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Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name. 2 

A. My name is Scott J. Rubin.  I previously submitted direct testimony on behalf of the 3 

Office of Attorney General (“AG”) which has been identified as AG Exhibit 1.0. 4 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 5 

A. I will respond to portions of the rebuttal testimony and exhibits filed by Illinois-American 6 

Water Company (“IAWC” or “Company”) witnesses Heid, Herbert, and Naumick 7 

(IAWC Exhibits 14.00R, 11.00R, and 8.00R, respectively). 8 

Q. Before you respond to those specific witnesses, do you have any corrections to make 9 

to your direct testimony and exhibits that are not the result of rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. Yes.  Attached to my direct testimony as AG Exhibit 1.10 was a copy of IAWC’s 11 

response to CLH 4.01.  On April 3, 2012, IAWC provided a corrected response to that 12 

data request.  For accuracy of the record, I am attaching the corrected response to this 13 

testimony, marked as AG Exhibit 3.01.  The revised response does not change any of the 14 

conclusions or recommendations in my direct testimony about IAWC’s proposed RAC. 15 

Response to Mr. Heid 16 

Q. Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony of IAWC witness Heid? 17 

A. Yes, I have reviewed Mr. Heid’s rebuttal testimony (IAWC Ex. 14.00R). 18 

Q. On page 5 of his rebuttal, Mr. Heid states that 94% of IAWC’s costs are “fixed” and 19 

only 6% of costs are “variable.”  What does Mr. Heid mean by “fixed” and 20 

“variable” costs? 21 
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A. In response to AG 7.8, Mr. Heid provided the following definitions: “Fixed costs are 22 

costs that do not vary with the amount of water consumed.  Variable costs are costs that 23 

in the short term vary with the amount of water consumed.” 24 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Heid’s definitions of “fixed” and “variable” costs for 25 

determining rates for a water utility? 26 

A. No, I do not.  Mr. Heid’s definitions of “fixed” and “variable” costs should have no basis 27 

in determining utility rates.  First, what Mr. Heid refers to as “fixed” costs are 28 

unchangeable only in the short run.  As facilities become obsolete or wear out, they will 29 

be replaced.  Those replacements will occur based on the expected demand for water.  30 

The Company’s cost-of-service study properly recognizes that much of the cost of 31 

facilities such as treatment equipment, water tanks, and mains are directly related to 32 

customers’ demands for water.  As those demands change over time, the cost of 33 

replacing, upgrading, repairing, and maintaining facilities also will change. 34 

  Second, it is well-established that utility rates should not be determined based on 35 

short-run variable costs.  Indeed, several well-respected utility economists have 36 

specifically refuted the notion that short-run marginal costs should play any role in 37 

determining utility rates.  The idea of using short-run marginal cost to set utility rates was 38 

floated by a few economists during the 1940s and 1950s and quickly was discredited by 39 

those who understood the public utility industry.  For example, in the first edition of 40 

Professor Bonbright’s seminal work, Principles of Public Utility Rates, published in 41 

1961, he devotes an entire chapter to the theory of marginal cost pricing.   One portion of 42 

that chapter (pages 395-399) is a section entitled: “Critique of Proposal to Fix Rates at 43 

Short-Run Marginal Cost.”  In his critique, Professor Bonbright explains that pricing 44 
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based on short-run cost is inconsistent with the long-run time horizon and function of a 45 

public utility and the proper setting of utility rates.  First, he explains that pricing based 46 

on short-run costs would violate consumers’ expectations (one of his fundamental 47 

principles: rate continuity).  Specifically, he writes: 48 

By and large, the major influence exercised on consumer demand for 49 

utility services by any current rates of charge for these services is an 50 

influence based on the expectation that these rates indicate, at least in a 51 

general way, the rates that will remain in effect over a considerable period 52 

of time.  For it is the anticipated, fairly long-run costs of service which a 53 

potential consumer wisely takes into account when he faces a decision … 54 

whether to equip his home with an electric range or with electric space 55 

heating; or whether to locate his aluminum plant on the St. Lawrence 56 

River rather than in the state of Washington.  Once having become 57 

dependent on the services required for the operation of expensive 58 

complementary equipment, the consumer’s responsiveness to temporary 59 

changes in rates of charge will probably be very limited.  In short, the 60 

price elasticity of demand for utility services can be expected to be much 61 

greater in the fairly long run than in the very short period of time.  But if 62 

utility rates were to be made as volatile as would be required by the 63 

mandate of conformity to short-run marginal costs, they would deprive 64 

consumers of those expectations of “reasonable continuity” of rates and of 65 

rate relationships on which they must rely in order to make rational 66 

advance preparations for the use of service.
1
 67 

  Professor Bonbright also explains that short-run marginal cost pricing of utility 68 

