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I.  INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, POSITION WITH PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF 2 

OKLAHOMA, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 3 

A. My name is Matthew A. Horeled.  I am Vice President, Commercial & Regulatory for 4 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma (PSO or Company). My business address is 212 5 

East 6th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119. 6 

Q. IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND BUSINESS EXPERIENCE 7 

CONTAINED IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY FILED IN THIS CASE? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

 

II.  PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 10 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF THE JOINT 11 

STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT? 12 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to support the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement 13 

filed June 26, 2026 (Stipulation or Joint Stipulation) entered into by the Oklahoma 14 

Attorney General (AG), the Public Utility Division (PUD), the Petroleum Alliance of 15 

Oklahoma (PAO), AARP, and PSO. It is my understanding that Google does not oppose 16 

the settlement. My testimony gives an overview of the parties’ filed revenue requirement 17 

positions, describes the settlement process, and describes the terms of the Joint Stipulation 18 

and how approval by the Commission will result in fair, just and reasonable rates for the 19 

customers of PSO and be beneficial to PSO.  20 

 21 

 22 
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III.  THE JOINT STIPULATION 1 

Q. WHAT WERE THE PARTIES FILED POSITIONS REGARDING THE REVENUE 2 

REQUIREMENT NEEDS OF PSO? 3 

A. As with any rate case, the recommended revenue deficiencies changed after responsive 4 

and rebuttal testimony was filed. The approximate gross base rate revenue deficiencies 5 

being recommended by the parties making recommendations on revenue deficiency are 6 

set out in my Table 1. 7 

TABLE 1 8 

 

 

Q. WHAT IS THE REVENUE DEFICIENCY CONTAINED IN THE STIPULATION? 9 

A. The Stipulation has a net revenue deficiency of $72.7 million. The $72.7 million is new 10 

base rate revenue after taking into account riders already being recovered, which will be 11 

rolled into base rates.  Additional revenues will be derived from the Southwest Power Pool 12 

Transmission Cost (SPPTC) tariff and through the GEAR Rider  13 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SETTLEMENT PROCESS.  14 

A. The Preliminary Order (Order No. 754614) scheduled a Settlement Conference for June 3, 15 

2026. The PUD, AG, AARP, Wal-Mart, OIEC, PAO, DOD/FEA, Google and DCC 16 

engaged in negotiations.  Although resolution of the case was not reached by all parties, 17 

PSO and PUD decided to continue discussions hoping to reach a settlement agreement that 18 
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would either be joined, or not objected to, by the other parties.  These discussions continued 1 

and included various discussions between representatives of the AG, PAO, AARP, and 2 

OIEC that eventually led to the filing of the Joint Stipulation on June 26, 2026. 3 

Q. WHAT ARE THE TERMS OF THE JOINT STIPULATION? 4 

1. Revenue Requirement, Tariffs, and Other Agreements: 5 

(a) The Stipulating Parties agree that the Commission should find a base rate revenue 6 

deficiency of $447.1 million on a gross basis (representing a 39% base rate change), 7 

based upon a return on equity of 9.375%, a capital structure of 50.15% debt/49.85% 8 

equity (long term debt rate of 4.72%), and weighted average cost of capital 9 

(“WACC”) of 7.04%, grossed up for taxes of 8.57%. The base rate revenue 10 

deficiency is subject to the offsets described in paragraph 1(b) below, resulting in 11 

a net revenue deficiency of $72.7 million and an estimated total bill change of 12 

approximately 5%. 13 

(b) The Stipulating Parties agree on the following components of the revenue 14 

deficiency: 15 
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The Stipulating Parties agree the payroll items listed above remove the post six-month 1 

payroll adjustments, severance expense, pension settlement amortization, and SERP. 2 

PSO’s requested pension settlement regulatory asset will not be established. Offsets 3 

reflected above include amounts rolled into existing riders, new production tax credits, 4 

PTCs realized in the fuel adjustment clause, and deferred tax liabilities credited through 5 

PSO's Tax Change Rider. The Performance Based Accreditation (PBA) deferral shall be 6 

amortized over a three-year period. 7 

PSO Filed Rebuttal Revenue Deficiency 606.9$                Base Rate Change 54%

Settlement Terms
Rate Base Items

Cash Working Capital 0.4$                    
Weighted Average Cost of Capital

Δ ROE (39.3)$                
Expenses/Revenue Items

Incentive Expense (7.4)$                  
Storm Amortization (22.8)$                
Annual Storm Increase (37.2)$                
Income Taxes (12.5)$                
Factoring (0.1)$                  
Factoring on Rev Deficiency (1.1)$                  
Depreciation & Amortization Expense (32.3)$                
Payroll Tax Expense (0.6)$                  
Payroll Normalization (1.6)$                  
AEPSC Adjustment (Incl. Payroll) (2.1)$                  
PBA Deferral Amortization to three years (2.3)$                  
Chamber of Commerce Dues (0.1)$                  
Pension Expense (SERP & Pension Settlement) (0.8)$                  

PSO Proposed Settlement Revenue Deficiency - Gross 447.1$                Base Rate Change 39%
Offsets (Rolled in Riders) (236.7)$              
Offsets (New PTC's) (32.3)$                
PTCs Realized in FAC (29.5)$                
Deferred Tax Liabilities Offset (Tax Change Rider) (76.0)$                

PSO Proposed Settlement Revenue Deficiency - Net 72.7$                  Total Bill Change 5%
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(c) The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's current Deferred Tax Liabilities related to tax 1 

repairs be credited to customers over a two-year period through PSO's Tax Change 2 

Rider. PSO shall be authorized to establish a regulatory asset (DTL Regulatory 3 

Asset) in the amount necessary to provide the Tax Change Rider credits over the 4 

two year period. PSO will amortize the DTL Regulatory Asset over the life of the 5 

underlying plant for which the deferred tax liabilities were established and recover 6 

the amortization expense through the Tax Change Rider. The DTL Regulatory 7 

Asset will earn a return at PSO’s authorized after-tax WACC as an offset to base 8 

rate DTLs. 9 

(d) The Stipulating Parties agree the trim cycle vegetation management should be 10 

approved consistent with Company Witness Devereux THD-R Figure 3: $27M in 11 

base rates consistent with PSO's application, $13M eligible for deferral through a 12 

regulatory asset for the first year of implemented rates, and $4M eligible for 13 

deferral through a regulatory asset for each year thereafter until PSO’s next rate 14 

case. 15 

(e) The Stipulating Parties agree the Southwest Power Pool Transmission Cost Rider 16 

recommendation should be approved as proposed by PSO.  PSO agrees to update 17 

class allocators annually. PSO also agrees that PUD and other parties retain the 18 

right to advocate different positions in future base rate cases. 19 

(f) The Stipulating Parties agree that the Grid Enhancement And Resiliency (GEAR) 20 

Rider shall sunset on December 31, 2029, and the rider shall be capped at $6M 21 
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annual recovery going forward.  PSO may request additional GEAR Rider recovery 1 

in PSO’s next rate case. 2 

(g) The Stipulating Parties agree the Renewable Resources Rider sunset shall be 3 

extended as proposed by PSO to accommodate the Algodon facility in-service date. 4 

(h) The Stipulating Parties agree the second Net Operating Loss Carryforward (NOLC) 5 

IRS Private Letter Ruling (PLR) is still pending. Therefore, the parties agree that 6 

the Commission will continue to treat the NOLC as ordered in Case No. PUD 2024-7 

000032 and the AG, PUD, and other parties retain the right to advocate for a 8 

different NOLC calculation methodology in future base rate cases pending receipt 9 

of the Second IRS PLR. 10 

(i) The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's proposed Curtailable Service Tariffs (CSTs) 11 

shall be approved. 12 

(j) The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO's proposed modification to the semi-annual 13 

redetermination dates in the Fuel Cost Adjustment Rider will be updated, shifting 14 

from May and November to February and August. 15 

(k) The Stipulating Parties, with the exception of The Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma,  16 

agree that PSO’s proposed 12 CP transmission cost allocation, 85% energy / 15% 17 

demand allocation for wind facilities, and 38% energy / 62% demand allocation for 18 

solar facilities should be approved.  19 

(l) The Stipulating Parties agree that all uncontested tariff changes proposed by PSO 20 

shall be considered approved. 21 
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(m) The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's proposed Large Power and Light (LPL) and 1 

Large Load Power (LLP) tariffs filed in Rebuttal Testimony shall be an open issue 2 

to be finalized at hearing. 3 

 4 

Q. HAVE THE STIPULATING PARTIES AGREED TO ANY REQUIREMENTS FOR 5 

THE CURTAILABLE SERVICE TARIFFS? 6 

A. Yes, PSO has agreed to the following requirements: 7 

1) CST Demand Credits - if the value of either the SPP’s Cost of New Entry or 8 

estimated transmission savings changes by 25% or more before the next base rate 9 

case, PSO will modify the CST tariffs accordingly in its next base rate case. 10 

2) Non-Compliance Penalties - any penalties paid for failing to curtail should be 11 

returned to customers through the FAC. If PSO cancels a customer’s eligibility for 12 

curtailable service, any curtailable power credits that PSO deems forfeit and any 13 

assessed termination payments be returned to customers through the FAC. 14 

3) Tracking - PSO will track costs and revenues, including any avoided energy costs, 15 

and include an analysis and supporting documentation in PSO’s next base rate case 16 

filing to illustrate that the program is cost effective, is not subsidized by other rate 17 

classes, and is beneficial to other PSO customers. 18 

4) Annual Report - PSO will submit an annual report detailing enrollment by tariff, 19 

enrolled curtailable kW, number of curtailments, whether notification was 20 

adequate, and customer performance.   21 
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Q. WHAT WILL BE THE BASE RATE IMPACT WITH A $72.7 MILLION NET BASE   1 

RATE INCREASE AND HOW DOES THE JOINT STIPULATION’S PROPOSED 2 

INCREASE COMPARE TO PSO’S REQUESTED RATE INCREASE? 3 

A. Table 2 below sets forth the net base rate increase and the percentage increase of PSO’s 

filed case compared to the Joint Stipulation: 

TABLE 2 

 

Q. CAN YOU QUANTIFY THE CUSTOMER CLASS IMPACTS OF APPROVING THE 4 

COST ALLOCATION IN THE JOINT STIPULATION, COMPARED TO OTHER COST 5 

ALLOCATION METHODOLOGIES DISCUSSED IN THE CASE? 6 

A. Yes. Table 3 contains such a comparison. 7 

  8 

Net Base 
Revenue Change

Base Revenue 
Percentage Change

Total Revenue
Percentage Change

Rebuttal 308.5 M$                    53% 17%
Settlement 72.7 M$                      39% 5%
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TABLE 3 1 

 

Q. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT APPROVAL OF THE JOINT STIPULATION IS IN THE 2 

PUBLIC INTEREST? 3 

A. Yes. Approval of the Joint Stipulation will result in customers having fair, just and 4 

reasonable rates. The Joint Stipulation is a compromise of positions and ideas from various 5 

parties.  As with any compromise, some of the provisions of the Joint Stipulation are not 6 

supported by PSO except as a compromise needed to settle this case. Ratemaking is a 7 

legislative process which means that the parties will have opportunities in the future to try 8 

and convince others of the correctness of their positions. With that in mind, PSO supports 9 

the Joint Stipulation and requests that it be approved by the Commission. 10 

Allocation Methodology Impacts by Class ($) - Settlement Scenarios

Settlement 
Allocators

4CP A&E
Transmission

4CP A&E
Renewables

4CP A&E
Trans+Renew*

Residential 170,082,803 20,915,369 38,448,705 59,364,075
Lighting 7,518,351 739,614 (552,509) 187,105
C&I SL4/5 118,639,775 (6,156,696) (3,934,010) (10,090,706)
C&I SL3 47,463,056 (3,996,173) (9,382,731) (13,378,904)
C&I SL2 76,550,077 (9,823,148) (18,325,710) (28,148,859)
C&I SL1 26,611,305 (1,702,030) (6,260,775) (7,962,804)
Total Retail 446,865,367 (23,063) (7,029) (30,092)

Wholesale 251,144 23,063 7,029 30,092
Total Company 447,116,511 0 0 0

*Includes combined effects of allocation changes on internally calculated allocators

Residential Bill Increase 
@1,100 kWh/month +$9.64+$3.40 +$6.24$2.45
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CHARGES AND THE ELECTRIC SERVICE 
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THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA AND TO 
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MECHANISMS AND TARIFFS 

  
 

PUD 2025-000075 

  
LARGE LOAD SETTLEMENT TESTIMONY OF  

FRANK J. BELING ON BEHALF OF 
GENTNER F. DRUMMOND, OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Gentner F. Drummond, the Attorney General of Oklahoma, on behalf of the utility 

customers of this State, hereby submits the Large Load Settlement Testimony of Frank J. Beling 

in the proceeding referenced above. The Attorney General urges close consideration of the 

testimony. 
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Respectfully submitted,

GENTNER F. DRUMMOND
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF OKLAHOMA

_____________________________________ 
THOMAS L. GROSSNICKLAUS, OBA #34317
      Deputy Attorney General
ASHLEY N. YOUNGBLOOD, OBA #35784
     Assistant Attorney General 
MEGHAN WAN, OBA #36982

Assistant Attorney General 
MICHAEL L. VELEZ, OBA #19963 

Assistant Attorney General 
UTILITY REGULATION UNIT
OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL 
313 NE 21st Street 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
Telephone: (405) 521-3921 
Facsimile: (405) 522-0608 
thomas.grossnicklaus@oag.ok.gov 
ashley.youngblood@oag.ok.gov 
meghan.wan@oag.ok.gov 
michael.velez@occ.ok.gov 

ATTORNEY GENERALLLLLLLLLLLL OF OK

____________________________ ______________________________________________________________________ ___________
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

On this 26th day of June 2026, a true and correct copy of the Large Load Settlement 

Testimony of Frank J. Beling on Behalf of Gentner F. Drummond, Oklahoma Attorney General 

was sent via electronic mail to the following interested parties:

Fairo Mitchell 
Director, Public Utility Division 
OKLAHOMA CORP. COMM’N 
Jim Thorpe Building 
2101 N. Lincoln. Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
pudenergy@occ.ok.gov 
 
Kyle Vazquez 
Deputy General Counsel 
OKLAHOMA CORP. COMM’N 
Jim Thorpe Building 
2101 N. Lincoln. Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
kyle.vazquez@occ.ok.gov 
 
Jack P. Fite 
9520 N. May Ave., Ste. 211 
Oklahoma City, OK 73120 
jfite@wcgflaw.com 
 
Kenneth A. Tillotson 
THOMPSON TILLOTSON PLLC 
P.O. Box 54632 
Oklahoma City, OK 73154 
kenneth@ttfirm.com 
 
Thomas P. Schroedter 
HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE, 
   GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C. 
521 E. 2nd St., Ste. 1200 
Tulsa, OK 74120 
tschroedter@hallestill.com 
 
 
 
 
 

J. David Jacobson 
JACOBSON & LAASCH 
212 E. Second St. 
Edmond, OK 73034 
jdj8788@aol.com 
 
Adam J. Singer 
DERRYBERRY & NAIFEH, LLP 
4800 N. Lincoln Blvd.  
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
asinger@derryberrylaw.com 
 
Rick D. Chamberlain 
P.O. Box 206 
Jones, OK 73049 
rdc.law@gmail.com 
 
James A. Roth 
PHILLIPS MURRAH PC 
424 NW 10th St., Ste. 300 
Oklahoma City, OK 73103 
jaroth@phillipsmurrah.com 
jim@anewenergylaw.com 
 
Cole Peters 
Lindsey Pever 
Niles Stuck 
A NEW ENERGY, LLC 
312 NW 13th St. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73103 
cole@anewenergylaw.com 
lindsey@anewenergylaw.com 
niles@anewenergylaw.com 
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Tyler D. Davis 
Deputy Chief, Client Services Division 
OFFICE OF THE STAFF JUDGE 

ADVOCATE
4700 Now Way Rd., Ste. 400 
Ft. Sill, OK 73503 
tyler.d.davis19.civ@army.mil 

Eric C. Money 
HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE,

GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C.
100 N. Broadway, Ste. 2900 
Oklahoma City, OK 73102 
emoney@hallestill.com

Kenneth E. Wagner 
WAGNER LPC
2216 S. Troost Ave. 
Tulsa, OK 74114 
kenneth@wagner-lpc.com
kenewag@icloud.com 

Nikhil Vijaykar
KEYES & FOX LLP
580 California St., 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
nvijaykar@keyesfox.com 

Gonzalo Rodriguez 
KEYES & FOX LLP
1050 Connecticut Ave, NW, Ste. 500 
Washington, DC 20036 
grodriguez@keyesfox.com 

___________________________________ 
THOMAS L. GROSSNICKLAUS
   Deputy Attorney General
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PUD 2025-000075 
Large Load Settlement Testimony of Frank J. Beling 

6 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 2 

A. My name is Frank J. Beling, and my business address is 5555 North Grand Boulevard, 3 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73112. 4 

Q. PLEASE IDENTIFY YOUR EMPLOYER AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 5 

A. I am employed by C. H. Guernsey and Company (“Guernsey”) its Analytical Solutions 6 

Group, and my current title is Executive Vice President. My primary areas of responsibility 7 

include rate analysis, power supply planning, and risk management. 8 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS PROCEEDING? 9 

A. I am appearing on behalf of the Oklahoma Attorney General (“Attorney General”). 10 

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME FRANK J. BELING WHO FILED RESPONSIVE 11 

TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING ON MAY 15, 2026? 12 

A. Yes, I am. 13 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE? 14 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to recommend, on behalf of the Attorney General, that the 15 

Oklahoma Corporation Commission (“Commission”) approve the Large Load Joint 16 

Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (“Large Load Joint Stipulation”) filed by the parties 17 

in this Case to resolve all outstanding issues among the signing parties. The Large Load 18 

Joint Stipulation represents a fair, just, and reasonable resolution of outstanding issues and 19 

is in the public interest. 20 
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7 

Q. WERE YOU INVOLVED IN THE DISCUSSIONS THAT LED TO THE 1 

PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION? 2 

A. Yes. I participated in the discussions that occurred leading up to June 26th, 2026 that led 3 

to the terms of the Large Load Joint Stipulation. 4 

II. OVERVIEW OF LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION 5 

Q. WHO ARE THE SIGNATORIES TO THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT 6 

STIPULATION? 7 

A. The signing parties include Google LLC, the Oklahoma Attorney General (“Attorney 8 

General”), and the Oklahoma Corporation Commission’s Public Utility Division (“PUD”). 9 

Q. ARE THERE ANY PARTIES THAT ARE NOT SIGNATORIES TO THE 10 

PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION? 11 

A.  Yes. At the time of filing this testimony the Public Service Company of Oklahoma 12 

(“PSO”), AARP, Data Center Coalition (“DCC”), Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers 13 

(“OIEC”), the Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma, Walmart Inc., and the U.S. Department of 14 

Defense and all other Federal Executive Agencies (“DOD”) are not signatories. 15 

Q. DOES THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION ADDRESS THE 16 

CREATION OF A SEPARATE LARGE LOAD TARIFF FRAMEWORK? 17 

A. Yes. The Stipulating parties agree that the Company shall establish a new, separate Large 18 

Load Tariff (“LLT”) applicable to eligible customers with contract demand exceeding 75 19 

MW at a single delivery point. This tariff will not be treated as a carve-out from the 20 

Company’s existing large power and light tariff (“LPL Tariff”).  21 
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Q. DOES THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION ALLOW 1 

MULTIPLE SERVICE OPTIONS FOR ELIGIBLE CUSTOMERS WITH 2 

CONTRACT DEMAND EXCEEDING 75 MW? 3 

A. Yes. The Stipulating parties agree that the LLT should include several flexible options for 4 

service, as shown below in Table 1. 5 

Table 1 – Available Service Options under LLT 

Option Generation Service Delivery Service 

Option 1 

Self-supply or bring-your-own-
generation (“BYOG”) option under 

which a Customer takes no 
generation service from the 

Company 

Company provides delivery 
service to Customer for its full 

needs 

Option 2 

Mixed service option under which a 
portion of Customer load is served 
by its own generation and a portion 

is served by the Company 
generation 

Company provides delivery 
service to Customer for its full 

needs 

Option 3 
Full utility generation service option 
under which the Customer takes all 

generation service from the 
Company 

Company provides delivery 
service to Customer for its full 

needs 

Q. DOES THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION ADDRESS THE 6 

COST CAUSATION PROTECTIONS INTRODUCED IN THE DATA CENTER 7 

CUSTOMER PROTECTION ACT OF 2026? 8 

A.        Yes. The Stipulating Parties intend for the tariff approved under this Large Load Joint 9 

Stipulation to comply with the Data Center Customer Protection Act of 2026 and any 10 

Commission rule, order, or directive implementing the Act. The Stipulating Parties further 11 

agree that the tariff will be interpreted, administered, and, if necessary, modified to protect 12 

residential, commercial, industrial, and other non large load customers from unjust rates 13 
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PUD 2025-000075 
Large Load Settlement Testimony of Frank J. Beling 

9 

directly resulting from electric service to large load customers, and to ensure that costs and 1 

revenues are assigned and allocated consistent with cost-causation principles. 2 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW THE COST OF NEW REQUIRED DELIVERY 3 

FACILITIES ARE HANDLED IN THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT 4 

STIPULATION. 5 

A.        Large load customers will fully fund the direct-connect transmission and interconnection 6 

facilities required to serve them, whether through a Contribution in Aid of Construction 7 

(“CIAC”) or another Commission-approved mechanism, regardless of the service option 8 

selected. These types of facilities would include delivery facilities that are not SPP-required 9 

network upgrades.  10 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW THE COST OF REQUIRED NETWORK UPGRADES 11 

ARE HANDLED IN THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION 12 

FRAMEWORK. 13 

A. Large load customers will fully fund a portion of required network upgrades necessary to 14 

prevent impacts on the Company’s transmission rates for existing customers. In other 15 

words, the large load customers will prefund enough of the network upgrades such that 16 

when the remaining new transmission costs of serving the load (network upgrades not pre-17 

funded, network transmission service, etc.) and the new billing units are added to the 18 

Company rates, it does not result in a rate increase. 19 
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Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW THE UPWARD RATE PRESSURE FROM THE NEW 1 

REQUIRED GENERATION FACILITIES IS ADDRESSED IN THE PROPOSED 2 

LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION. 3 

A. The upward rate pressure from the cost of new required generation facilities would be 4 

mitigated by a System Impact Charge (“SIC”), which will be charged to new large load 5 

customers. The SIC will be for the benefit of other Customer classes to prevent rate increase 6 

resulting from incremental generation additions used to serve new large loads. 7 

Q. DOES THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION INCLUDE 8 

MECHANISMS THAT LIMIT THE RISK OF STRANDED INVESTMENT FOR 9 

THE COMPANY? 10 

A. Yes. The proposed Large Load Joint Stipulation limits stranded investment risk through 11 

long minimum contract terms, up-front customer funding for direct-connect and portions 12 

of network upgrades, collateral requirements, minimum billing demand requirements, and 13 

an exit fee. The Exit Fee would recover unrecovered and non-avoidable costs when the 14 

customer terminates service. 15 

Q. DOES THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION FRAMEWORK 16 

INCLUDE A MECHANISM TO ENSURE NEW LARGE LOAD CUSTOMERS 17 

ARE TREATED FAIRLY? 18 

A. Yes. The Proposed Joint Stipulation framework includes a true-up mechanism to ensure 19 

that charges and allocations are fairly allocated. True-up mechanisms can help ensure that 20 

new customers pay only costs properly attributable to their service, while also protecting 21 

existing customers from cost shifts. True-up mechanisms can help ensure that new 22 

Case No. PUD2025-000075 - Report and Recommendation of the Administrative Law Judge 
Attachment "C"

Page 38 of 291 CASE PUD 2025-000075 ENTRY NO. 872-1 FILED IN OCC COURT CLERK'S OFFICE ON 08/21/2026 - PAGE 38 OF 291



PUD 2025-000075 
Large Load Settlement Testimony of Frank J. Beling 

11 

customers pay only costs properly attributable to their service, while also protecting 1 

existing customers from cost shifts. 2 

Q. DO THE SYSTEM IMPACT CHARGE AND TRUE-UP MECHANISMS 3 

INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION 4 

FRAMEWORK REQUIRE FURTHER DEVELOPMENT? 5 

A. Yes. While the Proposed Large Load Joint Stipulation framework establishes the basic 6 

structure for a true-up mechanism, additional detail will be required as the tariff is further 7 

developed and implemented. I recommend that the Commission order the parties to 8 

develop details to the framework that will accomplish the principles agreed to in the Large 9 

Load Joint Stipulation. 10 

Q. DOES THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION FRAMEWORK 11 

FOLLOW COST CAUSATION PRINCIPLES? 12 

A.        Yes. The proposed Large Load Joint Stipulation applies cost causation principles by 13 

assigning costs from direct-connect facilities, incremental network upgrades, and 14 

incorporating a system impact charge that will ensure that costs are allocated to each 15 

customer class in a manner that follows cost-causation principles. The framework also 16 

incorporates a true-up, to ensure that adjustments can be made in the event that cost-shifts 17 

occur. 18 

Q. HAVE YOU INCLUDED AN EXAMPLE IMPLEMENTATION OF A TARIFF 19 

BASED ON THE PRINCIPLES OUTLINED IN THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD 20 

JOINT STIPULATION? 21 

A. Yes. Attached Exhibit FJB-1 is an example implementation of a tariff. The example tariff 22 

includes the principles included in the Large Load Joint Stipulation. 23 
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 1 

III. EVALUATION OF LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION 2 

Q. DOES THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION BY THE 3 

STIPULATING PARTIES ADDRESS CONCERNS RAISED BY THE ATTORNEY 4 

GENERAL? 5 

A. Yes. The Large Load Joint Stipulation addresses several concerns raised by the Attorney 6 

General including rate impact to other customer classes, risk of stranded investment, and 7 

fair allocation of costs. 8 

Q. DOES THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION RESOLVE ALL 9 

ISSUES RELATED TO THE LARGE LOAD TARIFF, OR WILL FURTHER 10 

DEVELOPMENT BE NECESSARY? 11 

A. While the proposed tariff framework does not resolve every implementation issue that may 12 

arise, it provides an appropriate starting point for further development. If additional tariff 13 

provisions are developed through subsequent discussions or filings, the parties involved in 14 

the Large Load Joint Stipulation should be included to ensure their interests and concerns 15 

are appropriately considered. 16 

Q. SHOULD THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S ASSENT TO ANY TERM IN THIS 17 

PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION BE CONSTRUED AS 18 

ADVOCATING FOR SIMILAR TREATMENT IN OTHER CASES? 19 

A. No. The Large Load Joint Stipulation is only to be viewed in its totality. It represents a 20 

negotiated position where parties receive certain terms in exchange for others. The Joint 21 

Stipulation is not precedential and should not be relied on as a representation of the 22 

Attorney General in future matters. 23 
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Q. IS THE PROPOSED LARGE LOAD JOINT STIPULATION IN THE PUBLIC 1 

INTEREST? 2 

A. Yes. The Large Load Joint Stipulation balances the interests of all the Stipulating Parties, 3 

and represents a fair, just, and reasonable means to resolve the outstanding issues related 4 

to new large loads in this Case through reasonable compromise. 5 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION? 6 

A. On behalf of the Attorney General, I recommend that the Commission approve the Large 7 

Load Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement reached by the Stipulating parties. 8 

IV. CONCLUSION 9 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS. 10 

A. The Large Load Joint Stipulation will establish a separate large load tariff, includes flexible 11 

service options, assigns costs consistent with cost-causation principles, and contains 12 

protections intended to limit cost shifts and stranded investment risk. For these reasons, I 13 

recommend that the Commission approve the Large Load Joint Stipulation and Settlement 14 

Agreement reached by the parties. 15 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS? 16 

A. Yes. My testimony is limited to the subject matters discussed. The Commission and the 17 

stakeholders should not infer my agreement with or support for a subject matter not covered 18 

in this testimony. 19 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 20 

A. Yes, it does. 21 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 1 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 

SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

1. PURPOSE, STATUTORY BASIS, AND AVAILABILITY

This Schedule sets out the separate terms, conditions, and tariff for large load customers required by the 
Data Center Consumer Ratepayer Protection Act of 2026, HB2992 (the "Act"), effective July 1, 2026. It is 
a separate, stand-alone schedule and is not a carve-out from Schedule LPL or any other schedule. 
Consistent with the Act, this Schedule is intended to protect other customer classes from unjust rates 
caused by large load customers, to assign costs on a cost-causation basis, and to maintain separate terms 
and a separate tariff for such customers, and it shall be interpreted, administered, and if necessary 
modified to conform to the Act and to any Commission rule or order. HB2992, §§ 3–4. 

This Schedule is available to any retail customer with a Contract Demand (the maximum demand the 
Company agrees to make available at the delivery point) exceeding 75 MW at a single delivery point, 
regardless of the level, if any, of behind-the-meter or self-supplied generation, on or after July 1, 2026. A 
written Service Agreement is required; service is provided at one delivery point and standard voltage; and 
a Customer taking service under this Schedule shall not concurrently take service under any other retail 
schedule for the same load. 

2. SERVICE OPTIONS

Each Customer shall elect one of the following Service Options in its Service Agreement: 
Option 1 — Self-Supply / BYOG (Rate Code ___).  The Customer takes no generation service from the 
Company and may self-supply up to 100% of its capacity and energy under Rider SSS. 
Option 2 — Partial Requirements (Rate Code ___).  Part of the load is served as Option 1 (self-supplied) 
and the remainder as Option 3 (Company-served). Wherever a term below differs by Option, Option 1 
terms apply to the Option 1 portion of load and Option 3 terms apply to the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3 — Full Requirements (Rate Code ___).  The Customer takes all of its generation (capacity and 
energy) from the Company and does not self-supply. 

3. CONTRACT TERM

Option 1.  Not less than ten (10) years, the minimum required by law, subject to the Act's exception for 
certain public power utilities using tax-exempt financing. 17 O.S. § 903. 
Option 2.  Option 1 term for the Option 1 portion; Option 3 term for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  Fifteen (15) years, which may include a Customer-elected load ramp of up to five (5) years. 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 2 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 

SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

As described in “Option 2” above, the contract terms shall be independent between load served under 
Option 1 and Option 3.  

4. CONTRIBUTION IN AID OF CONSTRUCTION AND NETWORK UPGRADES

For all Service Options, the Customer shall fund up front, through a Contribution in Aid of Construction 
(CIAC), the full cost of the direct-connect facilities required to serve its load, and shall prefund a portion 
of the required network upgrades sufficient to prevent any increase in the Company's transmission rate 
to existing customers. 
For all Service Options, the Customer shall fund up front, through a CIAC, 100% of the direct-connect 
facilities cost, and shall prefund network upgrades as follows: 

a. Studies. The Company shall complete a System Impact Study and Facilities Study using
the same planning criteria, models, and unit costs applied to all transmission customers, and shall
share all results and workpapers with the Customer.

b. Prefunded Amount. Equal to the network upgrade costs directly assignable to the
Customer under a Commission-approved cost-causation allocation, sized to hold the transmission
rate charged to non-Schedule customers at or below the level that would prevail absent the
Customer's load.

c. Certification. The Company shall file a sworn rate-neutrality certification with supporting
calculations.

d. Refunds. Prefunded amounts are refundable under FERC Order 2003 Attachment Z
crediting, capped at the Prefunded Amount, without interest.

e. Uniform Application. Identical inputs and methodology shall apply to all Schedule
Customers.

f. True-Up Applicability. The Prefunded Amount, supporting studies, cost-causation allocation,
and rate-neutrality certification are subject to reconciliation under the Section 8 True-Up
Mechanism, with symmetrical adjustments, refunds, or additional contributions as warranted.

