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INTRODUCTION

A. Witness ldentification

What is your name and prior participation in this docket?

My name is Charles S. Tenorio. | am the Manager of Regulatory Strategies and
Solutions (“RSS”) at Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”). | previously
submitted direct testimony in this docket. My background, professional qualifications,

duties, and responsibilities are unchanged from those described in that direct testimony.

B. Summary of Rebuttal Testimony

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?
I respond to a number of proposals and arguments made by the Illinois Commerce
Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) Staff witness, Mr. William Johnson, the Illinois
Attorney General’s (“AG”) witness, Mr. Scott Rubin, and the Citizens Utility Board’s
(“CUB”) witness, Mr. Edward Bodmer, as they relate to cost assignment in ComEd’s
Embedded Cost of Service Study (“ECOSS”) and the development of charges in
ComEd’s rate design.

The Staff and other witnesses addressed several topics to which I respond. The
failure to address any particular point raised by any of those witnesses does not

necessarily reflect my agreement with that position.

What overall observations do you have regarding the other witnesses’ direct
testimonies?
In my examination of the direct testimonies of the other parties’ witnesses, | made the

following overall observations:
Page 1 of 30
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e Generally, the parties do not support the implementation of low-use subgroups in
the residential delivery classes; and

e Parties generally support the use of Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”)
meter-usage data for cost allocation purposes when the data accurately represent

the billing determinants of ComEd’s customers.

Do you have any concerns with respect to the direct testimonies presented by the
other parties?

Yes, | have concerns regarding the following considerations:

e AG witness Rubin’s analysis of the relationship between demand and energy;

e Various witnesses’ failure to recognize that ComEd cannot economically change
distribution facilities when customers decrease demand or energy usage; and

e CUB witness Bodmer’s recommendation to further segment embedded costs by
age and configuration of distribution facilities, as well as his mischaracterization
of points made in my direct testimony.

| address each concern in detail later in this rebuttal testimony.

Do the parties’ proposals and arguments change the assessments you presented in
your direct testimony?

No. ComEd remains concerned that the implementation of residential subgroups may
cause customer confusion and dissatisfaction, and may not result in recognizable changes

on customers’ bills. Moreover, it is still important that any definition of low-use
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customers must be manageable within the confines of ComEd’s billing system, and

understandable by customers.

C. Attachments to Rebuttal Testimony

What exhibits are attached to your rebuttal testimony?

ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 5.01 provides ICC Staff’s response to ComEd data request 2.01.

LOW-USE RESIDENTIAL SUBGROUPS

Did any witness strongly support the implementation of low-use subgroups in the
residential delivery classes?
No. The other parties’ witnesses generally appear to recognize that while there are slight
differences in the load profiles and related cost allocation, those differences did not
warrant the creation of low-use residential subgroups. Specifically Staff witness
Mr. Johnson stated:
I question whether a grouping of low-use customers should be
implemented at this time using the methodologies offered by ComEd,
especially with the Company’s concerns related to migration, customer

confusion, dissatisfaction, and that the movement to low-use subgroups
may not result in recognizable changes in bill impacts.

ICC Staff Ex. 1.0, 39:905-9009.

More directly, Mr. Johnson clearly stated “No” when asked if he recommends the
implementation of a low-use residential subgroup. Id. at 37:846-47. Additionally, AG
witness Rubin concluded that it is not necessary for the Commission to create a separate
low-use residential class. AG Ex. 1.0, 36:679. CUB witness, Mr. Bodmer, appears to
support low-use residential subgroups if they are implemented in conjunction with his

vision of the evaluation of the age and configuration of ComEd’s distribution equipment.
Page 3 of 30
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CUB Ex. 1.0, 13:239 — 15:269. | address concerns pertaining to such evaluations later in

this rebuttal testimony.

What recommendations were made on how to determine if a customer is eligible to
be in a low-use subgroup, in the event the Commission directs ComEd to implement
low-use subgroups in its residential delivery classes?

Mr. Johnson found the Maximum Monthly Usage (“MMU”) method to be the most
reasonable of the three approaches presented in my direct testimony. Staff Ex. 1.0,
40:924-28. Additionally, Mr. Johnson recommends: “[t]Jo reduce some of the migration
and confusion issues | recommend that customers stay in their classes for a twelve month
[sic] period, then each customer would be reevaluated on an annual basis.” Id. at

40:933-35. No other witness made a recommendation on this topic.

Should ComEd reevaluate low-use designations, as Mr. Johnson’s recommends?

