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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET No. 13-0476 RH 2 

DIRECT TESTIMONY ON REHEARING OF 3 

CRAIG D. NELSON 4 

Submitted on Behalf Of 5 

Ameren Illinois 6 

I. INTRODUCTION 7 

 Witness Identification A.8 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 9 

A. My name is Craig D. Nelson, and my business address is 300 Liberty Street, Peoria, 10 

Illinois 61602. 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 (AIC or Company) as 13 

Senior Vice President of Regulatory Affairs and Financial Services.  In this capacity, I am 14 

responsible for directing power procurement, infrastructure development, budgeting/forecasting, 15 

financial analysis/reporting, and regulatory affairs for AIC. 16 

Q. Please describe your educational and relevant work experience. 17 

A. See my Statement of Qualifications, attached as an Appendix to this testimony. 18 

 Purpose, Scope and Identification of Exhibits B.19 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony on rehearing? 20 

A. The primary purpose of my direct testimony is to describe the events leading up to and 21 

after the end of the electric rate freeze in January 2007.  In doing so, I examine the public 22 



Ameren Exhibit 1.0RH 

Page 2 of 15 

 

reaction and outrage to increases in residential delivery service rates and supply charges, in 23 

particular for the residential customers who faced the largest adverse bill impacts in AIC’s 24 

service territory—the electric space heating customers.  And I discuss the lessons that can be 25 

learned from that 2007 experience—lessons that should be considered whenever designing 26 

residential rates during a period of rising costs, whether for the delivery or supply of electricity.  27 

These lessons include the Commission’s responsibility to provide residential customers with 28 

clear and consistent price signals and the utilities’ responsibility to keep these customers 29 

informed of the potential bill impacts based on pending rate increases. 30 

 This discussion is germane to the rehearing phase of this proceeding because rate design 31 

plays a key role in the bill impacts that customers experience when rates increase.  Indeed, the 32 

Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) has requested that the parties to this proceeding provide a 33 

comparison of residential customer bill impacts before and after the rate mitigation plan 34 

approved in Docket No. 07-0165 to address the 2007 rate increases and a comparison of the 35 

potential residential bill impacts in 2015 under both the AG’s proposed DS-1 rate design and the 36 

rate design approved in the Commission’s March 19, 2014 Order.  The testimony of Ameren 37 

witness Mr. Leonard Jones (Ameren Exhibit 2.0RH) provides that comparative bill impact data.   38 

Q. What is your recommendation on rehearing to the Commission? 39 

A. My recommendation on rehearing is the same as the recommendation of Mr. Jones—the 40 

Commission should maintain the status quo with respect to the percentage of DS-1 revenues that 41 

AIC recovers through fixed charges (44.8%).  As Mr. Jones explains, this treatment is consistent 42 

with the Commission’s prior decisions regarding the rate design of AIC’s residential electric and 43 

natural gas rates.  And, as he points out, it is a treatment that promotes rate stability, both across 44 

the DS-1 class and during the calendar year.  In a rising-rate environment, the Commission 45 
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should avoid radically and abruptly changing the price signals for AIC’s residential electric 46 

customers, which is exactly what the AG proposes.  The 2007 experience reminds us that a rate 47 

design that does not take into account residential customer bill impacts and the principle of 48 

gradualism is a rate design that can result in unexpected and unreasonable rate increases for 49 

families in Southern and Central Illinois.  The Commission should be very wary of unwinding 50 

the progress that it has made since 2007 in designing DS-1 rates to avoid the type of undue bill 51 

impacts that higher usage residential customers would experience under the AG’s proposal.  52 

