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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

 What is your name and business address? Q.3 

A. My name is Christine M. Brinkman.  My business address is Three Lincoln Center, 4 

Oakbrook Terrace, IL 60181. 5 

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

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in the position of 7 

Director, Rates & Revenue Policy. 8 

B. Summary of Direct Testimony 9 

 What are the purposes and subjects of your direct testimony? Q.10 

A. First, I explain the basis for ComEd’s tariff filing associated with this direct testimony 11 

submitted to the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) under 12 

provisions of the Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act (“EIMA”).1  Second, I address 13 

how the Commission’s Order in a proceeding initiated by this filing should be 14 

coordinated with the results of ComEd’s 2013 annual delivery service formula rate 15 

update case (“2013 FR Update Case”).  Third, I briefly address ComEd’s actions to 16 

address cost allocation and rate design-related directives contained in recent Commission 17 

Orders.  Finally, I identify the other witnesses supporting this filing and summarize the 18 

subject matters that they each address.    19 

C. Qualifications and Professional Background 20 

 What are your duties and responsibilities at ComEd? Q.21 

                                                 
1 EIMA refers to the changes and additions made to the Public Utilities Act (“PUA” or “Act”) in 

Public Acts 97-0616 and 97-0646. 
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A. As Director of Rates & Revenue Policy, I have responsibility for directing the Retail 22 

Rates and Revenue Policy groups and providing support in state and federal regulatory 23 

proceedings.  These responsibilities allow me to be involved in the process to set 24 

ComEd’s distribution and transmission-related revenue requirements, as well as translate 25 

the approved revenue requirements into delivery service charges. 26 

 Prior to your current position, what other positions did you hold at ComEd? Q.27 

A. I began my employment with ComEd in 2003, and have held a variety of staff and 28 

managerial positions in the accounting and finance areas for ComEd and for subsidiaries 29 

of ComEd’s parent, Exelon Corporation.  Those positions included Senior Accountant 30 

(ComEd and Exelon Delivery Shared Services), Principal Accountant (ComEd), Manager 31 

Financial Transformation (Business Services Company) and Manager Accounting 32 

(ComEd).  These positions allowed me to manage staff and cross-functional teams to 33 

resolve issues and implement solutions.  In addition, I was able to gain experience in 34 

ComEd regulatory matters from a financial lens which directly translates to my current 35 

role. 36 

 What was your professional experience prior to assuming your duties with ComEd? Q.37 

A. I began my career in the information technology field performing business consulting, 38 

project management, and computer programming with regard to financial applications for 39 

a number of companies.  After approximately three years, I began graduate school and 40 

took on a variety of accounting and finance roles before joining ComEd in 2003.   41 

 What is your educational background? Q.42 
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A. I graduated from Northern Illinois University in DeKalb, Illinois, with a Bachelors of 43 

Science in Operations Management and Information Systems.  I received my Masters of 44 

Science in Accounting from Roosevelt University in Chicago, Illinois.  I am also a 45 

registered Certified Public Accountant in the State of Illinois. 46 

 Have you previously testified before the Commission? Q.47 

A. Yes.  I have provided testimony in the 2013 FR Update Case filed with the Commission 48 

on April 29, 2013. 49 

D. Attachments to Direct Testimony 50 

 Are any exhibits attached to your direct testimony? Q.51 

A. No. 52 

II. PURPOSE AND FUNCTION OF FILING 53 

A. Basis for the Filing 54 

 What is the basis for this tariff filing? Q.55 

A. In Docket No. 12-0321 (“2012 FR Update Case”), ComEd witness Dr. Ross Hemphill 56 

testified that: 57 

“Unless the Commission has an earlier opportunity to consider changes to 58 

the rate design formula in Rate DSPP and the allocation of costs among 59 

ComEd’s delivery classes, ComEd will, no later than May 1, 2013, refile 60 

the rate design formula tariff provisions of Rate DSPP in a manner that 61 

permits the Commission and all stakeholders to consider those issues on a 62 

revenue neutral basis. This assurance means that interested stakeholders 63 
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will have the opportunity, within a reasonably short period of time, to 64 

reexamine those cost allocation and rate design issues.”  65 

2012 FR Update Case, ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 1.0, p. 14:277-283.  The filing also is 66 

being made in accordance with Section 16-108.5(e) of the PUA, which provides for a 67 

