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Witness Identification 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Torsten Clausen.  My business address is 160 N. LaSalle Street, 3 

Suite C-800, Chicago, Illinois 60601. 4 

Q. Are you the same Torsten Clausen who previously provided direct 5 

testimony in this case? 6 

A. Yes. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 8 

A. I reviewed and analyzed Ameren Illinois Company’s (“AIC” or “Company”) 9 

rebuttal testimony and related documents.  The purpose of my testimony is to 10 

respond to AIC witness Mr. Jones’ rebuttal testimony. 11 

Q. Does Mr. Jones agree with your proposal to further eliminate subsidies to 12 

certain non-summer electric supply (BGS-1) rates? 13 

A. Yes.  Mr. Jones states that “AIC acknowledges these customers receive 14 

subsidized rates, and agrees with Mr. Clausen that those subsidies should be 15 

reduced over time.”1 However, Mr. Jones recommends that the Commission 16 

make some revisions to my specific proposals regarding the supply rates 17 

adopted to go into effect at the conclusion of this rate case, as well as the annual 18 

adjustments to supply rates beginning June 1, 2013.  Mr. Jones proposes three 19 

                                            
1
 Ameren Ex. 31.0, p. 21.  
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modifications to my proposals and I will address each of his proposed 20 

modifications below. 21 

Q. What is Mr. Jones’ first proposed modification? 22 

A. While Mr. Jones agrees that my proposed customer profile analysis is an 23 

appropriate method for evaluating potential customer bill impacts,2 he proposes 24 

to add three customer profiles to the nine profiles I identified in my direct 25 

testimony. Specifically, he recommends adding customer profiles that assume 26 

non-summer usage of 4,500 kWh for the months November through April and 27 

usage of 1,500 kWh for October and May. He states that approximately 3,500 28 

customers meet or exceed electric usage for such high non-summer usage 29 

profiles.3  30 

Q. Why does Mr. Jones propose to add profiles that apply to such a small 31 

number of customers? 32 

A.  Mr. Jones acknowledges that the customer segment is “relatively small”4 but he 33 

states that “they were at the center of attention during the residential rate 34 

redesign effort in 2007.”5   35 

Q. How do you respond to this proposed modification? 36 

A. While I do not object to adding these additional customer profiles, I would point 37 

out that the rate increases for these 3,500 customers coming out of this rate case 38 

pale in comparison to the rate increases that occurred during 2007, regardless of 39 

whether the Commission adds Mr. Jones’ proposed high usage customer profiles 40 

                                            
2
 Id., p. 22. 

3
 Id., p. 20-21. 

4
 Id., p. 21. 

5
 Id. 
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or adopts my proposed customer profiles. Increases in the average residential 41 

space heating bills for January 2007 ranged from 88.1% to 170%, depending on 42 

the Ameren Illinois service territory.6  These extremely large percentage 43 

increases were for the average space-heating customer, not the 3,500 highest-44 

consuming customers at issue here. These 3,500 customers represent less than 45 

half of one percent of Ameren Illinois’ residential customers. In other words, 46 

99.5% of Ameren Illinois’ residential customers will see rate increases below the 47 

cap proposed here and most of them will see rate increases that are nowhere 48 

near that cap. That is true whether the bill impact cap is 7.5% or 10%, which is 49 

discussed further below. I am providing these numbers from the 2007 situation 50 

not to discredit Mr. Jones’ concerns, but merely to give the Commission the 51 

opportunity to put the rate increases into the proper perspective. To put it very 52 

simply, the 2007 rate increases are orders of magnitude higher than anything I 53 

have proposed in my direct testimony. However, I do not object to Mr. Jones’ 54 

recommendation to add the proposed very high use customer profiles to the list 55 

of profiles found in my direct testimony. 56 

Q. What is Mr. Jones’ second proposed modification? 57 

A.  Mr. Jones proposes to limit rate increases for the combined total of delivery 58 

service and BGS-1 price changes to 7.5%.7  Mr. Jones argues that “changes to 59 

delivery service pricing and changes to BGS-1 pricing should be evaluated 60 

together, not just independently.”8  He refers to the Commission’s most recent 61 

