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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”) as Director of Rates & 7 

Revenue Policy. 8 

 Are you the same Christine M. Brinkman that submitted direct testimony in this Q.9 

proceeding? 10 

A. Yes. 11 

B. Summary of Rebuttal Testimony 12 

 What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? Q.13 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to:  14 

 respond to the rebuttal testimonies of City/CUB1 witness Mr. Edward C. Bodmer 15 

(City/CUB Exhibit (“Ex.”) 1.0), CTA/Metra2 witness Mr. James G. Bachman 16 

(CTA/Metra Joint Ex. 1.0), and REACT3 witness Mr. Jeffery Merola (REACT 17 

Ex. 3.0) regarding ComEd’s compliance with certain Illinois Commerce 18 

Commission (“Commission”) directives; 19 

                                                 
1 City of Chicago (“City”) and Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) 
2 Chicago Transit Authority (“CTA”) and Northeast Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation d/b/a Metra 

(“Metra”). 
3 The Coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of Costs Together (“REACT”) 
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 address Mr. Bodmer’s testimony regarding the “unfairness” of ComEd’s 20 

residential rates and the effect of Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act 21 

(“EIMA”)4 on revenue stability; 22 

 respond to REACT witnesses Mr. Merola’s and Mr. Bradley O. Fults’ (REACT 23 

Ex. 1.0) proposals regarding the allocation of customer care costs and 24 

Unaccounted For Energy (“UFE”), respectively;  25 

 address Staff witness Ms. Alicia Allen’s proposal regarding ComEd’s proposed 26 

Reconnection Fee; and  27 

 identify the other witnesses filing rebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd and 28 

summarize the subject matters that they each address. 29 

 Mr. Bodmer, in particular, raises a large number of points concerning ComEd’s Q.30 

rate design in his testimony.  Do you address all of his positions here?  31 

A. No.  Mr. Bodmer raises certain issues in this proceeding relating to cost of service and 32 

rate design that are addressed by me or other ComEd witnesses as summarized in Section 33 

VIII of my rebuttal testimony.  However, his testimony5addresses many matters of little 34 

or no bearing on those subjects and, due to the volume, it is simply impractical to respond 35 

to every word or passage in his testimony with which ComEd disagrees.  Accordingly, 36 

the Commission should not assume that just because ComEd has not addressed any 37 

particular passage of his testimony, ComEd agrees with that material.  To the contrary, 38 

ComEd strongly disagrees with many positions taken by Mr. Bodmer; however, here I 39 

will just speak to matters of policy.  40 

                                                 
4 EIMA refers to the changes and additions made to the Public Utilities Act in Public Acts 97-0616 and 97-
0646. 
5 As with his testimony submitted in Docket No. 08-0532 
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 In brief, what conclusions do you reach? Q.41 

A. I conclude that ComEd has met the directives from previous Commission Orders and no 42 

party has demonstrated otherwise.  Moreover, ComEd, at the Commission’s direction, 43 

presented a number of studies to allocate the costs of service that comprise ComEd’s 44 

revenue requirement between customer classes in a manner that is fair to customers, 45 

while allowing for full recovery of these costs.  Further, EIMA does not ensure revenue 46 

stability for ComEd.  Additionally, the proposals regarding customer care costs and UFE 47 

are not properly before the Commission in this proceeding.  Finally, Staff’s proposal 48 

regarding ComEd’s proposed Reconnection Fee does not align with the fact that ComEd 49 

does not currently use the remote connect and disconnect functionality of smart meters.   50 

Staff and other witnesses addressed several topics to which I respond.  The failure 51 

to address any particular point raised by Staff or other witnesses does not equal 52 

agreement to that point. 53 

C. Itemized Attachments 54 

 Do you have exhibits attached to your rebuttal testimony? Q.55 

A. No. 56 

II. COMED’S COMPLIANCE WITH CERTAIN COMMISSION DIRECTIVES 57 

 Have certain witnesses questioned whether ComEd has complied with certain Q.58 

Commission directives from previous proceedings? 59 

A. Yes.  City/CUB witness Mr. Bodmer claims that ComEd has “provided little or no 60 

evidence” that it has complied with the Commission directive to investigate whether new 61 

customer class definitions or rate designs are appropriate.  (City/CUB Ex. 1.0, 7:113-62 

8:115).  CTA/Metra witness Mr. Bachman asserts that “the RDI ECOSS fails to account 63 
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for the Commission directive to eliminate any and all 4 kV system costs from the 64 

