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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 1 

A. IDENTIFICATION OF WITNESSES 2 

Q. Please state your names and business addresses. 3 

A. Lawrence S. Alongi and Chantal K. Jones, PhD., Commonwealth Edison Company 4 

(“ComEd” or the “Company”), Three Lincoln Centre, Oakbrook Terrace, Illinois 60181-5 

4260. 6 

Q. Are you the same Lawrence S. Alongi and Chantal K. Jones who provided direct 7 

panel testimony in this proceeding? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

B. PURPOSES OF REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 10 

Q. What are the purposes of this rebuttal panel testimony? 11 

A. The purposes of this rebuttal panel testimony are as follows: 12 

(1) To present revised proposed delivery service charges, which are based upon the 13 

revised Embedded Cost of Service Study (“ECOSS”) submitted by ComEd 14 

witness Mr. Alan C. Heintz (ComEd Ex. 33.1), the revised revenue requirement 15 

presented in the rebuttal panel testimony of ComEd witnesses Ms. Kathryn M. 16 

Houtsma and Ms. Stacie M. Frank (ComEd Ex. 25.0), and a specific mitigation 17 

proposal to move customers in the Extra Large Load, the High Voltage, and the 18 

Railroad delivery classes partially toward cost based delivery service rates; 19 

(2) To respond to the direct testimony of Illinois Commerce Commission (the 20 

“Commission” or “ICC”) Staff (“Staff”) witnesses Ms. Dianna Hathhorn, 21 

Mr. Ronald Linkenback, and Mr. Mike Luth; Chicago Transit Authority (“CTA”) 22 
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witnesses Mr. Dennis Anosike and Mr. Glenn Zika; Building Owners and 23 

Managers Association of Chicago (“BOMA/Chicago”) witness Mr. Guy 24 

Sharfman; City of Chicago (“City”) witness Mr. Edward C. Bodmer; Coalition to 25 

Request Equitable Allocation of Costs Together (“REACT”) witnesses 26 

Mr. Edward C. Bodmer, Mr. Bradley O. Fults, and Mr. Jeffrey Merola; U.S. 27 

Department of Energy (“DOE”) witness Dr. Dale E. Swan; Illinois Industrial 28 

Energy Consumers (“IIEC”) witnesses Mr. Robert Stephens and Mr. David L. 29 

Stowe; and Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corp. (“METRA”) 30 

witnesses Mr. James G. Bachman and Mr. James Mitchell; and 31 

(3) To present revisions to proposed tariff sheets filed by ComEd in this proceeding 32 

on October 17, 2007. 33 

C. ITEMIZED ATTACHMENTS 34 

Q. Please describe the attachments to this rebuttal panel testimony. 35 

A. The following is a list of the exhibits attached to our rebuttal panel testimony and a brief 36 

description of each: 37 

(1) ComEd Ex. 32.1 provides a rate design spreadsheet showing the determination of 38 

the proposed charges for standard delivery service based upon the revised 39 

ECOSS, the revised revenue requirement, and the offer to mitigate movement to 40 

cost based rates for certain delivery classes.  41 

(2) ComEd Ex. 32.2 provides a rate design spreadsheet showing the determination of 42 

the charges for standard delivery service based upon the revised ECOSS and the 43 

revised revenue requirement. 44 
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(3) ComEd Ex. 32.3 provides a table comparing current overall delivery service 45 

charges for each delivery class to overall delivery service charges that would be 46 

applicable if the rate design spreadsheet shown in ComEd Ex. 32.2 were used to 47 

set proposed rates at 100% of cost.  48 

(4) ComEd Ex. 32.4 provides a rate design spreadsheet showing the determination of 49 

the charges for standard delivery service based upon the revised ECOSS, the 50 

revised revenue requirement, and demand billing determinants using a 24 hour 51 

clock. 52 

(5) ComEd Ex. 32.5 shows the determination of the revised meter-related facilities 53 

lease charges provided in Rider ML – Meter-Related Facilities Lease (“Rider 54 

ML”).  There are confidential and redacted versions of this exhibit. 55 

(6) ComEd Ex. 32.6 shows the determination of the revised MSP – Requested Work 56 

Charges in Rate MSPS7 – Metering Service Provider Service (“Rate MSPS7”).   57 

(7) ComEd Ex. 32.7 shows the determination of the revised allocation factors for 58 

services and meters.  There are confidential and redacted versions of this exhibit.  59 

(8) ComEd Ex. 32.8 shows the determination of the revised distribution loss factors 60 

resulting from ComEd’s revision of the portion of high voltage customers’ load 61 

that is served through electric lines entering the customers’ premises at voltages 62 

under 69,000 volts. 63 

(9) ComEd Ex. 32.9 provides redline tariff sheets reflecting changes proposed in our 64 

rebuttal panel testimony as compared to our direct panel testimony in this docket.  65 
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II. COST OF DELIVERY SERVICE AND DELIVERY SERVICE RATE DESIGN 66 

A. RATE DESIGN REVISIONS 67 

Q. Has ComEd made changes to the rate design that it originally filed on October 17, 68 

2007 in this proceeding? 69 

A. Yes.  ComEd has made rate design changes to (a) incorporate the results of the revised 70 

ECOSS attached to the rebuttal testimony of ComEd witness Mr. Heintz (ComEd 71 

Ex. 33.1); (b) incorporate the revised revenue requirement of $2,042,894,000 presented in 72 

the rebuttal panel testimony of Ms. Houtsma and Ms. Frank (ComEd Ex. 25.0); and 73 

(c) incorporate a proposal to mitigate the increase in distribution facilities charges 74 

applicable to customers in the Extra Large Load Delivery Class, the High Voltage 75 

Delivery Class, and the Railroad Delivery Class halfway from current levels to fully cost-76 

based levels. 77 

Q. Why did ComEd revise its ECOSS? 78 

A. Mr. Heintz addresses the revisions to the ECOSS in his rebuttal testimony (ComEd 79 

Ex. 33.0).  The revised ECOSS reflects (a) revisions to the coincident peak (“CP”) 80 

demand and non-coincident peak (“NCP”) demand allocation factors for the two 81 

subclasses in the High Voltage Delivery Class, and (b) revisions to the allocation factors 82 

for services and meters for some delivery classes.  83 

Q. Why did ComEd change the CP and NCP allocation factors for the two subclasses 84 

in the High Voltage Delivery Class?  85 

A. While preparing the response to data request DOE 1.17, ComEd discovered an 86 

inadvertent over allocation of the portion of high voltage customers’ load that is served 87 
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through electric lines entering customers’ premises at voltages under 69,000 volts.  In 88 

light of this discovery, ComEd examined the voltages of electric lines entering high 89 

voltage customers’ premises and prepared the revised CP and NCP allocation factors, 90 

which appropriately reflect the portion of high voltage customers’ load that is served 91 

through electric lines entering the customers’ premises at voltages under 69,000 volts. 92 

Q. Why did ComEd change the allocation factors for services and meters for some 93 

delivery service classes? 94 

A. ComEd is proposing revisions to meter-related facilities rentals, as described later in this 95 

rebuttal panel testimony.  The revised investment costs used to determine the revisions to 96 

meter-related facilities rentals were used to prepare revised allocation factors for services 97 

and meters. 98 

Q. What are the current monthly customer charges and proposed monthly customer 99 

charges based upon the revised ECOSS and the revised revenue requirement, by 100 

delivery class? 101 

A. The current and proposed monthly customer charges, based upon the revised ECOSS and 102 

the revised revenue requirement are listed in Table R1: Customer Charges.  The proposed 103 

monthly customer charges are determined as shown in ComEd Ex. 32.1. 104 
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Table R1: Customer Charges 

Delivery Class Current 
$/month 

Proposed 
$/month 

Change 
% 

Residential Single Family Without Electric Space Heat $6.67 $7.97 19.5% 

Residential Multi Family Without Electric Space Heat $4.84 $7.01 44.8% 

Residential Single Family With Electric Space Heat $6.67 $7.97 19.5% 

Residential Multi Family With Electric Space Heat $4.84 $7.01 44.8% 

Watt-Hour $6.67 $7.53 12.9% 

Small Load $7.29 $8.19 12.3% 

Medium Load $10.55 $10.06 -4.6% 

Large Load $76.88 $86.19 12.1% 

Very Large Load $434.14 $503.20 15.9% 

Extra Large Load $488.75 $811.09 66.0% 

High Voltage $365.05 $643.26 76.2% 

Railroad $4,104.53 $4,477.68 9.1% 

Q. What are the current standard metering service charges and proposed standard 105 

metering service charges, based upon the revised ECOSS and revenue requirement, 106 

by delivery class? 107 

A. The current and proposed standard metering service charges based upon the revised 108 

ECOSS and revenue requirement are listed in Table R2: Standard Metering Service 109 

Charges.  The proposed standard metering service charges are determined as shown in 110 

ComEd Ex. 32.1. 111 
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Table R2: Standard Metering Service Charges 

Delivery Class Current 
$/month (1) 

Proposed 
$/month (1) 

Change 
% 

Residential Single Family Without Electric Space Heat $2.21 $2.33 5.4% 
Residential Multi Family Without Electric Space Heat $2.21 $2.33 5.4% 
Residential Single Family With Electric Space Heat $2.21 $2.33 5.4% 
Residential Multi Family With Electric Space Heat $2.21 $2.33 5.4% 
Watt-Hour $2.21 $1.88 -14.9% 
Small Load $7.01 $7.01 0.0% 
Medium Load $11.51 $10.08 -12.4% 

Large Load $17.62 $15.97 -9.4% 
Very Large Load $18.43 $20.42 10.8% 
Extra Large Load $262.98 $53.75 -79.6% 
High Voltage $21.63 $26.35 21.8% 
Railroad $73.13 $62.92 -14.0% 
Dusk to Dawn (1) per kWh $0.00008 $0.00009 12.5% 
General Lighting (1) per kWh $0.00008 $0.00010 25.0% 

Q. What are the current distribution facilities charges and distribution facilities 112 

charges based upon the revised ECOSS and revenue requirement, by delivery class? 113 

A. The current distribution facilities charges and distribution facilities charges based upon 114 

the revised ECOSS and revenue requirement are listed in Table R3: Distribution 115 