services (because of the economies of scale) would require some type of payment to the 69 

utility to recover the remainder of its revenue requirement.  Some economists suggested 70 

that a tax payment should be made while others suggested that a large fixed charge could 71 

be imposed by the utility.  Professor Bonbright explained that such a charge or tax would 72 

be unfair to those who did not consume the product or who consumed relatively little of 73 

it.  That unfairness is not just a social welfare concern, but a fundamental economic 74 

concern:  requiring a non-user (or low user) of a service to subsidize the service for those 75 

                                                 
1
 James C. Bonbright, Principles of Public Utility Rates (New York, NY 1961), pp. 396-397 (emphasis added). 
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who use it does not increase overall economic welfare; rather, it transfers the “consumer 76 

surplus” (that is, the benefits of a service in excess of the costs paid for the service) from 77 

one group of customers (the low users) to another group (the large users).
2
 78 

  Professor Robert Harbeson, an economist specializing in utility regulation at the 79 

University of Illinois starting in the 1950s (and to whom Bonbright cites) addressed this 80 

concern explicitly in a paper published in 1955.
3
   Professor Harbeson discusses 81 

proposals to implement a two-part utility tariff consisting of a charge to “assess the 82 

portion of the costs which varied with output and would be based on marginal cost” and 83 

the second part that would “assess the portion of the costs which were independent of 84 

output.”  Professor Harbeson explains that this type of two-part tariff would be 85 

reasonable only on one condition:  “the individual’s share of the fixed costs must be 86 

arrived at voluntarily on the basis of individual negotiation; only in this way can we be 87 

certain that the contributions of the individual users toward the fixed costs do not exceed 88 

their respective estimates of the utility of the project to themselves, and hence that there 89 

has been an increase in welfare.”
4
 90 

  Professor Harbeson recognized this would not be possible when there are a large 91 

number of users, but he explained that if the fixed-cost component is not individually 92 

negotiated, it would have the same economic effect as a tax: transferring consumer 93 

welfare from non-users (or low users) to large users of the service.
5
  As he states:  “a 94 

                                                 
2
 Id., p. 397. 

 
3
 Robert W. Harbeson, A Critique of Marginal Cost Pricing, Land Economics, 31:1:54-74 (Feb. 1955). 

 
4
 Id., p. 61. 

 
5
 Id. 
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lump-sum tax is likely to exceed consumers surplus for some individuals and to fall short 95 

of consumers surplus for others and no conclusion can be reached as to whether or not 96 

welfare has been increased …”
6
 97 

  Similarly, more recently, Professor Phillips wrote: 98 

On balance, should minimum rates be determined by short-run or long-run 99 

marginal costs?  Despite the greater difficulty in measurement, most 100 

economists would probably favor the long-run.  In using the concept of 101 

long-run marginal costs, the added costs of providing a service (e.g., the 102 

additional operating expenses and the cost of any additional construction, 103 

including a full rate of return thereon) would be taken into account.  Only 104 

when a firm has significant and continuing excess capacity (such as off-105 

peak periods) may short-run marginal costs be a better guide to pricing 106 

decisions. 107 

 It is important to emphasize, however, that marginal costs set the 108 

lower boundary – the floor below which rates should not fall.  But they 109 

should not determine rates, since the upper boundary is set by demand 110 

conditions and regulation.
7
  111 

  In other words, even if marginal costs were to be considered for utility pricing, it 112 

is the long-run marginal cost that must be used.  This cost includes the cost of physical 113 

plant (rate base) that serves customers, including a full return on that investment.  114 

  In short, economists have considered and rejected the relevance of short-run 115 

marginal costs to utility pricing, including the flawed notion advanced by Mr. Heid that 116 

utility rates should be based on incremental, short-run production costs.  In fact, a focus 117 

on short-run costs could lead consumers and utilities to make decisions that are not in 118 

