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STAFF OF THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
BRIEF ON EXCEPTIONS 

 
 

Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”), by and through its counsel, 

pursuant to the direction of the Administrative Law Judges (“ALJs”) and Section 200.800 

of the Illinois Administrative Code, respectfully submits its Brief on Exceptions (“BOE”) 

in the above-captioned matter. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION / STATEMENT OF THE CASE  

On April 30, 2013, Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd” or “Company”) 

filed with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) the rate design formula 

tariff provisions of Rate DSPP, in accordance with Section 16-108.5(e) of the Public 

Utilities Act (“Act”).  Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Suspension Order, Docket No. 13-

0387, 1 (June 5, 2013).  Section 16-108.5(e) permits the Commission after notice and 

hearing to enter an order approving or approving with modification, proposed changes 

to Rate DSPP.  Id. 
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Under the Act, the Commission has 240 days after the utility’s filing to issue a 

final order.1  Id.  Section 16-108.5(c) provides in part, that any changes ordered by the 

Commission are to be made at the same time new rates take effect following the 

Commissions next order pursuant to subsection (d)2 of 16-108.5, provided that the new 

rates take effect no less than 30 days after the date on which the Commission issues an 

order adopting the changes.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(c).  The procedural schedule in this 

docket contemplates a Commission final order after November 30, 2013.  With that 

assumption, any changes ordered by the Commission in this docket would not take 

effect until January 1, 2015. 

On June 20, 2013, an initial status hearing was held in this matter.  ComEd, 

Staff, the People of the State of Illinois by Attorney General Lisa Madigan (“AG”), the 

City of Chicago (“City”), the Chicago Transit Authority (“CTA”), the Illinois Industrial 

Energy Consumers (“IIEC”), Metra, the Coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of 

Costs Together (“REACT”) and the Commercial Group agreed on a schedule for the 

filing of Staff and Intervenor direct testimony, Company rebuttal testimony, Staff and 

Intervenor rebuttal testimony, and Company surrebuttal testimony.  The parties also 

agreed on the dates for: (a) motions related to the prefiled testimony, (b) evidentiary 

hearings, (c) initial briefs, (d) reply briefs, (e) ALJs’ proposed order, (f) briefs on 

exceptions, and (g) reply briefs on exceptions.  (Tr. 11.) 

                                            
1  240 days from the filing at issue in Docket No. 13-0387 is December 26, 2013. 

2  Subsection (d) of Section 16-108.5 allows for hearing concerning the annual update to the cost 

inputs of the Company’s formula rate.  In a proceeding under subsection (d), the Commission is to enter 
its order no later than the earlier of 240 days after the utility's filing of its annual update of cost inputs to 
the performance-based formula rate or December 31. 220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(d).  ComEd made its 
subsection (d) filing on April 29, 2013. The matter was docketed as Docket No. 13-0318.  240 days from 
the filing of ComEd’s formula rate update filing is December 25, 2013. 
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In accordance with the agreed to schedule, evidentiary hearings were held on 

September 24 and 25, 2013.  Testimony was offered by Staff, ComEd, AG, IIEC, 

Metra/CTA (jointly and individually), IIEC, City/CUB, Commercial Group, Kroger, and 

REACT into evidence, either by supporting witness testimony or by affidavit.  The ALJs 

admitted the parties’ respective testimony and attachments and exhibits into evidence. 

The following Staff witnesses testified: William R. Johnson (Direct, Staff Ex.1.0 

and Rebuttal, Staff Ex. 4.0), Alicia Allen (Direct, Staff Ex. 2.0 and Rebuttal, Staff Ex. 

5.0), and Greg Rockrohr (Direct, Staff Ex. 3.0 (Public and Confidential) and Rebuttal, 

Staff Ex. 6.0). 

On October 11, 3013, initial briefs were filed by: Staff, ComEd, Kroger, the 

Commercial Group, IIEC, REACT, City/CUB, AG, Metra and CTA.   

