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I. INTRODUCTION / SUMMARY 

 

Q.  Please state your name and business address.  1 

A. My name is Michael L. Brosch.  My business address is PO Box 481934, Kansas 2 

City, Missouri 64148-1934. 3 

 4 

Q. Have you prepared Direct Testimony that was previously filed in this 5 

proceeding? 6 

A. Yes.  My Direct Testimony and related exhibits were prepared on behalf of the 7 

People of the State of Illinois represented by the Attorney General, (“Attorney 8 

General” or “AG”) and AARP.     These documents were identified as AG/AARP 9 

Exhibits 1.0 through 1.9.  My qualifications and previous testimonies were 10 

summarized within AG/AARP Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2, respectively. 11 

Q. What is the purpose of your Rebuttal testimony in this docket? 12 

A. This Rebuttal Testimony is responsive to the rebuttal testimony and exhibits that 13 

were submitted by witnesses on behalf of the Ameren Illinois Utilities (“Ameren”, 14 

“AIC” or “Company”) on May 9, 2012.  Several of the AIC rebuttal witnesses 15 

address issues raised in my prior Direct Testimony.  My Rebuttal Testimony 16 

responds to the concerns raised by AIC regarding the various recommended 17 

AG/AARP test year adjustments and ratemaking procedures and also updates the 18 

AG/AARP rate case adjustments where necessary.
 

19 

Q. Please summarize the recommendations that are set forth in your testimony. 20 
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A. I continue to recommend, in spite of opposition by AIC witnesses, that it is essential 21 

for an average test year to be used in the reconciliation procedures for determination 22 

of AIC’s final revenue requirement in each future year.  My testimony responds to 23 

AIC rebuttal arguments in favor of higher carrying costs on future reconciliation 24 

adjustments and I continue to recommend that a short term debt interest rate be 25 

applied to over or under-recoveries of AIC’s revenue requirement when such 26 

reconciliation calculations are performed.   27 

   With regard to Cash Working Capital (“CWC”), I continue to recommend 28 

the conduct of additional studies to improve the accuracy of the estimated revenue 29 

collection lag.  However, given the Commission’s recent order regarding CWC in 30 

ComEd’s formula rate case accepting accounts receivable aging midpoint 31 

estimation of revenue collection lag days, I sponsor revision of AIC’s revenue 32 

collection lag, so as to employ methods recently approved for ComEd while 33 

reducing the overstatement of CWC being proposed by Ameren.  My rebuttal also 34 

explains changes needed to correct Ameren’s treatment of income tax expenses in 35 

calculating CWC. 36 

   My rebuttal addresses Ameren’s arguments favoring retention of 37 

significant amounts of Late Payment (also known as Forfeited Discount) revenues 38 

for its shareholders, indicating why the AIC revenue requirement should be reduced 39 

by 100 percent of these revenues.  My rebuttal also explains how Ameren has 40 

responded to the various expense adjustments I sponsor regarding amortization 41 

periods for certain regulatory assets,  disallowance of certain lobbying, corporate 42 

branding, athletic event tickets and event sponsorship expenses, and removal of 43 

CWIP from rate base.  I have revised certain AG/AARP expense adjustments to 44 
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recognize either AIC acceptance of the adjustment or updated information 45 

impacting the adjustment amount.   46 

Q. Have you updated the AG/AARP accounting schedules that were originally 47 

identified as AG/AARP Exhibit 1.3 to revise any of the adjustments that were 48 

proposed in your Direct Testimony and in Mr. Effron’s Direct Testimony? 49 

A. Yes.  AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1 represents a summary of the revenue requirement 50 

revisions being proposed by Mr. Effron and me.  The first page of the Exhibit sets 51 

forth the Company’s asserted formula revenue requirement from rebuttal Ameren 52 

Exhibit  13.1, page 2.  Revised AG/AARP adjustments are then posted in columns 53 

to the right of Ameren’s asserted values, with supporting calculations appearing on 54 

subsequent pages, as referenced in the headings for each column.  The sum of Mr. 55 

Effron’s proposed adjustments, as revised in his Rebuttal Testimony, is inserted at 56 

column (j) on page 1.   57 

   As noted in our Direct Testimonies, Mr. Effron and I have not, with 58 

available time and resources, been able to conduct a complete review of all aspects 59 

of the Company’s filing.  As a result, the limited adjustments we are proposing 60 

should be viewed as cumulative with the work and recommendations of 61 

Commission Staff and other parties’ witnesses. 62 

 63 

II. AVERAGE RATE BASE. 64 

 65 

Q. How did the Company respond to your proposal that an “average” rate base 66 

be employed to calculate the reconciliation revenue requirement? 67 

A. Company witness Mr. Craig Nelson notes in his rebuttal that witnesses for Staff, 68 

IIEC, AG/AARP and CUB all recommend using an average rate base to measure 69 
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actual results achieved during the year for reconciliation purposes.
1
  According to 70 

Mr. Nelson, this recommendation is not appropriate because he believes an 71 

“average reconciliation rate base concept is not provided for, or consistent with, the 72 

provisions of Section 16-108.5 of the Act.”  He also asserts that using an average 73 

reconciliation rate base is “not consistent with the Commission’s treatment of 74 

historical annual periods in traditional ratemaking” and such an average approach, 75 

“…creates a mismatch between rates that customers pay and the cost of plant to 76 

provide them service, and it produces an under-recovery for reconciliation rate 77 

base.”
2
 78 

Q. Is Mr. Nelson correct that an average reconciliation rate base is not provided 79 

for, or consistent with, the provisions of Section 16-108.5 of the Act? 80 

A. My search of Section 16-108.5 reveals that it does not specify either an average or 81 

year-end approach to reconciliation rate base measurement, causing this issue to 82 

reasonably be resolved by the Commission based upon the merits of each 83 

alternative approach.  It is disingenuous for Mr. Nelson to note that “Nowhere in 84 

Section 16-108.5 is the use of an average rate base specified”
3
 without also 85 

admitting that utilization of a year-end reconciliation rate base approach could have 86 

been, but was not specified anywhere in Section 16-108.5.   87 

With respect to interpretation, Mr. Nelson argues that certain specificity 88 

within the Act regarding how cost of equity capital and how capital spending 89 

amounts are to be measured using average data,
4
 implies some requirement with 90 

regard to the reconciliation rate base calculation.  However, a more reasonable 91 

