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Q. Please state your name and occupation? 1 

A.  My name is Matthew Allen Croft. I am employed by the Utah Division of Public Utilities 2 

(“Division”) as a Utility Analyst.   3 

Q. Did you previously provide direct testimony in this Docket concerning revenue 4 

requirement? 5 

A. Yes.  6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A.  The purpose of my testimony is to clarify the impact of the line loss adjustment proposed by 8 

Mr. George Evans in his direct testimony. After reviewing the line loss adjustment proposed 9 

by Mr. Falkenburg and Ms. Ramas on behalf of the Office of Consumer Services (“Office”) 10 

and after conferring with DPU witness Mr. Evans, it appears that the loads used in the DPU 11 

JAM need to be adjusted to reflect the full impact of Mr. Evan’s line loss adjustment. These 12 

loads affect the jurisdictional allocation factors which therefore affect Utah’s allocated costs, 13 

revenues, and rate base. 14 

Q. What is the impact of Mr. Evan’s line loss adjustment on the loads used to develop the 15 

jurisdictional allocation factors? 16 

A. The table below shows the impact of Mr. Evan’s line loss adjustment on the loads used in the 17 

“Factors” tab in the JAM. 18 

 19 

 The calculations used to develop the loads in the table above are shown in DPU Exhibit 5.1 20 

Reb-Rev Req (DPU Rebuttal JAM, see the “Line Loss Adj” tab). While the proposed line 21 
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loss percentages used by Mr. Evans are different than what is being proposed by the Office, I 22 

have used the same methodology as the Office for determining the effect of the line loss 23 

percentages on the loads used for calculating the jurisdictional allocation factors. A data 24 

request has been sent to the Company concerning the correct implementation of Mr. Evan’s 25 

line loss adjustment on the jurisdictional loads as well as its effects, if any, on the cost-of-26 

service model. If needed, the Division will correct any implementation issues of Mr. Evan’s 27 

line loss adjustment in surrebuttal testimony.   28 

Q. What is the revenue requirement impact of Mr. Evan’s line loss adjustment with 29 

respect to the change in allocation factors? 30 

A. Mr. Evan’s line loss adjustment reduces the Division’s recommended revenue requirement 31 

increase by $3,350,524. This is in addition to the $1,802,777 revenue requirement impact 32 

already reflected in the Division’s direct testimony (See DPU Exhibit 2.5 Dir-Rev Req). 33 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 34 

A. Yes. 35 


