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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET NOS. 06-0070, 06-0071 AND 06-0072  2 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 3 

OF 4 

CRAIG BOLAND 5 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 6 

A. My name is Craig Boland.  My business address is 1901 Chouteau Avenue, St. 7 

Louis, Missouri 63166. 8 

Q. What is your title, job duties and responsibilities?  9 

A.  My job title is Supervising Engineer with Ameren Services Company.  I 10 

supervise the Reliability Engineering group in the Energy Delivery Technical 11 

Services function.  I am responsible for oversight of Ameren’s reliability strategic 12 

initiative.   13 

Q. What are your qualifications and educational background? 14 

A. I have a Bachelor’s degree in Industrial Engineering and I am a registered 15 

professional engineer in Missouri.  Additionally, I received Six Sigma Black Belt 16 

training at GE Industrial Systems and have applied that training for the past few 17 

years at Ameren.  Six Sigma training is germane to this testimony in that one of 18 

its main emphases is on the correct interpretation of data from processes 19 

exhibiting variability, such as reliability data.  20 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 21 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain portions of Staff 22 

witness James D. Spencer’s testimony.  Primarily, I address his testimony as it 23 



Respondents’ Exhibit 24.0 
 

 -2- 
 

relates to utility reliability issues.  In addition, Mr. Ray Wiesehan addresses 24 

several of Mr. Spencer’s comments regarding tree trimming. 25 

Q.        Before you proceed, can you advise the Commission of the nature and extent 26 

of your familiarity with reliability issues for the Ameren Companies? 27 

A.        Yes, distribution system reliability is the sole focus of the Reliability Engineering 28 

group that I lead.  I have 27 years of experience in data analysis and process 29 

improvement in various positions I have held at Ameren Services Company and 30 

previously at Union Electric Company.  I am responsible for producing monthly 31 

reports of reliability results for all levels of the organization.  I provide the 32 

operating functions with analytical reports and tools as needed to support the 33 

Ameren Companies’ efforts to improve reliability.  I am also responsible for 34 

providing the reports and data requests associated with ICC-mandated reliability 35 

reporting. 36 

Q.        Beginning at page 9 of his testimony, Mr. Spencer discusses AmerenCIPS’ 37 

electric service reliability.  He points to two items from his report regarding 38 

the 2004 reliability report.  How do you respond? 39 

A.       In the response to the Staff’s assessment report, AmerenCIPS responded to Mr. 40 

Spencer’s assertions as follows: 41 

In making its assessment of AmerenCIPS’s reliability, the ICC Staff makes 42 
several statements concerning a worsening trend.  There is no statistical evidence 43 
of a worsening trend.  When industry-recognized methods are used to account for 44 
the influence of extreme weather on system reliability, AmerenCIPS’s reliability 45 
has improved over the past five years.   46 

 47 
The ICC Staff does not yet recognize IEEE standard 1366 for reliability 48 

reporting.  This standard incorporates an objective method for removing the 49 
effects of extreme weather, as well as other unusual events.  By removing the 50 
effects of severe weather in the analysis, a more accurate picture of system 51 
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reliability is obtained. Stated differently, AmerenCIPS cannot build its system to 52 
totally withstand the effects of tornados and other extreme weather.  When these 53 
events occur, the number and lengths of outages are so large that they can 54 
outweigh or unduly influence the results for the rest of the year.  By incorporating 55 
the IEEE standard 1366 for reliability reporting, the Commission would be 56 
afforded a better tool for assessing the utility’s system reliability.  57 

 58 
AmerenCIPS’s reliability results are still subject to variation each year 59 

due to changing weather patterns.  Even with the effects of extreme weather 60 
removed, the majority of other outages occur during storms, and the number, 61 
location, and intensity of storms change from year-to-year.  Therefore, year-to-62 
year comparisons need also be scrutinized with this factual understanding.  63 
Consequently, it is important to focus on long-term trends as the effects of 64 
weather variations are taken into account.  AmerenCIPS continues to work 65 
toward improving its system to reduce exposure to weather events, but in any 66 
given year, reliability indices can be higher or lower than previous results.  67 
Staff’s assessment also compares and ranks the Illinois utilities.  However, every 68 
utility uses different systems and processes for collecting outage data.  These 69 
dissimilarities can produce widely varying results, so reliability indices cannot be 70 
directly compared across companies. 71 
 72 

