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I. Introduction of Witness 1 

Q. What is your name, title and business address? 2 

A. My name is Alan C. Heintz.  I am a Vice President of Brown, Williams, Moorhead & 3 

Quinn, Inc. (“BWMQ”).  My business address is 1155 15th Street, NW, Suite 400, 4 

Washington, DC 20005. 5 

Q. Are you the same Alan C. Heintz who provided direct and supplemental direct 6 

testimony in this proceeding? 7 

A. Yes.  My direct testimony is ComEd Ex. 15.0 REV and my supplemental direct 8 

testimony is ComEd Ex. 22.0 REV.   In these two sets of direct testimony, I sponsored 9 

two versions of ComEd’s Embedded Cost of Service Study (“ECOSS”) – ComEd Ex. 10 

15.1 and ComEd Ex. 22.1, respectively. 11 

Q. What are the purposes of your rate design rebuttal testimony? 12 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to present three revised versions of ComEd’s ECOSS: 13 

a. ComEd Ex. 51.1 – a revised version of ComEd Ex. 15.1, the ECOSS proposed by 14 

ComEd; 15 

b. ComEd Ex. 51.2 – a revised version of ComEd Ex. 22.1, an exemplar ECOSS; 16 

c. ComEd Ex. 51.3 – a revised version of the ECOSS ComEd prepared and 17 

submitted in response to an interrogatory by the Illinois Industrial Energy 18 

Consumers (“IIEC”) Data Request 7.01, an alternative exemplar ECOSS. 19 

I will also present an additional exhibit, ComEd Ex. 51.4 that summarizes the 20 

distribution of the revenue requirement among classes occasioned by these various 21 

versions of ECOSS. 22 
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I will address that portion of the direct testimony of IIEC witness Robert R. 23 

Stephens where he proposes a change in the methodology that ECOSS employs to 24 

allocate the Illinois Electric Distribution Tax (“IEDT”).  25 

Finally, I will briefly address the direct testimony of ICC Staff witness Philip 26 

Rukosuev regarding the functionalization of general and intangible plant in ECOSS. 27 

II. Describe ComEd’s Revised ECOSSs 28 

Q. Please discuss the change in the overall revenue requirement affecting all three 29 

revisions to ECOSS. 30 

A. In her rebuttal testimony, ComEd Ex. 29.0, Kathryn M. Houtsma revises downward 31 

ComEd’s overall revenue requirement.  The new revenue requirement -- $2,295,006,000 32 

– is approximately $42.2 million or 1.8% less than the originally-requested revenue 33 

requirement that was embodied in prior three ECOSS versions noted above.  To 34 

accommodate this relatively small reduction in revenue requirement, on each of the three 35 

revised ECOSS, I have adjusted the “Revenue Adjustment Factor” on Schedule 2a, to 36 

allocate among classes the updated revenue requirement sponsored by Ms. Houtsma.  37 

This adjustment factor is shown at line 190 of Schedule 2a on ComEd Ex. 51.1 and at 38 

line 217 on ComEd Exs. 51.2 and 51.3. 39 

Q. Please describe the changes that were made to ECOSS presented in ComEd Ex. 15.1 40 

to produce the revision identified as ComEd 51.1. 41 

A. ComEd Exs. 15.1 and 51.1 represent a version of ECOSS that, in its development of 42 

subfunctions, does distinguish between primary and secondary voltage distribution lines.  43 

However, this distinction does not carry through to the development of separate primary 44 

and secondary classes of customers.  In addition to the small adjustment to overall 45 
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revenue requirement noted above, the differences between ComEd Exs. 15.1 and 51.1 are 46 

entirely the result of revisions (updates) to the allocators shown on Schedule 2b of each 47 

exhibit.  Specifically, all the coincident peak (“CP”) and noncoincident peak (“NCP”) 48 

based allocators and selected weights for customer-related services.  Please see the 49 

