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JOINT EXHIBIT 1 

BEFORE 
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

In the Matter of the Application of The East 
Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East 
Ohio to adjust its Automated Meter Reading 
Cost Recovery Charge and related Matters. 

Case No. 09-38-GA-UNC 

STIPULATION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Rule 4901-1-30, Administrative Code, provides that any two or more parties to a 

proceeding may enter into a written stipulation covering the issues presented in such proceeding. 

The purpose of this document is to set forth the understanding and agreement of The East Ohio 

Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio ("DEO" or "Company"), Office of the Ohio 

Consumers' Counsel ("OCC")> £uî  the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 

("Staff) (which, for the purpose of entering into this Stipulation and Recommendation, will be 

considered a party by virtue of Section 4901-1-10(C), Administrative Code) (collectively, the 

"Signatory Parties" or "Parties"), and to recommend that the Public Utilities Commission of 

Ohio (the "Commission") approve and adopt this Stipulation and Recommendation, as part of its 

Opinion and Order, resolving all of the issues in the above-captioned proceeding. This 

Stipulation and Recommendation, which shall be designated as Joint Exhibit 1, is supported by 

adequate data and information; represents a just and reasonable resolution of certain issues in this 

proceeding; violates no regulatory principle or precedent; and is the product of lengthy, serious 

bargaining among knowledgeable and capable parties, and parties that are representative of the 

many interests and stakeholders in a cooperative process undertaken by the Signatory Parties to 

settle this case. While this Stipulation and Recommendation is not binding on the Commission, 

COl-1420485v6 



where, as here, it is sponsored by Parties representing a significant cross section of interests, 

including the Commission's Staff, it is entitled to careful consideration by the Commission. 

Except for enforcement purposes, neither this Stipulation nor the information and data 

contained therein or attached, shall be cited as precedent in any future proceeding for or against 

any Party, or the Commission itself, if the Commission approves the Stipulation and 

Recommendation. 

For purposes of resolving certain issues raised by these proceedings, the Signatory Parties 

stipulate and recommend as follows: 

1. This Stipulation and Recommendation is entered into as an overall compromise 

and resolution of certain issues presented in this proceeding, in order to minimize litigation and 

controversy, and does not necessarily represent the position any Signatory Party would have 

taken absent its execution. The Signatory Parties hereby enter this Stipulation and 

Recommendation notwithstanding any Comments filed on April 10,2010 in this matter. Such 

Comments may be reinstituted if the Commission rejects or modifies this Stipulation and 

Recommendation in whole or in part. 

2. The Signatory Parties agree that OCC may raise the issue of the specific impact of 

any maintenance savings related to Outside Services - Southern Cross - , as was raised in OCC's 

Comments filed on April 10, 2009, in the upcoming PIR proceeding. DEO reserves its rights to 

contest such issue in the PIR proceeding. 

3. The Signatory Parties agree to the following AMR Cost Recovery Charge ("AMR 

Charge") methodology as illustrated on the Stipulation Attachment 1: 

A. Each year's depreciation and property tax expense related to the AMR 
assets shall be recovered in the following year's AMR Charge; 

- 2 -
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B. The 2009 AMR Charge shall expressly include depreciation mid property 
tax incurred in 2007 and 2008 associated with AMR expenditures 
capitalized between April 1,2007 and December 31,2008; 

C. DEO shall be permitted to create on its books and records a regulatory 
asset which shall include depreciation and property tax expense relating to 
AMR assets, until such costs are included in the AMR Charge;* 

D. Deferred incremental depreciation expense and incremental property tax 
expense relating to AMR assets shall not be included in rate base; 

E. Otherwise, the methodology shall follow the methodology set forth in the 
Application in this matter as amended by the Comments and 
Recommendations submitted on behalf of the Staff, except for 
Recommendation No. 1, but including recommendations 2 through 4, 
which shall be implemented. 

4. The Signatory Parties believe that this Stipulation represents a reasonable 

compromise of varying interests. This Stipulation is expressly conditioned upon adoption in its 

entirety by the Commission without material modification by the Commission. Should the 

Commission reject or materially modify all or any part of this Stipulation, the Signatory Parties 

shall have the right, within 30 days of issuance of the Commission's order, to file an application 

for rehearing. Upon the Commission's issuance of an entry on rehearing that does not adopt the 

Stipulation in its entirety without material modification, any Signatory Party may terminate and 

withdraw from the Stipulation by filing a notice with the Commission within 30 days of the 

Commission's entry on rehearing. Other Signatory Parties to this Stipulation agree to defend and 

shall not oppose the withdrawal and termination of the Stipulation by any other Party. Upon 

notice of tennination or withdrawal by any Signatory Party, pursuant to the above provisions, the 

Each year's deferred costs will be fully amortized during the twelve-month period in which the AMR 
Charge established to recover those costs is in effect.. 

Any Signatory Party has the right, in its so 
for the purposes of that Party withdrawmg from the Stipulation 

2 
Any Signatory Party has the right, in its sole discretion, to determine what constitutes a "material" change 

- 3 
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Stipulation shall immediately become null and void. In such event, the Signatory Parties agree 

that the hearing should continue, and the Signatory Parties should be afforded the opportunity to 

present evidence through any witnesses for whom pre-filed direct testimony was filed and who 

have not aheady been made available for cross-examination with respect to any issues that 

remain to be litigated, to cross-examine all witnesses who have not previously been made 

available for cross-examination with respect to any issues that remain to be litigated, to present 

rebuttal testimony if and as deemed appropriate by the Commission, and to brief all issues which 

shall be decided based upon the record and briefs as if this Stipulation had never been executed. 

5. The Stipulation and Recommendation is submitted for purposes of this proceeding 

only, and is not deemed binding in any other proceeding, nor is it to be offered or relied upon in 

any other proceeding, except as necessary to enforce the terms of this Stipulation and 

Recommendation. 

6. The Signatory Parties agree that all prefiled testimony in this matter shall be 

deemed admitted into the record and all cross-examination of such witnesses shall be waived. 

The Signatory Parties further agree that the testimony submitted by DEO in support of this 

Stipulation shall also be admitted into the record without cross-examination. 

1. The Signatory Parties stipulate, agree, and recommend that the Commission issue 

a final Opinion and Order in this proceeding, ordering as follows: 

A. The rates, terms, and conditions agreed to in this Stipulation and 

Recommendation by all Signatory Parties are approved in accordance with 

Sections 4909.15,4909.18,4909.19, and 4929.11, Ohio Revised Code; 

B. The rates, terms, and conditions provided in this Stipulation and Reconmiendation 

and agreed to by all Signatory Parties are ordered to become effective with 

COI-I420485v6 



service rendered on and after the filing of compliance tariffs with the 

Commission; 

C. The Company is authorized to cancel and withdraw, as of the effective date of the 

new rates and tariffs, the superseded rate schedules and tariff sheets presendy in 

effect; 

D. The Application in this matter is hereby adopted in accordance with the 

recommendations of the Signatory Parties, subject to the modifications set forth in 

this Stipulation and Recommendation. 

-5 
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JOINT EXHIBIT 1 

^^^Jhe'East Ohio Gj& Company 
d/b/a Dominion East Ohio 

By its attomey David A. Kutik 

i 
>f the Public UtilitiesAUommission 

OfiOhio 

By its attomey Stephen Reilly 

le Ohio Consumers' Counsel 

By its attomey Joseph Serio 
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JOINT EXHIBIT 1 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of the foregoing Stipulation and Recommendation was delivered to the following 
persons by hand deUvery, regular U.S. Mail or e-mail this 22nd day of April, 2008. 

Paul A. Colbert 

Stephen Reilly 
Anne Hammerstem 
Office of the Ohio Attomey General 
Public Utilities Section 
180 East Broad Street, 9th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
stephen.reilly@puc.state.oh.us 
anne.hammerstein@puc.state.oh.us 

Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel 
Joseph Serio, Esq. 
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, OH 43215-3485 
serio@occ.state.oh.us 
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1 DiftctT«8timoiiyof 

2 ViekiRFrisdc 

3 L INTRODUCTION 

4 QI. Please state your aame, occapatioB aad basiaess address. 

5 Al. My name is Vicki H. Friscic. I am employed by The East Ohio Gas Company, d/b/a 

6 Oomini<m East (Mo C'DEO"), aa Director Regulatory & Pricing. My business address is 

7 1201 East SSdi Street, Cleveland, Ohio 44103-1028. 

8 Q2. Please describe yovr edacatlenal background and work experieace. 

9 A2. I graduated from 0 ^ University in 1980 with a Bachelor of Business Administration 

10 degree. In 1980,1 joined the accounting firm Price Watediotise as an auditor, became a 

11 licensed CPA in 1982, and was promoted to Audit MJEm êr in 19^ . Fnnn 1987 to 1989, 

12 I woiled tcx Progressive Imurance and held managerial accounting portions widi 

13 responsibility for accounts payable, billing, cash processing, and intemal repeating for 

14 Progressive's Financial Services Group, In 1989,1 was employed by Pepin-Cola as 

15 Manager, Financial Services for its NorOieast Ohio fianchise with responsibili^ ftnr 

16 accounts receivable and credit, route sales auditing, and con^Hiter operations. From 1993 

17 to 1997,1 woiiced as a CPA for a local firm providing accounting, business consulting, 

18 and tax services to smaU businesses. I was hired by The East Ohio Gas Company (now 

19 DEO) in December 1997 as Matiager, Tax and Accounting Services. Jn 2001,1 joined 

20 DEO's Pricing and Regulatoty Affairs department I am currently a member of the Ohio 

21 Society of CPAs. 



1 Q3. What are yoar job responsibiUticB ai Director Regulatory A Pricing? 

2 A3. My present duties include oversight of DEO's regulatiHyafGurs. In overseeing DEO*8 

3 regulatory afbtrs, 1 am responsible &r all of its regulatory filings before the Public 

4 Utilities Commission of Ohio CTommission"). I also act as DEO*s principle liaison widi 

5 the Cornmissicm and with other regiilatofy process stakeholders. In order to represent 

6 DEO effectively m that lole, I interact with dllevebofnumagement across a variety of 

7 functional areas to understand the commovial, operational and administrative issues 

8 facing the Company. 

9 Q4. Ibve you previoiisfy testiCfed before the Comnissioa? 

10 A4. Yes. I testified on behalf of DEO m Case No. 07-829-GA-AlR, et ai^ r^arding varfous 

11 schedules supporting the Company's ^iplication, includuig those rehited to woridng 

12 capital calculation, unaccounted-f(^ gas, test year opoatiDg income, tax es^^^ise, and test 

13 year depreciation and amortization expense. lalso^strfiedonbdiaifoftheGnnpanyin 

14 Case No. 05-474*GA-ATA regarding cost recovery through the Transportation Migration 

15 Ridar-Fart Band Energy Choice program costs under DEO's Phase 1 transition plan. 

16 Q5» In your capadfy as Director Rc^olatoiy & Prictngt are yon gmoidly fiunlllar with 
17 the Company's books and records? 

18 A5. Yes. I am responsible to prq>are and make a variety of financial filings with the 

19 regulatory agencies with wtiich I mteraet Those fitii^ include financial mformation 

20 derived from DEO's fmancial records, including the graeral Icdg^, annual reports, 

21 income statements and balance sheets. 



1 Q6. Are yoa familiar with DEO's Applieatim to adjurt its Antomated Meter Read l^ 
2 Cost Raeovciy Charge (** AMR Ctaarse^? 

3 A6. Yes. I supervised and coordinated Ihe collection of die data and assembly of the 

4 schedules su|^mrting die AMR Charge, which W»B filed as part of DEO's pre-filing 

5 notice and AppUcatioa 

6 Q7. What hi the purpose of your testbnony hi this proeeedli^? 

7 A7. The purpose of my testimony is to ej^lain why DEO disagrees with Staff 

8 Reconunaidation No. 1 set forAoo page 9 of Staffs comments. This recommendation 

9 eliminates the regulatmy asset agreed to by the parties and necessary fiv DEO to recover 

10 costs associated with the impl^nentation of AMR equipment It also is m conflict widi 

11 the Stipulation and Recommmdation C'Stipuhiticm'O s^ped by Staff and ̂ »fm>ved by the 

12 Commission. 

13 I also explsdn why DEO disagrees with die proposal by the Ohio Consumers* Counsel 

14 COCC") to exchide adjustments made hy DEO to meter reading costs m determination of 

15 the baseline level of expense fiom which meter reading operations and nudntorance 

16 expense savings were measured. 

17 Q8. Does DEO disagree with any other eommaita made by Staff or OCC? 

18 AS. No. DEO agrees witii Staffs ronaintng proposals. OCC makes no otiier proposals in its 

19 comments. 

