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Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name. 2 

A. My name is Scott J. Rubin.  I previously submitted direct and rebuttal testimony in this 3 

proceeding on behalf of the Office of the Attorney General ("AG" or “the People”) (AG 4 

Ex. 1.0 and AG Ex. 2.0).  My background and qualifications are set forth in AG Ex. 1.0. 5 

Q. What is the purpose of this testimony on rehearing? 6 

A. This testimony will respond to the questions posed by the Administrative Law Judge in 7 

her Ruling of May 20, 2014; specifically: 8 

� A comparison of how many residential customers would see an increase; 9 
how many would see a decrease, and how the specific classes of 10 
customers would be affected under the Attorney General's ("AG's") rate 11 
design and the Straight Fixed Variable ("SFV") rate design; 12 

� An analysis similar to Ameren Exhibit 7.1, comparing the SFV and AG 13 
residential rate designs, including residential bill impact comparisons at 14 
various usage levels, and comparing the changes in rates under the two 15 
proposals based on usage in January and August or such months as would 16 
illustrate the effects on winter and summer high-usage and low-usage 17 
bills; 18 

� A comparison of the changes between residential customer bills resulting 19 
from each of the two proposals as compared to the changes in rates and 20 
bills which resulted in the initiation of Docket No. 07-0165; 21 

� A comparison of the changes between residential customer bills resulting 22 
from each of the two proposals as compared to the changes in bills 23 
resulting from the rates which were approved in Docket No. 07-0165, that 24 
is the changes that mitigated the rate shock that caused the initiation of 07-25 
0165; 26 

� The type of information provided in AG Ex. 2.1, comparing residential 27 
customer bills under the SFV rate design and under the AG rate design, to 28 
the extent it can be provided. 29 
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Overview of Data and Analyses 30 

Q. Please describe the methodology you used to answer the ALJ's questions. 31 

A. Initially, I obtained the rates Ameren has proposed to be effective January 1, 2015, and 32 

the residential billing units, from Schedule E-5 in Docket No. 14-0317, Ameren’s most 33 

recent formula rate filing.  I then calculated rates reflecting the revenue increase 34 

requested by Ameren in that filing, using the methodology I described in my direct 35 

testimony (AG Ex. 1.0, pp. 24-25, lines 506-534).  I show these calculations and the 36 

resulting rates on AG Ex. 3.01. 37 

Q. Have you reviewed Ameren's response to the Staff discovery requests on rehearing? 38 

A. Yes. 39 

Q. Are the rates Ameren uses for the "AG rate design" in those responses the same as 40 

the rates you calculate using your methodology? 41 

A. No, they are not.  Ameren is using a customer charge that is too low ($6.25 instead of the 42 

properly calculated amount of $7.09 that I show on AG Ex. 3.01).  As a result, its 43 

consumption charges are too high.  In addition, I ran Ameren's rates through a proof of 44 

revenues using the same billing units on Ameren Schedule E-5 in Docket No. 14-0317 45 

and I found that the resulting revenues would exceed Ameren's proposed revenue 46 

requirement by more than $70,000.  In contrast, the rates I develop on AG Ex. 3.01 come 47 

within less than $6,000 of Ameren's proposed revenue requirement in Docket No. 48 

14-0317. 49 

Q. After determining the rates to implement your rate design recommendations under 50 

Ameren's new proposed revenue requirement, what did you do? 51 
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A. I conducted my analyses based on the same data set I used in my direct testimony.  This 52 

data set has actual monthly billing data from 2012 for more than 800,000 Ameren 53 

residential customers, representing customers who received bills for all twelve months of 54 

the year.  To simplify the analysis somewhat, and to make it possible to use a spreadsheet 55 

file that shows all calculations (rather than performing the calculations through 56 

programming in statistical analysis software), I divided the data set into 20 groups based 57 

on annual consumption.  Each group contains approximately 5% of all Ameren 58 

customers, or about 40,000 accounts.  The groups range from Group A with the lowest 59 

consumption (3,161 kilowatt-hours (“kWh”) per year or less) to Group T with the highest 60 

consumption (24,196 kWh per year or more).1 61 

  I then determined the number of customers in each group in each Rate Zone, and 62 

calculated the midpoint (or median) amount of consumption in each group within each 63 

Rate Zone.  For my analyses, I calculated the median for each group in each Rate Zone 64 

for each of the following measures of consumption: annual consumption, summer 65 

consumption, non-summer consumption in the first block (the first 800 kWh per month), 66 

non-summer consumption in excess of 800 kWh per month, January consumption, and 67 

