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I.  QUALIFICATIONS AND OVERVIEW 1 

 2 
 3 
Q. Please state your name and business address. 4 

A. Brian Kalcic, 225 S. Meramec Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105. 5 

 6 

Q. What is your occupation? 7 

A. I am an economist and consultant in the field of public utility regulation, and 8 

principal of Excel Consulting.  My qualifications are described in the Appendix to 9 

this testimony. 10 

 11 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in this case? 12 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel (“Rate 13 

Counsel”). 14 

 15 

Q. What is the subject of your testimony? 16 

A. Rate Counsel requested that I review the class cost-of-service study and rate design 17 

proposals sponsored by Rockland Electric Company (“RECO” or “Company”), and 18 

develop an appropriate rate design that reflects Rate Counsel witness Andrea C. 19 

Crane’s recommended revenue adjustment in this proceeding. 20 

 21 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 22 

A. My direct testimony is organized as follows.  Section I of my testimony contains my 23 

qualifications and an overview of my testimony.  Section II of my testimony 24 
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discusses the Company’s embedded cost-of-service study.  Section III examines the 1 

Company’s proposed class revenue allocation, and presents my recommended 2 

revenue allocation.  Section IV presents my recommended rate design.  Finally, 3 

Section V addresses RECO’s proposals to modify various tariff provisions and 4 

miscellaneous service fees.  5 

 6 

Q. Please summarize your primary recommendations. 7 

A. Based upon my analysis of the Company’s filing and discovery responses, I 8 

recommend that Your Honor and the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“Board” 9 

or “BPU”): 10 

• approve Rate Counsel’s recommended class revenue allocation; 11 

• adopt Rate Counsel’s rate design recommendations, which include 12 

structural changes to certain residential and general service rate 13 

schedules;  14 

• reject the Company’s proposal to modify its Standby Service 15 

provisions; and 16 

• approve RECO’s proposed changes to miscellaneous service fees. 17 

 18 

 The specific details associated with my recommendations are discussed below. 19 

 20 

21 
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II. CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY 1 

 2 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, what type of cost-of-service analysis did the Company sponsor in 3 

this proceeding? 4 

A. The Company’s Electric Rate Panel (“Panel”), consisting of Mr. William Atzl, Ms. 5 

Cheryl Ruggiero and Ms. Lucy Villeta, prepared an embedded cost-of-service study 6 

(“ECOS”) based upon actual data for the twelve months ended December 31, 2012.1  7 

As explained by the Panel, the ECOS includes only the electric distribution portion 8 

of the Company’s operations, and specifically excludes the cost of Basic Generation 9 

Service (“BGS”) and the Company’s transmission business. 10 

  The ECOS itself is used to both separate the costs of the Company’s 11 

distribution or “wires” business into functional segments and to allocate these 12 

functionalized costs to rate classes based upon each class’s cost responsibility. 13 

 14 

Q. What are the general functional cost segments that are included in RECO’s 15 

ECOS? 16 

A. Briefly, the Company identifies three broad functional segments: 1) Distribution 17 

Service; 2) Customer Accounting; and 3) Customer Service.  For example, the 18 

Distribution segment typically includes all secondary wire (excluding service drops 19 

and/or street lighting), line transformers and related equipment and certain portions 20 

of higher voltage circuits and equipment.  The Customer Accounting segment 21 
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includes costs related to meter reading, billing and collection.  The Customer 1 

Service segment primarily targets those portions of the distribution system intended 2 

to serve individual customers such as meters, service drops and street lighting. 3 

