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BY THE COMMI SSI ON: On June 817BQ0@QPR,oput beakR
oPractice and Procedure of the North Carolina
to Initiate Technical Conference Regarding th
Projects to be I nc-Baded Repgal Rerbar mBRe Appl i

OnSeptember 6 2022, pursudrt( a)o O&mmif s $ ied!

of I'ts intent to file a general ratdeoacase ap
regul ation application as auillBdrilfed under N.

On OctoberDBEPfi2@d2,itst ®dAppdjoati Retail Rat
Perfor-ased Regul ations, and Request for an A

supported by a Rate Case | nfor fhat(iFoort )WReEmordt  (
direct testimony and exhi R2i1B838. 1A/s amaq LCiomend slsy

R11 7BDEBs PBR Application i ncluded -makirnegsi de
mechani sm, performance incentive mechani sms
Mul t iRaeB®ran (MYRP), including an ea)ynings shar

PROCEDURAL HI STORY AND JURI SDI CTI ON
Procedur al Hi story

The following is a summary ofthe ep,awotdite per
procedur alssoedeby t he Commi ssi on

Petitions to intervene were filednbyu@QleGFUI
16, 2022. The Commi ssion entered orders grant
2022, and CUCA on June 22, 202 2.

On June 15, 2022, the Commi ssion issued a
Procedures for the Techni calOrQcnf ersemchd.i sThheed
Techni cal Conference would be held in person
i tTsr ans mi sdsDiosnt ra@&Plinnfnor mati on Filing by July
parti s would be all owed t ol &D Ilen fworrintattei no nc oFmn

e
before July 25, 2022.

Noti ce i n

o f ervention and of nt to pa
filed by the OAd

t inte
t @fr AMoyecBedenal 29, 2022.

Petitions to i ntervene andt enoitn cé®e offlech
Conference were filed by North Carolina EIl ect
June 30, 2022; NCJC, NCHC, SACE, and NCSEA on
2022; and NRDC on July 11, 2022. Thde¢ h@ompmits gii a
of NCJC, NCHC, SACE, and NCSEA on July 7, 202
NRDC on July 13, 202 2. The Commi ssion deni ed
granted NCEMC amicus curiae status on July 11

10



ClGFR$o0l ed afnbhteert to participate i n th
r

July 11, 2022. Notice of the Public Staffds i
was filed by the Public Staff on July 11, 202,

On July 15, 2022, DEP fil @ednmeing sT&D Irrefsprom
DEP6s T&D I nformational Filing were filed by
NCJ,et al on July 25, 2022.

On July 25, 2022, a technical conference v
Chair Charl otte A. MC d nerhied 4 i, 0 nRerress i TdoiBvhogl ;rad an.d
Dani el G. Clodfelter; Ki mberl y W, Duffley,; Jei
Karen M. Kemerait.

On August 3, 2022, DEP filed a letter advi
i nformati ont da nChreeisrp oNiistechel | 6s request that it
associ atbeedhedodt anal yses DE®BAD Ilinnfcorundaetdi oinn F i
part DEBS direct testi mony t o be filed on Al
E-100, Sub 179.

On Sepnber 6, 2022, pur suaRnlt7 (tag , C cDnen®i sfsiil cend
of Its intent to file a general ratdeoacase ap
regul ation application as -1a3uwt.hloer.i zed under N.

On September 12, ta@a0N2,C. g#6O®suadnEtB2 Duke En
Carolinas, LLC (DEC), the Public Staff, Cl GFU
Utility Rates | lItilhRgCeemEBRt | aBhyd, Sti peaedati on of
regarding t he Cos{C@®@® Ssempuilae i snudy or consi
Commi ssion i n -2DocXKuebt INGUsO. Sbnkd 1IE2 76. On Sept emb
a revision to the Stipulation was filed by t|
which were inadvertestilon 6é6mieded her pmetvheo®used

On OctoberDEA, i I120®R 2i,t s Appll,i caantdi otnh,e Fdoirrne cg
and exhibits of Stephen G. De May, North Caro
Energy, l nc. ; Jonat han L. ByrdgnMandgiRegguDiat
Solutions for Duke Ener gy BluBsriennets sC.SeGuvyitcoens,, |
of Asset Management in Customer Delivery for
President of Carolinas Rates andnaRegMlaatagi yng
Director of Load Forecasting and Corporate St
Jiggetts, Rates and Regul atory Strategy Ma n &
President, Cust omer Experience Desi gn and S
Vi ce President, Coal Combusti on Products ( C
Governance for DEBS; Bradl ey G. Harri s, Rat e:
DEBS; Janice D. Hager, Presi dent of Jani ce He

'DEBBrovides various administkPand vet menrd aft fhielri asteerdv i c

Duke E@Gerpggrati on .(Duke Energy)

11



Vice PrdsiNdehttaod Operations for Duke Energy C

G. Qui ck, Vice President of Customer Technol o
Support wi thin Cust omer Services for Duke E
President, @d roppareantte alhedv Tr easur er , DEBS,; Dr .
Professor of Finance at the Robinson Coll ege
Regul ated I ndustry at the Center for the St uc
State UniveMsi MgepktauDel ector of Renewabl e B
DEP; Evan W. Shearer, Principal I ntegrated PI
Mal ey, Director of Transmission Compliance Co:
Director of Renewalblloeg Dakel Emme gy; Julie K. T
Carolinas Coal Generation for Duke Energy; K
Strategy Manager for DEC; Jacob J. Stewart, C
Ni colas G. Sperownt iDig efcdrorDBBS;Ackmhn J. Spanc
Val uation and Rate Consultants, LLC (Gannett

Rates and Regul atory Planning for DEBS.

On October 31, 2022, mbed€omwhsshodectauved
rataese, suspended the proposed new rates, est:
December 31, 2021, and advised that an order
notice would be issued at a | ater date.

Petitions to intervem.e aved eHdrirlied Toeye tKerro goer
2022, and the Commerci al Group on November 1

orders granting the petitions of the Commerci
on November 15, 2022.

Petitions to indtyrvRWEe aorer HoVermkear 23, 202
Sierra Club on December 14, 2022. The Commi
petitions of FPWC and the Sierra Club on Janu

\f
2

On December 16, 2022, the Commi ssion issuec
and Hearings, Establishing Il ntervention and
Guidelines, and Requiring Public Notice (Sche:
witness hearings in Lumberton, Ral ei gh, Way n e
Car oloinnaFebruary 21, February 27, Mar ch 6, M
respectively. Further, the order set the rel e\
t wedmoeat h peri od ending December 31, 2021,
The Commdisse ohed, among other instructions, t
of Hearings on Rate Increase Application (Pu
Appendi x A, once a week for two consecutive \
customer st mon |33@ edays in advance of the first
December 21, 2022, the Commission issued its
Hearings, Revising Public Notice, and Revisin
(Second Schedcuorirnegc tQrndge rpubl i ¢ hearing | ocati
and Ral ei gh; rescheduling the public witness
and the public witness hearing in Raleigh to

12



Fe

visions Notibe; Pabdi cnstructing DEP to mail
Pthkel i ¢ Notice no | ater than 14 days 1in ad
hedul ed for March 6, 2023.

A petition t o i nt er fweEmMAe owa sJ afniulaed/y BY , DRI
mmi ssi on entered amEAAOsd epre tgirtaincn nogn Dloabhnu ar y
On December 20, 2023, DEP filed a motion re
Kendal C. Bowman adopting the direct testi
sty mamd exhibits of Graham C. Tompson adopt
eks, and to amend the direct testimony of
nuary 10, 2023, the Commi ssion entered an

cember 20d, a20c23p,t eadn t he testi mony and exhibi

A joint petition to intervene was filed |

(Electri Cities) and North Carolina Eastern \
bruary 1, 2023.tdhedCammosdeondemying El ectr
int petition on February 10, 2023.

j o

Wi
I n
Op
Ma

20
t h
Wi
He

SC
t e

fi

On Februar YWDER3i,| e2d 2t3h,e suppl emental direct

tnessesLadaRggled;t sTurner ; Tayl or ; Martin M. S
formation Security Officer for Duke Energy;
erations for DEBS,; Mor i n; Shearer; Gr aham

nager for Duke Energy; Mal ey; Guyton; and B

On March 13, 2023, Ha vy w o andtnee MG nfei. | eGn aMar c
23, the Commislieongirastgedgapaywood EBEMEOesst al
e scope of i1its intervention.

On March 14, 202 3, the Commi ssiion uias$ s Padl i

tness Hearing and Establishing Requirement :
aring (March 14, 2023 Scheduling Order). T
hedul ed an additional virtual hear iemsg for
sti mony on DEPG6s Application for April 20,

On March 15, 2028ti CbBRAtvieinleed On March 17,
l ed a Petition to I nterdeme. g aeettiiCoigom ds afiiol ne

CCEBA and NCLM 2@28arch 27,

s c
Sc

Il n March, April, and May of 2023, tdhe Comm
heduled by the Scheduling Order, Second Sc
heduling Order for the purpose of receiving

NCEMC df meltei t inarertvene on March 17, 2023. Th

amrder denying NCEMC6s Petition on March 28,

13



On March 27, 2023, the iomeesttaimolreyGiramidp sf i
of Steve W Chri ss, Direct @, ERAN efrigl gk d Setrhvel c
testi momreyhiamidt s of Maureen L. Reno, Founder ar
Energy Consulting Services, LLC, and Larry Bl
NCLM f i Idierddectsth € mony of Terry Manof Waiyobeviolfl et,
Carolina, and Bill Saffo, Mayor of the City o
fil ed rtedcstt i moreyhiamidt s of RogRaumnbderColRiosnh,erGo S
and Colton, Public FinanchiahdeGeBeggl nEc¥®¥nomi
Grid Strategi,es, alLL difi #&&Std Ctmoeey hiamidt s of John

Senior Policy Analyst, Nati onal Consumer Law
consul tant and testifyinggexpeRM] joB adeir e OB . P
testi mony of David G. Hill, Managing Consul tan
Duncan, a Southeast Regul atory Ddirre¢ecstor mbaoy Vi
andxhibits of Laurie A. Tomczyk, Seni or Manag:¢
LLC; Cl GFURdi f gdcsetdi ntohney hialmidt s o f Mi chael P. Go
Principal, Brubaker & Associates, Il nc. and Ni
As sioaxt e s, l nc. ; Kroger Codi ragecdtt Hmmomeybialeletseof
Justin Bieber, Principal, Enerdy eadtriamengy e o f
Charl es Hei | i g, President, Parkdale Mill s, a
Enregy Consul t antOsf,i |lemdlc rtgecastthiemomM& hahdts of Edw
Burgess, Seni or Director of |l ntegrated Resoul
Ron Nel son, Senior Director, Strategen Consul

Al so on March 27, 2022d rttddcsit PmbleybialBidtas f of
James S. McLawhor n, Director of the Energy I
Lawrence, Engineer with the Energy Di vision
Consultant, William DuniCali | &rsd ARgs acii ptad 5; GDS!
Services group at GDS Associates, I nc.; Thomas
Division of the Public Staff; Christopher C.
Il nc.; Blaise C. Miclkmngy DBngimrseeom wift h hteh@ubn i
Manager of the Electric Section, Operations a
Public Staff; Jordan A. Nader, Engineer with
Thomas, Engi neergywiDihvitshe nErod the Public St a
Engineer with the Energy Division of the Pub
Energy Division of jot lteéestR unolnéexch a®tdd fsf ,0ft hFee ng e
Financi al Managéer onEwethritbeSAccounting Divis
Mi chel l e Boswel |, Director of Accounting for
and jaihtest i moeyhiamidt s of David M. Williamson an
with th®diEnesigyw of the Public Staff.

On April 3, 26023, omMEPedkilmg @0 substitut N

e
the spongior¢eett itamedrni bits prefiled by Kathryn
2023, the CommiGZTdiGoanit ER@GgesdMiott $ on for Substit
and Adoption of Testi mony.
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On April 14, 2028y ttetBaEIP mDieyle idmiDtE® Wsft nesses

Mal ey ; Kevin A. Murray, Vi ce President of t h
Organi zati oMofion; DE88man, Presi dteinp ¢ayfat Dwke En
North Carolina; Donna T. Counci |, Senior Vi ce
and Business Services for DEBS; LaRoche; Ray;

Sper os; JSpgagneotst;s; Mel i ssa B. Abernathy, Direct
for DEC,; Spembrutttetsatdindony of witnesses Bowman,
Speros,; Bateman and Still man; Tompson and She
Energy Policy Management for DEC, Harris, and

On Apri | DIEMR,i [260® 3arenle n teesadil mony of wi tness Mo
On Apri |l DODBHF i BOdAB3Wp pl| e mdéinrtdacktt i noofwmiyt nes s
Reed tAinsudp pl e ma mrteexdtt | mdmiyt nesses Abernathy and

On Apr il 25, 2023, mohte oRu btloi cwi Sthadfffa wiiipl oeeds i
Thomasd testi mony. On May 1mot2i0o2n3 ,t o hvei tPhudorla v
of witness T. Williamsonbs testi mony.or@rer May

granting t hemoRubolnisc tSt aMiftbhsd r a wf iploed i Wy swiotf n & ®
Williamson and Thomas.

On April 26, 2023 ,DEtRhiel éPdi bd n cA gSrt eaef he matn da n d
Parti al PPepird 62eOn2B3at t i al Settl ement)

OoOn April 27, 2023, the Commi ssionandgdsued
Modi fying Dates for Additional ot edeetrrin, @ g e Pp © IC € C
witness hearing was rescheduled to commence o
t hRfGO i | embtiitom to substitute Ron Nelsondas th

exhibitaGfwiltendesbsy Bur gess. On May 8, 20@28r t he
grant i AGO smohtei on .

Al so on April 27, 2023, the Public Staff
Agreement and StipulationDBE€, Sandl!| £€eme(nPCAhEki e
Stipulation)

On Apri |l DZES, i @&bd3 denetnitmony of witness Bate
t heECA StipulBAadasbomn ApDEF I 28det2ld&tBnenit mony and
exhi bits of witnessesBAlwemanat my,subdpopgtt D8, tahae(
Parti al Settl ement .

On May 1pDEPRtOhRU,bI i ¢ Staff, and ClI GFUR f il €
Stipulation of Settlement on Performance 1| nce
Decoupling Mechani stm o(nt)h.e AHIsSMS d¥E Rvadyl &1, GRWR 3,
filed a separate Agreement and Stipulation of

15



Additionally, on May 1, s2@pBememakPd@mentSt
joitetsti momyhiamidt ss soefs wahtanneg a n du pBpol sewel sl t; & ht ohney
of witnesses Metz amat tWMi dtehetmtmsoonny; oafn dwitthnee s s e ¢
McLawhorn in suppoRar toifalApSetlt I2eé6me R2t0 2 3

On May 2ClI GRPE2RBIstkepdp | e maei rteéecdtt | monwi oness Phil
Jr. in suPppwen @Qualtihteyl sSa i opnu | MaDiE @nhRR2WI2iI3g St af f
and€l GFURIlI ed an Amended Agreement and Stipul a
amended t he Aparritli a216 ,S e2t€tl2 Bedmgnimyt t,thher o uCd IGFViIRon o

as a party (as amended, the Revenue Requiremer
Public St gdiftetst il many hef witnesses ThobaR and
filegi wdtet | etenetnit mony of witnesses Bateman and

PI MS Sti.pul ati on

On May 4DERO08Berra Cdtubal NCJ&Lnd the Public
Agreement and Stipulation of ®RParctoimzl/ ASEbL tl elr

Perfor manicee | Meemdani sm and Affordability | ssue
On May O5L5DERO02 2dettthetenetnit mony of witnesses Bar
Quick and the Public Staff filed testimony o

Af f or dsatbiipluiltayt i on.
On May 4, 2023, the expert witness hearing

From May ®Ghr QO@B,June 6, 2 @28, elRE PExfhinlde & s1
t hRubl i ¢ Staafefl dd | Exdhalbd t 2 No s

On May 1ODEP20R2, Commerci alr Garmdi pHaramids KTeoegt
an Agreement and Sti(p@%akPamhni alf Bate | Beneingn St

On May 16, 2023, DEP filed a Notice of I nte
and Request for Expedited Appravedll mfei Meti ce
Appendi x A, and osecbMewils?’e,d 2pdpE,nda x A. Al so o
the Commission filed an Order Approving Publi
Refund and Financi al Under-3 aRiicdhgr .and Expirati

On WMa23, 2023, DEP filed its Temporary Rat

On May 2@ hrebpB¢ Staff filed a Motion to S
Filed sEBxmainbi 0, whirecshp dreEPe fti d eadn aMay 30, 2023.
the Commi ssi ©Ondies s Demyuabnigi ¢ St aff déds Motion to
DEP6s-Fidteed Exhi bits 9 and 10.

On June TOEP2OEZB GFUR |l ed an Agreement and
Settlement (the LGS Parti al Rate Design Stipu
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On Jun2023F the PublicseStoasdpplfermesit @ldhheny of
witnesses Zhang tsad o mBapspw eel nhéerstta Imo wy t B s s
Wil li eamsdosu,pel emesat amony of wOnnebatThBERsdat e
and the Publicr &amdrit fardddStainp Algati on of Sett|
Revenue Requirement Stipul atisopmp!| emsdnttdlem@anobl
testi mony of Metz, Zhang, and Boswel |

On June 27, 2023, ahBotiubdh i £t o ISTestthivneo nt ye doFni
the Jum23 7St 2pul ation filed between DEP and CI

On June 28, PRWI2iI3g 3 thaedofr r e icd ed suphpd ement al
exhi biwtig ness D. Williamson.

On J8ly2023, Cl @moRi d6nl ead sesd¢omukpep | tehme nt al
testi mongoraedecamsdppl emexhiadi t s of Publ ic St a
Wi | | i aOms otnh.at same dat@&a, oQPIpGBBPWUR hfeinlP@dnd ti icorBt af
f odgavefi teest i mony on the June 7, 2023 Stipulati

On Judrw8.,3 2DEB, N@oMdM the Publries p®tnafefs ftiol &
JuBYy 2023 CI GFUR filings.

OnJuly 6, 2023, the Commi ssiHear isg uMdat iamn O
Reconveni nghiHelar iCé GiF &dRdtsi osh r it bhee c osudp pl ement al

testi momgor aececadmdppl emexhiadi t s of Publ ic St a
Williamdeminodornit Reearve of the Public Staff to fi
7,023 Stipuretctioonteeeagpert hwadarfiemegg | i mi ted purpo

On Ja4l,y 2023, the expert witness hearing wa
Jurisdiction

No party has contested the fact t hat DEP
Commi ssionds jurisdiction pursuant ft ot e eNdrutbH
Carolina Gener al Statutes. Thas Coennmssesalonj coin
over DEP and subject matter jurisdiction over

Applicati on

Il n summary, DEP requested dinradts tAe9tliiman:
exhibits, a base rate increase of approxi mat
electric sales, offset by a rate reduction of
net revenue increase ofonh 2i1t9s. 2Nomitlh i @ar, o loirn a5
operations, including a rate of return on com

consi sti®gdebdt 48 e quld ty. DEPG6s Application an:
and exhibits al so R oaungdhta aspeprrioevsalo fo fr DHEERS i ncr e
proposegethr 81 RP, and ot her mechanisms requir e
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rate i ncrease effective November 5, 202 2. D
requirement of $106016, nHEliBdBI. dn mi $150n8 i mi IRlait e

Year 2, and Rate Year 3, respectively.

DEP submitted evidence in this case with r
base wusing a test period ciomgnDetembenf 31he20
adjustredcerd¢ ain known <changes in revenue, e X |
Mar 8a, 2023

DEP, Iwyppltemdmieedtit i momyh ialmidt s, revised its
revenue requirement increase to approxomately
of $8.5 million to refund certain tax benefit
including an increase to the rate of return ol
the cost of debt to 3.88% based omantheagawasr ad
December 31, 2022. DEP also revisedDEBs seri
proposedethr éMer RP. DEPO6s updated MYRP revenue
million, $133.4 million, and $147.5 miBlion i
respectivel y.

DEP, bgsecotsgppl| emdinrtetielst i mongxhambmdt s, revi seé
requested base revenue reqguirement increase t
a rate reduction of $8.5 millionvenueefoodeas
of $300.3 million including an increase to th

embedded cost of debt financing as of Februar
rate increaskPBEBPsbhapradpoospedrt MYERd?. dBERdAds MYRP

revenue requirements were $104.21 million, $13:
Yealr, Rate Year 2, and Rate Year 3, respective

DEP, by it s suMaprlcehmai2ndt@adktt i monex habidt s, revis
requested baseementeniurecrreaggud rt o approxi mately
a rate reduction of $8.5 million to refund ce
of $306.1 million, including an increase to t1I
embeddedf cdoehtt of i nancing as of March 31, 2023.
increases DE®dsepropogeart MYKRS. DEPG6s wupdated N
requirements were $104.5 million, $133.5 mill|
Year 2atand&eBRr 3, respectively.

2DEPAppl i ¢ at itpormlploysed a-othpidoalke obt Apriwpdm, f ROt2Ber
di scussion and agreement with thehPuBlBbmmi SsadbhpstBehpdu
establd shepi-dfafl dcatte of March 31, abkOo@faft Wae rd¥HBeget eédn i
suppl emental filings.
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Whol e Record

The Commi ssion held public witness hearing:e
witnesses appeared and testified:

Waynesvil Les Cochr an, Charl es Guyton, Andrew
Jernigan, RebyD€ntog, Wal ker Spruill,
Brame, Judy Mattox, Abby Frye, and An

Ral eigh: William Terry, Criss Ber ke,-DAwk, i a
Jennifer Eison, Stacey Campbell, Paul
Agnes FAskhaigh Armstrong, Ziyad Haba
Cathy Buckl ey, Deborah Ford, Ernesti
El eanor Weston, Kaitlyne Sheehan, and
Snow Hill Gwen Johnson, Davi d -Bamerse,s, BrPihaynnda sHad
JaylLiandp a, Larry James, Gl enda Thomas
Dantoni o, Don Cavellini, Beatrice Jon

and Constance Cor am.

LumbertonbDebra David, Robert Macy, Jaquline
McLean; Laur en Marathiiman; SaDmannitena DSimar
Jeffries, Esther Murphy, Ryua Hi shi ka\
Ricky Johnson, Felicia Bethea, Carol
William Fairley.

Virtual HMachagl Righi , Reagan MceGQGubion nd,, Rautbeyv
Norris, Sean Lewis.

Il n summary, al most al | the public witness
proposed rafegenerfabbw®l s Mazxay witnesses testi
were on fixed incomes and tatheo ud o u rhtei epso veeartwe d
Mor eover, public witnesses testified to their
including coal and natural gas power plants, f
the use of clean energysamd paebéwablwesneBsprall
t hat DEPG6s executive compensation and shareho

Il n addition to the public witness testi mon
consumer statements of position, Salglenef awhyct
Docket-2NoSubb 1300CS The public witness testi

potsion have been considered by the Commi ssi on
Application.

The testimony and exhibits in this proceed
has carefully considered all the evidence an
Commi ssion has not attempted to recount every
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Rat her , the Commi ssion has summari zed the evi

while the Commi ssion has read aimeatuihigytbc omég i
has not in this Order attempted expressly to
advanced or authority cited in the briefs.

Based upon the foregoing and the entire rec
makes the following:

FI NDI NGS OF FACT
Stigtuillons

1. On April 26, 2023, DEP hHed etntuee MRelmluii ¢ et
Stipulation, which resolved a portion of the
i ssues in this proceeding. On May 2, 2023, C
Revenurequirement StCil GFld®Rt iaomp,ardaddiamg resol vin

revenue requirement i ssue.

2. On September 13, 2022, DERCI GBPp&nd t he
Cl GFUR 111 (the COSS Stipulating Parties) fi
St pulation provides that DEP will first all oce
to the North Carolina retail jurisdiction usi.
and wil |l all ocate production demande ccolsasss easmo

using theAvmo digfebeaded s DA&nNMet hod (the Modi fii
Met hod) .

3. On April 27, 2023, DEP, DEC, and the Pul
The TCA Stipulation provides for a ptoibar ma
increase the r evdECs ernedg wmigree mearste pr oceedi ng i
E-7, Sub 12R&t ¢ DB&@ddeo decrease the revenue requi
proceeding.

4. On May 1, 2023, DEP, GQGIh@F URulbénhdelc MBSt af f .
Stipulation.

5. On May 1, 20CBGFDEPé&@Bower Quality Stipul

6. On May 4, 2023, DEP, DEC, Sierra Club, |
filed the Afufloartdaobni.l i ty St

7. On May 10, 2023, DEP, the Commerci al Gr
Teeter filed the MGS Parti al Rate Design Stip

8. On June 7, 20QIBGFWHEIPe A ntPhaer t L @ % Rat e De
Stipul ation.
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9. On June 27, 2023, bIDEcP Stnadf ft hfei |RW t he
Revenue Requirement Stipulation.

10 The Revenue Requirement Stipulation, t
Stipul ation, t he Pl Ms Stipulation, t he Powe
Stipulation, t heDeMGISgnP a3ttiimdl|l aRaitoen, the LGS
Stipul aanadonthe Suppl Bmgot aEmpubattleenproduct
gi mm-take settl ement negotiations between the

Depreciation

11. The deprecimprtampmnserdatleys DEP, which refl e

retirement of DEPO6s coal units, as amended by
refl eyjcetar20amorti zation periods for General Pl &
a HGear | ife for Trcaonusnni s3shi6o,n aHHEeR O eaacs onabl e.

122 The defer®@alofoft he5 i mpact of accelerat.i
DEP6s Mayo and Roxboro Units 3 and 4 from the
asset as agreed upon in the Rewemwél|lRequireme

13. Any portion of net book value upo+n the |
fired plants that will not be recowiehldet bhir o u
over an amortization period to beurdeetreatnd neas
proceeding.

Base Peri-gdl &1 eaacht | t e ms

14. DEPOpsl arnetl at ed capis$dluriitnmge eesstt meyne ar i n
tr ansmidissiton,fosthy d mocl esalrar st amalgeetas adj usted
t he ReRequerement 8termpwdart loyn, a wmida deanas csrhakull yd

be reflected in the revenue requirement.
Grid I mprovement Plan Cost s

15. Since DEPOGs | ast gener al rat e case, C
operation and mai nt enamcan e xpreonpseer,t yd etpa xeecsi aa s S
t hryeeear grid i mprovement plan (GI P), as wel |l

and the deferred costs at DEPG6s weighted aver

16. DEP proposes to amortize theass®cidaef edr
the GIP investment of $196. mi |l lion on a Nort
period of three years, which results in an an

17. Section |11, Paragraph 11 of the Revenu:

t hat DEP should be permitted to recover t he
amortization period-onfl y18 etaarms duwiitnlg & hde lite f
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St

ster eat ment during the amortization period.

al Ash

18. DEPOGs request to amortize costs associ
sidual (CCR) obligations incur-ywyedrtpeoughd ™
continue the def enrcrualr eadf sairbyse@@RnNntostos Miar
asonabl e.

19 The @ tization of CCR recovery in the
applied agaiCCds diheet iQoeanhe nAts (WORP i dat eonal
rris Land Sal es

20 Section Iplh ,22Paorfagtrhae Revenue Requiremen
r a flowback period of three years for the
|l es and providesthkRaunbdmBBrwi kdi bal adee in
21 1t i s appropriate for DEP to continue t
be returned to customers in a future gener

Xboro Wastewater Treat ment Regul atory Asset

22. DEPOGs request for an accounattionrgy oarsdseert tu
e retirement of t h Roxboro Wastewater Tr
recovered remaining net book value of the pl
t of salvagetwas Cammi oOxeddEiPrd sngéast al rate c¢
oceeding i R2,DoXkukbetdh éN02.0 1EDa sRea t e

0]
e

23. Section [ I Paragraph 2 4 o f t he Rev
tablishes an amortization period of 12 vyear
soci ated®Rowbbhot Wastewater Treat ment Facil it
| awiclel be included in rate base.
orm Securitization Over Coll ections

24. Per DEPO6s Agreement and Stipulation of
aff i n DB2,c kSeutb Nloa@2(6e eDEP o establish regul ato
ability accounts f o rtome pgummpogce ngf ctorsd sk ian
mi ni stration fees related to storm securitd.i

25. The amortization over threéeitwyegafserof hel
covered bal ancfeorofst$0.n® smeiclulriiotni zatijast owaead
asonabl e.
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Cost of Debt

26 The embedded cost of debt of 4.03% as s
1 of the Revenue Reqeiasemamti eStainpulapprompri aatr
in this case.

Accounting Adjustments

27. Theaccounting adjust menRevegsnate fRemqtuh r em
Stipu, adgag ofnur t hiem detsairli bied Ji ggEXhiskaiRtthre2 i al
Publ i cAcStoatfifng Suppl ement al and Set,tl @&@ment h & X
reasompamldaict-antfilahe veegoti ati ons among the par

28. The accounting adjust ment s set forth
Requirement Stipul ation, aad finmr tdeppldcaesnrtiad e
Requirement Stipul ation Exhibit 1l,-andlrak et he
negotiations between the stipulating parties.

MYREapital l nvest ment s
29. DEPOGs propocapi tM¥IRPi,n vreesftineecnttisng t he prc
associatet awistmh dsBé&ni buti on, fossil/ hgldarmo, n u

andt orage capital i nvieshmeResysenas ®Rdpgustedent
arpust and reasonabllrt twof atlHet pewit dpermsessiemt b d g
consistent with statutory and regulatory requ
part of DEPOG6s overall Application in this pro

Reporting Requirements

30 Sect

ion |V of t he Reveinaure &setqablriesneend
reporting obl

igations of DEP.
Storm Normali zati on

3. The adjustment to DEPG6s revenue requirer

approved by the Oo\mwkse? sH Sub -2023ubE11-22, Salmd E
1219 to aasacbuoaitpdtoed storm expemge savieasage wdol
costs after removing costs associated with maj
DSDR

32 DEP has requested approval to recover t
DistripstemnD&mand Response (DSDR) energy eff]|
rates i n IDieena 0 e t Management / EnDeSM/YEEEEHd €T ci e
beginning with the rates established in this
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Payment Navigator

33. DEP has ragpesvatd for its Payment Navi g
designed to provide support to customers in n
of their electric bills, and the request is r

Customer Connect

34. DEP has proposed toyr&8606verl|l appnoasmate!l
i mpl ementation of the Customer Connect platfor
pl atform, and the Customer I nformation System
COSS Stipulation

3. The COSS Stipulation between DEPaf fDEC,

requires DEP to allocate production demand an
the 12 CP allocation method for jurisdictiona
among North Carolina retail customer <cl asses.

Transmission Cost tAldmcation Stipul a

36. The TCA Stipulation establishes a pro
revenue requi r etndEtC fRart eDEG@ sien by approxi mat el
North Carolina retail basi s as we l | as a c
requi r emebneeP fion t he instant proceeding.

PI Ms Stipulation

37. On May 1, 2023, DEP, GQGIh@FURulbeéd ct Ise a Pl
Stipulation.

38.
Di f fe
Il nteg

t |

Vi

e Pl Ms Stipulation consi sts of t he
tiated and Dynamic Rate Enroll ment Pl
[

h
nti

tion and Encouragement PIM (consisting
Set PRIMMdS . StTihppul ati on al so metonNicas s ofmer t
ser , benefici al el ectrifVW¥scatama Hemonr tiimc
analyzing t he 10 wor st performing circuits
Metriamd pravpdesess for DEP to work with the
and programs to estimate and update revenue a

T
re
r a
ed
ce

Power Quality Stipulation

39. DEP aQldGFUR I ed t he Power Quality Stipu
objective &P ¢wabhiahgzBP power quality issues.
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Af fordability Stipulation

40 On May 4, 2023, DEP, DEC, Sierra Club, |
filed the Affordability Stipulation, pur suan:t
sharehol der fi nantcatadl icrogdt$% 1 & umiilolni on over thr
customer s.

41 The AffordabilitytBEuptudmen oAS SiuPtpadnd e
(CAPandhe corresponding tariffs associated wit

Rate Design

42 The objective ofraDEPd&dsespmgmpadssedt o recov
requiremanti gmhel eost to servichecossommmer £l wistsleis
refilreghheost s a custDBERro cadEsRdOss proposed rate
all ocates the revenue iasseasbybebweebasesaom

43. DEPOG6s rate design involves adjustments
rate design objective, including a subsidy r e
and customer growth and weather normalization

4. DEP proposes changes to residential rar

ice (SGS) rate schedul es, the medi um gene

general service (LGS) rate schedul es, tt
rgbhei sghedul es, and the traffic signal r

- —wn
> o 0D
® = =
o <
— o -

45. DE

P ses changes to its tscerrvefcleecti dt
cost of me

propo
eting uni qgqweguadtrr esneedisal cust omer

r
t

46. DEP proposes updated and al itgen esdc hTeQW | pees

t hat | ncdiufdfeerteamtei at ed pr i cirnegs ifdoerntrieasli dceunsttiocanh

47. The MGS Parti al Rat e Desi gn Stipul ati
Commer ci al Group, and Kroger Co. .atwdofHatrhre s
rediuen i n revenue requirement, as determined
toatsehedul eTOWGS houl d be applied to energy rat

48. LGS Parti al Rate Design Stipulation, en:

Cl GFUR, proviidmrescr dahsae iamyenergy charges resul
DEP6s revenue requirement, whichTOUO, ban-dekcGS8e
Real Time Pricing (RTP) rate schedules, as de
be | imited to ai spelrecsesnttalgan thaltf of the app

percentage toTObe AGBTRG6&ISasses, respectivel vy
decrements forTQUWhe an@SI,EAS&3 e schedul es.
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Capital Structure, Cost of Equity and Overal/l

49. DEP proposed a rate of return on common
structure co®mscemmag eguEBByednd 47

50 The overall rate of return and rate of
supported by compet enntt,i amhatreercioarld, eavnidd esnucbes;t ac
requirements oOI3N.CorGsiSderAi 8@ changing economi
bal ance DEPO6s need to maintain the safety, ade
benetf WEBO6s cusbemeesfrom safe, adequate, and

51 Ultimately, the capital structure, rate
rate of return set by this Order must resul't

COVI D Deferral Recovery

52 The Commi ssionb6és December 212, 292HB 3 Or de
(Deferr alpp@rod/eerd) DEPOSs request to create a reg
increment-24a® gLONHdO®OMAted cost s.

53 I n this proceeding, DE P rseede kbsa | taon cree ¢ d wne
accrued carrying cost s, of approximately $10
wai ved,; (2) batlf gebf(3xhamgloyee stipends to c
associated with the COVID pandemisafet4) ¢dIt :
related to remote work; and (6) miscell aneous

54. EP identified and calcul-aéekdt éeéavhosaait eg

D

ount of approximately $4.5 mitleldi dam:on 13
d printing and postage costs due to the
) reducedDEPavbelnedx pemndsefsr.om certain me.
I
[

gover nmentduroi rag stited peanpfd eodyeermngs | oy e leu d i
i NERcCse)di t e del ay of payment obligatio

0w = —hqQ =
O d®D®S O
O +TO OO0

55, DEP seeks to recover the gefherpedibdl an

56. DEP requests to continue tdeddéterfalt ©bf
recovery.

Il nfl ation Adjust ment
57 DEPG6s cal tbhkat noneb&roonbhoifMwo®per ati ng anc

Mai nt en@&NMeos@se to tbke enhflke&tesesnon the same
proposed and a@epmoivesli by tmeDEPOs taséesthree
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Rate Case Expense

58. DEMTropotsoesrecover additionelf tiomem these
2019 Ratien Qahsies proceeding.

5. DEP proposesr atoe ecgapseewsersurred innghis p
over aydédrmr emperi od.

60 DEP proposes to include the unamortized
rate base.

OveAmortizations

roambrtozavieon -oapprCowend srse @ul a

61 DEPOGs app
appl-aymarateii mamouuot oécovery of | i k.

assets is to

Storm Bal ancing Account and Winter Storm | zzy

62 DEP requested deferral of appcostmat el
associ asgdtwimt hest or atbiyoWi md ceces,sbttioatmred czyr r ed
January 2022.

63 DEBpent $87.126 million on a North Car
2022 on annual storm costs (inclusive of bot
among other storms), which Iliwctbeatoindn tdfe antoom
$27.4 million.

64. DEP and the Public Staff agree on the a
to be recovered for Winter Storm | zzy but do

65. DEPropotscesrecover 2022 inecrmménkzggl cWsnht
applying a portion -aonfiortthiez a1l 70 nmiolfl iHounr ra vcearn e |
t hBEP§enerraatle case praekedimgDdaloae’ u bl olhleA2
Rat e )ase

66. DEP protpmserseat e a st ournmt btahlaatn cwionug da c cion
operat e as a r DE®r poopdseas ke@omaunNne ng heamount
ovamortization of Hurricane Matltlhieowmn,h c otsot se s taap
storm balancing account .

Ot her Deferral s

67. DEP

requeststhe deti mated tax benefits,
with the 1 nfl

a tl IRAN |Rogidiuacsttirounc tAwcrte (I nvest ment J

68. DEPhaspropboshkree customer progr ams for
Commi s 8§ h®@AR hRray ment NRwo @gradaonrdat h & {Be M loQyr a m.
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69 DEP expects to incur incremental O&M co:
of CABt he Payment Navi gaher TaPrrieBgfrkadn, B naomgedr datm
i mpl ementation of the PI Ms, i ncluding the r e
defer its incremental O&M costs associated w
programs and Pl Ms.

|l ntercon@QleA€Ci Reagul aittoy yYRéec amméndati on

70 The Public Staff has identified an 1 ssu
contributions in aid of construction (ClIAC) i
(1 Aet ween DERipradnd yt er connection customers an
regulatory Iliability be established to recor
recovered cost si natsesroccoinanteecdt iwintfhagmeeméeerpayél Aas
Quality of Service

71 DEP and t8eaPubpiesented evidence as to
service provided by DEP.

TaRel ated | tems
72 DEP proposes revision to its previousl.y
deferred i ncome taxeds) (teoDI mMef lrecdter ad dEDiTon al

customer s.

73. The |l evelized return rate should refle
47% | eereg m deb.t® aenqdu i 5t 3y, a 4. 03% embedded cost
return om.®WGquity of

Base Fuel -RendatfFeude ldFrad t ou e | CobisonAl | oc a

74. DEP proposes to continue its wuse of the
all ocation methodol ogy.

75. DEP proposes to allocate purchased power
retail and across North Carol pmaduet aioln desntam
Residenti al Decoupling Mechanism and Earnings

76 DEB#BR Application includes a resident
ramaking mechanism intended t break the | ink
of conswrmpteileerct ri city on a per customer basi
required by -N3Z. G6@Gc) Aaw@® Co+smhmiBssi on Rul e RI1

(0]
e

77. DEP proposes as a compda&mdhtanofantnhhueal MR
making mechanism that shameDERfuramldus tesarcruisn Qs
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the period of time covered by a -IMY3RPL 6 (acs) raenq
Commi ssionl RBR.l e R1

Per f or pBaansceed Regul ati on

78. DER i | ed PiBtRs Afpipfisric aatavdodnrhd N. C .-1G3.3S.. 1 6A abr2d
wi Cbmmiison RGFF8.R1

Revenue Requirement
79. After gi

Vi
Commi ssionbds dec
Rate Year s 1, 2

g eff ectti @ wl aphperoopwerdt ihoenrse ionf at
sion on contested issues, thy
, and 3| wi oppartawi DEPta reasdu
costs and earn the overall rate of return on
just and reasonabl e upon consideration of the
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EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FIHDI NGS OF F

The evidence supportingcdairnteaiemef @ EBRIGsh gwe roiff
. :

Application-land hkEorsmifpul ati ons between DEP a
testimony and exhibits of DEP witnesses Bowmal
BarnesyribBa Quick and Jiggetts; Public Staff w
D. Williamson, Thomas, and Met z; Cl GFUR witne

proceeding.
Revenue Requirement Stipulation

On April 26, 2023, the Public Staff and |
Stipulation resolving a portion of the revenue
May 2, 2023, DEP and the Public CtG@FRamemartdy t
and resolve among themselves an dditional i ssi

Wi tness Bowman testified that the stipul a
requirement issues between DEP and the Public
resothedrecovery of capital projects and rel al
Tr vo-b4. 7Wi 6Bess Bowman also testified that
the inclusion of plant in service and dretpr eci
adj ustmetntes f ol |l owing items: cost of debt ; e
directors expenses,; rent expenses; l obbyi ng;
compensation; reliability assurance operation
expenses;esnarenti al credit card fees; end of I
salaries and wages,; gain on Harris | and sal e:

various deferrals DEP lidShree pwegdtaiimedt d hmae c aw
Requirement Stipulation shows these accountin
resulting effect on the revenue requirement.
commit ment to Peanmgfosrtrudy Ilbeddre its nex-t rat

agreement/arlous repowdt Wngnebbki gatvmans f urt her
stipulation represents a balanced settl ement
i ssues, is in the public interest,ldnd should

Pulbi ¢ Staff witnesses MclLawhor n, Met z, Zha
the Public Staffds perspective, the most | mpol
an aggregated reduction in DEPOG6s propos-ed rev
upon adjustment s; and (2) the avoidance of pr
Public Staff before the Commission and possi bl
and the associated increased rate Tra.s dvwelx.pens
51 4Ir . vol . B@&sedB7o0n these ratepayer benefits
stipulati on, the Public Staff believes the st
Commi ssion shoutdd approve it.

Sections I 1 and |l uiofeméhe Sevpuauluat iRem o
accounting and ratemaking adjustment s, as wel
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the Publi €| &SF&@Bfreeandhe Commi ssion fudpgndi sc
i ssues |l ater in this Order.

COSS Stipulation

On September 13, 2022, the COSS Stipulatin
with the Commission. Tr . vol . 11, 8 0. The COS

all ocate production and transmission demand cc
using the 12 CP methodgraddctihem demadndl| toshas e
Carolina retail cust omer cl assesl dBeicragsd he

transmission demand does not have average o0
transmissi dacdemandt the customer <class | evel
cal culladllhen .COSS Stipul ation also provides th
production demand costs on a jurisdictional b
classes,| DBk ewialn adjustment to exclude certai
they were not <curtailed at the twel Vdlhseystem
COSS Stipulation only applies in the current

areefrto advocate for different ImdbtERPo dwo Itongeisess
Hager testified that the stipulation i s reasort
it noting that idan-thwaakse trheeg orteisautlito nosfe ogliivpeaws t | €
on the appropriate met hoddldotgi8d&& reaching a s

TCA Stipulation

OoOn April 27, 2023, DEP, DEC, and the Publ i
TCA Stipulation sets forth the agr admarmrst mefntt |
of approximately $20 million to increase the
Rate Case and to decrease the revenue require

The TCA Stipulation calculates a pro for ma
DECnd transmission revenue for DEP by multiopl.y
which occurred in 2022 pursuant 3ty ttthee DBR nntor
firm transmission rate -appgrabdvedheaedi ntn Omen
Transmi ssifdn (TAATT) of DEP, DEC, &mhle Dautkiep LEInatr it
al so provide that the adjustment is for Nort/
not change terms or conditions of the JDA

s
t he
orDEC. The TCA Stipulation provides that t he

5The JDA is the framework by which DEC and DEP manag
jointly to serve their respective retailblcesdmmerdaiwiy hb
and was approved by the Commission as a part of the 201
Subject to Regulatory Conditi on%s, aSub Coe, IddPBRI AL, D
2 021.

‘DEC OATT TEramsmRiat e For mul a TRanpad aWtei IUisifirogg F@bisett loDrait
Year s) vEntdh AWeearage Bal ances Devel opOwelnit, of RBewdnuwe (RBE@u
DEP OATT Tr ansmivsediizredNRat e UFoirfardlna Dbd rap IDetve | opment of
Requirement, p. 3 of 5 (510 of 1170).

31



October 31, 2023 f parndbowihl IDEBEPe rammidn aDtEeC a t the s

date of rates in DEPOGs or DECOs next @ememral r
of DEP and DEC, unless the Commission orders
DEP witness Bateman testified in support o

She explained that the TCA Stipulation is the
negotiati osm satmopuwl atthi ng parties and tthanmit r
approach to addressing rate disparity concern
of energy from DEP tlodP.DECIi aonBeaft hei IDAss Met
supporhe ofCA Stipul at il8Bn. Wirt.n evsosl .Melt6z, thels7? i f i

Stipulation addresses the growing | evel of nei
bet ween DEP and DEC i n North Carolina and €
compeas®EP and DEC ratepayers for the wuse an
utilityds transmission systenmdi.or energy tran

PI Ms Stipulation

On May 1, 2023, the DEPGFURé¢é eldubhiec PStMaf St i
The PIMS ®Btieulacti ® an agreement between the
Pl Ms , tracking metrics, and the electric veh
mechani sm.

DEP6s PBR Policy Panel provided testimony
Trvoll 4131 The PBR Policy Panel testified that
parties to the stipulation represents a bal al
DEPG6s first PBR Application. Tr. vol . 15, 17,
selted PI Ms originated from the North Carolina

Wor ki ng®werroeupi,nf or me df iblyi D P®IsM pgteakehol der pr
over discussions among the parties -838. thEP i ns
ess Bateman testified that the Commi ssion
entire MYRP. Tr. wvol. 15, 15. Witness Bate
oach in this first PBR Applicatiosnsiionn or d
ain experience with the opeltatéd®n RBR wimtpd
| man explained DEPG6s approachh tca pdessitg fion

N. C. Genl.33Staantd. sAt a6t2ed t hat DEP twa sp rdoeploisbee |
only a select number of PIMs that nedt 65Be ma

P

ublic Staf Wi wiltmens®oens abd Thomas provided
t he PI Ms Slhtri.p wlod t2i 58i8t, n edLAes D. Wil |l itemsord i &mnd
t hat the PIMs Stipulation benefits ratepayer
N. C. . B83and that each PIM in the stipulation
policy goaN. €eG. Blo3r3d ey furthdére tédMsi fStegutl a

5The NERP was a stakeholder process to examine ways
Energy Plan initiated by Governor Roy Cooper. Tr. vol.

32



(I benef it ratepayers through I mproved ope
l'iability of electric selrdvice over the cour

Power Quality Stipulation

On May 1, 20CBGFOEPedntdhe Poweat iQunal iTthye SPXoi
ual ity Stipulati onClpGrRoWRIdleswdrhlatt OEPt meard t 0o i
ndustri al customer -owmedni stersa+t wmisd g ii AR | onNn r
ubstations exclusively or pri maormelry (deeldiigciabt
remi ses) . Subject to a feasibility review,
echnol ogy at each of the EIligible Premises al
nce annually to review the dagt d efcrham | tolgey. pow
i ny supporti €y GFu®tPewsr NQuealoil
s stated that the stipulation wil!/ hel |
n or improve reliabihli CardosnNe&ttanmn. Carol
i fied that the r-pdsabditesgudockisnepe £ad |
t the Commi ssionllaaty®dO@6gni zed those r

Witness Phillips explained ianl iptiiyso td ggersa m mo r
uld allow DEP to mitigate t he -braesleida brielsiotuyr crei
atos#.97Speci fically, he testified that it wc
wer gual ity during 1 mpPleament(@2) ogatolHfert haendC
alytics with the Public Staff and the Commi
cidents are the result of an individual cir
| arger trend,; (4)erdi qgalbbstey posenéesalangowpu
mpl ement solutions to address any such i ssue
ustomer service lach.d service quality.