Q. Are you suggesting that the AG’s proposed rate design will result in residential bill 53 

impacts similar to the bill impacts experienced by customers in 2007? 54 

A. No.  The bill impacts experienced by electric space-heating customers in 2007 were much 55 

more severe for a number of reasons.  There had been a 10-year rate freeze that had prevented 56 

utilities from seeking rate increases.  The end of the rate freeze, the unbundling of charges, the 57 

transition to market-priced power supply, the timing of the rate increases in January, and the 58 

particularly unseasonably cold winter in early 2007—all contributed to causing immediate and 59 

substantial percentage increases in residential delivery rates and supply charges.  But, that does 60 

not mean that the expected 2015 customer bill impacts under the AG’s proposal should be 61 

ignored.  They may not be as drastic as the 2007 bill impacts, but they still warrant our 62 

consideration.  What I’m suggesting is that the Commission should give the bill impacts for 63 

higher use residential customers fair weight in designing DS-1 rates. 64 

Q. Are you suggesting that the Commission should not consider energy conservation 65 

when designing rates? 66 

A. No.  Whether a rate design will further promote energy conservation and energy 67 

efficiency is an appropriate consideration.  But, it shouldn’t be the only consideration.  There 68 
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should be a proper balance with other rate design principles such as cost causation, gradualism, 69 

and avoidance of undue bill impacts.  I can’t deny that high prices may have bearing on 70 

consumption.  But, we must be mindful of the economic cost of a rate design that puts energy 71 

conservation ahead of all other principles.  Will homeowners with fixed incomes stop heating or 72 

cooling their residences to a comfortable indoor temperature because they can’t afford a higher 73 

bill?  Will renters move out, if they cannot lower usage?  Will fewer high-efficiency appliances 74 

be purchased and will more customers fall behind paying their electric bills?  Will low-use 75 

customers suddenly start using more under the AG's proposed design?  We can’t assume that our 76 

customers can and/or will manage their bills by opening a window, putting on a sweater, or 77 

dimming a light.  And, even if they could make the sacrifices to manage their bills, is that really 78 

the future of a modernized grid that Illinois wants—residential customers forced to use less 79 

energy when they need it most?   80 

 The current rate design for DS-1 that the Commission approved in its March 19, 2014 81 

Order will still produce total bills dependent on usage.  The fixed charges are designed to only 82 

recover 44.8% of DS-1 revenues, not 100%.  And, the supply charge is entirely based on usage.  83 

Please also keep in mind that there are many other energy efficiency programs that the 84 

Commission approves and the Company supports.  The questions that I ask the Commission are:  85 

(1) why doesn’t the current rate design sufficiently encourage conservation?  And (2) why isn’t 86 

the current Commission-approved balance the proper balance of rate design principles?   87 

 The challenge in 2007 was to redesign DS-1 rates to respond to the rate increases to 88 

delivery and supply charges that electric space-heating customers faced after the end of the rate 89 

freeze.  The challenge today is to design DS-1 rates to avoid excessive rate increases for those 90 

same customers.  As Mr. Jones recounts, in a series of cases leading up to this one, the 91 
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Commission has recognized the value of Straight-Fixed-Variable (SFV) design in creating rate 92 

stability for the DS-1 class and in allocating fairly the revenues across the DS-1 class.  The 93 

Commission should not deviate from the course that it previously approved for AIC. 94 

Q. Please describe the testimony and analysis that you prepared for this filing in 95 

support of that recommendation. 96 

A. My testimony makes two main points in support of the Company’s recommendation: 97 

 The events surrounding the 2007 residential rate increases demonstrate that the 98 

Commission, public utilities, and other parties to Commission proceedings should 99 

consider adverse bill impacts and gradualism, when designing residential rates. 100 

 The events surrounding the 2007 residential rate increases also demonstrate that 101 

the Commission and public utilities should take steps to ensure that consumers 102 

and other stakeholders are adequately informed about pending rate increases. 103 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your direct testimony on rehearing? 104 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 105 

 Ameren Exhibit 1.1RH: Newspaper Articles (Jan., Feb., and Mar. 2007) 106 

 Ameren Exhibit 1.2RH: Transcript of the Committee of the Whole Illinois House 107 

of Representatives on the subject of Electric Rate Deregulation (Feb. 27, 2007) 108 

