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Robert A. Brunclret-t (Reg. No. 0086538)
Counsel of Record
Ohio l%Ianufa.cturers' Association
33 North fligh Street
Colurrzbus, Ohio 43215
(614) 629-6814 - Telephone
(614) 224-1012 - Facsimile
rb rundre tt (A o lu o m fg. c om.

AttoYney f©y Appellant
Ohio Manufacturers'Association

Colleen L. Mooney (Reg. No. 0015668)
C.ounsel of Record
Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy
231 West Lima Street
Findlay, Ohio 45839
(614) 488-5739- Telephone
(419) 425-8862 -- Facsimile
cmooney(c^ohi opartners.org:

A tiorney f'oy- Appellant
Ohio f'aYtners for Affordable Energy



JOINT SECOND NOTICE OF APPEA,L

The Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsef ("OCC") and Ohio Manufacturers'

Association ("OMA"),J respectively, and consistent with R.C. 4903.11 and 4903.13, and

S.Ct.Prac.R. 3.11(A(2), 3.11(C)(2), 3,15, and 10.02, hereby give notice to the Supreme

Court of Ohio and to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio ("PI?CO") of this appeal

from PUCO decisions in Case Nos. 12-1685-GA-AIR, 12-1686-GA-ATA, 12-1687-GA-

AI-T, and 12-1688-GA-A.AM. 'I'he decisions being appealed are the PUCO's Opinion

and Order entered in its Journal on November 13, 2013 and the PUCO's Entry on

Rehearing entered in its Journal on Januaxy 8, 2014.2

The OCC is the statutory representative, as established under R.C. Chapter 4911,

of the residential customers of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. ("Duke" or "Utility"). The OMA

is a statewide association of approximately 1,500 manufacturing companies in Ohio.3

OCC and OMA were parties of record in the above-refereiaccd PUCO cases that are the

subject of this appeal.

On December 13, 2013, OCC and OMA, together with other customer advocates,

timely filed an Application for Rehearing (Joint Application for Rehearing) from the

November 13, 2013 Opinion and Order in accordance with R.C. 4903.10. The PUCO

i Collectively "Joint Appellants."

2 Pursuant to S.Ct.Prac.R. 10.02(A)(2), the decisions beirig appealed are attached.

3 OMA's_mission is to protect and grow Ohio manufacturing. OMA states that energy
policv can enhance--or hinder--Ohio's ability to attract business investment, stimulate
economic growth and spur job creation, especially in manufacturing.



denied that Joint Application for Rehearing in regard to the issues raised in this appeal.

See January 8, 2014 Entry on Rehearing.

O11 March 5, 2014, Ohio Partners for Affordable :Energy filed a Notice of Appeal

complaining of the PUCO's November 13, 2013 Opinion and Order and the January 8,

2014 Entry on Rehearing. Joint Appellants file this Second Notice of Appeal

complaining and alleging that the PUCO's November 13, 2013 Opinion and Order and

Januaiy 8, 2014 Entry on Rehearing are unlawful and unreasonable, and that the PtICU

erred as a matter of law in the following respects, all ofwhich were raised in the Joint

Application for Rehearing:

A. The PUCO Erred By Authorizing Duke To Charge Customers For
Investigation And Remediation Expenses Related To Manufactured Gas
Plants That Are Not Used And Useful, In Violation Of Ohio Law
Including, I3ut Not Limited, To R.C. 4909.15.

The PUCO erred when it disregarded Ohio law that mandates only
costs incurred from plant that is used and useful in rendering utility
service may be collected from customers.

2. The PUCO erred when it authorized Duke to charge customers for
costs that were related to plant that was not used and useful in the
provision of natural gas service to Duke's customers as of the date
certain, March 31, 2012.

B. The PUCL) Erred By Authorizing Duke To Charge Customers li`or
iVlanufactured Gas Plant Investigation Atid Remediation Expenses That
Are Not A Cost To The Utility Of Rendering Piiblic Utility Service During
The. Test Year, In Violation Of R.C. 4909.I5(A)(4) and (C)(I).

C. The PUCO Erred By Authorizing Duke To Charge Customers For
Manufactured Gas Plant Investigation And Remediation Expenses That
Are Not A Norrnal Recurring Expense, In Violation Of Ohio Law
Including, But Not Limited To, R.C. 4909.15(A)(4).

D. `I'he PUCO Erred By Authorizing Duke To Charge Customers For
Manufactured Gas Plant Investigation And Remediation Expenses That
Are Not Expenses For Duke's Utility Distribution Service In V iolation Of
Ohio Law Including, But. Not Limited To, R.C. 4909.15.

2



E. The l'tJCO Erred By Failing '1'o Comply With The Requirements Of R.C.
4903.()9, Because The Order Fails To Provide Findings Of Fact And
Written Opinions Setting Forth The Reasons Prompting The Decisions
Arrived At Based Upon Said Findings Of Fact.

The Joint Appellants respectfully note that, pursuant to R.C. 4903:20, "All actions

and proceedings in the supre.nle court" tixlderthe Revised Code Chapters at issue in this

appeal "shall be taken up and disposed of by the court out of their order on the docket.".

Finally, Joint Appellants respectfully request that this tIonorable Court designate

OCC and OMA, respectively, as Appellants, for purposes of this proceeding. Such

designation is appropriate and coincides with the intent of this Joint Second Notice of

Appeal.

WHEREFORE, Joint Appellants respectfully submit that the PUCO's November

13, 2013 Opinion and Order and January 8, 2014 Entry on Rehearing are unreasonable

and unlawful in regard to the errors discussed above, and should be reversed or modified

with instructions to the PtrCO to correct the errors complained of herein.
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for an Increase in its ) Case No. 12-1685-GA-AIR
Natural Gas Distribution Rates. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke ) Case No.12-1586-GA-ATA
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Tariff Approval. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval of an ) Case No. 32-1687-GA-ALT
Alternative Rate Plan for Gas Distribution )
Service. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval to Change ) Case h1o.1.2-1b88-GA-AAM
Accounting Methods. )

OPINION AND C.)RDER

The Cmmission, considering tlie above-entifled applications, the Stipulation and
R.ecorrnzxend.ation, and the record in these proceedings, hereby issues its Opinion and
Order in these matters.

APPEARANCES:

Amy B. Spiller, Elizabeth H. Watts, Rocco D'Ascertzo, and Jeanne W. Kingery, 1.39
East Fourth Street, C.incirulati, Ohio 45202, Ice Miller LLP, by Christopher L. Miller, 250
West Street, Columbus, Ohio 4321; and Kay Pashos, One Amerxcan. Square, Suite 2100,
Indianapolis, lntiiana 46282, and Frost Brown Todd LLC, by Kevin N. McMurray, 3300
Great American Tower, 301 East Fourth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202, on behalf of Duke
Energy Ohio, Inc.

Mike DeWine, Ohio Attorney General, by John H. Jones, Assistant Section Chief,
Thomas W. McNamee and Devin D. Parram, Assistant Attorn.eys General, 180 East Broad
Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of Staff of the Cammissiorz.

Bruce J. Weston, Ohio Consurners' Counsel, by Joseph P. Serio, Larry S. Sauer, and.
Edmund J. Berger, Assistant Consumers' Counsel, 10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800,
Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of the residential utility customers of Duke Energy Ohio,
Inc.
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Colleen L. Mooney, 231 West Lima Street, Ei.ndlay, Ohio 45839, on behalf of Ohio
Partners for Affordable Energy.

Carpenter Lipps & Leland LLP, by Kimberly W. Bojko and Mallory M. Mohler, 280
North High Street, Suite 1300, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behaalf of The Kroger Company.

Douglas E. Hart, 441 Vine Street, Suite 4192, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202, on behalf of
The Greater Cincinnati Health Counciil.

Bricker & Eckler, LLP, by Thomas J. O'Brien, 100 South Third Street, Columbus,
Ohio 43215, on behalf of the city of Cincinnati.

Vorys, Sater, Seymour & Pease, LLP, by M. Howard Petricoff, Stephen M. Howard,
and Gretch.en Petrucci, 52 East Gay Street, Columbus, Ohio 43216, and Vincent Parisi and
Matthew 'Alfute, Interstate Gas Supply, 6100 Emerald Parkway, DubIin, Ohio 43016, on
behalf of Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.

Douglas E. Hart, 441 Visie Street, Suite 4192, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202, on behalf of
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company LLC.

Robert A. Brundrett, 33 North High Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of
Ohio Manufacturers' Association.

Kegler, Brown, Hill & Ritter, LPA, by Andrew J. Sonderman, Capitol Square, Suite
1800, 65 East State Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of People Working
Cooperatively, Inc.

Joseph M. Clark, 21 East State Street, Suite 1900, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of
Direct Energy Senrices, LLC, and Direct Energy Business, LLC.

Mctntosh &McIntosh, by A. Brian McIntosh, 1136 Saint Gregory Street, Suite 100,
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202, on behalf of Stand Energy Corporation.

OPINION:

1. HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke, Applicant, or Company), is a natural gas company
as defined by R.C. 4905.03 and a public utility as defined by R.C. 4905.02 and, as such, is
subject to the jurisdiction of this Commissxon, pursuant to R.C. 4905.04, 4905.05, and
4905.06. Duke currently supplies natural gas service to apprciximatelv 426,000 customers
in eight counties in seuthwestern Ohio (5taff Ex. 1 at 1).
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On June 7, 2012, Duke fiXed a notice of intent to file an application for approval of
an increase in its natural gas rates and related applications for tariff approval, an
alternative rate plan, and to change accounting methods. In its notice of intent, Duke also
requested a waiver of certain standard filing requirements relating to the Applicant's
electric utility operations and certain payroll analysis. By Entry issued July 2, 2012, the
Comnnission denied the request for waiver as it relates to the Applicant's electric utility
operations and granted the remaining waiver request. By thrs san-ie Entry, the
Comrnission approved a date certain of March 31, 2012, and a test-year period of January
1, 2012 through Decemlier 31, 2012.

Duke filed its application to increase rates, along with the requisite standard filing
requirements, on. July 9, 2012. In its application, Duke sought a revenue increase of
$44,607,929, or approxintately 18.09 percent over current revenue. On July 20, 2012, Duke
filed its supporting testiznony. On November 28, 2012, Duke filed proof of publication of
its notice of the application, in accordance with R.C. 4909.19 (Duke Ex. 3).

By Entry issued August 29, 2012, the Comtnission accepted the applicatiori for fi7ing
as of July 9, 2012, and ordered the Applicant to publish notice of the application, pursuant
to R.C. 4909.19. By Entry issued. January 18, 2013, motions to intervene filed by the
following entities were granted: Ohio Consumers' Counsel (OCC); Stand Energy
Corporation (Stand); Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. (IGS); The Kroger Company (Kroger); city
of Cincinnati (Cincinnati); C?hio Partners for .Affordable Energy (QPAE); Cincirmati Bell
Telephone Company, LLC (CBT); The Greater Cincirulati Health Council (GCHC); People
Working Cooperatively, Inc. (PWC); Ohio Manufacturers' Association (OMA); and Direct
Energy Business, LLC, and Direct Energy Services, LLC Oointly, Direct Energy). Further,
the motion for admission pro hac vice of Edmund J. Berger, on behalf of OC'C, -was granted
by Entry issued December 27; 2(}12, and the motion for ad.mission pro hac vice of Kay
Pashos, on behaI.f of Duke, was granted at the hearing on April 29, 2013.

Pursuant to R.C. 4909.19, the Commission's Staff (Staff) conducted an investigation
of the application and filed its report (Staff Report) on January 4, 2013 (Staff Ex. 1). Copies
of the Staff Report were served upon the mayor of each affected municipal corporation
and other persons the Commission deemed interested, in accordance with the
requirements of R.C. 4909.19. In the Staff Report, Staff recommends a revenue decrease
from current revenue of between $10,725,809 and $3,358,775, or a decrease from current
revenue of between 2.80 percent and 0.88 percent (Staff Ex. 1 at Sch. A-1). Objections to
the Staff Report were filed by Duke, IGS, CBT, PI'VC, GCHC, OCC, Kroger, Direct Energy,
and OPAE on February 4, 2013. Motions to strike Duke's objections related to the
recommendations in the Staff Report regarding Duke's cost recovery for the investigation
and remediation of the Applicant's manufactured gas plants (1V1GPs) were filed by Staff
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and OCC on February 7, 2013, and February 19, 2013, respectively. On February 26, 2013,
Duke filed its memorandum contra the motions to strike filed by Staff and CaCC.

By Entry issued January 18, 2013, the evidentiary hearing was scheduled to
commence one business day after the conclusion of Duke's electric rate cases filed in In re
Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., Case Na. 12•1682-EL-AIR, et al. (Duke Electric Rate Case), which was
scheduled to commence on March 25, 2013. In addition, a separate Entry issued on
January 18, 2013, scheduled the local public hearings fcar February 19, 2013, rn. Hamilton,
Ohio; February 20, 2013, in L.Tnion Township, Cincinnati, Ohio; February 25, 2013, in
Middletown, Ohio; and February 28, 2013, in Cincinnati, ©hicr. Notice of the local public
hearings was published fi7 accordance cWith R.C. 4903.083 and proof of such publication
was filed on February 19, 2013, and March 12, 2013 (Duke Exs. 4-5).

On April 2, 2013, as corrected on April 24, 2C113, a Stipulation and Reconun:enclation
(Stipulation) was filed by some of the parties to these cases. As part of that Stipulation, the
parties agreed to litigate the issues related to the Applicant's recav ery of the MGP
remediation costs at the evidentiary hearing in these cases. By Entry issued April 4, 2013,
the evidentiary hearing was rescheduled to April 29, 2013. The evidentiary hearing
comxrtenced, as rescheduled, on April 29, 2013, and concluded on May 2, 2013. Initial
briefs were filed on June 6, 201:3, by Duke, Staff, Kroger, jointly by GCHC and CBT
(GCHC/CBT), and jointly by CJCC and C'J.PA:E (OCC/OPAE). Reply briefs were filed by
Duke, C1CC/0PAE, Kroger, GCHC/CBT, and OMA on June 20, 2fI13.

Columbia Gas of 0hio, Inc; (Columbia) filed an amicus curiae brief and an amicus
curiae reply brief, on June 6, 2013, and June 20, 2013, respectively. On June 6, 2013,
Columbia filed a motion for leave to file its amicus briefs in these matters. On June 21,
2013, OCC filed a memorandum contra Columbia's motion for leave to file amicus briefs.

On Jurie 6, 2013, OCC filed a motion requesting the Com.rnission take
administrative notice of two documents from Duke's website regarding the MGP issue.
On June 11, 2013, Duke filed a memorandum contra OCC's motion to take administrative
notice, along with a motion to strike reference to the documents in the brief and reply brief
filed by C3CC/01'AE. OCC replied to Duke's memorandum contra the motion to take
administrative notice and filed a rnemorandum contra Duke's motion to strike on JunLs 18,
2013, and June 26, 2013, respectively. Duke replied to OC!C:.'s memorandum contra the
motion to strike on June 28, 2103.
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Tl. PENI71iVCs MOTIONS AND REQUESTS FOR REVIEW

A. Colunzbia's Motion For Leave to File An-dcus Curiae Briefs

-5-

Columbia requests leave to file amicus briefs in order to support Duke's request to
recover deferred environmental investigation and rernediation costs associated with
former IV1GP sztes. In support of its motion, Columbia notes that, by Entry issued
September 24, 2fi708, in In re Columbia Gas of Ohia, Ipac., Case No. 08-606-GA-AA.M (Co2umbia
DR ferral Ca,e), the Cor7unission approved an application by Columbia to defer its
environmental investigation and remediation costs incurred after January 1, 2008,
Pursuant to the Commission.'s Entry in the Coturnhia Deferral Case, Columbia's recovery of
the deferrect costs would be addressed in Columbia's next base rate case. According to
Columbia, its future .abi7ity to recover those deferred costs is now threatened by
extraordinary and erroneous legal positions taken by Staff in the instant proceedings.

In support of its motion, Columbia point,s out that the Commission has granted
interested parties leave to file briefs as amici curiae %n several cases where full interventiort
is not necessary or warranted, citing various Commission cases, including In re CcTlurnbia
Gas of Ohio, Inc., Case No. 94-987-GA-A:112, Entry (Aug. 4, 1994) and. In re FxrsfEa7ergy Corp.,
Case No. 99-1212-EL-ETP, et al., Entry (Mar. 23, 2000). Columbia notes that Staff
acknowledges in the instant cases that the question of whether Duke can recover the MGP
costs, even if MGPs were not used and useful in rendering natural gas distribution service
at a date certain, is "essentially a legal issue" (citing Staff Ex. 6 at 4). Therefore, Columbia
asserts that its subrnission of amicus briefs on this limited: legal issue, at the post-hearing
stage of these proceedings, will not prejudice any party. Moreover, Columbia states that it
will contribute to the full development and equitable resolution of the 1V.ICP issue in these
proceedin.gs.

7n its memorandum contra Columbia's motion, C)CC notes that Columbia's motion
was filed 122 days after the deadline for the filing of rnotior,s to intervene in these cases.
OCC argues that, through its amicus briefs, Columbia is attempting to influence the
Cozr7.missioli s decision in these cases, which involves a different utiiitv and different
customers. According to OCC, Columbia is attempting to interject itself into the Duke
cases because of what Columbia perceives as the potential precedent that the current Duke
cases could have on a future Columbia rate case. OCC states that Columbia has offered
nothing new or different in its briefs than the argument made by Duke. QCC cites to
Comrzussion precedent to support its position that the clairned interest of protecting
against the setting of precedent was not sufficient grounds for granting intervention, See
In re Vectren Detirrenj of Ohio, Inc., Case No. 08-220-C;A.-GCR, Entry on. Rehearing (Aug. 10,
2005) (Vectren GCR Case); In re Ohio Edison, et al., Case No. 09-906-E1 rSSO, Entry (Dec. 11,
2009). Furthermore, OCC argues that, if Columbia's motion xs granted, other parties in
these cases would be prejudiced, because Columbia would be allowed to participate in the
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proceedizigs without being subject to the same scrutiny as other parties, e.g., discovery.
Finally, pCC asserts that, if amicus briefs were to be allowed, the amicus process should
have been noticed to all stakeholders iziterested in this issue. Likewise, Kroger asse.rts that
Columbia's motion to file azni.cus briefs, at this late stage of the proceedings, is in violation
of the Commission's rules and would be prejudicial to the intervenors, because they have
not had a chance to question or challenge the statements asserted by Columbia (Kroger
Reply Br, at 3).

The Cetn:ndssion finds that the deterrrnination as to whether it is appropriate to
permit the filing of an-iicus briefs in a proceeding must be made based on the ind'zvidual
case bar and the issues proposed to be addressed by the mbvant. OCC, in its oppcrsitiv.n
memorandum, rrnischaracteri.zes previous rulings by the Com_rrz-tission in its attempt to
draw a comparison between the rulings in those cases and the instant cases. For example,
the request for leave to file an amicus memorandum in support of an application for
rehearing in the Ve.ctrQiz GCR Czse obviously came at the rehearing stage of the case, well
beyond #:he briefing stage of the proceeding, and the issues raised in the amicus filing in
the Vectren GC.iz Case were primarily policy-oriented. Conversely, Columbia's motion for
leave to file amicus briefs in the instant cases came at the briefing stage of these cases and
Columbia's briefs are solely focused on the legal m.atfiers pertaining to the MGP cost
recovery. In addition, the Cornznission believes that permitting Columbia to file its amicus
briefs will not prejudice any party to these proceedings and will, in fact, assist with the
consideration of the legal issues briefed in these matters. Accordingly, the Commission
finds that Columbia's motion for leave to file amzcus briefs is reasonable and should be
granted.

B. OCC's Motion for Adininistrative Notice

On. June 6, 2013, OCC filed a motion requesting the Comunission take
administrative notice of the t-nTo documents from Duke's website which contain frequently
asked questions and answers about the West End and East End MGP sites that are at issue
in these cases (website documents). OCC submits that the documents contain information
relevant and impoztant to the upcoming decision regarding Duke`s recovery of the MGP
costs associated with the remediation of these sites that OCC only recently became aware
of. According to CCC, the documents include facts and admissions by Duke and,
therefore, they should be admirdstratxvely noticed. C3CC notes that it has incorporated this
inform.ation into its post-hearing brief,

In support of its motion, OCC states that these website documents equate to
admissions by Duke that contradict some of the claims made by Duke at the hearing in
these cases. OCC cites to Ohio Evid.R. 202(F) for the position that judicial notice of any
adjudicative fact that is not subject to reasonable dispute may be taken at any stage of a
proceeding, stating that this rule allows courts to fill gaps in the record.. OCC
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acknowledges that the Supreme Court of Ohio (Supreme Court) has held that, whzle there
is ria absolute rigltt for the taking of adm.irustrativo notice, there is no prohibition again.st
the Conunission taking such notice of facts vutside of the record in a case. See Canton
Storage and Trrzns fer Co., et al., v. Pub. l,Itil. Comm., 72 Ohio St.3d 1, N.E.2d 136 (1995), citing
Allen d.b.a. J&M Trucking, et al., v. Pub. I,.ttil. Cc»nrti., 40 Ohio St3d 184, 532 N.E.2d 1307
(1988). C7CC points out several cases where the Commission has taken administrative
notice of facts, cases, entries, expert opinion testiYx ►.ony, br?efs, and entire records from
otrier proceedings. According to OCC, Duke would not be prejudiced by a taking of
administrative notice because the website documents were posted by Duke on its websrte;
tharefore, it is Duke's own admission, not hearsay, that OCC seel-s to notice and Duke can
not claim that it did not have prior knowledge of the informanon. In addition, OCC states
that, since Duke will have an opportunity to respond to the i?i:formation contained in the
website documents, through its reply brief, Duke will not be prejudiced<

Duke opposes OCC's motion for administrative notice, painting out that the
website docuznents in question have been available on Duke"s website since the time the
application ~,nras filed in these cases and; in fact, the iiiformation was referenced 'zn. Duke
witness 6ednarcil.c's testimony, as well as Staff data requests that were served on OCC
(Duke Ex. 21 at 11,16). fn fact, the information, which Duke asserts is not contrary to any
information presented on the record in these cases, has been on the Applicant's website
shtce 2009 and 2010 for the East and West End sites, respectively. Moreover, Duke states
that the attorney examiner closed the record in these cases, with no objection from any
party, and OC.C has failed to file a , rnvtion to reopen the record in these cases. Duke
maintains that, had OCC offerec d̂ this evidence at hearing, Duke .may, have offered rebuttal
testirnony; however, since it no longer has this option, Duke would be unfairly prejudiced
by the admission of this evidence at this late date.

Duke notes that, while the Supreme Court has affirmed the Commission's ability to
take administrative notice of matters outside the record, such notice has consisted of the
Ccarrunission's own records. See Schuster v. Pub. Utid. C.ornrrt., 139 Ohio St. 458 at 461, 40
N.E.2d 930 (1942); Cantan v. Pub. Lttill. Comm., 63 Ohio St.2d 76 at footnote 1, 407 N.E.2d 930
(19$0), However, Duke states that the Supreme Court has also held that the Commission
zn.a.y not take administrative notice of matters outside of the record, in particular, where
thc,- matter sought to be adm.itted in not the Commission's own record. See Forest Hills v.
Pub. LFtil, Comm., 39 Ohio St.2d 1, 313 N.E.2d 801 (1974). Duke offers that, in Forest Hills,
the court foLmd that the evidence must be introduced at hearing or brought to the
attention of the parties prior to the decision, with an opportunity to explain and rebut.
Duke points out that none of the cases cited by OCC in support of its motion involve
rnatters not otherwise within the Commiission's own record. Moreover, none of OCC's
cited cases involve the adrni:ssion of evidence one month after the hearing is closed and
involve information that was publicly available during the pendency of the case.
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Finaliy, Duke states that OCC seeks to misuse Ohio Evid.R. 201, which only allows
judicial notice of an adjudicative fact that is not subject to reasonable dispute. Duke
asserts that the evidence OCC seeks to have adrnitted goes to the heart of the MGI' dispute
in theses cases and, thus, the admission of such evidence would be contrary to C)hio
Etrid..fZ.. 201 and should not be admitted.

Upon consideration of OCC's motion for admin.istrative notice and the responsive
pleadings, the Cornrnisszon finds that it should be dezi.ied. As pointed out by Duke, the
website documents are not new documents recently posted by Duke on its website; rather,
they have been on Duke's website for at least three years and, in fact, the website has been
referenced in discovery and testimony in these cases. For OC C to now attempt to util'zze
this information to discredit the sworn testimony of witnesses that OCC had ample
opportunity to depose and cross-exan-dne, at this late date, is inappropriate. OCCs
argument that Duke's due process ri,ghts are protected by merely affording Duke the
opportunity to respond to the late-filed website documents in its reply brief is weak, at
best. As noted by Duke, the issue OCC is attempting to address thxough these documents
affects a large part of the Comsn.ission s final decision in these cases. Thus, absent well-
substantiated arguments to reopen these proceedings in order to provide Duke the
opportunity to respon:d, whzch, as Duke notes, OCC did not request, the information can
not be admitted into the record. Accordingly, OCC's motion for administrative notice
should be denied.

Finally, Duke moves to have any references to the late-offered information stricken
from the initial and reply briefs filed by OCC/OPAE. OCC opposes Duke's motion to
strike stating that Duke has failed to conform to the Cornrnission`s rules, because Duke did
not include, as part of its motion, a memorandum in support of its motion, in accordance
with Ohio Adrn,Code 4901-1-12. In reply, Duke argues that OCC's argument regarding
Ohio Adm.Code 4901-1-12 elevates form over substance, in that, if the Cornxrtission denies
OCC's motion for adrnirni.strative notice, any references in the briefs to the website
documents must be ignored. The Commission agrees that, even absent Duke's stated
request to strike references to the website documents, since we denied. OCC's motion for
atiministrative notice in the proceeding paragraph, it is necessary to strike any references
in the brief and reply brief filed by OCC/OPAE to the website documents. Therefore, we
find that Dukers motion to strike should be granted, and any such references should be
stricken from the brief and reply brief.filed byr C?CC/C3PAE and disregarded.

C. Motions for Protective Orders

At the hearing in these cases, Duke moved for the issuance of a protective order
regarding certain information contained within the testimony and exhibits of OCC
witnesses Campbell, OCC Ex. 15.1, and Gould, OCC Ex. 17.1, as well as OCC Ex. 6.1. In
support of its motions, Duke asserts that certain information contained in these exhibits
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refers to sensitive infrastructure that is considered confidential by the I)epartment of
Homeland Security; therefore, Duke requests the inforrnatxon not be made public. In
addition, Duke requests that certain i.nformatian concerning the bid prices be treated as
confidential trade secret in:fox°.mation. At the hearing, no one objected to Duke's motions
for prOtectiti=e order and the attorney examiner found that the motions were reasonable
and should be granted.

Ghio Adm.Code 4901-1-24, provides that, un.Iess otherwise ordered, protective
orders issued pursuant to this rule, automatically expire after 18 months, However, given
that the exhibits contain sensitive utility infrastructure, consistent with previous rulings on
such critical energy infrastructure information, the Commission finds that it would be
appropriate to gran.t protective treatment indefinztely, until the Commission orders
otherwise. Therefore, until the Commission orders othemTise, the docketing division
should m ai.ntain, under seal, the in.form.atic ►n filed confidentially on February 25, 2013, and.
May 14 and.15, 2013.

If the Comznission believes the information should no longer be provided protective
treatment, pric:>r to the release of the information, the parties will be notified and given an
oppartunity, in accordance with Ohzo Adm.Code 4901-1-24(F), to file motions to extend a
protective order.

D. Motion for Interlocutory Appeal filed by OCC/OPAE on Brief

By Entry issued Apri14, 2013, the attorney examiner, inter alia, granted the motion
to extend the hearing date iui these cases filed by Duke, CJCC, OI'AE, GCHC, Kroger, Direct
Energy, OMA, IGS, PWC, CBT, Cincinnati, and Staff. In that Entry, it was noted that, on
April 2, 2013, the Stipulation was filed by some of the parties to these cases and, as part of
the Stipulation, the parties agreed to litigate the MGP-related issues at the evidentiary
hearing. Therefore, the attorney examiner established April 22, 2013, as the deadline for:
each party that filed an crbjection. to the Staff Report to file a staten-ient identifying which
objections pertain to the issues that are not part of the Stipulation and will be litigated at
the evidentiary hearin.g; each party that previously prefiled testimony to ffle a statement as
to whether their witnesses will appear at the evrdentiaary hearing and, if so, tl-ke party shall
identify which portions of the witnesses' testimony address the issues that will be litigated
at the hearing; and Staff and: all parties shall.file any additional expert testimony. On April
22,2013, testimony was filed by Duke, Staff, OCC, and Kroger.

On April 24, 2013, C7CCJC)I'AE fiied a joint motion to strike the additional
testimony filed by Duke on April 22, 2013. C>CC/C7PAE note that Duke's additional
testimony filed on April 22, 2013, was filed nine months past the deadline for direct
testimony and two months past the deadline for supplemental direct testimony.
According to OCC/OPAE, the .Apri14, 2 013 Entry was not an invitation to provide for the
filing of this direct testimony on the IvIGP issue, but was intended only to allow parties to
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address the impact, if any, of the Stipulation on the issues for hearing. Furthermore,
OCC/OPAE state that the testintony filed by Duke on April 22, 2013, was, in fact, rebuttal
testimony. In support of their motion, C)C.C/OPAE argue that Ohio Adm.Code 4901-7-01,
App, A and 4901-1-29 require utilities to file their testimony in rate cases on a, specific
schedule to allow intervenors to prepare for the hearing and file their testimony with
knowledge of #:he utility's direct testimony. The exceptions for allowing the filing of
supplemental testimony set forth in the rule are not applicable here, according to
OCC/ GI'AE. Whi1e OCC/QPAE acknowledge that the rules may be waived for good
cause shovvn, they believe that, since the rules do not provide any other opportunity to file
additional direct testimony in a rate proceeding, Duke's testimony should be stricken.
Absent tl-ie opportu.ni.ty to conduct discovery and prepare for cross-examination,
OCC/C?PAE assert that Duke's testimony, filed on April 22, 2013, is highly prejudicial to
C7CC, OPAE, and other parties.

On April 26, 2013, Duke filed its memorandum contra to the motion to strike filed
by OCC/OP.AI. Duke states that the April 4, 2013 Entry clearly invited additional
testimony on IvIIGP issues and the Coinrnission's rules and procedures allow for such
filing. While the Commissiozi s rules generally prescribe the timing and type of testimony
to be filed, Duke notes that Ohio Adm;Code 4901-1-38(B) provides that the Commission
may waive such rules for good cause shown, Duke argues the testimony filed on AprH 22,
2013, is not improper rebuttal testimony and that other parties are not prejudiced by the
filing of this te,^timony. Finally, Duke states that the Commission will be well served by
allowing this additional testimony on these important policy issues.

At the hearing in these matters, on April 29, 2013, the attorney exasniner denied the
motion to strike filed by OCC/4PAE on April 24, 2013, stating that, 'fhe attornev
examiners' April 4, 2013, Entry clearly invited the filing of additional testimony by staff
and the parties" (Tr. I at 15).

