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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

 2 

Q1. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 3 

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

Columbus, Ohio 43215. 5 

 6 

Q2. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED? 7 

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

 9 

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

YOUR DUTIES?  11 

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

Department of Analytical Services. My duties include performing analysis of 13 

impacts on the utility bills of residential consumers with respect to regulated 14 

utility filings before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”), and 15 

PUCO-initiated investigations. I examine utility financial and asset records to 16 

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

residential consumers. 18 

 19 

Q4. WOULD YOU BRIEFLY STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND? 20 

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

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

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

rate case training programs sponsored by the PUCO. 2 

 3 

Q5. PLEASE OUTLINE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE. 4 

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

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

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

most recent position with the PUCO was Chief, Rates Division within the Rates 8 

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

organizing, and directing PUCO Staff during rate case investigations and other 10 

financial audits of public utility companies subject to its jurisdiction. The 11 

determination of revenue requirements in connection with rate case investigations 12 

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

 14 

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

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

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

 18 

Q6. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE PUCO?  19 

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

before the PUCO. 21 

22 
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II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 1 

 2 

Q7. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 3 

A7. The purpose of my testimony is to support OCC objections 7 through 18 to the 4 

February 6, 2019 Staff Report of Investigation (“Staff Report”). The Staff Report 5 

was issued in response to Suburban Natural Gas Company’s (“Suburban” or 6 

“Utility”) request to increase rates to customers by $3,365,439. 7 

 8 

I will address OCC objections related to operating income and rate base, 9 

including the benefits that customers should receive from the Federal Tax Cuts 10 

and Jobs Act of 2017 (“TCJA”). I will also support the overall revenue 11 

requirement recommended by OCC, which reflects the rate of return being 12 

sponsored by OCC witness Dr. Daniel J. Duann. 13 

 14 

Q8. WHAT IS THE LEVEL OF REVENUE INCREASE RECOMMENDED IN 15 

THE STAFF REPORT? 16 

A8. The Staff Report recommends a revenue increase. The lower bound increase is 17 

$764,476, and the upper bound increase is $1,087,908. 18 

 19 

Q9. DO YOU RECOMMEND A REVENUE INCREASE?  20 

A9. No. I recommend a revenue decrease of $826,810.21 
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Q10. WHAT SPECIFIC CHANGES TO THE STAFF REPORT’S LOWER AND 1 

UPPER BOUND REVENUE REQUIREMENT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 2 

A10. I recommend the following corrections to the Staff Report schedules: 3 

 A $13,531,197 reduction to Plant-In-Service Mains Account 376 4 

related to a pipeline (the “DEL-MAR Pipeline”) that Suburban 5 

leases from DEL-MAR Pipeline Co. LLC (“DEL-MAR”), and 6 

Suburban’s extension of that pipeline. (OCC Objections 11, 12, 7 

and 13). 8 

 A $129,330 reduction to Property Taxes associated with the plant-9 

in-service adjustments for the DEL-MAR lease. (OCC Objection 10 

15) 11 

 A $307,527 reduction to Depreciation Expense associated with the 12 

plant-in-service adjustments for the DEL-MAR lease. (OCC 13 

Objection 14) 14 

 A $121,206 reduction to Miscellaneous Expenses. (OCC Objection 15 

16) 16 

 All flow-through adjustments to Working-Capital, Federal Income 17 

Tax, and Tax Synchronization as a result of the changes above. 18 

(OCC Objection 17) 19 

In addition, OCC witness Dr. Daniel J. Duann recommends a 6.95% rate of 20 

return, which I have incorporated on line 4 of OCC Schedule A-1, which is 21 

attached to my testimony as WRW Attachment B.22 
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III. DEL-MAR PIPELINE (OCC OBJECTIONS 11-15) 1 

