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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET No. 13-0546 2 

DIRECT TESTIMONY ON REHEARING OF 3 

RICHARD L. MCCARTNEY 4 

Submitted On Behalf Of 5 

Ameren Illinois 6 

I. INTRODUCTION 7 

A. Witness Identification 8 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 9 

A. My name is Richard L. McCartney, and my business address is 1901 Chouteau Avenue, 10 

St. Louis, Missouri 63103. 11 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 12 

A. I am employed by Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“Ameren Illinois” or 13 

the “Company”) successor to Central Illinois Light Company d/b/a AmerenCILCO, Central 14 

Illinois Public Service Company d/b/a AmerenCIPS and Illinois Power Company d/b/a 15 

AmerenIP.    I am currently Director, Power Supply Acquisition and it is within this capacity that 16 

I am testifying in this proceeding. 17 

Q. Please describe your current job duties and responsibilities. 18 

A. The duties of my current position consist of supporting the Illinois Power Agency 19 

(“IPA”) procurement process in a manner consistent with the Illinois Public Utilities Act 20 

(“PUA”), procuring sufficient power supply products to supply the Company’s customer load, 21 
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managing the portfolio of the Company’s power supply products that result following IPA 22 

procurement events, and administering all power supply contracts entered into by the Company. 23 

Q. Please describe your educational background and relevant work experience. 24 

A. See my Statement of Qualifications, attached as an Appendix to this testimony. 25 

B. Purpose, Scope and Identification of Exhibits 26 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony in this proceeding?  27 

A. I will respond on behalf of the Company to the two proposals put forth by the Renewable 28 

Suppliers.  These proposals were originally debated in this proceeding prior to the Commission’s 29 

Final Order and the Renewable Suppliers have subsequently filed additional evidence that 30 

includes direct testimony from five individuals which form the basis for this rehearing.    31 

 At the outset, it is important to note that Ameren Illinois has not yet curtailed its long 32 

term power purchase agreements (“LTPPAs”) and does not recommend a curtailment for the 33 

period June 2014 through May 2015 (“Prompt Plan Year”).  Although the July 2013 forecast 34 

associated with the most recent Commission approved IPA procurement plan (“Plan”) indicated 35 

that a small curtailment would occur for the Prompt Plan Year, this forecast was recently updated 36 

by Ameren Illinois consistent with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) order so 37 

as to include more recent switching trends.  This updated forecast indicates that the LTTPAs 38 

should not be curtailed for the Prompt Plan Year.  Pursuant to the Commission approved Plan, 39 

this updated forecast is to be reviewed by Ameren Illinois, IPA, Commission Staff, National 40 

Economic Research Associates (“NERA”) and Boston Pacific (collectively “Parties”).  This 41 

review process is underway and assuming consensus can be reached among the Parties, the 42 

forecast will supersede the July 2013 forecast.  Therefore, the Renewable Suppliers first proposal 43 

would have no impact on the Company’s LTTPAs for at least one year since curtailment would 44 
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not commence until at least June 2015.  That being said, any decision made by the Commission 45 

during this proceeding could impact the Company’s LTPPAs in a future plan year.  Therefore, 46 

the opinions expressed in the remainder of this testimony are intended to be forward looking and 47 

in regards to a scenario where future curtailment is warranted and approved. 48 

Q. Will you be sponsoring any exhibits in support of your direct testimony on 49 

rehearing?   50 

A. No.   51 

II. PROPOSALS OF RENEWABLE SUPPLIERS 52 

Q. As you understand it, what is the basis for the Renewable Suppliers putting forth its 53 

two proposals? 54 

A. Renewables Suppliers state that the implementation of prior curtailments of 55 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) purchases under LTPPAs has resulted in a 56 

shortfall of revenues compared to the revenues associated with LTPPAs that were not curtailed. 57 

Renewables Suppliers argue that while the use of Alternative Compliance Payment (“ACP”) 58 

funds has provided a source of lost revenue pertaining to RECs, lost revenue associated with 59 

energy should be addressed on a forward looking basis. Renewables Suppliers have proposed 60 

two alternatives by which its perceived shortfall of revenues would be eliminated.  61 

Q. Please describe the first proposal as you understand it.  62 

A.  The Renewable Suppliers recommend that only the REC purchase portion of the 63 

LTPPAs, and not the energy component, should be curtailed. Correspondingly, the Renewable 64 

Suppliers recommend that the electric utilities should settle the energy associated with curtailed 65 

RECs by paying LTPPA suppliers an amount equal to the applicable energy price from the IPA’s 66 
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2010 forward energy price curve less the applicable day-ahead hourly Locational Marginal 67 

Prices (“LMP”). 68 

Q. What would be the impact to eligible retail customers if the first proposal were to be 69 

implemented? 70 

A. The first proposal would result in higher costs to eligible retail customers since they 71 

would be directly responsible for paying for what Renewables Suppliers describe as a shortfall of 72 

revenues.     73 

Q. Does the first proposal contain risk that the eligible retail customers could incur 74 

significantly higher prices in the future? 75 

A.  Yes, with the advent of municipal aggregation, the amount of eligible retail customers 76 

has declined considerably.  If this smaller pool of customers is responsible for energy purchases 77 

that are also higher than the current MISO market, including an amount that would otherwise be 78 

curtailed under the LTPPAs, the remaining customers would incur higher supply costs.  This has 79 

the potential to lead to further switching away from eligible retail tariffs which could result in a 80 

scenario where the ever smaller pool of eligible retail customers incurs exponentially higher 81 

