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BRIEF ON EXCEPTIONS 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 200.830 of the Illinois 

Commerce Commission’s Rules of Practice (83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.830), and 

respectfully submit this Brief on Exceptions to the Proposed Order (“PO”) issued by the 

Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) on February 4, 2014. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 A. Introduction 

 On July 22, 2013, Ameren Illinois Company (“AIC”, “Ameren” or “Company”) filed 

with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) the rate design formula tariff 

provisions of Rate MAP-P (“Modernization Action Plan – Pricing Tariff”), in accordance 

with Section 16-108.5(e) of the Public Utilities Act (“Act”).  Ameren Illinois Company, 

ICC Suspension Order, Docket No. 13-0476, 1 (August 14, 2013).  Section 16-108.5(e) 

permits the Commission, after notice and hearing, to enter an order approving or 

approving with modification, proposed changes to Rate MAP-P. (Id.)  

 Initial Briefs (“IB”) were filed on January 7, 2014 by the Commercial Group; the 

People of the State of Illinois by Attorney General Lisa Madigan (“AG”); the Illinois 
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Industrial Energy Consumers (“IIEC”), the Grain and Feed Association (“GFA”); Staff; 

and Ameren.  Reply Briefs (“RB”) were filed on January 14, 2014 by the People of the 

State of Illinois by Attorney General Lisa Madigan (“AG”); the Illinois Industrial Energy 

Consumers (“IIEC”), the Grain and Feed Association (“GFA”); Staff; and Ameren.  In 

general, the PO reviews the issues presented in this proceeding in a clear and concise 

manner, is well written, and reflects the positions taken by Staff, the Company, and the 

intervening parties.  Although Staff supports many of the PO’s conclusions, there are 

items to which Staff takes exception as set forth below.  Staff addresses issues to which 

it replies in the order in which they appear in the PO.   

In addition, Staff points out a number of exceptions of a technical nature which 

are necessary to ensure the Proposed Order’s accuracy.   

 B. Nature of AIC’s Operations 

  
C. Legal Standard 

 

II. COST ALLOCATION 

 A. Resolved Issues  

  i. Allocation Using Supply and Service Voltage Designations 

  ii. Functionalization of Overheard Distribution Lines 

iii. Use of CUST370 and CUST370A Allocation Factors for Meter 
Investments 

  
 B. Contested Issues  

  i. Allocation for Primary Distribution Line Costs 

Exception 1:  
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The PO does not adopt Staff’s and AIC’s agreement regarding the primary 

distribution line allocation method that should be used by AIC for rates effective for the 

January 2015 billing period. This agreement culminated in the Modified Primary Line 

Allocator, under which allocation of primary lines would be based on CP demands for 

DS-1, DS-2, DS-3 and DS-4 rate classes. For DS-5, allocation of primary lines would be 

set equal to 50% of Company’s proposed NCP method, which is approximately equal to 

the 12CP allocation method (the demand value derived by averaging the actual demand 

values registered on the monthly peak days for January through December). For DS-6, 

allocation of primary lines would be set equal to the percentage derived under the 

Company’s NCP method. (Tr., 131-132, Dec. 16, 2013; see AIC Cross Exhibit 3.) The 

Modified Primary Line Allocator takes into consideration the effects of the conflicting 

allocation proposals (CP vs. NCP) on the DS-5 and DS-6 classes, and the effect, or 

potential effect, of recent Commission decisions. This method is a hybrid of the CP 

allocation method generally supported by Staff and the NCP allocation method 

generally supported by the AIC. 

The Commission should reverse the PO’s decision on this issue because AIC 

and Staff reached a fair and reasonable resolution on this issue which satisfies their 

individual concerns.  

In arriving at this decision, the PO states that “[t]he Commission notes that AIC 

must design its primary distribution lines with sufficient capacity to serve the peak load 

that exists on those lines, whenever that peak occurs, and not to meet the load on those 

lines that occur at the time of AIC's system peak.” (PO at 18 (emphasis added).) The 

PO does not address the Commission’s prior contrary position from Docket Nos. 09-

0306 through 09-0311 (Cons.), where the Commission stated that “[t]he peak of each 
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individual class to be served by the facilities is irrelevant. What is relevant is the 

combined or coincident peak of all of those served by the facilities, regardless of which 

class each customer is in. The utility therefore sizes and constructs primary lines and 

substations to accommodate the anticipated coincident peak,” although Ameren was 

similarly situated in this proceeding. (AmerenCILCO, et al., Final Order at 237, ICC 

Docket Nos. 09-0306 through 09-0311 (Cons.) (April 29, 2010)).  

