STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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In the matter of the application of

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY’s
power supply cost recovery reconciliation proceeding
for the 12-month period ended December 31, 2001.

Case No. U-12615-R

N N N N N

At the April 17, 2003 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing,

Michigan.

PRESENT: Hon. Laura Chappelle, Chairman
Hon. David A. Svanda, Commissioner
Hon. Robert B. Nelson, Commissioner

OPINION AND ORDER

I.

HISTORY OF PROCEEDINGS

On March 29, 2002, Wisconsin Electric Power Company (Wisconsin Electric) filed an
application, with supporting testimony and exhibits, seeking approval of its power supply cost
recovery (PSCR) reconciliation for the 12-month period ended December 31, 2001. On April 17,
2002, Wisconsin Electric filed an amended application to correct clerical errors.

Wisconsin Electric requested approval of a $0.00184 per kilowatt-hour (kWh) surcharge to be
implemented from October 2002 through March 2003 to recover an alleged underrecovery of

$692,750. In the alternative, Wisconsin Electric proposed using the PSCR reconciliation process



to obtain recovery of certain transmission costs billed by American Transmission Company, LLC
(ATCLLC) that would have the effect of increasing its underrecovery to $1,174,361.

On May 10, 2002, pursuant to due notice, a prehearing conference was conducted by Chief
Administrative Law Judge George Schankler (ALJ). Wisconsin Electric, Industrial Power Users
Coalition (IPUC),” and the Commission Staff (Staff) appeared at the prehearing conference. The
ALJ granted IPUC’s petition to intervene and established a schedule for the remainder of the
proceedings.

On August 21, 2002, the ALJ conducted an evidentiary hearing at which two witnesses
testified and nine exhibits were admitted into evidence. The record consists of 142 pages of
transcript.

Briefs were filed by all parties on September 19, 2002. Reply briefs were filed by Wisconsin
Electric and IPUC on October 2, 2002.

On October 31, 2002, the ALJ issued a Proposal for Decision (PFD) in which he
recommended that the Commission approve Wisconsin Electric’s proposed surcharge of $0.00089
per kWh over a three-month period.

On November 18, 2002, IPUC filed exceptions to the PFD. On December 6, 2002, Wisconsin

Electric filed replies to those exceptions.

"n its brief, Wisconsin Electric indicated that, in light of the Commission’s September 16,
2002 order in Case No. U-12725, it was no longer pursuing recovery of the transmission costs
billed by ATCLLC, which reduced its calculated underrecovery to $158,436. To recover this
amount, Wisconsin Electric proposed a three-month surcharge of $0.00089 per kWh.

’IPUC’s membership consists of International Paper Company and Louisiana Pacific
Corporation.
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I1.

POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES

There are primarily four issues in this proceeding. First, whether Wisconsin Electric may
recover purchased power costs not identified in the utility’s plan case. Second, whether Wisconsin
Electric may recover capacity charges from certain purchased power contracts. Third, whether
Wisconsin Electric may recover actual costs in excess of projected plan costs. Fourth, should
Wisconsin Electric’s recovery of all purchased power costs be limited to the price of certain

wholesale sales made by the utility?

Wisconsin Electric

Wisconsin Electric seeks to recover an underrecovered amount of $158,436, plus interest,
from its Michigan PSCR customers. Thomas P. Lorden, a project analyst in Wisconsin Electric’s
Finance Deparment, testified that the utility generated 28,697,038 megawatt-hours (MWh) of
power at a cost of $286,803,961 during 2001. Compared to its 2001 PSCR plan projections, these
numbers reflect a 2.35% decrease in generation and a 0.20% increase in costs. Mr. Lorden
testified that the reductions in generation were the result of reductions in native system
requirements, an extended planned outage, several forced outages, and a change in operations at
the Port Washington fossil plant for reliability concerns. Wisconsin Electric asserts that even with
these changes from the PSCR plan projections, it continued to adhere to its principle of economic
dispatch as approved by the Commission. Regarding the increased costs for generation,
Wisconsin Electric explained that natural gas prices were higher than projected in the first six
months of 2001.

