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Docket No. 13-0301 

 

 

 
INITIAL BRIEF OF THE STAFF OF THE 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
 NOW COME the Staff witnesses of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”), 

by and through their undersigned counsel, pursuant to Section 200.800 of the Illinois 

Commerce Commission’s Rules of Practice (83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.800), and 

respectfully submit their Initial Brief in the instant proceeding. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 A. Introduction 

Section 16-108.5 of the Public Utilities Act (“PUA” or “Act”) provides that an 

electric utility or combination utility (providing electric service to more than one million 

customers in Illinois and gas service to at least 500,000 customers in Illinois) may elect 

to become a “participating utility” and voluntarily undertake an infrastructure investment 

program as described in the Section. A participating utility is allowed to recover its 

expenditures made under the infrastructure investment program through the ratemaking 

process, including, but not limited to, the performance-based formula rate and process 

set forth in Section 16-108.5. (220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(b).)  Section 16-108.5(d) of the Act 

requires a participating utility to file, on or before May 1 of each year, with the Chief 

Clerk of the Commission its updated cost inputs to the performance-based formula rate 
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for the applicable rate year and the corresponding new charges, based on final 

historical data reflected in the utility’s most recently filed annual FERC Form 1, plus 

projected plant additions and correspondingly updated depreciation reserve and 

expense for the calendar year in which the inputs are filed.  (220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(d).) 

On January 3, 2012, the Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“AIC” or 

“Ameren” or “Company”) filed with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) 

its performance-based formula rate tariff, Rate MAP-P Modernization Action Plan—

Pricing Tariff (“Rate MAP-P”).  That docket established the terms of the formula.  On 

April 20, 2012, AIC filed its updated cost inputs to the performance based formula rate 

for the applicable rate year and new corresponding charges. 

On April 19, 2013, Ameren filed its annual update of cost inputs pursuant to 

Section 16-108.5(d) of the Act. This docket is Ameren’s third filing under the Electric 

Infrastructure Modernization Act (“EIMA”).  In this docket, the Commission will establish 

a new revenue requirement to take effect on January 1, 2014 based on the historical 

FERC Form 1 reports for 2012 and projected plant additions for 2013 and reconcile the 

revenue requirement for 2012 with actual costs for 2012.  The reconciliation balance will 

be added to the new revenue requirement and collected in rates effective on January 1, 

2014.   

The following Staff witnesses submitted testimony in this case:  Theresa Ebrey 

(Staff Exs. 1.0 (Confidential and Public) and 6.0), Mike Ostrander (Staff Exs. 2.0 and 

7.0), Bonita A. Pearce (Staff Exs. 3.0 Confidential and Public and 8.0), Rochelle Phipps 

(Staff Exs. 4.0 and 9.0 Confidential and Public), and Stephen R. Knepler (Staff Exs. 5.0 

and 10.0). 
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In addition to AIC, the following parties have submitted testimony in this case:  

the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), the People of the State of Illinois (“AG”), and Illinois 

Industrial Energy Consumers (“IIEC”). 

During the course of the proceeding, Staff proposed various adjustments and 

changes to AIC’s proposed revenue requirement. AIC accepted some of Staff’s 

adjustments and Staff withdrew others. A summary of Staff’s final revenue requirement 

recommendations to the Commission in this proceeding is attached hereto as Appendix 

A.   

Evidentiary hearings were held in this matter in Springfield on September 16-19, 

2013. 

 B. Nature of AIC’s Operations 

 See I (A) 
 

C. Legal Standard 

 The provisions of EIMA, specifically, Section 16-108.5(d) provides in relevant 

part:  

Subsequent to the Commission's issuance of an order approving the 
utility's performance-based formula rate structure and protocols, and initial 
rates under subsection (c) of this Section, the utility shall file, on or before 
May 1 of each year, with the Chief Clerk of the Commission its updated 
cost inputs to the performance-based formula rate for the applicable rate 
year and the corresponding new charges.  
 

(220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(d)) 
  

Section 16-108.5(d) further specifies the requirements for this annual filing as 

follows:  

 
Within 45 days after the utility files its annual update of cost inputs to the 
performance-based formula rate, the Commission shall have the authority, 
either upon complaint or its own initiative, but with reasonable notice, to 
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enter upon a hearing concerning the prudence and reasonableness of the 
costs incurred by the utility to be recovered during the applicable rate year 
that are reflected in the inputs to the performance-based formula rate de-
rived from the utility's FERC Form 1.  
 

. . . 
 

In a proceeding under this subsection (d), the Commission shall enter its 
order no later than the earlier of 240 days after the utility's filing of its an-
nual update of cost inputs to the performance-based formula rate or 
December 31.  
 

. . . 
 

A participating utility's first filing of the updated cost inputs, and any 
Commission investigation of such inputs pursuant to this subsection (d) 
shall proceed notwithstanding the fact that the Commission's investigation 
under subsection (c) of this Section is still pending and notwithstanding 
any other law, order, rule, or Commission practice to the contrary.  
 

(Id.)  
 
Section 16-108.5(d) further specifies the requirements for the reconciliation filing 

as follows:  

The filing shall also include a reconciliation of the revenue requirement 
that was in effect for the prior rate year (as set by the cost inputs for the 
prior rate year) with the actual revenue requirement for the prior rate year 
(determined using a year-end rate base) that uses amounts reflected in 
the applicable FERC Form 1 that reports the actual costs for the prior rate 
year. Any over-collection or under-collection indicated by such 
reconciliation shall be reflected as a credit against, or recovered as an 
additional charge to, respectively, with interest calculated at a rate equal 
to the utility's weighted average cost of capital approved by the 
Commission for the prior rate year, the charges for the applicable rate 
year. Provided, however, that the first such reconciliation shall be for the 
calendar year in which the utility files its performance-based formula rate 
tariff pursuant to subsection (c) of this Section and shall reconcile (i) the 
revenue requirement or requirements established by the rate order or 
orders in effect from time to time during such calendar year (weighted, as 
applicable) with (ii) the revenue requirement determined using a year-end 
rate base for that calendar year calculated pursuant to the performance-
based formula rate using (A) actual costs for that year as reflected in the 
applicable FERC Form 1, and (B) for the first such reconciliation only, the 
cost of equity, which shall be calculated as the sum of 590 basis points 
plus the average for the applicable calendar year of the monthly average 
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yields of 30-year U.S. Treasury bonds published by the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System in its weekly H.15 Statistical 
Release or successor publication. The first such reconciliation is not 
intended to provide for the recovery of costs previously excluded from 
rates based on a prior Commission order finding of imprudence or 
unreasonableness. Each reconciliation shall be certified by the 
participating utility in the same manner that FERC Form 1 is certified. The 
filing shall also include the charge or credit, if any, resulting from the 
calculation required by paragraph (6) of subsection (c) of this Section. 
 
Notwithstanding anything that may be to the contrary, the intent of the 
reconciliation is to ultimately reconcile the revenue requirement reflected 
in rates for each calendar year, beginning with the calendar year in which 
the utility files its performance-based formula rate tariff pursuant to 
subsection (c) of this Section, with what the revenue requirement 
determined using a year-end rate base for the applicable calendar year 
would have been had the actual cost information for the applicable 
calendar year been available at the filing date. 
 

(Id.) 
 

II. RATE BASE 

 A. Resolved Issues  

  1. Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) 

a. Accounts Payable 

Staff proposed an adjustment to reduce the 2012 year end amount of CWIP for 

the related amount of accounts payable outstanding at December 31, 2012. (Staff Ex. 

2.0, 3-4:63-69; Schedule 2.01.)   

The amount of accounts payable related to CWIP projects represents financing 

by vendors rather than shareholders. Since the vendors are financing a certain amount 

of CWIP projects as of year end 2012, shareholders should not earn a return on that 

portion of plant assets for which shareholders have not paid. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 4:70-78.)  

The Company accepted Staff’s adjustment in surrebuttal testimony. (Ameren Ex. 18.0 

(2d Rev.), 12-13:246-257.) 
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b. Duplicate Projects 

Staff proposed an adjustment to reduce the 2012 year end amount of CWIP for 

projects that were also included in projected plant additions. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 3-4:63-69; 

Schedule 2.01.)   

The adjustment that removes projects that were included in both the 2012 year 

end CWIP balance and in the amount of 2013 projected plant additions is necessary 

because investors should not earn a return on projects included in CWIP that are also 

included in projected plant additions. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 5:88-94.)  The Company accepted 

Staff’s adjustment in rebuttal testimony. (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 49:1095-1098.) 

 B. Contested Issues  

  1. Cash Working Capital 

a. Pass Through Taxes 

Staff witness Mr. Ostrander proposes to use greater lead days than used by AIC 

for the following pass-through taxes: Energy Assistance Charges (“EAC”) and Municipal 

Utility Tax (“MUT”). (Staff Ex. 7.0, 6-9:122-182.) Staff‘s cash working capital (“CWC”) 

calculation differs from AIC‘s in that Staff uses AIC‘s calculation of lead days based on 

when pass-through taxes are required to be remitted (Staff Ex. 2.0, 9:174-181, 10:191-

197; Staff Ex. 7.0, 7:141-154.), while AIC calculates lead days based on when AIC bills 

for services. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 9:168-173, 10:191-197; Staff Ex. 7.0, 8:155-161.)  

 AIC follows a practice of remitting pass-through taxes based on billing rather than 

remitting after collection, as required. For example: EAC is required to be remitted 20 

days after the tax is collected. AIC remits EAC by the 20th of the month following billing 

rather than the 20th of the month following collection. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 8-9:167-173.)   
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 AIC’s practice of remitting pass-through taxes earlier than required unnecessarily 

increases rate base by increasing CWC. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 12:228-232.) The result is that 

ratepayers are penalized with higher rates solely because of the Company’s voluntary 

practice of remitting the taxes earlier than the taxes are due. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 12:233-238; 

Staff Ex. 7.0, 7:148-154.) 

 Lead days for EAC and MUT were addressed by the Commission in AIC’s two 

most recent electric formula rate cases; Docket Nos. 12-0001 and 12-0293. (Staff Ex. 

2.0, 11-12:206-227.) In both dockets, the Commission correctly adopted EAC and MUT 

lead days based on when the pass-through taxes were actually due; not when remitted 

by AIC. (Id.) 

 AIC’s claim that Mr. Ostrander’s proposal would require it to change its 

remittance schedule is off point. (Ameren Ex. 15.0, 10:177-188.) Mr. Ostrander’s 

proposal is for rate making purposes only. If the Commission adopts Mr. Ostrander’s 

proposal, AIC would not need to alter its remittance practices. (Staff Ex. 7.0, 8:167-176.)  

 AG witness Michael L. Brosch proposed identical adjustments to those of Staff 

for pass-through tax lead days. (AG Ex. 1.3, 2.) 

 The Commission should accept Staff’s adjustment that is also recommended by 

the AG consistent with its determination in the prior formula rate cases. 

b. Income Tax Expense Lead Days 

Both Staff’s and the Company’s treatment of deferred income taxes for CWC is 

consistent with Commission practice. (Staff Ex. 7.0, 9:183-195.) Staff recommends that 

the Commission not set income tax lead days to zero as proposed by AG witness Mr. 

Brosch. (AG Ex. 1.0, 25-26:566-585.) The Commission has a long standing practice of 
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not considering current and deferred income taxes separately. (Staff Ex. 7.0, 9:183-

195.) 

  2. Accrued Vacation Reserve 

Consistent with its conclusions in AIC Docket Nos. 12-0001 and 12-0293, the 

Commission should approve Staff’s recommendation to reflect accrued vacation pay 

reserve as a reduction to rate base. (Order, Docket No. 12-0001, September 19, 2012, 

58-59; Order, Docket No. 12-0293, December 5, 2012,  12-13.) Staff recommends that 

the liability for accrued vacation pay should be deducted from rate base since the 

accrual is funded by ratepayers. The Commission adopted a similar adjustment in the 

initial and subsequent ComEd formula rate proceedings to reduce rate base by the 

amount of accrued vacation pay not already reflected in its cash working capital 

adjustment. (Order, Docket No. 11-0721, May 29, 2012, 69-70; Order, Docket No. 12-

0321, December 19, 2012, 7.)  

 Unused vacation is usually not paid to employees until a year or more after it is 

earned. This lag between the accruals and the cash payments creates a constant non-

investor source of funds which should be deducted from rate base similar to other 

operating reserves. As shown on the Company’s responses to AG data request AG 

1.05 (Staff Ex. 2.0, Attachment B), there is a constant balance of funds held in reserve. 

While the total balance may go up or down over time, the reserve is never depleted. 

(Staff Ex. 2.0, 12-13:239-251.) 

 Company witness Stafford provided testimony in the instant case that is the 

same as was proffered by the Company in prior formula rate cases and such position 

was rejected by the Commission. (Order, Docket No. 12-0001, September 19, 2012, 58-

59; Order, Docket No. 12-0293, December 5, 2012, 12-13.)  Therefore, the Commission 
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should continue to adopt Staff’s recommendation that the liability for accrued vacation 

pay should be deducted from rate base because it is a non-investor source of funds.  

  3. ADIT for Metro East Transfer 

The Commission should accept Staff and AG’s adjustment to remove the 

deferred tax asset related to the 2005 Metro East Asset Transfer.  Staff and AG propose 

an adjustment to remove the deferred tax asset which results from the asset transfer of 

certain Metro East assets from Union Electric (“UE”) to Central Illinois Power Service 

Company (“CIPS”) in 2005. (Staff Ex. 7.0, Schedule 7.04; AG Ex. 2.1, Schedule DJE-1; 

Staff IB, Appendix A.) This adjustment results in an increase to the balance of 

Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes (“ADIT”) and, thus, decreases AIC’s rate base. 

(Staff Ex. 2.0, 14:265-269.) The transfer of assets in this transaction occurred between 

affiliates and should not have resulted in a higher rate base for ratepayers. (Staff Ex. 

2.0, 14-15:282-296.) AG witness Effron asserted that utility holding companies should 

not be allowed to increase the net rate base value of assets by transferring the assets 

between affiliates. (AG Ex. 4.0, 2:33-37.) Staff demonstrated that CIPS accounting for 

the transaction resulted in an increased rate base under CIPS ownership for the same 

customers after the transaction compared to the rate base under UE’s ownership prior 

to the transaction. (Staff Ex. 7.0, Attachment A.) Staff further asserted that no change in 

the assets or the value to ratepayers occurred as a result of the transaction. (Staff Ex. 

2.0, 14-15: 282-296.)  

 AIC argued every other aspect of the issue except the inequitable ratemaking 

effect that Staff notes.  Specifically, AIC argues: 

 the tax basis of the assets in the hands of UE prior to the transaction is not 

relevant to this issue;  
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 CIPS’ tax basis is the purchase price paid by CIPS;  

 Since CIPS’ tax basis was equal to its book basis at the time of the transaction, 

then ADIT is zero;  

 The deferred taxes on UE’s books are related to taxes that UE has deferred, not 

CIPS; and  

 There has been no deferral of taxes on CIPS books. (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 43:963-

974.)  

As can be seen from the listing above, all of AIC’s arguments relate to the tax treatment 

or effects of the transaction, which are irrelevant to the Staff and AG’s adjustment.  As 

Staff explained, AIC responses concern the cause of the ratemaking inequity, but fail to 

address the unreasonable effect of the ratemaking inequity on ratepayers (i.e., 

unnecessarily higher rates) which is the basis of Staff and AG‘s adjustment. (Staff Ex. 