5. RATES, BILLING DEMAND, AND MINIMUM CHARGES

Base Service Charge.  $280.00 per month (the current Schedule LPL charge, interim and subject to cost-
of-service determination and the True-Up Mechanism). 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 3 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 

SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

Generation Service Charges.  A generation capacity charge ($/kW) and a generation energy charge 
($/kWh) apply to load taking Company generation service (all Option 3 load and the Option 3 portion of 
Option 2). For self-supplied load under Rider SSS, both charges are $0.00. 
Transmission and Rider Charges.  Transmission and applicable rider charges shall continue to apply based 
on the customer's total metered demand under each Option. 
System Impact Charge. An adder that will mitigate possible rate increase to other Customer classes. The 
System Impact Charge may be zero if the addition of the Customer and associated generation could not 
cause a rate increase to other Customer classes. 
Rate setting.  The generation, delivery, and transmission charges, and the allocation between them, shall 
be established and adjusted in a general rate case or other Commission-approved proceeding consistent 
with the Act's cost-causation requirements and the True-Up Mechanism; the corresponding Schedule LPL 
levels apply on an interim basis. 
Billing Demand.  For each Option the monthly Billing Demand shall be not less than 80% of Contract 
Demand, determined under the Service Agreement either by (a) automatically increasing Contract 
Demand to any higher metered peak, or (b) physically limiting the Customer's load to Contract Demand. 
For Option 2 the floor and the elected method apply separately to each portion. 
Minimum Monthly Bill.  The Base Service Charge plus: for Option 1, the minimum transmission charges 
on Billing Demand and non-generation riders at actual usage; for Option 2, each Option's minimum 
applied to its portion; and for Option 3, the minimum transmission charges and generation demand 
charges on Billing Demand and all riders at actual usage. 
The System Contribution Rider does not apply to any Service Option under this Schedule. 

6. COLLATERAL AND CREDIT SUPPORT

Option 1.  None required. 
Option 2.  Option 1 terms for the Option 1 portion (none); Option 3 terms for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  Collateral or credit support equal to forty-eight (48) months of non-fuel minimum bills, 
recomputed annually, provided in one or more of the following forms: 

a. A guarantee from the ultimate parent or a corporate affiliate of the Large Load Customer
for the full Collateral Requirement, so long as the guarantor has both (a) a credit rating of at least
A- from S&P and A3 from Moody’s and (b) liquidity greater than ten times the Collateral
Requirement; or

b. A standby irrevocable letter of credit (“Letter of Credit”) for the full Collateral
Requirement. The Letter of Credit must be issued by a U.S. bank or the U.S. branch of a foreign
bank, which is not affiliated with the Large Load Customer or its guarantor, with a Credit Rating
of at least A- from S&P and A3 from Moody’s. Such security must be issued for a minimum term
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 4 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 

SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

of 360 days. The Large Load Customer must cause the renewal or extension of the security for 
additional consecutive terms of 360 days or more no later than 30 days prior to each expiration 
date of the security. If the security is not renewed or extended as required herein, the Company 
will have the right to draw immediately upon the Letter of Credit and be entitled to hold the 
amounts so drawn as security. The Letter of Credit must be in a format acceptable to and 
approved by the Company; or 

c. Cash for the full Collateral Requirement.

7. EXIT AND EARLY TERMINATION

Option 1.  The Customer may exit at any time with no exit fee. 
Option 2.  Option 1 terms for the Option 1 portion; Option 3 terms for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  The Customer may give notice of exit after sixty (60) months of initial service and notice to 
terminate shall be 24 months. The exit fee equals the net present value, discounted at the Commission-
approved carrying-charge rate, of the remaining costs directly assigned to the Customer, following cost-
causation principles in Section 8, over the remaining Contract Term, comprising: (a) unrecovered capital 
investment in generation, transmission, and direct-connect facilities; and (b) non-terminable contractual 
commitments incurred to serve, or for the benefit of, the Customer. The fee excludes (i) financial 
obligations the Company can terminate and (ii) any plant, CPA, or PPA usable to serve net-new load, and 
shall be reduced by mitigation under this Section. The calculation shall be itemized, auditable, and subject 
to Section 8 reconciliation. 
Following receipt of proper notice, through the Exit Fee Period, the Company will use reasonable efforts, 
consistent with its obligations as a public utility, to mitigate the Exit Fee amount owed or paid by the Large 
Load Customer by evaluating the opportunity to assign the terminated/reduced capacity to serve new 
Large Load Customers, to expand service to existing Large Load Customers, or otherwise secure offsetting 
expected revenues. The remainder of any mitigating amounts owed to the Large Load Customer shall be 
delivered to the Large Load Customer, or its designated successor, after all outstanding balances have 
been resolved. 
If there is an issue concerning the calculation of the Exit Fee or delivery of any mitigation amounts, that 
either the Company or Large Load Customer view as in need of escalation, either the Company or Large 
Load Customer may request escalation. Such request shall be made in writing and within 14 business days 
of the Large Load Customer being notified regarding the Exit Fee calculation. In such instance, 
management representatives for the Company and for the Large Load Customer will discuss and seek to 
resolve any issues. The management discussion shall occur within 14 business days of a request, unless 
otherwise agreed to in writing by the Company and Large Load Customer. The Company and Large Load 
Customer agree to use this escalation process in good faith, escalating only those matters appropriate for 
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P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 

SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

management’s consideration. This dispute resolution process does not limit or otherwise affect the ability 
of either Large Load Customer or the Company to file a formal proceeding requesting the Commission to 
resolve the dispute.

8.  TRUE-UP MECHANISM

Purpose and Scope. In each general rate case, fuel adjustment clause review, or other Commission-
approved proceeding dedicated to this Tariff or True-ups related to this Tariff, the Company shall apply a 
standardized, customer-specific reconciliation to ensure that costs and revenues under this Schedule are 
assigned on a documented cost-causation basis and that neither other customer classes nor the Large 
Load Customer bears costs not fairly allocated to it. 
Commission-Approved Methodology. Before any true-up amount may be billed, credited, deferred, or 
included in collateral, CIAC, network-upgrade balances, or exit-fee calculations, the Company shall use a 
Commission-approved methodology, template, materiality threshold, carrying-charge rate, and data-
input protocol. The same methodology shall be applied uniformly to similarly situated Customers. 
Annual Informational Filing. By [date] each year, the Company shall file and serve on each affected 
Customer a standardized reconciliation report showing: 

a. directly assigned costs;
b. allocated costs and allocation factors;
c. revenues collected;
d. CIAC and network-upgrade balances;
e. collateral and exit-fee assumptions;
f. mitigation, offsets, credits, third-party contributions, and avoided costs;
g. any under- or over-collection; and
h. whether any cost shift to or from other customer classes occurred.

Symmetrical Prospective Adjustments. After notice, opportunity for review, and Commission approval, 
material variances of [2%] or more may be reflected prospectively through rates, riders, credits, refunds, 
collateral, CIAC balances, network-upgrade balances, or exit-fee inputs. Under-collections shall be 
recovered only from the affected Customer. Over-collections shall be refunded or credited to the affected 
Customer. Adjustments shall include the same Commission-approved carrying-charge rate for both under- 
and over-collections. 
Deferral Treatment. Any regulatory asset or liability shall be recorded only if authorized in advance by the 
Commission and shall apply symmetrically to under- and over-collections. 
Customer Rights and Disputes. The Customer may review and audit supporting workpapers under 
reasonable confidentiality protections, contest any proposed adjustment, invoke the Section 7 escalation 
process, and seek Commission resolution. Only undisputed or Commission-approved amounts may be 
reflected in bills or security requirements. 
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P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 

SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

Rate-Shock Protection. Unless the Commission finds extraordinary circumstances, no annual net 
adjustment may exceed [10%] of the Customer’s prior-year billed amount, and any excess shall be 
amortized over at least [12] months with 90 days’ written notice. 
No Retroactive Ratemaking. No adjustment shall be retroactive unless expressly authorized by law and 
approved by the Commission through a pre-existing deferral, tracker, rider, or other lawful mechanism. 
This Section does not authorize retroactive ratemaking, recovery of imprudent costs, double recovery, 
retention of over-collections, or shifting of Large Load Customer costs to other customer classes. 
System Impact Charges and Revenues. Revenues and benefits produced by any System Impact Charges 
shall be for the benefit of other Customer classes to mitigate potential rate increases. Any such revenues 
shall be credited to other Customer classes through the Fuel Adjustment Clause and shall not benefit 
Customers taking service under this Large Load Tariff. 

9. RIDER SSS — SELF-SUPPLY SERVICE

A Customer with a verified peak demand of 75 MW or more at a single delivery point may self-supply up 
to 100% of its capacity and energy through a qualified third-party wholesale supply or behind-the-meter 
generation. Rider SSS applies to Option 1 and to the Option 1 (self-supplied) portion of Option 2; it does 
not apply to Option 3. 
For load served under this Rider, the generation capacity and energy charges are $0.00/kW and 
$0.00/kWh, the self-supplied load is not subject to fuel adjustment or any generation-related rider, and 
delivery, transmission, and applicable rider charges continue to apply on the Customer's total metered 
demand. 

10. GENERAL PROVISIONS

Billing Adjustments.  Self-supplied load under Rider SSS is not subject to fuel adjustment on the self-
supplied portion. 
Terms of Payment.  Bills are due by the due date; unpaid amounts are assessed a late charge of 1½% per 
month. 
Conformance with the Act.  Compliance with the Act is a condition of serving large load customers, and 
the Commission may promulgate rules and enforce the Act within its jurisdiction. HB2992, § 6. If any 
provision of this Schedule conflicts with the Act, a Commission rule, or a Commission order, this Schedule 
shall be deemed modified to conform while preserving, to the maximum extent lawful, its intended effect, 
and no provision shall be construed to limit the Act. 
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BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA, AN 
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION, FOR AN 
ADJUSTMENT IN ITS RATES AND 
CHARGES AND THE ELECTRIC SERVICE 
RULES, REGULATIONS AND CONDITIONS 
OF SERVICE FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE IN 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA AND TO 
APPROVE VARIOUS COST RECOVERY 
MECHANISMS AND TARIFFS 

  
 

PUD 2025-000075 

  
SETTLEMENT TESTIMONY OF BRICE D. BETCHAN 

ON BEHALF OF 
GENTNER F. DRUMMOND, OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Gentner F. Drummond, the Attorney General of Oklahoma, on behalf of the utility 

customers of this State, hereby submits the Settlement Testimony of Brice D. Betchan in the 

proceeding referenced above. The Attorney General urges close consideration of the testimony. 
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Respectfully submitted,

GENTNER F. DRUMMOND
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF OKLAHOMA

_____________________________________ 
THOMAS L. GROSSNICKLAUS, OBA #34317
      Deputy Attorney General
ASHLEY N. YOUNGBLOOD, OBA #35784
     Assistant Attorney General 
MEGHAN WAN, OBA #36982

Assistant Attorney General 
MICHAEL L. VELEZ, OBA #19963 

Assistant Attorney General 
UTILITY REGULATION UNIT
OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL 
313 NE 21st Street 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
Telephone: (405) 521-3921 
Facsimile: (405) 522-0608 
thomas.grossnicklaus@oag.ok.gov 
ashley.youngblood@oag.ok.gov 
meghan.wan@oag.ok.gov 
michael.velez@occ.ok.gov 

ATTORNEY GENEEEEEE ERAL OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOF OKL

______________________________________________ ____________________ _______________________________ __________
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

On this 26th day of June 2026, a true and correct copy of the Settlement Testimony of Brice 

D. Betchan on Behalf of Gentner F. Drummond, Oklahoma Attorney General was sent via 

electronic mail to the following interested parties:

Mark Argenbright 
Director, Public Utility Division 
OKLAHOMA CORP. COMM’N 
Jim Thorpe Building 
2101 N. Lincoln. Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
pudenergy@occ.ok.gov 
 
Kyle Vazquez 
Deputy General Counsel 
OKLAHOMA CORP. COMM’N 
Jim Thorpe Building 
2101 N. Lincoln. Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
kyle.vazquez@occ.ok.gov 
 
Jack P. Fite 
9520 N. May Ave., Ste. 211 
Oklahoma City, OK 73120 
jfite@wcgflaw.com 
 
Kenneth A. Tillotson 
THOMPSON TILLOTSON PLLC 
P.O. Box 54632 
Oklahoma City, OK 73154 
kenneth@ttfirm.com 
 
Thomas P. Schroedter 
HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE, 
   GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C. 
521 E. 2nd St., Ste. 1200 
Tulsa, OK 74120 
tschroedter@hallestill.com 
 
 
 
 
 

J. David Jacobson 
JACOBSON & LAASCH 
212 E. Second St. 
Edmond, OK 73034 
jdj8788@aol.com 
 
Adam J. Singer 
DERRYBERRY & NAIFEH, LLP 
4800 N. Lincoln Blvd.  
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
asinger@derryberrylaw.com 
 
Rick D. Chamberlain 
P.O. Box 206 
Jones, OK 73049 
rdc.law@gmail.com 
 
James A. Roth 
PHILLIPS MURRAH PC 
424 NW 10th St., Ste. 300 
Oklahoma City, OK 73103 
jaroth@phillipsmurrah.com 
jim@anewenergylaw.com 
 
Cole Peters 
Lindsey Pever 
Niles Stuck 
A NEW ENERGY, LLC 
312 NW 13th St. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73103 
cole@anewenergylaw.com 
lindsey@anewenergylaw.com 
niles@anewenergylaw.com 
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Tyler D. Davis 
Deputy Chief, Client Services Division 
OFFICE OF THE STAFF JUDGE 

ADVOCATE
4700 Now Way Rd., Ste. 400 
Ft. Sill, OK 73503 
tyler.d.davis19.civ@army.mil 

Eric C. Money 
HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE,

GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C.
100 N. Broadway, Ste. 2900 
Oklahoma City, OK 73102 
emoney@hallestill.com

Kenneth E. Wagner 
WAGNER LPC
2216 S. Troost Ave. 
Tulsa, OK 74114 
kenneth@wagner-lpc.com
kenewag@icloud.com 

Nikhil Vijaykar
KEYES & FOX LLP
580 California St., 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
nvijaykar@keyesfox.com 

Gonzalo Rodriguez 
KEYES & FOX LLP
1050 Connecticut Ave, NW, Ste. 500 
Washington, DC 20036 
grodriguez@keyesfox.com 

___________________________________ 
THOMAS L. GROSSNICKLAUS
   Deputy Attorney General

__________________________ ___________________________________ ___________
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I. Introduction 1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME. 2 

A. My name is Brice D. Betchan. 3 

Q. PLEASE IDENTIFY YOUR EMPLOYER AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 4 

A. I am employed by the Oklahoma Office of the Attorney General (“Attorney General”). My 5 

business address is 313 NE 21st Street, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105. 6 

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME BRICE D. BETCHAN WHO FILED RESPONSIVE 7 

TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING ON MAY 1, 2026? 8 

A. Yes, I am. 9 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE? 10 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to recommend, on behalf of the Attorney General, that the 11 

Oklahoma Corporation Commission (“Commission”) approve the Joint Stipulation and 12 

Settlement Agreement (“Joint Stipulation”) filed by the parties in this Case to resolve all 13 

outstanding issues among the signing parties, except for the Large Load Tariff component. 14 

The Joint Stipulation represents a fair, just, and reasonable resolution of all outstanding 15 

issues except for the Large Load Tariff component and is in the public interest. 16 

Q. WERE YOU INVOLVED IN THE DISCUSSIONS THAT LED TO THE JOINT 17 

STIPULATION? 18 

A. Yes. I was present for the robust discussions that began on June 3, 2025, and continued 19 

through June 26, 2025, and which led to the terms of the Joint Stipulation. 20 

Q. LOGISTICALLY, HOW WERE THESE DISCUSSIONS CONDUCTED? 21 

A. These discussions were held via teleconference. Settlement discussions consisted of 22 

numerous hours of negotiation. 23 
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II. Overview of the Revenue Requirement Joint Stipulation 1 

Q. WHO ARE THE PARTIES TO THE CASE? 2 

A. The parties are Public Service Company of Oklahoma (“PSO” or “Company”), the 3 

Corporation Commission’s Public Utility Division (“PUD”), Google LLC,  U.S. 4 

Department of Defense and all other Federal Executive Agencies (“DOD”), Walmart Inc., 5 

Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers (“OIEC”), AARP, Data Center Coalition 6 

(“DCC”), Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma, and the Office of the Oklahoma Attorney 7 

General (“Attorney General”).  8 

Q. WHICH PARTIES FILED REVENUE REQUIREMENT TESTIMONY? 9 

A. PSO, PUD, OIEC, and the Attorney General filed revenue requirement testimony on a 10 

comprehensive list of issues. The Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma filed revenue 11 

requirement testimony related to a limited number of issues. 12 

Q. WHICH PARTIES FILED COST OF SERVICE OR RATE DESIGN 13 

TESTIMONY? 14 

A. Each of the parties to the case filed cost of service or rate design testimony on various 15 

issues. 16 

Q. WHO ARE THE SIGNATORIES TO THIS JOINT STIPULATION? 17 

A. The signatories to the Joint Stipulation are PSO, PUD, AARP, Petroleum Alliance of 18 

Oklahoma, and the Attorney General. 19 
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Q. ARE THERE ANY PARTIES THAT ARE NOT SIGNATORIES TO THE JOINT 1 

STIPULATION? 2 

A. Yes. OIEC, Google LLC, DOD, DCC, and Walmart Inc. did not sign the Joint Stipulation. 3 

Currently, it is unclear which of these parties oppose the Joint Stipulation and which do 4 

not object to the Joint Stipulation. 5 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RATE CHANGE AGREED TO IN THE JOINT 6 

STIPLULATION. 7 

A. The Stipulating Parties agreed to a settlement that results in a revenue deficiency of $447.1 8 

million. However, most of the deficiency results from previously authorized rider 9 

collections of $236.7 million which are being rolled into base rates. These rider costs 10 

include costs from the Dispatchable Resource Rider, Renewable Resource Rider, Tax 11 

Change Rider, SPP Transmission Rider, and the GEAR Rider. While the Joint Stipulation 12 

also outlines approximately $61.7 million of Production Tax Credits (“PTC”) related to 13 

PSO’s renewable resources moving to base rates, these PTC offsets are realized in PSO’s 14 

fuel rider. Another offset to PSO’s revenue deficiency is $76 million of unprotected 15 

deferred tax liabilities (“DTL”) that are being amortized to customers each year for two 16 

years, for a total DTL amortization of approximately $152 million. While PSO’s revenue 17 

deficiency of $447.1 million results in a 39 percent base rate change, a decrease from PSO’s 18 

six-month updated request of 54 percent, PSO’s net revenue deficiency of $72.7 results in 19 

a total bill change of 5 percent. 20 
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Q. HAVE THE STIPULATING PARTIES AGREED TO ANY ADJUSTMENTS THAT 1 

REDUCE PSO’S BASE REVENUE DEFICIENCY AS FILED? 2 

A. Yes. When the Company initially filed its Application in this rate proceeding, PSO 3 

requested a $597.2 million increase to base rates. Upon its six-month update for known 4 

and measurable changes pursuant to Title 17, Section 284 of the Oklahoma Statutes, PSO’s 5 

requested increase grew to $606.9 million. The Stipulating Parties agreed to $159.8 million 6 

of revenue requirement reductions to PSO’s updated request, which includes the following: 7 

 A $39.3 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from the use of a 9.375 8 

percent return on equity (“ROE”) and PSO’s filed capital structure of 49.85 percent 9 

equity; 10 

 A $32.3 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from the adjustment of 11 

depreciation and amortization expense; 12 

 A $37.2 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from adjusting PSO’s 13 

annual storm damage expense; 14 

 A $22.8 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from adjusting PSO’s 15 

requested storm damage regulatory asset to a 7-year amortization period; 16 

 A $7.4 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from adjusting incentive 17 

compensation; 18 

 A $4.3 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from adjusting payroll 19 

expense; 20 

 A $0.8 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from the removal of 21 

supplemental executive retirement plan (“SERP”) expenses and pension settlement 22 

amortization; 23 
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 A $2.3 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from adjusting PSO’s 1 

Performance Based Accreditation (“PBA”) regulatory asset to three year 2 

amortization; and 3 

 A $13.4 million reduction in revenue requirement resulting from other adjustments. 4 

Q. PLEASE DETAIL THE COST OF CAPITAL AGREED TO IN THE JOINT 5 

STIPULATION. 6 

A. The Stipulating Parties agrees to a rate of return on common equity (“ROE”) of 9.375 7 

percent, a capital structure of 50.15 percent debt/49.85 percent equity, and a weighted 8 

average cost of capital (“WACC”) grossed up for taxes of 8.57 percent. An ROE of 9.375 9 

percent is consistent with the Attorney General’s recommended ROE; meanwhile, the 10 

settled capital structure is consistent with PSO’s actual capital structure, which was 11 

supported by the PSO, PUD, and the Attorney General. 12 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE DEPRECIATION AND AMORTIZATION RATES 13 

AGREED TO IN THE JOINT STIPULATION. 14 

A. The Stipulating Parties agreed to the depreciation and amortization rates consistent with 15 

the recommendation of PUD. 16 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S STORM DAMAGE EXPENSE 17 

AGREED TO IN THE JOINT STIPULATION. 18 

A. PSO requested storm damage expense in base rates is $44.8 million. The Joint Stipulation 19 

provides for approximately $7.6 million of storm damage expense in base rates, which is 20 

consistent with the recommendations of the PUD and the Attorney General. 21 
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Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S AMORTIZATION OF ITS STORM 1 

DAMAGE REGULATORY ASSET AGREED TO IN THE JOINT STIPULATION. 2 

A. The Company requested a 3-year amortization period for its storm damage regulatory asset. 3 

The Joint Stipulation provides for a 7-year amortization period for PSO’s storm damage 4 

regulatory asset. The 7-year amortization period is consistent with the Attorney General’s 5 

recommendation. 6 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S INCENTIVE COMPENSATION 7 

AGREED TO IN THE JOINT STIPULATION. 8 

A. The Joint Stipulation provides for the removal of 50 percent of short-term and 100 percent 9 

of long-term incentive compensation expense from PSO’s requested revenue requirement. 10 

The removal of 50 percent of short-term and 100 percent of long-term incentive 11 

compensation is consistent with the recommendations of the Attorney General and OIEC. 12 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S PAYROLL EXPENSE AGREED TO 13 

IN THE JOINT STIPULATION. 14 

A. The Joint Stipulation reduces PSO’s requested revenue requirement by $4.3 million related 15 

to payroll expense adjustments after the six-month update period. These payroll expense 16 

adjustments are consistent with recommendations of PUD, the Attorney General and OIEC. 17 

This adjustment also includes that severance expense will not be recovered from customers. 18 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE SUPPLEMENTAL EXECUTIVE RETIREMENT 19 

PLAN (“SERP”) EXPENSES AND PENSION SETTLEMENT AMORTIZATION 20 

AGREED TO IN THE JOINT STIPULATION. 21 

A. The Joint Stipulation provides that PSO will not recover SERP expenses from customers. 22 

Non-recovery is consistent with the recommendations of PUD, the Attorney General, and 23 
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OIEC. The Joint Stipulation provides that PSO will not recover pension settlement 1 

amortization or the related regulatory asset consistent with the recommendation of the 2 

Attorney General. 3 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S AMORTIZATION OF ITS 4 

PERFORMANCE BASED ACCREDITATION REGULATORY ASSET AGREED 5 

TO IN THE JOINT STIPULATION. 6 

A. The Company requested a 2-year amortization period for its performance based 7 

accreditation (“PBA”) regulatory asset. The Joint Stipulation provides for a 3-year 8 

amortization period for PSO’s PBA regulatory asset. The 3-year amortization period is 9 

between PSO’s requested 2-year amortization period and the 5-year amortization period 10 

recommended by the PUD and the Attorney General. 11 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE OTHER ADJUSTMENTS AGREED TO IN THE 12 

JOINT STIPULATION. 13 

A. The Joint Stipulation provides for a $13.4 million dollar reduction to PSO’s requested 14 

revenue requirement for other adjustments. Of this amount, $13.3 million relates circular 15 

items within PSO’s revenue requirement. These items are a function of adjusting other 16 

portions of PSO’s revenue requirement. These items are cash working capital, income 17 

taxes, and factoring. The remaining $0.1 million relates to removing chamber of commerce 18 

dues from PSO’s revenue requirement. 19 

Q. WHAT ARE OTHER PROVISIONS THAT THE STIPULATING PARTIES HAVE 20 

INCLUDED IN THE JOINT STIPULATION? 21 

A. In addition, the Stipulating Parties have agreed to the following provisions: 22 
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 The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO's current Deferred Tax Liabilities (“DTL”) 1 

related to tax repairs be credited to customers over a two-year period through PSO's 2 

Tax Change Rider. PSO shall be authorized to establish a regulatory asset (“DTL 3 

Regulatory Asset”) in the amount necessary to provide the Tax Change Rider credits 4 

over the two year period. PSO will amortize the DTL Regulatory Asset over the life of 5 

the underlying plant for which the deferred tax liabilities were established and recover 6 

the amortization expense through the Tax Change Rider. The DTL Regulatory Asset 7 

will earn a return at PSO’s authorized after-tax WACC as an offset to base rate DTLs. 8 

 The Stipulating Parties agree that the trim cycle vegetation management should be 9 

approved consistent with Company Witness Devereux THD-R Figure 3: $27M in base 10 

rates consistent with PSO's Application, $13M eligible for deferral through a regulatory 11 

asset for the first year of implemented rates, and $4M eligible for deferral through a 12 

regulatory asset for each year thereafter until PSO’s next rate case. 13 

 The Stipulating Parties agree that the Southwest Power Pool Transmission Cost Rider 14 

recommendation should be approved as proposed by PSO.  PSO agrees to update class 15 

allocators annually. PSO also agrees that PUD and other parties retain the right to 16 

advocate different positions in future base rate cases. 17 

 The Stipulating Parties agree that the Grid Enhancement And Reliability (“GEAR”) 18 

Rider shall sunset on December 31, 2029, and the rider shall be capped at $6M annual 19 

recovery going forward.  PSO may request additional GEAR Rider recovery in PSO’s 20 

next rate case. 21 

 The Stipulating Parties agree that the Renewable Resource Rider sunset shall be 22 

extended as proposed by PSO to accommodate the Algodon facility in-service date. 23 
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 The Stipulating Parties agree that the second Net Operating Loss Carryforward 1 

(“NOLC”) IRS Private Letter Ruling (PLR) is still pending. Therefore, the Stipulating 2 

Parties agree to continue to treat the NOLC as ordered in Case No. PUD 2024-000032 3 

and the AG, PUD, and other parties retain the right to advocate for a different NOLC 4 

calculation methodology in future base rate cases pending receipt of the Second IRS 5 

PLR. 6 

 The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO's proposed Curtailable Service Tariffs (“CST”) 7 

shall be approved. 8 

 The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO's proposed modification to the semi-annual 9 

redetermination dates in the Fuel Cost Adjustment Rider will be updated, shifting from 10 

May and November to February and August. 11 

 The Stipulating Parties, with the exception of The Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma, 12 

agree that PSO’s proposed 12 CP transmission cost allocation, 85% energy / 15% 13 

demand allocation for wind facilities, and 38% energy / 62% demand allocation for 14 

solar facilities should be approved. 15 

 The Stipulating Parties agree that all uncontested tariff changes proposed by PSO shall 16 

be considered approved. 17 

 The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's proposed Large Power and Light (“LPL”) and 18 

Large Load Power (“LLP”) tariffs filed in Rebuttal Testimony shall be an open issue 19 

to be finalized at hearing. 20 
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III. Bill Impacts1

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE BILL IMPACT PERCENTAGES RESULTING 2

FROM THE SETTLEMENT.3

A. Using the 12CP and other renewable allocation methodologies agreed to in the Joint 4

Stipulation, below are the impacts: 5

This compares with using the 4CP A&E methodology for renewables and transmission 6

below:7

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE BILL IMPACT AMOUNTS FOR THE 8

RESIDENTIAL RATE CLASS.9

A. Below is a summary of the rate impacts for the residential rate class under various 10

allocation methodologies:11
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After PTCs, the Joint Stipulation results in a residential rate increase of $2.45 per month, 1

or $4.11 per month before PTCs. The $4.11 per month figure compares favorably to the 2

$25 per month requested by PSO in its Application.1 Using the 4CP A&E methodology for 3

transmission and renewables compared to the Joint Stipulation’s proposed allocations 4

would raise residential rates by $9.64 per month, considerably more than the $2.45 per 5

month impact agreed to in the Joint Stipulation.6

1 Direct Testimony of Jacob A. Miller for Public Service Company of Oklahoma 6:1–6 (Jan. 2, 2026).
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IV. Evaluation of Joint Stipulation 1 

Q. SHOULD THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S ASSENT TO ANY TERM IN THIS 2 

JOINT STIPULATION BE CONSTRUED AS ADVOCATING FOR SIMILAR 3 

TREATMENT IN OTHER CASES? 4 

A. No. The Joint Stipulation is only to be viewed in its totality. It represents a negotiated 5 

position where parties receive certain terms in exchange for others. The Joint Stipulation 6 

is not precedential and should not be relied on as a representation of the Attorney General 7 

in future matters. Such is expressly recognized in Paragraphs (a), (c), and (e) of Section 3 8 

of the Joint Stipulation.  9 

Q. IS A $447.1 MILLION REVENUE DEFICIENCY REASONABLE GIVEN THE 10 

PARTIES’ POSITIONS AS PROVIDED IN THEIR PRE-FILED DIRECT, 11 

RESPONSIVE, AND REBUTTAL TESTIMONIES? 12 

A. Yes.  Four parties—the Company, PUD, the Attorney General, and OIEC—pre-filed 13 

testimony on a comprehensive list of issues that allow for a side-by-side comparison of 14 

each party’s proposed change in revenue requirements. The proposed changes ranged from 15 

as low as $301.6 million from OIEC2 to as high as $606.9 million from the Company with 16 

the Attorney General and PUD proposing $401 million3 and around $394.9 million,4 17 

respectively. Given these range of values, a $447.1 million increase to the Company’s 18 

revenue requirement is a reasonable outcome for this rate proceeding.    19 

 

2 Rebuttal Testimony of M. Drew Deibel for Public Service Company of Oklahoma, Exhibit MDD-1R 
(May 29, 2026). 
3 Rebuttal Testimony of M. Drew Deibel for Public Service Company of Oklahoma, Exhibit MDD-1R 
(May 29, 2026). 
4 PUD Amended Revenue Requirement Exhibit (Jun. 19, 2026).  
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Q. IS THE 9.375 PERCENT ROE REASONABLE UNDER CURRENT FINANCIAL 1 

CONDITIONS? 2 

A. Yes. Experts provided pre-filed testimony in this rate proceeding that supported an ROE 3 

as low as 8.3 percent5 and as high as 10.5 percent.6 Under current financial conditions, the 4 

Attorney General believes a 9.375 percent ROE is a reasonable cost of common equity and 5 

was supported by Attorney General witness Dr. J. Randall Woolridge.    6 

Q. IS THE JOINT STIPULATION IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 7 

A. Yes. The Joint Stipulation balances the interests of all the Stipulating Parties, and 8 

represents a fair, just, and reasonable means to resolve the outstanding issues in this case 9 

through reasonable compromise. 10 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION? 11 

A. On behalf of the Attorney General, I recommend that the Commission approve the Joint 12 

Stipulation and Settlement Agreement reached by the Stipulating Parties. 13 

V. Conclusion 14 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY. 15 

A. The Joint Stipulation represents a balanced compromise of the interests represented by the 16 

Stipulating Parties. The Joint Stipulation represents a fair, just, and reasonable settlement 17 

of the issues presented in this Case, and the terms and conditions of the Joint Stipulation 18 

are in the public interest. 19 

 