Regarding Wisconsin Electric’s power purchases during 2001, Mr. Lorden testified that the

utility purchased 3,348,104 MWh at a total cost of $198,212,601. See, Exhibit A-1. In
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comparison to its 2001 PSCR plan year projections, those numbers represent a 4.9% decrease in
power purchased and an 11% increase in costs. Wisconsin Electric asserts that less energy was
purchased due to lower system requirements. The utility further asserts that the increase in
purchased power costs was due to 1) purchasing more power from particular suppliers, 2) changes
in the amount of energy purchased on-peak and off-peak from Dynegy, and 3) the failure to
include certain power costs associated with the Northern Indiana Public Service Company
(NIPSCo) agreements in the previous projections. Mr. Lorden testified that if the power supply
costs for NIPSCo were incorporated into the 2001 PSCR plan estimates, then the actual average
cost per MWh for the NIPSCo purchases would be less than projected.

Additionally, Wisconsin Electric asserts that, while there were incurred capacity charges
associated with purchase power contracts for periods in excess of six months, these costs should
not be disallowed under Section 6j(13)(b) of 1982 PA 304 (Act 304), MCL 460.6j(13)(b), because
the costs were identified in the plan year and approval was requested. Wisconsin Electric explains
that although the Commission withheld approval of these contracts in the plan case because the
utility did not provide complete copies of the agreements for inspection, the Commission allowed
these costs to remain in the PSCR factor subject to disallowance in the reconciliation proceeding.
Wisconsin Electric stresses that it requested approval of these contracts in Case No. U-13266,
which was still pending at the time that briefs were filed in this proceeding. Accordingly,
Wisconsin Electric asserts that a favorable ruling by the Commission in Case No. U-13266 prior to
the issuance of a final order in this proceeding means that a Section 6j(13)(b) disallowance is not

warranted.
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Industrial Power Users Coalition

IPUC contends that Wisconsin Electric’s proposed reconciliation is not supported by the
evidence. TPUC asserts that Wisconsin Electric has inappropriately included numerous costs in its
reconciliation case that it did not present to the Commission in its 2001 plan case and therefore has
avoided meaningful review of its PSCR costs. Moreover, IPUC asserts that Wisconsin Electric
has failed to explain why costs for items that were included in the plan exceeded projections.

IPUC contends that the portions of Act 304 relating to reconciliation proceedings do not
permit Wisconsin Electric to recover costs that Wisconsin Electric did not include in the plan
proceeding. IPUC claims the purpose of the reconciliation proceeding is to compare projected
revenues and costs in the plan case with the actual revenues and costs under that plan. According
to [IPUC, Wisconsin Electric then bears the burden of demonstrating in the reconciliation case that
any variations were the result of reasonable and prudent decisions. Specifically, IPUC argues that
Wisconsin Electric should not be permitted to recover $9 million in costs associated with its
NIPSCo contracts that Wisconsin Electric “inadvertently” left out of its 2001 PSCR plan case.
While the power Wisconsin Electric planned to purchase was disclosed, the associated costs were
missing. Consequently, it appears in the 2001 plan case that Wisconsin Electric was planning to
purchase an amount of power from NIPSCo at a cost of $9 million less than what it actually was
planning to purchase the power at. As a result, [IPUC asserts that Wisconsin Electric’s plan
presented a “misleadingly low average price for power.” IPUC, brief, p. 8. [PUC contends that
Wisconsin Electric should not be able to recover these costs in the reconciliation proceeding
because they were not a part of the plan case and the Commission has not had an opportunity to

review the reasonableness and prudence of those costs. Moreover, [IPUC contends that Wisconsin
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Electric failed to put any evidence on the record in support of the reasonableness and prudence of
these costs.

IPUC also asserts that Wisconsin Electric cannot lawfully recover certain capacity charges
because the utility did not obtain the necessary prior approval of those costs in violation of
MCL 460.6j(13)(b). IPUC contends that Wisconsin Electric failed to obtain the required prior
approval for approximately $68.5 million of such charges involving 15 contracts. IPUC
acknowledges that Wisconsin Electric has sought approval of these capacity charges in Case
No. U-13266, but insists that even if approval of the contracts is acquired prior to a final decision
in this case, the Commission must still disallow the charges. IPUC argues that if the contracts are
not approved prior to the time the utility charges customers for the capacity costs, the utility has
not attained the necessary “prior approval” required under the statute. In so doing, IPUC rejects
Wisconsin Electric’s interpretation of the November 20, 2001 order in Case No. U-12615 where
the Commission indicated it would address the cost recovery of the long-term contracts in the
2001 reconciliation proceeding “if Wisconsin Electric has not secured approval by then.” Order,
Case No. U-12615, p. 13.

