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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Charles S. Tenorio.  My business address is Three Lincoln Center, Oak 4 

Brook Terrace, Illinois 60181. 5 

Q. By whom and in what position are you employed? 6 

A. I am a Principal Rate Analyst in the Retail Rates group within the Regulatory Department 7 

of Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”). 8 

B. Summary of Testimony 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony on remand? 10 

A. The purpose of this testimony is to present an exemplar tariff, and associated rate design, 11 

that the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) should use if it determines that 12 

a refund is warranted in this proceeding.  I understand that, in ComEd’s view, no refund 13 

is warranted, therefore ComEd is presenting this exemplar tariff in the alternative and 14 

without waiving any argument that no refund should be ordered.   15 

Q. If, however, the Commission were to order refunds, how would you recommend that 16 

any such refund be made? 17 

A. Any refund that may be ordered should be made pursuant to a tariff that credits current 18 

customers of ComEd in an amount equal to the total refund plus any interest at the rate 19 

determined by the Commission.  Because any refund would result from a calculated 20 

reduction in delivery service rate base, the refund should be paid on a delivery service 21 

basis.  That is, it should be refunded to all of ComEd’s customers regardless of 22 
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customers’ electricity suppliers.  It should also be paid in a manner that is practical and 23 

that minimizes transaction costs, customer confusion, and arbitrary inequality in its 24 

distribution.  Therefore, I propose that the refund be paid to current customers, on a per-25 

kilowatt-hour basis, over twelve consecutive monthly billing periods, beginning with the 26 

first monthly billing period that starts no earlier than thirty days after the Commission 27 

enters its final Order on Remand in this proceeding (after disposition of any petitions for 28 

rehearing), with a recalculation of remaining credit toward the end of the period to guard 29 

against material over- or under-payment.   30 

C. Background and Qualifications 31 

Q. What are your current duties and responsibilities? 32 

A. As a Principal Rate Analyst, my duties include providing retail tariff expertise and 33 

support in various regulatory proceedings.  My duties also include:  reviewing and 34 

preparing proposed new tariffs and tariff revisions, calculating various bill impacts, 35 

performing various rate comparisons and analyses, and providing administrative 36 

oversight for the application and implementation of ComEd tariffs. 37 

Q. Prior to your current position, what other positions did you hold at ComEd? 38 

A. Prior to my role in Retail Rates, I worked in the Regulatory Strategies and Solutions 39 

(“RSS”) group at ComEd, where my duties included working on a wide variety of 40 

projects and various cases with the ICC and other parties.  Before moving to RRS, I held 41 

various roles in Customer Operations including the manager of Project and Vendor 42 

Management and the manager of Billing.  As the manager of Project and Vendor 43 

Management, I led a team responsible for project management for various projects for the 44 
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Vice President of Customer Financial Operations, as well as managing vendors 45 

responsible for printing and mailing bills, providing electronic bills online, and providing 46 

various payment services.  As the manager of Billing, I was responsible for the accurate 47 

and timely calculation of over 42 million bills annually through managing a department 48 

of six supervisors and more than 100 billing clerks.  Before moving to Billing, I was a 49 

manager of Electric Supplier Services Department (“ESSD”), which is responsible for 50 

ComEd’s relationship with competitive Retail Electric Suppliers.  Finally, I held several 51 

positions as an account manager in ESSD and Large Customer Solutions.  I have been 52 

employed by ComEd or its parent company, Exelon Corporation, since 1992. 53 

Q. What is your educational background? 54 

A. I graduated from Purdue University in Lafayette, Indiana, with a Bachelors of Science in 55 

Electrical Engineering with a concentration in Power.  I received my Masters of Business 56 

