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Witness Identification 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Mary H. Everson. My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 3 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 4 

Q. Are you the same Mary H. Everson who prepared direct testimony in this 5 

proceeding? 6 

A. Yes. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 8 

A. I have reviewed the rebuttal testimony of Ameren Illinois Company’s (“AIC”), and 9 

the direct testimony of the intervening parties.  The purpose of my rebuttal 10 

testimony is to: 11 

 Respond to AIC’s rebuttal testimony concerning my recommendation for a 12 

depreciation study, the results of which should be incorporated into its 13 

future rate filings;  14 

 Continue to recommend the Commission include in its Order the 15 

statement I provide regarding rate case expense and Section 9-229 of the 16 

Public Utilities Act (“Act” or “PUA”) ; and  17 

 Respond to IIEC’s direct testimony recommending a cap on rate case 18 

expense in future formula rate filings. 19 
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Response to AIC regarding my Recommendation for a Depreciation Study 20 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding a depreciation study as stated in 21 

your direct testimony? 22 

A. My recommendation is that AIC should update its electric depreciation rates and 23 

reflect them in its next formula rate filing or its next general rate case, if a formula 24 

rate filing is not utilized.  The updated depreciation rates should be based on an 25 

updated depreciation study. 26 

Q. Did Ameren agree with your recommendation for a new depreciation study 27 

in its rebuttal testimony? 28 

A. Yes. In the rebuttal testimony of Ronald Stafford (Ameren Ex. 13.0, p. page 4), 29 

and in response to Staff DR MHE 4.01, Ameren stated that it is currently having a 30 

depreciation study performed and it expects to include the results of this study in 31 

its depreciation rates beginning in January 2013.  Ameren also indicated in that 32 

response that it would include depreciation rates that result from this study in its 33 

May 2013 formula rate filing.   34 

Recommended Statement Regarding Rate Case Expense in this Docket 35 

Q. What is the statement you recommended in your direct testimony regarding rate 36 

case expense? 37 

A. Given the requirement for the Commission to expressly address this issue in its 38 

order, I recommend that the Commission incorporate the following language into 39 

its rate order in this proceeding: 40 

Pursuant to Section 9-229, the Commission is required to expressly 41 
address in its final order the justness and reasonableness of any 42 
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amount expended by a public utility to compensate attorneys or 43 
technical experts to prepare and litigate a general rate case filing. 44 
The costs included for recovery in this filing are amortization of 45 
costs approved in Docket No. 04-0294, 07-0585 et al (Cons.), and 46 
09-0306 et al (Cons.) that were previously established as regulatory 47 
assets by the Commission in that order. The costs associated with 48 
this proceeding were not incurred in 2010 and as such, are not 49 
considered for recovery in this proceeding.  Costs incurred in 2011 50 
and 2012 that are related to this proceeding will be considered as 51 
part of the proceedings related to the recovery of costs for those 52 
years. Thus, there are no costs expended by the Company to 53 
compensate attorneys or technical experts to prepare and litigate a 54 
general rate case filing for the Commission to address in this 55 
proceeding. 56 

AIC agreed with this recommendation at page 34 of Ameren witness 57 

Stafford’s testimony.  58 

Response to IIEC’s Recommendation Regarding a Cap on Rate Case Expense 59 

Q. Did you review IIEC witness Michael Gorman’s direct testimony regarding 60 

his proposal to impose a $1 million cap or ceiling on rate case expense in 61 

Ameren’s future formula rate filings (IIEC Ex. 1.0, pp. 16-17)? 62 

A. Yes.  I do find Mr. Gorman’s proposal to be interesting.  However, I do not 63 

support the recommendation for a cap on rate case expense for several reasons. 64 

Q. Please explain your first reason for not supporting IIEC’s proposal. 65 

A. First, the language of Section 9-229 of the Act requires the Commission to 66 

expressly address in its final order the justness and reasonableness of any 67 

amount expended by a public utility to compensate attorneys or technical experts 68 

to prepare and litigate a general rate case filing.  Automatically allowing any 69 

amount, even one under a ceiling amount, would not allow the Commission to 70 
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“…expressly address in its final order the justness and reasonableness of any 71 

amount expended by a public utility…”  IIEC’s proposal would present a problem 72 

for the Commission in making this statement in a future proceeding especially in 73 

a situation where a utility would spend less than the cap, but include the full 74 

ceiling amount in its filing. Under this scenario, an insufficient review of rate case 75 

expense might result and the revenue requirement would include an amount for 76 

rate case expense that was in excess of the actual amount incurred.   77 

Q. What is your second reason? 78 

A. My second reason is that the Commission currently has an open proceeding to 79 

formulate a rule on rate case expense, Docket No. 11-0711.  A rulemaking on 80 

rate case expense is a more appropriate forum for this type of proposal, since all 81 

of the stakeholders would have input and the results would be applied to all 82 

cases, not just one or two.  83 

Q. Is there another factor you considered? 84 

A. Yes, the Final Order in Docket No. 11-0721, the formula rate proceeding for 85 

Commonwealth Edison, (“ComEd Order”) is instructive regarding this issue.  The 86 

ComEd Order rejected IIEC’s proposal in Docket No. 11-0721 that is 87 

substantially the same as its proposal in this docket.  The ComEd Order’s basis 88 

for rejecting IIEC’s proposal relied upon the appellate court’s opinion concerning 89 

Docket No. 10-0467, a rate proceeding for Commonwealth Edison, that stated 90 

that rate case expense must be documented with proof of the work performed by 91 

the individual or entity as well as the reasonableness of the hourly rate charges 92 

for services.  The ComEd Order also states that the Commission is bound by the 93 
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decisions regarding the documentation required and other case law provides for 94 

recovery on a case-by-case basis. (See, Docket No. 11-0721 Final Order dated 95 

May 29, 2012, p. 158, citing People ex re. Madigan v. Ill. Commerce Comm., 96 

2011 Ill. App. (1st) 10776, 10822-01, 2011 Ill App. Lexis 1244 (1st Dist. 2011); 97 

Docket 10-0467, Final Order of May 24, 2011, at 77-104)   98 

Conclusion 99 

Q. Does this question end your prepared rebuttal testimony? 100 

A. Yes. 101 