On October 18, 2013, reply briefs were filed by: Staff, ComEd, CTA, City/CUB, 

Metra, React, IIEC, and AG 

On November 8, 2013, the ALJs issued a Proposed Order (“ALJPO”).  The ALJs 

set November 18, 2013 and November 25, 2013 for the filing of exceptions and reply 

exceptions, respectively.  Staff, generally agrees with many of the ALJPO’s findings and 

conclusions but does recommend certain modifications and clarifications.  Staff’s BOE 

follows. 
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II. COST OF SERVICE AND INTERCLASS ALLOCATION ISSUES 

A. Overview 

B. Potentially Uncontested Issues 

1. Indirect Uncollectible Costs 

C. Potentially Contested Issues 

1. Cost Allocation of Primary/Secondary Distribution System 

a. Studies and Analysis Performed Regarding Changes to Cost 
Allocations to Primary Service 

i. Extra Large Load and High Voltage Over 10 MW 

ii. Single-Phase/Three Phase (Shared) Primary Separation 

iii. Cost Allocation of Combination Poles 

iv. [OTHERS] 

b. Studies and Analysis Proposed Regarding Future Changes 
to Cost Allocations to Primary Service 

i. Shared Distribution Line Proportional Cost Assignment 
Study 

ii. Single-Phase/Three Phase (Shared) Primary Separation 
Investigation/Workshop 

iii.  [OTHERS] 

c. Cost Allocation of Facilities that Operate Below 12 kV – 
Railroad Delivery Class 

2. Cost Allocation by Sector versus Delivery Class 

3. Other Cost Allocation Issues 

a. Railroad Cost Allocation Adjustment (related to ComEd’s 
Use of Railroad Customer Facilities) 

b. Residential Cost Allocation Adjustment 
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D. Overall ECOSS Recommendation 

Staff takes exception to the ALJPO’s overall ECOSS recommendation.  The 

ALJPPO states:  

The Commission previously ordered ComEd to delete costs associated 
with 4kV facilities assigned to the Railroad Class that are not used to 
serve the Railroad Class.  The CA Distribution Study attempts to address 
the Commission’s directive by identifying and separating the costs into “at 
or below 4kV” and “above 4kV” primary voltage categories.  ComEd, 
Metra, and CTA argue that the ECOSS including the CA Distribution 
Study’s recommendations regarding the treatment of 4kV facilities 
complies with the Commission’s directive.  This is true, but only in part.  
The CA Distribution Study’s treatment of 4kV facilities does delete 4kV 
costs from the Railroad Class; however, it also deletes some costs to ELL 
customers as well.  Therefore the Commission finds that ComEd failed to 
comply with the Commission’s directive in Docket No. 10-0467.  Again, the 
Commission directs ComEd to separate the “at or below 4 kV” costs from 
just the Railroad Class as soon as practicable.  In the interim, the 
Commission adopts the CA Distribution Study’s recommendation 
regarding the treatment of 4 kV facilities.  

 
(ALJPO, 48, emphasis added.) 

 
Specifically, Staff takes exception to the ALJPO’s recommendation to, in the 

interim, adopt the CA Distribution Study’s recommendation regarding treatment of 4 kV 

facilities, which deletes at or below 4kV costs for the Railroad and ELL customers.  It 

would be potentially confusing and also provide incorrect price signals to allow the final 

ECOSS to delete at or below 4kV costs for the ELL customers in the interim but only to, 

presumably, include those costs at a later time for the ELL customers.  ComEd provided 

an ECOSS that employed the findings pertaining to the allocation of costs associated 

with 4kV facilities presented in the CA Distribution Study (ComEd Ex. 3.12), It also 

provided an ECOSS that employed all the findings and recommendations presented in 

the CA Distribution Study other than those pertaining to the allocation of costs 

associated with 4kV facilities (ComEd Ex. 3.14). Accordingly, ComEd should be able to 
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provide a compliance ECOSS that deletes at or below 4kV costs for the Railroad class 

only.  Therefore, Staff recommends the following changes to the “Commission Analysis 

and Conclusion” section on page 48 of the ALJPO: 

 
Proposed Modification 
(ALJPO, 48) 
 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 

*** 
 

The Commission previously ordered ComEd to delete costs associated 
with 4kV facilities assigned to the Railroad Class that are not used to 
serve the Railroad Class.  The CA Distribution Study attempts to address 
the Commission’s directive by identifying and separating the costs into “at 
or below 4kV” and “above 4kV” primary voltage categories.  ComEd, 
Metra, and CTA argue that the ECOSS including the CA Distribution 
Study’s recommendations regarding the treatment of 4kV facilities 
complies with the Commission’s directive.  This is true, but only in part.  
The CA Distribution Study’s treatment of 4kV facilities does delete 4kV 
costs from the Railroad Class; however, it also deletes some costs to ELL 
customers as well.  Therefore the Commission finds that ComEd failed to 
comply with the Commission’s directive in Docket No. 10-0467.  Again, 
The Commission accepts the deletion of “at or below 4kV” costs for the 
Railroad class only.  The Commission directs ComEd to provide a 
compliance ECOSS that incorporates all Commission findings from this 
Order including the deletionseparate of the “at or below 4 kV” costs from 
just the Railroad Class and include the “at or below 4 kV costs for the ELL 
customers.as soon as practicable.  In the interim, the Commission adopts 
the CA Distribution Study’s recommendation regarding the treatment of 4 
kV facilities. 

