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1 
 

Witness Identification 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Rochelle Phipps.  I am employed by the Illinois Commerce 3 

Commission (“Commission”), 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 4 

62701. 5 

Q. Are you the same Rochelle Phipps that previously submitted direct 6 

testimony in this proceeding? 7 

A. Yes, I am. 8 

Introduction and Summary of Recommendations 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 10 

A. I will respond to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Lee Nickloy (Ameren Ex. 28.0) and 11 

Mr. Michael O’Bryan (Ameren Ex. 37.0 (Revised)) who testified on behalf of 12 

Central Illinois Light Company (“CILCO”), Central Illinois Public Service Company 13 

(“CIPS”) and Illinois Power Company (“IP”)1 on CILCO’s standalone financial 14 

strength and debt rates, IP’s capital structure and the Companies’ bank 15 

commitment fees.  I also updated CILCO’s and IP’s short-term debt balances in 16 

Schedule 19.02 because the September 2009 balances I presented in direct 17 

testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, Schedule 5.02) were Company forecasts.2 18 

                                                            
1 I collectively refer to CILCO, CIPS and IP as the “Companies” or “AIU.”  I refer to CILCO, CIPS and IP, 
individually, as the “Company.” 
2 ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0, pp. 13 and 24. 
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Q. Please summarize your conclusions and recommendations. 19 

A. The AIU provided no compelling arguments that caused me to reconsider my 20 

adjustments to the interest rate on CILCO’s recent long-term debt issuance, IP’s 21 

capital structure or IP’s embedded cost of long-term debt. 22 

I revised my estimate of CILCO’s short-term debt rate, and associated bank 23 

commitment fees, due to the new Moody’s rating methodology, which results in a 24 

higher short-term debt rate and a higher cost of capital for CILCO than I 25 

proposed in direct testimony.  I also revised my bank commitment fee calculation 26 

to reflect administrative agency fees as an annual expense based on additional 27 

information the AIU provided, which results in a more accurate calculation, but 28 

does not materially affect my recommendation. 29 

CILCO’s Standalone Financial Strength 30 

Q. Please respond to the Companies’ claim that your adjustment to the 31 

interest rate on the bonds CILCO issued in December 2008 is 32 

unreasonable.3 33 

A. Mr. Nickloy states: 34 

Ms. Phipps does not offer any compelling evidence that AmerenCILCO’s 35 

rating, or the coupon/interest rate on this debt offering, would have been 36 

any different than what either was at the time this debt was issued.  37 

                                                            
3 Ameren Ex. 28.0, p. 4. 
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AmerenCILCO needed to complete this refinancing in order to reduce 38 

borrowings under its bank facilities…and improve its liquidity position.4 39 

I do not address whether CILCO should have issued $150 million long-term 40 

indebtedness.  My adjustment is limited to removing any incremental cost of 41 

CILCO’s capital due to its non-utility affiliates, as required by Section 9-230 of the 42 

Act. 43 

Each of the rating agencies notes that CILCO’s rating is affected by its non-utility 44 

affiliates (e.g., AERG’s riskier generation operations and CILCORP’s direct 45 

indebtedness).  Therefore, I estimated Moody’s Investors Service implied utility-46 

only issuer credit rating for CILCO by comparing the financial metrics that 47 

Moody’s publishes for CILCO to Moody’s benchmarks for a “Low” business risk 48 

profile (i.e., a transmission and distribution company) rather than a “Medium” 49 

business risk profile (i.e., a generation company).5  Similarly, I estimated 50 

Standard & Poor's (“S&P”) implied utility-only issuer credit rating for CILCO by 51 

comparing the financial metrics that S&P publishes for CILCO to a less risky 52 

business profile than S&P has assigned CILCO.  Specifically, I assumed S&P 53 

assigns CILCO a “Strong” business risk profile, which is the business risk profile 54 

that S&P has assigned CIPS and IP. 55 

Specifically, S&P states: 56 

                                                            
4 Ameren Ex. 28.0, p. 4. 
5 The results of my analysis are the same whether the 3-year average financial metrics for CILCO were 
calculated for years 2006-2008 (per Moody’s Investors Service, “Credit Opinion: Central Illinois Light 
Company,” August 14, 2009, provided in Attachment B) or 2005-2007 (per Moody’s Investors Service, 
“Credit Opinion: Central Illinois Light Company,” January 30, 2009). 
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IP’s ratings also reflect its strong business profile and Ameren’s significant 57 

financial profile…IP’s strong business profile reflects its lower operating 58 

risk.  As a distributor with no owned generation, IP has less operating risk 59 

than a fully integrated utility.6 60 

*** 61 

CIPS’ ratings also reflect its strong business profile and Ameren’s 62 

significant financial profile…CIPS’ strong business profile reflects its lower 63 

operating risk.  As a distributor with no owned generation, CIPS has less 64 

operating risk than a fully integrated utility.7 65 

On the other hand, with respect to CILCO, S&P states: 66 

CILCO’s ratings also reflect its satisfactory business profile and Ameren’s 67 

significant financial profile.  CILCO’s satisfactory business profile reflects 68 

its non-regulated businesses, partially offset by its lower risk regulated 69 

transmission and distribution business.8 70 

Q. Please respond to the AIU argument that CILCO’s rating from S&P could be 71 

BBB- even if using a “Strong” business risk profile. 72 

A. The AIU claim that actual ratings could span one notch above or below the 73 

midpoint indicated on the S&P rating matrix and argue this means CILCO’s rating 74 

using a “Strong” business risk profile could still be BBB- (CILCO’s actual rating) 75 

rather than BBB+ (CILCO’s adjusted rating).9  However, the first step in making 76 

my adjustment to CILCO’s S&P rating was to plot CILCO’s actual S&P issuer 77 

rating on the matrix using the “Significant” financial risk profile and the 78 

“Satisfactory” business risk profile that S&P actually assigns CILCO.  Next, 79 

                                                            
6 Standard & Poor’s, “Summary: Illinois Power Co.,” August 27, 2009, provided as Attachment A – IP. 
7 Standard & Poor’s, “Summary: Central Illinois Public Service Co.,” August 27, 2009, provided as 
Attachment A – CIPS. 
8 Standard & Poor’s, “Summary: Central Illinois Light Co.,” August 27, 2009, provided as Attachment A – 
CILCO. 
9 Ameren Ex. 28.0, pp. 3-4. 
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without changing where CILCO’s rating falls on the financial risk spectrum, I 80 

moved CILCO’s business risk profile up one category to “Strong.”  Thus, I only 81 

changed business risk profile, everything else I held the same.  Consequently, 82 

the Company’s argument implies that, all else equal, a change of business profile 83 

alone could be insufficient to induce S&P to alter its credit ratings.  However, that 84 

S&P decided to disclose what CILCO’s business profile would be in the absence 85 

of AERG and CILCORP’s indebtedness indicates that information is sufficient to 86 

affect CILCO’s credit ratings.10  To assume the contrary, implies that S&P clutters 87 

its concise reports with immaterial information. 88 

Q. Since September 1, 2008, have Moody’s, S&P and Fitch Ratings published 89 

any ratings reports that state their review of CILCO’s financial performance 90 

is indicative of the standalone, regulated utility, without the presence of 91 

any unregulated subsidiaries? 92 

A. No.  Mr. Nickloy states: 93 

[Begin Confidential Information]       94 

           95 

           96 

           97 

           98 

 11 99 

            100 

            101 

            102 

                                                            
10 Standard & Poor’s “Research: Ameren Corp.,” February 25, 2009.  
11 Ameren Ex. 28.0, pp. 2-3. 
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            103 

     [End Confidential Information].12  The August 104 

14, 2009, Moody’s ratings report for CILCO includes financial metrics for the 105 

twelve months ended June 30, 2009 and years 2006-2008.  Contrary to Mr. 106 

Nickloy’s claim, the Moody’s report, provided as Attachment B, notes that 107 

Cilcorp’s debt and AERG’s non-utility operations affect CILCO’s credit rating.  108 

Moody’s states: 109 

AmerenCILCO…also includes the unregulated generation subsidiary 110 

AmerenEnergy Generating Company (AERG), which is unrated…CILCO’s 111 

financial metrics are very strong for its rating…CILCO’s rating is 112 

constrained by $210 million of long-term debt at its intermediate parent 113 

company CILCORP, which exhibits significantly lower financial metrics on 114 

a consolidated basis than its utility subsidiary…AmerenCILCO is unique 115 

among Ameren’s three Illinois utilities in that it owns AERG, with 1,200 116 

MW of unregulated generation, consisting of AmerenCILCO’s former 117 

generating assets.  AERG has significant capital expenditure requirements 118 

necessary to bring it into compliance with current environmental 119 

standards.13  120 

In any event, it is not clear why the rating agencies would view CILCO as a 121 

standalone regulated utility since the AIU are not certain when CILCO would 122 

spin-off AERG.14  Further, it would say little for the supposed independence of 123 

the ratings agencies if they accepted without question the financial ratios 124 

provided by debt issuers. 125 

                                                            
12 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 15.02. 
13 Moody’s Investors Service, “Credit Opinion: Central Illinois Light Company,” August 14, 2009, provided 
in Attachment B. 
14 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 15.03. 
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CILCO’s Cost of Short-Term Debt 126 

