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Q.  Please state your name and business address. 1 

A.  My name is Christopher Boggs, and my business address is 527 E. Capitol 2 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 3 

 4 

Q.  Are you the same Mr. Boggs who previously filed testimony in this 5 

 proceeding? 6 

A.  Yes, I am. 7 

 8 

Q.  What issues do you address in your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A.   I address three sets of issues.  First I respond to the rebuttal testimony of 10 

Commonwealth Edison (“ComEd” or “Company”) witness Alongi regarding my 11 

proposed revenue allocation approach.  Second, I address the rate design issues 12 

presented in the rebuttal testimony of ComEd witness Hemphill.  The third issue I 13 

address is the direct testimony of Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) 14 

witness McDermott and his proposal for a decoupling approach to rate design.    15 

 16 

Q.  Are you sponsoring any schedules or attachments with your testimony?  17 

A.  Yes, I have attached the following schedules: 18 

Schedule 29.01C - Revenue Allocation Comparison   19 

Schedule 29.02C - Residential Rate Schedule  20 

 21 

Allocation of the Revenue Requirement  22 

Q. Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony of ComEd witness Alongi? 23 
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A. Yes, I have. 24 

 25 

Q. Does he defend the Company’s proposed revenue allocation in response to 26 

your arguments? 27 

A. Yes, he does. 28 

 29 

Q. What is the first issue Mr. Alongi takes up? 30 

A. Mr. Alongi defends ComEd’s proposed revenue allocation for the Railroad class. 31 

He argues that the Company’s proposal to move the Railroad class to cost-based 32 

rates is a first step (10%) in a ten-step process and is consistent with the 33 

Commission’s directive in the Docket No. 07-0566 Order to implement rates for 34 

the Railroad Delivery class that do not cause rate shock for customers in that 35 

delivery class (ComEd Ex. 49.0, p. 9).   36 

 37 

Q. Does Mr. Alongi also defend the revenue allocations for the High Voltage 38 

and Extra Large Load delivery classes? 39 

A. No.  Mr. Alongi does not provide any support to defend the revenue allocations 40 

for the High Voltage and Extra Large Load delivery classes.  He only states that 41 

the Company has proposed a 33% movement toward cost-based rates for these 42 

classes and if the Commission wants to accelerate the movement toward cost-43 

based rates, then ComEd will comply (Id., p. 10). Because Mr. Alongi does not 44 

provide any support in defense of ComEd’s revenue allocation approach for the 45 

High Voltage and Extra Large Load classes, I have to conclude that my revenue 46 
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allocation approach for these two classes is justified.  My approach complies with 47 

the Commission’s Order from Docket No. 07-0566 and clearly sets the table for 48 

full cost recovery from these two classes at the conclusion of the Company’s next 49 

two rate cases.    50 

 51 

Q. Does Mr. Alongi discuss a perceived misunderstanding concerning the 52 

Company’s revenue allocation proposal? 53 

A. Yes, he does.  Mr. Alongi alludes to a misunderstanding in his rebuttal testimony 54 

(Id., p. 9) that he believes leads to my disagreement with the Company’s revenue 55 

allocation proposal for the Railroad class.  Specifically, Mr. Alongi claims I fail to 56 

understand that ComEd’s proposal to move the Railroad class revenue allocation 57 

10% toward cost-based rates is the first step in a ten-step process as opposed to 58 

an arbitrary 10% increase in the distribution facilities charge (“DFC”) for the 59 

class. Furthermore, he claims the proposal is consistent with the Commission’s 60 

directive in its Order in ComEd’s last rate case, Docket No. 07-0566. 61 

 62 

Q. How do you respond? 63 

A. The Company did not state in its initial filing what objective was being served by 64 

its proposed 10% increase in the DFC.  In its subsequent response to discovery, 65 

however, the Company’s ten- step process and its objective became clear.  66 

 67 

Q. Does this clarification by the Company adequately address your concerns 68 

about the proposed increase for the Railroad class? 69 
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A. No, it does not. The Company’s proposal does not conform to the Commission’s 70 

directive in its Docket No. 07-0566 Order.  71 

  72 

For the Railroad class, I can appreciate Mr. Alongi’s conservative approach to 73 

more gradually increase the cost recovery in a ten-step process to avert possible 74 

rate shock for customers in this class; however, the ten-step process that he 75 

proposes does not comply with the Commission’s directive to fully recover costs 76 

of service in a four step process. 77 

 78 

In this rate case, my proposal allows for only a 25% increase above the 79 

difference between the Company’s proposed revenues and full embedded costs 80 

for the Railroad class.  This approach will achieve full cost recovery from the 81 

Railroad class in fewer steps than the Company’s proposed ten-step approach 82 

while moderating revenue increases to avert rate shock for these customers.  My 83 

proposal is also consistent with the Commission’s directive in its Docket No. 07-84 

