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The rebuttal testimony of David J. Garrett was filed May 29, 2018 on behalf of Oklahoma
Industrial Energy Consumers (“OIEC”) and Oklahoma Energy Results (“OER”). Mr. Garrett
testified in response to the responsive testimony of Public Utility Division (“PUD”) witness David
Melvin regarding the depreciation rates for Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company (“OG&E” or the
“Company”).

Mr. Melvin’s review of OG&E’s depreciation rates essentially involved a comparison of
OG&E’s proposed depreciation rates by plant function with depreciation rates utilized by several
other electric utilities. According to Mr. Melvin, OG&E’s proposed depreciation rates fall within
the range of other utilities operating in the U.S. and Oklahoma. Based on this finding, Mr. Melvin
concluded that OG&E’s proposed depreciation rates were reaéonable and did not recommend any
adjustments to the same. Mr. Melvin’s analysis was not sufficient to make a determination as to
the fairness or reasonableness of OG&E’s proposed depreciation rates.

Mr. Garrett is not aware of any depreciation expert making recommendations on the
reasonableness of proposed depreciation rates based on this type of limited analysis when the
utility being studied has aged plant data available for review. When aged data is available, as it is
for OG&E in this case, the Commission has consistently adopted depreciation rates based on the
statistical, actuarial analysis of service life data and analysis of historical net salvage data specific
to the utility being studied. By accepting the Company’s proposed depreciation rates, has Mr.
Melvin also incorporated the Company’s proposed decommissioning costs, the contingency
factors added to those costs, and the escalation factors applied to those costs. The Commission
has consistently disallowed such contingency and escalation factors when assessing fair

decommissioning costs and terminal net salvage rates.



