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TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS MICHAEL D. ECKERT 
CAUSE NO. 45576 

INDIANA MICHIGAN POWER COMPANY 
 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Q: Please state your name, employer, current position, and business address. 1 
A: My name is Michael D. Eckert. I am employed by the Indiana Office of Utility 2 

Consumer Counselor (“OUCC”) as an Assistant Director of the Electric Division. 3 

My business address is 115 W. Washington St., Suite 1500 South Tower, 4 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204. For a summary of my educational and professional 5 

experience and my preparations for this case, please see Appendix A attached to my 6 

testimony. 7 

Q: What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 
A: I introduce and provide an overview of the OUCC’s witnesses and their 9 

testimony. I describe the OUCC’s revenue requirement analysis and Indiana 10 

Michigan Power Company’s (“I&M” or “Petitioner”) requested relief. More 11 

specifically, I address the OUCC’s position on I&M’s Life Cycle Management 12 

(“LCM”) and Fuel Adjustment Clause (“FAC”) Riders. I explain and support the 13 

OUCC’s adjustment to I&M’s proposed rate case expense and nuclear 14 

decommissioning expense. In addition, I support the OUCC’s position regarding 15 

vegetation management and the Cook Coal Terminal and River Transportation 16 

(Barge) contracts and rates.  17 



Public’s Exhibit No. 1 
Cause No. 45576 

Page 2 of 25 

Q:       To the extent you do not address a specific item or adjustment, should that be 1 
construed to mean you agree with Petitioner’s proposal? 2 

A:        No. Excluding any specific adjustments or amounts I&M proposes does not 3 

indicate my approval of those adjustments or amounts. Rather, the scope of my 4 

testimony is limited to the specific items addressed herein. 5 

II. OUCC WITNESSES

Q: Who are the OUCC’s witnesses in this Cause? 6 
A: The following OUCC witnesses provide testimony in this Cause:1 7 

Mr. Mark Garrett testifies regarding revenue requirements and sponsors the 8 
OUCC’s overall I&M revenue requirements recommendation. He recommends 9 
the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission (“Commission”) deny I&M’s capital 10 
structure request to reduce the balance of accumulated deferred income tax by 11 
$160 million for a Net Operating Loss Carryforward (“NOLC”) that was 12 
calculated on a stand-alone basis. Mr. Garrett recommends the Commission deny 13 
I&M’s request to include prepaid pension asset in rate base. In addition, Mr. 14 
Garrett adjusts 1) short-term and long-term incentive compensation expense, 2) 15 
supplemental employee retirement plan expense, 3) employee benefits and 16 
benefits expense, 4) payroll expense, 5) payroll expense, and 6) factoring 17 
expense. In developing the OUCC’s recommended revenue requirements, Mr. 18 
Garrett reflects the impact of other OUCC witnesses’ recommendations in his 19 
revenue requirements calculations. (Public’s Exhibit No. 2)  20 

Mr. David Garrett testifies regarding depreciation expense and return on equity. 21 
Mr. Garrett explains the key factors driving his depreciation expense adjustment 22 
are: 1) removing contingency costs, 2) removing escalation factor, 3) proposing 23 
longer service lives for mass property accounts, and 4) rejecting I&M’s 24 
accelerated depreciation proposal for Account 370 – Meters in favor of a standard 25 
depreciation rate estimate and calculations consistent with the other mass property 26 
accounts. Mr. Garrett also analyzes I&M’s requested 10.0% return on equity2 and 27 
recommends the Commission adopt the OUCC’s proposed 9.0% return on equity. 28 
(Public’s Exhibit Nos. 3 and 4) 29 

Mr. Anthony Alvarez recommends the Commission approve $54.6 million of 30 
Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) capital costs with an offset of $20.2 31 
million of avoided capital costs. In addition, he recommends the Commission 32 

1 The OUCC’s Index of Witnesses and Issues is attached to my testimony as Attachment MDE-1. 
2 Cause No. 45576, Direct Testimony of Ann E. Bulkey, p. 8, ll. 4 - 11. 
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deny I&M’s proposed AMI tracker. He recommends continuing the five-year 1 
average methodology of major storm expense and that I&M include a status 2 
report in any compliance filing with the Commission. Finally, he discusses I&M’s 3 
Distribution Management Plan – Combined Projects and recommends the 4 
Commission deny the undefined and unsupported $28.1 million of Indiana 5 
Jurisdictional transmission-related project capital costs and $1.6 million 6 
“TA1692007: I&M – Dist Spare – IN – Chckbk” project embedded within I&M’s 7 
distribution Combined Projects. (Public’s Exhibit No. 5) 8 

Dr. Peter Boerger, Ph.D. discusses and explains the proposed Cause No. 45546 9 
Settlement Agreement regarding I&M’s request to purchase Rockport Unit 2 at 10 
the end of its current lease term on December 7, 2022, and the effect of the 11 
Settlement Agreement on this rate case. He testifies I&M should refund the 12 
amount collected in rates pertaining to the Indiana and Michigan Municipal 13 
Distributors Association (“IMMDA”) load through its RAR from the date of the 14 
Phase 1 Commission Order in this case until December 7, 2022.  In addition, Dr. 15 
Boerger recommends the Commission not allow I&M to impose an opt-out 16 
provision on the Critical Peak Pricing program. (Public’s Exhibit No. 6) 17 

Ms. Cynthia Armstrong testifies regarding I&M’s proposal to accelerate cost 18 
recovery of I&M’s non-current SO2 allowance inventory and recommends 19 
changes to I&M’s proposal. Ms. Armstrong also testifies that any future Coal 20 
Combustion Residuals (“CCR”) ash-pond closure activities be first funded from 21 
AROs and not treated as a capital investment.  (Public’s Exhibit No. 7) 22 

Mr. John Haselden testifies regarding I&M’s request for recovery of electric 23 
vehicle (“EV”) charging station costs associated with the Crossroads EV Corridor 24 
(“Crossroads EV”) project and concludes ratepayers funding this initiative would 25 
be inappropriate. Ultimately, he recommends the Commission deny the proposed 26 
project’s cost recovery. (Public’s Exhibit No. 8) 27 

Mr. Kaleb Lantrip recommends the Commission deny I&M’s request to account 28 
for EZ Bill Program revenues and expenses above-the-line.  In addition, he 29 
recommends the Commission deny I&M’s request to include $11,706,849 in non-30 
recurring Indiana Jurisdictional cybersecurity compliance capital costs and 31 
$3,902,373 Indiana Jurisdictional cybersecurity compliance O&M expenses in 32 
base rates. (Public’s Exhibit No. 9) 33 