Q. Did you make any changes to your estimate of CILCO’s cost of short-term 127 

debt? 128 

A. Yes.  During August 2009, Moody’s revised its credit rating methodology.  The 129 

new methodology does not provide distinguishable business risk categories that 130 

permit evaluating financial metrics for a “Medium” risk utility that owns generation 131 

versus a “Low” risk distribution utility.  On this basis, I relied upon CILCO’s actual 132 

senior secured debt rating from Moody’s (Baa1) and my estimate of CILCO’s 133 

S&P rating, adjusted solely to reflect a lower degree of business risk (A).  134 

Pursuant to Illinois credit facility, CILCO’s implied Baa1/A ratings would result in 135 

a Level II borrower status.  This would result in a 2.50% cost of short-term debt 136 

for CILCO, which equals the weighted average of CILCO’s bank loan rate (i.e., 137 

the August 18, 2009, LIBOR rate, plus a 2.375% margin for Level II status) and 138 

the internal money pool rate (0.19%).  Furthermore, I recommend adding 28 139 

basis points to CILCO’s overall cost of capital to reflect bank commitment fees, 140 

including a Level II borrower facility fee of 0.375%.  The revised bank 141 

commitment fee calculation is presented on Schedule 19.05. 142 

Q. Why is your updated short-term debt rate for CILCO distinguishable from 143 

your adjustment to CILCO’s long-term debt rate, which is based on 144 

CILCO’s standalone financial strength? 145 
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A. CILCO’s December 2008 debt issuance preceded the new Moody’s rating 146 

methodology.  The Moody’s rating methodology that was in place during 147 

December 2008 clearly distinguished financial benchmarks for “Medium” 148 

business risk profiles for utilities that own generation from “Low” business risk 149 

profiles for distribution utilities.  Unlike short-term debt rates, the interest rate on 150 

CILCO’s December 2008 bonds is fixed.  On the other hand, the new Moody’s 151 

methodology, which would apply to current costs, such as short-term debt rates, 152 

does not permit a similar comparison of “Low” and “Medium” business risk levels, 153 

which served as the basis for my adjustment to CILCO’s cost of short-term debt.  154 

Therefore, for the purposes of this case only, I revised my estimate of CILCO’s 155 

cost of short-term debt for ratemaking purposes to reflect the new Moody’s credit 156 

rating methodology. 157 

IP’s Capital Structure 158 

Long-Term Debt Balance 159 

Q. Why did IP issue $400 million bonds instead of $350 million bonds during 160 

October 2008? 161 

A. Mr. Nickloy argues: 162 

First, AmerenIP’s long-term debt issuance was not impacted by its 163 

temporary short-term money pool loan to AmerenCIPS.  AmerenIP sized 164 

the debt issuance to retire its own short-term debt with an objective of 165 

maintaining an appropriate level of available liquidity…the money pool 166 

loan to AmerenCIPS was simply a temporary use of funds which would 167 
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have otherwise been maintained as highly liquid short-term investments 168 

as a liquidity reserve.15 169 

While Mr. Nickloy argues that IP did not need those funds it loaned to CIPS 170 

during October 2008, he also argues: 171 

At the time of this debt financing, AmerenIP was fully utilizing its capacity 172 

under its two bank facilities and had to further meet its short-term 173 

borrowing requirements through borrowings from Ameren Corporation.16 174 

Yet, IP could have recalled its money pool loan to CIPS, in which case CIPS 175 

could have borrowed funds from Ameren Corporation (“Ameren”).  Instead, IP 176 

borrowed $xx million from Ameren on October 21, 2008, which IP repaid two 177 

days later.17  If IP had recalled its money pool loan, it would not have needed to 178 

borrow $xx million from Ameren on October 21, 2008.  If IP had not borrowed 179 

from Ameren on October 21, 2008, it could have reduced the size of its October 180 

2008 long-term debt issue from $400 million to $350 million because it would 181 

have had less short-term debt to retire.  Furthermore, IP’s cash balance grew by 182 

more than $xx million from October 20, 2008 (the day before IP borrowed from 183 

Ameren) to October 22, 2008 (the day before IP issued $400 million bonds).18  184 

This indicates that IP did not use the proceeds from the Ameren loan, making it 185 

dubious whether IP needed the Ameren loan at all. 186 

                                                            
15 Ameren Ex. 28.0, pp. 5-6. 
16 Ameren Ex. 28.0, p. 6. 
17 Confidential compliance reports filed pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 340. 
18 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 1.04. 
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Here is a summary of IP’s daily surplus funds balances for October 20, through 187 

October 22, 2008: 188 

 (A) (B) (C) 

Date 

Total Cash & 
Investments 

Balance1 

(in millions) 

Money Pool 
Contributions2 

(in millions) 

Total Cash & Inv. 
Balance & Money 

Pool 
Contributions3 

10/20/08 
Redacted 

  
10/21/08 
10/22/08 

1 Does not include amounts IP posted as collateral or contributions to the 
AIU money pool (AIU responses to ICC Staff data requests RP 1.04 and 
7.08) 
2 Confidential quarterly reports filed pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 340. 
3 Sums of columns (A) and (B). 

Q. Do the AIU quantify an “appropriate level of liquidity”? 189 

A. No.19 190 

 Q. Did you review projected short-term debt and cash balances for IP that 191 

preceded IP’s October 2008 debt issuance? 192 

A. Yes.  I reviewed one-year financial projections for IP as of September 18, 2008.  193 

[Begin Confidential Information]         194 

            195 

         [End Confidential 196 

Information]20 197 

                                                            
19 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 15.04, provided as Attachment D. 
20 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 12.01. 
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Nickloy’s assertion that the distressed capital 198 

markets and the Lehman Brothers bankruptcy warranted the issuance of 199 

$50 million more long-term bonds than IP required to repay its short-term 200 

bank loans?21 201 

A.  No.  Mr. Nickloy states: 202 

After its bankruptcy filing, Lehman Brothers was no longer funding loan 203 

requests under these facilities and many feared others would follow.  At 204 

the time of its bankruptcy filing, Lehman Brothers represented $71 million 205 

of the $1 billion in credit facilities AmerenIP could directly access (under 206 

its $350 million of borrowing sublimits).22 207 

After Lehman Brothers Commercial Bank assigned its $50 million commitment 208 

under the 2007 credit facility to Commerzbank AG on September 17, 2008, there 209 

was only $21 million of lost borrowing capacity for the AIU under the 2006 credit 210 

facility.  Ameren and its subsidiaries, including the AIU, did not believe the 211 

potential reduction in available capacity under the credit facilities if Lehman 212 

Brothers Bank, FSB did not fund its commitments would materially affect their 213 

liquidity.  In fact, on September 18, 2008, Ameren had available liquidity 214 

(including cash balances) of approximately $1.197 billion, excluding the $121 215 

million of Lehman Brothers Bank, FSB’s credit facilities commitments.23 216 

                                                            
21 Ameren Ex. 28.0, pp. 6-7. 
22 Ameren Ex. 28.0, pp. 6-7. 
23 The remaining $100 million commitments were under Ameren Corporation’s non-utility $1.15 billion 
credit facility.  Ameren Corporation, Form 8-K, filed September 18, 2008. 
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Q. Has IP explained its rationale for issuing $50 million more long-term bonds 217 

than IP required to repay its outstanding bank loans given the condition of 218 

the capital markets and debt markets during October 2008? 219 

A. The AIU assert, “[t]he incremental $50 million repaid other short-term 220 

indebtedness and further enhanced IP’s liquidity position.”24  Mr. Nickloy also 221 

asserts: 222 

Adding to this environment was the fact the Ameren Illinois Utilities’ bank 223 

facilities were scheduled to expire in January 2010 with no assurance that 224 

the bank markets would improve and permit the extension or renewal of 225 

these facilities.25 226 

However, IP issued the long-term indebtedness more than one year before the 227 

AIU bank facilities would expire.  Moreover, IP did not require the $50 million that 228 

I removed from its long-term debt balance to repay existing short-term 229 

indebtedness.  IP issued more long-term debt than it required in order to “further 230 

enhance” its liquidity position by increasing its cash reserves and has not shown 231 

it considered any less-costly alternatives to issuing more long-term bonds than it 232 

required to repay its short-term bank loans. 233 

Common Equity Balance 234 

Q. Is Mr. Nickloy’s testimony that IP required the $58 million equity infusion 235 

compelling? 236 

                                                            
24 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 15.05. 
25 Ameren Ex. 28.0, p. 7. 
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A. No.  The AIU contend that the common equity infusion was another of the 237 

multiple credit enhancing actions taken by Ameren and IP that ultimately led to 238 

Moody’s decision to restore IP’s credit rating to investment grade.26  However, 239 

Moody’s August 13, 2009, announcement of the AIU upgrade does not support 240 

this claim.  Moody’s expressly states, “[t]he upgrade of Ameren’s Illinois utilities is 241 

prompted by the recent execution of new bank facilities and the improved political 242 

and regulatory environment for utilities in Illinois.”27 243 

Mr. Nickloy also argues: 244 

Although the March equity infusion resulted in a temporary increase in 245 

cash, this enhanced AmerenIP’s liquidity position and reduced the extent 246 

to which it would need to rely on its bank facilities.28 247 

IP’s March 2009 surplus funds balances ranged from $xxx million to $xxx 248 

million.29  Additionally, since IP issued the 9.75% bonds, it has not borrowed 249 

under any of its bank credit facilities (which available capacity totaled $350 250 

million) or the money pool.  IP did not require an equity infusion from Ameren due 251 

to a lack of available liquidity because IP had available liquidity of at least $xxx 252 

million to $xxx million during March 2009. 253 

Finally, the AIU claim, “[i]gnoring the credit and liquidity enhancing step of 254 

making a common equity infusion into IP implies neither of these objectives is 255 

                                                            
26 Ameren Ex. 28.0, p. 8. 
27 Moody’s Investors Service, “Rating Action: Illinois Power Company, Moody’s Upgrades Ameren Illinois 
Utilities to Investment Grade,” August 13, 2009, provided as Attachment C. 
28 Ameren Ex. 28.0, p. 8. 
29 ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, Schedule 5.04 IP. 
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worthwhile.”30  Yet, I did not adjust IP’s common equity because the objectives 256 

noted by Mr. Nickloy are not worthwhile.  I recommend removing $50 million 257 

long-term debt that IP did not require and the subsequent equity infusion that 258 

was intended to bolster IP’s equity ratio after the Company issued $50 million 259 

more bonds than it required to repay its short-term bank loans. 260 

Alternative Recommendation 261 

Q. Do you have an alternative in the event the Commission does not adopt 262 

both of your adjustments to IP’s long-term debt and common equity 263 

balances? 264 

A. Yes.  Foremost, I recommend the Commission consider the related adjustments 265 

to IP’s long-term debt and common equity balances together.  In terms of 266 

capitalization, the March 2009 $58 million common equity infusion essentially 267 

offsets the $50 million in excess debt IP issued in October 2008.  If IP had issued 268 