20 IL BACKGROUND 

21 Q9. What is AMR? 

22 A9. AMR refers to equipment associated witii a gas meter that allows the meter to be read 

23 remotely throu^ electronic means. DEO is currentiy installing encoder-receive-

24 transnitter CERT") devices, a type of AMR device, on all its customers' meters. These 



1 <tevices are read by DEO employees using specialized receivers, vriule on a met^ reading 

2 route, or sisapiy while driving past the custom^'s premises. 

3 QIC* Does AMR bmefit enstomers? 

4 AlO. Yes. DEO's customers will realize several bei»fits fix}m AMR tedinology, inclu^og: 

5 (i) cost-efiective meter reading as required under tiie minimum gas service standards; 

6 (ii) fewCT estimated bills, wMchmliunwiU provide a b^l£f match b^ween the anKii^ 

7 billed and actual gas ccmsumption; 0ii) more fiequent actual meter reads, vduch unproves 

8 accuracy in transferring service and eliminates call volume associated with estinialed 

9 meter reads; and (iv) less need for DEO to schedule appointmosts to read meters inside 

10 customers* pr^nises, forther enbancing convenience for customers. Commission Staff 

11 recognized many of these benefits m its report in Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR, ei al,^ which 

12 was sidTsequendy signed by Ihe parties and a^tpioved iy the Commission* ht re DEO 

13 Rate Case, Case No. 07-829^GA-AIR ei d/., (Stafif RqxKrt at 42) (May 23,2008). 

14 QIL Why did DEO propose an AMR Charge? 

15 Al l . DEO ixroposed an AMR Charge to secure tiie cqiital funds necessary to complete AMR 

16 installation on a five-year timetable. Absent this charge* DEO would have to fond the 

17 program through its normal capital budgetii^ process, which, in turn, would have meant 

18 tiiat a system wide deployment would take fifteen to twenty years. With tiie AMR 

19 Charge, and the ability to deploy AMR technology tiiroughout the Conqiany's system in 

20 five years, DEO will achieve the ''critical mass** of AMR installations tiiat will yield 

21 AMR-related benefits and savings more quicldy. 

22 Q12. What Commission approvab are necessary for DEO to implement an AMR Charge. 

23 A12. The process envisioned two stqis. First, DEO applied for Commission approval of an 

24 automatic adjustment mechanism to recover AMR-related costs, m part through def^ral 



1 of costs to a regulatory asset comprised of depieciatioa expense, inn%mental property tax 

2 expense, and post-in-service cairymg charges ("PISCC") associated wltii tiie AMR 

3 assets. The Coinmissicmcvqiroved tins niechanismm its ppmion and Ordn, dated 

4 October 15,2008. Second, all parties, hK:luding DEO, were to negotiate a basdine 6om 

5 wUch can colter and meter reading savings codd be calculalifid to offset die 

6 asset to detennme tiie AMR Charge in Case No. 09-38-OA-UNC. Havingbeen 

7 unsuccessfid in negotiating a baselme, DEO has apiriiied for approval of a $0.46 AMR 

8 Charge under the {^provedautcMnatica^ustment mechanism. DEO calculated the $0.46 

9 AMR Charge in accordance witii the Sti]Hilati(»i, and witii appro|»iaie acyustments to 

10 meter-reading eiqienses. There were no call center savings during tiie sqpplicable time 

11 period. 

12 Q13. Is tiiere a dispute reganUng the aritknwtie aeeoracK of DEO's calcidatfoii of flic 
13 S0.46 AMR Charge? 

14 A13. No. Botii Staff and OCC Kcommended adjustmeals finm DEO's calculation of a $0.46 

15 AMR Charge but did not dispute $0.46 as a starting point for their amendments. 

16 l a DEO'S OBJECTION TO STAFF RECOMMENDATION NO. 1 

17 Q14. Please describe Staffs Recommendatien No. h 

18 A14. Staff allowed DEO's def^ral of depreciation and property tax expense throngb 

19 December 31,2008, but proposes eliminating any fiirther deferrals of depredation 

20 expense and property tax expense. Staff suggests tiiat the deferred expenses be 

21 amortized over tiie usefiil life of the AMR equijanent Staff also recommends that the 

22 unamortized balances of deferred depreciation expense and property taxes be included m 

23 rate base. 



1 Q15. Why docs DEO object to Staffs proposal? 

2 A15. DEO objects to Staff's p n ^ x ^ because it is contrary to DEO's qiplication in Case No. 

3 06-14S3-QA-UNC ultimately consoUdated witii Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR ei al., 

4 contrary to the Staff Report issued m Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR ei a/., and contrary to die 

5 Stipulation signed by Staff and approved by Ihe Commission m Case No. 07-829-GA-

6 ASBieial, It sedcs to revisit issues that have been agceed to by die parties^ and have b e ^ 

7 resolved and approved by the CmnmissiorL Furtiiier, it \iolates key regulatory prindfries 

8 and will ultimately adversely affect not only the CimyTony, but also its cuslCHn̂ ra 

9 Q16. Why Is Ihe Staff's recommeodathNi contrary to Aa Staff Report, the StipnlatiM and 
10 Ihe Commisskm order relating to the AMR Charge? 

11 A16. The application. Staff Report, Stipulation s^ned by Stafl^ and Conunission nder 

12 ^iproving the Stipuiaticm resolved all issues regarding the metiiod to be used to calcuhte 

13 the AMR Charge. Given that the automatic adjustment mechanism and use of deferrals 

14 to accumulate costs to be recovered through the AMR Charge have already bem agreed 

15 to and approved, the only issues properly for consideration in this proceeding are: (1) the 

16 accuracy of calculations included m DEO's application m this case based on the cost 

17 recovery mechanism agreed to as part ofthe Stipulation; and (2) tiie development of ̂ 'an 

18 appropriate baseline firom i ^ d i meter readii^ and call center savi i^ will be 

19 deteimined. , . r Inre DEO Rate Case, Case No. 07-829-GA-AiR ei aL, (Stipuktion at 

20 10) (August 22,2008). Staff's proposal is improper because it has notiimg to do witii 

21 eitiier of the issues remaining for consickration in this proceeding. Staff mcorrectiy sedcs 

22 torelitigate the agreed to and £4)proved calcitiation methodology. For this reason alone, 

23 Staffs recommendation should be rejected. 
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1 Q17. What was the AMR Chaii^ calcnbtioo mediodology that DEO aei forth hi its 
2 application hi Case No, 06-14S3-GA-UNC? 

3 A17. DEO's applicaticm sought to establish an automatic adjustment mecham'sm that uKluded: 

4 (1) a regulatory asset including de|»eciation e^qsense, mcrementalprcipefly tax eiqiense, 

5 and PISCCeartied on AMR caintalexperiditures; (2) a comparison of the annual oi^or 

6 readbg operating and maint»iance C^&M") expcoac to a 2006 baselhie (to determine 

7 aiiy savings achieved t t e o i ^ tiie AMR deployment that would be used to reduce tiie 

8 regulatory asset for the benefit of cuskmiecs); and (3) recovery of the reguhdory asset net 

9 of the OftM savings tiirough tiie AMR Charge. In re DEO AMR, Case No. 006-1453-

10 GA-UNC, (Application at 6-7) (December 13,2006). To provide approfdate due 

11 process, in February of eadi year, DEO proposed to file an amplication to establish the 

12 new AMR Charge based upon die costs accumulated tiirough Decenber 31 oftheprior 

13 year, adjusted for the associated excise tax obligation, and bills rmdered over the ifljor 

14 year. 

15 Q18. What recommendations to DEO's appUcatkHi dkl Staff make to the Staff Repwt ia 
16 Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR et aft 

17 Al 8. The Staff Report made four recomm^idations regarding tiie AMR Charge calculaticm 

IS ntetiiodology. Staff recommended that DEO should: (1) exclude fiom the AMR Charge 

19 tiie cost of repku:mg 82,000 obsolete tin case meters; (2) exclude bom the AMR Charge 

20 the cost of routine maintenance and replacement activities that occur concurrentiy vnth 

21 AMR replacement; (3) eliminato a charge for non-access to a customer's premises (that 

22 would reduce the regulatory asset as proposed in D£0*5 application); and (4) change tiie 

23 baseline year to measure O&M expense savmgs firom 2006 to 2007. In re DEO Rate 

24 Case, Case No. 07.829-GA-AlR el a l , (Staff Report at 43) (May 23,2008). 



1 Q19. Did Staff make any proposals to modify DEO's proposed automatic adjustuettt 
2 mechanbm, regulatoiy asset, or detmDiaatfon of the AMR C h a i ^ ? 

3 A19. No. In fact, the StaffReport unequivocally tecogoizBs tiiat DEO would record the 

4 regulatory asset in the manner tiiat Staff now opposes. Onpage41oftiieStaffRqx^it 

5 stales: 

6 Aocordii^ to tiie AMR Application, DEO would mstall AMR devices on 
7 all of Its customs meters over a 5-year period, and would record as a 
8 regalatory asset the depreciation, incremental property tuces, and 
9 post In-service canying chaises associated with AMR program costs, 

10 DEO would accumulate llicae costs duing each year of the 
11 deployment period and file an appUcadon hi Febnuury the foUowiig 
12 year with schednles sipporting a fixed AMR Cost Recovery Charge* 
13 In each sncceedli^ year, this charge wonid increase hy the 
14 accnmalated AMR costa nntii DEO ffles another rate case and new 
15 base rates arc approved and go into effect [Emphasis added.] 

16 Q20. Dkl the Stipulation amend the AMR Charge calcolatkni methodology proposed by 
17 DEO, aa amended by Ihe Staff Rqport? 

18 A20. No. DEO agreed to all four of the Staff Report reoommendaticMis. Astoallissues 

19 resolved by the Stipulatioiu It expressly adopted all rates, temis, and conditions set forth 

20 in the Staff Report and, if the Staff report did not address any such item, it e^qsressly 

21 adopted the application. In re DEO RcAe Case, Case No. 07-829'<}A-AIR ei aL, 

22 (Stipulation at 3-4) (August 22,2008). Regarding tiie AMR Chaise, tiie Stipulation 

23 expressly adopted die recommendations set forth in the Staff Report and £^reed that 

24 "DEO shall work with Staff and OCC to develop an q^propriato baseline bom which 

25 meter reading and call center savi i^ will be detennined and such quantifiable savii^s 

26 shall be credited to amounts that would otherwise be recovered tiirough the AMR Cost 

27 Recovery Char^." In re DEO Rale Case, Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR el al., (Opinion and 

28 Order at 13) (October 15,2008). Staff did not recommend elimination of DEO's 

29 proposed regulatory asset or suggest a change in the amortization period. Staff signed the 



1 Stipulation and tints, agreed to DEO's AMR Charge calculation methodology. Ihe 

2 Commission fq[»pioved die Stipuktion. 

3 Q21. How does the approval of the Stipidalion affect tbk proceeding? 

4 A21. It means that all parties-inclufUng Staff-have agreed iqxm DEO's AMR Charge 

5 calculation mediodoli^ set forth UI DEO's qipUcatton, as amended 1^ tiie Staff R q ^ 

6 Therefore, as previously stated, the remaining issues for consideralifm in this proceeding 

7 are: (1) tile accuracy of DEO's mechaiucal ^iplkation of tiie cakulaticm metiiodotogy 

8 agreed to as part of the Stipulation; and ^ ) the devetopment of ^'anappnyriate baseline 

9 fitmivrfuchtnetorreadmg and caQ center savtnp will be determiiied.*..'' i treDEORaie 

10 Case, Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR ei a!., (Stipdation at 10) (August 22,2008). 

11 The Staffs proposal does not suggest tiiat DEO devhitod fiom die Stipidaledcalcuk^^ 

12 methodology fOT the AMR Charge. It also does not address the establishment of a 

13 beseUne. Instead, Staff improperly attranpts to r e d i ^ the calculation metiiodology 

14 already agreed upon and affvoved by the C(»nmission. DEO believes the Commission 

15 should affirm its order apfuxyving the AMR cost recovery mechanism and reject Staffs 

16 proposal. 

17 Q22. Does DEO have m y other objection to Stoff*s proposal? 

18 A22. Yes. Stoff's proposal resuhs in an annual rate case with additiorial risk to cusbomera arid 

19 DEO by effectively eliminating the automatic adjustment mcclianism and making it 

20 possible that DEO could over or under collect Ihe costs associated with AMR. 

21 Q23. Why do yon say that? 

22 A23. SmfFs proposal requires DEO to establish annually a new AMR rate base at a date 

23 certain and AMR expenses over a test year, much like a traditional rate case. This 

24 elinunatessev^al of tteprinM advantages ofan automatic adjustment medianism. It 



1 also creates a more complex process tiiat is likely to result in additiotial tune for all 

2 parties, and additional costs for DEO to prosecute the case, to tiie detriment of all 

3 customi^rs. 