 

 

III. CUSTOMER CARE COSTS  

Staff recommends that the Commission continue to allow customer care costs to 

be allocated to the distribution function as it directed the Company to do in Docket No. 

10-0467.  No compelling reason was provided by any party to cause the Commission to 

now change its course. As Staff discussed in its reply brief, the Switching Study from 
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Docket No. 10-0467 found that the cost of providing customer care did not decrease as 

the number of customer switches increased to 100%.  (Staff RB, 15-16.)  Second, if 

there is a net cost increase to ComEd under the 100% switching scenario as the 

Switching Study indicates, there would be no justification for allocating costs away from 

the distribution function.  Id. Third, ComEd is the default supply service provider; thus, it 

must stand ready to serve customers that have chosen to receive supply service from a 

RES. No matter how many customers switch from ComEd for supply service, ComEd 

must incur the necessary costs to stand ready to serve them if and when they return to 

ComEd.  Id. Fourth, ComEd witness Donovan provided some examples of increased 

costs associated with customer care costs even as more customers switched from 

ComEd supply to ARES supply.  He identified that the Customer Contact Center (“Call 

Center”) had an annual expense in the 2010 case of $25.8 million and the annual 

expense in this docket is $36.6 million.  He stated that the increase in Call Center 

spending is a result of responding to customer phone calls.  The total number of calls 

received increased by over 1 million between 2010 and 2012.  This indicates an 

increase in customer care costs even though the number of customers that have left 

ComEd and switched to a RES has increased.  Id.  Therefore, Staff recommends the 

following changes to the “Commission Analysis and Conclusion” section on pages 53-

55 of the ALJPO and to the “FINDINGS AND ORDERINGS PARAGRAPHS” section on 

page 117 of the ALJPO: 

 

Proposed Modification 
(ALJPO, 53-55) 
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Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 

Pursuant to the Electric Service Customer Choice and Rate Relief 
Law of 1997, Illinois electric utilities now have two distinct functions -- a 
supply function and a delivery function.  See 220 ILCS 5/16-101, et seq.   

 
The parties agree that Customer Care Costs include the calculation 

and generation of bills, tracking and maintaining customer information, 
mailing of bills, responding to customer phone calls, metering services, 
payment processing, credit and collections, and general customer 
relations activities.  REACT Ex. 3.0 at 5:92-96; Tr. at 73:10-15 (ComEd 
witness Ms. Brinkman); see also Tr. at 134:20-135:4 (Staff witness Mr. 
Johnson).  This includes not only the costs associated with direct 
customer interaction but also the cost of computer systems and 
infrastructure to support these business activities.  These costs are 
allocated to all customers through distribution service tariffs.   

 
REACT argues that a large proportion of these costs are 

attributable solely to ComEd’s bundled supply customers.  ComEd asserts 
that all delivery service customers are responsible for customer care 
costs.$0 should be collected from its supply customers for customer care 
costs.  In dockets in 2005, 2007, 2008 and 2010 the Commission has 
considered this issue.   

 
The Commission notes that ComEd’s analyses on all other cost 

issues are presented as embedded cost studies. On this issue, it has 
repeatedly emphasized avoided cost studies. It has invariably concluded 
on the basis of these avoided cost studies that even when there were only 
a relative handful of delivery service customers, no  customer care costs 
were allocable specifically to its supply customers.   

 
REACT argues that attributing all of these to costs to delivery 

service customers reduces the supply side cost of service at the expense 
of delivery service customers.  ComEd can charge supply customers less 
because their rates are in effect subsidized by the total allocation of these 
costs to parties only responsible for some fraction of them.  