IPUC further argues that Wisconsin Electric failed to adequately explain the differences
between projected costs included in its plan case and its actual costs. [PUC contends that under
Section 6j(12) of Act 304, the Commission must look at the reasonableness and prudence of these
expenses and that the burden of proof rests with Wisconsin Electric to make this demonstration.
IPUC asserts that Wisconsin Electric’s one witness, Mr. Lorden, was not qualified to truly explain
the $19 million in cost overruns. Mr. Lorden’s qualifications were in the areas of fuel accounting
and reporting, not plant operations and power contracting. IPUC asserts that Mr. Lorden “failed

utterly to provide meaningful explanations of why it [Wisconsin Electric] paid more under
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purchase contracts than it predicted in the plan case.” IPUC, brief, p. 14. IPUC is particularly
concerned because Wisconsin Electric purchased approximately 4% less power than projected in
the plan case, but paid approximately 11% more than projected. IPUC finds that Mr. Lorden’s
testimony that the cost increase “is the result of the application by the Company of principles of
economic dispatch to circumstances that actually developed during the PSCR plan year” to be too
general to explain the reasonableness and prudence of the expenses. In short, IPUC finds that all
of Wisconsin Electric’s attempts to explain the cost variations as unconvincing and falling short of
meeting the necessary burden.

IPUC’s final concern is that Wisconsin Electric has failed to adequately explain the fact that it
sells firm power for $31.72 per MWh while buying similar power at an average price of $74.35
per MWh. IPUC is concerned that customers are subsidizing Wisconsin Electric’s sales by paying
for higher priced purchases. IPUC asserts that Wisconsin Electric should have used the lower cost
power it sold to avoid buying higher cost power. As a solution, [PUC proposes capping the
recoverable purchased power contract costs at $31.72 per MWh. In the end, IPUC asserts that
customers are owed a credit as a result of this reconciliation proceeding instead of being assessed

Wisconsin Electric’s proposed charge.

Commission Staff

With respect to the capacity charges from the purchased power contracts, the Staff believes
that Wisconsin Electric should be permitted to recover these charges. The bases for the Staff’s
position are twofold. First, the Commission’s order approving Wisconsin Electric’s 2001 PSCR
plan approved a factor that included capacity charges from all included purchased power contracts.
Second, the PFD in Case No. U-13266 recommended approval of all the contracts in effect for

2001 and the Staff did not take exception with that recommendation.
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The Staff did not address the other remaining issues in this proceeding.

III.

PROPOSAL FOR DECISION

In his PFD, the ALJ recommended that Wisconsin Electric be permitted to recover an under-
recovered amount of $158,436 in a proposed surcharge of $0.00089 per kWh over a three-month
period. Specifically, the ALJ recommended recovery of the $9 million of costs incurred under a
NIPSCo contract omitted from Wisconsin Electric’s 2001 plan case. In the ALJ’s opinion, the
omission of these expenses was inadvertent. The ALJ reasoned, “While the omitted expenses
were not tabulated in the Plan case, the contract with NIPSCo, including the charges to be applied
to peak purchases and associated transmission rates, was presented as a component of the Plan.”
PFD, p. 8. Consequently, the reasonableness and prudence of the NIPSCo charges were
considered in the plan case and Wisconsin Electric is not presenting a new issue. Due to the
“clerical error”, the costs resulting from the contract were not recovered in the PSCR factors, so
Wisconsin Electric should be able to recover those cost in the reconciliation.

The ALJ also recommended approval of Wisconsin Electric’s recovery of certain capacity
costs associated with certain long-term power supply arrangements. His recommendation assumed
that the Commission would approve Wisconsin Electric’s request to pass the capacity costs
associated with these contracts through its PSCR clause prior to the final decision in this
proceeding. The ALJ believed that if such approval is granted, then Wisconsin Electric has met
the “prior approval of the commission” requirement and a disallowance for these costs is not
mandated by statute.