Facilities Charges.  The distribution facilities charges based upon the revised ECOSS and 116 

revenue requirement are determined as shown in ComEd Ex. 32.2. 117 
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Table R3: Distribution Facilities Charges 

Delivery Class Current 
Based on 
Revised 
ECOSS 

Change % 

Residential Single Family Without Electric Space Heat $0.01965/kWh $0.02507/kWh 27.6% 

Residential Multi Family Without Electric Space Heat $0.01965/kWh $0.02507/kWh 27.6% 

Residential Single Family With Electric Space Heat $0.01720/kWh $0.02061/kWh 19.8% 

Residential Multi Family With Electric Space Heat $0.01720/kWh $0.02061/kWh 19.8% 

Watt-Hour $0.01793/kWh $0.01910/kWh 6.5% 

Small Load $4.29/kW $4.88/kW 13.8% 

Medium Load $5.01/kW $5.70/kW 13.8% 

Large Load $5.37/kW $6.07/kW 13.0% 

Very Large Load $5.22/kW $5.75/kW 10.2% 

Extra Large Load $2.46/kW $5.95/kW 141.9% 

High Voltage (over 10 MW) $1.09/kW $2.11/kW 93.6% 

High Voltage (other) $2.22/kW $4.97/kW 123.9% 

Railroad $2.46/kW $5.52/kW 124.4% 

Dusk to Dawn $0.01236/kWh $0.01465/kWh 18.5% 

General Lighting $0.00962/kWh $0.01103/kWh 14.7% 

Q. Is ComEd advocating that the revised distribution facilities charges shown in 118 

Table R3 be applicable to customers at the conclusion of this proceeding? 119 

A. No.  As noted in the direct testimony of ComEd witness Mr. Paul R. Crumrine (ComEd 120 

Ex. 11.0), ComEd has been willing to work with Staff and customers in the Extra Large 121 

Load Delivery Class, the High Voltage Delivery Class, and the Railroad Delivery Class 122 

to allow for movement toward cost based rates.  In his direct testimony, Staff witness 123 

Mr. Luth offered a proposal to average the proposed distribution facilities charge for 124 

certain classes which would provide for considerable movement toward cost based rates.  125 

(Staff Ex. 6.0, 9:136-49).  On the other hand, representatives of customers in the subject 126 

classes called for the distribution facilities charge to increase only by the system average 127 
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increase in the revenue requirement, which would not provide for movement toward cost 128 

based rates.  Representatives of the Railroad Delivery Class go one step further and seek 129 

to limit the increase to that class to the lower of the system average increase or the 130 

increase to the residential sector.  In fact, limiting the increase to the distribution facilities 131 

charge to the system average increase (or to something lower than that) in the revenue 132 

requirement will move these charges further from costs and serve to exacerbate existing 133 

subsidies.   134 

Q. What are the distribution facilities charges that ComEd proposes implementing at 135 

the conclusion of this proceeding? 136 

A. ComEd proposes a 50% movement toward cost-based distribution facilities charges for 137 

the Extra Large Load Delivery Class, High Voltage Delivery Class, and Railroad 138 

Delivery Class at this time.  The remaining subsidy will be borne by the other 139 

nonresidential delivery classes.  Under this proposal, in its next general rate case, ComEd 140 

would move these customers to fully cost-based rates, thereby eliminating the subsidies 141 

borne by the other nonresidential customers.  The current and proposed distribution 142 

facilities charges based upon the revised ECOSS, the revised revenue requirement, and 143 

the 50% movement toward cost based rates are listed in Table R3A: Distribution 144 

Facilities Charges with Mitigation.  The proposed distribution facilities charges are 145 

determined as shown in ComEd Ex. 32.1. 146 
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Table R3A: Distribution Facilities Charges with Mitigation 

Delivery Class Current Proposed Change % 

Residential Single Family Without Electric Space Heat $0.01965/kWh $0.02507/kWh 27.6% 

Residential Multi Family Without Electric Space Heat $0.01965/kWh $0.02507/kWh 27.6% 

Residential Single Family With Electric Space Heat $0.01720/kWh $0.02061/kWh 19.8% 

Residential Multi Family With Electric Space Heat $0.01720/kWh $0.02061/kWh 19.8% 

Watt-Hour $0.01793/kWh $0.01965/kWh 9.6% 

Small Load $4.29/kW $5.03/kW 17.2% 

Medium Load $5.01/kW $5.87/kW 17.2% 

Large Load $5.37/kW $6.25/kW 16.4% 

Very Large Load $5.22/kW $5.91/kW 13.2% 

Extra Large Load $2.46/kW $4.21/kW 71.1% 

High Voltage (over 10 MW) $1.09/kW $1.60/kW 46.8% 

High Voltage (other) $2.22/kW $3.60/kW 62.2% 

Railroad $2.46/kW $3.99/kW 62.2% 

Dusk to Dawn $0.01236/kWh $0.01465/kWh 18.5% 

General Lighting $0.00962/kWh $0.01103/kWh 14.7% 

Q. What are the current fixture charges and proposed fixture charges, based upon the 147 

revised ECOSS and revenue requirement? 148 

A. The current and proposed fixture charges based upon the revised ECOSS and revenue 149 

requirement are listed in Table R4: Fixture Charges.  The proposed fixture charges are 150 

determined as shown in ComEd Ex. 32.1. 151 
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Table R4: Fixture Charges 

Fixture-Included Lighting Delivery Class Current 
$/fixture 

Proposed 
$/fixture 

Change 
% 

Public Street Lighting Fixtures 

    Mercury Vapor 100 Watt $5.29 $5.95 12.5% 

    Mercury Vapor 175 Watt $5.72 $5.99 4.7% 

    Mercury Vapor 250 Watt $6.12 $6.26 2.3% 

    Mercury Vapor 400 Watt $6.59 $6.59 0.0% 

    High Pressure Sodium 70 Watt $6.12 $6.27 2.5% 

    High Pressure Sodium 100 Watt $6.10 $6.29 3.1% 

    High Pressure Sodium 150 Watt $6.17 $6.40 3.7% 

    High Pressure Sodium 250 Watt $6.72 $6.90 2.7% 

    High Pressure Sodium 400 Watt $7.14 $7.03 -1.5% 

    High Pressure Sodium 1,000 Watt $13.10 $10.10 -22.9% 

Private Outdoor Lighting Fixtures 

    Mercury Vapor 175 Watt $7.06 $8.26 17.0% 

    Mercury Vapor 400 Watt $8.09 $8.99 11.1% 

    High Pressure Sodium Flood 100 Watt $8.77 $9.68 10.4% 

    High Pressure Sodium Flood 250 Watt $8.81 $9.69 10.0% 

    High Pressure Sodium 100 Watt $7.37 $8.75 18.7% 

    High Pressure Sodium 150 Watt $7.42 $8.62 16.2% 

Associated Equipment 

    Mounting Bracket (Up to 8 ft.) $3.14 $3.76 19.7% 

    Mounting Bracket (Over 8 ft.) $6.04 $6.22 3.0% 

    Luminaire - Post Top $2.25 $1.61 -28.4% 

    Luminaire - Acorn Style $6.34 $4.12 -35.0% 

Q. Can you provide a basis to compare the current standard delivery charges to the 152 

revised proposed charges for the different delivery classes? 153 

A. Yes.  On a dollar per kilowatt-hour (“$/kWh”) basis, current overall charges for delivery 154 

service and proposed overall charges for delivery service based upon the revised ECOSS, 155 

the revised revenue requirement, and the mitigation proposal are shown in Table R5: 156 

Overall Standard Delivery Service Charges.  These overall charges, used for comparison 157 
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between delivery classes, are determined as shown in ComEd Ex. 32.1 and in Schedule 158 

E-5 submitted pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code Part 285 for the proposed revised delivery 159 

service rates and the currently effective delivery service rates, respectively.  As a point of 160 

reference, ComEd Ex 32.3 shows overall charges based upon the revised ECOSS and 161 

revised revenue requirement that would have been proposed if ComEd did not offer to 162 

mitigate the increase in the distribution facilities charges for customers in the Extra Large 163 

Load Delivery Class, the High Voltage Delivery Class, and the Railroad Delivery Class. 164 

Table R5: Overall Standard Delivery Service Charges 

Delivery Class Current 
$/kWh 

Proposed 
$/kWh 

Change 
% 

Residential Single Family Without Electric Space Heat $0.0307 $0.0379 23.5% 

Residential Multi Family Without Electric Space Heat $0.0389 $0.0506 30.1% 

Residential Single Family With Electric Space Heat $0.0216 $0.0257 19.0% 

Residential Multi Family With Electric Space Heat $0.0247 $0.0306 23.9% 

Watt-Hour $0.0373 $0.0401 7.5% 

Small Load $0.0179 $0.0206 15.1% 

Medium Load $0.0144 $0.0168 16.7% 

Large Load $0.0130 $0.0151 16.2% 

Very Large Load $0.0116 $0.0131 12.9% 

Extra Large Load $0.0052 $0.0088 69.2% 

High Voltage (Over 10 MW) $0.0017 $0.0026 52.9% 

High Voltage (Other) $0.0043 $0.0070 62.8% 

Railroad $0.0076 $0.0122 60.5% 

Dusk to Dawn  $0.0124 $0.0147 18.5% 

General Lighting  $0.0097 $0.0111 14.4% 

Fixture-Included Lighting (includes fixture cost) $0.1530 $0.1640 7.2% 

Q. Is ComEd providing redline tariff sheet exhibits to show the revisions in the 165 

proposed delivery service charges previously addressed in this rebuttal panel 166 

testimony? 167 
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A. Yes.  Redline tariff sheets from Rate RDS that show the charges proposed in this rebuttal 168 

panel testimony, as compared to proposals in our direct panel testimony submitted in this 169 

proceeding, are provided in ComEd Ex. 32.9. 170 

B. RESPONSES TO INTERVENOR TESTIMONY REGARDING THE 171 
ECOSS 172 

Q. Do you agree with Dr. Swan when he indicates that the Commission did not accept 173 

the results of the ECOSS in Docket No. 05-0597?  (DOE Ex. 1.0, 8:160-63). 174 

A. No.  The Commission accepted the ECOSS for rate design purposes “except to the extent 175 

necessary to comply with other findings.”  (Order Docket No 05-0597, p. 159). 176 