Mr. Caleb Loveman provides testimony regarding I&M’s: 1) request to more 34 
broadly implement remote disconnect and reconnect processes through a waiver 35 
of 170 Ind. Admin. Code 4-1-6(f), 2) proposal to recover test year capital and 36 
Operations and Maintenance (“O&M”) costs related to its proposed Flex Pay 37 
Program, and 3) other adjustments I&M proposes to its test year. (Public’s Exhibit 38 
No. 10) 39 
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Mr. Wes Blakley provides analysis and recommends the Commission: 1) accept 1 
I&M’s proposal to track its Rockport Unit 2 operating lease refunds through its 2 
Resource Adequacy Rider (“RAR”), 2) require I&M to track its Rockport Unit 2 3 
operating expenses through the RAR tracker, 3) remove I&M’s Rockport Unit 2 4 
pollution control investment from rate base and include it in I&M’s 5 
Environmental Cost Recovery Rider (“ECR”) tracker as a return “of,” with no 6 
return “on,” 4) recognize the retirement of Automatic Meter Reading (“AMR”) 7 
meters as a decrease in depreciation expense if the Commission approves any new 8 
AMI Rider, 5) make adjustments to I&M’s proposed bad debt expense, and 6) 9 
deny I&M’s requested rate base treatment for its COVID-19 bad debt regulatory 10 
asset. (Public’s Exhibit No. 11) 11 

Mr. Glenn Watkins testifies about the reasonableness of I&M’s retail class cost 12 
of service study and the allocation of revenue requirements to the various rate 13 
classes.  He also addresses I&M’s proposed residential rate design, including the 14 
proposed increase to the residential fixed monthly customer charge. (Public’s 15 
Exhibit No. 12) 16 

III. AFFORDABILITY

Q: Does the OUCC have concerns about the affordability of I&M’s rate 17 
request? 18 

A: Yes. Through Indiana Code § 8-1-2-.05, the Indiana General Assembly declared a 19 

policy recognizing utility service affordability for present and future generations. 20 

It stated affordability should be protected when utilities invest in infrastructure 21 

necessary for system operation and maintenance.3 22 

Q: How does the issue of affordability tie into I&M’s rate request? 23 
A: I&M implemented annual revenue increases of $96,823,0064 in May 2018, 24 

25 

26 

$84,138,1675 in March 2020, and is now requesting a $110,713,1746 annual 

revenue increase in 2021. I&M’s proposal in this Cause will increase the bill of a 

residential customer using 1,000 kWh by 11.17% ($129.15 to $143.58). When 27 

3 I.C. § 8-1-2-.05. 
4 In re Ind. & Mich. Pwr., Cause No. 44967, Final Order, p. 29 (Ind. Util. Regul. Comm’n May 30, 2018). 
5 In re Ind. & Mich. Pwr., Cause No. 45235, Final Order, p. 79 (Ind. Util. Regul. Comm’n Mar. 11, 2020) 
(“Cause No. 45235”). 
6 Cause No. 45576, Petitioner’s Financial Exhibit A-1, p. 1 of 1, l. 7.  
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riders are included, a residential customer’s bill (1,000 kWh) will initially 1 

increase by 13.61% ($145.97 to $165.85). Overall, since 2018, a residential 2 

customer’s bill will have increased by 24.77% if this rate increase is approved. 3 

The cumulative economic effect on ratepayers necessarily implicates 4 

affordability.  5 

Q: Do I&M’s rate case requests meet the affordability policy objective? 6 
A: No. For example, Mr. Mark Garrett highlights I&M’s NOLC proposal, which 7 

serves to decrease I&M’s zero cost capital by approximately $160 million. He 8 

explains that, like its sister companies in Texas and Oklahoma, I&M makes this 9 

proposal using a derived amount based on I&M hypothetically filing a stand-alone 10 

tax return. Mr. Haselden testifies that I&M is seeking to include approximately 11 

$3.7 million in rates to recover EV Crossroads costs that are not related to the 12 

provision of electric service and do not benefit I&M’s ratepayers. Mr. Alvarez 13 

testifies that I&M did not provide adequate support for $28 million of 14 

transmission-related projects that are included in I&M’s Distribution Management 15 

Plan. These concerns call into question whether I&M adequately considered 16 

affordability when developing its rate request in this Cause.  17 

Q: How should affordability be considered? 18 
A: In light of the Indiana General Assembly’s stated policy, affordability should be a 19 

constant consideration for all Indiana jurisdictional utilities, as well as the 20 

Commission as it deliberates its decisions. The concern is especially profound 21 

considering Indiana’s focus on emerging energy policy and the current state of the 22 

economy.  23 
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Q. What are some of the contemporary issues regarding emerging energy policy 1 
and the current state of the economy that warrant attention to affordability? 2 

A: The current trend involves increasing infrastructure to modernize the grid. There 3 

will be significant distribution and transmission investment for initiatives like 4 

Distributed Energy Resources and EVs. Affordability is an item in the toolbox 5 

that should provide guidance and help set spending parameters. The OUCC is not 6 

suggesting infrastructure investment is an all or nothing proposition. However, 7 

there are considerations that may help avoid “sticker shock” for customers. 8 

Perhaps examining concepts such as broader socialization, prioritization, and 9 

spreading out recovery over longer periods of time could help address the 10 

financial impact to the customer.  Part of the solution could also mean looking at 11 

technology choices with long-range lives, scrutinizing whether the technology is 12 

sound for the long term, which could avoid potentially stranded assets.  13 

In addition to all these considerations, the current state of the economy has 14 

an impact on affordability and in particular, the increase I&M is requesting. Due 15 

to the COVID-19 pandemic, Indiana ratepayers have faced unprecedented health 16 

and financial hardships over the last 18 months. Many Indiana ratepayers are now 17 

just beginning to get back on their feet and a significant increase to their utility 18 

bill will impact their ability to afford electric service. 19 

I&M failed to show it considered any affordability criteria. To protect the 20 

affordability of utility service, the Commission should only approve necessary 21 

and reasonable requests for I&M to provide quality electric service at reasonable 22 

prices and take steps to moderate the imposition of higher rates over time. 23 
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IV. OUCC REVENUE REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS

Q: Please provide an overview of the process the OUCC uses to evaluate I&M’s 1 
proposed revenue requirements. 2 

A: As an investor-owned utility, I&M’s rates and charges are regulated under I.C. ch. 3 