                                                 
1
  Ameren Ex. 11.0, page 2, lines 28-33. 

2
             Id., lines 42-46. 

3
  Id., line 57. 
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interpretation would be that the authors clearly understood the role of average 92 

calculations in certain places and elected to not specify or prohibit the use of 93 

averages in determining the reconciliation rate base. 94 

Q. Has the Commission addressed the issue of whether an average reconciliation 95 

rate base is consistent with the Act? 96 

A. Yes.  In its Final Order issued in ComEd Docket No. 11-0721 at page 18, the 97 

Commission stated: 98 

The Commission concludes that an average rate base should be 99 

used going forward in reconciliations in the manner set forth by the 100 

IIEC, the AG, CUB, the City of Chicago, the AARP and Staff.  In so 101 

holding, the Commission notes that traditionally, rates are set 102 

pursuant to a “test year,” which is a sort of one-year “snapshot” of a 103 

utility’s operations, either in a particular future year, or, based upon a 104 

previous year’s operations. A “test year” has been defined as a 105 

consecutive 12-month period that is a representative year for a utility 106 

in terms of costs and revenues relative to the year in which rates will 107 

be in effect.  (See, e.g., AEP.com).  The test year average proposed by 108 

these many parties embodies a future test year concept, averaging the 109 

test year with the previous year, in order to more accurately account 110 

for plant additions that span more than one month or that span from 111 

one year to the next.   112 

The statute here contemplates a scenario that is different from a 113 

test-year rate case, as it is one that will involve a yearly “true up” of 114 

statutorily-defined expenditures and items.  It is not like an historical 115 

test year, in that, while it does concern what happened in the past, it 116 

continues from year to year, in accordance with what Section 16-117 

108.5 provides.  It is not a “snapshot,” therefore, of what occurred in 118 

a particular year.  Nor is it like a purchased gas or other type of 119 

traditional (e.g., coal tar clean-up) reconciliation in that it does not 120 

just concern a particular set of costs, for which no rate of return, or 121 

other items, such as depreciation, is allowed (which is the case in a 122 

purchased gas reconciliation or coal tar reconciliation).  Yet, the 123 

General Assembly clearly envisioned a process where there would be 124 

a “running tabulation” regarding certain items from year-to-year, 125 

which bears some resemblance to established reconciliation cases.     126 

If the General Assembly intended to include only year-end 127 

balances in this regard, it would have so stated.  It did not.  128 

                                                                                                                                                 
4
  Id.  
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Q. Mr. Nelson quotes from Section 16-108.5(d)(1) which states, “The inputs to the 129 

performance-based formula rate for the applicable year shall be based on final 130 

historical data reflected in the utility’s most recently filed annual FERC Form 131 

1…” (emphasis added).
5
  Does this language preclude use of average rate base 132 

calculations in the reconciliation process? 133 

A. No.  All of the information required to calculate an average rate base can be derived 134 

from final annual FERC Form 1 data.  In fact, for most elements of rate base the 135 

data presented within the FERC Form 1 contains both beginning of year and end of 136 

year balances to support such an average calculation. 137 

Q. According to Mr. Nelson, “Section 16-108.5(c)(6) also drives home the ‘actual 138 

cost’ theme by specifying an annual reconciliation ‘with what revenue 139 

requirement would have been had the actual cost information for the 140 

applicable calendar year been available at the filing date.’”
6
  Does this 141 

language support using a year-end rather than an average rate base in the 142 

annual reconciliation? 143 

A. No.  Actual cost information for the applicable calendar year can be accumulated 144 

and compiled using either average or year-end calculations.   The amounts properly 145 

used to calculate an average rate base are no less “actual” than the amounts that 146 

would be used to calculate a year-end rate base.  The Commission should be 147 

focused upon reconciling Ameren’s revenue requirement with the actual amounts of 148 

expenses, taxes and return on investment incurred by the Company to provide 149 

service during the reconciliation period.  Ameren’s year-end balance of invested 150 

capital is less indicative of the actual amounts of investment that existed throughout 151 

                                                 
5
  Id. lines 70-72. 
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the year than the same calculation performed on an average basis.  This is why 152 

equity and fairness dictate the use of an average rate base to most accurately 153 

measure the Company’s actual invested capital throughout the reconciliation year. 154 

Q. Mr. Nelson also claims that an average rate base is only appropriate with a 155 

future test year because, “With a future test year, new rates will typically go 156 

into effect early in the future test period – in other words before the full 157 

investment cost for the test period has been incurred and before all plant 158 

projected for in the future period is in service. Thus, an average rate base is 159 

reasonable because again it matches the rates paid by utility ratepayers with 160 

the cost of the plant actually providing them service.”
7
   How does this 161 

argument fit within the context of a revenue requirement reconciliation 162 

process? 163 

A. The revenue requirement reconciliation process required under the Act ensures a 164 

complete matching of rate and revenue levels with the cost of actually providing 165 

service during that same period and provides for the accrual of interest on any 166 

difference between actual costs and allowed revenues.  In this context, Mr. Nelson’s 167 

discussion of future versus historical test years is not applicable because the 168 

reconciliation process is designed to ensure a full matching of revenues with overall 169 

actual costs without regard to how rate and revenue levels were initially set.  Again, 170 

the key question is whether average or year-end investment levels are most 171 

indicative of the utility’s actual deployed investment throughout the reconciliation 172 

year. 173 

                                                                                                                                                 
6
  Id. Lines 74-77. 

7
  Id.  Lines 91-95 
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Q. Ameren witness Mr. Robert Mill responds to Staff’s (and other parties) 174 

proposed use of an average reconciliation rate base stating, “The illogical and 175 

mismatched result would reconcile an estimated revenue requirement initially 176 

calculated assuming a year-end rate base, to a subsequent calculation using a 177 

fully historical period and an average rate base.”
8
  Is there any problem 178 

created by preparing the estimated revenue requirement initially calculated 179 

using a year-end rate base approach and then reconciling such estimates using 180 

an average rate base approach? 181 

A. No.  The reconciliation procedure will make Ameren “whole” for its actual costs 182 

incurred to provide service, plus interest that is to be accrued on any amounts over 183 

or under-recovered.  Mechanical differences that may exist in the determination of 184 

the inception versus the reconciliation revenue requirement are significant only to 185 

the utility’s cash flow and do not affect its earnings due to the fact that the statute 186 

provides for interest  during the period that reconciled revenue requirement amounts 187 

have not yet been credited or charged to customers. 188 

Q. According to Mr. Mill, reconciling to an average rate base, “…will likely result 189 

in AIC simply not recovering the difference between the average rate base 190 

amount and the year end plant balance for the reconciliation period.”
9
  Is this a 191 

problem? 192 

A. Not at all.  The Company should not be allowed to recover a return on more 193 

invested capital than actually exists throughout the period being reconciled.  Indeed, 194 

this is the point of using an average rate base -- to better quantify Ameren’s actual 195 

invested capital throughout the reconciliation year.  Ameren should absolutely be 196 

