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Introduction1

Q. Please state your nam e and business addre ss.2

A. M y nam e is ScottJ. Rubin. M y bus ine s s addre s s is 333 O ak Lane, Bloom sburg, PA.3

Q. By w h om are you em ployed and in w h atcapacity?4

A. I am an independentconsultantand an attorney. M y practice is lim ited to m atters5

affecting th e public utility industry.6

Q. W h atis th e purpose ofyour testim ony in th is case?7

A. I h ave be en as k ed by AARPto review th e Application for an increas e in naturalgas rate s8

filed by M ontana-Dak ota Utilitie s Com pany (“M DU”or “Com pany”). AARPh as m ore9

th an 50,000 m em bers in North Dak ota m any ofw h om are naturalgas custom ers ofM DU.10

Q. W h atare your qualifications to provide th is testim ony in th is case?11

A. I h ave te stified as an expertw itne s s before utility com m is s ions or courts in th e Districtof12

Colum bia;th e province ofNova Scotia;and th e state s ofAlas k a, Arizona, California,13

Connecticut, Delaw are, Illinois , Kentuck y, M aine, M aryland, M as sach us etts , M inne sota,14

M is s is s ippi, New H am ps h ire , New Jers ey, New York , North Dak ota, O h io, Pennsylvania,15

South Carolina, and W estVirginia. I also h ave te stified as an expertw itne s s before16

various fede ral, state, and locallegislative com m ittee s . I h ave s erved as a consultantto17

th e staffs offour state utility com m is s ions , as w ellas to s everalnationalutility trade18

as sociations , and state and localgovernm ents th rough outth e country. Prior to19

e stablis h ing m y ow n consulting and law practice, I w as em ployed by th e Pennsylvania20

O ffice ofConsum er Advocate from 19 83 th rough January 19 9 4 in increas ingly21

re spons ible pos itions . From 19 9 0 untilI leftstate governm ent, I w as one oftw o s enior22
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attorneys in th atoffice . Am ong m y oth er re spons ibilitie s in th atpos ition, I h ad a m ajor1

role in s etting its policy pos itions on w ater and electric m atters . In addition, I w as2

re spons ible for supervis ing th e tech nicalstaffofth e office . I also te stified as an expert3

w itne s s for th atoffice on rate de s ign and costofs ervice is sue s .4

Th rough outm y care er, I developed substantialexpertis e in m atters relating to th e5

econom ic regulation ofpublic utilitie s . I h ave publis h ed articles , contributed to book s ,6

w ritten speech e s , and delivered num erous pre s entations , on both th e nationaland state7

level, relating to regulatory is sue s . I h ave attended num erous continuing education8

cours e s involving th e utility industry. I also h ave participated as a faculty m em ber in9

utility-related educationalprogram s for th e Institute for Public Utilitie s atM ich igan State10

Univers ity, th e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation, and th e Pennsylvania Bar Institute .11

Q. Do you h ave any experience th atis particularly relevantto th e issue s in th is case?12

A. Ye s , I do. I h ave te stified on num erous occas ions as a rate de s ign and costofs ervice13

expert. For exam ple, s ince I te stified in M DU’s lastrate cas e in 2018, I h ave te stified as14

an expertw itne s s on cost-of-s e rvice studie s , rate de s ign, or oth er tariffis sue s in natural15

gas distribution utility rate cas e s in Arizona (South w e stGas), Illinois (Nicor Gas),16

M aryland (W as h ington Gas Ligh t), M as sach us etts (Boston Gas), Nova Scotia (H eritage17

Gas), and W as h ington (North w e stNaturalGas). I also h ave te stified on s im ilar is sue s in18

num erous cas e s involving utilitie s providing electricity, w ater, or w astew ater s ervice .19

In addition, during th e pastyear I h ave te stified in s everalregulatory proce edings20

concerning an appropriate regulatory re spons e to utility ratem ak ing during a m ajor public21
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h ealth and econom ic cris is . I h ave te stified on th os e is sue s in cas e s before th e Nova1

Scotia Utility and Review Board and th e Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion.2

Q. H ave you prepared an exh ib itsum m arizing your experience?3

A. Ye s . M y curriculum vitae is attach ed to m y te stim ony as Appendix A.4

Summary5

Q. W h atis th e prim ary focus ofyour directtestim ony?6

A. M y review focus e s on four is sue s : (1)th e effectofth e COVID-19 pandem ic on th is cas e ,7

(2)th e cost-of-s ervice study (“COSS”)prepared by M DU, (3)th e allocation ofany8

increas e am ong th e custom er clas s e s , and (4)th e de s ign ofre s identialrate s .9

Q. Please sum m arize your recom m endations.10

A. Briefly, I recom m end th atth e Com m is s ion s h ould decline to increas e rate s atth is tim e11

unles s itfinds th ata m ode stincreas e is ne eded to ensure M DU’s financialviability. As12

everyone k now s , w e are in th e m idstofa pandem ic. I explain below th atth is is notth e13

tim e to increas e rate s for an e s s entialservice lik e naturalgas .14

If, h ow ever, th e Com m is s ion decide s to e stablis h new rate s for M DU, I15

recom m end th e re s h ould be no increas e in th e Bas ic Service Ch arge (“BSC”)for th e16

re s identialclas s and th atth e rate increas e for th e re s identialclas s s h ould be only sligh tly17

greater th an th e system -average percentage increas e in distribution revenue s . In18

particular, I recom m end th e follow ing:19

 M DU’s COSS contains s ignificanterrors in th e clas s ification of20
distribution m ains . A properly perform ed analys is w ould conclude th at, at21
m ost, th e custom er-related portion ofdistribution m ains is 13%, not30%22
as M DU propos ed.23
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 Th e Com pany’s clas s revenue allocation over-collects revenue s from th e1
Re s identialclas s .2

 Ifth e Com m is s ion finds th atth e revenue re q uirem entis low er th an th at3
propos ed by M DU, I recom m end th atth e revenue allocation to each4
custom er clas s s h ould be reduced proportionately.5

 Th e re s identialBSC sh ould notbe increas ed in th is cas e . Any rate6
increas e allocated to th e re s identialclas s s h ould be collected solely7
th rough a consum ption ch arge . Th is w ould provide rate s cons istentw ith8
th e COSS and enable a m uch sm ooth er trans ition ofW ah peton custom ers9
(Rate 63)onto th e m ain s ystem ’s re s identialrate s (Rate 60).10

Background11

Principles of Utility Rate Design12

Q. Are th e re basicprinciples th atsh ould guid e th e d e sign ofutility rates?13

A. Ye s . A reasonable rate de s ign s h ould be developed to m eets everalgoals . Sixty years14

ago, Profe s sor Jam e s Bonbrigh toutlined th os e goals and th ey rem ain valid today.15

Profe s sor Bonbrigh tpos ited th atth ere w ere e igh tattribute s ofa sound rate de s ign w h ich16

could be grouped togeth e r into th e follow ing “prim ary criteria”: (a)collection ofth e17

revenue re q uirem ent, (b)fairly apportioning th e revenue re q uirem entam ong different18

type s ofcustom ers , and (c)encouraging th e efficientus e ofth e utility s ervice (or,19

convers ely, discouraging inefficientconsum ption).120

Q. W h atare th e fairness and efficiency principles?21

A. Profe s sor Bonbrigh tde scribed fairne s s as follow s : “th e principle th atth e burden of22

m eeting totalrevenue re q uirem ents m ustbe distributed fairly am ong th e beneficiarie s of23

th e s ervice .”2 H e de scribed efficiency as rate s be ing de s igned to “discourage th e24

1 Jam e s C. Bonbrigh t, Principles of Public Utility Rates (Colum bia Univ. Pre s s , 19 61), pp. 29 0-29 2.
2 Id., p. 29 2.
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w astefuluse ofpublic utility s ervice s w h ile prom oting alluse th atis econom ically1

justified in view ofth e relations h ips betw een costs incurred and benefits rece ived.”32

Also included w ith in th e fairne s s principle is th e attribute th atth e rate s3

th em s elves s h ould be stable, “w ith a m inim um ofunexpected ch ange s s e riously advers e4

to existing custom ers .”4 Regulators and w itne s s e s often refer to th is as th e principle of5

gradualism or rate continuity. Th atis , ch ange s in th e rate de s ign s h ould be m ade slow ly6

so th atcustom ers’expectations aboututility pricing are notviolated. Th is is im portant7

becaus e custom ers m ak e decis ions aboutenergy consum ption th atcannotbe revers ed for8

m any years . For exam ple, ifan M DU custom er needs a new w ater h eater or cloth e s9

dryer, th e custom er w illneed to m ak e decis ions th atare directly or indirectly influenced10

by th e utility rate de s ign. Th e s e m ay include w h eth er to purch as e a gas or electric11

appliance and w h eth e r th e custom er is w illing to pay m ore m oney for a m ore efficient12

appliance .13

As Profe s sor Bonbrigh tcautioned: “Inde ed, unles s rate -m ak ing policie s are14

sufficiently stable to perm ita consum er to predictw ith som e confidence w h ath is ch arge s15

w illbe if he decides to eq uip h is h om e or h is factory to tak e th e contem plated s ervice and16

th en to buy th e s ervice, th e cost-price system ofrate m ak ing w illbe s elf-defeating w h en17

view ed as a m eans ofs ecuring a rationalcontrolofdem and.”5 In oth er w ords , itis18

im portantfor th e structure ofutility rate s to exh ibitboth a strong relations h ip to th e cost19

ofproviding s ervice (to encourage efficiency and fairne s s)and to rem ain stable (to avoid20

3 Id.
4 Id., p. 29 1.
5 Id., p. 29 7 (em ph as is in original).
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unintended cons e q uence s to custom ers w h o h ave m ade expens ive decis ions bas ed on th e1

rate de s ign).2

O bviously, som e ofth e s e goals com pete w ith one anoth er. For exam ple, ifth e3

only purpos e ofth e rate de s ign w ere to collectth e revenue re q uirem ent, each custom er4

could be ch arged th e sam e am ountevery m onth , regardles s ofenergy usage or any oth e r5

factor. Th e utility w ould be as sured ofrece iving alm ostexactly th e sam e am ountof6

m oney each m onth , and th atam ountw ould recover th e revenue re q uirem ent. Butth at7

w ould ignore oth er im portantgoals, including encouraging th e efficientus e ofth e8

re source and be ing fair to allcustom ers . A reasonable rate de s ign, th erefore , m ust9

ach ieve a balance ofth e s e goals .10

Q. Is th ere a w ay to quantitatively evaluate th e ability ofa rate d esign to b e fair to11

custom ers and encourage efficiency?12

A. Ye s . Th e m ostdirectw ay to evaluate th e fairne s s and efficiency ofa rate de s ign is to13

com pare th e revenue s th atw ould be collected from each custom er to th e costto s erve th e14

custom er. W h en difference s in custom ers’bills are prim arily bas ed on difference s in th e15

costto s erve th e custom ers , th e rate de s ign can be cons idered fair to allcustom ers .16

Sim ilarly, w h en bills increas e rough ly in proportion to ch ange s in th e costto provide17

s ervice to custom ers , th e rate de s ign encourage s th e efficientus e ofutility s ervice, as th e18

increm entalch arge to th e custom er is approxim ately eq ualto th e increm entalcostto th e19

utility. W h en th e ch arge to th e custom er is approxim ately eq ualto th e costto th e utility20

to provide th e s e rvice, th en th e custom er w illm ak e econom ically efficientdecis ions21

aboutus ing th e s ervice (increas ed consum ption w illcaus e an increas ed billth atis22

approxim ately eq ualto th e increas ed costofproviding th e s ervice). Th us , determ ining23
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th e costofs erving a custom er is an im portantcom ponentofevaluating both th e fairne s s1

and efficiency ofa rate de s ign.2

Q. In your experience, are sim ilar rate d esign principles com m only used th rough out3

th e United States and Canada in designing utility rates?4

A. Ye s . W h ile differentjurisdictions m ay em ph as ize certain principles over oth ers , s im ilar5

rate de s ign principles are com m only us ed in de s igning utility rate s in nearly every6

jurisdiction in w h ich I h ave appeared.7

Q. To th e b e stofyour k now ledge, are th e se types ofprinciples used by th is8

Com m ission?9

A. I h ave notconducted exh austive re s earch into th is , butI did locate a 2002 decis ion in an10

M DU naturalgas cas e w h ere th e Com m is s ion discus s ed th e principle ofrate continuity.11

Bas ed on th atprinciple and oth er factors , th e Com m is s ion concluded th atincreas e s in12

re s identialand sm allcom m ercialcustom er ch arge s s h ould be m oderated even ifit13

re sulted in th e ch arge s be ing les s th an th e costofs ervice .614

Other Preliminary Matters15

Q. Do you h ave any oth er prelim inary m atters to address?16

A. Ye s . M y review ofth e Com pany’s cost-of-s ervice study, clas s revenue allocation, and17

rate de s ign are allbas ed on th e us e ofth e Com pany’s propos ed revenue re q uirem ent. I18

do th is so th atm y recom m endations can be com pared on an apples -to-apples bas is w ith19

th e Com pany’s proposals . Th is s h ould notbe tak en as an endors em entby m e or AARP20

ofth e Com pany’s revenue re q uirem entclaim s .21

6 Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., 222 P.U.R.4th 36, (ND PSC 2002).



Direct Testimony of Scott J. Rubin, North Dakota Public Service Commission Case No. PU-20-379 Page 8

In addition, a portion ofm y te stim ony discus s e s regulatory policy is sue s . Given1

th e nature ofpublic utility regulation, m uch ofth e public policy in th is field is contained2

in decis ions by regulatory agencie s and courts;or in statute s , ordinance s , or regulations .3

IfI cite to th e s e type s ofsource s , its h ould notbe tak en as a legalopinion, butrath er as4

source s supporting m y expertopinion concerning appropriate public policy and5

regulatory practice .6

Utility Ratemaking During a Pandemic7

Q. W h atis your understanding ofth e purpose ofth is proceed ing?8

A. As I understand it, th e purpos e ofth is cas e is to determ ine w h eth e r existing rate s are9

“unjustand unreasonable”and, ifso, to e stablis h th e “reasonable rate s”for M DU to10

ch arge its custom ers .711

Q. In your m ore th an 35 years ofexperience w ith utility rate -setting, are th ere12

standards or criteria used to determ ine w h eth e r a rate is justand reasonable?13

A. Ye s . Th ere are th ousands ofadm inistrative and judicialdecis ions th rough outth e United14

State s th atinterpretth e ph ras e “justand reasonable”as itrelate s to utility rate s . W ith out15

going into allofth e nuance s and jurisdictionaldifference s th ataris e from th os e decis ions ,16

and w ith outproviding a legalopinion, I w illprovide m y generalunderstanding ofh ow17

th atph ras e is us ed in th e field ofpublic utility ratem ak ing.18

In general, w e regulate th e rate s (and oth er term s ofs ervice)ofpublic utilitie s19

becaus e th ey are naturalm onopolie s , m eaning th atitw ould be econom ically inefficient20

(m ore expens ive)to h ave com peting enterpris e s provide th e s e rvice . Itis often stated th at21

7 N.D.C.C. §49 -02-03.
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regulation is a substitute for com petitive m ark etforce s . Atits core , regulation is1

de s igned to protectutility consum ers from w h atoth erw is e w ould be th e unfettered pow er2

ofa m onopoly to s etprice s and th e conditions ofs ervice . In protecting consum ers ,3

h ow ever, regulators cannotconfiscate th e property ofth e utility’s investors . Th atis ,4

regulators cannottiltth e scale so far in favor ofconsum ers (for exam ple by providing5

free s ervice)th atth e utility’s investors are deprived ofan opportunity to earn a6

reasonable return on th e ir investm ent.7

Im portantly, th ough , regulation is notde s igned to insulate th e utility or its8

investors from norm alm ark etforce s , tech nologicalim provem ents , or gene raleconom ic9

conditions . Ifm ark etforce s (such as tech nologicalch ange)re sultin s ignificant10

reductions in th e dem and for s ervice, th en th e utility m ay notbe able to recover its costs .11

Th atis nota failure ofregulation, buta naturalevolution ofth e m ark et-- bus ine s s e s fail12

ifth ey cannotk e ep up w ith ch ange s in consum ers’prefe rence s or re spond to13

tech nologicalinnovations .14

Sim ilarly, ifeconom ic conditions ch ange such th atrate s becom e unaffordable to15

m any custom ers , rate s m ay need to be reduced in order to rem ain justand reasonable16

from th e perspective ofcustom ers .17

Determining “Just and Reasonable” Rates at This Time18

Q. Are th e re specialcircum stances th atm ay affectth e d eterm ination ofreasonable19

rates in th is case?20

A. Ye s . Th e Com pany filed th is cas e in August2020 w h en its s e rvice area -- inde ed th e21

entire w orld -- w as be ing devastated w ith th e w orstpandem ic in a century. W h ile I22
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understand th atittak e s tim e to prepare a rate filing, and th atM DU m ay h ave prepared1

th is cas e as sum ing “bus ine s s as usual,”th e re w as noth ing th atcom pelled itto actually2

file th e cas e . To state th e obvious, life and business in th e Com pany’s service3

territory are now anyth ing butnorm al.4

In particular, I am very concerned aboutth e im pactth ats ignificantrate increas e s5

w ould h ave on th e Com pany’s custom ers atth is tim e . To be blunt, th is is notth e tim e to6

im pos e h igh er costs on e ith er people or bus ine s s e s .7

Ifregulation is suppos ed to be a substitute for m ark etforce s , th en w e m ust8

recognize th at, exceptfor th os e com m oditie s experiencing s ignificantim balance s of9

supply and dem and due to th e pandem ic, com petitive bus ine s s e s cannotsustainably rais e10

price s w h en th e ir custom ers’incom e s h ave decreas ed s ignificantly. W e’re s e e ing supply11

gluts ofnece s s itie s such as gasoline, ce rtain type s offood, s ignificantunem ploym ent, and12

a s ignificantreduction in h ours for m any people w h o are stillem ployed. Allofth e s e13

econom ic factors can affectw h eth e r a rate is justand reasonable.14

Q. H as th e pandem ic h ad a significantim pacton North Dak otans?15

A. Ye s . M ore th an 1,300 people in North Dak ota h ave died from th e virus .8 M ore th an 11%16

ofth e State’s population h as te sted pos itive for COVID-19 .9 Beyond th e public h ealth17

cons e q uence s ofth e pandem ic, m ore th an one -th ird ofNorth Dak otans h ave suffered18

8 North Dak ota Departm entofH ealth CO VID-19 Das h board as ofJan. 14, 2021,
h ttps ://w w w .h ealth .nd.gov/dis eas e s -conditions/coronavirus/north -dak ota-coronavirus -cas e s .
9 Id.
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s ignificantlos s e s ofincom e,10 and m ore th an th re e outofevery four sm allbus ine s s e s in1

th e State h ave suffered s evere los s e s (w ith m any atris k ofperm anently clos ing)11.2

Q. H as th ere b e en an overallasse ssm entofth e pandem ic’s effects on North Dak ota’s3

econom y?4

A. Ye s . Each m onth , th e FederalRes e rve Bank calculates a “coincidentindex”for each5

state and th e country as a w h ole. Th e index is de scribed as follow s : “Th e coincident6

indexe s com bine four state -levelindicators to sum m arize currenteconom ic conditions in7

a s ingle statistic. Th e four state -levelvariables in each coincidentindex are nonfarm8

payrollem ploym ent, average h ours w ork ed in m anufacturing by production w ork ers , th e9

unem ploym entrate, and w age and salary disburs em ents plus proprietors’incom e deflated10

by th e consum er price index (U.S. city average).”12 Th e index is s etso th atth e levelof11

econom ic activity in 2007 is e q ualto 100.12

Betw een M arch and April2020, North Dak ota’s coincidentindex plunged from13

145.88 to 115.84, a decline ofm ore th an 20% in a s ingle m onth . Itfelleven furth er in14

M ay to 108.78 -- th e low e stlevelseen in th e State s ince February 2011. Since th en th e15

index h as recovered to 131.9 4 (as ofNovem ber 2020), or aboutw h e re itw as in February16

2017. In oth er w ords , th e pandem ic h as tak en alm ostfour years ofeconom ic progre s s17

from th e State .18

10 Th e U.S. Census Bureau’s H ous e h old Pulse Survey (tw o w e e k s ending Dec. 21, 2020),
h ttps ://w w w .census .gov/data/tables/2020/dem o/h h p/h h p21.h tm l, reported th at39 % ofNorth Dak ota h ous e h olds
experienced a los s ofem ploym entincom e during th e pandem ic, w ith 22% expecting furth e r los s ofincom e during
th e nextm onth . Th e los s e s are m uch m ore s evere for people w ith le s s th an a h igh - sch ooleducation (m ore th an h alf
expectfurth e r incom e los s e s during th e nextm onth ).
11 Th e U.S. Census Bureau’s Sm allBus ine s s Pulse Survey (w e e k ending Jan. 3, 2021),
h ttps ://portal.census .gov/pulse/data/, reported th at76% ofNorth Dak ota sm allbus ine s s e s s uffered a m oderate or
large negative effectfrom th e pandem ic, and 44% ofsm allbus ine s s e s in th e State e stim ate itw ould tak e m ore th an
s ix m onth s to return to a norm allevelofoperations .
12 FederalRe s e rve Bank ofPh iladelph ia, State CoincidentIndexe s , (lastupdated Dec. 23, 2020),
h ttps ://w w w .ph iladelph iafed.org/re s earch -and-data/regional-econom y/indexe s/coincident
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Regulatory Response1

Q. H ow does th is affectth e d ecisions th e Com m ission m ustm ak e in th is case?2

A. Faced w ith th is unprecedented public h ealth and econom ic cris is , I re spectfully subm it3

th atth e Com m is s ion cannottreatth is cas e as “bus ine s s as usual.”Alm ostno oth er4

bus ine s s in North Dak ota is conducting bus ine s s as usual;re s identialconsum ers are us ing5

th e Com pany’s s ervice s differently th an th ey do during norm alcircum stance s (few ifany6

people are usually ath om e 24 h ours per day, 7 days a w e e k , preparing every m ealat7

h om e, and so on).8

Re spectfully, th e Com m is s ion cannotfocus on M DU’s h istoric costs , or on cost9

projections prepared before th e pandem ic, and as sum e th atth e re sulting rate s w illbe just10

and reasonable. Th e Com m is s ion m ustfocus on w h atrate s are reasonable for consum ers11

to pay under th e s e extraordinary conditions .12

Q. Are you aw are ofany regulatory preced ents th atdiscuss ratem ak ing during a13

pandem icor oth er severe econom icdow nturn?14

A. W h ile th e re s earch is difficult(e specially w ith m ostlibrarie s clos ed), th e re is som e15

precedentfrom regulatory com m is s ions during th e lastnationw ide pandem ic, th e16

influenza pandem ic in 19 18 and 19 19 . From th e s e early days ofutility regulation in th is17

country, itw as recognized th atcircum stance s in th e econom y (including dis eas e18

outbreak s)could affectutilitie s in th e sam e w ay th atoth er bus ine s s e s w ere affected.19

W h en th atoccurred, regulation w ould notprotectutilitie s from th e advers e cons e q uence s .20

I h ave notconducted exh austive re s earch , butI did locate a cas e decided by th e21

Suprem e JudicialCourtofM as sach us etts in 19 19 w h ere th e ow ner ofa stre etcar s ervice22
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ch allenged a public s ervice com m is s ion ratem ak ing order.13 Am ong th e ch allenge s faced1

by th e bus ine s s in 19 18 w ere increas e s in th e costofraw m aterials (pre sum ably due to2

th e w ar effort), reduction in riders h ip, and “th e w ide prevalence ofth e epidem ic k now n3

as influenza, a factor s e riously affecting rece ipts during O ctober and Novem ber, 19 18.”144

Th e M as sach us etts courtcited w ith approvala federalappellate decis ion th ath eld5

as follow s :6

To be justand reasonable, w ith in th e m eaning ofth e constitutional7
guaranty, th e rate s m ustbe pre scribed w ith reasonable regard for th e cost8
to th e carrier ofth e s ervice rendered and for th e value ofth e property9
em ployed th ere in;butth is doe s notm ean th atregard is to be h ad only for10
th e intere sts ofth e carrier, or th atth e rate s m ustnece s sarily be such as to11
render its bus ine s s profitable, for reasonable regard m ustalso be h ad for12
th e value ofth e s ervice to th e public. And w h ere th e costto th e carrier is13
notk eptw ith in reasonable lim its , or w h ere for any reasons its bus ine s s14
cannotreasonably be so conducted as to render itprofitable th e m isfortune15
m ustfallupon th e carrier, as w ould be th e cas e ifitw ere engaged in any16
oth er line ofbus ine s s .1517

Th e courtw enton to uph old th e regulatory com m is s ion’s rate s etting order th at18

w as notexpected to re sultin th e utility earning a profit. Th e courtreasoned th at“th e19

tim e s are recognized as abnorm al,”butth atdid notdeprive th e com m is s ion ofits20

regulatory re spons ibility to “exercis e its judgm entfor th e protection ofth e public21

intere sts w h en itdoe s notreduce substantially th e revenue propos ed to be exacted from22

th e public by th e ow ners ofth e public utility.”16 Th e courtalso em ph as ized th atth e rate s23

w ere “lik ely to be im perm anentand experim ental.”1724

13 Donham v. Public Service Commission, 232 M as s . 309 , 122 N.E. 39 7 (19 19 ).
14 Id., 232 M as s . at315, 122 N.E. at400.
15 Id., 232 M as s . at317, 122 N.E. at401 (em ph as e s added;q uoting from Missouri, Kansas & Topeka Railway Co. v.
Interstate Commerce Commission, 164 Fed. 645 (19 08)).
16 Id., 232 M as s . at326, 122 N.E. at405.
17 Id.
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In oth e r w ords , th e idea th atratem ak ing m ustadaptto extraordinary conditions is1

ne ith er new nor novel. A century ago during anoth er s erious pandem ic, regulators2

adapted, took actions th atprovided reliefto th e public, and did notinflictlong-term h arm3

on th e utility.4

Q. H ow are oth e r utilitie s and regulators addre ssing th e se unpreced ented5

circum stances?6

A. I h ave notconducted exh austive re s earch to try to identify every regulatory and utility7

re spons e to rate s etting during th e pandem ic. I can, h ow ever, provide a few exam ples .8

H ydro O ne, a large electric utility in O ntario, Canada, tem porarily m odified its9

rate structure to elim inate peak -period pricing, recognizing th atpeople are ath om e 24-10

h ours per day and cannotavoid peak -period usage . Th e utility e stim ated th is w ould11

reduce a typicalcustom er’s bills by m ore th an 14%.1812

Th e H alifax (Nova Scotia)RegionalW ater Com m is s ion w ith drew its re q ue stto13

increas e w ater rate s . Italso delayed and s ignificantly reduced its propos ed increas e in14

w astew ater rate s .1915

Utilitie s th rough outth e United State s also are deferring rate increas e s or16

im plem enting rate reductions during th is period. Th e s e actions provide som e reliefto17

custom ers w h o are facing a h orrible confluence ofevents : an increas e in h om e utility bills18

(as th ey are h om e e s s entially 24 h ours per day, 7 days per w ee k )coupled w ith decline s in19

incom e . A few exam ples are sum m arized as follow s :20

18 Corporate Inform ation, H ydro O ne (lastvis ited Nov. 2, 2020), h ttps ://w w w .h ydroone .com /about/corporate -
inform ation/rate -relief.
19 In the Matter of an Application by Halifax Regional Water Commission, Decis ion No. 2020 NSUARB 113 (Aug.
27, 2020). h ttps ://nsuarb.novascotia.ca/s ite s/default/file s/M 09 589 %20-%20Board%20Decis ion.pdf
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 Dom inion Energy in South Carolina originally agreed to pus h back th e1
effective date for its rate increas e to M arch 1, 2021, instead ofJanuary 1,2
2021.20 In th e pastw e e k , th atutility agreed to a furth er s ix-m onth delay in3
its pending rate cas e becaus e ofth e pandem ic.214

 M inne sota Pow er s ignificantly reduced its re q ue sted rate increas e and is5
refunding m ore th an $12 m illion to custom ers to h elp alleviate pandem ic-6
related financialconcerns .227

 California W ater Service Co. elim inated allsch eduled rate increas e s8
during 2020.239

 Ch elan County (W as h ington)Public Utility Districtpostponed previously10
approved increas e s in electric, w ater, and w astew ater rate s by s ix m onth s11
to provide custom ers som e reliefduring th e pandem ic.2412

 Th e City ofAustin (Texas)reduced its electricity rate s by about4%,13
elim inated th e re s identialprice increm entfor usage in exce s s of1,00014
k ilow att-h ours per m onth , and reduced rate s for re s identialw ater and15
w astew ater consum ption by 10%.25 Subs e q uently, th e city delayed a16
planned increas e in electricity rate s by a fullyear.17

 PEPCO , th e electric utility s erving th e DistrictofColum bia and18
surrounding areas , announced on June 1stth atitw ould forego a $2519
m illion rate increas e s ch eduled for 2020 in D.C., m ak e a s h are h older20
donation to its low -incom e as s istance fund, and tak e oth er actions to as s ist21
custom ers during th e pandem ic.2622

20 Dom inion Energy w ants rate increas e pus h ed back , trying to h elp custom ers during pandem ic, NBC - 2 W CBD
(Ch arle ston, South Carolina),April2, 2020;se e letter filed by Dom inion w ith th e South Carolina Public Service
Com m is s ion ath ttps ://dm s .psc.sc.gov/Attach m ents/M atter/eb126cd9 -68IV-47de -8b7d-7759 84d8a4e5.
21 Dom inion puts SC rate increas e on h old for atleast6 m onth s , The State (Colum bia, SC), Jan. 11, 2021,
h ttps ://w w w .th e state .com /new s/article248427075.h tm l.
22 M inne sota Pow er Propose s Plan to Re solve Rate Re q ue stin Re spons e to Econom ic Ch allenge s ofCO VID-19 ;
Custom ers w illrece ive refund on bills and low er rate s under proposalto state regulators , Bus ine s s W ire , April23,
2020.
23 Utility;CalW ater re q ue sts a delay in rate ch ange s , O roville M ercury Register (California), April30, 2020.
24 Ch elan PUD delays rate increas e by 6 m onth s , S& PGlobalM ark etIntelligence ,
h ttps ://w w w .spglobal.com /m ark etintelligence/en/new s -ins igh ts/late st-new s -h eadline s/ch elan-pud-delays -rate -
increas e -by-6-m onth s -58041707.
25 h ttps ://austinenergy.com /ae/rate s/re s idential-rate s/re s idential-electric-rate s -and-line -item s .
26 PEPCO pre s s releas e , PEPCO Propose s to Fre eze DC Custom er Energy Delivery Rate s Until2022,
h ttps ://w w w .pepco.com /New s/Page s/PepcoPropose stoFre ezeDCCustom erEnergyDeliveryRate sUntil2022andAs s ist
Custom ersw ith Pandem icEconom icRecovery.aspx.
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 A reportby M oody’s Investors Service expects s im ilar delays in num erous1
electric, gas , and w ater utility rate proceedings th rough outth e U.S. as a2
w ay ofproviding som e reliefto consum ers during th e pandem ic.273

 Ph iladelph ia W ater Departm entw ith drew its pending re q ue stfor increas e s4
in w ater, w astew ater, and storm w ater rate s th atw ould h ave becom e5
effective in Septem ber 2020 and Septem ber 2021. In a June 2020 filing,6
th e utility cited “th e on-going pandem ic and th e uncertainty over th e7
anticipated duration ofcontinuing em ergency m easure s .”288

Q. W h atdo you recom m end?9

A. I recom m end th atth e Com m is s ion decline to increas e rate s atth is tim e unles s itfinds th at10

a m ode stincreas e is ne eded to ensure M DU’s financialviability. By th atI m ean th atth e11

Com pany s h ould h ave rate s sufficientto recover its expens e s , m ak e allreq uired12

paym ents on its debt, and provide a m ode streturn to stock h olders . Es s entially every13

bus ine s s and h ous e h old in North Dak ota h as h ad to adjustits expectations during th e14

pandem ic -- finding w ays to try to survive on les s th an “norm al”levels ofincom e .15

M DU’s stock h olders s h ould notbe exem ptfrom th e s e im pacts and s h ould notexpectto16

prosper w h ile custom ers tigh ten th e ir belts and w onder w h e re th e nextm ealw illcom e17

from .18

Q. Ifth e Com m ission decid e s th atM DU’s rates sh ould be m odified , do you h ave19

recom m endations concerning h ow th ose rates sh ould be set?20

A. Ye s , I do. I addre s s th os e m ore traditionalratem ak ing is sue s in th e rem ainder ofm y21

te stim ony.22

27 M oody’s Inve stors Service , Coronavirus outbreak delays rate cas e s , butregulatory supportrem ains intact, April6,
2020, h ttps ://w w w .e enew s .net/as s ets/2020/04/09 /docum ent_ ew _ 04.pdf.
28 W ater, Sew er & Storm W ater Rate Board, City ofPh ila. (June 18, 2020),
h ttps ://w w w .ph ila.gov/departm ents/w ater-s ew er-storm -w ater-rate -board/rate -proce edings/2020-rate -proce eding/.
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Cost-of-Service Study (“COSS”)1

Q. H as M DU prepared a CO SSreflecting its revenue requirem entclaim s?2

A. Ye s . Statem entK ofth e Com pany’s filing contains an em bedded clas s CO SS for th e3

projected te styear (2021).4

Q. Please sum m arize your understanding ofth e re sults ofth e Com pany’s CO SS.5

A. I h ave prepared Table 1, below , to sum m arize th e re sults ofth e Com pany’s COSS. Th e6

table s h ow s th e costto s e rve each custom er clas s excluding th e costofgas , w h ich I w ill7

refer to as th e distribution costs . Italso s h ow s revenue s under pre s entrate s , excluding8

th e gas com m odity revenue s butincluding each clas s’s s h are ofm iscellaneous revenue s ,9

w h ich I w illrefer to as distribution revenue s . Finally, its h ow s th e difference betw e en10

distribution costs and revenue s . Th is colum n is calculated as revenue s m inus costs so11

th ata negative num ber m eans th atan increas e in distribution revenue s w ould be re q uired12

to h ave a clas s’s revenue s precis ely eq ualth e costofs erving th e clas s .13

Table 1: CostofService (Com pany Filed)Com pared to
Class Distribution R evenues (Including Allocated O th er R evenues)Under PresentR ates

Class
CostofService

(Com pany Filed)
Distribution
R evenues

Difference

Res idential $32,725,29 7 $26,181,805 $(6,543,49 2)
Sm allFirm General 5,340,9 64 4,854,434 (486,530)
Large Firm General 9 ,59 0,9 77 9 ,59 4,657 3,680
Air Force Delivery 139 ,664 112,880 (26,784)
Sm allInterruptible 1,776,9 88 1,863,214 86,226
Large Interruptible 1,065,9 67 1,79 2,49 6 726,529
M inotAFB Distrib. 217,9 37 456,000 238,063
Total $50,857,774 $44,855,486 $(6,002,308)

Source : M DU Statem entK, Sch edule K-1 (NetDistribution CostofService;Projected Revenue
Before Increas e - Projected CostofGas)

14
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Q. Before you continue, w h atrates d id th e Com pany use to determ ine d istribution1

revenues?2

A. Th e distribution revenue s under pre s entrate s , or w h atth e Com pany term s “projected3

revenue before increas e”repre s ents th e existing perm anentdistribution rate s m ultiplied4

by projected billing determ inants for th e 2021 te styear. W h en I us e th e ph ras e “pre s ent5

rate s”or “existing rate s”I also w illbe referring to th e perm anentrate s th atw ere in effect6

w h en th e Com pany filed th is cas e . As th e Com m is s ion k now s , interim rate s are subject7

to m odification and do noth ave th e sam e legalforce and effectas Com m is s ion-m ade8

rate s dete rm ined after a rate cas e .9

Q. O th er th an th e costto serve each custom er class, does th e Com pany’s CO SSprovide10

any oth er usefulinform ation?11

A. Ye s . Th e Com pany’s COSS also calculates th e unitcosts ofs ervice for each custom er12

clas s . Th e calculation ofunitcosts tak e s th e th re e prim ary categorie s ofcostcausation --13

dem and-related costs , energy-related costs , and custom er-related costs -- and divide s14

th em by th e num ber ofrelevantunits . For th e re s identialclas s , th os e units are energy15

consum ption for dem and- and ene rgy-related costs and th e num ber ofcustom ers for16

custom er-related costs . For exam ple, th e Com pany’s COSS conclude s th atth e re s idential17

clas s h as dem and-related costs of$8,388,419 . M DU Statem entK, Sch . K -1, p. 1. Th is18

figure is th en divided by th e re s identialclas s’s projected energy consum ption of19

8,619 ,479 de k ath erm s (“Dk ”)to calculate a unitdem and costper Dk of$0.9 70, as s h ow n20

atth e bottom ofM DU Statem entK, Sch . K -1, p. 1. Th e unitcosts ofs ervice are21

im portantpiece s ofinform ation to cons ider w h en de s igning rate s , and I w illdiscus s th em22

in th e rate de s ign portion ofm y te stim ony.23
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Q. Do you agree w ith th e Com pany’s CO SS?1

A. No, I do not. W h ile th ere are various as sum ptions and m eth odologie s in th e COSS w ith2

w h ich I disagre e , m ostofth em do noth ave a s ignificanteffecton th e re sults ofth e study.3

Th ere is , h ow ever, one is sue w h ere th e Com pany’s COSS contains a s ignificanterror th at4

doe s affectth e study’s re sults .5

Q. W h atis th atissue?6

A. Th e Com pany’s allocation ofdistribution m ains m ustbe corrected. Th e is sue is7

s ignificantbecaus e distribution m ains repre s entm ore th an 50% ofth e Com pany’s rate8

bas e : $9 6.38 m illion in netplantoutofa totalrate bas e of$184.67 m illion.29 In addition,9

th e allocation ofdistribution m ains affects th e allocation ofoth er type s ofplantand10

expens e s th atare bas ed on plantor rate bas e allocators .11

Q. H ow did th e Com pany classify distribution m ains?12

A. M DU clas s ified distribution m ains as be ing 30% custom er-related and 70% dem and-13

related.14

Q. H ow does th atcom pare to M DU’s classification ofdistribution m ains in its lastrate15

case?16

A. In its lastcas e , M DU clas s ified distribution m ains as 25% custom er-related and 75%17

dem and-related.18

Q. Did th e Com m ission acceptM DU’s CO SSin th e lastcase?19

A. In its O rder in M DU’s lastcas e , th e Com m is s ion did notdiscus s any specific aspects of20

th e COSS. Th e Com m is s ion explained, h ow ever, th atitdid notm ak e decis ions about21

29 M DU Statem entK, Sch . K -2, pp. 1-9 .
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revenue allocation or rate de s ign bas ed solely on th e re sults ofa COSS. Specifically, th e1

O rder state s :2

A clas s costofs e rvice study can be perform ed in differentw ays ,3
potentially reach ing a variety ofconclus ions . Th e Com m is s ion h as4
traditionally avoided m ech anicalapplication ofth e re sults ofany clas s5
costofs ervice study, applying its ow n judgm entafter cons ide ring th e6
evidence, argum ents , and public policy to reach an appropriate rate de s ign7
in a particular cas e .308

