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OF 

DR. DALE E. SWAN 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION AND ADDRESS. 1 

A. My name is Dale E. Swan.  I am a senior economist and principal with Exeter 2 

Associates, Inc.  Our offices are located at 5565 Sterrett Place, Columbia, Maryland 3 

21044.  I appear on behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy and the Federal 4 

Executive Agencies. 5 

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME DALE E. SWAN WHO PRESENTED DIRECT 6 

TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING ON BEHALF OF THE U.S. 7 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND THE FEDERAL EXECUTIVE 8 

AGENCIES? 9 

A. Yes. 10 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 11 

A. I will respond to the cost allocation and rate design rebuttal testimony of four of 12 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s (ComEd or the Company) witnesses - Mr. Alan 13 

Heintz, Mr. Paul Crumrine and the panel of Mr. Lawrence Alongi and Dr. Chantal 14 

Jones.  I shall also comment on the cost allocation and rate design direct testimony of 15 

Mr. Mike Luth of the ICC Staff, and tangentially on the direct testimonies of Mr. 16 
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David Stowe and Mr. Robert Stephens, both on behalf of the IIEC, on Dr. Dennis 17 

Goins for Nucor and on Mr. Edward Bodmer on behalf of REACT. 18 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY. 19 

A. I shall make the following points: 20 

 Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones fail to show that the Company’s ECOSS generates 21 

unit facilities costs that make sense as one moves across the size classes of 22 

customers. 23 

 I can support the revised Rider ACT proposal presented by Mr. Alongi and Dr. 24 

Jones. 25 

 A common criticism among several intervenor witnesses is that the Company 26 

has failed to disaggregate costs by voltage in its ECOSS.  None of the 27 

Company’s rebuttal witnesses adequately addresses this criticism.  28 

Consequently, the Company’s rebuttal ECOSS continues to allocate excessive 29 

costs to the largest non-residential customers. 30 

 It remains appropriate and correct to determine the unit costs of providing 31 

delivery service to the high voltage loads of High Voltage customers by 32 

separating out the cost of serving the standard voltage loads of these 33 

customers.  I provide a revised calculation of the cost of serving these high 34 

voltage loads based on the Company’s ECOSS and its revised CP and NCP 35 

allocators. 36 

 The Company has not demonstrated that it is infeasible or even particularly 37 

difficult to bill separately the standard voltage loads of high voltage 38 

customers.  Therefore, the Commission should order separate billing to occur 39 

to eliminate the intra-class subsidies that will otherwise result. 40 
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 Staff witness, Mr. Luth, properly recognizes that the Company’s ECOSS 41 

produces counterintuitive DFCs for the non-residential classes with regard to 42 

customer size.  In spite of this recognition, Mr. Luth improperly goes on to 43 

accept the Company’s ECOSS as the basis for exceptionally high increases for 44 

the largest non-residential classes.  Mr. Luth’s analysis is incorrect and should 45 

be rejected. 46 

 The Commission should reject the Company’s ECOSS as a reasonable basis 47 

for setting rates.  With no fully reliable cost study available in this docket, the 48 

Commission should order that the allowed jurisdictional increase be spread 49 

among the classes on the basis of an across-the-board equal percentage 50 

increase. 51 

 If the Commission were to adopt the Company’s ECOSS, despite its 52 

infirmities, as the basis for setting class revenues and rates, then a plan to 53 

mitigate the resulting extreme increases for the largest non-residential classes 54 

would be appropriate.  Mr. Luth’s plan should be rejected because it provides 55 

little rate shock relief.  The Company’s plan to move half way toward ECOSS 56 

allocated costs is superior to Mr. Luth’s proposal.  However, I propose a more 57 

modest rate of one-third of the way toward ECOSS costs, using my 58 

adjustments to the Company’s unit costs for High Voltage customers. 59 

 In response to a suggestion made by Mr. Crumrine, I propose a procedure for 60 

the determination of class-specific Rider SEA per kWh charges or credits to 61 

eliminate the rate design problem associated with an equal charge or credit for 62 

all customers. 63 

Q. ARE YOU SPONSORING EXHIBITS IN SUPPORT OF YOUR 64 

TESTIMONY? 65 
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A. Yes.  I am sponsoring DOE Exhibits 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3. 66 

Q. WERE THESE EXHIBITS PREPARED BY YOU OR UNDER YOUR 67 

DIRECT SUPERVISION? 68 

A. Yes. 69 

 70 

Comments Specific to the Rebuttal Testimony of Alongi and Jones 71 

Q. MR. ALONGI AND DR. JONES DISAGREE WITH YOUR STATEMENT 72 

THAT THE COMMISSION DID NOT ACCEPT THE RESULTS OF 73 

COMED’S ECOSS IN DOCKET NO. 05-0597. WOULD YOU PLEASE 74 

COMMENT. 75 

A. What I said in my direct testimony was that, “the Commission did not have sufficient 76 

faith in the Company’s ECOSS to use it as the basis for determining the DFCs for 77 

these several non-residential customer groups.”    The purpose for my pointing that 78 

out was to contest Mr. Crumrine’s statement in his direct testimony that the 79 

“Commission explicitly created interclass subsidies” in setting non-residential rates.  80 

The fact that the Commission did not accept the Company’s ECOSS as the basis for 81 

setting rates for these largest non-residential classes in Docket No. 05-0597 is 82 

irrefutable.  Moreover, as I shall discuss at greater length later in my rebuttal 83 

testimony, since the Commission did not accept the ECOSS results as the basis for 84 

setting rates for these largest non-residential classes, there was no explicit creation of 85 

a subsidy for these classes of customers, because the concept of interclass subsidies 86 

has no meaning without reference to an accepted allocation of costs to the affected 87 

classes.  No amount of spin by the Company’s witnesses can change these irrefutable 88 

facts. 89 
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Q. PLEASE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE THE CONCERN YOU RAISED ABOUT 90 

THE LACK OF LOGIC IN THE COMPANY’S ECOSS IN YOUR DIRECT 91 

TESTIMONY. 92 

A. I pointed out in my direct testimony that the Company’s ECOSS produces results that 93 

are contrary to the expected relationship between the unit cost per kW of delivery 94 

service and the size of customers among the non-residential classes.  In particular, 95 

I pointed out that the Distribution Facilities unit cost per kW tends to rise as the size 96 

of the non-residential customer class increases.  I noted that this result is illogical and 97 

casts serious doubt on the reliability and usefulness of the Company’s ECOSS.  98 

I concluded that “the Commission can have very little faith that the rates to result 99 

from [a] mechanistic translation of ECOSS unit costs will be fair and reasonable.” 100 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RESPONSE OF THE COMPANY. 101 

A. Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones responded to this criticism of the Company’s ECOSS in 102 

their rebuttal testimony at pages 14 through 16, lines 191 through 255.   Essentially, 103 

Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones argue that in calculating the Distribution Facilities unit 104 

costs, I used the wrong denominator and that, when using the “proper” denominator, 105 

the illogical relationship that I pointed out in my direct testimony is no longer 106 

observed.  In particular, Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones argue that I should have used the 107 

sum of the individual maximum demands for each class during the entire 24 hours 108 

rather than use the billing determinants (referred to as Maximum Kilowatts Delivered 109 

(MKD)) that are actually used by the Company, which are based on maximum 110 

demands during the peak period, defined as between 9:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on 111 

Monday through Friday, except on days designated as holidays by the NERC. 112 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. ALONGI’S AND DR. JONES’ 113 

CORRECTION OF YOUR CRITICISM? 114 
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A. No.  To begin with, the major change that one observes when examining the 115 

Alongi/Jones calculated unit costs in their Table R6, whether using the MKD or the 116 

24 hour maximum demands, is the reduction in the cost for the High Voltage class 117 

with loads up to 10,000 kW.  That change is the result of correcting for the allocation 118 

of costs to the High Voltage classes, rather than due to the use of 24 hour maximum 119 

demands.   120 

Second, the maximum demands for the entire 24 hour period are not relevant 121 

to assessing the unit costs of Distribution Facilities.  The Commission concluded in 122 

the last delivery service case (Docket No. 05-0597) that the relevant demand 123 

measurements were for maximum demands during the peak period.  Furthermore, in 124 

the Company’s ECOSS, distribution plant and related O&M costs are not allocated 125 

among customer classes on the basis of the sum of individual maximum demands, but 126 

rather on the basis of class system coincident demands or class non-coincident peaks 127 

– both measures of group peak loads on the distribution system.  Since the ECOSS 128 

ascribes the loads that cause these costs to be incurred as class loads, which occur 129 

during the peak hours, it is hardly appropriate to redefine the unit cost based on 24-130 

hour maximum demands.   131 

Q. MR. ALONGI AND DR. JONES STATE THAT, “ANOTHER 132 

REASONABLE WAY TO COMPARE THE UNIT COSTS OF DELIVERY 133 

SERVICE FOR THE DIFFERENT DELIVERY CLASSES IS TO SIMPLY 134 

COMPARE UNIT COSTS IN $/KWH, AS SHOWN IN COMED EX. 32.3.”  135 

DO YOU AGREE? 136 

A. No.  To compare the Distribution Facilities cost per kWh among the several classes of 137 

non-residential customers is not meaningful.  Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones correctly 138 

point out that this measure falls as the size of the customer rises.  This is to be 139 
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expected due only to the fact that the load factor rises significantly as the customer 140 

class load size increases.  Based on the KWH-ALL and CP-ALL allocation factors on 141 

page 2, Schedule 2b of ComEd Ex. 33.1, the annual class load factor rises 142 

monotonically from 51 percent for the Small Load (0-100 kW) class to 93 percent for 143 

the class of High Voltage customers with loads over 10,000 kW. Given this load 144 

factor relationship, one would be amazed if the cost per kWh did not fall as customer 145 

size increased.  However, the costs of distribution facilities and the associated O&M 146 

costs are not judged by the Company to be caused by energy usage.  In fact, Mr. 147 

Heintz testifies that the Average and Peak allocation method, proposed by Mr. 148 

Bodmer, which allocates some portion of distribution plant and associated O&M on 149 

energy, is an “entirely theoretical, non-cost-based [method] for allocating costs.” 150 

(ComEd Ex. 33.0, page 14, lines 291-292.)  The Company can’t have it both ways.  If 151 

the costs of the distribution system are not caused by energy use, then comparing the 152 

Distribution Facilities costs per kWh to show that the study is logical is itself 153 

illogical.   154 

Q. DO THE CHANGES IN THE NON-RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES UNIT 155 

COSTS DEVELOPED BY MR. ALONGI AND DR. JONES CHANGE 156 

YOUR CONCLUSION ABOUT THE ILLOGICAL RESULTS OF THE 157 

COMPANY’S ECOSS? 158 

A. No.   As I have just stated, their use of maximum individual demands to calculate the 159 

unit cost per kW of Distribution Facilities is not appropriate.  Moreover, the 160 

inappropriate adjustment to the Distribution Facilities cost per unit of demand does 161 

not really achieve much for their argument.  The unit costs for the demand metered 162 

non-residential customers (except for the railroad class) are provided in the following 163 

Table DES-R-1.  The first two columns show those unit costs using the actual MKD 164 
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billing demands in the Company’s direct and rebuttal testimony.  The third column 165 

shows these unit costs in the Company’s rebuttal case based on 24-hour individual 166 

maximum demands as recommended by Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones.  Column (4) 167 

shows the unit costs based on the MKD and the IIEC adjusted cost study prepared by 168 

Mr. Stowe, which I will discuss later in my rebuttal testimony.  As I have already 169 

mentioned, the major change in these unit costs results from correcting the allocation 170 

of costs to high voltage customers, which has reduced significantly the unit costs of 171 

the high voltage customers with loads up to 10,000 kW.  But, if we focus on the 172 

results of the third column, using the 24-hour maximum demands, we see that the 173 

counterintuitive relationship still largely holds.  Among standard voltage customers, 174 

the lowest unit cost remains the cost for the group of smallest customers, with loads 175 

up to 100 kW – $4.83/kW.  The cost per unit then rises to $5.59/kW and then to 176 

$5.89/kW through the next two size categories.  It does fall to $5.51/kW for Very 177 

Large customers with loads between 1,001 kW and 10,000 kW, but then rises again to 178 

$5.58/kW for the largest standard voltage customers, with loads in excess of 10,000 179 

kW.  Thus, even using their preferred but inappropriate unit costs, Mr. Alongi and 180 

Dr. Jones still wind up with the same counterintuitive results, including the fact that 181 

the Company’s ECOSS measures the unit cost of serving a standard voltage customer 182 

with a load in excess of 10,000 kW to be $0.75/kW higher than the cost of serving a 183 

customer with a load between zero and 100 kW.  Again, this makes no sense.  184 

Something is wrong with the Company’s study, and that fact is not hidden by the use 185 

of an inappropriate unit cost comparison. 186 

Q. ARE THE RESULTS SOMEWHAT BETTER FOR THE HIGH VOLTAGE 187 

CUSTOMERS USING THE INAPPROPRIATE UNIT COSTS 188 

RECOMMENDED BY MR. ALONGI AND DR. JONES? 189 
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A. Yes.  The unit costs under the Company’s rebuttal ECOSS are lower for the high 190 

voltage customers regardless which measure of demand one uses in the denominator 191 

when calculating the unit costs.  That results in a somewhat more logical relationship 192 

using the Company’s inappropriate unit costs.  Now, the unit cost for high voltage 193 

customers with loads up to 10,000 kW is no longer higher than the unit cost for 194 

standard voltage customers of comparable size.  However, I have to conclude that the 195 

unit cost for these customers is still too high compared to the standard voltage groups. 196 