II. 2007 RESIDENTIAL BILL IMPACTS 109 

Q. In the Commission’s March 19, 2014 Order (p. 88), there is mention of the rate 110 

increases that AIC residential customers experienced in 2007.  What do you remember 111 

about the 2007 residential rate increases? 112 

A. At the time, I was Vice President, Power Supply Acquisition, for AIC’s predecessor 113 

utilities and in that capacity I was responsible for purchasing electricity for the utilities and for 114 

regulatory matters related to that function.  In addition, on August 16, 2007, I was appointed 115 

Vice President, Regulatory Affairs and Financial Services, with responsibilities for all 116 
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Commission-related regulatory activities.  I remember that there was considerable public angst in 117 

the affected communities in Central and Southern Illinois when residential customer bills went 118 

up at the beginning of 2007.  The electric rate freeze, which had lasted for 10 years, had just 119 

ended.  And at the same time, residential customers were facing unbundled electric rates for the 120 

first time along with market-based power supply charges.  An auction had occurred in September 121 

2006, which established the new rates for the supply of electricity for the predecessor utilities in 122 

AIC’s service territory, replacing the lower cost expiring power supply contracts.  A delivery 123 

services rate case had just ended in November, which established the new rates for delivery of 124 

electricity for the predecessor utilities in AIC’s service territory.  And, all of the new rates were 125 

scheduled to go into effect on January 2, 2007.  It was a historic moment for the progression of 126 

electric utility regulation in Illinois.  But, the end of the rate freeze also meant that customers’ 127 

bills were going to go up, once the new rates went into effect. 128 

Q. What lessons can be learned from the 2007 residential rate increases? 129 

A. The main takeaway is that rate designs and their impact on individual customers can vary 130 

dramatically; and one cannot simply rely on some average annual or monthly average percentage 131 

increase in overall rates to judge the impact on customers.  And, it wasn’t so much a lesson 132 

learned for us, as it was a reminder.  The amount of electric revenues collected from a particular 133 

customer class, such as the residential customer class, is always important.  The electric revenues 134 

collected from a customer class should align as closely as possible to the costs of supplying and 135 

delivering electricity to that class.  But, the time of year that you collect the class revenues and 136 

how you collect the revenues within the class are just as important considerations, and likely 137 

more important considerations, for individual customers.  The events of 2007 proved that the 138 

rate-paying public, civic leaders and other stakeholders want to know those details—before 139 



Ameren Exhibit 1.0RH 

Page 7 of 15 

 

people open their bills.  Customers want to know how much higher their electric bills might be in 140 

the winter versus the summer, under the parties' respective rate designs.  And, customers want to 141 

know how their electricity usage is impacting their overall total bill.  The events of 2007 are a 142 

reminder that customers’ expectations on bill impacts need to be managed and that customers 143 

need to be kept well informed of the details of pending rate increases. 144 

Q. Let’s take a step back and walk through the timeline.  What are the events, which 145 

you recall, that preceded and contributed to the 2007 residential rate increases? 146 

A. As I mentioned above and as Mr. Jones also describes, as 2006 came to a close, there 147 

were a number of significant changes happening in electric utility regulation in Illinois.  The end 148 

of the electric rate freeze meant that the legacy utilities' bundled rates were expiring.  The end of 149 

the rate freeze also meant that pre-existing power supply contracts were expiring and the auction 150 

process resulted in a movement to market-based power supply charges that were much higher 151 

than those embedded in the bundled, frozen rates.  To make matters worse, the beginning of 152 

2007 produced one of the coldest winters in recent history.  So rates went up, and usage went up.  153 