Next, the ALJ recommended rejection of IPUC’s contention that Wisconsin Electric’s
recovery of its PSCR costs should be determined by its 2001 plan projections rather than by its
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actual expenses. In reaching this conclusion, the ALJ expressed satisfaction with Wisconsin
Electric’s evidence that the costs in question were occasioned by unforeseen circumstances, such
as forced outages, or resulted from reasonable and necessary changes in the amount, timing, and
sources of power purchases.

Finally, the ALJ specifically rejected IPUC’s position that recovery of all purchased power
costs should be capped at the average price that Wisconsin Electric sold power. In so doing, the
ALJ pointed out that this proposal had been rejected by the Commission in its September 16, 2002
order in Case No. U-12725, Wisconsin Electric’s recent general rate case proceeding. The ALJ
also noted that there are numerous variables that affect the price of power transactions, and that

merely comparing two averages, without more, is inappropriate.

Items not identified in the PSCR plan

IPUC asserts that the scope of a reconciliation proceeding is statutorily limited to reconciling a
utility’s PSCR revenues with the costs actually expensed for power supply by the utility. IPUC
claims that there is no authority under MCL 460.6j(12) to consider charging customers for costs
that were not authorized under the plan case. IPUC further contends that if Wisconsin Electric is
permitted a second bite at the apple by getting to include these costs retroactively, then a PSCR
reconciliation proceeding is no longer merely a “true-up.” Moreover, if Wisconsin Electric is now
permitted to collect these costs from customers, then, [PUC contends, there is no longer a purpose
to having PSCR plan proceedings. If the Commission allows recovery of these omitted costs, “the
Commission will be giving utilities carte blanche to withhold their true plans until expenses have
already been incurred, then presenting them in a reconciliation case as a fait accompli.” TPUC’s

exceptions, p. 8 (emphasis in original).
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IPUC further contends that Wisconsin Electric should not be permitted to recover these
expenses because the Commission has never had an opportunity to review them for reasonableness
and prudence. TPUC asserts that the Commission could not have reviewed these costs in
Wisconsin Electric’s 2001 plan case because the costs were not present. Moreover, IPUC asserts
that Wisconsin Electric has not demonstrated the reasonableness and prudence of these costs in
this proceeding either. IPUC claims, “If an expense has never been reviewed for reasonableness
and prudence and approved, it may not be collected.” IPUC’s exceptions, p. 10.

The Commission finds [IPUC’s arguments to be unpersuasive. Wisconsin Electric should be
permitted to recover the $9 million in NIPSCo contract costs that were omitted in the plan
proceeding. [PUC acknowledges the fact that Wisconsin Electric did present in its plan case the
NIPSCo contract and that Wisconsin Electric did project 140,352 MWh of power purchases from
NIPSCo. The discrepancy was that Wisconsin Electric failed to identify all of the associated costs
with these purchases. The result was a deceptively low average price for power. The Commission
agrees with the ALJ that this is a “significant error” of omission. PFD, p. 8. Nevertheless, the
NIPSCo contract, “including the charges to be applied to peak purchases and associated trans-
mission rates, was presented as a component of the Plan.” PFD, p. 8.

Section 6j(15) of Act 304 authorizes the Commission to permit recovery of excess costs under
certain circumstances. While Wisconsin Electric did present the projected volume of NIPSCo
power purchases, it did not present all of the associated costs in its plan case. Consequently, these
costs must be viewed as excess costs under Section 6j(15). Because the NIPSCo contract and the
volumes to be purchased under this contract were identified in the plan case, although not
addressed in the plan case order, the purchase of these volumes is consistent with the

Commission’s order in Case No. U-12615. Consequently, these costs are recoverable in a
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reconciliation proceeding “if the utility demonstrates that the level of such expenses resulted from
reasonable and prudent management actions.” MCL 460.6j(15).

