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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Yassir Rashid.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 2 

Springfield, Illinois  62701. 3 

Q. Are you the same Yassir Rashid who previously testified in this docket? 4 

A. Yes, I am.  My prepared direct testimony in this docket is ICC Staff Exhibit 12.0. 5 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 6 

A. I intend to address testimony by Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren” or 7 

“Company”) witnesses Craig Nelson, Roland Pate, and Michael Getz regarding 8 

capital investments and Operations and Maintenance (“O&M”) expenses. 9 

Q. Did you find anything in Ameren’s rebuttal testimony that made you 10 

change the conclusions or recommendations that you included in your 11 

direct testimony? 12 

A. Yes.  In my direct testimony, I recommended a decrease of $3,138,114 to 13 

Ameren’s proposed rate base associated with two projects that Ameren did not 14 

prove to be used and useful.  In this rebuttal testimony, based on information that 15 

Ameren provided, I recommend that the Commission disallow $7,246,868 from 16 

inclusion in rate base.  This represents the cost of projects that Ameren does not 17 

expect to complete by the end of test year, including the cost of two projects that 18 

I identified in my direct testimony as not used and useful.  My proposed 19 

adjustments are reflected in ICC Staff Exhibit 20.0, Schedules 20.02, 20.03 and 20 

20.04. 21 

I also discuss Ameren O&M expenses and recommend that the Commission 22 

order Ameren to maintain consistent levels of annual O&M expenditures. 23 
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Q. Are you sponsoring any schedules as part of your rebuttal testimony? 24 

A. Yes.  I prepared ICC Staff Schedule 28.1, which is an analysis of Ameren’s 25 

electric distribution expenses, excluding storm costs for 2005 through 2012. 26 

Q. Have you included any attachments as part of your rebuttal testimony? 27 

A. Yes.  I included the following attachments as part of my rebuttal testimony: 28 

ICC Staff Attachment A: Ameren’s response to Staff DR YMR 2.2. 29 

ICC Staff Attachment B: Ameren’s response to Staff DR YMR 5.6. 30 

ICC Staff Attachment C: Ameren’s response to Staff DR YMR 6.1. 31 

Capital Additions Adjustments 32 

Q. In your direct testimony, you requested that Ameren state whether it 33 

included projects in rate base other than WO 26669 and WO 26577 with 34 

completion dates after the end of 2012 in its proposed rate base.  Did 35 

Ameren identify more projects with completion dates after the end of 36 

2012in its rebuttal testimony? 37 

A. Yes.  As part of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Pate included Ameren Exhibit 26.1, 38 

which contains a table titled “Deferred or Cancelled Projects Included in Rate 39 

Base.” In addition to WO 26669 and WO 26577, this table contains fourteen 40 

other projects that Ameren does not expect to complete by the end of 2012 41 

(sixteen projects in total).  Ameren cancelled four of these projects; deferred 42 

three of them to specific dates; deferred two of them to non-specific dates; 43 

delayed four of them; replaced one of them with another project; and changed 44 

the scope of two of them. 45 

Q. Are all the projects Ameren included in Ameren Exhibit 26.1 electric 46 
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projects? 47 

A. No.  Some of those projects are electric projects, some of them are gas projects, 48 

and some of them are “intangible plant.”1

Q. Please reiterate your rationale behind your recommendation that the 51 

Commission disallow the inclusion of the cost of WO 26669 and WO 26577 52 

in rate base. 53 

  The total cost of these sixteen projects 49 

is $7,246,868. 50 

A. The rationale behind my recommendation was that the two projects were not 54 

used and useful.  In my direct testimony (ICC Staff Exhibit 12.0), I explained that 55 

the criterion I used to determine whether a specific project is used and useful is 56 

derived from Section 9-212 of the Public Utilities Act (“Act”) that reads, in part: 57 

. . .  A generation or production facility is used and useful only if, 58 
and only to the extent that, it is necessary to meet customer 59 
demand or economically beneficial in meeting such demand. No 60 
generation or production facility shall be found used and useful until 61 
and unless it is capable of generation or production at significant 62 
operating levels on a consistent and sustainable basis. . .  63 

 Because Ameren indicated it would not complete WO 26669 and WO 26577 by 64 

the end of the test year, I concluded that these projects will not be used and 65 

useful, and therefore recommended that the Commission disallow $3,138,114 66 

from inclusion in rate base.  This number represents the total cost of the two 67 

projects. 68 

Q. Do you apply the same rationale apply to the fourteen projects that Ameren 69 

listed on page 1 of Ameren Exhibit 26.1 alongside WO 26669 and WO 70 

                                            
1 In lines 663 and 664 of Ameren Exhibit 2.0E, Ameren witness Ronald Stafford defines intangible plant 
as a “plant which is utilized by both [Ameren’s] gas and electric business.” 
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26577? 71 