0566 Order.  85 

 86 

Q. Is there a larger problem created by Mr. Alongi’s discussion? 87 

A. Yes, there is.  Mr. Alongi’s revenue allocation approach focuses only on 88 

increasing one element of the costs to serve each class and that is the DFC.  89 

This approach produces below average increases in revenue recovery for the 90 

Railroad and High Voltage classes.  Below average increases would mean that 91 

these classes would lag behind other nonresidential classes in full cost recovery 92 
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for many future rate cases and perhaps never achieve full cost recovery from the 93 

Railroad and High Voltages classes. 94 

 95 

 The better approach, which I propose in my direct testimony, is to focus on 96 

increasing total revenues for the Railroad, High Voltage and Extra Large Load 97 

classes.  In this approach, total revenues for each of these classes would be 98 

increased an additional 33% (25% for the Railroad class)1 above  the difference 99 

between the Company’s proposed revenues and full embedded costs so that the 100 

Company would be able to fully recover costs of service from these classes at 101 

the conclusion of the Company’s next two rate cases.  102 

 103 

Q. Does Mr. Alongi respond to your concern that the Company’s proposed 104 

revenue allocations for the Railroad and High Voltage classes fail to 105 

address their cost shortfalls? 106 

A. Yes, he does.  Mr. Alongi states that my testimony with respect to ComEd’s 107 

revenue allocation proposal for the Extra Large Load and High Voltage classes is 108 

confusing (ComEd Ex. 49.0, p. 9).  Although Mr. Alongi understands that I am 109 

proposing an increase greater than the 33% increase the Company proposes to 110 

the DFC for these classes, he misunderstands why I am proposing an increase in 111 

total revenues for the classes instead of adopting his proposal. 112 

 113 

                                            
1
 I am proposing a 25% increase to conform to the Commission’s directive (Final Order, Docket No. 07-

0566, p. 223) to avoid rate shock for the Railroad class. In all likelihood, it would take this class five steps 
to achieve full cost recovery. 
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Q. Please provide an overview of your revenue allocation proposal for the 114 

Railroad, High Voltage and Extra Large Load classes to make the objective 115 

to your proposal clear. 116 

A. The objective of my revenue allocation proposal is to continue the four-step cost-117 

based revenue allocation process directed by the Commission in its Docket No. 118 

07-0566 Order.  Because the Company does not currently recover the full costs 119 

to serve the Railroad, High Voltage and Extra Large Load delivery classes, the 120 

revenue increases for these three classes must be greater than the Company 121 

proposed average nonresidential class increase to eventually recover full costs of 122 

service  However, my proposal is to increase the cost recovery an additional 33% 123 

above the difference between the Company’s proposed revenues and full 124 

embedded costs  so that full cost recovery from the High Voltage and Extra 125 

Large Load classes will be achieved when the fourth step in the process has 126 

been completed.   127 

 128 

Q. How is your revenue allocation proposal different from the Company’s 129 

revenue allocation proposal? 130 

A. The Company’s revenue allocation approach did not focus on bringing the overall 131 

revenues for these classes closer to cost; instead, it focuses on one specific 132 

charge, the DFC.  In the Company’s proposal, the DFC is increased by 33% for 133 

the High Voltage and Extra Large Load classes and 10% for the Railroad class. 134 

According to ComEd Ex. 49.1 and illustrated in Table 29.1 below, when 135 

increasing only the DFC charge by 10%, the revenue increase for the Railroad 136 
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class is 4.6% which falls below the Company’s now proposed nonresidential 137 

system average increase of 14.8%.  When increasing the DFC charge by 33%, 138 

the revenue increase for the High Voltage class is 7.4% which also falls below 139 

the Company’s now proposed nonresidential system average increase of 14.8%. 140 

When increasing the DFC charge by 33%, the revenue increase for the Extra 141 

Large Load class is 31.8% which is actually higher than the Company’s now 142 

proposed nonresidential system average increase of 14.8%, but this class had 143 

the largest revenue recovery percentage deficit to overcome. 144 

 145 

  146 

Table 29.1 

Customer Class 
Company’s 

DFC increase 

Company’s 

Revenue Allocation 

Increase 

Recovery % 

of cost to 

serve class 

High Voltage 33% 7.4% 84.2% 

Extra Large Load 33% 31.8% 67.2% 

Railroad 10% 4.6% 71.6% 

 

 147 

As illustrated in Table 29.2C below, the revenue allocation approach that I am 148 

proposing is based on the adjustments to the revenues as described earlier in 149 

this testimony.  The Extra Large Load class would collect 79% of the costs to 150 

serve the class. This would be a higher percentage revenue increase than the 151 

67.2% cost of service that the Company is proposing.  The High Voltage class 152 

would collect 88% of the costs to serve this class.  This would be a higher 153 

percentage revenue increase than the 84.2% cost of service that the Company is 154 
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proposing.  The Railroad class would collect 81% of the costs to serve this class 155 

which would be a higher revenue increase than the 71.6% cost of service that the 156 

