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Witness Identification 23 

 Q.  Please state your name and business address. 24 

A.  My name is Alicia Allen.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 25 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 26 

Q.  What is your present position? 27 

A.  I am a Rate Analyst at the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”).   I 28 

work in the Rates Department of the Financial Analysis Division on rate design 29 

and cost-of-service issues. 30 

Q.  Please describe your qualifications and background. 31 

A. I received a M.S. in Economics from Illinois State University in 2007 and a  B.S. in 32 

Economics and Management and Organizational Leadership from Illinois College 33 

in 2006.  My experience includes four years of employment at the Commission 34 

serving as Policy Advisor to Commissioners Elliott and McCabe, where I 35 

researched, analyzed, and developed policies, issues and opinions relating to 36 

rates and tariffs for the industries regulated by the Commission.  I became a Rate 37 

Analyst for the Rates Department in June 2012.  In this capacity, I have 38 

performed rate design and cost of service analyses, and have testified in rate 39 

proceedings on cost allocation and tariff language.  40 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 41 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to present the results of my review of Mt. Carmel 42 

Public Utility’s (“MCPU” or “the Company”) natural gas rate design and electric 43 

tariff consolidation proposals.  This includes customer class allocation, billing 44 
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determinants, proposed rates for natural gas service, and proposed changes to 45 

tariffs for each customer class for electric service. 46 

Schedules 47 

Q. Are you sponsoring any schedules with your testimony? 48 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring Schedule 4.01 – Mt. Carmel Public utility Company Bill 49 

Comparisons. 50 

Attachments 51 

Q. Have you included any attachments to your testimony? 52 

A. Yes.  I have included the following attachments: 53 

Attachment A Company Response to Staff DR AAA 1.01-1.04 54 

Attachment B Company Response to Staff DR AAA 2.01-2.03 55 

Attachment C Company Response to Staff DR AAA 3.01-3.03 56 

Attachment D Company Response to Staff DR 3.03 57 

Attachment E Company Response to Staff DR AAA 4.01-4.02 58 

Attachment F Company Response to Staff DR AAA 5.01 59 

Attachment G Company Response to Staff DR AAA 6.01 60 

Summary 61 

Q. Please summarize the recommendations you offer in this testimony. 62 
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A. I recommend the Commission accept the Company’s proposed customer class 63 

allocation and billing determinants for natural gas service; however, I propose 64 

alternative rates for both Residential and Commercial classes.   65 

 66 

For electric service, I recommend the Commission accept the Company’s 67 

proposal to consolidate bundled tariffs and delivery service tariffs.   68 

 69 

I also recommend adopting the Company’s proposed method for calculating 70 

rates for the Light and Power class, as well as other minor changes for electric 71 

service. 72 

 73 

Gas 74 

A. Billing Determinants 75 

Q. Please describe how the Company calculated billing determinants. 76 

A. The Company proposes using the actual number of customers and the actual 77 

number of therms delivered for 2011 for the test year billing determinants.  78 

MCPU Ex. 1.0 at 27; MCPU Ex. 2.0 at 1-2. 79 

Q. Did you consider any alternative techniques to calculate billing 80 

determinants for the number of therms and number of customers? 81 

A. Yes.  The Company provided data on the actual number of customers and actual 82 

number of therms delivered over the past ten years. See Att. D.  I considered 83 



Docket No. 13-0079 
ICC Staff Ex. 4.0 

 

4 
 

taking:  1) a simple average of the ten years of data for each variable1; and 2) a 84 

simple average of the latter five years of data for each variable2. In both cases, 85 

the results were unreasonably high given the downward trend for both the actual 86 

number of therms delivered and actual number of customers over the 10-year 87 

time period.   88 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal  for billing determinants for the 89 

number of therms? 90 

A. Yes. I do not object to the Company’s proposal for billing determinants for the 91 

number of therms.  Attachment D shows that there is a downward trend in the 92 

number of therms for both the Residential and Commercial Gas Service classes.  93 

The Company’s proposal accounts for the downward trend and is the most 94 

recent actual data that is available.  This approach was also proposed and 95 

uncontested in the Company’s last rate case, Docket No. 07-0357.  Final Order 96 

at 25, Mt. Carmel Public Utility Co.: Proposed general increase in electric and 97 

natural gas rates, Docket No. 07-0357 (March 12, 2008). 98 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal  for billing determinants for the 99 

number of customers? 100 

                                                           
1
 The simple ten year average resulted in approximately 60 and 18 more customers than the last year of available 

data for the residential and commercial classes, respectively; and 162,253 and 14,766 more therms than the last 
year of available data for the residential and commercial classes, respectively. 
2
 The simple five year average resulted in approximately 33 and 6 more customers than the last year of available 

data for the residential and commercial classes, respectively; and 73,978 and 10,709 more therms than the last 
year of available data for the residential and commercial classes, respectively. 
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A. Yes. I have no objection to the Company’s proposal for billing determinants for 101 

the number of customers.  Attachment D shows that there is a downward trend in 102 

the number of customers for both the Residential and Commercial Gas Service 103 

classes.  The Company’s proposal accounts for the downward trend and is the 104 

most recent actual data that is available.  This approach was also proposed and 105 

uncontested in the Company’s last rate case, Docket No. 07-0357.  Id.   106 

 107 

B. Gas Cost of Service Study 108 

Q. What is a Cost of Service Study (“COSS”)? 109 

A. A COSS determines the cost to serve customers, and thus provides the basis for 110 

developing and designing cost-based rates for a utility.  A COSS allocates costs 111 

among all customer classes to determine each customer class’s respective 112 

responsibility for the costs imposed on the utility.  The various costs of the utility 113 

system are allocated among the customer classes according to the cost 114 

causation principle.3 115 

Q. Did the Company provide a gas COSS? 116 

A. No.  The Company did not provide a gas COSS with their filing.   117 

Q. Why did the Company choose not to provide a gas COSS? 118 

The Company decided that, since a COSS had been provided in the Company’s 119 

last rate case, Docket No. 07-0357, and since there are only two customer 120 

classes, it would rather save ratepayers money and compare the revenue 121 

proportions of the customer classes from the test year to the revenue proportions 122 

                                                           
3
 The cost causation principle holds that those who cause costs must pay for the costs incurred. 
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of the customer classes from their previous revenue increase in Docket No. 07-123 

0357.  This methodology derives a class cost responsibility that would be similar 124 

to the COSS-determined class cost responsibility approved by the Commission in 125 

the Company’s last rate case.  MCPU Ex. 1.0 at 24-25. 126 

Q. Please describe the revenue proportions for each customer class for 127 

Docket No. 07-0357 and in the current filing. 128 

A. The Company calculated the revenue proportions to be 71.4% and 28.6% for the 129 

Residential and Commercial classes, respectively, for Docket No. 07-0357.  In 130 

the current filing, the Company calculated the revenue proportions for the test 131 

year to be 70.9% and 29.1% for the Residential and Commercial classes, 132 

respectively.  MCPU Ex. 1.0 at 24-25. 133 

Q. How does the Company propose to allocate costs to customer classes? 134 

A. The Company proposes to allocate 71% of costs to the Residential class and 135 

29% to the Commercial class, which are the same class revenue allocations 136 

approved in Docket 07-0357.  Id. 137 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal for customer class cost 138 

allocation? 139 

A. Normally, I would recommend that class allocation be based on a COSS.  140 

However, since the Company performed a COSS in its previous 2007 rate case 141 

and it has only two rate classes, I have no objection to the Company using the 142 

same class revenue allocations as approved in the previous rate case.  Id. 143 
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C. General Rate Design 144 