Staff believes the PO is mistaken in asserting that “concerns raised in Docket 

Nos. 09-0306, et al., which led to the Commission’s switch from an NCP to a CP 

allocator for the primary line costs, were addressed by AIC's analysis in this 

proceeding.” (PO at 18.) Staff understands the PO’s reference to “concerns” to mean 

the Commission’s concern in Docket Nos. 09-0306 though 09-0311 (Cons.) with respect 

to the DS-5 class and its cost allocation issues under the CP vs. NCP methods. While 

the DS-5 class was a major concern to the Commission and part of the reason why the 

Commission recognized the benefits of the CP method over the NCP method in that 

proceeding, it was hardly the primary reason why the Commission agreed with Staff on 

the merits in adopting the CP allocation method. The Commission stated in very broad 

terms that “[b]ecause the demands of multiple classes on primary lines and substations 

more closely correspond to CP rather than NCP demands, the Commission agrees with 

Staff that the most reasonable, cost-based approach is to allocate the cost of this 

equipment according to the collective peak demands of all rate classes.” 

(AmerenCILCO, et al., Final Order at 237, ICC Docket Nos. 09-0306 through 09-0311 

(Cons.) (April 29, 2010)). Staff believes the PO’s conclusion in this case is inconsistent 

with the Commission’s previous conclusion. 
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Furthermore, Staff respectfully disagrees with the PO that “[t]he Commission 

finds the modification proposed by AIC of a 50% reduction in the DS-5 class' NCP 

demand will address Staff's concern about over-recovery from the lighting class under 

the NCP method. For these reasons, the Commission adopts the NCP allocator 

modified to reduce the DS-5 class' NCP demand by 50%.” (PO at 18 (emphasis 

added).) Unfortunately, this modification does not address Staff’s concern. The Modified 

Primary Line Allocator, on the other hand, which was presented at the evidentiary 

hearing and agreed upon between the AIC and Staff, does address Staff’s concern. The 

Modified Primary Line Allocator directly addresses the situation in which “[u]nder the 

currently-approved CP demand method, the DS-5 lighting class fails to receive a single 

dollar of the cost of primary distribution lines, due to the fact that the CP Demand is zero 

during AIC’s single hour peak. It is inappropriate to allocate zero costs of substations 

and primary distribution lines to a class that uses both of these facilities.” (Ameren Ex. 

2.0, at 12-13 (emphasis added).) The Modified Primary Line Allocator addresses this 

situation by allocating to the DS-5 customer class 50% of the primary distribution line 

costs that would have otherwise been allocated to DS-5 customers using the AIC-

proposed NCP method and represents a middle ground approach between the CP 

allocator offered by Staff and the NCP allocator offered by AIC. (AIC Cross Ex. 3.) This 

allocation factor ensures that the DS-5 customer class is allocated some (albeit a small 

percentage of) primary distribution line costs, but also tempers the allocation to address 

Staff’s concerns about the potential for an over allocation of distribution plant costs for 

the DS-5 class under the NCP method. (AIC IB at 8.) 

The PO also states that “[t]he Commission believes the record of this proceeding 

supports a finding that the DS-6 class has unique characteristics from classes DS-1 
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through DS-5 and those characteristics require a modification of the NCP method for 

the DS-6 class.” (PO at 18.) Even with respect to the DS-6 rate class argument, the 

Modified Primary Line Allocator addresses both AIC’s DS-5 and DS-6 customer class 

concerns expressed in testimony by Mr. Schonhoff about the adoption of the CP 

method and the additional support for AIC’s NCP proposal offered by Mr. Schonhoff. 

(See AIC IB 10.)  

