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Witness Identification 1 

 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Mona Elsaid.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 4 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 5 

 6 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 7 

A. I am employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) as an 8 

Electrical Engineer in the Energy Division.  In my current position, I inspect 9 

electrical distribution circuits and electric meter shops in the State of Illinois.  My 10 

responsibilities also include reviewing the need for constructing new electric 11 

transmission lines, researching and analyzing electric utility rates, reliability, 12 

metering and certification issues, and preparing written testimony and reports to  13 

explain analyses and conclusions.  I have held this position for more than two 14 

years. 15 

 16 

Q. Have you previously testified before this Commission? 17 

A. Yes, I have previously testified before the Commission. 18 

 19 

Q. What is your previous work experience? 20 

A. I worked as a Coop Electrical Engineer at Dominion Virginia Power for 6 months 21 

during 2006. 22 

 23 



Docket Nos. 11-0279/11-0282 (Cons.) 
ICC Staff Exhibit 11.0R 

 
 

4 

 

Q. What is your educational background? 24 

A. I hold a Master of Engineering degree in Electrical Engineering from Old 25 

Dominion University in Norfolk, Virginia.  I also hold a Bachelor of Science 26 

degree in Electrical Engineering from Old Dominion University in Norfolk, 27 

Virginia. 28 

 29 

Purpose and Scope 30 

 31 

Q. What is the nature of this proceeding? 32 

A. On February 18, 2011, Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“AIC”) 33 

filed the documentation, required by Part 285 of the Illinois Administrative Code 34 

(83 Ill. Adm. Code) proposing a general increase in electric rates. 35 

 36 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 37 

A. I was assigned to review AIC’s implementation plans/projects (“plans/projects”) 38 

for the Liberty Consulting Group (“Liberty”) audit (“Liberty Audit”) 39 

recommendations, that were included by AIC in the instant rate case, to 40 

determine if they are prudent.  The Liberty Audit recommendations are listed in 41 

Ameren Exhibit 6.5.  The capital portion of those projects is also listed in 42 

Schedule F-41 under Project 27384.  I was further assigned to review AIC’s 43 

proposed normalized storm costs (“storm cost(s) or storm expense(s)”) to 44 

                     
1
 Schedule F-4 is titled Additions to Plant in Service Since the Last Rate Case, and is required to be filed 
in rate cases as indicated in 83 III Adm. Code 285.6100.  In this docket, 11-0279 and 11-0282 (Cons.), 
Schedule F-4 is located on e-Docket under 285 filing (Part 48) 
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determine whether the costs are reasonable.  This testimony presents the results 45 

of my reviews. 46 

 47 

Q. Are there any attachments to your direct testimony? 48 

A. Yes.  Attachments A - C are attached to my testimony. 49 

 Attachment A consists of one page and is a copy of AIC’s response to Staff data 50 

request (“DR”) ME 3.03. 51 

Attachment B consists of one page and is a copy of AIC’s response to Staff DR 52 

ME 5.01. 53 

Attachment C consists of fourteen pages and is a copy of the ICC’s Public 54 

Utilities Minutes of October 8, 2008, Bench Meeting, and a certificate from the 55 

Chief Clerk of the Commission. 56 

 57 

Liberty Audit and AIC’s Implementation of Liberty’s Audit Recommendations 58 

 59 

Q. Please, provide some background information regarding the Liberty Audit 60 

and Liberty's Audit recommendations and explain how they relate to this 61 

docket. 62 

A. The Liberty Audit was performed as a result of the Commission’s investigation of 63 

the AIC response to two summer and one winter storm in the year 2006.  Liberty 64 

included 157 recommendations for improvement in its investigation report.2  AIC 65 

included 36 implementation plans to 36 of Liberty Audit recommendations in 66 

                     
2
 Ameren Ex. 6.1 
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Ameren Exhibit 6.5 and classified the estimated cost of those projects as capital 67 

and operation and maintenance (“O&M”) expenditures; AIC also classified the 68 

plans/projects as distribution and transmission plans/projects.  Out of the 69 

aforementioned 36 Liberty Audit recommendations, 33 recommendations are 70 

related to distribution; AIC included the costs of implementing those 33 71 

recommendations in the instant rate case.  Of the 33 recommendations related to 72 

distribution, AIC classified 13 as capital expenditures.  AIC included the cost of 73 

implementing these 13 recommendations in Schedule F-4 as capital distribution 74 

investments to be included in rate base in the instant rate case.  AIC grouped 75 

those 13 implementation plans under project number 27384 in Schedule F-4. 76 

 77 

Q. Referring to the Liberty Audit recommendations and AIC’s plans/projects 78 

that you reviewed in this rate case, how did you determine whether to 79 

recommend a disallowance for the cost of AIC’s implementation 80 

plans/projects? 81 

A. Section 9-211 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“Act”) states: 82 

 The Commission, in any determination of rates or charges, 83 
shall include in a utility’s rate base only the value of such 84 
investment which is both prudently incurred and used and 85 
useful in providing service to public utility customers.   86 
220 ILCS 5/9-211 87 