  After the functionalization step is completed, RECO’s functionalized costs 4 

are further classified as demand-, customer- or revenue-related.   5 

 6 

Q. How does the Company generally allocate these classified cost segments to rate 7 

schedules? 8 

A. The primary allocation factor varies with each segment.  In general, demand-related 9 

costs are allocated to rate classes based on the peak loads that are imposed at 10 

various points on the distribution system.  The Company’s customer-related costs 11 

are allocated on the basis of weighted/un-weighted customer counts.  Finally, 12 

revenue-related costs are allocated on the basis of class revenues.  13 

 14 

Q. Having reviewed the Company’s ECOS, do you recommend any changes be 15 

incorporated in RECO’s cost-of-service methodology at this time? 16 

A. Since RECO’s ECOS results are only employed as a general guide in the 17 

development of the Company’s class revenue allocation, I do not.  As discussed 18 

below, with a couple of exceptions, I find the Company’s general revenue allocation 19 

approach acceptable. 20 

21 

                                                                                                                                                 
1 The Panel also prepared an alternative ECOS study in compliance with the Stipulation of Settlement 
approved by the Board in BPU Docket No. ER09080668, using Board Staff’s preferred cost-of-service 
methodology (i.e., the “Staff-endorsed ECOS”). 
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III. CLASS REVENUE ALLOCATION 1 

 2 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, how does RECO propose to recover its 12+0 distribution revenue 3 

increase of $23.8 million from ratepayers? 4 

A. Schedule BK-1 summarizes the Company’s proposed increase to class distribution 5 

revenues.2  The Company’s 12+0 system average increase in distribution revenues 6 

is 41.5% (per line 19 of Schedule BK-1).  Excluding the Company’s Other 7 

Revenues, Schedule BK-1 shows that the Company’s overall increase in rate 8 

revenue (line 14) is 41.8%.  As shown on lines 1-13 of Schedule BK-1, RECO is 9 

proposing to limit its proposed increase to individual rate classes to between 10 

approximately 0.3 and 1.25 times the system average increase (in rate revenue) of 11 

41.8%.  As such, individual class increases would range from approximately 13.2% 12 

to 62.7% under RECO’s proposal. 13 

 14 

Q. How did RECO arrive at the proposed revenue allocation shown in Schedule 15 

BK-1? 16 

A. Generally, the Company used its ECOS results as a guide, but in a manner that 17 

recognized customer impact considerations.  In particular, the Company chose to 18 

move rate classes toward the class cost-of-service levels shown in its cost study, but 19 

subject to the constraint that each class’s change in distribution revenues would be 20 

                                                 
2 Distribution revenues are limited to the revenues derived from the Company’s tariff rates for distribution 
service, and exclude the following:  1) Basic Generation Service (“BGS”); 2) Societal Benefits Charge 
(“SBC”); 3) Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative Recovery Charge (“RGGI”); 4) Transition Bond Charge(s) 
(“TBC”); and 5) Sales and Use Tax (“SUT”). 
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between 0% and 125% of the system average distribution increase.  In other words, 1 

no class should receive a distribution decrease in this case. 2 

  However, consistent with the Stipulation of Settlement in RECO’s base rate 3 

proceeding at Docket No. ER06060483 (“2007 Settlement”), the Company’s 4 

proposal includes a higher limit (of 150% of the system average) on the maximum 5 

increase permitted to Service Classification No. 6 Private Overhead Lighting – 6 

Dusk to Dawn (“SC6 POL – Dusk to Dawn) rate class.3 7 

 8 

Q. Do you believe that the Company’s revenue allocation proposal provides an 9 

appropriate balance between the traditional goals of moving rate classes 10 

toward cost of service and gradualism? 11 

A. For the most part, I do.  In my experience, it is normal ratemaking practice to assign 12 

rate classes a minimum increase of 0.5 times the system average increase, 13 

particularly when the system average increase exceeds single digits.  Therefore, I 14 

recommend that the lower limit on class increases in this proceeding be established 15 

at 0.5 times the system average. 16 

 17 

Q. Did you use the previously discussed customer impact guidelines to develop a 18 

class revenue allocation for Ms. Crane’s recommended revenue adjustment? 19 

A. Yes.  My recommended class revenue allocation is shown in Schedule BK-2. 20 

 21 

                                                 
3 The SC6 POL – Dusk to Dawn classes exhibits the largest relative revenue deficiency in RECO’s ECOS. 



Direct Testimony of Brian Kalcic 

 
 

