
STATE OF ILLINOIS
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

Commonwealth Edison Company )
) ICC Docket No. 10-0467

Proposed General Increase in Electric Rates. )

REACT’S VERIFIED MOTION TO COMPEL
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY’S RESPONSES TO CERTAIN OF

REACT’S SECOND, THIRD, FOURTH, AND FIFTH SET OF DATA REQUESTS

The Coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of Costs Together (“REACT”), by and 

through its attorneys, DLA Piper LLP (US), pursuant to 83 Illinois Administrative Code Section 

200.190 and .350, respectfully requests that the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) 

compel Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) to respond to certain of REACT’s Second, 

Third, Fourth, and Fifth Set of Data Requests.1

REACT has continued to seek information from ComEd regarding the actual costs 

ComEd has incurred to provide service to its Extra Large Load customer class and to provide 

supply-related customer care service; ComEd continues to refuse to cooperate.  Only with this 

detailed evidence will the Commission be able to accurately apply the cost causation principles 

that it repeatedly endorsed, and that ComEd has dodged since the 2007 ComEd Rate Case.  Now, 

REACT seeks a Ruling specifically directing ComEd to provide this important information.

In further support of this Motion to Compel (“Motion”), states as follows:

I.

BACKGROUND

As the Commission is aware, REACT’s fundamental purpose is to ensure that each 

customer group is allocated its fair share of delivery services costs -- no more, and no less.  To 

                                                
1 The positions stated herein do not necessarily represent the positions of any individual member 
of REACT.
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that end, REACT participated in ICC Docket Nos. 07-0566 (“ComEd 2007 Rate Case”) and 08-

0532 (“2008 Special Investigation Proceeding”), advocating for:

 The accurate allocation of delivery charges among customer classes; and

 The accurate allocation of Customer Care Costs between the supply and 
delivery functions.  

Accurate cost allocation requires an understanding of the origin and causation of each cost that 

ComEd is attempting to recover.  REACT’s Data Requests seek that information.

On September 15, 2010, REACT served its Second Set of Data Requests on ComEd.  On 

October 4, 2010, REACT served its Third Set of Data Requests on ComEd.  REACT served its 

Fourth Set of Data Requests on ComEd on October 25, 2010, and its Fifth Set of Data Requests 

on ComEd on November 2, 2010.  Those Data Requests sought information and documents 

directly relevant to issues addressed in ComEd’s written testimony and other filings in this case, 

as well as directly relevant to determining whether ComEd’s delivery service rates are “cost 

based” as required by the Public Utilities Act (“Act”).  (220 ILCS 5/16-108(c).)

ComEd’s responses to certain of REACT’s Data Requests contained irrelevant and 

improper objections and failed to provide the requested information, while other responses did 

not provide all of the information requested.  In accordance with Section 200.350 of the 

Commission’s Rules of Practice, REACT and ComEd held a discovery conference to make 

reasonable attempts at reconciliation on November 9, 2010, but were unable to resolve their 

differences.  Although ComEd provided some limited supplemental information after that 

discovery conference, ComEd also indicated that with respect to other outstanding Data Requests 

ComEd intended to stand on its objections and not provide any further responsive information.  

ComEd’s position is contrary to the Commission’s Rules of Practice, which call for “full 

disclosure of all relevant and material facts.”  (83 Ill. Admin. Code § 200.340.)  Accordingly, 
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pursuant to Section 200.190, .340, and .350 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice, REACT 

seeks an order compelling ComEd to respond fully to REACT Data Requests 2.11-2.17, 3.01, 

3.08, 3.15, 3.16, 4.01-4.16, and 5.02.  Copies of the ComEd Responses to those Data Requests, 

are attached to this Motion as follows: 2

 REACT 2.11-2.17 - Exhibit A-G, respectively

 REACT 3.01 - Exhibit H

 REACT 3.08 - Exhibit I

 REACT 3.15 - Exhibit J

 REACT 3.16 - Exhibit K

 REACT 4.01-4.13 - collectively, Exhibit L

 REACT 4.14-4.46 and 5.02 - collectively, Exhibit M.

