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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

 
      ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY,    ) 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois      )  

Petitioner       ) 
        ) Docket No. 13-0476 
        )  on Rehearing 
Revenue-neutral tariff changes    )   
related to rate design.      ) 
      

 
INITIAL BRIEF ON REHEARING OF 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 
The People of the State of Illinois, by Attorney General Lisa Madigan (“AG” or “the 

People”) submit the following Initial Brief on Rehearing in this proceeding. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A.  Introduction 

This is the rehearing portion of Ameren Illinois Company’s (“Ameren” or “the 

Company”) triennial electric delivery service rate design proceeding pursuant to Section 16-

108.5(e) of the Public Utilities Act.  In the original proceeding the Proposed Order adopted1 the 

People’s proposal2 to reduce the portion of residential class revenues that is recovered through 

fixed charges from 44.8% to 28%.  The People’s analysis was grounded in the Company’s 

embedded cost of service study, which showed that only 28% of residential costs were customer-

related.  AG Ex. 1.13; AG Ex. 1.0 at 25:514-524.  The Commission, however, allowed Ameren 

to retain the status quo rate design for residential customers, recovering 44.8% of residential 

                                                
1 Proposed Order, Docket No. 13-0476, February 4, 2014, at 99. 
2 See AG Exhibits 1.0 and 1.14. 
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revenues through fixed billing components including the customer charge and meter charge.3  In 

retaining the status quo, some Commissioners expressed concern that reducing the fixed charges 

while increasing the per-kWh charge had the potential to create a “negative effect on electric 

space-heating customers.”4  During that bench meeting, two Commissioners noted an absence of 

evidence in the record regarding Ameren’s allegations of potential “rate shock”5 if the People’s 

proposed increase to per-kWh charges were adopted.6 

Following an Application for Rehearing filed by the People on, inter alia, the residential 

rate design issue, the Commission voted 4-1 on May 7, 2014 to grant rehearing on the issue of 

rate design for the residential class.   Two Commissioners noted during the bench meeting that 

more evidence in the record was needed related to potential “rate shock” resulting from the 

competing proposals.7  

Upon rehearing, two rounds of expert testimony were filed by the People, the Company, 

and the ICC Staff.  An evidentiary hearing was held on July 11, 2014.  As the People will show 

below, the evidence demonstrates that Ameren’s high fixed charges are not justified by 

Ameren’s own embedded cost of service study and further that the portion of residential class 

revenue recovered through fixed charges should be reduced from the current 44.8% to 

approximately 28%.  The People’s proposed8 residential rate design shown on AG Exhibit 3.019, 

which is attached as Appendix A to this Initial Brief on Rehearing, would accomplish this result.  

                                                
3 Order, March 19, 2014, at 102. 
4 Transcript, ICC Bench Session, March 19, 2014, at 9. 
5 See Ameren’s original Brief on Exceptions dated February 20, 2014 at 1, 6, 20.  Ameren did not mention 

“rate shock” for residential customers in its original Initial Brief dated January 7, 2014 or in its original Reply Brief 
dated January 14, 2014. 

6 Id. at 11-14. 
7 Transcript, ICC Bench Session, May 7, 2014, at 18, 19. 
8 Meanwhile, in this rehearing phase, Ameren has proposed retaining the current rate design featuring 

44.8% of residential class revenue recovered through fixed charges.  AIC Ex. 2.0RH (2nd Rev.) at 4:28-33. 
9 There is one update to the People’s proposed residential rate design.  As shown on AIC Cross Exhibit 5, 

the People’s proposed residential customer charge should be $7.06, not $7.09 as was shown on AG Ex. 3.01. 
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Significantly, on a total bill basis, the People’s proposed rate design will not create “rate shock” 

for electric space-heating customers during the winter months of early 2015 or for Ameren’s 

residential customers generally in 2015.   The People’s rate design proposal is both fair and 

protective of customer pocketbooks. 

It should be noted that the evidence on rehearing includes projections of Ameren’s 

proposed net revenue requirement in Docket No. 14-0317, its currently-pending annual formula 

rate update case, where Ameren is requesting a $206.4 million or 22% increase in electric 

distribution service revenue.  AG Cross-Exhibit 1 at 30-32; Tr. at 108:3-109:3.  The People’s rate 

design proposal will actually mitigate the effects of Ameren’s likely distribution rate increase for 

most residential customers. 

B. Legal Standard 

The Commission is charged with examining customer rate impacts of a proposed rate 

design under Illinois law.  Citizens Utility Bd. v. Ill. Comm. Comm’n, 276 Ill.App.3d 730, 738 

(1st Dist. 1995) (“The Commission could not meet its duty to ‘protect[] the interests of the 

ratepayers’ without taking into account the varying effect of rate restructuring on consumers.” 

(quoting Citizens for a Better Env’t v. Ill. Comm. Comm’n, 103 Ill.App.3d 133, 142, 430 N.E.2d 

684 (1981))).  As such, the Commission should carefully look at the varying impacts of 

Ameren’s proposed rate redesign upon different customers or classes of customers, as well as the 

varying impacts of the People’s proposals.   Additionally, in reviewing rate design proposals and 

consistent with the establishment of fair and equitable rates, the Commission should apply the 

principle of cost causation: those customers who cause particular service costs should pay for 

those costs.  220 ILCS 5/1-102(d)(iii) (“It is further declared that the goals and objectives of 

[public utility] regulation shall be to ensure . . . Equity: the fair treatment of consumers and 
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investors in order that . . . the cost of supplying public utility services is allocated to those who 

cause the costs to be incurred”). 

In a Notice dated May 20, 2014, the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) instructed the 

parties to provide the following information upon rehearing: 

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

 
An analysis similar to Ameren Exhibit 7.1, comparing the SFV and AG 

residential rate designs, including residential bill impact comparisons at various 
usage levels, and comparing the changes in rates under the two proposals based on 
usage in January and August or such months as would illustrate the effects on winter 
and summer high-usage and low-usage bills; 

 
A comparison of the changes between residential customer bills resulting 

from each of the two proposals as compared to the changes in rates and bills which 
resulted in the initiation of Docket No. 07-0165; 

 
A comparison of the changes between residential customer bills resulting 

from each of the two proposals as compared to the changes in bills resulting from 
the rates which were approved in Docket No. 07-0165, that is the changes that 
mitigated the rate shock that caused the initiation of 07-0165; 

 
The type of information provided in AG Ex. 2.1, comparing residential 

customer bills under the SFV rate design and under the AG rate design, to the extent 
it can be provided.     
 