Q. Do you have any preliminary rate design matters you would like to 145 

discuss? 146 

 A. Yes.  Staff’s gas rate design proposal for Mt. Carmel is based upon the same 147 

revenue requirement the Company proposes, found in the Company’s Schedule 148 

C-1.  This allows the Commission and different parties to compare Staff’s and the 149 

Company’s rate design recommendations on an apples-to-apples basis.  Using 150 

the same revenue requirement presents more clearly the effects of differences in 151 

the rate designs because those changes would not also be combined with 152 

differences in the revenue requirement.  The final rates should be adjusted based 153 

upon the revenue requirement ultimately approved by the Commission. 154 

Q. If the Commission approves a different gas revenue requirement than that 155 

proposed by the Company, then how does the Company propose to adjust 156 

the gas rates? 157 

A. The Company states that if a gas revenue requirement other than the gas 158 

revenue requirement proposed by the Company is approved, then the Company 159 

proposes to modify the gas therm charge accordingly.  See Att. C. 160 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal? 161 

A. No.  As more fully explained in the gas rates section of my testimony, I do not 162 

agree with the Company’s proposed gas rate design.  There is no cost basis for 163 

the Company’s proposal to change only the gas therm charge if a different 164 

revenue requirement is approved. 165 
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Q. If the Commission approves a gas revenue requirement other than that 166 

proposed by the Company, how do you propose to adjust the gas rates? 167 

A. I propose to adjust the rates by using an across-the-board approach and to 168 

calculate those charges accordingly.  An across-the board approach would 169 

allocate any increase or decrease in the revenue requirement among the 170 

customer classes, using the current revenue proportions of 71% for the 171 

residential class and 29% for the commercial class, and then within each class 172 

would allocate that increase for that class on an equal percentage basis to both 173 

the customer and therm charge.  Since the Company did not provide a COSS 174 

with this case, there is no cost basis for increasing one charge more or less than 175 

the other charges. The equitable approach for customers would be to increase 176 

their charges by an equal percentage amount. 177 

D. Gas Rates 178 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed rate design for the customer 179 

charge and the per therm charge (volumetric) for both the Residential and 180 

Commercial classes. 181 

A. For the Residential class, the Company proposes to increase the customer 182 

charge from $11.50 to $15.00 and the per therm charge from $0.217 to $0.346.  183 

For the Commercial class, the Company proposes to increase the customer 184 

charge from $38.50 to $42.00 and the per therm charge from $0.16 to $0.3103.  185 

MCPU Ex. 1.0 at 28-29; MCPU Ex. 2.0 at 1-2.   186 

Q. Does the Company propose these rates based on cost? 187 
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A. No.  As stated previously, the Company does not propose a new COSS.   188 

Q. What methodology does the Company propose to use to determine rates? 189 

A. The Company apportioned more of the increase to the per therm charge than it 190 

did to the customer charge. In the Company’s response to Staff Data Request 191 

(“DR”) AAA 1.01-1.04 (see Att. A), it states that its goal in developing the 192 

proposed customer charge and per therm charge was to strike a balance that 193 

would allow the Company to potentially collect its proposed revenue and allow 194 

customers to mitigate the increase by reducing gas consumption.   195 

Q. Do you recommend that the Commission adopt the Company’s proposal to 196 

set rates? 197 

A. No.  Current rates from Docket No. 07-0357 are set according to a cost of service 198 

study. Final Order at 25, Mt. Carmel Public Utility Co.: Proposed general increase 199 

in electric and natural gas rates, Docket No. 07-0357 (March 12, 2008).The 200 

Company’s proposal is not based on a cost of service study, but rather 201 

apportions a higher portion of the increase to the per therm charge.  For 202 

Commercial customers, the per therm charge nearly doubles.  This skews the 203 

proposed rates away from the cost-based rates set in the prior rate order.   204 

Q. What are some rate objectives that should be considered when designing 205 

rates?   206 

A. Some rate objectives identified in Gas Rate Fundamentals, Fourth Edition, 207 

American Gas Association, 1987, page 152 are: “achieving the revenue 208 

requirement, economic efficiency, fairness or equity, simplicity and administrative 209 
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ease, conservation of resources, stability and gradualism, social goals, 210 

environmental protection, employment, and balance of payments.”   211 

Q. Please explain the rate objectives of stability and gradualism. 212 

A. On page 155 under the subheading Stability and Gradualism, Gas Rate 213 

Fundamentals states:  214 

The goal of stability recognizes historical relationships among 215 
customers in terms of the proportion of system costs each 216 
customer group bears.  Stability leads to a policy of gradualism in 217 

rate changes if substantial increases (or decreases) are called for 218 
in the context of a single rate case.  Changes in gas utility pricing 219 

policy should be imposed gradually so that customers can adjust 220 
and any adverse impacts on the customers’ operations are 221 

minimized.   222 

In further support, Principles of Public Utility Rates, Second Edition, 1988, page 223 

383 states the following as an attribute of a sound rate structure: 224 

Stability and predictability of the rates themselves, with a minimum 225 
of unexpected changes seriously adverse to ratepayers and with a 226 

sense of historical continuity.  227 

Q. Does the Company’s proposal adhere to stability and gradualism? 228 

A. No.  As stated earlier, the Company apportions a higher amount of the increase 229 

to the per therm charge, especially for Commercial customers.  This can have an 230 

adverse impact on customers. 231 

Q. Please explain the adverse impact on customers for this case. 232 

A. The Company’s proposal can create customer confusion, particularly for 233 

Commercial customers who would see their per therm charge nearly double.  234 
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The proposal also sends inaccurate price signals to customers.  These problems 235 

could be exacerbated in future rate proceedings. 236 

Q. How does the Company’s proposal impact future rate setting? 237 

A. If the Company’s proposal is adopted, then the per therm charges for residential 238 

and commercial customers would substantially increase, by 59% and 94% 239 

respectively. The Company’s proposal would increase these charges 240 

disproportionately without any cost basis for doing so.  In the next rate 241 

proceeding, if costs are allocated based on a COSS, rates would go back to 242 

being cost-based.  This may result in a substantial increase to the customer 243 

charge, a substantial decrease to the therm charge, or both.  To knowingly 244 

depart from cost-based rates and whipsaw customers’ rates from case to case 245 

could create customer confusion, send inaccurate price signals, and produce rate 246 

shock.  For these reasons, the Commission should reject the Company’s rate 247 

design proposal. 248 

Q. Do you propose an alternative way to set rates? 249 

A. Yes.  As discussed in the Gas Cost of Service Section above, I recommend 250 

maintaining the revenue proportions of 71% for the residential class and 29% for 251 

the commercial class to allocate costs to the customer classes.  Within each 252 

customer class, I recommend that any increase or decrease from current rates 253 

be allocated across-the-board within each class on an equal percentage basis to 254 

the customer and per therm charges.  These calculations can be seen in 255 

Schedule 4.01, and are discussed below.  This approach provides consistency 256 
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with the rates that were set in the previous case, which were based on a COSS, 257 

and apportions the change in revenue requirement for each class equally 258 

between the two charges.  Because no COSS was filed with this case, it is 259 

unknown whether the increase or decrease in rates should be apportioned at a 260 

higher percentage to either the customer charge or per therm charge, and, 261 

therefore, the more equitable approach is to apply the increase or decrease 262 

equally to both charges within each customer class.   263 

Q. Please explain how you calculated the customer charge and per therm 264 

charge for the Residential and Commercial classes. 265 

A. Schedule 4.01 presents Staff’s proposed across-the-board increase per 266 

customer class.  Column C lines 8-11 show the percentages currently allocated 267 

to both the customer charge and per therm charge for the Residential and 268 

Commercial classes.  Column K lines 8-11 show that under the Staff proposed 269 

rates, these percentages are maintained in order to allocate the same revenue 270 

proportions to both classes.  In order to allocate costs across-the-board to the 271 

customer and the per therm charge within each customer class, column B lines 1 272 

and 2 are increased by the same percentage for the Residential class and 273 

column B lines 3 and 4 are increased by the same percentage for the 274 

Commercial class, which is represented in column J lines 1-4.  The resulting 275 

rates from these calculations are shown in column H, lines 1-4.  Using the 276 

Company’s proposed revenue requirement, the customer and per therm charges 277 

for the Residential class would be $16.76 and $0.3163, respectively, and the 278 
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customer and per therm charges for the Commercial class would be $58.30 and 279 