8-1-2, et seq. To evaluate the merits of I&M’s proposed rate increase, the OUCC4 

compared the operating revenues, operating expenses, rate base figures, capital 5 

structure, and net operating income from I&M’s historical calendar year (2020) 6 

against the same from its forecasted test year (2022). Adjustments to the 7 

forecasted test year revenue and expense data were generally made to reflect 8 

changes that will and are projected to occur by the end of the forecasted 2022 test 9 

year. The OUCC also adjusted Petitioner’s forecasted rate base and proposed rate 10 

of return (“ROR”) on rate base.  11 

In developing its positions, the OUCC reviewed I&M’s case-in-chief, 12 

exhibits, accounting schedules, attachments, and workpapers. OUCC staff and 13 

witnesses issued data requests and gathered financial information about I&M 14 

through discovery. The OUCC attended the public field hearings in this Cause 15 

and reviewed I&M ratepayers’ written comments. Customer comments are 16 

included with the OUCC’s case as Public’s Exhibit No. 13.  17 

V. I&M’S REQUESTED REVENUE REQUIREMENT18 

Q: 19 
A: 

What rate relief does I&M seek in this Cause? 
I&M seeks a $110,713,174 overall revenue increase,7 based on a $5,235,969,265 20 

7 Cause No. 45576, Petitioner’s Financial Exhibit A-1, p. 1 of 1, l. 7. 
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adjusted Original Cost Rate Base.8 As provided in its filing, I&M is seeking a 1 

$1,661,381,485 base rate revenue requirement.9 2 

Q: What base rate revenue requirement was approved in I&M’s last electric 3 
rate case? 4 

A: The Commission’s Cause No. 45235 Order, dated March 11, 2020, authorized a 5 

$1.627 billion base rate revenue requirement.10  6 

Q: Have you performed a calculation showing how I&M’s current trackers 7 
impact an Indiana residential customer’s monthly bill based on 1,000 kWh 8 
per month usage? 9 

A: Yes. Table 1 below illustrates the trackers’ impact on a monthly bill of an I&M 10 

Indiana residential customer using 1,000 kWh per month. The current base rate 11 

portion of the monthly bill totals $129.15. The total monthly bill, including 12 

trackers, equals $145.97. Therefore, 11.52% of a typical I&M Indiana residential 13 

customer’s monthly bill is associated with I&M’s trackers and, if approved, the 14 

rate increase I&M proposes in this Cause would increase the dollar amount 15 

recovered through its trackers since its last base rate case.  16 

8 Cause No. 45576, Petitioner’s Exhibit A-1, p. 1 of 1, l. 1. 
9 Cause No. 45576, Petitioner’s Exhibit A-5, p. 5 of 30, l. 7, column 34, ($1,557,042,829) and Petitioner’s 
Exhibit A-1, p. 1, l. 12 ($104,388,656) 
10 Cause No. 45235, Final Order p. 78. 
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Table 1: Residential Customer Bill Calculation as of September 27, 202111 

Description: kWh Rate $ 
% Of 
Bill 

Service Charge $15.00  10.28% 
Energy Charge 900  * $0.114820  103.34  70.79% 
Energy Charge 100 $0.108090  10.81  7.40% 
Demand Side management /Energy 
Efficiency Rider (DSM/EE) (43) 1,000 * ($0.002034) (2.03) -1.39%
Off-System Sales/PJM Rider (OSS/PJM) 
(46) 1,000  * $0.023283  23.28  15.95% 
Environmental Cost Rider (ECR) (45) 1,000 * ($0.000525) (0.53) -0.36%
Life Cycle Management Rider (LCM) (47) 1,000 * ($0.000033) (0.03) -0.02%
Resource Adequacy Rider (RAR) (48) 1,000 ($0.000252) (0.25) -0.17%
Phase-In Rider (PIR) (49) 1,000 * ($0.002008) (2.01) -1.38%
Solar Power Rider (SPR) (50) 1,000 * $0.000225 0.23 0.15% 

        Sub-Total 147.80  101.26% 
Fuel Cost Adjustment Rider (FAC) (44) 1,000 * ($0.001833) (1.83) -1.26%

Total Billing Amount $145.97  100.00% 

Base and Energy Charge $129.15  88.48% 
Other Trackers 18.66  12.78% 
FAC (1.83) -1.26%
Total $145.97  100.00% 

* Indiana Michigan’s Online Tariffs as of September 27, 2021

Q: Have you calculated an Indiana residential customer’s monthly bill using 1 
I&M’s proposed rates based on 1,000 kWh per month usage? 2 

A: Yes. Table 2 below calculates an Indiana residential customer’s monthly bill 3 

using I&M’s proposed rates based on 1,000 kWh per month. The proposed base 4 

rate portion of the monthly bill totals $143.58. The total monthly bill, including 5 

trackers, equals $165.85. Therefore, 13.43% of a typical I&M Indiana residential 6 

customer’s monthly bill at proposed rates is associated with I&M’s trackers. 7 

11 Indiana Michigan’s Online Tariffs as of September 27, 2021. 
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Table 2: Residential Customer Bill Calculation at I&M’s Proposed Rates 1 

Description: kWh   Rate $ 
% Of 
Bill 

        
Service Charge    $20.00  12.06% 
Energy Charge 900   $0.124050  111.65  67.32% 
Energy Charge 100   $0.119320  11.93  7.19% 

Demand Side management /Energy 
Efficiency Rider (DSM/EE) (43) 1,000   $0.001242  1.24  0.75% 
Off-System Sales/PJM Rider (OSS/PJM) 
(46) 1,000   $0.025731  25.73  15.52% 
Environmental Cost Rider (ECR) (45) 1,000   $0.000000  0.00  0.00% 
Life Cycle Management Rider (LCM) (47) 1,000   $0.000013  0.01  0.01% 
Resource Adequacy Rider (RAR) (48) 1,000   ($0.001179) (1.18) -0.71% 
Phase-In Rider (PIR) (49) 1,000   ($0.003753) (3.75) -2.26% 
Solar Power Rider (SPR) (50) 1,000   $0.000214  0.21  0.13% 

         
        Sub-Total    165.85  100.00% 
Fuel Cost Adjustment Rider (FAC) (44) 1,000  $0.000000  0.00  0.00% 

    
Total Billing Amount    $165.85  100.00% 

        
Base and Energy Charge    $143.58  86.57% 
Other Trackers    22.27  13.43% 
FAC    0.00  0.00% 
Total    $165.85  100.00% 
  

Q: Does the OUCC’s review reveal I&M needs additional revenue? 2 
A: No. The OUCC recommends I&M’s revenue be decreased by no less than 3 

$6,335,48712 as shown in Mr. Garrett’s testimony. 4 

VI. NUCLEAR DECOMMISSIONING TRUST FUND (“DTF”) 

Q: Please describe I&M’s proposal to Indiana ratepayers’ Nuclear DTF 5 
contribution. 6 

 
12 Cause No. 45576, OUCC Direct Testimony of Witness Mark E. Garrett, Schedule MG-3. 
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A: I&M proposes maintaining the $2 million Nuclear DTF annual funding level the 1 

