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DOCKET No. 13-0192 2 
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THOMAS B. KENNEDY, III 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 Thomas (“Tucker”) B. Kennedy, III.  My business address is 300 Liberty 9 

Street, Peoria, Illinois, 61602. 10 

Q. Are you the same Thomas B. Kennedy, III who previously sponsored direct, 11 

supplemental and revised rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 12 

A. Yes, I am. 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 14 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to certain Illinois Commerce 15 

Commission (Commission) Staff and Intervenors' rebuttal testimony.  Specifically I will respond 16 

to the rebuttal testimonies of Commission Staff (Staff) witnesses, Ms. Mary H. Everson on her 17 

adjustment to Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois’ (AIC or the Company) Charitable 18 

Contribution Expense and Ms. Bonita A. Pearce on her adjustment to the Company’s 19 

Advertising Expenses (which includes an adjustment to sponsorship expenses).  I also respond to 20 

the rebuttal testimony of the Illinois Office of Attorney General (AG) and Citizens Utility Board 21 

(CUB) (jointly AG/CUB) witness, Mr. Michael L. Brosch on his adjustments to AIC’s 22 
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Charitable Contributions, Corporate Sponsorships and Advertising Expenses, on behalf of 23 

Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (AIC or the Company). 24 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your testimony? 25 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibit in support of my surrebuttal testimony: 26 

• Ameren Exhibit 35.1: BAP 23.01 Attach 27 

II. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESSES 28 

A. Response to Ms. Everson 29 

Q. Have you reviewed Ms. Everson's rebuttal testimony in support of her adjustment 30 

to AIC's charitable contribution expense? 31 

A. Yes.  I reviewed the portion of Ms. Everson's rebuttal testimony that concerned her 32 

adjustment to AIC's charitable contribution expense.  Specifically, I reviewed ICC Staff Exhibit 33 

10.0, pages 6-16, lines 87-283.   34 

Q. Has Ms. Everson withdrawn or revised her adjustment on rebuttal? 35 

A. No.  Ms. Everson continues to propose an adjustment to forecasted contributions based 36 

on her averaging of 2010-2012 contributions.  As I indicated in my rebuttal testimony, AIC 37 

considers an adjustment based on an average of contributions during that three-year period to be 38 

inappropriate and not representative of the contributions AIC intends to make in the test year. 39 

Q. At lines 117-118 of her rebuttal, Ms. Everson claims AIC assumes any donation 40 

labeled as a charitable contribution is allowable under the PUA.  Is that a fair 41 

characterization of your rebuttal testimony? 42 

A. No.  That is not a fair characterization of my rebuttal testimony or my opinions on the 43 

recoverability of donations under Section 9-227 of the Public Utilities Act.  AIC recognizes 44 
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Section 9-227 requires a donation to have a charitable or "public welfare" purpose and to be 45 

"reasonable in amount."  The difference between AIC's and Staff's positions is that Staff believes 46 

AIC's recent historical average of a discrete three-year period (2010-2012) should set the ceiling 47 

of the aggregate amount of donations the Commission should consider "reasonable in amount."  48 

In contrast, AIC believes other factors – such as AIC's higher contribution spending in 2007-49 

2009, the amount of contributions AIC is currently recovering in rates based on the Commission 50 

decision in Docket No. 11-0282, and the amount of contributions the Commission recently 51 

considered to be a "reasonable" amount for the Peoples and North Shore utilities – can serve as 52 

benchmarks for the aggregate amount of contributions that can be considered "reasonable."  53 

Based on those other factors, coupled with AIC's commitment to increase contributions above 54 

levels incurred in 2010-2012, there is a basis in the record for the Commission to approve AIC's 55 

requested amount.  Conversely, Staff has not adequately explained why the Commission cannot 56 

consider AIC's requested amount within the context of these other factors and must use Staff's 57 

averaging methodology to establish a ceiling on contribution recovery in future test year cases. 58 

Q. Does AIC acknowledge its forecasted 2014 contributions are materially higher than 59 

actual 2012 contributions? 60 

A. Yes.  AIC acknowledges its forecasted 2014 contributions are higher than AIC's actual 61 

contributions in 2012.  But that is because AIC intends to make contributions in excess of its 62 

actual contributions in 2012, which fell short of the contributions AIC budgeted that year.  Staff, 63 

however, increases the gap between forecasted contributions and Staff's allowed amount by 64 

including in its averaging calculation the even lower amount of contributions in 2010 and 2011.  65 
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Q. At lines 127-129 of her rebuttal, Ms. Everson claims "AIC has demonstrated no 66 

consistent pattern of increasing its actual charitable contributions" by the percentage 67 

increase AIC is requesting in this case.  Does that assertion tell the complete picture? 68 

A. No.  That assertion overlooks three main points I made in my rebuttal:  the pattern of 69 

higher contributions AIC made in 2007-2009; AIC's efforts to budget contributions based on the 70 

Commission's decision in Docket No. 11-0282; and the increase in contributions in 2012 71 

compared to the "low-water marks" in 2010 and 2011.  Staff apparently finds incredulous a 41% 72 

increase in contributions between 2014 and 2012, but as Ms. Everson's chart on page 8 of her 73 

rebuttal shows, AIC's contributions between 2012 and 2011 increased 60%.   74 

Q. At lines 143-150 of her rebuttal, Ms. Everson claims the charitable contribution 75 

expense AIC is currently recovering in rates should not "prescribe the level of recovery" in 76 

this proceeding or be "definitive" or the "determining factor" for the amount recovered in 77 

this proceeding.  Does that accurately depict your rebuttal testimony? 78 

A. No.  My point simply was that the amount AIC currently recovering in rates based on the 79 

Commission's decision in Docket No. 11-0282 could be seen as a benchmark for the 80 

Commission to consider when judging what is a reasonable amount to include in rates. 81 

Q. At lines 151-159, Ms. Everson also dismisses the relevance of AIC's historical 82 

contributions made prior to 2010.  Do you find her rational for dismissing pre-merger 83 

contributions to be credible? 84 

A. No.  There is no explanation given why AIC's contribution amounts prior to 2010 should 85 

not be given any weight in the consideration of a reasonable amount to include in rates.  My 86 

rebuttal testimony explains why AIC's contributions in 2010 and 2011 were much lower than 87 
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prior years.  Conversely, Staff has not given the Commission any explanation why the merger of 88 

the predecessor utilities was a watershed moment that makes pre-2010 amounts irrelevant. 89 

