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1 I. INTRODUCTION

2

3 Q1. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

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

5 Columbus, Ohio 43215.

6

7 Q2. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

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

9

10 Q3. DID YOU PRESENT DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

11 A3. Yes.

12

13 II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

14

15 Q4. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

16 A4. The purpose of my testimony is to rebut the testimony of PUCO Staff witness 

17 Matthew Snider related to the adjustment to reduce test year Storm Cost Rider 

18 Revenue by $1,471,664 and to decrease Storm Cost Expense by $1,290,486. Mr. 

19 Snider�s adjustment unreasonably increases the base distribution revenue 

20 requirement that DP&L will collect from Dayton-area consumers by $2,762,150. 
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1 III. REVENUE

2

3 Q5. WHAT WAS THE PUCO STAFF TESTIMONY WITH RESPECT TO TEST 

4 YEARSTORM COST RIDER REVENUE AND EXPENSE?

5 A5. Upon cross-examination by OCC, Mr. Snider indicated he thought the Storm Cost 

6 Rider Revenue was updated to twelve-months actual.1 However, he then stated he 

7 was unsure of the time period used.2 He also testified that he did not make the 

8 adjustment himself but was sponsoring the adjustment for someone else who left 

9 the department. 

10

11 Q6. WHAT EXACTLY DID THE PUCO STAFF DO WITH THE STORM COST 

12 RIDER REVENUE AND EXPENSE? 

13 A6. The PUCO Staff adjusted the test year revenue and expense to reflect an amount 

14 based on seven-months of actual data and five-months of budget estimates.3 For 

15 the remaining Riders in the test year, the PUCO Staff left the three-months of 

16 actual data and nine-months of budget estimates unchanged, as filed by DP&L in 

17 its application. 

1 Dayton Power and Light Volume-V transcript January 28, 2022, page 221 line 1-16.

2 Id. page 223 line 10 � 16.

3 WRW Attachment 2 (Staff).



Rebuttal Testimony of Wm. Ross Willis

On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers� Counsel

PUCO Case No. 20-1651-EL-AIR, et al.

3

1 Q7. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF REMOVING RIDERS FROM THE TEST 

2 YEAR IN A BASE DISTRIBUTION RATE CASE?

3 A7. Riders are removed from the test year so the base distribution revenue 

4 requirement can be determined on a stand-alone basis. Most electric riders result 

5 from electric security plans and are not generally authorized in rate cases such as 

6 this case.

7

8 Q8. WOULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY IT WAS NOT APPROPRIATE FOR 

9 THE PUCO STAFF TO ADJUST THE STORM COST RIDER?

10 A8. Yes. The test year should be representative of conditions reasonably anticipated to 

11 exist during the time frame that the utility�s rates to be charged to consumers are 

12 in effect. Adjustments to the test year are supposed to be limited to those 

13 necessary to reflect normal ongoing utility operations. The purpose of adjustments 

14 to the test year are to smooth out abnormalities that tend to make test year data 

15 unrepresentative of the time when rates are in effect. The utility has an advantage 

16 in ratemaking as it chooses the test year, subject to PUCO approval. 

17

18 The PUCO Staff adjusted the test year operating revenue and expense without 

19 justifying why the adjustment is necessary and without showing that the 

20 adjustment is needed other than to enable DP&L to annually charge consumers 

21 $2.7 million more in rates. 
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1 Q9. WOULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ATTACHMENTS TO YOUR 

2 TESTIMONY?

3 A9. Yes. WRW Attachment 1 (DP&L) is from DP&L�s Application and Workpapers 

4 and includes Schedule C-3.4 and Workpaper C-3.4. WRW Attachment 2 (Staff) 

5 includes Staff Schedule C-3.4 and Staff Workpaper 3.4. 

6

7 Q10. WOULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN THE IMPROPER ADJUSTMENT THE 

8 PUCO STAFF MADE TO THE STORM COST RIDER?

9 A10. Yes. Comparing the Schedule C-3.4 and Workpaper C-3.4 from DP&L to Staff�s 

10 Schedule C-3.4 and Workpaper C-3.4, one can easily see that the PUCO Staff 

11 adjusted the test year revenue and expense to reflect seven-months of actual data 

12 and five months of budgeted information. By adjusting the test year, the PUCO 

13 Staff increased the amount of revenue that DP&L can collect from consumers. 

14 Part of the PUCO Staff�s adjustment assumed zero Rider revenue for two months. 

15 Rather than eliminating an abnormality in ratemaking, the PUCO Staff created 

16 one. That is improper for ratemaking that results in improper charges to 

17 consumers.

18

19 Q11. WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF THE PUCO STAFF ADJUSTMENT TO THE 

20 STORM COST RIDER?

21 A11. The impact of this adjustment can be seen on WRW Attachment 2 (Staff) 

22 Schedule C-3.4 line five and thirteen compared to WRW Attachment 1 (DP&L) 
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1 Schedule C-3.4 line five and thirteen. Because DP&L�s overall distribution 

2 revenue is being adjusted (reduced) to the amount included in E-4, the PUCO 

3 Staff has caused the Storm Cost Rider to increase the Base Distribution Revenue 

4 Requirement by $2,762,150.4 That figure is the annual amount of additional 

5 money that the PUCO Staff�s adjustment will enable DP&L to charge consumers. 

6 The PUCO Staff�s adjustment is improper ratemaking, to the detriment of 

7 Dayton-area consumers.

8

9 IV. CONCLUSION

10

11 Q12. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS.

12 A12. I recommend the PUCO reject the PUCO Staff Report adjustment to the Storm 

13 Cost Rider shown on PUCO Staff Schedule C-3.4 that carries forward to Staff 

14 Schedule C-3.24. Rejecting this PUCO Staff adjustment will protect Dayton-area 

15 consumers from unjustified higher charges.

16

17 Q13. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

18 A13. Yes. However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 

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

20 testimony if DP&L, the PUCO Staff, or other parties submit new or corrected 

21 information in connection with this proceeding. 

4 PUCO Staff Report Schedule C-3.4 line 5 minus DP&L Application Schedule C-3.4 line 5 and PUCO 
Staff Report Schedule C-3.4 line 13.
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