 2 

Q11. CAN YOU PROVIDE BACKGROUND RELATED TO THE DEL-MAR 3 

PIPELINE LEASE AGREEMENT? 4 

A11. Yes. The PUCO approved a long-term pipeline lease agreement between 5 

Suburban and DEL-MAR in Case No. 05-380-GA-AIS. According to the 6 

application in that case, the need for the pipeline arose when Suburban concluded 7 

that it would be unable to timely and economically obtain additional streaming 8 

capacity from Columbia Gas of Ohio.1 The PUCO ordered Suburban to file a 9 

written report with the PUCO summarizing the terms and full particulars of the 10 

lease.2 On December 1, 2005, the commencement date of the lease, Suburban 11 

filed the report as required by the PUCO, including a copy of the lease 12 

agreement.3 The pipeline lease is for 15 years beginning December 1, 2005, with 13 

Suburban making monthly lease payments to DEL-MAR for the use of the 14 

pipeline. At the end of the lease, Suburban has the option to purchase the pipeline 15 

for $4,157,858.416 

                                                           
1 Case No. 05-380-GA-AIS, Application at 2 (Mar. 21, 2015). 

2 Case No. 05-380-GA-AIS, Finding & Order at 4 (June 8, 2016). 

3 A copy of this filing, including the lease agreement, is attached to my testimony as WRW Attachment C. 

4 WRW Attachment C, Lease Agreement at 13. 
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Q12. WHY DID YOU PROPOSE AN ADJUSTMENT TO REMOVE THE 1 

PURCHASE OF THE DEL-MAR PIPELINE? 2 

A12. Suburban does not own the DEL-MAR pipeline. According to the lease 3 

agreement, Suburban does not have the option to purchase the pipeline until 4 

November 30, 2020, which is nearly two years after the date certain in this case 5 

(February 28, 2019). Instead, Suburban leases the pipeline from DEL-MAR, and 6 

customers pay for the lease through Suburban’s gas cost recovery (“GCR”) 7 

mechanism.5 Thus, Suburban cannot include the pipeline in its plant in service.  8 

 9 

Despite this, Suburban included a projected amount at the date certain (February 10 

28, 2019), of $4,629,797 for the DEL-MAR pipeline.6   11 

 12 

If the DEL-MAR option is included in rate base, then customers will be paying 13 

for the DEL-MAR pipeline twice: once as a lease through the GCR, and once 14 

through base rates, including a return on and of the pipeline. This is neither just 15 

nor reasonable. 16 

 17 

Q13. IS SUBURBAN NOW EXTENDING THE DEL-MAR PIPELINE? 18 

A13. Yes. According to the direct testimony of Mr. Sonderman, Suburban began 19 

construction of a 4.9-mile pipeline extension of the 20 mile DEL-MAR Pipeline, 20 

                                                           
5 See Case No. 18-216-GA-GCR, Opinion & Order (Jan. 16, 2019). 

6 Case No. 18-1205-GA-AIR, Applicant’s Workpaper WPB-2.3 & Staff Data Request 74 Attachment G, 
attached hereto as WRW Attachment D. 
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which operates under the PUCO-approved lease arrangement between Suburban 1 

and DEL-MAR.7   2 

 3 

Q14. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ADJUSTMENT TO REMOVE THE DEL-MAR 4 

EXTENSION FROM RATE BASE? 5 

A14. The application in this case also included a projected value in plant-in-service 6 

related to the DEL-MAR extension amounting to $8,901,400.8   7 

  8 

According to the direct testimony of Mr. Sonderman, the pipeline extension is 9 

necessary to serve the “robust” growth being experienced in Delaware County.9 In 10 

Case No. 18-54-GA-BLN before the Ohio Power Siting Board, Suburban stated 11 

that the purpose of the extension project was to provide enough gas volume for 12 

the planned growth in the area.10 In that case, Suburban projected serving as many 13 

as 18 new subdivisions, in various stages of development, with an estimated final 14 

buildout of 4,000 homes.11 Suburban proposed the extension of the pipeline in 15 

order to address the future growth needs of the area and to prevent a potential 16 

system capacity shortage.12 17 

 18 

                                                           
7 Case No. 18-1205-GA-AIR, Direct Testimony of Andrew J. Sonderman at 3 (the “Sonderman 
Testimony”). 

8 Case No. 18-1205-GA-AIR, Applicant’s Workpaper WPB-2.3 & Staff Data Request 74 Attachment A, 
attached hereto as WRW Attachment D. 