The actively participating parties in the rehearing phase of this proceeding have striven to 

provide evidence that addresses the ALJ’s data request, and the People’s discussion in the 

remainder of this Initial Brief on Rehearing will address the topics identified by the ALJ. 

II. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

A. Many Consumers Experienced Rate Hikes of More Than 100% in 2007. 

In 2006, some Ameren customers experienced bill increases of more than 100% as a result 

of the shift from regulated, bundled distribution and supply charges to market-based supply charges.  
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Commissioners and the ALJ requested the parties to compare these increases, which were the 

subject of Docket No. 07-0165, to the effect of the rate design proposed by the People in this 

docket.  Specifically, the ALJ asked the parties to provide: 

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

 
A comparison of the changes between residential customer 

bills resulting from each of the two proposals as compared to the 
changes in bills resulting from the rates which were approved in 
Docket No. 07-0165, that is the changes that mitigated the rate shock 
that caused the initiation of 07-0165; 

 
The Staff Report recommending an investigation (opened as Docket No. 07-0165) 

indicated that the Staff was concerned that Ameren residential total bills were increasing by 

100% or more from January 2006 rates, and that some space-heating customers saw increases of 

up to 200%.  AG Ex. 3.0 at 9:182-186 (Staff Report submitted as AG Ex. 3.08). 

Company witness Craig D. Nelson recognized that the bill impacts of 2007 “experienced 

by high-use, electric space-heating customers in 2007 were much more severe than the delivery 

bill impacts that customers likely would experience in 2015 under the AG’s proposed design.”  

AIC Ex. 3.0RH at 4:67-69.  AIC witness Leonard M. Jones reported that in January 2007: 

Many of the “general use” profiles show increases ranging from 
about 29% to 50% in Rate Zones I and III (then AmerenCIPS and 
AmerenIP, respectively), and about 64% to 154% in Rate Zone I – 
Metro-east and Rate Zone II (then AmerenCIPS-ME and 
AmerenCILCO, respectively). The impacts were even greater for 
customers with space-heat profiles. In each of the Rate Zones I 
(excluding Metro-east), II, and III, increases ranged from 77% up 
to 122%. Customers in Rate Zone I – Metro-east experienced  
increases ranging from 132% up to 211%. 

 
AIC Ex. 2.0RH at 14:311-317.  See also AIC Ex. 2.1RH (showing total bill impacts at 

various usage levels in 2007). 
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This Initial Brief on Rehearing will show that the projected total bill impacts of the 

People’s recommended rate re-design in January 2015 will be in the 10%-15% range for most 

customers, far from the doubling or tripling of total bills experienced by space-heating customers 

in January 2007.  AIC Ex. 2.7RH at 1; Staff Ex. 1.0R at 56 (Staff Schedule 1.01R, page 1).   This 

is consistent with the direct testimony of AIC witness Nelson, who admitted: “[t]he bill impacts 

experienced by electric space-heating customers in 2007 were much more severe for a number of 

reasons” than the likely impact of the People’s residential rate design would be in the winter of 

2015.  AIC Ex. 1.0RH (2nd Rev.) at 3:53-56. 

AIC witness Nelson testified that the Company heard from “angry customers and 

concerned public leaders” in January 2007 and that “electric space-heating customers were 

especially vocal, as you might expect, given the bill impacts that they experienced.”  AIC Ex. 

1.0RH (2nd Rev.) at 8:163-167.   Extraordinary bill increases were not the only news in 2006, 

however.  Mr. Nelson acknowledged  during cross-examination that in 2006 there were a number 

of serious storms in the central and southern Illinois region, and that Ameren’s “response to 

outages and timeliness of restoring service does impact customers’ perception . . . at any time,” 

going on to cite several years including 2006 for which that proposition holds true.  Tr. at 18:8-

19:5.  While Mr. Nelson cited a February 2007 Illinois House of Representatives hearing 

regarding electric utility bills in his direct testimony on rehearing10 but then stated during cross-

examination that he was unfamiliar with then-Lieutenant Governor Pat Quinn’s statement before 

that hearing that:  “The Ameren Company last December let its customers down with 

tremendous reliability problems that led to a blackout that lasted for more than a week for 

customers,”  Tr. at 26:2-14, the Commission itself found that Ameren’s reliability measures 

ranged from 31% to 83% worse in 2006 than in the previous year.   Orders, Docket Nos. 08-
                                                
10 AIC Ex. 1.0RH at 10:226-13:296. 
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0200, 08-0201, 08-0202.11  The public outcry cited by Mr. Nelson in January of 2007 was in the 

context of both unusually frequent outages with unusually long duration (SAIFI and CAIDI) and 

unexpectedly large bill increases. 

B. The Bill Impacts Resulting From Docket No. 07-0165 Were 
Disproportionately High For Low-Use Customers. 

 
Company witness Jones summarized the Commission’s approved distribution service rate 

design in Docket No. 07-0165, made effective January 1, 2008, in his direct testimony on 

rehearing: “The ‘rate relief’ for space heating customers effectively shifted a portion of the 

                                                
11 The Commission’s final order dated March 12, 2008 in Docket No. 08-0200 regarding AmerenCIPS 

(now Rate Zone I) adopted at page 2 the “Illinois Commerce Commission Assessment of AmerenCIPS’ Reliability 
Report and Performance for Calendar Year 2006” dated December 19, 2007, which found at page i that:  

AmerenCIPS’ company-wide System Average Interruption Frequency Index 
(SAIFI) performance in 2006 was nearly 48% worse than it reported for 2005, 
and it was the second highest of all the reporting Illinois utilities.  . . . 
AmerenCIPS’ reported 2006 company-wide Customer Average Interruption 
Duration Index (CAIDI) performance was 6.7 times that reported for 2005 and 
was also the second highest reported by the reporting Illinois utilities.  The 
severe July wind storms and the November/December ice storm were major 
contributors to both of these statistics in 2006. 
 

Similarly, the Commission’s final order dated March 12, 2008 in Docket No. 08-0201, regarding 
AmerenCILCO (now Rate Zone II) adopted at page 2 the “Illinois Commerce Commission Assessment of 
AmerenCILCO’s Reliability Report and Performance for Calendar Year 2006” dated December 20, 2007, which 
found at page i that:  

AmerenCILCO’s company-wide System Average Interruption Frequency Index 
(SAIFI) performance in 2006 was nearly 31% worse than it reported for 2005, 
but it was the second best of all the reporting Illinois utilities.  . . . 
AmerenCILCO’s reported 2006 company-wide Customer Average Interruption 
Duration Index (CAIDI) performance was nearly three times that reported for 
2005 and was the third highest reported by the reporting Illinois utilities, with 
the other Ameren utilities reporting worse CAIDI values.  The severe July wind 
storms and the November/December ice storm were major contributors to both 
of these statistics in 2006. 
 