$0.2422, respectively. 280 

Q. What is the benefit of setting rates according to your proposal compared to 281 

the Company’s proposal? 282 

A. My proposal provides customers with better price signals because it is consistent 283 

with the cost-based rate design approved from the prior rate case. In contrast, 284 

the Company’s proposal would increase the customer and therm charges 285 

disproportionately in both classes without any cost basis.  My proposal also 286 

provides a better foundation for setting rates in future proceedings and provides 287 

more stable and gradual changes to the customer and per therm charges. 288 

Q. Has the Commission used an across-the-board approach in other rate 289 

proceedings?  290 

A. Yes. The Commission has used an across-the-board approach for rate cases for 291 

special circumstances.  In Docket No. 10-0298, Docket No. 08-0549, Docket No, 292 

04-0637, and Docket Nos. 03-0398 through 03-0402 (Cons.), Staff 293 

recommended and the Commission approved an across-the-board increase 294 

when there was insufficient information to justify a different rate structure.  Final 295 

Order at 9-10, Northern Hills Water and Sewer Co.: Proposed general rate 296 

increase in water and sewer rates, Docket No. 10-0298 ; Final Order at 11, 297 

Sundale Utilities, Inc.: Proposed general increase in water and sewer rates, 298 

Docket No. 08-0549 ; Final Order at 12, Sundale Utilities, Inc.: Proposed general 299 

increase in water and sewer rates, Docket No. 04-0637 ; Final Order at 16, 300 
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Cedar Bluff Utilities, Inc.: Proposed general increase in sewer rates, Docket Nos. 301 

03-0398 through 03-0402 (Cons.).  Since there is no new COSS provided by the 302 

Company, this case also has insufficient information to justify a different rate 303 

structure other than an across-the-board increase. 304 

 305 

E. Industrial Gas Service 306 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposal for the Industrial Gas Service 307 

class. 308 

A. In its Staff DR AAA 5.01 (see Att. F), the Company states that it is not proposing 309 

new tariffs for the Industrial Gas Service class, and that the current tariff should 310 

remain in effect. 311 

Q. Do any customers currently take service from the Industrial Gas Service 312 

class? 313 

A. No.  In 2004, the Company’s only Industrial Gas Service customer closed its 314 

business.  No customer has taken Industrial Gas Service since, and the 315 

Company does not foresee any customers taking Industrial Gas Service in the 316 

near future.  See Att. F. 317 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal to maintain the current tariffs? 318 

A. Yes.  Since there are no customers in the Industrial Gas Service class, it is 319 

reasonable to not change that class’s rates at this time.   320 

Q. Do you have anything further to discuss for the Industrial Gas Service 321 

class? 322 

A. Yes.  In Docket No. 07-0357, the Commission concluded: 323 
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The Commission notes that all parties agree that the loss of a 324 

large electric and/or gas customer for Mt. Carmel can have an 325 
adverse effect on the other rate classes.  As the parties agree 326 
on the potential magnitude of gaining or losing a large customer, 327 
it appears appropriate to the Commission to order a new cost of 328 
service study to be performed by Mt. Carmel should a new 329 

customer begin taking service from Mt. Carmel who is eligible to 330 
take service under either the Light and Power Class or the 331 
Industrial Gas Service Class. The Commission does not deem it 332 
appropriate however to automatically require Mt. Carmel to file 333 

new tariff sheets and rates based on the results of the new cost 334 
of service study. The Commission finds that it is more 335 
appropriate to direct Mt. Carmel to provide a new cost of service 336 

study to the Manager of the Commission’s Rate Department 337 
within 60 days of a new large customer taking service from Mt. 338 

Carmel, and for Mt. Carmel and Staff to determine what 339 
appropriate further action is needed, if any. The Commission 340 

deems this a more appropriate response as no one of course 341 
knows when, or if, a new large customer may begin taking 342 
service, or what conditions may be for Mt. Carmel when this 343 

happens. In the Commission’s view, depending upon the 344 

circumstance, it is possible that rather than producing an over-345 
earning situation, the addition of a large customer could instead 346 
allow Mt. Carmel to defer an otherwise necessary increase in 347 

electric or gas rates. (Order, Docket No. 07-0357 p. 30) 348 

 349 

I recommend the Commission in its order in this proceeding clarify that this 350 

requirement remains in place as long as the Company has a tariff for the 351 

Industrial Gas Service class under which a customer could take service. 352 

 353 

Electric 354 

Rate Consolidation 355 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposal to consolidate its electric service 356 

rates. 357 
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A. The Company proposes consolidating its bundled rates4 with new delivery 358 

service rates5, and canceling the current delivery service rates.  MCPU Ex. 1.0 at 359 

31.  This applies to the Residential, Commercial, Large Light and Power, Light 360 

and Power, Municipal Pumping, and Outdoor Area Lighting classes.  MCPU Ex. 361 

1.0 at 33, 37, 42, 45, and Att. E.  362 

Q. Does the Company propose any increases to the revenues its electric rates 363 

produce? 364 

A. No.  The Company proposes to maintain current revenue levels.  Id. at 4. 365 

Q.  Why does the Company propose to consolidate its electric service rates? 366 

A. The Company states their proposal will update and simplify its electric rate 367 

schedules while still providing customers the option to choose an alternative 368 

supplier for purchased power costs.  Id. at 31-32. 369 

Q. Does the Company propose any changes to how purchased power costs 370 

are recovered? 371 

A. Yes.  The Company proposes removing all purchased power costs from base 372 

rates and adjusting the Fuel Adjustment Clause rider (“FAC” or “Rider B”). As a 373 

result, its base rates would become competitively neutral such that customers 374 

can choose either the Company or an alternative supplier to purchase power on 375 

                                                           
4
  "Bundled Service" refers to service, provided by the Company, for electric power and energy as well as the 

delivery of electric power and energy subject to a single tariff which does not separately delineate the prices or 
services for the purchase of the commodity or delivery thereof.  (ILL CC No. 9 Original Sheet No. 7) 
5
 "Delivery Services" refers to those services provided by the Company that are necessary in order for the 

transmission and distribution systems to function so that retail Customers located in the MCPU service area can 
receive electric power and energy from other suppliers, and includes, without limitation, standard metering and 
billing functions.  (ILL CC No. 9 Original Sheet No. 8) 
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its behalf on a neutral basis.  I will discuss the changes to each individual class 376 

below. 377 

Q. Does the Company propose any further changes with its new rate 378 

structure? 379 

A. Yes. The Company proposes a late payment fee after 21 days for the Residential 380 

class, and 14 days for Commercial, Large Light and Power, and Light and Power 381 

classes.  For Terms and Condition of Service, the Company proposes to adopt 382 

the delivery service rate language for the Residential, Commercial, Large Light 383 

and Power, and Light and Power classes.  The Company also proposes to 384 

remove the provision and reference to the limitation on the availability of the rate 385 

during the Delivery Services Transition Period for the Commercial, Large Light 386 

and Power, and Light and Power classes.  Lastly, the Company proposes to 387 

retain the current definition of Monthly Maximum Demand for the Large Light and 388 