$50 million less in debt in October 2008, it would not have needed $58 million of 269 

common equity in March 2009 to keep its common equity ratio from sinking 270 

further.  Nevertheless, if the Commission agrees with my adjustment to IP’s long-271 

term debt balance, but not my adjustment to IP’s common equity balance, then I 272 

recommend the Commission also not remove from IP’s long-term debt balance 273 

the $50 million in excess debt IP issued in October 2008.  Instead, I would 274 

recommend the Commission adjust the interest rate on that $50 million in excess 275 

                                                            
30 Ameren Ex. 28.0, p. 7. 
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debt to the embedded cost of long-term debt had the $50 million in excess debt 276 

not been issued, or 7.83%.  This approach would prevent the $50 million of 277 

excess debt from increasing IP’s embedded cost of long-term debt.  Absent such 278 

an adjustment, because the before-tax cost of common equity is more expensive 279 

than even 9.75% debt, IP’s before-tax rate of return on rate base would be higher 280 

if the Commission only reduced the balance of the October 2008 debt issue than 281 

if the Commission adjusted neither the amount of the October 2008 debt issue 282 

nor the March 2009 common equity infusion.  The alternative cost of capital 283 

summary is presented on Schedule 19.03 and IP’s before-tax rates of return are 284 

presented on Schedule 19.04. 285 

Bank Commitment Fees 286 

Q. How did you revise your bank commitment fee calculation? 287 

A. The AIU provided information confirming that the administrative fees associated 288 

with the Illinois credit facility are annual fees.31  Therefore, I allocated 62.5% of 289 

the $37,500 annual fee to the AIU and assigned each Company a share 290 

proportional to its sub-limit under the Illinois credit facility.  This adjustment 291 

changes my bank commitment fee calculations for CILCO, CIPS and IP, but does 292 

not affect my recommendation for each of the AIU, as shown on Schedule 19.05. 293 

Q. Were any of the AIU arguments regarding bank commitment fees 294 

compelling? 295 

                                                            
31 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 14.07. 
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A. No.  The AIU allege that my calculation of the AIU bank commitment fees 296 

assumes the upfront fees would be lower if the total facility size is lower.32  Mr. 297 

O’Bryan argues: 298 

It would be wrong to suggest that banks would be willing to lend into a 299 

smaller (Illinois only) facility at a 1.50% rate.  In fact, smaller bank facilities 300 

recently completed by Integrys Energy Group ($500 million) and another 301 

electric utility ($265 million) suggest otherwise.  Upfront fees in those bank 302 

facilities were 2.00% for all borrowers in the Integrys case and 3.00% for 303 

all borrowers in the other electric utility’s case.33 304 

Those comparisons by Mr. O’Bryan have no value.  His argument implies those 305 

facilities are similar to the Illinois credit facility; however, they were entered into 306 

prior to the date AIU closed on the Illinois credit facility and the amount of each of 307 

the credit facilities lenders’ commitments to the borrowers is unknown.34  308 

Towards that end, the smaller bank facility for Integrys Energy Group that Mr. 309 

O’Bryan references actually replaced a small portion of Integrys Energy Group’s 310 

aggregate $2.2 billion bank facilities.35  The other electric utility that Mr. O’Bryan 311 

references, NiSource, Inc., is distinguishable from the Illinois credit facility 312 

because NiSource, Inc. entered a term bank loan to supplement $1.5 billion 313 

revolving credit facilities.36  Moreover, Mr. O’Bryan’s argument implies there are 314 

economies of scale associated with a larger credit facility.  To the contrary, under 315 

                                                            
32 Ameren Ex. 37.0 (Revised), p. 4. 
33 Ameren Ex. 37.0 (Revised), pp. 4-5. 
34 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 14.08, provided as Attachment E. 
35 Integrys Energy Group, Inc. Form 10-Q for the quarter ended June 30, 2009, provided as Attachment 
F. 
36 NiSource, Inc. Form 10-K for the year ended December 31, 2008, pp. 131-132; NiSource Form 10-Q 
for the quarterly period ended March 31, 2009, p. 49. 
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the terms of the Illinois credit facility, upfront fees increase as commitment 316 

amounts increase.37  317 

The AIU allege that my calculation assumes that Ameren will consistently borrow 318 

up to its sublimit of $300 million over the life of the Illinois credit facility.38  On this 319 

basis, the AIU oppose my calculation and allocation of bank commitment fees, 320 

alleging my methodology assigns too much cost to Ameren and too little to the 321 

AIU.39  However, without my adjustment, the AIU, and ultimately AIU customers, 322 

would pay costs associated with more credit facility capacity than they would 323 

have available if Ameren borrows more than $165 million under the Illinois credit 324 

facility. 325 

Finally, the AIU assert that my methodology does not recognize that Ameren may 326 

borrow under the facility to provide the AIU supplemental liquidity by acting as 327 

their “lender of last resort” when the AIU are at their maximum of their individual 328 

borrowing sub-limits and there are no money pool funds available.40  However, 329 

this argument does not support the Companies’ claim that the AIU should pay 330 

costs associated with the $135 million borrowing capacity that either the AIU or 331 

Ameren could borrow.  The AIU argument applies only to borrowing capacity 332 

over the aggregate AIU sub-limit of $635 million because, under the Illinois credit 333 

facility, Ameren pays a higher short-term bank loan rate than any of the AIU due 334 

                                                            
37 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 2.04 Attach 1, pp 1- 11, provided as Attachment G. 

38 Ameren Ex. 37.0 (Revised), p. 6. 
39 Ameren Ex. 37.0 (Revised), p. 5. 
40 Ameren Ex. 37.0 (Revised), p. 6. 
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to its Baa3/BBB- unsecured debt ratings from Moody’s and S&P.  Consequently, 335 

it makes no sense for Ameren to borrow from the Illinois credit facility and then 336 

lend the proceeds to the AIU.  Regardless, the Commission’s rules for utility 337 

money pool agreements prohibits utilities borrowing from affiliates whenever 338 

utilities may borrow at lower cost directly from banks or other financial 339 

institutions.  Therefore, Ameren can only act as the AIUs’ “lender of last resort” 340 

when the AIU reach their maximum, aggregate borrowing capacity of $635 341 

million.  Furthermore, Ameren is not obliged under any agreement to provide the 342 

AIU supplemental liquidity and has taken steps to insulate itself from the AIU 343 

when the Illinois Legislature was considering rate freeze legislation.  Specifically, 344 

Ameren removed the AIU as borrowers under Ameren’s credit facility and 345 

removed provisions from the credit agreement that would treat the AIU as 346 

subsidiaries for purposes of cross-default provisions.41  Finally, the argument 347 

ignores the rationale for a commitment fee, which as its name implies, 348 

compensates banks for making a firm commitment to provide up to a specified 349 

amount of credit on demand.  Nevertheless, because of the overlapping sub-350 

limits in the Illinois credit facility (i.e., the sum of the sub-limits exceeds the total 351 

commitment), the commitment available to the AIU is a function of the amount of 352 

credit already committed to Ameren.  Therefore, the AIU can only count on $500 353 

million of the facility, not the $635 million of their combined sub-limits would 354 

otherwise suggest.  Thus, only $500 million of the credit facility is “firm.”  The 355 

remaining $135 million of the combined sub-limits is “interruptible” by Ameren. 356 

                                                            
41 Ameren Corporation, Form 8-K, filed June 1, 2006. 
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. O’Bryan’s assertion that adjusting the facility fee 357 

rates for CIPS and IP in response to Moody’s ratings upgrades for the AIU 358 

on August 13, 2009 is improper? 359 

A. No.  Foremost, the August 2009 upgrade did not affect CIPS’ facility fee rate 360 

because CIPS’ senior secured ratings from Moody’s and S&P were Baa2 and 361 

BBB+, respectively, before the August 2009 upgrade.42  Pursuant to the Illinois 362 

credit facility pricing schedule, borrowers with two different ratings that are one 363 

notch apart, such as CIPS, are deemed to have the higher rating.  As such, CIPS 364 

was a Level III Borrower before the Moody’s rating upgrade. 365 

In contrast, the Moody’s upgrade improved IP’s short-term debt rate because it 366 

resulted in IP becoming a Level III Borrower.  Nevertheless, using IP’s current 367 

senior secured credit rating is not a selective adjustment to the cost of capital, as 368 

Mr. O’Bryan alleges.43  First, the adjustment is not the consequence of an out-of-369 

measurement period change in capitalization, such as the issuance of new debt 370 

or common equity, the retirement of debt or the payment of common dividends.  371 

Selective capital structure adjustment such as those would be improper because 372 

they wrongly imply those events occur in isolation.  For example, removing a 373 

debt issue that matures after the capital structure measurement date fails to 374 

consider whether the utility will need to raise capital to refund the maturing debt 375 

issue much less what type of capital it will raise.  In contrast, the facility fees will 376 

                                                            
42 Moody’s Investors Service, “Rating Action: Central Illinois Public Service Company,” August 13, 2009; 
Standard & Poor’s, “Central Illinois Public Service Co.,” February 27, 2009. 
43 Ameren Ex. 37.0 (Revised), p. 8. 
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change during the term of the credit agreement as each borrower’s credit rating 377 

changes.44   The change in the fee rate typically does not significantly affect the 378 

amount of capital the utility needs to maintain.45  Thus, adjustable facility fee 379 

rates are similar to variable interest rates, which the Commission has estimated 380 

using current rates rather than those that were in effect during an historical 381 

measurement period. 382 

Furthermore, if Mr. O’Bryan’s argument had any merit, which it does not, then 383 