Staff notes that each of the parties makes compelling arguments allocating the 

primary lines on the basis of either CP or NCP. Staff and AIC recommend that the 

Commission adopt the agreement presenting a Modified Primary Line Allocator, while 

IIEC and the Commercial Group recommend that the Commission allocate the costs at 

issue based on the NCP allocator. Staff, however, believes the PO erred in not adopting 

Staff’s and AIC’s proposal of using the Modified Primary Line Allocator. Although the 

PO’s adoption of the NCP allocator with a slight modification to the DS-5 class may 

alleviate one of many (not all) concerns Staff has expressed in this proceeding, the 

overall effect of adopting the NCP allocator to all classes is not fair or equitable and is 

also inconsistent with the Commission’s finding and conclusion regarding CP vs. NCP in 

the past. In AIC’s 2009 Rate Case, the Commission fully considered all arguments on 

the matter and directed AIC to use the CP allocation methodology and rejected 

alternative proposals. (AmerenCILCO, et al., Final Order at 237, ICC Docket Nos. 09-

0306 through 09-0311 (Cons.) (April 29, 2010)).1 

                                                 
1
 See also ComEd’s Rate Design Investigation Docket 08-0532 (Commonwealth Edison Company, 

Final Order at 45, ICC Docket No. 08-0532 (April 21, 2010) (where the Commission spent 18 months 
investigating several aspects of ComEd’s rate design, including the NCP v. CP issue and ruled in favor of 
using CP); and in Docket No. 10-0467, where the Commission once again sided with Staff and the City of 
Chicago on the use of the CP allocation method. (Commonwealth Edison Company, Final Order at 
202203, ICC Docket No. 10-0467 (May 24, 2011).) 
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The issues between the current proceeding and Docket Nos. 09-0306 through 

09-0311 (Cons.) with respect to allocation of primary lines are nearly identical, yet the 

PO advocates switching back to the NCP allocator utilizing a rationale that contradicts 

the Commission’s earlier reasoning. The Commission should not reach a conclusion 

which is so contradictory to its previously advocated rationale on an issue without more 

compelling support to do so. 

In sum, Staff and AIC support the Modified Primary Line Allocator, which 

represents a reasonable resolution of this issue in light of concerns about the effect of 

the CP versus the NCP methodology with respect to the DS-5 and DS-6 rate classes 

and in consideration of recent Commission rulings on the topic. The agreement between 

Staff and AIC takes into consideration the effects of the conflicting allocation proposals 

(CP verses NCP) on the DS-5 and DS-6 classes, the effect, or potential effect, of recent 

Commission decisions, and results in less costs being allocated to the DS-1, 2, 3 and 4 

classes than under the “pure” CP method recommended by Staff. For these reasons, 

the Modified Primary Line Allocator should be adopted by the Commission. 

However, should the Commission have concerns about adopting the Modified 

Primary Line Allocator presented in AIC Cross Exhibit 3 (see AIC RB at 4-5.), then Staff 

recommends that the Commission preserve the CP Method approach to the allocation 

of primary distribution lines, as described by Staff witness Mr. Rukosuev. A decision 

affirming the continued use of the CP Method has a sound and firm basis in the 

evidence submitted in this docket and past Commission orders. 

To reflect this position, the last full paragraph on page 18 of the Proposed Order 

should be modified as shown below.  
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f. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

In its filing, AIC proposed to adopt the NCP method, which allocates costs 
according to the single highest hourly aggregate demand at the time of peak for 
only those customers within each rate class, regardless of the time of AIC’s 
overall system peak demand.  Staff advocated the to continue use utilizing of the 
CP allocator, stating consistent with cost-causation principles, those customers 
imposing a demand on the facilities at the time of the coincident peak should be 
allocated a proportionate share of the costs.  AIC and Staff resolved their 
differences in the Modified Primary Line Allocator, which they presented at the 
evidentiary hearing. IIEC, the Commercial Group, and, to some degree the GFA, 
object to the Modified Primary Line Allocator.  IIEC and Commercial Group 
maintain that the NCP allocator is the best method for allocating primary 
distribution plant costs.  The GFA does not advocate a specific method, but asks 
that the Commission treat the DS-6 class the same as the other classes. 
 