Q. At lines 162-175, Ms. Everson dismisses your observation that the methodology used 90 

by Staff in Docket No. 11-0282 differs from the methodology used in this proceeding.  Are 91 

you suggesting that the Commission should not make a decision based on the record in this 92 

case? 93 

A. No.  The point I was making in my rebuttal testimony (lines 148-155) was that, had Staff 94 

advocated the same methodology for calculating a reasonable amount in Docket No. 11-0282 95 

that Staff is now advocating, AIC's recovery in rates would have been higher.  In contrast, Staff 96 

is now rejecting the methodology it advocated in Docket No. 11-0282, which has led to a much 97 

lower recommended amount.  I'm not suggesting the Commission should not make a decision 98 

based on the record.  I'm suggesting there should be consistency in the methodology used for 99 

calculating a reasonable amount of forecasted contributions. 100 

Q. At lines 182-189, Ms. Everson dismisses any relevance of AIC's commitment to 101 

increase its charitable contributions in the future.  Are you suggesting AIC's actual 102 

contributions in prior years should not be given any consideration? 103 

A. No.  I am not suggesting that.  I'm suggesting AIC's historical contributions in 2010, 2011 104 

and 2012 should be considered in the context of the level of contributions AIC made in 2007-105 

2009 and the level of contributions AIC intends to make in 2014.  I'm suggesting an average 106 

amount should not be derived in a vacuum, without recognizing that the data being used for the 107 

average includes historically low amounts and that we have explained why that was so. 108 
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Q. At lines 209-217, Ms. Everson states that AIC has "demonstrated a willingness to 109 

forgo its commitment to the projected amount of charitable contributions when ratepayers 110 

as not required to fund the requested amount."  What is the relevance of the realignment 111 

of AIC's contribution budget relevant to the amount AIC has requested in this case? 112 

A. The relevance is that AIC has used the Commission's authorized amount in Docket No. 113 

11-0282 as the baseline for its future budgeted contributions and as the benchmark for a 114 

reasonable amount of contributions to include in rates.  It isn't proof of a willingness by AIC to 115 

forego its commitment to making contributions.  It's proof that AIC took guidance from the 116 

Commission's order in determining an appropriate amount of contributions to make and include 117 

in rates as part of its recoverable operating expenses. 118 

Q. At lines 223-230, Ms. Everson states that the three-year period (2010-2012) that she 119 

uses to calculate an average expense does not contain any outliers.  Do you agree? 120 

A. No, I do not agree.  Ms. Everson's chart on page 8 of her testimony shows that AIC's 121 

contributions dropped 35% in 2010 and another 27% in 2011.  In the context of amounts 122 

incurred in 2007-2009, and even in the context of the amount incurred in 2012, these amounts 123 

are outliers. 124 

Q. At lines 234-236, Ms. Everson also disputes your statement that she has given 2010-125 

2012 the greatest weight in calculating your average.  Did she appear to understand your 126 

point? 127 

A. No.  I was not suggesting that she was not giving equal weight to 2010, 2011 and 2012 in 128 

her calculation.  I was suggesting that her averaging period was giving the greatest weight to 129 

years of low expense by excluding 2007-2009 from the calculation.  Simply adding 2009 data 130 
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and calculating a four-year average would increase the baseline before escalation more than 131 

$110,000, from $759,580 (2010-2012) to $871,409 (2009-2012). 132 

Q. At lines 241-245, Ms. Everson states that you believe the amount of charitable 133 

contribution expense allowed for the Peoples and North Shore utilities should be 134 

"dispositive" of the amount of allowable expense for AIC.  Is that a fair characterization of 135 

your rebuttal testimony? 136 

A. No.  My point was simply that the amount of contributions authorized in rates for another 137 

gas utility in Illinois should be used as a benchmark for determining a reasonable amount of 138 

contributions to include in AIC's rates. 139 

Q. Do you dispute Ms. Everson's contention that the level of charitable contribution 140 

expense allowed for another utility should not be relevant to the level allowed for AIC? 141 

A. Yes.  I have not seen a sound basis why the Commission could not rely on the amount of 142 

contributions authorized for another utility as a benchmark for a reasonable amount to include in 143 

rates for AIC under Section 9-227 of the Public Utilities Act. 144 

Q. Regarding Ms. Everson's disallowance of the contribution to the Greater Missouri 145 

Leadership Foundation, do you agree with Ms. Everson's suggestion that conferences held 146 

out of state cannot provide ratepayer benefits? 147 

A. No.  In my opinion, the Commission should look at the benefits to ratepayers that flow 148 

from the leadership education and training that attendees of the conference receive, and will 149 

utilize to the benefit of customers in Illinois, regardless of the physical location where the 150 

training takes place. 151 
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Q. In your opinion, does the fact that this conference took place in Missouri and 152 

focused on Missouri policy issues mean that Illinois ratepayers did not benefit? 153 

A. No.  As the excerpt quoted by Ms. Everson from Greater Missouri Leadership 154 

Foundation’s (GMLF) website indicates, the conference provides "an enriching experience" for 155 

the participants.  It is that "enriching experience" that attendees gain from the leadership 156 

development and skills acquired at the event that provides the ratepayer benefit.  That the 157 

conference focuses on Missouri policy issues does not meant the education and training received 158 

from the program does not translate and cannot be applied by attendees to similar situations and 159 

issues involving Illinois personnel and consumers.   160 

 B. Response to Ms. Pearce  161 

1. Sponsorship Expense 162 

Q. Have you reviewed Ms. Pearce's rebuttal testimony in support of her disallowance 163 

of sponsorship expenses? 164 

A. Yes.  Ms. Pearce's adjustment to remove sponsorship expenses is included in her overall 165 

adjustment to AIC's advertising expense.  As I understand her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Pearce 166 

calculates an average amount of expense for Accounts 909 and 930.1, and then deducts an 167 

amount of sponsorship expense from that average amount. 168 

Q. Ms. Pearce proposes to disallow an amount of sponsorship expense in excess of what 169 

she proposed to disallow in direct and what AIC agreed to remove in rebuttal, correct? 170 

A. Yes.  As I indicated in my supplemental rebuttal, Ms. Pearce's sponsorship adjustment 171 

has increased from the amount she sought to disallow in her direct testimony. 172 