A. Yes.  Given that Ameren indicated that it would defer or cancel the projects that it 72 

included in page 1 of Ameren Exhibit 26.1, the same rationale that I applied when 73 

analyzing WO 26669 and WO 26577 applies to the additional fourteen projects 74 

that Ameren included in page 1 of Ameren Exhibit 26.1.  Therefore, I recommend 75 

that the Commission disallow $7,246,868 from inclusion in rate base, which is the 76 

cost of all sixteen cancelled or deferred projects.  My proposed adjustments are 77 

reflected in ICC Staff Exhibit 20.0, Schedules 20.02, 20.03 and 20.04. 78 

Q. Did Ameren identify in rebuttal testimony other specific projects that it 79 

claims it will complete by the end of 2012 that it did not include in rate 80 

base? 81 

A. Yes.  In Ameren Exhibit 26.1, Ameren included a table labeled “Projects Not 82 

Included in Rate Base” (“new projects”).  Ameren argues that the fact WO 26669 83 

and WO 26577 “may no longer be expected to be used and useful by the end of 84 

2012 does not mean the costs included in the forecast for these projects should 85 

be disallowed.”2

                                            
2 See Ameren Exhibit 26.0, lines 227 through 229. 

  Ameren would like to recover the cost that it initially allotted to 86 

projects that it later decided to cancel or to defer beyond the test year, to pay for 87 

these new projects, which were not formally included in rate base.  With inclusion 88 

of the new projects, Ameren takes the position that the exclusion of the projects, 89 

which it formerly included in rate base but are no longer expected to be used and 90 

useful by the end of 2012 should not result in an adjustment lowering rate base.  91 

Ameren’s premise is that it “has provided sufficient evidence that it will place into 92 
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service the overall level of capital expenditures provided in the forecast.”3

Q. Do you agree with Ameren’s approach of shifting “dollars” between 94 

different projects

 93 

4

A. No.  Potentially, there are always projects that a utility may choose to implement; 96 

however, for purposes of determining the level of capital projects expense in rate 97 

base, it is the Company’s duty to provide an accurate forecast of test year capital 98 

projects expense that may be reviewed to determine whether they are prudent 99 

and used and useful.

 during this rate case proceeding? 95 

5

                                            
3 See Ameren Exhibit 26.0, lines 226 and 227 

  Consideration of capital projects expense within a rate 100 

case is distinct from operations.  It is understandable that Ameren tries to 101 

manage its operations in a flexible manner by re-prioritizing projects as needed.  102 

However, in a rate case when test year expenses are being reviewed, Ameren 103 

should not be allowed to respond to adjustments to its capital projects expense 104 

by expanding its list of test year capital projects.  It is inappropriate for Ameren to 105 

fail to inform the parties in this proceeding that it decided to implement the new 106 

projects in a timely manner, and reveal the new projects only after I raised the 107 

issue of the cancelled or deferred projects in the direct testimony stage.  Given 108 

the tight schedule for Staff’s rebuttal testimony, Ameren’s late declaration of its 109 

decision to implement the new projects effectively nullifies the meaningfulness of 110 

the review of test year capital projects.  There will always be additional capital 111 

projects that the utility could identify, if the capital projects it originally identified 112 

are determined not to be used and useful within the test year. 113 

4 See Ameren Exhibit 26.0, lines 161 through 180. 
5 Section 9-211 of the Act states, “[the] Commission, in any determination of rates or charges, shall 
include in a utility's rate base only the value of such investment which is both prudently incurred and used 
and useful in providing service to public utility customers.” 
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Ameren O&M Expenses 114 

Q. In your direct testimony, you identified a pattern that Ameren followed in its 115 

O&M spending as it pertains to test year versus non test year.  Would you 116 

describe how that pattern influences Ameren’s O&M expenses in 2012? 117 

A. I examined Ameren’s O&M spending from 2005 through 2012.  I concluded that 118 

Ameren tended to spend substantially more during what it designated as test 119 

years in previous and current rate cases compared to its O&M spending during 120 

non-test years.  I included my detailed analysis and concerns in ICC Staff Exhibit 121 