7.0, 14:287-296.) 

  4. OPEB Contra Liability 

Staff witness Pearce proposed an adjustment to remove from rate base 

$827,000 for the Other Post-Employment Benefits (“OPEB”) Contra-Liability balance, 

net of Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes (“ADIT”). (Staff Ex. 3.0, Schedule 3.01; 

Staff Ex. 8.0, Schedule 8.01.) 

In rebutting Staff’s adjustment, the Company provided no evidence that any 

excess contributions to the trust fund were made with discrete shareholder 

contributions, e.g., funds obtained from sources other than operating revenues. 

(Ameren Ex. 9.0, 16-19.) Staff found no evidence that shareholders provided funds in 

excess of the accrual expense amount already recovered from ratepayers. (Staff Ex. 

8.0, 6:87-92.) Moreover, ratepayers continue to be charged for OPEB expense in utility 
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rates. This is borne out by the fact that the 2012 reporting year reflects OPEB costs in 

the amount of $9,772,725 (Ameren Schedule C-11.3a, p. 2, line 7, column (H).) that AIC 

has collected from ratepayers. Because ratepayers have supplied the cash for the 

OPEB expenses through on-going utility rates, ratepayers should not have to provide 

shareholders with a return on excess contributions. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 7:94-99.)   

Staff notes that the Commission has held this position in many cases, including 

several North Shore and Peoples Gas Orders. (ICC Order Docket Nos. 07-0241/07-

0242 (Cons.) (February 5, 2008); ICC Order Docket Nos. 09-0166/09-0167 (Cons.) 

(January 21, 2010); ICC Order Docket Nos. 11-0280/11-0281 (Cons.) (January 10, 

2012); ICC Order Docket Nos. 12-0511/12-0512 (Cons.) (June 18, 2013).)  Accordingly, 

there is no basis for the Commission to consider anything beyond the source of the 

monies - revenues collected from ratepayers in the form of utility rates - in adopting 

Staff’s adjustment to exclude the so-called “OPEB Contra-Liability” from rate base.  

Staff urges the Commission to accept Staff’s adjustment because it is consistent with 

numerous prior Commission decisions that correctly recognize ratepayers provide the 

funding for OPEB expenses and they should not be required to pay shareholders a 

return for monies that they (ratepayers) provided. 

C. Original Cost Determination 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the Company’s request for an 

original cost finding. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 20:390-404; Ameren Ex. 1.5.)  If the Commission 

makes any adjustments to plant balances as of December 31, 2012, those adjustments 

should also be reflected in the original cost determination.  Therefore, Staff 

recommends the Commission include the following language in the Findings and 

Orderings paragraphs of its Order in this proceeding: 
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(x) the Commission, based on AIC’s proposed original cost of plant in 
service as of December 31, 2012, before adjustments of 
$5,234,063,000 and reflecting the Commission’s determination 
adjusting that figure, unconditionally approves $5,234,062,000 as 
the composite original cost of jurisdictional distribution services 
plant in service as of December 31, 2012. 

 
D. Recommended Rate Base 

1. Filing Year 

Staff recommends a total rate base of $2,026,629,000 as presented on Appendix 

A, Schedule 3 to this Initial Brief. 

  2. Reconciliation Year 

Staff recommends a total rate base of $1,993,527,000 as presented on Appendix 

B, Schedule 3 to this Initial Brief. 

III. OPERATING EXPENSES AND EXPENSES 

 A. Resolved Issues  

1. Company Use of Fuels 

Staff proposed an adjustment to Company Use of Fuels applying the Labor 

Allocator rather than the Asset Separation Plan (“ASP”) General Plant Allocator used by 

the Company in order to maintain consistency of the allocation of common costs 

between this case and the concurrent Ameren gas rate case. (Docket No. 13-0192.)  

Based on the Company’s testimony, a Labor Allocator “fully assigns Company Use 

between electric and gas operations.”  (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 25:567-568.)  In surrebuttal 

testimony, the Company accepted Staff’s adjustment. (Ameren Ex. 18.0, 9:177 – 179.) 
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2. Outside Professional Services 

a. Illinois Power Payments 

Staff proposed an adjustment to reduce expenses for outside professional 

services for payments made in 2012 to the surviving spouse of a former employee 

related to post-employment consulting work because the payments were not necessary 

for the provision of utility service. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 16:319-327, Schedule 2.06.)  The 

Company accepted Staff’s adjustment in rebuttal testimony. (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 7:151-

156.)   

c. SFIO Non-Rate Case Expense  

Staff proposed adjustments to reduce expenses for outside professional services 

for the cost of certain consulting services that were not necessary for the provision of 

utility service. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 17:328-337; Schedule 2.06.)   

The adjustment to remove the costs of consulting services provided by SFIO 

Consulting is needed because such consulting services are duplicative or redundant of 

Company personnel responsibilities and as such is not necessary for the provision of 

utility service. (Id., 17:328-337; Schedule 2.06.)  The Company accepted Staff’s 

adjustment during the evidentiary hearing. (Ameren Cross Ex. 3.) 

3. Incentive Compensation – Derivative Adjustment 

Staff proposed adjustments to payroll taxes and pension expense amounts that 

are derivative of the incentive compensation costs that were omitted from the revenue 

requirement requested by Ameren.  (Staff Ex. 6.0, 18-19:349-357.)  In surrebuttal 

testimony, the Company accepted Staff’s adjustments. (Ameren Ex. 18.0, 10:206-212.) 
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4. Rate Case Expense 

a. Legal Standard – Recoverability of Docket 12-0001 and 12-
0293 Costs 

 

The ALJs raised a question concerning the basis under the Public Utility Act for 

the recoverability of rate case expenses from Docket No. 12-0001 and Docket No. 12-

0293 in this proceeding.  (Tr., 430:1-10 (September 19, 2013).) 

Section 9-229 of the Act states: 

The Commission shall specifically assess the justness and 
reasonableness of any amount expended by a public utility to compensate 
attorneys or technical experts to prepare and litigate a general rate case 
filing.  This issue shall be expressly addressed in the Commission’s final 
order. 
 

(220 ILCS 5/9-229.)  

In addition and more specifically, Section 16-108.5(c)(4)(E) of the EIMA indicates 

that the performance-based formula rate approved by the Commission shall permit and 

set forth protocols, subject to a determination of prudence and reasonableness 

consistent with Commission practice and law, for the following:  

Recovery of the expenses related to the Commission proceeding under 
this subsection (c) to approve this performance-based formula rate and 
initial rates or to subsequent proceedings related to the formula, provided 
that the recovery shall be amortized over a 3-year period; recovery of 
expenses related to the annual Commission proceedings under 
subsection (d) of this Section to review the inputs to the performance-
based formula rate shall be expensed and recovered through the 
performance-based formula rate. 
 

(220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(c)(4)(E).) 
 

The rate case expenses incurred for Docket No. 12-0001, the filing made 

under subsection (c) of the Act are amortized over three years and the rate case 

costs incurred for Docket No. 12-0293, under subsection (d) of the Act, are 

expensed and included in total in operating expenses.  Therefore, the sum of the 
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amortized costs incurred for Docket No. 12-0001 plus the costs that are 

expensed for Docket No. 12-0293 make up the total rate case expense in the 

revenue requirement for this proceeding as provided for in the protocols.     

b. Amount to be Recovered in Rates   

Section 9-229 of the Act states: 

The Commission shall specifically assess the justness and 
reasonableness of any amount expended by a public utility to compensate 
attorneys or technical experts to prepare and litigate a general rate case 
filing.  This issue shall be expressly addressed in the Commission’s final 
order. 

 
(220 ILCS 5/9-229.)   

The Commission should accept Staff’s recommendation to reflect a reasonable 

amount of rate case expense, $1.210 million (Staff IB, Appendix C.), to prepare and 

litigate the current rate case filing.  Staff proposed an adjustment to disallow certain 

expenses that are not reasonable to prepare and litigate a rate case filing. The 

Company accepted Staff’s adjustment to remove those costs associated with SFIO 

Consulting, Inc. (Ameren Cross Ex. 3.) Staff’s recommended rate case expense amount 

also includes the reclassification of allowable court reporting costs from miscellaneous 

distribution expenses, which the Company has also accepted. (Staff Ex. 7.0, 20-21:431-

433; Ameren Ex. 18.0 (2d Rev.), 13:264-274.) 

 As explained above, the adjustments recommended by Staff, and accepted by 

the Company, to reflect a reasonable amount of rate case expense for Docket No. 13-

0301 is appropriate and should be adopted by the Commission.   Additionally, the 

Commission should include Staff’s recommended language in the rate case expense 

section of its order as follows: 
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The Commission has considered the costs expended by the Company to 
compensate attorneys and technical experts to prepare and litigate this 
rate case proceeding and assesses that the amount included as rate case 
expense in the revenue requirements of $1.210 million is just and 
reasonable pursuant to Section 9-229 of the Act. (220 ILCS 5/9-229.)  This 
amount includes the following costs: $462,000 amortized rate case 
expense associated with the initial formula rate proceeding, Docket No. 
12-0001 and $748,000 associated with Docket No. 12-0293.  

5. Industry Dues Expense 

In surrebuttal testimony, AIC witness Stafford accepted the balance of Staff’s 

adjustment to remove dues paid to Hunton & Williams LLP for $8,000. (Ameren Ex. 

18.0, 12:239-242.)  Staff considers this issue resolved.  

6. Miscellaneous General Expense (Wells Fargo) 

In rebuttal testimony, Staff witness Pearce withdrew her adjustments proposed in 

direct testimony (Staff Ex. 3.0, 9-10:158-194.) to remove costs paid to the Illinois Energy 

Association, and the Bank of New York Mellon based on additional information provided 

in the rebuttal testimony of AIC witness Mr. Stafford. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 12:220-238.)   

Pursuant to Staff’s response to DR AIC-Staff 20.01 (Ameren Cross Ex. 3.), Ms. 

Pearce subsequently withdrew the balance of her adjustment for Wells Fargo Fees as 

reflected on Staff Ex. 8.0, Schedule 8.03.  (Tr., 280:12-16 (Sept.17, 2013).) 

7. Strategic International Group Expense (Account 909) 

Staff witness Knepler proposed the disallowance of $109,080 in consulting fees 

paid to the Strategic International Group (“SIG”).  (Staff Ex. 5.0, 6.)  In response to an 

Attorney General (“AG”) data request asking Ameren to provide evidence of work 

products, Ameren replied that “[n]o written work products were developed.  Meeting 

notes were not taken.”  (AG Ex. 1.5, 7.)  In its surrebuttal testimony and in order to limit 
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disputed issues, Ameren agreed to remove its request to recover fees paid to SIG.  

(Ameren Ex. 24.0, 19-20:391-401.) 

  8. Account 588 – Miscellaneous Distribution Expense: 

a. Economic Consulting Fees 

b. Advertising Costs 

c. Individual Expenses 

Staff disallowed certain Economic Consulting Fees, Advertising Costs and 

Individual Expenses that were included in Account 588 Miscellaneous Distribution 

Expense in direct testimony because the Company had not provided sufficient evidence 

for the significant increases in costs for these categories. (Staff Ex. 1.0, 16-19:374-408.)  

Based on Company responses to discovery reviewed after the filing of Staff direct 

testimony, Staff withdrew these adjustments in rebuttal testimony.  (Staff Ex. 6.0, 9:167-

171.) 

d. Purchases – Other (AIC Self-Disallowed Expense) 

Staff proposed adjustments to various expenditures classified by the Company 

as Purchases – Other that were unsupported or otherwise not recoverable from 

ratepayers.  (Staff Ex. 6.0, 11-12:214-226.)  In response to discovery, the Company 

agreed to remove certain of those costs identified by Staff from recovery. (Id., 

Attachment A, lines 71, 76, 107, 109, 110 -112, and 117-123.)   Those items are 

reflected on Staff Ex. 6.0, Attachment A as “self-disallow.”  Ameren identified an 

additional amount shown on line 75 of Attachment A that it also voluntarily removed 

from recovery. (Ameren Ex. 19.0, 11:210-227.) 
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e. Purchases – Other (Reclassified Capital) 

Among the disallowances proposed by Staff in rebuttal testimony for Account 

588, were four line items Ameren explained as the purchase of a refrigerator for the 

Springfield office. (Staff Ex. 6.0 Attachment A, lines 113-116.)  The Company agreed in 

surrebuttal testimony that the total amount should be removed from Account 588 and 

included in plant in rate base.  (Ameren Ex. 19.0 (Rev.), 11:224-225 and Ameren Ex. 

18.5 Schedule 2.)  The addition to rate base as proposed by the Company is reflected in 

Staff’s revenue requirements attached as Appendix A (Filing Year) and Appendix B 

(Reconciliation Year). 

f. Purchases – Other (Reclassified Rate Case Expense) 

Staff proposed an adjustment to reclassify certain costs from miscellaneous 

distribution expense to rate case expense.  The Company, in response to Staff DR TEE 

16.12 (Staff Ex. 7.0, Attachment C.), noted that court reporting costs were recorded as 

miscellaneous distribution expense and should be reflected as rate case expense. (Staff 

Ex. 7.0, 27:576-590; Schedule 7.09.)   The Company accepted Staff’s adjustment in 

surrebuttal testimony. (Ameren Ex. 18.0 (2d Rev.), 13:264-274.) 

g. Relocation Expense (AIC Self-Disallowed Expense)   

Staff proposed an adjustment to Miscellaneous Distribution Expense, Account 

588, to disallow certain relocation expenses which are excessive for recovery in delivery 

service rates.  The adjustment for the Loss on Sale costs is still contested and is 

discussed in the contested section of this Initial Brief.  

In surrebuttal testimony, the Company agreed that the Company-identified costs 

the associated payroll uploading should be removed from requested revenue 

requirement. The adjustments were recalculated in the Company’s surrebuttal testimony 
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using the amounts that the Company agreed should be removed from the revenue 

requirement. (Ameren Ex. 19.0 (Rev.), 6-7:117 – 138.) 

 

9. Miscellaneous Operating Revenues – Overhead and 
Miscellaneous 

 

Staff proposed adjustments to Other Revenues in direct testimony to reflect the 

allocation of transactions in 2012 that were either directly or indirectly related to the 

electric distribution business that Ameren had not so allocated in its initial proposed 

revenue requirement.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 20:430-440.)  The Company accepted Staff’s 

adjustment for this allocation in rebuttal testimony.  (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 6:125-126.) 

 B. Contested Issues 

  1. Miscellaneous Operating Revenues - ARES  

 

2. Relocation Expense – Loss on Sale and Payroll Uploading 
(Account 588) 

 

The Commission should approve Staff’s disallowance of relocation costs for Loss 

on Sale and the associated payroll uploading since these excessive costs should not be 

recovered from ratepayers. 

As discussed above, Staff proposed an adjustment to Miscellaneous Distribution 

Expense, Account 588, to disallow certain relocation expenses which are excessive for 

recovery in delivery service rates.  The remaining amount at issue is limited to the Loss 

on Sale costs and the payroll uploading associated with those costs.  Staff 

acknowledges that the relocation policy of AIC includes a provision that allows for 

reimbursement of a limited portion of the loss on the sale of an employee’s home for 

purposes of relocation.  However, Staff believes it is not reasonable for Ameren 

ratepayers to bear this burden of an already generous Ameren relocation policy. (Staff 
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Ex. 6.0, 10:185-189.)  In fact, the Ameren policy also includes a provision whereby the 

Company actually purchased an employee’s home during 2012 and later sold it in 2013. 