 In particular, I think it unlikely that, in fact, the unit cost of serving high voltage 197 

customers with loads up to 10,000 kW is only $0.15/kW lower than the unit cost of 198 

serving customers with loads up to 100 kW.  This is especially true when one 199 

considers that, based on the Company’s response to DOE 1.65_Attach 1, 30 of these 200 

41 customers have loads between 1,001 and 10,000 kW, with an average monthly 201 

demand of approximately 1,800 kW, while only 5 of these customers have loads of 202 

less than 401 kW.  Thus, even with regard to the high voltage unit costs, I conclude 203 

that the Company’s study results, based on an inappropriate unit cost comparison, still 204 

run counter to the generally held view that cost per unit should fall as the size of the 205 

customer rises. 206 

Table DES-R-1 
 

Non-Residential Distribution Facilities Unit Cost 

($/kW) 

 MKD 

24-Hour Demand 

ComEd Rebuttal 

IIEC 

Cost Study 

MKD 

ComEd 

Direct 

ComEd 

Rebuttal 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Small (0-100 kW) $4.88 $4.88 $4.83 $4.18 

Medium (101-400 kW) 5.70 5.70 5.59 3.82 

Large (401-1,000 kW) 6.08 6.07 5.89 3.83 

Very Large (1,001-10,000 kW) 5.75 5.74 5.51 3.03 

Extra Large (> 10,000 kW) 6.00 5.94 5.58 3.14 

High Voltage (<10,001 kW) 7.21 5.08 4.68 3.72 

High Voltage (>10,000 kW) 2.37 2.08 1.71 1.93 
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Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE COMPANY’S REVISED PROPOSAL 207 

REGARDING RIDER ACT. 208 

A. Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones have proposed to remove the provision in proposed Rider 209 

ACT that mandates termination of service under the rider for customers that have 210 

received transformer ownership credits for more than 30 years.  As I understand their 211 

revised proposal, the rider would continue to grandfather customers that are currently 212 

taking service and would continue to take service under the rider, but would be closed 213 

to new customers.  It would also provide for voluntary termination at the customer’s 214 

option.  As I stated in my direct testimony, my only objection to the Company’s 215 

original Rider ACT proposal was the mandatory termination for customers that have 216 

received credits for 30 years.  With the elimination of that feature, I have no objection 217 

to the Company’s revised Rider ACT.   218 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER COMMENTS ON RIDER ACT? 219 

A. Yes.  At page 42, lines 683 through 692 of Mr. Alongi’s and Dr. Jones’ rebuttal 220 

testimony, they discuss some of the practical aspects of how the voluntary termination 221 

process might work.  In particular, they indicate that the Company is prepared to work 222 

with a customer contemplating a voluntary termination to determine how this can best 223 

be accomplished to meet both the customer’s and the Company’s requirements.  I was 224 

particularly pleased with the statement that discussions would occur between the 225 

Company and the customer “to evaluate the possible replacement with ComEd 226 

transformers or the possible transfer of ownership of the customer’s transformers to 227 

ComEd.”  That kind of process would permit customers that currently take service 228 

under Rider ACT to obtain the necessary information regarding what costs they would 229 

incur under both alternatives, thus allowing them to make rational decisions regarding 230 

whether or not to terminate Rider ACT service.  It should also permit transitions to 231 
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occur with minimum disruptions of service.  I strongly encourage the Company to 232 

follow that course of action.   233 

 234 

The Company’s Failure to Disaggregate by Voltage 235 

Q. IS THERE A COMMON CRITICISM AMONG MANY OF THE 236 

INTERVENERS REGARDING THE COMPANY’S EMBEDDED COST OF 237 

SERVICE STUDY? 238 

A. Yes.  Witnesses for several intervening parties have, in one way or another, criticized 239 

the Company’s ECOSS for its failure to disaggregate costs by voltage delivery level, 240 

or have pointed out the internal inconsistencies in the costs developed by the 241 

Company’s ECOSS that relate to the failure to disaggregate costs by voltage.  These 242 

parties include the IIEC (Mr. Stephens and Mr. Stowe), Nucor (Dr. Goins), REACT 243 

(Mr. Bodmer), Staff (Mr. Luth), and myself on behalf of DOE. 244 

Q. HOW DID THE COMPANY RESPOND TO THESE CRITICISMS IN ITS  245 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 246 

A. The Company sponsored four rebuttal witnesses to address criticisms of its ECOSS – 247 

Mr. Crumrine, Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones, and Mr. Heintz.  However, none of these 248 

witnesses addressed the fundamental criticism that the study is flawed because it fails 249 

to disaggregate costs by voltage and instead imposes on all customers, including high 250 

voltage customers, the costs of the primary and secondary systems, whether customers 251 

use those facilities or not.  As I have already noted, Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones tried but 252 

failed to demonstrate that the distribution facilities unit costs for non-residential 253 

customers are not inconsistent and illogical, due, as I testified in my direct testimony, 254 

to the failure to disaggregate costs by voltage delivery level.  Mr. Heintz takes another 255 

approach.  He responds to the criticism of not disaggregating by voltage by stating 256 
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that the Company does not keep its books in a manner that would accommodate that 257 

kind of disaggregation, as if that ends the story.  And so he, and the other ComEd 258 

witnesses, continue to argue that the ECOSS, with its obvious infirmities, should, 259 

nonetheless, be used as the basis for determining class revenue requirements and for 260 

designing rates in this case.   261 

Q. WHAT ALTERNATIVES DOES THE COMPANY HAVE IF 262 

INFORMATION IS NOT KEPT BY THE COMPANY THAT WOULD 263 

FACILITATE THE DISAGGREGATION OF COSTS BY VOLTAGE 264 

DELIVERY LEVEL? 265 

A. First, the Company could certainly begin, on a going forward basis, to disaggregate 266 

cost information in such a way as to permit the disaggregation of costs by voltage in 267 

future cost studies.  A number of utilities must do that now since they conduct class 268 

cost of service studies that break down cost responsibilities by transmission, 269 

sometimes sub-transmission, primary distribution and secondary distribution voltage 270 

levels.  I am currently in an Indiana-Michigan Utilities Company (I&M) case before 271 

the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, and I&M has filed a class cost of service 272 

study that provides that kind of voltage level disaggregation.  It is also interesting to 273 

note that PECO Energy (formerly Philadelphia Electric Company), another Exelon 274 

distribution services operating company, also disaggregated costs by voltage level in 275 

its most recent rate case, filed in 1997.  That cost of service study was provided in 276 

response to COC 5.148.  Second, in the absence of the required cost data breakdown, 277 

the Company should develop estimates of that split, at least between primary and 278 

secondary voltages.   279 

Q. IS IT APPROPRIATE TO USE ESTIMATES IN THE CLASS COST OF 280 

SERVICE STUDY? 281 
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A. Of course.  In fact, estimates are used all the time, including in the Company’s 282 