Administration from DePaul University, Kellstadt Graduate School of Business 57 

(Chicago, Illinois) with a concentration in Finance. 58 

D. Attachments to Direct Testimony 59 

Q. Are any exhibits attached to your direct testimony?  60 

A. Yes.  Attached to my testimony as ComEd Ex. 58.1 (Remand) is an exemplar tariff, 61 

named “Rider 2007RR – 2007 Remand Refund” (“Rider 2007RR”).  If the Commission 62 

orders any refunds in this proceeding, which it should not, it should approve the use of 63 

this exemplar tariff to effectuate the refund.   64 
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II. Exemplar Refund Tariff and Rate Design 65 

Q. If the Commission determines that a refund is warranted, to what group of 66 

customers should refunds be made? 67 

A. Any refunds should be paid to the customers who are taking delivery services from 68 

ComEd during the period of time refunds are made under Rider 2007RR.  That is, the 69 

refund should be paid to customers taking service when the refunds are paid, not those 70 

customers who were taking service from ComEd between October 1, 2010 and May 24, 71 

2011 (the “Refund Accrual Period”).  See the direct testimony of Kathryn M. Houtsma 72 

ComEd Ex. 56.0 (Remand), p. 4.   73 

There are several reasons justifying this methodology, which is consistent with 74 

past Commission practice.1  Foremost among those reasons is administrative necessity.  75 

Tracking down and issuing refund checks to each and every former customer of ComEd 76 

(a customer during the Refund Accrual Period that is no longer a customer) would be 77 

difficult, complex, and expensive.  Such a refund strategy would also require ComEd to 78 

reprogram its systems to issue checks to former customers, to separately deliver those 79 

checks to former customers, and would require identifying and tracking those former 80 

customers who left no readily available forwarding address.  For many customers, the 81 

cost of accomplishing this would likely exceed the total cost of the refund under any 82 

credible theory.   83 

Likewise, identifying and tracking customers taking service during the refund 84 

payment period that were not customers during the Refund Accrual Period, in order to 85 

exclude those customers from a refund, would cause still more costs to be incurred.  In 86 

                                                 
1  See ICC Docket No. 02-0427, Illinoi Commerce Commission vs. Illinois Bell Telephone Company; ICC 

Docket Nos. 89-0001/89-0011/89-0228 (cons.), Hartigan vs. Commonwealth Edison Company.  
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addition, it is likely that such excluded customers would not understand why their 87 

neighbors were receiving a refund and they were not.  The resulting customer confusion 88 

would likely drive up call center costs.   89 

Finally, it is likely that the vast majority of ComEd customers during the refund 90 

period were also customers during the Refund Accrual Period, and it is likely refunds to 91 

those customers would not be materially different if ComEd were to engage in the 92 

difficult and costly analysis that I have described above. 93 

In summary, significant costs would be incurred in attempting to identify and pay 94 

only those customers that were receiving electric service during the Refund Accrual 95 

Period.  If the Commission orders refunds, it should maximize the net flow through to 96 

customers and minimize transaction costs.   97 

Q. If the Commission determines that a refund is warranted, over what period should 98 

it be paid? 99 

A. Any refund should be paid over an annual period that corresponds to a period of twelve 100 

consecutive monthly periods.  ComEd, therefore, proposes that any refund be paid over 101 

twelve consecutive monthly billing periods commencing with the first monthly billing 102 

period that begins no earlier than 30 days after the Commission enters its final Order on 103 

Remand in this proceeding (including disposition of any petitions for rehearing).   104 

Q. Why should any refund be paid over twelve consecutive monthly billing periods? 105 

A. Paying the refund over twelve consecutive monthly billing periods makes sense for 106 

several reasons.  First, it is fair.  Customers have different load shapes and seasonal usage 107 

patterns.  Paying a refund over a shorter period will certainly favor customers with 108 
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certain usage patterns over others, without any legitimate basis.  Moreover, by refunding 109 

money over twelve consecutive monthly billing periods, the Commission will ensure that 110 

any refunds contribute to bill reduction during both the winter heating and summer air 111 

