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Q1. Please state your name and business address and describe your employer.

A1. My name is Steven C. Carver.  My business address is 740 NW Blue Parkway, Suite 204, Lee's Summit, Missouri 64086.  I am a principal in the firm Utilitech, Inc., which specializes in providing consulting services for clients who actively participate in the process surrounding the regulation of public utility companies.  Our work includes the review of utility rate applications as well as the performance of special investigations and analyses related to utility operations and ratemaking issues.  

Q2. Are you the same Steven C. Carver who previously submitted testimony in Phase 2A and Phase 2B of this proceeding?

A2. Yes. 

Q3. On whose behalf are you appearing in this proceeding?

A3. I am appearing on behalf of the California Public Utility Commission – Office of Ratepayer Advocate (“ORA”).   

Q4.
What is the purpose of your reply testimony in Phase 2B?
A4.
My reply testimony will address certain issues raised in the opening testimony of Mr. Gary C. Harpster of Overland Consulting on behalf of the Telecommunications Division of the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) and the direct testimonies of Messrs. Stephen Ellis and Dennis Wells on behalf of SBC Pacific.  I will discuss certain representations of these witnesses on the subjects of Cash Working Capital (“CWC”), Marketing Services – Affiliate Billings, and Local Competition.  

CASH WORKING CAPITAL

Q5.
Please summarize your reply testimony regarding Cash Working Capital.

A5.
My CWC reply testimony will address the following items.

· The general history of CWC and Standard Practice U-16;

· SBC Pacific’s failure to update or retain CWC study data;

· The calculation of a revenue lag;

· Directory lag calculations; and

· The exclusion of incentive compensation from the payroll lag calculation.  

CWC History

Q6.
Company witness Ellis makes several references to Standard Practice U-16 as long-standing precedent. 
  Should Standard Practice U-16 be blindly followed in developing the CWC component of rate base?

A6.
No.  Mr. Ellis does accurately quote from Standard Practice U-16, which was established in 1968.  However, Mr. Ellis’ discussion of the history of the Commission’s treatment of CWC is misleading in its brevity.  

Q7.
Why is that?

A7.
While Mr. Ellis accurately indicates that the Commission has recognized CWC in rate base as far back as 1915, a detailed CWC method was developed in 1928 and then modified and introduced before the Commission in 1947.  The methodology has been revised over the years and has continued to be subject to modification and consideration since 1968.
  At any point in this historical timeline, one could have referred to a particular methodology or practice as long-standing at the time.  Nevertheless, the regulatory process will likely continue to reconsider and modify the approach to CWC in the future, as it has in the past.

Q8.
In his Opening Testimony, Mr. Ellis also states that “In Decision 91-07-056 the Commission adopted the recommendation of the Commission’s Advisory and Compliance Division (“CACD”) and ordered that the rate base on the IEMR be the same as used in determining the start-up revenue adjustment in Decision 89-12-048.”
  Was CWC considered in rate base in the start-up revenue requirement?

A8.
Yes.  However, the earnings sharing process should not turn a blind eye to changed circumstances or factors necessitating different treatment.  



Mr. Ellis also quotes from Decision 91-07-056 which governs the inclusion of ratemaking adjustments for shareable earnings purposes, specifically citing to Conclusion of Law 52: 

52.
Other than noted in Conclusion of Law 48 or as may be determined in the future by this Commission, ratemaking adjustments are inappropriate in shareable earnings calculations.


While Mr. Ellis was careful to “close the loop” with references to Conclusions of Law 48 and 49, his testimony is silent on the fact that Decision 91-07-056 recognized that changed circumstances could result in the need for “future” adjustments that were not explicitly allowed or considered at the time Decision 91-07-056 was issued.

Q9.
What does the discussion of “ratemaking” adjustments have to do with CWC?

A9.
By its very nature, CWC is a ratemaking, or at least a regulatory, adjustment.  The Company does not record CWC pursuant to GAAP or FCC Part 32 or CPUC accounting requirements.  CWC is the result of a series of calculations to derive a rate base valuation that has no existence outside of the regulatory (i.e., rate case or IEMR) context.  While the start-up revenue requirement did include CWC in rate base and the Company cites to Standard Practice U-16 as the basis for its valuation approach, CWC is a complex, controversial valuation issue, as indicated in my opening testimony.  