These events coupled to produce bill increases that were dramatic and gave rise to the public 154 

outcry. 155 

Q. Why were electric space-heating customers particularly affected by the rate 156 

increases? 157 

A. Electric space-heating customers were hit the hardest and the quickest, because the rate 158 

increases went into effect in full without any mitigation at the coldest time of the year when their 159 

usage was at the highest.  Add in the fact that the winter in 2007 was particularly cold and it 160 

becomes easier to see why these customers were particularly affected by the rate increases.  For 161 

those reasons, they quickly became the public face of the 2007 rate increases. 162 
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Q. What was the public reaction to the residential rate increases? 163 

A. The public reaction was largely negative and immediately vocal.  We began receiving 164 

calls from angry customers and concerned civic leaders soon after people received their bills 165 

reflecting the new rates.  The electric space-heating customers were especially vocal, as you 166 

might expect, given the bill impacts that they experienced. 167 

Q. Was there also news coverage of the residential rate increases? 168 

A. Yes.  Attached as Ameren Exhibit 1.1RH is a compilation of newspaper articles that 169 

reported on the 2007 residential rate increases, many of which contain the stories of the personal 170 

hardships facing  individual customers in AIC's service territory, as they tried to manage their 171 

electric bills, during a period of severe winter weather.  These articles are a reminder of the 172 

public attention and "sticker shock" that the increases were receiving during this time.  You 173 

could not go more than a few days without seeing a news source reporting on the subject.  These 174 

are only a handful of the articles, and there were letters to the editor as well.  And, the articles are 175 

also a reminder of the stark choices that AIC's customers had to face: turning off the heat or the 176 

lights, paying the utility bills or the mortgage or rent, staying warm or buying food and medicine.   177 

 Q. Did any of the news articles specifically discuss the bill impacts and hardships that 178 

electric space-heating customers were facing? 179 

A. Yes.  Here are just a few examples.  On February 18, 2007, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch 180 

(Springfield Bureau) published an article entitled, "All-electric homes see soaring bills."  In that 181 

article, the Post-Dispatch reported, among other things, that: 182 

 All-electric homeowner from Alton had a January 2007 electric bill almost 150 183 

percent higher from the December 2006 bill, from $142 to $352. 184 

 Representative Thomas Holbrook, D-Belleville, estimated 90 percent of the bill 185 

complaints were from owners of all-electric homes.   186 
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 State Senator David Luechtefeld, R-Okawville, indicated that the "worst stories" 187 

were from owners of all-electric homes, including his own residence, where the 188 

monthly bill jumped from $140 to $265. 189 

 A customer in an all-electric house in Glen Carbon had his monthly bill jump 190 

from $115 to $240. 191 

A week later, on February 25, 2007, an article ran in the Belleville News-Democrat entitled, 192 

"Aging residents feel the bite of rising rates; Latest electric bills squeezing them into some 193 

painful choices."  That article indicated that all-electric homes were "hit in the hardest" and that 194 

more than 120 Ameren customers had contacted the newspaper within just a few days of being 195 

asked to share their bills and concerns.  Two days later, on February 27, 2007, the Southern 196 

published a profile on an all-electric, disabled homeowner entitled, "An 'insane' way to live."  197 

These are some of the news stories that ran in February, after customers received their bills. 198 

Q. Did the Commission also hear from customers regarding the residential rate 199 

increases? 200 

A. Yes.  As discussed in Mr. Jones’s direct testimony on rehearing, the events of 2007 201 

surrounding the residential rate increases eventually led to the Commission entering an order 202 

initiating a review of all aspects of the rate design of electric rates for the predecessor utilities in 203 

AIC’s service territory.  That proceeding was Docket 07-0165.  Attached to Mr. Jones’ 204 

testimony, as Ameren Exhibits 2.2 and 2.3, are copies of the Staff Report (dated Mar. 1, 2007) 205 

and the Order Initiating Investigation (dated Mar. 2, 2007), which started Docket No. 07-0165.  206 

