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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

 2 

Q1. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 3 

A1. My name is Wm. Ross Willis. My business address is 65 East State Street, 7th 4 

Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215. 5 

 6 

Q2. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED? 7 

A2. I am employed by the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”). 8 

 9 

Q3. WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT POSITION WITH OCC AND WHAT ARE 10 

YOUR DUTIES?  11 

A3. I am a Senior Regulatory Analyst and Electric Industry Team Leader within the 12 

Analytical Department. My duties include performing analysis of impacts on the 13 

utility bills of residential consumers with respect to utility filings before the 14 

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”) and PUCO-initiated 15 

investigations. I examine utility financial and asset records to determine operating 16 

income, rate base, and the revenue requirement, on behalf of residential 17 

consumers. 18 

 19 

Q4. WOULD YOU BRIEFLY STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND? 20 

A4. I earned a Bachelor of Business Administration degree that included a major in 21 

finance and a minor in management from Ohio University in December 1983. In 22 

November 1986, I attended the Academy of Military Science and received a 23 
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commission in the Air National Guard. I have also attended various seminars and 1 

rate case training programs sponsored by the PUCO. 2 

 3 

Q5. PLEASE OUTLINE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE. 4 

A5. I joined the PUCO in February 1984 as a Utility Examiner in the Utilities 5 

Department. I held several technical and managerial positions with the PUCO 6 

over my 30-plus year career. I retired from the PUCO on December 1, 2014. My 7 

last position with the PUCO was Chief, Rates Division within the Rates and 8 

Analysis Department. In that position, my duties included developing, organizing, 9 

and directing the PUCO staff during rate case investigations and other financial 10 

audits of public utility companies subject to the jurisdiction of the PUCO. The 11 

determination of revenue requirements in connection with rate case investigations 12 

was under my purview. I joined OCC in October 2015.  13 

 14 

My military career spans 27 honorable years of service with the Ohio National 15 

Guard. I earned the rank of Lieutenant Colonel and I am a veteran of the war in 16 

Afghanistan. I retired from the Air National Guard in March 2006. 17 

   18 

Q6. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED IN CASES BEFORE THE PUCO?  19 

A6. Yes, WRW Attachment A has a list of the cases in which I have presented 20 

testimony before the PUCO.  21 
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Q7. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 1 

A7. The purpose of my testimony is to make recommendations to the PUCO regarding 2 

the Stipulation and Recommendation (“Settlement”) filed by Aqua Ohio, Inc. 3 

(“Aqua” or “Utility”) and the PUCO Staff in this case on November 8, 2018. I 4 

recommend that the PUCO disapprove or modify the Settlement, with the result 5 

of a lower System Improvement Charge (“SIC”) for customers to pay.  6 

 7 

Q8. WHAT ARE THE PUCO’S STANDARDS OF REVIEW FOR EVALUATING 8 

PROPOSED SETTLEMENTS? 9 

A8. The PUCO uses three criteria for evaluating the reasonableness of a proposed 10 

settlement: 11 

1. Is the settlement a product of serious bargaining among 12 

capable, knowledgeable parties?   13 

2. Does the settlement, as a package, benefit customers and 14 

the public interest? 15 

3. Does the settlement package violate any important 16 

regulatory principle or practice? 17 

 18 

The PUCO also routinely considers whether the parties represent a diversity of 19 

interests.20 
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Q9. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR OPINIONS REGARDING THE 1 

SETTLEMENT. 2 

A9. I recommend that the PUCO disapprove the Settlement as filed.  The proposed 3 

Settlement, as a package, does not benefit customers and is not in the public 4 

interest. Additionally, the package violates important regulatory principles and 5 

practices. 6 

 7 

II. EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 8 

 9 

Q10. WHO ARE THE SIGNATORY PARTIES TO THE SETTLEMENT? 10 

A10. The Signatory Parties are the PUCO Staff and Aqua (collectively, the “Signatory 11 

Parties”).  12 

 13 

Q11. IN YOUR OPINION, DOES THE SETTLEMENT, AS A PACKAGE, 14 

BENEFIT AQUA’S CUSTOMERS AND THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 15 

A11. No.   16 

 17 

Q12. WHY DOES THE SETTLEMENT NOT BENEFIT AQUA’S CUSTOMERS 18 

AND THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 19 

A12. If adopted, the Settlement will result in Aqua charging customers too much for 20 

the System Improvement Charge, which will harm customers and the public 21 

interest with unreasonable and unjust charges. In Comments in this case and over 22 
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the years1, the PUCO Staff has recommended limiting charges to customers to 1 

only the specific plant replacement projects listed under R.C. 4909.172(C)(1).  In 2 

its Comments, the PUCO Staff recommended a reduction to Aqua’s requested 3 

System Improvement Charge by approximately $2.0 million (net of retirements) 4 

from Aqua’s proposal to charge customers for $16.5 million (net of 5 

retirements).2 I recommend that the PUCO benefit customers and the public 6 

interest by reducing the charges in the approximate amount of $2 million (net of 7 