240-day time period for interested parties to examine the filing and for the Commission 68 

to enter an Order.  This filing permits the Commission and all stakeholders to consider 69 

revenue requirement neutral tariff changes related to ComEd’s delivery service cost 70 

allocation and rate design.  Section 16-108.5(c) of the Act provides that “any change 71 

ordered by the Commission shall be made at the same time new rates take effect 72 

following the Commission's next order pursuant to subsection (d) of this Section, 73 

provided that the new rates take effect no less than 30 days after the date on which the 74 

Commission issues an order adopting the change.”  Accordingly, ComEd is making this 75 

filing prior to the May 1, 2013, date identified by Dr. Hemphill.  ComEd will work with 76 

Staff and intervenors to establish a schedule to allow for changes to delivery service cost 77 

allocation and rate design, if any are adopted by the Commission in a proceeding initiated 78 

by this filing, to be applicable beginning with the January 2014 monthly billing period.  79 

However, if the Commission’s Order in a proceeding initiated by this filing is entered 80 

after December 1, 2013, any changes to delivery service cost allocation and rate design, if 81 

any are adopted by the Commission in this proceeding, would be applicable beginning 82 

with the January 2015 monthly billing period. 83 

 You stated earlier that this tariff filing is revenue requirement neutral.  What do Q.84 

you mean? 85 



Docket Nos. 13-____ 
ComEd Ex. 1.0 

Page 5 of 12 

A. This proceeding is not about determining ComEd’s revenue requirement.  Rather, it 86 

concerns the allocation of the Commission-authorized revenue requirement among 87 

customer classes and rate elements.  This process is generally a zero-sum game, with the 88 

goal of assigning the revenue requirement responsibilities among customer classes in a 89 

manner that is fair to customers, while allowing for full recovery of the revenue 90 

requirement.  ComEd believes that the goal of this proceeding is to reasonably allocate 91 

costs and assign revenue requirement responsibilities using the Commission’s preferred 92 

embedded cost approach.  The embedded cost of service study (“ECOSS”) that is 93 

discussed by Mr. Bjerning (ComEd Ex. 3.0) allocates costs that amount in total to the 94 

Commission-approved revenue requirement.  The embedded cost data resulting from the 95 

ECOSS are inputs in the rate design model, as discussed by Mr. Tenorio (ComEd Ex. 96 

2.0), which develops the delivery service charges that are designed to recover the Illinois 97 

jurisdictional net delivery service revenue requirement.  The relationship between cost 98 

allocation (the ECOSS), rate design (development of delivery service charges), and Rate 99 

Year Net Revenue Requirement is shown as follows.   100 
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 101 

At this time, ComEd is proposing no change to the formulae or methodologies in the rate 102 

design model submitted in the 2013 FR Update Case.  ComEd is incorporating updates in 103 

the ECOSS as described by the direct testimony of Mr. Bjerning, ComEd Ex. 3.0.  In 104 

addition, as I discuss later, ComEd is providing several illustrative ECOSSs and rate 105 

designs.   106 

Because the ECOSSs allocate costs that amount in total to the Commission-107 

approved revenue requirement, and any changes in the rate design model are made in a 108 

manner so that the resultant delivery service charges continue to be designed to recover 109 

the approved revenue requirement, this tariff filing is revenue requirement neutral.  110 

However, cost allocation and rate design changes can result in changes in the revenue 111 
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requirement responsibilities (increases and decreases) among the customer classes.  As a 112 

result, ComEd has presented analyses showing how the revenue responsibilities change 113 

for customer classes from the rate design recently submitted in the 2013 FR Update Case 114 

to the Rate Design Investigation (“RDI”) Rate Design and from the RDI Rate Design to 115 

the illustrative rate designs included with this tariff filing.  See Mr. Tenorio’s direct 116 

testimony, ComEd Ex. 2.0.   117 

 Is ComEd proposing any changes to the Rate DSPP – Delivery Service Pricing and Q.118 