Both the Staff Report and the Order Initiating Investigation indicate that the Commission began 207 

receiving inquiries and complaints about the new unbundled rates and the size of the increases in 208 

customers’ bills, soon after the new rates went into effect. 209 
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Q. The Staff Report and Order Initiating Investigation suggest that the extent of rate 210 

increases and bill impacts were unexpected.  Why was that the impression? 211 

A. At the time, we admitted that we could have done a better job of informing and educating 212 

customers about the potential and immediate impact of the pending rate increases.  We believe 213 

that our customer communications have since improved.  The reality is that the 2007 rate 214 

increases went into full effect at the coldest time of the year without any mitigation and the 215 

electric space-heating customers immediately were hit the hardest.  As a result, the bill impacts 216 

from the beginning of 2007 compared to the end of 2006, which we knew would be significant, 217 

were even more severe than expected in the short term, especially for higher users.  To this day, 218 

we remember the public reaction to the 2007 rate increases and we want to avoid future instances 219 

where ratepayers are caught off guard by sudden and steep increases in their bills. 220 

Q. Was it just customers who were complaining? 221 

A. No.  The Staff Report and the Order Initiating Investigation indicate that a significant 222 

number of complaints came from members of the Illinois General Assembly.  The Company also 223 

was fielding calls from government representatives and meeting with them on a regular basis in 224 

the early part of 2007. 225 

Q. The Staff Report and the Order Initiating Investigation indicate that legislative 226 

meetings and hearings were held on the customer bill complaints.  Do you know of any 227 

public meetings or hearings that were held on this subject? 228 

A. Yes.  Attached as Ameren Exhibit 1.2RH is a transcript of one such meeting—the 229 

Committee of the Whole of the Illinois House of Representatives on the subject of Electric Rate 230 

Deregulation (Feb. 27, 2007).  Representatives from the Commission attended and gave 231 

testimony on the reasons for the increases in electric utility bills.  Local mayors testified on the 232 
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hardships that their communities faced.  Customers testified on the bill impacts that they had 233 

experienced.  And representatives from the electric utilities, including Ameren Illinois, attended 234 

to testify on the drivers of the increases, communications with customers, and possible rate relief 235 

that could be provided.  That the Illinois House of Representatives met as a Committee of the 236 

Whole and took sworn testimony shows the traction that customer bill complaints were getting 237 

and the seriousness with which legislative leaders, the Commission, and the utilities were 238 

treating the bill impacts. 239 

Q. Were there any common themes running through the House transcript? 240 

A. Yes.  As you read through the transcript, you are reminded of the public backlash that the 241 

bill impacts had caused, and the anger that was being directed at both the Commission and the 242 

electric utilities, from House representatives, mayors, and customers.  The stories of hardship 243 

recounted at the hearing are similar to stories that were being reported in the news—families 244 

with fixed incomes, many of which had all-electric residences, were shocked by the January and 245 

February 2007 bills and faced with tough choices.  But besides the individual stories of hardship, 246 

two themes resonated: a lack of knowledge on how the unbundled rates were set—which was 247 

understandable given the newness of unbundled rates and the ending of the rate freeze—and a 248 

confusion over why some customers were seeing bill impacts well above the average bill impacts 249 

that had been reported.  To that latter point, representatives of the Commission and Ameren 250 

Illinois emphasized, repeatedly, that their effort to inform and educate customers about the 251 

upcoming rate increases would have benefited from providing residential customers with 252 

projected monthly bill impacts, based on estimated usage, for subgroups of the residential class, 253 

like electric space-heating customers, prior to the new rates going into effect.  (Tr., pp. 107, 108, 254 

121, 224, 226-227, 278, 304.)  It was also noted at the hearing that the amount of customers' bills 255 
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reflected not just the new higher rates, but also the increased usage that happened in January and 256 

February 2007 because of the severity of the winter weather.  (Tr., pp. 105, 208-209, 233.)     257 

