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Table 4 

Ace;. 
No. 
If 

Account Pesffiotian 

Original 
Cos) Per 

3ilglnal Cost Pen&ng Oepr Study 
12-314)8 Adiusiments .12-31-08 

Kl d) (01 

* 

General Plant 
390.00   STrRUC'TMlES & IMCKOVEMRNT!; 

TOTAI.SI Kiri. & IMPROV. 

TOTAL CtoeralVlunr 

TOTAL GAS IteprtriaMc I'lam 

GAS AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS 
301.00    ORfjANKAl'ION 
302.00   FR,\XCIIISES& CONSENTS 
303.00    INTANCUJLKS 

TOTAL CA.S.Amnrtlzable Accounts 

Gas Vintage Year Accounting 
394.00   TOOi-S.SllOI'. AND GARAGE ngiJIPMI-NT 

TOTAL CAS \'inta«c \>ar Accfluntinfi 

CAS NON-DEI'RI-XIABI.E PI-VM 
374.10   LAND ALAND RICH M 
389,00    LAND & LAND RIGI ITS 

TOTAL CAS .\(in-l}«|ircciabie Tlant 

TOTAL GAS llilih Plflnl in Service 

369.964.39 369.964,89 

369.964.69 0.00 369:964.89 

369.964.89 . om 369.964.89 

609,656,962.58 0.00 609.656.962.58 

382.91 382.91 
921.12 921.12 

906,436.54 906,436.54 

907,740.57 0.00 907,740.57 

3.260,371.36 3,260,371.36 

3.260.371.36 0.00 3^0.371.36 

223.980.61 223,980.61 
9.376,87 9,376.87 

233.357.48 0.00 233,357.48 

614,058.431.99 0.00 614.058.431.99 

COMMON DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

390,00   SITtUCTURES&IMHKOVEMKNTS 27,788,05.1.03 
392,00   TRANSPORTATION EQUII'MI-NT 29.312,656.20 
396.00    POWER OI'l-RA IT!) i'QUIPMI-NT 5.845,014.34 

TOTAL COMMON Repreciabk Pliml. 

COMMON AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS 
303.00   IXTANCfllilja 83,970.698.30 

390.10*JO ^niULTURI-^ & IMI'KOVEMENTS 12.632.047^7 

IOTAL ( OMMON Am^lkaMf Accqunu 96,602,746 27 

COMMON Vintage Year Accounting 
391.C0   OH-1('CrLIKMTl'R)3A\'DB)lll'MI'XI 24,832.325.94 
39100   STURLSOOUII'MEXT 517.425.57 
394;00   TOOIJ. SHOP, AND GAHAq^lklUII'MFNt 7.335.653.91 
395.00   UBOKATORYEOL'lPWiyr 2,111.423.90 
397.00   COMMUNICATION ejllll'MEN'1 12,791^17.30 
398 00   MISCELLAXROUSKi.iUIPMKNT 2.710.259,38 

fOTAI. COMMOX Vblmce i «r ArwppilpB 50,298,905.98 

(902,183.58)      26.885.867 45 
29,312,656.20 

5.845.014.34 

62.945.721.57        (902,183.58)      62.043,537.99 

83.970.698.30 
902.183 58       13.534.231.55 

902,133.56     97.504.S29.85 

24.83Z325.94 
517.425.57 

7.335,653.91 
2,111,423:90 

12.791,81730 
2.710.259.30 

0,00     50^98,*5.9» 
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Table 4 
Rochester Gas & Electric 

Gas & Common Plant 
Summary of Original Cost of Utility plant in Service as of December 31, 2008 
Per Books.Adjustments, and Adjusted Original Cost Per Depreciation Study 

Odglnal 
Cost Per 

Ongnai Cod Ponding Depr. Study 
12-31-08 Adjustments 12-31-08 

(W Ml P* 

Acer 
No  AMpuntPssffiPW 
Wl (W 

NON-DKt'RCClABU i'LANT 
38900   L,\XD&r^H)KKiHrS 2^08^10.10                                2.40B.61010: 

TOTAL COMMON' Ndn-Dcprftii.Wr I'lani 2,408,610.10 0.00        2.408,610.10 

TOT-U. COMMON t'iility I'lant in Sen ice 212,255.933,92 0.00    212,255,983.92 

# 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas & Common Plant 

Summary of Depreciation ReservQ Related to Utility Plant In Service as of December 31, 2008 
Per Books.Adjustment, and Adjusted Depreciation Reserve Per Depreciation Study 

Table 5 

Acct 
No.. Accouni Descnoiion 

lb) 

Deoreciation Depreoaupn 
Reserve Reserve Par 

Pw BooK* Pending Ponding Oepr, Study 
12-314)8 Adtustment Rciiremenls IZ^trOB 

is) W) #81 m 

DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

Produclion Equipment 
32^.20   pftmumos i^siinou* 
330.00 W'tl.l. CONSTRUCnON' 
331.00 WbU GQimtENT 
332.00 FIELD LINKS 
335.05 DRILLING & Cl.l-A.MXG liQLfll'MENT 

TOTAL I'mductiim Lquipmenl 

12.117.7S 
2.99434 
4,093.38 

69,084^)4 
3.507.«) 

91.797.95 0.00 0,00 

12.117.79 
2.994.S4 

4.093.38 
69,084.04 

3,507.30 

91,797.95 

374.20 

Pistribution I'lant 

LAND KIGHTS 

375.00 STRUCTUftES & IVII'ROVEMI-NTS 

376.10 MAIN'S ^ STKEL- 
376.11 MAIXS - DUAL l-Uf£l.CUSTOMERS 
376.20 MAINS • PLASTIC 
376,30 MAIN'S r CAST IRON 

376.40 MAINS • VALVE CJT4 INCH 

TOTAL Arruuiil37(i 

378.10 ME,\S. AND KEG. STATION GOUIP . INSIDP 
378.11 MHAS. AND REG. STAT i-Q ■ OUTSIDE 

TOTAL AccmiK 378 

380.10     SERVICES  STEEL 
380.20     SERVICES-PLASTIC 

TOTALActuunUXO 

381.00      METERS 
382.00     Minim INSTALLATIONS 

383.10 
383.20 

HOlKEItEGULAlDRS 
SI'EaALRECUUVT.ORSONCUST PREMISES 

TO TAL Acci.ttnt 383 

910,120.40 

277.454.93 
93,916,982.93 

-278.507,40 
24,499.123.28 

1,711,560.96 
-12,495.37 

119.836,664.40 

2,522.042.89 
2,300,120.24 

4,822.163.13 

28.569,782.08 
48,237.615.91 

76.807,597.99 

6.902,126.06 
10.310.825.83 

1,511.361.43 

12.425.07 

1,523.786.50 

364.10     HOUSE lUzUULATORINSTALLATIUNS 1,492,574,28 
384.20     fPECIALKEn WSTALL ONCUST HtailSES 582,891.34 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

T'Or.U. Arroufll 3iU 2.055.465 ^0 

0.00 

000 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

OAO 

910,120.40 

277,454.93 
93,918.982.93 

24,499.123.28 
1711.560.96 

-12,495.37 

120,115,171.80 

2.522.042.89 
.2,300,120.24 

4,822,163.13 

28.569,782.08 
48.237,815.91 

76,807.597.99 

6.902.125.06 
10,310,825.83 

1.511.361.-43 
12,425.07 

1.523,785.50 

1.492,574.26 
562.891,34 

2.055.465.6C 

387 00    UTMGR EQUIWWUNT 
387.10    TRANSMUTATION MONHORINO EQUIP 

TOTAL AmiuM 38" 

25.279 92 
534.792.48 

560.072.40 000 oai 

25.279.92 
534,792 48 

560,072;40 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas & Common Plant 

Summary of Depreciation Reserve Related to Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 2008 
Per Books .Adjustment and Adjusted Depreciation Reserve Per Depreciation Study 

Tables 

AccL 
No. 

380.00 

301.00 
302.00 
303.00 

J94.00 

374; 10 
389.00 

.AccoumDescdpUcn 

TOTAL IJimibBiiiml'lant 

Central Plant 
STKUCTURKS K IMIWOVEMCVrS 

TOTAL STRUCT. & IMPRQV. 

tOTALCrncraiinam 

t OTAt. GAS Ofpreciable Plant 

GAS AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS 
nKGANIZATK)N 
HRAWCI USES & CWSE\TS 
IXTAMGIDLU: 

TCfTAL (i.\S Amorfiifablc Accuunts 

Gas Vintage Year Accounting 
TOOLS. SHOP. AND GARA(;i; B3UIPMEXT 

TOTAL GAS Vintage Vrar Am.untine 

CAS NON'-OEPRKCIABLE I'l^VNT 
LAxn&i^NDRiutrrg 
lAXD^LANDKIOHTS 

TOTAL GAS Non-Dtprecinhlt Ptanr 

IOTAI,flAS Utilitj' Plan! in Ser\i« 

DepfccWkxi 
Reserve 

PefGook: 
12.3108 

Pending 
Adiusimeni 

Pending 
ReWnent; 

Oeprndatidn 
Reserve Per 
Cepr. Study 

12-31-08 
m 

224,006.277.24 0.00 0.00 224784,784.64 

169.29239 169J92.39 

169,292,39 -o.po 0.00 169.292.39 

1G9^«.39 poo 0,00 169,29239 

224.267,367,58 poo 0.00 224,545,874.98 

38Z91 
521.12 

224.415.57 

382.91 
921.12 

224.415.57 

225,719.60 poo 0.00 225,719.60 

1,577.865.72 1.577.865.72 

1.577.855.72 opo 0,00 1.577,665.72 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 P-do b.pp P00 

226,070.952.30 0.00 0.00 226.349,460.30 

COMMON DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

J9000     STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 
jQ] IKI     ITtANSPORTATipN EOUIPMENT 
:m00     (WVKKOKCKATnn E0UIIWII-NT 

TOTAL C(»tMON Orprrriahlr Want 

COMMON AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS 
:M] rm      INTAXGIHU'S" 
^ 10-ad   SIWUCTURES & WROVKMENTS 

TOTAL COMMON Am.irti/.»hlc Acrounis 

COMMON Vintage Year Accounting 
^l,W(: OFFICE FURMTl.tRE AND 1-QUtl^tgNT 
a3.00 STORES UQltlPMefr 
J94t10 TOOLS^IIC)P,ANl)t1AKAOEW)Ull'MI3<l 
3Qjm U\llOKAtOKYEWIi*ME^r 
3^7 W COMMWICATIl)N EOLMMKNY 
j4B.0n .\IISCI-UANEOliS.EOUIPME\T 

TOTAL COMMON Vmlmie \ «r At«,umDn@ 

7,666.700.77 
13,931.731.39 
1.841.406.78 

23.439.838.94 

46,698.977.95 
5.306,755.21 

$2,007.7% 16 

16.433.500.14 
356,595,51 

4.157.885.42 
1j49,990i1- 
6.012.388.32 
1,241.564.72 

29.451.924:28 

(83.550,96) 

-63^50.96 

.63.550^96 

63,550:96 

0,00 

OPO 

0/00 0^)0 

7,603.149.81 
13,931.731,39 

,   1,841.406,78 

23.376.287.98 

46,698,977.95 
5,372.306.17 

52.071^84.12 

(6.433.500.14 
356,595,51 

4,157,685.42 
1.249}Si90,17 
6,0^2,388.32. 
1.241.564.72 

%.4S1.92^.28 
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Table 5 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas & Common Plant 

Summary of Depreciation Reserve Related to Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 2008 
Per Books.Adjustment, and Adjusted Depreciation Reserve Per Depreciation Study 

Acct. 
No Account DescriPtmn 

NOV-DKytux'iviiu: i>i-vvr 
MSIA     LANUd UNO WOinS 

TOTAL COMMON Son-Dcprerialjlc Plant 

TOTAL COMMON Utility riant in Strwe 

DeprndaKcn 
Reserve 

Per Books 
12-31X18 

it; 

Pendmg 
A%uamenl 

tdi 

Pending 
Retirements 

Depreciation 
Reserve Per 
Oepr. Study 

12-314% 
to 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 O.iW 0.00 

104,K9.49G.3a 0.00 0.00 104.S99.496.3B 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
GBB & Common Plant 

Summary ot Original Cos! ol utility Plant In Service as ol December 31,2008 and 
Present and Proposed Parameters 

Pfesem Paiainalcrs  
Original.      tat Salvage Cuirsnt 
Cot ffiLCPa OiossSalv Gross COR        Survivor       Depr        Come 

—limaL     JL       * *. .Ctma.    a@i      sa* 

PtbpostKl Pmmmgtw? 

 Net Savage ^   Imi^iW      tile     A.S.LV 
WLCQgG#UMS»lvGl0«*C0R       Asl      km&MW 

_»_     _&_       _a_       emi    mn  Am* 

DEPRECIABLE PUNT 

CO 

3K.M 
330.00 
aat w 
M2 00 
3)5,03 

3T5O0 

37S10 

)7*30 
370 40 

37*1* 
Wit 

380 10 
MOJO 

NI1.CO 

3W10 

I'riiJiKlnni l.iniiriiiunl 
I'Uflfl '  It H I I lsl fit! US 
Wilt 1 *i\in u Ini 
Will I'M   , Ml \i 
I III III l\l \ 
ulsiil r t, \ i i, rti' f M»I IIMI M' 

irOt.vl.Prt..tat(i«ii Kiiuiptm'iK 

lliiilrilnilimi I'iimt 
u.'jDKioins 

intumiKus i iMrKuviamMM 

MAIS,*. I>l AS I'lf 
MAINS - CHS\ ikl'N 
..MAINS - VAI.Vt l!'l il l\fH 

Tt)TAI.Ai.i i ill, 

Mft\S AMIKftr MATiii^OlUIP-lfSlBl: 
MijVi AMl)Hi:u.Sli\TI;0-()lf«llii;   ' 

ShKV'H-l'Ji.STiMil 

MFTWK 
*lk1ntlKNIAtt[ATHMIi 

iKXMRrmiivUmw 
sw-rui iiiWiArri*a,%niiti' PUKNAis 

"mi'.vi.Avtn.i.ii m 

tk'Haf.WkUUI All* ir«TAUj\TIUN% 
&rni,\Li<i;ti ittm.Mi. ONCtciittcML';!!!; 

12.117,70 
2,934.9.1 
4,08336 

46,147.54 
i.sor.na 

0% 
0* 
OSL 

0* 

0% 

70,801.45 

7,230,039.71 0* 

MSU35.6IJ -10% 

W),««,377:i 
124,509,010.40 

842.060.13 
340,038.40 

-65% 
-65% 
-120% 
-00% 

318,681.206,14 

1.0,124,700.46 
■7.849.878. S4. 

■15% 

17.974.477.00 

39.085,087.20 
160.450,403,00 

IW 

199,516,400.20 

20,771,792 17 
27,284,452.815 

0% 
0%, 

4.855,179.35 
24.013.03 

4,979.79238 

4.M2.087.92 
642,092.73 

0* 
0* 

0* 0* 
oy, 0% 
m tm, 
0% 0* 
OS 0* 

0% 0* 75 

-10* 40 

0* 44* 80 
o« <5» ID 
0* .120% 4 
«* -«$* 80 

0* 
0* 

0* 
0% 

0* 
0* 

•25% 

-15*5 
-11* 

0*(ll 
0* 

:7S*. 

0.00* 
COO'S 
0.00% 
0 00% 
0.00* 

:78% 

2.00% 
2,08* 
0,00% 
2.06* 

230% 
240* 

Ml* 
2.81% 

3 0311, 
3 33% ■ 

5 8M 
3.13% 

2.88S 
2.0** 

0* 0* 
0* 0* 
on 0* 
0$ 0* 

"70* 
TOtt 

-mo* 

Tim* 
-20* 

-as 
-30* 

-0% 
0* 

75* 
-76* 

0* 
O* 

0* 
0% 

-TO* 
too* 

-100* 

-1M 
-10* 

-2Wt 
-30% 

01* 

-7W 

0* 

N'A 

WA 
MIA 

7&SO 

41 Z       41?     OO-Ll     (I) 

87-RZ; 
80^4 

50.K3 

3WI 
221.13 

35..R0.S 
44.1.3 

2a.Ri» 
38, L4 

37-m 
37-66 

37^8 
37.S0 

JC 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas & Common Ptant 

Summary of Original Cofii of Utility Plant in Service as of Oocomber 31, 2008 and 
Present and Proposed Paramcteis 

pie&sitl Parametflfs 
Original lei Salvage 

SWCCB  Gross Salv Gross COR 

10.3B4.1S0.65 

Survivor 
Cur, anl 

Deer 
8m Sims 

Proposati Pammelas 

ifttCQfi Gross Solv   Grass COR 
Imuliot     Lite     ASL/ 

am    am _ -fiuao,. 

387 00 ilTHlik riijllirMi!»."i 
:t»7IO rKANXMjItlAIKIN&IONIHtmxaWL'IP 

,Mll,\I..Vccoii«r.Hi7 

I Ol At. ubtrtlMllqu I'lnril 

16,540,78       0% 
9a?,338.48       0% 

1,003.879,2? 

606,216.136,24 

0* 
0% 

0.00*. 
o% 

3S-R3 

Ml 00 
302.00 

Jitmnil I'lnin 
yiKiifn «w * iMnwiVkiim^fni 

lt)l,tt,.VIKIIIM'_*l*ll»IK»-. 

•|(1I.U,(,;rinral flam 

I'll I At. i.;,VS IkpMfWrk I'lam 

GAS AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS 
OKCAMZATKIV 
mANtlitiiaafCiMiKhTi 
MIAWllHli'S 

3BB.904.68     -10* 

309,664.89 

309,884.80 

800.650,082.50 

921 12 
006.430,54 

0* .10% 50 

3.03ft 

a.45* 

lin\l.i:,\.\;\m„Flif:ll)k AfMumn 

rt 101,5. SI It'll', -1,\>l.l uAKAiili l3,HJlrail:XT 

I Ol Al. (VAS t ialaii^ Vrar An 

3.260,371.30 

3,280.37119 

CASXUMIKPKIX-IAIII.RPI.-VM- 
3?4.tO lAXUal^WIJIINIImi 
38»lKI l^knivl.AfttlllWII,1 

'I IIIAL t.-AS Niiiillipmialllt I'l.nl 

TOTAl, (IAS I lllil, I'lsul in Krniin 

223.980 61 
9,376,87 

233,357,43 

114,058,431:89 

?! 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas & Common Plant 

Summary of Original Cost ot Utility Plant In Service as til Decrsmher 31.2008 and 
Present and Proposed Parameters 

COMMON DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

tuwu #mLCTlaU3AlhlPltOVHU6).YII 
w:*       nt,v«M«rviuNA)tUp»iKKr 
."ii,i.a        mwFk. iiH-KA'i'iii'i liijuii'MUsr 

Ttll,\I.C()iM,vn)MInla«iaI)li'n«nl 

CpMMON AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS 
lit   4 I    I \M |hl I ^ 

I     II' MIUI II III » i I   I Mi  I Ml    |\ 

Presenl Parsmelets 
Original       lei Saluaga 

Cost m.SOB. Gross Solv Giess COR 
iwtm      _%_     _»_      ._%_ 

PmuDseo r'araniciKis 

(* 

82.043,537 99 

83,B?O,698130 
13.534.231.55 

M 

Cmifenl. 

Ompf 
axe 

Camp. 
M»tS«IWB« Implfct 

AEL 
Kill 

0 

Lito 

am 
kSlf 

Survivor 

Id 

MSOBi GrMsSalv   Gruss COR 

W                    'Jl                         1^.! 

Gunnvcf 

26.B85.8Br« -tM* 0% -10% 
29,312,656.20 in* tow »* 
5.S4S,014 34 10* te* 0* 

10.84* 
10% 35-L1 5 

09 
13 7 

IDI tl uniillfis \iHnltMMe \r«tmis 

COMMON Vintaiia Vaar Accounting 
HI" I H I III   II  ri    III Hi    Wni'll II Ml \| 
^J^ifO MlilitMi I |1 Ml" I 
Dl'li nil ISM   is    \\IM,iUU.I It III! Ml M 
ll'u I Ml'III \I  UC 11il II Ml  .1 
1,1    I Mr I'II 111 iSIUI l|i\lf I 
". MIM III l".  ulSHil II Ml \l 

97.504 920.05 

24,332.325.54 
517.42557 

7,335.053,81 
2.111.423,60 

12.791,817,30 
2,710.259,36 

Hit \l r innHlM»tn|.t^^m  ^luiunlmu 50,293,905.96 

L^XU&I.ANtj3(lfMI3 

IIIT.M. I (IMMIIS Xmitlr,,r«l,lil* rianl 

11.11 11. COMMON tilllllV I'll!ill in -Strvkt 

2,408.610.10 

?,4(l8.*t0.1p 

212i255.SS3.92 

{11 IfiWnm A^bmrnunl Rale. Lite Span Meihod Uliiinai- Sarvice Uvoa l/ary 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Account 382 - Meter Installations 

Amortization of Embedded Unrecoverod Net Plant As of December 31, 2008 

ASUCurve 38-SO 
Broad Group Procedure 

Generation Arrangement 

Table 7 

December 31. 2008 Allocated 

Surviving Average Avg Rem, Net Plant Theoretical Boot Computed Annual 

Vinjaoe Aqe Plan; Sen, Life u& Ratio Reserve Reserve iMEient Accrual 

zoos 0.5 000 38.00 37,50 098684 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 

2007 1.5 1.377.620.29 38,00 36.50 0.96053 54,37975 53,499.64 1.324,120.65 36.277 

2006 2.5 746,626.14 38.00 35.50 0.93421 49,12014 48.325.16 698.300.98 19,670 

2005 3.5 703.249.69 38.00 34.50 0.90789 64.773.00 63.724 68 639,525.01 18,537 
2004 4,5 1.028.705.52 33.00 3350 0.88158 121,820.39 •    119,848.79 - 908.856 73 27.130 

2003 5.5 1,597,500.07 38.00 32.50 0.85526 231.217 12 227.474.98 1.370,025.09 42.155 

2002 6.5 0.00 38.00 31.50 0.82895 0,00 0.00 0.00 0 

2001 7.5 183,525.60 38.00 30,50 0.80263 36,222.16 35,635.92 147.889.68 4,849 

2000 S.5 1,796,046.80 38.00 29.50 0.77632 401,747.31 395.245.23 1.400,801.57 47.485 

1999 9.5 1,817,967.17 38,00 2850 0.75000 454.491,79 447,135.07 1.370,831.10 48,099 

1998 10.5 1,366.743.12 38.00 27.50 0,72368 377.652.70 371,540,58 995,202,54 36,189 

1997 11.5 1.262,898.64 38.00 26.50 0.69737 382.193.01 376.007.41 886,891.23 33,468 

1996 12.5 637,798.38 38.00 25.50 0.67105 209,802.10 206.406.56 431,391.82 16.917 

1995 13.5 1.131,706.77 38,00 24,50 0.64474 402.053.72 395,546.68 736.160,09 30.047 

1994 14.5 767,629.61 38.00 23.50 0.61842 292,911.30 288.170.67 479.458,94 20.403 

1993 15.5 1.176.713.17 38:00 22.50 0.59211 479,975,11 47Z206 95 704.506,22 31,311 

1992 16.5 1.126.311.57 38 00 21.50 0.56579 489,056.34 481.141.21 645,170.36 30.008 

1991 17.5 849,815.49 38.00 20.50 0.53947 391,362.40 385.028.39 464.787.10 22.673 

1990 18.5 986,009.48 38:00 19.50 0.51316 480,030.93 472.251,87 513.747,61 26,346 

1989 19.5 1,150,944.20 38.00 18.50 0.48684 590,616.10 581,057.27 569,886.93 30.805 

1988 20.5 1.074,329.34 38.00 17.50 0.46053 579,572.41 570.192.32 504,137,02 28,808 

1987 21,5 811,082.22 38,00 16.50 0.43421 458.901.78 451,474.69 359.607.53 21.794 

1986 22.5 654.327.36 38.00 15.50 0.40789 337,430.67 381,160.30 273.167.06 17,624 

1985 23,5 682,302,75 38.00 14.50 0.38158 421.950.38 415,121.33 267.181.42 18.426 

1984 24.5 454,087.30 38.00 13.50 0.35526 292,766.81 286,028,53 166.058.77 12.301 

1983 25.5 415,779.38 38.00 12.50 0.32895 279.009.85 274,49421 141,285.17 11,303 

1982 25,5 560.215.71 38,00 12.50 0.32895 375,934.23 369.849.92 190,365.79 15.229 

1981 26.5 460.539.02 38.00 11,50 0.30263 321,165.37 315,967.47 144.571.55 12.571 

1980 27.5 538.246.77 38.00 10.50 0.27632 389.520.69 383,216.49 155,030.28 14,765 

1979 28.5 467.939.83 38.00 9.50 0.25000 350.954.87 345.274.84 122.664.99 12.912 

1978 29 5 167.000.57 38.00 8.50 0.22368 129.645.18 127.546.94 39.453 63 4.642 

1977 30.5 0.00 38.00 7.50 0.19737 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 

1976 315 0.00 38.00 6.50 017105 0.00 000 0.00 0 

1975 32.5 149,919.22 38.00 5.50 0.14474 128 220.39 126.145.20 23.774 02 4.323 

1974 335 264,048.47 3800 4.50 0.11842 232.779.57 229.012.15 35.036.32 7.766 

1973 34.5 272.156.51 36.00 3.50 0.09211 247.089.46 243.090.44 29,06607 6,3% 

1972 225 259.230.38 38.00 1550 040789 153.491 87 105.732.71 259,230 38 0,00 

IB71 235 249,847.68 3800 14.50 0.38156 154,51107 35.336 61 349,847 68 000 

1970 245 105.588.64 38.00 1350 035528 6SXF6S9 37,511 75 105.588.64 0.00 

1969 25.5 0 33.00 12 50 032595 0.00 COO 0.00 0.00 

)ta1 27.294.452.86 24.33 10.480.44& 95 10.310,325.83 17.353.619.99 713.156.74 

2-21 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 40 of 267 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Account 384 - House Regulator Installations 

Amortization of Embedded Unrecovered Net Plant As of December 31, 2006 

ASUCurve: 37-SO 
Broad Group Procedure 

Generation Arrangement 

Table 8 

Deoamber31,20(% A&%8W 
Surviving Average AvgRem. NefPlani Theoretical Book Computed Annual 

Vintaqe Aqa Plant Serv Life Life Ratio Reserve Reserve Net Plant Accrual 

2008 0.5 0.00 37,00 36.50 098649 oao 0.00 0.00 0 
2007 1.5 275,629.25 37.00 35.50 0.95946 11.174.16 3.327:98 272.301.27 7,670 
20% 2.5 0.00 37.00 34.50 0.93243 0,00 0.00 0.00 0 
2005 3.5 0.00 37.00 33.50 0.90541 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 
2004 4.5 936,348.99 37.00 32.50 0.87838 113.880.28 33.916.72 902,432.27 27,767 
2003 5.5 3,081.061.47 37.00 31.50 085135 457.995.62 136,403.84 2,944.657,63 93 481 
2002 6.5 0.00 3700 30,50 0.52432 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 
2001 7,5 0.00 37 00 29.50 0.79730 0,00 0.00 0.00 0 
2000 8.5 496.797.32 37,00 28.50 0.77027 114,129.11 33,990.83 462.806.49 16.239 
1999 9.5 174,954.61 37,00 27 JO 0.74324 44,920.78 13,378.66 161,575^5 5.875 
1998 10.5 174,560,71 37,00 2&50 0,71622 49,537.50 14.753.65 159.807 06 6.030 
1997 11.5 134.388.77 37.00 25.50 0.68919 41,769.48 12.440.11 121.948.66 4i782 
1996 12.5 103,423.09 37.00 24.50 0.66216 34,940.23 10.406.17 93,016.92 3797 
1995 13.5 139,157.23 37.00 2350 0.63514 50,773.58 15.121.79 124,035.44 5,278 
1994 14.5 99.717.87 37.00 22.50 0.60811 39.078.62 11,638.70 88,079117 3,915 
1993 15.5 272,189.86 37.00 21,50 OJBICG 114,025.48 33.^59.96 238,229.90 11.080 
1992 16.5 188,629 43 37.00 20.50 0.55405 84,118.53 25.052.84 163,576.59 7;979 
1991 17.5 175.854.25 37.00 19.50 0.52703 83.174,31 24.771.62 151,082.63 7,748 
1990 185 207,592.59 37.00 18.50 0,50000 103,795.30 30.913,42 176.679.17 9.550 
1989 19.5 221.639.29 37.00 17.50 0.47297 116.809.90 34,789.24 186,850.05 10.677 
1988 20.5 161.589.20 37.00 1650 0.44595 89,529.15 26,664:27 134.924,93 8.177 
1987 21.5 144.240.22 37.00 15.50 0.41892 83.815.26 24.962.52 119.277.70 7.695 
1986 22,5 179.079,82 37.00 14.50 0.39189 108,899.89 32.433,42 146,646.40 10,114 
1985 23.5 218.375.08 37.00 13.50 038488 138,697,69 41.308.03 177.06705 13.116 
1984 245 169.445.87 37.00 12.50 0.33784 112.200.64 33,416.47 136.02&40 10,882 
1983 25.5 181.296.63 37.00 .11..50 0.31081 124,947.68 37^12.90 144,083.73 12,529 
1982 26.5 171898.47 37.00 10.50 028378 123.11647 36.66751 135,230,96 12,879 
1981 27,5 199,338.26 37.00 9.50 0^5676 148.156.81 44.125 22 155^13.04 16.338 
19B0 28.5 236.146.56 37.00 8.50 072973 181,896.67 54.173.89 181^72^7 21,409 
1979 29.5 196.293* 37.00 750 0.20270 156.504.60 46.611,42 149:682.48 19,958 
1978 30.5 160.162.71 37.00 6,50 0.17568 132.026.02 39,321.02 120,841.69 18;591 
1977 31,5 68.411.02 37.00 5.50 0.14865 58,241.81 17,346.03 51,064.99 9,285 
1976 325 61.836.91 37.00 450 0.12182 54.316.20 16.17686 45.660^3 10.147 
1975 33.5 80,287:23 37,00 3.50 0,09459 72.692,49 21.645.85 58.637.38 16,754 
1974 34.5 116,429,09 37 00 2.50 0.06757 108.562.26 32.332.86 84,096.23 33,636 
1973 355 160.236.62 3700 150 0.04054 lS3i740.54 45.768.21 114.448.41 763% 
1972 38,5 179,509,09 3700 050 0.01351 177^)83 J5 52,740.33 126,768.76 253,538 

tsl S.366,521 41 1077 3.484.551,38 1.037,736.36 5,325.725-05 773.21611 

Check Tptal 1,037,796.36 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Account 384 • House Regulator Installations 

Amortization of Embedded Unrecovered Net Plant As of December 31, 2008 

ASUCurva 37-SQ 
Broad Group Procedure 

Generation Arrangement 

Table 8 

Vintage 

December 31 200S 
Surviving        Average   Avg Rem    Nei Plant 

Age Plani Sen, Life       Life Ratio 
Theoretical 

Reserve 

Allocated 
Book 

Reserve 
Computed Annual 

Accrual 

Theoretical 
Reserve 

1971 375 245.262.02 3700 
1970 2S5 194,281,92 37.00 
19G9 29.5 185,446.62 37,00 
1968 30.5 66,331.25 37.00 
1967 31.5 98,577,52 37.00 
1966 32.5 58,693.11 37.00 
1965 33.5 18.804.63 37.00 
1964 34.5 17.640.78 37.00 
1963 35.5 38,631.02 37.00 
1962 36.5 25,849.36 37.00 
1961 3.7.5 68,151.01 37.00, 

Total 1,017,669.24 

Grand Total 10.384.190.65 

Add'! Book-Resr 
245.262.02 
194,281.92 
165.445.62 
66.331.25 
98.577.52 
56i693,11 
18,804 63 
17.640.78 
38:631.02 
25,849.36 
68.151.01 

0.00 
3,464,551.38 

Total Book Reserve 

Fully Reserved 
245,262.02 
194,281.92 
185.446.62 
66,331:25 
98,577.52 
58.693.11 
18,804.63 
17.640.78 
38.631.02 
25.849.36 
68.151.01 

1,017,669.24       1,017,669.24 

Net Plant 
0,00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

2.055.465,60        1,017.669.24 1.037,796.36 
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ROCHESTER GAS & ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

Gas and Common Plant 

General 

This report sets forth the results of our study of the depreciable property of 

Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation-Gas and Common (RGE or the Company) as of 

December 31, 2008 and contains the basic parameters (recommended average service 

lives and life characteristics) for the proposed average whole life depreciation rates. All 

average service lives set forth in this report are developed based upon plant in service as 

of December 31, 2008. 

The scope of the study included an analysis of RGE's historical data through 

December 31,2008, discussions with Company management and staff to identify prior and 

prospective factors affecting the Company's plant in service, as well as interpretation of 

past service life data experience and future life expectancies to determine the appropriate 

average service lives of the Company's surviving plant. The service lives and life 

characteristics resulting from the in-depth study were utilized together with the Company's 

plant in service and book depreciation reserve to determine the recommended Average 

Whole Life depreciation rates related to the Company's plant in service as of December 

31,2008. 

In preparing the study, the Company's historical investment data were studied using 

various service life analysis techniques. Further, discussions were held with the RGE's 

management to obtain an overview of the Company's facilities and to discuss the general 

scope of operations together with other factors which could have a bearing on the service 

3-1 
AUS Consultants 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 44 of 267 

lives of the Company's property. 

The Company maintains property records containing a summary of its fixed capital 

investments by property account. This investment data was analyzed and summarized by 

property group and/or sub group and vintage then utilized as a basis for the various 

depreciation calculations. 

Depreciation Study Overview 

There are numerous methods utilized to recover property investment depending 

upon the goal. For example, accelerated methods such as double declining balance and 

sum of years digits are methods used in tax accounting to motivate additional investments. 

Broad Group (BG) and Equal Life Group (ELG) are both Straight Line Grouping 

Procedures recognized and utilized by various regulatory jurisdictions depending upon the 

policy of the specific agency. 

The Straight Line Group Method of depreciation utilized in this study to develop the 

recommended depreciation rates is the Broad Group Procedure together with the Whole 

Life Technique. 

While I prefer the Average Remaining Life Technique (because it considers all 

factors in developing the applicable depreciation rates) the NY Commission and its staff 

have indicated that the Whole Life depreciation Technique should be used to develop 

depreciation rates other than for Electric generating facilities. 

The distinction between the Whole Life and Remaining Life Techniques is that under 

the Whole Life Technique, the depreciation rate is based on the recovery of the 

investment and average net salvage over the average service life of the property group. 

In comparison, under the Average Remaining Life Technique, the resulting annual 

3-2 
AUS Consultants 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 45 of 267 

depreciation rate incorporates the recovery of the investment (and future net salvage) less 

any recovery experienced to date over the average remaining life of the property group. 

That is, the Average Remaining Life technique is based upon recovering the net 

book cost (original cost less book reserve) of the surviving plant in service over its 

estimated remaining useful life. Any variance between the book reserve and an implied 

theoretical calculated reserve is compensated for under this procedure. As the Company's 

book reserve increases above or declines below the theoretical reserve at a specific point 

in time, the Company's average remaining life depreciation rate in subsequent years will 

be increased or decreased to compensate for the variance, thereby, assuring full recovery 

of the Company's investment by the end of the property's life. 

The Company, like any other business, includes as an annual operating expense an 

amount which reflects a portion of the capital investment which was consumed in providing 

service during the accounting period. The annual depreciation amount to be recognized 

is based upon the remaining productive life over which the undepreciated capital 

investment needs to be recovered. The determination of the productive remaining life for 

each property group usually includes an in-depth study of past experience in addition to 

estimates of future expectations. 

Annual Depreciation Accrual 

Through the utilization of the Average Remaining Life Technique, the Company will 

recover the undepreciated fixed capital investment in the appropriate amounts as annual 

depreciation expense in each year throughout the remaining life of the property. The 

procedure incorporates the future life expectancy of the property, the vintaged surviving 

plant in service, and estimated net salvage, together with the book depreciation reserve 
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balance to develop the annual depreciation rate for each property account. Accordingly, 

the ARL technique meets the objective of providing a straight line recovery of the 

undepreciated fixed capital property investment. 

The use of the Average Remaining Life Technique results in charging the 

appropriate annual depreciation amounts over the remaining life of the property to insure 

full recovery by the end of the life of the property. The annual expense is calculated on a 

Straight Line Method rather than by the previously mentioned, "sum of the years digits" or 

"double declining balance" methods, etc. The "group" refers to the method of calculating 

annual depreciation on the summation of the investment in any one depreciable group or 

plant account rather than calculating depreciation for each individual unit. 

Under Broad Group Depreciation some units may be over depreciated and other 

units may be under depreciated at the time when they are retired from service, but overall, 

the account is fully depreciated when average service life is attained. By comparison, 

Equal Life Group depreciation rates are designed to fully accrue the cost of the asset group 

by the time of retirement. For both the Broad Group and Equal Life Group Procedures the 

full cost of the investment is credited to plant in service when the retirement occurs and 

likewise the depreciation reserve is debited with an equal retirement cost. No gain or loss 

is recognized at the time of property retirement because of the assumption that the retired 

property was at average service life. 

Group Depreciation Procedures 

Group depreciation procedures are utilized to depreciate property when more than 

one item of property is being depreciated. Such a procedure is appropriate because all of 

the items within a specific group typically do not have identical service lives, but have lives 
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which are dispersed over a range of time. Utilizing a group depreciation procedure allows 

for a condensed application of depreciation rates to groups of similar property in lieu of 

extensive depreciation calculations on an item by item basis. The two more common 

group depreciation procedures are the Broad Group (BG) and Equal Life Group (ELG) 

approach. 

In developing depreciation rates using the Broad Group procedure, the annual 

depreciation rate is based on the average life of the overall property group, which is then 

applied to the group's surviving original cost investment. A characteristic of this procedure 

is that retirements of individual units occurring prior to average service life will be under 

depreciated, while individual units retired after average service life will be over depreciated 

when removed from service, but overall, the group investment will achieve full recovery by 

the end of the life of the total property group. That is, the under recovery occurring early 

in the life of the account is balanced by the over recovery occurring subsequent to average 

service life. In summary, the cost of the investment is complete at the end of the property's 

life cycle, but the rate of recovery does not match the consumption pattern which was used 

to provide service to the company's customers. 

Under the average service life procedure, the annual depreciation rate is calculated 

by the following formula: 

Annual Accrual Rate, Percent = 100% -Salvage   X 100 
Average Service Life 

The application of the broad group procedure to life span groups results in each 

vintage investment having a different average service life.   This circumstance exists 

because the concurrent retirement of all vintages at the anticipated retirement year results 
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in truncating and, therefore, restricting the life of each successive years vintage 

investment. An average service life is calculated for each vintage investment in 

accordance with the above formula. Subsequently, a composite service life and 

depreciation rate is calculated relative to all vintages within the property group by weighting 

the life for each vintage by the related surviving vintage investment within the group. 

In the Equal Life Group, the property group is subdivided, through the use of plant 

life tables, into equal life groups. In each equal life group, portions of the overall property 

group includes that portion which experiences the life of the specific sub-group. The 

relative size of each sub-group is determined from the overall group life characteristic 

(property dispersion curve). This procedure both overcomes the disadvantage of 

voluminous record requirements of unit depreciation, as well as eliminates the need to 

base depreciation on overall lives as required under the broad group procedure. The 

application of this procedure results in each sub-group of the property having a single life. 

In this procedure, the full cost of short lived units is accrued during their lives leaving no 

under accruals to be recovered by over accruals on long lived plant. The annual 

depreciation for the group is the summation of the depreciation accruals based on the 

service life of each Equal Life Group. 

The ELG Procedure is viewed as being the more definitive procedure for identifying 

the life characteristics of utility property and as a basis for developing service lives and 

depreciation rates, nevertheless, the Broad Group procedure is more widely utilized 

throughout the utiity industry by regulatory commissions as a basis for depreciation rates. 

That is, the ELG Procedure is more definitive because it allocates the capital cost of a 

group property to annual expense in accordance with the consumption of the property 
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group providing service to customers. In this regard, the company's customers are more 

appropriately charged with the cost of the property consumed in providing them service 

during the applicable service period. The more timely return of plant cost is accomplished 

by fully accruing each unit's cost during its service life, thereby not only reducing the risk 

of incomplete cost recovery, but also resulting in less return on rate base over the life of 

a depreciable group. The total depreciation expense over the life of the property is the 

same for all procedures which allocate the full capital cost to expense, but at any specific 

point in time, the depreciated original cost is less under the ELG procedure than under the 

BG procedure. This circumstance exists because underthe equal life group procedure, the 

rate base is not maintained at a level of greater than the future service value of the 

surviving plant as is the case when using the average service life procedure. 

Consequently, the total return required from the ratepayers is less under the ELG 

procedure. 

While the Equal Life Group procedure has been known to depreciation experts for 

many years, widespread interest in applying the procedure developed only after high speed 

electronic computers became available to perform the large volume of arithmetic 

computations required in developing ELG based depreciation lives and rates. The table 

on the following page illustrates the procedure for calculating equal life group depreciation 

accrual rates and summarizes the results of the underlying calculations. Depreciation rates 

are determined for each age interval (one year increment) during the life of a group of 

property which was installed in a given year or vintage group. The age of the vintage group 

is shown in column (A) of the ELG table. The percent surviving at the beginning of each 

age interval is determined from the Iowa 10-R3 survivor curve which is set forth in column 
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(B). The percent retired during each age interval, as shown in column (C), is the difference 

between the percent surviving at successive age intervals. Accordingly, the percentage 

amount of the vintage group retired defines the size of each equal life group. For example, 

during the interval 3 1/2 to 4 1/2, 1.93690 percent of the vintage group is retired at an 

average age of four years. In this case, the 1.93690 percent of the group experiences an 

equal life of four years. Likewise, 3.00339 percent is retired during the interval 4 1/2 to 5 

112 and experiences a service life of five years. Furthermore, 4.42969 percent experiences 

a six-year life; etc. Calculations are made for each age interval from the zero age interval 

through the end of the life of the vintage group. The average service life for each age 

interval's equal life group is shown in column (E) of the table. 

The amount to be accrued annually for each equal life group is equal to the 

percentage retired in the equal life group divided by its service life. In as much as additions 

retirements are assumed, for calculation purposes, to occur at midyear only one-half of the 

equal life group's annual accrual is allocated to expense during its first and last years of 

service life. The accrual amount for the property retired during age interval 0 to .5 must be 

equal to the amount retired to insure full recovery of that component during that period. 

The accruals for each equal life group during the age intervals of the vintage group's life 

cycle are shown in column (F). The total accrual for a given year is the summation of the 

equal life group accruals for that year. For example, the total accrual for the second year, 

as shown in column (G), is 11.31019 percent and is the sum of all succeeding years 

remaining equal life group accruals plus one half of the current years life group accrual 

listed in column (F). For the zero age interval year, the total accrual is equal to one half 

of the sum of all succeeding years remaining equal life accruals plus the amount for the 

zero interval equal life group accrual. The one half year accrual for the zero age interval 
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XYZ UTILITY COMPANY 

CALCULATION OF ASL, ARL AND ACCRUED DEPRECIATION FACTORS table19 
BASED UPON AN NEW YORK STATE (KIMBALL) h3.00 CURVE USING THE EQUAL LIFE GROUP (ELG) PROCEDURE 

AGE AT LIFE TABLE RETIREMENT AGE OF AMOUNT AMOUNTFOR 

EQUAL LIFE GROUP PROCEDURE 

AVERAGE AVERAGE ELGMRL ACCRUED 

BEGIN OF BEGIN OF DURING AVERAGE AMOUNT FOR EACH REMAINING SERVICE REMAINING DEPR DEPR RES 

IfflfflUtf. INTEIW INMVAL SURVIVING RETIRED LIFE GROUP LIFE GROUPS UFE UFE RATE FACTOR 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (1) (J) (K) 

0.0 1.0000000 0.0006400 0.9996800 0.25 0.0006400 0.0587873 9.50 8.50 11.76 0.0000000 

0.5 0.9993600 0.0029600 0.9978800 1.0 0.0029600 0.1148146 8.69 8.19 11.51 0.0575293 

1.5 0.9964000 0.0064000 0.9932000 2.0 0.0032000 0.1117346 8.89 7.39 11.25 0.1687494 

2.5 0.9900000 0.0126200 0.9836900 3.0 0.0042067 0.1080313 9.11 6.61 10.98 0.2745562 

3.5 0.9773800 0.0227600 0.9660000 4.0 0.0056900 0.1030830 9.37 5.87 10.67 0.3734890 

4.5 0.9546200 0.0375500 0.9358450 5.0 0.0075100 0.0964830 9.70 5.20 10.31 0.4639372 

5,5 0.9170700 0.0566100 0.8887650 6.0 0.0094350 0.0880105 10.10 4.60 9.90 0.5446406 

6.5 0.8604600 0.0780600 0.8214300 7.0 0.0111514 0.0//M72 10.57 4.07 9.46 0.6149789 

7.5 0.7824000 0.0984200 0.7331900 8.0 0.0123025 0.0659903 11.11 3.61 9.00 0.6750325 

8.5 0.6839800 0.1134200 0.6272700 9.0 0.0126022 0.0535379 11.72 3.22 8.54 0.7254808 

9.5 0.5705600 0.1195400 0.5107900 10.0 0.0119540 0.0412598 12.38 2.88 8.08 0.7673764 

10.5 0.4510200 0.1151700 0.3934350 11.0 0.0104700 0.0300478 13.09 2.59 7.64 0.8019165 

11.5 0.3356500 0.1014600 0.2851200 12.0 0.0084550 0.0205853 13.85 2.35 7.22 0.8302857 

12.5 0.2343900 0.0817300 0.1935250 13.0 0.0062869 0.0132143 14.65 2.15 6.83 0.8535298 

13.5 0.1526600 0.0601800 0.1225700 14.0 0.0042986 0.0079216 15.47 1.97 6.46 0.8724942 

14.5 0.0924800 0.0405200 0.0722200 15.0 0.0027013 0.0044216 16.33 1.83 6.12 0.8877583 

15.5 0.0519600 0.0249500 0.0394850 16.0 0.0015594 0.0022913 17.23 1.73 5.80 0.8994571 

16.5 0.0270100 0.0140400 0.0199900 17.0 0.0008259 0.0010987 18.19 1.69 5.50 0.9068526 

17.5 0.0129700 0.0072300 0.0093550 18.0 0.0004017 0.0004849 19.29 1.79 5.18 0.9070652 

18.5 0.0057400 0.0000000 0.0057400 19.0 0.0000000 0.0002841 20.21 1.71 4.95 0.9155172 

19.5 0.0057400 0.0048600 0.0033100 20.0 0.0002430 0.0001626 20.36 0.86 4.91 0.9576667 

20.5 0.0008800 0.0005800 0.0005900 21.0 0.0000276 0.0000272 21.65 1.15 4.62 0.9467615 

21.5 0.0003000 0.0002000 0.0002000 22.0 0.0000091 0.0000089 22.49 0.99 4.45 0.9560277 

22.5 0.0001000 0.0001000 0.0000500 23.0 0.0000043 0.0000022 23.00 0.50 4.35 0.9782609 

23.5 0.0000000 0.0000000 

1.0000000 

0.0000000 24.0 0.0000000 0.0000000 

1.0000000 

is consistent with the half year convention relative to property during its installation year. 
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The sum of the annual accruals for each age interval contained in column (G) total to 1.000 

demonstrating that the developed rates will recover 100% of plant no more and no less. 

The annual accrual rate which will result in the accrual amount is the ratio of the accrual 

amount (11.31019 percent) to the average percent surviving during the interval, column (D), 

(99.74145 percent), which is a rate of 11.34% (column J). Column (J) contains a summary 

of the accrual rates for each age interval of the property groups life cycle based upon an 

Iowa 10-R3 survivor curve. 

Remaining Life Technique 

As previously noted, while I prefer the Average Remaining Life Technique (because 

it considers all factors in developing the applicable depreciation rates) the NY Commission 

and its staff have indicated that the Whole Life depreciation Technique should be used to 

develop depreciation rates other than for Electric generating facilities. 

In the Average Remaining Life depreciation technique, the annual accrual is 

calculated according to the following formula where, (A) the annual depreciation for each 

group equals, (D) the depreciable cost of plant less (U) the accumulated provision for 

depreciation less (S) the estimated future net salvage, divided by (R) the composite 

remaining life of the group: 

A=D-U-S 
R 

The annual accrual rate (a) is expressed as a percentage of the depreciable plant balance 

by dividing the equation by (D) the depreciable cost of plant times 100: 

(a) = D-U-Sx1x100 
R       D 

As further indicated by the equation, the accumulated provision for depreciation by 

vintage is required in order to calculate the remaining life depreciation rate for each property 
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group. In practice, most often such detail is not available; therefore, composite remaining 

lives are determined for each depreciable group, (i.e., property account). 

The remaining life for a depreciable group is calculated by first determining the 

remaining life for each vintage year in which there is surviving investment.   This is 

accomplished by solving the area under the survivor curve selected to represent the 

average life and life characteristic of the property account. The remaining life for each 

vintage is determined by dividing (D) the depreciable cost of each vintage, by (L) its average 

service life, and multiplying this ratio by its average remaining life (E).   The composite 

remaining life of the group (R) equals the sums of products divided by the sum of the 

quotients: 

R Group = £ D/LxE 
E   D/L 

The functional level accumulated provision for depreciation, which was the basis for 

developing the composite average remaining life accrual and annual depreciation rate for 

each property account as per this report, was obtained from the Company's books and 

records. The functional level depreciation reserve was further allocated to each property 

account and sub-account based upon a detailed theoretical depreciation reserve calculation 

as of December 31, 2004. 

Salvage 

Net salvage is the difference between gross salvage, or what is received when an 

asset is disposed of, and the cost of removing it from service. Salvage experience is 

normally included with the depreciation rate so that current accounting periods reflect a 

proportional share of the ultimate abandonment and removal cost or salvage received at 

the end of the property service life.  Net salvage is said to be positive if gross salvage 
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exceeds the cost of removal, but if cost of removal exceeds gross salvage the result is then 

negative salvage. 

The cost of removal includes such costs as demolishing, dismantling, tearing down, 

disconnecting or otherwise removing plant, as well as normal environmental clean up costs 

associated with the property. Salvage includes proceeds received for the sale of plant and 

materials or the return of equipment to stores for reuse. 

Net salvage experience is studied for a period of years to determine the trends which 

have occurred in the past. These trends are considered together with any changes that are 

anticipated in the future to determine the future net salvage factor for remaining life 

depreciation purposes. The net salvage percentage is determined by relating the total net 

positive or negative salvage to the book cost of the property investment. 

Many retired assets generate little, if any, positive salvage. Instead, many of the 

Company's asset property groups generate negative net salvage at end of their life as a 

result of the cost of removal (retirement). 

The method used to estimate the retirement cost is a standard analysis approach 

which is used to identify a company's historical experience with regard to what the end of 

life cost will be relative to the cost of the plant when first placed into service. This 

information, along with knowledge about the average age of the historical retirements that 

have occurred to date, enables the depreciation professional to estimate the level of 

retirement cost that will be experienced by the Company at the end of each property group's 

useful life. The study methodology utilized has been extensively set forth in depreciation 

textbooks and has been the accepted practice by depreciation professionals for many 

decades. Furthermore, the cost of removal analysis approach is the current standard 

practice used for mass assets by essentially all depreciation professionals in estimating 
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future net salvage for the purpose of identifying the applicable depreciation for a property 

group. There is a direct relationship to the installation of specific plant in service and its 

corresponding removal in that the installation is its beginning of life cost while the removal 

is its end of life cost. Also, it is important to note that average remaining life based 

depreciation rates incorporate future net salvage which is routinely more representative of 

recent versus long-term past average net salvage. 

The Company's historical net salvage experience was analyzed to identify the 

historical net salvage factor for each applicable property group. This analysis routinely 

identifies that historical retirements have occurred at average ages significantly prior to the 

property group's average service life. This occurrence of historical retirements, at an age 

which is significantly younger than the average service life of the property category, clearly 

demonstrates that the historical data does not appropriately recognize the true level of 

4p retirement cost at the end of the property's useful life. An additional level of cost to retire 

will occur due to the passage of time until all the current in service plant is retired at end of 

life. That is, the level of retirement costs will increase over time until the average service 

life is attained. The estimated additional inflation, within the estimate of retirement cost, is 

related to those additional year's cost increases (primarily higher labor costs over time) that 

will occur prior to the end of the property group's average life. 

To provide an additional explanation of the issue, several general principles 

surrounding property retirements and related net salvage need to be highlighted. Those are 

that as property continues to age, the retirement of assets, if generating positive salvage 

when retired, will typically generate a lower percent of positive salvage. By comparison, if 

the class of property is one that typically generates negative net salvage (cost of removal), 

with increasing age at retirement the negative percentage as related to original cost will 
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typically be greater.  This situation is routinely driven by the higher labor cost with the 

passage of time. 

Next, a simple example will aid in a better understanding of the above discussed net 

salvage analysis and the required adjustment to the historical analysis results. Assume the 

following scenario. A company has two (2) cars, Car #1 and Car #2, each purchased for 

$20,000. Car #1 is retired after 2 years and Car #2, is retired after 10 years. Accordingly, 

the average life of the two cars is six (6) years (2 Yrs. Plus 10 Yrs./2). Car #1 generates 

75% salvage or $15,000 when retired and Car #2 generates 5% salvage or $1,000 when 

retired. 

Unit Cost Ret. Ace (Yrs) % Salv. Salvaae Amount 

Car#1 $20,000 2 75% $15,000 

Car #2 20.000 10 5% 1.000 

Total 40,000 6 40% 16,000 

Assume an analysis of the experienced net salvage at year three (3). Based upon 

the Car #1 retirement, which was retired at a young age (2 Yrs.) as compared to the 

average six (6) year life of the property group, the analysis indicates that the property group 

would generate 75% salvage. This analysis indication is incorrect and is the result of basing 

the estimate on incomplete data. That is, the estimate is based upon the salvage generated 

from a retirement that occurred at an age which is far less than the average service life of 

the property group. The actual total net salvage, that occurred over the average life of the 

assets (which experienced a six (6) year average life for the property group) is 40% as 

opposed to the initial incorrect estimate of 75%. 

This is exactly the situation with the majority of the Company's historical net salvage 

data except that most of the Company's plant property groups routinely experience negative 

net salvage (cost of removal) as opposed to positive salvage. 

3-14 
AUS Consultants 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 57 of 267 

The total end of life net salvage amount must be incorporated in the development 

of annual depreciation rates to enable the Company to fully recover its total plant life costs. 

Otherwise, upon retirement of the plant, the Company will incur end of life costs without 

having recovered those plant related costs from the customers who benefitted from the use 

of the expired plant. 

With regard to location type properties (e.g. generation facilities, etc.) a company will 

routinely experience both interim and terminal net salvage. Interim net salvage occurs in 

conjunction with interim retirements that occur throughout the life of the asset group. This 

net salvage activity (routinely and largely cost of removal) is attributable to the removal of 

components within the Company's facilities to enable the placement of a new asset 

component. Interim net salvage is routinely negative given the care required in removing 

the defective component so as not to damage the remaining plant in service. Interim net 

salvage is applicable to the estimated interim retirement assets. 

The terminal net salvage component is attributable to the end of life costs incurred 

(less any gross salvage received) to disconnect, remove, demolish and/or dispose of the 

operating asset. Terminal net salvage is attributable to those assets remaining in service 

subsequent to the occurrence of interim retirements. 

The total net salvage incorporated into the depreciation rate for location type plant 

account investments is the sum of interim and terminal net salvage. Both of the items must 

be incorporated in the development of annual depreciation rates to enable the Company 

to fully recover its total plant life costs. Otherwise, upon retirement of the plant, the 

Company will incur end of life costs without having recovered those plant related costs from 

the customers who benefitted from the use of the expired facility. 
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Service Lives 

Several factors contribute to the length of time or average service life which the 

property achieves. The three (3) major categories under which these factors fall are: (1) 

physical; (2) functional, and; (3) contingent casualties. 

The physical category includes such things as deterioration, wear and tear and the 

action of the natural elements. The functional category includes inadequacy, obsolescence 

and requirements of governmental authorities. Obsolescence occurs when it is no longer 

economically feasible to use the property to provide service to customers or when 

technological advances have provided a substitute of superior performance. The remaining 

factor of contingent casualties relates to retirements caused by accidental damage or 

construction activity of one type or another. 

In performing the life analysis for any property being studied, both past experience 

and future expectations must be considered in order to fully evaluate the circumstances 

which may have a bearing on the remaining life of the property. This ensures the selection 

of an average service life which best represents the expected life of each property 

investment. 

Survivor Curves 

The preparation of a depreciation study or theoretical depreciation reserve typically 

incorporates smooth curves to represent the experienced or estimated survival 

characteristics of the property. The "smoothed" or standard survivor curves generally used 

are the family of curves developed at Iowa State University which are widely used and 

accepted throughout the utility industry. 

The shape of the curves within the Iowa family are dependent upon whether the 

maximum rate of retirement occurs before, during or after the average service life. If the 
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maximum retirement rate occurs earlier in life, it is a left (L) mode curve; if occurring at 

average life, it is a symmetrical (S) mode curve; if it occurs after average life, it is a right (R) 

mode curve. In addition, there is the origin (O) mode curve for plant which has heavy 

retirements at the beginning of life. 

Many times, actual Company data has not completed its life cycle, therefore, the 

survivor table generated from the Company data is not extended to zero percent surviving. 

This situation requires an estimate be made with regard to the remaining segment of the 

property group's life experience. Furthermore, actual Company experience is often erratic, 

making its utilization for average service life estimating difficult. Accordingly, the Iowa 

curves are used to both extend Company experience to zero percent surviving as well as 

to smooth actual Company data. 

Study Procedures 

Several study procedures were used to determine the prospective service lives 

recommended for the Company's plant in service. These include the review and analysis 

of historical retirements, current and future construction, historical experience and future 

expectations of salvage and cost of removal as related to plant investment. Service lives 

are affected by many different factors, some of which can be obtained from studying plant 

experience, others which may rely heavily on future expectations. When physical aspects 

are the controlling factor in determining the service life of property, historical experience is 

a valuable tool in selecting service lives. In the case where changing technology or a less 

costly alternative develops, then historical experience is of lesser value. 

While various methods are available to study historical data, the principal methods 

utilized to determine average service lives for a Company's property are the Retirement 

Rate Method, the Simulated Plant Record Method, the Life Span Method, and the 
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Judgement Method. 

Retirement Rate Method - The Retirement Rate Method uses actual Company 

retirement experience to develop a survivor curve (Observed Life Table) which is used to 

determine the average service life being experienced in the account understudy. Computer 

processing provides the opportunity to review various experience bands throughout the life 

of the account to observe trends and changes. For each experience band studied, the 

"observed life table" is constructed based on retirement experience within the band of years. 

In some cases, the total life of the account has not been achieved and the experienced life 

table, when plotted, results in a "stub curve." It is this "stub curve" or total life curve, if 

achieved, which is matched or fitted to a standard Survivor curve. The matching process 

is performed both by computer analysis, using a least squares technique, and by manually 

plotting observed life tables to which smooth curves are fitted. The fitted smooth curve 

provides the basis to determine the average service life of the property group under study. 

Simulated Balances Method - In this method of analysis, simulated surviving 

balances are determined for each balance included in the test band by multiplying each 

proceeding year's original gross additions installed by the Company by the appropriate 

factor of each Standard Survivor Curve, summing the products, and comparing the results 

with the related year end plant balance to determine the "best fitting" curve and life within 

the test period. Various test bands are reviewed to determine trends or changes to 

indicated service lives in various bands of years. By definition, the curve with the "best fit" 

is the curve which produces simulated plant balances that most closely matches the actual 

plant balances as determined by the sum of the "least squares". The sum of the "least 

squares" is arrived at by starting with the difference between the simulated balances and 

the actual balance for a given year, squaring the difference, and the curve which produces 
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the smallest sum (of squared difference) is judged to be the "best fit". 

Period Retirements Method - The application of the Period Retirements Method is 

similar to the "Simulated Plant Balances" Method, except the procedure utilizes a Standard 

Survivor Curve and service life to simulate annual retirements instead of balances in 

performing the "least squares" fitting process during the test period. This procedure does 

tend to experience wider fluctuations due to the greater variations in level of experienced 

retirements versus additions and balances thereby producing greater variation in the study 

results. 

Life Span Method - The Life Span or Forecast Method is a method utilized to study 

various accounts in which the expected retirement dates of specific property or locations 

can be reasonably estimated. In the Life Span Method, an estimated probable retirement 

year is determined for each location of the property group. An example of this would be a 

structure account, in which the various segments of the account are "life spanned" to a 

probable retirement date which is determined after considering a number of factors, such 

as management plans, industry standards, the original construction date, subsequent 

additions, resultant average age and the current - as well as the overall - expected service 

life of the property being studied. If, in the past, the property has experienced interim 

retirements, these are studied to determine an interim retirement rate. Otherwise, interim 

retirement rate parameters are estimated for properties which are anticipated to experience 

such retirements. The selected interim service life parameters (Iowa curve and life) are 

then used with the vintage investment and probable retirement year of the property to 

determine the average remaining life as of the study date. 

Judgement Method - Standard quantitative methods such as the Retirement Rate 

Method, Simulated Plant Record Method, etc. are normally utilized to analyze a Company's 
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available historical service life data. The results of the analysis together with information 

provided by management as well as judgement are utilized in estimating the prospective 

recommended average service lives. However, there are some circumstances where 

sufficient retirements have not occurred, or where prospective plans or guidelines are 

unavailable. In these circumstances, judgement alone is utilized to estimate service lives 

based upon service lives used by other utilities for this class of plant as well as what is 

considered to be a reasonable life for this plant giving consideration to the current age and 

use of the facilities. 
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ROCHESTER GAS & ELECTRIC - GAS PLANT 

Study Analysis & Results 

ACCOUNT - 374.20 Land Rights 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $7,220,630 
Average Age of Survivors = 20.1 years 
Original Gross Additions = $7,220,630 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1903 
Retirements = $0, or 0% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 0 years 

Experience Bands       (Full depth) Estimated 75-SQ 

Historic Net Salvage: (79-08) N/A 

Forecasted Net Salvage: N/A 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

The investments in this limited account are related to rights of way acquired by the Company for the 
purpose of installing components of its utility plant. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Average Remaining Life Development: Full Mortality 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 75 years 
NetSalv: 0% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 75-SQ 
Future Net Salv: 0 % 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 1.3396 1.33% 

4-1 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 375.00 Structures And Improvements 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $389,236 
Average Age of Survivors = 31.2 years 
Original Gross Additions = $389,236 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1907 
Retirements = $0, or 0% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 0 years 

Experience Bands       (Full Depth) 80-L1 Estimated 

Historic Net Salvage: (61-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

0% 0% 0% -16% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year       5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -79% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

The costs included in this account investment are related to various distribution related structures. 
Ongoing changes occur due to required component upgrades as well as changes in business environment 
conditions. End of life costs relative to rehabilitation or disposal is routinely experience within this 
property class. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

Interim Retirement ASL: 40 years 
NetSalv: -10% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

Interim Retirement ASL/Curve: 80-L1 
Future NetSalv:-15% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 2.79% 2.75 % 

4-2 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 376.10 Distribution Mains - Steel 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $193,983,377 
Average Age of Survivors = 25.5 years 
Original Gross Additions = $200,056,590 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1906 
Retirements = $6,169,348, or 3.1% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 27.7 years 

Experience Bands      2001 - 2008 (Full Depth) 68-R2.5 

Historic Net Salvage: (70-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

-15% -144%        -109% -64% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year       5 Year 

2% 2% 3% 5% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -199% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This property group is comprised of the Company's investment and related experience of Wrapped 
Steel Distribution Mains. While portions of this property class (bare steel) were originally installed 
during earlier years, coated and wrapped steel has continue to be installed for higher pressure and larger 
size requirements. Like the Cast Iron property earlier vintage assets in this account have aged 
considerably. Likewise, due to the lack of serviceability of the older vintaged property of this class of 
Steel Mains are related to Bare Steel Mains are being replaced at higher rates than occurred during prior 
years. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Average Remaining Life Development: Full Mortality 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 80 years 
NetSalv: -65% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 68-R2.5 
Future Net Salv: -70% 

4-3 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 2.54% 2.06% 

4-4 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 376.20 Distribution Mains - Plastic 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $124,509,010 
Average Age of Survivors = 10.3 years 
Original Gross Additions = $128,327,840 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1975 
Retirements = $3,820,970 or 3.0% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 12.3 years 

Experience Bands       2001 - 2008 (Full Depth) 60-R4 FTA 30 years 

Historic Net Salvage: (75-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

117%        -325% .25% 46% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

53% 68% 96% 143% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -43% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This property group investment is comprised of the Company's investment and related experience of 
Plastic Distribution Mains and are typically related to the more recently installed portions of Mains. 
Studies of this class of property, in numerous completed depreciation studies, have identified that 
Plastic Mains routinely experience considerably short lives than their metal counterparts. Such shorter 
lives are the product of higher levels of physical issues (e.g. physical damage, etc) impacting the mains 
as well as the fact that the Plastic mains have often been installed in areas that experience higher growth 
and replacements. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 80 years 
Net Salv: -65% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 60-R4 
Future Net Salv: -70% 

4-5 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 2.83% 2.06% 

4-6 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 376.30 Mains - Cast Iron 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $942,060 
Average Age of Survivors = 65.4 years 
Original Gross Additions =$1,958,251 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1856 
Retirements = $1,116,191 or 57% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 84.6 years 

Experience Bands      2002 - 2008 (Full Depth) 62-L5 

Historic Net Salvage: (02-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 
4291%       -233% -82% -94% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year       5 Year 

10% 10% 1096 1396 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -48% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This investment in this property group is limited and is rapidly being replaced. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 4 years 
NetSalv: -120% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 62-L5 
Future NetSalv:-100% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 3.2396 096 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 376.40 Mains - Valve GT 4 Inch 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $346,838 
Average Age of Survivors = 1.7 years 
Original Gross Additions =$349,197 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 2005 
Retirements = $2,359, or 0.7% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 2.9 years 

Experience Bands      50-R3 Estimated 

Historic Net Salvage: (06-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 2006-2008 

NA NA -833% -833% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -3085% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This account is comprised of costs related to recent vintage Valves installed in the distribution system. 
Given the mechanical nature of the property the class is anticipated to have a shorter life than Mains. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 80 years 
NetSalv: -65% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 50-R3 
Future NetSalv:-100% 

New Rale @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 4.00% 2.06% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 378 .10 Measuring & Regulating Station Equipment - Inside 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $10,124,798 
Average Age of Survivors =12.9 years 
Original Gross Additions = $10,124,798 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1910 
Retirements = $899,801, or 8.9% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 25.9 years 

Experience Bands      2002 - 2008 (Full Depth)      37-L3 

Historic Net Salvage: (61-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

-1% -5% -13% -14% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year       5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -29% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This account investment is applicable to the costs associated with measuring and regulating vaults and 
equipment located throughout the Company's distribution system. This class of property is impacted by 
system pressure upgrades/changes as well as by manufacture discontinued properties. The Company 
routinely makes ongoing changes to these facilities. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 50 years 
NetSalv: -15% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 35-L2 
Future NetSalv:-15% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 3.29% 230% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 378.11 Measuring & Regulating Station Equipment - Outside 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $7,849,679 
Average Age of Survivors = 16.6 years 
Original Gross Additions = $9,724,221 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1906 
Retirements = $1,874,542, or 19.3% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 27.3 years 

Experience Bands       2001 - 2008 (Full Depth)   22-L1.5 

Historic Net Salvage: (61-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

-8% -996 -496 -18% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -29% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This account investment is applicable to the costs associated with measuring and regulating vaults and 
equipment located throughout the Company's City Gate Stations. Similar to general M&R equipment, 
this class of property is impacted by system pressure upgrades/changes as well as by manufacture 
discontinued properties. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 50 years 
NetSalv: -25% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 22-L1.5 
Future Net Salv: -20% 

New R;ue @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 545% 2.50% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 380.10 Services - Steel 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics 

Experience Bands 
Historic Net Salvage: 

Plant Balance = $39,065,997 
Average Age of Survivors = 35.7 years 
Original Gross Additions = $44,603,515 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1903 
Retirements = $5,538,500, or 12.4% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 36.3 years 

2001- 2008 (Full Depth) 35-R0.5 
(03-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 

-42% -78% -85% 

Full Depth 
1961-2008 

-23% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -24% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This property group is comprised of the Company's investment and related experience of Steel 
Services. The older vintage investments within the property group are related to Bare Steel Service 
which are being replaced at higher rates than occurred during prior years. Starting during 2009 the 
Company will be scheduling the replacing 2000 Bare Services as compared to the previously replaced 
1000 Bare Service replacements per year. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 44 years 
NetSalv. -15% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 35-R0.5 
Future Net Salv: -25% 

Rate 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

3.57% 261% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 380.20 Services - Plastic 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $160,450,403 
Average Age of Survivors = 13.7 years 
Original Gross Additions = $165,427,979 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1955 
Retirements = $5,608,003, or 3.4% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 10.9 years 

Experience B ands      2002 - 2008 (Ful 1 Depth) 44-L3        FTA 50 years 

Historic Net Salvage: (03-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

-80% -71% -17% -27% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

2% 2% 296 296 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -63% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This property group is comprised of the Company's investment and related experience of Plastic 
Services. The future service life of this asset class is anticipated to generally be reflective the recent 
experience. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 44 years 
NetSalv: -15% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 44-L3 
Future Net Salv: -30% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 2.95% 2.61% 

4-12 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 381 Meters 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $20,771,792 
Average Age of Survivors = 14.6 years 
Original Gross Additions = $26,435,023 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1953 
Retirements = $5,663,231, or 21.4% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 27.7 years 

Experience Bands       2001 - 2008 (Full Depth) 26-R1.5 

Historic Net Salvage: (61-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 
-0.19%       -0.50%       -0.01% -2% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

6% 4% 0% 0% 

. Forecasted Net Salvage: -8% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

While no specific consideration has been factored into the estimated average service life of meters, 
in future years the Company's Meter can be anticipated to be impact by Automated Meter Reading 
technology. It is anticipated that the Company will is investigate the benefits and cost of installing such 
a Meter system. Under a typical Meter upgrade model/program customer's Meters would routinely be 
replaced with new property to enhance the efficiency of the Meter reading task. Accordingly, the current 
service life being achieved by this property class can be anticipated to be materially impacted 
(shortened) in future years. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 33 years 
NetSalv: 0% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 26-R1.5 
Future Net Salv: -6% 

New Rale @New Parameters Old Rale @ Old Parameters 

Rate 3.85% 34396 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 382 Meter Installations 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $27,294,453 
Average Age of Survivors =15.0 years 
Original Gross Additions = $26,246,300 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1970 
Retirements = $951,847, or 3.6% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 22.6 years 

Experience Bands      2001 - 2008 (Full Depth) 38-L4 

Historic Net Salvage: (99-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

0% 0% 0% -2% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year       5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -4% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

The account contains the Company's investments related to December 31, 2007 embedded labor and 
over head costs associated with the installation of the gas meters at the customer's location. During 
subsequent periods the Company's accounting practice and policy is being changed to include the 
installation cost together with the cost of the Meter. Therefore, all future install cost and related 
retirements will be booked in Account 381-Meters. 

As a result of this accounting change and the lack of future retirements from this property group, 
the historical embedded installation cost, contained within this account, will be amortized over the 
average remaining life of the property group. A generation arrangement containing the calculation of 
the annual amortization amount (on a vintage level based) is included as Table 7 in Section 2 of this 
depreciation study report. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 30 years 
NetSalv: 0% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 38-L4 
Future Net Salv: 0% 

New Rale @New Parameters Old Rale @ Old Parameters 

Rate N/A 3.33% 

4-15 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 383.10 House Regulators 
Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $4,955,179 
Average Age of Survivors = 16.5 years 
Original Gross Additions = $5,235,998 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1963 
Retirements = $280,819, or 5.4% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 36.6 years 

Experience Bands      2001 - 2008 (Full Depth) 37-S6 

Historic Net Salvage: (99-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 
-303%        -38% -8% -244% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year       5 Year 
.03%. .03% 4396 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -414% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

The account contains the Company's investments related to the residential gas regulators located at the 
customer's location. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 30 years 
Net Salv: -75% 

Proposed Depredation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 37-S6 
Future Net Salv: -75% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 4.73% 5.83% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 383.20 House Regulators on Cust. Premises 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $24,613 
Average Age of Survivors = 32.7 years 
Original Gross Additions = $24,613 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1960 
Retirements = $0, or 0% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 0 years 

Experience Bands      Estimated 37-S6 

Historic Net Salvage: (70-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

0% 0% 0% -419% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year       5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -470% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

The account contains the Company's investments related to the residential gas regulators located at the 
customer's location. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 40 years 
NetSalv: -25% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 37-S6 
Future Net Salv: -75% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 4.73% 3.13% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 384.10 House Regulator Installations 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $9,742,098 
Average Age of Survivors = 14.9 years. 
Original Gross Additions = $10,611,398 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1962 
Retirements - $869,300, or 8.2% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 36.5 years 

Experience Bands      2001 - 2008 (Full depth) 37-S6 

Historic Net Salvage: (99-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 
-177%        -37% -7% -235% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

.04% .04% .04% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -408% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

The account contains the Company's investments related to December 31, 2008 embedded labor and 
over head costs associated with the installation of the house regulators at the customer's location. 
During subsequent periods the Company's accounting practice and policy is being changed to include 
the installation cost together with the cost of the House Regulator. Therefore, all future install cost and 
related retirements will be booked in Account 383-House Regulators. 

As a result of this accounting change and the lack of future retirements from this property group, 
the historical embedded installation cost, contained within this account, will be amortized over the 
average remaining life of the property group. A generation arrangement containing the calculation of 
the annual amortization amount (on a vintage level based) is included as Table 8 in Section 2 of this 
depreciation study report. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Average Remaining Life Development: Full Mortality 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 35 years 
NetSalv: 0% 
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Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 37-S6 
Future Net Salv: 0% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate N/A 2.86% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 384.20 Special Re%. Installation on Cast Premise 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $642,093 
Average Age of Survivors = 38.8 years. 
Original Gross Additions = $642,093 
Oldest Surviving Vintage =1961 
Retirements - $0, or 0% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 0 years 

Experience Bands      Estimated 37-S6 

Historic Net Salvage: (70-08) N/A 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

0% 0% 0% -86% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -86% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

The account contains the Company's investments related to December 31, 2008 embedded labor and 
over head costs associated with the installation of the house regulators at the customer's location. 
During subsequent periods the Company's accounting practice and policy is being changed to include 
the installation cost together with the cost of the House Regulator. Therefore, all future install cost and 
related retirements will be booked in Account 383-House Regulators. 

As a result of this accounting change and the lack of future retirements from this property group, 
the historical embedded installation cost, contained within this account, will be amortized over the 
average remaining life of the property group. A generation arrangement containing the calculation of 
the annual amortization amount (on a vintage level based) is included as Table 8 in Section 2 of this 
depreciation study report. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 50 years 
NetSalv: 0% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 37-S6 
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Future Net Salv: 0% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate N/A 2.00% 

4-21 

(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 387.00 Other Equipment 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $ 16,541 
Average Age of Survivors = 41.3 years 
Original Gross Additions = $16,541 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1963 
Retirements = $0, or 0% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 0 years 

Experience Bands      Estimated 35-R3 

Historic Net Salvage: N/A 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This account includes the limited cost of unclassified equipment related to the distribution plant. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: N/A 
NetSalv: 0% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 35-R3 
Future Net Salv: 0% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 2.80% N/A 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 387.10 Transportation Monitoring Equipment 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $987,338 
Average Age of Survivors = 14 years 
Original Gross Additions = $987,441 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1992 
Retirements = $103, or 0% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 8.5 years 

Experience Bands      Estimated 20-R2 

Historic Net Salvage: (03-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2004-06     2005-07     2006-08 1961-2008 

0% 0% 0% -168% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year       5 Year 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -197% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This account includes the cost related to the metering & monitoring of gas transportation customers. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 20 years 
NetSalv: 0% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 20-R2 
Future Net Salv: 0% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 5.00% 5.00% 
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(ASL - Average Service Life; NS - Net Salvage; FTA - Fit to Age; N/A—Not Available, Not Applicable 
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ACCOUNT - 390.00 Structures And Improvements 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $369,965 
Average Age of Survivors = 28.2 years. 
Original Gross Additions = $369,965 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1927 
Retirements - $0, or 0% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 0 years 

Experience Bands      Estimated  35-L1.5 

Historic Net Salvage: N/A 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This investment is related to cost of various General related structures and improvements. Ongoing 
changes occur due to required component upgrades as well as changes in business environment 
conditions. End of life costs relative to rehabilitation or disposal is routinely experienced within this 
property class. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

ASL: 50 years 
NetSalv: -10% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

ASL/Curve: 35-L1.5 
Future NetSalv:-10% 

New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 3.14% 220% 
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ROCHESTER GAS & ELECTRIC - COMMON PLANT 

Study Analysis & Results 

ACCOUNT - 390.00 Structures And Improvements 

Historical Experience 

Plant Statistics Plant Balance = $27,788,051 
Average Age of Survivors = 20.8 years. 
Original Gross Additions = $31,728,265 
Oldest Surviving Vintage = 1892 
Retirements - $3,940,214, or 12.4% of historical additions. 
Average Age of Retirements = 24 years 

Experience Bands      2001 - 2008 (Full Depth) 35-L1.5 

Historic Net Salvage: (61-08) 

Three Year Average Net Salvage Percent Full Depth 
2003-05     2004-06     2005-07 1961-2007 

-57% -84% 206% -11% 

Gross Salvage Trend Analysis 
20 Year      15 Year      10 Year      5 Year 

3% 3% 4% 0.49% 

Forecasted Net Salvage: -15% 

Plant Considerations/Future Expectations 

This investment is related to cost of various General related structures and improvements. Ongoing 
changes occur due to required component upgrades as well as changes in business environment 
conditions. End of life costs relative to rehabilitation or disposal is routinely experienced within this 
property class. 

Life Analysis Method: Retirement Rate Method (Actuarial) 

Current Depreciation Parameters 

Interim Retirement ASL/Curve: 50 
NetSalv: -10% 

Proposed Depreciation Parameters 

Interim Retirement ASL/Curve: 35-L1.5 
Future NetSalv:-10% 
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New Rate @New Parameters Old Rate @ Old Parameters 

Rate 3.14% 2.20% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 
ftetimmnt Expr. 2001 TO 200/ 

S Surviving At S jRetircil Retiraneni % ^wn'm/fg /I/ 
^gf Beginnini; of /)wrA# 7%^ A,/w Beginning of 
Interval' Age Interval Age Interval 

$000 

Age Interval 

0.0.0:5 S39.191.085.36 0.00000 100.00 

Oj.1.5 544,301.247.78 S10.1S3.24 0.00023 100.00 
1.5 - 2.5 &*,375i905^1 547.578;97 6.00103 49.98 
2,5-3.5 543,301,425.27 563,074.75 6.00146 99.87 
3.5-4.5 541,126.400.09 589,791,38 6.00218 99.73 
4.5-5.5 $20,182,109.98 ;i5,669.88 0.00078 99.51 

■5.5-6.5 517,671.403.62 S1T0.097.7S 0.00623 9943 
6.5 - 7.5 S15.389.054.41 541,432,03 0.00269 9881 
7.5-8.5 $12,031,015.76 $117,439.16 0.00976 '96.55 

^9.5 519.458.192.77 S2S.115.15 0.00150 97.59 
9.5-10.5 527,006.099.56 $125,499.50 0.00465 97.44 
10.5-11.5 $28,112,396.18 $80,043,85 0.00285 96.99 
11.5-12.5 S32.52G.248.08 $118,889.17 0.00366 96.71 
12.5-13.5 $33,185,556.65 51,094,990.08 0.03299 96.36 
13.5 - 14.5 534,355,210.46 S226^86j7 0.00659 93.18 
14.5-15.5 S32.497.815.28 S48,846;65 0.00150 92.56 
15,5-16.5 525.193.655.05 $85,901,66 0.00341 92.43 
16.5-17.5 520.219,575.46 $166.203 J7 0,00822 92.11 
17.5-18.5 S22.181.977.77 S146.746.38 0,00662 91J5 
18.5 - 19,5 $21,719,823,51 S97.698.13- 0.00450 90.75 

19.5.20.5 $24,860.48)44 $81,909,60 0.00329 90 J* 
20.5-21 j 523.869.326.38 357,346.61 000240 90.04 
21.5-22.5 328:335.629.27 S55.595.82 0.00196 89.83 
22.5-23.5 .530,821,560,54 S94.084.71 0.00305 89.65 

235-24,5 529,738,170.05 $56,254.38 0,00189 89.38 
24.5-25.5 $27,428,706.07 $168,275.49 000614 89^1 
25.5 - 2G.5 S25.225.163.90 S94.676.41 0.00375 88,66 
26.5 - 27,5 $24,989,544.28 5109:065.03 0.00438 88.33 
27.5-28.5 525,679.640.71 $57,247,21 0.00223 37.94 
28.5-29,5 523.284,071.43 $77,145.75 0,00331 87.75 
29.5.30.5 520420,723,21 $32,540^9 000159 67.46 
30.5-315 S21.349.325X6 $26,828,86 &P0126 €7.32 
31.5-32.5 S22.457.025.20 $5&892.52 &00253 87.21 
3Z.5 - 334 522,761,2?% 87 529,497.85 0,00112 28.99 
33.5-34.5 S20.504.577.1B $62,013.22 0.00302 SG.B9 
34,5-35.5 519,071.084^1 S46*713.K 0.00245 96.63. 
35.5-36,5 519,057.125.75 522,917.34 0.00120 86.41 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

Placement Yean  1852 TO 200? 

S Surviving At s aaw Retirement % Surviving A 
/'A*' Beginning of During The ^o/Zo Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval 

519,665.256.12 

Age; Intenuil Age Interval 

3S.5-37.5 $34,59927 0.00174 86.31 
37,5 - 38.5 522,091,939,75 $52689,37 0,00238 86.16 
38.5-39.5 521,673,399,02 54865168 0.00224 85.95 

39.5-40.5 521,760,562:97 331.173,51 0.00143 85.76 
40,5-41.5 522,509.145.08 S48f16,87 0.00213 85,64 
41.5-42.5 523,979.082.58 574.410.22 0.00310 85.46 

42.5-43.5 522,554.730.51 $58,784.22 0.00259 85.19 
43.5-44.5 519,965.706:44 $53,891 J29 0.00270 84.97 

44.5-45.5 $15,664,793.23 $98,501.05 0,00620 84.74 
45.5-46.5 515,684,519.46 550.040.54 0.00319 84.21 

46.5-47.5 514,520,109.34 $42,738.56 0.00294 83.95 
47.5 - 48.5 511,935.913.29 S56.744.07 O.Oi047S 63.70 

48.5-49.5 $8,717,624.48 554.399.87 0.00624 83.30 
49.5 - 50.5 58,540.454.80 562,217.14 0.00728 82 78 
50.5-51.5 58.397,755.18 596,534.36 0.01150 82.18 
51.5-52.5 57.722,611,51 5185,060,64 0.02409 81,23 
52,5-53.5 55,271.601.92 .$131,596.68 0,02496 79.28 
53.5-54.5 54,077,800.35 550,864.29 0.01247 77.30 
54.5 - 55.5 53,889,671,89 S35.913.87 0.00923 76.33 
55.5 - 56.5 53.429,463.74 558,403.29 0.01703 75.63 
55.5-57.5 51,873.405.02 S94.373.89 0.05038 74.34 
57.5 - 58.5 S773.168.19 530,607.75 0.03959 70.60 
58.5- 59.5 5524,248.85 $13,621.25 0.02598 6780 
59 560.5 5356,655.74 $9,688.17 0.02716 66.04 
60 5-615 5284,226.85 $5,435.17 0,01912 64.24 
61.5 ■ 62.5 5176.208,32 $8,700.06 0.04937 63.02 
62.5-03.5 5277.755.63 $8,440.78 0,03039 59.90 
63,5-64.5 5323,162,07 $5,408.29 041674 58,08 
645-65.5 5339,625.13 51B.516.G1 0.05452 57.11 
155.5-66.5 S2G3;1G3.39 $15,039.42 0.05714 54.00 
68,5 -G7.S S20G,G9S.41 S14JQ2.18 ooes^ 50.91 
67 3-68^ S17B.848.35 S1.i0G.36 0.00616 47 42 
63.5-69.5 5171.403,44 .52.293.09 0.01336 4712 
G6.»-7(;.5 f77.006.4i $1,709.53 0.02221 46.49 
70.5-71^ 371^53^9 $2,774.72 0.03894 45,46 
71.5-72.5 584349.45 510,352.47 0.12775 4369 
72.5-73.S 581.306.32 $6,013^5 007390 38.11 
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/Toc/ffsfgr Gar <% E/ecfrfc 
Oars f/mff 

5f/(n'mf#j4l( &fg//fg</ Retirement %J«fv/wmg/if 
/%* 8%WMWf (^ Dwrm^ TAc ^# ffgWagf/f 
Interval Age Interva! 

St25,18&S7 

Age iMerval 

55,032.96 

/ige /H/cnw/ 

735-74 5 0.04020 35.29 
74.5-75,5 $127,153:03 82,917,14 0.02294 33.87 
73J-7&5 5133,357.57 $3.88@:70 0.02917 33.10 
73J-77J $123,830.49 $5.85922 044732 3Z.1J 

77 j - 78 J $91*88.79 $2,763.13 003005 soil 
78.5-79 j S78J8738 S3a36J3 005024 29.69 
79;5-80,5 SG6.543;19 S671J9 0:01309 283) 
BO j-.81.5 $19,529.74 51.069.53 0.05476 27.83 
815-82.5 $13,389.48 $684 73 0.05114 asji 
82.5. 83.5 S6f30.34 $45.81 0^)0*1 24.96 
83.5*84.5 $7,844.81 $269,80 4,03439 24.79 
84,5 - 85.5 $16,066.81 $23.06 0.00149 23.94 
85.5-86 j $30,411.92 $1,503.94 0.04945 23#) 
86.5 - 87.5 $79.90997 42.479.69 0.03103 22.72 
87 5-88.5 $152,904.59 34.616.45 0.03019 :   22.01 
98 5-89.5 S148.980.15 $4,081.91 0.02740 21.35 
89.5-90,5 $150,331.20 $7^80^1 004896 20,76 
90^-91.6 $163,929.42 52.555 j4 0.01389 1973 
91^.92.5 $317,908.16 51,703:62 0.00536 .19.47 
92,5-93 j $303,951.27 $576,74 0.00190 19 37 
93.5-34 j S288.789.10 $9,567.85 0.03313 19.33  , 
94^ - 95.5 $219,355.63 $4,985.64 0.02273 1849 
95 5 - 98.5 $213,367,83 $368.35; : 000173 1827 
98.5 - 97.5 $207,860:14 S2.830.39 : 001362 1823 
47.5-98:5 $163.53555 $14,041.60 0.0S5B8 17,99 ' 
98.5 - 99.5 527.719*7 $0.36 o.mooi 16,44 

99 5 -100.5 $27,673.66 SG.07 0,00033 16.44 
100.5-101,5 $3,292:79 S1Z42 000377 16,44 
101^ -102.& $0,00 50.00 C.IXXXK 16.37 
1(3.5-103.& sooo s&oo COCKO 16.37 
loa^-iix.a $44.00 SCLOO COMOO 1&37 
(MS-IOS.S $4440 soa; caxac 1&37 
105.5-IOCS 54400. $oa) &#&# 16,37 
10G.5-107.5 sea.cp (COO occooe 16,37 
ia7.5-1(A.5 $88.1X1 SO 00 0.00000 16J7 
10&5-109.5 $88 AO   . 50,00 ojooood 1G37 
105.5-110.5 S88.0C sc.ai 000920 1037 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 
Retirement Expr.  2001 TO 200? 
PluccmeM Years 1852 TO 2007 

S Surviving At S Retired Retirement % Sunnving At 
/iac Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval 

$44.00 

Age Interval Age Interval 

110.5-111.5 $0.00 0.00000 16.22 
111.5-112.5 $66.00 $0,00 0.00000 16.22 
112.5-113,5 5299,12 50.48 0.00160 16.22 
113.5-114.5 S255.12 5000 0.00000 16.20 
114.5-115.5 S477.43 50.54 0.00113 16.20 
115.5-116 5 $8,982.15 5532.40 0.05927 16.18 
116.5-117.5 S8.480.17 50.00 0,00000 15.22 
117.5-118.5 S8.493.77 S7.972.98. 0.93869 15.22 
118.5-119.5 S758.47 521.02 0,02771 0.93 
119.5-120.5 S525.35 50.00 0,00000 0.91 
120.5-121.5 S525.35 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
121.5-122.5 S303.04 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
122,5-123.5 5303.04 50.00 0,00000 0.91 
123.5-124.5 5272.62 $0.00 0.00000 0.91 
124.5-125.5 S294.97 $0.00 0.00000 0.91 
125.5 -126,5 $35.95 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
126.5-127.5 S35.95 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
127.5-128,5 S35.95 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
128.5-129.5 S35.95 50,00 0.00000 0,91 
129.5-130,5 535.95 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
130.5-131.5 535.95 50.00 0,00000 0.91 
131.5-132.5 SO 00 $0,00 0.00000 0.91 
132.5-133.5 SO 00 50.00 0,00000 0.91 
133,5-134.5 50.00 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
134.5-135.5 5000 50.00 000000 0.91 
135.5-136.5 50,00 50,00 0.00000 091 
136.5-137.5 50.00 $0,00 0.00000 0,91 
137.5-136.5 $0;00 50.00 0,00000 0.91 
13B.5-139.5 soqo 5000 0,00000 0.91 
139.5-1406 SO 00 5000 0.00000 091 
140 5-1415 50,00 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
1415  142,5 50.00 50.00 0.00000 091 
142,5 -143.5 51;735,88 $0.00 0.00000 0,91 
143 S . 144.5 S1.735.M 50,00 0.00000 0.91 
144.5.1455 51.735^38 MUX) 0,00000 oai 
145 j-140.5 51,735.68 50.00 0.00000 0,91 
14PJ-147.5 51.735.38 50.00 0.00000 0.91 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 

Observed Life Table 

S Surviving At S Retired Retirement %^ urviving At 
/Iff Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Inienml /iff Interval Age. Interval 

sood 0.00000 

/Ige Interval 

147.5 -148.5 SI.735.88 oai 
148^-1:49^ S1J51,3S 50.00 0.00000 OiM 
148,5-150,5 SI 5.50 50.00 0.00000 0.91 

150,5-1515 SI 5.50 so.oo 0.00000 0.91 

151.5-152.5 S15.50 50.00 0,00000 0.91 

152.5-153.5 S15.50 so.oo 0,00000 0.91 

153.5-154.5 515.50 50.00 0.00000 $91 
154.5-155.5 S.15,50 SO.OO 0.00000 0.91 

155.5-156.5 WiOO so.oo 0.00000 0.91 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.20 MAINS - PLASTIC 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

en    -E 
-Li   .2 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
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S Surviving At Sikf/W Retirement "ASumvingAt 
/«ff Beginning of During The &d,<, Beginning of 
Jnlen'til Age Interval. Age Interval 

0.00000 

Age Jnten'ul 

0.0-0.5 543.259,532.13 $qdo 100.00 
0.5- 1.5 $51,077,831.34 $3^33^1 0.00006 100.00 
1.5-2.5 $61,654,497.33 5156,511.45 0.00254 99.99 
2.5-3.5 $58,481,690.38 $10,533.31 0.00018 99.74 
3.5-4.5 $82,374,709.04 $8,101.24 0.00013 99.72 
4.5-5.5 551,389.943.39 52,019,17 0.00004 99.71 
5.5-6.5 $45,945,263.05 53.901.81 0.00008 99.71 
6^.7.5 542,855,400.45 521,100.64 0,00049 9970 
7J-8 9 $25,142,978.26 S16.325.38 000065 99.65 
8.5 - 9.5 $19,197,156.66 $15,401.83 0.00080 99.58 
W.10.5 $21,978,306.98 S2.9S7.03 0.00013 99.50 
10.5-11.5 $18,806^24^3 55,281,52 0.00027 99.49 
11.5-12.5 $22^42,439.91 $6,976.94 0.00031 99.46 
1?.5-13.5 S23.085.293.73 S7.504.9B 0.00033 99.43 
13.5-14.5 $23,500,174.18 $3,014.64 0.00013 99.40 
14.5-16.5 521,799,788.89 $15,296.58 0.00070 99.39 
15.5-16.5 $19,838,126.18 $5,148.50 0.00026 99.32 
16.5-17,5 517,121.997.10 $9,357.16 0.00055 9979 
17 j- 18.5 516,049,938.74 $14,967.75 0.00093 9S.24 
13.5-19.5 513.988,723^5 S5.550.0S 0.00040 99.15 
19.5.20.5 *11f7G,685,02 $9,607.58 0,00080 99.11 
20.5-21.5 $8,151,864.82 54,900.46 0.00060 9943 
21.5-22j $7,846,778.00 $2,650.50 0.00034 98.97 
22.5 -23.5 S5.927.463.25 $1,648.33 0.00028 98.93 
23,5-24.5 $3,809,997.75 $847.91 0.00022 98.91 
24.5-25.5 $2,746,271,88 $1,525.90 0.00056 98.88 
25 5 - 2G.5 $2,061,279.79 $15,279.66 0.00.741 9863 
26.5-27.5 $1,436,083.85 $2.91 o.odooo 99.10 
27.5-28L5 S99&067.44 $5,773.^5 0,00580 6610 
2»:5-a.5 S50B.342.07 $0.00 0.00000 S7_S3 
29.5-30 5 -    5105^43.80 $0.00 4.00000 37.53 
30.5-51.5 528,586.00 50,00 0.00000 97 53 
31.5-32.5 $852,00 50,00 000000 57.53 
32.5-33.5 $0,00 $0.00 0.00000 97.53 
33.5 - S4.5 som MA) 0.00000 . 97J3 
34.5-355 $0.00 SO.0O 0.00000 9TJ3 
356   36» $0,00 30.00 0.00000 97^3 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Observed Life Table 
aenfemaw Eqv.   200/ TO 2007 

5 San 'ivingAt S Retired Retirement %jbn 'iving At 
^gc Beginning of During The Ruth &%' tuning of 
lute rval Age interval .^e Interval .4gf lulervnl 

36.S ■37.5 sow MX* 0.00000 .97.53 
37.5 ■38.5 30.00 SO.00 0.00000 97.53 
3&5 ■ 39.5 $0.00 50.00 0.00000 9753 
39.5. 40.5 $0,00 S0.00 0.U0UU0 97.53 

40.5 41.5 $0.00 50.00 0.00000 97.53 

41.5- ■4Z.5 50.00 S0.00 0.00000 97.53 
42.5. 43.5 SO.00 SO.OD 0.00000 97.53 
43.5 ■44.5 S0.00 50.00 0.00000 97.53 

44 5- 45.5 ^1.00 $0.00 0.00000 97 53 

45.5- 46.3 S0.00 S0.00 0.00000 97,53 

486* 47.5 $0^0 50.00 0.00000 97.53 
47.S- 48.5 S0.00 S0.00 0.00000 97.53 

4B.5 - 49.5 SO.00 S0.00 0.00000 97,53 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.30 MAINS - CAST IKON 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

10 20 30 40 50   60   70 
Age In Years 

80 90  100  110  120 

II 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 
Reilremeni Expr.  2002 TO 2008 

Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
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'$ Surviving At S Retired 
.4^ Beginning of During The 
Interval Age Interval /%f Interval 

0,0 - 0.5 $115,544,93 S0.O0 

0.5 «1.5 3111,240.15 30.00 

1.5- 2;5 523,52504 ;o.co 
2,5-3.5 so.oo 50:00 

3,5 • 4.5 so.oo 50.00 

4,5-5.5 S0:00 SO.OO 

5.5-6.5 so.oo SO.OO 

8,5 -7.5 woo SOOO 

7.5 - 6.5 so.oo $0.00 

8,5-9,5 sooo $0.00 

9.5 -10.5 so.oo so.oo 
10.5-11.6 so.oo $0.00 

11.5-12.5 so.oo so.oo 
12.5-13.5 so.oo so.oo 
13,5-14.5 so.oo so.oo 
14.5-15,5 so.oo so.oo 
15.5-16.5 sooo 50,00 

16,5-17.5 so.oo 50.00 

17.5-18.5 so.oo SO.OO 

18.5-19.5 $0,00 soao 
13,5-20.5 so.oo so.oo 
20.5-21.5 sooo so.oo 
21.5-22.5 so.oo so.oo 
22.5 -.23.5 50.00 $0.00 

23.5 - 24.5 $0.00 $0.00 

24.5 - 25.5 50.00 so.oo 
25.5-26,5 $0.00 SMP 

28.5 - 27.5 S0,00 so.oo 
ZTj.Z&S sooo S0.P0 

26.5.29.5 50.00 soao 
23.5-30.5 $0.00 $0.00 

305-315 sooo so.oo 
315-325 50,00 SOXX) 

32.5-33.3 sooo sooo 
33.5-34.5 SO.0O 50.00 

34,5 - 35,5 S0.00 50.00 

35.5-36.5 SOOO $0.00 

Retirement % Surviving At 
Ratio Beginning of 

Age Interval 

0.00000 100,00 

6.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0,00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

OAOOOO 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0,00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0,00000 100.00 

0,00000 100.00 

0,00000 100.00 

0.00000 100,00 

0,00000 100.00 

0,00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0,00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 10040 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100 00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

0.00000 100.00 

5-11 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 102 of 267 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

$ Surviving At S Retired Retirement %f»n'n'm^Xf 
/iff Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Intervai Age Interval 

36.5-37.5 50.00 50.00 0.00000 100.00 

37.5 - 36.5 50;00 5000 0,00000 100.00 
38.5 - 39.5 $0.00 so;oo 0,00000 100.00 

39.5 - 40.5 50.00 so oo 0.00000 100.00 

40.5-41,5 52,216.62 MOO 0.00000 100.00 

41.5-42.5 52,660.19 $0.00 0:00000 100,00 

423.43 j $2,660,19 $0.(KI 0.00000 100.00 

43.5 - 44.5 535,212.25 WJXI o.opooo 100.00 

44,5 - 45.5 335,212.25 $0.00 0.00000 100,00 

45.5-46.5 $111,465,70 $0.00 6.00000 100.00 

46.5-47.5 5126,491,54 5760.30 0.00592 100.00 

47.5-46.5 5131,496,01 $000 0.00000 99.41 

48.5 - 49.5 S131.580.48 $4%).42 0.00327 99.41 

49,5 - 50,5 5141,72.0.08 50.00 0.00000 99.08 

56.5-51.5 $144,615.68 54.334.49 0.02997 99.08 

51.5-52,5 5175.499.87 $3,174.28 0.01809 ■96.11 

52.5 - 53.5 5im^1B.82 $27,448.92 0,13771 9437 
53.5 • 54.5 S167.166.91 $5,701.28 0.03411 81.38 

54,5-55,5 5372.73326 $12,498.85 0.03353 7860 

55.5 - 56.5 S369.937.34 $18.162.78 0.04910 75-97 

55.5-57.5 S349.781.S1 $33,377.26 0.09542 72.24 
57.5-58.5 S305.345.46 $814.03 0.00267 65.34 

53:5 - 59.5 S288.466.19 $857.85 0.00297 65.17 

59.5-60.5 5202.300,04 $53,881.37 0.26536 64.98 

GC.5-61,5 $144,175,74 $419.92 0,00291 47.73 
G1.5-Q2.5 SI 5.367.01 $3,614.81 0.23523 47.60 

52.5-93.5 57^83.41 S275.35 0.03781 36,40 

63.5-54.5 512,097.34 50.00 0,00000 3542 

64.5 - B5.5 517,13438 $1,766.72 0,10439 35.02 

65.5-%.5 516.99190 53,009,58 0.15647 31.37 

ee,8-G7,5 524,955,52 $477.11 0.01912 26.40 
G7.5-60.S 524,613.60 $31864 0.01295 25,89 
ms-eee 525.764 J8 582.50 0,00320 25,56. 

69^ - 70.5 525.553.40 5308.79 0.01081 25.47 

70.5-71.5 525,632,02 51.754.61 0.06846 2520 

71.5-72.5 534^75,45 54,174.23 0.12073 23.47 

72.5-73.5 596.762A) 55.923.72 0.06122 20^54 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

S Surviriiig At S Retired Retirement % Sunmng At 
4?6 Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

73.5 - 74.5 ?132,249.81 S13.372.67 0.10112 19.38 

74.5-75.5 5)176,930.19 S34.534.09 0.19516 17.42 

75.5 - 76.5 S234.029.34 $38,935,91 0.16637 14 02 

76.5 - 77,5 S257.549.39 S30.223.90 0.11735 11.69 

77.5-78.5 5286,911.87 S25.802.97 0.08903 10.31 

78.5 - 79.5 8307,559.14 S46.512.33 0.15123 9.39 

79.5 - 80,5 8293,106.88 524.189.83 0.08253 7.97 

80,5-81.5 5307,439.29 588,724,40 0.22354 7.31 

81.5-82.5 5286,166.17 S33.666.19 0.12649 5.68 

82.5 - 83.5 S223.581.11 524,930.18 0.11160 4.98 

83.5 • 84.5 $195,108.24 547,209.83 0.24197 4.40 

84,5 - 85.5 $151,876.11 S33.983.07 0.22376 3.34 

85.5 - 86.5 3132,704,04 ■S27.600.78 0.20799 2.59 

85.5-87.5 S128.935.87 S51.597.10 0.40018 2.05 

87.5-88.5 571.566.03 821,116.13 0,29506 1.23 

88.5-89,5 Si 17.996:98 59,362.93 0,07935 0.87 

89.5 - 90,5 3162,693.91 $19,353.11 0,11895 0.80 

90.5-91.5 5167.904.12 S6.633.05 0.03950 0,70 

91.5-92,5 $210,529.72 56.799,82 0.03230 0.58 

92.5-93.5 $221,765,66 510.519.15 0.04743 0.65 

93.5-94.5 8226,191.30 515.141.11 0.06694 0.62 

94.5-95.5 5248,076.24 S25.566.76 0.10306 0.58 

95.5-96.5 S209.335.19 S32.890.62 0.15712 0.52 

96.5-97.5 2212,055.45 $48,071,45 0^2669 0.44 

97.5 - 98.5 5198.454.07 58,679.34 0.04373 0.34 

98,5 - 99,5 S219.847.58 527,294.64 0.12415 0.33 

99.5-100.5 S221.871.99 $16,941.57 0.07636 028 
100.5-101.5 S203.619.32 548.591.78 0.23604 0.26 

101.5-1025 5153.141,06 S5.25B.30 0.O3434 0.20 

102.5 -1036 5148,733.31 $42^16,77 0.28845 0.19 

103.6 -104.5 507.465.74 $17ja).4g 0,17730 014 

104.5-105.5 578,395.97 538,58347 0.46865 011 
105.5 -106-3 541,105.14 519,011:01 0.40251 0.06 

106.5-1075 S25.259.0O 51.023* OXXOSO 0,03 

-I07J. 108.5 S22.287.39 5183.38 0.00823 0.03 

1WJ   109.5 527.453.77 51.522.31 0.05545 0.03 

109 5-110.5 S26.452.92 51.520.35 0^15749 0.03 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plani 

Observed Life Table 
'Retirement.Expr.  2002 TO 2WiH 

S Surviving At g^c/ZW Retirement % JwrvW,;^ /#/ 
^ Beginiting of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

110.5-111.5 $25,581:74 $2,567.32 0,10044 0,03 

111,5-112.5 *21730.39 517,14 0.00081 0X12 

112.5-HIS 524,987,31 $3,056.43 0.12240 0,02 
113.5-114.5 520.801.59 $4.81 0.0002.4 0.02 

114.5-115.5 $19.52G.M $1,006:80 0.05156 002 
115.5-116 j 0.953.94 $0.00 0.00000 042 
116.5-117.5 *40.4G6J8 $0.00 0.00000 0,02 

117,5-118.5 S39.745.90 $55.72 0.00140 0.02 

118.g-119.5 $38,522 38 50.00 0,00000 .   0.02 

119.5-120.5. 535^34.38 $0.00 0.00000 0.02 

120.5-121.5 $32,651.64 SO.OO 0.00000 0.02 
121.5-122.5 532^56^3 $0.00 0.00000 0,02 
122.5-123.5 531,955.44 $0.00 o.ooboo 0.02 

123.5-124,5 $953,63 $0.00 0.00000 0.02 

124,5-125.5 $423.04 $0,00 0.00000 0,02 
125,5-126.5 5423.04 $0.00 0.00000 0.02 
126.5 -127.5 $349.20 SO.OO 0.00000 0.02 

127.5 -128.5 $2.488.2.1 SO.OO 0.00000 0,02 

128.5 = 129.5 52,482.92 $0.00 0,00000 0.02 

129.5- 130.5 $2,482^2 S0,00 0.00000 0.02 

130.5-131.5 $4,013.59 $0.00 0.00000 0,02 

131.5-132,5 $8,595.79 S0.O0 0.00000 0,02 

132^-133.5 $9,513.35 52,482.92 0.2509S .0.02 

133.5-134.5 S7.030.43 SO.OO 0.00000 0.02 

134.5-1355 $7,030.43 $0.0) 0.00000 0,02 
135,5-136.5 $8,042.34 50^1 0.00000 0.02 
136.5 -137.5 S8.04%34 $0.00 0.00000 0.02 

137.5-138.5 56,51167 SOW 0^10000 0.02 

138.5 -139.5 Si .929.47 50.00 0.00000 1)^2 
13&5.140.5 11,01101 $0.00 o.ooqoo 0.02 
)4(|^. M1^ $i,t)iiai SOXM 0,00000 0JD2 

141.5-142.5 $1,011^11 50.00 0.00006 042 
142 j-143:5 $148,92 $0.00 0.00000 0.02 
143.5 -144.5 S446.72 50,00 0.00000 0,02 

144.5 -145.5 $452.00 $0,00 0.00000 0.02 

145.5-146.5 $470.72 $40.72 0.08851 0.02 

14G.5-1475 $430,00 $4.63 0.01123 041 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

Placement Years  1856 TO 2008 

S Surviving At S Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
jfd Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age [iiterval 

$1711 

Age Interval 

147.5-148.5 S425.17 0,04024 0.01 

148.5-149.5 5408.06 SO.OO 0.00000 0.01 

149.5-150.5 5259,14 SO.00 0.00000 0,01 

150,5 > 151.5 ;z.05 $0.00 0.00000 0.01 

151.5-152,5 SI .61 50.00 0,00000 0.01 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

378.10 MEAS. & REG. STATION EQUIP. - INSIDE 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

100 - Iowa 35.0 L2 Retirement 2002-2008, Placement 1910-2008 

an - 

—«UtlMI x^ 
80 - 

2 
*K 

*& 

^ 

70 
i V 

c     50 -- i 
^ 

=    50 - 

> 

\ 

(D     40 - 
14 \ 

°-    30 - 

4   \ 

\ 

90 - 
= 

^^* 

m 
- ^ \**i« 

0 - n uj. I I  I l I I II I 1 1 1 1 MM l II 1 i i i rh-4-Li Mil MM Mil MM 

10        20        30       40        50        60        70 
Age In Years 

80 90       100      110      120 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 107 of 267 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

Plucetimit Years  1910 TO 2008 

S Surviving At SffAmf/ Retirement %fwn'm^/#f 
/Ufd Beginning of During The Kudo Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

.M. —. t-V ^ . *. "". ' ' -"^ .««**, M.^^. ".. 

0.00307 

Age Intun'al 

0.0-0,5 54,591.303.12 S14.078.03 100.00 

0.5.1.5 53,281,495.64 54,121.78 0.00126 99.69 

1.5-2.5 $3,061,948,70 5^.641.75 0.0073? 99.57 

2.5-3,5 52,259,469.63 $0.00 0.00000 98.83 

3.5-4.5 51.704,175.66 $0,00 0.00000 98.83 

4.5-5,5 51,470,930.14 $0.00 0.00000 98.83 

5.5-6.5 5567,858.92 $0,00 0.00000 98.83 

6.5.7.5 S294.4B1.35 $0.00 0,00000 98.83 

7.5-8.5 $3,207,088.59 $0.00 0.00000 98.83 

8.5 • 9,5 $3,218,009.71 $0.00 0.00000 98.83 

9,5-10.5 53.287.207,79 $0.00 0.00000 93.83 

10.5-11.5 53,a3,593.76 S141.904.1S 0:04308 98.63 

11.5-12.5 53.250,472.79 50.00 0.00000 94.57 

12,5-13.5 53,594,056.44 522.656.08 0.00630 94.57 

13.5-14.5 53.668,925.01 50.00 0,00000 93.98 

14.5- 15.5 5850,546.66 SI 5.227.06 0,01790 93.98 

15,5-16.5 $879,118.70 $0.00 0.00000 92,30 

16.5-17.5 51,068,163.98 $34,997.33 0.03276 92,30 

17,5-18.5 SI .037,124.68 5344.74 0,00033 89.27 

18.5-19.5 51,409,481.82 $21,018.23 0.01491 89.24 

19.5 - 20.5 £1,106.983.82 55.929.63 0.00536 87.01 

20.5-21.5 S1.081.667.13 $5,300,81 0.00490 87.44 

21.5-22.5 $1,024,484.07 $48,732.87 0.04757 87.01 

22.5-23.5 $926,622,76 547,656.76 0.05143 82.87 

23.5-24,5 5669,207.93 $0.00 0.00000 78.61 

24.5-25.5 $743,624.59 $48,287.13 0.06492 78.61 

25.5 - 26.5 S325.S50.47 $11,666.59 0.03583 73.51 

26,5 - 27.5 5319.667,99 S0.00 000000 70,87 

27,5.28.5 $432,219,45 SG.579.Q7 0.01522 7087 

28^ - MA 5506,664.41 $145,697.60 02679) 99.70 

29.5.30.5 *430.793,36 547.334.01 0.109B3 49.7Z 

30,5.31.5 $424,440.29 50,00 0.00000 44.26 

31.5-32.5 5473.926X2 S5e,391,19 0.12004 44.26 

3Z.5-33.S 5486.957.97 539,016.40 0.06013 3695 

33.5-34,5 S441J91.4Z 527.663,38 006314 35.83 

34,5-354 $346,555.17 54.576.57 0.01321 33.56 

35,5-36.5 5316,21179 51.362.86 0,00437 33.12 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

SStimvingAl $ fef/fc(/ Retimnent % Surviving At 
Xgf Bexinning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Intenal Age Intervai Age Interval 

$9,743.91 

Age Intervai 

36.5-37.6 $320,238.50 0.03045 3238 
37.5.38.5 5280.211,74 51.764,49 0,00630 3137 
38.5 - 39.5 5298,798.35 53,383.40 0,01132 3177 
39.5-40.5 8303,823.25 517,183.74 0.05656 31.41 
40,5-41,5 $310,634.77 52.194.99 0.00707 29.63 
41.5-42.5 $273,044.54 51.154.05 040423 29.43 
42,5-43.5 5264,769 86 533.175.44 0.12530 29 JO 
43.5 - 44.5 5200.450.16 5112:56 0,00056 25.63 
44.5-45.5 5173,185 69 515.579.09 0.08996 25,62 
45.5 - 46.5 5207.860.10 52.463.43 0.01185 23.31 
46.5 - 47.5 5128.553^4 5394.62 0:00307 23.03 
47.5-48.5 5127.974.52 511^64.69 0.09037 22.96 
48.5-49.5 5135.118.96 5986.43 0.00730 20.89 
49.5-50.5 $135,485.37 52.530,35 0.01868 2074 
50.5   51.5 .$161,929.64 51,959.02 0,01210 20,35 
51.5-52.5 5154,263.37 5323^7 0.00210 20.10 
52,5-53.5 571.027.34 57.890.38 0.11109 20.06 
53.5 - 54.5 S59.883.65 SI.162,35 0.01941 1783 
54.5-55.5 550,636^7 51,094.70 0.02162 1749 
55,5 - 56.5 $37,847,30 59,091.49 024022 17.11 
58.5 - 57.5 527.114.65 5629.54 0,02322 13.00 
57.5-58.5 $4,028.88 50,00 0.00000 1270 
58.5 - ,59 j 82,147.12 50:00 0,00000 12.70 
59.5-00.5 52.773.48 S741.95 0,26752 12.70 

60.5-61.5 52,03153 50.00 0,00000 930 
51,5-62.5 52,056.25 50.00 0.00000 9,30 
62,5.83,5 51.047.39 50.00 0.00000 9.30 
63.5-64,5 51.047.39 50.00 0.00000 9.30 
64,5-65.5 51.107,76 S%)2,55 0.27312 9.30 
65.5.86.5 5683.39 $0.00 O.0GO00 6.76 
06.8.67,5 5424.49 524^72 0.056Z3 C,7B 
67.5-66.5 5399.77 58046 0.20127 637 
685-69.5 S31931 50.00 0.00000 5.08 
69.5 -70.5 5138.55 50.00 0.00000 5.09 
70.5-7T.5 8161.82 SO.W 0.00000 5.09 
7i6^7Z5i 5101.45 SO.00 OOOMO 5.09 
72 j-73 5 5146,66 50.00 0.00000 5.09 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

jz&yo ME4& a arc jDirfO/vcgcw.. /A'^/Df 

Observed Life Table 

S Sur\-ivi»g At S Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
X^c B^ intwif> of Duriiif; The Ratio Beginning of 
hiterval /l^c .Interval Age hiterval 

S0.00 0.00000 

Age Interval 

73.5-74.5 SI 46.65 5.09 
74.5-75.5 S146.66 S23.27 0.15867 5.09 
75.5 - 76,5 S123J9 W:00 o^ooooo 428 
76.5-77.5 SI 23.39 50.00 0.00000 4.28 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

378.11 MEAS & REG. STATION EQUIP. - OUTSIDE 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Observed Life Table 
Retirement Expr.  2(101 TO 2(m 

S Surviving At S Retired Retirement % ^Mn'/wmg.4/ 
/l^f Haginiwiji of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Intervul Age Interval Age. Jnterva/ 

0.0 - o.s 54.369.965.78 50.00 0,00000 100,00 
0,5-1.5 54,552,958.09 $0:00 0,00000 100.00 
1.5-2.5 54,500.388.77 $20.18413 0.00448 100.00 
2.5 - 3.5 54.146.648.02 $27,701.64 0,00668 99.55 
3.5 - 4.5 54,428.014,38 526,837.93 0,00606 98.89 
4.5.5.5 54,411.688.93 57,260.55 0.00165 96^9 
5.5-6.5 S909.982.82 5149,165.75 0.16392 98.13 
6.5 - 7.5 51,003,013.94 SI 8.659.00 0.01B60 82.04 
7.5-8.5 $855,169.90 $0.00 0,00000 80,51 
8.5 - 9.5 SI.129,419.31 $306,758.11 0,27161 80,51 
9.5-10.5 S851.962.18 53,000,00 0.00352 58.65 
10.5-11.5 5906,617.11 $0.00 0.00000 58.44 
11.5   12.5 SI. 069.657.45 $6,890.98 0.00644 58.44 
12.5-13.5 S1.168.613.67 523,414.52 0.02004 58.06 
13.5-14.5 SI ,241,872.60 $40,318.21 0.03247 seat 
14.5-15.5 SS6i,718.46 524,711,24 0.0256? 55.05 
15.5- 16.5 S1.048;616.90 $29,597,47 0.02823 53.54 
16.5-17.5 S909.203.04 $18,118,75 0.01993 52.12 
17.5-18.5 51,168,667.45 57753.13 0,00663 51.09 
18.5-19.5 51,057,597.37 $58,04759 0,05489 50.75 
19.5-20.5 5905,532.93 $7,558.12 0.00835 47,96 
20.5-21.5 5851,982.36 $46,875.14 0.05502 47.56 
21.5-22.5 5910,539.80 538.867.44 0.04269 44.94 
22.5-23.5 £980.207,87 551,243.02 0,05228 43.03 
.23.5 - 24.5 5815,516.29 $73,455 J9 0.09007 40.78 
24.5-25.5 $681^52.52 $3X)02.75 0.00441 37,10 
25.5-26.5 5501,563.18 07.493^0 0.05462 36.94 
26.5-27.5 5471,366.30 525,536.98 0.05418 34.91 
27,5 - 28.5 5433,917.96 515,331.44 0.03166 33.02 
28.S-29.5 S474;382.1G $21.534 52 0.04530 31.98 
29,5 - 30,5 5394,153.82 $6,781 GS 0.01720 30J3 
30.5-31,5 5401^63.07 $39,311.3$ ojoeaza %.00 
31.5-32.5 5531,834.04 $10,415.12 0.01958 27.44 
32.5-33.5 5535,097.93 334,60301 0.00466 20.91 
33.5 - 34 5 S530.923J8 $2,963.06 0.005O2 25.17 
34 j - 35.5 S562.242.S2 $11,874.04 002039 25.02 
35.5-36.5 5662.087.46 $16,108.25 0.02433 2461 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

S Swh'ing At S Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
/l^g Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Jnter\>ai 

36.5 - 37.5 872.1,784.31 $33,609,09 0.04656 23.92 

37.5-3B.5 8758,555.34 $21.97159 0.02904 22.80 
38^-39.5 S654.579.18 $30.a5&47 0,04713 22.14 

39.5-40.5 8590,337.32 318,864.11 0.03212 21.10 

40,5-41^ 5552,761.53 $43,283.35 0.06631 20.42 

41.5-42.5 S664.165.94 $26,620.57 0.04008 19,07 

42.5-43.5 $699,478.40 $35,161.66 0.05027 18.30 

43.5-44.5 S654.276.98 $11,710.92 0.01790 17.38 

44.5-45.5 $609,740.32 $64,648,73 0.10603 17.07 
45.5 - 46.5 $624,214.30 $5,860.31 0.00907 15.26 

46.5-47.5 5627,517.71 567,398.20 0.10740 15.12 
47,5^48.5 $777,049,38 S17J90.23 0.02225 13.50 
48.5 - 49.5 S765.318.45 $71,986.87 0.09407 13.20 
49.5 - 50.5 $668,609.62 $44,843.87 0.06707 11.96 
50.5-51.5 8545,994.86 $58,127.44 0.10646 1U5 
51.5-52.5 5443,551.02 51,522J5 0,00343 9.97 

52.5-53.5 ^419,158.08 $58,173.71 0.13879 9.93 

53.5 - 54.5 5290,062.98 $38,035.16 6,13113 855 

54 5-55.5 S215J46.88 $20,484^4 0,09517 7.43 
55.5 - 56.5 S50.594.35 $821.82 0.01624 6.73 

56.5-57.5 $8,591.51 50.00 0.00000 6.82 
57.5-58:5 $2,959.82 5526.48 0.17855 6^2 

58,^-59.5 $455,99     . $78.67 0.17253 5,43 
59,5-80,5 S269.14 $0,00 0.00000 4.50 

80.5-81.5 8489.45 so.oo • 0.00000 4.50 
61.5-62,5 S42831 $0.00 0.00000 4.50 
G2.5-G3.5 S434.04 50.00 0.00000 4.50 

83^-84.5 SG01,78 $176.42 0#816 450 
64.5-65.5 5425.38 $573 0.01347 3i16 
G5J-GG.5 5451.10 $18805 041687 3.14 
66.5-875 8263,05 50.00 o.ooooc 1.83 

075-68^ $263.05 SC;00 0.00000 1.63 
8&5 - 69-5 866:64 ;c.Do o.ooooc 1,83 
eSj-70.5 S70.35 SOXM 0,00000 183 
70.5'71 j $76.07 $0.00 0.00000 1.83 
7T.5.T2.5 $7647 50.00 0.00000 1.83 
72.5*73.5 STS.D? $0.00 0.00000 IJK 

5-22 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 113 of 267 

Cos fAm/ 

S Surviving At S fef/fa/ Retirement %;a,n'/w,%Xf 
/Igg Besinninji of During The ^ofw Beginning of 
Interval Xge Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

73,5-71,5 $44.60 50.00 0.00000 1.83 

74.5-75.5 S44.60 $0.00 0.00000 1.83 

75.5-76j 544.60 50:00 0.00000 123 

7M.77.5 $4420 50.00 0.00000 123 

77^5 - 78.S S5.72 50.00 0.00000 1.83 

78.5-79.5 ww 50.00 0.00000 1.83 

79.5-80.5 sd.oo $0,00 oaxxm 1.83 

60^-81.5 S0.00 50.00 0.00000 1.83 

81.5-82.5 soqo 50.00 0.00000 123 

62.5. 83.5 5000 $0.00 0.00000 1.83 

63.5 - 84.3 $0.00 50.00 0.00000 1,63 

84.5-85.5 50.00 50.00 oooooo 123 

85.5- 86.5 $7716 $0.60 0.00000 123 

86.5- 87.5 5387 J8 $10676 0^9069 1.83 

87.5-88.5 532225 $0.00 0.00000 IJO 

BB.5-B9.5 5322,65 $0.00 O.OKKIO 1.%) 

89.5 • 90.5 5386.22 $0.00 o.omxio 1.30 

90.5-91.5 51.353.12 $0.00 oamoo 1.30 

91.5'92.5 51.35312 S4O.O0 022956 1,30 

.92.5-93.5 51.31312 5474.5W 0.36136 1.26 

63 j-64.5 S761.40 50,00 020000 0.80 

942-95.5 S650.18 $0.00 0.00000 0.80 

95 J - 98.5 5588.03 5340.84 0.67929 0.80 

98J-97.5 5247.39 $000 0.00000 0.34 

97\5-98.5 $183.82 50,0) 0.00000 0.34 

982 - 99.5 5BU0 $0.00 0.00000 0.34 

* j - 100.5 S32.10 521.40 026667 024 

1002- 101.5 51070 50 00 0.00000 0,11 

1012.102.5 510,70 50.00 0.00000 0.11 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

S Surviving At 5 Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
/%* Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age interval Age Interval 

0.0-0.5 S3.266.509.82 519.885.30 0.00603 100.00 

0,5 -1.5 53,446.235.77 559.267,40 0.01720 9940 

1.5-2.5 $3,240,543.90 $44,391.01 0,01370 97.69 

2.5-3.5 52,804.995.88 $41,245.77 0.01470 96.35 

3.5-4,5 SI .049.223.62 $25,407.16 0,02517 94,93 

4,5-5.5 S930.111,82 $45,425,66 0.04884 92.54 

5.5 - 6.5 SI .075.442.24 $26,609.38 0.02658 88.02 

^.5.7.5 $1,164,326.25 543,345.09 043723 85.68 

7.5-8.5 SI.404,778.37 550.549,05 0.03598 62.49 

8.5 • 9,5 SI .638.217.43 559,996.75 0,03662 79.53 

9.5-16.5 51,940.470.59 S70.913.B9 0.03654 76.61 

10.5-11.5 $2,074,263.24 $39,863.48 0.01922 73.81 

11.5-12,5 52,161.036.25 $47,109.34 0.02180 72.40 

12.5-13.5 $2,086,651.11 $43,665,79 0.02093 7032 

13.5-14.5 51,935.765,78 534,256.48 0.01770 6S.34 

14.5-15.5 51.525,453.75 577,378.30 0.05072 6@.11 

15.5-16.5 51.799,055.37 520.505.17 0.01140 64.65 

16.5-17.5 51,758.359.55 516,540.18 0.00941 63.92 

17.5-18.5 St.671.018.49 539.989,66 0.02393 63.32 

18,5-19.5 52,006,183.71 $47,398.00 0.02363 81.80 

19.5 • 20 5 S2.164.509.12. 532.744.49 0.01329 60.34 

20,5-21.5 53.269,693.10 S62.220.93 0.01903 59.54 

21,5-22.5 S4.457.769.8S 554.632.42 0.01231 58.41 

22.5 - 23,5 S4.M1j42.72 562.321.68 0.01295 57.69 

23.5   24.5 S4.B90.52S.il 589,629.45 0.01833 56.94 

24.5-25.5 54,933,520,13 $121,176:76 0,02456 55.90 

25.5-26.5 55,091.069.64 S87.824.30 0.01725 54.52 

26.5-27 5 S5.660.707.57 $66,145,71 0,01169 53.58 

27.5-23,5 S0J31,O3737 594,312,39 0,01490 52.96 

28.5-29.5 56.413,786.31 569,7R,50 0.01389 52.17 

23.5-30 J 57.218,019.75 577,492 18 0.01073 5144 

30.5-31 j $8,454,010.26 5105.837.66 0.01252 50.BS 

316-32.5 59,716^76.67 575.760.74 0,00780 50.25 

32 j  33.5 310,610.514.73 580,455.83 000706 49.86 

33J-34.5 510.833.927 GO 5110:370:49 041019 49,47 

34.5 - 35.5 Sl0.653.O4e.16 559.843,30 0.00920 45.97 

35 5 - 36.5 $11,522,372.41 5102,098,05 0.00686 46.52 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

f/wcewdn/ygwrf /M7r0 2/W7 
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S Surviving At S Retired Retirement %^wn/w^/lr 

Interval 
Beg'miiing of 
Age Iiitervul 

During The 
Age Interval 

Ratio Beginning of 
Age Intenml 

3&5-37.5 S11.330,694.60 5110.429.79 0.00975 48.09 
37.5-38.5 $11,221,098.08 $122,802:58 0.01094 47.62 
38.5 - 39.5 511,016.039,24 $137,345.95 0.01247 47.10 
39.5   40.5 §11,187.700.53 $110,546,43 0.00938 46.51 
40,5-41 j $11,207,296.45 $144,912^7 0JI1293 46.05 
41.5-42.5 $10,976,255.19 $207,105.38 0.01887 45.46 
42.5-43.5 $6,953,376.19 $199,091.09 0.02000 44.60 
43.5-44,5 $9,102,149.55 5187.593.46 0.02061 43 71 
44.5-45.5 M.326.228.67 $157,688,66 0.01894 42.81 
45.5 - 46,5 57.731.876^6 &218.014.05 0.02820 4200 
46.5.47.5 S6.584.895.94 5165.617,17 0.02515 40.81 
47.5-48.5 S5.395.472.09 5137,621,88 0.02551 39.79 
48.5-49.5 54,256,390.35 5116.187,55 042730 38.77 
49:5-50.5 $3,311,031.77 $115,202.11 0.03479 37.71 
50,5-51.5 $2,552,190.55 $122,619.56 0,04804 36,40 
51.5-52.5 $1,800,941.04 $120,078.70 046668 34.65 
52.5-53.5 SI. 054.802,38 $77,384^3 0,07268 32.34 
53,5-54.5 $624,541,69 544,522.61 0.07129 29.99 
54.5-55.5 $376,151,22 $43,813:29 0.11648 27:85 
55.5-56.5 $225,997.79 $22,575.51 0.09989 24.61 
56.5-57J $158,340.06 518.044.73 0.11396 2215 
57.5-56,5 $102,131.95 $11,038.81 0,10803 19.69 
5B.5-59.5 566,979,14 M,854.13 0.10233 17.50 
59.5 - 60.5 $48,331.43 $3,410.79 0,07057 15.71 
605-61.5 S41.599.78 53.776:35 0.09078 1460 
61,5-62J $34,780.14 52.870^7 008250 1328 
62.5 • 63.5 $33,581,20 $3,010.87 0.08986 12.18 
53.5 - 54,5 ^32^45^1 $2^85.81 0.07023 11.09 
G4.5-05.5 $33,333.31 S2.791J5 0.08376 1031 
65^-6*5 529^75.62 52,064 .;i 0:07052 945 
66.5  675 $21,978,43 $1,541.50 0.07014 678 
67 5-63.5 516^03 J3 51.072,67 0.06461 ai7 
66.5 - 69.5 $14,202.62 5765.19 0.05385 7.64 
69.5-70.3 513J2191 5ia34.90 0.09C44 7J3 
70,5-71.3 512.346.45 51^82.70 0.11199 6.53 
71.5-72 j $1166176 S1\20187 0.09492 5^) 
72.5 - 73.5 515.70029 $1,376.72 008768 525 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

Piacemcnl Yean  1861 TO 2007 

S Surviving At S Retired Retirement %A/n*'m.«/Jf 
.42? Beginning of During The Ratif, Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

73j-74.5 $22,350.09 SI.438.44 006436 4,79 

74.5 - 75,5 $32,476.86 $2,550^0 0.07853 4,48 

75.5 - 76,5 $37;763.62 $2,867.69 0J)7594 4.13 

76.5-77,5 $38,377.80 $3,184.57 0.DB298 3,81 

77.5 - 78.5 S38.330.S7 $3,169.38 0.08268 3.50 

78.5 - 79.5 S36.207.79 $2,567.34 0.070S1 3.21 

79.5 - 80.5 $33,553.87 $3,217.38 0.09569 2,98 

80.5-81.5 S26.446.13 $2,281.98 0.(Wfi?9 2.70 

81.5-82.5 519,183,84 51,16329 0.06064 2.46 

82,5 - 83.5 S13,420.52 $845.40 0.06299 2.31 

83,5-84.5 S11.620.22 $641.92 0.05431 2.17 

84.5 - 8S.5 SI 2.358.36 $451 34 0.03652 2.05 

85.5 - 86.5 SI 3.917.62 $679.80 0.04884 198 

86.5-87.5 $16,371,98 51.129:85 0^16900 1.88 

87.5-88.5 S16.199.86 $1,182.60 0.08498 1.75 

88,5 - 89.5 $20,496,84 Sl.613.11 0.07870 1.64 

89.5 - 90.5 $22,087.32 $1,188.17 0.05379 1.51 

90.5-S 1.6 S23.791.45 $1,563.91 0.06573 1.43 

91.5-92.5 S21.613.48 $1,283.20 0.05937 1,33 

92.5-93.5 $19,021.87 $1,378.69 0,07248 1.25 

93.5-94.5 $17,322,36 $1,435.57 0.08287 1.16 

94.5 - 95.5 $15,270.07 $796.61 0.05217 1,07 

95.5-96.5 513,098:95 $1,033.43 0.07889 1.01 

96.5 • 97.5 Si 0.182.42 S815.24 0.08006 0.93 

97.5 - 98.5 $1Z4499I $855.76 006874 0.86 

88,5 - 99 j $10,197,19 $544.71 0.05342 0.80 

99.5 -100.5 S&6702B 5616.40 0.06972 0.75 

100.5-101.5 $7,336.90 $310.34 0.04230 0.70 

101.5-102.5 S6J14.02 $62.93 0.01013 0.67 

1C2.5-1015 S5.63p.24 575.15 0.01335 067 

103,5-104.5 $5,344.96 S2.150.2Z 0,40229 068 

104.5 -106.5 $5961 $0.84 0.01400 0.39 

1055 -106.5 $5877 $28.68 0.45397 039 

106.5 ■ 107,5 $21.48 $0.00 O.OOG-X 0.21 
10?.5- 108.5 S171.1M $13 90 046117 021 
106.5-109.5 $157.34 $0.00 omma 0.19 
"IC@.5-11&5 $157.34 $0.00 OJMOOO 0.19 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

/VocwMdmrMMWT 744/702007 

$ Surviving At i^e//n;(/ Retirement % Surviving At 

interval Age Intemtl 
During The 
Age ■Interval 

Kutia Beginning of 
Age Interval 

110.5-111.5 5210,14 $18,53 048818 0.19 

111.51125 $184.03 sooo 0.00000 0.18 

112,5-113,5 S 184,03 $0,00 O.OCAOO 0.18 

113,5-114.5 S184.03 $0,00 0.00000 0,18 

114,5-115,5 552.80 $0.00 0.00000 0.18 

115.5-116.5 552.80 $0.00 0,00000 0.18 

116.5-117.5 552.80 50,00 0.00000 0.18 

117,5-118,5 S0.00 so.oo 0.00000 0.18 

118.5-119.5 50.00 $0.00 0.00000 0,18 

119,5-120.5 S0.0O $0.00 0.00000 0.18 

120.5.121,5 $0.00 so.oo o.oomo 0.18 

1Z1.5-122.5 S0.00 so.oo 0.00000 018 
122.5-123.5 $0.00 so.oo 0.00000. 0.18 

123,5-124.5 $0,00 $0.00 0.00000 0.18 

124.5-125,5 $0,00 so.oo 0.00000 0:18 

125.5-I2G.5 $&00 SO.0O 6.00000 018 
12G.S-127 5 $0.00 50,00 o.ooooo 018 
127,5 - 12S,5 $0.00 so.oo 0.00000 0.18 

128.5-129.5 5000 50.00 0,00000 0.18 

129.S-130.5 50.00 so.oo 0.00000 0.18 

130 j* 131,5 $0.00 SOOO 0.00000 0.18 

131.5-132.5 50,00 $0.00 0,00000 0.18 

132.5-133,5 $0.00 so.oo o.odpod 0.18 

133.5-134.5 50.00 $0,00 0.00000 0.18 

134,5-135,5 S0.00 s&oo 0.00000 0,18 

135.5-1305 $0.00 50.00 oaoooo 0,18 

136.5-137 5 soao $0.00 0.00000 0.18 

137,5-138.5 so.oo so.oo 0.00000 0.1 B 

13GJ. 139.5 sow $0.00 0.«XK)0 0.16 

139 5.140 5 5187,07 SO.OQ 0.00000 0.16 

1405   141 5 S107.D7 S040 0.00000 0.18 

1416-1426 S1S707 SO.0O 0.00000 0.18 

14Z5-143a 5167 07 S1S5 35 0.99051 0^8 

143^-144.5 $1.72 moi owoco 0.00 

144.5- 145,5 $1.72 $0.00 0.00000 OXK 
1455-146,5 $172 50,00 oaoooo 0.00 

146.5-147j $0.00 50.00 o.o(moo 0.00 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

S Sumviiig At $ Retired Retirement % Sitmvhig At 
Xg? Beginning of Djtritig The ..RW& Beginning of 
IntenHtl Age itttcrval Age Interval Age Interval 

0.0-0.5 $50,026,219.24 $0.00 040000 100.00 
0,5-1.5 553.649.770^4 SM.438.71 0,00183 100,00 
1.5-2.5 $47,827,186.85 $103,587,44 0.00217 99.82 
2.5-3.5 $47,077,00060 $88.12793 0.00145 99.60 
3.5 .^.5 $49,720,452.80 $445,824.16 0.00897 99.46 
4.5-5.5 S39.130.137.39 $89,371.76 0.00228 98.56 
5^-6.5 $30,256,544. S3 $53,107.12 0.00176 98.34 
G.5   7,5 P1.821,895.54 $62,545.74 0,00197 mi? 
7.5-8.5' S31.649.728.02 $61,751.38 0.00195 97^7 
8,5-9.5 $31,811,211,35 $127,102.92 0.00400 97.78 
9.5-10.5 $31,037,608.81 $107.9^^)8 0,00348 97.39 
10.5-11,5 $26,113,122.10 $54,814.94 6.00210 97.05 
11.5-12.5 $33,249,473.06 $134,950.86 0,00406 95.85 
12.5-13,5 $28,977,063.35 $45,160.12 0.00156 96.48 
13.5-14.5 $33,772,249.02 $97,796.83 0.00290 96.31 
14.5- 15.5 $32,605,466.39 $134,036.04 0.00411 9643 
15.5-1B.5 $29,830,191.40 $52,933:66 0.00177 95.63 
16.5-17.5 $27,632,531,66 $91,019.22 0,00329 K.46 
17.5-18.5 $23,157,528.61 $58,500.61 0,00253 95.15 
18.5-19.5 $21,207,136.76 $71,346.88 0.00336 9441 
1S.5-20.5 $18,172,970.95 $60,140.93 0.00331 94.59 
20.5-21.5 516,118.539.45 $70,642.46 0.00438 94,28 

21.5-22.5 $14,829,900,63 $60,411.36 0.00407 93.86 
22.5-23.5 $15,143^88.71 $41.635.25 0.00275 93.48 

23.5-24,5 Si4.435.120.G0 $58,621.77 0.00406 93;22 
24 j-25,5 $13,236,736.59 S59.0i4.50 0.00446 92.84 
256-26.5 $12,838,605.99 $61,495.91 0.00479 92.43 

26 j - 27.5 $12.07^.016.68 $83,252.80 0^)0689 91.99 
27^-26.5 $11,469,305^9 $97,680.75 0.00852 SI.35 
265-295 $3^75,530.79 SS9;0B2JO 000637 90.58 
29 j- 30.5 $7,628,597.45 $54,651.27 0.00716 90.00 
30.5*315 $6,460^52.1? 55i,15&37 6.00)89 39.35 
37.5-3ZJ $4,914,977.07 $40,008.61 0.00814 36,65 
32J-33 5 53^59.827^7 $28,979a 0^0689 67,93 
33 3.34^ S1J57,125,91 $21,540.10 041226 8715. 
34.5-356 $765,419.48 $7,394.33 0,00966 86.06 
35.5- 36^ S312.0e&20 SG.736.96 0J52159 85.25 
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Rochester Gas <£ Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

S Surviving At $ Retired Retirement % Sun-iving At 
.^c Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

0.03041 

Age Interval 

3C.5-37.S 540,364.75 51,227.53 83.41 

37.5 - 38.5 SG29.39 $140.96 0,22396 80.87 

38.5-39,5 5610,06 so.oo 0.00000 62,76 

39.S-40.5 S669.92 $73.44 0.10963 82.76 

40.5-41.5 $596.48 S106.B5 0.17913 35.88 
41.5-42.5 $238,12 S0,8i 0,00340 45.87 

42.S-43.5 SI 81,49 $2.66 0.01466 45,71 

43.5-44.5 SI 78.83 $3594 0.20097 45.04 

44.5-45.5 51,583^2 S0.2C 0.00013 35.99 

45.5 • 46.5 SI .557:09 SO.OO 0.00000 35.99 

46.5-47.5 Si .559.89 $0.00 0.00000 35.99 
47.5 • 48.5 SI ,559.89 $0.00 0.00000 35.99 

48.5 - 49.5 51,559,89 $40.29 0.02583 35.99 

49.5-50.5 SI .519.60 S2.01 0,00132 35.06 

50.5-51.5 S2.80 $0.89 0.31786 35.01 

51.5-52.5 51.91 $0.10 0,05236 23.88 

52,5-53.5 $0,00 SO.OO 0.00000 22,63 

53.5-54.5 S0.00 so.oo 0.00000 22.63 

54,5-55.5 S0.00 so.oo 0.00000 22.63 

55.5-56.5 $0.00 $0,00 0.00000 22.63 
56.5-57.5 so.m) 50.00 0.00000 22.63 
57.5 - 58.5 50.00 so.oo 0.00000 22.63 

58.5 - 59.5 50.00 so.oo 0.00000 22.63 
59.5 - S0.5 $0.00 50.00 000000 22.63 
eO.5-61.5 S0.00 so.oo 0,00000 22,63 
51,5-62.5 50,00 so.oo 0.00000 22,63 

62.5 - 63,5 $0.00 sooo 0.00000 2283 
03,5-64.5 so.oo so.oo 0,00000 22.63 
54.5 - 65.5 50.00 $0.00 0.00000 22.03 
S5.S.9&5 sow 50.00 0.00000 22.63 
66.5-67,5 $0.00 $0.00 0.00000 2263 

07 F-58.5 MOO so.oo OOOCOO 2263 
63 5-.89.5 S0.00 so.oo 0.00000 2263 

59.5 - 70.5 so.oo so.oo 0.00000 2263 
70.5-71^ SOJO sooo 0.00000 22.63 
71.5-725 so.oo $0,00 0.00000 22.66 
72.5 - 73.5 S0.00 so.oo 0.00000 22.63 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 
Retirement Expn  2002 TO 2007 

S Survmitg At S Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
^e Beginmng of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Intenml Age Interval Age Interval .4#f Interval 

73.5 -74.5 50.00 50.00 0.00000 22.83 
74.5 • 75.5 50.00 50.00 0.00000 22.83 
75.5 • 76.5 30.00 so.oo 0,00000 22.83 
7GJ^77j so.oo S0.00 0.00000 22^3 
77,5 - 78.5 MOO MOO 0.00000 22 63 
7&5,79.5 $0.00 so.oo 0,00000 62.83 
79.5-80.5 so.oo S0.00 0,00000 22.63 
80,5-81.5 so.oo so.oo 0.00000 22.53 
81.5-82.5 so.oo 50.00 0.00000 2ZG3 
82.5-83.5- $0.00 sooo 0.00000 22.63 
83.5-84.5 so.oo so.oo 0.00000 22^3 
84.5-85.5 so.oo so.oo 0.00000 22.63 
85.5 - 86.5 so.oo soa) 0.00000 22:63 
88.5 - 37.5 so.oo 50.00 0.00000 22 83 
87 j. 88.8 so.oo 50.00 000000 2233 
88.5-89.5 so.oo 50,00 0.00000 2163 
89.5 - 90.5 50.00 50,00 0.00000 22.83 
90.5-91.5 so.oo 50.00 0,00000 22.63 
91.5-92.5 so.oo so.oo 0.00000 2263 
92.5.93:5 so.oo 50,00 0.00000 2Z63 
93,5-94.5 so.oo 50.00 0.00000 22.63 
94.5-9&5 so.oo 50.00 0.00000 2Z63 
95.5 - 90.5 so.oo 30.00 0.00000 22.63 
S6.5 - 97.5 50,00 5040 0.00000 22;83 
97.5 - 98.5 so.oo 50.00 0,00000 '22:83 
98.5 - 99.5 so.oo 50.00 000000 %63 

99.5 -100.5 so.oo 50.00 0.00000 22.63 
100.5-101.5 30.00 so.oo 0.00000 2263 
101.5-102.5 S0.00 50.00 oaxxm 2243 
102.5 -143.5 SOAO 50,00 0.00000 2243 
103,5- 104^ $0.00 50.00 0.00000 22.63 
IC4.5-105.5 50.00 SO.GO o.oAw 2263 

5-32 



a Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

381.00 METERS 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

100 

90 

80 

70 
O) 
uE 60 
eg 

g 50 

8 40 

^ 30 

20 

10 

0 

Iowa 26 R1.5 
1 * 1 

Retirement 2001-2008, Placement 1900-2008 
*3™ t!44* & 

^ ̂ . 
- N 

4 

r 
\ 

z 
4 
\ 

E 
*\ 

E 
\ 

E N t. 
i 

^ 4 

-i 111  I. ..I I I I   1   1   1 tiii 1   1   1   1 MM Mil II   1   1 

\*44 

II   1   1 ^A' *l 4141414 AUUi    1 
i 

0    5   10   15   20   25   30   35   40   45   50   55   60 
Age In Years 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 124 of 267 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

5 Surviving At S Retired Retirement % Surx'iving At 
^ff Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Intcrvul Age Interval Age fnterval 

....... ...^—.... .„.„,„.. „ ^™„— 

0.00029 

Age Interval 

0.0-AS 56.402.788.79 *1,884J06 100^)0 
0.5-1.5 54.278,463.20 $4,927.57 0.00115 99.97 
1.5-2.5 $4,265,105,94 $4,046.32 0,00095 99.86 
2J-3J $4,398,085:86 $3,911.27 0.00089 99,76 
3.5 - 4.5 S5.349.345.68 $13,389.95 0.00250 99^7 
4.5 - 5.5 SS.329.177.59 SI 3.385.47 0.00251 99.42    . 
5.5-6.5 55,192,081,12 517.455.92 0,00336 99.17 
6.5 - 7.5 56,371,425.08 S17.128.75 0.00249 98.84 
7.5-8.5 57,545,378.65 $31,733.70 0,00421 98.59 
8.5-9.5 S7f23.763.20 $143^31^9 0.01880 98.18 

.9.5-10.5 $8,013,284.64 $116,654.07 0,01458 96.33 • 
10.5-11.5 57,986,536.53 $752,846.03 0,09426 94.93 
11,5  :I2.5 $6,504.76921 $143,585.46 0.02207 8^.98 
12.5-13.5 36,504.594.99 558,261.00 0.00896 84.08 
13.5 - 14.5 55.641,094.92 $98.6K).51 0.01749 8333 
14.5-15J 54.571.061.70 $64,037.23 0.01401 81.87 
15,5-16.5 54.795,726.82 5115,522.52 0.02409 80.73 
16.5-17.5 S4.463.987.86 S67.4B7.99 0.01512 78.78 
17.5-18.5 53.570.432.38 S91.249.S1 0.02556 77.59 
18.5-19,5 53,104.595.74 $74,672.57 0.02405 75:61 
19.5-20.5 $3,079,387.92 $106,993.10 0.03474 73,79 
20.5-21.5 M^28J49 71 $181,327.41 0,05617 71.23 
21.5 - 22.5 $3,133,003.69 $152,634,37 0.04872 6772 
22.5 - 23.5 M,533,650j4 $195,693.21 0.07724 6395 
23 j. 24.5 52.105.609.74 ;i44,085.90 0.Q6B43 59.01 
245 - 25.5 51,640,022.21 $102,775.90 0,06267 54.97 
25.5-28 5 SI.587,769.79 $112,201.88 0.07067 51.53 
28.5-27.5 51,358.569^8' S24,»i8.66 4.01836 47.89 
27 j - 25.5 5936.462.04 551.333.34 0.05482 47.01 
28,5 - 29.5 S507J19 19 $49,445.66 0.09750 44 43 
29.5- 30.5 5457,707.79 554.772.58 0.11967 40.10 
30.5-31.5 S7G2.895.46 569^73.21 0.(8737 %30 
315-32^ $1^45,271,70 $84,481,38 0,06784 32^2 
32.5 - 33.5 51,655,553.78 $125,857.l{!4 0.07G02 30.03 
33.5 - 34 J 51.048.382.54 $157,244,74 0.08071 Z7175 
34 5-35.5 52,208,710.74 5222.S20J5 0.10088 25,51 
35.5-36,5 $2,285^98.78 $195,98059 0.08573 593 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 
Retirement Expr.   200! TO 2008 
Placement Years 1900 TO 2m 