Performance (“Rate DSPP”) rate design? 119 

A. No.  At this time, ComEd is proposing no changes to the rate design provisions of Rate 120 

DSPP, no changes to the current rate design formula for determining delivery service 121 

charges, and no changes to the methodologies used to allocate costs across delivery 122 

classes.  Of course, because this filing does not address the development of the revenue 123 

requirement itself, no changes to the revenue requirement formula are or should be 124 

considered in a proceeding initiated by this filing.  This tariff filing is based on delivery 125 

service charges developed in accordance with the provisions of the Determination of 126 

Delivery Service Charges section on Sheet No. 430 of Rate DSPP in a manner consistent 127 

with the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 10-0467 (“2010 Rate Case”), as further 128 

clarified in the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 11-0721 (“2011 FR Case”).  129 

Nevertheless, ComEd has included with this tariff filing information detailing alternative 130 

cost studies and rate designs, referred to as “illustrative” cost studies and rate designs, 131 

with supporting information to allow the Commission, its Staff (“ICC Staff”) and other 132 

interested parties to consider and support alternatives to the existing Rate DSPP cost 133 

allocation and rate design.   134 
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 Does this filing change the status of any issue on which an appeal is pending? Q.135 

A. No.  ComEd does not intend to relitigate in this docket issues on which the Commission 136 

has previously ruled.  However, ComEd is waiving no rights with respect to matters on 137 

appeal.   138 

B. Coordination with 2013 FR Update Case 139 

 Does the 2013 FR Update Case have any impact on this proceeding? Q.140 

A. Yes.  Recently, ComEd filed its 2013 FR Update Case, for delivery service charges to 141 

become applicable beginning with the January 2014 monthly billing period.  As a result, 142 

the exhibits provided in this filing reflect the revenue requirement and related data 143 

submitted in the 2013 FR Update Case.   144 

Q. How should any cost allocation or rate design changes ordered by the Commission 145 

as a result of a proceeding initiated by this filing be implemented? 146 

A. If the Commission determines that changes to ComEd’s cost allocation or rate design, 147 

based on the Commission’s Order in a proceeding initiated by this filing are warranted 148 

and the Commission’s Order is issued prior to December 1, 2013, it is important that both 149 

the ECOSS and the rate design model implementing those changes be reviewed by ICC 150 

Staff and deemed to be in compliance with the Order in this case before the date on 151 

which the Commission issues its Order in the 2013 FR Update Case – which we 152 

anticipate will occur in December 2013.  To accomplish this, in addition to filing any 153 

complying tariff sheets with the Commission, ComEd recommends that the Commission: 154 

(a) authorize ComEd to submit the complying ECOSS and the rate design model to ICC 155 

Staff within an appropriate number of days after the Order in this proceeding is issued, 156 

and (b) provide ICC Staff with a period to review these models that ends before the 157 
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Commission issues its Order in the 2013 FR Update Case.  The compliant ECOSS and 158 

rate design model can then be used to develop the delivery service charges for 2014 that 159 

must be filed with the Commission in informational sheets shortly after the 2013 FR 160 

Update Case Order is issued.  This, in turn, will assure that updated delivery service 161 

charges can be applicable beginning with the January 2014 monthly billing period.  I note 162 

that if the Commission’s Order in this proceeding is issued after December 1, 2013, any 163 

changes to ComEd’s cost allocation or rate design, based on the Commission’s Order 164 

would take effect in January 2015. 165 

III. ACTIONS IN RESPONSE TO PRIOR COMMISSION  166 
RATE DESIGN-RELATED DIRECTIVES 167 

 What studies and other data related to cost allocation and rate design issues did the Q.168 

Commission direct ComEd to submit? 169 

A. In ComEd’s last traditional delivery service rate case, the 2010 Rate Case, and in 170 

subsequent proceedings, the Commission directed ComEd to undertake certain actions 171 

related to cost allocation and rate design.  In particular, the Commission directed ComEd 172 

to conduct further analyses to possibly refine its ECOSS and to work with ICC Staff and 173 

other interested parties in an effort to narrow or resolve issues.  See ComEd Ex. 2.0, Mr. 174 