Railroad Delivery class revenue requirement.”  (CTA/Metra Joint Ex. 1.0, 2:44-3:47).  65 

Finally, REACT witness Mr. Merola argues that ComEd addressed other Commission 66 

directives but did not address the allocation of customer care costs.  (REACT Ex. 3.0, 67 

9:185-188).  Contrary to these witnesses’ testimonies, ComEd has complied with each of 68 

these Commission directives by providing the studies and/or evidence as required.  I 69 

address each of these claims. 70 

 How do you respond to CUB/City witness Mr. Bodmer’s claim? Q.71 

A. Mr. Bodmer errs in claiming that ComEd provided little or no evidence that it complied 72 

with the directive to investigate whether new customer class definitions or rate designs 73 

are appropriate.  ComEd Ex. 2.33 presented a detailed analysis of residential electricity 74 

usage and Straight Fixed Variable (“SFV”) rate design bill impacts.  ComEd analyzed 75 

customer usage by percentile (on the basis of annual electricity usage for 2010) and the 76 

distribution of customers in each percentile in each delivery class for each zip code 77 

within its service territory.  This analysis is supported by extensive data including in part 78 

customer distributions by zip code, which includes for each of the several hundred zip 79 

codes analyzed, four charts, one for each delivery class, showing the distribution of 80 

customers by percentile within the zip code.  Thus, ComEd has presented substantial and 81 

detailed information in response to this Commission directive.  For further explanation of 82 

ComEd’s response to this directive, see the rebuttal testimony of ComEd witness Mr. 83 

Charles S. Tenorio, ComEd Ex. 6.0. 84 

 How do you respond to CTA/Metra witness Mr. Bachman’s claim? Q.85 
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A. It is unclear what Mr. Bachman means by “the Railroad Delivery class revenue 86 

requirement.”  Nonetheless, his claim that ComEd did not follow the Commission’s 87 

directive is incorrect because it is based an incorrect assumption that ComEd is 88 

“proposing” the RDI ECOSS and corresponding RDI rate design.  ComEd met the 89 

Commission’s directive to “study, define, and delete from costs assigned to the Railroad 90 

Class the costs associated with the 4kV facilities that are not used to serve the Railroad 91 

Class.”  (Docket No 10-0467, Final Order (dated May 24, 2011) at 191 (“2010 ComEd 92 

Order”)).  This analysis is contained in ComEd Ex. 3.07.  Further, ComEd did “develop a 93 

new embedded cost of service study … that excludes the costs that are associated with 94 

facilities below 12 kV from the Railroad Class.” (2010 ComEd Order at 191).  Indeed, 95 

Mr. Bachman acknowledges that ComEd presented this ECOSS in ComEd Ex. 3.12.  96 

Thus, contrary to Mr. Bachman’s conclusion, ComEd has complied with the 97 

Commission’s directive.6  ComEd has taken no position as to the relative merits of the 98 

methodologies in the RDI ECOSS or any of the various illustrative ECOSSs that are 99 

based on the RDI ECOSS, including ComEd Ex. 3.12; therefore, any assertion by Mr. 100 

Bachman that the RDI ECOSS is ComEd’s “proposed” ECOSS is incorrect.  See Mr. 101 

Bradley L. Bjerning’s direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 3.0, 2:35-46; 22:413-415) for further 102 

discussion.  103 

                                                 
6 In fact in response to data request CTA 2.3(c) (from CTA to Staff), which asks if Staff’s recommended 
ECOSS complies with the same quote on page 191 of the 2010 ComEd Order, Staff states in part “Mr. 
Johnson’s opinion is that the Commission wanted ComEd to provide an ECOSS that deletes 4 kV facilities 
from the costs assigned to the Railroad Class.  ComEd has done so in this case.  What is not clear is 
whether the Commission, in its Order in Docket No. 10-0467, intended to predetermine how it would use 
that information to set rates in this case. Mr. Johnson believes that his recommended ECOSS is not 
inconsistent with or precluded from consideration by the Commission’s Final Order in Docket No. 10-
0467. The Commission has the opportunity to make its intent clear in the current case based on the record 
in this case.”   
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 Finally, how do you respond to REACT witness Mr. Merola’s claim? Q.104 