Commission authorized in Cause No. 45235. I&M indicates this funding level 2 

will ensure adequate funds are available to decommission D.C. Cook Units 1 and 3 

2 and mitigate the associated unpredictable events. 4 

Q: Does the OUCC support I&M’s Nuclear DTF proposal? 5 
A: No. I&M’s proposed $2 million contribution is not necessary to meet the 6 

decommissioning requirements beginning in 2034 for Cook Plant Unit 1 and 2037 7 

for Cook Plant Unit 2. My analysis shows the current contribution of $2 million13 8 

to the DTF only adds to a fund that is already overfunded. 9 

Q: What amount is currently in I&M’s Nuclear DTF? 10 
A: In response to OUCC Data Request (“DR”) 21-01, I&M stated as of June 30, 11 

2021, the Nuclear DTF contained $3,285,322,886,14 an increase of $302,986,376 12 

or 10.16% over the December 31, 2020 Nuclear DTF balance of 13 

$2,982,336,510.15 As of June 30, 2021, the Indiana Jurisdictional portion of the 14 

Nuclear DTF was $2,373,983,26216 (72.16%), while the Michigan Jurisdictional 15 

portion was $577,213,49717 (17.57%). 16 

Q: What is the estimated cost of decommissioning Cook Plant Units 1 and 2? 17 
A: I&M’s witness Roderick W. Knight testifies at pp. 12 – 13 (Figure RWK-2) that 18 

I&M’s proposed total decommissioning cost estimate is $2.031 billion in 2018 19 

dollars. There is an additional cost estimate of approximately $43.1 million for the 20 

 
13 Cause No. 45576, Pre-Filed Verified Direct Testimony of Aaron L. Hill, p. 22, ll. 3 - 5. 
14 Cause No. 45576, Attachment MDE-2. 
15 Hill, p. 10, l. 6. 
16 See Attachment MDE-2. 
17 Id. 
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eventual decontamination and removal of the Independent Spent Fuel Storage 1 

Installation (“ISFSI”).  2 

Importantly, I&M’s total estimated decommissioning costs at the end of 3 

the licensing periods (Unit 1 – October 25, 2034, and Unit 2 – December 23, 4 

2037) is approximately $2.075 billion18 – about $1.2 billion less than the current 5 

balance of the DTF, $3,285,322,886.19 In fact, the NRC 2017 Decommissioning 6 

Funding Status Report20 shows the NRC Minimum Site-Specific 7 

Decommissioning Cost Estimate is $512,446,094 for Cook Plant Unit 1 and 8 

$516,999,630 for Cook Plant Unit 2, for a total of $1,029,445,724. Using the 9 

NRC’s Estimate, I&M’s current Nuclear DTF balance has $2 billion dollars more 10 

than is needed to decommission Cook Plant Units 1 and 2.  11 

Q: Does the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) audit I&M’s Nuclear 12 
DTF? 13 

A: Yes. Attached to my testimony are public audit reports available on the NRC’s 14 

website, evaluating both the general status of the Nuclear DTF and the NRC’s 15 

DTF evaluation for Cook Plant Units 1 and 2. These NRC reports verify I&M’s 16 

compliance with NRC decommissioning funding assurance requirements.21 The 17 

following documents from the NRC website are attached to my testimony: 18 

a. 2017 Decommissioning Funding Status Report - Power Reactor 19 
Decommissioning Funding Assurance as of December 31, 2016 20 
(Attachment MDE-4); and 21 

 
18 Cause No. 45576, Pre-Filed Verified Direct Testimony of Roderick W. Knight, p. 14, Figure RWK-2. 
19 See Attachment MDE-2. 
20 See Attachment MDE-3. 
21 See Attachment MDE-4. 
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b. Letter dated March 27, 2019, from I&M’s witness, Q. Shane Lies, to the 1 
NRC; D.C. Cook Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2; Decommissioning Funding 2 
Status Report (Attachment MDE-3). 3 

Q: Did you perform any other analysis regarding the Nuclear DTF? 4 
A: Yes. I reviewed I&M’s Nuclear DTF total annual market value balances as of 5 

December 31, 2020, for the nine-year period 2012 through 2020. I then took the 6 

year-to-year differences to detail how the Nuclear DTF performed on an annual 7 

basis. My analysis of I&M’s Nuclear DTF market value shows that, at current 8 

contribution levels, I&M’s Nuclear DTF value is expected to increase by over 9 

$100 million a year. 22  10 

Q: How did the Nuclear DTF’s total market value perform over the last six 11 
years? 12 

A: The Nuclear DTF increased annually on average by 10.21%, or $198.1 million 13 

per year.23  14 

Q: How did the Nuclear DTF’s total market value perform during the six-month 15 
period January 1, 2021 through June 30, 2021? 16 

A: The Nuclear DTF increased 10.16% (over $302.9 million24) during the six-month 17 

period.  18 

Q: What is the Indiana portion of I&M’s Nuclear DTF actual market value at 19 
December 31, 2020 and forecasted market value on December 31, 2022? 20 

A: The existing Indiana Nuclear DTF market value on December 31, 2020 is 21 

$2,144,126,624.25 That balance is estimated to grow to $2,380,980,96126 for the 22 

forecasted test year ending December 31, 2022. 23 

Q: Is there a need to include an ongoing annual $2 million revenue requirement 24 

 
22 See Attachment MDE-2. 
23 See Attachment MDE-5. 
24 See Attachment MDE-5. 
25 Hill, p. 10, l. 11-19. 
26 Id. 
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to the Nuclear DTF after the test year ends, December 31, 2022, in I&M’s 1 
Indiana rates? 2 

A: No. Both the liquidated value of the Indiana portion of the estimated Nuclear DTF 3 

on December 31, 2037 and NRC’s estimate in its most recent Decommissioning 4 

Funding Status Report show there will be sufficient funds available as of 5 

December 31, 2037 to support a discontinuation of Indiana ratepayers’ annual 6 

contribution to the Nuclear DTF in this case. 7 

Asking customers to continue contributing to the Nuclear DTF is 8 

unnecessary. Further, if the Nuclear DTF is over-funded, any refund during the 9 

remaining life of the units could be credited to ratepayers who have not 10 

contributed to the Nuclear DTF, resulting in generational inequity. Either 11 

circumstance is unnecessary and unreasonable. 12 

Q: Will the Nuclear DTF stop earning interest when the decommissioning 13 
process begins? 14 

A: No. Although any annual contributions to the Nuclear DTF will cease once the 15 

decommissioning process begins, the Nuclear DTF will continue to earn interest 16 

until it is depleted.  17 

Q: If for some reason the Nuclear DTF balance does not cover decommissioning 18 
expenses, could I&M seek recovery of such expenses? 19 

