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Docket No. 13-0501
Complaint to suspend tariff changes submitted by
Ameren Illinois and to investigate Ameren Illinois Rate
MAPP pursuant to Sections 9-201, 2-250 and 16-108.5
of the Public Utilities Act.
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RESPONSE OF AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY IN OPPOSITION TO ATTORNEY
GENERAL’S REQUEST TO CONSOLIDATE AND REQUEST TO SUSPEND AND
INVESTIGATE TARIFF

In accordance with 83 Ill. Adm. Code § 200.190, Ameren Illinois Company (“AIC”)
respectfully requests issuance of an order: (1) denying the Attorney General’s (“AG”) request to
consolidate this complaint proceeding with Docket 13-0301 and (2) denying the AG’s request to
suspend and investigate the Rate MAP-P Tariff changes filed by AIC on August 19, 2013. This
relief should be granted for the reasons explained below.

INTRODUCTION

The AG’s August 30, 2013 Complaint (the “Complaint”) seeks investigation into various
aspects of AIC’s formula rate tariff, Rate MAP-P. The Complaint has three counts. Count I
requests the Commission suspend and investigate AIC’s August 19, 2013 Rate MAP-P tariff
filing (the “August 19 Filing,” a copy of the filing letter for which is provide as Attachment A)
(Complaint at 5). Count II requests the Commission investigate an “unauthorized change™' in

the return on equity collar calculation. (/d. at 5-7.) Count III requests the Commission modify

Rate MAP-P to apply interest on the “net of tax” reconciliation balance. (/d. at 8-10.) The

' The “unauthorized change” the Complaint alleges was in fact authorized when the Commission
approved AIC’s revisions to the formula template filed pursuant to the requirements of Public
Act 0098-0015 in Docket 13-0385.



Complaint also requests that the Commission consolidate the Complaint with AIC’s pending
formula rate update proceeding, Docket 13-0301. (/d. at 10.) This response is limited to the
procedural implications of AG’s request for interim relief, in the form of consolidation with
Docket 13-0301 and suspension of the August 19 Filing. The Commission should deny
consolidation of this proceeding with Docket 13-0301 and not suspend the August 19 Filing.
However, if the Commission elects to suspend the August 19 Filing (and it should not), it should
also direct that an interim order approving the tariff changes requested in that filing be issued no
later than December 1, 2013.

ARGUMENT

A. The Commission should deny AG’s request to consolidate its Complaint with
Docket 13-0301.

Docket 13-0301 is AIC’s annual update and reconciliation of its formula rates pursuant to
Section 16-108.5(d) of the Public Utilities Act (“Act”), 220 ILCS 16-108.5(d). In its prayer for
relief, the AG requests that the Commission “[c]onsolidate this matter with ICC Docket No. 13-
0301.” (Complaint at 10.) Nowhere in its Complaint does AG explain what purpose
consolidation would serve. This omission is sufficient to deny AG’s request, but there are also
other compelling reasons to deny the request.

Under Section 16-108.5, a formula rate update filing is not a proceeding in which any
changes to the formula rate structure and protocols may be considered. Section 16-108.5 (d)(3)
reads: “The Commission shall not, however, have the authority in a proceeding under this
subsection (d) to consider or order any changes to the structure or protocols of the performance-
based formula rate approved pursuant to subsection (c) of this Section.” 220 ILCS 5/16-
108.5(d)(3). As the Commission explained in Docket 12-0293, AIC’s previous update filing,

“[TThe purpose of this proceeding is to update inputs into Ameren Illinois' existing performance-



based formula rate which was established in Docket No. 12-0001. The Act specifically prohibits
the ICC from modifying the performance-based formula rate itself, which is intended to protect
both Ameren Illinois and ratepayers." (Docket 12-0293, Final Order (Dec. 5, 2012), pp. 103-
104.)

Finally, consolidation is simply not practical under the circumstances. Consolidation of
this proceeding and Docket 13-0301 would require both cases to proceed on the same schedule.
The resolution of Docket 13-0301 is subject to statutory deadlines. With those deadlines in
mind, all testimony has now been filed in Docket 13-0301 and the case is scheduled to go to
hearing beginning September 16. Clearly it is not possible to fully and fairly address the issues
raised in AG’s Complaint during the hearings scheduled in Docket 13-0301. Indeed, AIC will
not have had an opportunity to answer the Complaint before Docket 13-0301 goes to hearing.
See 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.180(a) (even counting from when the Complaint was filed, the answer
would not be due until September 19, 2013) — much less conduct discovery or file testimony.

Within the Complaint, the AG has raised new issues concerning the formula rate structure
(such as the allegation that a “correction” is required to the return on equity “collar calculation,”
(Complaint at 6-7)) which should be heard in its own proceeding. Consequently, the
Commission should deny AG’s request to consolidate the Complaint with Docket 13-0301.

B. The Commission should deny AG’s request to suspend the August 19 Filing.

AG requests that the Commission “open an investigation and hold a hearing on the
changes to the MAPP formula rate tariff requested in the August 19, 2013 . . . filing.”
(Complaint at 5.) The Commission is not obligated to suspend that filing simply because the AG
asks it to. The Commission’s authority to suspend is permissive and discretionary, not

mandatory or required. See 220 ILCS 5/9-201(b).