5 Responsive Testimony of David J. Garrett for Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers 7:1–8 (May 1, 
2026). 
6 Direct Testimony of Adrien M. McKenzie for Public Service Company of Oklahoma 10:24–25 (Jan. 2, 
2026). 
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Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS? 1 

A. Yes. My testimony is limited to the subject matters discussed. The Commission and the 2 

stakeholders should not infer my agreement with or support for a subject matter not covered 3 

in this testimony. 4 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 5 

A. Yes, it does. 6 
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INTRODUCTION 

Q: Please state your name. 1 

A: My name is Mary Elizabeth Purvis.   2 

 

Q: Are you the same Mary Elizabeth Purvis who filed Responsive Testimony in this case 3 

on May 15, 2026? 4 

A: Yes, I am. 5 

 

PURPOSE 

Q: What is the purpose of your Settlement Testimony regarding the Application of Public 6 

Service Company of Oklahoma ("PSO" or “Company”), for an adjustment in its rates 7 

and charges for electric service in the State of Oklahoma?? 8 

A: The purpose of my Testimony is to discuss the Public Utility Division's ("PUD") support of 9 

the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement on the Large Load Tariff ("LLT") and Self-10 

Supply issues ("Joint Stipulation" or "Agreement") filed in this Case. See Exhibit “1” 11 

attached. Specifically, this testimony addresses the LLT framework, self-supply/Bring-Your-12 

Own-Generation ("BYOG") options, House Bill 2992 ("HB 2992") compliance, and related 13 

cost-causation protections settled among the parties. 14 
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CASE BACKGROUND 

Q: Please provide a brief history of this Case leading up to filing the Agreement. 1 

A: On January 2, 2026, PSO filed an Application with the Oklahoma Corporation Commission 2 

("Commission") for an adjustment in its rates and charges for electric service and to 3 

approve various cost recovery mechanisms and tariffs, including LLT terms. PUD and 4 

other parties in this Case filed Responsive Testimony on May 1, 2026. PUD and certain 5 

other parties in this Case then followed with Cost of Service / Rate Design Responsive 6 

Testimony on May 15, 2026, which included Ms. Purvis's Responsive Testimony 7 

addressing PSO's proposed LLT. Rebuttal Testimony of PSO and other parties to the Case 8 

was then filed on May 29, 2026. The parties held extensive settlement discussions in this 9 

Case, including the official Settlement Conference held on June 3, 2026, pursuant to the 10 

Procedural Schedule. Following continued negotiations, a Joint Stipulation on the LLT and 11 

self-supply issues was reached by the Stipulating Parties and filed on June 26, 2026. 12 

 

Q: What is your role in this Case? 13 

A: My responsibility in this case is to review and provide recommendations concerning PSO’s 14 

application.  My Responsive Testimony filed on May 15, 2026, addressed PSO’s Cost of 15 

Service Study, revenue allocation, rate design, proposed Curtailable Service Tariff, and 16 

proposed LLT.    17 
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JOINT STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

Q: Please describe the settlement process. 1 

A: This Joint Stipulation is nonunanimous and contains input from Google, PUD, and the 2 

Office of the Attorney General (“OAG”), and the Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma 3 

(“PAO”) after robust and thorough settlement negotiations with all parties to this Case.  4 

Further, the Agreement is supported by underlying Direct, Responsive, and Rebuttal 5 

Testimony filed by Google, PUD, OAG, and PAO.  This settlement represents a fair, just, 6 

and reasonable agreement to address the issues raised in this Case and is in the public 7 

interest. 8 

 

Q: Who are the Stipulating Parties to this Joint Stipulation? 9 

A: The Stipulating Parties include PUD, the OAG, Google and the PAO.  10 

 

Q: Have all parties signed the Joint Stipulation?   11 

A: No.  PSO, Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers, American Association of Retired 12 

People, Walmart, the United States Department of Defense, and the Data Center Coalition 13 

are not parties to the signed Joint Stipulation. 14 

 

Q: What does the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement on the LLT resolve? 15 

A: The Joint Stipulation resolves contested issues between the Stipulating Parties regarding 16 

whether PSO should offer a separate LLT, applicable customers, whether large load 17 

customers should be permitted to self-supply or BYOG, cost-shift protections, collateral, 18 
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exit fees, and minimum charges, the Commission’s authority to approve a self-supply rider, 1 

and conformance of the tariff to HB2992.   2 

 

Q: What is not included in this Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement? 3 

A: This agreement does not address PSO’s revenue requirement, overall rate increase, class 4 

revenue allocation, rate design, or other issues not specifically addressed.   5 

 

Q: Does PUD support all the provisions in this Joint Stipulation? 6 

A: Yes.  PUD supports all provisions of the Joint Stipulation because they are each fair, just, 7 

reasonable, and in the public interest. 8 

 

Q: How is this Joint Stipulation organized? 9 

A: The Joint Stipulation contains fourteen numbered sections as follows:  10 

(1) Approval of a separate Large Load Tariff Framework;  11 
(2) HB 2992 compliance and cost-causation protections;  12 
(3) Applicability threshold;  13 
(4) Transmission and interconnection upgrade funding;  14 
(5) Option 1 – Full Self-Supply/BYOG service;  15 
(6) Option 2 – Mixed Self-Supply and PSO Generation Service;  16 
(7) Option 3 – Full PSO Generation Service;  17 
(8) The Commission's authority to approve a self-supply rider;  18 
(9) Settled issues;  19 
(10) Issues not resolved;  20 
(11) Discovery and Motions;  21 
(12) General reservations;  22 
(13) Non-severability; and  23 
(14) Requested Commission findings.  24 

 This testimony will address each of these sections in turn. 25 
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Q: What does Section 1 of the Joint Stipulation provide? 1 

A: Section 1 establishes the core LLT framework. The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO shall 2 

establish a new, separate LLT tariff (“LLS Tariff”).  The LLS Tariff will be applicable to 3 

eligible customers with contract demand exceeding 75 MW at a single delivery point. The 4 

LLS Tariff shall be separate from and shall not be treated as a carve-out from PSO's 5 

existing large-customer tariff. 6 

 

 The LLS Tariff shall include three service options:  7 

 Option 1 – a full self-supply or BYOG option under which the customer takes no 8 

generation service from PSO;  9 

 Option 2 – a mixed-service option under which a portion of the customer's load is 10 

served under Option 1 and a portion under Option 3; and  11 

 Option 3 – a full-utility-generation-service option under which the customer takes 12 

generation service from PSO. 13 

 

Q: Does PUD support Section 1? 14 

A: Yes. In PUD's filed testimony, PUD recommended that the Commission order PSO to 15 

establish a distinct large-load rate class for new large-load additions with contract capacity 16 

at or exceeding 10 MW and further recommended inclusion of a BYOG provision.1 The 17 

Agreement achieves both objectives. The separate LLS Tariff framework, applicable above 18 

 
1 Responsive Testimony of Mary Elizabeth Purvis, filed May 15, 2026 (“Purvis Testimony”), page 44 of 53, lines 10–
18, page 45 of 53, lines 1–2, and page 46 of 53, lines 4–7. 
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75 MW, provides the transparency and cost-causation accountability that PUD advocated. 1 

The inclusion of a formal BYOG option (Option 1) directly responds to PUD's 2 

recommendation in filed testimony and aligns with the White House Ratepayer Protection 3 

Pledge issued on March 4, 2026 (“WH Pledge”). PUD believes this structure is fair, just, 4 

and reasonable and is in the public interest. 5 

 

Q: What does Section 2 of the Joint Stipulation provide? 6 

A: Section 2 addresses HB 2992 compliance and cost-causation protections. The Stipulating 7 

Parties acknowledge that while Oklahoma HB 2992, the Data Center Customer Ratepayer 8 

Protection Act of 2026, was approved by the Governor on May 11, 2026, becomes effective 9 

July 1, 2026, codified at Okla. Stat. tit. 17 §§ 900-905, the Stipulating Parties intend that 10 

the tariff approved under the Joint Stipulation will comply with HB 2992 and any 11 

Commission rule, order, or directive implementing HB 2992. 12 

 

 Section 2 further requires that the LLS Tariff be interpreted, administered, and if necessary, 13 

modified to ensure that residential, commercial, industrial and other non-large-load 14 

customers are protected from unjust rates resulting directly from electric service to large-15 

load customers, with costs and revenues assigned and allocated in accordance with cost-16 

causation principles. 17 

 

 Section 2 also establishes a true-up mechanism. Under that mechanism, PSO shall 18 

periodically review, in a general rate case, regular review process, or other Commission-19 
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approved proceeding, whether any costs incurred to serve a large-load customer have been 1 

under-collected, over-collected, misallocated, or shifted to other rate classes. If such review 2 

identifies a cost shift, under-recovery, or over-recovery, then the applicable rates, charges, 3 

credits, collateral requirements, exit fees, minimum charges, or other tariff terms shall be 4 

adjusted prospectively and, to the extent permitted by law and approved by the 5 

Commission, trued up consistent with HB 2992's cost-causation requirements. The true-up 6 

mechanism also addresses any overcollection, providing that a large-load customer shall 7 

receive an appropriate credit approved by the Commission. 8 

 

Q: Does PUD support Section 2? 9 

A: Yes. The cost-causation and HB 2992 compliance provisions in Section 2 are central to 10 

PUD's core concern throughout this proceeding — that large-load customers pay their fair 11 

allocated share of system costs and do not shift costs onto residential and other non-large-12 

load customers. In PUD's filed testimony, PUD documented the trend of worsening inter-13 

class subsidies, with the residential class's relative rate of return rising from 1.17 in the 14 

2021 rate case to 1.81 in the current proceeding and expressed particular concern that the 15 

addition of over 5,000 MW of potential large-load demand could further exacerbate cross-16 

subsidies.2 The true-up mechanism in Section 2 is a meaningful and enforceable 17 

mechanism to deter that outcome. The credit requirement for overcollection likewise 18 

ensures that large-load customers are not over-charged. PUD believes these provisions are 19 

fair, just, reasonable, and are in the public interest.   20 

 
2 Purvis Testimony, page 18 of 53, Table MEP-1 and page 19 of 53, lines 12–19. 
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Q: What does Section 3 of the Joint Stipulation provide regarding applicability? 1 

A: Section 3 establishes that the LLT shall apply to customers with contract demand exceeding 2 

75 MW, regardless of the customer's BYOG or self-supply generation level. The 3 

Stipulating Parties agree that the 75 MW threshold resolves, as between the Stipulating 4 

Parties, the contested large-load applicability-threshold disputes raised in this Case  5 

including the dispute over whether the threshold should be 10 MW or 75 MW, and whether 6 

special large-load provisions should apply only to true large-load customers. 7 

 

Q: Does PUD support the 75 MW applicability threshold in Section 3? 8 

A: Yes, with the understanding that the 75 MW threshold reflects the negotiated resolution of 9 

a genuinely disputed issue. PUD's filed testimony recommended a threshold of 10 MW, 10 

consistent with PSO's initial proposal. However, after extensive negotiations, the 11 

Stipulating Parties reached agreement on 75 MW. PUD accepts this compromise threshold 12 

as reasonable within the context of the overall settlement, particularly given that the 13 

Agreement's robust cost-causation protections, true-up mechanism, and separate rate class 14 

framework apply above 75 MW, thereby protecting existing customers from cost shifts 15 

attributable to the largest and most impactful large-load additions. PUD believes the 75 16 

MW threshold is fair, just, and reasonable and is in the public interest. 17 
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Q: What does Section 4 of the Joint Stipulation provide regarding transmission and 1 

interconnection upgrades? 2 

A: Section 4 requires that, for all three service options (Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3), the 3 

large-load customer shall fully fund up-front, through Contribution in Aid of Construction 4 

("CIAC") or other Commission-approved mechanism, direct-connect transmission and 5 

interconnection facilities needed to serve that customer. Additionally, large-load customers 6 

under all three options shall fully fund up-front a portion of required network upgrades 7 

necessary to prevent impacts to PSO's transmission rates for existing customers. 8 

 

Q: Does PUD support Section 4? 9 

A: Yes. The requirement that large-load customers fully fund direct-connect transmission and 10 

interconnection facilities through CIAC and fund required network upgrades to prevent 11 

transmission-rate impacts on existing customers, is a direct and meaningful 12 

implementation of HB 2992's cost-causation requirements. This provision protects 13 

residential and other non-large-load customers from bearing infrastructure costs that should 14 

rightfully be borne by the large-load customer whose demands necessitate those upgrades. 15 

PUD supports this provision as fair, just, and reasonable and in the public interest. 16 

 

Q: What does Section 5 of the Joint Stipulation provide regarding Option 1 — Full Self-17 

Supply/BYOG Service? 18 

A: Section 5 governs Option 1, which is the full self-supply or BYOG service option. Under 19 

Option 1, a qualifying large-load customer shall take no generation service from PSO for 20 
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the self-supplied portion of its load and may self-supply 100% of its capacity and energy 1 

requirements through a qualified wholesale market counterparty or through behind-the-2 

meter generation, subject to Rider SSS or successor tariff provisions approved by the 3 

Commission. 4 

 

 Key Option 1 terms include the following:  5 

(a) The customer shall fund direct-connect facilities and network-upgrade obligations 6 

under Section 4;  7 

(b) The contract term shall be the minimum required by applicable law, including the 8 

ten-year minimum under HB 2992 where applicable;  9 

(c) Billing demand shall be a minimum of 80% of contract demand;  10 

(d) Minimum charges shall equal the sum of minimum demand charges for 11 

transmission only, customer charges, and all applicable non-generation riders billed 12 

at actual usage;  13 

(e) No collateral is required except as otherwise required by law, Commission order, 14 

or generally applicable tariff provisions; and  15 

(f) The customer may exit at any time, subject to satisfying outstanding obligations for 16 

direct-connect facilities, network upgrades, CIAC, and any Commission-approved 17 

charges necessary to prevent cost shifts. 18 

 

 Importantly, generation capacity charges, energy charges, fuel adjustment charges, and 19 

generation-related riders shall not apply to the self-supplied portion of load. Delivery, 20 

Case No. PUD2025-000075 - Report and Recommendation of the Administrative Law Judge 
Attachment "C"

Page 80 of 291 CASE PUD 2025-000075 ENTRY NO. 872-1 FILED IN OCC COURT CLERK'S OFFICE ON 08/21/2026 - PAGE 80 OF 291



 

 
Settlement Testimony – Purvis 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma – Case No. PUD2025-000075 
 

Page 13 of 21 
 

transmission, and applicable regulatory rider charges shall continue to apply based on total 1 

metered demand. 2 

 

Q: Does PUD support Section 5? 3 

A: Yes. In PUD's filed testimony, PUD recommended that the Commission require inclusion 4 

of a BYOG provision in PSO's large load tariff.3 Option 1 directly responds to that 5 

recommendation, establishing a formal tariffed BYOG pathway for eligible large-load 6 

customers. By allowing large-load customers to self-supply 100% of their capacity and 7 

energy requirements, Option 1 reduces the infrastructure burden on PSO's generation 8 

system, segregates a portion of generation from PSO's rate base equation, and advances the 9 

ratepayer-protection principles embodied in HB 2992 and the WH Pledge. The minimum 10 

demand requirement of 80% of contract demand and the obligation to fund direct-connect 11 

facilities and network upgrades ensure that Option 1 customers remain accountable for 12 

costs they causally impose on the system. PUD believes Section 5 is fair, just, and 13 

reasonable and is in the public interest. 14 

 

Q: What does Section 6 of the Joint Stipulation provide regarding Option 2 — Mixed 15 

Self-Supply and PSO Generation Service? 16 

A: Section 6 establishes Option 2, a mixed-service option under which a qualifying large-load 17 

customer may elect service under Option 1 for a portion of its load and Option 3 for the 18 

remaining portion of its load. Option 1 terms apply to the Option 1 portion of load, and 19 

 
3 Purvis Testimony, page 46 of 53, lines 4–7. 
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Option 3 terms apply to the Option 3 portion of load. PSO shall maintain metering, billing, 1 

scheduling, imbalance, standby, settlement, and verification provisions sufficient to ensure 2 

that the Option 1 and Option 3 portions of load are separately identified and billed 3 

consistent with cost causation and Commission-approved tariff terms.. 4 

 

Q: Does PUD support Section 6? 5 

A: Yes. Option 2 provides flexibility for large-load customers with mixed generation 6 

arrangements, a practical necessity given the variety of BYOG and self-supply 7 

configurations that data centers and hyperscalers may employ. PUD's primary concern with 8 

any mixed-service option is ensuring that the self-supplied and utility-served portions of 9 

load are properly segregated for billing and cost-causation purposes, so that PSO's general 10 

ratepayers do not bear generation costs attributable to the self-supplied portion. The 11 

metering and billing provisions directly address this concern. PUD believes Section 6 is 12 

fair, just, and reasonable and is in the public interest. 13 

 

Q: What does Section 7 of the Joint Stipulation provide regarding Option 3 — Full PSO 14 

Generation Service? 15 

A: Section 7 establishes Option 3, the full utility generation service option, under which a 16 

qualifying large-load customer shall take generation service from PSO and shall not self-17 

supply generation requirements under Rider SSS for the Option 3 portion of load. 18 
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 Key Option 3 terms include the following:  1 

(a) The customer shall fund applicable direct-connect facilities and network-upgrade 2 

obligations under Section 4;  3 

(b) A 15-year initial term, with a customer-elected load ramp of up to five years, 4 

subject to Commission approval and consistency with HB 2992;  5 

(c) Billing demand of a minimum of 80% of contract demand;  6 

(d) Minimum charges equal to the sum of minimum demand charges for transmission 7 

and generation costs, customer charges, and all applicable riders billed at actual 8 

usage;  9 

(e) Collateral equal to 48 months of non-fuel minimum bills (recomputed annually and 10 

provable through a qualifying guarantee, letter of credit, or cash); and  11 

(f) Exit notice provision allowing an Option 3 customer to provide notice of exit after 12 

60 months of initial service, with exit fee based on the present value of any 13 

remaining reasonably allocable costs incurred to serve or for the benefit of the 14 

customer (excluding financial obligations PSO can terminate and plant balance or 15 

CPA/PPA obligations that can be used for net new load). 16 

 

Q: :Does PUD support Section 7? 17 

A: Yes. The 15-year initial term for Option 3, which is the full PSO generation service option, 18 

is a key consumer protection provision that PUD advocated in filed testimony. PUD 19 

recommended a minimum contract term of at least 15 years, noting that with simple-cycle 20 

natural gas facilities having an estimated useful life of 30 years, a 15-year term ensures that 21 
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at least 50% of an asset built to serve a large-load customer is amortized before the 1 

customer could exit, reducing stranded asset risk for PSO's general ratepayers.4 The 2 

Agreement achieves this 15-year term for Option 3. The 48-month collateral requirement 3 

and exit fee mechanism provide additional protection for ratepayers against financial losses 4 

if an Option 3 customer departs the system or materially reduces load. The 80% minimum 5 

demand provision aligns with industry standard practice and shields the general customer 6 

base from the financial consequences of load reduction. PUD believes Section 7 is fair, 7 

just, and reasonable and is in the public interest. 8 

 

Q: What does Section 8 of the Joint Stipulation address? 9 

A: Section 8 addresses the Commission's authority to approve a self-supply rider, including 10 

Rider SSS or a successor self-supply/BYOG rider, as part of PSO's retail electric tariff in 11 

this Case. The Stipulating Parties  agree and stipulate that approval of Rider SSS does not 12 

deregulate PSO retail service, does not remove the customer from Commission-approved 13 

tariff service, and does not limit the Commission's authority to modify, condition, suspend, 14 

or enforce tariff provisions in future proceedings consistent with law. HB 2992 15 

independently supports the Commission's authority by requiring separate terms, 16 

conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers. 17 

 

 

 

 
4 Purvis Testimony, page 38 of 53, lines 9–13. 
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Q: Does PUD support Section 8? 1 

A: Yes. PUD agrees that approval of Rider SSS or a successor self-supply rider falls squarely 2 

within the Commission's legislative ratemaking authority and its obligation under HB 2992 3 

to require separate terms, conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers. The clarification 4 

that approval of a BYOG/self-supply rider does not deregulate PSO retail service is an 5 

important preservation of Commission jurisdiction. PUD believes the Commission has full 6 

authority to approve the rider and that exercising that authority here is fair, just, and 7 

reasonable and in the public interest. 8 

 

Q: What do Sections 9 through 13 of the Joint Stipulation provide? 9 

A: Section 9 identifies the specific issues resolved by the Joint Stipulation, including: the 10 

separate LLT and 75 MW threshold; the BYOG/self-supply rider; charge and rider 11 

treatment for self-supplied portions of load; upfront funding of direct-connect facilities and 12 

network upgrades through CIAC; the cost-causation true-up mechanism; credit support, 13 

minimum charges, collateral, and exit-fee mechanisms; the Commission's authority to 14 

approve the self-supply rider; and HB 2992 conformance. Section 9 also acknowledges 15 

that the settlement is consistent with issues raised by the Parties. 16 

 

 Section 10 identifies issues not resolved by the Joint Stipulation, which include PSO's 17 

revenue requirement and accounting adjustments, cost of capital, storm-cost recovery, 18 

certain rider issues, cost-of-service and allocation issues, future vs. historical test year, rate 19 
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design, and special contracts. All open issues remain available for litigation or further 1 

settlement. 2 

 

 Section 11 addresses discovery and motions, providing that all pending requests for 3 

discovery and motions relating solely to the settled large-load/self-supply issues are 4 

withdrawn upon Commission approval, while discovery and motions relating to unresolved 5 

issues are not withdrawn. 6 

 

 Section 12 sets forth general reservations, including that: the Joint Stipulation is a 7 

negotiated compromise; each undersigned counsel has full authority to execute; no party is 8 

bound if the Commission does not approve the Joint Stipulation in its entirety or if an 9 

appeal is taken; and the Joint Stipulation shall not constitute an admission or precedent in 10 

other proceedings except as necessary to enforce its terms. 11 

 

 Section 13 contains a non-severability clause, providing that the provisions of the Joint 12 

Stipulation are interrelated and interdependent. If the Commission does not approve and 13 

adopt all terms without modification or condition (unless affected parties consent), the Joint 14 

Stipulation shall be void and of no force and effect. 15 

 

Q: Does PUD support Sections 9 through 13? 16 

A: Yes. These sections contain standard provisions appropriate for a negotiated settlement. 17 

The settled issues list in Section 9 accurately captures the range of LLT and self-supply 18 
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disputes resolved by the parties. The unresolved issues identified in Section 10 preserve 1 

the parties' full rights to litigate the remaining issues in this proceeding. PUD believes the 2 

general reservations and non-severability provisions are consistent with Commission 3 

settlement practice and are appropriate given the interdependent nature of the compromises 4 

reached. PUD supports these provisions as fair, just, and reasonable and in the public 5 

interest. 6 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Q: What is the Public Utility Division's ("PUD") recommendation to the Oklahoma 7 

LLT”) and Self-Supply Joint Stipulation in the Application of Public Service 8 

Company of Oklahoma ("PSO")? 9 

A: PUD recommends the Commission approve the Joint Stipulation and Settlement 10 

Agreement (“Joint Stipulation” or “Agreement”) on the LLT and Self-Supply issues filed 11 

in this Case. The Joint Stipulation is the result of robust settlement negotiations among a 12 

broad group of Stipulating Parties with diverse interests, and PUD believes it is fair, just, 13 

reasonable, and in the public interest.  14 

 

 The Agreement establishes the separate LLT framework that PUD advocated in filed 15 

testimony, incorporating the BYOG/self-supply option, the 15-year minimum contract 16 

term for full utility generation service, the 80% minimum demand provision, the 48-month 17 

collateral requirement, upfront CIAC funding of direct-connect facilities and network 18 

upgrades, and a cost-causation true-up mechanism — all of which are consistent with 19 
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PUD's filed positions and designed to protect residential and other non-large-load 1 

customers from cost shifts attributable to large-load customers. 2 

The Agreement also ensures compliance with HB 2992, the Data Center Customer 3 

Ratepayer Protection Act of 2026, which became effective July 1, 2026. PUD believes the 4 

tariff framework adopted by the Joint Stipulation is consistent with HB 2992's requirements 5 

for separate terms, conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers and its mandate that 6 

non-large-load customers be protected from unjust rates resulting from electric service to 7 

large-load customers. 8 

I state, under penalty of perjury under the laws of Oklahoma, that the foregoing is true and correct
to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

__________________________________            
Mary Elizabeth Purvis

_____________________________
Mary Elizabeth Purvis
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF OKLAHOMA )
)

COUNTY OF OKLAHOMA )

On  June 26, 2026, before me appeared Mary Elizabeth Purvis, to me personally known, who, 
being by me first duly sworn, states that he is Programs Manager VI for the Public 
Utility Division of the Oklahoma Corporation Commission and acknowledges that he 
prepared the testimony in the support of the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement 
filed on June 26, 2026, and believes that the statements therein are true and correct to the best 
of h information, knowledge, and belief. 

Print: Mary Elizabeth Purvis

Signature:____________________________

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of ___, 2026. 

_________________________________
Notary Public 
Commission Number:

My Commission expires: __ 

y

____________________________

__________________________
Notary Py ublic
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BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF 
OKLAHOMA 

APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE ) 
COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA, AN  ) 
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION, FOR )       
AN ADJUSTMENT IN ITS RATES AND ) 
CHARGES AND THE ELECTRIC ) CASE NO. PUD 2025-000075 
SERVICE RULES, REGULATIONS AND ) 
CONDITIONS OF SERVICE FOR ) 
ELECTRIC SERVICE IN THE STATE ) 
OF OKLAHOMA AND TO APPROVE ) 
VARIOUS COST RECOVERY ) 
MECHANISMS AND TARIFFS ) 

Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement 

COME NOW the undersigned parties to the above-entitled Cause and present the 
following Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (the Joint Stipulation) for the 
Oklahoma Corporation Commission’s (Commission or OCC) review and approval as their 
compromise and settlement of the large-load tariff and self-supply issues described herein. 
The Stipulating Parties represent to the Commission that this Joint Stipulation is fair, just 
and reasonable, is in the public interest, and should be approved. 

The Stipulating Parties further state that Public Service Company of Oklahoma 
(PSO) filed this Cause to review PSO’s rates, charges, regulations and conditions of service 
and to obtain approval of various cost recovery mechanisms and tariffs, including large-
load tariff terms. PSO’s Application states that PSO is an Oklahoma corporation engaged 
in generating, purchasing, transmitting, distributing and selling electric energy in 
Oklahoma, and that its Oklahoma operations are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction. 

Terms of the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement 

Effective with the final order of the Commission approving all elements of this Joint 
Stipulation: 

1. Approval of Separate Large Load Tariff Framework

1.1. The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO shall establish a new, separate large-load tariff 
(Large Load Service or LLS Tariff) applicable to eligible customers with contract demand 
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exceeding 75 MW at a single delivery point. The tariff shall be separate from, and shall not 
be treated as a carve-out from, PSO’s existing large-customer tariff. 
 
1.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff should include three service 
options: (a) an Option 1 self-supply or bring-your-own-generation (BYOG) option under 
which the customer takes no generation service from PSO; (b) an Option 2 mixed-service 
option under which a portion of the customer’s load is served under Option 1 and a portion 
under Option 3; and (c) an Option 3 full-utility-generation-service option under which the 
customer takes generation service from PSO. 
 
1.3. The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that the settlement proposal provides terms and 
conditions for three service options within a new large-load tariff applicable to eligible 
customers with contract demand exceeding 75 MW. 
 
2. HB 2992 Compliance and Cost-Causation Protections 
 
2.1. The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that Oklahoma HB 2992, the Data Center 
Customer Protection Act of 2026,1 was approved by the Governor on May 11, 2026, and 
becomes effective July 1, 2026. The Stipulating Parties intend that the tariff approved under 
this Joint Stipulation comply with HB 2992 and any Commission rule, order, or directive 
implementing HB 2992. 
 
2.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff shall be interpreted, administered 
and, if necessary, modified to ensure that residential, commercial, industrial and other non-
large-load customers are protected from unjust rates resulting directly from electric service 
to large-load customers, and that costs and revenues are assigned and allocated in 
accordance with cost-causation principles. 
 
2.3. The Stipulating Parties agree that each service option shall include a true-up 
mechanism. Under that mechanism, PSO shall periodically review, in a general rate case, 
regular review process, or other Commission-approved proceeding, whether any costs 
incurred to serve a large-load customer have been under-collected, over-collected, 
misallocated, or shifted to residential, commercial, industrial, or any other rate class. If 
such review identifies a cost shift, under-recovery, or over-recovery, then the applicable 
rates, charges, credits, collateral requirements, exit fees, minimum charges, or other tariff 
terms shall be adjusted prospectively and, to the extent permitted by law and approved by 
the Commission, trued up to assign and allocate costs and revenues consistent with HB 
2992’s cost-causation requirements. 
  1 Codified as Okla. Stat. tit. 17 §§ 900-905 effective July 1, 2026 
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2.4. The true-up mechanism shall be designed to ensure that large-load customers 
reimburse PSO for all costs fairly allocated to them. To the extent the true-up mechanism 
determines overcollection from a large-load customer or customers, the affected customer 
or customers shall receive an appropriate credit approved by the Commission. 
 
2.5. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff shall include credit requirements 
and other measures necessary to ensure that large-load customers reimburse PSO for all 
costs fairly allocated to them, including costs incurred to directly serve the customer that 
may remain unrecovered if the customer departs the system or materially reduces load. 
 
2.6. The Stipulating Parties agree that each service option shall be implemented 
consistently with any minimum service-term requirement established by HB 2992, 
including a minimum ten-year term where applicable, unless the customer or service 
arrangement is not subject to that requirement under HB 2992 or a Commission order. 

3. Applicability 
 
3.1. The large-load tariff shall apply to customers with contract demand exceeding 75 MW, 
regardless of the customer’s BYOG or self-supply generation level. 
 
3.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the 75 MW threshold resolves, as between the 
Stipulating Parties, the contested large-load applicability-threshold issues raised in this 
Cause by PSO, Google, the Petroleum Alliance, DOD/FEA, AARP, and other parties. The 
Combined Issues Lists reflect disputes over whether the large-load threshold should be 10 
MW or 75 MW and whether special large-load provisions should apply only to true large-
load customers. 
 
4. Transmission and Interconnection Upgrades 
 
4.1. For Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3, the large-load customer shall fully fund up-
front, through Contribution in Aid of Construction (CIAC) or other Commission-approved 
mechanism, direct-connect transmission and interconnection facilities needed to serve that 
customer. 
 
4.2. For Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3, the large-load customer shall fully fund up-front 
a portion of required network upgrades necessary to prevent impacts to PSO’s transmission 
rates for existing customers. 
 
5. Option 1 — Full Self-Supply / BYOG Service  
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5.1. Under Option 1, a qualifying large-load customer shall take no generation service from 
PSO for the self-supplied portion of its load and may self-supply up to 100% of its capacity 
and energy requirements through a qualified wholesale market counterparty or through 
behind-the-meter generation, subject to Rider SSS or successor tariff provisions approved 
by the Commission. 
 
5.2. Option 1 customers shall fund the directly attributable direct-connect facilities and 
network-upgrade obligations under Section 4. 
 
5.3. Option 1 contract term shall be the minimum required by applicable law, including the 
ten-year minimum service term described in HB 2992 where applicable. 
 
5.4. Option 1 billing demand shall be a minimum of 80% of contract demand, with either: 
(a) automatic increase of contract demand with higher peaks; or (b) physical limitation of 
load so that load does not exceed contract demand. 
 
5.5. Option 1 minimum charges shall equal the sum of minimum demand charges for 
transmission only, customer charges, and all applicable non-generation riders billed at 
actual usage. 
 
5.6. No collateral shall be required for Option 1, except to the extent otherwise required by 
law, Commission order, generally applicable tariff provisions, or customer-specific 
facilities agreements. 
 