(Ameren Ex. 11.0, 12:235-236.)   

Ameren’s policy for Loss on Sale of homes is limited to 10% of the original 

purchase price up to a maximum of $25,000 for the relocating employee. (Ameren Ex. 

19.0, 4-5:79-82.)  This means experienced and skilled employees moving from a home 

they purchased for $250,000 or higher and who sell it at a lower price stand to benefit 

the most as they are more likely to get the maximum allowed benefit under this policy.  

The Company acknowledges that decline in home values is not unique to potential 

Ameren employees but is a fact for any home owner in the Midwest. (Id., 5:94-96.)  Staff 

agrees. Ameren ratepayers must not only contend with paying for steadily rising electric 

utility costs but also face losses on the sale of their homes if their economic situation 

requires them to move at a time of declining home values. To ask AIC ratepayers to 

also pay for losses incurred by AIC employees on the sale of their homes is akin to 

adding insult to injury.  

Ameren claims that the primary goal of the Loss on Sale benefit is to ensure that 

experienced and skilled employees do not decline an opportunity with the Company 

solely because they would have to take a loss on the sale of their home. (Id., 5:92-94.)  

However, no evidence was provided in this case that experienced and skilled 

candidates would have likely turned down employment at AIC without this additional 

generous benefit. If the Company prefers to continue to provide this premium relocation 

policy, however, nothing prevents it from doing so at the expense of its shareholders. 

Based on the calculations provided by Company witness Pate in his surrebuttal 

testimony (Ameren Ex. 19.0, 7:134 – 135.), Staff has recalculated the payroll uploading 
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for the Loss on Sale disallowance proposed in rebuttal testimony.  Staff’s final position 

on this issue reflects both the Company-identified adjustment as well as the 

recalculated adjustment including payroll uploading for Loss on Sale. (Staff IB, 

Appendices A and B, Schedule 10.)  

3. Purchases – Other (Account 588) 

Staff proposed adjustments to disallow costs identified as Purchase – Other in 

Account 588, Miscellaneous Distribution Expense because the costs are: charges of the 

types disallowed in the Commission Order in Docket No. 12-0293, unnecessary for the 

provision of utility service, do not provide benefits to ratepayers, and/or primarily benefit 

AIC employees.  (Staff Ex 6.0, 11-15:213-288.)  Attachment A to Staff witness Ebrey’s 

rebuttal testimony (Id., Attachment A.) itemizes those line items that are reflected in her 

adjustment.  Company witness Pate expanded on that attachment in Ameren Ex. 19.1 

adding three additional columns for “AIC Explanation”, “Item Purchased”, and “Expense 

Type”. To the extent that certain line items are discussed in more detail in the following 

section, III.B.4., entitled “Other Credit Card Expenses” below, those same arguments 

will not be repeated here. 

Staff disallowed the expenses listed in Ameren Ex. 19.1 for various reasons.  The 

most common disallowance that was included in multiple categories was purchases that 

represented Safety Recognition/Achievement Awards – Tangible Personal Property 

((lines 1-9 for $1,537.40), (lines 12-15, 17, 20-26, and 39-44 for $10,976.94), (lines 67–

69 for $110.72), (lines 72 and 73 for $2,525), (lines 137-140 for $1,323.61), (lines 141-

172 for $6,166.25), and (lines 175-278 for $10,909.49)) for a total of $33,549.41. These 

costs were disallowed because the purchases represent added perqs for employees to 

perform their jobs in a safe manner.  Section 16-108.5(c)(4)(A) of the Act already allows 
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recovery through the formula rates of incentive compensation costs related to safety.  It 

is unclear why AIC employees need to be given tangible recognition in the form of 

tangible personal property, in addition to monetary bonuses, in order to safely conduct 

the duties of their respective jobs.  Ratepayers should not bear the burden of additional 

costs over and above what is already provided for in the law for something that should 

be expected job performance by Ameren employees. 

Staff also disallowed purchases of Ameren clothing with the Ameren logo for 

$204.45 (line 10 for $27.82 and line 19 for $176.63) that was included in two different 

subtotals on Ameren Ex. 19.1.  Staff believes clothing is an employee perquisite, the 

cost of which is excessive because the items do not provide ratepayer benefits and are 

unnecessary for the provision of utility service.  Additional reasons for the disallowance 

are provided in the next section of this IB, 4.0 Other Credit Card Purchases, under 

“Clothing.”  

The following is a listing by category of the staff disallowances and the reasons 

for the disallowance. 

Category 1 (lines 1-11) – Purchases from the Ameren Store- $1,610.35 

 Lines 1-9 of Ameren Ex. 19.1 ($1,610.35 less ($27.82 and $45.13 = $1,537.40) 

are identified as Safety Recognition/Achievement Award – Tangible Personal Property 

that was purchased from the Company Store.   

Lines 10 ($27.82) is identified as an Ameren “Logo Wear” Polo for a job fair.   

Line 11 ($45.13) is identified as “Badge Reels” for a “work-Related Use – Use for 

Accessing Ameren Facilities. These costs are added perqs purportedly for employees to 

perform their jobs in a safe manner.  Section 16-108.5(c)(4)(A) of the Act already allows 

recovery through the formula rates of incentive compensation costs related to safety.  It 
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is unclear why AIC employees need to be given tangible recognition in the form of gifts 

and banquets, in addition to monetary bonuses, in order to safely conduct the duties of 

their respective jobs.  Ratepayers should not bear the burden of additional costs over 

and above what is already provided for in the law for something that should be expected 

job performance by Ameren employees. 

 The two items listed on lines 10 and 11 are similar to the costs that were 

disallowed by the Commission in Docket No. 12-0293.  Nothing has been provided in 

this case to persuade the Commission to change its conclusion now. 

Category 2 Costs (lines 12 – 44) - Gifts and Banquets- $14.615.38 

 Lines 12-15, 17, 20-26, and 39-44 are identified as Safety Recognition or 

Employee Appreciation/Achievement Award – Tangible Personal Property, Gift Card, 

Meal, paperweights, plaques, or desktop pen sets that was purchased from a third party 

vendor ($99.65 + ($25 x 2) + $438.12 + $676.52 + $127.62 + $5.00 + $257.64 + $20 + 

$100.67 + $1,168.99 + $1,363.62 + $5,842.50 +_$33.40 + $32.33 + $565.49 + $135.44 

= $10,976.94). 

 Line 16 is identified as a vinyl shop ticket for processing expense reports 

($32.92). 

 Line 18 is identified as cardboard cutouts and a NERF gun for safety training 

purchased from a third party vendor ($102.00). 

 Line 19 is identified as Shirts for a safety fair purchased from a third party vendor 

($176.63). 

Lines 27-38 is identified as Gift Cards and Giveaways for an Education Event – 

JULIE training for excavators (($70 x3) + ($50 x 6) + ($25 x2) + $2,766.89 = $3,326.89) 
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The items in this category are either for safety banquets and recognition or were 

not identified by the Company until surrebuttal testimony in Ameren Ex. 19.1.  

Ratepayers should not cover the cost of rewarding the employees and excavators for 

attending training sessions that they need to attend as part of their jobs.   

Category 3 (lines 45 – 66) - Floral arrangements-$ 1,254.49 

 The arguments supporting this Staff adjustment are identical to those presented 

in detail  in this IB under the next section “4. Other Credit Card Purchases.”  If the 

support for these charges are to demonstrate to its employees that AIC is a caring 

employer, then that statement would be more credible if the shareholders picked up 

these costs rather than passing them off onto ratepayers.   

Category 4 (lines 67 – 70) – Engraving- $496.80Lines 67 – 69 are identified as 

plaques for Employee Appreciation/Recognition Award ($496.80 less $353.16 = 

$110.72). 

 Lines 70 is identified as plaques for a scholar athlete program through an 

Ameren employee’s membership in the Noon Rotary Club ($353.16). 

These costs for employee recognition for completion of an apprentice program 

are similar to the safety recognition awards.  The basis for the adjustment will not be 

repeated here.  The amount on line 70 is to provide trophies through an Ameren 

employee’s membership in the Decatur Noon Rotary Club.  This type of cost is 

unnecessary for the provision of utility service and does not provide any benefit to 

ratepayers. 

Category 5 (line 71) – Removed by Ameren- $360.00 

Category 6 (lines 72 – 77) – Donations- $4,436.96 
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Lines 72 and 73 are for gift cards for Safety Training and Safety 

Recognition/Achievement Award ($650 + $1,875.00 = $2,525). 

Lines 74-77 are identified as sponsorships in which a table was purchased 

($4,436.96 less $2,525 = $1,911.96). 

 The item on line 74 is identified as “Sponsorship” and “Community Involvement” 

on Ameren Ex. 19.1.  No explanation was provided by the Company as to why it should 

be given different rate treatment from the items on lines 75 and 76 which the Company 

has removed from the requested revenue requirement. 

Category 7 (lines 78 – 103) – Cable TV Service- $1,232.46  

Lines 78-103 are identified as local weather and news service from Comcast and 

the Dish Network. The arguments supporting this Staff adjustment are identical to those 

presented in detail in the next section of this IB “4.  Other Credit Card Purchases.”   

Category 9a (line 104) – DUI Services- $200 

Line 104 is identified as reimbursement to an employee for a class that was later 

determined by Ameren to be unnecessary.  (Staff Ex. 6.0, Attachment B, 8.)  Since the 

class was unnecessary, ratepayers should not cover the cost through delivery rates. 

Category 9b (lines 105 – 107) – Paypal Purchases- $404.72 

Lines 105-106 are identified as purchases for “Circle of Safety” stickers for 

Company trucks  ($132.50 + $176.22 = $308.72). (Id., 9.) These costs are unnecessary 

for utility service and provide no benefit to ratepayers. 

Line 107 is identified as the purchase of a table for a fundraiser ($96.00). 

Category 9c (line 108) – Employee Driveway- $3,233.88 

 This cost to install a new driveway at the residence of an employee would add 

certain value to that employee’s personal property.  The cost for this value added to the 
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employee’s property should not be borne by ratepayers.  (Staff Ex. 6.0, 14:263-266.)  

Per the Company’s own evidence, it added over $3,000 worth of improvements to the 

personal property of one employee for a new driveway. It is hard to conceive how that 

would decrease the long-term value of the property as the Company claims. (Ameren 

Ex. 19.0, 24:484-486; Ex. 19.2.) Further, it is doubtful that the employee would agree to 

a new driveway if it would somehow de-value his property. 

Categories 10b, 10c, 10d, and 10e (lines 109 – 123) - $18,449.86 

 These line items have been resolved with the Company as discussed previously 

under Section III.A.8 above. 

Category 10f (line 124) – Cash Vouchers - $500 

This $500 cost was identified by the Company as a Sponsorship. (Staff Ex. 6.0, 

Attachment B, 10.)  The Company did not provide evidence demonstrating why this 

sponsorship should be treated differently than those on lines 75 and 76 which the 

Company has removed from the requested revenue requirement. 

Category 11 (lines 125 – 136) – Purchases from Best Buy - $5,982.22 

 These costs are for purchases from Best Buy.  Only line 131 was explained 

specifically prior to the Company’s surrebuttal testimony.  It was identified by the 

Company as raffle prizes at a statewide safety meeting (Id., 12.) and was therefore 

disallowed as unnecessary safety recognition as already discussed.  The basis for 

disallowance of the remainder of the costs for purchases of digital cameras and 

televisions are identical to those presented in detail under “Other Credit Card 

Expenses”.  Support for Staff’s disallowance will not be repeated here 

Category 12 (lines 137 – 140) – Lands End Purchases - $1,323.61 

Lines 137-140 are identified as safety recognition/achievement awards/Tangible 
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Personal Property for purchases of Ameren Logoed jackets. These same costs  were 

disallowed by the Commission in Docket No. 12-0293.  Nothing has been provided in 

this case to persuade the Commission to change its conclusion now. 

Category 13 (lines 141-172) - Amazon Purchases - $6,166.25 

Lines 141-172 are identified as Safety Recognition/Achievement Award – 

Tangible Personal Property as an Employee Benefit.All of the items in this category 

were identified as safety recognition awards, but none of these items is necessary for 

the provision of delivery service.   

Category 14 (lines 173 and 174) – Hands-free devices - $1,789.99 

Lines 173-174 are identified as hands-free devices. 

 Based on the explanation provided in discovery (Staff Ex. 6.0, Attachment B, 

22.), Staff disallowed these hands-free telephone devices needed to take detailed notes 

while on extended calls since they were duplicative of a feature routinely included on 

office telephones.  (Staff Ex 6.0, 14-15:279-283.)  In surrebuttal, the Company provided 

a different explanation, identifying the purchase of headsets needed due to the 

proximity of the employees using them. (Ameren Ex. 19.1, 4.)  Since the explanations 

for the purchases were inconsistent between discovery and testimony, these costs 

should be disallowed based on the explanation initially provided. 

Category 15 (lines 175 – 278) – Other Online Purchases - $10,909.49 

 Lines 175-278 are identified as Safety Recognition/Achievement Award – 

Tangible Personal Property.These costs for online purchases made by only two 

employees were identified as safety recognition and achievement awards, but again, 

these costs are not necessary for the provision of delivery service.   
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The costs recorded in Account 588 as Purchases-Other and explained in the 

Company’s responses to Staff discovery (Staff Ex. 6.0, Attachment B.) should be 

disallowed for all of the foregoing reasons.  Since dollar-for-dollar recovery is 

guaranteed under the formula rate legislation, the comprehensive review performed by 

Staff (reviewing all 38,426 lines of data) (Tr., 358:1-7 (September 19, 2013).) is 

necessary for ratepayer protection. 

  4. Other Credit Card Purchases 

Staff witness Pearce proposed to remove $22,000 of unnecessary and non-

recoverable charges made by Ameren employees using Ameren Company credit cards 

(formerly referred to as P-cards).  (Staff IB, Appendix A, Schedule 11; Staff IB, 

Appendix B, Schedule 9.)  The amount of this adjustment was revised during the cross 

examination of Ms. Pearce to reflect the removal of four items that were also included in 

the adjustment proposed by Staff witness Ms. Ebrey. (Staff Ex. 6.0.)  Ms. Pearce’s 

revised Schedule 8.04 is attached to this Initial Brief and is labeled as Staff IB, Appendix 

A, Schedule 11 and Staff IB, Appendix B, Schedule 9. 

The Staff adjustment to disallow $22,000 of costs charged on the Ameren credit 

cards is based on an assessment of whether the charge was necessary for the 

provision of utility service, whether the charge provided benefits to ratepayers and not to 

employees, and whether the charge would be a usual expense in an unregulated, 

competitive business in which stockholders provide the funding, but not a usual 

expense for a regulated monopoly to recover from ratepayers dollar-for-dollar.  If a 

charge was necessary for the provision of utility service, the charge was considered a 

reasonable expense to be recovered from ratepayers.  If the charge did not benefit 

ratepayers, but instead benefited the employee making the charge in the form of 
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perquisites for attending meetings in the course of performing the employee’s daily 

work, recognition of a special occasion, or enhancements to the work environment that 

is in addition to the adequate compensation the employees already receive, the charge 

was not considered a reasonable expense to be recovered from ratepayers.   

Ratepayers have no alternative but to use AIC for delivery of their electric service, thus, 

ratepayers should not have to fund unreasonable expenses. (Staff Ex. 3.0, 13:257-263.)  