August consumption.  I used these midpoints to calculate bills and bill impacts in each 68 

Rate Zone under various rate scenarios.  69 

Q. Other than the AG rates, are there other differences between your analyses and 70 

those that Ameren provided in response to Staff data requests? 71 

                                                
1 The usage thresholds for the 20 groups are the same in each of the three Rate Zones.  Because the distribution of 
usage differs slightly across the three Rate Zones, the 20 usage groups within a given Rate Zone do not contain 
exactly equal numbers of customers. 
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A. Yes.  Ameren's responses to Staff data request CLH-1R included consumption at preset 72 

usage levels (e.g., 100 kWh per month, 250 kWh per month, etc.) without any indication 73 

of the number of customers who actually use that amount of electricity.  Ameren's 74 

presentation makes each usage level appear to be of equivalent importance.  In fact, 75 

however, there are almost no customers at the higher usage levels shown in some of those 76 

responses.  Specifically, Ameren shows bill impacts for residential customers using 5,000 77 

and 7,500 kWh per month.  My analysis of Ameren's actual billing data, however, shows 78 

that fewer than one-tenth of one percent (0.1%) of Ameren's residential customers use 79 

7,500 kWh or more in a single month.  Similarly, only about two-tenths of one percent 80 

(0.2%) of Ameren's residential customers use between 5,000 and 7,500 kWh in a single 81 

month.  While those extremes may be of some academic interest, they have no practical 82 

value when trying to develop a reasonable rate design policy for Ameren's residential 83 

customers. 84 

Q. Are there other indications that those extreme usage levels are not meaningful? 85 

A. Yes.  Every few years, the U.S. Energy Information Administration ("EIA") conducts a 86 

nationwide survey of residential energy use, known as the Residential Energy 87 

Consumption Survey ("RECS").  The most recent RECS for which detailed data are 88 

available has data for 2009.  I briefly analyzed the publicly available microdata from that 89 

survey for Illinois.2  The median household electricity consumption in the State in that 90 

year was 8,432 kWh, or an average of about 700 kWh per month.  That is, one-half of the 91 

households in the State used less than 8,432 kWh per year.  At the extreme high end, the 92 

99th percentile of households used 57,562 kWh in a year, or an average of about 4,800 93 

                                                
2 U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2009 RECS Public Use Microdata, available at:  
http://www.eia.gov/consumption/residential/data/2009/index.cfm?view=microdata , last accessed June 10, 2014. 
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kWh per month.  That is, fewer than one percent of households in the State use an 94 

average of 5,000 kWh or more in a month.  Thus, whether looking at Ameren specifically 95 

or at the State of Illinois as a whole, there is little relevance to determining the theoretical 96 

impact of a rate design on residential customers who use 5,000 kWh per month or more. 97 

Q. Do you have any other concerns with Ameren's presentation in its responses? 98 

A. Yes.  Ameren includes information on total bill impacts based on assumptions about the 99 

price of generation service.  It is my understanding that this proceeding deals solely with 100 

Ameren's distribution rates and I generally will limit my analysis to the effect of those 101 

distribution rates on customers' bills. 102 

Ameren 2015 Rate Design vs. AG 2015 Rate Design: Annual 103 

Q. The ALJ's first request asks for a "comparison of how many residential customers 104 

would see an increase; how many would see a decrease, and how the specific classes 105 

of customers would be affected" under the Ameren and AG rate designs.  Have you 106 

prepared an analysis to respond to that request? 107 

A. Yes.  AG Exhibit 3.02 consists of three pages, one for each Rate Zone.  The initial 108 

columns on the page show the 20 usage groupings, the range of annual consumption in 109 

each group, the number of customers in the group, and the group's median annual 110 

consumption.  In the following columns, I calculate the annual distribution bill under 111 

currently effective rates, and what the annual bills would be under Ameren's proposed 112 

rate design for 2015 and the AG’s proposed rate design for 2015.   113 

Q. Can you summarize the results of your analysis? 114 
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A. The AG rate design has a much lower customer charge than Ameren's rate design, so the 115 

bills for lower-use customers are lower under the AG rate design.  In each Rate Zone 116 

approximately 45% of customers (Groups A through I) would receive lower annual 117 

distribution bills under the AG rate design than they would under Ameren's rate design.  118 

