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I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS1
2

Q1. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ON WHOSE BEHALF YOU ARE 3

TESTIFYING.4

A. My name is Mark C. Beauchamp.  I am the Owner and President of Utility Financial 5

Solutions, LLC (“UFS”). My business address is 185 Sun Meadow Ct., Holland, MI, 6

49424. UFS is a consulting firm that specializes in utility rates, financial planning, 7

economics, accounting, and business strategy for electric, natural gas, solid waste, 8

telecommunications, water, and wastewater utilities. I am testifying on behalf of the 9

Petitioner, Anderson Municipal Light & Power (“AML&P” or the “Utility”), which is the 10

electric utility owned and operated by the City of Anderson, Indiana (“Anderson”). 11

Q2. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE. 12

A. I have more than 35 years of experience in the areas of cost of service (“COS”), financial 13

planning, and rate design for electric, natural gas, water, wastewater, telecommunications, 14

and solid waste utilities. I founded UFS in 2001 after developing a national municipal 15

utility consulting practice at Baker Tilly and working for a large municipal utility for 17 16

years. Over my career, I have supported utilities across more than 40 states and 17

internationally, including engagements in Canada, Guam, and the Caribbean. My work 18

frequently involves presenting findings and recommendations to utility governing bodies 19

and leadership teams, including utility boards, city councils, senior management, attorneys, 20

and other stakeholders, and assisting with the technical and strategic fundamentals of COS, 21

rate design, and long-term financial planning.22

I have been involved in the presentation, evaluation, completion, or update of more 23

than 500 cost of service and rate design studies for municipal utilities. I have also served 24
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as an expert witness in a variety of matters, including disputes involving utility rates and 1

cost allocations, as well as development of pole attachment rates and related pricing issues.2

In addition to consulting work, I develop and instruct multiple courses on cost of service, 3

rate design, and financial planning. I have taught for the American Public Power 4

Association (“APPA”) and Michigan State University’s National Association of 5

Regulatory Utility Commissioners (“NARUC”) Camp NARUC program, among others, 6

and I am a frequent speaker at utility conferences nationwide. A summary of my 7

qualifications and experience is provided in Attachment MCB-1.8

Q3. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION? 9

A. Yes, I have testified before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission (“IURC”) in 10

municipally-owned electric and water utility rate cases for the Cities of Anderson (Cause 11

No. 46171), Bloomington (Cause No.45533), and Lebanon (Cause No. 44142).12

Q4. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?13

A. The purpose of my testimony is to explain AML&P’s recommended rate design and 14

supporting cost of service study. 15

Q5. WHAT ATTACHMENTS ARE YOU SPONSORING IN THIS CAUSE?16

A. My direct testimony includes the following Attachments:17

 Attachment MCB-1 – Resume of Mark C. Beauchamp18

 Attachment MCB-2 – Clean Version of the Proposed New AML&P Tariff19

 Attachment MCB-3 – Redlined Version of the Proposed New AML&P Tariff20

Q6. WERE THESE EXHIBITS AND ATTACHMENTS PREPARED BY YOU OR 21

UNDER YOUR SUPERVISION?22

A. Yes.23
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II. OVERVIEW OF TESTIMONY1

Q7. PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF YOUR TESTIMONY AND 2

RECOMMENDATIONS.3

A. My testimony describes the development of AML&P’s cost-of-service study, which 4

allocates AML&P’s Test Year Revenue Requirement (“Revenue Requirement”) to each 5

rate class. The cost of service study functionalizes, sub-functionalizes, classifies, and 6

allocates costs using generally accepted methodologies recognized by NARUC and APPA. 7

The cost allocation methodology yields a fair and equitable result based on principles of 8

cost causation. 9

Q8. WHAT IS THE TEST PERIOD USED TO PREPARE THE CLASS COST-OF-10

SERVICE STUDY IN THIS PROCEEDING?11

A. The test period used to develop the class cost-of-service study is an historic test year 12

including the twelve-month period ending January 1, 2024 (“Test Year”), with fixed, 13

known and measurable adjustments through December 31, 2024.14

Q9. WHEN WERE AML&P’S CURRENT RATES ESTABLISHED AND APPROVED 15

BY THE COMMISSION?16

A. AML&P’s current rates were approved by the Commission’s Final Order in Cause No. 17

44308 issued on March 26, 2014. The Order approved AML&P’s revenue requirement of 18

$76,514,148.  19

III. RATEMAKING APPROACH20

Q10. WHAT ARE THE BASIC STEPS IN THE RATEMAKING PROCESS?21

A. The ratemaking process generally consists of three basic steps:22
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1. Determine the revenue requirement. Establish the total dollars the utility must 1

recover to provide service during the test year.2

2. Determine the cost of providing service to each class of customers. Functionalize, 3

classify, and allocate costs to customer classes based on cost causation and usage 4

characteristics.5

3. Design rates to recover costs. Set the rate structure and level of charges so total 6

revenues meet the revenue requirement and class revenues reasonably align with class 7

cost responsibility, using bill impact/revenue testing to avoid rate shock.8

Q11. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF A COST OF SERVICE STUDY 9

(“COSS”).10

A. A COSS determines the cost responsibility of each customer class, i.e., how much of the 11

Utility’s revenue requirement is associated with serving each class. A COSS does this by 12

linking utility costs to the drivers of cost, such as the number of customers served, the 13

amount of energy used, and each class’s contribution to peak demand. The results provide 14

the basis for evaluating whether current class revenues reasonably align with class cost 15

responsibility and for guiding rate design.16

Q13. WHAT ARE THE DIFFERENT TYPES OF COSTS IDENTIFIED BY A COSS?17

A. A COSS typically classifies cost into three general categories:18

1. Customer-related costs - Costs driven by the number of customers/meters, such as 19

billing, collections, customer service, meter reading, and certain service-related costs.20

2. Demand-related costs - Costs driven by the capacity required to meet customers’ peak 21

demand. These costs are generally fixed in the short run and include infrastructure 22
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and/or contracts needed to reliably serve load at peak times (e.g., distribution capacity, 1

transmission capacity, and demand-based power supply charges where applicable).2

3. Energy-related costs - Costs that vary with the amount of energy produced or 3

purchased and delivered, and therefore generally change with day-to-day or month-to-4

month kilowatt-hour (“kWh”) use (e.g., energy-based purchased power and certain 5

variable operating costs, like fuel).6

Q12. HOW IS CUSTOMER CLASS COST RESPONSIBILITY DETERMINED IN A 7

COSS?8

A. Customer class cost responsibility is determined by assigning the Utility’s revenue 9

requirement to classes based on the factors that cause the Utility to incur costs. In general, 10

utilities incur costs to (1) connect and serve customers, (2) deliver sufficient capacity to 11

meet peak requirements reliably, and (3) provide energy to meet ongoing usage. A COSS 12

reflects those cost drivers by allocating costs to customer classes using measurable system 13

and class data. Energy-related costs are typically assigned using class energy usage (kWh), 14

adjusted for system losses where appropriate. For example, purchased power costs billed 15

on an energy basis are driven by total energy requirements, so allocating those costs using 16

class kWh is generally straightforward and well supported by billing data. Customer-17

related costs are assigned using measures such as number of customers, meters, or service-18

related counts because these costs are driven by customer connections and account activity 19

(e.g., metering, billing, collections, and customer service). Demand-related costs are 20

assigned using measures of each class’s contribution to peak demand (e.g., coincident peak, 21

coincidence factors, or other peak responsibility measures), because these costs are driven 22

by the capacity needed to serve load at peak times across the system and at relevant delivery 23
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levels. Where interval load data is available (such as from advanced metering infrastructure 1

or “AMI”), it can be used to evaluate class peak contributions and load shapes. Where 2

direct measurement is limited, demand responsibility is developed using available demand 3

data, representative load profiles, and accepted engineering and cost allocation judgment.4

Using these cost causation principles and the available AML&P data, the COSS identifies 5

each class’s share of the revenue requirement and provides guidance on the rate 6

components used to recover those costs (customer, demand, and energy charges, as 7

applicable).8

Q13. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW YOU PREPARED THE COSS.9

A. The COSS was prepared using embedded or average system costs as detailed in the 10

Revenue Requirement for the Test Year, as calculated by witness Jennifer Z. Wilson.  The 11

Revenue Requirement was input into the UFS unbundled cost of service model, and 12

customized for the AML&P system (see Workpaper MCB-1). The model is organized 13

consistent with an industry standard three step process of functionalization, classification, 14

and allocation of the revenue requirement to various customer classes.  15

Q14. WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF THE DATA USED IN THE COSS?16

A. The data used in the COSS includes:17

1. Financial data as detailed in the revenue requirement was provided by AML&P and 18

adjusted as necessary by witness Jennifer Z. Wilson. 19

2. Monthly system operating data and statistics pertaining to system peak demand and 20

energy purchases was provided by AML&P staff;21

3. System sub-transmission and distribution infrastructure statistics and related cost was 22

provided by AML&P staff;23
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4. Monthly billing data and associated revenue by class was provided by AML&P staff; 1

and2

5. Class peak demand data used in the development of demand allocation factors relied 3

upon available AMI 1-hour interval load data for all rate codes. 4
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IV. COST OF SERVICE - FUNCTIONALIZATION OF COSTS1

Q15. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPONENTS OF THE FUNCTIONALIZATION 2

STEP.3

A. Functionalization is the first step in the cost-of-service process. In this step, AML&P’s test 4

year revenue requirement is organized into major cost pools that reflect how the utility 5

provides service. Assignments are made for the detailed Revenue Requirement by Federal 6

Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) account and plant in service to functionalize 7

costs as power supply, distribution, or customer services. Administrative and general costs 8

support overall utility operations and are not directly attributable to a single function. These 9

costs are functionalized into Administration and later distributed to the other functional 10

cost pools using an allocator such as expense, net book value of plant, depreciation, or 11

another appropriate basis consistent with the study methodology.12

 Power Supply Function – The power supply function includes costs associated with 13

purchased power (“PP”) from the Indiana Municipal Power Agency (“IMPA”).  14

AML&P is a full-requirements customer of IMPA (meaning that contractually, 15

AML&P purchases all of its needed energy and capacity from IMPA, pursuant to IC 16

ch. 8-1-2.2). IMPA sizes its generation portfolio to meet the maximum demand 17

requirements of AML&P’s system, along with its other members. Energy is produced 18

to meet member retail customers’ demand over time and electricity is transmitted to 19

AML&P via transmission lines. Power supply costs were seasonalized and then 20

classified as either Demand-related (Demand) or Energy-related (Variable) depending 21

upon the underlying nature of the costs. The power supply sub-functions are as follows:22

o PP Summer – July, August23

o PP Winter – December, January, February, March24
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o PP Inter-2 – June, September1

o PP Inter-4 – April, May, October, November2

3

 Distribution Function (Distribution and Transmission) – The distribution function as 4

determined in the functionalization step is further broken down into various 5

components of the distribution system. AML&P receives purchased power at one 138 6

kilovolts (“kV”) and four 38kV interconnection points. Once received, AML&P7

delivers this power across its service territory via 60 miles of transmission line 8

connecting ten substations. The distribution system includes approximately 567.5 miles 9

of line. These costs are sub-functionalized as follows:10

o Transmission (Sub-Transmission)
o Substation
o Distribution 
o Transformer

Depending upon the underlying nature of each sub-functional category, costs were 11

further broken down and classified as either Demand-related or Annual. Demand-12

related costs reflect investments in infrastructure and capacity, while Annual costs 13

represent ongoing expenditures such as labor, materials, and supplies that are incurred 14

each year.15

 Customer Service Function – Customer related costs include costs required to establish 16

and maintain customer accounts and support metering and billing activities. The 17

Customer costs as determined in the functionalization step are further sub-functionalized 18

into various customer service activities as follows:19

o Meter Reading

o Meter O&M

o Billing

o Services

o Direct – Outdoor Lighting and Street Lighting
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o Minimum System Customer Components

These costs are generally driven by the number of customers and/or accounts and are later 1

classified as Demand or Annual and allocated using customer or meter-based allocators. 2

Q16. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MINIMUM SYSTEM PROCESS USED TO 3

ALLOCATE INFRASTRUCTURE RELATED COST BETWEEN DEMAND AND 4

CUSTOMER.5

A. Prior to functionalizing and as part of the FERC account organization of expenses, a 6

minimum system analysis is conducted to split specific expenses between the distribution 7

and customer-related functions/classifications. The purpose of the minimum system 8

analysis is to recognize that even if a customer were to use only a minimal amount of 9

electricity (such as, 1 kWh in a month), the Utility must still have certain distribution 10

facilities in place to connect that customer to the system. The cost of that “base” level of 11

infrastructure, commonly referred to as the minimum system, is functionalized and/or 12

classified as customer related. The remaining distribution costs, which are associated with 13

providing capacity to meet higher usage and peak demand, are treated as demand-related 14

and recovered through usage-based charges. To conduct the minimum system analysis, 15

UFS obtained from AML&P staff the quantities and estimated replacement costs for key 16

distribution components, including line transformers, poles, and conductor (by footage). 17

