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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET Nos. 11-0279, 11-0282 (Cons.) 2 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF  3 

STAN E. OGDEN 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 Stan E. Ogden and my business address is 300 Liberty Street, Peoria, Illinois. 9 

Q. Are you the same Stan E. Ogden who provided rebuttal testimony in this 10 

proceeding? 11 

A. Yes I am.  12 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 13 

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

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Illinois 15 

Commerce Commission (Commission) Staff witness, Mr. Scott Tolsdorf as it pertains to Ameren 16 

Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois' (AIC or Company) budgeted charitable contributions for 17 

2012.   18 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your surrebuttal testimony? 19 

A. No, I'm not. 20 
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III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, MR. TOLSDORF  21 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Tolsdorf’s rebuttal testimony concerning charitable 22 

contributions? 23 

A. I agree with Mr. Toldsorf that the position asserted by IIEC witness Mr. Gorman to 24 

remove all charitable contributions from the revenue requirement is untenable.  However, I 25 

disagree with the methodology Mr. Tolsdorf employs to determine the reasonableness of the 26 

amount of contributions proposed to be recovered by AIC in this case.  His proposal does not 27 

fully represent a reasonable amount of charitable contributions for AIC in 2012.  The budgeted 28 

amount as advanced in this case provides a reasonable, if not conservative, amount of charitable 29 

contributions that the Commission should approve for recovery. 30 

Q. Please explain why you disagree with Mr. Tolsdorf’s methodology. 31 

A. Mr. Tolsdorf addresses reasonableness in his testimony by simply citing the budget for 32 

2011 and applying an inflationary factor of 2%.  However, the reasonableness of charitable 33 

contributions cannot be addressed without review or reference to the planned contributions 34 

themselves as budgeted.  Additionally, Mr. Tolsdorf does not address my testimony concerning 35 

the recent Commission precedent in the Commonwealth Edison Company (ComEd) rate order 36 

(Docket No. 10-0467) and the import that decision has on the issue presented in this case   37 

Q. Please explain why you believe the planned contributions support the 38 

reasonableness of AIC’s aggregate contribution total. 39 

A. In my rebuttal testimony, I presented detail concerning the planned charitable 40 

contributions by AIC for 2012.  I included an attachment to my testimony listing the planned 41 

expenditures and explained how those expenditures met the standards set forth in the Illinois 42 
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Public Utilities Act (PUA), as well as the Commission’s recent order in the ComEd case with 43 

regard to charitable contributions. (See Ameren Ex. 28.0, p. 5-6; and Ameren Ex. 28.1.)  Mr. 44 

Tolsdorf did not respond to these portions of my testimony or the supporting exhibit.  He did not 45 

challenge the expected contributions to any one charity as being too much or too little, or that the 46 

nature of any charity is inappropriate.  As my rebuttal testimony established, the recipients listed 47 

all operate within AIC’s territory and are all well-established organizations.  The amount planned 48 

to be contributed in aggregate, and by line item, is reasonable.  By capping the allowed recovery 49 

at the 2011 budget total plus an inflation factor, Staff proposes an arbitrary reduction to the 50 

reasonable amount of charitable contributions proposed. 51 

Q. Please explain why the Commission should consider the import of its decision in the 52 

recent ComEd order with regard to AIC’s proposed charitable contributions? 53 

A. The Commission recognizes utilities do make contributions and that such contributions 54 

are well received and needed.  In this respect the Commission recognizes the contributions as 55 

legitimate operating expenses.  Some approximation of proportionality applicable to charitable 56 

contributions between the two utilities can provide guidance.  As I commented in my rebuttal 57 

testimony, AIC’s $2 million in proposed contributions is roughly proportional to ComEd’s 58 

recently granted $6.1 million amount considering the number of customers served by each.   59 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Tolsdorf’s comments concerning reliability vs. 60 

charitable contributions? 61 

A. While I would agree that the Company should certainly prioritize essential reliability 62 

expenditures, this dichotomy does not assist in addressing the salient issue before the 63 

Commission as I understand it; the reasonableness of AIC’s proposed budget for charitable 64 
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contributions to be made in 2012.  In my opinion, the Commission should address the level of 65 

charitable contributions on the merits.   The Company specifically budgeted $2 million dollars 66 

for charitable contributions for 2012 with the good faith intention of spending that amount during 67 

2012. 68 

IV. CONCLUSION 69 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 70 

A. Yes, it does. 71 


