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INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 2 

A. My name is Dwight D. Etheridge.  I am a Principal and Vice President with Exeter 3 

Associates, Inc. (“Exeter”), an economics consulting firm specializing in the economics 4 

of regulated industry.  My business address is 10480 Little Patuxent Parkway, Suite 300, 5 

Columbia, Maryland 21044.    6 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL 7 

BACKGROUND? 8 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Business Administration from the University of 9 

California, Berkeley.  I have twenty-four years of experience in the public utility 10 

industry.  My work has been focused on business plan development, industry 11 

restructuring, rate design, class cost-of-service studies, load forecasting, resource 12 

planning, transmission system evaluations, power procurement, distributed generation, 13 

telecommunications, and contract negotiations.  From 1986 until 1999 I worked in 14 

progressively more responsible positions at Nevada Power Company, eventually 15 
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reporting to the chief executive officer while leading a team of experts assigned to 1 

industry restructuring issues.  After the merger of Sierra Pacific Resources and Nevada 2 

Power Company in 1999, I worked on a variety of strategic and diverse projects related to 3 

industry restructuring, mergers, telecommunications, and resource planning. 4 

In 2004 I became an independent consultant and worked with clients on rate 5 

design, strategic planning, competitive market analyses, and industry restructuring 6 

projects.  In 2006 I joined Exeter as a Senior Analyst and in 2008 I became a Principal 7 

and Vice President in the firm.  My recent consulting work with Exeter has focused on a 8 

variety of projects related to wholesale commodity energy markets, options studies for 9 

federal facilities served at transmission voltage, review of retail service arrangements, 10 

and regulated ratemaking.  11 

I have provided expert testimony on twenty-four occasions before the Public 12 

Utilities Commission of Nevada and the Nevada Legislature, and most recently before 13 

the Maryland Public Service Commission, on a variety of topics including:  load 14 

forecasting, class cost-of-service studies and rate design, industry restructuring, and 15 

transmission system evaluations. I have not previously testified before the Illinois 16 

Commerce Commission (“Commission”). 17 

A summary of my qualifications is included as an appendix to this testimony. 18 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?  19 

A. The U.S. Department of Energy (“DOE”), on behalf of the Federal Executive Agencies 20 

(“FEA”), asked Exeter to evaluate the reasonableness of Commonwealth Edison 21 

Company’s (“ComEd” or the “Company”) proposed distribution loss factors in this case, 22 

in general, and specifically with regard to three major FEA facilities receiving 23 

distribution service from ComEd.  I led this investigation on behalf of Exeter.  24 

Q. WHAT MAJOR FEA FACILITIES TAKE SERVICE FROM COMED?   25 
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A. Two large DOE science laboratories take retail delivery service from ComEd.  Fermi 1 

National Accelerator Laboratory (“Fermilab”) has a peak demand of approximately 63 2 

megawatts (“MW”), and Argonne National Laboratory (“Argonne”) has a peak demand 3 

of approximately 42 MW.  The U.S. Navy’s Naval Training Center – Great Lakes 4 

(“Great Lakes”) also takes delivery service from ComEd has an annual peak demand 5 

around 22 MW.  All three FEA sites receive service under ComEd’s Rate RDS – Retail 6 

Delivery Service at rates for the High Voltage Delivery Class, which are applicable to 7 

customers served by conductors entering the retail customer’s premises at or above 69 8 

kilovolts (“kV”). 9 

Q. WHAT DOES IT COST THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ON AN ANNUAL 10 

BASIS FOR DISTRIBUTION LOSSES ASSOCIATED WITH POWER 11 

SUPPLY TO THESE THREE FEDERAL FACILITIES? 12 

A. The federal government incurs approximately $720,000 in additional power supply costs 13 

on an annual basis associated with ComEd’s distribution loss factors. 14 

Q. HOW DID YOU CONDUCT YOUR EVALUATION OF COMED’S 15 

PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION LOSS FACTORS? 16 

A. I employed the help of Mr. Kirk Patterson of Patterson Consulting, a sub-contractor to 17 

Exeter, to undertake an evaluation of ComEd’s distribution loss study, and I researched 18 