Finally, the Commission’s final order in Docket No. 08-0202, regarding AmerenIP (now Rate Zone III) 
adopted at page 2 the “Illinois Commerce Commission Assessment of AmerenIP’s Reliability Report and 
Performance for Calendar Year 2006” dated December 17, 2007, which found at page i that:  

AmerenIP’s company-wide System Average Interruption Frequency Index 
(SAIFI) performance in 2006 was 83% worse than it reported for 2005, and it 
was the highest (worst) of all the reporting Illinois utilities.  . . . AmerenIP’s 
reported 2006 company-wide Customer Average Interruption Duration Index 
(CAIDI) performance was nearly 8 times that reported for 2005 and was also the 
highest (worst) reported by the reporting Illinois utilities.  The severe July wind 
storms and the November/December ice storm were major contributors to both 
of these statistics in 2006. 
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revenue responsibility away from  non-summer rates for higher usage customers.”  AIC Ex. 

2.0RH (2nd Rev.) at 15:339-345.  Also, “Delivery service rates were restructured to recover 

additional revenue in the summer and less during non-summer months.  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 16:354-356.  Mr. Jones’s Exhibit 2.4RH, page 2 

shows that in January 2008, the total bills for space-heating customers decreased by amounts 

ranging from approximately 13% to 36% in Rate Zone I, 21% to 53% in Rate Zone I – Metro 

East, 12% to 34% in Rate Zone II, and 23% to 52% in Rate Zone III. 

As Mr. Jones admitted during cross-examination, his Exhibit 2.4RH also shows that as 

space heat customers received rate reductions as a result of Docket No. 07-0165, low-use 

customers paid rate increases.  The total annual bill in 2008 for a 5,000 kilowatt-hour (non-

space-heating) residential customer was higher than the total annual bill in 2007 for such a 

customer in each of Rate Zone I, Rate Zone I – Metro East, Rate Zone II, and Rate Zone III.  The 

same was true for a 10,000 kilowatt-hour general-use customer.  Tr. at 143:2-17.   

The disproportionate increases for lower-use customers compared to the increases for 

high use customers did not end with the January 1, 2008 rate design, however.  As shown on AG 

Exhibit 3.06, attached as Appendix F to this Initial Brief on Rehearing, from January 2008 to 

January 2015, changes to Ameren's rate design have resulted in substantial increases in 

distribution charges to lower-use customers (assuming the continuation of the status quo rate 

design, as proposed by Ameren in this proceeding).   

If Ameren’s rate design is continued, the distribution charges for customers in the lowest-

usage ventile group in Rate Zones I and III will have doubled over the seven-year period from 

2008-2015, equal to an average annual increase of over 10%.   In contrast, in those same two 
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Rate Zones, the customers in the highest-use ventile group will see increases of only about 25% 

over that same seven-year period, equivalent to average annual increases of about 3%.  This 

trend is even more extreme in Rate Zone II, where distribution charges for customers in the 

lowest-usage ventile group will have increased by about 84% over that seven-year period if 

Ameren’s rate design is continued, equivalent to average annual increases of about 9%; in that 

zone, the distribution charges for the highest-use customers would have decreased over the 

January 2008 – January 2015 period by more than 6%, equivalent to an average annual decrease 

of almost 1%.  AG Ex. 3.0 at 13:270-280.  High-use electric space-heating customers have 

benefited from lower distribution rate increases since 2007 compared to low-use customers, as 

well as supply rate decreases.   AIC Ex. 2.0RH at 16:354-356. 

Following the January 2008 rate re-design flowing from the Docket No. 07-0165 Order, 

low users were hit hard once again when the Commission introduced the use of a “straight fixed-

variable” design and increased the customer charge in Docket Nos. 09-0306 et al.  AIC Ex. 2.0 

RH (2nd Rev.) at 17:384-386.  Mr. Jones’s analysis shows that general-use customers at 5,000 

annual kilowatt-hours of usage (a level that represents approximately the 19th percentile of 

usage, according to AIC Exhibit 2.8RH at 2), experienced higher annual total bill increases on a 

percentage basis as a result of the Docket No. 09-0306 Order than customers at any other higher 

level of usage.  AIC Ex. 2.5RH at 1. 

The People’s proposed rate design will take an important step toward equalizing the 

distribution rate impacts since 2007.  AG Exhibit 3.06.   In Rate Zones I and III, the AG 

proposed rate design would result in, measuring retrospectively, distribution bill increases 

between 40% and 64% for all customers over the January 2008 – January 2015 period, 

equivalent to average annual increases of between 5% and 7%.  In Rate Zone II, the AG rate 
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design still provides a benefit to high-use customers, but in a much fairer way than occurred 

under Ameren's proposal.  The AG proposed rate design in Rate Zone II would result in 

increases of distribution charges between 25% and 30% for most customers over the seven-year 

period in question.  The highest-using 20% of customers would see smaller increases, ranging 

from 6% to 20% over the seven-year period.  AG Ex. 3.0 at 13:282-14:289. 

III. RATE DESIGN THEORY 

AG witness Scott J. Rubin described in his original direct testimony how Ameren’s 

customer-related costs are approximately 28% of its total cost required to serve the residential 

class.  AG Ex. 1.0 at 25:514-516.  The People hereby incorporate their arguments from pages 15-

19 and 21-25 of their original Initial Brief dated January 7, 2014 explaining why the Company’s 

demand-related costs should be properly classified as variable – not fixed charges.  As Mr. Rubin 

stated in his rebuttal testimony on rehearing, collecting a higher percentage of costs than 28% 

through the customer charge has the effect of over-charging low-use customers so they can 

provide a subsidy to high-use customers.  AG Ex. 4.0C at 2:23-25.   

Mr. Rubin also described in his direct testimony on rehearing his procedure to create his 

recommended rate design in the rehearing portion of this docket – the same methodology he 

described in his original direct testimony.12  Based on Ameren’s requested 22% increase in 

Docket No. 14-0317, the customer charge would decrease from $11.46 to $7.06, the meter 

charge would increase from $4.14 to $4.80, and the usage or per-kWh charge would be set to 

recover the remainder of the residential revenue requirement not recovered through other 

mechanisms.  AG Exhibit 3.01; AIC Cross Exhibit 5.  

