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Witness Identification 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Mary H. Everson. My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 3 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 4 

Q. Please describe your professional background and affiliations. 5 

A. I have a Bachelor of Science in Accounting from the University of Central Florida. 6 

I am a Certified Public Accountant licensed to practice in the State of Illinois.  I 7 

joined the staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”) in February 1999. 8 

Prior to joining Staff, I was employed in industry as a financial analyst and in 9 

government as an internal auditor. 10 

Q. Have you previously testified before any regulatory bodies? 11 

A. Yes. I have testified on several occasions before the Illinois Commerce 12 

Commission (“Commission”). 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 14 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to present the Staff’s position related to financial 15 

allocators that Ameren Illinois Company (“AIC” or “Company”) states is 16 

necessary to separate AIC costs into costs attributed to each Rate Zone.  17 

Summary of Recommendations 18 

Q. Please summarize your recommendation to the Commission. 19 
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A. I recommend that the Company present, in its rebuttal testimony, more detailed 20 

information regarding the need for revised financial allocators so that the 21 

Commission can be assured that there is a genuine need for this change.  22 

Q. How does the Company currently derive the cost inputs to the revenue 23 

requirements for each of its three Rate Zones? 24 

A. Ameren witness Martin states that Ameren maintains separate cost information 25 

for each Rate Zone as it was ordered to do in Docket No. 10-0507.  He further 26 

indicates that where cost data by Rate Zone is not easily available the Company 27 

uses reasonable allocation methods to allocate the Company’s overall costs and 28 

revenue requirement to each of its Rate Zones.  (Ameren Ex. 3.0, 3:53-62) 29 

Q. How does the Company currently develop the amount of plant investment 30 

by rate zone? 31 

A. Generally, where allocations have been necessary, the Company has allocated 32 

rate base items based on the ratio of each legacy company’s investment in those 33 

items at September 30, 2010 to the total company’s investment in those items at 34 

September 30, 2010. (Ameren Ex. 3.0, 5:91-7:146)  35 

Q. How does the Company currently develop its operating statement costs by 36 

rate zone? 37 

A. For the allocation of expenses, the Company has allocated expenses based on 38 

the historical costs for each of the legacy company’s for the twelve months ended 39 

December 31, 2009. (Id. at 8:158-161) 40 
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Q. What does the Company propose in this proceeding? 41 

A. The Company proposes to update these allocators and states that this will 42 

provide improved allocators and those allocators will be better aligned with cost 43 

causation.  (Ameren Ex. 3.0, 4:76-84).  Ameren witness Martin explains that 44 

many of the current allocators are based on historical plant balances or historical 45 

expenses that presented an appropriate snapshot in time when the three legacy 46 

companies merged. However, a number of years have passed since the merger 47 

and the allocation factors should be updated. (Id. At 4:76-84) 48 

Q. What does Ameren provide in support for its proposed revision to the 49 

financial allocators? 50 

A. In support of AIC’s position, AIC witness Martin opines that subsequent plant 51 

investment has been placed in service “to support all Ameren Illinois customers 52 

with no reference to a particular Rate Zone”. (Id. at 5:101-104) He continues to 53 

state that allocations made on legacy investment does not provide the 54 

appropriate distribution of new investment that supports the entire customer 55 

base; instead he recommends that customer count by rate zone be used to 56 

develop the ratios.  (Id. at 5-7:105-151) He provides one example of the changes 57 

that would result in the 2012 revenue requirement. (Ameren Ex. 3.1, 3.2)   58 

Q. What is your assessment of Ameren’s proposal for rate base and expense 59 

allocators? 60 
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A. Ameren’s support for a revision to the financial allocators is not sufficient to 61 

demonstrate why the allocators that are based on actual historical amounts from 62 

the legacy companies are not appropriate.  What Mr. Martin does not include is 63 

any demonstration of the harm that would occur if the current methodology for 64 

determining the allocators is not changed. A review of the table presented in his 65 

direct testimony shows minor differences between rate zones, but it reflects only 66 

the 2012 amounts.  (Ameren Ex. 3.0, 14: 61-268) One revenue requirement 67 

example showing the effects of revised allocators is not sufficient to demonstrate 68 

that AIC’s proposal is beneficial or, if the revised allocators are not adopted, that 69 

the current allocators will cause harm to ratepayers or to the Company. Mr. 70 

Martin has not presented any analysis of prior revenue requirements and the 71 

changes that would have resulted from these revisions, which would provide a 72 

better demonstration of why the current methodology is not appropriate. 73 

Therefore, I am recommending that the Company provide in its rebuttal, an 74 

analysis of the effects of this proposal, similar to that provided in Ameren Ex. 3.1 75 

and 3.2 and the table on page 14 of Mr. Martin’s direct testimony, showing the 76 

differences these proposed changes would have caused in Docket Nos. 09-77 

0306/09-0311 (Consolidated), 12-0001, and 12-0293.  78 

Conclusion 79 

Q. Does this question end your prepared direct testimony? 80 

A. Yes. 81 
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