
STATE OF INDIANA 

INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

PETITION OF INDIANA MICHIGAN ) 
POWER COMPANY, AN INDIANA) 
CORPORATION, FOR AUTHORITY TO ) 
INCREASE ITS RATES AND CHARGES ) 
FOR ELECTRIC UTILITY SERVICE, FOR ) 
APPROVAL OF: REVISED DEPRECIATION ) 
RATES; ACCOUNTING RELIEF;) 
INCLUSION IN BASIC RATES AND ) 
CHARGES OF THE COSTS OF QUALIFIED ) 
POLLUTION CONTROL PROPERTY;) 
MODIFICATIONS TO RATE ADJUSTMENT ) 
MECHANISMS; AND MAJOR STORM ) 
RESERVE; AND FOR APPROVAL OF NEW ) 
SCHEDULES OF RATES, RULES AND ) 
REGULATIONS. ) 

CAUSE NO. 44075 

THE INDIANA OFFICE OF UTILITY CONSUMER COUNSELOR'S 
170 lAC 1-5-4(8) NOTICE 

REGARDING PETITIONER'S ELECTION OF THE MINIMUM STANDARD FILING 
REQUIREMENTS RULE AND REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED RULING 

The Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor (OUCC), by counsel, submits its Notice, 

pursuant to 170 lAC 1-5-4(a), with regard to Petitioner's election to file its Verified Petition herein 

pursuant to the Commission's Minimum Standard Filing Requirements (MSFR) for an Expedited 

Rate Case. 170 lAC 1-5-1 et seq. In support of this Notice, the OUCC respectfully shows the 

following: 
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1. On September 23,2011, Indiana Michigan Power Company (I&M or Petitioner) filed 

a Verified Petition for authority to increase its rates and charges for electric utility service and 

concurrently provided in that filing a notice of its intent to file in accordance with the MSFR rule. 

2. Ten months is the stated amount of time for the expected completion of a proceeding 

initiated pursuant to the MSFR rule. 170 lAC 1-5-2.1 (a). However, the MSFR rule also provides that 

the presiding officer may extend the procedural schedule to twelve months for good cause and that 

further extensions may be approved by a majority of the commissioners. 170 lAC 1-5-2.1(e)(2). 

3. The stated purpose of the MSFR rule is to "assist the commission in thoroughly and 

expeditiously reviewing a petition for a general rate change by an electing utility." 170 lAC 1-5-

2(a)(l) (emphasis added). Furthermore, 170 lAC 1-5-2(d) of the MSFR rule provides that "(t)his 

rule and its expedited time frame are intended to apply to general rate case filings that comply with 

this rule." 

4. The MSFR rule provides that any party to the proceeding may file a Notice with the 

Commission identifying defects within 20 calendar days of the date the electing utility has filed its 

petition; case-in-chief; and working papers pursuant to the MSFR rule. 170 lAC 1-5-4(a). The 

avcc is a party to this Cause, and the filing ofthis Notice is made within such twenty-day period 

and therefore is timely. 

5. A review of Petitioner's September 23 filing reveals that the nature and scope ofthe 

relief requested therein encompasses an examination of issues that do not fall within the ambit ofthe 

Commission's MSFR rule as constituting a "petition for a general rate change." As a consequence, 

the procedural time frames contemplated by the MSFR rule are insufficient for the avcc to fulfill 
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its statutory obligation of representing the interests of the ratepayers and consumers ofthe Petitioner 

and to adequately address all issues raised by Petitioner in this proceeding. 

6. Specifically, the Verified Petition seeks the following requests for reliefthat are not 

encompassed in "a petition for a general rate change" contemplated under the MSFR rule: 

a. Creation of a major storm damage restoration reserve. (Verified Petition, para. 13c). 

b. Reflection of the capacity settlement I&M receives as a member of the AEP Pool in 
the revenue requirement (Verified Petition, para. 13e); and 

c. Approval of proposed cost allocations and rate design, including the transition to the 
PJM Open Access Transmission Tariff(PJM OATT). (Verified Petition, para. 131); 

7. Moreover, the Verified Petition fashions an over-simplification of many complex 

issues that will of necessity need to be examined in order to accomplish the completion of this case. 

