
Ameren Exhibit 43.0 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

DOCKET Nos. 11-0279, 11-0282 (Cons.) 

 

 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

DAVID A. HEINTZ 

 

 

 

SUBMITTED ON BEHALF 

OF 

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY 

d/b/a Ameren Illinois 

 

 

September 1, 2011



Ameren Exhibit 43.0 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 Page No. 

I.  INTRODUCTION............................................................................................................ 1 

II.  PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY ......................................................................................... 1 

III.  RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS TOLSDORF ........................................................ 2 

IV.  CONCLUSION ................................................................................................................ 5 

 

 



Ameren Exhibit 43.0 
Page 1of 5 
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DAVID A. HEINTZ 4 
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I. INTRODUCTION 7 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 8 

A. My name is David A. Heintz.  My business address is 293 Boston Post Road, Suite 500, 9 

Marlborough, Massachusetts 01752. 10 

Q. Are you the same David A. Heintz who previously submitted direct and rebuttal 11 

testimony in this proceeding? 12 

A. Yes, I am. 13 

Q. On whose behalf are you presenting this surrebuttal testimony? 14 

A. I am sponsoring this surrebuttal testimony on behalf of the electric and gas businesses of 15 

Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (Company or AIC). 16 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 17 

Q What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 18 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Illinois 19 

Commerce Commission (Commission) Staff witness, Mr. Scott Tolsdorf. 20 
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Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your surrebuttal testimony? 21 

A. No, I'm not. 22 

III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, MR. TOLSDORF 23 

Q. Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony of Staff witness, Mr. Tolsdorf filed in 24 

these proceedings, as it relates to the determination of the Company’s cash working capital 25 

requirements?  26 

A. Yes, I have. 27 

Q. Are there any remaining differences between the calculations of the cash working 28 

capital requirements as determined by the Company and those calculated by Staff? 29 

A. Yes.  While Mr. Tolsdorf has, for the most part, accepted the Company’s proposed 30 

methodology for determining the cash working capital (CWC) requirements associated with 31 

pass-through taxes, there remain two differences in the determination of the CWC effect of pass-32 

through taxes.  In addition, Staff and the Company use different levels of revenue and expenses 33 

in their CWC calculations. 34 

Q. Mr. Tolsdorf proposes the 16th day of the month as a midpoint date for determining 35 

the impact on AIC’s CWC requirements attributable to pass-through taxes.  Does the 36 

Company accept Mr. Tolsdorf’s proposed midpoint? 37 

A. Yes.   38 

Q. Are there other differences in the methodology used to determine the CWC impact 39 

of pass-through taxes?   40 
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A. Yes.  Mr. Tolsdorf relies upon an assumption regarding the timing of the remittance of 41 

Energy Assistance Charges that is different from the Company’s actual practices. 42 

Q. Please explain the difference related to the timing of the remittance of Energy 43 

Assistance Charges. 44 

A. As discussed in my rebuttal testimony, funds associated with Energy Assistance Charges 45 

are to be remitted by the 20th of the month1.  Staff and the Company agree that the funds are 46 

available to the Company on the 16th of the month.  Therefore, the Company effectively has 47 

access to the funds attributable to the Energy Assistance Charges for four days. 48 

 Mr. Tolsdorf contends that, under the enabling legislation, the Energy Assistance Charges 49 

are due by the 20th of the month following the month in which the charges were collected.  Thus, 50 

Mr. Tolsdorf calculates the Company has access to the funds for 35 days, instead of 4 days. 51 

Q. Does the Company disagree with Mr. Tolsdorf’s interpretation of the enabling 52 

legislation? 53 

A. No.  However, as explained in my rebuttal testimony, the Company’s practice is to remit 54 

taxes to the taxing authorities based upon billings adjusted for debts written off each month.  55 

Thus, the Company remits the taxes approximately one month before Mr. Tolsdorf says it 56 

should. 57 

Q. If the Commission adopts Mr. Tolsdorf’s position, as it relates to the remittance of 58 

Energy Assistance Charges, would the Company change these practices? 59 

                                                 
1 Ameren Exhibit 25.0, p. 9. 
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A. The Company would evaluate making such a change.  If the Commission now concludes 60 

that the Company is effectively paying the Energy Assistance Charges a month in advance of the 61 

due date and determines the Company’s CWC requirements accordingly, the Company will 62 

consider aligning its practices with the Commission’s view. 63 

Q. What steps would be required to remit the Energy Assistance charges a month later? 64 

A. The Company could effectively skip a monthly payment to the taxing authority.  During 65 

the test year, the Company’s liability for Energy Assistance Charges is estimated to be in excess 66 

of $27 million.  Therefore, the Company would remit approximately $2.3 million less than the 67 

taxing authority would anticipate for the year.  In subsequent years, the amount remitted would 68 

return to historical levels; however, the taxing authority would remain underfunded by over $2 69 

million in the first year. 70 

 If the Company decides to pursue altering its remittance schedule, it would seek approval 71 

from the Illinois Department of Revenue (IDOR). 72 

Q. What programs could be impacted by a change in remittance practices? 73 

A. The Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEO) is the agency 74 

responsible for administering these funds for purpose of comprehensive low income energy 75 

assistance programs throughout the State.  It is not known if altering the remittance schedule as 76 

discussed above would have an material adverse impact on DCEO or the programs. 77 

Q. Can the Company predict how IDOR will react to such a proposed change in the 78 

remittance schedule? 79 
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A. No.  It is possible that IDOR would deny such a proposed change, and the Company 80 

could find itself in a situation in which one State agency (the ICC) says it should remit taxes to 81 

the State on one schedule while another State agency (IDOR) says it should remit the same taxes 82 

on a different schedule.  Moreover, we hope such a change poses no hardship on DCEO or its 83 

constituents. 84 

Q. What is your recommendation to the Commission regarding the treatment of the 85 

Energy Assistance Charges as it relates to the determination of the Company’s CWC 86 

requirements? 87 

A. Given that the Company has had a long-standing practice of remitting pass-through taxes 88 

based upon monthly billings adjusted for write-offs, I recommend that the Commission permit 89 

the Company to continue to remit the Energy Assistance Charges in a manner consistent with 90 

past practices.  This will avoid negative impacts on both the Company and the State. 91 

Q. You said that the Staff and the Company use different levels of revenue and 92 

expenses in their CWC calculations.  What level of revenues and expenses should be used 93 

in the CWC analyses? 94 

A. The ultimate level of CWC requirements should reflect the level of operating expenses 95 

authorized by the Commission in these proceedings. 96 

IV. CONCLUSION 97 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 98 

A. Yes, it does. 99 