4 Q24. Is the AMR Charge calculated hi a manner consistent with other DEO cost recovery 
5 mechankaau? 

6 A24. Yes. DEO's deferral of AMR costs and calculation of the AMR Charge are consistent 

7 with how DEO handles otiier cost recovery defertals and rider calculatiwis. The 

8 following cost recovery mechanisms are dedgned to provide a full recovery of all costs 

9 incurred in connection with the affiliated programs in the same manner that DEO 

10 anticipates fidly recovering all costs associated with the AMR program: 

11 • The calculation of the Uncollectible Esqiense Rider is an example of another 

12 automatic adjustment mechanism, which fixr any given year includes deferred 

13 costs that have not yet been recovered ficnn the precedmgperiod(5) plus an 

14 estimate of net bad debt expense for tiie prospective 12 mcsitiis. 

15 • Itie calculation of DEO's Transportation Migration Rider - Part B mcludes 

16 previously deferred but unreoovered operoticmal balancmg gas costs plus an 

17 estimate of ccmtract storage capacity costs for the prospective 12 montiis. 

18 • The PIPP Rider calculation also mcludes previously deferred but unrecovered 

19 PIPP program costs plus an estunate of PIPP program d^eairals for the 

20 prospective period during which the new rider will be m effect 

21 Q25. Does Staff's proposal violate any important regalatory principle? 

22 A25. Yes. Regulatory and accounting principles require that DEO incur expenses and collect 

23 revenues during tiie same time pmod to tiie extent possible. Staff's proposal violates tiie 

24 matching principle by causii^ a time lag between DEO's incurrence of an expense and its 

10 



1 receipt of revenues. Further, Staffs prc^sal applies the matching principle in an 

2 inconsistoit manner. Specifically, Staff*s proposal retains DEO's metiiodology of 

3 crediting operating and maintenance savings to cuaUmien over a smgle year ^ ^ l e 

4 requiring DEO to ffinortizedeibTedd£]ffeciation and iffoperty tax expeiise over the life ^ 

5 tiieAMRassets. Sinxply put, Staffwants customers to realize within a year any saving? 

6 achieved but doesn't want customers to pay m die same timefiame for the expenses 

7 incurred to achieve those savings. Staffs proposal results in a lopskled mechanism in 

8 v^ch all ofthe savings go to tiie benefit oftiiecustomerbutoidy a portion oftiie cost is 

9 recognized. 

10 Q26* Does tiie AMR Charge calcnhition methodotogy agreed to by the parties to the 
11 Stipulation and a|^roved by the Conintsskin resolve the IMIUS raised by Staff's 
12 proposal? 

13 A26. Yes. Tlie automatic luljustm^tniechanism permits DEO to recover actual costs 

14 associated with AMR implementation so that there is no over or under collection 

15 associated with tiie AMR Charge. Avoiding over or under collections is a bmefit to 

16 customers and DEO. Ihe annual deferrals will be ofiset by O&M savings, includii^ any 

17 reductions in call-center and or meternsading expenses. The deferral of costs associated 

18 with AMR capital investments permits DEO to properly mateh expenses and revenues 

19 during tiie life of die AMR Charge. 

20 Q27. Does the Staff's proposal raise conccma apart fk'inn this case? 

21 A27. Yes. Staff agreed to the automatic adjustment mechanism and deforal process. Staff did 

22 not propose any allemative m its Staff Report. Staff signed the Stipulation and did not 

23 propose any alternative to be included in the Stipulation. At no time did Staff suggest 

24 elimination of the regulatory asset set fortii in DEO's q^plication. At tiie same time, 

25 DEO accepted every adjustment pn^iosed by Staff and ultimately, came to an agreemeid 

11 



1 on an AMR Charge calculation metiiodol<^ witii all parties. It is important to the 

2 regulatory process that Staff remain consistent in| its positicm so that DEO and customers 

3 may depend upon agreements with the Staff. 

4 Q28. What effe^ does rejection of Staff's proposal have on £he AMR Charge? 
! 

5 A28. Rejection of Staffs jnoposal and aocqstance of Staffs remaining tiiree recomninidations 

6 changes DEO's proposed AMR Charge firom $0.46 to $ 0.39 as sluywn cm Attachmait 

7 VHFl. 

8 Q29* What effect would Commisrion acceptance of Staff's proposal have <«i AMR 
9 imptenentattoB? 

10 A29. Staff has calculated tiie AMR Charge at S0.34 if its pn^rasals are adopted. At tiiat rate it 

11 is doubtful that DEO can fully recover tiae actual costs assodated with tiie AMR 

12 impiementatiorL 

13 IV. DEO'S OBJECTION TO OCC'S PROPOSAL 
14 Q30« Please describe OCC's proposal 

15 A30. OKDC proposes to exclude adjustments made by DEO to met^ reacting costs in 

16 determination of the baseline level of expense from wtiich meter reading O&M expense 

17 savings were measured. 

18 Q31. What are DEO's obligations to die Department of Tran^ortation C^DOT*^ to 
19 conduct tospections of inside meters? 

20 A31. The DOT requires a safety inspection to perform leak detection for all inside meters 

21 every tiiree years. This reqoirenient does not change based upon installation of an ERT 

22 device. DEO incurs expense to conduct the inspection and uses a third party contractor 

23 and its employee to conduct the inspections. OCC proposes to include the Department 

24 of Transportation inspection costs as an ot^&i to the AMR Charge. 

12 



1 Q32. Wl^ does DEO object to OCC's proposal? 

2 A32. DEO has four objections to OCC's proposal. First, (XIC's proposal seeks to assign 

3 expenses to tiie AMR Chargje tiiat have nothing to do witii AMR implementatioit The 

4 costs associated with the required DOT iiispectiorisofiriddenieters do iiot vary vvifh or 

5 have any relaticHi to the AMR implematation. 

6 Second, OCC, and all otiur parties, agreed mthe Stipulation to include savmgs 

7 associated widi DOT UBpectioiisofmride meters tiiat may no longer be necessary if 

8 meters are relocated outside as pan oftiiedeteiminaticm of die Pipeline Irifi»8tructure 

9 Rids- CPTR"^ Cost Recovuy Charge. In re DEO Raie Case, Case No. 07-829-OA-AIR 

10 et at., (Stipulation at 10) (August 22,2008)^ It is hiapproixiate to liy to ameaid tiie 

11 Stipidationsubsequoit to agre^nent by tiie parties and after C^rninisaion approval fay 

12 includmgtiie DOT cost savings in the AMR Charge. Any si»h savings will be 

13 sqqiropriately considsvd in connection witii the FIR Cost Re^wery Charge. 

14 Third, OCC seeks to eliminate adjustments made by DEO to meterreading O&M 

15 expenses for 2007 and 2008 related to labor costs for six meter reading clerks. Efibctive 

16 November 2007, an <Mgani2ational change was made to move six meter teadmg derks 

17 into a pool of Operations clerical workers. That change had the effect of moving the 

18 labor costs associated with the six meter reat&ig clerics out of meter readmg cost centers 

19 into a cost center where the costs of the otiier Operations clerical woricers are recorded. 

20 Accordingly, 2007 meter reading expense, which included 10 months of the meter 

21 reading clerks' labor costs, was nm comparable to 2008 meter reading expense. The 

22 labor cost adjustments made by DEO put a fUl year of labor costs for tiiese clerks m both 

23 2007 and 2008 to make them comparable. DEO has implemented a change to ensure that 

13 



1 tiie labor costs associated witii tiie rneter reading clerks are prop^y classified as meter 

2 reading expense fi)r 2009 and going forward. 

3 Fourtft tiie OCC claims tiiat tiie adjustments made by DEO 'imjustifiably inflated tiie 

4 year^nd regulatory asset and the resulting AMRJCost Recovery Charge," tiiat 2007 is the 
i 

5 |»oper base for calculating meter readmg savmgs, and tiiat '"no adjustments were allowed 

6 or contemplated.^ DEO disagrees. The Stipulatton directs tiie parties to detemtine*^ 

7 aipxipriate baseline." It does not specify a year that should be used, nor does it state diat 

8 adjustments to a given year b ^ g considered caniiotbemade.lt also does not state tiiat 

9 meter reading and call center expense savmgs should be detnmined separately ratiier 

10 than in the aggregate. In tiie spirit of compromise, DEO considers 2007 meter readmg 

11 O&M expenses, as adjusted, to be an ^ipropriate baseline for meter reading expense 

12 savmgs and believes the meter rea£r^ savmgs mcluded ui its apj^ication were property 

13 det^mined by comparing the 2007 baseline witii 2008 metn* r e a ^ g expaiseg similarly 

14 adjusted. 

15 Q33. Does this conclnde your testimony? 

16 A33. Yes. 

14 

http://caniiotbemade.lt


& 

y a w KtiKPsasQ a K s e c u S « « M » un.w»owgi 

I 
B 
W 

•9 

lit 

» S 

1 

s 
.i ^ 
S 

^ 

§ 2l3«"S 

S88S8CJ£ 

§ | ] 8 | | | 
S p SI ^ Ul SI A 

i l l ! SjoJ l , , i 
ij|f I ! i r 

I 
.8 

3S 

8 

6 

W g 

t;; 

i 
3 

tt j i . 12 

§ 8 I IS 
.SI f l NJ ~ 

^ ^ I ^ 
^ S 8 S 

si l l 
^ s S ^ 
^ 8 d ^ 

A iV 
SU i i l 

^ ]l I ^ 
8 S !e! !d 

8 8 ^ 

8S;:i 

O p M 

88!4 

* S 

g in 

§ § 

8t2 

I 
if 

if 
1̂  

& 

1' 

m 

0S" 

ig 

o 
i 



NJ 0« Ul A W M -Wi 
mm 

I SI 

=1=1 

p p p p p p 
8 ^ 8 8 8 8 

8 S S S S 

g 8 8 8 8 ; 8 Q 

I 

gs ^ 

Ri u . e o o o 

9 

& 

ft p p i p p P m 
SS888dtiSl 

is 

8 8 Ul uiC 

S - i 

I I-! 

N K _ W « Ul 

aiui u 3 w «• S 

in ¥̂̂  
M Ml Wl p p S l Q 
!a In w <> M* CO M 
J> H> >] O >J OB hi* 

to iMj3>l 

pSo^Sl 

Ul VI O « 'SI w 

1 2 ^ 8 ^ 8 ^ 

i 

5 rn _ 

« 



iHi i l Sifi 
lis' 1 
III [ 

s« n Ul * u M ^ | 1 ^ ^ 

SI SI 

i till 
IS'si 

mil 
R|3lG;aa88 

BUS'. 

set f^e 

mm 
Usl l l 

e Sst 

BKsgr'̂ ^ 
l i 

Jmh 
M Ul IU A I V ) IU 

-1^ 

ISSI 

E 

e 
s 'HIP 

laatssB 

I 

g 

I 

i 
33 

li 
^ i 



fffi; 

III* 

m 2 
n 

lllli 

I 

ia 
g 

f 
pa 

...u 

n 

S3 

ft «$£ 

II,ill 

m.m 
9 «!4a 

C* , 'M Ol ^ 

6 ifia^ 

1 
% 

I 



iHfi 
flip 
Hi 
8 « 

llllii 

- I?i 
I n%m mu 

f W 

I 

f-

W 
.&•> 

Iliifl 

mil 

mii 

m 

A S 

II 

s« s 



\S \ ^ ^ ^ ^ i i ^ y i ^ t n a ^ ^ ^ Z i ^ SS;s&|;:^!::s« »N.c«</>«ui.j.-|f| 

I 
i IIP?! l l l l p d IIIIP? 

ml 
5 ffPsrspgsfe 

llfifi 

8 
a p o p p p 
8 8 8 8 8 8 

p o e p p 

s p p o ^ p 
&8a^«£ 

iiiggi 

13 es 
p p p !* r<. 

i 

ISS 

^ 

i 

8 

i 

n 
8 

*^5 
8 « « 8 

p p p p o a a 

iiiii 

g g P ^ P P 

a o o o o o 
8 ^ 8 3 ^ 8 

a p p o o o 

o o e a e o 

8 8 8 8 8 8 § 

illlii I ss^ '̂sgD^^ 

I P P P ^ ^ I 
'~S88!^lfl;:J 

8 8 8 8 g 

S S 8 S 8 S ^ ^ 3 8 ! ^ 6 C 

B a o o c o 

ml !S 

ill 

Jop 

l:?;:f8i:!iS^ 

ISPSII 

arc 
^ ^ p ^ S ^ 
8S$S£!3i8 

> r u Ul Sfk Ul 

g p p p 3 ^ 

H P p p p « » ^ 

6d8888Cg; 