Q. Can you point to specific excerpts in the transcript where those themes are present? 258 

A. Yes.  Here are a few quotes regarding the impact of the rate increases on electric space-259 

heating customers from Commission and AIC representatives. 260 

 "[W]e worried [] that [the] residential class increase [] did not go down into the 261 

subgroups of the residential class for the high users or the space heat users to 262 

determine exactly what increases they were going to see on a month-by-month 263 

basis."  (Gene Beyer, ICC, p. 107.) 264 

 "For individual customers, for individual months for a space heating customer in 265 

January, a space heating customer in February, what might you expect to see, yes, 266 

that would have been good information to have passed along to the customers."  267 

(Gene Beyer, ICC, p. 108.) 268 

 "As we stated earlier, we believe that there was some information, if broken down 269 

by month and broken down by usage, may have revealed this … this situation that 270 

we're facing now with the high bills in the wintertime."  (Gene Beyer, ICC, p. 271 

121.) 272 

 "We did not anticipate those [percentage increases in the triple digits] because we 273 

did not look at the individual subgroups like that.  We looked at the residential as 274 

a whole and we saw rates more along the line of the 50 to 55 percent."  (Gene 275 

Beyer, ICC, p. 123.) 276 

 "They … they were shocking when we saw the individual bills come in.  277 

Especially, if you saw the individual bills come in, in January from a space heater 278 

than uses much more than the average space heater would and we … we did see 279 

the differences … and were very, very shocked to see those."  (Gene Beyer, ICC, 280 

p. 124.) 281 

 "What we should've done better was to have communicated, perhaps, all of the 282 

various different customer groups and articulated for each one of them what they 283 

expected the Increase could've been."  (Scott Cisel, Ameren Illinois Utilities, pp. 284 

224-225.) 285 

 "Again, I would respond that the Ameren Illinois Utilities, after seeking what's 286 

happened with the rates and the winter situation, we could have been more 287 

proactive, more forthcoming with all the various customer groups."  (Scott Cisel, 288 

Ameren Illinois Utilities, p. 227.) 289 
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 "What I'd indicated earlier tonight that the detailed communication that we 290 

provided to the public, our customers, should have been more specific by 291 

customer groupings.  That would've been helpful.  (Scott Cisel, Ameren Illinois 292 

Utilities, p. 227.) 293 

What concerns the Company in this case is that the Commission may adopt a radically different 294 

rate design proposal on rehearing, a few months before new rates go into effect, which results in 295 

incremental and unexpected percentage increases for electric space-heating customers. 296 

Q. What did the Commission ultimately do in response to the 2007 bill complaints? 297 

A. A few days after the House Committee of the Whole meeting, the Commission initiated 298 

an investigation of those rates of the predecessor utilities in AIC’s service territory and 299 

eventually ordered redesigned delivery service and power supply rates to lessen the bill impacts 300 

that electric space-heating customers (and for customers in other rate classes) faced.  The size of 301 

the customers’ bill impacts before and after Docket 07-0165, and the mitigation that the 302 

Commission approved, are topics more fully covered by the testimony of Mr. Jones. 303 

Q. What advice would you provide on how to handle future situations where 304 

residential customers faced significant, pending rate increases, including this case? 305 

A. The Commission and the utility always should try to inform and educate residential 306 

customers, as best as they can, on the potential bill impacts, the reasons for the rate increases, 307 

and the available energy assistance programs for which they may qualify.  The challenge in this 308 

case is that the incremental bill impacts that residential customers will experience from the AG’s 309 

proposal (if adopted) will not be caused by any change in capital investment or expense; they 310 

will be caused by a departure from the Commission’s previously approved rate design.   311 