7

Q. Please discuss Schedule BK-2. 1 

A. Ms. Crane is recommending an overall increase in distribution revenues of $6.614 2 

million, or 11.5% (line 17).  Excluding Other Revenues, Rate Counsel’s required 3 

increase to rate revenues is 11.6% (per line 14 of Schedule BK-2).  As shown in 4 

column 4 of Schedule BK-2, this increase in rate revenue is generally allocated to 5 

rate classes in the same manner as the Company, except for an adjustment stemming 6 

from the change in the minimum increase (limit) discussed above.  More 7 

specifically, setting the minimum increase at 0.5 times the system average results in 8 

a 5.83% increase to the SC2 Primary rate class, which is slightly greater than the 9 

relative class increase assigned by RECO. 10 

 11 

Q. How did you determine your recommended increase to the SC2 Secondary 12 

Demand-Metered class shown on line 5 of Schedule BK-2? 13 

A. This class receives an increase of 0.58 times the system average, or 6.8%, which is 14 

the residual increase necessary to implement Rate Counsel’s recommended revenue 15 

adjustment in this proceeding. 16 

 17 

Q. What is the source of the present distribution revenues shown in column 1 of 18 

Schedule BK-2? 19 

A. Ms. Crane does not sponsor any pro forma revenue adjustments to the Company’s 20 

12+0 distribution revenues.  Therefore, the present distribution revenues shown in 21 
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column 1 of Schedule BK-2 are the same as the Company’s 12+0 distribution 1 

revenues shown in column 1 of Schedule BK-1. 2 

 3 

4 
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IV. RATE DESIGN 1 

 2 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, have you prepared a recommended rate design to implement your 3 

recommended revenue allocation shown in Schedule BK-2? 4 

A. Yes, I have.  My recommended rate design and proof of revenue is provided in 5 

Schedule BK-3. 6 

 7 

Q. Before discussing your recommended residential rate design, please describe 8 

the Company’s existing rate structure for its residential rate schedules, i.e., 9 

SC1, SC3 and SC5. 10 

A. At present, SC1 contains a fixed customer or service charge and a seasonally 11 

differentiated kWh-based distribution charge.  The summer distribution charge 12 

consists of an inclining block rate, with a higher charge for usage in excess of 250 13 

kWhs per month.  In addition, SC1 includes separate rates applicable to water 14 

heating and space heating service. 15 

  The SC3 rate schedule is available to residential time of day (“TOD”) water 16 

heating and/or space heating customers.  SC3 contains a fixed service charge and a 17 

seasonally differentiated kWh-based distribution charge.  The distribution charge is 18 

further differentiated across (peak and off-peak) time periods within each season. 19 

  The SC5 rate schedule applies to residential space heating service.  SC5 20 

contains a fixed service charge and a seasonally differentiated kWh-based 21 

distribution charge.  The distribution charge consists of a three-step inclining block 22 
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rate, with separate charges applicable to the first 250 kWhs, the next 450 kWhs and 1 

all usage in excess of 700 kWhs.   2 

 3 

Q. Is RECO proposing to modify its existing SC1 rate structure in this 4 

proceeding? 5 

A. Yes.  First, the Company proposes to eliminate 50% of the rate discounts applicable 6 

to SC1 water heating and space heating customers, and to close SC1 to new water 7 

heating and space heating customers.4  Second, consistent with Paragraph 8 of the 8 