 
ComEd and Staff point out that the Switching Study from Docket 

No. 10-0467 found that the cost of providing customer care did not 
decrease as the number of customer switches increased to 100%. 
Second, if there is a net cost increase to ComEd under the 100% 
switching scenario as the Switching Study indicates, there would be no 
justification for allocating costs away from the distribution function.  Third, 
until the provision of power and energy is declared a competitive service, 
ComEd is the default supply service provider (220 ILCS 5/16-103(c)); 
thus, it must stand ready to serve customers that have chosen to receive 



Docket No. 13-0387 
Staff BOE 

 

9 

supply service from a RES.  No matter how many customers switch away 
from ComEd for supply service, ComEd must incur the necessary costs to 
stand ready to serve them if and when they return to ComEd.  Fourth, 
ComEd provided some examples of increased costs associated with 
customer care costs even as more customers left ComEd supply.  It 
identified that the Customer Contact Center (“Call Center”) had an annual 
expense in the 2010 case of $25.8 million and the annual expense in this 
docket is $36.6 million.  ComEd stated that the increase in Call Center 
spending is a result of responding to customer phone calls.  The total 
number of calls received increased by over 1 million between 2010 and 
2012.  This indicates an increase in customer care costs even though the 
number of customers that have switched to a RES has increased.as the 
number of delivery service customers has increased, its customer care 
costs have increased not declined.  ComEd and Staff also point out that 
ComEd contends that this is proof that all customer care costs are 
properly delivery service costs.  The Commission is not entirely convinced.  
The increase in customer care costs and the concomitant increase in 
number of delivery service customers does not prove the total absence of 
costs for ComEd’s supply customers.  The increase in customer service 
costs may only reflect that billing and other services supplied to delivery 
service customers are more complex and expensive than those for supply 
customers.  In addition, a simple correlation between number of delivery 
service customers and the level of customer care costs provides no 
information regarding cost causation.   

 
ComEd also argues that because this is a proceeding to determine 

delivery service costs it would be improper to reduce the overall 
assessment of costs.  However, if a fraction of customer service costs are 
attributable only to supply customers, they should be collected from supply 
customers and not through delivery service tariffs.   ComEd can recover 
its costs, just not from the wrong customers.   

 
Staff argues that as the default supplier, ComEd has an obligation 

to provide supply service no matter how few supply customers it has.  It is 
entitled to collect customer costs.  The Commission agrees that ComEd is 
entitled to collect its customer care costs and entitled to a profit over and 
above those costs.., but pursuant to long established policy, costs are to 
be collected from the cost causers, who in this case may include supply 
customers.   

 
In Docket No. 08-0532 at 68-69, the Commission found that 

REACT’s arguments regarding customer care costs had merit, but that 
specific cost data was lacking.  In Docket No. 10-0467, the Commission 
further recognized that in its switching study ComEd selectively examined 
categories of costs supporting its customer care cost position while 
ignoring others that did not.  Docket No. 10-0467 at 213. 
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In this case, the only numerical information on allocation of 

customer care costs for bundled customer supply issues is Mr. Merola's 
analysis on behalf of REACT.   His study indicates that ComEd incurs a 
total of $326.8 million in Customer Care Costs, exclusive of metering 
services.  He attributes approximately $109 million of that figure to 
ComEd's supply function.  This number implies that bundled supply 
customers generate supply related customer care costs roughly equal to 
their present proportion of ComEd’s customer base.  This allocation 
seems inconsistent with a large fraction of customer care costs properly 
allocated to all customers for distribution related issues.  It also overlooks 
the reality that distribution customers generate more complex bills likely to 
require more service.  ComEd’s assertion that there are no customer care 
costs attributable to its supply customers is equally suspect.  

 
Thus, the record presents the Commission with what it perceives to be two 
extreme points of view that have been presented to us repeatedly in 
successive dockets.  The record in this case illustrates that customer care 
costs have increased as the number of customers that have switched to a 
RES has increased.  The Commission also agrees that ComEd is the 
default supply service provider (220 ILCS 5/16-103(c)); thus, it must stand 
ready to serve customers that have chosen to receive supply service from 
a RES.  No matter how many customers switch from ComEd for supply 
service, ComEd must incur the necessary costs to stand ready to serve 
them if and when they return to ComEd.  Therefore, the Commission 
rejects REACT’s customer care cost proposal.declines to credit either 
position.  The Commission directs Staff in the next appropriate case to 
present analysis to assist the Commission in determining whether a 
subset of customer care costs are properly attributable to bundled supply 
customers. 