Q. For th e sak e ofillustration, ifallofM DU’s oth er claim s and assum ptions are9

accepted , w h atis th e im pacton class revenue allocation ofclassifying m ains as 30%10

custom er-related rath e r th an 25% custom er-related as M DU did in th e lastcase?11

A. Th e effectofm ak ing only th is one ch ange in th e COSS w as to increas e costs allocated to12

th e Re s identialclas s by approxim ately $486,000, as s h ow n in th e Table 2.13

Table 2: Effecton Com pany CO SSofCh anging Allocation ofDistribution M ains from
25% Custom er-R elated to 30% Custom er-R elated

Class 25% Custom er
R elated

30% Custom er
R elated

Difference

Res idential $32,239 ,517 $32,725,29 7 $485,780
Sm allFirm General 5,370,867 5,340,9 64 (29 ,9 03)
Large Firm General 9 ,9 43,29 7 9 ,59 0,9 77 (352,320)
Air Force Delivery 139 ,673 139 ,664 (9 )
Sm allInterruptible 1,855,766 1,776,9 88 (78,778)
Large Interruptible 1,09 0,735 1,065,9 67 (24,768)
M inotAFB Distrib. 217,9 39 217,9 37 (2)
Total $50,857,79 4 $50,857,79 4 $ 0

14

Q. H ow did th e Com pany estim ate th at30% ofth e costofdistribution m ains is15

custom er-related?16

A. M r. Am en explains th atth e Com pany perform ed tw o analys e s and averaged th e re sults .17

Th e firstis a statisticalanalys is k now n as th e ze ro-interceptm eth od, w h ich us e s a linear18

30 Findings ofFact, Conclus ions ofLaw and O rder, Case No. PU-17-29 5 (Sept. 26, 2018), Finding ofFactno. 9 .
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regre s s ion analys is . M r. Am en claim s th atth is analys is yielded a re sults h ow ing th at1

25.9 % ofdistribution m ains costs are custom er-related. Th e s econd is a m inim um -system2

analys is th atevaluate s th e costofbuilding a system th atcons ists only ofth e sm allests ize3

m ain installed on th e M DU system . H e state s th atth is analys is re sulted in an e stim ate4

th at35.4% ofm ains costs are custom er-related. Th e average ofth e tw o m eth ods is5

approxim ately 30%, so th e Com pany us ed th atas th e e stim ate ofth e custom er-related6

portion ofdistribution m ains costs .7

Q. Did M r. Am en perform th e zero-interceptanalysis properly?8

A. No, h e did not. Th e NARUC Gas Distribution Rate Design Manual publis h ed in 19 899

m entions th e zero-interceptm eth od, butdoe s notde scribe h ow to conductth e analys is .10

Th e ze ro-interceptm eth od is de scribed in th e NARUC Electric Utility Cost Allocation11

Manual publis h ed in 19 9 2. I rely, th erefore , on th e de scription in th e NARUC electric12

m anual. Th atm anualexplains th ata zero-interceptanalys is is to be conducted by13

calculating th e “average installed book costper foot”for each s ize ofproperty (in th e14

cas e ofgas distribution m ains , th e diam eter ofth e m ain), w e igh ting th e data by th e15

num ber offe etofeach s ize and m aterial, th en calculating a linear regre s s ion for each16

differenttype ofm aterial. Th e re sults are th en w e igh ted by m aterialtype .17

M r. Am en did notfollow th is procedure . H e us ed th e s q uare ofth e diam ete r of18

th e pipe s ize , rath er th an th e diam eter and a trended cost(in 2019 dollars)rath er th an th e19

book cost. Furth e r, I cannotdeterm ine ifh is calculations w ere w e igh ted by th e num ber20

offeetofeach s ize ofm ain. In oth e r w ords , th e analys is perform ed by M r. Am en h as21

noth ing to do w ith th e zero-interceptanalys is de scribed in th e NARUC m anuals .22
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Q. Do th e se ch anges m ak e a significantdifference in th e re sults?1

A. Ye s , absolutely. I pe rform ed tw o corrected analys e s , one us ing trended costs and one2

us ing actualbook costs .3

Us ing trended costs , as M r. Am en did, and pipe diam eter (rath er th an th e s q uare4

ofth e pipe diam ete r), and w e igh ting each pipe s ize by th e num ber offeetofm ain, yields5

a negative intercept. Th atis , th e custom er-related costis zero. Furth er, th is re sulth as an6

R-s q uared in exce s s of0.9 , m eaning th atth e pipe diam eter explains m ore th an 9 0% ofth e7

costper foot. I perform ed a s im ilar analys is for ste elpipe w ith e s s entially th e sam e re sult8

(th ough th e m odelis les s robust). Th e interceptis again negative, m eaning zero9

custom er-related cost.10

I th en reproduced both analys e s us ing actualbook costs rath er th an trended costs .11

W h ile th e specific num bers differed, th e overallresultis th e sam e -- both analys e s h ad a12

negative intercept, m eaning th atth ere is ze ro custom er-related cost.13

Th atis , a properly perform ed zero-interceptanalys is s h ow s th atth ere is no14

custom er-related cost. I provide th e outputofth e statisticalanalys e s I pe rform ed us ing15

SPSS statisticalanalys is softw are as Exh ibit_ _ _ (SJR-1).16

Q. Is itreasonable to consid er none ofth e costofm ains b e custom er-related?17

A. Ye s . Th e clas s ification ofdistribution m ains is one ofth e m ostcontrovers ialaspects ofa18

cost-of-s e rvice study and differentjurisdictions h andle th e costs differently. Som e19

jurisdictions us e a “bas ic custom er”or “bas ic system ”approach th attreats as custom er-20

related only costs as sociated w ith m etering, th e s e rvice line, billing, and custom er21

s ervice . I gene rally supportth is m eth od.22
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Furth er, th e NARUC gas m anualrecognize s th atth e us e ofany type ofm inim um1

system analys is is controvers ial. Th atm anualstate s : “A portion ofcustom er costs2

as sociated w ith th e distribution system m ay be included as custom er costs . H ow ever, th e3

inclus ion ofsuch costs can be controvers ial.”31 Th e m anualalso noted th atalth ough a4

m inim um -s ize analys is could e stim ate a custom er-related portion ofth e distribution5

system , “[t]h e contra argum entto th e inclus ion ofcertain distribution costs as custom er6

costs is th atm ains and s ervice s are installed to s erve dem ands ofth e consum ers and7

s h ould be allocated to th atfunction.”328

Th us , I do notfind itsurpris ing th ata properly perform ed zero-interceptanalys is9

w ould s h ow th atth ere is no custom er-related com ponentofdistribution m ains on th e10

M DU system . M r. Am en’s re sultto th e contrary is bas ed on h is us e ofan unusual, non-11

standard approach (one th atI h ave nots e en before in m y m ore th an 35 years of12

experience)th atsubverts th e entire purpos e ofth e analys is .13

Q. Are th e re also problem s w ith th e m inim um -sized -system analysis perform ed by M r.14

Am en?15

A. Ye s , th ere are . M r. Am en’s m inim um -s ize analys is us e s a 2-inch m ain as th e m inim um -16

s ized system . In fact, th ough , M DU’s data and M r. Am en’s w ork papers s h ow th atth e17

m inim um -s ized m ain on M DU’s system is 1.25 inch e s in diam eter. Us ing M r. Am en’s18

m eth odology w ith trended costs , butw ith a 1.25-inch m ain as th e m inim um , re sults in19

28.0% ofdistribution m ains costs be ing custom er-related under th e m inim um -s ize20

31 NARUC Gas Manual, p. 22.
32 Id., p. 23.
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m eth od. Th e analys is us ing actualbook costs (w h ich are th e data recom m ended in th e1

NARUC Gas m anual)yields a re sultof25.4% ofm ains costs be ing custom er-related.2

Q. W h atdo you recom m end?3

A. Bas ed on th e re sults of properly perform ed zero-interceptand m inim um -s ized system4

analys e s , I recom m end th atth e COSS be m odified to s etth e custom er-related portion of5

distribution m ains as th e average ofth e tw o m eth ods us ing actualcostdata, w h ich rounds6

to 13%.337

Q. H ave you prepared a CO SSth atdoes th at?8

A. Ye s , I h ave. Th e re sults ofth e study are provided in Exh ibit_ _ _ (SJR-2). O n Table 3,9

below , I com pare th e re sults ofm y COSS w ith th e Com pany’s COSS. Th e re sults ofth e10

properly perform ed clas s ification ofdistribution m ains reduce s th e costofs erving th e11

Re s identialclas s by approxim ately $1.65 m illion, as s h ow n in th e table.12

Table 3: Class CostofService Under
Com pany COSSand Corrected CO SS

Class Com pany COSS Corrected CO SS Difference
Res idential $32,725,29 7 $31,073,69 3 $(1,651,604)
Sm allFirm General 5,340,9 64 5,442,643 101,679
Large Firm General 9 ,59 0,9 77 10,788,876 1,19 7,89 9
Air Force Delivery 139 ,664 139 ,658 (6)
Sm allInterruptible 1,776,9 88 2,044,810 267,822
Large Interruptible 1,065,9 67 1,150,177 84,210
M inotAFB Distrib. 217,9 37 217,9 37 0
Total $50,857,79 4 $50,857,79 4 $ 0

Source : M DU Statem entK, Sch . K -1, pp. 1-4 (NetDistribution CostofService);Exh ibit_ _ _
(SJR-2), pp. 1 (Totalrevenue ateq ualized rate s ofreturn)

13

33 Z e ro-interceptre sult: 0%;m inim um -s ized re sult: 25.4%, w h ich average to 12.7%. I round th atre sultto 13%.
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Q. H ow does each class’s costofservice under your revised CO SScom pare to revenues1

from each class under presentrates?2

A. I s h ow th is com parison in Table 4, below . Th e table s h ow s th e revenue deficiency, or3

re q uired rate increas e , for each custom er clas s w h en com paring pre s ent-rate revenue s4

(including m iscellaneous s ervice revenue s)to th e clas s costofs ervice us ing m y corrected5

m eth odology.6

Table 4: Corrected CostofService Com pared to
Class Distribution R evenues Under PresentR ates

Class
Corrected

CostofService
Distribution
R evenues

Difference

Res idential $31,073,69 3 $26,181,805 (4,89 1,888)
Sm allFirm General 5,442,643 4,854,434 (588,209 )
Large Firm General 10,788,876 9 ,59 4,657 (1,19 4,219 )
Air Force Delivery 139 ,658 112,880 (26,778)
Sm allInterruptible 2,044,810 1,863,214 (181,59 6)
Large Interruptible 1,150,177 1,79 2,49 6 642,319
M inotAFB Distrib. 217,9 37 456,000 238,063
Total $50,857,79 4 $44,855,486 (6,002,308)

Source : Exh ibit_ _ _ (SJR-2), pp. 3-6 (NetDistribution CostofService;Projected Revenue
Before Increas e - Projected CostofGas)

7
Th atis , under M DU’s propos ed revenue re q uirem ent, th e revenue deficiency for8

th e Re s identialclas s is not$6.5 m illion as M DU propos ed, but$4.9 m illion under a9

properly perform ed COSS.10

Class Revenue Allocation11

Q. H ow did th e Com pany propose allocating its proposed rate increase am ong th e12

custom er classe s?13

A. Th e Com pany propos ed allocating m ostofth e propos ed revenue increas e to th e14

Re s identialcustom er clas s , as I sum m arize in Table 5, below .15
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1

Table 5: M DU Proposed Class R evenue Allocation for Base R ate Increase

Class
PresentDistribution
R evenues (Excluding

O th er R evenues)

M DU Proposed
$Increase % Increase

Res idential $24,09 3,777 $7,232,601 30.0%
Res idential- W ah peton 659 ,9 67 111,423 48.3%
Firm General 4,448,89 7 800,551 18.0%
Firm General- W ah peton 68,526 22,9 9 0 33.5%
Large Firm General 8,875,137 635,9 10 7.2%
Lg. Firm Gen. - W ah peton 72,444 7,486 10.3%
Air Force Delivery 110,373 29 ,29 2 26.5%
Sm allInterruptible 1,562,79 5 87,045 5.6%
Sm allInterrupt- W ah peton 180,012 10,026 5.6%
Large Interruptible 1,786,509 35,100 2.0%
Total $41,429 ,371 $8,9 72,424 21.7%

Source : M DU Statem entL, pp. 2-3.
2

Q. W h y is th ere a difference b etw een th e revenue s sh ow n in Table 5 and present3

revenues from th e CO SSth atyou use in Table 4?4

A. I took both s ets offigure s directly from th e Com pany’s exh ibits and w ork papers . As I5

understand it, pre s entrevenue s us ed in th e COSS include m iscellaneous s e rvice revenue s6

(such as returned ch eck fe e s or ch arge s for oth e r s ervice s th atare allocated am ong th e7

custom er clas s e s ). Th e revenue s s h ow n in M DU Statem entL, w h ich are reproduced in8

Table 5, are th e revenue s from th e tariffed rate s for each custom er clas s , excluding any9

allocation ofm iscellaneous revenue s .10

Q. Assum ing, for th e sak e ofth is question, th atth e Com pany’s CO SSis accurate, are11

th e se class allocations reasonable?12

A. No, even ifth e Com pany’s COSS w ere accurate, th e Com pany’s propos ed clas s revenue13

allocation is ne ith er reasonable nor cons istentw ith industry practice .14
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Q. Please explain w h atyou find to be unreasonable aboutth e Com pany’s proposal.1

A. M r. Am en and I both recognize th atth e rate de s ign principles ofgradualism and fairne s s2

are im portantprinciples for th e Com m is s ion to cons ider w h en allocating revenue s and3

de s igning rate s . I h ave recom m ended in num erous rate cas e s th rough outth e country th at4

a reasonable w ay to operationalize th e s e principle s is to ensure th atevery custom er clas s5

rece ive s a revenue increas e w ith in th e range of50% to 150% ofth e system -average6

percentage increas e . For instance, ifth e system -average increas e w ere 10%, th is7

approach w ould ensure th ateach custom er clas s rece ived an increas e in th e range of5%8

to 15%.9

In th is cas e , th e Com pany doe s notsugge stan upper lim iton th e m agnitude ofa10

clas s revenue increas e , w h ich I cons ider to be unreasonable on its face . Th e re sultis a11

propos ed increas e to W ah peton re s identialcustom ers of48.3%, w h ich is m ore th an m ore12

th an double th e system -average increas e of21.7%. Furth er, M r. Am en us e s a low -end13

increas e (excluding th e Large Interruptible clas s)ofonly 25% ofth e system -average14

percentage increas e . In m y opinion, th e m inim um clas s increas e s h ould be 50% ofth e15

system -average percentage increas e .16

Q. You h ave explained w h y you did notconsid er th e Com pany’s CO SSto be17

reasonable or accurate . Ifth e Com m ission adopts your recom m ended CO SS, w ould18

itch ange th e class revenue allocation?19

A. Ye s . Under m y COSS, few er costs w ould be allocated to th e Re s identialclas s . Th is20

w ould les s en th e am ountby w h ich th e costofs e rvice exceeds existing revenue s from th e21

clas s . Furth er, I recom m end lim iting th e increas e to any custom er clas s (exceptth e Large22

Interruptible clas s)to no les s th an 50% ofth e system -average increas e (10.8% under23
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M DU’s propos ed revenue re q uirem ent)and no m ore th an 150% ofth e average (32.6%1

under th e Com pany’s propos ed revenue s). Tak ing into accountth os e lim its and th e2

re sults ofm y COSS, I recom m end th e clas s revenue allocation sum m arized in Table 6.3

4

Table 6: AARPProposed Class R evenue Allocation for Base R ate Increase Under
M DU Proposed R evenue R equirem ent

Class
PresentDistribution
R evenues (Excluding

O th er R evenues)

AARPProposed

$Increase % Increase

Res idential $24,09 3,777 $6,055,9 50 25.1%
Res idential- W ah peton 659 ,9 67 67,9 9 2 29 .4%
Firm General 4,448,89 7 820,366 18.4%
Firm General- W ah peton 68,526 20,178 29 .4%
Large Firm General 8,875,137 1,649 ,688 18.6%
Lg. Firm Gen. - W ah peton 72,444 21,332 29 .4%
Air Force Delivery 110,373 26,545 24.1%
Sm allInterruptible 1,562,79 5 256,079 16.4%
Sm allInterrupt- W ah peton 180,012 19 ,49 3 10.8%
Large Interruptible 1,786,509 34,801 1.9 %
Total $41,429 ,371 $8,9 72,424 21.7%

5

Q. H ow do you recom m end th e Com m ission sh ould adjustth e revenue allocation to6

reflecta differentrevenue requirem ent?7

A. Ifth e Com m is s ion determ ine s th atM DU sh ould rece ive a low er increas e th an re q ue sted,8

I recom m end th atth e increas e s s h ow n in Table 6 s h ould be scaled back proportionately.9

Residential Rate Design10

Q. Did you review th e Com pany’s proposed d esign ofresid entialrates?11

A. Ye s .12
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Q. Please sum m arize your understanding ofth e Com pany’s resid entialrate design1

proposals.2

A. M DU’s existing (perm anent)re s identialrate is a flatch arge of$0.6860 per day, or3

$20.58 for a 30-day billing period. Th ere is no elem entofth e distribution rate th atis4

bas ed on th e am ountofgas consum ed or dem anded by th e custom er. Under propos ed5

rate s , M DU propos e s to increas e th e flatch arge to $0.89 19 per day ($26.76 for a 30-day6

m onth ), an increas e of30.0%. M DU propos e s to continue th e practice ofh aving no7

consum ption-bas ed distribution ch arge .8

Q. Do you agree w ith th e Com pany’s proposed design ofresid entialrate s?9

A. No. Th e Com pany’s propos ed re s identialrate de s ign is notcons istentw ith th e re sults of10

its cost-of-s ervice study, doe s notreflecta fair allocation ofcosts am ong re s idential11

custom ers w ith differentdem and and consum ption ch aracteristics , and doe s noth ing to12

encourage th e efficientus e ofnaturalgas (or to discourage th e inefficientus e ofgas). As13

such , th e propos ed rate de s ign violate s tw o ofProfe s sor Bonbrigh t’s fundam ental14

principles ofrate de s ign: th e fairne s s and efficiency principles .15

Q. W h atis th e effectofth e Com pany’s proposed rate d esign on differenttypes of16

re sid entialcustom ers?17

A. Th e Com pany’s COSS calculates th atth e custom er-related costis $20.48 per m onth ,18

dem and-related costs are $0.9 7 per Dk , and energy-related costs are $0.03 per Dk .34 Yet19

th e Com pany propos e s a custom er ch arge th atw ould average $26.76 per m onth . Th is20

ch arge is $6.28 per m onth , or $75.36 per year, m ore th an th e custom er-related cost. Th e21

propos ed rate s , th erefore , w ould re sultin ch arging low er-usage custom ers (such as22

34 M DU Statem entK, Sch . K -1, p. 1.
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custom ers in sm alldw elling units or th os e w h o do notus e naturalgas for both space1

h eating and w ater h eating)s ignificantly m ore th an th e costofs ervice, w h ile h igh er-us e2

re s identialcustom ers w ould pay s ignificantly les s th an th e costto s erve th em .3

Im portantly, th e existing custom er ch arge (averaging $20.58 per m onth )is4

approxim ately eq ualto th e custom er-related cost($20.48 per m onth )under th e5

Com pany’s propos ed revenue re q uirem ent. Cons e q uently, th ere is no justification for6

increas ing th e custom er ch arge atth is tim e .7

Q. Do th e se figures ch ange under your preferred CO SSm eth odology or your8

alternative th atcorrects th e m inim um system calculation?9

A. Ye s , th ey do. Table 7 s h ow th e unitcosts for th e re s identialclas s under th e different10

COSS options .11

Table 7: UnitCosts for R esid entialClass
Under DifferentCO SSO ptions

CO SSO ption
Custom er
Costper
M onth

Dem and Cost
per Dk

Energy Costper
Dk

M DU $20.48 $0.9 7 $0.03
Corrected $17.22 $1.23 $0.03

Source s : M DU Statem entK, Sch . K -1, p. 1;Exh ibit_ _ _ (SJR-2), p. 3.
12

Q. You stated th atth e Com pany’s proposalw ould resultin ch arging low er-use13

re sid entialcustom ers m ore th an th e costto serve th em , and h igh er-use re sid ential14

custom ers less th an th e costofse rvice . Can you quantify th is concern?15

A. Ye s . As I de scribed earlier, th e Com pany’s COSS calculates a unitenergy-related costof16

$0.03 per Dk and a unitdem and-related costof$0.9 7 per Dk , or a totalof$1.00 per Dk17

incurred by th e Com pany to s erve custom ers , in addition to custom er-related costs . Th e18
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average re s identialcustom er us e s approxim ately 88 Dk per year.35 Th us , to s erve a1

h igh er-us e custom er th atus e s 50 Dk m ore th an th e average custom er, M DU w ould incur2

an additional$50 per year in costs . Under th e Com pany’s proposal, h ow ever, th at3

custom er w ould pay th e identicalam ountas a low er-us e custom er w h o us e s 50 Dk les s4

th an th e average custom er (and w h o s h ould be paying $50 per year les s th an average).5

Q. Are th e re re sid entialcustom ers w ith such d iverse usage?6

A. Ye s . According to th e billing data provided by th e Com pany in re spons e to AARPset17

no. 9 , th e Com pany h as m ore th an 12,000 custom ers w h o us e atleast138 Dk per year,8

and m ore th an 4,500 custom ers w h o us e 38 Dk or les s per year. Indeed, atth e extrem e s ,9

M DU h as approxim ately 2,9 00 custom ers w h o us e 200 Dk per year or m ore , and10

approxim ately th e sam e num ber ofcustom ers w h o us e 30 Dk per year or les s . Itis11

e s s entially im pos s ible for th e s e custom ers to place th e sam e peak dem ands on th e system .12

Th e s e custom ers s h ould notallbe paying th e sam e rate s for distribution s ervice .13

Q. W h y is itim portantto understand th e d iversity ofconsum ption w ith in th e14

re sid entialclass?15

A. Ifallcustom ers w ere rough ly th e sam e, th en th e specific rate de s ign s elected w ould not16

m ak e m uch difference in custom ers’billon an annualbas is . W h ile a rate de s ign could17

s h iftrevenue s am ong s easons (h igh er consum ption ch arge s w ould re sultin h igh er w inter18

bills and low er sum m er bills, for exam ple), on an annualbas is an average custom er w ill19

com e outaboutth e sam e .20

35 Average re s identialcustom er usage : 8,619 ,479 Dk ÷ 9 8,125 custom ers from M DU Statem entL, p. 1.
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W h ere th ere is s ignificantdivers ity w ith in th e clas s , h ow ever, th e rate de s ign w ill1

h ave very realcons e q uence s for custom ers . In th e realw orld, re s identialcustom ers differ2

s ignificantly from th e clas s average . Custom ers w h o us e m uch les s th an th e clas s -3

average am ountofgas w ould pay h igh er bills ifrevenue s are collected th rough fixed4

ch arge s and low er bills ifrevenue s are collected th rough a com bination offixed ch arge s5

and consum ption ch arge s;and th e revers e is true for h igh er-us e custom ers .6

Q. Under presentrates, allresid entialdistribution costs are collected th rough a fixed7

ch arge . Is itreasonable, in your opinion, to continue th attype ofrate d esign for8

M DU?9

A. No. Th e evidence dem onstrate s th atth e Com pany h as s ignificantdem and- and ene rgy-10

related costs th atvary w ith th e am ountofgas a custom er us e s during peak periods --11

approxim ately $1.00 to $1.25 per Dk as s h ow n in th e Com pany’s and m y COSS,12

re spectively.13

Q. H ow sh ould dem and -related costs b e collected from custom ers w h o do noth ave14

dem and m eters, lik e re sid entialcustom ers?15

A. W h en dem and m eters are notpre s ent, itis nece s sary to us e energy consum ption as a16

proxy for dem and.17

Q. W h y is itim portantto ch arge d em and -related costs based on a m easure ofgas usage18

rath er th an assum ing th atth ey are th e sam e for allcustom ers?19

A. In th e cost-of-s ervice study, certain costs are allocated am ong custom er clas s e s bas ed on20

each clas s’s contribution to dem and. Ifa custom er’s dem and increas e s , th en costs21

allocated to th e custom er’s clas s w illincreas e (allelse be ing eq ual);and ifa custom er22



Direct Testimony of Scott J. Rubin, North Dakota Public Service Commission Case No. PU-20-379 Page 33

decreas e s its dem and, th en costs allocated to th e clas s w illdecreas e . Th us , ch arging1

dem and-related costs to custom ers bas ed on th e ir consum ption ofgas s ends an im portant2

price s ignalto custom ers : ifyou increas e your dem and itw illincreas e th e levelofcosts3

allocated to th e clas s . As a m atter offairne s s and efficiency, th e custom er w h o caus e s4

th os e increas ed costs to be allocated to th e clas s (th e custom er w ith h igh er dem and)5

s h ould be ch arged for th os e costs .6

Q. W h atdo you recom m end?7

A. I recom m end th atth e re s identialcustom er ch arge s h ould notbe increas ed in th is cas e .8

Under th e Com pany’s COSS, th e existing custom er ch arge fully recovers allcustom er-9

related costs . Under m y COSS, th e existing custom er ch arge collects m ore th an $3 per10

m onth in exce s s ofth e totalcustom er-related costs . Th us , under e ith er study th ere is no11

justification for increas ing th e custom er ch arge . Any rate increas e allocated to th e12

re s identialclas s , th erefore , s h ould be collected solely th rough a consum ption ch arge .13

Q. W ould any oth er b enefits occur ifre sid entialdistribution rates h ad a consum ption14

ch arge?15

A. Ye s , in addition to th e benefits as sociated w ith h aving rate s m ore accurately reflectth e16

costofproviding s ervice, im plem enting a re s identialconsum ption ch arge w ould facilitate17

th e ultim ate consolidation ofth e W ah peton system re s identialrate s (Rate 63)w ith th e18

m ain system re s identialrate s (Rate 60). Existing rate s in W ah peton are structured very19

differently from M DU’s m ain system rate s .20

Specifically, th e W ah peton re s identialrate s h ave a low er custom er ch arge of21

$3.50 per m onth and a tw o-block consum ption ch arge ($1.0720 per Dk for th e first10 Dk22
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per m onth ;$0.8220 per Dk for usage in exce s s of10 Dk per m onth ). M DU is propos ing1

to m ove W ah peton rate s tow ard m ain-system rate s by m ak ing dram atic increas e s in th e2

custom er ch arge and dram atic decreas e s in th e consum ption ch arge s .3

In contrast, ifm ain-system rate s are m odified in th is cas e to include a4

consum ption ch arge, th e sam e consum ption ch arge can be levied on allres idential5

custom ers (Rate s 60, 9 0, and 63), w ith W ah peton custom ers paying a low er custom er6

ch arge during a trans ition period. I s h ow on Exh ibit_ _ _ (SJR-3)th atth is w ould re sultin7

W ah peton revenue s increas ing by approxim ately th e m ain-system re s identialpercentage8

increas e , rath e r th an th e exorbitant43% increas e for W ah peton propos ed by th e9

Com pany.36 Th is exh ibitis prepared us ing th e Com pany’s COSS and propos ed revenue10

allocation, so th ere is no ch ange in clas s revenue s .11

Q. H ave you prepared a sim ilar sch edule sh ow ing th e re sid entialrates th atw ould12

re sultfrom your proposed ch ange in class revenue allocation?13

A. Ye s . Exh ibit_ _ _ (SJR-4)s h ow s re s identialrate s under M DU’s propos ed overallrevenue14

req uirem entand m y propos ed clas s revenue allocation and re s identialrate de s ign.15

Q. Ifth e Com m ission determ ines th atM DU’s revenue requirem entsh ould be low er16

th an th e Com pany requested , w h atdo you recom m end?17

A. Ifth atoccurs , I recom m end th atth e rate s s h ow n in Exh ibit_ _ _ (SJR-4)s h ould be18

reduced proportionately to re sultin collecting th e re s identialclas s’s s h are ofth e finally19

determ ined revenue re q uirem ent.20

36 M DU h ad a targetincreas e of48% for W ah peton re s identialcustom ers , as discus s ed above, butM DU de s igned
rate s th atre sulted in an increas e of43% to th atcustom er clas s .
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Conclusion1

Q. Does th is conclude your directtestim ony?2

A. Ye s .3
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CurrentProfessionalActivities
M em ber,Am erican Bar Association, Infrastructure and Regulated Industries Section.

M em ber,Am erican W aterW ork s As sociation.

Adm itted to practice law before th e Suprem e CourtofPennsylvania, th e New York State CourtofAppeals,
th e United States DistrictCourtfor th e M iddle DistrictofPennsylvania, th e United States Courtof
Appeals for th e Th ird Circuit, and th e Suprem e Courtofth e United States .

Served as peer review er for Ele ctricity Journal,JournalAm e rican W ate r W ork s As sociation,Journalof
Be ne fit-CostAnalysis , and Utilitie s Policy.

Previous ProfessionalActivities
M em ber,Am erican W aterW ork s As sociation, Rates and Ch arge s Subcom m ittee, 19 9 8-2001.

M em ber,FederalAdvisory Com m ittee on Dis infectants and Dis infection By-Products in Drink ing W ater,
U.S. Environm entalProtection Agency,W as h ington,DC. 19 9 2 to 19 9 4.

Ch air,W ater Com m ittee,NationalAssociation ofState Utility Consum er Advocates ,W as h ington,DC.
19 9 0 to 19 9 4;m em ber ofcom m ittee from 19 88 to 19 9 0.

M em ber,Board ofDirectors,Pennsylvania Energy Developm entAuth ority, H arrisburg,PA. 19 9 0 to 19 9 4.

M em ber,Sm allW ater System s Advisory Com m ittee,Pennsylvania Departm entofEnvironm ental
Resource s , H arrisburg,PA. 19 9 0 to 19 9 2.
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M em ber,Ad H oc Com m ittee on Em is s ions Controland Acid Rain Com pliance,NationalAssociation of
State Utility Consum er Advocates , 19 9 1.

M em ber,Nitrogen Oxide s Subcom m ittee ofth e Acid Rain Advisory Com m ittee,U.S. Environm ental
Protection Agency,W as h ington DC. 19 9 1.

Education
J.D. w ith H onors,George W as h ington Univers ity,W as h ington,DC. 19 81.

B.A. w ith Distinction in PoliticalScience,Pennsylvania State University,University Park ,PA. 19 78.

Publications and Presentations (* denotes peer-review ed publications)
1. “Quality ofService Is sue s ,”a speech to th e Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion Consum er Conference,

State College,PA. 19 88.

2. K.L. Pape and S.J. Rubin,“CurrentDevelopm ents in W ater Utility Law ,”in Pe nnsylvania Public Utility
Law (Pennsylvania Bar Institute). 19 9 0.

3. Presentation on W ater Utility H olding Com panie s to th e AnnualM eeting ofth e NationalAssociation of
State Utility Consum er Advocates , O rlando,FL. 19 9 0.

4. “H ow th e OCA Approach e s Quality ofService Is sue s ,”a speech to th e Pennsylvania Ch apter ofth e
NationalAssociation ofW ater Com panie s . 19 9 1.

5. Presentation on th e Safe Drink ing W ater Actto th e M id-Year M eeting ofth e NationalAssociation ofState
Utility Consum er Advocates , Seattle,W A. 19 9 1.

6. “A Consum er Advocate's View ofFederalPre-em ption in Electric Utility Cases ,”a speech to th e
Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion Electricity Conference . 19 9 1.

7. W ork s h op on Safe Drink ing W ater ActCom pliance Is sue s atth e M id-Year M eeting ofth e National
Association ofState Utility Consum er Advocates ,W as h ington,DC. 19 9 2.

8. Form alDiscus sant, RegionalAcid Rain W ork s h op,U.S. Environm entalProtection Agency and National
Regulatory Res earch Institute,Ch arlotte,NC. 19 9 2.

9 . S.J. Rubin and S.P. O 'Neal,“A Quantitative Ass e s sm entofth e Viability ofSm allW ater System s in
Pennsylvania,”Proce e dings ofth e Eigh th NARUC Bie nnialRe gulatory Inform ation Confe re nce ,National
Regulatory Res earch Institute (Colum bus, O H 19 9 2), IV:79 -9 7.

10. “Th e OCA's Concerns AboutDrink ing W ater,”a speech to th e Pennsylvania PublicUtility Com m is s ion
W ater Conference . 19 9 2.

11. M em ber,Tech nicalH orizons Panel,AnnualM eeting ofth e NationalAssociation ofW ater Com panie s ,
H ilton H ead,SC. 19 9 2.

12. M .D. Klein and S.J. Rubin,“W ater and Sew er -- Update on Clean Stream s, Safe Drink ing W ater,W aste
Disposaland Pennvest,”Pe nnsylvania Public Utility Law Confe re nce (Pennsylvania Bar Institute). 19 9 2.
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13. Presentation on Sm allW ater System Viability to th e Tech nicalAss istance Center for Sm allW ater
Com panie s ,Pa. Departm entofEnvironm entalResources , H arrisburg,PA. 19 9 3

14. “Th e Results Th rough a Public Service Com m is s ion Lens,”speak er and participantin paneldiscus s ion at
Sym pos ium : “Im pactofEPA's Allow ance Auction,”W ash ington,DC, sponsored by AER*X. 19 9 3.

15. “Th e H ottestLegislative Is sue ofToday -- Reauth orization ofth e Safe Drink ing W ater Act,”speak er and
participantin paneldiscus s ion atth e AnnualConference ofth e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation,San
Antonio,TX. 19 9 3.

16. “W ater Service in th e Year 2000,”a speech to th e Conference : “Utilitie s and Public Policy III: Th e
Ch allenges ofCh ange,”sponsored by th e PennsylvaniaPublic Utility Com m is s ion and th e Pennsylvania
State University,Univers ity Park ,PA. 19 9 3.

17. “Governm entRegulation ofth e Drink ing W ater Supply: Is itProperly Focused?,”speak er and participantin
paneldiscuss ion atth e NationalConsum ers League's Forum on Drink ing W ater Safety and Quality,
W as h ington,DC. 19 9 3. Reprinted in RuralW ate r,Vol. 15 No. 1 (Spring 19 9 4), pages 13-16.

18. “Teleph one Penetration Rates for Renters in Pennsylvania,”a study prepared for th e Pennsylvania Office of
Consum er Advocate. 19 9 3.

19 . “Z ealous Advocacy, Eth icalLim itations and Considerations,”participantin paneldiscus s ion at“Continuing
LegalEducation in Eth ics for Pennsylvania Law yers ,”sponsored by th e O ffice ofGeneralCounsel,
Com m onw ealth ofPennsylvania,State College,PA. 19 9 3.

20. “Serving th e Custom er,”participantin paneldiscus s ion atth e AnnualConference ofth e National
Association ofW ater Com panie s ,W illiam sburg,VA. 19 9 3.

21. “A Sim ple, Inexpens ive,Quantitative M eth od to Asse s s th e Viability ofSm allW ater System s,”a speech to
th e W ater Supply Sym posium ,New York Section ofth e Am erican W aterW ork s Association,Syracuse,
NY. 19 9 3.

22. *S.J. Rubin,“Are W ater Rates Becom ing Unaffordable?,”JournalAm e rican W ate r W ork s As sociation,
Vol. 86,No. 2 (February 19 9 4), pages 79 -86.

23. “W h y W ater Rates W illDouble (IfW e're Luck y): FederalDrink ing W ater Policy and Its Effecton New
England,”a briefing for th e New England Conference ofPublic Utilitie s Com m is s ioners ,Andover,MA.
19 9 4.

24. “Are W ater Rates Becom ing Unaffordable?,”a speech to th e Legislative and Regulatory Conference,
As sociation ofM etropolitan W ater Agencie s ,W as h ington,DC. 19 9 4.

25. “Relations h ips : Drink ing W ater, H ealth , Ris k and Affordability,”speak er and participantin paneldiscuss ion
atth e AnnualM eeting ofth e South eastern Association ofRegulatory Com m iss ioners ,Ch arleston,SC.
19 9 4.

26. “Sm allSystem Viability: As s e s sm entM eth ods and Im plem entation Is sue s ,”speak er and participantin panel
discus s ion atth e AnnualConference ofth e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation,New York ,NY. 19 9 4.
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27. S.J. Rubin,“H ow m uch s h ould w e spend to save a life?,”Se attle JournalofCom m e rce ,August18, 19 9 4
(Protecting th e Environm entSupplem ent), pages B-4 to B-5.

28. S. Rubin,S. Bernow ,M . Fulm er,J. Goldste in, and I. Peters ,An Evaluation ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r
Com pany's Long-Range Planning, prepared for th e Utility and Rate Intervention Divis ion,Kentuck y O ffice
ofth e Attorney General(Tellus Institute 19 9 4).

29 . S.J. Rubin,“Sm allSystem Monitoring: W h atDoes ItM ean?,”Im pacts ofMonitoring for Ph as e II/V
Drink ing W ate r Re gulations on Ruraland Sm allCom m unitie s (NationalRuralW ater Association 19 9 4),
pages 6-12.

30. “Surviving th e Safe Drink ing W ater Act,”speak er atth e AnnualM eeting ofth e NationalAssociation of
State Utility Consum er Advocates , Reno,NV. 19 9 4.

31. “Safe Drink ing W ater ActCom pliance -- Ratem ak ing Im plications,”speak er atth e NationalConference of
Regulatory Attorneys, Scottsdale,AZ . 19 9 5. Reprinted in W ate r,Vol. 36,No. 2 (Sum m er 19 9 5), pages 28-
29 .

32. S.J. Rubin,“W ater: W h y Isn’titFree?Th e Case ofSm allUtilitie s in Pennsylvania,”Utilitie s ,Consum e rs &
Public Policy: Is sue s ofQuality,Affordability, and Com pe tition,Proce e dings ofth e Fourth Utilitie s ,
Consum e rs and Public Policy Confe re nce (Pennsylvania State University 19 9 5), pages 177-183.

33. S.J. Rubin,“W ater Rates: An Affordable H ous ing Is sue?,”H om e Ene rgy,Vol. 12 No. 4 (July/August19 9 5),
page 37.

34. Speak er and participantin th e W ater Policy Forum , sponsored by th e NationalAssociation ofW ater
Com panie s ,Naples,FL. 19 9 5.

35. Participantin paneldiscus s ion on “Th e Efficientand Effective Maintenance and Delivery ofPotable W ater
atAffordable Rates to th e People ofNew Jersey,”atTh e New Advocacy: Protecting Consum ers in th e
Em erging Era ofUtility Com petition, a conference sponsored by th e New Jersey Divis ion ofth e Ratepayer
Advocate,New ark ,NJ. 19 9 5.

36. J.E. Crom w ellIII, and S.J. Rubin,Developm e ntofBe nch m ark M e asure s for Viability As s e s sm e nt(Pa.
Departm entofEnvironm entalProtection 19 9 5).

37. S. Rubin,“A Nationw ide Practice from a Sm allTow n in Pa.,”Law ye rs & th e Inte rne t–a Supple m e ntto th e
Le galIntellige nce r and Pa. Law W e e k ly (February 12, 19 9 6), page S6.

