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1.  Q.     Please state your name and business address. 1 

 A. My name is Matthew Snider. My business address is 180 East Broad Street, Columbus, 2 

Ohio, 43215. 3 

 4 

2.  Q. By whom are you employed? 5 

 A. I am employed by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO). 6 

 7 

3. Q. What is your current position with the PUCO and what are your duties? 8 

 A. I am a Utility Auditor in the Rates Division within the Utilities Department. My duties 9 

include analyzing and auditing the financial statements of Public Utility Companies, for the 10 

purpose of ratemaking, that fall under the jurisdiction of the PUCO.   11 

 12 

4.  Q. Would you briefly state your educational background?  13 

 A.  I earned a Bachelor of Science in Business from Miami University with majors in both 14 

Finance and Accounting in May of 2009.  15 

 16 

5. Q. Please outline your work experience. 17 

 A. Following my graduation from Miami University in 2009. I went to work for Winfree, Ruff 18 

& Associates, Ltd, CPAs as a tax accountant.  After working there for nearly two years, I 19 

joined the Public Utilities Commission in February 2011 as a Utility Auditor 1. Four months 20 

later, I was promoted to my current position of Utility Auditor 2.   21 

 22 
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6. Q. What’s the purpose of your testimony? 1 

 A. The purpose of this testimony is to address the Company’s Objection #4 relating to 2 

the Staff’s adjustment to test year operating income. 3 

 4 

7. Q.  What is the Company’s objection? 5 

 A.  In Company Objection #4, the Company objects to Staff’s use of only nine months 6 

of actual data when computing the average consumption per customer and believes 7 

that this methodology unfairly assumes that a customer’s usage will be constant 8 

and equal to the nine-month average. 9 

 10 

8. Q. How has Staff address the issue? 11 

 A. Staff agrees with the Company, that a customer’s usage will vary from month-to-12 

month and is not constant or equal to the nine-month average. The Staff report used 13 

the first 9 months of actual data in their analysis because this was the latest known 14 

actual information at the time and planned to update for the entire twelve months 15 

when that data became available. Staff has addressed this issue by updating their 16 

average consumption per customer methodology to reflect a full 12 months of 17 

actual data. 18 

19 
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9. Q. Did the Company have any other objections to Staff’s proposal? 1 

 A.  In Objection #4, the Company objects to Staff’s use of an average consumption per 2 

customer methodology because the Company feels their forecast already takes into 3 

account conservation, regarding both price-driven and equipment energy efficiency 4 

gains.  5 

 6 

10. Q. What is Staff’s position on the objection stated in question 10? 7 

 A. Staff disagrees and feels that while the Company’s test year forecast of revenues 8 

may take into account measures of conservation; this measure is too conservative 9 

and understates not only the Company’s revenue this year but the revenues that 10 

will be generated in future years. Staff contends that using an average consumption 11 

per customer methodology based upon actual kWh usage and actual customer 12 

count is a both logical and unbiased approach to forecasting revenues. 13 

 14 

11. Q. How is the average consumption per customer methodology derived?  15 

 A. The average consumption per customer methodology is derived from both the 16 

actual number of customers and the actual amount of usage in a particular month 17 

broken down by rate code. Each month’s average monthly usage per customer is 18 

summed and divided by twelve to arrive at the average consumption per customer. 19 

This process was repeated for the Company’s test year, each of the previous three 20 

years (2009, 2010, 2011) actuals, three year average of actuals and 2012 actuals. 21 

Staff’s adjustment to revenue was performed by taking the percent change between 22 
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the test year forecasted average consumption per customer and the actual average 1 

consumption per customer (See Attachment MS-1). The percent change amount is 2 

then applied to the Company’s corresponding test year kWh in the specific tariff. 3 

All of Staff’s revenue adjustments to the Company’s test year were performed in the 4 

exact same manner. Comparing the average consumption per customer 5 

methodology for the test year, the historical years, and the three year average have 6 

allowed the Staff to analyze current customer consumption to both the previous 7 

year’s consumption and the amount of consumption the Company forecasted in 8 

their test year for reasonability.  9 

 10 

12. Q. Why does Staff contend that an average consumption per customer methodology 11 

based on actual customers and actual usage is the appropriate measurement for 12 

both the Company’s current and future revenues? 13 

 A. The average consumption per customer methodology based upon both actual 14 

customer count and actual usage is an appropriate measurement because it sets 15 

both a reasonable and achievable baseline for the Company’s sales. Any future 16 

growth in customers or kWh sales will result in increased revenues for the 17 

Company. Likewise, any losses to the Company’s customer base or kWh sales will 18 

result in decreased revenues. Staff believes the average consumption per customer 19 

methodology for revenue is conservative and achievable based upon the revenue 20 

determinants for the Company historically and the Company’s future forecasts filed 21 

with the Commission. 22 
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13. Q. What did Staff consider when determining an appropriate baseline amount? 1 

 A. When establishing a baseline for revenues Staff performed trend analysis and 2 

compared the historical revenues from the previous three years to both the 3 

Company’s forecasted numbers for 2012 and the monthly updated 2012 actuals. 4 

Staff’s analysis shows that the Company forecasted very conservatively in terms of 5 

kWh usage and is not indicative of the Company’s customer’s normal usage 6 

patterns. Staff also reviewed the Company’s schedules C-11.1, C-11.3, and PUCO 7 

Form FE-D1: EDU Service Area Energy Delivery Forecast (see attachments MS-4, 8 

MS-5, MS-6) as yet another tool in the analysis of determining the validity of Staff’s 9 

proposed baseline. These schedules and forms show that the company is projecting 10 

growth in both customer count and kWh usage. 11 

 12 

14. Q. What is Staff’s recommended total Company revenue? 13 

 A. Staff recommends total company revenue of $364,559,278 as supported in schedule E-14 

4 and the accompanying E-4.1 schedules (see attachment MS-7).   15 

 16 

15. Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 17 

 A. Yes.  However, I reserve the right to submit supplemental testimony as described 18 

herein, as new information subsequently becomes available or in response to 19 

positions taken by other parties. 20 
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