Q. What are the “other findings” in the Commission’s Orders in Docket No. 05-0597 177 

that affected rate design? 178 

A. In its Order, and subsequently in its Order on Rehearing, the Commission made findings 179 

with respect to different delivery classes, including the Extra Large Load Delivery Class, 180 

the Railroad Delivery Class, and the High Voltage Delivery Class.  (Order Docket No. 181 

05-0597, pp. 190, 196; Order on Rehearing Docket No. 05-0597, pp. 66-67).  These 182 

findings do not indicate that the results of the ECOSS in Docket No. 05-0597 were not 183 

accepted.  Instead, the Commission made certain exceptions to setting rates based upon 184 

the ECOSS for reasons, such as “adverse rate impacts,” “avoiding rate shock,” “the 185 

public good,” and “concerns about large rate increases.”  While the Commission was 186 

persuaded that the cost of serving customers in the Extra Large Load Delivery Class may 187 

be potentially lower than serving significantly smaller customers, it did not reject the 188 

results of the ECOSS because of any fundamental flaw in the development of the 189 

ECOSS. 190 
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Q. Dr. Swan asserts that there are problems with the ECOSS originally filed in this 191 

proceeding because the calculated unit costs for the groups of nonresidential 192 

customers are inconsistent with the generally held view that unit costs of delivery 193 

service should decline as the customer load increases.  (DOE Ex. 1.0, 13:296-98).  194 

How do you respond? 195 

A. The unit costs that Dr. Swan uses are based upon weather normalized billing 196 

determinants.  For the distribution facilities cost comparison that Dr. Swan makes, the 197 

billing determinant is the Maximum Kilowatts Delivered (“MKD”), which is defined as 198 

follows: 199 

MKD means Maximum Kilowatts Delivered.  A retail customer’s 200 
MKD for a monthly billing period is the highest thirty (30) minute 201 
demand for electric power and energy established by the retail 202 
customer and delivered by the Company during such monthly 203 
billing period during the periods from 9:00 A.M. until 6:00 P.M. 204 
on Monday through Friday, except on days designated as holidays 205 
by the NERC. 206 

 (ComEd’s General Terms and Conditions, 2nd Revised Sheet No. 499). 207 

 For nonresidential customers with smaller loads, which do not have metering capable of 208 

determining the time that the demand is set, the highest demand set in the monthly billing 209 

period is assumed to occur during the hours of 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday in 210 

accordance with the following provisions: 211 

For a situation in which there are two (2) or more interval demand 212 
recording metering installations at a retail customer’s premises, the 213 
demand established by such retail customer in any thirty (30) 214 
minute period is determined by adding together the separate 215 
demands established at each metering installation during such 216 
thirty (30) minute period.  Notwithstanding the provisions of the 217 
previous sentence, for a situation in which the demand register for 218 
a metering installation is not an interval demand recording register, 219 
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the demand established at such metering installation in each thirty 220 
(30) minute period of any monthly billing period is assumed to be 221 
the same as the highest demand established in any thirty (30) 222 
minute period of such monthly billing period. 223 

 (ComEd’s General Terms and Conditions, 1st Revised Sheet No 568). 224 

 For nonresidential customers with larger loads, which have interval demand recording 225 

(“IDR”) metering, the MKD is not necessarily reflective of the customer’s actual highest 226 

load, which may be set at, for example, 10 p.m. on a Saturday.  In his Table 2, therefore, 227 

Dr. Swan makes an inappropriate comparison.  His table is not reflective of customers’ 228 

highest loads for all the classes.  For the smaller load customer classes, the MKD more 229 

closely reflects the highest demands of the customers.  However, for the larger load 230 

customer classes the MKD is less reflective of the highest demands of the customers.  As 231 

a result, the unit costs shown in Dr. Swan’s Table 2 are overstated to a greater degree for 232 

the larger load customer classes. 233 

Q. Is there a way to make an appropriate comparison of unit costs? 234 

A. Yes.  In an attempt to make the record as complete as possible, ComEd compiled the 235 

weatherized MKDs that would have been used if a 24 hour period, rather than the 9 a.m. 236 

to 6 p.m., Monday through Friday period, was employed.  Specifically, ComEd compiled 237 

demand data that reflect the highest monthly demands–independent of when those 238 

demands occurred during the monthly billing period–of customers for which the 239 

distribution facilities charges are applied on the basis of demand.  The unit costs using the 240 

revised ECOSS and these 24 hour demands as the basis for comparison are shown in 241 

Table R6: Nonresidential Distribution Facilities Unit Costs.  The 24 hour demand unit 242 

costs are determined as shown in ComEd Ex. 32.3. 243 
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Table R6: Nonresidential Distribution Facilities Unit Costs 

 
Delivery Class 

Revised 
ECOSS 

 
MKD 

 
24 Hour Demand 

 $ kW $/kW kW $/kW 

Small (0≤x≤100 kW) $190,128,999 38,963,580 $4.88 39,381,008 $4.83 

Medium (100<x≤400 kW) $173,296,579 30,408,673 $5.70 31,007,908 $5.59 

Large (400<x≤1,000 kW) $145,137,985 23,898,892 $6.07 24,624,967 $5.89 

Very Large (1,000<x≤10,000 kW) $237,338,531 41,314,110 $5.74 43,101,973 $5.51 

Extra Large (10,000 kW < x) $51,387,739 8,650,679 $5.94 9,212,559 $5.58 

High Voltage (x≤10,000 kW) $3,400,974 669,590 $5.08 726,542 $4.68 

High Voltage (10,000 kW<x) $14,577,084 7,020,932 $2.08 8,529,617 $1.71 

Railroad $8,479,872 1,535,708 $5.52 1,653,127 $5.13 

Q. Can you suggest another way to compare unit costs in order to assess Dr. Swan’s 244 

testimony regarding the “generally held view that unit costs of delivery service 245 

should decline as the customer load increases”?  (DOE Ex. 1.0, 13:297-98). 246 

A. Another reasonable way to compare unit costs of delivery service for the different 247 

delivery classes is to simply compare overall costs in $/kWh, as shown in ComEd 248 

Ex. 32.3.  The overall costs in $/kWh for costs at 100% equal percent embedded cost 249 

(“EPEC”) clearly show that there is a decline in costs in moving from a lower load 250 

residential customer to a higher load nonresidential customer.  The use of the $/kWh unit 251 

cost for comparison shows that, generally, the unit cost of delivery service declines as 252 

load factor increases.  It is important to note that the values in the column showing 253 

current $/kWh charges in ComEd Ex. 32.3 are not reflective of the results of the ECOSS 254 

filed in Docket No. 05-0597.   255 

Q. Other witnesses in this proceeding, particularly Mr. Bachman and Mr. Bodmer, call 256 

for the ECOSS to be revised in such a manner that it should incorporate direct 257 

assignment of the costs to serve customers in the Railroad and Extra Large Load 258 
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delivery classes.  (METRA/CTA Joint Ex. 1.0, 4:15-18; REACT Ex. 2.0, 19:398-403).  259 

Should the ECOSS reflect direct assignment of the costs to serve these customers? 260 

A. No.  ComEd does not record its costs to provide distribution-related services in a manner 261 

that would enable it to directly assign the investment costs, incurred to serve these 262 

customers, which start at customers’ meters and extend all the way through ComEd’s 263 

system to the transmission substation.  The same is true for the operating and 264 

maintenance expenses that ComEd incurs.  While the Railroad Delivery Class has just 265 

two customers, those two customers have over 70 individual, noncontiguous traction 266 

power locations served by ComEd distribution facilities.  In addition, because of the high 267 

demands set by the Railroad and Extra Large Load customers it is often necessary to 268 

provide service from multiple feeder lines in the distribution system.  Moreover, while 269 

some of these customers are close to the transmission substation serving them, others 270 

might be miles away from the transmission substation.  It is not reasonable to conclude 271 

that ComEd would be able to directly assign to these customers the portion of the 272 

investment or operating and maintenance costs incurred to serve them from the wide 273 

reaching distribution system.  The words of Mr. Bachman are as valid for customers in 274 

the Railroad Delivery Class and the Extra Large Load Delivery Class as they are for 275 

customers in the other delivery classes:  “To allocate the costs of service to the ComEd 276 

delivery classes, general allocators are appropriate and generally the only practical 277 

method of performing a rate class cost of service study.”  (METRA/CTA Joint Ex. 1.0, 278 

3:26-28). 279 
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Q. Mr. Bodmer asserts that with respect to City dusk to dawn street lighting facilities, 280 

“ComEd’s cost study does not remotely accurately represent the true cost ComEd 281 

incurs to serve customers.”  (City Ex. 1.0, 82:1491-92).  Is this assertion accurate? 282 

A. No.  Mr. Bodmer’s underlying assumption that the City owns all the poles and secondary 283 

lines for its dusk to dawn street lighting system is wrong.  Mr. Bodmer ignores the fact 284 

that thousands of City street lights are mounted on thousands of ComEd poles and are 285 

served by many miles of ComEd secondary lines throughout the City’s alleys. 286 

Q. Mr. Bodmer states that “[o]ne does not have to be a utility employee who has 287 

worked at ComEd for decades to understand that if the utility has to install more 288 

wire because of longer distances between customers, the more it costs the utility to 289 

serve such customers.”  (City Ex. 1.0, 12:193-96).  How do you respond? 290 

A. Mr. Bodmer’s statement is overly simplistic and may or may not be true depending upon 291 

the situation.  The provision of electric service to customers involves far more than spans 292 

of wire.  Costs to provide service in high density areas are often significantly higher than 293 

they are in lower density areas.  For example, in certain high density areas of the City, 294 

overhead spans are not even an option and underground service must be provided, which 295 

can be a more expensive alternative.   296 

 Moreover, the task of providing service in a more open area may not be subject to the 297 

constraints that are necessarily part of the same task in high density areas of the City.  298 

Examples of these constraints include:  (1) the requirement to work only at night or on 299 

weekends; (2) the need for special equipment to work in tight quarters; (3) the need for 300 

more closely spaced poles in the alleys used inside the City, where overhead equipment 301 
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can be installed; and (4) the need to break and repair concrete when replacing poles in the 302 