S Surviving At S Retired Retirement ^Swrww'wg/W 
Age 
Interval 

Beginning of 
Age fntenai 

During The 
Age Interval 

Ratio Beginning of 
Age Interval 

36.5 - 37.5 52,427,453.81 $213,122.11 009027 20.97 
37.5 - 38.5 $2,306,155.99 8200,822.36 0.08708 1948 
38.5 • 39.5 $1,960,135.60 $208,112.82 010515 17 41 

39,5-40.5 51,580.678.82 $317^60.05 0.20090 15.58 
40.5-41.5 SI .132.422.77 5146.252.95 0.12915 12,45 
41.5-42.5 5901,227,91 $102^73.49 0.11348 10.84 
42.5-43.5 5741.658,24 $84,896,35 0.11447 9.61 
43.5-44.5 5630,585,28 $92.97568 0.14744 8.51 

44.5 - 45.5 $586,684,57 $105,206.91 0.17932 7.26 
45.5 - 46.5 $501,512.87' $88,809.16 0.17708 5.96 
46.5-47.5 5430,730.75 S73.336.56 0.17026 4.90 
47.5-46.5 5331,034.51 ^55.451,18 0.16751 4.07 
48.5 - 49.5 5245,815.76 $47:804.04 0,19447 3.39 
49.5-50.5 5170,630.79 521,186.38 0.12416 2.73 
50.5-51.5 $130,621.96 S1B.G96.42 0.14313 2.39 
51.5-52.5 $88,636:22 $9,695^7 0.10938 2.05 
52,5 - 53.5 S26.689.31 S3.598.15 0.13482 182 
53.5-54.5 SI 7.517.46 S2.364.79 0.13500 1.58 
54.5 - 55.5 S953.37 $387.73 0,40659 1.36 
55.5 - 56.5 5471.29 $145.24 0,30818 0,81 
56,5 - 57.5 $355.79 $49.51 0,13916 0.56 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

382.00 METER INSTALLATION 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 
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Rochester Gas *G Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

S Stirming At ^^gf/rc6/ Retirement % j'wnvww^/lf 
^A'*-' Beginning of During The Rath Beginning of 
interval Age Interval 

54,512.804.49 

Age Interval Age Interval 

0:0 ■ 0.5 S2.514.60 0.00056 100.00 
0.5-1.5 36,108.749.61 5322.85 0.00009 99.94 

1.5-2.5 57,192,946.27 51,10916 0.00015 99.94 

2.5-3.5 $7,877,713.58 321142 0.00003 99.92 
3.5 - 4.5 58.124,951.75 53,548.02 0.00105 99.92 
4.5 -5.5 S7.167.526.98 57,229.44 0.00101 99.81 

5.5-6.5 S8.292.398.23 5471.32 0.00006 99.71 

6.5-7.5 58.880,341.21 SB.600.15 0.00097 99.71 

7.5-8.5 S8^32|930,75 $5,2*9.10 O.MKS 99.61 

8.5 - 9.5 57,702,525.72 W.913.35 0.00129 99.55 

9.5-10.5 57,199.119.87 $7,919.58 0.00110 99.42 
10.5-11.5 $6,959,085.96 $8,775.57 0.00126 99.31 

11.5- 12.5 S7.473.455.53 S214.02 0.00003 99.18 

12.5-13.5 57.444.659.59 58.371,44 0.00112 99.16 
13.5-14.5 $.7,533,549,98 544,355.81 0.00589 99.07 
14.5-15.5 SS.934.812,10 S27.878.17 0.00402 98.49 

15.5-16.5 56,432,599,05 522,436.87 0.00349 98.09 
16.5-17.5 $6,007,305.38 S20.884.88 0,00348 97.75 
17.5-18.5 55,392.041.69 SI 3.007.43 0.00241 97.41 

18.5-18.5 24,792,419.92 $18,606.58 0.00388 97.17 

19.5-20.5 54,164,000.31 $26,736.82 0.00642 96,30 
20.5-21.5 53,861,160.16 58,115.45 0.00210 96.17 
21.5-22.5 $3,669,563.99 $61749.23 0.00184 95.97 
22.5-23.5 S3.193.957.90 56,600.69 0.00207 95.80 
23.5 - 24.5 52,727.868.14 53,697 45 0.00136 95.60 
24,5-25.5 52.307.072:42 $6,979.89 0.00303 95.47 
25.5 • 20.5 51,889.186.51 511,658.56 0.00617 95.18 
2G.5-27.5 SI .679,624.39 $12,175.79 0.00725 94.59 
27.5 - 28.5 S1,399,576.93 $17,659.30 0.01262 93,91 
28.S.2B.5 51,162,83515 $22,679.10 0.01917 9272 
29.5-30.5 61,240^39.44 SO.00 0.00000 90.94 
30531.5 Si.4C4.6G0.62 $95265.75 0.08532 90,94 
31.5.32 j Si .401,29041 S65.9aZ37 0.05967 55,00 
32.6*33.5 51.250213,45 $3,495.24 0.00280 79.93 
334.34-5 $931,061.00 $2,999,88 o.qosce 79.71 
34 5.-35.5 5702,256.09 55,045.87 0.00719 7946 
35.5 - 36^ S426.303.21 55,365.87 0.01257 78.89 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 

mcwMfw/Jtam /964r02#7 

SSunmngAt 5 Retired RetiremeHi %Sun>ivmgAi 
4#e Beginning of During The Rath Beginning of 
Iriien'al Age Interval Age Imerval Age Interval 

3S^.37j $165,818.22 $2,859^3 0X11604 77:90 

37.5-38.5 KK.4(K02 $28,245.33 0,77588 76.65 
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c5s Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

383.10 HOUSE REGULATORS 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 
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SStmhingAt $ Aff/ff</ Retimmiit ^jMnA-w^/*/ 

Jnterval 

S869.62159 $0^X1 

Ratio Begiming of 

0.0-0.5 OJXMOp 100.60 
0.5-15 $1.10&47B.04 so.w oooooo 100.00 
lJ-2,5 $1,205^)8:50 $77844 0.00065 100.00 
Z5-Z5 ;ij22.623^0 $0.00 0,00000 99.94 
3.5-4.5 51,914.731.25 MM 0,00000 99.94. 
4.5-35 51.797^3752 50 A) 0.00000 99.94 
5J-&5 51.497.735,35 $0.00 0,00000 99.94 
6.5-7.5 S1.B43.14&73 $0.00 0.00000 99.94 
7.5-8.5 ;i^73,774.33 $0.00 oooooo 99.94 
8J-9^ *1,71B,852X)4 $0JXI 0.00000 99,94 
9.5.10 ^ $1,804,847,84 50,00 0.00000 99,94 
10.5   11.5 Si .479,322,43 $0.00 0.00000 99.94 
115- 12J 51.261.717.69 $0.00 OOOKX) 99.94 
12.5-13.5 51.234,889.11 $0.00 0.00000 89.94 
13^-14.5 $1,244^37.91 $0.00 0.00000 99^4 
14,5-15 j $1,189.083X)9 $0:00 9.00000 99.94 
15.5-16.5 $1.045.914 J9 $000 0.00000 9934 
16.5-17.5 $1,004,127^ $0.00 0,00000 99.94 
17.5-18.5 $1,071^9.28 $0.00 0,00000 99.94 
18.5 -19,5 $997,050.90 $0.00 0.00000 99.94 
19,5-20:5 $933,889.13 $0.00 0,00000 99.94 
20J-21,5 5070,826.70 $0.00 0,00000 99^4 
215-225 $837,910.35 $0.00 o.mxKm 99.94 
225-235 $813,983.48 $6.00 oooooo 99.94 

235-245 $760:997:28 $0.00 0.00000 9944 
24.5  25 5 $658j40J7 $000 0,00000 9844 
255265 $583,590.92 woo 0.00000 (844 
2G5  27 5 $537,942% 5000 0,00000 9994 
27 5 - 28 5 $494^54 Jil 5000 000003 99 94 
zj d - M e 5456,561.49 30.00 03:w; 09.94 
;W&   30 5 $408,220.68 SO.00 OP'XIJ W.94 
a:s 31 : $391.901 .GG $0.00 oczzo 9394 
:i5 va $396:248.«) $6.00 JOCCC, %W 
3^5   33 5 $410,846.89 $0,00 :cccco 39 94 
a3!,.345 $421,694.66 S9,429^1 'j:#3e 9S.M 
345-355 5386,367.96 $84,118.46 0,21.628 97 70 
35.5-3C.5 S295.299.04 $102.64^62 0.34759 7637 

&40 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 
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S SurvMng Ar S KefwW Retirement %ikn •ivingAt 
Me Begin uing of During The Ratio Beginning of 
finervut ,4^ Interval 

5191.153,66 

/Igf Intenal /Iff Jm terval 

36.5 - 37.5 546429.11 0^4498 49.83 
37.5 - 38.5 5134.949.17 $32,239.28 0,23890 37.62 
36,5-39.5 $53,019.45 $0.00 0.00000 26.63 
39.5 - 40.5 S23.610.a2 $0.00 0.00000 28.63 
40.5-41.5 S22.857.22 50.00 0.00000 28.63 
41 5-42.5 516,854.38 3000 0.00000 28.63 
42.5 - 43.5 SI 3.602.06 S3.669.31 0.26976 28.63 
43.5 - 44.5 $7,823,27 S834.34 0.10665 20.91 
44.5-45.5 S3,1S5.35 $276,14 0.08639 18^8 
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Rochester Gm & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 
Reiiremmt Expr.   2001 TO 2007 

S Snn'ivhif* At S Retired 

Interval 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

During The 
Age Interval 

0.0 - 0.5 S4.019.201.66 50.00 
0.5-1.5 54^15.996.98 50,00 
1.5-2.5 54,690.953.59 Si .791,20 
2.5-3.5 $4,863,723,10 50:00 
3.5 - 4.5 54.061,762,88 50.00 
4.5 - 5.5 51.084,124.50 50.00 
5.5 - 6,5 51,223.281.73 50.00 
6.5-7,5 $1,322,899.60 50,00 
7.5 -8^ 51,084,197.5? $0.00 
8.5-9.5 SI .097,872.39 50,00 
9.5-10.5 SI .090,313,82 50.00 
10.5-11.5 51,163,517.74 50.00 
11.5-12.5 51.279,693.94 50.00 
12,5-13.5 $1,302,125.91 50.00 
13.5-14.5 51.343,050.76 50.00 
14.5-15.5 SI .264.145.29 50.00 
15.5-16.5 51,293.890.94 so.og 
16,5-17.5 S1.,293.605.85 30.00 
17.5-18.5 51.258.025.10 so.oo 
18.5-19.5 $1,210,324.28 50,00 
13.5-20.5 51,246.065.03 50,00 
20,5-21.5 51,330,161.37 50.00 
21,5-22,5 51,337,281.20 $0.00 
22,5-23.5 51,266,806.84 50.00 
,23.5-24.5 SI .165,318.17 so.oo 
24.5 • 25.5 51,050.559.37 50.00 
25.5-26.5 S954J66.46 so.oo 
26,5 - 27.5 sees. 195.51 50.00 
27.5 - 2S.-5 S7BR34&5G SO.00 
28.5 - 29.5 5743^56.32 SO 00 
29.5-3C.5 S7*,025^G 50.00 
30.5-31.5 5842.380.18 50.00 
51,5-32.5 3959.90127 50.00 
32.5 - 33.5 51.041,865.75 50.00 
33.5-34.5 51.094.477.17 542,436.34 
34.5-35.5 51,077,738.97 5310,426.74 
35.5 - 36.5 5797.720.45 5315.381.99 

Retiretneni % Surviving At 
Rittia Beginning of 

Age Interval 

0.00000 100.00 
0.00000 100.00 
0.00038 10000 
0.00000 9946 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 99.95 
0 00000 99.96 
0.00000 99.96 

0.00000 99,96 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 99,96 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 9938 
0,00000 99.96 
0,00000 99.96 
0.00000 99.95 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 99,96 
0,00000 99 96 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 99,96 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 99.96 
0.00000 99.96 
000000 99.96 
0.00000 99,96 
0.00000 99 96 
0.00000 99 96 

0.00000 99,96 
0.00000 99 ee 
000000 99 JM 
oooooo 99.96 
0.03877 99 9G 
0,28804 96.09 
0.39535 6841 
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#oc7f#/er Car <6 EWfr/c 
Gas Plant 

Observed Life Table 
Relimmnt Expr.  2001 TO 2007 
Placement Years  1962 TO 2004 

S Surviving At S^//r^ Retirement %.Swn iving At 
x^C Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval /(fe Intervul Age fnlenal X^e Inten'al 

36.5 - 37.5 $435,696,71 SI 07.243.28 0.24614 4136 
37.5. 3B.5 $276,904.71 571.858,38 0.25851 31MB 
38.5-39,5 $98,951.13 50,00 0.00000 23.09 
39.5 • 40,5 596,125,72 $0.00 0.00000 23.09 
40,6-41.5 575,895^0 SO 00 qooooo 23.09 
41,5-42.5 S64.081.05 K).00 000000 23.09 
42.5-43.5 SB 1.101.82 $0.00 0.00000 23.09 
43.5 - 44,5 $52,416.49 $15,660.47 .   0,29877 23.09 
44.5 - 45.5 S1D.a2.41 $3,560.91 0.33649 IS 19 
45,5 - 46.5 S0.D0 $0,00 0.00000 10.74 

544 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

390.00 STRUCUTRES & IMPROVEMENTS 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

Observed Life Table 

SSimimigAt $ge/,W Retirement % SunmngAl 
/jge Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Into mil Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

6.0-0.5 $5,317,773.02 $0.00 0,00000 100.00 

. 0.5-1.5 $6,279744.39 51,164,79 0.00019 100,00 

1J.2.5 58,741,503.58 50,00 0.00000 99,98 

2J.3J SG.060.149J7 S2;661.69 0.00044 99.98 

3.5-4.5 S4.867.752.77 $om 0.00000 89.94 

4.5 • 5.5 55,250,255.53 $0.00 0.00000 99.94 
5.5-6.5 55,397.815JK 50,00 0.00000 89.94 

6 j -7.5 57.469.226.33 $000 0.00000 99.94 

7.5-8 5 $9,243,911.81 $80.3M.63 0.00889 99.94 

8.5-9.5 $7,730,509^5 5270,488.35 0.03499 99.07 

9.5-10.3 57,399.445/45 315,022.67 0.00203 95.60 

10.5-11.5 58.280.78401 $77,259.41 0.00933 95.41 

11.5-12.5 58.902.934.89 S102.685.07 0.01153 94.52 

12.5-13.5 58.404.445.90 565.218,42 0.00776 93.43 

13.5-14.5 58,335,102,89 $47;937,10 0,00575 92.70 

14.5-15.5 57.511,211.18 $41,557.84 0,00553 92.17 

15.5-16.5 56,844.96064 5682,973.85 0.09978 91.66 

16.5-17.5 55,843.787.98 5130,903.33 0.02240 82.51 

17.5-18.5 55,555.184.64 5181,883.14 0.03274 ,80.67 

18,5 -19.5 55.100.203.81 $229,645.79 0.04503 78.03 

19.5-20.5 54.360.407.45 $530,746.74 ■0.12172 74.51 

20.5.21.5 $3,K9,568J9 $113,024.29 0.02847 65,44 

21,5-22.5 54,828,642,85 5113.141,30 0.02343 63.58 

22.5-23,5 53.733.631.76 597,234.25 0.02604 62.09 

23.5-24.5 S2.854.567.58 MO,48G.90 0.00387 6047 
24.5 ••23.5 $2,548:705.45 516.861:86 0.00740 60.25 

25.5 - 26.5 52,146,470.62 $25,136.18 0.01171 59.80 
26.5 • 27.5 52,085,775,16 58.137.82 0.00294 59.10 

27 j - 28.5 51,370,197.00 $10,326.67 0,00524 5B.S3 
28.5-29.5 51,*14J35.45 515,397.01 0.0084$ 58.62 
29 5 - 30.5 5348,941.61 $37,150,93 0,04370 50.12 

30.5-31,5 ^574,61521 $36,508,08 0.06701 55.54 

315-384 5410.87(3.49 55452.59 0.01424 51.86 

32.5-33.5 K357,387 33 55^8.66 0.01318 51.12 
33.5-34 j $425,792.70 50.00 0.00000 50.44 

34.5-35^ $158,135.98 $3,799.63 002403 SG44 
35J.3G.5 5306.991.33 $2,728.71 0.00869 4923 
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Rochester Gas <6 Electric 
Common Plant 

Observed Life Table 

Placement Years 1926 TO 2008 

S Stuviving At S Retired Retirement % Stm'iving At 
•4ge Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
.Interva! Age Interval Age [nten>ul Age Interval 

36.5 - 37.5 $679,205.22 54,660.25 0,00686 48.79 
37,5-38.5 5797.267,20 5224353,41 0.26203 48.46 
38,5-39.5 53,202.123,86 59.245.58 0.00289 34.79 

39.5 ■ 40.5 33,672,313.09 5539,016.16 0.14678 34.69 

40.5-41.5 S3,186.948,21 344,237.78 0.01307 29.60 
41.5-42.5 S3.118.114.02 5616.93 0.00028 29.19 

42.5 - 43,5 $3,120.13137 50.00 0.00000 2918 
43.5-44.5 $2,956,895.60 S15.153.79 0.00512 29,18 

44.5-45.5 $2,882,407,51 S67.795.46 0.02352 29,03 
45.5-46.5 $2,700,945.21 S0.00 0,00000 28.35 

46.5.47.5 5704,011,73 50.00 0.00000 28,35 
47.5-48.5 S259.880.99 53.150.91 0.01212 2635 
48,5 • 49.5 5251.106.47 5873.84 0.00348 2801 
49,5 • 50.5 $247,797,78 5763,60 0.00308 27.91 
50.5-51,5 $234,604.76 50.00 040000 27.82 

51.5-52.5 5234:652.00 5146.00 0.00062 2782 
52.5-53.5 5153,041.11 5309.82 0.00202 27.80 

53,5-54.5 5151,597.11 5302.06 0.00199 27.75 
54,5-55.5 SI 36.753.67 $3.91Z75 0.02861 27.69 
55.5 ■ 56.5 5129.332.12 S 1.105.07 0.00854 26.90 
56.5-57.5 555,186,03 $198.05 0,00359 26.67 
57,5-58.5 555,833.59 $0.00 0.00000 26,58 
50.5-59,5 555.226,06 50.00 0.00000 26.58 
59.5-80,5 573,657.47 50.00 0.00000 26.58 
00.5-61.5 539,907^2 50.00 0.00000 26.58 
61,5-62.5 S35.376.17 50.00 0.00000 26.58 

62.5-63.3 $35,022.96 50.00 000000 26.58 
63.S - 64.5 538.015:22 5188.94 0.00525 26.58 
64.5-65,5 535,519,75 5536.04 0.01509 26.44 

G5.5*G6a 534,431.86 S&OO 0.00000 26.04 
6G.5-G7^ S29J77.41 S165.00 0.00564 26.C4 
67 5-98.5 56.640.36 50.C0 aooooo 25.86 
68.5-095 56.569.33 moo ooqooo 2569 
69 5-70,5 56.569.33 50.00 0.00000 "25.89 
70.3.71.5 S56S.00 50.00 0.00000 25.69 
71,5-72.5 57,711.11 50.00 0.00000 25.89 
72.5-73 3 57472.40 52.669.34 0.33462 25.89 
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Rochester Gas A Electric 
Common Plant 

Observed Life Table 

S Simmng At S ^eAre(/ Retirement % Surviving At 
X^e Beginning of During The Kodb Beginning of 
interval Age Interval Age Interval Age iiiterval 

73.5-74,5 S5.174.2B moo 0.00000 17.22. 
74 5-75^ S98B.G09.90 $0,00 0.00000 i7ja 
75.5-7G.5 SS88.S09.90 S56.G53.39 0^)5731 17.22- 
76.5-77.5 5931,955.51 so;oo 0.00000 16.23 
77.5 - 78.5 $931,956,51 so.oo 0,00000 16.Z3 
78.5 - 79.5 3931,956.51 so.oo 0,00000 16,23 
79 j-80.5 $927,043.52 s&qO ooodbo 1623 
80.5-81.5 S926JS2J3 SO.OO 0.00000 16.23 
81.5 • 82.5 $926,782.23 $0,00 0.00000 16J3 
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Salvage Value: g%    ^IW&gC Service Life:  75      Sunivor Curve: ^e 
Kcwf Onf/W Expc'duncy Avg. Seryke Acffryir A«/M Cokw/Wf(/ 

CW /.#! .'Reserve 

f/) m W W w w 
1903 16.67 P-PO 0.00 140000 17 

1905 &# ooo 0,00 1.00000 8 

1906 729.00 0.00 0.00 140000 729 

1907 313.35 0.00 040 1.00000 313 

1908 2832 0,00 am 1.00000 27 

1909 29.12 0:00 OMO 1,00000 29 

1810 3Z57,i3 0.00 u    0.00 tooobo 3467 
1911 148.54 0.00 000 imooo 149 

1912 171,39 0.00 0,00 uooooo 171 

1913 Z.142.40 apo 0.00 100000 2.142 

1914 2,128.90 0.00 0.00 i.odood 2.126 

1915 422.56 0.00 0.00 1.00000 423 

1916 16&71 000 040 I.OOOMI 169 

1917 644. 0.00 0.00 iiOoooo 7 

1922 ,21964 0.00 0,00 i.ooppo 220 

1923 439.64 0.00 040 1.00000 440 

1924 180.79 0.00 0.00 1,00000 181 

1925 250,65 o.pg 0,00 1,00000 251 

1928 1,170.63 0,00 000 1:00000 1.171 

1927 1.535.77 0.00 0.00 140000 1.53G 

1928 449.66: AQO 04b 40000 450 
1929 : 4,262,23-' 0.00 0,00 topodo 4.252: 

1930 117,14 0.00 000 loooqd 117 

1931 9I&30 0.00 0.00 1 00000 918 

1932 75.00 .   000 0:00 1,00000 7S 
1933 1.484,40. o.oo 0,00 I.OWOO 1,484 

1934 7.96: 0.60 7540 0.99333 8 

1635 14994 1.50 75.00 4,98000 147 

w. 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gm Plant 

A ml Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2(108 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

S<il\>ti%e Value: It %   A vcragc Service Life:   75      Sun'ivor Curve: ae 
Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 

Cost tf/t Resen'e 

(0 (2) m M W m 
1936 258,39 2.50 75.00 0.96667 250 

1937 732.81 ^50 75.00 0.95333 699 

1938 63.75 4.50 75.00 0.94000 60 

1939 420.35' 5.50 75.00 0.92667 390 

1940 208.52' 6.50 75.00 0.91333 190 

1941 44G.02 7.50 75.00 0.90000 402 

1942 5.641.42 8.50 75.00 0.88667 5.002 

1945 22,90 11.50 7&00 0.84S67 19 

1946 1.477.08 12.50 75.00 0.83333 1,231 

1947 367.70 13.50 75.00 0.82000 302 

1948 1.357.48 14.50 75.00 0.80667 1,095 

1949 48.12 15.50 75,00 0.79333 38 

1950 931.56 16.50 7540 0.78000 727 

1951 16,719.26 1AM 7500 0.76667 12,818 

1932 2.151.29 18.50 75.00 0.75333 1,621 

1953 1,170.52 19.50 75.00 0.74000 866 

1954 8.379.69 20.50 75.00 0.72667 6.089 

1955 21,750.71 21.50 75.00 0.71333 15.516 

1956 2,186.70 22.50 75.00 0.70000 1,531 

1957 3,006.20 23.50 75.00 0.68667 2.064 

1958 4.909.31 24.50 75,00 0.67333 3.30G 

1859 10.448,15 25.50 75.00 0,66000 6496 

1960 17,683.58 26.50 75,00 0.64667 11,436 

1901 15.438.74 27 JO 7500 0.63333 22.445 

1902 47i174.94 28.50 75.00 0.G2O00 29,248 

1963 70.794.61 29.50 75,00 0,60667 42,849 

1904 65.G3Z.5@ 30.50 75.00 0,59333 38,942 

1965 63.689.34 31.50 75 00 0.58000 36,940 
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J742P  L4A%>M<Z#r3 

fO/Wf6 Ku/WP.' 0 96  /fvarogf JgnftvlZ/g:  7i .   fwn'nWfCwrm;; ^ 

y^wr Original Expectamy A\% Service Reserve Rat'm 0*WkM^ 
Co*/ l(/e Reserve 

w 0 # W /f) # 

1*6 53,666.55 3250 75.00 0.56667 30,411 

i9lG7 56/411,85 .33.50 75.00 0.55333 31726 

1968 58.531.64 34 JO 75.00 OJ4000 . 31f07 

1968 61,913.15 .36.60 75.00 0J2667 32,608 

i97P 65,24538 3&50 7500 0J1333 33.493 

1971 114,329.87 37.50 75,00 O.SOOM 57,165 

1972 67.699.82 38.50 75.00 0i4a667 32,947 

1973 63,58182 49.50 75.00 0.47333 30,D95 

1974 465.969JZ 40.50 74.00 0.46000 78,346 

1975 68.769.89 4150 7j,00 0.44667 30,717 

1976 97^84.77 42JD 75.00 0.43333 42787 

IQ77 96.620.18 43 jO 75.00 0.42000 40,580 

1976 121,27164 44.50 75.00 0.40667 49,318 

1979 130,2*9.71 45.50 75.00 0,39333 51751 

19B0 138.868,13 4650 75.00 0.38000 52,770 

iWI 17&76Z40 47 JO 7500 0.36667 64,820 

1982 161.277.63 48.50 75.00 0J35333 56,985 

1983 168.164.81 49.50 75.00 0.34000 57.178 

1984 168.059.17 a)jO 75.00 0.32667 54,899 

IMS 218,801.15 51.50 75.00 0.31333 88.558 

1986 187,456.40 52^0 75.00 o.xmoo 56737 

1987 210,356.47 53 JO 75.00 0:28667 60.302 

1986 22224609 54.50 75.00 077333 80.829 

1989 368.30723 55.50 75J)0 0.26000  ' " ioo^ieq 
1990 398,118.96 56.50 75,00 " 0.24667 98,203 

1991 41542737 57 JO - 75,00 073333 9%726 

1992 #0.74025 58 50 75,00 0,22000 63.963 

.1993 296.206.03 59J50 75.00 0,20667 61716 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A ml Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 3 J, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: 0%  Average aymrL^^  7i Sun'ivor Curve: % 

Year Original Expectancy A vg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Cow (# Reserve 

(I) (2) w w (S) AW 

1994 180,640.32 60.50 75.00 0.19333 34,924 

1995 76,105.74 61.50 75.00 0.18000 13,699 

1996 240,857.39 62.50 75.00 0.16667 40,160 

1997 134,517.21 63.50 75.00 0.15333 20,626 

1998 113.193.74 64a) 75.00 0,14000 15,847 

1999 58.868,41 6SJ0 7500 0,12667 7,457 

2000 116.967.14 66.50 75.00 0.11333 13,256 

2001 92,037.53 67.50 75.00 OtIOOOO 9,204 

2002 279,583.41 GB.50 75.00 0.08667 24.231 

2004 120,179.44 70 JO 75.00 0.06000 7,211 

2005 192,034.99 71.50 75,00 0.04667 8.962 

zoos 233,106,92 72.50 75.00 0.03333 7.770 

2007 185,066.44 73.50 75,00 0,02000 3,701 

2008 ' 126,998.53 74.50 75.00 0.00667 847 

Total 7,220,629.71 1,996.485.38 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of December 31, 2008 
Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Year Origitial Expectancy A vg. Service Resen>e Calailmed 
OuY 6# Ratio Restive 

(V W W W (5) W 
I2S5 BLOSSOM ROAD 

InterimSurmor Ctirw Iowa   St)    LI 

'Probable. Retirement Year:       2017 

1915 717.82 7.75 71.04 1.02447 736 

1946 210.04 7,97 58.45 0.99327 209 

1956 1.M3.83 8.02 52.66 0.97479 1,798 

1959 3,033.18 A.04 50-75 0.96781 2,938 

1977 

iral 

13,165.44 

18.990.31 

8.18 37.53 0,89938 11359 

17.538 

1286 LONG POND ROAD 

Interim Survivor Curve; Iowa   SO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       20 / 7 

1951 14.844.07 8.00 55.67 . 0.88483 14619 

1968 

\tiil 

2.847,33 

17.691,40 

8.10 44.52 0.94088 2.679 

17.2*9 

610 PAUL ROAD 

Interim Sumvor Curve: Iowa   HI)    LI 
Probahie Retirement Year:       2017 

1950 13,51709 739 56,24 0.92664 13:337 

19S6 

>tu/ 

5,676.19 

19.193.28 

e.40 18.71 043405 3.599 

16.936 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

S7SM STRUCUTRES& IMPROVEMENTS 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:      -15% 

Year Original 
Caxr 

Expectancy Avg. Service Resenv 
Ratio 

Cakuhaetl 
Reserve 

(I) (2) (J) w (5) (6) 

LAKE CORNERS ROSE VALLEY ROAD 

Interim Survivor Curve.: Iowa  S(f    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2046 

2006 13,954.61 35.10 37,53 0.07433 1,038 

fBMPLB ST & E MAIN STREET (AVON VILLAGE) 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   80    LI 
Probuhk Retirement Year:       2046 

2006 2,063.64 35.10 37.53 0.07433 154 

SOUTH STREET & ELM STREET {LEROY VILLAGE) 

Interint Survivor Curve: lomt   HO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2046 

2006 4.127.00 35.10 37.53 0.07433 307 

row        ^z™ *? 

EAST AVEWEaEMAIN STREET (LEROY VILLAGE) 

interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   HO    LI 
PiohiihleRetirement Year:       2046 

2005 2.229.11 35,10 37.53 0.07433 1GB 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Resen>e as of December J/* 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Year      Original Expectancy     Avg, Service' 

(I) (2) (-V M 

Reseive 
Ratio 

HOPE STOEhT & N MAIN STREET (PERKY VILLAGE) 

Interim Survivor Curve: luwa   80    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2046 

2006 

Tottil 

3.290.21 

3,290.21 

3510 37.53 0.07433 

TEMPEST STREET & CHESTNUT STREET -{PERKY VILLAGE) 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   HO    LI 

Probable, Retirement Year:       2046 

Total 2,974.03 

FERRY GATE STATION- RT246 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   80    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2043 

2003 

Total 

25,105.18 

25.105.18 

32.22 37.53 

PFAUDLERCO, 

0.16268 

Interim Survivor Curve: town   HO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:        20,17 

Calculated 
Reserve 

245 

245 

1937 559.03 26.81 72.91 0.72712 407 
2006 2.415.00 35.10 37.53 0.07433 180 

597 

4,084 

4,084 

1961 6.675.37 4.05 49.43 0.95269 8.352 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Devehpment Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaming Life Procedure and Technique 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Setviee Resm't' Calculated 
Cost !//« Ratio Reservt! 

(1) (2) (3) w (S) rf; 

Total 8,675.37 

CM CORHORAITON- 1000 LEXINGTON AVE 

Interim Survivor CUrva; lomi   $1)    LI 
Probablu Retireimnt Ycur;       21117 

1938 

Total 

1,085.65 

1,085.65 

7.92 6244 1.00420 

MT READ BLVD - REAR Of STATION 9 

Interim Survivor Curve; Iowa   SO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

Total 4.546.37 

YORK GATE STATION - YORK ROAD 

interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   80    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:        2017 

8.352 

1,091 

1,091 

1969 2,125,59 8.10 43.78 0.93713 1,982 

1970 1,864.92 8,11 43,03 0.93320 1,741 

1974 555.86 8.15 39.94 0.91538 509 

4.243 

1950 1.022.03 7.99 56.24 0.98664 1.009 

1963 4.117.33 8.06 46.07 0.95714 3.941 

1989 942.31 8.31 27,14 0.78786 752 

1993 1.603.70 8,35 23.45 0.74044 1,186 

Tout/ 7.685.37 6.891 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of December 31, 2008 
Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Year       Oriainal Expectancy     Avg. Service 

nt 

Original 
Cost 

(-V 

Reserve 
Ratw 

<5) 

11819 WILSON STREET 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   HO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       201? 

Total 9,585.03 

NVS ROUTE 31 g (CAS ODORIZER) 

Interim Survivor Curve: lowu   HO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:        2017 

Cakulaied 
Resene 

1963 7,740.49 8.08 48.07 0.95714 7.409 

1971 1.944.54 8.12 42J7 0.92908 1,807 

0.216 

1963 21,707.76 8,06 48.07 0.95714 20,778 

1969 697.80 8.10 43,78 033713 654 

1972 4,555.51 8.13 41.50. 0.92475 4.213 

1.987 2.142m 8.29 28.94 0.82070 1.758 

2008 915.90 8.45 B.96 0^18381 SB 

Total 30.018.97 27.463 

NORTH UNION STREET 

Interim Survivor Curve: ItMti   HO    LI 
Probable .Retirement Year:       2017 

1953 2.662.86 8.C1 54,49 048103 ZS13 

1980 1.468.41 ^05 50.10 0,96530 1.435 

19G5 

ml 

234.23 

4,383.50 

8J)7 46.6S 035108 223 

4^71 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 

Gas Plani 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Sah'ttgc Value:      -IS % 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve. Calculated 
Cast ^ i/^ Ratio Reserve 

(0 (2) m (4) (5) m 
SOUTH AVENUE 

Interim Survivor Curve: hnta   80    LI 

Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1953 2.615.92 8.01 54.49 0.98103 2.56.7 

I960 990.92 8.05 50.10 0.96530 957 

1979 404,70 8.20 35,88 0.88715 360 

Tutitl 4.011.54 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   HO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1951 

Total 

4.627.18 

4.627.18 

6.00 

WEST MAIN STREET 

55.67 0.98483 

WHEATLAND CENTER ROAD 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   HI)    LI 
Probnble Retirement Year:       2029 

3,883 

4,557 

4,557 

1951 2,901.50 17.61 61.97 0.82328 2.389 

1956 9,238.16 17.76 59.50 0,80678 7,454 

1902 663.64 17.93 56.24 0.78333 677 

1970 025.05 1&10 51.40 0,74292 465 

1873 567.59 1B.32 49.43 0.72387 411 

1*2 340.67 18.77 43.03 0.6*832 221 

1985 2,000.53 18.94 40.73 0.81511 1.231 

1989 6.346.29 19.18 37,53 0.56234 4,894 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as oj December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Pew 

U) 

Original Expectancy .4>«e Serx'ict: 

CO 

Reserve 
Ratio 

m 

Calculated 
Reserve 

Tninl 24,884.05 17.543 

WINTON ROAD S AT WESTFAU, ROAD 

Intmm Survivor Curve: Iowa  SO    LI 

Probable Retirement Year;      2017 

1SGS 

Total 

2.9GZ4S 

2.962,45 

8.07 46.68 0,95] 08 

PAVILION OPERATIONS CENTER 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   80    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1961 

Total 

1,05672 

1.066,72 

S.0S 4943 0.96269 

GENESEE STREET AT SPRING STREET 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   80    LI 

Probable Retirement Year:       2025 

rw*/ 4,266.01 

US ROCHESTER STREET 

Interim Survivor Curve: lomi   SO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       21117 

2418 

2.818 

1,027 

1,027 

1947 385.67 14.53 ei a? 0.88032 340 

1985 3.902.34 15.53 37.53 087410 2:631 

2.971 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
Ami Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve m of December 31, 2008 

Bused Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:      -IS % 

Year Original Expectancy Ax \'g. Service Resent Caleulaied 
Cost !#: Ratio Reserve 

(1) W (3) W ($) (6) 

1915 31.66 7.75 71.04 1.02447 33 

1927 91,00 7.84 67.06 1.01550 93 

Total 122.66 

PERRY ROAD (LONGS CORNER STATION) 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa  SO   LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2(117 

1939 

Total 

459,37 

459.37 

7.92 61.97 

GILBERT STREET 

Interim Survivor Carve: Iowa   80    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:        2046 

InterimSurvivar Curve: Iowa   #    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1.00298 

126 

461 

461 

1932 49.00 26.33 74.03 0.74105 37 

2006 

Hal 

2,413.49 

2.462.49 

33,10 37 j} 

NORTH AVENUE 

0.07433 180 

217 

IS07 

Total 

ei.i5 

8115 

7,69 73.15 1.02910 84 

84 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of December 31,2008 
Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technhjue 

Sulvaee Value:      -75 % 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Senice ■Reserve Calculated 
Cost iyg fa//,) Reserve 

(1) (2) (3) m W W 
R0BB1NS ROAD AT NYS ROUTE 19 

interim Sunivnr Curve: Iowa   80    LI 
Prtthahk Retirement Year:       2032 

1940 369.23 19.27 67.80 0.8231 & 304 

1969 4.130.51 20.42 53.89 0,71432' 2,951 

1992 

mil 

3,030,99 

7,530.73 

2192 37^3 

UK£ STREET (REAR) 

0.47819 1,450 

4.705 

Interim Survivor Curve; Iowa   80    LI 

ProbaMe Retirement Year:       2017 

1955 

Total 

590.66 

59036 

8.02 53.28 

ASBURYROAD 

0.97695 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   HO    LI 

Prohahk Retirement Year:      2017 

1G51 2,179,99 

2.179.99 

8.00 55.67 0.98483 

NYS ROUTE :0A (PERKY CENTER) 

interim Survivor Curve: Itma   M    LI 
Prahutile Retirement Year:       2011 

578 

578 

2.147 

2:147 

1937 345.49 7,91 62.90 100538 348 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr.Reserve as of December 3 /, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:      -15% 

Kwr Qriginiil. Expectancy Avg. Service Resen'e Calculated 
Com 1/^ Rath Rescn<e 

m (2) W (4) m m 

Total 345.49 

NYS ROUTE 246 (PERRY CENTER) 

Interim Survivor Curve: linm   SO    LI 

Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1954 

Total 

3.374,42 

3,374.42 

8.01 53.89 CL97902 

54 WATKINS.AVENUE 

Interim Survivor Curve: linva   80    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1954 

Total 

601.81 

601.81 

8.01 53.89 0.97902 

N CENTER STREET AT KITE AID PHARMACY 

InterimSumvor Curve: Iowa   SO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1910 

Total 

70.20 

7030 

7.71 72.41 1.02747 

CAMP ROAD - SILVER LAKE 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   #    LI 
Prohahk Retirement Year:       2017 

348 

3.30* 

3.304 

590 

590 

73 

73 

1914 45.00 7,75 71.33 1.02510 47 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaimng Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:      -15% 

Yetir Original Expacttmcy Avg. Sen-ice Resenv Caiculated 
Cost L</t Ratio Resenv- 

a) w W (4 (S) (6) 

Total 45.00 

83 S FEDERAL STREET 

47 

interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   SO    Li 
Prohahk Retirement Year       2017 

1954 

Tutal 

750.27 

750.27 

B.01 53.89 0.87902 

NVS ROUTE 63 - W OF CALEDONIA ROAD 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   8(1    LI 

Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1963 LOSS .44 

1.089.44 

8.06 48.07 0.93714 

RETSOf ROAD AT GBNESEB STREET 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   SO    LI 

Probuhle Retirement Year:       2017 

1963 847.98 

847,98 

8,06 48.07 0.95714 

FARMAN STREET LOT 

Interim Survivor Curve: lowo   HO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

735 

735 

1,053 

1,053 

812 

812 

1948 94175 7.98 57.3G 0.96006 934 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Gas Plant 

Or#fa/ Corf Of f/f/Z/fy fWf 7a Jerwcc 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:      -15% 

Year       Original Expectancy     Avg. Service Reserve- Calcutatetl 
Cast Life Ratio Reserve 

W (2) (J) (4)        (5) (6) 

Total 942.75 934 

JEFFERSON STREET 

Interim Survivor Curve: lomt   80    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:        2017 

1931 145.00 7.87 6549 1.01180 147 

ratal 145.00 1W 

YORK ROAD W 

Interim Survivor Curve: Iowa   80    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1952 751.1? 8.00 55.09 0.98296 739 

^W/ m.17 ™ 

ODOKEER • NYS ROUTE 15 AT NYS ROUTE 390 

Interim Survivor Curve: lom   SO    LI 
Probable Retirement Year:       2029 

198S 106.781.44 19.18 37.53 0.56234 61,173 

Total 108.781.44 61,173 

ALL LOCATIONS 

Interim Survivor Curve: lowu   SO    LI 

Probable Retirement Year:       2017 

1914 61% 7.75 7133 1,02510 66 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Ami Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve us o] December 31, 2008 
Eased Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

a,, Ivage Value:      -IS % 

tear Original Expectancy     A\ vg. Service Reserve Calculated 
Cost i#g Ratio Reserve 

(0 (2) w (4) (S) 0) 
1940 123.74 7.93 61,49 1.00171 124 

1:942 689,88 7.94 60.51 0.99908 890 

1950 463.29 7.99 5624 0.98664 458 

1983 5,919.20 8.0G 48,07 6.95714 5,668 

1964 8.930.36 8.07 47.38 0.95418 8,522 

1968 eaw.GB 8.08 4547 0.94784 8,896 

1967 893.24 8.09 45.25 0.94444 844 

1968 8,972.60 sio 44.52 0:94088 6.5B1 

19GB 395,71 8.10 4378 043713 371 

1974 4.744.03 8.15 3994 0.91538 4,343 

1989 1.834.20 8.31 27,14 0.78786 1,544 

Toiui 40.514.90 38,084 

Account 
Total 389.235.80 269.038.25 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 3.1, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

s 'alvage Value: -70%  Average Service Life:  67 Survivor Curve: R2.5 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Cost /.(/e Reserw 

(0 (2) 0) ft.) (S) f<% 
1906 2,512.53 5.58 G? jm 1.55836 4.071 

1907 27,142.46 5.79 67.00 1.55297 42.151 

1908 45.95 6.02 67.00 1.54734 71 

1909 122.042,59 6,24 67.00 1.54155 188,134 

1910 30,616.24 5,45 67.00 1.53628 47,035 

1911 5,199.34 G.G8 67.00 1.53042 7,957 

1912 947.53 6.90 67,00 1.52501 1.445 

1913 57.260.47 7.13 67100 1.51906 86.982 

1914 42.479,69 7.35 67.00 1.51350 54,293 

1915 12,267.59 7:59 67.00 1.50744 18.493 

1916 6,728.68 7,81 67.00 1.50173 10.105 

1917 2,526.92 S.08 67.00 1.49555 3,779 

1918 42.43 8.29 67,00 1.48966 63 

1919 472.31 8.54 67.00 1.46335 701 

1920 1,103.25 8.78 67.00 1.47726 1,630 

1921 540.13 9.03 87.00 1,47076 794 

1922 1,975.62 9.28 67.00 1.46442 2.893 

1923 666.45 955 67.00 1.45770 971 

1924 1,262,88 9.81 67.00 1.45106 1,833 

1925 6.089.21 10.09 67.00 1.44404 8,793 

1926 5.784.40 16% 67.00 1.43703 B312 

1927 44,914.93 10.65 87.00 1.42966 64,213 

192$ 6.45072 10.95 67.00 1.42222 12,019 

1929 16,478.3G 11.25 67.00 1.41444 21.690 

1930 24.77e.72 11.57 67.00 1.40651 34.849 

1931 8.28128 11.89 67.00 1.39824 11,579 

1932 2.643.65 12J23 67.00 1.38976 3,682 

1933 1.011.13 12.57 67.00 1.38095 1.3S6 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Gas Plant 

Or/giMd/ Corf Of (/f//,"fy ,,/*„( /„ Jgry/ce 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -70%  Average Service Life: 67 Survivor Curve: A2J 

year Origiml Expectancy A vg. Service Reserve Ratio Cuicuhttcd 
Cost /.(/« Reserve 

w (2) W W (S) (4 
1934 6.566.04 12.93 67.00 1.37189 9.011 

1935 3,601,98 13.30 67.00 1.36251 4,908 

1936 11.720.27 13.68 67.00 1.35282 15,855 

1937 34.647.93 14.08 67.00 1,34283 46.526 

1938 100.673.50 1448 67.00 1.33249 134.146 

1939 9,263.22 14.90 67.00 1,32186 12J45 

1940 14,38123 15 34 6766 1.31085 18.854 

1941 49,766,79 15.78 67.00 1.29967 64,675 

1942 60,774.69 16.24 67.00 1.28789 78,272 

1943 2.375.05 16.71 67.00 1.27595 3,030 

1944 2,548,44 17.20 67.00 1.26361 3J20 

1945 7.664.99 17.70 .67.00 1.25101 9,589 

1946 115.608.25 18.21 67.00 1.23802 143.125 

1947 81.782.65 18.73 67.00 1,22478 100.165 

1948 213.302,81 19.27 -  67.00 1,21115 258.341 

1949 299.044.11 19.81 67.00 1.19728 358.039 

1950 992,881.28 20,37 67,00 1,18303 1,174,612 

1951 1,520.310.45 20.94 67.00 1.16856 1.776,577 

1952 443,323.80 21.53 67.00 1.15373 511.475 

1953 376,983,94 2212 67.00 1.13868 429,253 

1954 1.206,021.72 22 73 67.00 1.12328 1,354.700 

1955 2,525.577,15 23.34 67.00 110768 2,797,526 

1956 928.43301 23.97 67 00 1.09175 1.013,613 

1657 1.198,264.52 24,61 67.00 1.07562 1^68)677 

1956 1,784.842:68 25,26 6740 1.05916 1.890.472 

1959 J,7*.749.78 25.91 67.00 1.04 Z56 3,960.414 

1930 2.950^W129 26 58 67.00 1.02564 3.026.603 

1961 2^74^41.48 27.25 67.00 1.00854 2,394.922 
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Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -70%  Average Service Life:  67 Survivor Curve: KZJ 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Rath Calculated 
Cost i/yc Resent 

(1) (% m (4) (5) w 
1962 2,676,916.27 27.94 87.00 0.99116 2,653.263 

1963 5,009.313.38 28.63 67.00 097362 4.877,150 

1964 3.851.526.78 29.33 67.00 0.95580 3.681,304 

1965 3,101.844.93 30.04 67,00 0.93783 2.908,995 

1966 2,399.091.98 30.76 67.00 0.91960 2.206,202 

1967 2,222,896.88 31.48 67.00 0,90121 2.003,299 

19SB 2,285,631.34 32.22 67.00 0.88258 2.017,259 

1969 3,051,014.55 32.96 87a) 0.86380 2.635,466 

1970 2,807.753.50 3371 67.00 0.84479 2.371,955 

1971 3,092.528.83 34.46 6700 0.82562 2.553.266 

1972 3,117,116.57 35.22 67.00 0.80624 2,513,148 

1973 3,816,914.50 35.99 67.00 078671 3.002.805 

1974 4,505,231,66 36.77 67.00 0.76697 3,455.373 

1975 1.965.431.52 37.56 87.00 0.74708 1.468.340 

1976 1.987.932.79 38.35 67.00 0,72705 1.452,597 

1977 1.867.067.85 39.14 67.00 0.70676 1.319,575 

1978 5.907.175.39 39.95 67.00 0.68639 4,054,638 

1979 5.466,431.25 40.76 67.00 0.S657B 3.639,425 

1980 3,026.015.79 41.58 67.00 0.64508 1.952,017 

1931 4,729,824.40 42.40 67.00 0.62415 2.952,106 

1982 4.059,503.39 43.23 67.00 0.60313 2,448.417 

1583 4,363,972.03 44.07 6748 0.58190 2,539.379 

1984 2.942.859.89 44.31 67.00 0.56056 1,649.702 

1985 3.462,753.43 4&7S 67 00 0.53*05 1.866.595 

1386 1,008,207.57 40.61 67.00 0.51744 521,687 

1967 4.008,717.18 4747 67.00 0.49583 1.886.844 

IBM 1,591,606.86 46.33 67.00 6.47374 754.013 

1939 4.432.724.91 49.20 67.00 0,45167 2.062,117 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2QQ8 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -70%  ,l*'crma€Jffwral#' 67 Sun'ivor Curve- A2.J 

Vear Origiwit ExpecUtncy A v». Service Reserve Ratio Calculaied 
Cost f# Reserve 

(0 (2) (3) fO (5) fO 
1990 2.272,840.26 500? 67.00 0.42951 976J18 

1991 7,981,567.16 50.95 67.00 0.40718 3,249.973 

1992 10,827,369.62 51,83 67.00 0.38478 4,166.163 

1993 2.712,048.38 5272 67.00 0.36221 982,334 

1994 2.045,831.11 53,62 67.00 0.33957 .694.701 

1995 672.468.47 54.52 67,00 0.31677 276,374 

1996 38,335.50 55,42 67.00 0.29391 11.267 

1997 1,140,416.20 56,32 67.00 0.27090 308.937 

1.998 1.546.417.28 57.23 6740 0.24782 383.238 

1999 3,434.871.37 58.15 67.00 0.22462 771.524 

2000 5.798.487.29 59,06 67.00 0.20134 1.167.491 

2001 4,360,357.51 59.99 67.00 0.17795 775,924 

2002 3,392.523.49 60.91 67.00 0.15450 524.132 

2003 20.899,490.17 GUM 67.00 0,13093 2.7*.355 

2004 3.291,289.38 62.77 '   67.00 0:10731 353,176 

2005 4,453,192.40 6371 67.00 0,08358 372,193 

2005 1,358.442.02 64.64 67.00 0.05980 81.234 

2007 2,021,698.12 65.5B 67.00 0.03592 72.627 

2008 1.219.652,37 B6J3 6700 0:01200 14.635 

Total 193,983,377.21 108,934,627.27 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A ml Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salviige Value: -70%  Average Service Life:  61)      Survivor Curve: R4 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
&w 6# Reserve 

a.) a) (J) <4) (S) (6) 

1975 952,00 27.59 60.00 0.91840 874 

1976 27,616.00 26.47 60.00 0.89333 24,670 

1977 76,661.97 29.3G 60.00 0.86807 66,548 

1978 403,098.27 30.27 60.00 0.84246 339,593 

1979 481,952.02 31.18 50.00 0.81661 393,569 

1980 440,013.50 3210 60.00 0.79055 347,854 

1981 609,916.28 33.02 60.00 0.76430 466,159 

1982 685,209,22 33.96 60.00 0.73781 505,551 

1983 1,090,493.96 34.90 60.00 0.71117 775,530 

1964 2,197.350.70 35.85 60.00 0,68431 1,503,658 

1985 2.320,153.15 36.80 60.00 0.65729 1,525.005 

1886 783.520.06 37.76 60.00 0.63013 493,718 

1987 4.254.499.63 38.72 60.00 0,60285 2,564,813 

1988 2,432,594.93 39.69 60.00 0.57542 1,399771 

1989 2,773.684.60 40.86 60.00 0.54791 1,619,741 

1990 2.155,036.83 41.64 60.00 0.52027 1.121.200 

1991 4,932,916.54 42:62 60.00 0.49254 2.429.664 

1992 4,247,401.16 43.60 60:00 0.45475 .      1,973,986 

1993 2.4B7.32B82 44.58 60.00 0.43687 1,086,628 

1994 3,728,439,27 45.57 60.00 0.40892 1,524.633 

1995 1.870,820.10 45,56 60.00 0.38093 712,655 

1998 18.903,55 47.55 60.00 0.35288 6,671 

1997 3,276.206.12 48.54 60.00 0.32478 1,064.054 

1998 i.907.809.28 49.53 60.00 0.29665 565,958 

1999 10,014.367.24 50.52 60.00 026849 2,686.782 

2000 20,058,401,75 51.52 60.1X1 0.24030 4320.035 

2001 6.685,986.77 52.51 60.00 0.21209 1,418,024 

2002 7,428,749.68 53J1 60.00 0,18385 1.365,783 
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Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

J7&.M MX/AS-fLisr/c 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 3}, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaimng Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:    -7(1%  AverageServiee Life: 60      Survivor Curve:    R4 

Year Origiiuil Expectancy A\% Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Coff l(/e Reserve 

(I) (2) W (4) (5) W 
2003 10,176^54.02 54.51 60.00 0.15560 1.583,410 

2004 412,990.88 55.51 60.00 0.12733 52,586 

ZOK 5,137,085.10 56.50 60.00 #6905 508,829 

2006 10,607,208.02 57.50 60.00 0.07076 750,557 

2O07 7.517.390,42 58.50 60,00 0.04246 319.203' 

2008 3,267,898,58 59.50 60.00 0,01416 48.258 

Ttnal 124509.010.40 35.965.973,87 
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Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
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JRoc/ffffer Gas <& jET/fffffc 
Gas Plant 

Based Upoii Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Rai'w Calculated 
COAY 6,yg Reserve 

(I) ^ PJ W W ro 
1856 1.61 0.00 0.00 200000 3 

1BS7 0.45 0.00 000 200000 1 

1858 257^)8 0.00 0.00 2iio(mo 51* 

1858 148,92 &oo 0.00 zooooo 298 

1866 1,011.91 0.00 O.M 200000 2424 

T6G9 917.56 0,09 o.w zamoo 1,835 

1870 4,582.20 0.00 0.00 2.00000 9.164 

1871 1.530^7 0 00 0.(XI 200000 3,061 

188D 5^9 0.00 000 2,00000 11 

1881 34191 0,00 0.00 2.00000 688 

1882 7364 0.00 0X10 2.00000 148 

1884 53049 4.00 0.00 2.00000 1,061 

1885 31.001.81 poo 0.00 2,00000 62.004 

1886 701,49 0.00 0.00 2.00000 1.403 

1888 3.026.65 0.00 0.00 2.00000 6,053 

1889 3^8144 0.00 0.00 2.00000 6.524 

1890 1.167.80 0:50 62.00 1.B8387 2.317 

1891 U51^7 1.37 62.00 1.95578 2.447 

1B9Z 545X)9 1.10 82.00 1.96438 1471 
1B3 9^87W 1J0 62.00 1.96139 18178 

1B94 1,070.14 1.41 62.00 1.95451 2.092 

1895 5.320.24 1.50 62 00 135165 10,383 

iai96 1.164.94 1.60 62.00 1.94849 2.270 
1897 2.971.93 1.72 62.00 1.9*448 5.779 

1898 62140 180 62.00 1.94193 1,207 

1899 23.63 1.95 62.00 1.93712 40 

1900 6,719,06 Z01 62.00 1.93531 13,003 
1901 3.765.88 110 62.00 1.93230 7^77 
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Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
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rcwr OngfAa/ Expectttmy /<*#. j&VTMCf Reserve Ruth Calculated 
Cwf t^ Aacn* 

m W W f4 # (% 

1902 4.029.72 2.23 62.00 1,92794 7.759 
IMU 2,335.99 2.32 62.00 1.92516 4,497 

1904 5.535.54 246 62.00 1,92051 10.631 
IMS 11^10.59 154 62.00 191797 22.077 
1906 1,562.23 165 62.00 1.91467 2.991 

1807 lb,a5G.G9 2.79 62.00 1,9101? 20.738 

190& G,2486t 288 62.00 1^0704 11.916 
1909 3.15618 3.00 ,62.00 199335 6.007 
1910 6.033.44 3,13 62 09 1.89894 11.495 

191,1 1.415.74 3.24 -52.00 1.89542 2,683 

1912 1115725. 139 62.00 1.M070 21.095 
1913 31,570.76 349 62.00 148726 59.582 

1914 10277 62 3.62 6^00 148330 19.356 
1915 910.47 376 ez.mi 4.87658 1,710 

191B 14A50.17 3,89 62.00 1.87468 Z7.839 
1917 3.955.96 4.04 62.00 1.88965 7.396 
1918 760.85 4.16 62^)0 1,66574 1.457 

1919 B1Z:75 4.30 62,00 1.B6137 1,141 

1920 7,S56 26 4.4G G&00 1.-85625 14,583 
1921 19.160.72 4.59 elm 1.85164 .35.483 

1922 3.328.04 4.76 62.00 '.94640 6.145 
1923 6,34679 4.90 62.00 1.B4191 11.694 
1924 ^778 37 5.05 62.00 1,83699 5,104 
1925 4.442.66 5.23 G2.m) 183135 B.l* 

192G 1%638.23 53$ 62ZI0 162831 23/W1 
1927 5.96715 5.55 62,00 142090 10.866 
192B 16.326.14 573 ,62.00 1.81564 29833 
1929 3.60909 &91 62.00 1.80950 6J53i 
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Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
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Gas Plant 

Based Upon Broad Grmip/Remainmg Life Procedure and Technique 

j4/H%g|/b/Me."E+02%  /J wr^e Venice L//g.  62      .Ywnh'OfCwn'f;    li 

Year Original Expectancy A v«. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
CW if/t Reserve 

(1) (2) 0 W f% W 
1930 6,07533 6] 6 62a) 1.80334 10.956 

1931 2.02261 6,27 62J)0 1.79777 3.636 

1932 1.638.61 6.45 62.00 1.79203 2,936 

1933 1.254,84 6^3 62.00 1.78601 Zjwi 

.    1934 739,68 6.80 G&OO 1.78065 1.317 

1935 10,637,85 6.98 62.00 1.77495 ia#2 
1936 3.244.03. 7.12 6200 t77041 5,743 

1937 77628 7.25 KJXI 1.76617 1.371 

1938 8.557,32 7.38 62.00 1.761G1 15,077 

1939 183.29 7.48 62.00 1.75884 322 

1940 28,79 7.56 62.00 1.75599 51 

1941 604.49 7.66 62,00 1.75306 1,080 

1942 2,065,79 7.73 62,00 1.75067 3417 

1943 75,40 783 S2.00 1.74756 13Z 

1944 475.71 7 92 6206 1.74484 830 

1945 3.574.58 803 6Z00 1.74081 6223 

1946 4.652.08. 819 62XX) 1,73586 &075 
1947 128,692,95 8.37 62,00 1.72995 222,634 

1948 5.940.89 8.80 6Z00 1.72264 10234 
1949 87,563.54 B.87 62,00 1.71389 150X)74 

1950 16,140.64 919 K.oq 170350 27.496 

1951 12,392.85 9.56 62.00 1.69162 20.864 

1952 5.5*7.34 9.99 62.00 167782 9.341 

1953 8766 10.46 62.0a 1.66267 146 

19S4 5.66165 10.99 62.00 1,64543 9.316 

1955 17.025.84 11.57 e2,(X) 1.62669 27,696 

1956 75.823.03 12.19.' 62:00 1.60679 121^32 

1958 32.552,06 13:56 elm 1.56253 50.864 
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Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
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Gas Plant 

Year Vrigiiuil        Expectancy.      Avg. Service Re$en>e Ratio Original        Expectancy      Ayg. Service 

0) ^ w /o fQ 

Calcuktmi 
Reserve 

1960 311 15.05 

1961 1496.78 15.83 

2008 23^25.04 5960 

2007 87,715.11 6060 

2008 4,304.78 61.50 

7%M/ 842.060.13 

62.00 

62^)0 

6240 

6Z.00 

6200 

1.51441 

1.48929 

0.08064 

0.04839 

0^1613 

S 

2825 

1,897 

4244 

69 

1,294,6(X),10 
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Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A ml Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of     December 3J, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salruge Value: E+Q2'%  Average Service Life: SO      Sumvor Curve:    RS 

Year Original Exf/eciuncy ,4 \% Service Reserve Ratio Cakulittetl 
Cost A# Reserve 

m (3) o; w (5) f% 
2005 13,175.41 46.57 50.00 0.13729 1.809 

2006 93,768.77 47.54 50.00 0.09821 9^09 

2007 204,166.95 48.52 50.00 0.05900 12,046 

2008 35.727.27 '     49.51 50.00 0^1969 704 

Total 346.838.40 23,767.67 
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Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

;/%./(? %M%d;. JtiRj^c^ S7% r/o/vfg[/yf. .//vwaf 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A ml Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -/J%  /hwwfeafnVcfAt/e.- JJ Survivor Curve: U 

Year Origimtl Expectancy      Avg, , Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Cod i# Reserve 

0) m m w (5) ^ 

1910 87.19 0,00 0.00 1.15000 100 

19.13 52.13 0.82 35,00 1.12320 59 

1936 78.18 4.94 35.00 0.98768 77 

1937 60.37 5.14 35.00 q.M125 59 

1939 180.76 5.54 35.00 0,96803 175 

1942 458,90 6.15 35.00 0.94804 435 

1946 1.270.0* 7.00 35.1X1 0.92008 1,168 

1949 135.09 7.6S 35.00 0.89837 " .121 

1950 1,881.76 7.88 35.00 0,89083 1,677 

1951 22.456.23 8.11 35.00 0.88339 19:838 

1952 1,641.16 8,35 35.00 0.87575 1.437 

1953 13.706.30 658 35.00 &B6795 11698 

1954 8,085.03 8.82 35.00 0,86016 6.964 

1955 3.25333 9,06 35,00 0.85227 2.773 

1956 83,321.59 0.30 35.00 0.84429 70.347 

1957 7.944.81 9.55 35,00 033623 6.644 

1958 3,667,80 9,80 35.00 0.82810 3.037 

1959 1.450.67 10.05 35.00 0.81991 1.189 

1960 2.887.53 10,30 35.00 0:81161 2,344 

1661 8.592.20 10.55 35.00 0.80337 6.903 

1962 82.055.78 10.80 35.00 0.79510 65,243 

1963 35.598.44 11.05 35.00 0.78663 28.010 

1964 36.083.13 11.30 35.00 0.77857 28.093 

1S65 46,839.92 11.56 3540 0:77033 35,312 

1908 9,502.95 11^0 3540 0.76214 7.243 

1967 39.200.29 12.05 . 35,00 0.75394 29J55 

ism 1.721.94 12.30 ,3600 0.74587 1^84 

1969 73,760.05 12J4 35.00 0.73787 54.425 
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Exhibit _ (RGEDEP-2) 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

A ml Devdopment Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salmge Value: -15 %  Average ' Service Life: 35 Sun'ivor Curve: 12 

Year Origimtl Exficctancy Avg. Service Reserve Kutitt Calculated 
Ow t/fb Reserve 

(D (3 m W (5) (6) 

1970 48.105.27 1279 35.00 0.72092 35,113 

1971 67,831.55 13.03 35.00 0.72202 48,975 
1972 42,525.34 13.27 35.00 0.71415 30,441 

1973 52,451.50 13.50 35.00 0.70629 37.046 

1974 109.456.56 13.75 35.00 0.69836 76,440 

1975 10,134.58 13.99 35,00 0.69044 6,997 

1976 13.589.22 14.23 35.00 0.68240 9.273 

1978 31.429.20 14.74 35.00 0.66575 20.924 

1979 662.15 15.00 35,00 0.65701 435 

1980 10,445.27 15.28 35.00 0.64788 6,767 

1981 53,796.29 15.57 35.00 0.63828 34.337 
1982 4,450.47 15.88 asm 0.62813 2.7* 

1983 430,310.52 16,21 35,00 0.61731 265,944 

1984 71.080.64 16.56 35.00 0.60574 43.056 

1985 247.756.94 16.94 35.00 0.59330 147,001 

1986 49.790.59 17.35 35.00 0.57990 28.874 

1987 73.994.11 17.79 35.00 0.56544 41,839 

1988 121.470.48 18.26 35.00 0,54988 G6.794 

1989 285,930.24 18.78 35,00 0.53299 152,399 
1990 104.928,41 19.33 35.00 0.51478 54,015 

1991 112,516.86 19)93 35 00 0.49519 55.717 

1992 68.188.08 20.57 35.00 0.47420 32,340 

1993 11.921,12 21.25 35.00 0.45183 5,386 

1994 2.913,390.69 2147 35.00 042813 1.247,317 

1995 24.290.57 22.73 35,00 040330 B.796 
1997 5.145.22 24.33 35.00 0.35053 2.154 

1998 121.357,95 25.17 35.00 0.32308 39.208 
2001 793.45 27.78 35.00 0.23706 188 
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Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
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faAi'Afe kg/wg. -IS %   /Iwrngc Sen fcffJ/c.' jf Sutviwr Curie: 12 

Kfor Original Expecitiiicy X»g 'Service-. Renetrve Ratw Calculated 
Co;/ L^g Reserve 

r/) ^ ^ W # f4 
2IM)2 439.563^0 26.69 35.00 ojwia .91,069 

2003 a)3.p7022 2962 35.00 0.17663 159.510 

2004 239.390.94 30.57 35.00 0,14550 34.631 

2005 716.651.72 31.54 3500 0.11383 81.674 

ZK* 739,637.32 32.51 35,00 0J)8169 60.437 

2007 215.425.16 3&50 35.00 0.0491 B 10^5 

2008 izmazM 34J0 35.00 0,01642 21^93 

n%mf 10,124,798.46 3,347j79i88 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Jf&J/   M&4.9 d KFC. J7% HAY Eg&W. - 0f^9//)f 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A nd Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of     December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvufie Value:    -20%  Average Service Life: 22      Survivor Curve.: LLS 

Year Original Expectancy Avq. Service 'Reserve Ratio Calculated 
(W L# Reserve 

0) (2) 0) W f% <*) 

1908 10.70 0.00 0.00 1.20000 13 

1910 151.72 0.00 0.00 1.20000 182 

1911 63.57 0.00 0.00 1.20000 76 

1913 62.15 6.od 0.00 1.20000 75 

1914 143.32 0.00 0.00 1.20000 172 

1915 77.18 0.00 ow 1.200% 93 

1930 5.72 o.oo 0.00 i;20000 7 

1931 38.88 0,00 0.00 120000 47 

1935 31.47 0.00 0.00 1.20000 38 

1939 35.17 0.00 0.00 1.20000 42 

1940 196.41 0.60 22.00 1.17273 230 

1947 209,14 1.58 22.00 1.11401 300 

1949 108.18 1.88 2200 1.09740 119 

1950 2,054.02 2.04 22.00 1.08897 2.237 

1951 3,631.69 2.18 22.00 1.08105 3.926 

1952 43,181.02 2.33 22.00 1:07300 46,333 

1953 .144,166.39 2.47 22.00 1.08531 153,584 

1954 36,780.84 2.62 22.00 1.05732 38,889 

1955 71.190.51 2.76 22.00 1.04957 74,719 

1956 23.773.46 231 22.00 1.04138 24.757 

1957 44,429.39 3.06 22.00 1.03333 45,910 

1958 80.200.61 3.21 22:00 1.02478 82,188 

1959 33.225.80 3.37 22,00 1.01533 33.766 

i960 33.857.136 353 22.00 1.00752 .64,468 

1901 17,401.11 3,70 22.00 0.99837 17,373 

1962 52.539.60 3.87 22.00 0,96910 51,997 

1963 61.639.89 4.04 22.00 0.97947 60.374 

1964 93,454,14 4.22 22.00 09G973 90,064 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: ■21) %   Average Senki!life: 2J >      Sun'imr Curve: I AJ 

Year Original ExpectttiK-y Avg, Service Reserve Ratio Cakuiaiai 
CW 6# Reserve 

0) 0 (% f) m ^ 

1965 77,114.73 4.41 22.00 0.95960 73.999 

1966 5G.7G8.34 4.60 22.00 0.94937 53.892 

1967 38,722.63 4.79 22.00 0,93874 36,351 

196* 20,551,92 499 22.00 0.92800 19,072 

1969 89.269.02 5.19 22.00 0.91684 81,846 

1970 161,842.95 5.40 22.00 0.90558 146.561 

1971 58.444.80 ■5.61 22.0) 0.89398 52^48 

1972 5888399 5,83 22.00 0.88204 51,938 

1973 23.865.00 6.05 22.00 0.86989 20.760 

1974 1.858:95 6.26 22.00 0,85738 1.594 

1975 32.304.79 6.51 22.00 0.84467 27J87 

1976 6.873,81 6.75 22.00 0.83162- 5,716 

1977 15.962.87 7.00 22.00 0.81838 13,064 

1978 99,301.27 7.24 22.00 0 80484 79.921 

1979 127,508.74 7.50 22.00 0.79116 100.880 

1980 67,662.28 7.75 22.00 0.77723 52.589 

1981 27,167.54 8.01 22.00 0.76325 20,736 

1982 4.BS0J5 8.27 22.00 0.74913. 3708 

1983 247.617.74 6.53 22.00 0.73489 181,971 

1984 71,583.92 8.79 22,00 0,72061 J1,5B4 

1985 129,406.43 9.05 22.00 0.70623 91.390 

1986 5.690,39 9.32 22.00 0.69178 3.936 

1987 73.241,28 9,59 22.00 0,67712 49.593 

1988 154.232.48 9.88 22.00 0.60225 102.141 

1980 135,55368 10.14 22.00 0.64696 81.228 

1990 158.569.90 1043 22.00 0.63114 100.080 

1991 22.76295 10.73 22.00 0.61455 13.9K 

1992 276,088,17 11.06 22.00 0.59698 164.819 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A nd Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 3 /, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Suh'Uf'e Value: -20% Average Serv ice Life: 22      Survivor Curve: LI.5 

Year Orif>iiuil 
Cost 

Expectancy /i*%. Service Reserve Ratio Calailateil 
Reserve 

CD (2) w w (5) (6) 

1993 75,595.60 11.40 22.00 0.57815 43,706 

1994 257,393.65 11.77 22.00 0.55783 143,581 

1996 50,594.88 12,82 22.00 0.51158 25,883 

1997 3.211.64 13.11 22.00 0.48503 1,558 

1998 103.073.07 13.64 22.00 0.45581 46,981 

2000 25.237.47 14,88 22.00 0,38661 9,807 

2001 231.195.16 15.57 22.00 0.35087 81,121 

2002 22,087.76 16 30 22.00 0.31093 6,868 

2003 3.494.425.56 17.07 22.00 0.26870 938,965 

2004 40,702.38 17.89 22.00 0.22427 9.128 

2005 301.75 18.74 22.00 0.17768 54 

2006 436,627.69 19.64 22.00 0.12896 56,305 

2007 71,230.32 20.56 22.00 0.07845 5688 

2008 11,410.91 21.52 22.00 0.02642 301 

Total 7.849,678.54 3.865,345.13 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Of;#,W Corf Of W/ffy JP&mf /m fervfce 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -25%  Aventge. Service Life: 35 Survhdr Curve: a&j 

Yeitr Origimil Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Citlcuiaied 
Cost 6^ Reserve 

0) m 0) (4) (5) 0j 

1903 2.355.60 .0.00 0.00 1.25000 2,945 
1904 .151.46 0.00 0,00 1.25000 189 

1905 433.75 0.00 0.00 1.25000 542 

1906 536,68 0.00 000 1.35000 671 

1907 69.7.13 0.00 0.00 1.25000 871 

1908 646.85 0,00 ooo 1.25000 80S 

1909 1.037.39 0.00 0.00 175000 1.359 

1910 1.526,69 0.00 0.00 1.25000 1.908 

1911 1,950.12 oop 0.00 1.25000 2.436 

1912 1.387,32 0.00 0.00 1.25000 1,734 

1913 1.811.77 0.00 0.00 1.25000 2.265 

1914 2,065.01 0.00 0,00 1.25000 L561 

1915 1,852.28 0.00 0.00 1.25O00 2.315 

1916 2.149.44 0.00 0.00 1.25000 2,667 

1917 1,070.70 0.00 000 1.25000 1.338 

1918 244:25 0.00 0.00 1.25000 305 

1919 214.66 0.00 0.00 1.25000 %9 

1920 406.68 0,00 000 1,25000 508 

1921 1J83.77 0.00 0.00 1.25000 1,730 

1922 1.608.09 0.00 0.00 1.25000 2.010 

1923 2.629.19 o.oo o.oo. 1,25000 3,286 

1924 2^29.48 0.00 O.OO: 1,25000 2,787 

1925 4.357.95 0.00 0.00 1,25000 5.460 

106 1964*8 0.00 0.00 175000 4,961 

1927 4,108 J5 AM 0.00 1.25000 5.136 

1923 1.829.50 .0.00 0.00 1,25000 2767 

1329 1.351,39 040 0.00 1.25000 1.669 

1930 1.111,86 0.00 0.00 1,25000 1.390. 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -25%  Average Service Life: 3: ?      Sun-ivur Curve: na.s 

year Originnl Expcciamj A\>g. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Cost life Reserve 

0) P-) o; «) f% (6) 

1931 946.80 0.00 0.00 1.25000 1,184 

1932 540,91 0,00 0.00 1.25000 676 

1933 26.04 0.00 0.00 1.25000 31 

1934 420.21 0.00 0.00 1.25000 525 

1935 832.36 000 0.00 1.25000 1.040 

1936 1.805.71 ami 0.00 1.25000 2.257 

1937 1,979.20 0.00 0,00 1.25000 2.474 

1938 2,153.38 0.00 0.00 1.25000 2.692 

1939 1,659.21 0.50 35.00 1.23214 2,044 

1940 4,052.03 p.8Z 35.00 1.22058 4,946 

1941 5.908.51 1.27 35.00 1.20455 7,117 

1942 2.211.45 1.73 35,00 1.18809 2,627 

1943 974.81 2,19 35.00 1.17163 1,142 

1944 2,915,98 2.55 35.00 1.15537 3.369 

1945 2,784.81 310 36.00 1.13943 3.173 

1946 7.044.50 3.53 35.00 1.12379 7^17 

1947 10,513.29 3,B6 35.00 1.10B57 11,655 

1948 19.075.83 4.38 35.00 1.09362 20.862 

1949 24.266.38 4.79 35.00 1.07891 26,181 

1950 33.806.3* 5.20 35.00 1.06440 35.984 

1951 43.430.81 5.60 35.00 1.05004 45.604 

1952 102,532.72 6,00 35.00 1.035B0 106.203 

1953 180.006.34 6.40 35.00 1.02159 190.083 

1954 354.494.84 6.79 35.00 1.0074g 357,146 

1955 620.386.83 7.19 35,00 059337 616,274 

1955 684.420.41 7.58 35.00 0.97924 650,628 

1957 705.769.89 7.98 35.00 0.96505 681.113 

1958 910,732.80 8,38 35.00 0 95082 865.940 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Ami Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve us of    December 31,2008 

Bitsed Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -25%   Average Service Life: 35      Sunwor Curve: a&j 

i'etir OrigW/ Expectancy A vg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
CW i(/6 Reserve 

0) f% m ^ # (% 

1959 1,162247:47 8.78 35.00: Q.9364B 1.088,422 

1960 1,3*1,25822 9.18 35^)0 0^2202 1J36468 

1961 1,440,134.30 9.59 35.00 0.90746 1,306.666 

1962 1,251,356.23 10.00 35.00 0.89276 1117.161 

1963 1,357,428.05 10.42 35.00 0.87790 1,191,693 

1964 ■1,462,205.76 10.84 35.00 0.86288 1,261.713 

1965 1,616,983.68 11.27 35.00 0.84768 1,540,229 

1966 1,428,072.78 11.70 35.00 0.83230 1.188.584 

1967 1.479431.17 12.13 35.00 0.81672 1.208.606 

1968 1,401,884.72 12.57 35JXI 0.80094 1.122,64» 

1969 1.542,873.68 13.02 3500 0.78494 1,21i;06B 

1970 1.539.128.07 13.48 3540 0.76873 1.183,178 

1971 1.722,784.44 1194 35.00 0.75230 1.298,050 

1972 1.176,101,07 1440 35.00 0.73564 665.186 

1973 1.400.926.52 14.88 35.00 0.71875 1405414 
1974 1,169.025.84 15.35 35.00 0.70164 820,230 

1975 820.287.67 15,84 35.00 0.68427 424.446 

1976 325,330.55 16.33 35.00 0.66667 217.289 

1977 375^1866 16,83 35.00 0.64884 243,649 

1976 931,765.60 17.34 35.00 0.63077 587,725 

1979 1.089.970.76 17.85 35.00 0.61246 667,561 

1980 749,991.98 18.37 36.00 0,59392 445.433 

19B1 655#S90 1890 3500 047516 377;i14 

1982 41348645 i943 3540 0.55616 230246 

1983 271.695.14 1S.97 35.00 053694 145,885 

1984 328.67&07 20.51 35.00 0.51751 169460 

1985 638.638.63 21.06 35,00 0,49788 318.062 

1986 6.994.10 21.62 35.00 0.47804 3443 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Sulvuge Value:    -25%  Average Service Life: 35      Survivor Curve: RO.S 

Year 

0) 

Original        Expectancy      A v#. Service 
Cost Life 

0 m w 

Reserve Ratio 

m 

Calculated 
Reserve 

f4 
1987 8,914.68 

19S8 205,410.27 

1989 98.229.70 

1990 377.963.11 

1991 378,682,21 

1992 338,051.54 

1993 455,558.49 

1994 146,435.70 

1995 282,430.38 

1996 9,606.10 

1997 2.12,455.86 

1998 83,126.46 

1999 127,087.26 

2000 227.241,01 

2001 76.717.35 

2002 131.575.J6 

2003 136.704-39 

2004 1,960.197,65 

2005 508,089.06 

2006 324.650.94 

2007 91.475.03 

2008 29.125.46 

Tmi 39,065.997.26 

22.18 

22.74 

23.31 

23.89 

24.47 

25:05 

25.63 

26.22 

26,81 

27.41 

28.00 

28.60 

29.20 

29.80 

30.41 

31,01 

31.62 

32.23 

32.84 

33.45 

34.07 

34169 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

3540 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35.00 

35,00 

35.00 

36.00 

0.45802 

0.43783 

0,41746 

0.39693 

0.37626 

0,35545 

0.33453 

0.31351 

0.29239 

0.27118 

0.24990 

0.22855 

0.20714 

0.18566 

0.16412 

0.14251 

0.12081 

0.09904 

0.07718 

0.05524 

0.03321 

0.01109 

4.083 

89.935 

41.007 

150.025 

142.474 

120,162 

152.399 

45,908 

82.581 

2.605 

53.093 

18.999 

26,325 

42,190 

12,591 

18,750 

16.515 

194,128 

39,213 

17.932 

3,038 

323 

27,456,681.66 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:    -30%   Average Service Life: 44      Survivor Curve:     L3 

Year          Origiiuti       Expectancy     A vg. Service Reserve Ruth             Calculated 
Cm                                         Life Reserve 

m m m m «J w 
11X3                        44 00 066228 411 

11.87                          44.00 0.94942 1,797 

12.80                          44.00 0.92179 24 

12,96                          44.00 0.91695 587. 

13 30 44,00 0.90707 50 

13.47 44.00 0.90194 225 

14.29 44.00 0.87777 33.644 

14.55                        44.00 0.87018 228,042 

14 83 44.00 066176 380,377 

15.15 44.00 0.85243 815,841 

15.50 44.00 0.84202 1.228,807 

15.89 44.00 0.83058 1,323.617 

16.31 44.00 0.81800 1,263,716 

16.78 44.00 0.80425 1,088.657 

17,29 44.00 0.78915 1,605,050 

17.84                         44.00 0.77292 2,397.606 

18.43 44.00 0.75550 1,531,484 

19.06                        44.00 0.73691 1.731,449 

19.73 44.00 0.71700 1,398,822 

20.44 44.00 0.69616 1.786,q59 

21.18 44.00 0167435 1.871,218 

21.95                        44,00 0.65155 1,837.112 

22.74 44O0 062602 2.055,398 

23,56 4400 0.60381 2466,881 

24.40 44X10 0.57699 2.673.074 

25.2G 44.00 0.55357 2.482.667 

26.14 44,00 0.52775 3.788,943 

27.03                       4400 060151 2.50&340 

1955 426.91 

1957 1,892.85 

1962 25.69 

1063 540.43 

1965 55.32 

1966 249.62 

1970 38,329.05 

1971 262.(53.76 

1972 441.395.64 

1973 957.080.58 

1974 1,459,352.88 

1975 1.593.611.77 

1676 1,544.881,78 

1977 1,353,634,09 

1978 2,033.905.10 

1979 3.101,992.11 

1980 2.027.109.09 

1981 2,349.621.16 

1882 1.950.946,47 

1983 2,565.57349 

1984 2.774.829.53 

1985 2.819,62037 

1886 3,272,808.54 

1987 4.410,761.49 

1986 4.9G2.196.30 

1989 4.502.88931 

199D 7.179,476^3 

1991 5.001 54GJ1 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Ami Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of     December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -3(1%  Average ' Service Life:  44 Survivor Curve: u 
Vear Ori^iiutl Exptrtmicy Avg. Service Reserve. Ruiio Calculated 

Cost l//e Reserve 

(I) m P) /4 # (6) 

1992 5,951,159 00 27.93 44.00 0.47486 2,825,983 

1993 5,534,14 6,09 28.84 44,00 0.4478B 2.478.683 

1994 200,924.38 29.7G 44.00 0.42058 84,504 

1995 8.641,596,43 30.70 44.00 0.39295 3,395.677 

1996 131.721.42 3135 44.00 0,36497 48.074 

1997 9,897,479.53 32JG0 44.00 0.33672 3.332,706 

1998 6,755,935,94 33.57 44,00 0.30820 2.082,212 

1999 5,441,789,71 34.54 44.00 0.27944 1.520,640 

2000 323,814.37 35.52 44,00 0.25042 81.090 

2001 7,231.154.37 36.51 44.00 0.22124 1.599,814 

2002 8.877,695.75 37.50 44.00 0.19191 1.703.707 

2003 20,159.090,09 38.50 44,00 0.16247 3.275.207 

2001 4,131.391.23 39.50 44.00 0,13295 549,272 

2005 6,160,652.32 40.50 44.00 0.10341 637.076 

2006 6.256.893,57 41.50 44.00 0.07386 462.164 

2007 5,419,498.1? 42.50 44.00 0.04432 240,186 

2008 2,722,543.96 43.50 44.00 0,01477 40.220 

Total 160.450,403,00 61.267.101.51 
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OrfgYW Coif OfUff/fQ' f/6/zf /w^n/fce 

i ̂ /mjge Mifwf ; -^%   /lwr(fgg ^fy/cflV/^; 2f Jwn'/wr Cwnv: RAJ 

Year Of#W/ fAqwcMmri' Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Cwf 6(/2 Aafhw 

W # ^ w /j; 0% 
1953 94.35 0.00 o.oq 1.06000 100 

1954 14.199,30 0.00 0.00 1.06000 15,051 

1965 5,573.70 0.00 0^10 06000 5*8 

19* 52,179^4 0.00 0JK lioeooo 55,311 

1957 24,444.16 0:50 26,00 1.03962 25,413 

1958 18,871.98 0.6B 26.00 1.03247 19.465 

1939 27.486.b3 0,97 26,00 102029 28,044 

1960 29,767^7 .130 a.qo 1.(0699 2&976 

1961 29,841,30 1.61 2600 0 99452 29.676 

I9G2 26^4a 1.87 26^10 0»8385 26.185 

1963 41,293.19 2.10 28.00 0.87448 40,239 

1964 76.10388 Z32 26,00 0.96546 73.475 

1965 132.WZ38 155 2&00 0.95622 126.223 

1966 191,650:65 Z78 2000 0.94653 181,403: 

1967 224.325,38 3.04 26.00 0.93G24 210:022 

1968 237,%4.84 3.30 26.00 0.92565 220,264 

1969 265,602.35 3.57 26:(m 0.91462 242.926 

1970 .    246.779.97 3.85 28.00 0.90322 222.896 

1971 93.566.ZZ 4.13 26.00 0,89146 83,411 

1972 47.639.70 4.43 28.pp 0L8793 41,893 

1973 3921609 4.74 26.00 0^86664 33.994- 

1975 47.128.79 5.36 26.00 0.84062 39.617 

197B 34,028,64 645 28.00 0:79695 27.119 

1979 179.G61.51 6.84 260b 0.78101 140,553 

1900 408.859.13 725 %00 0.76432 358.359 

1981 471,608 33 7.88 2640 0.74663 35Z#5 

1982 145.957 98 &13 26,00 0,72853 106.341 

1933 86.97451 860 26.00 070940 61^9 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve us of     December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:      -6%  Average Service Life: 26      Survivor Curve: RJ.S 

rear Origami 
Cost 

Expeeluncy A\% Service Reserve Ratio Culculafed 
Reserve 

(V (2) 0) w (S) (<>) 

1984 321,501.33 9.09 26,00 0.66944 221.657 

1985 232.347.59 9,60 26.00 0.66867 155,364 

1986 583.279,62 10.13 26.00 0.64711 377.448 

1987 180,787.63 10.68 26.00 0.62472 112.942 

1988 355.516.35 11,25 26.00 0.60155 213,862 

1989 68226164 11.63 29.00 0.57763 394,086 

1990 690,715.38 12.44 26.00. 0.55298 381,951 

1991 1,083.414.78 13.06 26,00 0.52762 571,633 

1992 633,655.04 13.70 26,00 0.50159 317,835 

1993 64.88 14.35 2G.0O 0.47494 31 

1994 1.685.424.6S 15.02 26.00 0.44763 745,502 

1995 1,057.431.83 15.70. 26.00 0.41975 443,859 

1998 295,407.02 16.40 26.00 0.39132 115.599 

1997 1.477,391.82 17.11 26.00 0.36237 535,370 

1998 896,838.99 17 83 26.00 0.33295 232.010 

1999 581,922.01 18.57 26.00 0.30309 176,376 

2000 502,948.25 19.31 26.00 0.27279 164,475 

2001 128.746.82 20.08 26.00 0.24208 31,168 

2002 106,310.69 20.83 26.00 0.21101 22.432 
2003 1,345,583.53 21,50 26.00 0.17955 241,603 
2004 322,172.40 22.38 26,00 0.14773 47,594 
2005 554.881.45 23.17 26.00 0.11554 64,109 

2006 577,043.51 23.97 26.00 0.D8299 47,881 

2007 597.890.69 24,77 26.0Q 0.05007 29.334 

2003 

TllUll 

2.738.478.27 

20,771,792,17 

25.5B 26,00 0,01676 45,947 

8.488.508.13 

# 
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Rochester Gas <6 Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of     December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

i !ah>ttgc Value: 0% /livwgc aywccL/fc; Jg Sun'ivor Curve: u 
year Orighutl Expectancy A vg, Service Hesen'c Ratio Calculttteii 

Cow 6(/g Reserve 

(0 0. 0 m <$) # 

1970 105.588.64 7.41 ^.im 0.80505 85.004 

1971 249.647.68 7.58 38.00 0.80061 200,030 

1972 259.230.38 7.78 38.00 0,79539 206,190 

1973 272,156.51 8.02 3840 0.78902 214,736 

1974 264,048.47 8.31 38.00 0.78128 206,295 

1975 149.919,22 8.67 38.00 0.77183 115,711 

1978 167,000.57 10,16 38.00 0.73287 122,356 

1979 467.939.83 TQ.7* 38.00 0.71638 335.224 

1980 538.246.77 11.45 38.00 0.69863 37G.035 

1981 460.539.02 12.17 38.00 067983 313,088 

1982 560.215,71 12,91 38.00 0^6021 369,861 

1983 •415.779.38 13.69 38.00 0.63980 263.014 

1984 454.087.30 14 49 38.00 0.61879 280,984 

1985 682.302.75 15.30 38.00 0.59725 407,505 

1986 654,327.36 16.15 38,00 0.57513 376.325 

1987 61.1.082.22 17.00 38.00 0.55254 448,159 

1988 1.074.329.34 17.88 38.00 052937 558,717 

1989 1.150,944.20 18.78 38,00 0.50570 582,030 

1990 986.009,48 19.70 38.00 0.48157 474.838 

1991 849.815.49 20.64 38.00 0.45694 388.318 

1992 1,126,311.57 21.59 38.00 0.43191 486.468. 

1993 1.176.713.17 22J5 38.00 0,40654 478.377, 

1994 707,826,81 23.53 .38.00 0.38084 292.341 

1995 1.131,7daj7 24.51 38.00 0,35492 401:664 

199G 837.798.38 25.51 38.00 0,32881 209.712 

1997 1.262.893.64 26.50 38.00 0.30259 382.137 

1998 1,366,743.12 27 50 38.00 0.27631 377,642 

1999 1.M7.B6717 28.50 38.00 025000 454.489. 

# 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A ml Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 3.1, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Sulvitge Value: 0%   Average ^'e/vfcf iy/j.  Jg Si4n'mtr Curve: L4 

Year Origiml 
Cost 

Expeciaiwy A: \>}>. Service Reserw Ratio Cukulatetl 
Reserve 

(0 m (S) W (% ^ 

2000 1.736,046.80 29.50 3&00 0.22368 401,746 

2001 183.526.60 30;56 38.00 0.19737 36,222 

2003 1.597.500.07 32.50 38.00 0.14474 231.216 

2004 1,028,705.52 33,50 38.00 0.11842 121.820 

2005 703,249.69 34.50 38.00 0.09210 64,773 

2006 746,623,14 35.50 3S.00 0.06579 49,120 

200? 1.377.620.29 36.50 38.00 0.03947 54,380 

Total 27.294,452.86 10,379,523.64 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Dewelapment Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -7J*  ^t'gM^Jifm<reiL(/&; J7 Survivor Curve: ^f 

Wwr Origimil Expeckincy .4% Service Reserve Ratio Culculaicd 

(1) W m m (S) W 
1963 2,920.21 0.80 37,00 1.71220 5,000 

1964 3,792.58 0.87 3700 1.70869 6.480 

1965 2.109,50 a99 37.00 1.70313 3.593 

1966 3,252,30 1:07 37,00 1.69933 5.527 

1967 6.002,84 1.20 37.00 1.69336 10.165 

19B8 753.40 1.36 37:00 1.68575 U70 

19K 29,408.83 1.56 37,00 1:67615 49294 
1970 49,690.44 1,79 37.00 1.66530 82.750 
1971 49.314.66 2.0B 37.00 1.65148 81.442 

1972 52,124,45 2.44 37.00 1,63439 85.192 

1973 67.753/43 Z89 37,00 1.61335 109.310 

1974 73,031.35 3.43 37,00 1.58770 115,952 

1975 38,106.00 447 37.00 1.55756 59.352 

1976 27.388.43 4.82 37.00 1.52193 41,683 

1977 34,492.90 5.66 37.00 1.48213 51,123 

1978 68.009,86 8J? 37.00 1.43911 94,995 

1979 97.655,27 7 53 37,00 139398 136,130 

1980 89,917.47 8.51 37.00 1.34751 121,165 

1981 111,341.44 9.50 37.00 1.30051 144,801 
1982 118,679.75 ioa) J7.00 1.25331 148,743 

1983 112.755.65 11J0 37,00 1JOG03 135#7 

1984 130,145,12' 12.50 37.00 1.15874 150.805' 

198$ 87,479,10 13,50 37,00 1.11145 .97:228 

1988 89,936.55 14.50 37,00 108415 95,706' 

1987 130,571,62 15.50 37XX) 141686 132,773 

1988 152.979a) 16.50 37.00 0.96956 148.323 

1989 174,50321 17,50 37.00 042227 160,938 

1990 192.638.13 18J0 37.00 0.87497 168.552 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Resen>e as of    December 3J, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reseri'e Raiia Calculated 
Cost Life Resenv 

0) (2) O) (4) (5) fO 
1991 135.873,92 1950 37.00 0.82767 112,459 
1992 81,932.16 20.50 37.00 0.78038 63.938 
1993 230.627.60 21.50 37.00 0.73308 169,069 
1994 145,411.37 22.50 37.00 0.68579 99.721 
1995 120,922.82 23.50 37,00 0.63849 77.208 
1995 179,808.48 24.50 37 00 0.59120 106.302 
1997 392,107.95 25.50 37.00 AMMO 213.267 
1998 318.1G3.54 26.50 37.00 0.49660 158.001 
1999 247.878.12 27.50 37.00 0.44931 111.374 
2000 238,854.45 28.50 37.00 0.40201 96,023 
2003 421,125.08 31.50 37.00 0.26013 109,546 
2004 296,602.11 32.50 37.00 071283 63126 
2007 151,117.56 35.50 37.00 0.07094 10.721 

Total 4,955,179,35 3.835.034.63 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -# %  Xverajge Jenvcd/.//%; J7 Surrimr Curve: ^6 

Xear Original Expeauncy Avg. Service Reseiye Ratio Calculated 
CW m Reserve 

(l) # (% m m W 
1960 118.54 0.64 37.00 1.719S2 204 

1961 3,624.47 0.69 37m 1.71751 6^25 

1962 855.57 0.77 37:00 1.71376 1.468 

1963 759.42 0.80 37.00 171220 1^00 

1964 60.10 0.87 37.00 1.70869 103 

1986 05538 1.07 37.00 1,6^33 1.454 

1957 1.767.24 1.20 37.00 1^336 2.993 

1968 697.01 1.36 37.00 1,68575 1,175 

1969 1,871.05 1,56 37,00 1.67615 3,13S 

1970 644,93 1.79 37.00 1.66530 1.074 

1971 1,871.67 2.08 37.00 1.6514B 3.091 

1972 664.55 2.44 37.00 1.63439 1,086 

1977 149.81 5.66 37.00 1^8213 222 

1978 1,198.64 6.57 37.00 1,43911 1,725 

1983 157.53 11.50 37.00 1.20603 190 

1988 2.560.15 16.50 37.00 0.96956 2.482 

1989 1.752.93 17.50 37JB 0^2227 1617 

1991 5,003.54 19.50 37.00 0.82767 4.141 

ToW 24,613.03 33,684,63 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

384.10   HOUSE REGULA TOR INSTALLA T10NS 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A nt! Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 3 /, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salwge Value: 0 %  Average Service Life: 3 7      Survivor Curve: S6 

fear Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Calm luted 
CAM /# Reserve 

(0 (2) fS) f4 (5) (% 

1962. 6.081.11 0.77 37.00 0.97929 5.955 

1963 26,173.61 0.80 37.00 O.97840 25,608 

1964 8#5.33 0.87 37.00 0.97639 8,480 

1965 2.979.23 0,99 37.00 0.B7322 2.899 

1966 11.814.85 1.07 ■37.00 0.97104 11,473 

1967 20,229.82 1.20 37.00 0.96763 19,575 

1968 2.825.41 1.38 37 .CO 0.96328 2,722 

1969 132,338.08 1.56 37.00 0.95780 126.754 

1970 149.582.71 1.79 37.00 0.95160 142,343 

1971 162.568.36 2.08 37.00 0.94370 153.417 

1972 143.212.41 2.44 37.00 043394 133752 

1973 141.899.11 2.89 37,00 092191 130,819 

1974 112.359.00 3,43 37.00 0.90726 101,939 

1975 75,505.26 4.07 37.00 0.89003 67.202 

1976 57,253.34 4.82 37.00 0.86967 49,792 

1977 65,228.48 5.66 37.00 0.84693 55,244 

1978 147,900.72 GJ7 37.00 0.82235 121.626 

1979 186,199,55 7.53 37.00 0.79656 148,319 

1980 224,749.06 8.51 37.00 0.77001 173,058 

1981 197.329.95 9.50 .37.00 0.74315 146,646 

1982 171,896,47 10.50 37.00 0.71618 123,110 

1983 172.011.84 11.50 37 00 0.68916 118,544 

1984 166.717.15 12.50 37.00 0.66214 110.390 

19SS 218,375.08 13.50 37.00 0.03511 138.003 

1980 179,079 62 14,50 37.00 0.60809 108496 

19S7 140,652,72 15.50 37.00 0,58103 81,726 

1986 161.589.20 16.50 37.00 0.55403 69.526 

1939 219,599.29 17.50 37.00 0.52701 i 15.731 
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Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 188 of 267 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

A ml Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaimng Life Procedure and Technique 

SalYtige Vulue;       0%   Average Service Life: 37      Survivor Curve:    86 

Year Original Expectancy A vg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Cost i//c Reserve 

0) P) w W # (6) 

1990 207.59Z59 18J0 37.00 0.49998 103,793 

1991 167.002.24 19.50 37.00 0.47296 78,985 

1992 188,629,43 20.50 37,00 0.44593 84,116 

1993 257,995.29 21.50 37,00 0.41890 108,075 

1994 99,717.87 22.50 37.00 0,39188 39.077 

1995 139,157^3 23.50 3740 0.364B5 50,772 

1996 103.423.09 24:5) 37.00 0.33783 34,939 

1997 134.388,77 25.50 37.00 0.31080 41,768 

1998 174.a0.71 26.50 37.00 0.28377 49.536 

1999 174,964,61 .27.50 37.00 0.25675 44,919 

2000 496,797.32 28 j0 37.00 0.22972 114,125 

2003 3,081.061.47 31,50 37.00 0.14864 457.980 

2004 935,348.99 32.50 37.00 0.12162 113.676 

2007 275.629^5 35.«) 37.00 0.04054 11.174 

Total 9,742,097.92 3.847.374.07 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A nd Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: 0%  Average Sen'ice Life: J: 7      Surs'ivor Curve; % 

rear Original Expectaney Avg. Sen-ice Reserve Ratio CalcuUned 
Cost i(/f Reserve 

0) (2) 0) (0 (5) W 

1961 68.151.01 0.69 37.00 0.98144 66.886 

1962 19.768,25 0.77 37.00 0.57929 19.359 

1963 12.4S7.41 0.80 37.00 0.97840 12,188 

1964 8.955.45 0.67 37.00 0.97639 B.744 

1955 15.825,40 0.99 37.00 0.97322 15.402 

1966 45,878.28 1.07 37.00 0.97104 45,521 

19S7 78,347.70 1.20 37,00 0.86763 75,812 

1968 63.505.84 1.36 37.00 0.96328 61.174 

1969 53,108,54 1.56 37.00 0.B57B0 50.867 

1970 44,699.21 1.79 37.00 0^5160 42,536 

1971 82.693,66 2.08 37.00 0^4370 78.038 

1972 36.296,68 2.44 37.00 0.93394 33,899 

1973 18.337.51 2.89 37.00 0.92191 16.906 

1974 4,070.09 3.43 37.00 0.90726 3.693 

1975 4,781.97 4.07 37.00 0.89003 4.256 

1976 4.583^7 4.82 37.00 0.86067 3.986 

1977 3.182.54 5.66 37.00 0.84693 2,695 

1978 12,261.99 6.57 37.00 0.K235 10,084 

1979 10.094.25 7,53 37,00 0.79656 8,041 

1980 11.397.50 8.51 37.00 0.77001 6,776 

1981 2.008.31 9.50 37.00 0.74315 1.492 

1883 9,284.79 11,50 37.00 0,68916 6.399 

1984 2,728.72 12.50 3700 0.66214 1,807 

1987 3.587.50 15.50 37.00 0.58106 2.085 

1989 2,040.00 17.50 37,00 0 52701 1.075 

1991 8.852.01 19.50 3700 0.47296 4,187 

1993 14.194.57 21.50 37.00 0.41890 5.946 

Tmi 642.092.73 591,852.67 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 
Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Teehnique 

Satire Value:       0 %  Average Service Life: 35     Sumvor Curve:    R3 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Reserve 

(D (2) 0) ^J m W 
1863 3.499.40 342 35.00 0.90215 3,157 

1964 200.52 3.69 35.00 0.89454 179 

1965 3,572.61 3.97 35.00 0.88665 3,166 

1967 664.07 4.56 35.00 0.BG9SB 595 

1968 215.69 4.88 35.00 0.86053 186 

1970 8,121.33 5.59 35.00 0.64034 6.825 

1971 113.73 5,98 35.00 0.82920 94 

1972 133.44 6.39 35.00 0.B1734 109 

Total 1&540.79 14.312,59 
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Rochester Gas <G Electric 
Gas Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of     December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value:       0%  Average Service Life: 20     Sumvor Curve:    R2 

Year Original Expectancy A \>g. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
Cost Life Reserve 

(0 (2) m W (5) fO 

1992 49656.09 7.38 20.00 0.63087 31.326 

1993 340,670.85 7.68 20.00 0.60123 204,822 

1994 427,099,04 8.59 20.00 0.57030 243,573 

1995 41,099.99 9,24 20,00 0.53797 22,110 

2000 4.320.20 12.82 20 00 0.35877 1.550 

2001 124,432.31 13.61 20.00 0:31972 39,802 

Taial 987.338,48 543,183.63 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 
Gas Plant 

And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: -/#*  Xiwa^g Service Life: 35 Survivor Curve: t/.J 

Ycur Original Expectancy X*%, Service Rcsen'e Ratio Calculated 
CW Life Reserve 

a) (2) rf) m W Pi 
192? 1947634 4:91 3540 0.94580 18,799 

1928 13,398.94 5.06 35.00 0.94096 12.8% 

1932 3,608.53 5.71 3540 0.92055 3^22 

1933 89.70 5.88 35.00 0.91533 82 

1947 58.29 8.52 35.00 04320 49 

1953 306,36 10.54 35,00 0.76862 235 

1959 141744 11J7 3540 0.74570 1.057 

1960 10,18813 11.52 3500 0,73784 7.517 

1961 1.456.67 11.77 35.00 .0.72997 1.063 

1966 10.206.81 13.08 35,00 0.68970 7.040 

1971 1.263:44 14.37 35.00 . 0.64854 819 

1972 149.94 14.63 35.00 0,64022 96 

1974 1,411.44 15.17 3540 042338 880 

1978 4.700.00 16.27 35.00 0.58853 2.766 

1981 3,977.65 17,18 35.00 056013 2,228 

1985 5,729.32 1846 35,00 0.51668 2^0 

1966 83.10945 1845 3540 0.50442 31.834 

1988 134,855.53 19.80 3540 0.47785 64.441 

1B89 17:35.75 20.2G 35.00 0,46337 8.014 

1990 48.318.33 20.75 35.00 0^4798 21448 

1991 908.42 21.27 35.00 0.43162 392 

1992 17,999.68 21.82 35.00 0.41422 7,456 

IBM 6,838.13 2303 35.00 0,37627 3427 

TWm/ 366,964.89 198.930.45 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Common Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
A n d Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of    December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

i lalvuge Value: -10%  Average Service Life:  35 Survivor Curve: Z./.5 

Vdtir Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Cakulaictl 
Com Lf/c Reserve 

(0 (2) m W W m 
1892 5,385.00 0.00 0.00 1.10000 5.924 

1918 26,650.41 3.59 35,00 0.96719 28.264 

1924 1,145.00 4,45 35.00 0,96006 1.099 

1926 92S,7BZ.23 4,76 35.00 0.95054 880,945 

1928 261.29 5.06 35.00 0.94096 246 

1929 4.912.99 5.22 35.00 0.93603 4,599 

1935 128.78 6.22 35.00 0.90458 116 

1937 455.22 6.57 35.00 0.89343 408 

1938 7484.33 6.75 35.00 0.88772 7,088 

1940 277.03 7.13 35.00 0,87594 243 

1941 20.266.05 7.32 35.00 0.86999 17431 

1942 5.154.47 7.51 35.00 0.86393 4,453 

1943 845.61 7.71 35.00 0,85777 725 

1944 306.53 7.91 35,00 0.85151 261 

1946 8,526.48 8.32 35.00 0.83861 7,150 

1947 4,531.05 8.52 35.00 0.83209 3.770 

1948 34,027.28 8.74 35,00 0.82546 23.088 

1949 1.834.54 8,95 35.00 0.31872 1,502 

1950 5.762.00 9.17 '   35.00 0.81188 4.678 

1952 73,347.55 9.61 35.00 0.79788 58,522 

1953 3,706.85 9.64 35.00 0.79065 2.931 

1954 23,067,86 10.07 35.00 0.78342 18,072 

1955 9.577,88 10.31 35.00 0.77607 7/33 

1056 115,692.17 1054 35.00 0.7GBG2 BS,924 

165? 1.897,22. 1078 35.00 076108 1.444 

1958 1633742 11.03 35.00 0.75343 13.816 

1959 3.539.92 11.27 35.00 0.74570 2f40 

1960 79.734.76 11.52 35.00 0.73784 58.831 
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Common Plant 

Eased Upon Broad Gtoup/Remdwing Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Vutue: -70%  /Iwmgc .y«frwce6(/k JJ Af rrawf Canf: I/.J 

y^mr Origintil Expecittncy Avg. 'Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
CW i# Reserve 

(1) # (W ^ # (6/ 

1961 -449.P1?.49 11.77 35.00 0.72997 327J66 

1862 &0Z3,156.Z5 1203 35.00 0.72203 1.460,772 

1963 123^40^2 12 28 35.00 0.71402 87,995 

1964 175,026.47 12.54 35^10 r             07%*, 123J62 

1965 166,812^9 12.80 35.00 069785 116/10 

1966 20,421.22 1106 35.00 0.68970 14,085 

1967 30,1%,33 13.32' 3540 {i.68148 20.537 

IBGB 24,08346 1156 35.00 0,67329 16J15 

1969 n,04Z77 13.64 35.00 0.66507 7,344 

1970 B.81421 14,10 35.00 0,85682 5,789 

1971 9,764.17 1447 35.00 0^4854 6,332 

1972 25.754,21 14.63 ' 35.00 0.64022 16,488 

1973 1&61756 14.90 35.00 0.63185 11,# 

1974 293J80.34 1517 35.00 0.62338 183.013 

1976 31,720J« 1571 35.00 0,60625 19^30 

1977 141J14.09 1&99 3500 0:59748 84,552 

197B 249.729.15 16.27 35.00 0.58853 146.973 

1979 998^6T,08 1&57 35.00 0J7935 578.580 

1980 208.332,04 16,87 35.00 - oawo 118,729 I 

1981 143,842,45 17.18- 35,00 056013 80.458 

1982 336.023,28 1740" 35.00 0.54998 184.807 

1983 387JB6435 1784 35 00 0.53940 209.214 

1*4 348.189^ 18.19 35W 0,52832 183.955 

19% 931,C»6.6S 18.56 35.00 0.51668 . 48-1,072 

1986 1,232.47383 i&es 35.00 0,50442 621,680 

1967 117.653,63 1&36 a&oo 6.49148 57.824 

1986 188,407.03 1980 36.00 0.47785 90,030 

1989 758#B18 20 J6 %00., 1146337 351,371 

# 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 
Common Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of     December.?/, 200S 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Vulue; -10%  Average arn'keL(fg: jj Sunwor Curve: LI,5 

Year Original Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Calculated 
CW Life Reserve 

0) (2) 0) W... (S) m 
1990 1,138.299.24 20.75 '      35.00 0,44798 509,938 

1991 766.879.39 21.27 35.00 043162 330.999 

1992 859.027.83 21.82 35.00 0.41422 355.830 

1993 1,698,475.18 22 41 35.00 0.39577 672,211 

1994 2,652.057.20 23.03 35.00 0.37627 M7.890 

1995 142,603.99 Z3.68 35.00 0.35581 50.738 

1996 629,804.19 24.36 35.00 0.33431 210,548 

1997 113.464.6S 25.08 35.00 0.31194 35.394 

1998 378.859.43 25.81 35.00 0.28877 109,404 

1999 936,298.39 26.57 35.00 0.28462 247.950 

2000 2,316,265.94 27.36 35.00 0.24007 556.055 

2001 229,303.59 28.16 35.00 0.21450 49,186 

2002 646.259.34 29.01 35.00 0.18819 121,617 

2004 47,301.43 30.77 35.00 0.13311 6,296 

2005 1.503,199.46 31,68 35.00 0.10450 157,087 

2006 1,060,213.74 32.61 35.00 0.07526 79.794 

2007 476,036.10 33.55 35.00 0,04548 21,648 

2008 1,354,295.47 34.52 35.00 0.01524 20,643 

Total 27,788,051,03 11.389.730.20 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of     December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

Salvage Value: 8 %  Average Service Life:  8.9 SunwHr Curve: R3 

Year Original Expectancy A vg. Service Reserve Ratio Cakuluied 
Cast 6(/e Reserve 

(!) (2) (% w m /# 

1989 167,407.60 0.00 0.00 0.92000 154,015 

1991 747.938.07 0.00 0,00 0.92000 688,103 

1992 121,690.63 0,00 0,00 0.92000 111,955 

1993 105,546.02 0.00 0.00 0.92000 97,102 

1994 422,427.07 0.50 8.90 0.86832 366.800 

1995 995.60745 0.53 8.90 0:86473 860,934 

1996 222.89B.7B 0.72 8,90 ^.34532 188,421 

1997 241.004.44 0.95 8:90 0.82138 197,956 

1998 1,293,682.85 1.22 8.90 079371 1.026,805 

1999 1,323,083.40 1.56 8.90 0.75824 1,003.211 

2000 2,409.041,06 2.01 8.90 0.71202 I.71&260 

2001 2,099,207.49 2.57 6.90 0.65445 1.373,830 

2002 2,287,953.92 3.22 8.90 0.58698 1342.981 

2003 1.642,66821 13 95 8.90 0,51140 B40.0S8 

2004 462,760.79 4.75 8.90 0.42911 196,575 

2005 3.839.957.48 5.60 8.90 0.34097 1.241.008 

2006 2,648.716.23 6.50 8.B0 0.24785 658.477 

2007 3,984,317.93 7,44 8.90 0.15073 600.540 

2008 4,496,746.78 8.41 8.90 0.05074 228.155 

r&m/ 39.312656.20 12:W2^99.M 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 

Common Plant 

Original Cost Of Utility Plant In Service 
And Development Of Calculated Depr Reserve as of     December 31, 2008 

Based Upon Broad Group/Remaining Life Procedure and Technique 

s 'alvage Value: IS %   A verage Service Life:  14      Survivor Curve: R3 

Year Originul Expectancy Avg. Service Reserve Ratio Gilculuictl 
CW f.(/< Reserve 

(1) (2) m # (5) M 
1988 35.482.50 0.74 1370 0,77587 27,530 

1990 42,117.00 1.21 13.70 0,74774 31,493 

1991 29,800.68 1.46 13.70 0.73260 21,832 

1992 41.421.41 1.74 13,70 0,71615 29,664 

1994 166,343.74 2,43 13.70 0.67456 112,208 

1998 51.986.88 4.61 13.70 0.54 386 28,274 

1999 78,659.16 5.31 13.70 0.50212 39,496 

2000 379,317.50 6.05 13.70 0.45761 173,578 

2001 346,443.73 ■   6.84 13.70 0.41060 142.250 

2002 393,650.67 7.66 13.70 0.36129 142.220 

2003 Z52.265.20 8.52 1370 0.30990 78,176 

2004 214,333.17 9.41 13,70 0.25661 54.999 

2005 818.370.04 10.33 13.70 0,20185 165,022 

2006 661,332.49 11.27 1370 0.14526 96.153 

2007 1,067.427.08 12.23 1370 0.08777 93,684 

2008 1,265,463.02 13.21 13.70 0.02942 37.230 

Total 5,645.014,34 1,273,807.30 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 2008 

On-inal COM Of 
Gross Sai h>a}>c Cost at Removal Net Sulvw. 'iS. 

Year 

d 

Retirements 

nnuul Activity 

Amount % Amount % Amount % 

1961 348.00 0.00 040% 106.00 30.4G% (106.00) -30.46% 

1962 230.00 0.00 0.00% 140.00 62.61% (144.00) 4261% 

1963 300.00 0.00 0.00% 90.00 30.00% (9040) 30,00% 

1964 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1965 230.00 2.00 0.37% 301.00 130.87% (299.00) -130.00% 

1966 1.445,00 0.00 0.00% 1.345.00 93.08% (1.345.00) -93.08% 

1967 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 

1968 7,717.00 0.00 0;00% 1,39140 18.03% (1.391.00) -18.03% 

1969 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1970 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1971 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1972 150.00 0.00 0.00% 44.00 29.33% (44.00) -29.33% 

1973 1,712.00 0,00 0.00% 68,00 3.97% (68.00) -3.97% 

1974 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1975 O.OD 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 

1976 233.282.0O 10,891.00 4.67% 42,232.00 18.10% (31.341.00) -13.43% 

1977 0.00 825.00 0.00% 4.444.00 0.00% (3.619.00) 0.00% 

1978 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1979 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1980 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1981 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1982 190.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1983 0.00 0.00 d.00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 

1984 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1885 435.00 0.00 0.00% 830.00 144JKM4 (630.00) 144.63% 

19* 0.00 0.00 0:00% ooo 0,00% 000 0.00% 

1987 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 040% 0.00 0.00% 

1988 81100 0.00 C.00% 30040 36.95% (300.00) -36.95% 
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Year Retirements 

Annual Activity 

1969 0,00 

1990 0.00 

1991 0,00 

1992 0,00 

1993 0.00 

1994 0,00 

1995 0.00 

1896 0,00 

1997 0.00 

1998 000 

1999 0.00 

2000 0.00 

2001 boo 
2002 0.00 

2003 0.00 

2004 0.00 

2005 0.00 

200G 0.00 

2007 0.00 

20A 0.00 

Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

■Gnm Salvase                 Cost ofliemmii                    NetSaimge 

Amount % Amotint % Amount  % 

0,00 0:00% 

6.00 0,00% 

goo 0.00% 

0.00 OJOOK 

0.00 P4P% 

oap 0.00% 

OJX) 0,00% 

o.m) 000% 

p.oo: oooit 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

p.oo 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

040 0.00% 

o,qp 0,00% 

040 om% 
0.00 0.(KI% 

0.00 0.00% 

040 040% 

0.00 0.00% 

20.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 040% 

o^m 040% 

0.00 000% 

0.00 0,00% 

0 00 0,00% 

OOP 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

000 0.00% 

000 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

040 4.00% 

040 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

OOP 0,00% 

ppp 0 00% 

^.OP 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

M2040) 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

000 0.00% 

040 0,00% 

0 00 0.00% 

040 0,00% 

440 0,00% 

0.00 0,(A% 

0,00 0.(*)% 

0.00 040% 

0.00 0.00% 

o.po; 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.1X1 4,00% 

(urn 0.00% 

040 040% 

040 040% 

0.00 O.MMt 
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Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvafje 
Bused Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1.96.1 - 20(18 
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Year 
OrL'inul Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross $al\><i<>c 

Amount     % 

Cost of Removal 

Anuntnt     5 

Net Salvage 

Amount % 

Three - Ycur Ridlinq Bands 

1961 -1963 878.00 0.00 0.00% 340.00 38.72% (340,00) 38.72% 

1962-1964 530.00 0.00 0.00% 234,00 44.15% (234.00) -44,15% 

1963-1965 530.00 2.00 0.38% 391,00 73.77% (389.00) -73.40% 

1984-1966 1,675.00 2.00 0,12% 1.646,00 98.27% (1,644.00) ■98.15% 

1965-1967 1,675.00 2.00 0.12% 1,646.00 98.27% (1.644.00) -98.15% 

1986 -1938 9.162.00 0,00 0.00% 2.736.00 29.86% "(2.736.00) 29.86% 

1967«1969 7,717.00 0.00 0,00% 1,391,00 18.03% (1,391.00) -18.03% 

1968-1970 7,717,00 0.00 0,00% 1.391.00 18.03% (1.391.00) 1843% 

1969-1971 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1970-1972 150.00 0.00 0.00% 44.00 29.33% (44,00) -29.33% 

1971-1973 1,862.00 000 0.00% 112.00 6.02% (112.00) •6.02% 

1972-1974 1.862.00 0.00 0.00% 112.00 6.02% (112.00) -6.02% 

1973-1975 1.712.00 0.00 0.00% 68.00 3.97% (68.00) -3.97% 

1974 .1976 233.282.00 10,891.00 4.67% 42.232.00 18,10% (31,341.00) -13.43% 

1975-1977 233.282.00 11,716.00 5,02% 46f7B.OO 20.01% (34.960.00) -14.99% 

1976- 1S78 233.282.00 11.716.00 5.02% 46,675.00 20.01% (34.860.00) -14.99% 

1977-1979 0,00 825.00 6.00% 4,444.00 0.00% (3.619.00) 0.00% 

1978- 1980 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 000% 

1979-1981 0.00 0,00 0.00% 0.40 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1980-1982 190.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1981 -1983 190,00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1982-1984 190.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1983 -1985 435.00 0.00 0.00% 630.00 144.83% (530.00) -144.63% 

1984   1966 435.00 0:00 0.00% 630.00 144,83% (630.00) -144.63% 

1983-1987 435.00 0.00 0:00% G30.00 144.83% (630.00) 144.83% 

1986-1866 612.00 &00 000% 300.00 36.95% (300.00) -36,95% 

1987-1989 812.00 0.00 0.00% 300,00 36.95% (300.00) -36.85% 

19S8- 19S0 812,00 o.qo 0.00% 720.00 88.67% (720.00) -88.67% 
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Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Sulyage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 196! - 2(0H 
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Year 
Orsinal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Sidmae 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount S 

Net Salvage 

Amount % 

Three- Year Rollins Bands 

1989 • 1991 

1990 • 1992 

1991 -1993 

1992 1994 

■ 1893 -1995 

1994-1996 

1995-1997 

1898 •■1998' 

1997 -1999 

1998-2000 

1999-2001 

2000- 2002 

2001 • 2003 

2002 • 2004 

2003-2005 

2004 ; 2006 

2005 - 2007 

2006 - 2008 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0,00 

0,00 

0,00 

0,00 

0.00 

0.00 

040 

0,00 

0.00 

0,00 

0,00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 0.00% 420.00 0.00% (420.00) 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 420.00 0,00% (420,00) 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 q.oo% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0,00 040% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

pop 0.00% 0,00 0,00% odq 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 000 0,00% poo 0.00% 

too 0.00%. 0.00 040% 000 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 o,oo% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0:00* 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 

0,00 0.00% 0.00 040% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.[KI% 0.00 0.00% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Bused Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 2008 
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Year 
Retireimnts 

Gross Salvage 

Anwaiit    % 

Cost ofRemovid 

Amount % 

Net Salvage 

Aiiioitnf 

Three - Year Rollins Bands 

1961 -2006 246.851 .■00 11,718.00        4.75 51.515,00 20.87 

Trend Analysis (End Voar) 

•Bauod Upon Three • Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflation Rate 2,75% 

Average Service Life (ASt) 80.0 

Average Retirement Age (Yrs) 31.2 

Years To ASL -S6.B 

Inflation Factor At 2.75% to ASL 3.78 

2008 

(39.797.00)     -16.12 

Gross Salvage 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008  20-Year Trend 0.00% 

1994-2008  15-Year Trend 0.00% 

1999-2008   10-Year Trend 0.00% 

2004-2008    S - Year Trend 0.00% 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 

( Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal 78.52% 

Net Salvage -78.52% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Bused Upwt Experienced Net Salvage 197(1 - 2008 

Year 
Ominal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross- Salvu'je 

Ammtnt % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

NetSah-ase 

Amount % 

A a nu at Act hit v 

1B70 202,963.00 10,068.00 4.96% 52.144,00 25^9% (42.076.%) -20,73% 
1971 153.665.00 9.632.00 6.27% 42,341,00 27.55% (32,709.00) -21.29% 
1972   . 354.486.00 3,251.00 0,92% 107,402.00 30.30% (104,15.1.00). -29.38% 
1973 273.992.00 73,00 0.03% 139.636.00 50.96% (139.563.00) -50.94% 

1974 199,199.00 0.IK) 0.00% 151.639.00 76.12% (151,639.00) 76.12% 
1975 239,722.00 0.«l 0.00% 169.928.00 70.89% (169,928.00) -70.89% 
1976 307,015.00 530.00 017% 294,811,00 96.02% (294.281.00) -95.85% 
1977 271.559,00 378.00 0.14% 298,262.00 109.83% (297,884.00) -109.69% 
197B 215,914,00 4,97.00 0.23% 253,482.00 117.40% (252.985.00) -11717% 
1979 289.324.00 0.00 0.00% 210,356,00 72.71% (210.356.00) -72.7.1% 

1980 424.692.00 0.00 0.00% 300.760.00 70.82% (300.760.00) -70.32% 
1981 254.548.00 0.00 0.00% 129,368.00 50.82% (129,388.00) -50.82% 
1982 138,962.00 0.00 0.<I0% 118.761,00 85.46% (118,761.00) -85.46% 
1983 280.012.00 0.00 0.00% 262.700.00 93,82% (262.700.00) -93.82% 
1984 757.221.00 0.00 oao% 540.930.00 71.44% (540.930.00) -71.44% 
1S8S 323.065.00 23.690.00 7J3% 351,658.00 108,85% (327,968.00) -101.52% 
1986 27G.146.40 0,00 0.00% 249,567.00 90,38% (249,567.00) -90.38% 
1807 133,651.00 0.00 0.00% 235,430.00 128.19% (235.430.00) -128.19% 
1988 120,068.00 67.00 0.06% 74.09t00 61.71% (74,030.00) -61 a* 
1989 253,660,00 0,00 0.00% 182.519.00 71.95% (182.519.00) -71,95% 

1990 172,760.00 0.00 0.00% 143,754.00 83,22% (143,764.00) -8322% 
1991 520,780.00 5.00 0.00% 329,630.00 63.30% (329.624.00) -6329% 
1992 431,184.00 0.00 0.00% 377.478.00 87.54% (377.478.00) -87.54% 
1993 279.143.00 000 0.00% 188,148.00 67 40% (188.148,00) -67.40% 
1994 172,313.00 20.00 o.oi% '83.434.00 48.42% (83,414.00) ^8.41% 
1995 77.375.00 0.00 0.00% 57^1200 74.33% (57,512.00) -74,33% 
1996 2;0.536.00 0.00 0.00% 84.622.00 40.19% (e4.622.(XI) -40.19% 
1997 261,436.00 0.00 0.00% 146.509.00 56,04% (146.509.00) -58.04% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Bused Uptm Experienced Net Salvage 1970 - 200H 
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Year 
Oruinal Cost Of 

Retirements 

GnmSutvuse 

Amount 

Cost of Removai 

Amount % 

Net Suh'aut' 

Amount % 

Annua 1 Activity 

1998 307.286.00 0.00 0.00% 193,518.00 62.98% (193.518.00) -62.98% 
1999 574.321.00 o.od 0.00% 448.843.00 78.15% (448.843.00) -78.15% 
2000 1,271,936.00 3,204.00 0,25% 771.999.00 60.69% (768.795.00) 40.44% 
2001 1,176,769.51 0.00 0.00% 690.444.44 58.67% (690.444.44) -58.67% 
2002 468.862,25 0.00 0.00% 570,130.86 121.60% (570,130.86) -121.60% 
2003 862.374,26 0.00 0.00% 646,201.40 74.93% (G4G.201.40) -74.93% 
2004 2.405,094.32 0.00 0.00% 120,358.58 5,00% (120,358,58) -5.00% 
2005 171.227.21 4,854.88 2.84% 145,553.25 85.01% (140.698.37) -82,17% 
2006 167.092.74 21,921.16 13.12% 171.484.92 102.63% (149.563.76) -89.51% 
2007 256.677,59 5,587.08 2.18% 570.016.27 222.07% (564.429,19) -219.90% 
2008 565,115.11 0.00 0.00% 362.32071 64.11% (362.320.21) -64.11% 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1970 - 2008 
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Year 
Retirementx 

Gross Sulvaee 

Amount 

Cost uf-Renwvitl 

A maun t       %'■ Antmnt     % 

Three - Year Rollina Bands 

1970-1972 711,114.00 Z2.951.(NI 3J3% 201.M740 28.39% (178,936:00) -25,16% 
1971 -1973 782.143.00 12.956.00 166% 289.379.00 3740% (276.423:00) -35,34% 
1972-1974 827.677.00 3.324.00 0.40% 398.677.00 48.17% (395.353.00) -47.77% 
1973-1975 712,913.00 73.00 0.01% 46i .203.00 64.69% {461,13040) -84.68% 
1974-1976 745.936.00 530.00 0.07% 616.378.00 8243% (815,848,00) -82.56% 
1975-1977 818.296.00 908.00 011% 763.001.00 93.24% (762.09340) -93.13% 
1976-1978 794.488.00 1.405.00 0.18% 646,55540 106.55% (845.16)00) -106.36% 
1977-1979 776.797.00 875.00 0.11% 762,100.00 98,11% (761,225.00) -98.00% 
1978-1980 929,930.00 497,00 0.05% 764.593.00 82.22% (764.10140) -82.17% 
1979-1981 968,564.00 0.00 0.00% 640.484.00 66.13% (640.484.00) -66.13% 
1980-1982 818.202.00 0,00 0;00% 548,889,00 6746% .(548.889.00) -67.03% 
1981 -1983 673,522.00 0.00 0.00% 510,829.00 7544% (510429.00) -75.84% 
1882-1984 1.176.195.00 0.00 0.00% 922.391,00 76/2% (922.39140) -78.42% 
1983-1985 1.360.298,00 23.690.00 1.74% 1,155,288.00 84.93% (1.131.59840) -83.19% 
1984-1966 1,356,432,00 23,690.00 1.75% 1.142,155.00 84.20% (1,118.46540) -82.46% 
1985-1987 782.B82.00 23.69040 3.03% 836,655,00 106,87% (812.965.00) -103,85% 
13*6-1998 579,865,00. 67.00 041% 559,094.00 96.42% (559.027.00) -96.41% 
1987-1S89 557.379.00 67.00 0.01% 492.046.00 88.28% (491.97940) 48.27% 
19B8- 1990 546.488.00 67.00 041% 400,380.00 73.26% (4(8,313.00) -73^5% 
1989-1991 947,200.00 6.00 0.00% 655,913.00 89.25% (655,907.00) -69,25% 
1990-1992 1,124,724.00 640 0.00% 850.87240 75:85% (833.866.00) -75.65% 
1991 -1993 1,231.107.00 6.00 0.00% 895:256.00 72.72% (895.250.00) -72.72% 
1992-1994 882,640.00 20.00 0.00% 649.060.00 73.54% (649,040.00) -73.53% 
1933-1995 528,631.00 20.00 040% 329.094.00 62J3% (329474,00) -6223% 
1994 -1SB6 460.224.00 20.00 0.00% 225,566.00 49.01% (225.54840) -49.03% 
1995-1997 549.347.00 0.00 0.00% 286.643.00 52.54% (288,643.00) 62.54% 
199$-199$ T78.25B00 0.00 0.00% 424;649,Cm 54.49% (42444940) ;54.4S% 
1997-1999 1.143,043,00 0.00 0.00% 786470,00 69.01%. (768.870.00) -69.01% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Bused Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1970 - 2()t)H 

Oruinal Cost Of Gross Salv ■aae Cost of Rmnoval Net Saiwn U/J 

Year 
Retircnieim 

Rollins Bands 

Amount % Amount % Amount % 

Three - Year 

1998-2000 2,153,543.00 3,204.00 0.15% 1,414.360,00 65.68% (1.411.156.00) -6563% 
1999-2001 3,023.026,51 3,204.00 0.11% 1,911,286.44 63,22% (1,908,082.44) -63.12% 
2000 • 2002 2,917.567.78 3#M.0O 0.11% 2.032,574:30 69.67% (2.029.370.30) -69.66% 
2001 - 2003 2,508,008.02 0.00 0.00% 1.B06.77G.70 76.03% (1,906.776.70) •76,03% 
2002-2004 3,736.330.83 0.00 0.00% 1,336,690.84 35.78% (1,336.690.84) -35.78% 
2003 - 2005 3,438,695.79 4,854,88 0.14% 612.113.23 26.52% (907,258.35) -26.38% 
2004 - 2006 2,743,414.27 28.776.04 0.98% 437,396.75 15,94% (410,620,71) -14.97% 
2005 - 2007 594,997.54 32.363.12 3.44% 887,054.44 149.09% (854.691.32) -143.65% 
ZOOS - 2008 988,885.44 27,508,24 IN* 1,103,821,40 111.62% (1,076,313.16) •103.84% 
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Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1970 - 2Mti 
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tear                  „   .  '"" 
Retirements 

Three- year Rollins Hands 

Gross Saivatw- 

Amount                % 

Cost of Removal                      Net Sulvan' 

Amount                %          Amount               % 

1970-2006               15,872.148.99 83,779.12      0.@3 10,2S7,7S7.93      64.69              (10.183.978.81)   ^64,16 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 

'Based Upon Three - Year Roiling Averages 

2008 

Gross Salvage 
Linear Trend Analysis 

Annual InRaiion Rate 2,75% 

Average Service Lite (ASL) 68.0 

Average Retirement-Age (Yes) 25.6 

Years To ASL 42,4 

Inflation Factor At 2,75% lo ASL 3,16 

1989-2008 20-Year Trend 1.77* 

1994-2008 15-Year Trend 2.29% 

1999-2008 10-Year Trend 3.19% 

2004-2008 S-Year Trend 5.13% 

ForcasW 

Gross Salvage 5.13% 
(Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal        204.62% 

Net Salvage -199.49% 
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Rochester Gas «6 Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Uptm Experienced Net Salvage 1975 - 2##' 

Omntil Cost Of 
Year Retirements 

Aiuiutil. Activity 

1975 53.206.00 

1976 105,053.00 

1977 112,201.00 

1978 59.417.00 

1979 74.814.00 

1980 130.000.00 

1981 56.451.00 

1982 31,878.00 

1883 0.00 

1984 0.00 

1985 106.494.00 

1986 136,797,00 

1987 179,063,00 

1988 23,148.00 

1988 83.145,00 

1990 43.768.00 

1991 139,274.00 

1992 103.302.00 

1993 51,968.00 

1994 29,272.00 

1995 21.187.00 

1996 12,313.00 

1997 26.376,00 

1998 32,012,00 

1999 87.957.00 

200G 153.120,00 

200! 124.9S7.G1 

2002 27,018.93 

Gross-'Sahaae 

Amount 

Cost ofRetmvul 

Anioiiiif % 

Net Salvage 

Amount % 

0.00 000% 80.995.00 152.23% (80,995.00) •152.23% 

0,00 0.00% 162.103.00 154.31% (162,103.00) -154.31% 

0.00 0.00% 149 J 06.00 .132.89% (149,106,00) -132.89% 

0,00 0.00% 121.838,00 205.06% (121.838.00) -205.06% 

0.00 0.00% 94,534.00 126.43% (94,584,00) -126.43% 
0.00 0.00% 156,833.00 120.64% (156.833.00) -120.64% 
0.00 0.00% 74,715.00 132.35% (74,715.00) -132.35% 

0.00 0.00% 70,320,00 219.90% (70,320,00) -219.90% 
0.00 0.00% 0,00 000* 0.00 0.00% 
0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 
0.00 0.00% 187.272,00 175.85% (187.272,00) -175,85% 
0.00 0.00% 108,251.00 79.13% (108,251,00) -79.13% 

400,00 0.22% 140,498.00 78.46% (140,098.00) -7874% 

0.00 0.00% 60,191,00 260.03% (50.191.00) -260,03% 
0,00 0.00% 71,796.00 86.35% (71,796,00) -86.35% 
0.00 0.00% 47,379.00 108,25% (47,379,00) -108.25% 

0.00 0,00% 130,796.00 93.91% (130.796.00) -93.91 % 
0.00 0.00% 98,155.00 95.02% (98,155.00) -95.02% 

73.00 0.14% 45,647.00 87,84% (45.574.00) -87,70% 
0.00 0.00% 23,975.00 81.90% (23,975.00) -81.90% 
0.00 0.00% 41,328.00 195.06% (41,328.00) -195.06% 

0.00 0,00% 9.237.00 75.02% (9,237.00) -75.02% 
0.00 0.00% 20,038.00 76,08% (20.068.00) -76,08% 
0.00 0.00% 19,037.00 59.47% (19.037.00) -59.47% 
0.00 0,00% 121,647.00 13*j0% 021,647.00)   ■ •136.30% 

379.00 0.25% 172:775:00 112.84% (172.3K.00) - 112.59% 

(LOO 0.00% 114,554.15 91,67% (114.554.15) -91.67% 

0.00 0,00% 4.739.18 17.54% (4.739.18) -17,54% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future .Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1975 - 2(fOH 

Yenr 
Ominnl Cost Of 

Retirements 

Grms Salvage 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvage 

Amount % 

Ann uiilActivitv 

2003 57.614.16 0.00 0.00% 

2004 237,633.59 0.00 6.00% 

-2005 8.901.54 3,858.89 43.35% 

2006 14,170.86 5,761.45 40.66% 

2007 10.485.85 84,182.38 802.82% 

2008 3,338.042.17 18.396.56 0.55% 

24.208.35 42.01% 

155,827.58 65.57% 

137.348.48 1542.97% 

22,595.90 159,45% 

42.817,35 408.33% 

34.444.69 1.03% 

(24,206.35) -42.01% 

(155,827.58) -8537% 

(133,489.69) 1499.62% 

(16,834.45) -118.80% 

41:364.99     394 48% 

(1&048.13)       0.48% 

7-12 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

J7620 M4//V.P-fL4.C77C 

Farecaswd Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1975- 200H 

Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
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Year 
Omnal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salvage                 Cost or Removal                    Net Suhviue 

Amount % Amount % Amount % 

Three - Year Rollins Bands 

1975-1977 270.460.00 0.00 0.00% 392,204.00 145.01% (392,204,00) -145.01% 

1976-1978 276.671,00 0.00 0.00% 433.047.00 156.52% (433.047,00) -156.52% 

1977.1979 246.432.00 0.00 0.00* 385.528.00 148.33% (365.528.00) -148.33% 

1978-1880 264,231.00 0.00 0.00% 373.255.00 141.2$% {373,255.00) -141.26% 

1979- 1981 261,265.00 0,00 0.00% 326.132.00 124.83% (326.132.00) -124.83% 

1980-1982 218.429.00 0.00 0:00% 301.868.00 138.20% (301,868.00) -138.20% 

1981 - 1983 88,429.00 0.00 0.00% 145,035.00 164,01% (145,035.00) -164.01% 

1982-1984 31,978.00 0.00 0.00% 70,320.00 219.90% (70,320.00) -219:90% 

1983 -1985 106.494,00 0.00 0.00% 187,272.00 175.85% (187.272.00) -175.85% 

1984 -1986 243.291.00 0.00 0.00% 295.523.00 121.47% (295.523.00) -121,47% 

1985-1987 422.354.00 400.00 0.09% 436.021.00 103.24% (435,621.00) -103.14% 

1986-1988 339,008.00 400.00 0.12% 308,940,00 91.13% (308,540.00) -91.01% 

1987-1989 285.356.00 400.00 0.14% 272,485.00 95.49% (272.085.00) -95.35% 

1988-1990 150,061.00 0.00 0.00% 179.366.00 119:53% (179,366.00) -119.53% 

1989-1991 266,187.00 0,00 0.00% 249;971.00 93.91% (249,971.00) -93.91% 

1990 - 1992 286,344.00 0.00 0.00% 276.330.00 96.50% (276.330.00) -96.50% 

1991 - 1993 294,544,00 73,00 0.02% 274.598.00 93.23% (274,525.00) -93.20% 

1992- 1994 184,542.00 73.00 0 04% 167.777.00 90.92% (167.704.00) -90.88% 

1993-1995 102,427.00 73,00 0.07% 110.950,00 108.32% (110,877.00) -108.25% 

1994-199G 62,772.00 0.00 0.00% 74.540.00 118.75% (74,540.00) -118.75% 

1995-1997 59.876.00 0.00 0.00% 70.633.00 117.97% (70,633.00) -117.97% 

1996-1998 70,701.00 0.00 0.00% 48.342.00 68.38% (48,342.00) -68.38% 

1997-1999 148.345.00 0.00 0.00% 150,752.00 109.84% (160.752.00) -109.84% 

1398-2000 273,089.00 379.00 01416 313,459.00 114.78% (313,080.00) -114.64% 

1999-2001 366,034,61 379.00 0.10% 408,976.15 111.73% 1408,597.15) -111.63% 

2000 - 2002 305,096,54 379,00 0.12% 292,068.33 95.73% (291.689.33) -95,61% 

2001 -2003 209,590,70 0J0O 0.00% 143.499.68 6B.«7% (143.499.68) 48.47% 

2002-2004 322,271,68 0.00 0.00% 184,773.11 57.33% (184.773.11) ■57.33% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

J%U4 AM/AS-fLifZTC 

'Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
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Page 212 of 267 

Year 
Orsinal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salvage 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvase 

Amount %■ 

Three - Year RoUinu Bands 

2003 - 2005 

2004 • 2006 

2005 - 2007 

2006 - 2008 

304.154.29 

260,710.99 

33,558,25 

3.362.698,88 

3.858.89 1.27% 

9,620.34 3.69% 

83.802.72 279.52% 

108.340.39 3.22% 

317.382.41 104.35% 

315.771.96 121.12% 

202.761.77 604.21* 

99,857.98 2.97% 

(313.523.52) -103.08% 

(306.151.62} -117.43% 

(108,959.05) -324.69% 

8,482.41 0.25% 

1975 -2008 5,671.145.71 113.051.28 1.99 2,745,079.72        48.40 (2,632,028.44)     -46.41 

Trend Analysis (End Yoar) 2008 

•Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual inflation Rate 2.75% 

Average Service life (ASL) 60.0 

Average Reiiremem Age (Yrs) 10,3 

rears To ASL 49.7 

Inflation Factor A! 2.75% to ASL 3.85 

GrossSelvage 

1989-2008   20-Year Trend 52.97% 
1994-2008  15-Year Trend 68,43% 
1999-2008   10-Year Trend 95.68% 

2004-2008    5-Year Trend 142.95% 

Eprcasted 

Gross Salvage 142.95% 
{Five Year Trend ) 

Cost Of Removal        136.26% 

Net Salvage -43.31% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

jRuo Mx/Aw. our/ao/v 
Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 2002 - 201)8 

Year 
Orsintd Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Sahaee 

Amount % 

Cost ofRemovul 

Amount <} 

Net Salvuse. 

Amount % 

Annual. AaM'tv 

2002. 75.443.61 

2003 316.549.01 

2004 0.00 

2005 33,284.66 

2008 10,832.10 

2007 214,724.82 

2006 465.3S6.S3 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

4,854,88 14.59% 

10,960.60 101.19% 

5,587,07 2.60% 

0.00 0.00% 

142.574.44 188,98% 

212,316.93 67,07% 

0.00 0.00% 

129,188.74 388.13% 

456,156.69 4211.16% 

37.863.86 17.63% 

91,462.83 18.65% 

(142.574.44) -168.98% 

(212.316.93) -67.07% 

0.00 0.00% 

(124.333.86) -373.55% 

(445,196.09)-4109.97% 

(32.276.89) -15.03% 

(91.462.93) -19.65% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

J76J0 MX/AS-C4,?rm%v 

Forecasted Future Nat SaJvage 
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Year 
Retirements Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Sdtmae 

Amount  

Three - Year Rollins Hands 

2002 - 2004 

2003 • 2005 

2004.2006 

2005-2007 

2006 - 2008 

391,992.62 

349,833,69 

44.116.78 

256,841.60 

690.923.45 

0.00 0:00% 

4.854.68 1.39% 

15.615.48 35.65% 

21,402.55 8.27% 

16,547.67 2.40% 

354.891.3? ■90,54% 

341,505.67 97.62% 

585,345143 i 326.81% 

623,209.39 240.77% 

585,483.58 84.74% 

(354,891.37) -90.54% 

(336,650.79) -86,23% 

(569.529.95) .1290.86% 

(601,805.84) -232.50% 

(568.935.91)     -62.34% 

2002 - 2008 1.116,200.75 21,402.55.     1.92 1,069.563,69       95.82 (1,048,161.14)    -93^0 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

•Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual inflalion Rate 2.75% 

Average Service Lite (ASL) 60.0 

Average Retirement Age (Yrs) 76.3 

Years To ASL -1S.3 

inflation Factor At 2 75% to ASL 0.64 

Gross Salvage 
Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008 20-Year Trend 9.60% 
1994-2008 15-Year Trend 9.60% 
1999-2008 10-Year Trend 9.60% 
2004-2008 5 - Year Trend 13.08% 

Fqrcasted 

Gross Salvage 13.08% 
(Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal 61.52% 

Net Salvage -48,44% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

JRWO M4/RG - kXt KE CF ^ //VC/^ 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Bused Upon Experienced Net Salvage 2(106 - 2008 

Oreinal Cast Of                 Grass SalvtHje                 Cost af-Remuvat                    Net Salvaee 

Year 'Retiremem Amount % Amount % Amount % 

Annual Activity 

2006 0.00 

2007 0.00 

2008 2.358.06 

0.00 0.00% 307.04 0,00% (307.04) 0.00% 

0.00 6.00% 6.08*41 0.bl!M& (8.084,41) 0.00% 

o.po 0,00% 13.263.72 562.25% (13^63.72) •552.25% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Fuiurt' Net Salvage 

Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 2006 - IMS 
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Year 
Retirements 

Gross Sulvtiue 

Amount 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvutte. 

Amount 

Three - Year Rollins Bands 

2006 - 2008 2.359.06 0.00 0.00% 19.655.17 833,18% (19,855,17)   -833.18% 

2006 - 2008 2.359.06 0.00 0.00 19,655.17 833.18 {19,655.17)   -833.18 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 

■Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflation Rale 2.75% 

Average Service Life (ASL) 50.0 

Average Retimroeni Age (Yrs) 1.8: 

Years To ASL 48.2 

inflatton Factor Al 2.75% to ASL 3.70 

2008 

Gross Salvaoe 
Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008   20-YearTrend 0.00% 
1994-2008   IS-Year Trend 0.00% 
1999-2008   10-Year Trend 0.00% 
2004-2008    S - Year Trend 0.00% 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 
( Five Year Trend ) 

Cost Of Removal      3084,58% 

Net Salvage -3084.58% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Bam/ Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 2008 

Orsinal Cm Of 
Year Retirements 

Annual A ctivitv 

1061 7.414,00 

1982 51,332.00 

1963 20,154.00 

1964 873.00 

1965 17.209,00 

1966 1.670.00 

1987 0.00 

1968 2.678,00 

1969 91.00 

1970 178,00 

1971 14,115.00 

1972 84,224.00 

1973 23.0*4.00 

1974 989.00 

1975 1,263.00 

1976 7.291.00 

1977 77.829.00 

1976 0.00 

1979 7,258.00 

1980 92.868.00 

1981 .9,255,00 

1982 7,521.00 

1983 3,590.00 

1984 0.00 

1985 21,151,00 

1*0 68,988.00 

1987 6254.00 

1988 11.846.00 

Gross Salvage 

Amount 

Cast at Removal 

Amount % Amount     % 

0.00 0.00% 

3.643.00 7,10% 

1,088.00 5.40% 

5.259.00 602.41% 

3,425.00 19.90% 

113.00 677% 

850.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 000% 

112.00 6&92% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

258.00 3.54% 

0.00 0.00% 

6.144,00 0,00% 

1,400.00 19.29% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 000% 

000 0.00% 

389 GO 4.71% 

000 0,00% 

574.00 9.09% 

1,325.00 2.58% 

1.127.00 5.59% 

193.00 22.11% 

25.00 0.15% 

248.00 14.85% 

792.00 0.00% 

516.00 19.27% 

28.00 30.77% 

0.00 0.00% 

28.00 0J0% 

3,831.00 465% 

937,00 447% 

4.442.00 449.14% 

258.00 20.43% 

878.00 12.04% 

1.986.00 2.55% 

12.228.00 0.00% 

921.00 12.69% 

1.351.00 145%, 

4.138.00 44.69% 

771.00 10.25% 

174.00 4.65% 

0.00 0,00% 

446.00 2.11% 

3.902.00 5,66% 

5,770.00 8991% 

5,08900 42,60% 

(674.00) -9.09% 

2,318,00 4.52% 

(39,00) -0.19% 

5.066.00 580.30% 

3,400.00 19.76% 

(135.00) -8.08% 

58.00 0,00% 

(516.00) -1927% 

(28.00) -30.77% 

112.00 62 92% 

(28.00) -0.20% 

(3,831.00) -4J5% 

(937.00) -4.07% 

(4.442.00) -449.14% 

(258.00) -20.43% 

(620.00) -8.50% 

(1.986.00) -2.55% 

(6,084.00) 0.00% 

479.00 6.60% 

(1.351.00) -1.45% 

(4,136.00) -44.69% 

(771.00) -10.25% 

(174.00) -4.85% 

0,00 0.00% 

(448.00) -2.11% 

(3.9O2.00) ?5.G6% 

(5.381.00) -65.18% 

(5.089:00) -42.60% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Bum! Upon Experienced Net Sah-age 1961 - 2008 

Retirements 

ilActivirr 

OrmsStil I'ttjft' Cost afRemtival Net Sah'um 

Amount                % 
Year Anumnt ^ Amount % 

Annut 

1989 2,874.00 0.00 0.00% 736.00 25,61% (736.M) -25.61% 
1990 25,221.00 0.00 0,00% 60,786.00 241.01% (60,786.00) -241,01% 
1931 1,247,00 o.6q 0.00% 176.00 14,11% (176.00) -14.11% 
1992 1,243.00 0.00 0,00% 4.679,00 392.52% (4:879.00) -392,52% 
1993 21,124.00 0.00 0.00% oad 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 
1994 0.00 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 6.oq 0.00% 
1995 0.00 0,00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 
1998 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0;00% 0.00 0.00% 
1997 000 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 
199* 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 oa)% 0.00 0.00% 
1999 0.00 0.00 0,00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 
2000 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 
2001 0.00 OJOO 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00%. 
2002 22,656.08 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 
2(XB 0.00 000 000% 0.00 0.00% 0.00. 0.00% 
2004 0.00 0.00 0.00% 1.950.87 0.00% (1.8(0.87) 0,00% 
2005 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0,00% 
2006 847,076.11 0.00 0.00% 6,536.03 0.77% (8.536.03) -0.77% 
200? 30,069,25 0.00 0.00% 38,379.77 127.64% (38:379.77)   - 127.64% 
2008 0.00 0,00 0.00% 69,519.31 0.00% (G9i519.31) 0.00% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 2008 
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Year Qminal Cost Of 
Retirements 

Grmx Salvaue 

Amount      % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvage 

Amount  % 

Three - Year RaUins Bunds 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 ■ 

197? 

1978- 

1979- 

1980- 

1981 - 

1982. 

