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I. Introduction—The Commission should uphold its March 19, 2014 Order. 

There have been a number of critical moments in the recent history of the design of 

AIC’s residential electric rates.  The beginning of deregulation, the end of the electric rate freeze, 

the 2007 rate redesign proceeding, and the adoption of Straight Fixed Variable (SFV) pricing—

these were critical moments on the path to rate moderation and stability across the residential 

(DS-1) class.  This is yet another critical moment.  In this rehearing proceeding, the Commission 

must decide if it should maintain the existing residential rate design for AIC’s DS-1 class, which 

has been in place for more than four years, or if it should radically revamp (overnight) the way 

in which AIC collects electric delivery revenues from residential customers.  The fundamental 

question is this—should the Commission reverse its prior rate design policies and eliminate or 

reduce SFV pricing?  The answer is a resounding no.  Cost causation, gradualism, and avoidance 

of undue bill impacts—these principles weigh against adopting the dramatic change in the design 

of delivery rates that the AG proposal and the Staff alternative proposal advocate, and ordering 

the incremental delivery bill impacts that would result for higher-use residential customers.  

The substantial evidence in the record obliges the Commission to uphold its March 19, 

2014 Order and maintain the current percentage (44.8%) of DS-1 revenues recovered through the 

Customer and Meter Charges on residential customers’ delivery bills.  The existing “status quo” 

SFV pricing, which this Commission previously encouraged AIC to adopt and then approved, 

targets a reasonable and conservative amount of fixed costs to recover through fixed charges.  

And the existing SFV pricing results in a fair and balanced distribution of incremental delivery 

rate increases, both seasonally and across different residential customer usage profiles.  The 

competing rate design proposals offered by the AG and Staff do not produce similar results. 
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Any movement away from the existing, previously approved SFV pricing, even if 

gradual, would be a reversal of prior Commission decisions and policy on the design of AIC’s 

residential electric rates—and, in AIC’s belief, a step in the wrong direction.  The significant 

incremental delivery bill impacts that electric space-heat and other higher-use residential 

customers would experience, if SFV pricing were eliminated or reduced, are not cost-justified.  

They are not required to encourage residential customers to conserve energy.  They would not be 

tied to any identifiable, incremental capital investment or expense.  They would be a financial 

burden to those higher-use customers who are fixed-income and low-income households.  And 

they would be exacerbated, both during periods of severe weather, and in future years, when 

additional increases in delivery, supply, and transmission rates are very likely to go into effect.   

The Commission should reject the AG rate design and the Staff alternative rate design, 

which, in their movement away from the existing SFV pricing, allocate too much revenue 

responsibility to electric space-heat and other higher-use residential customers.  The record does 

not support such a dramatic shift in residential revenue responsibility.  It doesn’t support such a 

radical overhaul in the collection of residential revenues.  And it doesn’t support the incremental 

delivery bill impacts for higher-use residential customers—both electric space-heat and general 

use customers—that the AG rate design or Staff alternative rate design would produce.   

Instead, the evidence in the record remains supportive of the Commission’s March 19, 

2014 decision, and is more robust.  The record now contains additional delivery bill impact data, 

on an annual basis, and for January and August 2015—bill impact data that demonstrates the 

severity of the AG and Staff alternate proposals on higher-use customers’ pocketbooks.  The 

record contains additional facts in support of AIC’s position that SFV pricing produces a cost-

based rate design for AIC’s electric residential class.  It shows that total bills for lower-use and 
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average-use customers have been relatively flat in recent years.  It shows that a higher-use, 

electric space-heat customer could be considered a low-income household.  And it reminds us 

that the potential delivery bill impacts of the AG and Staff alternate proposals could even be 

greater in January 2015, depending on the effect of the weather on usage, and will be greater in 

years to come, as delivery rates rise.  In sum, the substantial additional evidence that has been 

offered unequivocally reinforces the Commission’s earlier decision.  For these reasons, as 

discussed more fully below, the March 19, 2014 Order must be upheld on rehearing. 

II. The Commission should not reverse its prior opinions and eliminate or diminish the 
use of SFV pricing in the design of AIC’s residential electric delivery rates. 

A. The record supports the continuation of the prevailing “status quo” residential 
rate design—it reasonably allocates delivery costs and manages bill impacts. 

1. The public outcry to the 2007 rate increases experienced by electric 
space-heat customers demonstrates that bill impacts must be 
considered and communicated, when redesigning residential rates. 

To better understand how best to design AIC’s residential electric rates for the future, one 

must look to past lessons learned.  The relevant history in this instance starts when electricity 

deregulation began.  In 1997, Illinois passed the Electric Service Customer Choice and Rate 

Relief Law.  From that point through January 2, 2007, the “bundled” electric residential rates of 

Central Illinois Light Company (AmerenCILCO), Central Illinois Public Service Company 

(AmerenCIPS) and Illinois Power Company (AmerenIP) were essentially “frozen.”  Indeed, the 

legislation required reductions in the rates for residential customers by varying percentages 

during the “mandatory transition period” to unbundled rates.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH (2d Rev.) 

(Jones Dir.), pp. 12-13.)  Although residential delivery service rates became available in 2002, 

virtually no residential customers switched from bundled rates while they were “frozen.”  (Id.) 
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But on January 2, 2007, the electric rate “freeze” was scheduled to end.  And that meant 

that the legacy utilities’ bundled rates would expire.  It also meant that pre-existing power supply 

contracts would expire.  In February 2005, AmerenCILCO, AmerenCIPS, and AmerenIP 

(collectively the “Ameren Illinois Utilities” or “AIUs”) filed proposed rate sheets describing a 

competitive procurement auction process that would take place in September 2006 to establish 

the price of electricity supplied to customers, as of January 2, 2007.  Docket Nos. 05-0160 et al. 

(cons.).  In December 2005, the AIUs filed proposed rate sheets to establish new delivery 

services rates, as of January 2, 2007.  Docket Nos. 06-0070 et al. (cons.).  Around the same time 

that new rates were scheduled to kick in, the beginning of 2007 also brought one of the coldest 

winters in recent history.  So as rates were going up, usage was also going up.  The combination 

was volatile.  The new distribution delivery rates and market-based electricity supply charges 

that took effect in January 2007 resulted in significantly and immediately higher monthly bill 

impacts for residential customers, especially for electric space-heat and other larger users. 

Ameren Exhibit 2.1RH-C provides a total bill impact analysis of customers at various 

usage levels comparing bill amounts at 2006 price levels to those faced by customers in 2007 

immediately after the expiration of the transition period.  The annual average increase to 

customers’ total bills was significant: 30% or more for many “general use” profile categories, 

and approximately double that for many “space-heat” usage profiles.  (Ameren Ex. 2.1RH-C, p. 

1.)  But the monthly percentage increases for January—the first month of the new rates—were 

even higher, as usage spiked in response to the brutally cold weather.  (Ameren Exs. 1.0RH (2d. 