 We know from experience that in a rising-rate environment, residential bill impacts are 312 

an important consideration when designing rates for the DS-1 class.  In this instance, the AG's 313 
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proposal dramatically changes when during the year and from whom within the class AIC 314 

recovers DS-1 revenues.  With that proposal, the concern then becomes more than the average 315 

increase that a typical customer may face; the concern becomes the monthly bill impacts that 316 

higher use residential customers may face, especially the bill impacts when usage is at its 317 

highest. 318 

III. 2015 RESIDENTIAL BILL IMPACTS 319 

Q. How should the events of 2007 influence the Commission’s decision on how to design 320 

DS-1 residential rates to be effective in 2015? 321 

A. The events of 2007 tell us something that we should not be surprised to hear—electric 322 

space-heating and other high usage customers, civic leaders, and state representatives will not 323 

stand idly by in the face of undue customer bill impacts.  We need to tread carefully here and we 324 

need to be certain that a departure from a previously approved rate design is in the best interest 325 

of AIC’s residential customers.  Walking away from SFV design, even if slowly, sends a new 326 

price signal to customers, which radically changes the way in which AIC recovers revenues for 327 

the DS-1 class and has an impact on the lives of our customers.  328 

Q. What do you think that the Commission should do in its rehearing order? 329 

A. My opinion is that the Commission should maintain the status quo and keep the 330 

percentage of DS-1 revenues recovered through fixed charges at 44.8%.  The Commission 331 

previously endorsed AIC’s use of SFV design in prior rate cases, and it should not be quick to 332 

unwind that design, even through a phased-in approach.  The expert testimony of Mr. Jones 333 

demonstrates that the status quo DS-1 rate design adheres to the principles of cost causation, 334 

gradualism, and the avoidance of undue bill impacts, while still tying a portion of the total bill to 335 
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the usage of the individual customer.  And, maintaining the status quo does not mean that the 336 

impact of SFV on residential rates will never be revisited.  AIC will file another Section 16-337 

108.5(e) revenue-neutral rate design proceeding for rates effective in 2018.  If the Commission 338 

wants to consider additional evidence on the cost of service for high-use and low-use residential 339 

customers in that proceeding or in a separate Section 9-250 proceeding (see Docket No. 14-340 

0384), the Commission also can direct AIC to provide that information.   341 

IV. CONCLUSION 342 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony on rehearing? 343 

A. Yes, it does. 344 
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APPENDIX 

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS 

CRAIG D. NELSON 

 I am Senior Vice President of Regulatory Affairs & Financial Services for the Ameren 

Illinois Company.  I earned a bachelor’s degree in accounting in 1977, graduating with highest 

honors, and earned a master’s degree in business administration in 1984.  Both degrees were 

awarded by Southern Illinois University – Edwardsville.  I am a Certified Public Accountant. 

 I worked for Arthur Andersen & Co. from 1977 to 1979, when I joined Central Illinois 

Public Service Company as a Tax Accountant.  In 1979, I was promoted to Income Tax 

Supervisor.  I served in various tax and accounting positions until 1985 when I was appointed 

Assistant Treasurer.  In 1989, I become Treasurer and Assistant Secretary.  In 1996 I was elected 

Vice President of Corporate Services.  After Union Electric Company and CIPSCO Incorporated 

merged, I was named Vice President, Merger Coordination for Ameren Services Company 

effective December 31, 1997.  In 1998, I assumed the additional responsibility of Vice President 

of Regulatory Planning.  Effective June 1, 1999, I was appointed Vice President, Corporate 

Planning.  Effective October 15, 2004, I was appointed Vice President – Strategic Initiatives for 

Ameren Services Company.  Effective September 1, 2006, I was also appointed Vice President – 

Power Supply Acquisition for AmerenCILCO, AmerenCIPS, and AmerenIP.  Effective August 

16, 2007, I was appointed Vice President – Regulatory Affairs & Financial Services. 

 In my current position, as Senior Vice President – Regulatory Affairs & Financial 

Services, effective December 15, 2009, my role is to direct power procurement, infrastructure 

development, budgeting/forecasting, financial analysis/reporting, and regulatory affairs for 

Ameren Illinois Company. 