rebuttal testimony of Mr. Garcia, ComEd Ex. 50.0 and ComEd Ex. 50.1 for the 50 

development of these revised allocators. 51 

Q. What was the change in the distribution of the revenue requirements among classes 52 

between ComEd Exs. 15.1 and 51.1? 53 

A. ComEd Ex 51.4, page 1, lines 5 and 10 shows the relatively small changes in the revenue 54 

requirements for each of the classes. 55 

Q. Please describe the changes that were made to ECOSS presented in ComEd 22.1 to 56 

produce the revision identified as ComEd Ex. 51.2. 57 

A. ComEd Exs. 22.1 and 51.2 represent a version of ECOSS that, in its development of 58 

subfunctions, distinguishes between shared (primary and secondary) and secondary 59 

distribution substations, shared and secondary voltage distribution lines, shared (primary 60 

and secondary) transformers, and secondary voltage transformers.  In ComEd Ex. 22.1, 61 

these distinctions were carried through to the development of a single primary class that 62 

includes customers that have at least a portion of their loads taking service at primary 63 

voltages, described in the supplemental direct testimony of Mr. Alongi, ComEd Ex. 21.0 64 

Revised. 65 

In ComEd Ex. 51.2, the primary class is divided into two classes – primary up to 66 

10,000 kW and primary over 10,000 kW.  In addition to the small adjustment to overall 67 
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revenue requirement noted above, the differences between ComEd Exs. 22.1 and 51.2 68 

also result from: 69 

(a) the correction of the calculation of several allocation factors that developed the 70 
“CWIP” factor on Schedule 1b; 71 

(b) the correction of addition errors in Schedule 2a resulting in the failure to 72 
incorporate the railroad adjustment made at line 204 in the shared distribution line 73 
cost shown at line 226 and the dusk to dawn adjustment made at line 206 in the 74 
secondary voltage distribution line cost shown at line 227; 75 

(c) revisions to the external allocation factors developed in the rebuttal testimony of 76 
Mr. Garcia, ComEd Ex. 50.0, and ComEd Ex. 50.2; 77 

(d) the use of a new allocator “NCP-SEC LINE” to allocate the secondary voltage 78 
distribution line cost in response to the direct testimony of Mr. Stowe of IIEC and 79 
Mr. Baudino of the Commercial Group, described in the rebuttal testimony of Mr. 80 
Alongi, ComEd Ex. 49.0. 81 

ComEd Exs. 22.1 and 51.2 are compared on Ex. 51.4.  The differences largely result from 82 

revisions in the allocators. 83 

Q. Please describe ComEd Ex. 51.3. 84 

A. ComEd Ex. 51.3 is a revised version of the ECOSS prepared for and provided to IIEC in 85 

response to its data request, IIEC 7.01 (Attachment 06).  This data request asked that 86 

ComEd prepare an ECOSS, based on ComEd Ex. 22.1, that established primary voltage 87 

subclasses for the following non-residential classes – Small, Medium, Large, Very Large 88 

and Extra-Large Loads.   89 

Q. Does ComEd Ex. 51.3 have the same structure (in Schedule 2a) as the ECOSS model 90 

provided to IIEC (Attachment 06)? 91 

A. No.  In appearance, Schedule 2a has the same class column headings as Ex. 51.1 (revised 92 

version of ComEd Ex. 15.1).  Therefore, each nonresidential demand class in Schedule 2a 93 
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contains all members of the class – those that are served only at secondary voltage and 94 

those that are identified as having at least a portion of the loads served at primary voltage.  95 

However, it uses the detailed primary/secondary subfunctions as those developed in 96 

ComEd Ex. 50.2.  Please see the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Garcia, ComEd Ex. 50.0 and 97 

ComEd Ex. 50.3 for the development of the CPs and NCPs allocators used in ComEd Ex. 98 

51.3.  These CP and NCP allocation factors are separated for primary voltage portion and 99 

secondary voltage portion in order for ComEd Ex. 51.3 to generate the data necessary (as 100 