Since a regulated entity does not record CWC in its accounting records, the CWC adjustment included in IEMR rate base must be quantified through a special study, which SBC Pacific admits is based upon outdated data from studies performed in the 1988-1989 time frame.
  In order to streamline and simplify the reporting and review process, ORA recommends that CWC should be set equal to “zero” for IEMR reporting purposes – thereby relieving the burden of addressing this often controversial issue in NRF and IEMR review proceedings.

Q10.
Earlier, you indicated that the CWC methodology has continued to be subject to modification since the adoption of Standard Practice U-16 in 1968.  Please explain that statement.

A10.
Mr. Ellis seems to imply that Standard Practice U-16 is the gospel for purposes of quantifying CWC.
  Both the Memorandum and Introduction sections of Standard Practice U-16 characterize the report as a “suggested guide” and “suggested procedures” prepared by and for Staff use and modification, as necessary.  While SBC Pacific rate cases have been limited since the adoption ofNRF, the Commission has clearly expressed its own view that Standard Practice U-16 is a guide that may require modification, based on unique facts and circumstances, as observed in the following rate decisions involving Pacific Gas & Electric:

· Decision 94-02-042, pp.28-29; February 16, 1997; PG&E:

The procedures set forth in Standard Practice U-16 serve only as a guide.  They do not preclude deviations appropriate to special circumstances.

· Decision 97-12-055, 63 CPUC 2d, pp. 616-617; December 20, 1995, PG&E:

The Commission’s “Standard Practices” are accounting guidelines which we have used for purposes of ratemaking.  They are not rules which the utilities must follow.  They are, however, rules that we will follow in developing rates unless the utility can demonstrate “special circumstances” which warrant a deviation. … We welcome PG&E’s proposals to modify Standard Practice U-16 if PG&E believes those modifications would be appropriate. …


Working cash calculations require a level of precision, complexity and sometimes controversy which are out of proportion to the significance of working cash in the greater scheme of regulation.  This is one area where a simple but intuitive calculation, even lacking in imprecision, would be an improvement over the current circumstance.  If we revisit this issue in a future case, we hope the parties will propose simpler methods for determining working cash.

Although they predate Standard Practice U-16, I am also aware of two decisions in which the Commission reduced rate base for the amount of negative working cash not supplied by investors, supporting the premise that a negative valuation may reasonably result from the lead lag study process.
 

Q11. 
In your opinion, is it reasonable and appropriate that Standard Practice U-16 may need to be revised to consider additional factors not covered or fully considered in the 1968 report? 

A11.
Yes.  Subsequent to 1968, numerous changes have occurred in the accrual accounting process.  Since the late 1980’s, the Financial Accounting Standards Board has issued several pronouncements that were not considered at the time Standard Practice U-16 was developed as a Staff guide.  FAS87, FAS106, and FAS112, issued after  U-16, have all had their own share of controversy, presenting issues that must be resolved before one can  address how the associated accrued costs should be treated in the development of CWC.  Other noncash items 
 have materially placed upward pressure on the CWC allowance SBC Pacific has proposed to include in IEMR rate base, as a result of strict adherence to Standard Practice U-16  -- particularly with the increase in depreciation expense following the CPUC’s regulatory forbearance.  

CWC Study Maintenance

Q12.
Does SBC Pacific’s Opening Testimony discuss the Audit Report allegations that most of the expense lags have not been updated since 1988 and that the Company did not have support for several expense lags?

A12.
Yes.  Mr. Ellis briefly discusses this subject by concurring that most of the expense lags have not been updated since 1988 and that the Company could not find support for three of the lags.  Interestingly, SBC Pacific replies by committing to maintain the required documentation supporting future CWC lead lag studies and implementing an additional validation step in 2002.
    Unfortunately, SBC Pacific has not updated any of its lead lag study factors since 1989 and has no formal policy for updating these studies.  

Since 1988, material changes have occurred in the Company’s operations (i.e., the introduction of NRF, including the introduction and then suspension of productivity minus inflation, Z-factor and earnings sharing mechanisms; elimination of depreciation oversight; SBC merger; increased regulatory flexibility; expansion of employee incentive compensation; etc.).  Although the Company does not believe that the changes in its operations and cost structure since 1988 have materially affected overall lead lag study results, I would expect a properly updated study to result in a materially lower valuation of this component of rate base.
  