5.7. An Option 1 customer may exit at any time, subject to satisfying outstanding 
obligations for direct-connect facilities, network upgrades, CIAC, and any Commission-
approved charges necessary to prevent cost shifts to other customers. 
 
5.8. Generation capacity charges, energy charges, fuel adjustment charges, and generation-
related riders shall not apply to the self-supplied portion of load. Delivery, transmission, 
and applicable regulatory rider charges shall continue to apply based on total metered 
demand, subject to Commission-approved tariff terms. The settlement proposal describes 
Rider SSS as allowing customers with verified coincidental or non-coincident peak demand 
of at least 75 MW at a single delivery point to self-supply up to 100% of capacity and 
energy requirements, with generation capacity and energy charges set to $0.00 for the self-
supplied portion  
 
5.9. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 1 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 
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6. Option 2 — Mixed Self-Supply and PSO Generation Service  
6.1. Under Option 2, a qualifying large-load customer may elect service under Option 1 for 
a portion of its load and Option 3 for the remaining portion of its load. 
 
6.2. Option 1 terms shall apply to the Option 1 portion of load, and Option 3 terms shall 
apply to the Option 3 portion of load. 
 
6.3. PSO shall maintain metering, billing, scheduling, imbalance, standby, settlement, and 
verification provisions sufficient to ensure that the Option 1 and Option 3 portions of load 
are separately identified and billed consistent with cost causation and Commission-
approved tariff terms. 
 
6.4. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 2 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 
 
7. Option 3 — Full PSO Generation Service 
 
7.1. Under Option 3, a qualifying large-load customer shall take generation service from 
PSO and shall not self-supply the customer’s generation requirements under Rider SSS for 
the Option 3 portion of load. 
 
7.2. Option 3 customers shall fund the applicable direct-connect facilities and network-
upgrade obligations under Section 4. 
 
7.3. Option 3 shall include a 15-year initial term, with a customer-elected load ramp of up 
to five years, subject to Commission approval and consistency with HB 2992. 
 
7.4. Option 3 billing demand shall be a minimum of 80% of contract demand, with either: 
(a) automatic increase of contract demand with higher peaks; or (b) physical limitation of 
load so that load does not exceed contract demand. 
 
7.5. Option 3 minimum charges shall equal the sum of minimum demand charges for 
transmission and generation costs, customer charges, and all applicable riders billed at 
actual usage. 
 
7.6. Option 3 collateral shall equal 48 months of non-fuel minimum bills, subject to the 
following terms: (a) collateral may be provided through a qualifying guarantee, letter of 
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credit, or cash; (b) collateral shall be based on 48 times the maximum historical monthly 
non-fuel charges; and (c) collateral shall be recomputed annually. 
 
7.7. An Option 3 customer may provide notice of exit after 60 months of initial service. 
The exit fee shall be based on the present value of any remaining reasonably allocable costs 
incurred to serve or for the benefit of the customer. Financial obligations PSO can terminate 
shall not be included in the exit fee, and portions of plant balance or CPA/PPA obligations 
that can be used for net new load shall not be included in the exit fee. 
 
7.8. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 3 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 
 
8. Commission Authority to Approve Self-Supply Rider 
 
8.1. The Stipulating Parties agree and stipulate that the Commission has jurisdiction and 
authority to approve a self-supply rider, including Rider SSS or a successor self-
supply/BYOG rider, as part of PSO’s retail electric tariff in this Cause. 
 
8.2. PSO’s Application invokes Okla. Const. art. IX, § 18; 17 O.S. §§ 152, 153, 250 et seq., 
and 281 et seq.; and OAC 165:70-1-1 et seq. as legal authority for Commission review of 
PSO’s rates, charges, regulations and conditions of service and approval of cost recovery 
mechanisms and tariffs. 
 
8.3. Okla. Const. art. IX, § 18 vests the Commission with authority over public utilities, 
and Okla. Const. art. IX, § 20 provides for direct Supreme Court review of Commission 
actions prescribing rates, charges, services, practices, rules, or regulations of a public 
utility. In City of Oklahoma City v. Oklahoma Corporation Commission, the Oklahoma 
Supreme Court reaffirmed that Commission actions prescribing rates, charges, services, 
practices, rules or regulations of public utilities are appealable under Okla. Const. art. IX, 
§ 20, and that utility tariffs are created through the Commission’s legislative ratemaking 
authority. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.4. Title 17 O.S. § 152(A) provides that the Commission has general supervision over 
public utilities, including power to fix and establish rates and to prescribe and promulgate 
rules, requirements, and regulations affecting their services, operation, and business 
management. In City of Oklahoma City, the Oklahoma Supreme Court quoted § 152(A) as 
granting the Commission “general supervision over all public utilities” and authority to 
“fix and establish rates” and prescribe rules, requirements, and regulations affecting public-
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utility services, operations, and business conduct. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. 
Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.5. Oklahoma Supreme Court precedent recognizes that the Commission approves utility 
tariffs and rates, and that a utility may not unilaterally increase rates. In In re Oklahoma 
Development Finance Authority for Approval of Not to Exceed $800,000,000 Ratepayer-
Backed Bonds, the Court stated that an investor-owned electric public utility operating in 
Oklahoma is subject to Commission oversight concerning retail rates and charges and 
“cannot increase utility rates on its own”; instead, the Commission must approve rates and 
fuel-cost adjustments. In re Okla. Dev. Fin. Auth. for Approval of Not to Exceed 
$800,000,000 Ratepayer-Backed Bonds, 510 P.3d 165 (Okla. 2022). 
 
8.6. Oklahoma Supreme Court precedent further recognizes that utility tariffs are the 
Commission-approved instruments setting forth utility services and rates. In City of 
Oklahoma City, the Court described a public utility tariff as a published document setting 
forth services provided by the utility, a schedule of rates for those services, and policies 
relating to the rates, approved by the Commission. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. 
Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.7. HB 2992 independently supports Commission approval of separate large-load tariff 
provisions, including a self-supply rider, because the Act requires separate terms, 
conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers; requires protection of non-large-load 
customers from unjust rates resulting directly from service to large-load customers; 
requires cost-causation allocation; and authorizes the Corporation Commission to 
promulgate rules and exercise enforcement authority within its jurisdiction. The official 
Oklahoma Legislature bill information page reflects that HB 2992 was approved by the 
Governor on May 11, 2026, and the enrolled bill is the operative legislative text. HB 2992 
Bill Information, 60th Legislature, 2nd Session (Okla. 2026). 
 

8.8. HB 2992 requires the Corporation Commission to approve separate terms, 
conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers; requires protection of non-large-load 
customers from unjust rates resulting directly from service to large-load customers; 
requires cost-causation allocation; and authorizes the Corporation Commission to 
promulgate rules and exercise enforcement authority within its jurisdiction.  

 
 
8.9. The self-supply rider falls within the Commission’s authority because it is a tariffed 
retail-service option that determines the rates, charges, services, practices, rules, and 
regulations applicable to a defined large-load customer class; preserves Commission 
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 8

jurisdiction over delivery, transmission, riders, metering, billing, and true-up terms; and 
assigns generation responsibility and generation-related costs to the customer electing to 
self-supply, thereby advancing HB 2992 cost-causation and ratepayer-protection 
requirements. 
 
8.10. The Stipulating Parties agree that approval of Rider SSS or a successor self-supply 
rider does not deregulate PSO retail service, does not remove the customer from 
Commission-approved tariff service, and does not limit the Commission’s authority to 
modify, condition, suspend, or enforce tariff provisions in future proceedings consistent 
with law. 
 
9. Settled Issues  
9.1. As between and among the Stipulating Parties, this Joint Stipulation resolves the 
following issues in this Cause: 
 
(a) whether PSO should offer a separate large-load tariff or separate large-load tariff 
provisions for customers above 75 MW; 
 
(b) whether the large-load applicability threshold should be 75 MW rather than 10 MW; 
 
(c) whether large-load customers should be allowed to self-supply or bring their own 
generation through a Commission-approved self-supply rider; 
 
(d) whether self-supplied load should avoid generation capacity charges, energy charges, 
fuel adjustment charges, and generation-related riders for the self-supplied portion of load; 
 
(e) whether delivery, transmission, and applicable regulatory riders should continue to 
apply to self-supplied customers based on total metered demand; 
 
(f) whether large-load customers should up-front fund direct-connect transmission and 
interconnection facilities through CIAC; 
 
(g) whether large-load customers should up-front fund required network upgrades 
necessary to prevent transmission-rate impacts to existing customers; 
 
(h) whether large-load terms should include a cost-causation true-up mechanism; 
 
(i) whether large-load terms should include credit support, minimum charges, collateral, 
and exit-fee mechanisms sufficient to prevent cost shifts to other customers; 
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 9

 
(j) whether the Commission has authority to approve a self-supply rider as part of PSO’s 
tariff in this Cause; and 
 
(k) whether the large-load tariff should be conformed to HB 2992 and future Commission 
rules, orders, or directives implementing HB 2992. 
 
9.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the settlement of the foregoing issues is consistent 
with issues raised by Google, DOD/FEA, AARP, the Petroleum Alliance, the Data Center 
Coalition, and other parties concerning BYOG/self-supply, cost-shift protections, 
applicability threshold, contract term, collateral, exit fees, and large-load tariff structure. 
The Combined Issues Lists identify those disputed issues, including DOD/FEA’s position 
that the Commission should consider an SGR or BYOG framework allowing large-load 
customers to arrange dedicated supply through third-party PPAs, behind-the-meter 
generation, self-supply, or a combination of resources. 
 
10. Issues Not Resolved by this Joint Stipulation 
 
10.1. Except as expressly resolved in Section 9, this Joint Stipulation does not resolve 
PSO’s requested revenue requirement, overall rate increase, class revenue allocation, rate 
design, rate base, cost of capital, depreciation, storm-cost recovery, rider proposals other 
than the large-load/self-supply provisions addressed herein, or any other issue not 
specifically identified as settled. 
 
10.2.- The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that the issues remaining for Commission 
decision or further settlement include, without limitation, the following: 
 
(a) Revenue requirement and accounting adjustments. PSO’s accounting adjustments, six-
month post-test-year adjustments, plant additions, capital-project prudence and necessity, 
ad valorem tax treatment, depreciation expense, rate-case expenses, payroll increases, 
incentives, SERP, dues and donations, investor-relations expense, directors’ and officers’ 
insurance, SPP pro forma adjustments, NOLC treatment, ARO/CCR costs, deferred 
pension-settlement costs, and other revenue-requirement adjustments remain outstanding 
unless resolved by separate stipulation. PSO’s issues list identifies accounting adjustments, 
generation and renewable investments, storm costs, O&M, depreciation, NOLC, NE3, 
CCR/ARO, and pension settlement cost issues. 
 
(b) Cost of capital. The appropriate return on equity, capital structure, and overall rate of 
return remain outstanding. PSO identified return on equity and actual capital structure as 
issues, and other parties proposed different ROE and capital-structure positions. 
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(c) Storm-cost recovery. The level of storm expense in base rates, amortization of deferred 
storm costs, and whether recovery of storm costs should be denied or reduced remain 
outstanding. 
 
(d) Vegetation Management Rider, SPPTC Rider, GEAR Rider, RRR Rider, and other rider 
issues. PSO’s proposed Vegetation Management Rider, continued capitalization of 
vegetation-management costs, SPPTC amendments, GEAR Rider extension and cap 
increase, RRR expiration-date issue, and whether PSO’s rider requests satisfy Commission 
standards remain outstanding except to the extent a provision expressly relates to the large-
load/self-supply tariff approved herein. 
 
(e) Cost-of-service and allocation issues. Production cost allocation, wind and solar 
allocation, transmission cost allocation, special-contract revenue allocation, class revenue 
requirement, and revenue allocation remain outstanding. Walmart, DOD/FEA, AARP, and 
others identified disputes over renewable generation capacity allocators, transmission cost 
allocators, cost-of-service study methodology, and class revenue requirement. 
 
(f) Future test year and historical test year. AARP’s issue concerning whether PSO’s 
request to use a future test year should be rejected in favor of a historical test year remains 
outstanding. 
 
(g) Renewable generation O&M and RRR expiration. The Petroleum Alliance’s renewable 
generation O&M disallowance issue and RRR tariff expiration-date issue remain 
outstanding except to the extent otherwise resolved by separate stipulation. 
 
(h) Rate design. Rate-design issues not expressly tied to the large-load/self-supply tariff 
terms settled herein remain outstanding, including Walmart’s reduced-revenue-
requirement rate-design proposal and mitigation of increases to C&I service levels. 
 
(i) Special contracts and customer-specific arrangements. The preservation or approval of 
Commission-approved special contracts for atypical, capital-intensive large-load projects 
remains outstanding except to the extent this Joint Stipulation recognizes that uniform tariff 
terms may serve as a floor rather than a ceiling if the Commission approves a special 
contract. 
 
10.3. No Stipulating Party waives its right to litigate or settle any outstanding issue not 
expressly settled herein. 
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11. Discovery and Motions  
11.1. As between and among the Stipulating Parties, all pending requests for discovery and 
all motions pending before either the Commission or the Administrative Law Judge 
relating solely to the settled large-load/self-supply issues addressed in this Joint Stipulation 
are hereby withdrawn upon Commission approval of this Joint Stipulation. 
 
11.2. Discovery requests and motions relating to issues not resolved by this Joint 
Stipulation are not withdrawn unless otherwise agreed in writing by the affected parties or 
ordered by the Commission. 
 
12. General Reservations 
 
12.1. The Stipulating Parties represent and agree that, except as specifically otherwise 
provided herein, this Joint Stipulation represents a negotiated settlement for the purpose of 
compromising and settling the issues identified as settled herein. 
 
12.2. Each of the undersigned counsel of record affirmatively represents that he or she has 
full authority to execute this Joint Stipulation on behalf of the client or clients represented. 
 
12.3. None of the signatories shall be prejudiced or bound by the terms of this Joint 
Stipulation if the Commission does not approve this Joint Stipulation, or if any appeal of a 
Commission order adopting this Joint Stipulation is filed with the Oklahoma Supreme 
Court. 
 
12.4. The Stipulating Parties agree that the provisions of this Joint Stipulation are the result 
of extensive negotiations and that the terms and conditions of this Joint Stipulation are 
interdependent. The Stipulating Parties agree that settling the issues identified herein is in 
the public interest and that they have entered into this Joint Stipulation to settle those issues 
among themselves. 
 
12.5. This Joint Stipulation shall not constitute, be cited as, or be deemed an admission or 
precedent by any Stipulating Party in any other proceeding, except as necessary to enforce 
its terms before the Commission or any court of competent jurisdiction. The Commission’s 
decision, if it enters an order consistent with this Joint Stipulation, shall be binding as to 
the settled matters decided in this Cause, but shall not be binding with respect to similar 
issues that may arise in other proceedings. 
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12.6. A Stipulating Party’s support of this Joint Stipulation may differ from its position or 
testimony in other causes. To the extent there is a difference, the Stipulating Parties do not 
waive their positions in other causes. Because this is a stipulated agreement, the Stipulating 
Parties are under no obligation to take the same position as set out in this Joint Stipulation 
in other dockets. 
 
13. Non-Severability 
 
13.1. The Stipulating Parties stipulate and agree that the agreements contained in this Joint 
Stipulation have resulted from negotiations among the Stipulating Parties and are 
interrelated and interdependent. 
 
13.2. The Stipulating Parties specifically state and recognize that this Joint Stipulation 
represents a balancing of positions of each Stipulating Party in consideration for the 
agreements and commitments made by the other Stipulating Parties in connection herewith. 
 
13.3. Therefore, if the Commission does not approve and adopt the terms of this Joint 
Stipulation in total and without modification or condition, unless the affected party or 
parties consent to such modification or condition, this Joint Stipulation shall be void and 
of no force and effect, and no Stipulating Party shall be bound by the agreements or 
provisions contained herein. 
 
13.4. The Stipulating Parties agree that neither this Joint Stipulation nor any provision 
hereof shall become effective unless and until the Commission has entered an order 
approving all terms and provisions as agreed by the Stipulating Parties and such order 
becomes final and non-appealable. 
 
14. Requested Commission Findings 
 
14.1. The Stipulating Parties respectfully request that the Commission find: 
 
(a) the Commission has jurisdiction over PSO and over the subject matter of this Cause; 
 
(b) approval of the large-load tariff framework and Rider SSS or successor self-supply rider 
is within the Commission’s constitutional and statutory authority; 
 
(c) the large-load tariff framework described herein is fair, just, reasonable, and in the 
public interest; 
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(d) the large-load tariff framework is consistent with HB 2992’s cost-causation and 
customer-protection requirements; 
 
(e) the true-up, CIAC, minimum-charge, collateral, and exit-fee provisions are designed to 
prevent cost shifts to residential, commercial, industrial, and any other rate class; 
 
(f) the 75 MW applicability threshold is reasonable for the large-load tariff framework 
adopted herein; 
 
(g) Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3 provide lawful, cost-based tariffed service options for 
eligible large-load customers; and 
 
(h) this Joint Stipulation should be approved in its entirety. 
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WHEREFORE, the Stipulating Parties hereby submit this Joint Stipulation and 
Settlement Agreement to the Commission as their negotiated settlement of the issues 
identified herein and respectfully request the Commission to issue an order approving this 
Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement.

Signature Blocks

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

OFFICE OF THE OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

GOOGLE, LLC

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION, OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

OKLAHOMA INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

WALMART INC.

Fairo Mitchell
PUD Director

06/26/2026

BLIC UTILITY DIVIS

___________________
me: F i Mit h ll
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By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND ALL OTHER FEDERAL 
EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

DATA CENTER COALITION 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

AARP 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

THE PETROLEUM ALLIANCE OF OKLAHOMA 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 
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INTRODUCTION 

Q: Please state your name. 1 

A: My name is Farzad Khalili. 2 

 

Q:     Are you the same Farzad Khalili who filed Responsive Testimony in this Case? 3 

A:      Yes. 4 

 

PURPOSE 

Q: What is the purpose of your Settlement Testimony regarding the Application of 5 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma ("PSO" or “Company”), for an adjustment in 6 

its rates and charges for electric service in the State of Oklahoma? 7 

A: The purpose of my Testimony is to discuss the Public Utility Division's ("PUD") support 8 

of the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement ("Joint Stipulation" or "Agreement") 9 

filed in this Case. See Exhibit “1” attached. 10 

 

CASE BACKGROUND 

Q: Please provide a brief history of this Case leading up to the filing of the Agreement. 11 

A: On January 2, 2026, PSO filed an Application with the Oklahoma Corporation Commission 12 

("Commission") for an adjustment in its rates and charges for electric service in the State 13 

of Oklahoma and to approve various cost recovery mechanisms and tariffs. PUD and other 14 

parties in this Case filed Responsive Testimony on May 1, 2026. PUD and certain other 15 

parties in this Case then followed with Cost of Service / Rate Design Testimony on May 16 
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15, 2026. Rebuttal Testimony of PSO and other parties to the Case was then filed on May 1 

29, 2026. The parties held extensive settlement discussions in this Case, including the 2 

official Settlement Conference held on June 3, 2026, pursuant to the Preliminary Order. 3 

On June 26, 2026, an Agreement was reached by the Stipulating Parties, and it was filed 4 

on June 26, 2026. 5 

 

Q: What is your role in this Case? 6 

A:      I am the Lead Analyst for PUD in this case. 7 

 

JOINT STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

Q: What does the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement resolve? 8 

A: The Joint Stipulation resolves all issues in this proceeding between the Stipulating Parties 9 

with two exceptions: (1) the allocation method to be utilized for transmission costs; and (2) 10 

the tariff to be adopted for a new Large Load Tariff consistent with House Bill 2992. Those 11 

two issues remain open to be presented at hearing. 12 

 

Q: Have all parties signed the Joint Stipulation? 13 

A: No. The Stipulating Parties include PUD, PSO, the Office of the Oklahoma Attorney 14 

General, the Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma, and AARP.  15 
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Q: Which Parties did not sign the Agreement? 1 

A: Google and the Data Center Coalition are not joining but not objecting this Settlement. 2 

OIEC, Walmart and the Department of Defense are not joining and objecting to this 3 

Settlement.  4 

 5 

Q: Describe Section 1 of the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement? 6 

A: Section 1 of the Agreement outlines all the main provisions of the Joint Stipulation 7 

addressing revenue requirement, tariffs, and other agreements. It contains multiple 8 

subparts. This testimony will discuss each of those subparts. 9 

 

Q: What is the first provision of the Joint Stipulation? 10 

A: Provision 1(a) states: 11 

The Stipulating Parties agree that the Commission should find a base rate 12 
revenue deficiency of $447.1 million on a gross basis (representing a 39% 13 
base rate change), based upon a return on equity ("ROE") of 9.375%, a 14 
capital structure of 50.15% debt / 49.85% equity (long term debt rate of 15 
4.72%), and a weighted average cost of capital ("WACC") of 7.04%, 16 
grossed up for taxes of 8.57%. The base rate revenue deficiency is subject 17 
to the offsets described in paragraph 1(b) below, resulting in a net revenue 18 
deficiency of $72.7 million and an estimated total bill change of 19 
approximately 5%. 20 

 

Q: Does PUD support this section? 21 

A: Yes. Although the gross base rate revenue deficiency is higher than PUD's filed position, 22 

it is substantially lower than PSO's filed and rebuttal positions of $597.2 million and $606.9 23 

million, respectively. The net revenue impact of $72.7 million, after significant offsets 24 

from rolled-in riders, new production tax credits ("PTC"), PTCs realized in the fuel 25 
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adjustment clause, and deferred tax liabilities credited through the Tax Change Rider, 1 

represents an estimated total bill change of approximately 5%. PUD therefore believes the 2 

settlement revenue deficiency represents a fair, just, and reasonable outcome that is in the 3 

public interest. 4 

 

 In the interest of compromise, PUD and the parties to the Stipulation agreed to a 5 

stated ROE of 9.375%. This ROE is higher than PUD's filed position and lower than PSO’s 6 

current ROE of 9.5% established in Case No. PUD 2023-000086; however, it is within the 7 

range of reasonableness supported by the record in this Case.  The debt-to-equity ratio of 8 

50.15% / 49.85% reflects PSO's actual capital structure. This Joint Stipulation is not 9 

precedential and, overall, is fair, just, and reasonable. 10 

 

Q: What is the second provision of the Joint Stipulation? 11 

A: Provision 1(b) sets forth the components of the revenue deficiency as follows: 12 

PSO Filed Base Revenue Deficiency $597.2 million 
     (53% base rate change)  
  
PSO Filed Rebuttal Adjustments:  
     Six Month Post Test Year Rate Base $(14.2) million 
     Six Month Post Test Year Expenses/Revenues $30.1 million 
     Total Six Month Post Test Year $15.9 million 
     Rebuttal Test Year Rate Base $1.2 million 
     Rebuttal Test Year Expenses/Revenues $(7.3) million 
     Total Rebuttal Test Year $(6.2) million 
PSO Filed Rebuttal Revenue Deficiency $606.9 million 
     (54% base rate change)  
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Settlement Adjustments:  
     Rate Base – Cash Working Capital $0.4 million 
     Weighted Average Cost of Capital – ROE Adjustment $(39.3) million 
     Incentive Expense $(7.4) million 
     Storm Amortization $(22.8) million 
     Annual Storm Increase $(37.2) million 
     Income Taxes $(12.5) million 
     Factoring $(0.1) million 
     Factoring on Revenue Deficiency $(1.1) million 
     Depreciation & Amortization Expense $(32.3) million 
     Payroll Tax Expense $(0.6) million 
     Payroll Normalization $(1.6) million 
     AEPSC Adjustment (Incl. Payroll) $(2.1) million 
     PBA Deferral Amortization (extended to three years) $(2.3) million 
     Chamber of Commerce Dues $(0.1) million 
     Pension Expense (SERP & Pension Settlement) $(0.8) million 
  
PSO Proposed Settlement Revenue Deficiency – Gross $447.1 million 
     (39% base rate change)  
  
     Offsets (Rolled-in Riders) $(236.7) million 
     Offsets (New PTCs) $(32.3) million 
     PTCs Realized in FAC $(29.5) million 
     Deferred Tax Liabilities Offset (Tax Change Rider) $(76.0) million 
  
PSO Proposed Settlement Revenue Deficiency – Net $72.7 million 
     (approx. 5% estimated total bill change)  

 

 The payroll items listed above remove the post six-month payroll adjustments, severance 1 

expense, pension settlement amortization, and SERP. Offsets reflected above include rider 2 

amounts rolled into base rates, new production tax credits, PTCs realized in the fuel 3 

adjustment clause, and deferred tax liabilities credited through PSO's Tax Change Rider. 4 
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Q: Does PUD support this provision? 1 

A: Yes. This provision outlines how the final base rate revenue requirement was achieved. To 2 

arrive at the $447.1 million gross settlement revenue deficiency, the parties agreed to a 3 

series of expense and rate base adjustments as set forth in provision 1(b) above. The net 4 

revenue deficiency of $72.7 million, after application of significant offsets, results in an 5 

estimated total bill change of approximately 5% for customers. 6 

 

          ROE and capital structure were discussed above. The remaining settlement 7 

adjustments include reductions to storm amortization, incentive compensation expense, 8 

depreciation and amortization, payroll-related items, income taxes, affiliate service 9 

company costs, and other expense items. Although some of these adjustments differ from 10 

positions PUD advanced in filed testimony, PUD believes that accepting these differences 11 

is reasonable given the overall nature of the settlement, which PUD maintains is fair, just, 12 

and reasonable and in the public interest. 13 

 

Q: What is the third provision of the Joint Stipulation? 14 

A: Provision 1(c) states: 15 

The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's current Deferred Tax Liabilities related 16 
to tax repairs be credited to customers over a two-year period through PSO's 17 
Tax Change Rider. PSO shall be authorized to establish a regulatory asset 18 
(DTL Regulatory Asset) in the amount necessary to provide the Tax Change 19 
Rider credits over the two-year period. PSO will amortize the DTL 20 
Regulatory Asset over the life of the underlying plant for which the deferred 21 
tax liabilities were established and recover the amortization expense 22 
through the Tax Change Rider. The DTL Regulatory Asset will earn a return 23 
at PSO's authorized after-tax WACC as an offset to base rate DTLs. 24 
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Q: Does PUD support this provision? 1 

A: Yes. This provision ensures that customers receive the benefit of PSO's current DTLs 2 

related to tax repairs through a two-year credit via the Tax Change Rider. PUD believes 3 

this outcome is in the public interest. 4 

 

Q: What is the fourth provision of the Joint Stipulation? 5 

A: Provision 1(d) states: 6 

The Stipulating Parties agree the trim cycle vegetation management should 7 
be approved consistent with Company Witness Devereux THD-R Figure 3: 8 
$27 million in base rates consistent with PSO's application, $13 million 9 
eligible for deferral through a regulatory asset for the first year of 10 
implemented rates, and $4 million eligible for deferral through a regulatory 11 
asset for each year thereafter until PSO's next rate case. 12 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 13 

A: Yes. Although PUD had concerns about the level of vegetation management expense 14 

proposed by PSO, the settlement appropriately limits base rate recovery to $27 million 15 

while permitting deferral of $13 million in the first year and $4 million per year thereafter 16 

through a regulatory asset, subject to review in PSO's next rate case. This structure balances 17 

the need to maintain grid reliability and vegetation management obligations with protection 18 

of ratepayers from immediate, full cost recovery of amounts that may vary over time. 19 

 

Q: What is the fifth provision of the Joint Stipulation? 20 

A: Provision 1(e) states: 21 

The Stipulating Parties agree the Southwest Power Pool Transmission Cost 22 
Rider ("SPPTC Rider") recommendation should be approved as proposed 23 
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by PSO. PSO agrees to update class allocators annually. PSO also agrees 1 
that PUD and other parties retain the right to advocate different positions in 2 
future base rate cases. 3 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 4 

A: Yes. The SPPTC Rider, as proposed by PSO, provides a mechanism for ongoing recovery 5 

of Southwest Power Pool transmission costs. The requirement that PSO update class 6 

allocators annually is an important consumer protection measure that ensures transmission 7 

cost allocations remain current and accurate. PUD's preserved right to advocate alternative 8 

positions in future proceedings maintains the Commission's and parties' full flexibility to 9 

revisit this issue. PUD notes that the broader question of transmission cost allocation 10 

methodology remains an open issue to be decided at hearing, as discussed below. 11 

 

Q: What is the sixth provision of the Joint Stipulation? 12 

A: Provision 1(f) states: 13 

The Stipulating Parties agree that the Grid Enhancement And Reliability 14 
("GEAR") Rider shall sunset on December 31, 2029, and the rider shall be 15 
capped at $6 million annual recovery going forward. PSO may request 16 
additional GEAR Rider recovery in PSO's next rate case. 17 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 18 

A: Yes. The December 31, 2029, sunset date and $6 million annual cap place meaningful 19 

limitations on the GEAR Rider's ongoing impact on ratepayers. Capping the rider and 20 

establishing a defined sunset date serves the public interest by limiting recovery outside of 21 

a base rate proceeding while preserving PSO's ability to seek additional recovery, if 22 

warranted, in its next rate case where the full evidentiary record can be reviewed. 23 
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Q: What is the seventh provision of the Joint Stipulation? 1 

A: Provision 1(g) states: 2 

The Stipulating Parties agree the Renewable Resource Rider sunset shall be 3 
extended as proposed by PSO to accommodate the Algodon facility in-4 
service date. 5 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 6 

A: Yes. The extension of the Renewable Resource Rider sunset date is appropriate to align 7 

with the Algodon facility in-service date and ensure proper cost recovery for this generation 8 

resource. PUD is supportive of this provision. 9 

 

Q: What is the eighth provision of the Joint Stipulation? 10 

A: Provision 1(h) states: 11 

The Stipulating Parties agree the second Net Operating Loss Carryforward 12 
(NOLC) IRS Private Letter Ruling (PLR) is still pending. Therefore, the 13 
parties agree that the Commission will continue to treat the NOLC as 14 
ordered in Case No. PUD 2024-000032, and the AG, PUD, and other parties 15 
retain the right to advocate for a different NOLC calculation methodology 16 
in future base rate cases pending receipt of the Second IRS PLR. 17 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 18 

A: Yes. The NOLC treatment established in Case No. PUD 2024-000032 on an interim basis 19 

pending resolution of the Second IRS PLR should be maintained because it remains 20 

pending. PSO also agrees that PUD and other parties retain the right to advocate a different 21 

NOLC calculation methodology in future proceedings. 22 

 

  23 
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Q: What is the ninth provision of the Joint Stipulation? 1 

A: Provision 1(i) states: 2 

The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO's proposed Curtailable Service 3 
Tariffs (CSTs) shall be approved. 4 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 5 

A: Yes. CSTs provide customers with voluntary demand response options that can reduce 6 

system peak costs and benefit ratepayers broadly through more efficient system operation. 7 

PUD is supportive of this provision. 8 

 

Q: What is the tenth provision of the Joint Stipulation? 9 

A: Provision 1(j) states: 10 

The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO's proposed modification to the semi-11 
annual redetermination dates in the Fuel Cost Adjustment Rider will be 12 
updated, shifting from May and November to February and August. 13 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 14 

A: Yes. The modification to the FAC redetermination schedule is an administrative update 15 

that improves alignment with actual fuel cost patterns and provides for more timely and 16 

accurate fuel cost recovery. PUD is supportive of this provision. 17 

 

Q: What is the eleventh provision of the Joint Stipulation?  18 

A: Provision 1(k) states:  19 

 The Stipulating Parties, with the exception of The Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma, 20 
agree that PSO’s proposed 12 CP transmission cost allocation, 85% energy/15% 21 
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demand allocation for wind facilities, and 38% energy/62% demand allocation for 1 
solar facilities should be approved.  2 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 3 