:§ 

ijfi 

SI 

888»l§:: i 

CSC i2§S 

h« Ul »•* 

M s Q 

O %t O j ^ IC ^ 

iassafis 
2s5 ?|,g Is 
Ul A to e A lie 
A UJ k ' O Ul M OS 

s 

8 



S«]ii^«!Ki!« »!s«!H»!ixai «bt»t:t»ts&:3 e s x s B n s * 

mn 
IM 

ml ilijll! 

r •[ 
isisskHB 5 

^^ IliP ii s 

.tflEI 

U^Stuil 

^ t t t ^ ^ 

m%%% 

U iillllg 

Ml 

mil 

I 

I 

»-v 

mm 

s 
i ts 

mm i 

5" 
far 

mm 

& a « S S a * 

g 

liiiil 

fiSfac&feS 

igtistsic; 

lllll^ 

3?B!.3ir mm 
III 

I 

m 

m 
111 

18 



w w ^ I? g 

1_f 

I 

l;i 

tei 

bi 

iil 

$ 

M 

u 
S t 

Sit 

"S 
0» 

ss 

Ul ? 

h^ l i i 
U Ul 

. k Ol 
o^ io 
ro u 

I 

» 



?l 

1̂  

if 

l i 

.Si * S 
^ 1 

IE i 

1̂1 
.as i 

iff 

11 

I 

IN 

l i 

s I 

fei 
^ II 



i l l ; SSI I }liil Ifiii i fii!i! I ffiill fl 
1 \ \ <f| f i l l ! ffff! 

illllii 

1 f 

li 
\ IS is hi 

%p 

I 

III 
i 

sa l a 

1̂ h iiiii 

.^8SI 

e O O nj o J 

J 
8S 

is -̂ J A M 

Iiil 

8Su. i 

i 

iiiii 

iiil 

«Spf iS p 

l i i i i § 

I 

fi 

MM t* in SJ 
p j h wt (A> a 

(11 Ll a t^ fa L* t-* Kl 0 s| 8 w 

I 

go e o o H] 

888&& 

t3.8l^l| P i p 

= I 

1̂  

l l I 

f 



SCKit :S«»» | x j Ot Ul .& UJ M i-t. ^ \ p ? 

=•8 
=5 

I 

»-• O l NJ 
D A O ^ J t/1 

1 ^ ^^ :̂& !-• ^ J-fc 
S ^ S pi (£1 UJ 
a Ul iS NI A i/1 

P sa i ^ 

I 
IS 

5= 
5l 

^ m 

III o 

III 
cn ^ 

Si* m Ku' 

f il? 

A 



I 

00 NJ 0 \ U l 

m 

l ^ g j S g g 

s 

8 

11̂  
9 ai ^ 

I 

o 

n 

f 
$ 

» 

00 



-Pi 

^ II I llll I 

s 

l < } l 
S it 

^ fe 
3 

Ul 

3 

u> 

8 8 8 

o o ^̂  

88S 

o o 
O O I -

IS 
•si _J 

g ^ 

i| 

>A 

^1 

z 

i 



00 "̂ J o\ U l . ^ CJ NJ »-* ? 

1 
s 
i 
ff 
% 

a. 

H 
K 
m 
.D 
C 
^ 

If 
g ^ 

ff 
i6 
? 

E
qui 

C
ost of 
D

eb
 

£ ? ^ 

1 
w 

a>5p^ 

l l 

_ 2 

P 
tfi 

ttj (n 



U l OJ K l I-* 

55* & 

I 

°s 

s 
5*» 
•SI 

00 ^ ^ 

ass i t 

I 

5,yj 
« N K> 
K> O IO 
H ' OD O 

1 ^ U> 
O V| 

K i f \J ^ 

!c! is $ 
W t-^ H^ 

8 

I 

ll 
3^S 

ff § 

1 ^ "< 

rsj 

im 

O 
X 

s 

8 

s 
o 
2 

^ 

I 



VI 
in in 

ro 

s 

h * 
ca^t> 

11 u 
iil 

.».» 11 
hJ ^ 

S!S 
sa 

M 

5s 
tn^en 
iA\£> 
ro VI 
00 VJ 
bv L J 
ro H* 

(o 

rU.^ S 

58 

Q 

ff) 

01 

ro 



I 
III flip III I s i l i nil 
ll ll' •I 5^* 

P *l i! ̂  h dip ^ 

I 11 i 
ll nl^ 
I f |f;E§§ I 
i! Illp 

s rSa 3 B 

? 
i§ 

1̂  
3 

III 
ill 
• Iff. 

8 

t 

'̂  mil 
B 5 l H 3 pi 

n 

!i>j 
» ^ i 

iebts^s 8 

« M l 

M£ ^^88 al 

Pis! 

| | l 
»5S 

5 g, 

3 s 
» k 

• t o ' 
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DEO EXHIBIT 2 

BEFORE 
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

In the Matter of the Application of The East 
Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East 
Ohio to Adjust its Automated Meter 
Reading Cost Recovery Charge and Related 
Matters 

Case No. 09-38-GA-UNC 

SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 
VICKI H. FRISCIC 

ON BEHALF OF 
DOMINION EAST OHIO 
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1 Supplemental Direct Testimony of 

2 Vicki H..Friscic 

3 L INTRODUCTION 

4 QI. Please state your name, occupation and business address. 

5 Al. My name is Vicki H. Friscic. I am employed by The East Ohio Gas Company, d/b/a 

6 Dominion East Ohio ("DEO"), as Director Regulatory & Pricing. My business address is 

7 1201 East 55th Street, Cleveland, Ohio 44103-1028. . 

8 Q2. Are you the same Vicki Friscic that previously submitted Direct Testimony in this 
9 case? 

10 A2. Yes. 

11 Q3. What is the purpose of this supplemental direct testimony? 

12 A3. My testimony supports the Stipulation and Recommendation ("Stipulation") filed in these 

13 proceedings. 

14 IL THE STIPULATION AND RECOMMENDATION 

15 Q4. Please describe the Stipulation. 

16 A4. The Stipulation resolves all issues in the case. Specifically, the Stipulation sets forth a 

17 methodology for the AMR Cost Recovery Charge ("AMR Charge"). The Stipulation 

18 also contains a recommended AMR Charge for 2009. 

19 Q5. Which parties have signed the Stipulation? 

20 A5. In addition to the Company, Commission Staff, and the Office of the Ohio Consumers' 

21 Counsel ("OCC") (collectively, the "Signatory Parties"). 



1 Q6* What were the major issues in this proceeding? 

2 A6. The Staff raised issues relating to (a) the timing of depreciation and property tax expense 

3 recovery, (b) the appropriate tax rate to be applied, and (c) certain adjustments to 

4 elements of the proposed charge. OCC raised an issue regarding the level of meter 

5 reading operation and maintenance expense savings to be applied as part of the 

6 calculation of the AMR Charge, 

7 Q7. Does the Stipulation resolve these issues? 

8 A7. Yes. 

9 Q8. Were all parties to this case included in the negotiations that resulted in the 
10 Stipulation and Recommendation? 

11 A8. Yes. The parties held an initial meeting on April 13,2009 to discuss setdement. 

12 Telephone discussions and email communications followed, including the exchange of 

13 schedules showing proposed AMR Charge calculation methodologies and draft 

14 Stipulations. 

15 Q9. Is the Stipulation a result of serious bargaining among capable, knowledgeable 
16 parties? 

17 A9. Yes. Each party to the Stipulation regularly participates in rate proceedings and other 

18 regulatory matters before the Commission, and each party was represented by 

19 experienced and competent counsel. As can be seen by reviewing the parties to the 

20 Stipulation, a broad range of interests is represented: the Company, the Staff of the 

21 Commission, and OCC (representing a range of consumer interests). The negotiations 

22 involved significant give-and-take. 

23 As a result of these negotiations, the Company will recover less revenue in 2009 



1 than it requested in its application, but the Company will be able to recover, over time, 

2 certain expenses related to AMR implementation in a fashion that will allow the 

3 Company access to capital to permit an accelerated system-wide implementation of 

4 AMR. This is evidence that the bargaining in this case was serious. 

5 QIO. Does the Stipulation violate any important regulatory principle or practice? 

6 AlO. No. In feet, the Stipulation supports regulatory p:[inciples. For example, by allowing the 
i 

7 Company to recover certain expenses related to the AMR implementation, the Company 

8 can more quickly and comprehensively provide monthly meter reading and thus better 

9 match billing for service to the period during which the service is rendered. 

10 Ql l . Does the Stipulation, as a package, benefit ratepayers and the public interest? 

11 All . Yes. The Stipulation recommends approval of the methodology of the AMR Charge. 

12 The initial charge will be less than the Company had sought in its Application. All 

13 charges will relate only to expenses that the Company has incurred. The methodology 

14 recommended gives customers the benefits of certain cost savings. By allowing the 

15 Company to recover its costs in a timely fashion, the Company will be able to implement 

16 the AMR program more quickly and customers will realize the benefits of AMR 

17 technology sooner. 

18 Q12. In light of the matters discussed above, do you believe that the Stipulation satisfies 
19 the three-part criteria for Commission approval of the Stipulation? 

20 A12. Yes, I do. 

21 IIL CONCLUSION 

22 Q13. Does this conclude your testimony? 

23 A13. Yes. 



THE EAST OHIO GAS COMPANY Original Sheet No. AMR 1 

AMR Cost Recovery Charge 

A monthly charge of $0.30 shall be added to the otherwise applicable monthly service charge for 
all customers receiving service under the following rate schedules to recover the depreciation, 
incremental property taxes and post in-service carrying charges associated with the installation of 
automated meter reading (AMR) equipment throughout East Ohio's system; 

a) General Sales Service 
b) Large Volume General Sales Service 
c) Energy Choice Transportation Service 
d) Large Volume Energy Choice Transportation Service 
e) General Transportation Service 
f) Transportation Service for Schools 

Issued: April 22,2009 Effective: With hills rendered on or after May 1,2009 
Filed under authority of The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio in Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR 

Bruce C. Klink, President 
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East Ohio to Adjust its Automated Meter 
Reading Cost Recovery Charge and 
Related Matters 

i 
TJ 3 

O -o 
o f 

Case No. 09-38*GA-UNC 

o 

—I 

APPLICATION 

The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio ("DEO") respectfidly requests, 

pursuant to R.C. 4905.04,4929.11 and other applicable law, that the Commission (i) approve the 

adjustment of DEO's Automated Meter Reading ("AMR") Cost Recoveiy Charge to $0.46 per 

month per customer, to reflect costs associated with capital investm^ts made during the period 

April 1, 2007, through December 31.2008; and (ii) approve the revised AMR Cost Recovery 

Charge tariff sheet attached as Exhibit B to this Application. In si^port of its Application, DEO 

states; 

1. DEO is an Ohio coiporation engaged in the business of providing natural gas service to 

approximately 1.2 million customers in northeast, western and southeast Ohio and, as 

such, is a natural gas company as defined by R.C. 4905.03(A)(6), and a pubHc utility as 

defmed by R.C, 4905,02. 

rtAm ia t o coitiftr that tho iaosoo app«axin$ aM an 
aocwate and cooplito rt^roduotion of a caeo t i l e 
docunent delivar»d i» tho rognlar course of busiaoas* 
jjit̂ V t̂giaT^ -f^^ Pat» groceaaed^2»/7 7 / ^ ^ , ^ 



2. On December 13, 2006, DEO filed an application to establish an AMR Cost Recovery 

Charge, via an automatic adjustment mechanism, m Case No, 06-1453-GA-UNC*. As 

described in its application, AMR technology (i) provides a cost-effective way for DEO 
j 

to read its customers' meters as required under thej minimum gas service standards; (ii) 

lessens the need for estimated bills, which in turn results in a better match between die 

amount billed and actual gas consumption; (iii) facilitates more frequent actual meter 

reads, which improves accuracy in transfeiring service; and (iv) eliminates the need for 

DEO to schedule appointments to read meters inside customers' premises, further 

enhancing convenience for customers. 

i 

3. In order to implement AMR technology in a timely way, DEO proposed the use of an 

AMR Cost Recovery Charge applicable to all customer class rate schedules on which 

AMR equipment is being installed. By recovering! its incremental program costs through 

a separate charge, DEO is able to secure the capital funds needed to complete AMR 

installation on a five-year timetable. Absent this charge, DEO would fund the program 
i 

through its normal capital budgeting process, which would accommodate a fifleen- to 

twcnty-yeai systemwide deployment. 

4. On May 23,2008, Staff filed its report in the consolidated rate case> in which it agreed 

that "AMR technology is a cost effective way to achieve more frequent actual meter 

readings and avoid inconveniencing these customers." (Staff Rep,, Case Nos. 07-829-

GA-AIR, et al, at 42.) Staff also agreed that a five-year AMR deployment period "is 

preferable to spreading deployment over a 15 to 20 year time span " {Id. at 42-43.) 

