long-
term financial planning, tax planning and personnel development. Managed the General Ledger and
Accounls Pavable departments and supervised a stall of scven CPAs and accountants. Reviewed all
subsidiary staitc and foderal lax rolurng and lacilitated the annual indopendent (inancial audil and all state
or [cderal tax audits. Reccived promotion from Agsistant Controller in Soptembeor 1988,

SHELBY, RUCKSDASHEL & JONES, CPAs - Auditor (1986 - 1987) Audited the financial statements
of businesses in the state of Texas, with an emphasis in financial institutions.




Previous Experience Related to Cost-of-Serviee, Rate Design, Pricing and Encrgv-Related Issues

1. NV Encrgy, 2024 (Nevada), (Docket No. 24-03006) — Participating as an experl wilness on behall of
the Southern Nevada Gaming Group, Nevada Resorls Association, MGM Resorts Tniernational, and
Caesars Enterprise Services before the Nevada PUC to provide written and oral testimony in Cost
Recovery Phase of the Nevada Power and Sierra Pacific Joint Natural Disaster Protection Plan

(“NDPP™).

2, Public Service Company of New Mexico, 2024 (New Mexico), (Case No. 24-00089-UT) —
Participaling as an cxperl witness [or the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Ulility Authority
(“ABCWUA™) betore the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission to address various ratemaking
1ssues in PNM's rate case application.

3. NV Encrgy, 2024 (Nevada), (Docket No. 24-08015) — Participating as an ¢xperl wilness on behall of
Burcau of Consumer Protcction (“"BCP™) belore the Nevada Public Ulility Commission. Sponsoring
wrillen and oral testimony in the 2024 Nevada Power and Sicrra Pacific Joint Integrated Resource Plan
(“TRP7) Lo provide analvsis of the Companics’ requestod rosource plan,

4, Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2024 (Texas), (PUC Docket No. 56511) — Participating as
an expert witness on behalf of Cities Advocating Reasonable Deregulation (“CARD Cities™) before the
Texas Public Ultility Commission in SWEPCO s distribution cost recovory [actor ("DCRF™) case.

5 Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, 2024 (Oklahoma), (Casc No. PUD 2024-000010) — Participating
as an expert witness on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers (“OLEC™) before the
Oklahoma Corporation Commission in ONGs performance based rate change plan for twelve months
ending December 31, 2023, addressing transportation service charges.

6, Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2024 (Texas), (PUC Docket No. S5155) — Participating as
an cxperl withoss on bohall of Citics Advocating Roasonable Dercgulation ("CARD Citics™) belore the
Texas Public Ultility Commission in SWEPCO’s application Lo address a potential refund of imprudent
amounts included in rate base from 2013 forward associated with the Turk plant after remand from the
Court of Appeals.

7. Dukc Encrgy Tndiana, 2024 (Indiana), (Docket No. 46038) — Participating as an cxporl wilness on
behall of the Office of Uulity Consumer Counsclor in Duke’s rale casce application, sponsoring
testimony (o address various revenue requircment and lax issucs.

8. Chugach Electric Association, 2024 (Alaska), (Docket No. U-24-002) — Participating as an expert
witness on behalf’ of Providence Health and Services before the Alaska Regulatory Commission.
Sponsoring {estimony (o addross Chugach’s application (o revise the Beluga Rivor Unit ("BRUT) rebale
to former Municipal Light and Power ("ML&P™) cuslomers.

9, CenterPoint Encrgy Houston Electrie, 2024 (Texas) (Docket No. 56211) — Participating as an experl
witness on behalf of City of Housten before the Public Utility Commission of Texas in CenterPoint
Energv’s rate case application to provide testimeny on various revenue requirement issues.

10, Doyon Utilitics, 2024 (Alaska) — Participating as an oxpert wilness on behall of the Department of
Dolense to provide export {estimony in twelve rale case reviews for the ulility systems of Forl
Wainwright, Fort Greely and Joint Base Elmendor(-Richardson before the Regulatory Commission of
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11.

12,

13.

14,

16.

17,

18,

19.

20.

21,

22,

Alaska.

Avista Utilities, 2024 (Washington), (Docket Nos. UE-240006) — Participating as an expert witness
on behalt of Public Counsel in Avista’s general rate case. Sponsoring testimony to address various
revenue requirement issues and Avista’s requested attrition adjustments.

Atmos Mid Tex, 2024 (Texas), (Dallas Annual Rate Review) — Parlicipaling as an ¢xperl wiincss on
behall of the City of Dallas before the Toxas Railroad Commission in Atmos’s Dallas Annual Rale
Review (“DARR’™) proceeding. Spensoring recommendations on various revenue requirement issues.

Sierra Pacific Power Company, 2024 (Nevada), (Docket No. 24-02026 and 24-02027) -
Participating as an expert witness on behalt of Bureau of Consumer Protection (“BCP’) before the
Nevada Public Utility Commisgsion 1o address various revonuc regquircment 185ues.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2024 (Oklahoma), (Cause No. PUD 202300087) —
Participating as an expert witness on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers (“Ol1EC™)
betore the Oklahoma Cerporation Commission in OG&E’'s general rate case application addressing
various revenue requirement and rate design issues.

Public Scrvice Company of Oklahoma, 2024 (Oklahoma) (Cause No. PUD 202300086) —
Participaling as an cxpert witness on behall of OTEC before the OCC in AEP/PSO’s gencral ralc case
application te provide testimony on various revenue requirement, cost of service and rate design issues.

Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2024 (Texas), (PUC Docket No. 55438) — Participating as
an expert witness on behalf of Cities Advocating Reasonable Deregulation (“CARD Cities™) before the
Texas Public Utility Commission in SWEPCO s transmission cost recovery [actor ("TCRF™) case.

CenterPoint Encrgy Resources Corp., 2024 (Texas) (Docket No, 0S-23-00015513) — Parlicipating
as an expert witness for the City of Houston before the Texas Rail Read Commission in a general rate
case proceeding for the gas utility.

NV Encrgy, 2023 (Nevada), (Docket No, 23-08015) — Participated as an exporl witness on behalfl of
Burcau of Consumer Protcction (“"BCP™) belore the Nevada Public Ulility Commission. Sponsoring
wrillen and oral testimony in the 2021 Nevada Power and Sicrra Paciflic Joint Integrated Resource Plan
(“IRP”) Fifth Amendment toe provide analvsis of the Companies’ request for Critical Facility
designation of the Sierra Solar PV and BESS project.

Southwest Gas Corporation, 2023 (Nevada) (Docket No. 23-09012) — Participated as an expert
wilnogs on behall of Burcau of Consumer Protcction ("BCP™) before the Nevada Public Ulility
Commission lo address various revenue requircment issucs.

Nevada Power Company, 2023 (Nevada), (Docket No. 23-06007) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of Bureau of Consumer Protection (“BCP”) before the Nevada Public Utility Commission to
address various revenue requirement issues Nevada Power’s general rate case application.

Atmos Pipcline Texas 2023 (Texas), (Docket No, 13758) — Participated as an oxpert witness on behall
of the City of Dallas before the Toxas Railroad Commission in APT s General Rate Case application,
sponsering testimony to address various revenue requirement proposals.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2023 (Oklahoma), (Cause No. PUD 2023000038) -
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23,

24,

20.

27,

28,

29,

30.

31,

32,

33

Participatod as an oxperl witngess on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Encrgy Consumoers (“OTEC”) before
the Oklahoma Corporation Commission in QG&E’™s application (or pre-approval of new gencration
costs.

NV Energy, 2023 (Nevada), (Docket No. 23-03003) — Participated as an expert witness on behalt of
the Southorn Nevada Gaming Group ("SNGG™) belore the Novada PUC (o provide writlen and oral
testimony 1n the Nevada Power and Sicrra Pacilic Joint Natural Disaster Protcetion Plan (“"NDPP™).

NV Energy, 2023 (Nevada), (Docket No. 23-03004) — Participated as an expert witness on behalt of
the Southern Nevada Gaming Group (“SNGG™) before the Nevada PUC to provide written and oral
testimony in Cost Recovery Phase of the Nevada Power and Sierra Pacific Joint Natural Disaster
Protection Plan (“NDPP™).

