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M E M O R A N D U M________________________________________________ 
 
TO:  The Commission 
 
FROM:  Jan Von Qualen  
  Administrative Law Judge 
 
DATE:  April 28, 2014 
 
SUBJECT:  Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois 
 
  Revenue-neutral tariff changes related to rate design. (tariffs 

 filed July 22, 2013).  
 
RECOMMENDATION: Deny IIEC's request for Rehearing, Grant the AG's request 

 for Rehearing in part, and deny it part. 
 
 

On March 19, 2014, the Commission entered an Order approving revenue-
neutral tariff changes related to the Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois 
("Ameren") rate design for performance-based formula rates, pursuant to Section 16-
108.5(e) of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (the "Act") (220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(e)).  

 
The Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers ("IIEC") and the, Office of the Attorney 

General ("AG") filed Verified Petitions for Rehearing on April 17, 2014 and April 18, 
2014 respectively. 

 
The AG requests the Commission to grant rehearing to address policy issues 

related to its proposal to use a straight fixed variable ("SFV") rate design for the DS-1 
and DS-2 Customer Charge.  The AG also requests rehearing on the phase in for DS-4 
customers assuming their full responsibility for paying the Electric Distribution Tax 
("EDT"). 

 
The AG states rehearing is necessary to assess allegations of cost causation 

and rate shock.  It states reopening would allow the parties to analyze the distribution of 
usage among customers and the incidence of the revenue requirement increase, using 
data already provided by Ameren in discovery.  It asserts there are key questions 
associated with its and Ameren’s rate design proposals regarding how many customers 
would see a decrease in their bills, how many would see an increase, and about the 
magnitude of these changes from pre-2007 rates to 2015 rates.  The AG states that on 
rehearing the parties could provide evidence as to whether a cost based rate design 
could be phased in to address the potential for rate shock for some customers.  It 
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argues that on rehearing the parties could address the relationship between energy 
efficiency and rate design and the State goals regarding energy efficiency.  The AG also 
wants to address whether there is a need for consistency between Ameren gas and 
electric rate design and between Ameren electric delivery service and Commonwealth 
Edison electric delivery service rate design.   

 
The AG argues that rehearing is necessary to address the allocation of the DST 

costs because the record contains no analysis or findings in regards to the Order's 
reference to the principles of gradualism and the avoidance of rate shock.  

 
The AG also argues that the decision to reject its proposal to immediately end 

the subsidy given to DS-4 customers over the last several years with respect to those 
customers’ responsibility for the EDT is not support by sufficient findings or analysis. 

 
The IIEC requests rehearing on its proposal to initiate an investigation/workshop 

process regarding the separation of single-phase/three-phase (shared) primary facilities 
and its proposal to change the allocation of primary costs associated with single-phase 
facilities to secondary customers.  The IIEC also requests rehearing on the 
methodology adopted by the Commission to phase in the DS-4's responsibility for EDT.   

 
The IIEC repeats its arguments that single phase distribution assets exist and 

function to serve, exclusively or nearly exclusively, customers who take service at 
secondary voltages.  It argues that cost causation principles suggest that customers at 
higher voltages, such as the transmission voltage or primary voltage should not be 
allocated single-phase or dual-phase primary system costs.  The IIEC asserts that the 
only party objecting to its proposal for an investigation or workshop suggested that 
deconstructing cost might not be practical.  But IIEC argues this is a reason why the 
Commission should order a workshop.  IIEC also points to industry publications and 
recent decisions in other jurisdictions to support its proposal.  IIEC argues the 
Commission should allocate at least 10 to 20% of the cost of single-phase primary 
distribution facilities to secondary customers, pending the result of the 
investigation/workshop process.  It asserts that it has argued that over 50% of the cost 
of primary facilities is associated with single-phase and dual phase and no party has 
argued against that fact.   

 
IIEC argues that the phase in of the EDT is inconsistent with the principles of 

gradualism and avoidance of rate shock.   
 
With regard to the EDT, I believe the March 19, 2014 Order is reasonable and 

adequately explains the basis for the decision contained therein.  IIEC's essentially 
repeats its previous arguments regarding its proposal to change the allocation of 
primary costs associated with single-phase facilities to secondary customers and does 
not provide an adequate reason for the Commission to grant rehearing.  With regard to 
the AG's request for rehearing regarding the SFV rate design and the impact on various 
DS-1 and DS-2 customers, I believe the record was lacking regarding this issue.  It 
appears to me that the Commission may benefit from taking additional evidence on this 
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issue on rehearing.  For these reasons, I recommend that the Commission deny IIEC's 
request for rehearing, grant the AG's request for rehearing in part, and deny that 
request in part.  Specifically, I recommend that the Commission grant rehearing only on 
the issues surrounding the AG's proposed rate design for the DS-1 and DS-2 rate 
classes and the rate shock for some such customers. 

 
The deadline for Commission action is May 7, 2014.   

 
JVQ 
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