supply costs.   82 

Q. Did you estimate the chance of this event occurring?  83 

A. No, but even a remote chance should be cause for concern and it is appropriate that 84 

planning and procurement decisions consider the possibility of a substantially negative outcome 85 

for customers that may result in the future.    86 
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 Q. What other issues should the Commission consider when rendering a decision in 87 

regards to the first proposal?  88 

A. While I am not an attorney, I nonetheless believe the Commission may wish to review 89 

Section 16-111.5(e) of the PUA to determine if the proposal is consistent with language which 90 

states that benchmarks are to be established for evaluating final prices in the IPA procurement 91 

process and a request for proposal is to be issued which includes sealed bidding along with a 92 

provision for selection of bids based on price.   In other words, the Commission may wish to 93 

consider whether the first proposal could be interpreted as an energy only procurement not 94 

subject to the competitively defined process intended for IPA procurements.  This is a legal 95 

question that may impact the issue presented in this docket.  96 

Q. Do you have a legal opinion in this regard? 97 

A. No, I simply note that the question relates to the issue posed on rehearing and therefore a 98 

review should be considered.    99 

Q.  What is your recommendation in regards to the first proposal?   100 

A.  The Commission should reject the first proposal because eligible retail customers would 101 

be responsible for paying for what the Renewable Suppliers describe as a shortfall of revenues.  102 

This would result in higher costs to these same customers.  However, if the Commission decides 103 

to adopt the first proposal, the Order should state that it is associated with this Plan only and is 104 

subject to further review by the Commission in future years.  In addition, because the 105 

methodology by which the first proposal would be calculated is not contemplated under the 106 

settlement provisions of the LTPPAs, it is important that the Commission approve a 107 

methodology for settlement in its Order.  While Mr. Gordon has proposed a methodology in his 108 

testimony on page 14, the Company is concerned that impacted parties could have differing 109 
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interpretations unless a specific methodology is approved.   In summary, the Company 110 

recommends the Commission reject the first proposal, but if the Commission adopts the 111 

proposal, the Company recommends it be implemented for this Plan only and an approved 112 

settlement methodology is detailed in the Order. 113 

Q. Please describe the second proposal as you understand it. 114 

A.   The Renewable Suppliers propose that the utilities (using ACP funds) and the IPA 115 

(using the Renewable Energy Resources Fund or “RERF”) will purchase curtailed RECs at a 116 

price equal to the Contract Price under the LTPPA less the day ahead hourly LMPs. 117 

Q. What are your comments in regards to the second proposal? 118 

A. Unlike the first proposal, the second proposal would not result in higher costs to eligible 119 

retail customers.  In fact, it would not incrementally result in higher costs for any customers 120 

since funds previous collected from the Company’s hourly customers and funds from customers 121 

supplied by ARES (RERF) would be used.  This is a point the Commission may wish to consider 122 

if it desires to address the shortfall of revenues claimed by the Renewable Suppliers.  123 

Q. Do you have a recommendation in regards to the second proposal?    124 

A. No.  The Commission previously determined that decisions regarding renewable funds 125 

collected from the Company’s hourly customers are at the discretion of the IPA subject to 126 

Commission approval.  Regarding RERF, the Commission determined these funds are at the sole 127 

discretion of the IPA with the caveat that the Commission remains interested in RERF and the 128 

decisions made by the IPA (Docket 12-0544 pages 111-112). 129 
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III. CONCLUSION 130 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony on rehearing? 131 

A. Yes, it does.132 



Ameren Exhibit 1.0 (RH) – Appendix 
Page 1 of 2 

 

APPENDIX 

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS  
RICHARD L. MCCARTNEY 

I obtained a Bachelor of Science degree in Industrial Engineering from the 

University of Missouri-Columbia in 1986 and a Masters in Management degree from 

Maryville College in 1988.  My professional work experience has been entirely at 

Ameren or predecessor companies.  I started in 1986 as an Engineer in Union Electric’s 

Transmission and Distribution department.  In 1989, I accepted a position in Union 

Electric’s Internal Audit department.  In 1991, I accepted a position in Union Electric’s 

Corporate Planning department which was subsequently transferred to Ameren Services 

Company.  My responsibilities during this time were energy efficiency and resource 

planning in Missouri, Illinois and Iowa.  In 1996, I accepted a position in the Power 

Marketing and Trading department for Ameren Services Company which managed the 

vertically integrated generation and load for Union Electric Company and  Central 

Illinois Public Service Company after the successful merger of the two companies in 

1997.  In 1998, I accepted a position in the Fuels department for Ameren Services 

Company which was subsequently transferred to Ameren Energy Fuels and Services 

Company.  During this period my responsibilities included the procurement and 

transportation of natural gas and coal, and the management of the company’s emissions 

position.  In 2002, I accepted a position in Ameren Energy Marketing Company as 

Wholesale Sales Manager and then later as Supervisor of Power Trading.  In 2007, I 

accepted a position as Lead Capacity Trader in Ameren Services Company which was 

subsequently transferred to AmerenCILCO and ultimately to Ameren Illinois Company 

upon the successful merger of AmerenCILCO, AmerenIP and AmerenCIPS on October 



Ameren Exhibit 1.0 (RH) – Appendix 
Page 2 of 2 

 

1, 2010.  On January 1, 2012, I was promoted to by the position as Manager, Power 

Supply Acquisition and then the title of this position was changed on January 1, 2013 to 

Director, Power Supply Acquisition.  
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