Ameren Exhibit 35.0 
Page 9 of 22 

Q. Does Ms. Pearce's rebuttal testimony explain the standard for her disallowance of 173 

sponsorship expense? 174 

A. No.  Her rebuttal testimony – all of 14 lines – simply identifies her standards.  She 175 

believes the amounts she disallows "are unnecessary for the provision of utility service" and/or 176 

"do not provide benefits to ratepayers."  (ICC Staff Ex. 13.0, lines 185-198.)  There is no 177 

explanation, however, of how those standards should be applied or how Ms. Pearce may have 178 

applied them to disallow the specific sponsorships in this case. 179 

Q. Did you also review Ms. Pearce's Attachment A to her rebuttal testimony? 180 

A. Yes.  Ms. Pearce attached to her testimony her responses to data requests AIC-Staff 181 

13.01-13.10.  It is not entirely clear what portions of Ms. Pearce's responses to the AIC-Staff 13 182 

series should be considered part of her rebuttal testimony.  However, she claims "the basis for 183 

[her] disallowance of each the sponsorships is provided" within those responses. 184 

Q. Does Ms. Pearce's responses to the AIC-Staff 13 series contain any explanation of 185 

how Ms. Pearce applied her standards? 186 

A. No.  In her responses to AIC-Staff 13.02, 13.04 and 13.05, Ms. Pearce simply just 187 

restates the standard she claims to have used.  In addition, her responses include a schedule titled 188 

"Response to AIC-Staff DR 13 Series Attachment," which again only identifies her standards. 189 

Q. What is the basis for Ms. Pearce's AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment? 190 

A. The basis for the AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment is Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) in Docket 191 

No. 13-0301, which was a schedule prepared for AIC's current electric formula rate update case 192 

that analyzed 2012 sponsorships.  Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) was provided to Staff in AIC's 193 
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response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 Attach 2 and attached to my rebuttal testimony in this 194 

proceeding as Ameren Exhibit 21.8. 195 

Q. Does AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment contain any explanation of how Ms. Pearce 196 

applied her standards? 197 

A. No.  The Attachment does nothing more than check off which sponsorships she believes 198 

should be disallowed under her standards.  Each disallowed amount, in Ms. Pearce's estimation, 199 

fails to meet both standards.  Again, absent from her analysis is how she objectively applied 200 

these standards. 201 

Q. Are there apparent inconsistencies in AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment that also call 202 

into question the validity of Ms. Pearce's analysis? 203 

A. Yes.  For the most part, Staff appears to have allowed AIC to recover sponsorship 204 

expense for events where AIC provided an example advertisement.  However, for two events – 205 

AIC's sponsorship of Illinois High School Association March Madness banquet and tournament 206 

and AIC's sponsorship of the Peoria Rivermen Hockey Goals for Kids – Staff disallows the 207 

entire amount of the sponsorship, despite the fact that AIC provided an example advertisement.  208 

As I explain in my supplemental rebuttal testimony, the sponsorship expense of these youth 209 

sports events (less then value of the tangible benefit) should be recovered in rates.   210 

Q. Is there also additional information in AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment that Ms. 211 

Pearce seemingly ignored in her analysis? 212 

A. Yes.  As I mentioned in my supplemental rebuttal testimony, there is no indication that 213 

Staff has taken into account the "Benefit to Attendees," "AIC Informational Messaging 214 

Description," "Advertising Channels," and "AIC Booth."  Ms. Pearce does not address the 215 
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relevance of this information in her supplemental direct or rebuttal.  The assumption is that she 216 

did not give the information any weight when deciding which amounts to disallow.  In addition, 217 

there is no indication that Staff has taken into account the value of Tangible Personal Benefits 218 

that AIC calculated and there is no explanation why some amount of a disallowed sponsorship 219 

cannot be recovered once the value of Tangible Personal Benefits has been removed. 220 

Q. Did Ms. Pearce also fail to respond to other analysis contained in your supplemental 221 

rebuttal testimony? 222 

A. Yes.  On pages 10-12 of my supplemental rebuttal testimony, I describe the 223 

Commission's recent decision in Docket Nos. 12-0511/0512, in which the Commission rejected 224 

Staff's adjustment to disallow the financial support in the form of sponsorships given to 225 

organizers that were “charitable organizations or organizations providing public welfare or 226 

educational services.”  The Commission found that "the nature of the expense was more 227 

important" than the account where the expense was booked.  Staff appears to have disregarded 228 

this analysis and the Commission's most recent opinion on sponsorships in Ms. Pearce's rebuttal 229 

testimony, as suggested by Staff's response to AIC-Staff 13.08 (attached to Ms. Pearce's 230 

rebuttal).  In addition, Ms. Pearce's rebuttal does not address other points that I made in my 231 

supplemental rebuttal in support of specific sponsorships. 232 

Q. Do you find Staff's objections to considering the Commission's decision in Docket 233 

Nos. 12-0511/0512 to be appropriate? 234 

A. No.  It does not seem appropriate for Staff to claim its disallowances are based on its 235 

analysis of criteria in one Commission opinion, but then not to consider criteria in another, more 236 

recent decision that seemingly undercuts the validity of Staff's adjustment.   237 
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Q. In response to AIC-Staff 13.01, Ms. Pearce claims AIC did not provide a 238 

supplemental response to AG 3.10 with 2012 sponsorship data.  Why is that? 239 

A. A supplemental response to AG 3.10 to provide 2012 data became unnecessary once the 240 

data was provided in response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 (Attach 2), after the filing of AIC's 241 

formula rate update case in Docket No. 13-0301.  The same data produced in response to Staff 242 

data request BAP 6.02 (Attach 2) would have been provided in the Company’s response to data 243 

request AG 3.10. 244 

Q. Ms. Pearce also claims the data in AIC’s response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 245 

(Attach 2) did not agree to the amount included in the Schedule C-8 for Account 930.1 in 246 

2014 or the amount of sponsorships expense budgeted in Account 930.1 for 2014.  Do you 247 

find that surprising? 248 

A. No.  Staff data request BAP 6.02 asked AIC to identify 2012 expenses "comparable" to 249 

the types disallowed in Docket 12-0293.  In responding, AIC provided its analysis of 2012 250 

sponsorship costs that it presented in its direct case in Docket 13-0301 as BAP 6.02 Attach 2.  251 