The OUCC requests the Commission not look at this proceeding in a vacuum, but also look at the 

overall current I&M regulatory paradigm. I&M currently has a petition pending before the 

Commission as Cause No. 44033. I&M is currently obligated by a New Source Review (NSR) 

Consent Decree to install S02 and NOx controls at its Rockport Unit 1 by the end of2017 and at its 

Rockport Unit 2 by the end of 2019. (Chodak p. 21). In that docket, I&M has filed testimony to 

recover the cost of the Rockport Environmental Projects, which in total, is estimated to be $1.414 

billion (excluding AFUDC), of which I&M' s ownership share is $707 million (excluding AFUDC). I 

8. In addition, before this instant proceeding is completed, Mr. Chodak testifies that 

I&M plans to file with the Commission for approval its proposed Life Cycle Management (LCM) 

project for I&M's D.C. Cook Nuclear Plant (Cook Plant) and that such filing will be made in 

1 Chodak direct testimony, Cause No. 44033, p. 13. 
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accordance with Indiana Senate Bill 251. (Chodak p. 4). Mr. Chodak also testifies that the LCM 

project is estimated "to cost less than $2 billion." (Chodak p. 26). However, Mr. Chodak does not 

indicate how much less than $2 billion the total cost of this project may be. However, for purposes of 

argument, even if a conservative number of $1.5 billion is used and I&M's Indiana jurisdictional 

share is greater than 60%, its cost recovery request will be close to $1 Billion. 

9. Thus, in reviewing the potential magnitude ofI&M's requests, in addition to the 22% 

residential increase herein, the cumulative impact to I&M's ratepayers will be significantly higher in 

the near term. 

10. Several of the complex issues implicated in I&M' s filing are not ascertainable from a 

reading of the Verified Petition. For example, looking beyond the Verified Petition to the testimony 

regarding the PJM OATT, a number of interrelated issues are being raised by the Petitioner in this 

proceeding: (I) a request for Commission approval of proposed cost allocations and rate design, 

including the transition to the PJM OATT and associated relief; and (2) a request for authority to 

modify the existing P JM Cost Rider to include a credit in the P JM Cost Rider related to a settlement 

reached in FERC Docket, No. ER09-1729. That settlement contains changes to the AEP 

Transmission Agreement that cover complicated matters relating to the sharing of transmission costs 

and revenues among I&M and each of its affiliates. (Roush p. 19). I&M customers are to receive 

phase-in credits for retail ratemaking purposes to moderate the impact of the AEP Transmission 

Agreement modifications. (Roush p. 20). This is the first Indiana retail rate case under the new 

Agreement. 
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11. Another issue of importance, which may have significant impact on resource 

planning, and thus, on consumers, is the retirement of Units 1,2 and 3 ofl&M's Tanners Creek Plant 

due to increasing environmental regulations that make further investment in the units not 

economically feasible. This issue is discussed in Petitioner's testimony, but it is not mentioned in the 

Verified Petition. (Chodak pA). 

12. Another complicated issue that goes beyond the consideration of a "general rate 

change" under the MSFR rule is I&M's proposal that transmission costs be removed from basic 

rates for retail electric service, including I&M's transmission investment, I&M's transmission 

operation and maintenance expense and all other I&M-specific transmission-related costs. These 

costs are proposed to be tracked in the PJM Cost Rider. (Roush p. 24). Such a removal would result 

in a dramatic paradigm shift in the manner in which these costs and expenses are ordinarily 

accounted for and treated for general rate purposes. 

13. A brief review of the depreciation study submitted in this cause shows that 

complicating factors make this study fall outside what is contemplated by a "general rate change" of 

the MSFR rule. Although it certainly is not uncharacteristic to present a new depreciation study, 

complicating considerations prevent a thorough review within the MSFR timetable. The depreciation 

study employs three different analyses, depending on the type of property and the nature of the data 

available. Life Span Analysis is used for steam, nuclear, or hydraulic production; Actuarial Analysis 

is used for certain accounts in transmission, distribution and general plant; and Simulated Plant 

Analysis is used for transmission and distribution plant accounts where there is no recorded history 
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of the age ofthe property units when retired. Further, new demolition costs and net salvage values 

are presented. (Exhibit DAD-I). 

