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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET No. 12-0001 2 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF  3 

ROBERT J. MILL 4 

Submitted on Behalf Of 5 

Ameren Illinois 6 

I. INTRODUCTION 7 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 8 

A. My name is Robert J. Mill.  My business address is 2600 N Center Street, Maryville, 9 

Illinois 62062. 10 

Q. Are you the same Robert J. Mill who submitted direct testimony in this proceeding? 11 

A. Yes, I am. 12 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 13 

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

A. My surrebuttal testimony responds to the rebuttal testimony of Illinois Commerce 15 

Commission (Commission) Staff (Staff) witnesses Ms. Dianna H. Hathhorn and Mr. Samuel S. 16 

McClerren; Illinois Industrial Energy Consumer (IIEC) witness Mr. Michael P. Gorman; and 17 

Illinois Office of Attorney General (AG) and /AARP joint witness Mr. Michael L. Brosch. I note 18 

that several witnesses address the question of average rate base in their rebuttal, but primarily 19 

raise points which I and Mr. Nelson responded to in our rebuttal case.  Therefore, I am only 20 
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addressing certain points related to average rate base on surrebuttal. Mr. Nelson also addresses 21 

certain of these witnesses’ rebuttal positions in his surrebuttal testimony. 22 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your surrebuttal testimony? 23 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 24 

• Ameren Exhibit 22.1: A comparison of revenue requirement impacts for year-25 
end and average rate base for reconciliation. 26 

III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, MS. HATHHORN 27 

Q. Did Ms. Hathhorn respond specifically to your rebuttal criticisms of her proposal 28 

for adopting an average rate base for purposes of the reconciliation calculation as opposed 29 

to the Company's proposal for a year-end rate base?  30 

A. No.  She did not respond to any of my criticisms concerning this issue nor did she 31 

respond to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Nelson on using average rate base. 32 

Q. Did Ms. Hathhorn offer any new reasons in support of her average rate base 33 

recommendation?  34 

A. Yes.  She simply referenced the recent Commonwealth Edison Company (ComEd) Order 35 

in Docket No. 11-0721 as the reason why the Commission should require Ameren Illinois to use 36 

an average rate base.   37 

Q. Is the referenced ComEd Order considered a final Order without opportunity for 38 

reversing the ruling on this issue? 39 

A. It is my understanding that ComEd has filed a request for rehearing on the Commission's 40 

ruling on this issue.  At this time the Commission has not ruled on that request.   It is also 41 

possible that ComEd could eventually appeal this issue to the courts should the request be 42 



Ameren Exhibit 22.0 
Page 3 of 8 

rejected on a rehearing.  Thus, I am suggesting there may be other opportunities where the 43 

ComEd Order is modified.  44 

Q. Do you have any other comments? 45 

A. Yes.  Ameren Illinois has made compelling arguments why the use of average rate base 46 

for reconciliation purposes should be rejected.  Dismissing such testimony without rebuttal 47 

simply because the Commission has ruled on this issue in another docket, especially where the 48 

Order could still be modified on rehearing, should carry little weight, if any, in this proceeding.    49 

Q. Beginning at page 16, Ms. Hathhorn for the first time makes a proposal that the 50 

compliance version of Rate MAP-P only include Schedules FR A-1 and FR- A-1 REC, with 51 

all other formula rate sheets in Appendix A, and apparently the rate design template sheets 52 

in Appendix B of Rate MAP-P being excluded from the tariff.  Do you have an opinion on 53 

this? 54 

A. Yes.  In my rebuttal testimony I responded to IIEC witness Mr. Stephens on a proposal to 55 

eliminate all formula schedules from Appendices A and B of Rate MAPP-P.  I continue to 56 

support my rebuttal testimony that such detail enhances transparency of the formula rate process 57 

and should be retained in the tariff.   58 

Q. Does Ms. Hathhorn offer any compelling reasons for her new position on this issue? 59 

A. No.  In support, she only referenced the recent ComEd Order in Docket No. 11-0721 60 

where the Commission ruled on the inclusion of only two Schedules (FR A-1 and FR A-1 REC) 61 

in ComEd's Rate DSPP.  I address this issue further in response to Mr. McClerren below. 62 
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Q. Does Ms. Hathhorn clarify how the remaining formula sheets being removed from 63 