BAP 6.02 did not ask AIC to explain how 2012 sponsorships reconciled with the amount of 252 

expense forecasted for Account 930.1 in 2012 or the amount of sponsorships budgeted in 253 

Account 930.1 for 2014. 254 

Q. Ms. Pearce claims AIC provided more information in Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) in 255 

Docket No. 13-0301 than AIC's response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 (Attach 2).  Is that 256 

correct? 257 

A. No, that is not correct.  The exact same information was included in Ameren Exhibit 6.2 258 

(Rev.) in Docket No. 13-0301 that was included in AIC's response to Staff data request BAP 259 

6.02 (Attach 2).  The Company’s response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 clearly states the same 260 
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schedule was provided to Staff in both dockets.  The response also clearly states AIC had 261 

removed the value of tangible benefits in its calculation of what it believed was a recoverable 262 

amount of sponsorship expense, based on its review of the Commission's order in Docket No. 263 

12-0293.  My supplemental rebuttal testimony in this proceeding, specifically pages 5-7, discuss 264 

further the actions AIC took to review and analyze 2012 sponsorship expenses in advance of its 265 

current electric formula rate filing. 266 

Q. Ms. Pearce claims the amount allocable to gas in Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) in 267 

Docket No. 13-0301 was different than what was provided in BAP 6.02 Attach 2.  Is that 268 

correct? 269 

A. No, that is also not correct.  The response indicates that $24,400 of the $61,000 identified 270 

in BAP 6.02 Attach 2 was allocated to AIC's gas operations, and $36,600 was charged to AIC's 271 

electric operations.  AIC self-disallowed $37,000 in Docket No. 13-0301, which is why AIC has 272 

accepted a disallowance of $24,000 in this proceeding.   273 

Q. Has AIC provided Staff with additional information on its sponsorships in response 274 

to Staff data requests? 275 

A. Yes.  In response to BAP 23.01, AIC responded to additional Staff inquiries on the 276 

advertising message, ratepayer benefits, rationale for recovery and relation to delivery service for 277 

each sponsorship that Staff seems to disallow.  To the extent the information was not previously 278 

provided in Ameren Exhibit 21.8, AIC has provided the information in BAP 23.01 Attach, which 279 

has been included with my surrebuttal as Ameren Exhibit 35.1.   280 
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Q. Has AIC agreed to remove some additional sponsorship amounts from the gas 281 

revenue requirement? 282 

A. Yes.  AIC has identified several minor sponsorships that it has agreed to remove from the 283 

gas revenue requirement.  The total gas self-disallowance related to these amounts is $1119.  284 

That brings AIC's total gas self-disallowance for sponsored events to over $25,000. 285 

2. Forecasted Advertising Expenses 286 

Q. Have you reviewed Ms. Pearce's rebuttal testimony in support of her adjustment to 287 

Advertising Expense? 288 

A. Yes.  I reviewed the portions of Ms. Pearce's testimony that concern her adjustment to 289 

advertising expenses (ICC Staff Ex. 13.0, pp. 6-13, lines132-298). 290 

Q. Has she revised her adjustment since her filing of supplemental direct? 291 

A. No.  As mentioned above, Ms. Pearce continues to reforecast advertising expense for 292 

2014 by calculating an average expense based on 2009-2012 actual expense and deducting from 293 

that average expense a portion of 2012 sponsorship expense (discussed above) and the gas 294 

allocated portion of 2012 consulting fees paid to Strategic International Group (SIG).   295 

Q. At line 204, Ms. Pearce states that the advertising budget is subject to AIC's 296 

discretion.  Do you understand what she means by this? 297 

A. No.  But if Ms. Pearce is suggesting that AIC could stop communicating with customers 298 

altogether concerning its gas delivery service, I dispute that assertion.  AIC believes it has a 299 

responsibility to inform its customers on measures being taken to ensure adequate, safe and 300 

reliable gas delivery service, such as the planned replacement of pipes and other inspections and 301 
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excavations. AIC also believes it has a responsibility to educate consumers, municipal leaders, 302 

contractors and first responders on pipeline safety issues.   303 

Q. At line 206, Ms. Pearce indicates that your rebuttal testimony indicates that 304 

budgeted advertising costs are not always spent.  Does Ms. Pearce have any evidence that 305 

AIC will not spend its budgeted spend in 2014? 306 

A. No, she does not.  That the actual 2012 advertising expense turned out to be lower than 307 

budgeted expense is irrelevant to AIC's budgeted spend in 2014.  AIC made a prudent decision 308 

not to spend dollars during the 2012 presidential campaigns, when the inventory of available 309 

broadcast air time was low and more expensive.  It is not appropriate to conclude that AIC will 310 

take similar actions in 2014 to lower its actual spending based on that fact alone.  Ms. Pearce's 311 

attempt to impute a reduction in advertising expense in 2014 based on AIC's 2012 spending is 312 

speculative. 313 

Q. At lines 261-267, Ms. Pearce is dismissive of incremental spending on gas-only 314 

advertising that AIC plans to execute in 2014.  Does she give a credible reason for not 315 

giving any weight to the incremental spending you identified in your rebuttal testimony? 316 

A. No.  She claims my descriptions "do not provide sufficient details or amounts to support 317 

the significant increase in the 2014 advertising."  But her testimony lines earlier demonstrates 318 

that I do in fact describe the specific activities and identify the specific amounts in my rebuttal.  319 

She also claims it is "unclear why the costs of the 2014 programs are necessary in addition to the 320 

amounts incurred in prior years."  But she does not take issue with any of the described activities 321 

or amounts.  She hasn't made a case that any of the incremental spending would not be prudently 322 

incurred or would be unreasonable in amount. 323 
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Q. Why does AIC feel it is necessary to increase spending on gas-only advertising in 324 