Rev.) (Nelson Dir.), p. 7; 2.1RH-C, p. 2.)  Thus, the change in customers’ total bills reflected not 

just the new higher unbundled rates, but also the surge in usage that occurred in January and 

February 2007 because of the severity of the winter weather.  (Ameren Ex. 1.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 
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12.)  Electric space-heat customers were hit the hardest, suffering triple digit percentage 

increases in their January bills, as the new rates went into effect, without mitigation, at the 

coldest time of the year, when their usage was at the highest.  (Ameren Ex. 2.1RH-C, p. 2.)  And 

for these reasons, space-heat customers quickly became the faces of the 2007 rate increases. 

The public clamor that followed was largely negative and immediately vocal.  The 

utilities and the Commission soon began receiving inquiries and complaints from customers and 

civic leaders about the new unbundled rates and the size of customers’ bills.  (Ameren Ex. 1.0RH 

(2d. Rev.), pp. 8-10.)  There were daily news stories about the personal hardships faced by 

individual customers in the AIUs’ service territories—a reminder of the stark choices that some 

customers had to face: turning off the heat or the lights, paying the utility bills or the mortgage or 

rent, and staying warm or buying food or medicine.  (Id., pp. 8-9; Ameren Ex. 1.1RH.)  And 

there were public meetings; most notably, the Committee of the Whole of the Illinois House of 

Representatives met on the subject of electric rate regulation that occurred on February 27, 2007.  

(Ameren Exs. 1.0RH (2d. Rev.), pp. 10-13; 1.2RH (Rev.).)  At that meeting, representatives from 

the Commission and the AIUs emphasized that there should have been more focus on the 

projected monthly impacts, based on variations in usage.  (Ameren Ex. 1.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 11.) 

Two days later, the Staff issued a Report to the Commission that recommended the 

Commission enter an Order to initiate a review of all aspects of the rate design for the AIUs’ 

electric rates.  The Staff Report pointed specifically to “[t]he significant bill increases from 2006 

to 2007 for Ameren Illinois utilities’ residential customers (particularly residential space heating 

customers) and the considerable hardship this has caused” as “render[ing] a review of the 

underlying rate design to be necessary.”  (Ameren Ex. 2.2RH, p. 2.)  On the very next day, the 

Commission initiated Docket No. 07-0165 to investigate the rate design of the AIUs’ electric 
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rates.  (Ameren Ex. 2.3RH.)  Ultimately, the Commission approved rate design modifications, 

which were proposed “to mitigate the increases faced by residential customers who use 

electricity to heat their homes in the winter.”  Illinois Comm. Comm’n on its own Mtn., Docket 

07-0165, Order, pp. 22, 23 (Oct. 11, 2007). 

The “rate relief” approved in Docket No. 07-0165 for electric space-heat customers 

effectively shifted a portion of the revenue responsibility away from non-summer rates for higher 

usage customers.  Id. at 25-27.  This redesign was intended “to bring [electric space-heat 

customers’] percentage increases in line with other customers in the residential class, thereby 

reducing their [] increases in the winter months by more than half….”  Id. at 27.  Delivery 

service rates were restructured to recover additional revenue in the summer and less during non-

summer months.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 16.)  Power supply rates were restructured to 

recover less in the summer, more for the first 800 kWh of non-summer use, and less for non-

summer use over 800 kWh.  (Id. at 16 & n.3.)  The net effect was an increase to summer rates, 

and increase to non-summer rates for the first 800 KWh of use, and a decrease to non-summer 

prices for use over 800 kWh.  (Id. at 16 & n.4.)  The changes—effective for the following winter 

in January 2008—mitigated the total bill impacts experienced by larger, non-summer customers, 

including many electric space-heat customers.  (Id. at 15.)  The result was that the rate increases 

were smoothed out more evenly across the year, and shared more evenly across the class. 

In 2007, the unbundling of electric rates, the increased charges for supply and delivery 

service, and the timing of the new rates during a period of high usage—all contributed to 

customer confusion and distress.  The fallout from the 2007 rate increases reminds us that the 

principles of cost causation, gradualism, and avoidance of undue or adverse bill impacts must be 

considered, across the entire DS-1 class, when designing rates to collect the residential delivery 



 

 7 

revenue requirement.  The effect of a rate design on individual members of a class can vary 

dramatically, as the AG’s proposal illustrates; and one cannot simply rely on the class average 

percentage increase to judge the full impact of a rate design on members of that class.  The 

overall amount of electric revenues collected from a customer class is important; the electric 

revenues collected from a class should align as closely as possible to the cost of supplying and 

delivering electricity to that class.  But as 2007 showed, the timing of the collection of the class 

revenues and how the revenues are collected within the class are also important considerations.1   

The rates effective for the January 2015 billing period mark the beginning of another 

period of rising electric costs and rates.  Delivery rates are likely to continue to go up, as AIC 

continues to make incremental Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act (EIMA) investments. 

Transmission rates are likely to rise, as assets are constructed.  And AIC’s supply rates are likely 

to go up, based on the current comparable market offers.  In this instance, the AG’s rate design 

and the Staff’s alternative rate design dramatically change when during the year, and from whom 

within the residential class, AIC recovers residential electric delivery revenues.  In a rising cost 

and rate environment, the Commission should be wary of radically and abruptly changing the 

price signals for residential customers, and thus unwinding the progress that it has made since 

2007 in moderating and spreading out the bill impacts for higher-use residential customers. 

                                                
1 There is another lesson from 2007 that should be considered—consumers must be adequately 
informed about pending rate increases.  (Ameren Ex. 1.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 5.)  On April 17, 
2014, AIC filed its annual update to the cost inputs for its formula rate, for rates effective for the 
January 2015 billing period.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 4.)  The public notices and rate 
case filings have projected the January 2015 delivery bill impacts based on different usage 
profiles, using the rate designs approved in the March 19, 2014 Order.  (Tr. 13.)  AIC remains 
concerned that it will be a challenge to educate and inform customers about incremental delivery 
bill impacts caused solely by a departure from a previously approved rate design.  (Tr. 15-16.) 
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2. The Commission encouraged and approved the use of SFV pricing for 
AIC’s DS-1 rate design to moderate the delivery bill impacts for 
electric space-heat and other higher-use residential customers.  

The bill increases that electric space-heat customers experienced in early 2007 did not 

only lead to the initiation of Docket No. 07-0165.  They were also the impetus for incorporation 

of SFV pricing in the design of AIC’s electric residential delivery rates.  Staff and the AIUs 

recognized then that the post-2006 bill increases for electric space-heat customers were the 

Company’s “most serious bill impact problem.”  Illinois Comm. Comm’n on its own Mtn., 

Docket 07-0165, Order, pp. 22-23 (Oct. 11, 2007).  In the AIU electric rate cases that followed, 

the Commission emphasized the importance of incorporating rate designs that would “restrain 

rate shock” for residential space-heat customers “[i]n times of rapidly rising energy costs.”  Cent. 