Appendices A and B of Rate MAP-P should be addressed? 64 

A. Yes. She states the Commission Order should be clear that the Commission is adopting as 65 

the formula all the schedules that comprise the template.  She references Section 16-108.5(d)(3) 66 

of the Act and concludes that the Commission does not have authority to approve any further 67 

changes to the formula adopted in this proceeding.  She then recommends that the final template 68 

approved in this proceeding, consisting of all schedules that comprise the formula, be filed on e-69 

docket, with a copy to the Manager of Accounting. 70 

Q. Do you agree with her additional clarifications? 71 

A. Yes.  I believe they are necessary. 72 

IV. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, MR. MCCLERREN 73 

Q. Mr. McClerren recommends that Rate MAP-P only include Schedules FR-A1 and 74 

FR-A1 REC, following the recommendation made by the Commission in the ComEd case, 75 

ICC Docket No. 11-0271. Please respond. 76 

A. The Commission found that “simplification” was the better course of action regarding the 77 

presentation of ComEd's Rate DSPP, offering further that parties can obtain the work papers and 78 

schedules in the filing.  (To be clear, I don’t consider the spreadsheets included in the tariff to be 79 

workpapers, rather they are more substantive than workpapers.)  Frankly, the logic in the ComEd 80 

ruling is difficult to comprehend.  Rate MAP-P doesn’t become less complicated if the detailed 81 

formula schedules are not attached to the actual tariff.  Further, the decision appears contrary to 82 

the statute's intent of having the formula rate be transparent, as I discussed in my rebuttal.  Any 83 

person can selectively decide what information he or she wants to take from the totality of Rate 84 
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MAP-P. Indeed, keeping the detailed formula schedules intact with the tariff makes it easier for 85 

persons to knowingly decide what information they want to review.  Also, I would point out that 86 

there are really two sets of spreadsheets in the Rate MAP-P tariff.  One set is the revenue 87 

requirement formula (Appendix A) and the second set not explicitly discussed in Staff’s 88 

testimony or in the ComEd Order is the rate design formulas in Appendix B.  We can only 89 

assume that both "formula workbooks" would be removed from the tariff, except for the two 90 

referenced summary sheets, should the Commission adopt the same ruling for Ameren Illinois.   91 

Q. You indicate the Commission’s decision in the ComEd case suggests the workpapers 92 

and schedules can be obtained as part of the filing. Do you agree with this? 93 

A.  Yes.  However, if a person were attempting to research how formula rates for Ameren 94 

Illinois are derived, they would not be able to obtain that understanding from the Rate MAP-P 95 

tariff that is available on the Company’s website, under the ComEd approach.  Rather, the 96 

curious will have to locate the testimonies and exhibits in this docket and in future formula rate 97 

docketed proceedings via the Commission’s e-docket system to view the supporting formula 98 

spreadsheets contained in testimony and filings.  99 

Q. What is the content of these formula rate schedules, and how might they be useful to 100 

retain in the tariff? 101 

A. The spreadsheet formulas within Appendix A of Rate MAP-P provide for the derivation 102 

of revenue requirements.  The formulas also reflect the various protocols set forth in the formula 103 

rate legislation.  The formula spreadsheets in Appendix B provide for the allocation and 104 

mitigation of revenue requirements across rate classes and for the design and level of end use 105 

charges, all based on a prior Commission rate case or rate redesign orders.  Assuming the 106 
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Commission adopts Staff’s position, absent these spreadsheets being contained within the 107 

Company’s tariff, someone interested in understanding the formula rates would have to research 108 

the various exhibits filed in the most recent formula rate proceeding.  In my view it will be easier 109 

to locate such information if it is contained in the tariff. 110 

Q. Do you have any final comments? 111 

A. Yes. Ultimately, if the detailed formula schedules are not made part of the tariff, it's of 112 

little consequence to AIC.  I believe the approach authorized by the Commission in Docket No. 113 

