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I.  QUALIFICATIONS AND OVERVIEW1 
2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. Brian Kalcic, 225 S. Meramec Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105. 4 

5 

Q. What is your occupation? 6 

A. I am an economist and consultant in the field of public utility regulation, and principal 7 

of Excel Consulting.  My qualifications are described in the Appendix to this testimony. 8 

9 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in this case?10 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the New Jersey Department of the Public Advocate, 11 

Division of Rate Counsel (“Rate Counsel”). 12 

13 

Q. What is the subject of your testimony? 14 

A. Rate Counsel requested that I review various rate structure proposals submitted on 15 

behalf of South Jersey Gas Company (“SJG” or “Company”), and develop an 16 

appropriate rate design that reflects Rate Counsel witness Robert J. Henkes’ 17 

recommended margin revenue increase (net of the roll-in of Capital Investment 18 

Recovery Tracker (“CIRT”) and Conservation Incentive Program (“CIP”) revenues) of 19 

$3.197 million.  In addition, I will address the Company’s proposed increases to its 20 

Miscellaneous Service Charges. 21 

  For purposes of clarification, I wish to note that while Rate Counsel is 22 

recommending an incremental increase in revenues of $3.197 million or 1.9% (per line 23 
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17 of Schedule BK-2), Mr. Henkes’ recommendation reflects the roll-in of the current 1 

CIRT and CIP charges into base rates.  Ratepayers are currently paying $22.914 million 2 

annually through the CIRT and CIP surcharges. At the conclusion of this case, both the 3 

CIRT and CIP charges are to be set at zero, and the revenues currently collected through 4 

the CIRT and the CIP are to be collected from base rates.  In other words, Mr. Henkes’ 5 

recommended 1.9% rate increase would be implemented by increasing base rates by 6 

$26.111 million or 17.6%,1 and simultaneously eliminating the CIRT and CIP 7 

surcharges, for an effective rate decrease of $22.914 million or 15.7%.  8 

9 

Q. Do you have any preliminary comments?10 

A. Yes.  Mr. Henkes has utilized the Company’s 9+3 update in the development of his 11 

recommended (incremental) revenue adjustment of $3.197 million.  Mr. Henkes will be 12 

updating his recommended revenue adjustment based upon SJG’s upcoming 12+0 13 

filing.  Accordingly, Rate Counsel reserves the right to update its recommended rate 14 

design to reflect the Company’s 12+0 update in supplemental direct testimony. 15 

16 

Q. How is your testimony organized?17 

A. My direct testimony is organized as follows.  Section I of my testimony contains my 18 

qualifications and an overview of my testimony.  Sections II reviews the Company’s 19 

current and proposed rate schedules.  Section III critiques the Company’s cost-of-20 

service study.  Section IV presents my recommended class revenue allocation and rate 21 

                                                
1 See line 8 of Schedule RJH-1.  
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design.  Finally, Section V discusses SJG’s proposed increases to its Miscellaneous 1 

Service Charges. 2 

3 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations. 4 

A. Based upon my analysis of the Company’s filing and interrogatory responses, I 5 

recommend that Your Honor and the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“Board” or 6 

“BPU”): 7 

8 

• Reject SJG’s proposed cost-of-service methodology; 9 

10 

• Approve Rate Counsel’s recommended class revenue allocation, which is 11 

based upon Rate Counsel’s alternative cost-of-service study; 12 

13 

• Adopt Rate Counsel’s recommended rate design, which moves $22.914 14 

million of CIRT and CIP revenues into base rates; and 15 

16 

• Adopt Rate Counsel’s recommended Miscellaneous Service Charges. 17 
18 

 The specific details associated with my rate structure recommendations are discussed 19 

below. 20 

21 
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II.  CURRENT AND PROPOSED RATE SCHEDULES1 

2 
Q. Mr. Kalcic, how many different rate schedules are included in the Company’s 3 

current tariff?4 

A. At present, the Company serves approximately 340,000 customers via twelve (12) rate 5 

schedules.2  However, over 99.0% of the Company’s customers (representing over 6 

88.0% of SJG’s current margin revenues) are served on just two (2) rate schedules, i.e., 7 

