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DOCKET 13-0192 
EXCEPTIONS OF AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY 

 
The following are the Exceptions of Ameren Illinois Company (AIC or Company) 

to the Administrative Law Judges’ Proposed Order (ALJPO or Proposed Order) issued 

in this proceeding on November 14, 2013.  The Exceptions are discussed in the 

accompanying Brief on Exceptions as indicated in this Appendix.  Appropriate 

replacement language for the Proposed Order related to each such Exception is set 

forth herein in blackline format.  For the reasons stated in AIC’s Brief on Exceptions, the 

Company asks that the Proposed Order be revised to incorporate the replacement 

language contained in this Appendix.  
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Exception 1: ALJPO SECTION VI.H “Cost of Equity,” Subsection 4, 
“Commission’s Conclusions” (ALJPO 154-59) and VI.I “Authorized Return on 
Rate Base” (ALJPO 159-60) should be modified as follows, as discussed in 
Section II.A of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions: 
 
 

4. Commission’s Cost of Equity Conclusions 
 

*** 
 

CAPM Analyses 
 
*** 
 
In its Order in Docket No. 11-0282, the Commission expressed “serious 

concerns” with the betas used by Mr. Hevert. The Commission noted that it has 
traditionally relied upon betas calculated with five years of data. In the instant case, 
Staff again used a period of five years.  Staff again takes issue with the beta 
measurement period used by Mr. Hevert, which in the current proceeding was 18 to 24 
months.  Staff explained why betas measured over shorter time periods, such as those 
used by Mr. Hevert, are more prone to measurement error arising from short-term 
changes in risk and investor risk preferences, which can bias the beta estimate. Having 
reviewed the record, the Commission again finds that the beta estimates provided by 
Staff are more reliable.  Mr. Hevert, however, used three different beta sources—one 
with an 18-month measurement period, one with a 24-month, and a Value Line beta 
coefficient source that is based on five years of data.  Thus, the Commission notes that 
even limiting Mr. Hevert’s beta coefficients to those based on five years of data in the 
CAPM model would produce a CAPM result of 10.11%, higher than Mr. Hevert’s 
average CAPM result of 10.07%. 

 
In Docket No. 11-0282, the Commission also expressed “serious concerns” with 

the market risk premium relied upon by Mr. Hevert.  There, as in the current case, Staff 
objected to Mr. Hevert’s inclusion of non-dividend paying companies in the DCF 
analysis used in the calculation of the expected market return, from which the risk-free 
rate is subtracted in the calculation of the market risk premium. Staff contends that 
inclusion of non-dividend paying companies upwardly biases the estimate of the market 
return, as does IIEC.  However, AIC explains the purpose of the CAPM is to estimate 
the expected return relative to the overall market.  So in calculating the expected market 
return it makes sense to include as many companies as possible for which growth rate 
estimates are available, whether or not the company pays dividends.  The CAPM does 
not distinguish between dividend paying and non-dividend paying companies for the 
purpose of estimating the market return; both are available to investors.  Investors can 
and do invest in both dividend and non-dividend paying companies, and there is no 
practical or theoretical reason to discriminate between the two in applying the CAPM. 

In conclusion, the Commission finds, as it did in the Order in Docket No. 
11-0282, that Staff’s CAPM estimate in the instant proceeding is the most reliable and 
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should be used, along with the DCF estimates found appropriate above, in determining 
the cost of equity in this proceeding. that there reasonable arguments concerning both 
Staff and AIC approaches. Thus, as with the DCF, it is appropriate to average Staff and 
AIC’s CAPM results, as this will diminish any perceived upward or downward bias as set 
forth in the different positions of the parties. Averaging the recommendations of 10.07% 
by AIC and 9.02% by Staff results in a CAPM estimate of 9.55%.   

 
*** 
 

Approved ROE 
 
As explained above, the Commission finds that DCF results of 9.13% and a 

CAPM estimate of 9.02% 9.55% should be used in determining AIC’s cost of equity in 
this proceeding.  

