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List of Issues & Major Conclusions 
 

Rate Design 

 ComEd’s delivery revenue requirement should be fairly allocated to classes 
in accordance with the shares of ComEd’s distribution costs that they cause. 

 Other public policy goals, including protecting low income customers and 
encouraging efficient electric use, can be accomplished without abandoning 
principles of cost-causation. 

 ComEd’s rates should use a straight fixed-variable rate design that more 
closely reflects the correct division between fixed and variable costs.  
Moving to a straight fixed-variable rate design is revenue neutral. 

 In accordance with the Commission’s direction, ComEd and the railroads 
have studied the power flows through CTA and METRA traction power 
substations.  Based on the Commission’s direction, and the railroads’ unique 
circumstances, an adjustment to their allocated cost of service is proposed. 

 
Alternative Regulation Pilot 

 ComEd believes that an alternative regulatory structure can be superior for 
certain types of initiatives and proposes a focused pilot of such a structure.  
The pilot would include several different kinds of projects for which ComEd 
will seek immediate Commission approval:  an electric vehicle pilot, 
accelerated reinvestment in urban underground facilities, and a low-income 
customer assistance program.  The alternative regulation pilot will also 
provide a mechanism for timely implementation of Commission-approved 
smart technology investments, taking into account the learnings of the 
existing AMI pilot and the statewide smart grid collaborative. 

 The alternative regulation mechanism is designed to bring stakeholders 
together, to reduce regulatory uncertainty, and to increase capital 
investment, while at the same time increasing efficiency and improving 
ratepayer protections.   

 ComEd will propose an alternative regulation plan to be considered 
simultaneously with this rate case within 60 days.  A draft proposal is being 
circulated to stakeholders in advance, and ComEd is solicits comments on 
that plan before it is filed. 
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I. Introduction 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Ross C. Hemphill.  My business address is 440 S. LaSalle, Suite 3300, 4 

Chicago, Illinois  60605. 5 

Q. By whom and in what position are you employed? 6 

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) as its Director – Rates 7 

& Regulatory Strategies. 8 

B. Summary of Testimony 9 

Q. What are the subjects addressed by your direct testimony? 10 

A. I discuss the policies and principles behind ComEd’s proposed rate design and present an 11 

overview of an alternative regulation proposal that ComEd is asking the Commission to 12 

consider along with its new rates.  These subjects are addressed in the following sections 13 

of my testimony: 14 

 In Section II, I describe the policies and principles that underlie ComEd’s 15 

proposed rate design and explain why the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” 16 

or “Commission”) should adopt, to the extent practical, rates that follow the 17 

principle of cost causation.  Other important public policy goals, including 18 

protecting low income customers and encouraging efficient electric use, can be 19 

accomplished without abandoning principles of cost-causation.  20 

 In Section III, I explain how a utility’s costs of distribution service can be 21 

segregated into those that vary with a customer’s periodic use and demand – 22 

called variable costs – and those that remain constant – called fixed costs.  The 23 
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variable costs of delivery service should be recovered through rates that vary with 24 

use and the fixed costs of service should be recovered through rates that do not 25 

vary with use. 26 

In Section III, I also explain how ComEd proposes to implement a rate 27 

design that more closely reflects the correct division between fixed and variable 28 

costs.  This design is reasonable and fair to all customer classes.  It is also revenue 29 

neutral, producing the same total revenue as current rate designs would.  In 30 

deference to other policy goals, such as protecting vulnerable customers from 31 

needlessly abrupt rate changes, a transitional phase-in is proposed. 32 

 In Section IV, I explain the proposed adjustment to the public railroads cost of 33 

service and how it complies with the Commission’s direction.   34 

 In Section V, I overview ComEd’s alternative regulation plan and how it relates 35 

to this rate case.  ComEd will discuss this draft proposal with stakeholders prior to 36 

ComEd’s filing of a final proposed plan in approximately 60 days. 37 

My conclusions are also summarized in the List of Issues and Major Conclusions that 38 

precedes the Table of Contents. 39 

C. Background and Qualifications 40 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities at ComEd? 41 

A. I direct ComEd’s Rates & Regulatory Strategies Department.  My responsibilities include 42 

directing the Retail Rates department and managing and coordinating ComEd’s 43 

relationship with Illinois regulatory bodies, including the Commission and its Staff.  My 44 

department is also responsible for the analysis of strategic policy for ComEd’s 45 

distribution business.  These responsibilities give me a central role in the development of 46 
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ComEd’s new tariffs, as well as its proposals to the Commission to modify ComEd’s 47 

tariffs in response to Commission decisions concerning rate design.  They also give me a 48 

central role in the development of new customer service and regulatory initiatives, such 49 

as those called for by the Commission in its Final Order in Docket No. 07-0566 and 50 

addressed further by the Commission in its Final Order in Docket No. 09-0263.   51 

Q. What was your professional experience prior to assuming your duties with ComEd? 52 

A. My entire professional career has been spent in the energy and utility industries in 53 

positions in industry, government, and non-profit regulatory support organizations.   54 

Most recently, from 2008 until joining ComEd in 2009, I was a Director at Black 55 

& Veatch Corporation, which is an engineering, consulting, and construction company 56 

that specializes in infrastructure development in energy, water, telecommunications, 57 

management consulting, and environmental markets.  At Black & Veatch, I was 58 

responsible for developing and managing projects that provided a broad range of 59 

regulatory services to utility clients. 60 

From 2007 to 2008, I was a Principal Consultant at Freeman, Sullivan & Co., 61 

which is a research and consulting firm that provides its clients with expert testimony, 62 

statistical analysis, economic modeling, field studies and data collection that can serve as 63 

the basis for public policy programs and business and litigation strategy.  At Freeman, 64 

Sullivan & Co., I was responsible for projects that included the design and assessment of 65 

the benefits of energy efficiency, demand response, and alternative pricing programs. 66 

From 2005 until 2007, I was a Vice President at NERA Economic Consulting 67 

(“NERA”).  At NERA, I provided a broad range of rate related and regulatory services to 68 

utility clients. 69 
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Prior to joining NERA, I served as an officer, manager, or economist for 70 

organizations including Argonne National Laboratory, the National Regulatory Research 71 

Institute, American Electric Power Service Corporation, and the Illinois Commerce 72 

Commission. 73 

A resume is attached to this testimony as ComEd Ex. 14.1. 74 

Q. What is your educational background? 75 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Economics from Lewis University and a Master of 76 