IIEC requested) to develop separate distribution facilities charges (“DFCs”) for the 101 

primary voltage portion and the secondary voltage portion of the loads for each demand 102 

class as shown in ComEd Ex. 49.3 attached to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Alongi, 103 

ComEd Ex. 49.0. 104 

Q. Does ComEd Ex 51.3 incorporate the same adjustment to total revenue requirement 105 

and the same revised allocators as ComEd Exs. 51.1 and 51.2? 106 

A. Yes, it does. 107 

Q. Do you offer a view of the changes in inter-class distribution of revenue requirement 108 

between ComEd Ex. 51.1 (revised Ex. ComEd 15.1) and ComEd Ex. 51.3? 109 

A. Yes.  This comparison is shown in ComEd Ex. 51.4.  In this comparison, the change in 110 

ComEd Ex. 51.3 increases the allocation of costs to the residential class of nearly $1.2M.  111 

Likewise, there is an increase in costs allocated to the nonresidential class for customers 112 

less than 1MW of nearly $3.9M and an increase to the lighting classes of around $700k. 113 

Most of these increases are offset by decreases to the very large load and extra large load 114 

classes, and to a lesser extent the railroad class.  115 
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III. Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax 116 

Q. Please comment on the proposal in the direct testimony of IIEC witness Robert R. 117 

Stephens (IIEC Ex.2.0; 447-605) that the Illinois Electric Distribution Tax (“IEDT”) 118 

be re-allocated in ComEd’s ECOSS. 119 

A. From ComEd’s initial filing in 1999 of a Distribution Services Tariff (“DST”), the 120 

supporting ECOSS has allocated the IEDT among customer classes on the basis of 121 

energy deliveries (the “KWH-ALL” allocator).  The Commission has always approved 122 

this allocation methodology for ComEd. 123 

Mr. Stephens claims the KWH allocator does not reflect cost causation and 124 

proposes to re-allocate most ($99.5 million) of the $108.8 million in IEDT costs among 125 

classes on the basis of utility plant in-service, with the remainder continuing to be 126 

allocated on the KWH-ALL allocator. 127 

Q. Has IIEC made this proposal in another docket? 128 

A. Yes, Mr. Stephens offered a similar theory and proposal in the recently-concluded 129 

Ameren Illinois Utilities (“AIU”) proceeding, Docket Nos. 09-0306 (cons.).  The 130 

Commission issued its Final Order in that docket on April 29, 2010 (hereafter, “AIU 131 

Order”).  In the AIU docket, IIEC was objecting to Ameren’s proposal to change its 132 

allocation methodology for IEDT costs based on plant in service to a methodology that is 133 

consistent with ComEd’s long-standing energy-based methodology.  Mr. Stephens’ 134 

testimony in this proceeding is similar to that which he presented in the AIU proceeding, 135 

and the Commission should reject his recommendations here as it did in the AIU Order. 136 

Q. In your testimony, will you offer a detailed rebuttal of Mr. Stephens’ proposal? 137 
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A. No.  Later, I will address a specific element of Mr. Stephens’ testimony on the allocation 138 

of IEDT costs.  However, given the Commission’s very recent and very thorough review 139 

of the issue in the AIU Order (pp. 238-244), I believe it is more useful to summarize the 140 

Commission’s conclusions and to offer my view that the AIU Order on this matter is 141 

correct. 142 

Q. After its review of the history of the IEDT, what did the Commission find on the 143 

matter of cost causation and the IEDT? 144 

A. The Commission found that while it is important to assign these costs on the basis of cost 145 

causation, nevertheless “what drives these tax costs …. is not entirely clear.” (AIU Order, 146 

p. 243).  After a review of the legislative history of the Public Utilities Revenue Act 147 