For each component category, UFS identified a minimum-sized unit that represents the 18

basic facilities required to provide a connection to a customer. The replacement cost of this 19

minimum-sized unit was applied across the total quantity in that component category to 20

estimate the minimum system cost for that category. The resulting minimum system cost 21

was then compared to the total replacement cost of the component category to develop a 22
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minimum system percentage applicable by FERC account. The specific FERC accounts 1

that are recognized as shared between demand and customer-related are:2

 355 – Poles and Fixtures3

 356 – Overhead Conductors and Devices4

 362 – Station Equip.5

 364 – Poles, Towers and Fixtures6

 365 – Overhead Conductors and Devices7

 366 – Underground Conduit8

 367 – Underground Conductors and Devices9

 368 – Line Transformers10

 369 – Services11

 372 – Leased Property on Customers’ Premises12

 582 – Station Expenses13

 593 – Maintenance of Overhead Lines14

 594 – Maintenance of Underground Lines15

 595 – Maintenance of Line Transformers16

 598 – Maintenance of Misc. Distribution Plant17

Q17. WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF THE MINIMUM SYSTEM ANALYSIS?18

A. The results of the minimum system analysis are included in Table MCB-1 below as 19

follows:20
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Table MCB - 11
Minimum System Analysis2

3

Q18. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE FUNCTIONALIZATION PROCESS.4

A. As previously described, the Revenue Requirement was assigned to Power Supply, 5

Distribution, and Customer Service functions based on direct and derived allocation 6

factors. Direct allocation factors assign costs to functions based on the underlying FERC 7

account. For example, costs in FERC account 555 – Purchased Power were directly 8

assigned to the Power Supply function. Derived allocation factors were used to allocate 9

joint or common costs to the various functions. For example, costs in FERC account 920 -10

Administration and General Expense – Salaries-General Manager and Staff were allocated 11

to each function based on a derived administrative allocator (Expense, Net Book Value, or 12

Depreciation).13

Q19. WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF THE FUNCTIONAL UNBUNDLING 14

ANALYSIS?15

A. The results of the initial functional unbundling analyses are shown in Table MCB - 2.16

Minimum System to Model Demand Customer

Station Equipment 100% 0%

Poles 22% 78%

Overhead Conductors and Devices 55% 45%

Overhead Line Transformers 28% 72%

Services 0% 100%

Underground Conductors and Devices 52% 48%

Misc Distribution 47% 53%

Transmission Assets 100% 0%
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Table MCB - 2
Functional Unbundling Results(1)

1

Using the Purchased Power Cost Adjustment Tracker (“Purchased Power Tracker”), 2

AML&P passes onto its customers incremental IMPA power supply costs above (or below) 3

those costs collected in the base rates (what IMPA calls the Energy Cost Adjustment or 4

“ECA” tracker). In this study, it is AML&P’s intention to collect the entire Revenue 5

Requirement related to power supply in base rates, which includes IMPA power supply 6

costs. This approach will effectively reset the Purchased Power Tracker to zero from the 7

FY 2024 year. As a result, the cost-of-service study functionalizes, classifies, and allocates 8

power supply costs to all customer classes. The single largest cost on the AML&P system 9

is related to IMPA power supply costs, which represent approximately 73.1% of the total 10

Revenue Requirement. 11

The Administration total must be further allocated between the Distribution and 12

Customer Services functions. This total is not allocated to the Power Supply function. 13

Three administrative allocators were used in the cost of service study:14

 Expense – Allocates Distribution and Customer Services functions based on the 15

total sub functional category expenses prior to the administrative allocation.16

 Net Book Value (“NBV”) – Allocates between Distribution and Customer 17

Services functions based on the total net book value of plant.18

Functional 

Unbundling Total Power Supply Administration Distribution

Customer 

Services

Variable 39,096,511$   39,096,511$   -$                 -$                 -$                 

Demand 47,478,967     39,666,696     971,045          5,142,960       1,698,266       

Annual 21,161,712     -                   7,987,650       11,860,233     1,313,829       

Total 107,737,190$ 78,763,207$   8,958,695$     17,003,194$   3,012,095$     



Petitioner’s Exhibit 3
Direct Testimony of Mark C. Beauchamp

15

 Depreciation - Allocates between Distribution and Customer Services functions 1

based on the total depreciated expense allocated to each component of the 2

distribution plant.3

The results of the administrative allocation between distribution and customer services 4

functional categories by allocator are below in Table MCB-3:5

Table MCB - 36
Administrative Functional Unbundling Results7

8

The totals are then added back to the functionalization sub totals for distribution and 9

customer services functions. Note that the power supply functional total has remained 10

unchanged.11

The totalized value for the Distribution and Customer Services functions was 12

further unbundled based on the underlying function of the individual expense category, 13

after the administrative allocation is applied, as set forth in Table MCB-4 below:14

Administration 

Allocators

Total 

Administrative Distribution

Customer 

Services

Expense 3,748,872$     3,184,705$     564,167$        

NBV 2,681,918       19,408             2,662,510       

Depreciation 2,527,905       1,900,378       627,527          

Total 8,958,695$     5,104,491$     3,854,204$     

Revised Total 28,973,983$   22,107,685$   6,866,298$     



Petitioner’s Exhibit 3
Direct Testimony of Mark C. Beauchamp

16

Table MCB - 41
Distribution and Customer Services Unbundled Functionalization Results2

3

The results of the functional unbundling are in Table MCB-5 below.4

Table MCB - 55
Functional Unbundling Results6

7

8

V. COST OF SERVICE - CLASSIFICATION OF COSTS9

Q20. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COST CLASSIFICATION PROCESS.10

A. Costs were classified into demand, energy, customer, and direct components based on the 11

underlying nature of the costs as previously described in my testimony. 12

 Energy Costs – The energy-related portion of purchased power and other variable 13

supply components. This component is allocated to customers on a kWh basis14

adjusted for system losses.15

 Demand Costs – Demand costs consist of two categories:16

Distribution and 

Customer Services 

Functions Total

Distribution 

Demand

Customer 

Services

C-Bill 357,794$        357,794$        

C-Dist 5,133,152       5,133,152       

C-M O&M 3,590,024       3,590,024       

C-MR 89,100             89,100             

C-Serv 779,338          779,338          

C-Tran 1,448,090       1,448,090       

D-Direct 2,050,042       2,050,042       

D-Dist 10,931,289     10,931,289     

D-Sub 3,579,925       3,579,925       

D-TransF 555,130          555,130          

D-TransM 460,099          460,099          

Total 28,973,983$   17,576,485$   11,397,498$   

Functional Unbundling Amount Percentage

Power Supply 78,763,207$         73.1%

Distribution 17,576,485           16.3%

Customer Services 11,397,498           10.6%

Total 107,737,190$       100%
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o Power Supply Demand – The portion of power supply costs that are 1

capacity driven and reflect the resources and contractual capacity needed 2

to meet AML&P’s peak demand requirements. This component is 3

allocated based off the class seasonal coincident peak.4

o Distribution Demand – Represents delivery system costs driven by peak 5

demand requirements for each class of service. This component, in 6

general, is allocated based off of the class non-coincident peak.7

 Customer Costs – The base costs required to serve a customer on the system, 8

such as billing, meter reading, meter O&M, services drops, and the minimum 9

system allocation. This component, in general, is allocated based off of 10

number of customers and billed on a monthly basis.11

 Direct Costs – Direct costs are costs related to serving municipal and outdoor 12

lighting.13

Q21. WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF THE CLASSIFICATION OF CUSTOMER 14

FUNCTION COSTS?15

A. Table MCB-6 below presents the cost of service breakdown on a functionalized and 16

classified basis:17
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Table MCB - 61
Unbundled Expense and Classification Results2

3

Summing the various Demand-related, Energy-related, Customer-related, and direct4

components in the Rate Classification column yields the following results shown in Table 5

MCB-7.6

Table MCB - 7
System Classified Costs(1)

Function

Functional  

Classification Rate Classification Unbundling Classification

Distribution 

Unbundling

COS Expense

(before admin)

Unb Expense

(after admin)

Power Supply Variable Energy PP-SummerVariable 7,399,207$     7,399,207$       

Power Supply Variable Energy PP-WinterVariable 12,799,246     12,799,246       

Power Supply Variable Energy PP-Inter 2Variable 6,760,616       6,760,616         

Power Supply Variable Energy PP-Inter 4Variable 12,137,442     12,137,442       

Power Supply Demand Power Supply Demand PP-SummerDemand 6,125,482       6,125,482         

Power Supply Demand Power Supply Demand PP-WinterDemand 12,613,348     12,613,348       

Power Supply Demand Power Supply Demand PP-Inter 2Demand 6,662,581       6,662,581         

Power Supply Demand Power Supply Demand PP-Inter 4Demand 14,265,285     14,265,285       

Distribution Annual Distribution Demand DistributionAnnual D-Dist 7,712,666       9,157,252         

Distribution Annual Distribution Demand SubstationAnnual D-Sub 1,552,279       1,843,022         

Distribution Annual Customer DistCustomerCostsAnnual C-Dist 2,520,800       2,992,947         

Customer Services Annual Direct DirectAnnual D-Direct 219,175           260,227            

Customer Services Annual Customer MeterO&MAnnual C-M O&M 718,259           852,789            

Distribution Annual Distribution Demand TransformerAnnual D-TransF 20,642             24,508              

Distribution Annual Customer XmerCustomerCostsAnnual C-Tran 53,846             63,931              

Customer Services Annual Customer MeterReadingAnnual C-MR 75,044             89,100              

Customer Services Annual Customer BillingAnnual C-Bill 301,351           357,794            

Administration Annual AdministrationAnnual 7,987,650       -                    

Distribution Demand Distribution Demand TransmissionDemand D-TransM 295,322           460,099            

Distribution Demand Distribution Demand DistributionDemand D-Dist 1,127,284       1,774,038         

Distribution Demand Distribution Demand SubstationDemand D-Sub 1,115,680       1,736,903         

Distribution Demand Customer DistCustomerCostsDemand C-Dist 1,374,736       2,140,204         

Distribution Demand Distribution Demand TransformerDemand D-TransF 340,839           530,621            

Distribution Demand Customer XmerCustomerCostsDemand C-Tran 889,099           1,384,159         

Customer Services Demand Customer ServicesDemand C-Serv 500,599           779,338            

Customer Services Demand Customer MeterO&MDemand C-M O&M 724,157           2,737,236         

Customer Services Demand Direct DirectDemand D-Direct 473,510           1,789,816         

Administration Demand AdministrationDemand 971,045           -                    

Total Revenue Requirements 107,737,190$ 107,737,190$   

Classification Type Amount Percentage

Demand 55,193,139$   51.2%

Energy 39,096,511     36.3%

Customer 11,397,498     10.6%

Direct 2,050,042       1.9%

Total 107,737,190$ 100%
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Considering that Demand-related, Customer-related, and Direct costs are fixed in nature, 1

approximately 63.7% of AML&P’s system costs are fixed and do not vary with energy 2

usage. 3

Q22. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE CUSTOMER CLASSES IN WHICH COSTS WERE 4

ALLOCATED.5

A. The COSS allocates costs to current AML&P customer classes. A description of each of 6

these classes is shown in Table MCB-8 below:7

8
Table MCB - 8

Customer Class Criteria
Line 
No.

Customer Class Criteria

1 Residential Service

Available for residential electric service through one meter 
to individual residential customers in an individual residence 
or apartment and for single phase farm service when 
supplied through the farm residence meter.

2
General Service – Single 
Phase

Available for electric service through one meter for light 
and/or power purposes at single phase service.

3
General Service – Three 
Phase

Available for electric service through one meter for light 
and/or power purposes at three phase service.

4 Small Power Service
Available for electric service through one meter to any 
customer where three phase service is required

5 Large Power Service

Available to any customer where three phase service is 
required. Applicant must be located adjacent to a 
transmission or distribution line having adequate capacity for 
the customer's requirements.

6
Large Power Off Peak 
Service

Optional service available to large power service customers, 
with a maximum load of not less than 500 kVA and served 
on the basis that their main use of their service will be during 
the following off-peak periods.

7 Industrial Power Service

Available to any customer where three-phase primary 
service is required and monthly billing demands exceed 
10,000 kVA. Applicant must be located adjacent to a 
transmission or distribution line having adequate capacity for 
the customer's requirements.