                                                 
8
  Ameren Ex. 12.0, page 4, lines 75-77. 
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required to “forego those dollars each year”
10

 that result from utilization of a year-197 

end rate base because the Company’s year-end investment levels are not 198 

representative of actual invested capital earlier and throughout the same year. 199 

Q. At page 5 of his Rebuttal, Mr. Mill responds to IIEC witness Gorman’s 200 

recommendation regarding the setting of initial rates using an average of 201 

projected plant additions.  Is this a different issue than averaging the 202 

reconciliation rate base? 203 

A. Yes.  Mr. Gorman’s proposal for initial ratemaking should be considered separately 204 

by the Commission.  As noted previously, any mechanical differences that may exist 205 

in the determination of initial versus reconciliation revenue requirement are 206 

significant only to the utility’s cash flow and not to its earnings whenever 207 

compensatory interest rates are applied.   208 

 209 

III. RECONCILIATION INTEREST CHARGES. 210 

Q. How does Ameren respond to the proposals of Staff, AG/AARP and CUB to 211 

apply a short-term debt cost rate to any over- or under-recoveries of the 212 

revenue requirement calculated under the reconciliation provisions of the Act? 213 

A. Ameren witness Mr. Nelson states, “The Company does not agree with these 214 

proposals for the simple reason that, if reconciliation amounts only affect short-term 215 

debt, the effect on short-term debt will be fully reflected in the Company’s actual 216 

capital structure used for ratemaking purposes. It is not appropriate to both assign 217 

some amount of short-term debt exclusively to reconciliation amounts and also 218 

                                                                                                                                                 
9
  Id. Lines 79-81 

10
  Id. Line 86. 
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reflect it in the capital structure as though it were also supporting rate base 219 

generally.”
11

 220 

Q. Is Mr. Nelson’s concern valid? 221 

A. No.  This concern would only be valid if Ameren actually financed regulatory asset 222 

amounts resulting from the reconciliation process solely with incremental short term 223 

debt.  The purpose of the AG/AARP recommendation regarding use of a short-term 224 

debt cost interest rate on reconciliation balances was to recognize the short-term, 225 

working capital nature of such amounts that are pending recovery from or return to 226 

ratepayers and to then encourage Ameren to incrementally finance such balances 227 

with short-term debt, so as to reduce the cost of such financing to the extent 228 

possible.  However, if other forms of capital, such as long term debt, are also 229 

assumed to be supportive of reconciliation regulatory asset balances, Mr. Nelson’s 230 

concerns about double counting short-term debt are not warranted.  If specific types 231 

of capital are not prescribed by the Commission for financing reconciliation 232 

balances, in favor of simply setting a reasonable interest rate for such balances, 233 

Ameren is free to manage its capital structure decisions without regard to any 234 

specific assignments of short-term debt or any other types of capital. 235 

Q. Has Ameren’s rebuttal evidence justified its proposed application of an overall 236 

weighted average cost of capital (“WACC”) rate to the reconciliation balance 237 

as a carrying charge? 238 

A. No.  The Company has not demonstrated that reconciliation balances would require 239 

any new equity financing or other incremental permanent financing by Ameren.  240 

                                                 
11

  Ameren Ex. 11.0, page 12, lines 243-247. 
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Therefore, AIC’s proposed interest rate that is based upon its WACC, including a 241 

weighted equity return element, should be rejected. 242 

Q. Did the Commission’s Final Order in ComEd Docket No. 11-0721 address the 243 

question of using the utility’s WACC to calculate carrying charges on any 244 

reconciliation balances? 245 

A. Yes.  ComEd had proposed use of its WACC as a carrying charge, which is the 246 

same position being taken by AIC.  This position was rejected by the Commission 247 

as noted in its Order: 248 

 Regarding our review of the various positions on this issue the 249 

Commission shares the concern raised by Staff that using the WACC 250 

as ComEd proposes would treat the reconciliation amount like a rate 251 

base investment rather than a reconciling item.  We also find credence 252 

in the point raised by the Company that the reconciliation adjustments 253 

will represent significant investments and operating expenses funded 254 

by the participating utility.  255 

 The Commission recognizes that the due to the EIMA timeline for 256 

the reconciliation period the interest rate is both short term and long 257 

term in nature.  As discussed above, the customer deposit rate does not 258 

encompass the long term aspect of the time period of the 259 

reconciliation.  The WACC includes the weighted costs of short-term 260 

debt, long-term debt, and common equity.  The Company proposes the 261 

WACC which is inclusive of the common equity, which does not 262 

represent debt on which to set an interest rate.  The Commission 263 

believes there is value in setting an interest rate based upon debt that is 264 

relevant to the Company for the time duration of the reconciliation.  In 265 

order to capture the unique aspects of the relevant period we find that a 266 

hybrid approach should be utilized to determine the appropriate 267 

interest rate.  Such a hybrid calculation would take the weighted costs 268 

of short-term debt and long-term debt and exclude the weighted cost of 269 

common equity as the methodology in calculating the interest rate.  270 

This results in an interest rate of 3.42%.  The Commission concludes 271 

that this hybrid interest rate of 3.42% is reasonable and appropriate to 272 

be utilized for the reconciliation period and is hereby adopted.  [Final 273 

Order, page 166] 274 

 275 
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This “hybrid” approach adopted by the Commission, if also applied to AIC, would 276 

avoid Mr. Nelson’s concern regarding an alleged need to specifically assign and 277 

track incremental short term debt associated with reconciliation balances.   278 

IV. CASH WORKING CAPITAL ISSUES.  279 

 280 

Q. In rebuttal, has the Company proposed any revisions to its proposed allowance 281 

for Cash Working Capital (“CWC”) in response to your direct testimony?   282 

A. Yes.  At page 17 of his rebuttal, Mr. Heintz accepts my proposed modification to 283 

the employee benefits expense lead to recognize the timing of cash outflows for 284 