Tenorio’s direct testimony, for a list of these Commission directives.   175 

 How did ComEd address these Commission directives? Q.176 

A. In response to these directives, ComEd engaged resources, both internal and external, to 177 

conduct the required analyses.  ComEd personnel also worked with ICC Staff, 178 

representatives for members of the Railroad Delivery Class (the Chicago Transit 179 

Authority (“CTA”) and Metra), and representatives of large commercial and industrial 180 
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customers to address the Commission directives.  These discussions were productive 181 

allowing ComEd to further refine various studies.  For example, ComEd worked with the 182 

railroad customers and their representative on a report, Use of Railroad Customers’ 183 

Electric Traction Power Facilities, that is sponsored by Mr. Michael F. Born, P.E., 184 

ComEd Ex. 4.0.  As a result, ComEd believes that it has narrowed issues with the railroad 185 

customers regarding that report.  See the direct testimony of Mr. Tenorio, ComEd Ex. 186 

2.0, for further discussion regarding how ComEd worked with the railroad customers.  187 

Also, following discussions with ICC Staff, ComEd made changes to the Secondary and 188 

Service Loss Study, such as significantly increasing the sample size for the four classes 189 

with the largest numbers of customers and conducting field surveys, to address Staff’s 190 

concerns.  See the direct testimony of Mr. Born, ComEd Ex. 4.0, for a discussion of the 191 

changes made to the Secondary and Service Loss Study. 192 

 Has ComEd responded appropriately to the Commission’s directives? Q.193 

A. Yes.  ComEd believes that it has responded appropriately and in good faith to the 194 

Commission’s directives presented in the 2010 Rate Case Order, 2011 FR Case Order, 195 

the Order in Docket No. 11-0498 and the 2012 FR Update Order. 196 

IV. SUMMARY OF OTHER DIRECT TESTIMONIES SUPPORTING THE FILING 197 

 Who are the other witnesses presenting direct testimony on behalf of ComEd in this Q.198 

proceeding and what, in sum, are the topics that each witness addresses?  199 

A. In addition to me, each of the following witnesses provides direct testimony: 200 

 Charles S. Tenorio, Manager of the Regulatory Strategies and Solutions group at 201 

ComEd (ComEd Ex. 2.0), presents: 202 
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o  a copy of the tariff sheet, in redline format, from Rate DSPP filed with the 203 

Commission in association with this testimony,  204 

o the rate design model used to develop delivery service charges recently 205 

submitted in the 2013 FR Update Case,  206 

o the rate design model using cost data from the updated ECOSS (referred to in 207 

ComEd Ex. 2.0 as the RDI Rate Design),  208 

o the illustrative rate design models that reflect the results of various illustrative 209 

ECOSSs prepared in response to Commission directives with certain 210 

variations pertaining to delivery class revenue responsibility as a percentage 211 

of embedded cost, 212 

o the actions ComEd has undertaken over the past few years to meet the 213 

Commission’s cost allocation and rate design-related directives,   214 

o proposed updates to various other miscellaneous charges and adjustments 215 

listed in ComEd’s Schedule of Rates, as well as minor proposed tariff 216 

revisions, and 217 

o a report developed in response to a Commission directive pertaining to a 218 

residential usage study. 219 

 Bradley L. Bjerning, a Principal Regulatory Specialist in the Regulatory 220 

Strategies and Solutions group at ComEd (ComEd Ex. 3.0), presents: 221 

o the  ECOSS submitted in the 2013 FR Update Case,  222 

o the ECOSS referred to in ComEd Ex. 3.0 as the RDI ECOSS,  223 

o six illustrative ECOSSs, and 224 
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o three reports developed in response to some of the Commission’s directives 225 

pertaining to cost allocation.    226 

 Michael F. Born, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 4.0), Manager of the Distribution Capacity 227 

Planning Department at ComEd, presents:  228 

o ComEd’s updated Distribution System Loss Study, 229 

o ComEd’s updated Secondary and Service Loss Study, and 230 

o an updated report to the Commission, Use of Railroad Customers’ Electric 231 

Traction Power Facilities, pursuant to the 2010 Rate Case Order and 2011 232 

FR Case Order. 233 

V. CONCLUSION 234 

 Does this complete your direct testimony? Q.235 

A. Yes. 236 