Rate Schedules (“Rates”) RSG (Residential Service), and GSG (General Service). 8 

   Rate RSG is applicable to all residential customers taking sales or transportation 9 

service.  Rate GSG is limited to non-residential sales or transportation service 10 

customers that consume less than 100,000 therms per year. 11 

12 

Q. Does SJG propose to eliminate or consolidate any of its current rate schedules? 13 

A. No.  However, the Company proposes to add a new rate schedule for Natural Gas 14 

Vehicle (“NGV”) service, and to make its current Electric Generation Service (“EGS”) 15 

rate schedule available to residential customers. 16 

17 

                                                
2 The Company’s current tariff includes the following ten (10) firm service rate schedules:  Residential Service 
(RSG), General Service (GSG), General Service – Large Volume (GSG-LV), Comprehensive Transportation 
Service (CTS), Large Volume Service (LVS), Firm Electric Service (FES), Electric Generation Service (EGS), 
Electric Generation Service – Large Volume (EGS-LV), Yard Lighting Service (YLS), and Street Lighting 
Service (SLS).  In addition, the Company maintains the following two (2) interruptible sales and transportation 
rate schedules:  Interruptible Gas Service (IGS), and Interruptible Transportation Service (ITS). 
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Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed NGV rate schedule. 1 

A. Rate NGV would be available to non-residential customers that utilize separately 2 

metered (uncompressed) natural gas solely for the purpose of vehicle fuel.  As filed, 3 

NGV service would be available to either firm sales or transportation customers, and 4 

would contain a fixed service charge and volumetric delivery charge. 5 

  However, at this time, SJG has not developed specific rates for NGV service.  6 

Nor has the Company developed a complete set of provisions and/or terms and 7 

conditions to apply to NGV customers.38 

9 

Q. Why is the proposed NGV rate schedule incomplete at this time? 10 

A. The Company indicates that it is continuing to assess the market and how best to meet 11 

the potential future demands for such service.  SJG states that it intends to “provide 12 

proposed pricing and related terms of service supported by further testimony,” when its 13 

market assessment and planning is complete.414 

15 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, is Rate Counsel in a position to evaluate the Company’s proposed 16 

NGV service at this time? 17 

A. No, since the proposal itself is incomplete.  Therefore, in the event that SJG chooses to 18 

file additional testimony in this proceeding in support of a (finalized) NGV service 19 

offering, Rate Counsel reserves the right to address the Company’s proposal in 20 

supplemental testimony. 21 

                                                
3 See Schedule DPY-12. 
4 See Mr. Yardley’s Direct Testimony at page 35. 
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Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal to make Rate EGS available to 1 

residential customers for distributed generation purposes? 2 

A. Yes.  At present, Rate EGS is available only to non-residential customers.  Expanding 3 

Rate EGS to residential customers would make an equivalent pricing option available 4 

to residential customers that wish to use natural gas to generate electricity for household 5 

use. 6 

 I will discuss my recommended EGS rate design for residential customers later 7 

in my testimony. 8 

9 

III.  COST OF SERVICE STUDY10 

11 
Q. Mr. Kalcic, please provide a general description of the cost-of-service analysis 12 

submitted by the Company in this proceeding. 13 

A. Company witness Daniel P. Yardley prepared a fully allocated cost-of-service study 14 

(“COSS”) using weather-normalized costs and billing determinants reflective of the 15 

Company’s as filed (i.e., original) requested increase of $35.9 million (inclusive of the 16 

CIRT and CIP roll-ins). 17 

  The primary purpose of the cost-of-service study (“COSS”) is to assign the 18 

Company’s (base rate) revenue requirement to rate classes.  To that end, the Company’s 19 

