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JAMES M. MAZUREK 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 James M. Mazurek.  My business address is 161 North Clark Street, 9 

Chicago, Illinois 60601. 10 

Q. Are you the same James M. Mazurek who provided both direct and rebuttal 11 

testimony in this proceeding? 12 

A. Yes, I am. 13 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 14 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 15 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimonies of The 16 

People of the State of Illinois and the Citizens Utility Board (AG/CUB) joint witness, Mr. David 17 

J. Effron (AG/CUB Exhibit 4.0); and Illinois Commerce Commission (Commission) Staff 18 

witness, Ms. Bonita A. Pearce and Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers (IIEC) witness, Mr. 19 

Robert R. Stephens (IIEC Exhibit 5.0), regarding merger costs and savings in the test year. 20 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your surrebuttal testimony? 21 
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A. No, I'm not. 22 

III. RESPONSE TO AG/CUB WITNESS, MR. EFFRON 23 

A. Mr. Effron states, “nothing in the Company’s rebuttal testimony suggests as unreasonable 24 

his recommendation to exclude merger costs from the Company’s test year revenue requirement 25 

until actual costs are known and actual savings are realized.”  (AG/CUB Ex. 4.0, p. 6.)  How do 26 

you respond? 27 

I disagree.  As stated in my rebuttal testimony, (Ameren Ex. 30.0, p. 7), because the 28 

Company is utilizing a future test year, its costs are based on a projection or forecast of that 29 

future period.  Therefore, use of projected savings for merger costs and benefits, rather than 30 

actual costs, is appropriate.  Moreover, as stated in by rebuttal testimony, (Ameren Ex. 30.0, p. 7), 31 

the MIPO is a detailed study which supports the projected costs and benefits of the merger.  32 

Accordingly, my rebuttal testimony clearly demonstrates the unreasonableness of Mr. Effron’s 33 

proposal to exclude merger costs until actual costs are known and actual savings are realized.  34 

That recommendation should be disregarded. 35 

Q. Does Ms. Pearce respond to Mr. Effron’s recommendation above that merger costs 36 

be excluded until actual merger costs are known? 37 

A. Yes.  Ms. Pearce does not agree with Mr. Effron’s recommendation. She accepts that not 38 

all merger costs will be based on amounts actually known because the Company has used a 39 

future test year.  (ICC Staff Ex. 21.0, p. 17.)  Thus, she adopts a position similar to that stated in 40 

my Rebuttal Testimony, (Ameren Ex. 30.0, p. 7), and discussed above. 41 

IV. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, MS. PEARCE 42 

Q. What is Ms. Pearce’s current position regarding merger costs? 43 
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A. Ms. Pearce has withdrawn her previously recommended adjustment to remove merger 44 

costs from the Company’s test year revenue requirement.  Based on the revised information and 45 

explanations provided in my Rebuttal Testimony and that of Mr. Nelson and Mr. Stafford 46 

regarding projected merger costs and savings, Ms. Pearce believes the Company has 47 

demonstrated savings resulting from the merger in excess of costs for the 2012 test year and 48 

beyond.  (ICC Staff Ex. 21.0, pp. 16-17.)   49 

V. RESPONSE TO IIEC WITNESS, MR. STEPHENS 50 

Q. How does Mr. Stephens respond to your rebuttal testimony regarding the $2.6 51 

million increment in Public Utilities Revenue Act tax that Mr. Stephens contends should be 52 

a merger cost? 53 

A. In his direct testimony, Mr. Stephens stated that if, in rebuttal testimony, the Company 54 

could document test year and subsequent net savings attributable to the merger, including the 55 

cost effect of the $2.6 million Public Utilities Revenue Act (PURA) tax increase in the test year, 56 

then an adjustment to merger costs would not be necessary. Otherwise, he recommended that the 57 

Commission disallow some or all of the $2.6 million PURA tax expense.  (IIEC Ex. 1.0, p. 29.)  58 

In response, the Company demonstrated in the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Nelson that the merger 59 

savings exceeded merger costs on a revenue requirement basis in the test year and in subsequent 60 

years, even including the $2.6 million PURA tax increase.  Mr. Stephens acknowledges that 61 

information for the period subsequent to the test year, but he refrains from opining as to the 62 

reasonableness of the estimates.  (IIEC Ex. 5.0, p. 39.)  Instead, referring to Ameren Exhibit 63 

30.4, he claims that in the test year, 2012, merger net savings that are somewhat below the $2.6 64 

million PURA Tax increment, and defers any conclusion to the Commission. 65 
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Q. Should Mr. Stephens be basing his conclusions regarding test year merger savings 66 

and costs on the O&M costs shown on Ameren Ex. 30.4? 67 

A. No.  As explained in Mr. Nelson’s rebuttal, merger costs and savings in the test year 68 

should be calculated on a revenue requirement basis.  Mr. Nelson’s rebuttal testimony (pp. 20-69 

23) demonstrates that in the test year, on a revenue requirement basis merger savings do exceed 70 

merger costs, even if the PURA tax increment is included.  The information contained in Ameren 71 

Exhibit 30.4 is not the appropriate basis for comparison of merger costs and savings in the test 72 

year because Ameren Exhibit 30.4 is not calculated on a revenue requirement basis. For 73 

example, the 2012 merger Operating & Maintenance (O&M) costs shown in Ameren Exhibit 74 

30.4 do not reflect the removal of internal labor amounts as discussed by Mr. Nelson.  Thus, Mr. 75 

Stephen’s claim regarding Ameren Exhibit 30.4 should be disregarded. Mr. Stephens should be 76 

basing his conclusion regarding test year merger costs and benefits on Mr. Nelson’s revenue 77 

requirement analysis. 78 

Q. Mr. Stephens recommends, if the Commission finds the benefits of the merger are 79 

reasonably likely to exceed the additional $2.6 million PURA tax cost, then an adjustment 80 

to merger costs is not necessary.  (IIEC Ex. 5.0, p. 39.)  Do you agree? 81 

A. Yes.  As I indicate above, the Company has demonstrated merger savings will exceed 82 

merger costs in the test year and subsequent years, even considering the PURA tax increment.  83 

Staff witness Pearce agrees that “the analyses provided by the Company reflect savings in excess 84 

of costs for the 2012 test year and beyond.”  Accordingly, the “benefits of the merger are 85 

reasonably likely to exceed the additional $2.6 million PURA tax cost,” and so, under Mr. 86 

Stephens position, no adjustment to merger costs is required. 87 
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VI. CONCLUSION 88 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 89 

A. Yes, it does. 90 