A: Yes. If a shortfall develops over the next 20 years, Petitioner would still be able to 20 

seek recovery of all decommissioning costs. 21 

VII. RATE CASE EXPENSE 

Q: Have you reviewed Petitioner’s proposed rate case expense calculation?  22 

A: Yes. I reviewed Petitioner’s proposed rate case expense calculation and the costs 23 

of the individual components comprising rate case expense. I do not agree with 24 
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Petitioner’s proposal to include the cost of Communications Counsel of America 1 

(“CCA”) Training nor the Advanced Metering Infrastructure Cost Benefit Study. 2 

Q: What type of services did CCA provide I&M? 3 
A: In general, CCA provided I&M training on the regulatory process and 4 

communication skills to its subject matter experts who prepared testimony in this 5 

Cause.  6 

Q: Why did you exclude the cost of CCA’s services from I&M’s proposed rate 7 
case expense?  8 

A: I excluded the cost of CCA’s costs because CCA’s training is not related solely to 9 

this rate case. The services and skillsets recipients of CCA’s training receive can 10 

be applied beyond this case. For instance, only 9 of Petitioner’s 24 witnesses are 11 

I&M employees. Those witnesses are Mr. Brent E. Auer, Mr. Kurt C. Cooper, Mr. 12 

David S. Isaacson, Mr. Quinton Shane Lies, Mr. David A. Lucas, Ms. Dona 13 

Seger-Lawson, Mr. Toby Thomas, Mr. Jon C. Walter, and Mr. Andrew J. 14 

Williamson. Thus, the remaining 15 witnesses are American Electric Power 15 

Service Corporation employees or consultants who can use the services and skill 16 

sets they learned from the CCA training in their work for other AEP companies 17 

for whom they provide services. Indiana customers should not bear the brunt of a 18 

cost that serves I&M’s parent company and its affiliates.  19 

Q: Why do you oppose I&M’s proposal to include the cost of the Advanced 20 
Metering Infrastructure Cost Benefit Study in its rate case expense? 21 

A: The cost of the Advanced Metering Infrastructure Cost Benefit Study is not an 22 

expense associated with the rate case. Rather, it is an expense related to I&M’s 23 

Advanced Metering Infrastructure investment plan. Specifically, I&M witness 24 

Curtis H. Bech testified:  25 
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As discussed by Company witness Thomas, Accenture was 1 
engaged by the Company to conduct a cost benefit analysis for the 2 
Company’s AMI plan in Indiana. More specifically, Accenture 3 
mobilized the CBA effort, engaged with a cross-functional 4 
Company team, calculated AMI program costs and benefits, and 5 
developed a business case that leveraged both Company data and 6 
Accenture expertise.27 7 

In addition, I&M witness Toby Thomas testifies: 8 

The AMI Project that is part of I&M’s integrated distribution 9 
strategy is scheduled to occur over four years (2021 through 2024) 10 
and is estimated to have a cumulative capital cost of approximately 11 
$121 million. The age of our existing meters, our experience and 12 
knowledge of AMI, and a cost-benefit analysis prepared by 13 
Accenture (Accenture CBA) give us confidence that investing in 14 
AMI technology can provide many benefits to the distribution 15 
system and our customers. The Company proposes to include the 16 
capital cost contained in the 2021–2022 Capital Forecast Period in 17 
base rates and address the ongoing investment, as well as 18 
operational cost savings identified in the Accenture CBA through 19 
the proposed AMI Rider so that this benefit also flows through to 20 
customers as AMI is deployed.28 21 

Q: What does the OUCC recommend regarding rate case expenses? 22 
A: The OUCC recommends the Commission exclude the cost of the CCA Training 23 

($134,485) and AMI Cost Benefit Study ($672,500) from rate case expense. This 24 

adjustment reduces rate case expense by $403,493 since the total amount of 25 

$806,986 was amortized over two years. 26 

VIII. LIFE CYCLE MANAGEMENT RIDER

Q: What ratemaking treatment is I&M proposing with regard to its LCM 27 
Rider? 28 

A: I&M is proposing the following: 1) file its next LCM reconciliation (LCM-11) in 29 

the third quarter of 2021, 2) make a compliance filing shortly after an order is 30 

27 Direct Testimony of Curtis H. Bech, p. 5, ll. 6 – 11. 
28 Direct Testimony of Toby Thomas, p. 5, ll. 11 - 21. 



Public’s Exhibit No. 1 
Cause No. 45576 

Page 17 of 25 

received in this Cause, and 3) address the final reconciliation of the LCM 1 

over/under recovery and on-going recovery of property tax expense on LCM 2 

investment made in 2022 in a subsequent ECR filing. 3 

Q: Is the OUCC opposing Petitioner’s proposals for the LCM Rider? 4 
A: No.  5 

IX. FUEL CLAUSE ADJUSTMENT RIDER

Q: Does the OUCC accept I&M’s recommended base cost of fuel? 6 
A: Yes. While I&M’s base cost of fuel will need to be updated when the Rockport 7 

Unit 2 lease terminates in December 2022, the OUCC accepts I&M’s 8 

recommended $13.110 mills per kWh base cost of fuel.29 9 

Q: Does the OUCC continue to seek a reasonable accommodation in I&M’s 10 
FAC Rider, consistent with the review timeframe all other large Indiana 11 
electric investor-owned utilities have agreed to? 12 

A: Yes. Under the FAC statute, the OUCC is provided with only 20 days to review a 13 

utility’s FAC filing. However, I&M is the only large, investor-owned electric 14 

utility filing a semi-annual FAC, which requires the OUCC to review six months 15 

of data in twenty days. Due to the short schedule, only one round of discovery is 16 

possible. This is unduly burdensome and prejudicial to the OUCC’s review.  17 

By agreement with Duke Energy Indiana, LLC, Indianapolis Power & 18 

Light Company d/b/a AES Indiana (“AES Indiana”), Northern Indiana Public 19 

Service Company, LLC (“NIPSCO”), and Southern Indiana Gas and Electric 20 

Company D/B/A CenterPoint Energy Indiana South (“CEI South”), the OUCC 21 

has 35 days after the utilities file their applications and testimony to review three 22 

29 Direct Testimony of Nancy A. Heimberger, p. 27, l. 2. 
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months of data and file a report and testimony. An accommodation to provide the 1 

OUCC with 35 days to review I&M’s FAC filing is entirely appropriate given 2 

I&M’s filing contains six months of data. Even more compelling, unlike the other 3 

large investor-owned electric utilities with FACs, I&M includes its Green Power 4 