O~ YT — S
5 3 0o

Regarding the cost of the pilot program, C
[

examation that the Power Quality Stipulation
spent on the program. Tr . v ol 15, 76 . He t e
guality monitoring technology would beanadppr ox
that the total number of pmegeamune&lodatvea@dby Her
further testified that the cost of i mpl ementi
the pilot program, as contempl atwewdl i ndéhend®oao
cause of the specific power quality issue for
|l earned from the pilot program wil|l hel p the
DEP install s, the more DEP wpowedl equal iatbypui s ¢
acknowl edging that DEP intendosk drovisee kb & isd, rw
Stillman testified that the pil ot program wi l
i ssues, which, wulti mataelly,c unsitlolmebres :T ®T rt. h ev o e n
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Af fordability Stipulation

On May 4, 2023, DEP, DEC, Sierra Club, NCJ
the Affordability Stipulation. The Affordabil
affordabi losteyd PInM tphriosp proceedi ng. I'n i eu of
of sharehol der funds wil/ be dedicated over t
concerns as follows: $10 million wil!/ be cont
thawould allow for energy efficiency and weat|
million will be contributed to the Share the L
assistance. -T0OO. vbh. ad@ditoOé®dn, the stcpubatdion
report annuall y¥100,n Pwlc kle®9 ,Not. heM mont hl 'y pay me
number of residenti al payments remitted divi
accounts. Finally, the stipulatiomepgbargpt ket
program and convene a stakehol der engagement |
and future CAP program features.

MGS Partial Rate Design Stipulation

On May 10, 2023, DEP, the Commercial Group,
i tde MGS Parti al Rate Design Stipulation, wh
roceeding among the parties. The MGS Parti al
5 of any reduction in revenue requirement, a
applicadbtisshedul e iNGiBse (TOU) , shoul d be appl i e
The MGS Partial Rate Design Stipulation al so
withdraw their propesshé¢ agHaeéegdtde ocammmudctiial
MGS Parti al Rate Design Stipulation provides
oppose the Revenue Requirement Stipulation or

f
p
7

LGS Partial Rate Design

On June
whi ch provi
revenue e
Pricing (R

e

2C2HFURER dantdhe LGS Partiialn,Rat e
s that any increase in energy c¢h
rement t o be ¥TeDdJg v earnedle &f3 SoTm nieh e
rate schedules, as determined b
to a perc ge that is | ess than half of the
LGS, -LGS, TEPEGSl asses, respectively, exclusi
LGS, -LGS, TRGISate schedules. By itssitgemr ms,
Stipulation would apply to any customeFr cCcurr e
TOU, oRTPGSate schedule who proceeds to take s
Factor tariff or Hourly Pricing (HPuahartiarfi,f fi
in this proceeding.

7
d
u
P
t
n-
n-

e
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TP)
nt a
a n-g
a n-g

Suppl ement al Revenue Requirement Stipulation

OnJune 27, 2023, DEP and the Public Staff
Requirement Stipulation which resolves issues

34



third bBndpdanaea. On that same date the Public
testimony of witness Met z, Zhang, and Boswel |
filed testimony in support of the stipulation

Di scussion and Conclusi ons

Because not all parties to this docket have
the standards set out by thé&tadlbetbaxCeaebli bai Bs
Carolina Util. CBdB8omMerCs AH2qdn,50I10nCB.CHB.,2 da ned9 3
State ex rel. Utils. Commén MVM351CaN.0oC.i n222 Jt i924

10 (RERWXA Idovern the Commi ssionds aClUcCAdthance o
Supreme Court held that

[ A] stipul ation tenmtneradd ionft oo hbey plaerstsi es as
i ssues i n a contested case proceeding un
accorded full consideration and weighed by
evidence presented by any of t he partie
Commi smu®in consider the nonunani mous stipul
evidence presented and any other facts the
the fair and jJust determination of the pr

even adopt the recommendatnoonnusnaoti mu® Vi Si
stipulation as |l ong as the Commission sets
Aits own independent conclusionodo supported
record that the proposal is just and reasol
evideneatedes

CUCA34BR. C. at 466, 500 S.E.2d at 703.

However, as the CGUCA, Intaldee fcd cetart h ant not a
adopted a settl ement does not per mit the Col
adopting the provisiehspofatai onnontumaai Mmbes ght
revi@uwCAl, 351 N. C. at 231, B2t4dh eS ., E. t2lde aGo ulr&.
Commi ssion approval of thespricp\uilsaito'rosn.of a no

res only that the Commission mal[ k] e
rted by substtahnet iradicacerddl dentkesani sf [y
r efmemh asptoer 62 by independently consi (
evidence and any other facts relevant
posal i's just and reasonable to all/l par

C T C
-0 -

| da.t 321 524 S.E.2d at 16

The Commi ssion concluegsit
Stipulati on, the TCA Stipul at
Af fordability Stipulati on, t h
Design Stipwmldatihen SuppheemeReq

e nt h &St Rpué b e ol
i on, the PI Ms St
e MGS Parti al Ra
Ui RemersubBti puba
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the -gnthake negotiations bet ween t he stipul
compromi ses that are fair and adequate to e
evaluated the provisions odnyt hprsef fsetriepdul ay i p
support of these stipulations cited above, th
any of these stipuleaxemanigss ainmd ecpoenncd eundte sj, ud g n
should accept in part andgd o<ftiepwel datni oy ,t o dres |
the specific discussion and resolution of the

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FIINIBI NGS OF F

Depreciation

The evidence supporting these findidngs of
Application-land hEotmsEi mony and exhibits of
Jiggetts, Public Staff witnesses Zhang and Bo:
Tomcyz kGl GFUWRt ness Gorman; and the entire reco

SpanhiseEhi hi ¢ DEP witness Spanosds direct t
Depreciation Study prepRar2Bldpbgc GanimelmxvSFu & yn) n
10Witness Spanos testifi D2b0édpat e dihat ipounr pHtsed yo
estimate the most current annual depreciation
for ratemaking purposes and to determine app
salvage percentages Fdrnt &8B2h plant account .

Section Paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Rev

[
t hat DEPG6s depreciation rates wild/| be set bas
Study, as djp)Jl$|8Btdidm. tlhre csanjunction with t|
accelerated retirement dates for its Mayo an

Requirement Stipul aioh phevidesebabat dé&preci
to the accel er aestsedwirlelt ibree npelnatc eddatidde at iremgub adf

S. L. -2a01permits secudiafizabheom emar ni5®g net
subcritical coal pl ant s. The Revenue Retirem
retirement, t hae&emmnwent sbotolkkatvadruee not securitize
return over an amortization period that the ¢
casled.n addition, the Revenue Requirement Stiplt
adjust mends depmD&d®i ati on rates: (1) the amort.i
Mc Cul |l ar proposes for Gener al Pl ant FERC acco
(2) tyhear70l i fe for Transmission FERC account
be adolpd ed.
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mmary of Evidence

tirement Dates for Coal Pl ant s
DEP witness Spanos testified that l'ife sp
udies are based on informed judgment, i ncor
cility technaollagy, amadn sogueg meorotk f or t he facil
cilities of other utilities. Tr . v ol 10, 3
ctors to evalwuate DEPOs recommended retirer
asonladaM4el.7. 2DHRBepreciation Study i1identified
tes for the Mayo and Roxboro units:

Uni t 2021 Depreciation St uc

Mayo 1 December 31, 201

Roxbor ¢ December 31, 201

Roxbor ¢ December 31, 201

Roxbor ¢ December 31, 201

Roxbor ¢ December 31, 201
As DEP witness Spanos testified, the Mayo a
ose identified in DEPG6s 2018 Depreciation S
tirement date frdRoxd029 tUoni 2628 amd 4 havi
tirement date from 20220t2ole 207 i aflirmdivdsd tuas 0
|l ife span for Mayo Unit 1 of 45 years, for
it 4 ofl Mi7Tt yesas sSpanos testified that while
ans for steam production facilities had bee
fe spans have been shortened in recent year :
gulsatdHenal so testified that the industry av
S been M4&. year s.
I n connection with these retirement dates,
S requesting permission to®%detfheer itnop aactr eogu
celerated depreciation of DEPG6s coal plants
preserve the ability to recover t Rloésbe co0s
thorizes. Tr. wvol. 13, s208.heliaggetltes atteesdt idfai
the 2021 Depreciation Study would reduce th
d because DEP wants customers to benefit fr
ovide, upon retiremepropbsedvetdbadefeti ¢é® B
® of the remaini hdVinetessoadhk gyaltue. testifiec
eserves for securitization the | evel of net
pected retirememdatdadeisnntohe b2@2l DELp rae sioat i
eks permission to defer to this regulatory
t of salvage, atl talt e Dt@®I8me of retirement.
Publ i c St aff witnesses LucsassedandneMccOualll aj
tirements and | ife spans in their testi mon
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recommended t he use of t he retirement dat es
|l nt egrated Resource Bl alB0sO,f iSuebd 1i4ngé sOpoacdkt eltv &N oy .
Tr . vol . 20, 38.

Witness Lucas testified that his recommenc
calculating rates in the ralkdecaoe,s mott fdars ppu
physical retirement dates Pl mat Or der Cemmiadvd i cm
he testified that issues of reliabiddti {338 and c
Order Adopting Initial Carbon Plan and Provid
Pl an ODbdke) Ener gy Pr ogruekses, EnLelr@,y aadr oDi nas,
Bienni al I ntegrated Resour d\@lPOEanSulmnB80XLaf be
202.®%) tness Lucas testified that i f DEP can ac
customers wil/ not o-hkeympagomohati hhehel aesas
value to secur-terme thentdley lmmtgi ng the benef
rat epdyeetr s39. He testified thaléPeaxrmadis@o Bmissy i
Rul e-7R8al |l ow securitimatvahuef tamafnnagcphba L
del aying the retirement of either Maybdor RoX

Witness Lucas further testified that DEP h
wi t h hyedraobgleend ¢ o mb s tainan cteanybdilineeedc apaci t vy, but
fully devel olpdelé tahis® plkamni fied that DEP has
replacing general capaWiittryedorL udaes Matyat @d atnh a
either Mayo or ROoOsborcomemeoded date,. WBP s hou
more of the remaining book value while <cont
securiltdi.zed

Witness McCull ar proposed depreciation rat
provided byaswvi tThreessvolluc 21, 138.

FPWC witness Tomcyzk recommended final ret.i
that are | ater t hDaEWP daaddecsmmpe onpeod etdh oty t he Comn
DEPO6s reques.t®® toof dtehfeeri n5cOr e ment ali aitnicorne aesxep e nns
because i mpl ementati on o f FPWCO6s revi sed ret
unnecessary. Tr. wvol. 21, 729, 734. FPWCOs r e
DEPOs reques.t®h toof dehfeeri n5cOr e ment al delWirterce ag i or
Tomcyzk stated that, shoul d the Commi ssion
ot her wi se accelerate retirement, t hen al | o 1

expenses should be defelrdaed-BtB5d a regul atory a

CIlGFUWR tness ©Gecommmended that the Commi ssi
proposal t o r. @c ove-dredtrdhrer esxd0 accel erated depre
associated with Mayo Unit 1 and Roxboro Uni
Tr . vol . 21, 436. Wit nedsr@drn magn tthes trieftii @ d mem
may not be feasible and recommended that the
costs for such early retdrteme&mMt. in its cost o
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Il n rebuttal, DEP witness Spanofoteshef Mago
and Roxboro plants are consistent with inforn
expectation within t R59.i nHeusttersyt.i fTired vtoHat 1magn
either have been or are planaedun#5 dReared i ared
that the proposed | ifespans of DEPOG6s plants &
Tr . vol . 10, 373. DEP witness Jiggetts test.i
witness Lucas proposed Dapreeci &durd yD EaPndds t2h0alt3
i nappropriate t @ 0UskepDbhdeacti®dstuiddgrmotm ias al noolsdt. 10
Tr. volFurt3hemM,1.in response to Public Staff w
DEP secur®wtorzemdrfe of the remaining book value

any amount not securitized, DEP wi t1n6ebs so nJliyg g ¢
per mi trsi tsiexzait.imff drhe50 emaining net book val uct
and, therefore, that it is only appropriate t

50 of the plhbahdt balances.

I n response to Public Btabf cwiahgeszcolalc pd @
dates Afor ratemaking purposes only, o0 DEP witn
this proposal in prindidptl €90 .b udxE M onti tinne smse tJhi ogdgoe
the depreciathensetatkeasasdoan dt he actual planne
deferrals and regulatory assetspeaetiouil d ba&t eunsa
pur polsddlist ness Jiggetts testified that the met hc
secuatiitaonz of the coal pl ant bal ances is only
jurisdiction and, therefore, the more appropr.i
witness Lucas supports is tol dade 9def erral and

Amortization Periods for Gener al Pl ant FERC A

Public Staff witness McCull ar and FPWC wit
proposal to change the amortization period fo
Furniture andmEgQ0i pmamnt, tford5 vyear s, and to
period for Gener al Pl ant FERC account 397, Co
to 10 years. ,T54. vBbth2WwitAd&2ses recommend th
currently apmpmrovaembrdh period folrdPRubkse 8&tab
witness McCullar noted that the Commission pr
2hear amortization peri odg hfeor2 0adlOc RuiMes ERABIE ¢
Mc Cul |l ar stated tghatheDEBER mes apmoapdsiant i on peri o
t hat it i niti aaldly9 pRootpemdeastehrertshe She further
2021 Depreciation Study in this case did not
Trv.ol 2413,. 142

Il n rressep,0 DEP witness Spanos notes that the
accounts are approved for DEC, and asserted
amortization periods currently approved for
representati veatoef utsheef udpprioper.i Tr. vol . 10, 3

witness Tomczykds rationale supporting her pr
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a prior case 1is insufficient and that an am
reasonabl eofusteHaladt d &I assledt.s i n each account

76pear | ife for Transmission FERC Account 356

For Transmission FERC account 356, Over hea
oposesyear 68Bsti mat ed average service i fe
conubhist, SPaff witness-yMdaCulelsdan mat epglo aera
e. Witness McCullar argued that the Public
to the actual data and that her esta mate
vi ded20i2epheci ati on Study, the relevant [
ponse to discovery, andt h-#87 previous exper

-0 = -5
D= — =5 =
0w o — —

esponse, DEP witness Spanos testified
hesi ng i heerphrevant data, and that he di
382. FPWC Pwibttl nes St Md @a Wi B rneetsdst h st at e
d other factors in the devel opment of
i

® S5 —T
D D® OO =
- @

S i
ir i mates primarily with mathematical fi
consi der whleinf ed eeVsebl.ionp@B€éyg. aDEP wi tness Spanos
e estimates witnesses Tomczyk and McCul |l ar j
transmission system resulting from impacts
ydlids that are |l onger than what is refl e
n the proposed | if of t hledhddsetenahdyr e
Spanos testified hathatheiooebitgmaaepe
overhead conductor will remain reliabl

~+ > oo

oo —+ 8

d
e
S

Oé—or—t-—r—t-r—t-o<m
T D < ITO0O30O0T

I g
h e
s t
e S

O
=

er Depreciation Recommendations

Ot her Production FERC Account 343 and T
35PSurvivor Cur ves

FPWC witness Tomczyk recommends adjustment ¢
er Production FERC account 343, Pri me Move
, Structures and | mprovement s.

w O
1 K
N S

For Other Production FERC account ehdd3 FPWC
e use -5 dhreviLwor curve,3@sswmpypioved ¢wr ¥vd&deDE
os proposes. Tr. wvol. 21, 739. Witness Tol
on ei20h2Blepr Bci asi on Study or icnt DEePs twinionne)
o why the actuari al data for this account
smooth survivor20lepeegrapheni 8t u dhe. Wh e n
ommended survivor curve, witnessedTbmezygkmt
squared deviations (SSDs) for botlhdatrunca
Addi ional ly, she considered the survivo
ount and relied on her peofespeonahcpudgygme
ves other comparable utilities use typical
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t hose

t hat [

DEP recomdad ndds2 1i nF PtWC swicansees.s To mc 2

statistical analyses resulted in fAg

t ha

that the onIy supportingsi  suowvmatbirocubiElR pPproovI
t s
ns
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Tr .

experiencet f042this account .

For Transmi ssi on FERC account 352, FPWC wi

no fRZ205 sur vivor curve, whil-@&5 DE®Pr viex ommeuwurd\s
tified that, i n response to data requests,
s account at 56.5 years in the origsientasl anc
osed to retirement above 56.5 years are |e
ets exposed to retirement. Additionally, t
ess of 56.5 years is not typosalagésreWite
czyk generally noted that her proposed sur
ncated. Additionally, she noted that FPWC
or mation that explained the r adurowme.l eAst owi
ount 343, the only information DEP provide
ulted in what DEP characterized as fdgood

terns experienced for this account.

I n rebuttal , p®E®s wstaeed $Shat the primary
ween his estimates and FPWCO0s estimates f
erpreted the data differently. For Other P
C witness Tombaglk appeprspbsed esti mate sol
ve matching, 06 whereas he used a met hod of
t FPWC witness Tomczykdés proposed survivor
most signié&ibastopocalodabdva, thnd instead f
n in service for 35 years or more. Thes a
osed to retirement during the overall band
i cati ve vefs asnge®t t he future. Witness Spanos
n considering an interim survivor curve a
ching approach i s not reasonabl e. I n rega
ness Stpiafnioesd ttetsat a review of witness Tomc
s account shows that she was focusing her
iod reflecting nominal retirement experien
ur e tdaxmectod retirement activity in this ac
| ai ned duekxami hasi anosbkbat the job of an an
to match what has happened in the pagt, bl
w b dad . -682 Witness Spanos testified that a
only atch what has occurred in the past,
|y shi s.463.

Transmission FERNetfAcSauwagé&5Rat e

FRVC witness Tomczyk recommends that the Co
negath, veaesl®@pposed to DEP6s proposeddb.net se¢
vol . 21, 750. Il n support of this recommen
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hrough, 2et sal vafheantdethgedtBe-ymast avecamgte
egat i el BMWe al so noted that, after reviewing
n the mor e -yreea@ e nmo vti mrgeeaver ages for account
i nittharmnftor most ot her | tarta n7/sSnli.s sSihcen taecscta uf ni tes
her recent experience, net sal vagnegaattiewse f C
thegatlb®Wer andge.

O S
§ «

n rebuttal, DEP witmrddsdhodpmpanadhet emutmbfeir sd FtF

zyk ci t20dDlé¢ proenc it ®dtei on Study are correct, s
the | ast five years (2019 and 2021) reflect ve

should consiidiegr awmeent ddevevlaogpe esti mate. Tr.

S annual retiremeddiosvvelveve bheoer2Oil®creaasi2og
removal was extremel dcivew té&li st @b mi o at
iagtin 2019 and 2021, DEP gave Itdhtese ye
herefore, given the |l ag in recording co
and th i ncrease in the industry fors rSeopmmwal cC
argued that tBhretnegaltvage 16&sti mate i s a more r.
net salvage forl dhut BO .retirements.

w
©
1
2=
N
o4

Revenue Requirement Stipulation

Sections |11, Paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Re
at DEPOGs depreciation rates WiOlI2Oepbre csiedat iboam
dy as adjusted i n the stipulation. I n CoO
elderraetei r ement dates for its Mayo and Rox

uirement Stipulati®nofprtolve diesmcrndased hete Frbe
to the accelerated retirement |daatles-2021 |
npers the secur® tofzatthe nr mai nsiong net book
I pl ants. The Revenue Retirement Stipul at:i
book value amounts that are not seauritiz
rtization period that t he Commi sdidome wi | |
enue Requirement Stipulation sets forth th
reciation rates: (1) the amorti zavtciCaurd Imer i c
Gener al Pl ant FERC accounts 391-yamd 397 ew
Transmission FERC account 356 propased by
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JooocCc DO~
o~ oo ocC

oo oo
- =0T <

Di scussion and Conclusions
Retirement Dates for Coal Pl ant s

Based on emhie Rewyguirement Stipulation and
proceeding, the Commission concludes that it
and Roxbor#4 Wasded dn the accelerated retireme
Section |11, BamRegyreaple Reqgqlui t bment Stipul at i
proposed retirement dates for iI'ts coal pl ant
Witness Spanos testified that he performed a t
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Uni t 1 and Ro-#Abarso ngniatcxefpft ed depreciation

specifically considered factors for each faci
pl ans and outlook for the facility, and the e
As wi t neosss tSpsatn fiexchmomadi ons he made site vi
with operational personnel at each plant site,
the expectations for the assets and how thin
reasonellOTr 405. Witness Spanos has reviewed D
depreciation studies over numerous years and
specific facilities at issue in this proceedi
Furthermore, the | ife spans DEP proposes for

45 &year | ife spans that are occurring across
away from coal burning generation facilities.

TheCommi ssisonnot ¢p e byuaklRWC witness Tomczyk

regarding the | evel of uncertainty regarding
The Commi ssi on not es t hat t he asset retirer
Commi ssion in the integratand rredst®iurrecnee nptl adnanti er

Mayo Unit 1 and -4Rwexrbeo raod dUnreistssedl i n t hleheCar bor
Commi ssion determines that the agreement enca
Stipulation, which addresses DEPRPOUINpdtansli ngr

the accelerated retirement dates while al so a
witness Lucas proposed strikes a reasonabl e
determines that the provision in ither Reve ntulee
proposed deferral to a.®Weygol%Wtbot y t Asesaetncf e m
depreciation expense that results from the a
appropriate. As provided under the Rewerrue Re
50 of net book value through securitization
with a return, over an amortization period to

Amortization Periods for Pl ant FER€arAckbliat §c
Tansmission FERC Account 356

Based upon t he evidence Publ i c St aff Wi
Commi ssion fi ndsuptomatantohre i gatttiloed peri ods for
accounts 391 andye&®r7 lainfde tfher 7Dr ansmi asi on F
outlined in the Revenue Requirement Stipul atic
for use in this case.

Ot her Producti on FERC Account 3437 SQaunrdv i Ploant
Cur ves

Based on the entirety of thethmadorndet bair @c

curswe oposed by DEP in this proceeding are jus
use in this case.
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Transmi ssion FERCNAtc®ahtvag@®&3Rat e

Based on all the evidence presented, the Ci
adwmt FPWC witness Tomczyko6és Transmission FERC
the facts that annual retirements have been |
reduced the weight afforded to removal activit
proposed net salvage rate. Accordingly, the Cc

salvage rate.®fi s1ejglmdti veendi5r easonabl e and appr
EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR H#HI NDI NG OF F
Base Peri-Rel 1 eacdtl t e ms

e supporting tDhEPSY efriinfdiiendg Aopfp | fiac
esti mony and exhibits of DEP wi
c
[

The evidenc
h t
Y, and Publ i Nbit aif rfa ,wia mde sB.e sWiMe
t
n
a

[
ané&orhl; t
Mal ey, and
the joint s
joint testim
Stipul ati on;

|l ement testimony of Public Staf
y of Public Staff witnesses Bos
nd the entire record in this pr
Summary of Evidence

Generation Capital l nvest ment s

DEP witness Turner described DEPOG s tradit

fleet and the operational performance of thos
Wi tness Turner tesor ficaapi Bal t pr dajheectmajundert
mai nt enance of its fossil ,I dr eente woabb.l el, n atneals tsitfc
i mportance of the traditional fossil fleet to
the diversity aonfd tfhuee lr ensioxur ceend availability o
transition away from coal , must be strategica
fleet can reliably contShiebttett ¢d i mmhskaelsa ¢pel aaands®
to retirmi nigt scoalmafiired asset s, and replace t
DEP mkeép these remaining units in efficient
needstcafst o@besexpl ained that DEP wil It hceosnet i nu
assetsnsuoeet hat the same reliable cost effec
counted on for decades remains available whi
devel oped andAddopl esoheea ttéegs, ttihfei ecdo mbhiantat i on of
resoutricets repl aces coal must be able to provi
coal unipirsovh alvval and nadtaur adecqpaseies esput ceal

mi xparticularly during the winter months and
deveped andi DERI 6yedontomuiet ¢ onatedryal gas fl e
diverse and dispatchable resource mi x to en
customer svol95.12Wi t9nlesst @st ner e dIEPagyadrrdoi nfg e e
capital mai ntevhancde wenr @) pproidnearrtialkye nff or regul at o
She further DEPRPOs fiaedi ason oof t h,r eien cblautdtienrgy

«

“
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Ashevill el Rockhi |l storage projectlejfbadendot
pr ojleda.t -976. Finaebsyj] fshd asthtaot hDeErP ohpaisniroenas on
prudently operated its fossil/heaadr-®®s5.0l ar f 1l e

DEP witness Ray described DEP@Gapntal eaddge.:

made to the 20Ot Rsuitrec eCatstee t o enhance safety
performance and reliability of the plants thr
address regulatory requiremepssribed WwWow. thése
additions are or would be by the capital cutof
providing reliable electric sermRi.ceHet da eBERGS e
the exceptional pdrefacgr nhid recee aofurtimeg nhe test p
DEP has undertaken to increabkédtndlBl8e aHe otpeesrtaitfi
that, in comparison to others in the industr
performancea, tiesad¢l pekirngpd capacity factor of 94.
capacity factor for comparable units publ i shect
Reliability Council dés (NERC) IGemherT@ting Unit S

Publ i c Steasf fMewizt,nefTshsomas, and Mi chna revi ewe
investments in its traditional/renewabl e/ stor a
described his review of DEPO6s historic costs a
perdi dune 2020 through November 2022, noting th
visits to DEPOG6s fl eet of generating stations a
meetings with DEP personnel. Tr . vole. alh6, 41
adjustments to the base case capital i nvest men
Public Staff witness Thomas reviewed DEPOs cay

pl ant s2i0nlc9e Rahtee Case anddjescsomemendedgandi ng th
Fishing Pier and the WHwolt. SPI, nhs2 Mi RBulblgire dSt &

revi ewed DEPOG6s capital additions for Ssteam (e
recommended an adjust memti at conlveragoeops oa mmt
(Mayo Ammonia Conversion Project). Tr. wvol. 21

Bl ewett Falls Fishing Pier

Public Staff witness Thomas recommended tF
fishing pier from the base RagZ¥earand bhaséed den
conclusion that, although DEP asserted that I
it is not yet complete or open for public us:¢
Tr vol-0919, 208

DEP witness TuatneDER emltaddaddt ten pier i n ser
capital accounting guidelines in January 2021
access due to ongoing construction of a fish p
Turner talsassterpgwbl i c accessibility doesemwt caet e
and that Public Staff witness Thomas did not m
accounting guideli neesr viwhe chetgonvmirmattihen. nTr .
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I nt he Revenue Requirement Stipulation, DE
recommendation to move the fishing pier projecd
case and i nRaotYe ahreRadM¥EeRmRue Requirement Stipul atio
7DHEP witnesses Abernathy and Jiggetts and Publ i
supported this provision in their s£Q@tI52Bent s
2 6 dr, . vol . 16, 514.

Mayo Ammonia Conversion Project

Public Stathnwi recodambBliadlj ust ment to0 removVve
in costs for the Mayo Ammonia Conversddmre Pr o]
adjustment based on his conclusion that DEPOGsS
analysis for thecpnbjdet agbsteo acgouht for si
and the projected station retirem@nht date was

DEP witness Turner testified that DEPG6s de:
has been reasonabl esiaznidn gp rtundaetn tt,h ee ndprhiavi ng f ac
elimination of the safety risk to plant per
presents. T4.0.vol . 12, 139

As part of the Revenue Requirement Stipul a
proposjdstandent related to the Mayo Rewmenua
Requirement AISItli pOF at ExnDBPolwi tTness Jiggetts a
witnesses McLawhorn and Metz supported this p
testi mony.135525&63;vol . 16, 514.

Hot Springs Microgrid

Public Staff witness Thomas recommends t ha
Springs Microgr% d obe heal IfhoCtahteerd PIrOoOduct i on
sed to DEPOatpopoppmsedOaDI stri but.iorn oPl ant

Hot

oppo

AOt her Production Plant.o Tr. vol. 19, 192. D
testimony and agreed to make the correspondin
The Revenue Regqluatemanteftepts this adjust men
Transmission and Distributi ONo#Base Pewpirodemewn
Pl an (GI P)

I n their direct testi moni es, DEP witnesses
di stribution and transmission investments sin
Guyton testified that DEP had invested appr o:
i nftrrauscture since DEPG6s | ast rate case, which i
Guyton test iEliPedditshtarti bmémon investments durir
targeted reliability and maintenance pirocongr ams
expansions. Tr. vol. 10, 38. In his direct test
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approximately $390 million in additional trans
the bul k of which was for mted.i albri.l M@yl .a nld0 ,c alp6a
I n their direct testimonies, Public Staff v
with some of the transmission and distributi ol
| ast, casediscussed i.n Sywatei diectvaiitln ebses oMet z t o
the inclusion in rate base of capital associ
service building project (Project Florence),
of i nvestments i n aOpneerwatBEloenc tcreinct eSSy s(tRernosj ect
in his direct testimony, witness T. Williamsori
costs associated with contractor damage to a

Project Florence and Project Walter

Public Staff witness Metz described DEPG6s P
d construction for transmission service pro
orence included demolishing facilitdaesedat DI
ngle building to serve DEPG6s Carodli8nasd nEdsts
rect testimony, Public Staff witness Metz r e
orence due to insufficient icnlifdotr ma20on from

——— =5

Mmoo v Mo

ess Me t z al so described DEPOGs Pr oj
/| operations <center to operate DEPOGs b
ution system. Tr. wvol. 16, 424. Based
ts intended purpose, witness Metz reco
Year 1 of the MYRPIrdat her than in the

—-ﬁo_o
>0 —o0o
=
0d
®

On rebuttal, DEP witness Guyton testified
at the refurthiisshmeas wv0écdsascarly to efficien
owing demand on the transmission operation
ui pment ande xtihsatti ntghebuprledi ngs were no | onge
Tr. -4®.1 .0l Qr, edilBtdteasls Guyt on al so asserte
rently used and useful as ewimpdereded bByc
ities have issued certificates of 0OCCUf
n f unowtiitcin alhiet ireesmai ni ng functionalities

rates are in effect in this proceeding

ToOQQ TS oQ
O ODODcC WmWODdDOo = I
D
o

r
r
[
e

Section 111, Paragraph 9 of the Revenue Re
Project FIl orence ecdositns rsahtael |b absee iamcdl udhe cost s
i nto Rate Year 1 of the MYRP as reco

Wil mington Voltage Regul ator Pl atform

Public Staff witness T. Wi lliamson descri:t
Pltaf orm project, which DEP undertook in order
regul ator pl atform DEP wuses i n its Di stribut
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project. Tr-0O4voWitRdss 2D.3 Wil liamson recommen
equi pmedhamage a contractor cladase®O08ur ilmg htilsi s
testi mony, DEP witness Guyton chall enged the
for the Wi |l mington voltage egul ator pl atfor
T. IWiamson did not allege that DEP had been n
the contractor damage. Witness Guyton al so as
be for the incremental cost of the contractor
cots of the project. Tr. vol 10, 140.

Section |1
Wil mington vo
with the furt

I, Paragraph 7 of the Revenue R
| tage regul ator costs as Public
her adjustmens webunesal Gugsbnmesen

Di scussion and Conclusi ons

Based on the ntire record in this proceed
costs related to DEP6s investments in its foss
as wel | as itd tdranhsmbaeasion anvestments made
adjusted by the Revenue Requirement Stipulatio
and should be recovered. The Commi ssion furt he

Bl ewett FaRilesr ,Fitshhei nayo Ammonia Conversion Pr
Mi crogrid as the Public Staff and DEP agreed i
reasonabl e. Finally, the Commission concludes
Wal ter, PeafpectahRhbothe Wil mington Voltage Regu
in the Revenue Requirement Stipulation are rea

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR B.I®NIDI NGS OF F
Grid I mprovement Plan Cost Recovery

The evidence eskeppaofhigh@ct his included in |
exhibits o DEP witnesses Guyton, Maley, and .
t h

f
Boswel |, he Revenue Reduwei reenme nrte Steicpourlda tiinon,

Summary of Evidence

DEP witness aley testified that DEP6s GI P
the System Intelllgence program has begun depl
ability toeremettel gnabrae, and assess damage.
testified that the deployment of remote moni-t

supports rapid response to system outages and
max immunumber of customers and to enable bett el
resoulrd&E®. i nstalled approeirembeely368pabl ayswh
the 19 months i mmediately preceding the date
period starting June 1, 2020, t hrough December
transmission invest medits-Bt0@t AMi it m@ s$9 Ma | miyl It iecn
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k to complete Northyearnomblyan ®e Gk hbwo
1

DEP witness GuytD&m etveesltoipfeide d ttshaGQl P t o bui l
needed to address the i mplications of seven n
key trends that drive the need to prepare the
energy which <cust otnheerisr ddedpidhityd 5dbnv eig¢h t ness Guy
testified about the operational benefits ass
completed as of the filing of the Applicatio
reduce the fr equenocuyt aagneds ,i napraectcoontri buting to
the System Average | nt er r uSygstemdAverade rinteeuption( SAI F I
Duratlonlndex(SAIDlldpt 50. He testified that, as an
Grid program etdesngnofkeyhepadi stribution sys
dynamic-,thé;mnaliing grid that can automatically r

so that power can be quickly restored to the
crews can dirychhd ydiasmpatratped |t o tlhe. source of

He testified that the GIP distribution in
all ocated portion of general and intangible p
2021, test periodltkott added $52.6 millio

DEP witness Jiggetts20tl®&stRatieedCasheatt hien Gad
appr odveefder calrt afFrnel GltRed costs for projects pl
December 3unt i2l022he costs could bOEPMexitder e
gener al ratdrprooed®dWiBgh 1Pelspect to the speci
been deDEPredfness Maley testified that DEP
expenses, depreciation, and property taxes a
carrying cost owandheé hiendesememreid costs at DEPOS
of calpri.tladqg.l .182. I n her iDnBP iwailt ndeisrse clJti gtgeestttismo
byof the end of 2022, DEP wi | | h a vper opxli amaa e | iyr
$236. 7 miINloroem &maralina retail basi s. She ex
amortize the GIP regulatory yvesasrtpeorfi ¢8,8. W8himd !
in an amortization eWxrp.enwcl .ofl B|l1em®Etmdll dtieompi |
DEP witness Jiggettd atpdlacoaptsheeGeRBti mated d:
amounnsutrmreradugh Decembeaeamnd3l,ac Rdadfdeedtn & he capi
date to Mar €lhda22,4Ni2t0n2e3s.s Malfeywedt eahat DEP prop
these costs into base rates 18&2the current ra

Whil e the Public Staasfsfe rtahgader etdh ewi G ohmnb EsPsbiso n
deferral accounting tr etahRuebnBti affofr ttohoek GIlsPs uper ow
calcul ation of the GIP de®68rr Slpebafawcaél y,Tr F

The tot @IstGiemti made by DEP as of December 31, 2022
is approximately $197 million as shown in the December
2023 in Do€&ketSuMos.2PBB Sarmdaln®ll 9B ggett sl emeht aExBebit 4
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witnesses Zhang and Boeswel st estdof ia@&Mt erfdeDET
of the all owable expenses envisioned by the (
Casé&r. 1wWol-682 HWmel i carJtueetidht t he @lIpRp rdesfedr rianl t
2019 RatesCasestricted xtpensasr emméentofl owperati
Therefore, theideflardrealoveodse ardotor administrat
may include a reasonabl e all ocati dnl.lod Hnamlaigerr
Staff asserted that s smei nocfl udled O&M t & p edresfee
incremental, that DEP had not determined the ;:
the O&M expenses included overhead &dawAs admin

explained by DEP wRulnleiscp r dtpanfgfetdt s het hel | owi ng
r el atDeEdP 6tso p rroepcoosveedr y of the deferred GIP cost:
system O&M costs based on the contentions tfF
amounts after March 2022sadddt hat meet at heotr i
based on 2019 Ratreemdratsiez a taonadd 2ppeali ® d

DEP witness Guyton testified on rebuttal t
projects was incremental t o BRashead aablorre a dnyc | rueddet
deferral by the amount of installation O&M i n
Public Staffds adjustmentontloy rpamgwe t@&M sf cmrot Gl
the basis that incremgntaaic oiumgdteal If otri @ars 10K Mc o IT
al so disputed the Public Staffds position on a
such costs were appropriately included in allo
i n accor deEnPcoes wvaictchount i ng practicelsh.th?d. cDEP al
witness Jiggetts also testified on rebuttal a s
adjustment to remove O&M expenses, with the c¢
approptely allocated to the GIP projects, and
appropriate amortizat/ibOon period. Tr. vol. 23,

Section 111, Paragraph 11 of the Revenue F
DEP i s permitted taoncree coofv eirt st h@r ifdul Il mpbraolv e me n
18 ear amortizati onormley i@t urwn tdhurai rdge btthe def e
base treatmendyeduramgrtheat8on period. No int

provision of Tthlee cotsit pulaastsiocn.ated with the GIF
by the Public Staff and DERBnNSeptsembeaer i 310,a &I
$22.®B6KI I on, and annual amortization expense
witness Jibg8ét sHxEhaiebhitEa .4 .v oTlr.. 14.

Di scussion and Concl usi ons

The Commi ssion concludes that the evidence
t he def emraglealt 6&d Pcost s D&sa nadg rteheed Ptuob lbiyc St af f i
Requirement Stipulation and that the treat mer
betewe recovery of costs and mitigation of 1 mp
approved.
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EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FI&®&IDDI NGS OF F
Coal As h

The evidence suppocaft ifngo ttlhietse@ofalloardbh ingtsi on
Resi dualmen$etAglr &ppreavine d dhrami ssi onds 20n®e Rait e t
Case Order Accepting Stipulations,anGr alRequigr if
Customer,ANpiticati on by Duke Energy Progress,
and Charges oAfEdleicaahblce Utt i Il ity ,8Ser-2iEcSub nl 2No9r t
(Apr. 16CCRO0241))iDEePdesntver i fi ed Apftiheat esn i amwadh
and exhDBbARwittsne$§ses Jiggetts and Hi BhBoBwbl | ¢ S
and L&C¢&HFWRt ness ;Hod mame entire record in thi

DEP witness tHadtliagonoywi dd&EdPds acti vities to

l andfills along with other CCR managemeent uni-t
Tr. wvol. 16, 86. Wi tness Hill testified that t
incurred, were redsddorabddeermandhertuaetnitf.i ed t hat
pl ans in accordance with clhoasturhea vaen do eceonr raepcptriow

relevant state eniviinmr oNnometnht ada raogleinnca ,e st he Depar't
Quality, and in South Carolina, the DefHert ment
testified that DEP $aebhilgaticompl uedemwi thei €C
witness Jiggetts presented DEPO6s reguest to a
CCRs and to continue deferring costs related t
13, 163. Wit nteisfsi eldi gagse tttos tthees key components of

associated adjustments made in this case to co
use of proceeds from insurance cll @aatmsl21lo. oSHes
explaine@CRhatstbhesought for recovery are base
March 1, 2020 through December 31, 2022, and wu
provided in the supplementhtdTrfi vohghd8des8nf Ap
tdt the cost, |l ess the adjustments, totals apj
and $399.3 million on a dbllhe tthe Ctair foil e chat ma&tt aDEF
amortizes the net dedyemrare ¢leatomlegsgse tdtivse ral as of itvees
that DEP proposeambotofzhhiseontierovéet  CER2CDBL s
Rate iCmasthe amount of $8.5 million against the
recovery of in this catsheat Wihten ebsasl aJnicgeg estotusg htte sf
case is being offset by North Carolina retai

calculated in accordance with theé ddQCRLI9S3e.t t | e me

Public Staff wit neDsEsP Glauncaagse mennvte sotfi gCaCtResd c o
and operation of DEPOG6s CCR beneficiation proj e
CCR insurancwlcl!| &2iO0msl.5. TrAfter performing a tho
concluded that DEPO6s cGGR ema rhaagveememdenprsaauf f i c
unnecessary costshao DEBmpasedao@abh béaeeficiat

statute and the Commi ssionbés requirements, an
of I'ts two benefi ce altdasotn rpatog exda se shawe UWdden
unnecessary costldgatt e25x u sFti onnad rl sy., witness Luca
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ri'y credited North Carolina retail cust
I o6 .

Pub ff witnesses Zhang and Boswel | reco
retakrkxpi [ g amortizations to customers as a
with in st. Tr. vol . 19, 7 3.

Cl GFUR witness Gorman recommended rntwso treve:
DEBPs recovery of CCR compl-3&nce costs. Tr. vo

The adjustments recommend€tGbyYrRghedPuobgl CER
costs rwerod ved in the Revenue RMhguier etmeent RNV
Requirement Stipuliaftii mal | di dadmdotess pad e CCR
recommended by ClIGFUR or the Public Staff, Se
no further adjustments other than those speci
made to DEPOs basreeqpuerrieomde ntevelmueaddi ti on, Par
of the Revenue Requirement Stipulation notes
expiring amortizations to customerCGCRIi novar sin
amorti zTart.i cBxs.. vol . 7.
entire record in this proceedi
as wel | as e rel evant provisions adfhet he
Commi seoononl udbathe CCR costs soughta$onanhdlee ove
prudaemdomsdiewitt M@CR Sett | e&@rhentCommi ssi on al so ¢
DEmas complied with the CCR Set-utpemeatdj astmba

Baed on the
t h
@

in this case to reflect that DsEePtétsl eampepd tyd rnTgh e hC
amortiacafatCBdRsdss estabi hseh2d17 nRat ¢ h@asaenount of
million &£&ELR enfedd rtblad ance i n this case, and t he
recovery of the net dedyemare dbEb&&loamec s sobover ahs
appr dEeBs reqguescontinue €6R odEfPe rirnaclu rosf saurbys e o
tMarch 31, 2023, ¢tonsistent wetbvehg CCR Sett

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FI2ZNDI1 NGS OF F

Harris Land Sal es

The evidence supporotfi nfgascttheséudeddi ngsDEPO
Applicationl;antdhdotremstEi mony and exhibits of DE
Staff witnesses Zhang and Boswell; the Revenuct
recd in this proceeding.

The Commi ssion required deferral of the gai

Harris nuclear plant 1 n i1ts Au2g,usSubls3, 6 5 3179 9a2n dO
Il n 2020 and 2021, DEP compl et s fliawmae saalde sd etfr
the North Carolina retail share of the gains
Commi ssionbs order. Tr. vol. 13, 195. DEP prop
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a syiexar pledifh®dPublic Staféd hogwavreramoptopgzas i on

Tr . vol . 19, 72. The Revenue Requi r-genamnt St
amortization period. Revenue ,Regu.i reopNmt 7St
intervenor took issue with this provision of
that the evidencey esaup paomrotrst itzhada itomr egpeer i od t he
Revenue Requirement St i pydart iaomor tainzda ttjhoast péred
reasonable and fair to all parties and shoul d

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FI2NZ31 NGS OF F
Roxboro Wastewater Treatment Regul atory Asset

e evidence suppoaft iingcitrh eBEP &9 nwdaamgisi ed /
Form; ;E the testimony and exhibits of DEP witne
eXx hi I ts of Publ i c St aff witnesses Zhang an
Stipulation; and the entire record in this pr

the unrecovered costs associated wit
me of its early remomteimeatti ol hef Ctomeni
t he exn st a®men tdienpuiet¢ cudttiichrnmianpepdr opr i at
amo i zation period DEP gorbpobsed tatemoaseze
regul atory asgeatr @wer oa.f-9T0r.e Pvuobll.i ¢l 35t alf8f9 wi t n
and Boswell r eaxmarmeindetdi am period of 11 year s,
remaining depreciable | ife of the assets i1if t
The Revenue Requirement Stipulation, -$eati on
amortizaddomhfhompetihe recovery of t he Roxboro
regul at ofry. aBx.EhwvolCommi ssi on concludes that t
portsyetalre almdrti zation period in the Reven:
t ykar l1Bamatriton period is just and reasona
uld be approved.

ass
at

[ 19 Rat,e taewieGaesmon all owed DEP to esta
e r
t I
asse
r
u

sup
t ha
sho
EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FIMNDBI NGS OF F
Revenue Requiremdit o8mi elkcatriomzati on Overcol
Th evidence suppocaftaamign it BhEeRBés fuv enrdii fnigesd Ap

e
rml,E the testimony and exhibits of DEP witn
i's proceeding.

~ T
> O

Il n the Agreement and Stipulation of Partia
Docket-2No Sub, 1RBP agreed to establish regul at c
account s for t he puffpost foif natnrcaicnkgi ng o sut ps an
administration fees rel ated to storm securit
proposed to rengarltaitzoe yt Hd ability of $1.0 mill.i
with storm securi tyiemat ipens oavelia Ve ePUBl,i 2C
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di
Co

d not oppose this recovery timeframe.THNe in
mmi % concludes that the geaadermaomrsugRmon o

DEP propotHleat tilyeatrhmen®rti zati orne pxeammaldl & i [ u:

t o

Co

Fo
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t h

al | parties and should be approved.
EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR Rl NDI NG OF F
st of Debt

The evidence suppofrtiagti hn hDEP®s ndengfied A
rml ,E the testimony and exhibits of DEP witne
i pulation, and the entire record in this pr

DEP witnesstNéwkidnthatrmERB&e&dtl ecmgt as of I
21, was 3.71%, which was the value DEP wused
DEP6s Application. Tr. wvol. 9, 97. Section
i pul ati onhetsttalbd i simeesdded cost of debt as o
ed to calculate DEPOY.r &€xe Dlivéd | we ¢7mie s s meln tg.c
esented in her supplemental testimony that
2i3s 4. 03 %.