 
Proposed Modification 
(ALJPO, 117) 
 

FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 
 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT Staff shall provide analysis 
assisting the Commission in determining whether some customer care 
costs are attributable to bundled supply customers consistent with the 
discussion in this Order, in the next appropriate ComEd case; 

 

Further, Staff believes the ALJPO’s language directing Staff to present an 

analysis to assist the Commission in determining whether a subset of customer care 
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costs are properly attributable to bundled supply customers is unduly burdensome and , 

more importantly, unnecessary.    The record shows the Commission has reviewed this 

issue in several dockets (i.e., Docket Nos. 05-0597, 07-0566, 08-0532, and 10-0467).  

Each of the dockets leading up to Docket No. 10-0467 were attempts to address how 

customer care costs should be handled.  The decision in Docket No. 10-0467 provided 

options for the Commission to decide how customer care costs should be handled and 

the Commission approved using a switching study instead of an embedded cost 

approach.  The embedded cost approach allocated customer care costs between the 

supply and distribution function and would identify those costs that are supply related, if 

that is what the Commission now desires.  If the Commission is interested in separating 

customer care costs between supply and distribution functions using an embedded cost 

approach, REACT has suggested that the Commission order ComEd to perform an 

updated Customer Cost Allocation Study that allocates Customer Care Costs between 

ComEd supply and delivery service functions.  (REACT IB, 42.)  ComEd performed 

such a study for the 2010 ComEd Rate Case.  Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Order 

Docket No. 10-0467, 204-205 (May 24, 2011).  If the Commission would like to consider 

such an analysis, Staff believes the Commission should require the Company to provide 

an updated embedded cost approach for customer care costs in the next formula rate 

update filing.  The Company has greater familiarity with the operations and costs 

associated with customer care and can easily access that information. Parties could 

argue the merits of either accepting or rejecting the results at that time. 

If the Commission decides to further pursue customer care costs as they relate to 

the supply function, then Staff recommends the following changes to the “Commission 
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Analysis and Conclusion” section on pages 53-55 of the ALJPO and the “FINDINGS 

AND ORDERINGS PARAGRAPHS” section on page 117 of the ALJPO: 

Proposed Modification 
(ALJPO, 53-55) 
 

 
Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 

Pursuant to the Electric Service Customer Choice and Rate Relief 
Law of 1997, Illinois electric utilities now have two distinct functions -- a 
supply function and a delivery function.  See 220 ILCS 5/16-101, et seq.   

 
The parties agree that Customer Care Costs include the calculation 

and generation of bills, tracking and maintaining customer information, 
mailing of bills, responding to customer phone calls, metering services, 
payment processing, credit and collections, and general customer 
relations activities.  REACT Ex. 3.0 at 5:92-96; Tr. at 73:10-15 (ComEd 
witness Ms. Brinkman); see also Tr. at 134:20-135:4 (Staff witness Mr. 
Johnson).  This includes not only the costs associated with direct 
customer interaction but also the cost of computer systems and 
infrastructure to support these business activities.  These costs are 
allocated to all customers through distribution service tariffs.   

 
REACT argues that a large proportion of these costs are 

attributable solely to ComEd’s bundled supply customers.  ComEd asserts 
that $0 should be collected from its supply customers for customer care 
costs.  In dockets in 2005, 2007, 2008 and 2010 the Commission has 
considered this issue.   

 
The Commission notes that ComEd’s analyses on all other cost 

issues are presented as embedded cost studies. On this issue, it has 
repeatedly emphasized avoided cost studies. It has invariably concluded 
on the basis of these avoided cost studies that even when there were only 
a relative handful of delivery service customers, no  customer care costs 
were allocable specifically to its supply customers.   

 
REACT argues that attributing all of these to costs to delivery 

service customers reduces the supply side cost of service at the expense 
of delivery service customers.  ComEd can charge supply customers less 
because their rates are in effect subsidized by the total allocation of these 
costs to parties only responsible for some fraction of them.  
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ComEd and Staff point out that as the number of delivery service 
customers has increased, its customer care costs have increased not 
declined.  ComEd contends that this is proof that all customer care costs 
are properly delivery service costs.  The Commission is not entirely 
convinced.  The increase in customer care costs and the concomitant 
increase in number of delivery service customers does not prove the total 
absence of costs for ComEd’s supply customers.  The increase in 
customer service costs may only reflect that billing and other services 
supplied to delivery service customers are more complex and expensive 
than those for supply customers.  In addition, a simple correlation between 
number of delivery service customers and the level of customer care costs 
provides no information regarding cost causation.   