Company is proposing.   157 

 158 

 159 

 160 

 161 

 162 

 163 

 164 

 165 

Additionally, as stated in my direct testimony (Staff Ex. 13.0, p. 15), “I propose 166 

that the additional revenues collected from these three classes be used to lower 167 

the class revenue allocations for all remaining nonresidential rate classes that 168 

over recover revenues on an equal percentage basis. This approach is 169 

reasonable because it is cost-based.” 170 

 171 

Q. Please summarize why your proposed class revenue allocations should be 172 

approved in this proceeding.  173 

A. My proposed revenue offers a number of advantages. It is consistent with cost-174 

based rate making and is fair and equitable because a consistent, cost-based 175 

approach is taken for all classes.  Whereas in the Company’s approach, the 176 

proposed rate design determines the revenue allocation for the Extra Large 177 

Table 29.2C 

Customer Class 

Staff proposed 

Increase of 

Total revenue 

Staff’s 

Revenue Allocation 

Increase 

Recovery % 

of cost to 

serve class 

High Voltage 33% 14.81% 88% 

Extra Large Load 33% 47.64% 79% 

Railroad 25% 12.64% 81% 
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Load, High Voltage and Railroad classes and is inconsistent with the revenue 178 

allocation proposed for other nonresidential rate classes, which bases the 179 

revenue allocation on the cost of service. 180 

 181 

Straight Fixed Variable Rate Design 182 

Q. Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony of Company witness Dr. 183 

Hemphill? 184 

A. Yes.  I have reviewed Dr. Hemphill’s rebuttal testimony that discusses his 185 

Straight Fixed Variable (“SFV”) rate design proposal (ComEd Ex. 46.0). 186 

 187 

Q. What are the main issues in Dr. Hemphill’s testimony to which you will 188 

respond in your rebuttal? 189 

A. I will respond to Dr. Hemphill’s discussion of the following issues: customer 190 

charges vs. usage charges for fixed cost recovery; how higher usage charges 191 

affect customer energy efficiency incentives; and his stance that ComEd’s 192 

environmental costs should not be taken into consideration when developing 193 

delivery service rates. 194 

 195 

Q. How does Dr. Hemphill respond to your recommendation in direct 196 

testimony to reject the SFV and maintain the current rate structure for 197 

ComEd customers? 198 

A. Dr. Hemphill contends that the SFV’s recovery of fixed costs through the 199 

customer charge is consistent with Commission decisions “to either decouple or 200 
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move toward an SFV” (ComEd Ex. 46.0, p. 9) in recent natural gas rate cases in 201 

Illinois. 202 

 203 

Q. How do you respond to that argument? 204 

A. Dr. Hemphill does not make it clear why the rate design of electricity cases 205 

should follow the same rate design approach as natural gas rate cases.  There 206 

are clear differences in customer usage patterns of the two energy sources, 207 

because, natural gas is more of a wintertime source of energy for heating while 208 

electricity is the more prevalent source of energy in the summertime for cooling 209 

purposes. But, Dr. Hemphill does not present any arguments that support his 210 

belief that the rate design for electricity should be treated in a similar manner to 211 

the rate design of natural gas. 212 

  213 

  In addition, ComEd is proposing that the SFV rate design eventually should 214 

recover 80% of total costs which would be a precedent that the Commission has 215 

not yet approved in the recent natural gas rate cases in Illinois. In the four gas 216 

cases for which an SFV was approved, the Commission allowed recovery of 80% 217 

of fixed costs.2 218 

 219 

Q. Does Dr. Hemphill address your argument that the SFV conflicts with 220 

ComEd’s policy and efforts to promote ratepayer conservation? 221 

                                            
2
 AmerenCILCO Docket No. 09-0309, AmerenCIPS 09-0310, AmerenIP 09-0311, and Northern Illinois 

Gas Co., Docket No. 08-0363. 
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A. Yes. Dr. Hemphill opposes my argument because, he contends, it would 222 

undermine the utility’s incentive to promote energy conservation. Dr. Hemphill 223 

argues that a utility would have the incentive to promote more, rather than less, 224 

energy consumption when more costs are recovered through the volumetric (per 225 

kWh) charge because of the relationship between usage and revenues. 226 

 227 

Q. What is the main shortcoming of this argument? 228 

A. It focuses only on the incentives that rate design creates for the utility. It fails to 229 

address the negative impact that the SFV will have on customer efforts to save 230 

energy. 231 

 232 

Q. Is there a ComEd witness who discusses in his rebuttal testimony how rate 233 

design can affect customer efforts to conserve? 234 

A. Yes, there is.  In his rebuttal testimony, Dr. Lowry states that “[h]igh volumetric 235 

charges can encourage customers to make investments in their own EE (Energy 236 

Efficient) and LDG (load displacing generation) equipment by reducing the 237 

payback period on such investments.” (ComEd Ex. 47.0, p. 9)  Dr. Lowry’s 238 

statement indicates that customers are sensitive to high price signals and will 239 

invest in energy efficient equipment as a way to combat higher energy prices.  240 

Dr. Lowry’s statement supports my position that, as discussed in my direct 241 

testimony, the SFV rate design reduces the financial incentive for customers to 242 

curtail electricity use (Staff Ex. 13.0, p. 18).  If usage/demand charges are low, 243 

customers will have less of an incentive to reduce usage; however, if 244 



Docket No. 10-0467 
                                                                           ICC Staff Exhibit 29.0C 