Science with a concentration in Economics from Indiana State University.  In 1988, I 77 

earned a Ph.D. in Resource Economics from The Ohio State University. 78 

II. Rate Design Overview 79 

Q. Is ComEd proposing changes to its rate design in this case? 80 

A. Yes.  ComEd proposes two rate design changes.  First, ComEd proposes rates that 81 

properly reflect fixed and variable delivery service costs.  Those delivery services costs 82 

that vary with a customer’s short-term use should be recovered through use and demand 83 

charges that vary each period.  Those costs that do not so vary should be recovered 84 

through fixed charges.  ComEd is proposing rates that accomplish this in a revenue 85 

neutral way, without any change in its total revenues.  86 

In addition, ComEd proposes certain revisions called for by prior Commission 87 

orders.  Those revisions are addressed by Mr. Alongi (ComEd Ex. 16.0 Revised).  88 

Q. What are the basic principles that underlie ComEd’s proposed rate design? 89 

A. ComEd has designed its proposed rates in accordance with established rate design 90 

policies and basic accepted principles of economics.  Cost causation has always been a 91 
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linchpin of appropriate rate design.  Economics teaches us, without doubt, that when rates 92 

are not based on costs customers receive signals that tell them to behave in inefficient and 93 

costly ways; and, as a result, society is harmed through misallocation of resources. 94 

The importance of setting delivery rates based on costs has become even more 95 

evident in recent years.  Two reasons for this stand out.  First, as the process of 96 

restructuring and the development of wholesale markets have each matured, the true 97 

independence of delivery and supply costs has been underscored.  Although delivery 98 

services and supply are provided and priced independently and the drivers of delivery 99 

costs are almost completely independent of supply costs, the reverse is not true.  Delivery 100 

pricing has an impact on the supply choices, especially with respect to load factor and 101 

load shape.  To the customer choosing how and when to use energy, faulty delivery 102 

prices can make sub-optimal choices appear more preferable.  This can result in a change 103 

in customer usage patterns that can result in an unfair shifting of costs to other customers.  104 

Efforts to design (or modify) delivery rates to subsidize or penalize certain types 105 

of end use are ill advised.  Establishing such preferences inevitably creates winners and 106 

losers; hence, there must be a compelling public policy rationale to deviate from cost-107 

based delivery rates.   108 

Equally as important, we have learned much more about how customers consider 109 

and react to prices.  Particularly as Smart Grid technology has enabled the study of more 110 

variable and granular pricing, the need to send correct price signals to customers has 111 

become ever clearer.  Customers do respond to delivery rates and delivery rate design, as 112 

well as to their total bill, and rate designs that misallocate costs are sending customers 113 
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inaccurate price signals.  Not surprisingly, when customers respond to rates that do not 114 

accurately reflect cost causation, inefficiency results, and society suffers. 115 

Q. Does this mean that cost causation is the only principle that should guide rate 116 

design? 117 

A. No.  In my view, a known artificial deviation from cost causation must be justified by a 118 

well articulated and strong policy purpose.  Moreover, where that purpose can be 119 

achieved in a way that also respects principles of cost causation, it should be addressed in 120 

that way. 121 

Several factors besides cost causation can properly come into play.  For example, 122 

promoting economic development, energy efficiency, and other goals recognized by the 123 

Commission and law are valid objectives of rate design.  So are gradualism and 124 

minimizing customer impacts (particularly for lower income customers), at least where 125 

they do not frustrate other objectives.  It is also appropriate to consider the complexity of 126 

a rate design and to strive, where possible, for simplification to enhance customer 127 

understanding and efficiency of rate administration.  To address these factors, ComEd has 128 

proposed specific mechanisms, including a phase-in of design changes and a creative low 129 

income customer assistance proposal.  Also, as detailed in the direct panel testimony of 130 

Val Jensen (ComEd Ex. 17.0 Revised), ComEd has proposed a broad range of energy 131 

efficiency and demand-response programs and will continue to be a leader in that area.  132 

However, sometimes gradualism and rate impact concerns are misused as rationales for 133 

not moving rates towards costs or for perpetuating unjustified subsidies.  That misuse 134 

hurts customers and society as a whole. 135 
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Q. Is a rate design based on individual customer cost calculations generally desirable or 136 

required to satisfy cost-causation principles? 137 

A. No.  Basing the price-cost relationship on individual calculations for each customer might 138 

seem appealing, but for most customers the notion is both unrealistic and impractical to 139 

implement.   140 

First, most decisions about the design of the delivery system are not, and should 141 

not be, made on an individual customer basis.  The grid is designed to be efficient and 142 

least cost for customers generally.  Were we instead to attempt to minimize individually 143 

the cost to serve each customer, it would end up costing more.  As a result, however, the 144 

costs to serve individual distribution customers can vary for reasons relating to grid 145 

design and not with the customers’ own characteristics or with the costs that similar 146 

customers generally impose.  This is one reason why standard service rates apply to 147 

classes of customers, defined by factors like usage and demand, instead of being 148 

individualized.  It does not distort rate design; if anything, it can actually produce a more 149 

accurate reflection of cost-causation.   150 

Moreover, rate classes are necessary because individually identifying the costs of 151 

serving every customer would be prohibitively expensive and impractical.  Recognizing 152 

practical limitations and implementation costs is essential in the real world. 153 

Q. How has ComEd taken into account the Commission’s April 21, 2010 decision in 154 

Illinois Commerce Comm’n v. Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket No. 08-0532 155 

(the “Rate Design Investigation”) in developing its rate proposal? 156 

A. ComEd made every practical effort to file compliant tariffs from the outset.  Wherever 157 

time allowed, changes have already been made, e.g., with respect to allocation of bad 158 
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debt costs and the use of coincident peak data to allocate the cost of distribution 159 

substations and primary lines.  However, after the final order in the Rate Design 160 