REACT respectfully requests a Ruling directing ComEd to respond fully and completely 

to these data requests.

II.

THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT COMED’S OBJECTIONS TO,
AND COMPEL COMED TO PROVIDE FULLY RESPONSIVE ANSWERS TO 

REACT’S ASSET-IDENTIFICATION DATA REQUESTS, REACT 2.11-2.17

In response to REACT’s attempt to identify what assets ComEd uses to serve the Extra 

Large Load customer class, ComEd improperly has attempted to avoid providing the necessary 

information by asserting in a lengthy objection that REACT is attempting to create “customer-

specific cost studies.”  (See ComEd Responses to REACT 2.11-2.17 (Exhibits A-G).)  This 

mischaracterization by ComEd is not new.  In the 2008 Special Investigation Proceeding, 

                                                
2 Exhibits A and G are presented in public form, without Confidential and Proprietary 
Attachments.  Exhibits D and L contain non-Confidential Attachments to the respective Data 
Request Responses, and Exhibit C contains a referenced, non-Confidential Data Request 
Response.
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ComEd attempted to claim that REACT sought to create “create more than 100 customer-

specific studies.” (ICC Docket No. 08-0532, ComEd Aug. 14, 2009 Response to REACT’s 

Petition for Interlocutory Review and Pleading on Discovery Issues and Scheduling, at 1.)  As 

REACT pointed out in that proceeding, and has reiterated here, it does not seek -- nor has it ever 

sought -- individualized customer-specific cost of service studies. (See ICC Docket No. 08-0532, 

REACT Verified Second Motion to Compel, at 5-6.)  ComEd’s claim is no more valid now than 

it was then.

Instead of customer-specific cost studies, REACT seeks information that will fully 

disclose whether there is a cost basis for ComEd seeking to impose a massive rate increase on 

the Extra Large Load customer class as a whole.  As REACT expert witness Harry L. Terhune 

explained in his Direct Testimony, even though ComEd has the capability to identify the assets 

the Extra Large Load class customers use to receive Standard Service, ComEd has not identified 

those assets, and currently charges the Extra Large Load class customers for assets they do not 

use.  (See REACT Ex. 3.0, Direct Testimony of Harry L. Terhune, at 9:177-23:558.)  Other 

parties’ testimony -- including the Direct Testimony of Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers 

(“IIEC”) witness David L. Stowe and Staff witness Christopher Boggs -- confirmed that an 

accurate picture of assets used to serve a particular class is a necessary prerequisite to proper 

allocation.  (See IIEC Ex. 3.0, Direct Testimony of David L. Stowe, at 16:342-20:450, 26:576-

27:601; Staff Ex. 13.0, Direct Testimony of Christopher Boggs, at 5:73-78, 6:98-8:123.)  As 

REACT expert witness Bradley O. Fults further stated: "Given the potentially massive increases 

for these customers, the benefits of providing on transparent basis the cost information regarding 

the actual costs to serve this customer class far outweigh the implementation costs to obtain that 

information."  (REACT Ex. 1.0, Direct Testimony of Bradley O. Fults, at 20:518-521.)  Only 
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with accurate information in hand, will the parties be able to effectively present the Commission 

with information regarding cost allocation that the Commission itself has requested,3 and will the 

Commission will be a position to issue an informed ruling on the matter.

A. ComEd’s Objections Seek To Block From Production
Information Necessary To Advance The Commission’s Stated 
Commitment To Cost Causation Principles And Accurate Allocation Of Costs

Beginning with the ComEd 2007 Rate Case, REACT has requested a cost of service 

study for the over 10 MW class -- as a class.  The information requested in REACT 2.11-2.17 

relates to the class-wide cost of service, asking questions at varying levels of detail.  Information 

on the assets used to serve the members of the Extra Large Load class is necessary for 

establishing or cross-checking a class-wide cost study.  REACT 2.11-2.17 requests asset 

information -- it does not request that ComEd conduct special or new cost of service studies or 

analyses.