 
In determining an appropriate ROE in its rate Orders in Docket Nos. 11-0282, 12-

0511/12-0512, and many other rate cases, the Commission has averaged the DCF and 
CAPM results which were found to be appropriate.  The Commission notes that in 
particular its approach here is consistent with its recent decision in Docket Nos. 12-
0511/12-0512, in which the Commission averaged the Staff and utility DCF results and 
the Staff and utility CAPM results.  In determining AIC’s cost of equity in the instant 
case, the Commission finds that averaging the DCF result of 9.13% and the CAPM 
estimate of 9.02% 9.55% would be appropriate, which results in an ROE of 9.08% 
9.34% for AIC. 

 
Averaging the DCF and CAPM results is supported by the record in this docket, 

and will reduce the effects of perceived shortcomings and biases described in the 
competing positions of the Parties. 

 
There are no other adjustments to be made to AIC’s cost of equity.  Accordingly, 

the Commission finds that AIC’s gas operations should be authorized an ROE of 9.08% 
9.34%, and that this result is supported by the record in this proceeding. 

 
 

 
I. Authorized Return on Rate Base 

Upon giving effect to the determinations made above on the balances and costs 
of capital, including the cost of common equity, the Commission finds, for purposes of 
this proceeding, that AIC's gas operations should be authorized a return on rate base of 
7.86% as shown in the table below and reflected in the appendices to this Order. 
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Capital 
Component 

 
Balance 

 
Proportion 

 
Cost  

 

Weighted 
Cost 

 
Short-term Debt 

 
       10,995,015  

 

0.25% 
0.27% 

 
1.27% 

 
0.00% 

 
Long-term Debt 

 

       
1,912,158,622 
1,896,575,163  

 

42.90% 
46.42% 

 

6.30% 
6.42% 

 

2.70% 
2.98% 

 
Preferred Stock 

 

             
58,757,200  

 

1.32% 
1.44% 

 
4.98% 

 
0.07% 

 
Common Equity 

 

2,475,650,877 
2,119,366,418 

 

55.54% 
51.87% 

 

9.08% 
9.34% 

 

5.04% 
4.84% 

 

Credit Facility 
Fees 

 
  

 
  

 
    0.05% 

 
Total 

 

 4,457,561,714 
4,085,693,796  

 
100.00% 

   

7.86% 
7.94% 
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Exception 2: ALJPO SECTION VI.D “Long Term Debt Balance,” Subsection 3, 
“Commission Conclusion” (ALJPO 103-04) should be modified as follows, as 
discussed in Section II.B of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions: 
 

3. Commission’s Conclusion 
 

In October 2008, AmerenIP issued $400 million of debt with a coupon rate of 
9.75% due in 2018. 

 
In Docket No. 09-0306 the Commission found, in part, “It appears … that 

AmerenIP issued more long-term debt than required for AmerenIP's utility operations, 
especially at a time when AmerenCIPS was relying on low cost money pool funds, 
contributed in part by AmerenIP, rather than resorting to the issuance of costly long-
term debt.”  The Commission concluded, “The Commission agrees with Staff that 
AmerenIP's proposal would unnecessarily burden ratepayers with $50 million in excess 
debt at a relatively high interest rate of 9.75%.  The Commission will, therefore, adopt 
Staff's proposed long-term debt balance for AmerenIP for the purposes of this 
proceeding.”  Docket 09-0306, Order at 143. 

 
In Docket No. 11-0282, for the purpose of calculating AIC’s resulting embedded 

cost of debt, the Commission found AIC’s weighted average cost of debt of 7.39% 
should be used as the coupon rate for the $50 million of 9.75% debt., in part, “AIC’s 
actions, if not adjusted in the ratemaking process, would unnecessarily burden 
ratepayers with $50 million in excess debt at a relatively high interest rate of 9.75%.  
Under the Act, AIC is allowed to recover from ratepayers a reasonable cost of capital 
but if allowed to pass on the cost associated with $50 million of relatively high cost debt 
that was not needed, the Commission finds that AmerenIP would effectively recover 
from ratepayers an excessive cost of capital.” 

 
The Commission added, “In other words, if the Commission failed to make the 

adjustment proposed by Staff, ratepayers would be burdened with an unreasonable cost 
of capital.”  Docket 11-0282, Order at 75-70, 76.  