Ill. Light Co., et al., Dockets 07-0585 et al., Order, pp. 281-82 (Sept. 24, 2008).   

In Docket Nos. 07-0585 et al. (the 2007 rate case), the Commission specifically ordered 

the AIUs to “consider the use of a straight-fixed-variable” design for residential space heating 

customers.  Order at 282.  And in Docket Nos. 09-0306 et al. (the 2009 rate case), the 

Commission approved the AIUs’ proposals to increase the Customer Charge to increase the 

percentage of DS-1 revenues that are recovered through fixed charges “to move towards a 

‘Straight Fixed Variable’ or ‘SFV’ approach.”  Cent. Ill. Light Co., et al., Dockets 09-0306 et al., 

Order, p. 283 (Apr. 29, 2010).  This proposal contributed to a refinement in the AIUs’ approach 

to rates for customers using electric space heating.  Id.  Staff agreed with the AIUs’ proposal, 

“[g]iven the Commission’s stated preference for SFV rate design.”  Id. at 284.  And the 

Commission encouraged the AIUs to continue to analyze whether “alternative rate designs” 

would be “more beneficial” for electric space heating customers.  Id. at 262.  Since then, the SFV 

pricing for DS-1 has remained in effect for the last four years, from May 2010 to the present.  
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Walking away from SFV design at this point, even if gradually, would send a new price 

signal to residential electric customers—a new price signal that fundamentally would change the 

way in which AIC recovers DS-1 revenues.  During times of rapidly increasing electric delivery 

costs, a fairer distribution of incremental revenue requirement increases is the rate design that 

applies the increase relatively equally to all members of the class.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0 (Jones Reb.), 

p. 19.)  And in this instance, the approved 44.8% SFV rate design would distribute incremental 

residential delivery service increases much more evenly than the AG rate design would.   

3. The Commission historically has designed unbundled residential 
delivery and power supply rates to avoid undue total bill impacts for 
electric space-heat and other higher-use residential customers. 

In an ideal world, the Commission could set delivery service rates without worrying 

about other customer bill impacts.  But that perhaps naïve approach, in part, led to the significant 

bill impacts that AIC residential customers experienced in early 2007.  Disconnecting delivery 

service rates from other utility service rates paid by customers ignores the emphasis that the 

Commission has routinely placed on examining total bill impacts for AIC’s electric customers. 

For example, in Docket No. 07-0165, power supply and delivery service rates were both 

adjusted to more evenly distribute bill impacts.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH (Jones Reb.), pp. 19-20.)  In 

Docket Nos. 09-0306 et al. (cons.), power supply rates were again adjusted concurrently with 

delivery service rates to manage bill impacts.  (Id. at 20.)  And since then, BGS prices have been 

adjusted through Rider PER provisions that considered power supply and delivery services price 

changes, and limited BGS price movement, if certain bill impact thresholds were exceeded.  (Id.)   

The result of these synchronized rate design changes is that, from January 2008 to June 

2014, small-use, non-electric heat customers have received power supply price decreases, while 

larger-use, electric space-heat customers have received power supply price increases.  (Id. at 21-
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22; Appendix A.)  The power supply price decreases for lower and average-use customers, in 

turn, led to relatively minor changes in the total bill, when compared to total bill changes for 

higher-use, space-heat customers.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH, pp. 22-25; Appendix B.)  The AG 

cannot dispute these facts.  Its witness doesn’t even offer a similar total bill analysis.  (Tr. 85.)  

Contrary to the AG’s suggestions, low-use customers have benefited from prior rate designs, 

while large-use, electric space-heat customers have experienced total bill increases since 2008.   

4. The existing, approved rate design moderates annual and seasonal 
delivery bill impacts for electric space-heat and other higher-use 
customers, including fixed-income and low-income households. 

An SFV design is cost-based, better aligning the price that a customer pays for delivery 

service with the costs incurred to deliver electricity to that customer.  The obvious benefit of a 

continued SFV design to higher-use customers, including electric space-heat customers, is the 

avoidance of the undue incremental bill impacts that would occur under the AG rate design.  In 

general, customers with annual usage greater than the average use (about 10,000 kWh) will be 

responsible for a lower percentage of DS-1 revenues under AIC’s proposed rate design.  

(Ameren Ex. 2.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 20.)  This design thus results in lower delivery bills for electric 

space-heat customers in the coldest months than the AG or Staff alternative rate designs.  But the 

continuation of the SFV design also more evenly spreads out the impact of incremental rate 

increases over the calendar year, whereas the other designs would lead to higher bills for more 

residential customers in the coldest and hottest months.  (Id. at 20-21.) 

Ameren Exhibit 4.1RH (attached as Appendix C) estimates the percentage and dollar 

amount differences in delivery bill impacts for 2015 (on an annual basis), January 2015, and 

August 2015, between the AIC and AG rate design.  The more even spread of the incremental 

rate increase is evident in AIC’s design.  For example, for Rate Zone I, on an annual basis, 
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delivery service increases range from 28.5% for a general-use customer using 5,000 kWh to 

31.5% for a space-heat customer using 60,000 kWh.  (Id.)  But under the AG’s rate design, the 

incremental delivery service increases vary widely across the DS-1 class: a general-use customer 

using 5,000 kWh would see an incremental increase of 15.0%, where as a space-heat customer 

taking service at the 60,000 kWh profile would see an incremental increase of 55.9%.  (Id.)   

The widely varying incremental increases seen in the AG’s rate design translate into 

higher-use customers paying more for delivery service.  For example, a space-heat customer in 

Rate Zone III taking service at the 60,000 kWh profile would see an annual, incremental increase 

of approximately 22% or $320.33.  (Id.)  A space-heat customer in Rate Zone III taking service 

at the 36,978 kWh profile would see an annual, incremental increase of approximately 16.1% or 

$147.73.  (Id.)  A space-heat customer in Rate Zone III taking service at the 26,066 kWh profile 

would see an annual, incremental increase of approximately 13.5% or $103.79.  (Id.)  And a 

space-heat customer in Rate Zone III taking service at the 18,000 kWh profile would see an 

annual, incremental increase of approximately 8.1% or $47.93.  (Id.)  The “break-even” point for 

space-heat customers, where the impact of the AG rate design becomes more harmful, is above 

10,000 kWh, but well below 18,000 kWh.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 26.)  For general-

use customers, the “break-even” point is 10,000 kWh; thus, any general-use customers using 

more than 10,000 kWh a year will tend to pay more under the AG’s design.  (Id.)  Based on 2013 

customer usage data, this means that close to 50% of the DS-1 class would pay more for delivery 

service under the AG’s rate design than AIC’s rate design.  (Id. at 11, 24.) 