(“PURA”) Tax, the Commission concluded that the legislature intended “to replace the 148 

invested capital/plant in service tax with a kWh tax in response to the changing nature of 149 

the Illinois electric utility industry.” (Id.)  The legislature was anticipating that vertical 150 

utilities like ComEd and Ameren might shed their generation assets (a significant part of 151 

plant in service), an event that has, in fact, occurred.  “The disconnect between plant in 152 

service and the distribution tax under the current PURA provisions is apparent from the 153 

fact that as the level of a utility’s plant increases or decreases, that specific change would 154 

have no impact on the utility’s distribution tax.” (Id.).  155 

The Commission also found that the PURA Tax statutory language does not 156 

address the manner by which the IEDT is allocated in an ECOSS, e.g., it is a Commission 157 

decision.  The Commission noted Staff’s argument that since 1997 usage (kWh) has been 158 

the “driver” of changes in the IEDT collected from ratepayers.  In addition, plant-in-159 

service is no longer considered in the calculation of the level of the tax.  Therefore, Staff 160 
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argued, cost causation is best accounted for by allocating the tax among classes based on 161 

energy usage. (AIU Order, p 242) 162 

Q. Do you agree with Staff, Ameren and the Commission that the allocation of the 163 

IEDT among classes by the KWH-ALL in ComEd’s ECOSS best reflects cost 164 

causation? 165 

A. Yes.  In my view, the Commission made the correct determination in ComEd’s 1997 166 

case, in all subsequent ComEd DST cases and in the recent AIU Order since it was the 167 

clear intent of the legislature to divorce the tax from the utility’s plant in service and to 168 

impose the tax on quantity of service provided by the utility.  Without the annual cap, the 169 

tax is clearly assessed on a kWh basis and the cap does not make the IEDT a tax applied 170 

to plant.    171 

Q. Please comment on Mr. Stephens’ specific recommendation that the largest part of 172 

the IEDT be allocated among classes in ComEd’s ECOSS by “utility plant in-173 

service” (IIEC Ex. 2.0, 587:588 and footnote 10). 174 

A. In a footnote, Mr. Stephens states:  “Allocators based on current plant in-service are 175 

reasonable proxies for plant in–service in 1997, since most utility plant was/is allocated 176 

based on class demands in both time periods.”  This is an assertion not supported by 177 

evidence, and should be rejected. 178 

ComEd’s current ECOSS reflects today’s plant in service, which does not include 179 

the biggest component of electric plant – production plant – that existed in 1997.  180 

Furthermore, even the distribution plant that is allocated among classes in ComEd’s 181 

current ECOSS is not allocated in the same fashion (by the same demand allocators) as 182 

was the case in 1997.  These two observations are simply another aspect of the 183 



Docket No. 10-0467 
ComEd Ex. 51.0 

Page 9 of 9 

“disconnect between plant in service and the distribution tax under the current PURA 184 

provisions” (cited above) that the Commission noted in its AIU Order.  Therefore, I 185 

definitely do not agree with Mr. Stephens’ contention that “plant in-service allocators 186 

based on current plant in-service are reasonable proxies for plant in-service in 1997.”  187 

Even under Mr. Stephens’ theory, a plant allocator using data from ComEd’s current 188 

ECOSS would not reflect the historical allocation of the IEDT that Mr. Stephens is trying 189 

to promote as representing “cost causation” for the IEDT amounts he is trying to identify 190 

as “pre-1977”. 191 

IV. Functionalization of General and Intangible Plant 192 

Q. Please comment on the direct testimony of ICC staff witness Philip Rukosuev (ICC 193 

Staff Exhibit 12.0, 169:400) concerning the functionalization of general and 194 

intangible plant in ComEd’s ECOSS. 195 

A. Mr. Rukoseuv comments upon and objects to the manner by which general and intangible 196 

plant is functionalized in ECOSS.  At this time, I point out that ECOSS, of necessity, 197 

must functionalize general and intangible plant in the same manner as proposed by 198 

ComEd witness Houtsma (ComEd Exs. 6.0 Revised and 29.0) in the development of the 199 

overall revenue requirement.  Ms. Houtsma plans to respond to Staff and address the way 200 

this functionalization was performed in her surrebuttal testimony. 201 

V. Conclusion 202 

Q. Does this complete your rate design rebuttal testimony? 203 

A. Yes. 204 


