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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET Nos. 11-0279, 11-0282 (Cons.) 2 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF  3 

MICHAEL J. GETZ 4 

Submitted on Behalf Of 5 

Ameren Illinois 6 

I. INTRODUCTION 7 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 8 

A. My name is Michael J. Getz.  My business address is 300 Liberty Street, Peoria, Illinois 9 

61602. 10 

Q. Are you the same Michael J. Getz who provided direct testimony, supplemental 11 

direct testimony and rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 12 

A. Yes, I am. 13 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 14 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 15 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Illinois 16 

Commerce Commission (Commission) Staff witness, Ms. Mona Elsaid concerning her 17 

recommended adjustment to the Company’s proposed test year level of storm expense. 18 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your surrebuttal testimony? 19 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 20 
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 Ameren Exhibit 46.1: Normalized Storm Costs 2005-10 21 

 Ameren Exhibit 46.2: Normalized Storm Costs 2006-2010 and July 2005-June 22 
2011 23 

 Ameren Exhibit 46.3: Normalized Storm Costs 2005-June 2011 24 

 Ameren Exhibit 46.4: PPI factors for June 2011-2009 base years 25 

 Ameren Exhibit 46.5: ICC Staff response to DR AIC-Staff 20.01 26 

III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, MS. ELSAID 27 

Q. On rebuttal, did Ms. Elsaid change her recommendation regarding the 28 

normalization period for storm costs? 29 

A. No.  Ms. Elsaid recommended that the Commission calculate test year storm costs based 30 

on average expense over a six year period from 2005 through 2010.  Commission Staff’s (Staff) 31 

primary proposal on rebuttal remains approximately $2.1 million less the amount that Ameren 32 

Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (AIC or Company) requested in rates.  However, Ms. 33 

Elsaid presented a number of alternative normalization methodologies for the Commission to 34 

consider.  35 

Q. Has Ms. Elsaid's rebuttal testimony led AIC to modify its proposed normalized 36 

storm costs on surrebuttal? 37 

A. Yes.  AIC still considers the amount it originally requested to be a reasonable amount 38 

given historical trends and current storm expense.  For the reasons discussed below however, 39 

after consideration of Ms. Elsaid's rebuttal testimony, the Company now proposes that, for 40 

purposes of this proceeding, test year storm costs be based on the average expense over a six and 41 

1/2 year period from 2005 through June 2011.  Ameren Exhibit 46.3 presents that calculation 42 
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with certain corrections to the data relied on by Ms. Elsaid when she calculated her average 43 

expense for that same period. 44 

Q. Has Staff indicated that it does not object to the Company's modified proposal as 45 

the appropriate amount of test year storms costs to include in rates? 46 

A. Yes.  It is my understanding that Staff does not object to use of this normalized period 47 

and AIC's recovery of this modified amount for purposes of this proceeding.  See Ameren 48 

Exhibit 46.5 (ICC Staff response to DR AIC-Staff 20.01).  AIC considers the issue resolved.  49 

However, in this testimony, I am making certain corrections to the parties' original proposals, as 50 

requested by Ms. Elsaid in her rebuttal testimony.  I also will respond to the reasonableness of 51 

other alternative normalizations presented in Ms. Elsaid's rebuttal testimony, in the event other 52 

parties to this proceeding seek to adopt another one of the possible adjustments presented by 53 

Staff in rebuttal. 54 

Q. In her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Elsaid suggests that corrections may be needed to the 55 

calculation of normalized storm costs.  She asks that AIC identify any necessary 56 

adjustments to her proposed disallowance.  Are there necessary corrections to the amount 57 

of storm costs that Ms. Elsaid initially recommended that the Company be allowed to 58 

recover? 59 

A. Yes.  The labor costs associated with account 903-Customer Records and Collection 60 

Expenses related to call center employees time spent answering phones during storms was added 61 

for 2008-10.  The expenses related to the call center were included in the original calculation but 62 

their labor costs were erroneously excluded.  The associated un-inflated amounts were $13,466 63 

for 2008, $19,485 for 2009 and $68,513 for 2010 and have been added to the table of un-inflated 64 
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amounts on lines 1-12 of Ameren Exhibit 46.1.  The corrected normalized storm costs for 2005-65 

10 is $12,572,670.  Ameren Exhibit 46.1 on lines 16-30 shows the calculation for Staff's 66 

corrected amount. 67 

Q. Are there also corrections that could be made to the normalized amount of storm 68 

costs initially proposed by AIC? 69 

A. Yes.  As mentioned in prior testimony, the Company calculated a normalized amount by 70 

averaging storm costs from 2005 through 2009 adjusted for inflation.  The Company 71 

subsequently determined that some labor costs related to account 903-Customer Records and 72 

Collection Expenses for the call center time related to answering phones during a storm was 73 

erroneously excluded, as were some 2005 contract services and individual expenses costs from 74 

legacy IP.  The impact of the items was to increase the storm expense the Company originally 75 

submitted from $14.607 million to $14.669 million or an increase of $62,000.  Ameren Exhibit 76 