9 Sonderman Testimony at 3. 

10 Case No. 18-54-GA-BLN, Staff Report at 1 (Mar. 26, 2018). 

11 Id. at 2. 

12 Id. 
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Q15. DOES SUBURBAN HAVE ROBUST GROWTH IN DELAWARE COUNTY 1 

AS MR. SONDERMAN TESTIFIES? 2 

A15. There is growth but not robust growth. Residential growth from August 2017 to 3 

August 2018 was approximately 2% or an increase of 332 customers.13 At this 4 

rate, it will take approximately 12 years for Suburban to experience the final 5 

buildout of the 4,000 projected homes. Further, there is no guarantee that 6 

Suburban will continue to experience similar growth.  7 

 8 

Q16. IS IT REASONABLE FOR SUBURBAN TO EXPECT THE EXISTING 9 

CUSTOMER BASE TO PAY FOR THE PIPELINE EXPANSION TO SERVE 10 

FUTURE CUSTOMERS? 11 

A16. No. The extension is not eligible for rate base inclusion in this case because it is 12 

not used and useful to current Suburban customers. Instead, it is being built to 13 

provide service to future customers. If the DEL-MAR extension becomes used 14 

and useful to those future customers one day, then Suburban can file a new rate 15 

case and include it in rate base. If the PUCO authorized Suburban to begin 16 

recovery of the pipeline extension in rate base, current customers would be paying 17 

for plant to serve future customers. This is unfair to the current customers, from 18 

which Suburban is requesting increased charges. Current customers should benefit 19 

from a larger customer base, and future customers should pay for the expansion as 20 

they are added to the customer base. If current customers are burdened with 21 

footing the bill for the pipeline expansion, the addition of new customers to 22 

                                                           
13 Case No. 18-1205-GA-AIR, Staff Data Request 1, attached hereto as WRW Attachment E. 
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Suburban’s system in the future will represent pure profit to Suburban’s 1 

shareholders. 2 

 3 

Q17. ARE THERE OTHER NECESSARY ADJUSTMENTS TO THE REVENUE 4 

REQUIREMENT RESULTING FROM THE TWO DEL-MAR 5 

ADJUSTMENTS DISCUSSED ABOVE? 6 

A17. Yes. Depreciation expense and property taxes would need to be reduced to reflect 7 

the lower plant-in service. WRW Attachment B reflects the additional 8 

adjustments necessary to calculate the correct revenue requirement. 9 

 10 

IV.  OTHER RECOMMENDED ADJUSTMENTS (OCC OBJECTIONS 16-17) 11 

 12 

Q18. WHY DO YOU OBJECT TO THE STAFF REPORT’S ADJUSTMENT TO 13 

MISCELLANEOUS GENERAL EXPENSE? 14 

A18. The Staff Report failed to adequately adjust the expenses associated with the 15 

adjustment. Miscellaneous General Expense is comprised of 15 different sub-16 

accounts including executive car expense, travel expense, business meals, hotel 17 

expense, director fees, uniforms, communication expenses, among others.14 The 18 

test year in this case is March 2018 through February 2019. The PUCO Staff 19 

reviewed two months of invoices for each of the sub-accounts. Rather than 20 

adjusting the entire test year based on its review of the invoices, the Staff Report 21 

                                                           
14 Case No. 18-1205-GA-AIR, Staff Date Request 29 Attachment A, B & C, attached hereto as WRW 
Attachment F. 
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only partly adjusted Miscellaneous General Expenses for a small amount and 1 

limited its adjustment to just the two months it reviewed. The PUCO Staff should 2 

have used its analysis as a basis for adjusting the test year in total. 3 

 4 

 For example, the Staff Report excluded a $485 booking deposit for a Christmas 5 

party casino night at a country club but did nothing to adjust the remaining 6 

balance included in the budget. Further, the month of December for which the 7 

remaining casino night expense was budgeted is eight times larger than any other 8 

month in the test year, but the Staff Report failed to make any adjustment. The 9 

