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I, Ross C. Hemphill, having been duly sworn, hereby depose and state, under oath and 

based on my personal knowledge, as follows: 

1. I am Vice President, Regulatory Policy & Strategy, of Commonwealth Edison 

Company (“ComEd”).  As Vice President, Regulatory Policy and Strategy, I have executive 

responsibility for the development of ComEd’s regulatory policies and strategies for ComEd’s 

distribution business and for ComEd’s distribution rates.  This responsibility includes 

development of ComEd’s distribution tariffs and rate proposals in this proceeding.  I also have a 

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

called for in the Illinois Commerce Commission’s (“Commission” or “ICC”) Final Orders in 

Docket Nos. 07-0566 and 09-0263. 

2. Prior to my current position, I served as ComEd’s Director, Rates & Regulatory 

Strategies, where I managed ComEd’s rate department and managed and coordinated ComEd’s 

relationship with Illinois regulatory bodies including the Commission and its Staff.  Prior to 

joining ComEd in 2009, I was a Director at Black & Veatch Corporation, which is a company 

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

management consulting and environmental markets, as well as support to federal agencies.  From 
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2007 to 2008, I was a Principal Consultant at Freeman, Sullivan & Co., a firm that provides 

expert testimony, statistical analysis, economic modeling, field studies, and data collection that 

can serve as the basis for public policy programs and for business and litigation strategy.  From 

2005 until 2007, I was a Vice President at NERA Economic Consulting where I provided a broad 

range of rate related and regulatory services to utility clients.  My entire professional career has 

been spent in the energy and utility industries in positions in industry, government, and non-

profit regulatory support organizations.  I hold a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Economics from 

Lewis University and a Master of Science with a concentration in Economics from Indiana State 

University.  In 1988, I earned a Ph.D. in Resource Economics from The Ohio State University.  

3. The purpose of my Affidavit is to attest to the certain facts surrounding ComEd’s 

filing of proposed tariffs seeking a rate increase on June 30, 2010, and the filing of Supplemental 

Direct Testimony on August 9, 2010.  The investigation of these tariffs, now suspended, is ICC 

Docket No. 10-0467.   Thus, I swear and affirm that the facts stated in the “Response Of 

Commonwealth Edison Company to React’s Verified Petition for Interlocutory Review” are true 

and correct, to the best of my knowledge and ability.   

Planning of ComEd’s Rate Case and the  
Impact of the Rate Design Investigation Order 

4. In late 2009, ComEd determined that it would propose new rates in order to better 

recover costs and immediately began preparing its filing and the information required by the 

applicable Rules of the Commission, e.g., Title 83, Illinois Administrative Code, Parts 285, 286, 

and 287.  Considering the sheer volume of information to be compiled, schedules to be prepared, 

and testimony written, it was necessary to begin preparation of the filing several months in 

advance of the filing date.  Ultimately ComEd’s June 30, 2010 rate filing consisted of 1,931 
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pages of testimony from 18 witnesses, with the total filing comprised of nearly 15,000 pages of 

documentation.  

5. In ICC Docket No. 08-05321, the Commission investigation into ComEd’s rate 

design (“Rate Design Investigation Docket”), the Administrative Law Judges’ Proposed Interim 

Order was issued on February 1, 2010.  The Proposed Interim Order recommended that the 

parties engage in workshops to be completed within six months of the Interim Order to resolve a 

number of issues including primary and secondary distribution costs and customer services costs.  

See Proposed Interim Order at 39-40, 68, and 83.  However, when the Final Order was issued on 

April 21, 2010, the Commission rejected the recommended workshops and ordered that ComEd 

perform certain analyses in its next rate case.  See Final Order at 39-49, 68-70, and 83.  The Final 

Order in the Rate Design Investigation Docket was distributed to the parties in that docket on 

April 23, 2010. 

Primary and Secondary Distribution Costs Analysis 

6. With respect to the primary and secondary cost issue, the Proposed Interim Order 

found that “the ECOSS to be filed by ComEd, in its next rate case and at the completion of the 

workshop process, should reflect that customers receiving untransformed power at 4 kilovolt 

(kV) are primary system customers who should be identified” and that “[r]ates charged to these 

customers should be adjusted to reflect that they do not use the secondary distribution system”.  

Additionally, such ECOSS “should reflect that customers receiving power through transformers 

at levels below 4kV should be considered secondary system customers and charged 

accordingly”.  See Proposed Interim Order at 83.   