Q13.
Does the Company’s Opening Testimony concur with some of the changes or corrections identified in the Audit Report?

A13.
 Yes.  It does appear that Mr. Ellis concurs with some of the corrections and changes set forth in the Audit Report, while disagreeing with others.
  If SBC Pacific has modified the CWC component of its “as filed” IEMR rate base to reflect these changes, I am not aware of the updated calculations.  Consequently, I would recommend that the Company be required to provide revised calculations of CWC for each year of the audit period to incorporate all areas of agreement.

Revenue Lag

Q14.
Does Mr. Ellis also discuss Audit Report allegations that there are problems with revenue lag calculations included in the Company’s CWC calculation?

A14.
Yes.  Mr. Ellis discusses three revenue lag related matters raised in the Audit Report.  The Company concurs that the 1998 revenue lag is overstated by one day, disagrees that incidental affiliate services should be eliminated from the revenue lag and rejects the exclusion of issue-basis unbilled directory receivables from the revenue lag calculation.

Q15.
Do you concur with the Audit Report recommendations concerning the incidental affiliate transactions and directory receivables?

A15.
With regard to the affiliate revenues and receivables, I conceptually concur with the premise set forth in the audit report – that is, if affiliate entities decline to remit payment for SBC Pacific services in a timely manner, it would be improper for such delays to increase the revenue lag for IEMR or other regulatory purposes.  At the present time, I have not yet reached a final conclusion as to whether the Audit Report accurately quantifies the revenue lag overstatement.



Concerning the second item, I disagree with the Company’s approach of reflecting directory operations in the lead lag study.  Rather than allow the revenue lag associated with directory operations to affect the overall revenue lag applied to non-directory operating expense, directory expenses should instead be segregated from all other operating expense (i.e., set out as a separate line item) in order to directly assign the directory revenue lag to only directory expenses.  In other words, the directory revenue lag should not be allowed to materially increase the overall revenue lag that is applied to non-directory expenses.  

Q16.
Do you have any other concerns with the Company’s revenue lag calculation?

A16.
Yes.  There are two basic methods employed for purposes of computing the CWC revenue lag.  The first method is a sample-based study that measures the average time lapse from the midpoint of the service period until payment is received from the customer.  Standard Practice U-16 refers to this approach as the “statistical sampling” method.  The second method attempts to simulate the overall revenue lag using alternative study methods, other than sampling techniques.  Standard Practice U-16 identifies one alternative method as the “ratio of accounts receivable to credit sales.” 



Referring to the discussion beginning at page 11-10 of the Audit Report, Overland indicates that SBC Pacific has employed the accounts receivable method.  Under this approach, the Company divides the average accounts receivable balance by the average daily revenue during the same period.

Q17.
In your opinion, does this accounts receivable method adequately quantify the overall revenue lag for telecommunications providers?

A17.
No.  First, the overall revenue lag is comprised of three distinct components:  the service period, the billing period and the collection period.  Whenever a sample-based revenue lag study is performed, the calculations measure the average lag from the midpoint of the service period to the date of revenue collection.  However, the accounts receivable method, also known as the turnover ratio method, fails to properly account for these discrete elements – instead quantifying the average number of days of revenue in accounts receivable.  For illustration, the following table summarizes the components of the typical revenue lag: 

	Service Period
	Billing Period
	Collection Period

	
	
	
	

	 
	
	

	
	
	(1-3 days)
	(15-21 days)

	midpoint
	
	payment received



For a typical utility that bills all customers in arrears on a monthly basis, the service period is approximately 30 days in length.  Assuming 1-3 days to prepare and mail customer bills plus 15-21 days for the Company to physically receive customer payment, the total revenue lag may be about 39 days (15.21 days plus 3 days plus 21 days).  

Additional time is typically required to accumulate and arrears-bill long distance service, resulting in a revenue lag for this business segment in the range of 45-55 days.  However, telecommunications providers typically advance bill customers for fixed-rate, recurring services that do not typically fluctuate from month to month – experiencing a revenue lag in the 20-25 day range.   

Based on my prior experience, an overall revenue lag in the 55-58 day range, as proposed by SBC Pacific, is excessive for a telecommunications provider.  I would typically expect the overall intrastate revenue lag to fall in the 25-32 day range.  