ECOSS in this case.  For example, all of the demand allocation factors are estimated, 283 

based on load research sample data.  Energy usage for non-metered customers, such 284 

as street lighting customers, is also estimated.  In fact, most allocations are no more 285 

than estimates.  For example, in the Company’s ECOSS, distribution substations, 286 

distribution lines and line transformers are allocated on some variation of class non-287 

coincident peak demands.  As I just mentioned, those NCPs themselves are estimated 288 

based on load survey data.  But, no one really believes that there is a one-to-one 289 

relationship between the need for substations, lines or transformers and class NCPs.  290 

Most analysts would agree that the need for those facilities is driven by local 291 

neighborhood demands that are placed on that equipment.  But, most utilities do not 292 

have that load information.  Consequently, proxy allocators, such as class NCPs, are 293 

used as a reasonable approximation of the cost responsibilities of the several classes 294 

that use those facilities.  In short, the allocations themselves are no more than 295 

estimates of cost responsibility. 296 

Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. STOWE’S TREATMENT OF THE 297 

PRIMARY/SECONDARY DISTRIBUTION COST SPLIT. 298 

A. Mr. Stowe, on behalf of IIEC, conceptually did what I believe the Company should 299 

have done.  He estimated the breakdown between secondary and primary costs based 300 

on certain information that was provided by the Company and on his experience in 301 

conducting embedded cost of service studies for other electric systems that did break 302 

down costs by voltage delivery level.  He also used the Company’s loss study to 303 

identify the percentage of each class’ load that passes through the high voltage, 304 

primary distribution and secondary distribution portions of the ComEd delivery 305 

system. While Mr. Stowe’s corrected version is clearly superior as an indicator of 306 
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costs for the non-residential classes, it remains, as his colleague, Mr. Stephens 307 

testifies, “less precise than IIEC would like and less accurate than the methodology 308 

improvements Mr. Stowe identifies are capable of providing.” (IIEC Exhibit 1.0, page 309 

16, lines 301-301) I would agree with Mr. Stephen’s characterization.  To 310 

demonstrate the superiority of Mr. Stowe’s revised study, one need only refer back to 311 

my Table DES-R-1.  The last column in that table shows the Distribution Facilities 312 

unit cost, based on the MKD, that results from Mr. Stowe’s corrected ECOSS.  What 313 

leaps out at you is that, compared to the Company’s ECOSS, the relationship between 314 

class customer size and the unit cost per kW is more like what one would expect.  315 

Cost per kW falls as we move up the size classifications of the standard voltage 316 

classes, with two minor increases ($0.01 and $0.11).  The cost per kW is highest for 317 

the smallest class (0 to 100 kW), and lowest for High Voltage customers with loads in 318 

excess of 10,000 kW.  The class of High Voltage customers with loads up to 10,000 319 

kW remains an anomaly, but the results of Mr. Stowe’s study generally makes much 320 

better intuitive sense than does the Company’s study with regard to the expected 321 

relationship between size and the unit cost of service. 322 

Q. HOW DOES MR. CRUMRINE ADDRESS THE INTERVENER 323 

CRITICISM THAT THE COMPANY’S ECOSS IS FLAWED BECAUSE 324 

IT FAILS TO DISAGGREGATE COSTS BY VOLTAGE LEVEL? 325 

A. Mr. Crumrine first summarizes the specific issues raised by the several intervener 326 

witnesses, including the criticisms leveled against the Company’s ECOSS, suggesting 327 

that he will address these criticisms.  But, he never does.  What Mr. Crumrine does 328 

instead is to simply assert, over and over again, that there is a subsidy that is being 329 

extended to the largest non-residential classes, and that the Company’s proposal is 330 

intended to make progress toward reducing the size of that subsidy.  Mr. Crumrine 331 
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repeats the subsidy story like a mantra, as if saying it often enough will make it so.  332 

But he never addresses the fundamental criticism of the Company’s ECOSS – that it 333 

improperly allocates lower voltage distribution costs to non-residential classes that do 334 

not use that portion of the system because the ECOSS fails to disaggregate costs by 335 

voltage level.  336 

Q. DOES MR. CRUMRINE EVER ADDRESS THE FACT THAT THE  337 

INTERVENER WITNESSES BELIEVE THERE MAY BE NO SUBSIDY  338 

BECAUSE OF THE ERRORS IN THE ECOSS? 339 

A. At one point (page 50, lines 1113-1115) Mr. Crumrine recognizes that the IIEC 340 

witness, Mr. Stephens, “suggests there is no subsidy.”  His response is hardly 341 

satisfactory.  He merely asserts, with no explanation or proof, that “He is wrong.  342 

It [the subsidy] is very real and supported by the ECOSS.”  This response by 343 

Mr. Crumrine provides the essence of the Company’s response to the various 344 

intervener witnesses who criticize the Company’s study for failing to disaggregate by 345 

voltage level.  The Company appears to believe that if it simply asserts over and over 346 

again that there is a subsidy and that its ECOSS is a reliable representation of class 347 

cost responsibilities, that assertion will make it so and the Commission will adopt the 348 

Company’s class allocation and rate design proposals.   349 

Q. WHAT SUBSIDY DOES MR. CRUMRINE REFER TO? 350 

A. Mr. Crumrine alleges that the largest three classes (Extra Large Load, the two groups 351 

of High Voltage customers, and the Railroad class) would receive a “subsidy” of 352 

approximately $37 million if each class received the Company’s requested average 353 

percentage increase in revenues.   (ComEd Ex. 30.0, page 47, lines 1043-1048)  This 354 

is based on the Company’s revised total revenue request and the class revenue 355 
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responsibilities that are produced by the Company’s ECOSS.  It is Mr. Crumrine’s 356 

recommendation that this “subsidy” be reduced by 50 percent in this proceeding.   357 

Q. WHAT IS WRONG WITH MR. CRUMRINE’S “SUBSIDY” 358 

ALLEGATION? 359 

A. A subsidy between classes only has meaning with regard to the costs that are properly 360 

allocated or assigned to the various classes of customers.  The costs allocated to these 361 

classes of customers are wrong (excessively high) because the Company’s ECOSS 362 

incorrectly allocates costs of the low voltage system to these customers when they do 363 

not use that part of the distribution system.   364 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE REGARDING THE COMPANY’S 365 