COSS methodology reflects the traditional three-step process of functionalization, 20 

classification and allocation.  Functionalization refers to the process whereby utility 21 

plant and related expenses are assigned to functions, such as production, transmission, 22 

storage or distribution.  Classification refers to the process where the functionalized 23 
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costs are broken down into cost categories, such as capacity-, commodity-, or customer-1 

related costs.  Finally, allocation refers to the process whereby the utility’s classified 2 

costs are assigned to rate classes, based upon a factor that reflects a causal relationship 3 

between a given class and the utility’s cost incurrence. 4 

5 

Q. What customer classes are included in the Company’s COSS? 6 

A. The COSS allocates costs to eight (8) firm service classes:  1) Residential Heating; 2) 7 

Residential Non-heating; 3) GSG; 4) GSG-LV; 5) CTS; 6) LVS; 7) EGS and 8) EGS-8 

LV.   9 

10 

Q. How does SJG allocate the cost of distribution mains to rate classes? 11 

A. The Company’s COSS splits distribution mains into customer- and demand-related 12 

components, based upon a minimum-size study.  In particular, distribution mains are 13 

classified as 82% customer-related and 18% demand-related.  In other words, SJG 14 

allocates 82% of the total cost of distribution mains to rate classes based on the number 15 

of customers in each class.  SJG employs a design day (coincident peak) demand 16 

allocator to assign the demand-related portion of distribution mains to rate classes.   17 

18 

Q. What does the Company’s COSS indicate with respect to the relative contribution 19 

toward allocated cost of SJG’s firm rate classes? 20 

A. The Company’s COSS shows that the RSG rate class is under-contributing, and that all 21 

other firm service classes are over-contributing. 22 
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Q. Mr. Kalcic, did you request that the Company rerun its COSS in this proceeding 1 

using an alternative methodology? 2 

A. Yes, I did.  Since costs related to distribution mains typically constitute the single 3 

largest component of a gas utility’s revenue requirement, I requested (in RCR-RD-7) 4 

that the Company rerun its COSS with SJG’s distribution mains classified as 100% 5 

demand-related.  In my view, this alternative approach with respect to the allocation of 6 

distribution mains is preferable to the Company’s methodology, and provides more 7 

reasonable results. 8 

9 

Q. Why do you find that classifying 100% of SJG’s distribution mains as demand-10 

related is preferable to the classification ratios derived from the Company’s 11 

minimum-size study? 12 

A. The Company’s minimum-size study compares the replacement cost of SJG’s 13 

distribution system to the cost of a hypothetical distribution system, where all of the 14 

Company’s mains are replaced with two-inch diameter plastic pipe – the smallest, least-15 

expensive size and type of pipe available to connect all customers to SJG’s system.  The 16 

ratio of the cost of the hypothetical system to the (replacement) cost of the Company’s 17 

existing system determines the customer component of distribution mains in the 18 

Company’s COSS. 19 

  However, the Company’s minimum-size study ignores the fact that a 20 

hypothetical gas distribution system, built solely to the minimum standard necessary to 21 

connect all customers to the system, would still be able to serve a demand function 22 
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(albeit at some reduced level).  To account for this demand serving capability of the 1 

minimum system, a proper minimum system analysis would need to allocate the 2 

demand-related component of distribution mains to rate classes on the basis of Design 3 

Day demands in excess of the portion of peak demand that is served by the minimum 4 

system component.  The Company’s methodology does not do so.  As a result, the 5 

Company’s COSS methodology is biased against SJG’s small-user rate classes. 56 

7 

Q. What do you recommend?8 

A. I recommend that the Company’s minimum-size study be rejected, and that SJG’s 9 

distribution mains instead be classified as 100% demand-related. 10 

11 

Q. Have you compared the class rates of return under the Company’s COSS 12 

methodology to those produced by the alternative methodology contained in RCR-13 

RD-7? 14 

A. Yes. Table 1 below shows the class rates of return at present rates under the two (2) 15 

COSSs. 16 

17 

                                                
5 The greater the percentage of a class’s Design Day demand that is served by the minimum system, the smaller 
that class’s excess Design Day demand allocation factor, and therefore the lower that class’s share of the 
Company’s distribution mains cost that is classified as demand-related. 
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Table 1 1 
Class Rates of Return at Present Rates 2 