Stipulation of Settlement in RECO’s base rate proceeding at Docket No. 9 

ER09080668 (“2009 Settlement”), the Company has investigated the 10 

appropriateness of existing residential first block threshold of 250 kWh, and is 11 

proposing to extend the first SC1 summer rate block from 250 kWh to 600 kWh. 12 

 13 

Q. Why is RECO proposing to eliminate 50% of the rate discounts applicable to 14 

SC1 water heating and space heating customers? 15 

A. RECO contends that its existing SC1 discounts are not cost based. 16 

 17 

Q. Do you agree that such SC1 discounts are not cost based? 18 

A. Yes, to the extent that the Company’s ECOS results for the SC3 and SC5 rate 19 

classes do not support the current water heating and/or space heating discounts for 20 

                                                 
4 Note that residential water heating and space heating service would continue to be available via the 
Company’s SC3 and SC5 rate schedules. 
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SC1 customers.  In other words, a water heating or space heating customer on SC1 1 

would pay a lower average rate for the equivalent service taken on SC3 or SC5. 2 

 3 

Q. Do you therefore agree with RECO’s proposal to eliminate 50% of the rate 4 

discounts applicable to SC1 water heating and space heating customers? 5 

A. Yes, I do. 6 

 7 

Q. What is the Company’s rationale for extending the first SC1 summer rate 8 

block from 250 kWh to 600 kWh? 9 

A. Based on its analysis of residential usage, the Company found that the minimum 10 

average monthly usage of residential customers was approximately 600 kWh per 11 

month.  From this, RECO concluded that 600 kWh represents a base level of usage, 12 

and that usage above 600 kWh is discretionary.  Accordingly, RECO is proposing to 13 

extend the first SC1 summer rate block from 250 kWh to 600 kWh, so that the 14 

higher SC1 inclining block rate coincides/applies to discretionary (rather than base) 15 

usage levels. 16 

 17 

Q. When does RECO propose to implement its proposal to modify the first SC1 18 

summer rate block? 19 

A. RECO is proposing to implement the rate block change on June 1, 2015. 20 

 21 

Q. Why June 1, 2015? 22 
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A. Currently, residential customers taking Basic Generation Service Fixed Pricing 1 

(“BGS-FP”) service pay 9.256¢ per kWh for the first 250 kWh of usage in the 2 

summer months, and 10.638¢ per kWh for all usage over 250 kWh.  In other words, 3 

the rate blocks for residential BGS-FP service are identical to those used for 4 

distribution service.  In order to ensure that the rate blocks applicable to BGS-FP 5 

charges and distribution service charges remain in sync, RECO must propose a 6 

corresponding rate block change (for RECO’s residential customers) within the 7 

context of a statewide BGS Auction.  The Company’s first opportunity to propose 8 

that change will be in the 2015 BGS Auction, the results of which will be 9 

implemented on June 1, 2015.  10 

 11 

Q. Do you agree with RECO’s proposal to extend the first SC1 summer rate block 12 

from 250 kWh to 600 kWh? 13 

A. Yes.  The proposed modification will produce a greater relative price differential 14 

(increase) across the two rate blocks than currently exists.  As a result, residential 15 

customers will see a stronger price signal to conserve energy in the summer months, 16 

and that price signal will apply to discretionary (rather than base) usage.  The Board 17 

should approve RECO’s proposal. 18 

 19 

Q. Have you prepared a recommended SC1 rate design to implement an initial 20 

summer rate block of 0-600 kWh? 21 

A. Yes.  I discuss that rate design later in my testimony. 22 
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 1 

Q. Please explain how you derived your recommended SC1 rates that would 2 

become effective at the conclusion of this case, and remain effective until June 3 