A. Mr. Merola’s claim that ComEd failed to comply with the 2010 ComEd Order concerning 105 

so-called “customer care costs,” is based on a misreading of the 2010 ComEd Order.  He 106 

quotes a passage from page 213 of the 2010 ComEd Order concerning a change to the 107 

allocation of costs to be included “in ComEd’s compliance rates for this docket.” (italics 108 

emphasis added)  Clearly, the Commission anticipated that ComEd’s compliance filing 109 

resulting from the 2010 ComEd Order would address its conclusion and directive with 110 

respect to cost allocation in that Order.  In fact, the Commission’s conclusion and 111 

directive with respect to cost allocation was made as part of ComEd’s compliance filing 112 

for that proceeding, which was filed on May 25, 2011.  Contrary to REACT witness Mr. 113 

Merola’s claim, ComEd was not required to conduct and/or present additional analysis or 114 

study of the customer care cost issue in this proceeding.  For further discussion of 115 

customer care costs, see the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Ronald E. Donovan, ComEd Ex. 116 

9.0.  117 

III. ECOSSS AND RATE DESIGNS SUBMITTED IN COMED’S DIRECT 118 
TESTIMONY 119 

 City/CUB witness Mr. Bodmer argues about the “unfairness of ComEd’s residential Q.120 

rates” and how ComEd’s monthly customer charge, which is “the highest in the 121 

nation,” is not derived from cost of service.  (City/Cub Ex. 1.0, 3:20-4:33).  How do 122 

you respond? 123 

A. First, I note that Mr. Bodmer’s analysis includes only selected data to support his 124 

conclusion regarding ComEd’s charges.  For example, Mr. Bodmer’s analysis in part 125 

focuses on selected utility fixed costs and does not consider other fixed costs, as 126 

described by ComEd witness Mr. Philip Q. Hanser (ComEd Ex. 10.0), that are incurred to 127 
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provide service to all customers, such as the costs of major distribution transformers or 128 

costs of customers’ electric service connections (“service drops”).  These costs do not 129 

change based on variations of usage as referenced in the Revised Direct Testimony of Dr. 130 

Ross C. Hemphill in Docket No. 10-0467 (ComEd Ex. 14.0 Rev., 9:192-199).  ComEd 131 

witnesses Messrs. Tenorio, Bjerning and Hanser refute Mr. Bodmer’s claims concerning 132 

the fairness of ComEd’s customer charges and demonstrate that customer charges are 133 

based on cost of service.   134 

Additionally, in various Orders, including the 2010 ComEd Order, the 135 

Commission directed ComEd to undertake a number of studies to allocate the costs of 136 

service that comprise ComEd’s revenue requirement among customer classes in a manner 137 

that is fair to customers, while allowing for full recovery of these costs.  If one customer 138 

class does not pay its fair share of costs, another customer class pays more than its fair 139 

share of costs.  In making decisions concerning interclass cost allocation and rate design, 140 

the Commission should seek to balance the interests of all customers that receive services 141 

and pay charges established through this regulatory process.  Inevitably, various 142 

customers and customer groups support shifting costs to other customers to reduce their 143 

own share of costs thus reducing the charges that they must pay.  For example, Illinois 144 

Industrial Energy Consumers (“IIEC”) recommends segregating the primary delivery 145 

system costs into single-phase and three-phase components and assigning the single-146 

phase costs exclusively to secondary voltage customers. This proposal assigns more 147 

primary voltage costs to secondary voltage customers, which primarily includes 148 

residential customers.  (IIEC Ex. 1.0, 4:74-88).  Similarly, Mr. Bodmer on behalf of 149 
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City/CUB proposes to reduce the average price paid per kilowatt (“kWh”) for low use 150 

customers and increase prices for high use customers.  (City/CUB Ex. 1.0, 9:143-145).  151 

Cost causation should form the basis of an appropriate cost of service study and 152 

rate design.  In the end, I conclude that the Commission should approve a cost of service 153 

study and delivery service charges based on traditional cost-causation principals to ensure 154 

all customers are paying their fair share, with appropriate consideration of the other 155 

ratemaking principles described in the testimony of Mr. Hanser (ComEd Ex. 10.0) and 156 

Mr. O’Sheasy (ComEd Ex. 11.0).  The various illustrative ECOSSs and corresponding 157 

illustrative rate designs submitted in this proceeding are intended to provide a reasonable 158 

basis upon which the Commission can determine the most appropriate cost of service 159 

study and rate design in a fair manner.  For further discussion of the various illustrative 160 

ECOSSs and corresponding illustrative rate designs, see the rebuttal testimony of Mr. 161 