If the Commission directs ComEd to implement low-use residential subgroups within its
residential delivery classes, ComEd does not object to using the MMU method to
determine which customer’s maximum monthly usage, over a twelve-month period, did
not exceed a threshold level in order to be categorized in the applicable low-use
residential subgroup. Additionally, ComEd does not object to a single annual review of
its customers to make those determinations. In order to ensure it fully understands Mr.
Johnson’s recommendation, ComEd issued a data request to Mr. Johnson; his response is
presented in ComEd Ex. 5.01. In his response he affirmed that the review could be
patterned after the annual review of individual customers to determine those for which

bundled electric supply service has been declared competitive (“Competitive Declaration
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Review”). That is, low-use residential customers would be identified individually during
a review that occurs each year in the month of March using billing data from the prior
year. The low-use classification would then be applicable for billing purposes beginning
with the June monthly billing period and extending through the following May monthly
billing period, regardless of usage patterns during those monthly billing periods.
Additionally, Mr. Johnson affirmed his position that (1) a new customer at a preexisting
premises should inherit the low-use or non-low-use classification, as applicable, of his or
her predecessor, and (2) a customer taking up residence in a new premises should be
initially classified based upon the expected full occupancy usage for that premises.

While ComEd does not object to such an annual review procedure it is important
to point out that, in compliance with 83 Illinois Admin Code § 280.50(c)(1)(l), customers
currently receive thirteen months of usage history clearly highlighted on their bill. In
2014, ComEd updated its residential billing statement to prominently feature this
information, as shown in Figure CST-R1: Bill Image Thirteen Month Usage History, so
customers would better understand the rolling twelve month methodology. ComEd
recognizes that employing either methodology likely will require ComEd to educate
customers to avoid confusion and dissatisfaction with respect to classification in a either

subgroup or potential bill impacts.
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Figure CST-R1: Bill Image Thirteen Month Usage History
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEMAND AND USAGE

AG witness Rubin used AMI meter usage data to develop six scatter diagrams, in
Figures SJR-2, SJR-3, SJR-4, SJR-5, SJR-6, and SJR-7, respectively. AG Ex. 1.0,
24:488 — 25:490, 28:539-40, 31:577-78. What is depicted in those diagrams?

Three of those diagrams, SJR-2, SJR-4 and SJR-6, show correlations that Mr. Rubin
calculated between average coincident peaks (“CP”) and average annual kWh usages at
twenty usage levels for customers in the SFNH, MFNH, and MFH delivery classes®,
while the other three diagrams, SJR-3, SJR-5 and SJR-7, show correlations that Mr.

Rubin calculated between average non-coincident peaks (“NCP”) and average annual

! SFNH means Single Family Without Electric Heat, MFNH means Multi Family Without Electric Heat,
and MFH means Multi Family With Electric Heat. Additionally, SFH means Single Family With Electric
Heat.
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kWh usages at twenty usage levels for customers in the SFNH, MFNH, and MFH

delivery classes.

Mr. Rubin also shows a *“best fit” line and associates a very high correlation
coefficient in each of those diagrams and asserts that information “is important
because it demonstrates that a customer’s annual energy consumption serves as a
reasonable proxy for the customer’s contribution to peak demand. W.ith a
statistical relationship this strong, it may not be necessary to go to the expense (not
to mention potential customer confusion) of measuring individual customers’
demands and developing residential demand charges.” AG Ex. 1.0, 26:505-09. Do
you have any concerns with the analysis Mr. Rubin performed and his associated
concluding assertions?

Yes, using average annual kWh and average CP or NCP for each percentile group does
not show the variability of actual customer demand and energy relationship and therefore
overstates the correlation. As noted by Mario F. Triola in Essentials of Statistics, Third
Edition, Copyright 2008, Pearson Education, Inc.:

There are three common errors involving correlation:

1. Causation: It is incorrect to conclude that correlation implies
causality.

2. Averages: Averages suppress individual variation and may inflate the
correlation coefficient.

3. Linearity: There may be some relationship between x and y even
when there is no significant linear correlation.

Page 7 of 30



139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147

148
149

150

151

152

153

154

155

156

157

158

159

160

161

162

163

Docket No. 14-0384
ComEd Ex. 5.0

Mr. Rubin’s correlation analysis suffers from the second common error involving
correlation. He makes correlations between averages rather than individual-customer
data, masking individual variations.

Likewise in the 2" Edition of Statistics for Dummies, Chapter 20: Ten Tips for
the Statistically Savvy Sleuth, the author states:

Before making any decisions about statistical results from a survey, look

to see how the sample of individuals was selected. If the sample wasn’t

selected randomly, take the results with a grain of salt. If you’re looking

at the results of an experiment, find out whether the subjects were

randomly assigned to the treatment and control groups; if not, ignore the
results.