City’s alleys. 303 

Q. Mr. Bodmer makes the following proposal regarding the classification of service 304 

costs:  “While I do not advocate changing how ComEd allocates services, I do 305 

believe its classification should be changed.  Even though more wire is required to 306 

serve large homes with spacious backyards than for small bungalows, ComEd treats 307 

services as customer costs, thereby driving up the customer charge.  The size of a 308 

customer’s premises also affects the cost of services, because large residential 309 

ratepayers tend to have underground services.  Thus, the cost of services should be 310 

classified as facility costs.”  (City Ex. 1.0, 70:1291-71:1297).  Do you agree with 311 

Mr. Bodmer’s proposal? 312 

A. No.  As an initial matter, it must be noted that a “service” is the service connection, 313 

commonly called a service drop, that provides the final link from ComEd’s distribution 314 

system to the meter at the customer’s premises.  Mr. Bodmer’s concern about more wire 315 

or cable being provided for service drops at homes with spacious backyards or 316 

underground facilities is misplaced.  In accordance with ComEd’s General Terms and 317 

Conditions, only certain lengths of cable or wire are provided in the provision of standard 318 

electric service, and any facilities provided in excess of the standard facilities are 319 

provided in accordance with the provision of nonstandard service and facilities.  In the 320 

provision of standard electric service, ComEd provides up to 150 feet of overhead wire in 321 

areas with overhead distribution or up to 100 feet of direct buried underground cable.  322 

Because service drops are provided in accordance with these standards the costs for 323 

service drops are reasonably classified as customer costs.  Very simply, each residential 324 
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customer is allowed a service connection up to a set length in the provision of standard 325 

service.  Therefore, the costs for service connections are appropriately regarded as 326 

customer related costs. 327 

 Mr. Heintz also addresses Mr. Bodmer’s cost allocation and classification scheme.  328 

(ComEd Ex. 33.0). 329 

C. RESPONSES TO INTERVENOR TESTIMONY REGARDING DELIVERY 330 
SERVICE RATE DESIGN 331 

Q. Dr. Swan recommends that customers in the High Voltage Delivery Class that are 332 

served at multiple points with some lines entering the premises at voltages below 333 

69,000 volts be assigned to two delivery service classes.  (DOE Ex. 1.0, 25:565-75).  334 

Do you agree with his recommendation? 335 

A. No.  By assigning two delivery service classes to the same customer, Dr. Swan is 336 

essentially recommending that ComEd create two distinct customers for each high 337 

voltage customer that has some electric lines entering the premises at voltages under 338 

69,000 volts.  That recommendation is not consistent with the definition of a retail 339 

customer, which links an entity with contiguously situated locations.  Moreover, 340 

ComEd’s systems are not structured in a manner that would allow the application of two 341 

distinct demand-based delivery classes to a single customer.  In light of the revisions to 342 

the ECOSS, the corresponding changes to ComEd’s rate design, and the application of 343 

ComEd’s mitigation proposal for the High Voltage Delivery Class, the additional billing 344 

complexities of Dr. Swan’s recommendation are not warranted. 345 

Q. With respect to another group of nonresidential customers, Mr. Sharfman asserts 346 

that since 1999, ComEd’s rate design has been burdensome for customers with 347 
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demands between 400 kW and 3,000 kW, and particularly burdensome for 348 

customers in that group with electric heat.  (BOMA/Chicago Corr. Ex. 2.2).  How do 349 

you respond? 350 

A. With respect to bundled electric service, Mr. Sharfman’s charts do not reflect reality and 351 

any conclusion that he draws from them is irrelevant.  Mr. Sharfman’s charts for 352 

customers taking bundled service from ComEd are based upon the notion that customers 353 

with demands of 400 kW to 3,000 kW are taking service under Rate BES-NRA – Basic 354 

Electric Service – Nonresidential (Annual) (“Rate BES-NRA”).  However, as has been 355 

explained most recently in Docket No. 07-0166, of the over 5,000 customers with 356 

demands between 400 kW and 3,000 kW, the vast majority are not taking service under 357 

Rate BES-NRA.  Instead, because those customers have switched suppliers and are not 358 

subject to any supply charges from ComEd, it is likely that they have not experienced the 359 

percentage increases shown in Mr. Sharman’s charts.  In fact, at this point, there are less 360 

than 500 customers taking service under Rate BES-NRA.  Moreover, for customers with 361 

demands of at least 400 kW, the appropriate rate is Rate BES-H – Basic Electric Service 362 

– Hourly Energy Pricing (“Rate BES-H”) because that is the only bundled service tariff 363 

that will be available to these customers because they have been deemed competitive by 364 

law.  The discussion of rate impact on customers with demands over 400 kW already has 365 

been presented by Mr. Crumrine in Docket No. 07-0166 (ComEd Ex. 4.0, pp. 15-22) and 366 

will not be reiterated here, except to point out that, as Mr. Crumrine noted in that 367 

testimony, “[i]ndeed, the only clear and valid comparison is to the rate impact under Rate 368 

BES-H, which would have resulted in an increase of only 10%.” 369 
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 Looking only at the distribution facilities charges, which form the bulk of these 370 

customers’ delivery service costs, the percentage increases from 1999 to 2007 are as 371 

shown in Table R7: Effective Distribution Facilities Charges for kW-Based Delivery 372 

Classes.  Starting in 2003, customers in these classes began shouldering the burden of the 373 

subsidies instituted for the benefit of customers in the high voltage and larger demand 374 

classes.  In 2007 customers in these classes additionally began to shoulder the burden of 375 

the subsidy instituted for the benefit of customers in the railroad class.  The charges in 376 

Table R7 reflect these changes.  Overall, the nominal approved revenue requirement 377 

associated with the values for 1999 was $1,201,751,000 while the nominal approved 378 

revenue requirement associated with the values for 2007 was $1,660,304,000.  The 379 

nominal increase in the revenue requirement over those eight years is 38%. 380 

Table R7: Effective Distribution Facilities Charges for kW-Based Delivery Classes 
 

Delivery Class 
 

1999 
 

2000 
 

2003 
 

2004 
 

2005 
 

2006 
 

2007 
99-07 

Change 
 $/kW $/kW $/kW $/kW $/kW $/kW $/kW % 
0 - 25 kW $3.10 $3.13 $3.86 $3.87 $3.88 $3.89 $4.29 38.4% 
25 - 100 kW $3.97 $4.00 $4.93 $4.94 $4.95 $4.96 $4.29 8.1% 
100 - 400 kW $3.43 $3.46 $4.27 $4.28 $4.29 $4.39 $5.01 46.1% 
400 - 800 kW $3.61 $3.64 $4.49 $4.50 $4.51 $4.52 $5.37 48.8% 
800 - 1,000 kW $3.44 $3.47 $4.28 $4.29 $4.30 $4.31 $5.37 56.1% 
1,000 - 3,000 kW $3.56 $3.59 $4.43 $4.44 $4.45 $4.46 $5.22 46.6% 
3,000 - 6,000 kW $3.71 $3.74 $4.61 $4.62 $4.63 $4.64 $5.22 40.7% 
6,000 - 10,000 kW $3.59 $3.61 $4.45 $4.46 $4.47 $4.48 $5.22 45.4% 
Over 10,000 kW $1.91 $1.92 $2.34 $2.34 $2.34 $2.34 $2.46 28.8% 
High Voltage Over 10,000 kW $1.80862 $1.81852 $1.62 $1.43 $1.23 $1.04 $1.09 -39.7% 
High Voltage Other NA NA NA NA NA NA $2.22 NA 
Railroad $3.49 $3.51 $4.33 $4.34 $4.35 $4.36 $2.46 -29.5% 

Q. Is there merit to Mr. Bodmer’s recommendation to impose regional differentiated 381 

delivery service rates for customers located in Cook County (i.e., the City), collar 382 

counties and far collar counties?  (City Ex. 1.0, 17:288-91). 383 
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A. No.  Mr. Bodmer’s recommendation reflects his belief that investment costs incurred by 384 

ComEd in places outside of the City are inappropriately being recovered from customers 385 

inside the City.  However, the facts reflect that this is not the case.  Based upon historical 386 

data, approximately 26% of ComEd’s customers’ kWh usage is attributable to customers 387 

inside the City.  The same is true for ComEd’s investments costs—approximately 26% is 388 

expended for facilities inside the City.  A comparison of investment in plant to kWh 389 

usage inside and outside the City over the past four years, as provided in Table R8: Inside 390 

Chicago / Outside Chicago Investment and Usage, shows that investment inside and 391 

outside the City tracks closely to historical usage inside and outside the City.  Table R8 392 

specifically shows that between 2004-2007, 23% of total investment dollars were 393 

specified as being expended inside the City.  However, it is logical that some of the 394 

unspecified investment costs also were expended inside the City.  With that in mind, of 395 

the investment dollars that were specifically earmarked as being expended inside or 396 

outside the City, 26% is attributable to investments made inside the City ($640,590,198) / 397 

($640,590,198 + $1,862,995,641).  398 
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Table R8: Inside Chicago / Outside Chicago Investment and Usage 

Investment Inside Chicago Outside Chicago Unspecified Total 

2004 
$ 
% 

 
$230,300,697 
32% 

 
$455,976,758 
63% 

 
$39,807,259 
5% 

 
$726,084,713 
100% 

2005 
$ 
% 

 
$153,015,198 
26% 

 
$379,532,190 
64% 

 
$57,452,328 
10% 

 
$589,999,715 
100% 

2006 
$ 
% 

 
$100,892,337 
16% 

 
$478,654,146 
74% 

 
$63,396,333 
10% 

 
$642,942,816 
100% 

2007 
$ 
% 

 
$156,381,966 
20% 

 
$548,832,547 
71% 

 
$63,195,673 
8% 

 
$768,410,187 
100% 

Four Year Total 
$ 
% 

 
$640,590,198 
23% 

 
$1,862,995,641 
68% 

 
$223,851,592 
8% 

 
$2,727,437,431 
100% 

 