A: Yes. PUD is supportive of this position.  The 12CP method allocates costs according to 4 

when they are caused, making it a fairer approach for all customers. Because SPP bills PSO 5 

for transmission using the 12CP allocator, PSO’s cost allocation should match this method 6 

and reflect how the transmission system is used to serve load. Growing peak demands, 7 

extreme winter weather, and variable renewable generation all place stress on the 8 

transmission system year-round. The 12CP approach aligns with how the system is planned 9 

and operated to ensure reliable service throughout the entire year.   10 

 11 

Renewable generation sources are inherently different than traditional resources as evident 12 

through their lower accredited capacity, treatment with in SPP, and marginal cost resources 13 

should be allocated based on the functions they provide and the costs they cause. Because 14 

renewables mainly provide energy and have low effective capacity and near-zero marginal 15 

costs, traditional allocation methods (like 4CP A&E) can misallocate costs.  16 

 17 

Q: What is the twelfth provision of the Joint Stipulation? 18 

A: Provision 1(l) states: 19 

The Stipulating Parties agree that all uncontested tariff changes proposed 20 
by PSO shall be considered approved. 21 

 

22 

Case No. PUD2025-000075 - Report and Recommendation of the Administrative Law Judge 
Attachment "C"

Page 119 of 291 CASE PUD 2025-000075 ENTRY NO. 872-1 FILED IN OCC COURT CLERK'S OFFICE ON 08/21/2026 - PAGE 119 OF 291



 
Settlement Testimony – Farzad Khalili 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma – Case No. PUD 2025-000075 
 

Page 14 of 15 
 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 1 

A: Yes. Approving uncontested tariff changes is consistent with PUD's general positions in 2 

this Case. 3 

 

Q: What is the thirteenth provision of the Joint Stipulation? 4 

A: Provision 1(m) states: 5 

 The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's proposed Large Power and Light (LPL) 6 
and Large Load Power (LLP) tariffs filed in Rebuttal Testimony shall be an 7 
open issue to be finalized at hearing. 8 

 

Q: Does PUD support this provision? 9 

A: Yes. The LPL and LLP tariff issues present significant and complex questions regarding 10 

cost responsibility for large load customers, including data center load, under House Bill 11 

2992. Preserving these tariff issues as open for hearing ensures the Commission can 12 

consider the full record, including the implications of HB 2992, the appropriate rate design 13 

for large load customers, System Contribution Charges, exit fees, minimum billing 14 

demand, and related issues, before making a final determination. This is consistent with 15 

PUD's filed positions. 16 

 

Q: What are Sections 2, 3, and 4 of the Joint Stipulation? 17 

A: Section 2 of the Joint Stipulation explains that all pending discovery requests and motions 18 

from the Stipulating Parties are withdrawn, except for those related to transmission cost 19 

allocation or the Large Load Tariff, which remain active given those issues are proceeding 20 

to hearing. Section 3 outlines the General Reservations, which similarly carve out matters 21 
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relating to cost allocations and the Large Load Tariff from the general reservation 1 

provisions. Section 4 contains the non-severability clause. These are items commonly 2 

included in Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreements, and PUD agrees with their 3 

inclusion. 4 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Q: What is the Public Utility Division's ("PUD") recommendation to the Oklahoma 5 

Corporation Commission ("Commission") regarding the Application of Public 6 

Service Company of Oklahoma ("PSO"), for an adjustment in its rates and charges 7 

for electric service in the State of Oklahoma? 8 

A: PUD recommends the Commission approve the Joint Stipulation and Settlement 9 

Agreement filed in this Case. The Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement is the result 10 

of robust settlement negotiations between the parties, and PUD believes it is fair, just, 11 

reasonable, and in public interest. 12 

 

  The settlement achieves a gross revenue deficiency of $447.1 million, reflecting a 13 

39% base rate change, which is substantially below PSO's direct filed and rebuttal requests 14 

of $597.2 million and $606.9 million, respectively. After applying significant offsets that 15 

include riders rolling into base rates, new production tax credits, PTCs realized in the fuel 16 

adjustment clause, and deferred tax liabilities credited through the Tax Change Rider, the 17 

net revenue deficiency is $72.7 million. This represents an estimated total bill change of 18 

approximately 5% for customers. PUD believes this outcome appropriately balances the 19 
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interests of PSO's shareholders and ratepayers and is consistent with the Commission's 1 

statutory mandate to ensure fair, just and reasonable, rates.2 

PUD also notes that transmission cost allocation is not resolved by the Joint 3 

Stipulation and needs to be decided by the Commission based on the full evidentiary4 

record. PUD will continue to advocate its position on this issue at hearing. Additionally,5 

the Large Load Tariff consistent with HB 2992 is subject to a non-unanimous Settlement 6 

Agreement.  7 

I state, under penalty of perjury under the laws of Oklahoma, that the foregoing is true and correct 

to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

_______________________________ 

Farzad Khalili

____________________
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF OKLAHOMA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF OKLAHOMA  ) 

On June 26, 2026, before me appeared Farzad Khalili, to me personally known, who, being by 
me first duly sworn, states that he is Programs Manager VI for the Public Utility Division of the 
Oklahoma Corporation Commission and acknowledges that he prepared the Settlement  
Testimony filed on June 26, 2026, and believes that the statements therein are true and correct to 
the best of his information, knowledge, and belief. 

Print: Farzad Khalili

Signature: /s/Farzad Khalili

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 26th day of June 2026. 

_________________________________ 
Notary Public 
Commission Number:  22003737_______ 

My Commission expires: 03/17/2030 

day of June 2026. 

_________________________
Notary Public
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BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE             ) 
COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA, AN ) 
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION, FOR             ) 
AN ADJUSTMENT IN ITS RATES AND  ) 
CHARGES AND THE ELECTRIC ) CASE NO. PUD 2025-000075 
SERVICE RULES, REGULATIONS AND ) 
CONDITIONS OF SERVICE FOR ) 
ELECTRIC SERVICE IN THE STATE               ) 
OF OKLAHOMA AND TO APPROVE ) 
VARIOUS COST RECOVERY ) 
MECHANISMS AND TARIFFS )   

JOINT STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

COME NOW the undersigned parties to the above-entitled case and present the following 
Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (“Joint Stipulation”) for the Commission’s review and 
approval as their compromise and settlement of all issues in this proceeding between the parties to 
this Joint Stipulation (“Stipulating Parties”) with the exception of the tariff to be adopted for a new 
Large Load Tariff consistent with HB2992.1 The Stipulating Parties represent to the Commission 
that this Joint Stipulation represents a fair, just and reasonable settlement of these issues, that the 
terms and conditions of the Joint Stipulation are in the public interest, and the Stipulating Parties 
urge the Commission to issue an Order in this adopting and approving this Joint Stipulation. 

It is hereby stipulated and agreed by and between the Stipulating Parties as follows: 

TERMS OF THE JOINT STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

Effective with the final order of the Oklahoma Corporation Commission (“OCC”) 
approving all elements of this Joint Stipulation: 

1. Revenue Requirement, Tariffs, and Other Agreements:

(a) The Stipulating Parties agree that the Commission should find a base rate revenue
deficiency of $447.1 million on a gross basis (representing a 39% base rate change),
based upon a return on equity of 9.375%, a capital structure of 50.15% debt/49.85%
equity (long term debt rate of 4.72%), and weighted average cost of capital
(“WACC”) of 7.04%, grossed up for taxes of 8.57%. The base rate revenue
deficiency is subject to the offsets described in paragraph 1(b) below, resulting in
a net revenue deficiency of $72.7 million and an estimated total bill change of
approximately 5%.

1 The Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma does not support section 1(k) of the Stipulation. 
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2 

(b) The Stipulating Parties agree on the following components of the revenue 
deficiency: 
 

 
 

The Stipulating Parties agree the payroll items listed above remove the post six-
month payroll adjustments, severance expense, pension settlement amortization, 
and SERP. PSO’s requested pension settlement regulatory asset will not be 
established. Offsets reflected above include amounts rolled into existing riders, new 
production tax credits, PTCs realized in the fuel adjustment clause, and deferred 
tax liabilities credited through PSO's Tax Change Rider. 

  
(c) The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's current Deferred Tax Liabilities related to tax 

repairs be credited to customers over a two-year period through PSO's Tax Change 
Rider. PSO shall be authorized to establish a regulatory asset (DTL Regulatory 
Asset) in the amount necessary to provide the Tax Change Rider credits over the 
two year period. PSO will amortize the DTL Regulatory Asset over the life of the 
underlying plant for which the deferred tax liabilities were established and recover 
the amortization expense through the Tax Change Rider. The DTL Regulatory 

PSO Filed Rebuttal Revenue Deficiency 606.9$                Base Rate Change 54%

Settlement Terms
Rate Base Items

Cash Working Capital 0.4$                    
Weighted Average Cost of Capital

(39.3)$                
Expenses/Revenue Items

Incentive Expense (7.4)$                  
Storm Amortization (22.8)$                
Annual Storm Increase (37.2)$                
Income Taxes (12.5)$                
Factoring (0.1)$                  
Factoring on Rev Deficiency (1.1)$                  
Depreciation & Amortization Expense (32.3)$                
Payroll Tax Expense (0.6)$                  
Payroll Normalization (1.6)$                  
AEPSC Adjustment (Incl. Payroll) (2.1)$                  
PBA Deferral Amortization to three years (2.3)$                  
Chamber of Commerce Dues (0.1)$                  
Pension Expense (SERP & Pension Settlement) (0.8)$                  

PSO Proposed Settlement Revenue Deficiency - Gross 447.1$                Base Rate Change 39%
Offsets (Rolled in Riders) (236.7)$              
Offsets (New PTC's) (32.3)$                
PTCs Realized in FAC (29.5)$                
Deferred Tax Liabilities Offset (Tax Change Rider) (76.0)$                

PSO Proposed Settlement Revenue Deficiency - Net 72.7$                  Total Bill Change 5%
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Asset will earn a return at PSO’s authorized after-tax WACC as an offset to base 
rate DTLs. 

  
(d) The Stipulating Parties agree the trim cycle vegetation management should be 

approved consistent with Company Witness Devereux THD-R Figure 3: $27M in 
base rates consistent with PSO's application, $13M eligible for deferral through a 
regulatory asset for the first year of implemented rates, and $4M eligible for 
deferral through a regulatory asset for each year thereafter until PSO’s next rate 
case. 
 

(e) The Stipulating Parties agree the Southwest Power Pool Transmission Cost Rider 
recommendation should be approved as proposed by PSO.  PSO agrees to update 
class allocators annually. PSO also agrees that PUD and other parties retain the 
right to advocate different positions in future base rate cases. 

 
(f) The Stipulating Parties agree that the Grid Enhancement And Resiliency (GEAR) 

Rider shall sunset on December 31, 2029, and the rider shall be capped at $6M 
annual recovery going forward.  PSO may request additional GEAR Rider recovery 
in PSO’s next rate case. 

 
(g) The Stipulating Parties agree the Renewable Resource Rider sunset shall be 

extended as proposed by PSO to accommodate the Algodon facility in-service date. 
 
(h) The Stipulating Parties agree the second Net Operating Loss Carryforward (NOLC) 

IRS Private Letter Ruling (PLR) is still pending. Therefore, the parties agree that 
the Commission will continue to treat the NOLC as ordered in Case No. PUD 2024-
000032 and the AG, PUD, and other parties retain the right to advocate for a 
different NOLC calculation methodology in future base rate cases pending receipt 
of the Second IRS PLR. 

 
(i) The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's proposed Curtailable Service Tariffs (CSTs) 

shall be approved. 
 
(j) The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO's proposed modification to the semi-annual 

redetermination dates in the Fuel Cost Adjustment Rider will be updated, shifting 
from May and November to February and August. 

 
(k) The Stipulating Parties, with the exception of The Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma,  

agree that PSO’s proposed 12 CP transmission cost allocation, 85% energy / 15% 
demand allocation for wind facilities, and 38% energy / 62% demand allocation for 
solar facilities should be approved.  

 
(l) The Stipulating Parties agree that all uncontested tariff changes proposed by PSO 

shall be considered approved. 
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(m) The Stipulating Parties agree PSO's proposed Large Power and Light (LPL) and 
Large Load Power (LLP) tariffs filed in Rebuttal Testimony shall be an open issue 
to be finalized at hearing. 

 
2. Discovery and Motions. 
 

As between and among the Stipulating Parties, all pending requests for discovery, and all 
motions pending before either the Commission or the Administrative Law Judge not related to 
transmission allocation or the Large Load Tariff, are hereby withdrawn. 

 
3. General Reservations. 
 

The Stipulating Parties represent and agree that, except as specifically otherwise provided 
herein with the exception of those relating to cost allocations and the Large Load Tariff: 

 
(a) This Joint Stipulation represents a negotiated settlement for the purpose of 

compromising and settling all issues which were raised relating to this proceeding. 
 

(b) Each of the undersigned counsel of record affirmatively represents that he or she 
has full authority to execute this Joint Stipulation on behalf of their client(s). 

 
(c) None of the signatories hereto shall be prejudiced or bound by the terms of this 

Joint Stipulation in the event the Commission does not approve this Joint 
Stipulation nor shall any of the Stipulating Parties be prejudiced or bound by the 
terms of this Joint Stipulation should any appeal of a Commission order adopting 
this Joint Stipulation be filed with the Oklahoma Supreme Court. 

  
(d) Nothing contained herein shall constitute an admission by any party that any 

allegation or contention in these proceedings as to any of the foregoing matters is 
true or valid. 

 
(e) The Stipulating Parties agree that the provisions of this Joint Stipulation are the 

result of extensive negotiations, and the terms and conditions of this Joint 
Stipulation are interdependent.  The Stipulating Parties agree that settling the issues 
in this Joint Stipulation is in the public interest and, for that reason, they have 
entered into this Joint Stipulation to settle among themselves the issues in this Joint 
Stipulation.  This Joint Stipulation shall not constitute nor be cited as a precedent 
nor deemed an admission by any Stipulating Party in any other proceeding except 
as necessary to enforce its terms before the Commission or any state court of 
competent jurisdiction.  The Commission’s decision, if it enters an order consistent 
with this Joint Stipulation, will be binding as to the matters decided regarding the 
issues described in this Joint Stipulation, but the decision will not be binding with 
respect to similar issues that might arise in other proceedings.  A Stipulating Party’s 
support of this Joint Stipulation may differ from its position or testimony in other 
causes.  To the extent there is a difference, the Stipulating Parties are not waiving 
their positions in other causes.  Because this is a stipulated agreement, the 

Case No. PUD2025-000075 - Report and Recommendation of the Administrative Law Judge 
Attachment "C"

Page 127 of 291 CASE PUD 2025-000075 ENTRY NO. 872-1 FILED IN OCC COURT CLERK'S OFFICE ON 08/21/2026 - PAGE 127 OF 291



5 

Stipulating Parties are under no obligation to take the same position as set out in 
this Joint Stipulation in other dockets. 

 
 

4. Non- Severability. 
 

The Stipulating Parties stipulate and agree that the agreements contained in this Joint 
Stipulation have resulted from negotiations among the Stipulating Parties and are interrelated and 
interdependent.  The Stipulating Parties hereto specifically state and recognize that this Joint 
Stipulation represents a balancing of positions of each of the Stipulating Parties in consideration 
for the agreements and commitments made by the other Stipulating Parties in connection 
therewith.  Therefore, in the event that the Commission does not approve and adopt the terms of 
this Joint Stipulation in total and without modification or condition (provided, however, that the 
affected party or parties may consent to such modification or condition), this Joint Stipulation shall 
be void and of no force and effect, and no Stipulating Party shall be bound by the agreements or 
provisions contained herein.  The Stipulating Parties agree that neither this Joint Stipulation nor 
any of the provisions hereof shall become effective unless and until the Commission enters an 
Order approving all of the terms and provisions as agreed by the parties to this Joint Stipulation 
and such Order becomes final and non-appealable. 
 

WHEREFORE, the Stipulating Parties hereby submit this Joint Stipulation and Settlement 
Agreement to the Commission as their negotiated settlement of this proceeding with respect to all 
issues which were raised with respect to this Application, with exception of those issues 
specifically noted in this Agreement,  and respectfully request the Commission to issue an Order 
approving this Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. 
 
 
 
PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION 
COMMISSION 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
     Fairo Mitchell, Director of the Public 
     Utility Division of the Oklahoma  
     Corporation Commission 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF 
OKLAHOMA 
 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
     Jack P. Fite 
     Kenneth Tillotson 
     Attorneys for Public Service Company 
     of Oklahoma 
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GENTNER DRUMMOND 
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
     Thomas Grossnicklaus 
     Deputy Attorney General 

OKLAHOMA INDUSTRIAL ENERGY 
CONSUMERS 
 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 

Thomas P. Schroedter 
Attorney for Oklahoma Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

 
 
 
WALMART INC. 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
     Rick D. Chamberlain 
     Attorney for Walmart Inc. 

 
 
DOD/FEA 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
     John J. McNutt 
     Regulatory Law Counsel 
     Army Office of General Counsel 
      

 
THE PETROLEUM ALLIANCE OF 
OKLAHOMA 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 

J. David Jacobson 
Attorney for The Petroleum Alliance of 
Oklahoma 

AARP 
 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
     Adam J. Singer 
     Attorney for AARP 

 
 
GOOGLE 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
     James A. Roth 
     Attorney for Google 

DATA CENTER COALITION 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
     Kenneth E. Wagner 
     Attorney for Data Center Coalition 

 
 

Case No. PUD2025-000075 - Report and Recommendation of the Administrative Law Judge 
Attachment "C"

Page 129 of 291 CASE PUD 2025-000075 ENTRY NO. 872-1 FILED IN OCC COURT CLERK'S OFFICE ON 08/21/2026 - PAGE 129 OF 291



Case No. PUD2025-000075 
Certificate of Service 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
This is to certify that on the 26th day of June 2026, a true and correct copy of the above and 

foregoing Settlement Testimony of Farzad Khalili was electronically served via the Electronic Case Filing 
System to those on the Official Electronic Case Filing Service List, or via electronic mail to the following 
persons: 

 
Jack P. Fite 
9520 N. May Ave, Ste. 211  
Oklahoma City, OK 73120  
jfite@wegflaw.com 
  
Kenneth A. Tillotson  
Thompson Tillotson PLLC  
P.O. Box 54632  
Oklahoma City, OK 73154  
kenneth@ttfirm.com 
Attorneys for Public Service 
Company of Oklahoma  
 
J. David Jacobson 
Jacobson & Laasch 
212 East Second Street 
Edmond, OK  73034 
jdj8788@aol.com 
Attorney for The Petroleum  
Alliance of Oklahoma 
 
Tyler D. Davis 
Deputy Chief, Client Services Division 
Administrative and Civil Law Attorney 
Office of the Staff Judge Advocate 
4700 Mow-Way Rd., Suite 400 
Fort Sill, OK 73503 
tyler.d.davis19.civ@army-mil 
 
John Joseph McNutt 
US Army Legal Services Agency 
9275 Gunston Road (JALS-ELD) 
Fort Belvoir, VA 22060 
john.j.mcnutt.civ@army.mil 
Attorneys for United States Department 
of Defense and all other Federal  
Executive Agencies 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Thomas P. Schroedter 
Hall, Estill, Hardwick, Gable,  
   Golden & Nelson, P.C. 
521 East 2nd Street, Suite 1200 
Tulsa, OK 74120 
tschroedter@hallestill.com 
 
Eric C. Money 
Hall, Estill, Hardwick, Gable,  
   Golden & Nelson, P.C. 
100 N. Broadway, Suite 2900 
Oklahoma City, OK 73102-8865 
emoney@hallestill.com 
Attorneys for OIEC 
 
Thomas Grossnicklaus 
Ashley N. Youngblood 
Justin Cullen 
Meghan Wan 
Michael L. Velez 
Utility Regulation Unit 
Oklahoma Attorney General 
313 N.E. 21st Street 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
thomas.grossnicklaus@oag.ok.gov 
ashley.youngblood@oag.ok.gov 
justin.cullen@oag.ok.gov 
meghan.wan@oag.ok.gov 
michael.velez@oag.ok.gov 
Attorneys for Attorney General 
 
Adam J. Singer 
Derryberry & Naifeh, LLP 
4800 N. Lincoln Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
asinger@derryberrylaw.com 
Attorney for AARP 
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Case No. PUD2025-000075 
Certificate of Service

James A. Roth
Phillips Murrah PC 
424 NW 10th St., Ste. 300 
Oklahoma City, OK 73103 
jaroth@phillipsmurrah.com
jim@anewenergylaw.com

Lindsey Pever 
Niles Stuck
Cole Peters
A New Energy, LLC 
312 NW 13th St.
Oklahoma City, OK 73103 
lindsey@anewenergylaw.com
niles@anewenergylaw.com
cole@anewenergylaw.com
Attorneys for Google

Rick D. Chamberlain 
P.O. Box 206 
Jones, OK 73049 
RDC.law@gmail.com
Attorney for Walmart Inc.

Kenneth E. Wagner 
Wagner LPC
2216 S Troost Ave. 
Tulsa, OK 74114 
kenneth@wagner-lpc.com
kenewag@icloud.com

Nikhil Vijaykar 
Keyes & Fox LLP
580 California St. 
12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
nvijaykar@keyesfox.com

Gonzalo Rodriguez 
Keyes & Fox LLP
1050 Connecticut Ave NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20036 
grodriguez@keyesfox.com
Attorneys for Data Center Coalition

Juliane Alexander, Paralegal
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION
Juliane Alexander, Paralegal
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BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

 
  
 
 
APPLICATION OF PUBLIC 
SERVICE COMPANY OF 
OKLAHOMA, AN OKLAHOMA 
CORPORATION, FOR AN 
ADJUSTMENT IN ITS RATES AND 
CHARGES AND THE ELECTRIC 
SERVICE RULES, REGULATIONS 
AND CONDITIONS OF SERVICE 
FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE IN THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA AND TO 
APPROVE VARIOUS COST 
RECOVERY MECHANISMS AND 
TARIFFS 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
CASE NO. PUD 2025-000075 
 

         
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF DAVID E. DISMUKES, PH.D. 
IN SUPPORT OF SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL 

ON BEHALF OF  
THE PETROLEUM ALLIANCE OF OKLAHOMA 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
 
 

 
June 29, 2026
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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1 

A. My name is David E. Dismukes.  My business address is 5800 One Perkins Place Drive, 2 

Suite 5-F, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 70808.  3 

Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 4 

A. Yes.  I filed testimony in this proceeding on May 1 and 15, 2026, on behalf of The 5 

Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma (“The Petroleum Alliance”). 6 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 7 

A. I have been retained by The Petroleum Alliance of Oklahoma to provide an expert opinion 8 

to the Oklahoma Corporation Commission (“the Commission” or “OCC”) on a settlement proposal 9 

filed by the Office of the Oklahoma Attorney General (“Attorney General”) and Google, LLC 10 

(“Google”) which would create a new tariff rate schedule referred to as “Large Load Service” or 11 

“LLS” as shown in Exhibit DED-8.  This settlement proposal is in response to proposed 12 

modifications to the Large Power and Light (“LPL”) rate schedule made by the Public Service 13 

Company of Oklahoma (“PSO” or “the Company”) and in recognition of Oklahoma HB2992, the 14 

Data Center Customer Protection Act of 2026 which becomes effective July 1, 2026. 15 

Q. IS THE LLS RATE SCHEDULE PROPOSED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 16 

AND GOOGLE CONSISTENT WITH YOUR RECOMMENDATION IN RESPONSIVE 17 

TESTIMONY? 18 

A. Yes.  My responsive testimony offers three recommendations related to large load tariff 19 

requirements.  First, I recommend that the minimum qualification threshold be increased from 10 20 

to 75 MW.  The settlement proposal is consistent with this recommendation by establishing a 21 

qualification threshold of 75 MW.  Second, I recommend that the minimum billing demand be set 22 

at 80 percent.  Likewise, the settlement proposal establishes a minimum billing demand of 80 23 
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percent.  Lastly, I recommend that the Company’s proposed System Contribution Charge be 1 

rejected.  Similarly, the settlement proposal does not include the Company’s System Contribution 2 

Charge.  Moreover, the settlement proposal includes additional requirements that offer protection 3 

to ratepayers while also providing more flexibility for large load customers. 4 

Q. WHICH ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS INCLUDED IN THE SETTLEMENT 5 

PROPOSAL OFFER RATEPAYER PROTECTION AND GREATER FLEXIBILITY? 6 

A. The settlement proposal requires each large load customer to fund, through a contribution 7 

in aid of construction ("CIAC"), 100 percent of the direct-connect facilities required to serve its 8 

specific load, as well as a prefunded share of network upgrades sized to ensure that existing 9 

customers' transmission rates are held harmless.  Furthermore, the settlement proposal offers three 10 

distinct service options: Option 1, where a customer self-supplies 100 percent of its capacity and 11 

energy needs; Option 2, where a portion of the customer's load is self-supplied and the remainder 12 

is served by the Company; and Option 3, where a customer takes all of its generation service from 13 

the Company.  This three-option structure not only provides large load customers with the 14 

flexibility to select the service arrangement that best fits their individual operational needs, but 15 

also benefits existing ratepayers by allowing customers who self-supply some or all of their 16 

generation needs to reduce the amount of Company investment required to serve them, thereby 17 

limiting the potential for cost shifting to other customer classes. 18 

Q. DOES THE SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL HAVE ANY ECONOMIC 19 

DEVELOPMENT BENEFITS FOR OKLAHOMA? 20 

A. Yes.  The settlement proposal provides clear rules and flexibility necessary for Oklahoma 21 

to attract new large-scale capital investment into the state while establishing reasonable and 22 

prudent protections for existing ratepayers. 23 
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Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATION RELATED TO THE 1 

LARGE LOAD TARIFF SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL. 2 

A. I recommend the Commission approve the LLT settlement proposal.  The proposed tariff 3 

strikes a reasonable balance between protecting existing ratepayers and promoting economic 4 

development in the state of Oklahoma. 5 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS ASSOCIATED 6 

WITH THE PROPOSED TARIFF? 7 

A. Yes.  I recommend language be added to the tariff that makes it explicitly clear that 8 

participation for all existing loads is strictly optional and that customers can choose to remain on 9 

their existing service tariff even if that customer’s current capacity is under 75 MW, but increases 10 

to meet or exceed the 75 MW threshold limit at any point in the future. 11 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY FILED JUNE 12 

29, 2026? 13 

A. Yes. 14 
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BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF 
OKLAHOMA 

 
 
APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE )   
COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA, AN  ) 
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION, FOR )          
AN ADJUSTMENT IN ITS RATES AND )  
CHARGES AND THE ELECTRIC  ) CASE NO. PUD 2025-000075 
SERVICE RULES, REGULATIONS AND ) 
CONDITIONS OF SERVICE FOR  ) 
ELECTRIC SERVICE IN THE STATE ) 
OF OKLAHOMA AND TO APPROVE ) 
VARIOUS COST RECOVERY  ) 
MECHANISMS AND TARIFFS  ) 

        
 

Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement  
COME NOW the undersigned parties to the above-entitled Cause and present the 

following Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (the Joint Stipulation) for the 
Oklahoma Corporation Commission’s (Commission or OCC) review and approval as their 
compromise and settlement of the large-load tariff and self-supply issues described herein. 
The Stipulating Parties represent to the Commission that this Joint Stipulation is fair, just 
and reasonable, is in the public interest, and should be approved. 

The Stipulating Parties further state that Public Service Company of Oklahoma 
(PSO) filed this Cause to review PSO’s rates, charges, regulations and conditions of service 
and to obtain approval of various cost recovery mechanisms and tariffs, including large-
load tariff terms. PSO’s Application states that PSO is an Oklahoma corporation engaged 
in generating, purchasing, transmitting, distributing and selling electric energy in 
Oklahoma, and that its Oklahoma operations are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction. 

Terms of the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement  
Effective with the final order of the Commission approving all elements of this Joint 
Stipulation: 

1. Approval of Separate Large Load Tariff Framework 
 
1.1. The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO shall establish a new, separate large-load tariff 
(Large Load Service or LLS Tariff) applicable to eligible customers with contract demand 

Witness: Dismukes
Case No. PUD 2025-000075
Exhibit DED-8
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 2

exceeding 75 MW at a single delivery point. The tariff shall be separate from, and shall not 
be treated as a carve-out from, PSO’s existing large-customer tariff. 
 
1.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff should include three service 
options: (a) an Option 1 self-supply or bring-your-own-generation (BYOG) option under 
which the customer takes no generation service from PSO; (b) an Option 2 mixed-service 
option under which a portion of the customer’s load is served under Option 1 and a portion 
under Option 3; and (c) an Option 3 full-utility-generation-service option under which the 
customer takes generation service from PSO. 
 
1.3. The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that the settlement proposal provides terms and 
conditions for three service options within a new large-load tariff applicable to eligible 
customers with contract demand exceeding 75 MW. 
 
2. HB 2992 Compliance and Cost-Causation Protections 
 
2.1. The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that Oklahoma HB 2992, the Data Center 
Customer Protection Act of 2026,1 was approved by the Governor on May 11, 2026, and 
becomes effective July 1, 2026. The Stipulating Parties intend that the tariff approved under 
this Joint Stipulation comply with HB 2992 and any Commission rule, order, or directive 
implementing HB 2992. 
 
2.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff shall be interpreted, administered 
and, if necessary, modified to ensure that residential, commercial, industrial and other non-
large-load customers are protected from unjust rates resulting directly from electric service 
to large-load customers, and that costs and revenues are assigned and allocated in 
accordance with cost-causation principles. 
 
2.3. The Stipulating Parties agree that each service option shall include a true-up 
mechanism. Under that mechanism, PSO shall periodically review, in a general rate case, 
regular review process, or other Commission-approved proceeding, whether any costs 
incurred to serve a large-load customer have been under-collected, over-collected, 
misallocated, or shifted to residential, commercial, industrial, or any other rate class. If 
such review identifies a cost shift, under-recovery, or over-recovery, then the applicable 
rates, charges, credits, collateral requirements, exit fees, minimum charges, or other tariff 
terms shall be adjusted prospectively and, to the extent permitted by law and approved by 
the Commission, trued up to assign and allocate costs and revenues consistent with HB 
2992’s cost-causation requirements. 
  1 Codified as Okla. Stat. tit. 17 §§ 900-905 effective July 1, 2026 

Witness: Dismukes
Case No. PUD 2025-000075
Exhibit DED-8
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 3

2.4. The true-up mechanism shall be designed to ensure that large-load customers 
reimburse PSO for all costs fairly allocated to them. To the extent the true-up mechanism 
determines overcollection from a large-load customer or customers, the affected customer 
or customers shall receive an appropriate credit approved by the Commission. 
 
2.5. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff shall include credit requirements 
and other measures necessary to ensure that large-load customers reimburse PSO for all 
costs fairly allocated to them, including costs incurred to directly serve the customer that 
may remain unrecovered if the customer departs the system or materially reduces load. 
 
2.6. The Stipulating Parties agree that each service option shall be implemented 
consistently with any minimum service-term requirement established by HB 2992, 
including a minimum ten-year term where applicable, unless the customer or service 
arrangement is not subject to that requirement under HB 2992 or a Commission order. 

3. Applicability 
 
3.1. The large-load tariff shall apply to customers with contract demand exceeding 75 MW, 
regardless of the customer’s BYOG or self-supply generation level. 
 
3.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the 75 MW threshold resolves, as between the 
Stipulating Parties, the contested large-load applicability-threshold issues raised in this 
Cause by PSO, Google, the Petroleum Alliance, DOD/FEA, AARP, and other parties. The 
Combined Issues Lists reflect disputes over whether the large-load threshold should be 10 
MW or 75 MW and whether special large-load provisions should apply only to true large-
load customers. 
 
4. Transmission and Interconnection Upgrades 
 
4.1. For Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3, the large-load customer shall fully fund up-
front, through Contribution in Aid of Construction (CIAC) or other Commission-approved 
mechanism, direct-connect transmission and interconnection facilities needed to serve that 
customer. 
 