In responding to REACT DRs 2.11, 2.14, and 2.17 (and thus, by reference, REACT DRs 

2.12, 2.13, 2.15, and 2.16) instead of answering the questions, ComEd responded with the 

written version of a speaking objection.  It opened its response to each Data Request as follows:

ComEd objects to this data request as irrelevant and overly burdensome. The 
request appears to be an attempt to develop customer-specific cost studies. 
REACT requested similar information in ICC Docket No. 08-0532, ComEd’s 
Rate Design Investigation proceeding, and the Commission found this request to 
be improper.

(E.g., Exhibit A, D, and G.)  The objection continued for several more paragraphs, and included 

quotations from Commissioner Elliott during a 2009 Commission Open Meeting and the Order 

in ComEd’s 2007 Rate Case.  (Id.)

                                                
3 See, e.g., ICC Docket No. 07-0566, Final Order dated September 10, 2008, at 207, 213 
(discussing deficient ComEd ECOSS).
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ComEd’s objection is not relevant in response to REACT 2.11-2.17.  REACT does not 

seek to have -- and despite whatever ComEd may have previously led the Commission to 

believe, has never sought to have -- ComEd develop cost studies for the individual members of 

REACT or the Extra Large Load class, nor did it ask in REACT 2.11-2.17 for customer-specific 

cost studies.

However, ComEd’s costs to serve the Extra Large Load class as a whole are undoubtedly 

relevant to this proceeding.  The Act requires that:

The electric utility's tariffs shall define the classes of its customers for purposes of 
delivery services charges. . . . Charges for delivery services shall be cost based,
and shall allow the electric utility to recover the costs of providing delivery 
services through its charges to its delivery service customers that use the 
facilities and services associated with such costs.

(220 ILCS 5/16-108(c)) (emphasis added.)  As even ComEd recognized in its recent Motion 

Directed to the Direct Testimony of Roger D. Colton, “The legal standard applicable to setting a 

delivery revenue requirement is established by Section 16-108(c) of the PUA and . . . 

constitutional standards.”  (ComEd Nov. 12, 2010 Mot. Directed to the Direct Testimony of 

Roger D. Colton, at 5 n.5.)  Furthermore, ever since the 2007 Rate Case, the Commission has 

disapproved of ComEd’s clumsy reliance on assumptions contained its ECOSS.  (See ICC 

Docket No. 07-0566, Final Order dated September 10, 2008, at 207, 213.)  Thus, information 

related to the facilities used by a class of customers -- the most basic customer unit in the Act --

is obviously relevant to determining whether ComEd’s recovery from that rate class is legally 

justified.

REACT expert witness Mr. Terhune confirmed that an investigation into assets used to 

serve is both feasible for ComEd and important for the Commission.  Mr. Terhune testified: 

The costs used to calculate the delivery services rates for the Extra Large Load 
customer class should exclude any costs associated with assets that would not be 
used to provide Standard Service to these customers. Extra Large Load customer 
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class members receiving Standard Service simply do not use certain types of 
assets, and thus should not be charged for those assets. Furthermore, to the extent 
that class members do use an excluded asset as part of non-Standard Service, they 
already pay the full cost through Rider NS. Thus, in order to avoid double 
counting, Extra Large Load customer class members should only be charged for a 
fair portion of assets that could be used to provide Standard Service to the class.

(REACT Ex. 3.0, at 8:157-165; see also id. at 9:177-24:577, 28:659-676 (further setting out Mr. 

Terhune’s findings and conclusions on the issue).)  Mr. Terhune further explained that “ComEd 

should be able to identify the assets that should be excluded from the revenue requirements of 

the Extra Large Load customer class and reallocated to other, more appropriate classes.”  (Id. at 

24:580-582; see id. at 25:614-26:631.)