No i nntoerr voef f ered any evidence opposing this
mmi ssion therefore concludes that the wuse o
ction 111, Paragraph 1 of the Revenue Requi
alilespaonsidering all the evidence presente

EVI DENCE AND CONOQRSNDNSG OF PB/ACT NO.
counting Adpufkewmemue Requirement Stipulatio

The evidence supportingludeBEPOsdvaeagi bif el ak
d FoxXr;m tEthe testi mony and exhibits of DEP wi

er os, St ewar t, Ray, and Turner, Publ i c St
Lawhorn, andCl MEUM,t nas d Gor man; t eeme Revenu
i pulation; and the entire record in this pr

mmary of Evidence

centive Compensation

I n his direct testimony, DEP witness Stewar
mpensation at target |l evel s Phaffr.areolassi@)]
blic Staff witnesses Zharcge nand eB axcsowepleln stae s toi

e Earnings Per Share (EPS) and Tot al Shar e

empl oyees should be removed fromthlesereme¢enue
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provided a direct benefit to sharehol4ers r a
Cl GFUWRt ness Gorman concurred with this assess

Il n rebuttal, DEP witness Stewart refuted t
such as EPS and TSR ar e,aasp prhoepyr ibaetnee ffiar cruesctoov
23, -23.3

Thevenue Requiremertabdttinsgptetdnph onee i ncent
should be adjusted to remove incenti veel spaogyf r e
DEPO6s | eadership, but not f orRetvleemure Maeiqrud & re mt
Stipulation A 1.INo 1i2nt €elrrv.e nboxr. tvooolk. i7ssue wi th
Revenue Requi r e merrmteC o3nmi s ulioamtrei | odndh & ¢ t he Reven
Regguirement Stipulation provides a reasonabl e
this proceeding.

Rent Expense

DEP witness diiregdt tielsudenbnay pro forma adj us
O&M expenses to reflect | ncsraevmenngtsa | arsesnotc i eaxt peed
changes in the Charlotte real estate portfoli
13, 187. Public Staff witnesses Zhang and Bos
related to the Duke Enetrlggy WPdialzai rogiil i satgi Ible c
and cannot be wutilized for iIits intended purpo
additional amounts to bring the rent expense
2021 costs and appl PEBF & hlko wugptdiadn. I n addit
expressed concerns aboujtcotnsda direleea INrgedu att ieo rmp oir r
force and DEPOGs neaw |woarimkpfbooryceee smotdoelwor k a hyb
reducihegoffi oaecfeswial anyegilwden ti me.

Il n rebuttal testimony, DEP wiotems®ts sagh gea ewitt
the Public Staffdés adjustments tasrenatcaekpéepd
DEP reflects all known and measpe dtoéd beupdaues
by DEP. Tr :77voln adad8di 7bon, ghen n otcaud rti magt rREBR
for the Duke Energy Plaza on January 1, 2023
expense for the building because, as expl aine
Counci |, the detailed scheduwlld fcoornst hectiuornh
compl etnedd ,t h building occupied by the effect
proceelddahg77. Thus, she testified that the Du
known and measurable and prudetwil| bntber easaonal
DEP which is a fact that thedRullhiea, Stsdfef tlread
because DEP is paying rent expense to DEC for
Duke Energy Plaza rent e X p ernesvee niue mremdawee d mer
comparabl e adjustment to remove the rent incor
revenue and costs betwledn (7Be amfihleraredbdbualiad]
witness Counci l testifiedithbhangthe PuleseBbhekyc
sever al fl oors currently occupi ed, and that
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occupied by third quarter

completed and fully
I 24T his case.

become effectilvet

TheRevenue RequirememtSeSdthipud it Bgorimo vi des f o1
an increase in test year rent expense of $4, 4
increased rent expense, Thrt BX.Theplpachtatisor ug
agedd adthesseasonabl eness and prudence of t
Pl aizm t he DEC Rate CdseSubhTDD2dWed8T.hME23mmE ssi on
concltuldats t he Revenue Requirement Stipulation
this issue for purposes of this proceeding.

Reliability Assurance O&M Adjust ment
I n her direct testi nmoesyt i éDyEEPddwintgn etshse Tiunmpnoer

keeping DEPOs -friermead naisnsge tcso ailn ef ficient workin
enregy neebdsPplasans f or those unitsdé retirement

continue to incur costs for these assets as aj
cowtf fective electricityDHERmMdAdene!| capvsai laaldl ei mp
repement of the coal fleet. Witness Turner al

operated efficientltgspgenmd ordel iTakI5y odOWOr.il2g ©OHe

Il n her suppl ement al testi mony, wi DEP6s Tur
pro fadijmataentextpoenf3&M reliability assuatede.
that the adjustment increased by $7.8 million
reliability assurance projects.tdheset hddut e ot
reliability of plans for the Roxboro and Mayc
Tr v ol 12, 118.

Public Staff wi tnegarMeRags the ssttiofriiecd oper a
generating fleet since the 20Db9 MRatce Gasei asd
the | ast dehdesdei. eRaconseifdered the overall syst
and reasonabl eness of wusingapPE®PYy ftesteypact €©
cost s. The primary pur posei noef whheet hreegv iaennd whaosv
hi storic operation of its generation fl eet ha
t he weighted equival ent availability factor
outage factor (WEUOF), as ewwlnlg asl eetth epre r meotr rm
noted that diffaercepiodcespdedidh@geoaBor mancoenemet ri
uses He clarified that the intent of the revie
prudence of DEPG&6s historic operations of its 1
fleetds pradegmadhed over the | ast dek@wdendand
conts, neéi abiulbieit wpadt especi al ly muspgdrhfesrem uinn t &
di fferent manner than ®EPgir ratotvieesrd egeé merreat ianr
from service. Witness Metz alsoewrpteadhrei®EPRP s T
DEP accomplpahedbgtagdfing, in the years foll ov
Tr vol-4216447%31
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Witness Metz testified that there i s merit
coal unit avail abbuttwésedt edt abat r BEBPsr educe
ongoing gener aftuenlg P&M negx pneoonse the very next
approval in the | astTrt.wovodenelr6a | 4rdart.e Bcaasseeds o
identi fi edx pvestainedO&Meencper Wot mass Metz recomm
modi fications to the adjust memdrBig ddealm tleddst N
2 1 86)0:

T Since DEP should have already completed t
Winterization O&M proj eotmmeodked| wst mhessof M
costs related to Reliability Threat Anal y:
adjustment and supported the inclusion of
O&M wdrk. vaho. 16,

T Since the majorityret i tnhperlocvoegnesn trse |aaptpeeda rteod
capirtedlated rathetatbhdn @&Mness iMetlzusri e@mo o
those costs i mhtehe MYRPmastmidben pr o for ma adj
| da.t 450.

T Sintckere i s no certaamdycom@itnD&EPt owvi €mmplhoy e
|l evel of inctaBsegborsd abhftdatMaywyd ant s, Wi t ne
proposed decreasing by half DEPO6s 2023 st a

T Witness Metz r ecoRaenmeaidredHdlhdatc athseoulyd ald¢ u s
rej ebéeeceause this category is an attempt to
of i nventory (spar é dptardds9 to be repaired.

n her rebut D& Pwittensetsismohwr, ner described t

I

optimizing plant investments and nfaiirnetdaians sneggt
t h®ERvI | | reti rteerimn fMiltpuorreemd Roxboro Stations
DEP ecfoiarled DtE#®t iwoialtsli r ® EP bua b nt ioneueeds ttloemsv e
customers. Witness Turner explained that DEP
these units until replacement generation i s i/
DEPOs strategy for addressing thiseschladVvenge
changed. DEP seeks to allocate more invest mer
ef fianemdanomi cal, and therefore most often di s
necesewaely the | ong term), while stvtebt memaksngn
the coal wunits, balancing the need to maintai
eventual retirem&gt. Tr. vol. 12, 121

Wit ness Turner al so responded t o witness
regarding the rmRedi pbol f2dy6rHA sadm@ apr ovi ded addi
regarding this work. W th respect to the major
she explained that DEP identified this work a

"Prfoor ma2 INN\@ wasDHEBisl efde birnuary updat e.
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Anal ysis tdhwadet ©EPIi molhate 2022 and that DEP int
items of equi pment DEP needs to maintain unit
witness Metz~O6s recommendation to remove the ¢

Threati Anwbyk from the pro forma. She expl aine
not wsitnotremm rel ated and that, therefore, DEP wol
the pro forma item subsequent t 062 5.r eMistonTsir wiemt
testified that the winterization O&M project
necessary in early 2023 following winter storr
study of needed repairs and,i wsthal Ibateiakrs , ofanal
heat trace systems to address freeze i ssues.
wor karound project category of reliability i mp

system health at the coaklarotuatdi opnrso.j eThe capeng

addresses smaller items that <can i mpact relia
reliabilliday #22FueM.tness Turner testified that
represents DEPOGs off orcwartd, prpajiematriidny sal ary, b
ensure that DEP has adequate resourclestt-b30per.
31. Witness Turner also testified that DEP ide
t he ReiltiyabTihreat Analysis and that it represen
readily available spare and have | ong | ead t
exacerbeited.21

Witness Turner also responded hg Wwossebkbsf M
performance and ,0&8Mith@vestmerst i mportant to v

performance and not focus solely on coal . Bas
(EFOFnetri c, she stated that DmbRBGsstfemds iwi tfhl eoe
t harmhiendustry average, and the natur al gas uni
performance. -Bb. WIltnek3d, TU3der emphasized th
performance and reliability arssurmecandeeds |
bet ween coal units and natur al gas units. She
pro forma represents the adjustments that DEP
coal units in Irdati 8B8Bbe condition.

The ReeeRequiremenpr &vi gienscalfubsaino na dodf86i onal
million (North Carolina retail) of annual i nc
coal generation fleet for disctéatae whwmresms a
| i sthesuppl ement al and anedb uftdra hvethiedsts d mp b p g
wor kpaper s. The parties agreed that DEP wi | |

actual spend and employee head count for each
period in a manner to be agreed uDpEoPn wWrettweeen |
anycumul ative underspend to a regulatory | iabi
the MYRP period (Sepettauthlmercuz@®@ 2émerandn the ne)>
case. Revenue RequirepmeBxy SItDPHR.Ivaitti mpeng Asdihgh d 1
Public Staff witnesses McLawhorn and Metz sup
supporting testi oty . 2X99;vovol 161351354
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The Comme ersc lotmdaets t he Revenue Requirement S

reasonabuei ornesolt this I Sssue for purposes o 1
demonstrated that these funds are necessary t
unt il their anticipated retirement. The Publ i
perfor mame eDBOR ftossi | fleet, specifically the
recogni zes that reviews of performance can h
mett hreevi ewetso eval uate it. DEPOs tracking and
spend and employee head count for each <coal g
will help to further inform this diTheupairomess
agr eemenmtt DEP wi |l | record any cumul ative unoc¢
account accrued through the end of the MYRP p
next gener al rate case addr esrsaiss edh er ecgoanrcdeir mgs
spendi ntgs fl inr sit annual report., t he Commi ssi ¢
Commi ssi omgo eueptiohne s p e dihfei ctsr afcdkkri ng and reporti
spend and employee head count for each coal g

Avi ation Expense

I n i ts i niPtiraelmofvididi 0390, c dEploatae¢ @ avi ati on ¢
all ocabER itne stpdhrei oda rtehoatt r el ated to aeri al p a
Jiggetisg thiaed DEP thlrerdee®ytes wer e reasonabl e,
appropriate to r ercsoVvelbrutfrelmecctuesdt otm@ r emove t|
vol3, 184. Public Staff witnesses Zhang and B
50al r eraedniyo bgd DEP, removal from DEPOGs cost of
costs that thetBulblei an$tedfatt efdlodmdt he provi si ol
portions of certain commerci al i nternational

ThBevenue RequirementsaStiiaguloat expemsmevass
international flighlt®, of nawaidatiitom®mex@anshes tSh
Application. Revenue ARlelqlulr EEe.mem™b .Sit 7 tpaurl vad n omm |
i ssue with thissipuobdfit@dmmi oo mehidauldats t he Reven
Requirement Stipubhabtonabl eroesdéstaomeof this
this proceeding.

Executive Compensation

I n 1 ts ApPgEPienadvieodd,05f0 tbmpensation of t he
Energy executives with the highest | evel of c:
Jigigts explained that whil e DEP believes the:
appropriate to recover from customer s, DEP he
adjust ment to this item. Tr . vol . 13, 181. F
recommandan additional adf@usfméheobeareée mbesp 6D
Duke Energy executives, noting t hat t he ad)]
recommendations the Public Staff hasi mapastnd

rate casées. Yo . 4%
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Section 11, PaRewe mpd HeéEq uwifr etnpeenctv i Siteisp ufl oar
remov&®l0®opbf theobbdeeffitve Duke Energy execut.
amounts of compensati.o®,ofint adidri t® ®mMeEdarosvatdieo rb

inmhepAicadati oikEx.Nooilntervenor took issue with
sti pul @ahe€Commi ssioodé s hat t he Revenue Requirem
provides a reasonable resolution of this 1issu

Charitable Contributions and Sponsorships

I n his direct testimony, DEP witness Speroc
does imatt ude any expenditures for charitable
requirement of CoiB{aypias &meéeded2 Tr. vol . 13
testified that CaoatfhaysregquRues RhaAt in every
i lmtres, a utility must certify in its prefilec
certain costs, includi o tcnheasrsi tSapbelreo sc ofnutrrtihbeurt |
he performed additional reviews oODEMEW®IOd mOT
i nclaundye ctohsatts Commi s sil@n pRuwlhe btRMites Ap ph.ti cdant.i on.

Publ i c St aff witnesses Zhang and Boswel |l
charitable contributions of approximately $15
the Chambers of Commerce and Tot heol tha&BWBhL!iidA s .

Staf buAtchighjBchedul e ITr ExI.i neo I3Wi 1t 9 esses Zhang
Boswel |l stthadsxsad dxpdnses should be disall owed &
actual costs of providing electric service to

Il n his rteibmdany,l wietsness Speros explained t|

promote business and economic devel opment, w h
customers to DEPG6s serviceDEPpaI dt droy.Chlatmmb & d ¢
Commer c  DEtPh altoesspéenéays a donation or | obbying a

business or economiDE& Rdreovped nolpgmednet rudainitdh é m oper a
expenasredncl udeisn thhEMds cost of providing el ec
Tr. wvol. 13, 73.

ThBevenuer &mguoi Steispg wlbdttihimdre s dj ust ment wi | |

t eghar i rtarmbtlrei butsponsorasahldi ps. Revenue Rédgui ndmen
Tr Ex . voNo i7/ntervenor took i ssuestwpuhBliteghars. p
Commi ssomanl tuldaets t he Revenue Requirement Stipul
resolution of this issue for purposes of this

Board of Directors Expense

Wi th respaercdt otfo DBorectors expense, Publ i c
Bosweddommeammdealdj ust ment. @ ofrdmeve xp@&nses assc
the Board of Direct ohasd obeeldDwlceaat Edernt oy tDiEdPat s i
Publ icr 8tafmmésardeagdrochi ng executive compensatior
Duke Energy executives with the highest | evel

60



tesger i od. Tr . vol . 19, 47 . I n his reshentsaw DI
requbERst o Blaavred aof Directors and t haotwntehde cos
utility, including Board costs, are in fact <c
it i's not fair or DrEPacmonéakl ag t-cawmnpeedn sletsizleirt y
attendeaguti rements to thad.corporate structure.

Th®evenue

R i rementst 8tei fPwibdtiiconStad d et
justments to
N

r
ad e Board of Directorso6Aexpen:
[ 11, Tr1ER . v dNlo. i venorthooki sspusevpalTathd ofh . t |
Commi ssomal tuldats e Revenue Requirement Stipul
resolution of this issue for purposes of this

equ
t h
ter
t h
Lobbying Expense

I n his direct testimony,tD&tP WBWEPOE®SsesoSpeobd

does not include any expenditures for | obbyi
political contributions, or charitable contri
Commi ssion -IRu(lae) Rals2 amended. TWi.t nesgls. Spe&rod
explained that he performed additional revi ew

DEP did nocwostths@0 mdiessi on-1RBud ehiRdi2t e Applicati
With respect to | obbying expgmasreg,arrPd bBoweltla
O&M expenses to remove additional costs assoc
Government al Affairs and External ReD&BPIi ons,
recorded above the Winheesdaest hZb atmegslitla nydetadt. e d
Commi ssion -IRulandR12he Commi ssionds Order i n
Carolinabs 2012 Rate Cajast2nmh aDENCE tnéhtes ec &3
Trv.ol . 19, 50.

I n rethbetst 8 mowmiyt nessst 8pehdaocs DEP di sagrees

ust ment to remove any additional cost from
A2 or the Commi ssionds deci siionnédmé s shaev w10.1 2
, 63.

= 0o
Wk a

Th®evenue RequirementabItiisthumaltagt iwvohni | e DEP m.
posi tiiotns tcdhaas¢tt of service in this casfeorditdhenot
purposes of settl ement, DEPopecseptley the Rublu
|l obbying expenses. Rewleatdleb [Rle BH.i rveonido t74 Stt @ rppv e n
took issue with tshi pulpBhodo mmioqns ooofaltudeas t he
Revenue Requirement Stipulation provides a r
purposes of this proceeding.

Nucl eatwflLEnfde Reserve
Public Staff witnesamn Me8t zthirsead dmmveanybessdr o f

f
Repair Hol dAssdr o eHoil (dQ AL)onsutcslienarent ory t hat he
on hold for four yearx8.orHenofrert WMar thmado mmhé&n d
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sal vage value be

applied to nuclear materials
of calculating DEPOSs

ermdt o4 30d.i fe nucl ear rese

hi s rebuttal testi mony, DEP witness
endati omf o8 rmimolviadod if fre mn u dilee @amdr eser ve
hohds inventory to suppgert hphraftorepodrate
er s
i n

w oo
—

TWi twelss| Ry fR2i@e& . ftdDcEtP tntaatamn ai nem
ventory in Repair Hold or QA Hold I o
I not ubtucmat elvymtveaewatiolrabl d ddtor-83&zx e .
ardiahgage value, witneBDEP Ragcdiewdld faafp dir & sh
uests for subsequent | icense renewal of i1t:
hnol ogy nucl ear plants in operation at the
h
e

OO ODm—“"TS SO0
:

few to no similar vinnatgieom,uctlrearmarmrk eto afl
nsive inventory items such as pumps, moto
nonexi BER Ndoeesx pneocttr K Ebs i nventory components &
val ue tW tenxeissstn.Riay a fwehdi ItBh app&ner al | y agrees t hat
some small amount of salvage val ue fdors pnouscalle a
expensesarwielllangf sseth val ue. He concluded tha
mai ntaining a particbbawasdl wvagel vaheeregoinegn
uni ts bdeocianuggcess b d r educe DEPOGs ability to adj u:
inventory as needed in the futdrdet ba&&.d on ch

x
T T 0O 0Q

Th®evenue Requirenmecnctep@up i ataifd mafsfitdoe nt

endd i fe nucl earsumpteesaltesande expense, reduc
direct testimony of RelleinueStRefQfui wietmee ¢$,s SMe tpu
Tr EX VDEP Witness Jiggetts and PuMeitz,hK StZarfafn gwi
and Boswell oumpmorstioc timi g heir settl ement sup
254, Tre0;vol . 16, 512. The Commi ssion concludes
endd i fe reessabVienshende Revenue Reqgarirewemeartt 6d ilpyn
t he evirdeesnecnet epd, i s just and reasonabl e and f a
Coal l nvent ory

Based on DEP&6s historical perf or mance, up
recent coal i nventory holdings, Public Staff
mai nttasi ncuirrent coal inve®dtfaoady dfoad5 bdawns aod

[

st ment t hat ncreased ¢

corresponding DEP adju
f o s-98 hange. Tr. vol. 21, 292

to account r t hi

DEP witness Turner oppocgjewds twretnnte s sWi Mincehsnse
assert etdedjhwgt ment failed to contemplmptaett mg c
a reliable fuel suppl vy, namely the inability
volatility in coal genE siopmpddeednavandgegnoy
days. Witness Turner <co l uded that 1t 1is pru
40 days. Tr. vol. 12, 1
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The Revenue Requirement Stipul ation accept

average toeedtealelli sohf tcho al inventory for purp
requirement. Revenue RequUirr erfnt VSR i.wiwtl me $ ® nJ IA
and Public Staff witnesses MclLawhorn, Met z, Z

t hei rmesnett td epporting testi mofry. VIal..-1¥%lod, T h5e133
Commi ssion concl-ddgs cohht i nhhientB3&ry target pr o
Requirement Stipulation is supported by the ev
faiallt,o and should be approved.

Credit Card Payment Fees

Il n her direct testimony, DEP wFteespr Qgr ah
[

for sma and medium nonresidential customers
prepaid, or el ectmeind sg hd ok p@gartdheRPay el ectric
support of DEPG6s request, shdawvatterdarnhadt irersi
Free program fowhC&ind Ea mnagpepsrsoovne d liag ¢edER éad
rate case. Wi tness Qui ck recounted that non.i
Payment are subject to a convenience fee of
$10,000; for payments in excess of $10,000, tI
paildh.t DEF.O66s vendorcechmhaegiesantbef ee and DEP r ec
ofi.1t da.t -D80.5 Based on customer ,Wiettendascs kQaindk r grga
in this case-Ftreeofpfreorgrtame floeae Car d Paymenmtss t o
making bill pay medats 10PB .t DEPI, 00OGt ead of the
t heendoconhkeni efh oteh efseee sCard Payments and incor
into the cost of service for receery through
Il n their joint testimony, Public Staff wit
proposal to socialize the credit card payment
19, 51. They noted that the current vyonheunmie of
accounts for®oI|lofsst hehamvelr al | bi | Il dpdadyi ttirocamaslalcy
witnesses Zhang and Boswel |l di stinguished thi
residential thedCob mpoasl sl soiwbeade si n D E Pebrsa Ip rreavti eo ucsa

order by noting th#&treéeherogsamhemtaidalt hlEee ot el

reductions in | ate payments and wuncoll ecti bl
experience the same | evel of | ateapagmenbdmens
| di,her ef or e, they testified that they found nq
Payment fees for the nonresidentdal customers

Th®evenue Requir eneesntta bSttihsgtelseh € onr edi t car
fees for nonresidenti al customers shall be re
case. Revenue RequiAleimem2Bx St ivood haoimom ssi on
concltuldats t he Revenue Requirement Stipulation
this iIissue for purposes of this proceeding.
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Payroll and Benefits

DEP and other Duke Energy affiliates <cont
including workforce staffing | eDEP si mplne meomtne
pl anned headcosulbméegrediucgiiom 2021 through the f
a reduction in DEPG6s otherwise apEPwictarbdses r e
Jiggettsdrethedukds tthrer oruegdhuctthenMar ch 31, 20
applicabl e Stea dbtniPins bgasagpe,h R2Seotet Requirement S
provides for a ftuhret hregv erneudeu crt @ gopini roefment f or t
associated benefits for the former employees
through the 28R28dNoof iMayer venor took issue witdht

sti pul @ahe€ommi ssiooc| thats t he Revenue Requirem
provides a reasonable resolution of this 1issu

Production O&M RReefdluecctti oGa ptiot al i zati on Policy C

I n his suppl ement al testi mony, Public Sta
reclassified miscellaneous | ine items from O&N
i ssue with this acpriongddivaispurfpoesde s oofhitshicsonce
O&M expenses used to establish an ongoing ex
overstated. To account for the i1impact of the r

of $463,000 on a syteem Yyasi seXpomsOBEPOFEr. vol

ThRevenue Requiremesntabda iggew@acttiioonn i n pr odu
of $463, 000 on a system basis to account for
Revenue RequirementTrEti wol@APR imint Medd | Ji2dget t s
Staff witnessidst McLAwdodBoswel | supported this
settl ement supporting tedrnvomony.6,Tr5.12volT.hel 3,0
concludes that the tpiromdupgtopose@©®&M medhe Reverl
Stipulation is supportedsbyusheardi deasenpbks
andhould be approved.

Vegetation Management O&M

I n his direct testimony, DHER awistnm essss oMa |l enyt e
Vegetati on Management (I VM) Plan and its goal
vegetation within and along transmission right
includes planned corridofl workmanagemeuae work
prioritizing the first t wo categories based
indicated that DEP had included an increase i
period pro forma adjustmerids oudt sadeolmaboforcos
adjust ment al so covers vegetation management
existing substatiom9.sites. Tr. wvol. 10, 178

I n his direct testi mony, DEP witnesgdgyGuyto
prioritization model to drive iIts routine | VM
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DEPOGs vegetation management include the follo
hazard trees, reactive customer requested a
management activities. Wi tness Guyton al-so tes
year cycle for distribution vegetatiyemrmarnyadem
in urban areas consistent with DEIPR2s. 2015 Tree

I n his direct testimony, Public Stla¥M wi tr
Pl amd provided a summary of the operation of
included both vegetat i oanndeigtehtiant i DoEnP Otesh ® & Rlthid ess ¢
rights of hwagoreBERGDgram manages the vegetat

DEPOGs rights of way. Witness T. Wil liamson ¢
assessment activities (which would increase t
lines), and recommended reductions in two par
Management budget s. Finally, witness T. Wi | |

Di stribution and Transmission vegetati-b&. pl an

In his rebuttal testi mony, DEP witness Guy
T. Williamsonbds vegetation plan recommendat.
increase in worhedeasagarwiomp lde nbeen t hi's recomme
[

ncr easedi oonbscfr viahe di st r iibnuctriecans es ycsotsetns wvaonudl ©

DEPO6s ability to meet its ot héMi twnnegest &Gtuiyd @ nmd n
statedetdhati ons i n Distribution Vevgeedearti roaar yWMar
to DEP6s actual experience of increasing vege

Witness Guyton also objected to twowibofndshse a
T. IWii amsggested on the grounds$owheat vtelget @t a c
managemendpeprlgames | uegesr ti ng on veghatzatrikvee mi |
targledats.147.

No other party presented evidence on these

The RevReqei r eStteinptul at i on provi des for a
Distribution O&M Demand Prdagmamflwudggedtoptt o o 2
additional vegetation management reporting re
witness T. Williamsoumegertapt viamatt epotbadggt en
noted on page 52 of the rebut tRaelv etneuset i Rmognuyi roefm
Sti pulAaltRiamd V., Jr7Ex. vol . The Commi ssion conclud
adjustments in the Revenues®Rppaitedembty Stiep e
presented and are anudstfmaagd|l raadoesbhblbéd be app

Lealdag Study

As part of its fi Imintgt eidal atghliesh dcdays et,h aDtE Pwassu k
by Ernst & Young, LLP, and appnmovée R2MmlsEh®acCer

8The $2,721,604 is the adjusted total related to O&M
was $789,309 on a system basis.
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Tr vol . 13, 43;TrBpwilec33 hPi tl@eaegtd sEx.dy2 was used t
transactions t hrooudehtoeurt mitnhee tyheea rn utmber of day
services arepagmdetedsameéceived (revenue | ag)
bet weehi méd expeamdi tiunrceusrr ed and payment IS ma
(expense or paymentnéeadd . ZivabdgianStBISwali t r e
DEP prepare and filleagq dtuddw iumpdiatt dndxtadgene |
19, 43

I n his rebuttal testi mony, DEP witness Spe
merger of the DEBR andtbECneki!| rfait et bRkl iacnd v
Staff to dédeenrmimmengi fof aghet ndyxyt mhkad more seil
after that case. Tr. vol . 13, 73.

ue Requiremarctor POE@RG leatgir e ment t o p
dy before the next gener ale rratseulctass ¢
t study in DEPG6s next rate case applic
provi si osini pul Tahtleeo@a mmi ssi on concludes that the
Stipulation provides a reasonabl dirse alolwteiean n

EVI DENCEC@AGNOLUSI ONS FOR FARDBNG OF

The evidence supporting this finding of fac

and FoI;m tEhe testimony and exhibits of Publ i c
Boswell, cocunding 8econd.1Stulpge | @memlt @ame reEtxa | R
Requirement Sti pu.lliatnidon ,hei remltudieng e€Exr d i n th

The Revenue Requirement Stipulation i nvol
bet ween the stipubpbrngypaftitdéde offevanwme requi
case. Because the Revenue Requirement Stipul a
St aff had completed its audit of DEPOG6s third
provides experse dglaoy otnh adto etsh not prevent the Pub
its audit o f DEPG6s wupdates or maki ng propose
requirements bagada®ubhichsS&tabdi complt dteeidirpidtas e a
June 202t3he alubflaincDEsFeanf er edh®wmpgmwml ement al Reve
Requirement StonpuhatRRadgnn2vbBedr thipesceed t o cert
further mi nor adjust ments. tDhet h®u prpel veenmeunet all e c
Requirement Stipulaft iaogr ddmdrst fhatrweaere aBEP and
Tr . ER4.vol
Sheds (New Hill Timpson Training Sheds)

DEP and the Public Staff agreed that DEP
associated with the New Hill Ti mpesaogui ITe me mti nfy
purposes of this proceeding only. The removal
Pl ant in Service on a INwrth Carolina retail b

6 6



Wil son 230kV Project

DEP and the Public Staff agreed thauntOEP wi
related to the Wi lson 230kV project from dist
agreed that DEP shall offset the March 2023 p!
a system basis associated with t hhd Wihles a ms2i3 Gak
proceeds in the amount of $897 thousand on a
parties acknowledged that actual proceeds rec
captured and agree that they willinadadrfewstsurae

proceeldd.ng.

Laptop | ssuance

DEP and the Public Staff agreed that, for
remove new | aptop devices not issued to empl o
revenue requirement. | Thea nr eemodvead r evaislel troe shil a
$2,370, 000 on a Nortlhd.Carolina retai/l basi s.
Capitalization Policy

DEP and the Public Staff agreed that there
costs related to the Februaref26PBnd@draoswgek
proceeding. They further agreed that DEP wil/l
capitalization procedures beforled . DEP files it

On June 27, 2023, t joe suRpupbll e nese MSte amléensttfiinmoendy t h
of witnesses Met z, Zhang, and Boswel | i n su
Requirement Stipulation. According to the Pul
benefits that the stipulation and the angr eec
aggregate reduction in DEPG6s proposed revenue
avoidance of l itigation between the parties
increased accumul ation of rate cdge Zabdpfense r
The Public Staff further testified that the C
Revenue RequiremecxtauStei pdl dthieere bédefits to r

t the adjust me

The Commi ssion concludes t ha
the evidence pr

Requirement aS$tei psud papga rotne d by
approved.

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FI NDI NG OF F
MYREapit al l nvest ment s

The evidencei Bupgdgbng inaefy utdiedtE Pios Awertrl ii fciad d on
and FoelrmtEhe testimony and &Mahephit Supf oDEPRwit
Strasburger, and LaRoche, Public Staff witnes
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Zhang, and Boswell, AGO witness Nelwsmanagn,NCJC,
Sierra Club wihe eResv &GowggiRequi rement Stipul ati
in this proceeding.

n Appsication, DEP identifpedj eapptiatedipen

|
in service during the MYRP péritodnsmMhaese omr ajne
infrastructur e, solar and battery storage, en
hydro, and nucl ear investments.

DEP provided support torougl IMYRPApploijeeat
suppl ementaanld dierbaudtt,al testi mony of DEP witnes
asat he July 2022 Transmission and Distributio
the Public Staff conducted substDeEfRin @aposled ciow
ist MYRP. DER&Es ewi assert that DEP has provided
the MYR®j,ecwitsihRebl i ¢c Staff witnesses offered 1
documentation of the MYRP proj stcitpsulpathten gRe v e
agreed tothsuppd¥YRP project st he&s RmewedinfuieedRequi r
Stipulation.

Transmi ssi on

DEP witness Maley testified in support of t
future needs, witness Maley testifiedytshatm wh
and reliably meeti maugst odoer monreee ds9 | mprove th
infrastructure to meet the challenges and opp
Witness Maley testified that DEP designdd its
opportunities and that the MYRP transmission p

categor i anst:elslyisgeemc e, hardening and resiliency
and capacity and |l cutstlo8be.r pl anning.

Witness Mal ey testified t hat DEP selecte

i mprovements in the following MYRP projects,
greatest valusysbemushbeklrbsgence, vegetation
| i mea dneminnig@gsi |l i encyar sehbs megsti oitde rhanys,f or mer upgr

brealuggr ade scapanidtou satnodmennpdagt. 18 7. He expl ai i
although these seven proposed MY RPh oisrev exB Pne r
presented i5n 22W&2JulMYRP Techni cal Conference,
the |l ocation details and informed thel@aost Be

|l wi tness Mal eybs direct testimony and acco
estimated cosbposé&dDHEWPRBRPE pranscission project:

Il n his supplemental direct testimony, Wwitne
estimates applicable to transmission projects
certainacgrreegdwupbnt he fRWhtliZt3 SWat ness Mal ey i ¢
additional transmission MYRP projecaf tlidoriciam g on
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his direct testimony, and identified those th
such chadgtes208. ¢éléd ppoaidd project cost e st
transmission MYRP projects, i ncluding explana
esti madag s 282

DEPvi t ness DMaleecytosSuppl empmnoaitdheéEx hpbat ed
costs of the proposed MYRP Transmission proje

1. Break®1t183,434,999,;

2. Capacity and CusH6o2ne r0 7P8 ,a5ninli;n g

3. Substation Har den-i$mdg 9 rbd7 9R9s/i6l;i enc e
4. System | nt$%7n2,i7g6ebn,coed 4 ;

5. Transmisesitbanr deemi ng a-8$d2Re 651, €00y
6. Transfo$mk4,s269,580; and

7. Vegetation Mabhh3.e8n&ht377.

Tr . Ef0 vol

The modifications to proposed MYRP Transmi
Mal eyb6s supplementaald @dicce®awmipan shgmemhlblts re s
estimated capital cost of DEPO proposed MYRP

Public Staff witnensusl tMeptlze tceosntciefrinesd waist ht ot h
including outdatiendsucfdstciexntti sataefsf,i ng | evel s t
schedul e, and the |l ack of coordination betwe
efficiencies. T686, v&®3M the,ss4aMe,t z4aGcommended
project contimgeiney tHlyathaDERP faai l ed to justify
DEP budgeted flodatt & 1p rHej rdeadradanimeean ddd ownwar d
adjustment for al/l transmission projects in t
efficiencdeartbatiootuthe i mpl ¢ meetntdax4d .o nWiotfn & shse
al so recommended the removal of certain trans
on the analysis of PdhdticdSB8.aff witness Chile

AG®wi t ndeslsscorniti qued DE®Pmspltammisimmg sand made
recommendati ons. AG®Oc wmmaekdast Nehles oo mmi ssi on r
to conduct a study on drheadn hcaornsctisn ga ntde cbhennod foigti se
Tr . vol 30WBt nd28 Nel son altdqdEPeErcgangne nde dr egi
transmission planning and asserted that regi
projects indathedBMX¥RPFiIinally witness Nelson re
pursue all funding optitomatpfarrte torfal ntshinei 5ISRIAO. N p
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Sierra Club witness Goggin recommended t ha
file a proacti vfeorn ralnlsmtirsanomi diacin expansi on
accommodate the interconnection of all new rer
Dukeds CarbPon wolanWi2tlnes7s89Goggin also recomm
Commi ssion direct -vDeEIPu e oa pupsreo aac hit ntuol tpl anni ng t
the identified upgrades me et needs rel ated
expanded interconnection with neighboring Bal
of benefitséo Tr. vol. 21, 790.

Wi

Mal ey add sed testimony from Publ i
c e:

en res

flcally, he: (1) wpphesvés EdetohHMI¥RENDgEd]
xplained why the projects are necessary :
ssed DEPG6s methodology for ensuring that
fferent projects; ( 3) countered the arg
ntingency components of the estimate®; for a
J)pleaxi ned the basis for the contingency comp
d (5) addressed witness Metzds recommendat
ansmission pro.j%¢€t. evd-Znth@ esA4.6by 5

i
e
c u
di

Ty ~0 00—~ W\
=5 PO "N T

Witness Maley also addressed testimony of
Club. Witness Maley stated that he disagreed w
| .t BB9 Witness Maley testified that witness |
i's inappropriate in this proceeding because th
Carbon Pl an Ipdadc e2e6d0i . wighhes s Mal ey disputed wi
recommendati ons because they require activiti

considered in the Carbon Plan or in the North
( NCTPICWi t ness Mal ey mentioned that DEP witness
evaluated in his Carbon Plan testimonyrhasWitne
already noted in its Carbon Plan Order that [

i ncentives or | tWidienreasls fMianideiyn gcoount er ed t hat ne\
in this proceeding that circumvemthni @go warece n@
reasonahl e.

I n his rebuttal testi mony, Siwernt mawistl nMaslise y
Goggi nobés recsommaegwadradllmg] trawomissionh pkeaberngn
Pl an and I ntegrated Resour cet Pirmoctetses HIEMRIFtREPJ
window of the MYRP. Tr. wvol. 10, 261.stWittende s s
in the March 15, 2023, NCTPC Transmission Adyv
i s pursuing thrulivatl stgragdteigane mofid anomm ng study i n
| odradnsmi ssion planning process. Tr. wvol. 10,
in the NCTPC, witness Malegut eissnewnrnreedt d shsaar ya.n

Thekevenue Requiremant!| uSd a.sffhu baadth @ st me n t to
contingency amounts of t hree ctormanreshrdieds iboyn Ppurbolji
witnesslhThMetsz.i pul ati on DERtih@dvepragei peojkelcat ef
to the extent practiocalt hien MYhReP s mppemanit an i &Ins
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t heahe transmissi aoamrdeMvMMRF iDp&d jAdocetnse s shy 0s Febr ua
MYRP wupdate of ExhiamidtesL riiiWetdhpapeéerebt and st
testimonies of DaEPepwipprd as eMdloeyt h8c MB&s ed on

t he entire record i n this proceeding, t he C
transmission projects are reasonable and shal
Tr . E23.vol

The only partd eportthiad ntorpaphossiEFP@jseat s i ncl ud
t h®YRPMumnot resbftoegh the Revenue Requirement
settl ement ©,assr @ ntdhec adGd by t heéwi eséesnamgl §o0he
t hi erra E@Bdbc awietdnShsesr ra Cl Gogwi hness

The Commi ssi on agrwadan Mawd € 1 6 sDE Rtshsattihtei o n

recommendati awngd ness AG@ I sSacrerra Gbgbr eag dmaisrsg

transmi ssi arédphkaginmeedghBBEBe®€eci-malbinng regarding
types of tr ansinti susndoenr tparkogse.ctTshe Commi ssi on fi
proceeding for consideration of changes to tr
proceedings.

N. C. @68.33. 16(p) oty tay tthme first yda@r of an

base r asheasl | be fixed in a man#d&8B prescribe
pl us costs associated wi t h a known and |
i nvest ments, net of operating benefits, as:
denti fiable capital spending projects to b

rate yvyear.

The same provision specifies that

[ s]ubsequent changes in base rates in the
t he MYRP shall be based on pmraoytehcareidzeadcr er
capital i nvestments that wil.l be used and
associated expenses, net of operating ben:
mai ntenance savings, and depreciation of r
capital i nvastmemtcu,r rteldator realized during
t he MYRP period.

N.C. &d68.33.16(.c) (1) (a)

After having carefully reviewed all/l t he e
concl udtelse tehvaitdence demonst MYR®s atnlsanp stshi e@ap so p
sati sfrequheesmdntfsorth in-183Cl16&6(68) (1) (6a2 . The

furtchoenrcl udathe evi dencaeppgwp@dr tosf the Revenue
Stipulationds provisions regarding these tran
MYRP costs t hjeurstunard ragaesonabl e and consi ster
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Di d9tbhrut i on

DEP witness Guyton described thespandicmete
projects associated swistlemDpP@Opodiesdtsreiolyibteieprd @arc
each rate year Hdafs ttheestMYDRRYr €as b ode dipiénoionfg
(projeserdi ¢@ nyoenptrh @agmed at i ng ebaecrhe fpiTtog ecfo | . 10
3536. Witness Guyton testified that DEPG6s pr
projeotvered in his testimony total $2.2 bil
di stribution MYRP projects discussedudty t2tbe T
2022, as well as $0&D MYRPI plnda.f e4®2sh€Ehenonher
project categories include DE®PHes aehbemapeds
communications and ,aat wephicadi sysesemnidorrf | eet
infrastlrdité¢se eot her projects are closely alig
or enabling thddgrid capabilities.

Whil e di $besspirneg i minary findings i n t he
Resilience Sttulddar(oCRi&@ssei on and di swirtinbeustsi on
Guyttoenstthiattdt he preliminary findings of the (
proposed MYRP projects, and that the addit.i
upgrades and ampopommematsimeard growth and gene|
al so increases resilience Itdat t6B4&Hee ftfeesdtid i @fd
geted undergrounding, distribution hardenin
crease resilience tetohms,i mughiikdield g&d mevi emas ean
equency and strengt H dadtu e®idton ecslsi athusyet otnb a h g & i
at Duke Energy i mplemented I ntegrated Syst
verage increasing amorumpen sift yd adfa, c sssutcdmearss
purchasenEYsanning fdatur@e .preg teicfthseerd t ha
opriat e, tprhheo | eed 64 r itbauktei oadv pntoxcreanas ne\v
not bgtdeikidn t he del i vgeyr yg ooafl st haen de nreerqui r e me
[l idnta :4410. As such, he stated that the propo
bitlhiatieesachi eved througédrivdeasses progemrdmest iwo I
ure technol ogi es, and wil |l result i n sign
eas of reliablidattyland resiliency.

d
pr
ch
ro
pa
t

respect to reliability, witness Guyto
out agesogreamd tg wnaghp ta smnEeplnfg Gri d ( SOG)
oundi s(tTrU&uti gandueomiap memtid dReegtarodfiintgt i |
ncy, the MYRP projects wild@l provide ir
and severe. weamatheasesnpian capacity and
ent wi || accommodat e i ncreasing amour
ut ed Energy | BEshamced & DERBALI on and
onal awareness whe lgreindabier éO E€f ft ioc ioegretr
t

u

C""QJSD_'CD"E

OCPQ A -TQO —= ~ =

o mer pr ogorraomvwvg Wewwb mehs wmblte options t
sage and decr & aMie ntehsesi rGueynteorng ytwecdotlsitfsi.e
its proposed di <trroislsutiitosn sMYRHP cper otjeercr
er classes to provide edquilteabpeoaq@rcams si

O
WS OS~T0W3~®0Aao

—~ @D =

72



DEPOs MYRP projects make the grid more flexibl
technol ogies wildl hel pe gemleurme e amd tcyapesref |

not previous$Hbw tanveasisl aQulyet.on asserted that thes
only for DEPG6s Grid Operators but also for it
mo d e | DEPO6s grid f oranfdutcuarpea bii hprtowemeunstisng |
Morecast and Advanced Dilkdarti-¢21t i d@a Phanoanegd (1
technol ogies wil | icnotnetgirmttee dne was o | witli lontse t o a

customerl daéed?@.

Wit sesGuyt on tthald tsitfriigdotjiemrcsuded in the MY
197,627,366 inneestmaetadd amagiot &alour 1 nvestn

$2,
(1) Substation and Line edYRPaped) eatps t whi clos
bill mpni s most of the distribution MYRP pro
Capacity Projeessi meahtiecech deftiathedl. 28 6 sths | | i on i
traditional identification and execution of ¢
wehb DERs and EVs; (3) Hazard Treesd i Reanendaadl Pr
costs of $0.028 billion consist of the tradit]|
removal which is performed in conjunaodmhon Wwi:
transmission and distribution MYRRoOmrifo]$Oc.tds w
bil i nohhBER6s all ocated share of the cost of
systems as well as facilities| dantd-4448 466t el ect
Wi tness Guyt on heesStuibfsiteadt i bhatant Line MY R
geographi caldl y ncduuaelde aa combination of ongoing
reliable servmneee sava@r gelei weorr kessential grid ca
identified to address the megatrendlsdaand2supp
DEPO6si bustion MYRP consists of the following 1
1. SOGProgralmo known atshitnhkke ngmagrrti d, rede
portions of the distribution sysheal iamg netaws
t hat i sol ates grid irsdumpsacdrsd tloi miuthndreudst ovreda
customers. The total capital cost for this pr

2. Vol tRgeul anManagem®eoygi ammr oves the grido
address intermittdrhmay ®DEdARske! aantdupddampormosgeusal ity
customers. The total capital cost for this pr

3. Distr iAwutoinmPrioognt amgets the | ateral segn
and focuses on moder nfiuzsiersg wsiitrnhg!|l &aut omat ed de

i nt el leisgeetnttilngg rt h e msTehlev etso tfaolr craepuisteal cost f or
million.

4 . Capatpgyadebmpanavement s Protgheams ame swart k
t hBEMas alpway otr medlisr wmeew and exi stingcapisttalmer
cost for this program is $461.6 million.
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5. Hardening andlL aReesrPal logemrfaoyx u®es t he |l ater
sections or tap lines, which branch from the
businesses, and commerchal tohdustapal atusbeme
is $175.3 million.

6 Har denamdResi |i Rukclyi ¢ | n tPe rofge riaempc ® v e s
reliability by targeting DEPO6s most outage pr
most i mpacted by vehiméilne ngyc ¢ ihcke ptr oampeasdihdhie deany
solution to reduce ctulse oreemplBsern emnfc eautTdage s ot al
this program is $18.1 million.

7. Hardening anidStRePmdgreaamyi stmprofvement s t
ocati onst roifbutth eo mdE§sr ihdsetnhtatf i ed, through anal
utage data, as being more vulnerable to outa
he total capital cost for this program is $7

8. Equi pment Retrofit iPaboiglriatny ibmproargetrien
ne tof oremamagas interference, l ightning, and

assets to modern design standards. The to
[ n.

—

O
- D
o

9. Long Duration | Brtgerraamupt élomc a(tlLeDsl ) segment
rhead feedetraddensess arneahsartdo I mprove access
total capital cost for this program is $2

0]

10. TUGProgram i mproves reliabil iDEysbynostr at
age prone overhead power | ine sections and
number coufstouwiegppgeeds ence. The tot al capital
3.0 million.

©® O
= 5 C
oo

11. Hazard TreePrRgma@awmalmai nt ai ns or i mp
ntifying and removi ng dead, structur al

rov
e [

her wi se ddafheadt icwaultdr seas i ke el ectrical [ i n

S T

8

0
y
es

tfernmomt si de the maintained right of way. h €

.0 million.,

€“H n o —
A O

12. Distribution | nfPraosgtriadre n tiar néadniétsitgeagt sekst y
factors swdahhras cendcqui pment , technol ogy obsol
service distribution equipment. The total cap
| da.t -7616.

