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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

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

REVISED SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF  3 

RYAN K. SCHONHOFF 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 Ryan K. Schonhoff and my business address is One Ameren Plaza, 1901 9 

Chouteau Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63103. 10 

Q. Are you the same Ryan K. Schonhoff who provided direct testimony and rebuttal 11 

testimony in this proceeding? 12 

A. Yes, I am. 13 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 14 

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

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

Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers (IIEC) witness, Mr. David Stowe.  I also briefly discuss the 17 

rebuttal testimony of Illinois Commerce Commission (Commission) Staff witness, Mr. Peter 18 

Lazare. 19 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your revised surrebuttal testimony? 20 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 21 
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 Ameren Exhibit 49.1 response to data request AIC-IIEC 6.05 22 

 Ameren Exhibit 49.2 response to data request AIC-IIEC 6.06 23 

 Ameren Exhibit 49.3 response to data request AIC-IIEC 6.09 24 

 Ameren Exhibit 49.4 response to data request AIC-IIEC 6.12 25 

III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, MR. LAZARE 26 

Q. Mr. Lazare rejects use of the rate zone Electric Cost of Service Studies models filed 27 

with Ameren Illinois' rebuttal and states he has not had adequate time to review cost of 28 

service studies, yet offers they are a significant improvement.  How do you respond? 29 

A. As Mr. Lazare states, the studies have many customer class allocations; however, as 30 

stated in my direct testimony, only a few allocation factors have changed from the models used 31 

in the prior rate case Docket Nos. 09-0306 (Cons).  Mr. Lazare was a witness in the prior rate 32 

case and offered testimonies regarding the Electric Cost of Service Studies (ECOSS).  The few 33 

modifications made to the ECOSS were ordered by Commission and supported by Mr. Lazare, 34 

most notably the allocation factor used for substations and primary lines (CP vs. NCP).  Mr. 35 

Lazare deemed reasonable all of the class allocations in his direct testimony.  Therefore, the 36 

Commission and Staff should have confidence that the ECOSS presented in AIC's rebuttal case 37 

provide an adequate cost foundation for ratemaking. 38 

IV. RESPONSE TO IIEC WITNESS, MR. STOWE 39 

A. AIC’s ECOSS 40 

Q. Mr. Stowe offers rebuttal testimony regarding the Rate Zone Electric ECOSS 41 

presented by AIC on rebuttal.  With what does he specifically take issue? 42 
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A. Mr. Stowe continues to claim that AIC’s cost allocation methodologies are deficient 43 

because they contain the same assumption errors he cited in his direct testimony.  The two errors 44 

he identifies are the studies’ failure to account for (a) the cost of the minimum distribution 45 

system (MDS) (i.e., “NESC compliance cost” issue) and (b) the fact that single phase circuits do 46 

not service AIC’s primary and high voltage customers and these costs should be separately 47 

allocated (i.e., “single-phase” issue).   48 

Q. What is AIC's response generally to these two adjustments? 49 

A. The Company believes it has provided a reasonable cost of service study given available 50 

data, practical constraints and the Commission's prior rulings.  A reasonable cost of service study 51 

is one that utilizes sound cost of service principles and considers the Commission's past 52 

decisions.  This is not to say that past Commission decisions on cost allocations should never be 53 

challenged; there must be a sound basis however to change course.  Each of Mr. Stowe's 54 

adjustments was proposed in recent rate cases and not accepted by the Commission.1  These 55 

adjustments, though they may have theoretical merit, remain underdeveloped and do not 56 

establish reasonable cost of service studies offered by the Company.  In addition, the adjustments 57 

cause significant and possibly inequitable cost shifting between rate classes.  For the reasons 58 

explained below and in rebuttal, I continue to recommend that the Commission not accept Mr. 59 

Stowe's adjustments to AIC's ECOSS.  If the Commission feels that its prior rulings should be 60 

revisited and either issue warrants further consideration, it should give AIC a clear signal that it 61 