  88 
In addition, Section 9-212 of the Act provides in part that: 89 

No new electric utility generating plant or gas production 90 
facility, or significant addition to existing facilities or plant, 91 
shall be included in a utility's rate base unless and until the 92 
utility proves, and the Commission determines, that such 93 
plant or facility is both prudent and used and useful in 94 
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providing utility service to the utility's customers… 95 
220 ILCS 5/9-212 96 
 97 

Both Section 9-211 and 9-212 of the Act indicate that the Commission may allow 98 

in a utility’s rate base only prudent investments and that those prudent 99 

investments must be used and useful in providing service to public utility 100 

customers.  Therefore, as applicable in my review, I determined not to 101 

recommend a disallowance, if: 102 

A. The plans were responsive to Liberty Audit recommendations that were 103 

adopted by the Commission. 104 

B. AIC’s investments to implement Liberty Audit recommendations are expected 105 

to be used and useful, and therefore prudent,  in providing, service(s) to 106 

customers at the time of completion. 107 

Otherwise, I would recommend a disallowance. 108 

 109 
Q. What did you review to determine whether the plans/projects were 110 

responsive to a Liberty Audit recommendations that were adopted by the 111 

Commission? 112 

A. I reviewed the Public Utilities Minutes from the October 8, 2008 Commission 113 

Bench Meeting3 during which the Commission formally adopted the results of the 114 

Liberty Audit. I also reviewed the Liberty Audit recommendations and AIC’s 115 

plans/projects to implement those recommendations, to verify that the 116 

plans/projects are responsive to the Liberty Audit recommendations adopted by 117 

                     
3
 ICC Staff Ex.11.0, Attachment C 
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the Commission.   118 

 119 

Q. What criteria did you adopt in determining whether a plan/project will be 120 

prudent and used and useful? 121 

A. I adopted the definitions and explanations of “prudence” from Section 9-212 of 122 

the Act, which states in part: 123 

 For purposes of this Section, "prudent" means that at the time 124 
of certification, initiation of construction and each subsequent 125 
evaluation of any construction project until the time of 126 
completion, based on the evidence introduced in any 127 
hearings and all information which was known or should have 128 
been known at the time, and relevant planning and 129 
certification criteria, it was prudent and reasonable to 130 
conclude that the generating or production facility would be 131 
used and useful in providing service to customers at the time 132 
of completion.  133 
220 ILCS 5/9-212 134 

 135 

Later in Section 9-212 of the Act, “used and useful” is explained as follows:  136 

 137 
…A generation or production facility is used and useful only if, 138 
and only to the extent that, it is necessary to meet customer 139 
demand or economically beneficial in meeting such demand. 140 
No generation or production facility shall be found used and 141 
useful until and unless it is capable of generation or 142 
production at significant operating levels on a consistent and 143 
sustainable basis. 144 
220 ILCS 5/9-212 145 

Based upon these definitions and explanations of “prudent” and “used and 146 

useful” provided by the Act, and because of AIC’s selection of a future test year,4 147 

I reasoned that:  AIC’s investments to implement Liberty Audit recommendations 148 

may be considered prudent if the utility, before and during the time of its 149 
                     
4
 AIC selected the future test year to be 2012 (Ameren Ex. 1.0E, p. 2, line 41) 
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investments, has expected that implementing those recommendations will be 150 

“used and useful” in providing services to customers when completed and the 151 

investment concluded, as long as the investment is a response to one of Liberty 152 

Audit’s recommendation that was adopted by the Commission. 153 

 154 

Q. AIC classified its implementation plans/projects for the Liberty Audit 155 

recommendations listed in Ameren Exhibits 6.5 and 6.6 as either 156 

transmission or distribution.  Are the costs of the transmission related 157 

plans/projects included in the instant rate case?  158 

A. No, the costs, of the transmission related plans/projects, are not included in the 159 

instant rate case.5 160 

 161 

Q. What information did you review to determine whether a particular 162 

plan/project is prudent? 163 

A. I reviewed Ameren Ex. 6.0E, the direct testimony of Ronald D. Pate, including 164 

attachments, Public Utilities Minutes,6 and AIC’s responses to Staff DRs. 165 

 166 

Q. With respect to AIC’s implementation plans/projects that AIC included in 167 

this rate case, what do you conclude about AIC’s implementation of 168 

Liberty’s Audit recommendations in general and Project No. 27384 in 169 

particular? 170 

                     
5
 ICC Staff Ex.11.0, Attachment A 

6
 ICC Staff Ex. 11.0, Attachment C 
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A. Generally speaking, AIC’s implementation of Liberty’s Audit recommendations is 171 

necessary because the implementation is a response to the Liberty Audit 172 

recommendations.  The Commission hired Liberty to investigate AIC’s storm 173 

preparedness and its electricity delivery system and to advise the Commission.  174 