PUCO Staff should have adjusted the test year based on its analysis. 10 

 11 

 The Staff Report’s review of the sub-account business meals revealed expenses 12 

associated with golfing events, country club dues, and everyday lunches for 13 

Suburban’s officers of the company. Rather than excluding the entire test year 14 

amount, the Staff Report only excluded the two months it reviewed. 15 

 16 

Q19. WHAT ADDITIONAL ADJUSTMENTS TO MISCELLANEOUS GENERAL 17 

EXPENSE DO YOU BELIEVE IS NECESSARY? 18 

A19. The executive car account is for the lease of a Lincoln Navigator, a Hyundai 19 

Genesis, and all fuel and associated maintenance for the vehicles of the Chairman 20 

and the President of Suburban. This is unreasonable for at least two reasons. First, 21 

customers should not pay for utility executives to drive luxury automobiles (the 22 

starting price for a Lincoln Navigator, for example, is over $70,000). Second, 23 
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customers should not pay for utility executives’ personal (i.e. non-business) use 1 

of any automobile. The executive car expense should be the responsibility of the 2 

employee because the cars are also used for personal business. It is unreasonable 3 

to expect the customers to fund expenses not associated with company business. 4 

 5 

 The business meals sub-account should be excluded in its entirety for the test year 6 

based on the invoices provided to the PUCO Staff for its analysis. This account 7 

includes the annual Christmas party and casino night which, as I indicated above, 8 

the month of December was eight times larger than any other month. The rest of 9 

the invoices reviewed were for golf, beverages, country club dues, and normal 10 

everyday lunches for the chairman, his immediate family, or the president. All 11 

charges were for local establishments. It is unreasonable to expect free lunches 12 

and golf events funded by consumers. This provides no direct or primary benefit 13 

to consumers. The Staff Report excluded 90% of the business meals sub-account 14 

for the two months it reviewed but did nothing with the remaining ten months.  15 

Based on the PUCO Staff’s analysis, I recommend excluding 90% of the total test 16 

year amount of the business meals sub-account. 17 

 18 

 The director fee sub-account includes $8,000 per month for four family members 19 

to attend board meetings. This is excessive and unreasonable. It is typical for 20 

board members to hold quarterly meetings but not monthly meetings. My 21 

adjustment recommends $8,000 per quarter. 22 
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Q20. ARE THERE ANY FLOW-THROUGH ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF 1 

YOUR ADJUSTMENTS? 2 

A20. Yes. C-3.13 Federal Income Tax, C-3.14 Tax Synchronization, and B-5 3 

Allowance for Working Capital. WRW Attachment B includes all schedules that 4 

change as a result my overall recommendations. 5 

 6 

V. TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT OF 2017 (OCC OBJECTIONS 7-10) 7 

 8 

Q21. DID THE STAFF REPORT ADDRESS ALL ISSUES RELATED TO THE 9 

TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT OF 2017? 10 

A21. No. The Staff Report removed the amortization of the excess accumulated 11 

deferred income taxes (“EDIT”) as proposed by Suburban. The regulatory 12 

liability as ordered by the PUCO in Case No. 18-47-AU-COI was also not 13 

included in any of the Staff Report Schedules. The Staff Report did address the 14 

lower federal income tax rate to calculate the federal income tax expense and the 15 

gross revenue conversion factor.  16 

 17 

Q22. WHAT WAS THE PUCO FINDING AND ORDER WITH RESPECT TO 18 

CASE NO. 18-47-AU-COI? 19 

A22. The PUCO found that, unless ordered otherwise, all Ohio rate-regulated utility 20 

companies should be directed to file applications “not for an increase in rates”.15  21 