. Witness Guyton testified itbhuatti dDnE PMYSR Rl epsrcor gi
d associated exhibits refltehc@o ninhies sdieotna iRuel de |
Bl dat 7 2. The projected anhnfteammimseti o@Q&Mub &n
B(dyéegukekelsect the operati orhael |i®&M esmeewitmgs ct
erate the ndewattetdhnolfTbgy.O&M savings stem f

OrFrY

n
7
7
P
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resulting from reliability i mprovements and
resulting from the undergroundi neg ToUdG opvreorghreaant.
| dDEP neheéxae gavings with the ongoing O&M cost
the added equipment installed under tHe SOG a
Il n his suppl ement al direct testi momMMyRPwitn
project | ocations that DEP either adadaemd t o
ex pl atihnee dr efacsro o B c hlada.g e8BNVNi t ness pGwwtiadred updat
project cost estimates fPpoojeeet kplaatiddes gt acsifib ut i
the updated cloMitt ess $ m@wsyetsdn ed t hat his direc:
44 distribution projects (Qomprictsesd adf tde@l | di
|l evel ) totaling $2.2 billion,iwblblbdeli d44sdppt:
projects (comperpirsoggdecdfs 237 tshweb | ocation/task
representing an overall net reduction of $226
proj €dddsd.i ti onal |l vy, hend etsha fRwedl it a3t aDfEfP rae ac
regarding the cri t2ER awquwlrd undpodranitasdg iaw MiYi EnRy
projects and their cost estimates. Tvhiet rugpdsat e
Guytporne s e nh iessu pipf ement al dmereetbbd s e e dtdH.tmeN(l .a .

DEP removed three project | ,acnatliuodn sn gf rdoen et
the FrankkVi hobooatildth within thei SonbpbkéaNoonhab@:?
Project totalilnagt e®¥0 .t9%Mnet oout si demahien gMYHlRét twi n
Advanced Distribution Management System (ADM
$1.7M, and the ADMS Advanced Fault Location pr
wi ndbdat -¥2Wi t nes®nGuetscri bed cost updates to
MYRP projdatt Pt n&sygtalnso expl ained that at t
Applictahdiont ri but poaj eMerRat vari ous stages of
management | ifecycl ManmmdjermebDEP & nRreoj eedt Exc el
standamdat. 93. Under the PMCoOE approach, as a
devel opmeDERoOWdliemuefsi ne costs and pbracsjeedc tons c h
projdeotel opment, detail edpdasningdmnty 9a8d construc

Witness Guyton testified that t heprSuybescttast i
comprise a signifiM¥awRRBRI pericent bda WhHephhkhes s.

projectnsi twearlel yi i denti fi ed, a spreadsheet <cost
past wor komrlofppteed si mi | ar assets at similar I
engineering anal ysi s | @nldandnaitnag darni dv eenn gmondeeel rsi n ¢
occurarfeatkhre f i |l i ngppdfi cdarEdd e mngaged i n as part |

procesevided theregpmet snoobope bd work and cost
of the total 190 Sphbefacitenaandhlei hecathon/ t a
based actual <circuit and ebhditp-#eint and site ¢

Guyton Suppil eevelnitiad e nd ihteo a3 | estimated capi
the Distributi ohelMY PP Op, r96l)j5e clEI00.t wo |
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Public Staff witnessr eldhuentaisoer ecfommended st s
Area Capacity projects and one Facilities proc
Trvoll9, 218. Speci ficailédu c thieocno esmtdot minméasitddess
Wil mington 421 230kV Capacity, Wi I mington Suns:s
115kV Capacity, Wake Tech 230kV Caplagdvi t wesand
Thomas also reedmokefhidedst estitmad eAr gdaor Capac
pr agwr by 5s a financi al incentive for DEP to
Capacity and Substatidn a2 Line progr ams.

Public Staffrai snaé $ s pMe taboruder nMYRP proj ec
including outdated cost estimates, insufficie
schedul e, and the | ack of coordination betwe
efficiencies. T86, v&®3M thee,s srdeaddotmradeérbded r educi |
project contingency by half, arguing that DEP

DEP budget ed forldathe 9@1 ojPeuchtisi.c St aff Wi t ne
recommendedofr eecnbosvtasl f or the EhgctinifasaruochucC
Progitéamt woultdh es udpeppolroty ment of el ectric vehicl
homes of sel ectf rDoE® tehmep | MYBREEERsb eeduset provi ded

information or support fe&r5 the program. Tr. v

NCJ C, et al. witnesses Hill and Duncan mad:
DEP distribution planning. First, they recomme
group to redesign DEP6s CBA methodol ogiheag f or
the Commi ssion initiate an investigation into
874. Witnesses Hill and Duncan also recommend:

conducwi me n( NW) pil ot projects and mhtes DE® u
accoumedieormal funds avail abll ehtt h&8BU gh7a2.he | RA a

I n his rebuttal testi mony, DEFP uwilStit mef sfsé sGu
distribution related MYRPndNCdd ®,aset cals.e wietsn e
an®uncanbés tTest ivmdd/Ag.10Speci fically, he: (1) c
DEP used to select certain distribution proje
speci f ido,i veeamtsawh s heir selappropr ivdtt)e dt Beussec
met hodol ogi es BE®& sperdoded uWreersel op cost and cont
di stribution projects; ( 3) countered the arg!l
contingency components of the estimates for
50 @; and (4) watddElsmasdescommentdhat on he Commi s
reduce certain distribuwtion project esti mates

The Reven

ue Requi riemeelnudesdt i cpeurltagdiimnmodi f i c
MYRP distribut
0

i on projects. Those modi@f i cati

adjust ment t the contingency amounts of the
Public Staff witness Met z,; (2) rejection of
revenue requirement beveDEBEBeagregegmehnt et di ci er
practical in the i mplenent artammv adf otfhet hMY RdPo
El ectrification Charge I nfrastructure Project
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the MYRP; (5) agreement to discuss scope an:
reliability O&Mhe(®) | mtagtonod2d4f 230kV Capaci
Park 115kV #2 Capacity, Youngsville 115kV Cap
Aberdeen Facilities mmaj € dt) tcecheestic mdsstisinaoafinetsh e S
& Line Targeted Undé&rgrbBx.ndvymlg. p7 oj ect s

The Revenue Requirement Stipulation did nc
NCJC, witt mds sasend Hiulnlc an

I n response to the recommendations of NCJC
witness Guyton testified that the recommendat
already underway, and for which Commidstsi b5 .app
Witness Guyton asserted that the r ecmwimmseindmt i
initiate a working group to update DEP6s CBA m

demonstrated the current met hodol ogy, and no
met hodol ogy or its usefulness i-5OHeheoauremamrst th
witnesses Hil/ and Duncan also do not acknowl
met hodol ogy DEP used in the current rate case
feedback in DEPIOEB.tI 250. rwWieneaseGedt ohaal s$beadl
projects witnesses Hill and Duncan suggest ar

i nitiated estohleurt icouns tNowwhearppr oasShesWi TnessgsolGuyR2an
out that their recommendaet idoins ttrhiabtu ttihoen Csoynsnti esns
necessary because the Commission has already

engagement caf f80/rOt.s .Si mi |l arl 'y, witness Guyton as
toequire DEP to updaetsetMdYRRcountt d&otri matder al f
the I'RA and I1JA is unnecessary as DEP is acti
the benefit of customer s. Tr . vol . 10, 151. \
Abernat hyds tiecsht isnhoen yt,e stni fwhed t hat DEP reques
an accounting order authorizing deferral of al
costs, for addreslsdi,ng in a future filing.

The Commi ssion gives signbBétiagnerdmenigmlt t o

t he Revenue Requirement Stipulation. The Con
recommendations of NCJ C, et al . witnesses Hil

MYRP distribution projects are necessary at th
of witnesses Hill and Duncan are related to ¢
considered in other proceedings such as the CF
Hi | | and Duncanods recommendation that t he Co
di stribution MYRP investments to account for a
t hat the record demonstrates thaé&mpDEaRsiizsesp urt

direction to DEP to pursue such fundss.ocAsatdidsc
with the I JA and | RA will be deferred, and t |
and Duncands recommendation related thereto.

After having carefully reviewed al/l the evi
MYRP proposakleti,n atnhdi sb adsoecd on t hat evidence, th
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di stribution MY R P peguec eseetnstast d rstfly itrhe N. C. G.
133.16(c)(1)(a). The Commission further conclu
t he Revenue Begqupiuld ame oin 0 s provision regardin
projects.

Nucl ear

DEP witness R
posed MYRP, t
caldcupraadjeect
| ai ned that DEP s
iabl e operation of
I mandk sschedul e. Wi tness Ray state
@ainge nucl ear pl anning todldat wh7@e
sented additional dewndésprepactdsngn
n n

ay testified in support of th
he process DEP used to select
ed <costs r t h7e2 . p rWi jtencetsss. RI:
e the projects base
uclear stations an

d t
h

f o
|l ect ed
the n

>
- o
—
O
m

merd each of DEPOshnuZbBbBaApplt atlétDits
He concluded that DEP prudently and r
nabl e DEP to maintain the fleet inor dleinell ¢ .
dd.t Wi2.ness Rayo6s DirezddiExihomalt detpaiolvs dreeag ¢
ost, schedule, scope, and | ust iTri.c atdibo.nv oflor

O—®~NTDT —® - ® QgD

I n duippl emdd mtieexdtt i mony, DEP witnées$§oRaptupdat
he MYRP nucl ear projects. Witness Ray testi
ucl ear projects with its supplemental filing
ostponing until after the MYRPonmetrheod MYamRl., Ttr
6, -80/r.9 Witness Ray explained the basis for urg
pon with the Public Staff and the method by

ostdat B8Wi tness Rayods Supplnadnmpenavail deEdx hu pod a tse
erv

ice dates and projected corstBExfovolthel@uc

n ocCc kLT S

Public Staff witness Metz discussed the Pu
suppl ement al MYRP filings and updat ePsu.bl Wict nSe
initiated multiple sets of discovery and part
MY RP. Tr . vol . 16, 45 8. The Public Staff di d
concerns with the need for, aucpeacf MYRP proj
| da.t 818

I n his rebuttal testimony, DEP witness Ray
any other party recommended rejection or <cost
proposed for the MYRP. Tr. vol. 23, 289.

Basedt oen entire record in this proceeding,
projected nucl ear MYRP c apeiqtualr eienevnetsstrnmiehn tisn sNat
A 8a833.16(c) (1) (a) and wil|l be umé¢ ge aalnhde usef
Commi s soitoens nt hat no partytoftbepnediefmgiwhelvd adrenc
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MYRP pr.ojTelcdar ef ore, the Commi ssion concludes t
the Revenue Requirement Stipulationds provisi

Fossil/ Hydro

Il n her direct testi mony, DEP witness Tur ne
coal , and hydroelectric capital i nvest ments LC
described DEPOG6s prioritization procksdefibn t4d
MYRP. Tr . v-0 2 . 3Re daw¥pal ained that DEP applie
gui delines for project scopel deveéDapm@&ntnaesd
presented additional detail s regaa dnatgurtele dgvay
coal , nd hydr ol gaetn elr@5tpipd n cfalt,dfimbrs .a .0 IVBi t7n e s s
Turner also testified to the importance of k
wor king efficiently to suppor tl amws tfoonre rtolso seen ¢
retirement and explained that DEP wi | | conti
appropriate and prudent-etbeensveeet batrireltwgabi
whil e DEP develops and i mpl éimerets Séaepl ao¢ment
the continued i mportance of natural gas to DE
mont hs and while DEP is developing and depl oy
continue to rely on itédendiveakbkegasdfidéespaash
mi X da.t -9¥4. She concluded that DEPGO6s decision tc
and reasonable as they wil/l enabl e DEP to ¢
affordable service t ompduwstwiniehr sr eagsu | vad lddrt ya s e @«
10-B66 Witness Turner 6s Direct Exhibit 1 provi
cost, schedule, scope, and justification for

I n her suppl ement al desrsecTtu rtneesrt isnmuopnpyo,r tDeEdP ty
fossil and hydro projects that DEP prdpased t
She explained why certain projects that DEP r
to be no | onyert Rlebbe sV @tunyensessr ex pl ained t he ba:
MYRP projected costs as agreed upon with the
DEP devel oped the wupdat eldl 6p rWijtencets sc ofsutrsn.er 6 s S
Exhibits 1 and 2 -sperrowiiedee dal muip dpatog e citred cost s f
hydro MYRP projects and cost, schedule, scope,
added fossil anfd.hy,dkr.o vpriaj €cct. s .

Public Staff witness Metz testifiiedl taad t
suppl ement al MYRP filings and updat es, i niti
participated in multiple meetings wil.h FUEbP iocn
Staff witness Michna testified thatPlha&ntdiidn n
Service projects in the MYRP, and that he agr
uni t reliability and resource adequacy in ca
Public Staff witness Thomasseecooemmeddkd Bl edwé
Falls fish passage project that would move t he
Rate Year 2 due to previous and anticipated en»
andraductipomjelkteéeed cost for thewpofojtehhe bdastd
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bid selection and internal funding approval [
significant excess contingefdBy for the projec

I n rebuttal testimony, DEP witness Turner
the Bl ewett Falls fish passage project, parti
were based on the projectds unique na&tdumwe tdnd
the delay of the project in service date to
for testing of the project Iis separate from ¢t
to current plans should go in 260142 during

The Revenue Requirement Stipulation accept

changes to the Blewett Falls fish passage pr o]
projesebsica date to March 2025. RlevZhde . REquUI
vol Fui7t her, the stipulation accepts the Public
costs of the Blewett Falls fishing pier in the
Revenue Requirement, STX.puEREPOWI AnéddeS8S3Amer na
Jiggetts and Public Staff witnesses McLawhorn

settl ement supporting40Des@boboroy.. Tir6., vboll4d. 13,

Based on the entire reecoCadmmins stihoins fprnodcse etc

proposed natur al gas, coal , arnedqg uhi yrder soé nM YaRrPt hp r i
N. C. G. S133A 1662 c) (1) (a). DEP demonstrated that
nor mal course of busiosses$ faod Mmyidmwoaif hierdg st her
regul atory <compliance. I n addition, DEP prov
continued i mportance of the coal and natur al (
reliabl e serevisceantdo tdhwestnorered to continue to ir
retirement and in the natural gas fleet to rel

Commi ssion further concludes that the eviden
Requiremahat Bobnds provi oishysd rmegamdienrdg st hese

Cybersecurity

Il n his Suppl ement al Direct Testimony, DEP
for DEPOGs information technology (I T)/ operat:i
DEP widke incthe MYRP:88Tr . Wivtonle.s s1 65t rla8sdbur ger e
purpose of the I T/ OT Cybersecurity project 1is
through proactive and effective cybersecurity
cratienergy systems and t hditr 1wBned e rHey itnegs ttiefcih
| T/ OT Cybersecurity project wi || updat e oT
standards and processes, i mpl ement a new OT
managetmesny st e m, and deliver new OT cybersecur
capabillda.t i - B85 The project will also focus on
response capabilities and wil/ Il ntroduce proa:

| da.t IHe6 .not ed t hat his Strasburger Exhibit 1
| T/ OT Cybersecurity project r-eqB( d)ed2igy ( €CoHen
further testified that as DEP conti nuteison al se
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asset s, i ncluding potenti al geopolitical t h
component of DEPOs energy transition and gr |
Commi ssion should approve the MYd®RP I0cT/h@T @b«
of fered any evidence regarding DEPO6s MYRP Cyb

After having carefully reviewed the entire
MY RP IT/OT Cybersecurlty project, the Commi ss
MYRPopect ategbiesmehesrth inlN3.CL&G(c)S(1NA(&B)X.
demonstrated t hat cybersecurity is becoming
energy transition and grid protection ecntitiat
is reasonably necessary. Additionally, no pat

Commi ssion further concludes that DEP put f or
| T/ OT Cybersecurity project within the prescr

Battery Storage

DEProposes a portfolio of MYRP battery ene
The portfolio consists of six discrete and id
Riversi de; (2) War saw,; ( 3) Lake Jul i ayl;d.( 4) E
DEP witnesses Tompson and Shearer (the Batter
detailed the projected cost, schedul e, and sc
reasoning for each proj-€B( d)s( Tl esPd eomaIRsud e

Battery Energy St oragExXiRPRAwmedr cEixng to the Bat't

Storage Panel, the pr oposetderinm viensvtensetnniesn trse ptrhes
an integral role in the next phasezsl.ofEvtihdee ne
appearing in Battery -Stiomalgwed éPsa nckdt &ixlha diitrsf d
projected cost, schedul e, scope, alndBar atirgynal
Energy Storage Panel Exhi bit 2i mdlsioneisncliudels
proj ecsteerdviicne month and year for each proposed
17B(d) (2)jdrequires.

DEPO6s Battery Storage Panel testified as t
each proposed batter ye pbrudjke cpto wenrc | suedrivide .eusn. i qTu
The panel testified that battery resources ar
functions across generation, trlamtsm2S.si bme m@al
testified that thanCr aqagly ,Rilveke i de projects
Western Carolinas Modernization Project (WCMP
| da.t -243. Additionally, the battery projects at
provide experiesokamwiitht snuecepndnmuedthiegyn vatdislpiaz e t
existing interconnection infrastructure there
ti mellidnes24 Furthermore, the Knightdale batt
DEP has i nstthailsl edi zaendpr oj ect provides the ne>
experiledhite . Kni ghtdal e battery project wil/l proc
energy arbitrage and ancillary skdui-28s with
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Publ i cwiStnaefsfs Thomas testified regarding D
torage portfol-98. Wrtnesbs. ThOmad8hAecommended
he Craggy battd&r iOphejre®Ptr oadsuch@om TPlaarstmd sam d
ant, 0 gEHPvesn ttehdatanDd si zed the projectl d.or a
7. Witness Thomas noted that DEP has <cl .
r R Production Plant, o with interconnectio
I otrri buti on Plant, depending on Wlhhketre t he
6 . For most of the projects, witness Thoma:
sent cl ear guilddaorceCif a@gy FERCwever, witness
P identified Craggy aswpraes$ aftarrdatiste ot u
d sited the project for a potenti al transmi
PVest Dbal ancing area {t dhatn sin®i7s.s i Foorw n & ghnosstiert an iersts
Thomas recommended reclassificati o.n® off Otthheer Crr
Production P@WamiTwmamemi $®don Pl ant . 0

U U P TUS® T O

The Battery Energy Storage Panel-r erl eabt vetdt e d
recommendati on, apsrseepasendy prhaajtectthewoul d not d
investment. Tr. vol. 11, 49. The panel expl aine
certain delays in impl-Emkekatl ngetpeopR80kY Kowegy
def er tr anessminsesnitolnamitnivk 8.1 yL.he panel further tes
anticipate dispatching the Craggyibhetprygpbdsed
project remdierd i vestbased on | ow interconnect.i
gener ati onl diehseo upracneesl. mai nt ai ned that the orig
100% Production for thlecaprdpPpect i s reasonabl e.

Thekevenue Requirement Stipulati on adopt s
classification for the CraghgPRbaenheery RpQgaj eemm

Stipulation A 111.33.¢, Tr. Ex. vol. 7
After careful review all tolse Me\RRiPdemoe oisalt
docket, and based on that evidence, t he Commi

MYRP projectsegatismgntfdet h i nlNI.CL&G.S). (14 (6a2)
Commi ssi on further finds t hat otfhet heevi Bewneru
Requirement Stipulationdés provisions regardin

Sol ar

DEP witness LaRoche addressed the need, ra
solar devel opment projects a solartpPopgctamfr
DEP expects to be in service between 2025 and
and a 9.5 MW sol ar facility DEP proposes to

Generating Plant site in Buncombe Coundty) by S
ApplicatiTroon wdl -18L6 Wiltln3ess LaRoche stated tha

Solar I nvestment Project, DEP considered the
2022 Carolinas Car bon Pl an, t he 2022 rSol ar
ProposaDEPOanWCMP comnlirt. mesrotl s 16, 113. Addi ti
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S most recent integrated resource plan (
urces to reliably servd dbtEPDBL4 prWptite =9 Lc:
stated t#H40. 8. @a6. &. fAkz2y drivero of the
ject stasrwetqauatres DEP and DEC to take alll r
carbon emission reductions by 2030yand ce
DdT.he WCMP, approved by the Commission on
mary regulatory driver f the program, as
I's a commitment stledami ag6from the WCMP.

O O O

DT NONTY - O
S~oco-~—om
Q.—'cngomm-o

Public Staff wietcomensnendbdmadat t he C-ommi ss
ervice date for the Asheville Sol ar Project
omas stated that he based this recommendat.
oject compl eti ont iaasl wedrl mnaesw tchhealploetnegnes t ha
oj ect devel opmenti daa ndB&do nAsdtdriutcitoinoanl .| vy, t he
ncerned about the Asheville Sol ar®phoghket ds
an th cost p&ol kW foveshext02HY . 0] ect .

~0TT HW0”

>0 " &=~ T

e
e

Regarding theerdwilag edati e, DEP witness LaR
butt al testi mony t hat t he use of hi storic
mpari sons between past armd fant wyaeplpd el sa rb apsriosj
vol . 23, 26 2. For example, witness LaRoch
DEPOGs delays in the Woodfin project to
et her t he same dlde agkxshaeawvwiel Ilei k®dlyart o
EP has taken sdsltdeps to mitigate that

o0n T T OO

sv20—H0 =
o wn "

d
S
h

~ ® O

S
e D

J>

fter having carefully reviewed the eviden
proposal in this docket, and based on that e\
sol aarRPMprojecteegqatismgnt®eth i nl3NB.CL6GF.cY.( 14 (€
The Commi ssi on concludes t hat t he evidence
Requirement Stipulationdés provisions regardin

MYRP | mpl ementati on
Pubt Staff witness Met z testDHBsdalkiol ihiys

complete the proposed MYRMPearr oMYeRRR sp ewiitohdi.n Bahs
review of DEPO6s historic and projected 2023 =

does noa pilaazre t o i ncrease staffing for plannect
perform traditional wor#lof the wutility. Tr.

I n his rebuttal testi mony, DEP witness Mul
comprehensive approaahdtexprcoteon whahei ngtin
Public Staff nor any party recommended disal/l
based on generalized project execution risks
Murray di scussed how cDukvtanBgemgnbds CEnotee of

(PMCoE) creates a common framework for managi
how DEP has successfully i mplemented prudent

8 3



Whil e acknowledging that MYRPepsy)arcd thkatcuth
will be unforeseen challenges that require DEF
projects to maximize benefits for customer s,
i's not a challenge t hatn icsha lulnedmagreesn tian hleyr edn tf fie

capital project i mplementation and disagreed
prepared to successfully execluBt.e these projec

DEP witness Bowman al so respondrerds troe g ared iw
DEPOs ability to execute on certain MYRP proj
DEP is confident i n its ability to execute tI

obligation, as confirmed by t hhee QWYNRW IFiog re,c ttsc
ensure that customer benefits are mdx$me zed t
explained that although DEP will encounter unf
al |l instances DEP wi || | ever agmi ziet sb eenxeefci uttsi
cust omer s.

After review of the evidence presented by I

and distribution witnesses, as wel |l as the e
processes, procedures, and project management
DEP hédase obligation to prudently and reasonabl
that benefits its customers. Any modi fication
be reported by DEP on a quarterl|l yn bRauslies, Rlas
17B( hamdyi | | be subject to audit in future bas
Commi ssi recogni zes t he r itesfkf aibso u t o nachd rcrhe ¢

on
Commi ssion determines, on the evidence prese
reasonabl e plametdMYRPMpl @ef ects within the pre:

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR BONDI NG OF F
Reporting Requirements

The evidence suppdbrifaognthudefli ndi DEP6s ver

and FelrrmtkEhe testitmonyf abEP ewxihtirhrdsses Bowman, /
and Guyton, and Public Staff witnesses Zhang,
Williamson, and Thomas; the Revenue Requireme
this proceeding.

Ri der EC

Il n his testimony, Public Staff witness Na
proposed Rider EC continues to be in the publ
annual reporting on t he i mpact s of Ri der E
recommetnldeetd DEP shoul d report the gross | evel
of reci pients, the amount of Il nvest ment , | oac
and an overal/l mar gi nal cost analysis of Ri d
incestDbDEP paid exceeds the marginal costw.t o se

8 4



Cl AC Reporting

I n their joint direct testimony, Public St e
DEP was booking contributions innaedcohneonso
agreements (1 A) il nconsistentl y. Witnesses Zha
Commi ssion order DEP to review its ClIAC polic
for CI AC and report the results of Ttrhatv-orlevile
40 . I n rebuttal, DEP witness Speros rebutted
related to I As inconsistently but stated that
the Commission on its ClIAC pelidy.imothelBex®

Vegetation Management Reporting

Public Staff witness T. Williamson recommer
to perform additional reporting reqguirement s
Program Performance repertedaPménded amauwaDEFP
the additional following topics: (1) distribu
target, and variance for spending and mil es
number of miles of vesgetlmaedr egqeitrebuatii onmi ih
treat ment ; (3) distribution vegetation manage
and variance for spending and tree count s; an
reactive/ demand eventsts awadr k & aoulinb & I-r28.7 TErv.e
Il n his rebuttal testimony, witness Guyton sta
additional di stribution reporting requiremen
Program Performance DEPxtepesomasnudatl] yvwliitithlo,

Hot Springs CBA

I n his testimony, Public Staff witness Thon
DEP to perform an updated cost benefit anal ysi
recommended t hat DaBPedprcoovsitd eb etnheef iutpdanal ysi s wi
for the Hot Springs facility2onSoObitddb®&5b5. 31, 20

Di scussion and Conclusi ons
The Revenue Requirement Stipulation establ

Speciyf,i cPaalrlagraph 34 obligates DEP to report o
t he Revenue Requirement stipulating parties 1

report. Paragraph 35 obligates DEP to report

caselapption. Paragraph 36 addresses a report
Public Staff witness Metz, and a management

Public Staff witness T. Wi lliamson, except fo
rebault tt esti mony of DEP witness Guyton. I n Par
stipulating parties agree to discuss the nee:
requested in the testimony of Public Staff wif
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i n &lPprraph3s8 304 t he Revenue Requirement Stipul g
that DEP agrees to al/l reporting requirements

No other party offered any evidence addres
u toi

in the Revemeat R8gupul a on. The Commission ¢
obligati omponagirmre&ection |V of the Revenue F
reasonabl e. Based upon t he record evidence
Requirement Stipul @ani ofni,ndshean@o nnoinscsliudes t h
obligations outlined in Section IV of the Rev

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR B1NDI NG OF F

The evidence suppofrtiiadiefbes i fi1 edi dgpgpéadnda
Forml;E the testimony and exhibits of DEP witn

the suppl ement al and settl ement testimoni es
Boswell; and the entire record in this procee

I n prior DEP diabhg Dackdat s$SWNeB|-LIE23ubE1142, a
E-2, Sub 1219, the Commi ssion has approved a ¢
based upweam d4dW9erage of storm cost s, after re
maj or stor ms, tVitmelssdeiigget aseexpl ained th

calculation of storm nor-3n&dl Tmetmhmesulcaismg dmou
in rates per DEPG6s calcul at.i ohi g ge tatpsp r Pharitmaale
Ex4, TrExvol4

No party di sputes DEPO6s calculation of sto
and DEP witness Jiggetts testified that t he
calcul ated by DEP. Tr. wvol 14, 58.

Accordingly, the Commi ssii@atne fNodtsh t@an oltih
nor mali zed annual | evel of storm costs to inc

mil |l ion.

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FI3NP4 NGS OF F
Di stribution System Demand Response

The evidencedaibfumposmtgimgt he verified-1Applic
the testimony amd texdbisgig&es d slHu DERchkeert est i mony

exhibits of Public Staff witnesses Zhang and
proceeding.

Il n this capoesedDEtPo pmove the future costs a
energy efficiency program from the DSM/ EE ri d:
date for the new rates established inimnhistsspr
Order f PO &@atthee .CaTFre. vol . 13, 204. DEP witnes
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DEP wi l | continue to recover costs deferred t
date for new rates in this proceeding throug
amort|l dPeudbi ¢ Staff witnesses Zhang and Boswel |
recover the future DSDR costs in base rates i ¢
from DSDR. Tr . vol . 19, 74 .

No party opposed DEPOs request.
Payment Navigator

finding is 1in the ver.]

The evidemtenguppmos
P witnesses Jiggetts and

and exhibits of DE
proceeding.

I n her direct testimony, DEP witness Ji gge
new progr arnmest e nc aashei st o benefit customer s, i ncl
Bi |l | progr am, and the Payment Navigator Progr
al so discussed in their testi mony. | f t he Cc
requests p ersniiasbsliiosnh tao reegul atory asset and
i ncrement al I mpl ementation and administratiol

Tr. 13agl .209.

DEP witness Qui ck descr iEbedy dtbProlse rAf diomr &
testi mony. TyltEe oAsfyfsasredm-pmlintgied approach to ass
who have <challenges in affording to pay the
Ecosysitmeaen udes product s and services, inclu
weat heri zati on pe@uirmansi,t anadu sDtEdPmer ser vi ce t e
about opportunities to address their affordabi
DEPO6s AffBcdapstl eviny nes s Qui ck requested appr
Navigator progspenci wWhcahl PE®Resi gned to compr el
| owncome customers in arrears on their bills,
managing their dldea@atr il 2ut iTlhiet yPalyimelng. Navi gat
on a pil atesttheadt duBER A9 phedeéogwWicDwi th customers
in paying theidr aend®c5Asi cwibtinlelssss. Qui ck descri be

t he Payment Navigator program, DEP proactivel"
withamaages to invite them to speak with a Pay
Navigator specialist is a call center agent t
calls assisting customers who have fallakme beh

the necessary time to work with custolmbats on
177. Based on the customerdéds situati on, t he |
uni que set of recommendations to assaiysnenttlse ¢
and pr ovitder rh ogowgiedance on how to ease the cust
by connecting the customer to assistance fund
demand side management options, ort ebirlollilngl,g R
Your Own Due Ddtdet -7@hd mor e.

87



DEP witness Quick highlighted the positiyv

received regarding the Payment Navigator pil ot
customers to agrae, esnfolrl asgitsheam i n deferrec

an
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y e
t h
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recommending fl exlidate 7Bi | IDiumg ngr ddireanpsi.l o
tomers to access this available funding, P
the fundheg &vaml ableataoa assi stance agenc

rs whenfagwerce esdt | dtat76c2s8Wi tness Quick al
t during the pilot.,®DdEP tlheearmnwedt d merts atblautt
e not haewarses iosft atnce available to them. She
ficulty reading and completing applicati ol
igator pilot that customers dropped out so
not hbe mplpeptle cat i ons. Witness Quick indioc
cialists could benefit customers by workin
t they can access all a¥%&.ilable funding. T

DEP witness Quick also testified that Payn

t hat DEP witness Harris descri bed. She
tomers by reducing their monthly electric
usrt oemer ol Il s i n CAP, DEP can continue to wo
customer 6s needs and analyze what other p
ht, Budget Billing, energy efficiency offe
ble to support the customer over the | onge

Witness Quick concluded by requesting that

igator program and associated costs, which
t three tyedrtshatShteheodeferral request that
her testimony addresses the associated i nq
i mate includes. Witness Quick testified tt

oci at eglr ovgddma8B &80
No party contested the i mplementation of t

t omer Connect

Il n its Application, DEP requested recovery
ol i na retail all ocated capplh ame nitnavt e sotnme o ft
tomer Connect project, the new customer en
8 2. DEP witness Hunsicker testified that
tomer Connect platform incluanagea tChé&, biwh
ount s receivabl e, and rates for DEP as 3
or madait o-W2l. She explained that Cl'S Iinks tt
cess to payments, coll ections,dianngd aodtdhietri odr
k order reqguests such as service connect.i
ubl e requests. Cl'S al so manages customer p
olistic view of the customer caanpda biitldasthioeusl.d

Witness Hunsicker explained that DEP dev

8 8



ago and the system could not efficiently sup
compl emnaddnd manual performantanoflidabmél comp

Wi tness Hunsi cker explained that Cust omer

providing a moder n, configurable Dbilling sys:
efficiently with changing customer extpemdarat i o]
Connect i ncl uvdentar icausdatmermodel and more holis
capabilities, which allow DEP to better know

the entire Duke Energy footprint and hgr ovi de
explained that since she first tetsh20fli7e dRattoe t |
Case DEP has kept stakeholders informed of the
whi |l e n o comphlweixde etSeripmplsement ati oni tiss Wi

Cust omer Connect i mpl ementation benchmar k met
benchmbaoks .7 2.

No party <contested DEPOGs request to reco\
Connect.

Di scussion and Conclusi ons

No parties opposedatbDEdPdso rP§DRst Paymént N
Customer C&haeet exlmel. util s. Comn860n5 vN. d.n tée:
7577, 286 S. E-7Bd (A ®P®B2)778& he North Carolina Su
Commi ssion can accept thé anoamtlaect edt idVvitden

reasonabl eness of its costs as satisfying the
cost recovery. The Commi ssion concludes that
its proposals related t o aIDK,usRaymantCoMawicd a
reasonabl e.

More specifically, the Commission concl ude:
DSDR program costs in base rates starting witt
in phoseeding to be reasonabl e and appropriat
t hat DEPOG6s requested recovery of costs associ
just and reasonable to all/l parties considerin

Finally, itstee oG@ommpproves i mplementation of

recognizes and appreciates the work of -DEP to
19 pandemic and to devote resources and exp¢
assistance dur i ngmitshei @m irsdécsagmihze ot he custon
particularly in the context of those customer
apply their specialized knowledge and resourc
Commi ssion eBPotutbpagesatDnue to partner with as
service area and to proactively contact strug
Payment Navigator specialist for assistance
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EVI DENCE ANDSCONGLBOR FI NDI NG 50F FACT NO.
COSS Stipulation

The evidence supporting this findingl;is in
the COSS Stipulation; the testimony and exhi|
witnesses McLawhornaa@€d GPWRWnhnéssamaoh)] i ps; an
record in this proceeding.
Summary of Evidence

DEP Direct Testi mony

Cost of Service Study Overview

Il n her testimony, DEP witness Hager descri
study (COSS) ands shiogw ecdo sgpuwsr saweenta t o such stud
the COSS is wused to align the total costs in
jurisdictions and customer cl asses responsi bl
principle of thestCOS&uastsiigm,s or all ocates DEF
and rate base to the regulatory jurisdictions
costs to bledCoastsraeée. first groupedl dactc 0&4.i ng
Functions iuncctli wodne (pgreonder at i on) ; transmissi on;
service, billlcFkogctandatsaked. costs are then cl
operation or service being provideddiampd ctathe
cl as giofniscaitncl ude demand, -redearn gy daomdad d ys t ot nine
functionalized and <classified costs are allo
jurisdiction and customer <c¢class based on the
cost acdawn prlidact i-8Hensc)e. al | costs and revenues
COSS identifies the return on investment that
during the test period, and thdsket r&@3.urns can

The COBBubnation

On September 13, t20RUD, RERGRUBRCI ClI GFUR | |
(the COSS Stipulating Parties) filed the COSS
11, 80. The COSS Stipulation provides that pr
are first allocated to the North Carolina ret
t hen production demand costs are allocated wit
t he Modi fi edl 88k ametehad.ansmi ssi on deampendordoe s
excess energy components, the transmission de.]
are equivalent to Itdhlee 12t iClPulkcat cohaal ®»om.provid
of allocating production demanldl casttsooMomrt huC
retail rat e cl asses, DEP wi || mak e an é
curtailable/interruptible | oads iIf they were
during thedtyestt sygaer.ms, the COSBnSthputatient
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case, and COSS Stipulating Parties are free t
future DHRDERswistness Hager testified that th
that the Commi ssion shoul dhaeppeoswviet-antlakiee i gig
inherent in coming to a settlement among part
met hodoll agt e810. The COSS Stipulating Parties
stipulation in this casedastogyfapr &ahd méehson
COSS StipubdriolkEx. vol
The 12 CP Met hod

Under the COSS Stipulation, the 12 CP meth
the North Carolina retailaBjTur i £d&iWiteimdsn . HaAQGEI S
testified that I n I ts previous rate case, C
approved, the summer coincident peak (Summer (
of production and -t eé&dasmdisdmibcn89d e nbormde v er , DE
bel i eves it is appropriate to move from Summer
of the test year 0sl sMwéhessmolagkrytpesakéi ed th
resource planning period has shifted away fro
and that by averaging the twelve monthly peak:
singl e coi nxhiédwerntehsepre atk ed t hat the 12 CP met ho
other wutilities and has been approvdetd-9%09 st at

The Modified A&E Met hod

The COSS Stipulation al so proposes a Mo d
producti on d eamsa rmods s ¢ dsotrst h Carolina cCeOssi | C L
Stipubag8fTronEx DEWolwi t hess Hager testified that
adopted under the COSS Stipulation considers
serve a utillicdaydes d&xaveehbe as i ts Nfexcess or
responsibility for the rreecloavteedy oods tpsr.o dTurc.t i vom
excess demand is the exoesnsiadfena patd ¢INLL3 O
its average démasdsnet boder al | groups of cust.
portion of the production plant investment an
of pdwetr. 96. A rate classdéd coincident peak dei
the systeemdangeawhidl e a rate classd NCP is th
of the time lodWi otoessr dmrger expl ained that ea:
coincident demand | i kellydSSlhe cuo tstelthd t A& & hf ced einst
used i n mieveiratti gms including at | east a thir:¢
is a reasonable methodefatedl ppodtichpgonemannt
Carolina retail Ichhasg¢®&6,iB81lt hHsweassee, DEP mod
confohm A&E allocators to the 12 CP method
jurisdictlidmna®97] evelresponse to Commi ssioner
Hager testified that this method was wused by
usebdy Dominion i nl tar tliB0CarAdldiina.onal |y, Witne:
since the sum of NCPs exceeds the coincident
each rate class were scaled down proportiona
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ma ches the coincildent13§stkem pesagonse to Comr
DEP witness Hager stated that DEP did not wuse
and rate class allocation for nah,i sa pdeiofwfleaercdr nncg
Witness Hager attributeddbht 0l3he COSS Stipul at

Removal of Certain Curtailable/lnterrup

DEP witness H e testified that, histo

ager ric
he demanldda.t s8i7ve&hat tessi peek
i | o

costs based on t
firm |l oad with f m capacity to serve that
causation than thkedagr ev8i.o uBE Pmedoheosd . n ot pl an f
purchase capacity |foard, otfhecludStiratnesdrisBEPe can cu
customers who take interruptible service so
system peak, i nterruptible | oad does not fact
capacity to meetld.hetbgsueml pegpkcurtails al|l
the test year during system peaks, there is
|l oads both refll eltadweomndry, ftihrem d ocaadn. be a mi smat
and | oadssbfmet-fhiemm liead i n t HeaActceosrtdiynegalry ,p eDaEkP
removedcumomi Hed mndmad present during the te
presence would <create a IndilTémat cahdj wist memtev en|
mat ching of fiirmmlloaadIrdiWtemums.actice i s also
FERC preteMiamte.ss Hager testified that this pr
volatility of having | oad in oneht es@Q0.year an
Adjust ments were made to remove <certain c
Carolina retail jurisdiction |evel with the 1
retail rate class | evel Wdath 1t Ohle. niohdee f daeerda PAd
tramssion costs were allocated to rate <cl ass
adjustment forldurtailable | oad.

Di stribution Cost s

DEP witness Hager testified that most di st
then directly assigobdtheyt heledstDa tsdtra d.utwihon
identified-ras atedt amer all ocated wusing cust ome
remai nder are dessighated asddalmbhodated to cus
demand allld.cator s.

NCP all ochdwelsomed t o account for the diffe
system where <customerlsdWimtalye stsaklda gseerr vé xgl. ai ne
all ocators are devel oped -siymulatka mego utsh ep eraakt i doe
the customers iwheaavkercl asat peak occurred du
comparing that t o the -siumulotfa nael ol u sc upsetiokneed esnda n

noted that sever al di fferent NCP all ocators
|l evel s of thetamswhebatscwsnt esmer s may take ser:
etcl.dror exampl e, only the NCP demand of <custo
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voltage is included in the development of the
di stributioneklda.tne8@lnd po

Further, witness Hager testified -tdlaat &NCP
di stribution investment because distribution
rural areas, or commercial dnghteiichtsegitatetgd do
meeting systeml pdaeta kl Od2ze. maTnhde. i ndi vi dual di stril

[
area must be able to meet the peak demand in
occurdsccordingly, Witness Hagen tesNCPied that
measure of determining customersodo responsi bil
factors that drive investmentdto support that

Energy All ocators

DEP witness Hager tredtaitfeide dc otsh ast, esruecrhg ya s
variable production costs at generating stat.i

transmitting, and ldet i M@®r2i. ngShel etcetsrtiicfiiteyd t h a
all ocated using DEP6s kWh of gener atdViotnnasns de
Hager explained that kWh sales information i :

|l osses attributable to e@ackRrohasteWedaput kedi
generator attributableldo that <c¢class or juris

Customer All ocator s

DEP included operating exp&rngesf oirn aFERC ada
custemelrated costs that include meter reading
i nfmati on and services. Tr. vol. 11, 103. DEP
of distribution costs t heaetl aitte dh,a ss uicdhe natsi fmeet de r
drops (FERC accounts 369 and 370) acacootht a 3p@&n t i
| A. portion of costs for distribufiedn wiemes ad s
identified as Icdifeomemali eai agedi stribution pl a
were classifiredl agdseddemaxncd pt for ek R C Sa wa awre
Equi pimBns$trilbdu.t i on.

Account 363, beginning in 2020, had a s mal
|l ated td dbBRterieess Hager testified that
nctionali zed to di s6t3r)i biust i alnl o cFaEtReCd aacccroausnst
i ng gross distributiondipli antappxolacdi mg chhagmn
tteries provide benefits to or sudmpmart diff

(SN B el ¢}

r
f

u
b

Witness Hager t esotfi fdiiesdt rtihbautt i a0 np ocrotsitosn r el a
3688, including costs of pol es, tower s, fixtu
and transfor meresl abdetd. tWst oMEBRUC di scusses usi
all ocating trhetlssel dustomdmuti on costs: the Mini.i
Zerlmtercept dWMdtnlessds. Hager testified that both
portion of the distribution system is necessar
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customenrnanyt @er gy fr odl.hteh eMi sny stuem.Sy st em Met hc
determine the minimum size distribution system
requirements lodClihcsstmemérns. devel ops the <cost

di stri betsobhhast are needed to serve customer s,
the number of dThes tdoammtecs ISc e pt Met hod, according
similarly allocates a portion of the same di st
catomers and seeks to identify the portion of

using regresslidn techniques.

Witness Hager testified that DEP incorpora

its COSS and testifiedfahmhathe hak|l ovaateibdqap eafp r
di stributlidetn T®@5tsShe expl dinted ctetpdt Meh dodern c
compl ex eamdhswuimmeag met hodol ogy. Witness Hager
Mini mum System Met hod, wédnthwishsoosd eadsabin
results that are not mat elrntadrlcye pdl tR&ER ad. f |
Mi ni mum System Study all owed DEP to classify
rel ated amndel che man dpdSrhtei otness.haf i ddddcause every
requires some minimum amount of wires, pol es
every <customer Afcauseso DEP to instladTlhes ome
concept used by DEP in devel opmisngt oi tcsonMiimiemu
di stribution assets would be required if eve
usagedlhis all ows DEP to assess how much of i
simply to ensure that electricriltd@ncaeanmibrei dwer i
system costs are identified, distribution cos"
those extra costs are deterdnined to be driven

Witness HagerthesPBRIirSdlpnirbees t he use of t
systnem hodol ogy to allocate distribulutiitorn Oast s

Th®ublic Staff Testi mony

Public Staff witness McLawhorn testified i
di scussed the stakehol der promeessMtbawhbed ¢tbsi
the Commi ssionds March 31, 2021, Order Accept
|l ncrease, and Requiring Custoe/merSuNotli2cled ,i sisruevd
Commi ssion adopted the SecohdPAgteame8é¢ét ahdm8n:
Parti al Settleme9®). TAHe. Subl 1218, P888Bi al Sett |
analysis of various cost of service methodol og
with the Public Stabf aamdyizert anedstdedepapt icost:
based upon specific criteria, including the a
of each respective methodology, and to file t
DEP filed ites dntex399.athks cwmistness MclLawhorn de
met several times throughout 021, hol dnng th
January 25, 2022, DEP and DEOotkkédNboBRUbEelsaul g

t he

t

y
e
2

and7E $@hbh4as Commil shsti A0 Or.e ;AU itrheodi.gh t he st a
did not resul n a consensus as to the approp
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utilize, 1t helped certain partiese adormnvies sato nt
in thilsd.case.

Public Staff witness D. Williamson also tes
including the results of his investigation on
rate charges will reflgouairementeghasged.r dven
witness D. Williamson explained, It I's I mport
COSS to ensure that it is reasonably able to
whil e also ensiugsdingt itchmnast and ¢guwstomer cl asse
responsibility for the respectivVveatcoS584S Itmey
di scussing the 12 CP methodology for jurisdi
met hodol ogy foat N€Ens etwiitneadd obD. Williamson ¢
di fferent cost of service allocation methodol
in North Carolina, but wuse of two methodol ogi
|l ca.t 152 ttmessamD. wWi | i amson recommended appr
and DEP6s use of the methodol ogies to which tt
| da.t 180
Cl GFORBRsti mony

Cl GFWRtness Phillips filed testimony in sup
Phillips testified that the COSS Stipulation i
approve it in its entirety. Tr. volthell24TP.
and modi fied A&E methodol ogies are theoretical
as required by3N.C6GasS(1An &2d (b), and should |
proceelddahg 474, 477. itnesedPhihlalti pDsE Pf thratsh earp ¢
all ocated distribution system costs to cust ome

62133. 16(b), which requires the use of minimum

utility for the piulbptois@h dadto s#tl7d3.0 c aMi it mge sadi Pthn | i |
testified about the relation between the exces
to additional calpdati 8y9requirements.

CUCA Testi mony

CUCA i s not a party toCUGl WIAINSe s St i Pbudoa
acknowl edged t hat such seotfgl eamealratksee tatrlee ma n tp
negoti @atiownel . 21, 648. Despite this, witness
any model should be viewed consiDdeePr irnagt et hien cerc
will have on the economl dNidrniewsesr D06iDp nheerl tl h r@ecr
that I f the Commi ssion were to accept the mod

Commi ssi on shoul d set rates wCaholtihnea riescolgo
manufacturing jobs more I @aan -603t2h eWi tsnoeustsh e® D os
guestioned whether the time iIis right for DEP t
met hodat 653. Neverthel ess, ehse ntoetstagpoesde tthhae
Sti pul a#.ti oh4 8.
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The Commercial Group Testimony

The Commer ci al Group (S not a party to
Commerci al Group witness Chriss testified tha
Commerci al sGrmnoup opppeose DEPOGs proposed product
met hodol ogy. Tr. wvol. 21, 520.

North Carolina League of Municipalities (NCLM

The NCLM was the ocendamipnaer tGEPR owictrnoessss Hage
pert witness heafMMirngvoh-5B4y NELM2QgRA8B8stioned
ger as to.®Whebhbeereaae2Dn | ighting rates in ye¢
nsidered a AdrdatduvBAd® Ichangeponse, witness H
ile the change metkchoddl @wdy seirddilcead to DEPO
tiheght¢li @ags, only a portion of that increase
rvice meltdabdbol®gyShe also testified that t he
to delte®aoant inen adf costs to customer <cl asses
es the cost of service st udyhtt ol 2d0e.t eWintinnees sr ¢
knowl edged that this COSS 4dlddtochl *.s Bnotr es It
*tdi ftihat this i s reasonable because the COS
nsistent with cost causation principles, m €
re costs to be inoutrrke2l0.on the system.