pension expenses.
12

    285 

Q. Has the Commission recently adopted, for formula ratemaking purposes, a 286 

calculated revenue collection lag based upon accounts receivable aging 287 

intervals in the general form being proposed by Ameren? 288 

A. A method similar to Ameren’s was approved, but with ComEd’s modification for 289 

customer remittance “grace period” intervals that I recommended in my direct 290 

testimony.  The Final Order in ComEd Docket No. 11-0721 states: 291 

 The Commission finds that the Company’s method of calculating payment lag is 292 

consistent with Commission practice.  ComEd used a midpoints methodology that 293 

is reasonable and that this Commission approved in Docket 10-0467, among other 294 

dockets.  If the Commission is to deviate from previously adopted methodology, it 295 

needs a compelling reason to do so.  The record in this docket does not support 296 

deviating from previous decisions on this issue. 297 

 298 

 The ComEd midpoints methodology found reasonable by the Commission in 299 

Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 10-0467 contained the additional “grace period” 300 

assumptions that I have proposed be added into AIC’s proposed collection lag 301 
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calculation.  Without this essential modification, the AIC-proposed method is quite 302 

different from what has been approved twice for use by ComEd, and the result will 303 

be a serious overstatement of the AIC revenue collection lag and resulting overall 304 

revenue lag day value. 305 

Q. How does Mr. Heintz respond to your proposal to modify the revenue 306 

collection lag in the manner proposed by ComEd that has been adopted by the 307 

Commission in Docket Nos. 10-0467 and 11-0721? 308 

A. Mr. Heintz characterizes my revisions to account for customer remittance due date 309 

grace periods as “disingenuous.”  He claims that, “The record in this proceeding 310 

provides no evidence that the adjustment proposed by ComEd has any applicability 311 

to AIC or its customers’ payment patterns.” 
13

  According to Mr. Heintz, 312 

“Arbitrarily modifying the lead-lag analysis undermines the creditability of the 313 

study.”
14

  314 

Q. Does Mr. Heintz acknowledge that ComEd made an adjustment to account for 315 

customer payment grace periods that reduces the collection lag and introduces 316 

conservatism into the estimate of revenue lag days? 317 

A.  Yes.
15

 318 

Q. In his Rebuttal, Mr. Heintz attempts to lend credibility to the overstated AIC 319 

revenue collection lag by comparison to ComEd, stating, “I would also note 320 

that even after ComEd made the grace period adjustment that its collection lag 321 

                                                                                                                                                 
12

  Ameren Ex. 15.0, page 18, lines 363-366. 
13

  Id. Page 19, lines 387-393. 
14

  Id. Page 19, line 402. 
15

  Id. Page 19, lines 396-406. 
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remained higher than AIC’s proposed collection lag.”
16

 On this point, how 322 

does Mr. Heintz’ proposed overall revenue lag day value in the lead lag study 323 

in the instant Docket compare to the revenue lag day value most recently 324 

employed in setting rates for the AIC sister utility, Ameren Missouri? 325 

A. Ameren has recommended an inexplicably higher revenue lag days calculation in 326 

Illinois than has been proposed or adopted for Ameren’s utility operation in 327 

Missouri.  My response to Ameren’s data request AIC-AG/AARP 1.06 in this 328 

Docket is useful in explaining this point, so I have attached as AG/AARP Ex. 3.2 a 329 

copy of this data request response.   330 

In its last completed Missouri rate proceeding, Case No. ER-2011-0028, 331 

Ameren Missouri proposed an overall revenue lag day value of 45.3 days, based 332 

upon a form of accounts receivable aging intervals being used by Mr. Heintz, which 333 

was disputed by the Missouri Public Service Commission Staff in favor of that 334 

Staff’s recommended a 37.32 day overall revenue lag.  This disputed issue in 335 

Missouri was resolved in a stipulation that was not binding or intended to be 336 

precedential and is therefore not being relied upon in my testimony.  However, the 337 

49.75 day revenue lag being asserted by Mr. Heintz for use in Illinois is clearly 338 

excessive when compared to either the Ameren utility operation in Missouri or to 339 

the AG/AARP revenue lag of 41.12 days that I sponsor.  This comparison 340 

demonstrates why it is necessary to apply the ComEd grace period allowance 341 

previously accepted by this Commission in order for the AIC revenue lag to 342 

compare more reasonably with the Ameren Missouri results. 343 

                                                 
16

  Ameren Ex. 15.0, page 19, line 405. 
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Q. At line 430 of his rebuttal, Mr. Heintz states, “Other major utilities in Illinois 344 

use similar, if not identical, aging intervals and AIC’s methodology of using 345 

aging intervals is the standard methodology used by Illinois utilities. Thus, 346 

there is ample support for AIC’s CWC calculation in this proceeding.”  Have 347 

you compared the results of AIC’s methodology to non-Ameren utilities 348 

outside of Illinois as a test of reasonableness? 349 

A. Yes.  In response to Ameren’s Data Request AIC-AG/AARP 1.04, I prepared a 350 

response that shows that, for nine large utilities outside of Illinois, the revenue lag 351 

day value asserted by the utility’s witnesses ranged from 37.0 to 44.2 days.  These 352 

comparisons all show Mr. Heintz’ proposed revenue lag to be excessive.  This 353 

response is included as AG/AARP Exhibit 3.3. 354 

Q. At page 23 of his Rebuttal, Mr. Heintz rejects your proposals to employ more 355 

precise alternative revenue collection lag calculations in future cases, stating, 356 

“I disagree with the use of the customer remittance analysis to calculate the 357 

collections lag. As the name implies, the customer remittance analysis 358 

examines the timing of actual payments made by customers. While on its face, 359 

the analysis would seem reasonable, it would exclude any customer bills that 360 

have not been paid. Therefore, the analysis is biased towards customers that 361 

pay their bills on time and ignores (or penalizes the Company for) those 362 

customers which have outstanding balances.”  How do you respond? 363 

A. There is no bias in studying the timing of actual customer payments to quantify the 364 

revenue lag.  A reasonable sample of customers’ remittances would not be biased 365 

toward customers that pay their bills on time, because the sample would also 366 
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capture payments made “late” if properly designed and conducted.  There is also no 367 

“penalty” associated with customers having outstanding balances, as suggested by 368 