 
In 2012, AIC, issued $400 million of 2.7% bonds, $87.1 million of the proceeds of 

which were used to redeem the same amount of 9.75% bonds.  AIC used the net 
proceeds of that refunding issue to fund the premium cost of the 9.75% bond 
redemption.   

 
Given the Commission’s findings in the earlier dockets regarding the $50 million 

of excess, high-cost debt, Staff’s proposed adjustment would remove the portion of the 
redemption costs associated with $50 million of the $87.1 million redemption.   

 
The Commission has reviewed the record and the Orders in Dockets Nos. 

09-0306 and 11-0282.  Of the two competing and somewhat polar recommendations 
before the Commission on this complicated issue, the Commission believes that Staff’s 
adjustment is disproportionate and would unfairly penalize AIC for its prudent 
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refinancing transaction in 2012. more consistent with the Commission’s findings in the 
earlier dockets and should be adopted.  The Commission agrees with AIC that a 
disallowance limited to 3.1% of the redemption cost is fairer.  That disallowance is 
consistent with the Commission’s Docket 11-0282 order, and is adopted.  

 
If the Commission were to pass all the costs of the 2012 redemption on to 

ratepayers, it would burden current customers with the effects of AmerenIP’s 2008 
actions which were found by the Commission to be imprudent.  That is, while the 
actions found to be imprudent were those taken in 2008, not 2012, AIC’s proposal 
would adversely impact current customers by imposing on them the cost of redeeming 
long-term debt that the Commission has previously determined should not have been 
issued in the first place. 

 
Whether the adjustment could be calculated by use of a methodology that would 

be less “disproportionate” or more accurate than the one proposed by Staff is a question 
not reached in this Order, as no such proposals were specifically advanced and 
explained in, or supported by, the record.   

 
In reaching its conclusions, the Commission has not given consideration to the specific 
“how … proceeds … are assigned” arguments in Staff’s initial brief that AIC 
characterizes as being outside the record. 
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Exception 3: ALJPO SECTION V.E “Forecasted Non-Labor Expense,” 
Subsections 1.c, “JULIE Locate Requests” (ALJPO 35), 2.c, “Sewer Cross Bore 
Inspections” (ALJPO 36), and 6.d, “Corrosion Control Painting” (ALJPO 45). 
should be modified as follows, as discussed in Section II.C of the accompanying 
Brief on Exceptions: 
 

ALJPO Section V.E.1, “Julie Locate Request” 
 

c. Commission’s Conclusion 
 

The record shows that in calculating his proposed adjustment, AG/CUB witness 
Mr. Brosch used AIC’s own workpaper calculations of test year costs associated with 
each JULIE locate and the number of locates per year. the AG/CUB adjustment 
disallows 5% ($160,000) of the expense forecasted for the test year to respond to 
JULIE locate requests to identify and mark underground gas facilities.  This is a core 
and critical distribution activity that is essential to ensuring the integrity, safety and 
reliability of AIC’s gas systems.  In addition, the expense associated with this activity is 
mandatory, and not discretionary.  The utility has no choice but to respond to third-party 
requests to locate underground pipelines, and the Commission recognizes that utilities 
must have sufficient funding to respond to all such requests.  Although the most recent 
data supports a slightly lower estimate of the expense needed for this activity, the 
Commission finds that the difference is negligible and that AIC’s test year projection is 
still reasonably accurate, given the information known to AIC at the time the forecast 
was developed.  Given the importance of this activity, and the Commission’s desire to 
avoid micromanagement of the utility’s operations, the Commission declines to adopt 
the AG/CUB adjustment for this expense.    

 
The Commission finds that the adjustment proposed by Mr. Brosch is appropriate 

and should be adopted.   
 