Mr. Rubin’s selective use of the average values of each group of five percentiles cannot
provide the true variance between demand levels and usage levels of the individual
customers. Mr. Rubin’s reliance on what he indicates is a strong statistical relationship
may be misplaced.

Mr. Rubin asserts that “residential customers’ peak demands are almost perfectly
proportional to annual energy usage” and concludes that “the data prove the
unfairness of straight-fixed variable (“SFV”) pricing and, if confirmed in future
years, would obviate the need to consider demand rates for residential customers.”
AG Ex. 1.0 3:52-55. What are your concerns about his assertion and corresponding
conclusion?

Mr. Rubin is making conclusions about individual customers based upon his analysis of
averages. In the realm of statistical analysis, inferences and conclusions pertaining to
individuals developed from analyses of averages may be inappropriate and misleading.

Simply, conclusions drawn from aggregated data can be erroneous. Furthermore,

Page 8 of 30
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Mr. Rubin’s relationship of his calculated correlation and ComEd’s proposed minimum
50/50 SFV pricing is not supported by any similar calculation or evidence while he
ignores the fundamental reasons electric and gas utilities propose a movement toward

SFV-based rate designs.

How would you demonstrate the problems with Mr. Rubin’s assertion?

An analysis of individual customer data rather than averages of data from groups of
customers shows that Mr. Rubin’s assertion is inaccurate. ComEd developed scatter
diagrams for 100 randomly selected customers with AMI meters in the SFNH delivery
class that each had twelve monthly electric bills in 2013. One customer from each usage
percentile was included to ensure that a large array of annual kWh usage was analyzed.
Figure CST-R2 provides the 2013 CP demand for each customer in relation to the
customer’s annual 2013 kWh usage. Figure CST-R3 provides the 2013 NCP demand for
each customer in relation to the customer’s annual 2013 kWh usage. While these two
diagrams show a positive correlation between electric demand and usage, they clearly
show that the relationship is not the “near-perfect linear relationship” Mr. Rubin claims to
exist between demand and usage (AG Ex. 1.0 36:682-683), demonstrating that his

arguments are not valid.
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Figure CST-R2: Random SFNH AMI Customers 2013 CP vs. 2013 Annual KWh
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Figure CST-R3: Random SFNH AMI Customers 2013 NCP vs. 2013 Annual kwWh
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Would the results be different if the individual customer’s kWh usage is compared
to the highest monthly demand for a single month?

No. For the 100 randomly selected customers ComEd also developed scatter diagrams
for April 2013, a “shoulder” month during which air conditioning would normally not be
used and for July 2013, a month during which air conditioning would typically be used.?

Figure CST-R4 provides the scatter diagram using April monthly data and Figure CST-

2 1n 2013 the month of April had eight cooling degree days and the 30-year average is nine cooling degree
days. A cooling degree day is the number of degrees that a day’s average temperature is above

65 Fahrenheit at O’Hare Airport.
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189 R5 provides the scatter diagram using July monthly data. Even in the April monthly
190 billing period, the correlation between energy usage and demand is not as strong as

191 Mr. Rubin portrayed.

Figure CST-R4: Random SFNH AMI Customers April Max kW vs. Monthly kWh
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Figure CST-R5: Random SFNH AMI Customers July Max kKW vs. Monthly kWh
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194 Q. How does the previous four figures that show customers’ individual demands can
195 vary dramatically relative to the kWh consumption address concerns from other
196 parties?
197 A Mr. Johnson raised the following argument:
198 Consider, for example, a residential customer that has the Company’s
199 lowest level of electricity usage versus a residential customer that has
200 the Company’s highest level of electricity usage. Under an SFV-based
201 rate design, both residential customers would pay the same amount for
202 demand costs that are included in their monthly customer charges. The
203 SFV assumes that the distribution costs they cause the Company to incur
204 would be comparable. However, a more reasonable assumption would
205 be that the customer with the highest level of usage would have a larger
206 demand impact on the grid system than the customer with the lowest
207 level of usage. ComEd’s proposed customer charge would be the same
208 for these two customers, which means that the customer with the lowest
209 usage and the customer with the highest usage would be paying an equal
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share for the recovery of these costs. This result would be contrary to
cost causation principles.

AG Ex. 1.0 36:682-83.

The data provided in all of the previous figures show how the actual demand levels can
exceed or be lower than what may be the expected demand level for both the low- and
high- usage level customers. Customers with lower kWh usage levels can, and do, have
higher demand levels that would not be considered when ComEd recovers its costs for
distribution facilities through a per-kWh recovery mechanism. All of the customers
represented in the figures are located in a similar geographic area and are served from
similar distribution facilities. Clearly, utilizing a minimum 50/50 SFV rate design, which
provides for a minimum contribution for those distribution facilities, is consistent with

cost causation principles.