46.1 on lines 33-47 shows the calculation for the corrected amount.  Given that the incremental 77 

increase in costs was immaterial, the Company has not updated the amount it seeks to recover in 78 

rates to account for this correction.  With the corrections, Staff’s primary proposal on rebuttal 79 

would still be approximately $2.1 million less than what AIC believes would be reasonable to 80 

recover in rates. 81 

Q. On rebuttal, you performed two different normalization calculations to confirm that 82 

the amount that AIC included in rates was reasonable.  Ms. Elsaid suggests that your 83 

alternative normalization periods not are appropriate reasonableness checks.  Why? 84 

A. I performed a five-year normalization calculation for 2006-10 and a six-year 85 

normalization calculation for July 2005 through June 2011 (see Ameren Exhibit 46.2).  The five-86 
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year normalization amount for 2006-10 is $14.668 million.  The six-year normalization for July 87 

2005 through June 2011 is $14.766 million, after correcting the Producer Price Index (PPI) 88 

inflation factor.  As mentioned on rebuttal, both amounts are consistent with the projected level 89 

of expense AIC proposes to include in rates based on the average expense from 2005 through 90 

2009.  Ms. Elsaid, however, objects that each alternative normalization period includes 2006 91 

storm costs, which she calls "unusually high," but does not include the full amount of costs from 92 

both 2005 and 2010, which are approximately equivalent and low storm expense years. 93 

Q. Ms. Elsaid suggests that 2006 storm cost could be considered an outlier and 94 

excluded from the normalization calculation altogether.  Do you agree? 95 

A. No.  In AIC's past two rate cases, the Commission approved a normalized amount of 96 

storm expense that factors in the 2006 storm costs.  In each instance, Staff included the 2006 97 

storm costs in its calculation of a proposed normalized amount without objection.  Staff has not 98 

demonstrated why the Commission should exclude 2006 expense altogether from its normalized 99 

calculation in this proceeding.  As I mentioned in rebuttal, expense in 2005 and 2010 was very 100 

low.  Including two very low cost years in a six-year normalization significantly reduces the 101 

average.  It would not be appropriate to exclude 2006 storms costs but include 2005 and 2010 102 

costs.  In addition, it is appropriate to include the 2011 expense in the normalization calculation 103 

because it represents AIC's current expense, is the most recent actual data and balances out the 104 

use of very low expense years such as 2005 and 2010. 105 

Q. Ms. Elsaid provides some other examples of how the Commission could normalize 106 

storm costs in this proceeding.  Do any of these other normalization methodologies produce 107 

an arguably reasonable result?  108 
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A. Yes.  As Ms. Elsaid observes, the Commission could decide to normalize storm costs 109 

over the six and 1/2 year period of 2005 through June 2011.  As noted above, AIC has modified 110 

its approach on surrebuttal to base its normalized storm costs on the average expense over that 111 

period.  That normalized period of 6.5 years includes the low expense years of 2005 and 2010 112 

and the high expense year of 2006.  It also includes the most recent actual storm expense data 113 

through June 2011.  Although this normalizing methodology produce an average expense less 114 

than what AIC believes it should be allowed to recover in rates, it reasonably includes all of the 115 

valleys and peaks in storm expense from the time of the merger of AmerenIP up through the 116 

filing of AIC's rebuttal testimony filing. 117 

Q. Ms. Elsaid testifies that the normalized storm cost for 2005 through June 2011 118 

would be approximately $13.4 million.  Is that correct? 119 

A. No.  The corrected amount for the normalized storm cost for 2005 through June 2011 120 

would be approximately $13.65 million.  Ameren Exhibit 46.3 shows the calculation for this 121 

amount.  This corrected amount accounts for the errors in the PPI inflators applied by Staff.  The 122 

2005-10 data should have been inflated using the estimated June 2011 PPI factor (Ameren 123 

Exhibit 46.4) as the basis instead of the 2010 PPI factor.  Also, the July-December 2011 costs 124 

should have been inflated for half a year in arriving at the 2012 inflated value. 125 

Q. Why aren't the other periods proposed by Ms. Elsaid appropriate? 126 

A. Ms. Elsaid's second and third examples exclude entirely the 2006 storm costs.  The 127 

exclusion of 2006 expense altogether from the calculation results in a normalized expense that is 128 

materially lower than the amount even recommended by Staff.   129 
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Q. In sum, AIC has modified its normalized amount of test year storm costs in response 130 

to Staff's rebuttal testimony, correct? 131 

A. Yes.  AIC is now relying on average expense over a 6.5 year period and the Company has 132 

reflected the corrected amount of $13.65 million in its revenue requirement schedules. Staff does 133 

not object to use of this normalized period and AIC's recovery of this amount for purposes of this 134 

proceeding. 135 

IV.  CONCLUSION 136 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 137 

A. Yes, it does. 138 