AIU short-term debt rates would not reflect any costs associated with the Illinois 384 

credit facility because the AIU were borrowers under the 2006 and 2007 credit 385 

facilities on the capital structure measurement dates. 386 

Rate of Return on Rate Base 387 

Q. What is the rate of return on rate base you recommend for CILCO? 388 

A. I recommend an 8.28% rate of return on rate base for CILCO’s electric delivery 389 

services, which incorporates the 10.38% rate of return on common equity Staff 390 

witness Janis Freetly recommends for the AIU electric operations.  I recommend 391 

a 7.95% rate of return on rate base for CILCO’s gas delivery services, which 392 

incorporates the 9.64% rate of return on common equity Ms. Freetly 393 

recommends for the AIU electric operations.  My rate of return recommendations 394 

are presented on Schedule 19.01 CILCO. 395 

                                                            
44 AIU response to ICC Staff data request RP 2.04. 
45 Any change in cost ultimately affects capitalization because it affects cash flow, all else equal.  
Nevertheless, such changes in capitalization will be very small in comparison to the amount of total 
capital. 
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Q. What is the rate of return on rate base you recommend for CIPS? 396 

A. I recommend an 8.06% rate of return on rate base for CIPS’ electric delivery 397 

services, which incorporates Ms. Freetly’s 10.14% rate of return on common 398 

equity recommendation for the AIU electric operations.  I recommend a 7.69% 399 

rate of return on rate base for CIPS’ gas delivery services, which incorporates 400 

Ms. Freetly’s 9.38% rate of return on common equity recommendation for the 401 

AIU gas operations.  My rate of return recommendations are presented on 402 

Schedule 19.01 CIPS. 403 

Q. What is the rate of return on rate base you recommend for IP? 404 

A. I recommend a 9.05% rate of return on rate base for IP’s electric delivery 405 

services, which incorporates Ms. Freetly’s 10.44% rate of return on common 406 

equity recommendation for the AIU electric operations.  I recommend an 8.70% 407 

rate of return on rate base for IP’s gas delivery services, which incorporates Ms. 408 

Freetly’s 9.64% rate of return on common equity recommendation for the AIU 409 

gas operations.  My rate of return recommendations are presented on Schedule 410 

19.01 IP. 411 

Q. Does this question conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 412 

A. Yes, it does. 413 
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Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Short-Term Debt 32,017,993$       5.60% 2.50% 0.14% Short-Term Debt 32,017,993$         5.60% 2.15% 0.12%
Long-Term Debt 271,691,990$     47.49% 6.69% 3.18% Long-Term Debt 271,492,364$       47.48% 8.16% 3.87%
Preferred Stock 18,893,282$       3.30% 4.61% 0.15% Preferred Stock 18,893,567$         3.30% 4.61% 0.15%
Common Equity 249,457,171$     43.61% 10.38% 4.53% Common Equity 249,457,171$       43.62% 11.70% 5.10%
Bank Facility Fees 0.28% Bank Facility Fees 0.37%

TOTAL 572,060,436$     100.00% 8.28% TOTAL 571,861,095$       100.00% 9.61%

Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Short-Term Debt 32,017,993$       5.60% 2.50% 0.14% Short-Term Debt 32,017,993$         5.60% 2.15% 0.12%
Long-Term Debt 271,691,990$     47.49% 6.69% 3.18% Long-Term Debt 271,492,364$       47.48% 8.16% 3.87%
Preferred Stock 18,893,282$       3.30% 4.61% 0.15% Preferred Stock 18,893,567$         3.30% 4.61% 0.15%
Common Equity 249,457,171$     43.61% 9.64% 4.20% Common Equity 249,457,171$       43.62% 11.20% 4.89%
Bank Facility Fees 0.28% Bank Facility Fees 0.37%

TOTAL 572,060,436$     100.00% 7.95% TOTAL 571,861,095$       100.00% 9.40%

CILCO Gas

Staff Recommendation Company Proposal

Source: Ameren Ex. 37.1, p. 1.

Central Illinois Light Company
Cost of Capital Summary

March 31, 2009

CILCO Electric

Staff Recommendation Company Proposal
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Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Short-Term Debt 58,098,936$       5.91% 1.50% 0.09% Short-Term Debt 58,098,936$         5.91% 1.50% 0.09%
Long-Term Debt 397,751,866$     40.44% 6.49% 2.62% Long-Term Debt 397,751,866$       40.44% 6.49% 2.62%
Preferred Stock 48,974,984$       4.98% 5.13% 0.26% Preferred Stock 48,974,984$         4.98% 5.13% 0.26%
Common Equity 478,676,606$     48.67% 10.14% 4.94% Common Equity 478,676,606$       48.67% 11.30% 5.50%
Bank Facility Fees 0.15% Bank Facility Fees 0.21%

TOTAL 983,502,392$     100.00% 8.06% TOTAL 983,502,392$       100.00% 8.68%

Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Short-Term Debt 58,098,936$       5.91% 1.50% 0.09% Short-Term Debt 58,098,936$         5.91% 1.50% 0.09%
Long-Term Debt 397,751,866$     40.44% 6.49% 2.62% Long-Term Debt 397,751,866$       40.44% 6.49% 2.62%
Preferred Stock 48,974,984$       4.98% 5.13% 0.26% Preferred Stock 48,974,984$         4.98% 5.13% 0.26%
Common Equity 478,676,606$     48.67% 9.38% 4.57% Common Equity 478,676,606$       48.67% 10.80% 5.26%
Bank Facility Fees 0.15% Bank Facility Fees 0.21%

TOTAL 983,502,392$     100.00% 7.69% TOTAL 983,502,392$       100.00% 8.44%

CIPS Gas

Staff Recommendation Company Proposal

Source: Ameren Ex. 37.1, p. 2.

Central Illinois Public Service Company
Cost of Capital Summary

December 31, 2008

CIPS Electric

Staff Recommendation Company Proposal
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Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Short-Term Debt 10,791,502$       0.45% 3.02% 0.01% Short-Term Debt 10,404,002$         0.41% 3.02% 0.01%
Long-Term Debt 1,307,983,675$  54.11% 7.83% 4.24% Long-Term Debt 1,357,044,075$    53.77% 7.94% 4.27%
Preferred Stock 45,786,945$       1.89% 5.01% 0.09% Preferred Stock 45,786,945$         1.81% 5.01% 0.09%
Common Equity 1,052,636,039$  43.55% 10.44% 4.55% Common Equity 1,110,636,039$    44.01% 11.70% 5.15%
Bank Facility Fees 0.16% Bank Facility Fees 0.22%

TOTAL 2,417,198,161$  100.00% 9.05% TOTAL 2,523,871,061$    100.00% 9.74%

Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost Capital Component Balance

Percent of 
Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Short-Term Debt 10,791,502$       0.45% 3.02% 0.01% Short-Term Debt 10,404,002$         0.41% 3.02% 0.01%
Long-Term Debt 1,307,983,675$  54.11% 7.83% 4.24% Long-Term Debt 1,357,044,075$    53.77% 7.94% 4.27%
Preferred Stock 45,786,945$       1.89% 5.01% 0.09% Preferred Stock 45,786,945$         1.81% 5.01% 0.09%
Common Equity 1,052,636,039$  43.55% 9.64% 4.20% Common Equity 1,110,636,039$    44.01% 11.20% 4.93%
Bank Facility Fees 0.16% Bank Facility Fees 0.22%

TOTAL 2,417,198,161$  100.00% 8.70% TOTAL 2,523,871,061$    100.00% 9.52%

IP Gas

Staff Recommendation Company Proposal

Source: Ameren Ex. 37.1, p. 3.

Illinois Power Company
Cost of Capital Summary

March 31, 2009

IP Electric

Staff Recommendation Company Proposal
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Monthly 
Adjustment Adusted Monthly Average of

Gross for Bank Loans Gross CWIP Net Average of Remaining Remaining
Money Pool Short-term Debt Contributed to Short-term Debt Accruing Short-term Debt Net Short-Term CWIP Accruing CWIP Accruing

Date Bank Loan Loans Outstanding Money Pool Outstanding CWIP AFUDC Outstanding Debt Outstanding AFUDC AFUDC
(A) (B)  (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L)

Sep-08 150,000,000    9,100,000        159,100,000         -                         159,100,000       14,336,038    6,266,607      152,833,393     -                      
Oct-08 154,700,000         -                         154,700,000       10,234,020    5,659,780      149,040,220     150,936,807        -                      -                       
Nov-08 162,000,000         -                         162,000,000       10,288,782    5,729,814      156,270,186     152,655,203        -                      -                       
Dec-08 -                   200,000           200,000                -                         200,000              12,207,611    7,557,125      76,190              78,173,188          7,433,315       3,716,657        
Jan-09 4,900,000             -                         4,900,000           13,710,777    6,959,975      2,412,623         1,244,406            4,472,598       5,952,956        
Feb-09 -                          9,200,000           -                         12,003,550    5,699,101      -                        1,206,311            5,699,101       5,085,849        
Mar-09 -                   -                   -                          -                         -                         9,578,111      5,474,195      -                        -                           5,474,195       5,586,648        
Apr-09 -                          -                         -                         6,229,177      2,566,067      -                        -                           2,566,067       4,020,131        
May-09 -                          -                         -                         6,068,453      3,132,941      -                        -                           3,132,941       2,849,504        
Jun-09 -                   -                   -                          -                         -                         6,723,898      3,813,119      -                        -                           3,813,119       3,473,030        
Jul-09 -                          9,600,000           -                         5,289,369      4,237,963      -                        -                           4,237,963       4,025,541        
Aug-09 -                          -                         -                         6,003,106      5,258,472      -                        -                           5,258,472       4,748,218        
Sep-09 -                   -                   -                          -                         -                         8,313,573      6,141,292      -                        -                           6,141,292       5,699,882        

Redacted

Redacted

Redacted

Redacted

Central Illinois Light Company
Balance of Short-term Debt

Twelve Month Average for March 31, 2009 Capital Structure Measurement Date

End of Month Balance

Average = 32,017,993$          4,019,089$       3,763,201$        

Sources:

83 Ill. Adm. Code 340 Compliance Reports

Company responses to ICC Staff data requests RP 1.02, 1.03, 4.01, 5.07, 7.07, 11.01, 14.01 and 14.02
Schedule D-2 (including supporting work papers)
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Monthly
Adjustment Adusted Monthly Average of

Gross for Bank Loans Gross CWIP Net Average of Remaining Remaining
Money Pool Short-term Debt Contributed to Short-term Debt Accruing Short-term Debt Net Short-Term CWIP Accruing CWIP Accruing

Date Bank Loan Loans Outstanding Money Pool Outstanding CWIP AFUDC Outstanding Debt Outstanding AFUDC AFUDC
(A) (B)  (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L)

Sep-08 304,300,000    -                   304,300,000         9,100,000           295,200,000       56,266,559    36,203,948    258,996,052     -                      
Oct-08 -                          76,300,000         -                         41,668,956    39,221,474    -                        129,498,026       39,221,474     19,610,737      
Nov-08 -                          93,300,000         -                         46,545,810    40,022,058    -                        -                          40,022,058     39,621,766      
Dec-08 -                   -                   -                          44,300,000         -                         54,496,928    52,829,997    -                        -                          52,829,997     46,426,028      
Jan-09 -                          70,700,000         -                         59,175,193    49,263,737    -                        -                          49,263,737     51,046,867      
Feb-09 -                          78,700,000         -                         58,336,943    48,623,632    -                        -                          48,623,632     48,943,685      
Mar-09 -                   -                   -                          55,500,000         -                         56,636,287    52,430,584    -                        -                          52,430,584     50,527,108      
Apr-09 -                          29,000,000         -                         48,988,757    45,693,276    -                        -                          45,693,276     49,061,930      
May-09 -                          -                         -                         44,846,291    49,069,850    -                        -                          49,069,850     47,381,563      
Jun-09 -                   -                   -                          -                         -                         39,806,677    44,053,862    -                        -                          44,053,862     46,561,856      
Jul-09 -                          -                         -                         28,919,848    43,566,109    -                        -                          43,566,109     43,809,986      
Aug-09 -                          -                         -                         25,868,671    35,926,902    -                        -                          35,926,902     39,746,506      
Sep-09 -                   -                   -                          -                         -                         34,269,244    30,993,002    -                        -                          30,993,002     33,459,952      

Average = 10,791,502$         43,016,499$      

Sources:

Redacted

83 Ill. Adm. Code 340 Compliance Reports

Illinois Power Company
Balance of Short-term Debt

Twelve Month Average for March 31, 2009 Capital Structure Measurement Date

End of Month Balance

Company responses to ICC Staff data requests RP 1.02, 1.03, 4.01, 5.07, 7.07, 14.01 and 14.02
Schedule D-2 (including supporting work papers)

Redacted

Redacted

Redacted
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Capital Component Balance
Percent of Total 

Capital Cost Weighted Cost

Short-Term Debt 10,791,502$         0.43% 3.02% 0.01%

Long-Term Debt 1,357,983,675$    53.78% 7.83% 4.21%

Preferred Stock 45,786,945$         1.81% 5.01% 0.09%

Common Equity 1,110,636,039$    43.98% 10.44% 4.59%

Bank Facility Fees 0.15%

TOTAL 2,525,198,161$    100.00% 9.05%

Capital Component Balance
Percent of Total 

Capital Cost Weighted Cost

Short-Term Debt 10,791,502$         0.43% 3.02% 0.01%

Long-Term Debt 1,357,983,675$    53.78% 7.83% 4.21%

Preferred Stock 45,786,945$         1.81% 5.01% 0.09%

Common Equity 1,110,636,039$    43.98% 9.64% 4.24%
Bank Facility Fees 0.15%

TOTAL 2,525,198,161$    100.00% 8.70%

Note: IP's total capitalization under this alternative would reduce the adder for bank facility fees to 15 basis 
points.

Illinois Power Company 

Alternative Cost of Capital Summary

Electric

Gas



 Docket Nos. 09-0306 - 09-0311 
(Cons.)

ICC Staff Exhibit 19.0
Schedule 19.04

Alternative Proposal: Includes $350 million 9.75% bonds; $50 million 7.83% bonds; and $58 million common equity infusion

Capital Component
Percent of Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Gross 
Revenue 

Conversion 
Factor

Before-Tax 
Weighted 

Average Cost 
of Capital Capital Component

Percent of Total 
Capital Cost

Weighted 
Cost

Gross 
Revenue 

Conversion 
Factor

Before-Tax 
Weighted 

Average Cost of 
Capital

Short-Term Debt 0.43% 3.02% 0.01% 1.0000 0.01% Short-Term Debt 0.43% 3.02% 0.01% 1.0000 0.01%

Long-Term Debt 53.78% 7.83% 4.21% 1.0000 4.21% Long-Term Debt 53.78% 7.83% 4.21% 1.0000 4.21%

Preferred Stock 1.81% 5.01% 0.09% 1.6770 0.15% Preferred Stock 1.81% 5.01% 0.09% 1.6880 0.15%

Common Equity 43.98% 10.44% 4.59% 1.6770 7.70% Common Equity 43.98% 9.64% 4.24% 1.6880 7.16%

12.07% 11.53%

No Adjustment: Includes $400 million 9.75% bonds and $58 million common equity infusion

Capital Component
Percent of Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Gross 
Revenue 

Conversion 
Factor

Before-Tax 
Weighted 

Average Cost 
of Capital Capital Component

Percent of Total 
Capital Cost

Weighted 
Cost

Gross 
Revenue 

Conversion 
Factor

Before-Tax 
Weighted 

Average Cost of 
Capital

Short-Term Debt 0.43% 3.02% 0.01% 1.0000 0.01% Short-Term Debt 0.43% 3.02% 0.01% 1.0000 0.01%

Long-Term Debt 53.76% 7.92% 4.26% 1.0000 4.26% Long-Term Debt 53.76% 7.92% 4.26% 1.0000 4.26%

Illinois Power Company 
Before Tax Cost of Capital Summaries for IP (excludes bank commitment fees)

IP Electric IP Gas

IP Electric IP Gas

Preferred Stock 1.81% 5.01% 0.09% 1.6770 0.15% Preferred Stock 1.81% 5.01% 0.09% 1.6880 0.15%

Common Equity 44.00% 10.44% 4.59% 1.6770 7.70% Common Equity 44.00% 9.64% 4.24% 1.6880 7.16%

12.12% 11.58%

Debt Adjustment Only

Capital Component
Percent of Total 

Capital Cost
Weighted 

Cost

Gross 
Revenue 

Conversion 
Factor

Before-Tax 
Weighted 

Average Cost 
of Capital Capital Component

Percent of Total 
Capital Cost

Weighted 
Cost

Gross 
Revenue 

Conversion 
Factor

Before-Tax 
Weighted 

Average Cost of 
Capital

Short-Term Debt 0.44% 3.02% 0.01% 1.0000 0.01% Short-Term Debt 0.44% 3.02% 0.01% 1.0000 0.01%

Long-Term Debt 52.84% 7.83% 4.14% 1.0000 4.14% Long-Term Debt 52.84% 7.83% 4.14% 1.0000 4.14%

Preferred Stock 1.85% 5.01% 0.09% 1.6770 0.15% Preferred Stock 1.85% 5.01% 0.09% 1.6880 0.15%

Common Equity 44.87% 10.44% 4.68% 1.6770 7.85% Common Equity 44.87% 9.64% 4.33% 1.6880 7.31%

12.15% 11.61%

IP Electric IP Gas
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IL CF MO CF

800,000,000       1,079,500,000                      

Arrangement Fees 3,759,000                                   1,600,000           2,159,000                             

Upfront Fees to syndicate 36,090,000                                 12,205,000         23,885,000                           

39,849,000                                 13,805,000         26,044,000                           

62.50%

1,000,000           

7,628,125           

8,628,125           

CILCO 23.62% 2,037,963           1,018,982             

CIPS 21.26% 1,834,339           917,170                

IP 55.12% 4,755,823           2,377,911             

CILCO 23.62% 23,438                                  5,536                    

CIPS 21.26% 23,438                                  4,983                    

IP 55.12% 23,438                                 12,918                

Bank Commitment Fees

4,314,063             8,628,125           

$500MM as % of $800MM CF

Non-Ameren portion of arrangement fees

Non-Ameren portion of upfront fees to syndicate

Total AIU portion of one-time costs for $800MM CF

Total One Time Costs  Annualized One Time Costs 

IP 55.12% 23,438                                 12,918                

23,438                  

CILCO 0.375% 23.62% 500,000,000                         442,913                

CIPS 0.500% 21.26% 500,000,000                         531,496                

IP 0.500% 55.12% 500,000,000                         1,377,953             

2,352,362             

Annualized one-time costs

Annual faciltiy 
fees and 

administrative 
agency fees Total Capitalization

Wtd Cost of Bank 
Commitment Fees

CILCO 1,018,982                                   448,450              1,467,431                             527,060,436         0.28%

CIPS 917,170                                      536,479              1,453,649                             983,502,392         0.15%

IP 2,377,911                                   1,390,871           3,768,782                             2,417,198,161      0.16%

Total Annual Facility Fees and One-time costs

Total Annual Facility Fees

Total Annual Administrative Agency Fees
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The Ameren Illinois Utilities' 
Response to ICC Staff Data Requests 

Docket Nos. 09-0306 thru 09-0311 (cons.)  
Proposed general increase in electric and gas delivery service rates 

Response Date: 9/1/2009 
 
 

RP 9.01 
  
Please provide copies of the Moody’s Credit Opinions, published on August 14, 2009 for 
each of the following Companies:  A).  Central Illinois Light Company;  B).  Central 
Illinois Public Service Company; and  C).  Illinois Power Company. 
 