12.0, lines 226 through 296. 122 

Q. Did Ameren respond to the concern that you raised in your direct 123 

testimony about the disparity between Ameren’s O&M spending during test 124 

years compared to its O&M spending during non-test years and the effects 125 

of that disparity on the reliability of Ameren’s distribution system? 126 

A. Only partially.  Mr. Getz indicated that the main driver behind the year-to-year 127 

variation in Ameren’s O&M expenses between 2005 and 2008 was storm costs.6  128 

Using the information that Mr. Getz provided in Ameren Exhibit 29.5, I factored in 129 

the storm cost in my calculations and updated Figure (2)7 of my direct testimony, 130 

which depicted the overall percentage deviation in Ameren’s O&M expenses in 131 

each given year from prior year’s O&M expenses for 2006 through 2012.  Figure 132 

(1) hereunder depicts the percentage deviation in Ameren’s O&M expenses in 133 

each given year from the prior year’s O&M expenses8

                                            
6 See Ameren Exhibit 29.0, lines 201 through 209. 

 for 2006 through 2012, 134 

excluding storm costs. 135 

7 See ICC Staff Exhibit 12.0, page 13. 
8 See ICC Staff Schedule 28.1. 
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Figure (1) 

1.63% 

11.47% 
15.20% 

(1.25%)

0.92% 

(6.83%)

30.41% 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Actual Projected

 

The updated graph indicates that Mr. Getz’s explanation regarding Ameren’s 136 

O&M expenses between 2006 and 2008 may have been valid.  However, Mr. 137 

Getz’s argument regarding storm costs fails to explain whether, or to what extent 138 

the levels of Ameren’s O&M spending for 2009, 2010, and 2011 affected the 139 

reliability of Ameren’s distribution system.  Figure (1) further shows that Ameren 140 

plans to reduce its non-storm related O&M expenses in 2011 by nearly 7% 141 

compared to 2010. 142 

According to Ameren’s response to Staff data request (“DR”) YMR 2.2, Ameren’s 143 

incremental O&M spending related to the implementation of Liberty Audit 144 

recommendations, circuit inspections, and substation inspections in 2009, 2010, 145 

and 2011 was $0.9

                                            
9 See ICC Staff Attachment A. 

  In his direct testimony, Ameren witness Craig Nelson 146 

described some of the areas that Ameren O&M spending cuts affected including, 147 

instituting a hiring freeze, substantially reducing the use of contractors, and 148 
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delaying or cancelling certain projects and planned activities.10

Q. Is there a contrast between Ameren’s O&M spending level in 2012 150 

compared to its O&M spending in the previous three years? 151 

   149 

A. Yes.  In its response to Staff DR YMR 2.2, Ameren stated that, in 2012, it 152 

proposes to increase O&M spending towards the implementation of Liberty Audit 153 

recommendations, circuit inspections, and substation inspections by $15.7 154 

million, $6.4 million, and $2.9 million respectively.  That amounts to 155 

approximately $25 million, which is nearly half of the increase in Ameren’s total 156 

O&M spending in 2012 compared to 2011 and more than 82% of the increase in 157 

Ameren’s total O&M spending in 2012 compared to 2009.  According to 158 

Ameren’s response to Staff DR YMR 2.2, O&M spending related to vegetation 159 

management activities will increase by $8.9 million in 2012 compared to 2009.  In 160 

his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Getz indicated yearly inflation rate of 2% would 161 

contribute $11.6 million to Ameren’s 2012 O&M expenditure.11

Q. Did Ameren witnesses opine on the effect of reducing O&M spending in 163 

2009, 2010, and 2011? 164 

 162 

A. Yes.  Mr. Nelson stated “[continued] cutting or deferral of […] operating and 165 

maintenance activities […] is not a viable long-term solution…”12  Mr. Pate 166 

stated, “…the current levels of spending are not adequate to maintain systems to 167 

the expectation of key stakeholders.”13

                                            
10 See Ameren Exhibit 1.0E, lines 309 through 312. 

  In his response to Staff DR YMR 5.6(c), 168 

Mr. Pate indicated that a reliable distribution system is one of those 169 

11 See ICC Staff Attachment A. 
12 See Ameren Exhibit 1.0E, lines 85 through 87. 
13 See Ameren Exhibit 6.0E, lines 1242 and 1243. 
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expectations.14  In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Getz responded to concerns that I 170 

raised in my direct testimony regarding the effect of reducing O&M expenses on 171 

reliability by stating, “[dollars] spent or not spent are not necessarily 172 

determinative of system reliability.”  However in his response to Staff DR YMR 173 