38. “Ch anging Custom ers’Expectations in th e W ater Industry,”speak er atth e M id-Am erica Regulatory
Com m is s ioners Conference,Ch icago, IL. 19 9 6, reprinted in W ate r Vol. 37 No. 3 (W inter 19 9 7), pages 12-
14.

39 . “RecentFederalLegislation Affecting Drink ing W aterUtilitie s ,”speak er atPennsylvania Public Utility
Law Conference,Pennsylvania Bar Institute, H ers h ey,PA. 19 9 6.

40. “Clean W ater atAffordable Rates : A Ratepayers Conference,”m oderator atsym posium sponsored by th e
New Jersey Divis ion ofRatepayer Advocate,Trenton,NJ. 19 9 6.
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41. “W aterW ork s h op: H ow New Law s W illAffectth e Econom ic Regulation ofth e W ater Industry,”speak er at
th e AnnualM eeting ofth e NationalAssociation ofState Utility Consum er Advocates , San Francisco,CA.
19 9 6.

42. *E.T. Castillo,S.J. Rubin,S.K. Keefe, and R.S. Rauch er,“Restructuring Sm allSystem s,”Journal
Am e rican W ate r W ork s As sociation,Vol. 89 ,No. 1 (January 19 9 7), pages 65-74.

43. *J.E. Crom w ellIII,S.J. Rubin,F.C. Marrocco, and M .E. Leevan,“Busine s s Planning for Sm allSystem
Capacity Developm ent,”JournalAm e rican W ate r W ork s As sociation,Vol. 89 ,No. 1 (January 19 9 7), pages
47-57.

44. “Capacity Developm ent–More th an Viability Under aNew Nam e,”speak er atNationalAssociation of
Regulatory Utility Com m is s ioners W interM eetings,W as h ington,DC. 19 9 7.

45. *E. Castillo,S.K. Keefe, R.S. Rauch er, and S.J. Rubin,Sm allSyste m Re structuring to Facilitate SDW A
Com pliance : An Analys is ofPote ntialFe asibility (AW W A Research Foundation, 19 9 7).

46. H . H im m elberger, e tal.,Capacity Developm e ntStrate gy Re portfor th e Te xas NaturalRe source
Cons e rvation Com m is s ion (Aug. 19 9 7).

47. Briefing on Is sue s Affecting th e W ater Utility Industry,AnnualM eeting ofth e NationalAssociation of
State Utility Consum er Advocates ,Boston,MA. 19 9 7.

48. “Capacity Developm entin th e W ater Industry,”speak er atth e AnnualM eeting ofth e NationalAssociation
ofRegulatory Utility Com m is s ioners ,Boston,MA. 19 9 7.

49 . “Th e Tick ing Bom b: Com petitive ElectricM etering,Billing, and Collection,”speak er atth e Annual
M eeting ofth e NationalAssociation ofState Utility Consum er Advocates ,Boston,MA. 19 9 7.

50. ScottJ. Rubin,“A Nationw ide Look atth e Affordability ofW ater Service,”Proce e dings ofth e 19 9 8 Annual
Confe re nce ofth e Am e rican W ate r W ork s As sociation,W ater Res earch ,Vol. C,No. 3, pages 113-129
(Am erican W ater W ork s Association, 19 9 8).

51. ScottJ. Rubin,“30 Tech nology Tips in 30 M inutes ,”Pennsylvania Public Utility Law Confe re nce ,Vol. I,
pages 101-110 (Pa. Bar Institute, 19 9 8).

52. ScottJ. Rubin,“Effects ofElectric and Gas Deregulation on th e W ater Industry,”Pe nnsylvania Public
Utility Law Confe re nce ,Vol. I, pages 139 -146 (Pa. Bar Institute, 19 9 8).

53. ScottJ. Rubin,Th e Ch alle nge s and Ch anging M is s ion ofUtility Consum e r Advocate s (Am erican
Association ofRetired Persons, 19 9 9 ).

54. “Consum er Advocacy for th e Future,”speak er atth e Age ofAw arene s s Conference,Ch anges and Ch oice s :
Utilitie s in th e New M illennium ,Carlisle,PA. 19 9 9 .

55. Keynote Addre s s ,$1 Energy Fund, Inc., AnnualM em bers h ip M eeting,Monroeville,PA. 19 9 9 .
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56. ScottJ. Rubin,“Asse s s ing th e Effectofth e Proposed Radon Rule on th e Affordability ofW ater Service,”
prepared for th e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation. 19 9 9 .

57. ScottJ. Rubin and Janice A. Beech er,Th e Im pacts ofElectric Restructuring on th e W ater and W astew ater
Industry,Proce e dings ofth e Sm allDrink ing W ate r and W aste w ate r Syste m s Inte rnationalSym pos ium and
Te ch nology Expo (Ph oenix,AZ 2000), pp. 66-75.

58. Am erican W aterW ork s As sociation,Principle s ofW ate r Rate s ,Fe e s , and Ch arge s ,M anualM1 –Fifth
Edition (AW W A 2000),M em ber, EditorialCom m ittee .

59 . Janice A. Beech er and ScottJ. Rubin, pre s entation on “SpecialTopics in Rate Des ign: Affordability”at th e
AnnualConference and Exh ibition ofth e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation,Denver,CO . 2000.

60. ScottJ. Rubin,“Th e Future ofDrink ing W ater Regulation,”a speech atth e AnnualConference and
Exh ibition ofth e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation,Denver,CO . 2000.

61. Janice A. Beech er and ScottJ. Rubin,“Deregulation Im pacts and Opportunitie s ,”a pre s entation atth e
AnnualConference and Exh ibition ofth e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation,Denver,CO . 2000.

62. ScottJ. Rubin,“Estim ating th e EffectofDifferentArsenic Maxim um Contam inantLevels on th e
Affordability ofW ater Service,”prepared for th e Am erican W aterW ork s As sociation. 2000.

63. *Janice A. Beech er and ScottJ. Rubin,De re gulation! Im pacts on th e W ate r Industry,Am erican W ater
W ork s As sociation Research Foundation,Denver,CO . 2000.

64. ScottJ. Rubin,M eth ods for Ass e s s ing, Evaluating, and Ass isting Sm allW ater System s,NARUC Annual
Regulatory Studie s Program , EastLansing,M I. 2000.

65. ScottJ. Rubin,Consum er Issue s in th e W ater Industry,NARUC AnnualRegulatory Studie s Program , East
Lansing,M I. 2000.

66. “Be Utility W ise in a Restructured Utility Industry,”Keynote Addre s s atBe UtilityW ise Conference,
Pittsburgh ,PA. 2000.

67. ScottJ. Rubin,Jason D. Sh arp, and Todd S. Stew art,“Th e W ired Adm inistrative Law yer,”5th Annual
Adm inistrative Law Sym pos ium ,Pennsylvania Bar Institute, H arrisburg,PA. 2000.

68. ScottJ. Rubin,“CurrentDevelopm ents in th e W ater Industry,”Pe nnsylvania Public Utility Law
Confe re nce ,Pennsylvania Bar Institute, H arrisburg,PA. 2000.

69 . ScottJ. Rubin,“View point: Ch ange Sick ening Attitude s,”Engine e ring Ne w s -Re cord, Dec. 18, 2000.

70. Janice A. Beech er and ScottJ. Rubin,“Ten Practice s ofH igh ly Effective W ater Utilitie s ,”Opflow ,April
2001, pp. 1, 6-7, 16;reprinted in W ate r and W aste s Dige st, Decem ber 2004, pp. 22-25.

71. ScottJ. Rubin,“Pennsylvania Utilities : H ow Are Consum ers ,W ork ers , and Corporations Faring in th e
Deregulated Electricity,Gas, and Teleph one Industrie s?”Keystone Res earch Center. 2001.
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72. ScottJ. Rubin,“GuestPerspective: A FirstLook atth e Im pactofElectric Deregulation on Pennsylvania,”
LEAPLe tte r,M ay-June 2001, pp. 2-3.

73. ScottJ. Rubin,Consum er Protection in th e W ater Industry,NARUC AnnualRegulatory Studie s Program ,
EastLansing,M I. 2001.

74. ScottJ. Rubin, Im pacts ofDeregulation on th e W ater Industry,NARUC AnnualRegulatory Studie s
Program , EastLansing,M I. 2001.

75. ScottJ. Rubin,“Econom icCh aracteristics ofSm allSystem s,”CriticalIs sue s in Se tting Re gulatory
Standards ,NationalRuralW ater Association, 2001, pp. 7-22.

76. ScottJ. Rubin,“Affordability ofW ater Service,”CriticalIs sue s in Se tting Re gulatory Standards ,National
RuralW ater Association, 2001, pp. 23-42.

77. ScottJ. Rubin,“Criteria to Asse s s th e Affordability ofW ater Service,”W h ite Paper,NationalRuralW ater
Association, 2001.

78. ScottJ. Rubin,Providing Affordable W ater Service to Low -Incom e Fam ilie s , pre s entation to Portland
W ater Bureau,Portland, OR. 2001.

79 . ScottJ. Rubin, Is sue s Relating to th e Affordability and Sustainability ofRates forW ater Service,
pre s entation to th e W ater Utility Councilofth e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation,New O rleans,LA.
2002.

80. ScottJ. Rubin,Th e Utility Industrie s Com pared –W ater,NARUC AnnualRegulatory Studie s Program ,
EastLansing,M I. 2002.

81. ScottJ. Rubin,LegalPerspective on W ater Regulation,NARUC AnnualRegulatory Studie s Program , East
Lansing,M I. 2002.

82. ScottJ. Rubin, Regulatory O ptions for W ater Utilitie s ,NARUC AnnualRegulatory Studie s Program , East
Lansing,M I. 2002.

83. ScottJ. Rubin, Overview ofSm allW ater System Consolidation, pre s entation to NationalDrink ing W ater
Advisory CouncilSm allSystem s Affordability W ork ing Group,W ash ington,DC. 2002.

84. ScottJ. Rubin,Defining Affordability and Low -Incom e H ouse h old Tradeoffs, pre s entation to National
Drink ing W ater Advisory CouncilSm allSystem s Affordability W ork ing Group,W ash ington,DC. 2002.

85. ScottJ. Rubin,“Th ink ing Outs ide th e H earing Room ,”Pe nnsylvania Public Utility Law Confe re nce ,
Pennsylvania Bar Institute, H arrisburg,PA. 2002.

86. ScottJ. Rubin,“Update ofAffordability Database,”W h ite Paper,NationalRuralW ater Association. 2003.

87. ScottJ. Rubin,Unde rstanding Tele ph one Pe ne tration in Pe nnsylvania,Councilon Utility Ch oice,
H arrisburg,PA. 2003.
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88. ScottJ. Rubin,Th e CostofW ate r and W aste w ate r Se rvice in th e Unite d State s ,NationalRuralW ater
Association, 2003.

89 . ScottJ. Rubin,W h atPrice Safer W ater?Presentation atAnnualConference ofNationalAssociation of
Regulatory Utility Com m is s ioners ,Atlanta,GA. 2003.

9 0. George M . Am an, III,Jeffrey P. Garton,Eric Petersen, and ScottJ. Rubin,Ch allenges and Opportunitie s for
Im proving W ater Supply InstitutionalArrangem ents,W ate r Law Confe re nce ,Pennsylvania Bar Institute,
M ech anicsburg,PA. 2004.

9 1. ScottJ. Rubin,Serving Low -Incom e W ater Custom ers . Pre s entation atAm erican W ater W ork s As sociation
AnnualConference, O rlando,FL. 2004.

9 2. ScottJ. Rubin,Th ink ing Outs ide th e Bill: Serving Low -Incom e W ater Custom ers . Pre s entation atNational
League ofCitie s AnnualCongre s s ofCitie s , Indianapolis, IN. 2004.

9 3. ScottJ. Rubin,Buying and Selling a W ater System –Ratem ak ing Im plications, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Law Confe re nce ,Pennsylvania Bar Institute, H arrisburg,PA. 2005.

9 4. Th ink ing Outs ide th e Bill: A Utility M anage r’s Guide to Ass isting Low -Incom e W ate r Custom e rs ,Am erican
W ater W ork s As sociation. 2005;Second Edition publish ed in 2014

9 5. *ScottJ. Rubin,“Census Data Sh ed Ligh ton US W ater and W astew ater Costs,”JournalAm e rican W ate r
W ork s As sociation,Vol. 9 7,No. 4 (April2005), pages 9 9 -110, reprinted in Maxw ell,Th e Bus ine s s of
W ate r: A Concise Ove rvie w ofCh alle nge s and Opportunitie s in th e W ate r M ark e t.,Am erican W aterW ork s
As sociation,Denver,CO . 2008.

9 6. ScottJ. Rubin, Review ofU.S. Environm entalProtection Agency Notice Concerning Revis ion ofNational-
LevelAffordability M eth odology,NationalRuralW ater Association. 2006.

9 7. *RobertS. Rauch er, etal.,Re gionalSolutions to W ate r Supply Provis ion,Am erican W ater W ork s
As sociation Research Foundation,Denver,CO . 2007;2nd edition publis h ed in 2008.

9 8. ScottJ. Rubin, RobertRauch er, and M egan H arrod,Th e Relations h ip Betw een H ouse h old Financial
Distre s s and H ealth : Im plications for Drink ing W ater Regulation,NationalRuralW ater Association. 2007.

9 9 . *Joh n Crom w elland ScottRubin,Estim ating Be ne fits ofRe gionalSolutions for W ate r and W aste w ate r
Se rvice ,Am erican W aterW ork s As sociation Research Foundation,Denver,CO . 2008.

100.ScottJ. Rubin,“CurrentState ofth e W ater Industry and Stim ulus BillOverview ,”in Pe nnsylvania Public
Utility Law (Pennsylvania Bar Institute). 2009 .

101.ScottJ. Rubin,BestPractice in Custom er Paym entAssistance Program s, w ebcastpre s entation sponsored by
W ater Res earch Foundation. 2009 .

102.*ScottJ. Rubin, H ow Sh ould W e Regulate Sm allW ater Utilitie s?,NationalRegulatory Res earch Institute.
2009 .
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103.*Joh n Crom w ellIII, etal.,Be stPractice s in Custom e r Paym e ntAss istance Program s ,W ater Res earch
Foundation,Denver,CO . 2010.

104.*ScottJ. Rubin,W h atDoes W ater Really Cost?Rate Des ign Principles for an Era ofSupply Sh ortages ,
Infrastructure Upgrade s , and Enh anced W ater Conservation, ,NationalRegulatory Res earch Institute.
2010.

105. ScottJ. Rubin and Ch ristoph er P.N. W oodcock ,Telesem inar: W ater Rate Des ign,NationalRegulatory
Res earch Institute. 2010.

106. David Monie and ScottJ. Rubin,CostofService Studies and W ater Rate Des ign: A Debate on th e Utility
and Regulatory Perspectives,M eeting ofNew England Ch apter ofNationalAssociation ofW ater
Com panie s ,New port, RI. 2010.

107. *ScottJ. Rubin,A CallforW ater Utility Reliability Standards : Regulating W aterUtilitie s’Infrastructure
Program s to Ach ieve a Balance ofSafety, Ris k , and Cost,NationalRegulatory Res earch Institute. 2010.

108.*Rauch er, RobertS.;Rubin,ScottJ.;Craw ford-Brow n,Douglas;and Law son,M egan M . "Benefit-Cost
Analysis for Drink ing W ater Standards: Efficiency, Eq uity, and Affordability Cons iderations in Sm all
Com m unitie s ,"JournalofBe ne fit-CostAnalysis : Vol. 2: Is sue 1,Article 4. 2011.

109 .ScottJ. Rubin,A Callfor Reliability Standards,JournalAm e rican W ate r W ork s As sociation,Vol. 103,No.
1 (Jan. 2011), pp. 22-24.

110.ScottJ. Rubin,CurrentTopics in W ater: Rate Design and Reliability. Pre s entation to th e W ater Com m ittee
ofth e NationalAssociation ofRegulatory Utility Com m is s ioners ,W as h ington,DC. 2011.

111.ScottJ. Rubin,W ater Reliability and Res ilience Standards,Pe nnsylvania Public Utility Law Confe re nce
(Pennsylvania Bar Institute). 2011.

112.M em ber ofExpertPanel,Leaders h ip Forum : Bus ines s M anagem entfor th e Future,AnnualConference and
Expos ition ofth e Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation,W as h ington,DC. 2011.

113.ScottJ. Rubin, Evaluating Com m unity Affordability in Storm W ater ControlPlans,Flow ing into th e
Future : Evolving W ate r Is sue s (Pennsylvania Bar Institute). 2011.

114.Invited Participant,Sum m iton Declining W ater Dem and and Revenues , sponsored by Th e Alliance for
W ater Efficiency, Racine,W I. 2012.

115.*ScottJ. Rubin, Evaluating Violations ofDrink ing W ater Regulations, JournalAm e rican W ate r W ork s
As sociation,Vol. 105,No. 3 (Mar. 2013), pp. 51-52 (Expanded Sum m ary)and E137-E147. W inner ofth e
AW W A Sm allSystem s Divis ion BestPaper Aw ard.

116.*ScottJ. Rubin,StructuralCh anges in th e W ater Utility Industry During th e 2000s, JournalAm e rican
W ate r W ork s As sociation,Vol. 105,No. 3 (Mar. 2013), pp. 53-54 (Expanded Sum m ary)and E148-E156.

117.*ScottJ. Rubin,M oving Tow ard Dem and-Based Res identialRates, Th e Ele ctricity Journal,Vol. 28,No. 9
(Nov. 2015), pp. 63-71, h ttp://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tej.2015.09 .021.
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118.ScottJ. Rubin,M oving Tow ard Dem and-Based Res identialRates . Pre s entation atth e AnnualM eeting of
th e NationalAssociation ofState Utility Consum er Advocates ,Austin,TX. 2015.

119 .*Stacey Isaac Berah zer, etal.,Navigating Le galPath w ays to Rate -Funde d Custom e r As s istance Program s:
A Guide for W ate r and W aste w ate r Utilitie s ,Am erican W ater W ork s As sociation, etal. 2017.

120.*JanetClem ents, etal.,Custom e r As s istance Program s for M ulti-Fam ily Re s ide ntialand Oth e r H ard-to-
Re ach Custom e rs ,W ater Res earch Foundation,Denver,CO . 2017.

121.ScottJ. Rubin,W ater Costs and Affordability in th e US: 19 9 0 to 2015, JournalAm e rican W ate r W ork s
As sociation,Vol. 110,No. 4 (Apr. 2018), pp. 12-16.

Testim ony as an ExpertW itness
1. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania Gas and W ate r Co. - W ate r Division,Pa. Public Utility

Com m is s ion,Dock etR-009 22404. 19 9 2. Concerning rate de s ign, on be h alfofth e Pa. O ffice ofConsum er
Advocate.

2. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Sh e nango Valle y W ate r Co.,Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion,Dock et
R-009 22420. 19 9 2. Concerning costallocation, on be h alfofth e Pa. O ffice ofConsum er Advocate

3. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania Gas and W ate r Co. - W ate r Division,Pa. Public Utility
Com m is s ion,Dock etR-009 22482. 19 9 3. Concerning rate de s ign, on be h alfofth e Pa. O ffice ofConsum er
Advocate

4. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Colony W ate r Co.,Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion,Dock etR-009 22375.
19 9 3. Concerning rate des ign, on be h alfofth e Pa. O ffice ofConsum er Advocate

5. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Dauph in Consolidate d W ate r Supply Co. and Ge ne ralW ate rw ork s of
Pe nnsylvania, Inc.,Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion,Dock etR-009 32604. 19 9 3. Concerning rate de s ign and
costofservice, on be h alfofth e Pa. O ffice ofConsum er Advocate

6. W e stPe nn Pow e r Co. v. State Tax De partm e ntofW e stVirginia,CircuitCourtofKanaw h a County,W est
Virginia,CivilAction No. 89 -C-3056. 19 9 3. Concerning regulatory policy and th e effects ofa taxation
statute on out-of-state utility ratepayers , on be h alfofth e Pa. O ffice ofConsum er Advocate

7. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania Gas and W ate r Co. - W ate r Division,Pa. Public Utility
Com m is s ion,Dock etR-009 32667. 19 9 3. Concerning rate de s ign and affordability ofservice, on be h alfof
th e Pa. O ffice ofConsum er Advocate

8. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. NationalUtilitie s , Inc.,Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion,Dock et
R-009 32828. 19 9 4. Concerning rate de s ign, on be h alfofth e Pa. O ffice ofConsum er Advocate

9 . An Inve stigation ofth e Source s ofSupply and Future De m and ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Ky.
Public Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 9 3-434. 19 9 4. Concerning supply and dem and planning, on be h alf
ofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofAttorney General,Utility and Rate Intervention Divis ion.
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10. Th e Pe tition on Be h alfofGordon's Corne r W ate r Com pany for an Incre as e in Rate s ,New Jersey Board of
Public Utilitie s , Dock etNo. W R9 4020037. 19 9 4. Concerning revenue req uirem ents and rate de s ign, on
be h alfofth e New Jersey Divis ion ofRatepayer Advocate.

11. Re Consum e rs M aine W ate r Com pany Re que stfor ApprovalofContracts w ith Consum e rs W ate r Com pany
and w ith Oh io W ate r Se rvice Com pany,M e. Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 4-352. 19 9 4.
Concerning affiliated interestagreem ents, on be h alfofth e M aine Public Advocate.

12. In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofPotom ac Ele ctric Pow e r Com pany for Approvalofits Th ird Le ast-Cost
Plan, D.C. Public Service Com m is s ion,Form alCase No. 9 17,Ph ase II. 19 9 5. Concerning Clean Air Act
im plem entation and environm entalexternalitie s , on be h alfofth e DistrictofColum bia O ffice ofth e People’s
Counsel.

13. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s ofth e
Dayton Pow e r and Ligh tCom pany and Relate d M atte rs , O h io Public Utilities Com m is s ion,Case No. 9 4-
105-EL-EFC. 19 9 5. Concerning Clean Air Actim plem entation (case s ettled before te stim ony w as filed),
on be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

14. Ke nne be c W ate r DistrictPropos e d Incre as e in Rate s ,M aine Public Utilities Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 5-
09 1. 19 9 5. Concerning th e reasonablenes s ofplanning decis ions and th e relations h ip betw een a publicly
ow ned w ater districtand a very large industrialcustom er, on be h alfofth e M aine Public Advocate.

15. W inte r H arbor W ate r Com pany,Propos e d Sch e dule Re vis ions to Introduce a Re adine s s -to-Se rve Ch arge ,
M aine Public Utilities Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 5-271. 19 9 5 and 19 9 6. Concerning standards for, and th e
reasonablenes s of, im pos ing a readine s s to serve ch arge and/or exitfee on th e custom ers ofa sm allinvestor-
ow ned w ater utility, on be h alfofth e M aine Public Advocate.

16. In th e M atte r ofth e 19 9 5 Long-Te rm Ele ctric Fore castRe portofth e Cincinnati Gas & Ele ctric Com pany,
Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case No. 9 5-203-EL-FOR, and In th e M atte r ofth e Tw o-Ye ar Re vie w
ofth e Cincinnati Gas & Ele ctric Com pany’s Environm e ntalCom pliance Plan Pursuantto Se ction 49 13.05,
Re vis e d Cost,Case No. 9 5-747-EL-ECP. 19 9 6. Concerning th e reasonablenes s ofth e utility’s long-range
supply and dem and-m anagem entplans, th e reasonablenes s ofits plan for com plying w ith th e Clean Air Act
Am endm ents of19 9 0, and discus s ing m eth ods to ensure th e provision ofutility service to low -incom e
custom ers , on be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel..

17. In th e M atte r ofNotice ofth e Adjustm e ntofth e Rate s ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Kentuck y
Public Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 9 5-554. 19 9 6. Concerning rate de s ign, costofservice, and sales
forecastis sue s , on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofAttorney General.

18. In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofCitize ns Utilitie s Com pany for a H e aring to De te rm ine th e Fair Value of
its Prope rtie s for Rate m ak ing Purpos e s , to Fix a Justand Re asonable Rate ofRe turn Th e re on, and to
Approve Rate Sch e dule s De s igne d to Provide such Rate ofRe turn,Arizona Corporation Com m is s ion,
Dock etNos. E-1032-9 5-417, e tal. 19 9 6. Concerning rate de s ign, costofservice, and th e price elasticity of
w ater dem and, on be h alfofth e Arizona Res identialUtility Consum er O ffice .

19 . Coch rane v. Bangor H ydro-Ele ctric Com pany,M aine Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 6-053.
19 9 6. Concerning regulatory req uirem ents for an electric utility to engage in unregulated bus ine s s
enterpris e s , on be h alfofth e M aine Public Advocate.
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20. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Monongah ela Pow e r Com pany and Relate d M atte rs ,Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case No. 9 6-
106-EL-EFC. 19 9 6. Concerning th e costs and procedure s as sociated w ith th e im plem entation ofth e Clean
Air ActAm endm ents of19 9 0, on be h alfofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

21. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Cleveland Ele ctric Illum inating Com pany and Tole do Edison Com pany and Relate d M atte rs ,Public
Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case Nos . 9 6-107-EL-EFC and 9 6-108-EL-EFC. 19 9 6. Concerning th e
costs and procedure s as sociated w ith th e im plem entation ofth e Clean Air ActAm endm ents of19 9 0, on
be h alfofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

22. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Oh io Pow e r Com pany and Colum bus South e rn Pow e r Com pany and Relate d M atte rs ,Public Utilitie s
Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case Nos . 9 6-101-EL-EFC and 9 6-102-EL-EFC. 19 9 7. Concerning th e costs and
procedure s associated w ith th e im plem entation ofth e Clean Air ActAm endm ents of19 9 0, on be h alfofth e
O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

23. An Inve stigation ofth e Source s ofSupply and Future De m and ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany
(Ph as e II), Kentuck y PublicService Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 3-434. 19 9 7. Concerning supply and
dem and planning, on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofAttorney General,Public Service Litigation Branch .

24. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Cincinnati Gas and Ele ctricCo. and Relate d M atte rs ,Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case No. 9 6-
103-EL-EFC. 19 9 7. Concerning th e costs and procedure s as sociated w ith th e im plem entation ofth e Clean
Air ActAm endm ents of19 9 0, on be h alfofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

25. Bangor H ydro-Ele ctric Com pany Pe tition for Te m porary Rate Incre ase ,M aine Public Utilitie s
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 7-201. 19 9 7. Concerning th e reasonablenes s ofgranting an electric utility’s
req ue stfor em ergency rate relief, and related is sues , on be h alfofth e M aine PublicAdvocate.

26. Te stim ony conce rning H .B. 1068 Relating to Re structuring ofth e NaturalGas Utility Industry,Consum er
Affairs Com m ittee,Pennsylvania H ouse ofRepre s entatives . 19 9 7. Concerning th e provis ions ofproposed
legislation to re structure th e naturalgas utility industry in Pennsylvania, on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania AFL-
CIO Gas Utility Caucus .

27. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Cleveland Ele ctric Illum inating Com pany and Tole do Edison Com pany and Relate d M atte rs ,Public
Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case Nos . 9 7-107-EL-EFC and 9 7-108-EL-EFC. 19 9 7. Concerning th e
costs and procedure s as sociated w ith th e im plem entation ofth e Clean Air ActAm endm ents of19 9 0, on
be h alfofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

28. In th e M atte r ofth e Pe tition ofValle y Road Se w e rage Com pany for a Revis ion in Rate s and Ch arge s for
W ate r Se rvice ,New Jersey Board ofPublic Utilitie s , Dock etNo. W R9 2080846J. 19 9 7. Concerning th e
revenue req uirem ents and rate de s ign for a w astew ater treatm entutility, on be h alfofth e New Jersey
Divis ion ofRatepayer Advocate.

29 . Bangor Gas Com pany,L.L.C.,Pe tition for Approvalto Furnis h Gas Se rvice in th e State ofMaine ,M aine
Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 7-79 5. 19 9 8. Concerning th e standards and public policy
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concerns involved in is suing a certificate ofpublic convenience and nece ss ity for a new naturalgas utility,
and related ratem ak ing is sues , on be h alfofth e M aine Public Advocate.

30. In th e M atte r ofth e Inve stigation on Motion ofth e Com m is s ion into th e Ade quacy ofth e Public Utility
W ate r Se rvice Provide d by Tide w ate r Utilitie s , Inc., in Are as in South e rn Ne w Castle County,Delaw are ,
Delaw are Public Service Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 309 -9 7. 19 9 8. Concerning th e standards for th e
provis ion ofefficient, sufficient, and adeq uate w ater s ervice, and th e application ofth ose standards to a
w ater utility, on be h alfofth e Delaw are Divis ion ofth e Public Advocate.

31. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Cincinnati Gas and Ele ctricCo. and Relate d M atte rs ,Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case No. 9 7-
103-EL-EFC. 19 9 8. Concerning fuel-related transactions w ith affiliated com panie s and th e appropriate
ratem ak ing treatm entand regulatory safeguards involving such transactions, on be h alfofth e O h io
Consum ers’Counsel.

32. Olde PortMarine r Fle e t, Inc. Com plaintRe garding Casco Bay Island Trans itDistrict’s Tour and Ch arte r
Se rvice ,M aine Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 8-161. 19 9 8. Concerning th e standards and
req uirem ents for allocating costs and separating operations betw een regulated and unregulated operations of
a transportation utility, on be h alfofth e M aine Public Advocate and Olde PortMariner Fleet, Inc.

33. Ce ntralMaine Pow e r Com pany Inve stigation ofStrande d Costs,Transm is s ion and Distribution Utility
Re ve nue Re quire m e nts, and Rate De s ign,M aine PublicUtilitie s Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 9 7-580. 19 9 8.
Concerning th e treatm entofexisting rate discounts w h en de s igning rates for a transm is s ion and distribution
electric utility, on be h alfofth e M aine Public Advocate.

34. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. M anufacture rs W ate r Com pany,Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m iss ion,
Dock etNo. R-009 84275. 19 9 8. Concerning rate de s ign on be h alfofth e M anufacturers W ater Industrial
Users .

35. In th e M atte r ofPe tition ofPe nnsgrove W ate r Supply Com pany for an Incre as e in Rate s for W ate r Se rvice ,
New Jersey Board ofPublicUtilitie s , Dock etNo. W R9 8030147. 19 9 8. Concerning th e revenue
req uirem ents,levelofaffiliated ch arge s , and rate de s ign for a w ater utility, on be h alfofth e New Jersey
Divis ion ofRatepayer Advocate.

36. In th e M atte r ofPe tition ofSe avie w W ate r Com pany for an Incre as e in Rate s for W ate r Se rvice ,New Jersey
Board ofPublic Utilitie s , Dock etNo. W R9 804019 3. 19 9 9 . Concerning th e revenue req uirem ents and rate
de s ign for a w ater utility, on be h alfofth e New Jersey Divis ion ofRatepayer Advocate.

37. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Oh io Pow e r Com pany and Colum bus South e rn Pow e r Com pany and Relate d M atte rs ,Public Utilitie s
Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case Nos . 9 8-101-EL-EFC and 9 8-102-EL-EFC. 19 9 9 . Concerning th e costs and
procedure s associated w ith th e im plem entation ofth e Clean Air ActAm endm ents of19 9 0, on be h alfofth e
O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

38. In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Dayton Pow e r and Ligh tCom pany and Relate d M atte rs ,Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case No. 9 8-
105-EL-EFC. 19 9 9 . Concerning th e costs and procedure s as sociated w ith th e im plem entation ofth e Clean
Air ActAm endm ents of19 9 0, on be h alfofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.
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39 . In th e M atte r ofth e Re gulation ofth e Ele ctric FuelCom pone ntContaine d w ith in th e Rate Sch e dule s of
Monongah ela Pow e r Com pany and Relate d M atte rs ,Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case No. 9 9 -
106-EL-EFC. 19 9 9 . Concerning th e costs and procedure s as sociated w ith th e im plem entation ofth e Clean
Air ActAm endm ents of19 9 0, on be h alfofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

40. County ofSuffolk , e tal. v. Long Island Ligh ting Com pany, e tal.,U.S. DistrictCourtfor th e Eastern District
ofNew York ,Case No. 87-CV-0646. 2000. Subm itted tw o affidavits concerning th e calculation and
collection ofcourt-ordered refunds to utility custom ers , on be h alfofcounselfor th e plaintiffs .

41. North e rn Utilitie s , Inc.,Pe tition for W aive rs from Ch apte r 820,M aine Public Utilitie s Com m iss ion,Dock et
No. 9 9 -254. 2000. Concerning th e standards and req uirem ents for defining and separating a naturalgas
utility’s core and non-core bus ine s s functions, on be h alfofth e M aine Public Advocate.

42. Notice ofAdjustm e ntofth e Rate s ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Kentuck y Public Service
Com m is s ion,Case No. 2000-120. 2000. Concerning th e appropriate m eth ods for allocating costs and
de s igning rates , on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofAttorney General.

43. In th e M atte r ofth e Pe tition ofGordon’s Corne r W ate r Com pany for an Incre as e in Rate s and Ch arge s for
W ate r Se rvice ,New Jersey Board ofPublic Utilitie s , Dock etNo. W R00050304. 2000. Concerning th e
revenue req uirem ents and rate de s ign for a w ater utility, on be h alfofth e New Jersey Divis ion ofRatepayer
Advocate.

44. Te stim ony conce rning Ars e nic in Drink ing W ate r: An Update on th e Scie nce ,Be ne fits, and Costs ,
Com m ittee on Science,United States H ouse ofRepres entatives . 2001. Concerning th e effects on low -
incom e h ouse h olds and sm allcom m unitie s from a m ore stringentregulation ofarsenic in drink ing w ater.

45. In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofTh e Cincinnati Gas & Ele ctric Com pany for an Incre as e in Gas Rate s in
its Se rvice Te rritory,PublicUtilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io,Case No. 01-1228-GA-AIR, e tal. 2002.
Concerning th e need for and structure ofa specialrider and alternative form ofregulation for an accelerated
m ain replacem entprogram ,on be h alfofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

46. Pe nnsylvania State Tre asure r’s H e aring on Enron and Corporate Gove rnance Is sue s . 2002. Concerning
Enron’s role in Pennsylvania’s electricity m ark etand related is sue s , on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania AFL-
CIO .

47. An Inve stigation into th e Fe as ibility and Advisability ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany’s Propos e d
Solution to its W ate r Supply De ficit, Kentuck y Public Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 2001-00117. 2002.
Concerning w ater supply planning, regulatory oversigh t, and related is sue, on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice
ofAttorney General.

48. JointApplication ofPe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Com pany and Th am e s W ate r Aqua H oldings Gm bH ,
Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion,Dock etNos. A-212285F009 6 and A-230073F0004. 2002.
Concerning th e ris k s and benefits as sociated w ith th e proposed acq uis ition ofa w ater utility, on be h alfofth e
Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate.

49 . Application for Approvalofth e Transfe r ofControlofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany to RW E AG and
Th am e s W ate r Aqua H oldings Gm bH , Kentuck y PublicService Com m is s ion,Case No. 2002-00018. 2002.
Concerning th e ris k s and benefits as sociated w ith th e proposed acq uis ition ofa w ater utility, on be h alfofth e
Kentuck y O ffice ofAttorney General.
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50. JointPe tition for th e Cons e ntand Approvalofth e Acquis ition ofth e Outstanding Com m on Stock of
Am e rican W ate r W ork s Com pany, Inc., th e Pare ntCom pany and Controlling Sh are h olde r ofW e stVirginia-
Am e rican W ate r Com pany,W estVirginia Public Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 01-169 1-W -PC. 2002.
Concerning th e ris k s and benefits as sociated w ith th e proposed acq uis ition ofa w ater utility, on be h alfofth e
Consum er Advocate Divis ion ofth e W estVirginia Public Service Com m is s ion.

51. JointPe tition ofNe w Je rse y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Inc. and Th am e s W ate r Aqua H oldings Gm bH for
ApprovalofCh ange in ControlofNe w Je rs e y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Inc.,New Jersey Board ofPublic
Utilitie s , Dock etNo. W M01120833. 2002. Concerning th e ris k s and benefits as sociated w ith th e proposed
acq uis ition ofa w ater utility, on be h alfofth e New Jersey Divis ion ofRatepayer Advocate.

52. Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany,Propos e d Ge ne ralIncre as e in W ate r Rate s , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 02-069 0. 2003. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice is sue s , on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofth e Attorney General.

53. Pe nnsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Pennsylvania Public
Utility Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. R-00038304. 2003. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice is sues , on
be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate.

54. W e stVirginia-Am e rican W ate r Com pany,W estVirginiaPublic Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 03-0353-W -
42T. 2003. Concerning affordability, rate de s ign, and costofservice is sue s , on be h alfofth e W estVirginia
Consum er Advocate Divis ion.

55. Pe tition ofSe abrook W ate r Corp. for an Incre as e in Rate s and Ch arge s for W ate r Se rvice ,New Jersey
Board ofPublic Utilitie s , Dock etNo. W R3010054. 2003. Concerning revenue req uirem ents, rate de s ign,
prudence, and regulatory policy, on be h alfofth e New Jersey Division ofRatepayer Advocate.

56. Ch e sape ak e Ranch W ate r Co. v. Board ofCom m is s ione rs ofCalve rtCounty,U.S. DistrictCourtfor
South ern DistrictofMaryland,CivilAction No. 8:03-cv-02527-AW . 2004. Subm itted expertreport
concerning th e expected levelofrates under various options for serving new com m ercialdevelopm ent, on
be h alfofth e plaintiff.

57. Te stim ony conce rning Le ad in Drink ing W ate r,Com m ittee on Governm entReform ,United States H ouse of
Repre s entatives . 2004. Concerning th e trade -offs faced by low -incom e h ouse h olds w h en drink ing w ater
costs increase, including an analysis ofH .R. 4268.

58. W e stVirginia-Am e rican W ate r Com pany,W estVirginiaPublic Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 04-0373-W -
42T. 2004. Concerning affordability and rate com parisons, on be h alfofth e W estVirginia Consum er
Advocate Divis ion.

59 . W e stVirginia-Am e rican W ate r Com pany,W estVirginiaPublic Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 04-0358-W -
PC. 2004. Concerning costs, benefits, and ris k s associated w ith a w h olesale w ater sales contract, on be h alf
ofth e W estVirginia Consum er Advocate Divis ion.

60. Ke ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany,Kentuck y Public Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 2004-00103. 2004.
Concerning rate de s ign and tariffis sue s , on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofAttorney General.
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61. Ne w Landing Utility, Inc., Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 04-0610. 2005. Concerning th e
adeq uacy ofservice provided by, and standards ofperform ance for, a w ater and w astew ater utility, on be h alf
ofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

62. Pe ople ofth e State ofIllinois v. Ne w Landing Utility, Inc.,CircuitCourtofth e 15th JudicialDistrict, O gle
County, Illinois ,No. 00-CH -9 7. 2005. Concerning th e standards ofperform ance for a w ater and
w astew ater utility, including w h eth er a receiver s h ould be appointed to m anage th e utility’s operations, on
be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

63. H ope Gas, Inc. d/b/a Dom inion H ope ,W estVirginia Public Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 05-0304-G-
42T. 2005. Concerning th e utility’s relations h ips w ith affiliated com panie s , including an appropriate level
ofrevenues and expense s associated w ith s ervice s provided to and rece ived from affiliates , on be h alfofth e
W estVirginia Consum er Advocate Division.