                                                 
6
 Id., p. 60. 

 
7
 Charles F. Phillips, Jr., The Regulation of Public Utilities: Theory and Practice (Arlington, VA, 3

rd
 ed. 1993), 

p. 449 (emphasis added). 
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their long-run best interests.  That is, indeed, a critical flaw in such a utility rate structure, 119 

since water service by its very nature is a long-run service. 120 

  In other words, treating all costs except those that vary in the short term as fixed 121 

ignores the long term nature of water service and the relevant economic principles.  As 122 

Professor Harbeson warned more than 50 years ago, treating only short-run costs as 123 

variable and all other costs as fixed results in rates that transfer consumer welfare from 124 

non-users (or low users) to large users of the service.  125 

Q. On page 6, Mr. Heid states that, except for the relatively small short-run variable 126 

costs of water production, “a change in sales does not correlate to a change in a 127 

water utility’s costs.”  Is he correct? 128 

A. No, he is not correct.  His statement is correct only in the very short run which, as I 129 

explained above, is not the appropriate time horizon for setting a utility’s rates or 130 

measuring a utility’s marginal costs.  Water pricing sends an important signal to 131 

customers about the costs associated with providing water.  Those costs include the 132 

recovery of capital investments designed to provide water service at a certain level of 133 

demand.  As those facilities need to be replaced or upgraded, utilities will make decisions 134 

based on the then-expected levels of water demand.  Water pricing should reflect the total 135 

demand-related cost to provide the service to customers so that customers understand that 136 

their increased (or decreased) use of water will result in increased (or decreased) costs to 137 

the utility when facilities are replaced or upgraded. 138 

  It is for this reason that the predominant method of preparing cost-of-service 139 

studies for the water industry is the base-extra capacity method.  This method separates 140 
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costs associated with serving the customer (the meter and service line, for example) from 141 

costs associated with the demand for water (such as treatment plants and storage tanks).  142 

This method provides the proper method for determining water prices by considering the 143 

underlying reasons why costs are incurred and appropriately recognizing that much of the 144 

investment is caused by customers’ use of, and demand for, water.  I am not aware of any 145 

recognized cost-of-service methodology for the water industry that focuses on short-run 146 

variable costs, as Mr. Heid suggests would be proper. 147 

Q. On pages 6 through 9 of his testimony, Mr. Heid testifies that IAWC needs a 148 

revenue adjustment mechanism because of the risk that a change in water sales 149 

could result in IAWC failing to recover its fixed costs.  How do you respond? 150 

A. This concern is nothing new for a water utility.  Many decades ago, most water utilities 151 

moved away from flat-rate pricing to pricing based on the amount of water used by the 152 

customer.  Since that time, changes in weather, the number of people living in a 153 

household, or changes in appliances and plumbing fixtures all have affected the amount 154 

of water people used – and along with it, the amount of revenues the utility collected.  155 

This phenomenon is nothing new and, frankly, it is one reason why utilities receive an 156 

authorized rate of return that is greatly in excess of the return that consumers can receive 157 

on bank deposits or other relatively risk-free investments. 158 

Q. Is Mr. Heid’s view consistent with the underlying purpose and theory of utility 159 

regulation? 160 

A. No.  Mr. Heid’s approach to this issue attempts to turn the purpose of utility regulation on 161 

its head.  On page 8, for example, he states that his proposed revenue adjustment clause 162 

(“RAC”) “will help ensure that IAWC would receive the authorized revenue, no more 163 
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and no less, and customers would pay the correct amount of fixed charges in their 164 

monthly bills.”  Then on page 32 Mr. Heid provides an even clearer statement of his view 165 

of regulation: “The purpose of the RAC is to ensure that IAWC receives the exact 166 

amount of the revenue requirement, no more and no less.”  Then on page 33, he claims 167 

IAWC is “entitled” to recover its revenue requirement. 168 

  This is not the purpose of regulation.  Utility rates are regulated in order to set the 169 

price customers should pay, since the competitive market that sets prices for most goods 170 

and services does not exist for utility services.  This point is critical: the purpose of 171 

regulation is to set prices, not to “ensure” that a utility will recover a certain amount of 172 

revenues. 173 

  Stated differently, regulation fixes the price a customer will pay for utility service.  174 