JO~fC TV ~TSOTO
OCOMO®VW®M®»®M®O IOV X

Further, NCLM questp amteide swhped rhteirci golalt ed [
coll aborative and i nl dadet tPI2dlmeWitt ndeisssc uksasgi eorn st. e
DEP invited all|l entities that were parties tc

COSS coll aborative tBawuslsedntso wéitchemdren ded
uses i n I thits 12®se . NCLM was a party to the prio
the COSS coll aborative and did not offer any
this rate case.

Di scussi oomcdnmnudsi®ns

Al t hough the COSS Stipulation is not unani.
has proposed an alternative cost of service m

Based upon the evidencienplrediemg etdhe ne ¥ ihd esn c
support of the stipulation as weétkamisnatieorva
di scussed hedarheei n@bmmessi on apprSovepsl atthheon COS
Commi smiterst hibsad of t he eciovienrcsidfeinegd precark de mand
the excess all ocMadiofni ed rAdi Eoongngotfhstdhae depart ur e
the method approved currently for DEP as wel
Carol hemaef dr e, thei Comms sBERMboepdeviadéed | ust
f otrhesefaNCRdlemand over a coincident peak demart
purpose in future rate cases.
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EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR Fol NDI NG OF F

TCA Stipulation

The =evidence isduippaorfigfnegcttbnt ai ned i n DEP ¢
Applicati oBlantdhé&otesti mony and exhibits of D
Bateman and Public Staff witness Metz; the TC,

proceeding.

As expl ai neid nbeys sDiEWPa IWRegd Zone Expansion Pl
projectsPr(ORAERcS )u dbeEdP MsSYnPRP consi st of transmis
needteadd enabtlees connection of additional solar g
systemP witness Abernathy testified as to the
for the &ZEPL, Pwbjch involved allocamidnghtt al

concerns expressed by the Public Staff i n th
i mbal ance of transmission costs being incurre
the i nterafonmew tgeomer ati on, DEP presented (but
all ocation of RZEP <costs as bet ween DEC and
transmission demand | oad-104ti Wi shhass. AbBernaol
t hat DEP di dt hniost aslulpopcoartti on but i ncluded the
Commi ssion determined that such an allocati ol
concerns of tlheatPabRlic Staff.

While the Public Staff found mebliitc i &t aDEF
witness Met z2d ecdiofmimernalnt proposal that focusec
bet ween DEP and DEES5. TDEPvwitnéés MBIz expl ai
St afaff@sernati ve proposatrmutrangmss #tihen mMBO&®Ce f
approved OATT of DEC, Duke Energy Florida, L |
which incorporates capital and ongoing O&M coc
systélmstestified that DEPG6s alternatiivoen adfl oc
each utilityds system and does not consider t|
and |listed on the OASIS website, provides an
system capital and O&M costs thdtd.i s transpar

DEP and the Public Staff resolved their di/
in the TCA Stipulation, agreed to a pro for ma
increase the revenue requirement in the DEC R
the revenue requirement in the instant proceed

DEC, also a party to the stipulation, DEP,

the pro forma amount of transmission expense
DEP by multiplyingmthEP nted DEGnNNnwsfears tfre JDA i
no-hirm transmissionapptevédohmoithe OGEART of DEP,
Energy Florida. The stipulation makes <cl ear
ratemaking purposeschand ge athide wtidrl msaneart heandi t i
result in any accounting entries for DEP or L

97



adjust ment wi |l become effective on October 3
terminate at theveodaee of theeseffacDEPO6s or
case or the effective date of a full merger of
otherwise. TCATStipalat7on2a. ||

DEP witness Bateman testifiedTrn swoappotd, o
She testified that the TCA Stipulation is the
negotiation among the stipulating patrtteirars ano:¢
approach to addressing ratmem tthepanctgasibngens
transfers from DEP tlaP.DIEICIi eanfteaf ft hwei tJIDAss Met
support of the TCA StH{lBul WMitomressTMetwolt.esl6 fi
Stipulation addresses tthg dmrawisdi@risewald afhenes
di sparity between DEP and DEC in North Carol i/
compensate DEP and DEC ratepayers for the wus
utilityds transmission ystéemd dldDrA.ener gy tran

The Commi ssion concludes that the TCA Stip
testimony discussed above, i's credible eviden
the Commissionés ul timate determinawvidenoa t
opposing Sttheul@andnt he Commi ssion concludes t

as supported by the testimony cited above, e
costs with cost causation principyl dal abtcielsi D&t
and DEP benefits to the |l east cost dispatch o

Commi ssion concludes that the provisions of tf}
and are just and reasonabl e gto Takkefpanre, esh
Stipulation is approved for the purposes of

Commi ssi on notes that al | parties have an o
proceeding in-7DocSkidt 1Rd6 Eo addresse tThGA DEC
Stipulation before the Commi ssion addresses t

EVI DENCE AND CONCQRSNDNBSBGS FOR BACST NOS.
PI Ms Stipulation

The evidence supporting these findings anc
verified Applidatitdhe amdtFomomyEand exhibits o
and Still man, Public Staff witnesses D. Wi ||

It
I
an@l GRWi tnesses Phillips and Gorman; the Pl Ms
in this proceeding

Pl Ms

DEPi ni tpraddotsteal f ol | ownngppPlliMsal) oReak L oac
Reductionl nd€d@me/LAfwf ordability, (3) nReegraabtiilont
and EncourTargenveon999 .14, 91
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As fil ed, t he Peak L oaddDRePd utcot i roend uPcleM peenack
basedthoen esti mated winter peak kil owatt redu
enrol |l ment in DEPOs dyedmi atanpidogmamsli fferen

The dowome/ Af fordabdlintcentti Mesprfoori d®EP t o
untary contributions to its existing AShar
Il stance to customers who ar et hsrtoruugghg lai nsgt rtuoc
t establishes graduated sharehol der contr.i
tributions to fund healntcho mend esadfdetnyx erse phali
get | evels of contributlidons to the Share t

0 o <
D O S u”»w o
= S0 n —

Theeli abiletEPPIa&Mcchount able to maintain s

measured by SAI DI (excluding Major Event Days
penal ties DEP shall di stribute to customers
thresheld tbhat DEP wi l | base wupon historic
confidence |l evels and increased outages due t
during thd MYRP.

The Renewabl es I ntegrat i oinnvaonl dv elEln ctohuroseaeg emee
i nemte and reward DEP. The Distributed Energy |
prowgdaduated rewards to DEP for exanedccirregl t a
DER customers interconneldaetd 1t0o4 .t hTeh eDHPRar gyes tC
RenewabgyeamMrBncour agementdaMei micenBi peoviode DEP
obtain approval of, and subscribe customers t ¢
customersod6 desires for accddat tbdp0&.] eime eRes ig
Customer SBhare®rogram Encour agedieEnPt tMe tsruibcs cQ ic¢
residential customers tol dmewl8hared solar pro

n addition to the PIlIM$rabDEPNngl smetproposad
cust omer cserbwinc ed,i oximdissngs@@2 )benefi ci al el ectr
proposed customer ser vi edmatirna cakinn gn gmetdreiqau ag &
cust omer s &N \Ci. Ge SA8R&. 1662(ldd) (&2t j 113. The propo
emi ssions tracking metri cr dvwo udamprl e paorcte pmiadr
reduction requireamédntandoft h®. ICatDdDAABPIFdamal | vy,
third metricepomtiposedendal Ilaatd ¥Flrdom EVs.

Publicinaesksew D. Wi lliamson and Thomas ex

M, beginningDBPthr ¢ipeseribd rRPecak Load Reducti i
390he Public SttaiffmMetefstude edTOUW@atcustomers h
er whetalcdar othnhey i ce signals and shift their
es not directly correlate t®OEBisntfeorotpealt|
blic Staff notes that DEP6s TOU report sugg
rr  custwhme® could be presumed to be early ado
nergy usage, but there is no guarantee th
occur withlgaa@Tbe Pobbltm8nhaff also tes
i s already receivnogntai werffor manmngeDSM and EE
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DSM/ EE , r iadenrt er peak | oad reducti on PI'M sho

in
pr
pr

pr
t h
t e
s h
co

O TOT 0w
OX S>3 0mO0

X ® O TS5 QS

R e
W"T QT TYITOTSODAQ

i n
Pl
mo

Ho
pr

crementally greater savings a bDbSYM atnhdo SsEE b e
ograms, |l patorcalsaromersawde® ane par TOUIi pat e
ogriladndg.9 1.

The Public Staff expreéesteelilmewvomekceAhsSoreghrd
i marily based on the fact that tahcet i&marye t h
e impacts of this PIM would not be reflecte
stified that while customer contributions
arehol der s presently have great dosenmr &ltl on
ntributions to thlea.65IR@88e the Light Fund.

egarding the Reltiarhgdtids yr ll iMg DEvBhstcyBAb DI t r
@e Public Staff eercaused beanrcheran ki hgt f o
orsmanceture proposed by DEP is based on f
i deration of any expected advancements in
stments included i n t hel npraodpdoisteido nMY RPh el sP
essed the concern that the five years of
were collected before DEPOs Glld.ti3B®est me

=0 w33

Fi nalhley, Publ i ¢ St acfofn cteerisnisin € i d nawablbes | nt
Encour agledme 488 Pl Wi th respect to Metric A,
t Net EneNBM) Madepti ngn (i s | argely outside
ption has been steadily increasindiovduat:.
anci al deci si ons, t hatt htamto hraevcee nnto tC obmenei ns sii
o the forecast or financial structure of tt
adoption r BE®éEhsasabadwee avdlyatf oree aséw HBBHB 1t &
dul es involve customer enroll ment in cert:
oad Red dactt 4308n. PNiM.h respect to Metrics B
ed cdDEPehms ftclhapl et a ememwtarbd le @werg ralm c
e to |l arge customers and that a cap:
reque DtEFe acsoiullyd sruerspua stsiinmg t he enro
Iy, the PubliceStakt omest priogdambaht
without an incentive, and the Public
d Metric C are based are | inked t
i ent data for decteerrtmiwe nigsl dheed 8hSesr a ray .f

-0 — = X O
-0 ——o n

cC - C

I n light of the Public Staffés concerns, th

response to the Pl Ms DEP pr op-O@8esdck. Ehhre | R ubelni
M, a Customer Reliability PIM, andohv®&ebethb
di fications to DEP propddal$9 @96wel |l as new

I n response to DERGC® mer A d ©e& dl alpotw iatly. PRMi M,n el

wat and Sierra Club witness Colton expresse
opds RalsM desiimgnadlvanci ng a -iprodameg earoearl gy fafl foom
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d at 205 ,wi22h2efsisBeestipgeosnb | nac Ituideer structure un
or cons| dagr &tlilon

Cl GFUWRtness Gormands direct testimony expr
oposed Reliability PI M. Tr . vol . 21, 459, W
i nclude a metric for measuring and ensur.i

ality addnd¢deofavpower d W@d mmer dinacli d&ma sp w
ri ss rai sed similar concerns about t he Re
structure the PI'M to hold itsel fl datccHOUN.t abl

AGO witnespr Nwdseodh a Carbon Reduction PIM
Metrics B and C of the Renlkdaablle6s5.a nWi tinretsesg rl
expressed concern that the PI Ms Stipulation d:«
at |l eakd tDEPAdmess Still man and Public Staff w
concerm€awbbom Reduction Pl Mds €lcondpda.t i B35 t 46 8vi
69Tr . vol 1123, 209

CUCA witness O6Donnel | and NCJC, et al . Wi
el Pt Mst Tr . vol . 21, 671, 1104. Witness OO6D
ttempt to manage fuel costs and volatility

resources baselddoat fa®el cost s

DEP witnesses Bat eman andtiseadbomanr edypd @i
requi riemdect GA62010. 9 is an aggregate requireme
meaning that the | aw does not require DEP to
by .70l da.t 211.

DEP, the PubCli GFBRabf yedenrtdehredeas daff fopi ni ons
proposed in this proceeding in ,The P0OMs Bti pa8a

DEP6s PBR Policy Panel provided testimony
Trvoll 4, 131. The PBR Policy Wwtaineed rneasdhdd erde grh
bal anced approach to achieving policy goal s i
17, 70. DEP witness Stillman testified as to h
Carolina Energy Regul at orrykibPirgo c@rsosu p(,NEWePr)e PiBri
DEPOs prefiling PI'M stakehol der process, an
stipulating parti-88. DEP wol neslsA, Balt3e&2man t e
Commi ssion must examine DEPG6s Pl Msntpgrrop oMYaR Ps.
Trv.ol . 15, 15. Witness Bateman testified that

first PBR Application so that DEP, customer s,
with the operation andtditmpl9e mexEPa$iiidlim end n Pd M3 |
DEPG6s approach to desi gn®nagapg hien PN.NGS 3&a.ri86.u rakh & 2
stated that DEP deli berately chose only a sel
number of plodh.t c§5goal s.
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Public Staff iwliltinemsers &nd Wrhomas al so pr
support of the Pl Ms S2bhpuWatnessedIJrD. v I | L 8ms
testified that the PIMs Stipulation benefits
with N.C.-G3%.16A hséared each PIM in the stipulati
specific policy godal33fném NhE€yG.flIrtRAebv2test.i
Stipulatlon will benefit ratepayers through i1
and reliaebtlritysefvete over Itdhe course of the

The parties to the PIMs Stipulation did n
|l ncome/ Affordability PIM. The PIMs Stipulati o
the PIMs are describedi wgthhspsehbhofdsjty,)jerncg
amount s, and pron eRBR ofmsl iody chPhasmhealbli $s81 1] amdntd
TrEx . v ol

Ti me Differentiated and Dynamic Rate ENn

DEP Witness Stillman teReddcteidon hRItMtwas Pre
as the Time Differentiated and Dynamic Rate EI
was revised to provide DEP with a $5 incenti\
eligible program. Tr . vol . dl4hat353hi Wi tPheéVs & a
advances operational efficiency and cost savi

seek approval ofdidfyfnearme rct iaantded iamet 3 deWitgmes s
further testified that whiée BI Bhats edersapsibodséu
that would . @i ofrithet ¢ 03 @l peak reduct®otmo j oin
cust omebrts.135.

At the expert witness hearing, witness Sti
behind thiesncPluMaige tD&EP to devel op and expand
address peakl thaa dr GPr ofwhtihs. PI M shoul d encour age
to new rate designs and subsequently shift th
| cda.t 169.s Wittindsnan testified that current subs
in the rang® of Bbsutedti al customers, sO oOone
PI'M is to encourage more custonmedst LGlsulvstnk
Stil lamaw stated that DEP had statistically s
customers that have participated in these rat
usage from on peak peridotd sl 2#0. olfrf rpeesako pea itod s
nsufficient data to measure i mpact on | oad du
Stillman testified that the PI Ms Stipulation &
wi || conduct a broader Eval uati on, Memsur eme
benefits once there is sufficient participat:i
statistical signi3f9%.cance. Tr. vol 15, 38

Publ i c St aff witnesses Thomas and D. Wi |

designed the TOU Enrol éemenst @imdr t basecsehser:t
rates to continue to ascertain how TOU rates
Wi tness D. Williamson explained that i1t is ap
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number of TOU customer £ tdarmintgi gaetak epreea ri oyl Su Sw
stressed, so that DEP can better operate and |
| da.t 460. Witness Thomas al so explained that

reward amount on savn rag preeri ouwsd tyo mermlddurcda ed T

Reliability PIM
DEP witness Stillman offered direct settl
Reliability PI'M, which is designed to facilit
in compliance Awiah0 . 9.(B.) G. S.r-37 .voDEPGls4 , Rell3i6abi |
woul d be measured by SAI DI, excluding MEDS. A:
PI'M provided for graduated penalties based or
certain thr eslhoupdo n efeirvseh ibatser i ¢ averages, ad,]
confi devadtsl, i ncreased outages due to -Xpected
At the expert witness hearing, witness Sti
StipulationtoDERvageededhe metric for this PIM
i mprovement during the MYRP period due430 expe
Renewables I ntegration and Encour agemen
DEP witness Stillman testifAiefl thaet RPEPwWaAEL
|l ntegration and Encouragement PIM to incent r
incentive to determine the most effective way
metric was modified as parttboe theePtl Mge Sti e
t hryeeear rolling average of net met-@5 edMetirtiec cC/
woul d provide an incentive of up to $4 mil i

interconnectrabywarf exceadls |teherapgeldiiecab trhorlde n
average by. ®@.t JbrElabst 525

DEP witness Stillman testified at the exper
bet ween Metric B as proposed by DEP and the
rewardnt@amodlr . vol . 15, 57. As fil ed, Metric
Encouragement PI'M supports | ar ge commer ci al
educational institutions, and | ocal gover nme.
el ectricitcegreamsd nglg isemeking access to renews
Trvol . 1%, V®6 ;9623 AslWi tness Still man expl ain
Renewables Integration and Encouragement PI M

received fsommeargepcHrs.envtal.iTvk4yoll 68EEe 460
ClGFWR tness GormEvafh T rExX2tl1Pubdl i c Staff witnes
testified that the reduction in the reward a
Stipulation as a whole, helped to alleviate t
overly rewarded for t heonsdoefpelnadregnet cf o nmnaenrcciiad |
cust omewosl.. Tu687,. 466
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Revised Metric C of the Renewables I ntegr a

s Stipulation i s based on the recommendat.
l e i nter,coammedadtsi allesi gned to increase opera
erconnections above DEPOs estimated annual
l udes incentive tiers andsaomaine mumt MWcammes
h MaiRard at 139. DEP witness Still man tes
recommendations from the Public Staff to d
uschl eyinterconnections. Tr. vol. 1%t 60.

possible until DEP exceeds the interconnec
er the Clad baotn 6R3l.anThe Public Staff also tes
to incent DEP to be more effiolenl8jn4vhe

cking Metrics

DEP witness Stillman provided direct test
cking metrics it proposed to quantitativel
formance t hat , althougt mat pteinead tti@esf i mamad
gres i n furthering important policy goal s
vide useful i nformation in evaldd&ting pote

I n the PI Ms Stipul at igrneed hteo stth rpeud attri ancgk ipre

st -uppmeetd acking metric is the proposed me
posed in its initial testi mony. DEP witnes
vice tracking metraird eDER wipldlada eye a@wir dbd gd h e
| i-imogn t1h2 c al | center answer rate and the av

1Witness Stil

| man testified t hat t his t r e
tomers often ¢
u

ommusnercaitee wand DEIPI alm@uit ssu
ows greater public access to the dat a, and
tomer Il slervi ce.
The second tracking metric is the proposed
as DEPyimiopased. Witness Stillman expl ai
report beneficial electrification from es
vide data in an area ofdmateri al public po

The third trackiShng pmdtartiioont hemcPIluM®es requir
wor st performing circuits on an annual b a
u I

0 g
s performance. DEP witness Stil r
ft

h circuitéo

eed to comnfteronodoa défi metric for a worst
ate with the Commipen ometomi cannoaglratear t ha
uance of the Commissionds order in this pr
| ai ned ptulh att i nlye patriti es i ncluded this track
to the importance of reliability and the
erested parties. Tr. wvol. 15, 43.
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scussion and Conclusions

Upon review of the testimongl GF wWiDERes s e |
arding the PIMs Stipulation, the Commissio
pr oduacnttl aokfe gnievgeot i at i cCl SGFlUeRawalen hRBEPuUDbI i c
levMs and metrics that ar e -1c303n sli6s taenndt swirtihl
ropriate bal ance.

T O 0D Q

—

he Commi ssion must giveuhahi moossstdepal abi
ong with all/l e v i dsetnicpeu |l parteiismegn d peddege thbipk entioome r  t h
i pulationdés provi sCWOAs I3H49uNdJdCDOEARBLCERB tNe.dC.
231. The Commi ssion has considered the tes
the Pl Ms, as cited above, -andpuwlpatpar ttihag
commendations and modifications are addr ess:¢
th the incl usiearf owfnrtdniet woraeki ng metri c,
commendations on reliability PpMessar Bl Blccan
ta on reliability and circuit. pdrMSo rSmd mpad aw
.

[ ,ITr 2 EX.. vV 0

As this is the first PBR a

e first set of PIMs to be a :

propriate to take measur ed t to i mpl eme
under N.-1C33G.1S6. AThee2 PI Ms and the tracking

i pul ati on achieve t his measur ed approach

nsistent with the requirements of the PBR S

hi
S
|

sctw mer s, and coul d provi de meani ngf ul ope
stomers. Therefore, the Commission conclude
bstanti al weight. Accordingly, t he Commi ssi

t rsiects forth in the PIMs Stipulation should ©b
EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR B8l NDI NG OF F

wer Quality Stipulation

The evi dencet hsftuspnpdoirntgi naf f acttesitgyaonfomDEPRe d

t neStsielshmdn Guyttdre eoppl echirectCl GESMRItMmersys of

illips in support Bdwerar Qu all i tsye a$tdie phuhlred t;a rotr

cord in this proceeding.

The Power Qual y Stipul @t GBWRptowbdé&stohe
1

It
i denti fiyndwpttoall3cust omerowpedmitgansmi 8B i ¢
stribution retail substations that DEP excl i
GFUR Mber (El'igible Premises). Subject to a
wer gualtiotryi ngpont echnol ogy for each EIl' i gi bl e
entified ClIGFUR members at | east once annue
ality moni t oProiwegr tQucahlniotlyo;oyt.i pId .atv oln. at. 3
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I n suppoRoweorf YQuttadl i pCl GFEMBhRn hesstBBittifates
the stipul agzdtoindhfewi t &g tnidd @Nnet1.tG1 $0t Gha i@t ai n or
i mprove aslutbliiitgs i mpl.dmentotl W 2@Qaersdsd®® hRIl dr
testi fi eComniastsitohne has redcogumerdade dabei tiwetltyl r i
i nvebhbaxrad r epomuladc e169 4

Witness Phillips further ttheestp dunuteide steh aitn tir
Pow®mual ity Stipul atinmin ivgialtle a&lhleow eDERbtid i ty
i nvehdaxred reboduatoed8peci fically, it would all ow

monitor powaridquadliety ianp |l emen(t2)t hea tChad btoann dP | sa
anal ytics wittahf ft haen dP utbh@ cCaSmmi vehsd tomer (3o wedre t eu
incidents are the result oprabl emdi oi dpatewii

a | arger trend,; ( 4) di a ginsossuee sp oatnedn,t i @u r spuoawnetr
i mpl emetlotntsi t o address any such i ssues; and (
customer service lachd service quality.

With respect to the DBBvi tmfestsh &t piildl oaa ngpasst @
exami ntaheabhoen Power Qual ity Sdiopaudf@ritdamoldHeek5 not
estimated tdfati nadtealcloisig the power quality mo
approxiad,efi @5, 000 perwhrindeteetrot al number of me
for thwass pnioltotd pletc H& @t hstated that the cost
solutioost emplteahteedPoiwver Qual ity Stipulation, w

t hepecific power qualityleaddede fbat ettlbd bpesmo
from the pilot progr amswieiml,b bhelcpuske tawvkeoIimor e
i nsetdgaltthe more DEP wil/l |l earn aboutarwhameg .t He
acknowl edging that DEP i nt endosf tsoebraveiecke, cwst n e ¢
Still mannsdiat edtt htaees ttihmomy | ot praoagdaemswiahd hae
system and power quality issubse bettéae, bandft
cust omewvcl . 74716,. 4

The Commi s stihaam matrds i ntroduced evidence i
that |Iimdsdtomieals are experiencing degraded pow
basedsoulnoneaddiet iCooonmmitssi on notes ashattheda hpea rptiil
propbobeePdwenalQity Stipubatibabiweufdrbeh3ticip
Cl GFoBmber st,hBAEhRI woul dt he cowistths no ,@¢rm sa od@pt
service basis from all DEP ratepayers. This me
ot heisreslurciuaslt omer s by all ratepayers, includin

The Commission acknowl edges the efafnarta r eq
mutually agreeabl edestiigmeldatpiiofnot uApe deglola mi mpr o
power gual idtgyl foustionndervs dasgstfem hahe matitrear

provide benefits ifpare malblamsreadt eopna ytehres .i niftor mat i ¢
the Power Qualioy SheéepClbamises)j on to agpyProve
contempl at ede btewwowepdmseihés addi ti onal nfdetmatison
regarding parameters for a f easichoislti,t ya nrde vaibeswe
an opportunity for interesteevpaewtioésthe pnoe
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provi deenctosm t o the Commi ssrieosnp.e cRartto cpil laagtl yp rw
Commi ssion needs sufficileat 1 héiop marga mamr Ity seo
and boundlked Commi sscomclthkcexeftomaet the record
Ssuppaopparbvw dfe power quality pilot program

Howe veEPR nfaiyl e an appl i cgualoint yf opri laotp opweorg r
Commi ssi on i n tshanevwddo elksestes t he concerns not
should it. so choose

EVI DENCE AND CONCLESNDNBSGS OBF HMALT NOS.

Af fordability Stipulation/ CAP

The evidence suppocaft ifnggcitrh eBEP &4 nwd rnigfsi ed A
Forml;E the testimony and exhibits of DEP withn
Public Staff Iwliitanmmresesresarbd ™ iomas, NCJC, et al
Posner, and Sierra Club witness Colton; the Af
in this proceeding.

Summary of Evidence

Lowncome/ Af fordability PI M

DEPOGs PBR Policy Pamelrt t odt i DERBRASs i pr opwp
|l ncome/ Affordability PI M. Tr . vol . 14, -91. T h
|l ncome/ Af fordability PIM woul d: (1) target ar
income energy burdens; and (.Bi.teMdaurTahgee PBRr P
Panel testified that the proposed PIM would
providing DEP with an incentive to promote vol
Funidda.t 101.

Publ i c St aff wit nesWielsl i ahhosmans remcd mbended
Commi ssion deny DEPasomebopdbseddabwl ity PI M. T
Public Staff expressed concern that the PI M
gui ding principles for theedewhalrepmeret LdfghRI M
a regulated Company activity and DEPO6s annual
of theé dPtl M8.9 2.

Sierra Club witness Colton recommended th
proposed Low I ncome/ Addmwmtrd&@8betray CPuUMOsandl taer
Witness Colton expressed contacomet At oDE®RDH B |
would insufficiently measure and promote the :
was not adequately ildatDEPrP®®B 18i rActecoatroel y,
witness Colton recommended that the Commi ssi
Aoutcomed metrics to measure DEPOG6s performanc
object tavte s2.9 3.
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NCJ C, et alwatwirtenceossnsmethoded t hat the €ommi ss
|l ncome/ Af fordability PI M given his concerns th,
contributions woul d-i maeto mki resaetrigy dodvarene rleadw ct
was no emmiltimént cbo meas-uneomeotenérgy bowden
attributab-lecomet Aef aodvabi lity PI M. Wi tness Ho
the Commi ssion direct DEP to i mpl ement an al‘t
based on @ remdunvobuntapgyréessdenmnneatiy@dn ove

period in the service territory zip codes with
Additionally, he recommended that the ICétmmi ssi
230. NCJC, et al. witness Posner echoed many o
ultimately recommended that-l tnbem€/ommi srsdami Iriet
advised the Commi s,®itormltowadongtssNEHbODWattéisonEner
PI'M instead. Tr. wvol . 21, 1103.

Il n rebutt al testi mony, DEPG6s PBR Policy Pa
PI'M strikes the appropriate balance between e
DEPG6s control and provi dirnegs smehaonar rmeg fiud s ufeusn.d i Th
23 186

Customer Assistance Program

I n its Application, DEP requested approval
Rider and the Customer Assistance Recovery Ri
testified APhaoptropdheal C initial FlyncdeeelAdpeod dahb
Coll aborative (LI AC) docketomescdesomeed Wwho a
affordability challenges. Witness Harris descl
reasonidgtbehpnouog2am-®5r4 .Under the CAP, eligibl
automatically receive a -mAmRt momerhiloyd .biTrl. cvroeld.i

Regarding CAP eligibility, witness Harris e
and receive funds from either the Low I ncome |
Crisis Intervention Program (ClIP) wouwdulgdial i f
automatically enroll eligible customers into (
North Carolina Department of Heal th and Huma
Moreover, DERrobul dusteomers i n CAP hfegyr aarmotrleel
certified as LI EAP or CIP eligible after expir

Witness Harris testified that in addition t
bill s, DEP wi l | al so ref er-qaAlIPi fciuesdd ownea tsh etroi z
energy efficiency services that can assist cu
12, 215 DEP would spread the costs for the $¢
excluding lighting schedul Residenbugh thet CAR
approxi ma®heby 86e CAR Rider on a -rpeesri dleWh i & le
customers paying t.8Beramainoaxinmatoeal » Dber bill b
The CAR Rider would haveaa D&PI| weugpl daentnouvael rlyy ff
reflect the actual amount of CAP credits paid
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Publ ic St aff witness D. Wil liamson recomr
approve the CAP pyepostaéermprandthReerecuire t
CAR Rider proceeding, file a report addressin
number of CAP recipients, CAP administration
arrearage management and disconnection®.for n
Williamson noted that the Public Staff wo ul c
directing the devel opment of a program | i ke
Commi ssion has broad authority to determine
addreasésordability issues are in the public i
Williamson highlCagrmmiegdsOtolth#®tsr i 1 heh& 019 hRate C
Commi ssion exercised this authority by requir
progy atmthat woul d serve the public interest and
i ncome customer s47.Tr . vol . 20, 146

t

()]

n = -

a Club witness Colton testified that
[ y in the IDEPRi fsiecantcley teetrernioosrya twe
e

I

(oNN()]
T o =
- o =

d in the proceeding. Tr. vol. 18,
Cy u ying DEPG6s CAP proposal was reas
eeded 0 makencadée®nhsr eoomnme CAP propos:
evement of affordabilrecoemkeecliousehbi ks An
mmendati ons witness Colton emphasized the
en as a percent amgee. oTir .a vhoolu.s elh8o,1 d265s2 .i nWiot n e
an affordable bill burden is a range and
ur e affordability by reference t o bil |
imegar dl ess efburhekemnulttamadet the Commi ssi on
Tr. wvol. 18, 266. Witness Col totnher ec omr
flat bill credit to a tiered, percent of
0s vel peomgatam design seeks to achieve af
old income and reduce affordability disp
measured by the Feder a84 . Poverty Gui del
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et sa&l Howiatneprovided observations an
s between CAP and Consensus Proposal
e bill payment-i msemestameegyrogagens, al
Howatat el y rneradmmehned e@lo mmi ssion adopt
ility proexZ.am. Tr. vol. 18, 203
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GFWRtness Phillips testified that the ¢
recover t hough tomdbyeCARORéDe@ed sésuddnt
ers, and that tebsrnaytibemedfitd imegwrae@rsa:
ermp-eaesedehti al customers conttrhaediPBtRs t
emi ni mi ze Ii-atkesictiiazaticonosbBy the greates
|l e by the end of the MYRP period. Tr. v

o
—~+

- g To0Qo—

T~ o3

The Affordability Pamnalksof HREPI Wi, t maeasls Qi B
the affoedabieldi tegsti mony and recommendati ons |
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other intervenors. Witness Barnes descr-i bed U
pronged approach resuhtdingsfromtnhbesLBACAGssT e
payment assistance represents one |l ever for ac
pointed to energy efficiency programs as anot |

Ecosystem Tr . voBar n2x, f&4 .t hWwirt dassputed witn
LI ACbs adoption of an energy burden threshol
energy burden from CAP. ® rdenf iwnittnieossns olfo | tt ootnadls |
vol . 22, 85. Wiftineeds st oB arEnPedss twa dtlii ngness to peé
study of North Carolina customers that would
energy burden threshold for Duke Energyods Nor
stated that paoda dliegelt heeatzda pintervenors requ
Code of Conduct, whi ch pr ohtiphiibtls cdicucsit manenr g de
vol . 22, 8 7. DEP witness Quick testified that
Moratorium s$hah RBbh@l g2established, it does n
track customerso6é6 income status. Tr. wvol. 22, 8
be added to the work of DEPOGs call center repl
tragkismch sensitive informati on, she disagre
should coll ect such data and instead endorse
assistance agencies with the necessary exper.i
Tr v ol 22, 89.

DEP witness Harris testified that DEP agr e
commendations related to the CAP and does n

. vol91.22Har90 s ddlsGFgwiketerde swsi tthhi I | i psé concl
terclass cross subsidization and stated t ha-
I rates. Tr . vol . 22, 91. He further testif
ature for future versions of t he-e@ARP.|l |Wetnnte
chanism, which is a core design feature of

|l . 22, Ba@rther, witness Harris disagreed wit

ot her organi zations provide annoitnhgert hiantt atk

QDT ODO<JI™D — o=
<OV -O0ODD®—> "0

ti mated operating costs from a third party

P by a factor of al most 11. Tr . vol . 22,

rcentage discount, rat her t hanc eantdovlel &roranm

ficiency investments, reduce the financi al

namic rate designs, and make the programds
Af fordability Stipulation

On May 4, 2023, DENCJIIEC,etSiadr.r,a a@ldubk,he Pul
Af fordability Stipulation. Pur suant to the te
withdrawl hbemébwnffordability PI'M and, i nstead,
million to -dbeintelfe tcuntcomer s will be made as fo
health and safety repairs that would allow for
to homes; and $6 million for the Share the Liog
asgiannce. Tr-100Wol 1 n22dd9%i on, DEP and DEC agree
the monthly payments ratio, which is the numbe
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the number of active residentialamrcuealulny si. n DEdJ
No.-1M0, Sub 179. Furthermore, pursuant to the
woul d establish i1ts -yCeAaPr ppiolgata.m lafs tah et hGoenemi s S
DEP agrees to convene a st akedondiede re n@AaR) edreetnat
and future CAP program features. The Affordahb
witness Col t,cet, adnd wWNG@GInh&ss Howat each provide
Affordability Sti$p®lation. Tr. vol. 18, 326
Congdering all testimony and evidence along
Commi ssion finds that the provisions of the A
should be approved for the following reasons.

The Commi ssion give® s$shegntestambnwebgghDEP v
Bar nes, and Qui ck, and Public Staff witness
Stipulation and DEPG6s CAP proposal. As Publ ic
witness Harris highligédt€dmmnssihenrhaseshi maady
rates in he public Tinteokst13]Tr22vollThe2qQues§t
Commi ssi o should approve the CAP proposal an
t he Affor bi |l igtey yStai powlbatiiconpoils clyari ssue r equ
and benef s to DEP customers. Tihre tCloenmd G199 oRi:
Casa&nd t a ed the collaborative with naddreessi
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les that the Commission may consid
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®w energy burdens. o0 Th Commi ssi on
e CAP proposal to meet and bal ance

Thetatute aut hori-kasgd predolr mainc m
tercl ass subsidiiens:ozmledemedlgtyirngHdl@\ﬁs 6 (N
guires the minimization of interclass su
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e Commi ssi onAffoddalbihlatt y h&t i pul ati on ad
i Aghcbme energy burdens without causing
mer or c¢class of customers. The Commi ssi c
mony that: (1) adtbomagh t(meé elCAIPascsausels
mers primarily fund it; and (2) there i s
ure on rates for all/l customer s, by havin
nts and arrear agiese wédi phsswedl| dnotbet he
epayers in the .next gener al rate case
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The Commi ssion approvesethmhepCABt aswhi ¢h mwt
Commi ssion, the Public Staff, DEP, and ot her |
CAP ¢&irte meets the public policy objectives an

h
are unreasonably discriminatory or preferenti
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Commi ssion finds that it i's reasonable for DI
coresponding tariffs associated with the CAP
forth in the Affordability Stipulation.
Af fordabektt $t eps

The Commi ssion appreciates the consensus
AffordabilitgveSrtalpuprmaoviosni onrss i n the Affordat
reporting of informati on. I n order to examin
objectives, the Commission determines that it
requirements.

Stakedadol Group and Report

Il n
stakehol d
necessary

(i11) agr

stakehol d
is also d
Commi ssi o
after the
wi || be p
Commi ssi o
foll owing

1.

2.

t he

Affordability Stipulation, t he st

er
fo

engagement process to (i) conside
r the CAP, i) consed€APmpttbts

(
ee to update the Commi ssion on the st
DEP ctoonvenet akebol der group within 90 d@hgs of

ir
n
[
ro
n

S o< oo

How

How

er g
C

[
S
i
[
f

p shall i ncAfude dtahbe |si.ttiypBEEta tpiul
to invite member sFwrft lédre, Ltlh
s that the group meet at | eas:s
e mustt hagr eOg dieprgn tthlee gd adtugp an
in an annual report that wil
cts that the annual report sha
rmati on:

many customers enrolled in the C

many doll ars given in assistance

Percentage of total customers enr ol

Percentage of total customers enrol |l
di sconnections.

|l denti fication of the zip codes whi
residenti al nonpayment disconnecti on
Range, average, and median bill si ze
CAP.

Recommendat.

wo u
as

ons —r el ati ngt hteo QoAdPt etnh a te
he potenti al to I mprove
subsequent program.

l d have t
part of a
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DEP i s directed to inform the Commi ssion i
|l i sted dat a.

The Commi ssi on notes thSetcti on Pat adgrhaep hAfZ
Stipul ation, DEP and DEC agree to collect and
repairs that are made with sharehol der funds.
information shall be prowvigdhed i ammgd tfthielsed f uedisa

1. Dollar amount given in weatherization

2. Doll ar amount given to energy efficie

3. Percentage of customer s t hat rece
weat heri zat i osni sathadn/coer bEYE zaisp code

The report shall al so identify the most fr

t hat may be necessary and required to enabl e
progr ams.

Ti ered Customer Assistance Program

The Commi sbBeonnbtues that the Affordability
agree to explore fha tiered customer assistanc
feature can be incorporatéd onderthe ddsrgsso
chall enpesstate the Commission finds that it
group to develop a tiered program. Further, D
feasibility and proposed structure odntar profgr
the order in this proceeding, or (i1) when th
DEP shall al so provide a report to the Public
after the entry of an order i n tigios npr avoe &d io
t het ak e hgorlodeeprd whi ch i dentifies any <challenge:
i mproving the CAP program. DEP shall al so se
necessary or required to obtain onrttipriowitdhei ¢ ha
as wel | as any zip code | evel data necessary

assistance progr am.
TracMenhgi cs
The Commi ssion further finds that in order

report on tihneg fnoeltlroiwisn gr etlraatcekd t o Af f or dabi

t o
the tracking metrics agreed to the PIMS Stipu

1. The average Dis@earwyment f(DINPNomper cen
active residenti al customers over th
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2. The ratierafjethenawl residential cus
of usage per month) divided by the &
l evel for family of four according t

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FHM4NHO8 NGS OF F
Objectives of Rate Design

The evidence supporting these findings of
Forml;E the testimony and exhibits of DEP wi t I
witnesses Wi lliamson and Nader, KCommar cdoal aGQu
Harris Teeter wi-RbA swi tBnedhse@B WlDbhibe sses Phil |
Gor man, AGO witness Nel son, and CUCA witnesse
Revenue Requirement Stipulation; and the ent.i

DEP witness Reed testi fofear vihade ismfeomummatdi o
by DEP and examined by DEP witness Hager to d
Reed testified that she also reviewed and <co
custommel asses derived from t hledrCO8EIl whewi tt @aebg
noted that she reviewed DEP

0 Advanced Meteri
customerso6 usage characteris
d

S
tics and to det el
ak
EP

demarbd,t h on a coincid4®mmhcp t apdakobasis tF
pertinent to the design of D 6s rates, i nclu
| da.t -T76

Witness Reed stated that one objective of
achitlwe necessary increase in rates tlodatoll ec
177. Witness Reed also stated that another DE
to serve customers within its residendlial, ge
Witness Reed also noted that DEPG6s goal is to
customer <caused dUEtPh tomedmeatr .t o the rate incr
case witness Reed stated that theobtbe rate
classes by basddatat E8@G.moWintsess Reed <cl ai med

s
met hodol ogy aims to distribute the increase ¢
each classbés deficiency ofFdsurplus contributi

Il n hicst dtierset i mony, DEP witness Byrd testif

Commi ssion, par tliccng aGoendp ri enh ean syievae Rat e Desi gn
external stakeholders to develop DEIPBAsS £2Bture
Foll owisngentghage ment , DEP proposed sever al rat

stakehol der reduketstx32a.nd input.

DEP witness Reed testified in detail regar
residenti al r afé9s st lee dwclhe ™M G Briedstee tshcehed G 6 e s, t
rate s s,h etdhud eseasonal and intermittent rate s

schedul es. T202voDEP1Ww, t h&3 s Reed al so testif
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proposed revisions to DEPfosr secdrtvo creefrli@etr ss p ave
needs and requirements. Her testimony describ
better reflechtdatoDB®20f servi ce.

Having considered t he record evidence on
Commi ssion fclhhatcl udes obj ecti vesiwhficDERGs rtat:e
achieve the necessary increase in rates to c
further align the cost to serve customers wit
l ightingutaese soakde@d3) design rates that refl ec
to iimowr reasonabl e. Further, the Commi ssion
all ocation of the approved revenue increase t
partiedericogstit he evidence presented and is a
proceeding. Finally, for the foregoing reason
the service riders proposed by DEP in this pr
as psepo unless otherwise specifically addres:

Subsidy Reduction

DEP evaluated rates of return across Cust ¢

COSS. Tr . vol . 11, 179. DEP witness Reed test
return indices as measured by the ratio of <cl a
that over a | engthy period, residential <cust o
his historical subsidy has, i nsomabpastessbeah
DEP defines as class .fabesthe tetalrnCoumphnyg 0
She also testified that an updated compari sc
significant convergence of thet awarsds rtahe dn
reasonabl eness demonstrating the success of
Ssubsidy/ ex@elsda.t by B8DO0

DEP witness Reed explainbd bhat rawdssngne
all ocated to the r ataemoalmdarsss et h aty!| tr taét &2i obna smee t
di stributes the i ncclraesassees ewghuiiltea bMayi nttoaitnhieng e a
or surplus cenwmAntbuti 8 on to

DEP witness Reen thRissipiedee¢diang, i DEP i s a
variance r e.d®ctto omelopf rledOduce i nterclass subsic
class to the avelrdage rate of return.

Cl GFUR witness Phillips testified t®at he
subsidy reduction and instWeadbsedymmeddetdi bha
with DEPG6s | ast rate case proceeding, be the
Trv.ol . 21, 48 3. Witness Phillips t®sorfiee@nt h
100 would be IpdaWiftenreasbsl ePhi |l | i ps claimed that

subsidizing other rate classes by approxi mat el
propos.éd slulbsi dy reduction does nestu basd edyg,uzaatteiloy
and that LGS customers should receiveld. r rate
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Witness Phillips also stated that DEPOGsS propo
the | arge subsidy palid by these customer so.

DoBFEA witness Bliasnskuealwiot ht oDbEkP.6% spu bospiodsye d
uction and stated that DEPO6s proposed all
lates substantiallldqatfBam. i Wt 6SS Béaukt sl
posed rate i ncr ecalsaesss rseushbuslitdiizni nmdreotlhGsSr c | a
i dentlidlt OGM&isssess Bl ank argued that the us.
her variance tha®, DWiPIOIs motopalsleelvil®t e t he
LGS c!| aesasd twa lratsaga iildicrlea-$@8 farelL&GSaands
I |l ead to rate increases fdwell above a | ev
sses farthebaswdyrdthesnetose, witness Bl ank
t the Qoemneicstsitohne use of a variance reduct
el (®) gt har 3% MeEPLPpr dposed.

>0~ d® " ® O
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<P —mQ®nwo<Qa
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rebuttal, witness Reed .@%e stuibfsii eld/ trlreatu c
ces t he rat e i ncreasersatreeqaulesdedr &ces
t e i ncrease [ due t oJofséhei cper op
i fting] costs among rate cl ass
t ha f DEP hadnemp!| @ pseub swiidyn e ¢
posed increase to the resid:¢
p oLsiegdh til megrse avsoeu | tdo i tnlte eas e f
e
Y
P
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ss Reed s tsaitbesd dttyihcane dpbriEoPpdcss a
of gradualism to align re

C T -
D TR

[=N
~ D D

s c¢class cost of service st
EP wil |l .I%.Imd .t future subsi

OO NRFR T g3

T OQT ~,OOD®OD®OD® T T

Duringxpadet hvadarmiersgg, i n rex@aominatti @anchys I
CUCA, andEMoDwi tness Reed acknowledged that O
hi storically subsidi % €at r3x4,d&3V8.0,aHSvBBY etrqg menri &
Reedxpl ained that DEP @i studbrsdsdyfordubei d® to
ncrease for each rate class toward parity wi

ainl ocdtas®&E&%B.Moreover, witness Reed reiter:

subsidy reducti on, DEP att e mptieedr vtioc eb awi atnl
requested rate increases so that certain
h a ratlaeati n¥2@&.asWi.tness Reed further® expl ai
sidy reduction Awould reall ga.tha&r8m .certain

ws~*R,o—
SO
o0 g

c —

opos.él vlad i ance reduction was -£t®8slidt ehn18 wi t

Duri ngextplee t tweanesg, witness Reed al so a
prop

21, 330g ddreaxsasmi nat i on by Cl GFUR, witness Re
N. C. G. S-132. 1662 requires DEP to minimize inter
witness Reed emphasized that the statute onl
subsidi zationeRtent hprgceatabt e, 0ol whsi cwh tinse swsh ¢
Reed expl ained i nexeaeaemsipmatsieont obyc rtolses NCL M, t hi

given that the PBR Statute also requires the
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rate shotk. 1Pr. 1¥M0 As such, witness Reed te
considered ficompeting prioritieso such as <cos
proposindgd tvlae i alhce reduct-2.n. Tr. vol. 11, 32
Based on the eviden€emmnhsdihen ragmoeas ttihaet
reducti o® ios Mne®asonable for application in t
conclusion, the Commission gives significant \
a 1 subsidy reduction elvelnpsuamoveaeteowanrddy
interclass subsidizati on, including but not
residential c¢class, while considering and incort
the Commission recoBhikkespgdhaar gwuimenretssin sup
variance reduction raises a | egivamaarerceomneagu
is not the only issue that a wutility must con
al so declines to kniksepecovmmeredst i Blnant o compl
variance reduction. The Commission has histor
DEP and witness Blank has offered no compelli
this prior practicmi.sdAiccrorfdim@$hd yubahewp Chéduct
just and reasonable and consistent with the P
all customer classes and is |l ess |ikely to | ea

Mi gration Adjust ment

DERvi tness Reed testified that during the r

mi gration, which occurs whecnurcruesntto mearrsi fcfh a nog ea
mor e -efofsecti ve for them. Tr . vol . 11, 181. Wi
introduction of new tariffs, the redesign of
and t he ability of DEPOGs new Customer Conne

comparisons and suggest the best rate for cu
adjtureent to the residenti aldt MG&E16,6anG@p e 6Ef cta
DEP requests a migration adjustment to reside

would s&@verlmore annually and to the LGS cl as
5. ®or more lbadanudlBlly. 266. Witness Reed noted th
in a $12 million migration adjustment for t
approximately $8 million migratiratnmad, uandieah
approximately $1.2 million migr ataiteenatadd.j ust me
1882 Witness Reed noted that DEP is only req
residential c¢class in Rate Year 0 andvyYWRoR aRat e
mi gration adjustment is unnecessary duled.to th
at 821 370. In contrast, witness Reed testifi e
for the MGS and LGS cl assmdyewirl |i gecaRar dyie nf Yoerawa r
and Rate Years 1, 2 lkhdad 3 8@2ndaoM ttnlkees sMRRR.d exp
primary driver for the migration adjustment r
the realignment of TOU windows to system cost
more economically efdVi cnReaad g i Rier sdtgnBEXABI.bi t s
and Bdr8vided the requestldadr migtrlatviooln amount s.
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DoBFEA was the only party to challenge DEPO
DoBFEA witness Blank request edPdtsh aptr ot phoes eCdo nnmi gst
adjustment because it artificially increases
an amount of | ost future revenue that iIis not Kk
Bl ank argued that t he mi gruasticoomeradjwisltime s wi t
schedules when they understand potenti al ut i

choose rate schedules for reasons beybdd tho
Witness Blank argued that t hnes raenldata nvtei criipsakt ebc
that may affect future demand and usWigteneisnsf | u
Bl an argued that DEPOGs migration adjustments
|l es and does not accouwhi cfhormacyu sitnopreecrt
gness t switch even when IpdVi enesal Buanlk
I at some migration wil/| i kely
h r-iekmsithitat iitt icam rsdmedy du
tter Kkindaws -3cbuls tVi ntenre skse hBal vai nokr . a
nges to customer electricity
potentiattli nggtcE¥aswaet bhtpeapana ri sc¢
ng electrild.heating could drive.