In their brief, OCC/OPAE filed an interlocutory appeal. of the attorney examiner's
Apri129, 2013 ruling, in accordance with Ohio Adm.Code 4901-1-15(F) (sic). In support of
their interlocutory appeal, OCC/OPAE reiterate the arguments set forth in their April 24,
2013 motion, namely that the Commission's rules do not provide for the late-filed
testimony submitted by Duke on April 22, 2013, and the testimony was highly prejudicial
to (7CC, CJPAE, and other parties. They restate that the extenuating circumstances
provided for in the rules for the filing of supplemental testimony do not apply in these
cases to Duke"s testamony. Therefore, CJCC/0PAE urge that Duke's April 22, 2013
testimony be stricken. (OCC/OPAE Br. at 101-107.)

In response, Duke states that OCC/OPAE were not prejudiced by the additional
testimony filed on April 22, 2013, stating that OCC/C7PA.E had ample opportunity to file
additional testimony and chose not to. Moreover, OCC/OPAE and other parties had the
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opportunity to depose Duke's witnesses and to cross-examine such witnesses. (Duke
Reply Or. a_t 38.)

Upon consideration of the April 24, 2013 interlocutory appeal fited, on brief, by
OCC/OPAE and Duke's reply, and upon review of the record in these cases, the
Comrni.ssion finds that the appeal is with.out merit and should be denied. It is evident both
by a review of the April 4, 2013 Entry and the statement by the attorney examiner at the
April 29, 2013 hearing, that all parties, including Duke, were invited to file additional
testimony. While OCC/OPAE claim that they have been prejudiced by the filing of Duke's
testimony, we fa#l to see how such is the case when there were other avenues available to
them which would allow them to fully respond and address any issues brought up in
Duke's testirnony. For example, OCC and/or OPAE, if they found the need to rebut any
issues raised by Duke, could have requested to subrnit rebuttal testimony; however, no
such request was made. Moreover, the record reflects that a.ll parties, including L7CC and
OPAE, werf^ given every opportunity in cross-examination to question D-Lrke's witnesses,
as attested to by the four days of hearing that concluded with over 1,000 pages of
transcript. Therefore, the Conirnission concludes the motion for interlocutory appeal of the
attorney exatr7iner's April 29, 2013 ruling denying the April 24, 2013 motion to strike
Duke's April 22, 2013 testimony, which was filed by UCC/OPAE, should be denied, and
the attorney exan-LiYi:er's ruling should be affirmed.

E. OCC's Motion to Strike Two of Duke's C3bjections to the Staff Report

On February 19, 2013, OCC filed a motion to strike objections (6) and (15) filed by
Duke on February 4, 2013, regarding the proposed MGP deferral and the facilities
relocation tariff, In support of its motion to strike, OCC states that the objections lack
specificity in violation to Ohio Adm.Code 4901-1-28(S). Upon consideration of C)CC's
rnotion to strike these two objections to the Staff Report, the Comixlission finds that it is
without merit and should be d.enied.

Iff. SUIyiMARY OF THE EVIDENCE AND DISCUSSION

A. C3verview

As stated previously, a Stipulation was filed by some of the parties to these cases
and, as part of that Stipulation, the parties agreed to litigate the issues related to the
Applicant's recovery of costs associated with investigation and remediation of Duke's two
MGP sites, the East and West End sites, at the evidentiary hearing. Therefore, in this
Order, the Caznmission will first address the uncontested portion of these cases in its
review and coz^.5ideraticrn of the Stipulativn, Upon our consideration, we conclude that the
Stipulation should be approved and adopted. Thereafter, we consider the contested issue
regarding Duke's request to recover the deferred environmental investigation and
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remediation costs associated with former MGP sites. Atter a thorough review of the legal
issues and the record in these matters, the Commission concludes that Duke's request to
recover MGP investigation and remediation costs for the period from January 1, 2008
through Decernber 31, 2012, should be approved to the extent set forth below in this
Order.

B. Sumrrcary of the Local Public He.rings

The Commi.ssion received significant public correspondence related to these cases,
In addition, each of the local public hearings was well attended: 25 witnesses tcstif'ied at
the Harnilton hearing, 28 witnesses testified at the hearing held in Union Township, eight
witnesses testified at the Middletow7n hearing, and 14 witnesses testified at the hearing
held in Crnc;izunati. Most of the testimony received at the local public hearings expressed a
general opposition to any increase in Duke's natural gas rates. Witnesses also expressed
concern with the compensation received by Duke executives and they asserted that Duke
did not pay sufficient taxes.

C. Stipulation

1:. Sunun.ary of the Stipulation

A Stipulation., signed by Duke, Staff, CJCC, OPAE, GCHC, CBT, Kroger, Direct
Energy, and PWC, was filed on April 2, 2013, as corrected on April 24, 2013 (jt. Ex. 1). The
Stipulation was intended by the signatory parties to resolve a11 outstanding issues in these
proceedings, witl-t the exception of Duke's request for cost recovery associated with
remediation of the €armer MGP sites. On April 8, 2013, Cincinnati filed a letter in support
of the Stip-ulation. On April 22, 2013, IGS filed a letter stating that it elected not to become
a signatory party to the Stipulation, noting that the Stipulation does not address its
objections in the cases, but that there are means, other than the Stipulation, by w-hich its
concerns can be addressed. In support of the Stipulation, Duke filed the testimony of
William Don Wathen (Duke Ex. 19B), C?CC filed the testignony of Beth F. Hixon (OCC Ex.
1), and Staff filed the testimony of William Ross Willis (Staff Ex. 2).

The following is a summary of the provisions agreed to by the stipulating parties
and is not iratended to replace or supersede the Stipulation:

(1) Revenue Requirement - Duke's revenue requirement is
$241,326,770, tuhich reflects a$Q increase in the sum of
annualized revenues €rorn current base rates. The $241,326,770
excludes gas costs and includes the annu.aiized revenues from
the accelerated ^.^tain replacement program rider (Rider AMRP)
and the advance utility rider (Rider ALT) effective at the time of
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the filing. Upon approval of the new
proceedings, Rider AMRP and Rider AU
recognize recovery of investment through
March 31, 2012, in base rates,

rates in these
will be reset to
the date certain,

(2) Return on Equity - Duke's actual capital structure of 53.3
percent equiqr and 46.7 percent debt, and a return on equity
(ROE) of 9.84 percent, shall be established. The ROE shall not
be used as precedent in any future gas proceeding, except for
the purpose of determining the revenue requirement for
collection from customers in proceedings addressing Duke's
SmartGrid rider, currently 'Known as Rider AU, and Rider
AMRP. Duke shall use 5.32 percent as its cost of debt for
deterznining carrying charges for future gas deferral requests
until the cost of debt is reset as part of the resolution of Duke's
next gas distribution rate case. Duke shall bear the burden of
proof with respect to any future ROE request not otherwise
provided for in tl-ds StipuladQn.

(3) Depreciation - Duke shall use the depreciation rates as Teflected
in the Staff Report.

(4) AMRF - The incremental increase to the AMRP for residential
custorners will be capped at $1.00 annually on a cumulat•ive
basis. When rates become effective as a result of these cases,
the AMRP rates shall be capped at $1.00 per customer per
month, as supported in In re Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., Case No.
12-3028-GA-RDR, et al. The cap for recovery from residential
customers beginning in 2014, 2015, and 2016 shall be $2.00,
$3.00, and $4.00 per custonner per month, respectively. The
Rider AMRP revenue requirement calculation will include
amortization of Duke's deferred camera work expense,
approved in In re Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., Case No. 09-1097-GA-
AAM, over a five-year period and will also include expenses
related to oxigcaing c,amera work related to the AMRP activity
during the period 2001 through 2006. Duke may seek recovery
frox7:c customers of the unamortized: balance of the deferred
camera work, via an existing or netiv7y proposed rider, prior to,
but not after, the expiration of the five-year amortization
period.

-13-

EAcept as modified in the Stipulation, the revenue requirement
calculation and procedural timelines for Rider AMRP will be
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the same as was approved in prior proceedings; however, the
cost of capital shall be calculated using the debt and equity
established in the Stipulation.

(5) Rider AU - Duke will continue recovering costs associated with
deployment of SmartGrid for its gas distribution business. To
the extent practicable, Duke will file Rider AU
contemporaneous with its annual filings for the electric Rider
Distr7bution. Reliability - Zitifrastruchare 1_Vlodernization (Rider
I}R.-.IM). Duke wi:ll include in its Rider AU revenue
requirement, and not in base rates, amounts related to recover
deferred grid m.odernization, operation and maintenance
(O&M) expense and carrying costs, incremental O&M savings
and gas furnace prcrgram incentive payments and
adzninistrative expenses.

(6) MGl' - Duke may establish a rider (Rider MGP), subject to the
terms of this Stipulation and subject to Cominissign
authorization after hearing from the parties in litigation, for
recovery of any Con1missi©n-approved costs associated with
Duke's environmental remediation of ivIGP. The parties agree
to litigate their positions at the evidentiary hearing in the
above-captioned proceedings, for resolution by the
Commission in its Order in these cases. Staff agrees to litigate
its positions as stated in the Staff Report on the MGP issues,
subject to the usual caveat to allow for correction of errors, if
any, or updated information. Any recovery of costs from
customers for environmental remediation of Duke's MGP shall
be allocated among classes as follows:

Residential Service (RS)/ Residential 6$.26 percent
Firrn Transportation Service
(RFT)/ Resid:entiai Service Low
Income Pilot (RSLD___
General Service (GS)/Firarn. 7.76 percent
Transportation Sen, ice (FT) Small
GS/ FT Large 21.6$ ercent
Interruptible Transportation Service 2.30 percen.t

-14-

(7) Residential Rate Design - Duke will submit a cost of service
study in its next natural gas general base rate proceeding that
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separates its residential class into a heating class and a
nonheating class.

(8) Reconnection Charge - Duke will withdraw its request for
approval of a change to its Reconnection Tariff, meanFng that
the reconnection charge wil.l rernain at the current amount.

(9) Accelerated Sez-vice Replacement Program (ASRP) - Duke will
withdraw its request for approval of an ASRP. If Duke
proposes an ASRP or a similar prQgran-i in the future, its
proposal shall ensure that rates for such a program will not go
into effect before January 1, 2016.

(10) Facilities Relocation -I'he mass transportation rider (Rider
FRT) will not be approved in these proceedings.

-15-

(11) Line Extension Rider (Rider X) - Duke's proposed changes to
Rider X, to use a net present value (NPV) aiiaiysis to determine
whether the customer will con:tribute to the costs of
construction or -M1l receive the facility extension free of charge,
shall be approved. In addition, Duke will include all
volunzetric base distribution revenues aitd fixed monthly
charge revenues in the deterrrunation of whether the customer
will contribute to the cost of construction or will receive the
facility free of charge. For purposes of applying its NPV
analysis, Duke will use 5.32 percent as the discount rate and.,
for residential customers, it will assume a term of no less than
10 years.

(12) Right-of-way Ta.riff Language - Duke shall modify its proposed
right-of-way tariff to read as follows:

The customer, without reimbursement, shall
furrush all necessary rights-of-way upon or across
property ov^med or controlied by the custnmer for
any and all of the Company's facilities that are
necessary or incidental to the supplying of service
to the customer, or to continue service to the
customer.

The customer, without reimbursement, will make
or procure conveyance to the Company, all
necessary rights-of-way upon or across property
owned or controlled by the customer along
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dedicated streets and roads, satisfactory to the
Company, for the Company's lines or extensions
thereof necessary or maintenance incidental to the
supplying of service to customers beyond the
customer's property, in the form of Grant or
instrument customarily u..sed by the Company for
these facilities.

Where the Company seeks access to the
customer's property not along dedicated streets
and roads for the purpose of supplying or
maintaining service to customers beyond the
customer's property, the Company will endeavor
to negotiate such right-of-way through an
agreement that is accepta'oie to both the Company
and the customer, including with corr.zpensation
to the cust4nxer. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
the Company and its customers maintain all their
rights under the law with respect to the Company
acquiring necessary rights-of-way in the
proviszon of service to its customers,

(13) PWC Weatherization. Funding - Duke will provide PWC
$350,000 per year through shareholder contributions to be used
for tow-incorne weatherization in Duke's service territory. The
funds will be made available to PWC as agreed in either these
proceedings or in settlement of the Duke Efectric Rate Case, but
not in both. PWC may elect, at its discretion, to use the funds,
in whole or in part, for either electric or natural gas
weatherization programs. This annual shareholder funding is
in addition to the $1,795,000 that is currently being collected
and that will continue to be collected from customers through
Duke's base gas distribution rates for PWC's weatherxzatiQn.
program and all such collections from customers and funding
of PWC shall remain in place until the effective date of the rates
in Duke's next gas distribution base rate case.

(14) C).PAE Energy Fuel Fund - The parties recomm:end and seek the
Comznission's approval in continuing the waiver of Ohao
Adm.Code 4901:1-14 granted to Duke, in In re Duke Energy
Ohio, Irrc., Case No. 08-1285-CA-V1VR, Entry (Dec. 19, 2008)
(Duke Waiver Case), to allow distribution of fuel fund dollars as
requested in that waiver application, so loi-ig as the refund

-16-
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dollars are avazlable. In seeking approval of the continuation
of that waiver, the parties also recoxrunend that the elzgibility
requ:irements be changed from 175 percent to 200 percent of the
poverty level to from 0 percent to 200 percent of the poverty
level for pipeline refund dollars.

(15) Economic Development -Duke shall withdraw its request for
authorization of ratepayer funding for an economic
de•velopment fund via the proposed economic development
rider (Rider ED).

(16) Supplier Rate Codes - Duke shall make available to competitive
retail natural gas s-uppliers (suppliers) up to 80 rate codes per
supplier to be provided under Duke's current fee structure as
set fiorth in Duke Rate Retail Natural Gas Supplier and
Aggregator Charges (SAC), PUCO Gas No. 18, Sheet No. 45.2,
meaning that 25 rate codes will be provided at no charge and
any rate codes above 25 used by a supplier will be provided at
a cost of $30 per rate code per n-tonth, Duke shall make these
additional rate codes, up to 80, available to suppliers within 60
calendar days of the Order in these cases.

Duke shall enter into good faith negotiations with suppliers to:
(1) determine ways in which the supplier could help streanzline
rate code pxocessing to lessen or avoid costs associated with
additional incremental rate codes above 80; and (2) to the
extent necessary, establish a supplier paid fee structure to
compensate Duke for its incremental costs for processing
additional incremental rate codes above 80. Duke shall not
charge, through distribution rates or any other recovery
znecliartiszn, the irzcrern.ental cost of making additional rate'
codes available to suppliers to Duke's customers. Duke shall
work with suppliers to complete, within 12 months of the date
of the Order in these proceedings, a plan for a permanent
billing system n-todification to replace the current rate code per
month fee structure, if such permanent 1ailling system
modifications are more economical than long-term
continuation of the per rate code per month structure. Upon
mutual ad eement that permanent billing system modifications
are more economical, Duke and suppliers shall work in good
faith to agree upon the details of implementing, and suppliers
paying for, the perznanent billing system modification,
including a reasonahle time frame for completion. Duke shall

-17-
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not charge, tbrough distribution rates or any other recoverv
mechanism, the cost of any such billing system rnodification to
Duke's customers. These provisions do not, and are not
intended to, %nhibit or preclude suppliers from recovering such
costs from their customers through the sup pliers' rates and
have no effect on Duke's collection of such charges on behalf of
suppliers or the purchase of receivables from suppliers.

(17) Tari#fs - Duke shall file applicable compl.iance, tariffs within 14
days of the subrnission of the Stipulation. The compliance
tariffs shall include the tariff language filed with the
application, as amended by the Staff Report and the
StipuIation, All work papers supporting the tariffs shall be
provided to interested parties upon request. Interested parties
ivill review and comunent within 10 days of receipt of the
iaroposecl. tariffs.

(18) Waiver of Standard Filing Requ'rrements - Duke does not need
to provide a comparison of 12 months actual income statement
to the partially forecasted income statement as required by
Ohio Adm.Code 4901-7, at Appendix A, Chapter II(A)(5)(d),
page 11.

(19) .I`3atural Gas Vehicle (NGV) TariEf and Rate Gas Generation
Interruptible Transportation (GGIT) - Duke's proposed tariffs
Rate NGV and GGIT shall be filed for approval. Both shall be
administered in a carnpet3t%vely neutral marmer.

(20) Staff Report Resolves Other Issues - The Staff Report resolves
the remaining issues not addressed in the Stipulation, with the
exception that Duke will not submit a facilities-based cost of
service study in its next gas distribution base rate case.

(Jt. Ex.1: at 5-14.)

2. Rate Base

-18-

The following informaticrn presents the value of Duke's property used and useful in
the rendition of natural gas distribution services as of the March 31, 2012 date certain, as
stipulatect bj= the parties (Staff Ex. 2 at Sch. B-1);
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Plant-in-Service
Depreciation Reserve
Net Plant in Service

Customer Advances for Const.ruction
Customer Service Deposits
Post Retirement Benefits
Inves.fxnent Tax Credits
Deferred Income Taxes
Other Rate Base Adjustments

Rate Base

$1,623,220,034
^44'7,I?52^
$1,176,167,390

$ (3,597,473)
(8,a2Z,5C 2)

(14,645,755)
(6,554)

(282,950,314)
15,796f710

$882,242,442

_19-

TT.-ie Gommission finds the rate base stipulated by the parties to be reasonable and proper
and adopts the Nraluatzon of $882,242,442 as the rate base for purposes of these
proceedings.

3. Qperati^ome

The following information refiects Duke's operating revenue, operating expenses,
and net operating income for the 12 months ended December 31, 2012 (Staff Ex. 2 at Sch.
C-1):

0eratin Revenue
Total operating revenue $384,015,062

Qperating ExYpenses
O&M
I'3epreciation
Taxes, other
Federal income taxes
Total Operating Expenses

Net Cjgeratiing Incorne

$221,071,618
44,082,034
24,898,498
25,765,571

$315,817,721

$68,197,341

The Commission finds the deterxrdn.ation of Duke's operating revenue, operating
expenses, and net operat•i.ng income, pursuant to the Stipulation, to be reasonable and
proper. The Corxisnissicsn wzll, therefore, adopt these figures for purposes of these
proceedings.



Attachment I
Page 20 of 80

12-1685-GA-AIR, et al.

4. Rate of Return and Authorized Increase

-20-

As stipulated by the paz°ties, Duke has a net operating income of $68,197,341 under
its present rates. Applying Duke's current net operatf.ng incorne to the rate base of
$882,242,442 results in a rate of return of 7.7-3 percent. Such a rate of return is sufficient to
provide Duke with reasonable cornpen.sation for the service it renders to its customers.

The parties have agreed to a recomrnended rate of returrt of 7.73 percent o4 a
stipulated rate base of S884,242,442, requiring a net operating income of 9i6$,197,341. The
reventie requirement agreed to by the stipulating parties is $354,01.5,062, including gas
costs, which results in a zero percent increase in the sum of annuaiized revenues from
current base rates. (Staff Ex, 2, Sch. A-1 and C-1.)

5. Stipulatio:n Evaluation and Conclusion

Ohio Adrn..Code 4901-1-30, authorizes parties to Commissxon proceedings to enter
into stipulations. Although not binding on the Cammission, the terms of such an
agreernent are accorded substantial weight. See Aki:on v. Pub. t,itil, Comm., 55 Uhio St.2d
155, 157, 378 N.E.2d 480 (1978). This concept is particularly valid where the stipulation is
unopposed by any party and resolves almost all issues presented in the proceeding in
which it is offered.

The standard of review for considering the reasonableness of a stipulation has been
discussed in a number of prior Comrn:ission proceedings. See, e.g., In re Cincinrzatx Gas &
Electric C.o., Case No. 91-410-EL-AIR (Apr. 14, 1994); In re Western Reserve Telephone Ca.,
Case No. 93-230-TP-ALT (Mar. 30,1994); In re Ohio Edison Co., Case No. 91-698-EL-FOR, et
al. (Dec. 30,1993); In re Cleveland Eiectric Illum. Co., Case No. 88-1704EL-AIR (Ian. 31,13$9);
In re kestrzternent of Accounts and Records (Zimmer Plant), Case No. 84-1187-EL-UNC (Nov.
26, 1985). The ultimate issue for our consideration is whether the agreement, which
embodies considerable time and effort by the signatory parties, is reasonable and should
be adopted. In considering the reasonableness of a stipulation, the Cc+mmission has used
the following criteria:

(1) Is the settlement a product of serious bargaining among
capable, knowledgeable parties?

(2) Does the settlement, &s a package, benefit ratepayers and the
public interest?

(3) Does the settlement package violate any important regulatory
principle or pxactice?
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The Supreme Court has endorsed the Coznrr:ission's analysis using these criteria to
resolve issues in a manner economical to ratepayers and public utilities. Indus. Energy
Consumers of Ohio Power Co. v. Pub. Util. Comm., 68 Ohio S0d 559, 561, 629 N.E.2d 42,.^
(1994), czfitag Consumers' Counsel v. Pub, Util. C'otnrrz., 64 Ohio St.3d 123, 126, 592 N.E.2d
1370 (1992). Additionally, the Supreme Court stated that the Commission may place
substantial weight on the terms of a stipulation, even though the stipulation does not bind
the Commission. Cvrzsurrers` Counsel at 126.

Duke witness Wathen, Staff witness Willis, and <JCC witness Hixon testify that the
Stipulation is a product of serious bargaining among capable, knowledgeable parties. The
witnesses state that the stipulating parties regularly participate in rate proceedings before
the Commission, are knowledgeable in regulatory matters, and were represented by
experienced, competent counsel. (Duke Ex. 19B at 3; Staff Ex, 2 at 3; QCC Ex. 1 at 9)
Specifically, Svfr, Wathen i-iotes that the parties to the Stipulation represerzt all stakeholders'
interests, including both residential and nonresidential customers, as well as low-income
customers. According to I1!Ir. Wathen, negotiations in these proceedings occurred via in-
person meetings, telephone conferences, and ernail exchanges, with all parties being
invited to attend these meetings and all issues raised by the parties being addressed in
reacl-t:ing the Stipulation. (Duke Ex..19E at 3-4.) Therefore, upon review of the terms of the
Stipulation, based on our three-prong standard of review, the Cornmission finds that the
first criterion, that the process involved serious bargaining by knowledgeable, capable
parties, is met.

With regard to the second criterion, Duke witness Wathen, Staff witness Willis, and
OCC witness Hixon assert that the Stipulation benefits ratepayers and the public interest
(Duke Ex. 19B at 5; Staff Ex. 2 at 3; QCC Ex. 1 at 4). Mr. Wathen explains that the
Stipulation addresses the recommendations contained in the Staff Report and benefits all
customer classes, as customers will experience a substantially lower base rate increase than
that which Duke proposed in its application. Moreover, Mr. Wathen explaiiL.s the
Stipulation provides for many benefits through the agreed-upon rate design and provides
a direct benefit for low-income customers through shareholder-funded contributions to
support weatherizat;.an initi.atives and other programs. (Duke Ex.19S at 5-6) ln addition,
Mr. Willis points out the Stipulation,: avoids the cost of litigation; results in a$D increase in
base gas retail rates; caps the increase to Rider AMRP for residential customers at $1.00
annually on a cumulative basis; saves $317 million in rates over a 9- to 10-year period,
because Duke withdraws its request for an ASRP; maintains the reconnection charge at the
current level; provides that Rider FRT wi1J not be approved; establishes a rate of return of
7.73 percent based on an R:C)E of 9.84 percent and a cost of debt at 5.32 percent; and
provides for shareholder-funded low-income weatherization programs and a low-incozne
fuel fund (Staff Ex. 2 at 3-4). Ms. Hixon adds that the Stipulation; provides for a cost of
service study separating the residential customers into heating and, nonheating classes for
the next rate case; recoxrtm.ends changes to Rider X to use the NPV analysis to deterrrux ►e if
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a customer will contribute to the costs of construction; changes the right-of-way tariff
language; and withdraws Duke's request for Rider ED (^.7CC Ex. I at 5-9). Upon review of
the Stipulation, we find that, as a package, it satisfies the second criterion as it benefits
ratepayers by avoiding the cost of litigation and is in the public interest.

Duke witness Wathen, Staff witness Willis, and C)CC witness Hixon also testify that
the Stipulation. does not violate any important reg-ulatory principle or practice (Duke Ex.
19B at 6; Staff Ex. 2 at 5; C3CC Ex.1 at 10). The Commission finds that there is no evidence
that the Stipulation violates any important regulatory principle or practice and., therefore,
the Sfzpulat"ion meets the #;h.ird criterion.

Accordingly, we find that the Stipulation entered into by the parties is reasonable
and should be adopted.

6, Effective Date and Tariffs in CoMliance with Stipulation

As part of its investigation in these matters, Staff reviewed the various rates,
charges, and provisions governing terms and conditions of service contained in Duke's
proposed tariffs. On April 15, 2013, Duke filed compliance tariffs in these proceedizigs in
accordance with the provisions of the Stipulation. No caanrnents were received regarding
Duke's compliance tariffs. Upon review, the Corrunission finds the proposed revised
tariffs filed on April 15, 2013, to be reasonable and in accordance with the Stipulation;
therefore, such tariffs should be approved. Consequently, Duke shall file final tariffs
reflecting the revisions approved in conformance with the Stipulation in these cases. The
new tariffs wi11 become effective on a date not earlier than the date upon which complete
final tariff pages are filed with the CoiYunission.

D. Liti ag ted :1VMGP Issue

The remainder of this Order is devoted to the Commassiorti's consideration of
Duke's request for recovery of MGP-related costs and our ultimate conclusions on the
legal issues. Initially, we review tlie history of MGPs and Duke's Ohio MGP sites
specifically. We then overview the costs Duke is requesting to recover and the parties'
responses. Next, we provide a detailed description of the East and West End sites and the
investigation and remediation actions, as set forth by Duke and the parties on the record in
these cases. Thereafter, we consider the legal arguments regarding: Duke's remediation
obligations; the used and useful requirement set forth in R.C. 4909.15(A)(1), as it applies to
Duke's proposal; the requirement for recovering costs for rendering public utility service
set forth in R.C. 4909.15(A)(4), as it applies to Duke's proposal; and whetl-ter the costs
sought to be recovered by Duke were prudently incurred, in accordance with R.C.
4909.154. Ultimately, we defernune that Duke should be authorized to recover $62.8
million, minu.s the amount requested for the purchased parcel on the East End site, the



Attachment 1
Page 23 of 80

12-1685-GA-AIR, et al. -23-

2008 costs for tl-te West End site, and aII carryizig charges, on a per bill basis, over a five-
year amortization period.

1. MCP and the Stipulation.

Although the Stipulation settled most of the issues in these proceedings, the
stipulating parties agreed to litigate the recoverability of costs incurred by Duke for the
(:mvironm:ental investigation and remediation associated with two former MGP sites that
were owned and operated by Duke's predecessor companies. These sites are referred to
throughout this Order as the East and West End sites and, as explained later in this Order,
each site is divided into parcels. There is no provision in the Stipulation for the recovery
of the MGP costs in base rates; rather, the Stipulation provides that Duke may establish a
rider for recovery of any Comrnission-approved costs associated with Duke's
environmental remediation of the MGPs. Furthermore, the Stipulation establishes how the
MCP remediatzon costs would be allocated an ►ong custorrt.er classes, in the event recovery
is authorized, Ut. Ex. I at 8-9; Duke Ex. 19B at 2; Staff Ex.1 at 31.)

At the hearing, in regard to the litigated PvMCP issue, Duke presented the following
witnesses: Jessica L. Bednarcik, Manager of 1Zemediaticm and Deeommissioning, Senior
Engineer with Duke Energy Business Services, LLC (DEBS); Shawn. S. Fiore, Vice President
of Haley & A.Irich, a certified professional (CP) under Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA) Voluntary Action Program (VAP); Andrew C. Middleton, President of
Corporate Environrnental Solutions, LLC; Kevin D. Margolis, partner in the law firm of
Benesch, Friedlander, Coplan. & Aronoff LLP; William Don Wathen, Director of Rates and
Regulatory Strategy for DEBS; and Gary J. Hebbler, General Manager, Gas Field and
Systems Operations for Duke. Staff presented Kerry J. Adkim, Public Adrrtiaustrator 2,
Accounting and Electricity Division. QCC presented: Kathy L. S.iagans, Principle
Regulatory Analyst with OCC, adopting the testimony of David J. Effron, a certified public
accountant and a-util'zty regulatory consultant; Bruce M. Hayes, Principle Regulatory
Analyst with OCC; and James R. Campbell, President of Engineering Management, Inc.
Kroger presented Neal Townsend, Director, Energy Strategies, LLC.

2. History of MGPs and Duke`s MGP Sites

Duke states that the East and West End sites have waste products and contaminants
that are cons1dered hazardous substances, as defined by the federal Comprehensive
Environmen.tal Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended. (42 U.S.C.
9601, et seq.) (CERCLA). According to Duke, environmental remediation is primarily
governed in Ohio by the Ohio EPA under R.C. Chapter 3746 and Ohio Adm.Code 3745-
300-0I through 3745-300-114. Duke is clearting up both MGP sites under the direction of an
Ohio EPA CP employed by an envirorux-tenta.l consulting firm. {Ihr.ke Ex. 21 at 7.} Duke
opines it is acting prudently and in a reasonable and responsible manner in conducting
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these activities under the VAP ru.les promulgated under R.C. Chapter 3746, whieh, in
Ohio, is the statutory framework most conimonly and reasonably utilized for the
remediation of sites with historic contamination. (Duke Ex. 23 at 6; Tr. I at 141.)

Between 1816 and the mid-1960s, MGI's were used for the production of
comxnercial grade gas from the combustion of coal, oil, and other fossil fuels, for use with
lighting, heating, and cooking. During this era, three types of gas-making processes
generally dominated the manufacture of gas: coal gas; carbureted water gas; and oil gas.
(Duke Ex. 20 at 4-5; Staff Ex, 1 at 30.) Residuals resulting from the manufacture of gas
included: tar and some form of sulfur removal residual frorn all three fornv; of proce^sses;
some form of amm.onia residual from the coal gas process; and, at some plants, other
residuals like light oil or naphthalene. DulCe untness Middleton states that, if there was no
market or econorn.ic use for the residuals produced, the residuals became wastes for
disposal by the means customry at the time, which included onsite disposal at the MGP
site. (Duke Ex. 20 at 14, 21.)

Duke witness Bednarcik explains that the East and West End sites have been used
by Duke and its predecessor companies for gas traz3sm..ission, production, and other utility
services since the mid-1$!?t?s, Ms. Bednarcik details the facilities and structures associated
with the MGP facilities and gas operations that, through the vearsf have been located on
the East and West End sites. She submits that, wlule the two sites have undergone
changes in operations anci equipment over the years, they currently house a number of
critical infrastructures that are necessary for the provision of utility services. (Duke Ex.
21A at 2, 7-16, Att. JLB 1-3.) Duke emphasizes that, while the remediation necessitated
referencing the sites in geographic delineation used by the Ohio EPA, Duke views both the
East and West End sites as single operating facilities used to provide utility services to
customers (Duke Ex. 22C at 2).