Customers at median usage levels would have distribution bills about the same under 119 

both approaches, and higher-use customers would pay more under the AG's rate design 120 

than under Ameren's rate design.  I explained in my direct testimony3 that the AG 121 

proposed rate design more accurately reflects differences in the cost of serving lower-use 122 

and higher-use customers than the current or Ameren’s proposed rate design. 123 

Q. Would any customers receive 2015 distribution bills that are lower than present bills 124 

under the AG rate design? 125 

A. Yes.  Fewer than 10% of residential customers would receive 2015 distribution bills that 126 

are lower under the AG rate design than current bills.  These are the lowest users, who 127 

would receive the benefit of paying the cost-based customer charge developed in my 128 

original direct testimony. 129 

Ameren Rate Design vs. AG Rate Design: January and August 130 

Q. The ALJ's second request asks for a similar comparison between the Ameren and 131 

AG rate designs using January and August bills.  Have you prepared an analysis 132 

using January bills? 133 

A. Yes, AG Exhibit 3.03 consists of three pages, one for each Rate Zone.  The initial 134 

columns are the same as those shown in AG Exhibit 3.02.  Then I show the median usage 135 

                                                
3 See, e.g., AG Ex. 1.0 at 14-15. 
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during January 2012 in each group, by Rate Zone, and calculate January distribution bills 136 

based on existing rates, Ameren's rate design, and the AG rate design.  137 

Q. Please summarize the results of your analysis. 138 

A. In each Rate Zone, between 70% and 80% of residential customers would receive lower 139 

January distribution bills under the AG rate design than they would under Ameren's rate 140 

design.  Only the very highest-use customers would receive higher distribution bills 141 

under the AG rate design than they would receive under the Ameren rate design.  In the 142 

highest-usage group of customers, the median customer in Rate Zones I and II would pay 143 

approximately 9%, or $5, more in January under the AG rate design compared to the 144 

Ameren rate design.  The median customer in the highest-usage grouping in Rate Zone 145 

III would pay approximately 12%, or $10, more in January under the AG plan. 146 

Q. Would any customers receive 2015 distribution bills that are lower than present bills 147 

in January under the AG rate design? 148 

A. Yes.  About 10% to 15% of residential customers would receive January 2015 149 

distribution bills that are lower under the AG rate design than current (January 2014) 150 

bills.  These would be low-use customers who do not use electricity for space heating. 151 

Q. Have you also prepared an analysis using August bills? 152 

A. Yes, AG Exhibit 3.04 consists of three pages, one for each Rate Zone.  The initial 153 

columns are the same as those shown in the earlier exhibits.  Then I show the median 154 

usage during August 2012 in each group, by Rate Zone, and calculate August distribution 155 

bills based on existing rates, Ameren's rate design, and the AG rate design.  156 

Q. Can you summarize the results of your analysis? 157 
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A. In each Rate Zone, about 10% of residential customers would receive lower August 158 

distribution bills under the AG rate design than they would under Ameren's rate design.  159 

Most customers use more electricity in the summer than they do the rest of the year, so 160 

the AG rate design (lower customer charges and higher consumption charges) increases 161 

most customers' bills during peak summer usage periods.  Those increases are offset for 162 

many customers with lower bills during the non-summer months, as illustrated by the 163 

January billing analysis. 164 

  It also should be noted that residential customers who use electricity for space 165 

heating tend to have lower summer consumption.  As I showed on AG Exhibit 2.1, the 166 

median summer usage for non-heating customers was 4,617 kWh (an average of more 167 

than 1,100 kWh per month during each of the four summer billing months).  In contrast, 168 

median summer usage for electric heating customers was only 2,388 kWh (an average of 169 

about 600 kWh per month during each of the four summer billing months). 170 

Q. Would any customers receive distribution bills that are lower than present rates in 171 

August under the AG rate design? 172 

A. Yes.  About 5% of residential customers would receive August 2015 distribution bills 173 

that are lower under the AG rate design than current (August 2014) bills.  These would be 174 

very low-use customers who do not use much electricity in any month. 175 

Total Bill Impacts 176 

Q. The ALJ's third request asks for a comparison of changes in customers' bills to 177 

those which prompted the initiation of Docket No. 07-0165.  Are you familiar with 178 

that proceeding? 179 
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A. I did not participate in that proceeding, but the People’s counsel has provided me with a 180 

copy of the Staff Report that resulted in the initiation of that case.  The report is attached 181 

as AG Exhibit 3.08.  From that report, it appears that the Staff and Commission were 182 

concerned that residential bills in Ameren’s Rate Zones were increasing by 100% or 183 

more as a result of drastic increases in generation supply charges.  The effects were felt 184 

most heavily by heating customers, many of whom were seeing bills nearly triple when 185 

compared to the winter months of 2006. 186 

Q. How does that experience relate to the rate design proposals in this case? 187 

A. The experience from 2007 is nothing like the types of rate impacts residential customers 188 

would see between 2014 and 2015.  Ameren's "price to compare" (a combination of 189 

generation and transmission charges) is less than one-tenth of a cent higher now than it 190 

was last summer.  Specifically, according to data at www.pluginillinois.com4, Ameren's 191 

current (June 2014) “price to compare” ranges from 4.553¢ per kWh in Rate Zone 2 to 192 