1, 2015. 4 

A. First, I applied an across-the-board  increase of 14.5% to all SC1 tariff charges. 5 

Second, I eliminated 50% of the existing rate discounts applicable to SC1 water 6 

heating and space heating customers. 7 

 8 

Q. Please explain your recommended rate design for the Company’s SC3 and SC5 9 

rate schedules. 10 

A. My recommended SC3 and SC5 rate design includes an across-the-board increase of 11 

approximately 14.5% to all tariff charges.   12 

 13 

Q. Please describe RECO’s SC2 General Service rate schedule. 14 

A. SC2 is applicable to non-residential customers with demands less than 1,000 kW 15 

that take service at secondary or primary voltage.  Service at secondary voltage may 16 

be either:  a) unmetered; b) non-demand metered; or c) demand metered.  SC2 17 

secondary also includes a separate rate for space heating. 18 

  SC2 distribution charges include: 1) a fixed service charge; 2) a seasonally 19 

differentiated demand charge (that applies only to billing demand in excess of 5 kW 20 

per month); and 3) a seasonally differentiated, declining-block usage (kWh) charge.   21 

 22 
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Q. Is RECO proposing to modify its existing SC2 secondary rate structure in this 1 

proceeding? 2 

A. Yes, it is.  First, RECO proposes to eliminate the declining block usage charge for 3 

non-demand metered customers.  Second, RECO proposes to eliminate one-third of 4 

the declining block usage discount applicable to SC2 secondary demand-metered 5 

customers, and to phase-in a demand charge applicable to the first 5 kW of monthly 6 

billing demand. 7 

 8 

Q. Do you agree with RECO’s proposed SC2 secondary rate structure changes? 9 

A. Yes.  The Company’s proposal to reduce and/or eliminate declining block usage 10 

charges will provide a more conservation-oriented price signal to SC2 secondary 11 

customers, since the price of distribution service will no longer decline (or at least 12 

not decline as greatly) with an increase in usage. 13 

  Moreover, since RECO’s higher first block usage charge is intended to 14 

recognize, at least in part, that no revenue is recovered in the 0-5 kW demand 15 

charge block, I find it reasonable to phase-in a demand charge that applies to the 16 

first 5 kW of billing demand. 17 

 18 

Q. How did you determine your recommended rates for RECO’s SC2 Secondary 19 

and SC2 Space Heating classes? 20 

A. First, I applied the applicable class average increase to the unmetered, non-demand 21 

metered and demand metered customer charges.  Second, I applied a residual 22 
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increase of 14.5% to the non-demand metered usage charges, while eliminating 1 

100% of the declining block usage charge.  Third, I applied a class average increase 2 

to the existing levels of SC2 (demand metered) usage and demand charge revenues, 3 

while i) eliminating one-third of the declining block usage rate and ii) implementing 4 

a first block demand charge equal to one-third the average seasonal demand charge.5 5 

  SC2 includes a separate provision applicable to space heating service, which 6 

contains a flat rate, seasonally differentiated kWh-based distribution charge.  My 7 

recommended SC2 Space Heating rate design includes an across-the-board increase 8 

of 14.5% to existing distribution charges. 9 

 10 

Q. Is RECO proposing to modify its existing SC2 primary rate structure in this 11 

proceeding? 12 

A. Yes.  First, RECO proposes to eliminate 100% of the three-step declining block 13 

usage charge applicable to demand metered customers.  Second, RECO proposes to 14 

establish seasonal demand charges applicable to all billing demand.  Third, RECO 15 

is proposing to shift recovery of 30% of the class’s usage revenue from usage to 16 

demand charges. 17 

 18 

Q. Do you agree with RECO’s proposed SC2 primary rate structure changes? 19 

A. For the most part, I do.  As with its SC2 secondary rate design, the Company’s 20 

proposal to eliminate all declining block usage charges will provide a more 21 

                                                 
5 See Schedule BK-3, page 3 of 7. 
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conservation-oriented price signal to SC2 primary customers.  In addition, since 1 

100% of the declining block usage charge would be eliminated, it appears 2 

reasonable to implement a uniform demand charge within each season (rather than 3 

phase-in the first block demand charge). 4 

 5 

Q. Why is the Company proposing a shift in revenue responsibility from SC2 6 

Primary usage charges to demand charges? 7 

A. RECO argues that most of its SC2 primary distribution revenue requirement 8 

consists of fixed costs, which are more appropriately recovered in demand charges. 9 