ComEd’s retail and wholesale filings with regard to issues associated with losses. 19 

Q. WHAT INFORMATION HAVE YOU REVIEWED AS PART OF YOUR 20 

EVALUATION OF COMED’S PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION LOSS FACTORS 21 

IN THIS CASE? 22 

A. I have reviewed the following information as part of my evaluation of ComEd’s proposed 23 

distribution loss factors in this case:  (1) the limited information ComEd has provided on 24 

how it developed key inputs used in its distribution loss study; (2) the calculations 25 
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ComEd performed within its distribution loss study to develop the proposed distribution 1 

loss factors; (3) loss studies prepared by ComEd to develop distribution loss factors 2 

applicable for distribution service to ComEd’s wholesale customers; (4) descriptions of 3 

and information related to the electrical equipment used to provide distribution service to 4 

Fermilab, Argonne, and Great Lakes, which were provided to me by ComEd staff and 5 

knowledgeable representatives that work at these three federal government facilities; and 6 

(5) discovery responses provided by ComEd to DOE and other interveners in this case. 7 

 8 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 9 

Q. MR. ETHERIDGE, BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND 10 

RECOMMENDATIONS.   11 

A. I concur with Mr. Patterson’s conclusion that it is grossly unreasonable for ComEd to 12 

assess a distribution loss factor for the large portion of Fermilab’s electrical load that is 13 

connected directly to ComEd’s 345 kV transmission system and is metered at that 14 

voltage.  As explained by Mr. Patterson, the distribution losses that occur to serve these 15 

loads are effectively zero.  I recommend that the Commission order ComEd to add 16 

language to its Rate RDS that states that ComEd’s distribution loss factors are not 17 

applicable to that portion of a retail customer’s usage that is metered at or above 138 18 

kilovolts. 19 

As regards ComEd’s proposed distribution loss factor of 1.93 percent (see ComEd 20 

Ex. 16.19 Revised and ComEd Ex. 16.21 Revised, Sheet 75) for the High Voltage 21 

Delivery Class, I have reason to believe that that number significantly overstates the true 22 

distribution losses for this rate class.  I compared the methodology ComEd recently 23 

employed to develop distribution losses for one of its wholesale customers with the 24 

methodology ComEd is proposing in this case.  Within each of those methodologies, 25 
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ComEd prepares estimates of transformer-related losses for large customers.  I discovered 1 

that ComEd’s proposed distribution loss study in this case produces transformer-related 2 

loss estimates for large customers that are three times greater than the loss estimates that 3 

result using the methodology ComEd employed for the wholesale customer, creating 4 

significant doubt as to the reasonableness of ComEd’s proposed distribution loss factors 5 

for the High Voltage Delivery Class in this case. 6 

Finally, I’ve identified what I believe to be a tariff administration issue that 7 

requires a change to ComEd’s tariffs.  The wording of the distribution loss factor formula 8 

and the format used to present the distribution loss factors present the potential for 9 

confusion.  I recommend two alternative tariff changes to eliminate this potential. 10 

 11 

LOSSES ASSOCIATED WITH RETAIL DELIVERY SERVICE TO  12 

FERMILAB’S KAUTZ ROAD SUBSTATION 13 

Q. HOW DOES COMED PROVIDE RETAIL DELIVERY SERVICE TO DOE’S 14 

FERMILAB?   15 

A. ComEd provides retail delivery service to Fermilab primarily over 345 kV transmission 16 

lines connected to two government-owned substations, the Master and Kautz Road 17 

substations.  Mr. Patterson provides greater detail on equipment used to provide delivery 18 

service to these two substations in his testimony.  Fermilab’s very small remaining 19 

portion of its electric load that receives retail delivery service from ComEd is served over 20 