                                                 
1 Based on its order in ComEd’s last rate case, ICC Docket No. 07-0566, the Commission ordered an 

investigation into ComEd’s rate design and initiated ICC Docket No. 08-0532.  See ICC Docket No. 08-0532, 
Initiating Order, September 10, 2008. 
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7. In February 2010, based upon the Rate Design Investigation Proposed Interim 

Order and in anticipation that the workshops described in that Order would be ordered by the 

Commission, ComEd extracted customer account information from the Customer Information 

Management System (“CIMS”) to identify meters with Potential Transformers (“PTs”)2 as the 

first step in the process to identify customers receiving service at a primary voltage (i.e., 4kV, 

12kV, or 34kV) and those receiving service through transformers at levels below 4kV.  Through 

analysis of the data extraction, ComEd identified almost 1,400 customer accounts with 2,800 

meter points with PTs that potentially were customers receiving service at a primary voltage, 

subject to further verification.   Additionally, these 1,400 customer accounts also had almost 

5,500 other meter points without PTs which received service from ComEd at a secondary 

voltage.  These almost 5,500 other additional meter points should not receive rates “adjusted to 

reflect that they do not use the secondary distribution system”.  Thus, in order to develop 

appropriate billing determinants and load profiles for the purpose of designing rates based on the 

voltage at which ComEd delivers electric service, ComEd needed to also manually prepare 

queries by meter to extract the kilowatt-hour (kWh) usage, kilowatt (kW) demand, and hourly 

kWh profiles for these secondary voltage meter points separately from the extractions for the 

meter points that are identified as meter points eligible for rates “adjusted to reflect that they do 

not use the secondary distribution system.”   

8. Further verification of the meter points with PTs was necessary because, while all 

of the 2,800 meter points measure electric usage and demand at a primary voltage, some of those 

                                                 
2 A potential transformer is a meter-related device that steps down a primary voltage to a lower voltage for 

purpose of measuring electrical use with a meter.  The use of a PT indicates that the customer’s electrical usage is 
measured at a primary voltage (i.e., 4kV, 12kV, or 34kV). 
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primary voltage meter points have ComEd-provided secondary voltage transformers3 after the 

primary voltage meters.  In those cases, the customers receive service at a secondary voltage.  

Those service points needed to be identified because such service would not be eligible for rates 

“adjusted to reflect that they do not use the secondary distribution system”.  In order to classify 

the almost 2,800 meter points with PTs as (1) meter points with no ComEd transformation, (2) 

meter points with ComEd-provided secondary voltage transformation after the primary voltage 

meter, or (3) meter points with ComEd-provided primary voltage transformation, ComEd 

developed six service categories in which to classify the service points. 4   

9. ComEd attempted to classify the almost 2,800 meter points with PTs into one of 

the categories with the use of the ComEd Graphical Information System (“CEGIS”).  However, 

of the almost 2,800 meters with PTs, only 340 were identified as primary voltage meters in 

CEGIS (largely because mapping of such meter data was not required for CEGIS core function).  

Even for these 340 meters with PTs that were mapped in CEGIS, the CEGIS system does not 

have the ability to automatically categorize the service points into one of the six categories 

shown.  Thus, it was necessary to perform a manual review of all 2,800 meter points with PTs.  

This review would take about two hours to complete per customer account, or 2,800 labor-hours 

(2 hours x 1,400 customer accounts) to complete the entire review.  Because ComEd did not 

have the personnel available to complete such a labor-intensive review, Primera Engineering 

(“Primera”) was retained to perform the review.  The review began on or about April 5, 2010.  It 

                                                 
3 A transformation of primary service with ComEd-provided transformation to below 2,400 volts is referred 

to in this affidavit as a “secondary voltage transformer”.  Similarly, a transformation of primary service (i.e., electric 
conductors entering the retail customer's premises above 4,000 volts but below 69,000 volts) with ComEd-provided 
transformation to 2,400 volts or above is referred to in this affidavit as a “primary voltage transformer”.   

4 Multiple categories for customers receiving a primary voltage were necessary because ultimately the 
Commission concluded that “[c]ustomers who do not require transformers to step down their voltage should be 
identified and should receive a downward rate adjustment reflective of transformation cost savings.” See Final Order 
at 39.   
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was anticipated that the review would require almost 15 weeks (through the middle of July 2010) 

to complete, using five dedicated Primera employees. 

10. Once the Commission’s Final Order was entered on April 21, 2010, directing 

ComEd to provide this analysis in its next rate case, ComEd attempted to expedite the customer 

account review process in order to include the analysis in its upcoming rate filing.  However, 

there still was a significant amount of additional work that needed to be performed after the 

customer account review process was completed.  That is, once all of the accounts and service 

points were identified and classified, ComEd needed to prepare an alternative primary/secondary 

analysis, an alternative class load study, an alternative distribution loss study, an alternative 

embedded cost of service study (“alternative ECOSS”), an exemplar rate design, exemplar tariff 

exhibits, and corresponding testimony.  ComEd estimated this additional work would take four 

weeks to complete after the data was available, or until the middle of August, 2010. 