 

12 
 

usage/demand charges are high, customers will find ways to become more 245 

energy efficient so that they can better control their monthly energy bills. 246 

 247 

Q. Is there any other deficiency in Dr. Hemphill’s discussion of this issue? 248 

A. Yes. He fails to address the quote from the National Energy Plan that I provided 249 

in my direct testimony and that I provide again below: 250 

 Rate forms like declining block rates and customer charges promote 251 
revenue stability for the utility, but they create a barrier to customer 252 
adoption of energy efficiency because they reduce the savings that 253 
customers can realize from reducing usage. In turn, electricity demand is 254 
more likely to increase, which could lead to long-term higher rates and 255 
bills where new supply is more costly than energy efficiency. (National 256 
Action Plan for Energy Efficiency, pp. 5-2)   257 

 258 
Dr. Hemphill did not address the argument in my direct testimony that the SFV 259 

rate design reduces the financial incentive for customers to curtail electricity use.  260 

My argument, consistent with the passage above, is that low volumetric prices 261 

will increase customer demand which will inevitably increase supply costs.  262 

Conversely, higher volumetric prices will increase the customer incentive for 263 

energy efficiency.  It is my opinion that 3.8 million customers3 collectively being 264 

incented to efficiently use energy has a more effective conservation impact than 265 

Dr. Hemphill’s claim that a “utility would be more likely to promote energy 266 

efficiency and reduced electricity usage because revenues are less sensitive to 267 

increases or decreases in electricity usage.” (ComEd Ex. 46.0, p. 12) 268 

 269 

                                            
3
 From ComEd’s 2008 Environmental Leadership brochure.    
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Q. Dr. Hemphill also argues in his rebuttal testimony that distribution rate 270 

design should not have to take into account the environmental costs 271 

associated with the production of electricity (Id., p. 13).  What is the basis 272 

for his position? 273 

A. Dr. Hemphill believes that the SFV rate design should not take into account the 274 

environmental costs of producing electricity because he states that ComEd does 275 

not produce electricity (Id.).  He indicates that environmental costs are recovered 276 

through supply charges and that these costs are incurred separately through the 277 

procurement process ComEd already undertakes for bundled supply customers 278 

(Id.). 279 

 280 

Q. Do you agree with this argument? 281 

A. No, I do not.  First, it should be recognized that usage on the distribution system 282 

is inextricably linked with supply and the impact that supply has on the 283 

environment.  Every kWh used on the distribution system must come from a 284 

supply source which means that there is an environmental impact associated 285 

with that use.  Therefore, environmental cost is a relevant factor to consider in 286 

distribution rate design.   Setting usage charges, as I have proposed in my direct 287 

testimony, which simultaneously will allow the Company to recover its revenue 288 

requirement and encourage its customers to become more energy efficient, is a 289 

zero cost approach to mitigating the environmental impacts of electricity 290 

production and usage. 291 

 292 
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Q.  Does Dr. Hemphill address your comments from your direct testimony 293 

(Staff Ex. 13.0, p. 21) regarding Frank Clark’s message on the effects that 294 

energy conservation has on climate change? 295 

A. Yes, he does.  Dr. Hemphill states that he agrees with Mr. Clark’s comments 296 

cited in my direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 46.0 pp. 13-14).  Nevertheless, he 297 

claims that ComEd’s SFV rate design proposal is consistent with the statements 298 

of Mr. Clark. 299 

 300 

 Dr. Hemphill’s response does not provide any support for his claim. He provides 301 

no explanation of how the Company’s SFV rate design proposal provides 302 

customers with the opportunity to use energy more efficiently and also reduce 303 

their electric bills.  Thus, it is unclear how the Company’s SFV rate design 304 

proposal, which would provide less incentive to customers to conserve, is 305 

consistent with the statements of Mr. Clark regarding the importance of 306 

conservation in addressing climate change concerns.  307 

 308 

In addition, as stated earlier in this testimony, another ComEd witness, Dr. 309 

Lowry, provides testimony that undermines Dr. Hemphill’s claim that ComEd’s 310 

SFV rate proposal is consistent with the statements of Mr. Clark when he testified  311 

that “[h]igh volumetric charges can encourage customers to make investments in 312 

their own EE (energy efficiency)… ” (ComEd Ex. 47.0, p. 9). 313 

 314 
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Q. Does Dr. Hemphill agree with your assertion that the “SFV rate design 315 

would shift costs from large customers to small customers under the 316 

mistaken notion that the two groups are responsible for an equal share of 317 

fixed costs.” (Staff Ex. 13.0, p. 18) 318 

A. No, he does not.  Dr. Hemphill gives two examples of why he claims my 319 

assertion is not correct and why all residential customers should be responsible 320 

for equal shares of fixed delivery costs. (ComEd Ex. 46.0, pp. 14-15)   His first 321 

example cites two customers with different kWh summer usage, but with identical 322 

delivery service facilities. The second example cites two customers with identical 323 

usage volume in a month, but one customer spreads her usage throughout the 324 

month while the other uses her electricity mainly during peak periods.  Dr. 325 

Hemphill indicates that “[w]hile their maximum usage at any time is different, 326 