3 

Class Company COSS Alternative COSS 

RSG 4.27% 5.87% 

GSG 11.92% 6.87% 

GSG-LV 39.44% 12.80% 

CTS 51.98% 18.77% 

LVS 23.89% 5.48% 

EGS 10.65% 1.68% 

EGS-LV 26.29% 6.34% 

Total Company 6.46% 6.46%

  Source:  Schedule DPY-6 & RCR-RD-7. 4 

5 

Q. What does Table 1 show? 6 

A. Table 1 shows that the absolute magnitudes of the class rates of return differ 7 

significantly across the two (2) studies.  In particular, under the alternative study, the 8 

rate of return of the RSG class is much closer to the system average, while the rates of 9 

return for the LVS, EGS and EGS-LV classes fall below the system average. 10 

11 

Q. Have you compared the percentage increases required to move each rate class to 12 

the Company’s requested system average rate of return across the two (2) COSSs? 13 

A. Yes, in Table 2 below.  Note that the Company’s COSS shows that only the RSG class 14 

requires an increase in order to move to cost of service.  However, under my alternative 15 
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COSS, all classes except GSG-LV and CTS are deserving of an increase in this 1 

proceeding.  Given the disparate results shown in Table 2, I conclude that it would be 2 

inappropriate for the Board to adopt the Company’s proposed class revenue allocation 3 

in this case. 4 

5 

Table 2 6 
Percentage Increases Required to Yield Equalized ROR of 8.89% 7 

8 

Class Company COSS Alternative COSS 

RSG 37.3% 24.4% 

GSG -4.8% 19.3% 

GSG-LV -52.5% -9.3% 

CTS -58.1% -26.2% 

LVS -31.3% 30.4% 

EGS 0.0% 76.3% 

EGS-LV -35.9% 24.8% 

Total Company 21.2% 21.2%

  Source:  Schedule DPY-6 & RCR-RD-7. 9 

10 

Q. Have you utilized the alternative COSS results shown in Table 2 as a general guide 11 

in allocating Mr. Henkes’ recommended revenue adjustment to rate classes? 12 

A. Yes, I have. 13 

14 
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IV.  CLASS REVENUE ALLOCATION / RATE DESIGN1 

2 
Q. Mr. Kalcic, how does SJG propose to recover its original requested base revenue 3 

increase of $35.9 million from ratepayers? 4 

A. Schedule BK-1 summarizes the Company’s proposed increases in class delivery or 5 

margin revenues.  The Company’s filed overall requested system average increase in 6 

margin revenues is 20.6% (per line 17 of Schedule BK-1).  Schedule BK-1 shows that 7 

the proposed delivery revenue increases to the Company’s firm service classes would 8 

range from 0.0% (for the GSG-LV, CTS, LVS and EGS-LV classes) to 31.3% for the 9 

lighting (YLS / SLS) classes. 10 

11 

Q. How did SJG arrive at the proposed revenue distribution shown in Schedule BK-12 

1? 13 

A. As discussed by Mr. Yardley on pages 29 and 30 of his direct testimony, the Company 14 

used its COSS results as a general guide in developing its proposed revenue allocation.  15 

More specifically, in order to moderate potential rate impacts on residential customers, 16 

Mr. Yardley left the total delivery revenues (inclusive of CIP and CIRT) of the GSG-17 

LV, CTS, LVS and EGS-LV classes unchanged, rather than assign such classes a 18 

decrease.  The GSG and EGS classes were assigned an increase of one-half the system 19 

average or 10.4%.  The YLS / SLS classes were assigned an increase of 1.5 times 20 

system average increase, and the RSG class was assigned the residual increase 21 

necessary to obtain the Company’s requested revenue requirement. 22 

23 
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Q. Have you developed a recommended revenue allocation to apportion Rate 1 