8
Municipal Street Lighting 
Service

City lighting, service provided at Secondary Distribution 
Voltage

9 Outdoor Lighting Service
Outdoor lighting on private property, service provided at 
Secondary Distribution Voltage

10 Constant Load Service
Available to customers with loads of a constant demand and 
operating at unity load factor.
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VI. COST OF SERVICE – COST ALLOCATION1

Q23. WHAT HAPPENS AFTER COSTS HAVE BEEN FUNCTIONALIZED AND 2

CLASSIFIED?3

A. Once the costs have been functionalized and classified, the next step is to allocate the costs 4

among the rate classes.  5

Q24. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE LOSS ADJUSTMENTS USED IN THE COSS.6

A. Losses occur for a variety of reasons, including the service level a customer is served from. 7

Most customers are secondary metered meaning metering occurs after the last 8

transformation (Transformer). Primary meter customers typically own their own 9

transformer and the meter is located prior to the transformation. UFS has estimated the 10

losses occurring at secondary, primary and substation levels and shown in Table MCB-911

below:12

Table MCB - 913
Losses by Metering Type14

15

Q25. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW YOU ALLOCATED COSTS TO THE VARIOUS 16

CUSTOMER CLASSES.17

A. Costs were allocated to the various customer classes consistent with the sub-functionalized 18

cost classification. Twenty-four allocators were used in the cost-of-service study. 19

Specifically, class allocation factors were as follows:20

 Power supply costs were classified as either Demand-related or Energy-related.  21

Demand-related costs were allocated using the 12 coincident peak method 22

Client Losses Summer Winter Inter 2 Inter 4

Secondary 4.3% 2.4% 3.4% 2.7%

Primary 3.1% 1.2% 2.4% 1.8%

Substation 1.2% 0.3% 0.6% 0.5%

8.3% 3.9% 6.3% 5.0%

Generic Losses
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(“12CP”). The 12CP was calculated coincident with the IMPA peak. Energy-1

related costs were allocated to each class based on each classes kWh usage adjusted 2

for losses. The allocators are as follows:3

o Power Supply Demand Allocators: TCP-S, TCP-W, TCP-2, TCP-44

o Power Supply Energy Allocators: Summer Energy, Winter Energy, 5

Intermediate Two Energy, Intermediate Four Energy6

Many distribution demand cost components were allocated using the NCP Max allocator. 7

This allocation determines cost using the class’s non-coincident peak. Other distribution 8

demand allocators include: 9

 NCP Substation, used to allocate substation cost based on the class’s non-10

coincident peak and is referred to as “NCP Max” in the study; 11

 NCP Transformer, used to allocate transformer and service drop cost using class 12

NCP and applicable only to secondary metered classes. 13

Customer cost components were allocated using the following set of customer-14

related allocations:15

o Substation weighting16

o Meter costs17

o Cust. Transformer18

o Meter Costs19

o Weighted time to read a meter 20

o Billing weighting factor 21

O Customer secondary22

o Street lighting (direct)23
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o Outdoor lighting (direct) 1

Administrative cost components were allocated using the three administrative allocators 2

outlined previously in this testimony: Expense, NBV (net book value), Depreciation (debt 3

& capital).4

Q26. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT SYSTEM LOSSES ARE, AND WHY THEY ARE 5

IMPORTANT TO CONSIDER IN A COSS.6

A. System losses account for the difference between the energy generated and the energy 7

actually billed to consumers as electricity moves from the generating station to the 8

customer, a portion of that electricity is lost (usually in the form of heat). Losses typically 9

occur when the delivery voltage is transformed from a higher voltage to a lower voltage. 10

Also, losses occur as electricity travels over power lines. Customers, like those in the 11

Residential class, receive electricity at lower voltages (typically referred as secondary 12

voltage with common delivery voltages of 208/240 kV), these customers contribute to 13

system losses greater than customers receiving power at higher primary voltage (typically 14

13.2 kV) and transmission voltage (typically 69 kV or higher). On a system basis, AML&P15

must purchase enough electricity from IMPA so that it can deliver to customers the 16

required amount of power after consideration of losses.17

Q27. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR ALLOCATION OF THE COST OF SYSTEM 18

LOSSES.19

A. System losses were determined using available information provided through the filings 20

for the quarterly Purchased Power Tracker. For the Test Year, a system loss factor of 6.1% 21

was calculated when comparing IMPA wholesale power purchases to retail system energy 22

sales. Consistent with loss differentials associated with secondary and primary service as 23
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contained in AML&P’s current tariff, an approximately 2.00% differential in losses are1

applied between secondary and primary service. Given this information, since loss factors 2

vary by season, the calculated loss factors were approximately 2.7% less for primary than 3

secondary. The factors applied in the study can be found in Workpaper MCB-1.  It is 4

necessary to account for system losses so that when AML&P’s rates are established they 5

sufficiently recover AML&P’s Revenue Requirements. 6

Q28. WHAT CRITERIA DID YOU USE TO ENSURE THAT THE ALLOCATION OF 7

COSTS TO THE CUSTOMERS WAS APPROPRIATE?8

A. To ensure a reasonable and appropriate cost of service result, I relied on actual system and 9

class usage characteristics to the greatest extent possible to develop Demand-, Energy-, 10

and Customer-related allocation factors. The resulting customer class cost of service 11

derived from the use of these allocation factors were then checked against results I would 12

typically expect, given AML&P’s cost structure and allocation methodology. Given 13

variations in customer usage characteristics and use of system infrastructure, it is expected 14

that classes with low monthly load factors served at distribution voltage would have the 15

highest cost of service. For AML&P, these customer classes are the two lighting classes 16

(Street Lighting and Outdoor Lighting), General Service and Residential. Customer classes 17

with higher monthly load factors such as Small Power, Large Power, or Industrial Power18

would have a lower cost to serve. These results are in fact borne out by COSS results, as 19

shown in Table MCB-10.20
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Table MCB - 10

Cost of Service by Rate Class

1

In this study, available AMI data was used to determine demand responsibilities associated 2

with all customer classes apart from lighting.  AMI data represent 1-hour interval dates for 3

these classes as shown graphically in Chart MCB-1 and Chart MCB-2 below:4

Chart MCB-1 

Hourly Load Data: Res & IP Classes

5

Cost of Service 

$/kWh

Municipal Street Lighting Service (SL) 0.3163$        

Outdoor Lighting Service (OL) 0.2493          

Residential Service 0.1489          

General Service (GS) - Single Phase 0.1460          

General Service (GS) - Three Phase 0.1249          

Small Power Service (SP) 0.1202          

Constant Load Service (CL) 0.1041          

Large Power Service (LP) 0.1029          

Industrial Power Service (IP) 0.0953          

Large Power Off Peak Service (LP) 0.0929          



Petitioner’s Exhibit 3
Direct Testimony of Mark C. Beauchamp

25

Chart MCB-2 

Hourly Load Data: GS, LP, SP Classes

1

Q29. HOW WAS THIS LOAD DATA THEN USED?2

A. The load data was used to calculate class load factors, system coincidence factors, and 3

group coincidence factors, as described below. 4

Class Load Factors - Class load factors measure how consistently a customer class 5

uses electricity during a given season/period. They compare a class’s average usage level 6

over the period to that class’s maximum (non-coincident) demand in the same period. 7

Higher load factors indicate flatter, more consistent usage; lower load factors indicate more 8

“peaky” usage. Table MCB-11 below shows the load factors by rate class:9
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Table MCB-11

Load Factors by Rate Class

1

System Coincidence Factors - System coincidence factors measure how closely a 2

class’s demand aligns with the system peak. For each season/period, the class’s demand at 3

the system peak hour is compared to the class’s own maximum (non-coincident) demand 4

for that same season/period. Higher values indicate that the class is using a larger share of 5

its peak at the time the system peaks and therefore contributes more strongly to system 6

capacity requirements. Since power supply costs are billed based off of AML&P’s 7

coincident peak with IMPA, the system coincidence factors are calculated by observing the 8

class’s contribution to the AML&P’s system at the time of IMPA’s peak. Chart MCB-3 9

below provides AML&P’s seasonal load curves and plot points for IMPA peak times:10

Load Factors for NCP

Customer Class Type S W 2 4

Residential Service 51% 65% 48% 54%

General Service (GS) - Single Phase 49% 63% 49% 60%

General Service (GS) - Three Phase 48% 57% 53% 48%

Small Power Service (SP) 52% 49% 50% 46%

Large Power Service (LP) 64% 61% 63% 62%

Large Power Off Peak Service (LP) 68% 86% 78% 78%

Industrial Power Service (IP) 78% 74% 74% 77%
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Chart MCB-3 

AML&P Seasonal Load Curve with IMPA Peak Times1

1

Table MCB-12 below shows the system coincidence factors by rate class:

Table MCB-12
System Coincidence Factors by Rate Class

2

Group Coincidence Factors - Group coincidence factors are used to reconcile 3

billing demand to the portion of demand that is relevant for power supply and other peak 4

driven costs. Customers within a class are billed based on their individual maximum kW, 5

but those individual maximums generally do not occur at the same time as the peak of the 6

1 The peak had a repeating time in the Inter-2 and Winter seasons and therefore ten points are 
plotted.

System Coincidence Factors

Customer Class Type S W 2 4

Residential Service 82% 84% 95% 77%

General Service (GS) - Single Phase 81% 75% 67% 83%

General Service (GS) - Three Phase 74% 76% 67% 64%

Small Power Service (SP) 82% 79% 68% 66%

Large Power Service (LP) 92% 72% 91% 75%

Large Power Off Peak Service (LP) 41% 44% 31% 46%

Industrial Power Service (IP) 86% 84% 77% 86%
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class. As a result, the sum of customers’ billing demands typically overstates the class peak. 1

The group coincidence factor adjusts the class’s billed (non-coincident) demand to an 2

equivalent coincident demand that reflects the individual class’s peak behavior for cost of 3

service allocation purposes.4

In most cases, this factor reduces billed demand (i.e., it is less than 100%) because 5

it aligns customer’s non-coincident peaks with the peak of the class in total. However, 6

where the billing demand construct includes a ratchet or other provision that causes billed 7

demand to differ from actual coincident contribution, the factor may be greater than 100% 8

to adjust the class’s demand responsibility to reflect the actual system impact. An example 9

of this is the Large Power Off Peak class.  The customer may have a peak demand during 10

the off peak period that is substantially greater than their billed demand. To properly 11

identify the classes distribution impact, the billed demand needs to be increased to identify 12

the customers distribution system impact.  The rate schedule for this class has a billing 13

demand based on the on peak demand, or 50% of the off peak demand, that creates the 14

need for the adjustment. Table MCB-13 below shows the system coincidence factors by 15

rate class:16

Table MCB-13

Group Coincidence Factors by Rate Class

17

Group Coincidence Factors

Customer Class Type S W 2 4

Residential Service 100% 100% 100% 100%

General Service (GS) - Single Phase 100% 100% 100% 100%

General Service (GS) - Three Phase 100% 100% 100% 100%

Small Power Service (SP) 96% 85% 97% 81%

Large Power Service (LP) 89% 89% 84% 95%

Large Power Off Peak Service (LP) 153% 145% 148% 146%

Industrial Power Service (IP) 100% 100% 100% 100%



Petitioner’s Exhibit 3
Direct Testimony of Mark C. Beauchamp

29

Energy only classes are set to 100% because they are not billed on demand (kW) 1

and therefore do not have a billing-demand determinant to reconcile to the class peak. For 2

these classes, the load factors computed from the classes load research to identify the 3

classes peak demand and no demand reconciliation is needed.  Industrial power consists of 4

only one customer, and therefore this customer’s billing demand directly reconciles to the 5

class peak.6

Hourly load data was not available for the Municipal and Outdoor Lighting classes 7

or the Constant Load class. Lighting factors were calculated using lighting inventory and 8

hours of daylight, assuming a 45% load factor. A 25% system coincidence factor is used 9

in the winter due to the AML&P system peak time occurring when lighting would be used 10

at 7PM. Constant Load Service is comprised of cable boxes and assumed to be fully 11

coincident with the system peak (system coincidence = 100%) because the load is present 12

whenever the system peaks. However, the load is not assumed to be perfectly flat across 13

all hours in the season/period since cable boxes cycle between standby and active states, 14

creating variation. Therefore, the class load factor is set below 100% to reflect normal 15

variation. Table MCB-14 below shows the Lighting and Constant Load class load factors:16
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Table MCB-14

Lighting and Constant Load Class Factors
1

2

3

4

5

VII. TEST YEAR RATE REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS6
7

Q30. WAS ACTUAL RATE REVENUE FOR THE TWELVE-MONTH PERIOD 8

ENDING DECEMBER 2024 ADJUSTED IN DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEST 9

YEAR?10

A. Yes. Proper cost of service ratemaking methodology requires the utility’s billed units to be 11

provided for number of customers, kWh energy, and kW demand by month. As part of the 12

billing unit reconciliation process, the rate schedules are applied to the billing units and 13

then grouped and benchmarked against the reported revenue. This process ensures that the 14

billing units provided for the cost of service study are correct and will produce proper 15

revenue for the rate design. This process produced system revenue within 0.51% of the 16

audited revenues for FY 2024. In general, this check has a tolerance of +/- 2.0%, therefore 17

Load Factors for NCP

Customer Class Type S W 2 4

Constant Load Service (CL) 80% 80% 80% 80%

Municipal Street Lighting Service (SL) 45% 45% 45% 45%

Outdoor Lighting Service (OL) 45% 45% 45% 45%

System Coincidence Factors

Customer Class Type S W 2 4

Constant Load Service (CL) 100% 100% 100% 100%

Municipal Street Lighting Service (SL) 0% 25% 0% 0%

Outdoor Lighting Service (OL) 0% 25% 0% 0%

Group Coincidence Factors

Customer Class Type S W 2 4

Constant Load Service (CL) 100% 100% 100% 100%

Municipal Street Lighting Service (SL) 100% 100% 100% 100%

Outdoor Lighting Service (OL) 100% 100% 100% 100%
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the AML&P reconciliation was satisfactory. To ensure each of the rate classifications1

individually produced revenue that matched the audited revenue groupings, the billing 2

units in total were adjusted slightly prior to entry in the cost-of-service model to ensure the3

test year revenue and actual revenue for FY 2024 fully reconciled, as reflected in Table 4

MCB-15 below:5

Table MCB-15

Billing Reconciliation to FY 2024 Audited Revenue

6

Despite having a unique rate class, Constant Load service had previously been reported 7

within Outdoor Lighting Service. Therefore, the Constant Load usage data was separated 8

from Outdoor Lighting Service for purposes of cost of service.9

10

VIII. COST OF SERVICE RESULTS11
12

Q31. WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF ALLOCATING COSTS TO THE INDIVIDUAL 13

CUSTOMER CLASSES?14

A. Based on the results of Test Year Revenue Requirement as compared to adjusted current 15

rate revenue, the COSS determined that rates should be increased by 12.58% for AML&P16