ALJPO Section V.E.2, “Sewer Cross Bore Inspections” 
 
c. Commission’s Conclusions 

 
The 2,000 inspections assumed in the AG/CUB position is not below the range 

provided by AIC, and it significantly higher than the number of inspections actually 
conducted in any recent year.  The record shows that the AG/CUB adjustment 
unreasonably disallows funding that AIC intends to use to perform sewer cross bores 
inspections in the test year and subsequent years.  The Commission notes that AIC’s 
projection is slightly under the amount of expense that AIC believes will be required to 
conduct the mid-point of the number of inspections that AIC plans to do each year.  If 
anything, this shows that AIC’s projection is conservative, and the record would support 
an even higher amount of expense for this particularly activity.  Given the threat posed 
by sewer cross bores and AIC’s plan to implement an annual inspection program to 
combat that threat, the Commission does not find that the AG/CUB adjustment should 
be adopted. 
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The Commission agrees with AG and CUB that Mr. Brosch’s adjustment utilizes a 
realistic and reasonable estimate for the number of 2014 inspections and should be 
adopted. 
 

V.E.6, “Corrosion Control Painting 
 
d. Commission’s Conclusions 

 
The CUB/AG adjustment was proposed by its witness, Mr. Brosch, and is 

supported by Staff.   
 
Those parties contend that Mr. Brosch’s adjustment, supported by Staff witness 

Mr. Kahle, is better supported by historical spending levels and other information in the 
record than is AIC’s.  CUB, AG and Staff have called into question AIC’s reliance on a 
need to significantly increase spending, in part to address a backlog in 2014, as 
opposed to sooner, such as in 2013 when it made a downward adjustment in its 2013 
budget for corrosion control.  The difference in the position advocated by AIC and the 
position advocated by AG/CUB, which is supported by Staff, is the amount of expense 
that AIC should be permitted to recover for annual painting of group 2 larger gas 
facilities.  The Commission recognizes that AIC’s historical spending on this activity is 
inconsistent and materially less than the expense that AIC plans to spend in the test 
year.  But the purpose of this proceeding is not to assess whether AIC’s historical 
spending was prudent and reasonable.  Nor should a utility’s future expense necessarily 
be a product of past expense.  The Commission is tasked with determining whether the 
utility’s projected expense is reasonable, given the planned work for the test year.  In 
this instance, the record shows that the amount of expense for this activity included in 
the test year is intended to establish a new normal amount of annual expense that will 
gradually reduce the backlog of facilities in need of painting and will allow for cyclical 
painting of gas facilities over a long-term, 10-year period.  Conversely, the AG/CUB 
adjustment constitutes a reduction not supported by any evidence other than the 
speculation of AG/CUB witness Mr. Brosch that AIC should spend less.  For these 
reasons, the Commission declines to adopt the AG/CUB adjustment for this expense. 

 
Of the two competing proposals, the Commission finds that the one advanced by 

AG, CUB and Staff appears to be the more reliable estimate of test-year expenditures, 
and it is adopted. 
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Exception 4: ALJPO SECTION V.G, “Charitable Contributions,” Subsection 4, 
“Commission Conclusion” (ALJPO 58-59) should be modified as follows, as 
discussed in Section II.D of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions: 
 

4. Commission’s Conclusions 
 

Section 9-227 of the Act provides in part that it “shall be proper for the 
Commission to consider as an operating expense, … donations made by the public 
utility“ for the public welfare or for charitable scientific, religious or educational purposes, 
provided that such donations are reasonable in amount.”  

 
AIC forecasts charitable contributions of $519,000 for the 2014 test year.  Staff 

recommends an expense of $317,000 based on a three-year average of actual 
charitable contributions from 2010-2012, escalated by a 2% inflation factor for 2013 and 
2014.  The AG and CUB recommend $384,000, based on application by the AC/CUB 
witness of inflationary increases of 2%, for 2013 and 2014, to actual 2012 expenditures 
of $369,000.  

 
Staff, AG and CUB contend, and the Commission agrees, that the amount 

proposed by AIC for these discretionary expenditures is not supported by actual 
expenditures in recent rears. 

 
Having considered the positions of the Parties, the Commission finds that the 

proposal advanced by AG and CUB is the most reasonable.  The method used and 
explained by the AG/CUB witness relies on the most recent annual results available, 
2012, which, under the circumstances appears to provide a reasonable estimate of test-
year expenditures.  Further, the AG/CUB approach appears to be consistent with the 
method proposed by Staff, and applied by the Commission, in the AIC gas rate 
proceeding and Order in Docket No. 11-0282. 