2014 on the activities you mentioned in your rebuttal? 325 

A. There is a need to intensify our efforts to educate customers, first responders, contractors 326 

and other officials about the importance of working safely around natural gas.  Contractor dig-327 

ins, for example, are increasing, which puts the workers and public at risk.  Because AIC's 328 

natural gas distribution system is largely unseen, AIC feels it has an obligation to tell key 329 

stakeholders about their responsibilities for ensuring that this system is not compromised.  To 330 

reach and effectively inform the public on these important issues, AIC plans to spend additional 331 

resources on gas-only advertising in 2014. 332 

Q. At lines 273-289, Ms. Pearce appears to make an argument that AIC's planned 333 

incremental spending in 2014 should be disregarded since the 2014 forecast was based on 334 

prior budgeted amounts.  Do you understand her argument? 335 

A. Not entirely.  As explained in AIC discovery responses and in my rebuttal testimony (pp. 336 

23-28), AIC has identified incremental activities in 2014 that explain why AIC's budgeted 337 

advertising expense is in excess of historical amounts.  These would be incremental activities 338 

also not entirely reflected in budgeted amounts for prior years. 339 

Q. What is the recommendation to the Commission regarding Staff's advertising 340 

adjustment? 341 

A. Staff's position on this issue appears to be that no incremental advertising spending 342 

planned for the test year can be justified as prudent and reasonable, if the forecasted amount 343 

exceeds the historical spending.  I find that position to be untenable.  We have identified the 344 

incremental gas-only advertising that we plan to do in 2014.  Staff hasn't given that testimony 345 

any weight.  Staff also hasn't identified any incremental activities it believes are not prudent or 346 
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any amounts projected for those activities that it considers unreasonable.  The Commission 347 

should reject Staff's adjustment to forecasted advertising expense that is based on average 348 

historical expense. 349 

Q. Staff also continues to reject cost recovery of consulting fees paid to Strategic 350 

International Group.  Is AIC continuing to seek recovery of those expenses? 351 

A. Yes.  For the reasons stated in rebuttal testimony, AIC asserts that these types of 352 

consulting fees should not be automatically disallowed.  As I mentioned in my rebuttal, the 353 

Scope of Work recently executed between AIC and SIC, which was not part of the record in 354 

Docket No. 12-0293, provides further evidence in support of the recoverability of this 355 

consultant's fees.   356 

Q. Staff states that AIC has not provided any evidence that ratepayers receive any 357 

benefit from SIG's services.  Does Staff give any weight to your rebuttal testimony and the 358 

Scope of Work that governs the services SIG will provide? 359 

A. No.  Ms. Pearce's rebuttal does not address my rebuttal testimony or the Scope of Work 360 

executed between AIC and SIG.  My assumption has to be that she has not given any weight to 361 

either my testimony or the Scope of Work.   362 

Q. Staff states that AIC has not provided any written work product or documentation 363 

of substantive consultations.  Should the Commission disallow consulting fees simply 364 

because the consultant's advice did not result in written work product?  365 

A. No.  I don't believe the Commission should institute a "work product" standard that 366 

requires a utility to justify the recovery of every consultant's expenses by producing written 367 

documentation.  AIC has submitted my sworn rebuttal testimony and the Scope of Work 368 
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executed between AIC and SIG as evidence that AIC personnel are meeting on regular basis with 369 

SIG to seek advice on customer messaging and programs. In contrast, Staff has not pointed to 370 

anything concrete to support the conclusion the expenses are not prudent or are not reasonable in 371 

amount.  Staff hasn't demonstrated it is imprudent to incur expenses on these types of consulting 372 

services.  Staff also hasn't demonstrated the consultant's fees are excessive.  Absent a specific 373 

reason why the expenses are not necessary or are unreasonable in amount, the Commission 374 

should not presume these expenses should be disallowed simply because a documented work 375 

product has not been created. 376 

III. RESPONSE TO AG/CUB WITNESS, MR. MICHAEL L. BROSCH 377 

 A. Charitable Contribution Expense 378 

Q. Have you reviewed Mr. Brosch's rebuttal testimony on Charitable Contribution 379 

Expense? 380 

A. Yes.  Specifically, I reviewed AG/CUB Exhibit 5.0, pages 49-51, lines 1202-1304 of Mr. 381 

Brosch's rebuttal, which discusses his proposed adjustment to Charitable Contributions. 382 

Q. Has Mr. Brosch changed his recommendation on rebuttal? 383 

A. No.  Mr. Brosch continues to propose that AIC recover its 2012 contributions escalated 384 

for inflation.   385 

Q. Is this a less punitive recommendation that Staff's proposal? 386 

A. Yes.  Mr. Brosch does not use the lower amounts spent in 2010 and 2011 to drive down 387 

his recommended amount.  Still, Mr. Brosch's recommendation does not represent the amount of 388 

contributions AIC intends to make in 2014.   389 
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Q. At lines 1262-1263, Mr. Brosch criticizes your "potentially misleading" rebuttal 390 

testimony for focusing on what he calls "excessive forecasted contributions allowed in the 391 

prior rate case."  Do you consider the amount of contributions authorized in Docket No. 392 

12-0282 to be "excessive"? 393 

A. No.  The Commission considered the amount to be a reasonable amount of contributions 394 

to include in rates.  That AIC fell short of its contribution goal in 2012 does not mean the 395 

Commission made a "mistake" in relying on a budgeted amount to set the amount of reasonable 396 

contributions to include in rates.  It also seems a bit rhetorical to say that falling short of 2012 397 

budgeted contributions is a "warning of the perils of accepting utility-prepared forecasts of 398 

discretionary expenses that are inherently biased toward overstatement of uncertain future costs."   399 

Q. Are you asking the Commission to ignore lower recent actual contribution levels? 400 

A. No.  As indicated in my response to Ms. Everson, the contributions made in 2010, 2011 401 

and 2012 should be considered within the context in which they were made, with weight also 402 

given to other factors such as contributions made in 2007-2009, AIC's commitment to increase 403 

and align contributions with the amount allowed in rates in Docket No. 11-0282, and the amount 404 

recently allowed in rates for the Peoples and North Shore utilities.   405 

 B. Sponsorship Expense 406 

Q. Have you reviewed Mr. Brosch's rebuttal testimony in support of his adjustment to 407 

sponsorship expense? 408 

A. Yes.  Specifically, I have reviewed AG/CUB Exhibit 5.0, pages 53-55, lines 1308-1369 409 

of Mr. Brosch's rebuttal, which concerns his adjustment to forecasted sponsorship expense. 410 
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Q. Has Mr. Brosch withdrawn or revised his adjustment to sponsorship expense on 411 

rebuttal? 412 

A. No.  Mr. Brosch continues to propose a reduction in 2014 forecasted sponsorship expense 413 

by applying his "ICC Percentage Recoverable Factor – 2011 Costs Allowed" based on his review 414 

of the Commission's order in AIC's last electric formula rate order.    415 

Q. Does Mr. Brosch's reliance on the Commission's review of 2011 sponsorship costs in 416 

Docket No. 12-0293 continue to be flawed and outdated? 417 

A. Yes.  For the reasons I indicated in my rebuttal testimony, it is not appropriate to apply 418 

Mr. Brosch's "Recoverable Factor" of 22.4% to derive a reasonable amount of forecasted 419 

sponsorship expense to recover in gas delivery rates.  Relying solely on the Commission's 420 

analysis of 2011 sponsorships ignores (i) the most recent data available (2012), (ii) the new 421 

analysis AIC has conducted to remove the value of tangible benefits received from that 2012 422 

data; and (iii) the fact that a majority of the expense disallowed from Account 930.1 in Docket 423 