Investigation was issued there was insufficient time to change the filing to reflect all of 161 

that order’s decisions.  Mr. Alongi (ComEd Ex. 16.0 Revised) discuss ComEd’s initial 162 

tariff filing and also the remaining steps called for by the order.  ComEd intends to 163 

request permission to file supplemental direct testimony to address those remaining 164 

directives.  Our target for doing so is 60 days hence. 165 

Q. What, in sum, does ComEd’s proposed rate design achieve? 166 

A. ComEd’s rate design begins with its cost of providing delivery services.  To the extent 167 

practicable, rates for each class and for each customer reflect an allocation of ComEd’s 168 

total delivery costs (i.e., its revenue requirement) based on the costs of service to that 169 

class and that customer’s characteristics.  Although some imperfections cannot be 170 

avoided, very significant misallocations can be, and our proposed rate design avoids 171 

those misallocations.  Moreover, we have recognized and addressed other goals of rate 172 

design, including gradualism, through phase-ins and specific programs developed to meet 173 

those goals while minimizing cost and price distortions.   174 

III. Straight Fixed Variable Rate Design 175 

A. Description and Benefits of Straight Fixed Variable Rate Design 176 

Q. What is the most significant step that the Commission and ComEd can take to bring 177 

the design of ComEd’s rates more into line with cost causation? 178 

A. The single most important step in bringing ComEd’s rate design into line with its cost is 179 

to properly align the fixed and variable prices in ComEd’s delivery rates with the fixed 180 

and variable costs of customers’ use of ComEd’s delivery system.  This is accomplished 181 
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by moving towards a straight fixed-variable (“SFV”) rate design.  An SFV rate design 182 

establishes fixed and variable charges that track the fixed and variable costs of serving 183 

each customer or customer class. 184 

Q. What do you mean by a fixed cost for the purpose of rate design? 185 

A. A fixed cost for the purpose of rate design is a cost that does not directly vary in the short 186 

run with the use of electricity by the customer or group of customers whose costs are 187 

being examined or whose rates are being set.  For this purpose, the short run means the 188 

shorter of the time period in which rates can be expected to be in effect or the expected 189 

period for which any distribution facilities in question are to be in service given the level 190 

of usage evident at the time of designing the rates. 191 

Many delivery costs fall into this category, including many types not traditionally 192 

recovered through ComEd’s customer charge.  For example, the costs of major 193 

distribution supply transformers do not vary with periodic changes in customers’ use.  194 

Similarly, at the other end of the spectrum, the cost of a customer’s service drop also does 195 

not change based on variations in the use or demand of a customer (or group of customers 196 

sharing a facility).  Only if demand rises so much that facility additions are required, or if 197 

permanent demand falls so much that equipment can be economically downsized or 198 

retired, do these costs change. 199 

Q. What, then, is a variable cost for the purpose of rate design? 200 

A. A variable cost is one that does change from billing period to billing period as a function 201 

of use or, in some cases, demand.  Of course, many are used to thinking of supply cost as 202 

the archetypal variable cost.  And, it is variable, but it is not a variable delivery cost.  203 
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Good examples of variable delivery costs include distribution losses, some types of 204 

uncollectible expenses, and the Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax.   205 

Q. Are the principle cost drivers of ComEd’s delivery rates fixed or variable? 206 

A. ComEd’s delivery costs – like those of most other electric utilities throughout the country 207 

– are for the most part fixed in nature.  With few exceptions, those costs are not 208 

dependent on the number of kWh delivered in any given billing period.  For example, 209 

when ComEd installs a new feeder, a new distribution substation, or even a customer’s 210 

service drop, ComEd determines the capacity of that system component based on the 211 

projected peak load requirement over the long term.  The system is thereby designed and 212 

sized to be able to serve all reasonable levels of demand and use.  As the Commission 213 

noted in its Order in the 2007 Rate Case, “… distribution facilities must be planned and 214 

built to meet customers’ maximum loads.”1  For this reason, once distribution equipment 215 

is installed, ComEd does not need to go back and add or remove equipment based on 216 

period to period variations in use.  These are sunk costs. 217 

Moreover, the costs of the particular lines, substations, and other equipment do 218 

not change with the quantity of energy delivered over them.  The capital cost of that 219 

equipment is fixed, and the operation and maintenance expense related to equipment is 220 

highly insensitive to load.  It is simply no more expensive to operate and maintain well-221 

loaded equipment than lightly-loaded equipment.  “[B]ecause most distribution wires 222 

costs do not vary with usage but are fixed costs incurred to meet the peak kW demands of 223 

the customers, it would be efficient for most distribution costs to be recovered through 224 

                                                 
1 Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket No. 07-0566 (Order, Sept. 10, 2008) (“2007 Rate Case 

Order”), at 217. 
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fixed monthly charges that reflect customers’ maximum power consumption 225 

capabilities.”2 226 

Q. Are those fixed cost drivers correctly reflected in ComEd’s rates? 227 

A. No.  The proportion of distribution costs collected from the residential classes through 228 

fixed and variable charges vary greatly and without regard to the proportion of fixed 229 

costs: 230 

Class Charges 
% of Distribution 
Revenue for Class

Single Family without Space Heat 
Fixed Charges 
Variable Charges 

34% 
66% 

Multi Family without Space Heat 
Fixed Charges 
Variable Charges 

50% 
50% 

Single Family with Space Heat 
Fixed Charges 
Variable Charges 

20% 
80% 

Multi Family with Space Heat 
Fixed Charges 
Variable Charges 

32% 
68% 

Total Residential 
Fixed Charges 
Variable Charges 

37% 
63% 

 231 

Like most other utilities, ComEd’s “load-related incremental costs are much smaller than 232 

load-related charges, while the fixed costs that do not vary with loads are much larger 233 

than the revenues that are recovered through fixed monthly charges.”3  This is because 234 

ComEd’s distribution-related costs are generally incurred based upon the highest electric 235 

demands imposed on a piece of equipment or portion of the distribution system by the 236 

customer or customers that use it.  Neither the kWh use nor the demand that happens to 237 

be coincident with the system peak has anything to do with incurring this cost.     238 

                                                 
2 Kirsch & Hemphill, supra, at 5. 
3 See, e.g., Kirsch, L. & Hemphill, R., Redesigning Distribution Tariffs for Restructured Electric 

Power Markets (EEI, 2000), at 2.   
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Nonetheless, for the four residential delivery classes and the Watt-Hour Delivery 239 

Class, distribution facilities charges are based on energy use (i.e., a simple dollar per 240 

kWh charge).  In other words, the facilities charges for these customers are based on 241 

monthly use, while the corresponding distribution-related costs that ComEd incurs are 242 

associated with long-term maximum peak demands, and not at all on monthly use.  As 243 

noted in the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners Electric Utility 244 

Cost Allocation Manual (“NARUC Manual”), “there is no energy component of 245 

distribution-related costs” (NARUC Manual, issued January 1992, at 89).  The current 246 

rate design for these customers, therefore, is not reflective of the customers’ costs.   247 