What conclusions do you reach from the evidence provided in the four figures?

The evidence supports that demand-based kW billing is more accurate than kWh-energy-
based billing to provide for the recovery of demand-related costs. This is because the
correlation between the two units is not as strong as Mr. Rubin asserted, due to his use of
average values instead of actual customer data and its true-to-life variability. Moreover,
the data show that customers with the lowest kWh consumption can have demand levels
equivalent to customers with higher KWh consumption; cost causation principles support
that these customers should pay for the use and ready availability of the distribution

facilities that are installed to serve them.
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COMED’S MINIMUM 50/50 SFV RATE DESIGN PROPOSAL

AG witness Rubin observes that “[IJow-use customers ... have total demand-related
costs of only $54,517,110, while the other customers have demand-related costs of
$609,140,769. That is, 25% of the customers are responsible for only 8.2% of demand-
related costs.” AG Ex. 1.0, 35:659-62. How accurate is Mr. Rubin’s observation?

Overall, Mr. Rubin’s observation on this point is accurate, as shown in ComEd Ex. 2.06,
the illustrative ECOSS with each residential delivery class segmented into two
subgroups. In that ECOSS 8.2% of the distribution demand-related costs are allocated to
the low-use subgroup (usage percentiles 1-25) in the SFNH Delivery Class. It is
important to note that 8.2% allocation to the low-use subgroup within the SFNH Delivery
Class is the same with or without the minimum 50/50 SFV rate design. This is true
because the allocation of the demand-related costs to the low-use subgroup is determined
within the applicable ECOSS model and adjustments to fixed or variable charges are
determined within the rate design model. As shown in Table CST-D18 in my direct
testimony, ComEd Ex. 2.0, the percentage of fixed demand-related costs and customer-
related costs recovered via fixed charges is 65.3% for SFNH, 87.8% for MFNH, 51.2%
for SFH and 74.5% for MFH for each applicable low-use subclass. Consequently the
8.2% of distribution demand-related costs assigned to the SFNH Delivery Class would
not change with the implementation of the minimum 50/50 SFV rate design when the

percent of assigned to a subgroup’s fixed charges in the ECOSS already exceeds 50%.
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Mr. Rubin then argues, “SFV pricing would have collected 25% of demand-related
costs from the 25% of customers placed in the low-use group.” AG Ex. 1.0, 36:670-71.
Does his argument have merit?

No. Table CST-R1 summarizes the percentage of customer-related and distribution
demand-related costs recovered from percentiles 1-25 and 26-100 for each of the

residential delivery classes when low-use subgroups are implemented.

Table CST-R1 - Percent of Customer and Distribution Demand-Related Costs Recovered
from Residential Delivery Classes With Low-Use Subgroups Implemented

| SFNH | MFNH | SFH | MFH

Without or With a Minimum 50/50 SFV Rate Design

Percent of Customer-
Related Costs
Recovered from
Percentiles 1-25

25% 25% 25% 25%

Percent of Customer-
Related Costs
Recovered from
Percentiles 75-100

75% 75% 75% 75%

Percent of Demand-
Related Costs
Recovered from
Percentiles 1-25

8.2% 3.6% 12.9% 7.9%

Percent of Demand-
Related Costs
Recovered from
Percentiles 75-100

91.8% 96.4% 87.1% 92.1%

Q.

Does Mr. Rubin’s argument have merit if low-use subgroups are not implemented?

No. Tables CST-R2 and CST-R3 summarize the percentage of customer-related and
distribution demand-related costs recovered from percentiles 1-25 and 26-100 for each of
the residential delivery classes when low-use subgroups are not implemented. Table

CST-R2 summarizes a situation in which the minimum 50/50 SFV rate design is not
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263 implemented, while Table CST-R3 provides the summary for a situation in which the
264 minimum 50/50 SFV rate design is implemented. For the SFNH Delivery Class, 7.6% of
265 the distribution demand-related costs are recovered from the lowest using 25% of
266 customers without SFV rate design and only 10.9% of distribution demand-related costs
267 are recovered from the lowest using 25% of customers with the minimum 50/50 SFV rate

268 design.