The Commission finds that the Modified Primary Line Allocator, agreed to 
by AIC and Staff, reflects the best resolution of the issue in this case. The 
Modified Primary Line Allocator, as a whole, represents a reasonable resolution 
of this issue in light of concerns about the effect of the CP versus the NCP 
Method on DS-5 and DS-6 customers and in consideration of recent Commission 
rulings on the topic. The Commission believes the record of this proceeding 
supports use of the Modified Primary Line Allocator and it is adopted. concerns 
raised in Docket Nos. 09-0306, et al., which led to the Commission’s switch from 
an NCP to a CP allocator for the primary line costs, were addressed by AIC's 
analysis in this proceeding.  The Commission notes that AIC must design its 
primary distribution lines with sufficient capacity to serve the peak load that exists 
on those lines, whenever that peak occurs, and not to meet the load on those 
lines that occur at the time of AIC's system peak.  The Commission finds that the 
evidence in this proceeding supports adoption of the NCP allocator.  The 
Commission agrees with Staff that because of their unique demand, the DS-5 
lighting customers are not responsible for peak demand on primary lines and 
thus should not be allocated the entirety of the NCP allocation for primary lines.  
The Commission finds the modification proposed by AIC of a 50% reduction in 
the DS-5 class' NCP demand will address Staff's concern about over-recovery 
from the lighting class under the NCP method.  For these reasons, the 
Commission adopts the NCP allocator modified to reduce the DS-5 class' NCP 
demand by 50%.  The Commission believes the record of this proceeding 
supports a finding that the DS-6 class has unique characteristics from classes 
DS-1 through DS-5 and those characteristics require a modification of the NCP 
method for the DS-6 class.    

ii. Allocation for Single-Phase and Three-Phase Primary Facility 
Costs 
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1. Workshop on the Future Allocation of Single-Phase and 
Three-Phase Primary Facility Costs 

 

2. Allocation of Single-Phase Primary Facility Costs to 
Secondary Voltage Customers 

 

  iii. Allocator for Non-Meter AMI General and Intangible Plant 

 

III. REVENUE ALLOCATION 

 A. Resolved Issues  

i. Revenue Allocation Methodology – Rate Zone Allocators 

 B. Contested Issues 

  i. Revenue Allocation Methodology – Rate Moderation  

1. Treatment of Electric Distribution  

2. Rate Mitigation Alternatives 

Exception 2: 
 

To be clear, Staff does not oppose the Commission’s adoption of AIC’s modified 

three tier approach, which replaces the first tier 0.05¢/kWh restraint with a 0.025¢/kWh 

restraint. Staff notes, however, that this rate moderation approach will not necessarily 

end the subsidies “in the least period of time without causing rate shock.” (PO at 62 

(emphasis added).) 

Staff notes an apparent inconsistency between the PO’s support for the rate 

limiters for the benefit of grain drying customers and the lack of a similar limiter for other 

large customers. Under the PO, the Rate Limiter Credits for grain dryers will be reduced 

in each of the next 3 rate years and will be eliminated completely by the next rate 

redesign proceeding (a gradual approach that helps the grain dryers) (PO at 81-82.) 
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However, this is in contrast with massive increases in delivery service rates for some of 

AIC's largest non-grain dryer customers. Staff believes the Commission should consider 

the issue of rate shock for each customer class, not just DS-3 and DS-4 rate classes 

grain dryers’ customers.  

As such, Staff recommends that the Commission omit the language “without 

causing rate shock.” (See PO at 62-63.) 

 Therefore, Staff proposes the last full paragraph on page 62 and continued on 

the top of page 63 of the Proposed Order should be modified as shown below:   

 
The Commission finds that the modified three tier approach, replacing the 
first tier 0.05¢/kWh restraint with a 0.025¢/kWh restraint to be the rate 
moderation approach which will end the subsidies in the least period of 
time. without causing rate shock.  The Commission believes this rate 
moderation approach best balances the competing interests identified by 
the parties. 