Q. What are the consequences of failing to properly distinguish fixed and variable 248 

costs? 249 

A. Failing to properly make this distinction results in misallocations of costs.  Charges to 250 

individual customers are further distorted as their behavior changes, because the rates do 251 

not reflect the costs of their changed behavior. Under the current rate structure, which 252 

recovers an inordinate proportion of fixed costs in variable rates, the benefits of 253 

conservation are distorted.  Customers may think that by reducing kWh usage they are 254 

imposing fewer costs on the distribution system, when little or no distribution savings 255 

actually occur in the short term.  256 

This is why we say that confusing fixed and variable costs confounds the ability 257 

of rates to send proper price signals.  Whether the goal is to further energy efficiency, 258 

promote the use of electric vehicles, or discourage use during delivery system peaks, 259 

beginning with rates that correctly identify and recover fixed and variable costs is most 260 

likely to result in an efficient means of meeting that goal.  261 
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Q. Some argue that an SFV design inappropriately reduces the share of fixed costs that 262 

larger use customers pay.  Is this correct? 263 

A. No.  SFV aligns the customer’s cost share with the resource requirements (and costs) that 264 

the user places on the system.   265 

Q. Has the Commission adopted SFV rate designs in other recent decisions? 266 

A. Yes.  The Commission approved SFV rate designs with 80% recovery of fixed costs in 267 

customer charges in both its 2008 Ameren Illinois Utilities decision and its order 268 

approving new rates for Nicor Gas.4 269 

In AIU, the Commission stated that, under an SFV-like rate design, “utilities 270 

could not over- or under-recover their Commission-approved base rate revenue 271 

requirement with changes in sales” and that “this alternative [SFV] would also send 272 

proper price signals to customers.”  AIU at 237.  The Commission also stated that it 273 

“anticipates that this method of recovering fixed delivery costs will be simpler and easier 274 

for customers to understand than [decoupling].”  Id.  In Nicor, the Commission also 275 

adopted an 80% SFV rate design in preference to a decoupling mechanism. 276 

The Commission has also addressed concerns that a rate design with a customer 277 

charge recovering 80% of fixed costs would be detrimental to customers.  In AIU, the 278 

Commission stated:  279 

While the Commission acknowledges that the monthly charges will increase 280 
and such increases may be more apparent on bills than changes to volumetric 281 
rates, the fact remains that the volumetric rates will decrease by a 282 
corresponding amount.  Therefore, on average, there should be no overall 283 
adverse revenue impact on customers resulting from recovering a greater 284 

                                                 
4 Nicor Gas Co. ICC Docket No. 08-0363 (Order, March 25, 2009); Central Illinois Light Co., et 

al., ICC Docket Nos. 07-0585 (consol.) (Order, Sept. 24, 2008) (“AIU”), aff’d sub nom. People v. Ill. 
Commerce Comm’n, ___ Ill.App.3d ___ (4th Dist. 2009). 
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portion of fixed costs through the monthly customer charge than a volume 285 
based rate.  286 

AIU at 237.  287 

B. ComEd’s Straight Fixed Variable Rate Design Proposal 288 

Q. How is ComEd proposing to address the issue of fixed and variable delivery costs? 289 

A. ComEd proposes that the delivery rate design for the residential delivery classes that do 290 

not have demand-based charges move toward SFV in a manner similar to that approved 291 

for other delivery utilities.  In an SFV design, distribution costs are first classified as 292 

fixed or variable.  Fixed costs, which do not vary from billing period to billing period 293 

based on monthly energy use, are collected through charges (such as the customer charge 294 

and the standard metering service charge)  that also do not vary with energy use.  Those 295 

delivery costs that do vary with a customer’s energy use are recovered though charges 296 

that also change with the customer’s use (such as the Distribution Facilities Charge or 297 

“DFC” that I discuss later, and the proposed Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax Charge).   298 

Q. How does ComEd currently recover its distribution costs from customers that do 299 

not have demand-based charges? 300 

A. Currently, the fixed charge component of a bill is a charge that does not change with 301 

usage.  It has two subcomponents: (1) a Customer Charge, which includes the costs of 302 

providing standard service connections (e.g., new service), customer installations, billing 303 

computation and data management, bill issuing and processing, and customer 304 

information; and (2) a Standard Metering Service Charge, which includes the costs of 305 

providing standard metering services such as capitalized cost of meters and meter reading 306 
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expenses.  Both of these categories of fixed costs also include certain uncollectibles costs, 307 

administrative and general costs, and taxes.   308 

The variable charge component of a bill changes each billing period based on the 309 

kilowatt-hours (“kWh”) of electricity used.  It is comprised of a DFC – which includes 310 

the costs of providing standard distribution facilities – such as distribution lines, 311 

distribution substations, and transformers – as well as certain uncollectibles costs, taxes, 312 

and administrative and general costs.  A graphic illustrating these charges is below. 313 

 314 

Q. Why is ComEd proposing a change in its rate design? 315 

A. Distribution charges should recover the costs of standard distribution facilities and 316 

equipment, as well as the operating and maintenance costs of delivering electricity.  317 
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However, ComEd’s current distribution rates do not accurately reflect what drives its 318 

costs.   319 

Q. Is ComEd proposing that 100% of costs of delivering electricity to these classes be 320 

recovered through fixed rate components? 321 

No.  ComEd is proposing to phase-in an SFV rate design that will recover approximately 322 

80% of ComEd’s distribution revenue requirement through fixed rates.  Assuming that 323 

our tariffs are suspended for 11 324 

months, the phase in would be 325 

completed by the summer of 2013.  326 

That change is illustrated in the 327 

graphic to the right.  It is beyond 328 

reasonable dispute that there is 329 

misalignment between fixed 330 

charges and fixed costs; fixed costs are far more than 37% of ComEd’s delivery costs.  331 

Indeed, the capital costs alone represent more than 55% of the total $1.3 billion total 332 

residential cost of service.  Moreover, the Commission has already found for Nicor and 333 