retirements), as the PUCO Staff originally recommended in its Comments. This 8 

full reduction would mean that the charges proposed in the Settlement should be 9 

reduced by an additional $832,862 (net of retirement), as the Settlement only 10 

reduces the charges by approximately $1.1 million (net of retirements) instead of 11 

the approximate $2 million (net of retirements).   WRW Attachment B contains 12 

the PUCO Staff’s Comments filed in this docket.   13 

  14 

Q13. HOW HAS THE PUCO STAFF’S POSITION IN THE SETTLEMENT 15 

CHANGED FROM ITS POSITION IN FILED COMMENTS?   16 

A13. As stated, the Staff agreed to only an approximate $1.1 million (net of 17 

retirements) reduction to Aqua’s request for charges to customers, instead of the 18 

approximate $2.0 million reduction it originally recommended for Aqua’s 19 

proposed System Improvement Charge.  The Settlement would permit Aqua to 20 

                                                 
1 PUCO Staff filed similar comments in Aqua’s previous SIC case, Case No. 15-0863-WW-SIC, an 
analysis that the PUCO approved without modification in its Finding and Order. See, In the Matter of the 
Application of Aqua Ohio, Inc. for Authority to Assess a System Improvement Charge, Case No. 15-0863-
WW-SIC (October 7, 2015). 

2 March 1, 2018, Application Schedule 1, and July 11, 2018 PUCO Staff Comments at 4. 
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collect from customers costs related to the replacement of an elevated storage 1 

tank roof (net of retirement) valued at $832,862.3  Elevated storage tank roofs are 2 

not an eligible item included on R.C. 4909.172 for consideration under a System 3 

Improvement Charge.   4 

 5 

Q14. DOES THE SETTLEMENT HARM CUSTOMERS AND THE PUBLIC 6 

INTEREST IN ANY OTHER WAYS? 7 

A14. Yes. The proposed settlement expands the eligible list of capital plant projects 8 

that may be included under R.C. 4909.172 for inclusion in future System 9 

Improvement Charge proceedings (See Settlement at page 2).  It would not 10 

benefit customers or the public interest for the PUCO to commit to any future 11 

Aqua SIC filing that is contrary to both Ohio statute and past PUCO practices. 12 

 13 

Q15. DOES THE SETTLEMENT VIOLATE ANY IMPORTANT REGULATORY 14 

PRINCIPLES OR PRACTICES? 15 

A15. Yes.  As I stated above, the proposed settlement is flawed in two ways.  First, it 16 

would permit collection of costs from customers for the replacement of an 17 

elevated storage tank roof not permitted under the regulatory principle embodied 18 

in R.C. 4909.172.  Second, the proposed Settlement broadens the R.C. 4909.172 19 

list to include account numbers rather than specific plant items identified by the 20 

Ohio statute for future System Improvement Charge cases.    21 

                                                 
3 The proposed settlement also permits Aqua to collect from customers an additional $54,585 that OCC is 
not opposed to. 
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The Settlement would deviate, for the first time since enactment of R.C. 4909.172 1 

in 2004, from a System Improvement Charge that collects from customers more 2 

than costs for items that are specifically listed in the statute. To deviate from the 3 

statute is inconsistent with PUCO principles and practices. Limiting System 4 

Improvement Charges to the specific items listed on R.C. 4909.172 is consistent 5 

with PUCO past practices.4 Until this proposed Settlement, the PUCO Staff has 6 

appropriately recommended, and the PUCO has approved, collection of only the 7 

very specific plant replacement projects authorized and listed under R.C. 8 

4909.172(C)(1), as thoroughly explained in Staff’s Comments filed in this 9 

proceeding.    10 

    11 

Q16. WERE THE PUCO STAFF’S FILED COMMENTS CONSISTENT WITH 12 

YOUR OPINION THAT THE SETTLEMENT VIOLATES IMPORTANT 13 

REGULATORY PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES? 14 

A16. Yes. In support of my position I note that the first full sentence on page two of the 15 

PUCO Staff’s Comments reads “[t]he revised language  [O.R.C. 4909.172  16 

effective in 2013] added the following to eligible water capital improvements 17 

(emphasis added): replacement of existing plant including chemical feed systems, 18 

filters, pumps, motors, plant generators, meters, service lines, hydrants, mains, 19 

and valves, main extensions that eliminate dead ends to resolve documented water 20 