conditioning seasons, when customer use is highest. 112 

Second, paying refunds over twelve consecutive monthly billing periods makes 113 

administrative sense.  In order to pay refunds accurately, ComEd must develop an 114 

accurate forecast of the billing determinants on which the unit refunds will be based to 115 

avoid any significant under- or over-refunds.  Such forecasts have historically been 116 

prepared on an annual basis.  While an adjustment mechanism can be used to reflect 117 

changes resulting from unexpected differences between actual and forecasts due to 118 

extreme weather conditions or other factors, significant adjustments should be minimized 119 

to avoid: (1) customer confusion, (2) introducing unbalanced allocations, and (3) adding 120 

complexity to the process. 121 

Q. Are customers prejudiced by refunds being paid over a year? 122 

A. No.  If any interest rate that the Commission directs should accrue is also applied during 123 

the period that any refunds are unpaid, customers cannot be prejudiced.  However, it is 124 

noteworthy that in this low interest rate environment, the time value of money is small.  125 

The value to customers of ensuring that any refund is allocated based on a full cycle of 126 

use, and not on the basis of use in a small number of months, can easily exceed even a 127 

full year’s time value of money. 128 
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Q. Why should any refunds begin to be paid at least 30 days after the Commission 129 

enters its final Order on Remand in this proceeding (including disposition of any 130 

petitions for rehearing)? 131 

A. There are several good reasons to have a slight delay prior to initiating any refund.  First, 132 

ComEd must prepare a usage forecast for this period in order to establish a per kilowatt-133 

hour refund amount.  In addition, ComEd will need to update and test its IT and billing 134 

systems to create the line item credits on its bills.  Finally, this will allow ComEd to 135 

provide any refunds for full monthly billing periods. 136 

Q. Why should any refund be made on a monthly billing period basis? 137 

A. Bills are calculated on a billing period basis.  Paying a refund based on any period other 138 

than a monthly billing period basis (e.g., a calendar month period) would involve 139 

prorating bills and would increase transaction costs because such proration would require 140 

modifications to billing systems.   141 

Q. On what basis should any refunds be allocated? 142 

A. The issue on appeal in this case is related to ComEd’s aggregate rate base.  See ComEd 143 

Ex. 56.0, pp. 6-10.  There was no particular asset or assets that was more likely related to 144 

customer operations than delivery operations and no asset or assets more related to any 145 

particular feature of the delivery system.  ComEd proposes to allocate any refunds on a 146 

delivery class basis, using the same class allocation factors as were approved by the 147 

Commission in its 2007 rate case, and to allocate refund payments among members of 148 

each class on a per kilowatt-hour delivered basis.  The refund rate would be based on the 149 

forecasted deliveries of each class for the refund period.   150 
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Q. How does ComEd propose to ensure against the prospect of actual refunds being 151 

smaller or larger than any refund ordered by the Commission? 152 

A. ComEd proposes that, after the first eight monthly billing periods in the refund period 153 

have elapsed, a recalculation of remaining credit be made.  Based on this calculation, the 154 

refund rates for the last two monthly billing periods (i.e., the 11th and 12th monthly billing 155 

periods) would be adjusted to provide for a final refund amount that as nearly as 156 

reasonable matches the amount the Commission orders ComEd to refund.  In the event 157 

that the actual amount refunded to customers is less than the ordered refund amount after 158 

the refund period, ComEd would donate the difference to an energy assistance program to 159 

be designated by ComEd.   160 

Q. What occurs in the event the actual amount refunded exceeds the ordered refund 161 

amount after the refund period? 162 

A. With a recalculation of remaining credit toward the end of the period to guard against 163 

material over- or under-payment, ComEd believes that such an over-payment would be 164 

unlikely to occur or would be minimal.  As such, ComEd is not proposing to seek 165 

recovery of an over-payment, if any, assuming its proposed tariff structure is accepted. 166 

Q. Does this complete your direct testimony on remand? 167 

A. Yes.   168 