Q18.
What length of revenue lag might be expected for advance billed revenues?

A18.
The actual net revenue lag would depend on when the advance billing occurs and how long it takes customers to actually remit payment.  Modifying the above example, the following illustration shows that the advance-billed revenues would likely yield a much shorter revenue lag:

	Service Period
	

	
	
	
	

	 
	
	

	
	
	
	

	midpoint & billing date
	

	
	payment received


Assuming that the billing date coincides with the midpoint of the service period, the advance billed revenue lag would be about 15-21 days.  In other words, the billing would occur on the midpoint of the service period and the Company would physically receive customer payment 15-21 days later.  Some carriers bill recurring services on the first day of the service period, further shortening the revenue lag.


Unfortunately, the accounts receivable turnover method is unable to distinguish between receivables that have been advance billed versus those billed in arrears – treating all revenues equally.  Consequently, such method fails to adequately quantify the revenue lag for telecommunications providers.

Q19.
What is the overall effect of overstating the revenue lag?

A19.
CWC could be materially overstated, causing the IEMR achieved return to decrease.

Q20.
Can you provide an estimate of the overall revenue lag, based on the information from the audit period?

A20.
No.  Additional data would be required and detailed analyses undertaken using audit period data in order to prepare such an estimate.  However, any updated revenue lag calculations would necessarily be compared to stale expense lag calculations from the 1988-1989 time frame.  Consequently, I am not sure that any meaningful result could be obtained from a piecemeal update of the overall lead lag study.

Incentive Compensation – Payment Lag

Q21.
The Audit Report indicates that the payroll expense lag is based on an analysis of six pay periods in 1988 and does not make any allowance for SBC Pacific’s Team Award or marketing incentive pay programs – both of which have a significant lag between when the costs are incurred and payment is made.
  Is that correct?

A21.
Yes.  Audit Report Attachment 11-12 quantifies the overall effect of recognizing the longer incentive pay expense lags in the development of the payroll lag.  As noted in the Audit Report, SBC Pacific’s failure to consider incentive pay materially overstated CWC during the audit period.  

Q22.
Does the Company agree with this alleged deficiency?

A22.
Yes.  In his revised Opening Testimony, Mr. Ellis admits that the team awards and other incentive programs were not considered in the development of the payroll lag and no longer disputes the audit adjustment propose by Overland.

Q23.
Do you agree that this adjustment is necessary?

A23.
Yes.  I concur that this correction should be made, if the Commission allows CWC to remain in rate base.  

MARKETING SERVICES – AFFILIATE BILLINGS

Q24.
Referring to Mr. Ellis’ Opening testimony, have you reviewed his discussion of the Audit Report concern that SBC Pacific marketing service revenues are dramatically lower than recorded costs in both 1998 and 1999?

A24.
Yes.  I have reviewed the testimony of Mr. Ellis as well as the relevant section of the Audit Report.

Q25.
Please summarize the Audit Report’s concern with marketing services.

A25.
SBC Pacific provides marketing services to non-regulated affiliates.  This service is classified as a Category III, above-the-line service.  As a result, all revenues, expenses and investment would be considered above-the-line for the purpose of IEMR sharing calculations.  The Audit Report observed that the affiliate marketing service revenues reported in 1998 and 1999 appeared to be significantly below the reported expenses.  Since the C-CAM requires non-regulated services provided by SBC Pacific to non-regulated affiliates to be priced at the higher of fully distributed cost (“FDC”) plus 10% or market price, Overland proposed an audit adjustment to increase revenues to equal FDC expense in 1998 and 1999.

Q26.
How did SBC Pacific respond to this Audit adjustment?

A26.
Mr. Ellis responds by simply stating that the Audit Report compares revenues and expenses that result from two separate and distinct processes (i.e., marketing service expenses developed in CASS, while the revenues result from the affiliate billing process).  The Company’s testimony seems to imply that the revenues billed to affiliates for marketing services do not have to be consistent with the FDC costs recorded during the audit period.  


Given the typical accrual accounting process and the FDC-based pricing requirements set forth in the C-CAM, it would seem that the Audit Report has raised a valid concern.  If the Audit Report accurately compares affiliated marketing service revenues with related expenses, the mismatch appears obvious.  Since this Category III service is recognized above-the-line for IEMR purposes, the revenue shortfall would depress earnings.  However, if the revenues and expenses presented in Table 20-9 of the Audit Report are not accurate, then an audit adjustment may not be appropriate. 