lower voltage ComEd distribution facilities.   21 

Q. WHAT ARE FERMILAB’S ANNUAL ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AT 22 

THESE TWO SUBSTATIONS? 23 

A. Almost 99 percent of Fermilab’s 428,000 MWh of annual consumption is delivered by 24 

ComEd to Fermilab’s two high voltage substations, the Master and Kautz Road 25 
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substations.  The energy delivered to these substations is split on approximately a 55/45 1 

basis, with 55 percent of the energy flowing to the Master Substation and 45 percent 2 

flowing to the Kautz Road Substation.  For the purposes of discussion, approximately 3 

233,000 MWh (428,000 MWh x 0.99 x 0.55) flow through the Master Substation, and 4 

approximately 191,000 MWh (428,000 MWh x 0.99 x 0.45) flow through the Kautz 5 

Road Substation.  An additional 4,000 MWh (428,000 MWh x one percent) are 6 

associated with Fermilab’s electric load at lower voltages. 7 

Q. WHAT DOES COMED CHARGE DOE FOR THE RETAIL DELIVERY 8 

SERVICE IT PROVIDES TO FERMILAB? 9 

A. ComEd charges DOE for Retail Delivery Service pursuant to Rate RDS, Retail Delivery 10 

Service. 11 

Q. DOES COMED ASSESS DOE FOR DISTRIBUTION LOSSES AS PART OF 12 

THE RETAIL DELIVERY SERVICE IT PROVIDES TO FERMILAB? 13 

A. It does.  I’ve attached one page from ComEd’s proposed Rate RDS that addresses system 14 

losses to my testimony as DOE Exhibit 1.1 (see ComEd Ex. 16.21 Revised, Sheet 75). 15 

Q. HOW DOES COMED ASSESS DOE’S FERMILAB FOR DISTRIBUTION 16 

LOSSES? 17 

A. Rate RDS provides that,  “[a] retail customer served hereunder is responsible for 18 

procuring sufficient electric power and energy to account for losses on the Company’s 19 

distribution system associated with the delivery of electric power and energy to such 20 

retail customer.”  Administratively, this is accomplished by requiring a retail customer to 21 

procure an amount of energy equal to the customer’s metered electric load multiplied by 22 

one plus a distribution loss factor.  DOE procures and pays its Retail Energy Supplier 23 

(“RES”) for more energy than ComEd measures on the meters that record Fermilab’s 24 

consumption.   25 
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Consider the following simplified example.  A customer with a load of 100 1 

megawatt-hours (“MWh”) and a distribution loss factor of two percent would need to 2 

procure 102 MWh of energy to account for distribution losses.  The 102 MWh is 3 

calculated as 100 MWh multiplied by one plus a distribution loss factor of two percent.  4 

If the cost of wholesale energy was $50/MWh, then the customer would pay $5,100 for 5 

power supply, of which $100 is attributable to distribution losses (100 MWh x two 6 

percent x $50/MWh). 7 

The distribution loss factor currently applicable to Fermilab, and other High 8 

Voltage Delivery Service customers with loads in excess of 10,000 kilowatts (“kW”) is 9 

1.83 percent.  ComEd is proposing to increase this distribution loss factor to 1.93 percent. 10 

Q. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH MR. KIRK PATERSON’S TESTIMONY IN 11 

THIS CASE, AND SPECIFICALLY HIS TESTIMONY ON THE LOCATION 12 

OF THE METER IN THE KAUTZ ROAD SUBSTATION? 13 

A. I am.  Both DOE and ComEd now agree that ComEd’s meters in the Kautz Road 14 

Substation are on the primary side of the 345 – 13.8 kV transformers.  In light of this 15 

determination, Mr. Patterson concludes that: 16 

ComEd’s proposed distribution loss factor for the High Voltage Delivery 17 

Class is grossly unreasonable for the large portion of Fermilab’s electrical 18 

load located at Fermilab’s Kautz Road Substation that is connected 19 

directly to ComEd’s 345 kV transmission system and is metered at that 20 

voltage.  There are no distribution-related facilities used to deliver power 21 

to these loads that materially contribute to ComEd’s distribution losses.  22 

The distribution losses that occur to serve these loads are effectively zero.  23 