The testimony from IIEC witness Mr. Stowe and Staff witness Mr. Boggs further 

underscores the critical nature of this investigation.  Mr. Stowe opined that, even under its 

exemplar primary/secondary split tariffs (which it does not propose), ComEd continues to 

improperly allocate secondary costs to primary users.  (See IIEC Ex. 3.0, at 16:342-20:450, 

26:576-27:601.)  Mr. Stowe further opined that the current, deficient ECOSS overstates the 

required cost recovery of primary users by over $21.5 million.  (Id. at 31, Table 3.)  Mr. Boggs’s 

Direct Testimony also highlights the impact of this overstatement when he concluded that 

ComEd underrecovers from certain rate classes, including the Extra Large Load class, based on 

the ECOSS.  (See, e.g., Staff Ex. 13.0, at 5:73-78, 6:98-8:123, 9:166-10:196, 13:231.)  However, 

the unstated assumption underlying Mr. Boggs’s opinion is that ComEd’s ECOSS is a true and 

accurate representation of the cost to serve -- a conclusion that both Mr. Terhune and Mr. Stowe 

challenged.  Mr. Boggs’s conclusion -- or any similar conclusion -- provides no value to the 

Commission if, in fact, evidence shows that the ECOSS fundamentally misallocated costs to the 

Extra Large Load class.

Exhibit A



8

As a result, ComEd’s objection regarding individual consumer cost studies is inapplicable 

to REACT 2.11-2.17.  To the extent the objections are simply meant to prevent REACT from 

collecting relevant information about class-wide cost of service, the Commission should prevent 

ComEd from blocking access to that information.

B. To The Extent That ComEd Answered Over Its Objections,
ComEd Still Has Refused To Provide Necessary Information

To the extent that ComEd partially answered REACT 2.11-2.17 over its objections, 

ComEd’s answers failed to respond to significant portions of REACT’s requests.  ComEd’s 

blanket use of the objection falsely alleging that REACT seeks individualized cost studies 

suggests that ComEd failed to understand the purpose behind the Data Requests: to allow the 

parties to identify and verify (or challenge) the allocation of asset costs to the Extra Large Load 

class.  ComEd has persisted in its refusal to provide complete answers in spite of REACT’s 

explanation during the November 9, 2010 discovery conference.  This information is vital to the 

determination of issues central to the Rate Case, as shown by the testimony of Mr. Terhune, Mr. 

Stowe, and Mr. Boggs.  (See REACT Ex. 3.0 at 8:157-165, 9:177-24:577, 28:659-676; IIEC Ex. 

3.0 at 16:342-20:450, 26:576-27:601; Staff Ex. at 13.0, 5:73-78, 6:98-8:123.)  To that end, 

REACT asked a progression of questions that sought increasingly more specific information.  

ComEd’s one-size-fits-all approach has led to non-responsive answers.  Taking the requests in 

order and as a progression, the deficiencies with ComEd’s Responses are as follows:

2.11: The question specifically asks for identification of assets used to serve the Extra 
Large Load class.  (See Exhibit A.)  ComEd does offer (through reference to a 
Response provided during the Special Investigation Proceeding) to allow access 
to one-line drawings for REACT customers.  (Id.)  However, this remains non-
responsive to the question -- ComEd has provided no reason why it cannot 
provide a list of all assets used to serve the Extra Large Load class, absent one-
line drawings or identification of particular customers.  (See id.)  If ComEd 
cannot identify the assets that, collectively, are used to serve the Extra Large Load 
class, it cannot satisfy the cost-based ratemaking mandate of the Act quoted 
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above.  However, as Mr. Terhune opined, ComEd does have this capability, and 
should be compelled to use it.  (REACT Ex. 3.0 at 24:580-582, 25:614-26:631.)

2.12: ComEd’s response consists merely of a reference to REACT 2.11, which exposes 
both the inadequacy of ComEd’s answer and a fundamental misunderstanding of 
REACT 2.11 and 2.12.  (See Exhibit B.)  The purpose behind 2.12 is: following 
up on REACT 2.11, 2.12 requests additional information to supplement the list of 
assets used to serve the Extra Large Load class -- matching assets that serve the 
class with the individual class member(s) it serves.  This information is necessary 
for REACT and other parties to confirm ComEd’s general identification of assets 
used to serve the Extra Large Load class that ComEd is to provide in response to 
REACT 2.11.

2.13: ComEd acknowledged that CIMS “receives updates” of the requested 
information, but does not answer the question as to which assets CIMS identifies 
for each individual customer.  (Exhibit C.)  The reference to ComEd’s response to 
REACT 2.09 provides additional insight, but still does not answer the question 
posed.  (See Exhibit C.)