We recognize that the actual revenues a utility will recover will vary depending on the 175 

quantity of service a customer purchases and the number of customers served.  That is, 176 

the utility bears the risk – and receives the benefit – of consumers buying more or less of 177 

the service than anticipated.  In exchange for that risk, the utility receives a return on 178 

investment that is well in excess of the risk-free rate of return. 179 

  Mr. Heid suggests that the purpose of regulation should be exactly the opposite.  180 

He proposes that the utility’s revenue recovery should be fixed and that consumer prices 181 

should be adjusted to ensure that the utility receives a defined amount of revenues.  This 182 

would shift substantial amounts of risk to the customer and would remove the certainty of 183 

pricing that the tariff is designed to provide.   184 

Q. Does the AG have other concerns with the proposed RAC? 185 
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A. Yes, I am advised by counsel that the AG will be opposing the RAC as being contrary to 186 

law.  I understand that there are recent judicial decisions that call into question the 187 

lawfulness of the proposed RAC, but those arguments will be made by counsel in their 188 

briefs or other pleadings. 189 

Q. Has Mr. Heid’s rebuttal testimony caused you to change any of your conclusions 190 

and recommendations? 191 

A. No. 192 

Response to Mr. Herbert 193 

Q. Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony of IAWC witness Herbert? 194 

A. Yes, I have reviewed the portion of Mr. Herbert’s rebuttal testimony (IAWC Ex. 11.00R) 195 

that addresses my testimony (pages 12-15 and Ex. 11.02R). 196 

Q. On pages 12-13, Mr. Herbert explains that you made an error in calculating 197 

customer-related costs for metered customers due to the way you treated private 198 

fire customers in the cost calculation.  Is he correct? 199 

A. Yes, he is correct, and I apologize for the error.  I have prepared revised versions of AG 200 

Exhibits 1.07 and 1.08, which I have labeled AG Exhibits 3.02 and 3.03, respectively.  201 

These exhibits now accurately reflect customer-related costs, and cost-based customer 202 

charges, under IAWC’s proposed revenue requirement for each rate area. 203 

Q. Are the changes significant? 204 

A. The changes are meaningful, but not very large on a per-bill basis.  Originally, I showed 205 

that a cost-based 5/8-inch customer charge in Zone 1 (excluding South Beloit) was 206 

$14.75 per month, compared to the Company’s existing and proposed rates of $14.50 and 207 
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$18.00, respectively.  My revised analysis to correct the relatively minor error explained 208 

by Mr. Herbert results in a 5/8-inch customer charge of $15.20 in Zone 1, as I show on 209 

AG Ex. 3.03.  By way of comparison, my revised customer charges recover about 210 

$135,000 more than the customer-related cost developed in IAWC’s cost-of-service 211 

study.  In contrast, IAWC’s proposed customer charges would recover $10,760,000 more 212 

than the customer-related cost of service, as I show on AG Ex. 3.02, page 1. 213 

  I conclude, therefore, that my original conclusion is confirmed:  IAWC’s 214 

proposed rates over-recover customer-related costs by millions of dollars.  The precise 215 

numbers have changed, but the conclusion remains the same.  216 

Q. In IAWC Ex. 11.02R, page 1, Mr. Herbert develops what he calls a cost-based 217 

customer charge for Zone 1 including Chicago Metro of $17.25 per month for a 5/8-218 

inch meter.  On AG Ex. 3.03, you show the cost-based charge would be $15.20.  Can 219 

you explain the difference? 220 

A. Yes.  The total costs shown on Mr. Herbert’s exhibit are exactly the same as the costs I 221 

use in AG Ex. 3.02, page 2.  That is, we both show meter-related costs of $11,312,353, 222 

service-related costs of $16,435,674, and billing-related costs of $27,637,631 (all figures 223 

are for Zone 1 with Chicago Metro under IAWC’s proposed revenue requirement).  The 224 

difference is that I design customer charges using the ratios that are used to develop the 225 

rates for meters larger than 5/8 inches.  In contrast, Mr. Herbert uses hypothetical ratios 226 

for services and billing costs that are much lower than the actual ratios used to develop 227 

the meter rates.  As a result, his method over-recovers customer-related costs by more 228 

than $10 million. 229 
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Q. Can you be more precise about the errors in Mr. Herbert’s method? 230 