REBUTTAL OF THE CRITICISM THAT THE ECOSS FAILS TO 366 

ADEQUATELY DISAGGREGATE COSTS BY VOLTAGE DELIVERY 367 

LEVEL? 368 

A. After reading the rebuttal testimony of ComEd’s four witnesses on this issue, 369 

I conclude that: (1) the Company’s ECOSS is wrong because it continues to fail to 370 

disaggregate costs by voltage level; (2) the Company knows that this is a deficiency of 371 

its ECOSS; (3) the result is that the Company’s ECOSS allocates excessive costs to 372 

the largest non-residential classes; and (4) the subsidy alleged by Mr. Crumrine has no 373 

meaning because the costs allocated to these three classes are incorrect.  374 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND REGARDING THE USE OF THE 375 

COMPANY’S ECOSS FOR DETERMINING CLASS REVENUE 376 

RESPONSIBILITIES AND DESIGNING RATES?   377 

A. I recommend that the Commission reject the Company’s ECOSS as a proper basis for 378 

determining class revenue responsibilities and for designing rates.  In the absence of a 379 

reliable cost of service study, I recommend that the Commission spread the allowed 380 
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total revenue adjustment among the classes on an across-the-board equal percentage 381 

basis. 382 

 383 

Separating the Costs of High Voltage and Standard Voltage Loads 384 

Q. IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY YOU SEPARATED THE COSTS FOR 385 

THE HIGH VOLTAGE AND STANDARD VOLTAGE LOADS OF 386 

CUSTOMERS THAT ARE INCLUDED IN THE TWO HIGH VOLTAGE 387 

CLASSES.  HAS THE COMPANY’S REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 388 

CHANGED THE RELEVANCE OF THAT SEPARATION?  389 

A. No.  As I stated in my direct testimony, combining these high voltage and standard 390 

voltage loads and recovering the delivery service costs of these combined loads with 391 

one Distribution Facilities Charge results in an intra-class subsidy from customers 392 

with below average standard voltage loads to customers with above average standard 393 

voltage loads.  In DOE Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2, I showed what the high voltage DFCs 394 

should be for both high voltage classes, based on the Company’s ECOSS, after 395 

separating out the costs of serving the standard voltage loads of these customers.  396 

Those costs need to be adjusted as a result of the Company’s revisions to the CP and 397 

NCP allocators for these two high voltage classes, as explained by Mr. Alongi and 398 

Dr. Jones at page 4, line 86 through page 5, line 92 of their rebuttal testimony.  I have 399 

provided those revisions in DOE Exhibits 2.1 and 2.2, which are attached. 400 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE DOE EXHIBITS 2.1 AND 2.2. 401 

A. These two exhibits are similar to DOE Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2 in my direct testimony.  402 

DOE Exhibit 2.1 shows the high voltage/standard voltage separation for High Voltage 403 

customers with loads in excess of 10,000 kW.  The separation is conducted in the 404 

same manner as with DOE Exhibit 1.1, with one exception.  Essentially, high voltage 405 
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and standard voltage loads are treated as two separate sub-classes.  Then the 406 

distribution facilities related costs that ComEd allocated to the entire class in ComEd 407 

Ex. 33.1 (Schedule 2a, page 12) are allocated between these two sub-classes using the 408 

allocators that are presented on the second page of the exhibit.  The allocators were 409 

developed from the Company’s corrected response to DOE 1.17_Attach 1.  The only 410 

difference compared to DOE Exhibit 1.1 is that High Voltage Distribution 411 

Substations are now allocated between the two sub-classes on the basis of coincident 412 

demands at or below 69 kV, whereas all of these costs were assigned to loads below 413 

69 kV in DOE Exhibit 1.1.  This change was made because Mr. Heintz testified in his 414 

rebuttal testimony (page 16, lines 335 through 338) that service entering customer 415 

premises at 69 kV uses High Voltage Distribution Substations.  This is contrary to the 416 

Company’s line loss study, but the Company stated in its response to DOE 8-01 that 417 

simplifying assumptions were used in the loss study, which ignored the fact that 69 418 

kV service relied on High Voltage Distribution Substations.  DOE Exhibit 2.2 419 

provides the same separation analysis for high voltage and standard voltage loads of 420 

High Voltage customers with loads up to 10,000 kW. 421 

Q. ARE THE RESULTS OF DOE EXHIBITS 2.1 AND 2.2 COMPARABLE TO 422 

THE RESULTS IN DOE EXHIBITS 1.1 AND 1.2? 423 

A. The results are identical in concept.  DOE Exhibits 2.1 and 2.2 show the Distribution 424 

Facilities Charge costs for actual high voltage loads of High Voltage customers, based 425 

on the Company’s rebuttal ECOSS.  The differential between average unit cost and 426 

the unit cost of only high voltage loads as shown in DOE Exhibits 2.1 and 2.2 are 427 

smaller than in DOE Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2 due to the adjustment that the Company has 428 

made in the CP and NCP allocators.  Essentially, the Company has shifted significant 429 

load from the standard voltage service to the high voltage service of these two High 430 
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Voltage classes.  The Company states that this error was detected in preparing its 431 

response to DOE 1.17_Attach 1.  This shift does two things.  First it reduces the total 432 

costs allocated to these two classes because both classes now receive a smaller 433 

amount of costs associated with the distribution system below 69 kV.  Second, a 434 

larger portion of the costs common to service at both high voltages and standard 435 

voltages is now allocated to high voltage service.  Review of page 1 of DOE Exhibits 436 

2.1 and 2.2 show that the differential between the Total Class unit cost and the unit 437 

cost of serving only the high voltage loads has fallen to about $0.10/kW for High 438 

Voltage customers above 10,000 kW, and to $0.58/kW for High Voltage customers 439 

up to 10,000 kW. 440 

Q. DOES THIS REDUCTION IN THE DIFFERENTIAL CHANGE THE NEED 441 

TO ESTABLISH A DFC THAT APPLIES ONLY TO ACTUAL HIGH 442 

VOLTAGE LOADS OF HIGH VOLTAGE CUSTOMERS? 443 

A. No.  It remains appropriate to develop separate charges for standard voltage loads and 444 

high voltage loads of High Voltage customers.   445 

Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. ALONGI’S AND DR. JONES’ 446 

OBJECTIONS TO YOUR RECOMMENDED TREATMENT OF THE LOW 447 

VOLTAGE LOADS OF HIGH VOLTAGE CUSTOMERS. 448 

A. Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones address my recommendation at page 20, lines 332 through 449 