2.14: In its response, in addition to its objection, ComEd provided a copy of a Response 
from the 2008 Special Investigation Proceeding, which simply listed the REACT 
members and little else.  (See Exhibit D.)  Once again, ComEd appears to be 
fundamentally misunderstanding the purpose of the Data Request.  Much like 
REACT 2.12, 2.14 is a follow-up to REACT 2.11.  As part of identifying the 
assets used to serve each customer, REACT or any other party must know the 
identity of the members of the Extra Large Load class to confirm or dispute the 
asset use information.  

2.15: Similar to REACT 2.14, based on the reference in the answer to REACT 2.17, 
ComEd appears to have misunderstood the question.  REACT 2.15 is simply 
asking for a slightly higher-level version of the information requested in REACT 
2.12—to find out the names of customers to then confirm (or challenge) the 
information that REACT anticipated receiving in REACT 2.11.  (See Exhibit E.)  
ComEd completely misapprehends this, and provides a reference to its response in 
REACT 2.17, which in turn provides a list of accounts without other identifying 
information for all but REACT members.  (See id.)

2.16: ComEd entirely fails to answer this Data Request, referring back to REACT’s
request for identification of assets to serve the Extra Large Load class in REACT 
2.11.  (See Exhibit F.)  This Data Request does follow up on that issue, but seeks 
entirely new information as well.  (See id.)  Specifically, ComEd provided no 
substantive response to the following two requests:

To the extent specific information is not available, please fully 
explain in detail why it is not available. To the extent that ComEd 
uses average unit costs or costs estimates, please explain fully in 
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detail why use of such average unit cost or cost estimate is 
appropriate.

(Id.)  Both requests, but particularly the second, require a full ComEd response.  If 
ComEd is unwilling to even state whether it uses an estimate or averages to 
allocate costs of the assets used to serve the Extra Large Load class, it will be 
impossible for REACT to present a case to the Commission regarding ComEd’s 
allocation.  Once again, as Mr. Terhune opined, ComEd does have this capability, 
and simply is refusing to exercise it.  (REACT Ex. 3.0 at 24:580-582, 25:614-
26:631.)

2.17: ComEd’s response is adequate, except to the extent it is used to answer REACT 
2.15 without providing the full customer names.  (See Exhibit G; see also Exhibit 
E.)  The key difference between REACT 2.15 and 2.17 is that 2.17 seeks further 
information on ComEd’s classwide assumptions (which need not be identified by 
customer), while 2.15 seeks to follow up assets used to serve (which does require 
a listing to confirm).  (Compare Exhibit E with Exhibit G.)

These Data Requests seek relevant data that ComEd has not provided.  None of the 

requests call for new studies or analyses -- consistent with its obligations under § 16-108(c) of 

the Act to establish cost-based rates, ComEd already should have all of this information in its

possession.   To the extent it does not, the Commission should question what data ComEd used 

to determine the statutory “cost basis” for its delivery rates to the Extra Large Load class.
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III.

THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT COMED’S
IMPROPER OBJECTIONS AND DIRECT COMED TO RESPOND FULLY TO 

REACT’S LEGITIMATE DATA REQUESTS REGARDING CUSTOMER CARE COSTS

In addition to consistently seeking to obtain information regarding the costs ComEd has 

allocated to the Extra Large Customer class, ever since the 2007 Rate Case, REACT has sought 

to have ComEd identify with specificity the Customer Care Costs that ComEd incurs to provide 

supply service, to ensure that those supply-related costs are not included in ComEd’s delivery 

services rates.  REACT asked a number of Data Requests related to this issue, and in response 

ComEd objected and provided incomplete responses.

ComEd improperly objected to REACT 3.01 (Exhibit G) and 4.01-4.13 (Exhibit L).  