Mr. Heintz, because all accounts receivable are ultimately either paid by customers 369 

or become uncollectible, and utility rates are set based upon a revenue requirement 370 

inclusive of uncollectible expenses.  Full rate recovery of uncollectibles expense 371 

means that AIC’s paying customers end up providing cash funding to fully 372 

compensate for any unpaid balances of other customers.   373 

Q. Mr. Heintz also disagrees with your recommendation for “additional studies” 374 

because he believes, “The methodology utilized by the Company to calculate 375 

the collection lag has been adopted by the Commission in numerous rate 376 

proceedings.”  Is this true? 377 

A. No.  There are important differences in the various assumptions that have been used 378 

by AIC in comparison to ComEd.  The methodology most recently adopted by the 379 

Commission for ComEd employed specific assumptions to recognize the remittance 380 

“grace period” in assigning receipt dates to the earliest receivables aging intervals, 381 

as explained in my direct testimony.   382 

Q. At line 492 of his rebuttal, Mr. Heintz indicates that he is not, “…aware of a 383 

‘preferred and most accurate’ approach, as suggested by Mr. Brosch.”  Did 384 

you provide information to Ameren in response to a data request to illustrate 385 

the two preferred and more accurate approaches that were described in your 386 

direct testimony? 387 

A. Yes.  I provided a detailed discussion of the daily accounts receivable turnover 388 

approach and the sampling of customers’ remittance approaches in response to Data 389 
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Request AIC-AG/AARP 1.07.  A complete copy of that response is provided as 390 

AG/AARP Exhibit 3.4.  These methodologies are routinely applied by other utilities 391 

in cash working capital presentations that I have observed and reviewed in other 392 

proceedings throughout the country.   393 

Q. If the Commission elects to not require further revenue lag studies for Ameren, 394 

given its statement in the ComEd Final Order, “If the Commission is to deviate 395 

from previously adopted methodology, it needs a compelling reason to do so,”  396 

what should be ordered for the AIC revenue lag?   397 

A. The AIC revenue lag should be determined to be 41.12 days, based upon accounts 398 

receivable aging mid-points with the same grace period assumptions that were 399 

approved for ComEd in Docket Nos. 10-0467 and 11-0721.  Customers’ remittance 400 

due dates pursuant to the Commission’s rules are the same for Ameren and ComEd,  401 

and AIC has provided no justification for deviation from this previously approved 402 

methodology. 403 

Q. Turning next to cash working capital treatment of income taxes, Mr. Heintz 404 

opposes your proposed exclusion of deferred income tax expense, stating, “The 405 

Company has a long-standing practice of employing statutory tax rates and 406 

payment dates when calculating its income tax expense for revenue 407 

requirement purposes. As such, the Company does not distinguish between 408 

current and deferred tax expense. Nor does the Company include permanent 409 

tax differences in its income tax expense calculation.”  How do you respond? 410 

A. There is no dispute regarding how to calculate income taxes, the use of statutory tax 411 

rates or the treatment of permanent tax differences in the ratemaking income tax 412 
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expense calculation.  Mr. Heintz appears to be confusing the calculation of income 413 

tax expense with the cash working capital treatment of cash flows associated with 414 

income taxes.  Cash working capital that is includable in rate base is focused upon 415 

the timing of cash flows through the utility, rather than how to quantify income tax 416 

expense for ratemaking purposes.   417 

In Ameren’s case, no income taxes have been payable for several years 418 

and the Company is in a large federal income tax carry-forward position that insures 419 

that no taxes will be payable in the near future.
17

 According to Ameren’s SEC Form 420 

10-K for 2011, “These carryforwards are expected to satisfy income tax liabilities 421 

through the end of 2013 (Ameren Missouri-2012, Ameren Illinois-2012, Genco-422 

2013).”
18

   Income taxes that are not payable to the government are “deferred” 423 

income taxes which are non-cash expenses properly excluded from lead lag studies 424 

of cash working capital.    My direct testimony recognizes that unless utility income 425 

taxes are currently payable in cash to the governments, there can be no cash 426 

working capital impact associated with such taxes. 427 

Q. Did ComEd have positive deferred income taxes and negative currently 428 

payable income taxes in calculating its proposed formula rates in Docket No. 429 

11-0721? 430 

                                                 
17

  According to SEC Form 10-K at page 69, as of December 31, 2011, Ameren Corporation had 

approximately $390 million in federal income tax net operating loss carryforwards, of which $90 million is 

attributed to Ameren Illinois.  The SEC Form 10-K filings for 2010 at page 150 reveal comparable federal 

net operating loss carryforward amounts of $80 million and $17 million for the Ameren Corporation and 

AIC, respectively.  Ameren Corporation reported negative current federal income taxes in 2009 and for that 

year Ameren and Illinois Power had Illinois net operating loss carryforwards that will begin to expire in 

2017. 
18

  Ameren Corporation SEC Form 10-K for 2011, page 69. 
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A. Yes.  ComEd’s income tax posture is similar to AIC, where large income tax 431 

deductions have caused more than 100 percent of ratemaking income tax expense to 432 

be in the form of deferred, rather than currently payable, income taxes.  433 

Q. How did the Commission address ComEd’s current and deferred income taxes 434 

in its Final Order addressing Cash Working Capital in Docket No. 11-0721? 435 

A. Appendix A to the Docket No. 11-0721 Final Order at page 11 presents a 436 

calculation of the approved Cash Working Capital Adjustment for ComEd.  The 437 

Commission approved inclusion of the negative amount of currently payable State 438 

Income Tax and Federal Income Tax expense, at lines 26 and 27 of the Cash 439 

Working Capital calculation and reduced the “Total Receipts” subject to the 440 

revenue lag at lines 1 and 6 for such negative currently payable income tax outlays.  441 

Notably, no amount of deferred state or federal income taxes were included in 442 

Appendix A, page 11, as is being recommended by Mr. Heintz for Ameren. 443 

Q. According to Mr. Heintz, “The differentiation between current and deferred 444 

income tax expenses can swing between rate filings, reflecting then current tax 445 

laws. The use of statutory tax rates and payment dates maintains a consistent 446 

treatment of income tax expense for ratemaking purposes and avoids such 447 

swings in balances.”
19

 Is this a valid point? 448 

A. No.  It is always necessary to isolate and exclude non-cash expenses such as 449 

depreciation expense, amortization expense and deferred income taxes when 450 

calculating cash working capital.  This is a routine practice that is widely accepted 451 

in Illinois and other states.  Only cash expenses belong in lead lag studies and 452 