 10 

Q. Does your recommended SC2 primary rate design include a shift in revenue 11 

responsibility for usage to demand charges? 12 

A. Yes.  Specifically, my recommended SC2 demand and usage charges are each 13 

designed recover 50% of the class’s overall revenue requirement (exclusive of 14 

customer charge revenues). 15 

 16 

Q. How did you determine your recommended rates for RECO’s SC2 Primary 17 

customers? 18 

A. First, I applied the class average increase to the customer charge.  Second, I 19 

assigned 50% of the remaining revenue target to be recovered in the class’s demand 20 
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charges and 50% in usage charges.  Third, I set uniform demand and usage charges 1 

to recover their respective revenue requirements, by season.6  2 

 3 

Q. Please explain how you derived your recommended rates for RECO’s SC4 4 

Public Street Lighting rate class. 5 

A. The SC4 rate schedule contains a fixed distribution charge that varies according to 6 

the size and/or type of luminaire installation.  My recommended SC4 rate design 7 

includes an across-the-board increase of approximately 14.5% to all such fixed 8 

luminaire charges. 9 

 10 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, how did you develop your recommended rates for RECO’s SC6 11 

POL – Dusk to Dawn and SC6 POL – Energy Only rate classes? 12 

A. The SC6 POL – Dusk to Dawn rate schedule contains a fixed distribution charge 13 

that varies according to the size and/or type of luminaire installation.  My 14 

recommended SC6 POL – Dusk to Dawn rate design includes an across-the-board 15 

increase of approximately 17.4% to all such fixed luminaire charges. 16 

  SC6 includes a separate provision for energy only service applicable to 17 

customers that have installed, own and maintain all facilities necessary to provide 18 

outdoor lighting.  The SC6 POL – Energy Only provision includes a fixed customer 19 

charge and a kWh-based distribution charge.  My recommended SC6 POL – Energy 20 

                                                 
6 See Schedule BK-3, page 4 of 7. 
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Only rate design includes an across-the-board increase of approximately 14.5% to 1 

all existing distribution-related charges. 2 

 3 

Q. Please explain how you derived your recommended rates for RECO’s SC7 4 

Primary TOD, SC7 High Voltage and SC7 Space Heating rate classes. 5 

A. The SC7 Primary rate schedule applies to customers with a minimum demand of 6 

1,000 kW that take service at primary voltage.  SC7 Primary TOD contains a fixed 7 

service charge and seasonally differentiated kW-based (demand) and kWh-based 8 

(usage) distribution charges.  These distribution charges are further differentiated 9 

across (peak and off-peak) time periods within each season.  My recommended SC7 10 

Primary TOD rate design includes an across-the-board increase of approximately 11 

12.8% to all such tariff charges. 12 

  The SC7 High Voltage rate schedule applies to customers with a minimum 13 

demand of 1,000 kW that take service at sub-transmission or transmission voltage.  14 

SC7 High Voltage contains a fixed service charge and seasonally differentiated kW-15 

based (demand) and kWh-based (usage) distribution charges.  These distribution 16 

charges are further differentiated across (peak and off-peak) time periods within 17 

each season.  My recommended SC7 High Voltage rate design includes no increase 18 

to the existing fixed service charge since the existing charge is in excess of cost of 19 

service.7  I assigned an across-the-board residual increase of approximately 17.5% 20 

