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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Proposed Order gets many issues right.  But there is one issue where its findings 

must be corrected in order to avoid the calamity that occurred in January 2007 when the electric 

rate freeze ended and electric space-heating customers saw their energy bills unexpectedly soar.  

No doubt the Commission remembers the scrutiny under which it found itself, as did Ameren 

Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (AIC), when electric space-heating customers clamored 

for action from their legislators.  Though the Commission should not have been held accountable 

for the steep rise in power prices in 2007, it can take affirmative, proactive steps in this 

proceeding to maintain the present rate design and ensure that higher usage residential electric 

customers in AIC’s service territory do not face similar rate shock in January 2015.  

The Proposed Order adopts the Attorney General’s (AG) residential DS-1 rate design, 

effectively eliminating Straight Fixed Variable (SFV) rate design.  This finding reverses course 

from the prior Commission decisions, dating back to 2008, in which it urged AIC to adopt SFV 

design and approved recovery of a larger amount of residential DS-1 delivery revenues through 

fixed charges.  And it is a dramatic reversal.  The AG does not propose to freeze the current 

fixed charges.  Nor does the AG advocate a slow unwinding of SFV design.  Whereas AIC had 

proposed a modest 2.5% increase in fixed charges for the January 2015 billing period (from 

44.8% to 47.3%) and a cap at 50% of DS-1 revenues, the AG recommends that the Commission 

immediately reduce fixed charges, nearly in half, to 28% of DS-1 revenues—a move that will 

certainly cause customer confusion and concerns, translating into calls and complaints. 

The ratcheting down of the fixed DS-1 Customer Charge has several stark consequences.  

But the most serious consequence is the bill impact to AIC’s higher usage residential customers, 

in particular the electric space-heating customers.  Bill impacts for this residential customer 

group caused the Commission to encourage AIC to explore SFV design in the first place.  Bill 
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impacts for this residential customer group also caused the last AIC rate redesign proceeding.  

But now the AG pushes for a rate design that is dismissive of the bill impacts for this residential 

customer group.   

If the Commission adopts the AG’s rate design, as recommended in the Proposed Order, 

electric space-heating customers will be responsible for a much larger portion of each subsequent 

DS-1 revenue requirement increase.  Indeed, for 2015, starting with the (presumably cold) 

January billing period, the AG’s rate design will cause this residential customer group to face an 

incrementally higher rate increase than they would have otherwise faced, had AIC’s present SFV 

design remained intact.  The potential incremental rate increases for 2015 bills are outlined in 

Ameren Exhibit 7.1 (included as Appendix A), and discussed further below.  But for the highest 

users among the electric space-heating customers, the incremental rate increase will amount to 

several hundred dollars in 2015 (on top of the system average increase).  And the sole reason for 

this incremental rate increase in 2015 for these customers will be quite simple—the AG’s rate 

design, if adopted, will artificially raise the marginal price of each kWh of electricity delivered 

by pushing a higher recovery of fixed distribution costs through the variable, volumetric delivery 

charge.  The result of this rate design is that higher use DS-1 customers will subsidize the costs 

of delivery service for lower use DS-1 customers.   

There is no evidence in the record that suggests that the AG’s rate design will cause 

customers to decrease their electricity usage, as the Proposed Order hopes.  But more 

importantly, there is no evidence in the record on the cost of service specific to low use 

residential customers.  Without that evidence, the AG’s proposal to eliminate the present SFV 

design and lower the fixed residential Customer Charge is unsupported.  In Docket 13-0192, 

AIC’s recent gas case, the Commission declined to reduce the residential gas (GDS-1) customer 
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charge, absent a method for distinguishing between heating and non-heating customers and the 

estimated costs to serve each residential subclass.  Ameren Ill. Co., Docket 13-0192, Order, p. 

195 (Dec. 18, 2013).  The same scenario presents itself here—there is no evidence that 

segregates the cost of service for lower use residential customers.   

Granted, the Commission lowered the residential Customer Charge in Commonwealth 

Edison Company’s (ComEd) rate redesign docket (Docket 13-0387), without that evidence.  But 

in that proceeding, the Commission criticized ComEd for not providing evidence that would 

demonstrate whether there should be a separate subclass for low use residents—evidence that the 

Commission had directed ComEd to provide.  ComEd, Docket 13-0387, Order, pp. 73-75 (Dec. 

18, 2013).  AIC was under no such similar prior directive.  And in the ComEd proceeding, there 

was not the evidence that exists in this record here regarding the bill impact to electric space-

heating customers.  The disparities between the two electric formula rate redesign proceedings 

mandate a different outcome here—an outcome similar to the Commission’s decision in Docket 

13-0192 concerning AIC’s residential natural gas rates.  

The AG’s proposal to eliminate SFV design is premature and shortsighted.  It advocates 

an ideology fixated on lowering the bills for lower usage residential customers.  But it does so to 

the detriment of higher usage residential customers, in particular the electric space-heating 

customers.  And in doing so, it disregards the evidence that shows that the cost of serving higher 

and lower use residents is not that different.  In a period of rising delivery costs, the Commission 

should not raise the marginal price of each kWh of delivered electricity, in the hope that 

residents will lower consumption.  For many customers, especially the electric space-heating 

customers, lowering consumption is not a viable option, especially during the coldest months of 

2015, when the incremental increase in delivery charges for these customers will take effect.  
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And ideology should not trump that reality.  The incorporation of SFV design, at the 

Commission’s direction, moderated the bill impacts for electric space-heating customers and 

recognized that the costs to serve the DS-1 class are largely fixed.  The Commission must 

recognize this (again), and reject the AG’s rate design (again).   

Accompanying this brief are proposed exceptions on this issue and for other technical 

corrections.  Notably, the exceptions for the DS-1 residential rate design do not advocate AIC’s 

primary position in this case—a modest 2.5% increase and 50% cap in the percentage of DS-1 

revenues to be collected through fixed charges.  Rather, in line with the result in Docket 13-

0192, the exceptions advocate that the Commission maintain the current percentage of DS-1 

revenues to be collected through fixed charges (44.8%).  The Commission must incorporate 

these exceptions in its final order for this case. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. Exception 1: ALJPO Section IV.B.3, “Use of SFV Rate Design for DS-1 
Customer Charge,” Subsection d, “Commission Analysis and Conclusion” 
(ALJPO 99). 