As the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 12-0293 explained:  

To the extent that AIC feels that its current P-Card policies are consistent 
with general corporate standards, the Commission reminds AIC that such 
a comparison is not appropriate when the corporate entity in question 
simply passes purchasing card expenses on to its captive customers.  The 
customers of a typical corporation can choose to spend their money 
elsewhere if they can find better prices.  AIC’s customers have no choice 
but to accept the P-Card purchases in their delivery service rates. 

 
(Ameren Illinois Co., ICC Order Docket No. 12-0293, 69 (Dec. 5, 2012).) 

Staff witness Ms. Pearce noted in rebuttal testimony (Staff Ex. 8.0, 17:341-345.) 

that the costs that are the subject of her disallowance are not reasonable and are, 

therefore, not allowed for recovery from ratepayers pursuant to the Act.  Section 16-

108.5(c)(1) of the Act states the performance based formula rate shall “provide for the 

recovery of the utility’s actual costs of delivery service that are prudently incurred and 

reasonable in amount, consistent with Commission practice and law.” (220 ILCS 5/16-

108.5(c)(1).) 

The total amount of charges in dispute is based on Staff’s limited sample of four 

months’ worth of expenses for twelve selected employees of the more than 1,500 

employees who hold an Ameren credit card. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 18:356-359.)  Based on 

Staff’s limited review, the disputed total equals $12,807 multiplied by three to annualize 

the charges disallowed from the review of four month’s worth of expenses.  The 
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resulting amount of $38,422 is allocated between gas and electric service. (Staff Ex. 

8.0, Schedule 8.04 (Rev.).) Thus, Staff’s $22,000 adjustment allocated to electric 

delivery service does not remove all these types of costs from the 2012 reporting year.  

(Staff Ex. 8.0, 18:359-360.) 

AIC witness Ms. Voiles was the Company’s witness on this matter (ICC Staff 

Cross Ex. 2, 17:17-23.), but she lacked essential knowledge of the Ameren credit card 

program as revealed by her responses during cross examination.  More specifically, Ms. 

Voiles did not respond to Staff’s data requests in this proceeding regarding the issue of 

credit card expenditures. (Id., 18:6-12.)  While Ms. Voiles stated approximately 1,500 

Ameren Illinois employees currently have Company credit cards, she did not know the 

total number of Ameren Illinois employees nor the percentage that have Ameren credit 

cards. (Id., 19:7-16.)  Ms. Voiles also did not know how many supervisors or other 

management employees have authorization to approve charges on those credit cards. 

(Id., 20:17-22.)  Furthermore, Ms. Voiles is only responsible for approving charges for 

the employees under her direct supervision (less than five), not the vast majority of 

employees who hold Ameren credit cards. (Id., 18:21-24; 20:23-24; 21:1-7.) Rather, Ms. 

Voiles indicated that the immediate supervisor for each of the more than 1,500 AIC 

employees who hold Ameren credit cards is responsible for approving the charges. (Id., 

19:1-6.) 

Additionally, Ms. Voiles was uncertain about the monthly limits on the credit 

cards issued to Ameren employees. (Id., 22:9-14.) She was able to agree that the 

monthly limit would be between $1,000 and $60,000 per month depending on the 

employee. (Id., 22:23-24; 23:1-2.)  Moreover, Ms. Voiles had no idea of the amount of 

total expenses that may be charged by AIC employees using the Ameren credit card 
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during any particular month. (Id., 23:3-21.)  Finally, Ms. Voiles did not know which 

accounts in the Uniform System of Accounts are used to record expenditures made with 

the Ameren credit card. (Id., 24:4-7.) 

Ms. Voiles also affirmed several of Staff’s concerns related to the use of Ameren 

credit cards. First, the Company has no standard for reviewing and approving or 

denying credit card purchases submitted for reimbursement; rather, managers must 

simply decide whether the expenses are “business-related.” (Tr., 71:6-9 (Sept. 16, 

2013).) Ms. Voiles did not describe any standards for review of submitted charges.  The 

policies and standards imposed by AIC surrounding the usage of Ameren credit cards 

apparently do not require that expenses be necessary for the provision of utility service 

or that the expenses provide benefits to ratepayers. Second, some of the disputed 

expenses clearly provided benefit to the employees of AIC, but not ratepayers. These 

facts were made apparent several times during the cross-examination of AIC witness 

Ms. Voiles by Staff Counsel, as will be discussed further below. Third, Ms. Voiles 

indicated she has approved every expense report ever submitted to her for approval. 

(Tr., 73:10-13 (Sept. 16, 2013).) This raises concerns that the review and approval by 

managers of charges on the Ameren credit cards belonging to employees under their 

supervision does not provide sufficient protection to ratepayers that the charges 

incurred on the Ameren credit cards are prudently incurred and reasonable in amount. 

Staff disallowed expenses for: (1) flowers; (2) new employee pens, coffee mugs, 

travel cups, coasters, kudos and gift packets; (3) lunches, cakes, snacks, donuts and 

decorations for parties, meetings and celebrations; (4) lunch and drinks for attorneys; 

(5) cell phones, Blackberry devices, DVD players, flat screen televisions, satellite 

television service, hardware and accessories bought by different individuals at different 
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times at different locations; (6) clothing, including t-shirts and hooded sweatshirts, with 

the Ameren Illinois logo; and (7) finance charges for cash advances on the AIC credit 

card.  A complete listing of the disallowed items and their related costs is included with 

Staff’s testimony. (Staff Ex. 8.0, Schedule 8.04, 2.)  

Flowers 

Staff disagrees with the rationale provided by Ms. Voiles during cross 

examination to support the cost of flowers sent to employees and/or their relatives in 

connection with funerals.  Ms. Voiles testified that “when you lose a loved one and you 

get a flower arrangement from the Company that says ‘Ameren Illinois Company’ it says 

a lot about the organization . . . . it means  a lot to the employee, and it shows that the 

Company cares.” (Tr., 77:1-16 (Sept. 16, 2013).)  It can be argued that a standard 

flower arrangement sent by Ameren but reimbursed by ratepayers through formula rates 

shows no real care or concern at all from Ameren. By including these expenses in utility 

rates, the Company is merely taking credit for a gesture that was unknowingly and 

unwillingly paid for by ratepayers. If the Company truly wanted to show its genuine care 

and concern for its employees, it would willingly provide the requisite gestures without 

requesting reimbursements of its out-of-pocket expenses for those caring gestures from 

ratepayers. (Staff Ex. 8.0, Schedule 8.04.) Staff opposes such charges for flowers 

because they provide no benefit to ratepayers (Staff Ex. 8.0, 16:306-319.) 

New Employee Gifts 

Various new employees receive pens, coffee mugs, travel cups, coasters, and/or 

gift packets that display the phrase “Focus on Safety,” and according to Ms. Voiles this 

statement means these items qualify as business expenses. (Tr., 79:2-5 (Sept. 16, 

2013).)  Staff disagrees. Such items are AIC employee perquisites, which do not 
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provide ratepayer benefits and are unnecessary for the provision of utility service. 

These items are also employee gifts, the cost of which is unnecessary in ensuring a 

safe work environment for its employees. Also, it appears that individual managers buy 

various gifts for new employees under their direction and that the “gifts” to new 

employees are not consistent.  (Staff Ex. 8.0, 16:306-319.) Even the Company 

considers pens, cups, coasters, kudos, gift boxes, and clothing to be employee 

perquisites since AIC categorizes $1,964 of these charges as “Employee Benefits.” 

(Ameren Ex 16.1.) 

Therefore, the cost of these items is excessive and/or not reasonably related to 

the provisioning of delivery service. (See Final Order, Docket No. 12-0293, 67-69.) 

Food and Decorations 

Lunches, cakes, snacks, doughnuts, and decorations for parties are provided 

during safety meetings and, according to Ms. Voiles, encourage safety because the 

food is consumed at that meeting. (Tr., 79:9-15 (Sept. 16, 2013).)  Nonetheless, these 

items are AIC employee perquisites, the cost of which is excessive and/or not 

reasonably related to the provisioning of delivery service because the items do not 

provide ratepayer benefits and are unnecessary for the provision of utility service. (Staff 

Ex. 8.0, 16:306-319; see Final Order, Docket No. 12-0293, 67-69.)  Notably, Ms. Voiles 

failed to explain how the consumption of lunches, snacks and desserts during safety 

meetings enhances a safe work environment.  Clearly, it is possible for AIC to hold a 

safety meeting without incurring these costs; therefore, they are unnecessary and 

excessive. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 16:306-319.)  Moreover, it could be argued that these items 

may actually distract employees to the extent it hinders the productivity of safety 

meetings. 
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Lunches and Drinks for Attorneys 

Charges for lunches and drinks for attorneys could have been approved if the 

attorneys were out of town, according to Ms. Voiles. (Tr., 79:20-24, 80:1-2 (Sept. 16, 

2013).)  Notably, Ms. Voiles did not definitively state that the attorneys were out of town 

when these charges were incurred and there is no indication this was the case for any 

of the pertinent reimbursement requests.  Rather, these are AIC employee perquisites, 

the cost of which is excessive and/or not reasonably related to the provisioning of 

delivery service because the items do not provide ratepayer benefits and are 

unnecessary for the provision of utility service. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 16:306-319; see Final 

Order, Docket No. 12-0293, 67-69.)  

DVD Players, Flat-screen Televisions, Satellite Television Service, Hardware and 
Accessories 
 

Charges for DVD players, flat-screen televisions, satellite television service, 

hardware and accessories should also be recovered, according to Ms. Voiles, so that 

field employees such as linemen and gas men who don’t report to a cubicle “can see if 

there’s a storm approaching.”   (Tr., 80:7-16 (Sept. 16, 2013).)  Notably, Ms. Voiles does 

not address how the Company communicates with its field personnel during normal 

business operations and why that system cannot be used for storm response in lieu of 

the disputed televisions and satellite service.  Moreover, it is unclear why in this modern 

age where a plethora of free, accurate weather reports from news or government 

agencies is available from the internet or radio that a flat-screen TV with satellite service 

is necessary or reasonable to learn about the weather.  Staff asserts that these 

expenses are excessive and/or not reasonably related to the provisioning of delivery 

service because the items do not provide ratepayer benefits and are unnecessary for 



Docket No. 13-0301 
Staff Initial Brief 

 

35 
 

the provision of utility service. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 16:306-319; see Final Order, Docket No. 

12-0293, 67-69.)   

Clothing 

Ameren argues charges for clothing, such as t-shirts and hooded sweatshirts 

with the AIC logo, should be recovered because it is important for customers to 

understand they are talking to an Ameren employee. (Tr., 81:5-10 (Sept. 16, 2013).) It 

should be noted, however, that AIC did not establish that there were any standard 

requirements imposed for the purchase of clothing, i.e., a company uniform. Thus, the 

clothing apparel could largely be of any style or color and from any vendor as long as it 

had an AIC logo.  It could, thus, be argued that Ameren employees can more officially 

and effectively identify themselves as such by using a Company name badge with the 

employee’s photo. Such official AIC photo identification would be more reassuring to 

customers that they are talking to an Ameren employee since a non-Ameren employee 

could easily craft any shirt with an AIC logo and pose as an Ameren employee. 

Therefore, Staff believes clothing is an employee perquisite, the cost of which is 

excessive because the items do not provide ratepayer benefits and are unnecessary for 

the provision of utility service. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 16:306-319.)   

Ms. Voiles further stated that the three items in question were recoverable 

because the clothing items were flame retardant. (Tr., 81:16-20 (Sept. 16, 2013).)  

When asked by ALJ Albers if all the clothing bought with the credit cards were flame-

retardant, Ms. Voiles responded in the affirmative, based on the information she had in 

front of her.  (Tr., 82:17-22 (emphasis added) (Sept. 16, 2013).)  Staff contends that this 

is a potentially confusing exchange between the Judge and Ms. Voiles because Ms. 

Voiles was only responding to the three items of clothing that were included in Staff’s 
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sample of charges—not all the clothing that was purchased by the 1,517 AIC 

employees who held Ameren credit cards during 2012. (Tr., 288:4-7 (Sept. 16, 2013).)   

Finance Charges 

Ameren argues that finance charges for cash advances obtained with the 

Company credit card are recoverable in rates because the cash advances were used 

for storm response and preparedness. (Ameren Ex. 16.1, p. 1, line 4.)  During cross-

examination regarding finance charges for cash advances, AIC witness Ms. Voiles 

explained:  “[t]hese costs were recovered through Commonwealth Edison as any mutual 

response charge would be recovered.” (Tr., 82:6-8 (Sept. 16, 2013).)  According to 

Staff’s understanding of Ms. Voiles’ statement, these finance charges and other mutual 

response charges are recovered through Commonwealth Edison Company.  That being 

said, Staff is even more convinced that these charges do not belong in the utility rates of 

ratepayers in the Ameren service territory.   

The items Staff disallowed are not necessary for the provision of utility service, 

nor do the items provide ratepayer benefit.  Thus, these costs are neither prudently 

incurred, nor reasonable in amount. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 17-18:346-349.)  Although such 

expenses may be permissible, or even usual, in an unregulated business that competes 

with other unregulated businesses for customers, the expenses are not appropriate for 

rate recovery since AIC customers have no choice but to obtain delivery services from 

AIC. (Staff Ex. 8.0, 18:349-353.) 

  5. Sponsorship Expense (Account 930.1) 

Staff witness Knepler disallowed $94,057 of sponsorship expenses that Ameren 

did not adequately demonstrate (1) were necessary for the provision of utility service 

and/or (2) provided a benefit to ratepayers.  (Staff Ex. 10.0 Schedule 10.1, 4b, column 
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(r), line 84.)  Examples of the costs Staff disallowed include donations for Halloween 

candy for the Beardstown Chamber of Commerce and sponsorship of the Punkin 

Chuckin promoted by the Tazwell Columbus Club.  (Staff Ex. 10.0 Attachment A, AIC 

Response to Staff DR SRK1.01.) 

Staff witness Knepler disallowed sponsorship and community outreach expenses 

(1) not supported by an ad example; (2) not associated with an informational booth; or 

(3) not associated with the provision of a speaker.  However, Mr. Knepler did disallow 

two sponsorships that were supported by ad examples: (1) the Illinois High School 

Association’s March Madness Experience Sponsorship and Banquet ($25,500 of 

$42,500 allocated to electric delivery service); and (2) the Peoria Rivermen Hockey 

Sponsorship of Goals for Kids ($24,182 of $40,304 allocated to electric delivery 

service).  In those two instances, even though ad examples were provided, Ameren did 

not provide justification for the $25,500 and $24,182 for sporting events and team 

sponsorships costs to be recovered from ratepayers.  (Staff Ex 10.0, 6-7.) 

 Ameren recorded its sponsorship expense as General Advertising Expense in 

Account 930.2 and stated that the advertising standard of Section 9-225 of the PUA 

should apply, but then did not provide the advertisements and scripts required by 83 Ill. 

Adm. Code 295.40.   (Ameren Exs. 6.2 (Rev.) and 6.3.)  If Ameren did not have an ad, 

provide a booth, or sponsor a speaker, then the only message that could be conveyed 

would be promotional or goodwill.  Ameren witness Kennedy even agrees by arguing 

that communication occurs “as AIC is recognized by the organizers for its financial 

support of the event.”1  The Commission previously made the conclusion in Docket No. 