 

IV. RATE DESIGN 

A. Resolved Issues 

i. Methodology for Setting Uniform Charges Across Rate Zones 

 

ii. Use of Average Cost Data for DS-3 and DS-4 +100kV 
Customers 

 

iii. DS-5 Fixture and Distribution Delivery Charges 

 

 

iv. Electric Uncollectible Recovered in Base Rates 

v. Allocation of Reconciliation Balance to Electric Distribution 
Tax 
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vi. Other Meter, Transformation, Reactive Demand, and 
Distribution Delivery Charges 

 

vii. Use of SFV Rate Design for DS-2 Customer Charge 

 

viii. Miscellaneous Tariff Changes 

 

B. Contested Issues 

  i. Transformation Capacity Charge for Rate Zone II DS-4 +100 kV  

Exception 3: 
 

Staff takes exception to the ALJ’s conclusion to adopt AIC's proposal to lower the 

Transformation Charge for DS-4 +100kV Rate Zone II customers who have taken 

service as of December 31, 2012 (“Transformation Charge”).  The Commission has 

endorsed AIC’s movement toward rate uniformity and this proposal moves away from 

rate uniformity. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 4-5.) The Transformation Charge is currently uniform and 

there is no need to subdivide the currently combined group in order to segregate a 

particular group, who became customers prior to a given date for only one of the three 

rate zones.  Ameren’s proposal contradicts it own stated goal of moving toward rate 

uniformity. (Ameren Ex. 1.0, 28-29.) Therefore, the rate uniformity should be maintained 

for all DS-4 customers in this class.  Staff’s position on rate design for the 

Transformation Charge is appropriate, and should be adopted.   

 Accordingly, Staff recommends the following changes to the Commission 

Analysis and Conclusion on page 71 of the PO: 

d. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The record in this proceeding reflects that transformation plant in Rate 
Zone II is older and more depreciated, having been installed in the late 1970’s 
and 1980’s, than the transformation plant in the other rate zones.  Currently the 



12 

 

Transformation Charge is uniform across rate zones.  But, as a result of the age 
and depreciation of assets used to provide the service, existing Rate Zone II 
customers currently cause and use a lower transformation cost than the 
customers in Rate Zones I and III.  The Commission has endorsed the goal of 
uniformity of rates across AIC rate zones and is appreciative of Staff's diligence 
in advocating for maintaining uniform rates.  Therefore, the Commission adopts 
Staff’s position to maintain the uniformity of this charge and the Electric 
Distribution Tax cost recovery charge should be reduced so that this sub-class 
does not produce more than its share of the total allocated revenue requirement. 
However, the Commission finds, based on the cost data presented in this record 
for the specific assets used by these customers a lower Transformation Charge 
is justified.  Therefore, consistent with cost-based principles, the Commission 
adopts AIC's proposal to lower the Transformation Charge for DS-4 +100kV Rate 
Zone II customers who have taken service as of December 31, 2012. 

ii. Seasonally Differentiated Rates for the DS-3 and DS-4 Classes 

 

1. Timetable for Elimination of DS-3 and DS-4 Rate Limiter 
Credits 

2. Proposed DS-6 Temperature Sensitive Delivery Service 

iii. Use of SFV Rate Design for DS-1 Customer Charge 

 

Exception 4: 

The PO rejects AIC’s proposed SFV (“Straight Fixed-Variable”) rate design for 

residential customers and, instead, accepts the AG’s proposed traditional rate design 

for residential customers. (PO at 99.)  The AG’s proposal and the PO’s conclusion 

should not be adopted.  The PO should be revised to adopt the Company’s proposal in 

order to avoid potential, unintended bill impact consequences as explained below.  

An SFV rate design recovers more demand-related costs through the fixed 

monthly customer charge, whereas traditional rate design recovers more demand-

related costs through the volumetric charge. Thus, changing from an SFV rate design 

back to a more traditional one shifts cost recovery from low use customers to high use 

customers. As the PO points out, for AIC this shift “significantly increases the volumetric 

charges and significantly decreases the customer charge for the DS-1 customer class.” 
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(Id.)  This is one of the expected results. However, the magnitude of this shift for AIC’s 

electric space heat residential customers may be greater than expected for the following 

reasons:  

 AIC’s surrebuttal testimony shows the AG’s rate design would result in an 

increase of 20% to 24% in bills for high use (over 60,000 kwh) space heat 

residential customers. (AIC Ex. 7.1)  

 Residential bills will be even higher when this new rate design goes into 

effect in January of 2015 if Ameren’s next formula rate update case results 

in a rate increase that also takes effect in January 2015.  