                                                 
19

  Ameren Ex. 15.0, page 26, lines 554-557. 
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deferred income taxes are not cash expenses.  Moreover, as I noted above, Ameren 453 

does not expect to pay income taxes any time soon, given its utilization of bonus 454 

depreciation and tax accounting changes on recent filed returns, so Mr. Heintz’ 455 

speculation regarding any “swing” in current versus deferred income taxes is 456 

misplaced. 457 

Q. Does Ameren recognize that deferred income taxes are non-cash expenses in its 458 

published financial statements? 459 

A. Yes.  In Ameren Corporation’s Consolidated Statement of Cash Flows, Deferred 460 

income taxes are recognized as an adjustment to reconcile net income to net cash 461 

provided by operating activities, because deferred income tax expenses are recorded 462 

as expenses but do not require cash outflows. 
20

 This acknowledgement of 463 

depreciation and deferred income taxes as non-cash expenses can also be observed 464 

in the Company’s filed Schedule D-7, page 17, line 4, where the Company’s non-465 

cash expenses such as Deferred Income Taxes and Depreciation/Amortization are 466 

added back to Net Income in order to determine “FUNDS FROM OPERATIONS.”  467 

Q. What should be done with regard to income taxes in AIC’s lead lag study? 468 

A. Only the “currently payable” income taxes involve any cash outflows that should be 469 

included in the lead lag study.  Since Ameren is not currently paying income taxes, 470 

and has calculated negative current income tax expenses in its rate filing, there 471 

should be no Cash Working Capital impact from income taxes.  This result is best 472 

accomplished by setting the lag values to zero as shown in AG/AARP Ex. 3.1, page 473 

2, line 17.  Alternatively, I do not object to the treatment applied by the 474 
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Commission to ComEd’s income tax posture which is comparable to Ameren’s, in 475 

which the negative amount of currently payable income taxes are reflected in both 476 

the expense lead calculation and as a reduction to revenues that are subjected to the 477 

revenue lag. 478 

Q. Does AG/AARP Ex. 3.1 at page 2 reflect an updating of your Cash Working 479 

Capital (“CWC”) calculations, based upon operating expense inputs from the 480 

Company’s rebuttal filing? 481 

A. Yes.  The operating expense input amounts in column (b) of this lead/lag study 482 

should be updated in the Commission’s ordered amounts in this Docket, and then 483 

applied to the CWC Factor amounts shown in column (k) to derive total CWC that 484 

is includable in the AIC formula rate base.  485 

 486 

V. LATE PAYMENT REVENUE ALLOCATIONS. 487 

 488 

Q. How has Ameren responded to the AG/AARP proposal that 100 percent of 489 

Late Payment Charge revenues be treated as ICC jurisdictional and credited 490 

in determining the formula rate revenue requirement? 491 

A. Mr. Stafford agrees that the entire amount of late payment revenues are ICC 492 

jurisdictional, but does not agree that all such revenues should be attributed to 493 

electric delivery service.   494 

Q. Does Mr. Stafford identify any other ICC ratemaking proceeding where any 495 

late payment charges have been accounted for by the Commission? 496 

                                                                                                                                                 
20

  See Ameren Corporation combined Annual Report to Shareholders and SEC Form 10-K for 2011, 

page 83. 
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A. No.  He appears to support attribution of some unspecified amount of late payment 497 

revenues to Rider PER – Purchased Electricity Recovery.
21

  Mr. Stafford offers 498 

vague references to “...separate tariffs to recover electric DS rates separately from 499 

Commission jurisdictional electric power supply, Commission jurisdictional 500 

transmission service, and numerous other Commission jurisdictional tariffs and 501 

riders” and then claims, “Absent re-bundling of electric service, I have no reason to 502 

believe that the Commission will not continue to establish rates to recover only 503 

electric distribution system and electric delivery service related costs through 504 

electric DS rates, even though other costs are also Commission jurisdictional.”
22

 505 

Q. After mentioning “Rider PER” and “Commission jurisdictional transmission 506 

service” and the “numerous other Commission jurisdictional tariffs and 507 

riders,” did Mr. Stafford provide any showing that these other charges to 508 

consumers have actually been reduced to account for any crediting of late 509 

payment revenues? 510 

A. No.  If late payment revenues had previously been credited in determining charges 511 

under these other rates/riders, it would be reasonable to expect Mr. Stafford to 512 

provide citation to where such Rider PER or other revenue crediting was previously 513 

recognized.  Instead of making this showing, Mr. Stafford suggests that some 514 

under-recovery of power supply costs may result if Ameren’s shareholders are not 515 

allowed to retain more than half of late payments revenues. 516 

Q. Mr. Stafford states, “This Commission has a long-standing practice for AIC's 517 

electric utilities, in rate orders dating back at least to the unbundling of electric 518 

service rates in Docket No. 06-0070 (Cons.), to include in electric DS cost of 519 

                                                 
21

  Ameren Ex. 13.0, page 28, lines 566-576. 
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service and revenue requirement only electric distribution system costs to be 520 

recovered through electric delivery service base rates revenues.”  Does this 521 

mean that late payments charges should not be treated entirely as a delivery 522 

service revenue credit? 523 

A. No.  In each rate case there should be a full and complete accounting for all AIC 524 

revenues, including late payment revenues.  I assume that Mr. Stafford would have 525 

cited any past ICC decision specifically addressing jurisdictional allocation of late 526 

payment charge revenues if the issue I raised had previously been considered.  527 

Instead of providing such a specific citation, Mr. Stafford simply references the 528 

Commission’s past practice, which he claims, “…has been to only include as an 529 

offset to electric DS base rate revenues other electric revenues assigned directly to 530 

or allocated in part to electric DS service.”
23

 531 

Q. Are you aware of any recent ICC rate order where the full accounting for late 532 

payment revenues was required by the Commission? 533 

A. Yes.  In ComEd Docket No. 10-0467, I challenged the revenue-based jurisdictional 534 

allocation of late payment revenues that ComEd had been practicing in its previous 535 

rate cases that was similar to Ameren’s current proposal.  In its Order dated May 536 

24, 2011, the Commission accepted the adjustment I proposed, with the explanation 537 

that was quoted in my Direct Testimony. 
24

 538 

 539 

Q. Mr. Stafford references a, “…need to establish separate tariffs to recover 540 

electric DS rates separately from Commission jurisdictional electric power 541 

supply, Commission jurisdictional transmission service, and numerous other 542 

                                                                                                                                                 
22

  Id.,  page 29, lines 591-594. 
23

 Id.  lines 584-586. 
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Commission jurisdictional tariffs and riders.”
25