Usage Inside Chicago Outside Chicago  Total 

2004 
kWh 
% 

 
22,682,244,506 
26% 

 
64,171,282,853 
74% 

  
86,853,527,359 
100% 

2005 
kWh 
% 

 
24,161,520,659 
26% 

 
67,784,751,175 
74% 

  
91,946,271,834 
100% 

2006 
kWh 
% 

 
23,771,159,073 
26% 

 
66,515,516,448 
74% 

  
90,286,675,521 
100% 

2007 (thru Oct) 
kWh 
 % 

 
21,023,027,197 
26% 

 
59,870,303,659 
74% 

                
80,893,330,856 
100% 

Total (04-Oct 07) 
kWh 
% 

 
91,637,951,435 
26% 

 
258,341,854,135 
74% 

 
 

 
349,979,804,570 
100% 

Q. Turning now specifically to residential customers, Mr. Bodmer proposes that the 399 

monthly customer charge for residential customers should be reduced, ostensibly to 400 

help low use, low income customers.  (City Ex. 1.0, 80:1458-69).  Does his proposal 401 

have merit? 402 

A. No.  There are several problems with his proposal.  First and foremost, the foundation for 403 

Mr. Bodmer’s proposal is the misconception that low income customers are low 404 
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electricity use customers, which results in a higher average cost per kWh when the fixed 405 

monthly customer charge is divided by the low usage.  Through analysis addressed later 406 

in this rebuttal panel testimony, statistics show that low income customers are not 407 

necessarily low usage customers.  Moreover, low usage customers are not necessarily low 408 

income customers.  Therefore, the foundation for Mr. Bodmer’s proposal is not sound.   409 

 Second, his proposal to set the monthly customer charge at an arbitrary amount would 410 

mean that ALL residential customers will have the same monthly customer charge:  411 

(a) without regard to the customer’s income level; (b) without regard to whether the 412 

customer uses small or large amounts of electricity; (c) without regard to whether the 413 

customer uses electricity efficiently or inefficiently; and (d) without regard to where the 414 

customer resides.  Under Mr. Bodmer’s proposal, a residential customer living in an 415 

expensive penthouse and using large quantities of electricity in an extremely inefficient 416 

manner will get the same reduced customer charge as a low income, low use, and/or 417 

efficient customer.  Mr. Bodmer’s proposal should be rejected because it would set 418 

arbitrary rates for the entire residential sector in an effort to assist a subset of that sector. 419 

 Third, in accordance with the Public Utilities Act, charges for electricity service should 420 

be set in a manner that reflects the cost to serve to the extent possible.  Assistance to low 421 

income customers should not be improperly attempted through arbitrarily set rates for 422 

electricity service.  There are programs already in place to assist low income customers in 423 

the payment of energy bills.  In particular, as mandated by Illinois law, the customer 424 

charge billed each and every month, to each and every customer, includes an amount 425 

earmarked for the State’s Supplemental Low-Income Energy Assistance Fund.  426 

Specifically, the monthly charge for the State’s Supplemental Low-Income Energy 427 
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Assistance Fund is $0.40 for residential customers, $300 for customers with demands 428 

over 10,000 kW, and $4.00 for all other customers. 429 

Q. Mr. Bodmer uses $2.94/month as the basis for comparison to ComEd’s proposed 430 

monthly customer charge for multi family customers.  (City Ex. 1.0, 60:1087).  Is 431 

that appropriate?  432 

A. No.  Generally, in making comparisons for proposed rates, the currently effective rate is 433 

used as the basis for the comparison.  The sum of the currently effective monthly 434 

customer charge ($4.84) and standard metering service charge ($2.21) for multi family 435 

customers is $7.05.  Instead of using that current value of $7.05/month, Mr. Bodmer 436 

inappropriately uses a monthly customer charge that will not have been applicable to 437 

customers for over 20 months by the time the rates approved in this proceeding become 438 

effective.  It is also noteworthy that the value he used ($2.94/month) is not cost based.  439 

First, as mandated by the 1997 amendments to the Public Utilities Act, it reflects a 20% 440 

reduction from the monthly customer charge that had been in effect in 1995 441 

($3.68/month).  Moreover, the $3.68/month charge set in 1995 at the conclusion of 442 

Docket No. 94-0065 was not cost based because it was not based upon the marginal cost 443 

of service study or the embedded cost of service study filed in that rate case.   444 

Q. Mr. Bodmer claims that for multi family residential customers “the customer 445 

charge -- will increase by 238% over the 2006 level.”  (City Ex. 1.0, 26:447-48).  He 446 

also claims that “ComEd seeks to increase that charge (multi family fixed monthly 447 

charges) to just below $10 per month” and “ComEd now proposed to increase it 448 

(single family fixed monthly charge) to $10.90.”  (Id., 60:1089-90, 60:1092-93).  How 449 

do you respond to his claims?  450 
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A. First, Mr. Bodmer again uses an outdated value in his percentage comparisons.  Second, 451 

Mr. Bodmer is inappropriately inflating the impact to customers.  The $2.94/month value 452 

that Mr. Bodmer uses as the basis for his comparisons does not include the additional 453 

amounts Illinois law mandates that ComEd include in the customer charge, which are 454 

used to fund programs for coal technology and low income assistance.  However, for 455 

ComEd’s proposed residential customer charges, he does include the $0.45/month adder 456 

earmarked for those state programs and an additional $0.14/month earmarked for the 457 

residential real time pricing program approved by the Commission.   458 

 The appropriate comparison regarding the impact to multi family customers with respect 459 

to the increase in the monthly customer charge is to compare (a) the sum of the current 460 

monthly customer charge ($4.84/month) and the current standard metering service charge 461 

($2.21/month) to (b) the sum of the proposed monthly customer charge ($7.01/month) 462 

and the proposed standard metering service charge ($2.33/month).  The proposed fixed 463 

charge for multi family customers is $9.34/month, which is $2.29 higher than the 464 

currently effective fixed charge of $7.05/month, or a 32.5% increase in the fixed charge.  465 

With respect to single family customers, the proposed fixed charge (the sum of the 466 

proposed customer charge ($7.97/month) and the proposed standard metering service 467 

charge ($2.33/month)) is $10.30/month, which is $1.42 (or 16.0%) higher than the 468 

currently effective fixed charge of $8.88/month (the sum of the current customer charge 469 

($6.67/month) and the current standard metering service charge ($2.21/month)). 470 

Q. Is this percentage increase in the fixed charge reflective of the overall increase in 471 

delivery service rates for multi family customers? 472 
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A. No.  This percentage increase is reflective of the overall increase in delivery service rates 473 

only for a multi family customer that uses zero kilowatt-hours.  The average monthly 474 

usage for a multi family customer without electric heat inside the City is 364 kWh.  At 475 

that usage level, the overall increase in delivery service rates is 30.1%, or $4.27 per 476 

month.   477 

Q. Alternatively, Mr. Bodmer suggests that customer-related costs should be recovered 478 

through the energy charge.  (City Ex. 1.0, 20:355-59).  Is it appropriate to recover 479 

customer-related costs through the application of energy charges? 480 

A. No.  Customer-related costs are fixed costs and should be recovered through fixed 481 

charges.  It is inappropriate to recover customer-related costs through the application of a 482 

volume based charge, because it sends an improper price signal to customers.  Such 483 

inappropriate pricing can lead to an undesirable situation in which customers exhibit 484 

inappropriate usage behaviors, such as refraining from using air conditioning until the 485 

heat is unbearable, which results in needle-like peak demands for electricity.  At the 486 

extreme, needle peaking forces more investment in facilities to meet the peak demand, 487 

thereby causing the price to increase further and leading to even more pronounced needle 488 

peaking.  489 

Q. Mr. Bodmer also proposes that rates should be set on a county by county basis in a 490 

manner such that costs ComEd incurs in a specific county are recovered only from 491 

customers located in that county.  (City Ex. 1.0, 42:748-62).  Does this proposal have 492 

merit? 493 

A. No.  Mr. Bodmer’s proposal relies upon the erroneous presumption that the costs of 494 

serving suburban or rural counties in ComEd’s service territory are higher than the costs 495 
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of serving urban counties.  In fact, for reasons previously articulated, such as restrictions 496 

on time of work and necessary equipment, the costs of serving high density areas, such as 497 

those inside the City, can at times be the highest.  In addition, there are costs of service 498 

that simply cannot be cut-off at the county line.  ComEd’s distribution system is not, and 499 

never has been designed, installed, or maintained on a county by county basis.  Moreover, 500 

it is not feasible for ComEd to direct electricity to flow from the transmission system to a 501 

customer location via a particular distribution route that follows county boundaries.  502 

Distribution equipment located in Lake County may be used to delivery electricity to 503 

customers located in Cook County.  In fact, individual spans of wire may cross over 504 

Devon Avenue, which is a border between DuPage County and Cook County.  Further, 505 

most, if not all, the counties in ComEd’s service territory have areas experiencing either 506 

expansion or gentrification that require new distribution facilities, as well as areas that 507 

require maintenance and replacement of older facilities.  Because setting rates on a 508 

county by county basis does not allocate the actual costs of service any more directly or 509 

equitably than ComEd’s proposal, Mr. Bodmer’s proposal should be rejected.   510 

D. RESPONSES TO INTERVENOR TESTIMONY REGARDING DELIVERY 511 
CLASS CUSTOMER ATTRIBUTES 512 

Q. In addressing multi family residential customers, Mr. Bodmer states that “the 513 

percentage of multi-family ratepayers (apartments and duplexes) in the City is 56%, 514 

while the comparable percentage is only 19% for regions outside the City.”  (City 515 

Ex. 1.0, 4:82-84).  How do you respond to his statement? 516 

A. Mr. Bodmer provides incomplete information.  In particular, while a comparison of the 517 

numbers in his statement may lead to the conclusion that far more multi family customers 518 
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live inside the City than elsewhere, that is simply not true.  In fact, of all the multi family 519 

customers without electric heat in ComEd’s service territory, about 560,000 (57%) live 520 

inside the City and about 420,000 (43%) live outside the City.  Interestingly, Mr. Bodmer 521 

excludes multi family customers with electric heat when he provides his statistics.  When 522 

all multi family customers are included, about 606,000 (53%) live inside the City and 523 

about 530,000 (47%) live outside the City.   524 

 Moreover, as a technical matter, Mr. Bodmer includes duplexes in the category of multi 525 

family customers, which is inconsistent with the types of customers included in the multi 526 

family delivery classes, as described in ComEd’s General Terms and Conditions. 527 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Bodmer when he indicates that residential ratepayers in the 528 