Il n rebutt al testi mony, DEPOGSs Rate Design
di sagreed with witness Blankds contention tha"
revenue that i s unknown and -6u8n.meTahseu rRaabtlee .DelTsri. g
testifie that in determining the migration &
used t al cul ate act ualda.ts a2vei 7n. g sS poena itckui s@ aobrieg n k

e |l ai ned that for each participant in

d on their current rate schedul e at
in their ratld@atc| 2266.e athacpnapbssesdvriag
I customers saving more than the th

tion adjdibé m&at eambesngn Panel furt

i t.$ mamap dsewdi Mmds t hhrcosskerdatti webes
pat ed]| dbugrriantgi-eokna oisesvae li so.n -FIEVA, t lwe t D@ B s
ained that the proposed migration a
only consiidereed fftautfshtobaewsd!ld Kav ®ma
money simply by transitii@amidng otee @aodi fi he
e

t

S5 0O Q>3 — 5
- ®d® O

r
h ¢
t |

|l ow the savings threshold that ma
hrough Ibdaha8@varaB76hanges.

(9]
Q
0O O0

Th®ate Design Panel al so testified that th
help customers switch to the best rate mitiga
mi rati on lkdijtuBt8riie M3t7.3 . First, customerg who h
i story wil |IDbhBAsy eRatce eGosmjtaoni sowhi meot ool (part
nect) that | everages historic intelrdaal dat
. Second, customers may al so conttoacrte dDUEPDHtS
ate coimfArrsdonlLGS class customers can al sc

agers. Tr. wvol. 11, 267, 37 3. -eAxsa miintanteisosn Rox

Co
26

S5 - N3 nae —

M a
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the -BEBR, these Large Account Managemge hdalep rLC
complex rates and ddtketr M3 h®. the best rate.

The Commi ssion concludes that DEPOGs propos
reasonabl e considering the evidence of record
persuadebDFBA Wist nBl ank that the | ost revenues
adjustment is intended to compensate are unk!
Reed offered convincing testimony that the Ra
adjustment based bnl hchgatatas®oahred@histavti megsl1lO0
thresholds are reasonabl e, conservative estir

Commi ssi on al so considers witness Reedods t e
Comparison Tool, Cal |l rCdnlarrg eRefpcrceosuemtt aMai nvaegse, r
mi gration concerns and help customers switch
bills, to be an adequate response to witness E
accepts DEPOGs pr oponseendt smiagnrda tfiiomd sa dtjhuesyt s houl
DEP proposed them for the purposes of this pr
Customer Growth and Weather Normalization

DEP witness Reed testified that she provi
customers to DEP wiet niers sc alligwgleattisngf otrheuspr o f
growth in customer s. Tr . vol . 11, 173. Wi tne
appropriate number of customers served and t he
end of the test pelriimat i oDE Po fusreedg rae scsoinon anal
byust omer & paptr c¥adc3h .

| n $uerp| e md mteecdtt i mony, witness Reed testifi
with the Public Staff to periodically update
reus ts to the end ofl cathe2 23%.0 Asorsmac hp,erwiotdness
DEP had updated the Customer Growth Anal ysi s
i nformational purposes only, as DEP witness
Exhibiftodmr NC1040 dleamo EBt3r. ast e s .

Cl GFWRt ness Gorman testified that DEPOGs s a

SGS customers in the base period i-36unWieasessa
Gorman cl ai med that DEP bases its pro forma a
per customer in a single year, which does not
to customer behavior, introduces uncertainty
projection of l i kely futulrdat c d2t6o meWi talescst rG
reecnmended that DEP iwyerateadeusageapfopected us
customers normal i zleddt s428s projection.

On rebuttal, the Rate Design Panel di sagr e
DEP6s residenti al weat hteao nloowmal Trz.edv sla.l es1 ,wi
Design Panel testified that DEP bases energy
SGS customer c¢classes on historical actual we a
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DEP uses kWh sales ovedetdhpetestd wadrappti est
based on 30 years of historical weladiher Rdata
Design Panel al so testified that witness Gor m
forma adjustments mrerobmakdzed weseatper custom
| dihe Rate Design Panel-uex plfaiDEdfPdst hetstt lyeatr
period estimate of number of customers i s be
regression model s arse tflhohatr ,t hédrarealry vogneaper o
r projdadt i-Bo®8s .The regression analysis that
i ghest statistical IndBRd f26DPDuefFinalthent el Ra
sagreed wiotrbmawmidtsneasesc o@mendati orwetamatavkERge
ojected use per Residential customer nor mali
used has been thoroughly vetted by the Publ i
Commi ssi on i n .prMoorre avaere, ctahsee sRat e Design Pane
Commi ssi on approves DEPOs request for an MY
decouplded.

fo
( h
di
pr

The Commission concludes that DEPOs propo
cust omer gr owt h asdojnuasbtl nee nitn alrieg hrte ao f the evi

Commi ssion, therefore, rejects witness Gor man:
does not appear to provide a meaningf ul i mpr o
Moreover, the Commi $sbeorvcderokedes thats case
departure from a customer normalized sales pr
has scrutinized and the Commi ssion has approv

Updated Time of Use Periods

DEP witness Byrdgti mony, st eldtriefcited et hat DEP
and aligned TOU periods acreadsdfierentioai €édsopt
residenti-raé siacdientnioaml customers. Tr. vol. 11, 2
to refresh TOUIl pwsi ¢gsa&aspkeriods do not inclu

A OnPeak (SuMmméO)N9: @O m.

A OnPeak -SNomerm) @Oni.9: @O0 m.

A Di scount {SuGinms) &G0 m.

A Di scounSunmmem) @0 m3: @0 mnd ld..@d: GO m.

A Summer consists ofSetphe mbent hs May

A Noisummer consists of iApbei months October
| dat 234. Wi tness Byrd testified t hat t he

Residenti al -cSdsei Se h &1 e e Residenti adfUsSer vi c ¢
Demand Sch-d@uUbDe -BGYGESGS Ti noefUs e ScheddllCU SGS
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(renamed Sche@QUW) ,e-TINGBSHSCRT P, and the Large Loac
Rider IlddLtC. 241. SeThCekl@BPean RTOWLPP already use t
proposed periods anddwi | | not be I mpacted.

Witness Byrd explained that DEPGO6s existing
are mgoerl camppropriate and increasingly do not a
system Ine@aetds235. Witness Byrd stated that t he
customers and advancédsevedrlal Sppoelciicfyi copddlys . wi

that the new TOU periods will properly align p
di fferent seasons and hours, thereby encouragi
usage; pr ovritduenitthye fooprpoeconomi ¢c use of new tect
management devices, energy storage, and EVs; a
ti mes of | ow system costs, providing incdentive
at 234,2. Witness Byrd testified that the TOU
from observations of the Cost Duration Model (

l ength with stakehol dier 88&u Momgotvlee , CRD&Etness B
the proposed TOU periods have already been app
current -TOARHA fasn dTRBGBAH.At 235.

The AGO was the only party that recommende
TOU periods. AGO awommersde Netl sadtn DEP shi ft its
OnPeak period one: 0@ r®BPe ar. | iTer. tvml 5 18, 89.

claimed that ¢tPreiak Pemmerd roul d better reflect
year of the CDM out2®Bt0 JH.t2 0&6L., WiOt2r6e s anNlel son w
O CDM out
2

concerned with DEPOGs use of the 203
wei ght it as heavily as 2021 and 2026 output
farthest in the fwmbsteuanebtt h89M.ef or e t he

I n his rebuttal testimony, DEP witness Byr
DEP should shif t-Petahke pSumnmedr t@n 5: 00 to 8:00
Wi tness Byrd reiterated that DEPogsladccbs66dt
9: ®O m. SummenkOperiod at | ength with stakehol
based the proposal on observations from t he CI
factor s, including system costs tlhdatouyh0 .2 0I3r0
response to the AGOO6s conc-kooki nggappirogcDEPDH:
the new TOU periods, witness Byrd explained t|
periods now, before many resi dentmiazle cduisstrounpetri:s
once more customers are on TOU rates ladad have
304. Additionally, witness Byrd explained that
evolution are appropriate becsausktot heglaial ¥
Mor eover, witness Byrd testified that i f t h
recommendati on t o <sPheiafkt ptelrea oRummer5: @0 to 8: 00
Rate ScheldaCBEB ®RndTGWPHPRunder whichr t ®ea8umme
period is 6:i0wWwoulod 9exXPerpi,emce a change i n TOU

been on these rate scheéedatl ex70f.orAsa ssuhcohr,t gpievrei
approval of RaT@WEEPhaddl SLPHR, shiftmaeg -Ohe Su
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ol
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period to 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. would presunm
OU perilbdri sitadbBiyl,i twi.t ness Byrd testified
m. SumRmeakOperiod better alignslewvehstabat
r generation on the system, as contempl at e
shift the net pdakt td7120ater in the after

- o

$0©0
_QJO_|?\_

0
[

The Commi ssion declines to adopt witness Ne
t he SumnrPeerakOmperiod to 5:00 to 8:00 p. m. DEP
testimony that it would not b®ema&kapemalbldetoo5
8: 00 p.m. given that the CRDS anaiPea&d ptelne o@l:,

DEP basedopls al on the CDM, and the Commi ssi
Summer-POak period for DEPOGKREBt an SICEGEHP R ebn R

addition to ensuring proper price signaling a
technologies, romnhgl gviaencates that DEPOG6s mod e
i mprove price and cost causation alignment. At
DEP6s new TOU period should be approved as p

Resi denti al

The residential rate icnlgassatiencs uledultehse:
Service Schedul e RES, Rdbsied e maan d SSEr®MdildcLel eT i R
Residenti al -oSlksrev i Sceh eTdQtdee aRMd Resi den-bdUale Ser v
with Critical PeakOWMPIPci ing. Sf.akbdul&, R18

DEP witness Reed testif toegpdent haantd DrEoRl ipfryo pRoess
Rate Sch®BAQUDet ® moderni ze the TOU periods and
structure to betterl dVMethess Reetdd eaps$ ai nen. t

addreds-FOUD tari ff redesign and that the modi f|
more choices regarding Itda.ei 18BneAdygi toasampy]
testified that in response to feedback efrom c
applicability of residenti al rates to include
that are at the same service address laast a sej
187. Witness Reed testified that i fTDEtPh ewi @d mmi
all ow existing customers to move from a gen:ct
schedule for detached structures at tlhda.t s ame
188. Further, witness Reed testi fiieesd atnh dtn cwleia
to the monthly Basic Customer -Chdlaatged t ©o sbtest t
mi ni mi ze custudomardizraddsson, DEP i s not proposin
Charge in thigdatprb&8eedBEpgci ficallfy,edwitthmd s sDEHR
proposing to maintain the monthly reOWREntial
R-TOU, amh@WLRP rate schedudReedatDi$E&t8FEXhibits
and 6 _3 illustrate the Basic Custlomese<Lhfhogest
propoatey@darisda.t IT¥0. Ex. vol. 11.

Il n his direct testimony, AGO witness Nel so
explore making TOU rates default fl&2r. tWd nreessi
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Nel son ar guedeftawmltt DiEfPDisd ernitSicdle dud teie rREISh @ € o1 | &

no-himarying energy rate that does not send a
customers, thereby causing more costs to be in
hout ea.t -11Ms such, witness Nelson argued that g
to get residential customers onl &tTAUW1lr. atle sitse
the Commi ssion should explore other avenues f

I

(
i

as makOWbgrates default fbdttHelresi denti al c

I n his direct testi mony, Public Staff wi t
generally supports the proposed changes to t he
modi fications. Tr . v ol 20, 172. Specifically
Commi ssion approve DEPOs proposal to allow d
structures on the same residential premise to
| dat -¥BH3 However, witness Williamson recomme
customér st his change through bilHdati ns&5,t 080.
Additionally, regarding DEPG6s Basic Customer (
t hat DEP set the Basic CusTOUheanAilimr gée f be Sat
$1.40Wer moattd as Schedmtul 27 RES180.

DoBFEA witness Blank also testified regardi
the residenti al cd3a.ssSpelai.fiveodl.l y21 ,wid2n2ess BI .
DEPOs proposed rate ihccéass hot ehkeeedsildedt
retail base révdenue increase.

I n their rebuttal testimony, the Rate Desi i
recommendation to make TOU rates default for
WitneBReed and Byrd testified that the choice
the customer because TOU rates only yield syst
signals and shift | oad dawriyn @ x o e tp elmékd mpieers @ ,0 d
winttess Reed explained that forcing a resident.i

be harmful and result in higher bills i f they
to priceldaitgmall2s.. Therefore, witness eReed te
approach to expanding TOU rate adoption is t

encourage volulndaar y8ddopgtlidlon.

I n response to the Public Staffodés recommen
t he Rate Designt HReutbelc St adptdhsd pr oposal to not
through bill i nsert or a separate mailing abc
rates to include detached garages, bar ns, an
service addr essi masr ya rsegiad drndeti, a2 ccbbhRhtal so a
t he Public Staffds proposal to set th&€0OBasic
and-TRUD atOOl$dka. 280.

The Rate Design Panel al so disagreed with w
the rate increase flolat th@2 ReFheleRatal Dedsdiagri . Pa
witness Blankés rate increase proposal would s
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customer classes which is notstncausat iwan haltih
gradualism, and the ladbordagepdet Inenatreiensgh o cvki.t n

Reed explained that by shifting the rate incr
cl asses, i ncluding thenkési dantei alncecleas®, pwiotpn
LGS class at the expense of all other customer

percent for Istmtme8&% a3%@s.

I n Ilight of the partiesd testi monyssand al l
concludes that DEPOs proposed rate design for
Public Staff modifications to which DEP agree:
agrees with witnesses Reed and Byrtde thhmdult d eb e
with the customer. Addi tional l vy, the Commi ssi
regarding the appropriateness of modify4ng thi
TOU anAldOUD to be set .0Dt0at beasad®ehs dldtlhee RSEBSme Th
Basic Customer Charge the Commi ssion approved
that it appropriately balances the needs to o
causation, minimize subsidizatiton,cuasndmgmrayv i a
rate class, while also moderati-ngagdecusmpamer
Se019 DEP Rate Order 203. Accordingly, the C
Cust omer Charges as set forth i nm Reed jRxhi ba

reasonabl e and are therefore approved.
Medi um Gener@MG@8pdviaege Geneb&@8) Service

The MGS rat e cl ass i ncludes al | nonr esi
requirements from 30 kW to 1, 000chkhWdandedsc o mMEGISs
SGSTOU (proposed to 4dOUYSeambedr MbllAS Ener gy St
SchedulT&E€SGS Agri cHlarwvreaslt Po®ttessing (Experi men
St orage) ScAESY|l ChAPwEUs eli BlehedluUQWLE, CHChur ch an
SchoolceSeSwhedul e CSE, and Church and School
11, 190. The LGS class includes all nonreside]
of 1,000 kW or greater and consistsTOW, taaedf ol
LGS Reale TPirmcing) RcadHedul a9UGS

Il n her direct testimony, DER pwisterde 3 lad Re el st

he MGS and LGS®%H date B8FheWiul eess Reed testifi
roposing to increase thetBasMG6SCastdom&6 C€hasc¢
eflect the cost of Isdetrviag. t8pesei tiucaloimg,r swi
hat DEP proposes to increase the Basirct €€usto

ears from $28.50 to $3dh.aGek& per vimaret, h ofror$ 3Vi. 0P

O =-SL =T

equest-phdde erer viiceomnsd hbaTdol g MIERE) da.t -190
1. Additionally, DEP proposes to increase t he
orradyelar s f r.o0m0o$ 260ADO6 r mo datth .19 4 .

°Not e DIEB&t proposed chaGHERI Pt ar &c tieusperag s & d
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DEP witness Byrd testifiedarexeltaheri h@gmaDrEd 6
structure for renamdd aSradheSawuh douMEa tL G8 § 3
Specifically, witness Byrdpattateedmamadts DEWC pu o
of the following components: &cbBbasre Demdamd bGQha
which DEP would apply to the higher of either
across all periods over tHWeopreéeneoCsosnl?amonDesm
Peak Demand Charge, depesalgdaddctioanteadtvomcadi on
and transmission costs, which DEP would apply
ofpfeak -peraknperiods but excluding discount per
designed to recover peald dlrlacnsanti isen omf c@rsd du ¢ te
customer 6s contribution to system demand durin
customer 0s meakurdeedmndaoird 443 Wi tness Byrd expl a
proposefdatthrdemand strovet precwiltlranmparency an
cost causation based on both the size and ti mi
in tandem with DEPOsI| partopRodsded TOU peri ods.

Addi tio I

na witness Byrd tladstri ffieed btalcekt ,d
t he CRDS, DE
d

valuated the alignmelnda.t o24bB61i | |
Witness Byr stated that this analysis showed
from energy charges to demamtd tthacgets caps avie
wide spectrum of customer energy usage profil
| dWi t ness Byrd stated that as a result of thi
that DEP institute pri dimhetrhatecoefelrgctthroluigd
for TOU d.at es.

y
e
t

Kroger Co. and Harris Teeter witness Biebe
MGSTOU rate design.-70T2r.. Ivnol hi s21di ré6eQcat t est i me
acknowl edged thatMGBEROsrpteposiediprove al i gnme
charges and the underlying embedded costs, 0 b
| ower than the damtan@9 4.niWi tcroesss 0Bi eber recom

and Adraeaevanuvual 06 chRhgepr apo-3DER) MGBEErgy and der
charges that he contends will i mprove the alic¢
underlying costs while employing the-cprissci pl
rate | rhpatt $9.87 Specwiftinceaslsl yBi eber recommende

proposef@atrhrdemand charges each be @ mnrde & head
t he pr oppoesackd eonfefr gy charge be reducédatby69a8 .cor
I f the Commission detergmiadeusalt hagptpramcévdro madr
DEPOs underl ying costs i s appropriat e, Wi tr
recommendat i elnQU tBhaaste MD@&Sma n dP &€dlar @eemamd dChar ge
Peak Demand Charge each be inctrreaseudmbgf prloeo
charges is ndblodsda htehami@&0 cost of demand from
the correstpwRadi ngvith a corr espondpenagk aedneursgym
charge so that the modilfdhcaZIO@n i s revenue ne

Commerci al Group witness Chriss also express
TOU rate design does not refl ect the underl yi
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responsi bility wlthhi B 8t7h eWirtatees sc IChgs esss ch @ati me d
fully aligned T peopoded hBIG§es wit k etlrag edn de
cost dat 527. Witness Chriss testateddcbbas tabt
energy charge is inconsistent wihhaceéiftausad
cost responsibility from | ower | oad factor cus:i
overpay foel demdndosts DEP incurs t hdotugsh28.rov
Witness Chriss also céfaimeldy thad o D&Pe wgtudndlr & @ she

through a demand charge instead of t hrough th
susceptibleetat wdathdr ot her fluctuations in us:¢
certainty and enanmmeil sgta.b3 28 uWiitlnietsys Chri ss test |
purposes of this case, the Commercial Group doc¢
MGSTOU at DEPG6s proposed revenue requirement, i
revenueemeguj the Commercial Group recommended

proportionately to the energy char deaekst t02Dett el

I n his direct testimony, AGO witness Nel so
to irmcrtehaes | evel of fixed costs it recovers t|
93101. Witness Nelson testified that DEP has
approach to increasing cost recovery through
wi t ht coassusation or that 1t willdht r9878.ulSp eicni fsiucpae
witness Nelson c¢claimed that the way DEP categ
not fixed does not account for many @oawer S

oversimplification oftmpbasick@®&ssnhitiosdtsi ¢ aday e
coll ecti-emphasdi deer moagset avoidance ladatd syst
95. Accordingly, witness Nelson recommemded t
Schedul eSsOWMG&Nd-TQAWSt o a | evel t hat i's above
mai ntaining strong {PriakeP aCdki,i oasn d ediwseceonu Mtn per
price signals to customer s, and correspondi ng
reeids ener glydart at9e3s . 97, 99. Witness Nelson al s

propose Critical Peak Pricing (CPP) rate opti

can contribute to | ower costlga.tan30 6mp0Wivtende sssy
Nel son cl|l ai meddée¢ shhiagnevdhi T@QU wedtles can i mprove
cost s, they are not precise enough to suffici
peak eVdnt sD62 Wi tness NeatsoPP etsatriiffifesd ptrhovi d
the ability to flexibly identify peak | oad e
during short, but highly ilndpacl1®2], periods o

CUCA witness O6Donnel | testad i EB®BGU ergaatred i n
design. Tr .-6 .ol Ov &rlagl I16,55wi t ness O6DDQ@QU el &t &l a
design is Aoverly compl exo, not beneficial t o
energy cohdumérs,. Witness O6Domnmalkt!| hal slo dt et i
with DEPG6s propos alPse atko DenmpalnedmeChta rag eMi dwhi c h i
with the realities of how much manufacturing h
manufacturers are Aon theymaamri g tfhey asr é omat
able to shptddwnt i mimd to dwat do6PraWi tnemes. O6Do
stated that he objected to the inclusion of a
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he argued coul d | ock c usstiovnee rasn di nutnor eapnr eosveenrt|ayt
charge i f their peak demarkd pedxtordd&@S8 uAs nguam,
witness OO0Donnel | recommered&kd Dreemamwda IChafr g h e
ratchet from the Bladae B&EmHmabd O9Char ge.

|l neth rebuttal testimony, the Rate Design
various adjustments to DEPOGs proposed-7TMGS and
Specifically, DEP di sagreed with witness Bi eb¢
TOU t-papee demand charges®@Wbgndntaddetduoa-at heaOp
peak energy charge by bhdado rZr2els plomed i gt ea mbeusnit g
explained that while witness Bi eber 6s pr opo:
approaclks inobtdesufficiently <consider gradual.i
adverse outcomes, such as rate shlodak, 27@r 1 o\
contrast, the Rate Design Panel testified th
demand chmd geeserraespondingly decreasing energ
gradual i sm with-odleirgghbeent t o cost

Additionally, while DEP disagreed with wit
all ocate any decreased revenueemegqugiyr emanmntgepr
Schedul-#OMGSt he Rate Design Panel noted that I
energy and demand, as appropriate, to meet t
treats both | ow |l oad factor andnkdi ghohvoade t aat
change shifts lodamctu27fradbal Rgte Design Panel
agrees with witness Chriss that demdmrmd edharogd:
| da 276. However, t he Rat e DEePsimus tPaaled o elxal
allgnment to cost cabdat i2orn7 .wiAtsh squrcahd u a lhies nRa t
testified that DEPO6s proposed rates, which r
demand charges, result i noSemprcevevhi &li carl meon ti
necessary gradualism in order to avoid potent
customer s.

Additionally, the Rate Design Panel rebutt

should increase cost recovery through energy
demand charges foTOScaherduQBSA.tIMGBE72. The Rate
Panel e xtph aati neantrary to witness Nelsonds rec
modest increase in fixed cost recovery througt
through enerlggfhheh®&ages Design Panel testified
increase aostt hreoawgvyhe demand charges bodfh | mpr
service and provides meaningf ul price signals
| drhe Rate Design Panel explained that witnes
hi gher | oadmefrasc,t owhoc unsatroe consi stently use fi
cost to serve per unit of energy, and thus i nq
varying | oaddt fag8or 3he Rate Design Panel furt
Nel spnodposaetde dvesiil gin encour age more consistent
t hroughout the month and weaken price signals
peak ti mes, thereby increasing the strain on
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need for tisnveuslttmemat ely i ncreas$nhng 2c/ods.t sl nf ocro na
the Rate Design panel testified that DEPOs I
targeted behavioral modi fication to reduce d
demand woeulndorder ifi xed clodt investments.

Further, in response to witness Nelsonds r
rate option for MGS and LGS customers, the Raf
was unnecledas ar2y’.6. The Rate Dadi gdhurPamgelt hreo tC
stakeholders generally favored new hourdl.y pri
Addi tionally, the Rate Design Panel stated t
proposals offer suitable and sufbfliecileémtdsopti o

0]

The Rate Design Panel also testified that
ecommended changkesak oD®OmE&®0Hd O®harge and Base
nder ScheldUleda.tLt GEB7 The Rate Design Panel e X
rpoosed-PdMak Demand Charge plays an i mportant
mounts of fixed co9tesaka g odiuatta d nwiatnikdl dormnsm
t Similarly, the Rate Design Panel t es
gned to reflect certain system cost
on assets fThohandr emai mreomcsdtoxdmret tyyedrh
priat el gl.hiet iRlait ze Deas i rgant Plhaente.leresx pl ai
i c o Arsoiusntde,nti nlcolauddsi ngye asrome manuf a

e

i

[

0
i b

.
=y

t

m the ratchet feature because demal
HZrde8. Mor eover, as witness ibByrdtthest
Charge reduces bill volatility fo
Averyl dabon®HBi6Gdt elnhte cFaatreg eBesi gn |
h witness O06DonndIOIUGsr at kea tagsc t cew €
S customers taki-hQU s&rei genaemall
nd capabl e dfdatun@8d&®st alodiemng er
t he CRDS, DEPO6s proposed tariff
with -abegwihnlclat to cost

CoOno0oQO0O WMo TTO0 YT o
SPOO0 TOPQCODOTT TR
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DEP, the Commerci al Group, and Kroger Co.
MGS Parti al Rate Design Stipulation resol ving
bet ween the parties. ThS®t i iMGSH &Ptairdn ag ® Ruafit cete kDeets h
reduction in revenue requirement, as determin
to Rate Schteidlmdbse MGEOU), should be applied to
Parti al Rat e Design Staitp Klraotgieaon Ceol.s oca npdr oHvair dre ss
withdraw 1its proposal t hat DEP study-sitthee po
aggregate commercial rate. Finally, the MGS P&
Kroger Co. and HarrbseTéebreRedeasen®Reqoppemen
the PI Ms Stipulation.

DEP &£€ddoFUHRtered into the LGS Parti al Rat e

some of the iIissues in this proceeding between
Stipul ationapiyovinde atslkeati n energy charges r e:
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DEPOs revenue requirement to HeOUr e anReradsdS f r ¢
Time Pricing (RTP) rate schedul es, as deter mi
Il i mited to a derscserrnthaaghe htaHdt oifs t he approved o
to the LTGGBY, LGSRTRGS|I asses, respectively, excl
for the IT0OY¥, BGRTRPGHEate schedul es. The LGS F
Stipulation al st apeid s esuttwmemtnlyy ctuaki ng- ser vi
TOU, oRTPGHate schedule that switch tariffs t
Hourly Pricing (HP) tari ff, i n the event t he
proceeding.

Schedul-RTPLGS a historical rate op
with exposure to marginal prici
Tr . vol . 11, 2RITP $Scshediulrent 6§
O kW or igsr eadapepe danat 85 no
I mony, DEP witness Byrd testifiedRTRat DE
new applicants but gr andbfppatchén calukryentwi tcn
i fied thatScheeRl uRieP ILtGoSI npew appl i cations bec
and discard the w&RITtPlL dastt -3t38 jWiitnn esscsh eBdy
ned that DEP propoRd@$ bechhusezetSchkeddim
some anodntdaciens onnogtoicng CBL adj ust ment s, C
owing increment al | oad tolrketmadml.on mar
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ally, witness Byrd t-REPiifs eapphapr i
hHeP  nper wo pSocshedddibl yen@ER. By r d expl ai ne
ule HP in response to stakehol der
exi bl e marginal Ipdi c248 atlei kve tthh e
B
r

O QO
S oo~
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i n t
Sched
re |
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f
witness
k W drda.tg
nes the | evel above which DEP will bill al
rsedbaosn a cusnoommdéir asaph2 history, with modif
ponsiveness during Iltdameg246f WiitdessnByrdie
new approach to reestablishing CBlss will
growing | oads t hatr easrpeonrsdtvegomsisautlgntnlgy ip
very from such | oads aftefr dMi he emer iBydidc sC|
the newly proposed CBL management aits ave
edul e HP will i ncl.u0@e r a mm gheoguiar b ttaod daecrc oouf n t
ad pricing uncertainty andfmpomvi de mamegi
y pulrdvdhaeess Byrd testified that DEP pro
cipation cap due to the durabillidd.y and s

tyhdt sfahedul e HP will be avail a
283 . erUnder Schedul e HP, DEP will

- o
o
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EA witness Blank recommended trleatuetshe C
TPheat&Sbecause DEP has not demonstr
2134336W|tness B FRaTnPk itse o tuil fliye & utbhsactr il
ng the rate DEP would peeveepl abeng
PL&GWSst omer, which may provi da & 3f6f.i na
1Ty, wi tness Bl ank ar guRTP thheacda uBEP
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Schedule HP is ficategorical-RyP dardd ea kiast @i dtr oar
suitable repl aceRemtt fdaitf fBRB&, L33 8. Witness B
express any concer nghtwi-387 Schedul e HP.

Il n rebuttal, the Rate Design Panel di sput e
the -RGB rate ahoulogpememT#88.vdodln. reElspon&4L t o wi
concerns that -RTBepastomgr LG&8ul d provide a wi

Design Panel testified that 1t does not anti
switch RoParabdemcause under such scenario, a ¢c
switching tolaathiyher Thd eRate Design Panel |
Bl ankds i magined scenario is wunrealisti-c beca
RTP are genetiatdtyedopmd | arge and would not n
|l ess attralcRavbeoptilbe. Rate Design Panel testd.i
occurs ®RTPLGBhe customer would | ikely be | ea
ot her wt shi swi twosat lroameea, t hus | owari ng DEPOs r

The Rate Design Panel also disagreed with
a suitabl e suBRSTtPl. dTuhee Reotre LBESsi gn Panel test

similarities heexdiuslteRBLEGSwa dn SE8bledpueée @i HiPcal | 'y, t}
Design Panel stat eRIT A htaatr ibfoft ha ntdh eSclh@GSd ul e HP:
customers with a | oad of 1,000 kW or greater;
above a CBLandhre3hotdntain incremental demand
mar glidat 885 Further mor e, the Rate Design Pan
bet weermRTIPG&Rnd Schedule HP demonstrate t-hat Sc
RTH.cat ZF®&G i nstsannccee under Schedul e HP DEP wil
four years and reduce them wusing a method t
responsiveness during times of grid constrain
CBL coul d have exifppd supri cticmg marfgieres ponsi 8¢ e
behawiaorcsust omer benefit that -K3€stldaitf 2xX8i6st
Rate Design Panel explained that these ad
customers canofeduyskeenchupealg tomsebsstently
the need for additional peakingldesour
Iy, a CBL reestablishment every four 'y
ive evetemalt hg @Bleamd receive cing

- ~

p pri n
Cc S appropriate as such |l oads begin to
dtast. BF6 Additionally, because of the reduc
r R CBL reedsthablIRiagremedrets,i gn Panel testified
edul e HP without | datpa2r8t7i.ci Fpiandlolny,c atphe Raf
| ai ned that Schedule HP will more effectiv
n t BRel PL @ Snrcief fScshiedul e HP i s not capped an
tomers can confidently expect to be abl e t
l.n summary, t he Rate Design Panel stated t
edule HP mir S&TPSchedupeop&sed i mprovement
ati ve -RToP ttheer iLTGFS yi el d a more scal abl e, du

cusltda.meB87
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Duringxpbédet hvadarmiersgs, wWitness Reed el aborat e
burdassoci ated witdRTBcdaéedBIBd I1S®ci fically, Wi
explained thatRTPcheduwl ¢ elsG8reation of a CBL a

refl ect an 1individualldatusSBt2dmeWwiodtsn ecspe rRaeteido ntse s
undguch processes, DEP sets a CBL for every h
then wupdate this data both annually and ever

Shutdown ddtay&21 Wi tness Reed also described ¢t
nuall ¥yi g and cal cul ati ng |l tahte 3RET2P. bWiltln efsosr
rther noted thamei petabeesel wobof mRNhR.glen Sched

ntrast, witness Byrd testified that Schedul ¢
Mer| e -RTGSda.t 385. For example, witness Byrd
es a CBL management approach that i's alrea

ogrnabnt. 250T,hi3s85pr ocess of CBL management wi | |
mitmriast i vely burdensome calendar mapping and
r- - the exisltdang2KRIP Faseead, after establish
i1l automatically rele.s.tablish every four yea

ST T S WNMWO ™3I
0o wmwoOoocCcw

At the reconvenled 24ear2m33winPous s c DSt & f | i

testified regarding the ®thédl LSS StPafrftdal ¢ Rad
Stipul a$Speni fically, Public Staff witness D.
opposes theomstipel ataizccsom sdthtiae t idt e designer ' s
appropriately figure out how the revenue req!
cl astsoul d be all adhaet echebgtyweaenrd deommlanthe ompba:
Trvol . 24, 86@8.tHattwewbil|l €ithe stipulation might
of service, the stipulation, in the Public St s
cost is apportioned between kder g pd md nccalmd rhad
designenot parties to the proceeding, shoul d
components ofateatdesag®en umatetresrt anding of | o ¢
individualspge aisfsiesal |l y with respdetexpl al hedusts
PubIlStaffdés position that, for tthhd sbastaspasi ttil
adequately price energy, dénmneats 29 3.t hi@gl tciuma toaney
concluded that the rate designer i s iingntehde be
to recover costs from customer classes most i
utility to sémdavtBed4 eatlb al aesconcluded that ra
alignment with cost causaltda®rb. arUdyt,j unwmd ethegt irfe
t hat the Publ i c St EEofmmiesccoampne mase t shtait pnu loa tdiea n
to allow rate designers to do their work. He
same conclragieomdesn gn as thiapulsati dortthhem tthe
woul d sulpda®i7t it.

DEP wissnByrd teslt@S iPeadr ttihaalt Rahtee Desi gn St
volve any interclass subsidy and that the d)
t ween t hea dareewagqiyd axromponents of the rate 1 mg
hedul e for thleda@ust OBEFPr weltmess Byrd testifi
moVvi ngr elagtaecd tgosts to the demand componen
ring thenfompriRdt e Design process. He testi

oo wnwuoc—
c O M S
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At a hijgbEPewkdd at cost of service and det
be appropriate to increase the amount of
demand charges relative to energy. We wr ot
and thee Comppampysed inewhisriopemald pates,
particul afrTIOW, fdamck&&8sed the amount of fi X
through demand charges.

d.t 75.

nterclass s
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DEP witness Byrd testified that whil e the
ubsidization,acttherme cmisglotmebes avi ¢ Ih
f

sed on | oad actor but this | mpddat-7787/s- 83 al
Cl GFUR I 1 witness Collins confirmed that
uld not cause an iohterdl,ag.subsidy. Tr. v
Considering the partiesd testimony and t he
mmi ssion concludes that DEPO6s proposed rat
asses, including the modifications agneed t
[

the LGS Partial Rate Design Stipulation,
sic Customer

udes that DEPG6s proposed Ba
ahd $B80cl ass,

I
omer Char0Ofes ohe$BMGES c |00 s
riate balance that provide rates that ac
idizati on, and provide proper price signa
ses, whi |l e al so moderating t hleoaidmpfaacctt oo
1o gn.e

additio I
ation a

n t he Commi ssi on concludes t
| n
i ations b
I T
n
;

: h
d LGS Partial Rat e Desliegpngt it i p
et ween parties who took opposi
tednomhegs he Commi ssion also finds that
l ation and LGS Parti al Rate Design Stip
s the parties present to the Commi ssion
| at isensondedrdend r a ssuecsl,asmoti sisnutessr, and
easing the amount of fixed cost recovery
gy, which is consiBhentCommitds iDEP 6a&c kOhmSnS .
ern of ther ®PiumdgircatSe addsirgmaand the prefer
be constrained by agreements between the
apportionment o f costs between demand an
ically, tédenC€oemofsstibem ¢@akeern that t hic
serso within a particular customer <cl as:
| custom@h€owmi ssehoa ckagpersuaded by DE
GS ParbesigmRaSti pulation does not resul
s
[
I
t

n
u
t

i

u
e
u

O =S ST CcT "~O0OT —

ci f
0
[

customers within the c¢class only sligt
on. The Commi ssion notes that no party
Rattiep uDeastiigonn S esul ts i n any i rctlearscsl ass

[
I
a
L
c
a
[
C il on of revenue requirement, or i s not

O ~Twmwow

t
t
a
a
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the Commission concludes that the MGS Partial
Rat e D®etsigwl ati on are reasonable and should be
of the concerns raised by tahpeprPouvballi ci nSttahfifs, pt

shall not be takemtadg hen Ciommdni csatiioommn gener al |y
deisgn settl ements, winldl td$eer LCtoimmi ses iroamt e desi gn
the wutility and any customer or cust omer gr o
achieving just and reasonable rates for al/|l c

Testimony from wytdesBassbBeed,an®d Chriss i
change toTOUer MGS&S design agreed to in the MGS

is reasonable and based on cost causation. Th
Design StipulatiomMGEiovienenmgy el ateswngapiol i es
TOU rates proposed in this rate case. This pr
rate design structure in future rate cases an
rate designsteBuimobaymdérem witnesses Reed, By
t hat the change to the LGS rate design agrec¢
Stipulation is reasonable and based on cost ¢

the LGS PartialpuRate oDepirgwi Siion relating to
only to thao0oUGSan®kRGBGEates proposed in this

customers currently taking ser v+viQe, unBEPGRat e
that subsequentl yHEWwWitahitb ertbhbe HRetari ff.
bind DEP to any particular rate design struct
DEPO6s ability to study alternative rate desig

Additional l vy, the Commission cencl SdReedulha
LGRTP to new customers effective October 1, z
further concludes that DEPO6s proposed Schedul
declines to adopt witness Bl anKToB o peecno mime n d @
cuesmers after DEPOGs proposed freeze date. Witn
that keeRITPgopb€&8 is unduly burdensome and unn
Schedul e HP. Accordingly, the Commi ssion agr e

freezeRTPGSAdditionally, the Commi ssion reject:c
Schedule HP as fdcategorical |-RTRLI fThee e@b hmit hs=
concludes that t h eRiTgPh aScdh eSlauH ed ul @S HP cont ai
similaritines st he tdviefefnertene t wo rate schedul es
be more effective and eRTR.cient than Schedul e

The Commi ssion declines to adopt witness N
to DEPOGs proposed MGS and LGS maPandlesbfher
convincing testimony that it is appropriate t
through demand charges in this proceeding sin
causation across the range ofprasitdimeg meamdi fig
signal s. I n contrast, the Commission finds th
in subsidization between customers with varyi
The Commi ssion al so r eguweestts twh atn etshse N&Ed nsnoinséssi a
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rate at this time givelnOUt haen dd&dG Srnatefs tme N
introduction of new hourly pricing options.

The Commi ssion also declines to adopt the |
to removeakheDeMmadnd Char ge and the ratchet fro
on the grounds that these charges are based
refl ects DEPOs cost of service and provides ¢
to shift cdneumptiaoidl paeduce cost s.

Smal | Gener@$GService

The SGS rat e cl ass i ncludes al |l nonr esi
requirements below 30 kW and consists -of the
TOUE, andOwe®. Tr. vol. 11, 188.

I n her direct testimony, DER pwisterde 3 fad Re @ st
the SGS ratd dstc h28& | Wst ness Reed testified th
increase the Basic Customer Charge for dhe SGS
t hese cus$ tdaotmel 89 . Specifically, witness Reed
increase the Basic Customer r&€hyeage foomti$&1SG6
$22.00 per month for all SGS schedul esf dro min
customers with | ow monthly wusage and to maint
for customers wil&Minntelss RE@Rdcltaesd.i fied that
the Base Customer Char ge rattye &2 &Wi0t0n pead nwolnst ch
testified that DEP proposes retaining the cur
second bl ock bei ng® apepsrso xti hmaant etl hye 1f8i r st d bl ock
Witness Reed stated that SGS energyuetted ar
revenue ilmcrease.

I n his direct testi mony, AGO witness Nel s
Schedul-g0&L®F. Tr. v®6B. WiBt,neldbdss Nel son cl ai med
designed, ScTh@klEePed86S not appear thoe nperfovti dien
comparison to DEPOG6s default IJT@WEo mtnidgn tithmade ri |
Schedul-20&L®P woul d be cost !l odWirt nfecsrs ded tscome rcsl
t hat SchedOWeLPPSGRs higher rates across every
strong disincentive for customers to enroll a
evenlitdat 106. He testified that DEP had previt
pricing coneTeQOWBPROt ANn&GShat as of Febstuamegr 202
had enroll ed disn s theeh ,t awiitffess Nel son argued t
SGSTOWLPP so that customers who opt for the raf
opportunities to save if they reslpdo.nd appropr

DoBFEA witness Blank also testified regardi
the SGS <c¢cl ass. Tr . vol . 21, 323. Speci ficall
mai ntain its proposed rate increaséeéedfor the S
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| n trheebiurt t al testi mony, the Rate Design Pa
pricing concEOWPWwRI tAr SG®%ol . 11, 282. As such,
stated that DEP will -R@PPttbobhbepmocengompessG
to SchedUWUDBHESGS8 encourage adopti oh dRoefg atrhdei nngo r
witness Blankds recommendation on the propose
Design Panel testified that witness Blankods
increaskhe fLG®,M ¢l ass to other <classes, contrar
cost causation, gradualism laddd the avoidance

Considering the partiesd6 testimony and the
concludes that DEPOsopriolpes8@88bapkesseoesi madifi
i tcsompl i ancei sfijlusig and reasonabl e The Commi
proposed Basic Customer. O@Pear gnent hcf@easaltl o SBE
strikes an appropriate balance that provides
and thus, mi ni mizes subsidization and provide
SGS customer <class. Adadint iagmrealelsy,witthhe tGoemnR asts
t hat DEP should make a compliancBOUIPIPing te a

more competitive and to encourage adoption o
declines to adopt wi t nes sdjBusatnnkednst sp rtoop otsleel $
because his proposal would result in greater
principles of gradualism or cost causation.

Lighting

DEP provides outdoor l ighting service unde
Ligh$emygi ce Schedul e ALS, Street Lighting Seryv
Service (Residential Subdivisions) Schedule SL
service under Sports Field Lighting (Swertverceed)Sc
Schedule TFS, and Trafficl &itgnle®l7.Service Sched

I n her direct testimony, DEP witness Reed

changesLitgohtilitasgs sclhd.du2®2. Wi th respect to ol
witmneReed testified that DEP has adjusted the

schedules to achieve a combined outdoor l i gh
eliminate the difference between the monthly r
Sthedul es r ar Ifdaxt dW8s awd nepaelse Rlepas tes

si mi |l
urrent SLS class has a significa

fo [
because the ¢ e

AL P recommends a higher lidncr ea:
e

Schedul e S, D
|

E
Wi tsnse Reed al so testified that DEP proposes to
to align with DECO6s loda.t dd0t. | Wghhesoyg BEEdrexpl
wi || continue to serve existing customegrs unc
move to another schedule and new customers ca
ALS, as alpeolicabl e.

I n their di rect testi moni es, NCLM witnesse
proposed incrlLeaghebafHor atbefar tbe pobgkhnandl ha
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® =

Tr . -6\2al 7688, 77&813. Witness Mann testifi
abeghdlopamgs customers are almost triple tI
and al most doubl e theMY®&WPe rpaefydaddncad 2.as e
S Mann al so asserntgdhdeti mgys DEPési pcropase
palities in North Carolina Ato choose |
g property taxes on citiszgmsd ., fd canhceo
Y
S

Q S T

| idst stG@.etWiltigmphdd naf f®» datser i b

Scoc
S O"03S TS " ~0O0
— =SS —®n—-5S0 "0

IJOOD®DO —O ®*

i es

tlkdogs over three years aghtith?z9 .opp
affo and Mann requesuédythavithwe pCa
or services to municipalities to
y | eatte 7i6rbcr e7a83e s .

~s-3-3s- -0

s =

mi

I n his direct testimony, Public Staff witn
of DEP®Opoged changes to Schedule SLR, includir
to its Outdoor Lighting Serwvi7ce HRevgwleat i ovn & .n
Williamson recommended that DEP notify all Sc
bi |l |l isnespearrtatocoerl dadi 11i7rvg .

heir rebutt al testi mony, t helLiRghti mDge s |
S facing a | arge rate incr edsseer vbhicte e:
|l ogy primarily drivelsl,t®&B.3pTbpoRatei De
estified that to mitigate some of the
sub®iady oppdded®B tiot tihrapl2ébment ed i n pri
ng in a 19.9% i ncecrasas dLoirg ddHiesalold .of a 24
d

Publ i c Staff witness D. Wil lia
t he Rate Design Panel testified
of its proposal udonfir ebre athkhemp
DEP6s Outdoor Lighting Service
mai |lidg. 284.