1. Introduction 

The AG’s rate design would drastically reduce the fixed charges for residential electric 

customers.  That is undisputed.  And the change would not happen gradually; it would occur in 

one fell swoop, beginning in January 2015.  For 2014 rates, AIC will recover nearly 45% of its 

residential (DS-1) revenue requirement through fixed charges.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0 (Schonhoff 

Dir.), p. 23.)  But under the AG’s rate design, for 2015 rates, AIC would recover only roughly 

28% of DS-1 revenues through fixed charges.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0 (Rev.) (Jones Reb.), p. 33.)  The 

extreme change from 45% to 28% (1700 basis points) would not be a slow unwinding of the 

SFV design; it would be a complete and immediate reversal of the Commission’s prior decisions.  

And it doesn’t mean that AIC will necessarily recover less delivery revenues from the DS-1 
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class.  It just means that AIC will likely recover a much greater portion through the volumetric 

delivery service charge.  This dramatic shift in the collection of residential delivery revenues has 

severe consequences that the Commission cannot ignore—it will lead to higher, and more 

volatile, per kWh volumetric charges, and it will lead to higher usage residential customers 

shouldering a much larger portion of any annual increase in the DS-1 revenue requirement.  

The Proposed Order hopes that a sudden increase in the volatility of the volumetric 

delivery service charge will encourage residential customers to decrease energy consumption.  

But there isn’t any evidence in the record to support that expectation.  The Commission was not 

provided with any study that indicates that the AG’s proposed design will encourage less usage.  

Nor can the Commission assume that a customer’s usage is discretionary—especially during the 

hottest and coldest months of the year.  The Commission cannot expect that higher usage 

customers will be able to simply control their bill “by opening a window in the summer rather 

than running the air conditioner, wearing a sweatshirt in the winter, or turning off the television 

in an empty room,” as the AG suggests.  (AG Reply Br. at 9.)  If anything, AIC’s lower use 

customers (under 10,000 kWh)—the only residential customers that could benefit from the AG’s 

proposed design—may end up using more electricity, once they recognize that their total 

monthly bills have gone down.  The appropriate rate design for residential customers cannot be 

built upon an unsupported expectation or hope of lower usage. 

The parties’ testimonies and briefs debate whether usage patterns impact the actual costs 

incurred to serve the residential (DS-1) class.  The correct response—the response that the 

Commission previously embraced—is that the variations in customer usage do not cause or drive 

the majority of the costs incurred to deliver electricity.  Therefore, these “fixed” costs are 

properly recovered through fixed charges.  But regardless of which side one may fall in that 
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debate, the effects of the AG’s proposal to fully remove SFV design—and cause the price of 

electricity to be more dependent on usage—are undeniable by all.  The marginal price of each 

kWh of electricity delivered will increase.  The price signals sent to AIC’s residential electric 

customers will be markedly different from the signals sent to its residential natural gas 

customers.  And last but not least, AIC’s electric space-heating customers will be the most 

negatively impacted.   

The record shows that, if the Commission approves the AG’s proposal to collect more 

revenues through the variable volumetric charge, higher usage residential customers, such as 

electric space-heating customers, will experience rate increases in 2015 larger than the rate 

increases that they would experience under AIC’s proposed rate design.  (Ameren Exs. 7.0 

(Jones Sur.), pp. 25-26; 7.1.)  These incremental rate increases would impact customers across 

all of AIC’s service territory, and would be the direct result of the Commission reversing its 

position on SFV design and ratcheting down the fixed Customer Charge.  For certain customers 

in each rate zone, the incremental rate increases would amount to several hundred dollars extra.  

And the rate increases would take effect during the January billing period, when usage for 

electric space-heating customers should be at its highest.   

The Commission, its Staff, and AIC have spent years carefully designing electric 

residential rates to mitigate the bill impacts that electric space-heating customers faced after the 

rate freeze.  As discussed more below, the incorporation of SFV design in residential rates, at the 

direction of the Commission, was an important step in that rate moderation process.  But now the 

AG asks the Commission to unravel that design overnight, elevating ideology above proper rate 

design principles, such as cost causation, gradualism, and avoidance of rate shock.  The lessons 

learned from the design of rates after the rate freeze tell the Commission that it should rebuff the 
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AG’s request.  The cost principles underlying the AG’s proposal do not justify such an extreme 

measure.  The Commission’s policy of promoting energy efficiency does not justify such an 

extreme measure.  And the effects of the AG’s proposal do not justify such an extreme measure.  

The substantial weight of this evidence requires the rejection of the AG’s proposed rate design.  

2. The Proposed Order failed to consider the immediate and serious 
impacts to removing SFV rate design from residential electric delivery 
rates for 2015. 

a. The AG’s DS-1 rate design will cause significant rate increases 
in 2015 for AIC’s residential electric space-heating customers—
reversing the progress made to moderate their bill impacts. 

It is expected that AIC’s residential customers’ revenue requirement will increase in 

2015, after the conclusion of the 2014 formula rate update filing.  The record here, however, 

shows that the AG’s proposed rate design for the residential (DS-1) class will push a much larger 

percentage of the expected increase in the DS-1 revenue requirement to higher usage customers, 

such as electric space-heating customers.  This scenario would occur because, as explained 

above, the removal of SFV design from residential rates drastically and immediately reduces the 

fixed Customer Charge.  The lower the fixed charges are, the higher the variable volumetric 

charges must be, so that the utility can still recover its residential delivery revenues. 

Ameren Exhibit 7.1 models the change in residential bills in 2015 under the AG’s 

proposed removal of SFV rate design for various customer profiles compared to AIC’s proposed 

continued use of SFV design.  It reflects the bill impacts on top of an assumed 25% system 

average increase in delivery service, which is a reasonable proxy for the anticipated increase in 

the 2014 formula rate update for rates effective in January 2015.  This exhibit projects that any 

residential customer that uses more than about 10,000 kWh per year will have higher annual bills 

under the AG’s proposed rate design (without SFV), as opposed to AIC’s rate design (with 

SFV).  For example, in Rate Zone III, general use customers with more than 14,000 kWh 
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annually would pay an extra 6.6%-6.7% (or $44.20-$44.74 more in 2015) under the AG’s 

proposed design (without SFV), as opposed to AIC’s rate design (with SFV).  And general use 

customers with more than 26,000 kWh annually would pay an extra 14.4% (or $138.76 more in 

2015).  Again, this would be the projected incremental increase caused by the AG’s non-SFV 

rate design, in excess of the system average increase. 

Electric space-heating customers in Rate Zone III would face similar incremental rate 

increases in 2015, above the base increase, under the AG’s proposed rate design, as opposed to 

AIC’s proposed rate design.  For instance, the average single-family home heated by electricity 

uses approximately 20,000 kWh annually.  (Ameren Ex. 7.0, p. 26.)  Space-heating customers 

with usage greater than 18,000 kWh annually—about 32% of electric space-heating customers—

would pay an extra 7.6% (or $53.60 more in 2015) under the AG’s proposed non-SFV design.  