Q.       What do you conclude from the above? 73 

A.        Simply that Mr. Spencer’s observations are flawed.  AmerenCIPS has adequately 74 

explained the applicability of IEEE standard 1366 and the need to focus on long 75 

terms trends.  Mr. Spencer offers no explanation as to why the Commission 76 

should ignore industry wide practices related to normalizing data for extreme 77 

events.  Notably, Mr. Spencer completely ignores AmerenCIPS’ response to his 78 

report in his testimony. 79 

Q.  What are some of the specific problems with the conclusions drawn by Mr. 80 

Spencer regarding AmerenCIPS’ system reliability? 81 

A. On page 10, lines 197 through 223, Mr. Spencer makes statements regarding the 82 

state of reliability at AmerenCIPS, which are incomplete.  He reports that SAIFI 83 

has “worsened by 22% from that reported for year 2003 and is 5% worse than in 84 

2002”.  These figures are taken out of context when examining a complete picture 85 
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of reliability performance.  It is unclear as to why Mr. Spencer would quote only 86 

the statistics that support his assertions and ignore the significant contradictory 87 

evidence.   88 

 Mr. Spencer fails to recognize the effects of weather, including major storms, in 89 

his commentary.  AmerenCIPS monitors reliability using IEEE standard 1366 to 90 

identify Major Event Days (MEDs).  Major Event Days are determined through a 91 

statistical method, which eliminates any subjectivity.  When extreme weather 92 

events result in an usually high impact on reliability statistics, they are identified 93 

as Major Event Days and are excluded for the purposes of identifying overall 94 

performance trends.  In 2003, AmerenCIPS had three MEDs due to extreme 95 

weather.  In 2004, AmerenCIPS experienced seven MEDs.  The “worsening” of 96 

reliability identified by Mr. Spencer is, in fact, nothing more than the effect of 97 

more severe weather in 2004 as compared to 2003.   98 

Q.       What does the data show regarding long term trends?  99 

A.        Even when the effects of extreme weather are included in the data, the long-term 100 

trend is an improving one, contrary to the claims of Mr. Spencer.  Using the data 101 

submitted in the Staff report (see Figure 29, page 23), AmerenCIPS had SAIFI 102 

values of:  103 

Year SAIFI 

1997 .525 

1998 .661 

1999 1.72 

2000 1.54 
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2001 1.68 

2002 1.58 

2003 1.36 

2004 1.66 

 104 

The 1997 and 1998 values were produced from the former AmerenCIPS’ Outage 105 

Management System (OMS) and, therefore, those numbers are not comparable to 106 

the 1999 and beyond values, which were produced from the Ameren OMS.  From 107 

1999 through 2004, AmerenCIPS’ SAIFI is decreasing with a slope of -.027.  A 108 

positive slope would be indicative of a worsening trend.  There is no evidence of a 109 

worsening trend.  In any given year, these numbers will rise and fall due to 110 

weather variability, so several years of data are required to identify a trend.  Mr. 111 

Spencer is clearly wrong in drawing the conclusion of worsening trend in his 112 

testimony.   113 

Q. Mr. Spencer also cites a “steadily worsening trend since 2000” in reference to 114 

AmerenCIPS’ reported CAIDI. Can you respond? 115 

A. CAIDI measures average response time per interruption.  The number and 116 

intensity of extreme weather events, which by definition are unpredictable, have a 117 

heavy influence on the results.  When the effects of major storms are eliminated, 118 

utilizing IEEE standard 1366, there is no evidence of a worsening trend.  Since 119 

2000, AmerenCIPS’ CAIDI values, adjusted for MEDs, are: 120 

Year CAIDI 

2000 98 
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2001 93 

2002 92 

2003 96 

2004 89 

 121 

The slope of these numbers is -1.5.  Again, there is no credible evidence of a 122 

worsening trend.   123 

 Q. On lines 215 through 223, Mr. Spencer asserts that reduced O&M spending 124 

in 2004 has resulted in worse reliability in 2004.  Do you agree with this 125 

assertion? 126 

A. No, I do not.  First, system reliability has not worsened and has, in fact, improved.  127 

Second, it is unclear to me how reduced spending in 2004 would impact system 128 

reliability in 2004.  Reduced O&M spending might potentially impact system 129 

reliability in the long term, but that is not the case in this instance.  Third, the fact 130 

is that O&M spending was not significantly reduced in 2004.  The 20% difference 131 

cited by Mr. Spencer was due to a change in the accounting methods used to 132 

develop the reports. 133 

Q. Mr. Spencer claims AmerenCIPS gave no indication that two different 134 

methodologies regarding O & M spending measurement were used, nor did it 135 

indicate that the two sets of numbers were not comparable.  Do you agree? 136 

A. No, not all.  I find this testimony to be puzzling given that a two page explanation 137 

was included in AmerenCIPS’ annual report.  Beginning on page 17 of the revised 138 

annual report, submitted on July 21, 2005, the following explanation was given: 139 
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2005 Reliability Plan 140 