M:GPs were t-aken out of service for reasons including: the plant had reached the
end of its useful life; it was more economical to provide gas from a larger plant; and
because the introduction of natural gas made them obsolete. (Duke Ex. 20 at 21.) Even
after natural gas became prevalent, some MGI's were used for peak shaving {Staff Ex. I at
30}. Duke witness Middleton explains that the typical operating, disposal, and
dismantling practice during the MGP era at former MGl' sites resulted in environmental
contamination of soil and groundwater. According to the witness, today's definition of
contam.ination, as opposed to the definition during the MGP era, often requires
rernediation under state or federal laws. L7r, Middleton notes that, beginning in 1970, the
United States (U.S.) Congress enacted a series of laws revolutionizing the approach to
environmental regulation. He explains that the application of the site remedi.ation process
for MGP sites generally began in the 1980s. (Duke Ex. 20 at 24.)
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Dr. Iu'M.iddleton explains that, when an area or site contains chemicals of
envaranm.ental interest, a site assessment and rerAediatian process will be implemented.
Generally, this process entails the following steps: preliminary assessment; investigation
and analysis of the data collected, snmetimes concluding with a quantitative risk
assessment; remedial action developxnent; approval of the proposed remedial action;
engineering design; construction contracting; construction; O&M and m.ortitoring; and site
closure. (Duke Ex. 20 at 32-35)

The two MGP sites at issue in these cases are the West End site, which began.
operations in 1843 and is located on the west side of downtown Cincinnati, and the East
End site, which began operations in 1884 and is located four miles east of dawntown.
Cincinnati. Manufactured gas production stopped in 1909 at these sites, after z-tatural gas
arrived in Cincinnati, but was reinstated in 1918 at the West End and in 1925 at the East
End, because the amount of natural gas delivered to the city could not adequately supply
customers. Subsequently, manufactured gas operations ended at the West End plant %n.
1928 and at the East End plant in 1963, After the plants closed, the abot,e-ground
equipment and most of the associated structures were removed. However, several below-
ground structures and related residuals remained, znc:ludiztg: remnants of gas holders, oil
tanks, tar wells or ponds, purffiers, retorts, coal storage bins, and generator houses, as well
as associated residuals such as coal tar, scrubber waste, and other chemica.Is. (Duke Ex. 21
at 5-6; Duke Ex. 20A at 2-3; Staff Ex. I at 31; Tr. I at 183.) Duke 14^tness Middleton asserts
that the management of the residuals at the East and West End sites appear to have
followed the comrr ►.on industry practices at the time of operations (Duke Ex. 20A at 2).

Duke witness Bednarcik is the manager of the remediation and deGornrnissiaidng
team for Duke. She explains that Duke, currently, is working on 48 MGP sites in Indiana,
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida, in addition to the two MGP sites in Ohio for
which Duke believes it has liability. Ms. Bednarcik states that the two sites in Ohio are the
largest footprint in Duke's portfolio, and some of the largest MG.Ps in the country. (Tr. I at
189,191; Tr. TI at 284.)

Ms, BednarcilE: argues that it is undeniable that the can.tarnination on these two sites
was due to the existence and operations of. MGPs used in the provision of gas service to
cu:stoiners (Duke Ex. 21A at 2). Duke witness Middleton explains that the following types
of residuals are found at the East and/or West End sites: coal gas, carbureted water gas,
and boiler ash at both the East and West End sites; producer gas onIy at the West End site;
and oil gas and propane gas only at the East End site (Duke Ex. 20A at 8-9).

Ms. Bednarcik states that MGP-related obligations at the two sites have been
anticipated by Duke since 1988, when Duke began its MGP-related program. However,
prior to 2006 and 2009 on the East and West End sites, respectively, these sites were
considered lower priorities because they were owned by Duke and had limited access, the
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groundwater was not used as a source of drinking water at the sites or by surrounding
properties, and contact was limited because the sites were essentially capped by asphalt,
concrete, or soil. (Duke Ex. 21A at 17, 79.) According to Duke witness Bednarcik, the
environmental investigation attd remediation was initiated at the East and West End sites
in 2007 and 2010, respectively, due to changing conditions at the sites that could have led
to new exposure pathways (Duke Ex. 21 at 8-9).

Ms. Bednarcik explains that, at any iV1GP or enviranmentally impacted site, the
extent of liability is unknown prior to the performance of environmental investigation
activities. According to the witness, once the existence of impacted material was
confirmed during the initial subsurface investigation. at the East and West End sites in 2007
and 2010, Duke moved prudently to address the impacts, based on the current and future
use of the sites, and discussions with the Ohio EPA CPs. (Duke Ex. 21A at 20.)

in 2009, once the environmental investigations began at the East and West End
sites, Duke filed an application seeking Comziiission. approval to defer cleanup costs at the
sites in In re Duke Energy 01-zio, Inc., Case No. 09-712-GA-AAM (Duke Deferrat Case) (Duke
Ex. 21 at 9). By Order issued November 12, 2009, in the Duke Deferral Gase, the
Com,t7ussion approved Duke's application to modify its accounting procedures to defer
the environmental inv estigation and remediation costs for potential recovery in a future
base rate case (Staff Ex. I at 30). In its January 7, 2010 Entry on Rehearing in the Duke
Defert°aI Case, the Commission stated that it will make the necessary determinations
regarding recovery of the deferred costs at such time as Duke files a request for recovery
(Staff Ex, 1 at 32).

3. Overview of Duke°s MGP Cost Recovery Proposal and Parties'
Positions

In its application, Duke requests recovery of: approximately $45.3 million for
deferred remediation costs incurred from January 1, 2008 through March 31, 2012; $15
rnillian in projected costs for the period Apri.l 1, 2012 thrnugh. December 31, 2012; and
approximately $5 million in carrying charges (Staff Ex. l at 35; Duke Ex. 2, Vol. 7, Tab I at
Sch. C-3.2b). Subsequently, Duke updated the requested MGP recovery amount to include
the actual deferred costs incurred from April 1, 2012 through December 31, 2012, which
reduced the amount requested in the application by approximately $3 million. According
to Duke witness Wathen, Duke now requests authorization to recover $62.$ rnillion in
actual MGP costs over a three-year amortization period for the two former MGP sites,
which equates to approximately $20,9 nullion annually. Mr. Wathen explains that the
proposed $62.8 million represents the actual costs, including carrying costs, that were
incurred by Duke as of. December 31, 2012. (Duke Ex.19C. at 3; Staff Ex.1 at 30-31; Tr.111 at
784.)
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Duke witness Pednarcik explains that the variables that affect the costs for the clean
up of the MGP sites include: the regulatory agency's standards related to source-like
material; the number of years the pla.n.t operated; the amount of gas produced at the sites;
the types of processes used to manufacture the gas; disposal options; current and future
site use; whether the utility owns the property; physical barriers or obstructions at, or close
to, the site; the depth of the subsurface corrfizung layer; grvundwater flow rate and depth;
the time when remediation occurred; and the site area. Ms. Bednarcik notes that, since the
East and West End sites have a long 1-istory of operation, were large gas producers, have
on-site barriers, i.e., sensitive underground utilities and a bridge, and have impacts at
depths greater than 20 feet, it would be expected that the rern.ediatiort costs would be
higher than a site that only operated for a few years with contamination only a few feet
deep. (Duke E?<, 21A at .10-31) Specifically, on the sites at issue in theses cases, the costs
incurred by Duke include:

(a) Envirnnmentai consultants that: investigate the
soil and groundwater impacts; perform perimeter
air monitoring during xernedial acd.ozis; and
provide detailed reinedial design, oversight, and
construction management, and who subcoi[tract
with construction firms to carry out the remedial
acticans,

(b) Site security;

(c) External analytical laboratories that analyze soil,
gro-andwater, and ambient samples;

(d) An environmental contractor to assist in the
management and review of zeports on the sites;

(e) An engineering con.su7ting firm to provide
vibration monitoring;

(f) Fuel for on-site construction equipment;

(g) Landfill disposal;

(h) Miscellaneous external costs include:electricitv,
communications support, utility clearing services,
street flaggers, personal protective and air
nzonitoring equipment;
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(i) Expenses for Duke employees working oYi the
project who are located in.l4orth Carolina, e.g., air
travel, rental cars, and hotels;

{^) Oversight by I7uke of the: analytical laboratory in
North Carolina, which perform audits of the
analytical laboratories and perform quality
control and review of analytical data; and power
delivery and gas operations personnel while
working in close proximity to sensitive electrical
and/or gas utilities;

(k) Duke's internal survey support, as well as project
management oversight, salary, and benefits.

-28-

(Duke Ex. 2, Vol. 7, Tab 1 at Sch. C-3.2b; Duke Ex. 21 at 19-20; Duke Ex. 21A at 35-40.)
Du:ke asserts that the processes and persoi-Lnel employed by the Company in
implementing its investigation and remediation activities are designed to achieve the
desired results in a cost-effective manner (Duke Br. at 35).

Staff states that its determination of the reasonableness of the MGP-related
expenses was limited to verification and eligibility of the expenses for recovery from
nalxxral gas distribution rates. Staff did not investigate or make any finding or
recoznmendations regarding necessity or scope of the remediation work performed by
Duke. (Staff Ex.1 at 40.) Staff witness Adkins notes that Staff finds it reasonable to accept
the opinion of Duke's Ohio EPA CP on these issues, because Staff currently has limited
expertise in the area of verifying the adequacy of environmental rerzi.ed'zationefforts under
applicable legal standards (Staff Ex. 6 at 25). CJCC believes that Staff should have
addressed the scope and necessity of the remediation activities to determine the prudency
of the MGP-related casts (CCC Ex. 14 at 27).

Staff recommends Duke be permitted to recover $6,367,724 in remediation costs
through Rider MGP. According to Staff, the record reflects that the majority of the
remediation costs are not associated with facilities that are used and useful as required by
R.C. 4909.15. In summary, Staff recommends that: for the West End site, none of the
expenses incurred be recoverable, because none of the remediation was done in the section
of the site used for gas distribution; for the central parcel of the East End site, al.l of the
expen.ses are recoverable because this parcel is currer^tly used for gas ope.ratxons; and for
the eastern and western parcels of the East End site, since Duke was unable to breakdown
the annual costs, only costs for remediating land within a 50-foot buffer zone around the
pipelines on the eastern parcel of East End site and costs associated with the northeastern
corner of the western parcel of the East End site that falls within a 50-foot setback from an
existing vaporizer building should be recoverable. (Staff Ex. 1 at 45-46; Tr. TV at 914; Staff
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Br, at 13, 19, 24.) OMA urges the adoptipn of Staff's recommendations, stating that they
are in compliance with R.C. 4909.15 and achieve the balance between investor and
consumer interests (OMA Reply Br. at 4).

Kroger asserts that the Commission should reject Duke's proposal to recover the
deferred rexnediaticn costs; however, if some recovery is permitted, Kroger states that it
should be limited to those costs that are just and reasonable and currently used and u.seful,
or a maximum of $6,367,724, as recozranentled by Staff. Kroger believes Staff's
recornm.enciati.on appropriately li.rruts the recovery to portions of the fortner MGP sites
that are currently used and useful. However, Kroger asserts that an investigation into the
prudency of the costs incurred by Duke is necessary and appropriate to determine the
proper recovery of remediation expenses and Staff's recornrnended recovery should be
reduced by the amount of costs that were imprudently incurred by Duke. (ICroger Br, at
1U-12.)

OCC witness Hayes offers that Duke should not be permitted to recover the MGP-
related costs frozz-z customers, arguing that the shareholders should be responsible for
these costs. OCC argues that the costs associated with the two former MGP sites were
previously recovered from customers in past rates. In CJCC's view, Duke's shareholders
have been aware of the risks associated with the MGP-related remediation concerns and
have not addressed these concerns; instead, shareholders have benefited from the
Company's rate of return, which Duke's customers have previously and continuously
paid., (C?CC Ex. 14 at 18, 35.) OCC/OPAE recommend that, if recovery is approved in
theses cases, the permitted level of costs be borne equally by Duke's shareholders and its
customers, net of any amounts recovered from insurance and tlhirrd-party liability claims.
Along with sharing the responsibility between customers and shareholders, OCC/OPAE
believe that, since Duke has not been the sole owner of the NfGPs dating back to the 1800's,
e,g., Columbia owned Duke's gas operations :from 1909 to about 1946, a ratio of Duke's
nonnwnership of the total MGP operational period should be applied to the amount Duke
is permitted to recover. Likewise, tJCC/ UPAE argue that the same ratio approach should
be applied to the purchased property that Duke did not own during the period of
contamin.atiort. In ad.dition, they contend tllat there should be a ratio developed to exclude
costs related to time periods of MCP operations that predated the Coxnmissiar;'s
regulation of Duke, i.e., prior to 1911. {UCC/C)PAE Br. at 4, 92-93).

If Staff's proposal for limitxn.g recovery to the used and useful portions of the
property is adopted, OCC recommends Duke vrtlyr be pertz-dtted to recover $1,164,144,
which includes carrying costs, for the investigation and reined'zation, This amount is
coiif.igured using C1C:.C witness Campbell's estimates of what costs should be permitted as
follows: $698,724 for the eastern and western parcels at the East End site; and $465,420 for
the property at the East End site that contains sensitive infrastructure. For the West End
site, Dr, Campbell asserts that no investigation and remediation costs should be
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recoverable. (C?CC Ex. 15 at 30-32, 38; OCC/OPAE Br, at 87-88.) OCC/OPAE state that, if
Duke is permitted to collect investigation and remediation costs from customers, Duke
should not be authorized to collect carrying costs (0CC/OPAE Reply Br. at 71).

Alternatively, if the Coznrnission rejects Staff's proposal and determznes that the
entire East and West End sites are used and useful, C3CC witness Campbell recomm.ends
Duke only be permitted to recover $8,027,399, which includes carrying costs, for the
investigation and romediation at both the East and West End sites. This amount provides
for recovery of $4,372,574 for the East End site and $3,654,825 for the West End site. (C?CC
Ex.1.5 at 38-39; OeCf QPA.E Br. at 88-$9)

4. Specific Investigation and Remediation Actions

a. C3hio EPA's Voluntary Action ProgramLVAP)

Duke witness Margolis states that Duke is acting prudently and in a reasonable and
respoz-isible griaru-Eer in conducting these activities under the Ohio EPA's VAP rules. Mr.
Margolis believes the VAP enables a party to have more control over the cleanup process,
save time and monev, a.nd be able to expeditiously and efficiently conduct a site
investigation and remediation. (Duke Ex. 23 at 6, 9; Tr. I at 141.)

The VAP, which is prescribed in R.C. Chapter 3746, is a set of rules, regulations,
guidance, and other directives from the Ohio EPA that establish a process by which
contaminated sites mav be investigated and remediated to Ohio EPA standards (Duke Ex.
23 at 5; Duke Ex. 26 at 2', 5). According to Duke witness Fiore, a licensed professional
gealogisf and an Ohio EPA CP for the remediation of Duke's East End site, the VAP is a
voluntary program that was created in 1994 for the purpose of providing remediating
parties with a process to investigate and remediate con.taxnination, and then receive either
a no further action (NFA) determination from a CP or a covenant not to sue (CNS) from
the state of Ohio that no more remediation activities were required. If the remediating
party opts to proceed with remedial activities without a CP, the party may not obtain an
NFA letter or a CNS from the state. CPs act as agents of the state, cvithin the VAP; and the
VA.P contains a comprehensive program regulating CPs, regarding items such as
education, experience, initial and ongoing training, professional competence, and conduct,
as further delineated in Ohio Adm.Code 3745-300-05. CPs are responsible for verifying
that properties are investigated and cleaned up to the levels required by the VAP rules.
Mr. Fiore explains the Ohio EPA: administers the VAP and Urban Setting Designations
(USD); provides user-paid technical assistaizce to assist remediating parties regarding the
VAP; is responsible for monitoring the perforznance of the CPs; and is required by law to
conduct audits of 25 percent of the properties taken through the VA.P to ensure that the
sites have been properly addressed and that CPs and laboratories have performed work
properly. (Duke Ex. 26 at 5-9; Tr. 11 at 549; Tr; III at 629.)
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Mr. Fiore states that the VAP does not require a specific type of remdiation and
does not address cost analysis (Tr. II at 553-554). Duke witness Fiore states that a
feasibility study, which is an exhaustive evaluation of potent-ial remedial alternatives is
required under the federal CERCLA, but it is not required under the VAP. However, he
points out that the remediation at the Fast and West End sites is being done pursuant to
the VAP and not under CEI2CLA; therefore, a feasibility study is not required. Duke did,
however, evaluate different remedial alternatives to come up with its current plan, i.e.,
excavation and in-situ solidification (ISS) at the East End site. According to the witness,
there are other more expensive alternatives that Duke could have elected, e.$„ removal of
all the impacted material da-wn to the bedrock and putting in a containment structure. Mr.
Piore emphasizes that the excavation and ISS techniques are presun-tptive remedies, that
remove the source material at the lowest cost for that material. Tktese r-e.^rr.edies are so
presumptive the Ohio EPA allows landfills to provide discounts if a party is working
under the VAP and disposes of the material in a landfill; thus, there is a financial benefit to
exaction and disposing of tl-ie material under the VAP that is not present under CERCLA.
(Tr.1:Il at 640-644.)

According to Mr. Fiore, under the VAP rules, an. NFA letter is very desirable
beca-ase it is confirrnatian that a site has been appropriately investigated and remediated
and that there are no unacceptable risks to current and reasonably anticipated future land
users. In acldition, an NFA leEter is required to obtain liability relief in the form of a CNS.
Alsci, the Ohio EPA, generally, will not issue an enforcement order on properties on which
work is being undertaken in conformance with the VAP. (Duke Ex, 26 at 22.) Mr. Fiore
states that, not only does the remediating party benefit from receiving an. NFA letter and
CNS, because it knows that all applicable standards have been met and there are no
unacceptable risks to current or reasonably anticipated land users, but, often, third parties
to a transacrional-type process, such as buying and selling, require the NFA letters and.
CNS (Tr. III at 590),

b. Overview of the I.nvestig;atar,n and Remed:iatzon on East a-td
West End Sites

i. General - Re.med.iatian Technologies

The environmental work at the East and West End sites has been conducted
following the guidelines of the Ohio EPA's VAP, under the direction of a V'AP CP. For
both the East and West End sites, VAP phase I and phase Il assessments were conductect,
The VAP phase I property assessments for the two sites determined that there was reason
to believe that releases of hazardous substance or petroleum have or may have occurred
on, underlying, or are etnanating from the sites. The purperse of the VAP phase II property
assessment was to determine whether all applicable standards are met or to determine that
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remedial activities conducted in accordance with the VAP at the property meet, or will
achieve, applicable standards. As a result of the V AP assessments, remediation action
plans for portions of the sites, were prepared and, in some instance, implemented. (Duke
Ex. 21.A at 21-24.)

Ms. Bednarcik explains that the technologies typically considered for IvIGP
remediation include: monitoring natural attenuatzcrn; excavation, solidification, in-situ
chemical oxidation, thermal heating, containment, engineering controls, and institutional
controls. In determinzng the remedial actions at the impacted sites, Duke worked with
environmental con.sultants and took into consideration factors typically analyzed in a U.S.
EPA feasibility study, including: whether remedial action is protective of human health
and the enzTironment; its effectiveness, both short-term and long--term; the ability to
implement a particular action; aild its cost. Duke also took into consideration the current
and future use of the site, and the short-term and long-term liability of the site, based on
the chosen remedial action. Risk assessments are perforrried, looking at the current risk to
a number of potential groups of people that may be present or exposed to the site.
Another factor considered is the state's regulatory cleanup program as it relates to the
presence of source material on the site. For example, she notes that, based on discussions
with the VAP CP, Duke proceeded with removal and/ox in-situ treatment of source
material, such as oil-like material (OLM) and/or tar-Iikc material (TLM) in the st7bsurface,
because the VAP requires the removal or treatment of such material to the extent
technically feasible. In making the decisions on the recornmended approach, Duke
involved its in-house environmental professionals, its environmental consultants,
including GPs, its legal advisors, and the Company's environmental and operations
management. (Duke Ex. 21A at 24-25; Tr. I at 207-209; Duke Br. at 35-36.)

Mr. Fiore opines that a CP would riot be able to issue an NFA to the East and West
End sites based solely on the remedies of either implementation of engineering controls,
such as asphalt or concrete, or on institutional controls, such as land use restrictions,
because such controls, would not meet all applicable VAP standards. To meet the VAP
criteria at these sites, removal or stabilization of the coal tar is necessary. According to the
witness, other, less expensive activities, such as environmental covenants or surface
capping, would allow the site to meet some standards, but not all applicable standards
and would not be as protective of human health and the environxnent. (Duke Ex. 26 at 20-
21, 23; Tr. III at 645.)

OCC/OPAE assert Duke praduced no evidence that ii-istitutional and engineering
controls would not have been adequate to control human exposure to chemica.ls of concern
(OCC/OPAE Br. at72-7"). C)CC witness Campbell asserts that Duke's expenditures were
excessive and imprudent for ?vIGP remediation. Dr. Cam:pbell observes Duke's approach
to remediation does not appear to have considered cost as a relevant factor. Dr. Campbell
notes that, since the two sites were already capped with asphalt, concrete, or soil layers,
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which limited human contact with potential residuals, the scope of the remediation should
have been limited. He believes it would have been prudent for Duke to have developed
remedial action plans incorporating cost-effective, protective measures for the MGP sites,
instead of the much more expensive excavation and disposal approach employed by
Duke. Dr. Campbell contends the Ohio EPA's VAP rules provide for protective remedial
alternatives that are far less costly than those chosen by Duke, include engineering,
controls and iristitutional controls. For exarnple, he states that, by applying institutional
controls and adopting commonly used risk mitigation measures, soil remediation at the
sites could have been accomplished without significant excavation, by construction of soil
cover to prevent human exposure to contama.nated soil. He explairzs that, with
instit-ution.aI controls, the point of compliance is from the ground surface to a minimum
depth of two feet, and at depths greater than two feet when it is rea.sonably anticipated
that exposure to soil wil, occur through excavation, grading, or maintenance. He further
offers that one less expensive alternative to the approach taken by Duke is to control direct
contact exposure to contaminated soils by constructing engineering controls, such as
covers or asphalts. Institutional controls can then be established to limxt future use of the
site or prohibit excavation of the contarna.nated soil wi_thout protective equipxn.el-tt and soil
handling requiremeitts. (OCC Ex.15at 5, $-12, 15; C7CC/QPAE Br. at b2,)

Duke points out that OCC witness Campbell is not a VAP CP, does not possess any
environrxt.ental certifications in Ohio, has never been involved in cleaning up an MGP, or
any other site, under the VAP, and has no experience with and has not performed any
work under the VAP. Thus, while Dr. Campbell offers opinions and other approaches that
he believes would be appropriate for remediation on the sites, such approaches would not
meet the applicable VAP standards. (Duke Reply Br, at 21-22.)

ii. Groundwater and Free Product

Duke witness Fiore explains that a LTSD under the VAP allows a remediating party
to exclude potable groundwater use as an exposure pathway from ftzrther consideration.
USD is a recognition by the Ohio EPA that groundwater in certain urbanized areas,
serviced by camununity water systems, is not used for potable purposes and that chenucals
from past industrial activities that may be present in such groundwater pose no
perceptible risk to consumption by the commu.nity, because the groundwater is not being
used and will not be used for drinking water purposes in the foreseeable future. Mr. Fiore
poizits out that there are stringent regulatory criteria in Ohio Adm.Code 3745-300-10 for
obtaining a C1SD and, based on these criteria, there would be complications obtaining a
USD for the two MGP sites being considered in these cases. (Duke Ex. 26 at 14-17.)

Mr. Fiore notes that there is significant free product, which is defined as a separate
liquid hydrocarbon phase that has a measureable tluckness of greater than one one-
hundredth of a foot, at the East and West End sites, in the form of liquid mobile coal tar.
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He states that the VAP assumes that properties with free product exceed applicable
standards for unrestricted potable use of groundwater. However, the Ohio EPA generally
requires that free product, regardless of source, be removed, or mitigated to the extent
practical, prior to issuance of an NFA under the VA:P. Mr. Fiore offers that, while NFA
letters have been issued to sites with free product, in limmited instances in which free
product did not impact groundwater and was stable, and where the director of the Ohio
EPA grazz.ted a variance troirs the standards, lio NFA. has been issued to MG.P sites in Ohio
where free product remains. He states that the free product at Duke's sites will impact
groundwater in excess of the standards and it is not stable; therefore, issuartce of an NFA
letter is impossible. In addition, the mobile free product could migrate from the tvo sites
at issue to the Ohio River which is adjacent to the sites; thus, making the issuance of an
NFA letter impossible. Moreover, the free produ,ct on the sites has migrated onto the
gxourld surface, causing exposure to land users. For these reasons, Mr. Fiore contends that
VAP requirements for rnigration of free product at the sites includes the removal. of the
free product. (Duke Ex, 26 at 17-19.) OPAE/OCC state that Duke witness Fiore's
discussion of free product is in error and does not rebut Dr. Campbell's positiozi. that
limited reirtediatior, of free product is necessary (OCC/OPAE br. at 38).

OCC/OPAE state that, for groundwater, there are several considerations for
protection under the VAP. First, groundwater can be protected by preventing chemzcals
of concern from reaching groundwater; however, this exposure pathway can only be
protected if groundwater is not already contaminated and Duke deternvned that the
exposure pathway could not be protected as groundwater was already contaminated. The
second protection exposure pathway for groundwater under tl-Le VAP is soil sat-uration,;
however, this protection is ncJt applicable because of the types of contanunation at Duke's
MCP sites. (OCC/OPA.E Br. at 63; OCC. Ex.1b at 15.)

According to OCC witness Campbell, for critical zone groundwater, such as at these
MGP sites, the VAP rules call for use of institutional controls, USDs, and variances, to
affect how and where groundwater standards are applied. Dr. Campbell asserts that the
points of compliance for groundwater are the property or USD area. He states that
rernediation is only required to the extent needed to meet applicable Unrestricted Potable
Use Standards (UPUS), found in. Ohio Adm.Code 3745-300-08, at the boundaries. He
believes that groundwater standards rnay not be exceeded at the property boundaries and
would not be exceeded at the appropriate USD boundaries. Therefore, at the 1VI.GP sites,
reniediation beyond engineering and institutional controls is not required to meet UPUS
inside those bourtdaries. He also states that Duke could have applied for a variance
suspending or modifying UPUS within the boundaries or beyond the boundaries. He
believes Duke's soil excavation below 20 feet and solidification of shallow and deeper soil
to address groundwater is not required by the VAP rules; therefore, Duke exceeded
reasonable tt'AP requirements. ffe states that, while Duke correctly concluded that potable
use of groundwater at the MGP sites is not a complete exposure pathway, Duke
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inappropriately applied the UPUS to all groundwater beneath the sites, which increased
the costs of reznediation. (C)CC Ex. 15 at 17-18, 24-25.)

For the MGP sites, OCC asserts that, rvhere the contantinant is on the property, the
VAP rules require implementation of institutional controls, e.g., use restrictions, or
engineering controls, e.g., fences or sail covers, to prevent onrsite exposure to
contaminated groundwater. Dr. Campbell explains that the VAP rules then require that
groundwater emanating from the property must not exceed the UUS. If the UPUS or
surface water standards are not exceeded at the property boundary, no additional
groundwater remedy is required. If a USD has been granted to the area aro-und the
property, then the same requirements apply, except that the point of compliance is tl-te
USD area boundary. If the UPUS are or wii.l be exceeded at the property, surface area, or
USD area boundary, the VAP rules require that groundwater beyond the boundary be
restored to the UPUS or a reliable alternate water supply to be provided to affected users.
(OCC Ex, 15 at 17-18.) Therefore, in the absence of evidence of groundwater or surface
water failing to meet the UPUS beyond the property boundaries, there is no justification
for Duke to spend money to remediate groundwater or soil to protect graundwater to
meet a point of compliance beyond property boundaries, according to QCC/C7PAE.
Moreover, because groundwater at the MGP sites is not and cannot be used for potable
purposes, and, in light of Ciiicinnati Municipal Code 00053-3, additiortial measures to
remediate groundwater for potable use are not necessary. Therefore, t7CC/fJPAP assert
that Duke need not have spent money for cleanup to protect groundwater beyond
property boundaries. (OCC/OPAE Br. at 67-68.) Dr. Campbell offers that there is no
indication that the groundwater discharging into tlae Ohio River has or will cause surface
water standards in the Ohio River to be exceede.d. In addition, there is no indication that
the groundwater upgradient, or the groundwater east and west of the MGP sites, exceeds
the UPUS (OCC Ex. 15 at 19).

According to Dr. Campbell, tar free product was not identified at the West End site
or the eastern parcel of the East End site; however, it was identified at the western parcel
of the East End site. While free proctuct requires remediation, the witness asserts that it
can be limited. Dr. Campbell states that the requirement under the VAP rules applies only
to the extent groundwater beyond the property or USD area boundaries may be affected.
The presenee of free product does not require the extensive and imprudent soil
remediation conducted by Duke, according to Dr. Campbell. 1Vloreover, even if the free
product affected groundwater at the property or USD boundaries, Duke could have
applied for a variance under the VAP rules to lirnit the scope of remediation due to:
technical infeasibility; the costs substantially exceeding the economic benefits; the
proposed rernediation, i.e., institutional or engineering contrals, will ensure that public
health and safety will be protected; and the proposed remediation method is necessary to
preserve, promote, protect, or enhance employment opportunities or the reuse of the
affected property. (QCC Ex. 15 at 22-23.) +C1CC/C3PAE state that the availabzlitv of
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variances from applicable standards for USDs, free product, azid other quantitative and
qualitative standards is a key component of the VAP. Such variances are given because of
the impracticality of a solution -,r.rhere the costs substantially exceed the econornicbenefits,
according to OCC/OPAE. They believe Duke's fai.Iure to use the variance procedure to
implement a more cost-effective remediation is indicative of imprudence. (OCC/OPAE
Br. at 77-78:)

c. H.istor and Description of Investigation and Rernediation. East
End Site

Duke witness Bednarcik explains that cleanup began at the East End site because
Duke was contacted by a developer who had land located adjacent to the site and the
developer was planning to construct a large residential development. In addition, the
developer had easements across a portion of the East End site for ingress and egress and
utilities, as well as a landscape easement on part of the western parcel of the site to
provide a buffer between the residential development and Duke's property and
operations. (Duke Fx. 21 at 8-10, Duke Ex. 21A at 17-18; Staff Ex.1 at 32; Tr. I at 256.)

Duke asserts that the entire East End site is presently used and useful in service to
Duke's gas customers and it is a n-iajor component in Duke's gas supply portfolio that
affects the integrity of its system and service to customers (Duke Ex. 22C at 10). The East
End site is currently a gas operations center and is used by Duke's construction and
mai-ntertanee division of the gas department for storage, staging of equipment, and offices
(Duke Ex. 21 at 7; Staff Ex. 1 at 32). Propane produced gas from the East End site currentl^.r
supplements Duke's provision of natural gas to its customers (Duke Ex. 20A at 4). With
regard to future use of the East End site, Ms. Bednarcik states that Duke will retain and
continue to maintain the current gas lines, construct new gas transmission lines, and
operate the gas plant on the property (Duke Ex. 21A at 16).

Ms. Bednarcik explains that the remediation activities on the East End site have
been sequenced to facilitate planned improvements on the site, so that ga.s activities could
continue. According to the witness, the active use of the East End site necessitated the
separation of the site into separate parcels. (Duke Ex. 21A at 18-19.) The Ohio EPA. allows
the segregation of sites into multiple identified areas (lAs) for environmental investigation
and remed.iation f.^urposes. Therefore, the East End site was separated into three smaller
IA.s, the central, western, and eastern parcels, as well as one purchased parcel. (Duke Ex.
21 at 10f 17; See map Staff Ex. 1 at 64.)