Table CST-R2 - Percent of Customer and Distribution Related Costs Recovered from
Residential Delivery Classes Without Low-Use Subgroups and Without a Minimum 50/50
SFV Rate Design

SFNH MFNH SFH MFH

Percent of Customer-
Related Costs Recovered 25% 25% 25% 25%
from Percentiles 1-25
Percent of Customer-
Related Costs Recovered 75% 75% 75% 75%
from Percentiles 26-100
Percent of Demand-Related
Costs Recovered from 7.6% 5.6% 7.5% 5.9%
Percentiles 1-25

Percent of Demand-Related
Costs Recovered from 92.4% 94.4% 92.5% 94.1%
Percentiles 26-100

269
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Table CST-R3 - Percent of Customer and Distribution Related Costs Recovered from
Residential Delivery Classes Without Low-Use Subgroups but With a Minimum 50/50 SFV
Rate Design

SFNH MFNH SFH MFH

Percent of Customer-
Related Costs Recovered 25% 25% 25% 25%
from Percentiles 1-25

Percent of Customer-
Related Costs Recovered 75% 75% 75% 75%
from Percentiles 26-100

Percent of Demand-Related
Costs Recovered from 10.9% 5.6% 11.4% 6.5%
Percentiles 1-25

Percent of Demand-Related
Costs Recovered from 89.1% 94.4% 88.6% 93.5%
Percentiles 26-100

Q.

Why does ComEd consider it to be reasonable that the percentage of demand-
related costs recovered from the low-use customers in the SFNH delivery class could
exceed the percentage of demand-related costs allocated to those customers in the
ECOSS with two subgroups from 8.2% to 10.9% as identified in tables CST-R2 and
CST-R3?

It is reasonable to expect that low-use customers make a slightly higher contribution
(from 8.2% to 10.9%) for the recovery of the costs for distribution facilities because those
facilities were built to serve such premises and must stand ready for the time the
customer may choose to increase demands on those facilities. As Mr. Robert Garcia
stated in his direct testimony: “Ultimately, the question before the Commission is
whether and if so, to what extent, residential customers should be expected to make a
minimum contribution for the provision and maintenance of distribution facilities.”
ComEd Ex. 1.0, 1:16-19. Furthermore, the evidence provided in the customer migration

tables in my direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 38:665-68) demonstrates that many
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customers are in the lowest 25 usage percentiles for limited periods of time and then
migrate to higher usage percentiles. While these customers are temporarily in the lowest
percentiles, ComEd must maintain distribution transformers, poles, wire, switches, and
other facilities to accommodate such customers in the event that they migrate to higher-
usage percentiles. These are the exact same facilities that serve many neighboring
customers that are not in the lowest percentiles. ComEd must plan for, build, and
maintain distribution facilities capable of serving customers’ expected or potential
demands on the distribution system and cannot exchange such facilities when a customer

may become classified as a low-use customer.

Mr. Rubin asserts that over a five-year period many of a utility’s costs would be
variable because the size of transformers could be changed. AG Ex. 1.0, 10:181-82.
How do you respond?

Transformers are installed based upon the expected load of the customer(s) they are
installed to serve. It is uncommon for ComEd to increase the size of transformers serving
customers except for occasional situations in which the customer increases the size of its
building or has a change in operations where more or larger electricity consuming
equipment is added and the existing transformation will become overloaded. Generally
these occasional situations pertain to nonresidential customers as it is uncommon for
ComEd to need to increase the size of a transformer serving residential customers even if
a customer puts on an addition to his or her home, upgrades their service panel, or installs
air conditioning. Regardless of customer type, ComEd almost never exchanges a

transformer to a smaller size if a customer lowers his or her usage marginally through
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efficiency efforts or even vacates the property such that usage drops to almost zero. It is
simply not cost effective to remove/exchange an operational transformer that may be
more fully loaded in the future. Practically, to make such a change, ComEd would not
only have the labor costs (engineering and field personnel) invested in the initial
transformer installation, it would then incur costs for additional hours of labor to remove
the existing transformer and install the new smaller transformer. During such a
procedure all of the customers served from that transformer would experience a power
outage during the replacement, only to install a transformer that may be a few of hundred
dollars less in purchase cost.> Therefore, Mr. Rubin’s claim that transformer costs are
variable is incorrect and it is appropriate to consider the costs associated with the

purchase, installation and maintenance of distribution transformers as fixed costs.

In reference to the prior movement in ComEd’s rates for residential customers
toward SFV rate design approved by the Commission in ICC Docket No. 10-0467,
CUB witness Bodmer maintains that ComEd made an error in the application of the
rate design. CUB Ex. 1.0, 20:360-68. Is he correct?