(DOE Exhibit 2.0, Direct Testimony of Kirk P. Patterson, p. 4.) 24 
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Q. IS DOE CURRENTLY PAYING FOR DISTRIBUTION LOSSES THAT 1 

DON’T ACTUALLY OCCUR? 2 

A. It is.  ComEd is currently assessing DOE a distribution loss factor on metered electrical 3 

loads at Fermilab’s Kautz Road Substation, but, as Mr. Patterson testifies, there are no 4 

material distribution losses that occur to provide this service.  DOE is paying for 5 

distribution losses that do not occur, and the cost for these “phantom” losses is 6 

significant.  At ComEd’s proposed 1.93 percent distribution loss factor, DOE will be 7 

required to purchase an additional 3,700 MWh (191,000 MWh x 1.93 percent) from its 8 

supplier on an annual basis, which costs the federal government approximately $185,000 9 

annually at an example power supply cost of $50/MWh (3,700 MWh x $50/MWh). 10 

Q. IS IT REASONABLE FOR COMED TO ASSESS A DISTRIBUTION LOSS 11 

FACTOR TO FERMILAB’S ELECTRICAL LOADS AT THE KAUTZ ROAD 12 

SUBSTATION? 13 

A. It is not.  The distribution losses that occur to provide retail delivery service to Fermilab 14 

at the Kautz Road Substation are effectively zero, and ComEd should not be allowed to 15 

assess DOE for “phantom” distribution losses. 16 

Q. HOW CAN THIS INEQUITABLE SITUATION BE REMEDIED? 17 

A. It can be easily remedied.  One simple way to remedy this situation is to change the 18 

wording of the distribution loss factor formula listed in Rate RDS Sheet No. 75 (see DOE 19 

Exhibit 1.1) to include the following phrase, “the distribution loss factors are not 20 

applicable to that portion of a retail customer’s usage that is metered at or above 138 21 

kilovolts.”  22 

Q. WHY DID YOU SELECT AT OR ABOVE 138 KILOVOLTS AS THE 23 

THRESHOLD WHERE DISTRIBUTION LOSS FACTORS SHALL NOT 24 

APPLY? 25 
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A. The 138 kV threshold is consistent with the positions taken by ComEd that distribution 1 

losses are immaterial for wholesale customers metered at 138 kV.  I have reviewed 2 

several ComEd wholesale distribution loss factor studies, and talked with a ComEd 3 

representative, and I have confirmed that ComEd ascribes no or immaterial distribution 4 

losses to customers metered at or above 138 kV.  These wholesale customers include the 5 

Village of Winnetka, the City of Naperville, the City of Batavia, and the City of Rochelle 6 

(see DOE Exhibit 2.0, Direct Testimony of Kirk P. Patterson, beginning at p. 10). 7 

Q. HOW MANY HIGH VOLTAGE DELIVERY SERVICE CUSTOMERS HAVE 8 

THEIR USAGE METERED AT OR ABOVE 138 KILOVOLTS? 9 

A. I am only aware of one, Fermilab’s Kautz Road Substation where usage is metered at 345 10 

kV, but there may be others.  11 

Q. IF THE COMMISSION WERE TO APPROVE A CHANGE IN THE 12 

WORDING OF THE DISTRIBUTION LOSS FACTOR FORMULA LISTED IN 13 

RATE RDS AS YOU HAVE RECOMMENDED, HOW WOULD OTHER 14 

RETAIL CUSTOMERS BE AFFECTED? 15 

A. If Fermilab’s Kautz Road Substation is the only retail customer that is being overcharged 16 

for distribution losses, then it is likely that correcting this inequity will have no effect on 17 

other retail customers.  This is because the excessive losses being assessed to Fermilab of 18 