 
ComEd also argues that because this is a proceeding to determine 

delivery service costs it would improper to reduce the overall assessment 
of costs.  However, If a fraction of customer service costs are attributable 
only to supply customers, they should be collected from supply customers 
and not through delivery service tariffs.   ComEd can recover its costs, just 
not from the wrong customers.   

 
Staff argues that as the default supplier, ComEd has an obligation 

to provide supply service no matter how few supply customers it has.  It is 
entitled to collect customer costs.  The Commission agrees that ComEd is 
entitled to collect its customer care costs and entitled to a profit over and 
above those costs, but pursuant to long established policy, costs are to be 
collected from the cost causers, who in this case may include supply 
customers.   

 
In Docket No. 08-0532 at 68-69, the Commission found that 

REACT’s arguments regarding customer care costs had merit, but that 
specific cost data was lacking.  In Docket No. 10-0467, the Commission 
further recognized that in its switching study ComEd selectively examined 
categories of costs supporting its customer care cost position while 
ignoring others that did not.  Docket No. 10-0467 at 213. 

 
In this case, the only numerical information on allocation of 

customer care costs for bundled customer supply issues is Mr. Merola's 
analysis on behalf of REACT.   His study indicates that ComEd incurs a 
total of $326.8 million in Customer Care Costs, exclusive of metering 
services.  He attributes approximately $109 million of that figure to 
ComEd's supply function.  This number implies that bundled supply 
customers generate supply related customer care costs roughly equal to 
their present proportion of ComEd’s customer base.  This allocation 
seems inconsistent with a large fraction of customer care costs properly 
allocated to all customers for distribution related issues.  It also overlooks 
the reality that distribution customers generate more complex bills likely to 
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require more service.  ComEd’s assertion that there are no customer care 
costs attributable to its supply customers is equally suspect.  

 
Thus, the record presents the Commission with what it perceives to be two 
extreme points of view that have been presented to us repeatedly in 
successive dockets.  The record in this case identifies that there may be 
customer care costs that are attributable to the supply function and should 
therefore be allocated to the supply function to adhere to cost causation 
principles.  Therefore, the Commission directs ComEd to provide an 
updated Customer Cost Allocation Study that allocates Customer Care 
Costs between supply and delivery service functions in the next formula 
rate update filing. Parties can argue the merits of either accepting or 
rejecting the results at that time. Commission declines to credit either 
position.  The Commission directs Staff in the next appropriate case to 
present analysis to assist the Commission in determining whether a 
subset of customer care costs are properly attributable to bundled supply 
customers. 

 

 
Proposed Modification 
(ALJPO, 117) 

 

 

FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 
 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT ComEd shall provide an 
updated Customer Cost Allocation Study that allocates Customer Care 
Costs between supply and delivery service functions in the next formula 
rate update filing;Staff shall provide analysis assisting the Commission in 
determining whether some customer care costs are attributable to bundled 
supply customers consistent with the discussion in this Order, in the next 
appropriate ComEd case; 
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IV. RATE DESIGN 

A. Overview 

B. Potentially Uncontested Issues 

C. Potentially Contested Issues 

1. Residential  

a. Straight-Fixed-Variable (SFV) 

The ALJPO is inconsistent regarding Residential rate design.  That inconsistency 

must be corrected.  The ALJPO states: “Overall, the Commission adopts the 

recommendations of the CA Distribution Study as indicated above, and the Indirect 

Uncollectible Cost Study.”  (ALJPO, 48.)  According to the ALJPO, the final ECOSS 

should not include the AG’s recommendation to incorporate an all-sectors non-

coincident peak demand allocator into the ECOSS.  (ALJPO, 40.)  However, the ALJPO 

also adopts data from Exhibits that do not reflect the ALJPO recommended ECOSS.  

Specifically, the ALJPO states: 

The Commission thus adopts the percentages of revenues that come from 
the fixed and variable charges delineated in AG Ex. 1.01, corrected for 
each residential rate class, subject to the new revenue requirement and 
reflective of the modifications of allocations in its ECOSS articulated in this 
Order.   The Commission finds that ComEd Ex. 7.01, pdf page 66, 
(labeled “Schedule 2A”), lines 255-260, is an appropriate cost basis for the 
demand and fixed allocation for each residential subclass.  
 

(ALJPO, 72.)   
 