SiEncrgy, LP (Texas) 2023 (Docket No. 08-23-00013504) - Participaied as an exporl wilness on
behall of the Citics Sorved by SiEncrgy (Cities) in SiEncrgy’s application 1o increasc gas utility rales.

CSWR-Texas Utility Operating Company, LLC (CSWR-Texas), 2023 (Docket No. 34363)
Participated as an expert witness on behalf of the Office of Public Utility Counsel (“OPUC™) in CSWR-
Texas’ application for authority 1o changg rates.

Denton Municipal Electric (DME), 2023 (Texas) (Docket No. 52715) Participated as an exportl
witness on behalf of the Office of Public Utility Counsel (“OPUC™) in DME’s application to change
rates for wholesale transmission service.

NV Energy, 2023 (Nevada), (Docket No. 22-090006) — Participated as an expert witness on behalt of
the Southern Nevada Gaming Group (*SNGG™) belore the Nevada PUC, Sponsoring wrillon and oral
testimony in the 2021 Nevada Power and Siorra Pacilic Joint Integraicd Resource Plan (“"TRP™) Third
Ameondment Lo provide analysis of the proposed Transportation Eloctrification Plan to accelerale the
roll out of electric vehicle charging facilities.

Atmos MidTex, 2023 (Texas), (Dallas Annual Rate Review) — Participated as an expert witness on
behall of the City of Dallas before the Toxas Railroad Commission in Atmos’s Dallas Annual Rale
Review ("DARR”) procceding.  Sponsoring recommendations on various revenuc requirement issucs.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2023 (Oklahoma) (Cause No. PUD 202200093) —
Participating as an expert witness on behalf of OIEC before the OCC in AEP/PSO’s general rate case
application te provide testimony on various revenue requirement, cost of service and rate design issues.

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., 2023 (Montana), Docket No. 2022.11.099) — Participaling as an
cxpert wilness on behall of the Montana Office of Consumer Council in MDU’s gencral rale casc
application Lo provide leslimony on various revenue requircment issucs,

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2023 (Oklahoma) (Cause No. PUD 202200021) -
Participating as an expert witness on behalt of Ol1EC before the OCC in AEP/PSQO’s application for
prc-approval ol renewable gencration additions and the ralemaking treatment of the cosls of thosc
additions.

Public Service Company of New Mexico, 2023 (New Mexico), (Case No. 22-00270-UT) -
Participated as an expert witness for the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority
(“ABCWUA™) betore the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission to address various ratemaking
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3.

30.

37.

38,

39,

4.

41,

42,

43.

44,

1gsucs in PNM’s ratc casc application.

Entergy Texas Inc., 2022 (Texas) (PUC Docket No. 33719) — Participated as an expert witness on
behalf of the Cities in ET1’s general rate case to provide testimony on various cost of service i1ssues and
on the utility’s overall revenue requirement.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2022 (Oklahoma), (Cause No. PUD 202200097) —
Participatod as an oxperl witngess on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Encrgy Consumoers (“OTEC”) before
the Oklahoma Cerporation Commission in PULDY's show canse investigation into OG&E’s fuel and
purchased power under-recovered balance.

Northern Indiana Public Service Company, 2022 (Indiana), (Docket No. 45772) — Participated as
an cxperl witncss on bchall of the Office of Ulility Consumer Counsclor in NIPSCOs rale casc
application, sponsoring (cstimony o addross various revenuc requircment and Lax issucs.

Oncor Electric Delivery Company (Texas), 2022 (PUC Docket No. 33601) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf of the Steering Committee of Cities before the Texas Public Utility
Commussion in Oncor’s General Rate Case proceeding te provide testimony on various revenue
requircment issucs.

York Waterworks (2022) (Pennsylvania), (Docket No. 061522) — Participated as an oxpert wilness
on behalt of Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”) before the Pennsvlvama Public Utility
Commission to address various revenue requirement issues in York rate case.

Sierra Pacific Power Company, 2022 (Nevada), (Docket No. 22-06) — Participated as an expert
wilnogs on behall of Burcau of Consumer Protcction ("BCP™) before the Nevada Public Ulility
Commission lo address various revenue requircment issucs.

NV Energy, 2022 (Nevada), (Docket No. 22-003028) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf of
Bureau of Censumer Protection (“BCP”) before the Nevada Public Utility Commission to address
various 1ssues i1 the merger application of Sierra Pacific Power Company and Nevada Power Company.

Atmos MidTex (Texas), 2022 (Texas), (Dallas Annual Rate Review) — Parlicipatod as an cxperl
wilnogs on behall of the City of Dallag bofore the Texas Railroad Commisgion in Atmos’s Dallas
Annual Rate Review (“DARR™) proceeding. Sponsoring recommendations on various revenue
requirement issues.

CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp., 2022 (Texas) (Docket No. 53442) — Participated as an expert
wilness for the Cily of Houston before the Texas Public Ulility Commission the Company’s
Distribution Cost Recovery Faclor sponsoring lestimony on various cosl recovery 18sucs.

Cascade Natural Gas, 2021 (Washington) — Participated as an expert witness on behalt of Public
Counsel in Cascade’s limited i1ssue rate case application, spensoring Public Counsel’s revenue
requirement schedules and testimony to address various revenue requirement and tax issues.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2021 (Oklahoma), (Cause No. PUD 202100164) —
Participatod as an oxperl witngess on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Encrgy Consumoers (“OTEC”) before
the Oklahoma Corporation Commission in OG&E’s general rate case application addressing various
revenue requirement and rate design issues.
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47.

48,

49,
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Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2021 (Texas), (PUC Docket No. 52397) — Participaied as
an experl wilness on bohall of Citics Advocating Reasonable Deregulation ("CARD Citics™) belore the
Texas Public Utility Commission in SWEPCO’s application to recover Un storm costs.

Southwestern Public Service Co., 2021 (Texas) (Docket No. 52210) — Participated as an expert
wilngss on behall of the Alliance of Xeol Municipalitics ("AXM™) belore the Toxas Public Utlity
Commission in SWEPCQ s applicalion 1o recover Urd siorm cosls.

CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp., 2021 (Texas) (Docket No. OS—00007061) — Participated as
an expert witness for the City of Houston before the Texas Rail Road Commission 1n a conschdated
application from the large natural gas distribution utilities in Texas to securitize and recover URI storm
costs from February 2021.

Indiana Michigan Powcr, 2021 (Indiana), (Docket No, 45576) — Participated as an cxporl wilngess on
behall of the Office of Ulility Consumer Counsclor in T&M’s rale casc application, sponsoring
testimony to address various revenue requirement and tax issues.

Chugach Electric Association, 2021 (Alaska), (Docket No. U-21-039) — Participated as an expert
wilncss on behall of Providence Health and Services before the Alaska Regulatory Commission.
Sponsoring (estimony Lo address Chugach’s application lo address a shortlall in revenucs aller its
acquisition of Municipal Light and Powor,

Southwestern Public Service Co., 2021 (Texas) (Docket No. 51802) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the Alliance of Xcel Municipalhities (“AXM™) in the SPS general rate case
application to provide testimony before the Texas Public Utility Commission regarding rate base and
oporaling cxponsc 1ssucs.

El Paso Electric Company, 2021 (Texas), (Docket No, 52193) — Participated as an cxporl witness on
behalf of the City of El Paso in the El Paso Electric Company general rate case to provide
recommendations to the Texas Public Utility Commission regarding rate base and operating expense
1ssues.

NV Encrgy, 2021 (Nevada), (Docket No, 21-06001) — Participaied as an exporl witness on behalfl of
the Southern Nevada Gaming Group (*SNGG™) belore the Nevada PUC, Sponsoring wrillon and oral
testimony in the Nevada Power and Sierra Pacific Joint Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP™) to provide
analysis of the proposed generation additions and cost allocations.

Summit Utilities Arkansas (Arkansas), (Docket No. 21-060-U) — Participated as an expert witness
on behall of Arkansas Gas Consumers and the Hospitals and Higher Education Group belore the
Arkansas Public Scrvice Commigsion in Summil’s proposod acquisition of ContorPoint Encrgy’s
Arkansas asscls. Sponsoring lostimony rogarding the acquisition promium, ralopaycer benefils and
affiliate transactions.

Doyon Utilities, 2021 Alaska (Regulatory Commission of Alaska) — Participated as an expert witness
on behall of the Department of Delense to provide export iestimony in twolve rale case roviows lor the
ulility svsiems of Fort Wainwright, Fort Greely and Joint Basc Elmendor(-Richardson before the
Roegulatory Commission of Alaska.