3,700 MWh are insignificant compared with ComEd’s total estimated distribution losses 19 

of 5,949,671 MWh (ComEd Exhibit 8.3 Revised, Appendix G.)  Changes within 20 

ComEd’s distribution loss study to reallocate 3,700 MWh are so small that ComEd’s 21 

distribution loss factors stated in hundredths of a percent would not likely change. 22 

Q. DO COMED’S DISTRIBUTION LOSS FACTORS AFFECT COMED’S 23 

COMMISSION-JURISDICTIONAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT? 24 
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A. They do not.  ComEd confirmed that this is the case in its response to DOE data request 1 

2.32, which I’ve attached to my testimony as DOE Exhibit 1.2.  The cost of distribution 2 

losses is borne by retail customers in payments made to their retail energy suppliers.  In 3 

the case of Fermilab’s Kautz Road Substation, DOE is required by ComEd to pay its 4 

supplier what amounts to approximately $185,000 annually for distribution losses that do 5 

not occur.  Correcting this inequity will likely produce no changes in ComEd’s proposed 6 

distribution loss factors, thereby leaving other customers unaffected. 7 

Q. HOW HAS THE COMMISSION RESPONDED TO A SIMILAR SITUATION? 8 

A. The Commission has responded in the past to a similar situation by modifying the terms 9 

of an existing tariff.  An excellent example is the Commission’s approval of ComEd’s 10 

Rider ZSS, Zero Standard Service, which I’ve attached to my testimony as DOE Exhibit 11 

1.3.  The Commission recognized that ComEd’s standard distribution charges should not 12 

apply to distribution service provided to generators or customers whose premises are 13 

served by ComEd facilities at 345 kV or higher incoming voltage.  Rider ZSS is 14 

applicable to service provided to 34 of the 73 customers in the High Voltage Delivery 15 

Service Class, including DOE’s Fermilab.  Similarly, ComEd’s standard distribution loss 16 

factors should not apply in instances where no distribution losses occur.  17 

Q. WHAT SPECIFIC WORDING CHANGE TO RATE RDS, SHEET 75, DO YOU 18 

RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION APPROVE? 19 

A. The current language in Rate RDS, Sheet 75, is: 20 

A retail customer served hereunder is responsible for procuring sufficient 21 

electric power and energy to account for losses on the Company’s 22 

distribution system associated with the delivery of electric power and 23 

energy to such retail customer.  The amount of electricity that must be 24 
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procured by the retail customer is calculated in accordance with the 1 

following equation: 2 

I recommend that the second sentence be expanded, as shown in underline below, 3 

so that the language of Rate RDS, Sheet 75, would be: 4 

A retail customer served hereunder is responsible for procuring sufficient 5 

electric power and energy to account for losses on the Company’s 6 

distribution system associated with the delivery of electric power and 7 

energy to such retail customer.  The amount of electricity that must be 8 

procured by the retail customer is calculated in accordance with the 9 

following equation, provided, however, that the distribution loss factors 10 

listed below are not applicable to that portion of a retail customer’s usage 11 

that is metered at or above 138 kilovolts: 12 

 13 

INCONSISTENT LOSS STUDY METHODOLOGIES AND RESULTS 14 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR REVIEW OF LOSS STUDY METHODOLOGIES 15 

COMED HAS USED TO DEVELOP LOSS FACTORS FOR SEVERAL OF ITS 16 

WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION CUSTOMERS. 17 

A. I reviewed loss studies ComEd filed for the Winnebago Energy Center (“Winnebago”), 18 

the City of Rock Falls, the Village of Winnetka, the City of Naperville, and the City of 19 

St. Charles.  Each of these entities receives distribution service from ComEd, and ComEd 20 

(through PJM) has filed for and received FERC approval to assess each of these 21 

customers a distribution loss factor.  ComEd’s Winnebago loss study methodology is 22 

attached to my testimony as DOE Exhibit 1.4.  The loss study methodologies for the 23 

other four customers are attached to the testimony of Mr. Kirk Patterson as DOE Exhibits 24 