1883- 

1984- 

1063- 

1936- 

1967- 

1986 

1963 

1964 

-1965 

-1966 

-1967 

-1968 

-1969 

-1970 

-1971 

-1972 

-1973 

-1974 

-1975 

-1976 

- 1977 

-1978 

-1979 

-1980 

•1981 

■1982 

-1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1968 

1989 

1990 

76.900.00 

72,359.00 

38.236.00 

19,752.00 

18,879.00 

4.348.00 

2769.00 

2,947,00 

14,384.00 

98.517,00 

121,383.00: 

108.257.00 

25.296.00 

9,543.00 

86,383.00 

85,120.00 

85,087.00 

100,126.00 

109,381,00 

109.644.00 

20.366.00 

11.111.00 

24,741.00 

90.139.00 

98,393.00 

89.188.00 

23.074,00 

40,041,00 

4.731.00 6.00% 

9,990.00 13.81% 

9.772.00 25.56* 

8,797,00 44.54% 

4.388.00 23.24% 

963.00 22.15% 

850,00 30.70% 

112,00 3.60% 

112,00 0.78% 

112.00 011% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

258.00 2.70% 

258.00 0.30% 

6,402.00 7.52% 

7JW4.00 687% 

7.544.00 7J3% 

1,400,00 1.28% 

0.00 0.00% 

o.oo 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

38900 0,40% 

389.00 044% 

389.00 1.89% 

0.00 0.00% 

3,126.00 3.96% 

2.845,00 3.66% 

1.345,00 3.52% 

466,00 2,36% 

1.065.00 5.64% 

1,556.00 35.79% 

1.336.00 48.25% 

544.00 18.46% 

56.00 0.39% 

3,859,00 3:92% 

4,795.00 3.95% 

9,210.00 8 51% 

5,637.00 22.28% 

5.578.00 58,45% 

3.122.00 3.61% 

15.092,00 17.73% 

15.135,00 17.79% 

14.500.00 14,48% 

6,408.00 5.86% 

6,258,00 5.71% 

5,081.00 24;95% 

945.00 8.51% 

620.00 2,51% 

4.348.00 4.82% 

10.116.00 10JB** 

14,78100 16.55% 

11.595.00 50.25% 

65.611.00 166.36% 

1,605.00 2.03% 

7,345.00 10.15% 

8,427.00 22.04% 

8,331.00 42.18% 

3,323.00 17.60% 

(593.00) -13,64% 

(466.00) -17.55% 

(432.00) -14.66% 

56.00 0.39% 

(3.747.00) -3.80% 

(4.796.00) -3.95% 

(9.210.00) -8.51% 

(5,637.00) -22.28% 

(5.320.00) -55.75% 

(2.864.00) -3,32% 

(8.690.00) -10,21% 

(7.591.00) -8.92% 

(6.956.00) -6.95% 

(5.008.00) -4.58% 

(6,258.00) -5.71% 

(5.081.00) r24.95% 

(945.00) -6.51% 

(620.00) -2,51% 

(4,348,00) -4.82% 

(9.729.00) -9.89% 

(14,372.00) -16.11% 

(11.206,00) -48.57% 

(8G.611.00)   - 66.36% 
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Year 
Ordinal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salvaec. 

Amount 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvuxe 

Amount % 

Three - Year Rolliiw Rands 

1989 -1991 29,342.00 

1990 -1992 27,711.00 

1991 -1993 23,614,00 

1992 -1894 22,367.00 

1993 -199S 21.124.00 

1994 -1996 0.00 

1995 1997 0,00 

199G -1998 0.00 

199? 1999 0.00 

1998 -2000 0,00 

1999 2001 0,00 

2000 -2002 22:656,08 

2001 2003 22,656,08 

2002 2004 22.656:08 

Z003 2005 0.00 

2004. 2O0G 847,076,11 

2005- 2007 877.145,36 

2006- 2008 877.1*5.36 

0.00 0.00% 61,698.00 21(127% (61.698.00) -210^7% 

0.00 0.00* 65.641,00 237.60% (65.841.00) -237.60% 

0.00 b.oo% 5,055.00 21.41% (5,055,00). -21.41% 

0.00 0.00% 4,879,00 21,81% (4,879.00) -21.81% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 000 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 040 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0L00% 0,00 6,00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 040 0.l«}% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% b.oo 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 000% 

0.00 0.00% 000 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 6.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0,00% 1,950,87 8,61% (1.950.87) -8.61% 

0,00 0.00* 1.950.87 0.00% (1,950.87) 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 6,486.90 1.00% ($.486.90) -1.00% 

0.00 0.00% 44.915.80 512% (44,915.80) -5 12% 

0.00 0.00% 114.435.11 13,05% (114.435.11) -13.05% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

jf&/0  M&4& 6 KEG J7%770/Vfe(/7P. - /AS/Df 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon .Experienced Net Salvage 196} - 200S 

Year 
Orsihtd Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Solvase 

Amount  % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvase 

Amount  % 

Three - Year Rollinu Bands 

1961-2008 1:492.695,44 22,681.00       1.52 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

"Basod Upon Throe - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflation Rate 275% 

Average Service Life (ASL) 37.o 

Average Reliremenl Age (Yrs) 14.0 

Years To ASL 23,0 

Inflation Factor At 2.75% to ASL 1.87 

235.038.98       15.75 (212.357.98)     -14.23 

Gross Salvage 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008 20-YearTrend 0.00%' 

1994-2008 15-Year Trend 0.00% 

1993-2008 10 -Year Trend 0.00% 

2004-2008 5 - Year Trend 0.00% 

"Forecasted Gross Salvage Calculates To Less Than 0.00%—Percentage Set To A Floor of 0.00%. 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 
{ Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal 29.43% 

Net Salvage -29.43% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 2008 

)Wf 

Ors'mal Cmi Of 
Retirements 

Grass Salvage 

Amount     % 

Cost tif Removal 

Atmmni % 

Net Salvune 

Amount % 

Annual Activity 

1961 9,000,00 1,325.00 14.72%, 1,251.00 13.90% 74,00 0.82% 

1*2 5,167,00 3,498.00 67.70% 1,740.00 33.68% 1,758XX1 34,02% 

19* 32,460.00 7.729.00 23.81% 818.00 2.52% 6.911.00 21.29% 

1354 5,201,00 1.889.00 38.32% 317,00 6.09% 1:572:00 3022% 

1SG5 6.907.00 788.00 11.12% 890.00 9.99% 78,00 1.13% 

1966 49.776.00 2.787,00 5,60% 828.00 1.66% 1.959.00 3.94% 

196? 3.923.00 0.00 0.00% 348.00 B.67% (348.00) -8.87% 

1966 17,963.00 412.00 2.29% 1J25.00 8.49% (1.113.00) -620% 

1969 11.264.00 2.292.00 20.35% 1J02.00 10.67% 1,090.00 9.68% 

1970 36.266.00 3,242.00 6.94% 7,749.06 21.37% (4,507.00) -12.43% 

1971 7.613.00 0.00 0.00% 3,549.00 48.62% (3,549.00) -46.62% 

1972 66.534.00 1,528.00 Z30% 7,131.00 10.72% (5.603.00) -8.42% 

1973 30.817,00 6.063.00 19,67% 465.00 1.51% 5.598.00 18.17% 

1974 10.571.00 0.00 OWN, 1,262.00 11.94% (1,262:00) -11,94% 

1975 22;486.00 0.00 0.00% 10,758.00 47.84% (10,758:00) -47.84% 

19T6 48.326.00 0.00 0,00% 41.955.00 2474% (11.955.00) 24,74% 

1977 0.00 0,00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 000 0,00% 

1978 36.494.00 659.00 1.81% 7,606.00 20.84% .(6,947,00). -19.04% 

1979 7,764.00 0.00 0.00% 4.225.00 54:42% (4,225.00) 44.42% 

1980 34.851:00 0.00 0.00% 11,384.00 32.66% (11.384.00) 32.66% 

1981 52,813.00 0.00 Q.00% 16,682.00 3ij3% (16.68100) 01.59% 

1992 12.748.00 0.00 0.00% 307.00 2,41% (307.00) -2.41% 

1983 12.537.00 0.00 0.00% 6,494.00 51.80% (6.494.00) 51.80% 

1964 63.4B0a0 0.00 0.00% 10,601,00 16.70% (10,«I1,0P) -18.70% 

1986 0.00 q.pp 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 o.op% 

1986 15.81900 p.oo 000% 7,07G.OO 45.30% (7.076.00) -45.30% 

1987 69.283.00 0.00 0,00% 28.141.00 40.82% (28,141.00) 40.62% 

1988 6.998.p0 0.00 000% 7,012,00 100.20% (7.012.00) -100^0% 
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Year 
Oniinal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Saivase 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

A nioiiiit % 

Net Saivase 

Amount  % 

Annual Acth lit!! 

1989 34.384.00 

1990 18.201.00 

1991 16,116.00 

1992 31,393.00 

1993 46.809.00 

1994 26.773.00 

1995 0.00 

1996 1.524,00 

1997 0.00 

1996 311.00 

1999 0.00 

2000 4,018.00 

2001 35,721.24 

2002 2,597.83 

2003 404,190.57 

2004 4.482.24 

2005 0.00 

2006 1,218,664.89 

2007 101.091.49 

2008 107,793.97 

0.00 0.00% 46.301.00 134,66% (46.301,00) -134.66% 

0.00 0.00% 5.947.00 32.67% (5.947.00) -32.67% 

0.00 0,00% 1,079.00 6.70% (1,079.00) -6.70% 

0.00 0.00% 9.374.00 29.66% (9,374.00) -29.86% 

0.00 0.00% 13.082.00 27.95% (13.082.00) -27.95% 

0.00 0.00% 27,398.00 102.33% (27:398,00) -102.33% 

0.00 0.00% 24,768.00 0,00% (24,758.00) 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0,00% 0.00 0,00% 0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 178.00 4.43% (178.00) •-4.43% 

•22.66 -0.06% 21.614.77 60.51% (21.637.43) -60.57% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 111,568.27 27.60% (111.558.27) -27,60% 

0.00 0:00% 1,950.83 4362% (1.950.83) -43.52% 

o.oo 0.00% 60.791.96 0.00% (60.791.96) 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 37,251.42 3.06% (37,251.42) -3.06% 

0:00 0.00% 21,725.81 21.49% (21.725,81) -21,49% 

0.00 0.00% O.OO 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 
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Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 224 of 267 

Year 
Oruinal Cast Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salvuse 

Amount % 

Cost of'Rcmvvul 

Amount % 

NetSalvutie 

Amount % 

rAnw.yfwMWHg&mA 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

196$ 

1966 

1967 

1958 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1980 

1987 

1988 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1978 

1977 

'1976 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

19B3 

1984 

1985 

1966 

1987 

1988 

1989 

■ 1990 

46.627.00 

42,828.00 

44,568.00 

61,884.00 

.60.606.00 

71,662.00 

33.150 00 

65,493.00 

55,143.00 

110.413,00 

104.954.00 

107.922.P0 

63,874.00 

81.383.00 

70.812.00 

84.820.00 

44.258.00 

79.109.00 

95,428.00 

100.412.00 

78,098.00 

88.775.00 

76.027.00 

79.109,00 

84,902.00 

91.900.00 

110865 00 

59.503.00 

12.552.00 2&92% 

13,116.00 30.62% 

10,386.00 23.30% 

5.444.00 830% 

3^5500 5.67% 

3.199.00 4,46% 

2,704,00 8.16%: 

5,948.00 9.06% 

5,534.00 10,04% 

. 4.770.00 4;32% 

7.591.00 7J3% 

7.591.00 7.03% 

6,063.00 9.49% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

859.00 0.78% 

659.00 149% 

659.00 0.83% 

0.00 0.00% 

000 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 000% 

0.00 0.l«)% 

6.00 OJXMk 

P,DP 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0;(M) 11.00* 

0.00 0.00% 

3.809.00 8,17% 

2:87500 6:71% 

1,825.00 4.09% 

1,835.00 2.97% 

1,866.00 3.08% 

2.701,00 3.77% 

3.075.00 928% 

10.476.00 16,00% 

12.500.00 22.67% 

18,429.00 16.69% 

11,145,00 10,82% 

8,858.00 8^1% 

12,485.00 19.55% 

23,975,00 2$.48% 

22,713.00 32.08% 

19J81.P0 23.06% 

11,831.00 26.73% 

23.215,00 29:35% 

32.291.00 33.84% 

26,373.00 28.26% 

23,483.* 30 07% 

17.402,00 19.60% 

17,095,00 22.49% 

17,677100 22:35% 

35,217,00 4148% 

42,229 J30 45.95% 

81,454.00 73.60% 

59.260,00 99/46% 

6.743.00 

10.241;00 

8.561,00 

3.60900 

1,689,00 

498.00 

(371.00) 

(4^30L00) 

(6,966.00) 

(13^59.00) 

(3,554.00) 

(1,267:00) 

(6.422.00) 

(23.975:00) 

(22,713.00) 

(18.902,00) 

(11,172.00) 

(22.556.00) 

(32,291.00) 

(26.373.00) 

(23.483.00) 

(17.402.60) 

(17.095.00) 

(17,677.00) 

. (35,2.17.00) 

(42.229,00) 

(81.454 00) 

(59,260.00) 

18.75% 

23.91% 

.19.21% 

5.83% 

2.79% 

6.69% 

•1.12% 

-6.92% 

-12.63% 

-12.37% 

-3.39% 

4.17% 

-10,05% 

-29.46% 

-32.08% 

,22^8% 

-25.24% 

-28.51% 

-33.84% 

.28&6% 

30.07% 

-19.60% 

-22.49% 

-22.35%. 

-41.48% 

^5.95% 

-73.80% 

-99.46% 
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Year 
Oruiiutt Cost Of 

Retirements 

Grass Snlnn'e 

A mount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvage 

A mount % 

Three - Year Rollins liaiuh 

1969- ■1991 28,701.00 

1990- ■1992 65,710.00 

1991- 1993 94,318.00 

1892- ■1994 104.975,00 

1993 ■1995 73.532.00 

1994- 1996 28.297.00 

1995 •1997 1,524.00 

1996 ■1998 1.835.00 

1997- ■ 1999 '311.00 

1999- ■ 2000 4.329.00 

1999- ■2001 39.739.24 

2000 -2002 42,337.07 

2001 ■2003 442.509.64 

2002 ■2004 411.270.64 

2003 • •2005 408,672.61 

2004 •2006 1,223.147.13 

2005 •2007 1,319,756.38 

2006 •2008 1,427,550,35 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0,00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0-00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

•22.66 4.08% 

■22.66 -0.05% 

■22.66 -0.01% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

53,327.00 77.62% 

16.400.00 24.96% 

23,535.00 24.95% 

49,854.00 47.49% 

65,248.00 88.67% 

52,166.00 184.35% 

24.768,00 1625.20% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

178.00 4.11% 

21,792.77 54.84% 

21,792.77 51.47% 

133,183.04 30.10% 

113,519.10 27.60% 

174,311.06 42.65% 

99.994.21 8.18% 

119,769.19 9.03% 

58,977.23 4.13% 

(53,327.00) -77.62% 

(16.400.00) -24.96% 

(23,535.00) -24.95% 

(49,854,00) •47.49% 

(65.248.00) -88,67% 

(52,166.00) -184.35% 

(24.768.00) • 1625.20% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

(17600) -4.11% 

(21,815.43) -54.90% 

(21.815.43) -51.53% 

(133.205.70) -30.10% 

(113.519.10) -27.60% 

(174.311.%) -42.65% 

(99,994.21) •8.18% 

(11S.769.19) -9.08% 

(58.977 23) 4.13% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 2008 

Year 
Ori'inut Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salviizi' 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Sulvaue 

Anwunt % 

Three - Year Rollhi!! Bunds 

1961-2008 2.730.942.23 32.169.34        MB 534,146.06       19.56 (501.976.72)     -18.38 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

"Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual inflalian Rate 2.75% 

Average Service Life (ASL) 33.0 

Average Retirement Age (Yrs) 18.7 

Years To ASL 14.3 

Infiaton Factor At 2.75% to ASL 1.47 

Gross Salvage 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008   20-Year Trend 0.00% ' 

1994-2008   15-YearTrend 0.00% ' 

1999-2008   10-Year Trend 0.00% 

2004-2008    5 - Year Trend 0.00% 

•Forecasted Gross Salvage Calculates To Less Than 0.00%—Percentage Set To A Floor of 0.00%. 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 
( Five Year trend) 

Cost Of Removal 28.84% 

Net Salvage -28.84% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

Burnt Upon Experienced Net Salvage. 1961 - 200$ 

year 

Oraimil Cost Of 
Retirements 

Gross- Suh'ttye 

Amount 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvage 

A mou in % 

Annual Aclivitv 

1961 231.233.00 

19S2 159.051.00 

1963 185,457.00 

1964 183.390.00 

1965 217,531.00 

1966 215,514.00 

1967 173,181.00 

1968 334,660.00 

1969 271,701.00 

1S70 277,289.00 

1971 331,380.00 

1972 208.913.00 

1973 455,406.00 

1974 490,970.00 

1975 332,968.00 

1976 431.378.00 

1977 400.139.00 

1978 381,302.00 

1979 636,841.00 

1980 513.635.00 

1981 385.240.00 

1982 479,681.00 

1983 387,758,00 

1084 682,736.00 

19.65 552,937.00 

1980 432,303.00 

1987 295.225.00 

1986 977,895.00 

1.308.00 0.57% 

1,903.00 1.20% 

564.00 0.30% 

1.351.00 0.74% 

1,818.00 0.84* 

515.00 0.24% 

1.660.00 0.96% 

388.00 0.10% 

674.00 0.25% 

1,630.00 0.59% 

10.00 0:00% 

380.00 0.18% 

178.00 0.04% 

0.00 0.00% 

41.00 0.01% 

17.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

84.00 0.02% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 .0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 000% 

0.00 0.00% 

141.00 0.03% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

29.210.00 12.63% 

13,737.00 8.54% 

25,272.00 13.63% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

298.00 0.14% 

0.00 0.00% 

•104.00 0.03% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0:00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

559,00 0.12% 

69.741.00 14,20% 

139.778.00 35.57% 

70.547.00 16.35% 

120.997.00 30.24% 

88.672.00 25.88% 

223.019.00 35.02% 

118,244.00 23,02% 

67,359.00 17,48% 

87.406.00 18.22% 

73.440.00 18.94% 

167.419.00 24 52% 

96.727.00 17.49% 

105.215.00 24.34% 

220.710,00 74.76% 

256,495.00 2623% 

(27,902.00) 

(11,834.00) 

(24.708.00) 

1,351.00 

1,819.00 

217.00 

1,660.00 

284.00 

674.00 

1,630.00 

10.00 

380.00 

(381.00) 

(69.741.00) 

(139,737,00) 

(70.530.00) 

(120.997.00) 

(98.672,00) 

(223,019.00) 

(118,160.00) 

(67.359.00) 

(87.406.00) 

(73.440.00) 

(167,419.00) 

(96.727.00) 

(105.074.00) 

(220,710.00) 

(256.495,00) 

-12.07% 

-7.44% 

-13.32% 

0.74% 

0.84% 

0.10% 

0.96* 

0.07% 

0.25% 

0.59% 

0.00% 

0.18% 

-0.08% 

-14.20% 

-35,56% 

-16.35% 

-30.24% 

,25.88% 

-35.02% 

-23,00% 

-17,48% 

48.22% 

-18.94% 

-24.52% 

-17.49% 

-24.31% 

-74.76% 

-2623% 
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Year Retirements- 

Grass Stihmie 

Amount 

■Cost of Renmval 

A mount % 

Net Suh'age 

Amount  % 

Annual Act'mtv 

1880 688.602,00 0.00 0.00% 86,489.00 1^.56% (86.489.00) -1266% 

1990 1,111,996.00 4.382.00 0.39% 144,760.00 13.02% (140.378.00) ,12,62% 

1991 791.259.00 0.00 0.00% 259,444,00 32.79% (ZS9.444.00) ,32.79% 

1992 670.617:00 0.00 000% 140.155.00 20.90% (140.155.00) :20.90% 

1993 596,916:00 376.400,00 63.07^ 137,063.00 22.96% 239,427.00 40.11% 

1994 895.375.00 0.00 .0.00%. 156,182.00 17.44% (156.182.00) -17.44% 

1995 417,323.00 0.00 0.00% 82.994.00 19.89% (62,994.00) -19,89% 

1996 1,986,574.00 000 0.00% 125.182.00 5:30% (125,182,00) -6.30% 

1997 813.907.00 0.00 0.00% 84,586.06 10.39% (84.5M.00) -10.39% 

1998 1,669.193.00 0.00 0.00% 163,476.00 9.79% (163.476.00 :9.79% 

1999 1.551,716,00 0.00 0.00% 177,957.00 11.47% (177,957.00) -11.47% 

2000 997,090.00 0.00 0.00% 157,780.00 15.82% (157-780.00) -15.82% 

2001 1.503.230,71 0,00 o:oo% 997.397.29 66.35% (997,397.29) -66^5% 

2002 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2003 600,918.84 0.00 0.00% 349,604.69 58,16% (349.604.69) -58.18% 

2004 1.136,917.62 .0.00 0.00% 82.iW.t0 723% (82.188,10) -7J3% 

2003 " 119,026.13 o;oo 0.00% 103.568.63 87.01% (103,568.63) -87,01% 

2006 66671Z83 0.00 0.00% 620.447.02 : 93.K% (620,447.02) -63^)6% 

2007 91132644 000 0.00% 606,637.06 66.52% (606,637,06) ^6J2% 

2008 589.039.89 0.00 0.00% 615,998.73 104,58% (615.99873) -104.58% 
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Year 
Oreinul Cast Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salvage 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Sulvaue 

Amount  

Three - Year Rollma bunds 

1961 

1952 

1963 

1964 

1965 

19GB 

1967 

1958 

1969 

1S70 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

tess 

1980 

1987 

1988 

-1963 

-1964 

-1965 

-1966 

-1967 

-1968 

-1969 

-1970 

-1971 

-1972 

-1973 

-1974 

- 1975 

-1976 

-1977 

- 1978 

-1979 

-1980 

-1981 

-1982 

-1983 

-1984 

-1985 

-1986 

-1987 

.1068 

-IBBQ 

-1990 

575,741.00 

527,898.00 

586.378.00 

616.435.00 

606,226.00 

773.355.00 

829,542.00 

933,650.00 

880,370.00 

817,582.00 

995,699.00 

1,155.289.00 

1,339.344.00 

1,315,316.00 

1,224.485.00 

1.212.819.00 

1,418,282,00 

1.531.778.00 

1.535.716,00 

1.378.556.00 

1.252,679.00 

1,550.175.00 

1,623.431.00 

1,687,976.00 

1,280.465.00 

1.705.423.00 

1,661.722.00 

2.778.493.00 

3.775.00 0.66% 

3,818.00 0.72% 

3,734.00 0.64% 

3.685.00 0,60% 

3,994,00 0.66% 

2.563.00 0.33% 

2.722.00 0,33% 

2,692.00 0.29% 

2,314,00 0.26% 

2.020.00 0.25% 

568.00 0.06% 

558,00 0.05% 

219.00 0.02% 

58.00 0.00% 

58.00 0.00% 

17.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

84 00 0,01% 

84.00 0.01% 

84.00 0.01% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

14100 0.01% 

141.00 0.01% 

141.00 0.01% 

0.00 0.00% 

4,382.00 0.16% 

68,219.00 11.85% 

39,009.00 7.39% 

25.272.00 4J1% 

298.00 0.05% 

298.00 0.05% 

402.00 0,05% 

104,00 0.01% 

104,00 0.01% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

559.00 0.06% 

70,300.00 6.09% 

210.078.00 15.69% 

280,066.00 21,29% 

331,322.00 27.06% 

290,216.00 23.93% 

442,688.00 31.21% 

439.935.00 28.72% 

408.622.00 26.61% 

273.009.00 19.80% 

228,205.00 18.22% 

328.265.00 2118% 

337.586.00 20.79% 

369.361-00 22.14% 

422,652.00 33.01% 

582,420,00 34.15% 

563.694.00 26.73% 

487,744.00 17.55% 

(64,444,00) 

(35,191.00) 

(21.538.00) 

3,387.00 

3.696.00 

2,161.00 

2.618.00 

2.588.00 

2,314.00 

2.020.00 

9.00 

(69.742.00) 

(209,859.00) 

(280,008.00) 

(331.264.00) 

(260,199.00) 

(442,688,00) 

(439,851.00) 

(408,538.00) 

(272,925.00) 

(228.205,00) 

(328.265.00) 

(337.586.00) 

(369.220.00) 

(422.511.00) 

(582,279.00) 

(563.694.00) 

(483,362.00) 

•11.19% 

-6.67% 

-3.67% 

0.55% 

0.51% 

0.28% 

0.32% 

0.28% 

0.26% 

0.25% 

0.00% 

-6.04% 

-15.67% 

-21J9% 

-2.7.05% 

23.93% 

-31.21% 

28.72% 

-26.60% 

-19.80% 

-18.22% 

21.18% 

•20.79% 

-22.14% 

-33.00% 

•34.14% 

-28.7)% 

-17.40% 
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Year 
Orsinul Cast Of 

Retirements 

Grass Sulvasc 

Anwunt % 

Cost of'Renwval 

Amount % 

Net Salvage 

A mount % 

Three - Year Rollins Bands 

1989- 1991 2,591.857.00 

1990- 1992 2,573,872.00 

1991 • 1993 2.058,792,00 

1992- •1994 2.162,908,00 

1993- ■1995 1,909,614.00 

1994 1996 3.299.272.00 

1995- 1997 3,217.804.00 

1996 -1998 4,469,674.00 

1997 -1999 4.034,816.00 

1998 2000 4.217.999,00 

1999 2001 4.052.036.71 

2000 2002 2.500,320.71 

2001 -2003 2,104,149.65 

2002 -2004 1.737,836.56 

2003 -2005 1.856,862,69 

2004 - 2006 1,922,656,58 

2005 • 2007 1.697,665.40 

2005 -2008 2.167^79.16 

4,382.00 0.17% 

4.382.00 0.17% 

376.490,00 18.29% 

.376,490.00 17.41% 

376.490.00 19.72% 

0,00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

o.m 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00%. 

o.bo 0XX)% 

490,693,00 18.93% (486.311.00) -i&76% 

544,359.00 21.15% (339,977.00) 20.98% 

536.66200 26.07% (160.172.00) -7.78% 

433.400.00 20.04% (56.910.00) .253% 

376^39.00 19.70% 251,00 041% 

364,358.00 11.04% (364,358.00) -11.04% 

292.762.00 9.10% (292.762.00) -9.10% 

373,244.00 8:35% (373.244.00) 4.35% 

426.019.00 10.56% (426.019.00) -10.56% 

499.21300 11%84% (499.213.00) ,11,84% 

1.333,134.29 32.90% (1.333.134^9) -32.90% 

1.155,177.23 46J0% (1,155.177.29) -46.20% 

1,347,001.98 64.02% (1.347,001.98) JM.02% 

431,792.79 24.85% (431.792.79) -24,85% 

535,361.42 28.83% (535.361.42) -28.83% 

806^03.75 41*3% (806,203.75) -41.93% 

1,330.652,71 78.38% (1,330.652,71) -78.38% 

1,843.08281 85,03% (1443.082.81) -8503% 

7-32 



Exhibit _ (RGEDEP-2) 
Page 231 of 267 

Rochester Gas & Electric 

Forecasted Future Nit Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 200H 

Year 
Gross Salvase Orawul Cost Of 

Retirements Amount % Amount 

Cost of Removal 

% 

Net Siilvaue 

Amount     % 

Three - Year Rallinu Hands 

1961-2008 26.454,054.56 333,535.00        1.38 7,076,858.52        24.87 (6,683.323.52)     -23.49 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

"Based Upon Throe - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Ifidation Rale 2,75% 

Average Service Lite (ASL) 35.0 

Average Reliremenl Age (Yrs) 35.8 

Years To ASL -0.8 

inllalion Factor At 2.75% to ASL 0.98 

Gross Salvage 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008 20-YearTrend 0.00%* 

1994-2008 15-Year Trend 0.00%' 

1999-2008 10-Year Trend 0.00% 

2004-2008 5-YearTrend 0.00% 

•Forecasted Gross Salvage Calculates To Less Than 0.0078—percentage Set To A Floor of 0.00%. 

LQCcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 

{ Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal 24.34% 

Net Salvage -24.34% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

Year Relirements 

Gross Sahmse 

Amimni % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Sahuae 

Amount     % 

Anm ualActivitv 

2003 206.889.26 0,00 0,00% 13^87.74 G.42% (13.287.74 -6.42% 

2004 534.040.23 0.00 0.00% 238,283,53 44.62% (238^83.53) T44.62% 

2005 127,WG.06 0.00 0.00% 231.853.63 182.51% (231.853.63) -182.51% 

2006 318.540.25 5,633.65 1.77% 319.127.84 100.18% (313,494.18) -98.42% 

2007 345.895.37 35,837.91 10.36% 49,800.71 14.40% (13,962,30) -4.04% 

2008 1.786,166.03 10.371.68 0.58% S8.353.12 5.51% (87.981.24) -4.63% 
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Year Retirements 

Gross Saivti!>e 

A mount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvage 

Amount % 

Three - Year Rollins Bands 

2003 • 2005 

2004• 2006 

2005 - 2007 

2006 • 2008 

868.085.55 

979.616.55 

791.471.69 

2,450.601.66 

' 0.00 0.00% 

5.633.65 0.58% 

41,471.56 5.24% 

51.643.44 2.12% 

483.424.90 55,69% 

789.265.00 80.57% 

600.782.16 75.91* 

467,281.67 19.07% 

(483,424.90) -55.69% 

(783.631,35) -78.99% 

(559,310,62) -70.67% 

(415.438.23) -16.95% 

2003 • 2008 3,318.687.21 51,843.44        1.56- 950.706.57       28.65 

Trend Ana lysis (End Year) 2008 

•Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

{898,863.13)     -27,09 

Annual tnllalion Rale 2.75% 

Average Service Life (ASL) 44,0 

Average Retiremeni Age (Yrs) 13,6 

Years To ASL 30.4 

Innation Factor At 2.75% to ASL, 2.28 

Gross Salvage 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008   20-Year Trend 1.99% 

1994-2008   15 -Year Trend 1.99% 

1999-2008   10-Year Trend 1.99% 

2004-2008    5-Year Trend 1.99% 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 199% 
( Five Year Trend ) 

Cost Of Removal 65.43% 

Net Salvage -63 44% 
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Rochester Gas <& Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

Gross Salv fKf Cast tif Removal Set Salvau, e 
0/?/W CW Of 

y<;ar ■Retireimnts Amount % Amount % Amount % 

Annual Activity 

1961 98.538.00 2.195.00 2.21% 655,00 0.66% 1.540.00 1.55% 

1962 63,68400 727.00 1.14% 0,00 0.00% 727.00 1.14% 

1963 43,816.00 182.00 0.42% 0.00 0.00% i82.(KI 0,42% 

1964 26.495,00 1^37:00 4.67% 0.00 0,00% 1.237.00 4.67% 

1965 B9,750m 2,022.00 225% 0.00 0.00% 2.022.00 2.25% 

19GG 250,191,00 5,360.00 2,14% 0.00 0.00% 5,360.00 2;14% 

196? 355.068.00 8,386.00 2.36% 0.00 0.00% 8.388.00 2.36% 

1968 161.537.00 6.722.00 4.16% oiqo 0.00% 6,722:00 4.16% 

1969 163,030.00 12,252.00 7J2% 0,00 0.00% 12.252,00 7.52% 

1970 115,841.00 2,477.00 2,14% 0,00 0.00% 2.477,00 2.14% 

1971 73.312.00 10,091.00 13.76% 0.00 D.d0% 10,091.00 13.76% 

197Z 7,276,00 900.00 1Z37% 0.00 0.00% 900.00 12.37% 

1973 629,00 0.00 0.00% 125.00 19.67% (125.00) -19.87% 

1974 3.170.00 0.00 0.00% 3,441.00 108J5% (3.441.00) 108^5% 

1975 321,00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1976 58.00 0,00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1977 24.00 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 

1978 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1979 0,00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1980 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 

1981 105,977.00 0.00 0.00% 97,00 0.09% (97.00) ^0.09% 

1982 6,430.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 040% 0.00 0.00% 

1983 5.022.00 2.798.00 #71% 7,00 0.14% 2.7$1.00 55.58% 

1984 15,262.00 722.00 4.73% 0.00 000% 722.00 4.73% 

1985 0,00 0,00 0:00% 000 . 0,00% 0,00 0.00% 

1SBG 224,744^10 6,310.00 2.81% 232.00 010% 6,07600 2.70% 

1987 399.28900 4,517.00 1.13% 0.00 000% 4.517 00 1.13% 

1988 127.749.00 2,628.00 Z.06% 0.00 0.00% 2.628,00 2,06% 
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Year 
OKinalCmiOf 

ReJiremenls 

Gross Salvage 

Amount % 

Ci>sl of Removal 

A mount % 

Net Salvage 

Aimunt % 

Annual Activity 

1989 16,609.00 7,830,00 47,14% 413.00 2.49% 7.417.00 44.66% 

1990 168.537.00 14.240.00 8.45% 518.00 031% 13,722.00 8.14% 

1991 784,102,00 11,532,00 1.47% 0.00 0.00% 11.532.00 1.47% 

1992 323.587,00 15,814,00 4.89% 0,00 0.00% 15.814,00 4.89% 

1993 223,429,00 8.751.00 4.36% 0.00 0,00% 9,751,00 4.36% 

1994 218,970,00 4,011.00 1.83% 10.00 0.00% 4,001.00 1.83% 

1995 200,655.00 14,825.00 7.39% 0.00 0.00% 14,825.00 7.39% 

1998 319,903.00 13,392.00 4,19% 0.00 0,00% 13,392.00 4,19% 

1997 408.428.00 16,130.00 3.95% 0.00 0.00% 16,130.00 345% 

1998 258,000.00 26,659.00 10.33% 0.00 0.00% 26,659.00 10.33% 

1999 663,937,00 131,558.00 19.61% 0.00 0.00% 131.558.00 19.81% 

2000 470,967.00 107,714.00 22,67% 125,700.00 26.69% (17.986.00) -3.62% 

2001 587.280,61 127,506.36 21.71% 209.766.52 35.72% (82,280.16) -14.01% 

2002 0.00 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 

2003 1.072,068,93 0.00 0.00% 436,216,68 40.69% (436,216.68) -40.69% 

2004 2,360.733,26 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2005 1.077.519.46 0.00 0.00% 6,730.57 0.62% (6.730.57) -0.82% 

200S 37,109.78 0.00 0,00% 40.66 0.11% (40.66) -0.11% 

2007 242,109.23 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2008 286,409,72 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 
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Yair 
Orsihat Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross SalvHX* 

Amount %■ 

Cost ofRetmval 

Amount _J 

Net Suh'tine 

A mount 

Three - Year Ratlins Hands 

1961-1893 207,038.00 3.104.00 1.50% 655.00 0.32% 2.449.00 1.18% 

1952-1964 133,995.00 2,146.00 1.60% 0.00 0.00% 2,146.00 140% 

1963-1965 160.061.00 3,441.00 Z.15% 0.00 0.1*)% •3.441.00 2.15% 

1964-1966 366.436.00 8.61&00 2.35% 0.00 0.00% 8,619.00 2.35% 

1965-1967 695,003,00 15.768.00 2j7% 0.00 0.00% 15.768.00 2^7% 

1966 -1968 766,796.00 20.4 68.00 267% 0.00 0.00% 20.468.00 247% 

1967-1969 679.635.00 27.360.00 4.03% 0.00 0.00% 27,360.00 4.03% 

1968-1970 440.408.00 21,451.00 447% 0.00 0.00% 21,451.00 4.67% 

1989-1971 352,183.00 24.620.00 7.05% 040 0.00% 24,820.00 745% 

1970-1972 196,429.00 13,468.00 6.86% 0.00 0.00% 13,468.00 6,86% 

1971-1973 81.217.00        ■; 10.991.00 13,53% 125.00 0.15% 10.86640 1338% 

1972-1974 11,075.00 900.00 a.13% 3,566.00 32.20% (2,666.00) -24.07% 

1973-1975 4,120.00 4.00 040% 3.566.00 86.55% (3.566.00) -86.55% 

1974-1976 3.549.00 0.00 0,00% 3.441.00 96.96% (3.441.00) -96.98% 

1975-1977 403,00 0.00 040% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 

1976-1978 82.00 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0,00%. 

1977,1979 24.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 

1978-1980 0.00 0.00 0:00% 0,00 0,00% 0.00 .0,00% 

1979-1981 105.977.00 0.00 0.00% 9700 049% (97,00) 4.09% 

1980-1982 112.407.00 0.00 0.00% 97.00 0.09% (97.00) -0.09% 

1981-1983 117.429.00 2.788.00 2.38% 104.00 '   0,09% 2,694,00 129% 

1982-1984 26.714.00 3.520.00 13.18% 700 043% 3.613.00 13.15% 

1963-1985 20,284.00 3.520.00 17.35% 740 0,03% 3,513.tm 17.32% 

1984-1986 Z40.00&00 7,032.00 343% 23240 0.10% 6,800.00 2.83% 

196S-19S7 624.033.00 10.827,00 1,74% 232.00 0.04% 10,595.00 1.7P% 

1986-1888 75178200 13.455 00 1.79% 232.00 0.03% 13.22340 1.76% 

1987-1989 543.647,00 14.97500 2.73% 413.00 0.08% 14,562 00 2.88% 

198B-1990 3.12.895.00 24498.00 7,69% 931.00 0.30% 23.76740 760% 
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Year 
Oi-einoi Cost Of 

Retiremenis 

Gross Sahaqe 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvase 

Amount % 

Three - Year Rollins Bunds 

1989 -1991 959.248:00 33.602,00 3.47% 931.00 0.10% 32.671.00 3,37% 

1990 -1992 1.276,226.00 41.586,00 3.26% 518.00 0.04% 41.068.00 3.22% 

1991 -1993 1,331,118.00 37,097.00 2.79% 0.00 0.00% 37.097.00 279% 

1992 -1994 765,986.00 29,576.00 3.86% 10.00 0,00% 29,566.00 3.86% 

1993 -1995 643.054.00 28,587.00 4,45% 10.00 0.00% 28.577.00 4.44% 

1994 ■1996 739,528.00 32,228,00 4.36% 10.00 0.00% 32,218.00 4.36% 

1995 1997 928,986.00 44,347.00 4.77% 0.00 0,00% 44.347.00 477% 

1996 -1998 986.331.00 56,181.00 5.70% o.oo 0.00% 56.181.00 5.70% 

1997 •1999 1,330,365.00 174,347.00 13.11% 0.00 0.00% 174,347,00 13.11% 

1998- -2000 1,392,904.00 285.931.00 19.09% 125.700.00 9.02% 140.231,00 10.07% 

1999' •2001 1,722.184.61 366,778.38 21.30% 335,486.52. 19.48% 31,291.84 1.82% 

2000 • 2002 1,058.247.61 235,220.38 22.23% 335,466.52 31.70% (100,266.16) -9.47% 

2001- 2003 1.659,349,54 127.506.36 7.68% 646,003.20 38.93% (518.496.84) -31.25% 

2002. ■2004 3,432,802.19 0.00 0.00% 436.216.68 1271% (436.216,88) -12.71% 

2003- 2005 4,510.321,65 0.00 0.00% 442,947.25 9.82% (442,947.25) -9.82% 

2004- ■2006 3,475,362,50 0.00 0.00% 6.771.23 0.19% (6.771.23) -0.19% 

2005 - 2007 1.356,738.47 0.00 0.00% 8.771.23 0.50% (6,771.23) -0.50% 

2006- 2008 565.628.73 0.00 0.00% 40.BG 0.01% (40.66) -0.01% 
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Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 200H 

Year 
On'iniil Cost Of 

Retirements 

Grass Salmue 

Anmtni % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvage 

Amount % 

Three - Year Rolling Bands 

1961 -2006 12.058,557.99 570.488.36        4.73 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

"Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflation Rate 2.75% 

Average Service Lite (ASL) 27.0 

Average Relirement Age (Yts) 17.4 

Years To ASL 9.6 

Inflation Factor At 2:75% to ASL 1.30 

783,972,43 6,50 (213.484.07)       -1.77 

Gross Salvage 
Linear Trend Analysis 

1889-2008 20-YearTrend 6.20% 
1994-2008 15-Year Trend 3.69% 
1999-2008 10-Year Trend 0.00%* 
2004-2008    S - Year Trend        0.00% 

•Forecasted Gross Salvage Calculates To Less Than 0.00%—Percentage Set To A Floor of 0.00%. 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 
(Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal 8.43% 

Net Salvage -B.43% 

7-40 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salyuge 
Bused Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1999 - 2008 

Ori'iiud Cost Of 
Grass Sahm 2E Cost of Removal Net Salvage 

Year Retirements Amount % Amount % Amount « 

Annual Activity 

1999 1.193,612,00 000 0.00% 17.725.00 1.48% (17.725,00) •1,48% 

2000 927.562.00 am 0.00% 26,838.00 2.89% (26.838.00) -2.89% 

2001 181.084.16 o.oo 0.00% 21,339,12 11.78% (21,339.12) ■11.78% 

2002 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2003 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2004 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2005 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2006 69,870,52 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2007 321.486.99 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2008 379.405.63 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Nei Salvage 

Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 240 of 267 

Year 
Orsinul Cast Of 

.Retirements 

Gross Salvage 

Amtnin!  

Cost of Removal 

A mount j 

Net Salvaee 

Amount    % 

Three - Year Rollins Rands 

1898-2001 2.302.25B.16 0.00 0.00% 65.902.12 ZB6% (65.902.12) -2.86% 

2000 - 2002 1,108,646.16 0.00 000% .48,177.12 4.35% (48.177.12) -4,35% 

2001 - 2003 ■181,084,16 0.00 0.00% 21.M9,12 11.78% (21J39,12) -11,78% 

2002 - 2004 0,00 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2003-2005 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 

2004 -2006 69,870.52 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 000% 

2005 - 2007 391.357,61 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0^«)% 0.00 0.00% 

2006 - 2008 770.763.14 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1S99 - 2008 3.073.021.30 0.00 0.00 65.902.12 2.14 (65.902.12) -2.14 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

•Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflation Rate 2.75% 

Average Service Life (ASL) 35.0 

Average Retirement Age (Yrs) 15.3 

Years To ASL 19.7 

Inflation Factor At 2.75% to ASL 1-71 

Gross Salvage 
Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008   20-YearTrend 0.00% 
1994-2008   15-Year Trend 0.00% 
1999-2008   10-Year Trend 0.00% 
2004-2008    5-Year Trend 0.00% 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 0,00% 
( Five Year Trend ) 

Cost Of Removal 3.66% 

Net Salvage -3.66% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
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Year fietiremenrs 

Gross-Salvage 

Amount % Ammuit ■% 

Net Salvaue 

Amount  

Annual Activity 

1999 29,120.00 

2000 18,148.00 

2001 181.644.40 

2002 0.00 

2003 93.615.48 

2004 0.00 

2005 0.00 

2006 4,448.15 

2007 834,34 

2008 276.14 

. 0.00 0.00% 

241.99 1.33% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

6.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

000 0.00% 

24,304,00 83.46% 

17,884.00 98.55% 

630.669.89 347,20% 

0.00 0.00% 

115,679,45 123.57% 

11.433.02 0.00% 

1.603J7 0,00% 

422.28 9.49% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

(24,304.00) -83.46% 

(17.642.01) -97.21% 

(630,569.89) •347.20% 

0.00 0.00% 

(115.679.45) -123.57% 

(11,433.02) 0,00% 

(1.603.27) 0.00% 

(422.28) -9.49% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 
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Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
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Year Retirements 

Gross Sdlvajjc 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

A moitnt      % Amtnint  

Three - Year RoUine Bunds 

1999 ■2001 228,912.40 

2000 • 2002 199.792.40 

2001 2003 275^259.88 

2002- ■2004 93,615,48 

2003 ■ ■2005 93,615.48 

2004 ■ 2006 4:448.15 

2005- •2007 5^82.49 

2006- 2008 5^58.63 

241,99 0.11% 672,857.89 293.94% 

241.99 0.12% 648.553.89 324.81,% 

D.OO 0.00% 746.349.34 271,14% 

0.00 0.00% 127.112.47 135.78% 

0.00 0.00% 128,715.74 137.49% 

0.00 0.00% 13;458.57 302.57% 

0:00 0,00% 2.02565 38.34% 

0.00 0.00% 422.28 7.60% 

(672.815.90) -293.83% 

(648.311.90) -324,49% 

(748.349.34) -271.14% 

(127.112.47) -135.78% 

{128.715.74) -137.49% 

(13.458^7) .302J7AL 

(2.025.55) -38.34% 

(42228) -7.60% 

1999-2008 328.086.51 241,99       0.07 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

"Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflafion Rate 2,75%. 

Average Service Life (ASL) 37.0 

Average Retirement Age (Yrs) 17.6 

Yeats To ASL 19.4 

InMon Fackx A* 2.75% to A5L 1.69 

801.99591     244.45 (801.753.92)   -244.37 

Gross Salvage    . 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008  20-YearTrend 0.03% 

1994-2008   15-Year Trend 0,03% 

1999-2008   10-Year Trend 0,03% 

2004-2008    5 - Year Trend 0.00% 

Fprcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 

( Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal        413.66% 

Net Salvage -413.66% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1970- 2008 

Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
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Year 

Umittal Cost Of 
Retirements 

Grass Sulvuae 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount % 

Net Salvatje 

A mount % 

Annutif Activily 

1970 129.00 

1971 397.00 

1972 17.00 

1973 0.00 

1974 0.00 

1975 0.00 

1976 0.00 

1977 0.00 

1978 0.00 

1979 0.00 

1980 000 

1981 0,00 

1SB2 0.00 

1933 0.00 

1984 0.00 

IMS 0,00 

1986 0.00 

1987 0.00 

1988 44.00 

1969 131.00 

1990 37.00 

1991 0.00 

1992 273.00 

1993 1.014.00 

1994 coo 

1995 0.00 

1996 0.00 

1997 0.00 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0:00% 

030 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

o.oo. 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

ood 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 b.oo% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.01% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0=00% 

0,00 0.00% 

3.00 2.33% 

83,00 20.91% 

5.00 29,41% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

poo O.IX)% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 .0.00% 

60,00 162.16% 

0.00 0.00% 

224.00 82.05% 

143.00 14.10% 

000 0.00% 

om 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

(3.00) -2.33% 

(83.00) -20.91% 

(5.00) ■29.41% 

000 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 000% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 000% 

000 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

(60.00) -162.16% 

0.00 0,00% 

(224.00) 462.05% 

(143.00) -14.10% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0:00% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Fomcumd Future Net Salvage 

Bused Upon Experienced Net Salvafie 19 70 - 2008 

0,2 fW Cov Of 
Year Retirements 

Annuiil A etivitr 

1998 0.00 

199B: 0.00 

.2000 0.00 

2001 0,00 

200Z 040 

2003 0.00 

2004 0,00 

2005 0.00 

200G 6.00 

2007 0,00 

2008 040 

Gross Salvayc 

Amount  

Cost of Removal 

Amount _J 

Net Salvage 

Amount   % 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0,00 0.00% 

OOP 0:00% 

0.00 qjXM( 

0.00 0.00% 

o.w 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0:00 OuOOH 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 d.oo% 

0,00 0.00% 

0 00 0.00% 

0,00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

6409.82 000% 

1.603,27 0.(K)% 

422.28 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

o.oo. 0.00% 

0,00 0,00% 

0.00 0:00% 

0.00 0.00% 

(6,008.82) .0.00% 

(1.603^7) 0.00% 

(42228) 0.00% 

0,00. 0,00% 

0.00 0,00% 

—JW#&fMm#*#*^M 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 19711 - 2008 

Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 245 of 267 

Year 
On-imil Cust Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salvaxe 

Amount % 

Cost afRentoytit 

Aimunt        1 

Net Salvuae 

Amount  

Three - Year Rollinu Hands 

1970-1972 543,00 

1971-1973 414.00 

1972-1974 17,00 

1973-1975 0,00 

1974-1976 0.00 

1975-1977 0.00 

1976-197S 0.00 

1977 -1979 ODD 

1978-1980 0.00 

1979-1981 0.00 

1980-1S82 0.00 

1981 - 1983 0.00 

1982-1984 0.00 

1983-1985 0.00 

1984- 1988 0,00 

1985 - 1937 0.00 

1988-1988 4400 

1987-1989 175.00 

1988-1990 212.00 

1989-1991 166,00 

1990-1992 310,00 

1991 -1993 1.287,00 

1992-1994 1,287.00 

1993-1395 1,014 00 

1994-1996 0.00 

1895-1997 040 

1966-1998 0.00 

1997-1999 0.00 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

040 040% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0f0% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 4.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

000 0.00% 

0.00 0:00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0 00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

OKI 000% 

91.00 16.76% 

88.00 21,26% 

5.00 29.41% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 040% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

60.00 28.30% 

60,00 35.71% 

284.00 91.61% 

367.00 28.52% 

387.00 28.52% 

143,00 14.10% 

0.00 0.00% 

040 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 040% 

(91.00) -16.76% 

(88.00) -21.26% 

(5,00) -29.41% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0,00% 

(60,00) -28.30% 

(60.00) -35.71% 

(284.00) -91.61% 

(367.00) -28,52% 

(307.00) -28.52% 

(143.00) -14.10% 

0,00 0,00% 

0,00 o.po% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 040% 
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Rochester Gm & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Su/vage 
Based Upon Experienced i\et Salvage 1970- 200H 

Year 
Oreintit Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Sahaze 

Aimuni % 

■Cmt'of Removal 

Amount  \ 

NetSahniee 

Amount % 

Three - Yeur Rollins Buntls 

1998-2000 0:00 

1999-2001 0.00 

2000 - 2002 0.00 

2001 - 2003 o;ob 

2002 - 2004 0.00 

2003-2005 0.00 

2004 - 2006 0,00 

2005 - 2007 0.00 

2006 - 2008 000 

0.00 0.00% 

b.oo 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 040% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

6.009.82 0.00% 

7,613.09 0.00% 

8,035.37 0.00% 

2,025.55 0.00% 

422.Z8 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

OJM 0.00% 

000 0.00% 

(6.009.82) 0.00% 

(7.613.09) 0.00% 

(8.035.37) o.qi)% 

(2;025.55) 0.00% 

(422.28) 0.00% 
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Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 247 of 267 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net'Salvage 

Oruihal Cost Of 

Retirement.* 

Gross Salmse                 Cmt of Removal 

Amount  % Amount % 

Net Sulvaxe 

Amount % 

Three - Year Rolling Bunds 

1970-2008 2,042,00 0.00        0.00 8,553.37     413.87 (8,553,37)   -418.87 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

'Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflaiion Rate 2.75% 

Average Service Lite (ASL) 37.0 

Average Relirement Age (Yrs) 32.7 

Years To ASL 4.3 

Inflation Factor A! 2.75% lo ASL 1.12 

Gross Salvage 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008  20-YearTrend 0.00% 

1994-2008   15-Year Trend 0.00% 

1999-2008   10-Year Trend 0.00% 

2004-2008    5 - Year Trend 0.00% 

Fprcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 
( Five Year Trend ) 

Cost Of Removal        470,32% 

Net Salvage -470,32% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future AW Salvage 

Exhibit __(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 248 of 267 

Year 
Oreiml Cast Of 

Retirements 

Grass Salvage 

A mount % 

Om of Removal 

Atmutit j 

Net Salvage 

A mount % 

Annual Aetivitv 

1999 98.276.00 0.00 0.00%. 82,344.00 83.79% (82,344.00) -83.79% 

2000 64.522.00 893.25 1.38% 63.586.00 98JS% (62.S9Z751 -97,16% 

2001 505.525,46 0.00 0.(XM& 1.804,442.47 336.94% (1.804,442.47) -356.94% 

2002 0.00 0.00 O^XMt 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2003 341,821.27 0.00 too* 445.77G.83 130.41% (445,776.83) 430.41% 

2004 0.00 0.00 0.00% 23,164.12 0.00% (23.164.12) o.m)% 

2005 0.00 0.00 0.00% 6,179.48 0.00% (6.179.48) 0.00% 

2006 17.451.67 0.00 0.00% 1,627.61 9.33% (1.627,61) -9.33% 

2007 3.550.91 0.00 0.00* o.pb oa)% 0.00 0.00% 

2008 940.39 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0j)0% 0.00 0.00% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Saivage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1999 - KM 

Exhibit _(RGEDEP-2) 
Page 249 of 267 

Year 
Orsinal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Grass Salvaue 

Amount                 % 

Qis't-nf Removal 

Amount                % 

Net Salvage 

Amount                 % 

Three- Year Roltuis Bands 

1999 • 2001 666.323.46 893.25 0.13% 1,950.372.47 291,83* (1.949,479,22) •281,70% 

2000 - 2002 570.047.46 893.25 0.16% 1.868.028.47 327.70% (1.867,135.22) -327.54% 

2001 - 2003 347.346.73 0.00 0.00* 2.250.219.30 265,*% (2,250,219.30) -265.56% 

2002 - 2004 341,821.27 0.00 0.00% 468,940.95 137.19% (468,940.95) -137.19% 

2003 - 2005 341.621,27 0.00 0.00% 475,120.43 139.0)% (475,120.43) -139.00% 

2004 - 2006 17,451.87 (LOO 0.00% 30.871.21 177.4?% (30.971.21) -177.47% 

2005 - 2007 21,012.58 0.00 0.00% 7,807,09 37.15% (7.807.09) -37.15% 

2006 • 2008 21,952.97 0.00 0.00% 1,627,61 7.41* (1427.61) -7.41% 

1999-2008 1.032,097.70 893.25 0.09 2,427,120.51 235.18 (2.426.227.26) -235,08 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 

•Based Upon Throe • Year Rolling Averages 

2008 

Gross Salvaqe 

Linear Trend Analysis 

Annual Inflation Rale 2.75% 

Average Service Lite (ASL) 37.0 

Average Retirement Age (Yrs) 16.7 

Years To ASL 20 3 

tnflalion Factor Al 2.75% (o ASL 1,74 

1989-2008 20-Year Trend 0.04% 

1994-2008 15-Year Trend 0.04% 

1999-2008 10-Year Trend 0.04% 

2004-2008 5 - Year Trend 0.00% 

EoLcastgd 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 

( Five Year Trend ) 

Cost Of Removal        408.34% 

Net Salvage -408.34% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

J&f.JW JffC6U.aEC /AWTWlt WCt/ff. faEM/SfS 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

On*,*/ CW Of 
Grass Sairn 6f Cost of Removal Net Salvuii £   ' 

Year- Retirements Amount % Amount % Amount % 

Aunt. nil Activity 

1970 60900 0.00 0.00% 19.00 3.12% (19.00) -3.12% 

1971 4,143,00 1.783.00 43.04% 874.00- 21.10% 909.00 21.94% 

1972 6,422.00 260.00 4.05% 83.00 1.29% 177.00 2.76% 

1973 0,00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1974 6,165.00 149.00 2:42* 0.00 0.00% 149.00 142% 

1975 0.00 . 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 

1976 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1977 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0,00% 

1978 402.00 0.00 0.00% 153.00 38,06% (153.00) -38.06% 

1979 0,00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00%. 

1980 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 

1981 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1982 0.00 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 

1983 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1984 0,00 0.00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1985 0,00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0100% 000 O.MI% 

1986 1.183.00 0.00 0.00% 713.00 60.27% {713.00) -60.27% 

1987 0.00 0.00 o.0o% 0,00 0.00% 0,00 0.00% 

1988 0,358.00 0.00, 0.00% 3,600.00 56.82% (3.600.00) -56^2% 

1989 1,293.00 0.00 0.00% pod b.oo% 0.00 0.00% 

19* 883,00 0.00 0.00% 1,440.00 163.08% (1.440.00) -163.08% 

1991 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1992 10.938.00 0.00 0.00% 6,020.00 55.09% (6426.00) -55.09% 

19@3 1&19B.0O 0.00 &00% 6,316,00 514%% (8.316.00) -51.34% 

1994 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 000 0,00% 

1995 000 000 0.00% 040 0.00% 0,00 0,00% 

199G 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0,00. 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1997 S.12S00 0.00 0WK 1,500.00 29J7% (1,500.00) 29,27% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

JW.24 fPfC&U. &EC. JWMNULL aVCUff. fafM#ES 

Forecasted Future Net SalVafie 
Bused Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1970- 20(18 

Gross Stitv use Ctf.vf vfRmm <«/ Mw. Stifaavc 
Oruiml Cost Of 

Year 

Annual. 

l}itliritiiiVnt<£ Amount % Amount % Amount % 

ActMtv 

1988 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 

1999 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2000 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2001 0.00 0.00 040* 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

200?. 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 

2003 0:00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2004 0.00 0.00 0.00% 23.184.13 0.00% (23.164.13) 0.00% 

2005 0.00 0.00 0.00% 6.179.42 0.00% (B,179.42) 0.00% 

2006 0.00 0.00 0.00% 1.627.61 0.00% (1,627.61) 0.00% 

200? 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2008 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

JWJO MECMi KfC /A^TllLf; (WCUSr. f^EM/ff^ 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1970 - 200H 
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Year 
Oreinal Cast Of 

'Retirements 

Gross Saivase 

Amount  

CostofRemvvai 

Amount % 

NetSulvaae 

A mount % 

Three - Year Rollins' Hands 

1970- 1972 

1971 - 1873 

1972- 1974 

1973- 1975 

1974 - 1976 

1975- 1977 

1976- 1978 

1977 - 1979 

197B- 1980 

1979- 1981 

1980- 1982 

1981- 1983 

1982- 1984 

1983- ■1985 

1984- 1986 

19B5- -1987 

19BB • 1988 

1987- •1989 

1988- -1990 

1.989 - • 1991 

1990 1992 

1991 -1993 

1992 1994 

1993 .1995 

1994 1996 

1995 1997 

1996 -1998 

1897 1999 

11,174.00 

10,565.00 

12.587.00 

6,165,00 

6.165.00 

0.00 

402.00 

402.00 

402.00 

0.00 

0.00 

COO 

0.00 

0.00 

1,183.00 

1,183.00 

7.541 A) 

7.651.00 

8334.00 

2,176.00 

11,821.00 

27.136.00 

27.136,00 

16,198.00 

0.OC 

5.125.00 

5,125.00 

5.125.00 

2,043.00 18.28% 976.00 8.73% 

2.043.00 19.34% 957.00 9.06% 

409.00 3J5iL §3.00 0.6$% 

149.00 2.42% 0.00 0.00% 

149.00 2.42% 0.00 040% 

0.00 OJXMt 040 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 153.00 3806% 

0.00 0.00% 153.00 38.08% 

0.00 0.00% 153.00 38.06% 

0.00 0.00% o.oo 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0,00% 0.00 040% 

0.00 0.00% 713.00 60^7% 

0.00 0.00% 713.00 60j7% 

0.00 0,00% 4.313,00 57.19% 

0.00 0.00% 3,600.00 47.05% 

0,00 0.00% j,040 00 59.06% 

0.00 0.00% 1,440.00 66.18% 

0.00 0.00% 7,466,00 03.16% 

0.00 0.00% 14.342,00 52.85% 

ooo om% 14,342.00 52.85% 

0.00 0.00% 8^16.MI 51.34% 

o.oo 0.00% 0.00 000% 

0.00 0.00% 1.500.00 29.27% 

0.00 0.00% 1.500.00 29,27% 

0.00 ojxrx, 1.500.00 29,27% 

_    - 

1.037.00 9.55% 

1,086.00 10.28% 

326.00 2.59% 

149.00 2.42% 

149.00 242% 

0.00 0^00% 

(153.00) -38.06% 

(153.00) 38.06% 

(153.00) .38.06% 

oao 0.0)% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 

(713.00) -60,27% 

(713.00) -60.27% 

(4.313,00) -57.19% 

(3,600.00) -47.05% 

(5.04000) -59.06% 

(1.44040) -66.18% 

(7.46G.0O) ^3.16% 

(14,34240) -52.85% 

(14.342,00) -52,85% 

(&316.00) 5134% 

0.00 0.00% 

(1^00.00) 29.27% 

(1.50000) -29.27% 

11,500,00) ,29.27% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

W.JiV SffCMiaEC. fAfSTXLL OJVCC/jr faEAffJEJ 

Forecasted Future AW Safvage 

y'l'iir 
Orsinat Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Sulvage 

Amount % 

Cost of Removtil 

Amount I 

Net Sah'twe 

Amount % 

Titree - Year Rollins Bunds 

1998-2000 

1999-2001 

2000 • 2002 

2001 - 2003 

2002-2004 

2003 - 2005 

2004 - 2006 

2005 ■ 2007 

2006-2008 

0,00 

0.00 

0,00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 0 00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0 00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

CLOO 000% 

0,00 0.00% 

23.164,13 040% 

29.343.55 0.00% 

30,971.16 0.00% 

7.807.03 0.00% 

1.627.61 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0,00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

(23,164.13) 0.00% 

(29,343,55) 0.00% 

(30,971.16) 0.00% 

(7,807,03) 0.00% 

(1,627.61) 0.00% 
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Gas Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1970 - 2008 
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Year 
Orsiml Cast Of 

Retirements 

Cross Satvave 

Amount % 

Cost ofRetmval 

A 'mount [ 

Net Suhiiau 

AmiHittt 

Three - Year Roliinu Hands 

1970-2008 S9.71S.00 2,192.00       3.67 53.695.16       69:91 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

'Based Upon Throe • Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflation Rate 2.75% 

Average Service Life (ASL) 37.0 

Average Retirement Age (Yre) 38.3 

Years To ASL -1.8. 

innaiion Factor At 2.75% to ASL 0,95 

(51.503.16)     -86.24 

Gross Salvage 
Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008   20-Year Trend 0,00% 
1994-2008   15- Year Trend 0,00% 
1999-2008   10 -Year Trend 0.00% 
2004-2008    5 - Year Trend 0.00% 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.00% 
{Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal 85.61% 

Net Salvage -85.61% 
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Ortimal c^or 
Year Retirements 

Annual A ctiviiv 

2003 102.52 

20CM 0.00 

2005 0.00 

ZOOS 0.00 

2007 0.00 

zoos 0.00 

Gross Salvaue 

Amouni  A mmijit % 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

000 o.im% 

171.96 167.73% 

0.00 0.00% 

dao 0.00% 

D.OO 9.00% 

0,00 0:00% 

0.00 0.00% 

A mini nt % 

(171.96) -167.73% 

6.00 0.1%% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

OW 0.00% 

0.00 0,00% 
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Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
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Year 
Retirements 

Grtm Salvage 

Amount  Amount * 

Net Suhvixe. 

Amount % 

Three - Year Rollins'Bands 

2003-2005 

2004-2006 

2005-2007 

. 2006 - 2008 

102.52 

oxm 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 0.00% 171.96 167.73% (171.86)  - 167.73% 

0,0Q 0;00% 0.00 040% 0.00: 0,00% 

0,00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% O.W 0.00% 

0.00 040% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 000% 

2003-2008 10162 0.00 040 171.96     167.73 (17196)   -167,71 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

•Based Upon Three -Year Rolling Averages 

Aimuai WbOoh Rale 2.75% 

Ayef@geS*nnc*LI*e(ASU 20 0 

Average ReliremenJ Age (Yrs) 14.0 

YBMToASL 6.0 

MaUon Faebr At 2,75% to 4SL 1.18 

Gross Salvage 
Linear Trend Analysis 

■1989-2008   20-Year Trend 0.00% 
1994-2008   15-Year Trend 0.00% 
1999-2008   10-Year Trend 0.00% 
2004-2008    S-Year Trend 0.00% 

Gross Salvage 6.00% 
(Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal       197.41% 

Net Salvage -197.41% 
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Common Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 200$ 
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Year 
Orainal Cast Of 

Gross Salvage Cost of Removal Net Salvaue. 

Retirements Amount               % Amount                % Amount               % 

Annual Activity- 

1961 51,548.00 151.031.00 292.99% 12.599.00 24,44% 138,432.00 268.55% 

1962 537,482,00 13,690.00 2.55% 167,405,00 31.15% (153.715.00) -28.60% 

1963 61,091.00 583.00 095% 22.283.00 36.44% (21,680.00) -35.49% 

1954 102,936.00 22.375.00 21.74% 33.885.00 32,92% (11.510.00) -11.18% 

1965 46,466.00 60.00 0.13% 8.642.00 16.60% (8,582.00) -16.47% 

1956 43,238.00 13.299.00 30,76% 2,769.00 6.40% 10,530.00 24.35% 

1967 3.524.00 0.00 0.00% 3,562,00 101.08% (3,562.00) -101.08% 

1968 8,713.00 95.00 1.09% 8.042;00 92.30% (7,947.00) -91.21% 

1969 14,595.00 107,722.00 738.07% 10.827,00 74.18% 96.895.00 663.89% 

1970 9,752.00 0.00 0.00% 6,181.00 63.38% (6.181.00) -63.38% 

1971 16,880.00 600.00 3J5% 5.089.00 10,15% (4.489.00) -26.59% 

1972 359.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

1973 13.000,00 0.00 0.00% 437940 35,89% (4,679.00) -35.99% 

1974 16.920.00 2.353,00 13.91% 11.755.00 69.47% (9,402.00) -55.57% 

1975 23,212.00 0.00 0.00% 5,484.00 23.63% (5,484.00) -23.63% 

1976 58,938.00 250.00 042% 29,591.00 50.21% (29.341.00) -49.78% 

1977 31.799.00 115.00 0.36% 21,947.00 69.02% (21.832.00) -68.66% 

1978 61.280.00 708.00 1.16% 35.553.00 58,02% (34.845.00) -56.86% 

1979 241.282.00 0.00 0.00% 95,447.00 39.56% (95,447,00) -39.56% 

1980 256,555.00 6,650.00 2,59% 108,905.00 4245% (102,255.00) -39.86% 

1981 109,368.00 1,200.00 1.10% 45.661.00 41.75% (44,461.00) •40,65% 

1982 '    141,380.00 532.00 0.38% 48.070.00 34.00% (47,538.00) -33.62% 

1983 146,031.00 0.00 0.00% 70.981.00 48.61% (70,981.00) -48.61% 

1984 306,474.00 54.00 0.02% 91,333.00 29.80% (91,279.00) ,29.78% 

1985 273.212.00 0.00 0.00% 127.661.00 46.73% (127,661.00) -4&73% 

1966 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 000% 0.00 0.00% 

1887 131,565,00 i&oo 0.01% 60.831.00 50.80% (66,813.00) -50.78% 

1986 160.358.00 2459.00 1.53% 186.796.00 116.49% (164.337.00) 414.95% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Met Salvage 1961 - 200H 

Year 
Oreinal Cost Of 

Rerirements 

Cross Stihase 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amounl % 

Net Suhaye 

Amount 

Annual Activitr 

1989 3.967.00 0.00 0.00% 47,134.00 1188.15% (47J34il0)- 1188.15% 

1990 192,858.00 217:00 0.11%. 108.563.00 58^9% (108,346.00) -56.18% 

1991 718,349.00 LZOOOO 0,45% 371,682.00 51,74% (3B8.482.O0j •51.30% 

1992 707.323.00 458.00 q.06% 253,133.00 35.78% (252,675.00) -35.71% 

1993 259,812.00 537,00 0.21% 75,444.00 29.04% (74,907.00) -28:83% 

1984 441.223,00 3^5900 443% 3^27.00 0.73% 432.00 0.10% 

1995 12.777.B2S.00 242.00 0.00% 79.223.00 .0.52% (78.981.00) -0.82% 

1995 210,876.00 2.B1B.00 134% OXW 0,00% 2.818.00 1.34% 

1997 328.885.00 10,500,00 3.19% 90.482.00 27.51% (79,982.00) -24.32% 

1998 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,IK)% 6.00 0.00% 

1999 3.055,801,00 26.00 0.00% 235,587.00 7.71% (235,561.00) -7.71% 

2000 ODO 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2001 2,284,05 2.11.13 B.24% 0.00 0.00% 21113 9.24% 

2002 3,664,115.42 0.00 0.00% 526.87 0.01% (526.87) -0.01% 

2003 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 

2004 4,955.70 4,384.65 88.48% 2,472.59 49,89% 1.912.06 38.58% 

2005 35,819,13 0.00 0:00% 21.885.12 61,10%  . (21,885.12) -61.10% 

2008 48,896.41 980.00 2.00% 31,983.03 65,41% (31,005.03) -63.41% 

2007 183,263.25 0,00 0.00% 173,503.94 94 97% (173.503,94) ^4^7% 

2008 96,487.88 0.00 p.00% 472.182.82 489.35% (472.162.82) -489.35% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Bused Upon .Experienced Net Salvage .1.961 - 2008 

Oreiml Cost Of 
Cross Satv '««,<£' Cost of Removal Net Sulvaae 

Year Retirements Amount % Amount % Amount % 

Annual Activm 

1961 11,467.00 1.029.00 B.97% 50.00 0.44% 979.00 8,54% 

1962 42,821.00 2,115.00 4.94% 3.752.00 8.76% (1.837.00) -3.82% 

1963 20.983.00 3,422.00 16.31% 0.00 0.00% 3.422.00 16.31% 

1984 30,229.00 5,38240 17.80% 28.00 0.09% 5.354.00 17.71% 

1965 21,824.00 2,224.00 10.19% 0.00 0.00% 2,224.00 10.19% 

195S 58,397.00 14,860,00 25.45% 0.00 0.00% 14.860,00 25.45% 

1967 13.127.00 1,500.00 11.43% 4.00 003% 1.496,00 11,40% 

1968 9.966.00 ' 2,507.00 25.16% 0.00 0.00% 2.507,00 25,16% 

1969 13.846.00 1,598.00 11.54% 0.00 0,00% 1.598,00 11.54% 

1970 18.699.00 1.821,00 9.74% 0.00 0.00% 1,821.00 9.74% 

1971 14,678,00 1,926.00 13.12% 0.00 0,00% 1.926.00 13.12% 

1972 15,558.00 1,614.00 10.37% 0.00 0.00% 1,614.00 10.37% 

1973 22,794.00 90.00 0.39% 307.00 1.35% (217.00J -0,95% 

1974 21,705.00 2,899.00 13J8* 0.00 0.00% 2,899.00 13.36% 

1975 11.271,00 541.00 4.80% 0.00 0.00% .541.00 4.80% 

1976 59,237.00 3,865.00 6.52% 0.00 0.00% 3.865.00 6.52% 

1977 33.203.00 2.009.00 645% 254.00 036% 1,755.00 5.29% 

1978 16,968.00 1.033.00 6,09% 0.00 0.00% 1.033.00 6.09% 

1979 58,583.00 3,239.00 5.53% 0.00 0.00% 3.239.00 5.53% 

1980 13,472.00 428.00 3.18% 0.00 0.00% 428.00 3.18% 

1981 5.949.00 85.00 1.43% 3.00 0.05% 82.00 1.38% 

1982 385.00 179.00 46,49% 225.00 58.44% {46,00} -11.35% 

1983 42,345.00 366,00 0.86% 102.00 0.24% 264.00 0.52% 

1984 4,673.00 516.00 11.04% 0.00 0.00% 516.00 11.04% 

19k 5^82.00 71.00 127% 0.00 0,00% 71JD0 1.27% 

IBM 0.00 0.00  . 0.00% 0,00 0:00% 0.00 0.00% 

1957 518,00 25.00 4.63% 0.00 0.00% 25.00 463% 

1988 268,607.00 810.00. 0.28% 0.00 0.00% 810.00 0.28% 

      ___. .._..». 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

Forecasted Fulurv Net Salvage 
goW (%%»; E^gr/gMc^^f/fA/i^e 796/ - JAM 

Orshuil Cast Of 
Gross Sah *«£*. Cfl.v/ ofHemm w Net Sulvitii r 

rear Retirements Ammtnt % Amount % Anumnt % 

Antiuul Aciivitv 

1B8B 142,503.00 37.00 0J)3% 0.00 0.00% 37,00 0.03% 

1990   ■ 176.00 20.00 11.36% 0.00 0,00% 20.00 11.30% 

.1991 60.679,00 0.00 0,00% 664,00 1,09% (664.00) -1.09% 

1992 332,933.00 0.00 0,00% 146.00 0.04% (14640) 444% 

1993 43,138.00 857.00 1^9% 522.00 121% 335.00 0.78% 

1994 0.00 qxm 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0,00 040% 

1995 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 040% 0.00 0.00% 

1996 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0,00 0.00% 

1997 88,508.00 9.005:00 10.17% 473.00 0,53% 8.532,00 9.64% 

1993 0.00 0,00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0,00 0.00% 

1999 0,00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2000 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 

2001 0.00 0.00 0,00% 0.00 040% 0.00 040% 

2002 323.492.57 0.00 0.00% 040 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2003 -196.182.76 0.00 0.00% 235.628.87 0.00% (235.628.87) 040% 

2004 1,013,880.95 425,441.53 41.96% 040 0.00% 425,441,53 41,96% 

2005 1,367.163.82 0:00 0.00% ,4.212.80 0.31% (4,21240) -0.31% 

2006 187,554.74 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2007 966,905,58 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% boo 0.00% 

2008 5.462,862.25 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Saiv(i<>e 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961 - 2()i)H 
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Year. 
Oruimd Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Suh'ti'je 

Amount 

Cost of Removal 

Amount i 

Net Sutvaae 

Amount % 

Three - Year R til tins Bands 

1961 -1963 650,121.00 165,304.00 25.43% 202.267.00 31,11% (36.963.00) -5.69% 

19S2 -1964 701,509.00 36.648.00 5:22% 223,553,00 31.67% {186.905.00) -26.64% 

1963 -19BS 210.493.00 23,018.00 10.94% 64,790.00 30.78% (41,772,00) -19.84% 

1964 •1966 192.640.00 35,734.00 18.55% 45.296.00 23.51% (9.562.00) -4.96% 

1965 •1967 93.228.00 13,359.00 14.33% 14,973.00 •16.06% (1,614,00) •1.73% 

1966 -1968 55.475.00 13.394.00 24,14% 14,373.00 25.91% (979.00) -1.76% 

1967 -1969 26,832.00 107,817.00 401.82% 22.431.00 83.60% 85.386.00 31822% 

1968 -1970 33.060.00 107.817.00 326.13% 25,050.00 75.77% 82,767.00 250.35% 

1969 -1971 41,227.00 108.322.00 262,75% 22,097.00 53.60% 86,225.00 209.15% 

1970' -1972 26,991.00 600.00 2.22% 11,270.00 41.75% (10,670,00) -39,53% 

1971 -1973 30,239,00 600.00 ' 1.98% 9,768.00 32.30% (9,168,00) -30.32% 

1972 1974 30.279,00 .2,353.00 7.77% 16,434.00 54.28% (14.081.00) -46.50% 

1973 ■ -1975 53,132.00 2,353.00 4,43% 21.918.00 41.25% (19,565.00) ,36.82% 

1974. •1976 99,070.00 2,603.00 2.63% 46.830.00 4727% (44.227.00) -44.64% 

1975- -1977 113.949,00 355.00 0,32% 57.022,00 50.04% (56,657.00) -49.72% 

1976- -1978 152.017,00 1,073.00 0.71% 87.091.00 57.29% (86.018.00) -56.58% 

1977- 1979 334.361.00 823.00 0.25% 152.947.00 45.74% (152.124.00) -45.50% 

1978- •1980 559.117.00 7,358.00 1.32% 239,905.00 42.91% (232.547.00) -41.59% 

1979. •1981 607.205.00 7.850.00 1.29% 250,013.00 41.17% (242,163.00) -39.88% 

1980 ■ ■1982 507.303.00 8.382.00 1.65% 202.636.00 3944% (194.254.00) -3829% 

1981 - •1983 396.779.00 1.732,00 0.44% 164,712.00 41.51% (162.980.00) -41.08% 

1982- 1984 593,885,00 586.00 0.10% 210,384.00 35,43% (209,798,00) 35.33% 

1983- 1985 725.717.00 54,00 0.01% 289,975.00 39.96% (289.921,00) -39.95% 

1984- 1986 .579,686.00 54.00 oai% 218,994.00 37,78% (218,940,00) -37,77% 

1985- ■1887 404.777.00 18.00 0.00% 194.492,00 48.05% (194,474,00) •48.04% 

isae- 1988 291,823.00 2/177,00 0.85% 253.027.00 86.88% (251.1.50.00) •86,03% 

198? • 1939 295,890.00 ■2.477,00 0.84% 300,761.00 101,65% (298,284.00) 100.81% 

1986- 1990 357.183.00 2.67&0P 0.75% ,342,493,00 95.89% (339,817,00) -95,14% 
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Yetir 
Ormuil Cost Of 

Retirements 

Grass Sidvase 

Amount  

Cost ofRenumtl 

Anmiul % 

Net Stdvase 

Amuunt % 

7%nM.ltarAaMng/%wdF 

1989- 1991 915.174.00 3.417.00 0J7% 527.379.00 57.63% (523.96Z00) -57.25% 

1990- 1992 1,618,730.00 3.875.00 0.24% 733^7800 45.31% (729,503.00) -45.07% 

1991 - 1993 1,685,634.00 4,195.00 0.25% 700.259.00 41.54% (696,064.00) ^11.29% 

1992 • 1994 1,408,558.00 4.654.00 033% 331,804.00 23.56% (327,150.00) -23.23% 

1993- ■1995 13,478,860.00 4,438.00 0,03% 157.894,00 117% (153.456^)0) -1,14% 

1994 ■ 1996 13,429.924.00 6.719.00 0.05% 82,450.00 061% (75,731.00) -0.56% 

1995 1997 13,317,586.00 13,560.00 0.10% 169.705100 127% (156.145.00) -1.17% 

IB* 1998 539,761.00 13^18.00 2.47% 90,482.00 16.76% (77,164.00) -14.30% 

1997 -1999 3.384,686.00 10.526.00 0.31% 326.069100 963% (315,543,00) ^9J2% 

1998 • 2000 3.055.80100 2840 OXXML 235,587.00 7,71% (235.561.00) '7.71% 

1999 -2001 3.058,085.05 237.13 0.01% 235,587.00 7.70% (235,349.87) -7.70% 

2000 2002 3,686.399:47 211.13 0.01% 526.47 PP1% (315.74) -0,01% 

2001 -2003 3,666,399.47 211.13 0.01 % 526.87. 0.01% (315.74) -0.01% 

2002 •2004 3.869,071.12 4.384.65 0.12% 2,989.46 0.08% 1.385.19 ,   0.04% 

2003 - 2005 40.774.83 4,384.65 10.75% 24.357.71 59,74% (19,973.06) -48,98% 

2004 -2003 89,671,24 5,364.65 5JB% 56.34Z.74 62.83% (50,978.09) ,56.85% 

2005 -2007 267,978.79 980.00 0.37% 227,374.09 84.85% (226.334.09) • 84.48% 

2006 -2008 328,647.54 980.00 0^0% 677.651159 206,19% (676,67169) -205 90% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based Upon Experienced Net Salvage 1961- 2(H)H 

Year 
Oruinal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salvaee 

Amount 

Cost nf Removal 

Amuuni % 

NetSalvuf-e 

Amount % 

Three- Year Rollint! Rands 

19G1 -2008 25,600,898,84 351,026.78       1^7 3,198,969.17        12.50 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

•Based Upon Threo - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflation Rate 2.75% 

Average Service Lite (ASL) 30,0 

Average Retirement Age (Yrs) 21.2 

Years To ASL 8.8 

Inflation Factor At 2.75% lo ASL 1.27 

(2,847,942.39)     -11.12 

Gross Salvage 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1589-2008   20-YearTrend 2.72% 

1994-2008   15-Year Trend 3.29% 

1999-2008   10-YearTrend 3,94% 

2004-2008    5 - Year Trend 0.49% 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 0.49% 
( Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal 15.87% 

Net Salvage -15.37% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Common Plant 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 

Orema/ Cow Of 
Gross Salvt 'K^ Cmt of Rcnundf ,V<»f .WwA £ 

Vear Retirements Amount % Amount % Amiriau % 

Annual Acthitv 

1999 3.377,2i7ao 166.917.00 4.94% 0.00 0.00% 166^17.00 434% 

2000 1.237,806.00 247.776.00 20.02% 3.840,00 0.31% 243.936.00 1971% 

2001 3,246.337.85 367.378.00 11.32% poo 0.00% 367,378.00 11.32* 

2002 2.152,605.03 0.00 q.oo* 5,445.00 025% (5.445.00) 4).25% 

2003 326,432.49 47,323.07 14.50% 0.00 0.00% 47,323.07 14.50% 

2004 414,543.62 73,391.54 17.70% 0.00 0.00% 73.391.54 17.70% 

2005 1.612.338.52 132.477.00 8.22% 0.00 ■ 0.00% 132.477.00 8.22% 

2006 2.008.877.15 127.774,35 6.36% 0.00 o;oo% 127.774.35 6.36% 

2007 3.392.709,29 220,345.81 ex9% 0.00 0.00% 220,345.81 6,49% 

2008 3.138,841.02 716,065.09 2261* 68,790.55 2.19% 647.274.54 20^% 
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Yvar 
Ordinal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Sulvuse 

Amount % 

Cost of Removal 

Amount ': 

Net Salvage 

Amount % 

Three - Year Rollins Bands 

1999- 

2000- 

2001 - 

2002 

2003- 

2004- 

2005- 

2008- 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

200B 

2007 

2008 

7,861.360.85 

6,636,745.88 

5,725.375.37 

2.893,581.14 

2,353.314.63 

4,035,759.29 

7.013.924.96 

6.540.427.48 

782.071.00 9.85% 

615,154.00 9.27% 

414.701.07 7^4% 

120,714.61 4,17% 

253.191.61 10.76% 

^3,64Z89 B.27% 

480,597.16 G.B5% 

1,064.18525 12.48% 

3.840.00 0.05% 

9,285.00 0.14* 

5.445.00 0.10% 

5,445.00 019% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

0.00 0.00% 

68,790.55 0.81% 

778.231.00 9.90% 

605.869,00 9.13% 

409.256.07 7.15% 

115.269.61 3.98% 

253.191.61 10.76% 

333.842.69 S.Z7% 

480.597.16 6.85% 

995.394.70 11.66% 

1999-2008 20,907,707.97 2,099.447.86     10.04 78.075.55 0 37 2,021.372.31 9.67 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

"Based Upon Three - Year Rolling Averages 

Annual Inflation Rale 2.75% 

Average Service Life (ASL) 12.0 

Average Retirement Age (Yrs) 7.2 

Years To ASL 4.8 

Inflation Factor At 2.75% to ASL 1.14 

Gross Salvage 

Linear Trend Analysis 

1989-2008 20-YearTrend 8.64% 

1994-2008 16-Year Trend 8.64% 

1999-2008 10-Year Trend 8.64% 

2004-2008 S-Year Trend 12.30% 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 12.30% 

( Five Year Trend) 

Cost Of Removal 0.42% 

Net Salvage 11.88% 
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Yeat 
On'inal Cost Of 

Retirements 

Gross Salvate 

Amount  

Cost of'Rentdval 

Amount % 

NelSulvintc 

Amount 

Time - Year Rollins Bands 

1999-2001 93,763.00 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% . am 0.00% 

2000 - 2002 43,256.00 0.00 0,00% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

2001 - 2003 0.00 0.00 0.00% 0,00 6.oo% 0.00 0,00% 

2002-2004 0.00 15,935.30 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 15,935.30 0.00% 

2003 - 2005 16.292.69 73,221.30 449.41% 0.00 0.00% 73.221.30 449.41% 

2004   2006 255.256.19 115.943.30 45.25% 0.06 0.00% 115.943.30 45.25% 

2005-2007 397.525.90 235.434.08 59.22% 0.00 0,00% 235,434.06 59.22% 

2006 - 2008 640.058.91 229.067.36 35.79% 4,244.39 0.66% 224.822.97 35.13% 

(999-2008 750,114.60 302,288;66 40.30 4.244.39 0.S7 298.044.27 39,73 

Trend Analysis (End Year) 2008 

Gross Salvage 
•Based Upon Throo - Year Roiling Averages Linear Trend Analysis 

Annual Inflation Rale 2,75% 

Av*3goSendceLib(ASl) 15.0 

Average Reiiremenl Age (Yrs) 5,3 

Years To ASL 9.7 

Walion Fador Al 2.75% loASL 1.30 

1989-2008 20-Year Trend 73,91% 
1994-2008 15   Year Trend 73.91% 
1999-2008 10-Year Trend 73,91% 
2004-2008 5 • Year Trend 22.35% 

Forcasted 

Gross Salvage 22.35% 

( Five Year Trend ) 

Cost Of Removal 0.74% 

Net Salvage 21.61% 
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Rbchesier Gas A Electric 
Common Pliint 

3 WOO' BOWER OPERAfED EQUIP. 

Forecasted Future Net Salvage 
Based SJpoii Experienced Net Salvage 1999 -2# 

OriiimdCostOr 
GrosiiSalvuKe Cost otRemoval .NeiSalvuk t. 

■Year Retirements Ainouht % Amount ..-*. Amount Yd 

Annual A'ciiviiv- 

1999 50.507.00 040 6,00% .0:60 p.66% 0.00 0.00% 

2000 43,256:00 0.00 0:00% 0:60. 0.00% :o.oo 6.06% 

2001 0:00 0:06 0.00% 0,00 6:60% .0.00: 0.00% 

2002. 6:00, o.oo p.00% 0:00 0.00%' 0;66 0.00% 

2003 ,0:00, 6.00 0.60% p;o6 0.0%%; 0.00 0.00% 

2004 6:66 15,935:30 o.po'% 0P9 0,00% 15:935:30 0.00% 

2005 16,-292.69 .57.28600 35161% 0.00 0.00% 57.286,00 351:61% 

2006 239.9.63.50 42:722.00' 17,80% 6.00 •f6o% '42,722,00 17.80%" 

2007 141,269.71 135;426i06 95:86%'. 0:60 000% 135.426,06' 95,86% 

2008 258,825:70 50,919:30 19,67% 4:244:39 1.64% 46.6.74.9.1 18.03% 

?*mMP'9a rq#mm#w*"mnt* wmiwmujii'iW"mwi@u,]*#E. mm. t=» ■gawe>w*ff.-^&'*—4 
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INDEX OF WORKPAPERS SUPPORTING 
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE DEPRECIATION PANEL (RG&E) 

Exhibit 
Reference 

Description of Exhibit No. 
WP 

Title of Workpaper (or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
Format 

Trade 
Secret 

ROEDEP-1 Rochester Electric and Gas 
Corporation-Electric 
Depreciation Study as of 
December 31,20 

83 331 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 331 

.pdf No 

332 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 332 

pdf No 

334 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 334 

.pdf No 

335 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 335 

.pdf No 

336 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 336 

pdf No 

352 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 352 

.pdf No 

354 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 354 

pdf No 

355 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 355 

.pdf No 

356 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 356 

pdf No 

357.10.21 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 357.10-.21 

.pdf No 

357.23 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 357.23 

.pdf No 

_ 
358 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 

(Shrinking) for Account 358 
pdf No 
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INDEX OF WORKPAPERS SUPPORTING 
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE DEPRECIATION PANEL (RG&E) 
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WP 

Title of Workpaper (or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
Format 

Trade 
Secret 

361 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 361 

.pdf No 

364 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 364 

pdf No 

365 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 365 

.pdf No 

366 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 366 

.pdf No 

367 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 367 

.pdf No 

■368 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 368 

pdf No 

390 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 390 

.pdf No 

35310 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 35310 

.pdf No 

36210 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 36210 

.pdf No 

36220 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 36220 

pdf No 

36910 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 36910 

.pdf No 

36920 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 36920 

.pdf No 

36921 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 36921 

.pdf No 
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WP 

Title of Workpaper (or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
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Secret 

37010 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37010 

.pdf No 

37310 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37310 

.pdf No 

37311 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37311 

.pdf No 

37312 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37312 

pdf No 

37320 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37320 

.pdf No 

37321 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37321 

.pdf No 

37323 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37323 

.pdf No 

37330 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37330 

.pdf No 

39710 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 39710 

.pdf No 

39720 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 39720 

.pdf No 

331 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 331 

.pdf No 

332 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 332 

.pdf No 

333 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 333 

pdf No 
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WP 

Title of Workpaper (or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
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Trade 
Secret 

334 Rolling Band ObscrvedLifcTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 334 

.pdf No 

335 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 335 

.pdf No 

336 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 336 

.pdf No 

357.10-21 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 357.10-21 

.pdf No 

352 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 352 

.pdf No 

353 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 353 

.pdf No 

354 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 354 

pdf No 

355 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 355 

.pdf No 

356 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 356 

.pdf No 

357.23 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 357.23 

.pdf No 

358 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 358 

.pdf No 

361 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 361 

.pdf No 

364 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 364 

pdf No 
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WP 

Title of Workpaper(or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
Format 

Trade 
Secret 

365 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 365 

pdf No 

366 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 366 

.pdf No 

367 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 367 

.pdf No 

368 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 368 

.pdf No 

390 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 390 

.pdf No 

36210 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 36210 

.pdf No 

36220 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 36220 

pdf No 

36910 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 36910 

pdf No 

36920 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 36920 

pdf No 

36921 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 36921 

.pdf No 

37010 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37010 

pdf No 

37310 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37310 

.pdf No 

37311 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37311 

.pdf No 
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Description of Exhibit No. 
WP 

Title of Workpaper (or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
Format 

Trade 
Secret 

37312 Rolling Band ObscrvcdLifcTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37312 

.pdf No 

37320 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37320 

.pdf No 

37321 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37321 

.pdf No 

37323 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37323 

.pdf No 

37330 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37330 

.pdf No 

39710 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 39710 

.pdf No 

39720 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 39720 

.pdf No 

AUS Consultants Depr Template Depreciation Templates .xls No 

D08_re 2008 Database for Retirements, 
Additions, and Survivor 

.xlsx No 

DBTcmplate Template for DOS .xlsx No 

Divisions Division Descriptions .xlsx No 

DNS08 re Database Net Salvage (cost of 
removal & salvage) 

.xlsx No 

GLAccounts General Ledger 2008 .xlsx No 

Locations Probable Retirement Year and 
location within the Division 

xlsx No 

Master Company Name and Study Data .xlsx No 
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Exhibit 
Reference 

Description of Exhibit No. 
WP 

Title of Workpaper (or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
Format 

Trade 
Secret 

PCD&VS - File Naming Conv File Name and Convention doc No 

RG&E ElecLifeStatistics-Report Summary of Transaction Activity .pdf No 

Tables-RG&E Electricity Depreciation Tables for RG&E 
Electric Division 

.xls No 

Transactions Transaction Code .xlsx No 

RGEDEP-2 Rochester Electric and Gas 
Corporation-Gas & Common 
Depreciation Study as of 
December 31, 2008 

42 381 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 381 

pdf No 

382 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 382 

pdf No 

390 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 390 

pdf No 

37610 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37610 

pdf No 

37620 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37620 

.pdf No 

37630 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37630 

.pdf No 

37810 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37810 

.pdf No 

37811 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 37811 

pdf No 

38010 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 38010 

.pdf No 
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WP 

Title of Workpaper (or VVP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
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Secret 

38020 Shrinking Band ObscrvcdLifcTablc Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 38020 

.pdf No 

38310 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 38310 

.pdf No 

38410 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 38410 

.pdf No 

38710 Shrinking Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Shrinking) for Account 38710 

.pdf No 

375 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 375 

.pdf No 

381 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 381 

.pdf No 

382 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 382 

.pdf No 

390 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling Common) for Account 390 

.pdf No 

390 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling Gas) for Account 390 

.pdf No 

37610 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37610 

pdf No 

37620 Rollling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37620 

.pdf No 

37630 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37630 

.pdf No 

37810 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37810 

.pdf No 



Exhibit _(RGEDEP-3) 
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INDEX OF WORKPAPERS SUPPORTING 
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE DEPRECIATION PANEL (RG&E) 

Exhibit 
Reference 

Description of Exhibit No. 
WP 

Title of Workpaper (or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
Format 

Trade 
Secret 

37811 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 37811 

.pdf No 

38010 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 38010 

.pdf No 

38020 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 38020 

.pdf No 

38310 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 38310 

.pdf No 

38410 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 38410 

.pdf No 

38700 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 38700 

pdf No 

38710 Rolling Band ObservedLifeTable Observed Life Table Analysis 
(Rolling) for Account 38710 

.pdf No 

AUS Consultants Depr Template AUS' Template for Depreciation 
Study 

.xls No 

DOS re rg Actuarial Data .xlsx No 

DBTcmplate Database Templates .xlsx No 

Divisions Divisions Descriptions xlsx No 

DNS08_RG_RC Net Salvage Files .xlsx No 

GL Accounts General Ledger 2008 xlsx No 

Locations Probable Retirement Year and 
Location within the Divisions 

.xlsx No 

Master Master Excel Template xlsx No 

PCD&VS - File Naming Conv File Naming Convention .doc No 
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INDEX OF WORKPAPERS SUPPORTING 
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE DEPRECIATION PANEL (RG&E) 

Exhibit 
Reference 

Description of Exhibit No. 
WP 

Title of Workpaper (or WP) File Content of Workpaper WP 
Format 

Trade 
Secret 

RG&E Common-LifeStatistics-Report Summary of Life Statistics for 
RG&E's Common Plant 

.pdf No 

RG&E Gas-LifcStatistics-Report Summary of Life Statistics for 
RG&E's Gas Divisions 

.pdf No 

TABLES RGE-Gas-Common 2008 Depreciation Tables for RG&E (Gas 
and Common) 

.xls No 

Transactions Data on Transactions Activity .xlsx No 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Electric Division 

Summary of Original Cost of Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 200f 
and Calculation of Impact of Staff Proposed Services Lives and Net Salvage Versus Company Propose 

Account 
No 

(a) 

Description 

(b) 

DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

Total 
Staff Staff Staff       Staff       Total Total Co Expense 

Original ASL/ Average Grass    Cost Of     Staff Staff Total Adj'd For 
Cost Co. Survivor Service Salvage Removal Implicit Accrual Company Staff 
12/31/08 ASL 

«J) 

Curve Ufe 

(0 
%           %         Rate 

(9)          (h>          (i) <i> 
Depr Exp 

(k) 

Net Salv 
(c) (e) (1) 

Exhibit (DEP-I) 

Page 1 of 3 

Company/ Company/ 
Staff Net Staff ASL 

jSalv Variance Variance 
(n) (o) 

331.00 
332.00 
333.00 
334.00 
335.00 
336.00 

350.20 
362.00 
353.10 
354.00 
355.00 
356.00 

357.10-21 
357.23 

360.20 
361.00 

362.10 
362.20 

364.00 
365.00 
366.00 
367.00 
368.00 

HYDRO 
Structures and Improvements 
Reservoirs, Dams & Waterways 
Waterwheels, Turbine and Generators 
Accessory Electric Equipment 
Miscellaneous Power Plant Equipment 
Roads, Railroad and Bridges 

Total Hydro Production Plant 

TRANSMISSION PLANT 
Land Rights 
Structures and Improvements 
Station Equipment 
Towers and Fixtures 
Poles and Fixtures 
Overhead Conductors and Devices 

Underground Conduit 
Underground Conduit Devices <69KV 

Total Account 357 

UG Conductors and Devices 

Total Transmission Plant 

DISTRIBUTION PLANT 
Land Rights 
Structures and Improvements 

Station Equipment 
Station Equipment-Spare 

Total Account 362 

Poles, Towers & Fixtures 
Overhead Conductor & Devices 
Underground Conduit 
Underground Conductor & Devices 
Line Transformers 

11,290,427 33.3 90-R2 90 0% -5% 1.167% 131,722 408,939 370,326 
30,569,298 30.5 60-L1 60 0% -50% 2.500% 764,232 1,618,269 1,818,873 
7,545,296 38.5 70-S0.5 70 0% -50% 2.143% 161,685 245,600 365,192 
2,032,563 85-L1 85 0% 0% 1.176% 23,913 56,313 48,782 

494,183 68-R1.5 68 0% -50% 2.206% 10,901 17,793 26,834 
1,704,625 75-SQ 75 0% 0% 1.333% 22,728 55,230 55,230 

53,636,393 2.08% 1,115,181 2,402,143 2,685,237 

5,467,281 75-SQ 75 0% 0% 1.333% 72,897 72,897 72,897 
7,147,797 50-R3 50 0% -25% 2.500% 178,695 200,138 178,695 

193,108,992 63-R2 63 0% 0% 1.587% 3,065,222 3,371,744 3,065,222 
6.443,961 60-R4 60 0% -15% 1.917% 123,509 161,099 123,509 

30,086,807 55-R2.5 55 0% -10% 2.000% 601,736 765,846 601,736 
76,314,582 62-R2 66-R1.5 66 0% -10% 1.667% 1,271,910 1,415,512 1,353,968 

15.559,136 60-R5 84-L3 84 0% -20% 1.429% 222,273 311,183 311,183 
3,539,388 84-L3 84 0% 0% 1.190% 42,136 58,990 58,990 

19,096,524 264,409 370,173 370,173 

90,239,690 62-R1.5 62 0% -15% 1.855% 1,673,801 1,746,575 1,673,801 

427,907,633 1.69% 7,252,179 8,103,984 7,440,001 

7,925,810 75-SQ 75 0% 0% 1.333% 105,677 105,677 105.677 
8,480,370 60-R3 60 0% -25% 2.083% 176,674 212,009 176,674 

102,751,219 63-R2 63 0% -15% 1.825% 1,875,617 1,957,166 1,875,617 
4,573,495 52-R2 52 0% 0% 1.923% 87,952 87,952 87,952 

107,324,714 1,963,569 2,045,118 1,963,569 

107,225,076 52-R1 55-R0.5 55 0% -15% 2.091% 2,241,979 3,608,536 2,371,324 
101,735,043 52-R1 52 0% -10% 2.115% 2,152,087 2,739,020 2,152,087 
147,023,978 72-R2 74-R2 74 0% -15% 1.554% 2,284,832 3,675,599 2,348.300 
138.137,221 50-S5 53-L0.5 53 0% -10% 2.075% 2,866,999 3,591,568 3,039,019 
121.419,891  ! 50-R1.5 62-L0.5 62 0% -5% 1.694% 2.056,305 2,501,250 2,549.818 

(38,613) 
200,604 
119,592 

(7,531) 
9,041 

0 

(238,604) 
(1,054,641) 

(203,507) 
(24,869) 
(15,933) 
(32,502) 

283,094 (1,570,056) 

0 
(21,443) 

(306,522) 
(37,590) 

(164,110) 
(61,544) 

0 
(0) 
0 
0 
0 

(82,058) 

0 
0 

(88,910) 
(16,854) 

0 (105,764) 

(72,774) (0) 

(663,983) (187,822) 

0 
(35,335) 

0 
0 

(81,549) 
0 

0 
(0) 

(81,549) 

(1,237,212) 
(586,933) 

(1,327,299) 
(552,549) 

48,568 

(129,345) 
0 

(63,468) 
(172,020) 
(493,513) 



Rochester Gas & Electric 

Electric Division 

Exhibit (DEP-1) 

Page 2 of 3 

Summary of Original Cost of Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 200E 
and Calculation of Impact of Staff Proposed Services Lives and Net Salvage Versus Company Proposa 

Total 
Staff Staff Staff Staff Total Total Co Expense 

Original ASL/ Average Gross Cost Of Staff Staff Total Adj'd For 
Account Cost Co. Survivor Service Salvage Removal Implicit Accrual Company Staff 

Na Description 12/31/08 ASL Curve Life % % Rate Depr Exp Net Salv 

(a) (b) (c) («) (e) (0 (g) (h) (i) (i) M (I) 

369.10 OH Services 17,414,138 55-R1 55 0% -50% 2.727% 474,931 506,593 474,931 
369.20 UG Services 16.917,005 35-R3 35 0% -25% 3.571% 604,179 628,346 604,179 
369.21 UG Services-Conduit 

Total Account 369 
3,394,560 

37,725,703 
62-R2 62 0% -10% 1.774% 60,226 

1,139,336 
60,226 

1,195,165 
60,226 

1,079,110 

370.10     Meters 

373.10      OH Street Light - Poles 
373.11 
373.12 
373.20 
373.21 
373.23 
373.30 

40,562,086 41-S0.5       46-L1 

OH Street Lighting Conductor 
OH Street Lighting Fixtures 
UG Street Lighting/Poles & Fixtures 
UG Street Lighting/Signal System 
UG Street Lighting/Signal System Cond 
Substation Eq - Street Light 

Total Account 373 

14.726,759 
2.031,327 
1,651,726 
8,121,557 
3,931,870 
3,371,656 

39,550 

33,874,447 

33-LO 
33-L0 
15-R1 
25-03 
32-02 
45-R1 
25-R1 

33 
33 
15 
25 
32 

0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

-10% 
-5% 
0% 
-5% 

-15% 
-20% 
-20% 

2.174%        881,784 

3.333% 
3.182% 
6.667% 
4.200% 
3.594% 
2.667% 
4.800% 

490,892 
64,633 

110,115 
341,105 
141,302 
89,911 

1,898 

Total Distribution Plant 

1,239,856 

2.01%    17,109,100 

989,319 

490.892 
64,633 

115,621 
466,990 
161,488 
89,911 

1.898 

989,319 I 

490,892 I 
64,633 I 

110,115 1 
426,382 I 
161,488 1 
89,911 [ 

1,898 

1,391,433       1,345,319 I 

22,054,694     18,180,442 1 

Company/ Company/ 

Staff Net Staff ASL 
|Salv Variance Variance 

(n) (o) 

(31.662) 0 
(24,167) (0) 

0 0 
(55,829) (0) 

0 (107,535) 

0 (0) 
0 0 

(5,506) 
(40,608) 

0 
0 
0 

0 
(85,277) 
(20,186) 

(0) 
0 

(46,114) (105,463) 

(3,874,252) (1,071.342) 

GENERAL PLANT 
390.00     Structures & Improvements -50%     6.000% 241,848 315,454 

397.10      Communication Eq-Overhead 
397.20     Communication Eq-UG Field Lines 

Total Account 397 

Total General Plant 

2,919,699 25-LO 
3,813,979    40-L3        92-L0 

6,733,678 

18,724,929 

25 
92 

0% -10%      4.400% 
0% -20%      1.304% 

128,467 
49,748 

178,214 

493,669 

134,306 
114,419 

248,725 

490,573 

128,467 I 
114,419 1 

242,686 I 

443,921 

(5,839) (0) 
0 (64,671) 

(5,839) (64,672) 

67,767 (64,671) 

Total Depr. Electric Plant in Service    1,351,703,293 

NON-DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

1.92%   25,970,128   33,051,394     28,749,601 (4,187,374)  (2,893,892) 
-12.7% -8.8% 

Amortizable Plant 
303.00      Misc Intangible Plant 
330.10     Misc Intangible Plant 

2,352.993 
3.132,171 

Total Amortizable Plant 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Electric Division 

Exhibit (DEP-1) 
Page 3 of 3 

Summary of Original Cost of Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 20Df 
and Calculation of Impact of Staff Proposed Services Lives and Net Salvage Versus Company Proposa 

Staff Staff 

Original ASL/ Average 
Account Cost             Co. Survivor Service 

No Descriution 

(b) 

12/31/08        ASL 

(c)                (d) 
Curve Life 

(a) (e) (f) 
LAND 

310.00 Land 497,363 
330.00 Land 1,619,533 
350.10 Land 4,361,120 
360.10 Land 1,621.144 
389.00 Land 

Total Land 

Vintage Year Accounting 

69,409 
8,168,568 

391.00 Office Furniture & Equipment 1.901,481 
394.00 Tools. Shop & Garage Equipment 6,615,056 
395.00 Laboratory Equipment 2,927,965 
397.00 Communication Equipment 2.942,595 
398.00 Miscellaneous Equipment 

TOTAL Vintage Year Accounting 
Total Non-Depreciable Plant 

Plant Not Studied 

STEAM PLANT 

9,034 
14,396,131 
28,049,864 

311.00 Structures and Improvements 5,727,504 
312.00 Boiler Plant Equipment 1,152,438 
314.00 Turbogenerator Units 120,357 
315.00 Accessory Electric Equipment 29,147 
316.00 Miscellaneous Power Plant Equipment 

Total Steam Production Plant 

OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT 

17,630 

7,047,076 

341.00 Structures and Improvements 98,485 
342.00 Fuel Holders, Producers and Accessory 213,805 
344.00 Generators 20,803,272 
345.00 Accessory Electric Equipment 

Total Other Production Plant 

TOTAL Electric Plant in Service 

495.616 

21,611,179 

1,408,411,411 

Staff Staff       Total 
Gross Cost Of     Staff 

Salvage Removal Implicit 
% %         Rate 
(8) (h)           (i) 

Total       MgjS SHI 
Total Co Expense XggfN g^H 
Staff Total Adj'd For    ■iB ̂ ^H  Company/    Company/ 

Accrual Company Staff       OcS SKIl   Staff Net      Staff ASL 
DeprExp Net Salv    BSSH BsHlsalv Variance   Variance 

0) W (i)     mm 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 

Gas and Common Division 

Exhibit (DEFT) 

Pagel of 3 

Account 

No, 
(a) 

Description 
(b) 

DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

Summary of Original Cost of Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 2008 
and Calculation of Impact of Staff Proposed Services Lives and Net Salvage Versus Company Proposal 

Revised Total 
Staff        Staff       Staff        Staff        Sch 2-8-10 Co Expense | 

Original                     A.S.L/   Average   Gross    Cost Of           Staff                                      Total Ad) d For 
Cost           Co.      Survivor   Service  Salvage Removal          DP-3                Staff           Company Staff 

12/31/08      ASL      Curve       Life         %           %         Page 1 of 3        Accrual        Depr Exp Net Salv 
(0             (d)           (e)            (0           (g)           (h)                 (i)                     0)                   (k) (0 

Company/ Company/ 
Staff Net Staff ASL 

|Salv Variance Variance 
(n) (o) 

Production Equipment 
325.20    PRODUCTION LEASEHOLDS 
330.00    WELL CONSTRUCTION 
331.00    WELL EQUIPMENT 
332.00    FIELD LINES 
335.05    DRILLING & CLEANING EQUIPMENT 

12,118 0 0 0% 0% 
2,995 0 0 0% 0% 
4,093 0 0 0% 0% 

48,148 0 0 0% 0% 
3,508 0 0 0% 0% 

TOTAL Production Equipment 

Distribution Plant 
374.20 LAND RIGHTS 7,220,630 75-SQ 75 0% 0% 1.333% 96,251 96,275 96,275 

375.00 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 389,236 80-L1 80 0% -10% 1.375% 5.352 10,865 10.392 

376.10 MAINS-STEEL 193,983,377 67-R2.5 70-R2 70 0% -65% 2.357% 4,572,188 4,921,966 4,777,203 
376.20 MAINS -PLASTIC 124,509,010 60-R4 80-R1.5 80 0% -65% 2.063% 2,568,621 3,527,765 3,423,998 
376.30 MAINS - CAST IRON 842,060 64-L5 64 0% -85% 2.891% 24,344 27,163 25,126 
376.40 MAINS - VALVE GT 4 INCH 

TOTAL Account 376 

346,838 

319,681,286 

80-R3 80 0% -85% 2.313% 8,022 

7,173,175 

13,874 

8,490,758 

12,833 

8,239,160 

378.10 MEAS. AND REG. ST AT EQUIP - INSIDI 10,124,798 35-L3 35 0% -15% 3.286% 332,701 332,672 332,672 
378.11 MEAS AND REG ST AT EQ - OUTSIDE 

TOTAL Account 378 

7,849,679 

17,974,477 

24-03 24 0% -15% 4.792% 376,157 

708,857 

428,164 

760,836 

410,324 

742,996 

380.10 SERVICES - STEEL 39,065,997 35-R0.5 45-03 45 0% -25% 2.778% 1,085,253 1,395,214 1,395,214 
380.20 SERVICES - PLASTIC 

TOTAL Account 380 

160,450,403 

199,516,400 

44-L2 44 0% -25% 2.841% 4,558,396 

5,643.649 

4,740,580 

6,135,794 

4,558,250 

5,953,464 

361.00 METERS 20,771,792 26-R1.5 26 0% -5% 4.038% 838.765 846,850 846,850 
382.00 METER INSTALLATIONS 27,294,453 35-L4 45-S2 45 0% 0% 2.222% 606.483 713,157 713,157 

383.10 HOUSE REGULATORS 4,955,179 40-S5.5 40 0% -75% 4.375% 216,789 234,367 234,367 
383.20 SPECIAL REG ON CUST. PREM 

TOTAL Account 383 

24,613 

4,979,792 

40-S4.5 40 0% -25% 3.125% 769 

217,558 

1,164 

235,531 

832 

235,199 

384.10 HOUSE REGULATOR INSTALLATIONS 9.742,098 37-S6 40-S6 40 0% 0% 2.500% 243,552 773,218 773,218 
384.20 SPEC REG. INSTALL. ON CUST. PREM 642,093 50-S6 50 0% 0% 2.000% 12,842 0 

TOTAL Account 384 

0 (24) 

(473) (5,040) 

(144,763) (205,015) 
(103,757) (855,377) 

(2,037) (782) 
(1,041) (4,811) 

(251,598) (1,065,985) 

0 
(17,840) 

(17,840) 

0 
(182,330) 

0 
(332) 

(332) 

(0) 
0 

29 
(34,167) 

(34,139) 

(309,961) 
146 

(182,330)        (309,815) 

(8,085) 
(106,674) 

(17,578) 
(63) 

(529,666) 
12,842 

(0) (516,824) 



Rochester Gas & Electric 

Gas and Common Division 

Summary of Original Cost of Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 2008 
and Calculation of Impact of Staff Proposed Services Lives and Net Salvage Versus Company Proposal 

Revised Total 
Staff Staff Staff Staff Sch 2-8-10 Co Expense 

Original ASL./ Average Cost Of Staff Total Adj'd For 
Account Cost Co. Survivor Service Salvage Removal DP-3 Staff Company Staff 

No. Description 12/31/08 ASL Curve .    Life % % Page 1 of 3 Accrual Depr Exp Net Salv 
(a) (b) (c) (d) («) W (g) (h) (i) ffl (k) (I) 

387.00 OTHER EQUIPMENT 16,541 35-R3 35 0% 0% 2.857% 473 473 473 
387.10 TRANs MONITORING EQUIP. 

TOTAL Account 387 

TOTAL Dislribution Plant 

General Plant 

987,338 

1,003,879 

609,216,136 

20-R2 20 0% 0% 5.000% 49,367 

49,839 

15,596,325 

49,367 

49,840 

18,113,124 

49.367 

49,840 

17.660,551 

390.00 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 

TOTAL STRUCT. & 1MPROV. 

TOTAL General Plant 

TOTAL GAS Depreciable Plant 

369,965 

369,965 

369,965 

609,656,963 

40 40 0% -10% 2.750% 10,174 

10,174 

10,174 

15,606,499 

11,627 

11,627 

11,627 

18,124,751 

11,627 

11,627 

11,627 

17,672,178 
Staff Adjusted Exhibit 2-8-2010: 15.606.041 17.638.623 

GAS AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS Staff Exhibit Variance: (458) 486,128 
301.00 ORGANIZATION 383 
302.00 FRANCHISES & CONSENTS 921 
303.00 INTANGIBLES 906,437 

374.10 
389.00 

TOTAL GAS Amortizable Accounts 907,741 

Gas Vintage Year Accounting 
TOOLS, SHOP, AND GARAGE EQUIp 3,260,371 

TOTAL GAS Vintage Year Accounting 3,260,371 

GAS NON-DEPRECIABLF. PLANT 
LAND & LAND RIGHTS 223,981 
LAND & LAND RIGHTS 9,377 

Staff Exhibit DP-3 376.20 Proposed Accrual: 
376.20 Accrual Based Upon Staff Propoosed Parameters: 

2,587,998 
2.568.621 

Exhibit (DEP-2) 

Page 2 of 3 

Company/ Company/ 
Staff Net Staff ASL 

| Salv Variance Variance 

(n) (o) 

0 
0 

(0) 
(0) 

0 (1) 

(452,573) (2,064,226) 

0 (1,453) 

0 (1,453) 

0 (1,453) 

(452,573)     (2,065,679) 
-2.5% -11.4% 

TOTAL GAS Non-Depreciable Plant 233,357 

TOTAL GAS Utility Plant in Service    614,058,432 

COMMON DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

390.00     STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 
392.00     TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT 
396.00     POWER OPERATED EQUIPMENT 

26,885,867 35-L1.5    47-03 
29,312,656     8.90        11-L3 

5,845,014 12-L3 

TOTAL COMMON Depreciable Plant    62,043,538 

0% -10% 2.340% 629,129 844,984 844,984 
8% 0% 8.384% 2,457,573 3,146,418 3,146,418 
18% 0% 6.833% 399,390 465,220 465,220 

3,486,092 4,456,622 4,456,622 

0 (215,855) 
0 (688,845) 
0 (65,830) 

0 (970,530) 



Account 
No. 
(a) 

Description 
(b) 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas and Common Division 

Summary of Original Cost of Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 2008 
and Calculation of Impact of Staff Proposed Services Lives and Net Salvage Versus Company Proposal 

Revised Total 
Staff        Staff       Staff       Staff 

Original A.S.U   Average   Grass    Cost Of 
Cost Co.     Survivor   Service Salvage Removal 

12/31/08      ASL       Curve        Life % % 
(c) (d) (e) (t) (g) (h) 

Sch 2-8-10 Co Expense 
Staff Total Adj'd For 
DP-3 Staff Company Staff 

Page 1 of 3 Accrual Depr Exp Net Salv 

(i) (i) M (I) 

Exhibit (DEP-2) 
Page 3 of 3 

Company/ Company/ 
Staff Net Staff ASL 

Salv Variance Variance 
(n) (o) 

COMMON AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS 
303.00     INTANGIBLES 83,970,698 

390.10-50 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 13,534,232 

TOTAL COMMON Amortizable Acco 97,504,930 

COMMON Vintage Year Accounting 
391.00     OFFICE FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT 24,832,326 
393.00    STORES EQUIPMENT 517,426 
394.00     TOOLS, SHOP, AND GARAGE EQUIp 7,335,654 
395.00    LABORATORY EQUIPMENT 2,111,424 
397.00     COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT 12.791,817 
398.00    MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT 2,710,259 

TOTAL COMMON Vintage Year Account! 50,298,906 

NON-DEPRECIABLE PLANT 
389.00     LAND & LAND RIGHTS 2,408,610 

TOTAL COMMON Non-Depreciable !      2,408,610 

TOTAL COMMON Utility Plant in Se 212,255,984 

(2) New Additions Now Included With Meters & House Regulators. 
Amortize Undepreciated Balance of Prior Installation Cost Over Weighted Average Remaining Life. 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 

Gas Division 

Summary of Original Cost of Utility Plant In Service as of December 31, 2008 
and Calculation of Impact of Staff Proposed Services Lives and Net Salvage Versus Company Proposal 

Exhibit (DEP-3) 
Page 1 of 3 

Account 
No, 

(a) 

Description 

(b) 

GAS DEPRECIABLE PLANT 

Original 
Cost Co 

12/31/08      ASL 

(d) (c) 

Staff ' Staff      Staff       Staff 
A.S.L./ Average   Gross    Cost Of 
Survivor Service  Salvage Removal 
Curve Life         %           % 

C) (0          (9)          (h) 

Total 
Co Expense 

Staff Total Total Adj'd For 
Depr Staff Company Staff 
Rate Accrual Depr Exp Net Salv 

(i) 0) (k) (I) 

Company/ Company/ 
Staff Net Staff ASL 

£alv Variance Variance 
(n) (o) 

Production Equipment 
305.00    STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 
311.00    LIQUEFIED PETROLEUM GAS EQUIP. 

TOTAL Production Equipment 

Production Plant 
330.00    PRODUCING GAS WELL CONSTRUCTIC 
331.00    PRODUCING GAS WELL EQUIPMENT 
338.00    UNSUCCESSFUL EXPLORE. & DEV. CO: 

TOTAL Production Equipment 

Storage Plant 
351.00 STRUCTURES S IMPROVEMENTS 
352.00 WELLS 
352.10 STORAGE LEASEHOLD & RIGHTS 
352.20 RESERVOIRS 
354.00 COMPRESSOR STATION EQUIP 
354.10 COMPRESSOR STATION EQUIP 
357.00 OTHER EQUIPMENT 

TOTAL Storage Equipment 

Transmission Plant 
365.20 TRANSMISSION RIGHT OF WAYS 
366.00 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 
367.00 MAINS 
368 00 COMPRESSOR STATION EQUIPMENT 
369.00 MEASURING & REG. STATION EQ. 
371.00 OTHER EQUIPMENT 

TOTAL Transmission Equipment 

Distribution Plant 
374.10    DISTRIBUTION RIGHTS OF WAYS 
375.00    STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 

376.10    MAINS-STEELS OTHER 

0              50 Yr Amort 50 0% 0% (4) 2.000% (4-.060)? (10,595) (10,595) 
0   20 Yr    50 Yr Amort 50 0% 0% (4) 2.000% 16:325- 163,249 163,249 

22,695 50-R3 50 0% 0% 
300,305 50-R3 50 0% 0% 

1,896,070 50-R3 50 0% 0% 

2,219,070 

2,044,372 20-SQ 20 0% 0% 
3,146,639 20-SQ 20 0% 0% 

454,100 20-SQ 20 0% 0% 
449,966 20-SQ 20 0% 0% 

8,455,912 20-SQ 20 0% 0% 
8,634.595 0 0 0% 0% 

24,380 20-SQ 20 0% 0% 

23,209,963 

1,938,194 100-h3 100 0% 0% 
1,556,304 50-L4.5 50 0% -10% 

48,721,419   70-R4 75-R4 75 0% -50% 
590,514 35-R4  ,) 35 0% 0% 

8,021,701 50-R3 ■) 50 0% -20% 
379,018 25-h3   :i 25 0% 0% 

61,207,149 

5,851,750 75-112.5 75 0% 0% 
2.314,290 65-R2.5 65 0% 0% 

140,309,719 75-L2.5 75 0% -85% 

(3) 

2.000% 454 477 454 
2.000% 6,006 6,306 6,006 
2.000% 37,921 37,921 37,921 

5.000% 102,219 112,440 102,219 
5.000% 157,332 165,199 157,332 
5.000% 22,705 22,705 22,705 
5.000% 22,498 22,498 22,498 
5.000% 422,796 443,935 422,796 
0.000% 0 0 0 
5.000% 1,219 1,219 1,219 

1.000% 19,382 25,843 25,843 
2.200% 34,239 34,239 34,239 
2.000% 974,428 1,044,030 1,044,030 
2.857% 16,871 16,872 16,872 
2.400% 192,521 213,912 213,912 
4.000% 15.161 15,161 15,161 

1,252,602 1.350,057 1,350,057 

1.333% 7810.044 78,023 78,023 
1.538% ■ 35,594- 48,214 38,572 

2.467% -SMKlWSiW 3,741,593 3,460,973 

(23) 
(300) 

(280,620) 

9,536 
(146,924) 

(137,388) 

(0) 
0 

(10,221) (0) 
(7,667) (0) 

0 (0) 
0 0 

(21,139) (0) 
0 0 
0 (0) 

(1) 

0 (0) 
0 (69,602) 
0 (D 
0 (21.391) 
0 (0) 

(97,465) 

0 (19) 
(9,642) (2,978) 

WV7 
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Account 
No. Description 
(a) (b) 

376.20 MAINS - PLASTIC 

TOTAL Account 376 

376.00 MEAS. AND REG. STATION EQUIP 

380.10 SERVICES - METAL 
380.20 SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Original 
Cost Co 

12/31(08        ASL 

186,069,758   60-R3 

72,038,230 
153,681,634   45-R2 

Staff 
ASL/ 
Survivor 

70-h2 

381.00 
382.00 
383.00 
384.00 
385.00 
387.00 

TOTAL Account 380 

METERS 
METER INSTALLATIONS 
HOUSE REGULATORS 
HOUSE REGULATOR INSTALLATIONS 
INDUSTRIAL MEAS. & REG. STATION E( 
OTHER EQUIPMENT 

225,719,864 

24,325,202 
24,016,040 35-R0.5 
4,001,860 

11,579.353 
8,982,702 

66.947 

TOTAL Distribution Plant 

General Plant 
390.00    STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 
390.10    LEASED /: . * I 

TOTAL STRUCT. & IMPROV. 

653,393,618 

3,122,814 
468,479 

3,591,293 

392.00    TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT-CARS 98,494 
392.10    TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT-OTHEF      5,544.783 

TOTAL Account 392 5,643,276 

396.00    POWER OPERATED EQUIPMENT 

TOTAL General Plant 

TOTAL GAS Depreciable Plant 

GAS AMORTIZABLE ACCOUNTS 

General Plant 
391.00 OFFICE FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT 
393.00 STORES EQUIPMENT 
394.00 TOOLS, SHOP, AND GARAGE EQUIPME 
395.00 LABORATORY EQUIPMENT 
397.00 COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT 
398.00 MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT 

2,409,203 

11,643,772 

751,673,571 

701,756 
71,691 

3.677,888 
1,136,526 

760,468 
4,320,081 

30-R1.5 
45-L2 
45-L0 
40-L5 
60-R2 
35-R3 

40-L2 
0 

Staff      Staff       Staff 
Average   Gross Cost Of 
Service Salvage Removal 

Lite % % 
(D (9) (h) 
70 0% -15% 

50-L1 50 
60-R1 60 

45 
45 
40 
60 
35 

40 
0 

0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
-.0% 

-55% 
-45% 

-12% 
0% 

-32% 
0% 

-15% 
0% 

-5% 
0% 

Total 
Co Expense 

Staff Total Total Adj'd For 
Depr Staff Company Staff 
Rate Accrual Depr Exp Net Salv 

(i) (i)  . (k) (I) 
1.643%    3,057,126        3,566,337       3,566,3371 

6,518,567        7,307,930       7,027,31ol 

3.000%       604.684 745,777 725,6211 

3.100%    2,233,185        2,233,185       2,233,1851 
2.417%    3,714,485       4,951,964       4,951,9641 

5,947.670 7,185,149 7,185,149 

3.773% 917,790 908,141 908,141 
2.222% 533,636 686,173 686,173 
2.933% 117,375 132,061 132,061 
2.500% 289,484 289,484 289,484 
1.917% 172.198 187,820 187,820 
2.857% 1,913 1,913 1,913 

15,216,914 17,570,685 17,260,267 

2.625% 81,974 93,684 93,684 
0.000% 0 46,848 46,848 

0-R4 10 0% 10% 9.000% 8,864 14,774 14,774 
10 10 0% 0% 10.000% 554,478 

563,343 
526,754 
541,528 

526,754 
541,528 

826,007 862,750 862,7501 

18,083,938  20,748,845     20,398,877| 
Acct 305 & 31 t-Not On Staff DP-3: 15.265 152.653 

Sub-Total:   18,068,672      20,596,192 Net 
Staff Exhibit DP-3: flWob-iJIallB^iUbV/^OBgl    (2,519,223)] 

Staff Exhibit Variance: 10,826 19,123 
Net Amount: (8,297) 

Company/     Company/ 
Staff Net      Staff ASL 

ISalv Variance   Variance 

(n) 
0 

(0) 
(509,211) 

-280,620 (508,743) 

(20,156) (120,937) 

0 
0 

0 
(1,237,479) 

0 (1,237,479) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

9,649 
(152,537) 

(14,686) 

(0) 
(15,622) 

(0) 

-310,418    (2,043,353) 

0 (11,710) 
0 (46,848) 

0 (56,558) 

0 (5,910) 
0 27,724 
0 21,815 

(36,743) 

-349,968    (2,314,940) 
-1.7% -11.2% 

(2,527,520) 

(194,908) Staff Exhibit Error 

Company Total Distr: 
Staff Exhit-Co Distr Total Exp: 

Error on Staff Exhibit: 

15,216,914 
15.206.087 

10,827 
(2,527,520) 

Net Amount: (8,297) 
Recon:       (2,519,223) 
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Summary of Original Cost of Utility Plant in Service as of December 31, 2008 
and Calculation of Impact of Staff Proposed Services Lives and Net Salvage Versus Company Proposal 

Original A.S:L./ 
Account Cost Co Survivor 

No DescriDtion 

(b) 

12/31/08 

(c) 

ASL 
(d) 

Curve 

(a) (e) 

TOTAL Amort. General Planl 10,668.409 

TOTAL GAS Amortizable Account! 10,668,409 

GAS NON-DEPRECIABLE PLANT 
301.00 ORGANIZATION 14,777 
302.00 INTANGIBLE 762,382 
303.00 SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT 10,882.927 
304.00 PRODUCING LAND & LAND RIGHTS 26,728 
325.00 OTHER LAND & LAND RIGHTS 21,357 
365.10 TRANSMISSION LAND & LAND RIGHTS 157.906 
374.00 DISTRIBUTION LAND & LAND RIGHTS 344,322 
389.00 GENERAL LAND & LAND RIGHTS 

TOTAL GAS Non-Depreciable Planl 

158.865 

12.369.264 

Staff ,       Staff       Staff Staff 
A.S:L./     Average   Gross Cost Of 
Survivor     Service Salvage Removal 

Life          % % 

(f)           (g) <h> 

Total 
Co Expense 

Staff Total Total Adj'd For 
Depr Staff Company Staff 
Rate Accrual Depr Exp Net Salv 

(i) 0) M (I) 

Company/ Company/ 
Staff Net Staff ASL 

lalv Variance Variance 

(n) (o) 

TOTAL GAS Utility Plant In Service      774,711,245 

(2) New Additions Now Included With Meters & House Regulators. 
Amortize Undepreciated Balance of Prior Installation Cost Over Weighted Average Remaining Life. 

305.00    STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 
311.00    LIQUEFIED PETROLEUM GAS EQUIP. 

(4) 

Period 
CtBl 

50 
50 

Remaining 
Reserve Balance 

Amortization 
_ Exp. Amount 

52,975.97 
(816,242.62) 

-1,059.52 
16,324.85 



09 



Exhibit (DEP-4) 
Pagel of 5 

Public Utility 

Depreciation Practices 

August 1996 

Compiled and Edited by 

Staff Subcommittee on Depreciation of 

The NARUC Finance and Technology Committee 

of the 

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners 

Published by 
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners 

1201 Constitution Avenue, N.W., Suite 1102 
Post Office Box 684 

Washington, DC.  20044 
Telephone (202) 898-2200 
Facsimile (202) 898-2213 



Exhibit (DEP-4) 
Page 2 of 5 

22 PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPRECIATION PRACTICES 

4. The use of cost as a depreciation base tends to prevent manipulation of 
depreciation charges for financial expediency because the percentage 
of depreciation charges to plant is readily apparent from consideration 
of the income and balance sheet statements. 

5. A cost depreciation base conforms to the accepted accounting principle 
that operating expenses should be based on cost and not be influenced 
by fair value estimates nor by what costs may be at some future date. 

The 1954 report of the Committee on Depreciation revisited the matter of a proper 
depreciation base and concluded: 

This Committee's re-examination of the question as to what is the proper 
depreciation base, leads firmly to the conclusion that the claims advanced in 
support of economic depreciation are lacking in probative force. The 
Committee is convinced that the long-established cost basis is sound, practical 
and equitable and should be continued. 

As a result, economic depreciation is not used in a regulatory environment. 

Regulatory Considerations 

Under traditional rate base, rate of return regulation, measurement of the rate of 
return produced by present or prospective rates for service is important. The rate of return 
is the ratio of two quantities:  net earnings after expenses and rate base. 

At least since the decision in the Knoxville Water Company, 212 U.S. 1, (1909), 
depreciation has been recognized in both the numerator and the denominator of this ratio, in 
that the expenses in the numerator include depreciation and the property investment in the 
denominator is after deduction of an amount to cover accrued depreciation. Since the 
Knoxville case, there has been increased awareness that there should be a consistent 
relationship between depreciation expense and accumulated depreciation (Lindheimer v. 
Illinois Bell Telephone Compaq, 292 U.S. 151, (1934)). That is, the depreciation deducted 
from rate base should be consistent with the annual depreciation expense. 

If the objective is consistent treatment of depreciation, there are a number of questions 
which must be decided before a regulatory body arrives at an equitable final result. A 
number of regulatory bodies prescribe depreciation rates for utilities under their jurisdiction. 
The FCC, for example, prescribes rates for large telephone companies. It revises them every 
three years after receiving basic data, depreciation studies, and recommended rates submitted 
by the utility. 

Prescribing depreciation rates is one of the most important regulatory commission 
activities impacting customer rates. The estimation of depreciation parameters is not, of 
course, a scientifically exact process, since it involves a large element of informed judgment 
regarding future developments.  At the same time, it cannot be an arbitrary figure selected 
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for convenience, because it must allocate the full cost over the life of the property in a 
rational manner. The depreciation rate is a calculated figure, and there is a zone of 
reasonableness within which the underlying parameters may be expected to lie. 

If there is to be consistency between the numerator and the denominator in the rate 
of return calculation, the same depreciation deducted as an expense in the numerator must 
also be deducted in establishing the rate base in the denominator. Depreciation expense is 
a one-time entry affecting only the current year, whereas its inclusion in the depreciation 
reserve deduction from rate base is cumulative. As long as dollars remain in the reserve, 
they reduce the rate base and affect the amount of annual revenue required for return and 
income taxes. 

The regulatory body prescribing depreciation rates is thus confronted with a decision 
which affects both the short-run and long-run interests of the customer and the company. If 
a commission prescribes rates which yield depreciation accruals that are too low, the revenue 
requirement in the short run may be lower. But the requirements for income taxes and return 
may offset the apparent savings in depreciation expense, so service rates in the long run may 
be higher. If depreciation rates are set so low that the revenue requirement fails to repay the 
capital invested in a group of property by the end of its service life, confiscation takes place 
or the unpaid cost remains in the rate base until amortized or expensed. On the other hand, 
if the regulatory body establishes depreciation rates toward the upper end of the zone of 
reasonableness, rates for service will be higher in the short-run, but may be lower in the 
long-run. 

It is essential to remember that depreciation is intended only for the purpose of 
recording the periodic allocation of cost in a manner properly related to the useful life of the 
plant. It is not intended, for example, to achieve a desired financial objective or to fund 
modernization programs. 

As pointed out earlier in this chapter, the depreciation expense reflected in the 
numerator of the rate of return calculation is almost always developed under the cost 
allocation concept. Consistency between numerator and denominator is easier to achieve, or 
at least easier to demonstrate, if the rate base is also developed under the same concept. 

Some jurisdictions may consider a fair value rate base determined by considering 
reproduction cost, trended original cost, or an appraisal from which an appropriate calculated 
or observed depreciation reserve is deducted. The fair value rate base is used with the 
current cost of capital concept of rate of return. It is intended to reflect current economic 
facts based on the actual property involved and the conditions surrounding its use. 

When the rate base is established using the cost allocation concept, the question of 
whether the depreciation deduction from rate base should be based on the actual depreciation 
reserve or on a calculated "theoretical reserve" arises. The latter may be defined as an 
estimate of the balance which should be in the depreciation reserve today, considering the 
distribution by ages of existing property, and assuming the correctness of the currently 
effective service life parameters and net salvage percentages. The theoretical reserve is 
calculated by deducting from the original cost the estimated future accruals at current rates 
and the estimated future net salvage credits or charges. The theoretical reserve may be either 
higher or lower than the book reserve. 
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Selecting the Projection Life Curve 

The projection life is a projection, or forecast, of the future of the property. Historical 
indications may be useful in estimating a projection life curve. Certainly the observations based 
on the property's history are a starting point. Trends in life or retirement dispersion can often 
be expected to continue. Likewise, unless there is some reason to expect otherwise, stability in 
life or retirement dispersion can be expected to continue, at least in the near term. 

Depreciation analysts should avoid becoming ensnared in the mechanics of the historical 
life study and relying solely on mathematical solutions. The reason for making an historical life 
analysis is to develop a sufficient understanding of history in order to evaluate whether it is a 
reasonable predictor of the future. The importance of being aware of circumstances having 
direct bearing on the reason for making an historical life analysis cannot be understated. These 
circumstances, when factored into the analysis, determine the application and limitations of an 
historical life analysis. 

Past Indications as a Measure of Future Activity 

How well does an historical life analysis reflect what may happen in the future? Will 
history repeat itself? These questions must be answered in order to use the results of an 
historical life analysis. The analyst should become familiar with the physical plant under study 
and its operating environment, including talking with the field people who use the equipment 
being studied. For example, such discussions could reveal unique circumstances that brought 
about premature retirement of certain property. If these circumstances are not likely to happen 
again, the analyst should modify the study to reflect what would likely happen based on present 
operating conditions. For example, if the analyst discovers that corrosive material used in 
equipment was used in a certain past period and noncorrosive improved material which lasts 
much longer is predominantly used now, the analyst should discount the period in which 
corrosive material was used as not being representative of future activity. For further discussion, 
see Chapter II. 

Other Factors to be Considered 

Company Plans 

In addition to talking with field people, the analyst should talk with management. 
Understanding past and present company policies concerning maintenance practices and 
retirements will determine how well historical retirement patterns will be repeated in the future. 
A company might retire automobiles every three years and trucks every five years. This pattern 
would be present in the historical data; however, if management changes its policy, this 
retirement pattern would also change. Management might also reveal planned future retirements 
that follow no historical pattern. In such a case, the analyst could modify the historical 
retirement pattern to reflect management's plans for retirement of certain facilities.    If 
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Depreciation account will be related to retirements of plant recorded simultaneously.2 It is 
cautioned, however, that this is frequently not the case, with the result being that plant 
retirements are recorded in one time period and the associated gross salvage and cost of removal 
are recorded in a different time period. The impact of this timing mismatch can be largely 
negated by analyzing a band of years, as discussed below. Another point to consider when 
gathering data for analysis is that changes may have occurred in the composition of plant 
accounts. For example, the Federal Communications Commission's Uniform System Of 
Accounts for telephone corporations was revised effective January 1, 1988; and both the title and 
content of many plant accounts changed. 

Once the source of information is established, the analysis of data can commence to 
determine the past relationship of net salvage to retirements, i.e.. net salvage as a percent of 
plant retired for each of the depreciation categories being studied. Net salvage can be directly 
analyzed as a percent of retirements. However, in order to obtain a clear understanding of the 
composition of net salvage and the forces that cause it to change from year to year, generally 
it is best to analyze gross salvage and cost of removal separately as a percent of retirements. 
In making this analysis it is common to look at data for bands of years, such as 1988-93, 1989- 
94, 1990-95, etc. These bands may, or may not, coincide with the bands used in making the 
life analysis. They should be just broad enough so a fairly smooth trend can be detected, if one 
exists. If retirements are few or erratic from one period to another, it will be necessary to use 
a wider band. As a general rule, the greater the retirement activity, the shorter the band 
necessary for analysis, and vice versa. Also, the shorter the service life, the shorter the band 
needed, and vice versa. If the band is too long, it may mask any trend. However, with certain 
long-lived property, such as conduit and buildings, in order to obtain meaningful results it is 
usually necessary to examine data for a wide band of years, perhaps 20 or 30 years. 

In many cases both gross salvage and cost of removal trend in the same direction so net 
salvage remains fairly steady. Quite often, when plant is removed with the intent of reusing it, 
the gross salvage is high but because of the extra care required to recover the plant in good 
condition, the cost of removal is also high. If the plant removed is old or obsolete, the gross 
salvage is low. In this case however, the cost of removal is also likely to be low since relatively 
less care is likely to be taken in the removal process. 

Past trends should not be the sole guide in predicting future net salvage because they can 
be misleading. Recognition should be given to changes that may cause deviations from past 
trends, such as the kinds of materials to be removed in the fixture versus the kinds of materials 
that have been removed in the past, or changes in methods of removing plant from the way in 
which that plant was previously removed. Changes in company policy and environmental 
regulations can also affect the level of net salvage. 

Most analysts are of the opinion that reasonable salvage and cost of removal estimates 
and forecasts can be made by trending experience and applying informed judgment. They 
believe it is difficult to justify the expense of detailed analyses. This would certainly hold true 

2 Retirements, cost of removal and salvage associated with each specific work order or 
estimate are collected until the project is completed and closed. All amounts are then transferred 
to the Accumulated Depreciation account together. 
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New York State Electric & Gas/Rochester Gas & Electric 
_(DEP-5) 

Comparison Illustration of Traditional Net Salvage Estimation Approach 
Versus Depreciation Panel Approach of Using Recent S Year Expeditures 

As Basis for Net Salvage Estimate (Calculations Based Upon Iowa 10-R3 Life and Curve) 
And Additional Return Required (at 10%) Due to Staff Net Salvage Proposal Resulting Higher Rate I 

Staff Net Salv 
mmmss Staff Company Prop.-ResultingM W& 

Age at Original Cost of Net Calculated Staff Traditiona (Company) S£(8®SO? Recovery Recovery Rate Base   ffi JOEKBSJI] 
Begin of Cost Removal Retirement Surviving Avg Depr Exp Salv Net Salv Net Salv Depr Net Salv mnwea, Depr Depr Over (Under) ffl -to SHE 

Interval nvestment 
(b) 

-75% 

(c) 

Amount 

m 
Balance Balance 

(f) 

W/O Salv 

(9) 

% 
<ti) 

Amount Recoverv 

(i) 

Rate Recovery 
(i) 

[feKSSEfS? Reserve 
(n) 

Reserve Co Proposal IRS 

IP) 

fSlBaSBI 
(a) w <m 

0.0 1,000,000 920 999,080 999,540 49,977.01 -75% -690 3.140(1) 7.50% 37,483 (BKWKED 52,197 86,540 34,343 aaa 
0.5 999,080 (690) 3,331 995.749 997,415 99,741.45 -75% -2,499 6,279 (1) 7.50% 74,806 mm 154,196 257,066 102,870 
1.5 995,749 (2,499) 6,539 989,210 992,479 99,247.92 -75% -4,904 6.279 (1) 7.50% 74,436 mm) 250,686 421,712 171,026 
2.5 989,210 (4,904) 11,704 977,506 983,358 98,335.77 -75% -8,778 6.279 (1) 7.50% 73,752 (E%SBBD 338,693 577,192 238,496 aswrn 
3.5 977.506 

958,137 
(8,778) 

(14,527) 
19,369 
30,034 

958,137 

928,103 

967,821 

943.120 
96,782.13 
94,311.99 

-75% 
-75% 

-14,527 

-22,525 

6,279 (1) 

6,279 
7.50% 

7.50% 

72,587 

70,734 
mma 413,608 

469,638 
718,413 

838,898 

304,806 
369,260 

mmi 
4.5 m&m WOM 
5.5 928,103 (22,525) 44,297 883,806 905,954 90,595.45 -75% -33,223 10,647 7.50% 67,947 cmmo 504,058 930,618 426,560 asms 
6.5 883,806 (33,223) 63,137 820,669 852,238 85,223.77 -75% -47,353 16,791 7.50% 63,918 wag) 509,714 983,400 473,686 4%BeB 
7.5 820.669 (47,353) 87,623 733,046 776,858 77,685.77 -75% -65,717 25,281 7.50% 58,264 (EggosD 477,705 984,374 506,670 ernGB 
6.5 733,046 (65,717) 116,688 616.358 674.702 67,470.22 -75% -87,516 36,669 7.50% 50,603 mmo 399,439 920,042 520,603 sggm 
9.5 616,358 (87,516) 143,184 473,175 544.766 54,476.64 -75% -107,388 51,267 7.50% 40,857 mm) 274,483 784,677 510,194 aOctMe 

10.5 473,175 (107,388) 153,357 319,818 396,496 39,649.62 -75% -115.018 68,239 7.50% 29,737 SEWaB 121,627 593,319 471,692 awee 
11.5 319,818 (115,018) 136,322 183.496 251,657 25,165.70 -75% -102,241 84,598 7.50% 18,874 #093 (19,949) 386,019 405,968 aewap 
12.5 183,496 (102,241) 97,520 85,976 134,736 13,473.63 -75% -73,140 95,576 7.50% 10,105 mm (110,660) 209,837 320,497 83003) 
13.5 65,976 (73,140) 55,904 30,072 58,024 5,802.41 -75% -41,928 97,060 7.50% 4,352 zmm (136,842) 90,947 227,789 B&35@ 
14.5 30,072 (41,928) 24,440 5,632 17,852 1,785.21 -75% -18,330 87,943 7.50% 1,339 #033 (113,481) 27,703 141,185 Wmm 
15.5 5,632 (18,330) 5,532 100 2,866 286.60 -75% -4,149 70,131 7.50% 215 @S#B (66,926) 4,343 71,268 g/m 
16.5 100 (4,149) 100 0 50 4.99 -75% -75 47,958 7.50% 4 a%=B3 (23,212) 102 23,314 ami 
17.5 0 (75) 0 0 0 -75% 0 27,524 7.50% 0 S55MW<1 4,238 27 ^1,210 <£&?! 

1,000,000 1,000,016 -750,000 754,222 750,012 4,210 eeajaiE 

1) Used Average of First 5 Years 
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RG&E-Electric 

Summary of Net Salvage Experience, Staff Proposed Percents Versus Company Proposal 

Exhibit (DEP-6) 

1999-2008 Staff 

Acct 
No. Description 

Original Cost 
12-31-08 ASL 

1999-2008 
Yearly Net 
Salv Exo 

(Range) 

3-Yr Rollina 
Ava NetSalv 
Experience 

(Range) 

Staff Net 
Salv% 

Estimate 

Company Net 
Salv% 

Estimate 

Proposal 
(Under) 
Over Co 

Depr Rate 
Impact 

Annual Exp 
Impact 

364 Poles, Towers & Fixtures 107,225,076 52 9% to -358% -19% to-186% -15% -75% -60% -1.15% (1,237,212) 

365 Overhead Conductors/Devices 101,735,043 52 -1% to -687% -48% to -192% -10% -40% -30% -0.58% (586,933) 

366 Underground Conduit 147,023,978 72 0% to -420% -39% to -374% -15% -80% -65% -0.90% (1,327,300) 

367 Underground Conductors/Devices 138,137,221 50 -4% to -719% -10% to-216% -10% -30% -20% -0.40% (552,549) 

(3,703,994) 
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RG&E-Gas/NYSE&G-Gas 

Steel & Plastic Gas Distribution Mains and Steel & Plastic Services 

(Summary of Depreciation Study Results of Various Depreciation Studies Perform By AUS Consultants Plus Additional Available North Eastern Study Results) 

Client 

Specific Companies 

Connecticut Natural Gas 

Connecticut Natural Gas 

Great Plains Natural Gas 

Kansas Gas Service 

Montana Dakota Utilites-Gas 

New York State Elec & Gas 

Northern Utilities-NH 

Providence Gas Co 

Rochester Gas & Electric 

Southern Connecticut Gas 

Southern Connecticut Gas 

Boston Gas 

Average of Specific Companies 

376.10 376.10 
Study As Of      Steel-Coated & Wrapped Mains 

Date ASL/Curve Net Salv % 

12/31/1997 62-R3 (D -75% 

12/31/2007 63-R3 -100% 

12/31/2001 60-R3 -55% 

12/31/2000 50-R2.5 -25% 

12/31/2001 45-R3 -60% 

12/31/2003 70-h2.5 -25% 

12/31/2000 45-R3 -25% 

9/30/1994 55-S3 -30% 

12/31/2003 80-h2.5 (D -65% 

9/30/1998 70-R2.5 -20% 

9/30/2007 74-R2.5 -60% 

12/31/1992 82-R4 (3) -60% 

i 63 -50% 

376.20 376.20 
Plastic Mains 

ASL/Curve      Net Salv % 

380.10 380.10 
Steel-Coated & Wrapped Services 
ASUCurve Net Salv % 

(1) 

(D 

59-R4 -100% 

55-R3 -55% 

50-R2.5 -25% 

45-R3 -60% 

70-h2.5 -25% 

50-R2.5 -25% 

45-R3 -50% 

50-R2.5 -20% 

50-L3 -25% 

50-L3 -60% 

58 -49% 

50-R2 (2) -175% (2) 

50-R1.5 -150% 50-R4 

45-R2.5 -120% 45-R2.5 

30-R1.5 -40% 30-R1.5 

40-R2.5 -175% 40-R3 

45- -50% 45- 

38-R1.5 -60% 40-R2.5 

40-R4 (2) -170% (2) 

44-h2.0 (2) -15% (2) 

45-R2 -125% 37-R2.5 

45-R0.5 -225% 45-S2 

40-L3 (2) -150% 

-132% 

(2) 

r 47 47 

Exhibit (DEP-7) 

380.20 380.20 
Plastic Services 

ASUCurve       Net Salv % 

-150% 

-120% 

-40% 

-175% 

-50% 

-60% 

-125% 

-40% 

-109% 

1998-AGA Survey-Mean Average 
No of Companies Reporting 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
COMPANY PROPOSED 
DEPRECIATION PANEL PROPOSED 

1999-2008 Co. Salv Experience 
1999-2008 Co. Salv Experience 3-Yr Rolling Avg 

New York State Elec & Gas 
COMPANY PROPOSED 
DEPRECIATION PANEL PROPOSED 

1999-2008 Co. Salv Experience 
1999-2008 Co. Salv Experience 3-Yr Rolling Avg 
(1) Total Mains Account 
(2) Total Services Account 
(3) Includes Steel and Cast Iron 

12/31/2008 67-R2.5 
70-R2 

-70% 
-65% 

-5% to -219% 
-15% to -144% 

60-R4 
i    86.R1.S 

-70% 
-65% 

35-R0.5 -25% 
-25% 

0% to -104% 
-24% to -85% 

444.3 
44-L2 

-30% 
12/31/2008 45-03 -25% 

ling Avg 
395% to -1500% 

.3% to -325% 
-4% to-182% 
-17% to -80% 

12/31/2008 
12/31/2008 

75-L2 
75-L2.5 

-100% 
!         -85%       "■ 

60,R3 
70-h2.0 

-15% 

1        -15% 
50-L1 
50-L1 

-55% 
-55% 

45-R2 

L" 8wy_ 
-45% 

_,         -45% 

ling Avg 
-51% to-816% 
-75% to -264% 

-4% to -38% 
-3% to -25% 

-24% to-141% 
-37% to-81% 

-22% to -248% 
-25% to -68% 

x/sV 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Electric Division 

367.00 UNDERGROUND CONDUCTORS/DEVICES 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (DEI 
STAFF PROPO: IS^ S ^ 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Electric Division 

367.00 UNDERGROUND CONDUCTORS/DEVICES 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (DEP-9; 
COMPANY PROPOi omc 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Electric Division 

368.00 LINE TRANSFORMERS 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (DEI 
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cSs Rochester (3as & Electric 
Electric Division 

368.00 LINE TRANSFORMERS 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (DEP-1T 
COMPANY PROPOSAL 

$* 

Iowa 50 R 1.5 ReUrement 1958-2008. Placement 189&-2008 

10  20  30  40 50   60   70 
Age In Years 

80  90  100  110  120 



2 
? 
E 

en 
en 



c 

I 
CO 

1 
<D 
Q. 