 Does the “need” for these 543 

other tariffs mean that late payment revenues should be attributed to these 544 

other elements of service to customer? 545 

A. No.  It would be reasonable to assume that each of the various tariffs and riders that 546 

are separately administered for AIC operations are properly based upon reasonable 547 

isolation of relevant costs for recovery through such tariff/riders.  If there is some 548 

deficiency in cost recovery in a particular tariff or rider, or a “need to establish a 549 

separate tariff,” Ameren or some other party should petition the Commission to 550 

remedy any cost recovery problems that exist.    However, it is not reasonable for 551 

Ameren to exclude late payment revenues from the delivery services jurisdiction 552 

because of some perceived but unproven under-recovery of Rider PER costs, or 553 

other costs AIC believes are not being reasonably recovered through some other 554 

Rider or other rate element. Q. Does Mr. Stafford imply that late payment 555 

revenues are needed to offset under-recovered costs through other tariffs or 556 

riders? 557 

A. Yes, but he does not quantify any alleged under-recoveries through other riders or 558 

AIC tariffs.  For example, Mr. Stafford asserts that “The Company does not recover 559 

all of its electric power supply rider related costs currently through Rider PER and 560 

also does not credit back though Rider PER late payment revenues associated with 561 

electric power supply.”
26

  Irrespective of whether the Company in fact does not 562 

recover all of its electric supply costs (and the Company has provided no 563 

quantification or explanation for why it does not fully recover its supply costs 564 

                                                                                                                                                 
24

  AG/AARP Ex. 1.0, page 38, lines 869-923. 
25

  Id. Lines 588-591. 
26

            Id. Lines 634-636. 
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through Rider PER), it is not reasonable to allow the Company to keep (not credit 565 

back) late payment charges collected by the delivery services company.   566 

Q. Does Mr. Stafford suggest that delivery and supply costs should somehow be 567 

combined in determining Ameren’s revenue requirement? 568 

A. Mr. Stafford  claims that my “….proposal to assign 100% of late payment revenues 569 

to electric DS service might have some merit if (I) had also proposed to include 570 

electric power supply costs in (my) calculation of cash working capital, rejected 571 

AIC's reduction to revenue requirement for removal of the electric power supply 572 

portion of uncollectibles, rejected application of the revenue allocator to ADIT 573 

related uncollectibles, and rejected AIC's reduction to A&G expense for production 574 

employee related pension and other post-employment benefits (OPEB) costs and 575 

electric power supply procurement costs.”
27

  My recommendations are based on 576 

Ameren’s delivery services costs and revenues.  If there are supply related costs or 577 

adjustments that are necessary, I would expect those issues to be addressed in 578 

connection with Rider PER. 579 

Q. If Ameren has a positive cash working capital requirement associated with its 580 

power supply function, should the Company be required to quantify this 581 

requirement and modify Rider PER? 582 

A. Yes.  While my calculations of AIC’s cash working capital yield negative results 583 

for the delivery business, I am aware of no regulation that would preclude the 584 

Company from seeking Rider PER recovery if a positive working capital 585 

requirement could be proven for the power supply function.  The effect of 586 

Ameren’s position, however, is to let Ameren shareholders retain millions of late 587 

                                                 
27

  Id. Lines 599-605. 
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payment revenue dollars just in case such a cost exists and is not being fully 588 

recovered. 589 

Q. Is it reasonable to let Ameren retain for shareholders any late payment 590 

revenues in case electric power supply uncollectibles or related ADIT return 591 

requirement are not being reasonably recovered by AIC? 592 

A. No.  If it were shown that there are actual under-recoveries due to the rate of 593 

uncollectibles for supply charges, a better response would be to request 594 

modification of the Uncollectible Rider EUA to revise uncollectible recoveries 595 

based upon relevant, actual factual data, rather than permitting shareholder retention 596 

of late payment revenues on the unproven premise that they could be compensatory 597 

for such alleged but unstated under-recoveries. 598 

Q. Is it necessary to reject AIC's reduction to A&G expense for production 599 

employee related pension and other post-employment benefits (OPEB) costs 600 

and electric power supply procurement costs if late payment revenues are not 601 

partially retained for shareholders? 602 

A. No.  Mr. Stafford has made no showing that the jurisdictional treatment of late 603 

payment revenues has anything to do with pension and OPEB cost adjustments 604 

otherwise made by the Commission. 605 

Q.  At page 30, Mr. Stafford lists a multitude of other tariffs and riders and states 606 

that you should have included unspecified “rider related costs in revenue 607 

requirement” in connection with allocation of 100% of late payment revenues 608 

to DS rates.  Is this correct? 609 

A. Of course not.  AG/AARP are not obligated to perform cost of service studies or 610 

reconciliation audits for all of Ameren’s various rate riders in order to determine 611 
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this utility’s overall formula revenue requirement.  In fact, when AIC developed the 612 

revenue-based allocation factor that it applied to late payment revenues, the 613 

Company did none of these things that it now demands of AG/AARP. Q. Mr. 614 

Stafford provides an “alternative proposal to address the late payment 615 

allocation issue” at page 31 of his rebuttal.  Should this alternative be 616 

approved? 617 

A. No.  The Commission should not allow AIC to retain for shareholders the majority 618 

of its late payment revenues and then, “… address changes to Rider PER either at 619 

the time of the Rate Redesign proceeding or at the time of the next Rider PER 620 

update filing to consider both electric power supply related costs not recovered 621 

through electric DS rates and late payment revenue charges related to the electric 622 

power supply portion of a customer's bill.”
28

  Any alleged problems that may exist 623 

with Rider PER are independent of this formula rate review.  In this docket, the 624 