ComEd still has to have sufficient capability to both during peak periods.” (Id.)  327 

 328 

Q.  Do the examples that Dr. Hemphill provides justify the adoption of an SFV 329 

rate design? 330 

A. No, they do not.  I agree with Dr. Hemphill that, as the examples show, the per 331 

kWh charge does not perfectly reflect the contribution of each and every 332 

customer to system peak demand.  Nevertheless, the issue is not whether that 333 

charge is perfect, but whether it is a more accurate barometer than the customer 334 

charge of the contribution to fixed costs by ComEd’s residential customers.  335 

Between those two, the per kWh charge is clearly the better choice as illustrated 336 

in the following example. 337 
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 338 

Consider two customers: one with a 10,000 square foot mansion and the other 339 

with a 1,000 square foot bungalow.  Under the proposed SFV rate design, these 340 

two customers would pay the same customer charge that is designed to cover a 341 

significant share of the system’s fixed costs. Thus, the two customers are 342 

assumed to have the same impact on this set of costs. However, it is reasonable 343 

to expect that the 10,000 square foot mansion would incur higher usage and 344 

higher peak demand and, thereby, should be responsible for a greater share of 345 

the system’s fixed costs. Alternatively, a rate design approach that recovers a 346 

larger portion of fixed costs through the usage/demand charges, as I 347 

recommend, would more fairly recover such costs from those who caused the 348 

costs. 349 

 350 

     Revenue Decoupling Proposal 351 

Q. Have you reviewed the direct testimony of the NRDC and its support of a 352 

rate design that includes a revenue decoupling mechanism? 353 

A. Yes, I have. 354 

 355 

Q. How does the NRDC define revenue decoupling? 356 

A. In his direct testimony, NRDC witness Dr. McDermott defines revenue 357 

decoupling “[a]s a methodology that provides utilities with a fair opportunity to 358 

recover investment costs in the face of uncertain load growth due, in part, to 359 
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purposeful activities aimed at providing customers with an incentive to reduce 360 

consumption.” (NRDC Ex. 1.0, p. 3) 361 

 362 

Q. How does the NRDC recommend using a revenue decoupling methodology 363 

to mitigate the energy efficient disincentive that results from the 364 

Company’s proposed SFV rate design?   365 

A. According to the direct testimony of NRDC witness Mr. Cavanagh, NRDC is 366 

recommending a four-year revenue decoupling pilot program for single-family 367 

and multi-family residential electricity customers where “[t]he Commission would 368 

establish in this rate case an authorized per-customer fixed-cost revenue 369 

requirement based on the company’s authorized fixed costs of distribution 370 

service to these two delivery subclasses, averaged across all households in each 371 

subclass.”  (NRDC Ex. 2.0, p. 15) Mr. Cavanagh further recommends that the 372 

Commission would annually compare the actual recovery of the per-customer 373 

fixed-cost revenue to the authorized recovery of the fixed-cost revenue.  Any 374 

excess recovery balances would be refunded to customers through a rate 375 

reduction and any under-recovery would be restored to the Company through a 376 

rate increase which would be “[a]veraged across and uniform for the entire 377 

residential class.” Mr. Cavanagh also recommends that the “[r]ate increases or 378 

decreases under the mechanism would be capped at 3%, with any unrecovered 379 

balances carried forward.” (Id.) 380 

 381 

Q. How do you respond to NRDC’s revenue decoupling proposal? 382 



Docket No. 10-0467 
                                                                           ICC Staff Exhibit 29.0C 

 

18 
 

A. Even though the Commission approved a four-year pilot program revenue 383 

decoupling mechanism for North Shore Gas Company (“NS” or “North Shore”) 384 

and Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“PGL” or “Peoples”) in Docket 385 

Nos.07-0241 and 07-0242, the NRDC’s revenue decoupling methodology is 386 

currently an underdeveloped proposal.  NRDC has neglected to present a 387 

thorough, workable revenue decoupling methodology that is complete with tariff 388 

language to support its proposal. Before new riders are proposed, such as the 389 

rider proposed by Dr. McDermott, all facets of the proposal need to be thoroughly 390 

discussed and reviewed by all parties. Additionally, Dr. McDermott’s proposal 391 

calls for another pilot program. However, in Docket Nos. 07-0585 et al. (Cons.), 392 

regarding Ameren’s proposal for its decoupling mechanism, Rider VBA, the 393 

Commission stated:  394 

What carries the most weight is the argument that the 395 
Peoples/North Shore Rider VBA was approved as a 396 
pilot program, and it would make little sense to 397 
expand the pilot program to AIU without having any of 398 
the results from Peoples' and North Shore's 399 
experience. Allowing Peoples and North Shore to 400 
implement this controversial rider under the pilot 401 
program, and hopefully identify any problems with the 402 
rider, before expanding it to a significant number of 403 
additional customers seems more prudent than 404 
expanding the rider now without the benefit of any 405 
significant experience with the rider. (Order, 406 
09/24/2008, pp. 236-237)   407 