 
 Staff also recommends removal of the amounts donated to the Greater Missouri 
Leadership Foundation. AIC opposes the adjustment, but does not respond in its briefs 
to Staff’s argument that the adjustment is consistent with recent Commission decisions 
that do not provide recovery to organizations outside of the utility’s service territory.  The 
Commission observes, however, that this item does not appear to be in the 2012 
expenses which were relied upon in the AG/CUB proposal as described in the 
paragraph immediately above. Therefore, whether  AIC has shown how a conference in 
Missouri would be consistent with recent decisions that do not allow recovery of 
contributions to organizations or institutions located outside of Illinois, such as the 
Commission’s recent Order in the Peoples/North Shore rate case in Docket Nos. 12-
0511/0512 (cons.), is an issue that is not reached in this Order.  The Commission is 
tasked with determining what amount of forecasted charitable contributions is a 
“reasonable” amount to recover under Section 9-227 of the Act.  AIC points to a number 
of benchmarks that demonstrate that AIC’s requested amount of forecasted 
contributions ($519,000) is reasonable.  First, the projection is based directly on the 
amount of contributions that the Commission determined was reasonable in Docket 11-
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0282.  The amount sought now is only slightly more ($37,000) than what AIC is 
currently recovering in its gas delivery rates.  Second, the projection is in line with the 
average amount of gas-allocated contributions that AIC made in 2007-2009 ($560,000).  
Third, AIC has demonstrated that economic, financial and operational reasons caused 
AIC to make less contributions in 2010 and 2011.  That testimony is undisputed.  And it 
is also undisputed that AIC’s contributions started to rise in 2012, as economic 
conditions improved.  In Docket 11-0282, the Commission found that the economic 
climate justify a lower amount.  The implication is that improving economic conditions 
can justified a higher amount.  Fourth, AIC has indicated a commitment to increase its 
contributions to levels made in the years prior to 2010.  Staff notes that AIC was three 
separate utilities in 2007-2009, but the Commission finds that fact not to be relevant; the 
service territory and communities served by AIC now is no different.  Lastly, the 
Commission recognizes that AIC’s request is approximately half the amount of 
forecasted contribution expense per customer that the Commission just months earlier 
approved for recovery in the North Shore and Peoples gas utilities.  For these reasons, 
the Commission finds that any adjustment to forecasted charitable contributions based 
on 2012 expense or an average expense from 2010-2012 would be arbitrary and not 
supported by the manifest weight of the evidence in the record.  The Commission 
declines to adopt either the Staff or the AG/CUB adjustment for this expense. 
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Exception 5: ALJPO SECTION V.H “Forecasted Advertising Expenses,” 
Subsection 4, “Commission Conclusion” (ALJPO 66) should be modified as 
follows, as discussed in Section II.E of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions: 
 

4. Commission’s Conclusions 
 

AIC proposed advertising expenses of $1,733,000, which includes a significant 
increase over prior years. 

 
Staff proposes to reduce AIC’s “unreasonably inflated” request by $795,000, to 

$938,000, based primarily on an inflation-adjusted four-year average for years 2009 
through 2012.  Staff also contends that the expenditures on advertising in any year are 
variable and discretionary. 

 
AG and CUB propose to reduce AIC’s request by $418,000, using the 

percentage of Account 909 expenses disallowed by the Commission in AIC’s electric 
formula rate case Docket 12-0293 as a proxy in the absence of a more detailed 
breakdown of the AIC-proposed amounts in the current docket. 

 
In the Commission’s view, assessing the competing proposals on this issue and 

determining which produces the most accurate result is a difficult undertaking.  The 
methods used by the parties are different, and produce very different results. 