Ameren gas LDCs that 80% is an appropriate value for ratemaking purposes.  334 

Q. Is ComEd proposing that its rate design be immediately changed to recover 80% of 335 

its delivery costs through fixed charges? 336 

A. No.  ComEd proposes a phase-in.  Again assuming an 11-month suspension, 60% of the 337 

distribution revenues for residential and watt-hour customers would be recovered from 338 

fixed charges through the May 2012 monthly billing period.  70% would be recovered 339 

through fixed charges through the May 2013 monthly billing period, and 80% thereafter.  340 
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The portion of ComEd’s fixed costs that are recovered through fixed charges will thus 341 

approach that already approved by the Commission over a period of years for AIU’s gas 342 

utilities and for Nicor Gas.  This is illustrated in the chart below. 343 

 344 

Q. Why is ComEd limiting this proposal to residential customers and customers in the 345 

Watt-Hour Delivery Class? 346 

A. For most of ComEd’s other customers, DFCs are based not on monthly kWh usage but 347 

the highest 30-minute demand established by the customer during defined peak periods.  348 

It is true that distribution facility costs are tied most closely to long-term peak demand on 349 

a facility or piece of equipment, and not individual customers’ monthly demands, but the 350 

manner in which distribution-related costs are recovered from these customers with 351 
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demand-based DFCs corresponds far more closely to cost causation than those with rates 352 

based on energy use.   353 

Q. Some argue that an SFV rate design will hurt efficiency and demand management 354 

efforts.  Is this correct? 355 

A. No.  Indeed, the opposite is true.  Misallocating fixed costs to volumetric rates creates a 356 

significant policy conflict between rates and the policy of promoting efficiency and 357 

creates a conflict of incentives for the distribution utility.  Adopting an SFV design 358 

mitigates both this policy conflict and any financial disincentive for energy efficiency and 359 

demand management programs on the utility side of the meter.   360 

Q. Why is there a policy conflict in the absence of an SFV design? 361 

A. Demand response and energy efficiency programs help customers reduce their total cost 362 

of energy.  A non-SFV design makes a utility’s ability to recover its fixed costs – costs 363 

that the utility incurs regardless of use and demand – dependent upon maintaining 364 

customer demand and/or use at test year levels.  This is because with rates that 365 

misallocate fixed costs, like ComEd now has, efficiency and demand management 366 

programs generally reduce utility revenues far more than they reduce utility costs.  367 

Moreover, although ComEd, for example, is able to recover efficiency program 368 

implementation costs under Rider EDA, its distribution rates are based on unreduced 369 

levels of energy use and demand.  The result is that rate design is in conflict both with the 370 

policy of encouraging efficiency and demand response programs and the utility’s right to 371 

recover its prudent and reasonable costs.  The Commission noted this potential conflict in 372 

approving Ameren’s recovery through fixed charges of 80% of its fixed gas delivery 373 

costs, stating that SFV rates “arguably decreases any disincentive AIU may perceive to 374 
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implementing gas efficiency programs.”5  A rate design that properly identifies and 375 

recovers fixed and variable costs can negate all these problems.  376 

Q. Does ComEd presently have successful energy efficiency programs?  377 

A. Yes.  As Val Jensen testifies, ComEd has had considerable success with its 2008 – 2010 378 

Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan (“Plan”).  The Plan implements programs 379 

that offer opportunities for all of its customers to reduce both their demand for electricity 380 

and electricity bills.  As they explain, in Plan Year 1, ComEd exceeded the statutory 381 

energy savings goals under budget, achieved industry and national awards, and created 382 

awareness about energy efficiency in its service territory.6  Moreover, ComEd’s new on-383 

bill financing program will make customer investment in energy efficiency applications 384 

even easier.7  Because Illinois’ energy efficiency requirements are ongoing, we expect 385 

these reductions in delivery service revenues to continue. 386 

Q. Is overall electricity usage per residential customer declining? 387 

A. Yes.  As the chart below indicates, weather-adjusted residential use per customer grew 388 

rapidly from 2003 through 2005.  That growth pattern ended in 2006.  Thereafter 389 

negative growth per customer continued through the recession and the implementation of390 

                                                 
5 Ameren Illinois Utilities, ICC Docket No. 07-0585 (Order, September 24, 2008) at 237. See also 

Nicor Gas Co., ICC Docket No. 08-0363 (Order, March 25, 2009) at 91. 
6 Jensen notes that an independent evaluation of Plan Year 1 found a total net savings of 163,717 

MWhs related to ComEd’s programs, 10% more than the statutory energy savings goal.  ComEd also 
delivered 14.4 MW of demand response through its Central Air Conditioning Cycling initiative by adding 
over 9,800 new participants, exceeding the statutory goal of 11.7 MW.  Based on ComEd’s preliminary 
projections for Plan Year 2, which ended May 31, 2010, ComEd believes it achieved the Plan Year 2 
savings goal of 312,339 MWhs under budget. 

7 Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket No. 10-0091 (Order, June 2, 2010). 
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 the Plan under Rider EDA.  ComEd believes that the downward trend will 391 

continue. 392 

Residential Use per Customer:  Pre and Post Test Year 393 

 394 

Q. Is SFV the same as “decoupling?” 395 

A. No, it is not.  Decoupling generally refers to a mechanism that offsets the effect of 396 

changes in use on the revenues of a distribution utility by adjusting its rates in the 397 

opposite direction.  If use goes up, the decoupling mechanism adjusts delivery unit prices 398 

down – on an after-the-fact basis – so that the utility recovers its delivery revenue 399 

requirement and no more.  Similarly, if use goes down, the mechanism adjusts prices up 400 

so that the same delivery revenue requirement is recovered.  This “decouples” revenues 401 

from use. 402 

Q. Why is ComEd proposing an SFV rate design in preference to decoupling? 403 
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A. In its 2008 AIU decision, the Commission rejected decoupling in favor of an SFV design, 404 

concluding that it made little sense to expand decoupling when the Peoples Gas 405 

decoupling pilot program has not been completed.  ComEd might consider exploring 406 

decoupling, but it appears at present – until the Peoples Gas pilot demonstrates its 407 

efficacy – the Commission prefers the SFV approach.  408 

Q. Will an SFV rate design result in higher revenues for ComEd? 409 

A. No.  The move toward SFV rates will be “revenue neutral.”  ComEd will recover no more 410 

money from customers as a whole as a result of this change in rate design.  ComEd’s 411 

revenue requirement and the total revenues that the rates are designed to recover remain 412 

unchanged.    413 

Q. Does ComEd’s proposed SFV-based rate design allow rate changes to occur 414 

gradually? 415 

A. Yes.  It includes a phase-in that avoids unnecessarily sharp changes in rates.  Moreover, 416 

once fully implemented, an SFV rate design can be expected to produce smaller 417 

variations in customer bills than the present design that confuses fixed and variable costs.   418 