4.2. For Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3, the large-load customer shall fully fund up-front 
a portion of required network upgrades necessary to prevent impacts to PSO’s transmission 
rates for existing customers. 
 
5. Option 1 — Full Self-Supply / BYOG Service  

Witness: Dismukes
Case No. PUD 2025-000075
Exhibit DED-8
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5.1. Under Option 1, a qualifying large-load customer shall take no generation service from 
PSO for the self-supplied portion of its load and may self-supply up to 100% of its capacity 
and energy requirements through a qualified wholesale market counterparty or through 
behind-the-meter generation, subject to Rider SSS or successor tariff provisions approved 
by the Commission. 
 
5.2. Option 1 customers shall fund the directly attributable direct-connect facilities and 
network-upgrade obligations under Section 4. 
 
5.3. Option 1 contract term shall be the minimum required by applicable law, including the 
ten-year minimum service term described in HB 2992 where applicable. 
 
5.4. Option 1 billing demand shall be a minimum of 80% of contract demand, with either: 
(a) automatic increase of contract demand with higher peaks; or (b) physical limitation of 
load so that load does not exceed contract demand. 
 
5.5. Option 1 minimum charges shall equal the sum of minimum demand charges for 
transmission only, customer charges, and all applicable non-generation riders billed at 
actual usage. 
 
5.6. No collateral shall be required for Option 1, except to the extent otherwise required by 
law, Commission order, generally applicable tariff provisions, or customer-specific 
facilities agreements. 
 
5.7. An Option 1 customer may exit at any time, subject to satisfying outstanding 
obligations for direct-connect facilities, network upgrades, CIAC, and any Commission-
approved charges necessary to prevent cost shifts to other customers. 
 
5.8. Generation capacity charges, energy charges, fuel adjustment charges, and generation-
related riders shall not apply to the self-supplied portion of load. Delivery, transmission, 
and applicable regulatory rider charges shall continue to apply based on total metered 
demand, subject to Commission-approved tariff terms. The settlement proposal describes 
Rider SSS as allowing customers with verified coincidental or non-coincident peak demand 
of at least 75 MW at a single delivery point to self-supply up to 100% of capacity and 
energy requirements, with generation capacity and energy charges set to $0.00 for the self-
supplied portion  
 
5.9. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 1 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 

Witness: Dismukes
Case No. PUD 2025-000075
Exhibit DED-8
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 5

 
6. Option 2 — Mixed Self-Supply and PSO Generation Service  
6.1. Under Option 2, a qualifying large-load customer may elect service under Option 1 for 
a portion of its load and Option 3 for the remaining portion of its load. 
 
6.2. Option 1 terms shall apply to the Option 1 portion of load, and Option 3 terms shall 
apply to the Option 3 portion of load. 
 
6.3. PSO shall maintain metering, billing, scheduling, imbalance, standby, settlement, and 
verification provisions sufficient to ensure that the Option 1 and Option 3 portions of load 
are separately identified and billed consistent with cost causation and Commission-
approved tariff terms. 
 
6.4. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 2 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 
 
7. Option 3 — Full PSO Generation Service 
 
7.1. Under Option 3, a qualifying large-load customer shall take generation service from 
PSO and shall not self-supply the customer’s generation requirements under Rider SSS for 
the Option 3 portion of load. 
 
7.2. Option 3 customers shall fund the applicable direct-connect facilities and network-
upgrade obligations under Section 4. 
 
7.3. Option 3 shall include a 15-year initial term, with a customer-elected load ramp of up 
to five years, subject to Commission approval and consistency with HB 2992. 
 
7.4. Option 3 billing demand shall be a minimum of 80% of contract demand, with either: 
(a) automatic increase of contract demand with higher peaks; or (b) physical limitation of 
load so that load does not exceed contract demand. 
 
7.5. Option 3 minimum charges shall equal the sum of minimum demand charges for 
transmission and generation costs, customer charges, and all applicable riders billed at 
actual usage. 
 
7.6. Option 3 collateral shall equal 48 months of non-fuel minimum bills, subject to the 
following terms: (a) collateral may be provided through a qualifying guarantee, letter of 
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credit, or cash; (b) collateral shall be based on 48 times the maximum historical monthly 
non-fuel charges; and (c) collateral shall be recomputed annually. 
 
7.7. An Option 3 customer may provide notice of exit after 60 months of initial service. 
The exit fee shall be based on the present value of any remaining reasonably allocable costs 
incurred to serve or for the benefit of the customer. Financial obligations PSO can terminate 
shall not be included in the exit fee, and portions of plant balance or CPA/PPA obligations 
that can be used for net new load shall not be included in the exit fee. 
 
7.8. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 3 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 
 
8. Commission Authority to Approve Self-Supply Rider 
 
8.1. The Stipulating Parties agree and stipulate that the Commission has jurisdiction and 
authority to approve a self-supply rider, including Rider SSS or a successor self-
supply/BYOG rider, as part of PSO’s retail electric tariff in this Cause. 
 
8.2. PSO’s Application invokes Okla. Const. art. IX, § 18; 17 O.S. §§ 152, 153, 250 et seq., 
and 281 et seq.; and OAC 165:70-1-1 et seq. as legal authority for Commission review of 
PSO’s rates, charges, regulations and conditions of service and approval of cost recovery 
mechanisms and tariffs. 
 
8.3. Okla. Const. art. IX, § 18 vests the Commission with authority over public utilities, 
and Okla. Const. art. IX, § 20 provides for direct Supreme Court review of Commission 
actions prescribing rates, charges, services, practices, rules, or regulations of a public 
utility. In City of Oklahoma City v. Oklahoma Corporation Commission, the Oklahoma 
Supreme Court reaffirmed that Commission actions prescribing rates, charges, services, 
practices, rules or regulations of public utilities are appealable under Okla. Const. art. IX, 
§ 20, and that utility tariffs are created through the Commission’s legislative ratemaking 
authority. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.4. Title 17 O.S. § 152(A) provides that the Commission has general supervision over 
public utilities, including power to fix and establish rates and to prescribe and promulgate 
rules, requirements, and regulations affecting their services, operation, and business 
management. In City of Oklahoma City, the Oklahoma Supreme Court quoted § 152(A) as 
granting the Commission “general supervision over all public utilities” and authority to 
“fix and establish rates” and prescribe rules, requirements, and regulations affecting public-
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utility services, operations, and business conduct. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. 
Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.5. Oklahoma Supreme Court precedent recognizes that the Commission approves utility 
tariffs and rates, and that a utility may not unilaterally increase rates. In In re Oklahoma 
Development Finance Authority for Approval of Not to Exceed $800,000,000 Ratepayer-
Backed Bonds, the Court stated that an investor-owned electric public utility operating in 
Oklahoma is subject to Commission oversight concerning retail rates and charges and 
“cannot increase utility rates on its own”; instead, the Commission must approve rates and 
fuel-cost adjustments. In re Okla. Dev. Fin. Auth. for Approval of Not to Exceed 
$800,000,000 Ratepayer-Backed Bonds, 510 P.3d 165 (Okla. 2022). 
 
8.6. Oklahoma Supreme Court precedent further recognizes that utility tariffs are the 
Commission-approved instruments setting forth utility services and rates. In City of 
Oklahoma City, the Court described a public utility tariff as a published document setting 
forth services provided by the utility, a schedule of rates for those services, and policies 
relating to the rates, approved by the Commission. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. 
Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.7. HB 2992 independently supports Commission approval of separate large-load tariff 
provisions, including a self-supply rider, because the Act requires separate terms, 
conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers; requires protection of non-large-load 
customers from unjust rates resulting directly from service to large-load customers; 
requires cost-causation allocation; and authorizes the Corporation Commission to 
promulgate rules and exercise enforcement authority within its jurisdiction. The official 
Oklahoma Legislature bill information page reflects that HB 2992 was approved by the 
Governor on May 11, 2026, and the enrolled bill is the operative legislative text. HB 2992 
Bill Information, 60th Legislature, 2nd Session (Okla. 2026). 
 

8.8. HB 2992 requires the Corporation Commission to approve separate terms, 
conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers; requires protection of non-large-load 
customers from unjust rates resulting directly from service to large-load customers; 
requires cost-causation allocation; and authorizes the Corporation Commission to 
promulgate rules and exercise enforcement authority within its jurisdiction.  

 
 
8.9. The self-supply rider falls within the Commission’s authority because it is a tariffed 
retail-service option that determines the rates, charges, services, practices, rules, and 
regulations applicable to a defined large-load customer class; preserves Commission 
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jurisdiction over delivery, transmission, riders, metering, billing, and true-up terms; and 
assigns generation responsibility and generation-related costs to the customer electing to 
self-supply, thereby advancing HB 2992 cost-causation and ratepayer-protection 
requirements. 
 
8.10. The Stipulating Parties agree that approval of Rider SSS or a successor self-supply 
rider does not deregulate PSO retail service, does not remove the customer from 
Commission-approved tariff service, and does not limit the Commission’s authority to 
modify, condition, suspend, or enforce tariff provisions in future proceedings consistent 
with law. 
 
9. Settled Issues  
9.1. As between and among the Stipulating Parties, this Joint Stipulation resolves the 
following issues in this Cause: 
 
(a) whether PSO should offer a separate large-load tariff or separate large-load tariff 
provisions for customers above 75 MW; 
 
(b) whether the large-load applicability threshold should be 75 MW rather than 10 MW; 
 
(c) whether large-load customers should be allowed to self-supply or bring their own 
generation through a Commission-approved self-supply rider; 
 
(d) whether self-supplied load should avoid generation capacity charges, energy charges, 
fuel adjustment charges, and generation-related riders for the self-supplied portion of load; 
 
(e) whether delivery, transmission, and applicable regulatory riders should continue to 
apply to self-supplied customers based on total metered demand; 
 
(f) whether large-load customers should up-front fund direct-connect transmission and 
interconnection facilities through CIAC; 
 
(g) whether large-load customers should up-front fund required network upgrades 
necessary to prevent transmission-rate impacts to existing customers; 
 
(h) whether large-load terms should include a cost-causation true-up mechanism; 
 
(i) whether large-load terms should include credit support, minimum charges, collateral, 
and exit-fee mechanisms sufficient to prevent cost shifts to other customers; 
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 9

 
(j) whether the Commission has authority to approve a self-supply rider as part of PSO’s 
tariff in this Cause; and 
 
(k) whether the large-load tariff should be conformed to HB 2992 and future Commission 
rules, orders, or directives implementing HB 2992. 
 
9.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the settlement of the foregoing issues is consistent 
with issues raised by Google, DOD/FEA, AARP, the Petroleum Alliance, the Data Center 
Coalition, and other parties concerning BYOG/self-supply, cost-shift protections, 
applicability threshold, contract term, collateral, exit fees, and large-load tariff structure. 
The Combined Issues Lists identify those disputed issues, including DOD/FEA’s position 
that the Commission should consider an SGR or BYOG framework allowing large-load 
customers to arrange dedicated supply through third-party PPAs, behind-the-meter 
generation, self-supply, or a combination of resources. 
 
10. Issues Not Resolved by this Joint Stipulation 
 
10.1. Except as expressly resolved in Section 9, this Joint Stipulation does not resolve 
PSO’s requested revenue requirement, overall rate increase, class revenue allocation, rate 
design, rate base, cost of capital, depreciation, storm-cost recovery, rider proposals other 
than the large-load/self-supply provisions addressed herein, or any other issue not 
specifically identified as settled. 
 
10.2.- The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that the issues remaining for Commission 
decision or further settlement include, without limitation, the following: 
 
(a) Revenue requirement and accounting adjustments. PSO’s accounting adjustments, six-
month post-test-year adjustments, plant additions, capital-project prudence and necessity, 
ad valorem tax treatment, depreciation expense, rate-case expenses, payroll increases, 
incentives, SERP, dues and donations, investor-relations expense, directors’ and officers’ 
insurance, SPP pro forma adjustments, NOLC treatment, ARO/CCR costs, deferred 
pension-settlement costs, and other revenue-requirement adjustments remain outstanding 
unless resolved by separate stipulation. PSO’s issues list identifies accounting adjustments, 
generation and renewable investments, storm costs, O&M, depreciation, NOLC, NE3, 
CCR/ARO, and pension settlement cost issues. 
 
(b) Cost of capital. The appropriate return on equity, capital structure, and overall rate of 
return remain outstanding. PSO identified return on equity and actual capital structure as 
issues, and other parties proposed different ROE and capital-structure positions. 
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(c) Storm-cost recovery. The level of storm expense in base rates, amortization of deferred 
storm costs, and whether recovery of storm costs should be denied or reduced remain 
outstanding. 
 
(d) Vegetation Management Rider, SPPTC Rider, GEAR Rider, RRR Rider, and other rider 
issues. PSO’s proposed Vegetation Management Rider, continued capitalization of 
vegetation-management costs, SPPTC amendments, GEAR Rider extension and cap 
increase, RRR expiration-date issue, and whether PSO’s rider requests satisfy Commission 
standards remain outstanding except to the extent a provision expressly relates to the large-
load/self-supply tariff approved herein. 
 
(e) Cost-of-service and allocation issues. Production cost allocation, wind and solar 
allocation, transmission cost allocation, special-contract revenue allocation, class revenue 
requirement, and revenue allocation remain outstanding. Walmart, DOD/FEA, AARP, and 
others identified disputes over renewable generation capacity allocators, transmission cost 
allocators, cost-of-service study methodology, and class revenue requirement. 
 
(f) Future test year and historical test year. AARP’s issue concerning whether PSO’s 
request to use a future test year should be rejected in favor of a historical test year remains 
outstanding. 
 
(g) Renewable generation O&M and RRR expiration. The Petroleum Alliance’s renewable 
generation O&M disallowance issue and RRR tariff expiration-date issue remain 
outstanding except to the extent otherwise resolved by separate stipulation. 
 
(h) Rate design. Rate-design issues not expressly tied to the large-load/self-supply tariff 
terms settled herein remain outstanding, including Walmart’s reduced-revenue-
requirement rate-design proposal and mitigation of increases to C&I service levels. 
 
(i) Special contracts and customer-specific arrangements. The preservation or approval of 
Commission-approved special contracts for atypical, capital-intensive large-load projects 
remains outstanding except to the extent this Joint Stipulation recognizes that uniform tariff 
terms may serve as a floor rather than a ceiling if the Commission approves a special 
contract. 
 
10.3. No Stipulating Party waives its right to litigate or settle any outstanding issue not 
expressly settled herein. 
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11. Discovery and Motions  
11.1. As between and among the Stipulating Parties, all pending requests for discovery and 
all motions pending before either the Commission or the Administrative Law Judge 
relating solely to the settled large-load/self-supply issues addressed in this Joint Stipulation 
are hereby withdrawn upon Commission approval of this Joint Stipulation. 
 
11.2. Discovery requests and motions relating to issues not resolved by this Joint 
Stipulation are not withdrawn unless otherwise agreed in writing by the affected parties or 
ordered by the Commission. 
 
12. General Reservations 
 
12.1. The Stipulating Parties represent and agree that, except as specifically otherwise 
provided herein, this Joint Stipulation represents a negotiated settlement for the purpose of 
compromising and settling the issues identified as settled herein. 
 
12.2. Each of the undersigned counsel of record affirmatively represents that he or she has 
full authority to execute this Joint Stipulation on behalf of the client or clients represented. 
 
12.3. None of the signatories shall be prejudiced or bound by the terms of this Joint 
Stipulation if the Commission does not approve this Joint Stipulation, or if any appeal of a 
Commission order adopting this Joint Stipulation is filed with the Oklahoma Supreme 
Court. 
 
12.4. The Stipulating Parties agree that the provisions of this Joint Stipulation are the result 
of extensive negotiations and that the terms and conditions of this Joint Stipulation are 
interdependent. The Stipulating Parties agree that settling the issues identified herein is in 
the public interest and that they have entered into this Joint Stipulation to settle those issues 
among themselves. 
 
12.5. This Joint Stipulation shall not constitute, be cited as, or be deemed an admission or 
precedent by any Stipulating Party in any other proceeding, except as necessary to enforce 
its terms before the Commission or any court of competent jurisdiction. The Commission’s 
decision, if it enters an order consistent with this Joint Stipulation, shall be binding as to 
the settled matters decided in this Cause, but shall not be binding with respect to similar 
issues that may arise in other proceedings. 
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12.6. A Stipulating Party’s support of this Joint Stipulation may differ from its position or 
testimony in other causes. To the extent there is a difference, the Stipulating Parties do not 
waive their positions in other causes. Because this is a stipulated agreement, the Stipulating 
Parties are under no obligation to take the same position as set out in this Joint Stipulation 
in other dockets. 
 
13. Non-Severability 
 
13.1. The Stipulating Parties stipulate and agree that the agreements contained in this Joint 
Stipulation have resulted from negotiations among the Stipulating Parties and are 
interrelated and interdependent. 
 
13.2. The Stipulating Parties specifically state and recognize that this Joint Stipulation 
represents a balancing of positions of each Stipulating Party in consideration for the 
agreements and commitments made by the other Stipulating Parties in connection herewith. 
 
13.3. Therefore, if the Commission does not approve and adopt the terms of this Joint 
Stipulation in total and without modification or condition, unless the affected party or 
parties consent to such modification or condition, this Joint Stipulation shall be void and 
of no force and effect, and no Stipulating Party shall be bound by the agreements or 
provisions contained herein. 
 
13.4. The Stipulating Parties agree that neither this Joint Stipulation nor any provision 
hereof shall become effective unless and until the Commission has entered an order 
approving all terms and provisions as agreed by the Stipulating Parties and such order 
becomes final and non-appealable. 
 
14. Requested Commission Findings 
 
14.1. The Stipulating Parties respectfully request that the Commission find: 
 
(a) the Commission has jurisdiction over PSO and over the subject matter of this Cause; 
 
(b) approval of the large-load tariff framework and Rider SSS or successor self-supply rider 
is within the Commission’s constitutional and statutory authority; 
 
(c) the large-load tariff framework described herein is fair, just, reasonable, and in the 
public interest; 
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(d) the large-load tariff framework is consistent with HB 2992’s cost-causation and 
customer-protection requirements; 
 
(e) the true-up, CIAC, minimum-charge, collateral, and exit-fee provisions are designed to 
prevent cost shifts to residential, commercial, industrial, and any other rate class; 
 
(f) the 75 MW applicability threshold is reasonable for the large-load tariff framework 
adopted herein; 
 
(g) Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3 provide lawful, cost-based tariffed service options for 
eligible large-load customers; and 
 
(h) this Joint Stipulation should be approved in its entirety. 
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WHEREFORE, the Stipulating Parties hereby submit this Joint Stipulation and 
Settlement Agreement to the Commission as their negotiated settlement of the issues 
identified herein and respectfully request the Commission to issue an order approving this 
Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. 

Signature Blocks

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

OFFICE OF THE OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL

By: ________________________________ 
Name: __ ______ 
Title/Counsel: _ __
Date: __ ____________________

GOOGLE, LLC

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION, OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

OKLAHOMA INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

WALMART INC.

Fairo Mitchell
PUD Director

06/26/2026

BLIC UTILITY DIVIS

___________________
me: Fairo Mitchell

FICE OF THE OKLAHOMOMOOOMOMOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO A A

______________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ __________________________________________
meeeeeeeee:

Jim Roth

Attorney
06/26/26

OGLE, LLC

______________
e: Jim Roth
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By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND ALL OTHER FEDERAL 
EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

DATA CENTER COALITION 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

AARP 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

THE PETROLEUM ALLIANCE OF OKLAHOMA 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 
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BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA, AN 
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION, FOR AN 
ADJUSTMENT IN ITS RATES AND 
CHARGES AND THE ELECTRIC SERVICE 
RULES, REGULATIONS AND CONDITIONS 
OF SERVICE FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE IN 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA AND TO 
APPROVE VARIOUS COST RECOVERY 
MECHANISMS AND TARIFFS 

  
 

PUD 2025-000075 

  
AMENDED EXHIBIT FJB-1 TO THE SETTLEMENT TESTIMONY 

OF FRANK J. BELING ON BEHALF OF 
GENTNER F. DRUMMOND, OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Gentner F. Drummond, the Attorney General of Oklahoma, on behalf of the utility 

customers of this State, hereby submits the Amended Exhibit FJB-1 to the Settlement Testimony 

of Frank J. Beling in the proceeding referenced above. The Attorney General urges close 

consideration of the testimony. 
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Respectfully submitted,

GENTNER F. DRUMMOND
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF OKLAHOMA

_____________________________________ 
THOMAS L. GROSSNICKLAUS, OBA #34317
      Deputy Attorney General
ASHLEY N. YOUNGBLOOD, OBA #35784
     Assistant Attorney General 
MEGHAN WAN, OBA #36982

Assistant Attorney General 
MICHAEL L. VELEZ, OBA #19963 

Assistant Attorney General 
UTILITY REGULATION UNIT
OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL 
313 NE 21st Street 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
Telephone: (405) 521-3921 
Facsimile: (405) 522-0608 
thomas.grossnicklaus@oag.ok.gov 
ashley.youngblood@oag.ok.gov 
meghan.wan@oag.ok.gov 
michael.velez@occ.ok.gov 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

On this 29 day of June 2026, a true and correct copy of the Amended Exhibit FJB-1 to the 

Settlement Testimony of Frank J. Beling on Behalf of Gentner F. Drummond, Oklahoma Attorney 

General was sent via electronic mail to the following interested parties:

Fairo Mitchell 
Director, Public Utility Division 
OKLAHOMA CORP. COMM’N 
Jim Thorpe Building 
2101 N. Lincoln. Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
pudenergy@occ.ok.gov 
 
Kyle Vazquez 
Deputy General Counsel 
OKLAHOMA CORP. COMM’N 
Jim Thorpe Building 
2101 N. Lincoln. Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
kyle.vazquez@occ.ok.gov 
 
Jack P. Fite 
9520 N. May Ave., Ste. 211 
Oklahoma City, OK 73120 
jfite@wcgflaw.com 
 
Kenneth A. Tillotson 
THOMPSON TILLOTSON PLLC 
P.O. Box 54632 
Oklahoma City, OK 73154 
kenneth@ttfirm.com 
 
Thomas P. Schroedter 
HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE, 
   GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C. 
521 E. 2nd St., Ste. 1200 
Tulsa, OK 74120 
tschroedter@hallestill.com 
 
 
 
 
 

J. David Jacobson 
JACOBSON & LAASCH 
212 E. Second St. 
Edmond, OK 73034 
jdj8788@aol.com 
 
Adam J. Singer 
DERRYBERRY & NAIFEH, LLP 
4800 N. Lincoln Blvd.  
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
asinger@derryberrylaw.com 
 
Rick D. Chamberlain 
P.O. Box 206 
Jones, OK 73049 
rdc.law@gmail.com 
 
James A. Roth 
PHILLIPS MURRAH PC 
424 NW 10th St., Ste. 300 
Oklahoma City, OK 73103 
jaroth@phillipsmurrah.com 
jim@anewenergylaw.com 
 
Cole Peters 
Lindsey Pever 
Niles Stuck 
A NEW ENERGY, LLC 
312 NW 13th St. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73103 
cole@anewenergylaw.com 
lindsey@anewenergylaw.com 
niles@anewenergylaw.com 
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Tyler D. Davis 
Deputy Chief, Client Services Division 
OFFICE OF THE STAFF JUDGE 

ADVOCATE
4700 Now Way Rd., Ste. 400 
Ft. Sill, OK 73503 
tyler.d.davis19.civ@army.mil 

Eric C. Money 
HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE,

GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C.
100 N. Broadway, Ste. 2900 
Oklahoma City, OK 73102 
emoney@hallestill.com

Kenneth E. Wagner 
WAGNER LPC
2216 S. Troost Ave. 
Tulsa, OK 74114 
kenneth@wagner-lpc.com
kenewag@icloud.com 

Nikhil Vijaykar
KEYES & FOX LLP
580 California St., 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
nvijaykar@keyesfox.com 

Gonzalo Rodriguez 
KEYES & FOX LLP
1050 Connecticut Ave, NW, Ste. 500 
Washington, DC 20036 
grodriguez@keyesfox.com 

___________________________________ 
THOMAS L. GROSSNICKLAUS
   Deputy Attorney General

_______________________________________ _____________________________________________________________________
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA 
ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 1 P.O. BOX 201 

EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 

SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION

1. PURPOSE, STATUTORY BASIS, AND AVAILABILITY

This Schedule sets out the separate terms, conditions, and tariff for large load customers required by the 
Data Center Consumer Ratepayer Protection Act of 2026, HB2992 (the "Act"), effective July 1, 2026. It is 
a separate, stand-alone schedule and is not a carve-out from Schedule LPL or any other schedule. 
Consistent with the Act, this Schedule is intended to protect other customer classes from unjust rates 
caused by large load customers, to assign costs on a cost-causation basis, and to maintain separate terms 
and a separate tariff for such customers, and it shall be interpreted, administered, and if necessary 
modified to conform to the Act and to any Commission rule or order. HB2992, §§ 3–4. 

This Schedule is available to any retail customer with a Contract Demand (the maximum demand the 
Company agrees to make available at the delivery point) exceeding 75 MW at a single delivery 
point, regardless of the level, if any, of self-supplied generation, with an executed contract for electric 
service on or after July 1, 2026. A written Service Agreement is required; service is provided at one 
delivery point and standard voltage; and a Customer taking service under this Schedule shall not 
concurrently take service under any other retail schedule for the same load. 

For existing Company Customers (already taking service prior to July 1, 2026) with Contract Demand less 
than 75 MW of service, this tariff shall only be applicable if the Customer’s Contract Demand increases by 
75 MW or more from existing levels that exist as of July 1, 2026. 

2. SERVICE OPTIONS

Each Customer shall elect one of the following Service Options in its Service Agreement: 
Option 1 — Self-Supply / BYOG (Rate Code ___).  The Customer takes no generation service from the 
Company and may self-supply up to 100% of its capacity and energy under Rider SSS. 
Option 2 — Partial Requirements (Rate Code ___).  Part of the load is served as Option 1 (self-supplied) 
and the remainder as Option 3 (Company-served). Wherever a term below differs by Option, Option 1 
terms apply to the Option 1 portion of load and Option 3 terms apply to the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3 — Full Requirements (Rate Code ___).  The Customer takes all of its generation (capacity and 
energy) from the Company and does not self-supply. 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 2 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

3.     CONTRACT TERM 

Option 1.  Not less than ten (10) years, the minimum required by law, subject to the Act's exception for 
certain public power utilities using tax-exempt financing. 17 O.S. § 903. 
Option 2.  Option 1 term for the Option 1 portion; Option 3 term for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  Fifteen (15) years, which may include a Customer-elected load ramp of up to five (5) years. 
As described in “Option 2” above, the contract terms shall be independent between load served under 
Option 1 and Option 3.  

4.     CONTRIBUTION IN AID OF CONSTRUCTION AND NETWORK UPGRADES 

For all Service Options, the Customer shall fund up front, through a Contribution in Aid of Construction 
(CIAC), the full cost of the direct-connect facilities required to serve its load, and shall prefund a portion 
of the required network upgrades sufficient to prevent any increase in the Company's transmission rate 
to existing customers. 
For all Service Options, the Customer shall fund up front, through a CIAC, 100% of the direct-connect 
facilities cost, and shall prefund network upgrades as follows: 

a.  Studies. The Company shall complete a System Impact Study and Facilities Study using 
the same planning criteria, models, and unit costs applied to all transmission customers, and shall 
share all results and workpapers with the Customer. 

b.  Prefunded Amount. Equal to the network upgrade costs directly assignable to the 
Customer under a Commission-approved cost-causation allocation, sized to hold the transmission 
rate charged to non-Schedule customers at or below the level that would prevail absent the 
Customer's load. 

c.      Certification. The Company shall file a sworn rate-neutrality certification with supporting 
calculations. 

d.  Refunds. Prefunded amounts are refundable under FERC Order 2003 Attachment Z 
crediting, capped at the Prefunded Amount, without interest. 

e.  Uniform Application. Identical inputs and methodology shall apply to all Schedule 
Customers. 

f.      True-Up Applicability. The Prefunded Amount, supporting studies, cost-causation allocation, 
and rate-neutrality certification are subject to reconciliation under the Section 8 True-Up 
Mechanism, with symmetrical adjustments, refunds, or additional contributions as warranted.  
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 3 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

5.     RATES, BILLING DEMAND, AND MINIMUM CHARGES 

Base Service Charge.  $280.00 per month (the current Schedule LPL charge, interim and subject to cost-
of-service determination and the True-Up Mechanism). 
Generation Service Charges.  A generation capacity charge ($/kW) and a generation energy charge 
($/kWh) apply to load taking Company generation service (all Option 3 load and the Option 3 portion of 
Option 2). For self-supplied load under Rider SSS, both charges are $0.00. The charges of $0.00 shall only 
apply to the self-supply portion of the load and shall not affect charges for the Option 3 portion of the 
load. 
Transmission and Rider Charges.  Transmission and applicable rider charges shall continue to apply based 
on the customer's total metered demand under each Option. 
System Impact Charge. An adder that will mitigate possible rate increase to other Customer classes. The 
System Impact Charge may be zero if the addition of the Customer and associated generation could not 
cause a rate increase to other Customer classes. 
Rate setting.  The generation, delivery, and transmission charges, and the allocation between them, shall 
be established and adjusted in a general rate case or other Commission-approved proceeding consistent 
with the Act's cost-causation requirements and the True-Up Mechanism; the corresponding Schedule LPL 
levels apply on an interim basis. 
Billing Demand.  For each Option the monthly Billing Demand shall be not less than 80% of Contract 
Demand, determined under the Service Agreement either by (a) automatically increasing Contract 
Demand to any higher metered peak, or (b) physically limiting the Customer's load to Contract Demand. 
For Option 2 the floor and the elected method apply separately to each portion. 
Minimum Monthly Bill.  The Base Service Charge plus: for Option 1, the minimum transmission charges 
on Billing Demand and non-generation riders at actual usage; for Option 2, each Option's minimum 
applied to its portion; and for Option 3, the minimum transmission charges and generation demand 
charges on Billing Demand and all riders at actual usage. 
The System Contribution Rider does not apply to any Service Option under this Schedule. 

6.     COLLATERAL AND CREDIT SUPPORT 

Option 1.  None required. 
Option 2.  Option 1 terms for the Option 1 portion (none); Option 3 terms for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  Collateral or credit support equal to forty-eight (48) months of non-fuel minimum bills, 
recomputed annually, provided in one or more of the following forms: 

a.  A guarantee from the ultimate parent or a corporate affiliate of the Large Load Customer 
for the full Collateral Requirement, so long as the guarantor has both (a) a credit rating of at least 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 4 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

A- from S&P and A3 from Moody’s and (b) liquidity greater than ten times the Collateral 
Requirement; or 

b.  A standby irrevocable letter of credit (“Letter of Credit”) for the full Collateral 
Requirement. The Letter of Credit must be issued by a U.S. bank or the U.S. branch of a foreign 
bank, which is not affiliated with the Large Load Customer or its guarantor, with a Credit Rating 
of at least A- from S&P and A3 from Moody’s. Such security must be issued for a minimum term 
of 360 days. The Large Load Customer must cause the renewal or extension of the security for 
additional consecutive terms of 360 days or more no later than 30 days prior to each expiration 
date of the security. If the security is not renewed or extended as required herein, the Company 
will have the right to draw immediately upon the Letter of Credit and be entitled to hold the 
amounts so drawn as security. The Letter of Credit must be in a format acceptable to and 
approved by the Company; or 

c.      Cash for the full Collateral Requirement.  

