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1                      PROCEEDINGS

2         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  By the authority vested

3 in me by the Illinois Commerce Commission, I now call

4 Docket Number 13-0476.  This docket was initiated by

5 a petition filed by Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a

6 Ameren Illinois seeking approval of revenue-neutral

7 tariff changes related to rate design.  The matter is

8 now on rehearing.

9         May I have the appearances for the record?

10 First, on behalf of Ameren.

11         MR. KENNEDY:  Sure.  Christopher Kennedy

12 from Whitt Sturtevant, LLP, 88 East Broad Street,

13 Suite 1590, Columbus, Ohio 43215.

14         MR. OLIVER:  And appearing on behalf of the

15 Staff witnesses of the Illinois Commerce Commission,

16 Kimberly Swan, Michael Lannon, and James Olivero.

17         MS. SATTER:  Appearing on behalf of the

18 People of the State of Illinois, Susan L. Satter,

19 S-A-T-T-E-R, and Sameer Doshi, S-A-M-E-E-R,

20 D-O-S-H-I, 100 West Randolph Street, Chicago,

21 Illinois, 60601.

22         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Is there anyone else

23 wishing to enter an appearance?

24         MR. ROBERTSON:  This is Ryan Robertson on
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1 behalf of IIEC, Lueders Robertson and Konzen, 1939

2 Delmar, Granite City, Illinois, 62040.

3         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Now is there anyone else

4 wishing to enter an appearance?

5                  (No response.)

6         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Let the record show no

7 response.

8         This matter comes on this morning for a

9 scheduling, basically, of the rehearing schedule.

10 And the parties have diligently worked to put a

11 schedule together, and you have shown me the

12 schedule.  I don't have any problem with the schedule

13 except for the 11:00 a.m. start date for the

14 evidentiary hearing on July 11th.  I think it would

15 have to start at least by 10:00 a.m.

16         If the only problem with the July 10th date

17 would be Ms. Harden's unavailability, we could start

18 the hearing on the 10th if that works for the

19 parties.  Otherwise, I think at 10:00 a.m. on the

20 11th would be necessary.

21         MR. KENNEDY:  This is Mr. Kennedy on behalf

22 of the Company.  I guess I would defer to

23 Mr. Olivero.  We would prefer just to do the hearing

24 on one day just for convenience and getting our
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1 witnesses there.  But I guess I'd have to ask Jim if

2 that would give him enough time to meet with Ms.

3 Harden.

4         MR. OLIVERO:  Yeah.  I mean, I think we

5 could be meeting with her, I think, as the hearing

6 started at 10:00.  And then we could hopefully get it

7 accomplished in the one day rather than do it over

8 the two days.  I think the 10:00 a.m. would be fine

9 with Staff.

10         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  All right.  And the other

11 comment I had about the schedule is I see that you

12 have the Proposed Order coming out on the 28th of

13 August.  It's pretty tight there for the Commission

14 to look at it.  So I will try to get the Proposed

15 Order out sooner than that.  If I do, I would

16 anticipate moving up the brief on exceptions to have

17 the same number of days.

18         Are the parties going to have a problem with

19 that?

20         MR. KENNEDY:  That would not be a problem

21 for the Company, your Honor.

22         MS. SATTER:  If we could possibly revisit it

23 when the Proposed Order comes out.  This is Susan

24 Satter.  Simply because there are several other cases
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1 going on during that period, and there might be

2 hearings going on.  That's not to say we won't be

3 able to arrange it.  We probably will.  But if we

4 could just kind of touch base at some time and have

5 the opportunity to let you now, hey, we need an extra

6 day.

7         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  All right.  What we can

8 do is I'll put the dates in the Proposed Order, and

9 then it's understood that if a party needs another

10 day or two, they should file a motion, or if all

11 parties agree, send an e-mail copy to all parties and

12 let me know that way.

13         MS. SATTER:  Thank you.

14         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  All right then.  Would

15 someone like to read the proposed schedule into the

16 record?

17         MR. KENNEDY:  Sure, I can do that, your

18 Honor.

19         Parties have conferred and proposed the

20 following schedule.  In this docket, we were going to

21 have cross-direct and cross-rebuttal, meaning we file

22 simultaneously at the same time.  Cross-direct is

23 June 10th, with cross-rebuttal on July 3rd.  That is

24 proposed for July 10th at a time to be announced.  A
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1 hearing in this matter would then be July 11th

2 starting at 10:00 a.m., reserving July 14th as a

3 spillover day, if needed.  The initial brief would be

4 due July 29th.  The reply brief would be due

5 August 6th.  The tentative date for the Proposed

6 Order is August 28th.  And the tentative date for the

7 brief on exceptions is September 11th.  The parties

8 have also not proposed reply brief on exceptions for

9 this schedule.

10         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Very well.  That schedule

11 sounds fine for me.  We set the starting date on the

12 11th for 10:00 a.m., and then the status hearing on

13 the 10th could be at 10:00 a.m. also.  Would that

14 work?

15         MR. KENNEDY:  It would, your Honor, for the

16 Company.

17         MR. OLIVERO:  That works for Staff, your

18 Honor.

19         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Is there anything else

20 that we need to discuss this morning?

21         MR. KENNEDY:  There is one other matter.

22 The Company hasn't had a chance to talk with any

23 other parties about what discovery deadlines -- what

24 we propose is using seven days best effort through
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1 the filing of cross-rebuttal, and then three business

2 days thereafter.

3         MR. OLIVERO:  And that was acceptable with

4 Staff.

5         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  So Mr. Kennedy, what

6 you're proposing is that to the extent there is

7 discovery after the rebuttal testimony, the

8 turnaround would be three days?