2.3 and 2.4.  25 
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Q. HAVE YOU BEEN ABLE TO DUPLICATE AND VERIFY COMED’S LOSS 1 

STUDY METHODOLOGIES FOR ANY OF THESE CUSTOMERS? 2 

A. I was able to duplicate and verify ComEd’s Winnebago distribution loss study 3 

methodology.  In FERC Docket No. ER08-358-000, ComEd responded to a February 15, 4 

2009 deficiency letter from FERC’s Staff by providing its loss study methodology in 5 

electronic format in the form of a spreadsheet.  I downloaded this spreadsheet from 6 

FERC’s website.  This spreadsheet contained the loss study inputs and hourly load 7 

research data necessary to duplicate the calculations in ComEd’s Winnebago loss study.  8 

Q. WHAT ANALYSIS DID YOU PERFORM OF COMED’S WINNEBAGO LOSS 9 

STUDY METHODLOGY? 10 

A. I isolated the transformer-related loss factor calculations from the Winnebago study so 11 

that they could be used in a direct comparison with the transformer-related loss factor 12 

calculations ComEd is proposing in its distribution loss study in this case.  I did this 13 

because transformer-related losses represent nearly all of the distribution losses ascribed 14 

to High Voltage Delivery Service customers in ComEd’s distribution loss study.    To 15 

explain, ComEd models all High Voltage Delivery Service loads as flowing through High 16 

Voltage Electric Service Station (“HV ESS”) transformers, and only a small portion of 17 

these loads, six percent, flowing through other transformers.  Therefore, losses ascribed 18 

to HV ESS transformers are the vast bulk of losses that ComEd used to develop the 1.86 19 

percent distribution loss factor it is proposing for the High Voltage Delivery Service 20 

Class.  By looking only at transformer-related losses, I was able to make an “apples-to-21 

apples” comparison between the Winnebago loss study methodology and ComEd’s loss 22 

study methodology for HV ESS transformers in this case.  23 

Q. WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF YOUR ANALYSIS? 24 
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A. My comparison of two ComEd loss study methodologies indicates that ComEd’s 1 

proposed distribution loss study appears to overstate HV ESS transformer-related losses 2 

by 300 percent.  Using the Winnebago loss study methodology, I calculated a 3 

transformer-related distribution loss factor of 0.58 percent. Using ComEd’s proposed loss 4 

study methodology in this case, this HV ESS transformer-related distribution loss factor 5 

jumped threefold, to 1.83 percent.  A table comparing these two results is attached to my 6 

testimony as Exhibit DOE 1.5.  7 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE FROM THE RESULTS OF YOUR ANALYSIS? 8 

A. In my opinion, it is not possible to conclude that ComEd’s distribution loss study in this 9 

case is reasonable given the inconsistent results that occur using it and another recent loss 10 

study methodology ComEd has employed, and taking into account ComEd’s failure to 11 

provide explanation and support for critical inputs to its proposed distribution study.  12 

 13 

TARIFF LANGUAGE CORRECTION  14 

Q. ARE THERE OTHER CHANGES THAT YOU RECOMMEND TO THE 15 

LANGUAGE OF RATE RDS, SHEET 75? 16 

A. I believe there may be a potential source of confusion in the definition of the “Dc” 17 

element of ComEd’s distribution loss formula listed on Rate RDS, Sheet 75.  That 18 

definition indicates that the distribution loss factors from the table shown on Sheet 75 19 

will be divided by 100.  However, the distribution loss factors in the table are already 20 

specified in percent.  For example, the distribution loss factor for the High Voltage 21 

Delivery Class is listed as “1.93%” (see DOE Exhibit 1.1).  Dividing that number by 100 22 

produces the figure 0.000193, or one-hundredth of the 1.93 percent loss factor, which is 23 

not what ComEd intends be used in the distribution loss formula for this class.  ComEd 24 
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should either correct the definition or eliminate the “%” signs from the distribution loss 1 

factor table. 2 

 3 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 4 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND 5 

