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 INTRODUCTION AND WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS I.8 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 9 

 My name is Ronald D. Stafford.  My business address is 1901 Chouteau Avenue, St. A.10 

Louis, Missouri. 11 

Q. Are you the same Ronald D. Stafford who sponsored direct testimony in this 12 

proceeding? 13 

 Yes, I am. A.14 

 PURPOSE AND SCOPE II.15 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 16 

 The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to Staff witness Mr. Ostrander's A.17 

proposal to use two cash working capital calculations, one for the filing year and one for the 18 

reconciliation year.  19 
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 RESPONSE TO MR. OSTRANDER III.20 

Q. Mr. Ostrander recommends that AIC use two cash working capital calculations, one 21 

for the filing year and one for the reconciliation year. How do you respond? 22 

 I disagree with Mr. Ostrander’s proposal. There are a large number of inputs in a cash A.23 

working capital calculation. Inherently, if you add the burden of performing a second calculation  24 

each time the Company submits a filing, whether it be in Direct, Rebuttal, or Surrebuttal 25 

Testimony, Briefing, or in a compliance filing, there is additional work necessary to perform a 26 

second calculation, and the risk of an inaccurate result increases. Any perceived benefits of 27 

performing such a calculation do not outweigh the additional administration of performing and 28 

submitting two, rather than one, cash working capital calculations. 29 

Q. Please explain why the benefits of a second cash working capital calculation may be 30 

perceived, rather than based on reality. 31 

 Mr. Ostrander testified at hearing in Docket No. 13-0301 (Tr. 403:16-24 – Tr. 404:1-5) A.32 

that use of a second cash working capital calculation for the Filing Year, all else being equal, 33 

could result in a larger Reconciliation balance when actual Revenue Requirement for the 34 

Reconciliation Year is calculated:  35 

Q. Let me ask it to you this way: If there were no other 36 

reconciliation balance and the only reconciliation item was the 37 

reconciliation between your reconciliation year cash working 38 

capital requirement and the filing year cash working capital 39 

requirement, that would create a reconciliation balance; is that 40 

correct? 41 
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A. In your hypothetical, yes. 42 

Q. Okay. And then you would agree that the larger the difference 43 

between the two cash working capital calculations, again using my 44 

hypothetical, the larger the reconciliation balance? 45 

A. Yes. 46 

Any proposed change to the template structure that could cause Reconciliation 47 

balances to increase is arguably of little, if any benefit. 48 

Q. Is AIC’s position consistent with other utilities? 49 

 Yes. In ComEd’s first Reconciliation Year calculation under formula rates, Docket No. A.50 

12-0321, the Commission approved one cash working capital calculation, based on 51 

Reconciliation Year inputs, for both the Filing Year and Reconciliation Year Rate Base 52 

calculations. 53 

Q. Regarding the two CWC calculations, Mr. Ostrander testifies that, although the 54 

difference between the FY and RY CWC calculation would produce a small change in the 55 

revenue requirement, “while the current calculation difference makes up approximately 56 

.005% the filing year rate base, the difference may not always be a small amount. Increased 57 

plant additions will increase the impact on the filing year CWC.”  What is your response?  58 

 As Mr. Ostrander points out, the difference between the two calculations based on Staff’s A.59 

Initial Brief in Docket No. 13-0301 is only $102,000 (App. A, Sch. 13, p. 1 compared to App. B, 60 

Sch. 11, p. 1).  He indicates at page 6 of his testimony that this is only a difference of ½ of 1% in 61 
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rate base. Furthermore, a review of Staff’s Initial Brief, Appendices A and B, Schedule 5, line 62 

11, indicates that the difference in revenue requirement under the two cash working capital 63 

calculations is only $10,000.  64 

As a percent of total revenue requirement, which is over $800 million (Staff’s Initial 65 

Brief Appendices A and B, Schedule 1), this difference is only about 1/1000 of 1%.  Certainly 66 

this difference is immaterial in the calculation of revenue requirement under any standard of 67 

measurement.  Whether that difference will be greater in future periods, as Mr. Ostrander 68 

speculates, will not change the fact the Staff’s request to add an additional step of calculating a 69 

second cash working capital calculation does not result in a material difference in Filing Year 70 

Requirement and, as discussed above, increases the administrative burden imposed on the 71 

Company, and would result in a larger Reconciliation balance. 72 

Q. Mr. Ostrander (p. 4) testifies: “However, the Company initially filed its CWC 73 

calculation using the filing year inputs in the supporting CWC workpaper (“WP-3”) and 74 

then changed the CWC calculation to use the reconciliation year inputs in WP-3 in rebuttal 75 

testimony without seeking Commission approval outside of the formula rate proceeding in 76 

Docket 13-0301.  Thus, by the Company’s own actions, it apparently believes Commission 77 

approval in a separate Sec. 9-201 proceeding is not required in order to make changes to a 78 

formula rate workpaper that would cause a change to amounts reflected in the ancillary 79 

formula rate schedules, which in turn support the formula rate Schedules FR A-1 and FR 80 

A-1 REC included in the Company’s Rate MAP-P tariff.”  Do you have a response? 81 

 I disagree with this position.  Workpaper inputs change every time the Company files A.82 

testimony.  In fact, over the course of a formula rate update proceeding, there are hundreds of 83 
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workpaper input changes.  At the time the Company files its Direct testimony, for example, 84 

workpaper inputs are repopulated with numbers that correspond with the Company’s formula 85 

rate requirement calculations and ratemaking adjustments. Changes are made to those inputs, 86 

where applicable, at each subsequent stage of the proceeding.  Thus, even if the Company had 87 

continued to base its cash working capital calculation on Filing Year data, inputs on App 3 88 

would have changed at the time of the Company’s Rebuttal filing.  What is important to consider 89 

here is not that workpaper inputs changed within the formula template, which occurs every time 90 

the Company submits a formula rate template calculation, but whether there were any structural 91 

changes, such as headings, formulas, line descriptions, line insertions, or line deletions, to the 92 

template as a result of the change to use of the Reconciliation Year for cash working capital.  93 

The answer to that question is no.  Only inputs within the approved formula rate template, 94 

supported by workpapers, changed.  Thus, the Company was able to accommodate such a change 95 

within the existing approved template, and no separate filing for approval of a structural change 96 

to the template was required.  97 

However, I note that Mr. Ostrander’s concern seems to relate to the testimony and 98 

recommendations of Ms. Ebrey regarding the Commission definition of formula rate “structure” 99 

and “template” and when the Commission is required to approve a change to the formula rate 100 

structure and protocols under Section 9-201.  As explained by Mr. Mill, Ms. Ebrey’s proposal 101 

will be addressed in a later filing. 102 

Q. Are you attaching any other exhibits? 103 

 Yes. Attached is the redirect of my cross examination at hearings in Docket No. 13-0301, A.104 

identified as Ameren Exhibit 4.1, in which I respond to certain questions posed by Staff and AG 105 
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regarding template related changes, which were submitted as ICC Staff Cross Exhibit 4 and AG 106 

Cross Exhibits 1 and 2 in Docket No. 13-0301.  Also attached is Ameren Exhibit 4.2, which 107 

contains an excerpt of the cross-examination of Mr. Ostrander in Docket No. 13-0301, regarding 108 

two cash working calculations. 109 

 CONCLUSION IV.110 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 111 

 Yes.  A.112 