Rochester Gas & Electric 
Electric Division 
370.10 METERS 

Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (OEF^g 
STAFF PROPOSAL 

100 -i Iowa 46 LI 
1   *   1 

Retirement 1958-2008, Placement 1900-2008 r** v <7U - ^s k 

on 
— 

\ 

TO 

- 
\ /u - ^ 

Rn \ 

cm 
- \ 

^ IJ\J - X 
An \ *tU - \ N. 
om _ \\ 

on 
- X: s* 1*, 
- X x. 

m 
\^ lil,v 

n -i 111 I I I I 1   1   1   1 1   1   1   1 1 1 1 1 i i i i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1111 iH&i Kt-M-J- 1111 
\j 

a  5= 

10   20   30   40 50   60   70 
Age In Years 

80 90  100  110  120 



S1 

CJI 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Electric Division 
370.10 METERS 

Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (DEP-1« 
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Rochester dfts & Electric 
Gas Plant 

380.10 SERVICES - STEEL 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (DEI 
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Rochester (3ms & Electric 
Gas Plant 

380.10 SERVICES - STEEL 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (DEP-1 
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Rochester CXk & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.10 MAINS - STEEL 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit         (DEP-16)         ^y 
CO REVISED DATA & PLOTS 
Page 1 of 7 4 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.10  MAINS-STEEL 

Observed Life Table 
Retirement Expr.  2001 TO 2008 
Placement Years 1885 TO 2008 

Exhibit (DEP-16) 
CO REVISED DATA & PLOTS 
Page 2 of 7 

$ Surviving At $ Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
Age Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

0.0-0.5 $41,389,373.30 $0.00 0.00000 100.00 
0.5-1.5 $45,988,556.05 $10,183.24 0.00022 100.00 
1.5-2.5 $47,431,701.73 $71,055.64 0.00150 99.98 
2.5-3.5 $47,663,493.92 $300,387.20 0.00630 99.83 
3.5-4.5 $44,089,522.23 $90,060.34 0.00204 99.20 
4.5-5.5 $40,808,344.79 $20,566.06 0.00050 99.00 
5.5-6.5 $20,786,516.68 $110,838.90 0.00533 98.95 

.    6.5-7.5 $19,471,270.68 $41,442.33 0.00213 98.42 
7.5-8.5 $17,829,659.02 $117,594.13 0.00660 98.21 
8.5-9.5 $22,874,914.06 $29,677.71 0.00130 97.56 
9.5-10.5 $28,553,369.70 $126,352.36 0.00443 97.44 
10.5-11.5 $29,253,738.10 $80,554.96 0.00275 97.00 
11.5-12.5 $32,567,846.94 $118,889.17 0.00365 96.74 
12.5-13.5 $34,062,622.96 $1,095,173.47 0.03215 96.38 
13.5-14.5 $36,404,849.05 $226,679.60 0.00623 93.28 
14.5-15.5 $35,218,991.25 $54,559.79 0.00155 92.70 
15.5-16.5 $36,052,436.82 $94,372.24 0.00262 92.56 
16.5-17.5 $28,229,663.24 $190,119.72 0.00673 92.32 
17.5-18.5 $24,461,707.32 $149,445.81 0.00611 91.70 
18.5-19.5 $26,191,667.56 $123,972.14 0.00473 91.14 
19.5-20.5 $26,479,812.71 $83,832.14 0.00317 90.70 
20.5-21.5 $27,916,484.28 $70,071.66 0.00251 90.42 
21.5-22.5 $29,374,550.57 $56,164.41 0.00191 90.19 
22.5-23.5 $34,326,775.86 $99,378.59 0.00290 90.02 
23.5-24.5 $32,720,971.29 $59,403.26 0.00182 89.76 
24.5-25.5 $31,830,097.64 $170,902.56 0.00537 89.59 
25.5-26.5 $29,332,549.24 $108,923.01 0.00371 89.11 
26.5 - 27.5 $29,751,109.08 $116,753.80 0.00392 88.78 
27.5-28.5 $28,741,062.12 $60,079.84 0.00209 88.43 
28.5-29.5 $28,814,085.98 $78,749.64 0.00273 88.25 
29.5-30.5 $26,391,848.50 $38,896.76 0.00147 88.01 
30.5-31.5 $23,283,538.27 $30,698.06 0.00132 87.88 
31.5-32.5 $24,548,864.49 $59,457.23 0.00242 87.76 
32.5-33.5 $24,828,211.88 $26,560.15 0.00107 87.55 
33.5-34.5 $25,107,597.09 $62,898.39 0.00251 87.46 
34.5-35.5 $22,977,356.46 $47,385.22 0.00206 87.24 
35.5-36.5 $22,248,890.74 $24,568.83 0.00110 87.06 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.10  MAINS-STEEL 

Observed Life Table 
Retirement Expr.  2001 TO 2008 
Placement Years 1885 TO 2008 

Exhibit (DEP-16) 
CO REVISED DATA & PLOTS 
Page 3 of 7 

Age 
Interval 

$ Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

$ Retired 
During The 
Age Interval 

Retirement 
Ratio 

% Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

36.5 - 37.5 $23,039,285.79 $35,365.63 0.00154 86.96 

37.5 - 38.5 $24,956,300.40 $54,184.18 0.00217 86.83 

38.5 - 39.5 $24,802,289.71 $96,511.10 0.00389 86.64 

39.5-40.5 $24,075,438.22 $47,809.66 0.00199 86.30 

40.5-41.5 $24,752,753.83 $56,120.98 0.00227 86.13 

41.5-42.5 $26,401,905.90 $82,593.43 0.00313 85.94 

42.5-43.5 $25,768,672.85 $63,680.40 0.00247 85.67 

43.5-44.5 $23,847,460.75 $62,364.57 0.00262 85.45 

44.5-45.5 $20,919,199.97 $99,369.88 0.00475 85.23 

45.5-46.5 $18,429,361.32 $54,602.67 0.00296 84.83 

46.5-47.5 

47.5-48.5 

$16,966,865.27 

$14,981,484.97 

$43,932.36 

$57,784.76 

0.00259 

0.00386 

84.58 

84.36 

48.5-49.5 $12,619,481.91 $66,672.59 0.00528 84.03 

49.5 - 50.5 $10,459,891.20 $65,776.86 0.00629 83.59 

50.5-51.5 $9,713,860.07 $99,083.07 0.01020 83.06 

51.5-52.5 $8,782,499.10 $193,213.44 0.02200 82.21 

52.5 - 53.5 $7,900,133.85 $152,416.79 0.01929 80.41 

53.5-54.5 $5,363,614.48 $56,022.58 0.01044 78.85 

54.5-55.5 $4,321,536.60 $38,922.57 0.00901 78.03 

55.5 - 56.5 $3,933,499.00 $67,435.28 0.01714 77.33 
56.5 - 57.5 $3,426,836.04 $116,014.06 0.03385 76.00 

57.5 - 58.5 $1,794,605.70 $47,683.58 0.02657 73.43 

58.5 - 59.5 $825,695.79 $15,994.11 0.01937 71.48 

59.5 - 60.5 $574,542.55 $14,242.20 0.02479 70.09 

60.5-61.5 $368,834.33 $8,230.03 0.02231 68.36 
615-62.5 $296,830.20 $13,683.72 0.04610 66.83 
62.5 - 63.5 $285,462.48 $8,452.67 0.02961 63.75 

63.5-64.5 $326,753.00 $6,420.81 0.01965 61.86 

64.5 - 65.5 $342,030.15 $18,516.61 0.05414 60.65 

65.5 - 66.5 $326,172.24 $17,253.39 0.05290 57.36 

66.5 - 67.5 $257,342.05 $14,879.03 0.05782 54.33 
67.5-68.5 $193,739.66 $1,513.84 0.00781 51.19 

68.5 - 69.5 $181,252.67 $2,880.00 0.01589 50.79 
69.5 - 70.5 $181,559.85 $5,589.87 0.03079 49.98 

70.5-71.5 $106,256.86 $3,129.76 0.02945 48.44 

71.5-72.5 $97,865.47 $12,048.22 0.12311 47.02 
72.5 - 73.5 $85,012.29 $6,055.24 0.07123 41.23 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.10  MAINS-STEEL 

Observed Life Table 
Retirement Expr.  2001 TO 2008 
Placement Years 1885 TO 2008 

Exhibit (DEP-16) 
CO REVISED DATA & PLOTS 
Page 4 of 7 

$ Surviving At $ Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
Age Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

73.5 - 74.5 $131,877.93 $5,157.30 0.03911 38.29 
74.5 - 75.5 $128,196.46 $2,949.44 0.02301 36.79 
75.5 - 76.5 $136,149.49 $4,031.97 0.02961 35.95 
76.5 - 77.5 $132,411.05 $6,158.52 0.04651 34.88 
77.5 - 78.5 $119,186.60 $5,186.22 0.04351 33.26 
78.5-79.5 $93,863.74 $3,938.33 0.04196 31.81 
79.5 - 80.5 $75,060.95 $938.33 0.01250 30.48 
80.5-81.5 $66,782.61 $3,407.47 0.05102 30.10 
81.5-82.5 $19,228.83 $739.68 0.03847 28.56 
82.5 - 83.5 $12,759.22 $85.48 0.00670 27.46 
83.5 - 84.5 $9,127.29 $289.40 0.03171 27.28 
84.5 - 85.5 $16,733.26 $23.96 0.00143 26.41 
85.5 - 86.5 $32,612.47 $1,651.63 0.05064 26.38 
86.5 - 87.5 $80,527.34 $2,479.69 0.03079 25.04 
87.5 - 88.5 $154,085.08 $4,616.45 0.02996 24.27 
88.5 - 89.5 $149,535.70 $4,081.91 0.02730 23.54 
89.5 - 90.5 $150,450.87 $7,360.21 0.04892 22.90 
90.5-91.5 $186,543.78 $2,565.74 0.01375 21.78 
91.5-92.5 $324,982.69 $1,703.62 0.00524 21.48 
92.5 - 93.5 $316,597.25 $686.52 0.00217 21.37 
93.5 - 94.5 $335,042.90 $9,772.71 0.02917 21.32 
94.5-95.5 $285,764.05 $11,232.15 0.03931 20.70 
95.5 - 96.5 $217,271.43 $422.98 0.00195 19.88 
96.5 - 97.5 $215,900.92 $2,830.39 0.01311 19.85 
97.5 - 98.5 $207,871.19 $24,859.56 0.11959 19.59 
98.5 - 99.5 $152,395.39 $0.36 0.00000 17.24 
99.5 -100.5 $30,352.44 $9.07 0.00030 17.24 
100.5-101.5 $30,297.42 $542.43 0.01790 17.24 
101.5-102.5 $2,612.53 $0.00 0.00000 16.93 
102.5-103.5 $0.00 $0.00 0.00000 16.93 



Rochester (Sis & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.20 MAINS - PLASTIC 
Original And Smooth Survivor Curves 

Exhibit (DEP-16)       ^^ 
CO REVISED DATA & PLOTS 
Page 5 of 7 

100 -i 

on 

Iowa 47.0 R2 Retirement 2001-2008, Placement 1969-2008 r^ M& Z^ ̂  

an 

- iil^ 

\ ou 

- 
\ 

- 

\ 

\ 
.—     ou 

3        Kfi 
- \ 

m     /in 

- 

o     4U 

0-     on 
- 

ou 

on 
- 

\ 

m 
- 

\ IU 

n -I I I I I   I   I   I I   I   I   I I   I   I   I I   I   I   I I   I   I   I 

\ 

I   I   I   I llN- U_ I   I   I I   I   I   I I   I   I   I I   I   I   I U 

0 10   20   30   40 50   60   70 
Age In Years 

80   90  100  110  120 



Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 
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$ Surviving At $ Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
Age Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

0.0-0.5 $52,623,593.62 $1,224.50 0.00002 100.00 
0.5-1.5 $69,493,667.03 $4,689.01 0.00007 100.00 
1.5-2.5 $72,187,264.67 $159,207.36 0.00221 99.99 
2.5-3.5 $63,572,772.46 $12,732.02 0.00020 99.77 
3.5-4.5 $62,752,356.61 $20,959.66 0.00033 99.75 
4.5-5.5 $62,343,010.03 $826,933.52 0.01326 99.72 
5.5-6.5 $53,457,581.07 $135,671.90 0.00254 98.39 
6.5-7.5 $49,733,293.48 $261,208.63 0.00525 98.14 
7.5 - 8.5 $45,279,970.70 $94,916.07 0.00210 97.63 
8.5-9.5 $29,406,046.27 $209,924.20 0.00714 97.42 
9.5-10.5 $24,125,134.58 $241,985.35 0.01003 ' 96.73 
10.5-11.5 $24,131,039.92 $1,053,190.79 0.04364 95.76 
11.5-12.5 $22,595,814.30 $6,976.94 0.00031 91.58 
12.5-13.5 $25,210,846.73 $214,036.13 0.00849 91.55 
13.5-14.5 $27,386,259.62 $112,459.08 0.00411 90.77 
14.5-15.5 $24,337,033.06 $17,010.20 0.00070 90.40 
15.5-16.5 $24,160,961.76 $32,381.19 0.00134 90.34 

16.5-17.5 $22,103,299.92 $9,541.73 0.00043 90.22 
17.5-18.5 $18,253,178.30 $14,967.75 0.00082 90.18 
18.5-19.5 $16,776,139.35 $5,550.09 0.00033 90.10 
19.5-20.5 $14,610,646.32 $210,973.95 0.01444 90.07 
20.5-21.5 $12,408,126.87 $6,662.88 0.00054 88.77 
21.5-22.5 $8,630,298.06 $2,650.50 0.00031 88.73 
22.5 - 23.5 $8,247,616.40 $1,648.33 0.00020 88.70 
23.5 - 24.5 $6,017,432.91 $10,932.37 0.00182 88.68 
24.5 - 25.5 $3,836,765.84 $1,525.90 0.00040 88.52 
25.5 - 26.5 $2,751,471.33 $20,261.98 0.00736 88.48 
26.5 - 27.5 $2,046,000.13 $2.91 0.00000 87.83 
27.5 - 28.5 $1,436,080.94 $5,773.35 0.00402 87.83 
28.5 - 29.5 $990,294.09 $0.00 0.00000 87.48 
29.5-30.5 $508,342.07 $0.00 0.00000 87.48 
30.5-31.5 $105,243.80 $13.83 0.00013 87.48 
31.5-32.5 $28,568.00 $0.00 0.00000 87.47 
32.5 - 33.5 $952.00 $0.00 0.00000 87.47 
33.5 - 34.5 $0.00 $0.00 0.00000 87.47 
34.5-35.5 $0.00 $0.00 0.00000 87.47 
35.5 - 36.5 $0.00 $0.00 0.00000 87.47 
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Age 
Interval 

36.5 - 37.5 

37.5 - 38.5 

38.5 - 39.5 

$ Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$ Retired 
During The 
Age Interval 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

Retirement 
Ratio 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

% Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

87.47 

87.47 

87.47 
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Age 
Interval 

$ Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

$ Retired 
During The 
Age Interval 

Retirement 
Ratio 

% Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

0.0-0.5 $3,295,249.54 $19,697.00 0.00598 100.00 

0.5-1.5 $3,536,346.67 $59,267.40 0.01676 99.40 

1.5-2.5 $3,563,853.59 $44,552.67 0.01250 97.74 

2.5-3.5 $3,315,205.97 $41,246.77 0.01244 96.51 

3.5-4.5 $3,011,542.50 $26,407.16 0.00877 95.31 

4.5-5.5 $1,068,937.24 $47,546.69 0.04448 94.48 

5.5-6.5 $1,204,137.26 $28,609.38 0.02376 90.28 

6.5-7.5 $1,238,723.55 $43,345.09 0.03499 88.13 

7.5-8.5 $1,632,972.74 $53,768.61 0.03293 85.05 

8.5-9.5 $1,763,842.70 $61,556.87 0.03490 82.25 

9.5-10.5 $2,021,360.29 $71,054.14 0.03515 79.38 

10.5-11.5 $2,285,654.53 $40,667.66 0.01779 76.59 

11.5-12.5 $2,169,319.57 $47,894.66 0.02208 75.22 

12.5-13.5 $2,374,924.52 $48,944.74 0.02061 73.56 

13.5-14.5 $2,082,781.34 $34,803.45 0.01671 72.05 

14.5-15.5 $1,986,512.80 $80,669.36 0.04061 70.84 

15.5-16.5 $2,145,483.87 $26,688.41 0.01244 67.97 

16.5-17.5 $2,139,215.48 $18,733.90 0.00876 67.12 

17.5-18.5 $2,049,910.40 $40,918.46 0.01996 66.53 

18.5-19.5 $2,105,101.82 $48,086.41 0.02284 65.20 

19.5-20.5 $2,675,101.31 $37,926.41 0.01418 63.71 

20.5-21.5 $3,280,002.00 $63,615.15 0.01939 62.81 

21.5-22.5 $4,464,797.86 $54,916.32 0.01230 61.59 

22.5-23.5 $5,455,319.17 $67,559.50 0.01238 60.84 

23.5 - 24.5 $5,221,499.75 $93,925.02 0.01799 60.08 

24.5-25.5 $5,206,614.87 $122,576.36 0.02354 59.00 

25.5-26.5 $5,510,780.01 $93,954.06 0.01705 57.61 

26.5 - 27.5 $6,324,242.65 $74,423.73 0.01177 56.63 

27.5 - 28.5 $7,083,210.02 $96,901.90 0.01368 55.96 

28.5 - 29.5 $7,483,687.46 $100,573.57 0.01344 55.20 

29.5 - 30.5 $8,127,897.40 $85,588.91 0.01053 54.46 

30.5-31.5 $8,803,910.79 $111,804.91 0.01270 53.88 

31.5-32.5 $10,011,855.38 $76,924.59 0.00768 53.20 

32.5 - 33.5 $11,111,141.18 $91,735.66 0.00826 52.79 

33.5-34.5 $11,995,375.37 $133,693.47 0.01115 52.35 

34.5 - 35.5 $12,233,838.35 $110,610.00 0.00904 51.77 

35.5 - 36.5 $12,703,791.49 $107,641.27 0.00847 51.30 
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$ Surviving At $ Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
Age Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

36.5 - 37.5 $13,070,181.06 $127,557.02 0.00976 50.87 

37.5 - 38.5 $12,780,798.29 $143,590.77 0.01123 50.37 
38.5 - 39.5 $12,573,335.15 $152,303.05 0.01211 49.81 
39.5-40.5 $12,599,547.90 $121,263.95 0.00962 49.20 
40.5-41.5 $12,704,800.53 $163,120.05 0.01284 48.73 
41.5-42.5 $12,417,914.43 $221,646.18 0.01785 48.10 
42.5-43.5 $11,803,620.81 $233,699.67 0.01980 47.24 
43.5-44.5 $10,589,914.20 $214,106.69 0.02022 46.31 

44.5 - 45.5 $9,704,483.39 $178,970.33 0.01844 45.37 
45.5 - 46.5 $9,004,466.46 $239,667.09 0.02662 44.54 
46.5 - 47.5 $8,061,618.42 $202,905.54 0.02517 43.35 
47.5 - 48.5 $6,757,254.41 $158,846.17 0.02351 42.26 

48.5 - 49.5 $5,438,270.16 $136,100.61 0.02503 41.27 
49.5 - 50.5 $4,235,997.34 $129,322.30 0.03053 40.23 
50.5-51.5 $3,268,313.29 $133,253.33 0.04077 39.01 
51.5-52.5 $2,476,609.55 $131,607.52 0.05314 37.41 
52.5 - 53.5 $1,718,369.81 $110,990.27 0.06459 35.43 
53.5 - 54.5 $1,007,227.00 $72,857.30 0.07233 33.14 

54.5-55.5 $595,340.06 $77,080.21 0.12947 30.74 
55.5 - 56.5 $336,301.27 $30,490.69 0.09066 26.76 
56.5-57.5 $207,526.79 $23,945.07 0.11538 24.33 
57.5-58.5 $141,500.72 $16,745.65 0.11834 21.53 
58.5 - 59.5 $95,625.99 $11,379.02 0.11900 18.98 
59.5 - 60.5 $71,077.81 $7,081.34 0.09963 16.72 
60.5-61.5 $53,106.52 $4,769.80 0.08982 15.06 
61.5-62.5 $42,495.73 $3,531.36 0.08310 13.70 
62.5 - 63.5 $36,656.56 $3,301.42 0.09006 12.56 
63.5 - 64.5 $35,470.80 $2,295.32 0.06471 11.43 
64.5 - 65.5 $34,327.89 $2,811.72 0.08191 10.69 
65.5 - 66.5 $32,053.41 $2,630.85 0.08208 9.82 
66.5 - 67.5 $28,597.90 $2,252.46 0.07876 9.01 
67.5 - 68.5 $20,925.00 $1,342.31 0.06415 8.30 
68.5 - 69.5 $16,859.05 $1,762.41 0.10454 7.77 
69.5 - 70.5 $16,023.94 $1,832.55 0.11436 6.96 
70.5-71.5 $14,929.62 $1,997.48 0.13379 6.16 
71.5-72.5 $15,207.10 $1,952.31 0.12838 5.34 
72.5 - 73.5 $16,757.33 $1,611.51 0.09617 4.65 
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Age 
Interval 

$ Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

$ Retired 
During The 
Age Interval 

Retirement 
Ratio 

% Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

73.5 - 74.5 $23,191.61 $1,870.56 0.08066 4.20 

74.5 - 75.5 $32,662.52 $2,720.03 0.08328 3.87 

75.5 - 76.5 $38,562.23 $3,136.20 0.08133 3.54 

76.5 - 77.5 $39,651.33 $3,527.39 0.08896 3.26 

77.5 - 78.5 $39,610.81 $3,337.36 0.08425 2.97 
78.5 - 79.5 $37,958.80 $2,966.96 0.07816 2.72 

79.5 - 80.5 $36,027.69 $3,861.70 0.10719 2.50 

80.5-81.5 $31,286.39 $3,013.70 0.09633 2.24 

81.5-82.5 $24,727.87 $2,722.34 0.11009 2.02 

82.5 - 83.5 $18,571.76 $1,628.69 0.08770 1.80 

83.5 - 84.5 $14,927.54 $1,514.48 0.10146 1.64 
84.5 - 85.5 $15,466.37 $930.16 0.06014 1.47 

85.5 - 86.5 $15,874.44 $1,028.53 0.06479 1.38 

86.5 - 87.5 $17,936.54 $1,310.46 0.07306 1.30 

87.5 - 88.5 $18,882.87 $1,458.93 0.07726 1.20 

88.5 - 89.5 $20,887.43 $1,803.08 0.08632 1.11 
89.5 - 90.5 $22,512.65 $1,383.98 0.06148 1.01 

90.5-91.5 $25,465.86 $2,181.72 0.08567 0.95 

91.5-92.5 $24,589.11 $2,123.63 0.08636 0.87 

92.5-93.5 $21,667.23 $2,186.01 0.10089 0.79 

93.5-94.5 $19,878.24 $1,940.68 0.09763 0.71 

94.5 - 95.5 $17,468.53 $1,197.54 0.06855 0.64 

95.5 - 96.5 $15,421.22 $1,968.38 0.12764 0.60 

96.5 - 97.5 $12,519.38 $1,201.59 0.09598 0.52 

97.5 - 98.5 $15,016.38 $1,899.38 0.12649 0.47 
98.5 - 99.5 $11,585.28 $854.14 0.07373 0.41 

99.5 -100.5 $9,657.71 $767.43 0.07946 0.38 

100.5-101.5 $8,241.42 $528.19 0.06409 0.35 

101.5-102.5 $7,016.10 $338.79 0.04829 0.33 

102.5-103.5 $6,165.96 $187.58 0.03042 0.31 

103.5-104.5 $5,544.63 $2,208.89 0.39838 0.30 

104.5-105.5 $3,205.76 $798.15 0.24897 0.18 

105.5-106.5 $52.01 $21.65 0.41627 0.14 

106.5-107.5 $30.36 $10.89 0.35870 0.08 

107.5-108.5 $179.69 $11.89 0.06617 0.05 

108.5-109.5 $167.80 $0.00 0.00000 0.05 

109.5-110.5 $167.80 $0.00 0.00000 0.05 
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$ Surviving At $ Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
Age Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

110.5-111.5 $220.60 $18.53 0.08400 0.05 
111.5-112.5 $202.07 $7.58 0.03751 0.04 
112.5-113.5 $194.49 $0.00 0.00000 0.04 
113.5-114.5 $194.49 $0.00 0.00000 0.04 
114.5-115.5 $194.49 $141.69 0.72852 0.04 
115.5-116.5 $52.80 $0.00 0.00000 0.01 
116.5-117.5 $52.80 $0.00 0.00000 0.01 
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Age 
Interval 

$ Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

$ Retired 
During The 
Age Interval 

Retirement 
Ratio 

% Surviving At 
Beginning of 
Age Interval 

0.0-0.5 $56,198,061.92 $10,450.34 0.00019 100.00 
0.5-1.5 $60,881,803.36 $1,683,515.14 0.02765 99.98 
1.5-2.5 $54,209,564.24 $147,233.87 0.00272 97.22 
2.5-3.5 $53,342,163.17 $154,414.64 0.00289 96.95 
3.5-4.5 $53,931,012.32 $470,261.70 0.00872 96.67 
4.5-5.5 $59,441,052.94 $218,324.63 0.00367 95.83 
5.5-6.5 $39,212,771.39 $125,873.36 0.00321 95.48 
6.5-7.5 $39,090,040.42 $97,325.23 0.00249 95.17 
7.5-8.5 $31,990,683.83 $67,199.12 0.00210 94.93 
8.5-9.5 $37,325,381.49 $155,262.36 0.00416 94.73 
9.5-10.5 $37,873,075.50 $171,550.19 0.00453 94.34 
10.5-11.5 $36,083,131.24 $114,078.69 0.00316 93.91 
11.5-12.5 $33,405,913.27 $152,906.26 0.00458 93.62 
12.5-13.5 $37,711,731.96 $137,930.23 0.00366 93.19 
13.5-14.5 $34,013,269.23 $104,669.35 0.00308 92.85 
14.5-15.5 $38,220,988.05 $201,876.21 0.00528 92.56 
15.5-16.5 
16.5-17.5 

$35,851,123.83 
$32,683,543.08 

$106,664.08 
$143,854.89 

0.00298 
0.00440 

92.07 
91.80 

17.5-18.5 $30,363,673.09 $86,891.22 0.00286 91.39 
18.5-19.5 $25,735,016.43 $97,311.71 0.00378 91.13 
19.5-20.5 $23,153,576.75 $79,510.33 0.00343 90.79 
20.5-21.5 $20,556,303.31 $93,545.95 0.00455 90.48 
21.5-22.5 $18,132,472.56 $92,081.20 0.00508 90.06 
22.5 - 23.5 $17,977,831.95 $58,464.57 0.00325 89.61 
23.5 - 24.5 
24.5 - 25.5 

$17,221,420.26 
$15,812,185.77 

$71,573.38 
$70,098.01 

0.00416 
0.00443 

89.32 
88.94 

25.5 - 26.5 $14,804,179.49 $79,343.53 0.00536 88.55 
26.5 - 27.5 $14,450,606.64 $105,309.86 0.00729 88.08 
27.5-28.5 $13,506,539.24 $108,334.57 0.00802 87.43 
28.5 - 29.5 $12,399,465.10 $81,886.15 0.00660 86.73 
29.5 - 30.5 $9,679,732.82 $73,181.38 0.00756 86.16 
30.5-31.5 $7,851,126.99 $69,405.83 0.00884 85.51 
31.5-32.5 $6,473,931.29 $54,765.57 0.00846 84.75 
32.5 - 33.5 $4,874,283.94 $50,691.35 0.01040 84.04 
33.5-34.5 $3,229,980.82 $35,468.35 0.01098 83.16 
34.5 - 35.5 $1,735,159.59 $19,857.22 0.01144 82.25 
35.5 - 36.5 $758,691.58 $11,606.16 0.01530 81.31 
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$ Surviving At $ Retired Retirement % Surviving At 
Age Beginning of During The Ratio Beginning of 
Interval Age Interval Age Interval Age Interval 

36.5 - 37.5 $305,849.38 $4,223.19 0.01381 80.06 
37.5 - 38.5 $39,562.43 $744.95 0.01883 78.96 
38.5 - 39.5 $488.43 $0.00 0.00000 77.47 
39.5 - 40.5 $488.43 $73.44 0.15036 77.47 
40.5-41.5 $414.99 $106.85 0.25748 65.82 
41.5-42.5 $308.14 $2.70 0.00876 48.87 
42.5 - 43.5 $55.82 $0.50 0.00896 48.45 
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List of Information Request Responses 
Submitted for the Record 

Response # Question # Subject Matter 
NYRC-0891 DPS-575 NYSEG Seasonal Customers 
NYRC-0101 DPS-94 Cost of Service Studies 

NYRC-0508 DPS-372 Revenue Decoupling Mechanism 
NYRC-0196 DPS-189 Revenue Decoupling Mechanism 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation 

PSC Case No. 09-E-0715 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0716 
PSC Case No. 09-E-0717 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0718 

Information Request 

Requesting Party and No.: A. Rider (DPS-575) 

NYRC Response No.: NYRC-0891 (DPS-575) 

Request Date:   December 30, 2009 

Information Requested of: Revenue Allocation and Rate Design 

Reply Date:   January 5, 2010 

Responsible Witness: Revenue Allocation and Rate Design - NYSEG 

QUESTION: 

NYSEG Seasonal Customers - Bill Test 

1. Please explain how NYSEG tests to determine if a customer falls above or below the 
minimum bill threshold for seasonal customers, how it bills these customers, and how it 
reconciles bills annually. 

2. Does the bill test for seasonal customers include commodity revenues? If so, why does the 
Company believe that the bill test should be done on a total bill basis instead of on a delivery bill 
only basis? 

RESPONSE: 1 

1. Residential customers on Service Class 1 or,8 that have only occasional use or no use of their 
electric service for a period of six or more consecutive months, (not to exceed eight months), 
may opt to be billed under a Seasonal Rate Provision. Seasonal customers are placed on a 
unique rate, and account-specific parameters are entered into the billing system to identify the 
"seasonal" billing periods, when to bill and when not to bill. These parameters include the dates 
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of the first and last regular bills issued, and the date the annual reconciliation (or "clean-up") bill 
is issued. At the time of the reconciliation bill, the system compares all electric charges 
(including delivery, SBC, RPS, MFC, EEPS, TSAS, commodity and NBC) from the start of the 
seasonal period through the reconciliation bill to determine if the customer has met the annual 
minimum of $168. Any customer whose total charges are less than the annual minimum would 
be charged the difference between their annual electric charges and annual minimum. Any 
customer whose total electric charges are equal to or greater than the annual minimum would not 
be charged for "cleanup".   The reconciliation bill includes the "Seasonal Cleanup Balance" (if 
applicable) and any kWhs used during the non-billing period. 

2. Yes,.as stated in No.l above, the bill test includes delivery, SBC, RPS, MFC, EEPS, TSAS, 
commodity and NBC revenues. Prior to unbundling, the process for the bill test was done on a 
total bill basis and that process continued after the Company unbundled its rates. However, the 
Company can see the logic in including only base delivery revenues in the minimum bill 
calculation. 



Cases 09-E-0715, et al. Exhibit  (ERP-1) 
Page 4 of 16 

New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation 

PSC Case No. 09-E-0715 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0716 
PSC Case No. 09-E-0717 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0718 

Information Request 

Requesting Party and No.: Dickens (DPS-94) 

NYRC Response No.: NYRC-0101 (DPS-94) 

Request Date:   October 22, 2009 

Information Requested of: Embedded Cost of Service Panels 

Reply Date:   October 27,2009 

Responsible Witness: Embedded Cost of Service Panels 

QUESTION: 

Customer-Demand Cost Classification 

1. For both NYSEG and RG&E separately, please re-run the Embedded Cost of Service Studies 
for each of the following electric accounts - 364, 365, 366, 367, and 368 ~ by classifying 50% 
of the costs as customer and 50% as demand. 

RESPONSE: 

See NYRC-0101 Attachment -1 for the NYSEG electric ECOS summary of results by Service 
Class based on the change in classification percentages for FERC Accounts 364,365, 366, 367, 
and 368. Attachment 2 lists the values for the Distribution Plant accounts by Service Class. 

See NYRC-0101 Attachment -3 for the RG&E electric ECOS summary of results by Service 
Class based on the change in classification percentages for FERC Accounts 364, 365, 366, 367, 
and 368. Attachment 4 lists the values for the Distribution Plant accounts by Service Class. 



New York State Electric Gas 
ECOS Scenario - Distribution Plant Changes 
Summary of Results by SC 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

1 DEVELOPMENT OF RATE BASE 
2 ELECTRIC PLANT IN SERVICE 
3 DEPRECIATION RESERVE 
4 NET PLANT IN SERVICE 
5 
6 ADDITIONS & DEDUCTIONS TO NET PLT 
7 WORKING CAPITAL 
8 NON INT BEARING CUST ADVANCE 
9 DEFERRED DEBITS & CREDITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 
11 DEFERRED INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT 
12 RATE BASE ADJUSTMENTS 
13 TOT ADDS 4 DEDUCTS TO NET PLT 

15 EARNINGS BASE CAP DIFFERENTIAL 

TOTAL RATE BASE 

DEVELOPMENT OF RETURN 
OPERATING REVENUES 

ELECTRIC SALES REVENUES 
STANDBY, WHOLESALE, & MFC DELIVERY REVE 
OTHER OPERATING REVENUES 

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
OPER&MAINT EXPENSE 
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 
REGULATORY DEBITS & CREDITS 
TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
OTHER INCOME & DEDUCTIONS 
TAX EXPENSE 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

NYRC 0101 - Attachment 1 
Page 1 

RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL GSW/ODEM GSVMTHDEM GS WITH DEM   ' 
TOTAL REGULAR DAY-NIGHT TIME-OF-USE GSW/ODEM DAY-NIGHT < THAN SCO KW > THAN 500 KW 

SYSTEM SC1 SC8 SC12 SC6  . SC9 SC2 SC 7-1 

3,107,198,590 1,355,453,446 401,566,960 94.931.006 184,812,658 8,028,732 489,501,138 206,510.551 

1,594,553.585 719,607,839 208,359,778 45,880,591 93,415,370 4,023,106 240,974,215 .     100,724.908 
1,512,645,005 635,845,607 193.207,182 49,050,415 91,397,288 4,005,626 248.526,923 . 105,785.643 

80,207,961 37,813,417 11,605,860 1,723,465 3,920,148 178,728 11,372,885 4,236,727 

(2,253,143) (1,236,930) (332.768) (73,615) (147,671) (6,265) (349,296) (106,598) 
479,570,062 238,415,048 70,719.071    . 10.418,021 26,839,134 1.140.458 65.798.413 22.306,081 

(456,769,254) (203,393,785) (61,450,080) (13,037,637) (26,719,110) (1,161,541) (70,959,046) (28,591,542) 
(17,942,143) (7.541,290) (2.291.750) (581.671) (1,083,843) ' (47.505) (2.948,155) (1,255,129) 

(76,816,970) (32,022,554) (10,182,643) (1,452,939) (3,170,042) (150,914) (12,026,836) (5,237,001) 

5,996,514 32,033,907 8:067,690 (3,004,375) (361,385) (47.037) (9,112.035) (8,647,463) 

44,439,047 19,543,736 5,889,779 1,347,416 2,663,926 115,838 7,005,846 2,842,493 

1,563,080,566 687,423,249 207,164,652 47,393,456 93,699,829 4.074,426 246,420,735 .99,980,673 

35     OPERATING INCOME 

37 RATE OF RETURN 
38 INDEX RATE OF RETURN 

589,238,152 

3,615,115 

26,501.000 

619,354,267 

271,221,387 

1,524,761 

13.110,890 

285,857,037 

82,498,495 

456,321 

3,968,232 

86,923,048 

9,425,663 

90,832 

690,151 

10,206,647 

23,791,983 

187,609 

1,238,947 

25,218,539 

1.221,438 

8,439 

54,845 

1,284,722 

101,121.610 

569,649 

3,464.731 

105,155,991 

39,548,154 

242,211 

1,322,703 

41,113,069 

298,744,109 

85,193.246 

0 

87,814,716 

0 

36,665,127 

508,417,198 

139.014,342 

37,917.711 

0 

38,610,203 

0 

18,264,543 

233,806,799 

42,715,205 

.     11,059.882 

0 

10.831,194 

0 

5,950,508 

70,556,789 

6,123,434 

2.619.090 

0 

3,119,940 

0 

(1,317.167) 

10,545,297 

13,716,839 

5,301,181 

0 

5,421,062 

0 

(998,481) 

23,440,600 

623,608 

225,084 

0 

230,539 

0 

24,561 

1,103,791 

42,863,131 

12.913.921 

0 

12,872,379 

0 

11,024,109 

79,673.540 

17,117,267 

5,295,815 

0 

.4,595,339 

0 

4,192,665 

31.201,086 

110,937,069 52.050,238 16,366,259 (338.650) 1,777,938 180,931 25,482,451 9,911,983 

7.10% 

1.000 

7.57% 

1.067 

7.90% 

1.113' 

-0.71% 

-0.101 

1.90% 

0.267 

4.44% 

0.626 

10.34% 

1.457 

9.91% 

1.397 



New York State Bectjic Gas 
ECOS Scenario - Distribution Plant Changes 
SummaryoTResultsbySC 

NYRC 0101 - Attachment 1 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

DEVELOPMENT OF RATE BASE 
ELECTRIC PLANT IN SERVICE 
DEPRECIATION RESERVE 
NET PLANT IN SERVICE 

ADDITIONS & DEDUCTIONS TO NET PLT 
WORKING CAPITAL 
NON INT BEARING CUST ADVANCE 
DEFERRED DEBITS 8 CREDITS 
DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 
DEFERRED INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT 
RATE BASE ADJUSTMENTS 

TOT ADDS & DEDUCTS TO NET PLT 

EARNINGS BASE CAP DIFFERENTIAL 

TOTAL RATE BASE 

DEVELOPMENT OF RETURN 
OPERATING REVENUES 

ELECTRIC SALES REVENUES 
.   STANDBY, WHOLESALE, & MFC DELIVERY REVE 

OTHER OPERATING REVENUES 
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
OPER & MAINT EXPENSE 
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 
REGULATORY DEBITS & CREDITS 
TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
OTHER INCOME & DEDUCTIONS 
TAX EXPENSE 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

PRIM WITH DEM 
< THAN 500 KW 

PRIM WITH DEM 
> THAN 500 KW 

SUBT WITH DEM 
< THAN 500 KW 

SUBT WITH DEM 
> THAN 500 KW 

TRANSM 
SERVICE 

SC3P SC7-2 SC3S SC7-3 SC7-4 

15,621,493 

7,764,413 

7,857,080 

167,039,821 

•      82,758.574 

84,281,247 

298,375 

152,620 

145,755 

74,824,308 

38,381,900 

36,442.408 

34,241,694 

16,909.328 

17.332.366 

368,437 

0 

4,147,640 

0 

6,792 

0 

1,870.241 

0 

1.216.836 

0 

1,911,325 

(2,198,820) 

(93,215) 

(443,002) 

(455,275) 

20,668,467 

(23,613,226) 

(999,876) 

(5,552,929) 

(5,349,924) 

23,953 

(37.724) 

(1,730) 

(8,056) 

(16,765) 

5,308,557 

(9,240,487) 

(432,561) 

(3,386,805) 

(5,881.054) 

2,904,971 

(4,498,386) 

(205,698) 

(1,717,722) 

(2,299,999) 

216,594 2,309,717 3,775 894.298 439.883 

7.618.399 81,241,041 132,765 " 31,455.652 15.472,249 

35     OPERATING INCOME 
36 
37 RATE OF RETURN 
38 INDEX RATE OF RETURN 

2,690,500 

20,336 

114,330 

2,825.166 

30,088,996 

240,140 

1,296,024 

31.625,160 

76,847 

393 

1,760 

78,999 

10,884.128 

131,748 

509,582 

11,525,458 

4,098,095 

59.988 

257,285 

4,415,368 

1,449,267 

396,575 

0 

473,412 

0 

94,128 

2,413,382 

16,867,757 

4.116,073 

0 

5.558,254 

0 

880,217 

27.422,302 

26,376 

7,789 

0 

7,071 

0 

13,108 

54,343 

8,198,523 

1.786,746 

0 

2,391,034 

0 

(775,919) 

11,600,384 

4.166.574 

814,720 

0 

1,285,843 

0 

(949,441) 

5,317,696 

411,784 4,202,858 24,656 (74,926) (902,328) 

5.41% 

0.762 

5.17% 

0.729 

18.57% 

2.617 

-0.24% 

-0.034 

-5.83% 

-0.822 

TOTAL 
STREET 

LIGHTING 

AREA/OUTDR 
LIGHTING 

SC5 

54,162.245 20.206.164 

25,706,588 

28.455.657 

9,694.355 

10,311,809 

1,204,014 

0 

542,771 

0 

9.178,530 

(8,561.797) 

(337,445) 

(1,045,097) 

436.205 

3,938,032 

(3,306.072) 

(122.276) 

(420.431) 

632.024 

845.503 320,242 

29,739,365 11,264,075 

10,273,683 

59,406 

318,418 

10,651,507 

2,297,173 

23,283 

153.100 

2,473,556 

4,070.138 

2,047.584 

0 

1,749,328 

0 

688.151 

8,555,200 

1,791.650 

691,076 

0 

669,118 

0 

(425,856) 

2,725,989 

2.096.307 (252,432) 

7.05% 

0.993 

-2.24% 

-0.316 



NBW Yaik Slate Eledric Gas 
ECOS Scenario- Oislribution Plant Changes 
DetaU Ustlng at Dbtilb. Plant Aceta 

RESIDENTIAL 
DAY-NIGHT 

RESIDENTIAL 
TIME-OF-USE GSVWODEM 

GS W/O OEM 
DAY-NIGHT 

GS WITH DEM 
< THAN 500 KW 

GS WITH DEM 
> THAN 500 KW 

DISTRIBUTION PLANT 

360-LAND & LAND RIGHTS 
361-STRUCTURES & IMPROVMENTS 
362-STATION EQUIPMENT 
364-POLES, TOWERS & FIXTURES 

CUST POLES. TOWERS S FIXT - PRIMARY 
DEM POLES, TOWERS & FIXT - PRIMARY 
CUST POLES, TOWERS & FIXT - SEC 
DEM POLES, TOWERS S FIXT - SEC 

TOTAL ACCOUNT 364 
365-OVERHEAD COND & DEVICES 

CUST OH COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
DEM OH COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
CUST OH COND & DEVICES - SEC 
DEM OH COND & DEVICES - SEC 

TOTAL ACCOUNT 365 
366-UNDERGROUND CONDUIT 

CUST UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
DEM UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
CUST UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - SEC 
DEM UG CONDUIT S DEVICES - SEC 

TOTAL ACCOUNT 366 
367-UNDERGROUND COND & DEV 

CUST UG COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
OEM UG COND 4 DEVICES - PRIMARY 
CUST UG COND & DEVICES - SEC 
DEM UG COND & DEVICES - SEC 

TOTAL ACCOUNT 367 
368-LINE TRANSFORMERS 

CUST COMP LINE TRANSFORM 
DEM COMP LINE TRANSFORM 

TOTAL ACCOUNT 368 
369-SERVICES 

DNCPPRI 51,158.742 18.696,521 7.270,229 841,129 1,182,285 86,179 11,166,985 5,491.965 
DNCPPRI 4,021,864 1,469,834 571.552 66,126 92,946 6,775 877.897 431.753 
DNCPPRI 178,146.917 65.105,736 25.316.669 2,929,013 4.116.997 300,096 38,886,100 19,124,331 

CUPRI 167.356.689 117,497,329 26.142.668 839,127 12.306,558 429,432 7,582,037 664.173 
DNCPPRI 167.356.688 61,162,330 23.783.257 2,751.605 3,867.634 281,919 36,530.798 17,965.984 
CUSEC 34,277,876 14,599,450 468,613 6,872,633 6,872,633 239,818 4,234,211 0 
DNCPSEC 34.277.876 16.138,326 6.275.463 726,040 1.020,516 74,387 9,639,037 0 

403,269,131 209,397,435 56,670,001 11,189,405 24,067,340 1,025,556 57,986,082 18,630.157 

CUPRI 161,756,228 113,565,372 25,267,824 811,046 11.894,728 415,062 7,328,310 641.947 
DNCPPRI 161.756.228 59.115,580 22.987.369 2,659,525 3.738.206 272,485 35,308.323 17.364,766 
CUSEC 45,623,551 19,431,739 623,720 9,147.414 9.147.414 319.195 5.635.697 0 
DNCPSEC 45.623.551 21,479,970 8,352.587 966,353 1.358.298 99.009 12,829,473 0 

414,759,559 213,592,661 57.231,499 . 13,584,338 26,138,647 1.105.750 61.101,803 18.006.714 

CUPRI 8,884,142 6,237,354 1,387,785 44,545 653,294 22.796 402,493 35.258 
DNCPPRI 8.884.142 3,246,807 1,262.536 146,069 205,314 14,966 1.939,240 953,726 
CUSEC 2,221,035 945,972 30,364 445,312 445,312 15.539 274.356 0 
DNCPSEC 2.221.035 1,045,683 406.619 47,044 66,124 4,820 624,561 0 

22.210.354 11,475.815 3.087.304 662.970 1,370.045 58,121 3.240.650 988.983 

CUPRI 49.849,298 34.998.060 7,786,923 249,945 3,665,663 127,912 2.258.405 197.832 
DNCPPRI 49,849,298 18,217,970 7.084,143 819,600 1,152,023 83,973 10,881,158 5,351,395 
CUSEC 12.462.325 5,307.887 170,372 2,498.667 2,498,667 87,190 1.539,422 0 
DNCPSEC 12,462,325 5,867,372 2,281,555 263,965 371,027 27,045 3.504,441 0 

124,623,246 64.391.289 17.322.993 3,832,176 7,687,360 326,120 18,183,426 5.549.227 

CUSECTR 192,225,639 56,977,366 1.988.202 35,103,601 56,977,366 1,986,202 35.103,601 3.075.014 
DNCPSECT 192,225,639 74.501.357 28.970.200 3,351.709 4.711.134 343.403 44,497,880 34.358.937 

384,451,278 131,478,723 30,958.402 38,455,309 61,688,501 2,331,605 79,601,481 37,433,951 
CUSECS 151,157.674 111.100.595 24.719.421 793,444 8.727.427 304.540 5,151.254 360.993 



New Yorit State Electric Gas 
ECOS Scenario- Oistribulion Plant Changes 
Detail Listing of Disirib. Plan! AcOs 

PRIM WITH DEM PRIM WITH DEM SUBT WITH OEM SUBT WITH DEM 
* THAN 500 KW > THAN 500 KW < THAN 500 KW > THAN 500 KW SERVICE 

.   SC3P SC7-2 SC3S SC7-3 SC7-4 

TOTAL AREA/OUTDR 
STREET LIGHTING 

DISTRIBUTION PLANT 

360-LAND & LAND RIGHTS 
361-STRUCTURES & IMPROVMENTS 
362-STATION EQUIPMENT 
364-POLES. TOWERS & FIXTURES 

CUST POLES. TOWERS & FIXT - PRIMARY 
DEM POLES. TOWERS & FIXT - PRIMARY 
CUST POLES. TOWERS & FIXT - SEC 
DEM POLES, TOWERS S FIXT - SEC 

TOTAL ACCOUNT3M 
365-OVERHEAD COND & DEVICES 

CUST OH COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
DEM OH COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
CUST OH COND & DEVICES - SEC 
DEM OH COND & DEVICES - SEC 

TOTAL ACCOUNT 365 
365-UNDERGROUND CONDUIT 

CUST UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
DEM UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
CUST UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - SEC    L 

DEM UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - SEC 
TOTAL ACCOUNT 366 

367-UNDERGROUND COND » DEV 
CUST UG COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
DEM UG COND 8. DEVICES - PRIMARY 
CUST UG COND & DEVICES - SEC 
DEM UG COND & DEVICES - SEC 

TOTAL ACCOUNT 367 
368-LINE TRANSFORMERS 

CUST COMP UNE TRANSFORM   ^ 
DEM COMP LINE TRANSFORM 

TOTAL ACCOUNT 368 
369-SERVICES 

DNCPPRI 
DNCPPRI 
DNCPPRI 

483,683 
38,418 

1,701,710 

5,466,601 
429,759 

19,036,005 

CUPRI 
DNCPPRI 
CUSEC 
DNCPSEC 

47,715 
1,598.639 

0 
0 

1,646,354 

73,967. 
17,883,008 

0 
0 

17,956,976 

CUPRI 
DNCPPRI 
CUSEC 
DNCPSEC 

46,118 
1.545.142 

0 
0 

1.591,260 

71,492 
17,284,567 

0 
0 

17,356,059 

CUPRI 
DNCPPRI 
CUSEC 
DNCPSEC 

2,533 
84,864 

0 
0 

87,397 

3,927 
949,321 

0 
0 

953.247 

CUPRI 
DNCPPRI 
CUSEC 
DNCPSEC 

14.212 
476,175 

0 
0 

490.387 

22.032 
5.326,679 

0 
0 

5.348,711 

CUSECTR 
DNCPSECT 

0 
0 

0 
0 

374,179 93.985 
29,416 7.389 

1,302,981 327.279 

218,644     . 1,555.039 
1.224.060 307.456 

122.103 868.416 
322,981 81.125 

1,887.789 2,812.036 

211,328 1.503,001 
1,183,098 297,167 

162,518 1.155,854 
429,885     • 107,977 

1,986,828 3.063,999 

11,607 82,549 
64.979 16,321 

7,912 56,269 
20.926 5.257 

105,425 160,396 

65,126 463,188 
.   364.602 91,580 

44,393 315,728 
117.426 29.495 
591,546 899,990 

1,012,288 0 
1.491.018 0 
2,503,307 0 

oS 



Rochester Gas Electric Corporation 
ECOS Scenario - Distribution Plant Changes 
Summary of Results by SC 

35 
36 
37 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

DEVELOPMENT OF RATE BASE 
ELECTRIC PLANT INCL NON INTEREST BEARING CW1P 
DEPRECIATION RESERVE 

NET PLANT IN SERVICE 

ADDITIONS & DEDUCTIONS TO NET ALT 
PLANT HELD FOR FUTURE USE 
FOSSIL FUELS 
MATERIAL AND SUPPUES 
PREPAYMENTS 
O&M WORKING CAPITAL 
DEFERRED DEBITS AND CREDITS 
DEFERRED INCOME TAX 
DEFERRED INVESTMENT TAX CREDITS 

TOT ADDS & DEDUCTS TO NET PLT 

TOTAL RATE BASE 

DEVELOPMENT OF RETURN 
ELECTRIC SALES REVENUES 
STANDBY- SC14 REVENUES 
OTHER OPERATING REVENUES 
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
OPER & MAI NT EXPENSE 
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 
REGULATORY DEBITS & CREDITS 
TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
OTHER INCOME & DEDUCTIONS 
TAX EXPENSE 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

NYRC 0101 -Attachment 3 
P.0. 5 

RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL GEN SERVICE GEN SERVICE GEN SERVICE GEN SERVICE 
TOTAL SERVICE TOU SMALL USE 100kWMIN 12kWMIN TOU 

SYSTEM SC1 SC4 SC2 SC3 SC7 SC9 

m (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)    (9) 

1,524,621,916 810.062.811 22,237,371 79,396,275 93,343.014 141,688,319 14,217,702 

561,735,000 303,168.945 8,417,142 29,672,085 32,803,197 51,591,273 5,141,322 
,    962,886,915 506,893,866 13,820,229 49,724,190 60,539.817 90,097,046 9,076,381 

1,831,000 963,905 26,280 94,554 115,125 171,325 17,259 

1.068.000 605,371 20,569 47,887 50,730 102,708 5,212 
5,478,000 2,875,907 78.764 283,006 341,128 513,191 51,902 

21,309,000 12.348,617 333,676 1,264,515 1,136,940 1,860,856 179,259 
25,155,718 14,641,943 416.025 1,368.586 1.289,642 2,239.090 189,407 

84,812,443 45,679,348 1,449,343 3,897,603 4,616,801 8,141,229 555,363 

(170,952.680) (88.715.432) (2,582,408) (8,561,821) (10,487,534) (16,455,038) (1,475,458) 
(3,615,720) (1,903,447) (51,896) (186,718) (227,340) (338,320) (34,082) 

(34,914,239) (13,503,787) (309,647) (1,792,388) (3,164,508) (3,764,959) (511,139) 

927,972,676 493,390,079 13,510,582 47,931,801 57,375,309 86,332,087 8,565,242 

RATE OF RETURN 
INDEX RATE OF RETURN 

358.216.665 172.119.816 5.424,050 13.632.851 25,012,232 45.069.784 3,911,477 

3,576,036 1,808,038 50,661 189,241 223,329 343.855 32,479 

2.632.462 2.461,685 79.868 25,670 11,588 37.828 2,219 
364,425,163 176,389,539 5,554,578 13.847.761 25,247,150 45.451.468 3,946,175 

166,763,984 90,215,968 2,620,253 8,604.381 9,528,727 15.130.269 1,391,161 

47,970,562 26.153,472 742,819 2,499,276 2,685,537 4.352,011 407,844 
861.791 453.678 12,369 44.503 54.185 80,637 8,123 

51.468.165 27,151,866 ■    720,002 2.577,882 3,219,464 4.791,936 461,714 
386,694 205.600 5,630 19.974 23,909 35,975 3,569 

23.455.299 4,805,056 357,986 (732,456) 2,931,636 6,951,311 524,971 

290.906.496 146,985.640 4,459,059 13,013,557 18,443,457 31,342,139 2,797,383 

73.518.667 27,403,898 1,095,519 834,204 6,803,693 14,109,328 1,148,792 

7.92% 5.55% 8.11% 1.74% 11.86% . 16.34% 13.41% 
1.000 0.701 1.023 0.220 1.497 2.063 1.693 



Rochester Gas Electric Corporation 
ECOS Scenario - Distribution Plant Changes 
Summary of Results by SC 

NYRC 0101 -Attachment 3 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

DEVELOPMENT OF RATE BASE 
ELECTRIC PLANT INCL NON INTEREST BEARING CWIP 
DEPRECIATION RESERVE 

NET PLANT IN SERVICE 

ADDITIONS & DEDUCTIONS TO NET PLT 
PLANT HELD FOR FUTURE USE 
FOSSIL FUELS 
MATERIAL AND SUPPUES 
PREPAYMENTS 
OSM WORKING CAPITAL 
DEFERRED DEBITS AND CREDITS 
DEFERRED INCOME TAX 
DEFERRED INVESTMENT TAX CREDITS 

TOT ADDS S DEDUCTS TO NET PLT 

17   TOTAL RATE BASE 

GEN SERV GEN SERV GEN SERV GEN SERV GEN SERV GEN SERV TOTAL 
TOU SEC TOU SUBSTA TOU PRI TOU SUB-TRAN TOU SUB-TRAN TOU TRAN LIGHTING 

SC8 SEC SO 8    . SC8 IND SC 8 COM SC 8 SC8 
(10) (") (12) (13) (14) (15)     ■         (16) (17) 

121.391,089 9,059,920 85,422,192 64,264,751 29,797,418 2,719,086 51,021,966 
41,426.661 3.010.473 28,515,854 23,986,852 9,244,119 1,104,459 23,650,618 
79,962,428 6,049,447 56,906,338 40,277,900 20,553,299 1,614,627 27,371,348 

152,067 11,504 108.227 76,584 39,089 3,070 52,010 
48,117 7,799 29,310 128,353 9,166 7,586 5,193 

444,454 33,651 310,691 235,039 112,278 9,817 188,172 
1,478,452 80,091 1,117.418 639.311 227,501 29,649 612,714 
1.545,094 81.539 1,126,462 "1,085,428 136,273 60,601 975,627 
5.247,640 ,         629.824 3,444.190 8,094,872 1,338,792 441,256 1,276,181 

(13,287,759) (1,227.651) (9.328,768) (10,885,923) (3,621,277) (516,510) (3,807,111) 
(300,290) (22.718) (213,719) (151,233) (77,190) (6,062) (102,705) 

(4,672.225) (405,961) (3,406,179) (777,568) (1,835,367) 29,408 (799,918) 

75,290,203 5,643,486 53,500,159 39,500,331 18,717,932 1.644,035 26,571,430 

DEVELOPMENT OF RETURN 
ELECTRIC SALES REVENUES 
STANDBY - SC14 REVENUES 
OTHER OPERATING REVENUES 
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
OPER S MAINT EXPENSE 
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 
REGULATORY DEBITS & CREDITS 
TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
OTHER INCOME & DEDUCTIONS 
TAX EXPENSE 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
34 
35 
36 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE OF RETURN 
INDEX RATE OF RETURN 

28,222,080 3.367,207 19.616.324 23,395,786 9,341.417 617,313 8,486,329 
289,705 25.792 211,953 194,689 81,050 . 8.111 117.132 

6,457 (4.135) 8.377 (9,783) (21,386) 656 33,418 
28,518,242 3,388,864 19.836.664 23,580,691 9,401.081 626,080 8,636,860 

12,232,928    . 1,106,045 9,214,217 8,632,447 ■    3,307.874 368,083 4.411,631 
3.304,678 261,486 2,281,116 2,430,976 736,496 120,239 1,994,612 

71,573 5,415 50,939 36,046 18,398 1,445 24,479 
4,302,272 324.884 3,040,525 2,222,819 1,100,156 84,382 1,470,265 

31,374 2,352 22,294 16,460 7,800 685 11,073 
2,183,310 577,986 1,208,360 3,420,515 1,374,083 (6,204) (141.252) 

22.126,135 2,278.167 15,817,451 16,759,263 6.544.806 568,630 7,770,808 

6,392,107 1,110,696 4,019,202 6,821,429 2,856,276 57,450 866,072 

8.49% 19.68% 7.51% 17.27% 15.26% 3.49% 3.26% 

1.072 2.484 0.948 2.180 1.926 0.441 0.411 



RochMUrGM Etoccric Corporation 
ECOS SCMIB* - DiMributien Ptom ChangM 
Detail Unirg of DiHrib Plant Accounti 

1 DISTRIBUTION PLANT 

3 360-LANDB. LAND RIGHTS 
4 PRIMARY 
5 TOTAL ACCOUNT 360 
6 361-STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 
7 362-STATION EQUIPMEPJT 
8 364-POLES. TOWERS & FIXTURES 
9 CUST POLES, TOWERS 4 FIXT - PRIMARY 
9 DEM POLES. TOWERS & FIXT - PRIMARY 

10 CUST POLES. TOWERS 4 FIXT - SEC 
10 DEM POLES, TOWERS & FIXT - SEC 
11 TOTAL ACCOUNT 364 
12 365-OVERHEAD COND & DEVICES 
13 CUST OH COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
13 DEM OH COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
14 CUST OH COND & DEVICES- SEC 
14 DEM OH COND & DEVICES - SEC 
15 TOTAL ACCOUNT 365 
16 36&UNDERGROUND CONDUIT 
17 CUST UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
17 DEM UG CONDUIT 4 DEVICES - PRIMARY 
18 CUST UG CONDUIT 4 DEVICES • SEC 
18 DEM UG CONDUIT 4 DEVICES - SEC 
19 TOTAL ACCOUNT 366 
20 367-UNDERGROUND COND & DEV 
21 CUST UG COND 4 DEVICES - PRIMARY 
21 DEM UG COND 4 DEVICES - PRIMARY 
22 CUST UG COND 4 DEVICES - SEC 
22 DEM UG COND 4 DEVICES - SEC 
23 TOTAL ACCOUNT 367 
24 36B-UNE TRANSFORMERS 
25 CUST COMP LINE TRANSFORM 
26 DEM COMP UNE TRANSFORM 
26 TOTAL ACCOUNT 368 
27 369-SERVICES 

RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL GEN SERVICE   . GEN SERVICE GEN SERVICE 
IDQkWMlN   . 

(D (2) (3) C) (5) (6) (7)               (8)  (9) (10) 

DNCPPRI 9.401,930 4.040,920 148,021 427,216 690,881 1.259.836 129,572 1.319,913 
9,401,930 , 4.040,920 148,021 427,216 890,881 1,259,836 129,572 1,319,913 

DNCPSTA 8,282,424 3.488,893 127,600 388.855 763,179 1,037,731 111.871 1,139.600 
DNCPPRI 104,520,337 44.922.518 1,645,533 4.749.321 9.903.842 14,005,476 1,440,440 14,673,340 

47,412,113 41.500,921 575,345 3,634,532 129.808 1.024.911 63,700 48.208 
DNCPPRI 47,412,113 20.377,580 746,440 2,154,369 4,492,543 6,353,110 653,407 6,656,064 
CUSEC 5,268,013 4,813.405 63.958 404,029 14.430 113,933 7,081 5,359 
DNCPSEC 5.268,013 3,021,843 110.691 319,477 666.210 942,119 96,895 

105.360.250 69.513.748 1.496,435 6.512,407 5,302.991 8.434,073 621.083 6.709.631 

CUPRI 42,839.189 37.498,134 519,853 3,283,979 117.288 926,058 57,556 43.559 
DNCPPRI 42,839,189 18.412,151 674,446 1,946,579 4,059,234 5,740,349 590,386        - 6,014,083 
CUSEC 6,973,821 6,107,248 84,667 534,855 19.102 150:825 9,374 7.094 
DNCPSEC 6,973.821 4,000,330 146,534 422,925 881,933 1.247,181 123,271 

99.626.020 66.017.864 1.425,600 6,188.339 5,077.558 8,064,414 785,586 6,064.736 

CUPRI 43,910.417 42,812,422 593,527 3,749,390 133.910 1.057,300 65,713 49,732 
DNCPPRI 48,910.417 21,021,546 770,029 2,222,451 4,634,515 6.553,879 674,056 6,866,407 
CUSEC 24.090.206 21,096,736 292,473 1,647,592 65,987 521,007 32,361 24,506 
DNCPSEC 24.090.206 13,818,647 506,183 1.460.942 3,046,528 4,308,234 443.095 0 

146,001.246 96.749.352 2.162,213 9.280,374 7.880,840 12,440.421 1.215.245 6,940,645 

CUPRI 63,542.372 55.620,110 771,086 4.871,050 173,971 1,373,600 35.371 64,610 
63,542.372 27,310,315 1,000,389 2,687.315 6,020,968 8,514,526 675.705 8,920,549 

CUSEC 3,344,335 2,928.766 40,603 256,493 9,161 72.329 4,495 3,402 
DNCPSEC 3,344,335 1,918.381 70.271 202,816 422,936 598,093 61.513 0 

133.773.414 87.777,572 1.882.349 8.217.674 6,627,035 10.558.649 1,027.085 8.988.561 

59,516,021 52,120,510 722,569 -        4,564,565 163,025 1,287,174 30.000 60,544 
DNCPSECT 59,516,021 28,752.423 1.053,215 3.039,778 6,338,902 8,964.131 921,946 9,391,594 

119,032.042 80.872.933 1.775,784 7.604,344 6,501.927 10.251,305 1.001.946 9.452,139 
CUSECS 37,406,262 31.694.834 438,013 2.766,985 245.431 1.937.824 240.877 182,298 



Rochmter Gas Elecbic Corporation 
ECOS Scenwio - Dinribution Plant ChanflM 
Detail Listing of Distnb Plant Accounts 

1 DISTRIBUTION PLANT 

3 360-LAND & LAND RIGHTS 
4 PRIMARY 
5 TOTAL ACCOUNT 360 
6 361-STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 
7 '  362-STATION EQUIPMENT 
a 364-POLES. TOWERS & FIXTURES 
9 OUST POLES, TOWERS & FIXT - PRIMARY 
9 DEM POLES, TOWERS & FIXT- PRIMARY 

10 OUST POLES, TOWERS S FIXT- SEC 
10 DEM POLES, TOWERS & FIXT- SEC 
11 TOTAL ACCOUNT 364 
12 365-OVERHEAD COND & DEVICES 
13 CUST OH COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
13 DEM OH COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
14 CUST OH COND & DEVICES - SEC 
14 DEM OH COND & DEVICES - SEC 
15 TOTAL ACCOUNT 365 
16 366-UNDERGROUND CONDUIT 
17 CUST UG CONDUITS DEVICES - PRIMARY 
W DEM UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
18 CUST UG CONDUITS DEVICES - SEC 
18 DEM UG CONDUIT & DEVICES - SEC 
19 TOTAL ACCOUNT 366 
20 367-UNDERGROUND COND & DEV 
21 CUST UG COND & DEVICES - PRIMARY 
21 DEM UG COND 4 DEVICES - PRIMARY 
22 CUST UG COND 4 DEVICES - SEC 
22 DEM UG COND 4 DEVICES - SEC 
23 TOTAL ACCOUNT 367 
24 36S-UNE TRANSFORMERS 
25 CUST COMP LINE TRANSFORM 
25 DEM COMP LINE TRANSFORM 
26 TOTAL ACCOUNT 368 
27 369-SERVICES 

DNCPPRI 

DNCPSEC 

DNCPPRI 

DNCPSEC 

DNCPPRI 

DNCPSEC 

DNCPPRI 

DNCPSEC 

rou SU8STA 

(11) (12) 

TOU SUB-TRAM 

(13) 

o 
0 

164,886 
0 

1,037,435 
1,037,435 

895,711 
■ 11,533,059 

0 
0 
0 
0 

22,522 
5.231.582 

0 
0 

5.254.103 

0 
0 
0 
0 

20,349 
4.726.993 

0 
0 

4.747.342 

0 
0 
0 
0 

23,233 
5,396,909 

0 

5.420,142 

0 
0 
0 

30,184 
7,011,439 

.   .     o 
7.041,622 

LARGE LARGE 
GENSERV GENSERV 

TOU SUB-TRAN TOU TRAN 
COM SC S SC S 

(14) (15) 

1,6461809 

412.165 

4s[ai» 
110.777 

1.315.778 

eoleM 

1.254'682 

l,91l!914 

' 29!oe7 
70,326 

1,652.967 

517.633 

i!57i!ee5 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation 

PSC Case No. 09-E-0715 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0716 
PSC Case No. 09-E-0717 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0718 

Information Request 

Requesting Party and No.: A. Rider (DPS-372) 

NYRC Response No.: NYRC-0508 (pPS-372) 

Request Date:  November 18, 2009 

Information Requested of: Revenue Decoupling Mechanism Panel 

Reply Date:   November 23,2009 

Responsible Witness:   Revenue Decoupling Mechanism Panel 

QUESTION: 

Company-Run Energy Efficiency Programs 

1.        For both NYSEG and RG&E, please list the electric energy efficiency programs offered 
by each company without the involvement of NYSERDA, and provide the electric service 
classifications whose customers are eligible to participate in each program. 

RESPONSE: 

Program Name Status NYSEG SCs RG&E SCs 
Multifamily Program Approved 7/27/09 

Savings begin 2/10 
1,8,12,6,9,2,3 
and 7 

1,4, 2, 3, 7, 8 and 
9 

C&I Prescriptive Rebate 
Program* 

Approved 10/23/09 
Savings begin Q2 10 

9,2,3,7,11,13 
and 14 

3,7,8,9,10,11, 
12 and 14 

C&I Custom Rebate Program* Approved 11/13/09 
Savings begin Q2 10 

9,2,3,7,11,13 
and 14 

3,7,8,9,10,11, 
12 and 14 

Small Business Direct Approved 11/13/09 6, 9, 2, 3, 7 and 2, 7, 9 and 14 
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Program Name Status NYSEG SCs RG&E SCs 
Installation Program* Savings begin Q2 10 11 
Residential HVAC Program Under review by DPS 

Staff 
1,8 and 12 land 4 

Residential Recommissioning 
Program 

Under review by DPS 
Staff 

1, 8 and 12 land 4 

Residential Lighting Program Under review by DPS 
Staff 

1,8 and 12 land 4 

Residential Limited Income 
Program 

Under review by DPS 
Staff 

1,8 and 12 land 4 

Block Bidding Program Under review by DPS 
Staff 

All service 
classes 

All service 
classes 

* For the C&l programs listed above, religious organizations, veteran's homes, or community residences 
that may be taking service under a residential service class due to the exception provided under PSL 
Section 76 may take'advantage of rebates/measures offered to C&l customers due to the nature/size of 
the building (a typical residential measure may not make sense for these types of customers in terms of 
energy efficiency). 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation 

PSC Case No. 09-E-0715 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0716 
PSC Case No. 09-E-0717 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0718 

Information Request 

Requesting Party and No.: A. Rider (DPS-189) 

NYRC Response No.: NYRC-0196 (DPS-189) 

Request Date:   October 30, 2009 

Information Requested of: Revenue Decoupling Mechanism Panel 

Reply Date:   November 3,2009 

Responsible Witness: Revenue Decoupling Mechanism Panel 

QUESTION: 

Billed Revenues and the RDM - NYSEG 

1. Would billed revenue reported for September 2010 reflect service taken by customers prior to 
September 1,2010? 

2. For each customer class included in the proposed RDM, what is the typical percentage of 
billed revenue reported in a month associated with service from a prior month? 

3. Should billed revenue associated with service taken by customers prior to September 1, 2010 
be reconciled in the rate year RDM? Please explain your answer. 

RESPONSE: 

1. Yes. 

2. On the 1st of the month, cycle 1 will bill 100% of the prior month use ... by the end of the 
month; the last cycle will bill 100% of the current month use. For the month on average 50% 
of the use will be billed and 50% will be unbilled. 
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3.   The Panel recognizes that once new rates are set, bills will need to be prorated to recognize 
the effective date of those rates. Consequently, the Panel recognizes that RDM targets for the 
first month of new rates will need to be adjusted to be consistent with this fact. 



2 
5 
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NEW YORK STATE ELECTRIC & GAS CORPORATION 
CASE 09-E-0715 

SEASONAL CUSTOMER ANALYSIS 

SC 1 Residential 
Customer Months 
BIPP 
kWh 

TC Rate 
SBC 
RPS 
EEPS 
TSAS-18a 
Delivery CRT 
Electric Supply 
MFC 
Commodity GRT 

SC 1 Residential ■ 
kWh 

TC Rate 
SBC 
RPS 
EEPS 
TSAS-18a 
Delivery GRT 
Electric Supply 
MFC 
Commodity GRT 

ADJUSTMENT 

Seasonal 

Electric Supply Rate Electric Supply Rate 
perkWh per kWh 

$ 0.05 $ 0.09 

12 $ 13.11 $ 157.32 $ 157.32 
12  $ 0.89 $ 10.68 $ 10.68 

1500 $ 0.03470 $ 52.05 $ 52.05 

$ 220.05 $ 220.05 
$ (0.01170) $ (17.55) $ .     (17.55) 
$ 0.00140 $ 2.10 $ 2.10 
$ 0.00090 $ 1.35 $ 1.35 
$ 0.00160 $ 2.40 $ 2.40 
$ 0.00250 $ 3.75 $ 3.75 

2.041% $ 4.33 $ 4.33 
$ 75.00 $ 135.00 

$ 0.00180 $ 2.70 $ 2.70 
.  0.000% $ 

$ 294.13 
$ - 
$ 354.13 

1500 $ 0.03470 $' 52.05 $ 52.05 

$ 52.05 $ 52.05 
$ (0.01170) $ (17.55) $ (17.55) 
$ 0.00140 $ 2.10 $ 2.10 
$ 0.00090 $ 1.35 $ . 1.35 
$ 0.00160 $ 2.40 $ 2.40 
$ 0.00250 $ 3.75 $ 3.75 

2.041% $ 0.90 $ 0.90 
$ 75.00 $ 135.00 

$ 0.00180 $ 2.70 $ 2.70 
0.000% $ - $ - 

$ 122.70 $ 182.70 
$ 45.30 $ - 
$ 168.00 $ 182.70 

ERP PROPOSAL 
SC 1 Residential - Seasonal 
kWh 1500 $ 0.03470 

Reconciliation 
Total 

Savings as compared to standard Res Rate      $ 

52.05   $ 
52.05 

115.95 
168.00   $ 

(52.05) $ 

52.05 
52.05 

115.95 
168.00 

(52.05) 

X lb* 
y- 

fO 

W 
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NEW YORK STATE ELECTRIC & GAS CORPORATION 
CASE09-E-0715 

SEASONAL CUSTOMER PRICE OUT 

NYSEG RATE YEAR FORECAST 
SC iS Residential Seasonal 

Customer Months 
kWh Delivery 

SC 8S Residential Day/Night Seasonal 
Customer Months 
kWh Delivery 

NYSEG ESTIMATED RATE YEAR REVENUES 
SC 1S Residential Seasonal 

kWh Delivery 

SC 8S Residential Day/Night Seasonal 
kWh Delivery 

TEST OF MINIMUM DELIVERY REVENUE 
SC US Residential Seasonal 

SC OS Residential Day/Night Seasonal 

ERP ADJUSTMENT 
SC 1S Residential Seasonal 
SC 8S Residential Day/Night Seasonal 
TOTAL 

Cust. Mos. 
kWh Units 

Current 
Rates    |   Revenue 

. 92,848 
11,903,171 

11,964 
3,250,502 

11,903,171 $0.03470 $   413,040 

3,250,502 $0.03470 $    112,792 

92,848 $     14.00 $ 1,299,872 

11,964 $     16.29 $    194,894 

$    886,832 
$     82,101 

$    968,933 



g 
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PSC 120 Service Classifications (SO 

SC # 1 - Residential Regular 

SC # 8 • Residential Day-Night 

SC #12 - Residential Time of Use 

SC #6 - General Service Regular 

SC # 9 - General Service Day-Night 

SC # 2 - General Service-w/Demand 

SC. HLF 

SC #7-1 - General Service-Time of Use 

SC. 7-1 HLF 

SC # 3P - Primary Service 

HLF 

SC # 7-2 - Primary Service-Time of Use 

HLF 

SC # 3S - Sub transmission Service 

SC # 7-3 - Sub transmission-Time of Use 

HLF 

SC # 7-4 - Transmission-Time of Use 

HLF 

SC#11 - Standby Service Old 

SC#11 - Standby Service New 

SC # 5 - Outdoor Lighting 

NYPA New 

NYPA Old 

PSC 121 Service Classifications (SC) 
Street Lighting 

Total PSC 120 and 121 

New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Electric Department 
Revenue Allocation 

Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Present 
Delivery Revenue 

246.917,890 

74.694.588 

8,204,393 

21,528,114 

1,119,549 

91.040,551 

264,490 

33,179,784 

2,137,654 

2,434,600 

17,496 

16,556,871 

8,349,624 

74,311 

3,957,248 

'   2,590,682 

591,549 

819,301 

362,000 

159,000 

2,112,000 

578,000 

798,000 

Staff Allocation 

Allocation 

(11,852,059) 

(3,585,340) 

(196,905) 

(516,675) 

(26,869) 

(6,737,001) 

(2,455,304) 

(58.430) 

(397,365) 

(5,499) 

(94,974) 

(14,197) 

(7,791) 

(50,688) 

(28,322) 

Allocation 
(%) 

-4.80% 

4.80% 

-2.40% 

-2.40% 

-2.40% 

-7.40% 

0.00% 

-7.40% 

0.00% 

-2.40% 

0.00% 

-2.40% 

0.00% 

-7.40% 

-2.40% 

0.00% 

-2.40% 

0.00% 

-4.90% 

-2.40% 

-4.90% 

Exhibit  (ERP-3) 
Page 1 of 2 

Staff Company 
Proposed Indexed        Indexed 

Delivery Revenue return returns 

Staff revenue requirement 
CRT 
Gross base 
MFC 
Bill issuance 
Net base increase 

9,229,000 (452,221)        -4.90% 

527,716,695 (26,479,641) -5.0% 

-18,421,000 

-18,421,000 
-9,465,000 
1,701,000 

-26,185,000 -5.0% 

235,065,831 

71,109,248 

8,007,488 

21,011,439 

1,092,680 

84,303,550 

264,490 

30,724.480 

2,137,654 

2,376.170 

17,496 

16,159,506 

8,349.624 

68,812 

3,862,274 

2,590.682 

577,352 

819,301 

362,000 

151,209 

2,061,312 

549,678 

798,000 

8,776,779 

501,237,054 

1.07 

1.11 

-0.10 

0.27 

0.63 

1.46 

1.40 

0.77 

0.73 

2.62 

-0.03 

-0.82 

-0.32 

0.99 

1.42 

0.89 

1.16 

2.16 

1.61 

0.82 

0.45 

0.22 

0.16 

2.70 

0.07 

-0.72 

0.42 

0.86 
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Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation 
Electric Department 
Revenue Allocation 

Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

PSC 19 Service Classifications (SC) 

Present 
Delivery 
Revenue Allocation Allocation 

(%) 

Proposed 
Delivery 
Revenue 

Staff 
Indexed 
Return 

Company 
Indexed 
Return 

SC #1 - Residential Service 158.060,412 -5,374,054 -3.40% 152,686,358 0.70 1.13 

SC #4 -Residential Service - Time-of-Use - Schedule 1 2,430,822 -108,658 -4.47% 2,322,164 1.02 0.87 

SC #4-Residential Service - Time of Use - Schedule II 2,545,970 -113,805 -4.47% 2,432,165 1.02 0.87 

SC #2 - General Service - Small Use 12,235,730 -275,304 -2.25% 11,960,426 0.22 0.46 

SC #3 - General Service -100 kW Minimum 23,175,558 -1,555,080 -6.71% 21,620,478 1.50 0.76 

SC #6 - Area Lighting 981,000 -22,563 -2.30% 958,437 0.41 0.32 

SC #7 - General Service -12 kW Minimum 42,903,183 -2,878,804 -6.71% 40,024,379 2.06 1.31 

SC #8 - Large General Service - Time-of-Use 
Transmission 727,618 -16.735 -2.30% 710,883 0.44 0.47 

Subtransmission - Industrial 9,913,617 -665.204 -6.71% 9,248.413 2.18 2.2 

Subtransmission - Commercial 10,946,357 -734,501 -6.71% 10,211.856 1.93 1.94 

Substation 3.045,915 -204,381 -6.71% 2,841,534 2.48 2.5 

Primary 18.025,024 -805,719 -4.47% 17,219,305 0.95 0.39 

Secondary 25,433,517 -1,136,878 -4.47% 24,296,639 1.07 0.46 

SC #9 - General Service - Time-of-Use 3,640,352 -244,268 -6.71% 3,396,084 1.69 0.96 

SC# 14 Standby Service 2,896,000 -129,451 -4.47% 2,766,549 

Street Lighting Service - All Classes 5.307,000 -122,061 -2.30% 5,184,939 0.41 0.32 

Total 322,268,075 -14,387,464 -4.46% 307,880,611 

Total revenue increase                                   0 
GRT                                                             0 
Gross Base                                                   0 
MFC                                              -14,411,000 
BIPP                                                            -467 
Base increase                                -14,411.467 4.47% 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation & 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation 

Comparison of Staff Embedded and Marginal customer costs and current customer charges 

NYSEG 

S.C.1 S.C .8 S.C.12 S.C.6 S.C.9 S.C.2 S.C. 7-1 S.C.3P S.C.7-2 S.C.3S S.C.7-3 S.C.7-4 
Embedded $18.87 $20.80 $205.77 $33.78 $36.10 $52.72 $124.94 $160.89 $968.50 $133.44 $2,010.17 $10,340.64 
Marginal $24.17 $26.63 $50.51 $23.74 $24.58 $113.08 $189.27 $330.95 $1,401.00 $2,076.22 
current CC $14.00 $16.29 $23.00 $15.49 $18.14 $14.00 $30.00 $60.00 $210.00 $200.00 $320.00 $850.00 
proposed CC $15.91 $18.20 $24.91 $17.40 $20.05 $15.91 $31.99 $62.27 $218.27 $207.87 $332.67 $883.87 
Company Marginal 

$37.67 $40.13 $84.26 $40.51 $41.35 $186.52 $284.30 $493.13 $2,566.47 $2,076.22 

S.C.1 S.C.4 S.C.2 S.C.3 S.C.7           S.C :. 9 S.C.B-sec S.C.Bsubs S.C.8 pri S.C.8 subti S.C.8 subtc S.C.Tra 
Embedded $23.30 $35.92 $26.71 $184.26 $53.84 $97.19 $500.36 $716.64 $878.71 $3,270.81 $1,413.76 $5,868.33 
Marginal $25.58 $43.46 $84.95 $341.42 $186.84 $136.11 $816.13 $2,888.62 $1,454.84 $2,888.62 $2,888.62 $1,594.70 
current cc $20.00 $24.00 $20.00 $160.00 $50.00 $50.00 $500.00. $800.00 $450.00 $700.00 $700.00 $950.00 
proposed cc $22.46 $26.44 $22.46 $162.46 $52.46 $52.46 $520.46 $830.46 $470.46 $730.46 $730.46 $990.46 
Company marginal 

$30.75   $59.49   $150.01   $574.87  $349.22   $224.61  $1,530.97  $2,888.62  $2,687.00  $2,888.62  $2,888.62  $1,594.00 

A 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present 1 SCI 
CustChg Monthly $ 13.11 
BillChg ! Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg •'kW $ - 
DelRatel IkWh $ 0.03470 
DelRate2 jkWh $ - 
DelRate3 kWh $ - 
TCrate IkVVh $ (0.01170) 
KwhRatel ;kWh $ 0.05510 
KwhRate2 IkWh $ - 
KwhRate3 ikWh $ - 
TSAS IkWh $ 0.00250 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC ikWh $ 0.00180 
GRTcorn kWh 1.00000C 
GRTDel kWh 1.020408 

Proposed m    | 
CustChg Monthly $ 15.11 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel    , kWh $ 0.02870 
DelRate2 kWh $ - 
DelRate3 kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00939) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05510 
KwhRate2 kWh $ - 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00250 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00510 
GRTcorn kWh 1.00000C 
GRTDel kWh 1.020408 

PSC No. 120 S.C. 1 Residential 

kWh Present Proposed 
increase 1 decrease 

Amount Percent 
300 $40.36 $42.26 $1.90 4.7% 
400 $49.05 $50.90 $1.85 3.8% 
500 $57.74 $59.54 $1.81 3.1% 
600 $66.43 $68.19 $1.76 2.7% 
700 $75.12 $76.83 $1.72 2.3% 
800 $83.81 . $85.47 $1.67 2.0% 
900 $92.50 $94.12 $1.62 1.8% 
1000 $101.19 $102.76 $1.58 1.6% 
1100 $109.88 $111.40 $1.53 1.4% 
1200 $118.57 $120.05 $1.48 1.3% 
1500 $144.64 $145.98 $1.34 0.9% 
2000 $188.09 $189.20 $1.11 0.6% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present 5C8 
CustChg Monthly $ 15.40 
BillChg Per Bill $ -   0.89 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.03590 
DelRate2 kWh $ 0.01710 
DelRate3 kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $- (0.01170) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05660 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04490 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSASRatel kWh $ 0.00260 
TSASRate2 kWh $ 0.00130 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00180 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.020408 

Proposed 5C8     | 
CustChg Monthly $ 17.40 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.02600 
DelRate2 kWh $ 0.02600 
DelRateS kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00939) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05660 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04490 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSASRatel kWh $ 0.00260 
TSASRate2 kWh $ 0.00130 
SBC &EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00510 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.020408 

Monthly Bill Impact 

kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed 
increase / decrease 

Amount          Percent 
300 201 99 $40.35 $42.87 $2.51                 6.2% 
400 268 132 $48.26 $50.96 $2.70                 5.6% 
500 335 165 $56.17 $59.06 $2.89                 5.1% 
600 402 198 $64.08 $67.16 $3.08                 4.8% 
700 469 231 $71.99 $75.26 $3.27                 4.5% 
800 536 264 $79.90 $83.36 $3.46                 4.3% 
900 603 297 $87.81 $91.46 $3.65                 4.2% 
1000 670 330 $95.72 $99.55 $3.83                 4.0% 
1100 737 363 $103.63 $107.65 $4.02                 3.9% \ 

1200 804 396 $111.54 $115.75 $4.21                3.8% 
1500 1005 495 $135.27 $140.05 $4.78                 3.5% 
2000 1340 660 $174.82 $180.54 $5.72                 3.3% 
2500 1675 825 $214.37 $221.03 $6.66                 3.1% 
3000 2010 990 $253.91 $261.52 $7.61                 3.0% 
3500 2345 1155 $293.46 $302.01 $8.55                 2.9% 
4000 2680 1320 $333.01 $342.50 $9:49                  2.9% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present sen     1 
CustChg Monthly $ 22.11 
BillChg • Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.07160 
DelRate2 kWh $ 0.03280 
DelRate3 kWh $ 0.01710 
TCrate kWh *, (0.01170) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.06240 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.05420 
KwhRate3 kWh $ 0.04400 
TSASRatel kWh $ 0.00370 
TSASRate2 kWh $ 0.00170 
TSASRate3 kWh $ 0.00090 
SBC &EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00180 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.020408 

Proposed 5CU 
CustChg Monthly $ 25.00 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.03140 
DelRate2 kWh $ 0.03140 
Del Rate3 kWh $ 0.03140 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00939) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.06240 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.05420 
KwhRate3 kWh $ 0.04400 
TSASRatel kWh $ 0.00370 
TSASRate2 kWh $ 0.00170 
TSASRate3 kWh $ 0.00090 
SBC &EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00510 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.020408 

PSC No. 120   S.C. 12 Residential TOU                                                                I 

Annual kWh Present Proposed 
increase / decrease 

Amount      Percent 
30,000 $227.13 $240.36 $13.23           5.8% 
40,000 $295.02 $311.71 $16.69           5.7% 
50,000 $362.91 $383.05 $20.15           5.6% 
60,000 $430.79 $454.40 $23.60           5.5% 
70,000 $498.68 $525.74 $27.06           5.4% 
80,000 $566.57 $597.09 $30.52            5.4% 
90,000 $634.45 $668.43 $33.98           5.4% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present 5C6 
CustChg Monthly $ 14.60 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh .   $    ■ 0.03779 
DelRate2 kWh $ - 
DelRateS kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05591 
KwhRate2 kWh $ - 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00341 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh v $ . 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00180 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh   . 1.000000 

Proposed 5Cfi      | 
CustChg Monthly $ 16.60 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.03041 
DelRate2 kWh $ - 
DelRate3 kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05591 
KwhRate2 kWh $ - 
KwhRate3 kWh . $ - 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00341 
SBC &EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00510 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 

Monthly Bill Impact                                                                                    I 

kWh Present Proposed 
increase / decrease 

Amount Percent 
300 $44.90 $46.28 $1.38 3.1% 
400 $54.70 $55.90 $1.20 2.2% 
500 $64.50 $65.53 $1.02 1.6% 
600 $74.30 $75.15 $0.85 1.1% 
700 $84.10 $84.78 $0.67 0.8% 
800 $93.91 $94.40 $0.49 0.5% 
900 $103.71 $104.03 $0.32 0.3% 
1000 $113.51 $113.65 $0.14 0.1% 
1100 $123.31 $123.28 ($0.04) 0.0% 
1200 $133.11 . $132.90     . ($0.21) -0.2% 
1500 $162.52 $161.78 ($0.74) -0.5% 
2000 $211.53 $209.90 ($1.63) -0.8% 
2500 $260.54 $258.03 ($2.51) -1.0% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present scs 
CustChg Monthly $ 17.25 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.03975 
DelRate2 kWh $ 0.01911 
DelRate3 kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.04313 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04313 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSASRatel kWh $ 0.00361 
TSASRate2 kWh $ 0.00174 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh   . $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00180 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 

Proposed | SC5 
CustChg Monthly $ 19.25 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.02951 
DelRate2 kWh ■  $ 0.02951 
DelRate3 kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.04313 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04313 
Kwh Rate3 kWh $ - 
TSASRatel kWh $ 0.00361 
TSASRate2 kWh $ 0.00174 
SBC &EEPS kWh .  $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00510 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 

Monthly Bill Impact 

kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed 
increase / decrease 

Amount Percent 
300 201 99 $42.13 $44.70 $2.56 6.1% 
400 268 132 $50.13 $52.91 $2.78 5.6% 
500 335 165 $58.13 $61.13 $3.00 5.2% 
600 402 198 $66.12 $69.34 $3.22 4.9% 
700 469 231 $74.12 $77.56 $3.44 4.6% 
800 536 264 $82.12 $85.77 $3.65 4.5% 
900 603 297 $90.11 $93.99 $3.87 4.3% 
1000 670 330 $98.11 $102.20 $4.09 4.2% 
1100 737 363 $106.11 $110.42 $4.31 4.1% 
1200 804 396 $114.11 $118.63 $4.53 4.0% 
1500 1005 495 $138.10 $143.28 $5.18 3.8% 
2000     . 1340 660 $178.08 $184.36 $6.27 3.5% 
2500 1675 825 $218.07 $225.43 $7.36 3.4% 
3000 2010 990 $258.06 $266.51 $8.45 3.3% 
3500 2345 1155 $298.04 $307.59 $9.54 3.2% 
4000 2680 1320 $338.03 $348.66 $10.63 3.1% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly BUI Impact 

Present 1 
CustChg Monthly $ 13.11 
BINChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg ikW $ 8.00 
DelRatel ikWh $ 0.00416 
DelRate2 kWh '   $ - 
DelRate3 kWh $ - 
TCrate IkWh $ (0.00479; 
KwhRatel IkWh $ 0.05585 
KwhRate2 |kWh $ - 
KwhRate3 IkWh $ 
TSAS kW $ 0.61 
TSAS 'kWh $ 0.00032 
SBC&EEPS IkWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC 'kWh $ 0.00180 
GRTcom 'kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel ikWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Proposed 
CustChg Monthly ■i 15.11 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ 8.41 
DelRatel kWh $ - 
DelRate2 kWh $ 
DelRateS kWh $ . 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05585 
KwhRate2 kWh $ - 
KwhRate3 kWh $ 
TSAS kW $ 0.61 
TSAS kWh    , $ 0.00032 
SBC SEEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $' 0.00510 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Kw  . Hours Use kWh Present Proposed 
increase / decrease 

Amount Percent 
5 50 250 $72 $77 $4.32 6.0% 
5 ■   100 500 $88 $92 $4.69 5.3% 
5 200 1,000 $118 $124 $5.41 4.6% 
5 300 1,500 $149 ■     $155 $6.14 4.1% 

'      5 .    350 1,750 $164 $171 $6.50 4.0% 
5 365 1,825 $169 $175 $6.61 3.9% 
5 400 2,000 $180 $186 $6.86 3.8% 
5 440 2,200 .    $192 $199 .     $7.15   ' 3.7% 
5 510 2,550 $213 $221 $7.66   . 3.6% 
5 585 2,925 $236 $244 $8.20 3.5% 
5 655 3,275 $258 '  $2* $8.71 3.4% 
5 730 3,650 $281 $290 $9.25 3.3% 

25 50 1,250 $306 $320 $13.97 4.6% 
25 100 2,500 $382 $398 $15.79 4.1% 
25 200 5,000 $535 $555 $19.41 3.6% 
25 300 7,500 $689 $712 $23.04 3.3% 
25 350 8,750 $765 $790 $24.85 3.2% 
25 365 9,125 $788 $813 $25.39 3.2% 
25 400 10,000 $842 $868 $26.66 3.2% 
25 440 11,000 $903 $931 $28.11 3.1% 
25 510 12,750 $1,010    . $1,041 $30.65 3.0% 
25 585 14.625 $1,125 $1,158 $33.37 3.0% 
25 655 16.375 $1,232 $1,268 $35.90 2.9% 
25 730 18,250 $1,347 $1,386 $38.62 2.9% 

.100 50 5,000 $1,181 $1,231 $50.16 4.2% 
100 100 10,000 $1,487 $1,545 $57.41 3.9% 
100 200 20,000 $2,100 $2,172 $71.91 3.4% 
100 300 30,000 $2,712 $2,799 $86.41 3.2% 
100 350 35,000 $3,018 $3,112 $93.66 3.1% 
100 365 36,500 $3,110 $3,206 $95.84 3.1% 
100 400 40,000 $3,325 $3,426 $100.91 3.0% 
100 440 44,000 $3,570 $3,676 $106.71 3.0% 
100 510 51.000 $3,998 $4,115 $116.86 2.9% 
100 585 58,500 $4,458 $4,585 $127.74 2.9% 
100 655 65,500 $4,886 $5,024 $137.89 2.8% 
100 730 73,000 $5,346 $5,494 $148.76 2.8% 

300 50 15.000 $3,516 $3,662 $146.66 4.2% 
300 100 30,000 $4,434 $4,603 $168.41 3.8% 
300 200 60,000 $6,271 $6,483 $211.91 3.4% 
300 300 90,000 $8,109 $8,364 $255.41 3.1% 
300 350 105,000 $9,027 $9,304 $277.18 3.1% 
300 365 109,500 $9,303 $9,586 $283.69 3.0% 
300 400 120.000 $9,946 $10,245 $298.91 3.0% 
300 440 132,000 $10,681 $10,997 $316.31 3.0% 
300 510 153,000 $11,967 $12,313 $346.76 2.9% 
300 585 175,500 $13,345 $13,724 $379.39 2.8% 
300 655 196,500 $14,631 $15,040 $409.83 2.8% 

'      300 730 219,000 $16,009 $16,451 $442.46 2.8% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present 1  5C3R[F-| 
CustChg 'Monthly $ 13.11 
BlllChg i Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ 2.30 
SelRate! IkWh s 0.00102 
DelRate2 -kWh $ - 
Del Rates kWh s . 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00479; 
<wh Ratal 'kWh $ 0.05245 
KwliRate2 ,kWl, s - 
<wh Rates kWh $ - 
TSAS W $ 0.18 
TSAS !kWh $ . 0.00008 
SBC & EEPS jkWh $ 0.00300 
RPS jkWh $ 0.00090 

MFC jkWh $ 0.00180 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTOel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive tkVah 

1 
$ 0.00095 

Proposed I 3CJHLF 
CustChg Monthly $ 15.11 
BlllChg | Per Bill $ 0.80 
OmdChg !kW $ 2.90 
DelRatel Vwh $ 
DelRate2 kWh $ 
DelRate3 ,kWh $ - 
TCrate ,kWh $ (0.00248) 
<whRate1 kWh $ 0.05245 
KwhRate2 'kWh $ 
Kwh Rate3 IkWh    . $ - 
TSAS kW $ 0.18 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00008 
SBC & EEPS !kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS jkWh $ 0.00090 

MFC JkWh $ 0.00510 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDd Wh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Kw Hours Use kWh Present Proposed 
increase / decrease        I 

Amount Percent 

5 50 250 $40 $46 $6.06 15.1% 
5 100 500 $54 $61 $7.21 13.4% 
5 200 1,000 $81 $90 $9.50 11.7% 
5 300 1,500 $108 $120 $11.80 10.9% 
5 350 1,750 $122 $135 $12.94 10.6% 
5 365 1,825 $126 $139 $13.29 10.6% 
5 400 2,000 $135 $149 $14.09 10.4% 
5 440 2,200 $146 $161 $15.01 10.3% 
5 510 2,550 $165 $182 $16.61 10.1% 
5 585 2,925 .   $186 $204 $18.34 9.9% 
5 655 3,275 $205 $225 $19.94 9.7% 
5 730 3,650 $225 $247 $21.66 9.6% 

25 50 1.250 $144 $167 $22.65 15.7% 
25 100 2.500 . $212 $241 $28.39 13.4% 
25 200 5,000 $348 $388 $39.86 11.4% 
25 300 7.500 $484 $536 $51.34 10.6% 
25 350 8,750 $553 $610 $57.07 10.3% 
25 365 9.125 $573 $632 $58.79 10.3% 

.    25 400    . 10,000 $621 $683 $62.81 10.1% 
25 440 11,000 $675 $742 '     $67.40 10.0% 
25 510 12,750 $770 $846 $75.43 9.8% 
25 585 14,625 $872 $957 $84.04 9.6% 
25 .     655 16,375 $968   ' $1,060 $92.07 9.5% 
25 730 18,250 $1,070 $1,171 $100.68 9.4% 

100 50 5,000 $534 $619 $84.86 15.9% 
100 100 10,000 $807 $914 $107.81 13.4% 
100 200 20,000 $1,351 $1,505 $153.71 11.4% 
100 300 30,000 $1,896 $2,095 $199.61 10.5% 
100 350 35,000 $2,168 $2,391 $222.56 10.3% 
100 365 36,500 $2,250 $2,479 $229.45 10.2% 
100 400 40.000 $2,440 $2,686 $245.51 10.1% 
100 440 44,000 $2,658 $2,922 $263.87 9.9% 
100 510 51,000 $3,039 $3,335 $296.00 9.7% 
100 585 58,500 $3,448 $3,778 $330.43 9.6% 
100 655 65,500        ' $3,829 $4,192 $362.56 9.5% 
100 730 73,000 $4,238 $4,635 $396.98 9.4% 

300 50 15,000 $1,575 $1,826 $250.76 15.9% 
300 100 30,000 $2,392 $2,711 $319.61 13.4% 
300 200 60,000 $4,026 $4,483 $457.31 11.4% 
300 300 . 90,000 $5,659 $6,254 •   $595.01 10.5% 
300 350 105.000 $6,476 $7,140 $663.86 10.3% 
300 365 109,500 $6,721 $7,406 $684.52 10.2% 
300 400 120,000 $7,293 $8,026 $732.71 10.0% 
300 440 132,000 $7,947 $8,735 $787.79 9.9% 
300 510 153,000 .   $9,090 $9,975 $884.18 9.7% 
300 585 175,500 $10,316 $11,303 $987.45 9.6% 
300 655 196.500 $11,459 $12,543 $1,083:85 9.5% 
300 730 219,000 $12,685 $13,872 $1,187.12 9.4% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present SC3P 
CustChg Monthly i 59.11 
BHIChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ 4.60 
OelRatel kWh $ 0.00409 
OelRateZ kWh $ 
3elRate3 kWh $ - 
TCralo kWh $ (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05320 
<wliRate2 kWh $ - 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kW $ 0.59 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00053 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive tkVah $ 0.00095 

Proposed I 
CustChg Monthly i 62.11 
BHIChg j Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ 5.87 
OelRatel kWh $ 
DelRate2 kWh 
DelRatea kWh $ 
rCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel 'kWh $ 0.05320 
<whRate2 JkWh $ 
KwhRateS 'kWh $ - 
TSAS kW $ 0.59 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00053 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00420 
GRTcom ;kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Monthly BUI Impact 

Kw Hours Use kWh Present Proposed 
Increase / decrease 

Amount Percent 
5 50 250 $100 $110 $9.57 9.5% 
5 100 500 $115 $125 $9.87 8.6% 
5 200 1,000 $144 $155 $10.48 7.3% 
5 300 1.500 $173 $184 $11.09 6.4% 
5 350 1,750 $188      . $199 $11.40 '     6.1% 
5 365 1,825 $192 $204 $11.49     . 6.0% 
5 400 2.000 $202 $214 $11.70 5.8% 
5 440 2,200 $214 $226 $11.94 5.6% 
5 510 2,550 $234 $247 $12.37 5.3% 
5 585 2,925 $256 $269 $12.83 5.0% 
5 655 3,275 $276 $290 $13.26 4.8% 
5 730 3,650 $298 $312 $13.71 4.6% 

25 50 1,250 $262 $299 $36.19 13.8% 
25 100 2,500 $335 $373 $37.71 11.3% 
25 200 5,000 $480 $521 $40.76 8.5% 
25 300 7,500 $626 $670 $43.81 7.0% 
25 350 8,750 $698 $744 $45.34 6.5% 
25. 365 9,125 $720 $766 $45.79 6.4% 
25 400 10,000 $771 $818 $46.86 6.1% 
25 440. 11,000 $829 $877 $48.08 5.8% 
25 510 12,750 $931 $981 $50.21 5.4% 
25 585 14,625 $1,040 $1,092 $52.50 5.0% 
25 655 16,375 $1,142 $1,196 $54.64 4.8% 
25 730 18,250 $1,251 $1,308 $56.93 4.6% 

100 50 5,000 $870 $1,006 $136.01 15.6% 
100 100 10.000 $1,160 $1,302 $142.11 12.2% 
100 200 20,000 $1,742 $1,896 $154.31 8.9% 
100 300 30,000 $2,323 $2,489 $166.51 7.2% 
100 350 35,000 $2,614 $2,786 $172.61 6.6% 
100 365 36,500 $2,701 $2,875 $174.44 6.5% 
100 400 40,000 $2,904 $3,083 $178.71 6.2% 
100 440 44,000 $3,137 $3,320 $183.59 5.9% 
100 510 51,000 $3,544 $3,736 $192.13 5.4% 
100 585 58,500 $3,980 $4,181 $201.28 5.1% 
100. 655 65,500 $4,387 $4,596 $209.82 4.8% 
100 730 73,000 $4,822 $5,041 $218.97 .    4.5% 

300 50 15,000 $2,489 $2,891 $402.21 16.2% 
300 100 30,000 $3,361 $3,781 $420.51 12.5% 
300 200 60,000 $5,105 $5,562 $457.11 9.0% 
300 300 90,000 $6,849 $7,342 $493.71 7.2% 
300 350 105,000 $7,721 $8,233 $512.01 6.6% 
300 365 109,500 $7,982 $8,500 $517.50     . 6.5% 
300 400 120,000 $8,593 $9,123 $530.31 6.2% 
300 440 132,000 $9,290 $9,835 $544.95 5.9% 
300 510 153,000 $10,511 $11,081 $570.57 5.4% 
300 585 175,500 $11,819 $12,417 $598.02 5.1% 
300 655 196,500 $13,040 $13,663 $623.64 4.8% 
300 730 219,000 $14,347 $14,999 $651.09 4.5% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present    3C3PHLF 
CustChg Monthly $ 59.11 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ 1.84 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.00151 
DelRate2 kWh S - 
DelRate3 kWh $ - 
rCrate kWh $ (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh s 0.05082 
KwhRate2 kWh $ - 
Kwh Rate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kW .   $ 0.24 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00019 
SBC SEEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh s 0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
ReacUve rtiVah $ 0.00095 

Proposed I 5C3PHLF■■ 
CustChg [Monthly $ 62.11 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg ikW $ 3.20 
DelRatel kWh $ - 
DelRate2 kWh $ - 
DelRate3 ikWh $ - 
TCrate jkWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05082 
KwhRate2 IkWh    ■ $ 
Kwh Rate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS ,kW $ 0.24 
TSAS jkWh. $ 0.00019 
SBC & EEPS jkWh S 0.00300 
RPS kWh t 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00420 
GRTcom jkWh 1.000000 
GRTDel ikWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Monthly Bill Impact 
■ 

Kw Hours Use kWh Present Proposed 
Increase / decrease 

Amount Percent 

5 50 250 $84 $94 $10.66 12.8% 
5 100 500 $97 $108 $11.61 12.0% 
5 200 1,000 $123 $137 $13.51 11.0% 
5 300 1,500 $150 $165 $15.41 10.3% 
5 350 1,750 $163 $179 $16.36 10.0% 
5 365 1,825 $167 $183 $16.65 10.0% 
5 400 2.000 $176 $193 $17.31 9.8% 
5 440 2.200 $187 $205 $18.07 9.7% 
5. 510 2.550 $205 $225 $19.40 9.5% 
5 585 2,925 $225 $246 $20.83 9.3% 
5 655 3,275 $243 $266 $22.16 9.1% 
5 730 3.650 $263 $287 $23.58 9.0% 

25 50 1.250 $178 $220 •   $41.66 23.4% 
25 100 2.500 $244 $290 $46.41 19.0% 
25 200 5,000 $376 $432 $55.91 14.9% 
25 300 7.500 $508 $574 $65.41 12.9% 
25 350 8.750 $574 $644 $70.16 12.2% 
25 365 9.125 $594 $666 $71.59 12.0% 
25 400 10.000 $640 $715 $74.91 11.7% 
25 440 11,000 $693 $772 $78.71 .11.4% 
25 510 12,750 $786 $871 $85.36 10.9% 
25 585 14,625 $885 $977 $92.49 10.5% 
25 655 16,375 $977 $1,076 $99.14 10.1% 
25 730 18,250 $1,076 $1,182 $106.26 9.9% 

100 50 5,000 .      $532 $690 $157.91 29.7% 
100 100 10,000 $796 $973 $176.91 22.2% 
100 200 20.000 $1,325 $1,540 $214.91 16.2% 
100 300 30,000 $1,853 $2,106 $252.91 13.6% 
100 350 35,000 $2,117 $2,389 $271:91 12.8% 
100 365 36.500 $2,196 $2,474 $277.61 12.6% 
100 400 40.000 $2,381 $2,672 $290.91 12.2% 
100 440 44,000 $2,593 $2,899 $306.11 11.8% 
100 510 51,000 $2,962 $3,295 $332.71 11.2% 
100 585 58,500 $3,359 $3,720 $361.21 10.8% 
100 655 65,500 $3,728 $4,116 $387.81 10.4% 
100 730 73,000 $4,125 $4,541 $416.31 10.1% 

300 50 15,000 $1,476 $1,944 $467.91 31.7% 
300 '     100 ■   30,000 $2,269 $2,794 $524.91 23.1% 
300 200 60,000 $3,854 $4,493 $638.91 16.6% 
300 300 .   90,000 $5,439 $6,192 $752.91 13.8% 
300 350 105,000 $6,231 $7,041 $809.91 13.0% 
300 365 109,500 $6,469 $7,296 $827.01 12.8% 
300 400 120,000 $7,024 $7,891 $866.91 12.3% 
300 440 132,000 $7,658 $8,570 $912.51 11.9% 
300 510 153,000 $8,767 $9,759 $992.31 11.3% 
300 585 175,500 $9,956 $11,033 $1,077.81 10.8% 
300 655 196,500 $11,065 $12,223 $1,157.61 10.5% 
300 730 219,000 $12,254 $13,497 $1,243.11 10.1% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present 
CustChg Monthly $ 199.11 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ 3.75 
Del Rate! kWh $ 0.00265 
DelRate2 kWh $ 
DelRate3 kWh $ . 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00479; 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05878 
KwhRateZ kWh $ . 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kW $ 0.57 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00041 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh    ' 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Proposed r"  SCJS 
CustChg ;Monthly t- 214.11 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ 3.82 
DelRatel |kWh $ - 
DelRate2 kWh $ - 
DelRate3 kWh $ . 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel JkWh $ 0.05878 
KwhRateZ jkWh $ - 
<wh Rates kWh $ . 
TSAS !kW $ 0.57 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00041 
SBC &EEPS .kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00420 
GRTcom 'kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive IrkVah $ 0.00095 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Kw Hours Use kWh Present Proposed 
increase / decrease 

Amount          Percent 
5 50 250 $237 $253 $15.93                 6.7% 
5 100 500 $253 $269 $16.59                 6.6% 
5 200 1,000 $284 $302 $17.92                 6.3% 
5 300 1,500 $315 $334 $19.25                 6.1% 
5 350 1,750 $330 $350 $19.92                 6.0% 
5 365 1,825 $335 $355 $20.11                 6.0% 
5 400 2,000 $346 $366 $20.58                 5.9% 
5 440 2,200 $358 $379 $21.11                 5.9% 
5 510 2,550 $380 $402 $22.04                 5.8% 
5 585 2,925 $403 $426 $23.04                 5.7% 
5 655 3,275 $425 $449 $23.97                 5.6% 
5 730 3,650 $448 $473 $24.97                 5.6% 

25 50 1,250 $386 $406 $19.99                 5.2% 
25 100 2,500 $463 $487 $23.31                 5.0% 
25 200 5.000 $619 $649 $29.96                 4.8% 
25 300 7,500 $774 $811 $36.61                4.7% 
25 350 8,750 $852 $892 $39.94                 4.7% 
25 365 9,125 $875 $916 $40.93                 4.7% 
25 400 10,000 $930 $973 $43.26                 4.7% 
25 440 11,000 $992 $1,038 $45.92                 4.6% 
25 510 12,750 $1,100 $1,151   . $50.58                 4.6% 
25 585 14,625 $1,217 $1,273 $55.56                 4.6% 
25 655 16,375 $1,326 $1,386 $60.22                 4.5% 
25     ' 730 18,250 $1,442 $1,507 $65.20                 4.5% 

100 50 5,000 $943 $978 $36.21                  3.7% 
100 100 10,000 $1,254 $1,302 $48.51                  3.9% 
100 200 20,000 $1,875 $1,950 $75.11                  4.0% 
100 300 30.000 $2,497 $2,598 $101.71                4.1% 
100    . 350 35,000 $2,807 $2,922 .    $115.01                4.1% 
100 365 36,500 $2,900 $3,019 $119.00                4.1% 
100 400 40,000 $3,118 $3,246 $128.31                4.1% 
100 440 44,000 $3,367 $3,506 $138.95               4.1% 
100 510 51.000 $3,802 $3,959 $157.57                4.1% 
100 585 58,500 $4,268 $4,445 $177.52                4.2% 
100 655 65,500 $4,703 $4,899 $196.14                4.2% 
100 730 73,000 $5,169 $5,385 $216.09                4.2% 

300 50 15,000 $2,428 $2,504 $75.81                 3.1% 
300 100 30,000 $3,361 $3,476 '   $115.71                3.4% 
300 200 60,000 $5,225 $5,421 $195.51                3.7% 
300 300 90,000 $7,090 $7,365 $275.31                3.9% 
300 350 105,000 •      $8,022 $8,337 $315.21                3.9% 
300 365 109.500 $8,301 $8,629 $327.18                3.9% 
300 400 120.000 $8,954 $9,309 $355.11                4.0% 
300 440 132,000 $9,700 $10,087 $387.03                4.0%      ' 
300 510 153.000 $11,005 $11,448 $442.89                4.0% 
300 585 175.500 $12,403 $12,906 $502.74                4.1% 
300 655 196.500 $13,708 $14,267 $558.60                4.1% 
300 730 219,000 $15,107 $15,725 $618.45                4.1% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present 1 sew 
CustChg ; Monthly 29.11 
BlllChg j Per BUI 0.89 

DmdChg ikW 8.60 
DelRatel kWh 0.00153 
DelRate2 ;kWh $ 0.00153 

DelRateS (kWh . 
TCrate kWh (0.00479) 

KwhRatel ikWh 0.06018 
KwhRate2 ikVVh 0.04782 
<whRaIo3 kWh - 
TSAS 'kW 0.71 

TSAS IkWh 0.00013 
SBC & EEPS jkWh 0.00300 
RPS ,kWh 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00180 
GRTcom jkWh 1.000000 
GRTDel ikWh 1.000000 

Reactive (kVah $ 0.00095 

Proposed 1 -scrr 
CustChg Monthly i T@t44- 

BlllChg 1 Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg IkW $ 8.44 
DelRatel kWh $ 
DelRate2 jkWh $ - 
Del Rate3 ikWh $ - 
TCrate ikWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel 'kWh $ 0.06018 
KwhRate2 IkWh $ 0.04782 
KwhRateS kWh $ 
TSAS    . IkW $ 0.71 

TSAS ;kWh $ 0.00013 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC ,kWh $ 0.00510 
GRTcom |kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive irtVah s 0.00095 

jz,ir 

Monthly BUI Impact 

increase / decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed Amount Percent 

500 50 25,000 24,375 625 $6,246 $6,270 ■   $23.91 0.4% 

500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 $7,792 $7,918 $125.91 1.6% 

500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $10,836 $11,166 $329.91 3.0% 

500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $13,727 $14,261 $533.91 3.9% 

500 350 175,000 122.500 52,500 $15,017 $15,653 $635.91 4.2% 
500 365 182.500 109,500 73,000 $15,235 $15,901 $666.51 4.4% 

500 400 200.000 110,000 90,000 $16,123 $16,861 $737.91 4.6% 

500 440 220.000 121,000 99,000 $17,266 $18,086 $819.51 4.7% 

500 510 255.000 140,250 114,750 $19,268 $20,230 $962.31 5.0% 

500 585   . 292,500 160,875 131,625 $21,412 $22,528    ■ $1,115.31 5.2% 

500 655 327,500 180,125 147,375 $23,414 $24,672 $1,258.11 5.4% 

500 730 365.000 200,750 164,250 $25,559 $26,970 $1,411.11 5.5% 

1000 50 50.000 48,750 1.250 $12,462 $12,508 $45.91 0.4% 

1000 100 100,000 95,000 5.000 $16,553 $15,803 $249.91 1.6% 
1000 200 200,000 180,000 20.000 $21,643 $22,301 $657.91 3.0% 

1000 300 300.000 240,000 60.000 $27,423 $28,489 $1,065.91 3.9% 
1000 350 350.000 245.000 105,000 $30,005 $31,275 $1,269.91 4.2% 

1000 365 365,000 219.000 146,000 $30,439 $31,770 $1,331.11 4.4% 

1000 400 400.000 240,000 160,000 $32,462 $33,936 $1,473.91 4.5% 

1000 440 .440,000 242,000 198,000 $34,503 $36,140 $1,637.11 4.7%   ■ 
1000 510 510,000 280.500 229,500 $38,506 $40,429 $1,922.71 5.0% 

1000 585 585,000 321,750 263,250 $42,795, $45,024 $2,228.71 5.2% 
1000 655 655.000 360,250 294.750 $46,798 $49,312 $2,514.31 54% 

1000 730 730,000 401.500 328,500 $51,087 $53,908 $2,820.31 5.5% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1,875 $18,678 $18,746 $67.91 0.4% 

1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $23,315 $23,689 '   $373.91 1.6% 

1500 200 300,000 ■270,000 30,000 $32,449 $33,435 $985.91 3.0% 
1500 300 450.000 360.000 90,000 $41,120 $42,718 $1,597.91 3.9% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $44,992 $46,896 $1,903.91 4.2% 

1500 365 547,500 383,250 164,250 $46,320 $48,316 $1,995.71 4.3% 
1500 400 600.000 360.000 240.000 $48,679 $50,889 $2,209.91 4.5% 
1500 440 660,000 396,000 264,000 $52,147 $54,602 $2,454.71 4.7% 

1500 510 765,000 459.000 306.000 $58,217 $61,100 $2,883.11 5.0% 
1500 585 877,500 526.500 351,000 $64,720 $68,062 $3,342.11 5.2% 

1500 655 982,500 589.500 393.000 $70,789 $74,560 $3,770.51 5.3% 

1500 730 1,095,000 602,250 492,750 $76,616 $80,845 $4,229.51 5.5% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $37,326 $37,460 $133.91 0.4% 

3000 100 300,000 285.000 '15,000 $46,600 $47,346 $745.91 1.6% 

3000 200 600,000 540.000 60,000 $64,868 $66,838 $1,969.91 3.0% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180.000 $82,210 $85,404 $3,193.91 3.9% 
3000 350 1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $89,954 $93,760 $3,805.91 4.2% 
3000 365 1,095,000 766,500 328,500 $92,611 $96,601 $3,989.51 4.3% 
3000 400 1,200,000 720.000 480,000 $97,327 $101,745 $4,417.91 4.5% 

3000 440 1,320,000 792.000 528,000 $104,264 $109,171 $4,907.51 4.7% 

3000 510 1,530,000 918,000 612,000 $116,403 $122,167 $5,764.31 5.0% 
3000 585 1,755,000 1,053,000 702.000 $129,410 $136,092 $6,682.31 5.2% 
3000 655 1,965,000 1,179,000 786,000 $141,549 $149,088 $7,539.11 5.3% 
3000 730 2,190,000 1,204,500 985,500 $153,202 $161,659 $8,457.11 5.5% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present -SCT-TUHIT-l 
CustChg Monthly 29.11 
BHIChg Per Bill 0.89 
DmdChg kW 3.67 
DelRatel kWh 0.00137 
DelRate2 kWh 0.00137 
DelRate3 kWh - 
TCrate kWh (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh 0.05903 
KwhRate2 kWh 0.04634 
KwhRateS kWh. . 
TSAS kW $ 0.30 
TSAS kWh 0.00011 
SBC & EEPS kWh 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh     ' $ 0.00180 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive ri(Vah $ 0.00095 

Proposed 
CustChg Monthly $ oiat 
BHIChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW-  . $ 4.21 
DelRatel kWh $ - 
DelRate2 kWh $ - 
DelRate3 kWh $ . 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05903 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04634 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kW $ 0.30 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00011 
SBC SEEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00510 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

3i,/y 

Monthly Bill Impact 

increase / decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed Amount          Percent 
500 50 25,000 24,375 . 625 $3,543 $3,920 $377.91                10.7% 
500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 $5,054 $5,538 $483.91                9.6% 
500 200 100.000 90.000 10,000 $8,030 $8,726 $695.91                8.7% 
500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $10,847 • $11,755 $907.91               8.4% 
500 350     ' 175,000 122,500 52,500 $12,097 $13,111 $1,013.91               8.4% 
500 365 182,500 109,500 73,000 $12,298 $13,343 $1,045.71               8.5% 
500 400 200,000 110,000 90,000 $13,157 $14,277 $1,119.91               8.5% 
500 440 220,000 121,000 99.000 $14,271 $15,476 $1,204.71               8.4% 
500 510 255,000 140,250 114,750 $16,221 $17,574 $1,353.11               8.3% 
500 585 292.500 160,875 131,625 $18,310 $19,822 $1,512.11               8.3% 
500 655 327,500 180,125 147,375 ' $20,260 $21,920 $1,660.51              8.2% 
500 730 365,000 200,750 164,250 $22,349 $24,168 $1,819.51               8.1% 

1000 50 50,000 48.750 1,250 $7,055 $7,809 $753.91                10.7% 
1000 100 100,000 95,000 5,000 $10,079 $11,044 $965.91                9.6% 
1000 200 200,000 180,000 20.000 $16,030 $17,420 $1,389.91               8.7% 
1000 300 300,000 240,000 60,000 $21,665 $23,479 $1,813.91               8.4% 
1000 350 350,000 245,000 105,000 $24,165 $26,190 $2,025.91               8.4% 
1000 365 365.000 219,000 146,000 $24,566 $26,655 $2,089.51               8.5% 
1000 400 400,000 240,000 160,000 $26,538 $28,776 $2,237.91              8.4% 
1000 440 440,000 242,000 198,000 $28,512 $30,920 $2,407.51               8.4% 
1000 510 510,000 280,500 229,500 $32,412 $35,116 $2,704.31              8.3% 
1000 585 585.000 321,750 263,250 $36,590 $39,612 $3,022.31              8.3% 
1000 655 655,000 360,250 294,750 $40,490 $43,809 $3,319.11               8.2% 
1000 730 730,000 401,500 328,500 $44,668 •    $48,305 $3,637.11              8.1% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1,875 $10,568 $11,698 $1,129.91             10.7% 
1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $15,103 $16,551 $1,447.91               9.6% 
1500 200 300,000 270,000 30,000 $24,030 $26,114 $2,083.91              8.7% 
1500 300 450.000 360,000 90.000 $32,482 $35,202 $2,719.91              8.4% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $36,232 $39,270 $3,037.91              8.4% 
1500 365 547.500 383,250 164,250 $37,528 $40,661 $3,133.31              8.3% 
1500 .    400 600,000 360,000 240,000' $39,791 $43,147 $3,355.91              8.4% 
1500 440 660.000 396,000 264,000 $43,172 $46,782 $3,610.31              8.4% 
1500 . 510 765,000 459,000 306,000 $49,088 $53,144 $4,055.51              8.3% 
1500 585 877,500 526,500 351,000 $55,427 $59,959 $4,532.51               8.2% 
1500 655 982,500 589,500 393,000 $61,343 $66,321 $4,977.71               8.1% 
1500 730 1.085.000 602.250 492,750 $66,987 $72,442 $5,454.71               8.1% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $21,105 $23,363 $2,257.91              10.7% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15,000 $30,176 $33,070 $2,893.91               9.6% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000 $48,031 $52,197 $4,165.91               8.7% 
3000 300 900.000 720,000 180,000 $64,934 $70,372 $5,437.91               8.4% 
3000 350 1,050,000 735.000 315.000 $72,434 $78,508 $6,073.91               8.4% 
3000 365 1,095,000 766,500 328,500 $75,026 $81,291 $6,264.71               8.4% 
3000 400 1,200.000 720.000 480,000 $79,553 $86,263 $6,709.91               8.4% 
3000 440 1,320,000 792,000 528,000 $86,314 $93,533 $7,218.71               8.4% 
3000 510 1,530,000 918,000 612,000 $98,146 $106,255 $8,109.11              8.3% 
3000 585 1,755,000 1,053,000 702,000 $110,824 $119,887 $9,063.11              8.2% 
3000 655 1,965,000 1,179,000 786,000 $122,656 $132,609 $9,953.51               8.1% 
3000 730 2,190,000 1,204,500 985,500 $133,944 $144,851 $10,907.51              8.1% 
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Monthly Bill Impact 
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Present SCM    | 
CustChg Monthly $      209.11 
BHIChg Per Bill $         0.89 
DmdChg kW $         7.50 
DelRatel kWh $     0.00262 
Del Rate! kWh $     0.00262 
Del Rates kWh $ 
TCrate kWh $   (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh $     0.05845 
KwhRate2 kWh $     0.04641 
Kwh Rate3 kWh $ 
TSAS kW $          0.83 
TSAS kWh $    0.00029 
SBC SEEPS kWh $    0.00300 
RPS kWh $    0.00090 

MFC kWh $    0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTOel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $    0.00095 

Proposed 1 
CustChg .Monthly t 214.11 
BHIChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ 8.41 
DelRatel kWh S 
DelRate2 (kWh $ - 
Del Rates :kWh $ - 
TCrate 'kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel 'kWh $ 0.05845 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04641 
Kwh Rate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kW $ 0.83 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00029 
SBC & EEPS |kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC ;kWh $ 0.00420 
GRTcom ,kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel ikWh 1.000000 
Reactive iikVah $ 0.00095 

Monthly BUI Impact 

Increase / decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed Amount          Percent 
500 50 25,000 24.375 625 $5,909 $6,436 $527.16                8.9% 
500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 $7,428 $8,023 $594.41                8.0% 
500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $10,422 $11,151 $728.91                7.0% 
500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $13,264 $14,128 $863.41                6.5% 
500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $14,535 $15,466 $930.66                6.4% 
500 365 182,500 109,500 73,000 $14,751 $15,702 $950.83                6.4% 
500 400 200,000 110,000 90.000 $15,625 $16,623 $997.91                6.4% 
500 440 220,000 121,000 99,000 $16,750 $17,802 $1,051.71               6.3% 
500 510 255,000 140,250 114,750 $18,719 $19,865 $1,145.86              6.1% 
500 585 292,500 160,875 131,625 $20,829 $22,075 $1,246.74              6.0% 
500 655 327,500 180,125 147,375 $22,798 $24,138 $1,340.89           .   5.9% 
500 730 365,000 200,750 164,250 $24,907 $26,349 $1,441.76              5.8% 

1000 50 50,000 48,750 1,250 $11,608 $12,658 $1,049.41               9.0% 
1000 100 100,000 95,000 5,000 $14,647 $15,831 $1,183.91               8.1% 
1000 200 200,000 180,000 20,000 $20,633 $22,086 $1,452.91               7.0% 
1000 300 300,000 240,000 60,000 $26,319 $28,041 $1,721.91               6:5% 
1000 350 350,000 245,000 105,000 $28,860 $30,717 $1,856.41               6.4% 
1000 365 365,000 219,000 146,000 $29,292 $31,188 $1,896.76              6.5% 
1000 400 400,000 240.000 160,000 $31,282 $33,273 $1,990.91               6.4% 
1000 440 440,000 242,000 198,000 $33,291 $35,389 $2,098.51               6.3% 
1000 510 510,000 280,500 229,500 $37,229 $39,515 $2,286.81               6.1% 
1000 ■ 585 585.000 321,750 263.250 $41,447 $43,936 $2,488.56             6.0% 
1000 655 655,000 360,250 294,750 $45,385 $48,062 $2,676.86 .           5.9% 
1000 730 730,000 401,500 328,500 $49,604 $52,483 $2,878.61               5.8% 

1500 50 75.000 73,125 1,875 $17,308 $18,879 $1,571.66              9.1% 
,    1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $21,865 $23,639 $1,773.41               8.1% 

1500 200 300,000 270,000 30,000 $30,845 $33,022 $2,176.91               7.1% 
1500 300 450,000 360.000 90.000 $39,373 $41,953 $2,580.41              6.6% 
1500 350 525,000 367.500 157.500 $43,185 $45,968 $2,782.16              6.4% 
1500 365 547,500 383,250 164,250 $44,492 $47,334 $2,842.69             6.4% 
1500 400 600,000 360.000 240.000 $46,817 $49,801 $2,983.91               6.4% 
1500 440 660,000 396,000 264.000 $50,229 $53,374 $3,145.31               6.3% 
1500 510 765,000 459,000 306,000 $56,198 $59,626 $3,427.76              6.1% 
1500 585 877,500 526,500 351,000 $62,594 $66,325 $3,730.38              6.0% 
1500 655 982.500 589,500 393,000 $68,564 $72,577 $4,012.84              5.9% 
1500 730 1,095.000 602,250 492,750 $74,301 $78,616 $4,315.46              5.8% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $34,405 $37,544 $3,138.41               9.1% 
3000 100 300.000 285,000 15.000 $43,520 $47,062 $3,541.91               8.1% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000 $61,480 $65,829 $4,348.91               7.1% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $78,536 $83,692 $5,155.91               6.6% 
3000 350 1,050.000 735,000 315,000 $86,161 $91,720 $5,559.41               6.5% 
3000 365 1,095.000 766,500 328.500 $88,774 $94,454 $5,680.46              6.4% 
3000 400 1,200,000 720,000 480,000 $93,425 $99,388 $5,962.91               6.4% 
3000 440 1,320,000 792,000 528,000 $100,247 $106,533 $6,285.71               6.3% 
3000 510 1,530,000 918,000 612,000 $112,187 $119,037 $6,850.61               6.1% 
3000 585 1,755,000 1.053,000 702,000 $124,979 $132,435 $7,455.86              6.0% 
3000 655 1,965,000 1,179,000 786,000 $136,918 $144,939 $8,020.76              5.9% 
3000 730 2,190,000 1.204,500 985,500 $148,392 $157,018 $8,626.01               5.8% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present  5CMIWLP 
CustChg Monthly i 209.11 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ 2.97 
Del Ratal kWh $ 0.00236 
DelRate2 kWh $ .   0.00236 
DelRate3 kWh $ . 
rCrato kWh $ (0.00479) 
<whRate1 kWh $ 0.05789 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04567 
<whRate3 kWh $ - 
rsAS kW $ 0.33 
rsAS kWh $ 0.00026 
SBC &EEPS kWh -$ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh t 0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Proposed | 3C7.2WHLF 
CustChg : Monthly $ 214.11 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg |kW $ 4.08 
Del Ratal ;kWh $ . 
OelRate2 kWh $ - 
DelRate3 IkWh $ 
rCrate IkWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05789 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04567 
<wh Rate3 kWh $ . 
TSAS !kW $ 0.33 
rSAS ,kWh $ 0.00026 
SBC & EEPS ikWh $ 0.00300 
RPS (kWh  • $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00420 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel IkWh 1.000000 
Reactive jrkVah $ 0.00095 

Increase / decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed Amount Percent 
500 50 25.000 24,375 625 $3,373 $4,007 $633.66 18.8% 
500 100 50.000 47,500 2,500 $4,870 $5,578 $707.41 14.5% 
500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $7,820 $8,675 $854.91 10.9% 
500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $10,616 $11,619 $1,002.41 9.4% 
500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $11,862 $12,938 $1,076.16 9.1% 
500 365 182,500 109,500 73.000 $12,068 $13,166 $1,098.29 9.1% 
500 400 200,000 110,000 90.000 $12,924 $14,074 $1,149.91 8.9% 
500 440 220,000 121,000 99,000 $14,031 $15,240 $1,208.91 8.6% 
500 510 . 255,000 140,250 114,750 $15,967 $17,279 $1,312.16 8.2% 
500 585 292,500 160,875 131,625 $18,041 $19,464 $1,422.79 7.9% 
500 655 327,500 180,125 147,375 $19,978 $21,504 $1,526.04 7.6% 

•500 730    ' 365,000 200,750 164,250 $22,052 $23,689 $1,636.66 7.4% 

1000 50 50,000 48,750 1,250 $6,536 $7,798 $1,262.41 19.3% 
1000 100 100,000 95.000 5,000 $9,531 $10,941 $1,409.91 14.8% 
1000 200 200,000 180,000 20,000 $15,430 $17,135 $1,704.91 11.0% 
1000 300 300,000 240,000 60,000 $21,023 $23,023 $1,999.91 9.5% 
1000 350 350,000 245,000 105,000 $23,514 $25,661 .    $2,147.41 9.1% 
1000 365 365,000 219,000 146.000 $23,925 $26,117 $2,191.66 9.2% 
1000 400 400,000 240.000 160,000 $25,883 $28,178 $2,294.91 8.9% 

■ 1000 440 440,000 242.000 198,000 $27,851 $30,264 $2,412.91 8.7% 
1000 510 510,000 280,500 229,500 $31,724 $34,343 $2,619.41 8.3% 
1000 585 585,000 321,750 263,250 $35,873 $38,713 $2,840.66 7.9% 
1000 655 655,000 360,250 294.750 $39,745 $42,792 $3,047.16 7.7% 
1000 730 730,000 401,500 328,500 $43,894 $47,163 $3,268.41 7.4% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1,875 $9,699 $11,590 $1,891.16 19.5% 
1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $14,191 $16,304 $2,112.41 14.9% 
1500 200 300,000 270,000 30,000 $23,039 $25,594 . $2,554.91 11.1% 
1500 300 450,000 360,000 90,000 $31,429 $34,427 $2,997.41 9.5% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $35,166 $38,385 $3,218.66 9.2% 
1500 365 547,500 383,250 164,250 $36,452 $39,737 $3,285.04 9.0% 
1500 400 600,000 360,000 240,000 $38,719 $42,159 $3,439.91 8.9% 
1500 440, 660,000 396,000 264,000 $42,075 $45,692 $3,616.91 8.6% 
1500 510 765,000 459,000 306,000 $47,948 $51,875 $3,926.66 8.2% 
1500 585 877,500 526,500 351,000 $54,240 $58,499 $4,258.54 7.9% 
1500 655 982,500 589,500 393,000 $60,113 $64,681 $4,568.29 7.6% 
1500 730 1,095,000 602,250 492,750 $65,736 $70,637 $4,900.16 7.5% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $19,187 $22,965 $3,777.41 19.7% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15,000 $28,173 $32,393 $4,219.91 15.0% 
3000 200 600,000 540.000 60,000 $45,869 $50,974 $5,104.91 11.1% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $62,648 $68,638 $5,989.91 9.6% 
3000 350 1.050.000 735,000 315,000 $70,122 $76,554 $6,432.41 .  9.2% 
3000 365 ' 1.095,000 766,500 328.500 $72,694 $79,259 $6,565.16 9.0% 
3000 400 1.200.000 720.000 480.000 $77,228 $84,103 $6,874.91 '    8.9% 
3000 440 1,320,000 792,000 528.000 $83,940 $91,169 $7,228.91 8.6% 
3000 510 1.530,000 918,000 612.000 $95,686 $103,534 $7,848.41 8.2% 
3000 585 1,755,000 1,053,000 702,000 $108)271 $116,783 $8,512.16 7.9% 
3000 655 1,965,000 1,179,000 786,000 $120,016 $129,148 $9,131.66 7.6% 
3000 730 2,190,000 1,204,500 985,500 $131,263 $141,058 $9,795.41 7.5% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present 1 ■sew  
CustChg i Monthly i 319.11 
BBIChg 'Per Bill $ 0.89 
OmdChg jkW s. 4.06 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.00261 
DelRate2 IkWh $ 0.00261 
DelRate3 'kWh $ 
TCrate jkWh $ (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05627 
KwhRate2 jkWh $ 0.04434 
<wh Rate3 'kWh $ - 
rSAS kW $ 0.79 
TSAS ikWh $ 0.00051 
SBC SEEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS IkWh $ 0.00090 

MFC jkWh $ 0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel 'kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Proposed | 5C7-3 
CustChg 'Monthly i 331.87 
BHIChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
OmdChg kW $ 5.03 
DelRatel kWh $ - 
DelRate2 kWh $ . 
Del Rate3 kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel IkWh $ 0.05627 
<whRate2 jkWh $ 0.04434 
Kwh Rate3 kWh $ . 
TSAS kW. $ 0.79 
TSAS IkWh $ 0.00051 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh 

1 
$ 0.00090 

MFC IkWh $ 0.00420 
GRTcom ;kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel ;kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

increase / decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed Amount Percent 
500 50 25,000 24,375 625 $4,230 $4,795 . $565.17 13.4% 
500 100 50.000 47,500 2,500 $5,700 $6,333 $632.67 11.1% 
500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $8,596 $9,363 $767.67 8.9% 
500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $11,342 $12,245 $902.67 8.0% 
500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $12,566 $13,536 $970.17 7.7% 
500 365 182,500 109,500 73,000 $12,769 $13,760 $990.42 7.8% 
500 400 200,000 110,000 90,000    • $13,611 $14,649 $1,037.67 7.6% 
500 440 220,000 121,000 99,000 $14,698    ' $15,790 $1,091.67 7.4% 
500 510 255,000 140,250 114.750 $16,600 $17,786 $1,186.17 7.1% 
500 585 292,500 160,875 131.625 $18,637 $19,924 $1,287.42 6.9% 
500 655 327,500 180,125 147,375 $20,539 $21,920 $1,381.92 '   6.7% 
500 730 •365,000 200,750 164,250 $22,576 $24,059 $1,483.17 6.6% 

1000 50 50.000 48.750 1.250 $8,140 $9,258 $1,117.67 13.7% 
1000 100 100,000 95,000 5,000 $11,080 $12,333 $1,252.67 11.3% 
1000 200 200,000 180,000 20,000 $16,871 $18,394 $1,522.67 9.0% 
1000 300 300,000 240.000 ' 60.000 $22,364 $24,157 $1,792.67 8.0% 

■      '                      1000 350 ' 350,000 245,000 105,000 $24,812 - $26,740 $1,927.67 7.8% 
1000 365 . 365,000 219,000 146,000 $25,219 $27,187 $1,968.17 7.8% 
1000 400 400,000 240,000 160,000 $27,141 $29,204 $2,062.67 7.6% 
1000 440 440,000 242,000 198,000 $29,076 $31,247 $2,170.67 7.5% 
1000 510 510,000 280,500 229,500 $32,879 $35,239 $2,359.67 7.2% 
1000 585 585,000 321,750 263,250 $36,954 $39,516 $2,562.17 6.9% 
1000. 655 655,000 360,250 294,750 $40,757 $43,508 $2,751.17 6.8% 
1000 730 730,000 401,500 328,500 $44,832 $47,786 $2,953.67 6.6% 

1500 50 75.000 73.125 1,875 $12,050 $13,720 $1,670.17 13.9% 
1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $16,461 $18,333 $1,872.67 11.4% 
1500 200 300,000 270,000 30.000 $25,147 $27,425 $2,277.67 9.1% 
1500 300 450,000 360,000 90,000 $33,386 $36,069 $2,682.67 8.0% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $37,059 $39,944 $2,885.17 7.8% 
1500 365 547,500 383,250 164,250 $38,321 $41,267 $2,945.92 •     7.7% 
1500 400 600,000 360,000 240,000 $40,552 $43,639 $3,087.67 7.6% 
1500 440 660,000 396,000 264,000 $43,847 $47,097 $3,249.67 7.4% 
1500 510 765,000 459,000 306,000 $49,615 $53,148 $3,533.17 7.1% 
1500 585 677,500 526,500 351.000 $55,794 $59,631 $3,836.92 6.9% 
1500 655 982,500 589,500 393,000 $61,562 $65,682 $4,120.42 6.7% 
1500 730 1,095,000 602,250 492.750 $67,088 $71,512 $4,424.17 6.6% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $23,780 $27,108 $3,327.67 14.0% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15.000 $32,601 $36,334 $3,732.67 11.4% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60.000 $49,974 $54,517 $4,542.67 9.1% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $66,453 $71,805 $5,352.67 8.1% 
3000 350 .1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $73,797 $79,555 $5,757.67 7.8% 
3000 365 1.095,000 766,500 328,500 $76,322 $82,202 $5,879.17 7.7% 
3000 400 1,200,000 720,000 480,000 $80,784 $86,946 $6,162.67 7.6% 
3000 440 ,1,320,000 792,000 528,000 $87,375 $93,862 $6,486.67 7.4% 
3000 510 1,530,000 918,000 612,000 $98,910 $105,964 $7,053.67 7.1% 
3000 585 1.755,000 1,053,000 702,000 $111,269 $118,930 $7,661.17 6.9% 
3000 655 1,965,000 1.179,000 786.000 $122,804 $131,032 $8,228.17 6.7% 
3000 730 2,190,000 1,204,500 985,500 $133,856 $142,692 $8,835.67 6.6% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present SCTSBHCF- 

CustChg Monthly i 319.11 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ 0.25 
Del Ratal kWh $ 0.00192 
DelRateZ kWh $ 0.00192 
DelRate3 kWh $ . 
rCrate kWh $ (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05627 
<whRale2 kWh $ 0.04428 
KwhRateS kWh $ . 
rSAS kW , $ 0.05 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00038 
SBC SEEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rWah $ 0.00095 

Proposed 
CustChg Monthly i 331.87 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ 1.13 
DelRatel kWh $ . 
DelRate2 kWh $ . 
DelRateS kWh $ - 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05627 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04428 
Kwh Rate3 kWh $ . 
TSAS kW s 0.05 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00038 
SBC kWh $ 0.00300 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00420 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

increase /decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed Amount Percent 
500 50 25,000 24,375 625 $1,935 $2,472 $537.42 27.8% 
500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 $3,384 $4,006 $622.17 18.4% 
500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $6,238 $7,030 $791.67 12.7% 
500 300 150.000 120.000 30,000 $8,942 $9,903 $961.17 10.7% 
500 350 175.000 122,500 52,500 $10,145 $11,190 $1,045.92 10.3% 
500 365 182,500 109,500 73,000 $10,340 $11,412 $1,071.35 10.4% 
500 400 200,000 110,000 90,000 $11,167 $12,298 $1,130.67 10.1% 
500 440 220,000 121,000 99,000 $12,237 $13,435 $1,198.47 9.8% 
500 510 255,000 140.250 114.750 $14,109 $15,426 $1,317.12 9.3% 
500 585 292,500 160,875 131,625 $16,114 $17,558 $1,444.25 9.0% 
500 655 327.500 180,125 147,375 $17,986 $19,549 $1,562.90 8.7% 
500 730 365,000 200,750 164,250 $19,992 $21,682 $1,690.02 8.5% 

1000 50 50,000 48,750 1,250 $3,549 $4,611 $1,062.17 29.9% 
1000 100 100,000 95.000 5.000 $6,448 $7,680 $1,231.67 19.1% 
1000 200 200.000 180.000 20.000 $12,156 $13,727 $1,570.67 12.9% 
1000 300 300,000 240.000 60.000 $17,565 $19,474 $1,909.67 10.9% 
1000 350 350,000 245,000 105,000 $19,969 $22,048 $2,079.17 10.4% 
1000 365 365,000 219,000 146,000 $20,361 $22:491 $2,130.02 10.5% 
1000 400 400,000 240,000 160,000 $22,254 $24,502 $2,248.67 10.1% 
1000 440 440,000 242,000 198,000 $24,153 $26,537 $2,384.27 9.9% 
1000 510 510,000 280,500 229,500 $27,897 $30,519 $2,621.57 9.4% 
1000 585 585,000 321,750 263,250 $31,908 $34,784 $2,875.82 9.0% 
1000 655 655,000 360,250 294,750 $35,652 $38,765 $3,113.12   . 8.7% 
1000 730 730,000 401,500 328,500 $39,664   ■ $43,031 $3,367.37 8.5% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1,875 $5,164 $6,750 $1,586.92 30.7% 
1500 100 150.000 142,500 7,500 $9,512 $11,353 $1,841.17 19.4% 
1500 200 300,000 270,000 30,000 $18,074 $20,424 $2,349.67 13.0% 
1500 300 450,000 360,000 90,000 $26,187 $29,045 $2,858.17 10.9% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $29,794 $32,906 $3,112.42 10.4% 
1500 365 547.500 383,250 164,250 $31,037 $34,226 $3,188.70 10.3% 
1500 400 600.000 360,000 240,000 $33,220 $36,587 $3,366.67 10.1% 
1500 440 660.000 396,000 264,000 $36,465 $40,036 $3,570.07 9.8% 
1500 510 765,000 459,000 306,000 $42,144 $46,070 $3,926.02 9.3% 
1500 585 877,500 526.500 351,000 $48,229 $52,536 $4,307.40 8.9% 
1500 655 982,500 589,500 393,000 $53,908 $58,571 $4,663.35 8.7% 
1500 730 1,095,000 602,250 492,750 $59,336 $64,380 $5,044.72 8.5% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $10,007 $13,168 $3,161.17 31.6% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15.000  ' $18,704 $22,374 $3,669.67 19.6% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000   ' $35,829 $40,515 $4,686.67 13.1% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 ■   $52,054 $57,757 $5,703.67 11.0% 
3000 350 1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $59,267 $65,479 $6,212.17 10.5% 
3000 365 1.095.000 766,500 328.500 $61,755 $68,120 $6,364.72 10.3% 
3000 400 1,200,000 720,000 480.000 $66,121 $72,841 $6,720.67 10.2% 
3000 440 1,320,000 792,000 528.000 $72,611 $79,738 $7,127.47 9.8% 
3000 510 1,530,000 918,000 ■ 612,000 $83,969 $91,808 $7,839.37 9.3% 
3000 585 1,755,000 1,053,000 702,000 $96,137 $104,740   ■ $8,602.12 8.9% 
3000 655 1,965,000 1.179,000 786,000 $107,495 $116,809 $9,314.02 8.7% 
3000 730 2,190,000 1,204,500 985,500 $118,351 $128,428 $10,076.77 8.5% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present 8ti74 
CustChg Monthly 4 849.11 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ 1.73 
DelRatol kWh S 0.00212 
DelRate2 kWh ■    $ 0.00212 
DelRate3 kWh $ . 
rcrate kWh $ (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh . $ 0.05381 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04206 
<whRate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kW $ 0.67 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00082 
SBC S EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah $ 0.00095 

Proposed 5C7-4 
CustChg Monthly * 883.07 
BillChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW ■$ 2.46 
DelRatel kWh $ - 
DelRate2 kWh $ 
Del Rate3 kWh $ . 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05381 
KwhRate2 kWh $ 0.04206 
KwhRate3 kWh $ - 
TSAS kW $ 0.67 
TSAS kWh S 0.00082 
SBC & EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh S 0.00420 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive rkVah s 0.00095 

Increase / decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed Amount Percent 
500 50 25.000 24,375 625 $3,469 $3,948 $478.62 13.8% 
500 100 50.000 47,500 2,500 $4,874 $5,432 $558.37 11.5% 
500 200 100,000 90,000 .  10,000 $7,639 $8,356 $717.87 9.4% 
500 . 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $10,257 $11,134 $877.37 8.6% 
500 350 175,000 122.500 52,500 $11,419 $12,376 $957.12 8.4% 
500 365 182.500 109.500 73.000 $11,606 $12,587 $981.05 8.5% 
500 400 200.000 110,000 90,000 $12,405 $13,441 $1,036.87 8.4% 
500 440 220,000 121,000 99,000 $13,440 $14,541 $1,100.67 8.2% 
500 510 255.000 140.250 114.750 $15,252 $16,464 $1,212.32 7.9% 
500 585 292,500 160,875 131,625 $17,193 $18,525 $1,331.95 7.7% 
500 655 327.500 180,125 147,375 $19,005 $20,449 $1,443.60 7.6% 
500 730 365,000 200,750 164.250 $20,947 $22,510 $1,563.22 7.5% 

1000 50 50.000 48,750 1,250 $6,088 $7,012 $923.37    ■ 15.2% 
1000 100 100.000 95,000 5,000 $8,897 $9,980 $1,082.87 . 12.2% 
1000 200 200,000 180,000 20,000 $14,427 $15,829 $1,401.87 9.7% 
1000 300 300,000 240,000 60.000 $19,663 $21,384 $1,720.87 8.8% 
1000 350 350,000 245,000 105,000 $21,987 $23,868 $1,880.37 8.6% 
1000 365 365.000 219,000 146,000 $22,361 $24,290 $1,928.22 8.6% 
1000 400 400,000 240,000 160,000 $24,194 $26,234 $2,039.87 8.4% 
1000 440 440.000 242,000 198,000 $26,030 $28,197 $2,167.47 8.3% 
1000 510 510,000 280,500 229,500 $29,654 $32,045 $2,390.77 8.1% 
1000 585 585,000 321,750 263,250 .$33,537 $36,167 $2,630.02 7.8% 
1000 655 655,000 360,250 294,750 $37,161 $40,014 $2,853.32 7.7% 
1000 730 730,000 401,500 328,500 $41,044 $44,136 $3,092.57 7.5% 

1500   . 50 75.000 73,125 1,875 $8,707 $10,076 $1,368.12 15.7% 
1500 100 150.000 142.500 7,500 $12,921 $14,528 $1,607.37 12.4% 
1500 200 300.000 270,000 30,000 $21,216 $23,301 $2,085.87 9.8% 
1500 300 450,000 360,000 90,000 $29,070 $31,634 $2,564.37 8.8% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $32,556 $35,359 $2,803.62 8.6% 
1500 365 547.500 383,250 164,250 $33,760 $36,636 $2,875.40 8.5% 
1500 400 600,000 360,000 240,000    ' $35,866 $38,909 $3,042.87 8.5% 
1500 440 660.000 396.000 264,000 $39,008 $42,242 $3,234.27 8.3% 
1500 510 765.000 459,000 306.000 $44,505 $48,075 $3,569.22 8.0% 
1500 585 877,500 526.500 351,000 $50,396 $54,324 $3,928.10 7.8% 
1500 655 982,500 589,500 393,000 $55,894 $60,157 $4,263.05 7.6% 
1500 730 1,095,000 602,250 492.750 $61,141 $65,763 $4,621.92 7.6% 

3000 50 150.000 146,250 3,750 $16,565 $19,267 $2,702.37 16.3% 
3000 100 300,000 285.000 15.000 $24,992 $28,173 $3,180.87 12.7% 
3000 200 600.000 540,000 60,000 $41,581 $45,719 $4,137.87 10.0% 
3000 300 900.000 720,000 180,000 $57,289 $62,384 $5,094.87 8.9% 
3000 350 1,050.000 735,000 315.000 $64,262 $69,835 $5,573.37 8.7% 
3000 365 1.095.000 766,500 328.500 $66,671 $72,388 $5,716.92 8.6% 
3000 •    400 1.200.000 720,000 480.000 $70,882 $76,934 $6,051.87 8.5% 

■     3000 440 1,320,000 792,000 528.000 $77,165 $83,600 $6,434.67 8.3% 
3000 510 1,530,000 918.000 612,000 $88,161 $95,265 $7,104.57 8.1% 
3000 585 1.755,000 1,053,000 702.000 $99,942 $107,764 $7,822.32 7.8% 
3000 655 1.965.000 1.179,000 786.000 $110,937 $119,430 $8,492.22 7.7% 
3000 730 2,190,000 1,204,500 985,500 $121,432 $130,642 $9,209.97 7.6% 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present SC74UHLF 
CustChg Monthly * 849.11 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.89 
DmdChg kW $ - 
DelRatel kWh $ 0.00157 
OelRateZ kWh $ 0.00157 
DelRate3 kWh $ . 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00479) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05585 
KwhRate2 kWh $. 0.04401 
KwhRate3 kWh $ 
TSAS kW $ 
TSAS kWh $ 0.00060 
SBC&EEPS kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS kWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00120 
GRTcom kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel kWh 1.000000 
Reactive M(Vah $ 0.00095 

■    Proposed | SC74I/HLF 
CustChg (Monthly $ 883.07 
BlllChg Per Bill $ 0.80 
DmdChg kW $ 0.52 
DelRatel jkWh $ . 
OelRateZ ikWh $ - 
DelRaleS kWh $ . 
TCrate kWh $ (0.00248) 
KwhRatel kWh $ 0.05585 
KwhRate2 jkWh $ 0.04401 
<whRate3 kWh $ . 
TSAS kW $ - 
TSAS jkWh $ 0.00060 
SBC SEEPS ,kWh $ 0.00300 
RPS IkWh $ 0.00090 

MFC kWh $ 0.00420 
GRTcom 'kWh 1.000000 
GRTDel jkWh 1.000000 
Reactive 'rkVah $ 0.00095 

increase / decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Proposed. Amount Percent 
500 50 25,000 24,375    . 625 $2,301 $2,688 $387.37 16.8% 
500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 $3,737 $4,218 $480.87 12.9% 
500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $6,565 $7,232 $667.87 10.2% 
500 .   300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $9,244 $10,099 $854.87 9.2% 
500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $10,436 '   $11,385 $948.37 9.1% 
500 365 182,500 109,500 73,000 $10,631 $11,607 $976.42 9.2% 
500 400 200.000 110,000 90.000 $11,450 $12,492 $1,041.87 9.1% 
500 440 220,000 121,000 99,000 $12,510 $13,627 $1,116.67 8.9% 
500 510 255,000 140,250 114,750 $14,366 $15,613 $1,247.57 8.7% 
500 585 292,500 160,875 131,625 $16,353 $17,741 $1,387.82 8.5% 
500 655 327,500 180,125 147,375 $18,208 $19,727 $1,518.72 8.3% 
500 730 365,000 200,750 164,250 $20,196 $21,855 $1,658.97 8.2% 

1000 50 50,000 48.750 1,250 $3,752 $4,493 $740.87 19.7% 
1000 100 100,000 95,000 5,000 $6,624 $7,552 $927.87 14.0% 
1000 200 200,000 180,000 20,000 $12,279 $13,581 $1,301.87 10.6%. 
1000 300 300,000 240.000. 60,000 $17,639 $19,314 $1,675.87 9.5% 
1000 .350 350,000 245,000 105.000 $20,022 $21,885 $1,862.87 9.3% 
1000 365 365,000 219,000 146,000 $20,412 $22,331 $1,918.97 9.4% 
1000 400 400,000 240,000 160.000 $22,288 $24,337 $2,049.87 9.2% 
1000 440 440,000 242,000 198.000 $24,171 $26,370 $2,199.47 9.1% 
1000 510 510,000 280,500 229,500 $27,881 $30,342 $2,461.27 8.8% 
1000 585 585,000 321,750 263,250 $31,856 $34,598 $2,741.77 8.6% 
1000 655 655,000 360,250 294.750 $35,566 $38,570 $3,003.57 8.4% 
1000 730 730,000 401,500 328,500 $39,541 $42,826 $3,284.07 8.3% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1.875 $5,203 $6,297   - $1,094.37 21.0% 
1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $9,511 $10,886 $1,374.87 14.5% 
1500 200 300,000 270,000 30.000 $17,994 $19,930 $1,935.87 10.8% 
1500 300 450.000 360,000 90.000 $26,033 $28,530 $2,496.87 9.6% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $29,608 $32,386 $2,777.37 9.4% 
1500 365 547,500 383,250 164,250 $30,841 $33,702 $2,861.52 9.3% 
1500 400 600,000 360,000 240,000 $33,006 $36,064 $3,057.87 9.3% 
1500 440 660,000 396,000 264.000 $36,222 $39,504 $3,282.27 9.1% 
1500 510 765,000 459,000 306,000 $41,849 $45,524 $3,674.97 8.8% 
1500 585 877,500 526,500 351,000 $47,879 $51,974 $4,095.72 8.6% 
1500 655 982,500 589,500 393,000 $53,506 $57,995 $4,488.42 8.4% 
1500 730 1,095,000 602,250 492,750 $58,887 $63,796 $4,909.17 8.3% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $9,555 $11,710 $2,154.87 22.6% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15.000 $18,171 $20,887 $2,715.87 14.9% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000 $35,138' $38,975 $3,837.87 10.9% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $51,216 $56,176 $4,959.87 9.7% 
3000 350 1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $58,367 $63,888 $5,520.87 9.5% 
3000 365 1,095,000 766,500 328,500 $60,832 $66,521 $5,689.17 9.4% 
3000 400 1,200,000 720,000 480,000 $65,163 $71,245 $6,081.87 9.3% 
3000 440 1.320,000 792,000 528,000 $71,594 $78,125 $6,530.67 9.1% 
3000 510 1,530,000 918,000 612,000 $82,849 $90,165 $7,316.07 8.8% 
3000 585 1,755.000 1,053.000 702,000 $94,907 $103,065 $8,157.57 8.6% 
3000 655 1,965.000 1,179.000 786,000 $106,162 $115,105 $8,942.97 8.4% 
3000 730 2,190,000 1,204,500 985,500 $116,924 $126,709 $9,784.47 8.4% 



5? 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|     Present     |                  SC01                   | 

CustChg 19.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 0 
DelNBC 0.01127 

DelRatel 0.02270 

DelRate2 - 
MFC - 
ComNBC -0.00909 

KwhRatel 0.05544 

KwhRat82 - 
RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS (kW) ■ 

TSAS (P-kWh) 0.002310 

TSAS (0-kWh) 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.020408 

September 1,2010 | SC01 

CustChg 

BillChg 

DmdChg 

DelNBC 

DelRatel 

DelRate2 

MFC 

ComNBC 

KwhRatel 

KwhRate2 

RAS 

SBC&EEPS 

RPS 

TSAS(kW) 

TSAS(P-kWh) 

TSAS(O-kWh) 

GRTcom 

GRTDel 

PSC No. 19 S.C. 1 Residential 

kWh Present Sep 
i 

01,2010 
ncrease/decrease 

Amount Percent 
300 $ 47.01 $ 48.15 $1.14 2.4% 
400 $ 55.88 $ 56.90 $1.02 1.8% 
500 $ 64.74 $ 65.65 $0.90 1.4% 
600 $ 73.61 $ 74.40 $0.79 1.1% 
700 $ 82.48 $ 83.15 $0.67 0.8% 
800 $ 91.35 $ 91.90 $0.55 0.6% 
900 $ 100.21 $ 100.65 $0.43 . 0.4% 

1000 $ 109.08 $ 109.40 $0.32 0.3% 
1100 $ 117.95 $ 118.15 $0.20 0.2% 
1200 $ 126.82 $ 126.90 $0.08 0.1% 
1500 $ 153.42 $ 153.15 ($0.27) -0.2% 
2000 $ 197.75 $ 196.90 .    ($0.86) -0.4% 

20.38 

1.08 

0 

0 
0.03027 

0.00710 

-0.00909 

0.05544 

0.000788 

0.002310 

1.000000 
1.020408 

X 10 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|     Present    |                  SC04-I                  | 

CustChg 23.36 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 0 
DelNBC 0.01127 

DelRatel 0.02783 

DelRate2 0.02252 

MFC 
ComNBC -0.00909 

KwhRatel 0.06976 

KwhRate2 0.04336 

RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS(kW) - 
TSAS(P-kWh) 0.002090 

TSAS (O-kWh) 0.001690 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.020408 

| September 1,2010)                 SC04-I                 | 

CustChg 24.36 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 0 
DelNBC 0 
DelRatel 0.03285 

DelRate2 0.03285 

MFC 0.00710 

ComNBC -0.00909 

KwhRatel 0.06976 

KwhRate2 0.04336 

RAS - 
SBC&EEPS ■ 

RPS 0.000788 

FSAS (kW) - 
FSAS (P-kWh) 0.002090 

rSAS(O-kWh) 0.001690 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.020408 

PSC No. 19   S.C. 4 Residential TOU Schedule 1 

% Peak kWh Peak Off Peak Present Sep01,2010 " 
increase/decrease 

Amount Percent 
42% 300 126 174 .$51.26 $52.56 $1.30 2.5% 
42% 400 168 232 $60.19 $61.43 $1.24 2.1% 
42% 500 210 290 $69.13 $70.30 $1.17 1.7% 
42% 600 252 348 $78.06 $79.17 $1.11 1.4% 
42% 700 294 406 $86.99 $88.03 $1.05 1.2% 
42% 800 336 464 $95.92 $96.90 $0.98 1.0% 
42% 900 378 522 $104.85 $105.77 $0.92 0.9% 
42% 1000 420 580 $113.78 $114.64 $0.86 0.8% 
42% 1100 462 638 $122.71 $123.51 $0.79 0.6% 
42% 1200 504 696 $131.64 $132.37 $0.73 0.6% 
42% 1500 630 870 $158.44 $158.98 $0.54 0.3% 
42% 2000 840 1160 $203.09 $203.32 $0.22 0.1% 
42% 2500 1050 1450 $247.75 $247.66 ($0.09) 0.0% 
42% 3000 1260 1740 $292.40 $291.99 ($0.41) -0.1% 
42% 3500 1470 2030 $337.06 $336.33 ($0.73) -0.2% 
42% 4000 1680 2320 $381.71 $380.67 ($1.04) -0.3% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|    Present    f                 SC04-II                 | 

CustChg 26.84 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 0 

DelNBC 0.01127 

DelRatel 0.04249 

DelRate2 0.02723 

MFC - 
ComNBC -0.00909 

KwhRatel 0.06976 

KwhRate2 0.04336 

RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

rSAS(kW) 

FSAS (P-kWh) 0.002470 

TSAS (0-kWh) 0.001580 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.020408 

| September 1,20101               SC04-II                | 

CustChg 27.84 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 0 

DelNBC 0 

DelRatel 0.04240 

DelRate2 0.04240 

MFC 0.00710 

ComNBC -0.00909 

KwhRatel 0.06976 

KwhRate2 0.04336 

RAS 

SBC&EEPS - 
RPS 0.000788 

FSAS (kW) 

rSAS(P-kWh) 0.002470 

FSAS (O-kWh) 0.001580 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel     . 1.020408 

PSCNo. 19   S.C. 4 Residential TOU Schedule 2 

% Peak kWh Peak Off Peak Present Sep01,2010 " 
increase/decrease 

Amount Percent 

44% 300 132 168 $57.82 $59.23 $1.41 2.4% 

44% 400 176 224 $67.76 $69.14 $1.38 2.0% 

44% 500 220 280 $77.69 $79.04 $1.35 1.7% 

44% 600 264 336 $87.62 $88.95 $1.33 1.5% 

44% 700 308 392 $97.56 $98.86 $1.30 1.3% 

.     44% 800 352 448 $107.49 $108.76 $1.27 1.2% 

44% 900 396 504 $117.42 $118.67 $1.25 1.1% 

44% 1000 440 560 $127.36 $128.58 $1.22 1.0% 
44% 1100 484 616 $137.29 $138.48 $1.19 . 0.9% 
44% 1200 528 672 $147.22 $148.39 $1.17 0.8% 
44% 1500 660 840 $177.03 $178.11 $1.09 0.6% 

44% 2000 880 1120 $226.69 $227.64 $0.95 0.4% 
44% 2500 1100 1400 $276.36 $277.18 $0.82 0.3% 
44% 3000 1320 1680 $326.03 $326.71 $0.68 0.2% 
44% 3500 1540 1960 $375.70 $376.25 $0.55 0.1% 

44% 4000 1760 2240 $425.37 $425.78 $0.41 0.1% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|       Present       |                  SC02                  | 

CustChg 19.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 0 
DelNBC 0.01127 

OelRatel 0.01452 

DelRate2 

MFC 
ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.05605 

KwhRat82 

RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS (kW) 

rSAS(P-kWh) 0.002300 

TSAS (O-kWh) . 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

| September 1,2010 |                  SC02                  | 

CustChg 20.38 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 0 
DelNBC 0 
OelRatel 0.02309 

DelRate2 - 
MFC 0.00710 

ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.05605 

KwhRate2 ■   - 

RAS ■ 

SBC&EEPS ■ 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS(kW) .■ 

rSAS(P-kWh) 0.002300 

rSAS(O-kWh) ■ 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

PSCNo 19   S.C. 2 General service - Small Use 

Kw Hours Use kWh Present 

increase/decrease      | 
Sep01,2010 Amount Percent 

5 50 250 $42.23 $43.68 $1.46 3.5% 

5 100 500 $64.45 $65.91 $1.46 2.3% 

5 200 1000 $108.91 $110.36 $1.45 1.3% 

5 300 1500 $153.36 $154.81 $1.45 0.9% 

5 350 1750 $175.59 $177.03 $1.45 0.8% 

5 400 2000 $197.81 $199.26 $1.44 0.7% 

5 500 2500 $242.27 $243.71 $1.44 0.6% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|       Present      |                  SC07                 | 

CustChg 49.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 13.38 

OelNBC 0.01127 

DelRatel •    0.00102 

DelRate2 0.00074 

MFC - 
ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.05638 

KwhRate2 - 
RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

rSAS (kW) 0.810000 

FSAS (P-kWh) 0.000060 

TSAS(O-kWh) 0.000050 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

| September 1,2010 |                   SC07                 - | 

CustChg 54.38 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 13.38 

DelNBC 0 
DelRatel 0.00756 

DelRate2 0.00756 

MFC 0.00710 

ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.05638 

KwhRate2 

RAS 
SBC&EEPS    . 