64. Monongah ela Pow e r Co. and Th e Potom ac Edison Co.,W estVirginia Public Service Com m is s ion,Case
Nos . 05-0402-E-CN and 05-0750-E-PC. 2005. Concerning review ofa plan to finance th e construction of
pollution controlfacilitie s and related is sue s , on be h alfofth e W estVirginia Consum er Advocate Divis ion.

65. JointApplication ofDuk e Ene rgy Corp., e tal., for Approvalofa Transfe r and Acquis ition ofControl,Case
Kentuck y Public Service Com m is s ion,No. 2005-00228. 2005. Concerning th e ris k s and benefits
as sociated w ith th e proposed acq uis ition ofan energy utility, on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofth e
Attorney General.

66. Com m onw e alth Edison Com pany propos e d ge ne ralrevis ion ofrate s , re structuring and price unbundling of
bundle d s e rvice rate s , and re vis ion ofoth e r te rm s and conditions ofs e rvice , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 05-059 7. 2005. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice, on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

67. Pe nnsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Aqua Pe nnsylvania, Inc.,Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. R-00051030. 2006. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice, on be h alfofth e
Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate.

68. Ce ntralIllinois Ligh tCom pany d/b/a Am e re nCILCO,Ce ntralIllinois Public Se rvice Com pany d/b/a
Am e re nCIPS, and Illinois Pow e r Com pany d/b/a Am e re nIP, propos e d ge ne ralincre as e s in rate s for
delive ry s e rvice , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion,Dock etNos. 06-0070, etal. 2006. Concerning rate
de s ign and costofservice, on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

69 . Gre ns, e tal.,v. Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Co., Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion,Dock etNos. 5-0681, etal.
2006. Concerning utility billing, m etering, m eter reading, and custom er s ervice practice s , on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney Generaland th e Village ofH om er Glen, Illinois .

70. Com m onw e alth Edison Com pany Pe tition for ApprovalofTariffs Im ple m e nting Com Ed’s Propos e d
Re s ide ntialRate Stabilization Program , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 06-0411. 2006.
Concerning a utility’s proposed purch ased pow er ph ase -in proposal, in be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice of
Attorney General.

71. Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany,Application for Approvalofits AnnualRe conciliation ofPurch as e d
W ate r and Purch as e d Se w age Tre atm e ntSurch arge s Pursuantto 83 Ill. Adm . Code 655, Illinois Com m erce
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Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 06-019 6. 2006. Concerning th e reconciliation ofpurch ased w ater and sew er
ch arge s , on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney Generaland th e Village ofH om er Glen, Illinois .

72. Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany, e tal., Illinois Com m erce Com m iss ion,Dock etNo. 06-0336. 2006.
Concerning th e ris k s and benefits as sociated w ith th e proposed divestiture ofa w ater utility, on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

73. JointPe tition ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, e tal., Kentuck y Public Service Com m is s ion,Dock et
No. 2006-0019 7. 2006. Concerning th e ris k s and benefits as sociated w ith th e proposed divestiture ofa
w ater utility, on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofAttorney General.

74. Aqua Illinois , Inc. Propos e d Incre as e in W ate r Rate s for th e Kank ak e e Division, Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 06-0285. 2006. Concerning various revenue req uirem ent, rate de s ign, and tariff
is sue s , on be h alfofth e County ofKank ak ee .

75. H ous ing Auth ority for th e City ofPottsville v. Sch uylk illCounty M unicipalAuth ority,CourtofCom m on
Pleas ofSch uylk illCounty,Pennsylvania,No. S-789 -2000. 2006. Concerning th e reasonableness and
uniform ity ofrates ch arged by a m unicipalw ater auth ority, on be h alfofth e Pottsville H ous ing Auth ority.

76. Application ofPe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Com pany for Approvalofa Ch ange in Control,Pennsylvania
Public Utility Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. A-212285F0136. 2006. Concerning th e ris k s and benefits
as sociated w ith th e proposed divestiture ofa w ater utility, on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er
Advocate.

77. Application ofArte s ian W ate r Com pany, Inc., for an Incre as e in W ate r Rate s , Delaw are Public Service
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 06-158. 2006. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice, on be h alfofth e Staff
ofth e Delaw are Public Service Com m is s ion.

78. Ce ntralIllinois Ligh tCom pany,Ce ntralIllinois Public Se rvice Com pany, and Illinois Pow e r Com pany:
Pe tition Re que sting ApprovalofDe fe rraland Se curitization ofPow e r Costs , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 06-0448. 2006. Concerning a utility’s proposed purch ased pow er ph ase -in
proposal, in be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

79 . Pe tition ofPe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Com pany for Approvalto Im ple m e nta TariffSupple m e nt
Revis ing th e Distribution Syste m Im prove m e ntCh arge ,Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion,Dock et
No. P-00062241. 2007. Concerning th e reasonablenes s ofa w ater utility’s proposalto increase th e cap on a
statutorily auth orized distribution system surch arge, on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er
Advocate.

80. Adjustm e ntofth e Rate s ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Kentuck y Public Service Com m is s ion,
Case No. 2007-00143. 2007. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice, on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice
ofAttorney General.

81. Application ofKe ntuck y-Am e rican W ate r Com pany for a Ce rtificate ofConve nie nce and Ne ce s s ity
Auth orizing th e Construction ofKe ntuck y Rive r Station II,As sociate d Facilitie s and Transm is s ion M ain,
Kentuck y Public Service Com m is s ion,Case No. 2007-00134. 2007. Concerning th e life -cycle costs ofa
planned w ater supply source and th e im pos ition ofconditions on th e construction ofth atproject, on be h alf
ofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofAttorney General.
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82. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Com pany,Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. R-00072229 . 2007. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice, on be h alfofth e
Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate.

83. Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany Application for Approvalofits AnnualRe conciliation ofPurch as e d
W ate r and Purch as e d Se w age Tre atm e ntSurch arge s , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 07-
019 5. 2007. Concerning th e reconciliation ofpurch ased w ater and sew er ch arge s , on be h alfofth e Illinois
O ffice ofAttorney General.

84. In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofAqua Oh io, Inc. to Incre as e Its Rate s for W ate r Se rvice Provide d in th e
Lak e Erie Divis ion, Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io, Case No.07-0564-W W -AIR. 2007. Concerning
rate de s ign and costofs e rvice , on be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’Couns el.

85. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Aqua Pe nnsylvania Inc., Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. R-00072711. 2008. Concerning rate de s ign, on be h alfofth e M asth ope Property O w ners
Council.

86. Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany Propos e d incre as e in w ate r and s e w e r rate s , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 07-0507. 2008. Concerning rate de s ign and dem and studie s , on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

87. Ce ntralIllinois Ligh tCom pany, d/b/a Am e re nCILCO;Ce ntralIllinois Public Se rvice Com pany, d/b/a
Am e re nCIPS;Illinois Pow e r Com pany, d/b/a Am e re nIP: Propos e d ge ne ralincre as e in rate s for e le ctric
de live ry s e rvice , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion Dock etNos . 07-0585, 07-0586, 07-0587. 2008.
Concerning rate de s ign and costofs e rvice studie s , on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

88. Com m onw e alth Edison Com pany: Propos e d ge ne ralincre as e in ele ctric rate s , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion Dock etNo. 07-0566. 2008. Concerning rate de s ign and costofs e rvice studie s , on be h alfof
th e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

89 . In th e M atte r ofApplication ofOh io Am e rican W ate r Co. to Incre as e Its Rate s , Public Utilitie s
Com m is s ion ofO h io, Cas e No. 07-1112-W S-AIR. 2008. Concerning rate de s ign and costofse rvice , on
be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

9 0. In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofTh e EastOh io Gas Com pany d/b/a Dom inion EastOh io for Auth ority
to Incre as e Rate s for its Gas Se rvice , Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io, Cas e Nos . 07-829 -GA-AIR, et
al. 2008. Concerning th e ne ed for, and structure of, an accelerated infrastructure replacem entprogram
and rate surch arge , on be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’Couns el.

9 1. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2008-2032689 . 2008. Concerning rate de s ign, costofs ervice study, and
oth er tariffis sue s , on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

9 2. Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. York W ate r Com pany, Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion, Dock et
No. R-2008-2023067. 2008. Concerning rate de s ign, costofse rvice study, and oth e r tariffis sue s , on
be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .
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9 3. North e rn Illinois Gas Com pany d/b/a Nicor Gas Com pany, Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo.
08-0363. 2008. Concerning rate de s ign, costofse rvice , and autom atic rate adjustm ents , on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

9 4. W e stVirginia Am e rican W ate r Com pany, W estVirginia Public Service Com m is s ion, Cas e No. 08-09 00-
W -42T. 2008. Concerning affiliated intere stch arge s and relations h ips , on be h alfofth e Consum er
Advocate Divis ion ofth e Public Service Com m is s ion ofW e stVirginia.

9 5. Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany Application for Approvalofits AnnualRe conciliation ofPurch as e d
W ate r and Purch as e d Se w age Tre atm e ntSurch arge s , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 08-
0218. 2008. Concerning th e reconciliation ofpurch ased w ater and sew er ch arge s , on be h alfofth e Illinois
O ffice ofAttorney General.

9 6. In th e M atte r ofApplication ofDuk e Ene rgy Oh io, Inc. for an Incre as e in Ele ctric Rate s ,Public Utilitie s
Com m is s ion ofO h io, Cas e No. 08-0709 -EL-AIR. 2009 . Concerning rate de s ign and costofs ervice , on
be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’Counsel.

9 7. Th e Pe ople s Gas Ligh tand Cok e Com pany and North Sh ore Gas Com pany Propos e d Ge ne ralIncre as e in
Rate s for Gas Se rvice , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . 09 -0166 and 09 -0167. 2009 .
Concerning rate de s ign and autom atic rate adjustm ents on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney
General, Citizens Utility Board, and City ofCh icago.

9 8. Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany Propos e d Incre as e in W ate r and Se w e r Rate s , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 09 -0319 . 2009 . Concerning rate de s ign and costofs e rvice on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney Generaland Citizens Utility Board.

9 9 . Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Aqua Pe nnsylvania Inc.,Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion,Dock et
No. R-2009 -2132019 . 2010. Concerning rate de s ign, costofservice, and autom atic adjustm enttariffs, on
be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate.

100.Apple Canyon Utility Com pany and Lak e W ildw ood Utilitie s Corporation Propos e d Ge ne ralIncre as e s in
W ate r Rate s , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . 09 -0548 and 09 -0549 . 2010. Concerning
parent-com pany ch arge s , q uality ofse rvice, and oth er m atters , on be h alfofApple Canyon Lak e Property
O w ners’As sociation and Lak e W ildw ood As sociation, Inc.

101.Application ofAquarion W ate r Com pany ofConne cticutto Am e nd its Rate Sch e dule s , Connecticut
Departm entofPublic Utility Control, Dock etNo. 10-02-13. 2010. Concerning rate de s ign, proofof
revenue s , and oth er tariffis sue s , on be h alfofth e ConnecticutO ffice ofConsum er Couns el.

102.Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany AnnualRe conciliation ofPurch as e d W ate r and Se w age Tre atm e nt
Surch arge s , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 09 -0151. 2010. Concerning th e reconciliation
ofpurch ased w ater and sew er ch arge s , on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

103.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Co., Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . R -2010-2166212, etal. 2010. Concerning rate de s ign and costofse rvice
study for four w astew ater utility districts , on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate .

104.Ce ntralIllinois Ligh tCom pany d/b/a Am e re nCILCO,Ce ntralIllinois Public Se rvice Com pany d/b/a
Am e re nCIPS, Illinois Pow e r Com pany d/b/a Am e re nIPPe tition for accounting orde r, Illinois Com m erce
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Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. 10-0517. 2010. Concerning ratem ak ing procedure s for a m ulti-districtelectric
and naturalgas utility, on beh alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

105.Com m onw e alth Edison Com pany Pe tition for Ge ne ralIncre as e in Delive ry Se rvice Rate s , Illinois
Com m erce Com m is s ion Dock etNo. 10-0467. 2010. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice study, on
be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

106.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. City ofLancaste r Bure au ofW ate r,Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. R-2010-2179 103. 2010. Concerning rate de s ign, costofservice, and cost
allocation, on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate.

107.Application ofYank e e Gas Se rvice s Com pany for Am e nde d Rate Sch e dule s ,ConnecticutDepartm entof
Public Utility Control,Dock etNo. 10-12-02. 2011. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice for a natural
gas utility, on be h alfofth e ConnecticutOffice ofConsum ers’Counsel.

108.California-Am e rican W ate r Com pany,California PublicUtilitie s Com m is s ion,Application 10-07-007.
2011. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice for m ultiple w ater-utility service areas, on be h alfofTh e
Utility Reform Netw ork .

109 .Little W as h ington W aste w ate r Com pany, Inc.,M asth ope W aste w ate r Divis ion,Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion Dock etNo. R-2010-2207833. 2011. Concerning rate de s ign and various revenue
req uirem ents is sue s , on be h alfofth e M asth ope Property O w ners Council.

110.In th e m atte r ofPittsfield Aque ductCom pany, Inc.,New H am ps h ire Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion Case No.
DW 10-09 0. 2011. Concerning rate de s ign and costofservice on be h alfofth e New H am ps h ire O ffice of
th e Consum er Advocate.

111.In th e m atte rs ofPe nnich uck W ate r W ork s , Inc. Pe rm ane ntRate Cas e and Pe tition for Approvalof
Spe cialContractw ith Anh e us e r-Busch , Inc., New H am ps h ire Public Utilities Com m is s ion Cas e Nos . DW
10-09 1 and DW 11-014. 2011. Concerning rate de s ign, costofs ervice , and contractinterpretation on
be h alfofth e New H am ps h ire O ffice ofth e Consum er Advocate .

112.Arte s ian W ate r Co., Inc. v. Ch e ste r W ate r Auth ority, U.S. DistrictCourtfor th e Eastern Districtof
Pennsylvania Cas e No. 10-CV-07453-JP. 2011. Concerning costofse rvice, ratem ak ing m eth ods, and
contractinterpretation on be h alfofCh e ster W ater Auth ority.

113.North Sh ore Gas Com pany and Th e Pe ople s Gas Ligh tand Cok e Com pany Propos e d Ge ne ralIncre as e s
in Rate s for Gas Se rvice , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . 11-0280 and 11-0281. 2011.
Concerning rate de s ign and costofs e rvice on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General, th e
Citizens Utility Board, and th e City ofCh icago.

114.Am e re n Illinois Com pany: Propos e d ge ne ralincre as e in ele ctric delive ry s e rvice rate s and gas de live ry
s e rvice rate s , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . 11-0279 and 11-0282. 2011. Concerning rate
de s ign and costofs ervice for naturalgas and electric distribution s e rvice , on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice
ofAttorney Generaland th e Citizens Utility Board.

115.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Co., Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2011-2232243. 2011. Concerning rate de s ign, costofs ervice , sale s forecast,
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and autom atic rate adjustm ents on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate .

116.Aqua Illinois , Inc. Propos e d Ge ne ralIncre as e in W ate r and Se w e r Rate s , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 11-0436. 2011. Concerning rate de s ign and costofs e rvice on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

117.City ofNash ua Acquis ition ofPe nnich uck Corporation, New H am ps h ire Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. DW 11-026. 2011. Concerning th e propos ed acq uis ition ofan inve stor-ow ned utility h olding
com pany by a m unicipality, including appropriate ratem ak ing m eth odologie s , on be h alfofth e New
H am ps h ire O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

118.An Application by H e ritage Gas Lim ite d for th e Approvalofa Sch e dule ofRate s ,Tolls and Ch arge s ,
Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board, Case NSUARB-NG-H G-R-11. 2011. Concerning rate de s ign and
costofse rvice , on be h alfofth e Nova Scotia Consum er Advocate .

119 .An Application ofH alifax Re gionalW ate r Com m is s ion for Approvalofa CostofSe rvice and Rate De s ign
M e th odology, Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board ,Cas e NSUARB-W -H RW C-R-11. 2011.
Concerning rate de s ign and costofs e rvice , on be h alfofth e Nova Scotia Consum er Advocate .

120.NationalGrid USA and Libe rty Ene rgy Utilitie s Corp.,New H am ps h ire Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. DG 11-040. 2011. Concerning th e costs and benefits ofa propos ed m erger and related
conditions , on be h alfofth e New H am ps h ire O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

121.Gre atNorth e rn Utilitie s , Inc., e tal., Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . 11-0059 , etal. 2012.
Concerning options for m itigating rate im pacts and consolidating sm allw ater and w astew ater utilitie s for
ratem ak ing purpos e s , on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

122.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Aqua Pe nnsylvania, Inc., Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. R-2011-22679 58. 2012. Concerning rate de s ign, costofs ervice , and autom atic rate
adjustm entm ech anism s , on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

123.Golde n State W ate r Com pany, California Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion, Application 11-07-017. 2012.
Concerning rate de s ign and q uality ofs e rvice , on be h alfofTh e Utility Reform Netw ork .

124.Golde n H e artUtilitie s , Inc. and Colle ge Utilitie s Corporation, Regulatory Com m is s ion ofAlas k a, Case
Nos . U-11-77 and U-11-78. 2012. Concerning rate de s ign and costofs ervice , on be h alfofth e Alas k a
O ffice ofth e Attorney General.

125.Illinois -Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 11-0767. 2012.
Concerning rate de s ign, costofs e rvice , and autom atic rate adjustm entm ech anism s , on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

126.Application ofTide w ate r Utilitie s , Inc., for a Ge ne ralRate Incre as e in W ate r Bas e Rate s and Tariff
Re vis ions , Delaw are Public Service Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 11-39 7. 2012. Concerning rate de s ign and
costofse rvice study, on be h alfofth e Staffofth e Delaw are Public Service Com m is s ion.

127.In th e M atte r ofth e Ph iladelph ia W ate r De partm e nt’s Propos e d Incre as e in Rate s for W ate r and
W aste w ate r Utility Se rvice s , Ph iladelph ia W ater Com m is s ioner, FY 2013-2016. 2012. Concerning rate
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de s ign and related is sue s for storm w ater s e rvice , on be h alfofCitizens for Pennsylvania’s Future .

128.Corix Utilitie s (Illinois)LLC, H ydro Star LLC, and Utilitie s Inc. JointApplication for Approvalofa
Propos e d R e organization, Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 12-0279 . 2012. Concerning
m erger-related synergy savings and appropriate ratem ak ing treatm entofth e sam e, on be h alfofth e
Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

129 .North Sh ore Gas Com pany and Th e Pe ople s Gas Ligh tand Cok e Com pany, Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . 12-0511 and 12-0512. 2012. Concerning rate de s ign, costofse rvice study,
and autom atic rate adjustm enttariffon be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

130.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. City ofLancaste r Se w e r Fund, Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. R-2012-2310366. 2012. Concerning rate de s ign, costofservice, and costallocation, on be h alf
ofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate.

131.Aquarion W ate r Com pany ofNe w H am ps h ire , New H am ps h ire Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion, Dock etNo.
DW 12-085. 2013. Concerning tariffis sue s , including an autom atic adjustm entclaus e for infrastructure
im provem ent, on be h alfofth e New H am ps h ire O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

132.In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofDuk e Ene rgy Oh io, Inc., for an Incre as e in Ele ctric Distribution Rate s ,
Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io, Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR, etal. 2013. Concerning rate de s ign and
tariffis sue s , on be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’Couns el.

133.In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofDuk e Ene rgy Oh io, Inc., for an Incre as e in NaturalGas Distribution
Rate s ,Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io, Cas e No. 12-1685-GA-AIR, etal. 2013. Concerning cost-of-
s e rvice study, rate de s ign, and tariffis sue s , on be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’Couns el.

134.In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofTh e Dayton Pow e r and Ligh tCom pany to Establis h a Standard
Se rvice Offe r in th e Form ofan Ele ctric Se curity Plan,Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion ofO h io, Case No.
12-426-EL-SSO , etal. 2013. Concerning rate de s ign, on be h alfofth e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers’
Couns el.

135.Application ofth e H alifax Re gionalW ate r Com m is s ion, for ApprovalofAm e ndm e nts to its Sch e dule of
Rate s and Ch arge s and Sch e dule ofRule s and Re gulations for th e delive ry ofw ate r, public and private
fire prote ction, w aste w ate r and storm w ate r s e rvice s , Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board,M atter No.
M 05463. 2013. Concerning rate de s ign, cost-of-s ervice study, and m iscellaneous tariffprovis ions , on
be h alfofth e Consum er Advocate ofNova Scotia.

136.California W ate r Se rvice Co. Ge ne ralRate Cas e Application , California Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. A.12-07-007. 2013. Concerning rate de s ign, ph ase -in plans ,low -incom e program s , and oth e r
tariffis sue s , on be h alfofTh e Utility Reform Netw ork .

137.Application ofTh e Unite d Illum inating Com pany to Am e nd its Rate Sch e dule s , ConnecticutPublic Utility
Regulatory Auth ority, Dock etNo. 13-01-19 . 2013. Concerning sale s forecast, rate de s ign, and oth er tariff
is sue s , on be h alfofth e ConnecticutO ffice ofConsum er Counsel.

138.Application ofAquarion W ate r Com pany ofConne cticutto Am e nd its Rate Sch e dule s , ConnecticutPublic
Utility Regulatory Auth ority, Dock etNo. 13-02-20. 2013. Concerning sales forecastand rate de s ign on



Curriculum Vitae for ScottJ. Rubin Page 23

be h alfofth e ConnecticutOffice ofConsum er Couns el.

139 .Am e re n Illinois Com pany,Propos e d Ge ne ralIncre as e in NaturalGas Delive ry Se rvice Rate s , Illinois
Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 13-019 2. 2013. Concerning rate de s ign and revenue allocation, on
be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney Generaland Citizens Utility Board.

140.Com m onw e alth Edison Com pany, Tarifffiling to pre s e ntth e Illinois Com m e rce Com m is s ion w ith an
opportunity to cons ide r re ve nue ne utraltariffch ange s re late d to rate de s ign, Dock etNo. 13-0387. 2013.
Concerning rate de s ign and costofs e rvice study is sue s , on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney
General.

141.In th e M atte r ofth e Potom ac Ele ctric Pow e r Com pany for Auth ority to Incre as e Existing Re tailRate s and
Ch arge s for Ele ctric Distribution Se rvice , DistrictofColum bia Public Service Com m is s ion, Form alCase
No. 1103. 2013. Concerning rate de s ign, revenue allocation, and cost-of-s ervice study is sue s , on be h alf
ofth e DistrictofColum bia O ffice ofPeoples’Couns el.

142.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Co., Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2013-2355276. 2013. Concerning rate de s ign, revenue allocation, and
regulatory policy, on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

143.In th e M atte r ofth e Re ve nue R e quire m e ntand Transm is s ion TariffDe s ignate d as TA364-8 file d by
Ch ugach Ele ctric As sociation, Inc., Regulatory Com m is s ion ofAlas k a, U-13-007. 2013. Concerning rate
de s ign and cost-of-s e rvice study is sue s , on be h alfofth e Alask a O ffice ofth e Attorney General.

144.Am e re n Illinois Com pany: Tarifffiling to pre s e ntth e Illinois Com m e rce Com m is s ion w ith an opportunity
to cons ide r re ve nue ne utraltariffch ange s re late d to rate de s ign, Dock etNo. 13-0476. 2013. Concerning
rate de s ign and costofs e rvice study is sue s , on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

145.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. City ofBe th le h e m Bure au ofW ate r, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2013-239 0244. 2014. Concerning rate de s ign, costofs e rvice study, and
revenue allocation on beh alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

146.In th e M atte r ofth e TariffRe vis ion De s ignate d as TA332-121 file d by th e M unicipality ofAnch orage
d/b/a M unicipalLigh tand Pow e r De partm e nt, Regulatory Com m is s ion ofAlas k a, U-13-184. 2014.
Concerning rate de s ign and cost-of-s e rvice study is sue s , on be h alfofth e Alas k a O ffice ofth e Attorney
General.

147.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pik e County Ligh tand Pow e r Co. - Gas , Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2013-239 7353. 2014. Concerning rate de s ign and revenue allocation on
be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

148.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pik e County Ligh tand Pow e r Co. - Ele ctric, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2013-239 7237. 2014. Concerning rate de s ign, costofs e rvice study, and
revenue allocation on beh alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

149 .Th e Pe ople s Gas Ligh tand Cok e Com pany North Sh ore Gas Com pany Propos e d Ge ne ralIncre as e in
Rate s for Gas Se rvice , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . 14-0224 and 14-0225. 2014.
Concerning rate de s ign on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofth e Attorney Generaland th e Environm ental
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Law and Policy Center.

150.Apple Valle y Ranch os W ate r Com pany, California Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. A.14-01-002.
2014. Concerning rate de s ign and autom atic rate adjustm entm ech anism s on be h alfofth e Tow n ofApple
Valley.

151.Application by H e ritage Gas Lim ite d for Approvalto Am e nd its Franch is e Are a, Nova Scotia Utility and
Review Board,M atter No. M 06271. 2014. Concerning criteria, term s , and conditions for expanding a
utility's s ervice area and us ing transported com pre s s ed naturalgas to s e rve sm allretailcustom ers , on
be h alfofth e Nova Scotia Consum er Advocate .

152.Notice ofInte ntofEnte rgy M is s is s ippi, Inc. to M ode rnize Rate s to SupportEconom ic De velopm e nt,
Pow e r Procure m e nt, and Continue d Inve stm e nt,M is s is s ippi Public Service Com m is s ion Dock etNo.
2014-UN-132. 2014. Concerning rate de s ign and tariffis sue s , on be h alfofth e M is s is s ippi Public
Utilitie s Staff.

153.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. City ofLancaste r Bure au ofW ate r, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2014-2418872. 2014. Concerning rate de s ign, costofs e rvice study, and
revenue allocation on beh alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

154.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Borough ofH anove r M unicipalW ate r W ork s , Pennsylvania Public
Utility Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2014-2428304. 2014. Concerning rate de s ign, costofse rvice study,
and revenue allocation on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate .

155.Inve stigation ofCom m onw e alth Edison Com pany's CostofSe rvice for Low -Us e Custom e rs in Each
R e s ide ntialClas s , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 14-0384. 2014. Concerning rate de s ign
on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

156.Application ofth e H alifax Re gionalW ate r Com m is s ion, for Approvalofits Sch e dule ofRate s and
Ch arge s and Sch e dule ofRule s and Re gulations for th e Provis ion ofW ate r, Public and Private Fire
Prote ction, W aste w ate r and Storm w ate r Se rvice s , Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board, M atter No.
M 06540. 2015. Concerning rate de s ign, costofse rvice study, and tariffis sue s on be h alfofth e Nova
Scotia Consum er Advocate.

157.Te stim ony conce rning organization and re gulation ofPh ilade lph ia Gas W ork s , Ph iladelph ia City
Council's SpecialCom m itte e on Energy O pportunitie s . 2015.

158.Te stim ony conce rning propos e d te le com m unications le gislation,M aine JointStanding Com m ittee on
Energy, Utilitie s , and Tech nology. 2015.

159 .Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Unite d W ate r Pe nnsylvania, Inc., Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2015-2462723. 2015. Concerning rate de s ign, costofs e rvice study, and
revenue allocation on beh alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

160.Am e re n Illinois Com pany Propos e d Ge ne ralIncre as e in Gas De live ry Se rvice Rate s , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 15-0142. 2015. Concerning rate de s ign on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice of
Attorney General.
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161.M aine NaturalGas Com pany Re que stfor M ulti-Ye ar Rate Plan,M aine Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. 2015-00005. 2015. Concerning rate de s ign and autom atic rate adjustm enttariffs on be h alfof
th e M aine O ffice ofth e Public Advocate .

162.Application ofOh io Edison Com pany, Th e Cle ve land Ele ctric Illum inating Com pany and Th e Tole do
Edison Com pany for Auth ority to Provide for a Standard Se rvice Offe r,Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion of
O h io, Case No. 14-129 7-EL-SSO . 2015. Concerning rate de s ign and propos ed rate discounts on be h alfof
th e O ffice ofth e O h io Consum ers 'Counsel.

163.An Application ofth e H alifax Re gionalW ate r Com m is s ion, for approvalofre vis ions to its CostofSe rvice
M anualand Rate De s ign for Storm w ate r Se rvice , Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board,M atter No.
M 07147. 2016. Concerning storm w ater rate de s ign and costofs e rvice , on be h alfofth e Nova Scotia
Consum er Advocate .

164.In th e M atte r ofAn Application by H e ritage Gas Lim ite d for Enh ance m e ntto Its Existing Re s ide ntial
Re tro-FitAss istance Fund,Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board, M atter No. M07146. 2016.
Concerning costs and benefits as sociated w ith utility system expans ion, on be h alfofth e Nova Scotia
Consum er Advocate .

165.In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofUNS Ele ctric, Inc. for th e Establis h m e ntofJustand Re asonable Rate s
and Ch arge s , Arizona Corporation Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. E-04204A-15-0142. 2016. Concerning rate
de s ign and re s identialdem and ch arge s on be h alfofArizona Utility Ratepayer Alliance .

166.In th e M atte r ofApplication ofW ate r Se rvice Corporation ofKe ntuck y for a Ge ne ralAdjustm e ntin
Existing Rate s , Kentuck y Public Service Com m is s ion,Cas e No. 2015-00382. 2016. Concerning rate
de s ign and s ervice area consolidation on be h alfofth e Kentuck y O ffice ofth e Attorney General.

167.M as sach us e tts Ele ctric Com pany and Nantuck e tEle ctric Com pany,M as sach us etts Departm entofPublic
Utilitie s , Dock etNo. DPU 15-155. 2016. Concerning rate de s ign and cost-of-s e rvice studie s on be h alfof
th e M as sach us etts O ffice ofAttorney General.

168.In th e M atte r ofAbe nak i W ate r Com pany, New H am ps h ire Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. DW
15-19 9 . 2016. Concerning rate de s ign on be h alfofth e New H am ps h ire O ffice ofth e Consum er
Advocate .

169 .In th e M atte r ofan Application by H e ritage Gas Lim ite d for Approvalofits Custom e r R e te ntion
Program , Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board M atter No. M 07346. 2016. Concerning a regulatory
re spons e to com petition and potentialbus ine s s failure on be h alfofth e Nova Scotia Consum er Advocate .

170.JointApplication ofPe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Com pany and th e Se w e r Auth ority ofth e City of
Scranton, Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion Dock etNo. A-2016-2537209 . 2016. Concerning th e
law fulnes s , costs and benefits , and ratem ak ing treatm entofa proposed acq uis ition ofa com bined
w astew ater and storm w ater utility on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

171.Application ofTh e Unite d Illum inating Com pany to Am e nd its Rate Sch e dule s , ConnecticutPublic Utility
Regulatory Auth ority Dock etNo. 16-06-04. 2016. Concerning rate de s ign, cost-of-s e rvice study, and
oth er tariffis sue s on be h alfofth e ConnecticutO ffice ofConsum er Couns el.
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172.Am e re n Illinois Com pany Tarifffiling to pre s e ntth e Illinois Com m e rce Com m is s ion w ith an opportunity
to cons ide r re ve nue ne utraltariffch ange s re late d to rate de s ign, Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion Dock et
No. 16-0387. 2016. Concerning rate de s ign and cost-of-s e rvice study on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice of
th e Attorney General.

173.UnitilEne rgy Syste m s , Inc.,New H am ps h ire Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion Dock etNo. 16-384. 2016.
Concerning rate de s ign and cost-of-s e rvice study on be h alfofth e New H am ps h ire O ffice ofConsum er
Advocate .

174.Libe rty Utilitie s (Granite State Ele ctric)Corp., New H am ps h ire Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion Dock etNo.
16-383. 2016. Concerning rate de s ign and cost-of-s ervice study on be h alfofth e New H am ps h ire O ffice
ofConsum er Advocate .

175.Arizona Public Se rvice Co., Arizona Corporation Com m is s ion Dock etNo. E-01345A-16-0123. 2017.
Concerning rate de s ign and cost-of-s e rvice study on be h alfofth e Arizona Utility Ratepayer Alliance .

176.Com m onw e alth Edison Com pany, Tarifffiling to pre s e ntth e Illinois Com m e rce Com m is s ion w ith an
opportunity to cons ide r re ve nue ne utraltariffch ange s re late d to rate de s ign, Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion Dock etNo. 17-0049 . 2017. Concerning rate de s ign and costofs ervice study is sue s , on
be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

177.NSTAR Ele ctric Com pany and W e ste rn M as sach us e tts Ele ctric Com pany, M as sach us etts Departm entof
Public Utilitie s Dock etNo. D.P.U. 17-05. 2017. Concerning rate de s ign and costofs ervice study is sue s ,
on be h alfofth e M as sach usetts O ffice ofAttorney General.

178.In th e M atte r ofth e TariffRe vis ion De s ignate d as TA857-2 File d by Alask a Pow e r Com pany, Regulatory
Com m is s ion ofAlas k a No. U-16-078. 2017. Concerning rate de s ign and costofse rvice study is sue s on
be h alfofth e Alas k a O ffice ofth e Attorney General.

179 .In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofM inne sota Pow e r for Auth ority to Incre as e Rate s for Ele ctric Utility
Se rvice in M inne sota,M inne sota Public Utilitie s Com m is s ion Dock etNo. E015/GR-16-664. 2017.
Concerning rate de s ign and costofs e rvice study is sue s on be h alfofAARP.

180.Pe nnsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Com pany, Pennsylvania Public
Utility Com m is s ion,Dock etNo. R-2017-259 5853. 2017. Concerning rate de s ign, costofservice, and
policy is sue s , on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania Office ofConsum er Advocate.

181.Aqua Illinois , Inc. Propos e d Rate Incre as e s for W ate r and Se w e r Se rvice s , Illinois Com m erce
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 17-0259 . 2017. Concerning rate de s ign and s ingle -tariffpricing, on be h alfof
th e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

182.Pe tition ofPe nnsylvania-Am e rican W ate r Com pany for ApprovalofTariffCh ange s and Accounting and
Rate Tre atm e ntRe late d to Re place m e ntofLe ad Custom e r-Ow ne d Se rvice Pipe s ,Pennsylvania Public
Utility Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. P-2017-2606100. 2017. Concerning public policy and ratem ak ing
is sue s as sociated w ith th e replacem entofcustom er-ow ned lead se rvice line s , on be h alfofth e
Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

183.In th e M atte r ofApplication and Notice ofCh ange in NaturalGas Rate s ofM ontana-Dak ota Utilitie s Co.,
North Dak ota Public Service Com m is s ion, Case No. PU-17-29 5. 2017. Concerning rate de s ign and cost
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ofs ervice study is sue s , on be h alfofAARP.

184.Aqua Illinois , Inc. Pe tition for th e Is s uance ofa Ce rtificate ofPublic Conve nie nce and Ne ce s s ity to
Ope rate a W ate r and W aste w ate r Syste m in th e Village ofPe otone , Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. 17-0314. 2018. Concerning rate consolidation and rate de s ign, on be h alfofth e Illinois O ffice
ofAttorney General.

185.Application ofth e Conne cticutLigh tand Pow e r Com pany d/b/a Eve rsource Ene rgy to Am e nd its Rate
Sch e dule s, Conne cticutPublic Utilitie s Re gulatory Auth ority, Dock etNo. 17-10-46. 2018. Concerning
rate de s ign is sue s , on be h alfofth e ConnecticutOffice ofConsum er Couns el.

186.Application by H e ritage Gas for Approvalofa Long-Te rm NaturalGas Transportation Contractand
CostRe cove ry M e ch anism ,Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board, M atter M 08473. 2018. Concerning
evaluation ofcosts , benefits, and ris k s ofa long-term naturalgas pipeline contract, on be h alfofth e
Consum er Advocate ofNova Scotia.

187.Boston Gas Com pany and ColonialGas Com pany,M as sach usetts Departm entofPublic Utilitie s , D.P.U.
17-170. 2018. Concerning class revenue allocation and rate de s ign, on be h alfofth e M as sach usetts O ffice
ofAttorney General.

188.In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofM aryland-Am e rican W ate r Com pany for Auth ority to Adjustits
Existing Sch e dule ofTariffs and Rate s ,M aryland Public Service Com m is s ion, Case No. 9 487. 2018.
Concerning cost-of-s e rvice study, on be h alfofth e Staffofth e M aryland Public Service Com m is s ion.

189 .JointApplication and Pe tition ofSouth Carolina Ele ctric & Gas Com pany and Dom inion Ene rgy, Inc. for
re vie w and approvalofa propos e d bus ine s s com bination be tw e e n SCANA Corporation and Dom inion
Ene rgy, Inc., as m ay be re quire d, and for a prude ncy de te rm ination re garding th e abandonm e ntofth e
V.C. Sum m e r Units 2 & 3 Proje ctand as sociate d m e rge r be ne fits and costre cove ry plans , South Carolina
Public Service Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 2017-370-E. 2018. Concerning regulatory policy, prudency of
decis ion-m ak ing, and costs h aring, on be h alfofAARP.

19 0.Application ofTransource Pe nnsylvania, LLC for approvalofth e Siting and Construction ofth e 230 k V
Transm is s ion Line As sociate d w ith th e Inde pe nde nce Ene rgy Conne ction - Eastand W e stProje cts in
portions ofYork and Franklin Countie s ,Pe nnsylvania,Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion, Dock et
Nos . A-2017-264019 5, etal. 2018. Concerning regulatory policy and benefit-costanalys is for a propos ed
h igh -voltage electric transm is s ion line , on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

19 1.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Pittsburgh W ate r and Se w e r Auth ority, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . R -2018-3002645, etal. 2018. Concerning cost-of-s ervice study and rate
de s ign for a w ater and w astew ater utility, on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

19 2.W e stVirginia-Am e rican W ate r Com pany Rule 42TTariffFiling to Incre as e Rate s and Ch arge s ,W e st
Virginia Public Service Com m is s ion, Cas e No. 18-0573-W -42T, etal. 2018. Concerning revenue
decoupling, on be h alfofth e Consum er Advocate Divis ion.

19 3.Ph ilade lph ia Gas W ork s and Ph iladelph ia Facilitie s M anage m e ntCorporation Pe tition for Approvaland
Re com m e ndation for ApprovalofCe rtain Transactions and Contracts for th e Purch as e , Storage ,
Distribution and/or Transm is s ion ofNaturaland Oth e r Gas , and also Ce rtain Transactions and
Contracts Re spe cting Re alPrope rty Ow ne d by th e City ofPh iladelph ia and Ope rate d by th e Ph ilade lph ia
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Gas W ork s , Ph iladelph ia Gas Com m is s ion. 2018. Concerning regulatory policy and cost-benefitanalys is
for a propos ed public-private partners h ip, on be h alfofth e Ph iladelph ia Public Advocate .

19 4.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Aqua Pe nnsylvania, Inc., and Aqua Pe nnsylvania W aste w ate r, Inc.,
Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . R -2018-3003558, etal. 2018. Concerning rate
de s ign, class revenue allocation, and autom atic rate adjustm entm ech anism , on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania
O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

19 5.In th e M atte r ofCom m is s ion Initiate d Inve stigation into Rate s and Re ve nue R e quire m e nts and Custom e r
Se rvice and Com m unication Is sue s Pe rtaining to Ce ntralM aine Pow e r Com pany, M aine Public Utilitie s
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 2018-0019 4. 2019 . Concerning cost-of-s ervice studie s and rate de s ign, on
be h alfofth e M aine O ffice ofPublic Advocate .