A. Yes.  In IAWC Ex. 11.02R, page 1, Mr. Herbert shows costs related to services of 231 

$16,435,674.  He divides this by the number of “service equivalents” to get a service cost 232 

of $5.20 per 5/8-inch meter.  But the ratios used to determine “service equivalents” are 233 

much less than the ratios that are used to determine the rates for meters larger than 5/8 234 

inches.  For example, IAWC’s current rates in Zone 1 have a 4-inch meter charge of 235 

$347.00 per month and a 5/8-inch charge of $14.50 per month.  The 4-inch charge is 236 

equivalent to 23.9 times the 5/8-inch charge.  The equivalent meter ratio for a 4-inch 237 

meter is 25.0 times, as shown on IAWC Ex. 11.01, p. Z-1 w/CMW-19.  But the 238 

equivalent service ratio for a 4-inch service line is only 4.0 times, as shown on page Z-1 239 

w/CMW-21 of the same exhibit. 240 

  Instead of using “service equivalents” Mr. Herbert should have used “meter 241 

equivalents” which are much closer to the ratios used in determining the rates for larger 242 

meters.  The result of such a calculation would be service costs for a 5/8-inch meter of 243 

$4.40 per month.
8
 244 

  The same problem exists with Mr. Herbert’s calculation of the billing and 245 

collecting cost per 5/8-inch meter.  His calculation is based on a 1:1 ratio (that is, the 246 

same billing and collecting cost for each customer, regardless of meter size), which 247 

ignores the ratios that are used to set meter rates.  Using the equivalent meter ratios in this 248 

                                                 
8
 Services cost of $16,435,674 divided by 5/8-inch equivalent meters x 12 of 3,739,332 equals $4.395 per 5/8-inch 

equivalent meter per month. 
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calculation would result in a 5/8-inch billing cost of $7.39 per month instead of the $9.02 249 

per month shown in Mr. Herbert’s exhibit.
9
  250 

  Adding Mr. Herbert’s calculation of meter-related costs ($3.03) to the corrected 251 

figures I provide above for service lines ($4.40) and billing ($7.39) results in an estimated 252 

cost-based 5/8-inch charge of $14.82 per bill.  This would be the charge to recover 253 

customer-related costs if the 5/8-inch meter ratios were used to develop the tariffed rates.  254 

As I explained above, however, the actual ratios used to develop rates are slightly lower 255 

than the meter ratios.  When those lower ratios are used, as I do on AG Ex. 3.03, the 256 

correct, cost-based charge is $15.20 per month under IAWC’s proposed revenue 257 

requirement.  258 

Q. What do you recommend? 259 

A. I recommend that the customer charges in each rate area should be no more than the 260 

amounts shown on AG Exhibit 3.03, and should be  reduced for any reduction in IAWC’s 261 

proposed revenue requirement. 262 

Response to Mr. Naumick 263 

Q. Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony of IAWC witness Naumick? 264 

A. Yes, I have reviewed Mr. Naumick’s rebuttal testimony (IAWC Ex. 8.00R). 265 

Q. Has Mr. Naumick provided any new evidence concerning the validity of IAWC’s 266 

sales forecasting method? 267 

                                                 
9
 Billing cost of $27,637,631 divided by 5/8-inch equivalent meters x 12 of 3,739,332 equals $7.391 per 5/8-inch 

equivalent meter per month. 
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A. No, he has not.  My criticisms of the Company’s sales forecasting methodology remain 268 

valid. 269 

Q. On page 12 of his rebuttal, Mr. Naumick estimates “that over 80% of the housing 270 

units in the state were built prior to 1994.”  He then states that “in some portion of 271 

the older homes, customers may have already replaced their fixtures and 272 

appliances,” but that the large number of older homes “makes it likely that fixture 273 

and appliance replacements will continue to occur over time for many years to 274 

come.”  How do you respond to these statements? 275 

A. Initially, I take issue with the way that Mr. Naumick has compiled the data on the age of 276 

housing units in IAWC’s service area.  His use of statewide data for Illinois is flawed 277 

because the statewide housing data are heavily influenced by the five largest cities in the 278 

state, none of which are served by IAWC.  To correct this flaw, I have prepared AG 279 

Exhibit 3.04 that uses the same data source relied upon by Mr. Naumick, but excludes 280 

data from the five largest cities in Illinois to arrive at a more accurate estimate for 281 