                                                
12 See AG Ex. 1.0 at 24:506-25:534; AG Ex. 3.0 at 2:32-37; AG Ex. 3.01. 
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Finally, the People hereby incorporate their arguments from page 20 of their original 

Initial Brief, showing that because (i) under the annual reconciliation process of the Energy 

Infrastructure Modernization Act, Ameren no longer bears the revenue uncertainty associated 

with traditional ratemaking, and (ii) the Commission recently adopted a cost-based residential 

rate design on the same principles as those the People have presented in the instant case in 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s last rate design proceeding, Docket No. 13-0387, the 

Commission should not hesitate to adopt a residential rate design for Ameren that appropriately 

matches revenues recovered with the costs generated by various customers, as shown on AG 

Exhibit 3.01. 

IV. EFFECTS ON RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS OF COMPETING RATE 
DESIGNS 

To calculate the effects of the People’s and Ameren’s proposed rate designs, Mr. Rubin 

took all customer records for calendar year 2012 that had twelve full months of bills.  He then 

ordered the over 800,000 customer records by annual usage and divided them into twenty ventile 

groups.  Mr. Rubin then calculated the median for each group in each Rate Zone for each of the 

following measures of consumption: annual consumption, summer consumption, non-summer 

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

excess of 800 kWh per month, January consumption, and August consumption.  Mr. Rubin used 

these midpoints to calculate bills and bill impacts in each Rate Zone under various rate scenarios.  

AG Ex. 3.0 at 3:52-69. 

A. Bill Impact Analyses for 2015 

Mr. Rubin’s annual bill impact analysis, found at AG Exhibit 3.02 and reproduced as 

Appendix B to this Initial Brief on Rehearing, shows that, because the proposed AG rate design 
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has a much lower customer charge than Ameren's rate design, the overall delivery charges for 

lower-use customers will be lower under the AG rate design.  In each Rate Zone, approximately 

45% of customers – the lowest-using nine ventile groups – would receive lower annual 

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

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

approaches, and higher-use customers would pay more for electric distribution under the AG's 

rate design than under Ameren's rate design.  Fewer than 10% of residential customers – the 

lowest users – would receive 2015 distribution bills that are lower under the AG rate design than 

this year’s annual distribution bills.  AG Ex. 3.0 at 6:115-129. 

Mr. Rubin’s January bill impact analysis, found at AG Exhibit 3.03 and reproduced as 

Appendix C to this Initial Brief on Rehearing, shows that in each Rate Zone, between 70% and 

80% of residential customers would receive lower January distribution bills under the People’s 

proposed rate design than they would under Ameren's rate design.  Only the very highest-use 

customers (more than 24,000 kilowatt-hours per year) would receive higher distribution bills 

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

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

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

the Ameren rate design.  The median customer in the highest-usage ventile group in Rate Zone 

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

15% of residential customers – again, the lowest users – would receive January 2015 distribution 

bills that are lower under the AG rate design than were January 2014 bills.13  AG Ex. 3.0 at 

                                                
13 Moreover, as Mr. Jones admitted in cross-examination, January 2014 was an unusually cold month by 

recent historical standards.  Tr. at 140:10-13.  Furthermore, he admitted that if January 2015 is an average weather 
month by historical standards, then electric usage by electric space-heating customers will likely fall in that month 
compared to January 2014.  Tr. at 140:14-19.  (While the exact historical average will likely not be precisely 
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7:138-151.  These impacts incorporate the 22% delivery services revenue increase Ameren is 

seeking in its formula rate case, Docket No. 14-0317. 

Mr. Rubin’s August bill impact analysis, found at AG Exhibit 3.04 and reproduced as 

Appendix D to this Initial Brief on Rehearing, shows that in each Rate Zone, about 10% of 

residential customers would receive lower August distribution bills under the AG rate design 

than they would under Ameren's rate design.  AG Ex. 3.0 at 8:158-159.  About 5% of residential 

customers – the lowest-use customers – would receive August 2015 distribution bills that are 

lower under the AG rate design than were August 2014 bills.  Id. at 8:173-175.  As Mr. Rubin 

explained in his direct testimony on rehearing, because most customers use more electricity in 

the summer than they do the rest of the year, the People’s proposed rate design, including lower 

customer charges and higher consumption charges, would increase most customers' bills during 

peak summer usage periods.  However, those increases would be offset for many customers with 

lower distribution bills during the non-summer months, as illustrated by the January billing 

analysis.  Id. at 8:158-164.  Moreover, Mr. Rubin showed in his original rebuttal testimony that 

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

1,100 kWh per month during each of the four summer billing months), while median summer 

usage for electric heating customers was only 2,388 kWh (an average of about 600 kWh per 

month during each of the four summer billing months).  AG Ex. 2.1; AG Ex. 3.0 at 8:165-170.   

Electric space heating customers may pay slightly more in total bills under the AG design than 

under Ameren’s proposal in the winter months (Staff Ex. 1.0R at 57 (Staff Schedule 1.01R at 2)), 

but their summer bills will be lower under the AG’s proposal than under Ameren’s proposal. 

                                                                                                                                                       
realized, there is no evidence in the record to suggest that the best estimate of actual January 2015 weather is higher 
or lower than the historical average.)  Thus, a customer who actually had usage equal to any given kilowatt-hour 
amount in January of 2014 will thus likely have lower usage in January of 2015.  That fact makes it difficult to 
confidently project that January 2015 bill impacts (compared to January 2014) will be as high as any of the various 
parties’ bill impact analyses in this rehearing phase of the docket have suggested. 
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Mr. Rubin’s total14 annual bill impact analysis, found at AG Exhibit 3.05 and reproduced 

at Appendix E to this Initial Brief on Rehearing, shows that under the AG design, approximately 

45 percent of customers (the lowest-using nine ventile groups) in each of the three Rate Zones 

would pay a lower total annual bill under the AG’s proposal than under Ameren’s.  Additionally, 

in each of the three Rate Zones, under the AG proposed rate design, the total bill impact in 2015 

will be felt roughly equally in percentage terms across the entire residential usage distribution.  

In contrast, Ameren’s rate design would again impose higher rate increases on the lowest-

use customers in 2015 compared to the highest-use customers: 

 
Total Annual Bill 2015: Change From 2014 Total Bill 

 Ameren 
Proposal: 
Lowest-Use 
Ventile Group 

Ameren 
Proposal: 
Highest-Use 
Ventile Group 

AG Proposal: 
Lowest-Use 
Ventile Group 

AG Proposal: 
Highest-Use 
Ventile Group 

Rate Zone I 18.1% 5.7% -8.2% 10.8% 

Rate Zone II 14.6% 0.4% -11.1% 5.4% 

Rate Zone III 16.8% 5.2% -8.4% 11.1% 

 
As the table above shows, under Ameren’s proposal to continue the status quo, in Rate Zone I, 

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

group would see a 5.7% increase; in Rate Zone II, the lowest-use group would see a 14.6% 

increase while the highest-usage group would receive a 0.4% increase; and in Rate Zone III, the 

comparable figures are 16.8% for the lowest-usage group versus 5.2% for the highest-usage 

group.  AG Ex. 3.0 at 11:238-12:250. 