 408 

The PGL and NS Rider VBA four-year pilot program began in March 2008. 409 

Therefore, an assessment of the pilot program would not be undertaken by the 410 

Commission at least until mid-2012. 411 

 412 
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Also, although I am not an attorney, my understanding is that the Illinois 413 

Appellate Court, Second District has ruled that a ComEd rider, Rider AMI, is 414 

contrary to the Illinois Public Utilities Act. The ruling in the ComEd case appears 415 

to call into question the role of riders in the ratemaking process. My 416 

understanding is that this decision by the Illinois Appellate Court has been 417 

appealed to the Illinois Supreme Court, thus, leaving the role of riders as 418 

questionable and, possibly, in unknown territory for the time being.  419 

 420 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding NRDC’s revenue decoupling 421 

proposal? 422 

A. I recommend that the Commission reject the NRDC’s revenue decoupling 423 

proposal at this time.  Currently, the Commission has approved only one revenue 424 

decoupling method with cost recovery through a rider as a four-year pilot 425 

program.  At the end of the four year period, the Commission is to evaluate the 426 

effectiveness of such a program and determine whether or not it should make 427 

such a program permanent.  It would be premature to approve another revenue 428 

decoupling method, and rider, prior to a complete assessment/evaluation of the 429 

current revenue decoupling method, PGL’s and NS’s Rider VBA.   430 

 431 

 The complexity and amount of time involved in properly reviewing and designing 432 

the tariff details to ensure proper implementation of such a proposal renders it 433 

impracticable to work into this rate case at this late stage. 434 
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The proposal would be better addressed in a separate proceeding or in ComEd’s 435 

next rate case. Therefore, I further recommend that the Commission order 436 

ComEd to review revenue decoupling alternatives in a separate proceeding or 437 

provide the results of its review in its next rate case.  438 

 439 

Rate Recommendation 440 

Q. What rates are you recommending for the residential classes in this rate 441 

case?   442 

A. The residential rates I am recommending for this rate case are found in Staff 443 

Exhibit 29.0C, Schedule 29.02C. This schedule shows my rates as developed 444 

under the Company’s proposed revenue requirement on page 1, column M.  This 445 

schedule also presents my proposed rates at Staff’s proposed revenue 446 

requirement on page 2, column M. 447 

 448 

Q. What is the basis for your recommendation? 449 

A. My proposed rates are based on the unit costs that are presented in ComEd Ex. 450 

49.3.  They recover unit customer costs through the customer charge and unit 451 

usage and distribution costs through the DFC/usage charges.  This rate design 452 

will also recover unit standard metering costs through the Standard Metering 453 

Service charge and recover unit electricity distribution tax costs through the 454 

Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax (“IEDT”) charge.  The primary goal of rate 455 

design is to set rates so that the costs are recovered from those who have 456 

caused the costs to be incurred.  This rate design accomplishes that goal. 457 
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 458 

Q.       In the event the Commission chooses a different residential class revenue 459 

requirement than proposed by ComEd, how should the Company’s new 460 

rates be set? 461 

A.        If the Commission approves a revenue requirement for the residential class other 462 

than that proposed by ComEd, the customer charges and usage charges 463 

proposed by the Company, as shown on Staff Ex. 29.0C, Schedule 29.02C, 464 

should be adjusted by a uniform percentage to recover the revenue requirement 465 

adopted in the Final Order. 466 

 467 

Q. What is the advantage of your proposed approach to adjust rates to 468 

conform to the final revenue requirement? 469 

A. This equal percentage, across-the-board approach is simple and straightforward. 470 

It would evenly distribute any revenue change across all rate charges and ensure 471 

that no class, subclass or individual customers would receive a disproportionate 472 

impact for the recovery of the final revenue requirement. 473 

    474 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 475 

A. Yes, it does. 476 
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 %

of diff Staff

Company for Staff increase Staff 

proposed revenues Embedded cost difference increase over Company proposed revenues

 

Extra Large Load 32,521,787$          47,499,674$          14,977,887$   33% 4,942,703$     37,464,490$              

High Voltage 14,259,845$          17,249,744$          2,989,899$     33% 986,667$        15,246,512$              

Railroad 4,566,189$            6,068,849$            1,502,660$     25% 375,665$        4,941,854$                
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 A  B  C D

1 Total revenue from nonresidential classes under ComEd proposal that recovers over 100% of embedded costs 

2

3 Small Load 298,255,833$    

4

5 Medium Load $181,356,710

6

7 Large Load 154,679,031$    

8

9 Very Large Load 263,744,755$    

10

11 Total 898,036,329$    

12

13

14 Staff proposed class revenue increases  

15

16 Extra Large Load 4,942,703$        

17

18 High Voltage 986,667$           

19

20 Railroad 375,665$           

21

22 Total 6,305,035$        

23

24

25 Downward Adjustment (line 22/line 11) 0.7021%

26

27

28 Adjusted revenue allocation for classes recovering more than 100% ECOSS 

29  Company Staff 

30 Proposed Adjustment Proposed

31  (B*-(B25)) (B+C)