No. Mr. Bodmer appears to be confused. The “unintentional consequence” to which Mr.
Bodmer refers was addressed in my direct testimony in this proceeding. ComEd Ex. 2.0,
14:279-88. As | explained, ComEd initially proposed a three-step transition towards a
movement toward SFV rate design in Docket No. 10-0467. The first step would have

implemented a rate design through which 60% of ComEd’s delivery service costs would

® The difference in purchase cost from a 50 kVA overhead transformer to a 25 kVA transformer is
approximately $410.
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be recovered from fixed charges, which included the Customer Charge and Standard
Metering Services Charge. That percentage would have increased after one year to 70%
in the second step, and finally after another year to 80% in the third step. At that time,
approximately 51.2% of the delivery service costs allocated to the MFNH Delivery Class
was identified as being customer-related, and without any movement toward SFV rates,
those costs were being recovered via fixed charges for the MFNH Delivery Class.
ComEd, therefore, identified the 60% mark as an appropriate first step in the movement
toward a SFV rate design. If the Commission had approved ComEd’s proposal, the
unintentional consequence of reducing the Customer Charge to the MFNH Delivery
Class would not have occurred. However, the Commission rejected ComEd’s proposal,
approving a 50/50 SFV rate design instead, and the Customer Charge for the MFNH
Delivery Class had to be reduced in order to reduce fixed cost recovery from fixed
charges to 50%. As a result of the Commission’s directive, ComEd had to recover some
of its fixed, customer-related costs attributable to the MFNH Delivery Class from the

variable Distribution Facilities Charge applicable to that class.

SEGMENTING DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES COSTS BY AGE AND
CONFIGURATION

CUB witness Bodmer argues that ComEd could have examined all of the “real
costs” to the residential subgroups rather than “plopping all of the costs into one pie
and splitting them up using load characteristics[.]” CUB Ex. 1.0, 13:242 — 14:245.
How do you interpret his assertion?

According to Mr. Bodmer’s diagram on page 14 of his direct testimony, he maintains that

for the low-use, moderate-use and high-use subgroups, ComEd should allocate
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distribution costs in its ECOSS based upon the: (1) the density of customers in each
subgroup in relation to the miles of primary lines using the subgroup’s CP allocator; (2)
the density of customers in each subgroup in relation to the miles of secondary lines
using the subgroup’s NCP allocator; (3) the overhead and underground configuration of
primary and secondary lines for each subgroup; and (4) the age of primary and secondary
lines and other equipment to analyze the historic costs for distribution facilities serving

each subgroup.

Has Mr. Bodmer made similar suggestions in prior ComEd dockets?

At least twice. In ICC Docket No. 10-0467, Mr. Bodmer stated:
The Commission should consider requiring ComEd to account in its cost of
service study the dramatic differences in the age, appearance, density, and
configuration of distribution equipment for areas such as the City of Chicago
relative to other parts of ComEd’s service area, such as newly built suburban
subdivisions. This could be implemented on a practical basis by requiring
ComEd to develop separate rates for those customers who are primarily

served from overhead facilities versus those ratepayers who are served from
underground facilities.

ICC Docket No. 10-0467, City Ex. 1.0, 16:1302-009.

Similarly in ICC Docket No. 08-0532 Mr. Bodmer argued: “[A]s ComEd has
made provision for a high voltage ratepayer class, it could also distinguish between
ratepayers who are served by underground versus overhead service and it could
distinguish regions by the age of equipment and the density of lines.” 1CC Docket No.
08-0532, City Ex. 1.0, 107:2356-59.

Did the Commission direct ComEd to further segment its embedded costs as

Mr. Bodmer suggested?
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No, the Commission did not direct any such changes in either docket. While the
Commission does not appear to have specifically addressed Mr. Bodmer’s requests, in
ICC Docket No. 08-532, the Commission rejected requests to do a similar type of
allocation based upon the single-phase and three-phase configuration of distribution
facilities and by the primary voltage level of certain distribution facilities. Specifically
the Commission stated:

Both REACT and IIEC recommend conducting further studies related to
how primary or secondary voltage customers use primary distribution
facilities in 4 kV single phase or three-phase configuration. According to
ComEd, such studies would require a highly complex study of the almost
4.8 million meter points connected to almost 6,400 circuits. Then, a
further study would be required to precisely determine which costs are
related to single-phase, two-phase, three-phase, 34 kV, 12 kV or 4 kV
configurations.  Additionally, ComEd asserts that such studies would
require numerous assumptions to assign such costs. While we note that
ComEd has the capability to perform such studies, the Commission agrees
that such studies are highly complex. Moreover, the Commission finds
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. As such, the Commission rejects both REACT’s and
IIEC’s proposed future studies.

ICC Docket No. 08-0532 (Final Order), at 50-51.

Mr. Bodmer asserts that ComEd could and should allocate costs between low-use
and other customers within the residential delivery classes based upon differences in
the age, appearance, density, and configuration of distribution equipment. CUB EX.
1.0, 13:242 - 14:245. How do you respond?