(Ameren Exs. 7.1; 7.0, p. 26.)  Space-heating customers with usage greater than 26,000 kWh 

annually—about 13% of electric space-heating customers—would pay an extra 12.9% (or 

$116.09 more in 2015).  (Id.)  Space-heating customers with usage greater than 36,000 kWh 

annually—about 3% of electric space-heating customers—would pay an extra 15.7% (or $165.47 

more in 2014).  (Id.)  And space-heating customers with usage greater than 60,000 kWh 

annually—roughly 1000—would pay an extra 21.6% (or $358.47 more in 2015).  (Id.)  Thus, 

whereas the claimed benefit of abruptly unwinding SFV could amount to perhaps $1 per month 

savings for the 10,000 kWh space-heating customer in 2015, the increased cost to the 60,000 

kWh customer would be about $30 per month, before even adding any class average increase  

(Ameren Ex 7.1, RZ III.)  Customers in Rate Zones I and II would experience similar annual 

incremental increases under the AG’s non-SFV rate design—increases that, as discussed below, 

are not reflective of the actual cost of service and would be the direct result of making the AG’s 
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proposed considerable and immediate reduction to the fixed DS-1 Customer Charge.  Any final 

Commission order must expressly acknowledge that reality—and the Proposed Order’s findings 

do not.  

This is not the first time that the Commission has faced the predicament of significant 

rate increases for AIC’s electric space-heating customers.  In the last Commission proceeding 

that focused exclusively on the rate design of AIC’s electric delivery rates, AIC and Staff 

recognized that the “most serious bill impact problem” was the bill increases for residential 

space-heating customers that had occurred after the end of the electric rate freeze in January 

2007.  Illinois Comm. Comm’n on its own Mtn., Docket 07-0165, Order, pp. 22, 23 (Oct. 11, 

2007).  Indeed, it was the vocal concerns of AIC’s electric-space heating customers that 

contributed to the passage of the Illinois Power Agency Act in the summer of 2007, and the 

initiation of the AIC rate design investigation by the Commission in Docket 07-0165.  (Ameren 

Ex. 7.0, p. 25.)  The Commission agreed with these concerns.  And it approved the rate design 

proposals advanced by AIC and Staff, which were designed “to mitigate the increases faced by 

residential customers who use electricity to heat their homes in the winter.”  Illinois Comm. 

Comm’n on its own Mtn., Docket 07-0165, Order at 26.  This “rate relief” to space-heating 

customers effectively shifted a portion of the revenue responsibility from non-summer rates for 

higher usage customers.  Id. at 25-27.  This rate design was intended “to bring [electric space-

heating customers’] percentage increases in line with other customers in the residential class, 

thereby reducing their [] increases in the winter months by more than half….”  Id. at 27.  The 

Commission cannot forget the history surrounding the rate increases for AIC’s electric space-

heating customers.  And potential bill impacts on these customers cannot be lightly dismissed.  
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AIC’s present SFV design produces much smoother percentage change bill impacts across all 

residential usage types.  The AG’s rate design does not. 

And to date, the Commission has not forgotten this history.  In the years that followed the 

last AIC rate redesign proceeding, in subsequent electric rate cases, the Commission continued to 

emphasize the importance of incorporating rate designs that would “restrain rate shock” for 

residential space-heating customers “[i]n times of rapidly rising energy costs.”  Cent. Ill. Light 

Co., et al., Dockets 07-0585 et al., Order, pp. 281-82 (Sept. 24, 2008).  In Dockets 07-0585 et al. 

(the 2007 rate case), the Commission specifically ordered AIC to “consider the use of a straight-

fixed-variable rate design” for residential space-heating customers.  Id. at 282.  And in Dockets 

09-0306 et al. (the 2009 rate case), the Commission approved AIC’s proposal to increase the 

amount of the residential delivery revenue requirement collected through the customer and meter 

charges “to move towards a ‘Straight Fixed Variable’ or ‘SFV’ approach.”  Cent. Ill. Light Co., 

et al., Dockets 09-0306 et al., Order, p. 283 (Apr. 29, 2010).  This proposal was in part to refine 

the design of rates for customers using electric space heating.  And Staff agreed that AIC’s 

proposals were a “reasonable solution to the challenges posed by the rate redesign conducted in 

Docket No. 07-0165,” including the imbalance between revenues and costs for higher usage 

blocks in non-summer months.  Id. at 284.  Thus, the gradual movement towards higher fixed 

charges for the residential class assisted in the elimination of existing subsidies.  And the 

Commission encouraged AIC to further analyze whether “alternative rate designs” would be 

“more beneficial” for electric space-heating customers.  Id. at 252. 

The Commission cannot forget this history now.  The higher bills that electric-space 

heating customers would face under the AG’s proposal—a concern unique to AIC’s service 

territory—justifies the continuation of policy decisions and rate designs that the Commission 
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previously approved to moderate the rate increases for this subset of residential customers.  As 

explained below, the AG’s proposal to fully remove SFV design is driven by ideology that does 

not accurately capture the actual cost to deliver electricity to individual residential customers.  

But more importantly, it is an ideology that is unconcerned with the practical effect of shifting a 

much greater portion of the residential revenue responsibility to higher use customers.  Impacted 

customers may not be able to pay higher bills and have additional disposable income to invest in 

higher efficiency appliances.  Renters may be forced to move out, if they cannot lower usage. 

The cost of owning an electric plug-in vehicle may increase.  And the Commission, AIC, and 

Illinois legislators will be inundated with customer complaints.  These are likely responses to 

such an aggressive change in rate design and bill impacts.  And they should lead the Commission 

to conclude that it cannot adopt the AG’s rate design for AIC’s electric residential customers. 

b. The AG’s DS-1 rate design will increase the price volatility of 
electric delivery service—and overstate the marginal price of 
each kWh delivered in excess of the actual cost of service. 

There is a critical difference, however, between the “rate relief” for electric space-heating 

customers approved in AIC’s last rate design proceeding (Docket 07-0165) and the AIC’s 

proposed rate design in this proceeding—the continued use of SFV design does not create 

subsidies for higher use residential customers.  As discussed below and in AIC’s testimony and 

prior briefing, AIC’s marginal cost to deliver the next kWh of electricity is essentially the same 

regardless of the customer’s level of consumption.  But the AG’s design increases the marginal 

price of each kWh delivered.  By adopting the AG’s aggressively lower Customer Charge, the 

Commission will cause higher and more volatile volumetric delivery charges, increasing the 

variable portion of a residential customer’s delivery bill.  And the higher a customer’s usage is in 

any particular month, based on weather and other factors, the higher the variable portion of the 

bill will be.  Given that the cost to serve residential customers does not vary by usage, a rate 
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design that inflates or overstates the marginal price of a customer’s incremental usage sends the 

wrong price signals. 

c. The AG’s DS-1 rate design will send different price signals to gas 
heating residential customers—for whom the Commission 
continues to use SFV design to avoid large rate increases. 