Staff recommended ^proval of an AMR Cost Recovery Charge, subject to certain 

* That case was later consoUdatcd with Case Nos. 07-829-GA-AIR. 07-830-GA-ALT, 07-831-GA-AAM, 
and08-l69-GA-ALT. 



modifications, including (i) exclusion from the charge of the replacement cost of older 

tin-cased meters; (ii) exclusion of routine maintenance sK t̂ivities; (iii) elimination of a 

proposed one-time charge for customers >^o refuse access to their meters for AMR 

installation; and (iv) reduction of the charge to reflect savmgs in meter-reading Operation 

and Mauitenance expense. 

5* On August 22,2008, the parties in the rate case stipulated to the adoption of Staff s 

recommendations. {See Stipulation and Recommendation, Case Nos. 07-$29-GA-AIR, et 

o/,atlO.) 

6. On October 15,2008, the Conunission approved the Stipulation with respect to AMR and 

ordered tiiat DEO, Staff and OCX! meet to develop a baseline for meter-reading and call-

center savings. (Opinion and Order dated October 15,2008, Case Nos. 07-829-GA-AIR, 

e/a/, at 10.) 

7. On December 19,2008, DEO submitted a pre-filing notice, including schedules reflecting 

estimated figures supporting an AMR Cost Recovery Charge. 

8. On December 12,2008 and January 22 and February 6,2009, DEO met with 

representatives of Staff and OCC to discuss a baseline for meter-reading and call-center 

savings. The parties have agreed that calendar year 2007 will be the baseline year for 

measuring cost savmgs related to call-center expense. As reflected on Schedule 12, there 

are no call-center savings realized fiom 2007 to 2008. 

9. The parties were not able to reach consensus regarding the baseline for meter-'reading 

savings, due to disagreements about whether the decline of certain meter-reading 

expenses is attributable to AMR. DEO believes that AMR-related savings will not be 

realized until AMR is more widely deployed, at which time meter-reading routes can be 



consolidated. Therefore, no such savings were realized in 2008. The Stipulation and 

Recommendation approved by the Commission in Case Nos. 07-829-GA-AIR, ei al,, 

gives the parties appropriate latitude in establishing the baseline level of call-center and 

meter-reading expense to be used for measuring sa]vings. Accordingly, DEO believes it 

is reasonable to look at the change in call-center arid meter-reading expense in the 

aggregate to determine wheth^ savmgs from the AMR deployment have occuned. 

However, in an effort to reach a compromise, DEO (i) has adjusted its meter-readmg 

expenses in 2007 and 2008 to eliminate DOT inspections costs that are unrelated to AMR 

and to facilitate the comparison of certain labor chf^ges and; (ii) has applied the resulting 

$275,928.62 decrease in meter-reading expense bcm 2007 to 2008 to reduce the AMR 

i 
Cost Recovery Charge, without nettit^ that reduction against a significant increase in 

call-center expense during that time period. 

10. DEO has begun the process of installing AMR equipment on each of the nearly 1.3 

million meters in its system. In most cases, this is accomplished by attaching an AMR 

device to the customer's existing meter. In other instances, DEO is replacing remote 
i 

meter index equipment with the AMR devices. In order to fully implement AMR 

technology - and to realize the corresponding cost savings more quickly - DEO intends 

to substantially complete its AMR installations by 2011. As of tiie date of this filing, 

DEO remains on target to achieve this deadline, having mstalled 435,765 AMR devices 

through J^uary 2009. 

11. In accordance with the Stipulation and tiie Commission's Opinion and Order of October 

15,2008, DEO hereby submits the following schedules supporting its requested AMR 

Cost Recovery Charge, which are attached collectively as Exhibit A: 



a. Schedule 1, a summary schedule reflecting the proposed AMR Cost Recovery Charge; 

b. Schedules 2 and 2A, which reflect die cumulative and mcremental monthly coital 

additions resulting firom installations, system mtegration, and purchases of ERT 

devices and related computer hardware and software; 

c. Schedules 3 and 3A, which reflect cumulative and inaementdi montiily depreciation 

of the capital additions; 

d. Schedules 4 and 4A, which reflect cumulative and incremental post in-sendce 

carrying costs; 

e. Schedules 5 and 5A, wUch inflect the cumulative and mcremental net deferred tax 

balance related to post in-service carrying costs; 

f Schedule 6, which reflects deferred taxes on liberalized depredation; 

g. Schedule 7, which reflects annualized dq}reciation associated with c^ t a l additions 

tiirough December 31,2008; 

h. Schedule 8, which reflects annualized amortization of post in-servicC' carrying costs; 

i. Schedule 9, which reflects incremental and annualized property tax expense 

associated witii capital additions through December 31,2008; 

j . Schedule 10, which reflects the approved rate of return on rate base on a pre-tax basis; 

k. Schedule 11, which reflects die number of bills issued to customers on applicable rate 

schedules between December 31,2007 and December 31,2008; and 

1. Schedules 12 and 12A, which reflect tiie change in call-center and meter-reading 

expense from 2007 to 2008. 

12. As reflected in Schedule 1: 

a. The total net rate base tiirough December 31,2008 is $37,043,392.89; 



b. The annualized return on rate base is $4,208»129.43; 

c. Meter-reading expense savings are $275,928.62; 

d. The annualized AMR-related revenue requirement is $6,727,584,02; 

e. The number ofbills issued to customers on applicable rate schedules between 

December 31,2007 and December 31,2008 is 14,769,345; and 

f The resulting AMR Cost Recovery Charge is $p.46 per month per customer. 

13. In accordance with Staffs recommendations, the AMR Cost Recovery Charge docs not 

include costs associated with the replacement of American and Badger remote meter 

index equipment. Similarly, the cost of replacing tp-cased meters, routine mauitenance 

activity, and the one-time non-access charge have been excluded fiom the AMR charge. 

In the compliance tariffs filed on October 16,2008, DEO eliminated the charge to 

customers for AMR equipment installation assessed for non-access. No customers were 

ever assessed that charge. 

14. In an Entry dated October 22,2008, the Commission approved DEO's AMR tariff ^ e t . 

A revised version of this tariff sheet, which reflects the adjusted AMR Cost Recovery 

Charge, is attached as Exhibit B. 

WHEREFORE, DEO respectfijliy requests tiiat ±e Commission, pursuant to RC, 

4905.04,4929.11 and other applicable law, approve DEO's Application to adjust its AMR Cost 

Recovery Charge to $0.46; approve the revised AMR Cost Recovery Charge tariff sheet attached 

as Exhibit B; and for all other necessary and proper relief. 



Respectfully submitted. 

Cvid A. Kulik (Counsel of Record) 
JONES DAY 
North Point, 901 Lakeside Avenue 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 
Telephone: (216)586-3939 
Facsunile: (216)579-0212 
dakutik@]one$day.com 

Grant W. Garber 
JONES DAY 
325 John H. McConnell Blvd., Suite 600 
P.O. Box 165017 
Columbus, Ohio 43216-5017 
Telephone; (614)469-3939 
Facsimile: (614)461-4198 
gwgarber@ianesday.com 

ATTORNEYS FOR THE EAST OHIO GAS 
COMPANY D/B/A DOMINION EAST OHIO 

mailto:gwgarber@ianesday.com


CERTinCATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of the foregoing Application and exhibits were delivered to the 

following persons by electronic mail this 27th day of February, 2009. 

W. Garber 

Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. 
John Bentine, Esq. 
Mark Yurick, Esq. 
Chester, Wilcox & Saxbe LLP 
65 East State Street, Suite 1000 
Columbus, OH 43215-4213 
jbentine@cwslaw.com 
myurick@cwslaw.com 

Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel 
Joseph Serio, Esq. 
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, OH 43215-3485 
serio@occ.state.oh.us 

Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy 
David Rinebolt, Esq. 
P.O. Box 1793 
Findlay,OH 458394793 
drinebolt@aol.com 

UWUA Local G555 
Todd M. Smitii, Esq. 
Schwarzwald &. McNair LLP 
616 Penton Media Building 
1300 East Ninth Street 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 
tsmith@smcnlaw.com 

The Neighborhood Environmental Coalition, 
The Empowerment Center of Greater 
Cleveland, The Cleveland Housmg Network, 
and The Consumers for Fair Utility Rates 
Joseph Meissner, Esq. 
The Legal Aid Society of Cleveland 
1223 West 6tii Street 
Cleveland, OH 44113 
jpmeissn@lascJev.org 

Dominion Retail 
Barth E. Royer 
33 South Grant Avenue 
Columbus, OH 43215-3927 
bartiu:oyer@aol.com 

Stand Energy Corporation 
John M. Dosker, Esq. 
General Counsel 
1077 Celestial Street, Suite 110 
Cmcinnati, OH 45202-1629 
jdosker@stand-energy.com 

Integrys Energy Services, Inc. 
M. Howard Petricoff 
Stephen M. Howard 
VORYS, SATER, SEYMOUR AND PEASE 
LLP 
52 East Gay Street 
P.O. Box 1008 
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008 
mhpetricoff@vorys.com 

mailto:jbentine@cwslaw.com
mailto:myurick@cwslaw.com
mailto:serio@occ.state.oh.us
mailto:drinebolt@aol.com
mailto:tsmith@smcnlaw.com
mailto:jpmeissn@lascJev.org
mailto:oyer@aol.com
mailto:jdosker@stand-energy.com
mailto:mhpetricoff@vorys.com


The Ohio Oil & Gas Association Robert Triozzi 
W. Jonatiian Airey City of Cleveland 
VORYS, SATER, SEYMOUR AND PEASE Cleveland City Hall 
LLP 601 Lakeside Avenue, Room 206 
52 East Gay Street Cleveland, Ohio 44114-1077 
P.O. Box 1008 RTriozzi@city.cleveland.oh.us 
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008 SBeeler@city.clcveland.oh,us 
wjairey@vssp.com 

Stephen Reilly 
Anne Hammerstein 
Office of the Ohio Attomey General 
Public Utilities Section 
180 East Broad Street, 9tii Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
stephen.reilly@puc.state.oh.us 
arme.hammerstein@puc.state.oh.us 

mailto:RTriozzi@city.cleveland.oh.us
mailto:wjairey@vssp.com
mailto:stephen.reilly@puc.state.oh.us
mailto:arme.hammerstein@puc.state.oh.us
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ExIiibitB 



THE EAST OHIO GAS COMPANY Original Sheet No. AMR 1 

AMR Cost Recovery Charge 

A monthly charge of $0.46 shall be added to the otherwise applicable monthly service charge for 
all customers receiving service under the following rate schedules Io recover the dqjreciation, 
incremental property taxes arid post in-service canybg charges associated widi the installation of 
automated meter reading (AMR) equipment throu^out East Ohio's system: 

a) General Sales Service 
b) Large Volume General Sales Service 
c) Energy Choice Transportation Service 
d) Large Volume Energy Choice Transportation Service 
e) General Transportation Service 
f) Transportation Service for Schools 

Issued: Effective: With bills rendered on or after 
Filed under authority of The PiAHc Utilities Commission of Ohio in Owe No. ()7-829-GA-AIR 

Bruce C. Klink, President 



s 

BEFORE 
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

In the Matter of the Application of The East 
Ohio Gas Company d/h/a Dominion East 
Ohio to Adjust its Automated Meter 
Reading Cost Recovery Charge and Related 
Matters 

Pl>(^ />X.^- , 

% 

-7?.,, 

Case No. 09-38-GA-UNC 

/ / / • ' 

STATEMENT OF DOMINION EAST OHIO REGARDING DISPUTED ISSUES 

Pursuant to the Attomey Examiner's Entry, dated April 6, 2009, The East Ohio Gas 

Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio ("DEO") hereby advises that despite good faith negotiations 

among the parties, there are two issues which have not been resolved and on which a hearing will 

be required. 

First, DEO disagrees with Staffs recommendation that depreciation and property tax 

expense be amortized over the useful life of AMR equipment and that unamortized balances of 

deferred depreciation and property tax expense be included in rate base. {See StafTRep., p. 9-10.) 

This proposal effectively eliminates the automatic adjustment mechanism previously agreed 

upon by the parties and approved by the Commission. {See Stipulation and Recommendation, pp. 

10-11; Opinion & Order dated Oct. 15, 2008, Nos. 07'829-GA-AlR, et al, p. 13,) This proposal 

also subjects DEO and its customers to an improper lag between the time expenses are incurred 

by DEO and the time DEO receives the corresponding revenue. DEO does not, however, contest 

any of Staffs other recommendations and agrees to adopt them. 



Second, DEO disagrees with OCC's proposal to modify 2007 and 2008 meter-reading 

expenses by adding outside contractor expenses associated with inside meter leak surveys 

mandated by the Department of Transportation. These expenses have nothing to do with meter 

reading. Further, any savings associated with this work will be realized through the PIR rider. 