345 of their rebuttal testimony.  I recommended that the standard voltage loads of 450 

high voltage customers be billed under the rates that apply to such standard voltage 451 

loads.  For example, if a high voltage customer also had service entering its premises 452 

at, say, 12.5 kV, and that load peaked during the year at 650 kW, then I believe that 453 

portion of the customer’s load should be billed under the rates for Large Load, 454 

between 400 and 1,000 kW.  Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones testify that my proposal would 455 
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“create two distinct customers for each high voltage customer that has some electric 456 

lines entering the premises at voltages under 69,000 volts.”  They go on to say that, 457 

“That recommendation is not consistent with the definition of a retail customer, which 458 

links an entity with contiguously situated locations.”   459 

I find this response confusing.  I am not recommending that two distinct 460 

customers be created out of one.  Rather I am recommending that this one customer 461 

be charged at two different rates – one appropriate to its high voltage loads and one 462 

appropriate to its standard voltage loads.  This does not violate the concept of the 463 

customer.  It simply recognizes that the customer takes two different types of service 464 

and should be billed accordingly.  Unless that is done, high voltage customers with no 465 

standard voltage loads are caused to bear the costs of the standard voltage portions of 466 

the Company’s distribution system, which they do not use and should not have to pay 467 

for.  This fact seems to be ignored by Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones, and similarly by 468 

Mr. Heintz when he addresses the same issue in his rebuttal testimony at page 6, lines 469 

115 through lines 125.  It should be noted that Mr. Heintz is rebutting IIEC witness 470 

Mr. Stowe in this section of his testimony.  Mr. Heintz seems to be suggesting that it 471 

would be inappropriate to create a separate class for the standard voltage loads of high 472 

voltage customers.  That is not what I have proposed.  Rather, I have recommended 473 

that the two different loads be billed at separate rates, which would mean that the 474 

standard voltage portion of these customers’ loads would be included in whatever 475 

standard voltage customer class would apply.  My reading of Mr. Stowe’s testimony 476 

indicates that is also what he had in mind.  477 

Q. DID THE COMPANY RESPOND TO A DOE DATA REQUEST ON THIS 478 

ISSUE? 479 
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A. Yes.   DOE 7.09 asked the Company to explain how DOE’s Fermi Laboratory is 480 

billed, given that its ZSS7 credit only applies to a portion of its load, and how that 481 

differs in concept from “billing a customer separately for service at or above 69 kV 482 

and for service below 69 kV.”  The Company’s response is instructive, and so I have 483 

attached it as DOE Exhibit 2.3.   484 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW THIS DATA RESPONSE IS INSTRUCTIVE. 485 

A. In the second part of the Company’s response, it describes in some detail how it 486 

would go about billing separately for a customer’s low voltage and high voltage load. 487 

First, it is recognized that separate billing “would require having one distribution 488 

facilities charge apply to one portion of the load and a distinctly different distribution 489 

facilities charge apply to a distinctly separate portion of the load.”  That, of course, is 490 

exactly what I recommend.  It then goes on to note that there would be a problem in 491 

applying the customer charge and the standard metering service charge.  The response 492 

recognizes that there are three options:   493 

 494 

“(a) the application of two customer charges and two 495 

standard metering service charges, (b) some sort of 496 

proration of the customer charges and metering service 497 

charges, or (c) a special selection of the customer charge 498 

from the two that are applicable for the classes applicable 499 

to the customer and a special selection of the metering 500 

service charge from the two that are applicable for the 501 

classes applicable to the customer.” 502 

It seems to me that option (c) would be the most reasonable way to proceed.  It would 503 

make the most sense and would involve the least difficulty.   A simple rule might be 504 

to apply the customer charge and the metering service charge for the class of service 505 

that makes up the majority of the customer’s load.  In most instances, I suspect that 506 

would be the charges applicable to the high voltage portion of the customer’s load, 507 
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which I also suspect would be the higher of the two potential charges in most 508 

instances. 509 

Q. DOES THE COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO DOE 7.09 GIVE YOU ANY 510 

RESERVATIONS ABOUT THE FEASIBILITY OF SEPARATELY 511 

BILLING STANDARD VOLTAGE AND HIGH VOLTAGE LOADS OF 512 

HIGH VOLTAGE CUSTOMERS? 513 

A. No.  On the contrary, the Company’s response indicates that it is feasible to bill these 514 

loads separately and that the Company has given some serious thought as to how it 515 

would go about doing so.  Most important, neither the response to DOE 7.09 nor the 516 

Company’s rebuttal testimony suggests that it cannot be done or that it would involve 517 

exceptionally high administrative costs.  Separate billing would only apply to 28 High 518 

Voltage customers.  (Corrected Response to DOE 1.16_Attach 1)  Nor is there any 519 

suggestion that the required metered data are not available to accomplish the task.  520 

In short, although the Company may wish to avoid the additional complication of 521 

splitting the bill for these customers, separate billing is clearly the correct way to 522 

proceed, as the Commission itself recognized in its Order in Docket No. 05-0597. 523 

(July 26, 2006 Order, page 199) Separate billing would eliminate the intra-class 524 

subsidy from High Voltage customers with only high voltage loads to High Voltage 525 

customers that take a portion of their service at standard voltages. 526 

 527 

Specific Comments of the Rebuttal of Mike Luth 528 

Q. WHAT GENERAL COMMENTS DO YOU HAVE ON MR. LUTH’S 529 

TESTIMONY REGARDING CLASS REVENUE ALLOCATIONS AND 530 

RATE DESIGN? 531 
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A. In general, I think Mr. Luth recognized that the Company’s ECOSS produces some 532 

counterintuitive results for the non-residential classes.  However, rather than 533 

investigating why those anomalous results were obtained, Mr. Luth incorrectly uses 534 

the Company’s ECOSS results to rationalize why it is appropriate to impose 535 

extremely large increases on the largest non-residential classes.   536 

Q. WHAT COUNTERINTUITIVE ECOSS RESULTS DID MR. LUTH 537 

OBSERVE? 538 

A. At page 4 of his direct testimony, Mr. Luth indicates that the Company needs to 539 

explain the unusual relationship between the Distribution Facilities Charges among 540 

the several classes of non-residential customers.  In particular, he notes that the DFC 541 

is lower for Small Load customers than for customers in classes with much larger 542 

demands, including customers in the High Voltage class with loads up to 10,000 kW. 543 

 He also questions the reasonableness and asks for an explanation for the DCF 544 

relationship among most of the other non-residential classes.  This is the same 545 

inconsistent and illogical relationship between the DFC and customer size that 546 