No. 12-0293 was related to the Commission's determination there was a lack of documentary 424 

support. 425 

Q. Does the fact that the Commission has not decided the recoverability of 2012 426 

sponsorship costs matter? 427 

A. No.  Both Staff and AG/CUB rely on 2012 data to justify several adjustments to AIC's 428 

revenue requirement.  Mr. Brosch himself is using 2012 data as the baseline for his contribution 429 

calculation.  Mr. Brosch's claim that 2012 data cannot be relied upon in this one instance is not 430 

credible, given the proposed adjustments that rely on 2012 data.   431 
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 C. Forecasted Advertising Expense 432 

Q. Have you reviewed Mr. Brosch's rebuttal in support of his adjustment to AIC's 433 

forecasted advertising expenses? 434 

A. Yes.  Specifically, I reviewed AG/CUC Exhibit 5.1, pages 56-58, lines 1373-1443, of Mr. 435 

Brosch's rebuttal testimony, which concerns his adjustment to forecasted Account 909 expense. 436 

Q. Has Mr. Brosch withdrawn or revised his adjustment to advertising expenses on 437 

rebuttal? 438 

A. No.  Mr. Brosch continues to argue that AIC's forecasted Account 909 gas expense 439 

should be reduced by application of his "Advertising Disallowance Percentage – Dkt 12-0293."  440 

As I indicated in my rebuttal, this adjustment is not appropriate because it uses 2011 amounts 441 

charged to AIC's electric operations as a basis for adjustment to AIC gas expenses.  As AIC's 442 

response to BAP 6.02 Attach 1 indicates, the large majority of the "potentially comparable" 2012 443 

charges – Simantel's outside services fees – were charged 100% to AIC's electric operations in 444 

2012.  In addition, as indicated in AIC's response to BAP 6.01, the disallowed Simantel expenses 445 

in Docket Not. 12-0293 were also charged 100% to AIC's electric operations.  Thus, Mr. 446 

Brosch's use of disallowance percentage based on the Commission's order in Docket No. 12-447 

0293 overstates his proposed adjustment to forecasted Account 909 gas expense. 448 

Q. At lines 1430-1431, Mr. Brosch states that AIC has not provided any itemization of 449 

planned 2014 advertising expenses.   Is that correct? 450 

A. No.  As Ms. Pearce acknowledged, I provided an itemized list of incremental gas-only 451 

advertising that AIC plans to execute in 2014 in my rebuttal testimony at lines 558-586. 452 
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Q. Mr. Brosch claims that, if 2012 data should be used as a proxy for the test year, 453 

Staff's recommended adjustment should be considered.  Do you agree? 454 

A. No.  If Mr. Brosch wanted to use 2012 data, according to his own methodology, he 455 

should have taken the data provided in BAP 6.02 Attach 1 to calculate a disallowance to 456 

forecasted Account 909 expense.  Since Simantel's charges were allocated 100% to electric, that 457 

disallowance would have relied upon the gas allocated amounts in 2012 of SIG's fees and the 458 

minor gas allocated amounts for credit card expenses I identified as potentially "comparable." 459 

IV. CONCLUSION 460 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 461 

A. Yes it does. 462 
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	A. No.  In my opinion, the Commission should look at the benefits to ratepayers that flow from the leadership education and training that attendees of the conference receive, and will utilize to the benefit of customers in Illinois, regardless of the ...

	Q. In your opinion, does the fact that this conference took place in Missouri and focused on Missouri policy issues mean that Illinois ratepayers did not benefit?
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	Q. Have you reviewed Ms. Pearce's rebuttal testimony in support of her disallowance of sponsorship expenses?
	A. Yes.  Ms. Pearce's adjustment to remove sponsorship expenses is included in her overall adjustment to AIC's advertising expense.  As I understand her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Pearce calculates an average amount of expense for Accounts 909 and 930.1,...

	Q. Ms. Pearce proposes to disallow an amount of sponsorship expense in excess of what she proposed to disallow in direct and what AIC agreed to remove in rebuttal, correct?
	A. Yes.  As I indicated in my supplemental rebuttal, Ms. Pearce's sponsorship adjustment has increased from the amount she sought to disallow in her direct testimony.

	Q. Does Ms. Pearce's rebuttal testimony explain the standard for her disallowance of sponsorship expense?
	A. No.  Her rebuttal testimony – all of 14 lines – simply identifies her standards.  She believes the amounts she disallows "are unnecessary for the provision of utility service" and/or "do not provide benefits to ratepayers."  (ICC Staff Ex. 13.0, li...

	Q. Did you also review Ms. Pearce's Attachment A to her rebuttal testimony?
	A. Yes.  Ms. Pearce attached to her testimony her responses to data requests AIC-Staff 13.01-13.10.  It is not entirely clear what portions of Ms. Pearce's responses to the AIC-Staff 13 series should be considered part of her rebuttal testimony.  Howe...

	Q. Does Ms. Pearce's responses to the AIC-Staff 13 series contain any explanation of how Ms. Pearce applied her standards?
	A. No.  In her responses to AIC-Staff 13.02, 13.04 and 13.05, Ms. Pearce simply just restates the standard she claims to have used.  In addition, her responses include a schedule titled "Response to AIC-Staff DR 13 Series Attachment," which again only...

	Q. What is the basis for Ms. Pearce's AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment?
	A. The basis for the AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment is Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) in Docket No. 13-0301, which was a schedule prepared for AIC's current electric formula rate update case that analyzed 2012 sponsorships.  Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) was p...