REACT 3.01 requested further information regarding ComEd witness Ronald E. Donovan’s 

statement about ComEd’s default service obligations.  (See Exhibit G.)  ComEd did not provide a 

substantive answer, and objected on the grounds that the Data Request called for a legal 

conclusion.  (See id.)  In REACT 4.01-4.13, subsection (d) for each request asked similar 

questions regarding the revenue requirement in ComEd Ex. 22.1 that corresponded to a certain 

value in ComEd Ex. 19.2.  (See Exhibit L.)  In response, ComEd objected to the requests as 

vague and ambiguous, without specifying what portion(s) of the question ComEd found to be 

vague and/or ambiguous.  (Id.)  Furthermore, ComEd objected to the Data Requests as unduly 

burdensome.  (Id.)  These objections are ill-founded.

ComEd also provided inadequate responses to REACT 3.08 (Exhibit I), 3.15-3.16 

(Exhibits J and K), 4.01-4.46, and 5.02 (Exhibits L and M).  In each case, although ComEd 

partially answered the Data Requests, it failed to provide certain information specifically 

requested by REACT.  This information included provision of documents, workpapers, or 

analyses that ComEd relied upon to answer the question (or, alternatively, a statement that 
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ComEd relied on none) and other specific requests that REACT made in its Data Requests.  

Furthermore, despite the fact that REACT specifically requested that ComEd explain certain 

items “in detail,” ComEd provided only cursory answers, without sufficient detail to provide a 

useable response.

A. The Commission Should Reject ComEd’s Objections To 
REACT’s Data Requests Regarding Customer Care Costs

ComEd proffered two categories of objections in response to REACT’s Customer Care 

Costs Data Requests; both should be rejected by the Commission.  

First, ComEd made an illogical objection to REACT 3.01 (Exhibit H).  The Data Request 

referenced testimony from ComEd witness Mr. Donovan, in which he stated “ComEd will not 

have the same responsibility for calculating supply service charges for all customer bills so long 

as it is not required to offer a default service product to customers that have switched to a RES.”  

(Exhibit H)  The REACT Data Request asked whether Mr. Donovan assumed that ComEd would 

not have a continuing obligation to provide default service; ComEd responded by objecting to 

the request as calling for a legal conclusion.  (See id.)  REACT merely asked for Mr. Donovan’s 

assumption -- not his legal opinion.  (See id.)  However, to the extent that his assumption is a 

legal opinion, his testimony would be similarly inappropriate, because it appears to contain an 

assumption (i.e., a legal conclusion, in ComEd’s view) regarding service obligations.

Second, ComEd objected to subsection (d) of each of REACT 4.01-4.13.  In each 

respective subsection (d), REACT asked, for a particular line entry on ComEd Ex. 19.2, “what is 

the equivalent revenue requirement reflected in ComEd’s ECOSS (Ex. 22.1)?” (See Exhibit L.)  

ComEd objected to this question as vague and ambiguous, but neither in its response nor during 

the November 9, 2010 discovery conference did ComEd identify the word or passage that it 

found to be vague and ambiguous.  As a result, REACT had no opportunity to clarify its 
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Request; the Commission should reject “placeholder” objections where a party is not provided an 

opportunity to mitigate the request.

In addition to the vague and ambiguous objection, ComEd objected to the same 

subsections as being unduly burdensome, “to the extent that it [the Request] may seek data that 

ComEd has not compiled.”  (Exhibit L.)  ComEd provided no explanation for this objection at 

the November 9, 2010 discovery conference or a November 11, 2010 letter, and thus REACT has 

not been informed as to what ComEd intended with the objection.  REACT notes that in each 

response to subsection (d), ComEd answered over its objection, but it is not clear the extent to 

which the answer is modified or limited by the objection.  (See id.)  Furthermore, if such detailed 

explanations for the source of the data exist (as ComEd has provided), it is not clear what 

REACT has requested that ComEd had not prepared.  Again, this objection appears to be a 

placeholder at best, and as a result lacks merit.