Counsel’s recommended revenue adjustment in this proceeding? 2 

A. Yes, I have.  As previously discussed, my alternative COSS produces results that are 3 

materially different from those given by Company’s COSS, and I have used the results 4 

of my alternative COSS as a guide in preparing my recommended class revenue 5 

allocation. 6 

7 

Q. What is your recommended class revenue allocation? 8 

A. I recommend that Mr. Henkes’ recommended net margin revenue increase of $3.197 9 

million be allocated to rate classes as shown in column 3 of Schedule BK-2. 10 

11 

Q. How did you derive your recommended class revenue allocation? 12 

A. My recommended allocation was completed in four (4) steps.  First, I determined my 13 

recommended increases to SJG’s Miscellaneous Service Charges, which are discussed 14 

in the following section of my testimony.  Second, I assigned a target increase of 1.5 15 

times the required system average increase in rate revenues to the EGS class.6  Third, I 16 

assigned no increase (rather than a decrease) to the Company’s over-contributing GSG-17 

LV and CTS classes, which is consistent with the Company’s approach.  Fourth, I 18 

reduced the required increases shown in Table 2 for the remaining RSG, GSG, LVS and 19 

                                                
6 Rate Counsel’s recommended system average increase in rate revenues is 1.8%, as shown on line 9 of 
Schedule BK-2. 
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EGS-LV classes proportionately, in order to achieve Rate Counsel’s recommended net 1 

margin revenue increase of $3.197 million.72 

3 

Q. Would you please summarize your recommended revenue allocation? 4 

A. Yes.  As shown in Schedule BK-2, my recommended delivery revenue increases range 5 

from 0.0% to 2.7%, or from 0.0 to 1.5 times the system average increase in non-contract 6 

rate revenues.  Consistent with the results of the alternative COSS shown in Table 2, 7 

the maximum increase is assigned to the EGS class, while the minimum increase 8 

(0.0%) is assigned to the GSG-LV and CTS classes. 9 

10 

Q. Why do you conclude that the GSG-LV and CTS classes should receive no 11 

increase in this proceeding? 12 

A. Under normal circumstances, I would assign all rate classes a minimum increase of, 13 

say, 0.5 times the system average.  However, Rate Counsel is recommending a 14 

relatively 15 

                                                
7 Note that since separate cost-of-service information is not available for the (YLS and SLS) lighting classes, I 
assigned the lighting classes the same overall increase as the RSG class. 
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  modest overall net revenue adjustment of just 1.9% in this case.  Given the magnitude 1 

of Rate Counsel’s overall net revenue adjustment, I concluded that it was feasible to 2 

assign the GSG-LV and CTS classes no increase in this case without imposing 3 

unnecessary rate impacts upon the Company’s under-contributing rate classes. 4 

5 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, have you designed a set of rates to implement your recommended 6 

revenue allocation? 7 

A. Yes, I have. 8 

9 

Q. What is the total level of pro-forma margins utilized in your recommended rate 10 

design? 11 

A. The starting point for my recommended rate design is $170.826 million in pro-forma 12 

margins at current rates as shown on line 5 of Schedule BK-3.  This total is $1.735 13 

million less than the $172.561 million of pro-forma margins contained in the 14 

Company’s 9+3 update (per line 1 of Schedule BK-3) million, due to Mr. Henkes’ 15 

recommended revenue adjustments. 16 

17 

Q. What is shown in Schedule BK-4? 18 

A. Schedule BK-4 presents my recommended rate design and proof of revenue, in a format 19 

similar to that used in Mr. Yardley’s Schedule DPY-9. 20 

21 
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Q. Mr. Kalcic, please identify the source of the class billing determinants shown in 1 

Schedule BK-4. 2 

A. The class billing determinants shown in Schedule BK-4 were taken from the 3 

Company’s response to RCR-RD-11 and adjusted, as appropriate, to reflect the margin 4 

revenue portion of Mr. Henkes’ recommended pro-forma operating revenue 5 

adjustments (at present rates) – per column 2, lines 2-4 of Schedule BK-3. 6 

7 

Q, Please explain how you developed your recommended customer charges. 8 

A. The cost-of-service evidence in this case suggests that the Company’s customer charges 9 

are below cost of service, which suggests that such charges should be assigned a greater 10 

than system average increase in this proceeding.8  As previously discussed, it is Rate 11 