There are no significant deviations in the budgeted information provided in previous 141 
AmerenCIPS’ annual reliability reports, however, there are several differences in the 142 
individual elements used to capture the overall budget information for the reliability 143 
reports.    144 
 145 
Below is the 2005 estimated budget information that was provided in AmerenCIPS’s 146 
2003 annual reliability report.  These figures are represented in 1998 dollars. 147 
 148 

Distribution 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
O & M $37,799,132 $39,022,707 $40,158,886 $40,115,546 $40,150,348
Capital $23,976,235 $26,268,638 $25,475,859 $26,343,616 $25,789,216
Transmission 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
O & M $5,832,103 $7,261,975 $7,631,963 $7,474,242 $7,334,045 
Capital $8,756,581 $2,596,512 $7,306,384 $12,024,144 $8,476,969 
Expenditures are in constant 1998 dollars (using a 2% discount rate)    

 149 
Ameren’s financial system allows users to select various reporting levels.  Each level 150 
includes overhead expenditures for different groups or businesses. For example, 151 
overheads may include everything under Ameren as a whole, everything under the 152 
separate Ameren companies, or everything under specific business divisions of a 153 
company.  Previously, reporting of the financial information was prepared by several 154 
individuals who were knowledgeable in their aspects of the business, but who had various 155 
interpretations on what should be reported.  This resulted in reporting at varying levels 156 
between O&M and capital and between distribution and transmission. 157 
 158 
For example, previously reported capital distribution dollars included overheads only for 159 
energy delivery personnel, but the capital transmission dollars included overheads for all 160 
AmerenCIPS employees with some exclusions.  Similar differences existed between O&M 161 
reporting for distribution and transmission.   162 
 163 
 164 
In the spring of 2005, subject experts from the financial and reliability groups developed 165 
a new methodology for reporting.  This methodology outlines the appropriate level and 166 
details for reporting O&M and capital for transmission and distribution.  The current 167 
method for calculating O&M and capital dollars is detailed below. 168 
 169 
Capital 170 
The methodology used for all Ameren companies beginning with the 2004 annual 171 
reliability reports includes overheads for all energy delivery personnel.  This includes 172 
supervisory and other operational personnel, such as clerical support.  All loadings for 173 
this group are applied. 174 
 175 
O&M  176 
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O&M expenditures also include overheads for all energy delivery personnel.  However, 177 
only direct loadings are applied to O&M dollars.  Direct loadings include expenses such 178 
as transportation, payroll, and stores.  Ameren’s budgeting system includes both O&M 179 
(FERC 500 series accounts) and A&G (FERC 900 series accounts) expenditures, but it 180 
does not distinguish between them, therefore it is necessary to back out the A&G portion 181 
based on actual historical data.   182 
 183 
As an example, if historical data indicates that an average of 65% of expenses had been 184 
charged to transmission and distribution O&M (FERC 500 series) accounts, then 65% of 185 
the total expense budget of $100,000 ($65,000) would be considered directly related to 186 
operations and maintenance of the T&D business, and therefore is included in the annual 187 
reliability report.  The 35% that is attributable to the A&G (FERC 900 series accounts) 188 
portion of the expenses is not included.    189 
 190 
Table 1 represents AmerenCIPS’s 2005 budget information using the above criteria.   191 
 192 

Table 1 CIPS 2005 Planned Capital and O&M Expenditures in Current Dollars 193 

Categories Capital 
Expenditures 

O&M 
Expenditures 

TRANSMISSION $11,484,558 $8,470,575 
DISTRIBUTION $38,746,410 $44,366,911 
TOTAL $50,230,968 $52,837,486 

 194 
 195 

While there are no significant deviations from what was previously reported, the 196 
result of using the newer methodology represents an increase in the current budget 197 
information.  A portion of the increase is due to 1998 vs. current year dollars.  198 
Additionally, the status of capital dollars can change as construction projects are either 199 
solidified or removed from the budget over a period of time. 200 

The capital dollars also include all construction work in progress (CWIP.)  Expenditures 201 
and reimbursements for performing work directed by the Illinois Department of 202 
Transportation (IDOT) are included in CWIP, so the net result is zero.  However, 203 
depending on the timing of when dollars are spent to perform the work and when the 204 
reimbursement is received, any individual year may result in a positive or negative 205 
amount for this portion of work. 206 

 207 

The realignment of the methodology for financial reporting will provide a better 208 
comparison among all the Ameren companies by:  209 

• Consistently applying the same reporting criteria for O&M and 210 
capital expenditures  211 

• Consistently applying the same reporting criteria for distribution and 212 
transmission expenditures 213 
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• Consistently applying the same reporting criteria for loadings (as 214 
discussed in more detail below) 215 

• Consistently interpreting which years are required to be included in 216 
the reports 217 