NV Energy, 2021 (Nevada), (Docket No. 21-03040) — Participated as an expert witness on behalt of
the Southern Nevada Gaming Group (“SNGG™) before the Nevada PUC to provide written and oral
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60).

61,

62,

63.

64,

60.

testimony 1n the Nevada Power and Sicrra Pacilic Joint Natural Disaster Protcetion Plan (“"NDPP™).

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2021 (Oklahoma) (Cause No. PUD 202100022) —
Participated as an expert witness on behalf of OIEC before the OCC in AEP/PSQ’s general rate case
application te provide testimony on various revenue requirement, cost of service and rate design issues.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2021 (Oklahoma), (Cause No. PUD 202100072) —
Participatod as an oxperl witngess on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Encrgy Consumoers (“OTEC”) before
the Oklahema Corperation Commission in OG&E s application for securitization of its winter storm
costs.

Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2021 (Arkansas), (Docket No. 19-008-U) — Participated as
an cxporl wilncss on behalll of Western Arkansas Large Encrgy Consumoers ("WALEC™) boflore the
Arkangas Public Service Commission in SWEPCO"s Formula Raic Plan review and cxtraordinary
winlor slorm cost recovery plan,

Atmos MidTex (Texas), 2021 (Texas), (Dallas Annual Rate Review) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf’ of the City of Dallas before the Texas Railroad Commission in Atmos’s Dallas
Annual Rale Review ("DARR™) procceding.  Sponsoring rccommendalions on various rovenuc
requircment issucs.

Atmos MidTex, 2023 (Texas), (Dallas Annual Rate Review) — Participating as an expert witness on
behalf of the City of Dallas before the Texas Railroad Commission in Atmos’s Dallas Annual Rate
Review (“DARR’™) proceeding. Spensoring recommendations on various revenue requirement issues.

PNM Resources / Avangrid Merger, 2021 (New Mcexico), (Case No. 20-00222-TTT) — Participaled
ag an cxperl witnoss for the Albuguerque Bornalillo County Water Utility Authority ("ABCWUA™)
belore the New Moxico Public Regulation Commission (o address various merger-related issucs.

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., 2020 (Arkansas) (Docket No. 18-046-FR) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the Arkansas River Vallev Energy Consumers (“ARVEC”) before the Arkansas
Public Service Commission in OG&E’s Formula Rate Plan application o provide testimony on cost of
SCIVICE 185UCs,

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2020 (Oklahoma) (Cause No. PUD 202000097) —
Participating as an expert witness on behalt of Ol1EC before the OCC in AEP/PSQO’s application for
approval of facilities proposed for Fort Sill to address cost recovery and rate design issues.

El Paso Electric Company, 2020 (Tcxas), (Docket No, 51348) — Participated as an ¢xporl wiincss on
behall of the City of El Paso in the El Paso Elceiric Company annual Distribution Cost Recovery Faclor
(“DCRF”) application o provide recommendations 1o the Texas Public Utility Commission regarding
the Company’s requested DCRF increase.

NV Energy, 2024 (Nevada), (Docket No. 20-07023) — Participated as an expert witness on behalt of
the Southern Nevada Gaming Group (*SNGG™) belore the Nevada PUC, Sponsoring wrillon and oral
testimony in the Nevada Power and Sicrra Pacific Joint Tntegrated Resource Plan (“TRP™) (o provide
analysis of the proposed (ransmission additions and cost allocations.

Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2020 (Texas), (PUC Docket No. 51415) — Participated as
an expert witness on behalf of Cities Advocating Reasonable Deregulation (“CARD Cities™) before the
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67.

68,

69,

70.

71,

72.

73.

74,

76.

77,

Texag Public Utility Commission in SWEPCQ’s gencral rale case application (o provide i¢slimony on
various revenue requircment 1$5ucs.

Dominion Energy South Carolina, 2020 (South Carolina), (Docket No. 2020-125-E) — Participated
as an expert witness on behalf of DOD/FEA in DESC’s rate case application, sponsering testimony to
addrcss various revenuc requirement, rate design and lax issucs.

Cascade Natural Gas, 2020 (Washington), (NG-UG-200568) — Participated as an expert wilnogs on
behalf of Public Counsel in Cascade’s rate case application, sponsoring testimony to address various
revenue requirement and tax 1ssues.

Nevada Power Company, 2020 (Nevada) (Docket No. 20-06003) — Participated as an expert witness
on behall of Burcau of Consumer Protoction (“BCP™) belore the Nevada Public Unlity Commaission Lo
addrcss various revenug requircment 1ssucs in the case,

El Paso Electric Company, 202 (New Mexico), (Docket RC-20-00104-UT) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf of the City of Las Cruces and Dona Ana County in EPE’s rate case application,
sponsering testimony to address various revenue requirement and tax 1ssues.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2020 (Oklahoma), (Cause No. PUD 202000021) —
Participatod as an oxperl witngess on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Encrgy Consumoers (“OTEC”) before
the Oklahoma Corporation Commission in OG&E’s Grid Enhancement Plan application. Sponsoring
testimony to address the utility’s proposed cost recovery mechanism and cost of service allocations.

Philadelphia Gas Works, 2020 (Pennsylvania), (Docket No. R-2020-3017246) — Participated expert
wilngss on behall of Office of Consumer Advocate ("OCA™) bolore the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission lo address various rovenue requircment issucs in PGW's ralc casc.

Atmos MidTex (Texas), 2020 (Texas), (Dallas Annual Rate Review) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf’ of the City of Dallas before the Texas Railroad Commission in Atmos’s Dallas
Annual Rate Review (“DARR™) proceeding. Sponsoring recommendations on various revenue
requircment issucs.

Southwest Gas Corporation, 2020 (Nevada) (Docket No, 20-02023) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf’ of Bureau of Consumer Protection (“BCP”) before the Nevada Public Utility
Commission to address various revenue requirement issues.

El Paso Electric Company, 2019 (Texas), (Docket No. 49849) — Participated as an expert witness on
bohall of the City of El Paso in the merger of El Paso Elcetric Company with Sun Jupiter Holdings
LLC and ITF US Holdings 2 LLP Lo provide recommendalions Lo the Texas Public Ultility Commission
regarding the ircatment of lax issucs in the proposcd merger agroement.

Nevada Senate Bill 300 Rulemaking, 2019 (Nevada), (Docket No. 19-069008) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf of the Southern Nevada Gaming Group before the Nevada PUC to assist with
the devolopment of alicrnative raiemaking regulations under SB 300,

Entergy Arkansas, 2019 (Arkansas), (Docket No. 19-020-TF) — Participated as an expert wilness on
behalf of the Arkansas industrial consumer group to review EAl’s application to allocate its perceived
under-recovery of off-svstem sales margins to Arkansas customers.
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78.

79.

84,

81.

82,

83,

84,

86,

87.

88,

Public Scrvice Company of Oklahoma, 2019 (Oklahoma) (Cause No. PUD 201900201) —
Participated as an cxperl witness on behall of OTEC belore the OCC in AEP/PSO’s application for
approval for the cost recovery of selected wind facilities.

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., 2019 (Arkansas) (Docket No. 15-034-U) — Participated as an expert
wilness on behall of the Arkansas River Valley Encrgy Consumers (FARVEC™) before the Arkansas
Public Service Commission in OG&E’s Act 310 Environmental Compliance Plan ("ECP™) Rider case
to provide testimony on whethor OG&E can apply (or an ECP rider now that it has clecled o ulilize an
annual Formula Rate Plan with a 4% annual cap.

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., 2019 (Arkansas) (Docket No. 18-046-FR) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the Arkansas River Vallev Energy Consumers (“ARVEC”) before the Arkansas
Public Scrvice Commisgion in QG&E"s Formula Rai¢ Plan application 1o provide (estimony on various
revonug requirement, cost of serviee and rale design issucs.

Southwestern Public Service Co., (“SPS™) 2019 (Texas), (Docket No. 49831) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf of the Alliance of Xcel Municipalities (“AXM?™) in the SPS general rate case
application to provide testimony before the Texas Public Utility Commission regarding rate base and
opcraling cxpensc issucs and sponsor the AXM Accounting Exhibils.

Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2019 (Arkansas), (Docket No. 19-008-U) — Participated as
an expert witness on behalt of Western Arkansas Large Energy Consumers (“WALEC”) before the
Arkansas Public Service Commission in SWEPCQ’s rate case to address various revenue requirement
and rate design issues.

Anchorage Municipal Light and Power and Chugach Electric Association, 2019 (Alaska),
(Docket No. U-19-020) — Participaled as an oxpeort wilness bofore the Regulalory Commission of
Alaska on behall of Providence Health and Scrvices o provide lostimony on pending acquisition of
ML&P by Chugach to address the preposed acquisition premium and other issues associated with the
public interest.

Sicrra Pacific Power Company, 2019 (Nevada), (Docket No, 19-06002) — Participaled as an expertl
wilngcss on behalll of Burcau of Consumer Protcction ("BCP™) before the Nevada Public Utility
Commission lo address various revenue requircment issucs.

Air Liquide Hydrogen Energy U.S., 2019 (Nevada), (704B Exit Application, Docket No. 19-02002)
— Participated as an expert witness on behalt of Air Liquide before the Nevada PUC. Sponsoring
written and oral testimony in Air Liquide’s application to purchase energy and capacity from a provider
othor than NV Encrgy.

Empire District Electric Company, 2019 (Oklahoma), (Causc No. PUD 201800133) — Participaicd
as an expert witness on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers (“OLEC™) before the
Oklahoma Corporation Commission in Empire’s general rate case to address various revenue
requirement, rate design and tax 1ssues.

Indiana Michigan Powcr, 2019 (Indiana), (Docket No, 45235) — Participated as an cxporl wilngess on
behall of the Office of Ulility Consumer Counsclor in T&M’s rale casc application, sponsoring

testimony to address various revenue requirement and tax issues.

Puget Sound Energy, 2019 (Washington), (Docket No. 190529-30) — Participated as an expert
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89,

.

91,

92,

93.

94,

96.

97,

98.

99,

wilngss on behall of Public Counscl in PSE’s ralc case application, sponsoring lestimony {o address
various revenue requircment and lax issucs.

Anchorage Municipal Light and Power, 2019 (Alaska), (Docket No. U-18-102) — Participated as an
expert witness before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska on behalf of Providence Health and
Scrvices o provide Lostimony on the ratcmaking trcatment of ML&P s acquired intcrest in the Beluga
River Unit gas ficld with ratcpaycer Munds.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2019 (Oklahoma), (Cause No. PUD 201800140) —
Participated as an expert witness on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers (“OIEC™) before
the Oklahoma Corporation Commission in OG&E’s General Rate Case application. Sponseoring
testimony to address the utility’s overall revenue requirement and rate design proposals.

Cascade Natural Gas, 2019 (Washington) (Docket No, 190210) — Participaled as an cxpert witness
on bohall of Public Counsel in Cascade’s ralc case application. Sponsoring (estimony 10 address
various revenue requirement and tax issues.

CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, 2019 (Texas) (Docket No. 49421) — Participated as an expert
wilnogs on behall of Cily of Houston belore the Public Ulility Commission of Texas in CenlerPoint
Encrgy s ralo casc application (o provide (cslimony on various revenus requircmeont issucs.

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., 2018 (Arkansas) (Docket No. 18-046-FR — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the Arkansas River Vallev Energy Consumers (“ARVEC”) before the Arkansas
Public Service Commission in OG&E’s Formula Rate Plan application to provide testimony on various
revenue requirement, cost of service and rate design issues.

Southwest Gas Corporation, 2018 (Nevada) (Docket No, 18-05031) — Participated as an expert
wilnogs on behall of Burcau of Consumer Protcction (“"BCP™) before the Nevada Public Ulility
Commission to address various revenue requirement issues.

Puget Sound Energy, 2018 (Washington) (Docket No. UE 18089) - Participated as an expert witness
on behall of Public Counscl in PSE’s Emergency Rale Reoliof proceeding.  Sponsoring testimony 1o
addross the application itscll and various revenue requirement and TCJIA issucs.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2018 (Oklahoma) (Cause No. PUD 201800097) —
Participated as an expert witness on behalf of OIEC before the OCC in AEP/PSQ’s general rate case
application te provide testimony on various revenue requirement, cost of service and rate design issues.

Entergy Texas Inc,, 2018 (Texas) (PUC Docket No. 48371) — Partlicipated as an experl wilngss on
behall of the Citics in ETT s gencral rate case to provide testimony on various ¢ost of serviee issucs and
on the utility’s overall revenuc requiremeont.

Atmos Energy Corp., Mid-Tex Division, 2018 (Texas) (Docket No. GUD No. 10779) — Participated
as an expert witness on behalf of the Atmos Texas Municipalities to review the utility’s requested
revenuc requirement including TCJA adjustments.

CenterPoint Encrgy Houston Electrie, LLC, 2018 (Texas) (Docket No. 48226) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf of City of Houston before the Public Utility Commission of Texas in

CenterPoint Energy’s application for approval to amend its distribution cost recovery factor (DCRF)
to address the utility’s treatment of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (“TCJA™).
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100,

101,

102,

103.

104,

105.

106.

107,

108.

109,

110,

NV Encrgy, 2018 (Nevada) (Docket No. 17-10001) — Participated as an expert witness on behal( of
the Energy Choice lmtiative (“ECI™) before the Governor’s Committee on Energy Choice, in an
mvestigatory docket of an Issue of Public Importance Regarding the Pending Energy Choice Initiative
and the Possible Restructuring of Nevada's Energy Industry.

Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2018 (Texas) (PUC Docket No. 48233) — Participaicd as
an cxperl withoss on bohall of Citics Advocating Roasonable Dercgulation ("CARD Citics™) belore the
Texas Public Utility Commission in SWEPC(O's application to implement bae rate reductions as result
of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (“TCIA™).

Oncor Electric Delivery Company (Texas), 2018 (PUC Docket No. 48325) — Participated as an
oxport witnoss beflore the Texas Public Uulity Commission in Oncor’s application for authorily lo
deercase ralos bascd on the Tax Culs and Jobs Act of 2017 (“"TCJA™).

Public Service Company of Oklahoma (“PS0”) (Oklahoma), 2018 (Cause No. PUD 20180001Y)
— Participated as an expert witness on behalf’ of QlEC before the OCC in AEP/PSQO’s application
regarding ADIT under the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (“TCJA™).

Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, 2018 (Causc No, PUD 201800028) — Participaied as an oxpertl
wilnogs on behall of the OTEC before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission in ONG™s Perlformance
Based Rate Change Tantf, to address issues invelving the impacts of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of
20017 (“TCIA™).

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. (Arkansas), 2018 (Docket No. 18-006-U — Participated as an expert
on behall of the Arkansas River Valley Encrgy Consumers (FARVEC”) belore the Arkansas Public
Service Commission in the matier ol an Investigation of the ElTect on Revenue Requirements Resulling
from Changges o Corporalc Income Tax Rates undor the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 ("TCJA™).

Texas Gas Service, 20118 — Participated as a consulting expert on behalf of the City of El Paso regarding
implementation of rate changes related to the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (“TCIA™).

Sicrra Pacific Power Company (Nevada), 2018 (Docket No. 18-02011 and 18-02015) — Participated
as an cxperl witness on behall of the Northern Novada Ulility Customers' belore the Nevada PUC in
SPPC’s application related to the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (“TCIJA™).

Nevada Power Company (Nevada), 2018 (Docket No. 18-02010 and 18-02014) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf’ of the Southern Nevada Gaming Group before the Nevada PUC in NPC’s
application rclated o the Tax Culs and Jobs Act ol 2017 (“"TCJA™).

Public Service Company of Oklahoma (*PS0”) (Oklahoma), 2017 (Causc No. PUD 2017(M572)
— Participated as an expert witness on behalf of OIEC before the OCC in AEP/PSO’s application to
examine the impacts of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (“TCIJA™).

Empire District Electric Company (“EPE™) (Oklahoma), 2018 (Canse No. PUD 2017(0471) —
Participatod as an oxperl witngess on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Encrgy Consumoers (“OTEC”) before
the Oklahoma Corporation Commigsion in Empirc™s application o add 800MW of wind. Sponsoring

! 'The Northern Nevada Ulility Consumers is a group ol large commercial and industrial customers in the SPPC
scrvice terrilory.
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111.