19 6.North e rn Illinois Gas Com pany d/b/a Nicor Gas Com pany: Propos e d ge ne ralincre as e in gas rate s ,
Illinois Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. 18-1775. 2019 . Concerning rate de s ign, cost-of-s ervice
study, clas s revenue allocation, and autom atic rate adjustm entm ech anism s , on be h alfofth e Illinois
O ffice ofth e Attorney General.

19 7.M as sach us e tts Ele ctric Co. and Nantuck e tEle ctric Co., d/b/a/NationalGrid,M as sach us etts Departm ent
ofPublic Utilitie s , D.P.U. 18-150. 2019 . Concerning rate de s ign, cost-of-s e rvice study, clas s revenue
allocation, and tim e -of-us e rate s , on be h alfofth e M as sach usetts O ffice ofAttorney General.

19 8.Im ple m e ntation ofCh apte r 32 ofth e Public Utility Code R e garding Pittsburgh W ate r and Se w e r
Auth ority –Stage 1, Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . M -2018-2640802 and
M -2018-2640803. 2019 . Concerning billing, m etering, rate de s ign, and oth er com pliance is sue s for a
m unicipalw ater auth ority, on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

19 9 .Com m onw e alth Edison Com pany Pe tition for approvalofa Re vis ion to Inte grate d Distribution Com pany
Im ple m e ntation Plan. Cre ation ofRate Re s ide ntialTim e ofUs e Pricing Pilot(“Rate RTOUPP”). Illinois
Com m erce Com m is s ion, Dock etNos . 18-1725/18-1824 (Cons .). Concerning tim e -of-us e rate s , on be h alf
ofth e Illinois O ffice ofAttorney General.

200.W as h ington Utilitie s and Transportation Com m is s ion v. North w e stNaturalGas Co., W as h ington Utilitie s
and Transportation Com m is s ion, Dock etUG-181053. 2019 . Concerning a propos ed revenue decoupling
autom atic rate adjustm entm ech anism , on be h alfofth e W as h ington Office ofAttorney General, Public
Couns elUnit.

201.In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofW as h ington Gas Ligh tCom pany for Auth ority to Incre as e Existing
Rate s and Ch arge s and to Re vis e its Te rm s and Conditions for Gas Se rvice , M aryland Public Service
Com m is s ion, Cas e No. 9 605. 2019 . Concerning cost-of-s e rvice study on be h alfofth e Staffofth e
M aryland Public Service Com m is s ion.

202.Public Se rvice Com pany ofNe w H am ps h ire , d/b/a Eve rsource Ene rgy, New H am ps h ire Public Utilitie s
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. DE 19 -057. 2019 . Concerning clas s revenue allocation, rate de s ign, revenue
decoupling, oth e r autom atic rate adjustm entm ech anism s , and m iscellaneous tariffis sue s on be h alfof
AARP.

203.In th e M atte r ofth e Application ofSouth w e stGas Corporation for th e Establis h m e ntofJustand
Re asonable Rate s and Ch arge s De s igne d to Re alize a Re asonable Rate ofRe turn on th e Fair Value ofth e
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Prope rtie s ofSouth w e stGas Corporation De vote d to its Arizona Ope rations , Arizona Corporation
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. G-01551A-19 -0055. 2020. Concerning certain relations h ips w ith affiliates ,
prem ature pipe replacem ent, revenue decoupling, autom atic rate adjustm entm ech anism s , and rate de s ign
on be h alfofArizona Grain, Inc.

204.Pe tition ofNSTAR Gas Com pany d/b/a Eve rsource Ene rgy for Approvalofan Incre as e in Bas e
Distribution Rate s ,M as sach us etts Departm entofPublic Utilitie s , Dock etNo. D.P.U. 19 -120. 2020.
Concerning cost-of-s e rvice study, clas s revenue allocation, surch arge s , and m iscellaneous tariff
provis ions , on be h alfofth e M as sach us etts O ffice ofAttorney General.

205.In th e M atte r ofan Application ofth e H alifax Re gionalW ate r Com m is s ion for Approvalofa Sch e dule of
Rate s and Ch arge s , Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board,M atter M09 589 . 2020. Concerning regulatory
policy, cost-of-s e rvice study, and rate de s ign, on be h alfofth e Nova Scotia Consum er Advocate .

206.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. UGIUtilitie s Inc. - Gas Divis ion, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Com m is s ion, Dock etNo. R-2019 -3015162. 2020. Concerning regulatory policy, on be h alfofth e
Pennsylvania O ffice ofConsum er Advocate .

207.Pa. Public Utility Com m is s ion v. Ph iladelph ia Gas W ork s , Pennsylvania Public Utility Com m is s ion,
Dock etNo. R-2020-3017206. 2020. Concerning regulatory policy, on be h alfofth e Pennsylvania O ffice
ofConsum er Advocate .
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GET

FILE='C:\Users\Scott\ShareFile\Personal Folders\current\AARP\ND MDU 2020-21

rate case\Work\MDU zero intercept.sav'.

DATASET NAME DataSet1 WINDOW=FRONT.

DATASET ACTIVATE DataSet1.

SAVE OUTFILE='C:\Users\Scott\ShareFile\Personal Folders\current\AARP\ND MDU 2

020-21 rate '+

'case\Work\MDU zero intercept.sav'

/COMPRESSED.

REGRESSION

/SELECT=Material EQ 1

/MISSING LISTWISE

/REGWGT=Feet

/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA

/CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)

/NOORIGIN

/DEPENDENT Cost2019_per_foot

/METHOD=ENTER Diameter.

Re gre s s ion ­ Plastic Using Diameter and Trended Cost
[DataSet1] C:\Users\Scott\ShareFile\Personal Folders\current\AARP\ND MDU 2020

-21 rate case\Work\MDU zero intercept.sav

Variable s Ente re d/Re m ove da,b,c

Mode l

Variable s
Ente re d

Variable s
Re m ove d Me th od

1 Diam e te rd . Ente r

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t2019 _ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Mode ls are bas e d only on cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Plas ticc.

Allre q ue s te d variable s e nte re d.d.

Mode lSum m ary

Mode l

R

R Sq uare
Adjus te d R

Sq uare
Std. Errorof
th e Es tim ate

Mate rial=

Plas tic
(Se le cte d)

1 .9 73a .9 46 .9 33 1550.69 415

Pre dictors : (Cons tant), Diam e te ra.
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ANOVAa,b,c

Mode l

Sum of
Sq uare s df Me an Sq uare F Sig.

1 Re gre s s ion

Re s idual

Total

169 06749 4.0 1 169 06749 4.0 70.308 .001d

9 618609 .432 4 2404652.358

178686103.4 5

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t2019 _ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Se le cting only cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Plas ticc.

Pre dictors : (Cons tant), Diam e te rd.

Coe fficie nts
a,b,c

Mode l

Uns tandardiz e d Coe fficie nts

Standardiz e d

Coe fficie nts

t Sig.B Std. Error Be ta

1 (Cons tant)

Diam e te r

-.018 1.480 -.012 .9 9 1

3.9 45 .470 .9 73 8.385 .001

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t2019 _ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Se le cting only cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Plas ticc.

REGRESSION

/SELECT=Material EQ 2

/MISSING LISTWISE

/REGWGT=Feet

/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA

/CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)

/NOORIGIN

/DEPENDENT Cost2019_per_foot

/METHOD=ENTER Diameter.

Re gre s s ion ­ Steel Using Diameter and Trended Cost
[DataSet1] C:\Users\Scott\ShareFile\Personal Folders\current\AARP\ND MDU 2020

-21 rate case\Work\MDU zero intercept.sav
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Variable s Ente re d/Re m ove da,b,c

Mode l

Variable s
Ente re d

Variable s
Re m ove d Me th od

1 Diam e te rd . Ente r

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t2019 _ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Mode ls are bas e d only on cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Ste e lc.

Allre q ue s te d variable s e nte re d.d.

Mode lSum m ary

Mode l

R

R Sq uare
Adjus te d R

Sq uare
Std. Errorof
th e Es tim ate

Mate rial=

Ste e l
(Se le cte d)

1 .860a .740 .675 2474.41683

Pre dictors : (Cons tant), Diam e te ra.

ANOVAa,b,c

Mode l

Sum of
Sq uare s df Me an Sq uare F Sig.

1 Re gre s s ion

Re s idual

Total

69 737350.10 1 69 737350.10 11.39 0 .028d

2449 09 54.62 4 6122738.656

9 4228304.72 5

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t2019 _ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Se le cting only cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Ste e lc.

Pre dictors : (Cons tant), Diam e te rd.

Coe fficie nts
a,b,c

Mode l

Uns tandardiz e d Coe fficie nts

Standardiz e d

Coe fficie nts

t Sig.B Std. Error Be ta

1 (Cons tant)

Diam e te r

-5.064 10.659 -.475 .660

7.19 0 2.130 .860 3.375 .028

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t2019 _ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Se le cting only cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Ste e lc.

REGRESSION
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/SELECT=Material EQ 1

/MISSING LISTWISE

/REGWGT=Feet

/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA

/CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)

/NOORIGIN

/DEPENDENT Cost_actual_per_foot

/METHOD=ENTER Diameter.

Re gre s s ion ­ Plastic Using Diameter and Actual Book Cost
[DataSet1] C:\Users\Scott\ShareFile\Personal Folders\current\AARP\ND MDU 2020

-21 rate case\Work\MDU zero intercept.sav

Variable s Ente re d/Re m ove da,b,c

Mode l

Variable s
Ente re d

Variable s
Re m ove d Me th od

1 Diam e te rd . Ente r

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t_ actual_ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Mode ls are bas e d only on cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Plas ticc.

Allre q ue s te d variable s e nte re d.d.

Mode lSum m ary

Mode l

R

R Sq uare
Adjus te d R

Sq uare
Std. Errorof
th e Es tim ate

Mate rial=

Plas tic
(Se le cte d)

1 .9 67a .9 35 .9 18 159 6.51166

Pre dictors : (Cons tant), Diam e te ra.
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ANOVAa,b,c

Mode l

Sum of
Sq uare s df Me an Sq uare F Sig.

1 Re gre s s ion

Re s idual

Total

146110481.6 1 146110481.6 57.324 .002d

1019 539 7.9 2 4 2548849 .479

156305879 .5 5

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t_ actual_ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Se le cting only cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Plas ticc.

Pre dictors : (Cons tant), Diam e te rd.

Coe fficie nts
a,b,c

Mode l

Uns tandardiz e d Coe fficie nts

Standardiz e d

Coe fficie nts

t Sig.B Std. Error Be ta

1 (Cons tant)

Diam e te r

-.557 1.524 -.365 .733

3.667 .484 .9 67 7.571 .002

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t_ actual_ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Se le cting only cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Plas ticc.

REGRESSION

/SELECT=Material EQ 2

/MISSING LISTWISE

/REGWGT=Feet

/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA

/CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)

/NOORIGIN

/DEPENDENT Cost_actual_per_foot

/METHOD=ENTER Diameter.

Re gre s s ion ­ Steel Using Diameter and Actual Book Cost
[DataSet1] C:\Users\Scott\ShareFile\Personal Folders\current\AARP\ND MDU 2020

-21 rate case\Work\MDU zero intercept.sav
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Variable s Ente re d/Re m ove da,b,c

Mode l

Variable s
Ente re d

Variable s
Re m ove d Me th od

1 Diam e te rd . Ente r

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t_ actual_ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Mode ls are bas e d only on cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Ste e lc.

Allre q ue s te d variable s e nte re d.d.

Mode lSum m ary

Mode l

R

R Sq uare
Adjus te d R

Sq uare
Std. Errorof
th e Es tim ate

Mate rial=

Ste e l
(Se le cte d)

1 .861a .741 .677 1637.11507

Pre dictors : (Cons tant), Diam e te ra.

ANOVAa,b,c

Mode l

Sum of
Sq uare s df Me an Sq uare F Sig.

1 Re gre s s ion

Re s idual

Total

30706039 .32 1 30706039 .32 11.457 .028d

10720583.07 4 2680145.767

41426622.39 5

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t_ actual_ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Se le cting only cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Ste e lc.

Pre dictors : (Cons tant), Diam e te rd.

Coe fficie nts
a,b,c

Mode l

Uns tandardiz e d Coe fficie nts

Standardiz e d

Coe fficie nts

t Sig.B Std. Error Be ta

1 (Cons tant)

Diam e te r

-1.449 7.052 -.206 .847

4.771 1.410 .861 3.385 .028

De pe nde ntVariable : Cos t_ actual_ pe r_ foota.

W e igh te d Le as tSq uare s Re gre s s ion - W e igh te d by Fe e tb.

Se le cting only cas e s forw h ich Mate rial= Ste e lc.
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Total Total Total Total Total Total
Total Total Sm allFirm Large Firm AirForce Sm all Large MAFB

North Dak ota Re s ide ntial Ge ne ral Ge ne ral De live ry Inte rruptible Inte rruptible Dis tribution

Re ve nue to Cos tRatio Unde rCurre ntRate s 0.82 0.78 0.83 0.83 0.79 0.85 1.55 2.09

Re ve nue s atEq ualize d Rate s ofRe turn
Re ve nue Incre as e 8,9 72,435 6,749 ,028 9 25,220 1,841,29 5 29 ,285 302,003 (636,331) (238,063)
Totalre ve nue ate q ualiz e d rate s ofre turn 50,857,807 31,073,706 5,442,643 10,788,876 139 ,658 2,044,810 1,150,177 217,9 37
Parity Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Se cnario A: Eq ualPe rce ntage Incre as e
Re ve nue Incre as e 8,9 72,435 5,210,688 9 67,69 5 1,9 16,69 8 23,643 373,334 382,69 5 9 7,682
Totalre ve nue ate q ualiz e d rate s ofre turn 50,857,807 29 ,535,366 5,485,118 10,864,279 134,016 2,116,141 2,169 ,203 553,682
Pe rce ntIncre as e 21.42% 21.42% 21.42% 21.42% 21.42% 21.42% 21.42% 21.42%
Parity Ratio 1.00 0.9 5 1.01 1.01 0.9 6 1.03 1.89 2.54

Se cnario B: No Clas s Incre as e Above Parity
Re ve nue Incre as e 8,9 72,435 6,176,635 9 25,220 184129 5 29 285 0 0 0
Totalre ve nue w ith no incre as e to clas s e s above Parity 50,857,807 30,501,313 5,442,643 10,788,876 139 ,658 1,742,807 1,786,508 456,000
Pe rce ntIncre as e 21.42% 25.39 % 20.48% 20.58% 26.53% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Parity Ratio 1.00 0.9 8 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.55 2.09

Se cnario C: Minim um Clas s Incre as e of25% ofSys te m Ave rage
m inim um 25% ofs ys te m ave rage incre as e (to e le gible cus tom e rs 1/) 5.57% 5.57%
Re ve nue Incre as e 8,9 72,435 6,044,466 9 25,220 1,841,29 5 29 ,285 9 7,070 35,09 9 0
Totalre ve nue at25% s ys te m ave rage m inim um 50,857,807 30,369 ,144 5,442,643 10,788,876 139 ,658 1,839 ,877 1,821,607 456,000
Pe rce ntIncre as e 21.42% 24.85% 20.48% 20.58% 26.53% 5.57% 1.9 6% 0.00%
Parity Ratio 1.00 0.9 8 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.9 0 1.58 2.09

1/"e ligible cus tom e rs "e xclude s contractrate cus tom e rs

Source : State m e ntL
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Ope rating Incom e Rate Bas e Op Inc Re q uire d

Re s ide ntial 2,834,229 108,655,047 5,101,9 34

Firm Ge ne ralSm all 818,538 20,782,582 69 9 ,421

Firm Ge ne ralLarge 1,618,9 9 2 41,222,89 8 1,39 1,9 29

AirForce 2,264 334,107 22,139

Sm allIT 29 9 ,89 5 7,231,59 1 228,300

Large IT 842,69 4 4,9 51,514 (481,035)

MAFB Dis tribution 288,638 1,487,874 (179 ,9 64)

6,705,250 184,665,613 6,782,724

Double Ch e ck 0 0 0
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Re s ide ntial
Total Total

North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Re s ide ntial

Proje cte d Rate Bas e 184,665,613 49 ,844,09 2 14,802 58,79 6,153 108,655,047

Ope rating Incom e forPropos e d Re turn 13,487,9 74 3,640,612 1,081 4,29 4,470 7,9 36,163

Proje cte d Ope rating Incom e 6,705,250 (4,350,9 42) (166,473) 7,351,644 2,834,229

Incre as e in Ope rating Incom e 6,782,724 7,9 9 1,554 167,554 (3,057,174) 5,101,9 34

Re late d Taxe s forIncre as e

Fe de ralIncom e 2,189 ,713 2,579 ,9 70 54,09 3 (9 86,9 69 ) 1,647,09 4

TotalIncre as e in Re ve nue 8,9 72,437 10,571,524 221,647 (4,044,143) 6,749 ,028

Proje cte d Re ve nue Be fore Incre as e 118,220,721 17,520,348 17,768,9 26 25,246,79 9 60,536,073

TotalCos tofSe rvice Re q uire d from Rate s : 124,177,09 2 27,19 9 ,003 17,9 87,89 4 20,280,535 65,467,432

Le s s Proje cte d Cos tofGas 73,319 ,285 16,627,479 17,766,247 0 34,39 3,726

Ne tDis tribution Cos tofSe rvice 50,857,807 10,571,524 221,647 20,280,535 31,073,706

Re turn on Rate Bas e Be fore Incre as e 3.631% 2.608%

Proje cte d Billing Units 115,014 9 8,125

Bills 1,380,168 1,177,500

Dk 25,761,347 8,619 ,479 8,619 ,479

UnitCos tofSe rvice

Ene rgy cos tpe rDk $0.03

De m and cos tpe rDk $1.230

Cus tom e rCos tPe rMonth $17.22

Cus tand De m and cos tpe rm onth $26.20
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Proje cte d Rate Bas e

Ope rating Incom e forPropos e d Re turn

Proje cte d Ope rating Incom e

Incre as e in Ope rating Incom e

Re late d Taxe s forIncre as e

Fe de ralIncom e

TotalIncre as e in Re ve nue

Proje cte d Re ve nue Be fore Incre as e

TotalCos tofSe rvice Re q uire d from Rate s :

Le s s Proje cte d Cos tofGas

Ne tDis tribution Cos tofSe rvice

Re turn on Rate Bas e Be fore Incre as e

Proje cte d Billing Units

Bills

Dk

UnitCos tofSe rvice

Ene rgy cos tpe rDk

De m and cos tpe rDk

Cus tom e rCos tPe rMonth

Cus tand De m and cos tpe rm onth

Sm allFirm Ge ne ral Total Large Firm Ge ne ral Total
Sm allFirm Large Firm

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Ge ne ral De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Ge ne ral

13,025,388 9 ,548 7,747,646 20,782,582 31,650,514 10,848 9 ,561,536 41,222,89 8

9 51,374 69 7 565,888 1,517,9 59 2,311,754 79 2 69 8,375 3,010,9 21

(1,09 8,273) (38,9 00) 1,9 55,711 818,538 (2,807,749 ) (125,657) 4,552,39 8 1,618,9 9 2

2,049 ,647 39 ,59 7 (1,389 ,823) 69 9 ,421 5,119 ,503 126,449 (3,854,023) 1,39 1,9 29

661,702 12,783 (448,686) 225,79 9 1,652,765 40,822 (1,244,221) 449 ,366

2,711,349 52,380 (1,838,509 ) 9 25,220 6,772,268 167,271 (5,09 8,244) 1,841,29 5

4,422,504 3,852,9 86 4,630,858 12,9 06,348 11,246,156 15,009 ,107 9 ,047,738 35,303,001

6,9 08,475 3,9 04,740 2,678,9 14 13,49 2,129 17,444,9 08 15,174,356 3,849 ,337 36,468,601

4,19 7,126 3,852,360 0 8,049 ,486 10,672,640 15,007,085 0 25,679 ,725

2,711,349 52,380 2,678,9 14 5,442,643 6,772,268 167,271 3,849 ,337 10,788,876

3.9 39 % 3.9 27%

11,49 9 5,204

137,9 88 62,448

2,014,211 2,014,211 6,505,434 6,505,434

$0.03 $0.03

$1.350 $1.040

$19 .41 $61.64
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Proje cte d Rate Bas e

Ope rating Incom e forPropos e d Re turn

Proje cte d Ope rating Incom e

Incre as e in Ope rating Incom e

Re late d Taxe s forIncre as e

Fe de ralIncom e

TotalIncre as e in Re ve nue

Proje cte d Re ve nue Be fore Incre as e

TotalCos tofSe rvice Re q uire d from Rate s :

Le s s Proje cte d Cos tofGas

Ne tDis tribution Cos tofSe rvice

Re turn on Rate Bas e Be fore Incre as e

Proje cte d Billing Units

Bills

Dk

UnitCos tofSe rvice

Ene rgy cos tpe rDk

De m and cos tpe rDk

Cus tom e rCos tPe rMonth

Cus tand De m and cos tpe rm onth

AirForce De live ry Total Sm allInte rruptible Total
AirForce Sm all

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r De live ry De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible

269 ,240 0 64,867 334,107 6,344,143 0 887,448 7,231,59 1

19 ,665 0 4,738 24,403 463,376 0 64,819 528,19 5

(58,210) (8,362) 68,837 2,264 (69 9 ,636) (18,289 ) 1,017,820 29 9 ,89 5

77,875 8,362 (64,09 9 ) 22,139 1,163,012 18,289 (9 53,001) 228,300

25,141 2,700 (20,69 4) 7,146 375,463 5,9 04 (307,664) 73,703

103,016 11,062 (84,79 3) 29 ,285 1,538,475 24,19 3 (1,260,665) 302,003

219 ,420 9 69 ,004 110,838 1,29 9 ,262 49 0,464 1,751,465 1,752,626 3,9 9 4,555

320,529 9 79 ,9 31 25,580 1,326,040 1,9 12,246 1,775,364 482,142 4,169 ,752

217,513 9 68,869 0 1,186,382 373,771 1,751,171 0 2,124,9 42

103,016 11,062 25,580 139 ,658 1,538,475 24,19 3 482,142 2,044,810

0.678% 4.147%

3 165

36 1,9 80

432,9 75 432,9 75 1,759 ,109 1,759 ,109

$0.03 $0.01

$0.240 $0.870

$710.56 $243.51
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Proje cte d Rate Bas e

Ope rating Incom e forPropos e d Re turn

Proje cte d Ope rating Incom e

Incre as e in Ope rating Incom e

Re late d Taxe s forIncre as e

Fe de ralIncom e

TotalIncre as e in Re ve nue

Proje cte d Re ve nue Be fore Incre as e

TotalCos tofSe rvice Re q uire d from Rate s :

Le s s Proje cte d Cos tofGas

Ne tDis tribution Cos tofSe rvice

Re turn on Rate Bas e Be fore Incre as e

Proje cte d Billing Units

Bills

Dk

UnitCos tofSe rvice

Ene rgy cos tpe rDk

De m and cos tpe rDk

Cus tom e rCos tPe rMonth

Cus tand De m and cos tpe rm onth

Large Inte rruptible Total MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution Total
Large MAFB

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Dis tribution

4,749 ,506 0 202,008 4,9 51,514 871,647 0 616,227 1,487,874

346,9 04 0 14,755 361,659 63,665 0 45,009 108,674

(405,116) (33,521) 1,281,331 842,69 4 (22,144) 0 310,782 288,638

752,020 33,521 (1,266,576) (481,035) 85,809 0 (265,773) (179 ,9 64)

242,780 10,822 (408,89 8) (155,29 6) 27,702 0 (85,801) (58,09 9 )

9 9 4,800 44,343 (1,675,474) (636,331) 113,511 0 (351,574) (238,063)

1,179 ,59 8 756,9 16 1,788,9 68 3,725,482 0 0 456,000 456,000

2,123,448 800,719 111,034 3,035,201 113,511 0 104,426 217,9 37

1,128,648 756,376 0 1,885,024 0 0 0 0

9 9 4,800 44,343 111,034 1,150,177 113,511 0 104,426 217,9 37

17.019 % 19 .39 9 %

18 0

216 12

6,430,139 6,430,139

$0.01

$0.150

$514.05 $18,161.42
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Allocation Total Total
Factor North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Re s ide ntial De m and Ene rgy

Rate Bas e -Proje cte d
Gas Plantin Se rvice

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 2,000,051 9 71,553 0 0 9 71,553 245,240 0

Land 13 9 22,303 384,046 0 100,801 484,847 9 6,9 41 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 39 ,150 19 ,018 0 0 19 ,018 4,800 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,850 0 0 4,9 9 2 4,9 9 2 0 0

Righ ts ofW ay 13 49 3,9 86 205,69 5 0 53,9 88 259 ,683 51,9 22 0

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 40 524,062 221,476 0 58,133 279 ,609 55,9 05 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 9 9 ,49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 202,068 9 8,157 0 0 9 8,157 24,777 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 30,19 4 0 0 25,764 25,764 0 0
Mains

De m and Re late d 87% 2 105,720,724 51,355,311 0 0 51,355,311 12,9 63,162 0

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 15,79 7,349 0 0 13,479 ,260 13,479 ,260 0 0

Dire ctly As s igne d De m and Re late d 87% Dire ct 2,314,769 0 0 0 0 0 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Cus tom e rRe late d 13% Dire ct 345,885 0 0 0 0 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 87% 2 17,867,715 8,679 ,49 1 0 0 8,679 ,49 1 2,19 0,886 0

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 2,669 ,889 0 0 2,278,113 2,278,113 0 0

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 40 2,639 ,185 1,115,358 0 29 2,748 1,408,106 281,540 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 406,688 0 0 0 0 0 0

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 13 8,183,765 3,407,708 0 89 4,422 4,302,130 860,177 0
Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 239 ,9 04 0 0 0 0 0 0
H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 537,9 18 261,301 0 0 261,301 65,9 58 0
H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 80,379 0 0 68,584 68,584 0 0

Se rvice s 37 61,055,263 0 0 49 ,743,420 49 ,743,420 0 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 509 ,310 0 0 0 0 0 0

Me te rs 9 35,728,039 0 0 22,588,571 22,588,571 0 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 54,9 80 0 0 0 0 0 0

Se rvice Re gulators 9 5,258,9 9 5 0 0 3,324,9 28 3,324,9 28 0 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 14,733 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 40 779 ,338 329 ,360 0 86,447 415,807 83,137 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 630,49 6 0 0 0 0 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 645,343 313,483 0 0 313,483 79 ,130 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 9 6,430 0 0 82,280 82,280 0 0

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,667 69 4 0 183 877 175 0

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 40 2,314,704 9 78,228 0 256,756 1,234,9 84 246,9 25 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 50,29 6 0 0 0 0 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 3,519 45,429 0 0 45,429 11,467 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 13,9 74 0 0 11,9 23 11,9 23 0 0

Dis tribution Plant- include s H e s k e tt 266,368,360 67,414,755 0 9 3,351,313 160,766,068 17,016,9 02 0

Dis tribution Plant - H e s k e ttPipe line Plant 22,282,429 9 ,416,879 0 2,471,656 11,888,535 2,377,018 0

Dis tribution PlantExcluding Dire ctAs s ignm e nts 261,701,809 67,414,755 0 9 3,351,313 160,766,068 17,016,9 02 0

Ge ne ralPlant 38 14,616,870 3,765,326 0 5,213,9 63 8,9 79 ,289 9 50,448 0

Dire ctly As s igne d - MAFB Dire ct 186,068 0 0 0 0 0 0

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 4,514,131 1,072,614 0 1,680,731 2,753,345 270,750 0

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 2,19 2,69 6 0 0 0 0 0 0

Com m on Plant 15 18,810,018 4,469 ,49 6 0 7,003,468 11,472,9 64 1,128,19 5 0

Intangible Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 8,257,29 6 1,9 62,037 0 3,074,409 5,036,446 49 5,259 0

Intangible Com m on (CC& B) 4 8,885,9 85 0 0 7,581,140 7,581,140 0 0

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 9 7,266 23,112 0 36,214 59 ,326 5,834 0

TotalGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 325,9 28,741 79 ,678,89 3 0 117,9 41,238 19 7,620,131 20,112,628 0

Le s s : Accum ulate d De pre ciation

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 59 4,763 288,9 14 0 0 288,9 14 72,9 28 0

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 110,823 46,147 0 12,112 58,259 11,648 0

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 229 ,858 81,642 0 21,430 103,072 20,608 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 26,833 13,035 0 0 13,035 3,29 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 11,500 0 0 9 ,813 9 ,813 0 0

Mains 40 44,833,69 9 18,9 47,375 0 4,9 73,130 23,9 20,505 4,782,716 0

Dire ct Dire ct 56,502 0 0 0 0 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line -

De m and Re late d 70% 2 2,411,055 1,171,203 0 0 1,171,203 29 5,636 0

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 1,033,310 0 0 881,682 881,682 0 0

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 803,132 29 4,09 6 0 77,19 2 371,288 74,236 0

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 1,19 6,722 484,122 0 127,069 611,19 1 122,202 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 2,39 9 44,883 0 0 44,883 11,330 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 39 ,600 0 0 33,789 33,789 0 0

Se rvice s 37 38,571,272 0 0 31,425,087 31,425,087 0 0

Dire ct Dire ct 9 9 ,871 0 0 0 0 0 0

Me te rs 5 13,168,600 0 0 8,307,576 8,307,576 0 0

Re s ide ntial Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
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Allocation Total Total
Factor North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Re s ide ntial De m and Ene rgy

Re s ide ntial Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

Dire ct Dire ct 17,067 0 0 0 0 0 0

Se rvice Re gulators 9 1,639 ,9 32 0 0 1,036,824 1,036,824 0 0

Dire ct Dire ct 2,352 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 39 8,173 9 3,020 0 24,416 117,436 23,480 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 88,502 42,9 9 1 0 0 42,9 9 1 10,852 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 37,9 29 0 0 32,364 32,364 0 0

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,753 730 0 19 2 9 22 184 0

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 9 66,161 402,308 0 105,59 4 507,9 02 101,551 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 12,9 9 4 6,313 0 0 6,313 1,59 3 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,569 0 0 4,752 4,752 0 0

Dis tribution Plant 105,855,608 21,627,865 0 47,073,022 68,700,887 5,459 ,326 0

Ge ne ralPlant 38 748,600 19 2,841 0 267,032 459 ,873 48,677 0

Dire ct Dire ct 51,676 0 0 0 0 0 0

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 1,656,460 39 3,59 6 0 616,744 1,010,340 9 9 ,352 0

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral- Dire ct Dire ct 729 ,742 0 0 0 0 0 0

Com m on Plant 15 5,583,831 1,326,788 0 2,079 ,008 3,405,79 6 334,9 09 0

Intangible Plant- Com m on 15 4,9 14,734 1,167,802 0 1,829 ,886 2,9 9 7,688 29 4,778 0

Intangible Plant- Com m on-CC& B 4 4,59 3,157 0 0 3,9 18,684 3,9 18,684 0 0

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 79 ,183 18,815 0 29 ,481 48,29 6 4,749 0

Le s s : TotalAccum ulate d Re s e rve forDe pre ciation 124,807,754 25,016,621 0 55,813,857 80,830,478 6,314,719 0

Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 201,120,9 87 54,662,272 0 62,127,381 116,789 ,653 13,79 7,9 09 0
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Allocation Total Total
Factor North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Re s ide ntial De m and Ene rgy

Re s ide ntial Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

Additions

Mate rials & Supplie s 15 2,538,800 603,251 0 9 45,262 1,548,513 152,273 0

Fue lStock s 10 35,19 8 0 14,802 0 14,802 0 9 ,548

Pre paym e nts 25 276,676 67,638 0 100,118 167,756 17,073 0

Unam ortiz e d Los s on De bt 24 29 8,810 81,213 0 9 2,303 173,516 20,500 0

Unam ortiz e d Re dum ption Cos tofPre fe rre d Stock 24 47,407 12,885 0 14,643 27,528 3,252 0

Gain/Los s on Sale 24 467,9 67 127,188 0 144,560 271,748 32,105 0

Provis ion forPe ns ion & Be ne fits 24 16,29 6,452 4,429 ,180 0 5,034,063 9 ,463,243 1,118,018 0

Provis ion forPos tRe tire m e nt 24 542,49 7 147,444 0 167,581 315,025 37,218 0

TotalAdditions 20,503,807 5,468,79 9 14,802 6,49 8,530 11,9 82,131 1,380,439 9 ,548

TotalBe fore De ductions 221,624,79 4 60,131,071 14,802 68,625,9 11 128,771,784 15,178,348 9 ,548

De ductions

Accum ulate d De fe rre d Incom e Tax 24 (28,172,29 8) (7,656,89 3) 0 (8,702,578) (16,359 ,471) (1,9 32,761) 0

Accum ulate d Inve s tm e ntTax Cre dit 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cus tom e rAdvance s ForCons truction Dire ct (8,786,871) (2,630,086) 0 (1,127,180) (3,757,266) (220,19 9 ) 0

TotalDe ductions (36,9 59 ,169 ) ########## 0 (9 ,829 ,758) (20,116,737) (2,152,9 60) 0

TotalRate Bas e 184,665,625 49 ,844,09 2 14,802 58,79 6,153 108,655,047 13,025,388 9 ,548
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Allocation Total Total
Factor North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Re s ide ntial De m and Ene rgy

Re s ide ntial Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

Incom e State m e nt

Gas Ope rating Re ve nue s
Re tailSale s & Trans portation

Re s ide ntial Dire ct 58,718,404 16,627,479 17,766,247 24,324,678 58,718,404 0 0

Firm Ge ne ral Dire ct 47,19 4,215 0 0 0 0 4,19 7,126 3,852,360

AirForce De live ry Dire ct 1,29 6,755 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sm allInte rruptible Dire ct 3,867,749 0 0 0 0 0 0

Large Inte rruptible Dire ct 3,671,532 0 0 0 0 0 0

TotalSale s & Trans portation Re ve nue s 114,748,655 16,627,479 17,766,247 24,324,678 58,718,404 4,19 7,126 3,852,360

Oth e rOpe rating Re ve nue

Mis ce llane ous

Re conne ctFe e s 6 48,660 0 0 41,582 41,582 0 0

MinotMainte nance Fe e Rate 65 Dire ct 456,000 0 0 0 0 0 0

NSFCh e ck Fe e s & Oth e r 6 34,029 0 0 29 ,079 29 ,079 0 0

Mis ce llane ous 41 2,769 758 0 865 1,623 19 1 0

Re ntFrom Gas Prope rty 41 565,349 154,850 0 176,000 330,850 39 ,087 0

Oth e rGas Re ve nue s

Mis ce llane ous 42 300,407 49 ,49 9 2,679 134,023 186,201 12,49 5 626

H e s k e ttPipe line Re ve nue

De m and Re late d 70% 2 1,29 3,411 628,29 2 0 0 628,29 2 158,59 4 0

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 554,319 0 0 472,9 79 472,9 79 0 0

Trans portand Pe nalty Re ve nue - Ne t 41 217,120 59 ,470 0 67,59 3 127,063 15,011 0

TotalOth e rOpe rating Re ve nue 3,472,064 89 2,869 2,679 9 22,121 1,817,669 225,378 626

3,016,064 89 2,869 2,679 9 22,121 1,817,669 225,378 626

Unbille d Re ve nue 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TotalOpe rating Re ve nue s 118,220,719 17,520,348 17,768,9 26 25,246,79 9 60,536,073 4,422,504 3,852,9 86

Ope ration & Mainte nance Expe ns e s

Cos tofPurch as e d Gas Dire ct 73,319 ,285 16,627,479 17,766,247 0 34,39 3,726 4,19 7,126 3,852,360

Trans m is s ion Expe ns e s 3 10,523 0 4,804 0 4,804 0 1,123

Oth e rGas Supply Expe ns e s 3 363,9 36 0 166,158 0 166,158 0 38,828

Dis tribution Expe ns e s

Ope ration

Load Dis patch 1 31,727 0 10,616 0 10,616 0 2,481

Mains and Se rvice s 22 2,19 7,546 612,057 0 753,49 4 1,365,551 154,49 6 0

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 173,439 63,511 0 16,670 80,181 16,032 0

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 9 2,007 21,49 4 0 5,642 27,136 5,426 0

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 142,770 57,756 0 15,159 72,9 15 14,579 0

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 431,482 0 0 272,79 7 272,79 7 0 0

Cus tom e rIns tallations 5 79 1,051 0 0 49 9 ,044 49 9 ,044 0 0

Oth e rGas Dis tribution 27 2,276,9 15 445,245 6,262 9 21,855 1,373,362 112,39 0 1,463

Re nts 27 41,245 8,065 113 16,69 8 24,876 2,036 27

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 27 1,881,39 0 367,9 01 5,174 761,717 1,134,79 2 9 2,867 1,209

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 53 0 0 0 0 0 0

TotalOpe ration Expe ns e 8,059 ,625 1,576,029 22,165 3,263,076 4,861,270 39 7,826 5,180
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Allocation Total Total
Factor North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Re s ide ntial De m and Ene rgy

Re s ide ntial Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

Mainte nance

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 13 39 ,129 16,29 3 0 4,276 20,569 4,113 0

Mains 13 268,600 111,845 0 29 ,356 141,201 28,232 0

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 175,554 64,286 0 16,873 81,159 16,227 0

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 82,489 19 ,271 0 5,059 24,330 4,864 0

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 106,813 43,210 0 11,340 54,550 10,9 07 0

Se rvice s 5 281,310 0 0 177,467 177,467 0 0

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 407,159 0 0 257,421 257,421 0 0

Oth e rEq uipm e nt 28 355,338 66,550 0 131,006 19 7,556 16,79 8 0

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 28 79 9 ,511 149 ,737 0 29 4,765 444,502 37,79 6 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 19 0 0 0 0 0 0

TotalMainte nance Expe ns e 2,515,9 22 471,19 2 0 9 27,563 1,39 8,755 118,9 37 0

TotalDis tribution Expe ns e s 10,575,547 2,047,221 22,165 4,19 0,639 6,260,025 516,763 5,180

Cus tom e rAccounts 4 147,005 0 0 125,419 125,419 0 0

Me te rRe ading 5 331,176 0 0 208,9 27 208,9 27 0 0

Cus tom e rRe cords & Colle ction 43 1,830,622 0 0 1,520,280 1,520,280 0 0
Uncolle ctible Accounts 6 324,519 0 0 277,314 277,314 0 0
Mis ce llane ous Cus tom e rAccounts 4 140,348 0 0 119 ,739 119 ,739 0 0

Cus tom e rSe rvice & Inform ation 4 269 ,021 0 0 229 ,518 229 ,518 0 0

Sale s Expe ns e s 4 149 ,9 28 0 0 127,9 12 127,9 12 0 0

Adm inis tration & Ge ne ralExpe ns e s 30 9 ,826,077 1,9 02,138 20,59 4 3,89 3,658 5,816,39 0 480,141 4,813

TotalGas O& M Expe ns e s 9 7,287,9 87 20,576,838 17,9 79 ,9 68 10,69 3,406 49 ,250,212 5,19 4,030 3,9 02,304