                                                 
1 The Commission did not accept Mr. Stowe's proposed NESC-based MDS adjustment in Docket Nos. 07-0585 - 
07-0590 and Docket No. 07-0566.  The Commission did not accept Mr. Stowe's proposed single phase adjustment in 
Docket No. 10-0467.  In this proceeding, Staff witness Mr. Peter Lazare and AG/CUB witness Mr. Scott Rubin 
oppose Mr. Stowe's MDS adjustment.  Mr. Lazare also opposes Mr. Stowe's adjustment to allocate single- and dual-
phase circuit costs to secondary customers. 
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should study the feasibility of the implementation and the resulting impact of these adjustments 62 

in preparing its next rate case filings. 63 

Q. Have you chosen to reject issues raised with your cost of service study simply 64 

because they were inconsistent with your originally filed testimony? 65 

A. No.  In fact, I have made a few modifications that are reasonable accommodations.  Upon 66 

further understanding of Staff's concerns, AIC promptly submitted revised studies during rebuttal 67 

with modified Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) account cost data for each of the 68 

three rate zones.  Also, I have modified the ECOSS to reflect one issue raised by Mr. Stowe, 69 

related to the assignment of substation equipment for the DS4 +100 kV classes.  These 70 

modifications were reasonable and no other witnesses have argued against these changes. 71 

Q. Please briefly describe Mr. Stowe’s National Electrical Safety Code compliance cost 72 

or MDS issue. 73 

A. Mr. Stowe continues to claim that AIC’s electric ECOSS fail to recognize that certain 74 

costs of complying with the National Electric Safety Code (NESC) are customer-related because 75 

they are incurred as the distribution system is extended to serve additional customers. 76 

Q. Please briefly describe his “single-phase” issue. 77 

A. Mr. Stowe continues to claim AIC’s electric ECOSSs fail to recognize that costs related 78 

to single- and dual- phase circuits are improperly allocated to primary and high voltage 79 

customers who are not serviced by these types of circuits. 80 
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B. NESC Compliance/MDS Adjustment 81 

Q. Mr. Stowe argues AIC continues to allocate “NESC compliance costs” as though 82 

they were solely demand-related.  He says that “[b]y ignoring the reality that certain costs 83 

are incurred simply to provide service through facilities built to satisfy NESC standards, 84 

Ameren’s method significantly and unfairly overstates the cost of serving [DS-3 and DS-4 85 

customers].”  Do you continue to disagree? 86 

A. Yes.  Mr. Stowe's analysis still has errors that have not been addressed.  Those errors 87 

include: 88 

 This NESC based MDS costs are allocated solely on customer count, even though 89 
there is a demand carrying capability of this MDS.  90 

 Certain allocations continue to be incomplete within Mr. Stowe's proposed ECOSS 91 
models. 92 

Q. Do any other parties to this rate case proceeding also disagree with Mr. Stowe’s 93 

NESC based MDS proposal? 94 

A. Yes.  Mr. Lazare and The People of the State of Illinois and The Citizens Utility Board 95 

(jointly AG/CUB), witness Mr. Scott J. Rubin disagree with Mr. Stowe's position.  Mr. Lazare 96 

cites several recent precedents relevant to MDS (see ICC Staff Ex. 30.0, pages 24-25) regarding 97 

the Commission's opposition to an MDS adjustment and opines that the distribution system is 98 

often extended to meet the needs of many customers, which have a collective demand for 99 

electricity.  Mr. Rubin points out that Mr. Stowe goes to great lengths to define a minimum 100 

system, but fails to provide good evidence as to why these costs should be allocated solely on the 101 

number of customers within each class (AG/CUB Ex. 5.0, lines 341-345).   102 
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Q. You agree that AIC’s distribution lines must be built in compliance with NESC 103 

Standards, correct? 104 

A. Yes.  I am not disputing this fact. 105 

Q. You also agree that distribution systems have a customer-related component? 106 

A. Yes.  I am also not disagreeing that a distribution system has certain customer-related 107 

components.   108 

Q. Why then do you disagree with Mr. Stowe's theory that those minimum costs can be 109 

quantified and should be allocated by customer count? 110 

A. I disagree with Mr. Stowe's representation of NESC-based customer-related costs, not the 111 

fact that a distribution system has customer-related costs.  Mr. Stowe states that the NESC-based 112 

MDS must be entirely customer-related, even though this variation of MDS has the ability to 113 

carry a significant amount of electrical demand.  Further, he contends that these NESC-based 114 

MDS costs should be allocated solely on customer count, when it could be a combination of 115 

demand and customer allocators, since the minimum system has a certain load carrying 116 

capability.   117 

Q. Mr. Stowe takes offense to your characterization of his MDS methodology as 118 

unique.  Has he identified any state commissions that have approved his particular NESC-119 

based MDS methodology? 120 

A. No.  In response to AIC-IIEC 6.05 (Ameren Ex. 49.1), Mr. Stowe did not provide any 121 

evidence that his MDS methodology, based on minimum NESC requirements, has been accepted 122 

before by this or any other state commission.  Nonetheless, I am not opposing his study because 123 
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it is unique; I oppose his proposed method because I have concerns with certain assumptions and 124 

calculations.   125 

Q. Does the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners' manual that he 126 

cites numerous times in his testimony specifically advocate his particular NESC-related 127 

