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Witness Identification 1 

Q.  Please state your name and business address. 2 

A.  My name is Alicia Allen.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 3 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 4 

Q. Are you the same Alicia Allen who submitted direct testimony in this 5 

docket, which was identified as ICC Staff Exhibit 4.0? 6 

A. Yes, I am. 7 

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

A. I will respond to the rebuttal testimony of Mt. Carmel Public Utility Company 9 

witness Dan Long regarding gas rate design. 10 

Summary 11 

Q. Please summarize your rebuttal recommendation. 12 

A. I recommend the Commission accept my gas rate design proposal in direct 13 

testimony to allocate any increase or decrease from current rates across-the-14 

board within each class on an equal percentage basis to the customer and therm 15 

charges.  I also continue to recommend the Commission accept all of my direct 16 

testimony proposals for electric and gas service. 17 

Response to Company witness Dan Long 18 

Q. What is Mr. Long’s response to your proposal that any increase or 19 

decrease from current rates be allocated across-the-board within each 20 

class on an equal percentage basis to the customer and therm charges? 21 
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A. Mr. Long disagrees with my proposal, which was based upon the lack of an 22 

updated cost of service study (“COSS”) in this case.  He states that if a lack of 23 

COSS is compelling, there is also no cost basis for my rate design proposal.  24 

Further, he states that the Company’s rate design proposal was based on 25 

presumed customer impact along with stability and gradualism.  MCPU Ex. 1.0R 26 

at 6.  Mr. Long also argues that the following long term factors support the 27 

Company’s proposal:  (1) customer desire to mitigate the effect of the rate 28 

increase; (2) competition from propane markets; and (3) customers whose use of 29 

natural gas is seasonal, or essentially only for heating.  Id. at 7. 30 

Q. What is your response to Mr. Long’s argument that there is no cost basis 31 

for your rate design proposal? 32 

A. I disagree with Mr. Long’s statement that my rate design proposal moves as far 33 

away from cost of service as his rate design proposal does.  To the extent that 34 

Mr. Long’s testimony suggests that a COSS is necessary to ensure that cost-35 

based rates are established in this proceeding, I concur.  However, the 36 

Company’s rate design proposal is not based on any COSS.  As explained in my 37 

direct testimony, my proposal is consistent with the rate design in the Company’s 38 

most recent rate case order (Docket No. 07-0357 at 25), which is based on the 39 

most recent COSS.  There is no sufficient basis to adopt a different rate structure 40 

in the absence of an updated COSS.  Further, Mr. Long states that the Company 41 

has not made any changes to its system or its business practices in the years 42 

since its previous rate case that would drastically alter the historical cost 43 

relationships from the previous rate case.  Id. at 6.  This suggests that the cost 44 
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relationships between the customer and therm charges in the current case 45 

remain similar to the cost relationships found in the previous COSS.  My rate 46 

design proposal is based on an existing Commission-approved COSS in that it 47 

maintains the cost-based allocation that was adopted in the previous rate case, 48 

consistent with prior Commission Orders.1   49 

Q. What is your response to Mr. Long’s statement that the Company’s rate 50 

design was based on customer impact along with stability and gradualism? 51 

A. Although I appreciate the Company’s attempt to minimize customer impact by 52 

allowing customers control over how the revenue increase would affect them 53 

(MCPU Ex. 1.0R at 7), I do not agree that the Company’s approach is the best 54 

alternative for customers.  The Company’s rate design proposal apportions a 55 

higher amount of the proposed increase into the therm charge.  While a customer 56 

could theoretically reduce the impact of the increase through a reduction in 57 

consumption, the benefits of this approach are only short term.  Given that the 58 

Company has stated that it has not made any changes to its system or its 59 

business practices in the years since its previous rate case that would drastically 60 

alter the historical cost relationships from the previous rate case, the Company 61 

proposes a rate design that departs from cost-based rates by over-assigning 62 

costs to the therm charge.  To the extent the Company is correct in its 63 

assumption that its historical cost relationships are not changing, then there is 64 

                                                           
1
 The Commission has approved an across-the-board increase when there was insufficient information to 

justify a different rate structure in the following Orders: Final Order at 9-10, Northern Hills Water and 
Sewer Co.: Proposed general rate increase in water and sewer rates, Docket No. 10-0298; Final Order at 
11, Sundale Utilities, Inc.: Proposed general increase in water and sewer rates, Docket No. 08-0549 ; 
Final Order at 12, Sundale Utilities, Inc.: Proposed general increase in water and sewer rates, Docket No. 
04-0637 ; Final Order at 16, Cedar Bluff Utilities, Inc.: Proposed general increase in sewer rates, Docket 
Nos. 03-0398 through 03-0402 (Cons.). 
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reason to believe that a future rate proceeding that allocates costs based on a 65 

COSS may result in a substantial increase to the customer charge, which would 66 

not give customers much of an opportunity to mitigate their bills through a 67 

reduction in consumption.  Mr. Long argues that stability and gradualism are 68 

maintained by keeping one of the base rate charges unchanged.  Id. at 8.  69 

However, the Company’s approach may lead to instability in the long term by 70 

allowing customers to reduce the impact of an increase in this case, and not 71 

allowing customers to have much of an opportunity to reduce the impact of an 72 

increase in the next case.   73 

Q. What is your response to the long term factor arguments that Mr. Long  74 

identified in support of the Company’s proposal? 75 

A. Mr. Long identified three long term factors that he believes support the 76 

Company’s proposal.  The Company’s proposal to allocate all of the increase to 77 

the therm charge could create problems related to these factors that would only 78 

be exacerbated in the next case if rates would be set based on a new COSS.  As 79 

discussed above, there is reason to believe that there could be a substantial 80 

increase to the customer charge, which:  (1) could lessen customers’ ability to 81 

mitigate the impact of the rate increase; (2) could cause a greater amount of 82 

customers to switch to propane gas; and (3) could further frustrate seasonal 83 

customers who would pay a much higher increase in the customer charge during 84 

periods of little or no usage.   85 

Q. Did Mr. Long respond to any of your other recommendations from direct 86 

testimony? 87 
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A. No, he did not.  I continue to recommend the Commission approve all of my 88 

proposals in my direct testimony for both electric and gas service. 89 

Summary of Recommendations 90 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations. 91 

A. I recommend the Commission accept my proposal to allocate any revenue 92 

change from current rates across-the-board between the gas and therm charges 93 

for gas rate design.  I continue to recommend the Commission reject the 94 

Company’s gas rate design proposal to allocate all of the increase to the therm 95 

charge. I also maintain all my other recommendations in my direct testimony that 96 

pertain to both electric and gas service. 97 

Conclusion 98 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 99 

A. Yes, it does. 100 