9         MR. KENNEDY:  Three business days, your

10 Honor.

11         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Three business days.  All

12 right.

13         And I am glad you stopped me, because I

14 actually wanted to make a few comments about this

15 rehearing.

16         The Commission granted rehearing to develop

17 the record in regards to the impact on residential

18 customers both under the continued use of the

19 straight fixed variable, SFV, rate design, and under

20 the AG's proposal.

21         This is an opportunity for the parties to

22 provide a factual basis for their arguments about the

23 effects of the rate design alternatives.  Ameren, the

24 AG, and Staff should support their positions with
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1 fact-based analyses.  At the time that the

2 Commissioners granted rehearing, Commissioners

3 specifically asked:  Under the AG's rate design, how

4 many customers would see a decrease in rates?  How

5 many would see an increase in rates?  How would the

6 specific classes of customers be affected?

7         The same information should be provided for

8 the straight fixed variable rate design.  And the

9 answer should be compared between the two rate

10 designs.

11         I would hope to see an analysis similar to

12 Ameren Exhibit 7.1, a comparison of the Company and

13 AG residential rate designs at the same revenue

14 level, including residential bill impact comparisons

15 at various usage levels.  Comparing the changes in

16 rates under the two proposals based on usage in

17 January and August, or such months as would

18 illustrate the effects on winter and summer, high

19 usage and low usage bills.

20         There should also be a comparison of the

21 changes from present rates and bills resulting from

22 each of the two rate designs as compared to the

23 changes in rates and bills which resulted in the

24 initiation of Docket Number 07-0165.  And a
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1 comparison of the changes from present bills

2 resulting from each of the two proposals as compared

3 to the changes in bills resulting from the rates

4 which were approved in Docket Number 07-0165.  That

5 is, I want to see, compare them to the rates that the

6 Commission found mitigated the rate check in the

7 prior proceeding.

8         The type of information provided in AG

9 Exhibit 2.1 would be helpful if it provided a

10 comparison between current bills, bills under the SFV

11 rate design, and bills under the AG rate design.  I

12 want to emphasize that monthly information should be

13 provided.  Information about changes in bills on an

14 annual basis is not helpful.

15         Does anyone have any questions?

16         MR. KENNEDY:  I have at least one comment,

17 your Honor.  I was wondering, since that's a lot of

18 information you provided, if you would be willing to

19 an Order on that with what you just said?

20         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Sure.  I could send out a

21 ruling.

22         MR. KENNEDY:  That would be most helpful.

23         Then one comment I would have is that we had

24 initially discussed -- Staff had raised this -- what
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1 the baseline should be for purposes of calculating

2 rates.  We were going to propose using the as-filed

3 revenue requirement in 14-0317.

4         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Is everybody in agreement

5 about that?

6         MR. OLIVERO:  Staff was in agreement with

7 that.

8         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  That makes sense to me.

9 That sounds like a good proposal and I am glad the

10 parties have talked about it and are going to start

11 from the same position.

12         MS. SATTER:  Actually, this is Susan Satter.

13 We had not discussed that with the Company.  So we

14 need to think about that.  I am not sure we have an

15 objection.  The analysis that was done in the

16 original case did not have that information

17 available, so now we don't know what the final result

18 will be, of course.  I am just -- we haven't had a

19 chance to think it through, that's all.

20         MR. KENNEDY:  Let me tie it back to what the

21 Judge said about Ameren 7.1.  That was an exhibit

22 where we had used an estimate of what an impact would

23 be with the case 14-0317 of not having yet been

24 publicly filed.  What we're proposing is now use the
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1 publicly filed proposed revenue increase from that

2 docket.  For the record, what we're proposing.

3         MS. SATTER:  Obviously, it's better now that

4 we know that number as well.  That does help compare

5 to in the original case.

6         I am not objecting.  I just wanted to note

7 for the record that we had not discussed this and

8 that we had not thought it through.  And so at some

9 point, if we want to put something else in the record

10 to kind of put it in context, I hope that would be

11 okay.

12         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Additional information

13 that's relevant is certainly okay.  We welcome that.

14 The problem would be comparing the different people's

15 positions if they aren't based upon the same starting

16 numbers is going to be very difficult.

17         MS. SATTER:  My concern is that when you

18 have a substantial increase such as that requested in

19 the 2014 case, that can have an effect in and of

20 itself on the rate design.  I understand that that's

21 what you want to see.  And we'll certainly give that

22 information, although we might give some more if we

23 feel it's relevant.

24         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  That would be fine.
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1         MR. KENNEDY:  And if I understand what

2 Ms. Satter is proposing, the Company doesn't have an

3 objection to other hypothetical baselines just for

4 purposes of theoretically discussing the proposed

5 rate.

6         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  Very well.

7         Does anyone else have any other questions or

8 comments?

9         MR. KENNEDY:  Just to tie that issue, a loop

10 on it, would your Honor, in her Order, reference the

11 as-filed revenue requirement in that docket as -- I

12 can't remember in your comments what you were going

13 to use as your baseline.

14         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  I said from present

15 bills.  But from the revenue requirement proposed in

16 the newest rate case, that is fine.  And I can put

17 that in my ruling.

18         MR. KENNEDY:  We appreciate that.  Thank

19 you.

20         JUDGE VON QUALEN:  All right then.  With

21 that, I will continue this matter to July 10, 2014,

22 at 10:00 a.m.  Thank you all.

23                  (Matter continued to July 10, 2014,

24                  at 10:00 a.m.)
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