MDS methodology? 128 

A. No.  In fact, the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners' (NARUC) 129 

manual he references includes several cautions if a utility were to incorporate a minimum 130 

distribution system methodology.  Mr. Stowe's summary of the manual is misleading.  A passage 131 

from the NARUC manual (page 95, second paragraph, January 1992 edition) reads: 132 

The results of the minimum-size method can be influenced by 133 
several factors.  The analyst must determine the minimum size for 134 
each piece of equipment:  "Should the minimum size be based upon 135 
the minimum size equipment currently installed, historically 136 
installed, or the minimum size necessary to meet safety 137 
requirements?"  The manner in which the minimum size equipment 138 
is selected will directly affect the percentage of costs that are 139 
classified as demand and customer costs. 140 

 Mr. Stowe references this same passage in his response to data request AIC-IIEC 6.06 141 

(see Ameren Ex. 49.2), stating "This language suggests that the MDS has been quantified by one 142 

or more regulatory commissions as the minimum size necessary to meet safety requirements." 143 

Yet, Ameren Exhibit 49.1 shows that this is speculation on his part.  Further, this passage doesn't 144 

imply that safety requirements are always the determining factor of a minimum size distribution 145 

system.  Rather, the passage lists three possible determining factors for each piece of equipment.2  146 

Mr. Stowe's summary implies that the manual recognizes just the one method for all components, 147 

safety requirements.  Further, the passage goes on to state the manner this minimum size 148 
                                                 
2 Interestingly, these factors listed within the passage are phrased in the form of a question.  This almost 
undoubtedly implies that there is a good deal of uncertainty in eyes of the NARUC. 
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equipment is selected will directly affect the costs that are classified as customer costs.  The 149 

subsequent passage is somewhat revealing: 150 

Cost Analysts disagree on how much of the demand costs should 151 
be allocated to customers when the minimum-size distribution 152 
method is used to classify distribution plant.  When using this 153 
distribution method, the analyst must be aware that the minimum-154 
size distribution equipment has a certain load-carrying capability, 155 
which can be viewed as demand- related cost. 156 

 This passage supports AIC's concern that a minimum distribution system based on NESC 157 

minimum safety requirements as Mr. Stowe has proposed most likely overstates the customer-158 

related costs of the distribution system.  The costs Mr. Stowe classified purely as customer-159 

related have demand- related costs proportionate to that of the load carrying capability of that 160 

minimum distribution system.  When these minimum system costs are allocated using customer 161 

count, as Mr. Stowe has done, costs are shifted to the customer classes which have low demand 162 

per customer and large number of customers (i.e. residential and small commercial).  Upon 163 

review of the other passage in the manual referenced above, it isn't evident that an MDS based 164 

on minimum safety requirements as Mr. Stowe suggests is always the most accurate when 165 

allocated solely on customer count.   166 

Q. Mr. Stowe claims that Ameren Missouri presents MDS analyses as part of its ECOS 167 

studies to the Missouri Public Service Commission.  Has he identified any instances where 168 

Ameren Missouri incorporated his particular NESC-related MDS methodology into its 169 

ECOSS? 170 

A. No.  My understanding of the MDS method used by Union Electric Company d/b/a 171 

Ameren Missouri (Ameren Missouri) is a zero-intercept MDS, not one based on minimum NESC 172 

safety requirements such as Mr. Stowe's.  The major distinction between the two is whether the 173 
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minimum system has demand carrying capability.  A zero-intercept method does not have the 174 

ability to carry customers demand.  Mr. Stowe's MDS can and does have a certain demand 175 

carrying capability.  176 

Q. Doesn't Mr. Stowe in his rebuttal testimony also indicate that the “significant 177 

difference” between his approach and more traditional MDS analyses is the concept of 178 

using the NESC? 179 

A. Yes. 180 

Q. What are the only instances that you know of where a cost of service analyst has 181 

presented the ICC with an MDS analysis based on NESC standards? 182 

A. To my knowledge, the only proceedings in which a cost analyst presented the 183 

Commmission with an NESC-based MDS adjustment were Dockets No. 07-0585 (Cons.) and 184 