7.     EXIT AND EARLY TERMINATION 

Option 1.  The Customer may exit at any time with no exit fee. 
Option 2.  Option 1 terms for the Option 1 portion; Option 3 terms for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  The Customer may give notice of exit after sixty (60) months of initial service and notice to 
terminate shall be 24 months. The exit fee equals the net present value, discounted at the Commission-
approved carrying-charge rate, of the remaining costs directly assigned to the Customer, following cost-
causation principles in Section 8, over the remaining Contract Term, comprising: (a) unrecovered capital 
investment in generation, transmission, and direct-connect facilities; and (b) non-terminable contractual 
commitments incurred to serve, or for the benefit of, the Customer. The fee excludes (i) financial 
obligations the Company can terminate and (ii) any plant, CPA, or PPA usable to serve net-new load, and 
shall be reduced by mitigation under this Section. The calculation shall be itemized, auditable, and subject 
to Section 8 reconciliation. 
Following receipt of proper notice, through the Exit Fee Period, the Company will use reasonable efforts, 
consistent with its obligations as a public utility, to mitigate the Exit Fee amount owed or paid by the Large 
Load Customer by evaluating the opportunity to assign the terminated/reduced capacity to serve new 
Large Load Customers, to expand service to existing Large Load Customers, or otherwise secure offsetting 
expected revenues. The remainder of any mitigating amounts owed to the Large Load Customer shall be 
delivered to the Large Load Customer, or its designated successor, after all outstanding balances have 
been resolved. 
If there is an issue concerning the calculation of the Exit Fee or delivery of any mitigation amounts, that 
either the Company or Large Load Customer view as in need of escalation, either the Company or Large 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 5 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

Load Customer may request escalation. Such request shall be made in writing and within 14 business days 
of the Large Load Customer being notified regarding the Exit Fee calculation. In such instance, 
management representatives for the Company and for the Large Load Customer will discuss and seek to 
resolve any issues. The management discussion shall occur within 14 business days of a request, unless 
otherwise agreed to in writing by the Company and Large Load Customer. The Company and Large Load 
Customer agree to use this escalation process in good faith, escalating only those matters appropriate for 
management’s consideration. This dispute resolution process does not limit or otherwise affect the ability 
of either Large Load Customer or the Company to file a formal proceeding requesting the Commission to 
resolve the dispute. 
 
All three Options shall be subject to the next immediate True-Up Mechanism. 

8.     TRUE-UP MECHANISM 

Purpose and Scope. In each general rate case, fuel adjustment clause review, or other Commission-
approved proceeding dedicated to this Tariff or True-ups related to this Tariff, the Company shall apply a 
standardized, customer-specific reconciliation to ensure that costs and revenues under this Schedule are 
assigned on a documented cost-causation basis and that neither other customer classes nor the Large 
Load Customer bears costs not fairly allocated to it. 
Commission-Approved Methodology. Before any true-up amount may be billed, credited, deferred, or 
included in collateral, CIAC, network-upgrade balances, or exit-fee calculations, the Company shall use a 
Commission-approved methodology, template, materiality threshold, carrying-charge rate, and data-
input protocol. The same methodology shall be applied uniformly to similarly situated Customers. 
Annual Informational Filing. By [date] each year, the Company shall file and serve on each affected 
Customer a standardized reconciliation report showing: 

a.  directly assigned costs; 
b.  allocated costs and allocation factors; 
c.       revenues collected; 
d.  CIAC and network-upgrade balances; 
e.  collateral and exit-fee assumptions; 
f.       mitigation, offsets, credits, third-party contributions, and avoided costs; 
g.  any under- or over-collection; and 
h.  whether any cost shift to or from other customer classes occurred. 

Symmetrical Prospective Adjustments. After notice, opportunity for review, and Commission approval, 
material variances of [2%] or more may be reflected prospectively through rates. Under-collections shall 
be recovered only from the affected Customer. Over-collections shall be refunded or credited to the 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 6 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

affected Customer. Adjustments shall include the same Commission-approved carrying-charge rate for 
both under- and over-collections. 
Deferral Treatment. Any regulatory asset or liability shall be recorded only if authorized in advance by the 
Commission and shall apply symmetrically to under- and over-collections. 
Customer Rights and Disputes. The Customer may review and audit supporting workpapers under 
reasonable confidentiality protections, contest any proposed adjustment, invoke the Section 7 escalation 
process, and seek Commission resolution. Only undisputed or Commission-approved amounts may be 
reflected in bills or security requirements. 
Rate-Shock Protection. Unless the Commission finds extraordinary circumstances, no annual net 
adjustment may exceed [10%] of the Customer’s prior-year billed amount, and any excess shall be 
amortized over at least [12] months with 90 days’ written notice. 
No Retroactive Ratemaking. No adjustment shall be retroactive unless expressly authorized by law and 
approved by the Commission through a pre-existing deferral, tracker, rider, or other lawful mechanism. 
This Section does not authorize retroactive ratemaking, recovery of imprudent costs, double recovery, 
retention of over-collections, or shifting of Large Load Customer costs to other customer classes. 
System Impact Charges and Revenues. Revenues and benefits produced by any System Impact Charges 
shall be for the benefit of other Customer classes to mitigate potential rate increases. Any such revenues 
shall be credited to other Customer classes through the Fuel Adjustment Clause and shall not benefit 
Customers taking service under this Large Load Tariff. 

9.     RIDER SSS — SELF-SUPPLY SERVICE 

A Customer with a verified peak demand of 75 MW or more at a single delivery point may self-supply up 
to 100% of its capacity and energy from owned and/or customer-contracted asset(s), qualified third-party 
wholesale supplier, or behind-the meter generation. Any self-supply must be coordinated with the 
Company and all retail electric service shall be supplied through the Company. 
 
Rider SSS applies to Option 1 and to the Option 1 (self-supplied) portion of Option 2; it does not apply to 
Option 3. 
 
For load served under this Rider, the generation capacity and energy charges are $0.00/kW and 
$0.00/kWh, the self-supplied load is not subject to fuel adjustment or any generation-related rider, and 
delivery, transmission, and applicable rider charges continue to apply on the Customer's total metered 
demand. 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 7 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

10.  GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Billing Adjustments.  Self-supplied load under Rider SSS is not subject to fuel adjustment on the self-
supplied portion. 
Terms of Payment.  Bills are due by the due date; unpaid amounts are assessed a late charge of 1½% per 
month.  
Conformance with the Act.  Compliance with the Act is a condition of serving large load customers, and 
the Commission may promulgate rules and enforce the Act within its jurisdiction. HB2992, § 6. If any 
provision of this Schedule conflicts with the Act, a Commission rule, or a Commission order, this Schedule 
shall be deemed modified to conform while preserving, to the maximum extent lawful, its intended effect, 
and no provision shall be construed to limit the Act. 
Replacement Power. Nothing in this Schedule, including Rider SSS, shall be construed to require the 
Company to provide generation capacity or energy, backup service, standby service, replacement power, 
or any other electric supply to any Customer taking self-supply service if the Customer’s owned, 
contracted, third-party, or other self-supply generation or supply is reduced, interrupted, curtailed, 
unavailable, or otherwise fails to perform, except to the extent expressly provided in the Customer’s 
Service Agreement. 
Market Penalties. Any market penalties or deficiency costs caused by or resulting from Option 1 service 
will be directly assigned the Customer. 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA 
ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 1 P.O. BOX 201 

EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 

SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION

1. PURPOSE, STATUTORY BASIS, AND AVAILABILITY

This Schedule sets out the separate terms, conditions, and tariff for large load customers required by the 
Data Center Consumer Ratepayer Protection Act of 2026, HB2992 (the "Act"), effective July 1, 2026. It is 
a separate, stand-alone schedule and is not a carve-out from Schedule LPL or any other schedule. 
Consistent with the Act, this Schedule is intended to protect other customer classes from unjust rates 
caused by large load customers, to assign costs on a cost-causation basis, and to maintain separate terms 
and a separate tariff for such customers, and it shall be interpreted, administered, and if necessary 
modified to conform to the Act and to any Commission rule or order. HB2992, §§ 3–4. 

This Schedule is available to any retail customer with a Contract Demand (the maximum demand the 
Company agrees to make available at the delivery point) exceeding 75 MW at a single delivery 
point, regardless of the level, if any, of self-supplied generation, with an executed contract for electric 
service on or after July 1, 2026. A written Service Agreement is required; service is provided at one 
delivery point and standard voltage; and a Customer taking service under this Schedule shall not 
concurrently take service under any other retail schedule for the same load. 

For existing Company Customers (already taking service prior to July 1, 2026) with Contract Demand less 
than 75 MW of service, this tariff shall only be applicable if the Customer’s Contract Demand increases by 
75 MW or more from existing levels that exist as of July 1, 2026. 

2. SERVICE OPTIONS

Each Customer shall elect one of the following Service Options in its Service Agreement: 
Option 1 — Self-Supply / BYOG (Rate Code ___).  The Customer takes no generation service from the 
Company and may self-supply up to 100% of its capacity and energy under Rider SSS. 
Option 2 — Partial Requirements (Rate Code ___).  Part of the load is served as Option 1 (self-supplied) 
and the remainder as Option 3 (Company-served). Wherever a term below differs by Option, Option 1 
terms apply to the Option 1 portion of load and Option 3 terms apply to the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3 — Full Requirements (Rate Code ___).  The Customer takes all of its generation (capacity and 
energy) from the Company and does not self-supply. 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 2 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

3.     CONTRACT TERM 

Option 1.  Not less than ten (10) years, the minimum required by law, subject to the Act's exception for 
certain public power utilities using tax-exempt financing. 17 O.S. § 903. 
Option 2.  Option 1 term for the Option 1 portion; Option 3 term for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  Fifteen (15) years, which may include a Customer-elected load ramp of up to five (5) years. 
As described in “Option 2” above, the contract terms shall be independent between load served under 
Option 1 and Option 3.  

4.     CONTRIBUTION IN AID OF CONSTRUCTION AND NETWORK UPGRADES 

For all Service Options, the Customer shall fund up front, through a Contribution in Aid of Construction 
(CIAC), the full cost of the direct-connect facilities required to serve its load, and shall prefund a portion 
of the required network upgrades sufficient to prevent any increase in the Company's transmission rate 
to existing customers. 
For all Service Options, the Customer shall fund up front, through a CIAC, 100% of the direct-connect 
facilities cost, and shall prefund network upgrades as follows: 

a.  Studies. The Company shall complete a System Impact Study and Facilities Study using 
the same planning criteria, models, and unit costs applied to all transmission customers, and shall 
share all results and workpapers with the Customer. 

b.  Prefunded Amount. Equal to the network upgrade costs directly assignable to the 
Customer under a Commission-approved cost-causation allocation, sized to hold the transmission 
rate charged to non-Schedule customers at or below the level that would prevail absent the 
Customer's load. 

c.      Certification. The Company shall file a sworn rate-neutrality certification with supporting 
calculations. 

d.  Refunds. Prefunded amounts are refundable under FERC Order 2003 Attachment Z 
crediting, capped at the Prefunded Amount, without interest. 

e.  Uniform Application. Identical inputs and methodology shall apply to all Schedule 
Customers. 

f.      True-Up Applicability. The Prefunded Amount, supporting studies, cost-causation allocation, 
and rate-neutrality certification are subject to reconciliation under the Section 8 True-Up 
Mechanism, with symmetrical adjustments, refunds, or additional contributions as warranted.  
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 3 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

5.     RATES, BILLING DEMAND, AND MINIMUM CHARGES 

Base Service Charge.  $280.00 per month (the current Schedule LPL charge, interim and subject to cost-
of-service determination and the True-Up Mechanism). 
Generation Service Charges.  A generation capacity charge ($/kW) and a generation energy charge 
($/kWh) apply to load taking Company generation service (all Option 3 load and the Option 3 portion of 
Option 2). For self-supplied load under Rider SSS, both charges are $0.00. The charges of $0.00 shall only 
apply to the self-supply portion of the load and shall not affect charges for the Option 3 portion of the 
load. 
Transmission and Rider Charges.  Transmission and applicable rider charges shall continue to apply based 
on the customer's total metered demand under each Option. 
System Impact Charge. An adder that will mitigate possible rate increase to other Customer classes. The 
System Impact Charge may be zero if the addition of the Customer and associated generation could not 
cause a rate increase to other Customer classes. 
Rate setting.  The generation, delivery, and transmission charges, and the allocation between them, shall 
be established and adjusted in a general rate case or other Commission-approved proceeding consistent 
with the Act's cost-causation requirements and the True-Up Mechanism; the corresponding Schedule LPL 
levels apply on an interim basis. 
Billing Demand.  For each Option the monthly Billing Demand shall be not less than 80% of Contract 
Demand, determined under the Service Agreement either by (a) automatically increasing Contract 
Demand to any higher metered peak, or (b) physically limiting the Customer's load to Contract Demand. 
For Option 2 the floor and the elected method apply separately to each portion. 
Minimum Monthly Bill.  The Base Service Charge plus: for Option 1, the minimum transmission charges 
on Billing Demand and non-generation riders at actual usage; for Option 2, each Option's minimum 
applied to its portion; and for Option 3, the minimum transmission charges and generation demand 
charges on Billing Demand and all riders at actual usage. 
The System Contribution Rider does not apply to any Service Option under this Schedule. 

6.     COLLATERAL AND CREDIT SUPPORT 

Option 1.  None required. 
Option 2.  Option 1 terms for the Option 1 portion (none); Option 3 terms for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  Collateral or credit support equal to forty-eight (48) months of non-fuel minimum bills, 
recomputed annually, provided in one or more of the following forms: 

a.  A guarantee from the ultimate parent or a corporate affiliate of the Large Load Customer 
for the full Collateral Requirement, so long as the guarantor has both (a) a credit rating of at least 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 4 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

A- from S&P and A3 from Moody’s and (b) liquidity greater than ten times the Collateral 
Requirement; or 

b.  A standby irrevocable letter of credit (“Letter of Credit”) for the full Collateral 
Requirement. The Letter of Credit must be issued by a U.S. bank or the U.S. branch of a foreign 
bank, which is not affiliated with the Large Load Customer or its guarantor, with a Credit Rating 
of at least A- from S&P and A3 from Moody’s. Such security must be issued for a minimum term 
of 360 days. The Large Load Customer must cause the renewal or extension of the security for 
additional consecutive terms of 360 days or more no later than 30 days prior to each expiration 
date of the security. If the security is not renewed or extended as required herein, the Company 
will have the right to draw immediately upon the Letter of Credit and be entitled to hold the 
amounts so drawn as security. The Letter of Credit must be in a format acceptable to and 
approved by the Company; or 

c.      Cash for the full Collateral Requirement.  

7.     EXIT AND EARLY TERMINATION 

Option 1.  The Customer may exit at any time with no exit fee. 
Option 2.  Option 1 terms for the Option 1 portion; Option 3 terms for the Option 3 portion. 
Option 3.  The Customer may give notice of exit after sixty (60) months of initial service and notice to 
terminate shall be 24 months. The exit fee equals the net present value, discounted at the Commission-
approved carrying-charge rate, of the remaining costs directly assigned to the Customer, following cost-
causation principles in Section 8, over the remaining Contract Term, comprising: (a) unrecovered capital 
investment in generation, transmission, and direct-connect facilities; and (b) non-terminable contractual 
commitments incurred to serve, or for the benefit of, the Customer. The fee excludes (i) financial 
obligations the Company can terminate and (ii) any plant, CPA, or PPA usable to serve net-new load, and 
shall be reduced by mitigation under this Section. The calculation shall be itemized, auditable, and subject 
to Section 8 reconciliation. 
Following receipt of proper notice, through the Exit Fee Period, the Company will use reasonable efforts, 
consistent with its obligations as a public utility, to mitigate the Exit Fee amount owed or paid by the Large 
Load Customer by evaluating the opportunity to assign the terminated/reduced capacity to serve new 
Large Load Customers, to expand service to existing Large Load Customers, or otherwise secure offsetting 
expected revenues. The remainder of any mitigating amounts owed to the Large Load Customer shall be 
delivered to the Large Load Customer, or its designated successor, after all outstanding balances have 
been resolved. 
If there is an issue concerning the calculation of the Exit Fee or delivery of any mitigation amounts, that 
either the Company or Large Load Customer view as in need of escalation, either the Company or Large 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 5 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

Load Customer may request escalation. Such request shall be made in writing and within 14 business days 
of the Large Load Customer being notified regarding the Exit Fee calculation. In such instance, 
management representatives for the Company and for the Large Load Customer will discuss and seek to 
resolve any issues. The management discussion shall occur within 14 business days of a request, unless 
otherwise agreed to in writing by the Company and Large Load Customer. The Company and Large Load 
Customer agree to use this escalation process in good faith, escalating only those matters appropriate for 
management’s consideration. This dispute resolution process does not limit or otherwise affect the ability 
of either Large Load Customer or the Company to file a formal proceeding requesting the Commission to 
resolve the dispute. 
 
All three Options shall be subject to the next immediate True-Up Mechanism. 

8.     TRUE-UP MECHANISM 

Purpose and Scope. In each general rate case, fuel adjustment clause review, or other Commission-
approved proceeding dedicated to this Tariff or True-ups related to this Tariff, the Company shall apply a 
standardized, customer-specific reconciliation to ensure that costs and revenues under this Schedule are 
assigned on a documented cost-causation basis and that neither other customer classes nor the Large 
Load Customer bears costs not fairly allocated to it. 
Commission-Approved Methodology. Before any true-up amount may be billed, credited, deferred, or 
included in collateral, CIAC, network-upgrade balances, or exit-fee calculations, the Company shall use a 
Commission-approved methodology, template, materiality threshold, carrying-charge rate, and data-
input protocol. The same methodology shall be applied uniformly to similarly situated Customers. 
Annual Informational Filing. By [date] each year, the Company shall file and serve on each affected 
Customer a standardized reconciliation report showing: 

a.  directly assigned costs; 
b.  allocated costs and allocation factors; 
c.       revenues collected; 
d.  CIAC and network-upgrade balances; 
e.  collateral and exit-fee assumptions; 
f.       mitigation, offsets, credits, third-party contributions, and avoided costs; 
g.  any under- or over-collection; and 
h.  whether any cost shift to or from other customer classes occurred. 

Symmetrical Prospective Adjustments. After notice, opportunity for review, and Commission approval, 
material variances of [2%] or more may be reflected prospectively through rates. Under-collections shall 
be recovered only from the affected Customer. Over-collections shall be refunded or credited to the 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 6 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

affected Customer. Adjustments shall include the same Commission-approved carrying-charge rate for 
both under- and over-collections. 
Deferral Treatment. Any regulatory asset or liability shall be recorded only if authorized in advance by the 
Commission and shall apply symmetrically to under- and over-collections. 
Customer Rights and Disputes. The Customer may review and audit supporting workpapers under 
reasonable confidentiality protections, contest any proposed adjustment, invoke the Section 7 escalation 
process, and seek Commission resolution. Only undisputed or Commission-approved amounts may be 
reflected in bills or security requirements. 
Rate-Shock Protection. Unless the Commission finds extraordinary circumstances, no annual net 
adjustment may exceed [10%] of the Customer’s prior-year billed amount, and any excess shall be 
amortized over at least [12] months with 90 days’ written notice. 
No Retroactive Ratemaking. No adjustment shall be retroactive unless expressly authorized by law and 
approved by the Commission through a pre-existing deferral, tracker, rider, or other lawful mechanism. 
This Section does not authorize retroactive ratemaking, recovery of imprudent costs, double recovery, 
retention of over-collections, or shifting of Large Load Customer costs to other customer classes. 
System Impact Charges and Revenues. Revenues and benefits produced by any System Impact Charges 
shall be for the benefit of other Customer classes to mitigate potential rate increases. Any such revenues 
shall be credited to other Customer classes through the Fuel Adjustment Clause and shall not benefit 
Customers taking service under this Large Load Tariff. 

9.     RIDER SSS — SELF-SUPPLY SERVICE 

A Customer with a verified peak demand of 75 MW or more at a single delivery point may self-supply up 
to 100% of its capacity and energy from owned and/or customer-contracted asset(s), qualified third-party 
wholesale supplier, or behind-the meter generation. Any self-supply must be coordinated with the 
Company and all retail electric service shall be supplied through the Company. 
 
Rider SSS applies to Option 1 and to the Option 1 (self-supplied) portion of Option 2; it does not apply to 
Option 3. 
 
For load served under this Rider, the generation capacity and energy charges are $0.00/kW and 
$0.00/kWh, the self-supplied load is not subject to fuel adjustment or any generation-related rider, and 
delivery, transmission, and applicable rider charges continue to apply on the Customer's total metered 
demand. 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA ORIGINAL SHEET NO.  20A - 7 
P.O. BOX 201 EFFECTIVE DATE:  [PENDING OCC APPROVAL] 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74102-0201 
 
SCHEDULE:  LARGE LOAD SERVICE (LLS) RATE CODES 250, 252, 254 

Rates Authorized by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission PROPOSED — FOR APPROVAL 
Effective Date:  [Pending Order] ____________________________ 

Cause No. PUD 2025-000075     Order No.  [Pending]DIRECTOR, PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION 

10.  GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Billing Adjustments.  Self-supplied load under Rider SSS is not subject to fuel adjustment on the self-
supplied portion. 
Terms of Payment.  Bills are due by the due date; unpaid amounts are assessed a late charge of 1½% per 
month.  
Conformance with the Act.  Compliance with the Act is a condition of serving large load customers, and 
the Commission may promulgate rules and enforce the Act within its jurisdiction. HB2992, § 6. If any 
provision of this Schedule conflicts with the Act, a Commission rule, or a Commission order, this Schedule 
shall be deemed modified to conform while preserving, to the maximum extent lawful, its intended effect, 
and no provision shall be construed to limit the Act. 
Replacement Power. Nothing in this Schedule, including Rider SSS, shall be construed to require the 
Company to provide generation capacity or energy, backup service, standby service, replacement power, 
or any other electric supply to any Customer taking self-supply service if the Customer’s owned, 
contracted, third-party, or other self-supply generation or supply is reduced, interrupted, curtailed, 
unavailable, or otherwise fails to perform, except to the extent expressly provided in the Customer’s 
Service Agreement. 
Market Penalties. Any market penalties or deficiency costs caused by or resulting from Option 1 service 
will be directly assigned the Customer. 
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 1

BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF 
OKLAHOMA 

 
 
APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE )   
COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA, AN  ) 
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION, FOR )          
AN ADJUSTMENT IN ITS RATES AND )  
CHARGES AND THE ELECTRIC  ) CASE NO. PUD 2025-000075 
SERVICE RULES, REGULATIONS AND ) 
CONDITIONS OF SERVICE FOR  ) 
ELECTRIC SERVICE IN THE STATE ) 
OF OKLAHOMA AND TO APPROVE ) 
VARIOUS COST RECOVERY  ) 
MECHANISMS AND TARIFFS  ) 

        
 

Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement  
COME NOW the undersigned parties to the above-entitled Cause and present the 

following Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (the Joint Stipulation) for the 
Oklahoma Corporation Commission’s (Commission or OCC) review and approval as their 
compromise and settlement of the large-load tariff and self-supply issues described herein. 
The Stipulating Parties represent to the Commission that this Joint Stipulation is fair, just 
and reasonable, is in the public interest, and should be approved. 

The Stipulating Parties further state that Public Service Company of Oklahoma 
(PSO) filed this Cause to review PSO’s rates, charges, regulations and conditions of service 
and to obtain approval of various cost recovery mechanisms and tariffs, including large-
load tariff terms. PSO’s Application states that PSO is an Oklahoma corporation engaged 
in generating, purchasing, transmitting, distributing and selling electric energy in 
Oklahoma, and that its Oklahoma operations are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction. 

Terms of the Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement  
Effective with the final order of the Commission approving all elements of this Joint 
Stipulation: 

1. Approval of Separate Large Load Tariff Framework 
 
1.1. The Stipulating Parties agree that PSO shall establish a new, separate large-load tariff 
(Large Load Service or LLS Tariff) applicable to eligible customers with contract demand 
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 2

exceeding 75 MW at a single delivery point. The tariff shall be separate from, and shall not 
be treated as a carve-out from, PSO’s existing large-customer tariff. 
 
1.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff should include three service 
options: (a) an Option 1 self-supply or bring-your-own-generation (BYOG) option under 
which the customer takes no generation service from PSO; (b) an Option 2 mixed-service 
option under which a portion of the customer’s load is served under Option 1 and a portion 
under Option 3; and (c) an Option 3 full-utility-generation-service option under which the 
customer takes generation service from PSO. 
 
1.3. The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that the settlement proposal provides terms and 
conditions for three service options within a new large-load tariff applicable to eligible 
customers with contract demand exceeding 75 MW. 
 
2. HB 2992 Compliance and Cost-Causation Protections 
 
2.1. The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that Oklahoma HB 2992, the Data Center 
Customer Protection Act of 2026,1 was approved by the Governor on May 11, 2026, and 
becomes effective July 1, 2026. The Stipulating Parties intend that the tariff approved under 
this Joint Stipulation comply with HB 2992 and any Commission rule, order, or directive 
implementing HB 2992. 
 
2.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff shall be interpreted, administered 
and, if necessary, modified to ensure that residential, commercial, industrial and other non-
large-load customers are protected from unjust rates resulting directly from electric service 
to large-load customers, and that costs and revenues are assigned and allocated in 
accordance with cost-causation principles. 
 
2.3. The Stipulating Parties agree that each service option shall include a true-up 
mechanism. Under that mechanism, PSO shall periodically review, in a general rate case, 
regular review process, or other Commission-approved proceeding, whether any costs 
incurred to serve a large-load customer have been under-collected, over-collected, 
misallocated, or shifted to residential, commercial, industrial, or any other rate class. If 
such review identifies a cost shift, under-recovery, or over-recovery, then the applicable 
rates, charges, credits, collateral requirements, exit fees, minimum charges, or other tariff 
terms shall be adjusted prospectively and, to the extent permitted by law and approved by 
the Commission, trued up to assign and allocate costs and revenues consistent with HB 
2992’s cost-causation requirements. 
  1 Codified as Okla. Stat. tit. 17 §§ 900-905 effective July 1, 2026 
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 3

2.4. The true-up mechanism shall be designed to ensure that large-load customers 
reimburse PSO for all costs fairly allocated to them. To the extent the true-up mechanism 
determines overcollection from a large-load customer or customers, the affected customer 
or customers shall receive an appropriate credit approved by the Commission. 
 
2.5. The Stipulating Parties agree that the large-load tariff shall include credit requirements 
and other measures necessary to ensure that large-load customers reimburse PSO for all 
costs fairly allocated to them, including costs incurred to directly serve the customer that 
may remain unrecovered if the customer departs the system or materially reduces load. 
 
2.6. The Stipulating Parties agree that each service option shall be implemented 
consistently with any minimum service-term requirement established by HB 2992, 
including a minimum ten-year term where applicable, unless the customer or service 
arrangement is not subject to that requirement under HB 2992 or a Commission order. 

3. Applicability 
 
3.1. The large-load tariff shall apply to customers with contract demand exceeding 75 MW, 
regardless of the customer’s BYOG or self-supply generation level. 
 
3.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the 75 MW threshold resolves, as between the 
Stipulating Parties, the contested large-load applicability-threshold issues raised in this 
Cause by PSO, Google, the Petroleum Alliance, DOD/FEA, AARP, and other parties. The 
Combined Issues Lists reflect disputes over whether the large-load threshold should be 10 
MW or 75 MW and whether special large-load provisions should apply only to true large-
load customers. 
 
4. Transmission and Interconnection Upgrades 
 
4.1. For Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3, the large-load customer shall fully fund up-
front, through Contribution in Aid of Construction (CIAC) or other Commission-approved 
mechanism, direct-connect transmission and interconnection facilities needed to serve that 
customer. 
 
4.2. For Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3, the large-load customer shall fully fund up-front 
a portion of required network upgrades necessary to prevent impacts to PSO’s transmission 
rates for existing customers. 
 
5. Option 1 — Full Self-Supply / BYOG Service  
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5.1. Under Option 1, a qualifying large-load customer shall take no generation service from 
PSO for the self-supplied portion of its load and may self-supply up to 100% of its capacity 
and energy requirements through a qualified wholesale market counterparty or through 
behind-the-meter generation, subject to Rider SSS or successor tariff provisions approved 
by the Commission. 
 
5.2. Option 1 customers shall fund the directly attributable direct-connect facilities and 
network-upgrade obligations under Section 4. 
 
5.3. Option 1 contract term shall be the minimum required by applicable law, including the 
ten-year minimum service term described in HB 2992 where applicable. 
 
5.4. Option 1 billing demand shall be a minimum of 80% of contract demand, with either: 
(a) automatic increase of contract demand with higher peaks; or (b) physical limitation of 
load so that load does not exceed contract demand. 
 
5.5. Option 1 minimum charges shall equal the sum of minimum demand charges for 
transmission only, customer charges, and all applicable non-generation riders billed at 
actual usage. 
 
5.6. No collateral shall be required for Option 1, except to the extent otherwise required by 
law, Commission order, generally applicable tariff provisions, or customer-specific 
facilities agreements. 
 
5.7. An Option 1 customer may exit at any time, subject to satisfying outstanding 
obligations for direct-connect facilities, network upgrades, CIAC, and any Commission-
approved charges necessary to prevent cost shifts to other customers. 
 
5.8. Generation capacity charges, energy charges, fuel adjustment charges, and generation-
related riders shall not apply to the self-supplied portion of load. Delivery, transmission, 
and applicable regulatory rider charges shall continue to apply based on total metered 
demand, subject to Commission-approved tariff terms. The settlement proposal describes 
Rider SSS as allowing customers with verified coincidental or non-coincident peak demand 
of at least 75 MW at a single delivery point to self-supply up to 100% of capacity and 
energy requirements, with generation capacity and energy charges set to $0.00 for the self-
supplied portion  
 
5.9. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 1 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 
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6. Option 2 — Mixed Self-Supply and PSO Generation Service  
6.1. Under Option 2, a qualifying large-load customer may elect service under Option 1 for 
a portion of its load and Option 3 for the remaining portion of its load. 
 
6.2. Option 1 terms shall apply to the Option 1 portion of load, and Option 3 terms shall 
apply to the Option 3 portion of load. 
 
6.3. PSO shall maintain metering, billing, scheduling, imbalance, standby, settlement, and 
verification provisions sufficient to ensure that the Option 1 and Option 3 portions of load 
are separately identified and billed consistent with cost causation and Commission-
approved tariff terms. 
 
6.4. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 2 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 
 
7. Option 3 — Full PSO Generation Service 
 
7.1. Under Option 3, a qualifying large-load customer shall take generation service from 
PSO and shall not self-supply the customer’s generation requirements under Rider SSS for 
the Option 3 portion of load. 
 
7.2. Option 3 customers shall fund the applicable direct-connect facilities and network-
upgrade obligations under Section 4. 
 
7.3. Option 3 shall include a 15-year initial term, with a customer-elected load ramp of up 
to five years, subject to Commission approval and consistency with HB 2992. 
 
7.4. Option 3 billing demand shall be a minimum of 80% of contract demand, with either: 
(a) automatic increase of contract demand with higher peaks; or (b) physical limitation of 
load so that load does not exceed contract demand. 
 
7.5. Option 3 minimum charges shall equal the sum of minimum demand charges for 
transmission and generation costs, customer charges, and all applicable riders billed at 
actual usage. 
 
7.6. Option 3 collateral shall equal 48 months of non-fuel minimum bills, subject to the 
following terms: (a) collateral may be provided through a qualifying guarantee, letter of 
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credit, or cash; (b) collateral shall be based on 48 times the maximum historical monthly 
non-fuel charges; and (c) collateral shall be recomputed annually. 
 
7.7. An Option 3 customer may provide notice of exit after 60 months of initial service. 
The exit fee shall be based on the present value of any remaining reasonably allocable costs 
incurred to serve or for the benefit of the customer. Financial obligations PSO can terminate 
shall not be included in the exit fee, and portions of plant balance or CPA/PPA obligations 
that can be used for net new load shall not be included in the exit fee. 
 
7.8. The System Contribution Charge shall not apply to Option 3 except as expressly 
approved by the Commission in the large-load tariff or in a customer-specific special 
contract. 
 