RPS 0.000788 

FSAS (kW) 0.810000 

rSAS (P-kWh) 0.000060 

FSAS (O-kWh) 0.000050 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

PSCNo 19   S.C. 7 General service -12 kW Minimum 

■ increase/decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Present Sep01,2010 Amount Percent 

25 50 1250 $354.72 $357.63 $2.91 0.8% 
25 100 2500 $482.07 $482.43 $0.36 0.1% 
25 200 5000 $736.76 $732.03 ($4.73) -0.6% 
25 300 7500 $955.25 $946.12 ($9.12) -1.0% 
25 350 8750 $1,046.75 $1,035.43 ($11.32) -1.1% 
25 400 10000 $1,138.26 $1,124.74 ($13.52) -1.2% 
25 500 12500 $1,321.28 $1,303.36 ($17.92) -1.4% 

50 50 2500 $659.44 $659.81 $0.37 0.1% 
50 100 5000 $914.13 $909.40 '    ($4.73) -0.5% 
50 200 10000 $1,423.51 $1,408.59 ($14.92) -1.0% 
50 300 15000 $1,860.49 $1,836.78 ($23.71) -1.3% 
50 350 17500 $2,043.51 $2,015.40 ($28.11) -1.4% 
50 400 20000 $2,226.52 $2,194.02 ($32.50) -1.5% 
50 500 25000 $2,592.55 $2,551.26 ($41.29) -1.6% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|       Present       |                  SC03                  | 

CustChg 159.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg' 10.59 

DelNBC 4.25 

DelRatel 

DelRate2 - 
MFC - 
ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.05572 

KwhRate2 - 
RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS (kW) 0.790000 

TSAS (P-kWh) 

rSAS (0-kWh) - 
GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

| September 1,2010 |                   SC03                   | 

CustChg . 175.38 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 13.63 

DelNBC 0 
DelRatel ■ 

DelRate2 

MFC 0.00710 

ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.05572 

KwhRate2 - 
RAS • 
SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS (kW) 0.790000 

TSAS (P-kWh) 

TSAS (O-kWh) ■ 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

PSCNo 19 s.c.: 3 General service -100 kW Minimum 

increase/decrease 
Kw Hours Use kWh Present Sep01,2010. Amount Percent 

100 50 5000 $1,400.23 $1,368.74 ($31.49) -2.2% 

100 100 10000 $1,858.96 $1,840.02 ($18.94) -1.0% 

100 200 20000 $2,776.42 $2,782.58 $6.16 0.2% 
100 300 30000 $3,537.58 $3,580.94 $43.36 1.2% 

100 350 35000 $3,840.01 $3,908.02 $68.01 1.8% 
100 400 40000 $4,142.44 $4,235.10 $92.66 2.2% 
100 500 50000 $4,747.30 $4,889.26 $.141.96 3.0% 

250 50 12500 $3,260.58 $3,157.16 ($103.42) -3.2% 
250 100 25000 $4,407.40 $4,335.36 ($72.04) -1.6% 
250 200 50000 $6,701.05 $6,691.76 ($9.29) -0.1% 

250 300 75000 $8,603.95 $8,687.66 $83.71 1.0% 
250 350 87500 $9,360.03 $9,505.36 $145.34 1.6% 
250 400 100000 $10,116.10 $10,323.06 $206.96 2.0% 
250 500 125000 $11,628.25 $11,958.46 $330.21 2.8% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

Present    | SCOSPri September 1,2010 | 1 
CustChg 449.38 CustChg 470.38 

BillChg 0.62 BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 7.3 DmdChg 11.75 

DelNBC 5.07 DelNBC 0 

DelRatel DelRatel • 
D8lRate2 - DelRate2 

MFC - MFC 0.00680 

ComNBC -0.00043 ComNBC -0 00043 

KwhRatel 0.06577 KwhRatel 0.06577 

KwhRate2 0.04139 KwhRate2 0.04139 

RAS '   0.00217 RAS • 
SBC8EEPS 0.002238 SBCSEEPS • 
RPS 0.000788 1 RPS 0.000788 

rSAS(kW) 0.770000 rSAS(kW) 0.770000 

rsAS(P-kWh) rSAS(P-kWh) ■ 

rSAS(O-kWh) rsAS(o-kWh) 

GRTcom 1.000000 GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 GRTDel 1.000000 

PSCN o. 19 S.C. 8 Large General service - TOU Primary 

Kw      Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present      Sep01,2010 
increase/decrease    | 

Amount Percent 

500 50 25,000 24,375 625 $8,768                $8,539 ($229) -2.6% 

500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 $10,486             $10,317 ($169) -1:6% 

500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $13,830              $13,780 ($49) -0.4% 

500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $16,869              $16,939 $70 0.4% 

500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $18,084              $18,214 $130 0.7% 

500 400 200,000 120,000 80,000 $19,177              $19,367 $190 1.0% 

500 500 250,000 137,500 112,500 $21,911               $22,221 $309 1.4% 

1000 50 50,000 48,750 1,250 $17,086              $16,607 ($479) -2.8% 

1000 100 100,000 95,000 5,000 $20,522              $20,162 ($359) -1.8% 

1000 200 200,000 180,000 20,000 $27,210              $27,089 ($120) • -0.4% 

1000 300 300,000 240,000 60,000 $33,288              $33,407 $119 0.4% 

1000 350 350,000 245,000 105,000 $35,718              $35,956 $239 0.7% 

1000 400 400,000 240,000 160,000 $37,904              $38,262 $358 0.9% 

1000 500 500,000 275,000 225,000 $43,373              $43,970 $597 1.4% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1,875 $25,404              $24,675 ($729) -2.9% 

1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $30,558              $30,008 ($550) -1.8% 

1500 200 300,000 270,000 30,000 $40,589               $40,398 ($191) -0.5% 

1500 300 450,000 360,000 90,000 $49,707              $49,875 $168 0.3% 

1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $53,352              $53,699 $347 0.7% 

1500 400 600,000 360,000 240,000 $56,630,            $57,157 $527 0.9% 

1500 500 750,000 412,500 337,500 $64,834              $65,719 $885 1.4% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $50,359              $48,879 ($1,480) -2.9% 

3000 100 300,000 285,000 15,000 $60,665              $59,544 ($1,121) -1.8% 

3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000 $80,729              $80,325 ($403) -0.5% 

3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $98,964              $99,278 $314 0.3% 

3000 350 1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $106,253            $106,926 $673 0.6% 

3000 400 1,200,000 720,000 480,000 $112,811             $113,843 $1,032 0.9% 

3000 500 1,500,000 825,000 675,000 $129,218            $130,967 $1,749 1.4% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|    Present    |             SC08Sec             | 

CustChg 499.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 7.93 

DelNBC 4.61 

DelRatel • 
DelRate2 - 
MFC - 
ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06692 

KwhRate2 0.04212 

RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

rSAS(kW) 0.790000 

TSAS(P-kWh) ■ 

TSAS(O-kWh) - 
GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

September 1,2010 | Sec 

CustChg 523.38 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 11.86 

DelNBC 0 

DelRatel 

DelRate2 - 
MFC 0.00680 

ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06692 

KwhRate2 0.04212 

RAS ■ 

SBC&EEPS ■ 

RPS 0.000788 

rSAS(kW) 0.790000 

rSAS(P-kWh) 

rSAS(O-kWh) 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

PSC No. 19 S.C. 8 Large General service - TOU Secondary 

Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Sep01,2010 

increase/decrease 
Amount Percent 

500 50 25,000 24,375 625 $8,942 $8,686 ($256) -2.9% 

500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 $10,687 $10,491 ($196) -1.8% 

500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $14,086 $14,009 ' ($76) -0.5% 

500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $17,174 $17,217 $43 0.3% 

500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $18,408 $18,511 $103 0.6% 

500 400 200,000 120,000 80,000 $19,518 $19,681 $163 0.8% 

500 500 250,000 137,500 112,500 $22,297 $22,579 $282 1.3% 

1000 50 50,000 48,750 1,250 $17,383 $16,847 ($536) ■ -3.1% 
1000 100 100,000 95,000 5,000 $20,875 $20,458 ($416) -2.0% 

1000 200 200,000 180,000 20,000 $27,671^ $27,494 ($177) -0.6% 

1000 300 300,000 240,000 60,000 $33,848 $33,910 $62 0.2% 

1000 350 350,000 245,000 105,000 $36,316 $36,498 $182 . 0.5% 
1000 400 400,000 240,000 160,000 $38,536 $38,838 $301 0.8% 

1000 500 500,000 275,000 225,000 $44,093 $44,633 $540 1.2% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|     Present    |           SCOSSubTm-C          | 

CustChg 699.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 3.39 

DelNBC 5.66 

DelRatel 

3elRate2 - 
MFC - 
ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06663 

KwhRa(e2 0.04156 

RAS .0.00217 

SBC8EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

rSAS(kW) 0.820000 

rSAS(P-kWh) 

rSAS(O-kWh) 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

| September 1,2010 |             SubTrn-C              | 

CustChg 769.38 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 8.36 

DelNBC 0 

DelRatel - 
DelRate2 

MFC 0.00680 

ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06663 

KwhRate2 0.04156 

RAS 
S8C&EEPS 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS(kW) 0.820000 

rSAS(P-kWh) ■ 

rSAS(O-kWh) . 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

PSC No. 19  S.C. 8 Large General service - TOU SubTransmission Commercial 

increase/decrease 
Kw      Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Sep01,2010 Amount Percent 

500 50 25,000 24,375 625 $7,404 $7,189 ($215) -2.9% 
500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 :  $9,142 $8,987 ($155) -1.7% 
500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $12,524 $12,489 ($35) -0.3% 
500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $15,592 $15,677 $84 •0.5% 
500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $16,813 $16,957 $144 0.9% 
500 400 200,000 120,000 80,000 $17,909 $18,112 $204 1.1% 
500 500 250,000 137,500 112,500 $20,664 $20,987 $323 1.6% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1,875 $20,813 ' $20,028 ($785) -3.8% 
1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $26,026 $25,421 ($606) -2.3% 
1500 200 300,000 270,000 30,000 $36,172 $35,925 ($247) -0.7% 
1500 300 450,000 360,000 90,000 $45,377 $45,489 $112 0.2% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $49,039 $49,331 $291 0.6% 
1500 400 600,000 360,000 240,000 $52,326 $52,796 $471 0.9% 
1500 500 750,000 412,500 337,500 $60,591 $61,420 $829 1.4% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $40,925 $39,285 ($1,641) -4.0% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15,000 $51,353 $50,071 ($1,282) -2.5% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000 $71,643 $71,079 ($564) -0.8% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $90,054 $90,207 $153 0.2% 
3000 350 1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $97,379 $97,891 $512 0.5% 
3000 400 1,200,000 720,000 480,000 $103,952 $104,822 $871 0.8% 
3000 500 1,500,000 825,000 675,000 $120,482 $122,070 $1,588 1.3% 

5000 50 250,000 243,750 6,250 $67,742 $64,961 ($2,782) -4.1% 
5000 100 500,000 475,000 25,000 $85,121 $82,938 ($2,184) -2.6% 
5000 200 1,000,000 900,000 100,000 $118,939 $117,951 ($988) -0.8% 
5000 300 1,500,000 1,200,000 300,000 $149,623 $149,831 $208 0.1% 
5000 350 1,750,000 1,225,000 525,000 $161,831 $162,638 $806 0.5% 
5000 400 2,000,000 1,200,000 800,000 $172,786 $174,190 $1,404 0.8% 
5000 500 2,500,000 1,375,000 1,125,000 $200,336 $202,937 $2,600 1.3% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|    Present    [           SC08SubTrn-l           | 

CustChg 699.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 3.31 

DelNBC 4.97 

DelRate! • • 
DelRate2 - 
MFC - 
ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06426 

KwhRate2 0.04112 

RAS 0.00217 

SBC8EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS(kW) 0.530000 

rSAS(P-kWh) 

rSAS(O-kWh) 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

| September 1,2010 |             SubTm-l             | 

CustChg 769.38 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg -       7.66 

DelNBC 0 

DelRatel - 
DelRate2 

MFC 0.00680 

ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06426 

KwhRate2 0.04112 

RAS ■ 

SBC&EEPS - 
RPS 0.000788 

TSAS(kW) 0.530000 

rSAS(P-l(Wh) 

TSAS(O-kWh) 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

PSC No. 19  S.C. 8 Large General service ■ TOU SubTransmission Industrial 

increase/decrease 

Kw      Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Sep01,2010 Amount Percent 

500 50 25,000 24,375 625 $6,816 $6,636 ($180) -2.6% 

500 100 50,000 47,500 2,500 $8,498 $8,379 ($120) -1.4% 

500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $11,776 $11,776 ($0) 0.0% 
500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $14,765 $14,884 $119 0.8% 

500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $15,970 $16,149 $179 1.1% 
500 400 200,000 120,000 80,000 $17,059 $17,298 $239 1.4% 

500 500 250,000 137,500 112,500 $19,758 $20,117 $358 .      1.8% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1,875 $19,049 $18,368 ($680) -3.6% 
1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $24,095 $23,595 ($501) -2.1% 
1500 200 300,000 270,000 30,000 $33,929 $33,787 ($142) -0.4% 

1500 300 450,000 360,000 90,000 $42,894 $43,111 $217 0.5% 
1500 350 525,000. 367,500 157,500 $46,509 $46,905 $396 0.9% 
1500 400 600,000 360,000 240,000 $49,777 $50,353 $576 1.2% 
1500 500 750,000 412,500 . 337,500 $57,875 $58,809 $934 1.6% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $37,397 $35,966 ($1,431) -3.8% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15,000 $47,491 $46,419 ($1,072) -2.3% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000 $67,157 $66,803 ($354) -0.5% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $85,088 $85,451 $363 0.4% 
3000 350 1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $92,318 $93,040 $722 0.8% 
3000 '  400 1,200,000 720,000 480,000 $98,854 $99,935 $1,081 1.1% 
3000 500 1,500,000 825,000 675,000 $115,050 $116,848 $1,798 1.6% 

5000 50 250,000 243,750 6,250 $61,862 $59,430 ($2,432) -3.9% 
5000 100 500,000 475,000 25,000 $78,685 $76,851 ($1,834) -2.3% 
5000 200 1,000,000 900,000 100,000 $111,462 $110,824 ($638) -0.6% 

■   5000 300 1,500,000 1,200,000 300,000 $141,347 $141,905 $558 0.4% 
5000 350 1,750,000 1,225,000 525,000 $153,397 $154,553 $1,156 0.8% 
5000 400 2,000,000 1,200,000 800,000 $164,290 $166,044 $1,754 1.1% 
5000 500 2,500,000 1,375,000 1,125,000 $191,283 $194,233 $2,950 1.5% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|    Present    |           SCOSSubSta           | 

CustChg /WM 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 4.68 

DelNBC 4.33 

OelRatel 

DelRate2 - 
MFC 0.00 

ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06577 

KwhRate2 0.04139 

RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS(kW) 0.65 

TSAS(P-kWh) 0.00 

ISAS (O-kWh) 0.00 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

| September 1,2010 |           SCOSSubSta           | 

CustChg 8/y.^| 

BillChg 

DmdChg 

DelNBC 

OelRatel 

DelRate2 

1.08 

8.19 

0 

MFC 

ComNBC 

KwhRatel 

KwhRate2 

RAS 

SBC&EEPS 

RPS 

0.01 

-0.00043 

0.06577 

0.04139 

0.000788 

rSAS(kW) 

rSAS(P-kWh) 

rSAS(O-kWh) 

GRTcom 

GRTDel 

0.65 

0.00 

•    0.00 

1.000000 

1.000000 

PSC No. 19 S.C. 8 Large General service • TOU Substation 

increase/decrease 
Kw      Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Sep01,2010 Amount Percent 

500 50 .     25,000 24,375 625 $7,378 $7,108 ($270) -3.7% 
500 100 <-   50,000 47,500 2,500 $9,096 $8,886 ($210) -2.3% 
500 200 100,000 90,000 10,000 $12,440 $12,349 ($90) -0.7% 
500 300 150,000 120,000 30,000 $15,479 $15,508 $29 0.2% 
500 350 175,000 122,500 52,500 $16,694 $16,783 $89 0.5% 
500 400 200,000 120,000 80,000 $17,787 $17,936 $149 0.8% 
500 500 250,000 137,500 112,500 $20,521 $20,790 $268 1.3% 

1500 50 75,000 73,125 1,875 $20,534 $1.9,564 ($970) -4.7% 
1500 100 150,000 142,500 7,500 $25,688 $24,897 ($791) -3.1% 
1500 200 300,000 270,000" 30,000 $35,719 $35,287 ($432) -1.2% 
1500 300 450,000 360,000 90,000 $44,837 $44,764 ($73) -0.2% 
1500 350 525,000 367,500 157,500 $48,482 $48,588 $106 0.2% 
1500 400 ,600,000 360,000 240,000 $51,760 $52,046 $286 0.6% 
1500 500 750,000 412,500 337,500 $59,964 $60,608 $644 1.1% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 . $40,269 $38,248 ($2,021) -5.0% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15,000 $50,575 $48,913V ($1,662) -3.3% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000 $70,639 $69,694 ($944) -1.3% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $88,874 $88,647 ($227) -0.3% 
3000 350 1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $96,163 $96,295 $132 0.1% 
3000 400 1,200,000 720,000 480,000 $102,721 $103,212 $491 0.5% 
3000 500 1,500,000 825,000 675,000 $119,128 $120,336 $1,208 1.0% 

5000 50 250,000 243,750 6,250 $66,582 $63,160 ($3,422) -5.1% 
5000 100 500,000 475,000 25,000 $83,759 $80,935 ($2,824) -3.4% 
5000 200 1,000,000 900,000 100,000 $117,198 $115,570 ($1,628) -1.4% 
5000 300 1,500,000 1,200,000 300,000 $147,590 $147,158 ($432) -0.3% 
5000 350 1,750,000 1,225,000 525,000 $159,739 $159,905 $166 0.1% 
5000 400 2,000,000 1,200,000 800,000 $170,668 $171,432 $764 0.4% 
5000 500 2,500,000 1,375,000 1,125,000 $198,013 $199,973 $1,960 1.0% 



Cases 09-E-0715, et al. Exhibit  (ERP-6) 
Page 12 of 13 

Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31,2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|    Present   |              SC08Trn              | 

CustChg 949.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 3.38 

DelNBC 1.74 
DelRatel - 
DelRate2 

MFC 
ConoNBC •0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06691 

KwhRate2 0.04211 
RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

rSAS(kW) 0.080000 

rSAS(P-kWh) • 
rSAS(O-kWh) - 
GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

| September 1,2010 |                  Trn                  | 

CustChg 982.38 

BillChg 1.08 

DmdChg 4.99 

DelNBC 0 
DelRatel 
DelRate2 
MFC 0.00680 
ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06691 

KwhRate2 0.04211 
RAS 
S8C8EEPS 
RPS 0.000788 

rSAS(kW) 0.080000 

rSAS(P-kWh) - 
rSAS(O-kWh) 
GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

PSC No. 19 S.C. 8 Large General service - TOU Transmission 

increase/decrease 
I     Kw      Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Sep01,2010 Amount Percent 

1000 50 50,000 48,750 1,250 $9,703 $9,726 $23 0.2% 
1000 100 100,000 95,000 5,000 $13,194 $13,336 $143 1.1% 
1000 200 200,000 180,000 20,000 $19,989 $20,371 $382 1.9% 
1000 300 300,000 240,000 60,000 $26,165 $26,786 $621 2.4% 
1000 350 350,000 245,000 105,000 $28,633 $29,373 $741 2.6% 
1000 400 400,000 240,000 160,000 $30,852 $31,713 $860 2.8% 
1000 500 500,000 275,000 225,000 $36,408 '   $37,507 $1,099 3.0% 

3000 50 150,000 146,250 3,750 $27,208 $27,211 $2 0.0% 
3000 100 300,000 285,000 15,000 $37,681 $38,042 $361 1.0% 
3000 200 600,000 540,000 60,000 $58,068 $59,146 $1,079 1.9% 
3000 300 900,000 720,000 180,000 $76,594 $78,391 $1,796 2.3% 
3000 350 1,050,000 735,000 315,000 $83,998 $86,153 $2,155 2.6% 
3000 400 1,200,000 720,000 480,000 $90,657 $93,171 $2,514 2.8% 
3000 500 1,500,000 825,000 675,000 $107,324 $110,555 $3,231 3.0% 

8000 50 400,000 390,000 10,000 $70,972 $70,923 ($50) -0.1% 
8000 100 800,000 760,000 40,000 $98,899 $99,806 $907 0.9% 
8000 200 1,600,000 1,440,000 160,000 $153,264 $156,084 $2,821 1.8% 
8000 300 2,400,000 1,920,000 480,000 $202,668 $207,403 $4,734 2.3% 
8000 350 2,800,000 1,960,000 840,000 $222,411 . $228,102 $5,691 2.6% 
8000 400 3,200,000 1,920,000 1,280,000 $240,169 $246,817 $6,648 2.8% 
8000 500 4,000,000 2,200,000 1,800,000 $284,614 $293,175 $8,561 3.0% 

15000 50 750,000 731,250 18,750 $132,242 $132,119 ($123) -0.1% 
15000 100 1,500,000 1,425,000 75,000 $184,604 $186,275 $1,671 0.9% 
15000 200 3,000,000 2,700,000 300,000 $286,538 $291,797 $5,259 1.8% 
15000 300 4,500,000 3,600,000 900,000 $379,172 $388,019 $8,847 2.3% 
15000 350 5,250,000 3,675,000 1,575,000 $416,189 $426,830 $10,641 2.6% 
15000 400 6,000,000 3,600,000 2,400,000 $449,486 $461,921 $12,435 2.8% 
15000 500 7,500,000 4,125,000 3,375,000 $532,820 $548,843 $16,023 3.0% 
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Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation 
Retail Delivery Revenues for Forecast Year Ending August 31, 2011 

Monthly Bill Impact 

|     Present    |                SC09                | 

CustChg 49.38 

BillChg 0.62 

DmdChg 9.01 

DelNBC 0.01127 

DelRatel 0.00663 

DelRate2 0.00389 

MFC - 
ComNBC -0.00043 

KwhRatel 0.06704 

KwhRate2 0.04232 

RAS 0.00217 

SBC&EEPS 0.002238 

RPS 0.000788 

TSAS(kW) 0.560000 

TSAS(P-kWh) 0.000410 

TSAS(O-kWh) 0.000240 

GRTcom 1.000000 

GRTDel 1.000000 

September 1,2010 | SC09 

CustChg 

BillChg 

DmdChg 

DelNBC 

DelRatel 

DelRate2 

MFC 

ComNBC 

KwhRatel 

KwhRate2 

RAS 

SBC&EEPS 

RPS 

TSAS (kW) 

TSAS (P-kWh) 

TSAS(O-kWh) 

GRTcom 

GRTDel 

54.38 

1.08 

9.01 

0 

0.01280 

0.01280 

0.00710 
-0.00043 

0.06704 

0.04232 

0.000788 

0.560000 

0.000410 

0.000240 

1:000000 

1.000000 

PSCNo .19   S.C. 9 General service - Time-of-Use 

Kw Hours Use kWh Peak Off Peak Present Sep01,2010 
increase/decrease   | 

Amount Percent 
100 50 5,000 4,875 125 $1,454 $1,448 ($6) -0.4% 
100 100 10,000 9,500 500 $1,894 $1,877 ($17) -0.9% 
100 200 20,000 18,000 2,000 $2,754 .   $2,717 ($37) -1.4% 
100 300 30,000 24,000 6,000 $3,545 $3,494 ($50) -1.4% 
100 350 35,000 24,500 10,500 $3,871 $3,821 ($50) -1.3% 
100 400 40,000 24,000 16,000 $4,170 $4,123 ($47) -1.1% 
100 500 50,000 27,500 22,500 $4,891 $4,838 ($53) -1.1% 

250 50 12,500 12,188 312 $3,560 $3,537 ($24) -0.7% 
250 100 25,000 23,750 1,250 $4,661 $4,610 ($51) -1.1% 
250 200 50,000 45,000 5,000 $6,810 $6,709 ($101) -1.5% 
250 300 75,000 60,000 15,000 $8,787 $8,653 ($134) -1.5% 
250 350 87,500 61,250 26,250 $9,602 $9,469 ($133) -1.4% 
250 400 100,000 60,000 40,000 $10,349 $10,223 ($126) -1.2% 
250 500 125,000 68,750 56,250 $12,153 $12,011 ($141) -1.2% 
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Exhibit (FWR-1) 

FRANK W. RADIGAN 

EDUCATION 

B.S., Chemical Engineering -- Clarkson University, Potsdam, New York (1981) 

Certificate in Regulatory Economics - State University of New York at Albany (1990) 

SUlMMAin OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

1998-Present      Principal, Hudson River Energy Group, Albany, NY - Provide research, technical evaluation, 
due diligence, reporting, and expert witness testimony on electric, steam, gas and water utilities. Provide 
expertise in electric supply planning, economics, regulation, wholesale supply and industry restructuring 
issues. Perform analysis of rate adequacy, rate unbundling, cost-of-service studies, rate design, rate 
structure and multi-year rate agreements.  Perform depreciation studies, conservation studies and proposes 
feasible conservation programs. 

1997-1998  Manager Energy Planning, Louis Berger & Associates, Albany, NY - Advised clients on rate 
setting, rate design, rate unbundling and performance based ratemaking. Served a wide variety of clients in 
dealing with complexities of deregulation and restructuring, including OATT pricing, resource adequacy, 
asset valuation in divestiture auctions, transmission planning policies and power supply. 

1981-1997 Senior Valuation Engineer, New York State Public Service Commission, Albany, NY - Starting as 
a Junior Engineer and working progressively through the ranks, served on the Staff of the New York State 
Department of Public Service in the Rates and System Planning Sections of the Power Division and in the 
Rates Section of the Gas and Water Division. Responsibilities included the analysis of rates, rate design 
and tariffs of electric, gas, water and steam utilities in the State and performing embedded and marginal 
cost of service studies. Before leaving the Commission, was responsible for directing all engineering staff 
during major rate proceedings. 

FIlELDS OF SPECIALIZATION 

Electric power restructuring, wholesale and retail wheeling rates, analysis of load pockets and market power, 
divestiture, generation planning, power supply agreements and expert witness testimony, retail access, cost of 
service studies, rate unbundling, rate design and depreciation studies. 

PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS 

Wholesale Commodity Markets 

Transmission Expansion Planning - Various Utilities - Member of Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee 
in the New England Power Pool - the Committee is charged with the study of transmission expansion needs in the 
deregulated New England electric market. Ongoing 

Locational Based Pricing - Reading Municipal Light Department — Using GE multi-area production simulation 
model (MAPS), analyzed New England wholesale power market to cost differences between various generators and 
load centers. 2003 
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Merchant Plant Analysis - Confidential client - Using GE multi-area production simulation model (MAPS), 
analyzed New York City wholesale power market to determine economics of restructuring PURPA era contract to 
market priced contract. 2002 

Market Price Forecasting - El Paso Merchant Energy - Analyzed New England power market using MAPS for 
purpose of pricing natural gas supply in order to ensure that plant was dispatched at 70% capacity factor as required 
under its gas supply contract. 2002 

Market Price Analysis - Novo Windpower - Analyzed hourly market price data in New York for each load zone in 
State in order to optimize location of new wind power projects. 2002 

Gas Aggregation - Village of Ilion - Advised client on costs/benefits of aggregating residential gas customers for 
purpose of gas purchasing. 2002 

Gas Procurement - Albany County, New York - Assisted client in analysis of economics of existing gas purchase 
contract; negotiated termination of contract; designing request for proposal for new natural gas supply. 2000 

HQ Prudence Review - Selected by Vermont Public Service Board to perform prudence review power supply 
contract between Hydro Quebec and Central Vermont Public Service Corporation. 1998 

Wholesale Power Supply - Prepared comprehensive RFP to optimize power supply for Solvay municipal utility by 
complementing existing low cost power supplies in order to entice new industrial load to locate within Village. 
1997 

Analysis of Load Pockets and Market Power - Performed analysis of load pockets and market power in New 
York State; determined physical and financial measures that could mitigate market power. 1996 

Study of IPP Contracts and Impacts in New York Performed study to determine rate impacts of power purchase 
contracts entered into by investor owned utilities and independent power producers (IPPs); separately measured rate 
impacts resulting from statewide excess-capacity; determined level of non-optimal reserves for each utility. 1995 

Power Purchase Contract Policies and Procedures - Directed NYSPSC Staff teams in formulation of short- and 
long-run avoided cost estimates (LRACs) using production simulation model (PROMOD); forecasted load and 
capacity requirements; developed utility buy-back rates; presented expert witness testimony on buy-back rate 
estimates and calculation methodologies, thereby implementing curtailment of IPPs as allowed under PURPA. 
1990-1994 

Integrated Resource Planning - Led NYSPSC Staff team's examination of each utility's IRP process and 
examination of impacts of processes and regulatory policies influencing the decision making process. 1994 

Intrastate Wheeling Commission Transmission Analysis and Assessment - Chairman of NYSPSC Proceeding to 
examine plans for meeting future electricity needs in New York State. Addressed measures for estimating and 
allocating costs of wheeling, including embedded cost, short-run marginal cost and long run incremental cost 
methods. 1990 

Rate Setting 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Stowe Electric Department, NY - For small municipal electric utility, assisted 
in the preparation full cost of service study before the Vermont Public Service Board. 2009 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Greene, NY - For small municipal electric utility, assisted in the 
preparation full cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2008 
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Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Bath, NY - For small municipal electric utility, assisted in the 
preparation full cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2008 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Richmondville, NY - For small municipal electric utility, assisted in 
the preparation full cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2008 

Economic Development Rate - Massena Electric Department - For municipal electric utility, developed tariffs for 
economic development rates for new or expanded load. 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Hamilton, NY - For small municipal electric utility, prepared full 
cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2004 

Rate Study - Pascoag Utility District - Reviewed the application of the Power Authority of the State of New York 
to increase rates to its wholesale power customers. 2003 

Rate Study - Kennebunk Power and Light Department - Performed rate study of new multi-year wholesale power 
contract against existing rates to determine impact on overall revenue recovery and cash flows of utility. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Arcade, NY - For small municipal electric utility, assisted in the 
preparation full cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Philadelphia, NY - For small municipal electric utility, assisted in 
the preparation fiill cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Hamilton, NY - For small municipal electric utility, prepared full 
cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2004 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Fillmore Gas Company - For small natural gas local distribution company, 
performing cost of service study for internal budget controls and formal rate case before the New York Public 
Service Commission. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Rowlands Hollow Water Works - For small water company, performing cost of 
service study for internal budget controls and formal rate case before the New York Public Service Commission. 
2003 

Standby Rates - Independent Power Producers of New York - Analyzed reasonableness of proposed standby rates 
of Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation; proposed alternate rate designs; participated in settlement negotiations for 
new rates. 2002 

Economic Development Rates - Pascoag Utility District - Designed new cost based economic development rates 
charged to large industrial customer contemplating locating within the municipality. 2002 

Municipalization Study - Kennebunk Power and Light Department - Performed economic analysis of municipal 
utility serving remaining portions of Village not already served; performed valuation of the plant currently owned by 
Central Maine Power. 2001 

Water Rate Study - Pascoag Utility District - Performed cost of service study for water utility; presented alternate 
methods of funding revenue requirement. 2001 

Pole Attachment Rates - Middleborough Gas and Electric Department - Designed cost based pole attachment rates 
charged to CATV customers. 2000 

ISO Service Tariff - On behalf of three municipal utilities, analyzed cost basis and proposed rate design of ISO 
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Service Tariffs. 2000 

Pole Attachment Rates - City of Farmington, New Mexico municipal electric department - Designed cost based 
pole attachment rates for CATV customers. 1999 

OATT Rates - On behalf of four municipal utilities in New England - Developed cost based annual revenue 
requirements for regional network transmission rates; represent utilities before ISO New England committees on 
transmission rate setting issues. 1998-2004 

Consolidated Edison Restructuring - Member NYPSC Staff team - Negotiated major restructuring settlement 
with Consolidated Edison, which decreased utility's rates by $700 million over five years; implemented retail access 
program; performed rate unbundling; divestiture of utility generation and the allowance of the formation of a 
holding company; accelerated depreciation of generation; established customer education programs on restructuring; 
established service quality and service reliability incentive to ensure that provision of electric service will diminish 
as competitive market emerges.   The agreement served as the template for restructuring in New York. 1997 

Cost-of-service Review and Rate Unbundling - Performed rate unbundling of retail rates of Orange & Rockland 
Utilities, Inc. to facilitate delivery of New York Power Authority energy to customer located in Orange & 
Rockland's service territory. 1992 

Vintage Year Salvage and Study - Managed joint study of staff from Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation and 
NYSPSC to determine feasibility of using vintage year salvage accounting for determining fiiture salvage rates. 
1985 

Environmental Issues 

Energy Conservation Study - Pascoag Utility District - Designed energy conservation rebate program based on 
cost benefit study of various alternatives. Program funded through State mandated collection of energy 
conservation monies from ratepayers. 2002 

Clean Air Act Lawsuit - New York State Attorney General - Investigated modifications made at coal fired 
generating units of New York utilities to determine whether major modifications were made with obtaining pre- 
construction permits as required by the prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) provisions of the Act. 1999- 
2002. 

Environmental Impact Study and Simulation Modeling Analysis - Analyzed potential environmental impacts of 
restructuring electric industry in NY using production simulation model PROMOD. 1996 

Renewable Resources - Project Leader in NYSPSC proceeding regarding development and implementation of 
utility plans to promote use of renewable resources. 1995 

Environmental and Economic Impacts Study - Directed study of pool-wide power plant dispatch with 
environmental adders to determine environmental and economic effects of dispatching electric power plants with 
monetized environmental adders.   1994 

Clean Air Impact Study - Directed study of effects of the Clean Air Act of 1990. Measured statewide cost savings 
if catalytic reduction control facilities were elected to comply with 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments; installed 
components on units in metropolitan NY region. 1994 

Environmental Externalities and Socioeconomic Impacts Study - Managed NYSPSC proceeding to determine 
whether to incorporate environmental costs into Long-Run Avoided Costs for the State's electric utilities. Study 
purposes: explore the socioeconomic impacts of electric production as compared with DSM; monetize 
environmental impacts of electricity.   1993 
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EXPERT WITNESS TESTIMONY 

Case 08-E-0539 - Consolidated Edison - Electric Rates - On behalf of County of Westchester testified to the 
reasonableness of the Company's proposal to increase retail electric rates by $854 million. 2008 

Docket No. 08-07-04 - United Illuminating - On behalf of the Connecticut Office of Consumer's Counsel examined 
the reasonableness of the Company's proposed construction budget. 2008 

Docket No. 08-06036 - Spring Creek Utilities - On behalf of the Nevada Attorney General's Bureau of Consumer 
Protection testified on the overall revenue requirement, the cost allocation and amortization of a new financial 
accounting system, the appropriate level of rate case expense, allocation of corporate salaries, recovery of property 
taxes, and rate design.   2008 

D.P.U. 8-35 - New England Gas Company - On behalf of the Massachusetts Attorney General testified to the 
reasonableness of the Company's request to increase rates in light of the terms of a previous settlement, the level of 
expenses being charged from the parent Company to the affiliate, the proposed increase in deprecation expense and 
the proposed revenue allocation and rate design. 2008 

Docket No. 08-96 - Artesian Water Company - on behalf of the Staff of the Delaware Public Service Commission 
examined the reasonableness of the Company's cost of service study and proposed revenue allocation and rate 
design. 2008 

Docket No. E-01345A-08-0172 - Arizona Public Service - on behalf of the on behalf of the Arizona Corporation 
Commission examined the reasonableness of the Company's embedded cost of service study, proposed revenue 
allocation, proposed rate design and proposal regarding demand side management cost recovery. 2009 

Docket No. 05-03-17PH02 - Southern Connecticut Gas Company - on behalf of the Connecticut Office of 
Consumer's Counsel examined the reasonableness of the Company's embedded costs of service study and proposed 
revenue allocation and rate design. 2008 

Docket No. 06-03-04PH02 - Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation - on behalf of the Connecticut Office of 
Consumer's Counsel examined the reasonableness of the Company's embedded cost of service study and proposed 
revenue allocation and rate design. 2008 

Docket No. G-01551A-07-0504 - Southwest Gas Corporation - on behalf of the Arizona Corporation Commission 
examined the reasonableness of the Company's embedded cost of service study, proposed revenue allocation, 
proposed rate design and proposals regarding revenue decoupling. 2008 

Docket No. E-01933 A-07-0402 - Tucson Electric Power Company - on behalf of the Arizona Corporation 
Commission examined the reasonableness of the Company's embedded cost of service study, proposed revenue 
allocation, proposed rate design and proposals regarding mandatory time of use rates. 2008 

Docket No. 07-09030 - Southwest Gas Corporation - on behalf of the Staff of the Nevada Public Utilities 
Commission testified on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed depreciation rates. 2008 

Civil Action 05-C-457-1 - Dominion Hope - on behalf of former employee of the utility examined the utility's 
hedging and sales for resale practices between affiliates. 2008 

Case 07-829-GA-AIR - Dominion East Ohio - on behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumer's Counsel examined 
the reasonableness of the Company's embedded cost of service study, proposed revenue allocation and rate design 
and examined the reasonableness of proposals on revenue decoupling and straight fixed variable rate design. 2008 
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Case 07-S-1315 - Consolidated Edison Steam Rates - On behalf of County of Westchester testified to the 
reasonableness of the method of allocating costs between the utility's steam system and its electric system. 2008 

Case No. 9134 - Green Ridge Utilities, Inc. - on behalf of the Maryland Office of People's Counsel examined the 
reasonableness of the utility's proposed rate application including the appropriate cost allocation and amortization 
period for expenses incurred to develop and implement Project Phoenix (a new software and financial accounting 
system project), the appropriate level of rate case expense, the requested rate of return and the appropriate level and 
allocation for common expenses from the parent company. 2008 

Case No. 9135 - Provinces Utilities, Inc. - on behalf of the Maryland Office of People's Counsel examined the 
reasonableness of the utility's proposed rate application including the appropriate cost allocation and amortization 
period for expenses incurred to develop and implement Project Phoenix (a new software and financial accounting 
system project), the appropriate level of rate case expense, the requested rate of return and the appropriate level and 
allocation for common expenses from the parent company. 2008 

Case 07-M-0906 - Energy East and Iberdola - On behalf of Nucor Steel, Auburn, Inc. examined the reasonableness 
of the proposed Acquisition of Energy East Corporation by Iberdrola merger. 2008 

Case 07-E-0523 - Consolidated Edison - Electric Rates -- On behalf of County of Westchester testified to the 
reasonableness of the Company's proposal to increase retail electric rates by over $1.2 billion or 33%. 2007 

Docket Nos. ER07-459-002, ER07-513-002, and EL07-11-002 - Vermont Transco - on behalf of the Vermont 
Towns of Stowe and Hardwick, and the Villages of Hyde Park, Johnson and Morrisville on whether the direct 
assignment and rate impacts of a proposed transmission line were with current policy of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission 2007 

Docket No. 07-05-19 - Aquarion Water Company - On behalf of the Connecticut Office of Peoples Counsel 
examined the reasonableness of the utility's proposed revenue allocation, rate design, weather normalization and 
depreciation rates  2007 

Docket No. E-04204A-06-0783 - UNS Electric - On behalf of the Arizona Corporation Commission testified on the 
reasonableness of the utility's proposed revenue allocation and rate design. 2007 

Docket Nos. 06-11022 and 06-11023 - Nevada Power Company - On behalf of the Staff of the Nevada Public 
Utilities Commission testified on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 
2007 

Case 06-G-l 186 - KeySpan Delivery Long Island - on behalf of the Counties of Nassau and Suffolk analyzed the 
Company's proposed rate design and its for amortization of costs for expenditures relating to Manufactured Gas 
Plants. 2007 

Case 06-M-0878 -National Grid and KeySpan Corporation - on behalf of the Counties of Nassau and Suffolk 
analyzed the public benefit of the proposed merger, customer service, demand side management programs, rate 
relief as it relates to competition and customer choice, the repowering of the existing generating stations on Long 
Island, and the remediation of contamination caused by Manufactured Gas Plants.  2007 

Docket No. 06-07-08 - Connecticut Water Company - On behalf of the Connecticut Department of Utility Control 
examined the reasonableness of the utility's proposed depreciation rates, revenue allocation and rate design. 2006 

Docket No. EL07-11-000 - Vermont Transco - on behalf of the Vermont Towns of Stowe and Hardwick, and the 
Villages of Hyde Park, Johnson and Morrisville evaluated whether the proposed and subsequently abandoned 
allocation of costs for the Lamoille County Project was reasonable and whether the direct assignment and rate 
impacts of a proposed transmission line were with current policy of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
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2006 

Case 05-S-1376 - Consolidated Edison - Steam Rates - On behalf of County of Westchester testified to the 
reasonableness of the method of allocating costs between the utility's steam system and its electric system. 2006 

Docket No. 06-48-000 - Braintree Electric Light Department - On behalf of the municipal utility presented an cost 
of service study used to calculate the annual revenue requirement for a generating station that was deemed to be 
required for reliability purposes.   2006 

Case 05-E-1222 - New York State Electric and Gas Corporation - On behalf of Nucor Steel, Auburn, Inc. examined 
the reasonableness of the utility's proposed average service lives, forecast net salvage figures, and proposal to 
switch from whole life to remaining life method. 2006 

Docket No. 05-10004 - Sierra Pacific Power Company - On behalf of the Staff of the Nevada Public Utilities 
Commission testified on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed electric depreciation rates and expense levels. 
2006 

Docket No. 05-10006 - Sierra Pacific Power Company - On behalf of the Staff of the Nevada Public Utilities 
Commission testified on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed gas depreciation rates and expense levels. 2006 

Docket No. ER06-17-000 - ISO New England, Inc. - On behalf of a group of municipal utilities in Massachusetts 
prepared an affidavit on the reasonableness of proposed changes to the Regional Network Service transmission 
revenue requirements rate setting formula. 2005 

Case 04-E-0572 - Consolidated Edison - Electric Rate - On behalf of the County of Westchester testified to the 
reasonableness of the Company's revenue allocation amongst service classes and the company's fully allocated 
embedded cost of service study. 2004 

Docket No. 04-02-14 - Aquarion Water Company - On behalf of the Connecticut Department of Utility Control 
examined the reasonableness of the utility's proposed depreciation rates, weather normalization proposal and certain 
operation and maintenance expense forecasts. 2004 

Docket No. U-13691 - Detroit Thermal, LLC - On behalf of the Henry Ford Health Systems testified on the 
reasonableness of the utility's proposed default tariffs for steam service. 2004 

Docket No. 04-3011 - Southwest Gas Corporation - On behalf of the Staff of the Nevada Public Utilities 
Commission testified on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 2004 

Docket No. ER03-563-030 - Devon Power, LLC, et al. - On behalf of the Wellesley Municipal Light Plant filed a 
prepared affidavit with FERC with respect the proposal of ISO New England, Inc. to establish a locational Installed 
Capability market in New England. 2004 

Docket No. 03-10002 -Nevada Power Company - On behalf of the Staff of the Nevada Public Utilities 
Commission testified on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 2004 

Case 03-E-0765 - Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation - Before the New York Public Service Commission 
submitted testimony on rate design, rate unbundling, depreciation, commodity supply and reasonableness and 
ratemaking treatment of proceeds from the sale of a nuclear generating plant. 2003 

New York State Department of Taxation and Finance Versus Brooklyn Navy Yard Cogeneration Partners - 
Testified on behalf of independent power producer in income tax case regarding tax payments associated with gas 
used to produce electricity.   Testimony focused on ratemaking policies and practices in New York State. 2003 
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Docket No. 2930 - Narragansett Electric - Before the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission submitted 
testimony on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed shared savings filing and its implications for the overall 
reasonableness of the Company's distribution rates. 2003 

Docket No. 03-07-01 - Connecticut Light and Power Company - Before the Connecticut Department of Public 
Utility Control testified to the recovery of "federally mandated" wholesale power costs. 2003 

Docket No. ER03-1274-000 - Boston Edison Company - Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
submitted affidavit on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 2003 

Case 210293 - Coming Incorporated - Before the New York Public Service Commission submitted an affidavit on 
certain actions of New York State Electric & Gas Corporation regarding the wholesale price of power in New York 
and the utility's billing practices as they relate to flex rate contracts. 2003 

Case 332311 - Nucor Steel Auburn, Inc. - Before the New York State Public Service Commission submitted an 
affidavit on certain actions of New York State Electric & Gas Corporation regarding the wholesale price of power in 
New York and the utility's billing practices as they relate to flex rate contracts. 2003 

Case 6455/03 - Prepared affidavit for consideration by the Supreme Court of the State of New York as to the 
purpose, need and fuel choice for the Jamaica Bay Energy Center (Jamaica Bay) as it related to good utility planning 
practice for meeting the energy needs of utility customers. 2003 

Case 00-M-0504 - New York State Electric and Gas Corporation - Reviewed reasonableness of utility's fully 
allocated embedded cost of service study and proposed unbundled delivery rates. 2002 

Docket No. TX96-4-001 - On behalf of the Suffolk County Electrical Agency proposed unbundled embedded cost 
rates for wheeling of wholesale power across distribution facilities. 2002 

Case 00-E-1208 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rate Restructuring - On behalf of Westchester County, addressed 
reasonableness of having differentiated delivery services rates for New York City and Westchester. 2001 

Case 01 -E-0359 - Petition of New York State Electric & Gas - Multi-Year Electric Price Protection Plan - 
Addressed reasonableness of Price Protection Plan (PPP); presented alternative rate plan that called for 20% 
decrease in utility's base rates. 2001 

Case 01-E-0011 - Joint Petition of Co-Owners of Nine Mile Nuclear Station - Addressed the reasonableness of the 
proposed nuclear asset sale and the ratemaking treatment of the after gain sale proposed by NYSEG. 2001 

Docket No. EL00-62-005 - ISO New England Inc. - Submitted affidavit on reasonableness of ISO's proposed 
$4.75/kW/month Installed Capability Deficiency Charge. June 2001 

Docket No. EL00-62-005 - ISO New England Inc. - Submitted affidavit on reasonableness of proposed 
$0.17/kW/month Installed Capability Deficiency Charge. January 2001 

Docket No. 2861 - Pascoag Fire District: Standard Offer, Charge, Transition Charge and Transmission Charge - 
Testified on elements of individual charges, procedures for calculation and reasons for changes from previous filed 
rates. 2001 

Case 96-E-0891 -New York State Electric & Gas: Retail Access Credit Phase - On behalf of a large industrial 
customer, testified on cost of service considerations regarding NYSEG's earnings performance under the terms of a 
multi-year rate plan and the appropriate level of Retail Access Credit for customers seeking alternate service from 
alternate suppliers. 2000 

Docket No. ER99-978-000 - Boston Edison Company: Open Access Transmission Tariff- Testified on design, 
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revenue requirement, and reasonableness of proposed formula rates proposed by Boston Edison Company for 
calculating charges for local network transmission service under open access tariff. 1999 

Docket Nos. OA97-237-000, et. al. - New England Power Pool: OATT - Testified on design, revenue requirement, 
and reasonableness of proposed formula rate for transmission service; testified to proposed rates, charges, terms and 
conditions for ancillary services. 1999 

Docket No. 2688 - Pascoag Fire District: Electric Rates - Testified on elements of savings resulting from 
renegotiation of contract with wholesale power supplier and presented analysis that justified need for and amount of 
base rate increase. 1998 

New York State Department of Taxation and Finance Versus Zapco Energy Tactics Corporation - Testified on 
behalf of independent power producer in income tax case regarding tax payments associated with electric 
interconnection equipment.   Testimony focused on policies and practices faced in doing business in New York 
State. 1998 

Docket No. 2516- Pascoag Fire District: Utility Restructuring - Testified on manner and means for utility's 
restructuring in compliance with Rhode Island Utility Restructuring Act of 1996. Testimony presented a 
methodology for calculating stranded cost charge, unbundled rates, and new terms and conditions of electric services 
in deregulated environment. 1997 

Case 94-E-0334 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rates - Led Staff team in review of utility's multi-year rate filing 
seeking increased rates of $400 million. Directed team in review of resource planning, power purchase contract 
administration, and fuel and purchased power expenses and testified on reasonableness of company's actions 
regarding buy-out of contract with an independent power producer and renegotiation of contract with another 
independent power producer. Lead negotiations for multi-year settlement and performance-based ratemaking 
package that resulted in a three-year rate freeze. 1994 

Case 93-G-0996 - Consolidated Edison: Gas Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's proposed depreciation 
rates. 1994 

Case 93-S-0997 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's resource planning for 
steam utility system. 1994 

Case 93-S-0997 and 93-G-0996 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on reasonableness of multi-year 
rate plan proposed by the utility. 1994 

Case 94-E-0098 - Niagara Mohawk: Electric Rates - Reviewed utility's management of its portfolio of power 
purchase contracts with independent power producers for the reasonableness of recovery of costs in retail rates. 
1994 

Case 93-E-0807 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rates - Testified on rate recovery mechanism for costs associated 
with termination of five contracts with independent power producers. 1993 

Case 92-E-0814 - Petition for Approval of Curtailment Procedures - Testified on methodology for estimating 
amount of power required to be curtailed and staffs estimate of curtailment. 1992 

Case 90-S-0938 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's embedded cost of 
service study, and proposed revenue re-allocation and rate design. 1991 

Case 91-E-0462 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rates - Implementation of partial pass-through fuel adjustment 
incentive clause. 1991 

Case 90-E-0647 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Analysis and estimation of monthly fuel and 
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purchased power costs for use in utility's performance based partial pass-through fuel adjustment clause. 1990 

Case 29433 - Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Analysis of utility's construction budgeting 
process, rate year electric plant in service forecast, lease revenue forecast, forecast and rate treatment of profits from 
sales of wholesale power and estimation of fuel and purchased power expenses for use in the utility's partial pass- 
through fuel adjustment clause. 1987 

Case 29674 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utility's historic and forecast O&M 
expenditure levels forecast and rate treatment of profits from wholesale power, and estimation of fuel and purchased 
power expenses, and price out of incremental revenues from increased retail sales. 1987 

Case 29195 - Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utility's construction budgeting process, 
analysis of rate year electric plant in service, forecast and rate treatment of profits from sales of wholesale power, 
and estimation of fuel and purchased power expenses. 1986 

Case 29046 - Orange and Rockland Utilities: Electric Rates - Testified on the reasonableness of the utility's 
proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 1985 

Case 28313 - Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utility's construction budgeting process; 
analysis of rate year electric plant in service forecast; review of rate year operations and maintenance expense 
forecast; forecast and rate treatment of profits from sales of wholesale power; estimation of fuel and purchased 
power expenses. 1984 

Case 28316 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Steam Rates - Price out of steam sales including the review of historic 
sales growth, usage patterns and forecast number of customers. 1984 

PRESENTATIONS 

National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates Annual Conference, 2008 - Speaker on a case study of 
"Smart Metering" 

Multiple Intervenors Annual Conference - What Will Impact Market Prices? 1998, Syracuse, New York - Speaker 
on the impact that deregulation would have on market prices for large industrial customers. 

IBC Conference - Successful Strategies for Negotiating Purchased Power Contracts, 1997, Washington, DC - 
Speaker on NY power purchase contract policies, ratepayer valuation, contract approval process and policy on 
recovery of buyout costs. 

Gas Daily Conference - Fueling the Future: Gas' Role in Private Power Projects, 1992, Houston, Texas - Panel 
member addressing changing power supply requirements of electric utilities. 

M EM BERSII IPS/ASSOCIATIONS 

Member Municipal Electric Utility Association, Northeast Public Power Association and New York State ISO. 
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Exhibit_(FWR-2) 

The Public Policy Institute 
of New York Sl:itu. Int.-. 

MONTHL Y ECONOMIC SNAPSHOT OF UPSTA TE NEW YORK 
As of November 2009 

The Public Policy Institute of New York State, Inc. ■ 152 Washington Avc. ■ Albany, NY 12210-2289 ■ (518) 465-7511 ■ www.ppinys.org 

SHORT-TERM TRENDS LONGER-TERM TRENDS 
Monthly BLS payroll jobs data Annual averages, payroll jobs 

All jobs numbers in 1,000s. U.S. BLS 
establishment data survey, not 
seasonally adjusted 

Nov-09 
Same month 

last year 
# change 

% 

change 
2008 2000 # change % change 

TOTAL JOBS** 
New York State 8,650.1 8,861.7 -211.6 -2.4% 8,794.9 8,638.0 + 156.9 + 1.8% 
Upstate New York* 3,124.0 3,198.8 -74.8 - 2.3% 3,156.5 3,149.5 + 7.0 + 0.2% 
Upstate excl. Hudson Valley 2,428.5 2,486.3 -57.8 -2.4% 2,450.3 2.472.4 -22.1 - 0.9% 

Albany-Schenectady-Troy 443.2 453.8 -10.6 - 2.3% 450.9 437.6 + 13.3 + 3.0% 
Binqhamton 112.8 115.7 -2.9 - 2.5% 114.9 119.0 -4.1 - 3.4% 
Buffalo-Niagara 545.4 559.2 - 13.8 - 2.5% 551.8 559.1 -7.3 - 1.3% 
Rochester 517.1 525.7 -8.6 - 1.6% 517.2 530.9 -13.7 - 2.6% 
Syracuse 322.6 329.1 -6.5 - 2.0% 324.6 325.8 - 1.2 - 0.4% 
Utica-Rome 132.0 133.9 -1.9 - 1.4% 133.2 136.7 -3.5 - 2.6% 

Pennsylvania 5,665.5 5,530.5 - 767.0 -2.9% 5,800.9 5,691.3 + 709.6 + 1.9% 
Massachusetts 3,203.6 3,287.2 -83.6 -2.5% 3,285.0 3,329.3 -44.3 - 1.3% 
U.S. (total) 132,223.0 136,882.0 -4,659.0 -3.4% 137,066.0 131,785.0 + 5,281.0 + 4.0% 

PRIVATE-SECTOR JOBS 
New York State 7,133.7 7,328.5 -194.8 - 2.7% 7,282.7 7,170.8 + 111.9 + 1.6% 
Upstate New York 2,474.1 2,540.3 -66.2 - 2.6% 2,508.3 2,531.6 -23.3 -0.9% 
Upstate excl. Hudson Valley 1,937.2 1,989.5 -52.3 -2.7% 1,962.6 2,010.1 -47.5 - 2.4% 

Albany-Schenectady-Troy 337.8 345.4 -7.6 -2.2% 342.8 330.9 + 11.9 + 3.6% 
Binqhamton 86.8 89.9 -3.1 - 3.4% 90.1 95.9 -5.8 - 6.0% 
Buffalo-Niagara 449.6 461.6 -12.0 - 2.6% 456.7 468.4 - 11.7 - 2.5% 
Rochester 432.4 442.1 -9.7 - 2.2% 436.7 453.0 -16.3 - 3.6% 
Syracuse 262.7 268.8 -6.1 - 2.3% 266.1 269.4 -3.3 -1.2% 
Utica-Rome 97.0 99.3 -2.3 - 2.3% 98.9 107.5 -8.6 - 8.0% 

Pennsylvania 4,886.8 5,055.7 - 168.3 -3.3% 5,057.6 4,966.2 + 55.4 + 7.7% 
Massachusetts 2,765.3 2,837.2 -77.9 -2.5% 2,247.9 2,893.9 -46.0 - 7.6% 
U.S. (total) 109,247.0 113,852.0 - 4,605.0 -4.0% 7 74,566.0 110,995.0 + 3,571.0 + 3.2% 

MANUFACTURING JOBS 
New York State 483.8 526.4 -42.6 -8.1% 534.1 750.8 -216.7 - 28.9% 
Upstate New York 299.5 325.7 -26.2 - 8.0% 326.7 430.7 -104.0 -24.1% 
Upstate excl. Hudson Valley 259.9 282.5 -22.6 -8.7% 283.2 372.9 -89.7 -31.7% 

Albany-Schenectady-Troy 21.1 22.4 -1.3 - 5.8% 22.5 28.5 -6.0 -21.1% 
Binqhamton 15.6 17.6 -2.0 - 11.496 17.7 23.2 -5.5 - 23.7% 
Buffalo-Niagara 53.0 57.8 -4.8 - 8.3% 58.2 83.7 -25.5 - 30.5% 
Rochester 65.3 69.5 -4.2 - 6.0% 70.1 102.7 -32.6 -31.7% 
Syracuse 29.0 31.2 -2.2 -7.1% 31.7 44.5 - 12.8 - 28.8% 
Utica-Rome 11.7 12.3 -0.6 - 4.9% 12.5 18.8 -6.3 - 33.5% 

Pennsylvania 567.5 633.0 -65.2 - 70.3% 644.2 864.0 -279.5 - 25.4% 
Massachusetts 266.2 281.8 - 75.6 -5.5% 286.2 403.1 - 7 76.9 - 29.0% 
U.S. (total) 7 7,737.0 13,140.0 - 7,403.0 - 70.7% 13,431.0 17,263.0 - 3,832.0 - 22.2% 

* The Bureau of Labor Statistics does not publish data for Upstate New York as such. We calculate them here by taking the reported totals statewide, MINUS the job counts for New York 
City, Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester, Rockland and Putnam counties. For Upstate excl. Hudson Valley, we also subtract the Lower Hudson Valley region and Albany-Schenectady-Troy. 
"Total jobs are Bureau of Labor Statistics Data for non-farm employment. 
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Bfeohomy Still Bleeding Jobs 
85,000 Lost in December; Jobless Rate Holds at 10% as Discouraged Workers Give Up 

. By JUSTIN LAHART 

1 Employers cut another 
85,000 job& last month, dashing 
hopes of a turnaround in employ- 
ment, even as the U.S. economy 
grows. 

With December's losses, 
there were 7.2 million fewer jobs 
than in December 2007, when 
the recession began. Although 
the unemployment rate was un- 
changed at 10% from November, 
that's only because many work- 
ers stopped looking for work and 
weren't counted in the numbers. 
A broader measure of unemploy- 
ment, including those who have 

I quit job hunting as well as those 
working part time because they 
can't find full-time work, re-, 
mained about the same at 17.3% 
in December from 17.2% in No- 

vember. 
December's dismal job fig- 

ures, reported by the Labor De- 
partment Friday, demonstrate 
that companies remain skittish 
about hiring even as their out- 
looks improve. Economic figures 
released so far suggest that 
gross domestic product—the 
broadest measure of the value of 
goods and services produced by 
the economy—grew at a 5.4% 
rate in the last three months of 
2009, according to Macroeco- 
nomic Advisers, a St. Louis fore- 
casting firm. 

United Parcel Service Inc. 
raised its fourth-quarter earn- 
ings target Friday, but the ship- 
ping company also said it will 

Please turn to page AS 

I Fallout of lobs data.. 

Help;Waijted | U.S. job decline resumes 
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Economy Shed 85,000 Jobs in December 
Continued from Page One 
cut 1,800 jobs. (See related arti- 
cle, B5) 

"We've come to realize that 
with technology and manage- 
ment systems, we can manage 
larger geographic areas than 
ever before," said UPS spokes- 
man Norman Black. 

Even once jobs come back, 
the unemployment rate may con- 
tinue to rise. To keep up with a 
growing population, the econ- 
omy needs to add about 100,000 
jobs a month just to keep the un- 

■ employment rate stable. 
Moreover, many people have 

stopped looking for work in re- 
sponse to the poor jobs environ- 
ment. As a result, they don't 
show up in the Labor Depart- 

i meat's tally of the unemployed. 
In fact, a key reason why the un- 
employment rate didn't increase 

a in December was that work force 
declined by 661,000. As a result, 
as the labor market improves, 

i and people re-enter the work 
force and begin looking for 
work, the unemployment rate 

o       could rise. 
Stocks edged higher Friday, 

with disappointment over the 
■ jobs report offset by expecta- 

tions that the news would keep 
the Federal Reserve from raising 
rates. The Dow Jones Industrial 
Average rose 11.33 points to 
10618.19. 

The labor market isn't deteri- 
orating nearly as quickly as in 
the first half of 2009, when it 
lost an average of 560,000 jobs a 
month.And most economists be- 
lieve the economy will begin gen- 
erating jobs within the next few 
months. Nevertheless, the econ- 
omy has been growing since the 

middle of 2009, and the fact that 
job losses have continued for so 
long points to a tepid recovery in 
the labor market. 

Revised figures showed that 
the economy added 4,000 jobs in 
November—the first month of 
job gains since the recession be- 
gan-instead of the 11,000 job 
loss that was initially reported. 

Prior to the 1990s, the job 
market tended to recover along- 
side the overall economy after re- 
cessions. But in the recoveries 
that began in 1992 and 2001, jobs 
were slow to return. That was 
partly because firms facing in- 

Rising corporate profit 
margins suggest that 
companies are keeping 
control over labor costs. 

creased global competition be- 
came even more focused on keep- 
ing costs down. Improved tech- 
nology allowed companies to 
produce more with fewer work- 
ers. 

Rising profit margins and 
large productivity gains suggest 
that many companies are keep- 
ing tight control over labor costs- 
one reason Federal Reserve offi- 
cials believe that this recovery, 
too, will produce spotty job 
growth in its early stages. 

"The employment picture 
overall has improved, and the 
outlook is certainly much 
brighter than one year ago," Eric 
Rosengren, president of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Bank of Boston, 
said in a speech Friday. 

But he warned that "many 
firms are not yet ready to do new 
permanent hiring." Lackluster 
job growth means downward 
pressure on wages and inflation 
and gives the Fed room to keep 
rates low. 

Manufacturers kept shed- 
ding jobs last month, though at a 
slower pace. Manufacturing pay- 
rolls fell by 27,000, compared 
with a drop of 35,000 a month 
earlier, the smallest loss in two 
years. 

"We've gotten a little busier 
than six months ago, but it's 
nothing to be overly impressed 
with yet," said William Bach- 
man, CEO of Bachman Machine 
Co. in St. Louis. The company, 
which makes plastic and metal 
parts mainly for the automotive 
industry, employs 89 workers, 
down from 125 a year ago. 

Though Mr. Bachman be- 
lieves business will continue to 
pick up, he doesn't expect to be 
hiring soon. "Not for the next 
three months, anyway," he said. 

In the construction sector, 
hammered by the housing bust, 
the labor market worsened, with 
53,000 jobs lost, compared with 
a November loss of 27,000. 
Nearly a third of the jobs lost 
were in the kinds of heavy-con- 
struction and engineering 
projects that much of the govern- 
ment's economic-stimulus ef- 
forts are directed at creating, 
said Michael Carey, an econo- 
mist with Calyon Securities in 
New York. "It seems like it 
should be working the other 
way," he said. 

Jeff Frankenfield's general- 
contractor business was grow- 
ing by about 20% a year until Oc- 

tober 2007. That's when "my 
phone stopped ringing," he says. 
"The consumer totally stopped 
spending money on remodel- 
ing." Now, instead of hiring and 
overseeing laborers to remodel 
homes in the San Francisco Bay 
area, he's doing such work him- 
self, and earning about 30% less. 
"I kind of swallowed my pride be- 
cause I need to pay bills," he 
says, adding that the competi- ' 
tion for carpentry jobs is in- 
tense. 

"People are shopping out the 
contractors," he says. "I did a job 
last year, a kitchen remodel, and 
the woman had nine estimates. 
Typically people get just two or 
three." 

In brighter spots of the re- 
port, the temporary-help sector 
added workers for the fifth 
month, with 46,500 jobs gained. 
Gains in temporary employment 
often signal increases in overall 
hiring: Employers hire temps in 
the initial stages of recovery un- 
til they are confident the upturn 
will be sustained. 

Tig Gilliam, CEO of Adecco 
North America, the largest staff- 
ing company in the U.S., said his 
firm is beginning to see more em- 
ployers moving toward promot- 
ing temporary workers to full- 
time positions. 

Sarah E. Needleman, 
Jon Hilsenrath 

and Jennifer Levitz 
contributed to this article. 

WSJ.com 

ONUMI TODAY: Track monthly 
unemployment since 1948 at 
WSJ.com/US 
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Exhibit_(FWR-4) 

United States Department. Of Labor 
New York State Employment Statistics 

Year Period 
2004 Jan 
2004 Feb 
2004 Mar 
2004 Apr 
2004 May 
2004 Jun 
2004 Jul 
2004 Aug 
2004 Sep 
2004 Oct 
2004 Nov 
2004 Dec 
2005 Jan 
2005 Feb 
2005 Mar 
2005 Apr 
2005 May 
2005 Jun 
2005 Jul 
2005 Aug 
2005 Sep 
2005 Oct 
2005 Nov 
2005 Dec 
2006 Jan 
2006 Feb 
2006 Mar 
2006 Apr 

2006 May 
2006 Jun 
2006 Jul 
2006 Aug 
2006 Sep 
2006 Oct 
2006 Nov 
2006 Dec 
2007 Jan 
2007 Feb 
2007 Mar 
2007 Apr 
2007 May 
2007 Jun 
2007 Jul 
2007 Aug 
2007 Sep 
2007 Oct 
2007 Nov 
2007 Dec 
2008 Jan 
2008 Feb 
2008 Mar 
2008 Apr 
2008 May 
2008 Jun 
2008 Jul 
2008 Aug 
2008 Sep 
2008 Oct 
2008 Nov 
2008 Dec 
2009 Jan 
2009 Feb 
2009 Mar 
2009 Apr 
2009 May 
2009 Jun 
2009 Jul 
2009 Aug 
2009 Sep 
2009 Oct 

unemployment 
labor force employment unemployment rate 
9,335,163 8,739,969 595,194 6.4 
9,339,206 8,754,307 584,899 6.3 
9,355,208 8,770,609 585,599 6.3 
9,341,873 8,775,685 566,188 6.1 
9,344,152 8,795,163 548,989 5.9 
9,359,756 8,807,045 552,711 5.9 
9,362,360 8,824,129 538,231 5.7 
9,363,428 8,835,421 528,007 5.6 
9,371,160 8,850,818 520,342 5.6 
9,370,741 8,867,165 503,576 5.4 
9,376,556 8,879,858 496,698 5.3 
9,400,413 8,891,988 508,425 5.4 
9,385,304 8,897,147 488,157 5.2 
9,384,731 8,908,444 476,287 5.1 
9,367,218 8,917,705 449,513 4.8 
9,417,803 8,945,939 471,864 5.0 
9,433,860 8,950,606 483,254 5.1 
9,438,621 8,961,183 477,438 5.1 
9,453,573 8,975,545 478,028 5.1 
9,458,797 8,989,937 468,860 5.0 
9,485,261 9,003,958 481,303 5.1 
9,485,622 9,007,444 478,178 5.0 
9,499,612 9,019,956 479,656 5.0 
9,504,047 9,035,643 468,404 4.9 
9,510,825 9,048,625 462,200 4.9 
9,515,212 9,058,765 456,447 4.8 
9,533,014 9,070,450 462,564 4.9 
9,532,572 9,080,812 451,760 4.7 
9,530,292 9,087,458 442,834 4.6 
9,539,951 9,095,097 444,854 4.7 
9,543,823 9,094,528 449,295 4.7 
9,532,597 9,099,741 432,856 4.5 
9,528,324 9,105,557 422,767 4.4 
9,525,863 9,111,117 414,746 4.4 
9,532,747 9,119,203 413,544 4.3 
9,536,011 9,129,189 406,822 4.3 
9,549,262 9,131,715 417,547 4.4 
9,550,294 9,128,634 421,660 4.4 
9,545,763 9,130,523 415,240 4.3 
9,546,050 9,126,244 419,806 4.4 
9,568,141 9,136,565 431,576 4.5 
9,583,630 9,143,477 440,153 4.6 
9,584,698 9,138,453 446,245 4.7 
9,585,282 9,138,692 446,590 4.7 
9,581,787 9,143,522 438,265 4.6 
9,594,551 9,151,446 443,105 4.6 
9,597,439 9,156,246 441,193 4.6 
9,610,420 9,164,913 445,507 4.6 
9,620,784 9,166,949 453,835 4.7 
9,612,699 9,168,074 444,625 4.6 
9,631,336 9,165,944 465,392 4.8 
9,647,585 9,168,863 478,722 5.0 
9,667,195 9,166,835 500,360 5.2 
9,680,280 9,164,122 516,158 5.3 
9,691,152 9,167,854 523,298 5.4 
9,709,913 9,160,107 549,806 5.7 
9,712,435 9,149,151 563,284 5.8 
9,716,598 9,139,411 577,187 5.9 
9,731,708 9,122,125 609,583 6.3 
9,733,719 9,095,774 637,945 6.6 
9,689,161 9,015,590 673,571 7.0 
9,756,388 8,996,642 759,746 7.8 
9,762,516 8,999,197 763,319 7.8 
9,771,997 9,020,575 751,422 7.7 
9,771,413 8,971,680 799,733 8.2 
9,775,221 8,924,089 851,132 8.7 
9,741,365 8,906,422 834,943 8.6 
9,744,018 8,874,588 869,430 8.9 
9,734,029 8,866,729 867,300 8.9 
9,729,641 8,858,651 870,990 9.0 
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Exhibit_(FWR-5) 

The Upstate New York 
Labor Market Report: 

November 2009 

This is the first issue of a new labor market report compiled by the New York State Department of 
Labor's Division of Research and Statistics, which focuses on statistics for the Upstate region of 
New York State. In this report. Upstate refers to the 52 counties in the state outside of New York 
City, Long Island, and Putnam, Rockland, Westchester counties. 

Please note that all data presented in this labor market report are not seasonally adjusted. This type 
of data is most valuable in making year-to-year comparisons of the same month; for example, 
November 2008 versus November 2009. 

Current Employment by Industry Data (not seasonally adjusted) 

• 

• 

Private sector employment in the 52-county Upstate New York region fell by 64,900, or 2.6 
percent, to 2,464,900 for the 12-month period ending November 2009. 

Between November 2008 and November 2009, educational and health services (+10,300) was 
the only major private sector industry to add jobs in the Upstate region. Additional industry 
detail is provided in the table on the next page. 

Upstate's over-the-year rate of private sector job loss (-2.6 percent) was in line with the state 
(-2.7 percent) and the 10-county Downstate region (-2.7 percent), but better than the nation 
(-4.0 percent). 

If the 52-county Upstate region was a separate state, it would have ranked 26th in net change 
in private sector job count and 8th in percentage change in private sector jobs among all 50 
states between November 2008 and November 2009. 

Private sector employment decreased in each of the five largest metropolitan areas in Upstate 
New York from November 2008 to November 2009. Over-the-year private sector job declines 
in these metro areas included: Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown (-3.1 percent), Buffalo- 
Niagara Falls (-2.6 percent), Syracuse (-2.3 percent), Albany-Schenectady-Troy (-2.2 percent) 
and Rochester (-2.2 percent). ^.^ 

# 



Change in Jobs by Sector, Upstate New York region, 
November 2008 - November 2009 (not seasonally adjusted) 

Change in Jobs: 

Number Percent 
Sector With Job Gains: 

Educational & Health Services +10,300 +1.7 

Sectors With Job Losses: 
Manufacturing -24,600 -7.6 
Trade, Transportation & Utilities -18,400 -3.2 
Natural Resources, Mining & Construction -9,300 -7.1 
Leisure & Hospitality -8,200 -3.2 
Professional & Business Services -7,200 -2.3 
Government -3,700 -0.6 
Information -3,300 -6.2 
Financial Activities -3,200 -2.2 
Other Services -1,000 -0.8 

Labor Force Data (not seasonally adjusted) 

• The 52-county Upstate region's unemployment rate stood at 7.7 percent in November 2009, 
up from 6.1 percent in November 2008. The region's not seasonally adjusted unemployment 
rate in November 2009 was lower than in the state (8.4 percent), the 10-county Downstate 
region (8.8 percent), and the nation (9.4 percent). 

• If the Upstate region was a separate state, it would have had the 20th lowest unemployment 
rate in November 2009 among all 50 states. 

• Over the past year, the civilian labor force in the Upstate region declined by 20,100 or 0.6 
percent. This percentage rate of decline was in line with the nation (-0.7 percent), but lagged 
the state (-0.2 percent) and the 10-county Downstate region (less than +0.1 percent). 

• Between November 2008 and November 2009, the number of unemployed residents in the 
52-county Upstate region increased by 55,000, or 25.6 percent, to 269,600. The region's rate 
of increase in the number of unemployed residents was smaller than in the 10-county 
Downstate region (+44.4 percent), the nation (+43.9 percent), and the state (+37.6 percent). 

For additional regional labor market information prepared by the New York State Department of 
Labor's Division of Research and Statistics, be sure to visit: 
http://www.labor.state.nv.us/stats/regmap.shtm. 
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Exhibit_(FWR-6) 

Escape from NY: More leave here 
fhan any other state, report says 
BYADAMSICHKO 
THE BUSINESS REVIEW 

New York Mas had more residents move out than 
any other, state in the nation, according to a report 
issued this week. 

. The report, by the conservative Empire Center for 
New York State Policy, found that New York has had 
a net loss of 1.54 million residents to other states 
since 2000. That's equal to 8 percent of the state's 
population in 2000, the highest percentage loss any 
state has experienced this decade. 

The report analyzed data from the U.S. Census Bu-. 
reau and the Internal Revenue Service. It examines 
the movement of residents out of New York, as well 
as people moving into the state. 

"What accounts for New York's chronic inability to 
attract and retain more Americans than it loses every 
year? Any attempt to answer that question must be- 
gin with New York's state and local tax burden," the 
report concludes. 

Beyond that, reasons vary by region, the report 
says. 

Hie Albany-Schenectady-Troy metro statistical area 
was the lone region of the state to gain residents—a 
total of 6,400 residents moving in from other areas, 
a gain of 0.8 percent. 

Saratoga County accounts for most of the net 
gains, including former downst'ate residents who. 
moved into the county, the report says. 

Of the 11 Capital Region counties, only Mont- 
gomery and Columbia lost residents to other areas 
and states from 2000-08, the report found. • 

More than 80 percent of people moving out of the 
Albany area went to the South. The other 19 percent 
moved to the West. 

Seewww.empirecenter.org. 
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Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 

Major Rating Factors 
Strengths: 

• A supportive regulatory environment; A/Stable/NR 

• Low operating risk; and 

• An above-average competitive position. 

Weaknesses: 

• Parent CH Energy Group Inc.'s higher-risk non-regulated businesses. 

Rationale 
The ratings on regulated electric and gas transmission and distribution (T&D) utility Central Hudson Gas & 

Electric Corp. (CHG&E) are based on the consolidated credit profile of holding company CH Energy Group Inc. 

(not rated), which incorporate the parent's non-regulated segments, Central Hudson Enterprises Corp. (CHEC) and 

Griffith Energy Services Inc. Poughkeepsie, N.Y.-based CHG&E accounts for almost 80% of consolidated CH 

Energy's revenue and roughly 95% of operating income. 

CHG&E's excellent business risk profile reflects its low-operating-risk electric TScD operations, a credit supportive 

regulatory environment, a small service territory with modest customer growth and diversity, and an above-average 

competitive position. CfiG&E serves about 375,000 customers .in eight counties of New York state's mid-Hudson 

river valley. The company's 2,600 square-mile service territory includes the cities of Poughkeepsie, Beacon, 

Newburgh, and Kingston, as well as the surrounding areas. Residential and commercial customers contribute about 

85% of revenues. Industrial exposure is not material. The customer base reflects a diversified economy with good 

prospects for customer growth. CHG&E also owns several small, regulated generation facilities with less than 70 

MW of capacity and which represent less than 5% of its peak load requirements. 

In February 2010, the company, along with the staff of the New York Public Service Commission (NYPSC) and 

multiple interveners, reached a three-year settlement in CHG&E's pending rate case filing. Under the terms of the 

settlement, electric rates would increase by $30.2 million in a phased manner ($11.8 million July 2010; $9.3 July 

2011; and $9.1 July 2012) and natural gas delivery rates by $9.7 million ($5.7 million July 2010; $2.4 million July 

2011; and $1.6 million July 2012). The new rates reflect an ROE of 10% and an equity ratio of 48%. The electric 

rate increase would be offset by a $12 million and $4 million in customer bill credit in rate years one and two, 

respectively, starting in July 2010. The settlement also includes a revenue decoupling mechanism, which can mitigate 

the effects of declining usage but which does not address gross margins. The settlement also includes other 

constructive elements such as the continuation of the existing gas and electric supply cost recovery mechanisms, and 

continued deferral authorization for pensions and OPEBs, earnings sharing, and a new shared property tax deferral. 

The NYPSC is expected to issue an order in the second quarter of 2010 with new rates expected to go into effect in 

July 2010. 

CHEC owns various non-regulated activities that contribute to increased business risk and which pressure   , 

CHG&E's credit profile. Griffith provides fuel distribution and heating, ventilation and air conditioning installation 
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Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 

and maintenance. In addition, CHEC owns a number of unregulated renewable energy generation projects including 

biomass (19 MW), wind generation (31,5 MW), and ethanol production. While these investments contribute less 

than 10% of operating income they are viewed as having significantly higher business risk compared to the 

regulated utility operations. 

In December 2009, Griffith sold approximately 43% of its assets for $74 million as part of a strategic streamlining 

which should reduce some of its cash flow volatility. CM Energy used a portion of the proceeds from the sale to fund 

a $50 million 20 MW wind farm investment in Wisconsin. The construction is expected to be completed in the 

fourth quarter of 2010 and the facility will operate under a 20-year PPA with Wisconsin Public Service Corp. 

(A-/Stable/A-2). 

CHG&E's financial risk profile is significant, reflecting the financial profile of its parent, CH Energy. As of Dec. 31, 

2009, CH Energy's adjusted debt, including capitalized operating leases and tax-effected pension and postretirement 

obligations, was about $635 million, leading to adjusted debt to capital of 53.3%. The company's cash flow 

generation strengthened in the second half of 2009, as a result of new rates that went into effect on July 1, 2009 

combined with significant fuel cost recoveries. As of Dec. 31, 2009, CH Energy's consolidated funds from 

operations (FFO) was $113 million, including about $28 million of fuel cost recoveries, leading to adjusted FFO to 

total debt of 18% and adjusted FFO interest coverage of 3.9x. While these credit measures are adequate, they 

provide the company with little cushion at the current rating level. CHG&E's timely fuel cost recovery is very 

important in supporting the overall credit profile.' 

Short-term credit factors 
CHG&E's liquidity position reflects that of the consolidated entity. CH Energy has an adequate liquidity position 

that is supported by the company's significant cash balance and sufficient availability on its revolving credit facility. 

As of Dec. 31, 2009, the consolidated entity had $73.4 million in cash and cash equivalents. CH Energy has a $150 

million revolving credit facility expiring in April 2013 and CHG&E has its own $125 million revolving credit 

facility that expires in January 2012. As of Dec. 31, 2009, both facilities were fully available. CH Energy has a 

manageable debt maturity schedule with $24 million due in 2010 and $37 million due in 2012. 

Outlook 
The stable outlook on CHG&E reflects our expectation that the company will continue to effectively manage its 

regulatory relationships leading to constructive regulatory outcomes, some modest improvement in credit protection 

measures as a result of ongoing timely fuel cost recoveries and the revenue decoupling mechanism, and no 

meaningful increase in business risk due to further unregulated activities at the parent level. Should business risk 

increase because unregulated activities expand rapidly or contribute disproportionately to the consolidated credit 

profile or consolidated credit metrics weaken such that adjusted FFO to interest is less than 4.Ox, adjusted FFO to 

total debt is less than 19%, and adjusted total debt to total capital is higher than 54%, then we will lower the 

ratings. Given the overall business and financial risk profiles, we're currently not contemplating a higher rating. 

Accounting 

CH Energy's financial statements are prepared under U.S. GAAP and audited by independent auditors 

PricewaterhouseCoopers.LLP that issued an unqualified opinion for 2009. 

Standard & Poor's makes several adjustments to CH Energy's consolidated reported financial numbers. As of the 

www.standardandpoors.com/ralingsdirect 3 

71iS30B I 301233975 



Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 

end of 2009, Standard Be Poor's adds about $12 million in debt equivalent corresponding to operating leases, with 

$700,000 in interest expense, and $2.1 million"to depreciation. 

CH Energy has adopted SFAS No. 158, which requires companies as pension fund sponsors to recognize on their 

balance sheet the funded status of the plans. Standard 6c Poor's adds $130 million as off-balance-sheet debt to 

reflect the pension funding shortfall. 

Table 1. 

nergy Group Inc. -feer Comparison 

Industry Sector: Combo 

CH Energy Group Inc. NSTAR   Consolidated Edison Inc. 

Rating as of March 21, 2010 -/-/• A+/Stable/A-1   A-/Stable/A-2 

-Average of past three fiscal years- 

(Mil.S) 

Revenues ,153.7 3,037.7 

Net income from cont. open 37.4 234.4 

Funds from operations |FF0) 107.5 533.2 

Capital expenditures 

Cash and short-term investments 

99.7 393.8 

36.0 

Debt 590.2 3,055.6 

Preferred stock 21.0 21.5 

Equity 549.1 1.809.7 

Debt and equity 1,139.4 4,865.3 

Adjusted ratios 

EBIT interest coverage |x) 3.9 3.6 

FF0 int. cov (X) 4.5 4.3 

FFO/debt (%) 18.2 17.5. 

"Fully adjusted (including postretirement obligations!. 

Table 2. 

CH Energy Group Inc. - Financial Summary 

Industry Sector: Combo 

- -Fiscal year ended Dec. 31- - 

2009 2008      2007      2006 2005 

Rating history -/--/- --/—/"         --/--/--         --/--/- --/--/- 

(Mil.S) 

Revenues 931.6 1,332.9   1,196.8     993.4 972.5 

Net income from continuing operations 34.6 35.1       42.6       43.1 44.3 

Funds from operations (FF0) 112.9 107.6     101.9       85.2 98.2 

13,245.0 

908.7 

1,635.7 

2,148.9 

181.3 

12,399.8 

106.5 

9,591.9 

21,991.7 

3.1 

3.6 

13.2 

Discretionary cash flow/debt (%] (6.6) (3.2) (8.9) 

Net cash flow/capex(%) 73.3 97.5 48.3 

Total debt/debt plus equity (%) 51.8 62.8 ■     56.4 

Return on common equity (%) 7.1 13.3 9.5 

Common dividend payout ratio fun -adj.)(%) 91.8 65.1 69.2 
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Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 

Tnble 2. 

jCti SEnBrgy Brau|r!ncv-:iF™MS^ 

Capital expenditures 1234 84.2 91.3 79.4 67.6 

Cash and sliort-term investments 73.1 19.8 14 9 66.7 91.5 

Debt 635.4 628.7 506 4 471.7 480.4 

Preferred stock 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 

Equity 555.9 546.0 .545.5. 535.4 405.4 

Debt and et|uity 1.191.4 1,174.8 1.051.9 1.007.1 885.8 

Adjusted ratios 

EBI7 interest coverage (x) 3.6 3.6 4.6 4.8 5.6 

FFO int. cov. |x) 3.9 4.8 5.1 4.8 5.5 

FFO/debt (%] 17.8 17.1 20.1 18.1 .20.4 

Discretionary cash flow/debt (%) (5.4) o.i ■ 116.5) (3.7) (10.5) 

Net Cash Flow/Capex|%) .63.0 87.3 74.3 64.5 94.8 

Debt/debt and equity (%) 53.3 53.5 48.1 46.8 54.2 

Return on common equity (%) 6.4 6.7 8.2 8.5 8.9 

Common dividend payout ratio (un-adj.) (%) 101.4 97.2 79.9 79 0 76.9 

"Fully adjusted (includiny postretiiement obligations). 

Table 3. 

fleconciliatiDnflfCHInergyBrDuplnc.RepDrteil Amounts With Standards Poor's Adjusted Amounts (Mil.S) 

-Fiscal year ended Dec. 31,2009- 

CH Energy Group Inc. reported amounts        ^ 

Reported 

Operating        Operating 
income income 

Debt   (before D&A)   (before D&A) 

118.1 487.9 ■HE 

Operating 
income 

(after D&A) 

80.4 

Interest 
expense 

25.8 

Cash flow 
from 

operations 

126.4 

Cash flow 
from 

operations 

126.4. 

Capital 
expenditures 

123.1 

Standard & Poor's adjustments 

Operating leases            12.0 2.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 2.1 2.1     • 0.3 

Postretirement             129.5 
benefit obligations 

40.3 , 40.3 40 3 7.7 5.8 5.8 

Accrued interest not 
included-in reported 
debt 

Share-based 
compensation 
expense 

Reclassification of 
nonoperating income 
(expenses) 

1.5 

Reclassification of 
working-capital cash 
flow changes 

(11.6) 

Other (9.9) (9.9) 

Total adjustments      147.5 431 42 8 42.5 (19) (13.5) 0.3 
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Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 

Table 3. 

Reconciliation1 Of CH.Energy Group Inc. Reported Amounts With Standards Poor's Adjusted Amounts (Mil. $)* (cont.) 

Standard & Poor's adjusted amounts 

Operating 
income 

Debt   (before D&A) EBITDA EBIT 
Interest 

expense 

Cash flow 
from 

operations 
Funds from 
operations 

Capital 
expenditures 

Adjusted                     635.4               161.2 160.9 122.9 34.2 124.5 112.9 123.4 

XH lineriiy Gioup Inc. repoiled amounts shown are.taken from the company's financial statements but miqht include adjustments made by data providers or 
leclassltications made by Standard S Poor's analysts. Please note that two repotted amounts (operating income before U&A and cosh flow from operations! are used to 
derive more than one Standard & Poors-adjusted amount (operating income before D&A and EBITDA, and cash flow from operations and funds from operations, 
respectivolyl. Consequently, the first section in some tables may feature duplicate descriptions and amounts. 

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 

Corporate Credit Rating 

Senior Unsecured (16 Issues) 

A/Stable/NR 

A      • 

Corporate Credit Ratings History 

12-May-2003 

14-Dec-2001 

OB-Aug-2000 

A/Stable/NR 

A/Positive/NR' 

A/Watch Pos/NR 

Business Risk Profile Excellent 

Financial Risk Profile Significant 

"Unless otherwise noted, all ratings in this report are global scale ratings. Standard & Poor's credit ratings on the global scale are comparable across countries. Standard 
& Poor's credit ratings on a national scale are relative to obligors or obligations within that specific country. 
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New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation 

PSC Case No. 09-E-0715 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0716 
PSC Case No. 09-E-0717 
PSC Case No. 09-G-0718 

Information Request 

Requesting Party and No.: C. Dickens (DPS-4) 

NYRC Response No.: NYRC-0004 (DPS-4) SUPPLEMENTAL 

Request Date:   October 13,2009     , 

Information Requested of: Depreciation Panel 

Reply Date:   October 19,2009 
Supplemental Date: November 30, 2009 

Responsible Witness: Depreciation Panel 

QUESTION: 

Rolling and Shrinking Bands 

1.   Please provide the rolling and shrinking band analyses for the RG&E depreciation study. 

ORIGINAL RESPONSE: 

The RG&E - Electric rolling and shrinking band analysis was provided with the 
depreciation study workpapers in files identified as "RG&E-Elect-Rolling Band Anal" and 
"RG&E-Elect Shrinking Band Anal". 

The RG&E - Gas rolling and shrinking band analysis was provided with the depreciation 
study workpapers in files identified as "RG&E-Gas-Rolling Band Anal" and "RG&E-Gas- 
Shrinking Band Anal". 



The RG&E - Common rolling and shrinking band analysis was provided with the depreciation 
study workpapers in files identified as "RG&E-Common-Rolling Band Anal" and "RG&E- 
Common-Shrinking Band Anal". 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

See attached files. 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.20  MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-Cut Age 30 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.   2001 - 2008 
Placement Years  1885-2008 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2004-2008 
1885-2008 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2003 - 2007 
1885-2007 

Max Exposure Age            30 Max Exposure Age 30 Max Exposure Age !            30 
Life Table % Surviving    87.5 ■ Life Table % Surviving    82.4 Life Table % Surviving    97.2 
Sum Of Life Tabl 27.4 Sum Of Life Tabl 26.3 Sum Of Life Tabl 29.2 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%0fASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Least 
"*       Sum Of 
Curve    Square >   Rank 

. u"      ^Of 
Curve     Square Curve     Square 

Life/ 

Rank   c™ 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

i •» /       Least 
¥*       Sum Of 
Curve    Square 

1 167-03 63.53 125-01    198.49 1 152-04   229.68 0-L0 0000.00 1 113-R2.5 1.66 0-L0 0000.00 
2 102-O1 64.57 125-SC   198.49 2 110-O3   232.50 0-L0.5 0000.00 2 160-R2 1,72 0-L0.5 0000.00 
3 102-SC 64.57 141-02   198.73 3 76-02   238.99 0-L1 0000.00 3 160-L1 1.91 0-L1 0000.00 
4 114-02 64.63 102-R0.5   226.42 4 68-01    239.14 0-L1.5 .0000.00 4 124-L1.5 2.56 0-L1.5 0000.00 
5 82-R0.5 69.61 83-R1    292.76 5 68-SC   239.14 0-L2 0000.00 5 140-S0.5 2.85 0-L2 0000.00 
6 65-R1 84.41 175-03   302.26 6 56-R0.5   263.17 0-L3 0000.00 6 77-R3 2.86 0-L3 0000.00 

.   7 77-S.5 88.35 98-S.5   309.59 7 55-S.5   316:63 0-L4 0000.00 7 . 175-SO 3.03 0-L4 0000.00 
8 85-LO 110.41    , 109-LO   388.91 8 47-R1    328.97 0-L5 0000.00 8 99-S1 5.15 0-L5 0000.00 
9 55-R1.5 115.95 71-R1.5   402.55 9 ' 62-L0   348.56 0-O1 0000.00 9 90-L2 5.37 0-O1 0000.00 
10 71-L0.5 152.26 93-L0.5   508.46 10 42-R1.5   454.22 0-O2 0000.00 10 83-S1.5 5.71 0-O2 0000.00 
11 61-SO 179.10 80-SO   579.72 11 54-L0.5   481.03 0-O3 0000.00 11 52-R4 8.90 0-O3 0000.00 
12 47-R2 200.11 63-R2   634.56 12 47-SO   523.16 0-O4 0000.00 12 63-L3 9.28 0-O4 0000.00 
13 53-S0.5. 251.78 71-S0.5   755.62 13 38-R2   702.11 0-R0.5 0000.00 13 67-S2 9.30 0-R0.5 0000.00 
14 60-L1 266.39 81-L1    784.05 14 43-S0.5   715.50 0-R1 0000.00 14 52-S3 14.28 0-R1 0000.00 
15 175-04 283.98 57-R2.5   869.16 15 49-L1    743.86 0-R1.5 0000.00 15 175-R1.5 15.63 0-R1.5 0000.00 
16 42-R2.5 300.52 72-L1.5   949.30 16 44-L1.5   951.54 0-R2 0000.00 16 49-L4 16.26 0-R2 0000.00 
17 53-L1.5 337.67 64-S1 1078.20 17 36-R2.5   971.89 0-R2.5 0000.00 17 40-R5 21:27 0-R2.5 0000.00 
18 48-S1 400.13 53-R3 1260.40 18 40-S1 1036,10 0-R3 0000.00 18 42-S4 21.86 0-R3 0000.00 
19 39-R3 486.43 60-S1.5 1285.00 19 38-S1.5 1301.40 0-R4 0000.00 19 175-L0.5 23.25 0-R4 0000.00 
20 44-S1.5 501.39 65-L2 1321.60 20 41-L2 1375.90 0-R5 0000.00 20 41-L5 23.93 0-R5 0000.00 
21 48-L2 518.76 .175-04 1588.90 21 34-R3 1398.20 0-S.5 0000.00 21 37-S5 28.71 0-S.5 0000.00 
22 41-S2 693.99 56-S2 1652.60 22 36-S2 1715.80 0-S0 0000.00 22 34-S6 35.28 0-S0 0000.00 
23 41-L3 799.23 56-L3 1853.30 23 37-L3 2050.40 0-S0.5 0000.00 23 30-SQ 51.18 0-S0.5 0000.00 
24 35-R4 868.44 49-R4 1970.30 24 32-R4 2221.10 0-S1 0000.00 24 175-R1 68.16 0-S1 0000.00 
25 37-S3 9i96.17 52-S3 2190.10 25 34-S3.2405.50 0-S1.5 0000.00 25 . 175-LO 106.52 0-81.5 0000.00 
26 36-L4 1054.90 50;L4 2303.50 26 34-L4 2645.10 0-S2 0000.00 26 175-S.5 107.67 0-S2 0000.00 
27 35-S4 1350.20 48-S4 2782.10 27 33-S4 3218.00 . 0-S3 0000.00 27 175-R0.5 201.23 0-S3 0000.00 
28 33-R5 1370.00 46-R5 2830.40 28 31-R5 3357.50 0-S4 0000.00 28 175-01 405.69 0-S4.0000.00 
29 34-L5 1402.80 47-L5 2877.90 29 32-L5 3389.50 0-S5 0000.00 29 175-SC 405.69 0-S5 0000.00 
30 33-S5 1623.60 46-S5 3230.50 30 32-S5 3858.80 0-S6 0000.00 30 175-02 551.07 0-S6 0000.00 
31 32-S6 1850.90 44-S6 3563.50 31 31-S6 4312.00 0-SC 0000.00 31 175-03 1407.90 0-SC 0000.00 
32 30-SQ 2231.60 0-SQ 0000.00 32 30-SQ 5169.20 0-SQ 0000.00 32 175-04 2968.00 0-SQ 0000.00 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.20  MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-Cut Age 30 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2002 ■■ 2006 
1885-2006 

Retirement Expr.  2001 - 2005 
Placement Years  1885-2005 

Max Exposure Age 30 Max Exposure Age            30 
Life Table % Surviving    96.2 Life Table % Surviving    91.8 
SumOfLifeTabl 29.2 SumOfLifeTabl 29.1 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full. 15-85%0fASL .    I Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rant 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

uw     IZof 
Curve     Square Rant 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

,...       Least 
L|fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 72-R3 2.91 0-L0 0000.00 1 39-S4 20.55 99-S0.5     72.64 
2 115-L1.5 3.09 0-L0.5 0000.00 2 46-S3 20.67 94-L1.5     74.62 
3 148-L1 3.28 .  0-L1 0000.00 3 45-R4 21.54 111-L1      75.13 
4 130-S0.5 3.55 0-L1.5 0000.00 4 37-R5 21.72 120-SO     77.38 

5 103-R2.5 3.69 0-L2 0000.00 5 43-L4 22.08 83-S1      78.58 
6 171-SO 3.75 0-L3 0000.00 6 37-L5 22.56 75-R2.5     80.91 
7 94-S1 4.37 0-L4 0000.00 7 53-L3 25.09 144-L0.5     88.59 
8 85-L2 4.51 0-L5 0000.00 8 57-82 25.96 90-R2     90.40 
9 145-R2 4.56 0-O1 0000.00 9 35-S5 29.11 64-R3     91.70 
10 79-S1.5 4.60 0-O2 0000.00 10 68-81.5 31.64 74-S1.5     94.53 
11 50-R4 6.88 .0-03 0000.00 11 72-L2 33.66 79-L2     98.78 
12 60-L3 7.24 0-O4 0000.00 12 60-R3 34.43 175-LO   101.47 
13 64-82 725 '0-R0.5 0000.00 13 80-81 34.79 119-R1.5 .113.23 
14 '     50-S3 11.95 0-R1 0000.00 14 95-L1.5 39.52 175-8.5   117.97 
15 175-R1.5 13.42 0-R1.5 0000.00, 15 106-S0.5 42.76 .155-R1    125.28 

16 47-L4 13.88 0-R2 0000.00 16 119-L1 43.82 66-82   142.80 
17 175-L0.5 17.49 0-R2.5 0000.00 17 137-80 46.33 175-R0.5   171.75 
18 39-R5 19.49 .   0-R3 0000.00 18 81-R&5 46.87 63-L3   172.49 
19 41-84 20.25 0-R4 0000.00 19 175,L0.5 51.18 55-R4   201.78 
20 40-L5 22.38 .    0-R5 0000.00 20 109-R2 53.16 57-S3   260.90 
21 37-85 30.29 0-8.5 0000.00 21 33-S6 58.09 54-L4   277.49 
22 . 34-86 40.65 0-S0 0000.00 22 169-R1.5 58.76 175-01    383.84 
23 175-R1 58.67 0-S0.5 0000.00 23 175-R1 77.23 175-SC   383.84 
24 30-SQ 67.43 0-S1 0000.00 24 175-LO 87.30 51-S4   458.13 
25 175-LO 90.55 0-S1.5 0000.00 25 175-8.5 96.69 49-R5   463.79 
26 175-8.5 93.81 0-S2 0000.00 26 175-R0.5 165.30 50-L5   488.97 
27 175-R0.5 182.21 0-83 0000.00 /27 30-SQ 181.06 175-02   587.32 
28 175-01 377.13 0-84 0000.00 28 175-01 324.75 48-85   640.42 
29 175-SC 377.13 0-S5 0000.00 29 175-SC 32475 45-86   77685 
30 175-02 516.97 0-86 0000.00 30 . 175-02 444.09 175-03 2080.80 
31 175-03 1350.80 0-SC 0000.00 31 175-03 1192.90 0-O4 0000.00 
32 175-04 2883.60 0-SQ 0000.00 32 175-04 2624.00 0-SQ 0000.00 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.20  MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 30 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2001 - 2008 
Placement Years  1885-2008 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2002 - 2008 
1885-2008 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2003-2008 
1885-2008 

Max Exposure Age            30 Max Exposure Age 30 Max Exposure Age 30 
Life Table % Surviving    87.5 Life Table % Surviving    86.4 Life Table % Surviving    84.3 
SumOfLifeTabl 27.4 SumOfLifeTabl 27.2 Sum Of Life Tabl 26.8 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Least 
L'fe/       Sum Of 
Cu've     Square 

Least 
^       Sum Of 
Curve     Square Rank 

i * /       Least 
Lrfe/       sum Of 
Curve    Square 

«     So,- 
Curve     Square Rank 

Curve    Square 

. -, ,       "-east 

1 167-03     63.53 125-01    198.49 1 152-03     81.83 0-L0 0000.00 1 130-03   131.00 0-L0 0000.00 
2 102-O1     64.57 125-SC   198.49 2 93-01     83.30 0-L0.5 0000.00 2 175-04   132.45 0-L0.5 0000.00   . 
3 102-SC     64.57 141-02   198.73 3 ' 93-SC     83.30 0-L1 0000.00 3 89-02   133.99 0-L1 0000.00 
4 114-02     64.63 102-R0.5   226.42 4 105-02     83,36 0-L1.5 0000.00 4 79-01    134.02 0-L1.5 0000.00 
5 82-R0.5     69.61 83-R1   292.76 5 76-R0:5     90.21 0-L2 0000.00 5   . 79-SC   134.02 0-L2 0000.00 
6 65-R1     84.41 175-03   302.26 6 61-R1    109.98 0-L3 0000.00 6 65-R0.5    146.18 0-L3 0000.00 
7 77-S.5     88.35 98-S.5 .309.59 7 71-S.5   113.52 0-L4 0000.00 7 54-R1    181.20 0-L4 0000.00 
8 85-L0   110.41 109-LO   388.91 8 79-LO   138.14 0-L5 0000.00 8 63-S.5   181.31 0-L5 0000.00 
9 55-R1.5   115.95 71-R1.5   402.55 9 51-R1.5    152.91 0-O1 0000.00 9 70-LO. 210.21 0-O1 0000.00 
10 71-L0.5   152.26 93-L0.5   508.46 10 175-04   190.79 0-O2 0000.00 . 10 46-R1.5   253.70 0-O2 0000.00 
11 61-SO   179.10 80-SO   579.72 11 67-L0.5   191.82 0-O3 0000.00 11 60-L0:5   293.68 0-O3 0000.00 . 
12 47-R2   200.11 63-R2   634.56 .     12 57-SO   221.11 0-04 0000.00 12 52-SO   327.71 0-O4 0000.00 
13 53-S0.5   251.78 71-S0.5   755.62 13 45-R2   259.26 0-R0.5 0000.00 13 41-R2   414.62 0-R0.5 0000.00 
14 60-L1    266.39 81-LI    784.05 14 51-S0.5   310.41 0-R1 0000.00 14 47-S0.5   457.22 0-R1 0000.00 
15 175-04   283.98 57-R2.5   869.16 15 58-Li    328.88 0-R1.5 0000.00 15 53-L1    481.90 0-R1.5 0000.00 
16 42-R2.5   300.52 72-L1.5   949.30 16 41-R2.5   383.65 0-R2 0000.00 16 38-R2.5   595.34 0-R2 0000.00 
17 53-L1.5   337.67 64-S1 1078.20 17 51-L1.5   418.16 0-R2.5 0000.00 17 48-L1.5   616.39 0-R2.5 0000.00 
18 48-S1    400.13 53-R3 1260.40 18 46-S1    484.92 0-R3 0000.00 18 43-S1    690.75 0-R3 0000.00 
19. 39-R3   486.43 60-S1.5 1285.00 19 38-R3   605.77 0-R4 0000.00 19 40-S1.5   870.67 0-R4 0000.00 
20 44-S1.5   501.39 65-L2 1321.60 20 43-S1.5   611.17 0-R5 0000.00 20 36-R3   898.09 0-R5 0000.00 
21 48-L2   518.76 175-04 1588.90 21 46-L2   636.03 0-S.5 0000.00 21 44-L2   917.33 0-S.5 0000.00 
22 41-S2   693.99 56-S2 1652.60 22 40-S2   836.53 0-S0 0000.00 22 38-S2 1173.00 0-S0 0000.00 
23 41-L3   799.23 56-L3 1853.30 23 40-L3   973.28 0-S0.5 0000.00 23 38-L3 1389.30 0-S0.5 0000.00 
24 35-R4   868.44 49-R4 1970.30      \ 24 35-R4 1056.20 0-S1 0000.00 24 33-R4 1505.60 0-S1 0000.00 
25 37-S3   996.17 52-S3 2190.10 25 37-S3 1197.30 0-S1.5 0000.00 25 35-S3 1669.50 0-S1.5 0000.00 
26 36-L4 1054.90 50-L4 2303.50 26 36-L4 1285.80 0-S2 0000.00 26 35-L4 1811.70 0-S2 0000.00 
27 35-S4 1350.20 48-S4 2782.10 27 34-S4 1612.80 0-S3 0000.00 27 33-S4 2241.90 0-S3 0000.00 
28 33-R5 1370.00 46-R5 2830.40 28 33-R5 1659.10 0-S4 0000.00 28 32-R5 2308.60 0-S4 0000.00 
29 34-L5 1402.80 47-L5 2877.90 29 33-L5 1696.10 0-S5 0000.00 29 33-L5 2355.10 0-S5 0000.00 
30 33-S5 1623.60 46-S5 3230.50 30 33-S5 1963.70 0-S6 0000.00 30 32-S5 2691.40 0-S6 0000.00 
31 32-S6 1850.90 44-S6 3563.50 31 32-S6 2238.70 0-SC 0000.00 31 31-S6 3047.80 0-SC 0000.00 
32 30-SQ 2231.60 0-SQ 0000.00 32 30-SQ 2677.40 0-SQ 0000.00 32 30-SQ 3699.20 0-SQ 0000.00 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.20 MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 30 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2004 - 2008 
Placement Years  1885 - 2008 

Max Exposure Age 30 
Life Table % Surviving    82.4 
SumOfLifeTabl 26.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2005 - 2008 
Placement Years  1885 - 2008 

Max Exposure Age 30 
Life Table % Surviving    79.4 
SumOfLifeTabl 25.7 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2006 - 2008 
Placement Years  1885-2008 
Max Exposure Age 30 
Life Table % Surviving • 70.7 

SumOfLifeTabl . 24.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

,., ,        Least 
L'fe/       Sum Of 
Cu™     Square Cu^     square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

uw     ICof 
Curve     Square Rank 

■ „.,       Least 
Life/       sum Of 
Curve     Square 

... .       Least 
We/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 152-04   229.68 0-L0 0000.00 1 129-04 360.95 0-L0 0000.00 1 87-04   759.02 0-LO 0000.00 
2 110-O3   232.50 0-L0.5 0000.00 2 93-03 365.64 0-L0.5 0000.00 2 63-03   778.44 0-L0.5 0000.00 
3 76-02    238.99 0-L1 0000.00 3 65-02 377.22 0-L1 0000.00 3 45-02   828.50 .    0-L1 0000.00 
4 68-01    239.14 0-L1.5 0000.00 4 58-01 377.42 0-L1.5 0000.00 4 40-O1    828.57 0-L1.5 0000.00 
5 68-SC   239.14 0-L2 0000.00 5 58-SC 377.42 0-L2 0000.00 5 40-SC   828.57 0-L2 0000.00 
6 56-R0.5   263.17 0-L3 0000.00 6 49-R0.5 416.76 0-L3 0000.00 6 36-R0.5   978.31 0-L3 0000.00      , 
7 55-S.5   316.63 0-L4 0000.00 7 48-S.5 481.76 0-L4 0000.00 7 41-L0 1020.60 0-L4 0000.00      ' 
8 47-R1    328.97 0-L5 0000.00 8 55-LO 503.76 0-L5 0000.00 8 36-S.5 1064.20 0-L5 0000.00 
9 62-L0   348.56 0-OI 0000.00 9 42-R1 521.68 0-O1 0000.00 9 33-R1 1302.00 0-O1 0000.00 
10 42-R1.5   454.22 0-O2 0000.00 10 49-L0.5 689.35 0-O2 0000.00 10 •38-L0.5 1381.50 0-O2 0000.00 
11 54-L0.5   481.03 0-O3 0000.00 11 38-R1.5 714.58 0-O3 0000.00 . 11 34-SO 1543.70 0-O3 0000.00 
12 47-S0. 523.16 0-O4 0000.00 12 42-SO 742.79 0-O4 0000.00 12 31-R1.5 1794.70 0-O4 0000.00 
13 38-R2   702:11 0-R0.5 0000.00 . 13 39-S0.5 1008.60 0-R0.5 0000.00 13 35-L1 1907.70 0-R0.5 0000.00 
14 43-S0.5   715.50 0-R1 0000.00 14 44-L1 1020.30 0-R1 0000.00 14 32-S0.5 2084.10 0rR1 0000.00 
15 49-L1    743.86 0-R1.5 0000.00 15 36-R2 1063.90 0-R1.5 OOOOiOO 15 30-R2 2527.00 0-R1.5 0000.00 
16 44-L1.5   951.54 0-R2 0000.00 16 41-L1.5 1326.30 0-R2 0000.00 16 34-L1.5 2623.00 0-R2 0000.00  . 
17 36-R2.5   971.89 0-R2.5 0000.00 17 37-S1 1422.10 0-R2:5 0000.00 17 31-S1 2828.70 0-R2.5 0000.00 
18 40-S1 1036.10 0-R3 0000.00 18 34-R2.5 1443.60 0-R3 0000.00 18 30-R2.5 3379.70 0-R3 0000.00 
19 38-S1.5 1301.40 0-R4 0000.00 19 36-S1.5 1801.00 0-R4 0000.00 19 31-S1.5 3618.10 0-R4 0000.00 
20 41-L2 1375.90 0-R5 0000.00 20 39-L2 1898.00 0-R5 0000.00 20 33-L2 3672.50 0-R5 0000.00 
21 34-R3 1398.20 0-S.5 0000.00 21 33-R3 2016.10 0-S.5 0000.00 21 29-R3 4450.20 0-S.5 0000.00 
22 36-S2 1715.80 0-S0 0000.00 22 34-S2 2341.10 0-S0 0000.00 22 30-S2 4590.10 0-S0 0000.00 
23 37-L3 2050.40 0-S0.5 0000.00 23 35-L3 2838.40 0-S0.5 0000.00 23 31-L3 5651.60 0-80.5 0000.00 
24 32-R4 2221.10 0-S1 0000.00 24 31-R4 3100.80 0-S1 0000.00 24 30-S3 6487.30 0-S1 0000.00 
25 34-S3 2405.50 0-S1.5 0000.00 25 33-S3 3287.70 0-S1.5 0000.00 25 29-R4 6541.30 0-S1.5 0000.00 
26 34-L4 2645.10 0-S2 0000.00 26 33-L4 3680.50 0-S2 0000.00 26 30-L4 7518.80 0-S2 0000.00 
27 33-S4 3218.00 0-S3 0000.00 27 32-S4 4397.00 0-S3 0000.00 27 29-S4 8730.30 0-S3 0000.00 
28 31-R5 3357.50 0-S4 0000.00 28 31-R5 4613.10 0-S4 0000.00 28 29-R5 9412.40 0-S4 0000.00 
29 32-L5 3389.50 0-S5 0000.00 29 32-L5 4711.50 0-S5 0000.00 29 30-L5 9523.60 0-S5 0000.00 
30 32-S5 3858.80 0-S6 0000.00 30 31-S5 5265.70 0-S6 0000.00 30 29-S5 0630.00 0-S6 0000.00 
31 31-S6 4312.00 OrSC 0000.00 31 31-S6 5999.30 o-sc 0000.00 31 30-S6 2113.00 o-sc 0000.00 
32 30-SQ 5169.20 0-SQ 0000.00 32 30-SQ 7164.70 0-SQ 0000.00 32 30-SQ 4783.00   , 0-SQ 0000.00 

i. 
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Rochester Gas & Electric 
Gas Plant 

376.20  MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 30 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2007 • 2008 
Placement Years  1885-2008 

Max Exposure Age 30 
Life Table % Surviving    61.1 
SumOfLifeTabl .22.2 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Least 
L'fe/       Sum Of 
Cu™     Square 

Least 
"*       Sum Of 
Cu™     square 

1 61-04 1358.50 0-L0 0000.00 

2 46-03 1413.30 0-L0.5 0000.00 

3 30-O1 1586.70 0-L1 0000.00 

4 30-SC 1586.70 0-L1.5 0000.00 

5 34-02 1588.20 0-L2 0000.00 

6 31-LO 1786.20 0-L3 0000.00 

7 . 28-R0.5 1998.90 0-L4 0000.00 

8 28-S.5 2015.50 0-L5 0000.00 

9 30-L0.5 2292.00 0-O1 0000.00 

10 27-R1 2715.50 . 0-O2 0000.00 

11 27-S0 2756.10 0-O3 0000.00 

12 29-L1 2994.40 0-O4 0000.00 

13 27-S0.5 3668.10 0-R0.5 0000.00 

14 27-R1.5 3719.70 0-R1 0000.00 

15 28-L1.5 4215.10 0-R1.5 0000.00 

16 27-S1 4840.20 0-R2 0000.00 

17 26-R2 4981.90 0-R2.5 0000.00 

18 28-L2 5798.00 0-R3 0000.00 

19 26-S1.5 6192.70 0-R4 0000.00 

20 . 26-R2.5 6526.20 0-R5 0000.00 

21 26-S2 7754.70 0-S.5 0000.00 

22 26-R3 8345.60 0-S0 0000.00 

23 27-L3 9280.80 0-S0.5 0000.00 
24 27^83 0956.00 0-S1 0000.00 

25 27-R4 1922.00 0-S1.5 0000.00 

26 27-L4 2984.00 0-S2 0000.00 

27 27-S4 4902.00 0-S3 0000.00 

28 28-L5 6571.00 0-S4 0000.00 

29 28-R5 6693.00 0-S5 0000.00 

30 28-S5 8338.00 0-S6 0000.00 

31 29-S6 1294.00 0-SC 0000.00 

32 30-SQ 6652.00 0-SQ 0000.00 

Sunday, November 22, 2009 Page 3 of 3 



g 
■^1 
-4 



New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary Of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1979 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 
Max Exposure Age 35 

Life Table % Surviving    93.7 
SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2004-2008 
Placement Years  1968 • 2008 
Max Exposure Age 35 

Life Table % Surviving    95.5 
SumOfLifeTabl 33.5 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2003 - 2007 
Placement Years  1968-2007 

Max Exposure Age 35 

Life Table % Surviving    93.8 
SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-.85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 

Rank   *"" 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 

Rank   *"* 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 148-R1 ;  4.23 147-R1 3.69 1 175-R1 20.35 175-R1 17.34 1 150-R1 18.60 149-R1 16.36 
2 169-S.5 5.93 168-S.5 5.21 2 139-R1.5 22.67 137-R1.5 19.83 2 171-S.5 22.26 170-S.5 19.61 
3 113-R1.5 7.05 112-R1.5 6.18 3 100-R2 34.33 99-R2 30.36 3 115-R1.5 23.88 114-R1.5 21.14 
4 175-R0.5 14.44 175-R0.5 11.98 4 162-L0.5 38.87 175-S.5 33.10 4 175-R0.5 27.96 175-R0.5 24.26 
5 175-LO 14.93 173-LO 13.17 5 175-S.5 39.61 159-L0.5 34.20 5 175-LO 38.37 175-LO 33.72 
6 85-R2 18.44 84-R2 16.32 6 81-R2.5 48.64 79-R2.5 43.44 6 86-R2 41.28 85-R2 36.97 
7 136-L0.5 19.37 134-L0.5 17.12 7 131-SO 53.26 129-S0 47.14 7 138-L0.5 44.21 136-L0.5 39.27 
8 112-SO 31.55 111-S0 28.03 8 119-L1 57.44 175-LO 50.92 8 114-SO 61.73 112-SO 55.05 
9 70-R2.5 35.06 69-R2.5 31.27 9 175-L0 61.50 117-L1. 51.48 9 71-R2.5 62.85 70-R2.5 56.79 
10 104-L1 41.56 102-L1 37.19 10 106-S0.5 64.34 104-80.5 57:49 10 105-L1 72.38 104-L1 65.51 
11 92-S0.5 45.09 91-S0.5 40.29 11 99-L1.5 72.22 97-L1.5 65.21 11 94-S0.5 78.35 92-S0.5 70.53 
12 87-L1.5 57.35 85-L1.5 51.59 12 175-R0.5 86.48 175-R0;5 75.02 12 88-L1.5 91.90 87-L1.5 83.60 
13 /59-R3 81.12 58-R3 73.44 13 65-R3 87.09 64-R3 79.07 13 60-R3 117.18 59-R3 107.33 
14 76-S1 86.05 75-S1 77.97 14 86-S1 99.37 84-S1 90.35 14 77-S1 126.42 76-S1 115.56 
15, 72-L2 97.37 70-L2 88.15 15 79-L2 103.82 ' 77-L2 94.56 15 17501 133.36 175-01 119.63 
16 67-S1.5 105.15 66-S1.5 95:55 16 75-S1.5 111.66 73-S1.5 101.98 16 175-SC 133.36 175-SC 119.63 
17 175-01 118.93 175-01 105.55 17 65-S2 150.11 63-S2 138.81 17 73-L2 136.94 71-L2 125.41 
18 175-SC 118.93 175-SC 105.55 18 61-L3 150.54 60-L3 139.22 18 68-S1.5 146.18 67-S1.5 134.27 
19 60-S2 158.86 58^2 145.54 19 52-R4 159.69 51-R4 147.84 19 60-S2 201.92 59-S2 187.17 
20 57-L3 165.41 55-L3 151.47 20 54-S3 196.06 53-S3 182.71 20 57-L3 206.63 .     56-L3 191.39 
21 49-R4 183.96 47-R4 169.17 21 51-L4 205.73 50-L4 192.06 21 49-R4 223.14 48-R4 207.26 
22 175-02 227.76 175-02 203.80 22 44-R5 244.87 43-R5 229.55 22 175-02 243.32 175-02 219.47 
23 51-S3 233.98 50-S3 216.25 23 46-S4 247.09 4&S4 230.97 23 51-S3 273.86 50-S3 255.45 
24 48-L4 246.13 47-L4 227.36 24 45-L5 256.03 175-01 233.37 24 49-L4 286.16 47-L4 267.78 
25 42-R5 323.21 41-R5 299.49 25 175-01 262.07 175-SC 233.37 25 42-R5 353.83 41-R5 331.46 
26 45-S4 326.67 43-S4 302.74 26 175-SC 262.07 44-L5 240.47 26 45-S4 354.80 44-S4 332.64 
27 43-L5 338.40 42-L5 314.27 27 42-S5 282.68 41-S5 265.57 27 43-15 367.35 42-L5 344.46 
28 41-S5 397.09 40-S5 369.91 28 39-S6 308.25 38-S6 289.37 28 41-S5 415.94 40-S5 390.07 
29 38-S6 454.68 37-S6 422.62 29 35-SQ 356.52 34-SQ 331.42 29 38-S6 468.99 38-86 438.60 
30 35-SQ 547.24 34-SQ 506.58 30 175-02 412.13 175-02 369.03 30 35-SQ 552.76 34-SQ 508.07 
31 175-03 1065.00 175-03 965.38 31 175-03 1420.20 175-03 1285.90 31 175-03 1084.20 175-03 986.70 
32 175-04 2883.30 175-O4 2627.50 32 175-04 344220 175-04 3133.60 32 175-04 2906.00 175-04 2654.80 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

# 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

,   2002-2006 
i   1968-2006 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.   2001-2005 
i   1968-2005 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.   2000-2004 
;   1968-2004 

Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 

Life Table % Surviving    92.2 Life Table % Surviving    93.5 Life Table % Surviving    93.5 

SumOfLifeTabl 33 Sum Of Life Tabl 33.4 Sum Of Life Tabl 33.4 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85% Of ASL Full 15-85% Of ASL I Full 15-85% Of ASL 

Rank 

,., .       Least 
L'fe/       sum Of 
Cu,ve     Square 

Least 
^fe/       Sum Of 
Cl"ve     Square Rank 

Least 
L'fe/       sum Of 
Curve    Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

.« ,       Least 
L1^        sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 161-R0.5     18.25. 160-R0.5     16.00 1 175-5.5       3.13 174-S.5 2.88 1 171-5.5 4.56 170-5.5       4.14 

2 122-R1     24.31 121-R1      21.41 2 154-R1       3.40 153-R1 3.12 2 150-R1 4.68 149-R1       4.28 

3 141^5.5     29.31 140-S.5     25.83 3 117-R1.5       3.54 116-R1.5 3.20 3 114-Ri.5 5.15 113-R1.5       4.61 

4 95-R1.5     33.74 94-R1.5     29.90 4 175-L0   .   5.45 175-L0 4.56 4 175-LO 6.99 174-LO       6.13 

5 175-01     40.41 175-01      34.92 5 139-L0.5      7.20 137-L0.5 6.32 5 136-L0.5 9.82 135-L0.5      8.54 

6 175-SC     40.41 175-SC .  34.92 6 86-R2       7.61 85-R2 6.65 6 85-R2 10.51 84-R2       9.11 

7 149-L0     50.33 147-L0     44.22 7 114-50     13.43 113-S0 .  11.76 7 112-S0 16.82 111-50     14.62 

8 118-L0.5     62.02 117-L0.5     .54.96 8 71-R2.5     17.24 70-R2.5 15.06 8 175-R0.5 18.97 175-R0:5     16.67 

9 75-R2     63.58 74-R2     56.93 9 105-L1     20.80 103-L1 . 18.35 •9 70-R2.5 21.85 69-R2.5     19.04 

10 99-S0     84.77 98-S6     75.39 10 93-50.5     22.36 92-50.5 19.65 10 103-L1 25.64 , 102-L1     22.41 

11 63-R2.5     99.67 175-02     87.96 11 175-R0.5     23.62 175-R0.5 21.18 11 92^50.5 26.96 91-50.5     23.62 

12 175-02     99.78 62-R2.5     89.98 12 88-L1.5     31.57 86-L1.5 27.88 12 86-L1.5 37.49 85-L1.5     32.99 

13 94-L1    108.42 92-L1      97.87 13 59-R3     50.18 58-R3 44.63 13 58-R3 58.73 57-R3     52.01 

14 83-S0.5    112.07 82-S0.5   100.68 14 77-S1     52.53 75-51 47.00 14 76-51 60.17 74-51     53.70 

15 79-L1.5   136.96 78-L1.5   124.15 15 72-L2     61.74 71-L2 55.17 15 71-L2 71.00 70-L2     63.08 

16 55-R3    182.11 54-R3   166.49 16 68-51.5     68.45 66-51.5 61.31 16 67-S1.5 77.71 66-S1.5     69.71 

17 70-S1    183.03 . 69-S1    166.79 17 60-52   114.44 58-52 103.85 17 59-82 127.72 58-S2   115.54 

18 67-L2   207.84 66-L2   189.92 18 57-L3   120.32 55-L3 108.93 18 175-01 129.41 175-01    116.68 

.19 63-S1.5   216.73 62-51.5   198.86 19 49-R4   138.19 48-R4 125.58 19 175-SC 129.41 175-SC   116.68 

20 57-S2   301.30 55-S2   278.66 20. 175-01    144.57 175-01 131.50 20 56-L3 134.74 55'L3   121.46 

21 54-L3   316.82 53-L3   292.93 21 175-SC   144.57 175-SC 131.50 21 48-R4 154.15 47-R4   139.52 

22 47-R4   344.74 46-R4 . 319.90 22 51-S3   183.84 50-53 168.26 22 51-53 203.12 49-53   185.70 __ 

23 49-S3   415.11 48-S3   386.76 23 48-L4   195.14 47-L4 178.57 23 48-L4 214.83 47-L4   196.86 " 

24 47-L4   433.79 45-L4   404.13 24 175-02   262.17 175-02 238.73 24 175-02 241.07 175-02   218.08 

25 41-R5   545.94 40-R5   510.50 25 42-R5   269.83 41-R5 247.61 25 42-R5 294.50 41-R5   270.74 

26 44-S4   548.39 43-S4   513.76 26 44-S4   273.58 43-S4 250.42 26 44-54 29740 43-S4   272.70 

27 42-L5   563.62 41-L5   527.66 27 43-L5   284.70 42-L5 262.02 27 43-L5 310.25 42-L5   286.11 

28 40-S5   646.98   , 39-55   605.82 28 41-S5   343.86 40-55 317.02 28 41-55 372.54 40-55   344.30 

29 38-S6   721.26 175-03   659.44 29 38-S6   400.92 37-56 368.27 .     29 38-56 430.78 37-56   396.48 

30 175-03   729.28 37-56   675.14 30 35-SQ   501.50 34-SQ 459.45 30 35-SQ 534.45 34-SQ   491.82 

31 35-SQ   869.99 34-SQ   802.69 31 175-03 1137.10 175-03 1038.80 31 175-03 1091.10 175-03   993.75 

32 175-04 2297.50 175-04 2092.50 32 175-04 3001.50 175-04 2748.00 32 175-04 2925.60 175-04 2673.50. , 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 
T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1999 - 2003 
Placement Years  1968-2003 
Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    91.8 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.2 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1998 • 2002 
Placement Years  1968-2002 
Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving  .92.7 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.2 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1997 - 2001 
Placement Years  1968-2001 
Max Exposure Age 35 

Life Table % Surviving    91.6 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.2 

Curve Fitting Period 

I Full 15-85%OfASL 1 Full 15-85%0fASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/  . 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 152-L0 6.24 .    150-L0 5.45 1 150-S.5 8.38 155-LO 6.89 1 149-L0 5.50 116-L0.5 4.05 
2 144-S.5 6.32 144-S.5 5.72 2 157-L0 8.81 149-S.5 6.96 2 117-L0.5 5.65 148-L0 4.67 
3 97-R1.5 6.81 96-R1.5 6.04 3 101-R1.5 9.12 100-R1.5 7.40 3 98-S0 7.30 97-S0 4.75 
4 125-R1 7.44 125-R1 6.74 4 131-R1 9.26 129-R1 7.87 4 73-R2 7.63 72-R2 5.23 

5,. 167-R0.5 9.16 118-L0.5 8.30. 5 175-R0.5 10.48 174-R0.5 9.16 5 95-R1.5 10.46 94-R1.5 9.53 
6 119-L0.5 9.71 167-R0.5 8.33 6 123-L0.5 12.44 121-L0.5 9.71 6 142-S.5 11.74 80-S0.5 10.25 
7 75-R2 12.52 74-R2 10.55 7 77-R2 15.14 76-R2 11.81 7 123-R1 14.71 90-L1 10.60 
8 99-SO 16.22 98-SO 13.87 8 102-SO 19.07 101-SO 15.18 8 81-S0.5 14.92 61-R2.5 10.62 
9 63-R2;5 27.83 62-R2.5 23.71 9 64-R2.5 30.07 63-R2.5 24.17 9 91-L1 15.58 '  141-S.5 11.01 
10 83-S0.5 29.22 82-S0.5 25.23 10 85-S0.5 31.82 83-S0.5 26.08 10 62-R2.5 15.81 123-R1 13.89 
11 93-L1 29.61 92-L1 25.52 11 96-L1 32.19 94-L1 26.25 11 164-R0.5 19.20 164-R0.5 18.19 
12 79-L1.5 44.46 77-L1.5 38.68 12 81-L1.5 46.54 79-L1.5 38.65 12 77-L1.5 26.10 76-L1.5 18.98 
13 175-01 48.11 175-01 43.65 . 13 175-01 66.42 175-01 57.82 13 69-S1 45.51 67-S1 35.60 
14 175-SC 48/11 175-SC 43.65 14 175-SC 66.42 175-SC 57.82 14 175-01 53.19 52-R3 41.26 
15 70-S1 70.50 69-S1 62.28 15 .   71-S1 71.99 70-S1 61.53 15 175-SC 53.19 175-01 49.24 
16 54-R3 76.36 53-R3 66.91 16 .  55-R3 76.48 54-R3 64.97 16 53-R3 53.20 175-SC 49.24 
17 66-L2 91.44 65-L2 80.20 17 68-L2 90.79 66-L2 77.64 17 65-L2 65.91 64-L2 52.06 
18 62-S1.5 95:83 61-S1.5 84.86 18 63-S1.5 96.07 62-S1.5 82.86 18 61-S1.5 '  67.37 60-S1.5 54.10 
19 175-02 117.80 .175-02 107.14 .      19 175-02 146,77 175-02 129.80 19 175-02 118.52 54-S2 106.34 
20 56-S2 162.32 55-S2 145.87 20 57-S2 159.89 55-S2 140.75 20 55-S2 126.84 175-02 108.88 
21 54-L3 180.46 52-L3 161.28 21 54-L3 174.87 53-L3 153.69 21 53-L3 148.51 52-L3 124.95 
22 46-R4 206.98 45-R4 185.87 22 47-R4 200.85 46-R4 178.41 22 46-R4 176.33 44-R4 148.68 
23 48-S3 270.45 47-S3 244.25 23 49-S3 260.36 48-S3 233.05 23 48-S3 234.15 47-S3 201.93 
24 46-L4 285.37 45-L4 258.79 24 46-L4 276.55 45-L4 246.99 24 45-L4 251.65 44-L4 216.10 
25 43-S4 408.54 42-S4 372.09 25 41-R5 390.08 40-R5 352.20 25 43-S4 389.61 42-S4 343.33 
26 41-R5 409.95 40-R5 373.41 26 43-S4 392.47 42-S4 353.27 26 40-R5 395.86 39-R5 345.48 
27 42-L5 429.45 41-L5 392.45 27 42-L5 407.33 41-L5 369.23 27 41-L5 410.46 40-L5 359.43 
28 40-S5 525.77 39-S5 480.72 28 40-S5 497.83 39-S5 452.56 28 40-S5 530.82 39-S5 474.45 
29 38-S6 618.86 37-S6 567.26 29 38-S6 579.83 37-S6 531.10 29 38-S6 641.66 37-S6 579.53 
30 175-03 793.21 175-03 724.80 30 35-SQ 725.08 34-SQ 671.42 30 175-03 776.79 175-03 711.43 
31 35-SO 793.25 34-SQ 726.03 31 175-03 866.56 175-03 782.85 31 35-SQ 833:38 34-SQ 762.64 
32 175-04 2418.90 175-04 2215.40 32 175-04 2545.20 175-04 2315.90 32 17504 2382.90 175-04 2184.90 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr, 
Placement Years 

.   1996-2000 
;   1968-2000 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

.   1995-1999 
i  1968-1999 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

1994-1998 
;   1968-1998 

Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 
Life Table % Surviving       90 Life Table % Surviving    87.3 Life Table % Surviving    87.8 

SumOfLifeTabl 32.9 Sum Of Life Tabl 32.4 Sum Of Life Tabl 32.4. 

Curve Fitting Period "■ . Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

I Full 15-85%OfASL I Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%0fASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Least 
^       Sum Of 
Curve     Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

uw      ^Of 
Curve     Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

. f /        "-east 
L'fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 . 128-LO 6.43 127-LO       4.62 1 108-L0 14.84 107-L0     12.02 1 108-L0 22.14 107-L0     18.21 
2 103-L0.5 9.29 101-L0.5       5.87 2 88-L0.5 17.95 87-L0.5     12.04 2 88-L0.5 26.97 87-L0.5     19.52 
3 81-R1.5 9.73 80-R1.5       7.77 3 68-R1.5 20.52 74-SO     14.94 3 69-R1.5 28.97 74-S0     2249 
4 119-S.5 10.74 64-R2       9.13 4 75-SO 22.83 67-R1.5     16.81 4 99-S.5 30.19 68-R1.5     24.02 

5 103-R1 13.56 118-S.5       9.45 5 98-S.5 23.29 56-R2     19.93 5 75-SO 32.01 98-S.5     27.44 . 