                                                 
1
 “Communication also can occur verbally between AIC representatives and attendees, either at a booth, 

event space or while “in the crowd” at the event.  Communication about AIC to attendees also may occur 
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12-0001 that sponsorships that bring AIC’s name before the public in a philanthropic 

light is the “very meaning of goodwill advertising.”  That Order stated: 

But regardless of whether AIC received tangible benefits for its corporate 
sponsorships, the Commission cannot disregard the fact that the 
sponsorships bring AIC’s name before the public in a philanthropic light.  
While AIC claims this is not its intention, this is the very meaning of 
goodwill advertising. 
 

(Ameren Illinois Company, ICC Order Docket No. 12-0001, 95, (September 19, 2012).) 

Staff has performed a comprehensive and reasonable analysis of Ameren’s 

sponsorship request and Staff recommends recovery of those expenses for which 

Ameren has provided support.  Staff’s adjustment to reduce sponsorship expense by 

$94,057 should be approved by the Commission.  (Staff Ex. 10.0 and Sched.10.1, 4b, 

column (r), line 84.) 

  6. Community Outreach Expense (Account 908) 

Staff witness Knepler recommends that $6,3802  in community outreach 

expenses recorded in Account 908 (Customer Assistance Expense) for seven events 

such as festivals and county fairs be disallowed.  (Staff Ex. 10.0, Sched. 10.02, 2b.)  

Examples of community outreach expenses Staff disallowed include payments to the 

Arcola Broom Corn Festival, Lincoln Art and Balloon Festival, and the Murphysboro 

Apple Festival. 

Similar to sponsorship expenses discussed previously, Staff maintained that 

ratepayer recovery could be appropriate if AIC provided a booth or if an “Ad Example” 

                                                                                                                                                             
to the extent AIC is recognized by the organizers for its financial support of the event.  Note that a 
“communication” between AIC and an attendee may not reach the standard of “advertising” defined by 
Section 9-225.  (Staff Ex. 10.0 Attachment B, AIC Response SRK 2.01(2).) 

 
2
  The $6,380 adjustment reflects the correction of a $500 error that overstated Staff’s Community 

Outreach Adjustment as $6,880 on Staff Ex. 10.0 Schedule 10.02 at 2b, line 14. 
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was identified on Ameren Ex. 6.2 (Rev.) and provided in AIC’s response to Staff DR 

SRK 1.01.  (Staff Ex. 10.0 Attachment A.)  With respect to the community outreach 

expenses recommended to be disallowed by Staff witness Knepler, the information 

provided by AIC does not support that the community outreach expense was necessary 

for distribution of electricity or that the ratepayers benefited from such expense.  (Staff 

Ex. 10.0, 11: 239-240.)  Ratepayers should not be responsible for funding county fairs 

and festivals.   

 Therefore, Staff recommends that the Commission accept its adjustment to 

disallow the recovery of $6,380 in community outreach expenses. 

  7. Advertising and Public Relations Expense 

 

a. Potentially Comparable Simantel Expense (Account 909) 

b. Potentially Comparable Simantel Expense (Account 
930.2) 

Staff witness Knepler disallowed $67,815 related to the advertising platform, 

Focused Energy. For Life. (“FEFL”), paid to the Simantel Group (“Simantel”).  Mr. 

Knepler disallowed expenses which Ameren (1) did not substantiate with an identifiable 

work product and/or (2) did not support with adequate explanation as to why such 

expense was necessary for the distribution of electricity.  (Staff Ex. 10.0, 12-13 and 

Schedule 10.03.) 

 Ameren’s response to Staff DR SRK 1.07(c) provided a listing of expenses 

charged to the FEFL platform totaling $99,479 in expenses recorded in Account 930.2.  

(Staff Schedule 10.3.)  However, the response clearly demonstrates that the electric 

distribution ratepayers should not be responsible for expenses which are not necessary 

for utility service.  Of the twenty-nine vouchers listed, thirteen relate to Ameren’s support 
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of economic development in the greater St. Louis area (Staff Sched. 10.3, 4:16-18, and 

20-21 and 5: 22-29.) are disallowed because this expense is not necessary for the 

distribution of electricity in Illinois.  Two vouchers relate to clean coal messaging or 

research (Id., 3: 14-15.) which is disallowed because the expenses relate to the 

generation of electricity and not the delivery service of electricity.  And one voucher 

relates to the use of methane for the production of electricity which is also disallowed 

because the expense relates to the generation of electricity and not the delivery service 

of electricity.  (Staff Sched. 10.3, 3-5.) 

c. Other Simantel Expenses (Account 930.2) 

d. Other Public Relations Expense (930.2) 

C. Recommended Operating Revenues and Expenses 

  1. Filing Year  

Staff recommends total operating revenues of $828,792,000 and operating 

expenses of $667,472,000 as presented on Appendix A, Schedule 1 to this Initial Brief. 

2. Reconciliation Year 

Staff recommends total operating revenues of $806,621,000 and operating 

expenses of $646,939,000 as presented on Appendix B, Schedule 1 to this Initial Brief. 

IV. COST OF CAPITAL AND RATE OF RETURN 

Staff witness Rochelle M. Phipps presented the rate of return on rate base for 

Ameren Illinois Company’s (“AIC” or the “Company”) electric delivery services, pursuant 

to the provisions of Section 16-108.5 of the Public Utilities Act (“Act”).  (See, generally, 

Staff Ex. 4.0; Staff Ex. 9.0.)  Ms. Phipps recommends a 7.96% rate of return on rate 

base for AIC’s electric delivery services, based on a capital structure comprising 
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51.00% common equity, 1.72% preferred stock and 47.28% long-term debt, as shown 

below. 

 

December 31, 2012 Rate of Return on Rate Base Summary 

Capital Component Weight Cost 
Weighted 

Cost 

Short-Term Debt 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Long-Term Debt 47.28% 7.10% 3.36% 
Preferred Stock 1.72% 4.98% 0.09% 
Common Equity 51.00% 8.72% 4.45% 
Credit Facility Fees   0.06% 

Total 100.00%  7.96% 

 

(Staff Ex. 4.0, Sch. 4.01.) 

A. Resolved Issues 

1. Rate of Return on Common Equity 

AIC’s rate of return on common equity is 8.72%.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 15:274.) 

2. CWIP Accruing AFDUC Adjustments 

Consistent with Commission Orders in previous formula rate cases,3 Ms. Phipps 

removed the portions of long-term debt, preferred stock and common equity that are 

reflected in the Allowance for Funds used During Construction (“AFUDC”) rate to avoid 

double-counting the portions of long-term debt, preferred stock and common equity that 

the AFUDC formula assumes are financing Construction Work in Progress (“CWIP”).  

(Staff Ex. 4.0, 2:25-30.)  The December 31, 2012 monthly balance of CWIP accruing 

AFUDC that the AFUDC formula assigns to long-term capital is $96,165,422, which Ms. 

                                                 
3
 Ameren Illinois Co., Order, Docket No. 12-0293, 104 (Dec. 5, 2012); Ameren Illinois Co., Order, Docket 

No. 12-0001, 111 (Sept. 19, 2012); Commonwealth Edison Co., Order, Docket No. 11-0721, 127 (May 
29, 2012). 
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Phipps allocated according to the proportion of capital that each long-term capital 

component represents.  Long-term debt, preferred stock and common equity compose 

45.62%, 1.72% and 52.66% of long-term capital, respectively.  (Id., 2:34-35 and Sch. 

4.02.)  Therefore, Ms. Phipps subtracted 45.62% of $96,165,422, or $43,870,666 from 

the long-term debt balance; 1.72% of $96,165,422, or $1,654,045, from the preferred 

stock balance; and 52.66% of $96,165,422, or $50,640,711, from the common equity 

balance.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 2-3:36-47.)  The Company does not oppose this adjustment.  

(Ameren Ex. 12.0 (Rev.), 2:32-33.) 

  3. Balance and Embedded Cost of Preferred Stock 

The Company’s December 31, 2012 preferred stock balance, as adjusted to 

remove remaining CWIP accruing AFUDC, equals $59,064,651.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 3:40-

43.)  AIC’s embedded cost of preferred stock equals 4.98%.  (Id.,14:271.) 

B. Contested Issues 

1. Capital Structure 

 

With Staff’s proposed adjustments to the Company’s long-term debt, preferred 

stock and common equity balances, AIC’s actual December 31, 2012 capital structure 

comprises 0% short-term debt, 45.62% long-term debt, 1.72% preferred stock and 

52.66% common equity.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 6:92-94.) 

Ms. Phipps explained that increasing the proportion of common equity in a 

utility’s capital structure reduces financial risk, thereby lowering the cost of each source 

of capital.  However, since common equity is the most costly source of capital, an 

excessive proportion of common equity unnecessarily raises the overall cost of capital.  

On the other hand, an inadequate proportion of common equity also unnecessarily 
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raises the cost of capital, since reducing the proportion of common equity in a utility’s 

capital structure increases financial risk, thereby raising the cost of each source of 

capital.  In other words, above a certain common equity ratio, increasing the proportion 

of common equity increases the overall cost of capital despite reducing the individual 

component costs; below a certain common equity ratio, decreasing the proportion of 

common equity has a smaller effect on the overall cost of capital than the resulting 

increase in the cost of each source of capital.4  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 6:96-107.) 

The authorized rate of return on common equity under Section 16-108.5 

(“formula rates plan”) is a function of only two factors: (1) the average yield on 30-year 

U.S. Treasury bond yields, plus 580 basis points; and (2) possible performance 

penalties.  Consequently, the authorized rate of return on common equity would not 

respond to changes in the common equity ratio.  That is, Section 16-108.5 severs the 

inherent link between the rate of return on common equity and the level of financial risk 

associated with a utility’s capital structure.  Therefore, maintaining a higher common 

equity ratio at a utility subsidiary results in a higher calculated rate of return under 

Section 16-108.5 than under traditional ratemaking since the resulting reduction in risk 

does not translate into a lower authorized rate of return on common equity.  (Staff Ex. 

4.0, 6-7:108-120.) 

Ms. Phipps also testified that the Company’s December 31, 2012 capital 

structure is not appropriate for setting rates because using this equity ratio (or higher) 

would produce a rate of return that violates Section 9-230 of the Act (Staff Ex. 4.0, 

                                                 
4
 Unfortunately, determining the common equity ratio that minimizes cost of capital remains problematic 

because (1) the cost of capital is a continuous function of the capital structure, rendering its precise 
measurement along each segment of the range of possible capital structures problematic; and (2) the 
optimal capital structure is a function of dynamic operating risk and investor risk preferences. 
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7:121-124.), which states, “In determining a reasonable rate of return upon which 

investment for any public utility in any proceeding to establish rates or charges, the 

Commission shall not include any (1) incremental risk, [or] (2) increased cost of capital . 

. . which is the direct or indirect result of the public utility’s affiliation with unregulated or 

nonutility companies.”  (220 ILCS 5/9-230.)  To address this requirement, Ms. Phipps 

proposes using an imputed capital structure that comprises the same 51.00% common 

equity ratio the Commission adopted in Docket No. 12-0293, 1.72% preferred stock and 

47.28% long-term debt.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 11:202-204.) 

AIC’s parent company, Ameren, had a December 31, 2012, common equity ratio 

of 51.27%, as adjusted to remove the $825 million in debt that Dynegy will assume with 

Dynegy’s pending acquisition of Ameren Corp.’s merchant generation assets during 

2013.  On that date, AIC’s common equity ratio was 54.33% under the Company’s 

capital structure proposal or 52.66% after Staff’s recommended adjustments.  (Staff Ex. 

4.0, 7:124-129.)  As the Appellate Court found, when a larger corporation owns a utility, 

the corporation is generally not motivated to establish the optimal, lowest-cost capital 

structure for the utility, but to instead use a capital structure with a greater percentage of 

equity than is optimal, thereby allowing the parent corporation to realize a greater 

return.  In other words, the capital structure of the regulated utility can be manipulated to 

include excessive equity to inflate the rate of return.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 7-8:124-135 (citing 

Citizens Utility Board v. Commerce Commission, 276 Ill. App. 3d 730, 744, N.E. 2d 

1194, 1205 (1st Dist. 1995)).) 

Further, Ameren Corp. and its unregulated subsidiaries have affected the 

Company’s credit ratings from Standard & Poor’s (“S&P”).  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 8:136-137.)  

Since 2003, S&P has viewed “the default risk of UE, CIPS and CILCO as equivalent to 
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that of Ameren” and basing the ratings of Ameren Corp. on the consolidated financial 

and business risk profiles of the Ameren family of companies.  (Id., 9:160-176.)  In 

March 2013, S&P upgraded the corporate credit ratings for Ameren Corp. and its 

subsidiaries, including AIC, to BBB from BBB-, and placed the ratings on CreditWatch 

with positive implications.  (Id., 8:137-139.)  S&P explains the rationale for upgrading 

the credit ratings of Ameren and its subsidiaries as follows: 

The upgrades reflect management’s commitment to credit quality, increased 
certainty in terms of strategic direction, and its efficient execution of its 
revised strategy to exit the merchant business. This definitive agreement 
materially improves Ameren’s business risk profile, allowing management to 
focus on its regulated strategy.  In addition, the upgrade reflects our view 
that even if the announced transaction does not close, Ameren would still 
sell its merchant business to another third party under similar terms. . . . The 
placement of Ameren, [AIC], and [Ameren Missouri] ratings on CreditWatch 
with positive implication reflects the high probability of a further upgrade 
following the completion of the merchant sale. 

(Staff Ex. 4.0, 8:139-152 and Attach. A.)   

That is, in light of the March 2012 upgrade by S&P in combination with the high 

probability of a further upgrade, the merchant business has adversely affected AIC’s 

credit ratings, and therefore caused its cost of capital to be higher than it would have 

been absent any affiliation with the merchant business at least since 2003.  (Staff Ex. 

4.0, 9-10:176-180.) 

In summary, AIC’s affiliation with unregulated or non-utility affiliates has 

adversely affected its cost of capital in two ways.  First, Ameren has chosen to 

capitalize AIC with a greater proportion of common equity than Ameren, despite AIC’s 

lower business risk.  This practice raises AIC’s cost of capital because common equity 

is more expensive than debt, particularly under the Formula Rate process, in which the 

rate of return on common equity does not decline with an increasing common equity 
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ratio.  Second, because S&P rates Ameren and AIC on a consolidated basis, Ameren 

and AIC have the same issuer credit rating from S&P, despite the fact that Ameren has 

higher operating risk and a higher degree of financial risk (as indicated by Ameren’s 

higher debt ratio in comparison to  AIC).  In other words, AIC’s S&P credit rating is lower 

than it would be based on its standalone risk due to its affiliation with Ameren because 

those higher operating and financial risks, which affect Ameren’s credit rating, also 

affect AIC’s credit rating.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 18:316-324.)  Though the incremental increase 

may be difficult to quantify, Section 9-230 of the Act requires the Commission to remove 

every iota of such increase.  (Id., 8-9:158-159.) 

In Docket No. 12-0293, the Commission adopted a 51.00% common equity ratio 

for AIC, and concluded, “that AIC has lower operating risk than Ameren and now enjoys 

a more favorable regulatory environment under Public Acts 97-0616 and 97-0646.  The 

Commission also notes that AIC has failed to identify any change in law or facts that 

justify deviating from the Commission’s decision in Docket No. 12-0001.  Accordingly, 

the Commission adopts Staff’s imputed capital structure.”  (Ameren Illinois Co., Order, 

Docket No. 12-0293, 108 (Dec. 5, 2012).) 