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas and A& G 14,142,625 2,047,221 19 3,127 6,79 9 ,748 9 ,040,09 6 516,763 45,131

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 23,9 68,702 3,9 49 ,359 213,721 10,69 3,406 14,856,486 9 9 6,9 04 49 ,9 44

De pre ciation Expe ns e

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 42,401 20,59 7 0 0 20,59 7 5,19 9 0

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 16,9 9 3 7,076 0 1,859 8,9 35 1,786 0

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 21,450 7,619 0 1,9 9 9 9 ,618 1,9 23 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 5,59 3 2,716 0 0 2,716 686 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 2,39 7 0 0 2,045 2,045 0 0

Mains 40 4,283,656 1,810,335 0 475,161 2,285,49 6 456,9 67 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 21,369 0 0 0 0 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 70% 2 49 4,546 240,232 0 0 240,232 60,640 0

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 211,9 48 0 0 180,847 180,847 0 0

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 104,778 38,368 0 10,073 48,441 9 ,685 0

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 289 ,774 117,225 0 30,769 147,9 9 4 29 ,59 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 14,888 7,231 0 0 7,231 1,826 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 6,381 0 0 5,445 5,445 0 0

Se rvice s 17 2,085,659 0 0 1,69 8,582 1,69 8,582 0 0

Dire ct Dire ct 32,162 0 0 0 0 0 0

Me te rs 5 1,229 ,061 0 0 775,368 775,368 0 0

Dire ct Dire ct 1,875 0 0 0 0 0 0

Se rvice Re gulators 20 181,19 9 0 0 114,241 114,241 0 0

Dire ct 217 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 48,49 8 11,330 0 2,9 73 14,303 2,860 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 17,862 8,677 0 0 8,677 2,19 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 7,655 0 0 6,533 6,533 0 0

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 57 24 0 7 31 6 0

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 80,574 33,551 0 8,807 42,358 8,469 0

Dire ct 782 0 0 0 0 0 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 2,589 1,258 0 0 1,258 317 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 1,109 0 0 9 46 9 46 0 0

TotalDis tribution Plant 9 ,163,072 2,285,642 0 3,315,655 5,601,29 7 576,9 45 0

Ge ne ralPlant 38 247,213 63,682 0 88,183 151,865 16,075 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 5,664 0 0 0 0 0 0

Am ort. ofIntangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 270,719 64,326 0 100,79 7 165,123 16,237 0

Dire ct Dire ct 56,09 9 0 0 0 0 0 0

Com m on Plant 15 513,578 122,033 0 19 1,220 313,253 30,804 0

Intangible Plant- Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 624,667 148,429 0 232,583 381,012 37,467 0

Intangible Plant- Com m on (CC& B) 4 59 1,341 0 0 504,507 504,507 0 0

Am ortiz ation ofGain/Pre fe rre d Stock 15 26,421 6,278 0 9 ,838 16,116 1,585 0

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 2,821 670 0 1,053 1,723 169 0

TotalDe pre ciation Expe ns e 11,543,9 9 6 2,711,657 0 4,443,836 7,155,49 3 684,481 0
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Allocation Total Total
Factor North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Re s ide ntial De m and Ene rgy

Re s ide ntial Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

Taxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Trans m is s ion 2 13,464 6,540 0 0 6,540 1,651 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 81,79 4 39 ,733 0 0 39 ,733 10,029 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 35,055 0 0 29 ,9 12 29 ,9 12 0 0

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Oth e r 15 1,572,317 373,603 0 585,416 9 59 ,019 9 4,305 0

Oth e rTaxe s - Payroll, Franch is e , Oth e r 31 1,006,825 165,89 6 8,9 78 449 ,185 624,059 41,876 2,09 8

Oth e rTaxe s - M inotAFB Dis tribution- Dire ct Dire ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oth e rTaxe s - Re ve nue 26 1,264 183 19 6 269 648 46 42

TotalTaxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e Taxe s 2,710,719 585,9 55 9 ,174 1,064,782 1,659 ,9 11 147,9 07 2,140

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,542,702 23,874,450 17,9 89 ,142 16,202,024 58,065,616 6,026,418 3,9 04,444

Inte re s tExpe ns e /AFUDC Eq uity Add Back 36 4,055,345 1,110,766 0 1,262,461 2,373,227 280,381 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Taxable Incom e 2,622,672 (7,464,868) (220,216) 7,782,314 9 7,230 (1,884,29 5) (51,458)

Incom e Taxe s 24.4049 % 640,056 (1,821,79 4) (53,743) 1,89 9 ,265 23,728 (459 ,860) (12,558)

FullNorm aliz ation/ARAM 24 (667,307) (181,366) 0 (206,135) (387,501) (45,781) 0

TotalIncom e Taxe s (27,251) (2,003,160) (53,743) 1,69 3,130 (363,773) (505,641) (12,558)

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,515,451 21,871,29 0 17,9 35,39 9 17,89 5,154 57,701,843 5,520,777 3,89 1,886

Ope rating Incom e : 6,705,268 (4,350,9 42) (166,473) 7,351,645 2,834,230 (1,09 8,273) (38,9 00)

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
N.D. PSC Case No. PU-20-379 Corrected Cost-of-Service Study
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Rate Bas e -Proje cte d
Gas Plantin Se rvice

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 2,000,051

Land 13 9 22,303

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 39 ,150

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,850

Righ ts ofW ay 13 49 3,9 86

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 40 524,062

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 9 9 ,49 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 202,068

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 30,19 4
Mains

De m and Re late d 87% 2 105,720,724

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 15,79 7,349

Dire ctly As s igne d De m and Re late d 87% Dire ct 2,314,769

Dire ctly As s igne d Cus tom e rRe late d 13% Dire ct 345,885

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 87% 2 17,867,715

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 2,669 ,889

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 40 2,639 ,185

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 406,688

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 13 8,183,765
Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 239 ,9 04
H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 537,9 18
H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 80,379

Se rvice s 37 61,055,263

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 509 ,310

Me te rs 9 35,728,039

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 54,9 80

Se rvice Re gulators 9 5,258,9 9 5

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 14,733

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 40 779 ,338

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 630,49 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 645,343

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 9 6,430

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,667

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 40 2,314,704

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 50,29 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 3,519

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 13,9 74

Dis tribution Plant- include s H e s k e tt 266,368,360

Dis tribution Plant - H e s k e ttPipe line Plant 22,282,429

Dis tribution PlantExcluding Dire ctAs s ignm e nts 261,701,809

Ge ne ralPlant 38 14,616,870

Dire ctly As s igne d - MAFB Dire ct 186,068

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 4,514,131

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 2,19 2,69 6

Com m on Plant 15 18,810,018

Intangible Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 8,257,29 6

Intangible Com m on (CC& B) 4 8,885,9 85

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 9 7,266

TotalGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 325,9 28,741

Le s s : Accum ulate d De pre ciation

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 59 4,763

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 110,823

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 229 ,858

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 26,833

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 11,500

Mains 40 44,833,69 9

Dire ct Dire ct 56,502

H e s k e ttPipe line -

De m and Re late d 70% 2 2,411,055

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 1,033,310

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 803,132

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 1,19 6,722

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 2,39 9

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 39 ,600

Se rvice s 37 38,571,272

Dire ct Dire ct 9 9 ,871

Me te rs 5 13,168,600

TotalSm all
Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ral

0 245,240

11,813 108,754

0 4,800

585 585

6,327 58,249

6,812 62,717

0 0

0 24,777

3,019 3,019

0 12,9 63,162

1,579 ,59 7 1,579 ,59 7

0 0

0 0

0 2,19 0,886

266,9 66 266,9 66

34,306 315,846

0 0

104,815 9 64,9 9 2
0 0
0 65,9 58

8,037 8,037

6,587,169 6,587,169

0 0

3,176,557 3,176,557

0 0

467,574 467,574

0 0

10,131 9 3,268

0 0

0 79 ,130

9 ,642 9 ,642

21 19 6

30,089 277,014

0 0

0 11,467

1,39 7 1,39 7

12,304,857 29 ,321,759

289 ,646 2,666,664

12,304,857 29 ,321,759

687,265 1,637,713

0 0

222,210 49 2,9 60

0 0

9 25,9 29 2,054,124

406,468 9 01,727

888,413 888,413

4,788 10,622

15,439 ,9 30 35,552,558

0 72,9 28

1,419 13,067

2,511 23,119

0 3,29 0

1,150 1,150

582,787 5,365,503

0 0

0 29 5,636

103,322 103,322

9 ,046 83,282

14,89 1 137,09 3

0 11,330

3,9 60 3,9 60

4,161,402 4,161,402

0 0

1,168,268 1,168,268

Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
N.D. PSC Case No. PU-20-379 Corrected Cost-of-Service Study
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Dire ct Dire ct 17,067

Se rvice Re gulators 9 1,639 ,9 32

Dire ct Dire ct 2,352

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 39 8,173

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 88,502

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 37,9 29

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,753

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 9 66,161

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 12,9 9 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,569

Dis tribution Plant 105,855,608

Ge ne ralPlant 38 748,600

Dire ct Dire ct 51,676

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 1,656,460

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral- Dire ct Dire ct 729 ,742

Com m on Plant 15 5,583,831

Intangible Plant- Com m on 15 4,9 14,734

Intangible Plant- Com m on-CC& B 4 4,59 3,157

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 79 ,183

Le s s : TotalAccum ulate d Re s e rve forDe pre ciation 124,807,754

Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 201,120,9 87

TotalSm all
Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ral

Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

0 0

145,805 145,805

0 0

2,861 26,341

0 10,852

3,79 3 3,79 3

22 206

12,374 113,9 25

0 1,59 3

557 557

6,214,168 11,673,49 4

35,19 8 83,875

0 0

81,540 180,89 2

0 0

274,866 609 ,775

241,9 29 536,707

459 ,220 459 ,220

3,89 8 8,647

7,310,819 13,625,538

8,129 ,111 21,9 27,020

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
N.D. PSC Case No. PU-20-379 Corrected Cost-of-Service Study
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Additions

Mate rials & Supplie s 15 2,538,800

Fue lStock s 10 35,19 8

Pre paym e nts 25 276,676

Unam ortiz e d Los s on De bt 24 29 8,810

Unam ortiz e d Re dum ption Cos tofPre fe rre d Stock 24 47,407

Gain/Los s on Sale 24 467,9 67

Provis ion forPe ns ion & Be ne fits 24 16,29 6,452

Provis ion forPos tRe tire m e nt 24 542,49 7

TotalAdditions 20,503,807

TotalBe fore De ductions 221,624,79 4

De ductions

Accum ulate d De fe rre d Incom e Tax 24 (28,172,29 8)

Accum ulate d Inve s tm e ntTax Cre dit 24 0

Cus tom e rAdvance s ForCons truction Dire ct (8,786,871)

TotalDe ductions (36,9 59 ,169 )

TotalRate Bas e 184,665,625

TotalSm all
Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ral

Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

124,9 73 277,246

0 9 ,548

13,107 30,180

12,078 32,578

1,9 16 5,168

18,9 15 51,020

658,686 1,776,704

21,9 27 59 ,145

851,602 2,241,589

8,9 80,713 24,168,609

(1,138,69 6) (3,071,457)

0 0

(9 4,371) (314,570)

(1,233,067) (3,386,027)

7,747,646 20,782,582

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
N.D. PSC Case No. PU-20-379 Corrected Cost-of-Service Study
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Incom e State m e nt

Gas Ope rating Re ve nue s
Re tailSale s & Trans portation

Re s ide ntial Dire ct 58,718,404

Firm Ge ne ral Dire ct 47,19 4,215

AirForce De live ry Dire ct 1,29 6,755

Sm allInte rruptible Dire ct 3,867,749

Large Inte rruptible Dire ct 3,671,532

TotalSale s & Trans portation Re ve nue s 114,748,655

Oth e rOpe rating Re ve nue

Mis ce llane ous

Re conne ctFe e s 6 48,660

MinotMainte nance Fe e Rate 65 Dire ct 456,000

NSFCh e ck Fe e s & Oth e r 6 34,029

Mis ce llane ous 41 2,769

Re ntFrom Gas Prope rty 41 565,349

Oth e rGas Re ve nue s

Mis ce llane ous 42 300,407

H e s k e ttPipe line Re ve nue

De m and Re late d 70% 2 1,29 3,411

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 554,319

Trans portand Pe nalty Re ve nue - Ne t 41 217,120

TotalOth e rOpe rating Re ve nue 3,472,064

3,016,064

Unbille d Re ve nue 26 0

TotalOpe rating Re ve nue s 118,220,719

Ope ration & Mainte nance Expe ns e s

Cos tofPurch as e d Gas Dire ct 73,319 ,285

Trans m is s ion Expe ns e s 3 10,523

Oth e rGas Supply Expe ns e s 3 363,9 36

Dis tribution Expe ns e s

Ope ration

Load Dis patch 1 31,727

Mains and Se rvice s 22 2,19 7,546

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 173,439

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 9 2,007

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 142,770

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 431,482

Cus tom e rIns tallations 5 79 1,051

Oth e rGas Dis tribution 27 2,276,9 15

Re nts 27 41,245

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 27 1,881,39 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 53

TotalOpe ration Expe ns e 8,059 ,625

TotalSm all
Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ral

Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

0 0

4,517,423 12,566,9 09

0 0

0 0

0 0

4,517,423 12,566,9 09

4,873 4,873

0 0

3,408 3,408

113 304

23,029 62,116

17,741 30,862

0 158,59 4

55,427 55,427

8,844 23,855

113,435 339 ,439

113,435 339 ,439

0 0

4,630,858 12,9 06,348

0 8,049 ,486

0 1,123

0 38,828

0 2,481

9 7,332 251,828

1,9 53 17,9 85

661 6,087

1,776 16,355

38,363 38,363

70,179 70,179

124,029 237,882

2,247 4,310

102,484 19 6,560

0 0

439 ,024 842,030

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
N.D. PSC Case No. PU-20-379 Corrected Cost-of-Service Study
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Mainte nance

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 13 39 ,129

Mains 13 268,600

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 175,554

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 82,489

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 106,813

Se rvice s 5 281,310

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 407,159

Oth e rEq uipm e nt 28 355,338

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 28 79 9 ,511

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 19

TotalMainte nance Expe ns e 2,515,9 22

TotalDis tribution Expe ns e s 10,575,547

Cus tom e rAccounts 4 147,005

Me te rRe ading 5 331,176

Cus tom e rRe cords & Colle ction 43 1,830,622
Uncolle ctible Accounts 6 324,519
Mis ce llane ous Cus tom e rAccounts 4 140,348

Cus tom e rSe rvice & Inform ation 4 269 ,021

Sale s Expe ns e s 4 149 ,9 28

Adm inis tration & Ge ne ralExpe ns e s 30 9 ,826,077

TotalGas O& M Expe ns e s 9 7,287,9 87

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas and A& G 14,142,625

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 23,9 68,702

De pre ciation Expe ns e

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 42,401

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 16,9 9 3

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 21,450

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 5,59 3

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 2,39 7

Mains 40 4,283,656

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 21,369

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 70% 2 49 4,546

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 211,9 48

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 104,778

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 289 ,774

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 14,888

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 6,381

Se rvice s 17 2,085,659

Dire ct Dire ct 32,162

Me te rs 5 1,229 ,061

Dire ct Dire ct 1,875

Se rvice Re gulators 20 181,19 9

Dire ct 217

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 48,49 8

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 17,862

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 7,655

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 57

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 80,574

Dire ct 782

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 2,589

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 1,109

TotalDis tribution Plant 9 ,163,072

Ge ne ralPlant 38 247,213

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 5,664

Am ort. ofIntangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 270,719

Dire ct Dire ct 56,09 9

Com m on Plant 15 513,578

Intangible Plant- Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 624,667

Intangible Plant- Com m on (CC& B) 4 59 1,341

Am ortiz ation ofGain/Pre fe rre d Stock 15 26,421

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 2,821

TotalDe pre ciation Expe ns e 11,543,9 9 6

TotalSm all
Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ral

Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

501 4,614

3,440 31,672

1,9 77 18,204

59 3 5,457

1,329 12,236

24,9 57 24,9 57

36,200 36,200

18,013 34,811

40,530 78,326

0 0

127,540 246,477

566,564 1,088,507

14,69 7 14,69 7

29 ,381 29 ,381

19 0,067 19 0,067
32,49 8 32,49 8
14,032 14,032

26,89 6 26,89 6

14,9 9 0 14,9 9 0

526,413 1,011,367

1,415,538 10,511,872

889 ,125 1,451,019

1,415,538 2,462,386

0 5,19 9

218 2,004

234 2,157

0 686

240 240

55,683 512,650

0 0

0 60,640

21,19 3 21,19 3

1,180 10,865

3,606 33,19 6

0 1,826

638 638

224,9 31 224,9 31

0 0

109 ,038 109 ,038

0 0

16,065 16,065

0 0

349 3,209

0 2,19 0

765 765

1 7

1,032 9 ,501

0 0

0 317

111 111

435,284 1,012,229

11,624 27,69 9

0 0

13,326 29 ,563

0 0

25,281 56,085

30,749 68,216

59 ,122 59 ,122

1,301 2,886

139 308

576,826 1,261,307
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Taxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Trans m is s ion 2 13,464

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 81,79 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 35,055

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Oth e r 15 1,572,317

Oth e rTaxe s - Payroll, Franch is e , Oth e r 31 1,006,825

Oth e rTaxe s - M inotAFB Dis tribution- Dire ct Dire ct 0

Oth e rTaxe s - Re ve nue 26 1,264

TotalTaxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e Taxe s 2,710,719

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,542,702

Inte re s tExpe ns e /AFUDC Eq uity Add Back 36 4,055,345

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 0

Taxable Incom e 2,622,672

Incom e Taxe s 24.4049 % 640,056

FullNorm aliz ation/ARAM 24 (667,307)

TotalIncom e Taxe s (27,251)

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,515,451

Ope rating Incom e : 6,705,268

TotalSm all
Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ral

Firm Ge ne ral-Me te r< 500 cubic fe e t

0 1,651

0 10,029

3,505 3,505

77,39 8 171,703

59 ,461 103,435

0 0

50 138

140,414 29 0,461

2,132,778 12,063,640

165,188 445,569

0 0

2,332,89 2 39 7,139

569 ,341 9 6,9 23

(26,9 72) (72,753)

542,369 24,170

2,675,147 12,087,810

1,9 55,711 818,538
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Rate Bas e -Proje cte d
Gas Plantin Se rvice

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 2,000,051

Land 13 9 22,303

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 39 ,150

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,850

Righ ts ofW ay 13 49 3,9 86

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 40 524,062

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 9 9 ,49 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 202,068

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 30,19 4
Mains

De m and Re late d 87% 2 105,720,724

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 15,79 7,349

Dire ctly As s igne d De m and Re late d 87% Dire ct 2,314,769

Dire ctly As s igne d Cus tom e rRe late d 13% Dire ct 345,885

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 87% 2 17,867,715

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 2,669 ,889

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 40 2,639 ,185

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 406,688

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 13 8,183,765
Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 239 ,9 04
H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 537,9 18
H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 80,379

Se rvice s 37 61,055,263

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 509 ,310

Me te rs 9 35,728,039

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 54,9 80

Se rvice Re gulators 9 5,258,9 9 5

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 14,733

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 40 779 ,338

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 630,49 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 645,343

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 9 6,430

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,667

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 40 2,314,704

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 50,29 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 3,519

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 13,9 74

Dis tribution Plant- include s H e s k e tt 266,368,360

Dis tribution Plant - H e s k e ttPipe line Plant 22,282,429

Dis tribution PlantExcluding Dire ctAs s ignm e nts 261,701,809

Ge ne ralPlant 38 14,616,870

Dire ctly As s igne d - MAFB Dire ct 186,068

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 4,514,131

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 2,19 2,69 6

Com m on Plant 15 18,810,018

Intangible Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 8,257,29 6

Intangible Com m on (CC& B) 4 8,885,9 85

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 9 7,266

TotalGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 325,9 28,741

Le s s : Accum ulate d De pre ciation

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 59 4,763

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 110,823

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 229 ,858

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 26,833

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 11,500

Mains 40 44,833,69 9

Dire ct Dire ct 56,502

H e s k e ttPipe line -

De m and Re late d 70% 2 2,411,055

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 1,033,310

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 803,132

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 1,19 6,722

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 2,39 9

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 39 ,600

Se rvice s 37 38,571,272

Dire ct Dire ct 9 9 ,871

Me te rs 5 13,168,600

TotalLarge
De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ralDe m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

623,608 0 0 623,608 0 0 0

246,506 0 5,346 251,852 0 0 0

12,207 0 0 12,207 0 0 0

0 0 265 265 0 0 0

132,029 0 2,863 134,89 2 0 0 0

142,158 0 3,083 145,241 0 0 0

25,048 0 3,743 28,79 1 22,054 0 3,29 5

63,004 0 0 63,004 0 0 0

0 0 1,366 1,366 0 0 0

32,9 63,309 0 0 32,9 63,309 0 0 0

0 0 714,864 714,864 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5,571,084 0 0 5,571,084 0 0 0

0 0 120,818 120,818 0 0 0

715,9 12 0 15,526 731,438 0 0 0

39 ,318 0 5,875 45,19 3 0 0 0

2,187,29 7 0 47,435 2,234,732 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 208,716 0 31,188

167,721 0 0 167,721 0 0 0
0 0 3,637 3,637 0 0 0

0 0 4,353,088 4,353,088 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 8,745,143 8,745,143 0 0 28,775

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1,287,243 1,287,243 0 0 4,236

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

211,405 0 4,585 215,9 9 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 86,455 0 12,9 19

201,215 0 0 201,215 0 0 0

0 0 4,364 4,364 0 0 0

446 0 10 456 0 0 0

627,89 3 0 13,617 641,510 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

29 ,159 0 0 29 ,159 0 0 0

0 0 632 632 0 0 0

43,335,711 0 15,333,503 58,669 ,214 317,225 0 80,413

6,044,39 0 0 131,082 6,175,472 0 0 0

43,271,345 0 15,323,885 58,59 5,230 0 0 33,011

2,416,841 0 855,887 3,272,728 0 0 1,844

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

689 ,667 0 281,154 9 70,821 5,867 0 1,487

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2,873,785 0 1,171,546 4,045,331 24,446 0 6,19 7

1,261,545 0 514,29 0 1,775,835 10,732 0 2,720

0 0 402,061 402,061 0 0 232

14,860 0 6,058 20,9 18 126 0 32

51,216,017 0 18,564,49 9 69 ,780,516 358,39 6 0 9 2,9 25

185,445 0 0 185,445 0 0 0

29 ,620 0 642 30,262 0 0 0

61,636 0 2,516 64,152 8,130 0 1,215

8,366 0 0 8,366 0 0 0

0 0 520 520 0 0 0

12,161,706 0 263,747 12,425,453 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

751,758 0 0 751,758 0 0 0

0 0 46,760 46,760 0 0 0

19 9 ,138 0 5,643 204,781 0 0 0

310,742 0 6,739 317,481 29 ,652 0 4,431

28,810 0 0 28,810 0 0 0

0 0 1,79 2 1,79 2 0 0 0

0 0 2,750,035 2,750,035 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 3,216,271 3,216,271 0 0 10,583

Firm Ge ne ral> 500 cubic fe e t AirForce De live ry
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Dire ct Dire ct 17,067

Se rvice Re gulators 9 1,639 ,9 32

Dire ct Dire ct 2,352

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 39 8,173

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 88,502

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 37,9 29

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,753

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 9 66,161

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 12,9 9 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,569

Dis tribution Plant 105,855,608

Ge ne ralPlant 38 748,600

Dire ct Dire ct 51,676

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 1,656,460

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral- Dire ct Dire ct 729 ,742

Com m on Plant 15 5,583,831

Intangible Plant- Com m on 15 4,9 14,734

Intangible Plant- Com m on-CC& B 4 4,59 3,157

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 79 ,183

Le s s : TotalAccum ulate d Re s e rve forDe pre ciation 124,807,754

Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 201,120,9 87

TotalLarge
De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ralDe m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

Firm Ge ne ral> 500 cubic fe e t AirForce De live ry

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 401,406 401,406 0 0 1,321

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

59 ,706 0 1,29 5 61,001 24,417 0 3,649

27,59 5 0 0 27,59 5 0 0 0

0 0 1,716 1,716 0 0 0

469 0 10 479 0 0 0

258,229 0 5,600 263,829 0 0 0

4,051 0 0 4,051 0 0 0

0 0 252 252 0 0 0

13,9 01,826 0 6,704,9 44 20,606,770 62,19 9 0 21,19 9

123,778 0 43,834 167,612 0 0 9 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

253,073 0 103,169 356,242 2,153 0 546

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

853,09 5 0 347,778 1,200,873 7,257 0 1,840

750,871 0 306,105 1,056,9 76 6,387 0 1,619

0 0 207,825 207,825 0 0 120

12,09 8 0 4,9 32 17,030 103 0 26

16,080,186 0 7,718,587 23,79 8,773 78,09 9 0 25,444

35,135,831 0 10,845,9 12 45,9 81,743 280,29 7 0 67,481
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Additions

Mate rials & Supplie s 15 2,538,800

Fue lStock s 10 35,19 8

Pre paym e nts 25 276,676

Unam ortiz e d Los s on De bt 24 29 8,810

Unam ortiz e d Re dum ption Cos tofPre fe rre d Stock 24 47,407

Gain/Los s on Sale 24 467,9 67

Provis ion forPe ns ion & Be ne fits 24 16,29 6,452

Provis ion forPos tRe tire m e nt 24 542,49 7

TotalAdditions 20,503,807

TotalBe fore De ductions 221,624,79 4

De ductions

Accum ulate d De fe rre d Incom e Tax 24 (28,172,29 8)

Accum ulate d Inve s tm e ntTax Cre dit 24 0

Cus tom e rAdvance s ForCons truction Dire ct (8,786,871)

TotalDe ductions (36,9 59 ,169 )

TotalRate Bas e 184,665,625

TotalLarge
De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ralDe m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

Firm Ge ne ral> 500 cubic fe e t AirForce De live ry

387,877 0 158,124 546,001 3,300 0 836

0 10,848 0 10,848 0 0 0

43,477 0 15,759 59 ,236 304 0 79

52,202 0 16,114 68,316 416 0 100

8,282 0 2,557 10,839 66 0 16

81,754 0 25,236 106,9 9 0 652 0 157

2,846,9 9 0 0 878,824 3,725,814 22,712 0 5,468

9 4,774 0 29 ,255 124,029 756 0 182

3,515,356 10,848 1,125,869 4,652,073 28,206 0 6,838

38,651,187 10,848 11,9 71,781 50,633,816 308,503 0 74,319

(4,9 21,700) 0 (1,519 ,256) (6,440,9 56) (39 ,263) 0 (9 ,452)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(2,078,9 73) 0 (89 0,9 89 ) (2,9 69 ,9 62) 0 0 0

(7,000,673) 0 (2,410,245) (9 ,410,9 18) (39 ,263) 0 (9 ,452)

31,650,514 10,848 9 ,561,536 41,222,89 8 269 ,240 0 64,867
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Incom e State m e nt

Gas Ope rating Re ve nue s
Re tailSale s & Trans portation

Re s ide ntial Dire ct 58,718,404

Firm Ge ne ral Dire ct 47,19 4,215

AirForce De live ry Dire ct 1,29 6,755

Sm allInte rruptible Dire ct 3,867,749

Large Inte rruptible Dire ct 3,671,532

TotalSale s & Trans portation Re ve nue s 114,748,655

Oth e rOpe rating Re ve nue

Mis ce llane ous

Re conne ctFe e s 6 48,660

MinotMainte nance Fe e Rate 65 Dire ct 456,000

NSFCh e ck Fe e s & Oth e r 6 34,029

Mis ce llane ous 41 2,769

Re ntFrom Gas Prope rty 41 565,349

Oth e rGas Re ve nue s

Mis ce llane ous 42 300,407

H e s k e ttPipe line Re ve nue

De m and Re late d 70% 2 1,29 3,411

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 554,319

Trans portand Pe nalty Re ve nue - Ne t 41 217,120

TotalOth e rOpe rating Re ve nue 3,472,064

3,016,064

Unbille d Re ve nue 26 0

TotalOpe rating Re ve nue s 118,220,719

Ope ration & Mainte nance Expe ns e s

Cos tofPurch as e d Gas Dire ct 73,319 ,285

Trans m is s ion Expe ns e s 3 10,523

Oth e rGas Supply Expe ns e s 3 363,9 36

Dis tribution Expe ns e s

Ope ration

Load Dis patch 1 31,727

Mains and Se rvice s 22 2,19 7,546

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 173,439

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 9 2,007

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 142,770

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 431,482

Cus tom e rIns tallations 5 79 1,051

Oth e rGas Dis tribution 27 2,276,9 15

Re nts 27 41,245

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 27 1,881,39 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 53

TotalOpe ration Expe ns e 8,059 ,625

TotalLarge
De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ralDe m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

Firm Ge ne ral> 500 cubic fe e t AirForce De live ry

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10,672,640 15,007,085 8,9 47,581 34,627,306 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 217,513 9 68,869 110,373

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10,672,640 15,007,085 8,9 47,581 34,627,306 217,513 9 68,869 110,373

0 0 2,205 2,205 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1,542 1,542 0 0 0

488 0 150 638 0 0 0

9 9 ,535 0 30,725 130,260 79 4 0 19 1

31,9 86 2,022 28,651 62,659 808 135 201

403,281 0 0 403,281 0 0 0

0 0 25,084 25,084 0 0 0

38,226 0 11,800 50,026 305 0 73

573,516 2,022 100,157 675,69 5 1,9 07 135 465

573,516 2,022 100,157 675,69 5 1,9 07 135 465

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11,246,156 15,009 ,107 9 ,047,738 35,303,001 219 ,420 9 69 ,004 110,838

10,672,640 15,007,085 0 25,679 ,725 217,513 9 68,869 0

0 3,626 0 3,626 0 241 0

0 125,406 0 125,406 0 8,347 0

0 8,012 0 8,012 0 533 0

39 2,860 0 60,400 453,260 0 0 0

43,005 0 1,219 44,224 0 0 0

13,79 6 0 29 9 14,09 5 5,642 0 843

37,072 0 804 37,876 3,537 0 529

0 0 105,614 105,614 0 0 348

0 0 19 3,205 19 3,205 0 0 636

287,110 4,726 213,263 505,09 9 5,414 314 1,39 0

5,201 86 3,863 9 ,150 9 8 6 25

237,236 3,9 05 176,217 417,358 4,474 260 1,148

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1,016,280 16,729 754,884 1,787,89 3 19 ,165 1,113 4,9 19
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Mainte nance

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 13 39 ,129

Mains 13 268,600

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 175,554

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 82,489

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 106,813

Se rvice s 5 281,310

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 407,159

Oth e rEq uipm e nt 28 355,338

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 28 79 9 ,511

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 19

TotalMainte nance Expe ns e 2,515,9 22

TotalDis tribution Expe ns e s 10,575,547

Cus tom e rAccounts 4 147,005

Me te rRe ading 5 331,176

Cus tom e rRe cords & Colle ction 43 1,830,622
Uncolle ctible Accounts 6 324,519
Mis ce llane ous Cus tom e rAccounts 4 140,348

Cus tom e rSe rvice & Inform ation 4 269 ,021

Sale s Expe ns e s 4 149 ,9 28

Adm inis tration & Ge ne ralExpe ns e s 30 9 ,826,077

TotalGas O& M Expe ns e s 9 7,287,9 87

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas and A& G 14,142,625

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 23,9 68,702

De pre ciation Expe ns e

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 42,401

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 16,9 9 3

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 21,450

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 5,59 3

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 2,39 7

Mains 40 4,283,656

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 21,369

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 70% 2 49 4,546

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 211,9 48

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 104,778

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 289 ,774

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 14,888

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 6,381

Se rvice s 17 2,085,659

Dire ct Dire ct 32,162

Me te rs 5 1,229 ,061

Dire ct Dire ct 1,875

Se rvice Re gulators 20 181,19 9

Dire ct 217

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 48,49 8

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 17,862

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 7,655

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 57

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 80,574

Dire ct 782

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 2,589

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 1,109

TotalDis tribution Plant 9 ,163,072

Ge ne ralPlant 38 247,213

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 5,664

Am ort. ofIntangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 270,719

Dire ct Dire ct 56,09 9

Com m on Plant 15 513,578

Intangible Plant- Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 624,667

Intangible Plant- Com m on (CC& B) 4 59 1,341

Am ortiz ation ofGain/Pre fe rre d Stock 15 26,421

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 2,821

TotalDe pre ciation Expe ns e 11,543,9 9 6

TotalLarge
De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ralDe m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

Firm Ge ne ral> 500 cubic fe e t AirForce De live ry

10,458 0 227 10,685 0 0 0

71,789 0 1,557 73,346 0 0 0

43,529 0 1,233 44,762 0 0 0

12,369 0 268 12,637 5,058 0 756

27,735 0 601 28,336 2,647 0 39 5

0 0 68,707 68,707 0 0 226

0 0 9 9 ,660 9 9 ,660 0 0 328

43,307 0 44,9 71 88,278 2,012 0 445

9 7,442 0 101,185 19 8,627 4,526 0 1,002

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

306,629 0 318,409 625,038 14,243 0 3,152

1,322,9 09 16,729 1,073,29 3 2,412,9 31 33,408 1,113 8,071

0 0 6,651 6,651 0 0 4

0 0 80,886 80,886 0 0 266

0 0 87,9 24 87,9 24 0 0 185
0 0 14,707 14,707 0 0 0
0 0 6,350 6,350 0 0 4

0 0 12,172 12,172 0 0 7

0 0 6,784 6,784 0 0 4

1,229 ,157 15,543 9 9 7,231 2,241,9 31 31,040 1,034 7,49 9

13,224,706 15,168,389 2,285,9 9 8 30,679 ,09 3 281,9 61 9 79 ,604 16,040

1,322,9 09 145,761 1,288,767 2,757,437 33,408 9 ,701 8,541

2,552,066 161,304 2,285,9 9 8 4,9 9 9 ,368 64,448 10,735 16,040

13,220 0 0 13,220 0 0 0

4,542 0 9 8 4,640 0 0 0

5,752 0 236 5,9 88 759 0 113

1,744 0 1 1,745 0 0 0

0 0 109 109 0 0 0

1,161,9 9 6 0 25,200 1,187,19 6 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

154,19 8 0 0 154,19 8 0 0 0

0 0 9 ,59 1 9 ,59 1 0 0 0

25,9 80 0 736 26,716 0 0 0

75,243 0 1,632 76,875 7,180 0 1,073

4,642 0 0 4,642 0 0 0

0 0 289 289 0 0 0

0 0 148,644 148,644 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 300,183 300,183 0 0 9 88

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 44,228 44,228 0 0 146

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7,272 0 158 7,430 2,9 74 0 444

5,569 0 0 5,569 0 0 0

0 0 346 346 0 0 0

15 0 0 15 0 0 0

21,535 0 467 22,002 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

807 0 0 807 0 0 0

0 0 50 50 0 0 0

1,469 ,29 5 0 531,9 68 2,001,263 10,9 13 0 2,764

40,876 0 14,475 55,351 0 0 31

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

41,360 0 16,861 58,221 352 0 89

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

78,464 0 31,9 87 110,451 667 0 169

9 5,436 0 38,9 06 134,342 812 0 206

0 0 26,756 26,756 0 0 15

4,037 0 1,646 5,683 34 0 9

431 0 176 607 1 0 1

1,743,119 0 662,775 2,405,89 4 12,779 0 3,284
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Taxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Trans m is s ion 2 13,464

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 81,79 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 35,055

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Oth e r 15 1,572,317

Oth e rTaxe s - Payroll, Franch is e , Oth e r 31 1,006,825

Oth e rTaxe s - M inotAFB Dis tribution- Dire ct Dire ct 0

Oth e rTaxe s - Re ve nue 26 1,264

TotalTaxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e Taxe s 2,710,719

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,542,702

Inte re s tExpe ns e /AFUDC Eq uity Add Back 36 4,055,345

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 0

Taxable Incom e 2,622,672

Incom e Taxe s 24.4049 % 640,056

FullNorm aliz ation/ARAM 24 (667,307)

TotalIncom e Taxe s (27,251)

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,515,451

Ope rating Incom e : 6,705,268

TotalLarge
De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Firm Ge ne ralDe m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

Firm Ge ne ral> 500 cubic fe e t AirForce De live ry

4,19 8 0 0 4,19 8 0 0 0

25,503 0 0 25,503 0 0 0

0 0 1,586 1,586 0 0 0

240,218 0 9 7,9 29 338,147 2,043 0 518

107,202 6,776 9 6,025 210,003 2,707 451 674

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

118 165 9 9 382 2 11 1

377,239 6,9 41 19 5,639 579 ,819 4,752 462 1,19 3

15,345,064 15,175,330 3,144,412 33,664,806 29 9 ,49 2 9 80,066 20,517

713,9 79 0 220,39 5 9 34,374 5,69 6 0 1,371

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(4,812,887) (166,223) 5,682,9 31 703,821 (85,768) (11,062) 88,9 50

(1,174,580) (40,566) 1,386,9 14 171,768 (20,9 32) (2,700) 21,708

(116,579 ) 0 (35,9 86) (152,565) (9 30) 0 (224)

(1,29 1,159 ) (40,566) 1,350,9 28 19 ,203 (21,862) (2,700) 21,484

14,053,9 05 15,134,764 4,49 5,340 33,684,009 277,630 9 77,366 42,001

(2,807,749 ) (125,657) 4,552,39 8 1,618,9 9 2 (58,210) (8,362) 68,837
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Rate Bas e -Proje cte d
Gas Plantin Se rvice

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 2,000,051

Land 13 9 22,303

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 39 ,150

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,850

Righ ts ofW ay 13 49 3,9 86

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 40 524,062

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 9 9 ,49 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 202,068

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 30,19 4
Mains

De m and Re late d 87% 2 105,720,724

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 15,79 7,349

Dire ctly As s igne d De m and Re late d 87% Dire ct 2,314,769

Dire ctly As s igne d Cus tom e rRe late d 13% Dire ct 345,885

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 87% 2 17,867,715

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 2,669 ,889

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 40 2,639 ,185

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 406,688

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 13 8,183,765
Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 239 ,9 04
H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 537,9 18
H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 80,379

Se rvice s 37 61,055,263

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 509 ,310

Me te rs 9 35,728,039

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 54,9 80

Se rvice Re gulators 9 5,258,9 9 5

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 14,733

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 40 779 ,338

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 630,49 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 645,343

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 9 6,430

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,667

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 40 2,314,704

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 50,29 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 3,519

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 13,9 74

Dis tribution Plant- include s H e s k e tt 266,368,360

Dis tribution Plant - H e s k e ttPipe line Plant 22,282,429

Dis tribution PlantExcluding Dire ctAs s ignm e nts 261,701,809

Ge ne ralPlant 38 14,616,870

Dire ctly As s igne d - MAFB Dire ct 186,068

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 4,514,131

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 2,19 2,69 6

Com m on Plant 15 18,810,018

Intangible Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 8,257,29 6

Intangible Com m on (CC& B) 4 8,885,9 85

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 9 7,266

TotalGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 325,9 28,741

Le s s : Accum ulate d De pre ciation

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 59 4,763

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 110,823

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 229 ,858

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 26,833

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 11,500

Mains 40 44,833,69 9

Dire ct Dire ct 56,502

H e s k e ttPipe line -

De m and Re late d 70% 2 2,411,055

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 1,033,310

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 803,132

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 1,19 6,722

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 2,39 9

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 39 ,600

Se rvice s 37 38,571,272

Dire ct Dire ct 9 9 ,871

Me te rs 5 13,168,600

Total Sm allInte rruptible Total
AirForce Sm all
De live ry De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible

0 122,058 0 0 122,058

0 48,248 0 170 48,418

0 2,389 0 0 2,389

0 0 0 8 8

0 25,842 0 9 1 25,9 33

0 27,824 0 9 8 27,9 22

25,349 0 0 0 0

0 12,332 0 0 12,332

0 0 0 43 43

0 6,451,843 0 0 6,451,843

0 0 0 22,666 22,666

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 1,09 0,417 0 0 1,09 0,417

0 0 0 3,831 3,831

0 140,124 0 49 2 140,616

0 68,789 0 10,279 79 ,068

0 428,115 0 1,504 429 ,619
239 ,9 04 0 0 0 0

0 32,828 0 0 32,828
0 0 0 115 115

0 0 0 357,89 9 357,89 9

0 0 0 0 0

28,775 0 0 1,139 ,500 1,139 ,500

0 0 0 0 0

4,236 0 0 167,729 167,729

0 0 0 0 0

0 41,378 0 145 41,523

9 9 ,374 318,575 0 47,603 366,178

0 39 ,383 0 0 39 ,383

0 0 0 138 138

0 87 0 0 87

0 122,89 6 0 432 123,328

0 0 0 0 0

0 5,707 0 0 5,707

0 0 0 20 20

39 7,638 8,856,777 0 1,752,763 10,609 ,540

0 1,183,056 0 4,155 1,187,211

33,011 8,469 ,413 0 1,69 4,881 10,164,29 4

1,844 473,043 0 9 4,664 567,707

0 0 0 0 0

7,354 141,9 18 0 32,339 174,257

0 362,451 0 54,160 416,611

30,643 59 1,361 0 134,753 726,114

13,452 259 ,59 8 0 59 ,154 318,752

232 0 0 12,748 12,748

158 3,058 0 69 7 3,755

451,321 10,810,264 0 2,141,278 12,9 51,542

0 36,29 7 0 0 36,29 7

0 5,79 7 0 20 5,817

9 ,345 10,257 0 36 10,29 3

0 1,638 0 0 1,638

0 0 0 16 16

0 2,380,387 0 8,362 2,388,749

0 0 0 0 0

0 147,140 0 0 147,140

0 0 0 1,483 1,483

0 55,086 0 2,840 57,9 26

34,083 60,821 0 214 61,035

0 5,639 0 0 5,639

0 0 0 57 57

0 0 0 226,101 226,101

0 0 0 0 0

10,583 0 0 419 ,083 419 ,083
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Dire ct Dire ct 17,067

Se rvice Re gulators 9 1,639 ,9 32

Dire ct Dire ct 2,352

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 39 8,173

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 88,502

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 37,9 29

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,753

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 9 66,161

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 12,9 9 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,569

Dis tribution Plant 105,855,608

Ge ne ralPlant 38 748,600

Dire ct Dire ct 51,676

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 1,656,460

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral- Dire ct Dire ct 729 ,742

Com m on Plant 15 5,583,831

Intangible Plant- Com m on 15 4,9 14,734

Intangible Plant- Com m on-CC& B 4 4,59 3,157

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 79 ,183

Le s s : TotalAccum ulate d Re s e rve forDe pre ciation 124,807,754

Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 201,120,9 87

Total Sm allInte rruptible Total
AirForce Sm all
De live ry De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible

0 0 0 0 0

1,321 0 0 52,304 52,304

0 0 0 0 0

28,066 101,660 0 13,485 115,145

0 5,401 0 0 5,401

0 0 0 54 54

0 9 2 0 0 9 2

0 50,543 0 178 50,721

0 79 3 0 0 79 3

0 0 0 8 8

83,39 8 2,825,254 0 724,241 3,549 ,49 5

9 4 24,227 0 4,848 29 ,075

0 0 0 0 0

2,69 9 52,077 0 11,867 63,9 44

0 9 7,056 0 41,59 5 138,651

9 ,09 7 175,548 0 40,002 215,550

8,006 154,512 0 35,209 189 ,721

120 0 0 6,589 6,589

129 2,489 0 567 3,056

103,543 3,367,460 0 864,9 18 4,232,378

347,778 7,442,804 0 1,276,360 8,719 ,164
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Additions

Mate rials & Supplie s 15 2,538,800

Fue lStock s 10 35,19 8

Pre paym e nts 25 276,676

Unam ortiz e d Los s on De bt 24 29 8,810

Unam ortiz e d Re dum ption Cos tofPre fe rre d Stock 24 47,407

Gain/Los s on Sale 24 467,9 67

Provis ion forPe ns ion & Be ne fits 24 16,29 6,452

Provis ion forPos tRe tire m e nt 24 542,49 7

TotalAdditions 20,503,807

TotalBe fore De ductions 221,624,79 4

De ductions

Accum ulate d De fe rre d Incom e Tax 24 (28,172,29 8)

Accum ulate d Inve s tm e ntTax Cre dit 24 0

Cus tom e rAdvance s ForCons truction Dire ct (8,786,871)

TotalDe ductions (36,9 59 ,169 )

TotalRate Bas e 184,665,625

Total Sm allInte rruptible Total
AirForce Sm all
De live ry De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible

4,136 79 ,816 0 18,188 9 8,004

0 0 0 0 0

383 9 ,177 0 1,818 10,9 9 5

516 11,058 0 1,89 6 12,9 54

82 1,754 0 301 2,055

809 17,318 0 2,9 70 20,288

28,180 603,076 0 103,421 706,49 7

9 38 20,076 0 3,443 23,519

35,044 742,275 0 132,037 874,312

382,822 8,185,079 0 1,408,39 7 9 ,59 3,476

(48,715) (1,042,561) 0 (178,788) (1,221,349 )

0 0 0 0 0

0 (79 8,375) 0 (342,161) (1,140,536)

(48,715) (1,840,9 36) 0 (520,9 49 ) (2,361,885)

334,107 6,344,143 0 887,448 7,231,59 1
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Incom e State m e nt

Gas Ope rating Re ve nue s
Re tailSale s & Trans portation

Re s ide ntial Dire ct 58,718,404

Firm Ge ne ral Dire ct 47,19 4,215

AirForce De live ry Dire ct 1,29 6,755

Sm allInte rruptible Dire ct 3,867,749

Large Inte rruptible Dire ct 3,671,532

TotalSale s & Trans portation Re ve nue s 114,748,655

Oth e rOpe rating Re ve nue

Mis ce llane ous

Re conne ctFe e s 6 48,660

MinotMainte nance Fe e Rate 65 Dire ct 456,000

NSFCh e ck Fe e s & Oth e r 6 34,029

Mis ce llane ous 41 2,769

Re ntFrom Gas Prope rty 41 565,349

Oth e rGas Re ve nue s

Mis ce llane ous 42 300,407

H e s k e ttPipe line Re ve nue

De m and Re late d 70% 2 1,29 3,411

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 554,319

Trans portand Pe nalty Re ve nue - Ne t 41 217,120

TotalOth e rOpe rating Re ve nue 3,472,064

3,016,064

Unbille d Re ve nue 26 0

TotalOpe rating Re ve nue s 118,220,719

Ope ration & Mainte nance Expe ns e s

Cos tofPurch as e d Gas Dire ct 73,319 ,285

Trans m is s ion Expe ns e s 3 10,523

Oth e rGas Supply Expe ns e s 3 363,9 36

Dis tribution Expe ns e s

Ope ration

Load Dis patch 1 31,727

Mains and Se rvice s 22 2,19 7,546

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 173,439

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 9 2,007

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 142,770

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 431,482

Cus tom e rIns tallations 5 79 1,051

Oth e rGas Dis tribution 27 2,276,9 15

Re nts 27 41,245

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 27 1,881,39 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 53

TotalOpe ration Expe ns e 8,059 ,625

Total Sm allInte rruptible Total
AirForce Sm all
De live ry De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

1,29 6,755 0 0 0 0

0 373,771 1,751,171 1,742,807 3,867,749

0 0 0 0 0

1,29 6,755 373,771 1,751,171 1,742,807 3,867,749

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 103 0 18 121

9 85 21,084 0 3,616 24,700

1,144 8,476 29 4 4,001 12,771

0 78,9 33 0 0 78,9 33

0 0 0 79 5 79 5

378 8,09 7 0 1,389 9 ,486

2,507 116,69 3 29 4 9 ,819 126,806

2,507 116,69 3 29 4 9 ,819 126,806

0 0 0 0 0

1,29 9 ,262 49 0,464 1,751,465 1,752,626 3,9 9 4,555

1,186,382 373,771 1,751,171 0 2,124,9 42

241 0 415 0 415

8,347 0 14,343 0 14,343

533 0 2,166 0 2,166

0 76,89 4 0 4,536 81,430

0 11,89 6 0 613 12,509

6,485 23,49 1 0 3,116 26,607

4,066 7,256 0 25 7,281

348 0 0 13,762 13,762

636 0 0 25,175 25,175

7,118 70,511 1,278 27,858 9 9 ,647

129 1,277 23 505 1,805

5,882 58,263 1,056 23,019 82,338

0 0 0 0 0

25,19 7 249 ,588 4,523 9 8,609 352,720
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Mainte nance

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 13 39 ,129

Mains 13 268,600

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 175,554

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 82,489

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 106,813

Se rvice s 5 281,310

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 407,159

Oth e rEq uipm e nt 28 355,338

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 28 79 9 ,511

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 19

TotalMainte nance Expe ns e 2,515,9 22

TotalDis tribution Expe ns e s 10,575,547

Cus tom e rAccounts 4 147,005

Me te rRe ading 5 331,176

Cus tom e rRe cords & Colle ction 43 1,830,622
Uncolle ctible Accounts 6 324,519
Mis ce llane ous Cus tom e rAccounts 4 140,348

Cus tom e rSe rvice & Inform ation 4 269 ,021

Sale s Expe ns e s 4 149 ,9 28

Adm inis tration & Ge ne ralExpe ns e s 30 9 ,826,077

TotalGas O& M Expe ns e s 9 7,287,9 87

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas and A& G 14,142,625

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 23,9 68,702

De pre ciation Expe ns e

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 42,401

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 16,9 9 3

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 21,450

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 5,59 3

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 2,39 7

Mains 40 4,283,656

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 21,369

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 70% 2 49 4,546

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 211,9 48

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 104,778

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 289 ,774

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 14,888

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 6,381

Se rvice s 17 2,085,659

Dire ct Dire ct 32,162

Me te rs 5 1,229 ,061

Dire ct Dire ct 1,875

Se rvice Re gulators 20 181,19 9

Dire ct 217

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 48,49 8

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 17,862

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 7,655

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 57

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 80,574

Dire ct 782

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 2,589

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 1,109

TotalDis tribution Plant 9 ,163,072

Ge ne ralPlant 38 247,213

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 5,664

Am ort. ofIntangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 270,719

Dire ct Dire ct 56,09 9

Com m on Plant 15 513,578

Intangible Plant- Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 624,667

Intangible Plant- Com m on (CC& B) 4 59 1,341

Am ortiz ation ofGain/Pre fe rre d Stock 15 26,421

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 2,821

TotalDe pre ciation Expe ns e 11,543,9 9 6

Total Sm allInte rruptible Total
AirForce Sm all
De live ry De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible

0 2,047 0 7 2,054

0 14,051 0 49 14,100

0 12,041 0 621 12,662

5,814 21,061 0 2,79 4 23,855

3,042 5,429 0 19 5,448

226 0 0 8,9 53 8,9 53

328 0 0 12,9 86 12,9 86

2,457 14,262 0 6,639 20,9 01

5,528 32,09 0 0 14,9 38 47,028

0 0 0 0 0

17,39 5 100,9 81 0 47,006 147,9 87

42,59 2 350,569 4,523 145,615 500,707

4 0 0 211 211

266 0 0 10,539 10,539

185 0 0 26,726 26,726
0 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 201 201

7 0 0 386 386

4 0 0 215 215

39 ,573 325,725 4,202 135,29 6 465,223

1,277,605 1,050,065 1,774,654 319 ,189 3,143,9 08

51,650 350,569 19 ,281 183,89 3 553,743

9 1,223 676,29 4 23,483 319 ,189 1,018,9 66

0 2,588 0 0 2,588

0 889 0 3 89 2

872 9 57 0 3 9 60

0 341 0 0 341

0 0 0 3 3

0 227,435 0 79 9 228,234

0 0 0 0 0

0 30,181 0 0 30,181

0 0 0 304 304

0 7,187 0 371 7,558

8,253 14,727 0 52 14,779

0 9 09 0 0 9 09

0 0 0 9 9

0 0 0 12,221 12,221

0 0 0 0 0

9 88 0 0 39 ,114 39 ,114

0 0 0 0 0

146 0 0 5,763 5,763

0 0 0 0 0

3,418 12,382 0 1,643 14,025

0 1,09 0 0 0 1,09 0

0 0 0 11 11

0 3 0 0 3

0 4,215 0 15 4,230

0 0 0 0 0

0 158 0 0 158

0 0 0 2 2

13,677 300,474 0 60,313 360,787

31 8,001 0 1,601 9 ,602

0 0 0 0 0

441 8,511 0 1,9 39 10,450

0 7,462 0 3,19 7 10,659

836 16,146 0 3,679 19 ,825

1,018 19 ,639 0 4,475 24,114

15 0 0 848 848

43 831 0 189 1,020

2 89 0 20 109

16,063 363,741 0 76,261 440,002
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Taxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Trans m is s ion 2 13,464

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 81,79 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 35,055

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Oth e r 15 1,572,317

Oth e rTaxe s - Payroll, Franch is e , Oth e r 31 1,006,825

Oth e rTaxe s - M inotAFB Dis tribution- Dire ct Dire ct 0

Oth e rTaxe s - Re ve nue 26 1,264

TotalTaxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e Taxe s 2,710,719

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,542,702

Inte re s tExpe ns e /AFUDC Eq uity Add Back 36 4,055,345

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 0

Taxable Incom e 2,622,672

Incom e Taxe s 24.4049 % 640,056

FullNorm aliz ation/ARAM 24 (667,307)

TotalIncom e Taxe s (27,251)

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,515,451

Ope rating Incom e : 6,705,268

Total Sm allInte rruptible Total
AirForce Sm all
De live ry De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible

0 822 0 0 822

0 4,9 9 2 0 0 4,9 9 2

0 0 0 50 50

2,561 49 ,431 0 11,264 60,69 5

3,832 28,408 9 86 13,408 42,802

0 0 0 0 0

14 4 19 19 42

6,407 83,657 1,005 24,741 109 ,403

1,300,075 1,49 7,463 1,775,659 420,19 1 3,69 3,313

7,067 151,242 0 25,9 36 177,178

0 0 0 0 0

(7,880) (1,158,241) (24,19 4) 1,306,49 9 124,064

(1,9 23) (282,668) (5,9 05) 318,850 30,277

(1,154) (24,69 5) 0 (4,235) (28,9 30)

(3,077) (307,363) (5,9 05) 314,615 1,347

1,29 6,9 9 8 1,19 0,100 1,769 ,754 734,806 3,69 4,660

2,264 (69 9 ,636) (18,289 ) 1,017,820 29 9 ,89 5
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Rate Bas e -Proje cte d
Gas Plantin Se rvice

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 2,000,051

Land 13 9 22,303

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 39 ,150

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,850

Righ ts ofW ay 13 49 3,9 86

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 40 524,062

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 9 9 ,49 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 202,068

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 30,19 4
Mains

De m and Re late d 87% 2 105,720,724

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 15,79 7,349

Dire ctly As s igne d De m and Re late d 87% Dire ct 2,314,769

Dire ctly As s igne d Cus tom e rRe late d 13% Dire ct 345,885

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 87% 2 17,867,715

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 2,669 ,889

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 40 2,639 ,185

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 406,688

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 13 8,183,765
Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 239 ,9 04
H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 537,9 18
H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 80,379

Se rvice s 37 61,055,263

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 509 ,310

Me te rs 9 35,728,039

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 54,9 80

Se rvice Re gulators 9 5,258,9 9 5

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 14,733

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 40 779 ,338

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 630,49 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 645,343

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 9 6,430

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,667

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 40 2,314,704

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 50,29 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 3,519

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 13,9 74

Dis tribution Plant- include s H e s k e tt 266,368,360

Dis tribution Plant - H e s k e ttPipe line Plant 22,282,429

Dis tribution PlantExcluding Dire ctAs s ignm e nts 261,701,809

Ge ne ralPlant 38 14,616,870

Dire ctly As s igne d - MAFB Dire ct 186,068

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 4,514,131

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 2,19 2,69 6

Com m on Plant 15 18,810,018

Intangible Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 8,257,29 6

Intangible Com m on (CC& B) 4 8,885,9 85

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 9 7,266

TotalGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 325,9 28,741

Le s s : Accum ulate d De pre ciation

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 59 4,763

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 110,823

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 229 ,858

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 26,833

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 11,500

Mains 40 44,833,69 9

Dire ct Dire ct 56,502

H e s k e ttPipe line -

De m and Re late d 70% 2 2,411,055

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 1,033,310

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 803,132

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 1,19 6,722

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 2,39 9

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 39 ,600

Se rvice s 37 38,571,272

Dire ct Dire ct 9 9 ,871

Me te rs 5 13,168,600

Large Inte rruptible Total
Large

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

37,59 2 0 0 37,59 2 0 0 0

26,662 0 1,771 28,433 0 0 0

736 0 0 736 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

14,280 0 9 48 15,228 0 0 0

8,570 0 4 8,574 0 0 0

39 ,455 0 5,89 6 45,351 0 0 0

3,79 8 0 0 3,79 8 0 0 0

0 0 2 2 0 0 0

1,9 87,09 9 0 0 1,9 87,09 9 0 0 0

0 0 9 62 9 62 0 0 0

1,578,19 9 0 0 1,578,19 9 736,570 0 0

0 0 235,823 235,823 0 0 110,062

335,837 0 0 335,837 0 0 0

0 0 163 163 0 0 0

43,157 0 21 43,178 0 0 0

245,711 0 36,715 282,426 0 0 0

236,577 0 15,712 252,289 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10,111 0 0 10,111 0 0 0
0 0 5 5 0 0 0

0 0 13,687 13,687 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 509 ,310

0 0 49 ,49 3 49 ,49 3 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 54,9 80

0 0 7,285 7,285 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 14,733

12,744 0 6 12,750 0 0 0

143,501 0 21,443 164,9 44 0 0 0

12,130 0 0 12,130 0 0 0

0 0 6 6 0 0 0

48 0 3 51 0 0 0

37,851 0 18 37,869 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 43,758 0 6,538

1,758 0 0 1,758 0 0 0

0 0 1 1 0 0 0

4,738,224 0 389 ,9 64 5,128,188 780,328 0 69 5,623

364,370 0 177 364,547 0 0 0

2,731,358 0 9 0,087 2,821,445 0 0 0

152,555 0 5,032 157,587 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 161,879 0 24,19 0

80,89 0 0 7,209 88,09 9 14,431 0 12,865

1,545,19 3 0 230,89 1 1,776,084 0 0 0

337,063 0 30,038 367,101 60,134 0 53,607

147,9 65 0 13,186 161,151 26,39 8 0 23,533

0 0 1,39 1 1,39 1 0 0 0

1,743 0 155 1,89 8 311 0 277

7,041,225 0 677,866 7,719 ,09 1 ######## 0 810,09 5

11,179 0 0 11,179 0 0 0

3,204 0 213 3,417 0 0 0

17,703 0 2,175 19 ,878 0 0 0

504 0 0 504 0 0 0

0 0 1 1 0 0 0

733,134 0 355 733,489 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 49 ,157 0 7,344

45,318 0 0 45,318 0 0 0

0 0 63 63 0 0 0

76,168 0 9 ,687 85,855 0 0 0

33,610 0 2,232 35,842 0 0 0

1,737 0 0 1,737 0 0 0

0 0 2 2 0 0 0

0 0 8,647 8,647 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 ,871

0 0 46,819 46,819 0 0 0

MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
N.D. PSC Case No. PU-20-379 Corrected Cost-of-Service Study

Exhibit ___ (SJR-2)
Page 31 of 56



Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Dire ct Dire ct 17,067

Se rvice Re gulators 9 1,639 ,9 32

Dire ct Dire ct 2,352

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 39 8,173

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 88,502

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 37,9 29

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,753

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 9 66,161

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 12,9 9 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,569

Dis tribution Plant 105,855,608

Ge ne ralPlant 38 748,600

Dire ct Dire ct 51,676

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 1,656,460

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral- Dire ct Dire ct 729 ,742

Com m on Plant 15 5,583,831

Intangible Plant- Com m on 15 4,9 14,734

Intangible Plant- Com m on-CC& B 4 4,59 3,157

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 79 ,183

Le s s : TotalAccum ulate d Re s e rve forDe pre ciation 124,807,754

Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 201,120,9 87

Large Inte rruptible Total
Large

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution

0 0 0 0 0 0 17,067

0 0 2,272 2,272 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 2,352

44,128 0 6,058 50,186 0 0 0

1,663 0 0 1,663 0 0 0

0 0 2 2 0 0 0

51 0 3 54 0 0 0

27,9 30 0 1,855 29 ,785 0 0 0

244 0 0 244 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9 85,39 4 0 80,384 1,065,778 49 ,157 0 126,634

7,813 0 258 8,071 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 44,9 58 0 6,718

29 ,683 0 2,645 32,328 5,29 6 0 4,721

413,764 0 177,327 59 1,09 1 0 0 0

100,058 0 8,9 17 108,9 75 17,851 0 15,9 13

88,069 0 7,848 9 5,9 17 15,712 0 14,007

0 0 719 719 0 0 0

1,419 0 126 1,545 253 0 226

1,637,379 0 278,224 1,9 15,603 133,227 0 168,219

5,403,846 0 39 9 ,642 5,803,488 9 10,254 0 641,876
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Additions

Mate rials & Supplie s 15 2,538,800

Fue lStock s 10 35,19 8

Pre paym e nts 25 276,676

Unam ortiz e d Los s on De bt 24 29 8,810

Unam ortiz e d Re dum ption Cos tofPre fe rre d Stock 24 47,407

Gain/Los s on Sale 24 467,9 67

Provis ion forPe ns ion & Be ne fits 24 16,29 6,452

Provis ion forPos tRe tire m e nt 24 542,49 7

TotalAdditions 20,503,807

TotalBe fore De ductions 221,624,79 4

De ductions

Accum ulate d De fe rre d Incom e Tax 24 (28,172,29 8)

Accum ulate d Inve s tm e ntTax Cre dit 24 0

Cus tom e rAdvance s ForCons truction Dire ct (8,786,871)

TotalDe ductions (36,9 59 ,169 )

TotalRate Bas e 184,665,625

Large Inte rruptible Total
Large

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution

45,49 4 0 4,054 49 ,548 8,116 0 7,235

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5,9 77 0 575 6,552 886 0 688

8,029 0 59 4 8,623 1,352 0 9 54

1,274 0 9 4 1,368 215 0 151

12,574 0 9 30 13,504 2,118 0 1,49 4

437,863 0 32,382 470,245 73,756 0 52,010

14,576 0 1,078 15,654 2,455 0 1,731

525,787 0 39 ,707 565,49 4 88,89 8 0 64,263

5,9 29 ,633 0 439 ,349 6,368,9 82 9 9 9 ,152 0 706,139

(756,9 51) 0 (55,9 80) (812,9 31) (127,505) 0 (89 ,9 12)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(423,176) 0 (181,361) (604,537) 0 0 0

(1,180,127) 0 (237,341) (1,417,468) (127,505) 0 (89 ,9 12)

4,749 ,506 0 202,008 4,9 51,514 871,647 0 616,227
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Incom e State m e nt

Gas Ope rating Re ve nue s
Re tailSale s & Trans portation

Re s ide ntial Dire ct 58,718,404

Firm Ge ne ral Dire ct 47,19 4,215

AirForce De live ry Dire ct 1,29 6,755

Sm allInte rruptible Dire ct 3,867,749

Large Inte rruptible Dire ct 3,671,532

TotalSale s & Trans portation Re ve nue s 114,748,655

Oth e rOpe rating Re ve nue

Mis ce llane ous

Re conne ctFe e s 6 48,660

MinotMainte nance Fe e Rate 65 Dire ct 456,000

NSFCh e ck Fe e s & Oth e r 6 34,029

Mis ce llane ous 41 2,769

Re ntFrom Gas Prope rty 41 565,349

Oth e rGas Re ve nue s

Mis ce llane ous 42 300,407

H e s k e ttPipe line Re ve nue

De m and Re late d 70% 2 1,29 3,411

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 554,319

Trans portand Pe nalty Re ve nue - Ne t 41 217,120

TotalOth e rOpe rating Re ve nue 3,472,064

3,016,064

Unbille d Re ve nue 26 0

TotalOpe rating Re ve nue s 118,220,719

Ope ration & Mainte nance Expe ns e s

Cos tofPurch as e d Gas Dire ct 73,319 ,285

Trans m is s ion Expe ns e s 3 10,523

Oth e rGas Supply Expe ns e s 3 363,9 36

Dis tribution Expe ns e s

Ope ration

Load Dis patch 1 31,727

Mains and Se rvice s 22 2,19 7,546

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 173,439

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 9 2,007

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 142,770

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 431,482

Cus tom e rIns tallations 5 79 1,051

Oth e rGas Dis tribution 27 2,276,9 15

Re nts 27 41,245

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 27 1,881,39 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 53

TotalOpe ration Expe ns e 8,059 ,625

Large Inte rruptible Total
Large

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1,128,648 756,376 1,786,508 3,671,532 0 0 0

1,128,648 756,376 1,786,508 3,671,532 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 456,000

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

75 0 6 81 0 0 0

15,308 0 1,132 16,440 0 0 0

5,377 540 853 6,770 0 0 0

24,311 0 0 24,311 0 0 0

0 0 34 34 0 0 0

5,879 0 435 6,314 0 0 0

50,9 50 540 2,460 53,9 50 0 0 456,000

50,9 50 540 2,460 53,9 50 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1,179 ,59 8 756,9 16 1,788,9 68 3,725,482 0 0 456,000

1,128,648 756,376 0 1,885,024 0 0 0

0 314 0 314 0 0 0

0 10,854 0 10,854 0 0 0

0 7,9 19 0 7,9 19 0 0 0

42,49 2 0 2,9 85 45,477 0 0 0

16,449 0 2,09 2 18,541 0 0 0

10,19 7 0 1,400 11,59 7 0 0 0

4,010 0 266 4,276 0 0 0

0 0 59 8 59 8 0 0 0

0 0 2,812 2,812 0 0 0

43,148 4,671 5,9 89 53,808 0 0 0

782 85 108 9 75 0 0 0

35,653 3,860 4,9 49 44,462 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 53 0 0

152,731 16,535 21,19 9 19 0,465 53 0 0

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
N.D. PSC Case No. PU-20-379 Corrected Cost-of-Service Study

Exhibit ___ (SJR-2)
Page 34 of 56



Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Mainte nance

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 13 39 ,129

Mains 13 268,600

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 175,554

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 82,489

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 106,813

Se rvice s 5 281,310

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 407,159

Oth e rEq uipm e nt 28 355,338

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 28 79 9 ,511

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 19

TotalMainte nance Expe ns e 2,515,9 22

TotalDis tribution Expe ns e s 10,575,547

Cus tom e rAccounts 4 147,005

Me te rRe ading 5 331,176

Cus tom e rRe cords & Colle ction 43 1,830,622
Uncolle ctible Accounts 6 324,519
Mis ce llane ous Cus tom e rAccounts 4 140,348

Cus tom e rSe rvice & Inform ation 4 269 ,021

Sale s Expe ns e s 4 149 ,9 28

Adm inis tration & Ge ne ralExpe ns e s 30 9 ,826,077

TotalGas O& M Expe ns e s 9 7,287,9 87

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas and A& G 14,142,625

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 23,9 68,702

De pre ciation Expe ns e

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 42,401

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 16,9 9 3

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 21,450

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 5,59 3

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 2,39 7

Mains 40 4,283,656

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 21,369

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 70% 2 49 4,546

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 211,9 48

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 104,778

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 289 ,774

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 14,888

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 6,381

Se rvice s 17 2,085,659

Dire ct Dire ct 32,162

Me te rs 5 1,229 ,061

Dire ct Dire ct 1,875

Se rvice Re gulators 20 181,19 9

Dire ct 217

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 48,49 8

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 17,862

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 7,655

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 57

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 80,574

Dire ct 782

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 2,589

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 1,109

TotalDis tribution Plant 9 ,163,072

Ge ne ralPlant 38 247,213

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 5,664

Am ort. ofIntangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 270,719

Dire ct Dire ct 56,09 9

Com m on Plant 15 513,578

Intangible Plant- Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 624,667

Intangible Plant- Com m on (CC& B) 4 59 1,341

Am ortiz ation ofGain/Pre fe rre d Stock 15 26,421

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 2,821

TotalDe pre ciation Expe ns e 11,543,9 9 6

Large Inte rruptible Total
Large

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution

1,131 0 75 1,206 0 0 0

7,765 0 516 8,281 0 0 0

16,649 0 2,117 18,766 0 0 0

9 ,142 0 1,255 10,39 7 0 0 0

3,000 0 19 9 3,19 9 0 0 0

0 0 1,000 1,000 0 0 0

0 0 564 564 0 0 0

9 ,839 0 1,49 5 11,334 0 0 0

22,138 0 3,364 25,502 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 19 0 0

69 ,664 0 10,585 80,249 19 0 0

222,39 5 16,535 31,784 270,714 72 0 0

0 0 23 23 0 0 0

0 0 1,177 1,177 0 0 0

0 0 5,440 5,440 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 22 22 0 0 0

0 0 42 42 0 0 0

0 0 23 23 0 0 0

206,634 15,363 29 ,531 251,528 67 0 0

1,557,677 79 9 ,442 68,042 2,425,161 139 0 0

222,39 5 27,703 38,511 288,609 72 0 0

429 ,029 43,066 68,042 540,137 139 0 0

79 7 0 0 79 7 0 0 0

49 1 0 33 524 0 0 0

1,652 0 203 1,855 0 0 0

105 0 0 105 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

70,048 0 34 70,082 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 18,59 1 0 2,778

9 ,29 5 0 0 9 ,29 5 0 0 0

0 0 13 13 0 0 0

9 ,9 37 0 1,264 11,201 0 0 0

8,138 0 540 8,678 0 0 0

280 0 0 280 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1,212 1,212 0 0 69

0 0 0 0 0 0 32,162

0 0 4,370 4,370 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1,875

0 0 250 250 0 0 506

0 0 0 0 0 0 217

5,375 0 738 6,113 0 0 0

336 0 0 336 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 2 0 0 0

2,329 0 155 2,484 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 782

49 0 0 49 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

108,037 0 8,812 116,849 18,59 1 0 38,388

2,580 0 85 2,665 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 4,9 28 0 736

4,851 0 432 5,283 865 0 772

31,808 0 13,632 45,440 0 0 0

9 ,203 0 820 10,023 1,642 0 1,464

11,19 4 0 9 9 8 12,19 2 1,9 9 7 0 1,780

0 0 9 3 9 3 0 0 0

473 0 42 515 84 0 75

51 0 5 56 9 0 8

168,9 9 4 0 24,9 19 19 3,9 13 28,116 0 43,223
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Taxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Trans m is s ion 2 13,464

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 81,79 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 35,055

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Oth e r 15 1,572,317

Oth e rTaxe s - Payroll, Franch is e , Oth e r 31 1,006,825

Oth e rTaxe s - M inotAFB Dis tribution- Dire ct Dire ct 0

Oth e rTaxe s - Re ve nue 26 1,264

TotalTaxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e Taxe s 2,710,719

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,542,702

Inte re s tExpe ns e /AFUDC Eq uity Add Back 36 4,055,345

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 0

Taxable Incom e 2,622,672

Incom e Taxe s 24.4049 % 640,056

FullNorm aliz ation/ARAM 24 (667,307)

TotalIncom e Taxe s (27,251)

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,515,451

Ope rating Incom e : 6,705,268

Large Inte rruptible Total
Large

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r Inte rruptible De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution

253 0 0 253 0 0 0

1,537 0 0 1,537 0 0 0

0 0 2 2 0 0 0

28,175 0 2,511 30,686 5,027 0 4,481

18,022 1,809 2,858 22,689 6 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12 8 20 40 0 0 0

47,9 9 9 1,817 5,39 1 55,207 5,033 0 4,481

1,774,670 801,259 9 8,352 2,674,281 33,288 0 47,704

109 ,809 0 8,121 117,9 30 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(704,881) (44,343) 1,682,49 5 9 33,271 (33,288) 0 408,29 6

(172,026) (10,822) 410,611 227,763 (8,124) 0 9 9 ,644

(17,9 30) 0 (1,326) (19 ,256) (3,020) 0 (2,130)

(189 ,9 56) (10,822) 409 ,285 208,507 (11,144) 0 9 7,514

1,584,714 79 0,437 507,637 2,882,788 22,144 0 145,218

(405,116) (33,521) 1,281,331 842,69 4 (22,144) 0 310,782
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Rate Bas e -Proje cte d
Gas Plantin Se rvice

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 2,000,051

Land 13 9 22,303

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 39 ,150

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,850

Righ ts ofW ay 13 49 3,9 86

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 40 524,062

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 9 9 ,49 0

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 202,068

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 30,19 4
Mains

De m and Re late d 87% 2 105,720,724

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 15,79 7,349

Dire ctly As s igne d De m and Re late d 87% Dire ct 2,314,769

Dire ctly As s igne d Cus tom e rRe late d 13% Dire ct 345,885

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 87% 2 17,867,715

Cus tom e rRe late d 13% 8 2,669 ,889

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 40 2,639 ,185

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 406,688

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 13 8,183,765
Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 239 ,9 04
H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 537,9 18
H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 80,379

Se rvice s 37 61,055,263

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 509 ,310

Me te rs 9 35,728,039

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 54,9 80

Se rvice Re gulators 9 5,258,9 9 5

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 14,733

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 40 779 ,338

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 630,49 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 645,343

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 9 6,430

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,667

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 40 2,314,704

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 50,29 6

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 3,519

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 13,9 74

Dis tribution Plant- include s H e s k e tt 266,368,360

Dis tribution Plant - H e s k e ttPipe line Plant 22,282,429

Dis tribution PlantExcluding Dire ctAs s ignm e nts 261,701,809

Ge ne ralPlant 38 14,616,870

Dire ctly As s igne d - MAFB Dire ct 186,068

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 4,514,131

Dire ctly As s igne d Dire ct 2,19 2,69 6

Com m on Plant 15 18,810,018

Intangible Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 8,257,29 6

Intangible Com m on (CC& B) 4 8,885,9 85

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 9 7,266

TotalGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 325,9 28,741

Le s s : Accum ulate d De pre ciation

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 59 4,763

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 110,823

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 229 ,858

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 26,833

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 11,500

Mains 40 44,833,69 9

Dire ct Dire ct 56,502

H e s k e ttPipe line -

De m and Re late d 70% 2 2,411,055

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 1,033,310

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 803,132

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 1,19 6,722

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 9 2,39 9

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 39 ,600

Se rvice s 37 38,571,272

Dire ct Dire ct 9 9 ,871

Me te rs 5 13,168,600

Total
Minot

AirForce

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

736,570

110,062

0

0

0

0

0
0
0
0

0

509 ,310

0

54,9 80

0

14,733

0

0

0

0

0

0

50,29 6

0

0

1,475,9 51

0

(0)

0

186,069

27,29 6

0

113,741

49 ,9 31

0

588

1,853,576

0

0

0

0

0

0

56,501

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

9 9 ,871

0
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Dire ct Dire ct 17,067

Se rvice Re gulators 9 1,639 ,9 32

Dire ct Dire ct 2,352

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 39 8,173

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 88,502

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 37,9 29

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 1,753

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 9 66,161

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 12,9 9 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 5,569

Dis tribution Plant 105,855,608

Ge ne ralPlant 38 748,600

Dire ct Dire ct 51,676

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 1,656,460

Intangible Plant- Ge ne ral- Dire ct Dire ct 729 ,742

Com m on Plant 15 5,583,831

Intangible Plant- Com m on 15 4,9 14,734

Intangible Plant- Com m on-CC& B 4 4,59 3,157

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 79 ,183

Le s s : TotalAccum ulate d Re s e rve forDe pre ciation 124,807,754

Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice including H e s k e tt 201,120,9 87

Total
Minot

AirForce

17,067

0

2,352

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

175,79 1

0

51,676

10,017

0

33,764

29 ,719

0

479

301,446

1,552,130
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Additions

Mate rials & Supplie s 15 2,538,800

Fue lStock s 10 35,19 8

Pre paym e nts 25 276,676

Unam ortiz e d Los s on De bt 24 29 8,810

Unam ortiz e d Re dum ption Cos tofPre fe rre d Stock 24 47,407

Gain/Los s on Sale 24 467,9 67

Provis ion forPe ns ion & Be ne fits 24 16,29 6,452

Provis ion forPos tRe tire m e nt 24 542,49 7

TotalAdditions 20,503,807

TotalBe fore De ductions 221,624,79 4

De ductions

Accum ulate d De fe rre d Incom e Tax 24 (28,172,29 8)

Accum ulate d Inve s tm e ntTax Cre dit 24 0

Cus tom e rAdvance s ForCons truction Dire ct (8,786,871)

TotalDe ductions (36,9 59 ,169 )

TotalRate Bas e 184,665,625

Total
Minot

AirForce

15,351

0

1,574

2,306

366

3,612

125,766

4,186

153,161

1,705,29 1

(217,417)

0

0

(217,417)

1,487,874
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Incom e State m e nt