IAWC’s service area.  Interestingly, these five cities account for about 25% of all housing 282 

units in the state, but almost 50% of the housing units built before 1930.  Thus, failing to 283 

exclude these older cities, which are outside of IAWC’s service area, provides a skewed 284 

picture of the housing stock within IAWC’s service area. 285 

  Second, and perhaps more important than the data problems in Mr. Naumick’s 286 

testimony, is his conclusion about the age of a housing unit on its likelihood of having 287 

appliances and plumbing fixtures that were manufactured after 1994 (when federal water 288 

efficiency standards took effect).  Mr. Naumick’s testimony fails to account for the 289 

typical life expectancy of appliances and plumbing fixtures. 290 
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  In 2007, the National Association of Home Builders published a study estimating 291 

the average life expectancy of various housing components, including major appliances 292 

and plumbing fixtures.
10

  That study found that dishwashers have a typical life of nine 293 

years, bathroom faucets and clothes washers last about 10 years, and kitchen faucets 294 

usually last about 15 years.  While the outside of a toilet has essentially an infinite life 295 

expectancy, the internal components will need to be replaced periodically. 296 

  This means that rather than “some” older homes having replaced fixtures and 297 

appliances, as Mr. Naumick posits, essentially all homes constructed before the mid-298 

1980s will have replaced at least some older appliances and plumbing fixtures with newer 299 

ones. While such replacements will continue in the future, as appliances and fixtures 300 

wear out again, it is likely that many of the appliances and fixtures being replaced today 301 

already are the more efficient ones installed after 1994 (for example, a kitchen faucet 302 

replaced in 2012 after its expected 15-year life would have been installed in 1997).  Thus 303 

continued replacements will have much less of an effect on water consumption than they 304 

would have 10 or 15 years ago. 305 

Q. But on page 13, Mr. Naumick projects “that indoor usage by IAWC residential 306 

customers may continue to decline over time by an additional 36%, or 53 gpcd 307 

[gallons per customer per day].”  Doesn’t this refute your statements based on the 308 

life expectancy of plumbing fixtures and appliances? 309 

A. No, it does not.  Mr. Naumick’s analysis of current and efficient usage is flawed.  First, 310 

his so-called “base usage” number for IAWC residential customers is not the base usage 311 

                                                 
10

 National Association of Home Builders/Bank of America Home Equity, Study of Life Expectancy of Home 

Components, Feb. 2007, available at: < http://www.nahb.org/fileUpload_details.aspx?contentID=99359 >. 
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figure for IAWC today, but is the “pre-regulatory standards” amount shown in an 312 

attachment to Mr. Naumick’s initial testimony (IAWC Ex. 8.01).  This represents typical 313 

usage from plumbing fixtures and appliances manufactured before 1994.  It has nothing 314 

to do with the base usage of IAWC’s customers today. 315 

  Second, Mr. Naumick’s comparison is based on a typical household size of 316 

approximately 2.5 people.  Yet this does not accurately reflect the typical household size 317 

of IAWC customers.  In fact, according to data maintained by the U.S. Environmental 318 

Protection Agency, IAWC serves an estimated population of 770,545, as of October 319 

2011.  Dividing this by IAWC’s number of residential customers as of September 30, 320 

2011 (255,688) results in an average population of 3.01 people per residential customer.  321 

I show these figures on AG Exhibit 3.05. 322 

Q. Have you corrected Mr. Naumick’s analysis? 323 

A. Yes.  On AG Exhibit 3.06, I provide an analysis that compares IAWC’s actual base usage 324 

to the theoretical level of efficient usage developed in IAWC Ex. 8.01.  It can be seen 325 

from that schedule that in several service areas, IAWC’s customers already are close to or 326 

even below the efficient level of water use hypothesized by Mr. Naumick.  327 

Q. What do you conclude? 328 

A. I conclude, as I did in my direct testimony, that Mr. Naumick has not provided sufficient 329 

reasons to assume that IAWC’s residential consumption will continue to decline or that 330 

the RAC rider is necessary. 331 

Q. Based on Mr. Naumick’s rebuttal testimony, are you changing any of the 332 

conclusions or recommendations from your direct testimony? 333 
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A. No. 334 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 335 

A. Yes, it does. 336 