City are more efficient because they use less electricity than ratepayers outside the 529 

City? (City Ex. 1.0, 7:110-18). 530 

A. No.  A household that uses less electricity than another household does not necessarily 531 

use electricity more efficiently.  Multiple attributes must be considered in determining 532 

efficiency of use, including: (1) the number of people in the household; (2) the number, 533 

use, and efficiency of appliances and electronic equipment in the household; and (3) the 534 

time at which electricity is used in the household. 535 

Q. Does Mr. Bodmer’s claim that “ComEd’s proposed rate design punishes those who 536 

use energy more efficiently” have merit?  (City Ex. 1.0, 10:160). 537 

A. No.  ComEd designs rates based on cost, not to punish customers.  Moreover, as stated in 538 

our previous answer, one household that uses less electricity than another household does 539 

not necessarily use electricity more efficiently. 540 
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Q. In reading pages 7 and 8 of Mr. Bodmer’s direct testimony, he seems to indicate 541 

that, on average, multi family customers in the City use less electricity than multi 542 

family customers outside the City.  (City Ex. 1.0).  Is that true? 543 

A. No.  In order to present more complete information about the usage of different delivery 544 

classes, we prepared Table R9: Average Residential Electricity Consumption.  On 545 

average, multi family customers without electric heat use about the same amount of 546 

electricity whether they live inside the City (364 kWh/month) or elsewhere 547 

(375 kWh/month).  Further, on average, multi family customers with electric heat that 548 

live inside the City (1,097 kWh/month) use almost 18% more than multi family 549 

customers with electric heat that live elsewhere (931 kWh/month).   550 

Table R9: Average Residential Electricity Consumption 2006 
Delivery Class Inside Chicago 

kWh/month 
Outside Chicago 
kWh/month 

 
Multi Family 
Without Electric Heat 

 
364 

 
375 

Multi Family 
With Electric Heat 

 
1,097 

 
931 

 
Single Family 
Without Electric Heat 

 
660 

 
839 

Single Family 
With Electric Heat 

 
1,772 

 
1,931 

Q. Mr. Bodmer provides a chart designated as showing a distribution of electricity 551 

usage for residential customers without electric heat.  (City Ex. 1.0, p. 7).  Is that 552 

chart representative of actual customers? 553 

A. Generally, yes.  However, Mr. Bodmer utilized data from Schedule E-8 of the 83 Ill. 554 

Adm. Code Part 285 filing made by ComEd in this proceeding.  That data show bill 555 

distributions, not customer distributions.  The low use values he shows do not represent 556 
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individual customers.  Those low use values represent the lowest bills taken from the 557 

universe of ALL customers without electric heat. 558 

Q. Mr. Bodmer claims that multi family customers without electric heat inside the City 559 

have the lowest electricity usage and are “quite often [the] lowest income.”  (City 560 

Ex. 1.0, 5:100-01, 61:1114-16).  Do you agree with Mr. Bodmer’s claims? 561 

A. No.  Because Mr. Bodmer provided no documentary support for ComEd’s service 562 

territory, we investigated the issue, and our analysis shows that lowest usage and lowest 563 

income are not synonymous.  First, we identified the multi family customers without 564 

electric heat inside the City in the lowest quartile of electricity use.  The lowest quartile 565 

for this group included 140,000 customers that used no more than 1,860 kWh in the year.  566 

Then we located where those customers resided by zip code.  Finally, we compiled 567 

household income data by the 54 zip codes in the City where these customers resided in 568 

order to compare low usage customers to income level.  Our analysis indicates that, with 569 

respect to multi family customers without electric heat inside the City, lowest electricity 570 

usage does not correspond to lowest income level.  The data provided in Chart 1: Low 571 

Usage Customer Distribution by Income indicate that multi family customers inside the 572 

City with the lowest electricity usage are widely distributed across all income levels. 573 
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 574 

However, we realize that while our initial analysis, depicted in Chart 1, provides an 575 

indication that low usage does not correspond to low income, it does not provide a 576 

definitive direct link.  Therefore, in an effort to determine if a direct link exists and make 577 

the record as complete as possible, ComEd undertook further investigation.  We compiled 578 

usage data for the approximately 200,000 customers participating in the Low Income 579 

Home Energy Assistance Program (“LIHEAP”), as shown in Table R10: Average 580 

LIHEAP Customer Electricity Consumption.  When the class average usage levels for 581 

LIHEAP customers inside the City are compared to the class average usage levels for all 582 

residential customers inside the City, as provided in Table R9, customers in only one 583 

class, the multi family with electric heat delivery class, have average electric 584 

consumption that is lower than the average for all multi family customers with electric 585 



ComEd Ex. 32.0 

 34 of 53 

heat inside the City.  Therefore, it is not necessarily true that low income is synonymous 586 

with low usage. 587 

Table R10: Average LIHEAP Customer Electricity Consumption 
Delivery Class Inside Chicago Outside Chicago 

 # Customers Average 
kWh/month 

# Customers Average 
kWh/month 

Multi Family                 
Without Electric Heat 

56,084 364 23,298 361 

Multi Family                     
With Electric Heat 

5,079 759 8,574 783 

Single Family                
Without Electric Heat 

58,861 662 54,272 701 

Single Family                    
With Electric Heat 

221 1,820 1,299 1,617 

Q. What is your general impression of the charts that Mr. Bodmer displays on pages 6 588 

and 61 of his direct testimony?  (City Ex. 1.0). 589 

A. These charts are incomplete and inappropriately use data selectively.  By only showing 590 

data for certain customers, the charts imply that multi family customers in the City are 591 

being overly burdened.  This is inappropriate because the comparison between customers 592 

is not complete.  For example, the charts are missing data for the median multi family 593 

customer living outside the City and the low electricity use multi family customers living 594 

outside the City.  Instead of comparing like to like, or showing a complete range of 595 

customer groups, Mr. Bodmer’s charts inappropriately compare low and median use 596 

multi family customers living in the City with median and high use single family 597 

customers living outside the City.  A complete comparison for the residential sector is 598 

provided in the following four charts:  (1) Chart 2: Residential Delivery Service Proposed 599 

Rate Increase for customers without electric heat; and (2) Chart 3: Residential Delivery 600 

Service Proposed Rate Increase for customers with electric heat, which show percentage 601 

increases for customers using electricity at three percentile levels, 25%, 50%, and 75%, 602 
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with 25% corresponding to lower usage and 75% corresponding to higher usage; and 603 

(3) Chart 4: Residential Delivery Service Proposed Rate Increase for customers without 604 

electric heat; and (4) Chart 5: Residential Delivery Service Proposed Rate Increase for 605 

customers with electric heat, which show the monthly dollar increases for customers 606 

using electricity at those same three percentile levels, 25%, 50%, and 75%.  607 

 Overall, these charts show that percentage impacts are reasonably similar for similarly 608 

situated customers inside the City versus outside the City and that while there are 609 

differences between the percentage impacts based on usage, those impacts are moderate 610 

when put into perspective on the basis of the monthly dollar increases.  In fact, these 611 

charts show that customers with the highest percentage increases have the lowest dollar 612 

increases. 613 
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 617 

Q. Mr. Bodmer states that “[n]ot surprisingly, population density in the City of 618 

Chicago is higher than in other parts of ComEd’s service territory.”  (City Ex. 1.0, 619 

11:187-88).  Do you have any comments regarding his statement? 620 

A. Mr. Bodmer is correct when certain areas of the City are compared to certain areas 621 

outside the City.  However, it is also correct that for many areas inside the City, including 622 

many areas in which residential customers reside, the density levels are indistinguishable 623 

from the density levels of neighboring suburbs.  Moreover, there are certain areas well 624 

outside the City, but within ComEd’s service territory, that also have high density levels 625 

with respect to population or electricity demand. 626 

Q. Mr. Stephens and Mr. Stowe assert that the CP identified as attributable to 627 

customers in the High Voltage Delivery Class with demands at or below 10,000 kW 628 
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is erroneous.  (IIEC Ex. 1.0, 17:310-16; IIEC 3.0, 53:965-68).  Does their assertion 629 

have merit? 630 

A. No.  Messrs. Stephens and Stowe maintain that the maximum billing demand for the 631 

customers in the High Voltage Delivery Class with demands below 10,000 kW is 632 

46,000 kW, while the CP for these customers is 50,600 kW or that CP is 9% higher than 633 

the maximum billing demand.  The billing demand of 46,000 kW was not an appropriate 634 

demand to use for the comparison to the CP that Mr. Stephens and Mr. Stowe make 635 

because it is not the entire billing demand for this subclass.  The billing demand for this 636 

subclass is the sum of (a) the billing demand of customers in this subclass not taking 637 

service during 2006 under the then-effective Rider ZSS – Zero Standard Service (“Rider 638 

ZSS”) and (b) the billing demand of the non Zero Standard Service portion of customers 639 

in this subclass that were taking service during 2006 under Rider ZSS.  The billing 640 

demand for (a) in the preceding sentence is the 46,000 kW used in Mr. Stephens’ and Mr. 641 

Stowe’s testimonies.  The billing demand for (b) in the preceding sentence was not used 642 

in their testimonies.  That billing demand for (b) in the preceding sentence is estimated to 643 

be 15,441 kW based on the 12-month average of 185,296 kW, which was shown on 644 

page 10 in Schedule F-4 of the 83 Ill. Adm. Code Part 285 filing submitted by ComEd in 645 

this proceeding.  Therefore, the total maximum billing demand for this subclass would be 646 

61,400 kW, which is greater than the CP of 50,600 kW.  647 

III. RIDER ACT 648 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Fults’ opposition to ComEd’s proposal to phase-out 649 

service under Rider ACT without providing reasons for the phase-out?  (REACT 650 

Ex. 1.0, 25:524-26:545). 651 
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A. ComEd offers standard service to all customers and should not be obligated to pay 652 

customers that choose to take less than standard service.  With respect to other 653 

distribution facilities, ComEd does not pay customers that receive something less than the 654 

maximum allowed standard service.  For example, ComEd offers standard service with 655 

up two poles, three spans of primary, and transformation on a nonresidential customer’s 656 

premises, sized for the customer’s normal load.  However, some customers require less 657 

than two poles and three spans of primary, or choose to install their own poles and 658 

primary on their premises, and ComEd does not pay those customers.  Nor should 659 