 
While The record shows that AIC has explained why it is has included a 

significant amount of incremental advertising expenses in its 2014 forecast attributed to 
initiatives to be executed during 2014, the record does not indicate why all of those 
incremental activities with a cumulative impact of that magnitude are slated to be 
initiated in the 2014 test year as opposed to earlier or later years. On a somewhat 
related point, as noted by Staff and CUB, AIC enjoys some discretion in deciding 
whether or to what extent to undertake specific advertising activities in any given year.  
The seven different gas-only advertising initiatives identified by AIC will allow AIC to 
increase its external communications on pipeline safety and gas safety issues.  Notably, 
the incremental funding will allow AIC to further educate the public on the importance of 
safe digging practices.  The Commission’s own data shows that digging before clearing 
marking underground lines continues to be a problem that causes damage to 
underground gas facilities.  The incremental activities identified by AIC will further the 
Commission’s publicly stated goal to increase the consumer education on safe digging 
practices.  The incremental funding will also help to increase public awareness of how 
to respond to pipeline emergencies.  The Commission does not consider these types of 
communications to be discretionary.  For these reasons, the Commission declines to 
adopt any adjustment to AIC’s gas-only communications.  The Commission also notes 
that the AG/CUB adjustment is not a suitable proxy, given that the electric advertising 
expenses disallowed in Docket 12-0293 are not comparable to the gas advertising 
expenses  
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Having reviewed the recommendations, the Commission finds that the AG/CUB 
proposal, although not a perfect fit in this gas rate proceeding, does provide a suitable 
proxy and is the most reasonable for use in this proceeding.  As those parties have 
stated, Docket No. 12-0293 represents the most detailed and most recent Commission 
order providing an analysis of detailed actual AIC advertising charges within AIC’s 
Account 909.  It also produces a result that should allow AIC to implement many of the 
initiatives described in its testimony without unduly burdening ratepayers.   
 
 
 



APPENDIX A – Exceptions 
	  

12 
	  

Exception 6: ALJPO SECTION VII “Rate Design,” Subsection A, “Resolved 
Issues” (ALJPO 172) should be modified as follows, as discussed in Section II.F 
of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions: 
 

A. Resolved Issues 
 

With regard to Straight Fixed Variable (“SFV”) cost recovery in Rates GDS-1 and 
GDS-2, AIC witness Leonard Jones proposed to increase the percentage of its revenue 
requirement recovered through the Customer Charge for GDS-1 and GDS-2 customers 
from 80% to 85%. This proposal was opposed by Staff and AG/CUB. For purposes of 
this proceeding only, AIC agreed to withdraw its proposal. (Staff IB at 63-64)  
 

With regard to Rate GDS-5, AIC proposes to eliminate the experimental 
expansion of the GDS-5 tariff ordered by the Commission in Docket No. 11-0282 
whereby certain GDS-3 customers would take service under the GDS-5 rate. (Staff IB at 
64-65) The Commission finds that AIC’s proposal, which is supported by Staff and 
AG/CUB, should be adopted.  

 
Finally, AIC has proposed to consolidate rates among some of the rate classes in 

certain Rate Zones.  In past cases, the Commission has stated its goal to move towards 
single-tariff pricing among AIC’s Rate Zones.  In this case, Staff and AIC agree that, in 
certain Rate Zones, the cost of serving customers is close enough to warrant uniformity 
in rate design.  The Commission once again endorses the goal of single-tariff pricing, 
and approves the following proposals agreed to by Staff and AIC:  (i) uniform customer 
charges for Rate Zone I and III GDS-1 customers; (ii) uniform customer charges for 
Rate Zone I and II GDS-2 customers; (iii) uniform customer charges for Rate Zone I and 
II GDS-3 customers, with delivery charges set independently; and (iv) uniform customer 
charges for Rate Zone I and II GDS-5 customers with MDCQ greater than or equal to 
3,250 therms. 
 

Contested issues relating to Rates GDS-1 and GDS-2 are addressed below. 
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Exception 7: ALJPO SECTION VIII.C “Rate GDS-4,” Subsection 6, “Commission’s 
Conclusions” (ALJPO 201-03) should be modified as follows, as discussed in 
Section II.G of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions: 
 

6. Commission’s Conclusions 
 
*** 

The Commission has reviewed the parties' positions and finds that continuing to 
restrict rate increases for each class, including but not limited to GDS-4, to 1.5 times the 
overall system average increase is reasonable and should be adopted for each rate 
zone for purposes of rate design in this proceeding. The Commission believes this 
constraint properly balances the competing interests of moving rate classes to recovery 
of full cost of service and avoiding unreasonably high increases for customers in any 
given class. While the Commission appreciates, and shares, AG/CUB's desire to move 
rates to full cost recovery, it believes the AG/CUB proposal results in a rate increase 
that is unacceptably high. 
 