The PUCO directed the utilities to make the necessary filings by January 1, 22 

                                                           
15 Case No. 18-47-AU-COI, Finding and Order at 18 (Oct. 24, 2018). 
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2019.16 Failure to make a filing consistent with this Finding and Order may result 1 

in the assessment of a civil forfeiture of up to $10,000 per day of non-compliance, 2 

pursuant to R.C. 4905.54.17 The PUCO exempted companies with less than 3 

10,000 customers from the order.18 4 

 5 

Q23. DOES SUBURBAN HAVE MORE THAN 10,000 CUSTOMERS? 6 

A23. Yes. According to the Staff Report, Suburban has 17,381 customers.19 7 

 8 

Q24. DID SUBURBAN COMPLY WITH THE PUCO ORDER AND FILE AN 9 

APPLICATION “NOT FOR AN INCREASE IN RATES”? 10 

A24. No. On November 27, 2018, Suburban filed a letter to notify the PUCO of its 11 

intent to fully address the impact of the TCJA on its rates through Suburban’s 12 

pending application for an increase in rates.2013 

                                                           
16 Id. 

17 Id. 

18 Id at 19. 

19 Staff Report at 7. 

20 Case No. 18-47-AU-COI, Letter Filed by Suburban (Nov. 27, 2018). 
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Q25. DID SUBURBAN’S APPLICATION FULLY ADDRESS ALL ISSUES 1 

RELATED TO THE TCJA? 2 

A25. No. Suburban did not reflect the deferred regulatory liability for the reduction in 3 

federal income tax resulting from the TCJA effective January 1, 2018 as ordered 4 

by the PUCO.21 5 

Q26. WHAT IS THE PUCO STAFF RECOMMENDATION? 6 

A26. The Staff Report recommended all EDIT balances and tax savings from January 7 

1, 2018 until rates are approved in this case be addressed in Suburban’s 8 

application for the tax savings mechanism.22  9 

 10 

Q27. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION? 11 

A27. Suburban should comply with the PUCO’s directives immediately and file an 12 

application “not for an increase in rates” to begin flowing back consumers money. 13 

The deferred regulatory liability from Jan 1, 2018 until rates go in effect should 14 

be returned over one year. The normalized EDIT balances should be returned 15 

according to federal normalization guidelines. Non-normalized EDIT should be 16 

returned over a 10-year period. All credits to customers resulting from the TCJA 17 

should be allocated based on the percentage of base distribution revenues, and the 18 

credit should be reflected as a percentage of the customer’s base distribution 19 

charges.20 

                                                           
21 Case No. 18-47-AU-COI. Entry at 2 (Jan. 10, 2018). 

22 Staff Report at 25. 
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VI. POSITIONS TAKEN BY THE PUCO STAFF SUPPORTED BY OCC 1 

 2 

Q28. DID THE PUCO STAFF MAKE ANY ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING 3 

INCOME THAT YOU WOULD HAVE ALSO RECOMMENDED? 4 

A28. Yes, the PUCO Staff made four adjustments that I support.  Notably, they are as 5 

follows: 6 

 The PUCO Staff correctly recommended General Plant 7 

Adjustments totaling $45,836.23 8 

 The PUCO Staff correctly adjusted test-year revenue to forecast a 9 

February 2020 SGS customer count.24  10 

 The PUCO Staff correctly amortized Rate Case Expense over five-11 

years.25 12 

 The PUCO Staff appropriately adjusted payroll expenses based on 13 

hourly rates and employee levels as of November 2018.26 14 

 15 

VII. CONCLUSION 16 

 17 

Q29. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 18 

A29. Yes. However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 19 

subsequently become available.  I also reserve the right to supplement my 20 

                                                           
23 Staff Report at 10. 

24 Id. at 12. 

25 Id. at 13. 

26 Id. at 15. 
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testimony if the Utility, the PUCO Staff, or other parties submit new or corrected 1 

information in connection with this proceeding. And I reserve the right to 2 

supplement my testimony in this case should any of the Staff Report's findings, 3 

conclusions or recommendations noted above (which OCC supports) no longer be 4 

supported by the PUCO Staff.5 
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