Description

Anderson 

Municipal Light 

& Power

Calculated 

Revenue

Variance - 

Percentage adj for 

reconciliation

Residential Service 39,201,735$   39,262,368$   0.2%

General Service (GS) - Single Phase 4,362,863        4,435,961        1.7%

General Service (GS) - Three Phase 8,281,785        8,338,895        0.7%

Constant Load Service (CL) -                         20,948              0.0%

Municipal Street Lighting Service (SL) 811,289           812,233           0.1%

Outdoor Lighting Service (OL) 740,853           733,468           -1.0%

Small Power Service (SP) 11,744,033      11,851,648      0.9%

Large Power Service (LP) 17,327,921      17,267,007      -0.4%

Large Power Off Peak Service (LP) 970,794           979,879           0.9%

Industrial Power Service (IP) 11,777,617      11,997,350      1.9%

Total Sales Revenue Anderson Municipal Light & Power 74,666,450$   

PCA Revenue 20,552,441      

Total Check with PCA 95,218,890$   95,699,757$   0.51%
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to recover its costs of serving electric customers. Table MCB-16 below demonstrates the 1

results of allocating the Test Year Revenue Requirement to individual customer classes:2

3
Table MCB - 16

Cost of Service Compared to Current Rates

4

5

Q32. WHAT WERE THE COST OF SERVICE RESULTS BY COST 6

CLASSIFICATION?7

A. The cost-of-service results by cost classification are shown in Table MCB-17.8

Table MCB - 17
Cost of Service by Classification

9

Customer Class Cost of Service

Test Year 

Revenue

Effective % 

Change

Residential Service 44,488,998$     39,262,368$   13.3%

General Service (GS) - Single Phase 4,971,655          4,435,961       12.1%

General Service (GS) - Three Phase 8,474,361          8,338,895       1.6%

Constant Load Service (CL) 23,836               20,948             13.8%

Municipal Street Lighting Service (SL) 1,462,028          812,233           80.0%

Outdoor Lighting Service (OL) 1,597,725          733,468           117.8%

Small Power Service (SP) 12,910,883        11,851,648     8.9%

Large Power Service (LP) 19,062,464        17,267,007     10.4%

Large Power Off Peak Service (LP) 1,059,718          979,879           8.1%

Industrial Power Service (IP) 13,685,522        11,997,350     14.1%

Total 107,737,190$   95,699,757$   12.58%

Customer Class Cost of Service PS Energy PS Demand

Distribution 

Demand Customer

Residential Service 44,488,998$   13,638,381$  15,837,253$  6,400,581$    8,612,783$    

General Service (GS) - Single Phase 4,971,655        1,554,213      1,667,980      718,493         1,030,969      

General Service (GS) - Three Phase 8,474,361        3,097,721      3,316,519      1,514,272      545,850         

Constant Load Service (CL) 23,836             10,454           10,493           2,651              239                 

Municipal Street Lighting Service (SL) 1,462,028        267,014         46,872           1,145,960      2,182              

Outdoor Lighting Service (OL) 1,597,725        292,491         50,772           1,180,680      73,782           

Small Power Service (SP) 12,910,883     4,901,913      5,042,349      2,076,481      890,140         

Large Power Service (LP) 19,062,464     8,456,409      7,763,384      2,638,178      204,492         

Large Power Off Peak Service (LP) 1,059,718        520,750         333,377         198,670         6,921              

Industrial Power Service (IP) 13,685,522     6,357,165      5,597,696      1,700,520      30,141           

Total 107,737,190$ 39,096,511$  39,666,696$  17,576,485$  11,397,498$  
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Q33. DOES AML&P’S PROPOSED RATE DESIGN FOLLOW STRICT COST OF 1

SERVICE AS REFLECTED IN THESE TABLES?2

A. No. As I will explain in the next section, AML&P instructed me to deviate from strict cost 3

of service in order to mitigate rate increase impact and avoid customer rate shock.4

5
IX. RATE DESIGN AND MITIGATION6

Q34. PLEASE EXPLAIN AML&P’S RATE DESIGN PRINCIPLES.7

A. Rate design principles represent the policies, goals, and objectives important to AML&P8

and the community in which they serve. These principles are as follows:9

1. Ensure revenue adequacy: Design rates that in total meet AML&P’s revenue targets 10

over a one-year implementation period, such that at the end of the period, rates revenues 11

meet the total system revenue requirement.12

2. Minimize major class impacts in rate design by utilizing a bandwidth of +/-2.0% around 13

the total system increase of 12.58%, such that the minimum increase to any major class 14

is 10.6% and the maximum increase to any major class is 14.58%. 15

 Limit the impact to the GS-3 class to 7.5%.16

 Increase all lighting classes by 20.0%.17

3. Given class impact objectives, better align rates given COSS results.18

4. Improving fixed cost recovery by:19

 Increasing customer service charges towards cost of service over the 20

implementation period.21

 Increasing demand charges towards cost of service over the implementation 22

period.23
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5. Recalibrate the quarterly Purchased Power Tracker so that the Tracker pass-through 1

charges are near zero.  As previously discussed, AML&P has included all power supply 2

costs in the base rates, thereby resetting the Purchased Power Tracker to 2024 power 3

supply levels.4

Q35. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW CLASS REVENUE TARGETS WERE ESTABLISHED 5

AND THE IMPACT OF PROPOSED CHANGES ON AML&P’S PROPOSED 6

RATES.7

A. Class revenue targets were established using the Test Year revenue requirement and the 8

class cost of service results. First, the proposed rates were designed to produce the overall 9

system revenue increase needed to meet the Test Year revenue requirement, which is a 10

12.58% increase over revenues under current rates. Class-level revenue targets were then 11

developed to move class revenues toward class cost responsibility while also managing 12

rate impacts.13

As part of rate design, AML&P applied additional implementation guidelines to 14

limit rate impacts and avoid large shifts among the major customer classes. Specifically, 15

AML&P sought to minimize major class impacts by applying a bandwidth of +/- 2.0% 16

around the system average increase of 12.58%, resulting in a general target range of 17

approximately 10.6% to 14.6% for major classes. Within this framework, the proposed 18

class revenue changes generally fall within the targeted bandwidth, while still reflecting 19

cost of service direction. For example, the Small Power (SP) class cost of service came in 20

at 8.9%, which is slightly below the overall system average of 12.58%. The rate design21

then applied an 11.7% (less than average) increase to this class.22
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Certain class-specific considerations were also incorporated. The General Service 1

– Three Phase (GS-3) class increase was limited to 7.5% as an implementation constraint2

due to the cost of service results. In addition, AML&P limited the lighting class increases3

to 20.0%. 4

As shown in the class revenue comparison in Table MCB-18 below, the proposed 5

revenues under the new rates increase total system revenues from $95.7 million to $107.8 6

million, for an overall increase of approximately $12.03 million (12.58%). At the class 7

level, proposed percentage increases as compared to the COSS are as follows:8

Table MCB - 189
Proposed Rate Adjustments Compared to COSS10

11

Q36. WHY DO SOME CLASSES RECEIVE AN INCREASE ABOVE THE CLASS COSS 12

WHILE OTHERS RECEIVE AN INCREASE BELOW?13

A. The cost of service study provides guidance for how the total revenue requirement should 14

be distributed among customer classes based on cost causation. However, the rate design 15

process is not a mechanical exercise of applying the COSS percentages to each class. As 16

Customer Class

Projected 

Percentage 

Change Class COS

Difference 

from COS

Residential Service 13.5% 13.3% 0.21%

General Service (GS) - Single Phase 12.5% 12.1% 0.42%

General Service (GS) - Three Phase 7.5% 1.6% 5.93%

Constant Load Service (CL) 13.9% 13.8% 0.11%

Municipal Street Lighting Service (SL) 20.0% 80.0% -60.00%

Outdoor Lighting Service (OL) 20.2% 117.8% -97.66%

Small Power Service (SP) 11.7% 8.9% 2.76%

Large Power Service (LP) 12.3% 10.4% 1.90%

Large Power Off Peak Service (LP) 11.0% 8.1% 2.85%

Industrial Power Service (IP) 13.4% 14.1% -0.69%

Totals 12.58% 12.58% 0.00%
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previously discussed, in addition to moving revenues toward cost responsibility, AML&P1

also considered practical implementation objectives, including limiting rate increase2

impacts and maintaining reasonable class-to-class stability. As a result, some classes were 3

set slightly above or below the class COSS indication so that the overall rate design could 4

achieve revenue sufficiency while meeting these implementation objectives.5

More specifically, the proposed rates must be reconciled to a fixed system-wide 6

revenue increase of $12.03 million (12.58%), which means the class revenue changes must 7

sum to the required total. AML&P applied a +/-2.0% bandwidth around the system average 8

increase for major classes and also incorporated class-specific constraints (including 9

limiting the GS Three Phase class increase and increasing lighting classes by 20%). When 10

certain classes are constrained above or below the indicated changes, the remaining classes 11

must absorb small offsetting adjustments so that total revenues still equal the revenue 12

requirement. 13

These offsetting increases are necessary largely because the lighting classes were 14

increased by 20.0% as an implementation decision, which is materially below the cost of 15

service indicated changes (Street Lighting: 20.0% vs. 80.0%; Outdoor Lighting: 20.2% vs. 16

117.8%). In dollar terms, this produces an approximate shortfall relative to the cost-of-17

service of about $487,000 for Street Lighting (a 60.00 percentage-point difference applied 18

to $812,233) and about $718k for Outdoor Lighting (a 97.83 percentage-point difference 19

applied to $733,468), or roughly $1,205,000 in total. Because the overall Revenue 20

Requirement is fixed, that revenue must be recovered elsewhere in the rate design, which 21

necessarily results in small, deliberate deviations from the class cost-of-service indicated 22

percentages for certain other classes.23
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Accordingly, several classes were increased modestly above their COSS 1

indications to balance to the total system requirement while meeting the implementation 2

constraints. For example, Residential is set 0.21 percentage points above its COSS 3

indication (13.5% versus 13.3%), which equates to approximately $80,000 of additional 4

revenue (0.21% applied to $39.26 million). Similarly, Small Power is 2.76 points above its 5

COSS target, or approximately $327,000, and Large Power is 1.90 points above its COSS 6

target, or approximately $328,000. Overall, the proposed class changes represent a 7

deliberate balance between cost-of-service guidance and practical rate implementation 8

considerations, while still producing the required total revenue increase.9

Q37. IN YOUR OPINION, DOES AML&P’S PROPOSED RATE DESIGN MEET ALL 10

OF THESE MITIGATION OBJECTIVES?11

A. Yes, AML&P’s phase-in proposal meets all rate design objectives. 12

Q38. IN YOUR OPINION, ARE AML&P’S PROPOSED RATES, AS MITIGATED, 13

NONDISCRIMINATORY, REASONABLE, AND JUST?14

A. Yes, in my opinion, AML&P’s proposed rates are nondiscriminatory, reasonable, and just.  15

This is particularly true given the fact that AML&P is proposing to completely forego 16

millions of dollars in revenue to which it would otherwise be entitled in order to mitigate 17

the impact of its proposed rate increase to customers.18

19
X. RESIDENTIAL RATE STRUCTURE20

Q39. HOW DOES THE COST TO SERVE RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS COMPARE 21

TO THE CURRENT RATE STRUCTURES DESIGNED TO RECOVER THOSE 22

COSTS?23
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A. The current Residential rate structure consists of two primary rate components, the monthly 1

customer charge set at $9.86 and an inclining block kWh energy charge, with the first 500 2

kWh charged at $0.10224, plus the quarterly tracking factor, and excess charged at 3

$0.08309, plus the quarterly tracking factor.  The COSS showed the following:4

– The existing customer charge under recovers the fixed cost.5
– The existing charge for the first block of energy over-recovers variable cost.6
– The existing charge for the second block of energy under-recovers variable cost.7

8

Table MCB-19

Comparison of Current Residential Rate Structure to COSS

9

10

Q40. PLEASE DESCRIBE AML&P’S PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE RESIDENTIAL11

TARIFF.12

A. First, AML&P is proposing to increase the current Residential customer charge by $2.64. 13

Second, AML&P proposes to revise the structure of the Residential energy charges. Under 14

current base rates, Residential energy is billed in two blocks: $0.10224/kWh for the first 15

0–500 kWh and $0.08309/kWh for excess usage, plus the quarterly tracking factor. Under 16

the proposed tariff, AML&P applies a single energy charge of $0.13352/kWh to both 17

blocks. 18

Rates Current

Current with 

Tracking 

Factor

Cost of 

Service

Monthly Facilities Charge:

All Customers 9.86$              9.86$              23.03$            

Energy Charge:

Block 1 (0 - 500 kWh) 0.10224$       0.12821$       0.12007$       

Block 2 (Excess) 0.08309$       0.10905$       0.12007$       

Quarterly Tracking Factor

All Energy 0.02596$       
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AML&P is proposing to adjust the declining block rate structure because it is not 1

consistent with cost causation for electric service. Residential customers impose costs on 2

the system through: (1) customer-related requirements to provide a connection and 3

maintain an account; (2) demand-related requirements to maintain adequate capacity and 4

delivery infrastructure to meet peak conditions; and (3) energy-related requirements to 5

supply kWh. For the Residential class, there is no inherent “economy of scale” in power 6

supply or distribution costs simply because a customer uses more energy in a month. In 7

particular, a significant portion of system costs are demand-driven and are incurred to be 8

able to serve customers at peak, not to provide additional kWh at a lower marginal cost. 9