The adoption of the AG’s proposed rate design also would fly in the face of the 

Commission’s rejection of similar proposals in AIC’s recent gas rate case (Docket 13-0192).  In 

that case, the Commission approved the continued use of SFV design for the gas residential 

(GDS-1) class to collect 80% of the final GDS-1 revenue requirement through fixed charges.  

Ameren Ill. Co., Docket 13-0192, Order, pp. 194-95 (Dec. 18, 2013).  This latest decision 

affirmed again the Commission’s position that AIC’s costs to distribute gas service were largely 

fixed and the Commission’s “established” policy that the majority of the fixed costs should be 

recovered through fixed charges.  Ameren Ill. Co., Docket 11-0282, Order, p. 144 (Jan. 10, 

2012).  And the Commission specifically rejected the use of a rate design for gas residential rates 

that would recover a higher percentage of costs through the variable distribution charge.  Ameren 

Ill. Co., Docket 13-0192, Order at 194.  The AG witness in that case—the same AG witness in 

this case—had proposed to freeze the existing GDS-1 Customer Charge and recover the increase 

in residential revenues through the per-therm distribution charge.  Id. at 181, 194.  But the 

Commission found that movement away from SFV design—even if a small step—would cause 

too large of a rate increase for higher use, gas-heating customers.  Id. at 194. 

Here, the same concerns exist for AIC’s higher use, electric space-heating customers—

movement away from SFV design will cause too large of a rate increase for these customers.  

Except in this proceeding, the AG proposal is much more extreme.  The AG hasn’t proposed a 

freeze of the existing fixed Customer Charge.  Nor has the AG proposed a small or gradual 

reduction in the amount of the residential delivery revenue requirement collected through fixed 
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charges.  Instead, the AG proposes a full removal of SFV design and a substantial reduction in 

AIC’s Customer Charge.  Meanwhile, the expected percentage increase for electric delivery rates 

for 2015 rates will exceed the percentage increase approved in Docket 13-0192.  There is no 

logical reason for the Commission to continue to use SFV design for the GDS-1 class, but 

reverse itself and reject the concept for the DS-1 class, in a time of rising delivery costs.  And it 

makes even less sense to completely ignore principles of gradualism and turn a blind eye to the 

significant incremental bill increases that the AG’s rate design will cause for AIC’s higher usage 

residential customers.   

3. The Proposed Order’s reasons for removing SFV rate design from 
AIC’s DS-1 rates for 2015 are flawed and not supported by the record 
evidence. 

a. The AG’s DS-1 rate design does not more closely align 
residential customers’ bills with the cost of service. 

The Proposed Order states that the reducing the customer charge “rebalances fixed and 

variable costs for the DS-1 class and more closely aligns residential customers’ bills with the 

cost of service, especially for low use customers.”  (ALJPO 99.)  That premise isn’t true, based 

on the record in this proceeding.  There are “demand-related” delivery costs that are fixed, sunk 

costs that AIC incurs to service the DS-1 class, regardless of the actual usage by individual 

residential customers.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0 (Rev.) (Jones Reb.), pp. 26-28.)  Line transformers, 

primary lines, secondary lines, poles, substations—these distribution facilities are designed, 

constructed and maintained to serve the maximum expected demand of customers, no matter 

how much energy a specific residential customer will use in a given month or year.  (Id.)  The 

capital cost of utility poles to serve a residential subdivision does not change, as usage changes 

throughout the day or from season to season for the customers in that subdivision; AIC has 

planned and installed a certain amount of poles and the same number of poles will be in place 
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there throughout the year.  (Id.)  Similarly, the fluctuations in usage for the customers in that 

subdivision will have little to no impact on the O&M expense that AIC will budget and spend to 

provide safe, adequate and reliable delivery service.  (Id.)  The use of SFV design provides 

customers with an accurate price signal of the costs AIC incurs to deliver the next kWh of 

service.  It doesn’t ignore principles of cost-causation, or create intra-class subsidies. 

Consider the example of the vacation home.  The distribution system serving the vacation 

home would be designed based on the same maximum peak expectation as the distribution 

system serving other surrounding homes.  This design assumes that the vacation home would be 

fully active for short periods of time and would cause the same peak as any other residence.  

Consider likewise the example of the garage or shed.  The garage may have a low kWh usage 

over a year, but could be equipped with electric space heaters or an arc welder.  In those 

situations, low kWh does not equate to low demand.  The conjecture that these types of service 

locations make a small-to-zero contribution to AIC’s estimation of expected peak demand for an 

area of its service territory is incorrect.  And it improperly assumes that AIC tailors the design, 

construction and maintenance of its distribution network based on individual usage patterns.   

The AG’s analysis of distribution cost responsibility ignores maximum demand design 

criteria—the real measure of how AIC budgets and incurs costs to service residential customers.  

The Commission cannot determine design criteria by looking at one year’s usage history for 20 

different residential scenarios; and the AG has not demonstrated that AIC’s costs of design 

increase linearly for its 20 different residential scenarios, as suggested by Mr. Rubin’s analysis.  

The AG hasn’t presented an analysis of the bill impact that would be felt by residential 

customers if Mr. Rubin’s design is implemented for rates effective for the January 2015 billing 

period; its analysis is simply a hypothetical comparison of two rate design approaches, with and 
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without SFV.  The fact that Mr. Rubin’s theoretical low use residential customers have seen 

higher bills since the unbundling of delivery rates is a function, in part, of the Commission’s 

decision to use SFV design to better reflect the actual costs incurred to serve all DS-1 customers. 

The cost of serving a residential customer in AIC’s service territory is much more 

homogeneous than the Proposed Order acknowledges.  Even if a customer has a lower demand in 

any particular month, it does not mean that the costs incurred to serve that customer vary in 

direct proportion to usage.  The use of SFV design recognizes that these fixed costs should be 

recovered through fixed charges, and not dependent on usage patterns. 

b. The AG’s DS-1 rate design does not guarantee decreased energy 
consumption or decreased electricity expenses. 