The Commission formally adopted the results of the audit during its Bench 175 

Session in Chicago on October 8, 2008.  Project No. 27384 consists of 13 176 

different plans/projects as a response to 13 recommendations of Liberty’s Audit 177 

recommendations.  Those 13 recommendations are I-01, III-02, IV-35, V-01, V-178 

11(b), V-21, V-22, V-30, V-40, VI-5(a), VI-19, VI-25, and VI-41.  I have examined 179 

all of the aforementioned 13 AIC plans/projects and I have found that all of them 180 

are reasonable responses to implement Liberty’s Audit recommendations.  181 

According to AIC, the plans/projects will be completed and in service by 182 

December 31, 2012, therefore I conclude that, for purposes of this rate case, 183 

those plans/projects are expected to be used and useful at the time of 184 

completion.  Because AIC’s implementation plans/projects are responses to the 185 

recommendations of the Commission’s consultant (Liberty), were adopted by the 186 

Commission in a Bench Meeting, and are expected to be used and useful in the 187 

time of completion, I conclude that the AIC investments to implement the Liberty 188 

Audit recommendations are prudent.  189 

 190 

AIC’s Proposed Normalized Storm Costs 191 

Q. Please explain the reason for normalizing storm costs. 192 

A. In rate case dockets, when cost fluctuate from year to year, utilities tend to 193 
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average it over an appropriate period of time to provide reasonable estimation to 194 

expected future costs; averaging costs over an appropriate period of time is 195 

called cost normalization.  Storms may be severe in some years and weak in 196 

others, and the utility cost during those storms goes up and down depending on 197 

the severity of the storms.  The Commission adopted a six-year normalization 198 

period for storm expenses in AIC’s previous two rate cases.     199 

     200 

Q. What information did you review to determine whether AIC proposed an 201 

appropriate number of years for the normalization of storm costs? 202 

A. I reviewed Ameren Ex. 9.0E, and Ex. 9.2E the direct testimony and attachment of 203 

Michael J. Getz, and AIC’s responses to Staff DRs.  In addition, I reviewed other 204 

Commission decisions7 found on the Commission’s e-Docket regarding storm 205 

costs. 206 

 207 

Q. Please describe the result of your review of the normalized storm costs in 208 

the instant rate case. 209 

A. AIC normalized its storm costs over a five-year period using the actual cost data 210 

for 2005-2009 escalated to 2012 dollars;8 the normalized costs are $14,607,621.9  211 

In previous Commission orders,10 the Commission used a six-year average when 212 

normalizing storm costs.  Because storms vary from year to year, the 213 

                     
7
 Docket Nos. 07-0585 – 07-0590 (Cons.), Final Order, September 24, 2008, page 8, and Docket Nos. 

09-0306 – 09-0311 (Cons.), Final Order, April 29, 2010, page 67 
8
 Ameren Ex. 9.0E, p. 8, lines 159-161 

9
 Ameren Ex. 9.2, pp. 1-2. 

10
 Docket Nos. 07-0585 – 07-0590 (Cons.), Final Order, September 24, 2008, page 8, and Docket Nos. 

09-0306 – 09-0311 (Cons.), Final Order, April 29, 2010, page 67 
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Commission indicated that it is not practical to predict storm costs based on the 214 

previous two or three years as indicated in the Final Orders of AIC’s 2007 and 215 

2009 rate cases.  The Commission previously agreed that AIC normalize storm 216 

costs over approximately a 6-year period to achieve more accurate or unbiased 217 

estimation, as expected when using the normalization concept.  218 

  219 

Q. What do you recommend regarding storm costs that AIC included in the 220 

 instant rate case? 221 

A.  I recommend that the Commission direct AIC to use a six-year average when 222 

calculating the normalized storm costs to be consistent with previous 223 

Commission orders.  The normalized storm cost over a six-year period based on 224 

the actual charges for 2005-2010 escalated to 2012 dollars11 is $12,551,502;12 225 

$2,056,119 less than the normalized storm cost over a five-year period 226 

($14,607,621).  Therefore, I recommend that the Commission disallow 227 

$2,056,119 (the difference between five years and six years normalized storm 228 

cost as indicated above) from the 2012 normalized storm cost in the instant rate 229 

case.  The adjustment is reflected in ICC Staff Exhibit 4.0, Schedule 4.13 that is 230 

attached to Mr. Scott Tolsdorf’s testimony (ICC Staff Exhibit 4.0). 231 

232 

                     
11

 For more information regarding how Ameren escalated storm costs, refer to Ameren Ex. 9.0E, p. 8, 
lines 161-164 
12

 ICC Staff Ex.11.0, Attachment B 
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Conclusion 233 

 234 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 235 

A. Yes. 236 


