	Q. Does AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment contain any explanation of how Ms. Pearce applied her standards?
	A. No.  The Attachment does nothing more than check off which sponsorships she believes should be disallowed under her standards.  Each disallowed amount, in Ms. Pearce's estimation, fails to meet both standards.  Again, absent from her analysis is ho...

	Q. Are there apparent inconsistencies in AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment that also call into question the validity of Ms. Pearce's analysis?
	A. Yes.  For the most part, Staff appears to have allowed AIC to recover sponsorship expense for events where AIC provided an example advertisement.  However, for two events – AIC's sponsorship of Illinois High School Association March Madness banquet...

	Q. Is there also additional information in AIC-Staff Series 13 Attachment that Ms. Pearce seemingly ignored in her analysis?
	A. Yes.  As I mentioned in my supplemental rebuttal testimony, there is no indication that Staff has taken into account the "Benefit to Attendees," "AIC Informational Messaging Description," "Advertising Channels," and "AIC Booth."  Ms. Pearce does no...

	Q. Did Ms. Pearce also fail to respond to other analysis contained in your supplemental rebuttal testimony?
	A. Yes.  On pages 10-12 of my supplemental rebuttal testimony, I describe the Commission's recent decision in Docket Nos. 12-0511/0512, in which the Commission rejected Staff's adjustment to disallow the financial support in the form of sponsorships g...

	Q. Do you find Staff's objections to considering the Commission's decision in Docket Nos. 12-0511/0512 to be appropriate?
	A. No.  It does not seem appropriate for Staff to claim its disallowances are based on its analysis of criteria in one Commission opinion, but then not to consider criteria in another, more recent decision that seemingly undercuts the validity of Staf...

	Q. In response to AIC-Staff 13.01, Ms. Pearce claims AIC did not provide a supplemental response to AG 3.10 with 2012 sponsorship data.  Why is that?
	A. A supplemental response to AG 3.10 to provide 2012 data became unnecessary once the data was provided in response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 (Attach 2), after the filing of AIC's formula rate update case in Docket No. 13-0301.  The same data pr...

	Q. Ms. Pearce also claims the data in AIC’s response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 (Attach 2) did not agree to the amount included in the Schedule C-8 for Account 930.1 in 2014 or the amount of sponsorships expense budgeted in Account 930.1 for 2014....
	A. No.  Staff data request BAP 6.02 asked AIC to identify 2012 expenses "comparable" to the types disallowed in Docket 12-0293.  In responding, AIC provided its analysis of 2012 sponsorship costs that it presented in its direct case in Docket 13-0301 ...

	Q. Ms. Pearce claims AIC provided more information in Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) in Docket No. 13-0301 than AIC's response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 (Attach 2).  Is that correct?
	A. No, that is not correct.  The exact same information was included in Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) in Docket No. 13-0301 that was included in AIC's response to Staff data request BAP 6.02 (Attach 2).  The Company’s response to Staff data request BAP 6....

	Q. Ms. Pearce claims the amount allocable to gas in Ameren Exhibit 6.2 (Rev.) in Docket No. 13-0301 was different than what was provided in BAP 6.02 Attach 2.  Is that correct?
	A. No, that is also not correct.  The response indicates that $24,400 of the $61,000 identified in BAP 6.02 Attach 2 was allocated to AIC's gas operations, and $36,600 was charged to AIC's electric operations.  AIC self-disallowed $37,000 in Docket No...

	Q. Has AIC provided Staff with additional information on its sponsorships in response to Staff data requests?
	A. Yes.  In response to BAP 23.01, AIC responded to additional Staff inquiries on the advertising message, ratepayer benefits, rationale for recovery and relation to delivery service for each sponsorship that Staff seems to disallow.  To the extent th...

	Q. Has AIC agreed to remove some additional sponsorship amounts from the gas revenue requirement?
	A. Yes.  AIC has identified several minor sponsorships that it has agreed to remove from the gas revenue requirement.  The total gas self-disallowance related to these amounts is $1119.  That brings AIC's total gas self-disallowance for sponsored even...
	2. Forecasted Advertising Expenses

	Q. Have you reviewed Ms. Pearce's rebuttal testimony in support of her adjustment to Advertising Expense?
	A. Yes.  I reviewed the portions of Ms. Pearce's testimony that concern her adjustment to advertising expenses (ICC Staff Ex. 13.0, pp. 6-13, lines132-298).

	Q. Has she revised her adjustment since her filing of supplemental direct?
	A. No.  As mentioned above, Ms. Pearce continues to reforecast advertising expense for 2014 by calculating an average expense based on 2009-2012 actual expense and deducting from that average expense a portion of 2012 sponsorship expense (discussed ab...

	Q. At line 204, Ms. Pearce states that the advertising budget is subject to AIC's discretion.  Do you understand what she means by this?
	A. No.  But if Ms. Pearce is suggesting that AIC could stop communicating with customers altogether concerning its gas delivery service, I dispute that assertion.  AIC believes it has a responsibility to inform its customers on measures being taken to...

	Q. At line 206, Ms. Pearce indicates that your rebuttal testimony indicates that budgeted advertising costs are not always spent.  Does Ms. Pearce have any evidence that AIC will not spend its budgeted spend in 2014?
	A. No, she does not.  That the actual 2012 advertising expense turned out to be lower than budgeted expense is irrelevant to AIC's budgeted spend in 2014.  AIC made a prudent decision not to spend dollars during the 2012 presidential campaigns, when t...

	Q. At lines 261-267, Ms. Pearce is dismissive of incremental spending on gas-only advertising that AIC plans to execute in 2014.  Does she give a credible reason for not giving any weight to the incremental spending you identified in your rebuttal tes...
	A. No.  She claims my descriptions "do not provide sufficient details or amounts to support the significant increase in the 2014 advertising."  But her testimony lines earlier demonstrates that I do in fact describe the specific activities and identif...

	Q. Why does AIC feel it is necessary to increase spending on gas-only advertising in 2014 on the activities you mentioned in your rebuttal?
	A. There is a need to intensify our efforts to educate customers, first responders, contractors and other officials about the importance of working safely around natural gas.  Contractor dig-ins, for example, are increasing, which puts the workers and...