                                                 
7 Cost of service is based upon the monthly customer cost benchmarks shown in RECO’s response to RCR-
RD-10. 
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to all remaining tariff charges, which produces an overall SC7 High Voltage class 1 

increase of 14.5%. 2 

  SC7 also includes a separate provision applicable to space heating service, 3 

which contains a seasonally differentiated kWh-based distribution charge.  My 4 

recommended SC7 Space Heating rate design includes an across-the-board increase 5 

of approximately 14.5% to existing distribution charges. 6 

 7 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, please explain how you modified your recommended SC1 rate 8 

design shown in Schedule BK-3 to include an initial summer rate block of 0-9 

600 kWh. 10 

A. My modified SC1 rate design is shown in Schedule BK-4.  The top half of Schedule 11 

BK-4 shows my SC1 rate design from page 1 of Schedule BK-3.  To implement an 12 

initial summer rate block of 0-600 kWh, I set the rate for the Next 350 kWh equal to 13 

the rate for the First 250 kWh (so that the initial rate applies to a total of 600 kWh) 14 

and recovered the resulting revenue shortfall via a proportionate increase in the:  a) 15 

Over 600 kWh summer rate block; and b) the summer water heating rate.  16 

 17 

Q. Why did you apply a proportionate increase to the summer water heating 18 

rate? 19 

A. The Company’s summer water heating discount applies to the second SC1 summer 20 

rate block.  Since the second SC1 summer rate block increases as a result of the 21 
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modified rate design, an increase to the summer water heating rate is necessary in 1 

order to maintain the same proportional water heating discount after the rate change.  2 

 3 

Q. Is your modified SC1 rate design shown in Schedule BK-4 revenue neutral 4 

with respect to the total level of revenue collected from SC1 customers? 5 

A. Except for differences due to rounding of $436, it is. 6 

 7 

Q. Have you prepared a summary of the Rate Counsel’s recommended SC1 rates?  8 

A. Yes.  Schedule BK-5 provides a summary of my recommended SC1 residential 9 

rates, before and after the expansion of the initial summer rate block to include 600 10 

kWh. 11 

12 
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V. MISCELLANEOUS TARIFF ISSUES 1 

 2 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, what topics will you discuss in this section of your testimony? 3 

A. I will discuss RECO’s proposals to:  1) modify its existing provisions for Standby 4 

Service; 2) modify its Net Metering and Interconnection Standards For Class I 5 

Renewable Energy Systems Rider (“Net Metering Rider”); 3) increase its fee for re-6 

inspection of an applicant’s premises; and 4) establish a charge for Third Party 7 

Supplier (“TPS”) requests for historical customer usage information that exceed the 8 

most recent twenty-four month period. 9 

 10 

Q. Please summarize the Company’s proposed changes to its Standby Service 11 

provisions. 12 

A. RECO is proposing to modify its Standby Service provisions so as to align them 13 

with those proposed in the Board’s generic Standby Proceeding at BPU Docket No. 14 

GO12070600.  Under RECO’s proposal, standby rates would apply not only to 15 

customers that operate qualifying facilities but also to customer facilities that meet 16 

the definition of distributed generation (as defined in N.J.S.A. 48:2-21.37).  In 17 

addition, the Company proposes to remove an existing provision that waives the 18 

standby charge for customer generation that operates at an availability factor above 19 

90%, and to make its Standby Provisions applicable to SC2 demand-metered 20 

customers (not just SC7 customers). 21 

 22 
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Q. What is the status of the generic proceeding at BPU Docket No. GO12070600? 1 

A. Counsel advises that the comment period has concluded and that the Board’s final 2 

order is pending. 3 

 4 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal to modify its Standby Service 5 

provisions at this time? 6 

A. No.  Since a final order in BPU Docket No. GO12070600 is pending, RECO 7 

presumably has no way of knowing whether or not its proposed changes would be 8 

“consistent” with the Board’s decision. 9 

 10 

Q. What do you recommend? 11 

A. I recommend that RECO’s existing Standby Service provisions remain unchanged 12 

until such time as the Board issues final regulations with respect to the provision of 13 