To the extent demand-related costs are embedded in the kWh rate, customers with higher 10

load factors will pay more demand-related revenue simply because they purchase more 11

kWhs. However, a declining block structure is not a cost-based solution to this issue since 12

it does not directly reflect peak responsibility. If the objective is to more precisely align 13

demand-related cost recovery with peak contribution, the cost-based approach is to recover 14

a larger share of fixed/customer-related costs in the customer charge and to recover 15

demand-related costs through a demand component (or another charge designed to reflect 16

peak contribution), rather than embedding those costs in a declining energy block.17

Eliminating the declining block rate and applying a single energy charge to all kWh 18

therefore better aligns the Residential energy rate with the underlying cost drivers and 19

improves rate stability by avoiding sharp changes in marginal price at the block threshold.20

In addition, eliminating the block differential helps smooth bill impacts for lower-use 21

customers, because a larger share of the increase is recovered through higher-use 22

consumption rather than concentrating the increase on the initial block of usage. This 23
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approach helps reduce bill impacts across varying usage levels. Table MCB-20 below sets 1

out the proposed Residential Service rate:2

Table MCB-20

Proposed Residential Service Rate(1)

3

Q41. WILL ANY OTHER CLASSES RECEIVE A SIMILAR STRUCTURAL CHANGE 4

TO THE ENERGY RATE?5

A. Yes, the same structural change as proposed for the Residential class is proposed for 6

General Service Single Phase and General Service Three Phase, as these classes do not 7

break out a kW demand component and therefore recover demand through the kWh rate.8

Q42. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF THE TRACKER.9

A. The Purchased Power Tracker is a regulatory mechanism that allows the City to recover 10

prudently incurred purchased power costs through periodic rate adjustments. The 11

Purchased Power Tracker was approved by the Commission on December 13, 1989, in 12

Cause No. 36838-S3. The tracker compares the actual purchased power costs incurred by 13

the City to the purchased power costs embedded in base retail rates. The difference between 14

these amounts is either recovered from customers or refunded through a tracking factor 15

applied to customer bills. This mechanism ensures that customers pay the actual cost of 16

power supply while protecting both the utility and customers from significant fluctuations 17

in power costs between base rate cases.18

Rates Current Proposed

Monthly Facilities Charge:

All Customers 9.86$             12.50$           

Energy Charge:

Block 1 (0 - 500 kWh) 0.10224$       0.13352$       

Block 2 (Excess) 0.08309$       0.13352$       

Quarterly Tracking Factor

All Energy 0.02596$       -$         
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Q43. WHAT BASE AMOUNT IS CURRENTLY USED IN THE TRACKER 1

CALCULATION?2

A. The current tracker calculation uses a base demand cost of $16.872 per kW and a base 3

energy cost of $0.03213 per kWh. These base amounts reflect the level of purchased power 4

costs embedded in base rates from the City’s general rate case from CY 2012 and represent 5

the Commission-approved estimate of power supply costs used in determining retail 6

electric rates.7

Q44. WHY IS THE CITY PROPOSING TO MODIFY THE BASE POWER COST USED 8

IN THE TRACKER CALCULATION?9

A. The City is proposing to modify the base power costs used in the tracker because the 10

existing base amounts no longer reflect the power supply cost assumptions embedded in 11

current retail rates. Specifically, the City’s power provider has implemented modifications 12

to its purchased power costs since the last rate case. As a result, the existing base demand 13

and base energy amounts used in the tracker are no longer aligned with the City’s current 14

power supply cost structure. Updating the base amounts ensures that the tracker continues 15

to function as intended and prevents systematic over-recovery or under-recovery of power 16

supply costs.17

Q45. HOW DID THE CITY DETERMINE THE PROPOSED REVISED BASE 18

AMOUNTS?19

A. The revised base amounts were determined using the same power supply projections used 20

in the City’s cost-of-service study and reflect the most recent power cost projections 21

provided by the City’s wholesale power supplier. IMPA utilizes a rate structure that 22

includes both base power supply rates and periodic cost adjustment factors, commonly 23
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referred to as an ECA. For purposes of determining the appropriate base power costs 1

embedded in retail rates, the City combined the supplier’s base rates and the expected level 2

of the ECA. This combined amount represents the expected cost of purchased power that 3

is intended to be recovered through base retail rates. The resulting base power supply costs 4

are shown in the Table MCB-21 below.5

Table MCB-21

Base Power Supply Costs
6
7

8

Q46. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE REQUESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE BASE 9

DEMAND AND ENERGY COSTS.10

A. Table MCB-22 below presents the proposed modifications to the base demand and base 11

energy costs used in the tracker calculation:12

Ref. Projected Power Supply Costs Cost Purchases in Units

Power 

Supply 

Rates

a Base Demand IMPA 38,212,376$      1,711,718               22.32          

b Base Demand ECA 1,281,184$        1,711,718               0.75            

c Base Energy IMPA 37,826,152$      913,368,110           0.0414        

d Base Energy ECA 1,258,878$        913,368,110           0.0014        

e Debt Service Adder 184,616$           Excluded from Tracker

Total 78,763,207$      

Determination of Base Combined Costs Purchases in Units

Adjusted 

Base

a+b Demand 39,493,560$      1,711,718               23.07          

c+d Energy 39,085,031$      913,368,110           0.04279     

Total 78,578,591$      

Total with Debt Service 78,763,207$      
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Table MCB-22

Proposed Modifications to Base Demand and Energy Costs for Purchased Power Tracker
1

2

These revised base amounts reflect the updated purchased power cost projections used in 3

the cost-of-service study and ensure that the base rates appropriately reflect the expected 4

cost of power supply.5

Q47. DID THE COST OF SERVICE STUDY IDENTIFY ANY MODIFICATIONS TO 6

THE ALLOCATION FACTORS USED IN DETERMINING BASE POWER 7

SUPPLY COSTS?8

A. Yes. The cost of service study identified several refinements to the allocation factors used 9

to determine how purchased power costs are distributed among customer classes. These 10

refinements were made to better align the allocation of power supply costs with the way 11

each customer class contributes to the City’s overall demand and energy requirements.12

Q48. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MODIFICATIONS TO THE DEMAND ALLOCATION 13

FACTORS.14

A. The cost of service study identified modifications to the demand allocation factors used to 15

distribute capacity-related purchased power costs among customer classes. Demand-16

related purchased power costs are driven primarily by the City’s system peak demand and 17

the contribution each customer class makes to that peak. The revised demand allocation 18

factors were developed using updated class demand data and reflect each class’s coincident 19

demand contribution at the time of the system peak. This modification improves the 20

accuracy of cost allocation by ensuring that demand-related purchased power costs are 21

Demand - kW Energy - kWh's

Current Base 16.872$           0.03213$             

Proposed Base 23.072$           0.04279$             

Change 6.20$               0.01066$             
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assigned to customer classes based on their actual contribution to system capacity 1

requirements. The modifications to the demand factors are listed in Table MCB-23 below:2

Table MCB-23

Modifications to Demand Factors by Class
3

4

Q49. DID THE COST OF SERVICE STUDY ALSO IDENTIFY MODIFICATIONS TO 5

THE ENERGY ALLOCATORS?6

A. Yes. The cost of service study identified modifications to the energy allocators used to 7

distribute energy-related purchased power costs among customer classes. Energy allocators 8

reflect each customer class’s share of total system energy consumption and are used to 9

allocate energy-based power supply costs. The revised energy allocators were developed 10

using updated class energy usage data from the test year and reflect the most recent billing 11

determinants available to the City. Updating these allocators ensures that energy-related 12

purchased power costs are recovered from customer classes in proportion to their actual 13

energy consumption. Table MCB-24 below lists the updated energy factors:14

Demand Factors by Class Current Proposed

RS 39.85% 40.49%

GS 10 4.46% 4.21%

GS 30 9.35% 8.34%

SP 14.16% 12.75%

LP 17.34% 19.40%

N/A 0.00% 0.00%

LP Off-Peak 1.05% 0.81%

IP 12.91% 13.75%

CL 0.04% 0.03%

SL 0.31% 0.11%

OL 0.54% 0.12%
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Table MCB-24

Proposed Energy Factors by Class
1

2

Q50. WERE ANY ADDITIONAL REFINEMENTS MADE IN THE DEMAND 3

ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY?4

A. Yes. The study also identified the need to reconcile differences between the billing demand 5

measured in kVA and the coincident peak demand used to determine system capacity 6

requirements. Billing demand reflects each customer’s maximum demand during the 7

billing period, while coincident demand measures the level of demand each customer class 8

places on the system at the time of the City’s system peak. Because purchased power 9

demand charges are driven by system peak demand, the cost-of-service study incorporated 10

coincidence factors to convert class billing demand into an estimate of each class’s 11

contribution to the system peak. Adjustments to the demand factors are listed below in 12

Table MCB-25:13

Energy Factors by Class Current Proposed

RS 35.02% 34.71%

GS 10 3.92% 3.96%

GS 30 8.22% 7.88%

SP 12.44% 12.47%

LP 20.18% 21.52%

N/A 0.00% 0.00%

LP Off-Peak 1.55% 1.33%

IP 17.11% 16.68%

CL 0.06% 0.03%

SL 0.55% 0.68%

OL 0.96% 0.74%
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Table MCB-25

Proposed Adjustments to Demand Factors by Class
1

2

Q51. WHY WAS THIS RECONCILIATION NECESSARY?3

A. This reconciliation was necessary because the sum of individual customers’ billing 4

demands does not necessarily equal the system demand at the time of the system peak. 5

Without applying coincidence factors, the allocation of demand-related purchased power 6

costs could overstate or understate the actual responsibility of certain customer classes for 7

system capacity requirements. By incorporating coincidence factors, the study ensures that 8

demand-related power supply costs are allocated in proportion to each class’s actual 9

contribution to the system peak demand, which is the primary driver of capacity costs.10

Q52. WHAT IS THE BENEFIT OF THESE MODIFICATIONS?11

A. These modifications improve the accuracy and fairness of the cost-of-service study by 12

ensuring that purchased power costs are allocated among customer classes based on the 13

way each class actually uses the electric system. By updating the demand allocation factors, 14

energy allocators, and coincidence adjustments, the study better aligns cost recovery with 15

cost causation principles and provides a more appropriate foundation for determining the 16

base power costs embedded in retail rates.17

Q53. IS RESETTING THE BASE PURCHASE POWER COST CONSISTENT WITH 18

COMMISSION PRACTICE?19

Demand Class Current Proposed

SP 74.817% 72.402%

LP 84.485% 81.540%

LP Off-Peak 79.651% 69.800%

IP 80.308% 90.794%
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A. Yes. It is common regulatory practice to adjust the base amount used in fuel trackers 1

following a general rate case.  Resetting the base ensures that the tracker remains aligned 2

with the fuel cost assumptions used in setting base rates.3

Q54. ARE THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS CONSISTENT WITH ACCEPTED 4

REGULATORY PRINCIPLES FOR ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN?5

A. Yes. The proposed modifications are consistent with widely accepted regulatory principles 6

that electric utility rates should reflect the manner in which costs are incurred and the extent 7

to which each customer class contributes to those costs. Purchased power costs consist 8

primarily of capacity-related demand charges and energy-related charges, both of which 9

are driven by the way customers use the electric system. Demand costs are driven by each 10

class’s contribution to the system peak demand, while energy costs are driven by the 11

amount of electricity consumed over time. The refinements identified in the cost-of-service 12

study, including updates to demand allocation factors, energy allocators, and coincidence 13

adjustments ensure that purchased power costs are allocated among customer classes in 14

proportion to the factors that cause those costs to be incurred. Aligning the allocation 15

methodology with these cost drivers improves the accuracy and fairness of the resulting 16

rates.17

Updating the base demand and base energy amounts used in the purchased power 18

tracker also ensures that the tracker reflects only changes in wholesale power costs relative 19

to the level embedded in base rates. This approach maintains the intended function of the 20

tracker and prevents systematic over-recovery or under-recovery of purchased power costs.21

These modifications therefore promote transparency, accuracy, and consistency between 22
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the City’s cost-of-service study, its base retail rates, and the methodology used to calculate 1

the purchased power tracker.2

Q55. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR ADJUSTMENTS TO THE QUARTERLY 3

TRACKING FACTOR.4

A. I recommend that the Commission approve the City’s proposed modification to the base 5

purchased power costs used in the tracker calculation. The proposed modification:6

 Aligns purchased power costs with current base rate assumptions;7

 Improves the accuracy of cost recovery; and8

 Maintains proper functioning of the tracker.9

10
Q56. HAVE YOU CALCULATED AN AVERAGE BILL UNDER THE PROPOSED 11

RATE STRUCTURE?12

A. Yes, for each rate class, M, pp. 2 through 11 of 245 includes a comparison of bills at various 13

usage levels. The Residential table is provided below.14

Table MCB-26

Proposed Adjustments to Demand Factors by Class

15
16

Usage Level 

(kWh)

Current 

Monthly Bill

Proposed 

Monthly Bill $ Impact % Impact

200 35.50$                 39.20$                 3.70$              10.4%

400 61.14$                 65.91$                 4.77$              7.8%

600 84.87$                 92.61$                 7.74$              9.1%

800 106.68$               119.32$               12.64$           11.8%

1000 128.49$               146.02$               17.53$           13.6%

1200 150.30$               172.73$               22.43$           14.9%

1400 172.11$               199.43$               27.32$           15.9%

1600 193.92$               226.13$               32.21$           16.6%

1800 215.73$               252.84$               37.11$           17.2%

2000 237.54$               279.54$               42.00$           17.7%
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Q57. ARE THERE ANY OTHER RATE CLASSES THAT HAVE CHANGES WHICH 1

YOU WOULD LIKE TO HIGHLIGHT?2

A. No.3

Q58. HAVE YOU INCLUDED CLEAN AND REDLINED VERSIONS OF THE NEW 4

TARIFF?5

A. Yes, the clean version of the proposed tariff is included as Attachment MCB-2, and the 6

redlined version is included as Attachment MCB-3.7

8

XIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION9

Q59. PLEASE PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS.10

A. In summary, I recommend the IURC approve the following:11

1. The COSS as presented herein;12

2. The one-year rate plan with recommended class revenue targets; and13

3. Rate design as proposed for all customer classes.14

Q60. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?15

A. Yes.16
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VERIFICATION

I affirm under the penalties of perjury that the foregoing prefiled verified direct testimony 

is true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief as of the date here filed.