Power and Light and Power classes.  Id. at 34-35, 38-39, 42-45, 48. 389 

Q. Will customers still have the option to choose an alternative provider for 390 

purchased power? 391 

A. Yes.  The proposed tariffs allow customers to choose between traditional 392 

bundled service by purchasing power through the Company or purchasing power 393 

from an alternative provider.  Id. at 32-33. 394 

Q. Are there any customers currently served under any of the delivery service 395 

tariffs? 396 
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A. No.  No customers have ever taken service under any of the delivery service 397 

tariffs.  Id. at 31-32. 398 

Q. Will the Company collect a different revenue amount than that collected by 399 

current rates by canceling current delivery service rates? 400 

A. No.  Because the proposed consolidation does not require customers to switch 401 

tariffs and because the Company is not proposing any increases or decreases in 402 

the revenue requirement, consolidating rates as proposed by the Company 403 

would be revenue neutral.  Id. at 31-32. 404 

Q. Do you support the Company’s electric service rate consolidation 405 

proposal?  406 

A. Generally speaking, I agree with the Company’s proposal for rate consolidation.  407 

No customers will be harmed since there are no customers currently served by 408 

the current delivery service rates, but customers will still have the option to 409 

purchase power through the utility or an alternative provider.  However, I propose 410 

an alternative approach to removing purchased power costs from base rates for 411 

the Light and Power class.  I also propose some minor tariff language changes to 412 

several customer classes to increase clarity and reduce potential confusion. I will 413 

discuss both of these proposals later in this testimony. . 414 

Q. Does the Company propose to consolidate bundled and delivery service 415 

classes for all customer classes? 416 

A. No.  The Company does not have a delivery service rate for the Residential 417 

Space Heating and Commercial Space Heating classes.  The Company states 418 
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that it does not offer delivery service for these classes because it has a discount 419 

built into base rates based on the customer class’s load factor, and that 420 

customers could purchase energy from an alternative provider and negotiate a 421 

discount from their provider for having all electric service.  Id. at 36.   422 

Q. Do you support the Company’s proposal to not apply the consolidation to 423 

the Residential Space Heating and Commercial Space Heating classes?  424 

A. Yes, for the reasons that the Company provided. However, I propose minor tariff 425 

language changes to increase clarity and reduce potential confusion which I will 426 

discuss later in this testimony.. 427 

Q. Do you have any specific recommendations that apply to all rate classes? 428 

A. Yes.  The Company proposes consolidation of bundled rates with delivery 429 

service rates and cancellation of the current delivery service rates.  The 430 

Company’s proposed tariff sheets have renamed the new tariffs to include 431 

Delivery Service in the titles.  I agree with changing the tariff names to include 432 

“Delivery Service” 6.   Second, for all tariffs including an “Energy Charge,” I 433 

recommend changing this to “Energy Delivery Charge”7 to reduce confusion 434 

should customers purchase power from another supplier.  The term “Energy 435 

Charge” may lead customers who choose an alternative provider to think they 436 

are still being charged for energy from the Company. 437 

 438 

                                                           
6
 ILL CC No. 8 21

st
 Revised Sheet No. 2; ILL CC No. 8 22

nd
 Revised Sheet No. 3; ILL CC No. 8 19

th
 Revised Sheet No. 6; 

ILL CC No. 8 9
th

 Revised Sheet No. 7; ILL CC No. 8 21
st

 Revised Sheet No. 9; and ILL CC No. 8 14
th

 Revised Sheet No. 
11. 
7
 ILL CC No. 8 21

st
 Revised Sheet No. 2; ILL CC No. 8 22

nd
 Revised Sheet No. 3; ILL CC No. 8 19

th
 Revised Sheet No. 6; 

ILL CC No. 8 9
th

 Revised Sheet No. 7; and ILL CC No. 8 21
st

 Revised Sheet No. 9. 
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 A. Residential Electric Delivery Service 439 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed changes to the Residential 440 

Electric Service Class. 441 

A. The Company proposes three changes: 1) combine the bundled rates with the 442 

delivery service rates, and cancel the current delivery service rates (Id. at 33); 2) 443 

remove the FAC recovery amount of 0.76 cents/KWH from the energy charge (Id. 444 

at 34); and 3) retain the bundled tariff provision that, where a residence and 445 

business are combined, the service will be determined by the predominant use of 446 

the premises.  Id. 447 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed changes to the Residential 448 

Electric Service Class? 449 

A. Yes.  The Company’s proposal eliminates the delivery service tariff under which 450 

no customer has ever taken service, but still provides customers the option to 451 

purchase power from an alternative supplier.  Since no customer is harmed and 452 

this proposal simplifies the Company’s tariffs, I support this proposal.  However, 453 

in ILL. CC No. 8 21st Revised Sheet No. 2, I recommend the Company change 454 

the energy charge of 47 cents/kwh to 6.47 cents/kwh as stated in the Company’s 455 

testimony since this appears to be a typographical error on the tariff sheet.  Id. 456 

 457 

 B. Residential Space Heating Service 458 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed change to the Residential Space 459 

Heating Service class. 460 
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A. As stated earlier, the Company is not proposing rate consolidation for the 461 

Residential Space Heating class.  The Company states that it does not offer 462 

delivery service for the Residential Space Heating class because it has a 463 

discount built into base rates based on the class’s load factor, and that 464 

customers could purchase energy from an alternative provider and negotiate a 465 

discount from their provider for having space heating service.  In order for a 466 

residential customer to purchase power from an alternative supplier, the 467 

customer would need to take service from the Residential Electric Delivery 468 

Service class.  The Company proposes one minor change to reduce the current 469 

energy charge to reflect the adjustment to the FAC Rider.  Id. at 36-37.   470 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed changes to the Residential 471 

Space Heating Service class? 472 

A. Yes.  This proposal removes the FAC recovery amount from base rates, and is 473 

consistent with the changes proposed for the FAC Rider since the Company 474 

proposes setting the Base Fuel Cost component in the FAC Formula equal to 475 

0.00 cents/kwh.  However, in ILL. CC No. 8 20th Revised Sheet No. 2.1, I 476 

recommend the Company correct the energy charge of 4.532 cents/kwh to 4.562 477 

cents/kwh as stated in the Company’s testimony since this appears to be a 478 

typographical error on the tariff sheet.  Id. at 37. 479 

 480 

 C. Commercial Electric Delivery Service 481 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed changes to the Commercial 482 

Electric Service Class. 483 
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A. The Company proposes to combine the bundled rates with the delivery service 484 

rates, and cancel the current delivery service rates.  Id.  The Company also 485 

proposes to remove the FAC recovery amount of 0.76 cents/KWH from the 486 

energy charge to make base rates competitively neutral so a customer can 487 

choose either the Company or an alternative supplier to purchase power on a 488 

neutral basis.  Id. at 38.  The Company also proposes to adopt the provision from 489 

the delivery service tariff that allows a customer who may otherwise take bundled 490 

service under the Municipal Pumping rate schedule to take delivery service under 491 

the consolidated rate if they wish to purchase power from another supplier.  Id. 492 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed changes to the Commercial 493 