6 65-R2 14.34 85-SO       9.73 6 84-R1 27.89 97-S.5     21.38 6 85-R1 34.74 56-R2     29.47 
. 7 87-S0 14.47 102-R1    .12.18 7 57-R2 30.46 83-R1     25.90 7 57-R2 41.57 84-R1     31.96 
8 135-R0.5 18.98 134-R0.5     17.60 8 107-R0.5 38.99 64-S0.5     32.23 8 109-R0.5 44.74 64-S0.5     41.01 

9 171-01 21.78 170-O1     20.30 9 151-02 45.03 72-L1     35:80 9 153-02 50.28 108-R0.5     42.53 
10 171-SC 21.78 170-SC     20.30 10 135-01 45.15 107-R0.5     37,22 10 136-01 50.39 72-L1    .45.58 
11 73-S0.5 30.16 72-30.5     21.90 11 135-SC 45.15' 151-02     43.19 11 136-SC 50.39 152-02     48.14 

12 83-L1 32.12 81-L1     23.41 12 65-S0.5 46.04 .134-01     43.30 12 65-S0.5 56.79 135-01     48.25 

13 175-02 32.91 55-R2.5     25.55 .13 73-L1 50.88 134-SC     43.30 13 74-L1 62.36 135-SC     48.25 
14 56-R2.5 35.64 17502     29.89 14 51-R2.5 69.29 50-R2.5     49.69 14 51-R2.5 81,58 50-R2.5     60.35 
15. 7.1-L1.5 52.18 70-L1.5     40.05 15 64-L1.5 .84.56 63-L1.5     63.28 15 64-L1.5 97.38 63-L1.5     73.75 

16 63-S1 80.34 62-S.1     64.43 16 57-S1 116.12 56-S1     90.26 16 58-S1 129.79 56-S1    101.41 
17 50-R3 101.44 49-R3     81.49 17 46-R3 171.39 45-R3   135.56 17 • 46-R3 187.21 45-R3   149.34 

18 57-S1.5 117.23 56-S1.5     96.20 18 52-S1.5 176.65 51-S1.5   141.46 18 53-S1.5 192.42 51-S1.5   154.88 
19 61-L2 120.20 60-L2     97.69 19 175-03 181.06 55-L2   154.00 19 175-03 197.44 . 55-L2   168.90 
20 52-S2 206.29 51-S2   175.00 20 56-L2 192.81 175-03   165.63 20 57-L2 208.67 175-03   178.59 
21 51-L3 251.48 49-L3   212.93 21 48-S2 307.89 47-S2   256.15 21 49-S2 325.91 47-S2   273.06 
22 44-R4 288.85 43-R4   247.92 22 48-L3 401.79 47-L3   339.69 22 48-L3 420.26 47-L3   356.34 

23 46-S3 366.14 45-S3   317.78 23 41-R4 457.42 40-R4   387.38 23 41-R4 480.64 40-R4   408.66 
24 44-L4 394.24 43-L4   343.22 24 44-S3 559.96 43-S3   482.14 24 44-S3 581.22 43-S3   501.83 
25 175-03 461.72 175-03   419.62 25 42-L4 618.45 41-L4   532.68 25 42-L4 640.07 41-L4   553.14 
26 42-S4 595.64 40-S4   528.21 26 40-S4 924.03 39-S4   810.00 26 40-S4 951.10 39-S4   837.80 
27 40-R5 608.34 39-R5   539.43 27 38-R5 969.86 37-R5   851.22 27 39-R5 989.80 37-R5   879.72 
28 40-L5 630.29 39-L5   555.10 28 39-L5 992.61 38-L5   872.00 28 . 39-L5 1017.90 38-L5   898.82 
29 39-S5 797.50 38-S5   712.81 29 175-04 1118.40 175-04 1022.10 29 175-04 1154.50 175-04 1049.60 

30 37-S6 974.37 36-S6   876.36 30 38-S5 1264.30 37-S5 1126.40 30 38-S5 1282.60 37-S5 1150.10 

31 35-SQ 1248.10 34-SQ 1147.10 31 37-S6 1537.30 36-S6 1390.40 31 37-S6 1533.70 36-S6 1395.60 
32 175-04 1792.70 175-04 1637.60 32 35-SQ 2015.80 34-SQ 1853.80 32 35-SQ 1978.90 34-SQ 1827.80 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-CutAge 35 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1993 -1997 
Placement Years  1968-1997 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    86.1 

SumOfLifeTabl 32.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL 

Least Least 
Life/       s^ Of    ^       Sum Of 

Rank   CU™>     Square     Cwve     Square 

1 98-LO 33.18 97-LO 27.47 
2 81-L0.5 41.59 80-L0.5 30.76 

. 3 88-S.5 42.30 68-SO 34.56 
4 62-R1.5 43.41 62-R1.5 35.41 

5 75-R1 47.56. 87-S.5 38.22 

6 69-30 48.02 75-R1 43.44 
7 95-R0.5 60.08 52-R2 50.14 
8 133-02 67.73 95-R0.5 57.08 
9 119-01 67.86 60-S0.5 61.42 
10 119-SC 67.86 133-02 64.95 
11 53-R2 68.67 118-01 65.05 
12 61-S0.5 83.34 11B-SC 65.05 
13 69-L1 91.25 68-Li 67.98 
14 175-03 101.39 175-03 93:18 
15 48-R2.5 129.44 47-R2.5 98.14 

16 60-L1.5 143.14 59-L1.5 109.61 
17 54-S1 177.82 53-S1 139.65 
18 50-S1.5 263.39 49-S1.5 213.09 
19 44-R3 273.58 43-R3 220.74 
20 54-L2 291.91 53-L2 237.38 
21 47-S2 435.76 46-S2 365.98 
22 46-L3 579.16 45-L3 490.88 
23 40-R4 651.22 39-R4 556.60 
24 ..   43-S3 775.41 41-S3 670.33 
25 175-04 787.17 175-04 712.53 
26 41-L4 865.70 40-L4 750.80 
27 40-S4 1259.90 38-S4 1117.70 
28 38-R5 1309.40 37-R5 1163.70 
29 39-L5 1348.90 38-L5 1202.20 
30 38-S5 1686.70 37-S5 1523.50 
31 37-S6 2033.40 36-S6 1860.10 
32 35-SQ 2603.60 34-SQ 2409.70 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Fxpr.   1979-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Retirement Expr.   1980-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Retirement Expr.   1981 - 2008 
Placement Years' 1968 - 2008 

Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 Life Table % Surviving    93.7 Life Table % Surviving    93.7 
SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%0IASL Full 15-85%0fASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

, ■< ,       "-east 
L'fe/       Sum Of 

;   Curve     Square 
™       ^Of 
Curve     Square Rank 

,,, .       Least 
^       Sum Of 

.    Curve     Square SL^ Rank 

Life/. 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Cljrve     Square 

1 148-R1        4.23 147-R1        3.69 1 148-R1        4.25 147-R1        3.72 1 148-R1 4.29 147-R1       3.75 
2 169-S.5       5.93 168-S.5       5.21 2 169-S.5       5.96 168-S.5       5.23 2 169-8.5 6.01 168-S.5       5.28 
3 113-R1.5       7.05 112-R15       6.18 3 113-R1.5       7.08 112-R1.5       6.21 3 H3-R1.5 7.14 112-R1.5       6.26 
4 i75-R0.5     14.44 175-R0.5     11.98 : 4 175-R0.5     14.34 175-R0.5     11.90 4 175-R0.5 14:18 175-R0.5     11.75 
5 175-L0     14.93 173-L0     13.17 5 175-L0     14.99 172-L0     13.22 5. 174-L0 15.09 172-LO     13.31 
6 85-R2     18.44 84-R2     16.32 6 85-R2     18.52 84-R2     16.40 6 85-R2 18.65 83-R2     16.50 
7 136-L0.5     19.37 134-L0.5     17.12 7 136-L0.5     19.44 134-L0.5     17.18 7 136-L0.5 19.57 134-L0.5     17.29 
8 112-S0     31.55 111-S0     28.03      • 8 112-S0     31.64 111-S0     28.12 8 112-SO 31.81 111-80     28.27 
9 70-R2.5     35.06 69-R2.5     31.27 9 70-R2.5     35.18 69-R2.5     31.38 9 70-R2.5 35.39 69-R2.5     31.57 
10 104-L1     41.56 102-L1      37.19 10 104-L1     41.69 102-L1      37.30 10 104-L1 41.91 102-L1     37.50 
11 92-S0.5     45.09 91-S0.5     40.29 11 92-80.5     45.21 91-S0.5     40.41 11 92-S0.5 45.42 91-80.5     40.61 
12 87-L1.5     57 35 85-L1.5.    51.59 12 87-L1.5     57.51 85-L1.5     51.73 12 87-L1.5 57.79 85-L1.5     51.97 
13 59-R3     81.12 58-R3     73.44 13 59-R3     81.33 58-R3     73.63 13 59-R3 81.69 58-R3     73.98 
14 76-81     86.05 75-S1     77.97 14 76-81     86.24 75-S1     78.16 14 76-81 86.58 75-81     78.48 
15 72-L2     97.37 70-L2     88.15 15 72-L2     97.60 70-L2     88.35 15 72-L2 98.01 70-L2     88.70 
16 67-S1.5   105.15 66-S1.5     9555 16 67-S1.5   105.38 66-S1.5     9576 16 67-S1.5 105.77 66-S1.5     96.14 
17 175-01    118.93 175-01    105.55 17 175-01    118.58 175-01    105.23 17 175-01 117.99 175-01    104.68 
18 175-SC   118.93 175-SC   105.55 18 175-SC   118.58 175-SC   105.23 18 175-SC 117.99 175-SC   104.68 
19 60-S2   158.86 58-S2   145.54 19 60-S2   159.18 58-S2   145.82 19 60-82 159.74 58-S2   146.30 
20 57TL3   16541 55-L3   151.47 20 57-L3    165.75 55-L3   151.76 20 57-L3 166.34 55-L3   152.27 
21 49-R4   183.96 47-R4   169:17 21 49-R4   184.33 47-R4   169.48 21 49-R4 184.97 47-R4   170.02 
22 175-02   227.76 175-02   203.80 22 175-02   227.27 175-02   203.35 22 175-02 226.44 175-02   202.58 
23 51-S3   233.98 50-S3   216.25 23 51-S3   234.39 50-83   216.65     , 23 51-S3 235.11 50-S3   217.33 
24 48-L4   246.13 47-L4   227.36 24 48-L4   246.55 47-L4   227.76 24 48-L4 247.28 47-L4   228.45 
25 42-R5   323.21 41-R5   299.49 25 42-R5   323.73 41-R5   299.98 25 42-R5 324.63 41-R5   300.83 
26 45-S4   326.67 43-S4   302.74 26 45-S4   327.22 43-S4   303.21 26 45-84 328.16 43-84   304.02 
27 43-L5   338.40 42-L5   314.27 27 43-L5   338.94 42-L5   314.78 27 43-L5 339,88 42-L5   315.66 
28 41-S5   397.09 40-S5   369.91 28 41-S5   397.72 40-S5   370.50 28 41-S5 398.79 40-85   371.52 
29 38-S6   454.68 37-86   422.62 29 38-86   455.33 37-S6   423.23 29 38-S6 456.44 37-86   424.28 
30 35-SQ   547.24 34-SQ   506.58 30 35-SQ   548.03 34-SQ   507.32 30 35-SQ 54939 34-SQ   508.59 
31 175-03 1065.00 175-03   965.38 31 175-03 1063.90 175-03   964.38 31 175-03 1062.10 175-03   962.67 
32 175-04 2883.30 175-04 2627.50 32 175-04 2881.50 175-04 2625.90 32 17504 2878.40 175-04 2623.00 

Sunday, November 22, 2009 Page 1 of 10 



New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1982 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 
Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 

SumOfLifefabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1983-2008 
Placement Years  1968 - 2008 
Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1984-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 
Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

I =ull 15-85%OfASL I :ull 15-85%OfASL I Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 148-R1 4.36 146-R1 3.82 1 147-R1 4.45 146-R1 3.89 1 147-R1 4.55 146-R1 3.98 

2 169-S.5 6.10 167-S.5 5.36 2 169-8.5 6.22 167-8.5 5.46 2 168-8.5 6.34 166-S.5 5.58 

3 113-R1.5 7.25 112-R1.5 6.36 3 113-R1.5 7.40 111-R1.5 6.49 3 112-R1.5 7.54 111-R1.5 6.61 

4 175-R0.5 13.89 175-R0.5 11.50 4 175-R0.5 13.53 175-R0.5 11.18 4 175-R0.5 13.14 175-R0.5 10.84 

5 174-LO 15.25 172-LO 13.45 5 174-LO 15.47 172-LO 13.65 5 173-L0 15.71 171-LO 13.85 

6 85-R2 18.88 83-R2 16.68 6 84-R2 19.17 83-R2 16.92 6 84-R2 19.45 83-R2 17.18 

7 136-L0;5 19.78 134-L0.5 17.48 7 135-L0.5 20.06 134-L0.5 17.73 7 135-L0.5 20.34 133-L0.5 17.98 

8 112-50 32.08 110-S0 28.52 8 112-SO 32.45 110-80 28.84 8 112-80 32.85 110-SO 29.18 

9 70-R2.5 35.74 69-R2.5 31.90 9 70-R2;5 36.22 6&-R2.5 32.30 9 70-R2.5 36.73 68-R2.5 32.71 

10 104-L1 42.29 102-L1 37.84 10 104-L1 42.80 102-L1 38.29 10 103-L1 43.29 101-Li 38.74 

11 92-S0r5 45.79 91-S0.5 40.96 11 92-80.5 * 46.27 90-80.5 41.40 11 - 92-80.5 46.79 90rS0.5 41.84 

12 87-L1.5 58.25 85-Lli5 52.37 12 87-L1.5 58.87 85-L1.5 52.91 12 86-L1.5 59.50 85-L1.5 53.49 

13 59-R3 82.31 57-R3 74.49 ■   13 59-R3 83.14 57-R3 75.17 13 59-R3 84.03 57-R3 75.90 

14 76-S1 87.15 75-S1 79.03 14 76-81 87.90 75-81 79.75 14 76-81 88.71 74-81 80.50 

15 72-L2 98.70 70-L2 89.30 15 72-L2 99.61 70-L2 90.10 15 72-L2 100.60 70-L2 90.96 

16 67-815 106.44 66-S1.5 96.78 16 67-81.5 107.32 66-81.5 97.62 16 67-81.5 108.27 66-81.5 98.53 

17 175-01 116.98 175-01 103.75 17 175-01 115.65 175-01 102.53 17 175-01 114.21 175-01 101.20 

18 175-SC 116.98 175-SC 103.75 .18 175-SC 115.65 175-SC 102.53 18 175-SC 114.21 175-SC 101.20 

19 60-S2 160.68 58-S2 147.12 19 60-S2 161.93 58-82 148.21 19 59-S2 163.23 58-82 149.38 

20 57-L3 167.35 55-L3 153.14 20 57-L3 168.68 55-L3 154.29 20 57-L3 170.12 55-L3 155.53 
21 49-R4 186.06 47-R4 170.94 21 49-R4 187.51 . 47-R4 172.15 21 49-R4 189.07 47-R4 173.46 

22 175-02 225.02 175-02 201.26 22 175-02 223.14 175-02 199.53 22 175-02 221.11 175-02 197.65 

23 51-S3 236.34 50-S3 218.50 23 51-S3 237.96 50-S3 220.05 23 51-83 239.72 50-S3 221.73 

24 48-L4 248.51 47-L4 229.63 24 48-L4 .250.15 47-L4 231.19 24 48-L4 251.93 47-L4, 232.87 

25 42-R5 326.17 41-R5 302.28 .    25 42-R5 328.21 41-R5 304.21 25. 42-R5 330.42 41-R5 306.30 

26 45-S4 329.78 43-S4 305.41 26 45-84 331.92 43-84 307.25 26 45-S4 334.24 43-84 309.24 

27 43-L5 341.47 42-L5 317.17 27 43-L5 343.58 42-L5 319.17 27 43-L5 345.87 42-L5 321.34. 

28 41-S5 400.63 40-S5 373.26 28 41-85 403.07 40-85 375.57 28 41-85 405.72 40-85 378.08 

29 38-S6 458.34 37-S6 426.07 29 38-S6 460.86 37-86 428.45 29 38-86 463.61 37-86 431.04 

30 35-SQ 551.71 34-SQ 510.77 30 35-SQ 554.79 34-SQ 513.67 30 35-SQ 558.15 34-SQ 516.83 

31 175-03 1058.90 175-03 959.74 31 175-03 1054.80 175-03 955.88 31 175-03 1050.30 175-03 951.68 

32 175-O4 2873.20 175-04 2618.20 32 175-04 2866.30 175-04 2611.70 32 175-04 2858.80 175-04 2604.70 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-CutAge 35 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1985 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1986-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1987 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 
Max Exposure Age 35 

Life Table % Surviving    93.6 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.3 

. Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15.-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
.   Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 147-R1 4.63 145-R1 4.05 1 146-R1 4.76 '   145-R1 4.17 1 146-R1 4.80 145-R1 4.21 
2 168-S.5 6.44 166-S.5 5.66 2 167-S.5 6.61 166-S.5 5.81 2 167-S.5 6.66 165-S.5 5.86 
3. 112-R1.5 7.65 111-R1.5 6.71 3 112-R1.5 7.85 111-R1.5 6.90 3 112-R1.5 7.92 110-R1.5 6.96 
4 175-R0.5 12.83 175-R0.5 10.56 4 175-R0.5 12.33 175-R0.5 10.13 4 175-R0.5 12.12 175-R0.5 9.93 
5 173-LO 15.88 171-LO 14.00 5 173-L0 16.19 171-LO 14.29 5 172-L0 16.28 170-LO 14.36 
6 84-R2 .19.68 83-R2 17.40 6 84-R2 20.09 83-R2 17.78 6 84-R2 20.23 83-R2 17.91 
7 135-L0.5 20.56 133-L0.5 18.18 7 135-L0.5 20.97 133-L0.5 18.53 7 134-L0.5 21.08 133-L0.5 18.65 
8 112-SO 33.17 1.10-SO 29.45 8 111-S0 33.69 110-S0 29.94 8 111-S0 33.84 109-S0 30.09 
9 69-R2.5 37.13 68-R2:5 33.03 9 69-R2.5 37.74 68-R2.5 33.60 9 69-R2.5 37.95 68-R2.5 33.81 
10 103-L1 43.68 101-L1 39.09 "10 103-L1 44.37 101-L1 39.70 10 103-L1 44.61 101-L1 39.91 
11 92-S0.5 47.20 90-S0.5 42.19 11 92-S0.5 47.92 90-S0.5 42.81 11 92-S0.5 48.16 90-S0.5 43.02 
12 86-L1.5 59.98 85-L1.5. 53.96 12 86-L1.5 60.81 85-L1.5 54.77 12 86-L1.5 61.09 85-L1.5 55.06 
13 59-R3 84.75 57-R3 76.49 . 13 58-R3 85.88 57-R3 77.50 13 58-R3 86.26 57-R3 77.87 
14 76-S1 89.36 74-S1 81.06 14 76-S1 90.47 74-S1 82.02 14 76-S1 90.86 74-81 82.36 
15 71-L2 101.39 70-L2 91.64 15 71-L2 102.61 70-L2 92.83 15 71-L2 103.04 70-L2 93.26 
16 67-S1.5 10903 66-S1.5 99.26 16 67-S1.5 110.33 175-01 98.36 16 ^175-01 110.31 175-01 97.60 
17 175-01 113.03 175-01 100.12 17 175-01 111.13 175-SC 98.36 17 175-SC 110.31 175-SC 97.60 
18 175-SC 113.03 175-SC 100.12 18. 175-SC 111.13 66-S1.5 100.51 18 67-81:5 110.80 65-S1.5 100.95 
19 59-S2 164.22 58-S2 150.32 19 59-S2 165.88 58-S2 151.92 19 59-S2 166.50 58-S2 152.53 
20 57-L3 171.29 55-L3 156.54* 20 56-L3 173.23 55-L3 158.24 20 56-L3 173.90 55-L3 158.90 
21 49-R4 190.34 47-R4 174.52 21 49-R4 192.47 47-R4 176.32 21 48-R4 193.26 47-R4 177.02 
22 175-02 219.45 175-02 196.11 22 175-02 216.75 175-02 193.61 22 175:02 215.59 175-02 192.52 
23 51-S3 241.15 50-S3 223.09 23 51-S3 243.54 50-S3 225.38 23 51-S3 244.49 50-S3 226.31 
24 48-L4 253.37 47-L4 234.24 24 48-L4 255.79 47-L4 236.54 24 48-L4 256.75 '47-L4 237.47 
25 42-R5 332.23 41-R5 308.01 25 42-R5 335.24 41-R5 310.86 25 42-R5 336.48 41-R5 312.04 
26 45-S4 336.15 43-S4 310.87 26 44-S4 339.17 43-S4 313.58 26 44-S4 340.34 43-S4 314.70 
27 43-L5 347.75 42-L5 323.12 27 43-L5 350.87 42-L5 326.08 27 43-L5 352.15 42-L5 327.31 
28 41-S5 407.91 40-S5 380.15 28 41-S5 411.51 40-S5 383.56 28 41-S5 413.02 40-S5 385.01 
29 3&-S6 465.87 37-S6 433.17 29 38-S6 469.59 37-S6 436.69 29 38-S6 471.16 37-S6 438.19 
30 35-SQ 560.92 34-SQ 519.43 30 35-SQ 565.47 34-SQ 523.72      - 30 35-SQ 567.43 34-SQ 525.57 
31 175-03 1046.60 175-03 948.23 31 175-03 1040.50 175-03 942.60 31 175-03 1037.90 175-03 940.16 
32 ^75■04 2852.70 175-04 2599.00 32 175-04 2842.60 175-04 2589.60 32 17504 2838.30 175-04 2585.50 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1988 - 2008 
Placement Years   1968 - 2008 

Retirement Expr.  1989 - 2008 
Placement Years   1968-2008 - Retirement Expr.  1990-2008 

Placement Years   1968 - 2008 
Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35. 
Life Table % Surviving    93.6 Life fable % Surviving    93.6 Life Table % Surviving    93.6 
SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%0fASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%0fASL 

Rank 

i IU       "-east 
Lrfe/       sum Of 

■   Curve     sq^e 
U"       ^Of 
Cu,ve     Square Rank 

.... .       Least 
U*       Sum Of 

:   Curve     square 
Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank :

; Curve     Square Curve     Square 

1 145-R1       5.02 144-R1       4.39 1 146-R1       4.75 144-R1 4.15 1 145-R1       4.86 144-R1       4.24 

2 166-S.5       6.93 164-S.5       6.10 2 167-S.5       6.58 165-S.5 5.78 2 166-S.5       6.72 165-S.5.      5.90 
3 111-R1.5       8.24 110-R1.5       7.24 3 112-R1.5       7.86 110-R1.5 6.88 3 111-R1.5       8.01 110-R1.5       7.02 
4 175-R0.5.   11.34 175-R0.5       9:26 4 175-R0.5     11.89 175-R0.5 9.73 4 175-R0.5     11.36 175-R0.5       9.27 

5 172-LO     16.78 170-L0     14.81 5 172-L0     16.1.1 170-L0 14.19 5 172-LO     16.39 170-LO     14.42 
6 84-R2     20.93 82-R2     18.50 6 84-R2     20.12 83-R2 17.80 6 84-R2     20.52 82-R2.     18.11 

. 7 134-L0.5     21.71 132-L0.5     19.20 7 134-L0.5     20.91 132-L0.5 18.48 7 134-L0.5     21.26 132-L0.5     18.77 
8 111-S0     34.70 109-SO     30.83 8 111-S0 ' 33:61 109-SO 29.85 8   ' '   111-S0     34.10 109-SO     30.24 
9 69-R2.5     38.99 68-R2.5     34.78 9 69-R2.5     37.82 6&-R2.5 33.67 9 69-R2.5     38.42 68-R2.5     34.22 
10 103-L1     45.77 101-L1     40.93 10 103-L1     44.44 101-L1 39.73 10 1.03-L1     45.12 101-L1     40.30 
11 91-50.5     49.27 90-S0.5     44.07 11 91-S0.5     47.94 90-S0.5 42.79 11 91-S0.5     48.57 90-S0.5     43.38 
12 86-L1.5     62.49 84-L1.5     56.28 12 86-L1.5     60.91 84-L1.5 54.86 12 86-L1.5     61.73 84-L1.5     55.53 
13 58-R3     88.06 57-R3     79:55 13 58-R3     86.14 57-R3 77.73 13 58-R3     87.20 57-R3     78.71 
14 76-S1     92.71 74-S1      83.96 14 76-S1      90.67 74-S1 82.12 14 76^81     91.77 74-S1     83.03 
15 71-L2   105.08 175-01     94.73 15 71-L2   102.89 70-L2 93:12 15 71-L2   104.11 70-L2     94.26 

16 175-01    107.19 175-SC     94.73 16 175-01    109.62 175-01 96.97 16 175-01    107.54 .175-01     95.07 

. 17 175-SC   107.19 70-L2     95.22   . 17 175-SC    109.62 175-SC 96.97 17 175-SC   107.54 175-SC     95.07 
18 67-S1.5   112,97 65-S1.5   102.80 18 67-S1:5   110.67 65-S1.5 100.75     , 18 67-S1.5   111.97 65-S1.5   101.81 
19 59-S2   169.27 58-S2   155.18 19 59-S2   166.48 58-S2 152.49 19 59-S2   168.14 58-S2   154.05 
20 56-L3   176.85 55-L3   161.71 20 56-L3   173.93 55-L3 158.90 20 56-L3   175.71 55-L3   160.58 
21 48-R4   196.41 47-R4   179.99 21 48-R4   193.36 47-R4 177.09 21 48-R4   195.28 47-R4   178.86 
22 175-02   211.14 175-02   188.41 22 175-02   214.62 175-02 191.65 22 175-02   211.67 175-02   188.94 
23 51-S3   248.47 49-S3   229.77 23 51-S3   244.81 49-S3 226.53 23 51-S3   247.28 49-S3   228.56 
24 48-L4   260.76 47-L4   241.28 24 48-L4   257.08 47-L4 237.75 24 48-L4   259.56 47-L4   240.07 
25 42-R5   341.48 41-R5   316.76 25 42-R5   337.13 41-R5 312.62 25 42-R5   340.30 41-R5   315.57 
26 .   44-S4   345.08 43-S4   319.21 26 44-S4   340.90 . 43-S4 315.21 26 44-S4   343.89 43-S4   318.01 
27 43-L5   357.34 42-L5   332.23     , 27 43-L5   352.87 42-L5 327.96 27 43-L5   356.17 42-L5   331.04 
28 4lrS5   419.03 40-S5   390.70 28 41-S5   414.01 40-S5 385.92 28 41-S5   417.89 40-S5   389.54 
29 38-S6   477.38 37-S6   444.06 29 38-S6   472.22 37-S6 439.15 29 38-S6   476.24 37-S6   442.90 
30 35-SQ   575.04 34-SQ   532.72 30 35-SQ   568.95 : 34-SQ 526.96 30 35-SQ   573.95 . 34-SQ   531.62 
31 175-03 1027.90 175-03   930.87 31 175-03 1035.80 ' 175-03 938.26 31 175-03 1029.20 175-03   932.17 
32 175-04 2821.60 175-04 2570.00 32 175-04 2834.90 175-04 2582.40 32 175-04 2823.90 175-04 2572.20 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life table 

Retirement Expr.  1991 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1992-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1993 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 

Life Table % Surviving    93.7 
SumOfLifeTabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85% Of ASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least. 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
d urn Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 148-R1 3.97 147-R1 3.45 1 147-R1 4.20 146-R1 3.65 1 147-R1 4.08 146-R1 3.54 
2 169-S.5 5.56 168-S.5 4.87 2 168-S.5 5.87 167-S.5 5.15 2 168-S.5 5.74 167-S.5 . 5.01 
3 113-R1.5 6.66 112-R1.5 5.82 3 112-R1.5 7.04 111-R1.5 6.15 3 112-R1.5 6.90 111-R1.5 6.00 
4 174-LO '  14.17 175-R0.5 11.74 4 175-R0.5 13.09 175-R0.5 10.78 4 175-R0.5 12.93 175-R0.5 10.67 
5 175-R0.5 14.19 172-LO 12.49 5 174-LO 14.81 171-LO 13.05 5 173-LO 14.63 171-LO 12.82 
6 85-R2 17.76 83-R2 15.69 6 84-R2 18.55 83-R2 16:36 6 84-R2 18.34 83-R2 16.12 
7 136-L0.5 18.54 134-L0.5 16.37 7 135-L0:5 19.33 133-L0.5 17.08 7. 135-L0.5 19.13 133-L0.5 16.82 
8 112-SO 30.41 111-S0 27.03 8 112-SO 31.50 110-S0 27.98 8 112-SO 31.26 110-S0 27.64 
9 70-R2.5 34.14 69-R2.5 30.43 9 70-R2.5 35.48 68-R2.5 31.56 9 70-R2.5 35.23 68-R2.5 31.23 
10 104-L1 40.47 102-L1 36.19 10 103-L1 41.87 101-L1 37.44 10 103-L1 41.58 101-L1 37.07 
11 92-S0.5 43.81 91-S0.5 39.16 11 92-S0.5 45.22 90-S0.5 40.43 11 92-S0.5 44.93 90-S0.5 40.03 
12 87-L1.5 56.08 85-L1.5 50.41 12 86-L1.5 57.82 85-L1.5 51.96 12 86-L1.5 57.48 85-L1.5 51.53 
13 59-R3 79.83 57-R3 72.26 .      13 59-R3 82.19 57-R3 74.18 13 59-R3 81.86 57-R3 73.70 
14 76-S1 84.47 75-S1 76.55 14 . 76-S1 86.65 74-S1 78.60 14 76-S1 86.26 74-S1 78.06 
15 72-L2 95.88 70-L2 86.74 15 72-L2 98.52 70-L2 89.03 15 72-L2 98.15 70-L2 88.50 
16 67-S1.5 103.56 66-S1.5 94.12 16 67-S1.5 106.10 66-S1.5 96.53 16 67-S1.5 105.69 66-S1.5 95.99 
17 175-01 118.52 175-01 105.17 17 175-01 114.64 175-01 101.61 17 ' 17&01 114.36 175-01 101.45 
18 175-SC 118.52 175-SC 105.17 18 175-SC 114.64 175-SC 101.61 18 175-SC 114,36 175-SC 101:45 
19 60-S2 157.35 58-S2 144.04 19 59-S2 160.81 58-S2 147.11 19 59-S2 160.33 58-S2 146.49 
20 57-L3 163.98 55-L3 150.03 20 57-L3 167.78 55-L3 153.29 20 57-L3 167.39 55-L3 152.70 
21 49-R4 182,68 47-R4 167.82 21 49-R4 186.78 47-R4 171.23 21 49-R4 186.42 47-R4 170.65 
22 175-02 227.24 175-02 203.30 22 175-02 221.79 175-02 198.29 22 175-02 221.42 175-02 198.10 
23 51-S3 232.74 50-S3 215.10 23 51-S3 237.32 50-S3 219.45 23 51-S3 236.94 50-S3 218.92 
24 48-L4 24448 47-L4 226.19 24 48-L4 249.49 47-L4 230.56 24 48-L4 249.10 47-L4 230.00 
25 42-R5 322.44 41-R5 298.75 25 42-R5 328.20 41-R5 304.17 25 42-R5 327.99 41-R5 303.77 
26 45-S4 326.03 43-S4 301.90 26 45-S4 332.09 43-S4 307.05 26 45-S4 331.93 43-S4 306.60 
27 43-L5 337.72 42-L5 313.63 27 43-L5 343.69 42-L5 319.25 27 43-L5 343.52 42-L5 318.89 
28 41-S5 396.82 40-S5 369.66 28 41-S5 403.76 40-S5 376.20 28 41-S5 403.77 40-S5 376.00 
29 38-S6 454.52 37-56 422.46 29 38-S6 461.70 37-S6 429.20 29 38-S6 461.75 37-S6 429.05 
30 35-SQ 547.78 34-SQ 507.07 30 35-SQ 556.61 34-SQ 515.33 30 35-SQ 556.96 34-SQ 515.45 
31 175-03 1064.00 175-03 964.48 31 175-03 1052.00 175-03 953.34 31 17503 1051.30 175-03 953.02 
32 175-04 2881.80 175-04 2626.20 32 175-04 2861.90 175-04 2607.70 32 17504 2860.80 175-04 2607.20 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1994-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 
Max Exposure Age 35 •■ 
Life Table % Surviving    93.8 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  19952008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age '. 35 
Life Table % Surviving    93.7 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.3 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1996-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    94.0 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.4 

Curve Fitting Period 

I =ull 15-85%OfASL 1 Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 150-R1 4.06 148-R1 3.53 1 147-R1 4.77 145-R1 4.14 1 I55-R1 4.55 154-R1 4.03 
2 171-S.5 5.72 169-S.5 5.01 2 168-S.5 6.65 166-S.5 5.80 2 175-S.5 6.34 175-S.5 5.56 

3 114-R1.5 6.77 113-R1.5 5.92 3 112-R1.5 7.86 111-R1.5 6.85 3 118-R1.5 7.22 117-R1.5 6.40 

4 175-LO 14.60 174-L0 12.81 4 175-R0.5 12.92 175-R0.5 10.64 :   4 175-LO 16.35 175-LO 13.92 

5 175-R0.5 16.07 175-R0.5 13.43 5 173-L0 16.34 171-LO 14.30 5 88-R2 17.80 86-R2 15.81 . 

6 . 85-R2 17.81 84-R2 15.69 6 84-R2 20.05 83-R2 17.65 6 141-L0.5 19.23 139-L0.5 17.08 

7 137-L0.5 18.84 135-L0.5 16.61 7 135-L0.5 21.04 133-L0.5 18.50 7 175-R0.5 23.56 175-R0.5 20.07 

8 113-S0 30.81 111-S0 27.33 8 112-SO 33.81 110-S0 29.88 8 116-SO 31.08 114-S0 27.70 

9 70-R2.5 33.95 69-R2.5 30.18 9 70-R2.5 37.62 68-R2.5 33.36 9 72-R2.5 33.01 70-R2.5 29.58 

10 104-L1 40.42 102-L1 36.15 10 103-L1 4427 .    101-L1 39.49 10 106-L1 39.68 105-L1 35.62 

11 93-S0.5 43.96 . 91-S0.5 39.26 11 92-S0.5 47.90 90-S0.5 42.67 11 95-S0.5 43.53 93-S0.5 39.04 

12 87-L15 55.88 86-L1.5 50.25 12 86-L1.5 60.66 85-L1,5 54.42 12 89-L1.5 54.53 87-L1.5 49.24 

13 59-R3 78.88 58-R3 71.26 13 59-R3 85.40 57-R3 76.94 13 60-R3 75.64 59-R3 68.65 

14 77-S1 84.15 75-S1 76.11 14 76-S1 90.17 74-S1 81.63 14 78-S1 81.90 76-S1 74.46 

15 72-L2 94.91 70-L2 86.01 15 72-L2 102.16 70-L2 9218 15 73-L2 91.25 71-L2 82.97 

16 68-S1.5 102.81 66-S1.5 93.24     . 16 67-S1.5 109.82 66-S1.5 99.79 16 69-S1.5 99.23 67-S1.5 90.30 

17 175-01 124.20 175-01 110.43 17 175-01 113.10 175-01 100.25 17 175-01 144.23 175-01 128.62 

18 175-SC 124.20 175-SC 110.43 18 175-SC 113.10 175-SC 100.25 18 175-SC 144.23 175-SC 128.62 

19 60-S2 155.15 58-S2 142.38 -      19 -59-S2 164.98 58-S2 150.82 19 60-S2 148.83 59-S2 136.52 

20 57-L3 161.35. 55-L3 148.02 20 57-L3 171.98 55-L3 157.01 20 57-L3 153.60 56-L3 140.72 
21 49-R4 179.42 48-R4 164.81 21 49-R4 190.95 47-R4 174.94 21 49-R4 169.89 48-R4 156.09 

22 51-S3 228.75 175-02 210.63 22 175-02 219.52 175-02 196.28 22 51-S3 217.28 50-S3 200.44 

23 175-02 235.11 50-S3 211.17 23 51-S3 241.70 50-S3 223:40 23 49-L4 228.95 : 47-L4 211-73 

24 48-L4 240.85 47-L4 222.27 24 . . 48-L4 253.92 47-L4 234.55 24 175-02 262.33 175-02 235.41 

25 42-R5 316.19 41-R5 292.79    « 25 42-R5 332.59 41-R5 308.12 25 42-R5 297.64 41-R5 275.80 

26 45-S4 319.22 43-S4 296.43 26 .   45-S4 336.48 43-S4 311.01. 26 45-S4 298.75 44-S4 277.82 

27 43-L5 331.06 42-L5 307.24 27 43-L5 348.08 42-L5 323.20 27 43-L5 311.18 42-L5 288.90 

28 41-S5 388.34 40-S5 361.55 28 41-S5 408.14 40-S5 380.13 28 41-S5 362.23 40-S5 33734 . 

29 38-S6 445.57 37-S6 413.95 29 38-S6 466.07 37-S6 433.13 29 39-S6 416.39 37-S6 388.40 

30 35-SQ 535.72 34-SQ 495.68 30 35-SQ 560.98 34-SQ 519.26 30 35-SQ. 497.45 34-SQ 460.36 

31 175-03 1081.00 175-03 980.36 31 175-03 1046.60 175-03 948.54 31 175-03 1138.20 175-03 1032.70 

32 175-04 2909.70 175-04 2652.30 32 175-04 2852.70 175-04 2599.50 32 175-04 3002.70 175-04 2737.60 
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• 

New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1997 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    94.4 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.4 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.   1998-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    94.7 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.5 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1999-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    94.7 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.5 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rani, 

Life/. 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

'Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 165-R1 3.88 164-R1 3.46 1 173-R1 4.51 171-R1 4.09 1 171-R1 5.65 169-R1 5:06 
2 125-R1.5 5.99 124-R1.5 5.34 2 130-R1.5 6.55 129-R1.5 5.91 2 129-R1.5 8.02 127-R1.5 7.18 
3 175-S.5 8.36 175-S.5 6.87 3 175-S.5 13.50 175-S.5 11.20 3 175-S.5 13.63 175-S.5 11.30 
4 92-R2 14.60 90-R2 12.99 4 95-R2 14.65 93-R2 13.17 4 94-R2 17.05 93-R2 15.28 
5 147-L0.5 16.32 145-L0.5 14.50 5 152-L0.5 16.69 150-L0.5 14.96 5 151-L0.5 19.34. .149-L0.5 17.23 
6 175-LO 19.58 175-LO 16.01 6 175-LO 26.33 175-LO 21.61 6 175-LO 27.16 175-LO 22.31 
7 121-SO 26.89 119-S0 23.97 7 76-R2.5 26.37 75-R2.5 23.77 7 76-R2.5 29.72 75-R2.5 26.77 
8 74-R2.5 27.22 73-R2.5 24.36 8 124-S0 27.02 12&S0 24.25 8 124-S0 30.51 122-S0 27.26 
9 110-L1 33:51 . 108-L1 30.13 9 113-L1 32.67 111-L1 29.56 9 113-L1 36.47 111-L1 32.91 
10 98-S0.5 37.47 97-S0.5 33.63 .     10 101-S0.5 36.84 99-S0.5 33.23 10 100-S0.5 40.98 99-S0.5 36.85 
11 175-R0.5 39.08 175-R0.5 34.09 11 94-L1.5 45.15 92-L1.5 41.00 11 93-L1.5 49.73 175-R0.5, 43.73 
12 92-L1.5 46.61 90-L1.5 42.08 12 175-R0.5 52.65 175-R0.5 46.24 12 175-R0.5 49.99 92-L1.5 45.05 
13 61-R3 64.22 60-R3 58.15 13 63-R3 60.94 61-R3 55.54 13 62-R3 66.29 61-R3 60.25 
14 80-S1 71.20 78-S1 64.82 14 82-S1 68.75 80-S1 62.76 14 82-S1 74.51 80-S1 67.87 
15 75-L2 78.34 73-L2 71.14. 15 76-L2 74.60 75-L2 68.15 15 76-L2 80.59 74-L2 73.50 
16 70-S1.5 85.83 69-S1.5 78.29 16 72-S1.5 82.12 70-S1.5 75.10 16 71-S1.5 88.28 70-S1.5 80.73 
17 62-S2 129.53 60-82 .119.09 17 63-S2 122.69 61-S2 113.16 17 62-S2 130.23 61-S2 119.99 
18 58-L3 132.63 57-L3 121.64 18 59-L3 124.54 58-L3 114.87 18 59-L3 132.12 58-L3 121.93 
19 50-R4 146.53 49-R4 134.89 19 51-R4 137.35 49-R4 126.89 19 51-R4 145.28 49-R4 133.99 
20 175-01 182.05 175-01 163.40 20 53-S3 176.80 51-S3 164.40 20 53-S3 185.54 51-S3 172.34 
21 175-SC 182.05 175-SC 163.40 21 50-L4 187.05 49-L4 174.27 21 50-L4. 195.97 4S-L4 182.46 
22 52-S3 188.84 51-S3 174.72 22 175-01 210.16 175-01 188.85 22 175-01 203.48 175-01 182.57 
23 49-L4 199.58 48-L4 184.74   . 23 175-SC 210.16 175-SC 188.85 23 175-SC 203.48 175-SC 182.57 
24 43-R5 258.61 42-R5 240.56 24 43-R5 238.43 42-R5 222.14 24 43-R5 248.02 42-R5 231.16 
25 45-S4 260.33 44-S4 241.48 25 46-S4 241.49' 44-S4 224.93 25 46-S4 251.22 44-S4 233.78 
26 44-L5 272.59 42-L5 253.57 26 44-L5 251.08 43-L5 234.41 26 44-L5 260.81 43-L5 243.58 
27 175-02 312.82 175-02 281.96 27 41-85 290.84 40-S5 270.73 27 41-S5 . 300.81 40-S5 280:12 
28 41-S5 315.45 40-S5 293.32 28 39-S6 327.36 38-S6 305.96 28 39-S6 338.00 175-02 306.66 
29 39-S6 359.91 38-S6 335.90 29 175-02 349.27 17502 315.01 29 175-02 340.37 38-S6 315.96 
30 35-SQ 432.54 34-SQ 399.77 30 35-SQ 393.10 34-SQ 363.63 30 35-SQ 404.35 34-SQ 374.18 
31 175-03 1241.60 175-03 1128.50 31 175-03 1312.80 175-03 1193.20 31 175-03 1294.50 175-03 1176.10 
32 175-04 3169.60 175-04 2892.50 32 175-04 3282.30 175-04 2995.20 32 175-04 3252.70 175-04 2967.40 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS-PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2000 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35. 
Life Table % Surviving    94.8 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.5. 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2001 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    94.6 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.4 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.   2002 - 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age 35 
Life Table % Surviving    94.6 

Sum Of Life Tabl 33.4 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85% Of ASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

i *<,/       "-east Least 
¥*       Sum Of     Life/       Sum0f 

Rank   Curve     Square     Curve     Square 

1' 171-R1 7.45 170-R1 6.60 1 165-R1 10.28 . 163-R1 9.08 1 161-R1 15.15 15&R1 13.43 
2 129-R1.5 10.14 128-R1.5 8.99 2 125-R1.5 13.64 124-R1.5 12.08 2 122-R1.5 19.41 175-S.5 16.78 

.   3 175-S.5 16.24 175-S.5 13.41 3 175-S.5 15.92 175-S.5 13.31 3 175-S.5 19.54 121-R1.5 17.25 

.   4 94-R2 20.00 93-R2 .   17.81 4 92-R2 25.52 91-R2 22.75 4 91-R2 33.83 89-R2 30.23 

5 152-L0.5 22.54 150-L0.5 19.97 5 148-L0.5 28.18 146-L0.5 24.95 5 175-LO 36.04 175-LO .   30.47 
6 175-L0 31.00 175-L0 25.40 6 175-L0 31.10 175-L0 25.76 6 145-L0.5 36.74 143-L0.5 32.64 
7 76-R2.5, 33.40 75-R2.5 29.96 7 75-R2.5 41.15 74-R2.5 37.00 7 175-R0.5 40.96 175-R0.5 34.85 

8 124-SO 34.44 122-SO 30.63 8 121-S0 41.65 119-SO 37.02 8 74-R2.5 52.01 117-SO 46.51 

. 9 113-L1 40.56 111-L1 36.50 9 175-R0.5 44.30 17&R0.5 38.06 9 119-SO 52.17 73-R2.5 46.92 

10 101-S0.5 45.35 99-S0.5 40.66 10 111-L1 49.03 109-L1 44.12 10 .    110-L1 60.83 108-L1 54.91 

11 175-R0.5 52.77 175-R0,5 45.89 11 99-S0.5 54.13 97-S0.5 48:57 11 98-S0.5 66.47 96-S0.5 59.75 
12 94-Li.5 54.33 92-L1.5 49.14 12 92-L1.5 64.46 91-L1.5 58.32 12 91-L1.5 78.12 90-L1.5 70.86 

13 63-R3 71.19 '    61-R3 64.80 13 62-R3 83.54 61-R3 76.13 13 61-R3 99.55 60-R3 90.76 
14 82-S1 79.93 80-S1 72.78 14 81-S1 92.60 79-S1 .  84.28 14 80-S1 109.08 78-S1 '99.57 

15 76-L2 86.08 75-L2 78.44 15 75-L2 99.85 74-L2 90.96 15 75-L2 117.29 73-L2 107.11 

16 72-81.5 94.00 70-S1.5 85.88 16 71-S1.5 106.23 69-S1.5 98.98 16 70-S1.5 126.29 69-S1.5 115.79 
17 63-S2 136.33 61-S2 125.86 17 62-S2 154.38 61-S2 142.65 17 175-01 172.54 175-01 152.60 
18 .     59-L3 138.21 58-L3 127.43 18 59-L3 156.95 57-L3 144.94 18 175-SC 172.54 175-SC 152.60 

19 51-R4 150.93 50-R4 139.80 19 50-R4 170.86 49-R4 157.85 19 62-S2 176.06 60-S2 163.11 
20 53-S3 191.44 52453 178.37 20 175-01 186.15 175-01 165.63 20 59-L3 179.28 57-L3 165.53 
21 50-L4 201.96 175-01" 185.46 21 175-SC 186.15 175-SC 165.63 21 50-R4 193.48 49-R4 179.37 
22 175-01 207.34 175-SC 185.46. 22 53-S3 214.58 51-S3 199.21 22 52-S3 239.51 51-S3 223.06 
23 175-SC 207.34 49-L4 188.30 23 50-L4 225.67 48-L4 209.90 23 49-L4 251.24 48-L4 234.16 
24 43-R5 252.95 42-R5 236.11 24 43-R5 280.12 42-R5 261.89 24 175-02 297.36 175-02 265.05 . 

25 46-S4 255.60 44-S4 239.38 25 45-S4 283.57 44-S4 264.23 25 43-R5 308.23 42-R5 288.87 

26 44-L5 265.50 43-L5 248.32 26 44-L5 293^44 43-L5 274.89 26 45-S4 311.17 .44-84 290.80 
27 41-S5 304.61 40-S5 284.17 27 175-02 316.64 175-02 283.50 27 44-L5 321.97 43-L5 302.33 
28 39-S6 338.78 175-02 310.04 2* 41-S5 334.12 40-55 312.23 28 41-S5 363.36 40-S5 340.37 

29 175-02 344.95 38-S6 317.28 29 39-S6 372.12 38-S6 348.91 29 39-S6 403.04 38-S6 378.59 
30 35-SQ 402.43 34-SQ 373.07 30 35-SQ 439.08 34-SQ 407.67 30 35-SQ 471.48 34-SQ 438.64 

31 175-03 1301.90 175-03 1181.40 31 175-03 1243.60 175-03 1126.60 31 17503 1200.40 175-03 1085.20 
32 175-04 3263.30 175-04 2974.90 32 175-04 3168.90 175-04 2886.10 32 175-04 3096.70 175-04 2816.90 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 

Gas Division 
376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-CutAge 35 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2003-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008    ■ 

Retirement Expr. 2004-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Retirement Expr.  2005 • 2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 
Life Table % Surviving    94.8 Life Table % Surviving    95.5 Life Table % Surviving    95.1 
Sum Of Life Tabl 33.4 Sum Of Life Tabl 33.5 Sum Of Life Tabl 33.4 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full . 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%0fASL 

Rant 

Least 
L'fe/       Sum Of 

;   Cu've     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rant 

,*,       Least 
Lrfe/       Sum Of 

t   Curve     Square 

i f /       Least 
L|fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

.'   ■■'     Least 
^       Sum Of 

Rank   Curve     Square 

IT/' '    Least 

L'W       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 171-R1      15.51 169-R1 13.63 1 175-R1     20.35 175-R1      17.34 1 173-R1     24.43 171-R1     21.00 
2 129-R1.5     19.24 128-R1.5 16.98 2 139-R1.5     22.67 137-R1.5     19.83 2 131-R1.5     28.90 129-R1.5     25.00 
3 175-S.5     24.87 175-S.5 21.00 3 100-R2     34.33 99-R2     30.36 3 175-S.5     35.97 175-S.5     29.98 
4 95-R2     31.87 93-R2 28.39 4 162-L0.5     38.87 175-S.5'   33.10 4 96-R2     43.37 94-R2     38.09 
5 152-L0.5     35.63 150-L0.5 31.55 5 175-S.5     39.61 159-L0.5     34.20 5 154-L0.5     48.09 152-L0.5 .  42.00 
6 175-LO     43.45 175-LO 36.34 6 81-R2.5     48.64 79-R2.5     43.44 6 175-LO     57.89 175-LO     48.04 
7 77-R2.5     47.70 75-R2.5 42.88 7 131-SO     53.26 129-S0     47.14 7 78-R2.5     60.75 76-R2.5     53.98 
8 124-SO     50.29 122-S0 44.75 8 119-L1.    57.44 175-LO     50.92 8 126-SO     64.63 124-SO.    56.86 
9 114-L1      56.40 175-R0.5 50.64 9 175-LO     61.50 117-L1     5148 9 175-R0.5     .69.73 175-R0.5     59.82 
10 175-R0.5     58.22 112-L1 50.82 10 106-S0.5     64.34 104-S0.5     57.49 10 115-L1      70.55 113-L1     62.93 
11 101-S0.5     62.64 99-S0.5 56.24 11 99-L1:5     72.22 97-L1.5     65.21 11 102-S0.5     77.90 101-S0.5     69.22 
12 94-L1.5     72.17 93-L1.5 65.39 12 175-R0.5     86.48 175-R0.5     75.02 12 96-Li;5     87.60 94-L1.5     78.71 
13 63-R3     89.82 62-R3 81.94 13 65-R3     87.09 64-R3     79.07 13 64-R3   105.57 62-R3     95.63 
14 82-S1    100.79 81-S1 91.99 14 86-S1      99.37 84-S1     90.35 14 83-S1    118.17 81-S1    107.12 
15 77-L2    106.99 75-L2 97.61 15 79-L2    103.82 77-L2     94.56 15 77-L2   124.12 76-L2   112.62 
16 72-S1.5    115.23 70-S1.5 105.70 16 75-S1.5   111.66 73-S1.5   101.98 16 73-S1.5   132.71 71-S1.5   120.90 
17 63-S2    158.80 62-S2 147.14 17 65-S2    150.11 63-S2   138.81 17 64-S2   176.72 62-S2   162.89 
18 59-L3   160.71 58-L3 148.41 18 61-L3   150.54 60-L3   139.22 18 60-L3   177.82 59-L3   164.08 
19 51-R4   172.24 50-R4 159.78 19 52-R4   159.69 51-R4 ,147.84 19 51-R4   188.99 50-R4   174.48 
20 175-01    210.08 175-01 187.82 20 54-S3   196.06 53-S3   182.71 20 175-01   224.41 175-01    199.04 
21 175-SC   210.08 175-SC 187.82 21 51-L4   205.73 50-L4   192.06 21 175-SC   224.41 175-SC   199.04 
22 53-S3   213.07 52-S3 198.76 22 44-R5   244.87 43-R5   229.55 22 53-S3   229.73 52-S3   213.38 
23 50-L4   223.60 49-L4 20881 23 46-S4   247.09 45-S4   230.97 23 50-L4   240.23 49-L4   223.52 
24 43-R5   272.34 42-R5 254.76 24 45-L5   256.03 175-01    23337 24 43-R5   286.10 42-R5   267.18 
25 46-S4   274.40 45-S4 257.31 25 175-01    262.07 175-SC   233.37 25 46-S4   286.99 45-S4   268.58 
26 44-L5   284.40 43-L5 266.47 26 175-SC   262.07 44-L5   240.47 26 44-L5   297.46 43-L5   278.22 
27 42-S5   321.87 40-S5 301:15 27 42-S5   282.68 41-S5   265.57 27 42-S5   329.77 41-S5   309.64 
28 175-02   346.49 175-02 311.33 28 39-S6   308.25 38-S6   289.37 28 39-S6   358.65 175-02   323.95 
29 39-S6   353.28 38-S6 331.08 29 35-SQ   356.52 34-SQ   331.42 29 175-02   362.68 38-S6   336.43 
30 35-SQ   415.16 34-SQ 384.21 30 175-02   412.13 175-02   369.03 30 35-SQ   414.48 34-SQ   384.28 
31 175-03 1297.80 175-03 1177.70 31 175-03 1420.20 175-03 1285.90 31 175-03 1321.40 175-03 119570 
32 175-04 3252.00 175-04 2964.80 32 175-04 3442.20 17&04 3133.60 32 175-04 3283.90 175-04 2989.00 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

376.20  DISTR. MAINS - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 35 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.   2006-2008 
;   1968-2008 

Retirement Expr.  2007-2008 
Placement Years  1968-2008 

Max Exposure Age            35 Max Exposure Age            35 

Life Table % Surviving    94.9 Life Table % Surviving       99 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.2 SumOfLifeTabl 34.3   • 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL I -ull 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

... .       Least 
L'fe/   .   Sum Of 
Curve    'Square Curve     Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Least 
L'fe/       sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 . 156-R1     52.58 153-R1     45.68 1 •175-R2.5 1.66 175-R2.5       1.27 

2 175-S.5     58.64 175-S.5     50.82 2 120-R3 2.10 117-R3       1.89 

3 119-R1.5     60.50 117-R1.5     52.82 3 175-L1.5 3.08 175-L1.5       2:40 

4 175-R0.5     67.26 175-R0.5     56.37 4 148-S1 4.24 145-S1       3.89 

5 90-R2     84.31 175-LO     72.47 5 134-L2 4.44 131-L2       4.08 

6 175-LO     84.43 88-R2     74.51 6 122-S1.5 4.61 119-S1.5       4.23 

7 143-L0.5     89.59 141-L0.5     78:71 7 72-R4 6.40 70-R4       5.91 

8 74-R2.5   110.96 72-R2.5     99.16 8 93-S2 7.19 91-S2       6.66 

9 11&S0   112.99 116-SO     99.78 9 88-L3 7.35 175-S0.5       6.69 

10 110-L1    123.95 107-L1    110.96 10 175-S0.5 8.48 85-L3       6.80 

11 97-50.5   132.77 95-S0.5   118.36 11 70-S3 9.99 68-S3       9.31 

12 91-L1.5   147.53 89-L1.5   132.87 12 65-L4 11.37 63-L4     10.63 

13 62-R3   173.70 60-R3   157.77 13 54-S4 13.11 53-S4     12.32 

14 175-01    184.35 175-01    159,27 14 51-R5 13.17 50-R5     12.35 

15 175-SC   184.35 175-SC   159.27 15 52-L5 14.31 50-L5     13.47 

16 80-S1    188.12 78-S1    170.73 16 46-S5 15.14 45-S5     14.29 

17 75-L2   197.49 73-L2   179.69 17 41-S6 16.59 175-R2     14.46 

18 71-S1.5   208.39 69-S1.5   190.13 18 175-R2 16.96 40-S6     15.56 

19 62-S2   265.51 61-S2   245.22 19 35-SQ 18.75 175-L1 .   16.47 

20 59-L3   268.05 57-L3   247.87 20 175-L1 20.14 34-SQ     17.69 

21 51-R4   282.58 49-R4   261.57 21 175-SO 45.65 175-SO     38.37 

22 175-02   301.80 175-02   264.06 22 175-R1.5 91.88 175-R1.5     81,65 

23 53-S3   331.81 i   51-S3   309.69 23 175-L0.5 134:34 175-L0.5   117.07 

24 50-L4 .344.19 49-L4   321.83 24 175-R1 228.54 175-R1    205.33 

25 43-R5   398.83 42-R5   374.07 '   25 175-S.5 328.58 175-S.5   294.48 

26 46-S4   401.23 45-S4   377.24 26 175-LO 355.21 175-LO   314.32 

27 44-L5   412.08 43-L5   387.13 27 175-R0.5 505.83 175-R0.5   458.03 

28 42-S5   451.28 40-S5   424.16 28 175-01 892.57 175-01   811.39 

29 39-S6   483.14 38-S6   455.36 29 175-SC 892.57 175-SC   811.39 

30 35-SQ   543.48 34-SQ   507.86 30 175-02 1162.00 175-02 1057.00 

31 175-03 1172.50 175-03 1050.80 31 175-03 2670.20 175-03 2435.00 

32 175-04 3028.70 175-04 2741.30 32 175-04 5293.00 175-04 4837.30 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-CutAge 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1979 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966 - 2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.7 

Sum Of LifeTabl 35.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2004-2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    87.0 

Sum Of LifeTabl 37.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2003 - 2007 
Placement Years  1966-2007 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    85.6 

Sum Of LifeTabl 36.6 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%0fASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Least 
L!fe/       Sum Of 
Cu™     Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

lifp/       "-east 
L,fe'       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 r /       "-east 
U*       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 145-03 9:55 142-03      2.40 1 115-S.5 3.61 78-R1.5 2.28 1 108-R0.5      3.71 84-R1       1.61 
2 89-01 11.59 98-02       2.43 2 98-R1 3.93 114-S.5 3.04 2 150:02       5.03 98-S.5      2.61 
3 89-SC 11.59 87-01       2.49 3 80-R1.5 4.58 98-R1 3.58 3 133-01       5.09 107-R0.5       2.71 
4 100-02 11.63 87^C       2.49 4 126-R0.5 8.48 124-LO 6.32 4 133-SC       5.09 150-02       4.63 
5 74-R0.5 22;68 72-R0.5      5.20 5 126-L0 9.35 128-R0.5 7.23 5 85-R1       6.08 . 133-01       4.64 
6 72-S.5 63.17 60-R1     25.46 6 158-01 11.82 161-01 9.51 6 100-S.5      8.00 133-SC       4.64 
7 62-R1 67.33 70-S.5     25.65 7 158-SC 11.82 161-SC 9.51 7 71-R1.5     22:11 69-R1.5       7.55 
8 82-LO 101.67 79-L0     51.29 8 175-02 12.03 175-02 10.95 8 111-L0     24.08 108-LO     12.12 
9 175-04 145.19 175-04     80.90 9 103-L0.5 19.40 100-L0,5 11.26 9 93-L0.5     52.24 89-L0.5     27.21 
10 55-R1.5 172.40 52-R1.5     83.68 10 66-R2 30.99 64-R2 15.16 10 79-SO     77.88 58-R2     44:80 
11 72-L0.5 212.11 68-L0.5   118.77 11 87-SO 35.61 85-SO 22.74 11 61-R2     88.94 76-S0     45.22 
12 62-SO 263.32 59-SO   154.67 12 76-S0.5 69.43 72-S0.5 44.01 12 70-S0.5   141.37 66-S0.5     85.32 
13 50-R2 414.56 47-R2   239.43 13 85-L1 71.81 82-L1 44.21 13 79-L1    149.68 75-L1     90.33 
14 57-S0.5 448.82 53-S0.5   277.91 14 59-R2.5 81.71 56-R2.5 45.00 14 55-R2.5   184.97 52-R2.5   105.16 
15 64-L1 464.12 60-L1    294.14 15 74-L1.5 113.40 70-L1.5 70.66 15 175-03   187.85 65-L1.5   136.95. 
16 58-L1.5 680.39 44-R2.5   436.57 .16 67-S1 161.49 63-S1 106.93 16 69-L1.5   22327 175-03   137.23 
17 47-R2.5 702.11 54-L1.5   440.04 17 53-R3 206.17 50-R3 126.95 17 62-S1    286.67 59-S1    186.84 
18 53-S1 782.01 49-S1    516.17 18 61-S1.5 226.39 57-S1.5 148.63 18 51-R3   383.92 47-R3   239.42 
19 50-S1.5 1061.30 46-S1.5   713.67 19 65-L2 236.31 61-L2 150.37 19 57-S1.5   394.01 54-S1.5   257.89 
20 54-L2 1137.90 50-L2   769.59 20 56-S2 369.40 52-S2 248.69 20 62-L2   416.66 58-L2   268.23 
21 45-R3 1177.80 41-R3   780.31 21 55-L3 454.69 51-L3 295.89 21 54-S2   604.65 50-S2   407.92 
22 48-S2 1518.40 44-S2 1050.80 22 175-03 491.37 44-R4 334.76 22 53-L3   748.00 49-L3   497.18 
23 48-L3 1932.60 44-L3 1348.20 23 48-R4 512.63 175-03 391.63 23 46-R4   828.14 42-R4   557.12 
24 43-R4 2150.40 39-R4 1493.10 24 50-S3 624.86 46-S3 421.71 24 49-S3   972.49 45-S3   666.11 
25 45-S3 2339.40 41-S3 1660.10 25 48-L4 682.64 44-L4 455.39 25 47-L4 1069.70 43-L4   726.83 
26 44-L4 2678.80 40-L4 1899.60 26 46-S4 981.87 42-S4 661.26 26 45-S4 1473.40 41-S4 1022.40 
27 43-S4 3422.00 39-S4 2476.10 27 44-R5 1015.80 40-R5 679.07 27 175-04 1517.90 39-R5 1066.60 
28 41-R5 3657.20 38-R5 2655.80 28 45-L5 1045.60 41-L5 70027 28 43-R5 1538.70 40-L5 1090.50 
29 42-L5 3730.70 38-L5 2712.60 29 44-S5 1325.20 40-S5 896.55 29 44-L5 1575.90 175-04 1121.40 
30 42-S5 4411.80 38-S5 3239.70 30 42-S6 1607.00 38-S6 1094.80 30 43-85 1925.70 39-S5 1351.10 
31 41-S6 5189.20 37-S6 3850.80 31 40-SQ 2160.00 36-SQ 1511.20 31 42-S6 2299.00 38-S6 1637.90 
32 40-SQ 6710.50 36-SQ 5087.10 32 175-04 2248.50 175-04 1728.80 32 40-SQ 2998.60 36-SQ 2193.90 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2002-2006 
1966-2006 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2001-2005 
1966-2005 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

,   2000-2004 
1966-2004 

Max Exposure Age            40. Max Exposure Age            40 Max Exposure Age            40 
Life Table % Surviving    82.8 Life Table % Surviving    79.2 Life Table % Surviving    77.7 

Sum Of Life Tab! 35.9 SumOfLifeTabl 35.1 SumOfLifeTabl 34.8 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

I Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%0fASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Least 
U*       Sum Of 
Cu,ve     Square Rank 

Curve     Square 

1 * /   '   "-east 
L^       sum Of 
Curve    Square Rank 

1 * /   •     Least 

Lrfe/ ■    Sum Of 
Cu™     Square 

, if /       "-east 
L^       sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 88-R0.5 14.73 81-S.5       3.48 1 73-R0.5     36.71 69-S.5       9.72 1 68-R0.5     51.24 64-S.5     14.51 
2 121-02 17.42 69-R1       3.59 2 98-02     40.70 59-R1      12.36 2 91-02     53.46 73-L0     18.24 
3 107-O1 17.52 86-R0.5       8.45 3 88-01     40.89 78-L0     13.75 3 81-01.    53.59 55-R1      18.69 
4 107-SC 17152 91-L0     10.47 4 88-SC     40.89 71-R0.5     20.01 4 81-SC     5359 66-R0.5     26.40 

5 175-03 18.56 59-R1.5     13.73 5 142-03     42.87 97-02     31.29 5 . 131-03     55.79 89-02     40.09 
6 84-S.5 20.16 119,02     14.01 6 71-S.5     43.48 86-01      31.36 6 67-S.5     61.98 79-01     40.25 
7 72-R1 20.93 106-O1      14.08 7 61-R1      53.29 86-SC     31.36 •7 175-04     67.94 79-SC     40.25 
8 94-L0 36.86 106-SC     1.4.08 8 81-L0     57.47 140-03     35.07 , 8 76-L0  .75.52 129-03     45.15. 
9 62-R1.5 57.23 . 174-03     15.66 ' 9 54-R1.5    127.74 51-R1.5     35.59 9 58-R1     80.01 175-04     50.25 
10 80-L0.5 86.32 77-L0.5     33.25 10 70-L0.5   137.30 67-Lb.5     48.21 10 67-L0.5   173.56 49-R1.5     53.87 

11 69-S0 116.25 66-SO     52.27 11 175-04   148.51 58-S0     69.69 11 52-R1.5   181.63 63-L0.5     59.77 
12 55-R2 177.02 51-R2     76.00 12 61-SO   173.72 175-04     99.45 12 58-SO   216.22 55-SO     83.52 
13 62-S0.5 217.60 58-S0.5   112.73 13 49-R2   331.56 46-R2    142.38 13 53-S0.5   405.35 44-R2   188.36 
14 70-L1 232.68 66-L1    122.03 14 56-S0.5   331.58 52-S0.5   159.79 14 60-L1    406.74 50-S0.5   189.90. 
15 50-R2.5 341.74 47-R2.5   174.18 15 63-L1    341.27 59-L1    170.43 15 48-R2   432.75 57-L1    198.71 

16 63-L1.5 356.36 59-L1.5   197.10 16 57-L1.5   544.51 53-L1.5   293.15 16 55-L1.5   654.96 51-L1.5   346.82 
17 57-S1 428:46 53-S1    251.01 17 46-R2.5   601.58 43-R2.5   304.59 17 50-S1    746.48 42-R2.5   388.92 
18 53-S1.5 602.81 49-S1.5   364.65 18 52-S1    627.35 48-S1    352.32 18. 45-R2.5   759.11 46-S1   413.09 
19 47-63 647.58 44-R3   378:56 19 49-S1.5   900.24 45-S1.5   531.17 19 47-S1.5 1077.60 44-S1.5   621.03 
20 57-L2 656.81 53-L2   395.54 20 53-L2   980.60 49-L2   582.62 20 52-L2 1165.10 48-L2   682.90 
21 175-04 675.87 175-04   481.23 21 44-R3 1058.00 41-R3   609.55 21 434%) 1299 JO 40-R3   746.62 
22 50-S2 914.46 46-S2   582.05 22 47-S2 1344.40 43-S2   838.17 22 46-S2 1587.20 42-S2   975.01 
23 50-L3 1187.20 46-L3   756.67 23 48-L3 1801.10 44-L3 1145.40 23 47-L3 2137.70 43-L3 1351.30 
24 44-R4 1313.20 40-R4   846.37 24 42-R4 2027.80 38-R4 1303.70 24 41-R4 2443.70 38-R4 1551.00 
25 46-S3.1494.40 43-S3   988.50 25 44-S3 2203.40 40-S3 1448.00 25 43-S3 2592.80 40-S3 1690.90 
26 45-L4 1702.40 41-L4 1121.00 26 44-L4 2600.10 40-L4 1711.40 26 43-L4 3093.20 39-L4 2034.50 
27 44-S4 2272.50 40-S4 1547.00 27 42-S4 3385.90 38-S4 2315.80 27 42-S4 3973.80 38-S4 2698.60 
28 42-R5 2411.40 38-R5 1643.20 28 41-R5 3652.60 37-R5 2503.70 28 41-R5 4332.10 37-R5 2961.60 
29 43-L5 2467.40 39-L5 1681.00 29 42-L5 3733.50 38-L5 2560.80 29 42-L5 4428.10 38-L5 3042.00 
30 42-S5 2992.00 38-S5 2083.70 30 41-S5 4476.30 37-S5 3150.70 30 41-S5 5245.50 37-S5 3689.00 
31 41-S6 3590.10 37-S6 2550.50 31 41-S6 5373.30 37-S6 3873.60 31 41-S6 6355.40 37-S6 4614.50 
32 40-SQ 4639.50 36-SQ 3456.50 32 40-SQ 6998.10 36-SQ 5267.40 32 40-SQ 8217.40 36-SQ 6228.10 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-CutAge 40 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

.   1999-2003 
;   1966-2003 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

.   1998-2002 
i   1966-2002 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.   1997-2001 
i   1966-2001 

Max Exposure Age            40 Max Exposure Age 10 Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    76.3 Life Table % Surviving    79.2 Life Table % Surviving    78.4 
SumOfLifeTabl 34.4 SumOfLifeTabl 35 Sum Of Life Tabl .34.4 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full . 15-85%0fASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 
Cune     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

. * /       "-east 
Lrfe/       Sum Of 
Cljrve     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Least 
L>fe/       gum Of 
Curve     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Qf 
Square 

1 85-02     68.71 61-S.5 21.14 1 71-R0.5     69.44 66-S.5 25.73 1 173-04     68.11 166-04 27.83 
2 64-R0.5     68.79 69-LO 22.83 2 85-01     70.56 75-LO 25.97 2 125-03     71.25 120-03 27.89 
3 75-01     68.99 52-R1 27.45 3 85-SC     70.56 57-R1 30.84 3 87-02     79.30 74-01 28.70 
4 75-SC     68.99 61-R0.5 34.06 4 95-02     70.59 68-R0.5 39.95 4 77-01     79.33 74-SC 28.70 
5 122-03     71.05 83-02 50.34 5 138-03     71.88 93-02 53.10 5 77-80     79.33 83-02 28.72 
6 169-04     72.70 74-01 50.61 '   6_ 69-S.5     80.04 83-01 53.33 6 65-R0.5   111.99 62-R0.5 36.26 
7 63-S.5     81.84 74-SC 50.61 7 79-LO     92.56 83-SC 53.33 . 7 65-S.5   181.77 61-S.5 65.49 
8 72-LO     93.64 120-03 56.82 8 60-R1     95.61 135-03 57.60 8 56-R1   211.89 53-R1 78.29 
9 55-R1    110.03 16&04 59.97 ,9 175-04   130.71 50-R1.5 58.45 9 73-L0   226.06 69-LO 91.55 
10 64-L0.5   209.21 60-L0.5 71.03 10 69-L0.5   185.74 65-L0.5 62.27 10 65-L0.5   405.76 47-R1.5 183.28 
11 50-R1.5   242.15 47-R1.5 76.17 11 53-R1.5   187.98 56-S0 83.42 11 51-R1.5   408.73 61-L0.5 193.21 
12 55-SO   260.27 52-SO 98.35 12 60-SO   225.00 175-04 84.47 12 57-SO   478.59 53-SO 238.23 
13 58-L1    469.09 48-S0.5 220.83 13 55-S0.5   402.02 45-R2 177.66 13 59-L1    757.78 49-S0.5 418.92 
14 51-S0.5   480.17 54-L1 224.32 14 62-L1   409.28 51-S0.5 179.82 14 52-S0.5   760.81 55-L1 423.97 
15 46-R2   540.44 43-R2 237.07 15 49-R2   418.74 58-L1 188.25 15 47-R2   789.77 43-R2 425.81 
16 53-L1.5   764.79 50-L1.5 400.71 16 56-L1.5   642.41 52-L1.5 326.67 16 54-L1.5 1100.30 50-L1.5 649.06 
.17 48-S1    867.34 45-S1 468.34 17 46-R2.5   720.42 42-R2.5 360.94 17 49-S1 1221.60 41-R2.5 721.08 
18 44-R2.5   930.06 41-R2.5 481.71 18 51-S1    724.92 47-S1 385.28 18 45-R2;5 1229.20 45-S1 739.62 
19 46-S1.5 1246.30 43-S1.5 716.46 19 48-S1.5 1035.00 45-S1.5 583.35 19 47-S1.5 1633.90 43-81,5 1027.50 
20 50-L2 1339.40 46-L2 782,55 20 53-L2 1124.80 48-L2 645.67 20 51-L2 1742.80 47-L2 1106.00 
21 42-R3 1555.40 39-R3 889.96 21 44-R3 1221.40 40-R3 694.38 21 43-R3 1900.50 39-R3 1207.40 
22 45-S2 1829.10 41-S2 1114.50 22 46-S2 1522.10 43-S2 920.34 22 45-S2 2260.60 41-S2 1490.30 
23 46-L3 2470.10 42-L3 1557.00 23 47-L3 2030.30 43-L3 1270.50 23 47-L3 289510 42-L3 1955.30 
24 41-R4 2848.80 37-R4 1810.10 24 42-R4 2285.10   ' 38-R4 1447.10 24 41-R4 3234.20 38-R4 2214.70 
25 43-S3 2985.60 39-S3 1928.90 25 44-S3 2462.30 40-S3 1589.60 25 43-S3 3415.60 39-S3 2358.90 
26 43-L4 3610.80 39-L4 2375.50 26 44-L4 2910.70 40-L4 1918.90 26 43-L4 3953.90 39-L4 2771.50 
27 41-S4 4562.70 37-S4 3115.70 27 42-S4 3745.40 38-S4 2557.30 27 42-S4 4903.30 38-S4 3537.60 
28 40:R5 5011.50 36-R5 3463.30 28 41-R5 4037.00 37-R5 2781.90 28 41-R5 5254.70 37-R5 3825.20 
29 41-L5 5109.20 37-L5 3523.50 29 42-L5 4124.60 38-L5 2850.00 29 42-L5 5355.50 38-L5 3915.10 

' 30 41-S5 6055.90 37-S5 4274.10 30 41-S5 4901.70 37-S5 3483.00 30 41-S5 6189.80 37-S5 4611.10 
31 40-S6 7257.00 36-S6 5275.80 .      31. 41-S6 5831.50 37-S6 4279.50 31 41-S6 7240.10 37-S6 5547.30 
32 40-SQ 9451.30 36-SQ 7202.60 32 40-SQ 7466.90 36-SQ 5725.40 32 40-SQ 9003.40 36-SQ 7113^50 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1996-2000 
Placement Years  1966-2000 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving     76.0 

Sum Of Life Tab! 33.5 

Curve Flttlhg Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1995-1999 
Placement Years  1966 -1999 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving     74.8 

SumOfLifeTabl 33.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.. 1994.-1998 
Placement Years  1966-1998 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving     72.9 

SumOfLifeTabl 32.5 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

,.,,       Least 
L'fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

, w       "-east 
L|fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 150-04   120.90 143-04 42.21 1 139-04 172.01 132-04 65.35 1 127-04   237.32 120-04 99.63 

2 109-03   130.09 103-03 45:40 2 101-03 186.31 96-03 71.51 2 92-03   258.76 87-03 109.36 

3 76-02   152.36 64-01 53.53 3 63-01 221.20 67-02 87.32 3 58-01    311.02 55-01 134.66 

4 68-01    152.54 64-SC 53.53 4 63-SC 221.20 60-O1 87.45 4 58-SC   311.02 55-SC 134.66 

5 68-SC   152.54 72-02 53.60     . 5 71-02 221.33 60-SC 87,45 5 65-02   311.74 61-02 135.05 

6 58-R0.5   231.63 55-R0.5 89.08 6 55-R0.5 337.95 51-R0.5 146.99 6 51-R0.5   477.20 48-R0.5 223.60 

7 58-S.5   354.56 . 54-S.5 157.06 .   7 55-S.5 491:96 52-S.5 239.42 7 52-S.5   652.99 48-S.5 327.79 

8 66-L0   410.03 62-L0 192.28 8 63-L0 547.76 59-L0 276.79 8 58-LO   690.30 54-L0 355.28 

9 51-R1    431.64 48-R1 197.14 9 49-R1 610.14 45-R1 306.22 9 46-R1   841.53 43-R1 444.81 

10 60-L0.5   696.22 55-L0.5 371.22 10 57-L0.5 901.30 53-L0.5 506.73 10 54-L0.5 1121.20 50-L0.5 638.10 

11 47:R1.5   767.62 44-R1.5 405.27 11 46-R1.5 1042.60 42-R1.5 585:24 11 47-SO 1309:00 44-SO 758.97 

12 52-SO   809.72 48-S0 444.79 12 50-S0 1045.90 .   46-SO 601.59     -' 12 44-R1.5 1395.00 40-R1.5 809.71 

13 55-L1 1185.90 51-L1 709.38 13 53-L1 1479.00 49-L1 914.99 13 50-L1 1783.30 46-L1 1105.90 

14 49-S0.5 1223.50 45-S0.5 724.03 14 47-S0.5 1549.90 44-S0.5 955.00 14 45-S0.5 1918.00 41-S0.5 1193.80 

15 45-R2 1343.80 4i-R2 791.87 15 43-R2 1736.30 40-R2 1076.90 15 42-R2 2236.00 38-R2 1411.90. 

16 51-L1.5 1687.70 47-L1.5 1056.20 16 50-L1.5 2091.60 45-L1.5 1351.30 16 47-L1.5 2542.40 43-L1.5 1655.00 

17 47-S1 1857.40 43-S1 1178.40 17 45-S1 2286.70 41-S1 1496.10 17 43-S1 2788.40 40-S1 1828.80 

18 43-R2.5 1972.40 39-R2.5 1243.00 18 42-R2.5 2489.00 38-R2.5 1627.80 18 41-R2:5 3160.70 37-R2.5 2099^00 

19 45-S1.5 2429.20 41-S1.5 1597.00 19 44-S1.5 2965.20 40-S1.5.1998.40 19 42-S1.5 3606.40 .39-S1.5 2456.40 

20 49-L2 2553.10 44-L2 1695.30    . 20 47-L2 3087.10 43-L2 2096.80 20 46-L2 3714.50 42-L2 2541.10 

21 42-R3 2881.00 38-R3 1919.70 21 41-R3 3535.30 37-R3 2425.70 21 40-R3 4389.90 36-R3 3052.80 

22 44-S2 3247.50 40-S2 2216.50 22 43-S2 3899.30 39-S2 2717.80 22 41-S2 4700.00 38-S2 3301.60 

23 45-L3 4087.50 41-L3 2866.80 23 44-L3 4869.10 40-L3 3482.50 23 43-L3 5853.70 39-L3 4221.40 

24 40-R4 4616.60 37-R4 3274.80 24 40-R4 5504.60 36-R4 3982.90 24 39-R4 6721.30 35-R4 4937.80 

25 42-S3 4745.80 38-S3 3381.40 25 41-S3 5622.30 37-S3 4089.80 25 40-S3 6741 50 37-S3 4939.00 

26 42-L4 5516.40 38-L4 3996.50 26 42-L4 6528.10 38-L4 4826.20 26 41-L4 7858.70 37-L4 5858.90 

27 41-S4 6642.10 37-S4 4920.00 27 41-S4 7775.10 37-S4 5860.20 27 40-S4 9245.90 36-S4 7021.00 

28 40-R5 7144.20 36-R5 5346.90 28 40-R5 8344.60 36-R5 6341.90 28 39-R5 0025.00 35-R5 7722.30 

29 41-L5 7260.10 37-L5 5439.40 29 41-L5 8476.70 37-L5 6460.20 29 40-L5 0145.00 . 36-L5 7802.30 

30 40-S5 8309.30 36-S5 6347.70 30 40-S5 9572.70 36-S5 7406.80 30 40-S5 1390.00 36-S5 8888.40 

31 40-S6 9553.00 36-S6 7441.50 31 40-S6 0987.00 36-S6 8658.70 31 40-S6 3067.00 36-S6 0385.00 

32 40-SQ 1822.00 36-SQ 9487.50 32 40-SQ 3552.00 36-SQ 0971.00 32 40-SQ 6087.00 36-SQ 3107.00 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
5 Year Rolling Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.   1993-1997 
;  1966-1997 

Max Exposure Age           40 
Life Table % Surviving    71.5 

SumOfLifeTabl 32.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85% Of ASL 

Rank 

. -. #       Least 
|'fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

Least 
Jiw       Sum Of 
Gurve     Square 

1 119-04   283.40 113-04   122.86 
2 87-03   311.41 82-03    136.24 
3 55-01    381.36 58-02    171.83 
4 55-SC   381.36 52-01    172.54 

5 62-02   381.97 52-SC   172.54 

6 .49-R0.5   594.10 45-R0.5   291.24 
7 49-S.5   786.99 46-S.5   410.81 
8 56-LO   809.66 52-LO   428.22 
9 45^R1 1040.70 41-R1    568.28 
10 51-L0.5 1302.40 48-L0.5   759.18 
11 46-SO 1527.60 42-S0   907.25 
12 42-R1.5 1685.80 39-R1.5 1013.40 

13 48-L1 2035.80 44-L1 1285.70 
14 44-S0.5 2226.50 40-S0.5 1405.90 
15 41-R2 2648.10 37-R2 1708.80 
16 46-L1.5 2903.40 42-L1.5 1915.70 
17 42-S1 3192.20 39-S1 2127.20 
18 40-R2.5 3696.20 36-R2.5 2503.10 
19 41-S1.5 4121.90 3&-S1.5 2837.30 
20 44-L2 4202.90 40-L2 2911.40 
21 39-R3 5076.20 36-R3 3587.80 
22 41-S2 5333.10 37-S2 3775.40 
23 42-L3 6610.60 38-L3 4811.90 
24 40-S3 7590.00 36-S3 5595.10 
25 39-R4 7657.90 35-R4 5653.20 
26 40-L4 8904.50 36-L4 6708.40 
27 39-S4 0405.00 36-S4 7962.70 
28 39-R5 1257.00 35-R5 8705.10 
29 40-L5 1397.00 36-L5 8817.90 
30 39-S5 2796.00 36-S5 0055.00 
31 40-S6 4676.00 36-S6 1723.00 
32 40-SQ 8024.00 36-SQ 4741.00 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1979 • 2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.7 
SumOfLifeTabl 35.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1980 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 

Life Table % Surviving    79.7 
Sum Of Life Tabl 35.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1981 -2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 

Life Table % Surviving    79.6 
Sum Of Life Tabl 35.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Full 

fi   S'o, 
Cu™     Square 

15-85%OfASL 

i it./       Least 
L|fe/       Sum Of 
Cu^     square Rank 

Full 

Cu^     square 

15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

....       Least 
^fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

,.,       Least 

1 145-03 9.55 142-03       2.40 1 145-03       9.59 142-03       2.35 1 145-03       9.69 142-03       2.30 
2 89-01 11.59 98-02       2.43 2 89-01      11.65 98-02       2.41 2 .    89-01      11.77 87-01       2.41 
3 89-SC 11.59 87-01       2.49 3 89-SC     11.65 87-01       2.45 3 89-SC     11.77 87-SC       2.41 
4 100-O2 11.63 87-SC       2.49 4 100-O2     11.68 87-SC       2.45 4   ' 10&O2     11.80 98-02       2.42 
5 74-R0.5 22.68 72-R0.5      5.20 5 74-R0.5     22.89 72-R0.5       5.29 5 74-R0.5     23.26 72-R0.5      5.47 
6 72-S.5 63.17 6p-R1     25.46 6 72-S.5     63.62 ' 60-R1     25.88 6 72-S.5     64.38 60-R1     26.60 
7 62-R1 67.33 70-S.5     25.65 7 62-R1     67.87 70-S.5     26.03 7 62-R1     68.79 70-S.5     26.68 
8 82-L0 101.67 79-LO     51.29 8 82-L0   102.36 79-LO     51.79 8 82-LO   103.53, 79-LO     52.64 
9 175-04 145.19 .175-04     80.90 9 175-04   143.31 175-04     79.49 9 175-04   140.29 175-04     77.25 
10 55-R1.5 172.40 52-R1.5     83.68 10 55-R1.5   173.54 52-R1.5     84.41 10 55-R1.5   175.44 52-Ri:5     85.62 
11 . 72-L0.5 212.11 68-L0,5   118.77 11 72-L0.5   213.44 68-L0.5   119.63 11 71-L0.5   215.36 68-L0.5   121.06 
12 62-SO 263.32 59-SO   154.67 12 62-SO   264.71 59-SO   155.73 12 62-SO   267.03 59-SO   157.48 
13 50-R2 414.56 47-R2   239.43 13 50-R2   416.55 47-R2   240.94 13 50-R2   419.84 47-R2   243.40 
14 57-S0.5 448.82 53-S0.5   277.91 14 57-S0.5   451.00 53-S0.5   279.35 14 56-S0.5   454.46 53-S0.5   281.71 
15 64-L1 464.12 60-L1   294.14 15 64-L1    466.11 60-L1    295.57 15 64-L1   469.41 60-L1   297.92 
16 58-L1.5 680.39 44-R2.5   436.57 16 58-L1.5   683.01 44-R2.5   438.91 16 58-L1.5   687.31 44-R2.5   442.73 
17 47-R2.5 702.11 54-L1.5   440.04 17 47-R2.5   705.03 54-L1.5   441.96 17 47-R2.5   709.83 54-L1.5   445.10 
18 53-S1 782.01 49-S1   516.17 18 53-S1    785.11 49-Si   518.38 18 53-S1    790.20 49-S1   521.98 
19 50-S1.5 1061.30 46-S1.5   713.67 19 50-S1.5 1065:10 46-S1.5   716.43 19 50-S1.5 1071.30 46-S1.5   720.92 
20 54-L2 1137.90 50-L2   769.59 20 54-L2 1141.60 50-L2   772.50 20 54-L2 1147:80 50-L2   777.25 
21 45-R3 1177.80 41-R3   780.31 21 45-R3 1182.00 41-R3   783.26 21. 45-R3 1188.90 41-R3   788.05 
22 48-S2 1518.40 44-S2 1050.80 22 48-S2 1523.20 44-S2 1054.50 22 47-S2 1530.20 44-S2 1060.50 
23 48-L3 1932.60 44-L3 1348.20 23 48-L3 1938.00 44-L3 135240 23 48-L3 1946.70 44-L3 1359.20 
24 43-R4 2150.40 39-R4 1493.10 24 43-R4 2156.90 39-R4 1498.00 24 42-R4 2166.80 39-R4 1506.00 
25 45-S3 2339.40 41-S3 1660.10 25 45-S3 2345.80 41^3 1665.10 25 45-S3 2356.20 41-S3 1673.10 
26 44-L4 2678.80 40-L4 1899.60 26 44-L4 2685.70 : 40-L4 1905.10 26 44-L4 2697.00 40-L4 1913.90 
27 43-S4 3422.00 39-S4 2476.10 27 43-S4 3430.30 39-S4 2482.70 27 43-S4 3443.80 39-S4 2493.40 
28 41-R5 3657.20 38-R5 2655.80 28 41-R5 3665.40 38-R5 2663.10 28 41-R5 3678.80 38-R5 2675.00 
29 42-L5 3730.70 38-L5 2712.60 29 42-L5 3739.10 38-L5 2719.20 29 42-L5 3752.80 38-L5 2730.00 
30 42-S5 4411.80 38-S5 3239.70 30 42-S5 4421.90 38-S5 3247.80 30 42-S5 4438.20 38-S5 3261.00 
31 41-S6 5189.20 37-S6 3850.80 31 41-S6 5200.20 37-S6 3859.80 31 41-S6 5218.20 37-S6 3874.40 
32 40-SQ 6710.50 36-SQ 5087.10 32 40-SQ 6723.90 36-SQ 5098.20 32 40-SQ 6745.60 36-SQ 5116.00 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.   1982 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 

Life Table % Surviving    79.6 

SumOfLifeTabl 35.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.   1983 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.5 

SumOfLifeTabl 35 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.   1984 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966 - 2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.5 

SumOfLifeTabl 35 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Least 
Life/   .   sum Of 
Curve     Square 

. Ufe/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Curve     Square 

... .       Least 
L'fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 144-03      9.89 141-03 2.23 1 144-03 10.14 141-03 2.17 1 143-03     10.26 140-03       2.21 
2 89-01      12.29 87-01 2.49 2 99-02 12.60 97-02 2.46 2 88-01      12.74 97-02       2.51 
3 89-SC     12.29 87-SC 2.49 3 88-01 12.60 86-01 2.55 3 88-SC     12.74 86-01       2.51 
4 100-O2     12.32 97-02 2.51 4 88-SC 12.60 ■ 86-SC 2.55 4 99-02     12.77 86-SC       2.51 

5 74-R0.5     24.47 72-R0.5 6.14 5 73-R0.5 25.62 71-R0.5 ' 6.39 5 73-R0.5     25.99 71-R0.5      6.55 
6 72-S.5     66.69 59-R1 27.77 6 72-S.5 68.89 59-R1 28.97    . 6 72-S.5     70.14 59-R1     29.67 
7 62-R1     71.49 69-S.5 28.05 7 62-R1 73.96 69-S.5 29.25 7 62-R1      75.38 69-S.5     29.95 

8 82-LO   107.00 78-LO 54.99 8 82-LO 110.23 78-L0 56.77 8 81-L0   111.77 78-L0     57.77 

9 175-04   132.49 175-04 71.46 9 175-04 126:51 175-04 67.05 9 175-04   123.27 175-04     64.68 
10 55-R1.5   180.76 52-R1.5 89.08 10 55-R1.5 185.40 52-R1.5 92.16 10 55-R1.5   187.99 52-R1.5     93.89 
11 71-L0.5   220.47 68-L0.5 125.14 11 71-L0.5 225.06 67-L0.5 128.80 11 71-L0.5   227.60 67-L0.5   130.38 
12 62-SO   273.58 58-S0 162.33 12 62-SO 279.38 58-SO 165.80 12 62-SO   282.58 58-SO   16770 
13 50-R2   428.89 47-R2 250.22 13 50-R2 436.60 47-R2 256.05 13 50-R2   440.85 47-R2   259.27 
14 56-S0.5   462.82 53-S0.5 288.32 14 56-S0.5 470.10 53-S0.5 294.07 14 56-S0.5   474.10 53-S0.5   297.22 
15 64-L1   478.57 60-L1 304.50 15 64-L1 486.45 60-L1 310.21 15 64-L1   490.79 60-L1   313.34 
16 58-L1.5   699.16 44-R2.5 453.16 16 58-L1.5 709.20 54-L1.5 461.20 16 58-L1.5   714.72 54-L1.5   465.25 
17 47-R2.5   722.92 54-L1.5 453.79 17 47-R2.5 733.86 44-R2.5 461.89 17 47-R2.5   739.90 43-R2.5   466.30 
18 52-S1   802.35 49-S1 531.90 18 52-S1 812.55 49431 540.34 18 52-S1    818.14 .   49-S1    544.94 
19 50-S1.5 1088.10 46-S1.5 733.21 19. 50-S1.5 1102.20 46-S1.5 743.51 19 49-S1.5 1109.60 46-S1.5   749.14 
20 54-L2 1164.60 50-L2 790.20 20 54-L2 1178.60 50-L2 801.02 20 54-L2 1186.30 50-L2   806.94 
21 45-R3 1207.50 41-R3 801.12 21 45-R3 1222.80 41-R3 811.98 21 45-R3 1231.30 41-R3   817.95 
22 47-S2 1549.00 44-S2 1076.70 22 47-S2 1564.60 44-S2 1090.10 22 47-S2 1573.20 44-S2 1097.50 
23 48-L3 1970.30 44-L3 1377.70 23 48-L3 1989.70 44-L3 1392.80 23 48-L3 2000.30 44-L3 1401.20 
24 42-R4 2191.70 39-R4 1527.40 24 42-R4 2212.10 39-R4 1544.80 24 42-R4 2223.30 39-R4 1554.30 
25 45-S3 2384.10 41-S3 1694.80 25 45-S3 240670 41-S3 1712.50 25 45-S3 2419.30 41-S3 1722.20 
26 44-L4 2727.40 40-L4 1937.70      ' 26 44-L4 2752.00 40-L4 1957.00 26 44-L4 2765.60 40-L4 1967.60 
27 43-S4 3479.90 39-S4 2522.10 27 43-S4 3508.90 39-S4 2545.30 27 43-S4 3525.00 39-S4 2558.10 
28 41-R5 3714.70 38-R5 2706.70 28 41-R5 3743.60 38-R5 2732.20 28 41-R5 3759.60 38-R5 2746.30 
29 42-L5 3789.30 38-L5 2758.90 29 42-L5 3818.60 38-L5 2782.10 29 42-L5 3834.90 38-L5 2795.00 
30 42-S5 4481.70 38-S5 3296.20 30 41-S5 4514.30 38-S5 3324.40 30 41-S5 4531.90 38-S5 3340.00 
31 41-S6 5266.10 37-S6 3913.20 31 41-S6 5304.30 37-S6 3944.30 31 41-S6 5325.50 37-S6 3961.50 
32 40-SQ 6803:30 36-SQ 5163.40 32 40-SQ 6849.20 36-SQ 5201.00 32 

1 

40-SQ 6874.80 36-SQ 5222.00 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1985-2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving . 79.5 

Sum Of Life Tabl 35 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1986-2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.4 

Sum Of Life Tabl 35 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1987 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.3 

Sum Of Life Tabl 35 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/. 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Least 
^       Sum Of 
Curve     Square Rank 

Cu've     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 143-03 10.42 140-03       2.14 1 143-03     10.66 140-03 2.17 1 142-03 11.25 139-03 2.23 
2 88-01 13.00 86-01       2.53 2 88-01      13.36 86-01 2.64 2 87-01 14.14 85-01 2.79 
3 88-SC 13.00 86-SC       2.53 3 88-SC     13.36 86-SC 2.64 3 87-SC 14.14 85-SC 2.79 
4 99-02 13.07 97-02       2.63 4 99-02     13.46 96-02 2.66 4 98-02 14.19 96-02 2.88 

5 73-R0.5 26.49 71-R0.5      6.79 5 73-R0.5     27.07 71-R0.5 7.09 5 73-R0.5 29.19 70-R0.5 8.01 
6 72-S.5 71.66 59-R1      30.54 6 72-S.5     7324 59-R1 31.40 6 71-S.5 76.65 68-S.5 33.95 
7 62-R1 77.14 69-S.5     30.79 7 61-R1     78.79 69-S.5 31.60 7 61-R1 82.56 58-R1 34.39 
8 81-L6 113.33 78-LO     58.91 8 175-04   11469 175,04 58.50       ' !       8 175-04 103.88 175-04 50.78 
9 175-04 119.12 175-04 ■  61.64 9 81-LO   114.92 78-L0 59.93 9 81-L0 120.02 77-LO 63.25 
10 55-R1.5 191.19 52-R1.5     96.03 10 55-R1.5   194.52 52-R1.5 98.12 10 54-R1.5 202.62 51-R1.5 102.91 
11 71-L0.5 230.55 67-L0.5   132.22 11 71-L0.5   233.56 67-L0.5 133.87 11 71-L0.5 242.46 67-L0.5 139.47 
12 61-SO 286.19 58-S0   169.89 12 61-SO   289.13 58-S0 171.85 12 61-SO 297.97 58-S0 178.41 
13 50-R2 446.08 47-R2   263.25 13 50-R2   451.48 47-R2 267.14 13 . 50-R2 466.64 46-R2 277.11 
14 56-S0.5 478.79 53-S0.5   301.00 14 56-S0.5   483.55 53-S0.5 304.54 14 56-S0.5 497.25 52-S0.5 314.76 
15 64-L1 495.96 60-L1   .317.10. 15 63-L1    500.89 60-L1 320.60 15 63-L1 513.49 59-L1 330.96 
16 58-L1.5 721.41 54-L1.5   470.19 16 58-L1.5   728.26 54-L1.5 474.88 16 58-L1.5 747.44 54-L1.5 488.90 
17 47-R2.5 747.39 43-R2.5   471.12 17 47-R2.5   755.18 43-R2.5 475.76 17 47-R2.5 776.59 43-R2.5 489.48 
18 52-S1 824.82 49-S1    550.55 18 52-S1    831.59 49-S1 555.88 18 52-S1 850.74 48-S1 571.41 
19 49-S1.5 1117.80 46-S1.5   756.10 19 . 49-S1.5 1126.10 46-S1.5 762.84 19 49-S1.5 1149.40 46-S1.5 782.38 
20 54-L2 1195.80 50-L2   814.30 20 54-L2 1205.70 50-L2 821.49 20 54-L2 1232.60 50-L2 842.14 
21 45-R3 1241.90 41-R3   825.40 21 45-R3 1253.00 41-R3 832.72 21 45-R3 1283.10 41-R3 853.64 
22 47-S2 1583.90 44-S2 1106.70 22 47-S2 1594.90 44-S2 1115.90 22 47-S2 1624.90 44-S2 1141.60 
23 48-L3 2013.80 44-L3 1411.70 23 48-L3, 2027.90 44-L3 1422.30 23 48-L3 2065.90 44-L3 1451.70 
24 '   42-R4 2237.50 39-R4 1566.60 24 42-R4 2252.50 39-R4 1579.10 24 42-R4 2292.60 39-R4 1613.30 
25 45-S3 2435.30 41-S3 1734.60 25 45-S3 2452.20 41-S3 1747.20 25 44-S3 2495,60 41-S3 1781.70 
26 44-L4 2783.00 40-L4 1981.30 26 44-L4 2801.50 40-L4 1995.20 26 44-L4 2850.50 40-L4 2033.20 
27 i   43-S4 3545.80 39-S4 2574.60 27 43-S4 3568.20 39-S4 2591.90 27 ' 43-S4 3626.70 39-S4 2638.10 
28 41-R5 3780.40 37-R5 2763.60 28 41-R5 3802.50 37-R5 2780.30 28 41-R5 3860.70 37-R5 2825.20 
29 42-L5 3856.10 38-L5 2811.70 29 42-L5 3878.70 38-L5 2829.10 29 42-L5 3937.90 38-L5 2875.60 

. 30 41-S5 4554.70 38-S5 3360.50 30 41-S5 4579.20 38-S5 3382.10 30 .   41-S5 4643.10 38-S5 3439.10 
31 41-S6 5353.40 37-S6 3984.10 31 41-S6 5383.60 37-S6 4008.10 31 41-S6 5461.70 37-S6 4071.30 
32 40-SQ 6908.50 36-SQ 5249.70 32 4d-SQ 6945.30 36-SQ 5279.40 32 40-SQ 7039.80 36-SQ 5356.70 

Sunday, November 22, 2009 Page 3 of 10 



# 

New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-CutAge 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1988 • 2008 
Placement Years   1966-2008 
Max Exposure Age 40 

Life Table % Surviving  ' 79.2 

SumOfLifeTabl 34.9 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1989 - 2008 
Placement Years   1966 - 2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 

Life Table % Surviving    79.2 

SumOfLifeTabl 34.9 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1990-2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.3 

Sum Of Life Tabl 35 

Curve Fitting Period 

I Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Least 
^       Sum Of 
Cu,ve     Square Rank 

Least 
L'fe/       sum Of 
C"™     Square Curve     Square Rank 

... .       Least 
Life/       sum Of 
Curve     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 140-03 12.18 137-03       2.38 1 140-03     12.03 137-03       2.43 1 141-03     11.47 138-03 2.45 

2 97-02 15.52 84-01       3.19 2 97-02     15.24 95-02       3.14 2 87-01      14.40 85-01 2.99 

3 86-01 15.53 84-SC       3.19 3 86-01      15.32 84-01        3.18 3 87-SC     14.40 85-SC 2.99 

4 86-SC 15.53 95-02       3.26 4 86-SC     15.32 84-SC       3.18 4 98-02     14.55 95-02 3.05 

5 72-R0.5 •3.1.70 70-R0.5       9.25 5 72-R0.5     31.02 70-R0.5       8.80 5 72-R0.5     29.38 70-R0.5 7.89 

6 71-S.5 82.55 68-S.5     37.14 6 71-S.5     80.96 68-S.5     36.00. 6 71-S.5     76.74 68-S.5 33.44 

7 61-R1 89.09 58-R1     37.35 7 61-R1     87.46 58-R1      36.29 7 61-R1     82.94 58-R1 33.91 

8 175-04 89.29 175-04     40.58 8 175-04     91.12 175-04     42.03 8 175-04     99.09 175-04 47.91 

9 80-L0 126.83 77-LO     67.61 9 80-LO   124.91 77-LO     65.99 9 80-L0   120.21 77-LO 62.41 

10 54-R1.5 213.93 51-R1.5   110.04 10 54-R1.5 * 211.21 51-R1.5   107.94 10 54-R1.5   203.41 51-R1.5 102.58 

11 70-L0.5. 253.45 66-L0.5   147.95 11  ' 70-L0.5   250.45 67-L0.5   145.60 11 70-L0.5   242.44 ' 67-L0.5 138.92 

12 61-SO 311.49 57-SO   188.41 12 61-SO   307.95 58-SO   185.46 12 61-SO   298.30 58-SO 177.79 

13 50-R2 489.48 46-R2   290.38 13 50-R2   484.67 46-R2   286.74 13 50-R2   469.73 46-R2 276:99 

14 56-S0.5 517.75 52-S0.5   327.46 14 56-S0.5   512.88 52-S0.5   323.55 14 56-S0.5   49876 52-S0.5 313.73 

15 63-L1 532.37 59-L1    343.95 15 63-L1    527.61 59-L1    339.93 15 63-L1    5.14.21 59-L1 329.83 

16 57-L1.5 772.77 53-L1.5   508.92 16 57-L1.5   767.04 53-L1.5   504.05 16 57-L1.5   750.34 54-L1.5 489.55 

17 47-R2.5 808.49 43-R2.5   509.96 17 47-R2.5   802.12 43-R2.5   504.88 17 47-R2.5   781.66 43-R2.5 490.45 

18 52-S1 879.04 48-S1   590.34 18 52-S1    872.54 48-S1    584.91 18 52-S1    853.25 48-S1 570.66 

19 49-S1.5 1183.60 45-S1.5   810.82 19 49-51.5 1176.10 46-S1.5   804.23 19 49-S1.5 1153.20 46-S1.5 784.23 

20 53-L2 1268.80 49-L2   870.01 20 53-L2 1261.30 49-L2   863.46 20 53-L2 1238.30 50-L2 844.61 
21 45-R3 132/50 41-R3   884.51 21 45-R3 1319.10 41-R3   877.48 21 45-R3 1291.20 41-R3 856.52 

22 47-S2 1669.20 43-S2 1173.40 22 47-S2 1660.10 43-S2 1165.60 22 47-S2 1631.30 43-S2 1143.10 

23 48-L3 2121.80 44-L3 1494.90 23 48-L3 2111.50 44-L3 1485:80 23 48-L3 2076.70 44-L3 1457.30. 

24 42-R4 2351.70 39-R4 1663.50 24 42-R4 2341.00 39-R4 1653.60 24 42-R4 2304.50 39-R4 1621.40 

25 44-S3 2553.90 41-S3 1832.60 25 44-S3 2543.10 41-S3 1822.30 25 44-S3 2506.70 41-S3 1789.50 

26 44-L4 2922.80 40-L4 2089.20 26 44-L4 2910.60 40-L4 2078.40 26 44-L4 2867.20 40-L4 2042.90 
27 42-S4 3708.20 39-S4 2706.20 27 42-S4 3695.50 39-S4 2694.20 27 43-S4 3649.10 39-S4 2652.60 

28 41-R5 3946.70 37-R5 2891.30 28 41-R5 3933.20 37-R5 2879.50 28 41-R5 3883.00 37-R5 2838.80 

29 42-L5 4025.40 38-L5 2944.10 29 42-L5 4011.70 38-L5 2932.00 29 42-L5 3960.80 38-L5 2890.20 

30 41-S5 4737.60 37-S5 3523.20 30 41-S5 4723.30 38-S5 3509.80 30 41-S5 4669.00 38-S5 3460.30 

31 41-S6 5577.30 37-S6 4164.50 31 41-S6 5561.10 37-S6 4150.10 31 41-S6 5496.40 37-S6 4096.20 

32 40-SQ 7179.80 36-SQ 5471.10 32 40-SQ 7161.20 36-SQ 5454.80 32 40-SQ 7084.70 36-SQ 5390.50 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1991 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving. '79.2 

SumOfLifeTabl 34.9 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1992-2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.1 

SumOfLifeTabl 34.9 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1993 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.1 

SumOfLifeTabl 34.9 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%0fASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

. *«./       Least 
L^       Sum Of 
Curve    Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

, „ ,       Least 
^e/       sum Of 
Curve     Square 

1 141-03 11.83 138-03 2.63 1 140-03 12.15 137-03       2.88 1 140-03 12.52 137-03       3.07 
2 97-02 14.87 95-02 3.16 2 97-02 15.19 84-01       3.43 2 86-01 15.61 84-01       3.64 
3 ' 87-01 14.94 85-01 3.31 3 86-01 15.20 84-SC       3.43 3 86-SC 15.61 84-SC       3.64 
4 87-SC 14.94 85-SC 3.31 4 86-SC 15.20 95-02       3.45 4 97-02 15.73 94-02       3.78 

5 72-R0.5 29.82 70-R0.5 8.13 5 72-R0.5 30.30 70-R0.5       8.44 5 72-R0.5 31.29 70-R0.5      9.13 
6 71-8.5 77.95 68-S.5 33.86 6 71-S.5 79.00 68-S.5     34.18 6 70-S.5 80.93 68-S.5     35.57 
7 61-R1 84.38 58-R1 34.28 7 61-R1 85.65 58-R1      34.54 7   . 175-04 86.14 '58-R1     35.74 
8 175-04 94.16. 175-04 44.73 8 175-04 89.56 175-04     41.92 8 61-R1 87.85 175-04     39.73 
9 80-L0 121.19 77-L0 62.93 9 80-LO 121.94 77-LO     63.26   ' 9 80-LO 124.63 77-LO     65.24 
10 54-R1.5 205.88 51-R1.5 103.75 10 54-R1.5 207.89 51-R1.5   104.54 10 54-R1.5 211.33 51-R1.5   106.76 
11 70-L0.5 244.47 67-L0.5 140.35 11 70-L0.5 245.96 66-L0.5   141.00 11 70-L0:5 249.79 66-L0.5   143.40 
12 61-SO 301.01 58-SO 179.46 12 61-SO 303.12 57-SO   180.48 12 61-SO 307.85 57-SO   183.29 
13 50-R2 475.39 46-R2 279.35 .13 50-R2 480.19 46-R2   280.92 13 49-R2 485.41 46-R2   284:64 
14 56-S0.5 503.28 . 52-S0.5 315.63 14 56-S0.5 506.87 52-S0.5   316.69 14 56-S0.5 513.21 52-S0.5   320.74 
15 . 63-L1 518.02 59-L1 331.70 15 63-L1 520.83 59-L1    332.67 15 63-L1 526.58 59-L1    336.66 
16 57-L1.5 755.51 54-L1.5 493.67 16 57-L1.5 759.45 53-L1.5   495.56 16 57-L1.5 766.38 53-L1.5   500.34 
17 47-R2.5 789.89 43-R2.5 494.60 17 47-R2.5 796.94 43-R2.5   497.60 17 47-R2.5 805.54 43-R2.5   502.96 
18 52-S1 859.60 48-S1 57376 18 52-S1 864.61 48-S1    575.61 18 52-S1 872.75 48-S1    581.05 
19 49-S1.5. 1161.20 46-S1.5 790.31 19 49-S1.5 1167.60 45-S1.5   793.98 19 49-S1.5 1176.90 45-S1.5   800.18 
20 53-L2 1246.30 49-L2 849.96 20 53-L2 1252.80 49-L2   853.18 20 53-L2 1262.00 49-L2   859.70 
21 45-R3 1303.10 41-R3 863.43 21 45-R3 1313.50 41-R3   868.75 21 44-R3 1324.30 41-R3   876.47 
22 47-S2 1642.30 43-S2 1149.50 22 47-S2 1651.30 43-S2 1153.80 22 47-S2 1662.60 43-S2 1161.60 
23 48-L3 2091.90 #L3 1467.70 23 48-L3 2105.20 44-L3 1476.00 23 48-L3 2119.30 44-L3 1486.30 
24 42-R4 2320.80 39-R4 1634.30 24 42-R4 2335.10 39-R4 1645.00 24 42-R4 2349.90 39-R4 1656.90 
25 44-S3 2522:30 41-S3 1802.20 25 44-S3 2535.80 41-S3 1812.50 25 44-S3 2550.00 41-S3 1824.20 
26 44-L4 2888.20 40-L4 2057.40 26 44-L4 2907.20 40-L4 2069.60 26 44-L4 2925.10 40-L4 2082.50 
27 42-S4 3672.50 39-S4 2671.60 27 42-S4 3693.10 39-S4 2688.30 27 42-S4 3712.00 39-S4 2704.10 
28 41-R5 3909.30 37-R5 2857,10 28 41-R5 3933.70 37-R5 2873,00 28 41-R5 3955.10 37-R5 2888.20 
29 42-L5 3987.70 38-L5 2909.40 29 42-L5 4012.70 38-L5 2926.20 29 .42-L5 4034.50 ^ 38-L5 2942.10 
30 41-S5 4698.70 38-S5 3485.70 30 41-S5 4726.60 37-S5 3506.60 30 41-S5 4750.30 37-S5 3523.90 
31 41-S6 5534.50 37-S6 4125.20 31 41-S6 5571.10 37-S6 4152.30 31 41-S6 5600.70 37-S6 4174.90 
32 40^SQ 7132.40 36-SQ 5427.90 32 40-SQ 7179.10 36-SQ 5463.70 32 40-SQ 7215.50 36-SQ 5492.20 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Sum m ary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1994 • 2008 
Placement Years  1966 - 2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.1 
Sum Of Life Tabl 34.9 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1995-2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.4 
Sum Of Life Tabl 35 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  1996 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966 - 2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    79.7 
Sum Of Life Tabl 351 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Least 
L'fe/       Sum Of 
Curve     Square 

Least 
"*       Sum Of 
Cu™    Square : Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Curve     Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 140-03     12.40 .   137-03       3.20 1 143-03 11.51 140-03       3.13 .    1 146-03 10.36 143-03 3.43 
2 86-01      15.44 84-01       3.74 2 88-01 14.27 86-01       3.64 2 101-O2 12.56 88-01 3.63 
3 86-SC     15.44 84-SC       3.74 3 88-SC 14.27 86-SC       3.64 . 3 89-01 12.59 88-SC 3.63 
4 97-02     15.44 95-02       3.76 4 99-02 14.36 97-02       3.77 4 89-SC 12.59 99-02 3.69 
5 72-R0.5     30.61 70-R0.5       8.74 5 73-R0.5 28.50 71-R0.5      8.42 5 74-R0.5 24.17 72-R0.5 6.82 
6 71-S.5     79.68' 68-S.5     34.61 6 72-S.5 76.07 59-R1      33.19 6 73-S.5 66.33 60-R1 27.29 
7 61-R1     86.08 58-R1     34.79 7 62-R1 80.78 69-S.5     34.07 7 62-R1 69.54 70-S.5 28.59        '■ 
8 175-04     89.33 175-04     42.18 8 175-04 118.34 175-04     61.81 8 82-L0 108.27 79-LO 56.53 
9 80-LO   123.20 77-LO     64:03 9 81-L0 120.32 78-LO     64.08 9 175-04 151.67 52-Ri.5 85.59 
10 54-R1.5   208.25 51-R1.5   104.57 10 55-R1.5 196.22 52-R1.5     99.60 10 55-R1.5 174.06 175-04 86.83 
11 70-L0.5   246.95 66-L0.5   141.44 11 71-L0.5 238.25 67-L0.5   137.85 11 72-L0.5 217.09 68-L0.5 123.34 
12 61-SO   304.50 57-SO   181.14 12 - 61-SO 295.48 58-SO   176.78 12 62-S0 270.38 59-SO 160.26 
13 49-R2   480.45 46-R2   280.60 13 50-R2 453.03 47-R2   268.14 13 50-R2 415.38 47-R2 240.16 
14 56-S0.5   507.94 52-S0.5   316.94 . 14 56-S0.5 488.64 53-S0.5   308.26 14 57-S0.5 453.30 53-S0.5 282.60 
15 63-L1    521.50 59-L1   332.68 15 .   64-L1 505.05 . 60-L1    323.81 15 64-L1 468.26 60-L1 298.19 
16 57-Li:5   759.87 53-L1.5   495.16. 16 58-L1.5 730.91 43-R2.5- 476.37 16 58-L1.5 682.35 44-R2.5 434.46 
17 47-R2.5   797.24 43-R2.5   49&88 17 47-R2.5 755.28 54-L1.5   477.02 17 47-R2.5 700.21 54-L1.5 442.17 
18 52-S1    865.26 48-S1    575.32 18 52-S1 835.44 49-S1    558.40 18 53-S1 783.81 49-S1 518.73 
19 49-S1.5 1167.70 45-S1.5   792.99 19 49-S1.5 1127.60 46-S1.5   763.12 19 50-S1.5 1059.00 46-S1.5 712.64 
20 53-L2 1252.60 49-L2   851.96 . 20 54-L2 1205.50 50-L2   820.81 20 54-L2 1134.90 50-L2 766.94 
21 45-R3 1313.60 41-R3   867.52 21 45-R3 1250.90 41-R3   831.15 21 45-R3 1171.90 41-R3 776.34 
22 47-S2 1650.70 43-S2 1151.90 22 47-S2 1592.80 44-S2 1112.70 22 48-S2 1510.00 44-S2 1044.20 
23 48-L3 2104.80, 44-L3 1473.80 23 48-L3 2022.60 44-L3 1416.80 23 48-L3 1921.00 44-L3 1337.50 
24. 42-R4 2334.50 39-R4 1642.80 24 42-R4 2245.70 39-R4 1571.10 24 43-R4 2133.90 39-R4 1478.60 
25 44-S3 2534.50 41-S3 1809.80 25 45-S3 2443.20 41-S3 1738.30 25 45-S3 2322.00 41-S3 1644.20 
26 44-L4 2906.70 40-L4 2066.80 26 44-L4 2791.10 40-L4 1984.80 26 44-L4 2658.80 40-L4 1881.10 
27 42-S4 3692.50 39-S4 2685.60 27 43-S4 3554.50 39-S4 2577.80 27 43-S4 3396.40 39-S4 2451.00 
28 41-R5 3933.80 37-R5 2870.10 28 41-R5 3789.00 37-R5 2766.50 28 41-R5 3631.70 38-R5 2628.50 
29 42-L5 4012.90 38-L5 2923.40 29 42-L5 3864.80 38-L5 2814.70 29 42-L5 3704.60 38-L5 2686.90 
30 41-S5 4727.40 37-S5 3504.20 30 41-S5 4564.20 38-S5 3365.00 30 42-S5 4381.20 38-S5 3209.40 
31 41-S6 5573.80 37-S6 4151.60 31 41-S6 5365.30 37-S6 3989.70 31 41-S6 5155.90 37-S6 3818.20 
32 

i 

40-SQ 7184.00 36-SQ 5464.90 32 40-SQ 6923.30 36-SQ 5257.70 32 40-SQ 6671.10 36-SQ 5049.20 

Sunday, November 22, 2009 Page 6of10 



New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

.   1997-2008 
i   1966-2008 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.   1998-2008 
i   1966-2008 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.   1999-2008 
i   1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age            40 Max Exposure Age 10 Max Exposure Age .         40 
Life Table % Surviving    80.8 Life Table % Surviving    82.1 Life Table % Surviving    82.2 
SumOfLifeTabl 35.4 SumOfLifeTabl 35.9 SumOfLifeTabl 35.9 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full . 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Least 
W       Sum Of 
Curve     Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Curve     Square 
«    Co* 
CurvB     Square 

1 157-03 7 72 78-R0.5       3.52 1 87-R0.5 8.72 69-R1 3.21 1 87-R0.5       8.62 69-R1       2.89 
2 108-02 8.20 106-02       3.89 2 119-02 10.96 8145 5 3.70 2 120-02     11.45 81-S.5       3.27 
3 96-01 8.21 95-01       3.89 3 106-O1 11.02 85-R0.5 5.35 3 107-01      11.55 86-R0.5       5.63 
4 96-SC 8.21 95-SC       3.89 4 106-SC 11.02 118-02 9.59 4 107-SC     11.55 119-02     10.24 
5 79-R0.5 13.08 155-03       4.47 5 173-03 12.04 105-O1 9.65 5 174-03     12.67 106-O1      10.29. 
6 77-S.5 39.69 63-R1      13.30 6 71-R1 15.96 105-SC 9.65 6 71-R1      14.42 106-SC     10.29 
7 66-R1 39.76 74-S.5     15.13 7 83-S.5 16.03 172-03 10.96 7 83-S.5     14.64 174-03     11.66 
8 87-LO 72.69 84-LO     36.09   . 8 94-L0 35.00 91-L0 13.81 8 94-L0     32.05 91-LO     12.47 
9 58-R1,5 113.30 55-R1.5     50.38 9 61-R1.5 54.32 58-R1.5 18.22 9 61-R:1.5     50.32 59-R1.5     15.97 
10 75-L0.5 154.65 724.0.5     84.54 10 80-L0.5 86.45 76-L0.5 40.79 10 80-L0.5     81.14 77-L0.5     37.91 
11 65-SO 198.73 62-S0   114.90 11 69-SO 118.13 66-SO 62.16 11 69-S0   111.88 66-SO     58.43 
12 52-R2 299.70 49-R2   166.48 12 54-R2 179.58 51-R2 88.33 12 54-R2   171.21 51-R2     83.31 
13 175-04 318.11 55-S0.5   210.92 13 62-S0.5 223.35 58-S0.5 127.30 13 62-S0.5   213.52 59-S0.5   122.08 
14 59-S0.5 345.26 175-04   212.94 14 70-L1 237.39 66-L1 137.52 14 70-L1    227.75 66-L1    131.76 
15 67-L1 361.70 63-L1   224.02 15 50-R2.5 348.16 47-R2.5 194.72 15 50-R2.5   334.62 47-R2.5   185.17 
16 48-R2.5 533.10 45-R2.5   318.70 16 63-L1,5 365.84 59-L1.5 218.52 16 63-L1.5   351.97 59-L1.5   209.34 
17 60-Li.5 533.93 56-L1.5   337.93 17 56-S1 439.54 53-S1 274.78 17 57-S1    425.60 53-S1   265.03 
18 54-S1 623.53 51-S1   407.52 18 53-S1.5 617.71 ■49-S1.5 393.91 18 53-S1.5   598.75 49-S1.5   381.43 
19 51-S1:5 852.74 47-S1.5   567.10 19 175-04 621.44 44-R3 409.86 19 47-R3   640.64 44-R3   394.36 
20 55-L2 920.79 42-R3   602.17 20 47-R3 660.80 53-L2 426.45 20 17504   646.08 53-L2   413.01 
21 46-R3 930.22 51-L2   611.36 21 57-L2 669.62 175-04 453.30 21 57-L2   650.51 175-04   474.52 
22 49-S2 1243.50 45-S2   848.26 22 50-S2 933.75 46-S2 619.74 22 50-S2   909.43 46-S2   602.83 
23 49-L3 1587.20 45-L3 1086.70 23 50-L3 1207.80 46-L3 800.74 23 50M-3 117880 46-L3   778.81 
24 43-R4 1754.60 39-R4 1210.70 24 44-R4 1339.00 40-R4 893.01 24 44-R4 1306.60 40-R4   869.46 
25 45-S3 1950.60 42-S3 1365.10 25 46-S3 1517.60 42-S3 1039.70 25 46-S3 1484.80 43-S3 1012.00 
26 45-L4 2225.00 41-L4 1549.40 26 45-L4 1728.20 41-L4 1174.30 26 45-L4 1691.60 41-L4 1146.20 
27 43-S4 2882.40 39-S4 2059.70 27 44-S4 2309.10 40-S4 1608.70 27 44-S4 2263.80 40-S4 1571.60 
28 42-R5 3072.70 38-R5 2184.30     ; 28 42-R5 2444.30 38-R5 1705.60 28 42-R5 2398.60 38-R5 1668.50 
29 43-L5 3141.70 39-L5 2239.90 29 43-L5 2501.80 39-L5 1744.10 29 43-L5 2455.20 39-L5 1705.70 
30 42-S5 3735.70 38-S5 2703.30 30 42-S5 3026.70 38-S5 2149.80 30 42-S5 2976.10 38-S5 2106.90 
31 41-S6 4433.80 37-S6 3247.60 31 41-S6 3632.00 37-S6 2616.00 31 41-S6 3577.00 37-S6 2568.70 
32 40-SQ 5775.30 36-SQ 4328.30 32 40-SQ 4763.40 

'  \ : 

36-SQ 3514.60 32 40-SQ 4698.50 36-SQ 3458.70 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2000-2008 
1966-2008 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

2001-2008 
i   1966-2008 

Retirement Expr. 
Placement Years 

,   2002-2008 
;   1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age            40 Max Exposure Age            40 Max Exposure Age            40 
Life Table % Surviving    82.3 Life Table % Surviving    82.4 Life Table % Surviving    82.8 

SumOfLifeTabl 35.9 SumOfLifeTabl 36 Sum Of Life Tabl 36.1 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

I Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%0fASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Curve     Square Rank 

"»   'iff* 
Curve     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Curve     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 88-R0.5 7.80 70-R1       2.59 1 89-R0.5       7.30 70-R1 2.39 1 91-R0.5       5.87 73-R1 2.19 
2 121-02 10.65 82-S.5       3.14 2 122-02     10.10 83-S.5 3.19 2 126-02       8.82 85-S.5 3.02 
3 108-O1 10.77 87-R0.5       5.22 3 108-O1      10.19 88-R0.5 5.03 3 112-01       8.89 91-R0.5 4.56 

.   4 108-SC 10.77 120-02       9.61    ' 4 108-SC     10.19 121-02 9.19 4 112-SC       8.8? 126-02 8.33 

5 175-03 11.95 107-O1       9.65 5 175-03     11.96 108-O1 9.24 5 74-R1       8.97 112-01 8.38 
6 72-R1 13.37 107-SC       9.65 6 72-R1      12.03 108-SC 9.24 6 87-S.5     10.22 112-SC 8.38 
7 84-S.5 13.60 175-03     10.97 7 85-55     12.86 175-03 10.85 7 175-03     19.91 61-R1.5 11.98 
8 95-LO 31.59 92-LO     12.84 8 95-LO     30.46 92-L0 13.05 8 98-LO     27.79 95-LO 13.18    . 
9 62-R1.5 47.99 59-R1.5     15.16 9 62-R1.5     44.89 59-R1.5 14.70 9 63-R1.5     36.50 175-03- 17.05 
10 80-L0.5 79.56 77-L0.5     37.68 10 81-L0.5     76,74 78-L0.5 37.37 10 83-L0.5     68.67 80-L0.5 35.08 

11 69-S0 110.18 66-S0     58.67 11 70-SO   107.43 67-SO 58.15 11 71-SO     98.13 68-SO 55.46 
12 55-R2 165.00 52-R2     81.32 12 55-R2    158.66 52-R2 78.34 12 56-R2   137.73 53-R2 68.98 
13 62-S0.5 209.12 59-S0.5   120.18 13 62-S0.5   204.60 59-S0.5 118.37 13 63-S0.5   186.98 60-S0.5 110.81 
14 70-L1 223,75 67-L1    130.07 14 71-L1    218.04 67-L1 127.88 14 72-L1    198.50 68-L1 119.34 
15 50-R2.5 325.95 47-R2.5   180.45 15 51-R2.5   317.37 47-R2.5 176.03 15 51-R2.5   279.30 48-R2.5 156.92 
16 63-L1.5 343.88 59-L1.5   205.97 16 63-L1.5   335.90 59-L1.5 202.68 16 64-L1.5   306.29 60-L1.5 186J5 
17 57-S1 416.65 53-S1   262.06 17 57-S1    407.82 53-S1 259.00 17 58-S1   375.69 54-S1 241.59 
18 53-S1.5 586.49 49-S1.5   376.33 18 53-81.5   574.54 50-S1.5 370.75 18 54-S1.5   527.53 50-S1.5 342.28 
19 47-R3 626.20   ' 44-R3   384.82 19 47-R3   612.34 44-R3 375.89 19 48-R3   550.91 44-R3 343.99 
20 58-L2 638.00 54-L2   406.70 20 58-L2   623.30 54-L2 398.06 20 58-L2   570.52 54-L2 366.88 
21 175434 674.65 175-04   497.33 21 175-04   699.25 175-04 517.95 21 51-S2   806.75 47-S2 539.51 
22 50-S2 892.01 46-S2   594.09 22 50-S2   875.26 47-S2 584.45 22 175-04   825.35 175-04 618.86 
23 50-L3 1155.40 46-L3   764.18 23 50-L3 1133.30 46-L3 750.36 23 51-L3 1036.10 47-L3 686.42 
24 44-R4 1278.60 40-R4   853.12 24 44-R4 125270 40-R4 837.77 24 44-R4 1152.70 41-R4 765.72 
25 46-S3 1457.70 43-S3   990.73 25 47-S3 1430.70 43-S3 971.13 25 47-S3 1314.40 43-S3 895.32 
26 45-L4 1658.90 41-L4 1124.90 26 45-L4 1628.70 42-L4 1101.20 26 46-L4 1489.80 42-L4 1004.70 
27 44-S4 2218.40 40-S4 1538.70 27 44-S4 2177.50 40-S4 1508,60 27 44-S4 2011.10 40-S4 1390.80 
28 42-R5 2352.40 38-R5 1635.70 28 42-R5 2310.80 38-R5 1605.40 28 42-R5 2141.00 39-R5 1477.50 
29 43-L5 2407.80 39-L5 1671.20 29 .   43-L5 2365.20 39-L5 1639.50 29 .   43-L5 2190.90 39-L5 1515.50 
30 42-S5 2922.10 38-S5 2065.70 30 42-S5 2874.00 38-S5 2027.70 30 42-S5 2672.50 38-S5 1878.70 
31 41=36 3515.10 37-S6 2520.10 31 41-S6 3461.20 37-S6 2475.50 31 41-S6 3226.00 37-S6 2294.90 
32 . 40-SQ 4618.90 36-SQ 3394.60 32 40-SQ 4553.10 36-SQ 3339.30 32 40-SQ 4243.80 36-SQ 3093.20 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age 40 Years 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2003 - 2008 
Placement Years  1966 • 2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    84.2 

SumOfLifeTabl 36.4 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2004-2008 
Placement Years  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 

Life Table % Surviving    87.0 

Sum Of Life Tabl 37.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr.  2005 - 2008 
Placement Years 1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age 40 
Life Table % Surviving    87.2 

SumOfLifeTabl 37.1 

Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Cw*     Square .    Rank 

L^       sum Of 
;   Curve     sq^re 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square .    Rank 

....       Least 
L'fe/       sum Of 

;   Curve     squan. 
Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square 

1 100-R0.5 4.21 79-R1       2.43 1 115-S.5       3.61 7&-R1.5 2.28 1 117-S.5       5.37 80-R1.5 3.78 . 
2 80-R1 5.96 100-R0.5       3.79 2 98-R1       3.93 114-S.5 3.04 2 100-R1       5.46 117-S.5 4.47 
3 139-02 6.58 92-S.5       3.91 3 80rR1.5       4.58 98-R1 3.58 3 81-R1.5       5.59 101-R1 4.68 
4 124-01 6.65 139-02       6.21 4 126-R0.5       8.48 .    124-LO 6.32 4 129-R0.5       9.73 131-R0.5 7.55 
5 124-SC 6.65 124-01       6.23 5 126-LO      9.35 128-R0.5 7.23 5 128-L0     11.89 127-L0 8.95 
6 94-S.5 8.04 124-SC       6.23 6 158-01      11.82 161-01 9.51 6 161-01      12.79 165-01 9.46 
7 67-R1.5 24.90 65-R1.5       9.88 7 158-SC.    11.82 ■ 161-SC 9.51 7 161-SC     12.79 165-SC 9.46 
8 105-L0 25.05 103-L0     14.67 8 175-02     12.03 175-02 10.95 8 175-02     15.25 102-L0.5 13.80 
9 88-L0.5 56.36 85-L0.5     32.08 9 103-L0.5     19.40 100-L0.5 11.26 9 104-L0.5     20.68 175-02 14.61 
10 76-SO 84.06 73-S0     51.92 10 66-R2     30.99 64-R2 15.16 10 67-R2     29.53 65-R2 16.56 
11 175-03 90.71 56-R2     54.49 11 87-SO     35.61 8&S0 22.74 11 89-S0     37.10 86-SO 25.90 
12 59-R2 102.53 175-03     71.70 12 76-S0.5     69.43 72-S0.5 44.01 12 76-S0.5     68.46 57-R2.5 45.19 
13. , 67-S0.5 154.83 64-S0.5     97.86 13 85-L1     71.81 82-L1 44.21 13 86-L1     69.73 83-L1 45.71 
14 76-L1 164.37 72-L1    103.36 14 59-R2.5     81.71 56-R2.5 45.00. 14 59-R2.5     76.42 74-S0.5 46.19 
15 53-R2.5 213.24 50-R2.5   123.96 15 74-L1.5   113.40 70-L1.5 70.66 15 75-L1.5   108.52- 71-L1.5 70.85 
16 67-L1.5 248.37 63-L1.5 ' 157.12 16 67-S1    161.49 63-S1 106.93 16 67-S1    155.38 64-S1 107.17 
17 60-S1 314.94 57-S1    209.64 17 53-R3   206.17 50-R3 126.95 17 54-R3    194.31 50-R3 123.38 
18 56-S1.5 436.21 46-R3   276.54 18 61-S1.5   226.39 57-S1.5 148.63 18 61-S1.5   215.55 62-L2 145.79    . 
19 49-R3 438.41 52-S1.5   290,27 19 65-L2   236.31 61-L2 150.37 ■ 19 66-L2   223.01 58-S1.5 146.27 
20 60-L2 466.84 56-L2   305.84 20 56-S2   369.40 52-S2 248.69 20 56-S2   351.79 53-S2 240.61 
21 52-S2 670.67 49-S2   458.16 21 55-L3   454.69 51-L3 295.89 21 55-L3   428.84 51-L3 282.86 
22 52-L3 843.56 48-L3   564.31 22 175-03   491.37 44-R4 334.76 22 48-R4   481.01 44-R4 319.81 
23 45-R4 936.61 42-R4   630.08 23 48-R4   512.63 175-03 391.63 23 175-03   539.41 47-S3 400.43 
24 . 48-S3 1086.00 44-S3   746.93 24 50-S3   624.86 46-S3 421.71 24 51-S3   590.97 45-L4 432.03 
25 175-04 1199.30 43-L4   828,34 25 48-L4   682.64 44-L4 455.39 25 49-L4   645.12 175-03 433.86 
26 47-L4 1218.10 175-04   905.20 26 46-S4   981.87 42-S4 661.26 26 46-S4   928.21 42-S4 627.23 
27 45-S4 1662.80 41-S4 1149.90 27 44-R5 1015.80 40-R5 679.07 27 44-R5   958.76 4b-R5 642.60 
28 43-R5 1741.10 39-R5 1197.20 28 45-L5 1045.60 41-L5 700.27 28 45-L5   986.78 41-L5 661.29 
29 44-L5 1785.20 40-L5 1230.10 29 44-S5 1325.20 40-S5. 896.55 29 44-S5 1252.60 40-S5 842.18 
30 43-S5 2194.80 39-S5 1530.00 30 42-S6 1607.00 38-S6 1094.80 30 42-S6 1527.60 . 38-S6 1032.80 
31 42-S6 2660.70 38-S6 1880.30 31 40-SQ 2160.00 36-SQ 1511.20 31 40-SQ 2064.60 36-SQ 1430.20 
32 40-SQ 3499.00 36-SQ 2530.00 32 175-04 2248.50 175-04 1728.80 32 175-04 2349.80 175-04 1817.00 
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New York State Electric and Gas Corporation 
Gas Division 

380.20  SERVICES - PLASTIC 

Summary of Curve Fitting Results 
Shrinking Band 

T-Cut Age        ■ 40 Years 

Observed Life Table Observed Life Table 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.   2006-2008 
i   1966.-2008 

Retirement Expr 
Placement Years 

.  2007-2008 
!  1966-2008 

Max Exposure Age            40 Max Exposure Age            40 
Life Table % Surviving    87.1 Life Table % Surviving    83.6 

Sum Of Life Tabl 37.1 Sum Of Life Tabl 36.4 

Curve Fitting Period Curve Fitting Period 

Full 15-85%OfASL Full 15-85%OfASL 

Rank 

,*,       Least 
Lte/       sum Of 
Curve     Square 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Rank 

Life/ 
Curve 

Least 
Sum Of 
Square Curve     Square 

1 100-R1      10.54 101-R1 8.17 1 81-R1 10.89 81-R1       8.92 

2 117-S.5     11.27 81-R1.5 8.53 2 101-R0.5 12.40 102-R0.5       9.54 

3 81-R1.5     11.32 118-S.5 8.79 3 95-S.5 13.64 95-S.5     11.16 

4 i29-R0.5     13.84 132-R0.5 9.86 4 140-02 16.12 143-02     11.46 

5 162-01      16.51 167-01 11.24 5 125-01 16.17 127-01      11.50 

6 162-SC     16.51 167-SC 11.24 6 125-SC 16.17 127-SC     11.50 

7 175-02     19.75 128-LO 15.94 7 68-R1.5 22.71 67-R1.5     15.72 

8 129-L0     20.56 175-02 18.25 8 106-L0 30.65 105-L0     24.19 

9 105-L0.5     29.25 103-Lb.5 21.51 9 88-L0.5 54.69 86-L0.5     40.10 

10 67-R2     36.09 65-R2 23.61 10 76-S0 81.60 57-R2   . 57.34 

11 89-S0.    47.22 87-SO 35.31 11 59-R2 87.79 74-SO     60.88 

12 87-L1     77.94 57-R2.5 52.50 12 175-03 110.96 175-03   100.39 

13 77-S0.5     78.11 84-L1 55.16 13 67-S0.5 142.67 65-S0.5   103.65 

14 59-R2.5     82.53 74-S0.5 56.28. 14 76-L1 148.77 73-L1    107.13 

15 75-L1.5   116.41 72-L1.5 80.57 15 53-R2.5 185.72 51-R2.5   121.40 

16 67-S1    164.61 64-S1 118.62 16 67-L1.5 223.18 64-L1.5   156.45 

17 54-R3   198.16 51-R3 131.79 17 60-81 288.45 57-S1    209.89 

18 61-S1.5   222.27 62-L2 155.08 18 49-R3 391.68 46-R3   264.24 

19 66-L2   227.96 58-S1.5 156.28 19 56-S1.5 395.49 53-S1.5   282.58 

20 57-S2   354.37 53-S2 248.70 20 60-L2 421.00 57-L2   292.85 
21 55-L3   427.43 5i-L3 288.88 21 52-S2 610.28 49-S2   436.32 

22 48-R4   476.91 44-R4 324.53 22 52-L3 766.14 .  48-L3   531.30 

23 175-03   553.40 47-S3 401.79 23 45-R4 851.62 42-R4   588.41 

24 51-S3   583.85 45-L4 431.46 24 48-S3 992.61 44-S3   703.19 
25 49-L4   636.31 175-03 450.91 25 46-L4 1117.30 43-L4   770.65 
26 46-S4   91125 42-S4 620.29 26 175-04 1248.40 175-04   992.92 

27 44-R5   941.29 40-R5 634.48 27 45-S4 1540.60 41-S4 1067.90 

28 45-L5   968.39 41-L5 651.85 28 43-R5 1617.90 39-R5 1112.80 ' 

29 44-S5 1230.70 40-S5 824.52 29 44-L5 1660.40 40-L5 1142.20 

,30 42-S6 1504.60 38-S6 1011.50 30 43-S5 2065.20 39^5 1422.20 

31 40-SQ 2047.90 36-SQ 1404.00 31 42-S6 2549.30 38-S6 1758.80 

32 175-04 2375.00 175-04 1849.90 3? 40-SQ 3444.90 36-&Q 2401.30 

Sunday, November 22, 2009 Page 10 of 10 
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BEFORE TEEE ELOlimA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re:  Depreciation study as of December 31,    ) DOCKET NO. 930453-El 
1992 for Marianna, Electric Division of ) ORDER NO. PSC-93-1839-EOF-El 
Florida Public Utilities Company. ) ISSUED: December 27, 1993 
  ) 

.) 

The following Commissionei-s participated in the disposition of this matter: 

SUSAN F. CLARK 
JULIA L JOHNSON 
LUIS J. LAUREDO 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION 

ORDER PRESCRIBING NEW DEPRECIATION RATE SCHEDULES. 
AND RESERVES FOR FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMPANY 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Florida, Public Service Commission that the action 
discussed herein is preliminary in nature and will become final unless a, pci-son whose interests 
are adversely affected files a, petition for a forma] proceeding, pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida 
Administrative Code. 

On May 12, 1993, Florida, Public Utilities Company (FPUC or the Company) filed its 
quadrennial depreciation study in accordance with Rule 25-6.0436, Florida Administrative Code. 
Since the last represcription, changes brought about by Company activity and planning indicates 
the need to review and possibly revise current, prescribed depreciation rates. Data, submitted by 
FPUC and related calculations suggest a January 1, 1994 implementation date for revised rates 
and schedules. 

Corrective Reserves 
Attachment A 

Our Staff's review indicates that there a, number of reserve imbalances existing which 
result primarily from differences in current and past projections. According to our Staff such 
deficiencies should be recovered as fast as possible, unless such recovery prevents the Company 
from earning a fair and i-casonablc return on its investments. In this case, negative reserve 
balances exist for the Power Operated account, and the Tools, Shop & Garage account, Accounts 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
DEPT. OF PUBLIC SERVICE 
DATE:. WfT _ - 
CASE NO: Of- F^3 IP - 
EXHIBIT:, m?-  
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390 and 394.] respectively. The cause for these deficiencies is that, more retirements have occurred 
than are currently provided for in the design of the previously prescribed depreciation rates. An 
apparent reserve surplus exists in the Poles, Towers, and Fixtures account, Account 304, that can 
be used to correct the deficiencies in the accounts described above. This action will bring each 
affected account's reserve more in line with its calculated theoretical level. 

Also, in light of the possible impact on cost allocations, the Company should make 
corresponding entries to the related depreciation expense accounts. (Attachment C) 

Depreciation Rates and Amortization Schedules 
(Attachment B) 

Our staff and F.PUC agree on lives, net salvages, and resulting depreciation rates, on all 
but 5 accounts. Those accounts are Poles, Towers, and Fixtures; Overhead Conductors and 
Devices; Line Transformeis; Meters; Tools, Shop & Garage Equipment; and Power Operated 
Equipment These accounts are discussed below. 

Poles. Towers, and Fixtures (Account 364) 

The difference between the remaining life positions of the Company and staff is due only 
to rounding. When the remaining life is twenty years or more, our staffs position is to round to 
the nearest year. We can find no persuasive argument that would require us to be so precise in an 
estimate some 20 years in the future. 

FPUC has indicated that its salvage experience indicates a return to the negative pattern 
of the 1970s and early 1980s. A factor of negative 25% was therefore proposed for this account 
Net salvage for the 1988-1992 period has ranged from 29% to negative a 40%, with a 5-year average 
of approximately 11 Our staff agrees with the Company that the positive salvage should be 
considered abnormal and not indicative of future expectations, but can not agree with reliance on 
one year's experience as a, reason to change current prescribed negative 20% net salvage especially 
when retirement activity has consistently been minimal. 

There is also a, difference in the i-eserve positions of the Company and staff which were 
previously discussed in our treatment of corrective reserve measures. 

Overhead Conductoi-s and Devices (Account 365) 
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As stilted earlier, when the remaining life is twenty years or more, our staffs position is to 
round to the nearest year. The difference between the remaining life positions of the Company 
and staff are due only to rounding. 

Line Transformei's & Meters f Account 368. 370) 

FPUC has proposed service lives of 34 arid 38 years, remaining lives of 22.8 and 23.U years 
a,nd net salvage factors of negative 201 and negative 25™ for transformers and meters respectively. 
The Compiuiy indicated that the proposed service lives resulted from simulation studies. However, 
rather than rely solely on statistics, our staff prefei-s to know why a, change is necessary. 

Primarily, our staff prefers data based upon Company operations expected to impact the future 
life and salvage parameters. Without such information, our staffs position is to retain current 
prescribed factors. In this case, service lives underlying currently prescribed remaining lives for 
each of these accounts are 20 yeai'S and 30 years, respectively. Current service life projections seen 
from other companies in the State of Florida, range from 16 years to 29 years for transformei-s and 
25 yeai'S to 30 years for metei-s. FPUCs proposal exceeds these ranges and lack any support other 
than their reliance upon statistics. We agree with our staff that there is no reason to change 
existing service life parameters from the data submitted by FPUC. Our staffs remaining life 
reflects an update of currently prescribed factors with activity since the last depreciation study. 

Our Staff expressed a, concern over the high costs of removal incurred by FPUC for these 
accounts. According to FPUC, the reason for the high removal cost has been a result of booking 
the removal of transformei-s and meters that were for refurbishment, as costs of removal. With 
FPUCs expressed position, they will no longer use the procedure and we can expect, not to see this 
type of activity in the future and will retain the current prescribed net salvage factor of negative 
101 

Tools. Shop & Garage Equipment (Account 394. D 

Our staff indicates that the difference between the positions of the Company and staff in 
this account is due to the reserve position. We agree with our staffs recommendation which is 
reflected in the corrective reserve measures discussed previously in this order. 

Power Operated Equipment f Account 396) 

While our staff and the Company agree on a 14-year service life, there is a, difference in 
positions regarding remaining life. Our Staffs recommendation for recalculation of the account's 
average age recognizes 1993 activity. 
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According to our Staff although relatively little activity has been experienced in this 
account, the net salvage incurred appeal's to indicate a net salvage more in the range of 10% rather 
than the Coinpa,ny's proposed 01 This reserve position is also reflective of the corrective reserve 
measures discussed previously. 

Recovery Schedules 
rAttachment O 

Our staff recommends recovery schedules designed to recover the net investments associated 
with the retiring hydraulic plant and PCD capacitors disposal. According to data submitted by 
the Company, the hydraulic plant has ceased operation and estimates for repairing the equipment 
show that refurbishment is not, cost justified. In addition, there is a pending lawsuit with the 
State of Florida on who actually owns the property on which the plant is located. For these 
reasons, the plant is being retired by year-end 1993. FPUC has proposed a recovery schedule 
designed to recover the associated net investments over a, 4-year period. There appeal's to be some 
question as to whether the plant will be fully dismantled, therefore, the Company is requesting 
the recovery of removal costs incurred only through year-end 1993 ($36,704). If it is determined 
that the plant will indeed be dismantled, FPUC should accordingly petition the Commission for 
additional recovery. 

Additional removal costs are being incurred to dispose of some PCD capacitors that were 
previously buried upon retirement. It is now necessary to dig those capacitors up and otherwise 
dispose of them to avoid future contamination of the soil and subsurface water. According to 
FPUC, these removal and disposal activities will be completed by year-end 1993. Current 
estimates for this removal are $77,500 which FPUC has proposed to place in a, 4-year recovery 
schedule. 

Our staff supports the use of recovery schedules to address the recovery of the net 
investments discussed above. Although staff would ordinarily recommend a faster recovery period 
due to the plant no longer in service, our staff recommends that due to these costs not being life 
related and the fact that the Company is currently seeking revenue rate relief in another docket, 
the 4-year recovery periods should be approved. 

.Based upon the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Florida Public Utilities 
Company, Marianna Electric Division, shall record the corrective resei-ve transfers set foith in 
Attachment A.  It is further 
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ORDERED that the depreciation rates and amortization schedules set forth in 
Attachment B to this order iire hereby approved for Florida Public Utilities Company, Marianna 
Electric Division. It is further 

ORDERED that Florida Public Utilities Company, Marianna Electric Division, shall 
implement the recoveries schedules that are set forth in Attachment C. It is further 

ORDERED that the effective date of the new rates, schedules and reserves is January 1, 
1994. It is further 

ORDERED that this Order shall become final and this docket shall be closed unless an 
appropriate petition for formal proceeding is received by the Division of Records and Reporting, 
101 East Gairies Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on the date 
indicated in the Notice of Fiuther Proceedings or Judicial Review. 

By ORDER of the Florida, Public; Service Commission, this 27th day of December. 1993. 

STEVE TREBBLE, Director 
Division of Records and 'Reporting 

( S E A L ) 
MBCbtni 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida, Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.59(4), Florida Statutes, 
to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission ordei's that is 
available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the pmcedurcs and time 
limits that apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought. 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and will not, become effective or 
final, except as provided by Rule 25-22.029, Florida, Administrative Code. Any person whose 
substantial interests am affected by the action proposed by this order may file a petition for a 
formal pi-ocmling, as provided by Rule 25-22.029(4), Florida Administrative Code, in the form 
provided by Rule 25-22.036(7Xa) and (f), Florida Administrative Code.   This petition must be 
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received by the Director, Division of Records and Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines 
Street Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on January 17. 1994. 

In the absence of such a, petition, this order shall become effective on the day subsequent 
to the above date as provided by Rule 25-22.029(0), Florida Administrative Code. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the issuance date of this order is 
considered abandoned unless it satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective on the date described above, any party adversely 
affected may request judicial review by the Florida, Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas 
or telephone utility or by the Fii-st District Court of Appeal, in the case of a, water or wastewater 
utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of '.Records and Reporting and 
filing a, copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing 
must be completed within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this order, pursuant to Rule 
9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified 
in Rule 9.900(a,), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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In Re: Application of General Telephone Company of 
Florida for New Depreciation Rates. 

Docket No. 840049-TL 
Order No. 14929 

Florida Public Service Commission 
September 11, 1985 

Before John R. Marks, lit. Chairman, Joseph P. Cresse, 
Gerald L. Gunter and Michael McK. Wilson, Commis- 
sioners. 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION ORDER 

REPRESCRIBING DEPRECIATION RATES 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

Notice is hereby given by the Florida Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed herein is prelim- 
inary in nature and will become final unless a person 
whose interests are substantially affected files a petition 
for formal proceeding pursuant to Rule 25-22.29, Flor- 
ida Administrative Code. 

This proceeding was initiated on February 9, 1984, 
when General Telephone Company of Florida (Gentel 
or Company) submitted its depreciation study for our 
review. Pursuant to Florida Administrative Code Rule 
25-4.175, telephone companies are required to file a de- 
preciation study with the Commission at least once 
every three years. Our last review of Gentel's depreci- 
ation study took place in 1981 and resulted in new de- 
preciation rates being put into effect in December 1981. 
At that time we found it appropriate to implement a 
change from whole life to remaining life depreciation 
methodology and we also prescribed amortization 
schedules addressing negative reserve components of 
electromechanical switchers. In the Company's concur- 
rent rate case we also prescribed vintage group rates for 
new additions to plant. 