The customer data also demonstrates that electric consumption is not necessarily a 

function of income.  (Id. at 24-25.)  Based on calendar 2013 information, Low Income Home 

Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) customers exist in nearly every usage category in nearly 
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the same proportion as non-LIHEAP customers.  (Id.; Appendix D.)  Not all electric space-heat 

customers in AIC’s service territory are wealthy “penthouse condominium” owners.  Some of 

them are low-income or fixed-income families living in converted electric heat homes.  And 

nothing in the record points to any residential meters not functioning properly.  (Id. at 25.) 

The data also shows that the AG rate design would add additional expense to customer 

bills in periods of increased usage, since monthly variations in customer usage produce higher 

Distribution Delivery Charges and more volatile bill impacts under the AG’s proposal.  (Ameren 

Ex. 2.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 22.)  A portion of the undue bill impact in 2007 was caused by colder 

than usual winter temperatures increasing usage above normal expectations.  So too would 

delivery bills in January 2015 or August 2015 be incrementally higher, under the AG rate design, 

if usage was higher.  For example, usage in February 2014 was 30% higher than usage in 

February 2013.  (Id. at 23.)  For a Rate Zone III space-heat customer using 4,000 kWh in the 

non-summer, the 4,000 kWh would cost the customer $30.08 more under the AG rate design, 

and the extra 1,200 kWh of weather induced usage would cost $87.66 more under the AG rate 

design, raising the customer’s total cost by $117.73.  (Id.)  The same holds true for above normal 

summertime conditions.  Comparing July 2013 usage data for residential customers to that 

experienced in July 2011 shows that customers used over 30% more in July 2011.  (Id.)  For a 

Rate Zone III customer using 2,000 kWh in the non-summer, the 2,000 kWh would cost the 

customer $33.69 more under the AG rate design, and the extra 600 kWh of weather induced 

usage would cost $60.59 more under the AG rate design, raising the customer’s total cost by 

$94.28.  (Id.)  None of this bill impact data should be surprising, given the AG’s desire that 

usage drive customers’ bills.  
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5. The existing, approved rate design reflects the economic reality that 
AIC’s cost to deliver electricity to residential customers does not 
materially change with monthly fluctuations in customers’ usage. 

As AIC demonstrated in the initial phase of this proceeding, the majority of the delivery 

service assets are already in place, stand ready to serve customers’ demands (regardless of when 

they occur), and do not fluctuate based on changes in the customers’ monthly demand.  (Ameren 

Ex. 2.0RH (2d. Rev.), pp. 27-28.)  Whether the customer chooses to use an amount lower than 

the expected or design peak demand does not change the cost of the distribution facilities 

installed.  (Id. at 28.)  For example, the number of utility poles within a residential subdivision 

will generally remain constant throughout the year, from one season to the next, and is not 

dependent on changes in usage.  (Id.)  As a result, distribution infrastructure assets, such as line 

transformers, primary lines, secondary lines, and poles are “fixed” costs, even if they are 

considered “demand-related” costs.  (Id.)  Since the costs for the primary line system down 

through the customer’s meter represent approximately 70% of the DS-1 revenue requirement, the 

existing SFV pricing of 44.8% is a reasonable and conservative percentage of fixed costs to 

recover through the fixed charges on a DS-1 delivery bill.  (Id. at 29.) 

In the rehearing phase of this proceeding, the record now contains additional evidence 

that further demonstrates that the costs for the primary line system on down to the customer’s 

meter are not influenced by a residential customer’s actual monthly usage, annual usage, or 

fluctuations in usage over multiple years.  (Id.)  Indeed, the record shows that if a hypothetical 

general-use residential electric customer, whose residence was originally gas heated, were to 

convert to using electricity to heat the premises, even though the customer’s annual use would 

increase, generally speaking such a conversion would not require any change in the electric 

facilities required to serve that customer.  (Id.)  Indeed, AIC design engineers have never 

encountered a situation where a change in residential load has prompted them to reconductor a 
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secondary or primary line or change a pole.  (Tr. 120.)  The now larger-use, space-heat customer 

might require the next largest transformer to be installed at the customer’s location, but the larger 

transformer is no more and can be less costly than the smaller transformer.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH 

(2d. Rev.), p. 29; Tr. 119.)  Thus, there is not an incremental, material cost to service the higher-

use residential customer that would justify having the larger-use customer pay a larger share of 

the residential class costs.  Yet, that is exactly what would happen under the AG’s rate design:  a 

converted electric space-heat customer would pay more for delivery service than his or her 

surrounding general-use neighbors, even if the cost to service the converted customer had not 

changed.  (Tr. 95-96.)   

The August 2015 bill impacts under the AG rate design further drive home the point that 

the AG rate design simply does not accurately reflect differences in the cost of serving lower-use 

and higher-use residential customers.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH, p. 17.)  The assumption for the AG 

design is that it costs AIC more to deliver electricity to a general-usage customer’s residence in 

August than it does in January, if the customer’s usage in August is higher than his or her usage 

in January.  But there are no facts in the record about the design of AIC’s distribution grid that 

support that assumption.  The AG’s own witness—who is not a design planner or engineer—

doesn’t even know anything about the details of AIC’s distribution network.  (Tr. 94-95.)  It 

would be premature and without a basis in the record to unwind SFV design, absent evidence 

that the annual or monthly cost of service for lower-use residential customers is materially lower. 

6. Maintaining the prevailing “status quo” rate design is not an affront 
to the goal of encouraging energy conservation—the variable portions 
of the total bill sends price signals to customers to conserve energy. 

The Commission, in its March 19, 2014 Order, noted that it “generally supports a rate 

design which encourages residential customers to reduce energy usage and increase energy 
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efficiency.”  Ameren Ill. Co., Docket 13-0476, Order, pp. 101-102 (Mar. 19, 2014.)  There is no 

evidence in the record to support the conclusion that maintaining the prevailing “status quo” SFV 

pricing will discourage AIC’s residential customer class to use less energy.  Under the existing 

44.8% SFV rate design, the residential class is still receiving 55.2% of their delivery service 

charges through variable charges.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 32.)  And variable delivery 

service charges within the DS-1 class continue to increase, as usage increases.  A large “general-

use” customer taking service at the 26,252 kWh profile would receive 73% of their delivery 

charges through the variable portion of the delivery bill under the 44.8% SFV rate structure in 

Rate Zones I and II.  (Id.)  That value increases to 77% in Rate Zone III.  (Id.)  Customers also 

pay a variable based power supply and transmission service rate.  When those charges are 

included, the variable portion of the bill increases to 89% for a 26,252 kWh customer in Rate 

Zones I and II, and 90% in Rate Zone III.  (Id.)  And there are extensive energy efficiency 

programs that encourage customers to use less energy.  (Id. at 31-32.)  Customers still have 

plenty of price-induced incentive to lower usage to lower bills under a SFV rate design. 