The Proposed Order states that increasing the volatility of the delivery service charges, by 

reducing the amount of the revenue requirement recovered in the customer charge, will “send[] 

price signals to residential customers that would encourage them to decrease their energy 

consumption thereby reducing their electricity expenses.”  (ALJPO 99.)  But there isn’t any 

evidence in the record that suggests the removal of SFV design will lead to decreased energy 

consumption or decreased electricity.  No study was provided to the Commission to project the 

impact of lowering the Customer Charge on residential consumption.  Higher usage residential 

customers, such as electric space-heating customers, may not be able to consume less.  Lower 

usage residential customers, once they figure out why their bills have decreased, may use more 

electricity.  There may be Low Income Home Energy Assistance Programs (LIHEAP) or other 

energy assistance or payment plans that impact an individual residential customer’s usage.  The 

potential incentives and disincentives to use less energy have not been identified or quantified.  

There is just the hope that a higher, more volatile volumetric delivery charge may force some 
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residential customers to use less electricity.  That hope is insufficient to implement such a radical 

change in the DS-1 rate design.   

The Proposed Order also does not acknowledge the prior “price signals” that the 

Commission has sent on SFV pricing.  That it encouraged AIC to explore SFV pricing for its 

electric residential rates.  That it acknowledged that SFV design allowed AIC to gradually 

eliminate the subsidies for electric space-heating customers.  That it always has recognized that 

“demand-related” distribution costs are fixed costs.  That it has approved, repeatedly, the use of 

SFV design in AIC’s gas residential rates.  That it has rejected the discontinuation of SFV 

design, absent evidence that the cost of service for low use customers can be measured and 

justifies the creation of a separate residential subclass.  Were these “price signals” wrong?  No, 

they were not.  And the Commission should not abruptly scrap those prior policy decisions. 

c. The record does not support the adoption of policy decisions from 
Docket 13-0387 on the cost of service for lower use customers. 

The Proposed Order states that the AG’s residential rate design is “[c]onsistent with its 

findings in Docket No. 13-0387,” the ComEd rate redesign proceeding.  (ALJPO 99.)  But the 

Commission must base its findings on the evidence admitted into the record in this proceeding, 

not the record in Docket 13-0387.  Rockwell Lime Co. v. Comm. Comm’n, 373 Ill. 309, 321 

(1940) (manifest quotations from orders in other cases do not constitute a competent basis for a 

decision); Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Co. v. Comm. Comm’n, 335 Ill. 624, 638-39 

(1929) (commissioners cannot act on their own information about statements outside of the 

record that were presented in a different proceeding).  Here, the utilities are different, the 

residential customer profiles are different, and the evidence presented in the record is different.   

For starters, the same directives imposed upon ComEd in a prior docket—to provide 

evidence regarding cost of service for low use residential customers and to explore how ComEd 
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defines the low use customer subclass—were not imposed upon AIC in its last traditional rate 

case.  Commonwealth Edison Co., Docket 13-0387, Order at 73.  Indeed, the Commission just 

rejected a decrease on fixed charges for AIC’s gas residential customers, absent a methodology 

to segregate the cost of service for lower use residential customers and the ability to create a 

separate subclass.  Ameren Ill. Co., Docket 13-0192, Order at 195.  Without a prior Commission 

directive to provide low use residential cost of service data, and without that evidence actually in 

the record in this case, it is premature for the Commission to reject the continued use of SFV 

design for AIC’s residential electric delivery rates.   

And the other significant difference between the dockets, which has been noted above, is 

the evidence that illustrates the adverse bill impacts for higher usage residential customers, 

including the electric space-heating customers, which AG’s rate design would cause.  This bill 

impact evidence, for this vocal customer group, at a minimum, should cause the Commission to 

question whether the record supports the AG’s rate design and whether the time is right for a full 

removal of SFV design from AIC’s residential rates.  The answer to both questions is no. 

And even if were appropriate to now revisit the continued use of SFV design for AIC’s 

residential electric delivery rates, the principles of gradualism do not support the full removal of 

SFV design for rates effective in January 2015.  If the Commission wishes to further examine the 

cost of service for low use residential customers in AIC’s service territory, there are less drastic 

options.  For example, the Commission could maintain the existing level of recovery of DS-1 

delivery revenues through fixed charges (44.8%) until the next electric rate redesign proceedings. 

This option would be less extreme and would cause less sweeping, abrupt changes to customers’ 

bills than the AG’s proposal.  Notably, the exceptions language accompanying this brief 

advocate that the Commission maintain the same percentage of DS-1 revenues to be recovered 
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through fixed charges (44.8%)—similar to the result reached by the Commission in Docket 13-

0192 for gas residential rates. 

4. Conclusion. 

The primary goal of rate design is to design rates that adequately and accurately recover a 

level of revenues sufficient to cover the costs of serving the utility’s customer classes.  For years, 

the Commission stated that SFV design adequately and accurately recovered delivery revenues 

for AIC’s residential electric customers.  And the Commission still believes that SFV design 

adequately and accurately recovered delivery revenues for AIC’s residential gas customers.  The 

evidence in the record in this proceeding does not support a change of heart, at least for AIC.  

The implementation of SFV design has brought greater stability to revenues and rate increases.  

And its incorporation in residential rate design has been supported by the recognition that the 

costs of delivering electricity to AIC’s residential customers are largely fixed across the class.  

To fully remove SFV design from residential rates effective in January 2015, the Commission 

would have to be dismissive of its prior decisions, and openly disregard the history surrounding 

the prior rate increases for electric space-heating customers.  The record does not support such a 

radical change.  And public policy does not support such a radical change.  The Commission 

must reject the adoption of the AG’s residential rate design in its final order in this case. 

AIC requests that the Commission delete the third paragraph on page 99 of the ALJPO in 

the “Commission Analysis and Conclusion” subsection for the “Use of SFV Rate Design for DS-

1 Customer Charge” section and include the following language, which reflects and supports the 

continuation of SFV design for the DS-1 Customer Charge and the maintains the present 

recovery of 44.8% of DS-1 revenues through fixed charges. 

 The Commission believes reducing the amount of the revenue 
requirement recovered in the customer charge would increase the volatility 
of the delivery service charges, sending price signals to residential 



19 
	  

customers that would encourage them to decrease their energy 
consumption thereby reducing their electricity expenses.  In the 
Commission's view, this price signal is consistent with the public policy of 
the State of Illinois to reduce energy usage and promote energy efficiency.  
The Commission believes that AIC's financial risks have been decreased 
by its participation in the infrastructure investment program and the Rate 
MAP-P, performance-based formula rate mechanism.  The Commission 
finds that AIC’s financial integrity is not likely to be impaired by any 
increase in revenue volatility caused by this change to rate design.  
Consistent with its findings in Docket No. 13-0387, the Commission finds 
that the residential rate design suggested by the AG is consistent with 
traditional rate design principles; it rebalances fixed and variable costs for 
the DS-1 class and more closely aligns residential customers' bills with the 
cost of service, especially for low use customers.  The Commission adopts 
the AG's rate design which decreases the fixed customer charge and 
increases the variable charges for customers in the DS-1 class. 