	Q. At lines 273-289, Ms. Pearce appears to make an argument that AIC's planned incremental spending in 2014 should be disregarded since the 2014 forecast was based on prior budgeted amounts.  Do you understand her argument?
	A. Not entirely.  As explained in AIC discovery responses and in my rebuttal testimony (pp. 23-28), AIC has identified incremental activities in 2014 that explain why AIC's budgeted advertising expense is in excess of historical amounts.  These would ...

	Q. What is the recommendation to the Commission regarding Staff's advertising adjustment?
	A. Staff's position on this issue appears to be that no incremental advertising spending planned for the test year can be justified as prudent and reasonable, if the forecasted amount exceeds the historical spending.  I find that position to be untena...

	Q. Staff also continues to reject cost recovery of consulting fees paid to Strategic International Group.  Is AIC continuing to seek recovery of those expenses?
	A. Yes.  For the reasons stated in rebuttal testimony, AIC asserts that these types of consulting fees should not be automatically disallowed.  As I mentioned in my rebuttal, the Scope of Work recently executed between AIC and SIC, which was not part ...

	Q. Staff states that AIC has not provided any evidence that ratepayers receive any benefit from SIG's services.  Does Staff give any weight to your rebuttal testimony and the Scope of Work that governs the services SIG will provide?
	A. No.  Ms. Pearce's rebuttal does not address my rebuttal testimony or the Scope of Work executed between AIC and SIG.  My assumption has to be that she has not given any weight to either my testimony or the Scope of Work.

	Q. Staff states that AIC has not provided any written work product or documentation of substantive consultations.  Should the Commission disallow consulting fees simply because the consultant's advice did not result in written work product?
	A. No.  I don't believe the Commission should institute a "work product" standard that requires a utility to justify the recovery of every consultant's expenses by producing written documentation.  AIC has submitted my sworn rebuttal testimony and the...


	III. response to ag/cub witness, mr. michael l. brosch
	A. Charitable Contribution Expense
	Q. Have you reviewed Mr. Brosch's rebuttal testimony on Charitable Contribution Expense?
	A. Yes.  Specifically, I reviewed AG/CUB Exhibit 5.0, pages 49-51, lines 1202-1304 of Mr. Brosch's rebuttal, which discusses his proposed adjustment to Charitable Contributions.

	Q. Has Mr. Brosch changed his recommendation on rebuttal?
	A. No.  Mr. Brosch continues to propose that AIC recover its 2012 contributions escalated for inflation.

	Q. Is this a less punitive recommendation that Staff's proposal?
	A. Yes.  Mr. Brosch does not use the lower amounts spent in 2010 and 2011 to drive down his recommended amount.  Still, Mr. Brosch's recommendation does not represent the amount of contributions AIC intends to make in 2014.

	Q. At lines 1262-1263, Mr. Brosch criticizes your "potentially misleading" rebuttal testimony for focusing on what he calls "excessive forecasted contributions allowed in the prior rate case."  Do you consider the amount of contributions authorized in...
	A. No.  The Commission considered the amount to be a reasonable amount of contributions to include in rates.  That AIC fell short of its contribution goal in 2012 does not mean the Commission made a "mistake" in relying on a budgeted amount to set the...

	Q. Are you asking the Commission to ignore lower recent actual contribution levels?
	A. No.  As indicated in my response to Ms. Everson, the contributions made in 2010, 2011 and 2012 should be considered within the context in which they were made, with weight also given to other factors such as contributions made in 2007-2009, AIC's c...

	B. Sponsorship Expense
	Q. Have you reviewed Mr. Brosch's rebuttal testimony in support of his adjustment to sponsorship expense?
	A. Yes.  Specifically, I have reviewed AG/CUB Exhibit 5.0, pages 53-55, lines 1308-1369 of Mr. Brosch's rebuttal, which concerns his adjustment to forecasted sponsorship expense.

	Q. Has Mr. Brosch withdrawn or revised his adjustment to sponsorship expense on rebuttal?
	A. No.  Mr. Brosch continues to propose a reduction in 2014 forecasted sponsorship expense by applying his "ICC Percentage Recoverable Factor – 2011 Costs Allowed" based on his review of the Commission's order in AIC's last electric formula rate order...

	Q. Does Mr. Brosch's reliance on the Commission's review of 2011 sponsorship costs in Docket No. 12-0293 continue to be flawed and outdated?
	A. Yes.  For the reasons I indicated in my rebuttal testimony, it is not appropriate to apply Mr. Brosch's "Recoverable Factor" of 22.4% to derive a reasonable amount of forecasted sponsorship expense to recover in gas delivery rates.  Relying solely ...

	Q. Does the fact that the Commission has not decided the recoverability of 2012 sponsorship costs matter?
	A. No.  Both Staff and AG/CUB rely on 2012 data to justify several adjustments to AIC's revenue requirement.  Mr. Brosch himself is using 2012 data as the baseline for his contribution calculation.  Mr. Brosch's claim that 2012 data cannot be relied u...

	C. Forecasted Advertising Expense
	Q. Have you reviewed Mr. Brosch's rebuttal in support of his adjustment to AIC's forecasted advertising expenses?
	A. Yes.  Specifically, I reviewed AG/CUC Exhibit 5.1, pages 56-58, lines 1373-1443, of Mr. Brosch's rebuttal testimony, which concerns his adjustment to forecasted Account 909 expense.

	Q. Has Mr. Brosch withdrawn or revised his adjustment to advertising expenses on rebuttal?
	A. No.  Mr. Brosch continues to argue that AIC's forecasted Account 909 gas expense should be reduced by application of his "Advertising Disallowance Percentage – Dkt 12-0293."  As I indicated in my rebuttal, this adjustment is not appropriate because...

	Q. At lines 1430-1431, Mr. Brosch states that AIC has not provided any itemization of planned 2014 advertising expenses.   Is that correct?
	A. No.  As Ms. Pearce acknowledged, I provided an itemized list of incremental gas-only advertising that AIC plans to execute in 2014 in my rebuttal testimony at lines 558-586.

	Q. Mr. Brosch claims that, if 2012 data should be used as a proxy for the test year, Staff's recommended adjustment should be considered.  Do you agree?
	A. No.  If Mr. Brosch wanted to use 2012 data, according to his own methodology, he should have taken the data provided in BAP 6.02 Attach 1 to calculate a disallowance to forecasted Account 909 expense.  Since Simantel's charges were allocated 100% t...


	IV. CONCLUSION
	Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?
	A. Yes it does.