The Commission finds that Wisconsin Electric’s purchase of the NIPSCo volumes and
associated costs were reasonable and prudent. As Mr. Lorden testified, “the net change in costs
actually experienced by the Company during 2001 is the result of the application by the Company
of principles of economic dispatch to circumstances that actually developed during the PSCR plan
year.” 2 Tr. 63. Moreover, the average cost for the on-peak charges under the NIPSCo agreement
at issue is less than the comparable average cost for on-peak charges under another NIPSCo
agreement in effect during the plan year that was approved in the plan case and was not challenged
as unreasonable either in the plan case or this proceeding. See, Exhibit A-5. In addition, the
Commission recently approved this NIPSCo contract, including its pricing terms, in its March 12,
2003 order in Case No. U-13266. It is important to note that IPUC does not challenge the level of
costs paid in the contract at issue or the level of volumes purchased under the agreement. Instead,
IPUC challenges the ability of Wisconsin Electric to recover these costs at all in the context of a
reconciliation proceeding. Because Section 6j(15) expressly permits the recovery of excess costs,

the Commission finds IPUC’s position unpersuasive.

Capacity charges

IPUC asserts that Wisconsin Electric has not met the statutory requirement of obtaining the
prior approval of its long-term contracts under MCL 460.6j(13)(b) and, therefore, the Commission
must disallow the associated capacity charges. IPUC asserts that the statute requires the utility to
obtain approval for these capacity charges before the utility may collect the costs from customers.

According to IPUC, even if the Commission were to approve the contracts in Case No. U-13266,
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that approval will not work to satisfy the statutory requirement for Wisconsin Electric’s 2001 plan
period.

The Commission is not persuaded by IPUC’s interpretation of the statute. Wisconsin Electric
sought Section 6j(13)(b) approval of the contract capacity charges for purchases in excess of six
months in its 2001 plan case. The Commission denied approval of these charges because complete
copies of the contracts were not provided for inspection. In so doing, the Commission stated that
the “issue of how to reflect unapproved contract capacity charges in the recovery of PSCR costs
need not be decided until the reconciliation case (if Wisconsin Electric has not secured approval
by then).” November 20, 2001 order, Case No. U-12615, p. 13 (footnote omitted). Subsequently,
Wisconsin Electric sought approval in Case No. U-13266 and approval was granted by order dated
March 12, 2003.

The Commission believes that Wisconsin Electric has met the statutory requirement of
obtaining prior approval of the Commission under Section 6j(13)(b). The Commission interprets
the “prior approval” language to refer back to the Commission’s “order in a power supply cost
reconciliation.” Because Wisconsin Electric did secure approval of these capacity charges prior to
the Commission’s order in this power supply cost reconciliation case, the Commission is not
required by statute to disallow the capacity charges. See, March 12, 2003 order, Case No. U-
13266. Moreover, because the Commission has approved these charges, and there is no new basis
in the record for a disallowance of these capacity charges, the Commission declines to disallow

these capacity charges.

Costs exceeding projections

IPUC asserts that Section 6j(12) requires the Commission to “consider any issue regarding the

reasonableness and prudence of expenses for which customers were charged if the issue was not
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considered adequately at a previously conducted power supply and cost review.” IPUC further
asserts that Wisconsin Electric did not make the requisite showing to demonstrate the reason-
ableness and prudence of these excess costs. Specifically, IPUC challenges the following:
1. The overall excess of actual purchased power costs over projected costs of
$19.5 million, in view of the fact that MWh purchases were 4% less than

projected.

2. $1,000,000 of excess costs associated with purchased power under the LS
Whitewater contract.

3. $8,000,000 in actual purchased power costs over projected under the Mirant
Neenah contract and $400,000 under the Reliant Energy contract.

4. $3,000,000 in actual costs over projected costs for purchased power under the
Dynegy Marketing Trade contract.

5. $4,400,000 in actual costs over projected purchased power costs under a
contract with Waste Management of Wisconsin.

IPUC believes that the ALJ misallocated the burden of proof by placing the burden of
supporting an adjustment on [PUC. TPUC asserts that the burden is on Wisconsin Electric to
support its surcharge and that Wisconsin Electric failed to do so.