 The Commission acknowledges that AIC’s present rate design for 
the DS-1 class already incorporates the use of SFV design to recover 
approximately 44.8% of DS-1 revenues through fixed charges, and that 
AIC proposes a modest 2.5% annual increase in that percentage, starting 
for 2015 rates, and an eventual cap at 50%—a proposal that Staff has 
accepted.  The Commission also acknowledges that, since 2008, the 
Commission has encouraged and approved the use of SFV design in 
AIC’s DS-1 rates, and that the Commission recently approved again the 
use of SFV design in AIC’s residential natural gas rates in Docket 13-
0192.   

 The Commission agrees with AIC that the record in this proceeding 
does not support the full and immediate removal of SFV design from DS-1 
rates.  The AG’s proposed rate design to dramatically lower the DS-1 
Customer Charge would hold higher usage residential customers 
responsible for a much larger portion of DS-1 revenues, including any 
annual increases to the DS-1 revenue requirement.  This proposed rate 
design would constitute an arbitrary departure from the prior Commission 
decisions that expressly recognized that the costs to serve residential 
customers in AIC’s service territory were largely fixed and not dependent 
on monthly or seasonal variations in the individual residential customer’s 
usage.  Notably absent from the record in this proceeding is any evidence 
regarding the cost of service for lower usage residential customers and 
whether the cost to serve lower usage residential customers can be 
readily identified and segregated.  Absent that evidence, there is not 
sufficient evidence in the record to justify the dramatic shift in DS-1 
revenue responsibility advocated by the AG.  This is consistent with the 
Commission’s decision in Docket 13-0192 where it declined to lower the 
percentage of revenues collected through fixed charges for AIC’s 
residential natural gas customers, absent evidence that would identify and 
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segregate the cost to serve heating and non-heating residential natural 
gas customers in AIC’s service territory.  Without similar evidence in this 
proceeding, the Commission cannot find that higher usage residential 
electric customers are causing AIC to incur more electric delivery costs 
than lower usage residential electric customers to justify the removal of 
SFV design. 

 The Commission also agrees with AIC that the AG’s proposed rate 
design does not adhere to the rate design principles of maintaining 
gradualism and avoidance of rate shock.  Ameren 7.1 demonstrates the 
significant, incremental increases in delivery charges that higher usage 
residential customers would experience in 2015, if the Commission 
adopted the AG’s rate design.  The bill impacts that higher usage 
residential customers, such as AIC’s electric space-heating customers, 
would experience in 2015, if SFV design was fully and immediately 
removed, are not acceptable on their face, even if the AG had been able 
to provide evidence on the cost of service for lower usage customers.  The 
Commission cautions the AG that if it wants to revisit this issue in 
subsequent electric rate design proceedings, it needs to (i) provide 
evidence on the cost of service for lower usage residential customers, and 
(ii) propose a rate design that unwinds SFV at a pace that maintains 
gradualism and avoids rate shock.  The Commission notes that AIC was 
not directed by the Commission in a prior order to provide evidence on the 
cost of service for lower usage residential customers, as was the case in 
Docket 13-0387.  That fact alone warrants the Commission taking a 
different approach in this proceeding. 

 Given (i) the lack of evidence in the record on any material 
differences in cost of service among lower and higher usage residential 
customers and any prior directive to provide that evidence in this 
proceeding; (ii) the prior Commission orders encouraging and approving 
the use of SFV design for AIC’s DS-1 class; (iii) the continued use of SFV 
design for AIC’s residential natural gas customers, including those 
customers who take both electric and gas service from AIC; and (iv) the 
significant, incremental increases to delivery charges that electric space-
heating customers would experience in 2015 under the AG’s rate design, 
the Commission declines to adopt the AG’s rate design.  Instead, the 
Commission direct AIC to maintain the current percentage of fixed cost 
recovery through fixed charges (44.8%), with the expectation that this 
issue will be revisited in AIC’s next electric rate redesign proceeding.   

(ALJPO 99.) 
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B. Exception 2: ALJPO Section II.B.1, “Allocator for Primary Distribution Line 
Costs,” subsection f, “Commission Conclusion” (ALJPO 18). 

1. The Proposed Order should clarify the adopted methodology for 
allocating Primary Distribution Line costs to DS-6 customers. 

The Proposed Order contains a conclusion that, based on AIC’s interpretation, adopts use 

of the Non-Coincident Peak (NCP) Method for allocating Primary Distribution Line costs to all 

classes, subject to a 50% reduction for DS-5 customers.  However, the concluding sentence—

applicable to the DS-6 class—is somewhat confusing, given the preceding discussion in that 

paragraph.  The relevant portion of the Proposed Order’s conclusion on the issue is as follows:    

The Commission finds that the concerns raised in Docket Nos. 09-
0306, et al., which led to the Commission’s switch from an NCP to a CP 
allocator for the primary line costs, were addressed by AIC's analysis in 
this proceeding.  The Commission notes that AIC must design its primary 
distribution lines with sufficient capacity to serve the peak load that exists 
on those lines, whenever that peak occurs, and not to meet the load on 
those lines that occur at the time of AIC's system peak.  The Commission 
finds that the evidence in this proceeding supports adoption of the NCP 
allocator.  The Commission agrees with Staff that because of their unique 
demand, the DS-5 lighting customers are not responsible for peak 
demand on primary lines and thus should not be allocated the entirety of 
the NCP allocation for primary lines.  The Commission finds the 
modification proposed by AIC of a 50% reduction in the DS-5 class' NCP 
demand will address Staff's concern about over-recovery from the lighting 
class under the NCP method.  For these reasons, the Commission adopts 
the NCP allocator modified to reduce the DS-5 class' NCP demand by 
50%.  The Commission believes the record of this proceeding supports a 
finding that the DS-6 class has unique characteristics from classes DS-1 
through DS-5 and those characteristics require a modification of the NCP 
method for the DS-6 class.   

(ALJPO 18.) 