Docket No. 07-0566, AIC and Commonwealth Edison Company (ComEd),  respectively. 185 

Q. What were the Commission’s findings concerning the NESC-related MDS proposal 186 

in those instances? 187 

A. In Docket Nos. 07-0585 (Cons.), the Commission found that Mr. Stowe's proposal 188 

presented some “interesting ideas.”  Order, Sept. 24, 2008, p. 280.  However, the Commission 189 

did not accept his proposal, and it did not require AIC to incorporate any MDS methodology into 190 

its ECOSS in future rate cases.  In Docket No. 07-0566, the Commission rejected outright the 191 

use of Mr. Stowe's NESC-based MDS adjustment.  Order, Sept. 10, 2008, p. 208.  It found that 192 

"attempts to separate the costs of connecting customers to the electric distribution system from 193 

the costs of serving their demand remain problematic." 194 
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Q. Mr. Stowe criticizes your suggestion that his MDS analysis was not thorough 195 

enough because it was only applied to certain FERC accounts.  Please comment. 196 

A. Mr. Stowe states, "The four accounts (Accounts 364-367) included in my analysis 197 

constitute the majority of distribution facility investments made by Ameren, and the significant 198 

majority of the investment that could potentially be affected by an MDS approach."  (lines 208-199 

211)  He further states later on, "It is a common practice among cost analysts to restrict their 200 

MDS analyses to a subset of the FERC distribution accounts when, for example, they do not 201 

have sufficient data for certain accounts, or sufficient time to collect the data and perform the 202 

analysis."  (lines 227-230).  His own response to data request AIC-IIEC 6.09 (Ameren Ex. 49.3) 203 

indicates that if he had time he would likely have performed the MDS analysis on Account 368.  204 

However, I concur that the accounts he picked do constitute the "majority" of AIC's electrical 205 

distribution investment.  I also no longer object to his use of his results of his MDS analysis from 206 

Account 367 as a proxy for the results for Account 366.  Nevertheless, as noted above, my main 207 

concern is not which accounts were analyzed; my main concern is how those costs were 208 

classified as customer-related or demand-related.  I also have great concern with the double 209 

allocation of costs. 210 

Q. Mr. Stowe claims your double allocation argument rests on the erroneous notion 211 

and misinterpretation that IIEC Exhibit 2.3 establishes that a distribution system built just 212 

to conform to NESC requirements could carry the entire demand of all residential 213 

customers.  Is this true? 214 

A. No.  While he is partially correct that his NESC-based MDS could not always carry the 215 

entire demand of all residential customers, the reality is this system can carry a significant 216 
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amount of demand which Mr. Stowe has ignored in his allocation of remaining demand-related 217 

distribution costs.  He has committed a flaw in his analysis because he failed to exclude this 218 

portion of customer demand from the class demand allocation factors.  See Ameren Ex. 49.4, 219 

Staff response to data request AIC-IIEC 6.12.  Mr. Stowe indicates that he has not modified the 220 

class demand allocators from those used within AIC's studies to account for the portion of class 221 

demands within each rate class which could be supported by this hypothetical MDS. 222 

Q. Please explain this flaw in more detail. 223 

A. As I stated in my rebuttal testimony (Ameren Ex. 32.0,lines 276-279), Mr. Stowe fails to 224 

reduce the class demands by an amount equal to the load carrying capability of his minimum 225 

system.  I did not misinterpret or attempt to mischaracterize IIEC Exhibit 2.3; in fact I thought 226 

this document provided useful information in assessing his analysis.  The document describes in 227 

detail the load carrying capabilities of his proposed MDS.  In this exhibit, he states that the 228 

minimum size secondary conductor is capable of providing six to eight times the peak demand of 229 

the typical residential customer.  He goes on to state that the minimum size primary conductor 230 

has load carrying capability equal to 235 residential customers or 714kW3.  Take the simple 231 

example of a subdivision with 70 residences.  Under Mr. Stowe's assumption that a home 232 

typically has a peak demand of 3 kW4, the demand of all residences in that subdivision could be 233 

supported by his minimum primary voltage distribution system (70 residences X 3 kW = 234 

210kW<714kW).  I understand that the minimum system cannot always support all customers 235 

(as in a case where a subdivision consisted of 500 homes 3kW X 500 = 1500kW > 714kW), yet 236 