RESPONSE
Prepared By:  Michael G. O’Bryan 
Title:  Senior Capital Markets Specialist 
Phone Number:  314-554-3503 
 

a) See RP 9.01 Attach 
b) See RP 9.01 Attach 
c) See RP 9.01 Attach 
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Global Credit Research

Rating Action

13 AUG 2009

 

Rating Action: Illinois Power Company  
 

Moody's Upgrades Ameren Illinois Utilities to Investment Grade

Approximately $2.5 billion of Debt Securities Upgraded  

New York, August 13, 2009 -- Moody's Investors Service upgraded the ratings of Central Illinois Public 
Service Company (AmerenCIPS; Issuer Rating to Baa3 from Ba1); Central Illinois Light Company 
(AmerenCILCO, Issuer Rating to Baa3 from Ba1); Illinois Power Company (AmerenIP, Issuer Rating to Baa3 
from Ba1) and CILCORP Inc. (senior unsecured to Ba1 from Ba2). The Corporate Family Rating, Probability 
of Default rating and all loss given default ratings of the CILCORP have been withdrawn. Moody's affirmed 
the ratings of Ameren Corporation (Ameren, Baa3 senior unsecured), Union Electric Company (AmerenUE, 
Baa2 Issuer Rating), and AmerenEnergy Generating Company (Genco, Baa3 senior unsecured). The rating 
outlook of Ameren and all of its subsidiaries is stable.  

"The upgrade of Ameren's Illinois utilities is prompted by the recent execution of new bank credit facilities and 
the improved political and regulatory environment for utilities in Illinois," said Michael G. Haggarty, Vice 
President and Senior Credit Officer. The new two year bank facility provides $800 million of credit and 
liquidity support for Ameren, AmerenCIPS, AmerenCILCO, and AmerenIP. Although it replaces $1 billion of 
credit facilities with a longer tenor, bank and credit market conditions have made it more difficult and 
expensive for utilities to enter into facilities at previous amounts and with longer maturities. Moody's believes 
this new facility provides adequate liquidity support considering lower usage of the facility in 2009 and going 
forward, Ameren's anticipated continued ability to access the capital markets for long-term debt financings. 
Moody's notes that CILCORP is not a borrower under the new facility and will rely on Ameren's money pool 
or other arrangements to maintain adequate liquidity.  

Moreover, the upgrade also reflects positive developments in Illinois since rate freeze legislation was passed 
by the Illinois House of Representatives in 2007. Following a comprehensive settlement agreement on 
electric rates and power procurement issues reached in the state in August 2007, Ameren's Illinois utilities 
received a reasonably supportive delivery service rate case outcome in September 2008 in their first rate 
proceeding after the settlement. The newly created Illinois Power Agency's first power procurement RFP 
process during the first half of 2009 was executed successfully and resulted in somewhat lower electric rates 
for residential customers. In addition, legislation was recently passed providing Illinois utilities with a bad debt 
rider. Although the southern Illinois economy continues to face recessionary conditions, which could make 
future regulatory proceedings more challenging, Moody's believes the utilities should be able to obtain 
sufficient regulatory relief to maintain their investment grade credit quality.  

Ratings upgraded and assigned a stable outlook include:  

Central Illinois Public Service Company's senior secured debt to Baa1 from Baa2, Issuer Rating to Baa3 from 
Ba1, and preferred stock to Ba2 from Ba3;  

CILCORP Inc.'s senior unsecured debt to Ba1 from Ba2;  

Central Illinois Light Company's senior secured debt to Baa1 from Baa2; and Issuer Rating to Baa3 from 
Ba1;  

Illinois Power Company's senior secured debt to Baa1 from Baa2, Issuer Rating to Baa3 from Ba1, and 
preferred stock to Ba2 from Ba3.  

Ratings affirmed with a stable outlook include:  

Ameren's Baa3 Issuer Rating and Prime-3 short-term rating for commercial paper;  

Union Electric Company's A3 senior secured, Baa2 Issuer Rating, Baa3 subordinated, Ba1 preferred stock, 
and Prime-3 short-term rating for commercial paper; 
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Ameren Energy Generating Company's Baa3 senior unsecured debt.  

Ratings withdrawn:  

CILCORP's Corporate Family Rating and Probability of Default Rating.  

The last rating action on Central Illinois Public Service Company, Illinois Power Company and Union Electric 
Company was on August 3, 2009, when their senior secured debt ratings were upgraded one notch. The last 
rating action on CILCORP was on January 29, 2009, when its rating was affirmed and its rating outlook was 
changed to stable from positive, as was also the case for Central Illinois Public Service Company, Central 
Illinois Light Company, and Illinois Power Company. The last rating action on Ameren was on February 16, 
2009 when its rating was affirmed. The last rating action on Ameren Energy Generating Company was on 
August 13, 2008, when its rating was downgraded. The principal methodology used in rating these issuers 
was Regulated Electric and Gas Utilities, which can be found at www.moodys.com in the Credit Policy & 
Methodologies directory, in the Ratings Methodologies subdirectory. Other methodologies and factors that 
have been considered in the process of rating these issuers can also be found in the Credit Policy & 
Methodologies directory.  

Ameren Corporation is a public utility holding company headquartered in St. Louis, Missouri. It is the parent 
company of Union Electric Company (AmerenUE), Central Illinois Public Service Company (AmerenCIPS), 
CILCORP Inc., Central Illinois Light Company (AmerenCILCO); Illinois Power Company (AmerenIP), and 
AmerenEnergy Generating Company.  

New York 
Michael G. Haggarty 
VP - Senior Credit Officer 
Infrastructure Finance Group 
Moody's Investors Service 
JOURNALISTS: 212-553-0376 
SUBSCRIBERS: 212-553-1653 

New York 
William L. Hess 
Managing Director 
Infrastructure Finance Group 
Moody's Investors Service 
JOURNALISTS: 212-553-0376 
SUBSCRIBERS: 212-553-1653 

 
CREDIT RATINGS ARE MOODY'S INVESTORS SERVICE, INC.'S (MIS) CURRENT OPINIONS OF THE 
RELATIVE FUTURE CREDIT RISK OF ENTITIES, CREDIT COMMITMENTS, OR DEBT OR DEBT-LIKE 
SECURITIES. MIS DEFINES CREDIT RISK AS THE RISK THAT AN ENTITY MAY NOT MEET ITS 
CONTRACTUAL, FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS AS THEY COME DUE AND ANY ESTIMATED FINANCIAL LOSS 
IN THE EVENT OF DEFAULT. CREDIT RATINGS DO NOT ADDRESS ANY OTHER RISK, INCLUDING BUT 
NOT LIMITED TO: LIQUIDITY RISK, MARKET VALUE RISK, OR PRICE VOLATILITY. CREDIT RATINGS ARE 
NOT STATEMENTS OF CURRENT OR HISTORICAL FACT. CREDIT RATINGS DO NOT CONSTITUTE 
INVESTMENT OR FINANCIAL ADVICE, AND CREDIT RATINGS ARE NOT RECOMMENDATIONS TO 
PURCHASE, SELL, OR HOLD PARTICULAR SECURITIES. CREDIT RATINGS DO NOT COMMENT ON THE 
SUITABILITY OF AN INVESTMENT FOR ANY PARTICULAR INVESTOR. MIS ISSUES ITS CREDIT RATINGS 
WITH THE EXPECTATION AND UNDERSTANDING THAT EACH INVESTOR WILL MAKE ITS OWN STUDY 
AND EVALUATION OF EACH SECURITY THAT IS UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR PURCHASE, HOLDING, 
OR SALE. 
 

 
 

© Copyright 2009, Moody's Investors Service, Inc. and/or its licensors including Moody's Assurance Company, Inc. 
(together, "MOODY'S"). All rights reserved. 
 
ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS PROTECTED BY COPYRIGHT LAW AND NONE OF SUCH INFORMATION MAY BE 
COPIED OR OTHERWISE REPRODUCED, REPACKAGED, FURTHER TRANSMITTED, TRANSFERRED, DISSEMINATED, 
REDISTRIBUTED OR RESOLD, OR STORED FOR SUBSEQUENT USE FOR ANY SUCH PURPOSE, IN WHOLE OR IN PART, IN ANY 
FORM OR MANNER OR BY ANY MEANS WHATSOEVER, BY ANY PERSON WITHOUT MOODY'S PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT. All 
information contained herein is obtained by MOODY'S from sources believed by it to be accurate and reliable. Because of the 
possibility of human or mechanical error as well as other factors, however, such information is provided "as is" without warranty 
of any kind and MOODY'S, in particular, makes no representation or warranty, express or implied, as to the accuracy, timeliness, 
completeness, merchantability or fitness for any particular purpose of any such information. Under no circumstances shall 
MOODY'S have any liability to any person or entity for (a) any loss or damage in whole or in part caused by, resulting from, or 
relating to, any error (negligent or otherwise) or other circumstance or contingency within or outside the control of MOODY'S or 
any of its directors, officers, employees or agents in connection with the procurement, collection, compilation, analysis, 
interpretation, communication, publication or delivery of any such information, or (b) any direct, indirect, special, consequential, 
compensatory or incidental damages whatsoever (including without limitation, lost profits), even if MOODY'S is advised in 
advance of the possibility of such damages, resulting from the use of or inability to use, any such information. The credit ratings 
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and financial reporting analysis observations, if any, constituting part of the information contained herein are, and must be 
construed solely as, statements of opinion and not statements of fact or recommendations to purchase, sell or hold any 
securities. NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, AS TO THE ACCURACY, TIMELINESS, COMPLETENESS, MERCHANTABILITY OR 
FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OF ANY SUCH RATING OR OTHER OPINION OR INFORMATION IS GIVEN OR MADE BY 
MOODY'S IN ANY FORM OR MANNER WHATSOEVER. Each rating or other opinion must be weighed solely as one factor in any 
investment decision made by or on behalf of any user of the information contained herein, and each such user must accordingly 
make its own study and evaluation of each security and of each issuer and guarantor of, and each provider of credit support for, 
each security that it may consider purchasing, holding or selling. 
 