Gas Ope rating Re ve nue s
Re tailSale s & Trans portation

Re s ide ntial Dire ct 58,718,404

Firm Ge ne ral Dire ct 47,19 4,215

AirForce De live ry Dire ct 1,29 6,755

Sm allInte rruptible Dire ct 3,867,749

Large Inte rruptible Dire ct 3,671,532

TotalSale s & Trans portation Re ve nue s 114,748,655

Oth e rOpe rating Re ve nue

Mis ce llane ous

Re conne ctFe e s 6 48,660

MinotMainte nance Fe e Rate 65 Dire ct 456,000

NSFCh e ck Fe e s & Oth e r 6 34,029

Mis ce llane ous 41 2,769

Re ntFrom Gas Prope rty 41 565,349

Oth e rGas Re ve nue s

Mis ce llane ous 42 300,407

H e s k e ttPipe line Re ve nue

De m and Re late d 70% 2 1,29 3,411

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 554,319

Trans portand Pe nalty Re ve nue - Ne t 41 217,120

TotalOth e rOpe rating Re ve nue 3,472,064

3,016,064

Unbille d Re ve nue 26 0

TotalOpe rating Re ve nue s 118,220,719

Ope ration & Mainte nance Expe ns e s

Cos tofPurch as e d Gas Dire ct 73,319 ,285

Trans m is s ion Expe ns e s 3 10,523

Oth e rGas Supply Expe ns e s 3 363,9 36

Dis tribution Expe ns e s

Ope ration

Load Dis patch 1 31,727

Mains and Se rvice s 22 2,19 7,546

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 173,439

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 9 2,007

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 142,770

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 431,482

Cus tom e rIns tallations 5 79 1,051

Oth e rGas Dis tribution 27 2,276,9 15

Re nts 27 41,245

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 27 1,881,39 0

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 53

TotalOpe ration Expe ns e 8,059 ,625

Total
Minot

AirForce

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

456,000

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

456,000

0

0

456,000

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

53

53
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Mainte nance

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 13 39 ,129

Mains 13 268,600

Me as uring Stations - Ge ne ral 18 175,554

Me as uring Stations - Indus trial 21 82,489

Me as uring Stations - City Gate 19 106,813

Se rvice s 5 281,310

Me te rs & H ous e Re gulators 16 407,159

Oth e rEq uipm e nt 28 355,338

Supe rvis ion & Engine e ring 28 79 9 ,511

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 19

TotalMainte nance Expe ns e 2,515,9 22

TotalDis tribution Expe ns e s 10,575,547

Cus tom e rAccounts 4 147,005

Me te rRe ading 5 331,176

Cus tom e rRe cords & Colle ction 43 1,830,622
Uncolle ctible Accounts 6 324,519
Mis ce llane ous Cus tom e rAccounts 4 140,348

Cus tom e rSe rvice & Inform ation 4 269 ,021

Sale s Expe ns e s 4 149 ,9 28

Adm inis tration & Ge ne ralExpe ns e s 30 9 ,826,077

TotalGas O& M Expe ns e s 9 7,287,9 87

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas and A& G 14,142,625

O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 23,9 68,702

De pre ciation Expe ns e

Trans m is s ion Plant 2 42,401

Dis tribution Plant

Righ ts ofW ay 13 16,9 9 3

Structure s & Im prove m e nts 23 21,450

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 5,59 3

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 2,39 7

Mains 40 4,283,656

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 21,369

H e s k e ttPipe line

De m and Re late d 70% 2 49 4,546

Cus tom e rRe late d 30% 8 211,9 48

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - Ge ne ral 18 104,778

Me as . & Re g. Eq uip. - City Gate 19 289 ,774

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 14,888

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 6,381

Se rvice s 17 2,085,659

Dire ct Dire ct 32,162

Me te rs 5 1,229 ,061

Dire ct Dire ct 1,875

Se rvice Re gulators 20 181,19 9

Dire ct 217

Ind. Me as . & Re g. Station Eq uipm e nt 21 48,49 8

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 17,862

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 7,655

Prope rty on Cus tom e rPre m is e 13 57

Cath odic Prote ction & Oth e rEq uipm e nt 13 80,574

Dire ct 782

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 2,589

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 1,109

TotalDis tribution Plant 9 ,163,072

Ge ne ralPlant 38 247,213

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 5,664

Am ort. ofIntangible Plant- Ge ne ral 15 270,719

Dire ct Dire ct 56,09 9

Com m on Plant 15 513,578

Intangible Plant- Com m on (Excluding CC& B) 15 624,667

Intangible Plant- Com m on (CC& B) 4 59 1,341

Am ortiz ation ofGain/Pre fe rre d Stock 15 26,421

Acq uis ition Adjus tm e nt 15 2,821

TotalDe pre ciation Expe ns e 11,543,9 9 6

Total
Minot

AirForce

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

19

19

72

0

0

0
0
0

0

0

67

139

72

139

0

0

0

0

0

0

21,369

0

0

0

0

0

0

69

32,162

0

1,875

506

217

0

0

0

0

0

782

0

0

56,9 79

0

5,664

1,637

0

3,106

3,777

0

159

17

71,339
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Allocation Total
Factor North Dak ota

Taxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Trans m is s ion 2 13,464

H e s k e ttPipe line - De m and Re late d 2 81,79 4

H e s k e ttPipe line - Cus tom e rRe late d Re late d 8 35,055

Ad Valore m Taxe s -Oth e r 15 1,572,317

Oth e rTaxe s - Payroll, Franch is e , Oth e r 31 1,006,825

Oth e rTaxe s - M inotAFB Dis tribution- Dire ct Dire ct 0

Oth e rTaxe s - Re ve nue 26 1,264

TotalTaxe s Oth e rTh an Incom e Taxe s 2,710,719

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,542,702

Inte re s tExpe ns e /AFUDC Eq uity Add Back 36 4,055,345

Dire ct-MinotAFB Dis tribution Sys te m Dire ct 0

Taxable Incom e 2,622,672

Incom e Taxe s 24.4049 % 640,056

FullNorm aliz ation/ARAM 24 (667,307)

TotalIncom e Taxe s (27,251)

TotalOpe rating Expe ns e 111,515,451

Ope rating Incom e : 6,705,268

Total
Minot

AirForce

0

0

0

9 ,508

6

0

0

9 ,514

80,9 9 2

0

0

375,008

9 1,520

(5,150)

86,370

167,362

288,638
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Total

North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r De m and Ene rgy

25,761,347 0 8,619 ,479 0 0 2,014,211

1 Dk Th rough putProje cte d 100.000000% 0.000000% 33.4589 60% 0.000000% 0.000000% 7.818733%

186,638 9 0,662 0 0 22,885 0

2 Pe ak De s ign Day @ Dis tribution 100.000000% 48.576389 % 0.000000% 0.000000% 12.261704% 0.000000%

18,879 ,154 0 8,619 ,479 0 0 2,014,211

3 Dk Sale s Proje cte d 100.000000% 0.000000% 45.656065% 0.000000% 0.000000% 10.6689 69 %

115,014 0 0 9 8,125 0 0

4 Ave rage Cus tom e rs 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 85.315701% 0.000000% 0.000000%

155,541 0 0 9 8,125 0 0

5 TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 63.086260% 0.000000% 0.000000%

114,828 0 0 9 8,125 0 0

6 Ave rage Re s . & Firm Ge ne ralCus t. 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 85.45389 6% 0.000000% 0.000000%

115,000 0 0 9 8,125 0 0

8 Ave rage Cus tom e rs @ Dis tribution 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 85.326088% 0.000000% 0.000000%

TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs Excluding 155,203 0 0 9 8,125 0 0

9 Large IT - Trans m is s ion Cus tom e rs 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 63.223650% 0.000000% 0.000000%

50,826 0 21,374 0 0 13,787

10 Re s ide ntial& Firm Ge ne ralPropane Sale s 100.000000% 0.000000% 42.053280% 0.000000% 0.000000% 27.125880%

123,332,09 5 51,355,311 0 13,479 ,260 12,9 63,162 0

13 Dis tribution Mains e xcluding H e s k e tt& AFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8% 41.639 859 % 0.000000% 10.9 29 238% 10.510777% 0.000000%

244,085,9 29 57,9 9 7,876 0 9 0,879 ,657 14,639 ,884 0

15 Dis tribution Plante xcluding H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8% 23.761253% 0.000000% 37.232648% 5.9 9 7840% 0.000000%

40,9 87,034 0 0 25,9 13,49 9 0 0

16 Me te rs & Re gulators ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 63.223650% 0.000000% 0.000000%

120,486 0 0 9 8,125 0 0

17 W e igh te d Se rvice s 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 81.4409 9 8% 0.000000% 0.000000%

3,045,871 1,115,358 0 29 2,748 281,540 0

18 Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt.- Ge ne ral 100.000000% 36.618688% 0.000000% 9 .611307% 9 .243333% 0.000000%

8,423,666 3,407,708 0 89 4,422 860,177 0

19 Me as . & Re g. Eq pt.- City Gate ExclH e s k e tt 100.000001% 40.4539 78% 0.000000% 10.6179 67% 10.211433% 0.000000%

5,273,728 0 0 3,324,9 28 0 0

20 Se rvice Re gulators 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 63.047016% 0.000000% 0.000000%

1,409 ,834 329 ,360 0 86,447 83,137 0

21 Ind. Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt. ExclH e s k e tt 100.000000% 23.361616% 0.000000% 6.131715% 5.89 69 35% 0.000000%

184,387,358 51,355,311 0 63,222,680 12,9 63,162 0

22 Mains & Se rvice s ExclAFDis tribution and H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 % 27.851861% 0.000000% 34.2879 68% 7.03039 6% 0.000000%

623,554 221,476 0 58,133 55,9 05 0

23 Structure s and Im prove m e nts 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8% 35.518335% 0.000000% 9 .322847% 8.9 65543% 0.000000%

201,120,9 76 54,662,272 0 62,127,381 13,79 7,9 09 0

24 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 6% 27.178802% 0.000000% 30.89 0552% 6.860502% 0.000000%

325,9 28,735 79 ,678,89 3 0 117,9 41,238 20,112,628 0

25 TotalGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 7% 24.446722% 0.000000% 36.186202% 6.170867% 0.000000%

114,748,655 16,627,479 17,766,247 24,324,678 4,19 7,126 3,852,360

26 Proje cte d Ope rating Re ve nue 100.000000% 14.49 0348% 15.482750% 21.19 8223% 3.657669 % 3.357216%

3,860,022 754,818 10,616 1,562,806 19 0,533 2,481

27 AllOth e rDis t. Ope ration Exp. ExclAFDis t 100.000000% 19 .554759 % 0.275024% 40.4869 71% 4.9 36060% 0.064274%

1,361,051 254,9 05 0 501,79 2 64,343 0

28 AllOth e rDis t. Mainte nance Exp. ExclAFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8% 18.728541% 0.000000% 36.8679 78% 4.727450% 0.000000%

10,575,548 2,047,221 22,165 4,19 0,639 516,763 5,180

30 Dis tribution O& M 100.000000% 19 .358060% 0.209 587% 39 .625740% 4.88639 4% 0.0489 81%

23,9 68,705 3,9 49 ,359 213,721 10,69 3,406 9 9 6,9 04 49 ,9 44

31 O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 100.000001% 16.477148% 0.89 1667% 44.614031% 4.159 19 0% 0.208372%

19 9 ,568,846 54,662,272 0 62,127,381 13,79 7,9 09 0

36 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 100.000000% 27.39 0183% 0.000000% 31.130801% 6.9 13859 % 0.000000%

Excluding MinotAFB Dis tribution

120,439 0 0 9 8,125 0 0

37 W e igh te d Se rvice s Excluding 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 81.472779 % 0.000000% 0.000000%

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e rs

Re s ide ntial Sm allFirm Ge ne ral
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Total

North Dak ota De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r De m and Ene rgy

Re s ide ntial Sm allFirm Ge ne ral

261,701,807 67,414,755 0 9 3,351,313 17,016,9 02 0

38 Dis tribution PlantLe s s Dire ctAs s ignm e nt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 % 25.760141% 0.000000% 35.670870% 6.502401% 0.000000%

121,518,073 51,355,311 0 13,479 ,260 12,9 63,162 0

40 Dis tribution Mains Excluding 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 % 42.261459 % 0.000000% 11.09 239 2% 10.667682% 0.000000%

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e r-Dire ctAs s igne d

19 9 ,568,846 54,662,272 0 62,127,381 13,79 7,9 09 0

41 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000% 27.39 0183% 0.000000% 31.130801% 6.9 13859 % 0.000000%

23,9 68,566 3,9 49 ,359 213,721 10,69 3,406 9 9 6,9 04 49 ,9 44

42 O& M Excl. AFDis tribution and Cos tofGas 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8% 16.477244% 0.89 1672% 44.61429 1% 4.159 214% 0.208373%

1,415,49 2 0 0 1,175,526 0 0

43 Cus tom e rRe cords and Colle ctions 100.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 83.04719 1% 0.000000% 0.000000%
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Total

North Dak ota

25,761,347

1 Dk Th rough putProje cte d 100.000000%

186,638

2 Pe ak De s ign Day @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

18,879 ,154

3 Dk Sale s Proje cte d 100.000000%

115,014

4 Ave rage Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

155,541

5 TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

114,828

6 Ave rage Re s . & Firm Ge ne ralCus t. 100.000000%

115,000

8 Ave rage Cus tom e rs @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs Excluding 155,203

9 Large IT - Trans m is s ion Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

50,826

10 Re s ide ntial& Firm Ge ne ralPropane Sale s 100.000000%

123,332,09 5

13 Dis tribution Mains e xcluding H e s k e tt& AFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

244,085,9 29

15 Dis tribution Plante xcluding H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

40,9 87,034

16 Me te rs & Re gulators ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

120,486

17 W e igh te d Se rvice s 100.000000%

3,045,871

18 Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt.- Ge ne ral 100.000000%

8,423,666

19 Me as . & Re g. Eq pt.- City Gate ExclH e s k e tt 100.000001%

5,273,728

20 Se rvice Re gulators 100.000000%

1,409 ,834

21 Ind. Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt. ExclH e s k e tt 100.000000%

184,387,358

22 Mains & Se rvice s ExclAFDis tribution and H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

623,554

23 Structure s and Im prove m e nts 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

201,120,9 76

24 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 6%

325,9 28,735

25 TotalGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 7%

114,748,655

26 Proje cte d Ope rating Re ve nue 100.000000%

3,860,022

27 AllOth e rDis t. Ope ration Exp. ExclAFDis t 100.000000%

1,361,051

28 AllOth e rDis t. Mainte nance Exp. ExclAFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

10,575,548

30 Dis tribution O& M 100.000000%

23,9 68,705

31 O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 100.000001%

19 9 ,568,846

36 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 100.000000%

Excluding MinotAFB Dis tribution

120,439

37 W e igh te d Se rvice s Excluding 100.000000%

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e rs

Cus tom e r

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

11,49 9

9 .9 9 79 13%

13,79 9

8.871616%

11,49 9

10.014108%

11,49 9

9 .9 9 9 130%

13,79 9

8.89 09 36%

0

0.000000%

1,579 ,59 7

1.280767%

12,015,211

4.9 22533%

3,644,131

8.89 09 36%

12,9 9 4

10.784655%

34,306

1.126312%

104,815

1.24429 2%

467,574

8.866101%

10,131

0.71859 5%

8,166,766

4.429 136%

6,812

1.09 2447%

8,129 ,111

4.0419 01%

15,439 ,9 30

4.737210%

4,517,423

3.9 3679 8%

210,264

5.447223%

68,9 9 7

5.069 39 1%

566,564

5.357301%

1,415,538

5.9 05776%

8,129 ,111

4.073337%

12,9 9 4

10.788864%

Sm allFirm Ge ne ral
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Total

North Dak ota

261,701,807

38 Dis tribution PlantLe s s Dire ctAs s ignm e nt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

121,518,073

40 Dis tribution Mains Excluding 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e r-Dire ctAs s igne d

19 9 ,568,846

41 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

23,9 68,566

42 O& M Excl. AFDis tribution and Cos tofGas 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

1,415,49 2

43 Cus tom e rRe cords and Colle ctions 100.000000%

Cus tom e r

Sm allFirm Ge ne ral

12,304,857

4.701862%

1,579 ,59 7

1.29 9 886%

8,129 ,111

4.073337%

1,415,538

5.9 05810%

146,9 65

10.382642%
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Total

North Dak ota

25,761,347

1 Dk Th rough putProje cte d 100.000000%

186,638

2 Pe ak De s ign Day @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

18,879 ,154

3 Dk Sale s Proje cte d 100.000000%

115,014

4 Ave rage Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

155,541

5 TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

114,828

6 Ave rage Re s . & Firm Ge ne ralCus t. 100.000000%

115,000

8 Ave rage Cus tom e rs @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs Excluding 155,203

9 Large IT - Trans m is s ion Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

50,826

10 Re s ide ntial& Firm Ge ne ralPropane Sale s 100.000000%

123,332,09 5

13 Dis tribution Mains e xcluding H e s k e tt& AFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

244,085,9 29

15 Dis tribution Plante xcluding H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

40,9 87,034

16 Me te rs & Re gulators ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

120,486

17 W e igh te d Se rvice s 100.000000%

3,045,871

18 Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt.- Ge ne ral 100.000000%

8,423,666

19 Me as . & Re g. Eq pt.- City Gate ExclH e s k e tt 100.000001%

5,273,728

20 Se rvice Re gulators 100.000000%

1,409 ,834

21 Ind. Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt. ExclH e s k e tt 100.000000%

184,387,358

22 Mains & Se rvice s ExclAFDis tribution and H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

623,554

23 Structure s and Im prove m e nts 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

201,120,9 76

24 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 6%

325,9 28,735

25 TotalGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 7%

114,748,655

26 Proje cte d Ope rating Re ve nue 100.000000%

3,860,022

27 AllOth e rDis t. Ope ration Exp. ExclAFDis t 100.000000%

1,361,051

28 AllOth e rDis t. Mainte nance Exp. ExclAFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

10,575,548

30 Dis tribution O& M 100.000000%

23,9 68,705

31 O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 100.000001%

19 9 ,568,846

36 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 100.000000%

Excluding MinotAFB Dis tribution

120,439

37 W e igh te d Se rvice s Excluding 100.000000%

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e rs

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r De m and Ene rgy

0 6,505,434 0 0 432,9 75

0.000000% 25.25269 4% 0.000000% 0.000000% 1.680716%

58,19 3 0 0 0 0

31.179 610% 0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 6,505,434 0 0 432,9 75

0.000000% 34.45829 2% 0.000000% 0.000000% 2.29 3403%

0 0 5,204 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 4.524667% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 37,9 89 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 24.423785% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 5,204 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 4.5319 9 6% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 5,204 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 4.525217% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 37,9 89 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 24.4769 75% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 15,665 0 0 0

0.000000% 30.820840% 0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

32,9 63,309 0 714,864 0 0

26.727276% 0.000000% 0.579 625% 0.000000% 0.000000%

37,29 1,321 0 15,202,421 317,225 0

15.2779 48% 0.000000% 6.228307% 0.129 9 64% 0.000000%

0 0 10,032,386 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 24.4769 75% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 8,587 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 7.1269 69 % 0.000000% 0.000000%

755,230 0 21,401 0 0

24.79 5206% 0.000000% 0.702623% 0.000000% 0.000000%

2,187,29 7 0 47,435 208,716 0

25.9 6609 4% 0.000000% 0.563116% 2.477734% 0.000000%

0 0 1,287,243 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 24.40859 8% 0.000000% 0.000000%

211,405 0 4,585 86,455 0

14.9 9 5028% 0.000000% 0.325216% 6.132282% 0.000000%

32,9 63,309 0 5,067,9 52 0 0

17.877207% 0.000000% 2.748536% 0.000000% 0.000000%

167,206 0 6,826 22,054 0

26.8149 9 9 % 0.000000% 1.09 469 3% 3.536823% 0.000000%

35,135,831 0 10,845,9 12 280,29 7 0

17.469 9 9 8% 0.000000% 5.39 2730% 0.139 367% 0.000000%

51,216,017 0 18,564,49 9 358,39 6 0

15.713870% 0.000000% 5.69 5877% 0.109 9 61% 0.000000%

10,672,640 15,007,085 8,9 47,581 217,513 9 68,869

9 .300885% 13.078223% 7.79 7548% 0.189 556% 0.844340%

486,733 8,012 361,541 9 ,179 533

12.609 59 1% 0.207564% 9 .36629 4% 0.23779 7% 0.013808%

165,880 0 172,253 7,705 0

12.187640% 0.000000% 12.655881% 0.566107% 0.000000%

1,322,9 09 16,729 1,073,29 3 33,408 1,113

12.509 129 % 0.158186% 10.148817% 0.31589 9 % 0.010524%

2,552,066 161,304 2,285,9 9 8 64,448 10,735

10.64749 2% 0.6729 78% 9 .537428% 0.268884% 0.044788%

35,135,831 0 10,845,9 12 280,29 7 0

17.605870% 0.000000% 5.434672% 0.140451% 0.000000%

0 0 8,587 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 7.129 750% 0.000000% 0.000000%

Large Firm Ge ne ral AirForce De live ry
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Total

North Dak ota

261,701,807

38 Dis tribution PlantLe s s Dire ctAs s ignm e nt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

121,518,073

40 Dis tribution Mains Excluding 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e r-Dire ctAs s igne d

19 9 ,568,846

41 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

23,9 68,566

42 O& M Excl. AFDis tribution and Cos tofGas 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

1,415,49 2

43 Cus tom e rRe cords and Colle ctions 100.000000%

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r De m and Ene rgy

Large Firm Ge ne ral AirForce De live ry

43,271,345 0 15,323,885 0 0

16.53459 9 % 0.000000% 5.855475% 0.000000% 0.000000%

32,9 63,309 0 714,864 0 0

27.126260% 0.000000% 0.588278% 0.000000% 0.000000%

35,135,831 0 10,845,9 12 280,29 7 0

17.605870% 0.000000% 5.434672% 0.140451% 0.000000%

2,552,066 161,304 2,285,9 9 8 64,448 10,735

10.647554% 0.6729 81% 9 .537483% 0.268886% 0.044788%

0 0 67,9 86 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 4.8029 78% 0.000000% 0.000000%
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Total

North Dak ota

25,761,347

1 Dk Th rough putProje cte d 100.000000%

186,638

2 Pe ak De s ign Day @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

18,879 ,154

3 Dk Sale s Proje cte d 100.000000%

115,014

4 Ave rage Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

155,541

5 TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

114,828

6 Ave rage Re s . & Firm Ge ne ralCus t. 100.000000%

115,000

8 Ave rage Cus tom e rs @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs Excluding 155,203

9 Large IT - Trans m is s ion Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

50,826

10 Re s ide ntial& Firm Ge ne ralPropane Sale s 100.000000%

123,332,09 5

13 Dis tribution Mains e xcluding H e s k e tt& AFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

244,085,9 29

15 Dis tribution Plante xcluding H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

40,9 87,034

16 Me te rs & Re gulators ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

120,486

17 W e igh te d Se rvice s 100.000000%

3,045,871

18 Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt.- Ge ne ral 100.000000%

8,423,666

19 Me as . & Re g. Eq pt.- City Gate ExclH e s k e tt 100.000001%

5,273,728

20 Se rvice Re gulators 100.000000%

1,409 ,834

21 Ind. Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt. ExclH e s k e tt 100.000000%

184,387,358

22 Mains & Se rvice s ExclAFDis tribution and H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

623,554

23 Structure s and Im prove m e nts 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

201,120,9 76

24 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 6%

325,9 28,735

25 TotalGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 7%

114,748,655

26 Proje cte d Ope rating Re ve nue 100.000000%

3,860,022

27 AllOth e rDis t. Ope ration Exp. ExclAFDis t 100.000000%

1,361,051

28 AllOth e rDis t. Mainte nance Exp. ExclAFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

10,575,548

30 Dis tribution O& M 100.000000%

23,9 68,705

31 O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 100.000001%

19 9 ,568,846

36 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 100.000000%

Excluding MinotAFB Dis tribution

120,439

37 W e igh te d Se rvice s Excluding 100.000000%

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e rs

Cus tom e r

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

3

0.002608%

125

0.080365%

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

125

0.080540%

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

80,413

0.0329 45%

33,011

0.080540%

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

31,188

0.370243%

4,236

0.080323%

12,9 19

0.9 16349 %

0

0.000000%

3,29 5

0.528423%

67,481

0.033552%

9 2,9 25

0.028511%

110,373

0.09 6187%

2,356

0.061036%

1,705

0.125271%

8,071

0.076318%

16,040

0.0669 21%

67,481

0.033813%

0

0.000000%
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Total

North Dak ota

261,701,807

38 Dis tribution PlantLe s s Dire ctAs s ignm e nt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

121,518,073

40 Dis tribution Mains Excluding 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e r-Dire ctAs s igne d

19 9 ,568,846

41 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

23,9 68,566

42 O& M Excl. AFDis tribution and Cos tofGas 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

1,415,49 2

43 Cus tom e rRe cords and Colle ctions 100.000000%

Cus tom e r

33,011

0.012614%

0

0.000000%

67,481

0.033813%

16,040

0.0669 21%

143

0.01009 8%
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Total

North Dak ota

25,761,347

1 Dk Th rough putProje cte d 100.000000%

186,638

2 Pe ak De s ign Day @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

18,879 ,154

3 Dk Sale s Proje cte d 100.000000%

115,014

4 Ave rage Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

155,541

5 TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

114,828

6 Ave rage Re s . & Firm Ge ne ralCus t. 100.000000%

115,000

8 Ave rage Cus tom e rs @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs Excluding 155,203

9 Large IT - Trans m is s ion Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

50,826

10 Re s ide ntial& Firm Ge ne ralPropane Sale s 100.000000%

123,332,09 5

13 Dis tribution Mains e xcluding H e s k e tt& AFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

244,085,9 29

15 Dis tribution Plante xcluding H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

40,9 87,034

16 Me te rs & Re gulators ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

120,486

17 W e igh te d Se rvice s 100.000000%

3,045,871

18 Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt.- Ge ne ral 100.000000%

8,423,666

19 Me as . & Re g. Eq pt.- City Gate ExclH e s k e tt 100.000001%

5,273,728

20 Se rvice Re gulators 100.000000%

1,409 ,834

21 Ind. Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt. ExclH e s k e tt 100.000000%

184,387,358

22 Mains & Se rvice s ExclAFDis tribution and H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

623,554

23 Structure s and Im prove m e nts 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

201,120,9 76

24 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 6%

325,9 28,735

25 TotalGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 7%

114,748,655

26 Proje cte d Ope rating Re ve nue 100.000000%

3,860,022

27 AllOth e rDis t. Ope ration Exp. ExclAFDis t 100.000000%

1,361,051

28 AllOth e rDis t. Mainte nance Exp. ExclAFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

10,575,548

30 Dis tribution O& M 100.000000%

23,9 68,705

31 O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 100.000001%

19 9 ,568,846

36 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 100.000000%

Excluding MinotAFB Dis tribution

120,439

37 W e igh te d Se rvice s Excluding 100.000000%

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e rs

Sm allInte rruptible Large Inte rruptible

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r De m and Ene rgy

0 1,759 ,109 0 0 6,430,139

0.000000% 6.828482% 0.000000% 0.000000% 24.9 60415%

11,39 0 0 0 3,508 0

6.102723% 0.000000% 0.000000% 1.879 574% 0.000000%

0 744,025 0 0 563,030

0.000000% 3.9 409 87% 0.000000% 0.000000% 2.9 82284%

0 0 165 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.143461% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 4,9 50 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 3.182441% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 165 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.143478% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 4,9 50 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 3.189 371% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

6,451,843 0 22,666 3,565,29 8 0

5.231277% 0.000000% 0.018378% 2.89 0811% 0.000000%

7,673,721 0 1,748,608 4,373,854 0

3.143860% 0.000000% 0.71639 0% 1.79 19 32% 0.000000%

0 0 1,307,229 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 3.189 372% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 706 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.5859 60% 0.000000% 0.000000%

208,9 13 0 10,771 288,868 0

6.85889 2% 0.000000% 0.353626% 9 .4839 21% 0.000000%

428,115 0 1,504 236,577 0

5.082288% 0.000000% 0.017854% 2.808480% 0.000000%

0 0 167,729 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 3.180464% 0.000000% 0.000000%

359 ,9 53 0 47,748 156,245 0

25.531587% 0.000000% 3.386782% 11.082510% 0.000000%

6,451,843 0 380,565 3,565,29 8 0

3.49 9 070% 0.000000% 0.20639 4% 1.9 3359 1% 0.000000%

27,824 0 9 8 48,025 0

4.462164% 0.000000% 0.015716% 7.701819 % 0.000000%

7,442,804 0 1,276,360 5,403,846 0

3.700660% 0.000000% 0.634623% 2.686863% 0.000000%

10,810,264 0 2,141,278 7,041,225 0

3.316757% 0.000000% 0.6569 77% 2.160357% 0.000000%

373,771 1,751,171 1,742,807 1,128,648 756,376

0.325730% 1.52609 3% 1.518804% 0.9 83583% 0.659 159 %

119 ,537 2,166 47,227 73,148 7,9 19

3.09 679 6% 0.056114% 1.22349 0% 1.89 5015% 0.205154%

54,629 0 25,429 37,687 0

4.013736% 0.000000% 1.868336% 2.7689 63% 0.000000%

350,569 4,523 145,615 222,39 5 16,535

3.3149 01% 0.042768% 1.3769 03% 2.1029 17% 0.156351%

676,29 4 23,483 319 ,189 429 ,029 43,066

2.821571% 0.09 79 74% 1.33169 1% 1.789 9 55% 0.179 676%

7,442,804 0 1,276,360 5,403,846 0

3.729 442% 0.000000% 0.639 559 % 2.707760% 0.000000%

0 0 706 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.586189 % 0.000000% 0.000000%
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Total

North Dak ota

261,701,807

38 Dis tribution PlantLe s s Dire ctAs s ignm e nt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

121,518,073

40 Dis tribution Mains Excluding 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e r-Dire ctAs s igne d

19 9 ,568,846

41 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

23,9 68,566

42 O& M Excl. AFDis tribution and Cos tofGas 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

1,415,49 2

43 Cus tom e rRe cords and Colle ctions 100.000000%

Sm allInte rruptible Large Inte rruptible

De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r De m and Ene rgy

8,469 ,413 0 1,69 4,881 2,731,358 0

3.236284% 0.000000% 0.647638% 1.04369 1% 0.000000%

6,451,843 0 22,666 1,9 87,09 9 0

5.309 369 % 0.000000% 0.018652% 1.635229 % 0.000000%

7,442,804 0 1,276,360 5,403,846 0

3.729 442% 0.000000% 0.639 559 % 2.707760% 0.000000%

676,29 4 23,483 319 ,189 429 ,029 43,066

2.821587% 0.09 79 74% 1.33169 8% 1.789 9 65% 0.179 677%

0 0 20,665 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 1.459 9 29 % 0.000000% 0.000000%
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Total

North Dak ota

25,761,347

1 Dk Th rough putProje cte d 100.000000%

186,638

2 Pe ak De s ign Day @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

18,879 ,154

3 Dk Sale s Proje cte d 100.000000%

115,014

4 Ave rage Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

155,541

5 TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

114,828

6 Ave rage Re s . & Firm Ge ne ralCus t. 100.000000%

115,000

8 Ave rage Cus tom e rs @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs Excluding 155,203

9 Large IT - Trans m is s ion Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

50,826

10 Re s ide ntial& Firm Ge ne ralPropane Sale s 100.000000%

123,332,09 5

13 Dis tribution Mains e xcluding H e s k e tt& AFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

244,085,9 29

15 Dis tribution Plante xcluding H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

40,9 87,034

16 Me te rs & Re gulators ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

120,486

17 W e igh te d Se rvice s 100.000000%

3,045,871

18 Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt.- Ge ne ral 100.000000%

8,423,666

19 Me as . & Re g. Eq pt.- City Gate ExclH e s k e tt 100.000001%

5,273,728

20 Se rvice Re gulators 100.000000%

1,409 ,834

21 Ind. Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt. ExclH e s k e tt 100.000000%

184,387,358

22 Mains & Se rvice s ExclAFDis tribution and H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

623,554

23 Structure s and Im prove m e nts 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

201,120,9 76

24 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 6%

325,9 28,735

25 TotalGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 7%

114,748,655

26 Proje cte d Ope rating Re ve nue 100.000000%

3,860,022

27 AllOth e rDis t. Ope ration Exp. ExclAFDis t 100.000000%

1,361,051

28 AllOth e rDis t. Mainte nance Exp. ExclAFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

10,575,548

30 Dis tribution O& M 100.000000%

23,9 68,705

31 O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 100.000001%

19 9 ,568,846

36 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 100.000000%

Excluding MinotAFB Dis tribution

120,439

37 W e igh te d Se rvice s Excluding 100.000000%

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e rs

Large Inte rruptible

Cus tom e r

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

0

0.000000%

18

0.015650%

553

0.355533%

0

0.000000%

7

0.006087%

215

0.138528%

0

0.000000%

236,785

0.19 19 9 0%

389 ,787

0.159 69 3%

56,778

0.138527%

70

0.05809 8%

36,736

1.20609 2%

15,712

0.186522%

7,285

0.138138%

21,449

1.521385%

250,472

0.135840%

5,9 00

0.9 46189 %

39 9 ,642

0.19 8707%

677,866

0.2079 80%

1,786,508

1.556888%

10,153

0.263030%

5,726

0.420704%

31,784

0.300542%

68,042

0.283878%

39 9 ,642

0.200253%

27

0.022418%
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Total

North Dak ota

261,701,807

38 Dis tribution PlantLe s s Dire ctAs s ignm e nt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

121,518,073

40 Dis tribution Mains Excluding 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e r-Dire ctAs s igne d

19 9 ,568,846

41 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

23,9 68,566

42 O& M Excl. AFDis tribution and Cos tofGas 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

1,415,49 2

43 Cus tom e rRe cords and Colle ctions 100.000000%

Large Inte rruptible

Cus tom e r

9 0,087

0.034424%

9 62

0.00079 2%

39 9 ,642

0.200253%

68,042

0.283880%

4,206

0.29 7162%
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Total

North Dak ota

25,761,347

1 Dk Th rough putProje cte d 100.000000%

186,638

2 Pe ak De s ign Day @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

18,879 ,154

3 Dk Sale s Proje cte d 100.000000%

115,014

4 Ave rage Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

155,541

5 TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

114,828

6 Ave rage Re s . & Firm Ge ne ralCus t. 100.000000%

115,000

8 Ave rage Cus tom e rs @ Dis tribution 100.000000%

TotalW e igh te d Cus tom e rs Excluding 155,203

9 Large IT - Trans m is s ion Cus tom e rs 100.000000%

50,826

10 Re s ide ntial& Firm Ge ne ralPropane Sale s 100.000000%

123,332,09 5

13 Dis tribution Mains e xcluding H e s k e tt& AFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

244,085,9 29

15 Dis tribution Plante xcluding H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

40,9 87,034

16 Me te rs & Re gulators ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

120,486

17 W e igh te d Se rvice s 100.000000%

3,045,871

18 Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt.- Ge ne ral 100.000000%

8,423,666

19 Me as . & Re g. Eq pt.- City Gate ExclH e s k e tt 100.000001%

5,273,728

20 Se rvice Re gulators 100.000000%

1,409 ,834

21 Ind. Me as . & Re g. Sta. Eq pt. ExclH e s k e tt 100.000000%

184,387,358

22 Mains & Se rvice s ExclAFDis tribution and H e s k e tt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

623,554

23 Structure s and Im prove m e nts 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

201,120,9 76

24 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 6%

325,9 28,735

25 TotalGas Plantin Se rvice 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 7%

114,748,655

26 Proje cte d Ope rating Re ve nue 100.000000%

3,860,022

27 AllOth e rDis t. Ope ration Exp. ExclAFDis t 100.000000%

1,361,051

28 AllOth e rDis t. Mainte nance Exp. ExclAFDis t 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

10,575,548

30 Dis tribution O& M 100.000000%

23,9 68,705

31 O& M Excl. Cos tofGas 100.000001%

19 9 ,568,846

36 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice 100.000000%

Excluding MinotAFB Dis tribution

120,439

37 W e igh te d Se rvice s Excluding 100.000000%

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e rs

MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution
De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

780,328 0 69 5,623

0.319 69 4% 0.000000% 0.2849 9 1%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 4

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.003320%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 14,733

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.279 360%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

9 10,254 0 641,876

0.45259 0% 0.000000% 0.319 149 %

1,043,481 0 810,09 5

0.320156% 0.000000% 0.248550%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

72 0 0

0.000682% 0.000000% 0.000000%

139 0 0

0.000581% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%
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Total

North Dak ota

261,701,807

38 Dis tribution PlantLe s s Dire ctAs s ignm e nt 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

121,518,073

40 Dis tribution Mains Excluding 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 9 %

Trans m is s ion Le ve lCus tom e r-Dire ctAs s igne d

19 9 ,568,846

41 Ne tGas Plantin Se rvice ExclAFDis tribution 100.000000%

23,9 68,566

42 O& M Excl. AFDis tribution and Cos tofGas 9 9 .9 9 9 9 9 8%

1,415,49 2

43 Cus tom e rRe cords and Colle ctions 100.000000%

MinotAirForce Bas e Dis tribution
De m and Ene rgy Cus tom e r

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%

0 0 0

0.000000% 0.000000% 0.000000%
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R esidentialratedesignusingM DU CO S S

From S tatementL,p.4(R ates60 & 90)andp.11 (R ate63)

Units R ate R evenue R ate R evenue $Increase % Increase R ate R evenue $Increase % Increase

R ates60 & 90

Basicservicecharge 35,122,125 0.6860$ 24,093,778$ 0.8919$ 31,325,423$ 7,231,646$ 30.0% 0.6860$ 24,093,778$ -$ 0.0%

Deliverycharge 8,467,441 -$ - -$ - - 0.8571$ 7,257,444 7,257,444

S ubtotalR ates60 & 90 24,093,778$ 31,325,423$ 7,231,646$ 30.0% 31,351,221$ 7,257,444$ 30.1%

R ate63 (W ahpoten)

Basicservicecharge 693,500 0.1151$ 79,800$ 0.2500$ 173,375$ 93,575$ 117.3% 0.2500$ 173,375$ 93,575$ 117.3%

Deliverycharge

First10 Dk 104,506 1.0720$ 112,030 1.0280$ 107,432 (4,598) -4.1% 0.8571$ 89,572 (22,458) -20.0%

O ver10 Dk 47,532 0.8220$ 39,071 1.0280$ 48,863 9,792 25.1% 0.8571$ 40,740 1,668 4.3%

S ubtotalR ate63 230,902$ 329,670$ 98,768$ 42.8% 303,687$ 72,785$ 31.5%

T otalR esidential 24,324,679$ 31,655,093$ 7,330,414$ 30.1% 31,654,908$ 7,330,229$ 30.1%

P resent M DU P roposed AAR P P roposedUnderM DU CO S S
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R esidentialratedesignusingAAR P CO S S

From S tatementL,p.4(R ates60 & 90)andp.11 (R ate63)

Units R ate R evenue R ate R evenue $Increase % Increase R ate R evenue $Increase % Increase

R ates60 & 90

Basicservicecharge 35,122,125 0.6860$ 24,093,778$ 0.8919$ 31,325,423$ 7,231,646$ 30.0% 0.6860$ 24,093,778$ -$ 0.0%

Deliverycharge 8,467,441 -$ - -$ - - 0.7172$ 6,072,849 6,072,849

S ubtotalR ates60 & 90 24,093,778$ 31,325,423$ 7,231,646$ 30.0% 30,166,626$ 6,072,849$ 25.2%

R ate63 (W ahpoten)

Basicservicecharge 693,500 0.1151$ 79,800$ 0.2500$ 173,375$ 93,575$ 117.3% 0.2500$ 173,375$ 93,575$ 117.3%

Deliverycharge

First10 Dk 104,506 1.0720$ 112,030 1.0280$ 107,432 (4,598) -4.1% 0.7172$ 74,952 (37,079) -33.1%

O ver10 Dk 47,532 0.8220$ 39,071 1.0280$ 48,863 9,792 25.1% 0.7172$ 34,090 (4,981) -12.7%

S ubtotalR ate63 230,902$ 329,670$ 98,768$ 42.8% 282,417$ 51,515$ 22.3%

T otalR esidential 24,324,679$ 31,655,093$ 7,330,414$ 30.1% 30,449,043$ 6,124,364$ 25.2%

P resent M DU P roposed AAR P P roposedUnderAAR P CO S S
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