Counsel’s position that the revenue that SJG collects via base rates at the conclusion of 12 

this case should increase 17.6%.  Excluding Miscellaneous Service Charge revenues, 13 

the average base rate increase to SJG’s firm service classes is 18.1%.  In general, in 14 

order to move SJG’s customer charges toward cost, I assigned an increase of 1.5 times 15 

the average (firm service) base rate revenue increase, or 27.2%, to the Company’s 16 

existing customer charges. 17 

  For the CTS class, I increased the monthly customer charge from $600.00 to 18 

$615.00, or 2.5%, which brings the charge up to full cost of service.  Rate Schedule 19 

EGS-LV does not currently contain a customer charge, although SJG is proposing to 20 

                                                
8 See the Company’s to RCR-RD-3. 
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implement one.  I used the Company’s proposed EGS-LV customer charge of $180.00 1 

per month in my recommended rate design. 2 

3 

Q. How did you determine your recommended increases to the individual RSG tariff 4 

components shown on page 1 of Schedule BK-4? 5 

A. In line with the above discussion, I increased the current customer charge from $7.25 to 6 

$9.22 (excluding SUT) or 27.2%, and recovered the balance of the class revenue 7 

requirement target from the distribution service charge.  Like the Company, I eliminated 8 

the air conditioning (A/C) discount.  My recommended rate design produces a uniform 9 

RSG distribution charge of $0.3419 per therm (before SUT). 10 

11 

Q. Mr. Kalcic, page 1 of Schedule BK-4 shows that your recommended increases to 12 

individual RSG tariff charges range from 11.7% to 27.2%, while your 13 

recommended increase in total RSG margins revenues is only 1.9%.  Why is that 14 

the case? 15 

A. The reason that the overall increase in RSG margin revenues is so much lower than the 16 

various increases to RSG base rates is that CIP and CIRT revenues totaling 17 

approximately $14.0 million are being rolled into base rates. 18 

19 

Q. Please discuss how you developed your recommended rate design for the GSG 20 

service class. 21 



Direct Testimony of Brian Kalcic 

18

A. I increase the current GSG customer charge from $17.50 to $22.25 (excluding SUT) or 1 

27.2%, and recovered the balance of the class revenue target from the distribution 2 

service ($/therm) charge.  Like the Company, I eliminated the current A/C discount. 3 

4 

Q. Please explain how you determined your recommended rates for the GSG-LV 5 

class.6 

A. As shown on page 1 of Schedule BK-4, the GSG-LV rate schedule includes a customer, 7 

demand and distribution service charge.  As a first step in my rate design, I assigned a 8 

27.2% increase to GSG-LV customer charge.  I then applied a uniform residual increase 9 

to the Company’s existing demand and volumetric base rates in order to recover the 10 

balance of the GSG-LV class revenue target. 11 

12 

Q. How did you develop your recommended rates for the CTS and LVS classes 13 

shown on page 2 of Schedule BK-4?14 

A. I set the CTS customer charge at cost of service, and assigned a 27.2% increase to the 15 

LVS customer charge.  Thereafter, the required residual increase was applied uniformly 16 

to the Company’s existing demand and volumetric base rates, within each class. 17 

18 

Q. How did you determine your recommended EGS and EGS-LV rates shown on 19 

page 3 of Schedule BK-4?20 

A. For the EGS class, I left the existing EGS customer charge unchanged (as per SJG’s 21 

proposed rate design).  I then recovered the balance of the class revenue requirement via 22 
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a proportional increase to existing demand and volumetric revenues.  My recommended 1 