4.657¢ per kWh in Rate Zone 1.  Last June, the rates were 4.535¢ and 4.606¢ 193 

respectively.  (Rate Zone 3 falls in the middle: this June the rate is 4.633¢, while last June 194 

it was 4.551¢.) 195 

  The rates for non-summer usage that will take effect in October 2014 actually will 196 

be lower than the rates that were in effect in October 2013 by about four-tenths of a cent 197 

per kWh.  This October, the rates will range from 4.361¢ (Rate Zone 2) to 4.465¢ (Rate 198 

Zone 1).  Last year, they were 4.816¢ and 4.887¢, respectively.  Again, Zone 3 is in the 199 

middle, with an October 2014 rate of 4.441¢ and October 2013 rate of 4.832¢. 200 

                                                
4 Last accessed June 8, 2014. 
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   BGS, or supply, charges account for about 50% of a typical customer's bill, with 201 

the charges accounting for a higher percentage for higher-use customers and a lower 202 

percentage for lower-use residential customers.  Ameren is proposing distribution 203 

increases of between 17.6% (Rate Zone 2) and 29.9% (Rate Zone 1).  Total bill impacts 204 

of the requested distribution charge increases, for most customers, therefore, would tend 205 

to be about one-half of that magnitude or less – most likely in the range of a 10% to 15% 206 

increase. 207 

  While I do not want to minimize the impact that such increases could have on 208 

some customers, they are a far cry from the impacts customers were seeing between 2006 209 

and 2007.  210 

Q. Do you have any knowledge of what happened as a result of the price spike in 2007? 211 

A. My understanding from information provided by the People’s counsel is that the State of 212 

Illinois changed the method by which utilities procured generation supply for BGS 213 

customers.  In addition, Ameren's distribution rates were modified somewhat as a result 214 

of Docket No. 07-0165.  Prior to that docket, Ameren's distribution rates were the same 215 

per kWh throughout the year.  There was no difference between winter and summer rates 216 

and there was no rate blocking in the winter.  The outcome of Docket 07-0165 was to 217 

implement a seasonal differential in the rates, increasing per-kWh summer distribution 218 

rates by between 28% and 40% while reducing non-summer rates by between 16% and 219 

21%.  220 

  I also note that there was no change in the customer and meter charges as a result 221 

of the 2007 case.  The dramatic increases in the residential customer charge did not occur 222 
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until the order following Docket No. 09-0306, when the customer charge rose from $6.44 223 

to $12.28 in Rate Zone I; from $5.65 to $12.28 in Rate Zone II; and from $7.57 to $12.28 224 

in Rate Zone III.5 225 

Q. Have you prepared an example to illustrate the combined effect of "price to 226 

compare" rate changes and Ameren's distribution rate increases? 227 

A. Yes, I have prepared AG Exhibit 3.05 to illustrate this effect.  In preparing this 228 

illustration, I have used Ameren's price-to-compare rates in June and October to represent 229 

the summer and non-summer rates in 2013-14 and 2014-15.  These rates are effective for 230 

most residential customers; I recognize that some grandfathered customers had the 231 

advantage of a slightly lower rate for space-heating usage in 2013, but starting this 232 

October there will no longer be a BGS rate difference for heating and non-heating 233 

customers.  I also recognize that the price-to-compare decreased slightly (about 2 234 

hundredths of a cent) in January/February 2014, but I have not attempted to model that 235 

change for purposes of this illustration. 236 

Q. What does your illustration show? 237 

A. AG Ex. 3.05 shows that on a total bill basis, the AG rate design methodology is much 238 

fairer to all residential customers than Ameren's rate design methodology.  Under the AG 239 

proposed rate design, approximately 45 percent of customers (groups A through I) in 240 

each of the three Rate Zones will pay a lower total annual bill than under the Ameren 241 

proposal.  Additionally, in each of the three Rate Zones, under the AG rate design, the 242 

total bill impact in 2015 will be felt roughly equally across the entire residential usage 243 

distribution.  In contrast, under Ameren’s rate design,  lower-use customers would 244 

