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At our December 19, 2012 bench session, during entry of our Order setting the customer deposit interest 
rates for 2013 pursuant to Sections 280.70 and 735.120 of the Administrative Code, I stated the following:   
 

“[I]n this day and age where everything is done and set by computer, it seems a little archaic 
that we actually round to the nearest half. And so maybe at some point in the future, that 
may be something that's right for a rulemaking. It seems to me computers can do that sort 
of a thing fairly easily these days. So that's just something to think about for the future.”   

 
In reviewing the Proposed First Notice Order and associated materials for Docket No. 06-0703, I noticed 
that some issues surrounding customer deposits were expressly addressed by the parties.  However, the 
Proposed First Notice Order does not address the rounding issue noted above.  Nor does it address the 
methodology of relying on the one-year yield on U.S. treasury securities in setting the customer deposit rate.   
 
Before entry of a First Notice Order in this matter, I would like for parties to address the following questions:   
 

1) What is the propriety of rounding to the nearest half-point on the customer deposit rate as currently 
called for under Section 280.70 and proposed for continuation under Section 280.40?  Are there 
administrative efficiencies gained through rounding?  Are these administrative efficiencies maintained 
if the customer deposit rate is not rounded to zero?   
 

2) Do you support removing rounding to the nearest half-point from the calculation of the customer 
deposit rate?  If not, why?    
 

3) What is the propriety of relying on the one-year yield on U.S. treasury securities in setting the 
customer deposit rate?  Does this rate adequately compensate customers?  This rate is set using the 
“average . . . for the last full week in November,” while return on equity under Section 16-108.5 of 
the Public Utilities Act is set through incorporating “the average for the applicable calendar year of 
the monthly average yields” of treasury bonds.  Would a more blended average using data from 
across the full year akin to the Section 16-108.5 methodology make sense here?    
 

4) Do you propose a different methodology for calculating the customer deposit rate?  If so, what is 
that methodology and why should it be preferred?   

 
If possible, please submit your responses via e-Docket by Thursday, February 28, 2013.   
 
 
 