EGS volumetric charges were designed to maintain the current 3¢ per therm differential 2 

in winter versus non-winter rates. 3 

  The Company’s present EGS-LV rate schedule is unique in that it contains only 4 

a demand charge.  In other words, EGS-LV customers do not currently pay a customer 5 

charge or a volumetric distribution charge.  However, SJG is proposing to implement a 6 

monthly customer charge in this proceeding so that the structure of Rate EGS-LV 7 

comports with the Company’s other rate schedules. 8 

  To develop my recommended EGS-LV rate design, I accepted the Company’s 9 

proposed customer charge, and added a volumetric distribution charge equal to $0.0033 10 

per therm (the same as Rate LVS).  As a result, my recommended EGS-LV rate 11 

structure will contain the same rate elements as SJG’s other demand-based rate 12 

schedules.  As a final rate design step, the balance of the EGS-LV class revenue 13 

requirement was recovered via an increase to the existing demand charge.   14 

15 

Q. How did you determine your recommended lighting service rates shown on page 4 16 

of Schedule BK-4? 17 

A. Since the Company’s YLS and SLS rate schedules contain only a fixed monthly charge 18 

per installation, I assigned an across-the board increase to the YLS and SLS fixed 19 

charges. 20 

21 
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Q. Please discuss your recommended rate design for residential distributed 1 

generation service customers taking service on the Company’s EGS rate schedule. 2 

A. My recommended residential EGS rate design in shown in Schedule BK-5.  In general, I 3 

followed the Company’s approach in designing my residential EGS rates by:  a) setting 4 

the customer charge equal to my recommended RSG customer charge; and b) 5 

converting my recommended non-residential EGS demand and volumetric charges into 6 

an equivalent flat rate volumetric charge applicable to residential customers. 7 

8 

V.  MISCELLANEOUS SERVICE CHARGES9 

10 
Q. Mr. Kalcic, is SJG proposing any changes to its Miscellaneous Service Charges? 11 

A. Yes.  The Company proposes to increase its Turn On (Reconnection), Returned Bank 12 

Item (Returned Check) and Field Collection charges.13 

  The Reconnection charge is proposed to increase from $20 to $36 or 80%.  The 14 

Returned Check charge would increase from $18 to $30 or 66.7%, and the Field 15 

Collection charge would increase from $12 to $20 or 66.7%. 16 

17 

Q. What is the basis for the Company’s requested increases in the above charges? 18 

A. The Company claims that its total cost per reconnection and returned bank item is 19 

$36.21 and $29.67, respectively.9  As such, SJG’s requested increases are intended to  20 

                                                
9 See SJG’s response to RCR-RD-9. 
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move the current Reconnection and Returned Check charges to (essentially) full cost of 1 

service in this case. 2 

  With respect to the Field Collection charge, the Company’s claimed cost per 3 

collection visit is $17.78, so the proposed Field Collection charge of $20 would exceed 4 

cost of service. 5 

6 

Q. Do you believe the Company’s proposed Miscellaneous Service Charges are 7 

appropriate? 8 

A. No. I find that SJG’s proposed increases of 66.7% to 80% would be excessive, 9 

particularly in light of current economic conditions which could cause a greater than 10 

normal number of customers to experience a shut off for non-payment. 11 

12 

Q. What is your recommendation in this area? 13 

A. I recommend that the increase to the current Reconnection, Returned Check and Field 14 

Collection charges be limited to 2.0 times the system average increase in total base 15 

revenues, or 35.3%.  This results in the following recommended charges:  a) 16 

Reconnection at $27.00 (i.e., $27.06 rounded); b) Returned Check at $24.35 (i.e., 17 

$24.36 rounded); and c) Field Collection at $16.25 (i.e., $16.24 rounded). 18 

19 

Q. Have you reflected the additional revenue associated with your recommended 20 

Miscellaneous Service Charge increases in Schedule BK-4? 21 
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A. Yes, my recommended Miscellaneous Service Charge rate design is shown on page 4 of 1 

Schedule BK-4. 2 

3 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony at this time? 4 

A. Yes. 5 



SCHEDULES BK1 THROUGH BK5 
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Qualifications of Brian Kalcic 

 
 

 Mr. Kalcic graduated from Illinois Benedictine College 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. 
 


