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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Tom A. Korte.  My business address is 3220 Pleasant Run, Springfield, 2 

Illinois  62711. 3 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 

A. I am employed as Senior Consultant by GVNW Consulting, Inc.  I am testifying in this 5 

proceeding on behalf of Montrose Mutual Telephone Company (“the Company” or 6 

“Montrose Mutual”).   7 

Q. Did you file direct testimony in this proceeding on May 9, 2011? 8 

A.  Yes. 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to:  1) Submit  Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12 that 11 

includes certain revisions some of which are as discussed in the rebuttal testimony of Mr. 12 

Schoonmaker; 2) reply to the direct testimony of Staff witness Jim Zolnierek regarding 13 

an affordable rate adjustment; 3) reply to the rebuttal testimony of GCHC witness Scott 14 

Rubins regarding a federal income tax rate lower than 34%; and 4) reply to Mr. Rubins 15 

regarding his calculation of reported corporate operations expenses in excess of the 16 

federal HCL cap. 17 

Q. Why is the Company submitting  Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12 ? 18 

 A. As Mr. Schoonmaker has discussed in his rebuttal testimony, Montrose Mutual has made 19 

a revenue adjustment for the results of originating intrastate access based on 2009 20 

originating billing units and the intrastate rates at the end of the year compared to the 21 

billing that would have occurred if interstate rates had been applied to those same 2009 22 
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originating billing units.  The Company has entered the resulting revenue reduction 23 

adjustment into the Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12 that I am presenting with this 24 

testimony.    25 

  The Company has also changed the corporate state tax rate from 7.3% to 9.5% on 26 

its Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12.  Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12 has been revised  to 27 

reflect a change of the result of the affordable rate calculation.  The Company has also  28 

adjusted the High Cost Loop revenues to reflect the 2011 amounts actually received 29 

which is now known and measurable.  Finally, the  Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12 has 30 

been revised to accurately reflect Montrose Mutual’s effective federal income tax rate.   31 

Q. Staff witness Jim Zolnierek on page 30 of his direct testimony and on ICC Staff 32 

Exhibit 3.05 discusses and calculates an affordable rate adjustment of $23,356.  33 

What is the Company’s position regarding this adjustment? 34 

A. The Company made an affordable rate adjustment in Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12 in the 35 

amount of $26,494.  This is shown on page 4 of Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12.  Dr. 36 

Zolnierek must have overlooked this.  However, after reviewing the calculations, the 37 

Company agrees with the adjustment amount of $23,356.  This change has been reflected 38 

in Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12 . 39 
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Q. GCHC witness Scott Rubins on pages 20-21 of his rebuttal testimony and on GCHC 40 

Exhibit 2.10 discusses and calculates the impact on Montrose Mutual using an 41 

effective federal income rate of less than 34%.  What is the Company’s response to 42 

this analysis? 43 

A. The Company agrees that the effective federal tax rate should be less than 34%.  The 44 

effective rate should be 29.576%.  This change has been entered into the Exhibit 1.01 45 

Revised 3/23/12. 46 

Q. GCHC witness Scott Rubins in his rebuttal testimony on page 24 and in GCHC 47 

Exhibit 2.18 discusses and calculates corporate operations expenses that the 48 

Company has reported in  its original Exhibit 1.01 in excess of the federal HCL cap.  49 

Does the Company agree with this calculation? 50 

A. No.  Mr. Schoonmaker on behalf of the IITA in his rebuttal testimony discusses this issue 51 

and the calculations on GCHC Exhibit 2.18.  The Company agrees with Mr. 52 

Schoonmaker.  Montrose Mutual was not subject to the corporate operations cap in its 53 

2010 HCL submission which was based on 2009 data.  The amount shown on GCHC 54 

Exhibit 2.18 in the second column is the total 2009 general ledger amount of corporate 55 

operations expenses which is also shown on the Company’s 2009 Form 23A filed with 56 

the ICC.  The amount shown on GCHC Exhibit 2.18 in the third column is the amount of 57 

the Company’s corporate operations expense after “cost study adjustments”.  This 58 

adjusted amount is the amount included on the Company’s Exhibit 1.01 Revised 3/23/12 . 59 

Q. Does that conclude your rebuttal testimony? 60 

A. Yes it does. 61 