ComEd should not make cost allocations between low-use and other residential
customers on the basis of customer density or the age, appearance, or configuration of the
distribution facilities serving customers. No evidence has been provided to show that the

majority of low-use customers reside in areas with density levels that are different from
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the areas in which customers that use greater quantities of electricity reside. Moreover,
there is no sound basis to assume that low-use customers use distribution facilities that
differ in age, appearance, and configuration from the distribution facilities used by
customers using greater quantities of electricity. A premises that is occupied by a low-
use customer one year may be occupied by a high-use customer the next year. The
distribution equipment used to serve that premises are not replaced when a new occupant
takes up residence there, in the same way a customer is not going to replace their service
entrance equipment if they are a low-user. Moreover, as ComEd showed in the
Residential Electricity Usage and Bill Impacts of the Straight Fixed Variable Rate Design
(“Residential Usage Study”) originally submitted to the Commission on November 8,
2011, and subsequently filed as ComEd Ex. 2.33 in Docket No. 13-0387, customers using
among the lowest levels of electricity in a residential delivery class can reside down the
block or even down the hall from customers using among the highest usage levels in the
class. That remains true today.

In order to complete a study to assign costs based upon differences in the age,
appearance, density, and configuration of distribution equipment, ComEd would need to
identify and assign ages and configurations of miles of conductors and poles and
numerous distribution facilities located in an 11,000 square mile area for over 3.4 million
residential customers and it is not clear how such a study would include the distribution
facilities that serve nonresidential customers.  Moreover, the configurations of
distribution facilities serving customers can and do change. For example, changes may
be made in configurations to improve system reliability or they may need to be made in

response to storm situations or load growth. As part of normal maintenance old facilities
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are often replaced with new facilities. For all of these reasons such a study is not
practical. Finally, low-use customers often live in the same density levels and facilities
configurations as moderate- and high-use customers, and they depend upon the very same
distribution facilities as those other customers. As | previously noted, the Commission
has rejected similar studies to split costs between single-phase and three-phase
distribution facilities.

Is Mr. Bodmer correct in saying that ComEd accounted for density in its previous
cost studies?

While I was not involved in their preparation and | have no experience in the preparation
of marginal cost of service studies (“MCOSSs”), in a review of ComEd’s historical
records, | was able to ascertain that ComEd used to consider density characteristics in its

MCOSSs. However, density characteristics have not been used in its ECOSSs.

What else did you learn from that review of historical records?
The Commission has not accepted ComEd cost studies that included density
considerations since 1995. Specifically, 1 was able to uncover the following historical
information:
e ComEd submitted a MCOSS that included density considerations in Docket No.
94-0065, ComEd’s last bundled service rate case.
e The last ComEd MCOSS accepted by the Commission was filed in Docket No.
94-0065.
e ComEd submitted a MCQOSS that included density considerations in Docket No.

99-0117, ComEd’s first delivery service rate case.
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e ComEd also submitted an ECOSS that did not include density considerations in
Docket No. 99-0117.

e The Commission rejected ComEd’s MCOSS, but accepted ComEd’s ECOSS in
Docket No. 99-0117.

e ComEd submitted a MCOSS that included density considerations in Docket
No. 01-0423, ComEd’s second delivery service rate case.

e ComEd also submitted an ECOSS that did not include density considerations in
Docket No. 01-0423.

e The Commission again rejected ComEd’s MCOSS but accepted ComEd’s
ECOSS in Docket No. 01-0423.

e Currently, the Commission requires utilities to submit only ECOSSs in rate cases

as provided in the Illinois Administrative Code, 83 Ill. Admin. Code 285.5110.

How do you respond to Mr. Bodmer’s claims that ComEd changed its positions
between the 2013 Rate Design Investigation (““RDI”) and this proceeding? CUB
Ex. 1.0, 11:196.

Mr. Bodmer is mistaken. ComEd has not “changed its positions” as he suggests. In
particular, Mr. Bodmer shows a listing of items he identifies as ComEd’s “positions” in
the 2013 RDI and a corresponding listing of items he identifies as ComEd’s “changed
position” in this proceeding. His list merely describes different types of data and

computations provided and do not represent “positions.” ComEd has made available

voluminous amounts of data and analyses to allow the Commission to make a reasonable
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judgment concerning the issue of implementing low-use subgroups in the residential
delivery classes.

The purpose of Mr. Bodmer’s listing is not clear, but given his position in direct
testimony, it appears he is mischaracterizing ComEd’s positions to support his proposal
to expand ComEd’s ECOSS to include his “vision” of a cost study. Such an expansion of

the ECOSS would neither be appropriate nor practical.

AMI METER USAGE DATA

Do parties support the use of AMI meter usage data in the analyses performed in
this proceeding for ComEd’s residential customers?
Generally, I understand that the parties found the AMI meter usage data useful in helping

to analyze the characteristics of low-, medium-, and high-use customers.