AIC interprets this discussion as reflecting an intent to adopt the NCP Method for the 

DS-6 class.  This conclusion appears to be consistent with the preceding discussion in the 

relevant paragraph and would appear to address concerns expressed by the Grain and Feed 

Association about DS-6 customers being treated differently than other classes for purposes of 
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allocating costs of Primary Distribution Lines (subject to the DS-5 reduction) (ALJPO 18).  AIC 

requests that the Proposed Order be amended to clarify the conclusion on this topic by deleting 

the sentence at issue, resulting the following amended paragraph: 

 The Commission finds that the concerns raised in Docket Nos. 09-
0306, et al., which led to the Commission’s switch from an NCP to a CP 
allocator for the primary line costs, were addressed by AIC's analysis in 
this proceeding.  The Commission notes that AIC must design its primary 
distribution lines with sufficient capacity to serve the peak load that exists 
on those lines, whenever that peak occurs, and not to meet the load on 
those lines that occur at the time of AIC's system peak.  The Commission 
finds that the evidence in this proceeding supports adoption of the NCP 
allocator.  The Commission agrees with Staff that because of their unique 
demand, the DS-5 lighting customers are not responsible for peak 
demand on primary lines and thus should not be allocated the entirety of 
the NCP allocation for primary lines.  The Commission finds the 
modification proposed by AIC of a 50% reduction in the DS-5 class' NCP 
demand will address Staff's concern about over-recovery from the lighting 
class under the NCP method.  For these reasons, the Commission adopts 
the NCP allocator modified to reduce the DS-5 class' NCP demand by 
50%.  The Commission believes the record of this proceeding supports a 
finding that the DS-6 class has unique characteristics from classes DS-1 
through DS-5 and those characteristics require a modification of the NCP 
method for the DS-6 class. 

(ALJPO 18.) 

Regardless of the specific verbiage adopted, AIC requests clarification with regard to the 

allocation method to be used to allocate Primary Distribution Line costs to DS-6 customers.  

C. Exception 3: ALJPO Section II.B.3, “Allocator for Non-Meter AMI General 
and Intangible Plant,” Subsection e, “Commission Analysis and Conclusion” 
(ALJPO 40). 

1. The Proposed Order’s conclusion on the allocation methodology to 
apply to Non-Meter AMI General and Intangible Plant misrepresents 
AIC’s position.   

The Proposed Order presents a discussion on the contested issue of which allocator—

(CUST370) or (LABOR)—is more appropriate to use in allocating costs of General and 

Intangible (G&I) plant associated with AIC’s installation of AMI meters, ultimately siding with 
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the AG’s labor-based position.  AIC does not herein take exception with this result.  However, 

the opening paragraph of the Proposed Order’s conclusion on the topic slightly mischaracterizes 

AIC’s position and AIC’s currently approved cost allocation for meter reading expenses, which 

is not at issue in this proceeding.  The paragraph is as follows:  

The parties are in disagreement as to whether a customer-related 
allocator or a labor-related allocator is appropriate for G&I plant 
investments that AIC intends to implement as part of the Commission-
approved AMI Plan.  AIC proposes to use FERC Account 370-Meters 
(CUST370), the same allocator that it plans to use for AMI meter 
investments and currently uses for meter-reading expense.  The AG 
recommends that the labor allocator, that is used for all general plant, 
should be used until AIC’s next electric rate design case, when the issue 
should be revisited in light of actual data on AMI installations.  The IIEC 
and Staff are in favor of the use of the customer related allocator. 

(ALJPO 40.)  

AIC’s proposed AMI G&I plant allocation method—CUST370—is not, in fact, the same 

allocator that AIC currently uses to allocate all “meter reading expenses.”   The current method 

used to allocate meter reading expenses is not in question in this proceeding, although meter 

reading expenses have been discussed in conjunction with the current debate.  Meter reading 

expenses are currently allocated using CUST902, which is also a customer related allocator, but 

is not the same allocator as CUST370.  AIC requests that the Proposed Order be amended as 

follows in order to more accurately reflect this disctinction: 

The parties are in disagreement as to whether a customer-related 
allocator (CUST370) or a labor-related allocator (LABOR) is appropriate 
for G&I plant investments that AIC intends to implement as part of the 
Commission-approved AMI Plan.  AIC proposes to use CUST370 FERC 
Account 370-Meters (CUST370), the same allocator that it plans to use for 
AMI meter investments and currently uses for meter-reading expense 
traditional (non-AMI) meter investments booked to FERC Account 370.  
The AG recommends that the labor allocator, that is currently used for all 
general plant, should be used until AIC’s next electric rate design case, 
when the issue should be revisited in light of actual data on AMI 
installations.  The IIEC and Staff are in favor of the use of the customer 
related allocator (CUST370). 
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(ALJPO 40.) 

D. Exception 4: ALJPO Section V, “Findings and Ordering Paragraphs” 
(ALJPO 100). 

1. The Proposed Order should amend the timeframe for the related 
compliance filing in anticipation of AIC’s 2014 Formula Rate Update 
filing. 

The “Findings and Ordering Paragraphs” contained in the Proposed Order require AIC, 

among other items, to file within 30 days of the issuance of the Final Order (i.e., by April 18 

assuming an issuance date consistent with the March 20 “drop dead date”) tariffs incorporating 

rates, revenue allocations, rate design and terms and conditions consistent with the 

determinations reached in the Final Order.  The Proposed Order further directs Staff to review 

AIC’s compliance filing within 30 days of submission (i.e., by May 19, assuming an April 18 

compliance submission date).  Specifically, the Proposed Order states as follows: 

The Commission, having given due consideration to the entire record 
herein and being fully advised in the premises, is of the opinion and finds 
that: 

*** 

(5) the determinations regarding cost of service, revenue allocations, 
rate design, and terms and conditions of service contained in earlier 
sections of this Order are reasonable for purposes of this proceeding; the 
tariffs filed by Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois should 
incorporate the rates, revenue allocations, rate design, and terms and 
conditions set forth and referred to herein; 

(6) Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois is directed to make a 
compliance filing consistent with the conclusions herein within thirty (30) 
days of the entry of this Order.  Staff has 30 days after Ameren Illinois 
Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois has made the filing to review to confirm 
compliance; 

(ALJPO 100.)  

220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(d) requires AIC, as a “participating utility,” to file by May 1 of 

each year, the updated cost inputs to its performance-based formula rate tariff, MAP-P, for the 
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applicable rate year and the corresponding new charges.  As such, AIC will be busy preparing 

this update filing, and the corresponding charges, during the period the Commission is reviewing 

and finalizing its final order in the case at bar.  To wit, AIC may in fact file said update case 

prior to the date upon which Staff has been directed to complete its review of the compliance 

filing referenced above.    