Rider (“GPR”) in its FAC proceeding. Therefore, within 20 days, the OUCC must 5 

review six months of FAC data and any GPR-related accounting requests. I&M 6 

has sought and received a deviation from the traditional scope of an FAC filing 7 

and has elected to make its filing only twice a year. The OUCC should be granted 8 

a commensurate accommodation in order to complete a thorough review of 9 

I&M’s requests in each filing.  10 

Therefore, should the Commission continue allowing I&M to include its 11 

GPR in its FAC filing, the OUCC requests the Commission make the approval 12 

contingent on I&M’s agreement to allow the OUCC a minimum 35 days to 13 

review I&M’s FAC filings.  14 

X. VEGETATION MANAGEMENT  

Q: Please describe I&M’s vegetation management plan. 15 
A: Mr. Isaacson describes I&M’s vegetation management plan as moving from a 16 

reactive approach to managing vegetation (trees, brush, and vines) on a 17 

systematic, cycle-based approach. The systematic approach began with its initial 18 

four-year (2018-2021) program which involves two components: 1) expanding 19 

overhead conductor clearance zones and 2) application of remedial vegetation 20 

management. 21 
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Q: Does I&M’s testimony state it has experienced improvement in vegetation-1 
caused System Average Interruption Duration Index (“SAIDI”)? 2 

A: Yes. Mr. Isaacson testifies “I&M’s vegetation caused SAIDI has favorably 3 

declined by nearly 30% (from the end of 2017 to the beginning of 2021).”30 Mr. 4 

Isaacson believes continuing this program, starting with the next four-year 5 

vegetation management rotation period in 2022, is equally important to further 6 

improve reliability and avoid returning to a system plagued by controllable 7 

vegetation-caused service interruptions. 8 

Q: Is I&M on schedule to complete its initial four-year program by the end of 9 
2021? 10 

A: Yes. I&M is on schedule to complete its initial four-year program by the end of 11 

2021 and intends to begin its second four-year program in 2022. 12 

Q: Has I&M previously underperformed with regard to its vegetation 13 
management plan? 14 

A: Yes. In Cause No. 44967, I&M outlined a vegetation management plan to 15 

increase its spending significantly to perform remedial maintenance over an initial 16 

four-year period (2018-2021), and thereafter to continue a regular four-year 17 

maintenance cycle. In Cause No. 45235, the Company proposed to continue its 18 

planned remedial work and forecasted $16,241,025 in Indiana jurisdictional 19 

vegetation management expense for the test year ended December 31, 2020.  20 

Q: Did the Commission approve I&M’s $16.2 million request for vegetation 21 
management in Cause No. 45235? 22 

 
30 Direct Testimony of David S. Isaacson, p. 21, ll. 10 – 11. 
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A: Yes.  The Commission approved “$16.2 million for vegetation management since 1 

the record shows I&M’s test year level of vegetation management expense is 2 

consistent with that experienced in 2018 and with year-to-date results in 2019.”31  3 

Q: How does I&M’s forecasted 2022 test year vegetation management cost level 4 
compare to its historical data? 5 

A: I&M’s $16.2 million test year forecast is consistent with the four-year (2018-6 

2021) average since it was granted $16.2 million for vegetation management plan 7 

expense in Cause Nos. 44967 and 45235. 8 

Q: Is the OUCC opposing the $16.2 million expense I&M is including in base 9 
rates? 10 

A: No. I&M has shown improvement in outage statistics and increased service 11 

reliability to customers. Thus, the OUCC is not opposing the $16.2 million 12 

request. However, because I&M has struggled recently with staying ahead of its 13 

system’s vegetation management needs and because vegetation management 14 

spending can be reduced throughout the year, it is reasonable for the Commission 15 

and interested stakeholders, like the OUCC, to stay apprised about I&M’s annual 16 

spending.   17 

Q: What does the OUCC recommend? 18 
A: The OUCC recommends I&M include its annual vegetation management plan 19 

expense and provide its vegetation related SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIDI statistics as 20 

part of its annual Performance Metrics Collaborative Report filed under Cause 21 

No. 44967. 22 

 
31 Cause No. 45235, Final Order p. 76. 
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XI. COOK COAL TERMINAL AND RIVER TRANSPORTATION

Q: Is I&M’s cost of coal delivery rising? 1 
A: Yes. In I&M’s most recent FAC proceeding (Cause No. 38702 FAC-87), I&M 2 

witness Jeffrey C. Dial testified “[t]he increase in delivered cost is primarily due 3 

to the increase in costs associated with transloading and barging as a result of 4 

lower actual generation than what was previously forecasted.32 5 

Mr. Dial also provided the following table which show the variance for 6 

costs of coal and cost of transportation for the 6-month period December 2020 7 

through May 2021:33  8 

Q: Did the OUCC comment on this issue in I&M’s FAC-87? 9 
A: Yes. OUCC witness Greg Guerrettaz testified:   10 

During the Reconciliation Period, the overall weighted average 11 
delivery cost was forecast to be $40.80/ton. Actual delivery cost 12 
was $57.66/ton or 326.34 cents/MMBtu. Fuel costs are expected to 13 
be higher in 2021 due to increased barging and transloading costs. 14 
The OUCC asked I&M to provide additional detailed calculations 15 
for the increased barging and transloading costs which may lead to 16 
additional questions by the OUCC. Due to the OUCC’s very short 17 
FAC audit time (20 days), the OUCC recommends I&M provide 18 
testimony on all material cost increases in future FACs.34 19 

32 Cause No. 38707 FAC-87, Direct Testimony of Jeffrey C. Dial, p. 5. 
33 Id. 
34 Cause No. 38707 FAC-87, Direct Testimony of Gregory Guerrettaz, pp. 4 - 5. 
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Q: Did the OUCC’s Data Request No. 20-02 seek any analysis AEP, I&M, 1 
AEPSC, any other affiliate, or consultant has conducted regarding the Cook 2 
Coal Terminal contract expiration? 3 

A: Yes.  I&M provided the following response: 4 

The current Cook Coal Terminal (CCT) Facility Lease extends 5 
through January 25, 2023. There are fixed costs associated with 6 
CCT such as the facility lease payment, equipment lease payments, 7 
United Mine Workers of America (UMWA) pension withdrawal 8 
liability, insurance, depreciation and amortization, property taxes, 9 
and minimum operating expenses that would be incurred 10 
regardless of whether CCT were to operate or not through the end 11 
of the lease. CCT remains the reasonable least cost alternative in 12 
comparison to other third party terminals when factoring in these 13 
fixed costs. AEPSC is currently evaluating the long term viability 14 
of CCT post lease expiration and will provide an update during the 15 
next FAC filing (FAC 88).35 16 