Bjerning (ComEd Ex. 7.0), and Mr. Tenorio (ComEd Ex. 6.0), respectively.  162 

IV. EIMA AND REVENUE STABILITY 163 

 City/CUB witness Mr. Bodmer asserts that “[a]ny revenue justification for a high Q.164 

customer charge has disappeared due to formula rates that assure stable revenues 165 

and cost recovery for ComEd.”  (City/CUB Ex. 1.0, 8:119-121).  How do you 166 

respond? 167 

A. I disagree with this statement for two reasons.  First, the annual formula rate process 168 

approved by the EIMA only establishes a revenue requirement for the next year and 169 

reconciles the revenue requirement for the previous year.  This revenue requirement is 170 
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subject to a prudence and reasonableness7 review just as it was when ComEd used a 171 

historical test year.  The revenue requirement is then allocated to customer classes via the 172 

ecoss and rate design to establish delivery service charges.  EIMA in no way assures 173 

ComEd’s full revenue requirement will be recovered.  An appropriate cost allocation and 174 

rate design will provide ComEd with a better opportunity to recover its Commission-175 

approved revenue requirement.  Thus, Mr. Bodmer’s claim is not correct.  Second, Mr. 176 

Bodmer’s claim fails to acknowledge that EIMA, by its own terms, contains sunset 177 

provisions.  Consequently, even if EIMA ensured revenue stability – and it does not – 178 

EIMA does not provide the long-term revenue stability that Mr. Bodmer claims.  Mr. 179 

Hanser (ComEd Ex. 10.0) further discusses revenue stability as well as the other 180 

principles of rate design. 181 

V. ALLOCATION OF CUSTOMER CARE COSTS 182 

 Quoting the 2010 ComEd Order at page 210, REACT witness Mr. Merola claims Q.183 

that the Commission should revisit the customer care costs allocation issue as retail 184 

electric market conditions have evolved.  (REACT Ex. 3.0, 9:190-11:245).  How do 185 

you respond? 186 

A. It is not appropriate for REACT witness Mr. Merola to raise this proposal in this 187 

proceeding.  This is a revenue requirement-neutral proceeding that concerns the 188 

allocation of the costs of service that comprise the Commission-authorized revenue 189 

requirement among customer classes and rate elements (i.e., charges).  This docket was 190 

initiated pursuant to Section 16-108(e) of the Public Utilities Act, which provides for a 191 

                                                 
7 Section 16-108.5 (b-5) states “Nothing in this Section shall prohibit the Commission from investigating 

the prudence and reasonableness of the expenditures made under the infrastructure investment program 
during the annual review required by subsection (d) of this Section and shall, as part of such 
investigation, determine whether the utility's actual costs under the program are prudent and reasonable.”   
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revenue requirement-neutral filing to investigate tariff changes related to rate design of a 192 

performance-based formula rate.  This docket is NOT about determining or altering 193 

ComEd’s Commission-approved revenue requirement.  However, Mr. Merola’s proposal 194 

would have a direct impact on ComEd’s delivery service revenue requirement, 195 

inappropriately shifting the recovery of certain customer care costs out of that revenue 196 

requirement.  As such, REACT’s proposal would alter ComEd’s Commission-authorized 197 

revenue requirement as approved in the last ComEd Formula Rate Update proceeding, 198 

Docket No. 12-0321.  In fact, Mr. Merola himself seems to recognize this, arguing that 199 

these costs should be removed from ComEd’s delivery service revenue requirement so 200 

that they may be “by-passable” by delivery service customers taking supply service from 201 

an alternative supplier.  (REACT Ex. 3.0, 16:349-366).  Accordingly, it is not appropriate 202 

for REACT to revisit this issue in this proceeding.  See the rebuttal testimony of ComEd 203 

witness Mr. Ronald E. Donovan (ComEd Ex. 9.0) for further discussion of Customer 204 

Care Costs.   205 

VI. UFE 206 

 REACT witness Mr. Fults recommends that the Commission Order ComEd to Q.207 

prepare a study that more closely aligns UFE to the appropriate customer class.  208 

(REACT Ex. 1.0, 6:130-131).  How do you respond? 209 

A. Just as with Mr. Merola’s testimony regarding customer care costs, it is appropriate to 210 

address UFE in this proceeding.  There is no “UFE charge” in ComEd’s delivery service 211 

rates notwithstanding the frequent reference to such a “charge” in the testimony of Mr. 212 

Fults on behalf of REACT.  Furthermore, while I am not an attorney, it is my 213 

understanding that wholesale electricity matters fall within the purview of the Federal 214 
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Energy Regulatory Commission.  ComEd will address any legal argument regarding this 215 

jurisdictional matter in it briefs, as needed.  Mr. Tenorio (ComEd Ex. 6.0) addresses Mr. 216 