14. Petitioner also has a pending rate case at the Michigan Public Service Commission, 

Cause No. U-16801. Given I&M's circumstances in serving residential ratepayers in these two 

states, the evidence presented in Michigan will necessarily be reviewed for consistency during 

OUCC's conduct of due diligence. 

15. Finally, but certainly not exhaustive, is the consideration of a new rate design issue 

involving F ACs. Petitioner proposes to file not only the uniform fuel factors that are typically filed 

in an F AC proceeding, but also proposes to file voltage differential fuel factors. The voltage 

calculation proposal is based upon the energy sales data by delivery voltage and an energy loss 

analysis to be determined in this case. (Roush p. 18). 

16. The OUCC has no objection to Petitioner having an opportunity to seek its requested 

relief and acknowledges Petitioner's right to have its case completed in as timely fashion as 

reasonably possible. 

17. However, the nature and scope of the relief sought by Petitioner are not suited for 

treatment under the time constraints of the MSFR rule. To permit this case to proceed as an MSFR 

would severely limit the parties' and Commission's ability to conduct a thorough review of the 

issues not only outlined in the Verified Petition but raised by the testimony and exhibits filed herein. 

18. Even ifI&M earnestly tried to put forth a straight-forward retail base rate case, such a 

case would inherently be difficult and complex due to I&M's structure, including: 

• Simultaneous operations in Michigan, Indiana and FERC jurisdictions;O 
• Nuclear operations under NRC jurisdiction; 
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• Membership in the AEP family of companies, which have traditionally engaged in 
joint/overall AEP system wide planning over a huge footprint; and 

• PJM membership layered on top of membership in the "AEP Pool." 

19. Petitioner should not be entitled to the expedited procedural time frame set forth in 

the MSFR rule, which would require any post-hearing briefing schedule to be completed for all 

parties by April 23, 2012. The evidentiary hearing would necessarily be required to be scheduled in 

February, 2012 time frame. 

20. The MSFR rule provides the party identifying the alleged defect to also identify the 

requirements necessary to cure the alleged defect. 170 lAC 1-5-4(a). 

21. The identified defect can be cured by the Commission establishing a reasonable 

procedural schedule that provides for sufficient time beyond the time frame provided in the MSFR 

rule in order for all parties and the Commission to adequately address all issues raised in the Verified 

Petition. 

22. The information set forth in this Notice constitutes good cause for establishing such a 

procedural schedule pursuant to 170 lAC 1-1.1-15 at the Prehearing Conference to be held in this 

proceeding. 

23. A prehearing conference order issued pursuant to 170 lAC 1-1.1-15 would thus 

provide for a reasonable procedural schedule to address the complex issues raised by the Verified 

Petition. 

24. The aucc is hopeful the parties can reach an agreement in regard to such a 

procedural schedule. 
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25. The OUCC respectfully requests the Commission determine that the MSFR Rule is 

inapplicable to this proceeding on an expedited basis. In the alternative, it requests that this matter be 

set promptly for an attorneys' conference in order to allow the parties to fully address the matters 

raised herein by this Notice and for all other proper relief. 
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ReS;ll~ 

A. David Stippler, Atty. No. 1680-49 V 
Utility Consumer Counselor 



" .. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certifY that a copy of the foregoing has been served upon the following counsel of 

record in the captioned proceeding by electronic service and/or by depositing a copy of same in the 

United States mail, first class postage prepaid, on October 6, 2011. 

Barnes & Thornburg 
Teresa Morton 
Jeffrey Peabody 
11 South Meridian Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 
Scott M. Krawec 
One Summit Place 
P.O. Box 60 
Ft. Wayne, IN 46801 

American Elec. Power Svc. Corp. 
Matthew Satterwhite 
1 Riverside Plaza, 29th Floor 
Columbus, OR 43215 

A.Ir£~ 
Utility Consumer Counselor 

INDIANA OFFICE OF UTILITY CONSUMER COUNSELOR 
115 West Washington Street 
Suite 1500 South 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
infomgt@oucc.in.gov 
317/232-2494 - Telephone 
317/232-5923 Facsimile 
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