Duke witness Bednarcik notes that the eastern and western parcels were given a
higher priority than the central parcel, because of their proximity to the planned
residential development. In conJunctifln witll the investigations, a risk assessment was
conducted to determine the potential risk to human health due to the impacts on the
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surface soil (top two feet of soil) and subsurface soil (top 15 feet of soil, which is the typical
depth of constrcrction act-ivities), The risk assessment considered the possibility of
inhalation of fugitive dust and chem.icals of cc ►ncerm, and ingestion of, and dermal contact
with, soil. (Duke Ex. 21 at 10-11; Duke Ex. 21A at 25; Staff Ex.1. at 33.)

In 2010, the remediation action plans for both the eastern and western parcels of the
East End site were finalized and permits were acquired from the Ohio EPA; Cincinnati,
and others. For the East End site, a remedial action plan was developed to address
potential environmental and huznan health impacts in the top 15 feet of soil, and to
address potential environrziental impacts in the form of OLM and/c,r TLM below 15 ieet.
In addztiort, air sanzples were obtained from Duke's onsite buildings and 'a
communications plan, which iriciuded a community open house, fact sheets, and meetings
with government officials and stakeholders, was executed. During the remedial activities
on the eastern and western parcels, an independent environmental consulting firm
monitored the ambient air at the perrmeter of Duke's property. An air monitoring model
and a dust action level were established. (Duke Ex. 21 at 11, 14; Duke Ex. 21A at 22, 25;
Staff Ex. 1 at 33.)

With regard to the central and purchased parcels at.the East End site, Duke witness
Bednarcik testified that, based on. the results of the soil and groundwater samples, a
decision will be n-iade regarding whether remedial actions are required. She notes that,
without additional information concerning the presence or extent of impacts to these two
lAs, cost estimates for their clean up can not be generated. On the eastern and western
parcels, groundwater xreonitoring recommenced in 2012 to evaluate whether the
concentrations meet the Ohio EPA standards. If the groundwater does not meet
applicable standards, additional remedial measures znay be required. In addition,
excavation and in-situ solidification actizrities are planned for 2014 or 2015 for an
abandoned road between the eastern and central parcels of the East End site, and
remediation in the central parcel may be necessary in the future. (Duke Ex. 21 at 17-18;
Staff f;x.1 at 33; Tr. 1 at 183.)

C?CC witness Campbell specifies a remedy for the East End site that limits the need
for excavation to two feet in most locations, with 20 feet in the former tar pit. Specifically,
Dr. Campbell offers that remediation on the site should be limited to the portions tl-ta:t
were used and useful, and should includ.e: engineering controls, in the form of fencing and
two-foot soil cover for protection of workers from direct contact with contaminated soil;
and institutional controls, in the farm of an environmental covenant restricting ffilture use
of the property to commercialjindustrial use, prohibiting use of groundwater, and
requiring risk mitigation measures in the form of a soil rnanageinei-tt plan, (OCC/QPAE
Br. at 82; OCC Ex. 15 at 28.)
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For both the eastern and westerrt parcels of the East End site, O+CC wrtreess
Carnpbell states that many of the activities conducted by Duke 'Were not necessary;
thQrefore, he reconunends Duke not be perm.itted to recover costs for activities such as
security, air and vibration monitoring, excavation, excavation shoring, water management
and disposal, and off-site disposal of soil and solidification. He also recommends the
investigation and designing costs be reduced and the amounfi of time required to complete
the work be reduced to 45 days; thus, reducing Duke's internal and construction
rrranagement costs. (C7CC Ex, 15 at 30.)

Staff notes that there is sensitive irtfrastructure on the East End site that is currently
usk^d and useful for providing natural gas scrvice. Staff recommends the MGP
rernediation expenses associated with this sensitive infrastructure be reccsverable. (Staff
Ex. I at 43.)

i. Eastern Parcel of East End Site

Duke witness Hebbeler asserts that the eastern parcel has continued to be u.sed and
useful during the entire operating history. He explains that there are, currently, three
u-n.derground gas lines providing service to Duke's customers on the eastern parcel. These
gas znairts traverse the parcel and serve as feeds into the system and the propane injection
facility that is located in the central parcel. One of the lines crosses the Ohio River. In
addition, the eastern parcel is used for a clean fill area to dispose of spoils from main and
sexvice excavations (Duke Ex. 22C at 3-4, 7, 10).

Staf.E offers that a visual inspection of the eastern parcel reveals that it is a 9_7 acre
vacant field without any visible permanent structures, except for a bourtdary fence.
However, Staff reports that there are areas of the parcel that are used and useful for
providing natural gas distribution service, because underground gas mains transverse the
parcel to serve the propane injection facility and the city gate located zn the central parcel,
and they provide access to underground natural gas pipelines. Therefore, Staff
recommends Duke only be permitted to recover MGP costs incurred for the land 25 feet on
each side of the centerline of the gas pipelines; thus, providing a 504oot buffer around the
pipelines to allow for the maintenance and repair of the pipelines. Staff witness Adkiiis
states the 50-foot buffer is supported by his discussion with the Cornmission's gas pipeline
safety staff and the U.S. Sixtl-t Circuit Court of Appeals in Andrews v. Colurnbiu Gas Tran$rrr.
C'crrp., 544 F.3d 618 (6th Cir. 2008) (Staff Ex. 1 at 41, Att. MGP-5, -12; Staff Ex. 6 at 12-13, 17,
Att. KA-4; Tr. IV at 889, 895.)

The factors looked at by Duke when evaluating the eastern parcel of the East End
site were: the parcel would be retained by Duke for extei-Lsive utility operations; there were
high pressure gas mains traversing the site, -which would need maintenance and eventual
replacements; and TLM and OLM was present on the site. The available options for this
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parcel included: excavation with off-site disposal, solidification, and capping. Duke
witness Bednarcik offers that, while capping was the least cost option in the short term
and the easiest to implement, it would not meet the VAP st-andards and would not reduce
the long-terrn liability, as the mobile TLM and OLM would still be present. According to
Ms. Bednarcik, after corzsi.derin.g all factors, excavation and solidification were chosen as
the proper renxed.iation processes; thus, reducing long-term liability on the site and
removing or binding the contaminants. Solidification was chosen as the preferred option
due to cost-effectiveness, since it would n3inimize off-site ciisposal: costs and to minirnize
future leaching and dermal contact. (Duke Ex. 21 A at 25-26; Tr. TI at 294.) Excavation and
solidification, to bind up TLM and OLM in the top 20 feet of the site, on the eastern. parcel
of the East End site, occurred between 2011 and 2012 (Duke Ex. 21 at 11, 13-14; Staff Ex. 1
at 33.)

Duke disagrees with Staff's recUmmend.ation to only permit recoverv of costs on the
eastern parcel for the 25 feet on each side of the gas pipelines, noting that the entire eastern
parcel was the location of historic gas-related utility operations that have resulted in
environmental liabilities related to those gas operations. According to Ms. Bednarcik, tlus
property continues to be an integral part of Duke's utility system. The wxtness asserts that
Duke has the responsibility to remediate the contamination of the entire site under
CERCLA. (Duke Ex. 21A at 3-4.) Moreover, Duke witness Hebbeler opines that Staff
failed to recognize the necessity of the working area requirement-s on the eastern parcel
when dealing with pzpelines that cross a major body of water. Mr. Hebbeler notes that, if
replacement of these facilities across the river is needed, such operations would require an
area of approximately 200 feet by 200 feet. The witness also asserts that, when considering
this issue, one must view the history of the site, and, based, on past maintenance on the
parcel, he could see a distance in excess of 310 feet affected by the exeavation. He notes
that the easterzY parcel is only 415 feet wide. (Duke Ex. 22C at 4-5.)

Staff disagrees with Duke's assertion that it should be permitted to recover costs for
the whole parcel because it may need to replace a pipeline. Staff subrnits that this
argur:aent is speculative azzd 1-tirtges on an underlying prernzse that may never occur. In
addition, Staff notes that Duke ignores the location of the pipelines and the fact that
remediation efforts on the eastern parcel are well over 1(}0 feet from the pipelines.
Moreover, Staff states that there is no evidence that the eastern parcel was used as a clean-
fill site or that specific portions of the parcel will be used as a clean-fill site in the future.
(Staff Br. at 20-21, 23.)
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Duke v,Titness Hebbeler states that the western parcel includes new vaporizers for
the propane facility, a new entrance road, and a new flaring static,n. Mr. Hebbeler states
that the entire western parcel is needed as a buffer for the flaring operations. In addition,
he states that Staff did not recognize the limits of the sensitive utility infrastructure on the
western parcel and the need for the balance of the parcel to be used as a buffer for the
sernsitive infrastructure limits, (Duke Ex. 22C at 8-9.)

Staff points out that the new flaring station referred to by Duke was not operational
untiI Nn vernber 1, 2012, seven months after the date certain; therefore, it was not used and
useful on the date certain. Staff also rtotes that the old flaring station mentioned by Mr.
Hebbeler is portable and it was not located on the western parcel during Staff's
investigation. In addition, Duke did not meY-itiun the flare-off valve until it filed Mr.
Hebbeler' s second supplemental testimony, almost four months after the Staff Report was
filed. Moreover, Staff states that there is no evidence that remediation was necessary to
operate or maintain the portable flaring station, or that the entire western parcel is needed
or used to operate the old flare-off valve. Furthermore, Staff argues that Duke's buffer
zone argument is simitar to those raised by applicants, but rejected by the Co.mmi.ssion, in
previous rate case proceedings. See In re Ohio Edison C:o., Case No. 77-1249-EI,-AIR,
CJpir.ion and Order at 4(I`,Iov. 17, 1978); In re Dliio Americran Water Co,, Case No. 79-1343-
WW-AIR, Opinion and Order (Jan. 14, 1981). (Staff Br. at 27-28; Tr. I.II at 722.)

According to Staff, u.ntz.l very recently, the western parcel of the East End site was
vacant, with no above-ground structures and no underground gas mains. While, in 2012,
Duke began construction of new vaporizers for its propane facility near the northeast
corner of the western parcel by the current vaporizers, the new vaporizers were not in
operation on the date certain iri these cases. Therefore, Staff concludes that none of the
remediation costs at the western parcel were incurred to operate, maintain, or repair
natural gas plant that was in service and used and useful at the date certain, except for
expenses incurred in a small axea in the northeast corner of the parcel, Staff recognizes a
50-foot nunirnum setback from the existing vapori.zer building based on the National Fire
Protection Association Code requirements for licluicd gas vaporizers and gas-air mixers.
Therefore, Staff believes the land within 50 feet of the existing vaporizer building is used
and useful, and may be recovered; however, none of the expenses incurred in the
.remaiii.der of the western parcel should be recoverable in rates. (Staff Ex. 1 at 42-43; Staff
Ex. 6 at 14-15; Tr. IV at 889.)

Duke witness Bednarcik explains that the factors taken into consideration for the
remediation of the western parcel of the East End site include: Duke's retention of the
prcaperty; the extent of TLM and OLM, especially the location of a former tar lagoon; the
fact that impacted groundwater was likely migrating outside the property; and the
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presence of sensitive underground infrastructure. While solidification was considered,
excavation was ultimately chosen, in part, due to the presence of sensitive underground
utilities. (Duke Ex. 21A at 27.) Ms. Bednarcik states that excavation began on the westerrt
parcel of the East End site in 2010 and was finalized in 2011. For the western parcel, Duke
used vibration monitors to regulate work in order to protect sensitive underground
utilities and facilities, including sewer and process lines. In addition, Duke employed a
retention and bracing system to excavate and remove impacted soil. In the southern half
of the western parcel of the East End site, impacted material was excavated to a depth of
approximately 40 feet, due to the presence of deeper OLM and TLM impacts.
Solidification was not used on the western parcel due to the presence of limestone
boulders, which made the solidification process impractical. Duke witness Bednarcik
states that impacts below 40 feet will be treated by another remedial action in future
phases of the site work. (Duke Ex. 21 at 21-14; Staff Ex. 1. at 33.) In addition, Duke expects
to implement institutional controls on both the eastern and western parcels, such as land
use and/or groundwater restrictions as parfi of its final remedy (Duke Ex. 21A at 28),

iii. Central Parcel Of East End Site

According to Mr. Hebbeler, the central parcel is comprised of n.atural gas operations
that occupy the entire parcel. The operations in the central parcel are: the propane peak
shaving plant, sensitive utility infrastructure, pipelines, and field operations, including
parking and storing materials and equipment. He states that all three permanent
buildings on the parcel were c oxcstructed during the MGP era and are currently used in the
process for making propane air and mixing it with natural gas. (Duke Ex. 22C at 7-8.)

Staff states that its investigation of the central parcel of the East End site revealed
active natural gas operations on the entire parcel. Such opexations include a propane
inject-ion. facility, a city gate transfer point between Duke Ohio and Duke Kentucky,
meeting facilities, a field operations center, materials storage for field construction
activities, andd an eqtiipm:ent parking and staging area. Staff believes the entire central
parcel was both used and useful for providing natural gas distribution service on the date
certairt in these cases; therefore, the remediation costs incurred at this parcel should be
eligible for recovery. (Staff Ex. 1 at 42; Staff Ex. 6 at 14.) OCC believes Duke has not
completed investigation or conducted remediation on the central parcel. However, QCC

, states that remediation costs for the central parcel should be linuted to prudently incurred
costs. (C3CC Ex. 15 at 30.)

iv. Purchased Parcel of East End Site

Duke sold part of the original MGP site on the East Er.id site, located west of the
zvestern pa.reel, in 2006; however, this properhT was .xeaccluired by Duke in 2011. As part
o.f this 2011 real estate transaction, Duke also acqu.ired nine acres of numerous contiguous
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properties located to the ivest, which were suspected of being impacted by the former
MGP operations. (Duke Ex. 21A at 13.) The property sold by Duke in 2006 constitutes
orcly a sr.nall portion of the nine acres Duke purchased in 2411(f`r. 11 at 342). According to
Ms. Bednarcik, an investigation in 201.1 on a portion of the purchased property indicated
the presence of MPG impacts and a more thorough study was scheduled for 2012. (Duke
Ex. 21 at 15; Staff Ex. 1 at 64) The person who sold the nine acres to Duke in 2011, bought
the parcels that comprise the rune acres for a combined total purchase price of
approximately $1.9 million (UCC Ex. 9; Tr. TI at 365). Mr. Wathen states that the
purchased properq' was recorded on the Company's books as nanut2.lity plant; it is not
part of rate base, Therefore, if it is sold, any proceeds would go to the shareholders, since
custorz-ters had no investment in the property. Mr. Wathen believes ratepayers should pay
for the remediation on the purchased property, because the ren.-tediation expenses are
necessary business expenses that do not have anything to do with who owns the plant.
(Tr. III at 755-756.)

According to Staff, Duke purchased the property for $4.5 million and the $2,331,580
included for recovery in the application in these cases represents the amount over and
above the fair market value of the land that Duke paid in order to acquire the property
(Staff Ex. 1 at 34). Staff nvtes that, historically, the purchased paxcel was a residential
neighborhood that was tiever part of the former East End MGP site. Currently, Staff
describes the property as a large vacant field with no visible structures or underground
facilities that are used and useful in providing natural gas d z̀stributxon service. According
to Staff, Duke is requesting to recover the premium it paid to the developer so it could
purchase the land in order to protect itself from future liability arising from the presence
of MGp impacts. Therefore, Staff recornrnends that none of the deferred expense
associated with the purchased parcel be recovered from customers. (Staff Ex. 7. at 43; Staff
Ex. 6 at 15-16, Att. KA-6.) Staff further notes that Duke witness Wathen admits the
purchased property is not included in rate base and is not used and useful (Staff Br. at 17;
Tr. 111755, 792). Moreover, there is no eviden.ce, according to Staff, that the purchased
property will eventually be used to provide gas service to customers. Staff argues that,
although Duke claims it needs the purchased propert)r for some future purpose, past
precedent reveals the Con-Lmission has refused to accept similar future use arguments for
the basis of recovery. In re Toledo Edison Company, Case No. 75-758-EL-AIR, Opinion aztd
Order (Nov. 30,1976). (Staff Br. at 17-18)

Kroger asserts the costs associated with a premium Duke paid to a developer to
purchase property back are not O&M expenses related to rerrdering gas service and cannot
be recovered from customers. Kroger states that the purchased property is a nonutility
asset, was not used and useful in the provision of gas distribution service as of the date
certain, and, therefore, the costs associated with the purchased property should i-iot be
recovered from custamers. (Kroger Br. at 9.)



Attachment 1
Page 43 of 80

12-1685-GA-AIR, et al. -43-

C)CC f C7PAE believe Duke's decision to sell this portion of the East End site in 2006
was imprudent, as it changed the property use so as to cause or accelerate the need for
reinediatxon and potentially heighten the level of remediation. Prior to the sale in 2006,
OCC/OPAE state that the property had both engineering and institutional controls in
place and these controls were considered adequate prior to the sale of the property.
Therefore, given that the initial sale of the property was imprudent, the scope and
necessity of remediatimn was also imprudent. (0CC./C)PAE Br. at 5$-60.)

Du.ke disagrees that the costs to remediate the purchased pa.rcel not be recoverable,
stating that Duke is responsible not only for the impacts of the MGl' d%rectly under the
histoxic site, but also for cleanup of any rnipacts off-site that can be linked to the operations
conducted at the site while under Duke's own:ershi.p. Ms. Bednarcik states that future use
of the purchased parcel will be determined based on the needs of Duke. after the
completion of any required zn.vestigation and remediation. (Duke Ex. 21A at 5,16:}

d. History and Descri-ption of lrtvestiiza.tion and Rerztediation
West Fnd 5it.e

Duke witness Bednarcik explains that cleanup began at the West End site because,
once the Ohio Department of T'ran:sportation and the Kentucky Deparfirn.ent of Highways
finalized their preferred location for a new Brent Spence Bridge Corridor Project, which
directly crosses the West End site, certain Duke facilities on that site needed to be
relocated, including a large substation, a number of transformer bays, and underground
transmission lines, as well as the replacement of a transmission totNer. Because the surface
cap on the West End site, which worked as an interim measure to limit contact with
potentxally im:pacted material, wou.ld be disturbed with the bridge construction and the
relocation of power delivery equipment, Duke decided to plaii for a phased remedial
investigation. Moreover, according to Ms. Bednarcik, the remediation schedule was also
accelerated because the new bridge structures, iE constructed prior to ren-tediation, would
hinder and greatly increase the cost of future remediation work due to accessibility
restrictions. (Duke Ex. 21 at 8-9,15; Duke Ex. 21A at 19,^ Staff Ex.1, at 32.)

The West End site is pa-rceled into three lAs: Phase 1, the area south of Mehring
Way between the two substations; Phase 2, the majority of the area north of Mehring Way;
and Phase 2A, the westernmost portion of the property north of Mehring Way. (Duke Ex.
21 at 15-16; See map Staff Ex. I at 61-62.)

NTs. Bednarcik explains that, at the West End site, a portion of the 1916 generating
station is still standing and is currently used for electrical storage and for housing
electrical relays. In addition, the property contains transmission towers, two large
substations, and transformer bays. A gas pipeline also crosses the Ohio River, directly east
of the Brent Spence Bridge, and enters Ohio at the West End site. A gas generating/pump
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house is also on the West End property and a northern portion of the property, Phase 2, is
used by Duke employees for parking. (Duke Ex. 21 at 7,16; Staff Ex.1 at U)

In de.terrnin°rng the proper rexnediatitan for the West End site, Ms. Bed7zarcik states
that the factors considered include: Duke's retention of the property; the presence of TLM
and OLM; and the nature and extent of construction work in connection with the bridge
project and associated electrical utility relocation. tAtrrnately,Ms. Bednarcik explains that
containment was eliminated as a remedy due ta the cost and keying the containment wall
izlto the bedrock at the site. Rather, excavation and solidificat3.on were chosen as the
preferred options for the West End site. (Duke Ex. 21A at 2$)

Phases 1 and 2 were the fi.rst parcels to be addressed, because those are where Duke
will be constructing the new electrical equipment to replace equipment impacted by the
bridge cqnstruction. In 2010, for PhaSes 1 and 2: the majority of the soil and groundwater
investigation occurred; the remedial design was developed and consultants contracted
through a bid process for the detailed design, construction manageinent, and air
monitoring; the communications plan was developed; and permits were obtained.
Remedial action for Phases 1 and 2 started in 2011 and continued into 2012, wherein the
soil would be excavated to 20 feet, with solidification of deeper material impacted by OLM
and Tlaivi. Remediation work was expected to be completed in 2012 for Phases 1 and 2. In
addition, in 2Q1'2, Duke was to extend the remediatioz-t to Phase 2A, which was expected to
be completed in 2013. Ms. Bednarcik states that, once Duke completes the construction of
the new electrical equipment and the dernolition of the current equipment, in Phases 1 and
2, environmental work will recommence. Potential off-site impacts will be evaluated once
the areas where the main former MGP processes were located have been evaluated and
remediated. (Duke Ex. 21 at 15-16,1$-19; Staff Ex.1 at 35.)

OCC witness Campbell calculated the cost of the remedy for tlie West End site to
include: institutional controls, in the form of maintenance of the fence and maintenance of
the previously existin.g engineered cover for Phase 2 for the West End site (OGC Ex, 15 at
35).

Duke witness Hebbeler asserts that the entire West End site is presently used and
useful in service to Duke's gas and electric customers and it is a major component in
Duke's gas supply portfolio that affects the integrity of its system and service to
customers. He states that the West End site is entirely included as plant-in-service for
electric customers today. (Duke Ex. 22C at 11, 14). According to Duke witness Bednarcik,
the environmental remediation costs for the entire West End site should be recoverable
because the historic manufactured gas produced at this site was distributed and used by
gas ratepayers during the time the MGP was in operation, thus, Duke customers
benefitted from the services provided by the operation of the MGPs at this location. (Dtike
Ex. 21A at 5-7; Tr. I at 2,73.)
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Staff states that most of the Phase 1 parcel on the West End site is used for electric
distribution and transmission facilitzes. Staff notes that, while there are two naturai gas
pipelines and a small structure that houses a city gate metering and regulating station on
the eastern edge of the parcel, all of the MGP remediation work was conducted in areas
devoted to electric transmission. None of the remediation work was performed on the
parcel devoted to the natural gas pipelines; therefore, Staff contends the expenses incurred
were not related to the operation, maintenance, or repair of natural gas distribution
facilities and should not be recoverable thraugh gas rates. (Staff Ex. 1 at 44-45, Att. 1'vI.GP-
1 0; Staff Ex. 6 at 9-10, Att, KA-3.)

Currently, Duke owns and operates two gas transmission pipelines on Phase 1 that
supply natural gas to the Ohio distribution system. The terminatian point of this
transmission pipeline is the meter and regulator station located on Phase 1. In addition,
this building houses the remote terminal units equipment, which is part of the supervisory
coiztrol and data acquisition system that monitors and controls the nat'aral gas distributian
system. This line supplies approximately 20,000 customers at peak hour. Duke plans to
instail a new gas transrrdssion line at this property. As with the eastern parcel of the East
End site, Mr. Hebbeler notes the necessity for a work area on the Phase 1. parcel to install
and maintain the pipeline crossing the Ohio Rive. (Duke Ex. 21A at 1.1-12; Duke Ex. 22C at
12-13.)

OCC witness Campbell testifies that reasonable expense for the Phase 1 parcel on
the West End site would have been: the construction of an upgraded two-foot soil cover in
areas where needed to protect wozkers; soil excavation for relocation of the electrical
substation following a soil management plan; institutipnal controls through an
environmental covenant restricting future use of the property to comxnezcial/industrial
uses and prohibiting groundwater use; soil excavation limited to a 20-foot depth in the
area where the new underground electric cables would be routed; and groundwater
monitoring (OCC Ex. 15 at 35).

ii. phase 2 of West End Szte, Nc,rth af 1VSehrin-g Vlây

Much of the Phase 2 parcel on the West End site was formerly used by Duke
employees from various departmen.ts as a parking lot (Duke Ex. 22C at 12; Staff Ex, 2 at
44). Phase 2 also includes a multipurpose building that was not used for utility service
and transmission towers. The parking lot and multipurpose building were removed fox
the rernediation work and have not been replaced. Staff states that the parcel is now
mostly compacted gravel devoid of any permanent structures, except for the electric
transmission towers. Staff submits that there are no facilities on the Phase 2 parcel that
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were used and useful for providing natural gas service to customers at the date certain in
these cases. Therefore, Staff recommends Duke not be permitted to recover any of the
O&M expenses incurred during remediation acti:vities on the Phase 2 parcel, because they
were not related to the operation, maintenance, or 3-epa.ix of natural. gas plant-in-service.
(Staff Ex. I at 44, Att. MGP-9; Staff Ex. 6 at 8-9, Att. KA-2.) Staff notes that the parking lot
was used by numerous Duke units that were not solely devoted to providing services for
gas custozrcers. Therefore, Staff asserts that, if Duke is entitled to recover rern.ediation costs
related to the p'arking lot, these costs should be allocated among various units so gas
customers only pay a portion of the cost:s. (Staff 3r. at 14-15.)

Duke witness Hebbeler notes that, while it is not possible to continue using the
Phase 2 property vvhile it is undergoing remediation, when remediation is complete, the
C'ompanyr plans to cQntiz-tue use of the properl y, (Duke Ex. 22C at 12.) Specifically, Duke
intends to retain the Pha.se 2 parcel for electiic transrnission and distribution use, and it is
anticipated that parking for Duke employees at this IocatiQn will be reinstated after the
completion of remediation efforts (Duke Ex. 21A at 12).

5; MGP LegaI Argume.nts

a, Le â I Obligation to Remediate

Duke notes that no party has questioned that tl-te Company has liability for the
remediation of the East and West End IvIGP sites or that remediation is necessary (Duke
Br. at 31; a r. IV at 884). Duke explains that, under federal and state environmental laws,
CERCLA and R,C. Chapter 3746, as the current owner of the MGI' sites and as a direct
successor to the company that formerly owned and operated the MGPs, Duke is
responsible for environmental cleanup on the sites. Duke contends it is responsible not
onty for the impacts within the boundaries of the historic site directly under the location of
historic equipment, but also for any cleanup required off-site that can be linked to the
operati6n conducted at the MGI' site while under Duke's ownership and/or operation.
(Dkike Fx. 2IA at 33-34; Duke Ex. 23 at 6.)

According to Duke, CERCLA imposes retroactive and strict liability for rem.ediating
con.taminated sites on current and past owners or operators of a site. in. addition, the state
of Ohio imposes liability on parties that own or operate corttaminated properties, e.g., R.C.
Chapters 3734 an+l 6111. The state has also enacted laws and regZZlatioitis to encourage
volu.ntary cleanup, as a proactive, flexible, and cost-effective substitute fcax a sanction-
based enforcement liability approach. According to Duke, the VAP is one such proactive
prograxr ►.. Duke states that, while the VAP is labeled voluntary, based on the liability
irrtposed by CERCLA, there is really nothing voluntary about it, other than the flexibility
with respect to accomplishing the remediation. (Duke Br. at 5-6.)
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In response, Kroger points out that Duke's remed.iation efforts under the VAP will
not necessarily meet CERCLA standards. Kroger offers that Duke has provided no
evidence to show that the VAP standards are equal to or more stringent than the CERCLA
standards. Therefore, Kroger asserts that Duke's argument that it is necessary to conduct
this remediation in order to comply with CERCLA should be ignored, as Duke's own
testimony shows that Duke has made no effort to actually comply with CERCLA. (Kroger
Reply Br. at 8-9.)

Wh:ile CERCLA authorizes the Ohio EPA to respond to releases or threatened
releases of hazardous substances that may endanger public health, welfare, or the
environment, CJCC points out that Duke voluntarily undertook the rernediation at the
MGP sites and has not been faced with an enforcement action by either the U.S. EPA or the
C?hio EPA. C7CC states, and iC..rager agrees, that the strict liability provisions of the
CERCLA apply to awners and operators, not customers. (OGC/OPA.E Br. at 21-12; Kroger
Reply Br. at 8)

As noted by the Company, no party d'zsagrees that there is liability attached to the
remedia.tion of the MGP sites at issue in these cases. There is no dispute that CERCLA.
imposes retroactive and strict liability for remediating MGl' sites on past and present
owners. In addition, no party disagrees that the Ohio EPA's VAP is an appropriate
program for responsible entities to use when remediating contaminated sites in Ohio.
Rather, the primary disagreement amongst the parties is whether the statu.te permits the
inclusion of the costs of such investigation and remediation in a rider charged to Duke's
customers and whether the costs incurred, as of December 31, 2012, were prudent. While
interven.ars appear to irLfer that, since the VAP is a voluntary program, Duke could have
chosen to waylay its reznediation efforts, the Com_rnission disagrees. As we stated in our
Order in the Duke Deferral Case, the environmental investigalion and rezxtediation costs are
business costs incurred by Duke in compliance with Ohia and federal regulations and
statutes. Based on the record in these cases, the ComYnission: believes that Duke acted
appropriately in responding in a proactive manner to addressing its obligations to
remediate the Iv1GP sites in Ohio.

b. P.C. 4909.25(A)(1) - Used and Useful

i. Asggment-, by Parties

Staff states that, when fixing rates, the Gon-►xnission must determine the rate base by
the valuation as of the date certain of the property that is used and usefui in rendering
public utility service, pursuant to R.C. 4909.15(A)(7). In addition, the Cornrnission must
determine the cost to the utility of rendering the public utility service for the test period,
pursuant to R.C. 4909.15(A)(4). Staff submits that the Supreme Court states, h-L Consunters'
Counsel v. Pub. Utit. Comm., 67 Ohio St.2d 153, 167, 423 N.E.2d 820 (1981) (Consumers'
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Counsel 1981), that "R.C. 4909.15(A)(4) is designed to take into account norrnal, recurring
expenses incurred by utilities in tlie course of rendering service to the public for the test
period.°" (Staff Br. at 7-8.) OMA agrees precedent supports the principle that expenses
related to property that is no longer used aYnd useful is not appropriate for recovery (OMA
Reply Br, at 4).

According to Staff, the real issue in these cases is whether the remediation costs
Duke seeks to recover are recoverable expenses under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4). Staff asserts that
it is a well-established precedent that expenses associated N^Tith property that is z2 ot used
and useful must be excluded from recovery. Staff relies on the Corrun:ission`s decision in
fn re Olaio Edison Co., Case No. $1-3001-EL -AIR, Opinion and Order (Aug. 16, 1990) (Ohio
Edison i), for the principle that various kinds of expenses, including O&M expenses, must
be matched with property that is used and useful during the test year. In OFiio Edison I, the
C;.crnirnission excluded O&M expenses associated with a facility that was not irl operation
during the test year. Staff also refers to In re Ohio Edison Co., Case No. 07-551-EL-AIR,
C7piniort and Order (Jan. 21, 2009) (Ohio Edison It), wherein the C.ommission denied the
recovery of expenses associated with. securing and maintaining several retired generation
facilities. (Staff Sr; at $-10.)