Merola’s references to “UFE charges.”   217 

VII. RECONNECTION FEES 218 

 Staff witness Ms. Allen recommends that ComEd employ two Reconnection Fees, Q.219 

one for standard meters and one for smart meters.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, 5:106-7:115).  220 

How do you respond?  221 

A. As Mr. Donovan discusses in his rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 9.0), the costs of 222 

reconnection are the same regardless of the type of meter a customer has, thus these costs 223 

should not be differentiated by the meter type.  In the event that ComEd were to utilize 224 

the remote disconnect/reconnect functionality of smart meters for locations with an 225 

identified customer in the future, the costs calculated for such reconnection should reflect 226 

the costs ComEd incurs for all reconnections.  This would provide a benefit of any 227 

reduced costs to all customers, and not just those that happen to have a smart meter at the 228 

time of reconnection.  In this way, the benefits of smart meters are better matched with 229 

the manner in which smart meter costs are recovered. 230 

VIII. SUMMARY OF OTHER REBUTTAL TESTIMONIES 231 

 Who are the other witnesses presenting rebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd in Q.232 

this proceeding, and what, in sum, are the topics that each witness addresses? 233 

A. In addition to me, each of the following witnesses provides rebuttal testimony: 234 

 Charles S. Tenorio, Manager of the Regulatory Strategies and Solutions group at 235 

ComEd (ComEd Ex. 6.0), addresses rate design issues raised by Staff witnesses Mr. 236 
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William R. Johnson and Ms. Allen, Illinois Attorney General (“AG”) witness Mr. 237 

Scott J. Rubin, City/CUB witness Mr. Bodmer, IIEC witness Mr. Robert R. Stephens, 238 

and Kroger Company (“Kroger”) witness Mr. Neal Townsend.  He also addresses 239 

Staff witness Mr. Johnson’s proposal regarding supply charges and Staff witness Ms. 240 

Allen’s testimony regarding miscellaneous charges and fees, Standard Meter 241 

Allowances, and miscellaneous tariff revisions.  Finally, Mr. Tenorio addresses 242 

REACT witness Mr. Fults’ testimony regarding “UFE charges.”  243 

 Bradley L. Bjerning, a Principal Regulatory Specialist in the Regulatory Strategies 244 

and Solutions group at ComEd (ComEd Ex. 7.0), addresses cost allocation issues 245 

raised by Kroger witness Mr. Townsend, Staff witnesses Mr. Johnson and Mr. Greg 246 

Rockrohr, AG witness Mr. Rubin, IIEC witnesses Mr. Stephens and Ms. Amanda M. 247 

Alderson, City/CUB witness Mr. Bodmer, CTA/Metra witness Mr. Bachman, and 248 

REACT witnesses Mr. Fults and Mr. Harry L. Terhune.   249 

 Michael F. Born, P.E., Manager of the Distribution Capacity Planning Department at 250 

ComEd (ComEd Ex. 8.0), responds to testimony regarding the Distribution System 251 

Loss Study, the Secondary and Service Loss Study, and the Use of Railroad 252 

Customers’ Electric Traction Power Facilities Report.  253 

 Ronald E. Donovan, P.E., Vice President of Customer Business Transformation and 254 

Technology at ComEd (ComEd Ex. 9.0), responds to AG witness Mr. Rubin’s 255 

testimony regarding ComEd’s proposed Invalid Payment Fee and Staff witness Ms. 256 

Allen’s testimony regarding ComEd’s proposed Reconnection Fee.  He also addresses 257 

Mr. Merola’s testimony regarding customer care costs and municipal aggregation 258 
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costs.  Finally, Mr. Donovan addresses Mr. Bodmer’s proposal to exclude certain 259 

costs from the customer charge and base recovery upon kWh based charges.  260 

 Philip Q. Hanser, Principal, The Battle Group (ComEd Ex. 10.0), responds to 261 

testimonies of Mr. Bodmer and Mr. Rubin concerning SFV.  262 

 Michael T. O’Sheasy, Vice President, Christensen Associates Energy Consulting, 263 

LLC (ComEd Ex. 11.0), responds to the testimonies of Messrs. Bachman, Stephens 264 

and Tehrune regarding the study entitled Meeting Commonwealth Edison’s 265 

Distribution Allocation Requirements from Illinois Commerce Commission Order 10-266 

0467 and their proposals concerning cost allocation.  267 

IX. CONCLUSION 268 

 Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? Q.269 

A. Yes. 270 