Q. How has ComEd taken the social needs of low income customers into consideration 419 

in proposing to move toward a modified SFV rate design? 420 

A. ComEd is very concerned about the effects any rate design change may have on low 421 

income customers.  This is why we are also proposing an enhancement to our low income 422 

assistance programs as discussed in detail by Mary Anne Emmons (ComEd Ex. 18.0 423 

Revised).  However, the rate design for all residential customers should not be driven by 424 
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concerns regarding a subset of the larger group.  Our concern for low income customers 425 

should not be addressed by distorting the rates of all customers. 426 

The needs of customers who cannot afford their electricity charges are better and 427 

more appropriately addressed through targeted programs designed to make those charges 428 

affordable, like the program ComEd will propose in its alternative regulation filing.  That 429 

type of approach both focuses the assistance on the low income customers who need it 430 

and avoids distorting the rate design of the broader class.  Adopting a poor rate design in 431 

the hope that it will have the side effect of helping low income customers is not a wise 432 

policy.   433 

Finally, I stress that our commitment to help low income customers is not an 434 

empty promise.  ComEd is voluntarily proposing a comprehensive initiative to benefit 435 

low income customers.  That type of program, coupled with rates that reflect costs, is a 436 

better deal for low income customers. 437 

Q. Should ComEd adopt a rate design favoring all low-use customers as a means to 438 

help those low income customers that need additional assistance? 439 

A. No.  Doing so would be less effective and less fair.  Those who advocate a rate design for 440 

the residential class that favors low usage customers generally often proceed from the 441 

premise that low income customers are predominantly low usage customers.  This 442 

premise, however, leads them astray because the reverse is not true:  low usage customers 443 

are not predominantly low income.  First as Director of Pricing for Niagara Mohawk and 444 

subsequently as a consultant for utilities across the country, I saw this phenomenon again 445 

and again.  Frequently, low use accounts were for vacation or seasonally occupied 446 

apartments, condos, and homes of customers who were certainly not low income.  Other 447 
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such accounts were for smaller dwellings often occupied by younger people without 448 

regard to income.  The Commission has also addressed this issue recently, and has 449 

recognized the shortcomings of proposals to reduce rates for low-use customers as a 450 

means of assisting the disadvantaged.  The Commission concluded, in ComEd’s 2007 451 

Rate Case that “[t]here are other means in place that more precisely target the policy 452 

issue that the City seeks to address here.”8 453 

Thus, putting into effect a rate design that artificially favors low usage customers 454 

(lower rates without cost justification) will not only result in inefficient pricing but will 455 

not be very effective in achieving the social targets either.  And if a utility designs a rate 456 

for the entire residential class for the purpose of protecting low income customers, then it 457 

has created an unnecessary inefficiency in the design for all customers, which has broader 458 

social ramifications.   459 

IV. Proposed Railroad Class Cost Allocation Adjustment 460 

Q. Why is ComEd proposing that the Railroad Delivery Class receive a cost allocation 461 

adjustment that would reduce the costs allocated to that class? 462 

A. ComEd has determined that, under some circumstances, power flows through CTA and 463 

METRA owned facilities to other customers.  Those flows are largely unintended by-464 

products of the multiple-feed design that was put in place to benefit the railroads – and 465 

that continues to benefit the railroads.  However, under the unique history and 466 

circumstances of these railroads’ installations, and in light of the Commission’s past 467 

                                                 
8 2007 Rate Case Order at 212. 
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direction concerning METRA and the CTA, ComEd is proposing a cost allocation 468 

adjustment that reflects these flows through the railroad’s equipment.   469 

Q. How was this issue addressed in the 2007 Rate Order? 470 

A. Among the issues litigated in the 2007 Rate Case was the degree to which such power 471 

flows occur and whether or not such power flows are necessary for ComEd to provide 472 

service.  Based on the evidence in that case, the 2007 Rate Order (at 220) found:  473 

… that the evidence does not prove that railroad facilities are essential to 474 
reliable service of ComEd‘s customers, and does not justify preferential 475 
rate treatment on that basis at this time.  However, the evidence presented 476 
by CTA and Metra was sufficient to warrant further study. Metra has 477 
requested a load flow study to determine this question.  ComEd says the 478 
study should be called a contingency study.  The Commission directs 479 
ComEd to consult with the CTA and Metra to conduct an appropriate 480 
study to determine whether and (if so), how much ComEd uses or needs 481 
Railroad Class facilities to serve other customers. The results and 482 
conclusions of this study should be presented to the Commission in 483 
ComEd‘s next rate case. 484 

Q. Did ComEd conduct a study in accordance with the direction of the Commission? 485 

A. Yes.  ComEd and the railroads agreed on a study methodology, which focused on a non-486 

random sample of 24 of the 71 railroad traction power facilities chosen by METRA and 487 

CTA, and ComEd conducted the study on that data in accordance with the Commission’s 488 

direction.  ComEd’s report of the results of the study is attached to the testimony of Mr. 489 

Alongi (ComEd Ex. 16.0 Revised).  The railroads have confirmed that they accept that 490 

study report. 491 

Q. What did the study conclude? 492 

A. The study showed that flows through railroad owned equipment to other customers do 493 

occur.  It did not show that these flows are essential to serving customers under normal 494 
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conditions or that ComEd is unable to restore customers under outage (referred to as 495 

“contingency”) conditions without use of railroad facilities.   496 

Q. Under what circumstances would such a conclusion warrant a cost allocation 497 

adjustment? 498 

A. Normally, whether a customer unilaterally operates its facilities or installs equipment in a 499 

way that makes it harder or easier for ComEd to serve other customers are not grounds 500 

for a rate adjustment, so long as the customer operates within established minimum 501 

standards.  As ComEd’s operations witnesses testify, ComEd designs its system to be 502 

efficient, safe, and reliable under those conditions.  Here, however, four unique 503 

circumstances lead ComEd to propose a cost allocation adjustment.   504 

 First, the Commission directed that CTA and METRA receive special rate 505 

consideration.  See Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket No. 05-0597 (Order, 506 

July 26, 2006) at 190.  507 

 Second, power is actually flowing through the railroads’ equipment to other 508 

ComEd customers under certain circumstances.  This is not a case where 509 

customer owned equipment helps other customers incidentally or by improving 510 

local system conditions (e.g., voltage or power factor).  Under certain 511 

circumstances, the railroads’ equipment is actually being used to serve others. 512 