Electric Service Class? 494 

A. Yes.  The Company’s proposal eliminates the delivery service tariffs that no 495 

customer has ever taken service under, but still provides customers the option to 496 

purchase power from an alternative supplier on a neutral basis by removing the 497 

FAC recovery amount from base rates.  Since no customer is harmed and this 498 

proposal simplifies the Company’s tariffs, I support this proposal.   499 

 500 

 D. Commercial Electric Space Heating Service 501 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed change to the Commercial Space 502 

Heating Service class. 503 

A. Similar to the Residential Space Heating Service Class, the Company is not 504 

proposing rate consolidation for the Commercial Space Heating class.  The 505 

Company states that it does not offer delivery service for the Commercial Space 506 
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Heating class because it has a discount built into base rates based on the class’s 507 

load factor, and that customers could purchase energy from an alternative 508 

provider and negotiate a discount from their provider for having space heating 509 

service.  In order for a commercial customer to purchase power from an 510 

alternative supplier, the customer would need to take service from the 511 

Commercial Electric Delivery Service class.  However, the Company proposes to 512 

reduce the current energy charge to reflect the adjustment to the FAC Rider.  Id. 513 

at 40-41. 514 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed changes to the Commercial 515 

Space Heating Service class? 516 

A. Yes.  This proposal removes the FAC recovery amount from base rates, and is 517 

consistent with the changes proposed to the FAC Rider since the Company 518 

proposes setting the Base Fuel Cost component in the Fuel Adjustment Clause 519 

Formula equal to 0.00 cents/kwh. 520 

 521 

E. Large Light and Power Electric Delivery Service 522 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed changes to the Large Light and 523 

Power Electric Service class. 524 

A. The Company proposes to combine the bundled rates with the delivery service 525 

rates, cancel the current delivery service rates, and  remove the FAC recovery 526 

amount of 0.76 cents/KWH from the energy charge to make base rates 527 

competitively neutral so a customer can choose either the Company or an 528 

alternative supplier to purchase power on a neutral basis.  Id. at 42.  529 
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Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed changes to the Large Light 530 

and Power Electric Service class? 531 

A. Yes.  The Company’s proposal eliminates tariffs that no customer has ever taken 532 

service under, but still provides customers the option to purchase power from an 533 

alternative supplier on a neutral basis by removing the FAC recovery amount 534 

from base rates.  Since no customer is harmed and this proposal simplifies the 535 

Company’s tariffs, I support this proposal.  However, in ILL CC No 8 19th Revised 536 

Sheet No 6, under Voltage Credit, I recommend making the following correction: 537 

“a credit equal to 6 percent of the amount of the customer’s net demand charges 538 

wow that ill be allowed” should be changed to “a credit equal to 6 percent of the 539 

amount of the customer’s net demand charges will be allowed” since this 540 

appears to be a typographical error on the tariff sheet. 541 

 542 

 F. Light and Power Electric Delivery Service 543 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed changes to the Light and Power 544 

Electric Service class. 545 

A. The Company proposes to combine the bundled rates with the delivery service 546 

rates, and cancel the current delivery service rates.  Id. at 45.  However, the Light 547 

and Power Service class is not subject to the FAC Rider, so the Company 548 

proposes an adjustment to remove the costs of purchased power embedded in 549 

base rates.  This adjustment provides a credit to customers for each kwh 550 

consumed.  The Company proposes to calculate this credit by taking the average 551 

cost per kwh to account for purchased power costs, and would update the credit 552 
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during the next rate proceeding.  Id. at 46-48.  No customers currently take 553 

service from the Light and Power Electric Delivery Service class, and the 554 

Company states that the last customer to take service from this class was prior to 555 

Docket No. 07-0357.  See Att. G. 556 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal to combine the bundled rates 557 

with delivery service rates and cancellation of delivery service rates? 558 

A. Yes.  The Company’s proposal eliminates tariffs that no customer has ever taken 559 

service from, but provides customers the option to still choose an alternative 560 

supplier for purchased power costs on a neutral basis by removing the FAC 561 

recovery amount from base rates.  Since no customer is harmed and this 562 

proposal simplifies the Company’s tariffs, I support this proposal.   563 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposal to provide a credit for every 564 

kwh consumed to compensate Light and Power customers for purchased 565 

power costs? 566 

A. No.  The Company proposes to calculate the credit by multiplying the average 567 

cost per kwh with the number of kilowatt hours consumed to determine the credit 568 

for each bill.  Id. at 46-48.  The average cost per kwh proposed by the Company 569 

is calculated using the COSS from Docket No. 07-0357.  Id. at 47-48.  Purchased 570 

power prices from that time period are not representative of purchased power 571 

prices for the time period that rates will be in effect, therefore making the credit 572 

inaccurate. 573 
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Q. Do you propose an alternative approach to removing purchased power 574 

costs from base rates? 575 

A. Yes.  The Company describes an alternative approach to remove purchased 576 

power costs from base rates.  See Att. G.  For this approach, the Company 577 

referred to the COSS from Docket No. 07-0357 where data was available for the 578 

last customer taking service from the Light and Power class.  The Company was 579 

then able to calculate theoretical rates for the Light and Power class had the 580 

customer still existed.  This approach results in a customer charge of $2,399.50 581 

and an energy charge of 1.806 cents/kwh, with the Light and Power class subject 582 

to the FAC rider.  Id. at 1-2.   583 

Q. Why do you propose this approach versus the approach proposed by the 584 

Company in direct testimony? 585 

A. As stated previously, I believe the Company’s calculation for the credit for 586 

purchased power does not reflect current market prices.  The alternative 587 

approach reflects an accurate cost for purchased power by removing purchased 588 

power costs from base rates, and making the Light Power class subject to the 589 

FAC rider. 590 

Q. Do you have any recommendations for the Light and Power Class? 591 

A. Yes.  I propose and the Company supports renaming the Light and Power 592 

Electric Service class to “Industrial Electric Delivery Service” class.  See Att. B.   593 

This reduces any confusion a customer may have since the Light and Power 594 

Electric Service class is available for customers with a higher demand for 595 
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electricity than the Large Light and Power class.  Id. Also, as discussed earlier in 596 

the Industrial Gas Service class section, I recommend the Commission in its 597 

order in this proceeding clarify that the requirement from Docket No. 07-0357 for 598 

Mt. Carmel to provide a new COSS to Staff remains in place as long as the 599 

Company has a tariff for the Industrial Electric Delivery Service class under which 600 

a customer could take service. 601 

 602 

 G. Municipal Pumping Delivery Service 603 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed changes to the Municipal 604 

Pumping Delivery Service class. 605 

A. The Company proposes to combine the bundled rates with the delivery service 606 

rates, and cancel the current delivery service rates.  See Att. E.  The Company 607 

also proposes to remove the FAC recovery amount of 0.76 cents/KWH from the 608 

energy charge to make base rates competitively neutral so a customer can 609 

choose either the Company or an alternative supplier to purchase power on a 610 

neutral basis.  Id. 611 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed changes to the Municipal 612 

Pumping Delivery Service class? 613 

A. Yes.  The Company’s proposal eliminates tariffs that no customer has ever taken 614 

service under, but still provides customers the option purchase power from an 615 

alternative supplier on a neutral basis by removing the FAC recovery amount 616 
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from base rates.  Since no customer is harmed and this proposal simplifies the 617 

Company’s tariffs, I support this proposal.  618 

  619 

H. Outdoor Area Lighting Delivery Service 620 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed changes to the Outdoor Area 621 