Whether a rate design will further promote energy conservation and energy efficiency is 

an appropriate consideration.  But it shouldn’t be the only consideration.  There must be a proper 

balance with other rate design principles, such as cost causation, gradualism, and avoidance of 

undue bill impacts.  Here, Staff does not believe that the existing SFV rate design discourages 

energy conservation and efficiency.  (Ameren Exs. 4.0RH, p. 29; 4.5RH, p. 6 (AIC-Staff 

10.08S).)  Nor does AIC.  Granted, higher prices for higher-use customers may have some 

bearing on consumption.  But the Commission must be mindful of the economic cost of a rate 

design that puts too much emphasis on energy conservation.  Higher-use customers may not be 

able to manage bills to lower usage.  And lower-use customers may actually increase usage.  
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This is the question that must be asked: does the current rate design sufficiently encourage 

conservation and strike the proper balance of rate design principles?  The answer is yes.  Thus, 

SFV pricing should not be eliminated or diminished based solely on the prospect that more 

volatile and higher Distribution Delivery Charges will cause customers to use less electricity. 

7. If the Commission wants to lower the amount of the existing 
residential Customer Charge, it should adopt AIC’s alternative 
customer protection mechanism to manage total bill impacts. 

The Commission, in its March 19, 2014 Order, found that there was insufficient evidence 

in the record to implement “a phased-in approach” to the AG’s rate design.  Granted, a simplified 

“phase in” approach would lessen the immediate delivery bill impacts experienced by higher-use 

residential customers.  But even under a simplified phased-in reduction of the Customer Charge, 

more and more revenue responsibility is shifted to higher-use residential customers, as the 

percentage of DS-1 revenues collected through fixed charges diminishes over time.  The phase-in 

approach also ignores the future increases in delivery rates that will occur, as AIC continues to 

make incremental investments in EIMA.  Thus, a phase-in of the AG or Staff alternative 

proposals might alleviate some of the delivery bill impact pressure on higher-use customers in 

the short-term, depending on customer usage.  But the delivery bill impacts will only get larger 

in 2016 and beyond, as SFV pricing is slowly eliminated, at the same time as delivery rates are 

increasing.  Moreover, the phase-in approach ignores negative bill impacts from non-delivery 

sources.  So when transmission and power supply rates go up, the simplified phase-in approach 

doesn’t account for non-delivery bill impact pressure on residential customers.   

If the Commission is committed to lowering the amount of DS-1 revenues collected 

through fixed charges however, it should adopt the alternative “customer protection mechanism,” 

outlined in the direct testimony of Ameren witness Mr. Leonard M. Jones (Ameren Exs. 2.0RH 
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(2d. Rev.), pp. 37-40; 2.12RH-C.)  The “customer protection mechanism” appropriately 

considers changes to power supply and/or transmission rates that coincide with changes to 

delivery services rates, thereby reducing the chance of customers experiencing undue customer 

total bill impacts.  (Id.)  Since a similar model has been used successfully and without complaint 

for Rider PER to set power supply prices, the “customer protection mechanism” would be a 

pragmatic and straightforward way to avoid undue bill impacts for higher-use customers.  (Id.)2 

B. The AG rate redesign should be rejected, again—it shifts too much revenue 
responsibility to electric space-heat and other higher-use residential customers. 

1. The AG’s “rate group” bill impact analysis discounts the severity of 
the annual and seasonal delivery bill impacts for electric space-heat 
and other higher-use customers—delivery bill impacts that will be 
exacerbated by severe weather and annual incremental rate increases. 

AG witness Mr. Rubin created 20 different residential “rate groups,” starting with the 5% 

of smallest use customers ranging up to the largest—similar to the customer groupings that he 

created for his testimony in the initial phase of this case.  His analysis remains a flawed, artificial 

construct.  AIC does not have 20 different subclasses of DS-1 customers to which it allocates 

costs.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH, p. 10.)  The use of subclasses implies that there are distinctive 

customer groups within the residential DS-1 class with unique costs of delivery service.  That 

isn’t the case.  His analysis assumes that the cost allocated to a class based on demand increases 

                                                
2 The “customer protection mechanism” works as follows: the delivery service, power supply, 
and transmission service rates in effect during the previous January, applied to 12 different 
customer usage profiles, are compared to the delivery service, power supply, and transmission 
service revenues for the same 12 profiles at prices applicable for the upcoming January.  If the 
annual change in total bills for any one of the profiles exceeds 7.5%, no change to the SFV 
percentage will occur.  If all 12 profiles show an annual average change less than 7.5%, the fixed 
charge recovery is reduced until a profile reaches a 7.5% increase or the percentage of fixed cost 
recovery is reduce to the Staff or AG target level.  (Ameren Ex. 2.0RH (2d. Rev.), p. 37.)  Staff 
witness Ms. Harden confirmed at the hearing that she knew of no complications with the use of 
similar model in the setting of residential power supply prices.  (Tr. 49-50.) 
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linearly within the class, as one examines various groupings of customers.  But the cost to deliver 

electricity to Mr. Rubin’s rate group A is substantially similar to the cost to deliver electricity to 

Mr. Rubin’s rate group T.  The Commission previously recognized this cost causation principle, 

when it approved the use of SFV pricing for the DS-1 class.  (Id. at 10-11.) 

By subdividing the residential class into five-percent increments based solely on his 

customer count, Mr. Rubin’s analysis focuses heavily on lower-use residential customers.  (Id. at 

11.)  Approximately 90 percent of AIC’s residential customers use 20,000 kWh or less of 

electricity a year.  (Ameren Ex. 2.8RH)  The remaining 10 percent use between 20,000 kWh and 

125,000+ kWh—a much greater range.  (Id.)  The customers using less than 20,000 kWh are 

spread out across 18 of Mr. Rubin’s rate groups (groups A-R), whereas the greater than 20,000 

kWh customers are relegated to his final two rate groups (groups S & T).  (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH, 

p. 11.)  Moreover, the five percent of residential customers included in rate group T includes the 

customers who use between 24,196 kWh and 125,000+ kWh.  Since Mr. Rubin uses the median 

usage of each rate group to calculate his delivery bill impacts, the full range and magnitude of 

the delivery bill impacts experienced by the customers in rate groups S and T are not shown.  For 

example, in AG Exhibit 3.02, the usage range for Mr. Rubin’s rate group S goes from 20,150 

kWh to 24,195 kWh.  But the median usage for the group skews low: 21,839 kWh (Rate Zone I).  

The same issue can be seen in rate group T.  The usage range for Mr. Rubin’s rate group goes 

from 24,196 kWh to 125,000+ kWh.  But again the median usage for the group skews low: 

28,282 kWh (Rate Zone I).  In both instances, the AG customer count subgroupings understate 

the potential delivery bill impacts that higher-use customers will experience. 