Staff witness Adkins states that, while Duke may be liable for remediation of the
IVIGP sites under federal or state law, the fact that remediation costs may be necessary
does not xnean they are recoverable from ratepayers. These MGPs ceased operations in
1928 and 1963, so they were not used and useful on the March 31, 2013 date certain in
these cases. Staff recommends that onl y expenses related to utility property that is both
used and useful in rendering gas distribution service on the date certain be included in gas
rates. To determ.ine which segments of the sites were used and useful on the date certain,
Staff reviewed the data supplied by the Company, reviewed the historical aerial
photographs from sources dating back to 1993, and Staff personally observed the sites.
Staff used the following three-step process to determine whether portions of ttie sites
should be assigned remediation costs: identify the site boundaries and all facilities and
structures on the sites; determine whether identified structures and facilities were used
and useful; and, if facilities and structures were used and useful, determine if remediation
work was performed on the area. (Staff Ex. 6 at 4-8, Att. K-1)

Staff asks that the majority of the remediation costs requested by Duke be
disallowed, assertira.g that, under Ohio law, the used and useful standard must be applied
in these cases to determine the recoverability of the MGP costs. In addition, Staff argues
that allowing Duke to recover all of its remediation costs causes inequitable cross-
subsidies, including that current customers would be subsidizing: electric customers by
paying for the remediation of electric facilities; prior generations of Duke's customers by
paying for remediation of MGPs that have not provided gas in 50 years; and future
generations of Duke's customers by paying for the remediation of vacant properties that
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may or may not be used in the future to provide gas service. (Staff Br. at 22-3.) Duke
disagrees with Staff's argument, contending that Staff overlooks the critical fact tllat the
remediation of the MGPs sterrts from the Company's status as a real property owner and a
former MGP owzier and operator. Duke notes that the rules and events necessitating
remed:iatinn did not exist when the MGPs were in operation and the costs are current costs
the Company is incurring today; there would have been no basis for seeking recovery of
the prior generations of customers. (Duke Reply Br. at 21.)

Duke witness Hebbeler disagrees that the current use of IvrGI' sites is relevant for
purposes of these proceedings because: envirorunental remediation at these sites is a
current cost of business, due to the Goznpany's owriersh.ip of these properties and liabiliqJ
for historic operations; and these MGPs were used to serve gas utility customers in the
past. (Duke E;x. 22C at 2) Columbia argues that Duke's request to recover d.eferred MGP-
related expenses is authorized by statute, permifted under the Supreme Court's precedent,
and consistent with past precedent of the Cornnzission; therefore, Duke should be
authorized to recover its necessarily and prudently incurred environmental 'znvestigation
and remediation costs, regardless of whether the remediation sites were used and useful
as of the date certain in these cases. (Columbia Reply Br. at 1).

Duke contends that Staff's argument that the Company's current -used and useful
operations must sit on top of the MGP residuals in order for cost recovery to be obtained is
misplaced. Duke reasons that the ratemaking farznula found in R.C. 4909.15 requires a
three-part ratemaking forrnula< As part of that formula, under paragraph (A)(1), property
must be used and useful in order to be reflected in the valuation of rate base for
establishing rates; however, under para:graph. (A)(4), which perta.ins to costs or operating
expenses to the utility of rendering service, contains no limitation on the basis of used and
useful. Duke asserts that the Com.m.ission already settled this issue in the Duke L7eferral
Case when it found that the MGP remediation costs represent necessaxy costs of doing
business. Therefore, Duke advocates that the used and useful standard in R.C.
4909.15(A)(1), which applies to valuation of rate base or uiility plant in service, is not
applicable to an operating expense such as IvIGP remediation costs. (Duke Br. at 9; Duke
Reply Br. at 10.)

Even assuming the Commi.ssion adopts the used and useful standard proposed by
Staff, Duke maintains that full recovery is still appropriate because all of the properties
where the former Iv,iGI' operations were conducted and remediation is necessary under
state and federal law are, in fact, currently used and useful in the provision of utility
service. The sites being remediated by Duke have been continuously owned and operated
by the Company, includiz-tg its predecessors, in connection with its utility operatiorts,
Moreover, Duke contends that the costs were prudently iricu.rred. (Duke Br, at 9,15)
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Duke witness Wathen points to the Commission's decision in the Colicrnbia Deferral
Case to support Duke's position that, even if the MGP property is no longer used and
useful, costs for remediation are recoverable. Mr. Wathen rationalizes that the
Corzura_ission granted Columbia defer.ral authority for the IYIGP site at issue in the Columbia
Deferral Case, acknowledging that Columbia no longer owned the property and that it was
not currently used and useful, and stating that Columbia is the party responsible for the
environmental cleaz-i up. Duke contends that, if the Comn-dssion.'s standard for recovering
such costs was that the property had to be owned by the utility and currently used and
useful, the CoirLmission would not have allowed the deferral of costs in the C'alurnbia
Deferral Case, (Duke Ex. 19C at 6-7, 9)

Duke states that Ohio IJ.disori I is distinguishable from the instant cases, noting that,
at issue in Ohio Edison 1, was whethe.r O&M costs directly related to maintaining an
existing plant that was not in service for the benefit of customers during the test period
should be reflected in rates. Duke emphasizes that, con.trary to Staff's assertion, Ohio
Eciisorz I does not contain. a broad pronouncement that all utility expenses must be directly
matched with plant-in-service in order to be recoverable. Moreover, Ohio Edison I does not
relate to environmental remediation costs, costs associated vvith real property, or costs tl:at
have been deferred, Sirnil.arly, Duke observes that, in Ohio Edison If, the recoverability of
expenses was d irectly associated with maintaini.ng a generating plant that was no longer
providing service to customers; therein, the Commission questions the utility's elective
expenditure of funds for a plant that was not being used. Conversely, in the instant cases,
Duke points out the Commission is faced with legally required environmental cleanup
costs, associated with real property, for which deferral has laeen granted. (Duke Reply Br.
at 6.)

Duke responds that adoption of Staff s unsubstantiated concept of matching the
expenses to used and useful plant would result in legitimate costs of providing service
being unrecovered. Duke coi-ntends that there is no statute or regulation that requires such
matching; instead R.C. 4909.15(A)(4) provides that recoverable expenses are those related
to the rendition of service. According to Duke, in some cases, those expertses are tied to
service that was previously rendered, such as when deferred costs are amortized and
recovered through rates. (Duke Reply Br. at 5.) In addition, Columbia notes that the
matching principle espoused by Staff is not a well-established precedent as maintained by
Staff. Columbia notes that this principle has only been applied by the Comznission three
times in the last 35 years, primarily in instances where utilities sought to recover expenses
they chose to incur by maintaining generating facilities that were no longer used. Here,
Dul`:e is seeking to recover costs it had to incur due to liabi.lxty under CERCL.A. (Columbia
Reply Br. at 20)

Staff disagrees with Duke's assertion that whether or not the MGP sites were used
and useful is irrelevant, in that Duke believes it is automatically entitled to recovery of the
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remediation costs if it proves that the costs were prudently in.curred. Staff asserts that
Duke's argument is inconsistent with Ohio law, referring to the Supreme Court's decision
zn. Dayton power & Light Co. v. Pub. LFiil. Comm., 4©hio 5t.3d 91, 102-103, 447 N:E.2d 733
(1983) for the concept that, although the costs were prudently incurred, the costs were not
recoverable from ratepayers under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4). Staff believes the Supreme Court
clearly stated that the used and useful standard is not limited to deterrn.irun.g what
property 'belongs in rate base; rather, the standard must be applied to costs utilities seek to
recover under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4) as well. (Staff Br. at 11-13.)

OCC agrees that the costs related to investigation and remediation at MGP sites that
are not currently used and useful for nat-u.ral gas distribution service should not be
recoverable from customers. (OCC Ex. 14 at 26.) OCC/OPAE emphasize that no one in
these cases disputes that the underlying MGP facilitzes that caused the contamination are
no longer used and useful. They state that the land and any gas facilities at the MGP sites
that were determined to be used and useful, under R.C. 4909.15(A)(1), as of the date
certain in these cases did not cause the contarnin.ation. In addition, t3CCf C1PAE offer that
the expenses for investigation and remediation were not incurred in rendering public
utility services, izi accordance with R.C. 4909.15(A)(4). Therefore, such costs are not
recoverable from customers. (OCC/C7PAE Br. at 17-24.) Kroger agrees that Duke's
request for recovery should be denied because the MGP sites have not been used and
useful in the provision of manufactured gas service since, at least, 1963, and the MGP-
related costs were not incurred by Duke in the rendering of public utility service during
the test period, in accordance with R.C. 4909.15(A)(1) (Kroger Reply Br. at ).

Columbia argues that the arguments by C7CC and Kroger axe irrelevant, noting that
Duke has not sought to include the MGI' properties in its rate base; instead, Duke lists its
MGP investigation and remediation costs among jurisdictional adjustments to operating
revenues and expenses. Therefore, Duke and Columbia agree that the used and useful
standard, under R.C. 4909.15(A)(1), does not apply to Duke's recovery of MGP-related
expenses, because they are not capitalized an.d incorporated into rate base. (Columbia
Reply Br, at 2; Duke Reply Br. at 10.)

Columbia asserts that Staff improperly applied the used and useful requirement
from the rate base determination found in R.C. 4909.15(A)(2) to the deterrrtination of tlte
test-period expenses found in R.C. 4909.15(A)(4), in contravention of the Supreme Court's
findings in Cincinnati Gas & Elecfric Co. v. Pub. Util. Ccrnarn., 86 O'h.io St.3d 53, 711 N.E.2d
670 (1999) (c:.G^'^E). Columbia notes that the Supreme Court, in CG&E, found that, if a
utility's expenses are capitalized and treated as part of the company's rate base, such
expenses are subject to a prudency review under R.C. 4909.154, and they must meet the
used and useful requirement in R.C. 4909.15(A)(1). However, Columbia states that Duke's
investigation and: remediation expenses were not capitalized and incorporated into rate
base; therefore, neither R.C. 4909.15(A)(1), nor its used and useful standard, apply to
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Duke's recovery of those expenses. Instead, Columbia asserts that R.C. 4909.15{A}(4),
which is designed to take into account the n.orrnal recurring expenses incurred by a utility
in the course of providing senTice during the test period, is the applicable provision. See
Consumers' Courtset 1981. Unlike R.C. 4909.15(A)(2), paragraph (A)(4) of that section does
not require that the property that is the basis of the expense be used and useful; instead,
costs recovered under paragraph (A)(4) must be prudent and ziecessary, (Columbia Br. at
4-5. )

Columbia emphasizes that expenses deferred in prior periods, when amortized to
expense during a test year pursuanf to a Conunission order, may be treated as expenses
incurred during the test year. Columbia asserts that prudently incurred. MGP remediation
costs are a necessary and reasonable cost of doing business in response to a federal law
that specifically imposes liability on Duke for the remediation of the MGI' sites, Columbia
reasons that, if, ultimately, the standard for inclusion in test year expense is that the
expenditure must be directly related to service rendered during the test year, it is difficult
to imagine a circun-Lstan.ce when a regulatory asset composed of deferred expenses would
ever be includable in test year expense. According to Columbia, such a standard would
eviscerate the Conumi.ssiorR's ability to authorize expense deferrals, because they would
never be recoverable under RC. 4909.15(A)(4). Columbia cites to In re Ohio Pdwer
Company, et al., Case No. 94-996-EL-AIR, Entry on Rehearing (May 18, 1995) at 11 (Ohio
Pou)er Rate Case), wherein the Corrui-.ission rejected an argument that C>h.io Power could
not recover expenses outside of the test year. Columbia notes that, in the Ohio I'ou'er Rate
Case, the Commission concluded that it had previously given Ohio Power authority to
defer the expenses and, therefore, Ohio Power's test year expenses should be adjusted to
include the amortization allowance. (Columbia Br, at 10-11).

In addition, Columbia asserts, and Duke agrees, that Staff has imposed a
requirem.ent on the deterxnixlation of test-period expenses that would effectively render
meaningless the longstanding Conumission practice of authorizing utilities to defer
expenses for later collection. (Columbia Br. at 4; Duke Reply Br. at 12.) Columbia also
points to the Com.mission's decisions authorizing Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company to defer its incremental demand-side management program expenses and
authorizing FirstEnergy to recover a portion of its incentive compensatian payments from
ratepayers, to support its position that the expenses do not have to be matched to the used
and useful plant and equipment standard. In re Cleveland Etectrir Iituminating Company,
Case No. 93-08-Et,-EFC, et al., Supplemental Opinion and Order (Aug, 10, 1994); In re Ohio
Edison, Case No. 07-551-EL-AIR, et al., Upizuon and Order (Jan 21, 2009) at 7. (Columbia
Reply Br. at 10.) In response, Kroger states that, even if Columbia is correct that Duke only
needs to show that the remediation costs were necessary and prudent, Duke still has not
met its burden of proof under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4) (Kroger Reply Br. at 7).
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Kroger asserts that the Commission should reject Duke's proposal to recover the
deferred remediation costs, stating that the MGP sites have not been used and useful in the
provision of gas service to customers for at least 45 years. Kroger asserts that, as
acknowledged by Duke witness Fiore, Duke did giot have to follow the VAP, as it is a
voluntary program a-nd it is not compulsory. Therefore, Kroger argues that Duke is
attempting to recover from current customers the cost of remed`zation that Duke
voluntarily chose to irrcur, and that rvere not necessary for fhe provision of gas services.
Therefore, Kroger contends that the costs would be recovered from Duke's shareholders
and not the customers. Moreover, Kroger advocates that Duke could have, and should
have, chosen l:a remediate the sites in 1980 wheri it first learned of the need for
rezazediation, at the time CERCLA was enacted, or when Duke began affirmatively
reviewing the MGP sites in 1988. Had Duke requested to pass these costs on earlier, it
would have been more likely that Duke would have been collecting the costs from
customers that actually received manufactured gas services, Ii-L.stead, Duke waited 30
years to begin xeznediation, thus, passing the }aurden of remediation costs onto customers
that are unlikely to have received any benefits froin the N.ICPs. According to Kroger,
customers should not be respon:sible for the cost to remediate land that is owned by the
shareholders, is not used and useful in the provision of service to current customers, and
has never been used and useful in the provision of gas service to Duke's customers.
(Kroger Br. at 2, 6-7, 10.)

ii. Conclusion - R.C. 4909.25(A)(1) - Used and Useful

R.C. 4909,15(A)(1) provides, in part, that, 'when fixing and determining just and
reasonable rates, the Commission shall determine "jflhe valuation as of the date certain of
the property of the public utility used and useful in rendering the public utility service."
Staff and the intervenors primarily focus their review of the MGP remediation costs and
R.C. 4909.15 on: the perimeters for determining whether the sites were used and useful as
of the date certain in the test year. However, contrary to the positions espoused by Staff
and the interv(;nors, the Commission views the recovery of the MGP costs proposed by
Duke in these cases as separate and unique froin the deter.minaticrn of used and useful on
the date certain utilized for defining what will be included in base rates for rate case
purposes.

Likewise, we find the Commission's decisions in Ohio Edison .F azad t'Jhza Edzson XI are
not dispositive of the resolution of .NIGP cost recovery issue in these cases, as the facts of
the Ohio Edison cases and the instant cases are distinguishable. As pointed out by Duke,
the issues in both the Ohio Edison I and. Ohio Eciison II cases pertained to the recovery of
expenditures for the maintenaizce of an existing plant that was not providizi.g service ta
customers and a generating plant that was no longer providing service to customers.
Conversely, in the instant cases Duke is requesting recovery for environmental clean-up
costs for real property that had been used azid useful for the production of manufactured
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gas for the benefit of the customers of Duke and its predecessors, in compliance with both
federal and state rules and regulations.

There is no disagreement on the record that the sites for which Duke seeks cost
recovery must be cleaned up and remediated in accordance with the directives of
CERCLA. There is also no dispute that Duke had MGP operations, and still has utility
operations, on the East and West End sites, including, but not lirnited to: underground gas
mains and pipelines; a gas operations center; storage, staging, and employee facilities;
sensitive utility infrastructure; and propane facilities. Moreover, for the East End site, a
residential development is plaru^ted adjacent to the site, and, for the West End site,
construction and relocation of facilities resulting from the Brent Spence Bridge Corridor
Project i.s necessary. Therefore, in light of the circumstances surrounding the two MGP
sites in question and the fact that Duke is under a statutory mandate to remediate the
former MGP residuals from the sites, the Comn-i:ssion finds that RC. 4909.15(A)(l) and the
used and useful standard applied to the date certain for rate base costs is not applicable to
our review and consideration of whether Duke may recover the costs associated with its
investigation and remediation of the MGP sites. Therefore, it is not necessary for the
Commission to determine if the 1VI.GP sites would be considered used and useful under
R.C. 4909.15.

c. R.C. 4949.15(A)(4) - Cost of Rendering Public Utili,t-^ Service

i. Arguments Uy Parties

Consistent with the order in the Duke Deferral Case and R.C. 4909.15(A)(4), Duke
argues that it is entitled to full recovery of the reasonably incurred MGP expenses through
utility rates. Pursuant to R.C. 4909.15, in traditional rate applications, the Commission is
to establish just and reasonable rates for jurisdictiona.l service, subject to the following
series of determinations: the valuation of the utility's property in service as of a date
certain; a fair and reasonable rate of return on that invesfm.ent; and the expenses incurred
during the test year. According to Duke, these are three separate and distinct
determinations and the last item, the expenses incurred by the public utility, concerns the
costs to the utility of rendering public utility service. Moreover, R.C. 4909.154 states that,
in fixing just, reasonable, and compensatory rates, the Commission is to consider the
management policies and practices, and organization of the utility_ Duke notes that the
Cofninission may disallow O&M expenses that were incurred pursuant to management
policies or adrnirdstra.tive practices the Commission considers imprudent. Duke asserts it
undertoak to comply with applicable envirQrunental regulation by remediating former
MGP sites pursuant to a well-reasoned and efficient process. Such environmental cleanup
expenses are a normal and necessary cost of doing business. These costs are necessary in
order for Duke to stay in business and comply with current environmental laws and
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regulations; thus, they are part of providing current service and are properly recoverable.
Therefore, Duke argues it is entitled to full recovery. (Duke Br. at 4-6.)

Staff responds that the Duke DefeYral Case has no bearing on whether the costs are
recoverable, noting that the Supreme Court has held that the Commi.ssion's grant of
deferral authority has no bearing on. whether the utility is entitled to rate recovery. Elyria
Foundry Co. rj. Pu^. Util. Comm., 114 Ohio St.3d 305, 308, 871 N.E.2d 1176 {2007}. (Staff Br,
at 32-33.) OCC/O.PAE agree that the Order in the Duke Deferral Case did not guarantee
that Duke will be authorized to recover the deferred costs (OCC/OPAE Br. at 50).

In response, Duke points out that, in C,onsutrrers' Counsel v. Pucb. Util. Cnnzrm, 6 Ohio
St.3d 405, 408, 453 N.E,2d: 584 (Consumers' Counsel 1983), the Supreme Court affirmed the
Com.mission's Order allowing amortization and recovery of a depreciation deficiency,
noting tttat a depreciation reserve is an expez-ise item and a cost to the utility of rendering
the public utility service; thus, allowing recovery outside the test year. Therefore, Duke
surmises that the test year concept is appropriate when used to evaluate O&M expenses
directly related to plant-in-service, but not when considering expenses not directly xelated
to the O&M of utility plant, e.g., remediation expenses that have been deferred. (Duke
Reply Br. at 8-9.)

Columbia disagrees with Staff and OCC, stating that Duke's MGP expenses are
normal and recurrirtg and distinguishes the Supreme Court's decision in Consurner`s
Counsel 1981. CoIumbia states that the Supreme Court later limited its holding in
Coarsurners` Counsel 1983, stating that, in Consumers' Counsel 1981, it reversed the
Commission's decision, because the Commission attempted to transform a major capital
investment that had never provided any utility service to custon-ters into an ordinary
operating expense under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4), with no statutory authority to do so.
Columbia argues that such is not the situation with Duke's request to recover the MGP
expenses in these proceedings. Moreover, Columbia points to the Cammission's decision
in Decomrrtisstoning Costs of Nuclear Generating Stations, Case No. 87-1183-EL-COI, Entry
(Aug. 18, 1987) at 14, for the determination that the costs of performing nuclear
remediation on a facility that is no longer used and useful is a normal cost of providing
electric service. Likewise, Colun.-ibia asserts that Duke's expenses for remediating past
IvIGP sites after those sites are retired should be considered normal costs of providing gas
service. (C:otumbia Reply Br, at 3-4, 7-9.)

GCHC/CBT emphasize that the recoverability of operating expenses is grounded in
R.C. 4909.15(A)(4), which requires that, in order to recover the MGP costs, they must be
attributable to public utility service rendered for the test period, i.e., calendar year 2012,
However, GCHC/CBT argue that the expenses for which Duke seeks recovery were
incurred decades earlier and were not caused by Duke's provision of gas utility service
during the test period; thus, the costs are not recoverable under the ratemal<ing formula.
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GCHC/ CBT offer that Duke's expenditures would have been required irrespective of
Duke's current lines of business; therefore, the costs are the responsibility of the
shareholders and not the ratepayers. (GCHC/CBT Br. at 5-6.) OMA agrees that it is
fundanzentally inequitable and contrary to precedent to sl:tift responsibility for such costs
from investors to ratepayers (OMA Reply Br. at 4).

Columbia asserts that the argunient by GC'HC/CBT that the expenses are not costs
of rendering public utilitv service is contrary to the Cornrnission's rules and procec. -iures.
For example, Columbia notes, and Duke agrees, that certain expenses, such as income
taxes, customer service expenses, pension costs, u:ncoliectibl.e expenses, corporate
compliance, Commission and OC.C maintenance fees, and payroll, are categories of
expenses incurred by companies not in the public utility business that are recoverable as
legitimate business expenses. Nothing in the rules or statute lima.t a public utiht,"'r to
recovering costs of service that are unique to public utility corrtpanies. In fact, Duke notes
that both the law an.d Corran.ission precederct recognize these allowable costs support the
abxlity of the Companv to rerz-tain in business and to continue to provide utility service to
customers. (Columbia Reply Br. at 6; Du.ke Reply Br. at 5-6.)

GCHC/CBT further state that Duke has not demonstrated that the MGP costs it
expended were the result of providing past utility serc>ice. GCHC/CBT explain that, in
1909, Duke's predecessor, which owned the MGPs, was not a regulated utility, as the
Cozx►axLission did not have jurisdiction over gas util'zti.es until 1911 with the passage of H.B.
325 that enacted G.C. 614-2. GCHC/CBT point out that these MGP sites were
cont,uninated many years before Duke's predecessor was a public uti].ity. GCHC/CBT
argue that current utility customers do not benefit from the past operation of the MGP
sites; the customers who received manufactured gas at the time the MGPs operated did.
In the view of GCHC/CBT, current ratepayers are not the insurers of Duke's legacy
environrnental responsibilities and should not have to pay for past problems when they
did not cause or benefit from the service provided. (GCHC/CBT Br. at 6-8; GCHC/CBT
Reply Br. at 7.) In response, Columbia states that GCHC/CBT have rnissed the point that
the past public utility operations of the MGP sites is not the basis for Duke's request .for
recovery in these cases; rather, Duke is requesting recovery of the current-day
envirorEmental rernediatxon costs of operating and maintaining its business. (Columbia
Reply Br. at 5-6.)

OCC argues that it would be inequitable for customers to be held liable for the MGP
site remediation costs when they did not benefit from the sale of the MGP by-products;
rather, it was the shareholders who benefitted from the operation of the MGPs through the
sale of the manufactured gas by-products. Moreover, OCC/OPAE ari.d Kroger agree that
collecting MGP-related costs from customers wauld be inequitable because it would
permit Duke's shareholders to profit from tl-te use of the MGPs in the past, while avoiding
any of the business risk associated with the past use of the plants. OCC/OPAE refer to
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C-ortsuniers' Counsel 1981 for the proposition that, absent explicit statutory authorization,
the Commiss'ror^ "may not benefit investors by guaranteeing the full return of their capital
at the expense of rate payers." Kroger agree-q Duke is not entitled to recovery under R.C.
4909.15(A)(4), because the statute is designed to allow for recovery of normal recurrinb
expenses and Duke has admitted that these are one-time nonrecurring costs. (OCC Br. at
14-16; Kroger Reply Br. at 8, 12-13.)

Kroger asserts that the remediation costs should 1-tave been included in the rates at
the time the IAGPs were in operations. A.ccard.ing to Kroger, Duke's failure to realize the
environmental impacts of its plants when they were in operations cannot be compensated
for through an increase fo current customers' rates, as that constztutes retroactive
ratemaking, which is prohibited by law. (Kroger Reply Br. at 12-13.)

In addition to being consistent with the law, Duke argtzes that recovery of the :MGP
expenses is consistent with the public interest by encouraging the utility to conduct
prompt and thorough investigations and cleanups of environmental conditions at MGP
sites to resolve liability and to protect public health and the environment. Duke posits that
the state of Ohio has expressed strong publi.c poliey encouraging cleanup of contaminated
sites by, among other things, e-nacting the VAP and providing incentives for use of the
VAP. (Duke Br. at 21-22.) {JCC/pPAE believe the public interest would be served by
sparing customers from paying for Duke's cleanup, stating that Duke's arguments are self-
serving and unsubstantiated in law or fact (OCC/OPAE Reply Br. at 31.).

Duke asserts that denial of recovery of reasonably incurred costs could have
adverse consequences, including: resulting in adverse credit quality for Duke; calling to
question the Commission`s previous decisions granting deferral authority, and putting
(3hio in the distinct minority of states on this issue, thus, placing Ohio's reputation for
-constructive regulation at risk. Duke understands that a Commission order granting
deferral authority does not guarantee recovery of such expenses, because the Comntission
may, at a later date, examine the prudence of the actual costs incurred. However, Duke
asserts that a deferral order frorzt the Co.mmission has meant, and should rnea.n, that the
type of costs at issue are indeed recoverable, and will be recovered upon the requisite
showing. (Duke Br. at 23)

Duke and Columbia assert that the Staffs position is contrary to the positions and
decisions in other states, noting that many states permit the recovery of deferred
remediation expenses, as long as the expenses are prudently and necessarily incurred.
(Duke Br. at 10-14; Columbia Br. at 12-14). Kroger responds that the cases in other states
cited by Duke involved siWatiam where the public utility had been formerly ordered or
niand.ated to cleai-cup their sites; conversely, Duke's remediation in these cases is
voluntary, Duke has no legal mandate. (Kroger Reply Br. at 9-11.) Duke responds that
there is nothixtg voluntary about the obligation to remediate an MGP site where liability
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exists for the conditions present at the site; the ordy voluntary thing about this situation is
how to address the obligation (Duke Reply '&r. at 13). GCHC and. ^'JCC/UPA.E also note
that decisions in other states are not determinative under Ohio law (GCHC Reply Br. at 3-
4; OCC/ OPAE Reply Br. at 17-19, 21-29).

C.olumbia offers that the Commission can, and has, treated the amortization of
previously deferreed experises as test year experLses under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4), citing
t;'onsurners' Counsel v. Pub. Util. Cvnim., 58 0hio St.2d 108, 116, 388 N.E.2d 1370 (2979); In re
Toledo Edison Co., Case No. 95-299-EL-AIR, Qpiruon and Order (Apr. 11, 1996). I17
addition, Columbia points out that, in In re Cotunzbzcs Souttzerai Pou3er Co., Case iVo< 11-351-
EL-AIR, et al., Opinion and Order, (Dec. 14, 2011) (CSP Rate Case), the Coznmi.ssion
approved a stipulation thereby authorizing recovery for six different pools of regulatory
assets that were established years before the CSP Rrzte. Case iiL 2011. The CS.P Rate C:ase
stipulation provided that the deferrals would becoine a cost of senrice; thus, becoming
part of tl-ie test-year expense, under R,C. 4909.15(A)(4), in a future distribution rate case,
and would be recovered ffirough a rider. (Columbia Br. at 5-10.)

ii, Conclusion - R,C. 4909.- Cost of Renderin
Public UtiliV Service

R.C. 4909.15(A)(4) provides, in part, that, -when, fixing and determining just and
reasonable rates, the Commission shall deterznine " jt]he cost to the utility of rendering the
public utzlity service for the test period." Upon consideration of the arguments submitted
by the parties in these cases, the Commission finds that this is the section of the Ohio
Revised Code that is relevant to our determination of whether Duke is perrru.tted to
recover the MGP m:vestigatior^ and reznedxation costs through Rider MGP in these cases.
Contrary to the opinions of Staff and the intervenors, we find that the determinative factor
is whether the remediation costs, which were deferred by Duke and amortized to expense
during the test year in accordance with our decision in the Duke Deferrrxl Case, are costs
incurred by Duke for rendering utility service and, thus, costs that may be treated as
expenses incurred during the test year, in accoi:dance with R.C. 4909.15(A)(4). We do not
agree, however, that the Commission's mere approval of deferral authority, in and of
itself, elicits an affirmative response to this question, as Duke and Columbia would have
us find. Rather, it is still Duke's burden in these cases to prove that the costs that have
been incurred and deferred, are costs that were incurred for rendering utility service and
were prudent.

Upon our review of the record in these cases, we find that Duke has supported its
claim that the remediation costs incurred on the East and West End sites were a cost of
prov idizig utility service. Duke has ,substantiated, on the record, that the rernediation costs
were a necessary cost of doing business as a public utility in response to a federal law,
CERCLA, that imposes liability on Duke and its predecessors for the remediation of the
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1'vIGP sites. Not ordy is Duke legally obligated to remediate these sites as the owner and
operator of these sites, but it is undisputed on the xecord that Duke has the societal
obligation to clean up these sites for the safety and prosperity of the comm.unities in those
areas and in order to maintain the usefulness of the properties; therefore, these costs are a
current cost of doing business.

While the CommissHon finds that recovery in this context is permissible under the
statute, we conclt-,cle that recovery of incurred costs should be limited to a reasonable
tiznefrarrn.e commencing with the event that triggered the remediation efforts mandated by
CERCLA and ending at a point in time where remediation efforts should reasonably be
concluded. We believe that such determination of said tizneframe is essential and in the
public interest, and will provide certainty that the remediation will be carried out in a
responsible and expeditious manner by the Company and its shareholders, so that
recovery through P^.ider MGP will be f.inite. In deterrnizung the appropriate timeframe to
in2pose for the recovery of the I4'IGP remediation at these sites, we note that it is
undisputed that Duke became aware of the changing conditions at the East and West End
sites in 2006 and 2009, respectively (Duke Ex. 21A at 17). Thus, it was in 2006 and 2009, for
the East and West End sites, respectively, that Duke's reznediation responsibilities under
CERLA became prevalent. Because we have determined that recovery of the costs
incurred at these sites, due to the federal mandates imposed by CERCLA, are permitted in
accordance with the Ohi.o Revised Code, we conclude that the com.rnencement of the
potential recovery period should be January 1, 22006, for the East End site, and January 1,
2009, for the West End site. In the Duke Deferral Case, we authorized Duke to defer on its
books the costs incurred for the remediation costs beginning January 1, 2006, with the
caveat that we would determine what costs would be recoverable at the time Duke sought
such recovery. Therefore, based upon the record in these cases and the commencement of
the applicability of the CERCLA mandate on these sites, we find that Duke should be
permitted to recover the IVIGP remediation costs for the East End site commencing January
1, 2008. However, in light of the fact that the CERCLA mandate was not triggered for the
West End site until 2009, recovery of costs for that site should be permitted beginning
January 1, 2009. Therefore, the requested amount for recovery of costs incurred in 200$ on
the West End site should not be included in the amount of costs to be recovered through
Rider MGP pursuant to this Order.