Lighting Service class. 622 

A. The Company proposes to combine the bundled rates with the delivery service 623 

rates, and cancel the current delivery service rates  (see Att. B), and to remove 624 

the energy costs from base rates by reducing the 175 watt lighting rate to $4.35 625 

and the 400 watt lighting rate to $6.45.  See Id.  For customers who purchase 626 

power from the Company, the Company proposes to include on the customer bill 627 

a line item for un-metered energy by taking the assumed energy consumed 628 

during a typical billing period times the amount of the FAC cost during that same 629 

billing period.  MCPU Ex. 1.0 at 50, Att. B. 630 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed changes to the Outdoor Area 631 

Lighting Delivery Service Class? 632 

A. Yes.  Since the Outdoor Area Lighting Delivery Service class is un-metered, I 633 

believe the Company’s approach to remove the energy cost from base rates and 634 

making the class applicable to the FAC cost is reasonable. 635 

Q. Do you have any recommendations for the Outdoor Area Lighting Service 636 

class? 637 
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A. Yes.  I propose, and the Company does not object to, eliminating the phrase 638 

“$0.00 until the later of January 1, 1990 or the effective date of House Bill 362” 639 

from ILL CC No 8 14th Revised Sheet No 11  because it is no longer necessary.  640 

See Att. B. 641 

 642 

 I. Rider B – Electric Fuel Adjustment Clause 643 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed change to Rider B. 644 

A. The Company proposes setting the Base Fuel Cost component in the Fuel 645 

Adjustment Clause Formula equal to 0.00 cents/kwh.  MCPU Ex. 1.0 at 51-52. 646 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s proposed change to Rider B? 647 

A. Yes.  This change is consistent with the proposal to consolidate rates since the 648 

Company is removing the Base Fuel Cost component from base rates.  However, 649 

in ILL CC No 8 9th Revised Sheet No 14.1, within the formula for the Fuel 650 

Adjustment Clause I recommend making the following correction: “AC” should be 651 

changed to “FAC” since this appears to be a typographical error. 652 

Conclusion 653 

Q.  Does this conclude your direct testimony? 654 

A.  Yes, it does.  655 
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Bill Comparisons

Billing Present Present Company Increase Increase Company Staff Increase Increase Staff
Line Units Rates Revenue Proposed ($) (%) Proposed Proposed ($) (%) Proposed
No. Present Rates Revenue Rates Revenue

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K)

(A)*(B) (D)-(B) (E)/(B) (A)*(D) (H)-(B) (I)/(B) (A)*(H)

1 Residential Customer Charge 38,124       11.50$     438,426$            15.00$     3.50$                30% 571,860$      16.76$         5.26$                45.7% 638,958$         
2 Residential Therm Charge 2245109 0.2170$  487,189$            0.3460$  0.1290$            59% 776,808$      0.3163$      0.10$                45.8% 710,128$         
3 Commericial Customer Charge 4,284         38.50$     164,934$            42.00$     3.50$                9% 179,928$      58.30$         19.80$             51.4% 249,757$         
4 Commercial Therm Charge 1,027,853      0.1600$  164,456$            0.3103$  0.1503$            94% 318,943$      0.2422$      0.08$                51.4% 248,946$         

5 Total Revenue 1,255,005$        592,533$         47.2% 1,847,538$   592,784$         47.2% 1,847,789$     

6 Total Residential Revenue 925,615$            1,348,668$   1,349,086$     
7 Total Commercial Revenue 329,390$            498,871$      498,703$         

8 Residential Customer Charge Increase 47.37% 42.40% 47.36%
9 Residential Therm Charge Increase 52.63% 57.60% 52.64%

10 Commercial Customer Charge Increase 50.07% 36.07% 50.08%
11 Commercial Therm Charge Increase 49.93% 63.93% 49.92%

Note: All rates, except Staff Proposed Rates, taken from MCPU Ex. 2.0

Mt. Carmel Public Utility Company

Staff Proposed Across-the-Board % Increase Per Class 
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AAA 1.01 Company Exhibit 1.0, page 28 states that for residential gas service 

customers the customer charge is increasing from $11.50 to 

$15.00, and the per therm gas charge is increasing from $0.217 to 

$0.3460.   

 Please provide a detailed explanation for why the Company is 

allocating the increase amongst the customer charge and the per 

therm charge in this manner. Please explain whether the Company 

considered allocating the increase in an equal percentage basis. 

Please provide copies of all reports, analyses, and other 

documentation relied upon by the Company to make this allocation 

in responding to this request. Where applicable, please provide 

schedules in Excel format with working formulae intact. 

AAA 1.02 Company Exhibit 1.0, page 29 states that for commercial gas 

service customers the customer charge is increasing from $38.50 

to $42.00, and the per therm gas charge is increasing from $0.16 to 

$0.3103.   

 Please provide a detailed explanation for why the Company is 

allocating the increase amongst the customer charge and the per 

therm charge in this manner.  Please explain whether the Company 

considered allocating the increase in an equal percentage basis. 

Please provide copies of all reports, analyses, and other 

documentation relied upon by the Company to make this allocation 

in responding to this request. Where applicable, please provide 

schedules in Excel format with working formulae intact. 
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 RESPONSE TO AAA1.01 and AAA1.02 

 In developing the proposed customer charge and gas commodity 

charge for the residential and commercial classes, the Company 

experimented in an iterative manner with various combinations of 

charges.  It was the goal of the Company to strike a balance that 

would not only allow the Company to potentially collect its proposed 

revenue, but also provide a set of charges that might allow 

customers to mitigate the increase actually experienced by reducing 

gas consumption.  As a result, the proposed increase was 

apportioned between the two rate components. 
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AAA 1.03 Company Exhibit 1.0, page 30 provides bill impacts for the 

residential gas service class.  Please provide all workpapers for 

computing these bill impacts. Where applicable, please provide 

schedules in Excel format with working formulae intact. 

 RESPONSE TO AAA1.03 

 Coincident with its December 28, 2012 filing, the Company 

provided electronic copies of its filing documents.  These 

should include EXCEL files with working formulae intact as 

requested.  Attached to these responses is another working 

copy of the residential bill comparison schedule, included in 

the Dec 28th filing as Exhibit 4.0. 
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AAA 1.04 Please explain whether the company evaluated bill impacts for the 

commercial gas service class.  If so, please provide all workpapers 

for computing those bill impacts. Where applicable, please provide 

schedules in Excel format with working formulae intact. 

REPONSE TO AAA1.04 

 The Company did not evaluate bill impacts for commercial gas 

customers in a manner similar to those for residential gas 

customers.  The Company has included with this response an 

EXCEL file similar to that used in Exhibit 4.0 for the residential 

class that includes data for the current and proposed 

commercial rates and calculates current and proposed bills at 

various levels of usage. 
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Description of Data Requested 
 

AAA 2.01 Ill CC No 8 19th Revised Sheet No 6 Canceling 18th Revised Sheet 

No 6 states that the Large Light and Power Electric Delivery 

Service tariff is available for any customer guaranteeing a demand 

of not less than 10 kilowatts each month.  Ill CC No 8 9th Revised 

Sheet No 7 Canceling 8th Revised Sheet No 7, the Light and Power 

Delivery Service tariff states that the availability is for any customer 

guaranteeing a demand of not less than 2,000 kilowatts each 

month.  Regarding these two tariffs, please explain why the tariff 

with the lower minimum demand is the one containing the word 

“Large” in its title rather than the one with the higher minimum 

demand?  