                                                 
3  Peak demand for residential customers was assumed by Mr. Stowe to be 3kW.  This can be found within IIEC 

Exhibit 2.3. 
4 See footnote 2. 
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there is a significant amount of load that is supported by this minimum system.  Assuming that 237 

the entire residential class was comprised of only these 70 customers, then the only allocation of 238 

distribution line costs should be the minimum distribution system for these 70 customers.  Yet, 239 

Mr. Stowe's methodology further allocates demand-related costs proportionate to the coincident 240 

demands of these customers (210kW ÷ AIC coincident peak demand).  These additional demand-241 

related costs allocated to this group of customers would be inequitable, because the load carrying 242 

capability of this MDS can already support the entire class demand in this example.  Referencing 243 

Ameren Exhibit 49.4 again, Mr. Stowe fails to develop demand allocation factors which reflect 244 

class demands that only exceed the MDS capability, to be applied to the remaining demand-245 

related costs.  Failure to complete this step most definitely results in over allocation of costs to 246 

the residential and small commercial classes. 247 

Q. So you are recommending that the Commission approve allocation of the costs as 248 

presented in AIC’s ECOSS? 249 

A. Yes.  It remains the more reasonable approach to cost allocation for these accounts.   250 

Q. Should the Commission adopt Mr. Stowe's MDS adjustment in this proceeding? 251 

A. No.  The Commission should not require AIC to incorporate his NESC-based MDS 252 

adjustment in this proceeding, as it did not in Docket Nos. 07-0585 (Cons.). 253 

C. Single-Phase Adjustment 254 

Q. Mr. Stowe continues to argue that the costs related to single- and dual-phase 255 

distribution circuits should be separated from three-phase circuits for allocation purposes 256 

of distribution costs.  Do you still disagree with Mr. Stowe’s proposal as presented? 257 
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A. Yes.  Although Mr. Stowe does have interesting arguments, AIC's current method is a 258 

more reasonable method for the following reasons:  1) the Commission has rejected Mr. Stowe's 259 

similar methodology in the recent ComEd proceeding, Docket No. 10-0467, 2) Certain 260 

allocations continue to be incomplete within Mr. Stowe's proposed ECOSS models, and 3) Staff's 261 

concerns with Mr. Stowe's proposal add to the debate.   262 

Q. Do you reject Mr. Stowe's proposal only because other parties in this case oppose 263 

his proposal or because the Commission has recently rejected a similar proposal? 264 

A. No.  As stated above, my objective is to put forth a reasonable cost study.  Allocation 265 

methodologies are sometimes imperfect; yet one can still determine which is more reasonable 266 

using qualitative reasoning combined with quantitative analysis.  Discernible guidance provided 267 

by the Commission and other parties, along with the concerns I have with Mr. Stowe's analysis, 268 

does not give me the assurance that Mr. Stowe's methodology is a more reasonable method for 269 

AIC to present to the Commission. 270 

Q. Mr. Stowe also asserts that you have not defined or provided a “single relevant 271 

example or iota of evidence" to illustrate why Mr. Stowe’s treatment of single-, dual- and 272 

three-phase circuits as “one-sided.”  How do you respond? 273 

A. Mr. Stowe attempts to split the costs of single/dual phase and three-phase circuits, 274 

however, he does not create the necessary demand allocators which divide the total class 275 

demands into single/dual phase and three-phase subcategories.5  Mr. Stowe attempts to correct 276 

                                                 
5 Currently, load research determines class demands for each rate class and subclass as defined in my direct 

testimony, lines 65-71.  In order to separately allocate costs of single/dual and three phase circuits, additional sub-
category demands would need to be developed.  Examples of these sub categories would be DS-1 single phase, 
DS-1 dual-phase, DS-1 three-phase, DS-2 single-phase, DS-2 dual-phase, DS-2 three-phase, etc.  This data is 
simply not available. 
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for this error by updating his cost of service studies to allocate a small portion single/dual phase 277 

primary distribution costs to the DS-3 and DS-4 primary subclasses, but doesn't adjust other rate 278 

classes' demand allocators.  While this revision may be a step in the right direction for purposes 279 

of discussion, the proposal is still incomplete and has problematic allocations of costs amongst 280 

the DS-1 and DS-2 classes.6  These classes can utilize a combination of single, dual, and three 281 

phase circuits7.  Mr. Stowe's method inequitably allocates single and dual phase primary circuit 282 

costs to DS-1 and DS-2 classes.  This is caused by the use of the unmodified class demands from 283 