112,

113.

114.

115,

116,

117.

118,

119,

120,

121.

testimony (o address the various ralemaking and lax issucs.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company (“OG&E”), (Oklahoma), 2018 (Cause No. PUD
201700496) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf’ of Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers
(““OLEC™) before the Oklahoma Corperation Commission in OG&E’s General Rate Case application.
Sponsoring (cstimony o address the utility’s overall revenuc requirement and rate design proposals.

Public Scrvice Company of Oklahoma (“PS07) (Oklahoma), 2017 (Cause No. PUD 201700276)
— Participated as an expert witness on behalf of Ol1EC before the OCC in AEP/PSO’s Wind Catcher
case to provide testimony on various ratemaking and tax issues.

Southwestern Public Service Co. (*SPS8”) (Texas), 2017 (PUCT Docket No. 47527) — Participated
ag an oxperl wilness on bohall of the Alliance of Xeel Municipalitics (AXMT) in the SPS general rale
casc application to provide lestimony belore the Texas Public Ulility Commission regarding rate base
and opcraling cxpensc issucs and sponsor the AXM Accounting Exhibils.

Southwestern Electric Power Company, (“SWEPCO0”) (Texas), 2017 (PUC Docket No. 47461) -
Participated as an expert witness on behalf of Cities Advocating Reasonable Deregulation (“CARD
Citics™) belore the Teoxas Public Ulility Commission in SWEPCO s Wind Calcher case proceeding Lo
provide Icsiimony on various ralcmaking and tax issucs.

Atmos MidTex (Texas), 2017 (Docket No. 10640) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf of the
City of Dallas before the Texas Railroad Commission in Atmos’s Dallas Annual Rate Review
(“DARR™) proceeding. Sponsoring testimony on various revenue requirement 1ssues.

Avista Utilitics (Washington), 2017 (Docket Nos. UE-170485/UG-170486) — Parlicipated as an
cxpert wilness on behall of Public Counsel in Avisla’s gencral raile case procecding.  Sponsoring
testimony Lo address various revenuc requircment issucs and Avista’s requested attrilion adjusiments.

Nevada Power Company (Nevada), 2017 (Docket No. 17-06003) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of the Southern Nevada Hotel Group before the Nevada PUC in NPC’s general rate case.
Sponsored lestimony on various revenuc roquircmont, deprociation, and rate design issucs.

Anchorage Municipal Light and Power (Alaska), 2017 (Docket No. U-17-008) — Participated as an
expert witness before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska on behalf of Providence Health and
Services to provide testimony in ML&P’s General Rate Case on various revenue requirement and rate
design 1ssues.

Public Scrvice Company of Oklahoma (Oklahoma), 2017 (Cause No. PUD 201700151) —
Participatod as an cxportl witness on behall of OTEC bolore the OCC in AEP/PSO’s genoral ralc case
application (o provide estimony on various revenuc requirement and rate design issucs.

Oncor Electric Delivery Company (Texas), 2017 (PUC Docket No. 46957) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf of the Steering Committee of Cities before the Texas Public Utility
Commigsion in Oncor’s General Rate Case prococding Lo provide {cstimony on various revonuc
requircment issucs.

EverSource (Massachusetts), 2017 (DPU Docket No. 17-05) — Participated as an expert witness
betore the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities EverSource’s General Rate Case application
on behalf of Energy Freedom Cealition of America to provide testimony to address various revenue
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123,

124,

125,

126,

127.

128,

129,

130,

131.

132,

requircment issucs.

El Paso Electric Company (Texas), 2017 (PUC Docket No. 46831) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the City of El Paso before the Texas Public Utility Commission in El Paso’s
General Rate Case proceeding to provide testimony on various revenue requirement 1ssues.

Atmos Pipcline Texas (Texas), 2017 (Docket No. 10580) — Participated as an ¢xporl witness on behalfl
of the City of Dallas before the Toxas Railroad Commission in APT s General Rate Case application,
sponsering testimony to address various revenue requirement proposals.

Empire District Electric Company (Oklahoma), 2017 (Cause No. PUD 201600468) — Participated
as an expert witness on behalf of Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers (“OLEC™) before the
Oklahoma Corporation Commission in Empire’s General Raie Casc application. Sponsoring lestimony
to address the utilily s overall revenuce requirement and rale dosign proposals.

Caesars Enterprise Service, LLC (Nevada), 2016 (704B Exit Application) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf of Caesars before the Nevada PUC. Sponsoring written and oral testimony in
Caesar’s application to purchase energy and capacity from a provider other than Nevada Power.

Sonthwestern Electric Power Company (Texas), 2016 (PUC Docket No. 46449) — Participaied as
an cxperl withoss on bohall of Citics Advocating Roasonable Dercgulation ("CARD Citics™) belore the
Texas Public Utility Commission in SWEPCO's general rate case proceeding to provide testimony on
Various revenue requirement 1ssues.

CenterPoint Texas, 2016 (Docket No. 10567) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf of City of
Houston belore the Texas Railroad Commission in CenicrPoint’s gencral rale case application,
gponsoring (estimony {o address the utility’™s overall revenue requirement and various rale design
proposals.

Entergy Texas, Inc., 2016 (Docket No. 46357) — Participated as an expert witness on behalt Cities
Served by Applicant before the Texas PUC in ETI’s application to amend its Transmission Cost
Recovery Factor.

Anchorage Municipal Light and Power, 2016 (Docket No. U-16-060) — Participated ag an expert
witness before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska on behalf of Providence Health and Services to
provide testimony on the ratemaking treatment of ML&P’s acquired interest in the Beluga River Unit
gas tield with ratepaver funds.

Arizona Public Scrvice Company, 2016 (Docket No. E-01345A-16-0036) — Parlicipated as an exporl
wilnogs belore the Arizona Corporation Commisgion in APS’s Gengeral Rale Casce application on behalfl
of Encrgy Freedom Coalition of America to provide wrillen and oral estimony 1o address various
revenue requirement 1ssues.

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. (Arkansas), 2016 (Docket No. 16-052-U — Participated as an expert
wilness on behall of the Arkansas River Valley Encrgy Consumers (FARVEC™) before the Arkansas
Public Scrvice Commission in OG&E’s gencral ralc case application Lo provide lostimony on various
revonug requirement, cost of serviee and rale design issucs.

Sierra Pacific Power Company (Nevada), 2016 (Docket No. 16-06006) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the Northern Nevada Utility Customers before the Nevada PUC in SPPC’s general
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134.

130.

137.

138,

139,

140,

141.

rale casc procceding,  Sponsorcd lostimony on various rovenuc requirement, depreciation, and raie
dosign issucs.

Tucson Electric Power, 2016 (Docket No. E-01933A-15-0322) — Participated as an expert witness
betore the Arizona Corperation Commission in TEP’s General Rate Case application, on behalf of
Encrgy Freedom Coalition of America providing wrillen and oral testimony Lo address the utility’s cost
ol service study and rate design proposals.

Texas Gas Service, 2016 (Docket No. 10506) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf of El Paso
betore the Texas Railroad Commission in TGS’s General Rate Case application, sponsoring testimony
to address the utility’s overall revenue requirement and various rate design proposals.

Texas Gas Serviee, 2016 (Docket No, 10488) — Parlicipated as an cxporl wilness on behall of South
JelTerson County Scrvice Arca ("SJCSA™) belore the Texas Railroad Commission in TGS s General
Rate Casc application, sponsoring {cstimony o address the utility s overall revonue requirement and
various rate design proposals.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2016 (Cause No. PUD 201300273) — Participated as an
oxport wilngss on bohall of Oklahoma Industrial Encrgy Consumors ("OTEC™) belore the Oklahoma
Corporation Commission in OG&E"s Goneral Rate Case application. Sponsoring testimony (o address
the utility's overall rovenue requiroment and rale design proposals.

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company, 2016 (Cause No. PUD 201500273) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf’ of The Alliance for Solar Choice (“TASC™) before the Oklahoma Corporation
Commission to address OG&E’s proposed Distributed Generation (“DG™) rates for solar DG
cuslomers.

Anchorage Municipal Light and Powcr, 2016 (Docket No. U-13-097) — Participated ag an expert
witness before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska on behalf of Providence Health and Services to
provide testimony on rates and tariffs proposed for customer-owned combined heat and power plant
generation.

Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, 2015 (Causc No, PUD 201500213) — Participated as an oxpertl
wilnogs on behall of the OTEC bolore the Oklahoma Corporation Commission in ONG’s General Raie
Case application. Sponsored testimony te address the utility’s overall revenue requirement and rate
design proposals.

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company, 2013 (Cause No. PUD 201500274) — Participated as an expert
wilnogs on behall of The Alliance for Solar Choice ("TASC™) before the Oklahoma Corporation
Commuission o addrcss OG&E™s proposcd Disiributed Generation ("DG7) ratcs f(or solar DG
cuslomers.

Nevada Power Company, 2013 (Docket No. 13-07004) — Participated as an expert witness on behalt
of the Southemn Nevada Hotel Group (“SNHG) before the Nevada PUC. Sponsoring written and oral
testimony in NPC™s 2015 Tnicgraied Resource Plan (o provide analvsis of the On Ling transmission ling
allocation, the Siverhawk plant acquisition, and the GrifTith contract icrmination,

2 The Seuthern Nevada Hotel Group is comprised of Boyd Gaming, Cacsars Entertainment, MGM Resorts, Station
Casinos, Venclian Casino Resort, and Wynn Las Vegas.
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Oklahoma Gas & Elcctric Company, 2015 (Docket No. 15-034-U) — Participalod as an cxport
wilness on behall of the Arkansas River Valley Encrgy Consumers (FARVEC™) before the Arkansas
Public Service Commission in OG&E’s Act 310 application to implement a rider te recover
envirenmental compliance costs.

MGM Resorts, LLC, 2015 (Docket No. 13-05017) — Parlicipaled as an cxpert wilness on behall of
the MGM Resorts, LLC before the Nevada PUC. Sponsoring wrillen and oral tostimony in MGM's
application (o purchase cnergy and capacily lrom a providor other than Novada Power,

Entergy Arkansas, 2013 (Docket No. 13-013-U) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf of the
Hospital and Higher Education Group (“HHEG™) an intervener group that includes the University of
Arkansas and several hospitals before the Arkansas PSC in Entergyv’s general rate case to provide
leslimony on various revenuc roquircmeont 18sucs.

Public Scrviece Company of Oklahoma, 2015 (Caunse No. PUD 201500208) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf’ of OlEC before the OCC in AEP/PSO’s general rate case application to
provide testimeny on various cost-of-service issues and on the utility’s overall revenue requirement
and rate design proposals.

Nevada Power Company, 2014 (Docket No. 14-03003) — Participaled as an experl witness on behall
of the Southern Nevada Hotol Group (“SNHG™) bolore the Nevada PUC. Sponsorced wrillen and oral
testimony in NPC environmental compliance case, called the Emissions Reduction and Capacity
Replacement case. The main focus of our testimony was our recommendation to eliminate the $438M
Moapa selar project from the compliance plan.

Nevada Power Company, 2014 (Docket No. 14-03004) — Participaled as an experl witness on behall
of the Southern Nevada Hotel Group belore the Nevada PUC to sponsor wrillen and oral testimony in
both the rovonue roquirement phase and the rale dosign phase of the proccedings (o cslablish
prospective cost-of-service based rates for the power company.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co., 2014 (Cause No. PUD 201400229) — Participated as an expert
wilngss on behall of Oklahoma Industrial Encrgy Consumers (POTECT) in OG&E’s Environmental
Compliance and Mustang Modemization Plan before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission (o
provide {estimony addressing the cconomics and rale impacts of the plan.

Sourcegas Arkansas, Inc., 2014 (Docket No. 13-079-U) Participated as an expert witness on behalf
of the Hospital and Higher Education Group (‘“HHEG™), an intervener group that includes the
University of Arkansas and several hospitals before the Arkansas PSC in SGA’s general rate case to
provide leslimony on various revenud requiremaent issucs.

Anchorage Municipal Light and Powcr, 2014 (Docket No. U-13-184) — Participated ag an expert
witness before the Alaska Regulatory Utility Commission on behalf of Providence Health and Services
to provide testimony on various revenue requirement and cost of service 1ssues.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2014 (Cause No, PUD 201300217) — Participalced as an
oxport wilngss on behall of OTEC belore the OCC in AEP/PSO’s goncral rale case application 1o
provide lestimony on various cost-ol-scrvice issucs and on the wlility’s overall revenue requirement
and rate design proposals.

Entergy Texas Inc., 2013 (PUC Docket No. 41791) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf of
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the Citics® in ETT s general rale casc to provide testimony on various cost ol sorvice issucs and on the
utility’s overall rovenue requirement,

MidAmerican/NV Energy Merger, 2013 (Docket No. 13-07021) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of the Southern Nevada Hotel Group (“SNHG™) before the Nevada PUC. Sponsored
testimony (o address various 1gsucs raised in the proposced acquisition of NV Encrgy by MidAmcrican
Encrgy Holdings Company, including capilal struclure and acquisilion promium recovery iSsucs.

Entergy Arkansas, 2013 (Docket No. 13-028-U) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf of the
Hospital and Higher Education Group (“HHEG™) an intervener group that includes the University of
Arkansas and several hospitals before the Arkansas PSC in Entergyv’s general rate case to provide
testimony on various revenue requirement 1ssues.

Sicrra Pacific Power Company, 2013 (Docket No. 13-06002) — Participaled as an cxperl wilncss on
behall of the Northern Novada Utility Customers* belore the Nevada PUC in SPPC’s gencral rale case
proceeding to provide testimony on varicus cost of service and revenue requirement issues. Sponsored
written and oral testimony 1n the depreciation phase, the revenue requirement phase and the rate design
phase of these proceedings.

Gulf Power Company, 2013 (Docket No, 130140-ET) - Participaied as an experl witngss on behalfl of
the Office of Public Counscl belore the Florida Commission in Gull Power’s gencral rate casc
proceeding to provide testimony on various revenue requirement issues.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2013 (Cause No. PUD 201200054) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf’ of the OIEC before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission (“OCC™) to
provide Lostimony 1n PSO’s application sccking Commaigsion approval ol ilg sciilement agreement with
EPA.

Southwestern Electric Power Company, 2012 (PUC Docket No. 40443) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of Cities Advocating Reasonable Deregulation (“CARD Cities™) before the Texas
Public Utility Commissien in SWEPCQ’s general rate case proceeding to provide testimony on various
cost of sorvice 1ssucs and on the ulility's overall rovenuc roquiroment,

Dovon Utilitics, 2012 Alaska Rate Case (Docket No. TA7-717) — Participaled as an cxporl wilness
consultant on behalf of the Department of Defense to provide expert testimony in twelve rate case
reviews for the utility systems of Fort Wainwright, Fort Greely and Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson
betore the Regulatory Commission of Alaska.

University of Oklahoma, 2012 — Participaied as an oxperl wilngss on beohall of the Univorsity of
Oklahoma to provide cxperl lestimony on various revenue requircment issucs in the University’s
goneral rale case with the Corix Group, which provides utility services to the Universily,

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2012 (Cause No. PUD 201200079) — Participated as an
expert witness on behalf of the OIEC before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission to provide expert
testimony addressing the ulility’s roquest Lo carn additional componsation on a 310MW purchased

*The Cilics include Beaumont, Conroc, Groves, Houston, Hunisville, Orange, Navasota, Nederland, Pine Forest,
Pinchursl. Porl Arthur, Porl Neches, Rosc City, Shenandoah, Silsbee. Sour Lake, Vidor, and West Orange.

4 The Northern Nevada Utility Consumers is a group of large commercial and industrial customers in the SPPC
scrvice terrilory.
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Centerpoint Energy Texas Gas, 2012 (Docket No. GUD 10182) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of the Steering Committee of Cities before the Texas Railroad Commission to provide expert
testimony on various revenue requirement 1ssues.

Entergy Texas Inc., 2012 (PUC Docket No. 39896) — Participaicd as an ¢xpert witness on behall of
the Citics 1n ETT's genoral rale casc o provide (estimony on various cost of service issuos and on the
utility’s overall revenue requirement.

Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, 2012 (Cause No. PUD 2012-029) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the O1EC before the OCC in ONG’s Performance Based Rate (“"PBR™) application
sccking Commuission approval of a requested rale increase based upon formula results for 2011,

University of Oklahoma, 2012 — Agsisicd the University of Oklahoma with an audit of the costs
associated with its six utility operations and its contract with the Corix Group te provide utility services
to the university.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2012 (Canse No. PUD 2011-186) — Participated as an oxpert
witncss on behall of the OTEC belore the OCC in OG&E’s application sccking Commission approval
ol a gpecial contract with Oklahoma State Universily and a wind cncrgy purchase agreomoent in
connection therewith.

Empire Electric Company, 2011, (Cause No. PUD 11-082) — Participated as an expert witness on
behalf of Enbridge before the OCC in Empire’s rate case to provided testimony in both the revenue
requircment and rate dosign phascs of the proccedings Lo cstablish prospective cost-ol-sorvice based
ralos for the power company,

Nevada Power Company, 2011, (Docket No. 11-040140) - Participated as an expert witness on behalt’
of the Southern Nevada Hotel Group (“SNHG™) before the Nevada PUC. Sponsored written and oral
testimony to address proposed changes to the Company’s customer deposit rules.

Nevada Power Company, 2011, (Docket No. 11-06006) - Parlicipated as an oxporl witness on behall
of the Southern Novada Holol Group belore the Nevada PUC. Sponsored writien and oral ostimony
in both the revenue requirement phase and the rate design phase of the proceedings to establish
prospective cost-of-service based rates for the power company.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2011 {Cause No. PUD 2011-106) — Participated as an expert
wilnogs on behall of the OTEC bolore the OCC 1n PSO’s application sccking rider recovory of third
parly SPP transmission cosls and [cos.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2011 (Cause No. PUD 2011-087) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf’ of OIEC before the OCC in OG&E’s rate case to provided testimony in both the
revenue requirement and rate design phases of the proceedings to establish prospective cost-of-service
bascd ratcs [or the power company,

Oklahoma Gas & Elcctric Company, 2011 (Docket No. 10-109-U) — Participalod as an cxport
witness on behalf of Gerdan Macsteel before the Arkansas Public Service Commission in OG&E's
application te recover Smart Grid costs to make recommendations regarding the allocation of the Smart
Grid costs.
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Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company, 2011 (Cause No. PUD 2011-027) — Participaiced as an oxpert
witness on behalf of the OIEC before the OCC in OG&E’s application seeking to include retiree
medical expense in the Company’s pension tracker mechanism.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2011 (Cause No. PUD 2010-50) — Participaled as an cxperl
wilngss on behall of OTEC belore the Oklahoma Corporation Commission in AEP/PSO s application
o rocover 1ce storm O&M exponscs through a regulatory assel/rider mochanism 1o address lax impact
and return issues in the proposed rider.

Public Service Company of Colorado, 2011 (Docket No. 10AL-908E) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf’ of the Colerado Retail Council (“CRC”) before the Colorado Public Utilities
Commigsion providing wrillen and live tostimony {o address PSCo’s proposced Environmontal TarifT,

Oklahoma Gas & Elcctric Company, 2011 (Docket No. 10-067-U) — Participalod as an cxport
witness on behalf of the Northwest Arkansas Industrial Energy Consumers (“NWIEC”Y before the
Arkansas Public Service Commission in OG&E’s general rate case application to provide testimony on
various revenue requirement, cost of service and rate design 1ssues.

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company, 2010 (Cause No. PUD 2010-146) — Participaiced as an oxpert
wilnogs on behall of the OTEC beflore the OCC in OG&E’s application socking rider recovery of third
party SPP transmission costs and SPP administration fees.

Massachusetts Electric Co. & Nantucket Electric Co. d/b/a National Grid, 2010 (Docket No. DPU
10-34) — Participated as an expert witness providing both written and live testimony before the
Massachuscils Department of Public Utilitics on behall of the Associatod Industrics of Massachusolls
("ATM™) o address the Company’s proposcd participation in the 438MW Cape Wind projoct in
Nantucket Sound.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2010 (Cause No. PUD 2010-50) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the OIEC before the OCC 1n AEP/PSO’s general rate case application to provide
lestimony on various cosl-ol-scrvice issucs and on the ulility’s overall revenue requirement and rate
design proposals.

Texas-New Mexico Power Co., 2010 (Docket 38480) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf of
the Alliance of Texas Municipalities (“ATM™) before the Texas PUC in TMNP’s general rate case
application to address various revenue requirement and rate design issues to establish prospective cost-
of-service based rates.

Southwestern Public Service Co., 2010 (PUCT Docket No. 38147) — Participaled as an oxperl
wilncss on bohall of the Alliance of Xcel Municipalitics (FAXM™) in the SPS gencral rale case
application to provide testimony before the Texas Public Utility Commission regarding rate base and
operating expense issues and sponsor the AXM Accounting Exhibits.

Oklahoma Gas & Elcctric Company, 2010 (Causce No, PUD 2010-37) — Participaled as an cxport
wilnogs on behall of OTEC bofore the OCC 1o address the preapproval and ralomaking treatment of
OG&E’s 220MW scll-build wind projoct.

*NWIEC is an association ol indusirial manulacturing (acilitics in northwest Arkansas,
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Oklahoma Gas & Elcctric Company, 2010 (Causce No, PUD 2010-29) — Participaled as an cxport
witncss on bchall of the OTEC belore the OCC in OG&E’s application sccking prc-approval of
deplovment of smart-grid technology and rider-recovery of the associated costs. Sponsored written
testimony to address smart-grid deplovment and time-differentiated fuel rates.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2010 (Cause No. PUD 2010-01) — Participated as an cxperl
wilnogs on behall of the OTEC bofore the QCC in the Company " proposed Groen Encrgy Choice TarifT,
Sponsored testimony 1o addross the pricing and ratcmaking ircatment of the Company s proposed wind
subscription tariff,

Nevada Power Company, 2010 (Docket No. 10-02009) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf
of the Southern Nevada Hotel Group (“SNHG™) before the Nevada PUC to provide testimony in NPC’s
Internal Rosource Plan 1o address the ratemaking treatment of the proposed ON Ling transmigsion ling,

Entergy Texas Inc., 2010 (PUC Docket No. 37744) — Participaicd as an expert witness on behall of
the Cities in ET1’s general rate case to provide testimony on various cost of service issues and on the
utility’s overall revenue requirement.

El Paso Elcctric Company, 2010 (PUC Docket No. 37690) — Participaied as an oxpert witness on
behall of the City of El Paso in the EPT gencral rate case to provide lostimony on various cost of scrvice
igsucs and on the wlility’s overall revenue requirement,

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2009 (Cause No. 019-196) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of the OIEC before the OCC in PSO's application for approval of DSM programs and cost
recovery. Sponsored testimony to address program costs, lost revenue recovery, cost allocations and
ingentives.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2009 (Cause No. PUD 09-230 and 09-231) — Participaicd as
an expert witness on behalf of OIEC before the OCC in OG&E’s application te add wind resources
from twe purchased power contracts. Sponsored written testimony to address the proper ratemaking
treatment of the contract costs and the renewable energy certificates.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2009 (Canse No. PUD 08-398) — Parlicipaled as an cxport
wiltncss on behall of OTEC before the OCC in OG&E’s rale casc. Provided testimony in both the
revenue requirement and rate design phases of the proceedings to establish prospective cost-of-service
based rates for the power company.

Nevada Power Company, 2009, (Docket No. 08-12002) - Participated as an expert witness on behalt
of the Southern Nevada Hotel Group belore the Nevada PUC. Sponsored writien and oral testimony
in both the revonue requirement phase and the rale dosign phase of the proccodmgs (o cslablish
prospective cost-ol-service bascd rates for the power company.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2009 (Cause No. 019-031) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of OIEC before the OCC in PSO’s application to add wind resources from two purchased
powcr conlracls,  Sponsorcd wrillon {cstimony (0 address the proper ralcmaking (reatment of the
conlract costs and the ronewable onergy certificales.

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co., 2009 (Cause No. PUD 08-348) — Participated as an expert witness on
witness on behalf of the OIEC before the OCC in ONG’s application to establish a Performance Based
Rate tariff. Sponsored both written and oral testimony to address the merits of the utility’s proposed
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Rocky Mountain Power, 2009 (Docket No. 08-035-38) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf
of the Division of Public Utilities (Staff) in PacifiCorp’s general rate case to provide testimony on
Various revenue requirement 1ssues.