 Ameren’s next formula rate update case filed in April of 2014 will likely reflect 

a significant rate increase because it will begin to reflect investment related 

to smart grid deployment.  

 The rate design from this case will go into effect with the January 2015 

monthly billing cycle. January and February are high use months for space 

heat customers and the resulting dollar impact would be high.  

All of these factors could combine to have a compounding effect on the electric 

bills of Ameren’s high use space heat customers, who previously were subjected  to 

sudden high increases at the end of a ten-year rate freeze. The PO indicates that 

reducing the amount of the revenue requirement recovered in the customer charge 

would increase the volatility of the delivery service charges, sending price signals that 

would reduce usage consistent with the State of Illinois’ public policy. (PO at 99.) 

However, the magnitude of the volatility may be disproportionally greater than the 

Commission anticipates for electric space heat customers because of the compounding 

effect of the factors listed above. 
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The Commission has three viable options for addressing this situation. First, it 

could adopt Ameren’s proposed SFV rate design. Second, it could adopt the PO’s 

conclusion, but then take additional evidence on rehearing to determine whether the 

change should be implemented all at once (as the PO contemplates) or in incremental 

steps based on the potential bill impacts. Third, it could initiate a new rate design 

investigation. Staff will discuss each option in turn. 

Option 1 - The Commission could adopt Ameren’s proposed SFV rate design. 

This would be the simplest option and is consistent with Staff’s recommendation in this 

case. Staff acknowledges that the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 13-0387 moved 

away from SFV rate design for certain ComEd residential customers and adopted the 

AG’s proposal in that case for a more traditional rate design. (Commonwealth Edison 

Co., ICC Order Docket No. 13-0387, 73-75 (December 18, 2013).)  The PO cites the 

Commission’s Order in Docket No. 13-0387 as one of the reasons for its decision in this 

case.  The current Ameren case is distinguishable from the ComEd case, however, in 

that in this revenue-neutral proceeding there is evidence of large bill impacts that will 

disproportionately affect high use space heat residential customers. As explained 

above, such bill impacts could even be further compounded by other factors.  

If the Commission adopts Option 1, then Staff proposes the following changes to 

the last full paragraph of the PO on page 99: 

The weight of the record supports the continued use of SFV in the design of 
residential electric delivery rates.  As AIC pointed out, the AG’s underlying 
premise and arguments that fixed charges should only recover costs identified in 
the COSS as customer-related have been rejected by the Commission previously 
and the AG adds nothing new here. The evidence shows that the demand-
related costs of serving residents remain constant regardless of usage and that 
an SFV rate design is appropriate. Therefore, AIC’s proposal is adopted. The 
Commission believes reducing the amount of the revenue requirement recovered 
in the customer charge would increase the volatility of the delivery service 
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charges, sending price signals to residential customers that would encourage 
them to decrease their energy consumption thereby reducing their electricity 
expenses.  In the Commission's view, this price signal is consistent with the 
public policy of the State of Illinois to reduce energy usage and promote energy 
efficiency.  The Commission believes that AIC's financial risks have been 
decreased by its participation in the infrastructure investment program and the 
Rate MAP-P, performance-based formula rate mechanism.  The Commission 
finds that AIC’s financial integrity is not likely to be impaired by any increase in 
revenue volatility caused by this change to rate design.  Consistent with its 
findings in Docket No. 13-0387, the Commission finds that the residential rate 
design suggested by the AG is consistent with traditional rate design principles; it 
rebalances fixed and variable costs for the DS-1 class and more closely aligns 
residential customers' bills with the cost of service, especially for low use 
customers.  The Commission adopts the AG's rate design which decreases the 
fixed customer charge and increases the variable charges for customers in the 
DS-1 class.   
 