Respectfully submitted, 

id A. KutikTfounsel of Record) 
JONES DAY 
North Point, 901 Lakeside Avenue 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 
Telephone] (216)586-3939 
Facsimile: (216)579-0212 
dakutik@j(|)nesday,com 

Paul A. Colbert 
Grant W. Garber 
JONES DAY 
325 John H. McConnell Blvd., Suite 600 
P.O. Box 165017 
Columbus, lOhio 43216-5017 
Telephone:! (614)469-3939 
Facsimile: (614)461-4198 
pacolberl@jonesday.com 
gwgarber@jonesday.com 

ATTORNEYS FOR THE EAST OHIO GAS 
COMPANY D/B/A DOMINION EAST OHIO 

^ 

^ 

mailto:pacolberl@jonesday.com
mailto:gwgarber@jonesday.com


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1 certify that a copy of the foregoing Statement by Dominion East Ohio was delivered to 

the following persons by electronic mail this 14th day of April, 2009. 

/̂ wfcTMtomey foWfhe East Ohio Gas Company 
d/b/a Dominion East Ohio 

Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel 
Joseph Serio, Esq. 
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, OH 43215-3485 
serio^.occ.state.oh.us 

Stephen Reilly 
Anne Hammerstein 
Office of the Ohio Attomey General 
Public Utilities Section 
180 East Broad Street, 9th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 432IS 
stephen.reiliy@puc.state.oh.us 
anne.hammerstein@puc.state.oh.us 

mailto:stephen.reiliy@puc.state.oh.us
mailto:anne.hammerstein@puc.state.oh.us
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BEFORE 
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

In the Matter of the Application of The ) 
East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dommion ) 
East Ohio to Adjust its Automated Meter ) Case No. 09-38-GA-UNC 
Reading Cost Recovery Charge and Related ) 
Matters. ) 

COMMENTS 
BY 

THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS' COUNSEL 

L INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to an April 6,2009.Bntry ("April 6 Entry") by the Attorney ExammOT m 

this docket, Staff and interveoois are required to file any comments in this proceeding by 

April 10,2009/ By April 14,2009, the East Ohio Gas Con̂ >any d/b/a Dominion East 

Ohio ("DEO'̂  or ̂ 'die Company*) is required to file a statement iiiibnning the Pubhc 

Utilities Cormnission of Ohio ("PUCO" or "the Commission") whether the issues raised 

in the comments had been resolved.̂  The Automated Meter Reading C'AMR*̂  cost 

recovery charge impacts all DEO residential customers who will be required to pay die 

proposed $0.46 charge per mondi, associated with the dq)loyment of AMR devices on all 

residential gas meters. 

The purpose of this proceeding is to ensure tiiat any and all cost savings fiom the 

call center and meter reading expenses are properly credited against the AMR 

deployment costs in order to flow all of the claimed cost savings and efficiencies to 

^ April 6 Entry at2. 

^Aprils Entry at 2, 



customers in a tunely maimer. OCC recommoids that the Commission reject the DEO 

adjustments and reduce the DEO-proposed AMR cost recovery char^ fi:om $0.46 to 

S0.41 per customer per month, and that any other Commission approved modifications to 

I the AMR cost r e c o v ^ charge be taken fiom the $0.41 rate. 

As an initial matter, the Office of the Ohio Cotisumers' Counsel {**OCC") opposes 

adjustments or modifications to the baseline meter reading and call center expenses that 

are the subject of this proceeding. The OCC did engiE^ in discussions with the 

Commission Staff ("StafT) and the Company in an attempt to resolve this matter 

however those discussions did not end in a resolution that was acceptable to all the 

parties. As a result, ihe OCC is submitting these comments. 

IL COMMENTS 

On February 27,2009, DEO filed an ApplicE^on in this docket, asking for 

approval and adjustment to its AMR Cost Recovery Charge to $0.46 per month per 

1 
! customer. The Application was made as a resuh of the Stipulation and RecommendaticHi 

agreed to by the parties in the recent DEO Rate Case.^ The Stipulation and 
I 

I Recommendation stated: 
! 

(6) Any savmp relative to a baseline level of O & M expenses 
associated with leak detection and repair process. Department of 

' Transportation inspections on inside metors that may no longer be 
necessary if meters are relocated outside, and corrosion monitoring 
expense shall be used to reduce the fiscal year-end regulatory asset 
eligible for recovery through the PIR Cost Recovery Charge. DEO 
shall work with StadDf and OCC to develop an s )̂p(ropriate baseline 
for those expenses and parties reserved the right to seek 

^ In the Matter of the Application cfthe East Ohio Gas Catt^my d/b/d Dominitm East Ohio for Amhority 
to Increase Rates for its Gas Distribution Service, Case No. 07-S29-GA'AIR, Opinion and Order (October 
15.2009) ("DEO Rate Case") 



Commission resolution in the event the parties differ regarding the 
appropriate baseline.̂  

Similar language also appeared in the October 15,2009 Opinion and Order which stated: 

(f) Any savings relative io a baseline level of operation and 
maintenance expenses associated with leak detection and repair 
processes, department of transportation inspections of inside 
meters that may no longer be necessary if meters are relocated 
outside, and corrosion monitoring expense shall be used to reduce 
the fiscal year-end regulatory asset eligible for recovery through 
the PIR Cost Recovery Charge. DEO shall work with Sta£f and 
OCC to develop an ̂ )propriate baseline for those expenses and 
parties reserved the ri^t to seek Commission resolution in tibe 
event the parties differ regarding the approfmate basehnc for those 
expenses. 

The language in the Stipulation and Recommendation and the Opinion and Qrder 

contemplated that any savings fixim the call center or meter reading expenses resulting 

fiom the AMR program would be credited against the expenses in order to reflect some 

of the savings touted in support of the AMR program. More specifically, DBO witness 

JefTMurphy, Director, Rates and (jas Supply, testified that AMR deploymmt would 

provide cost savings, including "lower rates over tune," in addition to reduced "time, 

labor and other costs."^ Mr. Murphy aJso testified that the Company would: 

compare its annual mete: reading operating and maintenance 
C'O&M'O expense to a base year, which the Staff has 
reconuneiided to be 2007. Any savings relative to that base year 
will be used to redunĵ  the year-end regulatory asset in order to 
provide customers the benefit of any meter-reading cost reductions 
achieved as a result of the AMR dqiloyment.̂  

* DEO Rate Case, Stipulatioa and Recominendation at 10. 

^ DEO Rata Case, ppinion and Order at 10. 

^ DEO Rate Case, Second Suj^leroental Direct Testinmiy of Jefl&ey A. Mii£]^y at 20-23. 

^ DEO Rate Case, Second Si^lennntal Direct Tesdmony of Jeffi^y A Murphy at 24. Empbasis added. 



Mr. Murphy did not moition or discuss the need for any adjustments or modifications to 

be made to the 2007 base year. Having failed to make any such res^vation of rights 

during the rate case, it is inappropriate for DEO to attempt to modify the savings formula 

retroactively. Clearly, fiom the testimony, the Stipulation and the Opinion and Order 

there was a unanimous agreement regarding the baseline. To tiie extent that the parties 

could not agree on any adjustments or modifications, the Commission should rely on the 

record fiiom the rate case, which was uncontested and supported using the 2007 test year. 

As Mr. Miuphy noted the Staff addressed this matter in the StaiTRqwrt where it 

stated: 

Finally, DEO has proposed to reduce the regulatory asset by the 
amount of meter-reatfing savings that would result fimm installing 
the AMRs, and to calculate Ihe savings by comparing fiiture annual 
meter-reading operation and Maintenance (O&M) expense agamst 
a baseline year. Staff bdleves 2007 (the test year for the current 
rate case) is a more appropriate baseline.^ 

In making the comparison to the baselme expense levels, neither the Stipulation 

and Recommendation nor the Ophiion and Order expUcitly permitted adjustments or 

modification to the baseline expenses. Rather, the Stipulation and Recommendation and 

the Opmion and Order allowed savmgs resulting fivm the AMR c^loyment to be used to 

offset fiscal year-end regulatory assets that would be recovered tbrou^ the PIR cost 

recovery charge. In other words, these savings were to be netted against the increased 

costs for AMR installation, as determined by comparing the 2007 baseline (the test year 

for the current rate case) against the new rates. 

DHORateCase, Sta^Reportat43. Enqihasiff added. 



OCC objects to the Company's ̂ plication because it contains two adjustments 

to the 2007 meter reading expenses. First, DEO reduced approximately $1 million fiom 

the 2007 meter reading expenses related to the Department of Transportation C'DOF*) 

inspection of inside meters. DEO added $43,594 of salaries, payroll taxes and benefits 

expenses to the 2007 meter expenses. Second, DEO made similar type of adjustments to 

the 2008 meter reading expenses, includuig a reduction of 5764,739 for DOT meter 

inspection expenses and an increase of $542,166 m labor costs. By making these 

adjustments to the actual met^ reading expenses in 2007 and 2008, the calculated 2008 

savings in meter reading expenses was reduced by $734,059. This reduction in met^-

related O&M savinp has unjustifiably inflated the year-end regulatory asset and the 

resulting AMR Cost Recovery Ĉ harge to be collected fiom customers in 2008 and fiiture 

years. 

The 2007 met^ reading expense is fully mcluded m the test year operating 

expenses of the current rate case, and should be the base for calculatmg savings in meter 

readmg expenses. The Company is currently coUectii^ the entire actual 2007 meter 

reading expense, and wilt continue to do so until the next base rate case. Consequently, 

the 2007 meter reading expense is lhe proper base for calculatmg savings in meter 

reading expenses in subsequent years. The same principle of using test year actual metor 

reading expenses will still be applicable when DEO files its next base rate case. Once 

again, no adjustments were allowed or contemplated. DEO's original AMR Application 

stated: 

When DEO files its next base rate case, die revenue requirement 
will reflect updated test year op^atmg expenses and date certain 
net plant. Once rates approved in the case go into effect, AMR-
related capital mvestments made prior to date certain will be 



reflected in base rates along with updated test year expenses for 
meter reading O&M and property taxes. Post rate case, the AMR 
Cost Recovery Charge will use test year O&M and date 
certain gross plant as the basis upon which to calculate future 
AMR Cost Recovery Charges.^ 

During the recent rate case. DEO had the burden of proof as set forth in R.C. 4909.18. 

Inasmuch as the AMR cost recovery charge was established as part of the rate case, DEO 

bears the same burden of proof regarding the adjustments proposed in the Applicatioa 

Because no adjustments or modification were contmiplated as part of the rate case, and 

the Company has failed to meet its burden of proof, the adjustments proposed by DEO 

should be rejected. 

If the DEO adjustments are not included m the calculation of the AMR cost 

recovery charge, thai the charge is reduced fi»m $0.46 per customer p ^ month to $0.41 

per customer per month as noted in the attached work sheet 

HL CONCLUSION 

As was the case in the recent base r ^ case,.the Conq>any bears the burden of 

proving that any modifications or adjustments to either the baseline or 2008 expense 

levels are reasonable. The adjustments proposed by DEO were not contemplated in the 

Company's original Application or testimony, the Staff Report, the Stipulation and 

Recommendation or the Opinion and Order. The ability of the Company to adjust the 

baseline with every filing is anathema to the very concqjt of a baseline. The Company's 

Application does not meet the burden of proof and the |»x)posed adjustments should be 

rejected. Instead, the 2007 test year meter reading and call center expenses should be 

used as the baseline costs for the purpose of determining the cost savmg3 to be credited as 

^ DEO Rate Case, Case No. 06-1453, ApplJcation at 7-S. Emphasis added. 



part of the AMR cost recovery charge, and the AMR cost recovery charge should be 

reduced from the DEO-proposed S0.46 per customer p ^ month charge to $0.41, with any 

other Commission approved mo(Ufications be taken fiom the $0.41 charge. 

Re^wctfully submitted. 

JANINE L. MIGDEN-OSTRANDER 
OHIQ CONSUMER»COUNSEL 

f. Counsel of Record 
Sauer 

It Consumers' Comisel 

Office of the Ohio Consumers* Counsel 
10 West BTO^ Street, Suite ISOO 
Cohmibus, Ohio 43215-3485 
(614) 466-8474 - Tel^ihone 
serio@Qcc.state.oh.ua 

mailto:serio@Qcc.state.oh.ua


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby c^fy that a copy of the Clomments of the Office of the Ohio 

Consumers' Counsel was served via electronic service upon the following persons on this 

10* day of April, 2009. 

SERVICE 

Stephen Reilly 
Anne I^mmerstdn 
Attomey Cieneral's Office 
Public Utilities Section 
180 East Broad Street, 9lh Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

David A. Kutik 
Dommion East Ohio 
Jones Day 
North Point, 901 Lakeside Ave. 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-1190 

Grant W. Garber 
Jones Day 
325 John H. McConnell Boulevard 
Suite 600 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
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5. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 

A, 

PREFILEB TESTIMONY OF IBRAHIM SOLIMAN 

Please state your name and busmess address. 