Similarly, in Docket No. 12-0001, the Commission concluded: 

As for the competing common equity ratios presented by AIC and Staff, 
the Commission finds merit in Staff’s arguments.  As noted by Staff, S&P 
has concluded that AIC’s overall operating risk is lower than that of 
Ameren.  The record also reflects that although it continues to have 
concerns about the regulatory environment in Illinois, Moody’s found that 
the regulatory environment has improved sufficiently to increase AIC’s 
credit rating.  Overall, for the reasons contained in the record, the 
Commission concurs and finds that AIC has lower operating risk than AIC 
and now enjoys a more favorable regulatory environment under Public 
Acts 97-0616 and 97-0646.  These facts warrant an adjustment to AIC’s 
2010 common equity ratio of 54.28%, which represents circumstances as 
they were prior to public Acts 97-0616 and 97-0646 and the benefits 
ensuing to AIC there under.  Accordingly, Staff’s common equity ratio of 
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51.49% represents a reasonably adjusted common equity ratio consistent 
with Commission practice and law, including Section 9-230 of the Act. 
 

(Ameren Illinois Co., Order, Docket No. 12-0001, 128 (Sept. 19, 2012).) 

The above approach would bring AIC’s common equity ratio that is 

commensurate with AIC’s actual credit rating in line with its riskier corporate parent.  

(Staff Ex. 4.0, 10:181-186.)  Therefore, Ms. Phipps proposes using an imputed capital 

structure that comprises the same 51.00% common equity ratio the Commission 

adopted in Docket No. 12-0293, 1.72% preferred stock and 47.28% long-term debt.  To 

calculate AIC’s long-term debt ratio, she added the December 31, 2012 preferred stock 

ratio and the imputed 51.00% common equity ratio (1.72% + 51.00% = 52.72%) and 

then subtracted that from 100.00% to derive the long-term debt ratio of 47.28% 

(100.00% - 52.72% = 47.28%).  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 11:202-212.) 

To evaluate the proposed capital structure for AIC for reasonableness, Ms. 

Phipps compared AIC’s capital structure to those of other similarly rated electric 

companies.  Based on data from the S&P Utility Compustat database, the average 

common equity ratio equals 47.16% for utilities in the electric industry with an S&P 

credit rating in the BBB range.  Thus, Staff’s proposed common equity ratio of 51.00% is 

reasonable given its proximity to the common equity ratio of the average BBB rated 

electric utility company, though arguably conservative given the higher common equity 

ratio proposed by Staff indicates a lower degree of financial risk than the average BBB 

rated electric utility company.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 11-12:214-229.) 

Response to Company witnesses Messrs. Martin and Perkins – 9-230 Adjustment 

The Company does not recognize that using AIC’s actual capital structure for 

setting formula-based rates would violate Section 9-230 of the Act.  Despite Ameren 
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Corp.’s riskier unregulated subsidiaries, the Ameren parent company has a lower equity 

ratio than AIC and AIC has never explained why it requires a higher common equity 

ratio than its riskier parent.  The Company argues that AIC’s actual capital structure is 

reasonable and should be adopted; however, as noted previously, it is not permissible 

for the Commission to substitute its reasonableness standard for the legislature’s 

absolute standard.  Therefore, as a matter of law, Section 9-230 of the Act limits AIC’s 

common equity ratio to 51.00%, which is the same common equity ratio the 

Commission adopted in Docket No. 12-0293 after taking into consideration the 

requirements of Section 9-230 of the Act.  Ameren Illinois Co., Order, Docket No. 12-

0293, 106-108 (Dec. 5, 2012). 

Nevertheless, Mr. Perkins’ testimony implies that in the previous formula rate 

case, the Commission approved a capital structure for AIC that was based on a double 

leverage adjustment.  To the contrary, the Commission was not applying a “double-

leverage” approach when it adopted Ameren’s capital structure.  As Ms. Phipps 

explained, there are three variants of the double-leverage methodology to computing 

the cost of capital: 

1. Double-Leverage Approach.  The parent company’s weighted-average cost 

of capital (“WACC”) is the imputed cost of equity for the operating company. 

2. Modified Double-Leverage Approach.  The parent company’s WACC is only 

imputed to the portion of common equity contributed to the operating company 

by the parent company (i.e., the operating company’s retained earnings are 

removed from the double-leverage imputation). 



Docket No. 13-0301 
Staff Initial Brief 

 

49 
 

3. Consolidated Approach.  The WACC is based on the consolidated data of 

the parent company and its subsidiary companies. 

The Commission did not employ any of these approaches when it previously authorized 

a 51.00% equity ratio for AIC, pursuant to Section 9-230 of the Act.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 16-

17:294-310.) 

Moreover, Mr. Perkins asserts, “[h]aving a strong capital structure, strong credit 

metrics, and a stable, strong investment grade credit rating enables these programs to 

be funded at reasonable costs and under reasonable terms and conditions.”  (Ameren 

Ex. 13.0R, 5:103-105.)  Yet, he never demonstrates that a capital structure containing a 

51% common equity ratio would endanger AIC’s access to capital.  In contrast, Ms. 

Phipps performed a quantitative analysis, which showed that reducing the Company’s 

common equity ratio to 51% would not cause a credit rating downgrade for AIC.  (Staff 

Ex. 9.0, 9:168-169.)  First, Ms. Phipps determined the Company could achieve a 51% 

common equity ratio by replacing $55 million of common equity with long-term debt.  

Then, she evaluated the effect of AIC replacing $55 million of common equity with $55 

million in 5.95% 30-year BBB-rated utility bonds on the financial risk benchmarks 

published by S&P and Moody’s.  (Id., 9:170-174.)  Ms. Phipps also noted that her 

analysis is conservative given the current yields on long-term A-rated and Baa-rated 

utility bonds are much lower at 4.73% and 5.30%, respectively.  (Id., 9, fn 5.)  

Specifically, she calculated adjusted ratios (i.e., financial ratios that reflect a $55 million 

exchange of debt for common equity) for S&P financial risk benchmarks: (1) funds from 

operations (“FFO”) to debt; (2) debt to earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation and 

amortization (“EBITDA”); and (3) debt to capital.  She also calculated adjusted ratios for 
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Moody’s financial risk benchmarks: (1) cash flow from operations (“CFO pre-W/C”) to 

debt; (2) CFO pre-W/C less dividends, to debt; (3) CFO pre-W/C, plus interest, to 

interest expense; and (4) debt to capital.  Those ratios, calculated in accordance with 

the S&P and Moody’s methodologies, were provided by the Company to Staff.  (Id., 

10:175-181 and fns. 6, 7.) 

Finally, Ms. Phipps compared those adjusted ratios to the ranges that S&P and 

Moody’s publish for each of those financial risk benchmark ratios, which vary according 

to the strength of the financial risk benchmark.  The adjusted ratios, which assume the 

Company replaced $55 million of common equity with $55 million in long-term debt, are 

very close to the unadjusted ratios.  (Staff Ex. 9.0, 10:182-186.) 

S&P 2011  2012 
Financial Risk Benchmarks Unadjusted Adjusted  Unadjusted Adjusted 

 
FFO to Debt 

 
25.0% 

 
24.1% 

  
28.0% 

 
27.1% 

Debt to EBITDA 2.47X 2.56X  2.94X 3.03X 
Debt  to Capital 40.4% 41.8%  42.3% 43.6% 
      

Implied Level of Financial Risk 
for Financial Risk Benchmarks 

 
Intermediate 

 
Significant 

 
Aggressive 

 

 
FFO to Debt 

 
30-45% 

 
20-30% 

 
12-20% 

 

Debt to EBITDA 2-3X 3-4X 4-5X  
Debt  to Capital 35-45% 45-50% 50-60%  
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Moody’s 2011  2012 
Financial Risk Benchmarks Unadjusted Adjusted  Unadjusted Adjusted 

 
CFO pre-W/C to Debt 

 
22.8% 

 
22.1% 

  
19.2% 

 
18.7% 

CFO pre-W/C less dividends, to 
Debt 

7.5%* 7.3%  10.7% 10.4% 

CFO pre-W/C plus interest to 
Interest Expense 

4.1X 4.1X  3.9X 3.8X 

Debt to Capital 39.3% 40.3%  39.7% 40.7% 
      

Implied Level of Financial Risk 
for Financial Risk Benchmarks 

 
Aa 

 
A 

 
 

 
Baa 

 
Ba 

 
CFO pre-W/C to Debt 

 
30-40% 

 
22-30%  

 
13-22% 

 
5-13% 

CFO pre-W/C less dividends, to 
Debt 25-35% 17-25%  9-17% 0-9% 
CFO pre-W/C plus interest to 
Interest Expense 6.0-8.0X 4.5–6.0X 2.7-4.5X 1.5-2.7X 
Debt to Capital 25-35% 35-45%  45-55% 55-65% 

      
Source: Staff Ex. 9.0, Schedules 9.01 and 9.02. 
 
*As explained in the Commission’s Order for Docket No. 12-0293, AIC once made a 
dividend payment that reduced one of Moody’s credit metrics to junk rating level.  
Ameren Illinois Co., Order, Docket No. 12-0293, 107 (Dec. 5, 2012). 

 
Ms. Phipps’ analysis showed that replacing $55 million of common equity with 

long-term debt would not result in lower implied credit ratings for any of AIC’s financial 

risk benchmarks.  (Staff Ex. 9.0, 10:186-189 and Schs. 9.01, 9.02.)  Thus, she 

concludes that a 51% common equity ratio for the Company would not result in a credit 

rating downgrade.  (Id.,10:189-191.) 

For all the foregoing reasons, and in accordance with Section 9-230 of the Act, 

the Commission should adopt a capital structure for AIC that comprises a 51.00% 

common equity ratio. 
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2. Common Equity Balance  

The Company’s December 31, 2012, balance of common equity equals 

$2,325,236,365 before any adjustments.  From this balance, the Company subtracted 

the $356,284,459 of balance sheet purchase accounting adjustments that are collapsed 

into ICC Account 114.  In addition to this, Ms. Phipps subtracted $105,536,599 of 

income statement purchase accounting adjustments, which flowed through to retained 

earnings.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 5:79-84.)  Ms. Phipps explained that, as a condition of approval 

in Docket No. 04-0294, the Commission required the Company to reverse the effects of 

purchase accounting for ratemaking purposes and to reflect in Account 114 the impacts 

of all push down accounting for all Illinois regulatory purposes.5  (Staff Ex. 9.0, 1:15-18 

(citing Illinois Power Company and Ameren Corporation, Order, Docket No. 04-0294, 

Appendix A, 3 (Sept. 22, 2004)).)  However, AIC admits that it never reversed the net 

income-related purchase accounting adjustments for ratemaking purposes, nor did 

Illinois Power.  (Id.,1:19-21.)  Furthermore, the Company’s Account 114 balance does 

not include $105.5 million of net income-related purchase accounting adjustments, 

which flowed through retained earnings.  (Id., 2:23-25.)  Thus, net income-related 

purchase accounting adjustments have not been reversed through the reversal of 

Account 114’s effect on AIC’s balance of common equity as the Commission directed.  

Additionally, the balance of common equity should be reduced by $50,640,711 to reflect 

the AFUDC calculation discussed previously.  These adjustments result in a common 

equity balance of $1,812,774,596.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 5:88-90.) 

                                                 
5
 Order, Docket No. 04-0294, September 22, 2004, Appendix A, Conditions of Approval, #13 states: “IP 

shall reverse the effects of push-down accounting for ratemaking purposes, and shall not reflect push-
down adjustments for debt or preferred stock in its annual reports to the Commission.  IP will reflect in 
Account 114, plant acquisition adjustments, the impacts of all push down accounting, for all Illinois 
regulatory purposes.” 
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3. Balance and Embedded Cost of Long-Term Debt 

Ms. Phipps calculates a December 31, 2012 long-term debt balance of 

$1,570,422,922, which reflects the $1,614,293,588 carrying value for the Company’s 

long-term debt, less $43,870,666, which is the amount of long-term debt already 

incorporated in the AFUDC calculation.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 4:67-73.)  Ms. Phipps 

recommends a 7.10% embedded cost of long-term debt.  (Id, 15:267.) 

In addition to removing the remaining CWIP from the long-term debt balance, Ms. 

Phipps adjusted the debt expense associated with the 2.70% senior secured notes that 

AIC issued during August 2012 and extended the end of the amortization period for the 

reacquired 2000A bonds from the original 2014 maturity date to 2022.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 

4:60-66.)  Those adjustments had a negligible effect on the December 31, 2012 long-

term debt balance. 

Staff’s long-term debt balance differs from the Company’s primarily due to Staff’s 

proposal to limit the amount of recoverable loss associated with $87.1 million of 9.75% 

bonds that the Company redeemed during August 2012 with the proceeds of the $400 

million worth of 2.70% bonds that AIC issued during August 2012. 

If all $400 million of AIC’s 9.75% bonds had been previously found to be 

prudently issued, the recoverability of the cost of redeeming $87.1 million of those 

bonds would not be an issue in this proceeding.  However, the Commission has 

previously found that $50 million of the 9.75% bonds had been issued imprudently.  

Central Illinois Light Co. d/b/a Ameren CILCO, Central Illinois Public Service Co. d/b/a 

AmerenCIPS, Illinois Power Co. d/b/a AmerenIP, Order, Docket Nos. 09-0306 et al. 

(Cons.), 143 (April 29, 2010); Ameren Illinois Co., Order, Docket No. 11-0282, 75-76 

(Jan. 10, 2012).  Thus, in Staff view, the recoverability of the bond costs associated with 
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the redemption of $87.1 million of the 9.75% bonds is directly related to how the 

proceeds from the 2.7% bonds are assigned.6  AIC chose to assign $50 million worth of 

the 2.7% bond proceeds to eliminate the $50 million of debt that the Commission 

previously found to have been imprudently issued.  Ameren Illinois Co., Order, Docket 

No. 11-0282, 75-76 (Jan. 10, 2012).  Therefore, a pro rata share of the 2.7% bonds’ 

redemption costs (or $50 million commensurate to the imprudent $50 million debt 

issuance) should be disallowed.  Since the $50 million of disallowed 9.75% bonds 

composes 57.41% of the $87.1 million of 9.75% bonds redeemed, 57.41% of the cost to 

redeem the 9.75% bonds should be disallowed.  That is, AIC’s cost to redeem the 

9.75% bonds would have been lower had it not issued the $50 million of 9.75% bonds 

that the Commission disallowed.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 3:55-59.)  The Company should not be 

allowed to recover redemption costs associated with bonds that the Commission has 

previously found to have been imprudently issued. 

4. Balance and Embedded Cost of Short-Term Debt, including Cost 
of Credit Facilities 
 

AIC’s credit ratings from Moody’s and S&P directly affect the amount of the 

annual facility fee associated with AIC’s credit facility.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 13:241-245.)  