Unfortunately, the brevity of the Company’s testimony on this point provides little clarification or direction.  

Q27.
Has the Company provided responses to any Overland marketing services discovery requests that were outstanding at the time the Audit Report was finalized?

A27.
Yes.  Page 20-38 of the Audit Report refers to two data requests (OC-846 and OC-923) on the marketing services subject that were then outstanding.  OC-846 generally discusses the two different systems that generate the revenues and expenses compared in the Audit Report.  Namely, the expenses were developed in the CASS, as part of the Part 64 process for separating regulated and nonregulated costs.  The revenues result from the affiliate billing process – a distinctly different system.  Although the response to OC-846 represents that affiliate transactions and marketing services are generally billed “at fully distributed cost + 10%,” the information fails to reconcile adequately or to explain the material difference between the marketing service revenues and expenses recorded during the audit period – leading to the following uncertainties:

· It is unclear whether material marketing services expenses are included in Table 20-9, but are not related to the marketing services provided to affiliates.

· It is unclear whether material marketing services expenses have been incurred in provisioning marketing services to affiliates, but the billing process failed to incorporate those costs into the billing process (to be reported as revenues).

· It is unclear whether the apparent shortfall presented in Table 20-9 is simply a timing difference between the recognition of FDC expenses and the billing of affiliates for those FDC expenses +10%.

According to the response to OC-846, the $65.9 million of revenues for 1999 (see Table 20-9) is materially understated (i.e., by approximately $20 million), because SBC Pacific inadvertently recorded a portion of the marketing services revenues to Account 5264, rather than Account 5280.  The response to OC-923 also indicates that the marketing services revenues booked to Account 5280 in 1998 were also understated, due to a similar accounting error, by about $3.4 million (i.e., $3,774,983 less $310,213).  

Assuming these representations are accurate,  the marketing services audit adjustments proposed in the Audit Report may be overstated by comparable amounts, after apportionment to intrastate operations.  In total, the audit adjustments may have been overstated by about $23.4 million, because of these recording errors.  

However, the revenue adjustments presented in Table 20-1 appear to also be conservatively understated, since the “+10%” mark-up was not considered in quantifying those adjustments.  In other words, if the 10% mark-up had been added to the Table 20-1 revenue adjustments, the adjustments would have been about $11.3 million higher, before apportionment – partially offsetting the $23.4 million overstatement.

Q28.
By what amount shouldCategory III marketing services revenues be adjusted to correct for the apparent deficiency between recorded revenues and expenses during the audit period?

A28.
Based on the information currently available, the Marketing Services revenue adjustment presented in the Audit Report should be revised to approximately $35.7 million (i.e., $6,825,006 plus $28,879,501), before jurisdictional apportionment.  While the information supplied by Company (i.e., discovery responses and opening testimony) is somewhat vague, the following table summarizes the calculation of revised adjustments for comparison with the amounts offered in the Audit Report:

	SBC Pacific

Marketing Services

Affiliate Revenue Adjustment

	Description
	
	1998
	
	1999

	Marketing Services Expenses (P-CASS)
	
	$9,636,354
	
	$103,740,128

	10% Mark-up
	
	963,635
	
	10,374,013

	Target Revenues
	
	10,599,989
	
	114,114,141

	Less:  Recorded Revenues – A/C 5280
	
	 -310213 \# "#,##0;(#,##0)" 

 -310213 \# "#,##0" -310,213
	
	-65,901,312

	Less:  Recorded Revenues – A/C 5264
	
	-3,464,770
	
	-19,333,328

	ORA Revenue Adjustment
	
	$6,825,006
	
	$28,879,501

	Audit Report Adjustment
	
	$9,326,141
	
	$37,838,816

	Sources:  Audit Report, Tables 20-1 & 20-9, OC-846 and OC-923.


Q29.
In your opinion, should the Commission adopt the adjustments as set forth in Table 20-1 of the Audit Report or those proposed by ORA?

A29.
Based on the information currently available and Company’s representations regarding the errors in recording Marketing Services revenues, the Commission should adopt the adjustment calculations presented in my testimony.  However, if the revenues recorded in Account 5264 have not been recognized above-the-line in the IEMR sharing calculations, the Commission should adopt the Overland adjustments – after further recognizing the 10% mark-up.  