My name is Ibrahim Soliman, My business address is 180 E. Broad 

Steeet, Columbus, Ohio 43266-0573 

By whom are you employed? 

I am employed by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) 

Would you please state your backgroimd? 

I received a Bachelor of Business Administration degree from Cairo 

University in 1976 wMi a major in Accounting. I have conq}leted many 

regulatory trainii^ programs. I was eaq)loyed by Lewis and Michael 

Storage Inc. &om February 1979 until June 1980 as a junior accountant. 

I began my current employment wifli PUCO in July 1980, I am a 

certified public accountant, a certified mtemal auditor, and a certified 

management accountant 

What is your current position with the PUCO and what are your duties? 

1 am an Administrator m the Accounting and Electncity Division of the 

Utilities Department My duties include planning of rate case 

investigations, supervising auditors assigned to the investigation, and 

overseeing the preparation and presentation of both text arid schedules 

for the operatmg income and rate base sections of Staff reports of 

investigation. I prepare and present written and c»ral testimony in 

support of Staff s position presented in all utility industries. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

I have the overall responsibility for the Staffs reconomendatictfi in tins 

case. Specifically, Ihe Staffs recommended revenue requkenaent and 

resulting AMR mmthly charge of $034.1 have included Attachment 

IS 1 to show the calculation of the $0.34. This Attachment is UL sunilar 

form to the application filed by die Company. 



1 6. Q. Will you summarize tiie Staffs recommoidation? 

2 A. The Staff is recommending that the Company's proposed calcidation of 

3 the AMR revenue requvement and resulting AMR monthly charge of 

4 $0.46 be modified to reflect tiie StafPs recommended adjustments 

5 below. 

6 

7 1. The Company has recorded as regulatory assets the depreciation 

8 e:!q)ense, the incremental property taxes and the post-in-s^rvice carrying 

9 costs associated with its AMR program costs m its December 31,2008 

10 balance sheet. The Company prc^oses to amortize post in-service. 

11 canyuig costs over the useful life of the AMR eqdpm^t. However, for 

12 the deferred depreciation e3q>ense and the deferred incremental 

13 property tax, the Company proposes a one year amortization. The Staff 

14 recommends that the deferred depreciation expense and tiie deferred 

15 incremental property taxes should also be amortized over the useful life 

16 of the AMR equipment. The Staff also recommends that the rate base 

17 should include the unamortized balances of deferred depreciation 

18 expense and deferred mcremental property taxes. 

19 2. The Company utilized an estimated tax rate to annualize 

20 property tax expense. The Staff recalculate tiie propoly tax expense 

21 utilizing the latest known tax rate. 

22 3. The Staff recalculates the annual amortization of the deferred 

23 post in-service canying costs to reflect the proper amortization rate for 

24 the AMR installation cost. 



I 4. The Staff recommends tiiat DEO's total AMR Plant Additions 

2 and associated depreciation, post m-service carrybg costs, proper^ 

3 taxes, and related deferred taxes be reduced to reflect the exclusic^ of 

4 the costs of the 137,058 excess AMR devices. 

5 With the adoption of the above recommendations, the Staff 

6 recommends that the Commission approve a monthly charge of $0.34 

7 for all applicable customers. 

8 7. Q. Does tiie Company disagrees with the Staffs recommended adjustment 

9 No. 1 and agrees with the Staffs remammg recommended 

10 adjustments? 

11 A. Yes it does. 

12 8. Q. Will you please e?q)lain die Staffs recommended adjustment no. 1 

13 above? 

14 A. Yes. The Company started the dq>loyment of automatic meter reading 

15 (AMR) technology by attaching ^coder-receiv^-transmitter (ERT) 

16 devices to existmg customer meters that allow the meters to be read 

17 remotely through electronic means. The Company estimated that over 

18 the five-year d^loyment period, the cost would total about $110 

19 million. The Company further estunated that, before adjustment for the 

20 reduced meter-reading expense, the resuhmg fixed, montiily AMR 

21 charge f<̂  each of the first five years (assuming no new base rate cases) 

22 would be as follows: 

23 [Year Estimated AMR Charge 



1 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 9. Q. 

14 A. 

15 

16 

17 10, Q. 

18 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

&008 $0.35 1 

^009 $0.53 

tzoio $0.83 

2011 $1.19 1 

i2012 $1.15 1 

In the stipulation and recommendation ui case 07-829-GA-AIR, die 

parties agreed to the concept of a cost recoveiy mechanism and the 

establishment of an AMR rider set at $0.00. The parties also agreed to 

the establishment of a regulatcny asset for AMR depreciation expense 

and incremental property taxes. In addition, the parties agreed that tiie 

Compaay be allowed to calculate post in-service carrying cost and 

record it also as a regulatory asset. 

What is the purpose of post in-service canying cost? 

The purpose of post in-service canymg cost is to compensate the 

Company fen* the cost of money during the deployment period of AMR 

program until tiie AMR investment is reflected m rates. 

What is die purpose of the defearral of depreciation exp^ise and 

property taxes? 

The purpose of the deferral of dq»reciation exp^ise and property taxes 

during the interim period from the last rate case to the first AMR cost 

recovery is to recognize the timing different between when the cost is 

incurred and when it is recovered in rates. 

23 11. Q. What is the purpose of the Company's AMR application? 



1 A The ultimate piorpose of the application is to allow the Compaay to 

2 recover expenditures associated with the Company's AMR pfogr^ 

3 more quickly than a normal rate case application. 

4 12. Q. Does the Staffs calculation of the AMR annualized revenue 

5 requnement include a return on date certain December 31, 2008 

6 balance of all AMR investm^its? 

7 A. Yes it does. 

8 13. Q. Does the Staffs calculation of the AMR annualized revenue 

9 requirement uiclude a return on date certain. December 31, 2008 

10 balance of post in-service carrying costs, and an annual amortization 

11 allowance in the calculation of AMR operating expense? 

12 A. Yes it does. 

13 14. Q. Does the Staffs calculation of tiie AMR annual!^ revenue 

14 requkement include a return on date certain December 31, 2008 

15 balance of depreciation and property taxes r^ulatory asset, and an 

16 annual amortization allowance ui the calculation of AMR (perating 

17 expenses? 

18 A Yes it does, 

19 15, Q. Does the Staffs calculation of the AMR annualized revenue 

20 requiremsit include annualized depreciation expense and properly 

21 taxes allowances in tiie calculation of AMR operating expense? 

22 A. Yes it does. 



1 16. Q. Does tiie Staffs calculation of AMR annualized revenue requirement 

2 include all AMR cost components and allow a full recovery of the 

3 Company '̂s expenditures associated with its AMR investment as of 

4 December 31,2008? 

5 A. Yes it does. The Staffs calcidation of AMR revenue requirement is just 

6 and reasonable and allows the recovery of all expenditures associated 

7 with the AMR program. The Staff recommends that the Commission 

8 adopt the Staffs revenue reqmrement calculation and the AMR 

9 monthly charge of $0.34 per customer. 

to 17. Q. Is the Staffs recommendation r^arding the method used to calculate 

11 the AMR annualized revenue requirement and the monthly charge 

12 consistent with methods adopted by the Commission in sunilar cases? 

13 A. Yes it is. The Staffs metiiod used to calculate the AMR revenue 

14 requirement and monthly charge is consistent with the method used in 

15 Duke*s Accelemted Main Replacement Prognun (AMRP) and 

16 approved by the C<»nmission in its last six opinion and ordeis in that 

17 case. 

IS 18. Q. Why does the Staff recommend the amortization of tiie depreciation 

19 and proper^ taxes regulatory asset over the useful life of the AMR 

20 equipmoit? 

21 A. It is the proper ratemaking treatment to amortize a regulatcny asset 

22 autiiorized by the Commission over the life of die asset to spread the 



1 cost over the useful life of the asset. Current and fiiture customers will 

2 share tiie cost and benefits of the AMR program under this treatment. 

3 19. Q. Is the Comp^y's calculation of the AMR revenue requurement 

4 overstated ui its February 27,2009 filing? 

5 A. Yes it is. The Company's calculation of the AMR operating esq^ense 

6 includes December 31,2008 AMR actual accumulated depreciation and 

7 property taxes costs. It also includes an estimated dq>Feciation e3q>ense 

S ^ d property taxes fĉ - the prospective 12 months. By mcluding both tiie 

9 actual accumulated AMR depreciation and proper^ taxes amount; and 

10 the estimated depreciation and property taxes for the next 12 months, 

11 the AMR revenue reqmrement is ov^stated. 

12 20. Q. Does the Company's AMR equipment need to be mstalled before the 

13 recovery starts? 

14 A. Yes it does. The Staffs believes that flie Company's AMR equipment 

15 must be installed and all actual costs are reviewed and audited annually 

16 before cost recovery starts. 

17 

18 It is the Staffs opinion that the inclusion of un-known, un-measurable» 

19 and im-audited AMR costs is a violaticm of cost r ecov^ principles. 

20 21. Q, What does the Staffrecommend to (he Commission? 

21 A. The Staff recommends that the Conunission reject the Company's 

22 revised calculation of AMR monthly charge of $0.39 and adopt the 



1 Staffs calculation of an AMR monthly charge of $0.34 per customer as 

2 shown on Attachment IS 1. 

3 22. Q. If the Commission allows only the actual accumulated depreciation and 

4 property taxes incurred at the end of 2008, what would be the AMR 

5 montiily charge? 

6 A. Under the Company's meflio4 the AMR monthly charge would be 

7 reduced to $0.30 per customer. 

8 23. Q. Does this conclude your testunony? 

9 A. Yes, it does. 
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BEFORE 
THE PUBLIC UTiLnTES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

In the Matter of the ApplicatiOT of 
The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a 
Dominion East Ohio to adjust its 
Automated Meter Reading Cost 
Recovery Charge and related Matters. 

CaseNo, 09-38-GA-UNC 
AMR Annual Filmg For 
Calendar Year 2008 

COMMENTS 
AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with die stipulation adopted in Case Nos*, 07-829-GA-AIR, 07-830-

GA-ALT, 07-831-GA-AAM, 08-169^GA-ALT, and 06-1453-GA-UNC the 

Commission's Staff has conducted its investigation in the above-referenced matter and 

hereby submits its Comments to the Commission. 

These Staffs Comments were prepared by the Commission's Utilities Department 

and Service Monitormg and ̂ forcement Department 

The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio (DEO or Company) is an 

Ohio corporation engaged in the business of providing natural gas service to 

approxmiately 12 million customers in northeast, western and southeast Ohio 

communities. 



On December 13,2006, DEO filed an application to establish an Automated Meter 

Reading (AMR) cost recovery charge in Case No. 06-1453-GA-UNC. On Septcanber 20, 

2007, DEO filed a motion to consolidate its AMR application with the rate case and other 

related cases nos. 07-829-GA-AIR, 07-830-GA-ALT, 07-831-GA-AAM, and 08-169-

GA-ALT. On April 9,2008, the Conunission approved the motion to consolidate. 

On August 22, 2008, the parties in the consolidated rate Case Nos. 07-S29-GA-

AIR, et a] entered into a stipulation resolvmg all issues except rate design* As part of the 

stipulation, the parties adopted the Staffs recommendation with respect to the AMR cost 

recovery charge and an AMR rider was set at $0.00. The Stipulati(»i and 

Recommendation was approved by &e Commission on October 15,2008. 

On December 19, 2008, DEO filed in Case Nos. 07-829-GA-AIR and 06-1453-

GA-UNC a notice of intent to file an application supporting an AMR cost recoveiy 

charge for costs incurred during calendar year 2008, along with preliminary schedules 1 

through 11 demonstrating the justness and reasonableness of the estimated revenue 

requirement associated with the AMR cost recovery charge. On January 20, 2009, The 

Commission opened Case No. 09-38-GA-UNC and transferred the docuixiaits, 

specifically the prefdmg notice identified on Decanber 19, 2008 filing to Case No. 09-

38-GA-UNC. 

On February 27,2009, DEO filed schedides 1 through 12 to ig)date its a[^lication 

to a full year of actual data for the AMR cost recovery charge in Case No. 09-38-GA-

UNC, DEO seeks the Commission ^proyal of an AMR cost recovery charge of $0.46 

per month per customer. 



The establishment of the AMR rider, where rates are established each year, will 

continue until the effective date of the rates set in the Company ŝ next base rate case. 

The rider is designed to recover expenditures associated with the Company's AMR 

program, which covers the five-year mstallstion of AMR equipment on each of die nearly 

13 million meters in its system. This is accomplished by attaching an AMR device to the 

customer's existii^ met^. DEO intends to substantially complete its AMR uistallations 

by 2011, The Staff, by way of an annual filing by DEO to adjust the AMR rates, will 

review the viability of such rates. 