32 Small Load 298,255,833$    (2,094,028)$      296,161,805$   

33

34 Medium Load 181,356,710$    (1,273,290)$      180,083,420$   

35

36 Large Load 154,679,031$    (1,085,988)$      153,593,043$   

37

38 Very Large Load 263,744,755$    (1,851,729)$      261,893,026$   
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Nonresidential Delivery Service

Staff

Embedded Costs Proposed Revenues % of Embedded Costs

A B C

Watt Hour 28,099,839$           28,099,839$           100%

Small Load 291,792,756$         296,161,805$         101%

Medium Load 177,421,777$         180,083,420$         102%

Large Load 151,320,773$         153,593,043$         102%

Very Large Load 258,026,525$         261,893,026$         101%

Extra Large Load 47,499,674$           37,464,490$           79%

High Voltage 17,249,744$           15,246,512$           88%

Railroad 6,068,849$             4,941,854$             81%

Nonresidential Total 977,479,937$         977,483,989$         
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Nonresidential Delivery Service

Company Staff %

Exemplar Revenues Proposed Revenues Difference Difference

A B (B-A) (B-A)/A

Residential 1,296,509,143$     1,296,509,143$     -$                       0.0000%

Watt Hour 28,099,839$          28,099,839$          -$                       0.0000%

Small Load 298,255,833$        296,161,805$        (2,094,028)$           -0.7021%

Medium Load 181,356,710$        180,083,420$        (1,273,290)$           -0.7021%

Large Load 154,679,031$        153,593,043$        (1,085,988)$           -0.7021%

Very Large Load 263,744,755$        261,893,026$        (1,851,729)$           -0.7021%

Extra Large Load 32,521,787$          37,464,490$          4,942,703$            15.1981%

High Voltage 14,259,845$          15,246,512$          986,667$               6.9192%

Railroad 4,566,189$            4,941,854$            375,665$               8.2271%

Lighting 21,016,846$          21,016,846$          -$                       0.0000%

2,295,009,978       2,295,009,978        
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Nonresidential Delivery Service

Staff Staff

Proposed Revenues Proposed Revenues %

At ComEd Rev. Req. At Staff Rev. Req. Difference Difference

A B (B-A) (B-A)/A

Residential 1,296,509,143$         1,163,183,966$     (133,325,177)$         -10.2834%

Watt Hour 28,099,839$              25,210,221$          (2,889,618)$             -10.2834%

Small Load 296,161,805$            265,706,312$        (30,455,493)$           -10.2834%

Medium Load 180,083,420$            161,564,728$        (18,518,692)$           -10.2834%

Large Load 153,593,043$            137,798,461$        (15,794,582)$           -10.2834%

Very Large Load 261,893,026$            234,961,527$        (26,931,499)$           -10.2834%

Extra Large Load 37,464,490$              33,611,868$          (3,852,622)$             -10.2834%

High Voltage 15,246,512$              13,678,653$          (1,567,859)$             -10.2834%

Railroad 4,941,854$                4,433,664$            (508,190)$                -10.2834%

Lighting 21,016,846$              18,855,600$          (2,161,246)$             -10.2834%

2,295,009,978           2,059,005,000       (236,004,978)$         -10.2834%



Commonwealth Edison Company

Residential Rate Schedule Comparison

Docket No. 10-0467

ICC Exhibit 29.0C

Schedule 29.02C

Page 1 of 2

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY Residential Revenue Requirement $1,296,509,143 Residential Revenue Requirement $1,296,509,143

EXEMPLAR RATE DESIGN FOR RATE RDS - RETAIL DELIVERY SERVICE - ECOSS COMPLIANT WITH ORDER IN DOCKET NO. 08-0532  RR

2009 TEST YEAR 2009 EPEC

Test Year Embedded Unit Total Unit Total as a % of Overall Unit Total

RESIDENTIAL DELIVERY CLASSES Billing Units Cost Cost Revenue Revenue Revenue Charges (1) (5) Revenue SFV Revenue EPEC   $/kWh Rate (1) Revenue Revenue Revenue

 A  B  C  D   E  F  G  H  J  K L M N P Q

=B/A =AxC  =ΣD by class  =ExRR/ER  =(B/A)x(RR/ER)  =AxG  =ΣH by class  =J/F  =J/[A kWh]  =AxM  =ΣN by class  =ExRR/ER

SINGLE FAMILY

Customer Charge 27,237,802            $255,303,791 $9.37 $255,218,205 $18.96 $516,428,726 60% $9.37 $255,218,205

Standard Metering Service Charge 27,237,802            $85,527,280 $3.14 $85,526,698 $3.14 $85,526,698 $3.20 $87,160,966

DFC (kWh) (2) 22,155,696,826     $634,537,754 $0.02864 $634,539,157 $0.01685 $373,323,492 40% $0.02864 $634,539,157