                                                
5 See Docket No. 09-0306, Ameren Exhibit 16.6E. 
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receive a much higher impact in 2015 than higher-use customers: in Rate Zone I, the 245 

lowest-usage group would see an 18.1% increase in 2015’s total bill while the highest-use 246 

group would see a 5.7% increase; in Rate Zone II, the lowest-use group would see a 247 

14.6% increase while the highest-usage group would receive a 0.4% increase; and in Rate 248 

Zone III, the comparable figures are 16.8% for the lowest-usage group versus 5.2% for 249 

the highest-usage group.  250 

  I do not believe that supply charges should affect distribution rate design.  251 

Distribution rates should be based on the costs that customers cause a utility to incur to 252 

distribute the electricity.  I recognize, however, that the Commission may wish to 253 

consider total bill impacts to ensure that the timing of distribution rate design changes 254 

does not adversely affect customers' total bills for electricity service. 255 

  AG Ex. 3.05 shows that this would be an ideal time to adopt the AG's proposed 256 

rate design.  With the non-summer price-to-compare declining by almost 10%, the 257 

potentially adverse effect of the AG's rate design on very high-use customers will be 258 

substantially mitigated.   259 

Bill Impact Analysis 2007 to 2015 260 

Q. The ALJ's final request asks for a comparison of the impacts on customers' 261 

distribution bills for both the Ameren and AG rate designs in a format similar to 262 

AG Ex. 2.1.  Have you performed such an analysis? 263 

A. Yes.  I begin the analysis with tables similar to those I prepared for the other analyses.  264 

AG Ex. 3.06 compares what I have called 2007 rates (the rates that became effective 265 

January 2008 upon the conclusion of Docket No. 07-0165) with both the Ameren and AG 266 
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rate designs for 2015.  Those historic rates are the first set of rates adopted for Ameren 267 

that unbundle distribution from supply and include a seasonal differential in distribution 268 

rates. 269 

  AG Ex. 3.06 shows that Ameren's rate design has resulted in substantial increases 270 

to lower-use customers during this seven-year period (January 2008 through January 271 

2015).  For example, in Rate Zones 1 and 3, the distribution charges for customers in the 272 

lowest-usage group would double (equivalent to annual increases of more than 10%) over 273 

that seven-year period under Ameren’s proposal.  In contrast, in those same zones, the 274 

highest-use customers would have increases of about 25% (equivalent to annual increases 275 

of about 3%).  This trend is even more extreme in Rate Zone 2, where distribution 276 

charges for customers in the lowest-usage group would increase by about 84% under 277 

Ameren's rate design (annual increases of about 9%), while the distribution charges for 278 

the highest-use customers would decrease over the January 2008 – January 2015 period 279 

by more than 6% (equivalent to an annual decrease of almost 1%). 280 

Q. How does the AG proposed rate design differ from Ameren’s proposed rate design? 281 

A.  The AG's proposed rate design would come closer to equalizing rate impacts since 2007.  282 

In Rate Zones 1 and 3, the AG proposed rate design would result in distribution bill 283 

increases between 40% and 64% (equivalent to annual increases of between 5% and 7%).    284 

  In Rate Zone 2, the AG rate design still provides a benefit to high-use customers, 285 

but in a much fairer way than occurred under Ameren's proposal.  The AG proposed rate 286 

design in Rate Zone 2 would result in increases between 25% and 30% for all customers, 287 
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except the highest-using 20% of customers.  Those higher-use residential customers 288 

would have increases ranging between 6% and 20%. 289 

Q. Can you summarize the results of AG Ex. 3.06 in a format similar to AG Ex. 2.1? 290 

A. Yes.  AG Exhibit 3.07 aggregates the results from all three Rate Zones in AG Exhibit 291 

3.06 in a format similar to AG Exhibit 2.1.  AG Exhibit 3.07 shows that Ameren's rate 292 

design approach has created and will continue to create tremendous disparity among 293 

residential customers, with impacts ranging from total bills being reduced to bills more 294 

than doubling.  Under Ameren’s proposal, approximately 34% of customers would have 295 

annual distribution bill increases of 60% or more since 2007, and approximately 17% of 296 

customers would have distribution bill increases above 70% over that time period.  297 

Further, as demonstrated in AG Exhibit 3.06, the largest increases over that time period 298 

would be borne by the lowest-usage customers under Ameren’s proposal.   In contrast, 299 

the AG proposed rate design would eliminate those extreme impacts and collect revenues 300 

in a manner that is much fairer to all residential customers.  Under the AG rate design, 301 

the maximum increase in annual distribution charges received by any residential 302 

customer in 2015 in comparison to 2007 would be 70%. 303 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony on rehearing? 304 

A. Yes, it does. 305 