I identified in my direct testimony. 547 

Q. DID MR. LUTH EXPLORE WHY THE COMPANY OBTAINED THESE 548 

UNUSUAL RESULTS IN ITS ECOSS? 549 

A. No.  Unfortunately, Mr. Luth did not follow up and investigate why the Company’s 550 

ECOSS obtained these counterintuitive results.  Rather, he dwells on what changes 551 

between the Company ECOSS in Docket 05-0597 and the ECOSS in this case could 552 

produce such large required increases for the largest non-residential classes.  He 553 

concludes that these classes did not receive a disproportionate share of the increases 554 

in the two cost components that are largely responsible for the total jurisdictional cost 555 

increase between the two cases, and further concludes that the reason for the large 556 
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increases for these classes is that their rates under-recover costs based on the ECOSS 557 

in 05-0597.    558 

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. LUTH’S CONCLUSION? 559 

A. I would first remind Mr. Luth that the Commission refused to use the Company’s 560 

ECOSS as the basis for setting rates for the largest non-residential classes in Docket 561 

No. 05-0597.  I would further point out that there is no surprise that the Company’s 562 

ECOSS in this proceeding again shows that these largest non-residential classes are 563 

under-recovering their costs, because the ECOSS in this case is conducted in the same 564 

manner as the ECOSS in Docket 05-0597, including the failure to disaggregate costs 565 

by voltage level, resulting in excessive costs being allocated to these same largest 566 

non-residential classes.   567 

Q. MR. LUTH CONCLUDES THAT GETTING RATES FOR THESE 568 

LARGEST NON-RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS WHERE REVENUES 569 

“WOULD COVER COMED’S PROPOSED COST OF SERVICE FROM 570 

DOCKET NO. 05-0597 WOULD REQUIRE AN INCREASE OF MORE 571 

THAN 100 PERCENT, WITH ANY INCREASES IN THIS DOCKET 572 

RESULTING IN AN ADDITIONAL INCREASE.”  PLEASE COMMENT 573 

ON THIS CONCLUSION. 574 

A. Implicit in Mr. Luth’s conclusion is that the costs allocated to these non-residential 575 

classes are proper.  That is the only context in which he can conclude that existing 576 

rates under-recover from these classes.  We know that the Commission found the 577 

Company’s ECOSS to be inappropriate as a basis for determining the cost 578 

responsibilities for these largest non-residential classes in Docket No. 05-0597.  We 579 

also know that the cost studies in the two dockets were prepared in the same way, and 580 

that both studies fail to properly disaggregate costs by voltage level, resulting in large 581 
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non-residential classes inappropriately being assigned costs of the lower voltage 582 

portions of the delivery system that they do not use.  We also know, therefore, that the 583 

costs allocated to these classes are excessive, and cannot be used to determine 584 

whether the rates for these classes under- or over-recover the costs actually incurred to 585 

serve them.  In short, Mr. Luth’s conclusion is based on faulty cost studies and so 586 

should be ignored in the Commission’s deliberations regarding the appropriate 587 

increases to be assigned to these largest non-residential classes. 588 

 589 

Rate Mitigation Plans 590 

Q. MR. CRUMRINE, AND MR. ALONGI AND DR. JONES FOR COMED, 591 

AND MR. LUTH FOR THE STAFF HAVE PROPOSED RATE 592 

MITIGATION PLANS REGARDING THE LARGEST NON-593 

RESIDENTIAL CLASSES.  PLEASE COMMENT ON THE 594 

APPROPRIATENESS OF A RATE MITIGATION PLAN FOR THESE 595 

CUSTOMERS. 596 

A. I remain convinced that the Company’s ECOSS, including the revisions in its rebuttal 597 

testimony, cannot be relied on as the basis upon which to determine class revenue 598 

responsibilities or to design rates.  Since there is no fully reliable cost-of-service study 599 

in the record, I would urge the Commission to spread the allowed jurisdictional 600 

revenue increase among the various classes on an equal percentage, across-the-board 601 

basis.  If, despite the infirmities of the Company’s ECOSS, the Commission were to 602 

use that study as the basis for establishing class revenues and rates in this proceeding, 603 

then I do believe it would be appropriate to mitigate the resulting rate shock for the 604 

largest non-residential customers. 605 
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Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. LUTH’S PROPOSED RATE MITIGATION 606 

PLAN. 607 

A. Mr. Luth proposes to average the DFC’s for the classes of Medium Load, Large Load, 608 

Very Large Load, Extra Large Load, and High Voltage Up to 10,000 kW.  609 

Presumably, the rates would be based on the Company’s ECOSS rerun at the total 610 

allowed jurisdictional revenue requirement.  At the Company’s proposed total 611 

revenue requirement that would still result in DFC increases for the Extra Large Load 612 

class of approximately 238 percent, and an increase of 264 percent for the class of 613 

High Voltage customers with loads up to 10,000 kW.  He would also provide no relief 614 

to the High Voltage customers with loads in excess of 10,000 kW, leaving them with 615 

an increase in the DFC of approximately 90 percent, based on the Company’s rebuttal 616 

ECOSS and total revenue requirement.  These increases provide very little mitigation 617 

relief to these customers and should be rejected.  Further, I would note that Mr. Luth’s 618 

proposed rates suffer from the same infirmities that he noted in the Company’s 619 

proposed rates.  It makes no sense at all to charge the same rate to a High Voltage 620 

customer with a 5,000 kW load as it does to charge a customer with a 5,000 kW load 621 

that takes service at standard voltage. 622 

Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED MITIGATION 623 

PLAN. 624 

A. Mr. Crumrine and Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones propose that relief be provided for the 625 

Extra Large Load class, and the two High Voltage classes by moving their 626 

Distribution Facilities Charges half way toward the rates that would apply based on its 627 

rebuttal phase ECOSS and its revised total jurisdictional revenue requirement.  That 628 

would result in rate increases amounting to approximately 71 percent for Extra Large 629 

Load customers, 47 percent for High Voltage customers over 10,000 kW, and 62 630 
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percent for High Voltage customers with loads up to 10,000 kW. This compares to the 631 

system average increase requested by the Company in its rebuttal case of 632 

approximately 21 percent.  I maintain that the Company’s ECOSS is rife with errors 633 

and so the rates it proposes have no basis in costs.  If, despite the ECOSS’ infirmities, 634 

the Commission were to adopt rates based on the Company’s ECOSS, I do believe 635 

that the Company’s mitigation plan is far superior to that proposed by Mr. Luth, in 636 

that it does provide these three largest classes with a semblance of rate shock relief.  637 

However, if the Commission were to choose to accept the Company’s study as a basis 638 

for setting class revenues and rates, I would propose a somewhat slower pace in 639 

reaching these so-called “cost-based rates.”  In that case I would recommend that the 640 

Commission move the DFCs of these three classes one-third of the way toward the 641 

unit costs that are implied by the Company’s ECOSS, but adjusted for the two High 642 