Since Gentel's last depreciation represcription there 
have been substantial developments in the areas of tech- 

nology and competition which we believe should be re- 
flected in new depreciation rates. We believe that it is 
imperative that we address the effects of these pressures 
now, notwithstanding the current controversy which has 
arisen over the Federal Communications Commission 
preemption of intrastate depreciation rates. This Com- 
mission is actively participating in proceedings before 
the United States Supreme Court where the issue of 
FCC preemption will finally be resolved. However, in 
view of the age of this docket and the uncertainties of 
the date of the Court's final decision, we believe it is 
our duty and in the best interest of the Company and the 
ratepayers to move forward with represcription of the 
Company's intrastate depreciation rates. The specific 
rates and recovery schedules are discussed in the body 
of this order and in the attached Schedules 1 - 5. 

The Company has asked for a May 1, 1985 implementa- 
tion date for the new rates. However, we believe that it 
would be appropriate for the new rates to be effective 
January 1, 1985. The same effective date was approved 
by the FCC in the Company's depreciation proceedings 
before that agency. 

Reserve Deficit 

Based on the Staffs calculations we have determined 
that Gentel's net reserve deficit amounts to some 
$32,138,000. This amount was derived by calculating a 
reserve imbalance by depreciable account or sub- 
account for all investments except those associated with 
electromechanical and electronic analog switchers 
planned for retirement during 1985-1987, those associ- 
ated with potential investments in plant to be stranded 
by 1987 and those associated with Drop and Block 
Wire. The various reserve imbalances were then netted 
to a bottom line. 

As a result of the netting of the reserve imbalances each 
associated account or sub-account should be restated at 
the theoretically correct position, as shown in Schedule 
1 attached to this order. Rates for new additions will be 
the same as for embedded plant except for the elec- 

)2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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tromechanical, electronic and digital switching ac- 
counts. These accounts are measured against the aver- 
age date of final retirement, and new additions have 
been given a separate rate in accord with their resultant 
shortened lives. Those rates are set out on Schedule 2 
attached to this order. 

We believe that it is in the interest of both Gentel's cus- 
tomers and its stockholders that the Company's 
$32,138,000 deficit be written off in as short a time as 
practicable. In this case we find that a five-year period 
is appropriate. This results in an amortization amount of 
$6,427,600 per year or $535,633 per month. The Com- 
pany shall create a separate subaccount in the accumu- 
lated depreciation reserve to reflect the amortization of 
this deficit. No further surpluses or deficits should be 
included in this subaccount without Commission ap- 
proval. 

Depreciation Rates and Recovery Schedules 

The Staff has made a comprehensive review of Gentel's 
depreciation study and has recommended rates for the 
Company's intrastate operations. Based on the Staffs re- 
commendation we find the appropriate depreciation 
rates and components are set forth on Schedule 3 at- 
tached to this order with the exception of special rates 
developed for short-lived electromechanical and local 
electronic analog switching additions. The rates for 
these short-lived additions are shown on Schedule 4 at- 
tached to this order. The treatment reflected in that 
schedule is designed to recover each year's additions 
over their composite remaining life. 

The approved recovery schedules covering switchers 
being retired during the next three years and potential 
stranded investments are set forth on Schedule 5 at- 
tached to this order. These schedules reflects the period 
beginning January 1, 1985 and continuing through 
December 31, 1987. 

Status Reports 

In consideration of the recovery schedules recommen- 
ded for near-term retirement of switchers and for stran- 

ded investments, we find that it would be appropriate to 
require the Company to submit quarterly status reports 
beginning January 1, 1986. With the phasing-out of in- 
stallations there may be variations between actual and 
projected activity. Therefore, we believe that the Com- 
pany should submit quarterly reports covering: 1) 
1985-1987 electromechanical switching retirements; 2) 
1985-1987 electronic analog switching retirements; and 
3) stranded investments in each of the circuit, radio, 
buried cable, underground cable, and conduit accounts. 
These reports should show plant balances and activity 
as well as reserve balances and activity and should also 
list any changes in plans (such as retirement dates or 
lease agreements) or changes anticipated net salvage. 

In consideration of the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission 
that the depreciation rates set forth in the body of this 
order and on Schedules 1 through 5 attached to this or- 
der be and the same are hereby approved for General 
Telephone Company of Florida. It is further 

ORDERED that the effective date of the new rates is 
January 1, 1985. It is further 

ORDERED that the Company shall file quarterly re- 
ports as set forth in the body of this order. It is further 

ORDERED that in the event this order becomes final as 
set forth below this docket shall be closed. It is further 

ORDERED that this order will become effective on Oc- 
tober 2, 1985 unless a petition for formal proceedings is 
received by October 1,1985. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission 
this Hth day of September 1985. 

STEVE TRIBBLE COMMISSION CLERK 

(SEAL) 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDI- 
CIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by 

i 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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Section 120.59(4), Florida Statutes (Supp. 1984), to no- 
tify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial re- 
view of Commission orders that may be available, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply to such 
further proceedings. This notice should not be construed 
as an endorsement by the Florida Public Service Com- 
mission of any request nor should it be construed as an 
indication that such request will be granted. 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and 
will not become effective or final, except as provided 
by Rule 25-22.29, Florida Administrative Code. Any 
person adversely affected by the action proposed by this 
order may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as 
provided by Rule 25-22.29(4), Florida Administrative 
Code, in the form provided by Rule 25-22.36(7)(a) and 
(f), Florida Administrative Code. This petition must be 
received by the Commission Clerk at his office at 101 
East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, by the 
close of business on October 1, 1985. In the absence of 
such a petition, this order shall become effective Octo- 
ber 2, 1985, as provided by Rule 25-22.29(6), Florida 

Administrative Code, and as reflected in a subsequent 
order. 

If this order becomes final and effective on October 2, 
1985, any party adversely affected may request judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court by the filing of a 
notice of appeal with the Commission Clerk and the fil- 
ing of a copy of the notice and filing fee with the Su- 
preme Court. This filing must be completed within 30 
days of the effective date of this order, pursuant to Rule 
9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice 
of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 
9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

Schedule 1 

GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

ACCOUNT 1-1-85 RESTATED RESERVE BY AC- 
COUNT TO BE BROUGHT FOR- 
WARD BY ANNUAL ACTIVITY 

212 Buildings 
i 

i 
Single-Unit Switching 8,»7B 

Multi-Unit Switching 1,957 
' Plant Buildings 4,777 

Office Buildings 16,812 
1 
i 

i . 

Other Buildings, Towers, 
Improvements 

and Leasehold 4,317 

-221 Central Office Equipment 

Electromechanical/AMR 60,739 

Electronic Switching 

Local 

Toll 

92,989 

9ll 

Other Electronic Boards 111 

Digital/AMR Switching 

Local 5,794 

i 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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262 Official Telephones 

i 
i Toll 3,382 

Manual/Digital Toll 4,985 

Circuit and Circuit DDS 41,453 

Circuit Optical 122 

Radio and Radio DDS 12,074 

231 Station Equipment 

Network Terminating Equipment 3,594 

Subscriber Carrier Equipment 3,879 

TDD Equipment 8 

234 Large PBX 

Special PBX 3,156 

235 Public Telephone Equipment 6,067 

241 Pole Lines 5,036 

241.1 Aerial Cable 

Metallic 36,494 

Fiber 0 

Drop and Block 3,744=' 

242.2 Undergrpvnd c^i? 

Metallic 26,899 

Fiber 159 

242.3 Buried Cable 

Metallic 99,718 

Fiber 32 

Drop and Block 10,352*' 

242.4 Submarine Cable 

Metallic 1,771 

Fiber 1 

243 Aerial Wire 2,787 

244 Conduit 15,494 

261 Furniture and Office Equipment 

Office Furniture 966 

Office Machines 1,024 

Computer/Data Equipment 1,135 

9,909 

Official PBX 4,896 

© 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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1264 Motor Vehicles and OWE 

Motor Vehicles 

Passenger Cars 1,533 

Light Trucks 7,210 

Heavy Trucks 955 

Heavy Equipment 992 

Shop Equipment 106 

Other Work Equipment 3,122 

Recovery Schedules: 

Electromechanical/AMR rets. (1985 - 118,334 
1987) 

a! 

Electronic Analog Switching rets. (1985 4,036 
- 1987) 

af 

Stranded Investment: 

Radio W)3=T] 
Circuit ll,541al 

:al Buried Cable 1,095 

Underground Cable 400al 

 _ ,—, , _ , , , 1 -, 

Conduit 287**| 

a 1. Book Reserve 

Schedule 2 

DEPRECIATION RATES FOR ADDITIONS TO 
SWITCHING INSTALLATIONS 

DEPRECIATION RATES FOR ADDITIONS TO ELECTROMECHANICAL INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR 
RETIREMENT AFTER 1987 

!                                                           Remaining Life                       Net Salvage Depreciation Rate 

1985                                                                    3.9 yrs.                                       3% 24.9% 

1986 3.3 yrs. 3% 29.4% 

11987 2.9 yrs. 2% 33.8% 

DEPRECIATION RATES FOR ADDITIONS TO LOCAL ANALOG SWITCHING INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED 
FOR RETIREMENT AFTER 1987 

## 

) 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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Remaining Lifi? Net Salvage                            Depreciation Rate 

1985                                                                    7.2 yrs. 0%                                              134% 

1986                                                                6.8 yrs. 0%                                              14.7% 

1987                                                                6.3 yrs. 0%                                              15.9% 

DEPRECIATION RATES FOR ADDITIONS TO EXISTING DIGITAL SWITCHERS LOCAL SWITCHERS 

Remaining Life Net Salvage                            Depreciation Rate 

1985                                                                  12.5 yrs. 4%                                                  7.7% 

1986                                                               11.8 yrs. 6%                                             84% 

1987                                                               11.1 yrs. 6%                                             8.5% 

DEPRECIATION RATES FOR ADDITIONS TO EXISTING DIGITAL SWITCHERS TOLL SWITCHERS 

Remaining Life Net Salvage                            Depreciation Rate 

1985                                                                  13.0 yrs. 0%                                               7.7% 

1986                                                               12.2 yrs. 094                                             8.2% 

1987                                                               11.5 yrs. 0%                                             8.7% 

NEW DIGITAL INSTALLATIONS GOING INTO SERVICE DURING 1985 - 1987 LOCAL SWITCHERS 

Average Service Life Net Salvage                            Depreciation Rate 

15yrs. (5)%                                               7.0% 

Schedule 3 

GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

Depreciation Rates and Components 

COMMISSION APPROVED EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1. 1985 

lACCOUNT AVERAGE HP-     FUTURE NET     APPROPRIATE     REMAINING 
MAINING LIFE        SALVAGE          RESERVE331          LIFE RATE 

» (years)                      (%)                      (%)                            (9 ») 

—i 

i 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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212 Buildings 

Single-Unit 
Switching 

Multi-Unit 
Switching 

23 

29 

24.10 

27.50 

3.3 

2.5 

Plant Buildings 21 30.70 3.3 

1.8 

3.3 

Office Buildings 42 24.40 

Other Buildings, 
Towers, and 
Leasehold Im- 
provements 

18.4 39.30 

,221 

## 

Equipment 

Electromechanic- 
al/AMR 

Other Electronic 
Boards 

Digital/AMR 
Switching 

Local 

Toll 

Manual/Digital 
Toll 

Circuit and Circuit 

4.7 

12.4 

13.2 

13.7 

14 

11.2 

(3) 53.65 

7.24 

11.84 

10.06 

29.0 

16.6 

10.5 

1 
Electronic Switch- 
ing 

Local 7.8 0 33.7 8.5 

Toll 15.1 0 19.97 5.3 

7.4 

6.3 

6.2 

5.0 

7.0] 

' 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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242.2 

Network Termin- 
ating Equipment 

Underground 
Cable 

4.1 48.03 

...                          .                      .                       ...... 
DOS. 

Circuit Optical 9.2 0 8.0 10.0 

Radio and Radio 
DDS 

6.5 (3) 51.0 8.0 

231 station Equipment 

11.7 

Subscriber Carrier 
Equipment 

4.3 4 45.26 11.8 

TDD Equipment 4.7 4 40.54 11.8 

234 Large PBX 

Special PBX 4.5 2 45.8 11.6 

235 Public Telephone 
Equipment 

4.0 4 48.8 11.8 

241 Pole Lines 20 (50) 30.0 6.0 

241.1 Aerial Cable 

Metallic 17.5 (20) 41.25 4.5 

Fiber 19.6 (15) 1.32 5.8 

Drop and Block 20 0 5.0 

Metallic 27 (5) 15.9 3.3 

5.3 Fiber 18.9 (5) 483 

i 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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Metallic 

Computer/Data 
Equipment 

17.7 

5.6 

(5) 37.74 

15.0 

242.3 Buried Cable 

Metallic 23 (5) 24.5 3.5 

Fiber 19.1 (5) 3.77 5.3 

! Drop and Block 20 0 5.0 

242.4 Submarine Cable 

3.8 

1 
Fiber 19 (5) 4.3 5.3 

'243 Aerial Wire 7.6 (30) 46.4 11.0 

1244 Conduit 51 (7) 15.2 1.8 

261 Furniture and Of- 
fice Equipment 

Office Furniture 17.6 3 10.76 4.9 

1 Office Machines 7.3 0 42.33 7.9 

15.0 

262 Official Tele- 
phones 

Official PBX 

3.4 

5.3 

52.48 

34.4 

12.8 

12.0 

,264 Motor Vehicles 
and OWE 

Passenger Cars 4.4 25 32.32 9.7 

)2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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Electromechanic- 
al/AMR rets. 
(1985- 1987) 

3 year recovery schedule 

Light Trucks 3.0 25 46.8 9.4 

Heavy Trucks 5.8 10 47.66 7.3 

Heavy Equipment 4.6 10 56.42 7.3 

Shop Equipment 13.6 8 21.28 5.2 

Other Work 
Equipment 

7.1 5 33.94 8.6 

Recovery Sched- 
ules: 

Electronic Analog 
Switching rets. 
(1985- 1987) 

3 year recovery schedule 

Stranded Invest- 
ment: 

Conduit 3 year recovery schedule 

Radio 3 year recovery schedule 

|                               Circuit 3 year recovery schedule 

Buried Cable 3 year recovery schedule 

Underground 
Cable 

3 year recovery schedule 

aal. Denotes Staff calculated theoretical reserve. 

Schedule 4 

Depreciation Rates For Short-Lived Electromechanical 
Switching Additions 

Remaining Life Net Salvage Depreciation Rate 

1985 

(years) (%) 

2.1 

(%) 

45.7 

© 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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1986 1.3 

1987 0.5 

73.8 

194.0 

Depreciation Rates For Short-Lived Local Electronic 
Analog Switching Additions 

Esma Net Salvage DeprepWon Rat? 

(years) (%) 

1985 23.0 

1986 1.1 20.0 

Schedule 5 

GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

Recovery Schedules 

Effective January 1, 1985, Continuing through Decem- 

48.1 

72.7 

ber31, 1987 

Expenses per year 

1- Electromechanical/AMR 1985-1987 retirements: 

Investment = $180,406,996 

Less reserve = 118,334,388 

Less 2.5% salvage = 4,510,175 

Unrecovered investment $ 57,562,433 

Expenses per year S 19,187,478 

Expenses per month $ 1,598,956 

Electronic Analog Switching 1985-1987 retirements: 

Investment = $11,480,689 

Less reserve = 4,036,027 

Unrecovered Investment = $ 7,444,662 

$2,481,554 

i 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Go v. Works. 
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Expenses per month $206,796 

3. Stranded Investment: 

Radio 

Investment = $11,141,042 

Less reserve = 4,602,882 

Less 20% salvage = 2,228,208 

, Unrecovered Investment $ 4,309,952 

Expenses per year $1,436,651 

Expenses per month $ 119,721 

Circuit 

Investment = $70,432,750! 

Less reserve = 11,541,115 

Less 20% salvage = 14,086,550 

Unrecovered investment $44,805,085 

Expenses per year $14,935,028 

Expenses per month $ 1,244,586 

Buried Cable 

Investment = $1,507,612 

Less Reserve = 1,094,557 

Unrecovered investment $413,065 

Expenses per year S 137,688 

12010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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■   —  

Expenses per month SI 1,474 

Underground Cable 

Investment = $640,330 

Less Reserve = 400,231 

Unrecovered Investment $240,099 

Expenses per year $80,033 

Expenses per month $ 6,669 

Conduit 

Investment = $821,584 

Less Reserve = 287,235 

Unrecovered Investment $534,349 

Expenses per year $178,116 

Expenses per month $ 14,843 

As printed in Florida Public Service Commission Re- 
porter 

END OF DOCUMENT 

• • 
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Advisors to the Florida Public Service Commission. 

ORDER DENYING IN PART. AND GRANTING IN PART. FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT 
COMPANY'S REQUEST FOR A PERMANENT RATE INCREASE 

AND SETTING DEPRECIATION AND DISMANTLEMENT RATES AND SCHEDULES 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

BACKGROUND 

This proceeding commenced on March 18, 2009, with the filing of a petition for a 
permanent rate increase by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL or Company). The Company 
is engaged in business as a public utility providing electric service as defined in Section 366.02, 
Florida Statutes (F.S.), and is subject to our jurisdiction. FPL provides electric service to 
approximately 4.5 million retail customers in all or parts of 35 Florida counties. 

FPL requested an increase in its retail rates and charges to generate $1,044 billion in 
additional gross annual revenues, effective January 4, 2010. If granted, this increase would have 
allowed the Company to earn an overall rate of return of 8.00 percent or a 12.50 percent return 
on equity, with a range of 11.50 percent to 13.50 percent. The Company based its request on a 
projected test year ending December 31,2010. FPL also requested a $247.4 million subsequent 
year base rate increase effective January 2011. This additional increase would have allowed the 
Company to earn an overall rate of return of 8.18 percent or a 12.50 percent return on equity 
(range 11.50 percent to 13.50 percent). The Company based its subsequent year request on a 
projected test year ending December 31, 2011. In addition to its 2010 and 2011 rate increases, 
FPL requested approval of a Generation Base Rate Adjustment (GBRA) mechanism that would 
allow FPL to increase base rates for revenue requirements associated with new generating 
additions approved under the Power Plant Siting Act at the time the plants enter commercial 
service. FPL did not request any interim rate relief. Order No. PSC-09-0351-PCO-EI, issued 
May 22, 2009, in this docket, suspended the proposed final rates. 
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The Office of Public Counsel (OPC), the Office of the Attorney General (AG), the 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG), The Florida Retail Federation (FRF), the Florida 
Association for Fairness in Rate Making (AFFIRM), the Federal Executive Agencies (FEA), the 
South Florida Hospital and Healthcare Association (SFHHA), the Associated Industries of 
Florida (AIF), the City of South Daytona, Florida (South Daytona), the I.B.E.W. System Council 
U-4 (SCU-4), the FPL Employee Intervenors (Employee Intervenors), and Richard linger 
(Unger) intervened in this proceeding. OPC, AG, FIPUG, FRF, AFFIRM, FEA, SFHHA, South 
Daytona and Mr. Unger objected to FPL's petition for rate increase. OPC, FIPUG, and SFHHA 
filed testimony supporting a rate decrease. 

Pursuant to Florida Statutes, we conducted 9 customer service hearings at the following 
locations and dates: Sarasota and Ft. Myers, June 19, 2009; Daytona Beach, June 23, 2009; 
Melbourne and West Palm Beach, June 24, 2009; Ft. Lauderdale and Miami, June 25, 2009; and 
Miami Gardens and Plantation, June 26, 2009. The Technical Hearing was held in Tallahassee 
on August 24-28 and 31, 2009, September 2-5, 16 and 17, 2009, and October 21-23, 2009. 
During the hearing, we approved several stipulated issues, which are reflected in Appendix A to 
this Order. 

On January 13, 2010, at a Special Agenda Conference, we considered the revenue 
requirements and rate design for FPL. At a January 29, 2010, Special Agenda Conference, we 
considered the rates to be charged to FPL's customers. This Order reflects our decisions in these 
dockets. We have jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Chapter 366, F.S., including Sections 
366.041, 366.06, 366.07, and 366.076, F.S. 

2010 PROPOSED TEST PERIOD 

Legal authority to approve base rate increase 

The parties requested that we rule on whether we had the legal authority to use a 
projected test year in setting rates. In 1983, the Florida Supreme Court, in a telecommunications 
case, settled that question: 

Section 364.035(1), Florida Statutes (1981) [telecommunications], provides that 
the Commission has the authority to fix "just, reasonable, and compensatory 
rates." Nothing in the decisions of this Court or any legislative act prohibits the 
use of a projected test year by the Commission in setting a utility's rates. We 
agree with the Commission that it may allow the use of a projected test year as an 
accounting mechanism to minimize regulatory lag. The projected test period 
established by the Commission is a ratemaking tool which allows the Commission 
to determine, as accurately as possible, rates which would be just and reasonable 
to the customer and properly compensatory to the utility. 

Southern Bell Tel. & Tel. Co. v. Public Service Commission. 443 So. 2d 92, 97 (Fla. 1983) 
(Southern Bell). As we had the authority in telecommunications to use a projected test year, so 
also do we have the authority to fix "just, reasonable, and compensatory rates" for investor- 
owned electric utilities.   See Section 366.041(1), F.S.  A comparison of Section 364.035(1) to 



ORDER NO. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
PAGES 

366.041(1), F.S., reveals virtually identical language for the two different industries. In 1985, in 
an investor-owned electric utility case, the Florida Supreme Court acknowledged our inherent 
authority to combat regulatory lag by considering and recognizing factors which affect future 
rates and to grant rate increases based on those factors. Floridians United for Safe Energy, Inc. 
v. Public Service Commission, 475 So. 2d 241, 242 (Fla. 1985) (Floridians United). 

By adopting Rule 25-6.140, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), we codified the 
Supreme Court's decisions in Southern Bell and Floridians United by requiring an investor- 
owned electric utility to give an explanation for the test year if the utility chooses to select a 
projected test year. We have on numerous occasions over the past 20 years used the projected 
test year method of accounting to set rates for electric utilities. Accordingly, we determine that 
we have the legal authority to approve a base rate increase using a 2010 projected test year. 

Projected Test Period 

FPL proposed to utilize a fully projected 2010 test year as the basis for its overall 
jurisdictional revenue requirement calculation. Generally, the periods covered in FPL's 
Minimum Filing Requirements (MFRs) in support of its application were the 2008 historical 
year, 2009 Prior Year, and 2010 Test Year. FPL filed its MFRs based upon forecasts completed 
in late 2008. The accuracy of FPL's 2010 forecasts is discussed more extensively in our 
consideration of forecasts of customers, below. 

As we have acknowledged in prior dockets, there are primarily two options we may use 
in evaluating a utility's rate case. The two options are the historic test year and the projected test 
year. Both options have strengths and weaknesses. In determining to use the projected test year 
for Gulf1 in its 2001 rate request, we stated: 

The historical test year has the advantage of using actual data for much of rate 
base, NOI, and capital structure; however, the pro forma adjustments usually do 
not represent all the changes that occur from the end of the historical period to the 
time new rates are in effect. Therefore, this option generally does not present as 
complete an analysis of the expected financial operations as a projected test year. 

The main advantage of a projected test year is that it includes all information 
related to rate base, NOI, and capital structure for the time new rates will be in 
effect. However, the data is projected and its accuracy depends on the 
Company's ability to use the forecast for setting rates. 

In granting Gulfs request for the use of the projected test year, we acknowledged that extensive 
discovery was conducted on the forecasts, and, with adjustments, was appropriate. 

In this docket, we find that the projected test year of the twelve months ended December 
31, 2010, provides the best opportunity for a proper matching of revenues, expenses, and rate 

' Order No. PSC-02-0787-FOF-EI, issued June 10, 2002, in Docket No. 010949-EI, In re: Request for rate increase 
by Gulf Power Company. 
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base investment for 2010. Accordingly, we accept FPL's proposed 2010 year proposed, with the 
adjustments discussed below. 

Forecasts of customers 

FPL's 2010 forecast of customers, kilowatt hours (kWh), and kilowatts (kW) by rate 
class are consistent with the sales and customer forecast by revenue class and reflect the 
particular billing determinants specified in each rate schedule if certain adjustments are made to 
the forecast. Both FPL and OPC suggested changes to FPL's load forecast. 

FPL's 2010 forecast of customers, kWh, and kW was sponsored by FPL witnesses 
Rosemary Morley and Philip Q. Hanser. The two primary elements of FPL's projections were 
its forecasts of the total number of customers and the Net Energy for Load (NEL). FPL 
forecasted the total number of customers with an econometric model using population and 
seasonal factors as explanatory variables. FPL forecasted NEL per customer with an 
econometric model based upon the level of economic activity, weather, and the price of 
electricity. NEL was then projected by multiplying the customer forecasts by the NEL per 
customer forecasts. FPL relied upon independent sources for its forecast assumptions such as the 
University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) for its population 
projections, and Global Insight, Moody's Economy.com, and the Florida Legislature for its 
economic projections. 

These aggregate forecasts were then broken down into separate revenue class forecasts 
(e.g. Residential, Commercial, Industrial, etc.) for the number of customers and kWh sales by 
revenue class. These projections were ultimately used to determine the level of test year 
revenues FPL would earn in 2010 under its current rates and, together with the Company's 
revenue requirement for 2010, determine the amount of rate relief FPL was requesting in its 
petition. 

FPL's forecast was prepared in late 2008 and used historical monthly data from 1990 
through October 2008 for its customer forecast, and historical monthly data from 1998 through 
October 2008 for its NEL per customer forecast. FPL's customer forecast relied upon the 
University of Florida's October 2008 population projections. FPL's economic assumptions used 
in its NEL model were based upon economic forecasts formulated in the latter half of 2008 from 
Global Insight, Economy.com and other sources. In light of the current economic conditions, we 
have concern over the use of historic data to guide us in this current economy and believe 
adjustments are necessary. 

In an attempt to reflect current economic conditions not captured in the historic data, FPL 
made several adjustments to the output of its NEL per customer econometric model. First, FPL 
adjusted for the impact of two wholesale contracts. Second, FPL reduced its NEL forecast to 
capture the influence of changes in the appliance stock and new energy efficiency standards. 
Third, after adjusting the NEL forecast for these two effects, FPL made a "re-anchoring" 
adjustment to the output of its NEL model so that the output of the model equaled the latest 
available actual 2008 level of sales. Fourth, FPL adjusted its NEL per customer forecast to 
capture the impact of the recent escalation in the number of homes left vacant due to the housing 
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crisis. Many of these vacant homes were still active accounts although they consumed only a 
small amount of electricity. Because FPL believed that the impact of these vacant homes was 
not fully reflected in the historical data used to estimate the econometric models, FPL adjusted 
downwards its NEL per customer forecasts to reflect the presence of these "minimal use 
customers" during 2009, 2010, and 2011. As a result, FPL projected the number of customers to 
increase by 0.2 percent in 2009, and increase by 0.6 percent in 2010. FPL projects NEL per 
customer to decrease by 1.7 percent in 2009, and increase by 0.1 percent in 2010. 

We agree with the first two adjustments made by FPL. However, as to the third and 
fourth adjustments suggested by FPL, we disagree. While FPL's third and fourth suggested 
adjustments were made to reflect the impact of changing economic times, we believe that OPC 
witness's Brown's methodology more appropriately incorporates this uncertainty into the load 
forecast. 

With respect to FPL's third suggested adjustment, the "re-anchoring" adjustment, we 
agree that such an adjustment is appropriate. However, since the increase in the number of 
"minimal use customers" began prior to 2008, we agree with OPC witness Brown that it is 
appropriate to apply the "minimal use customer" adjustment to the 2008 output of FPL's NEL 
model prior to making the "re-anchoring" adjustment. 

With respect to FPL's adjustment for "minimal use customers," we find that the 
measurement of the percentage of customers who normally use a minimal amount of electricity 
should be based upon data spanning a longer period, such as from September 2002 through 
December 2007, instead of the shorter time period of August 2003 through December 2004 used 
by FPL. The use of the longer time period results in increasing the percentage of normally 
occurring "minimal use customers" from FPL's suggested 7.0 percent to 7.42 percent. 

Based on the foregoing, we adopt FPL's load forecast and its first and second 
adjustments made to account for the impact of two wholesale contracts and to capture the 
influence of changes in the appliance stock and new energy efficiency standards. We also adjust 
FPL's load forecast for minimal use customers to reflect a 7.42 percent historical average and 
find that it is appropriate to perform the "minimal use customer" adjustment to the 2008 output 
of FPL's NEL model before performing the "re-anchoring" adjustment. As a result of the 
forecasts and adjustments, in 2010, FPL's revised net energy for load is 111,299,656,865 kWh. 
This adjustment to FPL's load forecast increases test year revenues by $36,969,000. 

2011 PROPOSED SUBSEQUENT YEAR TEST PERIOD 

Legal authority to approve base rate increase 

FPL petitioned for a $247 million increase in revenue requirements beginning in 2011 in 
addition to its petitioned for 2010 revenue increase. The 2011 requested increase was based 
upon a 2011 subsequent test year. As a preliminary matter, the parties asked us to determine 
whether we have the legal authority to approve a 2011 subsequent year increase such as that 
asked for by FPL. The parties next asked us to address whether we should, from a policy 
perspective and from a factual perspective, approve a 2011 subsequent year adjustment. 
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Our legal ability to use a subsequent year adjustment has previously been confirmed by 
the Legislature, by the Florida Supreme Court, and by us. In 1983, the Legislature enacted the 
following amendment to Chapter 366, F.S.: 

The commission may adopt rules for the determination of rates in full revenue 
requirement proceedings which rules provide for adjustments of rates based on 
revenues and costs during the period new rates are to be in effect and for 
incremental adjustments in rates for subsequent periods. 

Section 366.076(2), F.S. In 1987, we adopted Rule 25-6.0425, F.A.C., allowing us in a full 
revenue requirements proceeding to approve incremental adjustments for periods subsequent to 
the initial period in which new rates will be in effect. 

The Florida Supreme Court, in the case of Floridians United, held that even without the 
authority of Section 366.076, F.S., we had the authority to approve subsequent year adjustments. 
The Floridians United case was an appeal from our prior order granting FPL a 1984 rate increase 
and a subsequent year adjustment for 1985. While the appellants challenged the constitutionality 
of the statute (Section 366.076, F.S.) that we relied upon as authority to grant the subsequent 
year adjustment, the Court never reached that issue. Rather, the Supreme Court agreed that we 
had authority to grant subsequent year adjustments even prior to the legislative enactment of 
Section 366.076(2), F.S: 

We agree that PSC's authority to grant subsequent year adjustments predated the 
enactment of chapter 83-222 and it is therefore unnecessary to address the 
constitutionality of the chapter, [citations omitted] 

Id. 

We have used subsequent year adjustments in prior proceedings. In addition to the 1985 
subsequent year adjustment for FPL considered in Floridians United, we approved a request by 
Tampa Electric Company for a projected test year of 1993 and a subsequent test year of 1994. In 
that docket, we stated that we had authority to do so and that the facts supported our approval of 
the 1994 subsequent year adjustment for TECO. See Order No. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI, issued 
February 2, 1993, in Docket No. 920324-EI, In re: Application for a rate increase by Tampa 
Electric Company. 

Based on the foregoing, we determine that we have the legal authority to grant a 
subsequent year adjustment if the facts warrant such an adjustment. We next address whether 
FPL has supported its petition for a 2011 subsequent year adjustment. 

Policy decision for subsequent year adjustment 

OPC asserted that it did not object to the concept of a subsequent test year on legal 
grounds per se. Rather, OPC disputed the validity of the application of a subsequent test year to 
this particular docket. Although each of the intervenors objected to our ability to make a 
subsequent year adjustment, the basis of their objections appeared to be that from a policy and a 
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factual standpoint, FPL did not prove that a 2011 subsequent year adjustment was appropriate. 
Having acknowledged that we have the legal authority to grant FPUs request for a 2011 
subsequent year adjustment, we next examine whether granting FPL's request is appropriate 
from a policy perspective. 

We believe that back-to-back rate increases should be allowed only in extraordinary 
circumstances. Historically, we have used the test year concept for setting rates. Under this 
concept, the test year is deemed to be representative of the future, and used to set rates that will 
allow the utility the opportunity to earn a rate of return within an allowed range. If the test year 
is truly representative of the future, then the utility should earn a return within the allowed range 
for at least the first 12 months of new rates. 

FPL witness Olivera explained that the Company was requesting a subsequent year 
increase in base rates effective January 1, 2011, to address the deterioration in earnings that will 
take place during 2010. According to witness Olivera, the subsequent year adjustment allows us, 
as well as the Company, and all parties to address in a single proceeding both the 2010 and 2011 
needs, avoiding the time and expense of a separate rate proceeding for 2011. FPL witness 
Barrett testified that: 

Given the significant time and financial resource commitments involved in fully 
litigated base rate proceedings, the Commission, the Company, and other 
stakeholders would benefit by minimizing the frequency of these costly 
proceedings. One mechanism by which the Commission can address this issue is 
through the use of a Subsequent Year Adjustment for 2011, the year following the 
Test Year. 

According to SFHHA witness Kollen, there is no evidence that there will be actual 
savings to ratepayers resulting from the avoidance of a separate proceeding sometime in 2010 for 
rates that will be effective in 2011. If the Company's 2011 test year costs are reduced as the 
result of the Company's cost cutting efforts compared to its projections for 2011, then the cost of 
a separate proceeding in 2010 is likely to pale against the effect of such savings in a subsequent 
proceeding. 

We agree with SFHHA that there is no evidence that ratepayers would receive any 
savings by avoiding a separate rate proceeding sometime in 2010 for rates that would be 
effective in 2011. FPL witness Barrett admitted that FPL did not perform a cost-benefit analysis 
to examine whether the costs of a rate case outweighed savings that could result from re- 
examining changing costs. 

The subsequent increase requested in this case is based on a second projected test year of 
2011 and is in fact a second full rate case filing. FPL claims that this second case is necessary 
"to address the deterioration in earnings that will take place during 2010." However, it is 
important to note here that filing two general rate cases with back-to-back projected test years 
deprives us and deprives the Company's ratepayers of the benefit of an additional twelve months 
of actual economic data and operating history of the Company.   This additional data could be 
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used to validate whether an additional increase is truly necessary and whether the second test 
year is really representative of the future. 

The Company's ratepayers deserve a full investigation into the cause of FPL's claimed 
deterioration of its earnings. Two general rate increases that are barely twelve months apart 
justify the time and expense of a second separate proceeding. Two back-to-back general rate 
increases are especially of concern when one considers that the need for base rate increases has 
already been reduced for FPL due to the effect of the cost recovery clauses. Cost recovery 
clauses provide for approximately 61 percent of FPL's revenue and reduce the risk of under- 
recovery of a substantial portion of FPL's operating costs. The recovery of costs through the 
clauses should limit the need and frequency of full rate cases for FPL. 

States that make use of a projected test year, like Florida, typically only attempt to look 
one year into the future. FPL is asking us to look far beyond the horizon, into 2011, and raise 
consumers' rates not only in 2010 based on a 2010 projected test year, but to raise consumers rates 
again in 2011 based on speculative and untested projections for a 2011 subsequent projected test 
year. These test years were developed in 2008. As one reaches farther into the future, predictions 
and projections of future economic conditions become less certain and more subject to the 
vagaries of changing variables. This is particularly true given that for 2010, FPL projected 
results based upon the assumption of a "down economy," and for 2011 projected results based 
upon a "down economy just beginning to recover." 

Because of unpredictable changes in the economy, it is certainly possible that FPL's 
perceived need for a 2011 base rate increase could be offset by changes in sales growth, billing 
determinants, additional Stimulus Bill of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 
(Stimulus Bill) benefits, and other cost-decreasing measures. At a time when Florida's 
ratepayers have been hit hard by the downturn in the economy, it makes sense to wait and see if a 
subsequent rate case is justified. FPL's claim that it will need a rate increase in 2011 simply is 
too speculative, and is hereby rejected. 

Factual support for 2011 subsequent year adjustment 

We realize that our decision on the policy of whether a subsequent year adjustment is 
appropriate incorporates many of the facts from the case. However, we think it important to 
address in more detail the appropriateness of the 2011 test year and whether the facts in this 
docket support the use of a 2011 subsequent year adjustment. FPL witness Barrett explained that 
the Company provided forecasted information for 2009, 2010, and 2011 for use in this 
proceeding. The Company included 2011 year data in support of its requested Subsequent Year 
Adjustment. According to witness Barrett, FPL applied the same rigor to its forecast of 2011 as 
it did for 2009 and 2010, to be confident that the costs proposed were appropriate for setting 
rates in this proceeding. 

FPL witness Barrett stated that final approvals for these forecasts were made in late 2008 
and reflected the Company's best assessment of the business environment. Discussing the 
prevailing business environment at the time the forecasts were being finalized, witness Barrett 

# 
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testified that "All of these factors have combined to plunge Florida into an economic 
deterioration not seen since the early 1970s. [... ] Every major assumption used in the forecast 
reflects the severe economic downturn." 

We are concerned with the reliability of the forecasted data used to develop the 2011 test 
year and subsequent rate increase. FPL has stretched its forecasts far into the future during a 
period when "every major assumption used in the forecast reflects the effects of the most severe 
economic downturn since the early 1970's." OPC witness Brown testified that "[t]he farther into 
the future that a utility attempts to project data, there is a greater amount of uncertainty and the 
data becomes less reliable." Witness Brown further noted that "This is particularly of concern as 
our country and the customers in FPL's service territory are facing the current economic crisis. 
Projections of when and how economic recovery will occur are extremely speculative." 

The forecasted 2011 test year was prepared in late 2008, when the economic environment 
was extremely volatile. The last month of the 2011 test year was at least 36 months away from 
the last actual historical data point when the forecast was prepared. Even in times of economic 
stability, projections this far in the future strain the reliability and accuracy of data that is needed 
to set rates. 

SFHHA witness Kollen testifed that the record was insufficient for us to determine what 
the reasonable revenues and costs would be in 2011, given the present economic uncertainty: 

First, the Commission cannot determine at this time what the reasonable revenues 
and costs will be in 2011 given the present economic uncertainty. It will be 
difficult enough to determine the reasonable level of revenues and costs for the 
2010 test year, which itself is two years removed from actual experience and is 
based on a budgeting process covering 2009 and 2010, but which began in mid- 
2008 prior to the meltdown in the financial markets and the recession. Since 
2008, the Company has engaged in extensive cost reductions compared to its 
2009 budget, thus rendering the 2009 budget unreliable as the basis for the 2010 
test year forecast, and even more so for the 2011 subsequent test year forecast. 

In the first four months of 2009, the Company experienced a $38 million budget variance 
in O&M expenses and a $169 million budget variance in capital projects. Both of these 
variances were favorable and were explained by FPL witness Barrett. However, variances of this 
magnitude, in the very beginning of a forecast, when projections should be the most accurate, 
show how unpredicted events and management's reactions to the actual business conditions can 
make projections inaccurate. The further those projections go into the future, the less predictable 
the underlying assumptions become. 

Forecast of customers 

Above, we addressed FPL's overall projections for 2011 and stated our concern for their 
accuracy. We now address the appropriateness of FPL's 2011 forecast of customers, kWh, and 
kW which were sponsored by FPL witnesses Rosemary Morley and Philip Q. Hanser. 
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FPL used the same methodology for its 2011 forecast by revenue and rate classes, as it 
did for its 2010 forecast. OPC witness Brown testified that, due to the uncertainty associated 
with the current economic downturn, economic projections of when an economic recovery will 
occur are extremely speculative. She also noted that if the economic recovery was either faster 
or greater than expected under FPL's assumptions, there would be a potential for excess earnings 
at ratepayers' expense. She concluded by saying that although OPC was willing to accept the 
uncertainty associated with a 2010 test year, the 2011 test year projections incorporate an 
unacceptable additional level of uncertainty and should be rejected. 

We share OPC witness Brown's concern that economic projections formulated in late 
2008 and extending through 2011 incorporate an unacceptable level of uncertainty for the 
purpose of setting rates. Hearing Exhibit 412 is illustrative of our concern. This exhibit showed 
the Low, Medium, and High Case scenarios for the University of Florida's population forecast 
used in FPL's customer growth model. As this exhibit showed, as the forecast horizon extended 
further into the future, the range between the Low and High Case scenarios became wider. We 
believe that this wider range is indicative of the University of Florida's acknowledgement that its 
forecast for population growth is subject to more variability as the forecast horizon extends 
further into the future. Furthermore, as acknowledged by FPL witness Morley under cross 
examination, the University of Florida revised its population forecast "with some frequency" 
during 2008. These revisions, which extended into 2009, added an additional degree of 
variability to the population projections as the forecast bands shifted either upward or downward. 
Because the population projection from the University of Florida was the primary driver in 
FPL's customer model, increased variability in the 2011 population projection led to increased 
variability in the number of customers in 2011. Because of the way FPL's models were 
structured, an increase in the variability of the number of customers in 2011 flowed through to 
total NEL, and ultimately to the number of customers and kWh sales by revenue class. 

Because there was no empirical data (such as stabilized customer growth rates) in the 
record to indicate that the uncertainty associated with the current economic downturn was 
nearing an end, we are concerned that during the twelve months of 2010, additional economic 
volatility could cause the number of customers and kWh sales in 2011 to deviate significantly 
from FPL's projections. 

In conclusion, while we recognize that we have the legal authority to grant a subsequent 
year adjustment when the facts so warrant, we decline to do so in the present case. FPL's 2011 
subsequent test year and its forecasts of customers, kWh, and kW by revenue and rate classes for 
the 2011 projected test year are too speculative and are therefore not appropriate for rate setting 
purposes. The projection period is too far in the future and was developed in times of great 
economic instability to have confidence in the integrity of the data. Actual events in 2009 have 
already shown the potential for significant variance from the projections. In denying FPL's 
petition for a 2011 subsequent year adjustment, we recognize that if the Company is unable to 
earn within its allowed range of return, it has the option of filing for a base rate increase 
including a request for interim rate relief. Accordingly, we find that FPL's projected subsequent 
test year of 2011 is not appropriate and we deny FPL's request for a subsequent increase in 
January 2011 based on this record. 
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GENERATION BASE RATE ADJUSTMENT 

For the reasons explained in detail below, we do not approve FPL's request for a 
Generation Base Rate Adjustment (GBRA) mechanism that would authorize FPL to increase 
base rates for revenue requirements associated with new generating additions approved under the 
Power Plant Siting Act at the time they enter commercial service. The existing ratemaking 
procedure provided by Florida Statutes and our rules provides for a more rigorous and thorough 
review of the costs and earnings associated with new generating units. Section 366.06(2), F.S., 
provides that when approved rates charged by a utility do not provide reasonable compensation 
for electrical service, the utility may request that we hold a public hearing and determine 
reasonable rates to be charged by the utility. Section 366.071, F.S., provides expedited approval 
of interim rates until issuance of a final order for a rate change. Rule 25-0243, F.A.C., 
establishes the minimum filing requirements for utilities in a rate case. These procedures have 
been sufficient in the past for FPL and other regulated utilities wishing to recover capital 
expenditures when a new generating facility begins commercial service. We find that the GBRA 
shall expire as scheduled when new rates are established as delineated in this Order. 

GBRA Background 

The GBRA was one of several elements of a negotiated settlement agreement between 
the parties that we approved in FPL's 2005 rate case. Order No. PSC-05-0902-S-EI, issued 
September 14, 2005, in Docket No. 050045-EI, In re: Petition for rate increase by Florida Power 
& Light Company (2005 Settlement Order). The GBRA permitted FPL to increase base rates to 
recover capital costs associated with new generation facilities as they entered commercial 
service. The stipulation specified the basis for the costs, as well as the return on equity and 
capital structure to be used in the calculation of the cost factor to be submitted for our approval 
using the Capacity Clause projection filing for any necessary true-up. Other elements of the 
settlement agreement prohibited FPL from petitioning for an increase in retail base rates during 
the term of the agreement, and established a revenue sharing arrangement between FPL's 
shareholders and customers. The conditions under which we approved the negotiated settlement 
agreement are far different from the proposal to establish the GBRA in this case. 

Differences From the 2005 Stipulation 

FPL's current request to permanently establish the GBRA differs markedly from the 2005 
negotiated settlement agreement that we approved.2 Acceptance of the GBRA provision of the 
settlement agreement was contingent upon several provisions, a result of the "give-and-take" in 
negotiating the agreement. First, the stipulation specified the term of the agreement as effective 
for a minimum of four years - January 1, 2006, through December 31, 2009 - and to remain in 
effect until new base rates and charges become effective by order of the Commission.3 FPL's 
current request to continue the GBRA specifies no end date. Second, FPL's base rates could not 
change during the term of the settlement agreement; FPL's current request to continue the GBRA 
specifies no restriction on changes to base rates.   Third, the negotiated agreement provided a 

Mi 
3 Ibid., Attachment A, page 3. 
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revenue sharing plan between shareholders and customers. FPL's current request to continue the 
GBRA specifies no such revenue sharing arrangement. To date, FPL has flowed $386,928,000 
through the GBRA mechanism for three generating units as a result of the stipulated settlement.4 

If the GBRA is made permanent, the amount that FPL proposes to add to rate base under the 
GBRA mechanism is $3.2 billion over the next five years.5 

FPL witness Ousdahl acknowledged that the GBRA is materially different from a rate 
case, because it is an interim base rate measure. We agree that the GBRA specified in the 
settlement agreement is an interim measure because it has an ending date, and costs would be 
rolled into base rates at the next rate case. The GBRA mechanism that FPL has asked us to 
approve in this docket would have no such limit. It has no ending date, and it is intended to 
cover the costs of all future power plants that receive need determination approval. As FPL 
witness Barrett acknowledged, the GBRA mechanism would allow FPL to recover such costs 
without regard to whether earnings were sufficient to cover the addition of a new plant. 

Existing Ratemaking Policy and the Proposed GBRA 

Parties are in agreement that rate cases are often costly and administratively burdensome. 
For example, the expenses associated with FPL's rate case in this docket were estimated at $4 - 
5 million during the hearing. Comparatively, the cumulative total rate increase that FPL 
requested is approximately $1.5 billion. FPL's requested rate increase included new power 
plants, transmission and distribution projects, administrative costs, operation and maintenance 
expenses, and other expenses. 

The record indicates that FPL built several generating units since 1985 without seeking a 
rate increase. FPL witness Barrett also acknowledged that if economic conditions or other 
factors changed, it was possible that FPL's base rates could be sufficient to cover the cost of a 
new generating unit in whole or in part without the application of a GBRA. Other factors, such 
as the addition of new customers and increased electricity sales tend to offset the additional costs 
of new power plants. FPL witness Barrett testified that under certain hypothetical circumstances, 
with a GBRA mechanism in place, customers' bills could go up as a result of adding new 
generation, though FPL's earnings would remain unaffected. 

According to FPL, we should approve continuation of the GBRA because it is 
"reasonable, cost-based and sends the appropriate price signals to customers." While the term 
"cost-based" may accurately describe the GBRA, a rate case proceeding provides more of an 
opportunity to rigorously review costs and earnings as a whole. Regarding the price signals, we 
agree that implementation of the GBRA may link reductions in fuel costs to increases in base 
rates that may occur as a new plant is put in service. However, a traditional base rate proceeding 
could also be timed (based on the Company's request) to coincide with the in-service date of a 
new plant, thus achieving the same result. FPL witness Barrett testified that it is possible for the 
Company to structure the timing of a rate request associated with a new plant so that both the 

4 The jurisdictional revenue requirements $121,310,000 for Turkey Point 5, $138,519,000 for West County 1, and 
$127,099,000 for West County 2. 
5 Representing costs of FPL's West County Unit 3, Cape Canaveral, and Riviera Beach projects. 
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plant's costs and its fuel savings benefits are received by the customer at the same time. FPL 
witness Pimentel stated that "the reason that we're requesting the GBRA, first and foremost, is as 
we build generation that's been approved by this Commission in need determinations, we're 
trying to match the customer savings and fuel efficiency with the actual capital that we are 
putting into the business." This goal could be achieved within the process of a traditional rate 
case. 

Another of FPL's arguments for the GBRA mechanism was that it has the potential to 
avoid the need for a rate case. It is not possible for us or interested parties to examine projected 
costs at the same level of detail during a need determination proceeding as we would be able to 
do in a traditional rate case proceeding. A need determination examines costs only in 
comparison to alternative sources of generation. It does not allow for a review of the full scope 
of costs and earnings, as a rate case does. FPL witness Barrett acknowledged that the GBRA 
mechanism would be a limited-scope proceeding focused only on the GBRA, and intervenors 
would not be able to raise other cost issues in such a proceeding. SFHHA witness Kollen also 
argued against the GBRA because FPL would have the ability to impose a base rate increase for 
new generation and transmission projects without consideration of other revenues and costs. 
OPC witness Brown explained that if the GBRA is approved and the economy subsequently 
recovers, FPL's shareholders may earn greater returns that could be sufficient to cover the cost of 
new generating units without increasing base rates. According to OPC, having a GBRA 
mechanism in place would mean FPL would have less incentive to control overall costs. Witness 
Brown also pointed out that under the GBRA, FPL would essentially be "imposing a surcharge 
on customers' bills to cover the costs associated with a single component of its overall costs of 
providing service," and we would not have the ability to evaluate whether FPL's existing base 
rates were sufficient to cover some or all of the costs. 

The time period required for a traditional rate case proceeding differs from that required 
for need determination proceedings that the GBRA mechanism would utilize. Rate cases 
generally take at least eight months to complete and include five months devoted to discovery 
prior to hearing, in accordance with Section 366.06, F.S. Need determination proceedings are 
required to be completed within 135 days from the date a petition is filed per Section 403.519 
(4), F.S. Witness Barrett stated that the GBRA mechanism protects customers "in the event that 
we're able to bring in a unit less than the costs that were estimated for that unit and approved 
through the need process, so there would be an automatic true-up for customers." Witness 
Barrett also acknowledged, however, that a rate case serves as the ultimate true-up, and a rate 
case is generally beneficial for regulators and customers. 

Witness Ousdahl agreed with the statement that "One of the benefits of a base rate 
proceeding from a consumer's perspective is that a base rate proceeding would examine a 
utility's entire cost of service to determine whether reductions in rate base may offset capital 
additions." Witness Ousdahl also agreed that as part of a base rate proceeding we have the 
opportunity to examine whether a utility's accumulated depreciation or increases in a utility's 
billing determinants would result in a decrease in its rate base. One criticism that SFHHA 
witness Kollen had of the GBRA mechanism is that "it provides the Company an almost 
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unfettered ability to automatically impose base rate increases to recover selective increases in 
certain costs without consideration of increases in revenues and reductions in all other costs." 

Witness Kollen was also concerned that the GBRA mechanism that FPL asked us to 
approve was not clearly defined. Witness Kollen pointed out that "the GBRA mechanism is not 
even a proposed tariff even though it is self-implementing. There is no proposed tariff to review. 
There is not even a detailed description of the mechanism and the revenue requirement 
computations in the testimony of any FPL witness." FPL is currently building several new 
power plants. West County 3, Riviera Beach, and Cape Canaveral. Witness Deaton 
acknowledged that between 2010 and 2015, FPL will be adding $3,255 billion in capital costs to 
rate base for these power plants if we approve the GBRA. This suggests that in the absence of 
the GBRA, FPL may file a rate case in 2013 for the next new plant. 

The record shows that FPL already collects about 61 percent of its total revenues through 
various "pass-through" mechanisms and cost recovery clauses. We are not convinced that 
adding another such mechanism, by permanently implementing a GBRA for FPL, would provide 
advantages over traditional rate case procedures found in Section 366.06, F.S. We find no 
justification in the record for approving a cost-recovery mechanism for FPL's new generation 
that is different from what applies to all other investor-owned electric utilities. Approving a 
GBRA for FPL on a permanent basis would constitute a significant change in our general 
ratemaking policies. As we said in Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI: "[a]cceptance of a 
settlement among parties is not the same as establishing a generic policy." 6 FPL witness 
Ousdahl stated: "We are asking the Commission to formalize its policy with regard to GBRA." 
We are not inclined to formalize our policy with regard to GBRA in the manner FPL requested. 
There is no record evidence, beyond FPL's suggestion, supporting adoption of a GBRA-like 
procedure for other utilities. We do not want to set such a precedent here. 

We deny FPL's request to continue the GBRA mechanism. It is not possible for us to 
exercise as adequate a level of economic oversight within the context of a GBRA mechanism as 
we can exercise within the context of a traditional rate case proceeding. Furthermore, a policy 
change of this magnitude, which would ultimately affect other utilities, deserves a more thorough 
review through a separate generic proceeding. 

JURISDICTIONAL SEPARATION 

FPL's witness Ender testified that the Company's 2010 transmission service revenues 
were allocated as credits to offset retail jurisdictional revenues consistent with our order in FPL's 
last fully litigated rate case, but witness Ender did note that, historically, we have required 
utilities to separate, not credit back, any costs and revenues associated with firm wholesale 
transmission sales that last over one year in duration. 

According to OPC's witness Brown, FPL created a revenue credit methodology that 
charged the retail jurisdiction with all costs of transmission, and provided an offsetting revenue 

6 Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI, issued April 30, 2009, in Docket No. 080317-EI, In re: Petition for rate increase 
by Tampa Electric Company, p. 126. 
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credit for transmission revenues received from non-retail jurisdictional customers. Witness 
Brown contended that while FPL's approach might be appropriate for non-firm or short-term 
transmission services, revenue crediting for long term contracts could create a subsidy for long- 
term firm transmission service customers. To remove the effect of this revenue credit method, 
witness Brown stated that FPL would need to reduce its requested jurisdictional revenue 
requirements by $18.5 million in 2010. 

In his rebuttal testimony, witness Ender indicated that FPL did not oppose OPC's method 
of addressing transmission related costs and revenues for long-term firm non-jurisdictional 
transmission service contracts, but the actual revenue amount that should be separated was 
approximately $23.0 million. OPC agreed with the adjusted amount. 

We agree with OPC's position on this matter. Separating all revenues and costs 
associated with forecasted long-term firm non-jurisdictional transmission service contracts 
ensures that jurisdictional customers will not subsidize non-jurisdictional transactions. We also 
agree that the information concerning the costs and revenues associated with these sales is more 
accurately presented, based on forecasted transactions for 2010, by FPL. 

Based on the above, we find that all costs and revenues associated with long-term firm 
non-jurisdictional transmission service contracts shall be separated. We make the following 
jurisdictional adjustments to remove the effects of the revenue crediting method employed by 
FPL: reduce plant in service by $386,896,000; reduce accumulated depreciation by 
$144,299,000; reduce plant held for future use by $4,200,000; reduce construction work in 
progress by $18,623,000; increase working capital by $3,700,000; decrease operating revenues 
by $33,639,000; decrease O&M expenses by $10,462,000; decrease depreciation and 
amortization by $10,352,000; decrease taxes other than income by $4,918,000 and increase 
amortization of regulatory asset by $17,000. We also find that FPL appropriately separated all 
other costs and revenues between the wholesale and retail jurisdictions. 

QUALITY OF SERVICE 

FPL provides electric service to about 4.4 million customers. FPL's service territory 
covers 28,000 square miles, uses 67,000 miles of electrical conductor consisting of 42,000 miles 
of overhead wires and about 25,000 miles of underground cable, 1.1 million poles, and 
approximately 800,000 transformers. The distribution business unit is divided into five regions 
(North, East, West, Broward, and Miami-Dade), which are further divided into seventeen 
management areas with 35 service centers. 

The quality and reliability of the electric service provided by a utility is objectively 
measured through the use of electric industry reliability indices and the number and types of 
customer complaints. We have established specific reporting requirements and reliability indices 
in Rule 25-6.0455, F.A.C., which are used to analyze the quality and reliability of an electric 
utility's distribution system. The reliability indices track the duration and frequency of power 
interruptions and are typically examined at a system level. The System Average Interruption 
Duration Index (SAIDI), the System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI), and the 
Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDI) are the most common indices. In effect, 
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they are measures of unreliability. As the indices increase, reliability becomes worse. All of the 
indices provide information about average system performance over a specific time period. 
Accordingly, it is best to examine the current results of a single utility and make a determination 
as to whether the trend of the current and past results are improving or worsening. However, 
using averages as the sole basis for decision making can mask the interruption for a specific 
customer. Therefore, it is important to recognize that an individual customer's outage 
experience will be averaged within the system indices and that customer complaints relating to 
the utility's service quality must also be analyzed. 

Service Hearings and Complaints 

The Commission conducted nine service hearings in FPL's service territory that began on 
June 19, 2009, and concluded on June 26, 2009. The service hearings took place in Sarasota, 
Fort Myers, Daytona Beach, Melbourne, West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale, Miami, Miami 
Gardens, and Plantation. A total of 418 customers testified at the service hearings, covering 
topics that ranged from billing issues, deposit requirements, support of FPL, lack of support for 
the rate base adjustment, and service quality issues. Service quality issues were reported by 55 
customers or approximately 13 percent of the customers at the service hearings. 

At the technical hearing, during cross examination on FPL's Service Hearing Report, 
FPL witness Santos explained that the complaints concerning outages and service reliability are 
handled by the distribution business unit and that the service reliability issues were addressed by 
that unit. Our review of the Service Hearing Report concerning service reliability indicates that 
the momentary power interruptions (MPIs) experienced by many of FPL's customers involved 
vegetation or lightning strikes. In order to resolve the MPIs that did not involve lightning strikes, 
FPL reported that the Vegetation Management Department was either scheduled to perform 
trimming or was in the process of correcting problems that were identified following vegetation 
surveys concerning the customer complaints. FPL witness Spoor testified that the outages 
caused by vegetation appeared to be trending upward for the years 2006 through 2008 and that 
the years 2004 and 2005 experienced natural pruning caused by the hurricanes. As the AG 
pointed out in its brief, MPIs and outages related to vegetation do appear to be increasing. 

Regarding customer complaints, staff witness Hicks testified that 14,700 complaints were 
logged against FPL for a two year period between July 1, 2007, and June 30, 2009. Of the 
logged complaints, 12,236 were directly transferred to FPL through our Transfer-Connect 
program. The most common FPL complaints were billing issues, which accounted for 71 
percent of the complaints during the two year period while 29 percent involved quality of service 
issues. In her rebuttal testimony, FPL witness Santos responded that the data shows on an annual 
basis only 0.16 percent of FPL customers contacted us with service complaints. According to 
witness Santos, that demonstrates that FPL has a very low rate of complaints, and compares 
favorably to the other Florida lOUs. 

With respect to the J.D. Power 2009 residential customer satisfaction study for the South 
Region Large Segment, FPL witness Olivera agreed that the study shows FPL slightly below 
average. In explaining, witness Olivera stated that the J.D. Power study examines a ".. . whole 
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bunch of dimensions," not just reliability. Witness Olivera also stated the average for the East 
Region Large Segment is 593, whereas FPL is 632, which is above the Southeast Region Large 
Segment. We agree with FPL, in principle, that an analysis of adequate electric reliability should 
not be based on a single dimension. In this case, however, the service reliability complaints 
plotted in the Review of Florida's Investor Owned Utilities' Service Reliability in 2007 indicated 
in Figure 4.9 that the reliability related complaints reported to us for FPL have been trending 
slightly upward since 1999. Service reliability complaints included service interruptions, quality 
of service, repair, safety, and trees. The observation that customer service reliability complaints 
reported to us are trending upward lends support to the AG's argument that the service hearings 
held within the FPL service territory indicated that FPL's service varies in different locations. 
Therefore, we can not agree that FPL is ". . . operating well beyond the level required to provide 
reliable electrical service." In our view, the electrical service reliability of FPL's system is more 
appropriately characterized as adequate. 

Reliability Indices 

FPL witness Sonnelitter testified that FPL's transmission reliability was in the top 10 
percent of the utilities surveyed in a recent bench marking study. FPL's transmission SAIDI 
indicted that when an outage occurred on the transmission system it lasted for less than one 
minute or 0.5 minutes, whereas for the Southeast Region of the US, transmission SAIDI lasted 
for 5.8 minutes. 

As mentioned above, Rule 25-6.0455, F.A.C., requires each electric investor owned 
utility to file an Annual Distribution Reliability Report with us. The report contains a number of 
mathematical calculations relating to the duration and frequency of outages that occur on a 
utility's distribution system on an actual and adjusted basis. FPL witnesses Spoor and Reed 
testified that FPL's three indices (SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIDI) indicated that FPL was providing 
better than average numbers for the distribution system. 

FPL's distribution system SAIDI is graphically represented in Figure 1 below and shows 
that for the years 2004 and 2005 an average interruption lasted for 70 minutes and in 2006 an 
interruption lasted an average of 74 minutes. SAIDI declined in 2007 and sharply declined in 
2008 to 67 minutes. 
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Figure 1. SAIDI 

FPL's distribution system analysis also includes the frequency or number of times an 
interruption occurred on the distribution system. Figure 2 indicates that FPL customers 
experienced 1.2 outages in 2004, and in 2008 the number of outages declined to 1.07 outages. 
This metric is used in conjunction with SAIDI. 

SAIFl-System Average hteruption Frequency Index 
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Figure 2. SAIFI 

The remaining metric or index is CAIDI, and it represents the length of time, in minutes, 
that an FPL customer can expect a distribution system outage or interruption to last. Figure 3 
indicates that CAIDI had a low of 57 minutes in 2004 and increased to 63 minutes in 2008. 
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CADI-Customer Average Interuption Duration Index 
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Figure 3. CAIDI 

The SAIDI index includes the other indices of SAIFI and CAIDI. SAIDI for FPL's entire 
distribution system is trending downward. This is a good indication that the length of time a 
customer experiences an outage is decreasing and in 2008 SAIDI had decreased to 67 minutes. 

Based on the above, we find that the quality and reliability of the electric service 
provided by FPL is adequate. We make this determination based on an analysis of customer 
complaints, an analysis of the distribution system metrics that include SAIDI, SAIFI, CAIDI, 
and the analysis of the metrics for the transmission system - System Average Restoration Index 
(SARI) and SAIDI. We note, however, that outages and momentary power interruptions caused 
by vegetation do appear to be increasing, and we expect our staff to continue to monitor that 
trend. 

DEPRECIATION STUDY 

Capital recovery schedules 

Under the capital recovery schedule mechanism, the investment and associated reserve of 
installations facing near-term retirement are separated out as sub-accounts, and the unrecovered 
net amounts are amortized over the period of their remaining service to the public. The 
mechanism is in our depreciation rule, and is the standard practice of this Commission.7 

FPL's proposed capital recovery schedules address the unrecovered costs associated with 
the near-term (2010-2013) retirement of the Cape Canaveral and Riviera steam plants, the St. 
Lucie and Turkey Point nuclear uprate projects, and the meters made obsolete by the new AMI 

7 2005 Settlement Order; Order No. PSC-99-0073-FOF-EI, issued January 8, 2009, in Docket No. 971660-EI, In re: 
1997 depreciation study by Florida Power & Light Company; and Order No. PSC-94-1199-FOF-EI, issued 
September 30, 1994, in Docket No. 931231-El, In re: Request for change in Depreciation Rates by Florida Power 
and Light Company. 
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technology. FPL asserted that the use of capital recovery schedules ensures that recovery of 
retired equipment occurs close to, or before, their retirement. The proposed recovery period of 
four years coincides with the period between depreciation studies, and closely matches the 
remaining period the associated assets will be providing service. 

OPC did not dispute the need for capital recovery schedules, but did dispute how the 
costs should be recovered. OPC witness Pous proposed that: (I) the unrecovered casts 
associated with the retirement of the Cape Canaveral and the Riviera power plants be offset by a 
portion of FPL's identified reserve surplus for the steam production investment; (2) the 
unrecovered costs associated with the nuclear uprates be offset by a portion of FPL's identified 
reserve surplus for the nuclear production investment; and (3) the unrecovered costs associated 
with obsolete meters retiring due to AMI technology be offset by a portion of FPL's identified 
reserve surplus existing in the distribution function. This would eliminate the capital recovery 
schedule expense and reduce the reserve surplus. 

If recovery is not afforded for these identified net unrecovered near-term retirements 
during their remaining period of service, a negative reserve component will result relating to 
plant no longer providing service. We agree with OPC that a portion of the reserve surplus [can 
and should be used for the immediate recovery of these costs. This action will reduce the Itest 
year depreciation expense as well as the reserve surplus. 

SFHHA proposed that: (I) FPL's identified unrecovered costs associated with the near- 
term planned retiring Cape Canaveral and Riviera facilities should be added to the capital costs 
of the new repowered generating units; (2) the remaining net book value of the retired nuclear 
assets should be added to the uprated units for continued depreciation over the lives of those 
units; and (3) the remaining net book value, including removal costs of the retired mleter 
investment, should be depreciated at the same rate as approved for the meter investment. 
SFHHA witness Kollen contended that: 

• FPL's revenue requirement already includes the cost of advanced meters, so there is no rieed 
to accelerate the depreciation of old non-AMI investment; 

• FPL's AMI deployment is the cause for the retirements of the existing non-AMI metiers 
therefore, it is reasonable to reclassify the existing non-AMI meters as a regulatory asset; 

•    FPL's proposal would require ratepayers to pay for existing non-AMI meter investment 
the new AMI meter investment at the same time; and 

and 

• Since the existing non-AMI meters will be replaced at one time over a four-year period 
FPL's four-year amortization proposal would "double-up" recovery for meters during [that 
period. 

FPL witness Davis asserted that he agreed that nuclear uprate costs relating to plant 
additions should increase the plant investment and be depreciated over the life of the related 
group of assets. However, witness Davis disagreed that the net book value of the identified 
nuclear uprate retirements and associated removal costs should be deferred and recovered over 
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the remaining licensed life of each nuclear unit.  Regarding the replacement of obsolete meters 
with new AMI meters, witness Davis disagreed that FPL is "doubling up," as SFHAA suggested. 

The purpose of depreciation is to match expenses to the period the assets associated with 
those expenses are providing service to the public. Under group depreciation, it is recognized 
that some assets within the group will experience a life shorter than the average, while others 
will experience a life longer than the average. However, if there is a group of assets planned for 
near-term retirement that now have a significantly shorter life than the overall group life, the 
associated investments should be withdrawn from the group and recovered over their expected 
life as provided by our rules. This is the principle of matching expenses to consumption. 

If assets retire earlier than the average life of the group without recovery being afforded, 
a negative reserve component is created. The negative reserve component translates into a 
positive rate base element. From the Company's standpoint, it will continue to earn a return on 
this non-existent plant over the life of the group. From the ratepayers' standpoint, they will 
continue paying for plant no longer providing service until the situation is corrected. Negative 
reserve amounts are non-life related net investments8 that we have historically corrected as fast 
as practicable to remedy the existing intergenerational inequity.9 

SFHHA's proposal would create a negative reserve component, the exact situation the 
capital recovery schedule mechanism avoids. Moreover, deferring recovery is simply 
mortgaging the future. Ratepayers should pay their fair share of costs associated with plant from 
which they are receiving service. Unrecovered amounts associated with non-existent plant do 
not benefit ratepayers. Contrary to SFHHA's assertions, recovery of the identified unrecovered 
costs associated with planned near-term retirements over a period that matches the remaining 
period the related assets will provide service ensures intergenerational equity. We disagree that 
such recovery is "accelerated" as FPL, FIPUG, and SFHHA contended. Recovery that matches 
the service life is not accelerated; it reflects the matching principle. Finally, offsetting FPL's 
identified unrecovered costs provides immediate recovery and reduces test year depreciation 
expense, thus alleviating SFHHA's concerns. 

Based on the foregoing, we hereby approve the capital recovery schedules contained in 
Table 1, on the following page. A portion of FPL's existing reserve surplus shall be used to 
offset the recovery schedule expenses, as discussed in further detail below. 

8 Non-life related net investments refer to unrecovered costs associated with plant that is no longer providing service 
to the public. Because the related plant has retired, there is no life over which to recover the costs. Thus, they are 
non-life related costs. j 
9 Order No. PSC-09-0229-PAA-GU, issued April 13, 2009, in Docket No. 080548-GU, In Re: 2008 depreciation 
study bv Florida Public Utilities Company, p. 3; Order No. PSC-03-0260-PAA-GU, issued February 24, 2003, in 
Docket No. 010906-GU, In re: Request for approval of depreciation study for five-year period 1996 through 2000 
bv Sebring Gas System. Inc., p. 3; Order No. PSC-02-1492-PAA-GU, issued October 31, 2002, in Docket! No. 
010383-GU, In re: Application for approval of new depreciation rates bv Tampa Electric Company d/b/a Peoples 
Gas System, p. 3; Order No. PSC-01-2270-PAA-EI, issued November 19, 2001, in Docket No. 010669-EI, In re: 
Request for approval of implementation date of January 1. 2002. for new depreciation rates for Marianna Electric 
Division by Florida Public Utilities Company, p. 2. j 
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Table 1 

Estimated Estimated         Estimated              Total 
Investment Reserve                Cost             Unrecovered 
12/31/2009 12/31/2009      of Removal            costs 

Steam Plant Retirements 

Cape Canaveral Common 
311 Structures & Improvements 14,150,126 12,611,980 1,538,146 
312 Boiler Plant Equipment 1,849,558 674,585 1,1 "{4,973 
314 Turbogenerator Units 1,022,283 537,299 484,984 
315 Accessory Euqipment 727,205 400,288 326,917 
316 Misc. Equipment 649,164 635,515 13,649 

Total Cape Canaveral Common 18,398,336 14,859,667 3,538,669 

Cape Canaveral Unit 1 
311 Structures & Improvements 1,699,261 1,185,805 513,456 
312 Boiler Plant Equipment 58,317,673 49,045,408 9,272,265 
314 Turbogenerator Units 29,691,699 17,501,297 12,1S|0,402 
315 Accessory Euqipment 4,575,178 3,411,278 1,163,900 
316 Misc. Equipment 454,247 446,053 8,194 

23,M8,217 Total Cape Canaveral Unit 1 94,738,058 71,589,841 

Cape Canaveral Unit 2 
311 Structures & Improvements 1,460,458 1,476,474 (16,016) 
312 Boiler Plant Equipment 49,029,068 45,864,642 3,164,426 
314 Turbogenerator Units 18,405,448 12,974,004 5,431,444 
315 Accessory Euqipment 4,980,181 4,984,124 (3,943) 
316 Misc. Equipment 516,363 476,595 39,768 

Total Cape Canaveral Unit 2 74,391,518 65,775,839 8,615,679 

Riviera Common i 
311 Structures & Improvements 9,194,438 93,788,335 (84,5^3,897) 
312 Boiler Plant Equipment 651,151 580,853 ^0,298 
314 Turbogenerator Units 1,221,674 1,115,841 105,833 
315 Accessory Euqipment 2,048,442 2,056,365 (7,923) 
316 Misc. Equipment 838,293 765,531 72,762 

Total Riviera Common 13,953,998 13,897,425 56,573 

Riviera Common Unit 3 
311 Structures & Improvements 323,577 169,948 153,629 
312 Boiler Plant Equipment 26,644,720 24,867,091 1,777,629 
314 Turbogenerator Units 20,348,570 16,753,158 3,595,412 
315 Accessory Euqipment 2,480,171 2,404,136 76,035 
316 Misc. Equipment 117,897 57,070 60,827 

Total Riviera Common Unit 3 49,914,935 44,251,403 5,663,532 

Riviera Common Unit 4 1 

311 Structures & Improvements 107,740 105,392 ; 2,348 
312 Boiler Plant Equipment 20,735,379 18,833,063 1,902,316 
314 Turbogenerator Units 15,546,279 14,814,063 732,216 
315 Accessory Euqipment 3,401,126 2,156,145 1,244,981 
316 Misc. Equipment 47,438 45,433 2,005 

Total Riviera Common Unit 4 39,837,962 35,954,479 3,883,483 

Total Steam Plant Retirements 291,234,807 246,328,654 44,906,153 
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Table 1 

Estimated Estimated Estimated Totll 
Investment Reserrve Cost Unrecovered 

Nuclear Uprates 

12/31/2009 12/31/2009 of Removal costs 

St. Lucie Unit 1 
322 Reactor Plant Equipment 3,089,857 1,285,383 2,171,874 3,9^6,348 
323 Turbogenerator Units 46,415,739 23,026,980 11,780,444 35,169,203 
324 Accessory Euqipment 108,098 107,964 1,675,065 1,675,199 

Total St. Lucie Unit 1 49,613,694 24,420,327 15,627,383 40,820,750 

St. Lucie Unit 2 i 
322 Reactor Plant Equipment 8,170,947 5,445,563 788,236 3,513,620 
323 Turbogenerator Units 68,116,907 47,503,584 12,173,427 32,786,750 
324 Accessory Euqipment 444,059 280,915 984,302 1,147,446 

Total St. Lucie Unit 2 76,731,913 53,230,062 13,945,965 37,447,816 

Turkey Point Common 
322 Reactor Plant Equipment 254,355 26,072 228,283 

323 Turbogenerator Units 2,065,043 144,410 1,920,633 
Total Turkey Point Common 2,319,398 170,482 2,148,916 

Turkey Point Unit 3 i 

321 Structures & Improvements 541,965 440,388 289,308 390,885 
322 Reactor Plant Equipment 13,326,530 12,658,412 15,309,927 15,918,045 
323 Turbogenerator Units 37,480,833 22,160,888 12,054,706 27,374,651 
324 Accessory Euqipment 371,220 366,648 183,116 187,688 

Total Turkey Point Unit 3 51,720,548 35,626,336 27,837,057 43,931,269 

Turkey Point Unit 4 i 
321 Structures & Improvements 192,250 192,250 290,492 290,492 
322 Reactor Plant Equipment 13,393,985 13,120,597 15,326,786 15,600,174 
323 Turbogenerator Units 40,012,223 24,247,736 12,047,391 27,811,878 
324 Accessory Euqipment 314,044 314,044 183,694 183,694 

Total Turkey Point Unit 4 53,912,502 37,874,627 27,848,363 43,886,238 

Total Nuclear Uprates 234,298,055 151,321,834 85,258,768 168,234,989 

Meters 
i 

370 Obsolete by AMI 249,077,327 171,613,059 23,617,590 101,081,858 

Total Capital Recovery Schedules 774,610,189 569,263,547 108,876,358 314,223,000 
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Remaining life calculation 

For the reasons explained below, we are of the opinion that FPL's calculation of 
remaining life10 leads to questionable results. Accordingly, we approve a remaining |life 
calculation based on using the average age of the given account with the selected survivor 
curve." The remaining lives we approve below are based on this calculation. 

OPC disputed FPL's use of a truncated Iowa curve12 in its life analysis for the production 
plant accounts. This argument relates to the way in which FPL accounted for interim retirements 
in its life determinations. Since this is more an issue with an input to the development of 
remaining life, rather than a calculation issue, we address OPC's arguments in the following 
section. j 

As part of its remaining life calculation, FPL allocated the actual book reserve for a given 
account to the individual surviving balances based on the theoretical or calculated reserve. OPC 
witness Pous took issue with two aspects of this allocation process. First, the process limited the 
allocated book reserve to the surviving balance of an individual vintage so that the reserve for the 
vintage did not exceed the total vintage original cost less net salvage.13  Second, the impact of 

the 
the 

net salvage parameters was recognized in the remaining life calculation rather than after 
calculation. Witness Pous used an industry standard remaining life calculation, which is 
same one that Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF) used in Docket No. 090079-EI. 

Regarding his criticisms, witness Pous demonstrated that FPL's remaining life 
calculation ignored the fact that vintages to which no reserve was allocated were still in service 
and still accruing depreciation. Moreover, witness Pous explained that in group depreciation,14 

some items of plant are assumed to retire before the average service life while others will retire 
after the average service life. On average, however, depreciation expenses over the life of the 
group will equal the total investment adjusted for net salvage. Witness Pous demonstrated that if 
the book reserve is allocated to all vintages as it should be, different vintage remaining lives 
result. | 

FPL explained that it determined the remaining life annual depreciation expense for each 
vintage by dividing the future book expenses (original cost less book reserve) by the average 
remaining life of the vintage.   The average remaining life for each vintage was a directly 

10 The remaining life is the period of years remaining, on average, that the group of assets being studied is expected 
to provide service to the public. ; 
1' A survivor curve is a graphical picture of the amount of property (in dollars), that exists at each age (in years), 
throughout the life of a property group. | 
12 Iowa curves, published by Iowa State College in 1935, were developed by analyzing the ages at which industrial 
property had retired. An Iowa curve, when used in conjunction with other inputs, provides the remaining life. A 
truncated Iowa curve means that no vintage will survive past the estimated date of final retirement. i 
13 Net salvage is gross salvage less cost of removal. Gross salvage is the amount received from trade-in or sale of 
the asset. Cost of removal relates to the costs incurred for the removal and disposal of the retired asset. Net salvage 
can be either positive where gross salvage exceeds cost of removal, or negative in cases where cost of removal is 
greater than gross salvage. j 

4 Group depreciation assumes that some items of plant will retire before the average service life while others will 
retire after the average service life. ; 
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weighted average derived from the estimated future survivor curve. FPL witness Clarke testified 
that the remaining life calculated for each vintage took into account that a portion of each vintage 
will retire before the average service life and a portion will retire after the average service life, 
consistent with group depreciation concepts. Moreover, by limiting depreciation expenses only 
to vintages that are not frilly accrued, expenses were calculated only for those vintages that [had 
future costs remaining to recover. Witness Clarke contended that this resulted in a composite 
annual depreciation rate that is appropriate for the plant balances going forward and resulted in 
the appropriate amount of needed depreciation expenses. I 

We do not agree with FPL that its remaining life calculation is consistent with FIfL's 
actual practice. FPL does not maintain its plant account reserves by vintage; they are maintained 
on a total account basis. Also, depreciation rates are not applied to individual vintages; the rates 
are applied to the total account balance. Allocating the book reserve to individual vintages based 
on a theoretical reserve calculation is not necessarily a concern. However, in its allocation, FPL 
determined that the reserve for any given vintage could not exceed the survivors for that vintage 
less net salvage. For example, in reviewing the calculation presented for Account 396.1, Power 
Operated Equipment, no reserve was allocated to the 1986-2000 vintages because the allocation 
of the reserve indicated that these vintages were frilly accrued. That is because the most 
allocated to any given vintage was the surviving investment for that vintage less net salvage. 
These vintages represent more than 36 percent of the plant account investment. We believe (this 
is a significant amount of investment that has no remaining life. Looking at Account 396.8, 
Other Power Operated Equipment, FPL uses an L0.5 Iowa curve and 9-year life combination. 
The average age of the account is 7.5 years. Using the method endorsed by OPC, the remaining 
life of the account is 5.2 years, compared to the Company's calculation of zero. While this 
account has an existing reserve surplus, that should not deter from the fact that it does indeed 
have a remaining life using FPL's proposed curve and life combination. 

FPL did not dispute that net salvage impacts its calculation of remaining life. Net salvage 
impacts the remaining life depreciation rate, not the average remaining life itself.15 

Unfortunately, because FPL's calculation assumes that no vintage can have more reserve 
allocated than the surviving investment less net salvage, as net salvage varies, so does j the 
remaining life. For all the foregoing reasons, FPL's remaining life calculation leads to 
questionable results. Accordingly, the remaining lives we address below are calculated by 
applying the average age of the account to the selected survivor curve. This is similar to OPC's 
calculation of remaining life and PEF's calculation in its depreciation study in Docket |No. 
090079-EI. The remaining lives we approve below use this calculation. 

Depreciation parameters for production plant 

FPL proposed depreciation rates for its plant investment through December 31, 2009. In 
addition, FPL proposed depreciation rates for production plants projected to become operational 
after the test year. The depreciation rates for "Future Units" will be implemented at the timb of 
commercial operation. 

15 Remaining Life Rale = (100-Net Salvage-Reserve)/Average Remaining Life.   Rule 25-6.0436 (l)(e), F.A.C. 
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The remaining life rate is designed to recover the remaining unrecovered balance 
(investment less net salvage less reserve) over the remaining life of the associated investment. 
The formula for the remaining life rate is the plant investment (represented as 100 percent) 
minus net salvage percent minus reserve percent divided by the average remaining life in years. 
The reserve represents the portion of the investment accumulated through depreciation expense 
to date unless restated to another level. Rule 25-6.0436, F.A.C. 

FPL used the life span technique in studying its production plants. This technique 
requires that a date of final retirement be estimated for each production unit. The technique also 
requires estimation of the level of interim retirements that will occur before the final retirement 
of the generating unit.16 The Company used an interim retirement survivor curve17 to account for 
expected interim retirements. The curve was developed by performing a statistical analysis that 
analyzed historical retirements and incorporated judgment and industry information. The 
economic retirement date of a facility affected each year of installation for the facility by 
truncating the interim survivor curve for each installation year at the year of expected retirement. 
The life span1 for each account was based on the make-up of the property within the given 
account, experience in the industry, current forecasted life spans, the Company's resource plan, 
and information from Company personnel. FPL noted that the estimated retirement dates were 
established for depreciation purposes and did not commit FPL to actually retiring any production 
units on those dates. 

The parties disagreed with the life spans FPL assumed in the depreciation study. The 
intervenors asserted that FPL's proposed life spans were too short. OPC also disagreed with 
FPL's level of interim retirements and interim net salvage. 

Net salvage is the amount received from gross salvage less cost of removal. Gross 
salvage is the amount received from sale, reuse, or sometimes the reimbursement from retired 
property. Cost of removal relates to costs incurred in the removal and disposing of retired plant. 
Net salvage is positive when gross salvage exceeds cost of removal and negative when cost of 
removal is greater than gross salvage. Net salvage associated with production plant is associated 
with the interim retirements expected to retire prior to the retirement date of the generating 
facility. 

1. Life Spans 

FPL proposed a 40-year life span for its Scherer and SJRPP coal-fired plants. For the 
remainder of FPL's steam-fired facilities, FPL proposed a retirement date of mid-2020, resulting 
in the two newer stations, Martin and Manatee, having life spans ranging from 39 to 44 years, 
and low 50-year to mid 60-year life spans for the remaining stations. For its combined cycle 
units, FPL proposed a life span of 25 years. 

As an example, interim retirements for a building would consist of assets such as plumbing, heating, doors, 
windows, and roofs. 

A survivor curve graphically depicts the amount of property (in dollars) existing at each age (in years) throughout 
the life of a group of property. 

A life span is the time period when a unit goes into commercial operation and the estimated date of retirement 
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OPC witness Pous proposed a 60-year life span for FPL's Scherer and SJRPP coal-fired 
generating stations. For FPL's Manatee and Martin plants, OPC witness Pous proposed a 50- 
year life span. The witness did not propose an adjustment to FPL's assumed 25-year life span 
for combined cycle units even though he asserted that 25 years was artificially short. The 
witness proposed that FPL be directed to perform a detailed analysis demonstrating why its 
combined cycle facilities cannot be expected to operate for 35 years or longer, and present the 
study in its next depreciation study filing. However, the witness suggested that a life span of 30 
or 35 years would represent an initial step in bringing FPL's life spans more in line with 
reasonable expectations. 

FEPUG witness Pollock proposed a life span of 55 years for FPL's coal units. For 
combined cycle units, FIPUG witness Pollock proposed a life span of at least 35 years. FIPUG 
based its proposed life spans on life spans determined in other regulatory proceedings throughout 
the country, life spans used by other utilities, and the actual life spans of some of FPL's units. 

SFHHA witness Kollen did not address the life span of FPL's coal units, but proposed a 
life span of 40 years for FPL's combined cycle plants. SFHHA reasoned that if the Putnam 
combined cycle plant could experience a life span of 42 to 43 years, there was no reason to 
assume a shorter 25-year life span for other combined cycle units. As additional support for its 
proposal, SFHHA referred to the experience of other utilities that use a 40-year life span for 
combined cycle units. Finally, SFHHA asserted that FPL had not demonstrated that it would 
conclusively operate these units for only 25 years. 

In support of its position, OPC asserted that FPL had demonstrated through actual 
operation that its oil- and gas-fired generating facilities can operate for more than 60 years. OPC 
witness Pous and FIPUG witness Pollock noted that other utilities and regulatory commissions 
have recognized 50 to 60 year or longer life spans for steam generating facilities. Moreover, 
OPC witness Pous referenced the Energy Information Administration of the Department of 
Energy's database that contains data on generating units demonstrating longer life spans than 
FPL proposed. Finally, the witness stated that FPL had not provided any economic analysis that 
demonstrated that its facilities could not operate for longer periods than it had proposed. 

FPL contended that the intervenors' reliance on industry statistics from other electric 
utilities in making their proposals did not consider any of the unique circumstances related to the 
operations, design life, cycling, or maintenance practices of its production plants. While this 
may be true, we believe that FPL's actual operations are compelling. 

For FPL's coal plants, Scherer and SJRPP, we believe a 50-year life span is appropriate 
to use in this proceeding. This life span reflects a compromise position between the life spans 
proposed by FPL and the longer life spans proposed by OPC and FIPUG, and recognizes 
uncertainties regarding environmental and climate change legislation. For the Manatee and 
Martin steam plants, we believe that OPC's proposed 50-year life span is reasonable. For the 
Port Everglades plant, we believe a 60-year life span is appropriate. We also believe that FPL's 
life span of 59 years for the Sanford plant, 66 years for the Cutler plant, and 53 years for the 
Turkey Point plant are reasonable. 
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When combined cycle plants are operating for more than 25 years, this indicates that a 
25-year life span is no longer appropriate for depreciation purposes. While FIPUG and SFHHA 
recommend life spans of 35 or 40 years for combined cycle plants, OPC suggested that 30 to 35 
years would be a step in the right direction. Accordingly, we will use a minimum 30-year life 
span at this time. For those units where FPL has assumed life spans longer than 30 years, no 
party disagreed. In FPL's next depreciation study, the Company shall provide specific 
information supporting a shorter life span, if it believes that to be appropriate. 

No party disputed FPL's proposed life spans of 60 years for its nuclear units, except OPC 
believed that the life spans should match the actual license termination date of each unit. We 
agree. Also, no party disputed FPL's proposed life spans for its combustion turbines. 
Accordingly, we believe that they are appropriate. 

2. Interim Retirements 

OPC witness Pous agreed that interim retirements should be included in the calculation of 
production plant lives, but disagreed with FPL's approach in estimating interim retirements. 
OPC proposed constant interim retirement rates based on a method sponsored by the California 
Public Utilities Commission19 and recognized by the National Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners (NARUC).20 The witness explained that he developed interim retirement ratios 
based on actual FPL historical retirements for each production account. 

On the other hand, FPL contended that a constant interim retirement rate approach did 
not accurately estimate expected interim activity because the approach assumes a constant level 
of retirements throughout the group of investment's life rather than increased retirements as the 
property ages. Moreover, FPL asserted that OPC's interim retirement rates were only based on a 
single observed data point, rather than multiple data points as OPC claimed. FPL claimed that 
OPC's constant retirement rate calculation was mathematically incorrect and ignored later data 
points that have experienced higher levels of retirements. Finally, FPL contended that a constant 
retirement rate assumed that future interim retirement activity will be the same as past retirement 
activity, which is unlikely. FPL noted that things such as cap-and-trade legislation could require 
large investments in new technologies and lead to associated retirements to meet future 
regulatory requirements. 

We have previously found that a generating station, or a generating unit, can be looked at 
as a box containing an assortment of various types of assets which can be expected to experience 
varied lives.21 Prior to this current depreciation study, FPL utilized its mechanized property 
record system to provide in-depth stratified information for the assets in an account at a specific 

19 Determination of Straight-Line Remaining Life Depreciation Accruals Standard Practice U-4. 
20 Public Utility Depreciation Practices. 
21 Order No. PSC-99-0073-FOF-EI, issued January 8, 1999, in Docket No. 971660-EI, In re: 1997 depreciation 
study bv Florida Power & Light Company, p. 4. 
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unit.22  The life of the account was then arrived at by compositing expectations of the various 
strata. 

In the current study, FPL did not use a stratified approach in determining production 
plant lives, but rather used a curve-life combination to depict interim retirements. In our opinion, 
such an approach leads to much more subjectivity than the stratification approach. Also, FPL's 
method of estimating interim retirements in its current depreciation study is not simpler than its 
previously used approach, especially given that the stratified information is contained in FPL's 
mechanized property record system. However, with any stratification, we recognize that the 
degree of disaggregation should be tempered by the associated costs. 

We note that both FPL's method and OPC's method of determining interim retirements 
are industry acceptable practices. We agree with FPL's criticism that OPC's use of a constant 
retirement rate assumes that retirements in the fixture will mirror those of the past. However, it 
also appears that FPL based its selected life and curve combinations on a statistical analysis of 
historical data. The evidence does not indicate how, if at all, future expectations were considered 
in FPL's curve selections. 

Based on the record evidence presented, we calculated a constant retirement rate based on 
the data provided in FPL's original observed data for each account. The interim retirement rates 
we use in this proceeding are contained in Table 2, on the following page. 

22 Stratification is the determination that a given account at a specific generating unit contains a certain amount of 
investment in such things as pumps, piping, rotors, or structures, with each strata expected to have a certain service 
life. 
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Table 2: Commission Approved Interim Retirement Rates 
Account Interim Retirement Rate 
Steam Production 
311 - Structures & Improvements 0.0032 
312 - Boiler Plant Equipment 0.0094 
314 - Turbogenerator Units 0.0120 
315 - Accessory Electric Equipment 0.0052 
316 - Misc. Power Plant Equipment 0.0071 
Nuclear Production 
321 - Structures & Improvements 0.0028 
322 - Reactor Plant Equipment 0.0056 
323 - Turbogenerator Units 0.0138 
324 - Accessory Electric Equipment 0.0012 
325 - Misc. Power Plant Equipment 0.0032 
Other Production 
341 - Structures & Improvements 0.0023 
342 - Fuel Holders, Producers & Accessories 0.0095 
343*-PrimeMovers 0.0057 
344 - Turbogenerator Units 0.0016 
345 - Accessory Electric Equipment 0.0013 
346 - Misc. Power Plant Equipment 0.0026 
* An interim retirement rate of 0.1565 is recommended for capitalized spare parts. 

We applied the interim retirement rate to the overall life span of the generating unit to 
determine an average service life and average remaining life. Our approved average remaining 
lives are contained in Table 3, below. 

3. Interim Net Salvage 

OPC witness Pous claimed that FPL's proposed interim net salvage parameters were 
excessively negative. OPC witness Pous contended that FPL failed to determine whether any 
activity in any particular year of its analysis was representative of the remaining investment. The 
witness proposed adjustments for two steam production accounts, two nuclear accounts, and five 
other production accounts. 

In contrast to OPC's proposed interim net salvage proposals, FPL asserted that interim 
net salvage was developed for each account using a combination of historical data and informed 
judgment. The Company averred that, because interim net salvage did not pertain to all of the 
property, it adjusted the net salvage percent based on the percentage of plant that will be retired 
as interim retirements. 
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3 a. Account-Specific Net Salvage Analysis 

3al. Steam Production 

Account 311- Structures and Improvements 

FPL's currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 9 percent. FPL 
proposed net salvage of negative 15 percent, adjusted to negative 5 percent for interim 
retirements. Witness Clarke asserted that the historical data had averaged negative 15 percent 
with recent cost of removal increasing. 

OPC proposed interim net salvage of negative 5 percent, reduced to zero for interim 
retirements. Witness Pous contended that FPL ignored recent activity indicating about negative 
10 percent net salvage to a positive net salvage. Additionally, he noted that a disproportionate 
share of the historical retirements in this account have been piping, and replacement of a 
retaining wall and a cooling pond underdrain system, that may not be indicative of the future. 
Because piping comprised only 16 percent of the account's investment, the OPC witness asserted 
that it was given too much weight in FPL's analysis. 

Based on the record evidence, we believe a negative 10 percent net salvage is reasonable. 
Adjusted for interim retirements, we approve the interim net salvage values shown in Table 3, 
below. 

Account 312- Boiler Plant Equipment 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 6 percent. FPL 
asserted that cost of removal had increased over the past few years indicating the need to 
increase the negative net salvage. Historical salvage data for the 1986-2007 period averaged 
negative 27 percent, with the 2005-2007 band averaging negative 15 percent. The Company 
proposed a net salvage of negative 15 percent, adjusted to negative 11 percent for interim 
retirements. Based on the record evidence, we believe FPL's net salvage proposal is reasonable. 
Adjusted for interim retirements, we approve the interim net salvage values shown in Table 3 
below. 

Account 314 - Turbogenerator Units 

FPL's currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 6 percent. FPL 
proposed an interim net salvage of zero, noting that salvage data had been erratic. 

OPC proposed positive 10 percent net salvage, adjusted to 1.67 percent for interim 
retirements. OPC contended that FPL's approach to this account was inconsistent with its 
approach in other accounts because it did not recognize that this account has historically 
averaged 8 percent positive net salvage, or that the five-year band of data reflected positive 9 
percent. 

Salvage activity has historically averaged positive 8 percent. The most recent two-year 
band averaged negative 11 percent. We agree with FPL that the data is erratic. Net salvage has 
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ranged from negative 264 percent to positive 218 percent. Given that such wide variances do not 
indicate a consistent pattern, we approve the interim net salvage values shown in Table 3. 

Account 315- Accessory Electric Equipment 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 6 percent. FPL 
proposed increasing the negative net salvage to negative 20 percent to recognize increased costs 
of removal. The five-year band of salvage data averaged negative 28 percent with a number of 
years over 30 percent. Adjusted for interim retirements, FPL proposed negative 12 percent net 
salvage. OPC did not address FPL's proposal. 

Net salvage has historically averaged negative 19 percent, with the most recent three-year 
and four-year bands average negative 28 percent. Based on the record evidence, we believe the 
Company's proposed net salvage value is reasonable. Adjusted for interim retirements, we 
approve the interim net salvage values shown in Table 3. 

Account 316 - Miscellaneous Equipment 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is zero percent. FPL noted 
that while the net salvage amounts were not large, cost of removal tended to be greater than 
realized gross salvage. Accordingly, FPL proposed negative 5 percent net salvage, adjusted to 
negative 4 percent for interim retirements. OPC did not address FPL's net salvage proposal for 
this account. 

Historically, net salvage for this account has averaged negative 5 percent with the most 
recent five years average negative 8 percent. This account has not experienced sufficient 
retirements on which to rely. For this reason, we approve the interim net salvage values shown 
in Table 3. 

3a2. Nuclear Production 

Account 321 - Structures and Improvements 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 1 percent. 
Historically, net salvage averaged positive 8 percent, with some years being positive and some 
years being negative. FPL proposed a zero net salvage based on the erratic behavior of the data. 
OPC did not address FPL's proposal. Based on the account activity, we approve the Company's 
proposed net salvage. 

Account 322 - Reactor Plant Equipment 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 2 percent. FPL 
proposed net salvage of negative 5 percent, adjusted to negative 4 percent for interim 
retirements. 

OPC proposed retaining the current negative 2 percent interim net salvage. OPC 
explained that FPL recognized that the currently approved interim net salvage appeared justified, 
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absent recent years in which there were some large retirements that distorted the activity. 
Nonetheless, the Company proposed an increase in the interim net salvage until more data was 
available. OPC contended that FPL's reasoning for its proposed net salvage was inconsistent 
with its approach in other accounts that also indicated positive net salvage, where FPL selected 
zero until a pattern was established. 

Historically, net salvage has averaged negative 11 percent with recent years being more 
negative, in part due to the retirements associated with the uprate project. Discounting those 
years, net salvage has averaged slightly negative. Based on the record evidence, we are hesitant 
to approve a higher negative net salvage. Accordingly, we approve the currently approved net 
salvage of negative 2 percent. 

Account 323 - Turbogenerator Units 

The currently approved interim net salvage is negative 4 percent. FPL proposed a zero 
percent net salvage. The Company explained that the historical data showed positive net salvage 
in some years and negative net salvage in other years. Large retirements in recent years realized 
both high gross salvage and high removal costs. Until it is determined whether this type of 
activity will continue, FPL proposed zero percent net salvage. Based on the data for this 
account, we approve zero percent net salvage. 

Account 324 - Accessory Electric Equipment 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 2 percent. FPL 
proposed increasing net salvage to negative 20 percent, adjusted to negative 18 percent for 
interim retirements. The Company stated that retirements had been fairly consistent with cost of 
removal always exceeding gross salvage. Historical data averaged negative 19 percent with the 
past five years of net salvage data averaging negative 41 percent. 

OPC proposed negative 2 percent negative net salvage, adjusted to negative 0.06 percent 
for interim retirements. OPC asserted that the most recent five-year band of data represented less 
than 1 percent of retirement activity, rendering the results meaningless. We agree and, therefore, 
approve the currently approved interim net salvage of negative 2 percent. 

Account 325 - Miscellaneous Power Plant Equipment 

The currently approved net salvage for this account is negative 1 percent. FPL proposed 
zero interim net salvage based on the fact that historical data indicated positive net salvage with 
only the past couple of years showing cost of removal exceeding gross salvage. Based on the 
record evidence, we find that FPL's proposal is reasonable. 
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3a3. Other Production 

Account 341 - Structures & Improvements 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 2 percent. FPL 
proposed increasing net salvage to negative 25 percent to reflect increasing removal costs. 
Adjusting for interim retirements, a negative 12 percent interim net salvage resulted. 

OPC proposed interim net salvage of zero. OPC asserted that while FPL recognized 
increased removal costs, it discounted the 2007 positive net salvage as an anomaly without any 
investigation. 

Historical net salvage for this account has averaged negative 20 percent, with the most 
recent five-year band averaging positive 9 percent. There was no indication from FPL why the 
removal costs incurred in 2005 should not be considered an anomaly. We approve the negative 2 
percent interim net salvage for this account until more data is available. 

Account 342 - Other Production Fuel Holders 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is zero percent. FPL 
proposed interim net salvage of negative 5 percent to reflect increased removal costs. Adjusting 
for interim retirements resulted in negative 3 percent interim net salvage. The Company asserted 
that the account retirements have been erratic. However, when retirements have occurred, cost 
of removal with little gross salvage was experienced. 

OPC proposed interim net salvage of zero. OPC viewed FPL's proposal as unwarranted 
given the lack of retirement data. 

Based on the record evidence, this account shows insufficient retirements upon which to 
draw a meaningful conclusion. Accordingly, we approve the currently approved zero percent 
interim net salvage. 

Account 343 - Other Production Prime Movers 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is zero. FPL proposed 
interim net salvage of negative 10 percent adjusted to negative 2 percent for interim retirements. 
FPL asserted that historical net salvage averaged negative 24 percent, with the most recent five 
years averaging negative 14 percent. The Company averred that this data warranted an increase 
in negative net salvage. 

OPC proposed interim net salvage of zero. OPC asserted that FPL's data included two 
large negative gross salvage amounts. This data caused the historical information to be 
excessively negative and produced illogical results. OPC averred that if this data is removed as 
an anomaly, there is no basis for changing the currently approved interim net salvage. 

We agree with OPC that negative gross salvage amounts are illogical. We also agree 
with FPL that even ignoring these amounts, net salvage has been negative.  FPL proposed zero 
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net salvage in its 2005 depreciation study when the data showed negative net salvage. Therefore, 
we are hard pressed to approve a net salvage more negative when nothing has essentially 
changed since the 2005 depreciation analysis. We therefore approve the currently prescribed 
zero percent interim net salvage. 

Account 344 - Other Production Generators 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 1 percent. FPL 
proposed a negative 100 percent net salvage based on the most recent five years of data, adjusted 
to negative 11 percent for interim retirements. 

OPC proposed zero net salvage. OPC asserted that FPL had not adequately explained or 
supported its proposal. 

Historical net salvage has averaged negative 98 percent, with the most recent five years 
of data averaging negative net salvage in excess of 100 percent. We note that retirements during 
the past five years account for more than 60 percent of all retirements recorded during the 1987- 
2007 period. We also note that until the last five years, cost of removal as well as retirements 
had generally been negligible. FPL did not explain what caused the sudden increase in activity, 
so we are unable to verify if its proposed net salvage is appropriate. Under the circumstances, 
we approve the currently approved interim net salvage of negative 1 percent. 

Account 345 - Other Production Accessory Electric Equipment 

The currently approved interim net salvage for this account is negative 1 percent. FPL 
proposed increasing net salvage to negative 10 percent, adjusted to negative 3 percent for interim 
retirements. The Company states that its proposal is in line with the historical net salvage 
experience of the account. 

OPC proposed zero percent interim net salvage. OPC asserted that the retirement activity 
during the past five years represented less than 0.4 percent of the account's investment, and 79 
percent of that activity was associated with items such as batteries and battery chargers that 
represented less than 5 percent of the account's investment. Thus, OPC contended that FPL's 
proposed interim negative net salvage was overstated. 

Historical net salvage has averaged negative 7 percent with the most recent five-year 
band of data averaging negative 14 percent. FPL contended that OPC's argument was flawed 
because the account's retirements reflect the types of property that will likely be retired interimly 
and not necessarily the same investment mix. However, FPL did not explain other types of 
investments subject to interim retirement or the type of salvage they were likely to incur. It is 
difficult to assume that past activity is indicative of the future if the past is not representative of 
the type of activity being estimated. For this reason, we approve the currently prescribed 
negative 1 percent interim net salvage. 
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Account 346 - Miscellaneous Power Plant Equipment 

The currently approved interim net salvage is zero percent, which FPL proposed 
retaining. Historical net salvage as well has the most recent five years of data have averaged 
negative 2 percent. Retirements have been minimal. Based on the record evidence, we find 
FPL's proposal reasonable. 

4. Amortizations 

In accord with Rule 25-6.0142, F.A.C., FPL amortizes investments in the miscellaneous 
power plant accounts that represent minor investments of numerous items that are too numerous 
to track or trace. Each vintage year's additions associated with each account is amortized over a 
like period of time. FPL proposed no change to these amortizations and none of the intervenors 
disputed them. 

5. Conclusion 

The approved depreciation parameters and resulting depreciation rates for production 
plant are shown on Table 3, on the following pages. The reserve positions shown incorporate the 
effects of the approved reserve allocations addressed below. 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

MM ̂ #E^#g 

mm 
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CUTLER PLANT 
(yrs.) (%)   (%) (%) 

Cutler Common 

311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 84.49 1.7 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (7.00) 85.38 2.2 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 78.22 2.2 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (6.00) 86.69 1.9 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 0.00 80.94 1.9 

Cutler Unit 5 

311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 84.49 1.7 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (7.00) 85.38 2.2 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 78.22 2.2 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (6.00) 86.69 1.9 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 0.00 80.94 1.9 

Cutler Unit 6 

311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 84.49 1.7 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (7.00) 85.38 2.2 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 78.22 2.2 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (6.00) 86.69 1.9 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 0.00 80.94 1.9 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 
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MANATEE PLANT 

(yrs.)              (%)                (%) (%) 

Manatee Common 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 17 (1.00) 64.47 2.1 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 16.1 (2.00) 60.95 2.6 

314.0 Turbogenerator Units 15.7 0.00 58.68 2.6 

315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 16.7 (5.00) 65.15 2.4 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 16.4 (1.00) 61.56 2.4 

Manatee Unit 1 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 17 (1.00) 64.47 2.1 

312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 16.1 (2.00) 60.95 2.6 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 15.7 0.00 58.68 2.6 

315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 16.7 (5.00) 65.15 2.4 

316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 16.4 (1.00) 61.56 2.4 

Manatee Unit 2 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 17 (1.00) 64.47 2.1 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 16.1 (2.00) 60.95 2.6 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 15.7 0.00 58.68 2.6 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 16.7 (5.00) 65.15 2.4 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 16.4 (1.00) 61.56 2.4 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 
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MARTIN PLANT 

(yrs.)                 (%)                    (%)                     (%) 

Martin Common 
31 J .0  Structures & Improvements 21 (1.00) 55.87 2.1 
312.0  Boiler Plant Equipment 19.4 (5.00) 54.08 2.6 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 18.8 0.00 50.53 2.6 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 20 (5.00) 57.27 2.4 
316.0  Misc. Power Plant Equip. 19.9 0.00 52.62 2.4 

Martin Pipeline 
312.0  Boiler Plant Equipment             ||         19.4        |     (5.00)     |        54.08         |          2.6 

Martin Unit 1 
311.0  Structures & Improvements 21 (1.00) 55.87 2.1 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 19.4 (5.00) 54.08 2.6 
314.0  Turbogenerator Units 18.8 0.00 50.53 2.6 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 20 (5.00) 57.27 2.4 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 19.9 0.00 52.62 2.4 

Martin Unit 2 
311.0  Structures & Improvements 21 (l.OO) 55.87 2.1 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 19.4 (5.00) 54.08 2.6 
314.0  Turbogenerator Units 18.8 0.00 50.53 2.6 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 20 (5.00) 57.27 2.4 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 19.9 0.00 52.62 2.4 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

mmmmmmmmmmmmm 
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PT EVERGLADES PLANT 

(yrs.)                (%)                  (%)                   (%) 

Pt Everglades Common 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 82.90 1.9 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 83.19 2.3 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 77.21 2.3 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 84.40 2.0 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 80.98 2.1 

Pt Everglades Unit 1 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 82.90 1.9 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 83.19 2.3 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 77.21 2.3 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 84.40 2.0 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 80.98 2.1 

Pt Everglades Unit 2 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 82.90 1.9 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 83.19 2.3 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 77.21 2.3 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 84.40 2.0 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 80.98 2.1 

Pt Everglades Unit 3 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 82.90 1.9 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 83.19 2.3 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 77.21 2.3 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 84.40 2.0 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 80.98 2.1 

Pt Everglades Unit 4 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 82.90 1.9 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 83.19 2.3 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 77.21 2.3 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 84.40 2.0 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 80.98 2.1 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

%mm#a;##^^s# 
■",      ■.-•*..."-» .-■fi.V^v.v  .i 

mm '..^*%i-:'''''';9: * 

SANFORD PLANT 
(yis.)          (%)           (%)            (%) 

Sanford Unit 3 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 82.54 1.9 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 82.68 2.4 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 76.67 2.4 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 84.00 2.1 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 80.54 2.1 

0 

# 



ORDER NO. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
PAGE 44 

Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

^Hffflfiffi^ gUUI^^ 
m & ^l6aE^a' "% ulw^ 

SCHERER PLANT 
(yrs.)                     (%)                         (%) (%) 

Scherer Coal Cars 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment             ||           26                    (5.00) 36.75             |              2.6 

Scherer Common (Site) 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 28 (1.00) 40.83 2.1 

312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 26 (5.00) 36.75 2.6 

314.0 Turbogenerator Units 25 0.00 34.21 2.6 

315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 27 (4.00) 40.18 2.4 

316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 27 (1.00) 36.07 2.4 

Scherer Common 3 & 4 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 28 (1.00) 41.23 2.2 

312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 26 (5.00) 37.10 2.7 

314.0 Turbogenerator Units 25 0.00 34.21 2.6 

315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 27 (4.00) 40.57 2.4 

Scherer Unit 4 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 28 (1.00) 40.83 2.1 

312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 26 (5.00) 36.75 2.6 

314.0 Turbogenerator Units 25 0.00 34.21 2.6 

315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 27 (4.00) 40.18 2.4 

316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 27 (1.00) 36.07 2.4 

$ 

# 



# 

# 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

SJRPP PLANT 

SJRPP Coal Cars 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 

SJRPP Coal & Limestone 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 

SJRPP Common 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 

SJRPP Gypsum & Ash 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 

SJRPP Unit 1 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 

SJRPP Unit 2 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 
316.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 

26 

28 
26 
27 
27 

27 
25 
26 
26 

27 
25 

26 
26 

27 
25 
24 
26 
26 

27 
25 
24 
26 
26 

(5.00) 

(100) 
(5.00) 
(4.00) 

(100) 

(100) 
(500) 
(400) 

(loo) 

(100) 
(5.00) 
0.00 
(4.00) 

(100) 

(100) 
(5.00) 
0.00 
(4.00) 

(i-oo) 

(100) 
(500) 
0.00 
(4.00) 

(100) 

36.75 

40.83 
36.75 
40.18 
36.07 

42.98 
39.38 
42.55 
38.48 

42.98 
39.38 
36.84 
42.55 
38.48 

42.98 
39.38 
36.84 
42.55 
38.48 

42.98 
39.38 
36.84 
42.55 
38.48 

2.6 

2.1 
2.6 
2.4 
2.4 

2.1 
2.6 
2.4 
2.4 

2.1 
2.6 
2.6 
2.4 
2.4 

2.1 
2.6 
2.6 
2.4 
2.4 

2.1 
2.6 
2.6 
2.4 
2.4 

# 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 
% 

f^y^fflte^p^i i|)yffffTMP^'tS^B 
i^km^ feiiifi Slfalfc 
TURKEY POINT PLANT 

(yrs.)             (%)               (%)                 (%) 

Turkey Point Common 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 80.56 2.1 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 81.01 2.5 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 74.87 2.6 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 82.21 2.2 
316.0 Misc.Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 78.59 2.3 

Turkey Point Unit 1 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 80.56 2.1 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 81.01 2.5 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 74.87 2.6 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 82.21 2.2 
316.0 Misc.Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 78.59 2.3 

Turkey Point Unit 2 
311.0 Structures & Improvements 10.3 (2.00) 80.56 2.1 
312.0 Boiler Plant Equipment 9.9 (6.00) 81.01 2.5 
314.0 Turbogenerator Units 9.8 0.00 74.87 2.6 
315.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 10.2 (5.00) 82.21 2.2 
316.0 Misc.Power Plant Equip. 10.1 (2.00) 78.59 2.3 

% 

# 
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Table 3: Approved Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

# 

pSEag ffjjgjMl fi&JifrBRfcivtfhSi 

111 lljl nH 
ST LUCIE PLANT 

(yrsO (%) (%) (%) 

St Lucie Common 
321.0 Structures & Improvements 32 0.00 42.86 1.8 
322.0 Reactor Plant Equipment 30 (2.00) 42.00 2.0 
323.0 Turbogenerator Units 27 0.00 34.15 2.4 
324.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 33 (2.00) 43.97 1.8 
325.0 Misc.Power Plant Equip. 32 0.00 41.82 1.8 

St Lucie Unit 1 
321.0 Structures & Improvements 26 0.00 53.57 1.8 
322.0 Reactor Plant Equipment 25 (2.00) 52.00 2.0 
323.0 Turbogenerator Units 22 0.00 46.34 2.4 
324.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 26 (2.00) 56.28 1.8 
325.0 Misc.Power Plant Equip. 25 0.00 54.55 1.8 

St Lucie Unit 2 
321.0 Structures & Improvements 32 0.00 42.86 1.8 
322.0 Reactor Plant Equipment 30 (2.00) 42.00 2.0 
323.0 Turbogenerator Units 27 0.00 34.15 2.4 
324.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 33 (2.00) 43.97 1.8 
325.0 Misc.Power Plant Equip. 32 0.00 41.82 1.8 

# 
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Table 3: Approved Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates % 

TURKEY POINT PLANT 

(yrs.) (%) (%) (%) 

Turkey Point Common 

321.0 Structures & Improvements 23 0.00 58.93 1.8 

322.0 Reactor Plant Equipment 22 (2.00) 58.00 2.0 

323.0 Turbogenerator Units 19.9 0.00 51.46 2.4 

324.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 23 (2.00) 61.55 1.8 
325.0 MiscPower Plant Equip. 23 0.00 58.18 1.8 

Turkey Point Unit 3 
321.0 Structures & Improvements 23 0.00 58.93 1.8 

322.0 Reactor Plant Equipment 22 (2.00) 58.00 2.0 

323.0 Turbogenerator Units 19.9 0.00 51.46 2.4 

324.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 23 (2.00) 61.55 1.8 

325.0 MiscPower Plant Equip. 23 0.00 58.18 1.8 

Turkey Point Unit 4 
321.0 Structures & Improvements 23 0.00 58.93 1.8 

322.0 Reactor Plant Equipment 22 (2.00) 58.00 2.0 

323.0 Turbogenerator Units 19.9 0.00 51.46 2.4 

324.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 23 (2.00) 61.55 1.8 

325.0 MiscPower Plant Equip. 23 0.00 58.18 1.8 

$ 

# 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

• 

WrflH 
RHHRi m 
Fl MYERS PLANT 

(yrs.) (%) (%) (%) 

Ft Myers Common 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 23 (2.00) 21.10 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 21 0.00 19.23 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 13.9 0.00 18.71 5.8 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 23 (1.00) 23.57 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 23 (1.00) 23.57 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 23 0.00 20.69 3.4 

Ft Myers Unit 2 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 22 (2.00) 24.62 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 20 0.00 23.08 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 18 0.00 25.00 4.2 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 22 (1.00) 26.93 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 22 (1.00) 26.93 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 22 0.00 24.14 3.4 

Ft Myers Unit 3 (Simple Cycle) 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 23 (2.00) 21.10 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 21 0.00 19.23 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 15.5 0.00 18.85 5.2 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 23 (1.00) 23.57 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 23 (1.00) 23.57 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 23 0.00 20.69 3.4 

Ft Myers GTs 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 10.4 (2.00) 77.89 2.3 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 9.9 0.00 73.24 2.7 
343.0 Prime Movers 8.7 0.00 72.81 3.1 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 10.4 (1.00) 77.66 2.2 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 10.4 (1.00) 77.66 2.2 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 10.3 0.00 76.59 2.3 

# 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates % 

^1S^^,^ 

HBHBBBi Wmm jfPf gaWSMWMggMg 

LAUDERDALE PLANT 
(yrs.) (%) (%) (%) 

Lauderdale Common 
341.0 Structures 8c Improvements 13.3 (2.00) 55.22 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holdere, Prod. & Access. 12.6 0.00 51.54 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 8.9 0.00 47.02 6.0 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 13.3 (1.00) 56.22 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 13.4 (1.00) 55.89 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 13.2 0.00 54.48 3.4 

Lauderdale Unit 4 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 13.3 (2.00) 55.22 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 12.6 0.00 51.54 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 11.2 0.00 51.30 4.3 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 13.3 (1.00) 56.22 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 13.4 (1.00) 55.89 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 13.2 0.00 54.48 3.4 

Lauderdale Unit 5 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 13.3 (2.00) 55.22 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 12.6 0.00 51.54 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 11.5 0.00 52.08 4.2 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 13.3 (1.00) 56.22 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 13.4 (1.00) 55.89 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 13.2 0.00 54.48 3.4 

Lauderdale GTs 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 10.4 (2.00) 79.43 2.2 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 9.9 0.00 74.62 2.6 
343.0 Prime Movers 8.9 0.00 73.82 2.9 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 10.4 (1.00) 79.12 2.1 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 10.4 (1.00) 79.12 2.1 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 10.3 0.00 77.61 2.2 

% 

# 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

# 

m PMMNP SMI 
Pt Everglades GTs 

(yrs.) (%) (%) (%) 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 10.4 (2.00) 79.43 2.2 

342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 9.9 0.00 74.62 2.6 

343.0 Prime Movers 8.2 0.00 71.72 3.4 

344.0 Turbogenerator Units 10.4 (1.00) 79.12 2.1 

345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 10.4 (1.00) 79.12 2.1 

346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 10.3 0.00 77.61 2.2 

MANATEE PLANT 

Manatee Unit 3 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 25 (2.00) 14.07 3.5 

342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 23 0.00 11.54 3.8 

343.0 Prime Movers 20 0.00 13.04 4.3 

344.0 Turbogenerator Units 25 (1.00) 16.83 3.4 

345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 25 (1.00) 16.83 3.4 

346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 25 0.00 13.79 3.4 

# 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates # 

jpppHSj^ pggjgjjUjffipi aaByBMBKB Bfej^pgjjflpjtj 

Ijjj IB BH 
(%) 

MARTIN PLANT 
(yrs.) (%) (%) 

Martin Common 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 14.2 (2.00) 52.06 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 13.5 0.00 48.08 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 12.0 0.00 47.83 4.3 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 14.4 (1.00) 52.52 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 14.2 0.00 51.03 3.4 

Martin Pipeline 

1 342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 13.5 0.00 48.08 3.8 

Martin Unit 3 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 14.2 (2.00) 52.06 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 13.5 0.00 48.08 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 12.5 0.00 47.92 4.2 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 14.3 (1.00) 52.86 3.4 

345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 14.4 (1.00) 52.52 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 14.2 0.00 51.03 3.4 

Martin Unit 4 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 14.2 (2.00) 52.06 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 13.5 0.00 48.08 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 12.4 0.00 48.33 4.2 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 14.3 (1.00) 52.86 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 14.4 (1.00) 52.52 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 14.2 0.00 51.03 3.4 

Martin Unit 8 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 25 (2.00) 14.07 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 23 0.00 11.54 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 20 0.00 13.04 4.3 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 25 (1.00) 16.83 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 25 (1.00) 16.83 3.4 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 24 0.00 17.24 3.4 

# 

# 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

PUTNAM PLANT 

Putnam Common 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 
343.0 Prime Movers 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 

Putnam Unit 1 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 

342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 
343.0 Prime Movers 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 

Putnam Unit 2 
341.0 Structures & Improvements 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 
343.0 Prime Movers 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 
346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 

10.4 
9.9 
7.7 

10.4 
10.4 
10.3 

10.4 
9.9 
7.9 
10.4 
10.4 
10.3 

10.4 
9.9 
8.6 
10.4 
10.4 
10.3 

(2.00) 
0.00 
0.00 

(100) 
(100) 
0.00 

(2.00) 
0.00 
0.00 

(100) 
(100) 
0.00 

(2.00) 
0.00 
0.00 
(1-00) 
(100) 
0.00 

75.48 
71.71 
67.92 
75.38 
75.38 
74.25 

75.48 
71.71 
68.40 
75.38 
75.38 
74.25 

76.13 
71.71 
71.33 
75.99 
75.99 
74.88 

2.6 
2.9 
4.2 

2.5 
2.5 
2.5 

2.6 

2.9 
4.0 

2.5 
2.5 

2.5 

2.5 
2.9 
3.3 
2.4 

2.4 

2.4 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

SANFORDPLANT 

(yrs.) (%) (%) (%) 

Sanford Common 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 22 (2.00) 24.62 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 20 0.00 23.08 3.8 

343.0 Prime Movers 17.8 0.00 19.09 4.5 

345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 22 (1.00) 26.93 3.4 

346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 22 0.00 24.14 3.4 

Sanford Unit 4 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 23 (2.00) 21.10 3.5 

342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 21 0.00 19.23 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 16.8 0.00 20.00 4.8 

344.0 Turbogenerator Units 23 (1.00) 23.57 3.4 

345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 23 (1.00) 23.57 3.4 

346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 23 0.00 20.69 3.4 

Sanford Unit 5 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 22 (2.00) 24.62 3.5 

342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 20 0.00 23.08 3.8 
343.0 Prime Movers 18.1 0.00 24.58 4.2 
344.0 Turbogenerator Units 22 (1.00) 26.93 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 22 (1.00) 26.93 3.4 

346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 22 0.00 24.14 3.4 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

^MPM Bum H 
TURKEY POINT 

W (%) (%) m 

Turkey Point Unit 5 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 27 (2.00) 7.03 3.5 
342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod. & Access. 24 0.00 7.69 3.8 

343.0 Prime Movers 15.9 0.00 9.66 5.7 

344.0 Turbogenerator Units 27 (1.00) 10.10 3.4 
345.0 Accessory Electric Equipment 27 (1.00) 10.10 3.4 

346.0 Misc. Power Plant Equip. 27 0.00 6.90 3.4 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

WEST COUNTY PLANT 

West County Unit 1 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 

342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod.& Access, 

343.0 Prime Movers 

344.0 Turbogenerator Units 

345.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 

West County Unit 2 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 

342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod.& Access, 

343.0 Prime Movers 

344.0 Turbogenerator Units 

345.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 

West County Unit 3 

341.0 Structures & Improvements 

342.0 Fuel Holders, Prod.& Access, 

343.0 Prime Movers 

344.0 Turbogenerator Units 

345.0 Accessory Electric Equip. 

30 

30 
30 

30 

30 

30 
30 
30 
30 

30 

30 

30 
30 
30 

30 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2.56 

2.56 

3.50 

2.50 

3.50 

2.56 

2.56 

3.50 

2.50 

3.50 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3.3 

3.3 
3.3 

3.3 

3.3 

3.3 
3.3 
3.3 

3.3 
3.3 

3.3 

3.3 
3.3 
3.3 

3.3 
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Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

SOLAR 

Desoto Solar Energy Center 
Spacecoast Solar Energy Center 
Martin Solar Energy Center 

30 

30 

30 

0 

0 

0 

3.3 

3.3 
3.3 



ORDER NO. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
PAGE 58 

Table 3: Production Depreciation Components and Resulting Rates 

(yrs.)           (%)              pt)                (%) 
STEAM PRODUCTION - AMORTIZABLE 
316.3 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 3 Year Amortization 
316.5 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 5 Year Amortization 
316.7 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 7 Year Amortization 

NUCLEAR PRODUCTION - AMORTIZABLE 
325.3 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 3 Year Amortization 
325.5 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 5 Year Amortization 
325.7 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 7 Year Amortization 

OTHER PRODUCTION - AMORTIZABLE 
346.3 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 3 Year Amortization 
346.5 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 5 Year Amortization 
346.7 Misc. Power Plant Equipment 7 Year Amortization 
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Depreciation parameters and resulting rates: Transmission, Distribution, and General Accounts 

In the discussion below, we address the depreciation rates for the mass property accounts, 
i.e., the transmission, distribution, and general accounts. Our approved depreciation parameters 
include the remaining life (in years), net salvage percent, and reserve percent, all of which are 
used to calculate the remaining life depreciation rate.23 The reserve and any reallocations are 
addressed below. Based on the record, we find that adjustments to depreciation parameters in 
certain accounts are warranted. 

For each account, FPL provided a proposal for a curve and average service life (ASL), 
both of which are used in the calculation of the remaining life. OPC provided proposals for 
curves as well as ASLs for specific accounts. Curves are denoted by a letter that describes when 
retirements are more likely to occur. An L curve implies that retirements tend to occur prior to 
the ASL, while an R curve implies that retirements tend to occur after the ASL. The average 
service life denotes the average number of years that the plant within a particular account is 
expected to live. While the ASL may be based, at least in part on historical data, it is prospective 
in its outlook and implementation. The remaining life is the average number of in-service years 
left for plant that is currently in service. The net salvage, based on historical data but also 
prospective in outlook, is gross salvage minus cost of removal. The reserve percent is calculated 
by dividing the book reserve by the original cost of plant. 

OPC and FPL disagreed on how a curve should be fitted and whether certain types of 
retirements should be included in the data analysis. These disagreements are found throughout 
the account-by-account analysis. In order to avoid repetition, these disagreements will be 
discussed in this part of our analysis. 

OPC used visual curve fitting in its technique. OPC witness Pous asserted that data 
points which "reflect the most significant level of plant exposed to retirement events [exposures] 
—are more important . . . than others." For example, in his analysis of Account 353, Station 
Equipment, witness Pous contended that his proposed curve is a better fit through the first 16.5 
years of age than FPL's curve, and a comparable fit to FPL's curve from 16.5 years through 
about 23.5 years. According to witness Pous, FPL's curve is a better fit between 23.5 and 36 
years. OPC witness Pous asserted that the level of exposures is approximately $1.3 billion 
through the early years; however, it drops to approximately $500 million by 16.5 years of age. 
According to witness Pous, FPL's interpretation of the actuarial analysis is "erroneous" because 
it places greater significance on the end of the curve, rather than the top or head of the curve 
where the level of exposures is much higher. 

FPL used visual curve fitting and mathematical (statistical) matching in its technique. 
FPL witness Clarke averred that the emphasis in curve fitting should be placed on the middle 
years, basing his methodology on Bulletin 125 by Robley Winfrey, "considered the dean of 

23 Both FPL and OPC recognize that depreciation involves estimates. For this reason, there is little reason to be as 
precise as a hundredth of a year for remaining lives. Our approved lives reflect the rounding of lives over 20 years 
to the nearest whole year and lives less than 20 years to the tenth of a year. 
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depreciation and life analysis."24 Mr. Winfrey's recommendation is to give more weight to the 
middle portion of the curve, between 80 and 20 percent surviving, because this section "is the 
result of greater numbers of retirements and also it covers the period of most likely the normal 
operation of the property." Even so, according to FPL, "if the average service life and the 
survivor curve combination was not reasonable, experience and judgment were needed." FPL 
witness Clarke asserted that OPC witness Pous proposed "exactly the opposite" of what Mr. 
Winfrey recommends. 

The disagreement on curve fitting between FPL and OPC only serves to emphasize the 
need for judgment. Based on the evidence, we believe that FPL's method of curve estimation, as 
described in the record, is appropriate because it relied on visual and mathematical curve fitting, 
as well as classic depreciation theory. 

There is significant disagreement between FPL and OPC on whether certain data should 
be included or excluded when analyzing retirements and their associated cost of removal and 
gross salvage. When analyzing data for retirements, cost of removal, and gross salvage, FPL 
witness Clarke included recurring retirements that were reimbursed by outside parties. Witness 
Clarke, however, removed reimbursed retirements that he considered to be nonrecurring, for 
example, relocations required by the Department of Transportation and the installation of the 
new Metrorail line. Witness Clarke also removed data related to hurricanes. According to 
witness Clarke, hurricanes "are unexpected events that are not indicative of the future activity for 
an account." 

OPC witness Pous did not distinguish between recurring and nonrecurring reimbursed 
retirements. He contended that FPL witness Clarke "removed the impact of reimbursed 
retirements from the analyses, even though such events occur on an annual basis ...." Witness 
Pous asserted that these reimbursed retirements "cannot legitimately be considered outliers." 

In our opinion, it is reasonable to remove data related to nonrecurring events, such as 
hurricane effects and nonrecurring reimbursed retirements, from the analysis because the data 
can skew the results of the analysis. At the same time, we feel it is reasonable to include 
recurring data. 

OPC proposed depreciation parameters for the aircraft accounts. However, there is no 
need at this time for us to order depreciation rates for these accounts because FPL removed 
aviation costs from rate base. If, in the future, FPL wishes to include aviation investment and 
depreciation expense in rate base for establishing revenue requirements, it will need to file a new 
depreciation study. 

24 Bulletin 125 was originally printed in 1935 by Iowa State University.   It was revised by Harold A. Cowles, 
renamed the "Statistical Analyses of Industrial Property Retirements," and reprinted in April 1967. 
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1. Account-Specific Analysis: Transmission Plant 

Account 350.20 - Easements 

FPL proposed no change to its current S4 curve, 50-year average service life, and 0 
percent net salvage. OPC proposed an increase in the average service life from 50 to 95 years. 

OPC argued that FPL relied on "suggestive" industry data for its ASL proposal. OPC 
also argued that it is difficult to obtain easements for new transmission lines. This difficulty, in 
OPC's view, results in FPL's continued reliance on existing easements. OPC witness Pous 
characterized his proposal as "conservative." Witness Pous pointed out in his testimony that 
FPL does not have plans to retire easements. 

FPL's plans are to continue to use existing easements "as it replaces transmission 
investment that currently occupies the easement." Although not all of FPL's easements are 
perpetual, FPL indicated that its "policy is to obtain perpetual rights easements (no expiration) 
everywhere that is available." 

FPL witness Clarke asserted that there were "not many retirements in this account;" 
consequently, the "results of the statistical analysis were poor." According to witness Clarke, the 
industry range is 40-60 years, and with the present ASL of 50, "[t]here is no reason to warrant a 
change from the current approved [average service life of 50]." Witness Clarice characterized 
OPC's proposal of a 95-year ASL as "absurd." Witness Clarke averred that the maximum life of 
the equipment on the easements, e.g., poles, would be one half of the life of the easement. 

We believe that a 50-year average service life for easements is too short, based on the 
evidence. OPC's arguments, for the most part, are convincing; however, not all of FPL's 
easements are perpetual. Therefore, we believe that a reasonable compromise is an average 
service life of 75 years. 

Account 352.00 - Structures and Improvements 

FPL proposed a change in curve from S4 to R3, an increase in the ASL from 47 to 60 
years, and a decrease in net salvage from (10) percent to (15) percent. None of the intervenors 
offered any proposal for this account. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, both his actuarial analysis and industry data suggest a 
life of 50 - 60 years. Witness Clarke also asserted that both his proposed curve and ASL "are 
reasonable for structure of this nature, produce the best results in the life analysis and are 
consistent with the estimates used by other electric utilities." Both the S4 and R3 curves, with a 
60-year ASL, result in approximately the same remaining life. 

Witness Clarke asserted that cost of removal has increased recently; however, gross 
salvage is "negligible." After reviewing the data, we agree that gross salvage is negligible. 
Between 2000 and 2007, cost of removal ranged from 0 percent (2000) to 387 percent (2003). 
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Accordingly, we find that decreasing the net salvage from (10) to (15) percent appears 
reasonable in light of the data. 

Account 353.00 - Station Equipment 

FPL proposed no change in the current Rl .5 curve, a two-year increase in the ASL from 
36 to 38 years, and a decrease in net salvage from five percent to (10) percent. OPC proposed an 
LI curve, 43-year ASL, and 0 percent net salvage. 

OPC argued that FPL's curve and ASL proposal "relies on a poor and inappropriate 
interpretation of the results of its actuarial analysis . . . ." Witness Pous contended that his 
proposed curve is a better fit through the first 16.5 years, where there are the greatest level of 
exposures (plant available for retirement). According to FPL witness Clarke, FPL's curve was 
the "best fitting curve mathematically." As discussed above, we believe that FPL's curve fitting 
technique is the appropriate technique. Accordingly, we will use the Rl .5 curve. 

OPC witness Pous also asserted that with regard to the ASL, FPL witness Clarke was 
incorrect when he asserted that an ASL of 38-39 years is "typical." According to OPC witness 
Pous, an ASL of 38-39 years falls at the low end of industry data. Witness Pous contended that, 
based on FPL's industry data, a "typical" ASL would be 45 or 50 years. Witness Pous also 
asserted that although FPL claimed it recognized the trend toward longer lives, it "did not follow 
through." We agree with OPC that the ASL should be longer than the 38 years proposed by 
FPL. However, an increase from 36 to 43 years is too large an increase at one time. Therefore, 
based on the record evidence, we will use a compromise ASL of 40 years. 

For net salvage, OPC argued that FPL's proposal is "inappropriate." According to OPC 
witness Pous, there are "atypical values" in FPL's data that "drive" FPL's proposal to decrease 
net salvage from five to (10) percent. Witness Pous also contended that FPL's proposal "fails to 
analyze the relationship of investment mix versus retirement mix " Witness Pous asserted 
that the trend of increases in the cost of removal is "significantly driven by retirements during 
2007." 

FPL witness Clarke asserted that OPC witness Pous "claims to have investigated these 
[unusual] values, but the results of his 'investigation' are in some ways bizarre." According to 
FPL witness Clarke, witness Pous claimed that 2007's large cost of removal "is driven by the 
retirement of a building with a high level of asbestos." According to witness Clarke, the type of 
building referred to by OPC is in another account. 

While the cost of removal should be decreased, a decrease from five percent to (10) 
percent is too drastic. Therefore, we approve a compromise of (2) percent net salvage. 

Account 353.10 - Station Equipment - Generator Step-Up Transformers 

FPL proposed a change in the curve from S3 to R2, a decrease in the ASL from 35 to 33 
years, and a decrease in net salvage from five to 0 percent. OPC proposed a change in the curve 
from S3 to S0.5 and an increase in the ASL from 35 to 44 years. 
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OPC argued that FPL's approach to determining an ASL is "simplistic and flawed." 
OPC witness Pous contended that it is "illogical and inconsistent with the historical practices for 
the industry" to propose a shorter life for step-up transformers than for the rest of the generation 
plant to which the investment in this account is "directly tied." Witness Pous also asserted that a 
significant retirement occurred at age zero that should have been removed from the analysis. 

FPL witness Clarke's rebuttal was brief. Witness Clarke asserted that his curve and ASL 
proposals were based on statistical analysis. He further asserted that the "statistical analysis was 
good and showed a good fit... both graphically and mathematically." Witness Clarke 
contended that removing the retirement that occurred at year zero did not impact his analysis. 

As discussed above, we believe that FPL's curve fitting technique is appropriate; 
therefore, we will use the R2 curve. We disagree with FPL's shortening of the ASL; however, 
we do not believe the record supports an increase in average service life. Therefore, we will use 
an ASL of 35 years. 

Account 354.00 - Towers and Fixtures 

FPL proposed no change to the existing R5 curve, 45-year ASL, and (15) percent net 
salvage. OPC proposed a small change in the curve from R5 to R4, an increase in the ASL from 
45 to 60 years, and an increase in net salvage from (15) percent to 0 percent. 

OPC argued that FPL admitted that the results of its actuarial analysis are "poor." OPC 
witness Pous asserted that OPC's "recommendation is logically derived from Company specific 
data, and is also reflective of what Mr. Clarke and his firm have recommended in other 
depreciation studies." According to witness Pous, the basis for OPC's recommendation for an 
R4 curve and 60-year ASL is primarily that FPL has "substantial" investment 35 years old or 
older and that there have been few retirements. With few retirements, OPC placed "greater 
reliance" on information from the industry. OPC argued that, using FPL's industry data, 63 
years is the average ASL. 

FPL witness Clarke contended that there was insufficient information to recommend a 
change to the ASL. Witness Clarke also asserted that OPC provided no evidence that the 
industry data results in an "appropriate comparison with FPL." Additionally, witness Clarke 
asserted that OPC was "wrong" about FPL having plant close to the maximum age. According 
to witness Clarke, the maximum life for the R5 curve with 45-year ASL is over 60 years; the 
oldest FPL plant is 49 years old as of December 31, 2009. 

In our opinion, limited retirements lend credence to OPC's proposal for a longer life. 
However, we believe that 60 years is too long. Accordingly, we will use the R5 curve with a 52- 
year ASL. 

With regard to net salvage, OPC argued that FPL's proposal "is based on its failure to 
properly analyze the data upon which it relied." OPC witness Pous primarily based his 
arguments on what he viewed as data manipulation, including the 2006 data. According to FPL 
witness Clarke, OPC witness Pous contended that reimbursed retirements should have been 
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included. FPL witness Clarke contended that OPC's argument about discrepancies in 2006 data 
is related to hurricane-related retirements, which FPL removed from the data. As discussed 
above, we believe that FPL's approach with regard to reimbursed retirements and the effects of 
hurricanes is reasonable. Therefore, we approve a net salvage of (15) percent. 

Account 355.00 - Poles and Fixtures 

FPL proposed no change to the R2 curve, an increase in the ASL from 41 to 44 years, and 
no change to the (50) percent net salvage. OPC proposed that the net salvage be increased from 
the current (50) percent to (30) percent. 

OPC witness Pous contended that FPL's "manipulation of its actual historical data is 
suspect." By this, OPC meant that FPL removed reimbursed retirements and hurricane related 
data. As discussed above, we believe that FPL's approach with regard to reimbursed retirements 
and the effects of hurricanes is reasonable. 

OPC witness Pous also contended that FPL ignored more recent data with reduced 
negative net salvage. OPC argued that FPL did not consider economies of scale. OPC further 
argued that although FPL expected increased negative net salvage because of preservatives on 
the poles, FPL "admitted" that the majority of transmission poles are concrete. Witness Clarke 
responded to OPC's contention that FPL ignored recent data by explaining that "a more detailed 
look at the history of this account reveals that there is more of a cyclical trend " With regard 
to economies of scale, witness Clarke referred to an earlier discussion where he pointed out that 
for economies of scale to be pertinent, large numbers of retirements need to occur in close 
proximity. 

We believe that FPL's removal of nonrecurring reimbursed retirements and hurricane 
data is appropriate; otherwise, this data might skew the results. After reviewing the data, we 
believe that the data is probably more cyclical in nature than not. While some economies of 
scale might be present, they are probably small once hurricane data is excluded. Accordingly, 
we find that (50) percent net salvage is appropriate. 

Account 356.00 - Overhead Conductors and Devices 

FPL proposed no change in the Rl .5 curve, an increase in the ASL from 44 to 47 years, 
and a decrease in net salvage from (45) to (50) percent. OPC proposed an SO curve, an increase 
in the ASL to 51 years, and an increase in net salvage from (45) to (40) percent. 

OPC witness Pous contended that his curve fitting technique provides a "somewhat better 
overall fit" than FPL's technique. As discussed above, we believe FPL's curve fitting technique 
is appropriate. Therefore, we will use the Rl .5 curve. 

OPC witness Pous asserted that the process of upgrading lower voltage transmission lines 
to higher voltage lines "artificially shortened the overall life expectancy of the previously retired 
investment."   Thus, according to witness Pous, a longer ASL is indicated.   Witness Pous 
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contended that another reason for an increased ASL is the "not in my backyard" or "NIMB" 
syndrome. 

FPL witness Clarke discounted OPC's arguments by asserting that the "data for this 
account is excellent and fits the Iowa curve selection very nicely." We believe that FPL has 
made the more persuasive case in its proposal to increase the ASL from 44 to 47 years. 

With regard to net salvage, OPC argued that FPL manipulated the database by removing 
reimbursed retirements. As discussed above, we are of the opinion that FPL's approach on 
reimbursed retirements and hurricane effects is reasonable. Therefore, we approve a net salvage 
of (50) percent. 

Account 357.00 - Underground Conduit 

FPL proposed a change in curve from S3 to R4, an increase in the ASL from 46 to 60 
years, and no change to the net salvage of 0 percent. None of the intervenors offered any 
proposal for this account. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, actuarial data and industry data support an increase in 
the ASL and a change to a "higher mode" curve. We note that whether the S3 or R4 curve is 
used with the ASL of 60 years, the remaining life differs by less than one year. With "limited" 
data, witness Clarke asserted that a net salvage "close to 0 percent is appropriate since 
underground conduits are generally abandoned in place." We believe that the R4 curve, and 60- 
year ASL are appropriate. We approve a net salvage of 0 percent. 

Account 358.00 - Underground Conductors and Devices 

FPL proposed a change in curve from S3 to L3, an increase in the ASL from 35 to 60 
years, and a decrease in net salvage from 0 to (10) percent. None of the intervenors offered any 
proposal for this account. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, the actuarial analysis results in life indications of 50 to 
60 years, with industry data ranging between 30 and 60 years. Witness Clarke asserted that, 
"[generally, the cost of removing wire from underground conduit is expected to be greater than 
its salvage value, thus net salvage of 0 or less is reasonable." According to witness Clarke, 
industry data suggest net salvage between 0 and (20) percent. Witness Clarke asserted that, for 
FPL, salvage data is "sporadic" for some years. 

Using an S3 curve or an L3 curve with a 60-year ASL results in almost the same 
remaining life (difference of less than one year). We believe that the change in curve is 
reasonable. With regard to net salvage, there has been no gross salvage since 2000, while cost of 
removal has experienced considerable variance (e.g., 37 percent in 2006 and 509 percent in 
2005). Overall, net salvage appears to be decreasing; therefore, we find that the decrease in net 
salvage to (10) percent is reasonable. 
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Account 359.00 - Roads and Trails 

FPL proposed no change to the current curve, no change in the 50-year ASL, and a 
decrease in net salvage from 0 to (10) percent. OPC proposed that the ASL be increased to 65 
years. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, there is "very little activity in this account." Witness 
Clarke concludes, based in part on industry data, that a range of 50 to 70 years "would be 
consistent with the industry range." Witness Clarke decreased the net salvage because "there is 
[sic] some removal costs preparing to restore to pristine condition." According to witness 
Clarke, the cost of removal rates are (41) percent for the 20-year band and (48) percent for the 5- 
year band. 

OPC argued that investments in this account can and will last longer than the 50 years 
proposed by FPL. According to OPC witness Pous, "limited level of retirement activity ... is 
indicative of longer life spans for such investments." OPC witness Pous also compared FPL 
witness Clarke's proposal in this docket with proposals he made in other states. FPL witness 
Clarke opined that there is "no justification" for extending the life; furthermore, he asserted that 
witness Pous provided "no valid justification" for his proposal. Witness Clarke disagreed with 
OPC witness Pous that what witness Clarke proposed in other states is relevant in this case. 

We agree with OPC that limited retirement activity lends support to an increase in life. 
Accordingly, we believe that a 65-year ASL for this account is reasonable. 

2. Account-Specific Analysis: Distribution Plant 

Account 361.00 - Structures and Improvements 

FPL proposed a change in curve from L3 to R3, an increase in the ASL from 45 to 60 
years, and no change to the net salvage of (15) percent. None of the intervenors offered any 
proposal for this account. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, the actuarial analysis supports a change in curve and 
an increase in life. Industry lives for this account range from 30 to 65 years. Changing the curve 
from L3 to R3 with a 60-year ASL results in remaining lives that are less than one year apart. 
According to witness Clarke, cost of removal is increasing, but gross salvage is "negligible." We 
believe that the R3 curve, and 60-year ASL are appropriate. We approve a net salvage of (15) 
percent. 

Account 362.00 - Station Equipment 

FPL proposed no change in the R1.5 curve, an increase in the ASL from 38 to 41 years, 
and no change in the (10) percent net salvage. OPC proposed a change in the curve from R1.5 to 
SO and an increase in the ASL from 38 to 48 years. 
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OPC argued that its curve fitting technique, which places greater emphasis on the level of 
exposures, is appropriate. As discussed above, we believe that FPL's technique is appropriate; 
therefore, we will use the R1.5 curve. OPC witness Pous also contended that FPL's industry 
average is 46 years. FPL witness Clarke disagreed with OPC's proposed increase in the ASL to 
48 years. However, we believe that a modest increase in life beyond FPL's is warranted. 
Therefore, we increase the life to 43 years. 

Account 364.00 - Poles, Towers, and Fixtures 

FPL proposed a slight change in the curve, from Rl .5 to R2, an increase in the ASL from 
34 to 37 years, and a decrease in net salvage from (40) percent to (125) percent. OPC proposed 
the curve remain at R1.5, an increase in the ASL from 34 to 41 years, and a decrease in net 
salvage from (40) percent to (60) percent. 

OPC witness Pous contended that his proposed curve and ASL are a "superior fit" 
compared to FPL's proposal. Witness Pous asserted that FPL's statements that "most poles in 
the system are concrete poles is incorrect;" the "vast majority" of poles are wood poles. 
According to witness Pous, FPL recognized, but did not appear to incorporate, programs to 
extend the life of wood poles. Witness Pous averred that industry data supports an ASL longer 
than the 37 years proposed by FPL. FPL witness Clarke asserted that FPL is "not sure" how 
many wood poles will be replaced with concrete poles. Witness Clarke contended that his ASL 
proposal extends the life, but to increase it even more "is not justified at this time." Additionally, 
according to witness Clarke, using the average life in the industry is "incorrect." We believe it is 
reasonable to extend the ASL further; however, we believe that a compromise ASL of 39 years is 
appropriate based on the record. We also believe that the R2 curve is appropriate. 

FPL proposed to decrease net salvage from (40) to (125) percent because of a "large 
increase in removal costs." OPC proposed a much smaller decrease in net salvage from (40) to 
(60) percent. OPC argued that FPL's proposal is the "most aggressive depreciation practice 
presented by the Company." OPC witness Pous contended that a review of the data indicates 
FPL "has significantly manipulated the historical results" by removing reimbursed retirements. 
Witness Pous also asserted that while FPL "has raised concerns" about the disposal of treated 
wood poles, FPL "fails to note" the level of investment of concrete poles (18 percent), and that 
FPL is adding concrete poles at a faster rate than wood poles. 

As discussed above, we believe that FPL's approach on reimbursed retirements is 
reasonable. A review of the data shows that cost of removal is increasing and gross salvage is 
decreasing. We believe it would be a useful exercise for FPL to perform an analysis to 
determine why this is occurring and whether it is possible for FPL to make internal changes that 
might mitigate this trend. We are of the opinion that FPL's proposed decrease in net salvage is 
too large and may well be premature. OPC's proposed net salvage of (60) percent represents a 
moderate decrease in net salvage, yet it still reflects FPL's actual experience. Accordingly, we 
approve (60) percent net salvage. 
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Account 365.00 - Overhead Conductors and Devices 

FPL proposed a slight change in curve, from S0.5 to SO, an increase in the ASL from 35 
to 40 years, and a decrease in net salvage from (50) to (100) percent. OPC proposed the SO 
curve, an increase in the ASL to 43 years, and no change in net salvage of (50) percent. 

OPC argued that its proposed 43-year ASL is the "only credible recommendation in the 
record." OPC witness Pous contended that if FPL had used the 20-year experience band, the 
ASL "would have to be increased" to 46 years instead of 40 years. Additionally, according to 
witness Pous, industry information would support an ASL in the "mid 40s." FPL witness Clarke 
contended that his statistical analysis was "good" and his proposal was a "good fit both 
graphically and mathematically." Witness Clarke asserted that witness Pous did not explain why 
a 20-year band should be used. Since both parties made good arguments, a compromise on the 
ASL is reasonable. Therefore, we will use an SO curve and 41 -year life. 

FPL proposed a net salvage of (100) percent, in effect doubling the negative net salvage. 
OPC witness Pous contended that FPL's proposal was made "without adequate or reasonable 
justification for its position." According to witness Pous, FPL did not investigate a "significant 
anomaly," a large negative gross salvage in 2006. FPL responded that it considered the amount 
an outlier. FPL witness Clarke contended that assuming an "average" salvage in 2006, the net 
salvage would have been over (90) percent. According to OPC witness Pous, the 
"disproportionate retirement level of switches in the historical database is skewing" FPL's 
proposal. FPL witness Clarke responded that he looked at all retirements, not just the 10 percent 
of retirements comprised of switches. Part of OPC's argument refers to reimbursed retirements. 

As discussed above, we believe that FPL's approach to reimbursed retirements is 
reasonable. However, such a large decrease in net salvage is without adequate support. A 
review of the data shows that cost of removal is increasing. We believe it would be a useful 
exercise for FPL to perform an analysis to determine why the cost of removal is increasing and 
whether it is possible for FPL to make internal changes that might mitigate this trend. A modest 
decrease in net salvage, reflecting the data, is appropriate. Accordingly, we approve (60) percent 
net salvage. 

Account 366.60 - Underground Conduit, Duct System 

FPL proposed a small change in the curve, from S3 to SI .5, an increase in the ASL from 
48 to 70 years, and an increase in the net salvage from (10) percent to (5) percent. OPC 
proposed a net salvage of 0 percent. 