RESPONSE TO AAA2.01  

 The titles referred to in the request do not hold any historical 

significance for the Company.  If agreeable to Staff, the 

Company would propose leaving the title for Large Light and 

Power Delivery Service intact, and change the title of the Light 

and Power Delivery Service tariff to something more in line 

with the size differences set forth in the tariffs.  The Company 

would agree with something simple such as Industrial Electric 

Delivery Service. 

AAA 2.02  Ill CC No 8 14th Revised Sheet No 11 Canceling 13th Revised 

Sheet No 11 states under Base Charges “$0.00 until the later of 

January 1, 1990 or the effective date of House Bill 362.”  Please 

explain the function of this phrase.  Is this phrase still necessary?  If 

so, please explain why. 

RESPONSE TO AAA2.02 

 The phrase referred to in the data request was originally 

included in the Company’s tariffs as required by House Bill 

362.  The Company has no objection to eliminating this 

language. 

AAA 2.03 Regarding Ex. 1.0 at 50-51, Company witness Long proposes 

removing the energy cost embedded in the bundled rates resulting 

in charges of $4.35 for the 175 watt fixture and $6.35 for the 400 

watt fixture.  Ill CC No 8 14th Revised Sheet No 11 Canceling 13th 
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Revised Sheet No 11 shows a charge of $2.90 for the 175 watt 

fixture and $5.80 for the 400 watt fixture.  With respect to the above 

statements: 

 (a) Which of these rates does the Company propose for the 175 

watt fixture and the 400 watt fixture?   

 (b) Does the reduction to bundled rates recommended by the 

company result in the removal of all purchased power costs from 

the rates for the 175 watt fixture and the 400 watt fixture?   

 (c) If not, please explain how other rates recover purchased 

power costs for the 175 watt fixture and the 400 watt fixture. 

 (d) For customers who purchase power from the Company, 

please explain which rates recover purchased power.   

 Where applicable, please provide schedules in Excel format with 

working formulae intact. 

RESPONSE TO AAA2.03 

 The request correctly points out an error in the Company’s 

Proposed Outdoor Area Lighting Delivery Service tariff sheet.  

MCPU Exhibit 1.0, at pages 50-51 states that the reduction to 

the 175 watt lighting rate and the 400 watt lighting rate to 

remove energy costs is $2.90 and $5.80 respectively.  In error, 

these amounts were included in the proposed Outdoor Area 

Lighting Delivery Service tariff sheet.  Exhibit 1.0, also at 

pages 50-51, states that the resulting rates (after removal of 

energy costs) for the 175 watt light and the 400 watt light are 

$4.35 and $6.45 respectively. 

 As a result, the response to part (a) above is that the correct 

proposed rate for the 175 watt light is $4.35, and the correct 

proposed rate for the 400 watt light is $6.45. 

 In response to part (b) above, this reduction does remove all 

energy costs from the current bundled rates based upon 

energy costs included in the test year in docket 07-0357 in 

which those rates were established. 
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 In response to part (d) above, for customers who take lighting 

service and also purchase power from the Company, the 

Company would include on that customer bill a line item for 

un-metered energy in an amount equal to the monthly kwh 

adjustment included in the energy cost reduction described 

above.  When such a line item is then billed, the un-metered 

energy associated with the outdoor light would be billed at the 

same FAC cost as metered energy for the same billing period. 

 Theoretically, this provides a better and more current tracking 

and recovery of energy costs associated with outdoor lighting 

than has occurred in the past when costs from a specific test 

year were embedded in the rate and then remained unchanged 

until a future request for a change in rates. 
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AAA 3.01 Company Exhibit 2.0 pages 1-2 show how the proposed revenue 

requirement is allocated to the customer charge and the therm 

charge.  Should a revenue requirement be approved differing from 

the revenue requirement proposed by the Company, how does the 

Company propose to allocate costs to the customer charge and the 

therm charge?  Where applicable, please provide all workpapers 

and schedules in Excel format with working formulae intact. 

RESPONSE TO AAA 3.01 

 If a revenue requirement is approved that differs from the 

proposed revenue requirement, the Company would modify 

the therm charge to accommodate the revenue difference. 

 Coincident with the Company’s December 28, 2012 filing, the 

Company provided to Staff electronic copies of Exhibit 2.0 in 

EXCEL format that could be used to assess alternate rates 

associated with revenue requirements that differ from what is 

proposed by the Company.  The Company will also provide, 

coincident with this response, a copy of Exhibit 2.0 in Excel 

format. 
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AAA 3.02 Company Witness Long proposes using test year revenues to 

develop billing determinants.  Ex. 1.0, at 27.  Please explain 

whether the Company considered using any alternative 

methodologies to develop billing determinants.  If the Company did 

consider alternative methodologies to develop billing determinants, 

please identify each alternative considered and explain why each 

alternative was not used.  

RESPONSE TO AAA 3.02 

 The Company did not consider an alternate form for billing 

requirements other than the historical test year. 
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AAA 3.03 Please provide the most recent ten years of data showing the  

number of customers and usage per customer class.  Where 

applicable, please provide schedules in Excel format with working 

formulae intact. 

RESPONSE TO AAA 3.03 

 Attached to this response is an EXCEL file that contains the 

data requested for 2002 through 2011. 
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MCPU RESPONSE TO AAA 3.03

ICC DOCKET 13-0079

RESIDENTIAL 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

RESIDENTIAL GAS SALES IN THERMS 2624964 2708755 2503817 2434754 2205893 2259321 2457209 2307891 2325903 2245109

AVERAGE NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS 3288 3263 3268 3263 3234 3234 3235 3212 3193 3177

COMMERCIAL 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

COMMERCIAL GAS SALES IN THERMS 1102305 1106243 1011368 1041751 971709 1007816 1123804 1008961 1024378 1027853

AVERAGE NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS 394 388 387 383 378 377 367 362 352 357
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STAFF DATA REQUEST 

AAA 4.01 Ill CC No 8 21st Revised Sheet No. 9 Canceling 20th Revised Sheet No. 9 

proposes changes to ILL CC No. 8 20th Revised Sheet No. 9 Canceling 18th 

Revised Sheet No. 9.  Please state whether this proposal is discussed in 

Company Exhibit 1.0.  If yes, please identify where.  If not, please explain 

the proposed changes. 

REPONSE TO AAA 4.01 

To be consistent with its other proposed delivery service rates, it is the 

Company’s intent to eliminate the currently effective bundled rate for 

Municipal Pumping Delivery Service and convert the currently effective 

bundled rate for Municipal Pumping to a delivery service rate.  As identified in 

the data request, this proposed rate schedule would be designated Municipal 

Pumping Delivery Service.  

MUNICIPAL PUMPING ELECTRIC DELIVERY SERVICE 

The availability clause of the bundled rate has been changed to provide for 

electric Municipal Pumping service on the MCPU system without regard to 

whether the City of Mt. Carmel purchases energy from MCPU or from another 

provider.   

This change is accomplished by modifying the title of the tariff as discussed 

above, as well as reducing the energy charge by the amount of base fuel cost 

(the BFC component of the FAC), thereby rendering the resulting energy 

charge suitable for customers who either purchase energy from the Company 

or for those customers who may in the future chose to purchase energy from 

another supplier. 

The customer charge of the proposed rate is $8.00 per month, which is the 

customer charge currently in effect for the bundled service.   