6.1, Mr. Getz stated, “…all other things being equal, if electric distribution O&M 174 

spending levels were reduced for a number of consecutive years [then] the 175 

likelihood of future reliability being negatively impacted is greater.”15

Q. Did Ameren explain why it decided to decrease its O&M spending in 2009, 180 

2010, and 2011? 181 

  I believe 176 

that it is likely that reliability would be negatively affected by reduced O&M 177 

spending in 2009, 2010, and 2011.  Based on the Ameren testimony referenced 178 

above, it is my understanding that Ameren witnesses would agree. 179 

A. Yes.  In lines 299 to 320 of his direct testimony, Mr. Nelson described actions 182 

that Ameren took in response to the Commission’s order in Ameren’s latest rate 183 

case after stating that Ameren “determined that the revenues granted by the 184 

Order were inadequate.”16

… the Company cannot continue to fund activities that are not 191 

  Mr. Nelson indicated that Ameren “significantly 185 

reduced its 2010 operating and capital budgets.”  Mr. Nelson further indicated 186 

what appears to be Ameren’s unwillingness to fund its activities even after 187 

Ameren witnesses I referenced above, including Mr. Nelson, warned against the 188 

consequences of O&M spending reductions on Ameren’s system reliability.  Mr. 189 

Nelson stated, 190 

                                            
14 See ICC Staff Attachment B. 
15 See ICC Staff Attachment C. 
16 See Ameren Exhibit 1.0E, lines 305 and 306.  
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reflected in rates.  Responsible financial management means that 192 
the Company looks ahead to its income and outflows and makes 193 
reasonable decisions as to what activities it can sustain, all the 194 
while satisfying its obligation to provide safe and reliable service.  195 
This does not mean that the Company will put the brakes on only 196 
when it is in “severe financial distress;” rather, it means that the 197 
Company seeks to operate in a sustainable manner.17

Q. In your direct testimony, you requested that Ameren address the harm that 199 

under spending towards its O&M during non-test years has caused the 200 

reliability of its distribution system.  Did Ameren respond to your request? 201 

 198 

A. No.  In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Getz stated, “Mr. Rashid offers no credible 202 

evidence that reliability was affected.”18

Q. Has Ameren’s presentation in this case caused you to become concerned 210 

about the future of its distribution system reliability? 211 

  In my direct testimony, I did not claim 203 

that Ameren’s distribution system was affected by the O&M spending reduction 204 

during non-test years.  I simply raised the issue and requested that Ameren 205 

address it in its rebuttal testimony.  Although there is a consensus among 206 

Ameren witnesses that reliability would suffer from reduced O&M spending as I 207 

explained above, Ameren did not address the effects of under-spending towards 208 

O&M during non-test years. 209 

A. Yes.  Ameren decreased its overall O&M spending for three consecutive years, 212 

yet Ameren failed to provide a viable justification for that decrease in O&M 213 

spending.  The premise that a utility may choose to decrease spending towards 214 

maintaining its electric distribution system, which would potentially have a 215 

negative effect on the reliability of that system, because it finds the revenues 216 

                                            
17 See Ameren Exhibit 21.0 (Rev.), lines 561 through 566. 
18 See Ameren Exhibit 29.0, line 234. 



Docket Nos. 11-0279/11-0282 (Cons.) 
ICC Staff Exhibit 28.0 

 

11 
 

granted by a Commission’s order in a rate case to be “inadequate,” is dangerous.  217 

The policy of cancelling or deferring the implementation of activities aimed at 218 

maintaining or improving the reliability of a utility’s distribution system, even if it is 219 

assumed that system is currently reliable, may cause more outages and more 220 

expensive mitigation efforts in the future.  The O&M spending pattern that is 221 

depicted in Figure (1) above is unacceptable.  Ameren should spend towards its 222 

O&M activities in a consistent fashion year after year.  Ameren should base 223 

changes in annual O&M budgets on its operational needs and should be able to 224 

explain those needs and the changes in its budget to the Commission. 225 

Q. Is there an issue that you would like Ameren to address in its surrebuttal 226 

testimony? 227 

A. Yes.  I believe that Ameren should address the following: 228 

• The effects of reduced O&M spending in 2009, 2010, and 2011 on the 229 

reliability of Ameren’s distribution system. 230 

• What actions Ameren intends to take to maintain its distribution system, if 231 

at the end of the instant rate case, it determines that the revenues granted 232 

by the order that the Commission will eventually issue were inadequate. 233 

Q. Do you have a recommendation for the Commission to include in its final 234 

order in this rate case? 235 

A. Yes.  In its final order, I recommend that the Commission include language, 236 

ordering Ameren to maintain consistent O&M spending levels regardless of the 237 

outcome of the Commission’s order.  The Commission should take action to 238 

ensure that Ameren customers receive reliable electric service in the future.  239 
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Staff is concerned about Ameren’s reduced O&M spending levels in 2009, 2010, 240 

and 2011.  In their testimony, Ameren witnesses Messrs. Nelson, Pate, and Getz 241 

warned against reduced O&M spending levels. 242 

Q. Does that conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 243 

Yes, it does. 244 
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Line 
No.