ComEd pay customers who choose to install their own transformers in lieu of accepting 660 

ComEd’s standard service.  Moreover, the number of customers that choose to install 661 

their own transformers under Rider ACT is very small by comparison to ComEd’s total 662 

number of customers (just over 200 compared to over 3.7 million).  As a result, a practice 663 

of compensating customers that choose to own their transformers in lieu of accepting 664 

ComEd’s standard service would cause ComEd to undertake additional and manual 665 

administrative activities in excess of what it would provide as standard service to 666 

maintain the accounts for these customers, including keeping track of transformers for 667 

which it should not provide maintenance or repair, and billing, respectively.   668 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Linkenback’s opposition to the mandatory termination 669 

of service under Rider ACT for customers at premises for which customer owned 670 

transformer credits have been provided for more than 30 years?  (Staff Ex. 8.0, 671 

17:363-64). 672 

A. In an effort to narrow the contested issues in this proceeding, ComEd is willing to remove 673 

the provisions in the proposed Rider ACT to which Mr. Linkenback objects. 674 
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Q. Is it your understanding that, other than the mandatory termination provisions, 675 

Mr. Linkenback has no objections to the proposed revisions to Rider ACT? 676 

A. Yes.  ComEd Ex. 32.9 provides a redline version of Rider ACT that removes the 677 

provisions to which Mr. Linkenback objects, but retains the other revisions proposed by 678 

ComEd in its initial filing in this proceeding on October 17, 2007. 679 

Q. Dr. Swan states that “…if a customer-owned transformer fails I understand that the 680 

customer is obligated to replace that equipment if it wishes to continue to receive the 681 

ACT credits.”  (DOE Ex. 1.0, 30:688-90).  Is Dr. Swan correct? 682 

A. Yes.  However, it is important to remember that in the event a customer-owned 683 

transformer fails, the customer can elect to terminate service under Rider ACT and 684 

request that ComEd install and maintain transformers to replace the customer’s failed 685 

equipment.  Under such circumstances, ComEd would prioritize the customer’s request to 686 

the extent reasonably possible, coordinate closely with the customer to facilitate the 687 

replacement, and complete the necessary paperwork as quickly as reasonably possible.  688 

Of course, a Rider ACT customer that no longer desires to own and maintain its 689 

transformers need not wait until its transformer fails to initiate discussions with ComEd 690 

to evaluate the possible replacement with ComEd transformers or the possible transfer of 691 

ownership of the customer’s transformers to ComEd.  692 

Q. Dr. Swan states that the only objection he has to Rider ACT “is the mandatory 693 

aspect for customers that have been receiving the credit for 30 years.”  (DOE 694 

Ex. 1.0, 34:780-81).  How do you respond to Dr. Swan’s objection? 695 
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A. As noted in our response to Mr. Linkenback, ComEd is willing to remove the provisions 696 

in its proposed revisions to Rider ACT that call for mandatory termination after credits 697 

have been provided for 30 years.  Based upon Dr. Swan’s statement that this provision 698 

was the sole basis for his objection to the proposed revisions to Rider ACT, it is our 699 

understanding that Dr. Swan would not oppose the remaining proposed revisions to Rider 700 

ACT that provide for (1) a grandfathering of the rider to customers that are currently 701 

taking and will continue to take service under the rider, and (2) termination at the 702 

customer’s option. 703 

IV. RAILROAD DELIVERY CLASS 704 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Anosike’s statement that ComEd stated that any Final 705 

Order in Docket No. 05-0597 would substantially amend and require changes to the 706 

ComEd-CTA contract?  (CTA Ex. 1.0, 4:72-74). 707 

A. ComEd agrees that the Commission’s Final Order and Order on Rehearing in Docket No. 708 

05-0597 effectively amended the Electric Service Agreement between Commonwealth 709 

Edison Company and Chicago Transit Authority, dated as of August 1, 1958, as amended 710 

(“CTA Contract”).  ComEd’s position on this matter was memorialized in its responses to 711 

CTA Data Requests CTA 2.01, CTA 2.02, and CTA 2.03 in Docket No. 05-0597, which 712 

the CTA included in the record in that case as CTA Cross Ex. 2.0.  In short, ComEd’s 713 

position in Docket No. 05-0597, as memorialized in CTA Cross Ex. 2.0, was that 714 

“consistent with the provisions of the [CTA] Contract, the Commission’s Order in this 715 

docket [Docket No. 05-0597] will supersede all provisions in the contract that otherwise 716 

conflict.”  ComEd’s position on this matter has not changed. 717 
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Q. Since the Final Order in Docket No. 05-0597 was issued, did ComEd approach the 718 

CTA to modify the CTA Contract? 719 

A. No. 720 

Q. Why not? 721 

A. We did not need to alter the exact language in the CTA Contract.  The Commission 722 

ordered ComEd to publicly file Rate BES-RR, revised sheets in Rate RDS, Rider NS, 723 

Rider ML, and ComEd’s General Terms and Conditions, among other tariffs, which had 724 

the effect of superseding outdated provisions contained in the CTA Contract.  This public 725 

filing of compliance tariff sheets was in keeping with standard practice employed for 726 

nearly half a century.  Specifically, ComEd publicly filed new tariff sheets in compliance 727 

with orders entered by the Commission in rate cases, and these tariff sheets served to 728 

amend the CTA Contract without explicitly changing the language of the CTA Contract.   729 

 Because the CTA elected to procure electricity supply from a retail electric supplier 730 

beginning in January of 2007, as Mr. Anosike recognizes on page 3 of his testimony, it is 731 

our belief that the CTA understands that tariffs submitted in the public filing made in 732 

compliance with the Commission’s Final Order (and Order on Rehearing) in Docket No. 733 

05-0597 served to amend and change the CTA Contract.  Otherwise, the CTA would be 734 

in violation of the CTA Contract, because the CTA Contract calls for ComEd to supply 735 

electricity to the CTA.  One example of such a provision in the CTA Contract is as 736 

follows: 737 

Edison shall stand ready to supply and shall supply and CTA shall 738 
take and pay or electricity in accordance with the terms and 739 
provisions hereinafter set forth. 740 
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 (Article 2: General Obligations, Section 2.01). 741 

 It is ComEd’s understanding, as well as apparently that of the CTA, that the CTA does 742 

not have to take electricity supply from ComEd regardless of the explicit language in the 743 

CTA Contract.  The CTA is free to elect, and did elect over one year ago, to take and pay 744 

for electricity supplied by a Retail Electric Supplier (“RES”) by taking service under Rate 745 

RDS, even though the explicit language in the CTA Contract would serve to prohibit the 746 

CTA from taking service under Rate RDS. 747 

Q. Mr. Mitchell notes that the METRA traction power stations have, like the CTA, 748 

switched to Rate RDS and are no longer receiving electricity supply from ComEd.  749 

(METRA Ex. 1.0, 5:22-27).  Does the Electric Service Agreement Between 750 

Commonwealth Edison Company and Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter 751 

Railroad Corporation dated June 1, 1986, as amended, (“METRA Contract”) have 752 

similar provisions with respect to ComEd providing supply to METRA? 753 

A. Yes.  One example of a relevant provision is as follows: 754 

Edison shall stand ready to supply and shall supply and METRA 755 
shall take and pay for electricity in accordance with the terms and 756 
provisions hereinafter set forth. 757 

 (Article 2: General Obligations, Section 2.01). 758 

 Just as with the CTA, ComEd understands, and it appears that METRA understands, that 759 

as a result of the Commission’s orders in ComEd’s past rate cases, including Docket No. 760 

05-0597, METRA does not have to take electricity supply from ComEd regardless of the 761 

explicit language in the METRA Contract.  METRA is free to elect, and did elect, to take 762 

and pay for electricity supplied by a RES by taking service under Rate RDS, even though 763 
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the explicit language in the METRA Contract would serve to prohibit METRA from 764 

taking service under Rate RDS. 765 

Q. Is it your position that the public compliance tariff filings ComEd made in 766 

accordance with the Commission’s Order and Order on Rehearing in Docket No. 767 

05-0597 served to amend and change the METRA Contract? 768 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s position on this matter was memorialized in its responses to METRA 769 

Data Requests METRA 1.01, METRA 1.02, and METRA 1.03 in Docket No. 05-0597, 770 

which METRA included in the record in that case as METRA Cross Ex. 1.0.  In short, 771 

ComEd’s position in Docket No. 05-0597 as memorialized in METRA Cross Ex. 1.0 was 772 

that “consistent with the provisions of the [METRA] Contract, the Commission’s Order 773 

in this docket [Docket No. 05-0597] will supersede all provisions in the contract that 774 

otherwise conflict.”  ComEd’s position on this matter has not changed. 775 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Anosike’s apparent concern that ComEd has not 776 

approached the CTA directly to offer any type of mitigation plan since the Final 777 

Order was issued in Docket No. 05-0597 or since the inception of this proceeding?  778 

(CTA Ex. 1.0, 7:150-52).   779 

A. As an Integrated Distribution Company (“IDC’), ComEd is not allowed to approach 780 

individual customers with mitigation plans.  Nor is ComEd allowed to negotiate pricing 781 

in individual contracts.  In this proceeding, ComEd has offered to consider mitigation 782 

proposals that include the CTA traction power account through Mr. Crumrine’s direct 783 

testimony, as that is the only means through which ComEd may make such an offer.  784 