Mr. Rubin complains that AIC’s presentation of bill impacts includes “extreme” customer 

profiles for residents using more than 5,000 kWh a month in electricity that “have no practical 
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value” when trying to develop a reasonable rate design.  (AG Ex. 3.0, ll. 75, 82-83.)  But the data 

in Ameren Exhibit 2.8RH demonstrates that, on average, there are customers who consume more 

than 5,000 kWh a month (60,000 kWh per year).  That these customers exist on the high end of 

the usage spectrum does not mean that they should be ignored, when deciding how to fairly 

allocate revenues across the residential class.  These customers should not be purely “of some 

academic interest” to the Commission.  (AG Ex. 3.0, l. 82.)  They exist.  Some of them would be 

considered “low income” users, based on the LIHEAP data.  And they were among the 

customers most vehemently complaining to AIC, the Commission, and legislative leaders in 

2007.  (Tr. 129, 130; 139.)  Indeed, the so-called meaningless customer profiles—including the 

60,252 kWh profile—represent real customers who contacted AIC in 2007, through some means, 

about their bills.  (Id.)  Thus, they remain meaningful indicators that show the extremity of bill 

impacts that higher-use customers would face under the AG rate design.  

The structure of Mr. Rubin’s “rate group” analysis also understates the potential January 

bill impacts to space-heat customers.  For example, the median January usage for his rate group 

T in Rate Zone III—a rate group that ranges from 24,196 kWh to 125,000+ kWh—is 3,224 kWh.  

But based on January 2014 usage, over 77,000 residential customers had usage in January 2014 

at or above 3,224 kWh.  (Ameren Exs. 4.0, p. 15; 4.5RH.)  And the median usage in January 

2014 for group T across the three rate zones is 4,791 kWh—a difference of 48% from Mr. 

Rubin’s median.  (Id.)  And although January 2014 was an abnormally cold month, the usage 

that January still demonstrates the severity of non-summer delivery bill impacts that could 
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materialize under the AG rate design, depending on the customer’s monthly non-summer usage.3  

And the incremental non-summer bill impacts under the AG design will grow in future years, as 

delivery rates continue to rise.  As Staff admitted, all things being equal, as the class revenues 

increase, and the rate design remains constant, the effect of the AG’s proposal on higher-use 

customers will be compounded in each year in which delivery rates rise.  A particularly cold 

January 2016, under the AG design, coupled with a new residential delivery rate increase, and 

potentially increases in power supply and transmission rates, likely would lead to delivery and 

total bill impacts far in excess of the impacts included in the record in this proceeding.   

2. The AG’s focus on the change in total bills from January 2014 to 
January 2015 ignores the likely higher rates for delivery, supply, and 
transmission service that will go into effect after May 2015. 

AG witness Mr. Rubin claims that January 2015 is the “ideal time” to adopt its proposed 

rate design, (AG Ex. 3.0, l. 256), and that “on a total bill basis, the changes in rates for electric 

space-heating customers do not rise to a level of concern,” (AG Ex. 4.0C, ll. 86-87).  But by 

focusing on only the change in total bills from January 2014 to January 2015, Mr. Rubin does 

not consider the likely increases in power supply and transmission rates that will occur in June 

2015 and beyond.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH, pp. 18-19, 22; Tr. 70-74.)  Nor does Mr. Rubin consider 

the future incremental increase in distribution rates that will occur in January 2016 and beyond.  

(Tr. 74-78.)  His total bill impact analysis thus is too narrowly construed.   

Granted, at this time, AIC’s non-summer power supply rates are scheduled to decrease in 

October 2014.  (Ameren Cross Ex. 8.)  And these lower power supply rates would be effective in 

                                                
3 Mr. Rubin suggests that space-heat customers would have lower consumption and see lower 
bills during summer months, offsetting higher bills in non-summer months.  But examining 2013 
usage data for premises with legacy space-heat identifiers shows that space-heat and non-space 
heat summer customer usage is not that different.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH, p. 17.)   
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January 2015, unless replaced in a subsequent procurement event.4  But even if the Company’s 

power supply prices remain lower in January 2015, it will be for only a short window of time.  

AIC’s power supply prices will reset again in June 2015, and again in June 2016.  And the 

evidence points to higher prices in the future.  (Ameren Ex. 4.0RH, pp. 18-19; Tr. 121-125.)  In 

AIC’s service territory, the fixed price competitive supply offers are all higher, suggesting that 

there will be a market correction to increase AIC’s price to compare, once its current below-

market procurement contracts expire.  (Ameren Cross Ex. 11; Tr. 124-125.)  In addition, Mr. 

Rubin’s total bill analysis comparing January 2014 to January 2015 doesn’t take into account the 

two-thirds of customers who take service from an alternative supplier; there is no evidence 

whether those customers’ total bills will go up or down in January 2015 under the AG’s delivery 

rate design.  (Ameren Cross Ex. 10; Tr. 70.) 

But power supply prices are not the only variable likely to change in the near future.  Mr. 

Rubin’s short-term total bill analysis also does not take into account the probable increases in 

transmission rates that AIC delivery customers will see, due to the sizable transmission rate base 

investments being placed in service over the next several years.  (Tr. 73-74, 122-123.)  And his 

short-term total bill analysis doesn’t take into account the probable increases in delivery rates 

that will occur in 2016 due to AIC’s spending commitments under EIMA.  (Tr. 74.)   

The evidence in the record suggests that we are at the bottom of precipice with respect to 

power supply, transmission, and delivery rates—all are likely to increase, as costs increase.  To 

                                                
4 On July 22, 2014, the Illinois Power Agency announced that there would be a supplemental 
September 2014 event to procure on-peak and off-peak blocks of monthly and/or multi-month 
durations for the period November 1, 2014 to May 31, 2015 for eligible retail customers of AIC.  
Thus, at this time, the non-summer supply prices for January 2015 now remain unknown.  
http://ipa-energyrfp.com/2014/07/22/announcement-september-2014-procurement-events/  
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focus on the possible lower total bills that may occur for only a few months is too shortsighted, 

especially when the delivery rate design will be in effect through the end of 2017.  (Tr. 121-125.) 

C. The Staff alternative rate design should be rejected—it is not a reasonable, cost-
based “middle ground” and it still produces inequitable delivery bill impacts. 

1. Staff has not abandoned its long-standing support of the use of SFV 
pricing in the design of AIC’s residential electric delivery rates. 

Staff offers a claimed alternative “middle ground” that produces delivery bill impacts that 

would “fall between” the impacts produced by the AG’s and AIC’s rate designs.  (Ameren Ex. 

4.0RH, p. 26.)  But it is a qualified alternative—conditioned on the Commission being inclined 

to move away from SFV pricing.  (Id. at 25.)  The Commission should not be so inclined.  For 

those reasons stated herein, the record does not justify a reversal of the Commission’s prior 

decisions, which encouraged AIC to adopt and subsequently approved the use of SFV pricing in 

the design of residential rates.  The current “status quo” SFV percentage approved in the March 

19, 2014 Order should be maintained.  Any downward movement in the SFV percentage is not 

supported and would improperly increase the delivery cost burden for higher-use residential 

customers.   