Mark C. Beauchamp
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Mark Beauchamp, CPA, CMA, MBA

Mark is the owner and current President of Utility Financial Solutions, a financial services firm 

that provides services to electric, water, wastewater and gas utilities.  Mark has provided these 

services internationally, over 40 US states, Canada, Guam, Barbados, Bermuda and Cayman 

Islands.  He is the instructor and developed the series of courses on utility financial planning 

and cost of service primarily focused on municipally owned utilities.  Mark taught courses 

through the Camp NARUC program offered by Michigan State University and is a frequent 

speaker at utility conferences around the United States.  Mark started Utility Financial 

Solutions, LLC in 2001 after developing the national consulting practice at Baker Tilly and 

working for a large municipal utility for 17 years.  Mark's background and experience is 

summarized below:

Education

 AAS Water Purification Technology

 ABA Business Administration

 BBA Accounting

 MBA Masters Degree in Business

Licenses and Qualifications
 Class “A” license in sanitary sewer treatment State of Michigan – Allowed license to

lapse

 Class F-4 license in water treatment from State of Michigan – Allowed license to lapse

 Certified Public Accountant in Wisconsin - Allowed license to lapse

 Certified Management Accountant – Institute Certified Management Accountants Active

Course Instructor

American Public Power Association

 Advanced Cost of Service Course

 Intermediate Cost of Service

 Basic Cost of Service

 Financial Planning for Municipal Utilities
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 Financial Planning for Board & Councils

Michigan State University

 Advanced Issues in Cost Allocation

 Retail Costing and Pricing of Electricity

 Wholesale Costing and Pricing of Electricity

Southwest American Water Works Association

 Water & Wastewater Cost of Service & Financial Planning

Nebraska Rural Electric Association

 Financial Planning and Rate Design for Electric Utilities

American Municipal Power (AMP)
 Financial Planning and Rate Designs for Electric Utilities

American Public Gas Association (APGA)

 Financial Planning and Key Financial Targets

 Cost of Service Basics

Expert Witness

 Detroit Edison vs. Ameritech – Provided expert witness services for Detroit Edison on 

development of Pole Attachment Rates for Ameritech

 Dayton Power & Light – Provided expert witness services on pole attachment rates. Case 

was resolved prior to hearing

 Coldwater Board of Public Works – Provide expert witness services on rate challenge by 

large industrial customer

 Westland, MI – Allocation of city provided services to water and wastewater departments

 Mackinaw, MI – Expert witness on rate disputes with hotels

 Highland Park, MI – Expert witness in rate dispute with Great Lakes Water Authority

 Kalamazoo Regional Authority – Expert witness services to Authority on methodology 

used to set water and wastewater rates by the City of Kalamazoo

 Smethport, PA – Provided deposition and responses to Pennsylvania Public Service 

Commission on Rate Filing for Smethport

 Bloomington, IN – Provided testimony and exhibits for the City on water rate study to 

the Indiana Public Service Commission
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 Anderson, IN – Provided testimony and exhibits for the City on water rate study to the 

Indiana Public Service Commission

Mediation Services

 Lyon Township, MI – Mediation for wastewater charges between Lyon Township & Lyon 

Wastewater

 Big Rapids, MI – Mediation for wastewater charges between City of Big Rapids and Two 

area Townships

 Alpena, MI – Mediation on water rates and charges between City of Alpena and Alpena 

Township

 St. Joe and Lincoln Township, MI – Mediation services on wastewater charges from the 

St. Joe Wastewater Treatment Facility

Cost of Service & Financial Planning Studies

Mark has been involved in the presentation, evaluation or updates of over 500 cost of service 

studies. Prior to starting his own consulting practice, he held a number of positions with one of 

the largest municipal systems in Michigan and a national consulting firm. Brief overviews of his 

responsibilities are listed below:

 Completed over 500 Cost of Service and Rate Design studies for Water, Wastewater, 

Electric, Gas and Telecommunication Utilities.

 Served as expert witness before regulatory agencies, governing bodies of municipal 

utilities and State Legislators

 Served as expert witness for investor-owned utility on pole attachments

Industry Involvement

 Member of the American Public Power Association

 Member of the American Water Works Association

 Member of the Institute of Management Accountants

 Speaker at national conferences on Financial Planning for Municipal Utilities, Pricing 

for Water Utilities, Pricing Fiber Optic backbone systems, Unbundling Electric Rates, 

and Ways to Attract and Retain Customers
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 Author of articles appearing in national magazines and newsletters regarding 

pricing fiber optics, unbundling electric rates, and designing water rates

 Served on the Pricing and Market Analysis Committee, Task Force on Competitive Rate 

Designs, and Task Force on Open-Access Transmission Tariffs through the American 

Public Power Association

Client List

Electric Clients
Electric Financial Services

1 Ainsworth NE - KBR Rural Public Power Dst 57 Harbor Springs MI 113 Orrville OH

2 Albemarle NC 58 Haskins OH 114 Owatonna MN
3 Algona IA 59 Heber City UT 115 Painesville OH

4 AMP - American Municipal Power, Inc. OH 60 Hertford NC 116 Paw Paw Village MI

5 Apex NC 61 Highland IL 117 Perennial Power District NE
6 APPA 62 Holland BPW MI 118 Petoskey MI

7 Ashland OR 63 Hope AR 119 Philippi WV
8 Austin Energy TX 64 Hope Enterprise Corporation 120 Plainview NE

9 Austin MN 65 Howard Greeley NE 121 Platte River CO

10 Ayden NC 66 Hubbard OH 122 Polk County Public Power District NE
11 Barbados 67 Hudson OH 123 Poplar Bluff MO

12 Battle River REA - Camrose AB Canada 68 Huntersville NC 124 Rancho Cucamonga CA
13 Bay City MI 69 Hurricane UT 125 Rantoul IL

14 Bedford VA 70 Hutchinson MN 126 Richmond IN

15 Belmont MA 71 Imperial CA - IID 127 Riverside CA

16 Benton AR 72 Indiana Municipal Power Agency 128 Rochelle IL

17 Bermuda 73 Jasper IN 129 Rochester MN
18 Blanding UT 74 Kennett MO 130 Rock Falls IL

19 Boulder CO 75 Kerrville TX 131 Roseville CA

20 Brainerd MN 76 Keys Energy Services FL 132 Santee Cooper SC
21 Bryan OH 77 Knoxville TN 133 Scotland Neck NC

22 Burt County Public Power District NE 78 Lake Worth FL 134 Selma NC

23 Butler Public Power District NE 79 Lansing MI 135 Seville OH
24 Cedar Falls IA 80 Lewes DE 136 Shasta Lake CA

25 Cedar- Knox NE 81 Lexington NC 137 Shelby NC
26 Charlevoix MI 82 Lincoln NE - MEAN - NMPP 138 Shelby OH

27 Chaska MN 83 Linden IN - Tipmont REMC 139 Sikeston MO

28 Clallam County WA 84 Lodi OH 140 Sitka AK

29 Cleveland Public Power OH 85 Los Alamos NM 141 Smithfield NC

30 CMEEC 86 Louisburg NC 142 Smyrna DE
31 Coffeyville KS 87 Loup Valleys NE 143 South Bend Hydro

32 Coldwater MI 88 Loveland CO 144 South River NJ

33 Colorado Springs CO 89 Lowell MI 145 South San Joaquin Irrigation District CA
34 Columbia MO 90 Manassas VA 146 Southern Public Power District NE

35 Columbia TN 91 Marquette MI 147 St. Louis MI

36 Conway AR 92 Martinsville VA 148 Stanton NE
37 Cornhusker NE 93 Mascoutah IL 149 Stillwater OK

38 Custer Public Power District NE 94 McMinnville OR 150 Sturgis MI
39 Cuyahoga Falls OH 95 Merced Irrigation District CA 151 Tahlequah OK

40 Danville VA 96 Milford DE 152 Traverse City MI

41 East Norwalk CT 97 Milltown NJ 153 Turlock CA
42 Easton MD 98 Mishawaka IN 154 Twin Valleys NE

43 Elkhorn NE 99 Missouri River Energy Services SD 155 UAMPS
44 Energy Northwest - Richland WA 100 Murfreesboro TN 156 UPPCO MI

45 Farmville NC 101 Naperville IL 157 Wadsworth OH
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46 Fort Collins CO 102 Nashville TN 158 Wagoner OK
47 Front Royal VA 103 New Carlisle IN 159 Walkerton IN

48 Fulton County REMC - Rochester IN 104 New Castle DE 160 Washington City NC
49 Gastonia NC 105 Newberry SC 161 Washington City UT

50 Georgetown Utility Systems TX 106 Newton Falls OH 162 Watertown SD

51 Grand Haven MI 107 Niles MI 163 Waverly IA
52 GRDA - Grand River Dam Authority OK 108 Niles OH 164 Westerville OH

53 Groton CT 109 Niobrara Valley NE 165 Westfield MA

54 Guam 110 North Attleborough MA 166 Winnetka IL

55 Hamilton NC 111 North Central Public Power District NE 167 WPPI Energy

56 Hannibal MO 112 North Little Rock AR 168 Zeeland BPW MI
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Water and Wastewater Clients
Wastewater Water

1 Albion MI 1 Austin MN

2 Baldwin MI 2 Bay City MI

3 Bay City MI 3 Beaverton MI

4 Beaverton MI 4 Belding MI

5 Bedford Charter Twp MI 5 Benton AR

6 Belding MI 6 Brainerd MN

7 Benton AR 7 Bruce Township MI

8 Big Rapids MI 8 Cedar Falls IA

9 Brainerd City MN 9 Charlevoix MI

10 Brainerd MN 10 Chaska MN

11 Bruce Township MI 11 Clarksburg WV
12 Cadillac MI 12 Coldwater MI
13 Charlevoix MI 13 Coloma MI

14 Chaska MN 14 Columbia MO

15 Coldwater MI 15 Columbia TN

16 Commerce Township MI 16 Commerce Township MI

17 Covert Township MI 17 Danville VA

18 Danville VA 18 Emmett Township MI

19 Grand Haven Township MI 19 Frankenmuth Township MI

20 Groton CT 20 Grand Haven Township MI

21 Harbor Springs MI 21 Grand Traverse County MI

22 Harrison MI 22 Hannibal MO
23 Haskins OH 23 Harbor Springs MI
24 Holland BPW MI 24 Harrison OH

25 Holland Township MI 25 Holland BPW MI

26 Hopkins MI 26 Holland Township MI

27 Howell MI 27 Hope AR

28 Kalamazoo MI 28 Howell MI

29 Kennett MO 29 Imperial CA - IID

30 Lewes DE 30 Kalamazoo MI

31 Lincoln Charter Township MI 31 Kennett MO

32 Ludington MI 32 Lewes DE

33 Lyon Township MI 33 Ludington MI
34 Macomb County MI 34 Macomb Township MI
35 Manassas VA 35 Manassas VA

36 Milwaukie OR 36 McMinnville OR

37 Muskegon MI 37 Milwaukie OR

38 Newberry SC 38 New Castle DE

39 Niles MI 39 Newberry SC

40 Niles OH 40 Niles MI

41 Northville Township MI 41 Niles OH

42 Paw Paw Township MI 42 North Muskegon MI

43 Pentwater MI 43 Northville Township MI

44 Poplar Bluff MO 44 Oakland Township MI
45 Rantoul IL 45 Owatonna MN

46 Ray Township MI 46 Pentwater MI
47 Rock Falls IL 47 Poplar Bluff MO

48 Saranac MI 48 Rantoul IL

49 Sikeston MO 49 Rochester MN

50 Smyrna DE 50 Rock Falls IL

51 Sturgis MI 51 Sikeston MO

52 Union City MI 52 Smyrna DE

53 Wagoner OK 53 Sturgis MI

54 Washington Township MI 54 Wagoner OK

55 Westland MI 55 Washington Township MI
56 Wixom MI 56 Watertown SD

57 York NE 57 Westland MI
58 Zeeland City of MI 58 Wixom MI

59 York NE

60 Zeeland City of MI
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule RS 
(Residential Service)

Availability of Service
Available for residential electric service through one meter to individual residential customers in 
an individual residence or apartment and for single phase farm service when supplied through the 
farm residence meter.

Character of Service 
Single phase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at one standard secondary voltage of 120 volts 2 wire, 
120/208 volts 3 wire, or 120/240 volts 3 wire as designated by the Utility.

Rate*

Customer Charge $12.50 per meter per month Energy Charge:
For the first 500 kWh $0.13352 per kWh
For all kWh above 500 kWh $0.13352 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge.

Special Terms and Conditions 
This rate schedule is available for single phase service only. Where three phase service is
required and/or where motors or heating equipment are used for commercial or industrial
purposes, the applicable rate schedule will apply to such service.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

Deleted: 9.86

Deleted: 0.102243

Deleted: 0.083090
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule GS
(General Service)

Availability of Service 
Available for electric service through one meter for light and/or power purposes.