• Ultimately using one program for all Ameren company reporting 218 
 219 

O&M expenditures for years 2005 and 2006 are consistent with the dollars 220 
currently projected from Ameren’s budgeting system.  However, expenditures for years 221 
2007 and 2008 are extrapolated at a 2% rate of inflation.  O&M expenditures include all 222 
overheads EXCEPT those considered indirect.  Indirect overheads include allocations for 223 
groups such as payroll, stores, and transportation.   224 

Capital expenditures for years 2005 through 2008 are consistent with the dollars 225 
currently projected by Ameren’s budgeting system.  It should be recognized, however, 226 
that dollars in years 2006 through 2008 are projected but not yet committed.  Dollars 227 
become committed over time as specific projects are moved from a planned or budgeted 228 
status to an authorized status based on individual project (work order) approvals.  229 
Reported capital expenditures include all overheads. 230 

The reliability plan for 2005 provides a more detailed level of discussion 231 
pertaining to the activities that AmerenCIPS will undertake during the year to address 232 
reliability concerns.  As discussed, the methodology for reporting has changed, and 233 
numbers will vary from previously provided estimated expenditures. (Emphasis added) 234 

As Mr. Spencer has already noted in his testimony, he chose to ignore 235 

AmerenCIPS’ response to the draft assessment response which further reiterated these 236 

points.   237 

Q.       Do you have an opinion as to the overall assessment of AmerenCIPS’ system 238 

reliability?  239 

A. Yes.  AmerenCIPS’ system reliability has significantly improved over the past 240 

five years, largely due to increased tree trimming over that time period.  Industry 241 

accepted indices, as well as our own assessments, confirm this to be true.   242 

Q.        At page 15 and thereafter Mr. Spencer offers his views regarding 243 

AmerenIP’s electric service reliability.  He focuses on 14 violations involving 244 

AmerenIP circuits.  Do you believe these violations to be a significant 245 

reliability risk? 246 
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A.        No.  Mr. Spencer alleges that these issues are both safety and reliability concerns.  247 

The NESC is a safety code.  It does not address reliability issues, so it is unclear 248 

as to why Mr. Spencer would cite this as a reliability issue.  Continuing, we have 249 

records of 13 NESC issues reported by Mr. Spencer.  AmerenIP has taken action 250 

to address all of them.  There were five clearance issues and three issues 251 

involving guy strain insulators, all of which were corrected within two months.  252 

Five issues were related to interstate highway and railroad crossings which 253 

required permits to accomplish the work.  These were completed within six 254 

months.  All of the above were communicated clearly to the ICC staff.  255 

Q.        How do you view AmerenIP’s system reliability? 256 

A.        AmerenIP’s system reliability has remained relatively stable over the past five 257 

years.  I base this conclusion on a review of the standard IEEE reliability indices.  258 

AmerenIP’s SAIFI results since the year 2000 are represented in the chart below: 259 

2000 2001 2003 2003 2004 

1.41 1.43 1.22 1.20 1.23 

 260 

AmerenIP’s CAIDI results over the same time period were: 261 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

121 112 126 120 125 

 262 

Q.       Mr. Spencer asserts that Ameren has not provided any information in 263 

support of its claim that incorporating Ameren’s fuse tap program is a 264 
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reliability improvement over AmerenIP’s past practices.  How do you 265 

respond? 266 

A.        I am somewhat surprised in Mr. Spencer’s remarks.  I am not aware of any 267 

requests from Mr. Spencer asking for clarification of the program.  Furthermore, 268 

this action was required by the Commission as a condition to Ameren’s 269 

acquisition of Illinois Power Company, as Mr. Spencer notes.  Surely, the 270 

Commission would not have made the tap fuse program a requirement to the 271 

acquisition if it did not believe it was in the best interest of our customers.  272 

Moreover, incorporating the fuse program was an issue Staff raised in the 273 

acquisition case.  In Docket No. 04-0294, Mr. Spencer’s colleague, Mr. Greg 274 

Rockrohr, testified to the benefits of Staff’s recommended programs, including 275 

Staff’s recommendation that AmerenCIPS and AmerenUE should continue to 276 

install more tap-line fuses.  Again, Staff was presumably also of the view that this 277 

action would serve to enhance system reliability.  278 

Regardless, the fuse tap program is a benefit because it isolates the section 279 

of the circuit where the outage occurs so that the remaining customers on the 280 

circuit are not affected. Tap fusing also helps to pinpoint the location of the 281 

problem in order to speed restoration efforts. Our analysis has shown that the tap 282 

fusing program is the highest payback reliability improvement option available to 283 

us.  Illinois Power Company did not have a similar program prior to the Ameren 284 

acquisition.  285 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 286 

A. Yes. 287 

CHI-1536425v1  288 