In adcixtion, we find the intervenors' argument that the shareholders should bear
some of the respornsibility for the remediation costs persuasive, in that the carrying costs
should not be borne by the ratepayers. The record clearly reflects that the contamin:ation
of these sites has been prevalent for many years. t!1Fliile we agree that federal and state
lziws, as well as public policy, dictate that these sites must be remediated as part of the
public utility service provided by Duke, we also find that it is incumbent upon the utility
to commence its investigation and remediation, and request for recovery iz-L a tr`rnely
manner, so as to minimize the ultimate rate burden on customers. Therefore, given the
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circumstances presented in these cases and the decades-long contamination that
necessitated these utility costs, we find it appropriate to deny Duke's request for recovery
of the associated carrying charges.

With regard to the purchased parcel located to the west of the western parcel of the
East End site, we find that the reco.rd does not support a recovery of the $2,331,580 Duke is
requestirig be included in Rider MGP. Duke failed to prove, on the record, what, if any, of
'this purchased parcel was, or ever had been, used for the provision of manufactured gas
or utiiity service for the customers of Duke or its predecessors. Rather, the record
indicates that, while the nine-acre purchased parcel may have been impacted by the
former .tYiGl'' operatzoz-tL,,, onlv a smali portion of the parcel may have been associated with
the actual MGP property originally owned by Duke and its predecessors {Tr. II at 342).
While it may be that a portion of this purchased, parcel was formerly part of the MGP,
Duke has failed to provide sufficient evidence on the record -to distinguish the portion of
the parcel that had been MGP-related from the portioTi that had never been related to the
MGT's. Th.us, when applying the requirement for recovery set forth in R.C. 4909.15(A)(4),
we are not willing to en,tertain t3uke`s unsubstantiated request for recovery of costs related
to property has not been shown on the record in these cases to provide, either in the past
or in the present, utility services that caused the statutorily mandated envi.rorunental
remediation. Moreover, the record reflects that the requested $2,331,580 atnour►t
submitted by Duke for recovery relates to the price Duke paid to purchase the property
from a third-party and not to the statutorily mandated remediation efforts. Therefore, we
conclude that the requested $2,331,580 associated with the purchase parcel on the East End
site should not be included in the amount of costs to be recovered through Rider MGP
approved by the Commission in this Order.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that any prudently incurred MGP investigation
and remediation costs related to the East and West End sites, less costs associated with the
purchased parcel on the East End site, the costs incurred in 2008 on the Vlfest End site, and
all carrying costs, should, in accordance Mth R.C. 4909.15(A)(4), be considered costs
incurred by Duke for rendering utility sezvice and be treated as expenses incurred during
the test year.

d. R.C. 4909.154 - Prudently In.curred Costs

i. Argurrtents b)^ Parties

Duke witness Bednarcik asserts that the actions taken by Duke at the East and West
End MGP sites were prudent and reasonable, and designed to resolve the environmentai
liability and mitigate future risk to the Duke, ratepayers, shareholders, and others (Duke
Ex. 21A at 3), According to Ms. Bednarcik, L1iz.ke employs a nuntber of procedures to
ensure that the scope of cleanup work is appropriate and the cost reasonable. When
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determi:ning the most prudent course of action for investigation and remedial work, the
witness states that Duke worked with the Ohio EPA CPs and an environmental consultant
to evaluate different options based on criteria, including: compliance with environmental
regulatio-n.s, best practices, feasibility, constructability; safety, prior experience, and cost.
Duke builds these considerations into its request for proposals (RFPs) for the larger
remedial actions. Duke solicits bids from environniental/engineering consulting firms
that have a proven history of working on MGP sites. The minin-ium number of bidders for
every RFP is three; however, for the Ohio MGP sites, Duke solicited bids from at least five
firrns. Initially, the bids are reviewed on their teclul.ical merits, due to the complex and
technical nature of the work, and not on the cost; after technical screening, costs are
evaluated. Ms. Sednarcik explains that the nature of environmental work requires
flexibility; thus, iuhen issues arise, changes to the scope of work are evaluated using the
same criteria used with the RI'P, To ensure that these changes do not become
opportunities to inflate costs, during the P,.FI' process, the bidders must provide rate sheets
stating costs, e.g., on a per-foot basis, for additional scope itexzs that typically occur on
Iv1GT'sites. During the initial x•evzew of bids, the evaluation considers the cost-per-hour for
the different levels of professionals working on the project, the anticipated breakdowii of
junior and serdor personnel, mark-ups on subcontractors, and the per-unit rate for
individual iterc-ts, e.g,, per d.ierns and construction trailers. Changes to the initial scope of
work require approval of Duke. Therefore, Duke representatives are actively involved in
all aspects of work and, among other tl-ditgs, Duke employs an on-site remediation
construction manager. (Duke Ex. 21 at 20-23; Duke Ex. 21A at 41-42; Tr. I at 211-212.)

With regard to subcontractors, Ms. Bednarcik notes that the majority of them are
managed by the environmental consultant. Subcontractors with larger scopes of work
require the environmental consultant to solicit multiple bids and Duke must be included
in the decision-making process. In addition, there are a number of subcontractors that
Duke directZy contracts with because of the nature of the work or preferred pricing
agreements. Ms. Sednarczk states that there are limited instances where Duke awards a
sole-source contract; this typically happens oniy if a specialty contractor is needed, e,g., the
vibration monitoring contract for the East End site. Ms. Bednarcik went on to describe, in
detail, the specific steps taken on both the East and West End sites to ensure the
reasonableness of costs. (Duke Ex. 21 at 23-28.)

Moreover, Duke witness Bednarcik submits that Duke participates in a number of
utility groups that share best practices and remedial strategies and in national conferences
on the investigation and remediation of MGP sites. For example, she notes that the MGP
Consortium, whose other members include 28 uti:Iities, including Columbia and
FirstEnergy, meets three times a year to discuss case studies on the remediation of MGP
sites. (Duke Ex. 21 at 28.) Ms. Bednarcik also mentian.s that she is aware of a few
municipalities that own MGP sites and that participate in 11/TGP groups to share
information, e.g., the North Carolina MGP group (Tr. I at 261). In addition, she states that
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Duke, as well as FirstEnergy, AEP Ohio, and Columbia are members of the Electric Power
Research Institute Program 50: Manufactured Gas Plants, where the members meet
regularly to share information on investigation and rerF-tediation of M:GP sites. She
ernphasizes that, based on her participation in the industry groups and national
conferences, the work being conducted at the Duke MGP sites is consistent with the
practices undertaken by other utilities. (Duke Ex. 21 at 29.)

Duke submits that its managenrent practices, decisions, and activities related to
investigation and rem^diation of its MGP sites have been reasonable and prudent in all
respects. Duke states that prucience in the context of utility raternakxng is defined as what
a reasonable person wou7d, have done in light of the conditions and circumstances that
were known or reasonably should have been known at fihe time the decision. was rnade,
citing Cincirin.ati z^. Pub. LItit. Cornm, 67 Ohio St.3d 523, 620 N.E.2d 826 (1993). (Duke Br, at
26-27.) Duke ivitness Fiore, an, Ohio EPA CP, advises he reviewed the dommen.ts ,for both
the East and West End sites, and he finds that the izivestigation and remediation work
conducted at these cites have been prudent and reasonable, and in conformance with VAP
regulations (Duke Ex. 26 at 20).

Nfs. Bednarcik asserts that Duke's decision to proactively address and correct the
conditions at these two sites is the responsible and prudent thing to do, and is in the best
interest of Duke's shareholders and customers. According to the witness, being reactive
and waiting until there is an enforcerLZent action mand:ating cleanup, could result in Duke
being forced to cease or curtail operations, or in Duke being forced to conduct remediation
in a tnannex that may adversely affect operations at the site, thereby impacting Duke's
customers. (Duke Ex. 21A at 34-35.)

Duke witness Bednarczk testifies there are no documents for the Com.rrtission to
review and she believes that it would have been an imprudent use of funds to create such
docurnentation, as it could be very costly (Tr. I at 215-216), OCC/OPA.E allege, and
Kroger agrees, that Duke has not met its burden of proof to demonstrate the
reasonableness and prudence of its MGP costs, stating that Duke has offered no
documentation, analysis, explanation, or testimony into evidence that d.ocuinerzts the
decrsion-making process supporting the remediation options chosen. OCC/OPAE note
that none of Duke's witnesses offered any analysis of alternative re^x^edial options
available to Duke or the cost differential for the di,fferezLt remedial actions, In that Duke's
witnesses failed to provide any substance regarding the different alternatives and the costs
o.t such alternatives, OCC/OPAE maintain that such testimony has no va:ue in terms of
the Cornxnissiori s review of the prudency of the costs fDr remediation at the MGP sites.
OCCj{.7P'AE emphasize that OCC witness Campbell discusses the range of remedial
options at length and points to specific gIAP standards in addressing the available
approaches to remediation. (OCC/OPAE Br. at 23, 28-29, 32-34, 36, 39, 42-43; Kroger
Reply Br. at 16.) For example, OCC witrtess Campbell states that Duke either excavated or
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solidified more TLM and OLM than it needed to under the VAP. Ixi addit'ron, Dr.
Cazxtpbell notes that he did not see documentation of any sort of analysis for alternative
remedial actions. He states that, while the VAP does not require such analysis, prudency
does. (Tr. IV at 962-964.)

In response to these assertions, Duke states that the intervenors have failed to
identify any statue, regulation, or other authority requiring Duke to have created such
documentation. A.ccordin.g to Duke, to engage in such a rote exercise would have done
nothing more than in.cur additional sigruficar&t costs to record what Duke's experienced
MGP remediation team already knew, based on the conditions at the sites. Duke attests
that the process it followed was both comprehensive and reasonable, as evidenced by the
record in these proceedings. Moreover, Duke emphasizes that it made its decision-making
available for significant scrutiny by the Commission and the parties, through discovery,
testimony, and the hearing. (Duke Reply Br. at 20.)

OCC/OPAE assert that Duke failed to provide proper oversight of the ren:iediation
process and the expenditures to ensure that charges to customers are reasonable.
C7CC/OPAE state that, as Duke witness Bednarcik testifies, the remediation activities did
not result in a written report to document the process that resulted in the budget, other
than the annual budget itself. Further, there were no written actual, versus budget,
variance reporting to Duke's managem,ez-lt; all discussions concerning variances with Duke
management were done verbally. (C?CCJC7PAE Br. at 44-45; Tr. I at 251-252, 254.)

OCC/OPAE cite to CG&E for the standard used by the Comrrtission in determining
prudence. In CG&E, the Supreme Court states that "ja] prudent decision is one which
reflects what a reasonable person would have done in light of conditions and
circumstances which were known or reasonably should have been known at the time the
decision was made. The standard contemplates a retrospective, factual inquiry, without
the use of hindsight judgment, into the decision process of the utility's znanagement."
According to 0CC/0PA.E, application of this prudence standard should result in a
significant disallowance in Duke's request to collect MGP costs. (OCC/OPAE Br. at 52.)

ii. Conclusion - R.C. 4909.154 - Pru.dently Incurred Costs

Pursuant to R.C. 4909,154, in fixing rates, that Commission may not allow O&M
expenses to be collected by the utility through management practices or adrra.inistratzve
practices the Conuxdssion considers imprudent. In arri-cTing at our decision in these cases
we a:re n-ind..£ul of In re Duke Energu Ohio, Inc., 131 Qhio St.3d 487, 967 N.E.2d 201 (2012),
wherein the Supreme Court recently found that it is the utility that has to "prove a positive
point: that its expenses had been prudently incurred."
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As evidenced by the thousands of pages of testimony and transcripts in these
rn.atEers and our detailed review of the evidence in this Order, the Cornxnission has done
its due diligence to ensure that our ultimate decision is factually based and supported by
the evidence herein. We find that the record su.bst:antiates'that Duke made reasonable and
prudent decisions by: acknowledging its liability under state and federal law for the
environmental conditions at the MGP sites; pursuing recovery of remediation costs by
other potentially responsible third parties and insurers; acknowledging the changes in the
use of the properties and adjacent properties in a timely n-ianner, utilizing the Ohio EPA's
VAI' in a proactive ma:nner; eiitpploying a VAP G.P, as well as environmental and
engineering coi-tsultants; and presenting MGP experts, including the Ohio EPA's VAP Gl~'
that is working on one of the sites, at the hearing to explain and support Duke's claims. In
addition, the record reflects that Duke considered remediation alternatives and, in fact, has
incorporated various engineering and 'znstitu.tional control measures mentioned by the
intervenors in its remediation plans. Moreover, in selecting contractors, Duke has
obtained competitive bids for the major phases of the work at both the East and West End
sites and has an appropriate process in place to solicit experienced qualified contractors,
and manage the cost of changes to the initial scope of work due to discoveries in the field,

The intervenors question the level of remediation employed by Duke and record
evidence presented by Duke to support its proposal by- presenting their ovvn experts in the
field of environmental remediation, in an effort to illustrate potentially less costly
xemediati.on alternatives. However, the record in these cases reflects that the witnesses
presen.ted by the intervenors did not have expertise with regard to the Ohio EPA's VAP
and the associated rules and regulations, and, unlike Duke's experts, the intervenors'
witnesses did not have the in-depth, firsthand knowledge of the IVIGP sites at issue. As
pointed out by the intervenors, there were no documents presented by Duke to attest to
the decision-making process of the Company in determining the cotzrse for remed.iafiorif
however, the lack of documents does not, alone, render the totality of the record evidence
indecisive on the prudency of the process. In fact, Duke presented expert witnesses who
were subject to discovery, as well as extensive, and at times pointed, cross-examination.
We believe that Duke's witnesses provided ample informati.on on the process to support a
conclu.sion on prudency in theses cases.

In balancing the weight of the evidence presented by Duke against the opposition
submitted by the intervenors on the issue of the level of remediation efforts and the
prudency of the costs thereto, the Comrni.ssion finds that Duke has sustained its burden to
prove that the MGP investigation and retned.iation costs for the period of January 1, 200$
through December 31, 2012, for the East End site, and for the period of January 1, 2009
through Decernber 31, 2012, for the West End site, were appropriate and prudent, iit
accordance with R.C. 45t19.15 54. Accordingly, Duke should be permitted to recover the
proposed $62.8 million, less the $2,331,580 for the purchased parcel, the azxtount requested
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for costs incurred on the West End site in 2008, and all carrying costs, as set forth
previously.

6. Credits to Rider MGP

a. A.rg-cuments by Parties

Duke witness Bedi- ►arcik offers that Duke is pursuing other means of funding the
remediation at the East and West End sites, For exarnple, Duke has given notice to the
insurance carriers that hold policies with Duke or its predecessor companies during the
period of time ivhen the MGPs operated or during the time when damages due to the
MGPs occuxred, to the extent such policies and carriers have been identified. In addition,
Duke continues to research to determine if there are other potentially responsible parties
fc.-,r the conditions of the sites. Ms. Bednarcik irulicates that, based on the research,
Columbia is a potentially responsible party. In addition, Duke has evaluated whether
additional sources of federal or state funding were available for financing soiz`ie or all of
the rernediation, including the EPA Brownfields Program under the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act and the Clean C?hio Fund Program, Assistance and Revitalization
Funds. L.Tn.fortunately, based upon certain restrictions these prograzns are not available.
(Duke Ex, 21A at 31-33.)

Duke witness Margolis believes that Duke's strategy to pursue rate recovery,
insurance recovery, and cost recovery from potential responsible parties is prudent and
reasonable. However, he points out that, while CERCLA provides that parties that
cleanup sites consistent with CERCLA may have a right to pursue other potentially
responsible parties for cleanup costs, this process can be very litigious, costly, artd time
consurning. I'here is significant uncertainty that pursuing other potent-ialIy responsible
parties will ultimately result in the recovery of any meaningful amount of response costs.
Mr. Margolis believes that pursuing other parties responsible for MGP sites, whose
operations go back many years, is even more difficult because evidence is often impossible
to find and the other parties may not be in existence or have any assets. (Duke Ex. 23 at
13-15.)

Mr. Margolis explains that recovery of environznentaz remediation costs under
modern general coxnrnercial liability policies, since 1985, may be difficult, because many
policies exclude coverage for environmt~ntal remediation costs. In addition, for old sites,
like MGPs, identifving anv insurance coverage of such costs may take significant time and
expense and, even if found, the policies may have small coverage limits because of the
period in which they were issued. Finally, the insurance companies that issued the
poiicies may no longer be in existence and, if they are zn existence, they may fight the
claim and have no incentive to pay. (Duke Ex. 23 at 14-15.)
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C7CC recommencis that, if recovery is pernlitted, any insurance policy proceeds and
third-party liability recovery be applied to the MGP-related costs, before they are split
between the customers. CJCC witness Hayes suggests that Duke be required to document
its efforts to collect 1v1GP-related investigation and remediation costs from insurance
policies and predecessor owners, such as Columbia, and its collection efforts should be
subject to review in a fu.t-ure proceeding in which its remediation costs are reconciled with
its recoveries. (OCC Ex. 14 at 39-40.) To the extent the sums collected exceed the amount
recoverable frprn customers, hacluding any costs incurred in realizing such insurance
proceeds, 0CC/0PAE state that Duke should be per.mitted to retain such amount to offset
its share of site assessment and remediation costs (OCC/OPAE Br. at 95).

In xesponse to Duke's objection that Staff does not take into consideration the
Company's costs in pursuing insurance claims, Staff witness Adkins notes that Duke has
failed to show that the costs Dczk:e seeks to recover are incremental to wliat is included in
base rates for labor expenses and staff attorney, insurance specialists, and other personnel
resources (Staff Ex. 6 at 23), Likewise, Staff recommends that proceeds fxom any insurance
policies be, at least partially, credited against the totai cost to recover from ratepavers
through l2ider'_vIGP. Staff recornmends that Duke be directed to use every effort to collect
all remediation costs available under its znsurance policies. Staff believes that any
proceeds paid by insurers for M.GP investigation and remediation should be split betWeen
shareholders anLi ratepayers, commensurate with the proportion of I14GP costs paid by
ratepayers, until customers are fully reimbursed. The insurance reimbursements Duke
makes to ratepayers should be net of carrying costs that Duke is entitled to retain pursuant
to the Duke Deferral Case. Moreover, Duke should pay customers an interest rate that is
linked to customers, not Duke, i.e., the rate that Duke provides to custorners when
refunding customer deposits he.td more thaxi 180 days or not less than three percent, in
accordance with Ohio Adm.Code 4901.1-I7-05(B)(4). (Staff Ex. 1 at 47; Staff Ex. 6 at 23.)
Kroger and J.N4A agree with Staff's recommendation (Kroger Br. at 12-13; OMA Reply Br.
at 5).

Duke agrees that it should actively pursue potential recovery of costs from third
parties; however, the Company asserts that such pursuit should not delay its recovery of
the incurred costs for complying with existing environmental nia.ndates (Duke Br. at 55).
Duke accepts Staff's recomn-tendation as fair and reasonable, yvith the caveat that only
proceeds, net of costs to achieve those proceeds, e.g., litigation costs, be credited. With this
same caveat, Mr. Wathen states that any third-parfy recovery would be handled in the
same way. Furtherm:Qre, Duke witness Wathen states that, to the extent the proceeds
relate to any M.GP costs that the Cvrnmissian disallowed, Duke is under no obliga.tion to
use these proceeds to offset the Rider NIGP revenue requirement. However, he states that,
to the extent any costs are being recovered from customers and Duke gets proceeds related
to those costs, Duke would net out any incrementa.l litigation costs and reduce the



Attachment I
Page 67 of 84

12-1685-GA-AIR, et al. -67-

regulatory asset by that amount to be recovered from customers in the future. (Duke Ex.
19C at 6; Tr. III at 780-781, 788.)

b. Conclusion - Credits tt) Rider IyIGP

The Camrnission. agrees that Duke should continue to use every effort to collect all
rerrtediation costs available un.der its insurance policies, and Duke should continue to
pursue recovery of costs r'rom any third parties who may also be statutorily responsible for
the remediation of the hIGP sites. We find that any proceeds paid by insurers or third
parties for NiGP investigation and remediation should be used to reimburse the
ratepayers. The Commission also concludes that any proceeds returned to ratepayers
sho-uld be net of the costs to ach.ieve those proceeds, e.g., litigation costs. In crediting a.ny
proceeds back to the ratepayers, the Commission finds that no interest rate should be
added to the credit. Fiflally, we agree that, to the extent the proceeds collected from
instzrers andJor third parties exceed the amount recoverable from ratepayers, Duke
should be permitted to retain such amount.

7. Amortization Period

a. Arornents by I'artr.es

Staff recommends that Duke be permitted to recover $6,367,724 in remediation costs
through Rider MGP over a three-year period, including carrying costs set at the long-term
debt rate approved by the Commission in these cases. The costs would be allocated to
customers pursuant to the customer rate allocation adopted in these cases. Staff witness
Adkins states, however, that, if the Corn.mission authorizes Duke to recover significantly
more MGP expenses than recommended by Staff, the amortization period should be
longer than three years to avoid rate shock. If Duke is permitted to recover $62.8 n-dIlion,
Staff recommertds an amortization period of 70 years. (Staff Ex. I at 46-47; Staff Ex. 6 at 25;
Tr. IV at 917; Staff Br. at 34.) OMA agrees that any recovery granted be amortized over a
period a time that is appropriate to minimize the impact of the increase on ratepayers
(OMA Reply Br. at 5).

C7CC notes that, while Du.ke's proposal for a three-year amortization period is
based on the Coznpany`s asstzrnption that three years is the approximate tinie expected
between rate cases, there is no justification for choosing this period. OCC asserts that,
given the potential nZagnitude of deferred. MGP costs that customers may have to pay, the
one-time nature of these costs, and the fact that the costs relate to the clean-up of plants
that operated decades ago, an amortization period of at least 10 years would be
appropriate. According to 6JCC, to impose the significant costs of remediation of the sites
over a shorter period of time would be unreasonable. (C7C Ex. 13, At;., at 5.) Kroger
witness Townsend agrees that any IvIGP costs approved for recovery shoWd be amortized
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over 10 years, in order to mitigate rate impacts on customers who did not receive the
benefits of the MGPs at issue. Mr. Townsend believes that extending the amortization
period would be appropriate, given the magnitude and vintage, over 50 years, of the
environrnental liability asserted by Duke. (Kroger Ex.1. at 7; Kroger Br. at 14.)

Duke asserts that 10 years is an unreasonably long amortization period for MGP
recovery. Duke offers that the Comznission should take the following factors into account
when determining an appropriate amortization period for deferred costs: "the amount of
the deferral, the age of the deferral, the anticipation of additional deferrals being approved
in the Company's next round of rate cases, and the proximitv of the next set of rate cases."
In re Colunibia Gas af Ohio, frac., Case No. 88-716-GA-AI.R, et at., Opinion and Order (Oct.
17, ?9$9). Duke notes that there is no evidence on the record that refiects a shorter period,
such as the proposed three-year period, will result in any severe rate impacts for
customers, According to Duke, amortizing the Deceinber 31, 2012 balance of $62.8 million
over three years results in an average rate impact to customers of approximately three
per<ent on a total bill basis. Duke also argues that any proposal to extend the amortization
period beyond three years should corrte with the ability to continue accruing carrying
charges on iinrecovered amounts. (Duke Reply Br. at 34-37; Tr. III at 747)

OCC j OPAE argue that, if Duke is permitted to collect investigation and
remediation costs from customers, Duke should not be authorized to collect carrying costs.
OCC/OPAE assert that, if carrying costs are permitted, there would be no incentive for
Duke to expedite the remediation process. OCC/OPAE believe the sharing of costs
between shareholders and customers, partially through the absence of carrying costs, will
assist in balancing out the inequity that would result from th.e recovery of MGP-related
costs from customers. (OCC/OPAE Reply Br. at 71, 73.)

b. Conclusion - Amortizatian Period

Upon consideration of the record and the arguments of the parties, the Cornn-iission
finds that it is reasonable to permit Duke to amortize the amount authorized herein for
recovery throu.gh Rider MGP over a five-year period. Given that the Commission
adjusted the amount to be recovered through Rider MGP to reflect only those costs that
were prudently incurred for the rendering of utility service, we find that a five-year period
is reasonable and supported by the evidence. Moreover, the five-year amortization period
balances the public interest, while allowing the recovery of the approved costs.
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I3uke proposes to allocate the costs between residential and nonresidential
customers based on the allocation factors agreed to in the Stipulation. Duke would
recover the allocated revenue requirement, through a nonbypassable rider, Rider ?v1GP, on
a per bill basis. Duke witness Velathen states that the billing deterrninants, i.e., the number
of bills, to be used in the calculation, would be updated on an annual basis to recover the
then-current balance of the regulatory asset; however, for the initial Rider MGP, the billing
d.eternti.nants wotild be those agreed to in the Stipulation. (Duke Ex. 19B at 2-3; Tr. III at
746-747, 776-779, 785.)

Kroger states that, to ensure fairness within a rate class, Duke should recover the
costs on an equal percentage basis. Therefore, Kroger argues that Duke's proposal to first
allocate the revenue requirement between classes based on the allocation factors agreed to
in the Stip;zlation and then divide that number by the number of bills should be rejected.
(Kroger Br. at 15).

Duke notes that Kroger is raising this issue for the first time on brief. lAthile
Ksoger's proposal, on its face, may not appear to be unreasonable, Duke believes the
Coznn-tission should address and decide this issue in the first MGP rate design case. Duke
rationalizes that there is no evidence of record on this topic in these cases and there could
be unintended or unknown consequences that could result fronl Kroger's proposal, in the
absence of a full review of the topic. (Duke Reply Br. at 39.)

b. Conclusion - Allocation

The Stipulation provides that recovery of costs from customers for environmental
remediation of Duke's MGP shall be allocated among classes as follows: 68.26 percent to
the RS, RFT, and RSL,I classes; 7.76 percent to the GS and FT Small classes; 21.68 percent to
the GS and FT Large classes; and 2.30 percent to the IT class. Duke proposes to determine,
on an annual basis, the number of customers in each class and then allocate the costs
within each class on a per bil.I basis. Duke's proposal for the allocation of the Rider MGP
costs within the custon-ter classes was filed as part of Mr. Wathen's prefiled second
suppleznental testimony on April 2, 2013. In addition, the record reflects that Mr. Wathen
was subject to cross-examination on Duke's proposed intraclass allocation methodology.

The Commission notes that, rather than presenting evidence on the record in these
cases to support an alternative methodology and providing Duke and other parties
sufficient due process to ask questions regarding the alternative, Kroger chose to submit a
different intraclass allocation -proposal, for the first time, on brief, Kroger's failure to
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timely present its proposal as part of the record evidence leaves the Commission no choice
but to disregard the alternative methodology and support the best evidence of record.

Duke's intraclass allocation methodology is the only methodology presented on the
evidentiary record in these cases and it was undisputed by any of the parties on the
evidentiary record. Therefore, the Commission finds that Duke's proposed methodology
for intraclass allocation is reasonable and should be approved. Accordingly, on an atunual
basis, Duke should file in these dockets the billing determinants to be used to deterr^ine
the number of customers in each class; the allocated costs within each class should then be
applied to customers on a per bill basis for the upcoming year.

9. Contxn,xed Deferral Authority and Rider MGP Updates

a. Argurr,.ents by Parties

Upon implementation of Rider MGP, Duke proposes, beginning March 31, 2014,
and on or before March 31 in each subsequent yea:r, to update Rider MGP based on the
unrecovered balance and related carryzng charges as of the prior December 31. In the
present proceedings, Duke requests authority to continue to defer costs related to the MGP
remediation; thus, the balance of the regulatory asset would be increased by additional
deferral and carrying costs and decreased by the amount of revenue collected through
Rider MGP. During the proceeding considering Duke's subsequent application to update
Rider 1VIGP, Duke witness Wathen affirms that any new costs the Company proposes to
recover would be subject to a prudency review by the Con7rni;ssion, Staff, and other
parties. (Duke Ex. 19C at 4; 'Tr. III at 750-751.) Staff recommends that the ongoing
environmental monitoring costs continue to be deferred under the authority granted by
the Commission in the Duke Deferral Case, with future recovery deterin.ined in a future rate
proceeding (Staff Ex.1 at 47).

On brief, OCC/OPAE object to Duke's proposal for continuing the deferral of MGP
costs and the inclusion of such costs in Rider MGP in the future. OCC/OPAE believe that
the request is contrary to the Staff Report and the Stipulation in these matters. Therefore,
0CC. J C1PAE state that Duke should be limited to collecting only those authorized MGP-
reiated investigation and remediation costs from its customers that have been deferred on
or before Decenzber 31, 2012. In support of their position, C)CCJQPAE claim that the Staff
Report recommends that Rider 1V.IIGP include: the ongoing deferral of Duke's
environmental monitoring costs, but ncat any other investigation and rem:ed"zation costs;
and the future recovery, if any, of such deferrals to be determined in a future rate case.
According to C3CC/OPAE, despite disagreeing with these recommendations in the Staff
Report, Duke did not include either issue in its objections to the Staff Report, Duke Bx. 3{}.
Duke did not abject to Staff's recommendation to lirrdt future deferral, under the authority
of the decision in the Duke Deferral C'ase, to ongoing ertvirontnental moniforing costs.
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Therefore, OCC/OPAE opine that Duke must now fil.e a new application in order to
receive authority to defer MGP-related future investigation and remediation costs, Rider
MGP can not be used to collect from customers costs which Duke does not currently have
authority to defer. Moreover, OCC/OPAE state tliat the Stipulation does not rescue
Duke's proposal, pointing out there is nothing in the Stipulation that envisions Duke
collecting costs that have been deferred after January 1, 2013. (OCC/ OPAE Br. at 9$-100.)

Kroger states that the approval in these cases should be Iimited to the costs
requested in these proceedings and not authorize subsequent remediation costs that maET
be incurred in the future. Rather, Duke should be directed to request, through subsequent
proceedings, any additional costs that it may incur gorng forward; thereby requiring Duke
to meet its burdetl of proof demonstrating that such. costs were just and reasonable and
currently used and useful. Moreover, Kroger notes that the Stipulation does not mention
or envision a rider that allows Duke to collect from customers its ongoing investigation
and remediation costs, which were incurred on or after January 1, 2013; the stipulating
parties agree that the Staff Report resolves any remaining issues. Therefore, according to
Kroger, the issue of continued deferral and collection through Rider MGP of future costs
has already been settled in the Staff Report and the Stipulation. (Kroger Br. at 10-11,
Kroger Repl)r Br. at 19.)

b. Conclusion - Continued Deferral Authority and Rider MGP
Updates

R.C. 4905.1.3 authorizes the Conunission to establish systems of accounts to be kept
by public utilities and to prescribe tlie manner in which these accounts shall be kept.
Pursuant to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-13-01, the Commission has adopted the Uniform
System of Accounts for gas utilities, which were established by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Conunission (FERC).

Duke requests authority to continue to defer costs related to the MGP remediation
after December 31, 2012. As we determined in the Duke Deferrrxt Case^, and continue to
support in this Order, the envlronmental investigation and remediation costs associated
with the East and West End. MGP sites are business costs incurred by Duke in compliance
with 0hio regulatiorL5 and federal statutes. Therefore, we find Duke's request for
authority to contitiue to modify its accounting procedures and to defer costs related to the
environmental investigation and remediation costs beyond December 31, 2012, is
reasonable and should be approved. Such deferral authority should be limited to the East
and West End sites and for a period finite as set forth below. Therefore, Duke should
separately identify all costs to be deferred in a subaccount of Account 182, Other
Regulatory Assets. Furthermore, consistent with our decision in these cases, and the facts
presented regarding these types of historical costs, we find that Duke should not be
authorized to accrue carrying charges on the deferred amounts.
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Duke also requests authorization to file an application in each subsequent year to
update R:ider MGP based on the unrecovered balance and related carrying charges as of
the prior December 31. In light of the fact that the Comnnission has determined herein that
Duke should be authorized to recover the prudently incurred costs of MGP investigation
and remediation for these two sites, the Commission finds Duke's request for annual
updates to Rider MGP in order to reflect the costs for the preceding year is reasonable and
should be approved. Accordingly, the Gcrrnrnission finds that, beginning March. 31, 2014,
and on or before March 31 in each subsequent year, Duke in.ust update Rider MGP based
on the unrecovered balance, minus any carrying charges as required previously in this
Order, as of the prior December 31. In these subsequent cases wherein Duke will be
updating Rider MGP, Duke shall bear the burden of proof to show that the costs incurred
for the previous year were prudent.