 Third, the installation and use of the customers’ equipment was not unilateral.  513 

The systems serving the CTA and METRA were installed by ComEd and the 514 

railroads, often working together, over decades.  This is not a case where a 515 

customer simply chose to install equipment and then demanded a rate adjustment. 516 
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 Fourth, the railroad equipment is constructed to utility standards and operated in a 517 

manner comparable to how a utility would operate the equipment.  The railroad 518 

facilities are not only configured in a way that allows ComEd to use them 519 

(although the primary purpose of this configuration is to benefit the railroads), but 520 

their operators are available to ComEd during contingency conditions. 521 

Q. How did ComEd determine the amount of the appropriate cost allocation 522 

adjustment? 523 

A. ComEd determined the cost allocation adjustment in a manner analogous to how cost 524 

allocations are calculated for ComEd equipment that is used in a shared manner for 525 

service to ComEd retail customers and by others.  The most prevalent example of this is 526 

when a distribution facility serves both retail customers and one or more wholesale 527 

customers.  In that case, FERC and the Commission have accepted a methodology that 528 

calculates a depreciated cost and resulting equivalent revenue requirement for the assets 529 

and allocates that cost based upon the customers’ respective use.   530 

In this case, it is impossible to calculate precisely the depreciated value of the 531 

railroad assets through which electricity may flow to other customers.  This is both 532 

because ComEd lacks precise data about when equipment was installed and because 533 

some of the railroad equipment was actually built by ComEd and ownership was later 534 

transferred to the railroads.  Given that – and because of the Commission’s prior express 535 

directive with respect to the Railroad Delivery Class – ComEd adopted a very favorable 536 

assumption that the total costs equaled the costs that ComEd would incur to install 12kV 537 
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busses and breakers on a completely undepreciated basis.  The carrying cost of the 538 

investment was then calculated using ComEd’s requested cost of capital.9 539 

To allocate the investment carrying costs between the railroads and ComEd we 540 

would normally calculate a usage ratio:  the ratio of use by the railroad to use by others.  541 

However, such an approach is problematic in this case because data required to calculate 542 

the usage ratio is not readily available for numerous possible contingencies that could 543 

result in electricity flowing through railroad facilities.  Moreover, the use alone would not 544 

reflect the fact that the railroads requested multiple line feed service years ago for their 545 

own purposes and to provide “insurance” against a single line outage.  Nor would it 546 

reflect the fact that the unique service arrangement can also be viewed as providing a 547 

form of insurance for ComEd’s other customers, although in their case they did not 548 

request the insurance.  This joint insurance function takes particular precedence here 549 

because, regardless of the flows, ComEd could serve all its other customers without the 550 

railroads’ equipment during the great majority of times when there is no outage.  551 

Therefore, given the fact that the intended and primary beneficiaries of both the looped 552 

design and the railroads’ equipment are the railroads themselves, a 1/3 allocation was 553 

chosen.  In once again keeping with the Commission’s directive, this allocation is almost 554 

certain to be more favorable to the railroads than the allocation that would result from a 555 

calculation of an actual usage ratio. 556 

ComEd, therefore, proposes a cost allocation adjustment in ComEd’s embedded 557 

cost of service study that reallocates from the Railroad Delivery Class to other customer 558 

classes 1/3 of the annual carrying cost of the undepreciated investment that would be 559 

                                                 
9 If ComEd is allowed a different cost of capital, this calculation should be adjusted accordingly. 
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required for ComEd to install 12kV busses and breakers at locations equivalent to such 560 

railroad owned facilities located at the 71 railroad traction power substations.  The details 561 

of this calculation and the cost allocation adjustment are explained in the testimony of 562 

Mr. Alongi.  While ComEd is urging the Commission to slowly move the railroad class 563 

back towards cost, we believe that the cost allocation adjustment we propose is in 564 

keeping with the Commission’s previous direction to ComEd concerning METRA and 565 

CTA. 566 

V. Overview of Companion Alternative Regulation Plan 567 

Q. How does the alternative regulation plan ComEd will propose relate to this case? 568 

A. ComEd’s alternative regulation plan is a companion to this rate case.  Although it will be 569 

initiated by a separate Petition, it will work together with the rate filing to bring 570 

additional benefits to customers, including significant additional assistance to low income 571 

customers. ComEd will be filing this plan, under Section 9-244 of the Public Utilities Act 572 

(“PUA”), in approximately 60 days.  This staggered filing allows the two filings to be 573 

considered and decided together10 and also allows time, as I explain below, for ComEd to 574 

discuss further the draft alternative regulation proposal with stakeholders. 575 

Q. Is ComEd currently able to provide the Commission and parties with any additional 576 

information about its alternative regulation plan? 577 

A. Yes.  While every feature of the plan is not final, ComEd wants the Commission and 578 

stakeholders to have the opportunity to begin studying and reacting to the plan now.  To 579 

                                                 
10 Section 9-244 has a nine-month review period, instead of the eleven-month maximum period 

applicable to tariff filings generally.  Therefore, for the proposals to be decided together, the alternative 
regulation petition must be filed two months after the tariffs initiating the general rate case. 
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aid in that, ComEd will shortly circulate to an exemplar Petition, exemplar supporting 580 

testimony, and an exemplar alternative regulation tariff.  We urge Staff and interested 581 

stakeholders to study and react to those drafts before a proposal is formally filed.  ComEd 582 

will listen to the comments and consider them fairly.  The formal and informal 583 

collaboration that occurred in connection with the AMI Pilot and the ongoing Illinois 584 

Statewide Smart Grid Collaborative resulted in genuine improvements to the original 585 

proposals.  We hope for similar benefits from this informal opportunity for collaboration. 586 

Q. What is the basic structure of the alternative regulation plan? 587 

A. ComEd’s alternative regulation plan is designed to enable ComEd to invest up to $130 588 

million more in distribution infrastructure than would occur under the proposed general 589 

rates.  This infrastructure investment will benefit customers directly, through better 590 

service and lower costs, and indirectly, through environmental improvements, creation of 591 

high-quality well-paying jobs, and economic stimulus.  The alternative regulatory 592 

structure will give ComEd strong and immediate performance incentives and hold 593 