MOODY'S hereby discloses that most issuers of debt securities (including corporate and municipal bonds, debentures, notes and 
commercial paper) and preferred stock rated by MOODY'S have, prior to assignment of any rating, agreed to pay to MOODY'S for 
appraisal and rating services rendered by it fees ranging from $1,500 to approximately $2,400,000. Moody's Corporation (MCO) 
and its wholly-owned credit rating agency subsidiary, Moody's Investors Service (MIS), also maintain policies and procedures to 
address the independence of MIS's ratings and rating processes. Information regarding certain affiliations that may exist 
between directors of MCO and rated entities, and between entities who hold ratings from MIS and have also publicly reported to 
the SEC an ownership interest in MCO of more than 5%, is posted annually on Moody's website at www.moodys.com under the 
heading "Shareholder Relations - Corporate Governance - Director and Shareholder Affiliation Policy." 
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The Ameren Illinois Utilities' 

Response to ICC Staff Data Requests 
Docket Nos. 09-0306 thru 09-0311 (cons.)  

Proposed general increase in electric and gas delivery service rates 
Response Date: 11/5/2009 

 
 
 

RP 15.04 
  
Ameren Ex. 28.0, pp. 5-6, states:  AmerenIP sized the debt issuance to retire its own 
short-term debt with an objective of maintaining an appropriate level of available 
liquidity…At the time of this debt financing, AmerenIP was fully utilizing its capacity 
under its two bank facilities and had to further meet its short-term borrowing 
requirements through borrowings from Ameren Corporation (“Ameren”).   
 

A) Please define and quantify the “appropriate level of available liquidity” for 
each of the AIU.  Additionally, provide the basis for the appropriate level 
of available liquidity, including when the AIU (or their affiliates) 
determined such amount was the appropriate level of available liquidity 
for each of the AIU.   

B) Please specify the short-term borrowing requirements that AmerenIP had 
to meet through borrowings from Ameren. 

 
RESPONSE

Prepared By:  Lee R. Nickloy 
Title:  Assistant Treasurer 
Phone Number:  (314) 554-4140 
 

A) An appropriate level of liquidity would represent a level of short-term 
borrowing capacity and cash that would safely enable an entity to meet its 
payment obligations on a going-forward basis.  This determination takes 
into account a number of variables and unknowns including such elements 
as future cash flow profiles and expenditure levels, potential collateral 
payments related to changes in commodity prices, the future availability 
and cost of short-term and long-term capital, etc.  Given the highly 
variable and uncertain (especially at the time of AmerenIP’s Q4 2008 debt 
offering) nature of these parameters, determining an appropriate level of 
liquidity must include a level of judgment, and, given the critical nature of 
maintaining sufficient liquidity resources such that the entity’s payment 
obligations can be met on a timely basis and without interruption, must 
include a degree of conservatism.  With AmerenIP’s borrowing capacity 
under its bank facilities fully utilized, the only remaining liquidity 
resources available to it were its balances of available cash, and 
potentially, borrowing ability from the other AIUs or Ameren Corporation 
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recognizing that these entities also had outstanding short-term borrowing 
balances and had their own demands on their liquidity resources.  The 
assessment of the sufficiency of available liquidity resources is an ongoing 
process. 

B) AmerenIP’s borrowings from Ameren were subject to the terms and 
provisions of Ameren’s Utility Money Pool arrangement.  See RP 15.04 
Attach. 
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The Ameren Illinois Utilities' 
Response to ICC Staff Data Requests 

Docket Nos. 09-0306 thru 09-0311 (cons.)  
Proposed general increase in electric and gas delivery service rates 

Response Date: 11/4/2009 
 
 

RP 14.08 
  
Ameren Ex. 37.0, lines 97-105 states: “In fact, smaller bank facilities recently completed 
by Integrys Energy Group ($500 million) and another electric utility ($265 million) 
suggest otherwise.  Upfront fees in those bank facilities were 2.00% for all borrowers in 
the Integrys’ case and 3.00% for all borrowers in the other electric utility’s case.  If 
Ameren had only been arranging the $800 million Illinois Facility and not a total of $2.1 
billion of multiple credit facilities it would have still paid upfront fee rates in the 1.50% - 
2.00% range, it would have simply required participation from fewer lenders and/or 
smaller commitments from these lenders with corresponding reduction in various 
commitment level tiers in dollar terms.” 

a) Please provide supporting documentation for the statements regarding the credit 
facilities completed by Integrys Energy Group and “another electric utility.”  
Additionally, please identify “another electric utility,” as referenced in Ameren 
Ex. 37.0. 

b) The last sentence in the quotation above is unclear.  Please restate to clarify (and, 
if necessary, correct) the last sentence in the quotation above. 

 
RESPONSE

Prepared By:  Michael G. O’Bryan 
Title:  Senior Capital Markets Specialist 
Phone Number:  314-554-3503 
 

a) Please see RP 14.08 Attach which is designated CONFIDENTIAL.   
b) Participating lenders in a smaller facility would have received the same upfront 

fee rates but would have either made smaller commitments and/or would be fewer 
in number.  In addition, tiers would have been adjusted lower in dollar terms.  
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UNITED STATES 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

Washington, D. C. 20549 

FORM 10-Q 

[x] QUARTERLY REPORT PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE 
SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 

For the quarterly period ended September 30, 2009 

[ I  TRANSITION REPORT PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE 
SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 

For the transition period from to 

Commission 
File Number 

Registrant; State of Incorporation; IRS Employer 
Address; and Tele~hone Number Identification No. 

INTEGRYS ENERGY GROUP, INC, 
(A Wisconsin Corporation) 
130 East Randolph Drive 

Chicago, Illinois 60601-6207 
(312) 228-5400 

lndicate bv check mark whether the reaistrant 11) has filed ail reDoris reauired to be filed bv Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities 
~ x c h a n ~ i ~ c t  of 1934 during the prec&ng 12'&onths (or for such shorier perioa lnat the;eg'strant was req;l;ed to f. e sucn 
reports), and (2) has been subject to s ~ c h  f n g  requ rements for the past 90days. 

lndtcate by cneck mark whether the reg strant has subm~tted eleclronlcal y and postea on ts corporate webate, f any, every 
lnteracl~ve Data F le requ reo to oe subm~tteo and postea pLrsJant to Ru e 405 of Reg-lat~on S-T our ng me preced~ng 12 months 
(or for such shorter period that the registrant was required to submit and post such files). (Registrant isnot vet required to provide 
iinancial disclosure in an Interactive Data File format) 

lndicate by check mark whether the registrant is a large accelerated filer, an accelerated filer, a non-accelerated filer, or a smaller 
reporting company. See the definitions of "large accelerated filer," "accelerated filer," and "smaller reporting company" in 
Rule 12b-2 of the Exchange Act. 

Large accelerated filer [XI Accelerated filer [ 1 
Non-accelerated filer [ ] Smaller reporting company [ I 

lndicate by check mark whether the registrant is a shell company (as defined in Rule 12b-2 of the Exchange Act) 

Yes I I No [XI 

lndicate the number of shares outstanding of the issuer's classes of common stock, as of the latest practicable date: 

Common stock, $1 par value, 
76,420,113 shares outstanding at 
November 3.2009 
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NOTE 9--SHORT-TERM DEBT AND LINES OF CREDIT 

lntegrys Energy Group's short-term borrowings consist of sales of commercial paper, borrowings under 
revolving credit facilities, and short-term notes. 

(Millions, except percentages) September 30,2009 December 31,2008 
Commercial paper outstanding $76.0 $552.9 
Average discount rate on outstanding commercial paper 0.44% 4.78% 
Borrowings under revolving credit facilities $475.0 
Average interest rate on outstanding borrowings under 

revolving credit facilities 2.41% 
Short-term notes payable outstanding $10.0 $181.1 
Average interest rate on outstanding short-term notes payable 0.21 % 3.40% 

The commercial paper at September 30, 2009, had varying maturity dates ranging from October 1, 2009, 
through October 23,2009. 

lntegrys Energy Group manages its liquidity by maintaining adequate external financing commitments. 
The information in the table below relates to lntegrys Energy Group's short-term debt, lines of credit, and 
remaining available capacity: 

(Millions) Maturity September 30,2009 December 31,2008 
Revolving credit facility (Integrys Energy Group)"' 6/02/1 0 5 500.0 5 500.0 
Revolving credit facility (Integrys Energy Group)"' 6/09/1 1 500.0 500.0 
Revolving credit facility (Integrys Energy Group)"' 5/03/09 250.0 
Revolving credit facility (Integrys Energy Group)@' 5/26/1 0 425.0 
Revolving credit facility (Integrys Energy Gro~p)'~'  6/04/10 35.0 
Revolving credit facility (WPS) " 6/02/10 115.0 115.0 
Revolving credit facility (PEC) """ 6/13/11 400.0 400.0 
Revolving credit facility (PGL) 7/12/10 250.0 250.0 
Revolving credit facility (Integrys Energy Services) '81 6/29/09 175.0 
Revolving short-term notes payable (WPS) "' 511 3/10 10.0 10.0 
Short-term notes payable (Integrys Energy Group)'"" 3/30/09 171.1 
Total short-term credit capacity 2,235.0 2,371.1 

Less: 
Letters of credit issued inside credit facilities 292.8 414.6 
Loans outstanding under credit agreements and notes payable 10.0 656.1 
Commercial paper outstanding 76.0 552.9 
Accrued interest or original discount on outstandina commercial - - 

paper 0.8 
Available capacity under existing agreements $1,856.2 5 746.7 

(') Provides support for lntegrys Energy Group's commercial paper borrowing program. 

"' This facility matured in May 2009, and the revolving credit agreement was terminated. 
13' In May 2009, lntegrys Energy Group entered into a revolving credit agreement to provide support for lntegrys 

Energy Group's commercial paper borrowing program. 
14' In June 2009, lntegrys Energy Group entered into a revolving credit agreement to provide support for lntegrys 

Energy Group's commerciai paper borrowing program. 