AG Ex. 1.01 and ComEd Ex. 7.01 utilize the ECOSS that includes the all-sectors 

non-coincident peak demand allocator that the ALJPO rejects.  Therefore, Staff 

recommends the following changes to the “Commission Analysis and Conclusion” 

section on page 72 of the ALJPO: 

Proposed Modification 
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(ALJPO, 72) 
 

The Commission thus adopts the percentages of revenues that come from 
the fixed and variable charges delineated in AG Ex. 1.01, corrected for 
each residential rate class, subject to the new revenue requirement and 
reflective of the modifications of allocations in its ECOSS articulated in this 
Order.   The Commission finds that ComEd Ex. 7.01, pdf page 66, 
(labeled “Schedule 2A”), lines 255-260, is an appropriate cost basis for the 
demand and fixed allocation for each residential subclass.  
 
The exclusion of this paragraph corrects the inconsistency and does not affect 

the Commission’s decision to adopt the AG’s rate design proposal.  The Company 

should be able to provide compliant residential rates based upon the language already 

provided in the ALJPO.  

 

b. Consideration of low-use sub class   

2. Non-Residential 

a. Preliminary Issues 

b. Movement Toward ECOSS-Based Rates 

c. Straight Fixed Variable for Watt-Hour Delivery Class 

Staff takes exception to the ALJPO’s recommendation regarding the Watt-Hour 

delivery class.  The ALJPO proposes the elimination of SFV rate design for all current 

SFV rate classes except the Watt-Hour class.  The ALJPO states that no party has 

taken issue with the continuation of the SFV rate design for the Watt-Hour class.  

(ALJPO, 88.)  However, Staff believes that if the Commission is going to eliminate SFV 

rate design it should do so for all classes, not just certain classes.  Staff’s rebuttal 

testimony explained that if the Commission were to decide to move away from SFV rate 

design, a rate design methodology similar to AG witness Rubin’s rate design 
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methodology should be approved, whereby customer, meter, and demand charges are 

based upon ECOSS determined customer, meter, and demand costs.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 

21:496-500.)  Staff’s replacement language provides the Commission an option to be 

consistent for all classes currently under SFV rate design, should it decide to move 

away from SFV rates. Staff’s recommendation was made in general terms for any class 

currently under SFV rate design, even though it was located in the Residential Rate 

Design Section of the testimony.  The option is to set customer, meter, and demand 

charges based upon ECOSS determined customer, meter, and demand costs. This is 

the methodology proposed by the AG.  All of the Company’s ECOSS separate costs 

into customer, meter, and demand costs which make the AG’s rate design proposal 

easy to implement for all classes currently under SFV rate design (i.e., SFNH, MFNH, 

SFH, MFH, and WH classes). Therefore, Staff recommends the following changes to 

the “Staff’s Position” and the “Commission Analysis and Conclusion” sections on page 

88 of the ALJPO: 

 

Proposed Modification 
(ALJPO, 88) 
 

Staff’s Position 
 

Staff was the only party to address SFV for the WH Class.  Staff 
recommended that the current SFV rate design methodology utilized for 
the WH class continue.  Staff Ex. 1.0 at 29:630-633.  However, Staff also 
proposed that if the Commission were to decide to move away from SFV 
rate design, then a rate design methodology similar to Mr. Rubin’s rate 
design methodology be approved, whereby customer, meter and demand 
charges should be based upon ECOSS determined customer, meter, and 
demand costs. 

 
Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
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The Commission adopted the modified SFV rate design for 

nonresidential customers in the WH Class in Docket No. 10-0467.  
However, the Commission is proposing to move away from SFV rate 
design after reviewing the record in this case.  Therefore, the rate design 
methodology proposed by AG witness Rubin for the Residential class and 
offered as a rate design methodology by Staff if the Commission decided 
to move away from SFV rate design is approved.  This rate design 
methodology bases customer, meter and demand charges upon ECOSS 
determined customer, meter, and demand costs. The record in this case 
indicates that no party has taken issue with the continuation of the SFV 
rate design for this customer class.  Therefore the Commission finds that 
the SFV rate design shall remain in effect for the WH Class.  