*** 
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Exception 8: ALJPO SECTION IX “Proposed Small Volume Transport Program,” 
Subsection C, “Commission’s Conclusions” (ALJPO 236-41) should be modified 
as follows, as discussed in Section II.G of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions: 
 

C. Commission’s Conclusions 
 
 

The threshold issue to be addressed regarding the SVT tariff issue is whether the 
Commission should order AIC to implement approve an SVT program in this 
proceeding.  AIC, Staff, ICEA/RESA, and RGS either endorse the implementation 
approval of such a program in this proceeding, or they do not oppose such action.  In 
CUB’s view, the Commission should not approve implementation of an SVT program in 
this proceeding.   
 
*** 
 

In this instance, the Commission's review of the record contains a sufficient 
showing that the potential benefits of an SVT program in AIC's service territory, while 
not certain, are likely.  SVT programs in Illinois have been the subject of discussion, 
experimentation and implementation.  Arguably, the time for further debate has passed 
with regard to the AIC territory.  The Commission concludes that it is in the public 
interest to order AIC to implement approve an SVT program at this time. 
 

However, the Commission notes that not all operational, tariff design, and other 
related issues regarding the SVT tariffs have been fully addressed by the parties in this 
proceeding.  AIC, Staff and RGS have agreed that a separate proceeding is 
appropriate, and AIC has noted that it is prepared to file a petition, tariffs, supporting 
testimony and exhibits in such a proceeding within 45 days after the date of the order in 
this docket.  Thus, a separate proceeding would allow full evaluation of the remaining 
issues presented by an SVT program within a reasonable timeframe to allow for prompt 
implementation of the program.  The Commission hereby orders AIC to hold tariff a 
workshop focusing on the issues that are not resolved by this Order immediately 
following its issuance.  AIC is also directed to submit a petition, tariffs and testimony in 
support of the SVT program within 45 days of the date of this Order.  The Commission 
reminds the parties that the purpose of the separate proceeding shall be to resolve the 
remaining issues; to the extent a resolution is not reached in the workshop. 
 

If Since the Commission decides that SVT for AIC is lawful and in the public 
interest, CUB insists the Commission must address the issues associated with 
consumer protection in light of experience in other service territories prior to ordering 
implementation.  Among other suggestions, CUB specifically recommends that the 
Commission mandate three consumer protections in its order in this proceeding, if the 
Commission decides to proceed with an SVT program: 
 
*** 
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 Finally, CUB believes the issue of POR should be further explored in the tariff 
proceeding that is filed subsequent to a Commission determination to go forward with 
SVT in Ameren territory.  AIC explained that the POR program allows suppliers to 
assign to AIC the right to receive amounts due to the supplier from its customers for the 
provision of gas supply service billed by AIC under the Utility Consolidated Billing 
(“UCB”) program.  No party contested the inclusion of a provision for UCB.  AIC 
believes the UCB and POR programs are complementary, referring to them as a single 
program, UCB/POR, and that a POR program is an important aspect of a successful 
SVT program.  AIC contends and the only aspect of the UCB/POR program that needs 
further exploration is the discount rate to be applied under POR.  Both AIC and RGS 
object to CUB's suggestion that the need for a POR needs to be revisited.   
 
*** 
 
The Commission concludes that the record supports a finding that a UCB/POR program 
should be implemented in addition to the SVT program.  The Commission believes 
there is ample evidence that a UCB/POR program enhances the success of a 
successful competitive program.  With respect to the POR discount rate, the 
Commission finds that at the present time, the position of ICEA/RESA to use a single 
rate for both customer classes at the startup of the UCB/POR program is reasonable.  
To the extent that issue needs to be revisited in the future, the Commission will do so.  
 
