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Q.  Would you please state your name and business address? 1 

A. My name is Cheri Harden.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 2 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 3 

 4 

Q. Are you the same Cheri Harden who previously filed testimony in this 5 

docket on rehearing? 6 

A. Yes.   7 

 8 

Q. What is the subject of your testimony on rehearing? 9 

A. I will respond to Ameren Illinois Company’s (“Ameren” or “Company”) alternative 10 

approach to adjusting the DS-1 Customer Charge.  I will also discuss 11 

supplemental data request (“DR”) responses I received from the Company. 12 

 13 

Q.  Are you sponsoring any schedules or attachments as part of your 14 

testimony? 15 

A. Yes, I am sponsoring Attachment 2.01RH, which compiles the supplemental 16 

responses by the Company, to which I refer in my testimony.  These are labeled 17 

as CLH 1.03RS and CLH 1.04RS.  Each page is headed with my Attachment 18 

identifier as well as the Staff DR number. 19 

 20 

Q. Please summarize your overall recommendations. 21 

A. My recommendation remains the same as in my direct testimony on rehearing, 22 

ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0R.  I recommend the Commission adopt my alternative rate 23 
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design if it is inclined to move away from the straight fixed variable (“SFV”) rate 24 

design it approved in its March 19, 2014 Order in this case.  (Order, March 19, 25 

2014, at 101-102.)  My recommendation produces bill impacts that fall between 26 

those produced by the Office of the Attorney General’s (“AG”) traditional rate 27 

design and the Company’s SFV rate design.   28 

 29 

 I also recommend that Ameren continue to be vigilant in the maintenance of 30 

uniformity in the customer and meter charges that have already been established 31 

among Ameren’s rate zones. 32 

 33 

Notice of Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling, May 20, 2014 (“ALJ’s Ruling”) 34 

Q. What is the significance of the ALJ’s Ruling?   35 

A. The ALJ’s Ruling provided guidelines for information to be provided in testimony 36 

on rehearing and specified that the information should be based on the revenue 37 

requirement proposed in Docket No. 14-0317. 38 

 39 

Q. Did other parties respond to the ALJ’s ruling?  40 

A. Yes.  The other parties to this docket discuss the ALJ’s ruling and present the 41 

analyses and bill impacts that the ALJ requested.   42 

 43 

Comparison to 2007 Rate Increases 44 

Q. How do the bill impacts the parties presented in this docket compare to the 45 

bill impacts in 2007 that produced rate shock and resulted in the initiation 46 
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of Docket No. 07-0165?  47 

A. The parties’ testimony and exhibits on rehearing show that bill impacts for both 48 

the Company’s SFV and the AG’s traditional rate designs are expected to be 49 

lower than the 2007 bill impacts that resulted in the initiation of Docket No. 07-50 

0165.  (Ameren Exhibits 2.1RH - C and 2.4RH; AG Exhibit 3.0 at 12-14; ICC Staff 51 

Exhibit 1.0R, Attachment 1.01R at 28-30.) 52 

 53 

Ameren’s Alternative Mechanism 54 

Q. Did Ameren provide an alternative mechanism for adjusting the DS-1 55 

Customer Charge?   56 

A. Yes.  Ameren presented an alternative mechanism for adjusting the DS-1 57 

Customer Charge strictly as a response to the Commission’s discussion of a 58 

“phased-in approach” to the AG’s rate design proposal.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH at 59 

35.)   Specifically, Ameren witness Leonard M. Jones states that the Company 60 

recommends that the Commission affirm the position that it took in its March 19, 61 

2014 Order on the design of DS-1 rates, that is, the percentage of DS-1 62 

revenues that Ameren collects through fixed charges should remain constant at 63 

44.8%.  Id. at 2. 64 

 65 

Q. Please briefly describe Ameren’s alternative mechanism. 66 

A. Ameren’s mechanism involves evaluating annual rate changes in major bill 67 

components:  delivery service, power supply and transmission service rates.  Id. 68 
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at 37.  The annual change in total bills would then be evaluated based on certain 69 

criteria and a cap would be set at 7.5%. 70 

 71 

Q. Is there precedent for Ameren’s alternative mechanism? 72 

A. I do not agree that the precedent that Ameren refers to applies to this docket.  73 

Ameren states that the concept for its alternative mechanism was previously 74 

approved by the Commission for use in the Company’s Rider PER – Purchased 75 

Electricity Recovery.  Id. at 39.  I have reviewed information from Docket No. 11-76 

0279 and Docket No. 11-0282 and the 45-day tariff filing (“Filing”), which 77 

changed the Rider PER tariff.  One of the purposes of the Filing was to modify 78 

tariff language within Rider PER to initiate a mechanism that gradually moved 79 

customers toward their underlying cost basis.  The issue addressed in this docket 80 

is to identify the bill impacts of the Company’s SFV and the AG’s proposed 81 

traditional rate designs.   82 

 83 

Q. Do you support Ameren’s alternative mechanism? 84 

A. No.  Mr. Jones’ proposal complicates the idea of phasing in rates by evaluating 85 

annual changes in bills and comparing customer profiles to a percent threshold 86 

before determining the appropriate rate to charge.  Mr. Jones’ proposal is based 87 