Voltage classes to separate out the costs associated with serving the standard voltage 643 

loads of these customers.  Based on the Company’s rebuttal ECOSS and jurisdictional 644 

revenue requirement, and my revised unit costs for High Voltage customers, that 645 

would result in the following DFCs for these three classes: 646 

   DFC   % Change 

Extra Large Load $3.62 47 % 

High Voltage Over 10 MW 1.39 28 

High Voltage Up to 10 MW 2.98 34 

Rider SEA Rate Design 647 

Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. CRUMRINE’S REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 648 

REGARDING THE RATE DESIGN IMPLICATIONS OF RIDER SEA. 649 

A. At page 36, line 812 through page 37, line 828 of his rebuttal testimony, 650 

Mr. Crumrine responds to the concern raised by myself, Mr. Stephens for IIEC and 651 
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Dr. Goins for Nucor, that Rider SEA, if based on an overall cents/kWh charge, would 652 

result in inter-class subsidies.  This would result because different classes make 653 

different use of the facilities that are likely to be damaged and repaired under Rider 654 

SEA.  Mr. Crumrine seems to think that this mismatch will be small because it is only 655 

the difference between actual storm damage expenses and the expenses built into base 656 

rates that would be recovered through the rider between rate cases.  I agree with 657 

Mr. Crumrine that it is only the differences that would be recovered or returned 658 

through the rider, but that could be significant, especially in a year when a particularly 659 

bad storm happens to hit the ComEd service territory.  Though the risks are clearly 660 

different, I would still point to the storm damage costs that Entergy-New Orleans and 661 

Entergy-Louisiana suffered as a result of Hurricane Katrina.  Major ice storms can 662 

have similar devastating impacts on utility distribution systems, and ComEd is not 663 

immune to that kind of risk.    664 

Q. MR. CRUMRINE TESTIFIED IN HIS REBUTTAL TESTIMONY THAT, 665 

“IF IIEC, DOE OR ANY OTHER INTERVENER HAS CONSTRUCTIVE 666 

SUGGESTIONS FOR A MORE COST-BASED ALLOCATION OF THE 667 

DIFFERENTIAL, COMED IS RECEPTIVE TO SUCH SUGGESTIONS.”  668 

CAN YOU OFFER SUCH A SUGGESTION TO THE COMPANY AND 669 

FOR THE COMMISSION’S CONSIDERATION? 670 

A. Yes.   To begin with, as I suggested in my direct testimony, use of a reserve 671 

accounting mechanism instead of Rider SEA to provide dollar for dollar recovery of 672 

storm damage expenses by the Company would largely eliminate the rate design 673 

mismatch problem.  If Rider SEA is adopted by the Commission, there is still a way 674 

the rate design problem could be handled.  I think it is reasonable to recover the costs 675 

through a per kWh charge.  But first, the costs (or the credit amount) should be 676 
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allocated to those classes that will utilize the portions of the distribution system that 677 

were damaged and repaired.  That would require that a mini cost of service study be 678 

conducted and included as part of the annual audit report that the Company proposes 679 

to submit to the Commission.  Once the costs (or credits) have been allocated to the 680 

classes, then those costs can be divided by the appropriate kWh billing determinants 681 

for each class to arrive at individual, class-specific SEA Rider charges or credits per 682 

kWh for the upcoming year. 683 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 684 

A. Yes. 685 
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U. S. Department of Energy

Commonwealth Edison Company

Delivery Service Rate Case

Docket No. 07-0566

High Voltage Delivery Class

Customers Above 10 MW

Allocation Factors

Line Nos. Allocation Factors ICC Total Total Class

69 kV And 

Above Below 69 kV

1 Energy Delivered to HV Class At Distribution Level 91,061,817    4,334,110      4,263,496      70,614           

2 Percent of ICC Total 4.76% 4.68% 0.08%

3 Coincident Peak Demand - ALL 21,687,840    533,192         522,221         10,971           

4 Percent of ICC Total 2.46% 2.41% 0.05%

5 Coincident Peak -  69 kV and Below 21,154,092    32,748           21,777           10,971           

6 Percent of ICC Total 0.15% 0.10% 0.05%

7 Non-Coincident Peak Demand < 69kV 23,393,507    16,532           -                 16,532           

8 Percent of ICC Total 0.07% 0.00% 0.07%

Source: ComEd Revision to IIEC 1.02_Supp 2_Attach 1_Surrebutal.xls

Based on ComEd Response to DOE 1.17 Corrected 2_Attach 1
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U. S. Department of Energy

Commonwealth Edison Company

Delivery Service Rate Case

Docket No. 07-0566

High Voltage Delivery Class

Customers Up To 10 MW

Cost of Service Voltage Separation

Demand Costs

Line Nos. Cost Categories Total Class

69 kV And 

Above Below 69 kV

1 High Voltage ESS 1,935,386$        1,935,386$        -$                   

2 High Voltage Dist. Substations 230,280             110,089             120,192             

3 High Voltage Dist. Lines 91,168               75,272               15,896               

4 Distribution Substations 64,025               -                     64,025               

5 Distribution Lines 638,615             -                     638,615             

6 Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax 473,274             399,724             73,550               

7 Revenue-Related (Distribution) (31,774)              (26,836)              (4,938)                

8 Total 3,400,974$        2,493,635$        907,340$           

9 Billing Demands 669,590             554,330             115,260             

10 Unit Cost 5.08$                 4.50$                 7.87$                 

Source: ComEd Revision to IIEC 1.02_Supp 2_Attach 1_Surrebutal.xls

Line 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 Allocation Based on ComEd Response to DOE 1.17 Corrected 2_Attach 1
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U. S. Department of Energy

Commonwealth Edison Company

Delivery Service Rate Case

Docket No. 07-0566

High Voltage Delivery Class

Customers Up To 10 MW

Allocation Factors

Line Nos. Allocation Factors ICC Total Total Class

69 kV And 

Above Below 69 kV

1 Energy Delivered to HV Class At Distribution Level 91,061,817    384,419         324,678         59,741           

2 Percent of ICC Total 0.42% 0.36% 0.07%

3 Coincident Peak Demand - ALL 21,687,840    50,011           41,291           8,720             

4 Percent of ICC Total 0.23% 0.19% 0.04%

5 Coincident Peak -  69 kV and Below 21,154,092    16,707           7,987             8,720             

6 Percent of ICC Total 0.08% 0.04% 0.04%

7 Non-Coincident Peak Demand < 69kV 23,393,507    16,286           -                 16,286           

8 Percent of ICC Total 0.07% 0.00% 0.07%

Source: ComEd Revision to IIEC 1.02_Supp 2_Attach 1_Surrebutal.xls

Based on ComEd Response to DOE 1.17 Corrected 2_Attach 1  
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