Account 
No. Description 2005 [1] 2006 [1] 2007 [1] 2008 [1] 2009 2010 [2] 2011 [3] 2012 [4]
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F)

66 Electric Distribution Expenses ($ thousand)
67 Operations
68 580 Operation, Supervision, and Engineering 7,670 9,431 8,952 9,020 8,579 8,233 8,107 10,111
69 581 Load Dispatching 3,820 4,341 4,648 5,006 4,799 5,668 5,530 5,737
70 582 Station Expenses 2,322 2,219 2,222 2,241 1,732 1,827 2,016 8,477
71 583 Overhead Line Expenses 5,847 7,655 8,845 10,433 8,776 9,323 7,671 7,655
72 584 Underground Line Expenses 2,670 3,430 3,186 3,526 2,750 2,149 2,138 2,833
73 585 Street Lighting and Signal System Expenses 1,061 1,082 1,120 1,405 1,596 1,533 1,687 1,764
74 586 Meter Expenses 10,202 11,932 12,601 12,197 14,459 13,319 15,619 16,501
75 587 Customer Installations Expenses 3,284 3,392 3,813 3,652 3,378 3,518 4,729 4,845
76 588 Other Expenses 19,543 18,981 24,026 23,906 23,667 19,552 19,946 23,020
77 589 Rents 407 475 448 465 152 274 125 127
78 Total Operations 56,826 62,938 69,861 71,851 69,888 65,396 67,568 81,070

79 Maintenance
80 590 Maintenance, Supervision, and Engineering 3,546 3,840 3,311 2,720 1,602 1,442 2,404 2,676
81 591 Maintenance of Structures 494 1,091 1,198 1,456 1,141 1,018 346 442
82 592 Maintenance of Station Equipment 14,790 15,397 16,360 16,908 17,437 17,968 22,335 25,543
83 593 Maintenance of Overhead Lines 54,357 76,628 62,473 94,973 87,469 81,794 75,147 107,123
84 594 Maintenance of Underground Lines 2,806 3,696 4,199 4,825 5,301 5,321 4,124 4,804
85 595 Maintenance of Line Transformers 1,097 723 779 1,128 1,387 1,304 1,850 1,884
86 596 Maintenance of Street Lighting and Signal Systems 1,783 2,987 1,345 2,271 2,399 2,199 1,053 1,357
87 597 Maintenance of Meters 519 380 455 524 465 507 1,071 1,121
88 598 Maintenance of Miscellaneous Distribution Plant 1,821 3,475 3,636 3,540 3,183 3,230 4,000 4,520
89 Total Maintenance 81,213 108,217 93,756 128,345 120,384 114,783 112,330 149,470

90 Total Electric Distribution Expenses 138,039 171,155 163,617 200,196 190,272 180,179 179,898 230,540

91 Total Storm Costs [5] 1,402 32,292 8,828 21,876 14,176 2,468 14,321 14,607

Electric Distribution Expenses excluding storm 
costs  (= line 90 - line 91) 136,637 138,863 154,789 178,320 176,096 177,711 165,577 215,933

[1] Data in this column (except line 91) is obtained from Ameren's response to Staff data request YMR 2.20
Data in the remaining columns (except line 91) is included in Ameren Schedule C-4

[2] Data in this column (except line 91) includes nine months of actual data and three months of forecasted data
[3] Data in this column (except line 91) includes zero months of actual data and twelve months of forecasted data
[4] Data in this column includes zero months of actual data and twelve months of forecasted data
[5] Data in this row is obtained from Ameren Exhibit 29.5
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Description 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Electric Distribution Expenses Deviation From Prior 
Year After Excluding Storm Costs                                        
($ thousand) [6] [7]

2,226 15,926 23,531 (2,224) 1,615 (12,134) 50,356 

Electric Distribution Expenses Percentage Deviation 
From Prior Year After Excluding Storm Costs  [8]

1.63% 11.47% 15.20% (1.25%) 0.92% (6.83%) 30.41%

[6] Deviation from prior year = Expense in a given year - Expense in prior year
[7] Numbers between parentheses are negative numbers
[8] Percentage deviation from prior year = ((Expense in a given year - Expense in prior year) / Expense in prior year)*100
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