Standby Service. 14 

 15 

Q. Is RECO proposing to modify the language contained in its Net Metering 16 

Rider? 17 

A. Yes.  The Company is proposing to modify the language to conform to the latest 18 

version of N.J.A.C. 14:8-4. 19 

 20 

Q. Do you have any issue with the Company’s proposal? 21 
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A. No, since the changes are intended to bring the Company’s Net Metering Rider into 1 

compliance with existing regulations. 2 

 3 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, please describe the Company’s existing inspection provisions and 4 

re-inspection fee. 5 

A. General Information Section No. 22 of the Company’s tariff allows RECO to 6 

inspect an applicant’s premises before connecting and/or servicing wires or 7 

installing meters.  There is no charge for an initial inspection.  However, if the 8 

conditions of an applicant’s premises do not comply with applicable rules, RECO is 9 

permitted to charge the applicant $48.63 for any subsequent re-inspection.  The fee 10 

of $48.63 has remained unchanged for six years. 11 

 12 

Q. What is the Company’s requested increase in its re-inspection fee? 13 

A. RECO is proposing to increase the existing fee from $47.63 to $68.00, based on 14 

total cost per re-inspection of $67.90.8  As such, RECO’s requested increase is 15 

intended to move the current re-inspection fee to full cost of service in this case. 16 

 17 

Q. Do you agree it is appropriate to increase the Company’s re-inspection fee to 18 

$68.00 in this proceeding? 19 

A. Yes, I do. 20 

 21 

                                                 
8 See the Panel’s direct testimony at page 23. 
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Q. Mr. Kalcic, please describe the Company’s proposal with respect to charging 1 

TPSs for historical usage information. 2 

A. At the present time, RECO provides TPSs with twenty-four months of historical 3 

customer usage information at no charge.  In anticipation of an increase in requests 4 

for historical data in excess of twenty-four months, RECO is proposing to establish 5 

a charge of $15.00 for each request for such information. 6 

 7 

Q. How did RECO determine the level of its proposed $15.00 charge? 8 

A. The proposed charge is based on the incremental labor costs associated with 9 

retrieving historical usage information that is not readily available in the Company’s 10 

billing system.9 11 

 12 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed charge for historical usage 13 

information? 14 

A. Yes, since the charge is only applicable in the case where a TPS requests 15 

information that is not readily available in RECO’s billing system. 16 

 17 

Q. Have you reflected any additional revenue associated with the Company’s 18 

proposals to i) increase its re-inspection fee and ii) implement a charge for 19 

historical usage information in Schedule BK-2? 20 

                                                 
9 See the Panel’s direct testimony at page 24. 
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A. No, since the Company expects that any such additional revenue would be de 1 

minimus.10 2 

 3 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 4 

A. Yes. 5 

                                                 
10 See RECO’s response to RCR-RD-12. 
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Qualifications of Brian Kalcic 

 
 

 Mr. Kalcic graduated from Benedictine University with a Bachelor of Arts degree 

in Economics in December, 1974.  In May, 1977 he received a Master of Arts degree in 

Economics from Washington University, St. Louis.  In addition, he has completed all 

course requirements at Washington University for a Ph.D. in Economics. 

 From 1977 to 1982, Mr. Kalcic taught courses in economics at both Washington 

University and Webster University, including Microeconomic and Macroeconomic 

Theory, Labor Economics and Public Finance. 

 During 1980 and 1981, Mr. Kalcic was a consultant to the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission, St. Louis District Office.  His responsibilities included data 

collection and organization, statistical analysis and trial testimony. 

 From 1982 to 1996, Mr. Kalcic joined the firm of Cook, Eisdorfer & Associates, 

Inc.  During that time, he participated in the analysis of electric, gas and water utility rate 

case filings.  His primary responsibilities included cost-of-service and economic analysis, 

model building, and statistical analysis. 

 In March 1996, Mr. Kalcic founded Excel Consulting, a consulting practice that 

offers business and regulatory analysis. 

 Mr. Kalcic has previously testified before the state regulatory commissions of 

Delaware, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, 

New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Texas, and also before the Bonneville 

Power Administration. 

 
 