ComEd to real cost benchmarks.  ComEd anticipates its filing will: 594 

1. Call for ComEd to file in late 2011 a Smart Grid implementation plan that 595 

builds on the AMI Pilot, the Illinois Statewide Smart Grid Collaborative 596 

(“ISSGC”) report, and the results of any policy docket the Commission 597 

adopts.  The plan will include up to $95 million in investment over a 598 

roughly two-year period in AMI and distribution automation projects that 599 

have positive net benefits.   600 

2. Authorize ComEd to devote an additional $45 million, including $30 in 601 

new capital investment, to accelerate the proactive maintenance and 602 
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reconstruction of manholes and mainline cable in Chicago and other urban 603 

areas with similar systems. For this investment, we expect to be able to 604 

rebuild or refurbish approximately 3,500 manholes and replace 605 

approximately 27 miles of cable, preventing about 35,000 customer 606 

interruptions over 18 months.  607 

3. Authorize $5 million to be invested in plug-in electric utility vehicles and 608 

associated charging stations.  This operational pilot will both educate 609 

ComEd and the public about commercial uses of electric vehicles and will 610 

have its own environmental benefits. 611 

4. Provide $10 million annually to assist low income customers who are not 612 

able to participate in the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program 613 

(“LIHEAP”) or the Percentage of Income Payment Plan (“PIPP”).  614 

ComEd will distribute these funds through programs patterned on current 615 

ComEd-administered programs that will otherwise end in 2011 – 616 

programs described in detail in the direct testimony of ComEd witness 617 

Mary Anne Emmons (ComEd Ex. 18.0 Revised) – and recover its costs 618 

through the alternative regulation tariff.   619 

5. Implement strong incentives.  The Commission will approve O&M and 620 

capital budgets for each project.  ComEd will recover only budgeted O&M 621 

expenses, but minus a 5% deduction capped at $2 million.  That deduction 622 

will be passed back to customers, on top of any savings already included 623 

in the budget.  On the capital side, ComEd’s rate of return on its 624 

investments will vary significantly depending on whether ComEd’s 625 
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successfully meets or beats the capital budget, within a ±5% deadband.  626 

Also, if we exceed the deadband, the any investments above the budget 627 

will be recoverable only if found prudent in a later rate case.   628 

6. Establish a prospective biennial review process.  ComEd will keep the 629 

Commission and stakeholders fully informed of the programs so that the 630 

review may be informed and efficient.   631 

A table showing the capital and O&M expenses that we expect to propose for 632 

each project is below. 633 

 634 

Of course, the Smart Grid investment and O&M shown is the most the ComEd will 635 

initially propose.  The actual Smart Grid spending will require further Commission review 636 

beyond approval of the alternative regulation pilot itself. 637 

Q. How does ComEd’s alternative regulation proposal differ from a cost tracking 638 

rider? 639 

A. First and foremost, our proposal is made under Section 9-244 of the PUA.  It must meet 640 

the requirements of that law; a tracking rider need not.  Moreover, ComEd is accepting 641 

far greater risk than it would under a tracking rider.  If its capital investment exceeds the 642 

budget deadband, ComEd will earn a lower return on the incremental investment and is at 643 
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risk that such incremental investments will be found imprudent in a future rate case.  644 

ComEd will also forego recovery of 5% of its O&M costs, up to a cap of $2 million, 645 

giving customers an immediate financial benefit on top of the benefits they receive from 646 

the programs themselves.  Furthermore, if ComEd’s O&M expenses turn out to be higher 647 

than budgeted, ComEd will absorb the difference without later recovery.  Only if ComEd 648 

outperforms the budgeted O&M expenses by more than this deduction can it keep any 649 

difference.  650 

Q. You stated that the Smart Grid implementation plan will be integrated with the 651 

Commission-approved AMI Pilot and ISSGC process.  How will this occur? 652 

A. The ISSGC will have reported its conclusions to the Commission by October 1, 2010, 653 

and the AMI Pilot data should be studied and analyzed, and final reports issued, by 654 

September 30, 2011.  The Smart Grid portion of ComEd’s proposal will build on the 655 

information provided by the AMI Pilot and the ISSGC process.  We also understand that 656 

the Commission will be initiating a docket to consider Smart Grid policy questions.  The 657 

filing will also reflect any policy decisions made in that case.  In short, our plan provides 658 

the means of moving forward with Smart Grid programs once we have the results of the 659 

AMI Pilot and the ISSGC and the Commission’s policy direction. 660 

Q. What would Commission approval of the plan allow ComEd to implement prior to 661 

the conclusion of the AMI Pilot, the ISSGC, and the Commission’s policy docket? 662 

A. The plan itself would allow ComEd implement its accelerated urban underground 663 

reinvestment program, utility electric vehicle pilot, and expanded Low Income Assistance 664 

Program immediately upon approval.  The plan would simply establish mechanism for 665 

promptly implementing future Commission-approved Smart Grid programs, including the 666 
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incentive for ComEd to implement them efficiently.  No investments would be approved 667 

without considering the AMI Pilot results, the ISSGC report, and the Commission’s 668 

Smart Grid policy. 669 

Q. Why should ComEd’s alternative regulation proposal be considered by the 670 

Commission at the same time as ComEd’s general rate case? 671 

A. For several compelling reasons.  First, deployment of Smart Grid technology on a 672 

significant scale will require capital investment that is not included in ComEd’s current 673 

revenue requirement and could not occur without an increase in ComEd’s proposed rates 674 

or diverting capital from other important uses.  By considering the alternative regulation 675 

proposal together with the rate case, the Commission – and stakeholders – can assess the 676 

incremental costs and benefits to customers at the same time as it considers ComEd’s 677 

basic revenue requirement.  Equally important, ComEd will be able to assess whether the 678 

base rate revenues the Commission approves in this Docket are adequate to support the 679 

additional “up front” capital investment required by the alternative regulation proposal.  680 

Even if the alternative regulation proposal is approved without limitation, it will impose 681 

significant additional capital requirements on ComEd that cannot be borne without 682 

adequate rates. 683 

Q. How does ComEd propose to coordinate the alternative regulation and rate 684 

proceedings? 685 

A. ComEd will file its Petition seeking approval of its alternative regulation plan 686 

approximately 60 days after the filing of the tariffs that are the subject of this docket.  687 

Assuming that the Commission considers ComEd’s general rate increase for the 11-688 

month period allowed and that it considers ComEd’s alternative regulation proposal for 689 
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the 9-month period provided under Section 9-244 of the PUA, the Commission can 690 

decide the matters together.   691 

VI. Conclusion 692 

Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 693 

A. Yes.  694 
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