                                                
14 Mr. Rubin’s total bill analysis for 2015 uses the currently scheduled BGS-1 electric supply rates that will 

take effect in October 2014.  AG Ex. 3.0 at 9:196-200.  As this Initial Brief on Rehearing will show below, the total 
bill analysis offered by Company witness Jones fails to take into account this scheduled change in BGS-1 rates. 
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In assessing the total bill effect of distribution rate design, the Commission should also 

consider the total volumetric rate that space-heating customers will pay.  The total volumetric 

rate for non-summer usage in excess of 800 kWh in a given month –  including Rider BGS-1 

supply charges, Rider TS transmission charges, distribution charges, and Electric Distribution 

Tax – would increase by the following schedule in January 2015 (compared to January 2014) 

under the two rate design proposals. 

 Change in Total 
Volumetric Rate from Jan. 
2014 to Jan. 2015 for Usage 

Above 800 kWh 
 Ameren AG 

Rate Zone I - 0.19464¢ + 0.06136¢ 
Rate Zone II - 0.50734¢ - 0.25134¢ 
Rate Zone III + 0.02077¢ + 0.49377¢ 

 
AG Ex. 4.0C at 3:53-54.  In general, the changes range from a 0.51 cent-per-kWh reduction to a 

0.49 cent-per-kWh increase.  Notwithstanding that Ameren is seeking a 22% revenue increase in 

Docket No. 14-0317, Ameren's proposal would result in reduced volumetric rates for electric 

heating customers in Zones I and II (0.19 and 0.51 cent reduction, respectively) when compared 

to the rates in effect in January 2014.  The AG rate design would result in reductions in Rate 

Zone II, but modest price increases in Zones I and III.  The increase in total usage charges in 

Rate Zone I would be 1.1%, while the increase in total usage charges in Rate Zone III (0.49 cent 

increase) would be 5.8%.  AG Ex. 4.0 at 3:55-4:60.  It is difficult to find rate shock there. 

 In summary, the total bill impacts of the AG’s proposal, using the 22% proposed revenue 

requirement increase from Docket No. 14-0317, are shown on AIC Ex. 2.7RH 2C.  Page 1 

thereof shows that annual total bill impacts, whether for general users or electric space-heat 

customers, would range from around 8% to 15% in Rate Zone I, 8% to 16% in Rate Zone I – 

Metro East, 5% to 11% in Rate Zone II, and 7% to 14% in Rate Zone III.  For space-heat users, 
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January 2015 under the People’s proposed design would have total bill increases (compared to 

January 2014) of 8-9% in Rate Zone I, 9% in Rate Zone I – Metro East, approximately 3.5% in 

Rate Zone II, and 9-11% in Rate Zone III.  (As noted above in footnote 10, these analyses are not 

quite right: because Mr. Jones’s analysis failed to consider the reduction in supply prices in 

October 2014, the actual year-on-year total bill effects for January 2015 alone will be less 

significant for high-using customers.)  These bill impacts clearly demonstrate that, as Mr. Nelson 

conceded, the bill impacts resulting from the AG proposal are much less severe than the 50% to 

200% increases some customers experienced in 2007.  AIC Ex. 3.0RH at 4:66-70. 

By contrast, the total bill impacts of Ameren’s rate design proposal, i.e. the continuation 

of the status quo rate design, would be felt unevenly across Ameren’s customers.  Focusing on 

the effect in January alone, the lowest-using customers would see total bill increases of 12% to 

14% compared to January 2014, while the highest-using customers, including space-heating 

users, would again see smaller increases, of around 5% in Rate Zones I and III, and close to no 

change at all in Rate Zone II.  AIC Ex. 2.6RH at page 2.   Had Mr. Jones considered the effect of 

the October 2014 supply price decrease in his analyses, the benefit to high-use customers’ 

January 2015 bill would be even greater compared to the bill effect on low-use customers, 

further widening the disparity between them. 

While Mr. Jones states in his rebuttal testimony on rehearing that “[t]he approved 44.8 

percent SFV rate design distributes the residential delivery service increase much more evenly 

than the AG rate design” (AIC Ex. 4.0RH at 19:407-409), he admitted during cross-examination 

that this phenomenon is solely due to Ameren’s proposal being the same as the status quo, rather 

than anything special about the 44.8% figure.  Tr. at 141:4-12.  Moreover, to the extent that the 
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Commission is interested in exploring issues of rate shock, total bill effects, not distribution 

charges alone, should be assessed. 

B. Low-Income Status and Usage 

Although AG witness Rubin lacked data connecting Ameren customers to income status, 

the Company has possession of some such data.  Company witness Jones presented a chart in his 

direct testimony on rehearing showing the percentage of all LIHEAP customers and the 

percentage of non-LIHEAP customers in various usage categories.  AIC Ex. 2.0RH (2nd Rev.) at 

25:539.  Mr. Jones testified on cross-examination that at usage levels of 0-5,000 kWh per year 

and 5,000-10,000 kWh per year, LIHEAP customers are over-represented compared to non-

LIHEAP customers by “a couple percentage points.”  Tr. at 113:4-18.  Mr. Jones also admitted 

that for each and every usage category above the first two, his chart shows a visual gap 

demonstrating that a non-LIHEAP customer has a greater propensity to appear at the higher 

usage levels than does a LIHEAP customer.  Tr. at 114:18-115:5, referring to AIC Ex. 2.0RH 

(2nd Rev.) at 25:539.   

Although it is possible to find LIHEAP customers at all usage levels, LIHEAP customers 

are more likely to have lower usage than are non-LIHEAP customers; in other words, their 

average usage is lower.  The lower fixed charges recommended by AG witness Rubin are more 

likely to benefit more LIHEAP customers due to their lower average usage.  Mr. Rubin’s cost-

based proposals to better align the fixed charges with Ameren’s cost of service study do not 

disproportionately burden low-income customers. 

C. Ameren’s Bill Impact Analyses Focus On A Small Group With 
Extraordinarily High Consumption 

In setting rates, the Commission should try to treat consumers of all usage levels fairly, 

while avoiding the trap of designing rates based on their effect on customers with extraordinary 
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usage.   Both Company witness Jones and Staff witness Harden focused on customers with 

extremely high usage levels. AG Ex. 4.0C at 5:88-96, 11:197-198.  This problem is obscured in 

part because the bill analyses presented by Ameren at Exhibits 2.4RH to 2.7RH do not indicate 

the number of customers who actually use electricity at the listed usage levels.  For example, in 

his direct testimony on rehearing, Mr. Jones considers bill impacts for space-heating customers 

in Zone 1 that use 60,000 kWh per year without commenting on how many customers actually 

fall within this usage level.  AIC Ex. 2.0RH (2nd Rev.) at 21:463-468.   