Dur i exph lwe d miers ¢, DEP witness Reed reit
indlcatedlg Im@s‘neshoeucledl vheadv ea rsubstanti al i nc
16. To mitigate tlihght iinngc relassses ,t owitthneess Reed
proposing to reduce th%.lsoWibtsn'ejg/s rRedadc tdoml dion e
reductiondfraoaml @moumt sapproxi mately $4 millio
i ghti ng¢g dehlialses. wit ness Reed acknowledged the s
Lighdliamggs, she explained that DEP needs to rec
DEP has | imited options to shiftl dhthebk&. cWisttse s
Reed explained that, to the extent postshiebl e,
rate schedul es witlhd.n the | ighting cl ass.

Considering the partiesd testimony and t he
Commi ssion finds that DEPO6s Lprgdhfd ;aegcs , r awtié hd d
modi fication Publics8&hasbtggeshedsabd WEPI| agme:¢
reasonabl e for the purposes of this proceedin
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increasdifghelitmge i s due t o-ofskea vdltengne tihro dod Dt
while substanti@adst redudsattisom.ctAisalsuch, whi |l e
some weight to the testimony of NCLM witnesses:s
the rate | nlcirglatslieagiso nahye prove to be burdenso
the need for rtatceasu stet irerf |eencd tchoss approves DE
for litghhea i ng cl ass.

Service Riders

I n his direct testimony, DEP witness Byrd
ri deEcsonomi c Devel opment Ri dReers i (dRindaral EG)ol an c
Rider (RilddraatN®EP intends to offer so it may
to customers. Tr. vol. 11, 230. Witness Byrd
NSC stemmed from discussions wiltda.t s2d@keh@bder

Witness Byrd testified that Rider EC wil/
|l o@dceeding 1,000 kW with.&; m{(8) mumat obhdvéaapp
received economic assistance from eitheubthe :
agency; and (3) that meet certain employment a
of t he nledat!| 02a5d3.. However, witness Byrd stat
predominantly for serving EV chargimg amne Il aadn
factor requirements and may parkW,ciapnadt et hfaotr enxel

customers considering plant investments with g
territory may qualify for RddempEGymgnmeéthregh
their new |l oad calculation wil/l exclude reduc

equi pment o daptr cEBI sWist ness Byrd stated that i
DEP proposes to closevetepmenst RndeEcORDher BB
Redevel opment Rider (Ri deit ERD?). tWi tnreens sa pBy ri dc ae
customers DEP currently serves under Rider ED
under these riderfsthetirl exolm.li emtgi cmntracts.

Witness Byrd testified that Rider EC cont a
| da.t 3854 First, witness Byrd explained that RI
customers to tailor beincefgrtisd barsck dr eqni croa lh eed
associated with the participant bdati AB/3e2s tHmoern t

exampl e, Rider EC wil/ consider the foll owing
l evel s on an indivi pgealk aomouanttdrmegr deanmaing ; aver
factor ; DEPOGs i ncrement al coststitme saerpVeo;yeet
economic multiplier; and the totalldew26é6dpi t

Second, witness Byrdstesoi RiddrtBBf undeonwhi

required to begin taking credits 18 months af
the contract (the ramp up period), Rider EC al
36 mont hs afdetre tchfe ddrrwitc e, recognizing tha
signifiwanttimearftor new f aemolnitthi ersa mgpn du pt hpaetr ia
constrain their ability to takdatadd%Smint Blgier ob,f
witness Byrat tuensltiikia eRli denr ED, which provides
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over pmeé&rvperiod on a rigid schedule, Rider E
possible differences across the yedrints 2&5.ddtoe
exampliee,ness Byrd stated that DEP wi | | requir

benefits for | onger periods to meet hilgdher th
witness Byrd explained thath RifddarheEC
[

Finally,
applicable demand charges on the monthly bi
demand charges that would require modificatio
demand charge strrddottumée Inedvéesingss ByEA wixlpl ai
enabl e DEP to improve its ability to compete
adding jobs and making capital i nvestments in
prices al/l customers pay and e@emoamandnigusihee 3
North Chdal i-BrnBa2. -26.5

With respect to Rider NSC, witness Byrd t
proposed new TOU peri oglar tande nahned ncehwa rtgher eset r
proposes new Rider N&C tchainmgeise hmde moiemaler cust
who seek togepumnesati cel|l flhdioul4h6 NEWIL t ness Byrd s
be eligible for Ri der NSC, customers must ta
schedule that indldidtessTBYrdeekptdained that be
periods include t he proposed modi fi ed de man
requirement ensures price alignment Wwiddth syst
24-87 Additional l vy, WRitdneers sN BG/ rwli Islt altee da vt ahialta |
with NEM systems that do n@tofextclee dc u hiteo meers& <
demand or B@@O0O@4KW. Moreover, wunder Rider NSC,
the standby charge f otry cfusd to@mreorrsfll digteha | d yc a pand i
Ri der NM, energy exported would be netted agali
and excess energy exported would be credited ¢
using the Net Enteirgrny Crremddse dEadtl ya uD ECo akn@dd ,DNo .
Sub 1d5

With the advent of Rider NSC, witness Byrd
new snesi denti al NEM applications take servi ce¢
Ri der NM be frozen to new customelrdat b@gBnni |
Accordimngltymwmess Byrd expl ai reditdleat i ahl WE®X icu!

n

served under Rider NM prior to the availabilit
Riderl WMt ness Byrd stated that existing NEM ¢
undeirdeRr NM wuntil they request service under KR

at which proesitdeadtli anlonNEM customers receiving
be moved to Rider NSC or another aplpd.opriate

l nshdirect testimony, Public Staff witness
public interest and not unduly discriminatory
bal ances costs and betefWittsneds. Nadedee2dplCanna
mitigates the potenti al for further | oss of e
has already designated as economically distre
empl oyment , and elcdartord &4 aWittinve 43 . tNatdeed tahl asto
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requiring participants to demonstrate that th
conveys a sense of fair nepsasr thiectiweaennt st haen dc otshtes

parti cl gaantls0.5. Moreover, wi t ne stse nNaidoenr otfe sjtatk
critical given the competitive pressures man
experience, and Rider EC should assist with

communil tdWietsness Nader al so noted -uphgterRiode ranH
extended period of access should help ensure
remain in communi tideisnaflolry,s ovmet nteismse .Nader t est
Staff is Areasonably satisfiedoatbabathercedsht
faldat 106. However, to ensure that Rider EC
witness Nader recommended t hat the Commi ssio
i mpacts ofl dRtt d&r miEf€i. mum, wi t nesss hhNoauwled rse paaretd

gross |l evel of incentives paid, the number of
and jobs associated with the incentives, and
EC to determine if the gr osss tlheev ema rogfi nian c ecnotsit

the gross poolldaof participants.

With respect to Rider NSC, Public Staff wi
proposed 5,000 kW cap on i nbtaal |11e0d8 .c aVWiatcni etsys &
testified thdtl dnmpareguni rahgNBM customers to
schedule and the@aptopgesaddt fnteaictur e, t he fu
should be recovered regardless of system si ze
croswsbsi dilzz@it nesas Nader al so amrg@siedle nthiadl | au gt
that seek -$iotengeméd atoinon wi | | be subject to
their own businesses, serving as another | i mi!Hf
| oad bferionny i hedattal-0@8.Alt hough witness Nader fo
regarding reliability if the installed capaci:t
t hat these concerns coul d be addressed thou
comuni cdtdH.tonl09.

do not enr ol | i rahl eersgec omd che nRBEQGs at a eln@d
trary and would unduly harm or discourage

[
not currently have t hebaospetdi drrdtoefd len.r ol | i ng

Regarding Rider NSC. AGO witness Nelson r ¢
have the option to enroll in Rider NSC for a
option for annual renewal thereafftem;g amda( 2"
does not include a demand charge to retain t
Trv.ol . 18, 108. Witness Nelson explained that
for a term |l ength of wup to rfoivviedey ecaursst obmeelr asn cw
certainty with the i mperative to ensure that
I
w
a
d

e
.t DO8 Additionally, witness Nelson argued t
h n

;

0

Al though not raised by DEHfi nwitthniess sp rDo.c eV d
recommended that DEP analyze the standby seryv
57 in his direct t&€9ti WoohypwesBr D.voMi.l |2G&mslo/m8 c |
and terms of service unddar cRivkekear £§ he amd tS7 ilnicl
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t oma@ats.178. Additionally, witness D. Willi:
Tsvhich only serve fiveichobpgedi hdusattial heu
all owing only fti wee saud stso menrr a nt aww nldeurl ef idi s c
herefore, witness D. Williamson recommende:
o filing its next rate case or PBR app
e custakmenge <carviemd lwnder Riders 7 and

the analysis shows that viable op
that DEP propose a transition per.
ntyo ptoetnepnetri ad rate shock that doing
taking servl dadg uWunder Riders 7 and 5

50 S5 C
o o w

3

Q 0 —

c—=o T
—oo0ooomo—

uttal, the Rate Design Panel testifi
ader 6s recommetnidat b o0®@00® ok Wet almd mat R
he Rate Design Panel explained that
et ween stakeholdersdé requests during
cerns regarding igdih®e RmdreatDiecmn g na iPd nr
S proposed 5,000 kW I i.Mfd ti nfcare aRied eorv
ri NIMr eover, the p el testified that DEPOG-:s
omer generatlng S tienmgs & o Vv R.inigpheear t394,80CA Oy , k
Design Panel exp ned that the | arger t
rconnection study due to the of .ItdDEPuUunpre
ess Byr expduwmteismgartihreg, t e ied that the
ut put (which becomes a bi i n

[ [

r
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>
n S D
wm
wm
oS o420 < S a-—
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an
y 4
| ai

ntlal to create | arge swi

rdingthe givahle move f 1,000 kW t
|derat on associated wit going beyond 5
eves i [ i napprloptr i Aa4e to remove the ca

in | oad, whi
0
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n response O witness Nerlessomedcst rtea oRnnteenrd al
Rate Design Pa | testified that it did-not ac
93. Speci fical t he Rate Design Panel

t
ne
Iy, expl
Nel sonds recommendation tbkbat oDEPi peRmdercNSCol
rs ds t
t]h nt
or

up to five yea because DEP merely inten
for RidarhaNS@ | e Customer shall enter i 0
for a mini mum i)giyeadr ,t eaemd otfh e neeon(tlr act sha
t hereaftecor.respondoto and align widah 2B . co
Additionally, the Rate Design Panel testified
its customem sa ematod |ti m@gt idoes not include a d
RECs since DEP6s retention eftaRECsngf rpomcsy stee
Carolina and DEP is not proposing any ladhanges
The Rate Defsurgtnhdranredt ed that currently effec:
DEP customers to cede RECs if they receive sel
schedul e withl daeama®B2 r at es.

Finally, in response to Public Staff witne
DEP analyze the standby service DEP is offerir
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Panel testified that the DEP does not ofppose
moving Riders 7 and 57 customers to another s
and 57 and moving customers to other avail abl e
|l essens rladhe 2203Bc k.

Duringxpéet Itweamiersgs, DEWYr avi pmegssded further
Ri der NSC. Witness Byrd testified that stakehdc
the CRDS and that it captures stakehol-dZrso p
347. Witness Byrd r eibtedrteaetre d etfH setc t I Rdladceor8 5N$ @ u
355. Witness Byrd, in response to questions f
on DEPO6s justification for allowing it to reft
under a TOU r at3e9..tTwes svoBy.rdl2,xp38ined that wh
Solar Choice Rider (Rider RSC) all ows cust ome
schedul e, there are differences between Ride
di spar ate ltdtea3mén®Emddiy, witness Byrd stated
of Ridée. BSC CPP Hhgpuissgpleocharges, monthly
the monthly icionnmamalpiplklar i n Rider NSC and, t
REC retention bhde appropriate.

DEP witness Byrd also provided f uaxperrt s uy
wi t nleesasr i ng. I n response to questionstebdy othhai t
the differences between Rider EC and Rider EL
t hat Rider EC is much more flexible than Ri de
tailored incentive structure basledddairlidognman d
witness Byrd testidmoaedht mampRiugpempeECODI ,-3&S co
month ramp up period under Rider ED, results
customers consideringl ds.i t6@43. 10wV eNoaltiBy rGehi rtod e $niaf.
t hat Rider EC is a more competitive and fl| ex]|
better position to at thrta-6%. potenti al customer

Based on the evidence in the record, t he
proposed dreew ERR, with the reporting obligation
agreed to, i s reasonable and should therefor
DEBs proposed Rider EC as an effort to attract
and concl uthpbemédmatati on of the rider i's in t
economic devel opment tariffs this Commission
Rider EC is based in part on an evalwuation of
from t hehe aCoarhri.ssi on has considered the goal
devel opment in North Carolina as ywakltiaspathier

ratepayers and concludes that Rider EC strikes:s
The Commi sseesnwhfgh witness Byrd that Ri der EC

regional benefits by enabling DEP to assist N
competing for projects. The Commi ssion gives
witness RydeértELt represents an i mprovement f
therefor e, appropriate for DEP to close exi st
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The Commi ssion also concludes, considering

new Rider NSC is rehsoeabte bedappooveddt The
t ha Rider NSC is appropriate gi vpeanr tD EdPeOnsa nnde
structure and will help ensure price alignmen
Il n arriving at t hi ssicomcdgiuse ®nweitdgtet Ctoonmt be
witness Byrd. The Commi ssi on S not persuad

recommendati on t hat DEP i mi nat e t he 5,000

el

Commi ssignvabsweight to th | 0 g eyr actoinocnearn sa nedx pr
DEP. By increasing the cap fOkoWwh tDhEeP ewiilslt ignagi n
experience with | arger systems, and t his e X
Commi ssion regardindget habopetagpntdcma bl gamgeé ¥y e me
that can be adopted in future proceedings 1in
Therefore, the Commi ssion rejects the Public
5, OKOW I i mi t Rui nddeerr NSC. I n additi en.,ecttshe t hCeo
recommendati ons of AGO witness Nel son on th
inconsistent with past Commi ssion practice. F
to freeze Rider NM to new2@a&ntd melrisova se xifs tQcn
customers to continue service under Rider NM u
or until September 30, 2033.

The Commi ssion further requcaesDbBbRIoshal If i
analyze the impacts of trawnmnsterundgrcRkRsdemsr 3
ot her standby service riders and, i f that an:e
these customer s, DEP shall move these custome
a reasonable transition pfdeersiscechsamd ianv oa dmsa imrmd

EVI DENCE AND CONCLUSI ONS FOR FHK4MN®D1 NGS OF F

Cost of Capital

The evidence supporting these findings 1is
E-1; the testimony and exhibitsyodndhexpubiltis o
witnesses Morin and Newlin, Public Staff witne
FEAvi t ness Reno, NCJ C, et al . Wi tness EIl i s,
Cl GFWRt ness Gor man; and the entire record in

Cos of Equity Capital

Summary of Evidence

DEPO6s rate of return expert, Dr . Roger Mo r
common equity of 10.4% with a%ampimmaln stqgruu d tyu
47 debt . The recommendatrane of reterwemwot ne
foll ows
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Wi t ness Twad utbelriscH .4t%Ba% f
Witness O6Donnebl 2B®%CA
Wi tnessD®REIEA/ 9. 3%
Wi tness Elelti s /aNGg J0%

Neit her Commer ci al Group wi t nesGorQtarni,s s,
performed an independent expert rate of retur:
witnesses confined their rate of return testior
awarded to electric utilities over various ti

As i s hoef teeans et wi t h rate of return on comr
vol umi nous. Bel ow, the Commi ssion summari zes
witnesses, and addresses testimony it recei ve

findings amsl. concl usi o

DEP Direct and Supplemental Testimony

I n hi s di rect testi mony, DEP witness Mor i
under which a regulated entityds rates shoul d
a fair opportunityntctarredovce®rstist s imrcu dantnigy tia
plus a fair and reasonable return on its inve
necessarily reflect the cost of the funds obt
I n determinydg aeqamped rate of return, the s
requirements in financi al mar kets. A rate of
permit a company the fair opportunity to ear-t
thosdsfuir. -3al Wi&,ne3ls Morin noted that while
in the mar ketpl acikt,hathei sc,o0sitnwédsteogrusi® yr equi r e
source ofiifsi nnmonrcea ndgi f filcdMi t neeseMbieimattdeéancl e
Commi ssionds decision should allow DEP to ear
is commensurate with returns on investments i
sufficient to assure confidenceéeinh DBPMaiI Mmit@aan
creditworthiness and ability tlaatat3ddd. act capi't

Witness Morin reiterated that the aggregat
cost of <capital, o which he desssedednapenmntcdhrt
terms, of the total pool dfda.tc a4t aHe emptl @g efdu
public utilities (or their publicly traded pa
that the price of <capitad iits isetseatn ftdre ctahmer
produchy osiuppl y alnd.tdaémand.

YWitness Walters -braesciosmnemidst ad 2wnwatr @ @fdj us,t ntemt oh ne
9. 25WEBBET MYRP | sam@.pdr5o% eodt,her wi se.

Wit n@eBonnel | r @smammesndmoiant do wnrwaatrfd raedtj wrsn roon te g uni
9.®,i f t he a)YpRParre®d.,25% ot her wi se.
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Witness Morin testified that the focus s
i nvestor s expectations.[ g ma rtkneets sr eMpuriirne de xrpe
on common equity, or .adsfusotedegettyn demahded
investor. I nvestors establish the price for e
decisions in ¢abpti t3a8l. mar ket s. 0

estimatingra foai comanoe efqunetyuf or DEP,
cost of capital met hodol ogi es, the Disc
| Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) met hodol og
whi éha serde meagrihkeedtold esi gned t o esti mate t
ors on the common equl tayt c3a%.i t Wil t nceosrsmi
ed that multiple methodol ogies must be

As he noted:

t hr
Cap
al |l
i nve
stre
equi

(¢]
0 mw o oM S

< n ~+ =

No owmiengl e met hod provides the necessary

termining a fair return, but each metho
cilitate the exercise of an informed ju
thod or preset formula gswinhl@ppnopepsit artre
expectations because of possible measur eme
i ndividual companiesd mar ket dat a.

* * *

gener al proposition, it i's extremely
ric methodol ogy t o efsitciunattye iesqg uciotnyp ocuonsd
only one variant of that methodol ogy
further when that one methodol ogy 1is
e, sever al met hodol ogi es applied t o
anies shoud dt obee setmpniaotyee t he cost of «con

T O 3550 g

ted that the three methodol ogies he ut
b smar kmnett hods avail able to measure t|
d and usédcbymumiet f i amdcifarmly suppo
reét 00 Witness Mowarni aunttisl i zfe de a oMo bsrudba d
t al of six studies.

his direct testimony, witness Morin rec
. 8%, which was the midpoint of the r
f capital slitdadi €6, hel 3®donduwncthads. sup
d all six of his studies, and provi

ang
| em
ed

Met hod Direct RO Sppl ement al
DCF Valwue Lin 9. 9% 9. 3%
DCF Anal ysts 9. 3% 9. 3%
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CAPM* 10. 8% 11%

Empirical CAF 11. 1% 11. 2%

Hi stori cal Ri 10. 2% 10. 8%

Al l owed Ri sk 10. 2% 10. 5%

* ROE estimate incl ades aamoadjcost ment for

| da.t 132. His updated rate of return on equit

mi dpoint of the range of these mathematical r
For his supplemental testimony, witness Mo

his directantdegsthiemsmyne met hodol ogies in his si

direct testimony, but with updated capital mar

rate of retwarsn |l am gedquyi ttyhe result of an increa

as lbd tti me of his updated anal wyeiay ,-tldohagy b eve |

yield forecast is 4.3%, versus 3.7 ®.twhle3n0 .h eHep |

noted further t hat the increase in forecast

empirical approxi mation to the CAPM (ECAPM),
Ri sk Premium results Ilidathi3s3, dilr3elct Ftiensatlilmgny

modeling showed a slight decrease, the DCF re:
ratlkedDr . Morin concluded that the finet resul't
smal | i ncrease in thedtosli3lof common equity. o

I n hi s direct testi mony DEP witness Mor i
environment, pdeadrgmi sgi at i n the electric ut
described a fiperfect stormo environment, in w
demand growt h, ri sing operating cost s, rising
i ndushegeti sby | ower all owed returns, 0 and not e
that investor risk perceptilodas B&ve escal ated

Witness Morin attributed this increase 1in
faci ngc edteicltirtii es: (1) declining growth in enct
in energy science and productivity; (2) the n
aging infrastructure, i mprove reliability, a |
bsiness risks, including the emergence of #dpr
commercial, industrial) who are both consumer ¢
in distributed generation; and (4N nmnindi sapepp g
chain botltdte @t ksHe concluded with the observe
paradigm shift in the industry, it i's transp.
adequate returns on equity, iwndlcdopitalstatutmead
utility sector a&atatre%3s.onabl e costs. o

Finally, witness Mor i n surveyed economi c
considered key macroeconomic factors such as
household incKWoret H e®@a&id sl iima and DEPGO6s service
aggregate U.ISht e¢dDnolhg . opined that the economi
correlated with national conditions, such tha
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deter mi ng tofe edaus t 0 3. He noted that economi
Carolina continue to -imppawmwdemrom &he CO¥Yy Dc
strongly correlated to condildHen sf uirnt htere nlont ®a

unempl oymest ate t bheel continues to fall and
nati onal rates of wunemployment, and that GDP
Uu. S. GDP IlgMedvit dn household income in North Ca
consisteneswibh the U.S. and remains strongly
| dWi t ness Morin concluded that -wifdteh emeacrurrelsat
economic conditions noted by LPRe GSoabmbmidsgDi onem
strongly im® pluade darheey a&ontinue to be reflect
to estimate the clodt of equity capital .o

|l ntervenor Testimony (rate of return experts)

The intervenor rate of erxepteurtn won nessmmen ¢
riticized DEPHhO tanreaslsysMos t hat resulted in hi
return on common equity. I n addition, they p
bel ow.

Direct Testimony of Public Staff witnes:

Public Staff witness Wal xgrgrosedoheatllygtt
relied on by DEP witness Morin, except that |
MGE Energy. Tr. wvol. 16, 248. He performed DCF
his proxy groupsl daf 2#tencetsvdi cWad ttielrist ideesv.el oped
rate by relying on a consensus of professior

estimat es, averaging the growth rate flod.ecast
at B3832 Public Staff wendedsaWadtersfreeobmmn o
of 9.45% based on a capital structteemofdeb? %
| da.t 247, 284. I n the alternative, he recommen

9.25% if the Commi ssi odh RBR nd mplloERPHES8 83IW.RP an

Publ

ic Staff witness Walters applied the I
CAPM that

yielded the following results:

Di scounted Cad®h @& IRenw onbxF-nN/ded DCF Resul t

Me an Medi a

Constanti Gamsvwemnasg yst 9.019 9. 03¢

Constanti Ssuotwaihnabl e ¢ 8. 83¢ 8. 4749

Mu FSttiage Gr owt h 7.919 7.89¢

Ri sk Premii®Om 9M® dqRelc ommended Ri sk Premium Re

146



Projected Tre@%bury Yi 9. 74 %

Ar at ¢ Baa at
l13week Avletrialgiety Bond 9.93¢ 10. 22
26week Average Utility 10.04 10. 34

Capital Asset Prii®i.m§p Redcolmme@AdArRrM) CAPM Res

Curren/Hi stori Curren
Bet a Bet a Bet a

D&P Nor mali ze 9. 22Y% 8. 46 % 8. 69 Y%

Ri Pk emi um Met 10. 7 2| 9. 72% 10. 02

FERC DCF 9. 78% 8. 92% 9. 18%

| da.t 2648471, 83

I n his DCF analysis, witness Walters used 1
stock prices of the wutil i-weaeeks penr itohde epnrdoixnyg gorr
10, 210da3. 251. For his constant growth model,
qguarterly dividend as reported in ValwuelLine a
consensus of professional securities analysts
investorsod dividend drdatwt-B3Y aFer ehpectshtsitansa
model , he estimatme iJrtolwa hl oreg e based-t bwmoREPOGS
rati o and on V-alou el elaien epdrso jtehcrteieons of earning
returns on book equi tlyat a?286 .s tSbticakg eMsdgsadudaentche sm
relied on inputs from thaee mgrgowtwh hp g@reira dd: c(
the first five years; (2) a transition period
and (3) er m ognrgowt h period stangi ngtonpebetpet it
258. For -tterem ghomtt h peri od, he relied on the
projections described above in relationship t
transition period, he redesethyomani equaaséacthb
the difference between the atbhaerystauasdtagi oabher
rat e Fort erme glrommwg h peri od, he assumed each
converge to the maxtinmum sgu sothwabhn aZ2dtde .| loangt | y, v
his typical practi ce, he provided DCF model s
resulted in DCF estimates lrdatngdthy. from 7. 91%

Witness Waltersd risk premium modelriisk bas

premi um: t he di fference bet waenhaoarhiez erde gruel tautrc
common equity and (1) contemporary u. S. Tr es
Moodybés AAO0O rated wutility bond yields. He eval
2020ln an overall aveandele@rd braasti IsB@&lgn fadvdei ti on

he evaluated the average spreaandeBateed Udtrielai
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ondsat 269. Finally, witness Walters amded wh
n the third quaryteialre aovfertalgee rradlslki npg efmivae ( 6.
r sury bond yields (3.7%), which produces a
i ess Walters applies a similan madteh@aadoleqgay
i premi WHeofada.s6 3 %h-ias dt-wletd kb ea Vi8a rady eB @& e d

t ity badndt-AR.EDds.

— X Do

Witness Waltersdo CAPM analysis used the Bl u
3year U. S. Tr eas urd% bfoonrdf tyle e | idin solf daeBs t 2 7rda.t eHe

used the Value Line beta estimates of 0.89, t
2014 of 0.76, and the adjusted beta estimate:
Generator Models @ oy B@artb op75hi Wi tness Waltert
versions of the constant growth DCF model t o
premi udgs. 278. He used the 6.85% average of hi

of 6. 4% ahdat7 .23r%..esHefied that his 6.85% mar
reasonabl e,-entl 8oetlidata h2gh.

Witness Walters concluded that the appropr.|

companies in his por®xtyo gor.o%u% riasn gien hteheamio9%thme in o {
of 9 .14b.1%.284. However, witness Walters testifi
shift risk from sharehol ders tol dbt2paayehAs dHy
he recommended a 9.25% rate od rlkRéeé uCoammins € I0MMC
DEP6s MYRP and PBR.tappgBi.c&itoess Walters al so
capital mar ket conditions as of the date of h
aut horized rates of r et utrrni conutciomnioine se ghuaivtey df
| ast sevdrdatl XY22a.r s.

Direct Testimony of CUCA witness O6Donn:

CUCA witness Od6Donnel |l proposed a rate of
(without regard to DEPGOGs MYRP propdbs@APM bas
met hodol ogi es, as wel |l as a comparable earnir
O6Donnell primarily relied upon the DCF model
because it has a direct and | danme@®B3at eNi kt inek s
O" Donnell's DCF analysis results range from 8

| da.t 614. Hi s CAPM analysis ranged fromdi. 25%
at 626 . Hi s Comparabl e Earnings Armalsys iwi t(hCE
mi dpoi nt.lodf. 10

Wi t ness O6Donnel |, i ke Publ ic Staff wi t
adjust ment to his rate of return on common e

2Witness Walters states in his testimony that he ad
4.63% was used, and 4. 63%-li2s supported by Exhibit CCW
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Commi ssion approves DEPG6s MYRP. Thédidowmwar o f
return on equity recomm®ddatt i ©@h7.from 9. 25% to

Direct TesdDiFlEANnWIi ¢ heBs Reno

DoBFEAvi tness Reno recommended that the Con
return on common equity of 9. 3%l déand -5r09] eschte DE
conducted her analysis by deriving average ex
regul ated eloenptamii eist wi th ri slkdkacofpadr allllee t@oma
applied two DCF models, CAPM, and ECAPM, as we
Witness Reno summari zed her model resul ts in

Table 7. ROE Estimates (%)

90-Day

DCF Methodology 30-Day Stock Price Stock Price  Average
Constant-Growth DCF (EPS Growth) 9.57 9.54
Constant-Growth DCF (DPS, EPS and BVPS) 9.19 9.11
Sustainable Growth DCF 8.42 8.35
DCF Range: 8.35 9.57 8.96
CAPM & ECAPM Methodology CAPM ECAPM
Capital Asset Pricing Model (Lg. Stock ERP, 30-yr T-Bond
Rate) 10.42 10.63
Capital Asset Pricing Model (Supply-Side ERM, 30-yr T-
Bond Rate) 9.32 9.49
Capital Asset Pricing Model (D&P Normalized Rate) 8.83 9.00
CAPM Range: 8.83 10.63 9.73
Comparahle Earnings Methodology
Comparable Earnings Model (Historical ROE) 10.26
Comparable Earnings Model {Adjusted ROE) 11.10
Comparable Earnings Model (VL Forecasted ROE 25-27) 11.00
CEM Range: 10.26 11.10 10.68
Summary
DCF-Based ROE Average 8.96
DCF-CAPM-Based ROE Average 9.35
All-Model ROE Average 9.79

Min Max Midpoint
ROE Range 8.96 9.57 9.26
Recommended ROE (%) 9.30

| da.t 395.
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Witness Reommésnded rate of return on equi't
mi dpoint of-ghewtbod®D&€Famutcomes (her primary n
by the average of her DCF and CAPM met hods of
Renob6s model ga.ti7s8.9. 7 9 %.

Direct TestCmonwnlof wWNChess EIIis

NCJ,@t al . witness EIllis recommended a rat
6. @, based on the minimum required tol daintai:H
1071. Witness EIlIlis criticized DEP witnesses
capital and the cost of capital, arguwt hgritsad
retulrdas. 420 He testified that his analysis rel
on common equity and <capital structure are |
separ &thetl yE@0®.5

Witness EIIlisdé ab@H yasnd CARNMetso oensttihmat e t h

|l ca.t 937. His analysis yielded the following r
Mu tSttiage Di scounted Cash Flow: 6.25%
Capital Asset Pricing Model: 5.8%

| da.t 939.

He opined t-$adageéehbPChumodel shodl dhkecowsnesdai
growth DCF model because it allows for more r
accur at el dae s ®919t10s. He testified that his CAPM
biases seen in Witnesd dMitord9nds CAPM analysis.

WitnEkkis testified that rate of return on
are interrelated and mudat H®SHdde essedmmeng e ¢ d
with . gabe of return on common equity that
structtur®8 equi ty Wanmddeb42 and indicated that t h
mai ntain DEPO&bddar edi7tl .r ati ng.

|l ntervenor Testimony (other experts)

As noted above, both Commer cClaGFWR bObODes svi t |
Gorman providednr abemo fir eelgautuetdy t est i mony but ¢
any ROE analysis.

Direct Testimony owi tChaximemse sci al Group

Whil e he did not provide a rate of ret

ur
testimony, witness Chrissfied thatC®OBRéscpabp
g

[
return on common equity was significantly hi f
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by the Commission fr omdaz0 1392 3t oL itkheewi sree s ewnitt.n e
indicated that DEPOGs pryo phoisgehde r RQEh ains misg nirfeip
return on common equity decisions by wutdlitie
at 8¥5 He testified that according to S&P Gl c
were rendered duringesbhtstrmagfngméromi 7Th36%

medi an authori zelddaROBE 148t Re %y ironngl yd iusttirliibtuiteis
di stribution service rates from the analysi s,
common equity dgmatvedtutcialliltyi esntaut horized fr
his direct testimodhy filing was 9. 61%.

Direct Testimony of ClIGFUR witness Gor m

Cl GFUR witness Gorman proposed that the Co

return on equitynttoi nrdeufsltercyt atVhdartacgdedD boef He. 6t%. s t
t hat for vertically integrated utilities, the
around 9.53% in 2021, 9.69% in 2022, ladad curr
4009. He t eesrtitfh ®®OHE udad dlrocwoesrt |, more balanced 1
capital structure would | ower DEPG6s cost of s
more compet]| tatved lrlat etbee further testified tha
significantly exceeds the authorized returns
companies, which have been sufficient to main

capital underer msa aoadplr e5A&s .
DEP Rebuttal Testi mony

I n his rebuttal testimony, DEP witness Mor
ROE witnesses and commented upon deficiencies

t hat he agrees ewivtihe wsse vaenrda | p roofc etdhur es present
and witness Oo6Donnell, he noted that their re
ROE for DE&, IT89, vbdV1l. Particularly, he reasol
|l ie outside ofrenhéyzanméhofi zaud r ates of retu
vertically integrated electric utilities in t
the past and have trended upward in more rece
interest rf@t @mshtanldd 9i,n fll6a0 . He further noted th
nor witness O6Donnel |, nor witness Reno expl
capital has decreased since it was awarded a |
its | aste iant 0Qd, given a surge in interest v
acknowl edged inl dahek23testi mony.

Witness Morin further disputed the content
and Reno that the adtptiednalkaitnregn Pptea tf wtr anainrc eNo r
i ncludi-ynegarmurlatie pl ans, should result in a | o
for D#&R. 135. He noted that the peer group of
ri-smkti gati ng me cahcacnoiiusmmg het ailse of the proxy gr
| As such, further adjustment on the basis tha:
counting and shloawl d be rejected.
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Witness Morin additionally challenggd the
ile he noted that they shared quite a bit o
rin testified that Public Staff witness Wal:
uity lIies outside of the zone ommoconrequity
r vertically integrated wutilities and opi ne
oper data inputs to the financ®hBdld.tmo®Ed s, hi
of fered the following Ilseett¥44®. points of disa

Witness Morin criticized witness Walters?o
pl aining t-$absitdiearpyarreenltati onship does not
sualnda.e. 142. He di sagreed with witneddfraWal t e
S sustainable growth rate approach was il |
i delnda.e. - 843 He testified thatagqetbh€@BssMWall e&r
ven any weight by the Commi ssi oni,tiaess igtr oiws ¢

e same rate as -etchoenobdante rlad 8 .makea owhol |y r ej
I tersd use of the historical Maljwest ednédedeba
pl aining that their use iIs not agttarmdegracdhtand
them ilskabun®6B8aHe argued that witness Walte

appropri atlea.t o899 o0of ncapathbhkenging witness
l ysis, witness Morin éeeshefiedetbatrelkafiol
Kk premium ankddaitntbfrOe ski maaltleys,. wi tness Mor i
n

ess Waltersoé criticisms of his testimony,
m to alter any of hiosdorl eodgabgnseIn6d7a.t i ons or me
At the outset, witness Morin CUEAtthesd t
Donnell 6s testi mony, noting that his propos
uld be one of the | owest i n afhea | hafuesdtriyv ea
al ydats.-¥888 While witness Morin agreed with
alysis, he identified six specific areas of
r the CAPM anddaODCFl 7/n2odeHe . ewpl aesned Obbanne
commended rate of return on common equity i s
te of return on common equity for vertical
ates and that of his own agamplee cafrreamp g nia
turns fo hi s peer c.oWnp aanni de st haev eerxapgeec tneeda rrl eyt

r
mpanies from his own Val ue #i ma edadtna tshheo wna
. 6%l . 1%t TB2 He assertedssh®d6Dowoebf owi dnvi

ti mates are understated because they are ba:
nths in the past, thus vi ollaH.ti nlg7 3 .h eWinton @ o9
i sed concern with we twmfesBCROPromwteh |ast ehoi f |
12 different rates, including historical

alystsé forecasts arbitrary andtdHencfownrstitsdre:
estioned witneomsxeOdo nhniesltlodrsi cradl igar owt h r at
pl aining that the substanti al changes occur
those ratelsaguéddi onabl e.
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Whil e he agreed with parts of witnrvogs nO6Do
argued that witndg®eeOf&Rdren alslsughpd.ti 08 2.s Wioton €

Morin also testified that witness OO6Donnell 6s
unreasonable proxies for the DGR grnocwtnhs irsatteen ti
empirical finance Ilidaér d92re on the subject.

Witness Mori mo&HEaAWiIltemgesd Renobds analysi s,
exclusive reliance on hdart A®PrBSt aHet rG&riotwvetrha t RGQF
about usiusg ait hablse growth methodology due to

encourages t he rdeajye csttioaxcrk afr itchee DICOF i n vi ol ati
Hypot hesi s, |l eaving only two DCF Ilrdetsul®8. f Hen
agreedwiwinenss Renob6s decision to.®irmwver maltitd ed
mar ket risk premium ( MRP), as wel | asl dhher conm
1989. Finally, he disputed witness Renob6s crit
n sk premium analysis uses a group with a near
opposition of a flotation all owan-sebsdiidsiraergya
relationship does not eliminaltadtti2®Bcosts of

ed the | imited anal
ilt.n eHses tGosrtmafni.ed t ha
ir recommendati ons
icized t he circul a

Wi tness Morin highlight
witness Criss and ClI GEBUR 2w
and Gor man determi ned t he
regul at orlsl olwaevde i &adH202Qr it

recommendations and noted the | arge deviati or
proposed adwvdat ae.. He encouraged the Commi s:
testi monies asd ntod @xemainege aam mind of its own

actions of ot hleda.t C@M®iL ssi ons.

Witness Morin wholly rejecetedalt he witterse s snc
describing his mapmaeac lkfaca,sc hfidalmn and wunhort hod
met hods he uses to est | daat e2 Ot4dh.e Hceo sdte socfr i chaepdi ty
recommendation as draconian and described th
creditworthiness, financi al i ntegrity, capita
Commi ssi on ladiet aliga i desws i fEIldd sdvi timeconsi st
contradictions, such as his challenging the
forecasts he relies on tloh.maX@5hi Wi reeosnmdardian
witness EIIlisd differ ernatieatoifonr eotfurcno satn do fd icsanpii
on the uset®bdokMam&kteitos in luwdat | PTG 1 @g wldatiitaro
chall enges to witness EIl 1l i sds recommendati on
criticisms to the apmwlgieati Hdre weixtphBds|Isirsed Hndidstu s
of geometric averages rather than arithmetic
to the most basilcdat i Rar0c i thd ft thretoregyr. 1 dent i f i
i nstances whermeetwiotdnse sdse vBlaltiesd r om academic st
including his rejection of the constant growttf
Line betalebstti2mag,es214, 219.
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Law Governing the Commi ssionds Dediysi on on Ra

Rate of return on equity is often one of
addressed in a rate case. The baseline for es
on common equity is the constitutional constr

United States SBpuemeelduWater Works & | mpr o\
Service Comdb2sUol. Bbnefgredadgr §d1! Power Commi
Hope Natur al20Gals. SCo .5alpeg 1At h(establish:

To fix rancts alhlaawdeo uti l ity to recover its
of equity capital, woul d be an wunconstitu
i mpact of changing economic conditions on
the Commission must stitlyl wpndvitde tolpepopud in

sound management, to (1) produce a fair pr
of current economic conditions, (2) maint a
(3) compete in the marketplace for capital

Order AcceptibgciSdimpywl @Gonooeasted | ssues, an

ReductAippn,j cation by Duke Energy Carolinas, L
Charges Applicable to Electr,No.-UEi $ul,ylaS3465Wi c
(June 2)2s,ee208lt8aterel . Utils. Com@ad&n Nv.C.G8mrM.8,TEe:
189 S.E.2d 705, 738 (1972) (General Telephone
hel dGeinrer al Tel telpdhhoenef actors constitute #dAthe
decl arBelduce fiinelbdkednd
The rate of return oniteiuirteyt uirsn, tihmtf a&qtu,i
require represents the cost to the wutility o
Mi ssouri ex rel. Southwestern BevlilceTedoenpmiosnse of
262 U. S. 276 (1923), Justice Brandei s remar
di stinction between the rate of return on equi
and other items ordinarily vieweadt i g kRPxypiemess
depreciation, and taxes:
Each is a part of the current cost of supp
be met from current i ncome. When the capit
the floating debt paid at th8uturtenst nat kg
true of a |l egal oblighaéermnboondpay inteaedt:i
al so of the economic obligation to pay di
common
| ca.t 306 (BrandeiSi,midl.ar Idyi,s stehnet itdeg )Ceudr St alb e sr ¥
i Hope A[f]J]rom the investor or company point of
revenue not only for operating expenses but al
[ whi ch] i nclude service tohre tsiBed @kdJotS. amd &i9vi, d
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The North Carolina Supreme Court has | ong
subjective judgment is a necessary part of determining the authorized rate of return on
commonequity.See, e. g., State ePublicSatf-N. Ut i Utsi IC@snmd@o
323 N.C. 481, 490, 374 S.E.2d 361, 369 (1988) (Public Staff). Likewise, the Commission
has noted that such determination is not made by application of any one simple
mathematical formula:

Throughout all od [iWrsi tdeedc i $ti aotness ] tSupr e me
formul ated no specific rules for deter mini
enumerated a number of gui del ines. The Co
confiscation of property mu st be avoided
coneidd fair at al |l times and that regul at
return. The Court also has consistently st.;
for profitable operations is efficient and
this is a |ist odmmewvyeirans farcd ogsppgdzered t o
making their decisions, but no weights hav
The relevant economic criteria enunciated
i ntegrity, capital attraction and comparab
theate of return allowed a public utility
mai ntain the financi al integrity of the en
attract the new capital It needs to serve
return on commecm mean@umistuy att ratwiit$r returns on
i n other enterprises of corresponding risk.
i nterrelated and have been wused widely foc
commi ssions throughout the country in det
all owed public utilities.

real ity, the <concept of a f
asonabl eness. 0 As explained by

_1_
D S

There is a range of reasonableness within which earnings
may properly fluctuate and still be deemed just and
reasonable and not excessive or extortionate. It is bounded at
one level by investor interest against confiscation and the
need for averting any threat to the security for the capital
embarked upon the enterprise. At the other level it is bounded
by consumer interest against excessive and unreasonable
charges for service.

As long as the allowed return falls within this zone, therefore,
it is just and reasonable. . . . It is the task of the commissions
to translate these generalizations into quantitative terms.

Charles F. Phillips, Jr., The Regulation of Public Utilities, 3d ed. 1993, pp.
382 (notes omitted).
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Order Granting General Rate Increase, Application of Carolina Power & Light Co., d/b/a

Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc., for Adjustment of Rates and Charges Applicable to

Electric Utility Service in North Carolina, No. E-2, Sub 1023, at 35-36 (May 30, 2013),
affod, State ex r el , 36ANA. 444 761 S.B.2r640r{2014).(203o 0o p e r
DEP Rate Order).

Moreover, Iinhesee€Cdmmigssiaamsmust not only adh
States and North Carolina Constitutions, but
Court, 1t must set rates as | ow asPypllsisd bStea fcf
323 N. C. at 24d9 Oa,t 337740 .S.FEur t her, the North Car
provided that the Commission mtwdtemelngo foetmurl a
forth in N183G.S$%heAfé6elmula requires consider a
the rate ocdonmneothurenquany el ement, and it i nheil

Commi ssion make many subjective determinati ons:
to determine the rat e of return on C ommon <

Commi ssi on muos te artahk eo fast te el ement s of the for
mul tiple and varied i mpacts on all of the oth
the formula el ements are intertwined and of't
setting otspuonablandates.

The fi xi
servioce

n rate of return on the cost
(
oposed eff
up
0

a
termi ned tmornailthgh etshhe peerrd oadf p
e date of djusgaedstfed phawmngasa
he close of the expert witne
AdB3NIE(G). S1) (AA)B2 is one of s
e statutory tf oamdil rae & 00 rbaeb lues erda
I3 (S)a(tdu)t eprhbovei2des, i n pertinent

curring

e provi si
ements of t
rolina Gener-

WOD® 0T O
o0 — oS o0 S T

e of return on the cost of |
by sound rhan ag erneetnur n[ 1flort o
i ng changing economic condi't
aintain its facilities and
ments o

(DI_‘G] -
= —

f i t s customer s |
t he mar ket for cap
t hat are fair to its cus

= -
o o
a —

N.C. & SLB3(b) (4)

The North Carolina Supr eme Co-e mp h ahxaisz eidn t
lmguage as requiring the Commission to make fi
economic conditions on customers when detern
common equity f oQoogpep BBI6GI cN. Ct. i laitt y49 5., T7/h3e9 S.
Commiison must exercise iIits subjective judgmeni
of return on -cte®lmatoerdi ¢fdaec teycsnomi ¢ conditions
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customers and DEPG6s need to attract equity fi
contimnmoei dping safe and reliable ser3wi.ceThe201
Commi ssiond6s determination in set#lid3®g wat e
includes the fixing of the rate of return on
affordabblityuoifl iptuy service to the wusing anit
changing economic conditions on customers 1is
the expert witnesses on rate of return on comn
wi del y wuascecde patnedd i n uti-detttyi mggpul aco®e i m@agd et ak
such economic conditions. 2013 DEP Rate Order
he Commi ssion al ways places primary emp
where economide¢ f¢owocdilti oBy ahe same
same emphasis on consumerso ability
favorable as when the unempl oyment
tomers facing difficulty in patying ut.i
t hi gher rates of return on common eq!
epayers is in a better position to pay
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w
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omic conditions existing during the moc«
, tdmd date of the issuance of the Com
ot only the ability of the utilityos
to earn the authorized rate oeff freecttur n
in setting the rate of return on cor
he 1 mpact o f economic conditions on
must assess the effect of capguhht ony
|l e terms. The Commi ssion sets the rat:
these i mpacts taken together in its wu
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n summary

and in accordancei wnodtos tF
NL 3C3.,G.aSs. we |
t

[

r 612 als3 3N.1(®.,G.iSs. tho 6s2et r a
y possi bl e the benefit of the cu
the capital needed, at rearsdnaél ealbla
service and recover its cost of prov
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ussion and Conclusi ons

O
n
o

Two basic issues relating to ROE are preser
must, based upon the evidence prebERt efecocrde
the Commi ssi on mu st determine whether a dow
appropriate in light of North Carolinabs adop
MYRP, and the Commissionds approval boyf tDEIP s
OrderFor the reasons set forth hehae(tln), tthhee
appropriate ROE to be awar @e taon dDEP2 )i nd otwhmiv

adjustment to otherwise applicable ROE is not
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acctegppnce of alternative regulation throughout
of North Carolinadés alternative tiheg PIB&Rt iSotmatprn
and ot her statesbo aheerCoantmiwesi opgulsatpemsuaT

compani $ howEf,Rviatsness Bateman testified, that
risky, in terms of regulatory framework, than
Tr. wvol. 15, 96.