on a provision in Rider PER that was intended to gradually eliminate the 88 

declining block pricing that was implemented in Docket No. 07-0165 and 89 

reviewed in Docket No. 11-0279 and Docket No. 11-0282, although the electric 90 

docket was dismissed.  The declining block has no relation to this docket on 91 
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rehearing, which is intended to review the bill impacts of the Company’s SFV and 92 

the AG’s traditional rate designs.  93 

 94 

 Moreover, the bill impacts were much higher in 2007, as all the parties to this 95 

docket on rehearing have shown in their testimony and exhibits.  The 96 

Commission expressed concern about the magnitude of the shift from an SFV 97 

rate design to the AG’s more traditional rate design proposal and its resulting bill 98 

impacts; however, the evidence about bill impacts presented on rehearing 99 

demonstrates that the bill impacts for this case are lower than bill impacts that 100 

resulted in rate shock in 2007.   (Order, March 19, 2014, at 101-102.)    101 

 102 

Rate Uniformity 103 

Q. Do you support any of Ameren witness Jones’ recommendations? 104 

A. Yes.  I support Mr. Jones’ statement that “Uniform Customer and Meter Charges 105 

among Rate Zones are to be retained.”  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH at 37.)  I recommend 106 

that Ameren continue to be vigilant in this maintenance of uniformity that has 107 

already been established among Ameren’s rate zones. 108 

 109 

May 19, 2014, Bench Minutes 110 

Q. In your direct testimony on rehearing you discuss the Bench Minutes from 111 

May 19, 2014.  Please summarize your previous discussion from your direct 112 

testimony.  113 

A. At the March 19, 2014, Bench Session, Commissioner del Valle asked ALJ 114 
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VonQualen questions about the rate design impacts and the ALJ indicated that 115 

the information was not in the record.  I posed Commissioner del Valle’s 116 

questions to the Company in Staff DRs CLH 1.03R and CLH 1.04R.  However, 117 

the Company objected to the DRs claiming that the requests were undefined, 118 

vague and ambiguous.  The Company also did not address the Commissioner’s 119 

questions specifically in its prepared testimony on rehearing.   120 

 121 

Q. Did the Company provide a supplemental response to Staff DR CLH 1.03R? 122 

A. Yes.  The Company provided a supplemental response without waiving its 123 

objections.  The Company’s response is labeled CLH 1.03RS and reaffirms that 124 

the Company prefers to maintain the decision of the Order entered on March 19, 125 

2014, in this docket to maintain the existing percentage of fixed cost recovery 126 

through fixed charges.  The response is page 1 of Attachment 2.01RH.   127 

 128 

Q. Did the Company provide a supplemental response to Staff DR CLH 1.04R? 129 

A. Yes.  The Company provided a supplemental response without waiving its 130 

objections.  The Company’s response is labeled CLH 1.04RS and highlights 131 

several of the exhibits that were provided in the Company’s direct testimony on 132 

rehearing.  The response is page 2 of Attachment 2.01RH.      133 

 134 

Recommendations 135 

Q. Do you continue to recommend your alternative rate design that produces 136 

bill impacts that fall between the AG’s traditional and the Company’s SFV 137 
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rate designs? 138 

A. Yes.  My recommendation provides a middle ground between the two rate 139 

designs and could mitigate high bill impacts for higher-use customers while still 140 

moving away from an SFV rate design, if that is what the Commission is inclined 141 

to do as expressed in its Order.  (Order, March 19, 2014, at 101-102.)  My 142 

recommendation would mitigate the rate impact that would result in moving 143 

directly from the current SFV to a traditional rate design, namely changing the 144 

Customer Charge from collecting 44.8% of fixed costs to collecting 27.29%.  ICC  145 

 Staff Exhibit 1.0R, Schedule 1.02R shows the results of my rate design 146 

recommendation and the resulting bill impacts on residential customers.  My 147 

recommendation would collect 36% of fixed costs in the Customer Charge.  The 148 

36% lies approximately half-way between the inclusion of 44.8% of fixed costs in 149 

the customer charge under the Company’s SFV rate design and 27.29% of fixed 150 

costs in the customer charge, which would reflect only customer-related costs 151 

under the AG’s traditional rate design.   152 

 153 

 Staff Exhibit 1.0R, Schedule 1.03R shows a side-by-side comparison of the bill 154 

impacts of the Company’s SFV rate design, the rate design I recommend, and 155 

the AG’s traditional rate design.  My recommendation narrows the amount of 156 

customers that would be affected when the new rates are implemented, however 157 

the Company’s SFV rate design is still shown to impact the fewest customers. 158 

  159 

 As I stated in my direct testimony, on the whole, I believe all of the proposed rate 160 
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designs in this proceeding are reasonable.  However, I note that the AG’s 161 

traditional rate design produces large rate increases for some high-use 162 

customers when applied to the revenue requirement proposed in Docket No. 14-163 

0317.  Taking this into consideration, I believe that implementing my 164 

recommendation on a going-forward basis would be more beneficial if the 165 

Commission intends to return to traditional rate design.  By limiting the bill 166 

impacts at this stage, additional steps in either direction can be taken in future 167 

dockets. 168 

 169 

Q. Do you have any other recommendations? 170 

A. Yes, I also recommend that Ameren continue to be vigilant in the maintenance of 171 

uniformity in the customer and meter charges that have already been established 172 

among Ameren’s rate zones. 173 

 174 

Q.  Does this conclude your testimony?  175 

A. Yes, it does. 176 