The Commission should exercise its discretion to not suspend the August 19 Filing
because the changes proposed in the August 19 Filing are not contested. The changes to the Rate
MAP-P tariff AIC included in its August 19 Filing were proposed as adjustments by Commission
Staff in testimony in Docket 13-0301. The “adjustments” required changes to the formula
template. Thus, AIC pointed out in responsive testimony that, for the reasons stated above,
Docket 13-0301 was not the appropriate proceeding to consider such template changes. (Docket
13-0301: Ameren Ex. 17.0, pp. 3-12.) AIC, however, committed to propose the necessary
changes in an appropriate separate Section 9-201 proceeding (id., pp. 13-14) — which it did in
the August 19 Filing. The changes included the following:

* Revisions for Uncollectible Expense input for the Reconciliation Year, proposed
in Docket 13-0301 by Staff witness Ms. Theresa Ebrey. (Docket 13-0301: ICC
Staff Ex. 1.0, pp. 14-16.) Ms. Ebrey acknowledged a template change was
required (id., p. 15), and recommended AIC file a separate Section 9-201
proceeding. (/d., p. 16.) AIC made the requested change in the August 19 Filing.
The August 19 Filing also included a revision to not gross up Uncollectible
Expenses for changes in the Reconciliation with Interest and/or ROE Collar
adjustments, which further supports the revision proposed by Ms. Ebrey. On
rebuttal, Ms. Ebrey noted the August 19 Filing and testified “The modified
formula rate template enables my adjustment for the value of uncollectibles
expense to be used for reconciliation purposes on FR A-1 REC. As long as the
Commission approves the template changes the Company proposes in its Section

9-201 filing before December 1, 2013, the compliance filing resulting from this



case would reflect my proposed uncollectibles value for the RY revenue
requirement.” (Docket 13-0301: ICC Staff Ex. 6.0, p. 8.)

Revision to use year-end rather than average balances of Materials & Supplies
and Customer Deposits in the Filing Year calculation of Rate Base. Staff witness
Mr. Mike Ostrander proposed the use of year-end balances rather than average
balances for Materials & Supplies and Customer Deposits for the Filing Year
revenue requirement. (Docket 13-0301: ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 18.) AIC made the
requested change in the August 19 Filing. Following the August 19 Filing, Mr.
Ostrander testified, “By making this filing, the Company indicates its agreement
with Staff’s adjustment to reflect year end Materials & Supplies and year-end
Customer Deposits balances in the FY rate base ... As long as the Commission
approves the template changes the Company proposes in its Section 9-201 filing
by December 1, 2013, the compliance filing resulting from this case would reflect
the year end Materials & Supplies and year-end Customer Deposits balances |
propose in the FY revenue requirement.” (Docket 13-0301: ICC Staff Ex. 7.0, p.
26.)

Revision to Filing Year Depreciation Expense for changes in the Company's
depreciation rates in effect for 2013. Mr. Ostrander proposed that depreciation
expense for both the Filing Year and the Reconciliation Year be computed at the
recently revised depreciation rates, first effective during 2013 and not based on
2012 actual depreciation expense. (Docket 13-0301: ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 15-
16.) AIC made the requested change for the Filing Year in the August 19 Filing.

Following the August 19 Filing, Mr. Ostrander testified, “By making this filing,



the Company indicated its agreement with Staff’s adjustment for the impact of the
utilization of depreciation rates from AIC’s updated depreciation rate study to be
used on Sch. FR C-2... As long as the Commission approves the template
changes the Company proposes in its Section 9-201 filing by December 1, 2013,
the compliance filing resulting from this case would reflect the impact of the
utilization of depreciation rates from AIC’s updated depreciation rate study I
propose in the FY revenue requirement.” (Docket 13-0301: ICC Staff Ex. 7.0, p.
18.)

* Revisions to Sch. FR A-1 presentation of net revenue requirements and the
change from prior year net revenue requirements. These changes support Staff’s
proposed revisions and / or improve the clarity of the presentation of information
in the formula structure and protocols.

Although the AG offered the testimony of two witnesses in Docket 13-0301, neither of
them opposed the template changes suggested by Staff in testimony in that case and reflected in
the August 19 Filing. (See AG Exs. 3.0 and 4.0.) Thus, notwithstanding the allegations in Count
I, it is AIC’s position that the tariff changes in the August 19 Filing are not subject to
controversy and so may be approved without suspension.

If the Commission elects to suspend the August 19 Filing, however, it should also issue a
directive, consistent with the Staff testimony cited above, requiring that an interim order
approving AIC’s proposed changes be entered on or before December 1, 2013, so that the
changes in the August 19 Filing may be reflected in the updated formula rates effective January

1,2014. 220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(c). Other proposed changes to the formula rate structure and



protocols (by AG or others) may then be considered in due course in the appropriate separate
proceeding.
CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above, AIC respectfully requests that the Commission (1) strike
the Request to Consolidate and (2) deny the AG’s request for suspension in Count I of the

Complaint, and for such other and further relief as deemed equitable and just.
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