Are there limitations in the use of AMI meter usage data?

Currently, yes. Due to the ongoing deployment of AMI meters, AMI meter usage data
are available only for premises located in specific geographic areas. To date, AMI meters
have been deployed in primarily urban and some suburban areas; as a result, the meter
usage data collected from AMI meters do not provide full-year data from a
comprehensive cross section of all ComEd’s customers. AG witness Rubin appeared to
recognize this limitation. He noted that reasonable conclusions about the demand
characteristics of the SFH Delivery Class could not be drawn because to date only 314
SFH Delivery Class customers out of a population of 35,237 are provided with AMI
metering. AG Ex. 1.0, 4:77 — 5:93. The limited availability of AMI meter usage data for

SFH Delivery Class customers is not surprising. Many SFH Delivery Class customers
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are located in rural areas where access to natural gas lines is limited. Because rural areas
are being addressed later in the AMI deployment schedule, it stands to reason that AMI
meter usage data for SFH Delivery Class customers are generally not yet available when

compared to the total population of SFH Delivery Class customers.

Does the AMI meter usage data provided in this docket constitute a “sample” of the
available AMI data?

No. The AMI meter usage data provided in this proceeding include all the AMI meter
usage data available for all premises at which AMI meters were in operation for all of

2013.

Based upon the AMI meter usage data presented in this proceeding, Mr. Bodmer
calls on the Commission to order ComEd to reallocate 18% of distribution revenue
requirement away from the multi-family delivery classes and to the single family
delivery classes. CUB Ex. 1.0, 4:52-58, 17:309-17. How do you respond?

As detailed in my direct testimony, ComEd found that the number of customers in the
Residential Load Study (“RLS”) sample corresponding to the lowest 25 percentiles of
customers was limited and therefore ComEd utilized AMI meter usage to supplement the
data used in its analyses. ComEd Ex. 2.0, 28:571 — 29:586. Mr. Bodmer’s workpaper
may be using a blend of AMI and RLS data to determine his reallocation of 18% of
distribution revenue requirement away from the multi-family delivery classes to the
single family delivery classes. ComEd supports investigating how AMI data can be used
for future cost allocations as the current AMI deployment plan schedule provides for the

deployment of AMI meters to all customers by the end of 2018. It is up to the
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Commission to determine whether Mr. Bodmer’s request to shift costs from one delivery
class to another delivery class, based upon the limited geographical deployment of AMI

meters, is appropriate.

In addition to the movement of costs from single family to multi-family, CUB
witness Bodmer argued there should be further reductions for the entire residential
sector because the AMI CP and NCP load factors are higher when compared to the
load research data. CUB Ex. 1.0, 4:52-58, 16:290 — 17:316. How do you respond?

With respect to Mr. Bodmer’s argument that the costs allocated to the entire residential
sector would be lower versus the nonresidential sector, it seems Mr. Bodmer overlooked
that ComEd weather normalizes the CPs and NCPs between the residential and
nonresidential sectors so the CP and NCP allocation between the two sectors remains
consistent with each filing. Therefore, there would not be a shift of costs between
nonresidential and residential customers by utilizing the AMI meter usage data for the

determination of CP and NCP values.

Mr. Bodmer criticized ComEd’s analyses by saying, “ComEd’s analysis focused on
low-use analysis within a class rather than across classes; in particular it did not
address costs across the multi-family class and the single-family class.” CUB EXx.
1.0, 4:70-72; see also generally CUB Ex. 1.0, 15:271 — 18:342. What is your response
to this criticism?

ComEd performed its analyses in accordance with an explicit directive from the
Commission, which provided: “The Commission further orders ComEd to conduct and

provide an ECOSS with a distinct low-use subclass of each residential delivery class.”
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Docket No. 13-0387 (Order, Dec. 18, 2013), at 47. This directive also was noted in the

Staff report, which became part of the Initiating Order in this proceeding.

CONCLUSION

Do you have any conclusions or concerns from your review of parties’ direct
testimonies and based upon the additional information you have provided?

Yes. The evidence is clear that Mr. Rubin’s asserted correlation between kWh
consumption and kW demand is not as perfect as he claims. His recommendation to
retain KWh billing determinants even when kW billing units may become viable for use is
suspect and premature because he relies upon his inappropriately computed correlation
coefficients in drawing that conclusion. Moreover, the implementation of residential
subgroups may cause customer confusion and dissatisfaction, as it may not result in
recognizable changes in customers’ bills. Residential subgroups may prove difficult to

manage within the confines of ComEd’s customer billing and information systems.

Does this complete your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.
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