                                                 
4 See, e.g., In the Matter of the Application of Aqua Ohio, Inc. for Authority to Assess a System 
Improvement Charge, Case No. 15-0863, Finding and Order (October 7, 2015). 
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supply problems presenting significant health or safety issues to then existing 1 

customers; and main cleaning or relining.”5   2 

  3 

Consistent with Staff’s recommendations in this proceeding, I note that R.C. 4 

4909.172 (C) regarding system improvement charges lists allowable costs, in part, 5 

as follows: 6 

 7 
For purposes of this section, a company’s costs of infrastructure 8 
plant may include depreciation expenses. Such infrastructure plant 9 
may consist of the following capital improvements (emphasis 10 
added) that the commission determines are used and useful in 11 
rendering public utility service: In the case of a waterworks 12 
company,  replacement of existing plant including chemical feed 13 
systems, filters, pumps, motors, plant generators, meters, service 14 
lines, hydrants, mains, and valves, main extensions that eliminate 15 
dead ends to resolve documented water supply problems 16 
presenting significant health or safety issues to then existing 17 
customers, and main cleaning or relining;6 18 

 19 

The proposed Settlement in this proceeding goes well beyond what is permitted 20 

under the statute. Nowhere in R.C. 4909.172 does it state that the cost of an 21 

elevated storage tank roof may be collected from customers.  The signatory 22 

parties also seek to go beyond what is enumerated in the statute by permitting 23 

costs on a going forward basis that are classified into 13 different account 24 

numbers, which is much broader than what the statute allows.   25 

                                                 
5 PUCO Staff Comments at 2, July 11, 2018. 

6 4909.172 O.R.C. paragraph (C)(1). 
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Q17. HOW DOES THE SETTLEMENT SEEK TO GO BEYOND WHAT IS 1 

ENUMERATED IN THE STATUTE BY PERMITTING COSTS ON A GOING 2 

FORWARD BASIS? 3 

A17. The proposed Settlement would permit collecting from customers any costs that 4 

are classified in the following National Association of Regulatory Utility 5 

Commissioners Uniform System of Accounts through a System Improvement 6 

Charge:7 7 

 323 – Other Power Production Equipment 8 
 9 

This account shall include the cost installed of any equipment used for the production of 10 
power, other than boiler plant equipment, principally for use in pumping operations. 11 
Subdivisions shall be maintained hereunder for the cost of equipment used for each type 12 
of power produced. such as hydraulic works, generators, etc. 13 
 14 

 324 – Steam Pumping Equipment 15 

8 Items included in this account 16 

 325 Electric Pumping Equipment 17 

8 Items included in this account 18 

 326 – Diesel Pumping Equipment 19 

8 Items included in this account 20 

 327 – Hydraulic Pumping Equipment 21 

7 Items included in this account 22 

 328 – Other Pumping Equipment 23 

This account shall include cost of equipment used in pumping operations not properly 24 
includible in accounts 324. 325, 326 and 327, such as gas engine and gasoline engine 25 
pumping equipment.  Subdivisions shall be maintained hereunder for each type of 26 
pumping equipment. 27 
 28 

 332 – Water Treatment Equipment 29 

73 Items included in this account 30 

 342 – Distribution Reservoirs & Standpipes 31 

                                                 
7 Stipulation and Recommendation at page 2. 
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23 Items included in this account 1 

 343 - Transmission & Distribution Mains 2 

22 Items in this account 3 

 345 – Services 4 

12 Items in this account 5 

 346 – Meters 6 

2 Items in this account 7 

 347 – Meter Installations 8 

7 Items in this account 9 

 348 – Hydrants 10 

8 Items in this account 11 

 12 

WRW Attachment C contains a list of all the different items that are included 13 

within each Account Number identified above.  The list is too large to list here.   14 

 15 

 R.C. 4909.172 is very specific as to what System Improvement Charges are 16 

allowable for a waterworks company. The statute does not identify any account 17 

numbers as being eligible.  The statute specifically allows for the replacement of 18 

only existing plant including chemical feed systems, filters, pumps, motors, plant 19 

generators, meters, service lines, hydrants, mains, and valves, main extensions 20 

that eliminate dead ends to resolve documented water supply problems presenting 21 

significant health or safety issues to then existing customers, and main cleaning or 22 

relining. 23 

 24 

Consequently, because the Settlement deviates from past PUCO practices 25 

of what System Improvement Charges should be allowed, and includes 26 
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additional items not identified by Ohio statute, combined with the fact that 1 

this new interpretation will apply in any future Aqua proceedings, the 2 

Settlement violates important regulatory principles and practices. 3 

 4 

III. CONCLUSION 5 

 6 

Because the proposed settlement includes accounts as being eligible for charges to 7 

customers that are beyond what is permitted under Ohio statute and deviate from 8 

prior PUCO practice for a System Improvement Charge, the Settlement should be 9 

disapproved. The PUCO instead should adopt my recommendation and the 10 

analysis originally set forth in its Staff’s Comments, which provide for a lower 11 

charge to customers. 12 

 13 

Q18. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 14 

A18. Yes. However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 15 

subsequently become available. I also reserve the right to supplement my 16 

testimony if other parties submit new or corrected information in connection with 17 

this proceeding. 18 
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