11. Further, as of June 25, 2010, Primera had only completed a review of about 900 

of the 1,400 accounts, logging 1,230 hours of labor.  The almost 450 accounts left to be reviewed 

were inside the City of Chicago and ComEd’s Des Plaines Valley Area (“DVA”), an area just 

west of Chicago.  However, Primera’s initial review of some of these Chicago and DVA 

customer accounts were found to take much longer to complete due to Primera’s lack of access 

to high-rise one-line diagrams and customer switch gear.  Consequently, ComEd employees 

reviewed these remaining accounts.  Even with all the efforts of ComEd and Primera, the 

analysis could not be completed prior to ComEd’s expected rate case filing.  Thus, it was 

determined that supplemental direct testimony would be filed to comply with the Rate Design 

Investigation Order.  
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12. On July 23, 2010, the review of the remaining accounts was completed.  ComEd’s 

Retail Rates group then completed the extraction of usage, demand, and hourly profiles for the 

almost 900 customer accounts with 1,500 meter points designated as primary voltage service 

points and another almost 2,500 secondary voltage meter points on these same accounts.  With 

the alternative primary/secondary analysis complete, ComEd was then able to prepare an 

alternative class load study, an alternative distribution loss study, an alternative embedded cost 

of service study, develop an exemplar rate design, prepare exemplar tariff exhibits, and develop 

corresponding testimonies, which were filed on August 9, 2010. 

Customer Services Costs Analysis 

13. With respect to the customer services cost issue, the Proposed Interim Order 

found that ComEd is to file “an embedded cost of service study … and include the results of its 

avoided cost study.”  See Id. at 68-69.  In the Rate Design Investigation Final Order dated April 

21, 2010, the Commission ordered that these two studies be filed in ComEd’s next rate case. 

14. Because of their nature and the nature of the data on which they relied, these two 

studies – with respect to customer care costs – had to be conducted by, or with the central 

involvement of, internal ComEd personnel.  To comply, ComEd would have needed to update 

the Avoided Cost Study provided in the Rate Design Investigation Docket, using 2009 costs to 

match the rate case test year.  Additionally, ComEd needed to perform an embedded analysis of 

its customer services costs, a study that ComEd had not previously performed.  ComEd has 

maintained for several years, and in several Commission proceedings, that the proper way to 

analyze any potential supply costs within the customer services costs is to perform an avoided 

cost study based on customer switching.  No intervenor directly requested that ComEd perform 

an embedded analysis during the Rate Design Investigation Docket.  Therefore, unlike the 
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Primary/Secondary Distribution Cost analysis, ComEd could not begin working on such a study 

after the issuance of the Proposed Interim Order.  Because the embedded study was a new 

concept, ComEd’s Regulatory and Legal personnel spent a considerable amount of time 

determining what exactly the Final Order was requesting ComEd to do (i.e. what the 

Commission wanted and did not want). 

15. Importantly, ComEd understood that both studies would have to be applied to the 

customer services costs that are extracted from its financial systems, which were also included in 

its ECOSS for the forthcoming general rate case.  When ComEd compiles a general rate case, 

that ECOSS is updated, reviewed, and ultimately goes through several iterations before it is 

deemed final and ready for filing.  Thus, the customer services cost studies team had to (1) 

extract the customer services costs from its financial systems in 2009; and (2) develop a new and 

never before utilized procedure to analyze these costs in an “embedded” methodology. 

16. ComEd’s Regulatory group recognized that many of the same ComEd personnel 

that would be needed to complete the two studies were already necessarily occupied with 

preparing other aspects of the general rate case to be filed on or before June 30, 2010.  During a 

meeting on May 13, 2010, the Regulatory group instructed Customer Operations to update the 

avoided cost study for 2009 costs (“Switching Study”)5.   

17. When originally performed for the Rate Design Investigation Docket, the 

Switching Study took over three months to complete.  To update the Switching Study, ComEd 

did not simply assume that the results determined during the Rate Design Investigation Docket 

would be the same.  Each department was re-requested to provide the information for the study.  

                                                 
5As referred to in Ronald Donovan’s supplemental direct testimony, ComEd Ex. 19.0. 



 

9 

While Customer Operations forecasted that the update would take about two weeks, because of 

the difficulty of securing the required data, it took all of June 2010 and part of July to complete 

the updated Switching Study.  The Switching Study was completed in mid-July 2010. 

18.  Because the embedded cost study (the “Allocation Study”) was a complete new 

construct, research was conducted to see whether any other utility in any other state had ever 

dealt with the directive that ComEd faced with respect to the Allocation Study.  The research 

showed that the Allocation Study was an unprecedented approach to analyzing departments’ 

costs.  That is, preparation of the Allocation Study would require a methodology to be developed 

by ComEd from the ground up, as there were no other methodologies employed elsewhere in the 

country that could be used as reasonable starting point.  Meetings were then held in a strong push 

to develop a methodology to complete of the Allocation Study as rapidly as possible.  Following 

numerous meetings and discussions with different departments across the company, ComEd 

developed a strategy for determining how much of a department’s function may or may not be 

“supply related” using an embedded approach.  After this work was finished, the Allocation 

Study was concluded the weekend before the filing of supplemental direct testimony on 

August 9, 2010. 

19. Finally, during the week before the August 9th filing, ComEd and its supplemental 

direct witnesses formulated their testimonies (subject to revisions based upon the final studies). 

 