As we stated previously, recovery of incurred costs should be Iiinited to a
reasonable timeframe commencing on Tanuary 1, 2008, for the East End site, and on
January 1, 2009, for the West End site, and ending at a point in time where remediation
efforts should reasonably be conclu.ded. The Commission believes that the ina.,position of
such a tzrn.eframe is, in accordance with R.C. Title 49, re.asonable and in the public interest,
and will ensure that the remediation will be carried out in a respoz-isible and expeditious
manner, so that recovery through Rider MGP will be finite. TherefQre, we c4nclude that
the appropriate end point for recovery of such remediation costs should be 10 years from
the date of the comsnenceznent of the remediation mandate under CERCLA. We believe
that, absent exigent circumstances, this 10-year timefrarne from the inception of the federal
mandate to the closure of cost recovery is reasonable and necessary in order to protect the
public interest and ensure the Company and its shareholders are held accountable.
Having previously determined herein the comsnencement dates for cost recovery, -with the
10-year termination date, we now find that Duke should be permitted to recover
prudently incuxred MGP remediation costs as follows:

(1) East End site - The recovery period for this site is January 1, 2008
through December 31, 2016. We deternti.ined, based on the record, that
the CERCLA. mandate for this site became prevalent in 2006;
therefore, the termination date slaould be 10 years from January 1,
2006. However, since the deferral authority was granted commencing
January 1, 2008, Duke may recover the prudently incurred
remediation costs from January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2016.

(2) West End site - The recovery period for this site is January 1, 2009
through December 31, 2019. We determined, based on the record, that
the CERCLA mandate for this site became prevalent in 2009;
therefore, the termination date should be 10 years from January 1,
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2009. While the deferral authority was gran.ted commencing January
1, 200$, the CERCLA mandate for this site was not prevalent until
2009, therefore, Duke may recover the prudently incurred remediation
costs from January 1, 2009 through December 31, 2019.

IV. CONCLUSION

-73-

In accordance with our conclusions above, the Comrruussion finds the Stipulation
filed by the parties is reasonable and should be adopted. The compliance tariffs filed by
Duke on April 15, 2013, conform to the provisions of the Stipulation and should be
approved. Therefore, Duke should file final tariffs with the Commission consistent with
the Stipulation to becoxiae effective on or after the date the final tariffs are filed.

With regard to the litigated MGP issue, the Commi.ssion finds that Duke has the
statutory obligati4n., under CERCLA, to rem.ediate the East and West End sites. Du.ke has
sustained its burden to show that the investigation and remediation costs incurred at these
sites were a cost of providing public utility service in response to CERCLA, a.znd are
recoverable through Rider MGP, in accordance with R.C. 4909.15(A)(4). However, the
Comm.issiorr deternunes that Duke's reguest to recover the costs related to the purchased
parcel located west of the East End site, the costs incurred in 2008 for the West End site,
and all carrying charges should be denied.

Upon consideration of the evidence of record, the Commission concludes that Duke
sustained its burden to prove, in accordance with R.C. 4909.154, that the MGP
investigation and remediation costs for the East End site, for the period of January 1, 2008
through December 12, 2012, and for the West End site for the period of January 1, 2009
through December 31, 2012, were appropriate and prudent. However, we emphasize that
Duke should continue to use every effort to collect all remediation costs available under its
insurance policies, as well as pursue recovery of costs from any third parties who may also
be statutorily responsible for the renied.iation of the IV1GP sites, Accordingly, we conclud.e
that Duk.e should be permitted to recover the proposed $62.8 million, less the $2,331;580
for the purchased parcel, the 2008 costs for the West End site, and all carrying charges, as
set forth in this Order. This amount should be recovered consistent with the interclass
allocation methodology set forth in the Stipulation and the intraclass allocatioxi should be
on a per bill basis, over a five-year amortization period. Anxtual.ly, Duke should file in this
docket the billing determin.a.nts to be used to deter.rni.ne the number of customers in each
class; tl-ie allocated costs within each class should then be applied to customers on a per
bill basis for the upcon-i.ing year.

Accordingly, Duke should provide Staff with a detailed spreadsheet, in a form
requested by Staff, of tlae $62.8 million costs through December 31, 2012, testi_fied to by
Duke witness Wathen. The $62.8 million shoul.d be broker, down on a monthly basis and
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separated 'zrito the actual costs, the purchased parcel amount of $2,331,380, the 2008 costs
for the West End site, and the associated carrying costs. Duke should also fi.Ie proposed
tari.€f.s reflet^ting the autl-ivrized amount to be included in Rider MGP for review and
appravai by the Coxnmais.sion.

Finally, the Corruz-Lission finds that Duke sho-ulci be authorized, pursuant to R.C.
49€15.13, to continue to modify its accounting procedures and to defer costs related to the
environmental investigation and remediation costs beyond December 31, 2012. Such
deferral authority is limited to the East and West End sites and to a period of 10 years
beginning with the com.rnencernent of the CERCLA remediation mandate on the sites;
therefore, Duke should be permitted to recover the :MGP remediation costs for the East
End site froiii januaxv 1, 2008 through December 31, 2016, and for the West End site from
1anuary 1, 2009 tlu-ough December 31, 2029. In addition, beginnin.g March 31, 2014, and on
or before March 31 in each subsequent year, Duke must update Rider MGP based on the
unrecovered balance, minus any carrying charges, as required previously in this Order, as
of the prior December 31.

FIPrTDIhTCsS OF FACf:

(1) On June 7, 2012, Duke filed a natice of intent to file an
application for an increase in rates. In that application, Duke
requested a test year of January 1, 2012 through December 31,
2012, and a date certain of March 31, 2012. By Commission
Entry issued July 2, 2012, the test year and date certain were
approved and certain waivers from the standard filing
requirements iA7ere granted.

(2) Duke's application was filed on July 9, 2012.

{3) On August 29, 2012, the Commissian issued an Entry accepting
the application for filing as of July 9, 2072.

(4) On January 4, 201,3, Staff filed its written report of investigation
with the Commission.

(5) Intervention was granted to OCC, Stand, IGS, Kroger,
Cincinnati, OPAE, CBT, GCHC, PWC, OMA, and Direct
Energy.

(6) The motion for ad:mission pro hac vice filed by Edmund J.
Berger for tJCC was granted by Entrv issued December 21,
2012. The motion of admassion pro hac vice file by Kay Pashos
for Duke was granted at the hearing oiz Apri129, 2013.
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(7) Objectxons to the Staff Report were filed by Duke, IGS, C&T,
PWC, GCHC, OCC, Kroger, Direct Energv, and OPAE on
February 4, 2013.

(8) 1Vlotion,.s to strike Duke's objections related to the
recommendations in the Staff Report regarding Duke's cost
recovery for investigation and remediation of the Applzcant`s
MGl' sites were filed by Staff and C7CC on February 7, 2013,
and February 19, 2013, respectiveIy. On February 26, 2013,
Duke filed its memorandum contra the motions to strike filed
Dy Staff and OCC.

(9) Local public hearings were held on: February 19, 2013, in
Harnilton, Ohio; February 20, 2013, in Union Township,
Cincinnati, Ohio; February 25, 2013, in Middletown, Ohio; and
February 28, 2013, in Cincinnati, Ohio. Notice of the local
public hearings was published in accordance with R.C.
4901083 and proof of such publication was filed on Febr uary
19, 2013, and. March 12, 2013.

(10) 0n April 2, 2013, as corrected on April 24, 2013, a Stipulation
was filed, signed by Duke, Staff, cJCC, OPAE, GCHC, CBT,
Kroger, Direct Energy, and PWC. On April 8, 2013, Cincinnati
filed a letter in the dockets indicating its support for the
Stipulation. On April 22, 2013, IGS filed a letter stating that it
elected not to become a signatory party to the Stipulation,
noting that the Stipulatior•, does not address its objections in the
cases, but that there are means, other than the Stipulation by
wi-dch its concerns can be addressed.

(11) The evidentiary hearing commenced, as rescheduled, on April
29, 2013, and concluded on May 2, 2013.

(12) Initial briefs were filed on June 6, 2013, by Duke, Staff,
OCC/OPAE, Kroger, and GCHC/CBT. Reply briefs were filed
by Duke, OCC/OPAE, Kroger, GCHC/CBT, and OMA on june
20, 2012. Columbia fzled an amicus brief and an arnicu.s reply
brief, on June 6, 2013, and June 20, 2013, respectively.

(13) The value of all of Duke's property used and useful for the
rendition of electric distribution services to customers affected
by these applicatioiLs, determined in accordance ttirith R.C.
4909.13r is not less than $882,242,442.

-75-
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(14) The current net annual compensation of n68,797,,.^41 represents
a rate of return of 7.73 perceiit on the jurisdictional rate base of
$882,242,442.

(15) A rate of return of 7.73 percent is €a'rr and reasonable under the
circun-i,sfiances presented by these cases and is sufficient to
provide Duke just corrtpensation and return on the value of
Duke's property used and useful in furnishing electric
distribution services to its cusfozners.

(16) An authorized revenue increase of zero percent will result in a
return of $68,197,341 cvhiCh, when applied to the rate base of
$882,242,442, yields a rate of return of a.ppraYimateiy 7.733
percent.

(17) The allowable gross annual revenue to which Duke is entitled
for purposes of these proceedings is $384,015,062.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

(1) Duke is a natural gas company, as defined by R.C. 4905.03, and
a public utility, as defined by R.C. 4905.02' and, as such, is
subject to the jurisdiction of this Commission, pursuant to R.C.
4905.04,4905.05, and 4905.06, Revised Code.

(2) Duke's application was filed pursuant to, and this Commission
has jurisdiction of the application under, the provisions of R.C.
4909.17, 49t?9.18, and 4909.19 and the application complies with
the requirements of these statutes.

(3) A Staff investigation was conducted and a report duly filed and
mailed in accordance witl:i. R.C. 4909.18.

(4) Public hearings were noti.ced and held in compliance with the
requirements of R.C. 4909.19 and 4903.083.

(5) With regard to the Stipulation, the ultimate issue for the
Commission's consideration is whether the Stipulation, which
embodies considerable time and effort by the signatory parties,
is reasonable and should be adopted.

-76-

(6) The Stipulation was the product of serious bargau.uZ-lg among
capable, knowledgeable parties, advances the public interest,
and does not violate any important regulatory pxi:nciples or
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practices, The unopposed Stipulation submitted by the
signatory parties is reasonable and should be adopted in its
entirety.

(7) The existing rates and charges for natural gas distribution
service are sufficient to provide Duke with adequate net annual
compensation and return on its property used and useful in the
provision of natural gas distribution services.

(8) A rate of return of not more than 7.73 percent is fair and
reasonable under the circumstances of these cases and is
sufficient to provide Duke just coinpensation and return on its
property used and useful in the provision of natural gas
d.istribufion services to its customers.

(9) Duke sustained its burden to prove that it should be authorized
to recover $62.8 rnillion, less the $2,331,580 for the purchased
parcel, the 2008 costs for the West End site, and all carrying
costs, as set forth in this Order, for the MGP investigation and
remediation costs incurred for the per.iod january 1, 2()08
through December 31, 2012, for the East End site, and January
1, 2009 through Decen-iber 31, 2012, for the West End site..

(10) Duke should be authorized to continue to defer MGl' costs for
the East and West End sites for a1(}-year period, and file
annual updates to Rider MGP, as set forth in this Order.

(11) Duke should be authorized to withdraw its current tariffs and
should file final revised tariffs, consistent with the StYr^ulatlon.

4

In addition, Duke should file details of the MGP $62.8 rnillion
actual costs, as testified to by Duke witness Wathen, as directed
in this Order, as well as proposed tariffs reflecting the
authorized amount to be included in Rider 111IGP for review
and approval.

ORDER:

It is, therefore,

_77_

ORDERED, Tl.1at Columbia's motion for leave to file amicus curiae briefs is granted.
It is, further,

ORDERED, That C)CC`s motion for administrative notice is denied. It is, further,
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ORDERED, That Duke's motion to strike is granted and any references to the
website documents is stricken from the brief and reply brief filed by OCC/OPAE and
disregarded. It is, further,

ORDERED, That the Commission's docketing division zn.aintain, under seal, OCC
Exs. 6.1,15.1 and 17.1 filed, under seal, in these dockets on February 25, 2(713, and May 14
and 15,2013, indefinitely, until otherwise ordered by the Cc?mrrdssion. It is, further,

ORDERED, That the interlocutory appeal filed by OCCJOPAE is denied and the
attorney examiner's Apri129, 2013 ruling is affirmed, It is, further,

(DRDERED, That OCC's February 19, 2013 motion to strike two objections to the
Staff Report filed by Duke is denied. It is, further,

tDRDERED, That the Stipulation filed on April 2, 2013, as corrected on April 24,
2013, is approved in accordance with this Opiruon and Order. It is, further,

ORDERED, That, in accordance with the Stipulation, a continuation of the waiver of
Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-14 granted in the Duke Waiver Case is approved. It is, further,

ORDERED, That Duke be authorized to file, in final form, complete copies of its
tariffs filed on April 15, 2013, consistent with the provisions of the Stipulation and this
Opinion and Order. Duke shall file one copy in its TRF docket and one copy in these case
dockets. The effective date of the revised ta.riffs shall be a date not earlier than the date
upon which complete, pruzted copies of the final tariff pages are filed with the
Cornrnission. It is, further,

ORDERED, That the application of Duk-e for authority recover costs through Rider
MGP is granted to the extent provided in this Opini.on and Order. It is, further,

ORDERED, That Duke's request to file annual updates to Rider MGP is approved,
subject to the directives in this Order. It is, further,

ORDERED, That Duke file the details of the MGP $62.8 million actual costs, as
testified to by Duke witness Wathen, as well as proposed tariffs reflecting the auth.orized
amount to be included in Rider MGP. It is, further,

ORDERED, That Duke be authorized to modify its accounting procedures and to
defer costs related to the environrnen.tal investigation and remed'zation costs described
above, subject to the conditions stated herein. It is, further,
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ORDERED, That Duke shall notify its customers of the chaY-iges to the tariff via bill
message or bill insert, or separate n-ia.iling within 30 days of the effective date of the
revised tariffs. A. copy of this customer notice shall be submitted to the Commission's
Service Monitoring and Enforcement Department, IZeliability and Service Analysis
Division, at least 10 days prior to its distribution to customers. It is, further,

URI7ERED, That nothing in this Opinion and Order shall be binding upon the
Commission in any future proceeding or investigation involving the justness or
reasonableness of any rate, charge, rule, or regulation. It is, further,

ORDERED, That a copy of this Opinion and Order be served on all parties of
record,

Steven D. Lesser

--b li^A-
M. Beth Trombold

CMTP/vrm

Entered in the Journal

Asim Z. Haque

Barcy F. McNeal
Secretary

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMtViISSION OF OHIO
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for an Increase in its ) Case No.12-1685-GA-A.IR
Natural Gas Distribution Rates. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Tariff Approval.

In the Matter of the Application of Duke
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval of an
Aiternative Rate Plan for Gas Distribution
Service.

In the Matter of the Application of Duke
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval to Change
Accounting Methods.

Case No.12-168&-GA-ATA

Case No.12-1b$'7-GA.-A.LT

Case No. 12-1688-GA-AAIV1

DISSENTING OPINION OF
COMMISSIONERS STEVEN D. LESSER AND ASIM Z. HAQUE

We respectfully dissent from our colleagues in this case. Duke is attempting to obtain
relief that we are simply unable to grant as we are limited by the statutory authority given
to this Coxztnlission under R.C. 4909.15. Specifically, Duke is attempting to recover the
expenses for remediation of fhe subject properties under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4). We decline to
extend the statutory language and the established precedent to interpret (A)(4) to include
the remediation performed by Duke here, that is, we find that the remediation is not a
"eost to the utility of rendering the public utility service" as being incurred during the test
year, and is not a"ilormai, recurring" expense. Further, the public utility service at issue
is distribution service, and Duke has failed to demonstrate the nexus between the
rexnediation expense and its distribution service.

^--`" " Steven D. Lesser Asim Z. Haque

/vrm
Enterett in the Journal

^^ZM 3

Barcy 1".1vicNeal
Secretary
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 0I1IO

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for an Increase in its ) Case No. 12-1685-GA-AIR
Natural Gas Distribution R.ates. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke ) Case No. 12-1686-GA-ATA
Energy Ohio, Inc,, for Tariff Approval. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy OMo, Inc., for Approval of an ) Case No. 12-1687-GA-AI.T
Alterrtative Rate Plan for Gas Distribution )
Service. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval to ) Case No.12-1688-GA-AAM
Chartge Accounting Methods, )

ENTRY ON REHEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke or Company), is a natural gas
company as defined by R.C. 4905.03 and a public utility as
defined by R.C. 4905.02 and, as sucli, is subject to the
jurisdiction of this Commission, pursuant to R.C. 4905.04,
4905.05, and 4905.06.

(2) By Opinion and Order issued November 13, 2013, the
Commission approved the Stipulation and Recornmendation
(Stipulation) signed by Duke, Staff, the Ohio Consumers'
Counsel (OCC), Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy
(OPA.E), The Greater Cincinnati Health Council, Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company, LLC, The Kroger Company
(Kroger), Direct Energy Business, LLC, and Direct Energy
Services, LLC, and People Working Cooperatively, Inc. As
part of that Stipulation, the parties agreed to litigate the
issues related to Duke's request to recover costs for the
investigation and remediation of its manufactured gas plants
(MGPs). Upon consideration of the record in these cases, in
its Order, the Commission concluded that: Duke
appropriately responded in a proactive manner to
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addressing its obligations to remediate the East and West
End MGP sites in +Dhio; the Comrnission's consideration of
the recovery of the MGP costs is separate and unique from
the determination of used and useful on the date certain
utilized for defining what will be included in base rates for
rate case purposes; in light of the circumstances
surrounding the two MGi' sites in question and the fact that
Duke is under a statutory mandate to remediate the former
MGP residuals from the sites, R.C 4909.15(A){1.} and the
used and useful standard applied to the date certain for rate
base costs is not applicable to the review of whether Duke
may recover the costs associated with its investigation and
:rem^diation of the MGP sites, therefore, it was not necessary
to determine if the IvTGP sites would be considered used an.d,
useful under R.C. 4909.15; and Duke sustained its burden to
prove that it prudently incurred MGP investigation and
remedzatiot-i costs related to the sites, less certain costs and
charges, ax-id said costs should, in accordance with R.G.
490915(A){4), be cozisidered costs incurred by Duke for
rendering utility service and be treated as expenses incurred
during the test year. Therefore, Duke was authorized to
recover $62.8 million, less $2.3 m.illion for the purchased
parcel on the East End site, the 2008 costs for the West End
site, and all carrying charges for both sites, on a per bill
basis, over a fiveAyear amortization period. In addition, the
Goznxnzssion authorized Duke to continue to defer such costs
beyond December 31, 2012, lixx-dting such deferral authority
to the East and Vlrest End sites and to a period of 10 years
beginning at the point the circumstances on the sites
changed and Duke's remediation responsibilities under the
federal Comprehensive Environmental IZesponse,
Compensation, and. Liability Act of 1980, as amended (42
U.S.C. 9601, et seq.) (CERCLA) became prevalent, i.e., for the
East End site from January 1, 2008 through December 31,
2016, and for the West End site from January 1, 2009 through
December 31, 2019. Finally, the Cornmission determined
that, beginrung March 31, 2014, and on or before March 31 in
each subsequent year, Duke may update Rider ?VIGP based
on the unrecovered balance, murnis an.y carrying charges, as
of the prior December 31.

-2-
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rehearing with respect to any matters determined by the
Corrunission within 30 days after the entxy of the order upon
the journal of the Corniaussion..

(4) On December 13, 2013, Duke filed an application for
rehearing of the Commission's November 13, 2013 Order
requesting that the Commission reconsider the 10-year
timeframe for the recovery of costs incurred for the
environmental remediation, stating that such tizneframe is
not supported by the re.cord. Duke argues that the evidence
it presented demonstrates that fle;cibili4,37 is required to
enable the Company to accomplish the remediation in an
efficient and reasonable manner, taking into account
numerous factors outside of the Company's control, e.g.,
coordinating vvith third parties and internal project
coord.ination. While Duke ackn;mvledges the rationale for a
reasonable timeframe, the Order did not include any
provision for altering the timefraxne specified therein.
However, Duke acknowledges the Corrunission's statement
in the Order that, "absent exigent ci.rcunistances, this 10-year
timeframe***is reasonable"*." Therefore, Duke requests the
Commission either revise the Order to enable the Company
to request that the timeframe be extended, if the need arises
during the remediation efforts, or clarify the intent of the
exigent circumstances language.

(5) On December 23, 2013, OCC, Kroger, the Ohio
Manufacturers` Association, and OPAE (jointly referred to as
the Consumer Advocates) filed a memorandum contra
Duke's application for rehearing. Initially, they note that, in
contravention of the requirements set forth in R.C. 4903.10,
Duke fails to cite any specific law to support its allegation.
Furthermore, the Consumer Advocates point out that Duke
does n.ot claim that the Comrxussion's lirnitation is
unreasonable. According to the Consumer A.dvocates, given
that Duke's actions, to date, have not been prompt in
addressing the pollution at the MGP sites, the Commission
should be circumspect in entertaining any claim of exigency
by Duke. Moreover, the Consumer Advocates state that the
Commission cannot grant Duke's request to clarify the
Qrder, as the proper way to seek further understanding of
the intent of the Order is through an application for
rehearing.

-3-
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(6) Upon consideration of Duke's application for rehearing and
the responsive pleading, the Commissxon reiterates its
d.eterrnination that it is essential that recovery frorn
customers of the costs incurred to remediate the 1VIGP sites
be limited to a reasonable timeframe of 10 years. lnitialiy,
the Commission notes that Duke does not argue against the
10-year period; rather, Duke requests that it be perrnztted to
seek an extension of the 10-year period in the future if the
need arises. The Commission finds that the Order clearly
provided for such a request in the event of an exigent
circumstance, i.e., an event beyond the control of the
Company. Therefore, we find that clarification is
unnecessary and Duke's request for rehearing on this issue
is without merit and should be denied.

(7) On November 13, 2013, the Consumer Advocates filed a
joint application of rehearing of the Comniiss.ion's
November 13, 2013 Order, citing 13 assignments of error.
Duke fzled a memorandum contra the Consumer Advocates'
application for rehearing on December 23, 2013.

(8) In their first assignment of error, the Consumer Advocates
state that the Cornrnission erred when it disregarded Ohio
law, including R.C. 490915, and authorized Duke to charge
customers for costs that were related to plant that was not
used and useful in the provision of natural gas service as of
the date certain established in these cases, March 31, 2012.
Pointing out that the Corrunission is a creature of statute,
they offer that R.C. 4909.15(A)(1) sets forth the mandatory
criteria to be used in the establishment of the valuation of
utility property at the date certain for the purpose of setting
reasonable rates. According to the Consumer Advocates,
there are no exceptions to the applicability of the used and
useful standard, and the IVIGP sites were not used and usefW
in rendering public utilit-y service. The Consumer
Advocates believe the Coirunission established an exception
to the used and useful standard -when it recognized the
circumstances surrounding the two MGP sites and the fact
that Duke was under a statutory mandate. Acknowledging
that the used and useful standard has no applicability to the
determination of a return on the MCP facilities, the
Consurner Advocates go on to state that the used and useful
requirement for the valuation of pr.operty still applies,

-4-
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because expenses associated with property that is not used
and useful cannot be included as test-year expenses and
collected from customers. They insist the used and useful
standard applies regardless of the fact that Duke is under a
statutory mandate to perform environmental remediation. If
there is a mandate under CERCLA to remediate, the liability
applies to the owner/operator of the N1Gf' sites, not the
custom.exs. Moreover, the Consumer Advocates argue that,
in applying the principles of statutory construction, R.C.
4909,15 (A)(1) and (A)(4) should be read together and not as
separate provisions, as applied by the Commrnissian in its
Order. They assert that, because the two subparts were
enacted at the sam,e time, because various subparts of this
statute reference each other, and because of the interrelated
subject matter of these two provisions, a harmoruzed
reading of these subparts is reqaired.. Therefore, the
Consumer Advocates argue rehearing should be granted
because Duke failed to meet its burden of proving that the
MCP costs are recoverable test-year expenses under R.C.
4909.15(A)(4) when the costs are not associated with plant
that is used and useful under R.C. 4909.15(A){1).

(9) In response to the Consumer Advocates first assignment of
error, Duke asserts that the Comm.ission's decision is in
compli.ance with the statutes that provide the necessary
authority. Furthermore, Duke points out that the Consumer
Advocates raise the same arguments they made previously
;and ignore the Cornmissian's explanation that the relevant
law supporting the decision in these proceedings is J.Z.C.
4909.15(A)(4), not c3.ivision. (A)(1). Likewise, Duke argues
that the precedent cited by the Consumer Advocates in
support of their notion that R.C. 4909.15(A)(1) are
inapplicable and irrelevant for the Coxnxnission`s
consid.eratiori of the MGP costs in these cases. lDuke submits
that the question before the Commission relates to an
ordinary and necessary business expense and not the
recovery of, or on, capital investment. The Company has not
sought to include any capital investment associated with the
MCP facilities in its rate base, According to Duke, costs that
do not relate d.irectlv to used and useful capital investment,
but instead are related to the Company's business viability,
are frequently allowed and included in rate proceedings,
Duke notes that, if the Consumer Advocates' logic that only

-5-
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costs directly associated with used and useful investment
could be recorrered, then utilities would be precluded from
recovering costs such as gross receipts taxes, outside
consultants, outside legal fees, and many other types of costs
that the utility incurs in the provision of service, which may
not be associated with any particular used and useful
properEy.

With regard to the Consumer Advocates' argument that R.C.
4909.15(A)(1) does not provide an exception to the
applicability of the used and useful standard, I.7uke
emphasizes that this provision is not relevant to the
Commissiori s decision, as it is inapplicable and the
Consumer Advocafes' arguments are based on the wrong
statutory provision. The MGP costs are necessary in order
for the Company to stay in business and comply with
current environmental laws and regulations; thus, they are
part of providing current service and are properly
recoverable. Duke believes the General Assembly
recogrdzed that there are costs to provide utilit), service that
are not necessarily directly related to used and usefui; thus,
R.C. 49(19.15(A(4) specifically provides for recovery of such
costs and does not make recovery contingent on being
associated with the calculation of rate base. Duke offers that
the MGP remediation costs constitute normal and necessary
business expenses similar to any other cost of remaining in
compliance with Ohio and federal environmental laws.

Moreover, Duke submits that the Consumer Advocates'
argument that Duke has no statutory mandate to remediate
the MGP sites and there is no order by any environmental
agency to remediate the sites is irrelevant and factually
unsupported on the record in these proceedings. In.stead,
Duke's witnesses provided abundant expert testimony,
which was recounted in the Order, explaining the
Company's liability under state and federal law and the
prudency of proceeding proactively to address the liability
under the 0hio Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)
voluntary action program (VAP).

-6-
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cases and concluded that the collection of the MGP costs
proposed by Duke is separate and. unique frorn the
determination of used and useful on the date certain that is
utilized for defining what wili be included in base rates for
rate case purposes. Contrary to the assertions of the
Consumer Advocates, the Commission did not create an
exception to the used and useful standard in R.C.
490915{A}{1}. Rather, we found that this division of the
statute was not applicabie to our consideration of Duke's
proposed recovery of the MGP costs, for which it had been
granted deferral authority, we acknowledged the federal
mndate for remediation of the MGP sites, and
appropriately considered Duke's request under the
applicable standard set forth in R.C. 49(}9.15(A.)(4)
Accordingly, the Consumer Advocates` first assignment of
error is without merit and should be denied.

(11) In their second assignment of error, the Consumer
Advocates argue the Cornrnission should Iiot have
authorized Duke to charge customers for MGP investigation
and reznediation expenses that a,re not costs to the utility of
rendering public utility sen,-ices during the test year, in
violatian of R.C. 4909,15(A)(4) and (C)(1). According to the
Consumer Advocates, a critical component of the
ratemaking formula is that the costs must be costs incurred
to render public utility service and the underlying property
that gave rise to the costs must be used and useful in
providing service to customers on the date certain.

(12) Duke, in response to the Consumer Advocates' second
assignment of en-.or, suhmits that they once again confuse
B.C.,4909.15(A)(1) with (A)(4) to support their position that
only expenses associated with used and useful property are
recoverable from customers. However, Duke points out that
nothing in division (A)(4) mentions the used and useful
requirement; rather, (A)(4) refers to the casts to the utility of
rendering the public utility service for the test period, 'which
include the costs of complying with applicable law. Duke
states that, contrary to the assertions of fhe Consumer
Advocates, thE'. Corn2nissIC1I2 6vas not confused or
misinformed about the meaning and intent of the applicable
statutes.

-7S
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(13) The Consumer Advocates' second assignment of error is
without merit. As we stated in the Order, the determinative
factor under R.C. 4909.1:5(A)(4) is whether the MGP
remediation costs, which were deferred by Duke and
amortized to expense during the test year, are costs incurred
by Duke for rendering utility service. Contrary to the
opinion of the Consu.mer Advocates, when determining the
appropriate costs to be included in rates, R.C. 4909.7:5(A)(1)
and (A)(4) each provide for consideration of particular costs
incur.red by a u.tility. Under their proposal, the Consumer
Advocates would have the Comrn3.ssion apply the used and
use_{uI standard set forth in provision (A)(1) to (A)(4) as well.
However, such an application would not be appropriate.
Therefore, their request for rehearing of this determination
should be denied.

(14) Consumer Advocates, in their th%rd assignment of error,
assert the Cornmission erred by authorizing Duke to charge
customers €or MGP expenses that are not a normal recurring
expenses, in violation of Ohio law, including 'R.C.
4909.15(A)(4). In addition., they subrnxt that, even though the
Commission has stated that the MGP remediation costs are
business costs, not all costs incurred by a public utility are
current nr recoverable from customers, e.g., charitable
contributions, and promotional and institutional advertising.
Cl.assifying the costs as business costs does not overcome the
fact that the costs did not provide a direct and prirnary
benefit to Duke's current customers, according to the
Consumer Advocates.