Ameren Illinois rate case Order where the Commission stated that “the fact 62 

                                            
6
 Staff Report in Docket No. 07-0165, dated March 1, 2007, p. 1. 

7
 Ameren Ex. 31.0, p. 20. 

8
 Id., p. 26. 
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remains that when it comes time to pay a bill, a customer’s budget, whether it be 63 

a residential or industrial customer, is impacted by the bill total regardless of the 64 

reasonableness of the bill’s components.”9  65 

Q. What is your response to Mr. Jones’ second proposed modification? 66 

A. I am not opposed to setting a bill impact cap that takes into account delivery 67 

service price changes in addition to the BGS-1 rate changes. However, setting 68 

the cap at 7.5% for increases in both delivery service and supply rates arising out 69 

of this rate case leaves little room towards eliminating subsidies inherent in the 70 

non-summer tail block rates. This is especially true because of the increase in 71 

the summer supply rates as a result of the proposed shift towards cost-based 72 

summer rates for all three rate zones. This shift is a one-time event resulting from 73 

this rate case and, going forward, the summer rates are proposed to stay at their 74 

cost-based levels. In addition, my proposal for supply rate changes going forward 75 

does not contain any further movement towards cost-based non-summer rates 76 

until October 2013, something Mr. Jones agrees with.10  For these reasons, I 77 

recommend that the Commission accept Mr. Jones proposal to take into account 78 

the delivery service rate changes coming out of this rate case, but it should cap 79 

the total bill impact for any of the 12 customer profiles at 10% instead of 80 

Ameren’s proposed 7.5%.  81 

Q. Given your agreement to take into account delivery service rate changes 82 

when it comes to the bill impact analysis for this rate case, do you want to 83 

                                            
9
 Final Order in Docket No. 09-0306, April 29, 2010, p. 295. 

10
 Ameren Ex. 31.0, p. 27. 
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revise your initial recommendation regarding annual supply rate 84 

adjustments on a going forward basis? 85 

A. Yes, I do. Specifically, I continue to recommend that the non-summer tail block 86 

rates for Rate Zone I space heat customers, Rate Zone I Metro East customers, 87 

Rate Zone II customers, and Rate Zone III space heat customers be increased to 88 

move closer to cost-based levels and that the non-summer rates for the first 89 

800kWh continue to be set above cost until the non-summer tail block rates are 90 

at cost-based levels.  However, my initial recommendation was that any 91 

increases to the BGS-1 rates should be capped such that none of the customer 92 

profiles in any of the three rate zones sees more than a ten percent overall 93 

increase in supply rates from one year to the next. Based on the discussion 94 

above, I revise my proposal to cap BGS-1 rate increases such that none of the 95 

customer profiles in any of the three rate zones sees more than a 7.5% overall 96 

increase in delivery service and supply charges from one year to the next.  As 97 

with my initial recommendation, the four non-summer tail block rates that are 98 

currently below cost should be increased such that at least one of the customer 99 

profiles for Rate Zone I space heat customers, Rate Zone I Metro East 100 

customers, Rate Zone II customers, and Rate Zone III space heat customers 101 

sees a cumulative increase in delivery service and supply charges of close to 102 

(but not exceeding) 7.5%. The 7.5% benchmark serves as a ceiling as well as a 103 

floor, ensuring that in years of overall supply price increases, or delivery service 104 

increases, the average annual price increase does not exceed 7.5% (thereby 105 

slowing the path towards cost-basis for the non-summer tail block rates). At the 106 
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same time, the 7.5% benchmark ensures that in years of declining power prices, 107 

or in years of no delivery service rate changes, the movement towards cost-108 

based non-summer tail block rates continues at a meaningful pace.  109 

Q. What is Mr. Jones’ third proposed modification? 110 

A. Mr. Jones also recommends that the tariff “invite a Commission review period for 111 

adjustments to non-summer prices after each IPA procurement event concludes 112 

prior to each summer.”11  Mr. Jones states that such a review “would permit 113 

changes to the proposed non-summer prices to account for unforeseen events or 114 

tariff changes.”12  115 

Q.        What is your response to Mr. Jones’ third proposed modification? 116 

A.        While I believe the Company can always file a petition in the event of 117 

“unforeseen events or tariff changes” without having specific tariff language to 118 

that effect, I do not object to such a process for the annual BGS-1 adjustments 119 

recommended in this case.  120 

Q. Does this question end your prepared rebuttal testimony? 121 

A. Yes. 122 

                                            
11

 Id., p. 27. 
12

 Id. 