Setting the Rate of Return on Common Equity

As is the norw,t ntelsesesex feorrt DEP, the Publ i
intervenors differ widely WM stuhremar yRQE rtehceo n
out puts of the wvarious witnesses illustrates
estimate, while paweantbhethealahpguoéesmbdbeb ou-

the witness):

DCF Compar
Const CAPM |Ri sk Pr Parliogyer
E
Gr owt h arni
Mor i n NO t
0 N y 0
(DEP Sup 9.3% [110%1.110%80.¢ " ¢ ,,10. 4
Morin N O t
( DEP, Di 9. 3% 9910%4 1. 10. 2% 0 10. 7
Per for
Wal t er s
( 8.9497. 03( 8 .-1406. 7|( 9 .-I704. 3| Per f or| ™ ° )
O6Donnel 9 25 % Not r q
( CUCA) (8_977(y7.%-553.2Not Per upon|9. 2F%
0 9.9%10. !
Reno
9. 3% 10 .9%-6
( DoPEA) (9_%191.578.%-30.6N0t Per 11 10 9 3
EIl i s No t
( NCJet . 6. 25% 5. 8% [Not Per 6. &
Per for
Gor man
(Cl GFUR) 9.6

BThe Commi aclicisme Ipght ranhetoé retesbhi monggofitCommerci
witness Chriss and ClIGFUR witness Gatmamfaseaabhfensaqil

beyond | ooking toratverafer atatwhrod so nteye qutiitlyi ty commi ssi ot
Commi ssion. While |l ooking to such industry average dat a
analysis the |l aw and thet@emmildoswerd damandfi medatrni mg e
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*Al t hough Public StBoéiFEwiittmeessss WReelntoe rpsetraf godr me d
and sustainable growth DCF model s, they did
figures above exdNCudeet .twhable.esseBEUIltsbds 6. 25% i
mu tsttiage growth DCF anal ysi s.

As i st yapliscoal of rate of return on equity te
rely on many of the same models to inform the
results of these models vary due to differenc
t hfeol | owi ng pages, the Commi ssion will weigh a
the range of reasonabl eDooiEAvOo mMeess FRenberandwl
witness Oo0Donnel | primarily rely wupon their L

| otsg anding practice to consider and place wei
against any one model 6s skewitngnatyhd eodtecseme nid

the true <cost of capital. The Commission al s
above, with the exception of his All owed Ri sk
adjustment of approxi A7 8Ly786,2%8.Tr. vol. 8,

The Commi ssi on, for reasons discussed bel
adjustment is not warranted in this case. As ¢
from consideration in setting the allowed ret

Di scount ed oGw sMo d el

Despite the wide range of over all recommie
witnesses, wi t h theetexadpt iwint nefss NEJCi sbs €
recommended results of the DCF modd&lts f9a r3mo. a
Whitke remaining witnesses disagreed on the a
to the divi deandi yipdidnt awi3ddow of outcomes r ef
an appropriate model out put for t he DCF mode
remogDElvi t ness Morinds 20 basis point flotatic

The Commi ssion NMNONEl widkaneskBattl | i s6s outcon
an outlier and should be ignored. Apart from |
rate of retwem ampraquedyby this Commission for
points above DEPO6s embedded cost of debt , a
compensate investors for the added risks asso
debt hol deorné st hcel asiaime enthNCJ@i svalt nEsst Eét j s i s
his reliance on a DCF method other than the ¢

DoBFEAIi t nResrso and Pwbl nWasliISttearf § bot h cenawet ed
DCF modelbhseaequwemnstuly i gnored or dvossiteun®éed t ho
vol . 21, 395.

As a result of their ral abi Ve I3¥, ndthreo W olma
concludes that tDERDCHeasrsa@UlWpAewi MiikcsmsRebl i c
StaffsdWalnend BFER wi Rees scraegcei bl e, probative,
to substantial weight.
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Ri sk Free Rate

A key input to both the risk premium and C

Cross examination, DEP witness Morin testifie
bet ween t he ti me of filing of his suppl eme
recommernatead of return on equity woul dllbatve bee
32-324. The Commi ssDBRwi appssecMatresnds candor in
understands that, due to the dynamic nature

cal cul atyedgiovrenamay would reflect the inputs
would change from day to day. Wi thERyrt nve ¢ 10 u
Morinbés preferred measure of the risk free rat
4. 3%sebbaon projections, divergegemeanraegsul yyl
both at the time of f iDoibhgAvianhde sisir Reago t-hep dbrt
day average yyedrd Torneashuer y30bond was 3. 79% as ¢
vol . 21, ,882al NCw€Ctness EIlIlis uses the Januar
93DERI tness Morin himself repo®ansd he 9pietdet
date of the hearing. Tr. vol. 8, 324el@WCAvwirt
the prior 12 months of 2.42% to 4. 4%, and Pu
projected value of Tr3.. 7Wol .Tr21 vo625.16, 274,

I n support of his useD&Rviptirnogjsesc tMeodr iinn tteersetsi

Cost ofl aeopietl & , including both the CAPM a

prospective -l(oio.kei.ng)f oirnwamat ure and must t &

current mar ket expectations for the future

on the batsesmoexpengatnbesesi ncaudsngAs a

i n order to produce a meaningful esti mat e

return, the CAPM must be applied using dat

of actual investors in the market.
Tr. wvol. 8, 60.

The Commi ssior comgil eebesthindicator of #ft
investors in the marketo to be the yield they
Where this information is availabl e, ei ther i
based wupone,t htehesaGo mmi ssi on wi | | continue to

projections offered by market commentators.

DERPNVitness Morinés direct testimony relied
response to a question from CheairrelMietdc hoen 1t,h eh
3.7% rate in his supplemental testi aioinnye, wihteh
t he mod e | out put s from his direct testi mony
suppl ement al testi mony) . As a sesnelwthat t mor €
emphasDEROMnness Morinbés direct testimony than
regard to his CAPM and Risk Premium Model out
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Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM)

The wide range of results for thedCAPYdhtr o

the importance of the underlying 1T nputs to t
assumed risk free rate, market risk premium a
of the former and the product ofskhérlkattratet
range of 3.7% to 3.9% r easoyeadrl yTraelasgursy wiitehl
ti me of the hearing, and with the exception
witnesses have each provi déeéUdCaatdebs OoDohnel hg
his part, utilized a range of yields that <cov
over the 12 months prior to his testimony (2.
exactly a match, it woulddionadtedt eandhatovepl d

others on the basis of ri sk free rate.

Turning next to beta, the WPtwietssess dMoeirg
adamant that a beta of 0.89, reflecting the ct
Publift Bttamess Walters also employed this fig
back t o 20114 (0. 76) and b

et as from Mar ket
t

Commi ssion ®&gRadan ewist Mor i n hat using stale b

the curdmuentLiVie average, as they better refl ec
Commi ssi on alDEd®Pwiatcnceespst sMor i nds rationale for
adjusted betas from Market Intelligence. CUCA
DERvi t nessn,Maarnd used a 0.88 beta for the prox)
Tr. wvol. 21,Do6lRBEAI EnmsebkaReEnwo relied upon a Va
| da.t 3N8CAJ,&t al . witness EIllis rejected the Va
consifdeve years of trailing dat a, meaning it
pandemalcat ed mar ket turmoil and asserted that
percepltddanst.010. l nstead he offers sevenrasl alt

t hat all ow users to modif ydaktetla0 1c2a | cOBE#&td bownt t
witness Morin testified that Vakmnewhitne briast
t hat Di ana Harringtondés work establriesdhiecdt i tnlge
ensuing bet d€J)J,@andalt hEamil i sdss preferred altern

Trv.ol . -84. 2IBe Commi DEiR0 Nt naecscse pMosr i NG 3@t eb Ut t al
witness EIlIlis on this point and finds reassur |
on Value Line betas in its determination of t

The MRP, the |l ast variable in the CAPM mode
made bwteheeni ngDWPt wasses Morin used 8% in hi
(composed of a historical MRP of 7.4% and a p
7.3% in his supplemental testimony, eabBPrefl e
wit nesrsi M opined that an®MRM™ 8 s tah e erassrmogiea bd fe 6
the cost of equity for CAPM and that the hist
i mprove upon. Tr. vol . 8, 71. Witnesrsd WaCFE er s
approach to estimate the MRP, yielding results
expected market returns of 11.6% and 10.52%. W
Kroll that provi-fdreese ar amtoe mafl | 30d81%0 i rkd wal MRP6,

(
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82DERvi t ness Morin accepted witness Walterso fi

based estimate for several reasons, namely tha
transparency, and d&daldamsgeti ndiec atogd obmy oKr ol | 6s
reasonable estimate of the MRP. Tr. vol. 8, 15

7.46% (historic arithmeti-Charwveswumgrely anidd & . AR2de |
used. % Kroll endedmi. S. ERP pairedrwiet r aga en orf ma

Tr . vol -821, WBBResses O6Donnel | (3.5% to 4. 5¢
substantially | ower MRExbBebi-MagKWS.WMTirnz2k0| Mo r2ilr
not ed t heastt itnfeetsees ar e bel ow sever al wi dely wuse
Stockswi tnlkeats O6Donnell did notNCéLy .wponathe (
Ellis incorrectly used geometric m&ans2ih. geEme
Commisi on agrees that the MRP rates of witnesse
l ow and should be ignored.

Witnesses Morin, Reno and Walters all seem

MRP wi thin .a% rtaodg8¢ sofr e@sonabl e. rTehees . Commi ssi o

I n I'ight of the foregoing, the Commission f
of 3.7% to 3.9% for the risk fr.el® troft8 ,s a be
reasonabl e outcome. Witness Morinds use of an
original testimony, when combined with the
(without flotation costs) of 10. 8

up
2%i1 | Wetngsthl
current Value Line beta (9. 22%, 9. 78% and 10

Renob6s estimates wusing Value Line beta (but
normalized risk free rate of 3.5%) wereg9.32%
the 9.9% results from the intervenors, with w
an estimated cost of equity of 10.35%. Thus,
of 10.35% is a reasonable outcome for the CAP

Empirical CAPM (ECAPM

I n this case, both DBERFBVWIiEthesess MBeno swmpp
inclusion of an ECAPM result. The ECAPM, acco
fact that t hper eCAAIPOM su nadkeser ved returns when be
Stafeswi Wal tiesrssue owikt h witness Morinés use of
bwal uebkecaese the adjustments made in his EC;
the same as adjustin@7 beltm.rdbut val , Wit N S8DH
adisted betas and ECAPM correct di fferent pro
needed.,eNCJE&I . witness EIlis opposed the ECAPI
el sewhere in finance and is not supporded by L
Morin contended the ECAPM is discussed in mos
by witness EIl'is. Tr. vol. 8, 217.

The Commi ssion agrees with witness Walter s¢
Bl ume adjusted betas proei dédd Bpm¥Valwme . LiHoave &
witness Renobds support for using these same
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further persuaded by witness Morinds testimo
because they correct for different things.

As witnesandRewbt ness Mor i nds ECAPM cal c
approxi mately 20 basis points hi gher t han t
Commi ssionbébs CAPM conclusions above, t he Comm
of the rate of returmasomabdfeity of 10.55% as

Together with the results of the CAPM, a
10.55% wi || be used to calculate the required

Ri sk Premium Model

The | ast major method relied wnwpemsely artlee t &
Ri sk Premium met hods DEP witness Morin utild@
first compares actual returns of the S&P Ut il
returmsppdndes the 4.3% risk free rheaet ea.l shos awiptlh
flotation cost adjustment. Hi s second RPM rep
ROEs to the risk free rate. This method does I
assumes all owed ROEs factor htatsatprienv.i oWlsil lye rteH
such models, and finds them credible, as ment
ri sk free rate ofand. 3whlils iwsdresatdatreedl,y wupon
Premium Models as provided wusedi 8. dbrecsktes
Those results, after removing the adjustment
Commi ssion finds this result credible, probat

Public Staff witness Waltemsmatl s@od phbaoved e
aut horized returns for electric utilities. Wi
returns for electric utilities against cont em)
estimate a return on equi tgyi wdn 9s WBs t arhtei &lo mand
met hod in the past and does so in this case a
result of witness Morin, the Commi ssion finds
supportinpbasedRedMst of oemg Wi.t9ywe rteon gliOn. gl % r

Comparabl e Earnings Method

Al t hough no witness relied upon a comparabl
recommended rate of return on ed®PBRBEReCd& CA w
calcul ated results of 9.5% to 10.5% and 10. 26 %
t hersesults generally support its decision rega

|l ndi cated Range Prior to Adjustments

Il n Iight of the foregoing, the Commission
of 9.75% to 10 %, ref lreacntgensg itdheen taivfeireadg ea bodv & .h
wi || next examine the proposed adjustments of
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FIl otation Cost Adjustment

FIl otati on costs are the expenses of i Ssu
underwriter ffees,otdatamriolrsrire yfTdeeseg ol anld, 337. DE
not 1 ssue equity; il nstead, equity issuances a
Energy.

Duke Energy | scdwridhgot egitui ygar . Duke Energ
will be no comnooh@ditlyr oBghle2l®0 23t aff Cross E
MoriiDnirect and Relbut tE&IDE WG X .n elsOs.t & il Hi dndee ' v e
said publicly that the holding company 1is not
at the erar lviodst .96 T111.

FIl otation costs may not be recovered under
t wo separate and independent reasons. First, i
to overpay DEP approximately $48t mi whean dal ff
no equity was or wil/l be iSseseu,e dOrfdreorm AZpQp2 10 vti mi

Settl ement Agreement and Stipulation, Decidin
Sewer I nvestment Plan, Granting Partial Rate |
Application by Aqua NortInoCAdle'sna,antinct.ncfeas
Water and Sewer Utility Service in Al Il ts Ser
of a Water and SewemNo2 h&8\esSpaonh J Pheans5, 2023) (

Agua Rat.e Case)

Second, the recomecypysbos FTbonat all owed unc¢
where there i s no evidentiaayle2uppgdhret No2Q h2 CAc
Supreme Gduwurtte iex r el . Utilitie82ZohMmCssib8fa, v.
S.E. 2d 56r7feVelr9d8e8d eamanded the ROE portion of t
dated October 31, -I98GubDddOBetf oNo.Dukke Power
Supreme Court directed the Commission on rem
return on Duke Power d6ssucmppnonotn ietgaii d yn @lnusiad 5 oc
with specific findings. There was no evidence
i ssue new stock for the next three or four ye
second, ESub 408 Or dee ,ewiedesmsces,sealnd hi ssued ne\
and conclusions The Commi ssion concluded that
Power 6s equity and there was a 0.1% increment
future stock i ssuanceppceoasit,s.t hGn Suhper esnec otodu r a
Commi ssionds inclusion of the Astocko i ssuanc:

evidence in view Stfatteh éetxinChosanlenr r eRwbfidd.3c1 SN .aCd.

21,218 (1T9%2)SupremonCoéwded the Commi ssionbs i
ROE increment for purported future financing
upon substanti al evidence in view of the whol

As we noted on the fwarrsdt ianpcpreecanie,nta ni nO .Dlu% eu

of return on common equity costs ratepaye
additional rates. Hi storically, Dukebs ave
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was $ 3.2 million. Il n I ight of the whol e
téh absence of any evidence that Duke 1inte
I mmedi ate future, there is simply no subst
Commi ssiond6s addition of a 0.1% increment
common equity to cowvwer cfosttisrre stock i ssuan

State ex rel. Util ss33CoMmMCON2¥V5 BRubbkikda St aff

The Supreme Court further stated and rul ed

On the first appeal of this case, we (gu

Ssuppoarnsgedd ust ment whatever inrtkekd fateref r

stock issuance, or financing, costs. We sa

Sinmevidence was introduced that Duke i
new stock for the next three or four ye
was no evidence regarding the probabl e
i ssuanceestweonquwhet her t h®&nyrecord supp
financing coStaadjestmealt. Utilities Co
v. Publi 828t a&fiC. at 700, 370 S.E.2d at

added). We are not satisfied, for the r.
first opi nrieocnor dt hsautp ptonret s no such adjus
the common equity rate of return

| da.t 221.

As in that case, there was and is no plan
Accordingly, there Iis no evidence to support
basios nps for flotation costs. Therefore, the
basis points in its ROE request to cover fl ot

Downward Adjustment Due to MYRP

requires the Commi ss

N. C. G. SL33A 1662(c) (1) (a)
her the electric public
P.

odecreased risk to eit
having an approved MYR

Public St aff witness Wal t er s and CUCA wi't

mat hemati cal downward adj ust menttes dmc dthreti rf dRrO
they perceive as the |l ess risky environment
passage of the PBR Statute. Witness Walterséo
points, taking his ROE recommendatiBonWitoms$.
O6Donnell 6s downward adjustment was 25 basis
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from 9. 2®% tTo .9 vol . 21, t BUD.] ilcn &S mddMsags ec omn

more fully explained in witness \daldtresrsssosi tt,e sl
t he s ame factors described I n this di scuss
recommendations of witnesses OO6Donnel | and Re

While asserting that there were other reas
witness Walters opnphgyedetdt ettaadposwement for [ D
the MYRP. O Tr. vol . 16, 336. Further, t he ac
downward adjustment was not rformed by witn

0 pe
adoptReRlubl i ¢ Staffysapmpdtieaddcanadg®@gheut | leR®DY2case:s
Aqua Rat,e a&Cadenlee al rate case proceeding for C
Carolina in -B54k®ub(NODRO 2MNVSKC Rat e Sead®Breder
Approving Partial Sentdt | Stmemu | aAtgiroene,mebeéci di ng
Granting Partial Rate landr éSasve,r A pnpvre@vidmmegn t Wal
Requi ri g CusApopnteirc aNNoitoinceby Car ol i na Water Ser
for Au ority to Adjonst ChmdgéscfeasaeaVaRatresand
Servic i n Al | Service Areas of -Wear hWetagrol am
Sewer nvest MeooB6AMPI| §AHprd00265e@0DBEH@r Approvir
Partia Settl ement Agreement and Stipulation,
Wat er and Sewer l nvest ment Pl an, Granting P a
Cust omer ANpticati on by Agua North dawmuslti mar,d |
|l ncrease Rates for Water and Sewer utility S
Carolina and for Approval of a W&z 8, a%ub S
JQune 6,1l R0f2Bgt note 29 of his directtd HReusbtliinmony,
Staff testimony filed in those two water wutil
t he ublic Staff has previoyshy @meghadi sinat
the risk borne by watres aintd-bivasa epr@t ot
on in tiha.talhEéEwed mMmmdEB.sd on did not acce
n in either o f the proceedings <cited

n
t h
e
I
I

n o o

u
u

[

u ment i s contrary to €Cdmemsstshen®d322 eAgwa
e and the CWSNCuRatherCasdere i s substanti
S case supporting DEPOs position t hat no
ordingly, the Commission rejects the downw

> OYT T
OS2 O 0 D0
o —w—

Chemi ssionbdés 202Z2CaNSNiRattheatkbe Commi ssi
add ssed atnteurbdjiectSedcff s requested 20 basis
i her wise applicable ROE and its holding w
[ T] he Commi ssion is persuaded that this 1ty
across the country and within the proxy gr
t reduce regulatory 1| ag, the existence of
untry and i n t hreoxsyt agresu pwhuwetriel itthieesp oper

“DoD-FEAi wness Reno did not make a spatefot dewonwar dn
recommendatDE®s dWeRPt @r oposal but indicated that she had
in sefatiengf return on equity
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that the comparative risk mpdlioti GWSHAEsoci
il n this case, 1S zero.

Tr. vo2l1l QEempBasi s added)

The Commi ssionds conclusion is in |Iine wit!l
subject, which is summarized 1in his most rec
publ i shed iSre ®EPt eReadld2le.ct Morin DiTr.ctEx.ndv Rle.b
Att he hearing in this proceeding Witness Morir

asserts the pmietsiegnactei nogf meicshkani sms shoul d not
cost of equity as PpBesénhed Onrpagednmd88 Rebutt

First, witness Morin asserts that the ROE
proxy group of comparable companies, and the
similar risk mitigating mechanisms thaofare p

any discreet adjustment would be unwarranted
mechaniDbbPs . Redirect Morin DIiratcltrb5 & rEk | Re sdutnm @DlI.
he states that the Acurrent mar ket ndatia arteofrlse c
Trvol9, 17. Second, he statesrévhanewedcpacadami st ]
have examined the impact of risk mitigators o
t hat there lids.t RID7.i nipha crtd., rvieg kss fti mabtl earae edinot
rel evant in cost of capital estimates for i n
eliminated through diversification] dan.dl 8 i sk

DEP witness Mor i n, guommargi zferdomt hhaits ab oddk
adjustment would be Adoubldleg i veuwntrien gud nass atrltee e
mar ket i nformation on the cost of common equi t

already incorporates the | mpalt sl98gubT hage DEBPC
Redirect Morin DiudJsleat) TdRd EReb wtotl al 9Ex

The Commi ssion is persuaded that DEP has p

evidence, that the impact of alternatiwe rate
already incorporated into the analysis and a d
ROE would be inappropriate fAdouble counting. o0

DEP LRkitleed Exhibit (LFE) No. 11 and LFE No
alternative ratemakiLmrge mMechalnli sims. a DBBp de mo
alternative ratemaking mechani sms are widespr
of the 51 jurisdictions depicted (the 50 state
no alternative rmtiemagiagemeByWwaoostrast, 36 (
mor e such mechani sms, including North Car ol

A AWSI PondWasteewera | nvest ment Plan) is the water ut

utilities.

®The Commi ssion

reiterated this hdrdiemrg,i ni n hied ert2i2c
Rat e .Ca%ee Order at 62.
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decoupling) The other eleven states have a s
or specific capitalidadaelkkeDEP Whéenesxlsi Bat ewman
in the United States:
[ A]l ternative ratemaking regulation is the
Witness Waltersods assertion, implementati ol
reductthmen ComR®OEY G3shnicse cthange simply makes
Carolinads ratemaking practices more align
Notabl vy, every single company in Wi tness W
either entirely or partially in states tha
Tr. vol-6023, 159
LFE No. 14 shows the 23 electric utility ht
group used in connection with his ROE recomme
mechani sms in the applicabl e jEuriilslduiscttriactne.s Tw
Morin assertion that Athe proxy group compan
alternative ratemaking mechanisms], |l dnd more

DEP witness Bateman compared the alternati
i North Carolina wunder the PBR Statute with
] ri sdictions. DEP witnes Bateman stated tha

n
u s
hasMwul i year ,r aldwet prl atnher, h

ow the North Carold]i
to alternative regulation in other states in
Wi tness Bateman asserted that AiNorth Carolina

utl ity than the framewdrdXlse i mr cswintee dot rhieme rsa uast

of how North Carolinads framework places ri sk
states with formula rates and ri derw ffoorr tsriugen
ups of costs increases to North Carolinabs PE
electric utilities bear fdAall the risk of and
projects in betlwdMnneatse Baaeea notalusnd i ktea ttehde 1
Statute many other statesd MYRP mechani sms pr ¢
capital and associTat ed Q%KAM 1 &RKipreanlsley., she not e
North Car obStiantaubtse PIBsSR asymmetrit bat costomeér s tr
100% of earnings once the wutilitybés earnings

but the wutility does not recel cag -B3r eaval ng?2

3
1661See DIEPo Redirec$t iBlaltmeaatnDand SelNol Eiment E
Ex . vol . 16.

Witness Bateman concluded her review with -
t hat makes North Carolina Al ess risky, in ter
states on average awalo.ssl3,he96.ountry. o Tr.

The Commi ssion agrees with DEP witnesses B

t hat substanti al evidence supports the reaso
ranging from®¥. Ma% htowtl® downward adjust ment
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Commssion i s persuaded by the evidence that si
across the industry as well as within the pro:
t hat el ements of the North Carolina statute
jurisdictions, as pointed out by witness Bate
utility and customers. The Commission is mind
is to reduce the |l ag in recovery exphpemiedndced:t
uti i ty. However, the Commi ssion concludes th
intensive period of time as it manages the t1
utility be in a position tonsaanasst heapGotnani s
concludes that the availability of the MYRP m
to access capital on reasonabl e ter ms.

Regarding the obligation ICoopetcoodidn fwoirtm it

selection ofnaonaequobfyrwituhin that range, thi
the i mpact of changing economic conditions on

I n this <case, al | parties had the opport.
evidence concerning changingakteteaobmicastcomedi $
testi mony of DEP witness Morin and Public St e
economic conditions at some |l ength. Wi tness N\
changing economic conditions ilny,Noantdh cCoarrcollu dne
t he Nort hspCacriofliicnacondi ti ons are dAhighly <cor
broader nati onal economy. As such, witness M
conditions, both nationallyedndadccdppdci fni ditso r M
on common equity estimates.

Public Staff witness Walters generally agr
the time of the filing of his testimony, econo
As the Commissedpnchasomer i mpact due to chang
embedded i n ROE expert witness anal yses. Wi

Commi ssion credits and to which the Commi ssi o
though the North @aroomloimasarmdvie. Sontracted, €

North Carolina continue to be highly correlat
continue to be reflected in the analyses wused

The point i detotkeeewbebometric data relie
witnesses captures the effects and i mpacts ¢

customers and the Commi ssion concludes that
case, it does.

Based upon thAeegehetal ®etonomy and the ne

affordability of electric uti ity service, ani

the changing economic conditions in making t

Commi ssion cohmeludee bohateturn 9o 8wicloimmopant eqgau
hip

undue hardshi to customers even though some
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: affordabi liintcyomee scpuesaioanielrys , f omra sl caw s
e itniteg vemi hgi paproceeding. AS not e
d the LIAC inthe s2@p9i Rattlé  @@R&d, t O

addressing afifncrodnebirlestiyd eindd wmds cfuc
t hentt| A tahies appae and include the
di scussed in this Order. The provi
e
r

I i s
LI AC wi't
efforts
previous
includes
to payweimurrent economic environment. I n
Order , through the Payment Navigator pro
work closely with customers in need of ass
thosusstomers with sources of support and undi
the customer. Whil e these programs wil|l ot ¢
pl ace on certain of DEPOGs customers, the Commi
a emaningf ul | evel of support to eligible cust
into account N, 8a%ep uo i gy telgeui t y. However, t
concludes, based on the evidence of record, t
supmpto for customers need assistance with their
DEP and its stakeholders to generate data tha
chall enge in North Carolina. Wor k must contin
meani ngf ul support both in terms of assisting
that bills are reduce and in terms of providi
n need of bill assistance. The Commitsos isocon vrien
these issues but emphasi zes that the uti
ously expressed by this Commi ssi on, t he
tunity presented by feder al fumdfi ede mald €
ation to support customers in need. The
St aff and stakeholders wild| identify
p programs that take advanta@dl ef fewer
er support.

d eCVAdpl iolporte,n td iorfe cdthley benefit custo
addi
ram

g.
ssi st
f
n

300_

Considering t he changing economi c condi ti

customers, the Commi ssion recognizes the fina
rates may create for some of-i DEPNSt omet emeif & ¢
Commi ssion is mindful t hat , as shown by the e

rate of return on common equity have a subst
Therefore, the Commission has car enfduiltliyo ncso nasnic
their effects on DEP6s customers in reaching
of return on common equity.
The Commi ssi on

h al so recogni zE685 tmay ipmbooens
e risks facing DEP
h r
a

takei ¢chalohengeesasvpoonat gd
e mix of el ic generating resources a
bl operation of t he el e

ct
| i e
C.. GAiIsT.DeEPs6 2Bowman asserted,

e
e continued re
guirements oIlN.

- ~+ — ~+
® 5 S5 T
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[It] is simply indisputabl e tthheatCotéhpea ntyas ks
I mpl ementing the energy transition within
whil e simultaneously evolving nearly ever
pursuing a cOmpkexnmeegedented, i mposing n:¢
executionthme sKkenamarnoysphadds and aspects of
business that arereaahigngbédyd moomplfax than
the Commganyver pursued in the past.

Tr . vol -012.1, 1200

The need to invest significant sums to S
maintain its creditworthiness in order to com
terms. And, in addition, as recent years have
exreme weather, public health, and other exog
necessiiatnadt ee ndeed haviet meecreesesd tfadcedDEP t o acc:e
significant sums during atypical and vol atil e
notod DEP witness Newlindés testimony that, par
metrics, ROE is one predicate (capital struct
det ai l below) to the | evel of credi towopitthalnes
mar kets on reasonable terms during all market
which access ultimately | owers borrowing cost:

ti mMer.. 9y o 1.3 . 22D, V6

The Commi ssiedmghmushte w mpact of changing ec
DEPO6s customers against the benefits that tho
provide saf e, adequat e, and reliabl e el ect
macroeconomi c, geopalljtacaél pulelhivei rbeamenh even
and rel able el ectric s eirevingge oifs terses epnetoipalle ,t
instit s, and economy of North Carolina.
t hat e i citmanat e WEPbsptastomers and th
ROE to e rates, but the Commission must b

p 0 0
n c

- = 3

i n a n to access capital: (1) on reas
mo st api tiadle irmeldradbdre tsce rpriacwe .

('DU)'_"('D'_"—'

c
h
[

d

nw o —~+0

The Commi ssion concludes in the exercise
creti9oq¥ rnt entae @f return on common equity 1is
uld be adopted. The hereby appr opvedrr atte | ¢
ances the benefits received by DEPO&s cust
guat e, and rel.i |l e el ect rbieci ngerovfi ctehei np e:
i nesses, insti S and economyoifc &bk yl
ked to DEPO compete in the cap
ms that wil ratepayers) with t1l
perience in pa ng DEP6s adfjhest edomalt edes Tt
9.8 rate of retur on common equity wil/| al |l ow
a

s

= >3 WO —0Wwm

di
s h
b a
ad
bu S
i S
t e I
e X

capital, provi di fair r-etwoens .onAd aoredit mg
Commi ssion <concl , taking ci nctoondadad owmrst anh



approved rate o

i mpact on customers, that the
l'y permissible in

| owe st rates constitutional
Capital Structure
Summary of Evidence

I n his direct testi npornoyp o sDeEP uns itmge saa dNepul ti

53% member s6 equittey mudeé bd7%Tlrongol . 9, 94. Wit
DEPGOs fAspecific debt/equity ratio wildl vary G
including among oatnlgerantdhisng®, otf he atpiimal 1 nves
| arge invoices, debt i ssuances, seasonality c
parent comdhbsangf 0O December 31, 2021, DEPO6s <cap
common equity drd mMa@dahd% 95.ng

Witness Newlin discussed the current credi
of DEP and emphasized the i mportance of DEPOGS
obj ect idwvtes87. He noted that DEP f aae st hseu bnsetxatn
sever al years so-eddecovipepovesdéercpneketasabhegly
electric service to its customers well into tl
and Duke Energyés equity inveddlodag -9OB. aller ac
explained th'eh)toth'n‘desbltorlasmwveeqwltvyarlety of [
opportunities available to the and require
incur, warning that they wil!/ dnve$UreI$ewhéd
a company for a given anmodant86@f Heée skuitshemaee
|l ower <credit quality weakens a companyo6s attr
relative to companies withr éati grhre rlpde.tv fe88IB.¢ sAgu a | |
such, witness Newl in testified it S critiec
i nvestfgmeaemt ratings to assure its financial st
to capital on Fédaas®vabl e ter ms.

Dicsussing DEPOGs financi al objectives, wi t
objectives that support financi al strength é
common equity for DEP on a financi al capital:i
prudenttyedncost s; mai ntaining sufficient ca
mai ntaining a sufficient return on equity to
i nvest edl daap®8.alHe further testified that the
detb and equity) on reasonable terms is vitall"
each of these specific objectives -chred des cDrEePd ibt
ratings and to meet itddotved8al |l financial obj

Il nterveresrsewi tdi sputed witness Newlinds re
witness Walters, CUCA Dwili mAissn ©®dPDoRaeared | al ande
DEPG6s proposed 53/47 <capital structure excee:’

compani Brs. 2v40o5l .( Wabr,t eve); 21, B92 v(odd& Dmnn e I316)0;
The testi mony of witnesses Walters and Reno al
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tent with DEPGO6s observed dapi tval .

I 21 Widees6Resn®OoO.Donnel |, Reno
at the 53/ 47 proposal exceeded tF
ItyTcommolssi &rh.s VB®I0-9 ARE,005D%B.n eviall).;
Gor man) .

hese witnessesod capital structure ®&ecomme
Br. vol. 16,0 2@8/7%0 ©6Donwneldl5 2/148 5(6M8r).; VvRoelr
and Go/r4m@n( Tr. vol. 21, 405).

w o1
N
o —~
~

NCJ,@t al . witness EIlis took a different t
58% equity and 42% debt . Tr . vol . 21, 1071
mmi ssionbés discussion of ROE evidence, wi tn
ruetare interrelated and Indatst 1:37.6 aAdcdcroersdsi endg
i's 58/ 42 <capital structu+#enandc ovmmdin dRO& o0& ¢
commendatit onl071. He i ndicated t hat t his C

stomer idestmeewh ng investbd. return expectat:i

O~ cwnwQOo
c®——"0o

I n his rebuttal testimony, DEP witness Newl

commendati ons. He ob®odér wed ntelsastest Wal t el sanc
nen capital rati ospamfi epr omays gnmicsypd acem, bec
mpanies are all publicly traded holding com
. 22, 169. He testified that it is inappro
|l di ng companyysqgaimpietcalusset thet un sk Ipda.ofi7@s a
e appropriate comparison is to other ut il
rformed that comparison for witness Morinés
me f or t her eottuhremr orna teeq uoift Xpert witnesses
wlin Rebut Tal ExhiThietl re 22l ts show that t he
ructure for operating utilicomeisstiesnt5 3wi3t% ¢

t

S

p
e
t
y e
Bt
i e
oposal ., Tt72voHe pgAdinted to he Commi ssion’

parent company structures a opposed to o
e operating utilityosl dapppXddriate equityl/d

0T WVWZNWT 43< 0 [y
TS T DO DTOO0OO0MOD

P €
e

ess Newl ied fturathewi ttreesssds Wal ter sés ar
S proposed capital structure with DEPG:
are lidnappr®prHatexpl ained that it is
sturcd itau ree atomvel and below the target

ng a point in time is not representati\
I lmnda.d 174. Mor eover, the specific poin
on a surveillance report whtiecrhm idnecbtud
re excluded fod.ratemaking purposes.

QD @ o T ®Oo>

Witness Newlin disputed the manner i n whi
Gor man compare DEPO&6s propamdddweapictoamimont rewgauti u
granted by other state regulator s, noting tha
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mi sl edda.tngl75. He explained that their consi de
trends of rising eduietcyt ecdo nmmpo rt ehreti s Inhahtts trb7 6 .c a |

Witness Newlin also presented an analysis
recommendation with the | owest equity ratio c
He noted that selcapiitoanl orfataino orpegguriarles bal anc¢
and access to the capital mar ket s. He noted t
ROE provide the balance sheet protection and c
guality. Tehaitsesi nf itnuarnncicarl fl exi bility to effic
reasonable terms during all mar ket cycl es, [
ulti mately | owers borrowing clodatts 1@B&s s edee tthersd
thatnewist O6Donnel | fails t o consider t he i n
recommendati on would have on DEPO6s cretdt met
Witness Newlin then presented an analysis shit
credits rodtitrhgg 50/ 50 recommendati on, concl udin
witness O6Donnell 6s ROE estimate would furthe
metrics and cash flows, with negative consequ
debltdat 18881.

Witness Newlin al so ct@i triadiez eodf wiettnuersns ol |
equity | ayer recommendation, noting that with

effectively compaet el 3FDdr Wiatpndeasad . Newbhowpngsen
alternate ROE comparisons of southeastern ut.i
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Table 4: Authorized ROE Comparison of Peer Utilites in the Southeast since 2020

Current

Regulated Utility State Docket/Case No. Year of Order Authorized ROE
Virginia Eleciric and Power NC E-22, Sub 562 2020 9.75%
Alabama Power Company AL repolit S?;-Ei :J}eflfc ai;g:nda 2021 118890
Dominion South Carolina SC 2020-125-E 2021 9.50%
Duke Energy Carolinas NC E-7. Sub 1214 2021 9.60%
Georgia Power GA 44280 2022 10.50% %
Florida Power & Light FL 20210015 -ROE Trigger 2022 1 g_gg%@'
Duke Energy Florida FL 20220143-E1 2022 10.10%
Tampa Electric Co. FL 20220122-ET 2022 10.20%"
Duke Energy Progress sC 2022-254E 2023 9.60%

Average 10.21%

Source: S&P Capital IQ, Past Rate Cases pulled on April 4, 2023

(1) Alabama Power has aformularate mechanism that allows for anmmal adjustments, and they have a variety of mechanisms to allow
for the inclusion of newplant. Under this mechanism, they are allowed arelativelv high ROE (S&P reported 11 88%in vear 2021)
that is balanced against limited annual rate adjustments with certain caps.

(2) Authorized retail ROE set under the 2022 Alternative Rate Plan approved by the Georgia Public Service Commission and
evaluated against arange of . 30%to 11 .90%. Any retail earnings above 11 90% will be shared with Georgia Power retaining 20%,
40% zpplied to reduce regul atory assets, and 40% directly refunded to customers.

(3) ROE Trigger increased authroized ROE to amidpoint of 10.80% from 10 60%

(4) Originally approved ROE band was 8 85%to 10.85%. The ROE band will increase by 25 basis points beginning in 2023 as a
result o f the average 30-year U.S. Treasury rate increasing by more than 50 basis over a six-month period.

(5) Originaly approved ROE band was 9.00%to 11 00%. The ROE band will increase by 25 basis points beginning in 2023 as a
result o f the average 30-vear U.S. Treasury rate increasing by more than 50 basis over a six-month period.

| da.t 195.

Finally, witness Newlin provided an overvi
rate case, noting the dramatic changes gihn ecor
inflation, geopolitical i ssues || #tagt t1h9e6 . walrh ei
Feder al Reserve has responded to inflation b\
rates, and | ong term rates have al shmts pgihkesd
heightened | evel of market volatility and unc:
of zero issuance days in the primary debt <cap
value during these times of hieghadeedi édguat at
which allow Companies to not only access 't he
flexibility to wait for Mmdarte %P6 i mal himar kest
summary witness Newlin noted t hagartadd&Pdrse cdixti srt a
constitute a form of insurance against downgr
weakening DEP&6s financials and noted further t
of DEP and iltdtceddDtlomer s.
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Di scussionl amsd o@aenc

the reasons set forth herein, t he Commi

r
structure egqfui 33y Bahdng7term debt.

The Commission is not persuaded by witnes

Commi ssionds Vview, Hi sttracttiumeny sorf acdapiuttas i de

as it was for ROE. Whileiahe Co mmasiswiotdn eappt e
ElIli sbs point that capital structure and rate
is concerned Ftbowtf @awe ROEf soonnected to a high
at a severe disadvantage when competing for c:
DEP wi | | not find many equity investors wil/|
nucl ear npl afnacsesa significant chall enges and
spearheadi ndgd6506k. egB6Rgy tr@nrsate oof wi eéthumn 6on
matter what t thees peecu iatlyl yr amthiecmn DE®s Reddr eat e dNek
Rebuttal ,Ekdsdi s85ae investors can invest i n
yielding 5.24%. Tir. Exol vo23, 227

Turning next to the recommendations of th
notes while witnesses Gor man, Reneti poptawatt e
|l ater from DEPOGs prior rate case, much of theji
|l ayer from DEPs request i's premised upon con
publicly traded holding compadlgsrejTaet €d minh s
hol ding company capit &leest@uaienyr@rsantni ndreGeoraes
|l ncrease and Approving Amended Stipulation, i ¢
E-7 , Sub Q28Mor dver, witness Newlin persuasi v
proposed 53/ 47 <capital structure 1is right i n
operating companies that are subsidiaries of
group,i swhesbdentially the same as abbkéd&eiwlithese
Rebutti®Tr ExXEx. vol . 22.

The seemingly slight di fferencet IbleudbrMeiecn DI
Staffbs 52/ 48 proposal mas k si mepoancstesqup et $ aa d e
Commi ssion that 53/47 is the opti mal structur
and DEP6s access to capital on reasonabl e ter
as they are, further downwaruwcepd esguwirtey ilnaytée
increased debt is decidedly not in the best i

The credit stressors experienced by DEP ar
wi de. I n his direct testimonyt wittomen®s fMai inmgy
utilities | ike DEP: (1) sl owing or even decli
(2) at a time in which record amounts of new
infrastructur e, i mproveablled iggebndriatyi,om;nd( 3)el a c
need to i mpl ement a transition away from f o:
renewabl es, i ncluding electrification of the
further the need toilmGrladtnewt transmi ssremgt
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weat her events increasing in frequency and fer
resources. -92. vol . 8, 91

As witness Bateman testified, DEP faces mul
ri sasksssoci ated with investment and new technolo
system that mu st be fAondo 24/ 7/ 365 with new t
amounts of solar; and risks associated awiitom ge
st right -908.TrThevsoel .r ilsbk,s 9%an | highlight the
i ng DEP in connection WwWbb6h WhenmasdB8bwmaaof a
S issue as well, as notedvien tMoe i mgt drom wam C
ks i mpose upon DEP thehamlgii ggt il amdtse arpav it @a
ess to capital upon reasonable terms, to er
estments to ensurevieli abl etanduatomedasbl e

—Q = ~ =y
S0 T oSO T
< Onw —TO0O C

ng agencies have noted these st
On the national front , wiMbeody&s
hting the agdreayust irlewviysisoenct @fr
Rederect NEwd. nEXX.T hvwecalt.e BloOr.t hi gh
try as a whole is confronting n
expects fitlhd esatedr capi mai nspending f
emi ssions t o ma k e progress towar d n €
rleict y@ly the execution risks DEP faces i

NT T 0 9T O
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y roeogardodsi nhga sDEPR,keM t wo very re
h | ght the i mmediate credit metric
ubl shed ree poRat i(rDgesP  ARcetdii or neoc t Newl in
eDEPOSs dAithe Iwtmea ti me i ssuing an exp
[ I
d

- —

nci pa credit metric utilized by M
eblt T¢ FF@MKDE. hato)i t s Apr il 2023 Rating
d thag 1 tswhBEOfrtRBelt downgr ade® ttha esho
that while it had in the past for
ating i f the FFO®BDerbta nmeeusrtiaci e da ykeals ibs
indownpotadeti &l t he me®rdm & tsawsetda ibred d

—0~—0ao0 u
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S

s a particularly worrisome devel opment
d out during his direct testi mohyf,orDEPO
e
s

O 5O kKL, 3>TO O T

rr ovoVyeal®Bs.. UTr .ot her words, DEP i s alre
raised downgrade threshold and has a
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Bet ween witness NewlinmoWawppeanadnicies oappeal
rebuamMay 16, Moodyds issued its May 2DEB updal
replacing its Credit Opinion issued in March 2

YI'n Moodybés parlahed RpOLDebking cadpiTrl. cweih. fd9,0wl
ACFOWCred o debt. 0 Bot WCFFm@aand heF®@ameet hing and dare a me
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Saf f &Erxeagyds nati on Morin Direct and Rebutt al E
Newlin Dire€t. EEMN.ilbw otl 2¢) 1Opdated Credit Opinic

referenced as factor that could | ead ®boa dowl
21% i n 2023. 0 DEP Redi rl,cts2ede vdllrism vhd Burt.2 3l F
Accordingly, MoodyoO6s not only alluded to its

referenciedhixs0223ry year.

The potenti al for downigssaude. | Bh el od c tai otnhse oh
beginning with its sector outlook publication
2023 raising of DEPOGs downgrade threshold, an
DEP Credit Opinion are iangsseri es of escal ating

Witness Newlin noted in his test-efmoemgygt itvheat
service, and to fulfil!]l its obligations to se
execute major capital projects, and umusnt sbe ¢
without interruption and refinance maturing d
conditions, even (and perhaps especially) i n
Customers benefit from DEPOGs finaesi-gagkadér eng
credit ratings provide DEP with greater acces:¢
during such pei idRedssp oonfd ivnogl atto lgueysti ons from C
Newlin recounted a recent esampliegoffrmar kdte a
Silicon Valley Bank, in which other Duke Ener
the mar ket for the benefit of their customers
strong credit gquali.tyvals. a®»2,e 207 .doHet hsaitmiol afrr
di sl ocation at the i-bh®tainale ns tdawkdee notfi Itihtei eCsO VW ¢
to flexibly maintain market access when other
mar kéthst. 208. Amd cwiedleni spr ea-hsn db d-toaweeed bt ghet
mean that downgrade wil/l have cost consequenc
to achieve access tlaatt h&0.x,avwil ¥ 8123mardibet s.

Witness Newl in | i keeereidv etdh ef rfolme xDBRP &S t e x i
i nvest ment grade credit ratings as fia form of
t he i kely consequtme e Codp awlfejarka@emd ingl s, o and
Adowngrades only wor k to tchuestdeterrismeontTrof vDE
(emphasis in original). He cautioned against
this insurance policy, Aper hap<T hve t @o nummii snstieonn
heeds this warning, and theoes Moloaltyibrsg serdi 49
now i s decidedly not the time to weaken DEF
downgr ade. DEP must attract capital on reason
needed for the continued red iRBbR4Add toapift alh es tsi
awardi Agowt @amm ROE wi || make attraction of nec
di f filiaomuwl tcertainly more expensive.

Accordingly, the Commission accepts witne
DEP6s capital Dtsrewdc 0% r ebg3lbiet wBanpdng 7t er m debt .
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EVI DENCE AND COGONFOQORISHAIONDI NGS OF5BACT NOS.

COVI D Deferral

The evidence supporotfi nigactth@rsteaifnienddi inmgs DEP ¢
Applicati onl;antdhd otrens tEi mo n yP awi d neexshsiebsi tBso wonrfa nD E
Abernathy, Speros (together as a panel), and
Boswell; and the entire record in this procee
Deferral Docket

Il n August of 2020, DEP and DEC (togethe
Commi ssion for approval of orders for regul at
Companies to establish a regulatory asset to :
the unprecedéd4n8t an@é®wi b and decl ared State of
costs can be deferred pending further action
case filed by JDERtaf®eét DECon of Duke Energy C
Energy Progress, LLC for Approval of Ad®ountir
Expenses, D&k etSuMosl.2-38 &obd E241 (A Cpwstd 7,
Deferra). DbDbEKeand DEP each requested per missi
to defer costs associated with customer fees
stipensaf-aedated costs, remote work costs, ant

and related call center costs.

The Public StafthéilCodi ¢ o Dméopipsoasli nPo Dlukte ¢

guest, arguing among other thindsfohaa ®deker
the costs enumerated and r ettloeme erguiretght etrh, e
Public Staff stated that i1 f the Commissio

set such ceastilatwidt sa@OWNVIgB suwWch sasanfdededalct
operating expenses.

-0 T o~
= B N ()
)

The Commi ssion granted the request to def

cust omer fees associ-h9edPawdemi ¢ heorCOVEDOVeETr)
proceeding in its December 21leqWRd2tl (ODeafear rAplpr
in Docke2, N®Ssb -E258ubEBRE@4Commi ssion noted the
othe requbetseverity of the ongoing pandemic,
taken by the Companies wereanidatpegar it mgblouskeed o ug o
intended to ease both the financi al and publ
Carolina and its citizens who might 1|ikely ha
Order at 13.

The Commi ssion detebeni patienthlay wunf aiouml do p
not all owing an opportunity to justify recove
Commi ssion concluded that the costs all owed t

period of time detratm madeisn the future
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