Mr. Rubin analyzed the number of customers at the various usage levels in order to 

ensure that the rates are not skewed to favor extraordinarily high usage.  He stated in his direct 

testimony on rehearing that only about two-tenths of one percent (0.2%) of Ameren's residential 

customers use between 5,000 and 7,500 kWh in a single month, let alone in each of the 12 

months in a year.  AG Ex. 3.0 at 4:80-82.  Moreover, Mr. Rubin pointed out that there are just 

192 customers in Rate Zone I with annual consumption of 60,000 kWh or more, out of more than 

243,000 customers in that service area, or approximately 8% of 1% (0.0008%).  AG Ex. 4.0C at 

5:93-94.  As Mr. Rubin put it, “[w]hile those extremes may be of some academic interest, they 

have no practical value when trying to develop a reasonable rate design policy for Ameren's 

residential customers.”  AG Ex. 3.0 at 4:82-84.  Mr. Rubin also found that, according to the 2009 

Residential Energy Consumption Survey conducted by the U.S. Energy Information 

Administration, the 99th percentile of electricity usage among Illinois households was 57,562 

kWh annually.  Id. at 4:86-5:97.  By contrast, about 15% of customers use 5,000 kWh annually. 

AG Ex. 3.02.  Clearly, bill impacts experienced by customers using 5,000 kWh per year affect 

many more customers. 
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Mr. Rubin identified the 67 residential users who use in excess of 150,000 kWh annually, 

which he listed account-by-account at AG Exhibit 4.2.  These accounts do not exhibit seasonal 

usage patterns typical of residential homes.  AG Ex. 4.0C at 11:205-12:220.  According to Mr. 

Rubin, it is likely that these users are actually commercial, industrial, or farming operations, or 

multi-family buildings with a master meter instead of one for each unit.  AG Ex. 4.0C at 12:222-

234.  Mr. Rubin suggested that these customers may be misclassified as residential and should 

not be used to analyze the residential rate design proposals in this case.  AG Ex. 4.0C at 13:235-

238.  Company witness Mr. Jones admitted during cross-examination that the recent meter 

assessments did not attempt to assess whether any households currently categorized as residential 

might be mis-categorized despite Ameren’s compliance with meter sampling rules under the 

Administrative Code.15  Tr. at 115:7-116:10.   

D. Ameren’s Bill Impact Analyses Fail To Consider Future Supply Prices. 
 
As mentioned above in footnote 12, Mr. Rubin observed in his rebuttal testimony on 

rehearing that Mr. Jones’s schedules of bill impacts are incomplete and misleading because they 

do not reflect the changes in non-summer BGS rates scheduled to take effect in October 2014.  

AG Ex. 4.0 at 7:119-125.  Mr. Jones defended his approach in his rebuttal testimony on 

rehearing, arguing that holding supply prices constant in his analysis permits “an evaluation of 

bill impact changes due to the change in rate design methods.”  AIC Ex. 4.0RH at 10:205-207.  

However, it is unclear why the Commission would be primarily concerned with such a 

theoretical comparison.  Upon cross-examination, Mr. Jones admitted that currently available 

data on the new October 2014 BGS-1 prices would have allowed him to include the actual 

expected supply charges for January 2015 in his analysis (Tr. at 137:15-18) and that “perhaps” 

                                                
15 AIC Ex. 2.0 RH (2nd Rev.) at 25:544-550. 



 
 

20 
 

the Commission or a regular customer would want to know the expected actual future BGS rates 

in evaluating bill impacts of the competing proposals in this docket (Tr. at 137:2-8).   

Mr. Jones stated in his rebuttal testimony on rehearing that he expects BGS-1, or electric 

supply, rates for residential customers to increase in June 2015.  AIC Ex. 4.0RH at 18:392-392.  

Upon cross-examination, Mr. Jones defended this assertion on two bases.  First, he referred to 

the prices currently being offered (as of July 2014) to Ameren customers by Alternative Retail 

Electric Suppliers (“ARES”), as shown in AIC Cross Exhibit 11.  Mr. Jones admitted, though, 

that several of the suppliers listed on AIC Cross Exhibit 11 are offering “green” or “clean” 

energy, and that such “green” or “clean” energy can in some circumstances result in an above-

market price.  Tr. at 125:18-126-6.  Thus, it is not clear that all of the ARES prices shown on 

AIC Cross Exhibit 11 can be taken as indicative of the future BGS-1 price.  Second, Mr. Jones 

suggested that certain long-term supply contracts procured by the Illinois Power Agency (“IPA) 

will expire next year and could be replaced by higher prices.  Tr. at 124:19-125:5.  Mr. Jones did 

not describe the IPA’s procurement strategy or attempt to quantify any possible rise in supply 

prices in June of next year. 

At any rate, October 2014 BGS-1 supply prices are known, while anything beyond June 

2015 is unknown.  Mr. Jones’s choice to ignore the October 2014 supply prices while darkly 

intoning about unquantified, potential supply price increases next year can only be described as 

an inversion of a prudent analytical approach. 

V. AMEREN’S ALTERNATIVE MECHANISM 

A. Contours of the Alternative Mechanism 

Ameren witness Mr. Jones presents what he calls an “alternative consumer protection 

mechanism” toward the end of his direct testimony on rehearing.  AIC Ex. 2.0RH at 37:799-
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40:857.  Adapting a mechanism previously used for the setting of Rider PER (Purchased 

Electricity Recovery Rider), Mr. Jones presents twelve season-by-season annual profiles of 

usage (shown in a chart at id. at 39:851-40:852) and suggests that a rate re-design should be 

allowed only if all of these twelve usage profiles do not experience a total bill increase in 2015 

(compared to 2014) of over 7.5%.  Id. at 37:808-809.  As Mr. Jones describes it, “[i]f all of the 

12 profiles show an annual average change less than 7.5%, the fixed charge recovery will be 

reduced until a profile reaches a 7.5% increase or the percentage of fixed cost recovery is 

reduced to the AG’s target level.”  Id. at 37:809-811. 

As Mr. Rubin stated in his rebuttal testimony, it is notable that Ameren seeks to apply the 

“alternative mechanism” to protect consumers only in the context of residential rate re-design but 

not to bill impacts resulting solely from its formula rate increase in Docket No. 14-0317.  AG Ex. 