8. Commission Authority to Approve Self-Supply Rider 
 
8.1. The Stipulating Parties agree and stipulate that the Commission has jurisdiction and 
authority to approve a self-supply rider, including Rider SSS or a successor self-
supply/BYOG rider, as part of PSO’s retail electric tariff in this Cause. 
 
8.2. PSO’s Application invokes Okla. Const. art. IX, § 18; 17 O.S. §§ 152, 153, 250 et seq., 
and 281 et seq.; and OAC 165:70-1-1 et seq. as legal authority for Commission review of 
PSO’s rates, charges, regulations and conditions of service and approval of cost recovery 
mechanisms and tariffs. 
 
8.3. Okla. Const. art. IX, § 18 vests the Commission with authority over public utilities, 
and Okla. Const. art. IX, § 20 provides for direct Supreme Court review of Commission 
actions prescribing rates, charges, services, practices, rules, or regulations of a public 
utility. In City of Oklahoma City v. Oklahoma Corporation Commission, the Oklahoma 
Supreme Court reaffirmed that Commission actions prescribing rates, charges, services, 
practices, rules or regulations of public utilities are appealable under Okla. Const. art. IX, 
§ 20, and that utility tariffs are created through the Commission’s legislative ratemaking 
authority. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.4. Title 17 O.S. § 152(A) provides that the Commission has general supervision over 
public utilities, including power to fix and establish rates and to prescribe and promulgate 
rules, requirements, and regulations affecting their services, operation, and business 
management. In City of Oklahoma City, the Oklahoma Supreme Court quoted § 152(A) as 
granting the Commission “general supervision over all public utilities” and authority to 
“fix and establish rates” and prescribe rules, requirements, and regulations affecting public-
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 7

utility services, operations, and business conduct. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. 
Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.5. Oklahoma Supreme Court precedent recognizes that the Commission approves utility 
tariffs and rates, and that a utility may not unilaterally increase rates. In In re Oklahoma 
Development Finance Authority for Approval of Not to Exceed $800,000,000 Ratepayer-
Backed Bonds, the Court stated that an investor-owned electric public utility operating in 
Oklahoma is subject to Commission oversight concerning retail rates and charges and 
“cannot increase utility rates on its own”; instead, the Commission must approve rates and 
fuel-cost adjustments. In re Okla. Dev. Fin. Auth. for Approval of Not to Exceed 
$800,000,000 Ratepayer-Backed Bonds, 510 P.3d 165 (Okla. 2022). 
 
8.6. Oklahoma Supreme Court precedent further recognizes that utility tariffs are the 
Commission-approved instruments setting forth utility services and rates. In City of 
Oklahoma City, the Court described a public utility tariff as a published document setting 
forth services provided by the utility, a schedule of rates for those services, and policies 
relating to the rates, approved by the Commission. City of Okla. City v. Okla. Corp. 
Comm’n, 558 P.3d 1231 (Okla. 2024). 
 
8.7. HB 2992 independently supports Commission approval of separate large-load tariff 
provisions, including a self-supply rider, because the Act requires separate terms, 
conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers; requires protection of non-large-load 
customers from unjust rates resulting directly from service to large-load customers; 
requires cost-causation allocation; and authorizes the Corporation Commission to 
promulgate rules and exercise enforcement authority within its jurisdiction. The official 
Oklahoma Legislature bill information page reflects that HB 2992 was approved by the 
Governor on May 11, 2026, and the enrolled bill is the operative legislative text. HB 2992 
Bill Information, 60th Legislature, 2nd Session (Okla. 2026). 
 

8.8. HB 2992 requires the Corporation Commission to approve separate terms, 
conditions, and tariffs for large-load customers; requires protection of non-large-load 
customers from unjust rates resulting directly from service to large-load customers; 
requires cost-causation allocation; and authorizes the Corporation Commission to 
promulgate rules and exercise enforcement authority within its jurisdiction.  

 
 
8.9. The self-supply rider falls within the Commission’s authority because it is a tariffed 
retail-service option that determines the rates, charges, services, practices, rules, and 
regulations applicable to a defined large-load customer class; preserves Commission 
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jurisdiction over delivery, transmission, riders, metering, billing, and true-up terms; and 
assigns generation responsibility and generation-related costs to the customer electing to 
self-supply, thereby advancing HB 2992 cost-causation and ratepayer-protection 
requirements. 
 
8.10. The Stipulating Parties agree that approval of Rider SSS or a successor self-supply 
rider does not deregulate PSO retail service, does not remove the customer from 
Commission-approved tariff service, and does not limit the Commission’s authority to 
modify, condition, suspend, or enforce tariff provisions in future proceedings consistent 
with law. 
 
9. Settled Issues  
9.1. As between and among the Stipulating Parties, this Joint Stipulation resolves the 
following issues in this Cause: 
 
(a) whether PSO should offer a separate large-load tariff or separate large-load tariff 
provisions for customers above 75 MW; 
 
(b) whether the large-load applicability threshold should be 75 MW rather than 10 MW; 
 
(c) whether large-load customers should be allowed to self-supply or bring their own 
generation through a Commission-approved self-supply rider; 
 
(d) whether self-supplied load should avoid generation capacity charges, energy charges, 
fuel adjustment charges, and generation-related riders for the self-supplied portion of load; 
 
(e) whether delivery, transmission, and applicable regulatory riders should continue to 
apply to self-supplied customers based on total metered demand; 
 
(f) whether large-load customers should up-front fund direct-connect transmission and 
interconnection facilities through CIAC; 
 
(g) whether large-load customers should up-front fund required network upgrades 
necessary to prevent transmission-rate impacts to existing customers; 
 
(h) whether large-load terms should include a cost-causation true-up mechanism; 
 
(i) whether large-load terms should include credit support, minimum charges, collateral, 
and exit-fee mechanisms sufficient to prevent cost shifts to other customers; 
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 9

 
(j) whether the Commission has authority to approve a self-supply rider as part of PSO’s 
tariff in this Cause; and 
 
(k) whether the large-load tariff should be conformed to HB 2992 and future Commission 
rules, orders, or directives implementing HB 2992. 
 
9.2. The Stipulating Parties agree that the settlement of the foregoing issues is consistent 
with issues raised by Google, DOD/FEA, AARP, the Petroleum Alliance, the Data Center 
Coalition, and other parties concerning BYOG/self-supply, cost-shift protections, 
applicability threshold, contract term, collateral, exit fees, and large-load tariff structure. 
The Combined Issues Lists identify those disputed issues, including DOD/FEA’s position 
that the Commission should consider an SGR or BYOG framework allowing large-load 
customers to arrange dedicated supply through third-party PPAs, behind-the-meter 
generation, self-supply, or a combination of resources. 
 
10. Issues Not Resolved by this Joint Stipulation 
 
10.1. Except as expressly resolved in Section 9, this Joint Stipulation does not resolve 
PSO’s requested revenue requirement, overall rate increase, class revenue allocation, rate 
design, rate base, cost of capital, depreciation, storm-cost recovery, rider proposals other 
than the large-load/self-supply provisions addressed herein, or any other issue not 
specifically identified as settled. 
 
10.2.- The Stipulating Parties acknowledge that the issues remaining for Commission 
decision or further settlement include, without limitation, the following: 
 
(a) Revenue requirement and accounting adjustments. PSO’s accounting adjustments, six-
month post-test-year adjustments, plant additions, capital-project prudence and necessity, 
ad valorem tax treatment, depreciation expense, rate-case expenses, payroll increases, 
incentives, SERP, dues and donations, investor-relations expense, directors’ and officers’ 
insurance, SPP pro forma adjustments, NOLC treatment, ARO/CCR costs, deferred 
pension-settlement costs, and other revenue-requirement adjustments remain outstanding 
unless resolved by separate stipulation. PSO’s issues list identifies accounting adjustments, 
generation and renewable investments, storm costs, O&M, depreciation, NOLC, NE3, 
CCR/ARO, and pension settlement cost issues. 
 
(b) Cost of capital. The appropriate return on equity, capital structure, and overall rate of 
return remain outstanding. PSO identified return on equity and actual capital structure as 
issues, and other parties proposed different ROE and capital-structure positions. 
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(c) Storm-cost recovery. The level of storm expense in base rates, amortization of deferred 
storm costs, and whether recovery of storm costs should be denied or reduced remain 
outstanding. 
 
(d) Vegetation Management Rider, SPPTC Rider, GEAR Rider, RRR Rider, and other rider 
issues. PSO’s proposed Vegetation Management Rider, continued capitalization of 
vegetation-management costs, SPPTC amendments, GEAR Rider extension and cap 
increase, RRR expiration-date issue, and whether PSO’s rider requests satisfy Commission 
standards remain outstanding except to the extent a provision expressly relates to the large-
load/self-supply tariff approved herein. 
 
(e) Cost-of-service and allocation issues. Production cost allocation, wind and solar 
allocation, transmission cost allocation, special-contract revenue allocation, class revenue 
requirement, and revenue allocation remain outstanding. Walmart, DOD/FEA, AARP, and 
others identified disputes over renewable generation capacity allocators, transmission cost 
allocators, cost-of-service study methodology, and class revenue requirement. 
 
(f) Future test year and historical test year. AARP’s issue concerning whether PSO’s 
request to use a future test year should be rejected in favor of a historical test year remains 
outstanding. 
 
(g) Renewable generation O&M and RRR expiration. The Petroleum Alliance’s renewable 
generation O&M disallowance issue and RRR tariff expiration-date issue remain 
outstanding except to the extent otherwise resolved by separate stipulation. 
 
(h) Rate design. Rate-design issues not expressly tied to the large-load/self-supply tariff 
terms settled herein remain outstanding, including Walmart’s reduced-revenue-
requirement rate-design proposal and mitigation of increases to C&I service levels. 
 
(i) Special contracts and customer-specific arrangements. The preservation or approval of 
Commission-approved special contracts for atypical, capital-intensive large-load projects 
remains outstanding except to the extent this Joint Stipulation recognizes that uniform tariff 
terms may serve as a floor rather than a ceiling if the Commission approves a special 
contract. 
 
10.3. No Stipulating Party waives its right to litigate or settle any outstanding issue not 
expressly settled herein. 
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11. Discovery and Motions  
11.1. As between and among the Stipulating Parties, all pending requests for discovery and 
all motions pending before either the Commission or the Administrative Law Judge 
relating solely to the settled large-load/self-supply issues addressed in this Joint Stipulation 
are hereby withdrawn upon Commission approval of this Joint Stipulation. 
 
11.2. Discovery requests and motions relating to issues not resolved by this Joint 
Stipulation are not withdrawn unless otherwise agreed in writing by the affected parties or 
ordered by the Commission. 
 
12. General Reservations 
 
12.1. The Stipulating Parties represent and agree that, except as specifically otherwise 
provided herein, this Joint Stipulation represents a negotiated settlement for the purpose of 
compromising and settling the issues identified as settled herein. 
 
12.2. Each of the undersigned counsel of record affirmatively represents that he or she has 
full authority to execute this Joint Stipulation on behalf of the client or clients represented. 
 
12.3. None of the signatories shall be prejudiced or bound by the terms of this Joint 
Stipulation if the Commission does not approve this Joint Stipulation, or if any appeal of a 
Commission order adopting this Joint Stipulation is filed with the Oklahoma Supreme 
Court. 
 
12.4. The Stipulating Parties agree that the provisions of this Joint Stipulation are the result 
of extensive negotiations and that the terms and conditions of this Joint Stipulation are 
interdependent. The Stipulating Parties agree that settling the issues identified herein is in 
the public interest and that they have entered into this Joint Stipulation to settle those issues 
among themselves. 
 
12.5. This Joint Stipulation shall not constitute, be cited as, or be deemed an admission or 
precedent by any Stipulating Party in any other proceeding, except as necessary to enforce 
its terms before the Commission or any court of competent jurisdiction. The Commission’s 
decision, if it enters an order consistent with this Joint Stipulation, shall be binding as to 
the settled matters decided in this Cause, but shall not be binding with respect to similar 
issues that may arise in other proceedings. 
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12.6. A Stipulating Party’s support of this Joint Stipulation may differ from its position or 
testimony in other causes. To the extent there is a difference, the Stipulating Parties do not 
waive their positions in other causes. Because this is a stipulated agreement, the Stipulating 
Parties are under no obligation to take the same position as set out in this Joint Stipulation 
in other dockets. 
 
13. Non-Severability 
 
13.1. The Stipulating Parties stipulate and agree that the agreements contained in this Joint 
Stipulation have resulted from negotiations among the Stipulating Parties and are 
interrelated and interdependent. 
 
13.2. The Stipulating Parties specifically state and recognize that this Joint Stipulation 
represents a balancing of positions of each Stipulating Party in consideration for the 
agreements and commitments made by the other Stipulating Parties in connection herewith. 
 
13.3. Therefore, if the Commission does not approve and adopt the terms of this Joint 
Stipulation in total and without modification or condition, unless the affected party or 
parties consent to such modification or condition, this Joint Stipulation shall be void and 
of no force and effect, and no Stipulating Party shall be bound by the agreements or 
provisions contained herein. 
 
13.4. The Stipulating Parties agree that neither this Joint Stipulation nor any provision 
hereof shall become effective unless and until the Commission has entered an order 
approving all terms and provisions as agreed by the Stipulating Parties and such order 
becomes final and non-appealable. 
 
14. Requested Commission Findings 
 
14.1. The Stipulating Parties respectfully request that the Commission find: 
 
(a) the Commission has jurisdiction over PSO and over the subject matter of this Cause; 
 
(b) approval of the large-load tariff framework and Rider SSS or successor self-supply rider 
is within the Commission’s constitutional and statutory authority; 
 
(c) the large-load tariff framework described herein is fair, just, reasonable, and in the 
public interest; 
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(d) the large-load tariff framework is consistent with HB 2992’s cost-causation and 
customer-protection requirements; 
 
(e) the true-up, CIAC, minimum-charge, collateral, and exit-fee provisions are designed to 
prevent cost shifts to residential, commercial, industrial, and any other rate class; 
 
(f) the 75 MW applicability threshold is reasonable for the large-load tariff framework 
adopted herein; 
 
(g) Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3 provide lawful, cost-based tariffed service options for 
eligible large-load customers; and 
 
(h) this Joint Stipulation should be approved in its entirety. 
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WHEREFORE, the Stipulating Parties hereby submit this Joint Stipulation and 
Settlement Agreement to the Commission as their negotiated settlement of the issues 
identified herein and respectfully request the Commission to issue an order approving this 
Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. 

Signature Blocks

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

OFFICE OF THE OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL

By: ________________________________ 
Name: __ ______ 
Title/Counsel: _ __
Date: __ ____________________

GOOGLE, LLC

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION, OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

OKLAHOMA INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

WALMART INC.

Fairo Mitchell
PUD Director

06/26/2026

BLIC UTILITY DIVIS

___________________
me: Fairo Mitchell

FICE OF THE OKLAHOMOMOOOOMOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOMOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO A A

______________________________________________________________ _____________________ ___________________________________
meeeeeeeee::

Jim Roth

Attorney
06/26/26

OGLE, LLC

______________
e: Jim Roth
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By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND ALL OTHER FEDERAL 
EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

DATA CENTER COALITION 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

AARP 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 

THE PETROLEUM ALLIANCE OF OKLAHOMA 

By: ________________________________ 
Name: ______________________________ 
Title/Counsel: ______________________ 
Date: ______________________________ 
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Q. State your name and occupation. 

A. My name is David J. Garrett.  I am a consultant specializing in public utility regulation.  I 

am the managing member of Resolve Utility Consulting, PLLC.   

Q. Did you file responsive testimony in this proceeding? 

A. Yes.  I filed responsive testimony in this proceeding on May 1, 2026 on behalf of Oklahoma 

Industrial Energy Consumers (“OIEC”).  In my direct testimony, I presented my analysis 

and recommendation regarding the cost of equity and fair authorized return on equity 

(“ROE”) for Public Service Company of Oklahoma (“PSO” or the “Company”).  I also 

presented my analysis and recommendations regarding PSO’s depreciation rates.  A 

summary of my educational background and professional experience was provided in my 

responsive testimony.       

Q. What is the purpose of your settlement testimony? 

A. In this testimony, I address my opposition to the Joint Stipulation and Settlement 

Agreement (the “Settlement”) regarding rate of return and depreciation issues.  I respond 

to the testimonies filed in support of the PSO Stipulation on June 26, 2026, by PSO witness 

Matthew Horeled, PUD witness Farzad Khalili, and AG witness Brice Betchan.  

Q. Please describe the awarded return on equity (“ROE”) and capital structure agreed 
to in the Settlement. 

A. The Settlement proposes an awarded ROE of 9.375% and a ratemaking capital structure 

consisting of 50.15% debt and 49.85% equity.1

1 Joint Stipulation and Settlement Agreement, p. 1. 
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Q. How does the authorized ROE agreed to in settlement compare with PSO’s cost of 
equity?    

A. In both my and Staff’s original prefiled testimony, we found a reasonable estimate of PSO’s 

cost of equity is 8.3%.  This means an authorized ROE higher than 8.3% results in an excess 

wealth transfer from customers to shareholders beyond that which is required under the 

law.  

Q. In your opinion, did the technical analysis presented by PUD in its original prefiled 
testimony support its proposed ROE of 8.3%?    

A. Yes.  In addition, it is noteworthily that I arrived at the same ROE recommendation of 8.3% 

based on my technical analysis.  As discussed in my testimony, an ROE of 8.3% likely 

overstates PSO’s market based cost of equity.  However, it would be a reasonable 

authorized ROE under the circumstances.    

Q. Does PSO witness Horeled, PUD witness Khalili, or AG witness Betchan provide any 
technical analysis to support their opinions that the ROE and capital structure 
proposed in the Settlement are reasonable?  

A. No.  All three witnesses note the ROE and capital structure presented in the Settlement, 

and claim that the stipulation is reasonable.  However, these witnesses do not provide any 

technical analyses or other evidence in their settlement testimony to support the ROE and 

capital structure presented in the Settlement.       

Q. What is the weighted average cost of capital adjustment presented in the Settlement?  

A. The Settlement shows a weighted average cost of capital adjustment of $39.3 million.  This 

figure, while mathematically accurate, is ultimately misleading as the supposed benefits of 

the settlement.  The reason the settled rate of return results in such a large adjustment is 

simply due to the fact that PSO’s proposed rate of return was grossly unreasonable.  I am 
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not aware of any contested regulatory proceeding in the U.S. in which a utility’s proposed 

rate of return was adopted without adjustment.  It is clear stakeholders in the industry 

collectively understand utilities’ proposed returns to be unreasonably high requests that are 

materially disconnected with market based required returns.  In that regard, had PSO 

proposed an even higher unreasonable return, the corresponding “adjustment” would have 

been even greater.      

Q. Based on PSO’s current authorized ROE, should the authorized ROE in this case be 
much lower due to Senate Bill 998 and other market factors?    

A. Yes.  If the Commission is persuaded to consider PSO’s current authorized ROE of 9.5% 

as a starting benchmark on which to set its authorized ROE in this case, then PSO’s 

authorized ROE should clearly be much lower in this case.  This is due to several factors.  

Notably, the recently enacted Oklahoma Senate Bill 998 allows PSO to recover CWIP from 

customers prior to the completion of capital projects, effectively shifting financial risk from 

shareholders to customers.  The risk reducing aspects of such unique regulatory mechanism 

cannot be fully captured in the application of cost of equity modeling such as the Capital 

asset Pricing Model (“CAPM”).  According to an objective application of the CAPM, as 

presented in my direct testimony, PSO’s cost of equity under current market conditions is 

only 7.9%.  Thus, PSO’s authorized ROE in this case should be significantly less than the 

authorized ROE outlined in the Settlement.   

Q. How does the ratemaking capital structure proposed in the Settlement compare with 
the capital structure of the proxy group of utilities used by PSO for the cost of capital 
analyses in this case? 

A. In estimating the cost of equity for PSO, all of the ROE witnesses in this case relied on a 

proxy group to obtain key inputs required for the financial models commonly used to 
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estimate cost of equity (such as dividends, stock prices, betas, etc.).  The cost of equity 

estimates derived from the proxy group are necessarily connected to the capital structures 

of the same proxy group.  The average debt ratio of the proxy group I used in this case (the 

same group relied upon by the Company) is 57%.  The ratemaking capital structure 

proposed in the Settlement is inconsistent with, and far more expensive to ratepayers, than 

the average capital structure of the proxy group.    

Q. How does the ratemaking capital structure proposed in the Settlement compare with 
the capital structure utilized by PSO’s parent company, AEP?  

A. Another indication of a fair ratemaking debt ratio for PSO is the debt ratio utilized by 

PSO’s parent company, AEP, which was 58% at the end of 2025.  If the Commission does 

not adjust PSO’s ratemaking capital structure, it would effectively be requiring PSO’s 

customers to pay a higher equity return on AEP’s lower cost debt.  This is because the 

“equity” on PSO’s balance sheet is funded in part with AEP’s debt.  This scheme is known 

as “double leverage,” and it is a profitable arrangement for AEP’s shareholders because 

they can earn a high equity return on their low-cost debt.  However, these windfall returns 

come at the expense of customers, and there is no way to describe this scheme as fair or 

reasonable. 

Q. Please summarize the depreciation expense adjustment in the Settlement.   

A. The Settlement provides for a depreciation expense adjustment of $32.3 million.  
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Q. Does the Settlement provide any details regarding the depreciation expense 
adjustment or a schedule outlining the approved rates for each account?    

A. No.  According to AG witness Betchan, “the Stipulating Parties agreed to the depreciation 

and amortization rates consistent with the recommendation of PUD.”2

Q. Did PUD’s proposed depreciation rates recommend a 10-year service life for PSO’s 
software assets pursuant to Commission precedent?     

A. No.  According to PUD’s responsive testimony on this issue, PUD agrees with PSO that 

five years is a reasonable amortization period for its software assets.3  PUD recommended 

a service life of 7.5 years in this case, and indicated it would support moving to five years 

in PSO’s next rate case.  PUD did not provide any analysis or evidence in support of its 

recommendation.    

Q. Did PSO provide any evidence to support its proposed service life of five years for its 
software assets?       

A. No.  Not only did PSO fail and refuse to provide any evidence to support its proposed 

service life of only five years for its software assets contrary to Commission precedent, 

PSO has not even claimed that it is using these assets for only five years, on average.  In 

Lindheimer v. Illinois Bell Telephone Co., the U.S. Supreme Court stated found: 

[T]he company has the burden of making a convincing showing that the 
amounts it has charged to operating expenses for depreciation have not been 
excessive. That burden is not sustained by proof that its general accounting 
system has been correct. The calculations are mathematical, but the 
predictions underlying them are essentially matters of opinion.4

2 Settlement Testimony of Brice D. Betchan, p. 10, lines 15-16. 
3 Responsive testimony of John Givens, pp. 35-36. 
4 Lindheimer v. Illinois Bell Tel. Co., 292 U.S. 151, 169 (1934).  
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7

Not only has PSO failed and refused to make a convincing showing that its software rates 

are not excessive, but it has not made any showing at all.  Moreover, PSO has not even 

claimed that the actual service lives of these assets is only five years.  Instead, PSO’s 

testimony on this issue focused on contracts – a factor completely unrelated to service life.      

Q. Is the Settlement fair, just, and reasonable as it pertains to the awarded rate of return 
and depreciation rates? 

A. No.  The Settlement is neither fair, just, nor reasonable as it pertains to the awarded rate of 

return and authorized depreciation rates.  The Settlement is not in the public interest and 

should be rejected by the Commission.    

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?   

A. Yes. 
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This is to certify that on the 30th day of June, 2026, a true and correct copy of the above 
and foregoing document was served electronically on the parties that are listed on the  
Commission’s Electronic Service List. 
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I. WITNESS IDENTIFICATION AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 

Q: PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1

A: My name is Meredith Gunner. I am a Regulatory Consultant at Garrett Group Consulting, 2

Inc., a firm specializing in public utility regulation, litigation, and consulting services. My 3

business address is 4028 Oakdale Farm Circle, Edmond, Oklahoma, 73013.4

5

Q: ARE YOU THE SAME MEREDITH GUNNER WHO FILED RESPONSIVE 8 6

TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING ON MAY 1, 2026?7

A: Yes, I am. 8

9

II. OPPOSITION TO THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

Q: DOES THE PARTIAL PARTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT RESOLVE THE 10

ISSUES YOU ADDRESSED IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?11

A: Only in part. The Settlement Agreement includes the disallowance of Supplemental 12

Executive Retirement Plan (“SERP”) expense, as corrected for the Company’s updated 13

filing and as recommended by Public Utility Division Staff (“Staff”) and the Attorney 14

General. However, the Settlement Agreement leaves unchanged the Company’s request for 15

100% recovery of investor relations expenses, industry dues and membership fees, and 16

directors’ and officers’ (“D&O”) liability insurance. Those are expenses for which I 17

recommended a 50/50 allocation between shareholders and ratepayers because they 18

provide substantial, direct benefits to shareholders.119

1 Direct Testimony of Meredith M. Gunner, p. 7–15.
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Q: SHOULD THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT’S EXCLUSION OF SERP BE 1

VIEWED AS A CONCESSION BY PSO?2

A: Absolutely not. The exclusion of SERP from the Settlement Agreement should not be 3

viewed as a concession by PSO. As reflected in PSO’s prior three rate case proceedings, 4

the Company has repeatedly sought recovery of SERP expenses over the past 20 years, and 5

such recovery has consistently been denied. The Settlement Agreement merely continues 6

that longstanding regulatory treatment rather than representing a new resolution of the 7

issue. 8

9

Q: WHAT ARE THE ISSUES YOU RAISED IN RESPONSIVE TESTIMONY THAT 10

ARE OMITTED FROM THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT? 11

A: The three issues that remain unaddressed by the Settlement Agreement are the Company’s 12

proposed 100% recovery of investor relations expenses, industry dues and membership 13

fees, and D&O liability insurance.14

15

Q: HAVE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS ON THOSE ISSUES CHANGED IN LIGHT 16

OF THE PARTIAL PARTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT?17

A: No. The Partial Party Settlement Agreement does not change my recommendations 18

regarding the appropriate allocation of investor relations expenses, industry dues and 19

membership fees, or directors’ and officers’ (D&O) liability insurance. My 20

recommendations are based on the ratemaking principle that costs should be allocated 21

according to the beneficiaries of those expenditures. Because these costs provide 22

substantial, direct benefits to shareholders, I continue to recommend a 50/50 allocation.23
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With respect to investor relations expenses, the Settlement Agreement does not alter 1

my conclusion that these activities provide substantial benefits to shareholders, including 2

improved access to capital, enhanced market perception, lower financing costs, and 3

increased shareholder value. While customers may also benefit indirectly through reduced 4

financing costs, those shared benefits support a shared cost allocation.5

Similarly, the Settlement Agreement does not change my conclusion regarding 6

industry dues and membership fees. Although certain memberships may provide 7

operational or technical benefits related to utility service, many also provide executive 8

networking, corporate development, lobbying, and other benefits that advance broader 9

corporate interests. Because these expenditures serve both utility operations and 10

shareholder interests, a shared allocation remains appropriate.11

Finally, nothing in the Settlement Agreement changes my recommendation 12

regarding D&O liability insurance. These policies primarily protect directors, officers, and 13

the corporation by providing protection related to corporate governance. Those benefits 14

accrue directly to shareholders, while any customer benefits are indirect. Accordingly, I 15

continue to conclude that a 50/50 allocation appropriately reflects the shared benefits of 16

these costs.17

For these reasons, I do not believe the Partial Party Settlement Agreement provides 18

a basis to modify my recommendations on these expense allocations.19

20

Q: DID OTHER PARTIES REACH SIMILAR CONCLUSIONS?21

A: Yes. The Attorney General’s witness, Mr. Bohrmann, also recommended that investor 22

relations, industry dues, and D&O liability insurance be shared equally between 23
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shareholders and ratepayers.2 Commission Staff also supported an even split between 1

ratepayers and shareholders for industry dues, citing its own consistent treatment on this 2

issue.33

4

Q: DOES THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT EXPLAIN WHY THOSE 5

RECOMMENDATIONS WERE REJECTED?6

A: No. The Settlement Agreement provides no explanation for rejecting the recommendations 7

of the OIEC, the Attorney General, and Commission Staff on these issues. Instead, it simply 8

preserves the Company’s request for full recovery of those expenses.9

10

Q: IS THERE SIGNIFICANCE TO THE COMPANY’S REBUTTAL TESTIMONY IN 11

EVALUATING THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT?12

A: Yes. In evaluating the Partial Party Settlement Agreement, it is useful to consider the 13

Company’s position throughout this proceeding regarding the alignment of shareholder and 14

customer interests. In its rebuttal testimony, the Company asserted that there is generally 15

“no valid distinction” between shareholder and ratepayer interests.4 The Company 16

characterized those interests as “symbiotic,” arguing that expenses benefiting shareholders 17

necessarily benefit customers.518

2 Responsive Testimony of Todd F. Bohrmann, p. 21–35, 48–52. 
3 Responsive Testimony of Kimberly Trotter, p. 7–8 (citing PUD Cause No. 2021-00055, PUD Cause No. 
2022-000093, and PUD Case No. 2023-000086).  
4 Rebuttal Testimony of Matthew A. Horeled, p. 21, Lines 1–5.
5 See id.
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The events surrounding the Settlement Agreement tell a different story. The 1

testimony supporting the Settlement Agreement states that the parties engaged in 2

“numerous hours of negotiation.”6 Yet those hours of negotiation excluded the OIEC and 3

several of the largest customer interests participating in this case. 4

In short, the Company’s actions during settlement negotiations undermine its own 5

claims. If there were truly “no valid distinction” between shareholder and ratepayer 6

interests in this proceeding, there would have been no reason for the Company to exclude 7

customers from the negotiating table. Instead, PSO negotiated only with parties willing to 8

accept its position, while excluding those who continued to advocate for lower costs for 9

ratepayers. The absence of opposing voices from the negotiation must not be mistaken for 10

agreement among customer representatives.11

12

Q: DOES THE MANNER IN WHICH THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WAS 13

NEGOTIATED AFFECT YOUR EVALUATION OF THE SETTLEMENT?14

A: Yes. The Settlement Agreement was negotiated without the participation of parties 15

representing significant customer interests in Oklahoma, including OIEC. As a result, the 16

settlement does not reflect consensus among the principal customer interests in this case. 17

Instead, the Settlement Agreement represents what is commonly referred to as a "black 18

box" settlement. It does not explain how the settling parties evaluated contested issues or 19

why they concluded that customers should bear 100% of expenses that the OIEC, the 20

Attorney General, and Staff concluded should be shared with shareholders. 21

6 Settlement Testimony of Brice D. Betchan, p. 6, Lines 22–23.
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Q: ARE THERE OTHER PARTIES THAT HAVE NOT JOINED THE SETTLEMENT 1

AGREEMENT?2

A: Yes. In addition to the OIEC, other significant customer interests, including Walmart and 3

the Department of Defense, have not joined the Settlement Agreement. Those parties 4

collectively represent some of Oklahoma’s largest employers and electricity consumers. 5

Because the Settlement Agreement does not reflect broad agreement among 6

customer representatives, it underscores the need for the Commission to independently 7

evaluate the unresolved issues rather than assume the Partial Party Settlement Agreement 8

produces a just and reasonable result.9

10

Q: PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE 11

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT.12

A: While the Settlement Agreement adopts my recommendation regarding the long-settled 13

SERP expense issue, it leaves unresolved three remaining issues. Investor relations, 14

industry dues, and D&O liability insurance provide substantial and direct benefits to 15

shareholders. Consistent with established cost-allocation principles, those expenses should 16

(at the very least) be shared equally between shareholders and customers. Because the 17

Settlement Agreement provides no analytical basis for rejecting that approach and requires 18

Oklahoma ratepayers to fund 100 percent of those shared-benefit costs, I do support 19

approval of the Settlement Agreement in its current form.20

21

Q: DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME?22

A: Yes, it does. 23
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