IEDT (kWh) (3) 22,155,696,826     $27,810,271 $0.00126 $27,916,178 $0.00126 $27,916,178 $0.00126 $27,916,178

Total $1,003,200,238 $1,003,203,741 $1,003,195,094 100.0% $0.0453 $1,004,834,506 $1,002,922,275

MULTI FAMILY

Customer Charge 14,037,665            $101,090,220 $7.20 $101,071,188 $9.38 $131,673,298 60% $7.20 $101,071,188

Standard Metering Service Charge 14,037,665            $44,078,466 $3.14 $44,078,268 $3.14 $44,078,268 $3.20 $44,920,528

DFC (kWh) (2) 6,094,402,376       $140,457,897 $0.02305 $140,475,975 $0.01803 $109,882,075 40% $0.02305 $140,475,975

IEDT (kWh) (3) 6,094,402,376       $7,649,801 $0.00126 $7,678,947 $0.00126 $7,678,947 $0.00126 $7,678,947

Total $293,304,378 $293,305,402 $293,312,588 100.0% $0.0481 $294,146,638 $293,586,868

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL Residential ECOSS-Based Revenue $1,296,504,616 $1,296,509,143 $1,296,507,682 100.0% $0.0459 $1,298,981,144 $1,296,509,143

Annual Bills 41,275,467            ER

Annual kWhs 28,250,099,202     

Notes:

  (1)  Minor rounding exists.

  (2)  DFC means Distribution Facilities Charge.

  (3)  IEDT means Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax Charge.

  (4)  SFV means Straight Fixed Variable.

  (5)  Customer charge and DFC adjusted for 60/40 SFV proposal.

ECOSS-BASED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE EXEMPLAR RATES SFV 60/40 (4) STAFF RATES BASED ON COMPANY PROPOSED REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
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COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY Residential Revenue Requirement $1,296,509,143 Residential Revenue Requirement $1,163,087,078

EXEMPLAR RATE DESIGN FOR RATE RDS - RETAIL DELIVERY SERVICE - ECOSS COMPLIANT WITH ORDER IN DOCKET NO. 08-0532  RR

2009 TEST YEAR 2009 EPEC

Test Year Embedded Unit Total Unit Total as a % of Overall Unit Total

RESIDENTIAL DELIVERY CLASSES Billing Units Cost Cost Revenue Revenue Revenue Charges (1) (5) Revenue SFV Revenue EPEC   $/kWh Rate (1) Revenue Revenue

 A  B  C  D   E  F  G  H  J  K L M N P

=B/A =AxC  =ΣD by class  =ExRR/ER  =(B/A)x(RR/ER)  =AxG  =ΣH by class  =J/F  =J/[A kWh]  =AxM  =ΣN by class

SINGLE FAMILY

Customer Charge 27,237,802         $255,303,791 $9.37 $255,218,205 $18.96 $516,428,726 60% $8.38 $228,240,654

Standard Metering Service Charge 27,237,802         $85,527,280 $3.14 $85,526,698 $3.14 $85,526,698 $2.81 $76,486,591

DFC (kWh) (2) 22,155,696,826  $634,537,754 $0.02864 $634,539,157 $0.01685 $373,323,492 40% $0.02560 $567,293,579

IEDT (kWh) (3) 22,155,696,826  $27,810,271 $0.00126 $27,916,178 $0.00126 $27,916,178 $0.00126 $27,916,178

Total $1,003,200,238 $1,003,203,741 $1,003,195,094 100.0% $0.0453 $899,937,002

MULTI FAMILY

Customer Charge 14,037,665         $101,090,220 $7.20 $101,071,188 $9.38 $131,673,298 60% $6.44 $90,387,155

Standard Metering Service Charge 14,037,665         $44,078,466 $3.14 $44,078,268 $3.14 $44,078,268 $2.81 $39,419,229

DFC (kWh) (2) 6,094,402,376    $140,457,897 $0.02305 $140,475,975 $0.01803 $109,882,075 40% $0.02062 $125,664,745

IEDT (kWh) (3) 6,094,402,376    $7,649,801 $0.00126 $7,678,947 $0.00126 $7,678,947 $0.00126 $7,678,947

Total $293,304,378 $293,305,402 $293,312,588 100.0% $0.0481 $263,150,076

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL Residential ECOSS-Based Revenue $1,296,504,616 $1,296,509,143 $1,296,507,682 100.0% $0.0459 $1,163,087,078

Annual Bills 41,275,467         ER

Annual kWhs 28,250,099,202  

Notes:

  (1)  Minor rounding exists.

  (2)  DFC means Distribution Facilities Charge.

  (3)  IEDT means Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax Charge.

  (4)  SFV means Straight Fixed Variable.

  (5)  Customer charge and DFC adjusted for 60/40 SFV proposal.

ECOSS-BASED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE EXEMPLAR RATES SFV 60/40 (4) STAFF PROPOSED RATES AT STAFF PROPOSED REVENUE REQUIREMENT
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