4.0C at 7:133-8:142.  Ameren also did not seek to apply such a rate mitigation mechanism when 

total bills nearly doubled for some low users in 2009 when Ameren drastically increased its 

customer charge.  AG Ex. 4.0C at 9:167-173.  If impacts of more than 7.5% for these twelve 

particular usage profiles are undesirable, then Ameren’s alternative consumer protection 

mechanism should apply no matter what the reason for the rate increase.   A continuation of the 

status quo rate design, coupled with Ameren’s pending net revenue requirement increase, will 

create year-on-year increases in total annual bill of at least 7.5% in 2015 for all customers using: 

up to 60,253 kilowatt-hours annually in Rate Zone I (including Metro East); up to slightly below 

10,000 kilowatt-hours annually in Rate Zone II; and up to slightly below 26,000 kilowatt-hours 

annually in Rate Zone III.  AIC Ex. 2.6RH at 2. 
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B. Obscure Usage Profiles in the Alternative Mechanism 

As Mr. Rubin stated in his rebuttal testimony, the twelve season-by-season usage 

“profiles” Mr. Jones lists in his alternative mechanism are absurd and have nothing to do with 

the way in which Ameren's residential customers actually use electricity.  AG Ex. 4.0 at 8:143-

144.  Taking the seasonal usage specified in each profile as a minimum, Mr. Rubin constructed a 

range up to the next-highest usage level specified in any profile for that season.  Using this 

liberal approach, Mr. Rubin found that the twelve profiles capture only around 12% of all 

Ameren residential customers.  Nine of the profiles each represent less than 1% of Ameren’s 

residential customers.  AG Ex. 4.0C at 8:143-161.  Clearly, these twelve profiles should not be 

equally weighted in measuring rate impacts. 

Mr. Jones admitted during cross-examination that the reason he chose the particular 

twelve profiles that appear in his chart in his direct testimony are because “[t]hese are the 

profiles that rose to the level of concern when we were faced with rate changes in 2007, and it 

was determined that using these profiles would protect against undue bill impacts for those types 

of customers that were hurt the most in 2007.”  Tr. at 129:9-130:2.  In testimony and under 

cross-examination, Mr. Jones did not present any analysis showing why usage profiles that 

experienced high bill increases in 2007 continue to be relevant seven years later. 

The distribution rate increases for these customers have been significantly lower than 

those imposed on smaller use customers since 2008, and supply charges are also lower than they 

were in 2008, placing these customers in a very different position in 2015.   Given the very few 

customers at these usage levels and the substantial energy efficiency efforts undertaken in the 

intervening years, 220 ILCS 5/8-103, the high usage profiles may no longer be representative of 

Ameren’s customers. 
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AG Cross Exhibit 2 shows Mr. Jones’s analyses showing the degree to which the twelve 

profiles in his “alternative mechanism” are representative of actual customers.    Page 2 of that 

exhibit shows that of the twelve profiles, seven are above the 90th percentile of annual usage; 

three more are above the 80th percentile; the other two are at the 67.7th percentile and the 59th 

percentile.  Similarly, of the winter usages chosen for the twelve profiles, nine are above the 90th 

percentile of winter usage, with three others at the 67.8th percentile.  AG Cross Exhibit 2, page 

4.  Finally, Mr. Jones admitted that his analysis shows that only around 5% of 1% (0.0005) of all 

Ameren residential customers have actual seasonal usage profiles that are within 3 percent of any 

of the twelve usage profiles in his alternative mechanism.  Tr. at 131:1-12.  Only two of the 

profiles have as much as 1% of 1% (0.0001) of actual customers within 3 percent of the putative 

usage profiles.  AG Cross Exhibit 2, page 6.  The Commission should not entertain an alternative 

mechanism involving usage patterns that so poorly resemble actual customer usage. 

C. Arbitrary Rate Cap in the Alternative Mechanism 

Asked why 7.5% is an appropriate cap on total bill impacts, Mr. Jones offered only that 

“it’s a judgment”; “[i]t’s proven [to have] been used in Rider PER to adjust prices”; and that he 

was “not aware of any public outcry” over the use of that rate mitigation mechanism in Rider 

PER.  Tr. at 132:13-20.  However, Rider PER is a supply charge rider adjusting pass-through 

market prices.16  Mr. Jones did not explain why the mitigation constraints from that 

                                                
16  Rider PER states its purpose as:  “In accordance with Section 16-111.5(l) of the Public Utilities Act 

(Act), the primary purpose of this Rider is to allow the Company to recover all the costs it incurs to procure all such 
component services not recovered through other mechanisms.  

Other purposes of this Rider are to set forth the Company's obligations with respect to (a) the planning 
process associated with procurement plans in accordance with Section 16-111.5(d)(1) of the Act; (b) the 
contingency procurement of electric power and energy in accordance with Sections 16-111.5(e)(5)(i) and 16-
111.5(e)(5)(iii) of the Act; and (c) the mechanisms employed to ensure that the Company does not over or under 
recover the costs it incurs in procuring electric power and energy for Customers taking service under tariffs to which 
this Rider is applicable.”    
Ameren Illinois, Electric Service Schedule Ill. C.C. No. 1, Original Sheet No. 25 (effective Nov. 19, 2010), available 
at https://www.ameren.com/sites/aiu/Rates/Documents/AIel25rdper.pdf (accessed July 29, 2014).  During the 
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reconciliation Rider would be appropriate for a distribution rate re-design under Section 16-

108.5(e); nor did he attempt to justify the specific choice of 7.5% as a cap on total bill increases. 

A glance at the bottom chart on AIC Ex. 2.12RH C, page 1 shows that if the Commission 

used 10.6% as the constraint instead of 7.5% but retained all the other terms of the “alternative 

mechanism” proposed by Mr. Jones, the Commission could approve the People’s proposed 

residential rate re-design.  While the People do not support Mr. Jones’s alternative mechanism in 

any form, they merely note that the Commission should not allow the Company to advance a rate 

cap arbitrarily selected from another, inapposite proceeding merely in order to fend off a 

reduction in their fixed billing components.  There is little reason in the record to think that 7.5% 

is a more apt total bill cap than 10.6% – particularly when the status quo rate design coupled 

with Ameren’s proposed revenue requirement increase will create, according to Mr. Jones’s 

analysis, total bill increases in January 2015 alone ranging from 12% to 16% for the lowest 

users, depending on rate zone.  AIC Ex. 2.6RH at page 2.  