Provides support for WPS's commercial paper borrowing program. 

"' Borrowings under this agreement are guaranteed by lntegrys Energy Group. 

'7) Provides support for PGL's commerciai paper borrowing program. 

la' This facility matured in June 2009, at which lime the borrowings were paid in ful , and the revolving cred t 
agreement was terminated. This faci ty was previously guaranteed oy ntegrys Energy G r 0 ~ p  "' This note is renewed every six months and is used for general corporate purposes 
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"O' This facility matured in March 2009, at which time the borrowings were paid in full, and the short-term debt 
agreement was terminated. 

At September 30, 2009, lntegrys ~ n e r ~ y  Group and its subsidiaries were in compliance with all financial 
covenants related to outstanding short-term debt. lntegrys Energy Group and certain subsidiaries' 
revolving credit agreements contain financial and other covenants, including, but not limited to, a 
requirement to maintain a debt to total capitalization ratio not to exceed 65%, excluding non-recourse 
debt. Failure to meet these covenants beyond applicable grace periods could result in accelerated due 
dates andlor termination of the agreements. 

NOTE 10-LONG-TERM DEBT 

(Millions) September 30,2009 December 31,2008 
WPS $ 872.1 $ 872.1 
UPPCO (" 11.7 11.7 -. . - -  
PEC 
PGL 12) 
NSG ~ ~~~ 

lnt&grys Energy Group 705.0 550.0 
Unsecured term loan - lntegrys Energy Group" 65.6 65.6 
Term loans - nonrecourse. collateralized bv nonreaulated assets (=) 4.6 6.6 
Other term loan (') 27.0 27.0 
Total 2.664~7 7.437 5 . 
Unamortized discount and premium on bonds and debt 
Total debt 
Less current portion (271.0) (155.2) 
Total long-term debt $2,396.7 $2,288.0 

"' Prior to November 1, 2009, UPPCO will make a $0.9 million sinking fund payment under the terms of its First 
Mortgage Bonds. As a result 1n.s payment is ncluded in the current portionof long-term oebl on lnlegrys 
Energy Group's Condensed Consolidated Ba ance Sheet at September 30 2009. 

"' PGL has outstanding $51.0 million of Adjustable Rate. Series 00 bonds. due October I. 2037, which are 
currently in a 35-daf~uction Rate mode-(the interest rate is reset every 35 days through an auction process). 
Recent auctions have failed to receive sufficient clearina bids. As a result, these bonds are ~r iced each 35 davs 
at the maximum auction rate, until such time a successkl auction occurs.  h he maximum auhion rate is 
determined based on the lesser of the London Interbank Offered Rate or the Securities Industry and Financial 
Markets Association Municipal Swap Index rate plus a defined premium. The vear-to-date weiahted-average 
interest rate at ~eptember 30, 2009.was 0.9% for these bonds.. 

- 

In March 2010, $50.0 million of PGL's F~rst and Ref~nd~ng Mortgage Bonds wi mal~re. As a resJ t, these notes 
are included in the current ~ o r t  on of ong-term debt on lnteaws Enerav Grods Conoensed Consol aaled - .  -. 
Balance Sheet at ~eptember 30, 2009. - 

In September 2009, PGL issued $75.0 million of Series UU, 4.63%, 10-year First and Refunding Mortgage 
Bonds due September 1,2019. The net proceeds from the issuance of these bonds were used for general 
corporate utility purposes and to increase liquidity. The first and refunding mortgage Bonds were sold in a 
private placement and are not registered under the Securities Act of 1933. 

13' In June 2009, lntegrys Energy Group issued $100.0 million of 7.27%, 5-year Unsecured Senior Notes due 
June 1.2014 and $55.0 million of 8.0%. 7-vear Unsecured Senior Notes due June 1. 2016. The net ~roceeds 
from thk issuance of the Senior Notes were used to refinance existing short-term debt and for general corporate 
purposes. The senior notes were sold in a private placement and are not registered under the Securities Act of 
1933. 

On November 1, 2009, $150.0 million of lntegrys Energy Group Unsecured Senior Notes matured. As a result, 
these notes are included in the current portion of long-term debt on lntegrys Energy Group's Condensed 
Consolidated Balance Sheet at September 30, 2009. 
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The Ameren Illinois Utilities' 
Revised Response to ICC Staff Data Requests 

Docket Nos. 09-0306 thru 09-0311 (cons.)  
Proposed general increase in electric and gas delivery service rates 

Revised Response Date: 9/2/2009 
 
 

RP 2.04R 
  
Ameren Ex. 2.0, lines 217-227, states: Fees associated with [the $635 million two-year 
bank] facility include one time arrangement and up front fees totaling $13.820 million 
and ongoing administrative agent and facility fees totaling $5.256 million.  The banks 
require that the facility portion of these fees totaling $5.181 million be paid on both the 
used and unused portion of the facility.  As such, the AIUs incur these costs whether or 
not and without regard to the extent to which they tap into the facility.  These fees are 
properly viewed as an ongoing cost of doing business that should be recovered as 
Administrative & General (A&G) expense.  The pro forma adjustment includes ongoing 
fees plus amortization of the one time fees over the life of the facility, and is allocated 
among the AIUs based on borrower sublimits. 

a) Please provide all supporting documentation for the arrangement and up front fees 
totaling $13.82 million and the ongoing administrative agent and facility fees 
totaling $5.256 million. 

b) Please explain how the fees are allocated between Ameren Corporation, 
AmerenCILCO – Electric, AmerenCILCO – Gas, AmerenCIPS – Electric, 
AmerenCIPS – Gas, and AmerenIP – Electric and AmerenIP Gas. 

c) Please provide a copy of the two-year bank facility (the “AIU 2009 Credit 
Agreement”). 

d) Please explain the basis for the total amount of the AIU 2009 Credit Agreement 
and provide any analyses performed to assess the appropriate total amount of and 
individual limits on borrowing capacity available under the AIU 2009 Credit 
Agreement. 

e) Please provide the formula that describes the relationship between the size of the 
AIU 2009 Credit Agreement and the: 
1) one-time arrangement and upfront fees and  
2) ongoing administrative agent and facility fees. 

f) Please provide a comparison of the fees associated with the Companies’ bank 
facility and the fees associated with the other non-utility 2009 Credit Agreements 
that Ameren Corporation and its subsidiaries entered into on June 30, 2009. 

g) In any prior delivery services rate proceedings, have the Companies proposed to 
include in A&G expense either one-time arrangement and upfront fees or ongoing 
administrative agent and facility fees associated with short-term borrowing bank 
facilities?  If so, please provide all docket numbers for cases in which the 
Companies proposed this type of recovery for short-term debt costs. 

h) Please explain how the Companies recovered one-time arrangement and upfront 
fees and ongoing administrative agent and facility fees associated with the 
Companies’ 2006 and 2007 bank facilities.  If the Companies did not recover 
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those fees through A&G expense, then please explain why the Companies’ 
propose this type of recovery for debt costs in the instant proceeding. Please 
include supporting data and documentation in the response. 

 
REVISED RESPONSE

Prepared By:  Michael G. O’Bryan 
Title:  Senior Capital Markets Specialist 
Phone Number:  314-554-3503 
 

a) The fee amounts that are listed were estimates.  See RP 2.04R Attach 1 which is 
designated CONFIDENTIAL, for a breakdown of the actual fees. 

b) The fees are allocated among the AIUs according to their respective sublimits.  
Although the total facility size is $800 million, the sublimits total to $935 million.   
CIPS sublimit = $135 million (14.5%) 
CILCO sublimit = $150 million (16.0%) 
IP sublimit = $350 million (37.4%) 
Ameren Corp. sublimit = $300 million (32.1%) 
Each AIU allocated fees between electric and gas by labor. 

c) See RP 2.04R Attach 2 which is designated CONFIDENTIAL. 
d) All of the AIU sublimits were equal to the combined sublimits of the prior 2006 

and 2007 AIU credit facilities which the AIU 2009 Credit Agreements replaced.   
e)  

1) No formula exists for these fee rates.  They are negotiated.  The aggregate 
amount of up-front fees is based on the up-front fee rate times the size of 
facility as allocated to various borrowers and commitment tiers (see arrangers 
fee letter provided in response to subpart a)). 

2) Admin agent fees are also a negotiated fixed amount—no formula exists.  
Please see a) for chart that shows facility fees by borrower level.  These are 
charged based on borrower rating and sublimit (see Credit Agreement 
provided in response to c)). 

f) The up-front and arrangement fee rates for the facilities were the same (see 
arrangers fee letter provided in response to a)).  The facility fee rates and 
borrowings spreads were also the same—see RP 2.04R Attach 3 (designated 
CONFIDENTIAL) for pricing grids.  

g) No.  Please note that this answer pertains only to the delivery services rate 
proceedings for AmerenCIPS, AmerenCILCO and AmerenIP while they were a 
part of Ameren Corp.   

h) The upfront fees were never recovered.  The annual facility fees were added to 
each AIUs’ cost of short-term debt by taking the applicable annualized rate 
(determined by credit ratings) for each AIU.  The Companies propose this type 
(A&G expense) of recovery for debt costs for the reasons outlined in my direct 
testimony (see AmerenCILCO Ex. 13.0E Page 7 Lines 137-150).  These fees are 
incurred regardless as to whether loans are ever drawn and thus are independent 
from the AIUs’ short-term debt in the capital structure.  Thus these fees represent 
the cost of having access to bank credit rather than the cost of the individual bank 
loans.  Also, in cases such as the instant proceeding where the AIUs have a very 
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small amount (0.011% to 1.136%) of short-term debt in the capital structure, fees 
will not be recovered. 
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RP 2.04R Attach 1 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Page 1 of 36 
 

 

RP 2.04R Attach 1, pages 1 through 11 have been redacted. 