Character of Service 
Standard single phase and/or polyphase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at one standard utility 
voltage of 120 to 480 volts or at a higher standard utility voltage if available and requested by 
Customer. Utility will indicate the voltage and type of service available and appropriate for the
Customer’s requirements.

Rate*

Single Phase Service
Customer Charge $18.00 per meter per month

Energy Charge:
For the first 1,000 kWh $0.12949 per kWh
For all kWh above 1,000 kWh $0.12949 per kWh

Three Phase Service
Customer Charge $38.00 per meter per month

Energy Charge:
For the first 2,000 kWh $0.12587 per kWh
For all kWh above 2,000 kWh $0.12587 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge.

Special Terms and Conditions 
A minimum term of service may be required for service under this rate schedule.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

Deleted: 13.31

Deleted: 0.099793

Deleted: 0.085112

Deleted: 31.55

Deleted: 0.104851

Deleted: 0.090101
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule SP
(Small Power Service)

Availability of Service 
Available for electric power service through one meter to any customer where three phase 
service is required.

Character of Service 
Three phase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at one standard utility voltage of 120 to 480 volts or at 
a higher standard utility voltage if available and requested by Customer. Utility will indicate the 
voltage and type of service available and appropriate for the Customer’s requirements.

Rate*
Customer Charge $60.00 per meter per month
Maximum Load Charge $22.00 per kW for all kW

Energy Charge:
For the first 200 hours use
Of the Billing Maximum Load $0.06047 per kWh 
For all over 200 hours use

Of the Billing Maximum Load $0.05867 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge plus the Maximum
Load Charge.

Determination of Maximum Load and Measurement of Energy 
Billing Maximum Load in kW shall be taken each month as the highest registration in kilowatts 
during the month by a 15-minute integrating or thermal type demand meter or indicator. Energy 
will be measured by suitable integrating instruments.

For billing purposes, the Billing Maximum Load shall be the greater of the maximum load 
occurring during the month or twenty (20) kW.

Special Terms and Conditions 

A minimum term of service may be required for service under this rate schedule.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

Deleted: 49.30

Deleted: 17.47

Deleted: 0.04841

Deleted: 0.04697
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule LP 
(Large Power Service)

Availability of Service 
Available to any customer where three phase service is required. Applicant must be located 
adjacent to a transmission or distribution line having adequate capacity for the Customer’s 
requirements.

Rate*
Customer Charge $170.00 per meter per month
Maximum Load Charge $24.00 per kVA for all kVA

Energy Charge $0.05144 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge plus the Maximum Load Charge.

Determination of Maximum Load and Measurement of Energy 
Billing Maximum Load in kVA shall be taken each month as the highest registration in kilowatts 
during the month by a 15-minute integrating or thermal type demand meter or indicator divided 
by the average lagging power factor established during the month corrected to the nearest kVA. 

Energy will be measured by suitable integrating instruments.

For billing purposes, the Billing Maximum Load shall be the greater of the maximum load 
occurring during the month or one hundred (100) kVA.

Bills computed under this rate schedule will be modified by credits as follows:

A. Delivery Voltage
When the measurement of energy is made at the primary voltage of the transmission or 
distribution line used to supply the customer, the maximum load and energy charges will be 
multiplied by 0.98.

B. Equipment Supplied by Customer
When the customer furnishes and maintains the complete substation equipment including any
and all transformers, switches and/or other apparatus necessary to take his entire service at the 
primary voltage of the transmission or distribution line from which service is received, a credit of 
$0.296 per kVA of billing maximum load will be applied to each billing.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

Deleted: 98.60

Deleted: 17.038

Deleted: 0.034510
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule LP
(Large Power Service)

(Continued)

Off-Peak Service 

Those customers with a maximum load of not less than 500 kVA may be served on the basis that 
their main use of their service will be during the following Off-Peak Periods:

Off-Peak periods shall be all house between 9:00 P.M. and 9:00 A.M., local time, Monday
through Friday, and all hours of the day on Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Legal
holidays shall include New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day,
Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day.

For billing purposes, the Billing Maximum Load shall be the greater of:
The maximum load occurring during the On-Peak periods of the month;
Forty-nine and ninety-five hundreds percent (49.95%) of the maximum load occurring 
during the Off-Peak periods of the month; or
Five hundred (500) kVA.

Off-Peak Rate:*
Monthly Charge $170.00 

Energy Charge: $0.05352 

Maximum Load Charge (min = 100kW) $24.00

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge plus the Maximum Load Charge.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

Term of Service 
Service arrangements under this rate schedule will be made for an initial term of not less than 
one (1) year with a longer term if specified in a contract between the Customer and the Utility.

Special Terms and Conditions 
Service under this rate schedule normally will be supplied through one metering installation. 
Where the Customer is served from two (2) delivery points to the same plant or location at 
primary or transmission voltage, the meter readings may be totalized for billing. However, the 
Monthly Service Charge will apply for each metering point.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule IP
(Industrial Power Service)

Availability of Service 
Available to any customer where three-phase primary service is required and monthly billing 
demands exceed 10,000 kVA. Applicant must be located adjacent to a transmission or
distribution line having adequate capacity for the customer’s requirements.

Rate*
Monthly Service Charge $250.00 per metering point per month
Distribution Demand Charge $6.56 per Maximum kVA
Billed Demand Charge $28.44 per kW for all kW

Energy Charge $0.04387 per kWh

Determination of Distribution Demand 
The Distribution Demand shall be equivalent to the Maximum Load. The Maximum Load in
kVA shall be taken each month as the highest registration in kilowatts during the month by a 15-
minute integrating or thermal type demand meter or indicator divided by the average lagging 
power factor established during the month corrected to the nearest kVA. Energy will be 
measured by suitable integrating instruments.

For billing purposes, the Maximum Load shall be the greater of the maximum load occurring
during the month or ten thousand (10,000) kVA.

Determination of Billed Demand 
The Billed Demand shall be measured by suitable recording instruments provided by Anderson 
Municipal Light & Power, and in any month, the Billed Demand shall be the 60-minute 
integrated kW demand occurring in the same 60-minute interval and on the same day of each 
month as the 60-minute integrated demand that will be used by the Indiana Municipal Power 
Agency to bill Anderson Municipal Light & Power.

Term of Service 
Service arrangements under this rate schedule will be made for an initial term of not less than 
one (1) year with a longer term if specified in a contract between the Customer and the Utility.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule IP
(Industrial Power Service)

(Continued)

Special Terms and Conditions 
Service under this rate schedule normally will be supplied through one metering installation. 
Where Customer is served from two (2) or more delivery points to the same plant or location at 
primary voltage, the meter readings may be totalized for billing. However, the Monthly Service 
Charge will apply for each metering point.

Customer shall furnish, own, and maintain, at his own expense, the complete substation structure 
and equipment, including switches and protective equipment, transformers and other apparatus, 
any or all of which is necessary for Customer to take service at the standard primary voltage 
selected by the Utility. The Utility will, however, furnish, own, operate, and maintain all 
necessary metering equipment. Failure of a customer to provide proper maintenance on facilities 
described hereinabove which results in premature equipment failure and/or interruption to the 
Utility’s other customers shall be considered negligent and the Utility may require the Customer 
to install protective equipment as specified by the company in order to provide the necessary 
protection and isolation.

All wiring, pole lines, wires, and other electrical equipment and apparatus located beyond point 
of connection of Customer’s service lines with the lines of the Utility are considered the 
distribution system of Customer and shall be furnished, owned, and maintained by Customer, 
except in the case of metering equipment and other equipment incidental to the rendering of 
service, if any, that is furnished, owned and maintained by the Utility, and installed beyond point 
of connection.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule CL
(Constant Load Service)

Availability of Service 
Available to customers with loads of a constant demand and an operating at uniform
load factor.

Character of Service 
Single phase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at one standard secondary voltage of 120 volts 2 wire, 
120/208 volts 3 wire, or 120/240 volt 3 wire as designated by the Utility.

Rate*
Customer Charge $9.86 per meter per month
Energy Charge $0.10418 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge.

Determination of Energy 
Connected load as determined in wattage input by the Utility shall be totaled, multiplied by the 
average monthly hours, use and billed at the above rate.

Special Terms and Conditions 
The customer shall furnish and install all equipment except one span of overhead conductors to 
take service under this rate schedule with Utility inspection and approval. Any change in load or 
location shall be approved in writing by the Utility. If the Utility must install new facilities or 
relocate existing facilities for the customer to take service under this rate schedule, the customer 
will pay in advance the cost of all such work.

Service will be available under this rate schedule for the operation of CATV distribution line 
power supply equipment and traffic signals. For the purposes of billing, each customer’s 
determined energy at each location will be totaled for service under this rate schedule.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

Deleted: 0.061102
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule SL
(Municipal Street Lighting Service)

Availability of Service 
Available to the City of Anderson for lighting on streets and highways for all street lighting 
installations prior to the date of the Order in IURC Cause No. 43411.

Character of Service 
Single phase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at any standard voltage as designated by the Utility.

Rate*
Fixed Charges:

Rate per Lamp
Type of Lamp Per Month

Traffic Signals $227.00
INDOT I-69 & MLK South Side $  58.00
City LED Lights   $    6,431 
Municipal Street Lights $  23,304 
Shadyside Walk Path $    1,134 

Special Decorative Lighting:
Anderson University - 117 Watt LED1 $18.734
Anderson University - 117 Watt LED2 $34.510
Meridian Street – 117 Watt LED $27.608

Rate Schedule SL
(Municipal Street Lighting Service)

Energy Charge (all lighting kWh) $0.12997 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Fixed Charge.

Installation After the Date of the Order
For all street light installations after the date of the Order, the applicable rate for each such new 
installation will be determined on the basis of the size and type of lamp, the type of standard, and 
the type of service whether overhead or underground.

Hours of Service 
Service under this rate schedule is available only during the hours each day between sunset and 
sunrise. Daytime use of energy will be for the sole purpose of testing and maintaining the 
system.

Deleted: Ornamental Fixture and Pole: ¶
100 Watt Sodium Vapor $23.418¶
150 Watt Sodium Vapor $17.452¶
250 Watt Sodium Vapor $19.326¶
400 Watt Sodium Vapor $20.706¶
175 Watt Mercury Vapor $28.841¶
175 Watt Metal Halide $29.087¶
250 Watt Metal Halide $22.875¶
400 Watt Metal Halide $12.572¶
¶
Fixture on Existing Utility Pole: ¶
100 Watt Sodium Vapor $4.437¶
150 Watt Sodium Vapor $4.684¶
250 Watt Sodium Vapor $5.423¶
400 Watt Sodium Vapor $6.90¶

Deleted: Martin L. King St. – 400 W Sodium
Vapor $12.325¶
Hoosier Park – 400 Watt Metal Halide $7.099¶

Deleted: 0.04930

M. Beauchamp Testimony - Cause No. 46397
Attachment MCB-2 - Page 9 of 12



ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

1 Anderson University Lighting. Equipment and installation paid through Federal Funds. Maintenance supplied by 
AML&P.
2 Anderson University Lighting. Equipment and installation paid by AML&P. Maintenance supplied by AML&P.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule OL
(Outdoor Lighting Service)

Availability of Service 
Available for continuous year round service for outdoor lighting to any customer located 
adjacent to an electric distribution line of Utility that is adequate and suitable for supplying the 
service requested.

Character of Service 
Dusk to dawn outdoor lighting service using lamps available under this rate schedule, when 
mounted on an existing utility pole and including one span of secondary conductors.

Rate*
Fixed Charges:

Type of Lamp Per Month Rate per Lamp
175 Watt Mercury Vapor $ 
1000 Watt Metal Halide $18.63
100 Watt Sodium Vapor $ 8.47
150 Watt Sodium Vapor $ 9.17
250 Watt Sodium Vapor $ 11.29
400 Watt Sodium Vapor $16.23
Pole Charge $  2.82 
Constant Load $0.10418 

Energy Charge: $0.07056 per kWh

When Utility is required to install a wood pole to provide the Customer with Outdoor Lighting 
Service, Customer shall be required to pay $1.972 per month in addition to the above charges.
Minimum Charge 

The minimum monthly charge shall be the Fixed Charge.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

Deleted: 6.902

Deleted: 250 Watt Metal Halide $11.339¶
400 Watt Metal Halide $12.325¶

Deleted: 13.015

Deleted: 60 Watt LED $12.572¶

Deleted: 5.916

Deleted: 6.409

Deleted: 7.888

Deleted: 11.339

Deleted: 0.04930
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule OL
(Outdoor Lighting Service)

(Continued)
Additional Facilities 
When facilities not provided for in the above charges are required for installation
of lamp, Customer will pay in advance of installation the cost of such facilities required to
supply service from the most suitable existing pole of Utility to the point designated by
Customer for the installation of lamp.

Hours of Lighting 
All lamps shall burn nominally one-half hour after sunset and until one-half hour before sunrise 
each day of the year, approximately 4,000 hours per annum.

Ownership of System 
All facilities installed by Utility for service hereunder, including fixtures, controls, poles, 
transformers, secondary lines, lamps and other appurtenances shall be owned and maintained by 
Utility. All service and necessary maintenance shall be performed only during regularly 
scheduled working house of Utility. Non-operative lamps will normally be restored to service 
within two (2) working days after notification by the customer.