The rate mitigation mechanism for Rider PER, a rider to balance pass-through supply 

charges, is not a valid model for residential distribution rate re-design.  Further, the usage 

profiles shown in Mr. Jones’s chart in his direct testimony on rehearing are not representative 

and should not be used as a rubric for protecting Ameren customers.  Finally, Ameren has not 

justified or explained why 7.5% is the correct total bill increase cap, particularly in light of 

Ameren’s pending 22% overall revenue increase request.  The Commission should reject Mr. 

Jones’s alternative mechanism. 

                                                                                                                                                       
evidentiary hearing, the Company represented that it was introducing its most recent 45-day tariff filing for Rider 
PER into evidence as AIC Cross Exhibit 2 (Tr. at 46:19-47:13), but the first seven pages of the eighteen-page Rider 
(the language above comes from the first page) were inexplicably omitted from the cross exhibit. 
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VI. STAFF’S ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL 

At page 13 of her direct testimony on rehearing, Staff witness Harden presents an 

“alternative” proposal to recover 36%17 of the Company’s residential class revenue through fixed 

billing components, stating that the proposal “provides a middle ground between the two rate 

designs” urged by the Company and the People.  Staff Ex. 1.0 R, 13:282-295.  During cross-

examination, asked for a justification for her proposal, Ms. Harden stated only that she “was just 

trying to mitigate the high bill impacts [that] could be received . . . in the AG or the Company’s 

proposals” and that she “just wanted to present an alternative.”  Tr. at 31:20-22.  Ms. Harden 

presented the total bill impacts of her proposal at Staff Exhibit 1.0R, pages 65-67 (Staff Schedule 

1.03R).  Although Ms. Harden’s figures may need some slight corrections, as discussed below, 

Schedule 1.03R shows that her alternative proposal would create year-on-year total bill impacts 

in 2015 of 9% to 11% for space-heating customers in Rate Zones I and III, and around 5% to 7% 

for space-heating customers in Rate Zone II. 

 To be clear, the People do not support the adoption of Ms. Harden’s alternative proposal 

as Ameren’s new residential electric delivery service rate design, because it fails to conform with 

principles of cost causation and Section 1-102(d)(iii) of the Public Utilities Act.  As discussed 

above, Mr. Rubin’s analysis shows that customer-related costs are approximately 28% of 

residential revenues, not 36.4% or 44.8% (Ameren’s proposal).  However, the original Order in 

this proceeding indicated that a phased-in approach may be appropriate to address concerns 

about potential “rate shock” for electric space-heating customers.18  The People recommend that 

if the Commission wants to consider a phase-in of the People’s residential rate design proposal, 

Ms. Harden’s proposal to limit fixed charges to 36.4% could be used as the first step of a two-

                                                
17 In a later data request response, Ms. Harden updated the proposal to 36.4%.  See AIC Cross Exhibit 1 

and Tr. at 39:16-40:18. 
18 Order, Docket No. 13-0476, March 19, 2014, at 102. 
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year phase-in.  AG Ex. 4.0C at 14:275-277.  However, to be clear, the People principally 

advocate the simplicity of a one-time change rather than a phased-in approach; Mr. Rubin’s 

analysis discussed above shows that total bill impacts (including for space-heating customers in 

winter months) resulting from the People’s proposed approach are reasonable, will moderate the 

repeated, substantial increases paid by most Ameren customers over the last seven years, and 

would not cause rate shock even for Ameren’s space heat customers. 

It should also be noted that Ms. Harden’s analysis in her rebuttal testimony on rehearing 

was not updated for the latest numbers provided in direct testimony and data requests by Mr. 

Rubin and Mr. Jones.  Tr. at 32:19-33:14.  If the Commission were to adopt her “alternative 

proposal” – which the People respectfully oppose – the Commission should order that her 

calculations be updated with the latest available figures. 

VII. COMMUNICATION TO CUSTOMERS 

Company witness Mr. Nelson stated in his direct testimony on rehearing that “customers 

need to be kept well informed of the details of pending rate increases.”  AIC Ex. 1.0RH (2nd 

Rev.) at 7:143-144.  During cross-examination, he stated that the Company has informed 

customers of the pending rate increase via filings with the ICC, responses to press inquiries, and 

possibly a notice on the Company website.  Tr. at 11:10-21.  In response to cross-examination, 

Mr. Nelson stated that a bill insert would be “one effective method” of communicating the 

pending rate increase to customers, but he stated that he did not know if the Company intends to 

use such a method to communicate its pending, 22% revenue increase in Docket No. 14-0317.  

Tr. at 12:2-6.  Mr. Nelson also stated in his direct testimony on rehearing and during cross-

examination that the combination of an increasing revenue requirement and a rate re-design 
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could be a “challenge” to explain to customers.  AIC Ex. 1.0RH (2nd Rev.) at 13:308-311; Tr. at 

14:12-16:24. 

Mr. Nelson stated that, during the controversy over the 2007 rate increases, 

Representatives of the Commission and Ameren Illinois 
emphasized, repeatedly, that their efforts to inform and educate 
customers about the upcoming rate increases would have benefited 
from providing residential customers with projected monthly bill 
impacts, based on estimated usage, for subgroups of the residential 
class, like electric space-heating customers, prior to the new rates 
going into effect. 

 
AIC Ex. 1.0RH (2nd Rev.) at 11:250-254.  In response to cross-examination questions, the only 

modes of communication Mr. Nelson cited as having been used in 2014 and consistent with the 

above-cited recommendation were ICC filings, which are indirect notification at best.  Tr. at 

12:8-13:10.  Mr. Nelson mentioned that the Company has “complied with the public notices in 

newspapers as required by law,” but was unable to say whether the Company’s public notices 

contained any detailed breakdown of bill impacts by usage.  Tr. at 14:2-10.  

 In light of Mr. Nelson’s statements on the importance of communicating projected 

monthly bill impacts to customers, the Commission should order that, upon the conclusion of the 

rehearing portion of this Docket, the Company should include an announcement with November 

2014 and December 2014 bills of the projected bill impact at different usage levels based on 

Ameren’s requested 2015 revenue increase.  This notice should be subject to review by the Staff 

and the other parties to this docket, include the approved rate design as well as an explanation of 

the Company’s request for a 22% increase in overall revenues, and include information on 

LIHEAP and other savings or assistance programs.    This will allow consumers to plan for their 

January 2015 bills, and to understand that their bills are being increased to cover Ameren’s 

formula rate increase request as well as due to rate redesign. 
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VIII. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the People request that the Commission enter an order 

consistent with their arguments contained herein and approve the residential rate design proposed 

by Mr. Rubin in AG Exhibit 3.01, as modified by AIC Cross Exhibit 5. 
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