 Option 2 - Adopt the PO’s conclusion with rehearing. This would enable the 

Commission to take additional evidence on rehearing to determine whether the change 

should be implemented all at once (as the PO contemplates) or in incremental steps 

based on the potential bill impacts. The new rate design approved in this case will not 

go into effect until the first billing cycle for January of 2015, so the Commission would 

have time to consider such evidence and make appropriate findings. If the Commission 

adopts Option 2, then Staff proposes the following changes to the last full paragraph of 

the PO on page 99: 

The Commission believes reducing the amount of the revenue requirement 
recovered in the customer charge would increase the volatility of the delivery 
service charges, sending price signals to residential customers that would 
encourage them to decrease their energy consumption thereby reducing their 
electricity expenses.  In the Commission's view, this price signal is consistent 
with the public policy of the State of Illinois to reduce energy usage and promote 
energy efficiency.  The Commission believes that AIC's financial risks have been 
decreased by its participation in the infrastructure investment program and the 
Rate MAP-P, performance-based formula rate mechanism.  The Commission 
finds that AIC’s financial integrity is not likely to be impaired by any increase in 
revenue volatility caused by this change to rate design.  Consistent with its 
findings in Docket No. 13-0387, the Commission finds that the residential rate 
design suggested by the AG is consistent with traditional rate design principles; it 
rebalances fixed and variable costs for the DS-1 class and more closely aligns 
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residential customers' bills with the cost of service, especially for low use 
customers.  The Commission adopts the AG's rate design which decreases the 
fixed customer charge and increases the variable charges for customers in the 
DS-1 class. However, the Commission recognizes the concerns raised about the 
potential bill impacts on electric space heat customers. While such concerns 
could be addressed by a phased-in approach, the record is insufficient to 
implement such an approach at this time. The Commission would be interested 
in further exploring ways to mitigate the customer bill impacts in rehearing. 
 
Option 3 - Initiate a new rate design investigation. A new rate design 

investigation would enable the Commission to explore options that were not raised in 

the current case. While this could result in additional options, it would arguably reopen 

all issues for re-litigation and, unless it is done on an expedited basis, it would not be 

completed before the new rate design from this case goes into effect in January of 

2015. If the Commission adopts Option 3, then Staff proposes the following changes to 

the last full paragraph of the PO on page 99: 

The Commission believes reducing the amount of the revenue requirement 
recovered in the customer charge would increase the volatility of the delivery 
service charges, sending price signals to residential customers that would 
encourage them to decrease their energy consumption thereby reducing their 
electricity expenses.  In the Commission's view, this price signal is consistent 
with the public policy of the State of Illinois to reduce energy usage and promote 
energy efficiency.  The Commission believes that AIC's financial risks have been 
decreased by its participation in the infrastructure investment program and the 
Rate MAP-P, performance-based formula rate mechanism.  The Commission 
finds that AIC’s financial integrity is not likely to be impaired by any increase in 
revenue volatility caused by this change to rate design.  Consistent with its 
findings in Docket No. 13-0387, the Commission finds that the residential rate 
design suggested by the AG is consistent with traditional rate design principles; it 
rebalances fixed and variable costs for the DS-1 class and more closely aligns 
residential customers' bills with the cost of service, especially for low use 
customers.  The Commission adopts the AG's rate design which decreases the 
fixed customer charge and increases the variable charges for customers in the 
DS-1 class. However, the Commission recognizes the concerns raised about the 
potential bill impacts on electric space heat customers. While such concerns 
could be addressed by a phased-in approach, the record is insufficient to 
implement such an approach. Therefore, at this time, we will approve AIC’s SFV 
proposal for the DS-1 customer class. However, we will also direct that a new 
rate design investigation be initiated pursuant to Section 16-108.5(e). 
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V. CONCLUSION 

 WHEREFORE, for all of the reasons set forth in Staff’s Initial Brief, Reply Brief, 

and this BOE, Staff respectfully requests that the Commission’s order in this proceeding 

reflect all of Staff’s recommendations regarding the Company’s tariffs and charges 

submitted pursuant to Section 16-108.5(e) of the Public Utilities Act.   

February 20, 2014     Respectfully submitted, 

       __/s/_______________________ 
       KIMBERLY J. SWAN 
       JAMES V. OLIVERO 
       MICHAEL J. LANNON 
       Staff Counsel  
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