Q: Is I&M experiencing similar issues with its barge costs? 17 
A: Yes. There are fixed costs associated with the barge rates that would be incurred 18 

through the end of the CCT lease regardless of whether River Transportation was 19 

operating. 20 

Q: Please explain why transloading and barge costs are rising while coal 21 
consumption is decreasing. 22 

A: I&M must pay certain fixed CCT and barge costs regardless of the amount of coal 23 

it takes. As tons of coal decrease, the cost per ton of coal increases because there 24 

are fewer tons over which total CCT and barge costs are allocated. 25 

Q: Is the OUCC concerned about the rising transloading and barging costs per 26 
ton as a result of lower actual coal generation? 27 

A: Yes. Coal generation units are forecasted to be used less. I&M needs to closely 28 

examine its fuel costs and take immediate action to reduce such costs. I&M’s 29 

current contract with CCT expires on January 23, 2023, and I&M should take 30 

aggressive actions to secure a better deal with CCT or another company. In 31 
 

35 Cause No. 45576, I&M Response to OUCC DR 20-2. 
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addition, I&M should also look to renegotiate its barge contract with River 1 

Transportation, which has no end date but allows the shipper to terminate with 2 

notice.  3 

Q: What does the OUCC recommend? 4 
A: The OUCC recommends I&M provide updates and testimony in all future FAC 5 

proceedings regarding CCT and River Transportation rates and contracts. 6 

XII. RECOMMENDATIONS

Q: What do you recommend in this proceeding? 7 
A: I recommend the Commission: 8 

1) Deny Petitioner’s request to maintain $2 million annual contribution to the9 
Nuclear DTF and reduce the current annual contribution to $0 after December10 
31, 2022;11 

2) Reduce annual rate case expense by $403,493;12 

3) Approve I&M’s proposal for the LCM Rider;13 

4) Authorize the OUCC 35 days from the time I&M files its FAC testimony to14 
review I&M’s FAC filing and file OUCC testimony;15 

5) Require I&M to include its annual vegetation management plan expense and16 
provide its vegetation related SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIDI statistics as part of its17 
annual Performance Metrics Collaborative Report;18 

6) Require I&M to provide CCT and Barging contract updates through its19 
testimony to the Commission and OUCC in future FAC proceedings; and20 

7) Require I&M to provide CCT and River Transportation rates and contract21 
updates in testimony in all future FAC proceedings.22 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 23 
A: Yes. 24 
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APPENDIX A 

Q: Please describe your educational background and experience. 1 
A: I graduated from Purdue University in West Lafayette, Indiana in December 2 

1986, with a Bachelor of Science degree, majoring in Accounting. I am licensed 3 

in the State of Indiana as a Certified Public Accountant. Upon graduation, I 4 

worked as a Field Auditor with the Audit Bureau of Circulation in Schaumburg, 5 

Illinois until October 1987. In December 1987, I accepted a position as a Staff 6 

Accountant with the OUCC. In May 1995, I was promoted to Principal 7 

Accountant and in December 1997, I was promoted to Assistant Chief 8 

Accountant. As part of the OUCC’s reorganization, I accepted the position of 9 

Assistant Director of its Telecommunications Division in July 1999. From 10 

January 2000 through May 2000, I was the Acting Director of the 11 

Telecommunications Division. As part of an OUCC reorganization, I accepted a 12 

position as a Senior Utility Analyst. In September 2017 I accepted the position of 13 

Assistant Director in the Electric Division. As part of my continuing education, I 14 

have attended the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioner's 15 

(“NARUC”) two-week seminar in Lansing, Michigan. I attended NARUC’s 16 

spring 1993 and 1996 seminar on system of accounts. In addition, I attended 17 

several CPA sponsored courses and the Institute of Public Utilities Annual 18 

Conference in December 1994 and December 2000. 19 

Q: Please describe the review and analysis you conducted in order to prepare 20 
your testimony. 21 

A: I read I&M’s Petition and prefiled testimony in this proceeding, as well as 22 
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relevant Commission Orders. I reviewed Petitioner’s workpapers and its 1 

Minimum Standard Filing Requirements (“MSFR”) filing. In addition, I 2 

participated in the preparation of discovery questions, both formal and informal, 3 

and reviewed Petitioner’s responses to OUCC questions and Intervenors’ data 4 

requests. 5 

Q: Have you previously filed testimony before the Commission? 6 
A: Yes. 7 
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Index of Issues, Requests, and Supporting Witnesses1 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
Subject OUCC Request Supporting 

Witness 
Workpaper or Exhibit 

Reference 
Overall Revenue 
Increase 

• Total annual decrease in
revenue of $6,335,486
approximately to be phased
in over 2 steps.

• Mark Garrett • Public’s Exhibit No. 2,
Schedule MG-3

Financial Forecast • Set rates based on the
OUCC’s adjustments to
Petitioner’s Test Year
financial forecast.

• Reflect forecasted revenues,
O&M, and capital.
investments in rates.

• Michael Eckert
(O&M)

• Mark Garrett
(O&M, Capital
Investment, Capital
Structure)

• Anthony Alvarez
(Capital
Investment, O&M)

• John Haselden
(Capital
Investment)

• Kaleb Lantrip
(O&M)

• Caleb Loveman
(O&M, Capital
Investment)

• Wes Blakley
(Capital
Investment, O&M)

• Public’s Exhibit No. 1

• Public’s Exhibit No. 2,
Schedules MG-8, MG-11
through MG-15, and MG -
17

• Public’s Exhibit No. 5

• Public’s Exhibit No. 8

• Public’s Exhibit No. 9

• Public’s Exhibit No. 10

• Public’s Exhibit No. 11

1 This Index of the OUCC’s case-in-chief is intended to highlight issues and is not an exhaustive summary of the OUCC’s 
testimony in this proceeding. A complete account of the OUCC’s requested relief can be found in the OUCC’s case-in-chief, 
including but not limited to its testimony and attachments. 
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REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
Subject OUCC Request Supporting 

Witness 
Workpaper or 

Exhibit Reference 
Return on Equity 
(ROE) 

• Authorize 9.10% ROE. • David Garrett • Public’s Exhibit No. 3,
Attachment DJG 1-2
to DJG 1

Weighted Average 
Cost of Capital 
(WACC) 

• Authorize WACC of
5.60% applied to
forecasted rate base.

• Mark Garrett • Public’s Exhibit No. 2,
Schedule MG-20

Depreciation • Set new depreciation
rates and reflect the
resulting depreciation
expense in base rates
based on the OUCC’s
changes to Petitioner’s
depreciation study.