*** 
 

Having found that Rider GTA is necessary and should be implemented, the 
Commission rejects ICEA/RESA's proposal and adopts AIC's proposed three-year 
sunset provision beginning with the start of the SVT program.  Again, to the extent Rider 
GTA needs to be revisited or becomes unnecessary, that situation can be addressed in 
the future.   

 
Next, with respect to Rider GSIC, which calculates a charge for assets used by 

AIC to balance and maintain the integrity of the gas distribution system, Staff agreed 
that the concept of Rider GSIC was sound, but sought clarification regarding the specific 
assets whose costs will be recovered in Rider GSIC. AIC proposed to file a list of 
contracts with the Commission Manager of Accounting by October 1 of each year, 
identifying the costs that will be removed from Rider PGA and recovered through Rider 
GSIC during the following period between November 1 and October 31.  ICEA/RESA 
and RGS agreed to this recommendation, but Staff did not address it in brief.  The 
Commission finds that AIC’s proposal is appropriate and approves it.   

 
The storage inventory transactions associated with Rider GSIC will occur at a 

first-of-the-month index, and the cost of any storage inventory transaction will be 
recovered in Rider GSIC, not Rider PGA, as agreed upon by the parties.  AIC is 
directed to file Rider GSIC in conformance with the directives herein when it makes its 
SVT tariff filing addressed above.  
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 Staff takes issue with certain language AIC proposes to include, in Rider PGA, 
references the annual reconciliations associated with Riders GTA and GSIC.  According 
to Staff, the placement of the language, and the language itself, would give the 
impression that the reconciliations of the Riders are part of the Rider PGA reconciliation, 
which has not been established.   
 
*** 
 

The Commission also observes, as indicated above, that the “Agreed upon 
Briefing Outline” filed by the Parties identifies a number of “Resolved [SVT] Issues.”  To 
the extent there are issues identified as “resolved” that are actually in dispute, and are 
not otherwise decided above, they can be addressed in a later the second proceeding.   
 

One of the “resolved issues” is identified as “SVT Program Separate 
Proceeding,” sometimes referred to as a tariff proceeding.  As discussed above, AIC 
shall file tariffs consistent with the findings of this Order. hold tariff workshops focusing 
on the issues that are not resolved by this Order immediately following its issuance, and 
submit a petition, tariffs and testimony in support of the SVT program within 45 days of 
the date of this Order.  The separate proceeding shall be for the sole purpose of 
improving and editing the tariffs submitted in this proceeding, and all issues resolved in 
this proceeding will be considered resolved for purposes of the second proceeding. 
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Technical Corrections 
 
Technical Correction No. 1 (ALJPO 50): See p. 3 supra.  
 
Technical Correction No. 2 (Appendices): This correction is to the Appendices to the 
Proposed Order and the changes are detailed under Technical Exceptions in the Brief 
on Exceptions, p. 34. 
 
Technical Correction No. 3 (ALJPO 50): 
 
IAWCAIC, as the party with the burden of proof, and the party with the obligation to 
meet standard filing requirement under Part 285, properly relied on attorneys and 
technical experts to analyze these areas. 
 
Technical Correction No. 4 (ALJPO 239): 
 
In the event and to the extent changes in the SCTSVT program or even termination of it 
are warranted, these are actions the Commission may take at any appropriate time. 
 
Technical Correction No. 5 (ALJPO 240): 
 
Additionally, there shall be separate reconciliations for Rider PGA, Rider GTA, and 
Rider PGAGSIC. 
 
Technical Correction No. 6 (Appendices): This correction is to the Appendices to the 
Proposed Order and the changes are detailed under Technical Exceptions in the Brief 
on Exceptions, pp. 35-36. 
 
Technical Correction No. 7 (Appendices): This correction is to the Appendices to the 
Proposed Order and the changes are detailed under Technical Exceptions in the Brief 
on Exceptions, p. 36. 
 
Technical Correction No. 8 (Appendices): This correction is to the Appendices to the 
Proposed Order and the changes are detailed under Technical Exceptions in the Brief 
on Exceptions, p. 36. 
 
 