B. The Commission Should Compel ComEd
To Supplement Its Other Inadequate Responses

ComEd’s Responses to REACT 3.08 (Exhibit I), 3.15-3.16 (Exhibits J and K), 4.01-4.46, 

and 5.02 (Exhibits L and M) are also inadequate.  ComEd did partially answer each question, but 

the Responses leave out key information requested by REACT.  In short, despite requests for 

“detailed” explanations, ComEd provided very few details.  For example, in response to REACT 

3.08, ComEd provided inadequate sourcing information, despite requests for detailed explanation 

of the origin of the values and assumptions used.  (See Exhibit I) In another example, in 

response to REACT 3.16, which requested a detailed accounting of PORCB costs to be 

recovered under Rider PORCB, ComEd provided an “estimate” that includes examples, but not 

an exhaustive list, of charges to be recovered, and made a generic reference to ICC Docket No. 
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10-0138.  (Exhibit K.)  ComEd should be compelled to provide full answers to REACT 3.01 

(which was not answered over the objection discussed above), 3.08 and 3.15-3.16.

With regard to REACT 4.01-4.13, subsection (e), ComEd provided (with a few additions 

or subtractions) the exact same document and workpaper citations in response to the question of 

what they relied upon.  (See Exhibit L.)  Due to the particularity of the questions and the size of 

the documents relied upon, ComEd’s answer does not provide enough information to fully judge 

the particular parts of the documents upon which they relied.  As a result, REACT requests 

additional particularity -- in the form of citations -- for these responses. 

Furthermore, with regard to the responses to REACT 4.14-4.46 and 5.02,4 ComEd did not 

provide sufficient specificity despite the explicit request to “explain in detail the nature” of 

certain expenses.  (Exhibit M.)  For many of the responses, ComEd did provide a reference to the 

Uniform System of Accounts or other definitional sources for its explanation, but all of the 

answers explain conceptually what costs fall into each category rather than the actual, incurred 

costs that ComEd placed in the category.  (See id.)  ComEd did not provide information about 

which of the costs are represented in entries in the ECOSS that REACT asks about in REACT 

4.14-4.46 and 5.02.  

IV.

CONCLUSION

REACT respectfully requests that the Commission compel ComEd to produce central

information that will provide parties and the Commission with essential cost causation 

information that goes to the heart of important questions at issue in this proceeding.  As the 

Direct Testimony of Mr. Terhune, Mr. Stowe, and Mr. Boggs shows, the Commission simply 

                                                
4 REACT has not yet received the response to REACT 5.01, and thus it is not covered in this 
Motion.
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cannot get the accurate picture it clearly requested in the 2007 ComEd Rate Case Final Order and 

the 2008 Special Investigation Proceeding without this information.  As a result, the Commission 

should compel ComEd to fully answer REACT 2.11-2.17 to provide information related to assets 

used to serve the Extra Large Load class customers.

In addition, REACT respectfully requests that the Commission compel ComEd to 

supplement its Responses to Customer Care-related Data Request REACT 3.01, 3.08, 3.15-3.16, 

4.01-4.46, and 5.02, none of which were fully responsive.  ComEd’s objections to REACT 3.01 

and 4.01-4.13 are “placeholder” objections that lack specificity, and ComEd’s answers to 

REACT 3.01 (which contains no response), 3.08, 3.15-3.16, 4.01-4.46, and 5.02 all lack 

information that REACT specifically requested.

WHEREFORE, the Coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of Costs Together 

respectfully requests that the Commission grant its Motion to Compel, force ComEd to fully 

answer REACT 2.11-2.17, 3.08, 3.15-3.16, 4.01-4.46, and 5.02, and grant such further additional 

relief as it deems appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

THE COALITION TO REQUEST EQUITABLE 
ALLOCATION OF COSTS TOGETHER

By: /s/ Christopher J. Townsend
One Of Its Attorneys

Christopher J. Townsend
Christopher N. Skey
Michael R. Strong
DLA Piper US LLP
203 N. LaSalle Street, Suite 1900
Chicago, IL 60601
christopher.townsend@dlapiper.com
christopher.skey@dlapiper.com
michael.strong@dlapiper.com
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

VERIFICATION 

Christopher J. Townsend, being first duly sworn, on oath deposes and says that he is one 
ofthe attorneys for the Coalition to Request Equitable Al 10 fCosts Together, that he has 
read the above and foregoing document, knows of th ontents the eof, and that the same is true 
to the best of his knowledge, information, and beli . 

Subscribed and sworn to me 
thisM th day of November , 2010. 
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