• Mark Garrett
(Depreciation
Expense)

• David Garrett
(Depreciation
Rates and
Expense)

• Public’s Exhibit No. 2,
Schedule MG-18

• Public’s Exhibit No. 4,
Attachment DJG-2-2
to DJG 2-11

Taxes • Reflect forecasted test
year tax expense in base
rates.

• Apply gross revenue
conversion factor
(GRCF).

• Mark Garrett • Public’s Exhibit No. 2,
Schedule MG-2

Forecasted Rate 
Base 

• Recommended rejection
of OPEB/Pension
“Assets” and incentive
program (STI & LTI).

• Recommended rejection
of unsupported capital
projects and AMI
Program costs

• Removal of Flex Pay
Program costs

• Removal of non-
recurring cybersecurity
capital costs

• Recommended removal
of EV Fast Charging

• Recommended removal
of bad Debts Expense
and Rockport Unit 2
SCR from Rate Base

• Mark Garrett

• Anthony Alvarez

• Caleb Loveman

• Kaleb Lantrip

• John Haselden

• Wes Blakley

• Public’s Exhibit No.
2, Schedule MG-12,
MG-13, and MG-16

• Public’s Exhibit No. 5

• Public’s Exhibit No. 8

• Public’s Exhibit No. 9

• Public’s Exhibit No.
10

• Public’s Exhibit No.
11
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COST OF SERVICE AND RATE DESIGN 
Subject OUCC Proposal Supporting 

Witness 
Workpaper or Exhibit 

Reference 
Class Cost of 
Service Study 
(COSS) 

• Changes to Petitioner’s
proposed allocation
methodologies.

• Glenn Watkins • Public’s Exhibit No. 12

Overall Rate 
Design 

• Changes to Petitioner’s
proposed subsidies.

• Changes to Petitioner’s
proposed monthly
customer service
charges.

• Glenn Watkins • Public’s Exhibit No. 12

Rider Proposals • Approval of
Petitioner’s proposed
Fuel Cost Adjustment
(“FAC”) and Life
Cycle Management
(“LCM”) riders.

• Michael Eckert • Public’s Exhibit No. 1

Rider Proposals • Approval of
Petitioner’s Resource
Adequacy Rider
(“RAR”) Rockport
Unit 2 lease
termination refund
proposal.

• Proposal to reflect
Rockport Unit 2
pollution control
technology in
Environmental Cost
Rider (“ECR”).

• Proposed
Modifications to
Advanced Metering
Infrastructure (“AMI”)
Rider.

• Changes to Petitioner’s
proposed Tax Rider.

• Wes Blakley • Public’s Exhibit No. 11
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COST OF SERVICE AND RATE DESIGN 
Subject OUCC Proposal Supporting Witness Workpaper or Exhibit 

Reference 
Rider Proposals • Recommended

denial of Petitioner’s
proposed AMI
Rider.

• Anthony Alvarez • Public’s Exhibit No. 5

Terms and 
Conditions of 
Service and 
Tariffs 

• Deny opt-out
provision and
recommend
reporting

• Changes to
Petitioner’s Terms
and Conditions
Relating to
Customer Deposits.

• Peter Boerger (Critical
Peak Pricing Program)

• Caleb Loveman (Remote
Disconnect and Reconnect)

• Public’s Exhibit No. 6

• Public’s Exhibit No. 10

Miscellaneous Issues 
Subject OUCC Proposal Supporting Witness Workpaper or Exhibit 

Reference 
Cook Coal Terminal • Provide negotiation

updates in future FAC
proceedings.

• Michael Eckert • Public’s Exhibit No. 1

Barge Rates • Provide negotiation
updates in future FAC
proceedings.

• Michael Eckert • Public’s Exhibit No. 1

Rockport Unit 2 
Settlement (45546) 

• Introduce and explain a
settlement.

• Peter Boerger • Public’s Exhibit No. 6

Indiana Michigan 
Municipal 
Distributors 
Association’s 
(“IMMDA”) load 

• Require I&M to refund
the amount related to
IMMDA-related
amounts collected
between the date of
implementation of Phase
1 rates in this Cause and
December 7, 2022.

• Peter Boerger • Public’s Exhibit No. 6

SO2 Allowance 
Inventory 

• Amortize Cost over 12
years.

• Cynthia Armstrong • Public’s Exhibit No. 7

Coal Combustion 
Residuals closure 
activities 

• Activities should be
funded through Asset
Retirement Obligations.

• Cynthia Armstrong • Public’s Exhibit No. 7

EZ Bill • Deny I&M’s request to
account for EZ Bill
Program above-the-line.

• Kaleb Lantrip • Public’s Exhibit No. 9



Cause No. 45576 
OUCC Attachment MDE-2 

Page 1 of 2



Cause No. 45576 
OUCC Attachment MDE-2 

Page 2 of 2



•·
INDIANA 
MICHIGAN 
POWER

"'

A unit of American Electric Power 

March 27, 2019 

Docket Nos.: 50-315 
50-316

•' 

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
ATTN: Document Control Desk 
Washington, DC 20555-001 

. . . . . . . . . 

Donald C. Cook Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2 
DECOMMISSIONING FUNDING STATUS REPORT 

Indiana Michigan Power 
Cook Nuclear Plant 
One Cook Place 
Bridgman, Ml 49106 
lndlanaMichiganPower,com 

AEP-NRC-2019-10 
. 10 CFR 50.75(1')(1) 

In accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.75(f)(1), Indiana Michigan Power Company, the 
licensee for Donald C. Cook Nuclear Plant (CNP), Units 1 and 2, hereby submits the biennial report 
on the status of decommissioning funding. The recovery of decommissioning funds for the eventual 
decommissioning of CNP Units 1 and 2 is fully assured through cost of service regulation and the 
resulting contribution of funds into an external trust. 

When projected to the current license expiration date .for each unit, the Nuclear ,Decommissioning 
1rust balance ·is greater than the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission calculated minimum· cost of 
decommissioning pursuant to 10 CFR 50.75(b) and (c), confirming compliance with the financial 
assurance requirements of 10 CFR 50. 75. 

This letter contains no new commitments. If you have any questions regarding the report or 
decommissioning funding, please contact Mr. Michael K. Scarpello, Regulatory Affairs Director, at 
(269) 466-2649. . 

Sincerely, 

�J. �

ane Lies 
ce President 

JMT/mll 

Enclosure: Indiana Michigan Power Company, Donald C. Cook Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2 2018 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Financial Assurance Requirements Report for 
Decommissioning Nuclear Power Reactors 
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AFFIRMATION 

I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that the foregoing representations are true. 

Michael D. Eckert 
Assistant Director of the Electric Division 
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
Cause No 45576 
Indiana Michigan Power Co. 

October 12, 2021 
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