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SUBJECT: Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois 
 

Rate MAP-P Modernization Action Plan - Pricing Annual 
Update Filing. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Deny the January 3, 2014 Application for Rehearing filed by 

Ameren Illinois Company. 
 

 
 On December 9, 2013, the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Commission") 
entered an Order approving the reconciliation of costs and setting new rates under Rate 
MAP-P for Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois ("AIC") pursuant to Section 
16-108.5 of the Public Utilities Act ("Act").  On January 3, 2014, AIC filed an Application 
for Rehearing.  AIC requests rehearing with regard to four specific issues, which are 
addressed below. 
 
1. Disallowance of the cost to redeem certain long-term debt. 
 
 The Order disallowed the cost to redeem certain long-term debt that in previous 
proceedings the Commission found AIC should not have issued.  In its Application for 
Rehearing, AIC argues that rehearing should be granted because while Staff had held 
to this adjustment throughout its testimonies, not until briefing did Staff explain that it 
based its adjustment on an “assignment” theory premised on AIC’s 2012 debt schedule.   
AIC contends that absent rehearing, it will have no opportunity to respond to Staff’s 
“assignment” argument and related reliance on an AIC schedule. 
 
 Section 200.880 of the Commission's rules of practice states in part, "If an 
application for rehearing alleges new facts, then the application must be filed with a 
verification."  Here, it does not appear AIC is alleging the existence of new facts.  
Instead, AIC is arguing it should have an opportunity to present additional evidence 
because it did not realize the rationale underlying Staff's calculation of a proposed 
adjustment.   
 
 Staff's proposed adjustment was initially presented in direct testimony and did not 
change in its rebuttal testimony.  It appears that Staff's Initial Brief expanded the 
explanation or underlying rationale for its proposed adjustment.  This is the basis for 
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AIC's request to present additional evidence.  AIC had opportunities to inquire into the 
rationale underlying Staff's proposed adjustment in discovery and through cross-
examination.  Additionally, AIC maintained throughout the proceeding that the 
magnitude of Staff's proposed adjustment was disproportionally large.  AIC had the 
opportunity to provide alternative quantifications of the proposed disallowance in its 
rebuttal and surrebuttal testimony, which it now proposes to do on rehearing.  For these 
reasons, the Commission should deny AIC's request for rehearing on this issue.   
 
2. The reasonableness of AIC’s 2012 actual year-end capital structure. 
 
 The Order used an imputed capital structure to establish AIC's rates because it 
found AIC's actual capital structure was adversely impacted by its affiliation with an 
unregulated subsidiary.  Section 9-230 of the Act requires that any incremental cost 
resulting from that affiliation be removed.   
 
 AIC objects to the determination in the Order that an imputed capital structure 
accords with the ones adopted in Docket Nos. 12-0001 and 12-0293 and Section 9-230 
of the Act.  AIC requests that the Commission grant rehearing to correct the alleged 
misreading of Section 16-108.5(c)(2) of the Act.  AIC also requests that the Commission 
grant rehearing to consider the evidence in support of its proposed capital structure.  
Finally, AIC asks that the Commission grant rehearing to reconsider the alleged 
departure from the plain meaning of the Act and the allegedly mistaken reliance on the 
Commission's decisions in Docket Nos. 12-0001 and 12-0293. 
 
 AIC alleges no new facts and makes no new arguments that were not considered 
in the Order.  The Commission fully considered all the evidence and reviewed all 
arguments in the Order.  The Commission should deny rehearing on this issue. 
 
3. The Metro East transfer adjustment.  
 
 The Order adopts an adjustment to AIC's rate base because it found that AIC's 
proposed treatment of accumulated deferred income taxes ("ADIT") would not allow 
ratepayers to receive the appropriate tax benefits from the Metro East assets.  AIC 
argues that the Commission lacked authority under Section 16-108.5(d)(3) to order 
changes to the structure or protocols of AIC’s formula rate.  AIC says although the 
Commission does have authority under Section 16-108.5(d)(1) to determine “the 
prudence and reasonableness of the costs incurred” in the year under review, the Metro 
East adjustment has nothing to do with AIC’s annual costs.  AIC contends this 
adjustment is a revision of the underlying structure of the rate base. 
 
 AIC also argues that the Commission can not reduce AIC’s rates in a 
reconciliation proceeding unless it finds that incurred costs were unreasonable or 
imprudent, which AIC says is not the case.  AIC also asserts the adjustment is 
unreasonable under any arguably applicable standard.  In AIC's view, the conclusion in 
the Order that the record failed to confirm that the adjustment will double-count ADIT 
lacks record support.  According to AIC, the Order failed to articulate any reviewable 
legal basis for the adjustment.  AIC also claims the Order violates the prohibition against 
retroactive ratemaking.   
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 Contrary to AIC's arguments, the adjustment adopted in the Order does not 
constitute a change in structure or protocols underlying AIC's formula rates.  It is simply 
an adjustment to the level of assets included in rate base.  While it does not explicitly 
use the term "unreasonable," the Order effectively finds that AIC's proposed treatment 
of the ADIT is unreasonable.  The result in the Order is a direct rejection of AIC's 
assertion that the adjustment is unreasonable under any arguably applicable standard.  
The plain language in the Order rejects AIC's suggestion that the record failed to 
confirm that the adjustment will double-count ADIT. 
 
 We disagree with AIC's claim that the Order failed to articulate any reviewable 
legal basis for the adjustment.  With regard to AIC's argument that the Order violates 
the prohibition against retroactive ratemaking, reconciliation proceedings are an 
exception to that prohibition.  Additionally, to the extent the Commission is setting rates 
on a going forward basis, such does not constitute retroactive ratemaking.   
 
 If the Commission retains the adjustment, AIC requests it grant rehearing to 
permit AIC to quantify how much double-counting will occur under the adjustment.  AIC 
asserts the information was not previously adduced because it is irrelevant to whether 
double-counting will occur under the adjustment.  AIC contends the information does 
not pertain to an issue on which AIC bears the burden of proof, but to an adjustment 
proposed by other parties.  We believe AIC has not provided an adequate reason 
justifying why it did not present during the initial phase of the proceeding evidence it 
now wishes to present.  As a result, the Commission should deny AIC's request to 
present additional evidence on this issue.   
 
4. Additional evidence regarding Miscellaneous Operating Revenues – ARES.  
 
 The Order found that while it is reasonable to believe that at least some of the 
vacated microwave frequencies that AIC once used to transmit data as part of its 
supervisory control and data acquisition ("SCADA") system were used to transmit 
transmission data, it is also reasonable to believe that some of the frequencies were 
used to transmit distribution data as well. 
 
 AIC seeks rehearing on this issue to introduce additional evidence explaining 
why a revenue allocator is a more appropriate and equitable allocator than a plant 
allocator.  AIC says it did not introduce evidence on the use of the revenue allocator 
during the initial phase of the proceeding because AIC took the position that the SCADA 
frequencies in question had been used solely to transmit data related to transmission 
operations.  Given that the Order concludes that “some of the frequencies were used to 
transmit distribution data,” AIC now seeks rehearing to present evidence in support of 
an allocation factor that it alleges more accurately reflects the source of the revenues. 
 
 AIC has not provided an adequate reason explaining why it did not present 
during the initial phase of the proceeding the evidence it now wishes to present.  
Accordingly, the Commission should deny AIC's request for rehearing on this issue. 
 
JDA/JSY 