Indeed, Staff hasn’t even abandoned its previous support of the use of SFV pricing in the 

design of AIC’s residential rates.  (Ameren Exs. 4.0RH, p. 28; 4.5RH, pp. 1-2 (AIC-Staff 10.01, 

AIC-Staff 10.03).)  In the initial phase of this case, Staff supported AIC’s proposal to gradually 

move the percentages of DS-1 revenues collected through fixed charges on the delivery bill 

towards 50 percent.  Ameren Illinois Co., Docket 13-0476, Order, p. 89 (Mar. 19, 2014); (ICC 

Staff Ex. 2.0, ll. 296-304.)  That support hasn’t changed.  (Tr. 34.)  And it is consistent with 

Staff’s previous support of the use of SFV pricing for AIC’s electric residential rates.  (Ameren 

Ex. 4.0RH, p. 27.)  In Docket Nos. 09-0306 et al. (cons.), Staff witness Mr. Lazare did not 
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oppose AIC’s proposal to have SFV pricing for electric residential customers, since it was 

“consistent” with the Commission’s “expressed preferences” and “consistent, strong interest in 

the adoption of SFV-based rate designs for utility service.”  (Ameren Ex. 4.0, p. 28.)  As Staff 

suggests by its continued support of SFV pricing, nothing has changed since the decision in 

Dockets Nos. 09-0306 et al. (cons.) to justify an about-face on SFV pricing. 

Staff refers to the AG rate design as “traditional.”  (Ameren Ex. 4.0, p. 27.)  But SFV 

pricing has been used in the design of DS-1 rates since May 2010—before the merger of the 

predecessor utilities.  (Id.)  The four and one-half years of SFV pricing (May 2010 to December 

2014) exceeds the three and one-half years that unbundled delivery rates existed without SFV 

pricing after the rate freeze ended.  If by “traditional” Staff means “long-established,” then by 

that measure, AIC has a tradition of SFV pricing in its unbundled residential delivery rate. 

2. The conditional Staff alternative rate design is not a reasonable, cost-
based “middle ground.” 

Staff believes that “all of the rate designs are reasonable.”  (ICC Staff Ex. 1.0R, l. 325.)  

For a rate design to be reasonable however, it has to adhere to the principles of cost causation, 

gradualism, and avoidance of undue bill impacts.  Staff admits that the sole basis for proposing 

its alternative rate design is the fact that it produces delivery bill impacts that “fall between” the 

impacts produced by the AG and AIC proposals.  But “splitting the baby” between the AG and 

AIC proposals, simply to split the baby, is not a reasonable solution.  AIC proposes that the 

Commission stay the course and maintain the existing SFV pricing.  The AG proposes that the 

Commission eliminate entirely the use of SFV pricing.  There isn’t a “middle ground” policy 

between these two positions.  Either one believes in the merits of SFV pricing as a reasonable 

and fair way to allocate revenues within AIC’s residential class, or one doesn’t.  And we know 
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what Staff believes.  Staff supported AIC’s position to increase the SFV percentage in testimony, 

and then opposed the Proposed Order’s adoption of the AG’s rate design in exceptions briefing.   

Staff doesn’t have an opinion on whether the SFV pricing approved in the March 19, 

2014 Order adheres to the principle of cost causation.  (Ameren Exs. 4.0, p. 28; 4.5RH, p. 4 

(AIC-Staff 10.05S).)  Staff also hasn’t agreed with AG witness Mr. Rubin that his rate design 

more accurately reflects the cost of serving lower-use and higher-use residential customers.  

(Ameren Exs. 4.0, p. 28; 4.5RH, p. 3 (AIC-Staff 10.04S).)  Staff hasn’t even identified a cost 

basis for its own alternative design.  (Ameren Exs. 4.0RH, p. 28; 4.5RH, p. 5 (AIC-Staff 10.07).)  

And Staff wasn’t prepared to discuss the principle of cost causation at hearing.  (Tr. 34-37.)  But 

the principle of cost causation still matters.  Staff’s alternative rate design may allow for a larger 

percentage of fixed costs to be collected through fixed charges than the AG rate design.  But the 

movement away from current SFV pricing, inherent in Staff’s proposal, is a step in the wrong 

direction.  To that extent, Staff’s alternative rate design doesn’t adhere to the principle of cost 

causation, relative to maintaining the “status quo” SFV pricing.  

3. The conditional Staff alternative rate design still produces inequitable 
delivery bill impacts for electric space-heat and other higher-use 
residential customers. 

The conditional Staff alternative rate design may result in a less severe reduction of the 

Customer Charge than what the AG proposes.  And the Staff proposal may lessen the severity of 

the delivery bill impacts for higher-use customers, compared to the effect of the AG’s proposal.  

But immediately decreasing the SFV percentage from 44.8% to 36.4%, for rates effective for the 

January 2015 billing period, still would result in a meaningful shift of revenues to be collected 

through the variable portion of the customer’s delivery bill.  This abrupt and significant “middle 

ground” shift would not be consistent with the principle of gradualism, especially considering the 
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anticipated, incremental rate increase that will take effect for the January 2015 billing period. 

(Ameren Ex. 4.0RH, p. 29.)  Nor does Staff’s shift take into account potential future delivery, 

supply, and transmission rate increases that would take place in 2015, 2016, and 2017. 

Indeed, Staff isn’t even that confident that its alternative rate design would avoid undue 

bill impacts for higher-use customers.  The best commitment that Staff can make is that its 

alternative rate design “could mitigate high bill impacts for higher-use customers….”  (Ameren 

Exs. 4.0RH, p. 30; 4.5RH, p. 9 (AIC-Staff 10.13).)  The data in the record says otherwise. 

For example, in Rate Zone III, the highest-use space-heat profile (60,253 kWh) would 

still see an annual incremental delivery bill increase of approximately 11% or $160.08 under the 

Staff’s alternative rate design, as compared to the rate design approved in the March 19, 2014 

Order.  (Ameren Ex. 4.2RH, attached here to as Appendix E.)  A Rate Zone III space-heat 

customer taking service at the 36,978 kWh profile would see an annual incremental increase of 

8% or $73.83.  (Id.)  A Rate Zone III space-heat customer taking service at the 26,066 kWh 

profile would see an annual incremental increase of 6.7% or $51.85.  (Id.)  And a Rate Zone III 

general-use customer taking service at the 26,252 kWh profile would see an annual incremental 

increase of 7.5% or $62.03.  (Id.)  As shown in Ameren Exhibit 4.2RH, space-heat and general-

use customers taking service at those same profiles in Rate Zone I, Rate Zone I – Metro East, and 

Rate Zone II would see comparable annual incremental increases.  Space-heat customers taking 

service at the 18,000 kWh profile, and general-use customers taking service at the 14,913 kWh 

and 15,013 kWh profiles, also would still pay more annually under the Staff alternative rate 

design.  (Id.)  And the only customers who would see any savings under Staff’s proposal would 

be the general-use and space-heat customers taking service at less than 10,000 kWh.  (Id.)   
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And as with the AG’s rate design, the potential monthly bill impacts under Staff’s 

alternative rate design could be even higher, depending on the customers’ usage in response to 

severe winter or summer weather.  The higher the monthly usage is in 2015, the higher the 

monthly delivery bills will be, and the larger the incremental bill impact will be.  And as Staff 

conceded at the hearing, the incremental bill impact between the AIC and Staff designs grows 

larger, for each year in which delivery rates increase.  (Tr. 46.)  Given the possible incremental 

delivery bill impacts in 2015 and beyond under Staff’s alternative proposal, it makes sense why 

Staff believes that its alternative only “could” avoid undue bill impacts for higher-use customers. 