The Commission, however, is satisfied with Wisconsin Electric’s explanations for these costs.
As the ALJ stated in his PFD, “for the reasons put forth by Mr. Lorden and Applicant, the costs in
question were not inconsistent with the Plan but were occasioned by unforeseen events, such as
forced outages, or resulted from changes in system requirements which necessitated changes in the
amount, timing and sources of purchases of power. In several instances . . . there were no actual
‘excess’ costs; rather the numbers were restated in a different format.” PFD, p. 16. The Commis-
sion finds these costs to be reasonably and prudently incurred and, therefore, no adjustment for

these costs is warranted.
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Prices of purchases higher than price of sales

IPUC contends that it is unreasonable for Wisconsin Electric to sell firm power for an average
cost of $31.72 per MWh while buying similar power for an average cost of $74.35 per MWh.
IPUC claims that these transactions have the effect of ratepayers subsidizing Wisconsin Electric’s
power sales. Instead, IPUC asserts that Wisconsin Electric should use its generation to meet load
requirements instead of selling the lower cost power while simultaneously buying higher cost
power.

This Commission addressed this proposal previously and continues to find it without merit.
See, September 16, 2002 order, Case No. U-12725. Moreover, this Commission is persuaded by
the testimony of Mr. Lorden concerning the difference in prices for purchases and sales of power.
The fact remains that the purchase and sales transactions occurred under different economic

circumstances, involved different contract terms, and were for different periods of time.

The Commission FINDS that:

a. Jurisdiction is pursuant to 1909 PA 106, as amended, MCL 460.551 et seq.; 1919 PA 419,
as amended, MCL 460.51 et seq.; 1939 PA 3, as amended, MCL 460.1 et seq.; 1982 PA 304, as
amended, MCL 460.6h et seq.; 1969 PA 306, as amended, MCL 24.201 et seq.; and the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, as amended, 1992 AACS, R 460.17101 et seq.

b. Wisconsin Electric’s proposed reconciliation of its 2001 PSCR costs and revenues should
be approved.

c. Wisconsin Electric experienced an underrecovery of $158,436, plus interest, through
December 31, 2001.

d. Wisconsin Electric should be authorized to collect its underrecovery of its 2001 PSCR

costs as shown in Exhibit A.
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that:

A. Wisconsin Electric Power Company’s 2001 power supply cost recovery reconciliation is
approved.

B. Wisconsin Electric Power Company is authorized to collect its 2001 underrecovery of
$158,436, plus interest, as shown on Exhibit A through use of a surcharge factor of $0.00140 per
kWh applied to customers bills during it May and June 2003 billing months.

C. Wisconsin Electric Power Company shall, within 30 days, file with the Commission four

sets of tariff sheets in conformity with the provisions of this order.

The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue further orders as necessary.

Any party desiring to appeal this order must do so in the appropriate court within 30 days after

issuance and notice of this order, pursuant to MCL 462.26.

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

/s/ Laura Chappelle
Chairman

(SEAL)

/s/ David A. Svanda
Commissioner

/s/ Robert B. Nelson
Commissioner

By its action of April 17, 2003.

/s/ Dorothy Wideman
Its Executive Secretary
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that:

A. Wisconsin Electric Power Company’s 2001 power supply cost recovery reconciliation is
approved.

B. Wisconsin Electric Power Company is authorized to collect its 2001 underrecovery of
$158,436, plus interest, as shown on Exhibit A through use of a surcharge factor of $0.00140 per
kWh applied to customers bills during it May and June 2003 billing months.

C. Wisconsin Electric Power Company shall, within 30 days, file with the Commission four

sets of tariff sheets in conformity with the provisions of this order.

The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue further orders as necessary.

Any party desiring to appeal this order must do so in the appropriate court within 30 days after
issuance and notice of this order, pursuant to MCL 462.26.

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Chairman

Commissioner

Commissioner
By its action of April 17, 2003.

Its Executive Secretary
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LINE

1

10

11

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
2001 PSCR SUMMARY U-12615-R

DESCRIPTION

2001 Net Over/(Under)
Recovery

2001 Interest

SUBTOTAL

Interest for 2002 @ 1.76%

Balance through 2002

Interest for 2003 @ 1.76%
Through April, 2003

Balance through April, 2003

Interest for surcharge months
May & June, 2003 @ 1.76%

Total

AMOUNT TO BE SURCHARGED

PSCR Sales for May & June, 2003
projected from 2003 PSCR Plan

(kWh)

12 Surcharge Factor per kWh

($158,436)

($5,233)

($163,669)

($2,881)

($166,550)

($977)

($167,527)

($246)

($167,772)

$167,772

119,846,612

$0.00140

EXHIBIT A