The proposed energy charge is 3.51 cents per kwh.  This charge results from 

subtracting the currently effective base fuel clause component of the FAC 

(0.76 cents per kWh) from the currently effective residential energy charge of 

4.27 cents per kWh.  This results in an energy charge that contains no 

purchased power costs.  Such charge would be applicable as the delivery 

service energy charge.  Any power costs would be dealt with through either 

the FAC charge, or by paying a third party supplier. 
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The minimum bill provisions as well as the terms of payment provisions are 

unchanged from the bundled rate, and the 14 day term for payment is 

unchanged from the current bundled rate.   

This proposal was not discussed in MCPU Exhibit 1.0.                         

 

STAFF DATA REQUEST 

AAA 4.02 Ill CC No. 9 Original Sheet No 6.1 and Ill CC No. 9 Original Sheet No. 6.2 

are the current Outdoor Area Lighting Delivery Service Tariffs.  Please 

state whether the Company proposes cancellation of these tariff sheets.  

If yes, please identify where in Company Exhibit 1.0 this is discussed.  If 

not, please explain why the Company does not propose to cancel these 

tariff sheets. 

 

RESPONSE TO AAA 4.02 

 Beginning on page 49 of MCPU Exhibit 1.0, the Company discusses its 

proposal to convert the current bundled rate schedule for Outdoor 

Lighting Service to a delivery service rate in a manner consistent with 

how it’s other rates in ILL CC No. 8 have been proposed to be converted. 

 In addition, this proposed delivery service rate is included in MCPU  

Exhibit 3.0 for proposed rate schedules in ILL CC No. 8.  It is also the 

Company’s intent to cancel the current Outdoor Lighting Delivery 

Service tariff sheets identified in the data request.  These sheets, ILL CC 

No. 9, original sheet 6.1 and Original sheet 6.2, are shown in their 

proposed cancelled form in MCPU Exhibit 3.0 for proposed rate 

schedules in ILL CC No. 9. 

 Also, the rate sheet for the proposed Outdoor Area Lighting Delivery 

Service as well as the proposed form of the cancelled rate sheet in ILL 

CC No. 9 are included in the tariff filing made with the Chief Clerk’s 

office on December 28, 2012. 

 The cancellation of the current delivery service rate sheets in ILL CC No. 

9, as described in the request, was not discussed in MCPU Exhibit 1.0. 
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Description of Data Requested 
 

AAA 5.01 Ill CC No. 6 22nd Revised Sheet No. 1 Canceling 21st Revised 

Sheet No. 1 and Ill CC No. 6 15th Revised Sheet No. 2 Canceling 

14th Revised Sheet No. 2 propose new tariffs for residential and 

commercial gas service.  The Company currently also has in effect 

Ill CC No. 6 8th Revised Sheet No. 3 for industrial gas service.  

Please state whether the Company also proposes new tariffs for 

industrial gas service.  If yes, please identify where.  If not, please 

explain why the Company is proposing new tariffs for residential 

and commercial gas service and not industrial gas service. If the 

Company is not proposing new tariffs for industrial gas service, is it 

the Company’s intention that the currently effective tariff for 

industrial gas service, Ill CC No. 6 8th Revised Sheet No. 3, remain 

in effect? 

Response to AAA 5.01 

 The Company has not proposed new tariffs for Industrial Gas 

Service.  It is the Company’s intent for the current tariff to 

remain in effect.  The last customer to take service under the 

Industrial Gas tariff was the Snap-On Tool manufacturing plant 

that closed in 2004.  Prior to its closing, there were no other 

Industrial Gas service customers in recent or distant history.  

The Company would like to retain the current tariff, but has no 

reason to believe that this tariff would be used in the near 

future. 

 The Company did not propose revising nor increasing the 

industrial rate.  The Company assumed that to revise or 

propose an increase to the industrial rate would require 

development of a revenue requirement.  The Company did not 

allocate any of its existing or embedded costs to the industrial 

class in order to establish a revenue requirement because, 

with no customers taking service under that tariff, those costs 

would go unrecovered.  The Company does not object to 

another method for revising this tariff as long as it does not 

result in any of the Company’s current costs going 

unrecovered. 
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Description of Data Requested 

 

AAA 6.01 Regarding MCPU Ex. 1.0 at 46, Company witness Long states that the 

Light and Power Service class is not subject to Rider B and proposes to 

remove purchased power costs by calculating and applying a monthly 

credit.  Please state whether the Company considered any alternative 

proposals that would make the Light and Power Service class subject to 

Rider B while removing purchased power costs.  Please provide a 

detailed description of each and every such proposal, including, but not 

limited to, a description of how the rates were produced from these 

proposals.  Where applicable, please also provide schedules in Excel 

format with working formulae intact.   

 

MCPU RESPONSE TO AAA 6.01 

 

The Company identified several problems when it evaluated how to modify the Light and Power 

service rate.  First, the existing rate was designed based on incremental costs present at a time 

in the past.  Second, the last customer to actually take service under the rate is long since gone.  

As a result, there are no billing determinants and no factors that can be used for cost allocation. 

That said, the Company, in evaluating its response to this request, focused on the electric 

embedded cost allocation study from its last rate case. The allocated costs and classes included 

in the rates resulting from that study did not include any Light and Power customers because 

none existed.  However, data for the last customer taking service in that class did still exist in 

portions of the study, so the Company decided to evaluate costs allocated to that customer at 

that time in order to calculate theoretical rates that may have applied had that customer still 

existed. 

Total O&M, including income tax, allocated to the class was $2,399,602.  In the Excel 

spreadsheet provided, this value can be found in cell S27.   

Rate Base allocated to the class totaled $2,433,860.  This value can be found in cell S31. 

The company’s proposed cost of capital (COC)was 9.491%.  This value appears in cell S38. 

Attachment G



Using these values, operating income (calculated) that would reflect the COC would be 

$230,998, resulting from the mathematical product of Rate Base and cost of capital.  Such a 

level of operating income would represent an increase in operating income of $543,769 from 

the test year operating income level of -$312,771 shown in cell S29.  In order to properly reflect 

such a change in income, it was necessary to increase test year income tax expense for the class 

by $210,850.  This increase in tax expense results in adjusted test year O&M for the class of 

$2,610,252. 

By summing the adjusted O&M of $2,610,252 and the desired operating income, $230,998, a 

total class test year revenue requirement of $2,841,250 results.  This will form the basis for 

calculating theoretical rates. 

Next, the Company assumed that the current customer charge would be retained.  By taking 

the current L&P customer charge of $2399 per month, multiplied by 12 months, the resulting 

customer charge revenue totaling $28,788 can be subtracted from the revenue requirement.  

This leaves $2,812,461 in revenue requirement remaining to be collected through rates other 

than the Customer Charge. 

The L&P class had test year kwh that totaled 48894000, as shown in cell S46.  By dividing the 

remaining $2,812,461 by this kwh total, a cost per kwh (excluding the customer charge costs) of 

5.75 cents per kwh results.  This cost still includes test year purchased power costs that could 

theoretically be removed and as a result allow current power costs to be recovered through the 

FAC. 

Total test year power costs are $5,761,022 included in Acct 555, as shown in cell E397.  Total 

test year system kwh are 146003000, as shown in cell E46.  This results in an average cost per 

kwh for purchased power of 3.9458 cents per kwh included in the test year from the last rate 

case. 

By subtracting the 3.9458 cents per kwh from the 5.75 cents per kwh shown above, a cost of 

1.806 cents per kwh results.  This forms a theoretical energy charge for delivery service costs 

only.  While this seems small in comparison to the other classes, it should be noted that the 

L&P class is not allocated any costs associated with the distribution system based on the L&P 

class historically being served at voltages of 34.5 kv and higher. 
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