III. Conclusion—The record does not support a change to the existing DS-1 rate design. 

The record upon rehearing concerning the use of SFV design in AIC’s residential electric 

delivery rates is much more robust.  But the evidence still supports the continuation of the 

existing rate design.  The AG still has not shown that there is a material difference in the cost of 

serving low-use residential customers to justify a radical redesign and a significant shift in 

revenue collection within the class.  The prospect of forcing some higher-use customers to use 

less energy, if they can, is an insufficient justification to abandon a previously approved rate 

design.  The Commission should not order the incremental delivery bill impacts for higher-use 

customers that would occur under the AG and Staff alternative rate designs.  
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edearmont@ameren.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/30/2013

Rebecca Devens, Policy Analyst
Citizens Utility Board
309 W. Washington, Ste 800
Chicago, IL 60606
rdevens@citizensutilityboard.org
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/11/2013

Sameer H. Doshi, Assistant Attorney General
Public Utilities Bureau
Illinois Attorney General's Office
100 W. Randolph St., 11th Fl.
Chicago, IL 60601
sdoshi@atg.state.il.us
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/20/2013

Edward C. Fitzhenry, Managing Associate General Counsel
Ameren Illinois Company
d/b/a Ameren Illinois
1901 Chouteau Ave.
PO Box 66149 (M/C 1310)
St. Louis, MO 63166-6149
efitzhenry@ameren.com
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Respondent and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/14/2013

Daniel M. Flynn, Atty. for the Commercial Group
Neil F. Flynn & Associates
600 S. Second St., Suite 102
Springfield, IL 62704
dflynn@neilflynnlaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 11/12/2013

Alan R. Jenkins, Atty. for the Commercial Group
Jenkins at Law, LLC
2265 Roswell Rd., Ste. 100
Marietta, GA 30062
aj@jenkinsatlaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/30/2013

Christopher Kennedy, Atty. for Ameren Illinois Company
d/b/a Ameren Illinois
Whitt Sturtevant LLP
88 E. Broad St., Ste. 1590
Columbus, OH 43215
kennedy@whitt-sturtevant.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/18/2013

Michael J. Lannon
Office of General Counsel
Illinois Commerce Commission
160 N. LaSalle, Suite C-800
Chicago, IL 60601
mlannon@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/21/2013

Kathleen Leiser
Public Utilities Bureau
Illinois Attorney General's Office
100 W. Randolph St., 11th Fl.
Chicago, IL 60601
kleiser@atg.state.il.us
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/20/2013

Kristin Munsch, Policy Director & Sr. Attorney
Citizens Utility Board
309 W. Washington, Ste. 800
Chicago, IL 60606
kmunsch@citizensutilityboard.org
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/11/2013

James V. Olivero
Office of General Counsel
Illinois Commerce Commission
527 E. Capitol Ave.
Springfield, IL 62701
jolivero@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/21/2013

Andrew J. Rankin, Atty. for IIEC
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Lueders Robertson & Konzen
PO Box 735
Granite City, IL 62040
drankin@lrklaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 10/30/2013

Kathleen E. Ratcliffe, Senior Paralegal
Whitt Sturtevant LLP
180 N. LaSalle St., Ste. 2001
Chicago, IL 60601
ratcliffe@whitt-sturtevant.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/04/2013

Christie Redd Hicks
Citizens Utility Board
309 W. Washington, Ste. 800
Chicago, IL 60606
crhicks@citizensutilityboard.org
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/11/2013

Eric Robertson, Atty. for IIEC
Lueders, Robertson, Konzen
1939 Delmar Ave.
P.O. Box 735
Granite City, IL 62040
erobertson@lrklaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/09/2013

Ryan Robertson, Atty. for IIEC
Lueders Robertson & Konzen
PO Box 735
1939 Delmar Ave.
Granite City, IL 62040
ryrobertson@lrklaw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/09/2013

Scott J. Rubin
Law Office of Scott J. Rubin
333 Oak Lane
Bloomsburg, PA 17815
scott.j.rubin@gmail.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/20/2013

Shannon K. Rust, Atty. for Ameren Illinois Company
d/b/a Ameren Illinois
Whitt Sturtevant LLP
88 E. Broad St., Ste. 1590
Columbus, OH 43215
rust@whitt-sturtevant.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/04/2013

Susan L. Satter, Sr. Asst. Attorney General
Illinois Attorney General's Office
11th Floor
100 W. Randolph
Chicago, IL 60601
ssatter@atg.state.il.us
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Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/20/2013

Julie Soderna, Director of Litigation
Citizens Utility Board
309 W. Washington, Ste. 800
Chicago, IL 60606
jsoderna@citizensutilityboard.org
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/11/2013

William P. Streeter, Atty. for Intervenor
Hasselberg Grebe Snodgrass Urban & Wentworth
124 SW Adams, Ste. 360
Peoria, IL 61602
wstreeter@hgsuw.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/26/2013

Scott Struck, Case Manager
Illinois Commerce Commission
527 E. Capitol Ave.
Springfield, IL 62701
sstruck@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/16/2013

Albert D. Sturtevant, Atty. for Ameren Illinois Company
d/b/a Ameren Illinois
Whitt Sturtevant LLP
180 N. LaSalle St., Ste. 2001
Chicago, IL 60601
sturtevant@whitt-sturtevant.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 09/04/2013

Kimberly J. Swan
Office of General Counsel
Illinois Commerce Commission
160 N. LaSalle St., Ste. C-800
Chicago, IL 60601
kswan@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/21/2013

Amanda Tesdall, Paralegal
Ameren Services Company
1901 Chouteau Ave.
St. Louis, MO 63166-6149
atesdall@ameren.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/30/2013

Matthew R. Tomc
Ameren Services Company
PO Box 66149, MC 1310
1901 Chouteau Ave.
St. Louis, MO 63166
mtomc@ameren.com
Intervenor and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/30/2013

Jackie K. Voiles
Ameren Illinois Company
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d/b/a Ameren Illinois
200 W. Washington St.
Springfield, IL 62701-1117
jvoiles@ameren.com
Respondent and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/14/2013

Janis Von Qualen, Administrative Law Judge
Illinois Commerce Commission
527 E. Capitol Ave.
Springfield, IL 62701
jvonqual@icc.illinois.gov
Miscellaneous and Party of Record
Added to Service List on 08/14/2013
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