 

3. Street Lighting 

4. Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax  

5. Other Issues 

D. Overall Recommended Rate Design 

 

V. Other Miscellaneous Charges and Fees and Corresponding Tariff Revisions 

A. Potentially Uncontested Issues 

1. Metering Facilities Lease Charges and Standard Meter 
Allowances 

2. Light Emitting Diode Lighting Units 

3. Other Miscellaneous Charges and Fees except for Invalid 
Payment Fee and Reconnection Fee 

4. Corresponding Tariff Revisions 

B. Potentially Contested Issues 

1. Invalid Payment Fee 

2. Reconnection Fee 
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VI. OTHER 

A. Distribution System Losses 

1. Distribution System Loss Study 

2. Secondary and Service Loss Study 

B. Unaccounted For Energy 

C. Railroad customers - Utilization of Railroad Customers’ Facilities 
Report 

Staff takes issue with the final paragraph of the ALJPO’s discussion of ComEd’s 

dependence and use of Railroad Customers’ Facilities to supply other customers.  

Specifically, the ALJPO states that the existing subsidy that Railroad Customers receive 

from other classes:  (1) represents the cost of constructing other facilities to eliminate 

the use of traction power facilities to serve other customers; and (2) should be phased 

out only as traction facilities are modified or redesigned to eliminate their use by other 

ComEd customers. (ALJPO, 114.) 

Staff does not object to the ALJPO’s conclusion that the subsidy to the Railroad 

Customers should remain in effect at the conclusion of this proceeding; however, Staff 

is concerned that the ALJPO inadvertently mischaracterizes the subsidy as representing 

the cost of constructing other facilities to eliminate ComEd’s use of Railroad Customer 

traction power facilities.  The subsidy instead represents ComEd’s estimate of the 

installed cost of the Railroad Customers’ electric traction power substation equipment. 

(Staff RB, 27.)  ComEd’s proposal for constructing other facilities to eliminate ComEd’s 

use of Railroad Customer traction power facilities is identified as Approach 1 on page 

14 of ComEd Ex. 4.03 (Confidential).  ComEd’s estimated cost for Approach 1 is lower 
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than ComEd’s cost estimate of $10.721 million for the installed cost of Railroad 

Customer equipment. (Staff RB, 27.) 

Staff is also concerned with the ALJPO’s conclusion that the subsidy “should be 

phased out only as traction facilities are modified or redesigned to eliminate their use by 

other customers.” (ALJPO, 114.)  The subsidy exists because not only does the existing 

loop configuration benefit the Railroad Customers, but ComEd now depends upon the 

loops through the Railroad Customers’ facilities to supply its other customers. (Staff RB, 

25.)  In other words, ComEd needs the loop supply too.  If ComEd completes its 

“Approach 2” work, ComEd no longer will depend upon the distribution circuit loops 

through Railroad Customer facilities to supply its other customers, but the Railroad 

Customers will still benefit from the improved reliability offered by the loop scheme. 

(ComEd Ex. 4.03, 4-5.)  Nonetheless, the ALJPO requires that other customer classes 

continue to provide the subsidy in addition to paying for ComEd’s necessary 

reinforcements that will allow ComEd to continue supplying Railroad Customers 

effectively through use of its existing loop scheme.  Since the ALJPO states that the 

subsidy “should be phased out only as the traction facilities are modified or redesigned 

to eliminate their use by other ComEd customers” (ALJPO, 114), the ALJPO does not 

appear to recognize that Railroad Customers have and will continue to benefit from 

ComEd’s looped distribution circuit scheme.  The Commission intended this subsidy as 

a temporary solution. (Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Order Docket No. 10-0467, 275 

(May 24, 2011))  Though it is not necessary to make any modification to the subsidy in 

this proceeding, the Final Order in this proceeding should not determine that the 
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subsidy must continue even after ComEd no longer depends upon the Railroad 

Customers’ equipment to supply other customers. (Staff Ex. 3.0, 16.)  

Staff proposes the following modifications to the last paragraph on page 114 of 

the ALJPO to address the concerns expressed above: 

 

Proposed Modification 
(ALJPO, 114) 
 

The Commission finds that the current cost subsidy provided to the 
Railroad Class, which representsing the cost of theconstructing 
otherRailroad Customers’ facilities to eliminate the use of traction power 
facilities that ComEd uses to serve other customers, should remain in 
place and be phased out only afters the traction facilities ComEd’s 
distribution circuits are modified or redesigned to eliminate their use by 
ComEd’s dependence on the Railroad Customers’ facilities to supply its 
other ComEd customers. 

 

D. Rate BES Electric Supply Charges 

 

VII. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, for all of the following reasons, Staff respectfully requests that the 

Commission’s order in this proceeding reflect all of Staff’s recommendations regarding 

the Company’s tariffs and charges submitted pursuant to Section 16-108.5(e) of the 

Public Utilities Act. 
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       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
       ___________________________ 
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