AIC’s current issuer rating from Moody’s is Baa2 and AIC’s corporate credit rating from 

S&P is BBB, with a positive outlook.  S&P notes that the placement of AIC’s ratings on 

CreditWatch with positive implications reflects the high probability of a further upgrade 

following the completion of the merchant sale, which is expected to close in the fourth 

quarter of 2013.  (Id., 13-14:245-250.)  Thus, S&P has clearly stated that AIC’s 

                                                 
6
 If AIC had chosen to assign $87.1 million of the 2.7% bond proceeds to the $350 million worth of 9.75% 

bonds that the Commission had found to be prudently issued (and thereby reducing the outstanding 
balance of recoverable 9.75% bonds to $262.9 million), then the entire redemption cost would be 
recoverable. 
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corporate credit rating absent AIC’s affiliation with merchant generation operations 

would be at least one notch higher, or BBB+.  (Id., 14:250-252.)  Consequently, to 

comply with Section 9-230 of the Act, which prohibits including in a utility’s allowed rate 

of return any increased cost of capital which is the direct or indirect result of the public 

utility’s affiliation with unregulated or non-utility companies, the Commission must 

calculate the recoverable credit facility interest rate based on at least an S&P credit 

rating of BBB+.  (See 220 ILCS 5/9-230.)  According to the pricing schedule for the AIC 

credit facility, with credit ratings of Baa2/BBB+, AIC would be a Level II borrower, and 

as such, AIC’s credit facility fee rate would equal 0.175%.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 14:252-255.) 

Nevertheless, AIC argues, “it is more reasonable to calculate AIC’s credit facility 

fee based on its credit rating in effect as of December 31, 2012, as the Company has 

done, in calculating its overall cost of capital in this proceeding.”  (Ameren Ex. 12.0 

(Rev.), 6:119-121.)  Illinois courts have specifically addressed this issue regarding the 

interpretation of Section 9-230 of the Act.  The Appellate Court of Illinois, Second 

District, in the case of Illinois Bell Telephone Co. v. Illinois Commerce Comm’n, 283 Ill. 

App. 3d 188, 207 (2d Dist. 1996), held: 

In section 9-230, the legislature used the word “any” to modify its prohibition 
of considering incremental risk or increased cost of capital in determining a 
reasonable ROR. This usage removes all discretion from the Commission. 
Section 9-230 does not allow the Commission to consider what portion of a 
utility's increased risk or cost of capital caused by affiliation is “reasonable” 
and therefore should be born by the utility's ratepayers; the legislature has 
determined that any increase whatsoever must be excluded from the ROR 
determination. It is impermissible for the Commission to substitute its 
reasonableness standard for the legislature's absolute standard.  

 
(Id., 207.) 
 

Therefore, as a matter of law, Section 9-230 of the Act limits AIC’s recoverable 

annual facility fee to $1,400,000 (i.e., $0.175% × $800 million).  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 14:252-
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258.)  This adjustment reduces the recoverable bank commitment fee rate to six (6) 

basis points.  (Id., 14:259-264.) 

C. Recommended Overall Rate of Return on Rate Base 

  1. Filing Year  

Ms. Phipps recommends a 7.96% rate of return on rate base for AIC’s electric 

delivery services, based on a capital structure comprising 51.00% common equity, 

1.72% preferred stock and 47.28% long-term debt, as shown below. 

December 31, 2012 Rate of Return on Rate Base Summary 

Capital Component Weight Cost 
Weighted 

Cost 

Short-Term Debt 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Long-Term Debt 47.28% 7.10% 3.36% 
Preferred Stock 1.72% 4.98% 0.09% 
Common Equity 51.00% 8.72% 4.45% 
Credit Facility Fees   0.06% 

Total 100.00%  7.96% 

 

(Staff Ex. 4.0, Sch. 4.01.) 

3. Reconciliation Year 

 

Section 16-108.5(d)(1) of the Act states that for the first reconciliation only, the 

cost of equity “shall be calculated as the sum of 590 basis points plus the average for 

the applicable calendar year of the monthly average yields of 30-year U.S. Treasury 

bonds.”7  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(d)(1).  The average 2012 monthly average yields of 30-

year U.S. Treasury bonds is 2.92%, resulting in an 8.82% cost of equity pursuant to 

Section 16-108.5(d)(1) of the Act. Therefore, Ms. Phipps recommends an 8.01% rate of 

                                                 
7
 220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(d)(1). 
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return on rate base for reconciliation purposes, which reflects an 8.82% return on 

common equity.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 16:282-292.) 

Rate of Return for Initial Reconciliation 

Capital Component Weight Cost 
Weighted 

Cost 

Short-Term Debt 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Long-Term Debt 47.28% 7.10% 3.36% 
Preferred Stock 1.72% 4.98% 0.09% 
Common Equity 51.00% 8.82% 4.50% 
Credit Facility Fees   0.06% 

Total 100.00%  8.01% 

 

V. COST OF SERVICE AND RATE DESIGN 

A. Resolved Issues 

 

VI. FORMULA RATE TARIFF 

A. Separate Proceeding in Docket Nos. 13-0501/13-0517 to Litigate 
Merits of Proposed Template Changes 

 

Staff, the AG, and other parties filed Direct and Rebuttal testimony, and the 

Company filed Surrebuttal testimony in this instant proceeding that addressed various 

adjustments to the Company’s performance-based formula rate structure or protocols 

(commonly referred to as the “formula rate template”). The Company argued that these 

adjustments could not be made in the absence of a change to the formula rate tariff, 

which, pursuant to Section 16-108.5(d)(3), must be made in a separate Section 9-201 

proceeding. (See Ameren Ex. 17.0.) 

 The Company subsequently filed proposed revisions to its formula rate tariff 

sheets with the Commission pursuant to Section 9-201 of the Act. The tariff filing was 

suspended, and docketed as ICC Docket No. 13-0517. Shortly thereafter, the AG filed a 
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complaint requesting the Commission to suspend the Company’s formula rate filing, and 

seeking changes to the Company’s performance-based formula rate structure; that 

complaint was docketed as ICC Docket No. 13-0501.  

 All the parties in this instant proceeding filed a joint motion to consolidate dockets 

13-0501 and 13-0517, and suggested a schedule for that proceeding which would allow 

for the Commission to incorporate its decision in that proceeding into this instant docket 

on or before December 1, 2013.  

B. Process for Implementation of Formula Rate Template Changes in 
Docket No. 13-0301, if approved in Docket Nos. 13-0501/13-0517 

 

In order for any formula rate template adjustments addressed in the Consolidated 

Dockets to be reflected in rates effective in 2014, an order approving such formula rate 

template adjustments must be entered no later than December 1, 2013, due to the 

requirement of the Act regarding template changes that “any change ordered by the 

Commission shall be made at the same time new rates take effect following the 

Commission’s next order pursuant to subsection (d) of this Section, provided that the 

new rates take effect no less than 30 days after the date on which the Commission 

issues an order adopting the change.” (220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(c).) 

 Therefore, the parties requested in Docket Nos. 13-0501 and 13-0517 that an 

expedited schedule be adopted that would result in an Order be issued on or before 

November 27, 2013 in order for any formula rate template adjustments and the resultant 

revenue requirement impacts to be reflected in rates at the same time new rates take 

effect following the Commission’s decision in this instant proceeding.  

 The parties agreed that the pre-filed testimony in this instant proceeding includes 

testimony from certain witnesses regarding adjustments that would require formula rate 
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template adjustments, and that this pre-filed testimony and any cross-examination 

thereon are appropriately part of the consolidated dockets, as well as this instant 

proceeding.  

C. Proposed Template Changes in Docket Nos. 13-0501/13-0517 (for 
Purpose of Identification of Revenue Requirement Impact if 
Approved) 

 

1. Uncollectible Expenses in the Reconciliation Year 

Staff witness Ebrey proposed an adjustment for uncollectibles expense in the 

Reconciliation Revenue Requirement to neutralize all impacts of actual uncollectibles 

expense in that reconciliation calculation. (Staff Ex. 1.0, 14:292 – 307.)  The Company 

initially opposed the adjustment based on the single opinion that the adjustment would 

require a change to the reference on line 2a and an additional footnote reference on 

Schedule FR A-4.  (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 8:171 – 174.)  Since the schedules included with 

the Company’s tariff filing in Docket No. 13-0517 reflect these changes, this adjustment 

would be uncontested upon the approval of those changes to the referenced Schedule. 

2. Gross-up of Reconciliation with Interest and/or Collar revenue 
requirement adjustments for Uncollectible Expense 

3. Year-end balances for Materials & Supplies and Customer 
Deposits 

 

Staff proposed an adjustment to reflect year-end Materials & Supplies and 

Customer Deposits amounts in the Filing Year Revenue Requirement. (Staff Ex. 7.0, 

25:539-545; Schedule 7.08 FY.)   

Staff recommended the use of year-end amounts because P.A. 98-0015, passed 

into law on May 24, 2013, specifically requires the revenue requirement pursuant to the 

performance-based formula rate be determined using a year-end rate base.  Materials 
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and Supplies and Customer Deposits, as components of rate base, must therefore be 

included at their year-end values rather than the 13-month average values presented by 

the Company. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 18:358-365.)  The Company initially opposed the 

adjustment because it would require modification to a number of lines on Schedule FR 

B-1 and changes to both App 1 and App 2 which, it averred, it could not make in this 

proceeding.  (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 8:180-184.)  The Company, however, recently filed a 

tariff in Docket No. 13-0517 seeking to revise its formula rate template that reflects, 

among others, these schedule and appendices (“apps”) changes related to use of year-

end rate base values.  This adjustment would be uncontested if the changes to the 

referenced schedule and apps discussed above are approved in Docket No. 13-0517. 

4. Depreciation Expense 

Staff proposed an adjustment to reflect the incremental amount of depreciation 

expense and related changes to rate base components due to the utilization of 

depreciation rates from AIC’s updated depreciation rate study that became effective 

January 1, 2013. (Staff Ex. 7.0, 16-17:342-348; Schedule 7.05 FY.)   

Staff recommended reflecting the impact of the utilization of AIC’s updated 

depreciation rates only in the Filing Year Revenue Requirement.  The Reconciliation 

Year Revenue Requirement is based on 2012 actual information and would, therefore, 

not be affected by the new 2013 depreciation rates. The depreciation rate changes took 

effect in 2013 and should be reflected in the Filing Year Revenue Requirement as it is 

based on actual 2012 data plus the impact of 2013 projected plant additions. The 

depreciation rates that are in effect in 2013 are part of that impact. (Staff Ex. 7.0, 

17:358-363.)  The Company initially opposed the adjustment because the adjustment 

would require modification to a source reference on Schedule FR C-2 and the addition 
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of three lines to App 8.  (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 9:201-204.)  Since the schedule and apps 

included with the Company’s tariff filing in Docket No. 13-0517 reflect these changes, 

this adjustment would be uncontested if the changes to the referenced schedule and 

apps discussed above are approved in Docket No. 13-0517.  

5. Separate Cash Working Capital Calculation for Filing and 
Reconciliation Year 

 

Staff proposed two separate CWC calculations. The CWC calculation for the 

Reconciliation Year is based on actual 2012 data exclusive of the impact of the 2013 

projected plant additions.  The CWC calculation for the Filing Year is based on actual 

2012 data plus the impact of the 2013 projected plant additions. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 7:131-

144; Schedules 7.02 FY and 7.02 RY.)   

 Staff proposed two separate CWC calculations because CWC for the Filing Year 

and the Reconciliation Year are different.  Projected 2013 plant additions, as well as the 

associated derivative adjustments, are included in the Filing Year Revenue 

Requirement.  The derivative adjustments associated with the projected plant additions 

include accumulated depreciation, depreciation expense, accumulated deferred income 

tax, federal and state income tax, and CWC.  All derivative adjustments for the 

projected plant additions must be considered in the Filing Year Revenue Requirement, 

including the impact on CWC.  On the other hand, the Reconciliation Year Revenue 

Requirement that supports the reconciliation adjustment must be based on the actual 

results of operation for the 2012 reconciliation year and does not consider projected 

plant additions and the associated derivative changes. In Docket Nos. 12-0001 and 12-

0293, the CWC calculation included the projected plant additions and the associated 

derivative adjustments for the Filing Year Revenue Requirement.  There is nothing in 
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evidence in this case to explain the change from the method of calculating the CWC for 

the Filing Year in those cases to the method the Company espouses in the instant case.  

It should be noted that there was no “Reconciliation Year Revenue Requirement” in 

those prior cases as the instant proceeding is the first formula rate proceeding for AIC 

that includes a reconciliation calculation.   

 Therefore, a CWC based upon the filing year is not representative of the CWC 

requirement in the reconciliation year.  Thus, it is necessary for each revenue 

requirement to be based on the CWC calculations that are representative of the costs 

and revenues associated with each revenue requirement. (Staff Ex. 7.0, 9-11:196-224.)  

The Company opposed the presentation of two separate CWC calculations because, in 

the Company’s opinion, such presentation would require modification to Schedule FR B-

1 and the addition of a second App 3.  (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 9:199-200.)  The merits of 

Staff’s presentation of two separate CWC calculations upon the Company’s formula rate 

template will be determined by the Commission in Docket Nos. 13-0501 and 13-0517 

(Cons.). 

6. Return on Equity Collar Calculation 

7. Reconciliation Interest Calculation 
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D. Recommended Revenue Requirement 

1. Filing Year 

2. Reconciliation Year 

VII. OTHER ISSUES 

A. Resolved Issues   

1. UCB/POR Program Costs 

Staff, in direct testimony, was unable to determine that all costs related to the 

Company’s UCB/POR program were removed from the proposed FY and RY revenue 

requirements in this proceeding. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 19-20:379-389.)  Through responses to 

additional discovery requests (TEE Series 9), however, the Company was able to 

support that no further adjustments were necessary to remove UCB/POR program 

costs. (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 15-16:343-363.) Therefore, Staff is in agreement that all costs 

related to the Company’s UCB/POR program were removed from the FY and RY 

revenue requirements in this proceeding. 

2. FERC Order – Docket No. AC 11-46-000 

Staff, in direct testimony, requested the Company address the impact of the 

FERC Order issued June 20, 2013 titled “Order Rejecting Refund Report and Providing 

Guidance” on the proposed FY and RY revenue requirements in this proceeding. (Staff 

Ex. 2.0, 19:371-378.)  In rebuttal testimony, the Company provided a summary of the 

FERC conclusions and the Company’s responses to such conclusions.  The Company 

explained that the FERC Order does not impact the revenue requirements in this case 

because the FERC Order applies to transmission rates. (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 14-15:314-

342.)  Therefore, Staff is in agreement that the FERC Order issued June 20, 2013 had 

no impact on the proposed FY and RY revenue requirements in this proceeding. 
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3. Reporting Requirement – FERC Form 60 

Staff witness Pearce proposed reporting requirements (Staff Ex. 3.0, 13-15: 264-

314.), which were accepted by AIC in the rebuttal testimony of AIC witness Stafford. 

(Ameren Ex. 9.0, 6-7:127-139.)  The Commission should order the Company to provide 

each of these items in the Findings and Orderings section of the final order issued for 

this proceeding. 

AIC will provide an electronic copy of its FERC Form 60 with the Manager of 

Accounting of the Commission on the day the FERC Form 60 is filed with FERC.  

4. Reporting Requirement – Service Company Allocations 

One of the Staff proposed reporting requirements, accepted by AIC, is that AIC 

will notify the Manager of Accounting of the Commission within 30 days of 

implementation of substantial changes to service company allocation factors.8  Again, 

the Commission should order the Company to provide each of these items in the 

Findings and Orderings section of the final order issued for this proceeding. 

5. Reporting Requirement – FERC Orders 

Another of the Staff proposed reporting requirements, accepted by AIC, is that 

AIC will provide electronic copies of all FERC orders resulting from a FERC audit of 

costs or procedures subject to allocation or direct assignment to AIC and any responses 

to FERC by AIC to the Manager of Accounting of the Commission.  Again, the 

Commission should order the Company to provide each of these items in the Findings 

and Orderings section of the final order issued for this proceeding. 