(15) In response to the Consumer Advocates' thirci assignment of
error, Duke notes that, despite their at-temlats to add new
words to R.C, 4909.15(A)(4), this provision does not corntain
the terrns "normal" or "recurring" in the context used by the
intervenors. Therefore, there is no legal requirement that the
expense be normal or recurring in order to be recoverable
from customers. In addition, Duke submits that the IviG.P
costs provide a di-rect and primary benefit to customers,
pointing out that the Company provided evidence
supporting the legal and regulatory requirements related to
the need to investigate and remediate the sites in order to be
compliant with state and federal law, and to protect human
health and the environment. Likewise, as the sites co-ntain

-8_
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ongoing regulated operations, the Company established, on
the record, the need to ensure that its employees are
protected, further noting that the sites are used to provide
affordable, reliable, and safe utility services to customers.
Remediation allows the sites to continue this ongoing
service, while protecting the Company's employees and
customers. Thus, Duke asserts the Coznmission recogmzed
that the underlying property that gave rise to the costs was
currently used and useful in providing service to customers
and, therefore, constitutes costs to the utility of rendering the
public utility service required by R.C. 4909.15(A)(4).

(16) With regard to the third assignment of error by the
Consumer Advocates, the Conmmissinn fully reviewed and
addressed this issue in the Order. There is no doubt that the
remediation costs were a necessary cost of doing business by
Duke in response to CERCLA. It is also undisputed that
such remediation provides dz.rect benefits to society, the
Company and its employees, and the envi:onment.
Therefore, we find that the Consumer Advocates' third
assignment of error is without merit and should be denied.

(17) In their fourth assignment of error, the Consumer Advocates
contend the Comrnission should not have authorized Duke
to charge for MGP expenses that are xzot expenses for Duke's
utility distribtition service, in violation of law, including R.C.
4909.15. The Consumer Advocates assert that Duke failed to
rxr.eet its burden of proving that there is a nexus between the
MGP investigation and remediation costs and the provision
of natural gas service.

(18) Duke responds to the Consumer Advocates' fourth
assignment of error noting the argument that there must be a
nexus between the MGP costs and the provision of natural
gas service is contrary to the plain words of the statute.
While R.C. 4909.15(A)(1) directs the Camzz'tission to
determine the valuation as of the date certain of the property
of the public utility used and useful in rendering public
u:tility service, the sites upon which the N4GP sites are
located are used an.d useful in rendering public utility
services. However, according to Duke, it is not necessary to
demonstrate any nexus in order for the Com.mission to find

-9-
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that the investigation and remediation expenses are normal
and necessa.ry business expenses.

(19) Initially, the Commission notes that it is evident that
manufactured gas was provided to customers through
facilities on the sites and the MGI' sztes are part of the
Company's current gas distribution operations. Upon
considering Duke's request to recover the associated MCP
remediation costs for the sites and applying the standard
under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4), the Comniissiorz determined that
the best evidence of record supports Duke's claim that the
remediation costs were a cost of providing utility service and
a necessary cost of doing business as a public utility.
Therefore, the Consumer Advocates' argument that there is
no nexus between the remediation costs and the Company's
provision of natural gas services is without merit and their
fourth assignment of error should be derded.

(20) The fifth assignment of error espoused by the Coiisumer
Advocates is that the Cornsnissivr ► failed to comply with the
requirements of R.C. 4903.09 that specific findings of facts
and v.,ritten opinions must be supported by the record
evidence. They contend the record did not support the
Coinrnission's order that: the used and useful standard
under R.C. 4909.15(A)(1) is not applicable; the MGP
investigation and remediation costs were costs of rendering
public utility service under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4); and that strict
liability for Duke under CERCLA means Duke customers
should be responsible for paying the MGP expenses. The
Consumer Advocates acknowledge that Duke faces strict
liability for remediating contarnination at the MGP sites
under CERCLA; however, they state that Duke is not under
an order from any court or environmental agency to do so
and, instead, is voluntarily undertaking the remediation
actions at the IvIGP sites. Further, the Consumer Advocates
submit the Conirnission has not specified the exact
circumstances relied upon to support the decision that Duke
may recover the MGP costs.

(21) In response to the Consumer Advocates' fifth assignment of
erxor, Duke subxnits that tl-ieir arguments are illogical and
unsupportable. First, Duke maintains the Comxrtission's
Order clearly and unequivocally supports the prudent

-10-
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decision made by the Company, under applicable state and
federal law, to investigate and remediate the MGP sites.
Duke offers that Duke witness Margolis provided testimony
explauling: the legal and regulatory requirexnents related to
the liability under state and federal law; the application of
CERCLA, noting that it establishes strict liability for sites
that contain hazardous substances, which applies to current
owners and operators of such sites; the advantages for
managing the investigation and remediation of the sites
under the VA.P; and the risks the Company is under for
third-party lawsuits. Duke points out that no other party
presented evidence on the record to the contrary. Daxke
notes that, while the Consumer Advocates may disagree
with the Cornxxtisszon.'s Order, there is no iack of support ir,
the Order for the Commission's decision. Second, Duke
asserts that the CUn.surz:cer Advocates incorrectly assume that
the Commission's statutory reliance is neeessarily tied to the
legal and regulatory environmental requirement. To the
contrary, while the Commission correctly recognzzed the
legal mandates imposed on the Company to comply with
the law, the Commission found that the costs could be
recovered as normal and necessary business expenses. Even
if the Company was under a formal legal mandate, as
espoused by the Consumer Advocates, the nature of the
costs would still be the same and the costs would constituEe
normal and necessary business expenses and would not be
subject to a determination with regard to the used and useful
standard.

Duke notes that it is undisputed that the lE}IGP sites served
utility custoiners: by providing manufactured gas and that
the sites currently serve utility customers. According to
Duke, the Order recognized, with ample support, that the
remediation costs are a necessary cost of doing business as a
public utility and are proper costs borne by customers.
Duke states that, while the Consun-ter Advocates
acknowledge that CERCLA is applicable and establish.es
strict liability, their irzi_plication that complying with the law
is voluntary and the customers should not be required to
pay for the remediation fails because the record in these
cases establishes that the remediation is not tiroluntary. Duke
contends it is incorrect to argue that compliance with the law
and protection of human health and the environment, on a

_11_



Attachment 2
Page 12 of 27

12,1685-GA-AIR., et al.

prudent, proactive, and cost-effective basis, is voluntary.
The liability for these sites was not voluntary and the need
to investigate and rernediate was caused by changing
circu.mstances at the sites. Duke opines that the Consumer
Advocates' argument is akin to arguing that, because the
ConZpanv, rather than the customers, has the obligation to
pay taxes, the tax expense should be excluded from rates.

(22) Upon consideration of the Consumer Advocates' fifth
assignment of error, the Comrn2.ssion finds that it is without
merit. A review of our 79-page Order reveals that the
Commission diligently reviewed and considered all of the
information submitted on the record in these cases. The
Consumer Advocates' allegation that we did not set forth
oux findings and conclusions, and specify the exact
cxrcumstances we relied on to support the decision, is clearly
unfounded. The Consumer Advocates simply do not agree
with the Comn-^ission's review of the facts and the
conclusions expounded upon in the C7rder; therefore, they
chose to ignore the breadth of the evidence supporting ti-te
ultimate conclusion in these cases. Accordingly, we find that
their fifth assignment of error should be denied.

(23) In their sixth assignment of error, the Consumer Advocates
argue the Coznmission erred by making the remedy for
Duke's polluti.on of the MGP sites the financial respo.nsibility
of the customers instead of Duke's responsibility, The
Consumer Advocates submit that, prior to CERCLA, Ohio
General and Local Acts Section 6925 {Jan. 6, 1896) (Section
6925) prohibited durnping into any rivers, lakes, ponds, or
sixeams; they assert that, with the location of Duke's R!IGP
sites along the Ohio River, this law would have applied to
those sites. Therefore, the Consumer Advocates contend the
MGP costs should be viewed as costs to remedy Duke's
obligation under Ohio law that existed at the time the plants
were operating and. the pollution was being released.

(24) Duke responds to the Consumer Advocates' sixth
assignment of error, noting that this was the same argument
made in the reply briefs and it is fundamentally flawed and
irrelevant. According to Duke, CERCLA imposes strict
liability on owners and operators to clean up contaminated
sites; however, Section 6925 was a nuisance statute that
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prohibited intentional acts of throwing or depositing coal
dirt, coal slack, coal screenings, or coal refuse from gas
works upon or into any rivers, lakes, ponds, or streams. The
Comumcr Advocates failed to provide any evidence on the
record that Duke would have any Iiabflity under Section
6925 or that Section 6925 would have obligated the
Company to ren-iediate the sites.

(75) The Commission agrees that Section 6925 is irrelevant and
inapplicable to our consideration of the facts as we apply the
ratemaking statutes to the circumstances presented in these
cases. It is undi§puted -that CERCLA obligates Duke to
investigate and remediate the MGP sites and that such
obligations are clearly not voluntary on Duke's part. In
response to the commencement of the chariged
circumstances at the East and. V'Vest End sites, the recard
reflects that Duke proactively addressed the situations by
engaging the Ohio EPA's VAP. VVhile the VAP enables
Duke to ascertain the appropriate methodology far
responding to the CERCLA mandate, to say that Duke's
actions were voluntary and not mandated by law, the record
reflects that such an assertion is incorrect. Moreover, the
record before us supports our conclusion that the costs that
have been incurred and deferred are costs that were
incurred in the xend.ering of utility service. Thus, it is
appropriate for the Com_rn.ission to consider Duke's request
for recovery of any prudently incurred M.CP investigation
and rernediation costs under R.C. 4909.15(A)(4).
Accordingly, the Coznrnission concludes that the Consumer
Advocates' sixth assignment of error is without merit and
should be denied.

(26) The seventh assignment of error subrriitted by the Consumer
Advocates states that the Carrczrussiort erred by finding that
Duke met its burden of proof to show that it was necessary
to spend approximately $55.5 million in MGP remediation
casts to n-teet the applicable standards and to protect hun-tar.
health and the environment. According to the Consumer
Advocates, such a finding was urireasonable, unlawful, and
against the manifest weight of the evidence, citing seven
areas of concern.
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(27) Duke responds that the record, when considered as a whole,
overwhelmi:ngly supports the Commission's detexmiatation:
that the expenses were prudently incurred. Duke asserts
that it engaged in a comprehensive assessment of its legal
liability and duty to clean up the sites, and exercised in-
depth, prudent, and reasonable management of the
investigation and remediation of the sites. The
Commiss'ron's Order explains in great detail its analysis of
the facts and arguments presented zn these cases. According
to Duke, the Consumer Advocates' argument with respect to
the Comznissicsn's finding that Duke met the burden of proof
boils down to a disagreement of the weight the Camsz-dssion
accorded to the evidence that it considered. Each of the
Consumer Advocates' arguments are rrYeritless and ignore
the evidence presented in this case and considered by the
Coinmmi.sszon.

(28) The seven areas of concern cited by the Consumer
Advocates in their seventh assignment of error and. Duke's
responses to each are as follows:

(a) The Consumer Advocates state Duke failed to
produce a single written report documenting,
or witness testifying, as to Duke's detailed
consideration of alternatave remedial options
and their associated costs.

Duke responds that this argument is a red
herring and is based on the false premise that a
written document is required for the Company
to meet its evidentiary burd.eaz, noting that the
Consumer Advocates have failed to cite a
statute, regulation, or other authority requiring
such a document. This argument is at odds
with the Comrnission's role to consider the
totality of the evidence, not just documentary
evidence, Moreover, the record is replete with
competent and credible evidence that the
Con-tpany's process was both comprehensive
and reasonable, and that it did consider
remedial options, best practices, .feasibility,
constructability, safety, prior experience, and
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long-term and short-term impacts, as well as
costs.

(b) The Consumer Advocates maintain that
Duke's mere consideration of remediation
alternatives and incorporation of various
engineering and institutional control measures,
independent of a detailed analysis of far less
costly remediation alternatives, does not make
Duke's environmental remediation plan
reasonable and prudent.

Duke sub.niits that, while OCC witness
Campbell suggested other approaches that he
speculated would be appropriate, he had no
experience with and had not worked under the
Ohio V A.P. However, the overwhelming
evidence in the record indicates that the
approaches offered by Dr. Campbell would not
meet applicable VAP standards. In contrast,
Duke offered testimony by ivitnesses that are
both familiar with the MGP sites and have
expertise with regard to the 01uo VAI'.

(c) The Consumer Advocates aver that Duke's use
of the Ohio EPA's VAP, which does not specify
or prescribe remedial options, was not a
sufficient basis to find that Duke's selected
remediatzon was reasonable and prudent.

Duke maintains that the use of Ohio's VAP is
evidence of prudence, contending that the fact
that the VAP is performance-based, rather than
prescriptive, in no way impugns the
reasonableness or pruderace of the program.
While the VAl' does not mandate how the
applicable standards are met, achieving those
applicabie standards while following the
requirements of the VAP is evidence of
prudence.

-15-
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misplaced, as the witness admitted he had not
independently assessed, or priced out, the
alternative remedial options available to Duke
or the reasonableness and prudence of those
alternative remedial options for reducing the
costs. Mr. Fiore's determination that Duke's
remediation was reasonable and, pradent
lacked an appropriate basis or methodology.

Duke responds that the Consumer Advocates
misstate the Company's evidence and the
Conim.ission's Order, offering that the
Company did not exclusively rely on Duke
witness Fiore's testimony. The Compaz-ty also
presented substantial testimony from other
witnesses to establish th.e reasonableness and
prudence of the Company's identification and
assessment of remedial options. However,
Duke witness Fiore's testimony was offered to
demonstrated that the remedial actions chosen
by the Company were consistent with other
1VIGP cleanups, reasonable within the
framework of the VAP, and would meet the
VA.P requirements. His testimony also
retlected that the options put forth by QCC
would not meet the VAP standards.

(e) The Consumer Advocates maintain that the
Coznmission relied on the fact that Duke's
expert witnesses were subject to discovery, as
well as extensive cross-examinatian, without
examining whether their opinion regarding the
prudence of Duke's expenditure of $55.5
rnilliori in MGP costs were reasonable, when
their opinions lacked foundation and did not
stand up to cross-exarn.ination..

Duke states that the Coitsumer Advocates fail
to articulate how the Company's witnesses did
not stand up to cross-examination; rather, they
nterel-y express their oph-don that the responses
on cross were poor. According to Duke, the
Commis5ion's conclusion that Duke's
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witnesses presented ample information to
support a finding of prudency was supported
by substantial evidence.

{f^ The Consumer Advocates allege that the
Comrnission authorized $55.5 rn.illian in
charges when Duke is required by law to
minimize charges to customeTs and OCC
produced uncontradicted evidence of a$7.Z
rnzllion MGP remed'zataon alternative that
would also meet applicable standardsf

According to Duke, there was no reason to
challenge the estimated costs of the alternative
suggested by OCC, because it clearly did not
meet the threshold requirement that the
remedy meet the applicable VAP standards
and other appropriate factors.

(g) The Consumer Advocates assert the
Commission disregarded the evidence that
excavating to two feet and then applying a
surface cap would have met applicable
standards and protected hurnan health ancl the
environment across the MGP sites, ratlier than
the 20 to 40 feet unifcrrtx-dy excavated by Duke,
which resulted in greater costs. The
Coinm.ission improperly disregarded evidence
that excavation below two feet was not
necessary to protect workers, as they could
have been protected through an appropriate
soil management plan. Further, the
Commission ignored evidence that
groundwater remediation, beyond irtstitZi:tional
and engineering controls, and monitoring, was
not necessary.

Duke responds that, contrary to the assertions
by the Consuiner Advocates, the Cornxrdssion
did not disregard OCC witness Campbell's
suggested alternative; in fact, the Order clearly
indicates tha.t the Commission considered
these suggestions. However, the Co:mrnission
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found that, unlike Duke's experts, the
intervenor witnesses did not have the in-depth,
firsthand knowledge of the MGP sites. VVhzle
the Consumer Advocates may disagree with
the weight the Commission accorded UCC
witness Campbell's testimony, they cannot
claim the Cornmission failed to consider the
testimony.

(29) The Conuiussiort finds that the seventh assignment of error
set forth by the Consumer Advocates is without merit. As
we stated previously, while the Consumer Advocates'
suhrnit that the Conurussion`s conclusions in these cases are
against the manifest weight of the evidence, what they are
really saying is that they do not agree with the
Cornndssiori s rationale and ultimate findings and, therefore,
the Comxnission should reconsider its decision. There is no
dispute that the burden to proof that the Company's
expenditure of funds for the remediation of the MGP sites is
on F)u:ke. At the hearing, Duke presented six credible expert
witnesses, whose subject matter expertise ranged from
managing the remediation of the MGP sites in question to an
Ohio EPA certified professional reviewing Duke's
remediation for compliance with the Ohio EPA's VAP, as
well as otl-ter legal, environmental, rate management, and
gas field operations professionals. The Cornmission is not,
in any way, discounting the expertise of the witnesses
presented by the intervening parties in these cases, one of
which, OCC witness Campbell, is a learned environm_ental
c®nsultant and professional. However, it is the
C;ozrunission's responsibility to review the totality of the
evidence presented in these cases and determine whether
Duke sustained its burden to prove the prudency of the costs
expended thus far on the IvIGP remediation. The bulk of our
79-page Order thoroughly recounted and analyzed the facts
and argumerits presented by all parties in these cases.
Ultimately, we found that Duke presented the best credible
evidence supporting a finding that, with several exceptions,
its expenditures were reasonable and prudent. Having
reviewed the Consumer Advocates' seven areas of concern
in this assignment or error and the responsive pleading, we
find that they have not raised anything new that was not
already thoroughIy considered in our Order. Accordingly,
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we find that the Consumer Advocates' seventh assignment
of error should be denied.

(30) In their eighth assignment of error, the Consumer Advocates
assert that the Commission erred by applying a standard
which discounted the weight placed on the testimony of
intervenor experts, favored Duke's witnesses, and created a
presumption that Duke's actions were prudent in
contravention of precedent. They assert that Duke could not
meet its burden of proof without having performed, or
presented, an analysis of remediation alternatives. The
Consumer Advocates contend that the Con-mlission shifted
the burden of proof to opposing parties to show less costl.y
remediation alternatives. According to the Consumer
Advocates, C)CC witness Campbell is an environrne.ntal
engineer who reviews and addresses varying federal and
state regulations throughout his work, and he provided a
detailed estimate of a remediation a.lternative consistent with
the VAP requirements. The Consumer Advocates note that
neither C3hio law nor the Ohio Rules of Evidence lintit the
ability of engineers to testify as expert witnesses because
they lack a certification or license as an Ohio registered
professional engineer. They assert that there was no
objective reason to ignore Dr. Campbell's testimony, as he
had the clualificatians to offer the opinion and the testimony
that he provided was not contradicted by any witness.
Moreover, the Consumer Advocates submit that Duke
witness Fiore, whose testimonv the Commission relied on to
support a finding of prudency, had no rnore firsthand
knowledge of the selection of the remediation options for the
M[GP sites than did C7CC witness Campbell.

(31) Duke responds to the Consumer Advocates' eighth
assignment of error contending that the testimony offered by
DCC witness Campbell was unpersuasive. Cdnversely,
Duke provided witnesses that testified as to: the exhaustive
history of the MGPs; the nature of the Company's liability
and the prudence of its efforts to address its legal liabilit-j in
a cost-effective and efficient manner; the methodology used
by the Company to remediate the sites and the actions
required to comply with t:he applicable standards under the
VAP; and the decision-making employed by Duke in
overseeing and managing the site remediation. Duke notes
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that the history of the sites was not rebutted and no party
disagreed that there is liability attached to remediation of the
sites. Ivloreover, Duke asserts that flCC witness Campbell
does not have the experience with the VAP, other than that
he read the regulations and looked at the C7hio EPA website.
Duke opines that, while Dr. Campbell may be a reputable
and reliable consultant in certain matters, he was not
adequately qualified to offer an opinion with respect to the
Uhio VAP, the rem.ediahon of the MGP sites, or the
Comparty`s decisions. Thus, Duke asserts that the record
abundantly supports the Corrunission`s Order,

(32) Upon coxisideration of the eighth assigxunent of error
claimed by the Consumer Advocates, the Commi.ssion finds
that it is without merit. Again we emphasize the diligence of
our review and the fact that we judiciously considered the
testimony of all Krztnesses, both from the Company and the
intervenors. Contrary to the unfounded allegations by the
Consumer Advocates, there was no presumption that
Duke's actions were prudent and the burden of proof was in
no way shifted to the opposing parties. The Commission
painstakingly considered the totality of the record evidence
and found that Duke presented credible and convincing
support to sustain its burden of proof. Whi1e the Con.su.me.r
Advocates would prefer that we found otherwise, they have
presented nothing new that was not already considered and
would warrant reversal of our well-founded conclusion in
these cases. Accordingly, the eighth assignment of error
should be denied.

(33) The Consumer Advocates, in their ninth assignment of error,
believe the Commission erred by finding that Duke made a
reasonable and prudent decision to investigate and
remediate the East End site due to the changes in the use of
the property and adjacent properties, when the changes in
use may not have occurred, but for Duke's decision to sell a
portion of the site. Moreover, they note that Duke's actions
to sell the parce? and to grant a use easement were not utility
aet7vzties, and Duke should have known that its actions
would triggex the need to remedia4e. The Consumer
Advocates believe the sale of the western parcel on the East
End site was designed to benefit Duke's shareholders. They
maintain the sale should have disqualified Duke from
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charging customers for any costs of remediation resulting
from the site's change in use.

(34) In response to their ninth assignment of error, Duke states
that the need to investigate and remediate the East End. MGI''
site was not triggered by Duke's decision to sell a portion of
the site and the Consumer Advocates' assertion to the
contrary is neither supported by the law or the record.
Rather, the decisioia to rernediate the East End site was
necessitated by a change in the use at and adjacent to the
property. Moreover, the Consumer Advocates ignore the
fact that Duke's liability follows the MGP waste materials
and is not tied solely to ownership and operation of the
property,.

(35) The Commission finds that the Consumer Advocates'
conjecture pertaining to the sale of the parcel west of the
East End site and the effect of such sale on the
commencement of the need to remediate the site is not based
on any evidence presented on the record in these cases. In
actuality, the record reflects that the property sold by Duke
represents only a small portion of the overall nine-acre
purchased parcel, as it was referred to in the Order.
Moreover, recognizing that the record did not distinguish
betv,reen the small portion that had been sold by Duke,
which had been associated with the MGPs, and the
remainder of the nine-acre purchased parcel that had not
been related to the MGl's, the Commission denied Duke's
request to include the approximately $2.3 million associated
with the purchased parcel in the MGP costs to be recovered
in these cases. Therefore, we conclude that the Consumer
Advocates' ninth assignment of error is without merit and
should be denied.

(36) In their tenth assignment of error, the Consumer Advocates
claim the Commission failed to comply with R.C. 4909.19,
which required the Staff Report to include a determination
of the prudence of Duke's MGP investigation and
remediation costs. Instead, the Cornrnission accepted Staff's
decisi4n not to iiivestigate the necessity and scope of the
remediation work performed by Duke, as well as Staff's
acceptance of the opizdon of Duke's Ohio EPA certified
larofessional. According to the Consumer Advocates, an
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outside consultant could have been hired by Staff to review
the prudency of the costs. The Consumer Advocates,
further, infer that the Cornrrussion deferred to Duke's expert
witness on the prudence of the remediation activities; thus,
providing Duke a presumption of prudence.

(37) In response to the Consumer Advocates' tenth assignment of
error, Duke subrnits that, while R.C. 4909.19 requires the
Cozzunission investigate the facts set forth in the Company's
application, it does not provide any further requirements
with respect to how the investigation. is to be conducted;
rather, the General Assembly deferred to the Cornmission.'s
discretion and judgment in terms of ratemaking. According
to Duke, based upon the evidence, which reflected opposing
positions, the Commission invoked its judgment and
expertise in concluding that the remediation costs were a
necessary expense associated with the provision of utility
service and, but for a limited exception, were prudently and
reasonably incLxrred by Duke. In so doing, Duke notes that
the Cornznission rejected the findings of Staff, which the
Commission is at liberty to do.

(38) The Consumer Advocates' tenth assigrunent of error is
without merit. Contrary to the allegations of the Consumer
Advocates, Staff thoroughly investigated and opined on the
costs associated with the investigation and remediation
efforts at Duke's MGP sites. Given Staff's position in these
cases regarding recovery of the MGP expenses, there was no
need for Staff to review the scope of the remediation work,
as advocated by the Consumer Advocates, and there is no
reciuirement, either in the statute or in the regulatiom, that
Staff must investigate and present its position on the
prudency of such costs. The Consumer Advocates'
argument that the Commission deferred its decision on the
prudency of the costs incurred for the MGP remediation to
Duke's witness is unfounded. As pointed out numerous
times by the Consumer Advocates and acknowledged by
Duke and Staff in these proceedirLgs, the burden of proof is
on Duke to show the prudency of the MCP remediation
expenditures. As evidenced by our thorough and detailed
accounting in our Order of the facts and arguments
presented by all parties, we weighed the evidence aiid based
our conclusions regarding prudency or, the best evidence of
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record. There was no presumption of prudence for Duke;
rather, as the record reflects, Duke presented credible,
substantiated evidence that was specific to the MGP sites in
question to support its assertion of prudency. Accordingly,
we find that the Consumer Advocates' tereth assignment of
error should be denied.

(39) The eleventh assignment of error set forth by the Consumer
Advocates is that the Comn-ission erred in finding that Duke
has taken reasonable and prudent action to pursue recovery
of investigation and remediation costs from other potentially
responsible third parties and insurers. The Consumer
Advocates maintain the Corntzti,ssion shciuld examine Duke's
collection efforts in a future proceeding and should address
the prudence of Duke's efforts to collect such amounts at
that tim.

(40) Duke responds to the Consumer Advocates' eleventh
assignment of error pointing out that the evidence reflects
that Duke is pursuing other means of funding the costs of
the MGf' remediation and the Company accepts the
Comxnission`s expectation that it pursue these sources of
funding. Although the Commission can ascertain in a future
proceeding whether Duke is Eulfilling its commitment to
seek third-party funding for the cleanup, there is no present
basis to delay Duke's recovery of costs that have been and
will continue to be incurred.

(41) Me Cornnission finds that the Consumer Advocates'
eleventh assignment of error is without merit and should be
denied. As provided in our Order, it is the Cc,Tamxssion's
expectation that Duke will use every effort to recoup
remediation costs from all associated third parties, and the
Cnmuxussion will monitor this process closely. Moreover,
the Commission will, at its discretion, irr^itiate a review of
Duke's efforts to recover third-party .furtdzng for the
remediation costs.

(42) In their tivelfth assign.rnent of error, the Consumer
Advocates offer that the Commission should not have
authorized Duke to collect the deferred MGP costs from
customers over an unreasonably short five-year period. The
Consumer Advocates supported a longer 10-year
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amortization period, which they continue to advocate for,
arguing that the longer period will mitigate the rate impacts
on customers. They argue the Commission's ultimate denial
of Duke's request to recover carrying charges further
supports a longer amortization period because the
shareholders should bear some responsibility and the
ultimate rate burden on custorrters should be rnirdrni:zed.

(43) In response to the twelfth assignment of error, Duke argues
the Cornrnission's decision to allow arnortization over a five-
year period is reasonably balanced and the Consumer
Advocates did not offer a substantial basis for a longer
period. Duke notes that OCC's witrlesses did agree that, if
three years was the actual expected period bet-ween rate
cases, then three years was a reasonable timeframe for
recovery and, in deterrrtining the appropriate amortization
period, it is reasonable to consider the amount and age of the
deferral, the anticipation of additional deferrals, and the
proximity of the next rate case. Moreover, Duke points out
that, despite advocating for a longer amortization period
based on the concept of rate shock, the Consumer Advocate
witnesses did not analyze or research the rate impacts that
would result from differing proposed amortization periods.
Finally, Duke asserts the Commission's decision to deny
recovery of any carrying charges mitigates against a longer
amortization period. Moving to a 10-year period unfairly
shifts more of the burden to Duke, according to the
Company.

(44) The record reflects proposed periods for amortization
ranging from between three and ten years. The Cornxnission
coztsidered the arguments regardixig this issue provided by
each of tl-ie parties. Based on our determination that the
record supports Duke's recovery of some of the costs
associated with the MGP remediation, the Cgrnmzssion
believes the five-year am.ortizatzon period appropriately
weighs the interests of all parties. A.ccordingly, we conclude
that the twelfth assignment of error by the Consumer
Advocates should be denied.

-24-
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December 31, 2012, through a rider. Tliey assert the
Camxni_ssiori s grant of authority to Duke to defer and
recover future costs throu,gh Rider MGP is contrary to the
Staff Report, which Duke did not object to, as well as the
Stipulation, which requires Duke to file a subsequent rate
case to collect expenses after December 31, 2012. Therefore,
the Consumer Advocates state that onlv those 1VIGP costs
that are found to meet legal and regulatory requirements
that were deferred before December 31, 2012, shou7d be the
subject currently being considered for recovery from
customers.

(46) Duke, in response to the Consumer Ac€vocates' thirfeertth
assigrunen.t of error, maintains that the grant of deferral
accounting authority is well within the broad authority
granted to the Commission under R.C. 4905.13. Duke asserts
that, given the evidence of record, the Cotrniissiorl's
decision to authorize continual deferral authority was
reasortabie.

(47) The Commission finds no merit in the thirteenth assignn7ent
of error offered by the Consumer Advocates. We agree that
R.C. 4905.13 empowers the Commissi:on to g,raFlt Duke's
request for continued deferral authority within the context
of these cases. However, as noted in our Order,
authorization to permit the Company to make the necessary
accounting adjustment to reflect the deferral is in no way a
ruling on the prudency of the costs yet to be reviewed. Si.nce
we have determtned in these cases that Duke should be
periYUtted to recover the prudently incurred costs of the
MGI' investigation and remediation, it follows that Duke
should be authorized to update Rider MGP on an annual
basis based on the established 10-year timeframes mandated
for the East and West End sites. Accordingly, we concl:ude
that the Consumer Advocates' thirteenth assignrnent of error
should be denied,

It is, therefc+re,

_25..

QRDERED, That the applications for rehearing filed by Duke and the Cons-uiner
Advocates be del-ied. It is, further,
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ORDERED, That a copy of this Entry on R.ehearing be served upon all parties of
record,

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

, ^..

Tadd ^=Sni hler, Chairman ^7

Steven D. Lesser

M. Beth Trombold

Lynn S1aby,

Asim Z. Haque

CIVlTP/sc

Entered in the Journal
.^.._

Ba.rcy F. McNeal
Secretary
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Cah.io, Inc., for an Increase in its ) Case No.12-1685-GA-AIR
Natural Gas Distribution Rates. }

In the Matter of the Application of Duke ) Case No. 12-1686-GA-ATA
'Energy Ohio, Inc., for Tariff Approval. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval of an } Case No.12-1687-GA-ALT
Alternative Rate Plan for Gas Distribution )
Service. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval to Change ) Case No.12-168f3-GA-AAM
Accounting Methods. )

DISSENTING OPINION OF
GC7MMISSI(JNERS STEVEN D. LESSER AND ASIM Z H.A QLTE

We again dissent from the majdrity upon rehearing of this case. Duke Energy 0hio,
Inc. ("Duke") seeks to recoNTer environmental remediation expenses from coansumers based
upon the statutory language set forth in R.G. 4909.15 (A)(4). As Duke should not recover
under esfia?^Iished precedent interpreting R.C. 4909.15 (A)(4), and since they have averred
time and again that they do not seek recovery under 4909.15 (A)(1), then Duke should not be
able to recover its requested environ.merttal rernediation expenses.

/tTrzn

Ent'ered in ffie Journal

8 Z014

.^- --^-^--^
.r

^tev^n D. Lesser

Asim Z. Haque

$arcy P. McNeal
Secretary
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