In the absence of these adjustments (i.e., as proposed by ORA or Overland), IEMR reported earnings would be understated, as would the achieved returns on investment.  Since the C-CAM clearly sets forth the premise for affiliate billings (i.e., FDC + 10%), the sharing process would be remiss if it failed to properly protect ratepayer interests and allowed an indirect cross-subsidy to artificially depress reported earnings.

LOCAL COMPETITION

Q30.
Please summarize the issue regarding local competition costs.

A30.
The Audit Report decreases expense in 1997 and 1998 due to SBC Pacific’s alleged failure to defer local competition costs eligible for future rate recovery.  Overland contends that the Company should have deferred these costs pursuant to FAS71.
  The Opening Testimony of Company witness Wells addresses why the various decisions issued by this Commission (D.96-03-020, D.98-11-066 and D.00-09-037) do not satisfy the FAS71 conditions necessary for the creation of a regulatory asset. 

Q31.
Do you concur with the adjustment recommended in the Audit Report?

A31.
I concur with the effect of the recommended adjustment, but for other reasons.

Q32.
Please explain.

A32.
As outlined in the Audit Report and discussed by the Commission in Decision 96-03-020, the Commission recognized that the LECs, including SBC Pacific, would need to undertake certain activities and incur certain costs to implement the infrastructure for local exchange competition.  Although the Commission withheld explicit assurance of recovery, the Commission authorized the establishment of a memorandum account to track the actual implementation costs incurred on and after January 1, 1996 – the effective date local competition was implemented.



Believing that Society as a whole would benefit from local exchange competition, the Commission determined that “reasonably incurred costs to implement competitive local exchange service are appropriate, and it is not unreasonable that end-users pay for such costs.”
  However, the Commission also determined that the cost estimates presented by the Company were sufficiently unreliable and subject to “great uncertainty” as to not be useful in quantifying any prospective recovery at the time.  As a result, the Commission required further consideration of the issue of compensation and what amount, if any, should be subject to recovery through an end-user surcharge.

Q33.
Since the Commission seemed receptive to future cost recovery, should the Company have deferred the local competition costs?

A33.
As indicated by a review of the Company’s Opening Testimony on this issue, the discussion of the proposed audit adjustment has shifted from the merits and equity of the issue to an accounting discussion of when and whether the deferral conditions were met.  Instead, I believe that the discussion should focus on two facts.  First, the Company was ultimately allowed to recover $87.5 million of local competition costs pursuant to a Settlement Agreement authorized by Decision 00-09-037.  Second, the costs eligible for recovery were recorded during calendar years 1996, 1997 and 1998.  Overland has simply removed those costs eligible for surcharge recovery from the audit period.



Absent these adjustments, SBC Pacific would have the opportunity to recover more local competition costs from regulated ratepayers than allowed by the Settlement Agreement discussed previously.  Essentially, SBC Pacific would recover $87.5 million through the approved surcharge mechanism.  By failing to remove the costs subject to recovery from the audit period, the Company would also benefit from diminished ratepayer opportunities to otherwise participate in shareable earnings.



I believe that an audit adjustment is required on the basis of fairness and equity.  Ratepayers should not be required to support the same costs of local competition twice:  through the surcharge and through diminished audit period earnings.  If sharing had not been suspended in 1999, two opportunities would have been available to rectify this over-recovery situation.  The first opportunity would have been to reduce expense in 1997 and 1998, as proposed in the Audit Report.  The second opportunity would arise by allowing the expenses to remain “as booked” during the audit period, but also require the recognition of the surcharge revenues in calendar years 2001 and 2002, for IEMR purposes.  

Unfortunately, the second opportunity no longer exists, due to the termination of sharing in 1999.  Instead, the proposed audit adjustments should be recognized for calendar years 1997 and 1998. 

Q34.
In your opinion, does the removal of these costs represent any form of prohibited ratemaking adjustment?

A34.
No.  As I indicated previously, even the Commission recognized in Decision 91-07-056 that future adjustments for IEMR sharing purposes may be required.  In my opinion, the local competition issue raised in the audit report is just such a situation.

Q34.
Does this conclude your testimony at this time?
A34.
Yes.  
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