AIC's ECOSS.   284 

For example, the DS-2 class has customers which are served from three phase circuits, 285 

and the remaining customers are served from single or dual phase circuits.  Mr. Stowe hasn't 286 

presented the necessary analysis to properly allocate the so called single-phase costs amongst 287 

those rate classes who utilize these single-phase facilities.  Had this been performed, the demand 288 

allocators used to allocate single-phase costs to the rate classes would have been adjusted for the 289 

demands of the three-phase customers.  This refinement would only materially affect the 290 

allocations of single-phase costs to the DS-1 and DS-2 classes.  Mr. Stowe's method merely 291 

identifies single phase circuits as facilities that are not typically used to serve primary voltage 292 

customers, and allocates these costs to the other classes without regard to which class should 293 

receive these costs. 294 

Q. Can AIC’s analysis of its primary distribution system be used to determine the 295 

“true cost split” of single and three-phase circuits? 296 

                                                 
6 The DS-5 class is not affected in these allocations because the class currently is not allocated costs of primary 
distribution lines, given the class's contribution to coincident peak is zero.  Had primary distribution lines been 
allocated on NCP rather than CP, the argument I present could affect allocations to the DS-5 class as well. 
7 The DS-2 class likely has the most prominent mix of single and three phase customers.   
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A. No.  Mr. Stowe argues that AIC has been able to split these costs for use in its 297 

methodology, yet it is unable to split the costs under his method.  Mr. Stowe attempts to 298 

oversimplify a refinement of cost allocations of a very complex set of distribution costs.  Using 299 

the number of circuit miles of single, dual, and three phase primary circuits (provided in AIC 300 

work papers), Mr. Stowe develops a percentage of single, dual, and three phase circuits based on 301 

total miles of conductor  operated at a primary voltage.  He then simply applies these percentages 302 

to the total cost of primary voltage circuits presented within AIC's ECOSS to determine an 303 

amount of costs associated with each phase.  This methodology ignores complexities within 304 

AIC's distribution system, an example of which would be the existence of shared poles of 305 

overhead circuits.  It is common for a single phase primary circuit to share a pole with an 306 

underbuilt secondary circuit.8  This construction practice was not considered in the cost split of 307 

single/dual and three-phase circuits proposed within Mr. Stowe's analysis.  An adjustment made 308 

for this shared asset would likely reduce the costs associated with single phase circuits from the 309 

amount proposed by Mr. Stowe.  Shared poles are not restricted to single phase circuits, it is 310 

common practice to share poles of various circuits to achieve the most economical distribution 311 

system, a benefit to rate payers.  Each assumption such as the example I provide has 312 

counteracting effects on the costs of other assets.  This is a level of granularity has never been 313 

incorporated into AIC's cost of service studies and if it was determined at some point that this 314 

level of detail is desired, it should  be evaluated for all distribution line costs, not only the 315 

primary voltage.     316 

                                                 
8 Mr. Stowe illustrates a similar circuit configuration on page 1 of IIEC Exhibit 2.3. 
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Q. Mr. Stowe asserts that your position is to ignore a more accurate allocation of costs.  317 

Is this true? 318 

A. No.  It is not evident that Mr. Stowe's proposal is a more accurate allocation cost costs for 319 

all classes.  Mr. Stowe proposes to make a change for only an isolated portion of AIC's allocation 320 

methodology of distribution line costs (FERC accounts 364-367).  He mischaracterizes AIC's 321 

opposition as ignoring a more accurate allocation of costs, yet the scope of this adjustment has 322 

been presented too narrowly in his case.  In order to be certain modifications to AIC's previously 323 

approved methodology would produce more accurate allocations, a study would be required 324 

which would likely involve company personnel outside the regulatory group, and possibly 325 

outside the company.  It is also unknown if AIC currently has the systems in place to perform 326 

such a complex study.  For this reason, my position is to postpone changing the currently 327 

accepted allocation methodology of distribution lines until more convincing evidence is 328 

presented to the Commission.   329 

Q. Should the Commission accept Mr. Stowe’s second proposed adjustment ("single-330 

phase" issue)? 331 

A. No.  The Commission should reject Mr. Stowe’s proposal, as it did in Docket No. 10-332 

0467.  As stated above, further study would be necessary to determine if a modification such as 333 

one proposed by Mr. Stowe is feasible and would produce accurate allocations. 334 

V. CONCLUSION 335 

Q. Does this conclude your revised surrebuttal testimony? 336 

A. Yes, it does. 337 