Because the charges to be filed in conjunction with the upcoming update case will 

incorporate the results of the instant proceeding, including, to the extent necessary, Staff’s 

review, and will affect rates effective January 1, 2015, AIC seeks ample time to ensure that the 

charges developed in conjunction with its annual formula rate update filing correctly apply and 

incorporate any changes presented in the final order, as well as any changes offered by Staff 

during its review.  For this reason, AIC requests the compliance filing and review timeframe be 

shortened considerably.    

Specifically, AIC requests the Commission issue a final order directing (1) AIC to file 

such compliance documents within 5 business days of a final order issued in the proceeding and 

(2) Staff to review AIC’s compliance filing within 7 business days of formal submission.  In an 

effort to facilitate Staff’s review, AIC commits and plans to circulate with Staff an informal 

distribution of its compliance filing no later than February 28.   

AIC offers the following language in substitution of that currently found in the Proposed 

Order:    

The Commission, having given due consideration to the entire record 
herein and being fully advised in the premises, is of the opinion and finds 
that: 

*** 

(5) the determinations regarding cost of service, revenue allocations, 
rate design, and terms and conditions of service contained in earlier 
sections of this Order are reasonable for purposes of this proceeding; the 
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tariffs filed by Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois should 
incorporate the rates, revenue allocations, rate design, and terms and 
conditions set forth and referred to herein; 

(6) Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois is directed to make a 
compliance filing consistent with the conclusions herein within thirty (30) 
five (5) business days of the entry of this Order.  Staff has 30 7 business 
days after Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois has made the 
filing to review to confirm compliance; 

(ALJPO 100.)  

Shortening the compliance filing submission and review timeline in the manner 

suggested will help ensure that the charges developed in the Company's annual formula rate 

update filing correctly incorporate and present the results of the case at bar. 
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efitzhenry@ameren.com
Respondent and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/14/2013

Daniel M. Flynn, Atty. for the Commercial Group
Neil F. Flynn & Associates
600 S. Second St., Suite 102
Springfield, IL 62704

dflynn@neilflynnlaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 11/12/2013

Alan R. Jenkins, Atty. for the Commercial Group
Jenkins at Law, LLC
2265 Roswell Rd., Ste. 100
Marietta, GA 30062

aj@jenkinsatlaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/30/2013

Christopher Kennedy, Atty. for Ameren Illinois Company
d/b/a Ameren Illinois
Whitt Sturtevant LLP
88 E. Broad St., Ste. 1590
Columbus, OH 43215

kennedy@whitt-sturtevant.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/18/2013

Michael J. Lannon
Office of General Counsel
Illinois Commerce Commission
160 N. LaSalle, Suite C-800
Chicago, IL 60601

mlannon@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/21/2013

Kathleen Leiser
Public Utilities Bureau
Illinois Attorney General's Office
100 W. Randolph St., 11th Fl.
Chicago, IL 60601

kleiser@atg.state.il.us
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/20/2013

Kristin Munsch, Policy Director & Sr. Attorney
Citizens Utility Board
309 W. Washington, Ste. 800
Chicago, IL 60606

kmunsch@citizensutilityboard.org
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/11/2013

James V. Olivero
Office of General Counsel
Illinois Commerce Commission
527 E. Capitol Ave.
Springfield, IL 62701
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jolivero@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/21/2013

Andrew Rankin, Atty. for IIEC
Lueders Robertson & Konzen
PO Box 735
Granite City, IL 62040

drankin@lrklaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 10/30/2013

Kathleen E. Ratcliffe, Senior Paralegal
Whitt Sturtevant LLP
180 N. LaSalle St., Ste. 2001
Chicago, IL 60601

ratcliffe@whitt-sturtevant.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/04/2013

Christie Redd Hicks
Citizens Utility Board
309 W. Washington, Ste. 800
Chicago, IL 60606

crhicks@citizensutilityboard.org
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/11/2013

Eric Robertson, Atty. for IIEC
Lueders, Robertson, Konzen
1939 Delmar Ave.
P.O. Box 735
Granite City, IL 62040

erobertson@lrklaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/09/2013

Ryan Robertson, Atty. for IIEC
Lueders Robertson & Konzen
PO Box 735
1939 Delmar Ave.
Granite City, IL 62040

ryrobertson@lrklaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/09/2013

Scott J. Rubin
Law Office of Scott J. Rubin
333 Oak Lane
Bloomsburg, PA 17815

scott.j.rubin@gmail.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/20/2013

Shannon K. Rust, Atty. for Ameren Illinois Company
d/b/a Ameren Illinois
Whitt Sturtevant LLP
88 E. Broad St., Ste. 1590
Columbus, OH 43215

rust@whitt-sturtevant.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/04/2013
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Susan L. Satter, Sr. Asst. Attorney General
Illinois Attorney General's Office
11th Floor
100 W. Randolph
Chicago, IL 60601

ssatter@atg.state.il.us
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/20/2013

Julie Soderna, Director of Litigation
Citizens Utility Board
309 W. Washington, Ste. 800
Chicago, IL 60606

jsoderna@citizensutilityboard.org
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/11/2013

William P. Streeter, Atty. for Intervenor
Hasselberg Grebe Snodgrass Urban & Wentworth
124 SW Adams, Ste. 360
Peoria, IL 61602

wstreeter@hgsuw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/26/2013

Scott Struck, Case Manager
Illinois Commerce Commission
527 E. Capitol Ave.
Springfield, IL 62701

sstruck@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/16/2013

Albert D. Sturtevant, Atty. for Ameren Illinois Company
d/b/a Ameren Illinois
Whitt Sturtevant LLP
180 N. LaSalle St., Ste. 2001
Chicago, IL 60601

sturtevant@whitt-sturtevant.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/04/2013

Kimberly J. Swan
Office of General Counsel
Illinois Commerce Commission
160 N. LaSalle St., Ste. C-800
Chicago, IL 60601

kswan@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/21/2013

Amanda Tesdall, Paralegal
Ameren Services Company
1901 Chouteau Ave.
St. Louis, MO 63166-6149

atesdall@ameren.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/30/2013

Matthew R. Tomc
Ameren Services Company
PO Box 66149, MC 1310
1901 Chouteau Ave.
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St. Louis, MO 63166

mtomc@ameren.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/30/2013

Jackie K. Voiles
Ameren Illinois Company
d/b/a Ameren Illinois
200 W. Washington St.
Springfield, IL 62701-1117

jvoiles@ameren.com
Respondent and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/14/2013

Janis Von Qualen, Administrative Law Judge
Illinois Commerce Commission
527 E. Capitol Ave.
Springfield, IL 62701

jvonqual@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/14/2013
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