
 
 

 Docket:  13-0387 
 Bench Date: 2/5/14 
 Deadline:  2/6/14 
M E M O R A N D U M___________________________________________________ 
 
TO: The Commission 
 
FROM: Terrance Hilliard and Heather Jorgenson  
 Administrative Law Judges 
 
DATE: January 27, 2014 
 
SUBJECT:   Commonwealth Edison Company 
    Coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of Costs Together 
 
    Revenue-neutral tariff changes related to rate design 
    Applications for Rehearing 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Deny the Applications for Rehearing.  
______________________________________________________________________   
 

Procedural History 

 On April 30, 2013, pursuant to Section 5/16-108.5 of the Public Utilities Act 
(“Act”), Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) filed with the Illinois Commerce 
Commission (the “Commission”), tariff filings for the Commission and all stakeholders to 
consider revenue-neutral tariff changes related to cost allocation and rate design.   
 
 On December 18, 2013, the Commission entered a final Order in this Docket 
regarding the issues presented by ComEd, Commission Staff (“Staff”) and various 
stakeholders.  On January 17, 2014, ComEd filed a Verified Application for Rehearing 
relating to residential rate design and customer Care costs.  
 
 On January 21, 2014 the Coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of Costs 
Together ("REACT") filed its Verified Application for Rehearing relating to distribution 
system costs and its request for a distribution system cost allocation study. 
 
 ComEd Application 

 
 Residential Rate Design 
 

 ComEd seeks rehearing on the issue of residential rate design. It wants the 
Commission to reconsider its rejection of the single fixed variable (“SFV”) rate design 
adopted in Docket 10-0467.  The SFV rate design results in a higher customer charge 
and lower usage charges than the residential rate design proposed by the Attorney 
General (“AG”) adopted in the Final Order in this Docket.   
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 In its application, ComEd requests that Commission consider deferring the 
adoption of the new rate design, which will not go into effect until January 2015.  In the 
intervening period, ComEd suggests the Commission hear additional evidence on the 
costs that low use customers impose on the system and the allocation of costs to other 
residential customers.  ComEd indicates that this information could be gathered during 
rehearing on this issue or in a separate proceeding to be completed before December 
1, 2014.  
 
 In connection with the adoption of the SFV rate design in Docket No. 10-0467, 
the Commission directed ComEd in its next rate proceeding to provide: 
  

…evidence that demonstrates whether the impacts on the 
low-use sub-group in the residential customer class are such 
that it would be appropriate to have a new class cost of 
service and rate design for that identifiable group. The 
Commission also encourages ComEd to explore how it 
defines the low-use customer sub-class.  
 

Docket No. 10-0467, Order at 232. 
 
 This directive reflected the Commission’s concern that the adoption of the SFV 
rate design might negatively impact low use customers.  The Commission indicated that 
disparate impact of the SFV design on low use customers might trigger changes in 
service classifications and rate design to address this inequity, if it existed.   
 
 Despite these directives, in its presentation in this Docket, ComEd failed to define 
a low use customer class and it failed to provide cost of service data specific to low use 
customers.  ComEd also failed to refute the evidence presented by Intervenors that 
lower use residential customers were paying more than their cost of service while higher 
use customers paid less than their cost of service.   
 
 In its Order in this Docket, the Commission took note of these deficiencies and 
rejected ComEd’s SFV proposal in favor of the revenue neutral proposal offered by the 
AG which reduces the customer charge and slightly raises the usage charge for two of 
the residential sub-classes.  The net effect of these adjustments is to more closely 
match residential customer billing with the cost of service. 
 
 ComEd’s application for rehearing now proposes that the Commission and the 
Intervenors expend their limited resources going through this entire exercise again so 
that ComEd can belatedly present the evidence it failed to produce at the appropriate 
time in order for it to obtain a more favorable result from the Commission.   
 
 The ALJs recommend that the Commission reject ComEd’s Application for 
Rehearing on the issue of residential rate design.  
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  Customer Care Costs 
 
 ComEd requests that Commission revise its finding regarding customer care 
costs that directed ComEd to present an updated study, as well as directing Staff to 
perform additional analysis on the subject.   
 
 ComEd reiterates its argument that customer care costs have not, and are not, 
subject to fluctuation based upon the number of customers who switch to an alternative 
provider of supply service –ComEd argues there is no basis in the evidentiary record to 
require ComEd to prepare another study related to the allocation of customer care 
costs.     
  
 REACT argues that there are substantial customer care costs attributable to 
ComEd’s bundled customers and that assigning them to supply customers is unjust 
because it allows ComEd to lower its bundled customer charges to the disadvantage of 
supply only customers.  
 
 ComEd correctly argues that this issue has been presented several times. In 
Docket No. 08-0532, Order, 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.   
 
 In its Order in this case, the Commission found 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.  In other words, the Commission 
continues to have doubts that this issue has ever been correctly resolved or that the 
evidence presented in this Docket is dispositive.  For that reason the Commission 
directed ComEd to provide current information in an updated Customer Cost Allocation 
Study that allocates customer care costs between supply and delivery service functions 
in the next formula rate update filing.   
 
 The Commission previously considered and rejected ComEd’s arguments 
presented in the Application for Rehearing in reaching the findings and decisions 
reflected in the Final Order in this Docket.  Accordingly, we recommend that the 
Commission deny ComEd’s Application for Rehearing on the issue of customer care 
costs.  
 
 REACT Application 
 
 REACT requests that the Commission grant rehearing and revise the ECOSS to 
reflect that the Extra Large Load (“ELL”) and High Voltage (“HV”) Over 10 MW customer 
classes do not use specific facilities.  REACT reiterates its arguments that the ELL and 
HV Over 10 MW customer classes are being overcharged by approximately $9 million a 
year for distribution facilities that these classes do not use or use in only a de minimis 
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fashion.  REACT argues that its proposed reallocation adjustment would have minimal 
impact on ComEd’s other customer classes, and amount to an increase to the average 
residential customer of less than a penny a day.  REACT urges that Commission revise 
the ECOSS accordingly and approve a further Shared Distribution Lines Proportional 
Cost Assignment Study. 
 
 REACT argues that the Commission’s reliance on cost causation principles for 
approval of some adjustments and studies while simultaneously disapproving similar 
adjustments and studies amounts to arbitrary and capricious, improper discrimination.  
However, this argument ignores the differing natures of the adjustments approved and 
rejected.  The Commission rejected REACT’s adjustment to the ECOSS because it 
found the proposal was too narrowly focused on a subset of customers and leaned 
toward what the parties termed allocation by exclusion.  Moreover, the Commission 
found that allocation by path of service is not the industry norm and can easily become 
an unsustainable process because the distribution system is constantly changing.  
Accordingly, the Commission rejected a further study based on this path of service 
methodology. 
 
 We recommend that the Commission deny REACT’s request for rehearing in its 
entirety. 
 
TH/HJ:fs 
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