11-0721 is detrimental mainly to customers and other stakeholders.  Whatever the Commission 114 

decides, the Company will, of course, comply. However, I consider it awkward that there would 115 

be so much resistance to include adequate information in tariffs to aid customers and the energy 116 

community.  117 

Q. Mr. McClerren also endorses the Commission’s decision in Docket No. 11-0721 to 118 

institute a rulemaking regarding a systematic approach governing the formula rate 119 

process. Can you please respond? 120 

A. Yes.  Although Mr. McClerren has no understanding of the scope of the rulemaking 121 

beyond what the Commission stated in Docket No. 11-0721 (Response to AIC-Staff 7.01, 7.04) 122 

or any firm idea of the timing of the rulemaking (Response to AIC-Staff 7.07), he nevertheless 123 

endorses it.  In AIC’s judgment, however, a rulemaking having such a vaguely defined purpose 124 

is likely to be a drain of time and resources and likely to accomplish little, if anything.  First, the 125 

formula rate legislation is a very prescriptive law that already details much of the filing 126 

requirements.  This legislation coupled with the applicable Part 285 filing requirements provides 127 

ample guidance.  Second, there has been no demonstrated need for a rulemaking.  No party has 128 
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actively advocated a rulemaking.  No party has complained there are material differences with 129 

the way by which AIC and ComEd filed their cases.  Third, as AIC received very few 130 

deficiencies in this case.  This suggests, again, the process is working and serves as further proof 131 

of the adequacy of the filings.  Fourth, by the time a rulemaking is completed, several formula 132 

rate filings and updates will have come and gone.  Fifth, the Commission can in its formula rate 133 

decisions provide the utilities further guidance in future filings.  Sixth, as I stated at the outset, 134 

the rulemaking will cost money, as Staff admits (Response to AIC-Staff 7.09).  Should 135 

ratepayers be burdened with an additional cost for little return? 136 

V. RESPONSE TO IIEC WITNESS, MR. GORMAN 137 

Q. Mr. Gorman states that use of an average rate base best approximates AIC's actual 138 

costs. How do you respond? 139 

A. I disagree. As also explained by Mr. Nelson, at the end of the rate year, AIC will have in 140 

fact invested the full amount reflected in year end rate base. In other words, the year end rate 141 

base will reflect all dollars spent by AIC during the year.  A year later, formula rates will go into 142 

effect to recover (as Mr. Gorman acknowledges) the "utility’s actual and prudent costs in the rate 143 

year." The year end rate base reflects those actual and prudent costs in the rate year. 144 

Q. Mr. Gorman also asserts that an average rate base does not produce any under-145 

recovery. Do you agree? 146 

A. No. As I explained in rebuttal, by reconciling to an average rate base AIC will not 147 

recover the difference between the average rate base amount and the actual year-end amount for 148 

the reconciliation period.  149 
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I have attached Ameren Exhibit 22.1 which illustrates the revenue requirement effect of 150 

reconciling to an average rate base versus a year-end actual rate base. 151 

VI. RESPONSE TO AG/AARP WITNESS, MR. BROSCH 152 

Q. In response to your concern about a mismatch between a revenue requirement 153 

initially calculated assuming a year-end rate base, to a subsequent calculation using a fully 154 

historical period and an average rate base, Mr. Brosch claims the reconciliation procedure 155 

will make AIC “whole” for its actual costs incurred to provide service, plus interest 156 

accrued on any amounts over  or under-recovered. Do you agree AIC will be made whole? 157 

A. No. Mr. Brosch states: "Mechanical differences that may exist in the determination of  158 

the inception versus the reconciliation revenue requirement are significant only to the utility’s 159 

cash flow and do not affect its earnings due to the fact that the statute  provides for interest 160 

during the period that reconciled revenue requirement amounts have not yet been credited or 161 

charged to customers."  (AG/AARP Ex. 3.0, p. 10, lines 184-88.)  However, he appears to 162 

acknowledge that AIC will in fact not recover some of the  investment amounts, stating " 163 

Ameren should absolutely be required to 'forego those dollars each year' that result from 164 

utilization of a year- end rate base because the Company’s year-end investment levels are not 165 

representative of actual invested capital earlier and throughout the same year."  (AG/AARP Ex. 166 

3.0, pp. 10-11.)  (Emphasis added).  Ameren Exhibit 22.1 illustrates how AIC does in fact 167 

"forego those dollars" each year." 168 

VII. CONCLUSION 169 

Q. Do you have anything further to add at this time? 170 

A. No.  This concludes my surrebuttal testimony. 171 