Moreover, ComEd is not allowed to negotiate with the CTA to change the CTA Contract 785 

without Commission approval, and no change can be made to the CTA Contract without 786 
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Commission approval.  Changes in ComEd’s tariffs and the CTA Contract are made in 787 

accordance with Commission orders.  As previously noted, ordered changes in other 788 

tariffs amended the CTA Contract.  ComEd would violate the IDC rules if it attempted to 789 

negotiate directly with the CTA for mitigated pricing outside of a Commission 790 

proceeding. 791 

Q. Do the same rules apply with respect to the METRA Contract?   792 

A. Yes.   793 

Q. Mr. Zika states that “[t]he CTA traction power usage is driven entirely by our 794 

riders who go to work in the early morning and return home between 4 p.m. and 6 795 

p.m.  The peak electrical usage by the CTA generally does not coincide with 796 

ComEd’s system peak” and indicates that this provides a benefit to ComEd because 797 

the CTA is presumably shifting load away from ComEd’s system peak.  (CTA 798 

Ex. 2.0, 6:93-97).  How do you respond? 799 

A. It is true that the CTA’s single highest demand for electricity may not occur at the time of 800 

ComEd’s single system peak in any given year.  However, Mr. Zika notes that the CTA 801 

traction power is driven entirely by riders who return home between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m.  802 

These times of near peak power usage by the CTA track rather closely to ComEd’s 803 

monthly peak loads as shown in Table R11: Monthly ComEd System Peak Times.  While 804 

there may be no direct match of peak CTA load to ComEd system peak load, the data in 805 

table R11 shows that the CTA is a factor in setting ComEd’s monthly system peaks, 806 

because it is at peak ridership and near peak power usage levels at the time of ComEd’s 807 

monthly system peaks in six out of twelve months, including the summer months when 808 

ComEd reaches its annual system peak.  The times of ComEd’s monthly system peaks 809 
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that coincide with the CTA’s peak ridership and near peak electricity usage are shown in 810 

bold and are underlined in Table R11.  The CTA uses peak levels of electricity at the time 811 

of ComEd’s system peaks and there is no large scale shifting of load away from those 812 

times of peak demand on ComEd’s system. 813 

Table R11: Monthly ComEd System Peak Times 

Month Date Time 

November 2005 11/29/05 5 pm - 6 pm 

December 2005 12/19/05 6 pm - 7 pm 

January 2006 01/17/06 5 pm - 6 pm 

February 2006 02/17/06 6 pm - 7 pm 

March 2006 03/21/06 7 pm - 8 pm 

April 2006 04/03/06 10 am - 11 am 

May 2006 05/30/06 4 pm - 5 pm 

June 2006 06/16/06 4 pm - 5 pm 

July 2006 07/31/06 4 pm - 5 pm 

August 2006 08/01/06 4 pm - 5 pm 

September 2006 09/08/06 3 pm - 4 pm 

October 2006 10/03/06 7 pm - 8 pm 

Source:  Schedule E-7(a)(1) filed in accordance with Part 285 in Docket No. 07-0566. 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Zika’s concerns regarding ComEd’s Rider NS?  (CTA 814 

Ex. 2.0, 7:109-21). 815 

A. Mr. Zika acknowledges that the CTA’s objection to the Commission’s approval of Rider 816 

NS - Nonstandard Services and Facilities in Docket No. 05-0597 is the subject of a 817 

pending appeal.  It would seem that the appellate court, rather than this proceeding, is the 818 

appropriate forum for resolving such an objection.  Moreover, we note that Rider NS was 819 

not filed in this proceeding.  While this is not the forum in which to appeal the previously 820 

approved provisions of Rider NS, it is important to note that we disagree with Mr. Zika’s 821 

characterizations regarding which party bears responsibility for costs of construction to 822 
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provide distribution service to new railroad traction power substations.  Specifically, 823 

Mr. Zika suggests that prior to the institution of Rider NS, ComEd paid for the costs of 824 

construction to provide distribution service to new railroad traction power substations.  825 

ComEd’s position was, and continues to be, that the cost responsibility for providing 826 

distribution service to each new traction power substation is determined on a case-by-827 

case basis by evaluating whether the standard service for the entire traction power system 828 

load (i.e., a single electric service station sized for the entire traction power system load) 829 

needs to change to accommodate the new load, if any, of the new traction power 830 

substation.  ComEd’s position is consistent with the CTA’s desire to have all its 831 

individual noncontiguous substations treated as a virtual, single customer with a load in 832 

excess of 10 MW, and such treatment was approved by the Commission in Docket No. 833 

05-0597. 834 

Q. CTA asserts that the CTA Contract allows ComEd to use CTA right of way for its 835 

distribution lines to serve other customers and the CTA is not compensated for such 836 

use.  (CTA Ex. 1.0, 5:105-06; CTA Ex. 2.0, 6:84-92).  Similarly, METRA points out 837 

that the METRA Contract includes provisions that allow the parties to the contract 838 

to enter and use one another’s property.  (METRA Ex. 1.0, 3:22-23).  How do you 839 

respond? 840 

A. ComEd witness Mr. Terrence Donnelly addresses this issue in his rebuttal testimony.  841 

(ComEd Ex. 21.0).  In addition, it is important to note that ComEd does not dispute that 842 

both the CTA Contract and the METRA Contract include provisions that allow the 843 

parties to the contracts to enter and use one another’s property with the consent of the 844 

other party provided that such consent is not unreasonably withheld, and further provided 845 
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that such use does not interfere with the other party’s facilities.  The specific language of 846 

these provisions makes it clear that these provisions are mutually beneficial to the parties 847 

(i.e., CTA and METRA are also allowed to enter and use ComEd’s property with 848 

ComEd’s consent).  Moreover, ComEd notes that these provisions were not affected by 849 

the Commission’s decisions in Docket No. 05-0597. 850 

V. SUPPLY ADMINISTRATION CHARGES 851 

Q. Ms. Hathhorn states that “[m]y understanding is that ComEd no longer plans to file 852 

Rider SAC at the conclusion of this rate case since the Commission approved 853 

ComEd’s proposal in Docket Nos. 07-0528/07-0531 (cons.) to recover these costs 854 

through Rider PE - Purchased Electricity instead of Rider SAC.”  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 855 

41:992-95).  Is her understanding correct?  856 

A. Yes.  Supply administration costs that ComEd incurs are now recovered through the 857 

application of tariffs filed in compliance with the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 07-858 

0528/07-0531 (cons.).  The informational filing of charges, which become effective at the 859 

start of the June 2008 monthly billing period and provide for the recovery of supply 860 

administration costs in accordance with those tariffs, is expected to be made on or about 861 

March 13, 2008.  At the conclusion of this proceeding, ComEd fully expects the 862 

Commission to (1) find that Rider SAC is moot, and (2) direct ComEd to exclude Rider 863 

SAC from the tariff sheets that are filed in compliance with the final order entered in this 864 

proceeding. 865 

Q. Mr. Merola appears to believe that recovery of supply administration costs 866 

continues to be at issue in this proceeding.  (REACT Ex. 3.0, 13:270-14:283).  Is 867 

there a foundation to his belief? 868 
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A. No.  As previously noted, supply administration costs the Company incurs are now 869 

recovered through the application of tariffs filed in accordance with the Commission’s 870 

Order in Docket No. 07-0528/07-0531 (cons.).  The determination of whether supply 871 

administration costs are prudently incurred is to be made in accordance with provisions in 872 

those tariffs, which are not the subject of this proceeding. 873 

VI. OTHER CHANGES 874 

Q. Are you making any changes to other charges that were included in tariff sheets 875 

filed by ComEd on October 17, 2007? 876 

A. Yes.  ComEd is providing changes to proposed charges for meter-related facilities rentals 877 

in Rider ML and MSP-Requested Work Charges in Rate MSPS7.   878 

Q. Why are you making these changes to these charges? 879 

A. In the course of the discovery process, ComEd found that it made some inadvertent errors 880 

in the initial computations of these charges, and we want to be sure that the proposed 881 

charges reflected corrections of those errors.  The revised proposed charges for meter-882 

related facilities rentals in Rider ML are provided in redline format in ComEd Ex. 32.9.  883 

The revised proposed MSP-Requested Work Charges in Rate MSPS7 are also provided in 884 

redline format in ComEd Ex. 32.9.  These exhibits show the changes from what ComEd 885 

proposed in its direct testimony.  The associated work papers for the changes in rentals 886 

and MSP-Requested Work Charges are provided in ComEd Exs. 32.5 and 32.6, 887 

respectively.  In addition, as described earlier in the Rate Design Revision section of our 888 

rebuttal panel testimony, the revisions of the investment costs of metering-facilities also 889 
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affect allocation factors for meters and services used in the ECOSS.  ComEd Ex. 32.7 890 

presents the determination of these revised allocation factors. 891 

Q. Are you making any other corrections to the proposals made by ComEd in its 892 

original filing in this proceeding? 893 

A. Yes.  As a result of making a correction to properly reflect the loads served by lines 894 

entering high voltage customers’ premises at voltages under 69,000 volts, as previously 895 

described in this rebuttal panel testimony, ComEd is revising the distribution losses 896 

allocation for the two subclasses of the High Voltage Delivery Class.  The resulting 897 

revised proposed distribution loss factors are listed in Table R12: Distribution Loss 898 

Factors.  The determination of these revised proposed distribution loss factors is 899 

presented in ComEd Ex. 32.8.  In addition, ComEd determined a revised system average 900 

for the distribution loss factors of 6.48% to be reflected in certain charges applicable to 901 

customers taking service with hourly energy pricing.  These revisions in Rate RDS are 902 

provided in redline in ComEd Ex. 32.9. 903 
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Table R12: Distribution Loss Factors 

Delivery Class Current % Proposed % Change % 

Residential Single Family Without Electric Space Heat 7.71 7.38 (4.3%) 

Residential Multi Family Without Electric Space Heat 7.71 7.87 2.1% 

Residential Single Family With Electric Space Heat 7.71 8.20 6.4% 

Residential Multi Family With Electric Space Heat 7.71 8.56 11.0% 

Watt-Hour 7.61 7.88 3.5% 

Small Load 7.19 7.52 4.6% 

Medium Load 6.17 6.40 3.7% 

Large Load 5.57 6.08 9.2% 

Very Large Load 5.07 5.81 14.6% 

Extra Large Load 5.07 5.83 15.0% 

High Voltage (Over 10 MW) 1.35 1.83 35.6% 

High Voltage (All Other) 1.35 2.28 68.9% 

Railroad 2.41 2.71 12.4% 

Fixture-Included Lighting 10.45 10.73 2.7% 

Dusk to Dawn  10.44 10.73 2.8% 

General Lighting  9.44 10.32 9.3% 

VII. CONCLUSION 904 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal panel testimony? 905 

A. Yes. 906 