Contracts  
A contract with an initial minimum term of 1 year for service on existing poles and 3 years for 
service where new poles must be set will be required for service under this rate schedule. Longer 
contracts may be required where taller than normal poles must be installed or when poles must 
be set by hand and other special installation requirements.

Special Terms and Conditions 
When a customer requests that a lamp be mounted on customer’s pole or a pole be installed on 
customer’s property, the customer shall waive any claim for damages caused by the installation 
and/or removal of lamp and pole.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule RS 
(Residential Service)

Availability of Service
Available for residential electric service through one meter to individual residential customers in 
an individual residence or apartment and for single phase farm service when supplied through the 
farm residence meter.

Character of Service 
Single phase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at one standard secondary voltage of 120 volts 2 wire, 
120/208 volts 3 wire, or 120/240 volts 3 wire as designated by the Utility.

Rate*
Customer Charge $12.50 per meter per month 

Energy Charge:
For the first 500 kWh $0.13352 per kWh
For all kWh above 500 kWh $0.13352 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge.

Special Terms and Conditions 
This rate schedule is available for single phase service only. Where three phase service is
required and/or where motors or heating equipment are used for commercial or industrial
purposes, the applicable rate schedule will apply to such service.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule GS
(General Service)

Availability of Service 
Available for electric service through one meter for light and/or power purposes.

Character of Service 
Standard single phase and/or polyphase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at one standard utility 
voltage of 120 to 480 volts or at a higher standard utility voltage if available and requested by 
Customer. Utility will indicate the voltage and type of service available and appropriate for the
Customer’s requirements.

Rate*

Single Phase Service
Customer Charge $18.00 per meter per month

Energy Charge:
For the first 1,000 kWh $0.12949 per kWh
For all kWh above 1,000 kWh $0.12949 per kWh

Three Phase Service
Customer Charge $38.00 per meter per month

Energy Charge:
For the first 2,000 kWh $0.12587 per kWh
For all kWh above 2,000 kWh $0.12587 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge.

Special Terms and Conditions 
A minimum term of service may be required for service under this rate schedule.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule SP
(Small Power Service)

Availability of Service 
Available for electric power service through one meter to any customer where three phase 
service is required.

Character of Service 
Three phase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at one standard utility voltage of 120 to 480 volts or at 
a higher standard utility voltage if available and requested by Customer. Utility will indicate the 
voltage and type of service available and appropriate for the Customer’s requirements.

Rate*
Customer Charge $60.00 per meter per month
Maximum Load Charge $22.00 per kW for all kW

Energy Charge:
For the first 200 hours use
Of the Billing Maximum Load $0.06047 per kWh 
For all over 200 hours use

Of the Billing Maximum Load $0.05867 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge plus the Maximum
Load Charge.

Determination of Maximum Load and Measurement of Energy 
Billing Maximum Load in kW shall be taken each month as the highest registration in kilowatts 
during the month by a 15-minute integrating or thermal type demand meter or indicator. Energy 
will be measured by suitable integrating instruments.

For billing purposes, the Billing Maximum Load shall be the greater of the maximum load 
occurring during the month or twenty (20) kW.

Special Terms and Conditions 

A minimum term of service may be required for service under this rate schedule.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule LP 
(Large Power Service)

Availability of Service 
Available to any customer where three phase service is required. Applicant must be located 
adjacent to a transmission or distribution line having adequate capacity for the Customer’s 
requirements.

Rate*
Customer Charge $170.00 per meter per month
Maximum Load Charge $24.00 per kVA for all kVA

Energy Charge $0.05144 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge plus the Maximum Load Charge.

Determination of Maximum Load and Measurement of Energy 
Billing Maximum Load in kVA shall be taken each month as the highest registration in kilowatts 
during the month by a 15-minute integrating or thermal type demand meter or indicator divided 
by the average lagging power factor established during the month corrected to the nearest kVA. 

Energy will be measured by suitable integrating instruments.

For billing purposes, the Billing Maximum Load shall be the greater of the maximum load 
occurring during the month or one hundred (100) kVA.

Bills computed under this rate schedule will be modified by credits as follows:

A. Delivery Voltage
When the measurement of energy is made at the primary voltage of the transmission or 
distribution line used to supply the customer, the maximum load and energy charges will be 
multiplied by 0.98.

B. Equipment Supplied by Customer
When the customer furnishes and maintains the complete substation equipment including any
and all transformers, switches and/or other apparatus necessary to take his entire service at the 
primary voltage of the transmission or distribution line from which service is received, a credit of 
$0.296 per kVA of billing maximum load will be applied to each billing.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule LP
(Large Power Service)

(Continued)

Off-Peak Service 

Those customers with a maximum load of not less than 500 kVA may be served on the basis that 
their main use of their service will be during the following Off-Peak Periods:

Off-Peak periods shall be all house between 9:00 P.M. and 9:00 A.M., local time, Monday
through Friday, and all hours of the day on Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Legal
holidays shall include New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day,
Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day.

For billing purposes, the Billing Maximum Load shall be the greater of:
The maximum load occurring during the On-Peak periods of the month;
Forty-nine and ninety-five hundreds percent (49.95%) of the maximum load occurring 
during the Off-Peak periods of the month; or
Five hundred (500) kVA.

Off-Peak Rate:*
Monthly Charge $170.00 

Energy Charge: $0.05352 

Maximum Load Charge (min = 100kW) $24.00

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge plus the Maximum Load Charge.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

Term of Service 
Service arrangements under this rate schedule will be made for an initial term of not less than 
one (1) year with a longer term if specified in a contract between the Customer and the Utility.

Special Terms and Conditions 
Service under this rate schedule normally will be supplied through one metering installation. 
Where the Customer is served from two (2) delivery points to the same plant or location at 
primary or transmission voltage, the meter readings may be totalized for billing. However, the 
Monthly Service Charge will apply for each metering point.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule IP
(Industrial Power Service)

Availability of Service 
Available to any customer where three-phase primary service is required and monthly billing 
demands exceed 10,000 kVA. Applicant must be located adjacent to a transmission or
distribution line having adequate capacity for the customer’s requirements.

Rate*
Monthly Service Charge $250.00 per metering point per month
Distribution Demand Charge $6.56 per Maximum kVA
Billed Demand Charge $28.44 per kW for all kW

Energy Charge $0.04387 per kWh

Determination of Distribution Demand 
The Distribution Demand shall be equivalent to the Maximum Load. The Maximum Load in
kVA shall be taken each month as the highest registration in kilowatts during the month by a 15-
minute integrating or thermal type demand meter or indicator divided by the average lagging 
power factor established during the month corrected to the nearest kVA. Energy will be 
measured by suitable integrating instruments.

For billing purposes, the Maximum Load shall be the greater of the maximum load occurring
during the month or ten thousand (10,000) kVA.

Determination of Billed Demand 
The Billed Demand shall be measured by suitable recording instruments provided by Anderson 
Municipal Light & Power, and in any month, the Billed Demand shall be the 60-minute 
integrated kW demand occurring in the same 60-minute interval and on the same day of each 
month as the 60-minute integrated demand that will be used by the Indiana Municipal Power 
Agency to bill Anderson Municipal Light & Power.

Term of Service 
Service arrangements under this rate schedule will be made for an initial term of not less than 
one (1) year with a longer term if specified in a contract between the Customer and the Utility.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule IP
(Industrial Power Service)

(Continued)

Special Terms and Conditions 
Service under this rate schedule normally will be supplied through one metering installation. 
Where Customer is served from two (2) or more delivery points to the same plant or location at 
primary voltage, the meter readings may be totalized for billing. However, the Monthly Service 
Charge will apply for each metering point.

Customer shall furnish, own, and maintain, at his own expense, the complete substation structure 
and equipment, including switches and protective equipment, transformers and other apparatus, 
any or all of which is necessary for Customer to take service at the standard primary voltage 
selected by the Utility. The Utility will, however, furnish, own, operate, and maintain all 
necessary metering equipment. Failure of a customer to provide proper maintenance on facilities 
described hereinabove which results in premature equipment failure and/or interruption to the 
Utility’s other customers shall be considered negligent and the Utility may require the Customer 
to install protective equipment as specified by the company in order to provide the necessary 
protection and isolation.

All wiring, pole lines, wires, and other electrical equipment and apparatus located beyond point 
of connection of Customer’s service lines with the lines of the Utility are considered the 
distribution system of Customer and shall be furnished, owned, and maintained by Customer, 
except in the case of metering equipment and other equipment incidental to the rendering of 
service, if any, that is furnished, owned and maintained by the Utility, and installed beyond point 
of connection.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule CL
(Constant Load Service)

Availability of Service 
Available to customers with loads of a constant demand and an operating at uniform
load factor.

Character of Service 
Single phase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at one standard secondary voltage of 120 volts 2 wire, 
120/208 volts 3 wire, or 120/240 volt 3 wire as designated by the Utility.

Rate*
Customer Charge $9.86 per meter per month
Energy Charge $0.10418 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Customer Charge.

Determination of Energy 
Connected load as determined in wattage input by the Utility shall be totaled, multiplied by the 
average monthly hours, use and billed at the above rate.

Special Terms and Conditions 
The customer shall furnish and install all equipment except one span of overhead conductors to 
take service under this rate schedule with Utility inspection and approval. Any change in load or 
location shall be approved in writing by the Utility. If the Utility must install new facilities or 
relocate existing facilities for the customer to take service under this rate schedule, the customer 
will pay in advance the cost of all such work.

Service will be available under this rate schedule for the operation of CATV distribution line 
power supply equipment and traffic signals. For the purposes of billing, each customer’s 
determined energy at each location will be totaled for service under this rate schedule.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule SL
(Municipal Street Lighting Service)

Availability of Service 
Available to the City of Anderson for lighting on streets and highways for all street lighting 
installations prior to the date of the Order in IURC Cause No. 43411.

Character of Service 
Single phase alternating current, 60 Hertz, at any standard voltage as designated by the Utility.

Rate*
Fixed Charges:

Rate per Lamp
Type of Lamp Per Month

Traffic Signals $227.00
INDOT I-69 & MLK South Side $  58.00
City LED Lights   $    6,431 
Municipal Street Lights $  23,304 
Shadyside Walk Path $    1,134 

Special Decorative Lighting:
Anderson University - 117 Watt LED1 $18.734
Anderson University - 117 Watt LED2 $34.510
Meridian Street – 117 Watt LED $27.608

R
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

ate Schedule SL
(Municipal Street Lighting Service)

Energy Charge (all lighting kWh) $0.12997 per kWh

Minimum Charge 
The minimum monthly charge shall be the Fixed Charge.

Installation After the Date of the Order
For all street light installations after the date of the Order, the applicable rate for each such new 
installation will be determined on the basis of the size and type of lamp, the type of standard, and 
the type of service whether overhead or underground.

Hours of Service 
Service under this rate schedule is available only during the hours each day between sunset and 
sunrise. Daytime use of energy will be for the sole purpose of testing and maintaining the 
system.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.

1 Anderson University Lighting. Equipment and installation paid through Federal Funds. Maintenance supplied by 
AML&P.

2 Anderson University Lighting. Equipment and installation paid by AML&P. Maintenance supplied by AML&P.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule OL
(Outdoor Lighting Service)

Availability of Service 
Available for continuous year round service for outdoor lighting to any customer located 
adjacent to an electric distribution line of Utility that is adequate and suitable for supplying the 
service requested.

Character of Service 
Dusk to dawn outdoor lighting service using lamps available under this rate schedule, when 
mounted on an existing utility pole and including one span of secondary conductors.

Rate*
Fixed Charges:

Type of Lamp Per Month Rate per Lamp
175 Watt Mercury Vapor $ 
1000 Watt Metal Halide $18.63
100 Watt Sodium Vapor $ 8.47
150 Watt Sodium Vapor $ 9.17
250 Watt Sodium Vapor $ 11.29
400 Watt Sodium Vapor $16.23
Pole Charge $  2.82 
Constant Load $0.10418 

Energy Charge: $0.07056 per kWh

When Utility is required to install a wood pole to provide the Customer with Outdoor Lighting 
Service, Customer shall be required to pay $1.972 per month in addition to the above charges.
Minimum Charge 

The minimum monthly charge shall be the Fixed Charge.

*Subject to the provisions of Appendix A and B.
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ANDERSON MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

Issued by:
Effective Date:

Rate Schedule OL
(Outdoor Lighting Service)

(Continued)

Additional Facilities 
When facilities not provided for in the above charges are required for installation
of lamp, Customer will pay in advance of installation the cost of such facilities required to
supply service from the most suitable existing pole of Utility to the point designated by
Customer for the installation of lamp.

Hours of Lighting 
All lamps shall burn nominally one-half hour after sunset and until one-half hour before sunrise 
each day of the year, approximately 4,000 hours per annum.

Ownership of System 
All facilities installed by Utility for service hereunder, including fixtures, controls, poles, 
transformers, secondary lines, lamps and other appurtenances shall be owned and maintained by 
Utility. All service and necessary maintenance shall be performed only during regularly 
scheduled working house of Utility. Non-operative lamps will normally be restored to service 
within two (2) working days after notification by the customer.

Contracts  
A contract with an initial minimum term of 1 year for service on existing poles and 3 years for 
service where new poles must be set will be required for service under this rate schedule. Longer 
contracts may be required where taller than normal poles must be installed or when poles must 
be set by hand and other special installation requirements.

Special Terms and Conditions 
When a customer requests that a lamp be mounted on customer’s pole or a pole be installed on 
customer’s property, the customer shall waive any claim for damages caused by the installation 
and/or removal of lamp and pole.
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