OPC argued that FPL's proposed increase in net salvage is "inadequate." OPC witness 
Pous asserted that the 5-year salvage band results support a 0 percent net salvage; however, the 
3-year bands are positive. According to witness Pous, "[I]f reimbursed retirements are 
recognized, the historical database turns positive overall." As discussed above, we believe that 
FPL's approach on reimbursed retirements is reasonable. However, after an evaluation of the 
data, the record supports an increase in the net salvage somewhat more than FPL's proposal. We 
find that a net salvage of (2) percent is appropriate. 



ORDER NO. PSC-IO-0153-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
PAGE 69 

Account 366.70 - Underground Conduit, Direct Buried 

FPL proposed a change in curve from S3 to R4, an increase in the ASL from 41 to 50 
years, and no change in the 0 percent net salvage. None of the intervenors offered any proposal 
for this account. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, the results of the actuarial analysis were "poor." Lives 
in the industry range from 35-80 years. Witness Clarke asserted that the S3 curve is "too short" 
and the ASL should be increased. According to witness Clarke, the "cost of removal and [gross] 
salvage percents are all over the place for this account;" therefore, his proposal is to retain the net 
salvage. We will use the R4 curve, and 50-year ASL. We approve a net salvage of 0 percent. 

Account 367.60 - Underground Conductors and Devices Duct System 

FPL proposed to retain the SO curve, 38-year ASL, and (5) percent net salvage. OPC 
proposed a curve change from SO to LI, an increase in the ASL from 38 to 40 years, and an 
increase in net salvage from (5) percent to 0 percent. 

OPC argued that the LI curve is a better fit through the first 12 to 13 years. As discussed 
above, we believe that FPL's curve fitting technique is appropriate. Therefore, we will use the 
SO curve. OPC witness Pous contended that tree retardant cable, which comprises over 22 
percent of the investment, provides support for a longer ASL. FPL witness Clarke responded 
that he was unaware that there was an established industry life for tree retardant cable longer 
than 38 years. We believe FPL's argument persuasive; therefore, we will use an SO curve and 
38-year ASL. 

For net salvage, OPC based its proposal, in part, on reimbursed retirements. As discussed 
above, we believe that FPL's approach on reimbursed retirements is reasonable. We find that 0 
percent net salvage is appropriate based on the data. 

Account 367.70 - Underground Conductors Devices Direct Buried 

FPL proposed a change in curve from R2.5 to R2, an increase in the ASL from 34 to 35, 
and no change in the 0 percent net salvage. OPC proposed a change in curve from R2.5 to S0.5 
and an increase in the ASL from 34 to 43 years. 

OPC argued that its "presentation of a better curve fit was unrebutted." OPC witness 
Pous asserted that his proposed curve is a better fit than FPL's during different periods. As 
discussed earlier, we believe that FPL's curve fitting technique is appropriate; therefore, we 
approve the R2 curve. OPC witness Pous contended that the slowing of retirements in the last six 
years would support an increased ASL beyond FPL's proposal. According to FPL witness 
Clarke, while retirements had slowed down, they have begun to increase again. We believe that 
a 35-year ASL is reasonable and supported by the evidence. 
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Account 368.00 - Line Transformers 

FPL proposed a change in curve from L2 to LI.5, an increase in the ASL from 31 to 32, 
and an increase in net salvage from (35) percent to (25) percent. OPC proposed the LI.5 curve, 
an ASL of 34 years, and an increase in net salvage to (20) percent. 

OPC argued that its proposed curve is a better fit for ages less than 24.5 years. As 
discussed above, we believe that FPL's curve fitting technique is appropriate; therefore, we will 
use the LI .5 curve. OPC witness Pous asserted that his ASL recommendation of 34 years is 
closer to the industry average ASL than FPL's. Although FPL witness Clarke mentioned OPC's 
discussion of industry averages, witness Clarke did not refute the use of averages; rather, he 
contended that the statistical analysis was "good" and that his proposed curve and life "fit good 
both graphically and mathematically." According to witness Clarke, the industry range is 26-45 
years. We believe that an increase in the ASL to 33 years is reasonable and appropriate. 

FPL witness Clarke asserted that his proposed increase in net salvage is based on a 
decline in the cost of removal with almost no gross salvage. OPC argued that FPL's proposal is 
insufficient. Witness Clarke contended that OPC has "no facts" for increasing the net salvage 
compared to what FPL proposed. After reviewing the data, we find that an increase in net 
salvage from (35) to (25) percent is reasonable. 

Account 369.10 - Services, Overhead 

FPL proposed a small change in the curve, from R1.5 to Rl, an increase in the average 
service life, from 36 to 48 years, and a decrease in the net salvage, from (60) percent to (125) 
percent. OPC proposed that the net salvage be decreased from (60) percent to (85) percent. 

OPC provided several arguments against decreasing the net salvage. First, OPC witness 
Pous asserted that FPL's current net salvage is "already more negative than the industry average 
by a significant level." Second, witness Pous contended that FPL's accounting practices are 
"suspect." Third, according to witness Pous, FPL's proposed net salvage would produce $4.2 
million of negative net salvage, an amount that is "almost four times the average level of 
negative net salvage the Company has experienced throughout its historical database . . . ." 
Additionally, OPC argued that FPL's proposal was made "without any consideration of what 
causes it to be so much more negative than the industry." 

According to FPL witness Clarke, net salvage has been more than (200) percent in some 
recent years. Witness Clarke asserted that a "direct comparison of FPL to the companies in my 
industry group would not be an 'apples to apples' comparison." This is because of the "many 
factors" that influence FPL's data, including "accounting policies, Operation and Maintenance 
(O&M) practices, management policies, etc." 

It is clear from a review of the data that cost of removal is increasing. We believe it 
would be a useful exercise for FPL to perform an analysis to determine why the cost of removal 
is increasing and whether it is possible for FPL to make internal changes that might mitigate this 
trend. We are also of the opinion that decreasing net salvage from (60) to (125) percent is far too 
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drastic. Accordingly, we approve decreasing net salvage from (60) to (85) percent because this 
is a moderate change that, nonetheless, recognizes what is occurring in this account. 

Account 369.70 - Services, Underground 

FPL proposed no change in the R2 curve, 34-year ASL, and (10) percent net salvage. 
OPC proposed a change in curve from R2 to S0.5, an increase in the ASL from 34 to 41 years, 
and an increase in net salvage from (10) percent to (5) percent. 

OPC witness Pous contended that its proposed curve is an "excellent" fit through the first 
13.5 years of age. As discussed above, we believe that FPL's curve fitting technique is 
appropriate; therefore, we will use the R2 curve. According to witness Pous, FPL did not state 
that the average ASL for its industry database is 39 years, five years longer than FPL's proposed 
ASL, while OPC's proposal is two years higher. According to FPL witness Clarke, retirements 
in this account are 'Very small compared to the exposures." We believe that an ASL of 38 is 
both moderate and reasonable, taking into account what appears to be longer living plant. 

OPC argued that the "only credible evidence in the record supports" OPC's net salvage 
proposal. Witness Pous averred that there appears to be a correlation between quantity retired 
and cost of removal, such that economies of scale had an impact. FPL witness Clarice alleged 
that witness Pous "attempts to confuse the record." We disagree. We find that an increase in net 
salvage to (5) is appropriate based on data and the record. 

Account 370.00 - Meters 

FPL proposed a change in curve from S2 to R2.5, an increase in the ASL from 34 to 36 
years, and a decrease in net salvage from (30) percent to (55) percent. OPC proposed a curve of 
SI.5, an ASL of 38, and net salvage of (10) percent. 

According to OPC witness Pous, his visual curve fitting technique produces a better fit 
through the first 22.5 years. As discussed above, we believe that FPL's curve fitting technique is 
appropriate; therefore, we will use the R2.5 curve. OPC argued that based on actuarial analysis, 
an ASL of 38 years is warranted. FPL expects to retire approximately 4.3 million meters in the 
next five years, to be replaced with AMI meters (Account 370.10). We believe that increasing 
the ASL beyond 36 years is premature because of the planned replacements of meters. 

OPC argued that FPL did not establish that its historical net salvage "is indicative of what 
will transpire in the future . . . ." OPC witness Pous asserted that FPL did not refer to industry 
data when discussing this account because if it had, "it would have become patently clear that the 
Company's proposal falls so far outside reasonable bounds as to lack credibility." According to 
OPC witness Pous, the industry database upon which FPL relied shows an average net salvage of 
(3) percent, with the most negative net salvage at (25) percent. OPC witness Pous based his 
recommendation on a cost of removal estimate of $5.63 per meter, taken from a case in Texas. 
Witness Pous applied $5.63 to FPL's 4.3 million meters that will be retired in the next five years, 
yielding an approximate net salvage of (10) percent. FPL witness Clarke contended that retiring 
4.3 million meters will have "no bearing" on the contents of this account.   Witness Clarke 
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asserted that his proposed net salvage relates to those meters not being replaced with AMI meters 
because meters removed due to the AMI program will be moved to a capital recovery schedule. 

We are troubled by such a high proposed cost of removal. Although the data may appear 
to support a higher cost of removal, FPL did not provide an analysis of why the cost of removal 
is high. Accordingly, we believe it would be a useful exercise for FPL to investigate and 
determine the reasons for the high cost of removal in this account. We believe it is premature to 
increase the cost of removal. At the same time, the data indicates a net salvage less than OPC's 
proposal. Therefore, we approve a net salvage of (30) percent. 

Account 370.10 - Meters - AMI 

This is a new subaccount, containing AMI meters. FPL proposed a curve of R2.5, an 
ASL of 20 years, and (55) percent net salvage. OPC proposed a net salvage of (10) percent. 

FPL based its curve on the curve for Account 370.00, Meters, and its proposed ASL on 
the manufacturer's suggested 20-year life. We believe that this is reasonable. 

With regard to net salvage, FPL witness Clarke noted that AMI meters are "new and no 
historical information is available." FPL witness Clarke asserted that there is no reason to use a 
different net salvage for this account than for Account 370.00, Meters. Therefore, he 
recommended the same net salvage percent that he recommended for Account 370.00, Meters. 
OPC argued that its recommendation also relies on its recommendation for Account 370.00, 
Meters. 

At this time, we agree that the net salvage for this account should be the same as the net 
salvage for Account 370.00, Meters. Therefore, based on the discussion in Account 370.00, 
Meters, we find that a net salvage of (30) percent is appropriate. 

Account 371.00 - Installations on Customer's Premises 

FPL proposed a slight curve change, from LI to L0, an increase in the ASL from 15 to 30 
years, and a decrease in net salvage from (15) to (25) percent. None of the intervenors offered 
any proposal for this account. 

Most additions to this account occurred within the last 30 years. Industry lives range 
from 10 to 30 years, averaging 22 years. According to FPL witness Clarke, the current LI curve 
and 15-year life are "low for this type of equipment and within the industry range." We believe 
that the L0 curve and 30-year ASL are reasonable. 

Witness Clarke asserted that the cost of removal increased in the last five to six years, 
while gross salvage has decreased. According to witness Clarke, the industry range is from 0 to 
(40) percent. Witness Clarke's proposed decrease in net salvage derives from the last five years. 
We believe a decrease in net salvage is reasonable; however, a change from (15) to (25) percent 
is too drastic based on the evidence. We believe that a more moderate change is appropriate. 
Accordingly, we find that a net salvage of (20) percent is appropriate. 
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Account 373.00 - Street Lighting and Signal Systems 

FPL proposed a change in curve from S-0.5 to R0.5, an increase in the ASL from 20 to 
30 years, and an increase in net salvage from (35) to (20) percent. OPC proposed an L0 curve 
with a 35-year life. 

OPC witness Pous asserted that his curve fitting technique is a better fit through the first 
10.5 years. As discussed above, we believe that FPL's curve fitting technique is appropriate; 
therefore, we will use the R0.5 curve. 

OPC argued that FPL "failed to consider the technological changes" that have occurred to 
this account's investment. OPC witness Pous asserted that the changes in technology in this 
account have led to shorter ASLs (for existing plant). Therefore, according to witness Pous, 
OPC's recommended 35-year life is a "conservative estimate at this point in time," because FPL 
has not identified any new technologies. According to FPL witness Clarke, FPL did not identify 
any changes in the near future; therefore, witness Clarke asserted that he did not believe that 
OPC had a "valid basis" for its prediction. We do not believe the record supports an increase in 
the ASL from 20 to 35 years. Therefore, we believe that a 30-year ASL is appropriate. 

Account 390.00 - Structures and Improvements 

FPL proposed a change in curve from SI to R1.5, an increase in the ASL from 38 to 50 
years, and a decrease in net salvage, from 0 percent to (10) percent. OPC proposed an L0 curve, 
an increase in the ASL to 56 years, and an increase in net salvage from 0 to 25 percent. 

OPC witness Pous contended that his curve is a better fit through the first 10.5 years of 
life. As discussed above, we believe that FPL's curve fitting technique is appropriate; therefore, 
we will use the Rl .5 curve. 

OPC argued that its proposal to increase the ASL to 56 years is "conservative." 
According to OPC witness Pous, FPL "understates the realistic and reasonable ASL for this 
account." Witness Pous contended that because this account contains ten buildings comprising 
approximately 64 percent of the investment, an ASL longer than FPL's proposed ASL is "well 
warranted." OPC witness Clarke asserted that the ten buildings "also include ancillary 
components such as roofs, air conditioning, lighting systems, etc." We agree that the ASL 
should be increased and we believe that an increase to 50 years is moderate and supportable. 

With regard to net salvage, OPC argued that over 40 percent of the investment is in 
FPL's two largest office complexes, and that the trend in commercial real estate is capital 
appreciation, not depreciation. OPC witness Pous asserted that the negative net salvage derives 
from retirements of building components, such as roofs. FPL witness Clarke asserted that assets 
such as roofs are what FPL expects to retire in the future. Witness Clarke contended that 
"substantial appreciation" in real estate has not occurred in Florida since 2005. Witness Clarke 
also asserted that if FPL were to retire any of these buildings, they would "probably be worthless 
as-is, without improvements." Only the land would have value, according to witness Clarke; 
however, the land is owned by shareholders who do not receive return of their capital through 
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rates. We believe that FPL makes a more persuasive case; however, FPUs view of the net 
salvage for this account is unnecessarily bleak. Accordingly, we approve a net salvage of (5) 
percent. 

Account 392.10 - Transportation - Automobiles 

FPL proposed a small change in the curve, from L3 to L2, a decrease in average service 
life from eight to six years, and an increase in net salvage from 10 to 15 percent. None of the 
intervenors offered a proposal for this account. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, FPL personnel "mentioned the lives of automobiles 
were getting shorter in recent years," and Company records confirmed that, showing 
"automobiles were sold after 6 years." Also, according to witness Clarke, the cost of removal is 
0 while salvage is "around 15 percent," representing an increase in salvage. We believe that the 
L2 curve, and six-year ASL are appropriate, and we find that a 15 percent net salvage is 
reasonable. 

Account 392.20 - Transportation - Light Trucks 

FPL proposed a change in curve from S3 to L3, no change in the nine-year ASL, and no 
change to the 15 percent net salvage. None of the intervenors offered a proposal for this account. 

FPL witness Clarke's actuarial analysis resulted in lives of around eight and one half to 
nine years. FPL personnel confirmed that eight to nine years is the life for light trucks. 
According to witness Clarke, the curve "should be changed to reflect the life analysis results." 
Witness Clarke asserted that although the gross salvage showed a "slight increase," the net 
salvage (cost of removal is 0) should remain at 15 percent because the increase may result from 
"one year of suspect data." 

After reviewing the salvage data, we agree that the indicated increase in salvage may be 
the result of bad data. Even if the increase is not because of bad data, it is premature to increase 
the net salvage. Therefore, we beheve that the L3 curve, and nine-year ASL are appropriate, and 
we find that a 15 percent net salvage is reasonable. 

Account 392.30 - Transportation - Heavy Trucks 

FPL proposed no change in the S3 curve, an increase in the ASL from 11 to 12 years, and 
an increase in net salvage from 10 percent to 15 percent. None of the intervenors offered a 
proposal for this account. 

FPL witness Clarke based his increased life proposal on both actuarial analysis and 
information from FPL personnel. According to witness Clarke, a salvage analysis showed 
increasing salvage and no cost of removal. We believe that it is reasonable to retain the S3 
curve, and to increase the ASL to 12 years, and we find that it is appropriate to increase the net 
salvage to 15 percent. 
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Account 392.40 - Transportation - Tractor Trailers 

FPL proposed a change in curve from S2 to L2.5, a decrease in the ASL from 11 to nine 
years, and a decrease in net salvage from 15 to 0 percent. None of the intervenors offered a 
proposal for this account. 

According to witness Clarke, actuarial analysis showed a nine-year life, which was 
confirmed by FPL personnel. Witness Clarke asserted that an L2.5 curve and a nine-year life 
"better reflect [the] life analyses." No cost of removal or gross salvage has been recorded for 
this account since 2000; therefore, witness Clarke recommended a net salvage of 0 percent. 

We believe that the L2.5 curve and a nine-year ASL are reasonable. We find that 
decreasing the net salvage from 15 to 0 percent is appropriate since there has not been any cost 
of removal or gross salvage recorded since 2000. 

Account 392.90 - Transportation - Trailers 

FPL proposed a small change in the curve, from L2 to LI, an increase in the average 
service life from 18 to 20 years, and a decrease in net salvage from 30 to 15 percent. None of the 
intervenors offered any proposal for this account. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, FPL personnel informed him that these trailers last 
between 15 to 25 years. The actuarial analysis showed lives of about 20 years, with a low order 
curve. We believe that an LI curve and ASL of 20 years are reasonable. 

Witness Clarke's net salvage proposal stems from an analysis that showed "very little 
salvage and no removal costs being recorded in the past few years." Witness Clarke averred that 
the "estimate of 30 percent net salvage is too high and should be decreased." We note that gross 
salvage has varied widely since 2001. We believe it is premature to reduce the net salvage; 
therefore, we approve a 30 percent net salvage. 

Account 396.10 - Power Operated Equipment - Transportation 

FPL proposed a small change in curve, from L0 to L0.5, an increase in the ASL from 
nine to 10 years, and no change in the 20 percent net salvage. None of the intervenors offered 
any proposal for this account. 

FPL witness Clarke proposed the increase in the ASL based on the actuarial analysis and 
information from FPL personnel. Witness Clarke testified that there is no cost of removal; 
however, gross salvage data "does not look good for [the] last five years." Prior to the last five 
years, gross salvage averaged around 20 percent. Witness Clarke's proposal is to retain the 
current 20 percent net salvage. We agree that the salvage data is problematic; thus, we find that 
retaining 20 percent net salvage is reasonable. We also believe that the L0.5 curve and 10-year 
ASL are reasonable. 
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Account 396.80 - Other Power Operated Equipment 

FPL proposed a change in curve from SI to L0.5, no change in the nine-year ASL, and no 
change in the 20 percent net salvage. None of the intervenors offered any proposal for this 
account. 

Witness Clarke proposed the curve change based on his actuarial analysis. According to 
witness Clarke, no cost of removal or salvage data has been recorded since 2000. Witness 
Clarke proposed that this account use the same net salvage as Account 396.1, Power Operated 
Equipment, i.e., 20 percent, "[u]ntil the data is reviewed." The current net salvage for this 
account is 20 percent. We believe that the L0.5 curve, and nine-year ASL are reasonable. We 
find that a 20 percent net salvage is reasonable. 

Account 397.80 - Communications Equipment - Fiber Optics 

FPL proposed no change in the L0 curve, no change in the 10-year ASL, and a decrease 
in net salvage from five to 0 percent. None of the intervenors offered any proposal for this 
account. 

According to FPL witness Clarke, there was "insufficient data to perform an actuarial life 
analysis." Witness Clarke noted that the fiber optic equipment in this account was "spun off' in 
2000; the remaining investment is the electronics equipment. Therefore, witness Clarke 
recommended no change in the curve or average service life. Witness Clarke asserted that the 
data for the salvage analysis is "erratic and missing many years." He recommended ignoring the 
salvage data and using 0 percent net salvage "until data is revised." 

After reviewing the cost of removal and salvage data, we agree with witness Clarke that 
the data should be ignored. We agree with FPL's proposal; therefore, the net salvage shall be 
reduced to 0 for this account. We believe that it is reasonable to retain the L0 curve and 10-year 
ASL. 

3. Amortizations 

General Accounts 

Pursuant to Rule 25-6.0436 l(5)(f), F.A.C., certain General Plant Accounts may use an 
amortization schedule. FPL proposed to amortize these accounts in accordance with the rule. 
Under FPL's proposal, there will be no change to the depreciation accrual. None of the 
intervenors offered a proposal for these accounts. The approved amortizations are shown in 
Table 4: 
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Table 4: General Account Amortizations 

Account No.     Account Name 
391.10 Office Furniture 
391.20 Office Accessories 
391.30 Office Equipment 
391.40 Duplicating & Mailing Equipment 
391.50 EDP Equipment 
391.70 PC Equipment (ECCR) 
391.90 Personal Computer Equipment 
392.70 Transportation Equipment - Marine 
393.10 Stores Equipment - Hand!ing Equipment 
393.20 Stores Equipment - Storage Equipment 
394.20 Shop Equipment - Portable Handling 
395.20 Lab Equipment - Portable 
395.60 Laboratory Testing Equipment (LMS) 
397.20 Communications Equipment - Other 7-Yr Amrt 
397.30 Communications Equipment - Official 
397.40 Communication Equipment (ECCR) 
398.00 Miscellaneous Equipment 

Amortization Period (Years) 
7.0 
5.0 
7.0 
7.0 
5.0 
3.0 
3.0 
5.0 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 
5.0 
7.0 
7.0 
5.0 
7.0 

Other Accounts 

Pursuant to Order No. PSC-05-0902-S-EI, issued on September 14, 2005, in Docket No. 
050188-EI, four other amortizations were permitted. The other amortizations are contained in 
Table 5: 

Table 5: Amortizations for Other Accounts 

Account No. Account Name 
362.90 Substation Equipment - LMS 
367.50 UG Conduct & Dev., Cable Injection-20+ Years 
367.90 UG Conduct & Dev., Cable Injection-10 Years 
371.20 Residential Load Management 

Amortization Period (Years) 
5.0 

29.0(*) 
10.0 
5.0 

*Per Order No. PSC-94-1199-FOF-EI, issued on September 30, 1994, in Docket No. 931231 -El, 
the 20-year guaranteed cable injection is to be recovered over the remaining life of the cable. 
The remaining life shown is the approved remaining life. 

In this proceeding, FPL proposed to continue using the previously-approved 
amortizations. None of the intervenors offered any proposal for these accounts. The only 
change to the depreciation accrual will be for Account 367.50, which, by our prior order, is tied 
to the remaining life of the cable. Therefore, we approve the amortizations contained in Tables 4 
and 5. 
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In conclusion, we approve the remaining life, net salvage percent, allocated reserve 
percent, amortizations, and resulting rates for each transmission, distribution, and general plant 
account contained in Table 6, on the following pages. 
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Table 6: Transmission, Distribution, and General Plant Depreciation Components and Resulting 
Rates 

Account Number and Description 

TRANSMISSION PLANT 
350.2 Easements 
352.0 Structures & Improvements 
353.0 Station Equipment 
353.1 Station Equipment - Step-Up 
354.0 Towers & Fixtures 
355.0 Poles & Fixtures 
356.0 OH Conductors & Devices 
357.0 Underground Conduit 
35S.0 Undg. Conductors & Devices 
359.0  Roads & Trails 

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - DEPRECIABLE 

361.0 Structures & Improvements 
362.0 Station Equipment 
364.0 Poles, Towers & Fixtures 
365.0 Overhead Conductors & Devices 
366.6 Undg. Conduit, Duct 
366.7  Undg.Conduit, Direct Buried 
367.6 Undg. Conductors & Devices, Duct 
367.7 Undg. Conductors & Devices, Buried 
368.0  Line Transformers 
369.1   Services, Overhead 
369.7 Services, Underground 
370.0 Meters 
370.1   AMR Meters 
371.0  Installations on Customer's Premises 
373.0 Street Lighting & Signal Systems 

GENERAL PLANT - DEPRECIABLE 
390.0 Structures & Improvements 
392.1   Transportation -Automobiles 
392.2 Transportation - Light Trucks 
392.3 Transportation - Heavy Trucks 
392.4 Transportation - Tractor-Trailers 
392.9 Transportation - Trailers 
396 I   Power Operated Equipment (Transp.) 
396.8  Other Power Operated Equipment 
397.8 Conunun. Equipment - Fiber Optics 

1                COMMISSION APPROVED'             !| 

Average 
Kcmaimng 

Life 
Net Salvage 

Therretical 
Reserve.'- 

(yrs.)             (%)               (%)              (%) 

58 0.00 22.67 1.3 

47 (15.00) 24.92 1.9 

29 (200) 28.05 2.6 

25 0.00 28.57 29 

34 (15.00) 3981 2.2 

33 (50.00) 37.50 3.4 

35 (50.00) 38.30 3.2 

40 0.00 33.33 1.7 

40 (10.00) 36.67 1.8 

47 (10.00) 30.46 1.7 

50 (15.00) 19.17 1.9 

33 (10.00) 25.58 2.6 

27 (60.00) 49.23 4.1 

30 (60.00) 42.93 3.9 

59 (2.00) 16.03 1.5 

40 0.00 20.00 2.0 

29 0.00 23 68 2.6 

18.4 0.00 47.43 2.9 

22 (25.00) 41.67 3.8 

36 (85.00) 46.25 3.9 

26 (5.00) 33.16 2.8 

24 (30.00) 43.33 3.6 

19.2 (30.00) 5.20 6.5 

22 (20.00) 32.00 4.0 

22 (20.00) 32.00 4.0 

36 (5.00) 29.40 2.1 

3 15.00 42.50 14.2 
4.6 15.00 41.56 9.4 

5 15.00 49.58 7.1 

2.6 0.00 71.11 11.1 
11.9 30.00 28.35 3.5 

6.3 20.00 29.60 8.0 

5.2 20.00 33.78 8.9 

7.7 0.00 23.00 10.0 
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Table 6: Amortization Items 

*'-• Account Number-andeDescriptiotmi 

DISTRIBUTION - AMORTIZABLE 
362.9 Substation Equipment - LMS 
367.5 UG Cable Injection - 20+ Year 
367.9 UG Cable Injection - 10 year 
371.2 Residential Load Management 

COMMISSION APPROVED, 

Average 
Remaining 
■~i.irc*" 

(yrs.) 

Net Salvage 
Theoretical 

»•': Reserve ^ 
Remaining 
ifcifr'Ra!e 

(%) (%) 

5 Year Amortization 
29 Year Amortization 
10 Year Amortization 
5 Year Amortization 

(%) 

GENERAL PLANT - AMORTIZABLE 
391.1  Office Furniture 
391.2 Office Accessories 
391.3 Office Equipment 
391.4 Duplicating & Mailing Equipment 
391.5 EDP Equipment 
391.7 PC Equipment (ECCR) 
391.9 Personal Computer Equipment 
392.7 Transportation Equip. - Marine 
393.1 Stores Equip. - Handling Equip. 
393.2 Stores Equip. - Storage Equipment 
394.2 Shop Equip. - Portable Handling 
395.2 Lab Equipment - Portable 
395.6 Lab. Testing Equip. (LMS) 
397.2 Comm. Equip. - Other 7-Yr Amort 
397.3 Comm. Equipment - Official 
397.4 Communication Equip. (ECCR) 
398.0 Miscellaneous Equipment 

7 Year Amortization 
5 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
5 Year Amortization 
3 Year Amortization 
3 Year Amortization 
5 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
5 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
5 Year Amortization 
7 Year Amortization 
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Reserve Imbalance 

The theoretical reserve is the calculated balance that would be in the reserve if the life 
and salvage estimates now considered appropriate had always been applied. The book reserve is 
the amount actually recovered to date. The difference between the theoretical reserve and the 
book reserve is a reserve imbalance. If the calculated theoretical reserve is more than the book 
reserve, the imbalance is a reserve deficit. If the calculated theoretical reserve is less than the 
book reserve, the imbalance is a reserve surplus. 

Applying its proposed depreciation life and salvage parameters, FPL calculated a reserve 
surplus of $1,245 billion. OPC calculated a reserve surplus of $2.75 billion based on its 
proposed depreciation formula. The formula for the prospective theoretical reserve is provided 
in Rule 25-6.0436(4)(k), F.A.C. Using this formula and the life and salvage components 
approved above, we calculate a reserve surplus of $1,208.8 million, as shown in Table 7 below: 

Table 7: Reserve Imbalance 
($000,000) 

Steam Production 353.1 
Nuclear Production 127.0 
Other Production 119.6 
Transmission 12.1 
Distribution 555.6 
General 41.4 

Total Reserve Imbalance 1,208.8 

Corrective reserve measures 

Having determined above that there is a theoretical reserve surplus, the parties asked us 
to determine what, if any, corrective measures should be taken. The crux of the parties' dispute 
was whether the reserve imbalance should be corrected over the remaining life of the assets or 
over a shorter period of time. FPL argued that the surplus should be addressed through the 
remaining life rate design of its plant (22 years), rather than "accelerating" the recovery over a 
short period of time as suggested by the intervenors. FPL contended that the remaining life 
approach to resolve reserve imbalances is the norm and there is no reason to deviate. OPC, 
FIPUG, and FRF asserted that the magnitude of the reserve imbalance warranted a corrective 
approach shorter than the normal remaining life depreciation approach. SFHHA did not address 
the magnitude of the surplus, but asserted that it should be amortized over a short period of time. 

FPL argued that a short amortization of the reserve surplus would have "the direct and 
unavoidable effect of rapidly increasing rate base, the required return on rate base, and future 
depreciation expense - all of which will have to be borne by future customers." FPL suggested 
that a middle path would be to transfer a portion of the reserve surplus to offset the expenses 
associated with its proposed capital recovery schedules.   FPL argued that this action could 
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provide "a measure of shorter-term relief for customers without doing as much damage to 
regulatory practices and future customers' pocketbooks." A1F supported FPUs position. 

While OPC witness Pous calculated a reserve surplus of $2.75 billion using his proposed 
life and salvage values, he recommended that only FPL's identified reserve surplus of $1.25 
billion be amortized over four years. OPC and FIPUG proposed that $314.3 million of FPL's 
reserve surplus should be first applied to offset the unrecovered costs associated with FPL's 
proposed capital recovery schedules for near-term retirements. OPC asserted that a four year 
amortization of the remaining balance of $894.6 million would reduce test year depreciation 
expense, thereby lowering FPL's revenue requirements. OPC submitted that amortizing the 
reserve surplus represented the most appropriate remedy to eliminate the intergenerational 
inequity the surplus created. FRF supported the OPC position that $1.25 billion of the reserve 
surplus be amortized over four years. SFHHA suggested that we require FPL to amortize its 
calculated reserve surplus of $1,245 billion over a five-year period. SFHHA asserted that the 
calculated surplus demonstrated that FPL's past depreciation rates were excessive, considering 
present expectations regarding depreciation parameters. 

FIPUG witness Pollock proposed a slightly different approach to correct the remaining 
$894.6 million surplus. The witness proposed that FPL continue to record the $125 million 
annual credit to depreciation expense until the next depreciation study review. 

Amortization of the reserve surplus will serve to decrease the reserve over the 
amortization period, thus increasing rate base. At the time of FPL's next depreciation review, 
its reserve positions will be lower, thereby resulting in higher depreciation rates, all other things 
remaining equal. Indeed, OPC recognized that depreciation rates in the instant proceeding are 
higher due to the lower reserve position resulting from the $500 million depreciation credit the 
Company recorded during the years 2005-2009, in accord with the 2005 Settlement Order. 
However, as noted by witness Pous, FPL's calculated theoretical reserve is lower by $500 
million. 

OPC argued that a reserve imbalance violated the matching principle.25 The intervenors 
claimed that the existence of FPL's reserve imbalance indicates that past and current customers 
have paid more than their fair share of depreciation expenses and that future customers will 
therefore pay less than their fair share. In contrast, FPL contended that intergenerational inequity 
concerns are mitigated by the fact that customer rates were not increased during the time when 
the reserve surplus accumulated. 

OPC contended that whether the remaining life methodology was adequate to address 
reserve imbalances depended on the magnitude of the imbalance and the time frame over which 
it would be corrected. The relative adequacy of the reserve causes the remaining life rate 
formula to self-adjust for historic over- or under-recovery, as well as for changes in projected life 
or salvage parameters.  A reserve imbalance indicates a failure of the matching principle.  The 

25 The matching of the period of time over which depreciation expense is collected with the service life of the group 
of assets is called the matching principle. Customers benefitting from the assets should be those who pay for the 
assets. 
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depreciation expenses of the past were misstated, so correction should be made now to reduce 
the misstatement into the future. Correction of the imbalance will result in a return to the 
matching principle. In this case, OPC argued that FPL's reserve imbalance was so great that 
recovery over the remaining life (22 years) was inadequate. 

We believe that the very presence of a reserve imbalance indicates the existence of 
intergenerational inequity. Based on what is known today, the life estimates of yesterday are 
now viewed as being too short. FPL has lengthened the life span estimates for its production 
plants. Net salvage estimates have changed. This does not mean however, that past life and 
salvage estimates were wrong. Disregarding the fact that settlements were reached in 200226 and 
2005 that addressed depreciation and many other matters, the last time this Commission 
actually conducted a thorough review and analysis of FPL's depreciation parameters was in 
Order No. PSC-99-0073-FOF-EI, issued January 8, 1999, in Docket No. 971660-EI, In re: 1997 
depreciation study by Florida Power & Light Company. Conditions, Company plans, and 
regulatory requirements change. OPC witness Pous acknowledged that depreciation parameters 
change over time simply because depreciation is a projection of anticipated events in the future. 
FRF recognized in its brief that in a depreciation study review, a goal has been to align the actual 
and theoretical reserve positions for all accounts. 

We agree with FPL witness Deason and OPC witness Pous that it is unlikely there would 
ever be a time when there is no reserve imbalance, simply because as time passes, more 
information is known and better estimates of life and salvage can be determined. However, that 
is not a reason to defer taking some action to correct reserve imbalances, where possible, either 
through reserve transfers or an amortization. The magnitude of the reserve imbalance should 
also dictate what action is taken. The matching principle argues for a quick correction of any 
surplus; the quicker the better so that the ratepayers who may have overpaid would have a 
chance of benefitting. 

We agree with FPL that current and future customers will receive the benefit of the 
existing reserve surplus through lower depreciation rates. If the reserve surplus is reduced, the 
depreciation reserve will increase, thereby, all things remaining equal, causing depreciation rates 
and future revenue requirements to naturally increase.28 At the present time, it can be argued that 
the current reserve surplus results in prospective depreciation rates that are artificially low. This 
is the beauty or the beast of the remaining life rate methodology. A surplus means that under 
present expectations more than enough has been recovered, so there is a smaller amount left to 
be recovered over the average remaining life. Conversely, the presence of a reserve deficit 
means that not enough has been recovered to date, so the depreciation rate must increase to make 
up the difference in the future. 

26 Order No. PSC-02-0501-AS-EI, issued April 11, 2002, in Docket Nos. 001148-EI, In re: Review of the retail rates 
of Florida Power & Light Company, and 020001-El, In re: Fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with 
generating performance incentive factor. (2002 Settlement) 

Oder No. PSC-05-0905-S-EI, issued September 14, 2005, in Docket Nos. 050045-El, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Power & Light Company, and 050188-EI, In re: 2005 comprehensive depreciation study by 
Florida Power & Light Company. (2005 Settlement) 
28 About $300 million of FPL's current base rate increase is due to the $125 million annual depreciation expense 
credit that was recorded in accord with the 2005 FPL Rate Case Settlement Order. 
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The remaining life rate typically carries the burden of correcting any reserve imbalance. 
A significant reserve imbalance can distort resulting depreciation rates. For example, an account 
with a 40-year average service life, 20-year average remaining life, zero percent net salvage, and 
80 percent reserve would result in an average remaining life rate of 1.0 percent. This is due to 
the fact that the reserve should theoretically be 50 percent rather than 80 percent. The surplus in 
the reserve results in a remaining life depreciation rate being lower than it otherwise would be to 
correct the surplus over the remaining life. If the account reserve is restated to its theoretically 
correct level, the resulting depreciation rate is 2.5 percent. Thus, the presence of the reserve 
surplus depresses the resulting depreciation rate from 2.5 percent to 1.0 percent. The more 
significant the reserve surplus, the more depressed the resulting remaining life rate will be. 

The intervenors contended that our past orders support a position that reserve imbalances 
have historically been recovered over a period of time that is shorter than the average remaining 
life. FPL, on the other hand, contended that the orders referenced by the intervenors are not 
applicable to FPL's circumstances. FPL witness Davis also asserted that none of the actions in 
the referenced orders had any impact on customer rates. 

In the 1990s, we allowed FPL to record additional depreciation expense to reduce the 
potential for stranded investments. In 1995, we authorized FPL to record $126 million in 
additional depreciation expenses to the reserve for nuclear production. Also, for 1996 and 1997, 
we permitted FPL to record an additional $30 million in expense to the reserve for nuclear 
production, and to record an additional depreciation expense based on differences between actual 
and forecasted revenues.29 We allowed FPL to continue the recording of these additional 
expenses in 1998 and 1999 by Order No. PSC-98-0027-FOF-EI.30 We found that it was good 
regulatory policy to eliminate these types of items when the funds are available to do so without 
raising customer rates. 

Subsequently, in the FPL 1999 Revenue Sharing Agreement approved by Order No. 
PSC-99-0519-AS-EI, we granted FPL, among other things, the discretion to record up to $100 
million of additional depreciation expense each year of the three-year settlement period to reduce 
nuclear and/or fossil production plant in service.31 As part of this settlement, customer rates 
were reduced by $350 million and a revenue cap and revenue sharing plan was established. 

As a result of the FPL 2002 Settlement, approved in Order No. PSC-02-0501-AS-EI, FPL 
received the discretionary ability to record a depreciation expense credit of up to $125 million 
annually for 2002-2005.32 The amounts recorded first went to offset the $170.3 million bottom 

29 Order Nos. PSC-95-0672-FOF-EI, issued May 31, 1995, and PSC-96-0461-FOF-EI, issued April 2, 1996, in 
Docket No. 950359-EI, In re: Petition to establish amortization schedule for nuclear stranded investment by Florida 
Power & Light Company. 
30 Order No. PSC-98-0027-FOF-EI., issued January 5, 1998, in Docket No. 970410-EI, In re: Proposal to extend 
plan for recording of certain expenses for years 1998 and 1999 for Florida Power & Light Company. 
31 Order No. PSC-99-0519-AS-E1, issued March 17, 1999, in Docket No. 990067-EI. In re: Petition by the Citizens 
of the State of Florida for a fall revenue requirements rate case for Florida Power & Light Company. 
32 Order No. PSC-02-0501-AS-EI, issued April 11, 2002, in Docket Nos. 001148-EI, In re: Review of the retail rates 
of Florida Power & Light Company, and 020001-El, In re: Fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with 
generating performance incentive factor. (2002 Settlement) 
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line amortization recorded pursuant to Order No. PSC-99-0519-AS-EI, with any additional 
amounts recorded to a bottom line reserve to be allocated to specific accounts in the next FPL 
depreciation study after the term of the settlement. Among other things, the settlement reduced 
FPUs customer rates by $250 million and continued a revenue cap and revenue sharing plan. 
FPL acknowledged that it had overdepreciated its plant and a depreciation expense credit offered 
through the settlement would help correct the situation. 

In the 2005 Settlement Order, FPL was again authorized to amortize up to $125 million 
annually as a credit to depreciation expense and a debit to the bottom line depreciation reserve 
for years 2006-2009." FPL recorded $500 million in accord with the agreement. 

FRF argued in its brief that our declared policy with respect to reserve imbalances is to 
correct them as soon as possible without adversely impacting a company's ability to earn a fair 
and reasonable return.34 FRF noted that we have also targeted overeamings in the past to book 
additional depreciation expense, thereby lowering reported earnings and bringing them in line 
with the allowed rate of return. In the instant proceeding, we are setting a new rate of return for 
FPL. In deciding whether to amortize the reserve imbalance as the intervenors proposed, we 
should also consider any negative impacts such an amortization would have on FPL's financial 
integrity. 

OPC's proposed adjustment to address the reserve imbalance would reduce FPL's 
revenue requirement by approximately $311 million per year. Because rate base would be 
higher as a result of this adjustment, the reduction to FPL's cash flow would be offset by 
approximately $20 million of additional return earned on this incremental rate base. Thus, the 
net impact of the proposed adjustment would be a reduction to cash flow of approximately $291 
million. 

FRF asserted that OPC's proposed amortization would not deny FPL recovery of any 
capital dollars, but would only affect the timing of the collection of those dollars. Further, FRF 
argued that OPC's proposed amortization would not affect FPL's earnings or earned rate of 
return. FRF stated that metrics used to analyze financial integrity generally include measures of 
debt, cash flow, and interest coverage requirements. 

FRF asserted that the coverage ratios (the number of times FPL's generated cash flow 
covers debt service) were important indicators of financial integrity. FRF stated that FPL's 
financial strength is such that FPL's cash flow would be sufficient to amortize $1.25 billion of 
the reserve surplus identified by OPC witness Pous and maintain coverage ratios that warrant an 
"A" rating by Standard & Poors (S&P). 

33 Order No. PSC-05-0905-S-EI, issued September 14, 2005, in Docket Nos. 050045-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Power & Light Company, and 050188-EI, In re: 2005 comprehensive depreciation study by 
Florida Power & Light Company. (2005 Settlement) 
34 Order No. PSC-01-2270-PAA-EI, issued November 19, 2001, in Docket No. 060699-EI, In re: Request for 
approval of implementation date of January 1. 2002. for new depreciation rates for Marianna Electric Division by 
Florida Public Utilities, p. 2. 
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The financial metrics affected by the proposed adjustment are the cash from operations to 
interest ratio (CFO/Interest) and the cash from operations to debt ratio (CFO/Debt). The debt to 
total capital ratio is unaffected by the proposed adjustment. FPUs corporate credit rating is 
single A flat from S&P, single Al from Moody's Investor Service (Moody's), and single A flat 
from Fitch Ratings (Fitch). Pursuant to S&P's rating methodology, FPUs business profile is 
rated as excellent and its financial profile is rated as intermediate. Based on these designations, 
the ratings criteria published by S&P and Moody's for FPL's current credit ratings include the 
following cash flow metric standards. 

Table 8 
S&P A ratine Moody's A rating 

! CFO/Interest 3.0x-4.5x 4.5x - 6.0x 
CFO/Debt 25%-45% 22% - 30% 

OPC witness Lawton testified that, while the proposed adjustment to address the reserve 
imbalance will decrease FPL's cash flow metrics, he did not believe it will harm the Company's 
financial integrity. Witness Lawton demonstrated that FPL's CFO/Interest ratio will decrease 
from 6.7x to 5.9x and the Company's CFO/Debt ratio will decrease from 45 percent to 40 
percent. That said, this analysis does not take into account additional adjustments that will 
impact cash flow. However, witness Lawton argued that even if all of OPC's proposed 
adjustments were made, there is no basis to conclude that FPL's credit rating would fall below 
investment grade. FPL witness Pimentel agreed that even a two-notch downgrade for FPL 
would still result in a triple B plus rating, which would remain firmly investment grade. 
Moreover, none of the rating agencies have indicated that they would downgrade FPL's credit 
rating even if we denied the entire rate increase. 

In this case, FPL's net reserve imbalance is a $1.2 billion surplus. The reserve surplus is 
of such a magnitude that its existence results in abnoimal depreciation rates. Where significant 
reserve surpluses and deficits exist, corrective reserve transfers between accounts or amortization 
of the reserve imbalance should be considered. Whether the reserve imbalance is a surplus or a 
deficit, it violates the matching principle and represents a subsidy, and thus should be corrected. 

As mentioned above, we calculated a theoretical reserve for each account within each 
production unit, and each transmission, distribution, and general plant account. Comparing the 
theoretical reserve to the book reserve resulted in various account surpluses and deficits that we 
netted to a bottom-line reserve surplus amount of $1.2 billion. As a result of this netting, each 
account's reserve is placed at its theoretically correct position. The theoretically correct reserve 
position is reflected in the depreciation rates contained in Table 3 and Table 6 above. 

FPL, FIPUG, and OPC suggested that we transfer a portion of the reserve surplus to 
offset the expenses associated with its proposed capital recovery schedules. We agree. 
Accordingly, $314.2 million of the reserve surplus shall be transferred to offset the unrecovered 
costs associated with FPL's proposed capital recovery schedules. This reduces the reserve 
imbalance to an $894.6 million surplus. 
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FPL argued that amortization of the remaining reserve surplus over any time period other 
than the remaining life results in intergenerational unfairness to the ratepayers of yesterday 
versus those of tomorrow. OPC, on the other hand, argued that the existence of a reserve 
imbalance indicates that there are intergenerational inequities in that current and past customers 
paid more than they should have, thereby subsidizing future customers. We agree with OPC's 
position that intergenerational unfairness already exists, as witnessed by the existence of such a 
significant reserve imbalance. Therefore, we are of the opinion that amortizing the remainder of 
the reserve surplus is the most appropriate remedy to eliminate the intergenerational inequity the 
surplus created. The only question remaining is how long it should take to correct the situation. 

Accordingly, we find that the remaining reserve surplus amount of $894.6 million shall 
be amortized over a four-year period. This is consistent with our policy with respect to reserve 
imbalances, which has been to correct them as soon as possible without adversely impacting the 
company's ability to earn a fair and reasonable return.35 We find that there is substantial 
evidence in the record to show that the company's ability to earn a fair and reasonable return will 
not be adversely affected. Furthermore, our decision is consistent with past orders in which we 
have amortized reserve imbalances over periods shorter than the remaining life.36 And we note 
that we will be reviewing FPL's depreciation reserve again when FPL files its next depreciation 
study. 

In conclusion, each account's book reserve shall be brought to its calculated theoretically 
correct level. Of the $1,208.8 million bottom-line reserve surplus, $314.2 million shall be used 
to offset the unrecovered costs associated with the capital recovery schedules of near-term 
retiring investments. The remaining reserve surplus of $894.6 million shall be amortized over a 
4-year period, beginning January 1, 2010. As part of FPL's next depreciation study, to be filed 
no later than March 16,2013, FPL's reserve position will be reviewed and assessed for any other 
necessary action. 

Implementation date for revised depreciation rates, capital recovery schedules and amortization 
schedules 

FPL proposed an implementation date of January 1, 2010. All the parties, except 
SFHHA, agreed with FPL's proposed implementation date. SFHHA argued that the 
implementation date for revised depreciation rates, capital recovery schedules, and amortization 
schedules should correspond with the implementations of rates resulting from this proceeding. 
We disagree with SFHHA's proposed implementation date.   The implementation date for the 

35 Order No. PSC-01-2270-PAA-EI, issued on November 19, 2001, in Docket No. 010699-EI, In re: Request for 
approval of implementation date of January 1. 2002. for new depreciation rates for Marianna Electric Division by 
Florida Public Utilities, p. 2. 
36 Order No. PSC-96-0461-FOF-EI, issued on April 2, 1996, in Docket No. 950359-EI, In Re: Petition to establish 
amortization schedule for nuclear generating units to address potential for stranded investment by Florida Power & 
Light Company; Order No. PSC-06-0307-FOF-TP, issued April 20, 2006, in Docket No. 041269-TP, In re: Petition 
to establish generic docket to consider amendments to interconnection agreements resulting from changes in law, by 
BellSouth Telecommunications. Inc.: and Order No. PSC-98-1723-FOF-EI, issued on December 18, 1998, in 
Docket No. 971570-EI, In re: 1997 Depreciation Study bv Florida Power Corporation. 
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revised depreciation rates, capital recovery schedules, and amortization schedules shall be 
January 1, 2010, because FPL data and related calculations abut the January 1,2010 date. 

FOSSIL DISMANTLEMENT COST STUDY 

Annual dismantlement provision 

FPL's 2008 fossil dismantlement study filed in this proceeding indicates there is a need to 
adjust FPL's current annual fossil dismantlement accrual, which is currently set at $15,321,113. 
The current dismantlement study represents an update of FPL's base dismantlement costs, 
contingency, and inflation forecasts. FPL contends an annual accrual of $20,180,368 is required 
to meet its fossil dismantlement needs. We analyze and critique FPL's 2008 fossil 
dismantlement study below. 

The current-approved annual dismantlement provision shall be revised to reflect the 
Company's updated base cost estimates of dismantlement, inflation rates, and contingency costs. 
Any revised annual fossil dismantlement accrual shall take effect January 1, 2010. Table 9 on 
the following page details FPL's fossil dismantlement cost by plant site. 
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Table 9 
FOSSIL DISMANTLEMENT COST ESTIMATES 

2007 Study Current 
Costs 

2008 Study Current 
Costs 

($) ($) 

Cape Canaveral 12,953.491 16,642,848 

Cutler 8,035,610 10,424,803 

Fort Lauderdale 18,956,572 25,524,535 

Ft. Myers 22,877,762 29,598,540 

Manatee 53,698,856 65,118,814 

Martin 57,337,705 76,887,456 

Port Everglades 52,594,168 61,149,529 

Putnam 9,403,254 11,146,862 

Riviera 13,583,544 15,070,232 

Sanford 28,650,916 35,681,288 

Scherer 37,391,063 43,744,940 
St. Johns River Power 
Park 19,548,345 24,802,975 

Turkey Point 18,323,729 25,825,396 
West County Energy 
Center 22,707,813 

DeSoto Solar . 1,365,069 

Space Coast Solar - 724,875 

St. Lucie Wind Turbines _ 584,770 

Total* 353,355,015 467,000,745 

* Cost estimate totals were subject to rounding for some of the plant site/units. 

Corrective reserve measures 

FPL's 2008 fossil dismantlement study contains proposed adjustments to correct reserve 
imbalances that exist for certain units. These imbalances arise when there are discrepancies 
between the actual dismantlement reserve and the theoretical reserve indicated in the 
dismantlement study. FPL proposed that reserve surpluses for the Cape Canaveral and Riviera 
plants be transferred to the Cutler, Manatee, Martin, Port Everglades, Sanford, Scherer, St. Johns 
River and Turkey Point plants. Although FPL did not file updated reserve transfers, we were 
able to calculate the appropriate transfer amounts, which are shown in Table 10, including the 
companies updated inflation figures. 

We have consistently approved reserve transfers in fossil dismantlement studies. FPL's 
last reserve transfers were approved by Order No. PSC-08-0095-PAA-EI, issued on February 14, 



ORDER NO. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
PAGE 90 

2008, in Docket No. 070378-EI, In Re: Petition for approval of revised fossil dismantlement 
accrual bv Florida Power & Light Company. We have reviewed FPL's proposed reserve 
transfers, and consistent with our precedent, we believe they are reasonable. However, FPL's 
dismantlement cost estimates shall be updated to reflect the February 2009 Global Insight 
inflation forecasts. Accordingly, we approve the corrective reserve reallocations shown in Table 
10 below. 

Table 10 
THEORETICAL RESERVE RE-ALLOCATIC >NS FOR JANUARY 1, 2010 

Site 

Actual Reserves 
Deceinber31, 

2009 
Theoretical 
Reserves 

Reserve 
Transfers 

Restated 
Reserve for 

1/1/2010 
Cape Canaveral $17,654,087 $16,970,239 $(1,269,977) $16,384,110 
Cutler 11,429,097 13,168,448 144,749 11,573,846 
Manatee 36,930,092 46,480,891 794,816 37,724,908 
Martin 35,623,068 39,988,999 363,331 35,986,399 
Port Everglades 54,604,976 74,237,570 1,301,674 55,906,650 
Riviera 18,943,435 15,349,799 (3,593,636) 15,349,799 
Sanford 5,987,502 6,267,665 23,315 6,010,817 
Scherer 30,939,801 42,933,155 998,085 31,937,886 
St. Johns River 18,825,872 27,761,363 743,609 19,569,481 
Turkey Point 17,216,106 23,152,609 494,034 17,710,140 
Total Reserves* $248,154,036 $306310,738 $0 $248,154,036 

* Reserve transfers w ere subject to round ing for some of the plant site/units. 

Annual provision for dismantlement 

By Order No. 24741,37 we established the methodology for accruing the costs for 
dismantlement of fossil-fueled production plants. The methodology, codified in Rule 25- 
6.04364, F.A.C., is dependent on three factors: estimated base costs for dismantlement, projected 
inflation, and a contingency factor. Electric companies are required to file site-specific 
dismantlement studies at least once every four years from the submission date of the previous 
study unless otherwise required by Commission order. 

FPL filed its last updated dismantlement cost study with associated annual accrual 
proposals in 2007. We approved this study and associated fossil dismantlement accruals by 
Order No. PSC-08-0095-PAA-EI.38 In this order, we also directed FPL to file its next fossil fuel 
dismantlement study concurrently with its comprehensive depreciation study on or about March 
17,2009. 

37 Order No. 24741, issued July 1, 1991, in Docket No. 890186-EI, In Re: Investigation of the Ratemaking and 
Accounting Treatment for the Dismantlement of Fossil-Fueled Generating Stations. 
38 Order No. PSC-08-0095-PAA-EI, issued February 14, 2008, in Docket No. 070378-EI, In re: Petition for approval 
of revised fossil dismantlement accrual bv Florida Power & Light Company. 
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The dismantlement cost estimates in the current study are based on site-specific analysis 
and reflect an increase of approximately 32 percent from the 2007 cost estimates. The major 
drivers of the increase in cost include: (1) addition of new plant, (2) increases in the equipment 
rental component of labor rates, and (3) increased fuel oil tank removal costs. The 
dismantlement costs for Martin Solar, Desoto Solar, and Space Coast Solar plants will be 
recovered through the ECRC. 

Dismantlement accruals are based on current cost estimates, escalated to future costs of 
the estimated date of dismantlement. The future costs, less accumulated dismantlement reserves, 
are discounted over the remaining life of each plant and plant site. We established the 
methodology for calculating annual accruals for the dismantlement fossil-fueled production 
plants by Order No. 24741. FPUs fossil dismantlement study as filed contained August 2008 
inflation factors and assumed dismantlement of plants will begin five years after retirement. 
Inflation rates are used to escalate the current costs to the expected future amount that will be 
needed to pay for dismantlement. We requested, and were provided, updated inflation factors to 
reflect current market rates. The updated inflation rates are from the February 2009 Global 
Insight edition. 

Our approved levelized annual accrual of $18,468,387 (including solar) is based on 
FPL's site-specific dismantlement cost estimates and a 16 percent contingency factor, with two 
modifications. First, we used the February 2009 inflation factors published by Global Insight for 
2010 though 2013. Second, our analysis incorporated changes in the retirement dates of certain 
units in accord with our decisions above. We applied the jurisdictional separation factors for 
2010 to the levelized annual accrual of $18,014,571 that excludes the solar units. Our approved 
retail annual accrual amount for 2010 is $17,660,832 (excluding solar), which reflects an 
increase of $2,640,568 over the amounts from FPL's last dismantlement study. Our calculations 
of the retail annual accrual amounts and incremental increase are shown in Table 11. FPL's 
2008 site-specific dismantlement costs are shown in Table 12. Accordingly, this change to the 
fossil dismantlement annual accrual impacts the 2010 and 2011 accumulated depreciation and 
depreciation expense as set forth below. 

Table 11 
2010 Projected Test Year - Commission Approved 

Functional Description 
2007 Current 

Accrual 
Required Increase in 

Cost of Service 

Commission 
Aooroved 2010 
Annual Accrual 

Fossil $8,966,504 $755,421 $9,741,745 
Other Production excluding 
Solar $6,354,609 $1,918,216 $8,272,825 
Total Excluding Solar $15,321,113 $2,693,457 $18,014,570 
Jurisdictional Separation 
Factor 98.036379% 98.036379% 
Retail Annual Accrual 
Amounts $2,640368 $17,660,832 
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Table 12 
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
EFFECTIVE ACCRUAL JANUARY 1,2010 

Plant Site 

2007 
Current 
Annual 

Accrual** 

Commission 
Final 

Approved 
Annual 
Accrual 

Final Change in 
Annual Accrual 

($) ($) ($) 
Cape Canaveral 434,779 252,203 -182,576 
Cutler 216,262 333,801 117,539 
Fort Lauderdale 985,269 1,251,191 265,922 
Fort Myers 1,161,985 1,317,305 155,320 
Manatee 2,255,726 2,559,415 303,689 
Martin 2,327,547 2,533,098 205,551 
Port Everglades 2,566,987 2,802,360 235,373 
Putnam 339,106 405,297 66,191 
Riviera 321,232 89,182 -232,050 
Sanford 1,374,909 1,493,396 118,487 
Scherer 1,755,506 1,634,157 -121,349 
St. Johns River Power Park 807,788 869,586 61,798 
Turkey Point 774,017 1,111,193 337,176 

Martin Solar 0 346,160 346,160 

West County Energy Center 0 1,332,348 1,332348 

St Lucie Wind Turbines 0 30,038 30,038 

DeSoto Solar 0 72,712 72,712 

Space Coast Solar 0 34,944 34,944 

Total Dismantlement Provision *15,321,113 ♦18,468,387 3,147,274 
Less accrual for solar units recovered 
through the ECRC clause 453,817 
Increase in cost of service due to 
increase in non-solar dismantlement 
accrual *** 2,693,457 

* Annual accruals were subject to rounding for some of the plant site/units. 
** Annual accrual per approved by Order No. PSC-08-0095-PAA-EI, issued on February 
14, 2008, in Docket No. 070378-EI, In Re:   Petition for approval of revised fossil 
dismantlement accrual by Florida Power & Light Company. 
***Net increase in fossil dismantlement accrual. 
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In conclusion, the appropriate system annual provision for dismantlement is $18,468,387 
(including solar), and the retail annual accrual amounts for 2010 is $17,660,832 (excluding 
solar). This reflects an increase of $2,640,568 over the amounts from FPUs last dismantlement 
study. These accruals reflect current estimates of dismantlement costs on a site-specific basis, 
inflation estimates as of February 2009, a 16 percent contingency factor, and changes in 
retirement dates in accordance with this Order. 

Greenfield status 

In his testimony, OPC witness Pous objected to the extent of FPL's fossil dismantlement 
approach. He contended that FPL's dismantlement assumptions "assumed a 100% probability of 
the worst case scenario, that being full demolition and site restoration." Witness Pous asserted 
that FPL is not legally required to restore its plant sites to a "greenfield" condition. During 
cross-examination, FPL witness Ousdahl stated she believed that site restoration in terms of 
greenfield means "park-like." She cited the Company's dismantlement of its Palatka plant as an 
instance where site remediation was to greenfield status. AIF supported FPL's position. In its 
brief, AIF stated that FPL witness Ousdahl clearly described the cost components included in 
FPL's 2008 fossil dismantlement study. AIF stated that intervenor witnesses Pous and Pollock 
provided no basis for the disallowance of FPL's 2008 fossil dismantlement study as presented, 
including site restoration to greenfield status upon retirement. 

Rule 25-6.04364, F.A.C., is our dismantlement rule. Of particular interest to this issue 
are subparts 2 (b) and (c): 

(2)0?) "Dismantlement." The process of safely managing, removing, demolishing, 
disposing, or converting for reuse the materials and equipment that remain at the fossil 
fuel generating unit following its retirement from service and restoring the site to a 
marketable or useable condition. 

(2)(c) "Dismantlement Costs." The costs for the ultimate physical removal and disposal 
of plant and site restoration, minus any attendant gross salvage amount, upon final 
retirement of the site or unit from service. 

We find that FPL's site restoration assumptions in its 2008 study comport with both our 
rule and Commission precedent in previous dismantlement proceedings. Accordingly, we find 
that the assumptions FPL made in its 2008 dismantlement study with regards to site restoration 
site restoration assumptions by definition are reasonable. 

Dismantlement studies 

By Order No. 24741, issued July 1, 1991, in Docket No. 890186-EI, In Re: Investigation 
of the Ratemaking and Accounting Treatment for the Dismantlement of Fossil-Fueled 
Generating Stations (Order No. 24741), we established the methodology for accruing the costs 
for dismantlement of fossil-fueled production plants. The methodology, codified in Rule 25- 
6.04364, F.A.C., is dependent on three factors: estimated base costs for dismantlement, projected 
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inflation, and a contingency factor. As explained above, electric companies are required to file 
site-specific dismantlement studies at least once every four years from the submission date of the 
previous study unless otherwise required by our order. 

FPL's fossil dismantlement study contains two types of assumptions. First, the study 
includes general assumptions that are applicable to all units and sites, such as provisions for site 
security and management personnel. Second, for each unit, the study includes site-specific 
assumptions, which are intended to capture unique characteristics of an individual plant site. 
Examples of site-specific assumptions may also include such things as the extent of asbestos 
abatement required for a given unit, and whether controlled blasting of chimneys can be done. 

We find that FPL's dismantlement study complies with our dismantlement rule and is in 
accord with prior dismantlement studies. Based on our review of the study and its supporting 
documentation, we believe that the company adequately takes into consideration factors that are 
unique to specific units when estimating dismantlement costs. As such, it appears that FPL has 
considered alternative demolition techniques and incorporated them into the study. FPL should 
continue to consider whether alternative demolition approaches are reasonable in future studies, 
as it has in the past. Absent specific references, it is unclear what aspects of FPL's study OPC 
believes are deficient or unsupported. Accordingly, at this time we do not believe the record 
supports the need to require FPL to file analyses of alternative demolition approaches. 

RATE BASE 

Calculation of working capital allowance 

According to FPL witness Ousdahl, our current practice for clause over- and under- 
recoveries is not equitable. She testified that: 

The Commission has not permitted FPL to remove the liability from working 
capital even though FPL compensates customers by paying interest on the over- 
recovery through the cost recovery clauses. This is inconsistent with the 
treatment of underrecoveries, where the Commission has previously required FPL 
to remove the asset from working capital. 

Witness Ousdahl argued that this Commission should acknowledge that base rates should never 
include the cost of capital associated with clause over- or underrecoveries, as such costs are 
already provided for in the clause rate itself. She further argued that the regulatory liability 
associated with projected over-recoveries should be removed from working capital. 

OPC stated that over-recoveries represent funds the Company owes customers and if they 
excluded from working capital, customers would be providing interest the company returned in 
the clause. OPC further stated that the under-recoveries are collected from the customers at the 
commercial paper rate. In addition, if a clause under-recovery is included in base rates, the 
company will receive a double return on the under-recovery. 
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OPC argued that the Commission's practice has been to exclude fuel under-recoveries, 
which are assets, from Working Capital, and to include over-recoveries, which are liabilities. 
Furthermore, the rationale for including over-recoveries as a reduction to working capital is to 
provide the Company with an incentive to make its projections for the cost recovery clause as 
accurate as possible and avoid large over-recoveries.3 

We agree with the assessment of OPC as to how we have handled fuel over-recoveries in 
calculating the working capital allowance in prior rate case proceedings. In the Company's last 
rate proceeding, its fuel over-recovery was included in the calculation of the working capital 
allowance. There is no compelling evidence in the record that indicates our policy should be 
changed. Utilities should strive to reasonably project expenses so as to avoid over-collecting 
from customers. Therefore, the over-recovery that shall be included in the calculation of the 
working capital allowance for 2010 is $101,971,000. 

Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMD 

FPL plans to install smart meters over a five year period. The meters will have more 
capabilities than the meters currently installed. The new meters will be equipped with two-way 
communications, remote reading, connection, and disconnection capabilities and will be able to 
collect data regarding consumption at predetermined intervals. The installation will be for 
residential and small/medium business accounts. The meters will provide both operational and 
service improvements. The operational improvements include a reduced need for meter readers. 
The service improvements include more customer usage information and reductions in the 
number of calls to the company. The meters have a life expectancy of 20 years. 

Below is Table 13 that summarizes the number of meters being installed, capital costs, 
O&M costs, O&M savings and net O&M savings. 

Table 13 

Deployment 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total 
Meters (Thousands) 170 1,128 1,099 1,076 873 4,346 

Capital (Millions) $43.7 $168.5 $158.7 $151.5 $122.5 $645 

O&M (Thousands) $2,274 $6,883 $8,910 $11,882 $10,458 
Savings (Thousands) ($167) ($418) ($4,700) ($18,203) ($30,401) 

Net O&M (Thousands) $2,106 $6,465 $4,210 ($6,321) ($19,943) 

39 Order No. 12663, issued November 7, 1983, in Docket No. 830012-EU, In re: Petition of Tampa Electric 
Company for an increase in rates and charges and approval of a fair and reasonable rate of return, pp. 14-15; and 
Order No. PSC-93-0165-FOF-EI, issued March 29, 1993, in Docket No. 920324-EI, In re: Application for a rate 
increase by Tampa Electric Company, p. 38. 
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FPL witness Santos testified that the implementation of AMI will help to modernize the 
grid. The implementation of AMI will have $645 million in capital costs and once fiilly 
implemented will have an annual cost savings of $36.9 million. Beginning in 2012, the O&M 
savings are greater than the O&M costs associated with AMI. Beginning 2013, the net O&M 
savings exceed $30 million annually. Witness Santos testified that the savings from smart 
meters are not directly proportional to the installations. Witness Santos testified that AMI is a 
long-term project in which savings are realized after several complex, interdependent 
components and processes are fully developed, tested and implemented and deployment at the 
FPL regional work area is achieved. 

SFHHA witness Kollen testified that the savings from the meters and the costs should be 
aligned. Witness Kollen proposed including 16.9 percent of the estimated $36 million in savings 
into the test year. The witness fiirther testified that it is unreasonable to have the ratepayers pay 
16.9 percent of the total expenditures for AMI in the test year while only receiving 1.2 percent of 
the projected savings. 

We believe SFHHA's arguments are unfounded. While we agree the savings are not in 
the test year, it would be inappropriate to move costs or savings from outside of the test year into 
the test year. This project spans several years, and FPL plans to make significant investments 
outside of the test year. FPL has not front loaded costs for this project. AMI implementation 
will ultimately give customers more control over their energy usage. 

Accordingly, we find that the costs for AMI implementation are appropriate and have 
properly been included in rate base for the test year. As seen in the chart above, the Company 
will continue making investments outside of the test year. The project will lead to increased 
savings. The investment will help modernize the grid and help the Company provide better 
service to its customers. If the savings become too great, and the Company earns a return 
outside its authorized rate, we may call FPL in for an earnings review. 

FPL shall provide annually a progress report on implementation of smart meters in the 
Energy Conservation Cost Recovery docket. The report shall include a detailed description of 
how FPL intends to utilize smart meters to allow customers to better manage their energy 
consumption, including new programs or rate offerings associated with smart meters. 

Levels of plant in service 

We were asked to address whether FPL's requested $28,288,080,000 levels of plant in 
service was appropriate. As explained below, we do not find that it is. FPL agreed with OPC's 
position to remove the long-term transmission service contracts. OPC witness Brown provided 
revised adjustments. However, in some instances her calculations were less than FPL's 
adjustments as shown in Exhibit 378. OPC chose to adopt the adjustments of FPL provided by 
witness Ender as proper adjustments to be made to rate base, operating revenues, and expenses. 

SFHHA witness Kollen's calculations established the 2009 total reduction of 19 percent 
or $529 million, by annualizing the actual decrease of the first four months of capital 
expenditures in the amount of $170 million.   Witness Kollen did not provide any supporting 
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documentation to substantiate annualizing only four months of data for capital expenditures. 
There were no comparative analyses of historical data to add credibility to SFHHA's proposed 
overstatement of 2009 through 2011 capital expenditures. FPL outlined its capital expenditures 
by business units rather than by FERC accounts. SFHHA used the annualization based on 
business units without obtaining the necessary documentation from FPL that would have linked 
the reductions to the functional accounts in the MFRs. Therefore, we find that SFHHA's 
adjustments for 2009 through 2011 using the first four months of 2009 capital expenditures were 
not supported by adequate documentation. 

FPL witness Ousdahl provided a schedule in her rebuttal testimony that identified 
additional Company adjustments as stated below. In addition, she provided a late filed exhibit 
that identified the applicable plant account/function the adjustments would impact. 

(1) Item 21 of Exhibit 358 identified the jurisdictional adjustment to transmissions 
services for the removal of the long-term transmission service contracts as a 
reduction to plant in service in the amount of $386,896,000. 

(2) Item 4 of Exhibit 358 reflected an adjustment for anticipated capital expenditures 
expected by DOE in 2010 due to the nuclear fuel settlement agreement. This 
resulted in a jurisdictional reduction in the amount of $25,866,000 for 2010. 

(3) Item 12 of Exhibit 358 reflected a reduction to plant in service for a correction of 
an error related to the Customer Information System III (CIS) in the amount of 
$3,301,000 for 2010. 

As discussed below, a reduction was made to aircraft expenditures for plant in service in 
the amount of $53,268,205 for 2010. 

During the cross-examination of FPL witness Barrett, he was asked whether the deferred 
projects listed on Exhibit 418 were included in the $91 million reduction as shown in Exhibit 
386. He stated that the projects were deferred from the 2010 projected test year. He further 
clarified that "Exhibit 418 reflected plant in service, accumulated depreciation. Construction 
Work In Progress (CWIP), and depreciation for the delayed substations." The deferred 
substation projects show a reduction to plant in service for 2010 in the amount of $7,276,000. 

As discussed above, a capital recovery schedule, as shown in Table 1, was established for 
the near-term retirements of Cape Canaveral and Riviera power plants, the St. Lucie and Turkey 
Point nuclear uprate projects, and the AMI meter project. The total estimated investment of the 
near-term retirements as of December 31, 2009 is shown as $774,610,189. In addition to the 
capital recovery schedule, a corresponding reduction shall be made to plant in service and 
accumulated depreciation to remove the estimated investment for the planned near-term 
retirements. Therefore, plant in service and accumulated depreciation for the 2010 test year shall 
be reduced by $774,610,189. 
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As shown in Table 14 below, we identified all the adjustments to plant in service for 
2010 as provided in the record. Based on a review of the parties' positions and adjustments, 
plant in service shall be reduced for the 2010 test year by $1,251,217,394. 

TABLE 14 
2010 Plant In Service Adjustments 

Description FPL OPC SFHHA Commission 
Issue 15 SLB-26 Revised- 
Jurisdictional Separation 
Factor-Transmission 
Services ($373,423,000) 
EXH   358-Issue   4-DOE 
Settlement 

($25,866,000) 0 ($25,866,000) 

EXH 358-Issue 12 CIS m ($3,301,000) 0 ($3,301,000) 
EXH358-Item21- 
Transmission Services- 
jurisdictional factor ($386,896,000) 0 0 ($386,896,000) 
EXH           418-Deferred 
Projects 

0 0 0 ($7,276,000) 

Issue 94 Aviation Costs ($53,268,205) 0 ($53,268,205) 
Issue 50: SFHHA Capital 
Expenditures 

0 ($784,000,000) 0 

Issue 19A: Table 1 ($774,610,189) 
Total Reductions ($469,331,205) ($373,423,000) ($784,000,000) ($1,251,217,394) 

In summary, based on the reductions reflected in Table 14 above, the appropriate level of 
plant in service for the 2010 test year is $27,036,862,606. 

Levels of accumulated depreciation 

We examined accumulated depreciation records of the Company for 2010 to determine 
the appropriate projected test year amount. We made several adjustments, including those 
agreed to by FPL and the parties, issues relating to the 2009 depreciation study, fossil 
dismantlement study, reserve surplus, GBRA, deferred/delayed projects, aviation, and changes 
based on the jurisdictional separation of long-term transmission contracts. 

As shown in Table 15 on the following page, we identified all the adjustments to 
accumulated depreciation for 2010 as provided in the record. 
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TABLE 15 
2010 PROJECTED TEST YEAR ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

Description FPL's 
proposed 

OPC's 
proposed 

Commission 
approved 

Accum. Depreciation Per FPL Filing $12,590,521,000 $12,590,521,000 $12,590,521,000 
Issue 15 SLB-26 Revised- 
Jurisdictional Separation Factor- 
Transmission Services 
EXH 358-Issue 4-DOE Settlement ($252,000) 0 ($252,000) 
EXH358-Issuel2CISIII ($130,000) 0 ($130,000) 
EXH 358 Issue 16 Account 354 
correction ($1,734,000) ($1,734,000) 
EXH 358-Item 21-Transmission 
Services-jurisdictional factor ($144,299,000) 0 ($144,299,000) 
EXH 418-Deferred Projects 0 0 ($114,000) 
Issue 94 Aviation Costs ($27,853,907) 0 ($27,853,907) 
Issue 19Cand 19D: Depreciation 
Study 

($41,367,500) 

Issue 19E: Reserve Surplus ($111,848,000) 
Issue 42: Fossil Dismantlement Study $1,320,284 
Issue 50:    Near-term Investment for 
Retirements 

($774,610,189) 

Total Reductions ($174,268,907) ($414,924,000) ($1,100,888,312) 
Accumulated Depreciation Levels $12,416,252,000 $12,175,597,000 $11,489,632,688 

Accordingly, the appropriate adjustment for the 2010 test year is $1,100,888,312. 

Adjustment to CWIP 

FPL proposed an adjustment to CWIP for the 2010 projected test year for the Florida 
EnergySecure Line (gas pipeline). The Company's proposed adjustment is not appropriate. On 
October 6, 2009, we denied FPL's petition to determine need for the gas pipeline. We 
determined that FPL had not adequately shown that the proposed gas pipeline was the most cost- 
effective option.40 Accordingly, we ordered FPL to revise its request for proposals based on its 
identified gas transportation needs and provide a copy to our staff for review prior to its issuance. 
Based on these actions, the capital expenditures for the gas pipeline shall not be reflected through 
CWIP - AFUDC nor reported to this Commission on the Company's Monthly Earning 
Surveillance reports. 

40 Order No. PSC-09-715-FOF-EI, issued October 28, 2009, in Docket No. 090172-EI, In re: Petition to detemiine 
need for Florida EnergySecure Pipeline by Florida Power & Light Company. 
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Levels of Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) 

FPL stated that the appropriate level of CWIP for the 2010 projected test year, including 
the adjustments from Exhibit 358 (KO-16), should be $691,380,000. OPC stated that the 
appropriate levels of CWJP should reflect the adjustments provided in Exhibit 248 (SLB-26 
Revised) regarding the appropriate jurisdictional factors. OPC further stated that the appropriate 
jurisdictional amount for 2010 should be $692,754,000. 

We agree with the Company's calculations for the impact of the jurisdictional separation 
factors as shown in Item 21-Transmission Services. FPL witness Ousdahl provided additional 
adjustments in Exhibit 358 (KO-16) which impacted CWIP as identified in Table 16 below, 
including (1) Item 4-DOE Settlement nuclear spent fuel agreement), and (2) Item 12-CIS Plant 
III for an error in projection to plant in service. However, witness Barrett's late-filed exhibit was 
entered into the record, which included projects deferred from the 2010 test year. Witness 
Barrett explained that Exhibit 418 (2010-2011 Deferred Projects) included deferred projects 
which resulted in reductions to the 2010 test year to plant in service, accumulated depreciation, 
CWIP, and depreciation expense. This exhibit included a reduction in CWIP for 2010 in the 
amount of $4,565,000. The overall adjustments are provided in Table 16 below. 

TABLE 16 
CONSTRUCTION WORK IN PROGRESS -2010 ADJUSTMEIs TS 

Description Company 
proposed 

OPC 
proposed 

Commission 
Approved 

Exhibit 358-Item 21-Transmission Services ($18,623,000) ($14,777,000) ($18,623,000) 
Exhibit 358-Item 4-DOE Settlement (828,000) 0 (828,000) 
Exhibit 358-Item 12-CIS Plant III 3,301,000 0 3,301,000 
Exhibit 4IB-Deferred Projects 0 (4,565,000) 

Total deductions ($16,150,000) ($14,777,000) ($20,715,000) 

We find that the appropriate level of CWIP for the 2010 projected test year is 
$686,815,000, which is a reduction of $20,715,000 from FPL's requested level. 

Levels of Property Held for Future Use 

As discussed earlier in this Order, OPC stated that Exhibit 378 reflected the proper 
adjustments to be made to rate base, operating revenues and expenses. We compared OPC 
witness Brown's Exhibit 248 with FPL witness Ender's Exhibit 378 and saw there were 
differences in some of the adjustments. Even though there are differences in the parties 
adjustments, OPC chose to use FPL witness Ender's adjustments. The overall rate base 
reduction for 2010 is $261,720,000. Exhibit 378 shows that the Company reduced property held 
for future use for 2010 in the amount of $4,200,000. 

We find that the appropriate level of property held for future use for 2010 is $70,302,000. 
Accordingly, the proposed level of property held for future use for 2010 shall be reduced by 
$4,200,000. 
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Accrual of Nuclear End of Life Materials and Supplies 

Order No. PSC-02-0055-PAA-EI addresses (1) FPL's petition for the approval of annual 
accruals for nuclear decommissioning; (2) FPL's accumulated amortization; and (3) the 
appropriate method of recovery for the last core of nuclear fuel for FPL. The order explained 
FPL's position on end-of-life material and supplies inventories and last core as follows: 

FPL believes EOL M & S (end of life material and supplies) inventories should be 
considered part of nuclear decommissioning since the costs relate to the time each 
nuclear site will cease operation. Further, FPL asserts that the annual 
expense/reserve accruals associated with the EOL M & S inventories represent 
the recovery of amounts that will have already been expended during the 
operating life of each nuclear unit and thus do not require a cash outlay at the time 
of decommissioning. Therefore, FPL concludes that there is no need to fund 
these amounts. 

FPL considers the Last Core cost to be a result of final shut down of the nuclear 
reactor, equating to an unrecovered cost remaining at the end of the unit's life. 

The order also addressed our request that FPL address the amortization status of end of 
life material and supplies and last core costs in subsequent decommissioning studies so the 
related annual accruals could be revised, if warranted. The order further stated that "in the event 
of industry restructuring, treatment of the Last Core unfunded reserve should follow the same 
treatment afforded nuclear decommission." Based on this order, we find that this base rate 
proceeding is not the appropriate docket within which to address the increase for end of life 
nuclear fuel last core and material and supplies. 

In conclusion, we find that the 2010 accrual of nuclear end of life materials and supplies 
and last core nuclear fuel is appropriate based on the 2005 Settlement Order. However, the 
additional expense for 2010 and 2011 in the amount of $6 million for end-of-life nuclear fuel last 
core and $137,000 end of life materials and supplies shall be removed from the applicable 
accounts of this base rate proceeding and addressed when the Company files its 2010 Nuclear 
Decommissioning Study. 

Nuclear fuel included in rate base 

FPL included the nuclear fuel balance in net plant and, therefore, included in the 
calculation of rate base. Based on the change in accounting rules, the benefit of off-balance 
sheet financing is no longer available, and the nuclear fuel balance is a part of FPL's 
consolidated balance sheet. Further, bond rating agencies now include the debt that financed the 
nuclear fuel as part of FPL's overall debt. Finally, including nuclear fuel in rate base is 
analogous to including fuel inventory in working capital and, therefore, in rate base. For these 
reasons, we approve FPL's proposed treatment of nuclear fuel. Accordingly, the nuclear fuel 
assets shall be capitalized and included in rate base for the 2010 projected test year. 



ORDER NO. PSC-10-0153-FOF-E1 
DOCKET NOS. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
PAGE 102 

We recognize that this treatment increases the revenue requirement in comparison to the 
previous (leasing) treatment. This is because the nuclear fuel assets are financed at the overall 
cost of capital instead of the specific debt rate for commercial paper. 

Levels of Nuclear Fuel 

Based on our review of OPC Exhibit 248, we found that OPC's net Nuclear Fuel 
reduction for the 2010 test year was $39,000. We made a similar review of FPL's Exhibits 358 
and Exhibit 378 (JAE-11), and found that FPL's net nuclear fuel reduction for the 2010 projected 
test year was $3,771,000. As discussed above, OPC agreed with FPL's final reductions. 
Therefore, we agree with both parties that FPL's reduction for the 2010 test year is appropriate. 
Accordingly, the appropriate level of nuclear fuel for 2010 is $370,962,000. This results in a 
reduction of $3,771,000. 

Unamortized balance of Glades Power Park 

FPL contended that the unamortized balance of the FPL Glades Power Park (FGPP) 
should be included in rate base. The Company stated that in Order No. PSC-09-0013-PAA-EL, 
issued on January 5, 2009, in Docket No. 070432-EI, we granted FPL recovery of the FGPP 
costs and provided for amortization of the $34.1 million of costs over a five-year period 
beginning on January 1,2010.41 The other parties to the rate case proceeding took no position on 
this issue. 

We agree with the Company. Accordingly, the unamortized balance of FGPP in the 
amount of $34.1 million shall be included in rate base and amortized over five years. 

Levels of working capital 

In Table 17 below, we list all of the adjustments to working capital as provided by FPL 
and OPC. As discussed above, FPL's adjustments were identified in Exhibit 358 (KO-16) and 
are shown in the table as a $7,777,000 increase to working capital. Item 21-Transmission 
Services jurisdictional factor was discussed above, and the table reflects the applicable portion of 
the $261,720 million reduction which impacted working capital. Each adjustment represents a 
correction of an error to rate base by the Company. OPC contended that the 2010 adjustment to 
working capital should be $41,763,000. However, FPL argued that the adjustment to 2010 
working capital should be an increase of $7,777,000. We believe that the net over-recovery that 
was removed by FPL, as discussed above, should be included in the calculation of the working 
capital allowance. The inclusion of over-recoveries in working capital is an ongoing practice of 
this Commission. Therefore, the 2010 calculation of the working capital allowance shall be 
increased by $101,971,000. Also, as we discuss below, rate case expense shall be removed from 
working capital for the 2010 test year in the amount of $2,948,000. Accordingly, the overall 
effect results in reductions for the 2010 test year in the amount of $97,194,000, as reflected in 
Table 17 below. 

41 Order No. PSC-09-0013-PAA-EI, issued January 5, 2009, in Docket No. 070432-EI, In re: Petition for authority 
to use deferral accounting and for creation of a regulatory asset for prudently incurred preconstruction costs 
associated with development of clean coal project by Florida Power & Light. 
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TABLE 17 
2010 Working Capital Adjustments 

Description FPL OPC Commission 
Item 8 - Bad Debt (EXH 358) $584,000 0 $584,000 
Item 13 - Storm Liability (EXH 358) 1,809,000 0 1,809,000 
Item 14 - Fuel Inventory 1,685,000 0 1,685,000 
Item 21 - Transmission Services 3,700,000 ($41,763,000) 3,700,000 
Issue 46 - Over-Recovery 0 0 (101,971,000) 
Issue 122 - Rate Case Expense (2,948,000) 

Total Working Capital Reduction $7,777,000 ($41,763,000) ($97,141,000) 

In summary, as reflected in Table 17 above, the appropriate reduction for the 2010 
working capital allowance is $97,141,000. Therefore, the appropriate level of working capital 
for the 2010 test year is $112,121,000. 

Requested rate base 

We find that the appropriate 2010 projected test year rate base is $16,787,429,918, which 
is a reduction of $276,156,082 from FPL's requested level, as shown below in Table 18 below. 

TABLE 18 
Jurisdictional Amount for 201 0 Rate Base 

FPL OPC SHHA Commission 
Utility Plant-In- 
Service 
Accumulated 
Depreciation 

27,818,749,000 

12,416,252,000 

27,914,655,000 

12,175,597,000 

27,504,000,000 27,036,862,606 

11,489,632,688 

Net Plant-In Service 
CWIP 

15,402,497 
691,380,000 

15,739,058,000 
692,754,000 

15,547,229,918 
686,815,000 

Property Held for 
Future Use 

70,302,000 70,432,000 70,302,000 

Nuclear Fuels 370,962,000 374,772,000 370,962,000 
Net Utility Plant 
Working Capital 

16,535,141,000 
217,040,000 

16,877,016,000 
167,502,000 

16,675,308,918 
112,121,000 

Total Rate Base 16,752,180,637 17,044,518,000 16,511,586,000 16,787,429,918 
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COST OF CAPITAL 

Accumulated deferred taxes 

As defined in Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI42 issued in the recently completed Tampa 
Electric Company rate case: 

ADITs [Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes] represent the income tax 
component resulting from the application of the income tax rate to temporary 
differences at each balance sheet date. Deferred tax expense reflects the period to 
period change in ADITs. Because the financial statements reflect accrual 
accounting, the income tax expense calculation must reflect the liability for 
income taxes payable in the future as a result of transactions recorded in the 
current financial statements. Deferred income taxes are generated when 
ratepayers pay income tax expenses in rates prior to the Company actually being 
required to make those payments to the U.S. Treasury. Deferred income taxes are 
included in capital structure because these funds are used by the Company in the 
provision of utility electric service and should be reflected in the utility's 
regulated capital structure. The purpose of deferred income tax accounting is to 
reflect in the financial statements the tax effects (both current and deferred) of 
assets, liabilities, revenues, and expenses recorded on the financial statements. In 
the regulated environment, the process of recording deferred income taxes on 
temporary differences is often referred to as "normalization." Recognizing zero 
cost deferred taxes in the capital structure (normalization) reduces the overall rate 
of return charged to ratepayers. In ratemaking, the ADIT balance is a zero cost 
source of capital in the cost of capital computation, thereby sharing the benefit of 
the reduced financing costs with ratepayers. 

Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) Statement No. 109 (SFAS 109)43 requires 
a company to recognize a deferred tax liability or asset for the deferred tax consequences of 
temporary differences. The correct amount of ADITs is the result of various adjustments to the 
original MFR Schedules. 

FPUs original MFR Schedules showed a jurisdictional ADITs balance of $2,723,327,000 
for 2010. As a result of "bonus depreciation" made available by the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009, FPUs balance of jurisdictional ADITs increased to $2,886,174,000 
for 2010. The Company's revised MFR Schedule D-la reflected a balance of jurisdictional 
ADITs of $2,890,553,000 for 2010. This additional adjustment in the amount of ADIT was the 

42 Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI, issued April 30, 2009, in Docket No. 080317-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Tampa Electric Company. 
43 Accounting for Income Taxes, Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 109 (Financial Accounting 
Standards Board, 1992) Cross Reference: Income Taxes, FASB ASC 740 (Topic 740 of the Financial Accounting 
Standards Board Accounting Standards Codification). The Codification is the single source of authoritative 
nongovernmental U.S. generally accepted accounting principles (US GAAP) effective for interim and annual 
periods ending after September 15,2009. 
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result of subsequent rate base and cost of capital adjustments made by the Company related to 
the removal of aviation expenses. 

FPL witness Ousdahl recommended certain adjustments to the balance of ADITs 
originally proposed by the Company for the 2010 projected test year. FPL proposed an 
adjustment to tax depreciation for 2009 to reflect the impact of the Stimulus Bill of the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The Stimulus Bill allowed businesses to immediately 
depreciate 50 percent of the cost of a depreciable property purchased and placed in service in 
2009. (26 USC §168(k)) Consistent with the IRC §168(k),44 FPL utilized the special 
depreciation allowance in addition to Modified Accelerated Cost Recovery System (MACRS) 
tax depreciation allowed on its federal tax returns. FPL increased the tax depreciation by $884 
million in 2009. However, in addition to recognizing the bonus depreciation adjustment, FPL 
also corrected an error that resulted in a decrease in the accumulated deferred income tax 
liability. The net result of these adjustments increased the balance of ADITs to $2,890,553,000 
for 2010. 

SFHHA witness Kollen recommended that the appropriate amount of ADITs was 
$3,313,373,000 for the projected 2010 test year. Witness Kollen offered reasons why the 
balance of ADITs should be increased. First, witness Kollen asserted that the Company 
inappropriately reduced the balance of ADITs included in the proposed capital structure by 
$168,598,000 for the effects of FASB Interpretation No. 48 (FIN 48).45 

FIN 48 is an interpretation of FASB SFAS 109 that clarifies the accounting for 
uncertainty in income taxes. FIN 48 requires a company to establish a "reserve" for future 
income tax audit adjustments that may increase the Company's income tax liability and thus 
reduce the balance of ADITs recorded on its accounting books. Per FIN 48, a liability 
recognized as a result of applying this interpretation shall not be classified as a deferred tax 
liability unless it arose from a taxable temporary difference. FPL witness Ousdahl testified that 
FPL had included the deferred taxes associated with the temporary differences related to the FIN 
48 liabilities in the Company's balance of ADITs rather than with long-term liabilities in rate 
base. She stated that this practice was consistent with the treatment of the deferred taxes and 
FIN 48 liabilities for FERC reporting. 

Witness Kollen also contended that FPL had improperly diluted the low-cost capital 
provided by customer deposits and the cost-free capital provided by ADITs by allocating pro rata 
adjustments over these capital components. However, FPL witness Ousdahl stated that 
allocating pro rata adjustments over only investor sources of capital would result in an 
inappropriate double counting of the low cost customer deposits and cost-free deferred income 
tax capital structure components.   To support the Company's position on the issue, witness 

4426USC§168(k)(2009) 
45 Accounting for Uncertainty in Income Taxes, Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 48, §18 
(Financial Accounting Standards Board, 2006). Cross Reference: Unrecognized Tax Benefits, FASB ASC 740-10- 
45-12 (Paragraph 740-10-45-12 of the Financial Accounting Standards Board Accounting Standards Codification). 
The Codification is the single source of authoritative nongovernmental U.S. generally accepted accounting 
principles (US GAAP) effective for interim and annual periods ending after September 15,2009. 
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Ousdahl cited to some of our previous orders and demonstrated the effects of the double 
counting. 

We are concerned that the double counting of deferred income taxes might result in a 
violation of tax normalization rules. Per IRC§168(i)(9),46 tax normalization requires any 
ratemaking adjustment with respect to a utility's deferred income tax reserves to be consistently 
applied with respect to rate base, depreciation expense, and income tax expense. Pursuant to 
IRC §168(f)(2), 7 the consequence of violating the normalization method of accounting is the 
loss of the ability to claim accelerated depreciation for income tax purposes. Such a 
normalization violation would result in the loss of the ability to use accelerated tax methods of 
depreciation. Consistent with prior PSC orders, tax normalization rules, and as discussed in 
greater detail below, FPL has properly allocated pro-rata adjustments to all sources of capital. 

Based on the foregoing, we find that the methodology used by FPL to calculate ADITs is 
proper and is consistent with SFAS 109, FIN 48, and Internal Revenue Code covering the 
projected test year. After making adjustments, the appropriate amount of accumulated deferred 
taxes to include in FPL's capital structure is $2,892,247,084 for the projected 2010 test year. 
This amount represents the adjustments proposed by FPL in its testimony, which were 
incorporated along with our own adjustments to depreciation expense and accumulated 
depreciation. 

Unamortized investment tax credits 

In its initial filing, FPL recorded a balance of $56,983,000 of jurisdictional investment 
tax credits (ITCs) in the Company's capital structure for the projected 2010 test year. After its 
initial filing, the Company revised some of its specific adjustments to long-term debt and 
deferred income taxes, and accordingly adjusted the balance of ITCs. In its original filing, FPL 
removed solar plant amounts from rate base for clause recovery but did not remove solar-related 
ITCs from the capital structure. In a later filing, FPL corrected its error which resulted in a 
decrease to the balance of ITCs of $51,565,000 in 2010. The Company's revised MFR Schedule 
D-la reflected a jurisdictional ITC balance of $5,426,000 for 2010. An additional adjustment 
was made as a result of rate base and cost of capital adjustments made by the Company related to 
the removal of aviation expenses. 

FPL and OPC disagreed over the methodology for calculating the ITC cost rate. FPL's 
methodology for calculating the ITC cost rate was to apply the respective cost rates to the 
respective balances of common equity, preferred stock (none), and long-term debt. OPC's 
methodology for determining the ITC cost rate was to apply the respective cost rates to all of 
FPL's investor sources of capital, including short-term debt. We find that the investments that 
qualify for ITCs are those that are financed with long-term investor sources of capital. 
Accordingly, we find that FPL's methodology for calculating the balance of and cost rate for 
ITCs is appropriate and is in accordance with IRS requirements. 

4&26USC§168(i)(9)(2009) 
47 26 USC §168(f)(2) (2009) 
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While we agree that FPL's methodology for calculating the cost rate for ITCs is correct, 
we disagree with FPL's proposed cost rate. FPL proposed a 9.74 percent cost rate for 2010 
based on the Company's proposed return on equity of 12.50 percent and long-term debt cost rate 
of 5.55 percent applied to the relative percentages of these sources of capital. OPC proposed a 
cost rate for ITCs of 7.41 percent for 2010. The OPC proposed cost rate was based on the return 
on equity and long-term debt cost rate recommended by OPC witness Woolridge. Accordingly, 
we recalculated the 2010 ITC cost rate based on the approved 10.00 percent ROE and the 
approved long-term debt cost rate of 5.49 percent. This resulted in a cost rate for ITCs of 8.19 
percent. Based on the foregoing, the appropriate jurisdictional balance of unamortized ITCs to 
include in FPL's capital structure is $5,429,401 at a cost rate of 8.19 percent for the projected 
2010 test year. 

Cost rate for short-term debt 

We heard testimony and received record evidence for a 2010 weighted average short- 
term debt cost rate ranging from .60 percent to 2.96 percent. FPL proposed a cost rate for short- 
term debt of 2.96 percent for 2010. OPC asserted that the appropriate short-term debt cost rate 
for 2010 was 2.27 percent. SFHHA supported a short-term debt cost rate of .60 percent which 
reflected the 3-month London Interbank Offered Rate (LIBOR) rate as of June 30,2009. 

FPL's proposed cost rate for short-term debt of 2.96 percent included both interest 
charges related to commercial paper borrowings based on the 30-day forward LIBOR curve as of 
November 30, 2008 and fixed costs related to maintaining back-up credit facilities to support 
FPL's commercial paper program. FPL witness Pimentel testified that it was appropriate to 
recover the $1,536,000 in annual commitment fees associated with FPL's use of short-term debt 
in the cost rate. 

FPL's 2.96 percent cost rate for short-term debt was comprised of an assumed 
commercial paper borrowing rate of 2.12 percent, plus an allowance for commitment fees 
associated with accessing its credit facility of 0.84 percent. The following Table 19 shows FPL's 
2008-2011 short-term debt balances, the annual credit facility commitment fees, fees as a 
percentage of short-term debt, short-term debt cost rates, and the total short-term debt cost rate. 

Table 19 
Year m 

Short-term 
Debt Balance 

(2) 
Annual Credit 
Facility Fees 

(3) 
Annual Credit 
Facility Fee 
Percentage 

m/rn 

(4) 
Short-term 
Debt Cost 

Rate 

(5) 
Total Short 
Term Debt 
Cost Rate 

BVK4) 
2008 $353,370,000 $1,993,000 .56% 1.96% 2.52% 
2009 $242,016,000 $1,536,000 .63% 1.64% 2.27% 
2010 $181,615,000 $1,536,000 .84% 2.12% 2.96% 
2011 $83,370,000 $1,536,000 1.84% 2.77% 4.61% 
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As shown in Table 19 above, the annual credit facility fees were calculated as a percentage of the 
short-term debt balance. 

Witness Pimentel testified that forward LIBOR curves best represent market expectations 
regarding future interest rates and thus it would not be appropriate to use historical rates or a rate 
from a specific point in time. In addition, witness Pimentel viewed the current low rates as a 
market anomaly, and did not expect this trend to continue. 

OPC witness Woolridge asserted that the appropriate short-term debt cost rate for 2010 
was 2.27 percent. Witness Woolridge testified that a 2009 short-term debt cost rate of 2.27 
percent was more appropriate than the Company's proposed 2.96 percent for 2010. Witness 
Woolridge asserted that his recommended cost rate reflected current market interest rates and 
was not based on speculative forecasts of interest rates. Witness Woolridge testified that the 
LIBOR peaked in the third quarter of 2008 at 4.75 percent, and since then declined to below 1.0 
percent as the short-term credit markets opened up and Treasury rates remained low. In addition, 
witness Woolridge proposed an increase in the relative balance of the short-term debt reflected in 
the capital structure to reflect the higher relative percentage of short-term debt maintained in the 
past. 

SFHHA witness Baudino supported a short-term debt cost rate of .60 percent which 
reflected the 3-month LIBOR rate as of June 30, 2009. Additionally, SFHHA witness Kollen 
recommended that the annual facility and administrative fees for the Company's credit term loan 
facilities be included as an expense in the determination of the revenue requirement. Witness 
Baudino also supported an increase in the relative amount of the short-term debt as a percentage 
of the capital structure. 

SFHHA's proposed short-term cost rate of .60 percent derived from the actual 3-month 
LIBOR as of June 30, 2009, is not an appropriate short-term cost rate since the cost rate should 
incorporate the annual credit facility fee charges. In addition, the SFHHA adjustment to include 
the facility and administrative fee associated with the Company's credit term loan facilities as an 
operating expense is not appropriate in this instance. These fees are a true cost of issuing short- 
term debt and shall be included in the cost of debt. 

OPC's proposed short-term cost rate of 2.27 percent taken from FPL's MFR Schedule D- 
3 actual 2009 calculation is not appropriate in this instance. The use of OPC witness 
Woolridge's short-term cost rate overstates FPL's cost rate for 2010 since OPC's rate is 
historical and does not factor in more current projections. We also disagree with FPL's 
recommendation to use a dated 30-day forward LIBOR curve as of November 30, 2008. Instead 
of the November 30, 2008 LIBOR curve, the appropriate short-term cost rate shall be calculated 
utilizing an interpolated percentage of the more recent 30-day LIBOR curve projection as of July 
28, 2009. In addition, an average of the annual credit facility fee percentages from 2008-2010 of 
.68 percent will sufficiently compensate the Company for these annual fees. 

Accordingly, we find that the appropriate cost rate for short-term debt is 2.11 percent for 
the projected 2010 test year. We arrived at this cost rate by utilizing a methodology similar to 
that used by FPL and OPC but we relied on more current information from the hearing record to 



ORDER NO. PSC-10-0153-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
PAGE 109 

make our computation. We used an interpolated percentage of the 30-day forward LIBOR curve 
as of July 28, 2009, to obtain a more current projected interest rate of 1.43 percent for 2010. We 
added 68 basis points for the average cost of credit facility fees to the interpolated borrowing rate 
of 1.43 percent for a total short-term debt cost rate of 2.11 percent. 

Cost rate for long-term debt 

We received record evidence for a 2010 weighted average long-term debt cost rate 
ranging from 5.14 percent to 5.55 percent. Both OPC and FPL used the same methodology of 
calculating the long-term debt cost rate, but OPC witness Woolridge applied FPL's 2009 long- 
term debt cost rate of 5.14 percent to the 2010 projected test year. Witness Woolridge stated that 
the long-term debt cost rate should be based on current market interest rates, not based on 
speculative forecasts of interest rates. 

FPL proposed a 5.55 percent cost rate for long-term debt for 2010. This proposed rate 
was based on the weighted average cost rate of the Company's existing debt and projected debt 
offerings in 2009 and 2010 based on the Blue Chip Financial Forecast (Blue Chip) consensus 
forecast of December 1, 2008. FPL's proposed cost rate for long-term debt took into account the 
actual cost of debt on all of the Company's billions of dollars of outstanding long-term debt as 
well as projected future costs of incremental long-term debt to be issued in the future, for which 
forecasted interest rates were considered. 

FPL witness Pimentel explained that FPL's MFRs had been predicated on its expectation 
to issue $300 million of three year debt in January 2009 at an interest rate of 3.3 percent. 
However, the debt was not issued at that time and FPL instead issued $500 million of 30-year 
bonds at 5.96 percent in March 2009. Witness Pimentel stated that the additional funds raised 
would reduce the October and December 2009 projected issuances to keep the total amount of 
debt raised in 2009 issuance at $1 billion. 

FPL witness Pimentel disagreed with OPC witness Woolridge's recommended cost rate 
for long-term debt of 5.14 percent. Witness Pimentel stated that he did not agree with witness 
Woolridge's use of the overall embedded long-term debt cost rate for 2009 as the long-term debt 
cost rate for 2010. Witness Pimentel argued that for the 2010 long-term debt cost rate to remain 
at the 2009 embedded cost rate of 5.14 percent, FPL would need to issue long-term debt in 2009 
and 2010 at an average rate of 3.70 percent. Witness Pimentel stated that the Company's actual 
weighted average cost of long-term debt for 2009, excluding storm recovery bonds, was 5.43 
percent. 

FPL provided a revised MFR Schedule D-4a to correct some calculation errors and to 
update the schedule to reflect actual issuances that did not take place as projected due to market 
conditions. FPL witness Pimentel asserted that the actual debt that the Company issued in the 
first quarter of 2009 along with the updated interest rate projections from the June 2009 Blue 
Chip Financial forecast for projected debt issuances were considered together, it would result in 
a slightly higher interest rate than the rate proposed in FPL's original MFR Schedule D-4a. 
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FPL maintained that it would be unreasonable and erroneous to adopt a lower long-term 
cost of debt for FPL in this proceeding based upon the more recent Blue Chip projections of 
interest rates - i.e. taking this one data point out of context - without also taking into account the 
updated facts testified to by witness Pimentel. We agree with FPL that updated information in 
the record should be incorporated in the revisions. Conversely, we disagree with FPL that it is 
inappropriate to use an updated forecast when determining the appropriate long-term cost rates 
as well as revising any errors in the original filing. 

We calculated the long-term rate for 2010 based on updated information and updated 
revisions from the record before us. We determined that FPL made an error of including a 
nonexistent AAA- credit rating in its interpolation of the Company's A+ credit rating positioned 
between AAA and BBB. This error had the effect of overestimating the long-term cost of debt 
for FPL. In addition, we applied the more recent October 2009 Blue Chip forecast and the June 
2009 Blue Chip forecast (Biannual edition) to update FPL's projected long-term coupon rates. 
Table 20 below shows FPL's originally proposed interest rates based on the December 2008 
Blue Chip Financial forecast and our estimated rates based on FPL's methodology updated for 
forecasts from the June and October 2009 editions of Blue Chip, correcting for the interpolation 
error, and recognizing the other adjustments FPL made in its revised MFR Schedule D-4a. 

Table 20 

Estimated Coupon 
Rate Calculation 

Blue Chip Financial 
Forecast Edition(s) 

S&P 
Credit 
Rating 

2009 
Estimated 
Coupon 

Rate 

2010 
Estimated 
Coupon 

Rate 
FPL December 2008 A+ 7.11% 6.88% 

Commission June & October 2009 A+ 5.95% 6.29% 

To calculate the appropriate embedded cost of long-term debt, we made adjustments to 
FPL's revised MFR Schedule D-4a for 2010. For the specific debt issuances projected by FPL, 
we substituted FPL's estimated coupon rates of 7.11 percent for 2009 and 6.88 percent for 2010 
with the updated estimated coupon rates of 5.95 percent and 6.29 percent, respectively, based on 
updated interest forecasts from more current Blue Chip forecasts. In addition, the 3-year notes 
that were not actually issued in January 2009 and the storm securitization bonds have been 
removed from this calculation. The net effect of the above adjustments results in a six basis 
point decrease in the cost rate for long-teim debt for 2010 from 5.55 percent to 5.49 percent. 
Based on the foregoing, the appropriate cost rate for long-term debt is 5.49 percent. 

Reconciliation of rate base and capital structure 

We next turned to the determination of whether adjustments made by FPL to rate base 
have been appropriately reconciled to the capital structure. In making this determination, we 
first determined whether certain specific adjustments were appropriately made. We then 
evaluated whether certain pro rata adjustments should be reconciled over all sources of capital or 
over investor sources of capital only. MFR Schedule D-lb listed the specific and pro rata 
adjustments that FPL made to the Company's proposed capital structure for the 2010 projected 
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test year. FPL made specific adjustments to the balances of common equity, long-term debt, 
investment tax credits (ITCs), and accumulated deferred income taxes (ADITs). After FPL made 
specific adjustments to specific components in the capital structure, all other adjustments were 
made pro rata over all sources of capital. 

FPL witness Ousdahl asserted that a significant portion of FPL's pro rata adjustments 
reflected the removal of clause-related plant and Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 
(AFUDQ-eligible CWIP from FPL's retail rate base. Witness Ousdahl testified that these rate 
base items were removed because they earned their own return outside of base rates. 
Additionally, witness Ousdahl stated that the clause items earned a Commission-approved rate of 
return that was calculated over all sources of capital, including ADITs, customer deposits, and 
ITCs. Moreover, witness Ousdahl stated that when these items are removed from rate base, it is 
appropriate to make the necessary reconciling adjustment to the capital structure on a pro rata 
basis over all sources of capital in order to avoid double-counting the benefit of zero cost 
deferred taxes and low cost customer deposits. 

OPC argued that specific adjustments should be made to the balances of customer 
deposits, ADITs and ITCs based on corresponding rate base adjustments, and no further pro rata 
adjustments to these accounts should be made to reconcile the Company's capital structure to 
rate base. SFHHA also stated that the balances of customer deposits, ADITs and ITCs should 
not be reduced for pro rata adjustments to reconcile the Company's capitalization to rate base. 
SFHHA witness Kollen argued that FPL had improperly diluted the low-cost capital provided by 
customer deposits and the cost-free capital provided by ADITs by allocating pro rata adjustments 
over these capital components. Witness Kollen explained that capital amounts should be directly 
assigned to ratepayers in the same manner as if the amounts had been used to reduce rate base. 
Witness Kollen maintained that customer deposits and ADITs were not used to finance the 
amounts that comprised the total of FPL pro rata adjustments. 

FPL argued that making the adjustment in the manner it proposed was the easiest way to 
avoid a potential violation of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) tax normalization rules and 
avoid the risk of losing the IRS tax benefit of accelerated depreciation. FPL witness Ousdahl 
explained that reconciling rate base over all sources of capital also matched the way FPL 
expended cash in the normal course of its operations. FPL funds its operations from a pool of 
funds that is generated from all sources of capital - including deferred taxes, customer deposits 
and investment tax credits. 

In support of its position, FPL cited our treatment of Tampa Electric Company's (TECO) 
method of reconciling adjustments approved in Order No. PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI. However, in 
that order we identified seven additional orders in which the incremental adjustment to rate base 
was made through pro rata adjustments over investor sources of capital only.49 In addition, we 

48 Order No. PSC-09-0571-FOF-EI, issued August 21, 2009, in Docket No. 080317-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase bv Tampa Electric Company. 
49 Order No. PSC-09-0375-PAA-GU, issued May 27, 2009, in Docket No. 080366-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase bv Florida Public Utilities Company: Order No. PSC-08-0436-PAA-GU, issued July 8, 2008, in Docket No. 
070592-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase bv St. Joe Natural Gas Company. Inc.: Order No. PSC-04-1110-PAA- 
GU, issued November 8, 2004, in Docket No. 040216-GU, In re:  Application for rate increase bv Florida Public 



ORDER NO. PSC-l 0-0153-FOF-EI 
DOCKET NOS. 080677-EI, 090130-EI 
PAGE 112 

stated in Order No. PSC-09-0571 -FOF-EI, "Our decision on this point is specific to the record in 
this case and shall not be considered precedent regarding our position on this or similar issues in 
future proceedings." That said, FPL did not furnish the information we requested concerning 
adjustments by plant to the balances of ADITs and ITCs. The following passage is the response 
by FPL to a discovery request to identify the balances of ADITs and ITCs by plant: 

For the forecast period, the Company did not specifically identify accumulated 
deferred income taxes or investment tax credits by plant. The Company forecasts 
the temporary differences for each annual period and identifies the change in 
deferred income taxes applicable to those temporary differences for each period. 
The temporary differences during the forecast period are not specifically 
identified to a specific plant. The amounts are provided in the aggregate in the 
determination of the taxable income and the accumulated deferred income taxes 
applicable to a specific plant item have not been separated by temporary 
differences in the accumulated deferred taxes balance. To determine the deferred 
income taxes related to CWIP for a specific item, a close out schedule for 
temporary differences would be required to reflect the transfer of temporary 
difference from CWIP to plant in service and the related allocation of book 
depreciation to the various forecasted basis (temporary) differences. For the test 
year 2010 and the subsequent year, 2011, the amount of deferred tax liabilities 
forecasted to be generated relating to CWIP were approximately $176 million and 
$143 million, respectively. During these same periods, deferred income tax 
liabilities related to plant in service decreased for 2010 by $17 million and 
increased by $4 million for 2011. Related to the investment tax credits, the 
Company calculated the estimated amount of investment tax credits to be 
generated from solar and reported the amounts in the applicable year; it also 
provided for the amortization beginning on the estimated in-service date. The 
amortization of investment tax credits is not tracked by plant and is combined by 
rate on the balance sheet. 

We agree with SFHHA witness Kollen that it has been our practice to make specific 
adjustments where possible and to prorate other rate base adjustments over investor sources 
only. If an adjustment does not involve plant, then it is likely that the account in question did 
not produce deferred taxes or ITCs. Absent a showing that specifically identifies ADITs and 
ITCs associated with a non-plant related adjustment, all adjustments for amounts unrelated to 
plant shall continue to be removed from the capital structure through a pro rata adjustment over 
investor sources of capital only. 

Utilities Company: Order No. PSC-04-0128-PAA-GU, issued February 9, 2004, in Docket No. 030569-GU, In re: 
Application for rate increase by City Gas Company of Florida: Order No. PSC-01-1274-PAA-GU, issued June 8, 
2001, in Docket No. 001447-GU, In re: Request for rate increase by St. Joe Natural Gas Company. Inc.: and Order 
No. PSC-01-0316-PAA-GU, issued February 5, 2001, in Docket No. 000768-GU, In re: Request for rate increase 
by City Gas Company of Florida. 
50 Order No. PSC-02-0787-FOF-EI, issued June 10, 2002, in Docket No. 010949-EI. In re: Request for rate increase 
by Gulf Power Company: Order No. PSC-08-0327-FOF-EI, issued May 19, 2008, in Docket No. 070304-EI, In re: 
Petition for rate increase by Florida Public Utilities Company: Order No. PSC-08-0436-PAA-GU, issued July 8, 
2008, in Docket No. 070592-GU, In re: Petition for rate increase bv St. Joe Natural Gas Company. Inc. 
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FPL did not follow our practice in this rate case; however, we will permit FPL to make 
the pro rata adjustments as it proposed. In this particular instance, there are three reasons why 
we are permitting FPL to make pro rata adjustments over all sources of capital. First, FPL has 
made a compelling argument regarding the plant items that earn an AFUDC rate and clause 
items that earn a Commission-approved rate of return. The AFUDC return is calculated over all 
sources of capital, including deferred taxes, customer deposits, and investment tax credits. When 
these items are removed from rate base, it is appropriate to make the necessary reconciling 
adjustment to the capital structure on a pro rata basis over all sources of capital to avoid double- 
counting the benefit of zero cost deferred taxes and low cost customer deposits. Second, FPL 
asserted that to avoid a potential violation of IRS tax normalization rules,51 the rate of return for 
clause-related plant and AFUDC-eligible CWEP removed from the rate base should be calculated 
using the same methodology as the rate of return for the jurisdictional rate base so that 
adjustments to ADITs are applied consistently. We are concerned about the potential loss of 
deferred income tax treatment by violation of IRS tax normalization rules. Third, as shown 
below in Table 21, we have calculated the relative difference in the overall cost of capital 
resulting from the two methodologies of reconciling rate base and capital structure. This 
difference does not justify the negative consequence of a normalization violation. 

Table 21 

Pro rata Pro rata 
adjustment adjustment 

over all sources over investor 
of capital sources only Difference 

2010 Weighted Average Cost of Capital 7.00% 6.92% 8 basis points 

Overall, we are concerned about symmetry in the treatment of reconciling rate base and 
capital structure. But the proper venue (to address the appropriate methodology for reconciling 

51 As defined in Order No. PSC-09-0571-FOF-E], issued August 21,2009, in Docket No. 080317-EI, In re: Petition 
for rate increase by Tampa Electric Company; Normalization requirements are outlined in Section 168 of the 
Internal Revenue Code (IRC). In pertinent part. Section 168 permits the use of accelerated depreciation methods. 
However, accelerated depreciation is permitted with respect to public utility property only if the taxpayer uses a 
normalization method of accounting for ratemaking purposes. Under a normalization method of accounting, a utility 
calculates its ratemaking tax expense using depreciation that is no more accelerated than its ratemaking depreciation 
(typically straight-line). In the early years of an asset's life, this results in ratemaking tax expense that is greater 
than actual tax expense. The difference between the ratemaking tax expense and the actual tax expense is added to a 
reserve (the accumulated deferred income tax reserve, or ADIT). The difference between ratemaking tax expense 
and actual tax expense is not permanent and reverses in the later years of the asset's life when the ratemaking 
depreciation method provides larger depreciation deductions and lower tax expense than the accelerated method 
used in computing actual tax expense. This accounting treatment prevents the immediate flowthrough to utility 
ratepayers of the reduction in current taxes resulting from the use of accelerated depreciation. Instead, the reduction 
is treated as a deferred tax expense that is collected from current ratepayers through utility rates, and thus is 
available to utilities as cost-free investment capital. When the accelerated method provides lower depreciation 
deductions in later years, only the ratemaking tax expense is collected from ratepayers and the difference between 
the actual tax expense and ratemaking tax expense is charged to ADIT, depleting the utility's stock of cost-free 
capital, (http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2003/03-4885.htm) 
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the capital structure to rate base) is a generic docket to address the issue, since it would affect all 
lOUs, not just FPL. The appropriate method to reconcile rate base to capital structure is to make 
adjustments to the class of capital in the capital structure that correspond to the adjustments 
made to related accounts in rate base. For example, adjustments made to rate base from accounts 
that do not generate deferred taxes or investment tax credits should not be reconciled over 
deferred taxes or investment tax credits in the capital structure. Accordingly, we will open a 
generic docket to address this issue on a prospective basis. 

In this docket, FPL did not provide the information necessary to itemize specific 
adjustments to the balances of ADITs and ITCs for the amounts removed from rate base. The 
record shows that FPL did not specifically identify its sources of capital and trace its funding 
usage. The omission of information should not inure to the benefit of the party responsible for 
providing that information. However, we find that the risk of losing the benefit on accumulated 
deferred income taxes in the determination of customer rates due to a tax normalization violation 
outweighs our concern in this instant case. Based upon the foregoing, after making certain 
specific adjustments, we find that for the sole purpose of setting rates in this rate case only, rate 
base and capital structure have been reconciled appropriately. 

Equity ratio 

The goal of an appropriate equity ratio and capital structure is to minimize the overall 
weighted average cost of capital and to maintain consistent access to capital under reasonable 
terms. This is an important consideration in that it is the overall cost of capital that is used to 
determine revenue requirements and ultimately customer rates. 

To reach our decision of the appropriate equity ratio and capital structure, we start with a 
review of whether FPL has appropriately described the actual 59.6 percent equity ratio that it 
proposed to use for ratemaking purposes as an "adjusted 55.8 percent equity ratio" on the basis 
of imputed debt associated with FPL's purchased power contracts. This question involves the 
different ways FPL's test year equity ratio has been presented for purposes of this proceeding. 

A company's capitalization can be expressed in a number of ways. For purposes of 
financial reporting, a company will report its capitalization in accordance with Generally 
Accepted Accounting Principles, often referred to as on a "GAAP" basis. GAAP prescribes 
specific requirements for how a company's book capital structure will be presented. Another 
way a company's capitalization ratios can be expressed is from the perspective of the rating 
agencies. For their own analytical purposes, rating agencies often make adjustments to a 
company's capitalization ratios to include certain items that are not recorded on the balance sheet 
and to remove other items that are recorded on the balance sheet pursuant to GAAP. A third way 
of expressing a company's capitalization, if the company in question is a regulated utility, is on a 
Commission-adjusted basis. These adjustments are made to capital structure and rate base 
primarily to account for the removal of rate base items that are recovered outside of base rates. 

Due to differences between GAAP requirements, rating agency adjustments, and 
regulatory requirements, it is common for a company's reported equity ratio to vary. The table 
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below shows FPL's projected 2010 test year equity ratio as a percentage of investor capital 
expressed on a GAAP, Standard & Poors' (S&P), and Commission (PSC) basis. 

Table 22 

GAAP S&P PSC 
Equity Ratio 55.6% 55.8% 59.6% 

Annual reports for shareholders as well as filings made with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) are prepared in accordance with GAAP. On a GAAP basis, FPL's 
capitalization will include the storm recovery bonds issued in 2007 to finance storm restoration 
costs and replenish the storm reserve.52 The annual reports and filings with the SEC will not, 
however, reflect imputed debt associated with FPL's purchased power agreements in the balance 
sheet and income statement. The capitalization ratios reflected in the GAAP statements are 
expressed on a year end basis. 

S&P routinely makes adjustments to the financial statements of companies for purposes 
of its own analytical review. S&P will make an adjustment to FPL's capitalization to remove the 
storm recovery bonds because these bonds are non-recourse to the Company. S&P will also 
impute debt in FPL's capitalization ratios to reflect the fixed payment obligation associated with 
FPL's purchased power agreements. These "adjusted" financial statements are also on an annual 
basis. 

From a regulatory perspective, we require certain adjustments that also impact FPL's 
capitalization ratios. For purposes of this proceeding, FPL made adjustments to long-term debt 
to remove the storm recovery bonds that are recovered through a separate line charge and to 
remove nuclear fuel capital leases that are recovered through the fuel cost recovery clause. With 
the exception of the adjustment recognized pursuant to the 2005 Stipulation negotiated between 
the parties to settle PEF's 2005 rate case approved in Order No. PSC-05-0945-S-EI,53 base rate- 
related filings with us do not reflect imputed debt associated with purchased power agreements. 
For ratemaking purposes, FPL's financial statements are expressed on a 13-month average basis. 

As demonstrated above, FPL was technically correct from a GAAP and S&P basis when 
it described its proposed equity ratio for purposes of this proceeding as approximately 55 
percent. However, we do not set rates for FPL based on its GAAP or S&P adjusted equity ratios. 
We determine FPL's overall cost of capital, and therefore its revenue requirements, based on 
FPL's regulatory adjusted equity ratio. Accordingly, while the Company's GAAP and S&P 
equity ratios may be expressed as 55.6 and 55.8 percent, respectively, the equity ratio reflected in 
FPL's original MFR filing for purposes of determining revenue requirements in this proceeding 
is appropriately described as 59.6 percent. 

52 Order Nos. PSC-06-0464-FOF-EI, issued May 30, 2006, and PSC-06-0626-FOF-EI, issued July 21, 2006, 
collectively known as the Financing Order, in Docket No. 060038-EI, In re: Petition for issuance of a storm 
recovery financing order, by Florida Power & Light Company. 
53 Order No. PSC-05-0945-S-EI, issued September 28, 2005, in Docket No. 050078-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Progress Energy Florida. Inc.. (2005 Stipulation). 
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Having determined that FPL has appropriately described its equity for purposes of this 
proceeding, we next address what is the appropriate equity ratio that we will use for ratemaking 
purposes in this case. All witnesses that testified on this issue were in agreement that we should 
approve a rate of return for FPL that maintains its financial integrity and allows the Company 
continued access to the capital markets under reasonable terms. The disagreement between the 
witnesses concerned the relative magnitude of the equity ratio recognized for purposes of 
determining revenue requirements that is necessary to achieve these results. FPL proposed that 
for purposes of setting its revenue requirements, we recognize its equity ratio as a percent of 
investor capital of 59.6 percent. OPC recommended that we adopt an equity ratio of 54.4 
percent. FIPUG suggested the equity ratio be reduced to 50.2 percent and SFHHA 
recommended an equity level of 53.5 percent. 

FPL witness Pimentel testified that it is critical for FPL to maintain its financial strength 
as it confronts the challenges of meeting significant infrastructure investment requirements 
during this period of financial uncertainty as the nation comes out of the global economic 
recession. He noted that FPL's strong balance sheet has provided continuous access to both 
short-term liquidity and long-term capital throughout extreme events such as the 2004 and 2005 
storm seasons, the spike in natural gas prices, and the disruption in the financial markets in the 
fall of 2008. Witness Pimentel testified that FPL's current equity ratio provides for the liquidity 
requirements and financial flexibility necessary to be in a position to fund future storm 
restoration activities, hedge fuel price volatility, and fund substantial infrastructure investment. 

FPL witness Avera acknowledged that FPL's requested equity ratio is at the upper end of 
the range of equity ratios for both the companies in his proxy group as well as the investor- 
owned utilities (lOUs) they own. However, he testified that it is appropriate for FPL to maintain 
this level of equity given the risks and challenges that the Company faces. Witness Pimentel 
testified that FPL has consistently maintained this relative equity position, on an adjusted basis, 
since the we approved the 1999 Revenue Sharing Agreement in Order No. PSC-99-0519-AS- 
EI.54 He also noted that FPL's "adjusted" equity ratio of 55.8 percent has been and continues to 
be viewed as adequate and appropriate by the investment community. 

In evaluating the adequacy of the capital structure of a company, witness Pimentel 
testified that rating agencies will take into account major financial commitments that are not 
reflected on the balance sheet such as long-term purchased power agreements. FPL witness 
Avera testified that FPL must be mindful of how the investment community views the 
Company's capital structure. He also stressed that, unlike TECO55 and PEF, FPL is not 
requesting that imputed equity be included in its regulatory capital structure. Because rating 
agencies and the investment community consider the impact of such fixed obligations when 
assessing the Company's financial position, both witnesses Pimentel and Avera testified that we 

54 Order No. PSC-99-0519-AS-E1, issued March 17,1999, in Docket No. 990067-EI, In re: Petition by the Citizens 
of the State of Florida for a fall revenue requirements rate case for Florida Power & Light Company. (1999 
Agreement). 
55 Order No. PSC-09-0283-FOF-EI, issued April 30, 2009, in Docket No. 080317-EI, In re: Petition for rate 
increase by Tampa Electric Company, pages 36-42. 
56 Docket No. 090079-EI. In re: Petition for increase in rates bv Progress Energy Florida. Inc.. staff 
recommendation filed November 30,2009, pages 146-149. 
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should consider these obligations when evaluating the reasonableness of FPL's proposed equity 
ratio. 

OPC witness Woolridge testified that the 59.6 percent equity ratio as a percentage of 
investor capital reflected in the Company's filing "is well in excess of the common equity ratios 
of electric utility companies." He noted that there is a direct correlation between the relative 
amount of equity in the capital structure and the revenue requirements the customers are called 
upon to bear. Witness Woolridge testified that if the proportion of equity is too high, rates will 
be higher than they need to be. For this reason, he recommended that FPL pursue a 
capitalization strategy that strikes a more appropriate balance of equity and debt in the capital 
structure. 

OPC recognized that FPL is not proposing to impute equity in its capital structure for 
purposes of setting rates in this proceeding, but stressed that the "actual adjusted" equity ratio of 
55.8 percent is not the equity ratio that the Company has employed to calculate its revenue 
requirements. Because FPL's proposed capital structure ratios do not reflect the actual 
capitalization of FPL or FPL Group, Inc. (FPL Group) and because the proposed equity ratio is 
much higher than the equity ratios of other electric utilities, witness Woolridge recommended we 
recognize a lower equity ratio for ratemaking purposes. 

Witness Woolridge recommended an equity ratio of 54.4 percent as a percentage of 
investor capital. This equity ratio was based on the average of FPL's projected year end 
capitalization ratios for 2009 and 2010. Because these year end balances differ from the 13- 
month average balances reported on MFR Schedule D-la, accomplishment of witness 
Woolridge's recommended equity ratio would entail adjustments that decrease the relative 
amount of common equity and increase the relative amounts of long-term and short-term debt. 
Because his recommended capital structure was based on Company book figures, witness 
Woolridge testified that his equity ratio more accurately reflected the Company's equity ratio as 
viewed by investors. 

FIPUG witness Pollock challenged the testimony of FPL witnesses that it is necessary for 
us to consider the impact of imputed debt associated with purchased power agreements. He 
noted that, due to our approval of purchased power agreements and the full and direct recovery 
of firm energy and purchased power capacity payments through the fuel and capacity cost 
recovery clauses, there is minimal recovery risk associated with purchased power agreements in 
Florida. Thus, consideration of imputed debt is unnecessary in assessing the reasonableness of 
FPL's capital structure. Witness Pollock testified that, at an equity ratio approaching 60 percent, 
FPL would be one of the least leveraged regulated electric utilities in the nation. 

Witness Pollock recommended an equity ratio of 50.2 percent as a percentage of investor 
capital. This equity ratio was based on the average equity ratio for single A-rated electric 
utilities followed by SNL Financial for the period 2006 through the first quarter of 2009. 
Because FPL is rated single Al by Moody's Investors Service (Moody's) and single A flat by 
both Fitch Ratings (Fitch) and S&P, he recommended that the Company's equity ratio should be 
adjusted to be more comparable to the average equity ratio of other comparably-rated electric 
utilities. 
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SFHHA witness Baudino recommended that FPL's equity level be reduced to 50.0 
percent on an adjusted basis to conform with the high end of S&P's debt-to-total capital range 
consistent with a single A rating. He stated that his recommended adjusted equity ratio equates 
to a ratemaking equity ratio of 53.5 percent. He suggested that this adjustment be accomplished, 
in part, through an increase in the balance of short-term debt of $600 million to be consistent 
with the Company's short-term debt levels over the last few years. Witness Baudino concluded 
that his proposed capital structure strikes an appropriate balance between the interests of 
Company shareholders and customers, results in an equity ratio consistent with a single A rating, 
and is supportive of FPL's credit quality. 

Witness Baudino testified that approval of an "excessive" equity ratio for FPL could 
result in customers subsidizing FPL Group's unregulated affiliate operations. S&P employs a 
consolidated rating methodology whereby it generally assigns a rating to each entity in an 
organization based upon the credit profile of the consolidated entity. Witness Baudino argued 
that FPL Group could not maintain a single A rating on a consolidated basis without the support 
of an excessive FPL equity ratio. He noted the higher debt leverage maintained at the funding 
vehicle for FPL Group's unregulated operations (FPL Group Capital) and by FPL Group on a 
consolidated basis relative to the debt leverage maintained at FPL. He also referred to a 
February 12, 2009 report on FPL wherein S&P cautioned that FPL's rating could be pressured if 
FPL Group failed to manage significant risks in its merchant energy and energy marketing and 
trading operations. Because the level of equity for ratemaking purposes should reflect the risk 
associated with regulated operations, not to offset higher debt leverage at the consolidated level, 
witness Baudino recommended that the Company's equity ratio be reduced. 

Since the approval of the 1999 Agreement, FPL has consistently maintained the proposed 
relative level of equity capitalization. For the period 1999 through 2008, FPL earned 
approximately $8.0 billion in net income. Over this period, approximately $4.1 billion was 
retained by FPL Group and $3.9 billion was invested in FPL in order to maintain the relative 
balance of debt and equity in its capital structure that it has proposed be recognized for purposes 
of this proceeding. 

Unlike the filings by TECO and PEF, FPL is not requesting any adjustment to its 
regulatory capital structure to offset the impact of imputed debt associated with purchased power 
agreements. The Company witnesses have testified that, from the rating agencies' perspective, 
purchased power agreements represent a debt-like obligation that we should consider when 
evaluating the reasonableness of the capital structure maintained by FPL. In addition to the 
impact purchased power agreements have on the Company's financial flexibility, witness 
Pimentel also urged us to consider the challenges faced by FPL when determining the 
appropriate capital structure. These challenges include having the financial strength and 
flexibility to fimd potentially significant storm restoration efforts, to hedge fuel price volatility, 
and to maintain the ability to raise capital under reasonable terms even during periods of 
economic uncertainty and market volatility. 

SFHHA witness Baudino raised the concern that if an "excessive" equity ratio is 
approved for FPL, it could result in inappropriate cross subsidization through the cost of capital. 
We take concerns regarding cross subsidization between regulated and unregulated operations of 
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a consolidated entity very seriously. As in all cases that come before us, we are prohibited from 
setting rates to make up for losses or inadequate returns of affiliated companies. FPL witness 
Pimentel explained that intervenor witnesses made inappropriate comparisons between FPUs 
equity ratio and the equity ratio supporting FPL Group's unregulated operations. After 
considering rating agency adjustments for non-recourse project debt and hybrid capital 
instruments supporting the unregulated operations, debt leverage at FPL Group Capital and FPL 
Group on a consolidated basis, while still higher than for FPL, is not as pronounced as a 
comparison of their respective book capitalizations might suggest. Moreover, to the extent we 
approve an equity ratio for FPL that represents the high end of the range of ratios for other, 
comparably situated electric utilities, this lower financial risk position is recognized with our 
setting of FPL's authorized return on equity (ROE) in this proceeding. 

FPL's position of financial strength has served it and its customers by holding down the 
Company's cost of capital. During the recent volatility in the capital markets, many companies 
experienced sharp spikes in their cost to borrow. In some instances, companies had to accept 
rates as high as 10 percent to issue bonds. In the case of FPL, however, due to its strong 
financial position it was able to sell 30-year bonds at rates under 6 percent during 2008 and 2009 
despite the significant disruption in the credit markets. 

In its original filing, FPL requested an overall cost of capital of 8.00 percent for 2010. 
FPL lowered its requested overall cost of capital to 7.85 percent for 2010 principally due to the 
recognition of additional zero cost accumulated deferred income taxes in the capital structure. 
The net impact of the net increase in the balance of accumulated deferred income taxes and 
decrease in the balance of investment tax credits discussed earlier in this order lowered FPL's 
Commission-adjusted equity ratio as a percentage of investor capital from 59.6 percent to 59.1 
percent for 2010. 

Based on the foregoing, we approve the capital structure shown on Schedule 2, attached 
to this order. This capital structure reflects an equity ratio as a percentage of investor capital of 
59.1 percent for 2010. While this relative level of equity is near the top of the range of equity 
ratios of the lOUs owned by the companies in witness Avera's proxy group, it is still within the 
range of equity ratios of comparably rated lOUs. In addition, this equity ratio is consistent with 
the relative level of equity FPL has maintained, on an adjusted basis, over the past decade. 

Capital Structure for purposes of setting rates 

FPL proposed specific adjustments to long-term debt, common equity, and deferred 
income taxes in its original capital structure as shown in MFR Schedule D-la. FPL made a 
specific downward adjustment to the balance of long-term debt in the amount of ($907,863,000). 
This amount of ($907,863,000) was comprised of ($374,898,000) in nuclear fuel capital leases, 
($1,110,000) for prepayment interest on commercial paper, and ($531,855,000) for storm bonds. 
FPL witness Ousdahl explained that FPL Fuels, Inc. was established for the purpose of financing 
the acquisition of nuclear fuel and then subsequently leasing the fuel to FPL. However, the 
rating agencies no longer give off-balance sheet treatment to commercial paper issued by FPL 
Fuels, Inc. and changes in accounting rules now require FPL to consolidate FPL Fuels, Inc. into 
its financial statements, so there is no longer any benefit to maintain a separate fuel company. 
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Therefore, for the reasons above FPL intended to dissolve FPL Fuels, Inc. on or before January 
1,2010. 

FPL proposed a specific net downward adjustment to deferred taxes in the amount of 
($259,006,000) comprised of ($332,507,000) for storm deficiency recovery and $73,501,000 for 
accumulated provision for property and storm insurance. Additionally, FPL proposed making a 
specific downward adjustment to remove nonutility property from common equity in the amount 
of ($9,519,000). 

Subsequent to its original filing, the Company revised its specific adjustments to long- 
term debt and deferred income taxes, and proposed a new adjustment to investment tax credits as 
we discussed regarding unamortized tax credits. FPL's proposed adjustment to remove solar 
plant amounts from base rates for clause recovery did not include the removal of the related 
investment tax credits from the capital structure. Correction of this error resulted in a decrease to 
the balance of investment tax credits in the amount of $51,565,000 in 2010. In addition, a 
proposed adjustment to reflect the impact of the Stimulus Bill that were not known at the time of 
the original filing resulted in an increase in the balance of accumulated deferred income taxes in 
the amount of $288,261,000 in 2010. Finally, FPL inadvertently excluded the impact to 
accumulated deferred income taxes resulting from the company adjustment to include the impact 
of the change in depreciation rates specified by its depreciation filing. Correction of this error 
resulted in a decrease in the balance of accumulated deferred income taxes in the amounts of 
$16,508,000 in 2010. 

We approve the Company's the proposed specific adjustments to long-term debt, 
common equity, deferred income taxes, and investment tax credits as detailed on Schedule 2. 
Accordingly, we find that the appropriate capital structure for the purpose of setting rates in this 
proceeding is based on FPL's projected 2010 capital structure with certain adjustments as 
discussed above. The appropriate capital structure for 2010 is shown on Schedules 2. 

Return on equity 

We were presented testimony and evidence supporting a range of return on equity (ROE) 
from 7.6 percent to 13.9 percent. Four witnesses testified in this proceeding regarding the 
appropriate ROE for FPL. FPL witness Avera testified that a reasonable ROE for FPL is in the 
range of 12.0 percent to 13.0 percent. FPL witness Pimentel, while not conducting his own 
independent analysis of the appropriate ROE for FPL, recommended the midpoint of witness 
Avera's recommended range, or 12.5 percent, as the appropriate ROE for FPL for purposes of 
this proceeding. OPC witness Woolridge recommended an ROE of 9.5 percent. SFHHA witness 
Baudino recommended an ROE of 10.4 percent. As expressly stated in the 2005 Settlement, FPL 
does not currently have an authorized ROE.57 However, for purposes other than reporting or 
assessing earnings (such as cost recovery clauses and AFUDC), the 2005 Settlement Order 
provided for FPL to use an ROE of 11.75 percent. 

57 Order No. PSC-05-0902-S-EI, issued September 14, 2005, in Docket No. 050045-EI, In re:   Petition for rate 
increase by Florida Power & Light Company, p. 3, (2005 Settlement). 
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The statutory principles for determining the appropriate rate of return for a regulated 
utility are set forth by the U.S. Supreme Court in its Hope and Bluefield decisions.58 These 
decisions define the fair and reasonable standards for determining rate of return for regulated 
enterprises. Namely, these decisions hold that the authorized return for a public utility should be 
commensurate with returns on investments in other companies of comparable risk, sufficient to 
maintain the financial integrity of the company, and sufficient to maintain its ability to attract 
capital under reasonable terms. 

While the logic of the legal and economic concepts of a fair rate of return are fairly 
straightforward, the actual implementation of these concepts is controversial. Unlike the cost 
rate on debt that is fixed and known due to its contractual terms, the cost of equity is a forward- 
looking concept and must be estimated. Financial models have been developed to estimate the 
investor-required ROE for a company. Market-based approaches such as the Discounted Cash 
Flow (DCF) model, Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM), and ex ante Risk Premium (RP) 
model are generally recognized as being consistent with the market-based standards of a fair 
return enunciated in the Hope and Bluefield decisions. 

Three witnesses used the DCF model to estimate the investor-required ROE for FPL. 
Because FPL is a wholly-owned subsidiary of FPL Group, Inc. (FPL Group), its common stock 
is not publicly traded. To apply the model, each witness had to select a group of companies with 
publicly traded stock to serve as a proxy for FPL. 

FPL witness Avera applied the DCF model to two proxy groups he determined to be 
comparable in risk to FPL. To select his first group of companies, witness Avera started with all 
electric utilities followed by Value Line Investment Survey (Value Line). From this initial 
sample, he eliminated all companies that did not have at least a triple B plus corporate credit 
rating from Standard & Poors' (S&P), a Value Line safety rank of 1 or 2, a Value Line financial 
strength rating of B-H- or better, and at least two published earnings per share (EPS) growth 
projections from Value Line, Thomson I/B/E/S (IBES), First Call Corporation (First Call), and 
Zacks Investment Research (Zacks). Based on these selection criteria, witness Avera identified a 
proxy group of 19 utility companies (the Utility Proxy Group) that he testified reflect the risks 
and prospects associated with FPL's jurisdictional utility operations. To select his second proxy 
group, witness Avera started with all companies followed by Value Line. From this sample, he 
eliminated all companies that did not pay a dividend, had a Value Line safety rank less than 1, 
had a financial strength rating less than A, did not have an investment grade credit rating from 
S&P, and that did not have at least two published EPS growth projections from Value Line, 
IBES, First Call, and Zacks. Based on these selection criteria, witness Avera identified a proxy 
group of 66 non-utility companies (the Non-Utility Proxy Group). Considering the various 
measures of business and financial risk for the two proxy groups, witness Avera concluded that 
investors would likely view the overall investment risk of FPL to be comparable to the 
investment risks of the companies in both proxy groups. 

58 Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Company. 320 U.S. 591 (1944); and Bluefield Water Works & 
Improvement Company v. Public Service Commission of West Virginia. 262 U.S. 679 (1923). 
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Witness Avera used the constant growth DCF model to estimate the cost of equity for 
FPL. He derived the expected dividend yields from information published in December 2008 
editions of Value Line. The dividend yields for the companies in the Utility Proxy Group ranged 
from 2.8 percent to 6.4 percent and averaged 6.0 percent for the group. The dividend yields for 
the companies in the Non-Utility Proxy Group ranged from 0.55 percent to 13.60 percent and 
averaged 3.52 percent for the group. He relied on security analyst EPS growth projections from 
Value Line, IBES, First Call, and Zacks as of January 2009 and the expected growth rate as 
measured by the sustainable growth approach to estimate the growth rate used in his DCF 
analysis. The growth rates for the companies in the Utility Proxy Group ranged from 0.0 percent 
to 12.0 percent. The growth rates for the companies in the Non-Utility Proxy Group ranged from 
(1.2) percent to 18.9 percent. The average of the growth rates used in his DCF analyses were 6.3 
percent for the Utility Proxy Group and 10.1 percent for the Non-Utility Proxy Group. In 
evaluating the results of his DCF analyses, he determined it was appropriate to eliminate cost of 
equity estimates that were determined to be "extreme outliers." After eliminating "illogical low- 
and high-end values," the average results of witness Avera's DCF analysis applied to the Utility 
Proxy Group ranged from 10.6 percent to 11.5 percent. After applying the DCF model to the 
Non-Utility Proxy Group in the same manner, the average indicated returns ranged from 12.9 
percent to 13.4 percent. 

To select his group of comparable companies, OPC witness Woolridge started with all 
electric and combination electric and gas utilities followed by Value Line and AUS Utility 
Reports (AUS). From this initial sample, he removed all companies that did not have an 
investment grade bond rating from Moody's Investors Service (Moody's) and/or S&P, and a 
three year history of paying dividends. He further narrowed his proxy group by focusing on 
companies with annual operating revenues of at least $5 billion and that generate at least 70 
percent of their operating revenues from regulated electric operations. Based on these selection 
criteria, witness Woolridge identified a group of 10 comparable companies for use in his 
analysis. 

Witness Woolridge used the constant growth DCF model. He relied on dividend yields 
for the six month period ended July 2009 and for the month of July 2009 as reported by AUS 
Utility Reports. The expected dividend yield used in his analysis was 4.83 percent. He relied on 
Value Line's historical and projected growth rate estimates for EPS, dividends per share (DPS), 
and book value per share (BVPS). In addition, he used the average EPS growth rate forecasts 
from First Call, Zacks, and Reuters and the expected growth rate as measured by the earnings 
retention method. The average growth rate used in his analysis was 5.50 percent. The indicated 
return from witness Woolridge's DCF analysis was 10.33 percent. 

To select his group of comparable companies, SFHHA witness Baudino started with all 
electric companies followed by AUS with at least a single A rating from Moody's and S&P. 
From this initial sample, he selected companies that generated at least 50 percent of their 
revenues from regulated electric operations and that had EPS growth forecasts from Value Line 
and either Zacks or First Call. He further narrowed his proxy group by removing all companies 
that had recently cut or eliminated dividends, were recently or currently involved in merger 
activities, or had recent experience with significant earnings fluctuations.    Based on these 
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selection criteria, witness Baudino identified a group of 14 companies that he believed had a risk 
profile that is reasonably similar to FPL. 

Witness Baudino used the constant growth DCF model. He derived the dividend yields 
used in his analysis based on information for the six month period ended June 2009 as reported 
by Yahoo! Finance. The monthly average dividend yields for the group ranged from 4.75 
percent to 5.66 percent. The average expected dividend yield used in his analysis was 5.45 
percent. He relied on Value Line projected EPS and DPS growth rate estimates. In addition, he 
used EPS growth rate forecasts from Zacks and First Call. Witness Baudino ran his DCF model 
under three slightly different growth rate assumptions. In method 1, he calculated the average of 
all growth rates from Value Line, Zacks, and First Call. In method 2, he calculated the median 
growth rate for his proxy group. In method 3, he omitted double digit growth rates and growth 
rates that were less than 1 percent from the calculation of the averages. The expected growth 
rates produced by all three methods fell in the range of 3.75 percent to 6.25 percent. Method 1 
produced an indicated cost of equity range of 9.72 percent to 11.64 percent with an average of 
11.01 percent and a midpoint of 10.68 percent. Method 2 produced an indicated cost of equity 
range of 9.10 percent to 11.66 percent with an average of 10.80 percent and a midpoint of 10.38 
percent. Method 3 produced an indicated cost of equity range of 10.49 percent to 11.43 percent 
with an average of 11.13 percent and a midpoint of 10.96 percent. Based on this analysis, 
witness Baudino testified that his DCF analysis indicated a range of returns of 10.38 percent to 
11.13 percent and he recommended we adopt an ROE of 10.40 percent for FPL. 

All three witnesses used the same constant growth version of the DCF model. And with 
the exception of witness Avera's Non-Utility Proxy Group, all three witnesses used relatively 
similar estimates of dividend yields. The primary reason for the difference in the indicated DCF 
returns is attributed to differences in their respective estimates of the growth rate to include in the 
DCF model. 

Both witnesses Woolridge and Baudino testified that the results of witness Avera's DCF 
analysis based on the Non-Utility Proxy Group is not appropriate to estimate the ROE for the 
regulated operations of FPL. Witness Woolridge testified that, because the companies in the 
Non-Utility Proxy Group are large and successful, have lines of business vastly different from 
the electric utility business, and do not operate in a highly regulated environment, "the non- 
utility group is not an appropriate proxy for FPL, and therefore the equity cost rate results for this 
group should be ignored." Witness Baudino testified that non-utility companies have higher 
overall risk structures than a low-risk electric utility like FPL and will have higher required 
returns from their shareholders. Given the greater degree of business risk for the non-utility 
companies, he stated that it should be expected that witness Avera's DCF results for his Non- 
Utility Proxy Group would be substantially higher than the results for his Utility Proxy Group. 
Witness Baudino concluded that "using higher required returns from a group of unregulated 
companies is obviously unjustified, inflates FPL's required ROE, and should be rejected by the 
Commission." 

Witness Avera countered that his Non-Utility Proxy Group was screened to have 
corresponding risk indicators with FPL and is comprised of 66 of the best known and most stable 
corporations in America.   He stated that the Hope and Bluefield decisions dictate that the 
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allowed return be consistent with returns on investments of comparable risk but that neither 
decision restricted consideration to only utilities. Because utilities compete with unregulated 
companies for capital and his Utility and Non-Utility Proxy Groups are comparable in risk, 
witness Avera argued our consideration of the results of both DCF analyses is consistent with the 
regulatory standard established by Hope and Bluefield. 

Three witnesses also performed a CAPM analysis. For the reason discussed earlier, the 
witnesses used their respective proxy groups for certain inputs to their CAPM analysis. 

FPL witness Avera performed an ex ante, or forward-looking, CAPM analysis. For the 
estimate of the risk-free rate, he used the average yield on 20-year Treasury bonds for December 
2008 of 3.2 percent. For the estimate of the company-specific risk, or beta, he used the average 
beta for his two proxy groups. The average beta for the Utility Proxy Group was .73 and the 
average beta for the Non-Utility Proxy Group was .84. Witness Avera relied on Value Line for 
his estimates of beta. He derived a market risk premium of 10.0 percent based on a DCF 
analysis of the dividend paying companies in the S&P 500. Witness Avera's CAPM analyses 
indicated returns of 10.5 percent for the Utility Proxy Group and 11.5 percent for the Non-Utility 
Proxy Group. 

OPC witness Woolridge also performed an ex ante CAPM analysis. For the risk-free 
rate, he used an estimate of the forward-looking yield on 30-year U.S. Treasury bonds of 4.50 
percent. For beta, he used the average Value Line beta for his group of proxy companies of .70. 
He determined an expected risk premium of 4.36 percent based on the results of various studies 
of historical risk premium, ex ante risk premium studies, and equity risk premium surveys. 
Witness Woolridge's CAPM analysis indicated an ROE of 7.6 percent. 

SFHHA witness Baudino performed both an ex ante and an ex post, or historical, CAPM 
analysis. For the estimate of the risk-free rate, he used both the average yield on 5-year Treasury 
notes and 20-year Treasury bonds for the 6 months ended June 2009 of 2.00 percent and 3.94 
percent, respectively. For the estimate of beta, he used the average beta for his proxy group of 
.69 as reported by Value Line. Witness Baudino derived a market risk premium range of 6.47 
percent (based on the yield on 20-year Treasury bonds) to 8.41 percent (based on the yield on 5- 
year Treasury notes) for purposes of his ex ante CAPM. For purposes of his ex post CAPM, he 
relied on historical, earned returns from Ibbotson Associates to determine a market risk premium 
range of 4.40 percent to 5.97 percent. Witness Baudino's analysis indicated a range of returns of 
7.77 percent to 8.38 percent for the ex ante CAPM and 6.96 percent to 8.03 percent for the ex 
post CAPM. 

With the exception of witness Baudino's ex post CAPM analysis, all three witnesses used 
the ex ante CAPM model. Witness Woolridge testified that witness Avera's CAPM analysis 
overstated the required return for FPL because of its application to a non-utility proxy group and 
its reliance on an excessive market risk premium. For the same reasons discussed above in the 
section on the DCF model, witness Woolridge testified that witness Avera's group of non-utility 
companies is not an appropriate proxy to estimate the required return for FPL. Witness 
Woolridge also testified that witness Avera's estimate of a market risk premium of 10.0 percent 
is well in excess of the equity premium demanded by the market. 