Texas-New Mcexico Power Co., 2008 (Docket 36025) — Participated as an export wilness on behall of
the Alliance of Texas Municipalitics (FATM™) belore the Texas PUC in TMNPs genoral ralc casc
application to address various revenue requirement and rate design issues to establish prospective cost-
of-service based rates.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2008 (Cause No. 08-144) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalfl of the OTEC before the OCC in PSO’s goneral rale case application 1o address revenug
requircment and rate design issucs Lo ¢slablish prospectlive cost-ol-service based raics.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2008 (Cause No. 08-150) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of the OIEC before the OCC to address PSO’s calculation of its Fuel Clause Adjustment for
2008.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2008 (Canse No. PUD 08-059) — Parlicipaled as an cxport
wilnogs on bohall of the OTEC before the OCC in OG&E’s application sccking authorization of 1ilg
Demand Side Management (“DSM”) programs and the establishment of a DSM Rider to recover
program costs, lost revenues and utility incentives.

Entergy Gulf States, 2008 (PUC Docket No. 34800, SOAH Docket No. 473-08-0334) — Participated
as an oxport wilngss on bohall of the Citics in EGST's goneral ralc case (o provide estimony on various
cost of sorvice 1ssucs and on the ulility's overall rovenuc roquiroment,

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2008 (Cause No. 07-465) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of the OIEC before the OCC in PSO’s application to recover the pre-construction costs of the
cancelled Red Rock coal generation facility.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company, 2008 (Cansc No, 07-447) — Participaicd as an oxperl witness
on bchalfl of the OTEC before the OCC in OG&E s application sccking authorization (o recover the pre-
construction costs of the cancelled Red Rock coal generation facility using proceeds from sales of
excess SO allowances.

Rocky Mountain Power, 2008 (Docket No. 7-035-93) — Participated as an expert witness on behalf
of Division of Public Ulilitics (Stall) in PacifiCorp’s gencral rale ¢asc 1o provide lestimony on various
revenuc requircment ssucs.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2008 (Cause No. PUD 7-449) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the OlEC before the OCC n PSO's application seeking authorization of its
Demand Side Management (“DSM”) programs and the establishment of a DSM Rider to recover
program cosls, lost rovenuoes and utilily incontives.

Public Scrvice Company of Oklahoma, 2008 (Cause No. PUD 07-397) — Participated as an oxpert
witness on behalt of O1EC before the OCC in PSO’s application seeking authorization to defer storm
damage costs in a regulatory asset account and to recover the costs using the proceeds from sales of
excess SO allowances.
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Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., 2007 (Cause No, PUD 07-012) — Parlicipaled as an cxporl wilngss
on behalf of OIEC betore the OCC in OG&E s application seeking pre-approval to construct the Red
Rock coal plant te address the Company’s proposed rider recovery mechanism.

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co., 2007 (Cansc No. PUD 07-335) — Participaled ag an ¢xpert wilhess on
behall of the OTEC bolore the OCC in ONG’s application proposing aliernalive cost rocovery for the
Company’s ongoing capilal ¢xpendilures through the proposed Capital Tnvostment Mochanism Ridor
(*“CIM Rider™). Sponsored testimony to address ONG's proposal.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2007 (Cause No. PUD ()6-030) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the OLEC before the OCC 1 PSO’s application seeking a used and useful
determination (or its planncd addition of the Red Rock coal plant o address the Company s usc of dobt
cquivalency in the competitive bidding process (or new resourecs.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, 2006 (Cause No. PUD {}6-283) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the OLEC before the OCC in PSO’s general rate case application to address various
revenue requirement and rate design issues to establish prospective cost-of-service based rates.

Nevada Power Company, 2007, (Docket No. 07-01022) - Parlicipated as an oxporl witness on behall
of the MGM MIRAGE before the Nevada PUC in Nevada Power Company’s delorred energy docket
to determine the level of prudent company expenditures tor fuel and purchased power.

Nevada Power Company, 20006, (Docket No. 06-11022) - Participated as an expert witness on behalt’
of the MGM MIRAGE properties before the Nevada PUC. Sponsored written and oral testimony in
both the rovonue roquirement phase and the rale dosign phase of the proccedings (o cslablish
prospective cost-ol-service bascd rates for the power company.

Southwestern Public Service Co., 2006 (PUCT Docket No. 37766) — Participated as an expert
witness on behalf of the Alliance of Xcel Municipalhities (“AXM™) in the SPS general rate case
application. Provided testimony betfore the Texas Public Utility Commission regarding rate base and
opcraling expensc issucs and sponsored the Accounting Exhibils on behall of AXM.

Atmos Encrgy Corp., Mid-Tex Division, 2006 (Texas GUD 9676) — Participated as an experl wilness
in the Atmos Mid-Tex general rate case application on behalf of the Atmos Texas Municipalities
(“ATM™). Provided written and oral testimony before the Railroad Commuission of Texas regarding
the revenue requirements of Mid-Tex including various rate base, operating expense, depreciation and
tax issues. Sponsored the Accounting Exhibits for ATM.

Nevada Power Company, 2006 (Docket No. 06-06007) — Participaled as an oxporl witness on behall
of the MGM MIRAGE in the Sinaira Substation Elcetric Ling Exicnsion and Scrvice Coniract casc.
Provided both written and oral testimony before the Nevada Public Utility Commission to provide the
Commuission with information as to why the application i1s consistent with the line extension
requirements of Rule 9 and why the cost recovery proposals set forth in the application provide a least
cost approach to adding ncccssary new capacity 1n the Las Vegas strip arca.

Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, 2006 (Causc No. PUD 05-00516) - Participalced as an expert wilness
on behalf of the OIEC to review PSO's application for a “used and useful” determination of its proposed
peaking facility.
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Oklahoma Gas and Elcctric Co., 2006 (Cause No, PUD 06-00041) — Participated as an experl wilngss
on behall of the OTEC in OG&E’s application to propose an incenlive sharing mechanism for 50-
allowance proceeds.

Chermac Energy Corporation, 2006 (Cause No. PUD 05-00059 and 05-(W177) — Participated as an
oxport wilngss on behall of the OTEC in Chormac™s PURPA application. Sponsored wrillon responsive
and rcbultlal testimony o address various rale design issucs arising under the application.

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co., 2006 (Cause No. PUD 05-00140) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of the OIEC in OG&E’s 2003 and 2004 Fuel Clause reviews. Sponsored written testimony
to address the purchasing practices of the Company, its transactions with affiliates, and the prices paid
for natural gas, coal and purchased power.

Nevada Power Company, 2006, (Docket No. 06-01016) - Parlicipated as an oxporl witness on behall
of the MGM MIRAGE propertics before the Nevada PUC, Sponsored writien tostimony in NPC’s
deterred energy docket to determine the level of prudent company expenditures for fuel and purchased
power.

Oklahoma Gas and Elcctric Co., 2005 (Caunse No, PUD 05-151) — Participated as an cxperl wilngss
on behalfl of the OTEC in OG&E’s gencral rale case application.  Spongorcd both writien and oral
testimony belore the OCC o addroess various revenue roquirement and raie design issucs for the purposc
of setting prospective cost-of-service based rates.

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co., 2005 (Cause No. PUD 04-610) — Participated as an expert witness on
behalf of the Attornev General of Oklahoma. Sponsored written and oral testimony to address
numcrous rate base, operating expense and depreciation 1ssucs [or the purposc of sciling prospeclive
cost-ol-service bascd rates.

CenterPoint Energy Arkla, 2004 (Cause No. PUD 04-0187) — Participated as an expert witness on
behalf of the Atterney General of Oklahoma: Sponsored written testimony to provide the OCC with
analysis from an accounting and ratemaking perspective of the Co.’s proposed change in depreciation
rales from an Average Life Group (o an Equal Life Group methodology. Addressed the Co."s proposed
incrcasc in deprocialion rales associated with incrcased negative salvage value calculations.

Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, 2004 (Cause No. PUD 02-0754) — Participated as an expert witness
on behalf of the OlEC. Sponsored written testimony (1) making adjustments to PSO’s requested
recovery of an ICR programming error, (2) correcting errors in the allocation of trading margins on off-
svstem sales of electricity from AEP East to West and amoeng the AEP West utilities and (3)
rc