Commission should correct inappropriate allocation of late payment revenues that 625 

are collected by the utility as part of its delivery services function.  626 

 627 

VI. REGULATORY ASSET AMORTIZATIONS. 628 

 629 

Q. In your Direct Testimony you proposed adjustment to the Company’s 630 

Regulatory Asset Amortizations to conform the amortization periods being 631 

used to the most recent Commission-ordered treatment.  Does Ameren dispute 632 

any of the factual background regarding this issue in your testimony? 633 

                                                 
28

  Id.  page 31, lines 636-640. 
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A. No.  The Company’s rebuttal on this issue does not challenge the facts or 634 

ratemaking arguments supportive of my proposed adjustment, but is instead focused 635 

upon apparent legal arguments.
29

 636 

Q. Mr. Stafford’s rebuttal refers to “numerous sections of the Act that discuss 637 

establishment of the performance-based formula rate revenue requirement 638 

based on the most recent FERC Form 1 data, including multiple references to 639 

calendar year and/or rate year data, but there is no mention of annualized cost 640 

inputs to the formula.”
30

 Does Section 16-108.5 of the Public Utilities Act 641 

preclude ratemaking adjustments to restate amortization expenses at 642 

authorized annual levels of expense? 643 

A. No.  I explained in my Direct Testimony why the adjustment I propose is permitted 644 

and necessary in order to restate the recovery of regulatory asset costs over the 645 

periods previously authorized by the Commission.  Mr. Stafford relies upon a 646 

strained parsing of singular versus plural references to a “period” in the Act and 647 

then references utilization of “previously” in place of “currently” in the Act to 648 

construct an argument that the adjustment I propose is not legally permitted.  I will 649 

leave it to counsel to address these arguments, but continue to support the 650 

adjustment that I presented previously. 651 

652 

                                                 
29

  Ameren Ex. 13.0, pages 32-33, lines 659-689. 
30

  Id. Page 33, lines 673-676. 
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VII. OPERATING EXPENSE ADJUSTMENTS. 653 

 654 

A. Lobbying Expense 655 
 656 

Q. How did Ameren respond to the adjustment you proposed at AG/AARP 657 

Exhibit 1.3, page 5, to reduce Edison Electric Institute dues for lobbying 658 

expenses contained therein? 659 

A. The Company has accepted this adjustment and included it within the revised 660 

revenue requirement presented in Ameren Ex. 13.2.
31

  With this change by Ameren, 661 

I have removed this adjustment from AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1 because the starting 662 

point for this Exhibit is Ameren asserted rebuttal revenue requirement. 663 

    B. Corporate Branding Expenses 664 

Q. How has Ameren responded to your proposed adjustment to remove 665 

Corporate Branding Expenses appearing at page 6 of AGAARP Exhibit 1.3. 666 

A. Mr. Ogden argues for rate recovery of Ameren’s Corporate Branding costs, stating 667 

that the disallowances proposed by me, the Commission Staff and CUB were, 668 

“…necessary expenditures following the consolidation of the three legacy 669 

companies and the Company’s name change to ensure that the Company’s 670 

customers and members of the public had accurate information so as to enable them 671 

to properly identify the Company and/or to make contact with AIC to obtain 672 

pertinent information regarding their use of the Company’s electric delivery service 673 

system.”
32

 674 

                                                 
31

  See Ameren Ex. 13.2, Workpaper 7, page 47, line 3. 
32

  Ameren Ex. 16.0, page 21, lines 444-449. 
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Q. Does a regulated utility have sufficient opportunity through normal 675 

communication channels to advise customers of name changes and other 676 

factual information? 677 

A. Yes.  Through monthly billings, signage on buildings and vehicles, its web site, 678 

numerous call center contacts and other customer contacts, a utility is in regular 679 

contact with its customers and has no need for significant additional expenditures to 680 

enhance the public image of its brand.  As a monopoly service provider with regard 681 

to energy delivery, it is not as though consumers can be influenced in the choice of 682 

their delivery service provider.  On the other hand, promotion of the “Ameren” 683 

brand may generate improved market share for more competitive Ameren business 684 

segments that are engaged in energy marketing. 685 

Q. Mr. Ogden notes that the branding expenses at issue, “…also included 686 

communication of the Company’s new value statement, "Focused Energy. For 687 

Life"  and touting claims such as, “No matter who supplies your electricity, 688 

AIC will deliver your power safely, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.”
33

  Should 689 

ratepayers be required to pay for communicating this value statement? 690 

A. No.  Image building efforts and costs are not necessary for the provision of utility 691 

services and should not be funded by ratepayers.  Customers of AIC are 692 

immediately aware of failures to deliver safe and reliable energy and need not pay 693 

to be reassured that good quality service implies safe power delivery 24/7. 694 

Q. Why is page 6 of AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1 marked “Revised”? 695 

A. When originally prepared, this image building adjustment relied upon a response to 696 

Data Request ST 2.07 that did not clearly distinguish between electric and gas 697 

                                                 
33

  Id.  page 22, lines 459-463. 
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expenses.  This  distinction was clarified in Ameren’s rebuttal evidence and the 698 

adjustment I propose has been revised accordingly, by inserting the amounts 699 

charged to electric operations into column (d). 700 

    C. Athletic and Corporate Sponsorship Expenses 701 

Q. Page 8 of AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1 has been revised to reflect a zero adjustment.  702 

Why is this revision necessary? 703 

A. Ameren has conceded the need to exclude Corporate Sponsorship costs from its 704 

revenue requirement and has reduced expenses in its rebuttal filing.  Therefore, this 705 

adjustment is no longer necessary since AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1 uses the Company’s 706 

rebuttal position as its starting point. 707 

 708 

VIII.   CONSTRUCTION WORK IN PROGRESS. 709 

 710 

Q. Why has the adjustment you propose at AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1, page 7, been 711 

marked “Revised”? 712 

A. Ameren has now removed several of the CWIP projects proposed for rate base 713 

inclusion, because these projects were duplicative of projected plant additions that 714 

were separately included in rate base.
34

  The adjustment I propose on Exhibit 3.1 715 

starts with Ameren’s reduced CWIP amount and recognizes that the remaining 716 

projects were more than 100 percent financed by accounts payable balances.  This 717 

means that AIC investors provided none of the capital used to finance these projects 718 

and they need not be included in rate base, for all the reasons stated in my Direct 719 

Testimony. 720 

 721 
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IX.   CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION. 722 

 723 

Q. What is your revised recommendation regarding the revenue requirement to 724 

be determined for Ameren in this Docket? 725 

A. I recommend that AIC’s delivery service revenue requirement be found to be no 726 

larger than the amount shown in AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1, at page 1, line 25 in 727 

column (k).  This amount should be further modified for any Commission-approved 728 

ratemaking adjustments proposed by the Staff and other parties, that are not 729 

addressed in my or Mr. Effron’s Direct Testimony. 730 

Q. Does AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1 include the impact of revisions to adjustments 731 

being proposed by Mr. Effron? 732 

A. Yes.  Page 1, column (j) of AG/AARP Exhibit 3.1 reflects the revised overall 733 

adjustment to rate base now being supported by Mr. Effron. 734 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony at this time? 735 

A. Yes.  736 

                                                                                                                                                 
34

  Ameren’s Rebuttal CWIP position is quantified at Ameren Ex. 13.2, Workpaper 15, Page 50. 