                                                 
8
 A “substantial change” is a change in the allocation basis for a function or a change in the calculation of the factor that results in 

an increase or decrease in Ameren Services Company costs allocated to AIC by more than 5% or $5 million, whichever is greater, 
relative to the prior calendar year. 
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6. Supply Cost Adjustments Under Rider PER 

Staff recommended that the Company develop tariff language to allow for the 

updating of the Supply Cost Adjustment (“SCA”) components in any case that evaluates 

delivery service rates and to make such a tariff filing as the Company committed to do in 

testimony in Docket Nos. 11-0354, 11-0355, and 11-0356.  Staff further recommended 

that the Company provide the updates to those components of SCA:  Uncollectibles 

Adjustment, Cash Working Capital, and Supply Procurement Adjustment in rebuttal 

testimony so that the updates could be effective at the same time as the delivery service 

rates in this proceeding.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 24-25:527 – 553.)  The Company eventually 

made that tariff filing on September 13, 2013.  In addition, the Company provided the 

methodology and calculations to update the SCA components in response to Staff DR 

TEE 18.01.  (Staff Cross Ex. 5.)  Staff and the Company agree that the Final Order in 

this proceeding should approve the methodology and calculations provided in Staff 

Cross Exhibit 5 to update the SCA components of Rider PER and Rider HSS. 

7. Categorization EIMA Plant Additions – Formula Rate 

Proceedings  

Staff recommends that the Commission include the following conclusion in its 

order regarding the amount of incremental plant investment that is included in the 

revenue requirement in compliance with Section 16-108.5(b)(2) of the Act (Staff Ex. 7.0, 

28:603-615; Ameren Ex. 10.1.): 

The Commission is setting a revenue requirement in this 
proceeding for the recovery of $19.9 million in actual 2012 plant 
additions and $16.2 million of projected 2013 plant additions in 
compliance with EIMA.  The detail of these actual and projected 
plant additions by categories is as follows: 
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CATEGORY 

ACTUAL 
2012 

(In Millions) 

PROJECTED 
2013 

(In Millions) 

CUMULATIVE 
 

(In Millions) 

(A) (i) Distribution Infrastructure 
Improvements 

$7.3 $3.3 $10.6 

(A) (ii) Training Facility Construction or 
Upgrade Projects 

$5.8 $1.9 $7.7 

(A) (iii) Wood Pole Inspection, 
Treatment, and Replacement 

$0.0 $0.0 $0.0 

 Total Electric System Upgrades, 
Modernization Projects, and 
Training Facilities 

$13.1 $5.2     $18.3 

(B) (i) Additional Smart Meters $0.0 $0.0       $0.0 

(B) (ii) Distribution Automation $3.1 $7.7     $10.8 

(B) (iii) Associated Cyber Secure Data 
Communications Network 

$0.0 $0.0     $0.0 

(B) (iv) Substation Micro-processor 
Relay Upgrades 

$0.0 $0.0     $0.0 

 Total Upgrade and 
Modernization of Transmission 
and Distribution Infrastructure 
and Smart Grid Electric System 
Upgrades 

$3.1 $7.7 10.8 

 Volt/Var Optimization $0.1 $0.0 $0.1 

 Software & Technology 
Enhancements 

$3.6 $3.3 $6.9 

 Total Subcategories $3.7 $3.3 $7.0 

 Total Plant Additions in 
Compliance with Section 16-
108.5(b)(2) of the Act 

$19.9 $16.2 $36.1 

 

The Company agreed to Staff’s recommendation as indicated in its rebuttal and 

surrebuttal testimony. (Ameren Ex. 10.0, 4-5:78-86 and Ameren Ex. 22.0, 9:165-173.) 

 

8. Reporting of EIMA Costs – Formula Rate Proceedings 

Staff recommended in rebuttal testimony that the Commission order Ameren to 

include discussion and quantification of the amounts of incremental costs incurred that 

are associated with EIMA, but not specifically quantified in the law, in the annual EIMA 

report the Company provides to the Commission each March.  Staff later agreed to 

withdraw that recommendation in lieu of the proposal included in Company witness 

Getz’s surrebuttal testimony.  (Ameren Cross Ex. 1.)   
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Ameren witness Getz proposes that the O&M expenses directly charged to 

specific EIMA capital projects, as well as the O&M expenses directly charged to the 

identified trackers, would be available by project and FERC account number for Staff’s 

review in future update and reconciliation proceedings.  Ameren will also identify those 

O&M amounts in the aggregate in direct testimony and provide supporting workpapers 

with its direct filing in form similar to Ameren Ex 10.2 and 10.3.  Staff will then have the 

opportunity to conduct additional discovery to test the reasonableness and prudence of 

those charges, in addition to any account-specific discovery.  (Ameren Ex. 22.0, 8:148 – 

154.)  Staff accepts this proposal. (Ameren Cross Exhibit 1.) 

B. Contested Issues 

1. Use of Traditional Ratemaking Schedules in Formula Rate 
Proceedings 

 

The revenue requirements presented by Staff in this proceeding are based on 

the Commission’s traditional revenue requirement schedules rather than the formula 

template contained in the Company’s tariffs because the formula rate model used by the 

Company does not provide for adjustments to the inputs by Staff, intervenors, or the 

Commission’s Final Order.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 5:103 – 115.)  In response, the Company 

opines that Staff’s use of the traditional model “makes it difficult to determine where 

Staff’s recommended adjusted cost inputs fit within the formula rate template.” (Ameren 

Ex. 9.0, 3:66-70 (emphasis added).)  The Company’s opinion seems to be that if an 

adjustment does not “fit” within the formula template, then the adjustment cannot be 

made.   

Company witness Stafford offered that Commission adjustments could be 

included on any of the workpapers that are listed in the Rate MAP-P tariff, provided that 
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the formula rate template schedules and appendices (“apps”) allow for such 

adjustments.  (Tr., 272:15-25 (Sept. 17, 2013).) The Company’s argument, that the 

mechanics of a formula model should be the deciding factor for any proposals made in 

this case should be given little, if any, weight.  The law itself requires the Commission to 

analyze the data inputs and to make adjustments it deems appropriate. (Ill. Adm. Code 

Sections 16-108.5(c)(5) and16-108.5(d).)  The form (the physical template) should not 

dictate the function (allowing for only prudent and reasonable expenditures) that is 

provided for in the law.  (Staff Ex. 6.0, 22-23:433 – 455.)   

The Company opines that “[i]deally, the Commission should include in its 

appendices to the final Order in an update proceeding, a populated formulae template 

to verify consistency between the traditional revenue requirement appendices to the 

Order and the formula rate legislative protocols and formulas.” (Ameren Ex. 17.0, 8:167-

170). The Commission, however, has previously considered the appropriate model for 

use as the appendix to the Order in Docket No. 12-0321: 

The Commission agrees with Staff that “traditional” revenue requirement 
schedules should be included in the Appendix to the Commission’s final 
Order.  As the parties have mentioned, use of the traditional schedules 
provides transparency to the formula rate proceeding in that the traditional 
schedules show all the adjustments made by the parties, the ALJs and the 
Commission.  In Docket 11-0721 the Commission shared IIEC’s concern 
about the complexity of tariffs and the inclusion of workpapers and 
schedules as part of tariffs. That principle applies here as well. The Final 
Orders in Dockets 11-0721, 12-0001, and 12-0293, the three formula rate 
proceedings that have already been completed, included only the 
“traditional” revenue requirement schedules as appendices.  No 
calculation alignment issues were recognized in any of those cases.  
Nothing has been offered in this case to compel the Commission to further 
complicate the schedules attached to the Order in this case. 

 
It is not clear to the Commission what ComEd means by, “…the formula 
rate template should also be used in the Commission’s final Order to 
ensure that the calculations are aligned.” (ComEd Reply Brief at 42).  A 
template is merely a guideline, not a fully realized creation. If ComEd 
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means that Staff should consult the template as it prepares the final Order 
and its attached schedules, that is reasonable. The Commission 
understands that ComEd will include the formula rate schedules FR A-1 
and FR A-1REC (and others) as part of the workpapers for its compliance 
filing. It appears to the Commission that it is more appropriate for ComEd 
to fill out the formula rate template with actual values derived from the 
Order at that time, rather than ask Staff, who did not develop the very 
complex template, to do so as part of this Order. Having the fully 
populated formula rate included as part of the compliance filing rather than 
attached to this Order will decrease the likelihood of unintended errors. If 
ComEd desires further disclosure, the Company may include the formula 
rate schedules in its compliance filing rather than just in workpapers. The 
Commission notes that there will be a rulemaking in which ComEd and 
other interested parties are encouraged to address this and other relevant 
issues regarding future formula rate filings. 
 

(Order, December 19, 2012, Docket No. 12-0321, p. 105.) 

Nothing has been provided in this case to support any change to the 

Commission’s conclusion in Docket No. 12-0321 quoted above.   

In fact, the cross examination of Company witness Stafford addressing how a 

specific change proposed to the template would accommodate the adjustment for the 

2013 depreciation rates only further illustrates the complexity of the formula rate 

template model as presented by the Company.  During the cross examination, Mr. 

Stafford explained that the “live Excel files” (Ameren Exhibit 18.3 Excel) would clearly 

indicate how all of the amounts in the schedules and apps were derived or otherwise 

provided.  Mr. Stafford was cross examined specifically about the values on line 8a, 

Schedule FR C-2 included in Ameren Ex. 18.3 and where those values appear on the 

referenced source workpaper, WP 18.  He was unable to point to those values on 

workpaper WP 18 and stated that the amounts were calculated based on information 

included on Staff Adjustment Schedule 7.05 which was further referenced on WP 18.  

(Tr., 191-192 (Sept. 17, 2013).) 
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A review of the formulas for the amounts contained on line 8a in the “live Excel 

file” shows a series of numbers that were used in the following mathematical 

calculation: 

10,930  =  5727-5330+10532.9933031977 

5,084  =  ((964-422) / 0.696613525197807) + 

(2999.76758904838/0.696613525197807) 

1,906  =  (1617-289)/0.696613525197807 

Of the numbers contained in the formulas within those cells, only four of the nine 

cells could be found on Staff Schedule 7.05, page 2.  There is no indication in the 

formulas contained in the referenced cells of what the remaining five amounts 

represent.  Nothing about this presentation provides the transparency that is a goal of 

the formula rate methodology.  Staff’s presentation using the traditional model continues 

to reflect the transparency necessary for these formula rate proceedings. 

Therefore, the traditional revenue requirement schedules should continue to be 

included as the Appendix to the Commission’s Final Order.  

2. Preparation of Exhibits, Schedules, and Workpapers in 
Formula Rate Proceedings  

  
Staff recommends that the Final Order in this proceeding include a finding that 

Ameren must endeavor to continue the efforts started in rebuttal testimony in this case 

to ensure that the information provided in future formula rate update filings and 

responses to discovery would be clearly identified and all information from the various 

documents provided would trace back to other referenced supporting documentation.  

(Staff Ex. 6.0, 28:567 – 574.)   
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In direct testimony Staff witness Ebrey pointed out certain shortcomings of the 

Company’s initial filing as well as responses to discovery which made it very time-

intensive to unravel the information provided in this proceeding, stating that in the 

accelerated formula rate proceedings, time is of the essence.  Staff raised concern that 

the information that did not trace from FERC Form 1 without additional manipulation.  

(Staff Ex. 1.0, 27-28:584-609.)  Staff also provided examples of schedules that 

contained conflicting information.   (Id., 28-29:611-629.)  

Since this concern has been a problem in prior Ameren filings, Staff finds it 

necessary to bring this to the attention of the Commission to be addressed in the Final 

Order.  (Id., 29-30:633-654.)  Staff is already on record in Ameren’s  prior formula rate 

proceeding as having difficulty with Ameren’s presentation.  The Order in Ameren’s first 

formula rate proceeding noted that Staff had not been able to tie specific invoices to 

particular advertising expenses: 

The Commission understands that Staff is recommending a general 
disallowance of expenses from Account 909 because it has not been able 
to tie specific invoices to particular advertising expenses that AIC seek to 
recover from customers.   

 
(Ameren Illinois Company, ICC Docket No. 12-0001, 92 (Sept. 19, 2012).) 

 
Staff witness Knepler recommended specific changes for the improvement of 

Ameren schedules and related workpapers.  (Staff Ex. 5.0, 6-10; Staff Ex.10.0, 14-18.)  

The goal of the recommendations is to facilitate the review of future formula rate filings.  

Mr. Knepler’s recommendations are as follows: 

 

 Schedules provided as support should function as a spreadsheet, not 
word processing documents, and should include all formulas for 
calculations that are based on other values in the schedule. 

 Deviations in calculations should be explained within the document. 
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 Allocation factors on lead schedules should trace to supporting schedules 
and workpapers. 

 The pagination of multi-page spreadsheets needs to be easier to 
understand.   

 Schedules should contain (1) column identifiers (Column (a), (b), (c), etc.); 
(2) row numbers; and (3) account numbers. 

 If the total of supporting schedules and workpapers do not trace directly to 
the lead schedule, then instructions, reconciliations or explanations should 
be provided either on the supporting schedule or workpaper or on the lead 
schedule. 

 Derivations of calculations should be explained. 

 Information provided in different proceedings before the Commission 
should be consistent. 

 Where an amount is discussed in testimony, the same amount should be 
developed in the supporting schedule. 

(Staff Ex 10.0, 15: 312-330.) 

 In rebuttal testimony, the Company acknowledged the concerns of Staff, 

expanding on existing schedules or providing additional schedules in order to present 

more transparent information to support its filing for this case.  (Ameren Ex. 9.0, 56-

67:1246-1264.)  Yet, in surrebuttal exhibits, as discussed above in the cross 

examination concerning Company Exhibit 18.3 and the “live Excel file,” this problem is 

not taken as seriously as it should be by Ameren given the difficulty in identifying the 

source of the numbers in the example.  Notwithstanding these examples, the Company 

believes that these concerns are best addressed through discovery and do not need 

formal Commission action.  (Ameren Ex. 18.0, 61:1269-1272.)   In his surrebuttal 

testimony, AIC witness Stafford responded that if the Commission includes findings 

requiring additional transparency in exhibits and workpapers, the findings must apply 
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equally to the Company, Staff, and any intervenors in future rate proceedings.  (Ameren 

Ex. 18.0, 62:1286-1289.) 

 Staff, as evidenced by the recommendations of Ms. Ebrey and Mr. Knepler, 

believes that Ameren has been slow in making progress in improving the quality of its 

schedules and workpapers and that the Commission should address the issue in its 

Order.  Since these are ongoing concerns that carry over from case to case, Staff 

believes that formal Commission action is called for at this time. Accordingly, Staff 

recommends that the Commission’s Order in this proceeding direct Ameren to file its 

future formula rate update filings and responses to discovery in a manner that clearly 

identifies the source(s) for all information the Company provided and that would trace 

back to other referenced supporting documentation.  Therefore, Staff recommends that 

the exhibit and workpaper recommendations of Staff be reflected as a Finding in the 

Commission’s Order in this proceeding. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

 
 WHEREFORE, for all of the following reasons, Staff respectfully requests that the  

Commission’s order in this proceeding reflect all of Staff’s recommendations regarding  

AIC’s request for approval of its updated cost inputs for its Modernization Action Plan - 

Pricing tariff, Rate MAP-P and corresponding new charges. 

 

 

October 2, 2013     Respectfully submitted, 
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