As a part of the annual filing, a pre-filing notice is to be issued m November of 

each year, ^ d will consist of mne months of actual and three months of projected data 

for the calendar year with a date certain December 31, By February 28 of the following 

year, the Company mil file an application updating to a full year of actual data* 

Unless the Staff finds DEO's filing to be unjust or unreasonable, or if any other party 

files an objection that is not resolved by DEO, the Staff will recommend Commission 

approval of the Company*s applicalion, with the increase in the AMR rider taking effect 

with the first billing cycle following the Commission order. 

SCOPE OF STAFF*S INVESTIGATION 

The scope of the Staffs investigation was designed to determine if the Company's 

filed exhibits Justify the reasonableness of the revenue requirement used as a basis for the 

annual adjustment to the AMR rider The Staffs Comments summarize excqitions to the 



Company's rate filing, generally ê q̂ lain the basis or bases for each exertion, and 

provide recommendations to ccnrect those exceptions. 

The Staff reviewed and analyzed all of the documentation filed by the Company 

and traced it to suppc»ting work papers and to source data. As paft of its review, the Staff 

issued data requests, conducted investigative interviews, and performed independent 

analyses when necessary. When investigating the Company's operating income, the Staff 

limited its review to expenses associated with depreciation, amortization of post in-

service carrying charges, property taxes, and operation and maintenance savmgs. 

For rate base, the Staff reviewed and tested the Company's plant accounting 

system to ascertain if the information on AMR assets contained m the Company's plant 

ledgers and supporting continuing property records represented a reliable source of 

original cost data. The computation of the Allowance of Funds Used During Construction 

(AFUDC) was exammed. The testuig included the selection of transactions for detailed 

review. Finally, the Staff reviewed post m-service carrying costs and related deferred 

income tax effect, and deferred taxes on liberalized defmcaticHi. 

COMPANY'S PROPOSED RECOVERY 

The Company proposes a revenue requirement calculation to support its AMR cost 

recoveiy charge. The AMR rider is based on an annualized revenue requirement and 

number of bills issued to customers on applicable rate schedules between December 3U 

2007 and December 31, 2008. The Company requests that the Commission adjust its 



AMR cost recovery chai^ to $0.46 per month per customer and the effective date of 

such rate is the first billing cycle in May 2009. 

The Company's calculation is supported on the basis of what was agreed upon m 

the Stipulation and Recommendation discussed above and includes the following: 

• Original Cost and Accumulated Reserve for post 3/31/07 (date certain. Case No. 
07'829-GA-AIR) AMR property 
• Used and Useful Ml December 31,2008 
• Capital e}q)enditures for new equipment (limited to new AMR devices and 

related equipment) 
• Adjustments for the retirement of existing assets 

• Calculation of Post In-Service Carrying Costs (FISCC) on net plant additions and 
related deferred taxes 
• Recorded in unique sub-accounts of Account 182.3, Other Regulatory Assets 
• Calculated fiom die date tiiat the ^jplicable assets are used and useful (post-

3/3 1/07) until flie next effective date of AMR rider 
• Based on Company ŝ embedded interest cost and recorded at the gross rate for 

recovery on deferred taxes that lessens amount for recovery 

• Calculation of deferred taxes on liberalized depreciation 

• Proper annual depreciation expense 

• Ch'oss-up of 8,49% rate of return assigned to the recovery of AMR net capital 
expenditures 

• Operation and maintenance expenses saiings resulting firom tiie AMR 

• Incremental property taxes associated with net plant additions 

• An AMR revenue requirement that was allocated to each class based on the 
respective class' actual number ofbills. 

The Company's AMR revenue requirement of $14,769,345 for AMR net plant 

additions capitalized fi'om the program's inception through date certain of Dec^nber 31, 



2008, is allocated to the rate classes using number of customer bills for the twelve months 

ended December, 2008. A monthly charge of $0.46 will be applicable to all customers 

receiving service under the followmg rate schedules: 

General sales service 
Large volume general sales service 
Energy choice transportation service 
Large volume ^ergy choice transportation service 
General transportation service 
Transportation service for schools 

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

On December 19, 2008, DEO docketed its pre-filing notice to recover, tiirou^ its 

AMR cost recovery charge, the cost of installing automated meter-reading (AMR) 

devices on customs meters durii^ the period April 1,2007 through December 31, 2008. 

Because this filing contained ""provisional estimated schedules", the Staff informed DEO 

that it needed some actual data fiom which to select an audit saniple to verify tiiat the 

AMR costs were incurred and were consistent with the approved stipulation in Case No. 

07-829-GA-AIR. On February 9, 2009 DEO provided tiie Staff a summary of actual 

costs witii the exception of: (1) costs that needed to be excluded because they related to 

AMR devices installed to replace Badger and American mechanical remote devices; and 

(2) costs that needed to be added (for most months) relating to AMR installations 

completed in conjunction with other work performed on the same visit. DEO asserted 

that these adjustments would be mcluded in its ^splication to be filed on Fdmiaiy 27, 

2009 and added that DEO would provide die Staff an explanation of the adjustments. 



AMR ADDITIONS 

Usmg the data tiiat DEO provided on February 9,2009 tiic Staff selected few audit 

various AMR accounts based on the amount of costs incurred, then selected the months 

with the highest dollar costs, and requested documentation siqsporting those high-cost 

amounts. After reviewing this documentation, the Staff requested additional 

documentation as needed until it was either satisfied that the costs were substantiated or 

concluded that an adjustment was warranted. The Staff also examined the adjustments 

(and supporting documentation) DEO made for AMRs installed to replace Badger and 

American remote devices and for AMR installations made on the same visit when other 

work was performed. 

Based on its audit, the Staff recommends the following adjustments: 

1- DEO should adjust its AMR coital additions requested in its February 27, 2009 
application to reflect the following items as described below and to makes all necessary 
corrective journal entries to reduce AMR plant additions. 

• DEO over-stated by $13,394 the amount of its Service Company IT Labor 
allocation to the AMR project. 

• DEO incorrectiy charged to the AMR project $5,147 in outside meter services not 
applicable to the AMR program. 

• DEO inccHTectiy charged to the AMR project $3,988 in fi:ei^t charges for a truck 
load of meters, which are not part of the AMR program. 

The impact of these three items listed above is hnmat^al. The Staff recommends that 
future calculation of AMR rider should reflect the reduction recommended by the Staff. 

2- DEO had included in its s^licaticm die cost of 237,058 AMRs that had be^ 
purchased but not yet installed as of December 31,2008. Based on the number of AMRs 
that DEO subsequentiy installed during the first quarter of 2009, tiie Staff believes it 
would have been more reasonable to have only 100,000 of these devices in inv^tory at 
year-end 2008. The Staff therefore recommends a $5,117,844 adjustment to exclude the 



cost of the 137,058 excess AMRs that w^e on DEO's mventory at that time. This 
adjustment would reduce DEO's total additions to a level of $32,891,588. 

OPERATING EXPENSE SAVINGS CALCULATION 

Paragraph P of the approved Stipulation in Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR includes a 

commitment that ''withm three months of the Commission's approval of the stipulation, 

DEO shall work with the Commission Staff and the OfSce of the Ohio Consumers' 

Counsel (OCC) to develop an appropriate baselme fix)m vrtuch meter reading and call 

center savings will be determined and such quantifiable savings shall be credited to 

amounts that would otherwise be recovered through the AMR cost recovery charge." 

Accordingly on December 12,2008, DEO, Staff, and OCC began such discussions using 

DEO's meter reading costs for 2007 and 2008 along with actual employee counts for 

those years and the plaimed counts for 2009. As a result of these discussions, the parties 

agreed to use 2007 as a baseline year for calculatmg any call center savings. 

In discussing the meter-reading costs for 2007 and 2008, the Staff learned that 

some of the meter reading costs mvolved contractors lured to paform mspections on 

inside meters. The Staff suggested that it would be more apfnropriate to charge such 

inspection costs to a non-meter reading account. DEO then adjusted the hist(Hical meter 

reading cost data to reflect the exclusion of tiiese conlractor inspection costs, and argued 

for using the adjusted 2007 data as the baseline for calculating meter reading e:q>^se* 

The Staff believes such a procedure is consist^t with its Staff Report position and 

recommends the year 2007 fen* use as a baseline for calculating both meter reading and 

call center savings, subject to the followmg conditions: 



• That die cost of contractor-performed inside-meter inspections will not be diarged 
to meter reading expense; 

• That the cost of inside-meter hispections performed by meter readers (other than in 
conjunction with a regular meter reading visit) wQl not be charged to meter 
reading expense; 

• That call center expense will not be netted against meter reading e?g>ense in 
calculating Operating Expense savings for the AMR Cost Recovery Charge; and 

• That if the savings calculation residts in a cost increase (either for meter reading or 
call center expense), such increase will have no effect on the calculation of the 
AMR cost recovery charge. 

Although using this methodology jdelds no 2008 Call Center Expense savings, it does 

yield a 2008 Meter Readmg Expense savings of $275,928 which is reflected in DEO's 

application. The Staff recommends approval of these savmgs amounts. 

STAFF'S EXCEPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Staff has completed its investigation of the Con^)any's proposed AMR rider. 

As a result of its investigation, the Staff has det^mmed that the Company's calculation 

of tiie AMR revenue requirement as reflected in the updated filmg is supported by 

adequate data and information and the revenue requirement is properly allocated to the 

various customer classes in accordiance with the terms and conditions of the Stipulatioa 

and Recommendation except for the followmg recommended adjustments: 

1. The Company has recorded as regulatory assets the depreciation expense, the 
incremental property taxes and the post-in-service carrykig cmts associated with 
its AMR prc^am costs in its December 31, 2008 balsoice sheet. The Company 
proposes to amortize post m-service carrying costs over the useful life of the AMR 
equipments. Howevear, for the deferred depreciation expense and the deferred 
incremental i»x)perty tax, the Company proposes a one year amcffttzation. The 
Staff recomm^ds that the deferred depreciation expanse and the defisrred 
incremental property taxes should also be amortized over flie useful life of the 
AMR equipments. The Staff also reconunends that the rate base should include the 



unamortized balances of deferred depreciation expense and deferred incremoital 
property taxes. 

2. The Company utilized an estunated tax rate to annualize property tax expense. The 
Staff recalculates the property tax expense utilizmg the latest known tax rate. 

3. The Staff recalculates the annual amortization of the deferred post in-service 
carrying costs to reflect the proper amortization rate for the AMR installation cost 

4. The Staff recommends that DEO's total AMR Plant Additions and associated 
depreciation, post in-service carrying costs, property taxes, and related defenred 
taxes be reduced to reflect the exclusion of the costs of the 137,058 excess AMR 
devices. 

With the adoption of the above recommendaticKis, the Staff recommends the 

approval of a monthly charge of $0.34 for all applicable customers. The Staff also 

recommends tiiat the adjusted AMR rider of $0.34 be itnplem^ted in the first billmg 

cycle of the month following the Commission's decision. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Richard Cordray 
Ohio Attomey General 

Duane^W, Lackey 
S&HsAchief 

isistant Attorney 
180 East Broad Si 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
(614)466-4396 
FAX: (614) 644-8764 
Stephen.reilly@puc.state.oh.us 

On behalf of die Staff of tiie 
PubUc Utilities Commission of Ohio 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of the foregomg Staff Comments of Ibrahim Soliman 

and Peter Baker was served via electronic mail and/or regular U.S. mail, postage prepaid 

upon the following parties of record this 10* day of Ami, 2009. 

David A. Kutik 
Jones Day 
North Point, 901 Lakeside Avenue 
Cleveland, OH 44114 
dakutik(^ onesday.com 

Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. 
Chester, Willcox & Saxbe LLP 
Jdm W. Bentine/Mark Yurick 
65 E. State Street 
Suite 1000 
Columbus, OH 43215-4216 
jbentine@cwslaw.com 
myurick@cwslaw.com 

Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel 
Joseph Serio, Esq* 
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, OH 43215-3485 
serio@occ.state.oh.us 

Itephen A. Reilly 
isistant Attomey Gent 

Grant W. Garber 
Jones Day 
325 John H. McConnell Blvd., Suite 600 
P.O. Box 165017 
Columbus, OH 43216-5017 
gwgarber@onesday.com 

The Neighborhood Environmental 
Coalition, The Empowerment Center of 
Greater Cleveland, The Cleveland Housing 
Network, and The Cansumcrs for F ^ 
Utility Rates 
Josq)h Meissner, Esq. 
The Legal Aid Society of Cleveland 
1223 West 6* Street 
Cleveland, OH 44113 
jpmeissner@lasclev.org 

Dommion Retail 
Bartii Royer 
33 South Grant Av^ue 
Columbus, OH 43215-3927 
baTthroycr@aol.com 
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