RECOMMENDATIONS? 6 

A. ComEd is unreasonably assessing distribution losses to usage measured at Fermilab’s 7 

Kautz Road Substation.  I recommend that the Commission approve my proposed 8 

language change to ComEd’s Rate RDS, Sheet 75, to correct this inequity. 9 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 10 

A. Yes. 11 
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DWIGHT D. ETHERIDGE 
 
 
Mr. Etheridge is a principal at Exeter Associates, Inc. with twenty-four years of wide ranging 
experience in the electric utility industry.  His areas of expertise include business plan 
development, industry restructuring, rate design, class cost-of-service studies, load forecasting, 
resource planning, transmission system evaluations, power procurement, distributed generation, 
telecommunications, and contract negotiations.   
 
His management experience includes reporting to the CEO of a western utility during electric 
deregulation and a merger of two utilities, advising the CEO on many topics including regulatory 
issues, legislative negotiations, strategic focus, decision analysis, and merger integration.  He 
also has substantial project management experience gained as a consultant and in various 
progressively more responsible leadership roles in utility management. 
 
Mr. Etheridge has extensive experience developing analytical and strategic solutions on a variety 
of utility issues and communicating on those issues to regulatory commissions, legislatures, 
senior management, board of directors and the public.  He has presented expert testimony on 
twenty-four occasions and has acted as a spokesperson numerous times on television, radio and 
in print. 
 
 
Education: 
 
 B.S. (Business Administration) – University of California, Berkeley, 1985. 
 
 
Previous Employment: 
 
 2004-2005 - Independent Strategy and Business Consultant 
 
 1999-2004 - Strategic Director, Sierra Pacific Resources and its 

Subsidiaries 
 
 1986-1999 - Nevada Power Company 
    Leader of the Industry Restructuring Team 
    Director, Pricing and Economic Analysis 
    Economist 
    Load Forecast Analyst 
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Professional Work: 
 
Mr. Etheridge’s work at Exeter Associates, Inc. has been focused in the following areas: 
 

Development of electricity and renewable energy procurement plans and risk 
management strategies for the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Northern California 
national laboratories. 
 
Natural gas options analyses and development of models to project implied volatilities.  
 
Review of utility procurement strategies for multiple U.S. Air Force bases in an effort to 
identify areas for potential utility cost savings. 
 
Evaluating the need for new transmission lines in the PJM market on behalf of an agency 
of the State of Maryland.  
 
Provided analytical support to a southwestern municipal water and power utility in the 
areas of rate design, load forecasting, wholesale market modeling, and volatility analysis. 
 
Review of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative on behalf of a regulatory agency of the 
State of Maryland, and the development of technical memoranda on various carbon 
dioxide emissions related topics. 
 
Development of multiple options studies for DOE facilities that address the power supply 
and transmission system capabilities of potential alternative suppliers for meeting DOE’s 
long-term electrical requirements. 
 
Review of utility procurement strategies and development of electric and natural gas 
long-term avoided cost projections for several of DOE’s national laboratories 
 

As an independent consultant, Mr. Etheridge: 
 

Led an engagement for a western consulting firm to review the load forecasting 
methodologies and forward price curve models employed by a southwestern municipal 
water and power utility and to recommend improvements.  
 
Led an engagement for a western consulting firm to develop rate design options for a 
southwestern municipal water and power utility.  The rate design recommendation was 
designed to facilitate the implementation of operational strategies and the achievement of 
operational savings identified in a previous consulting engagement.  It was also designed 
to accommodate additional electrical loads if other water municipalities decided to jointly 
participate in wholesale markets.   
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Worked with a team from an international consulting firm to support a Midwest utility’s 
effort to ensure that its accounting and rates departments were prepared for the Midwest 
ISO’s “Day 2” market opening scheduled for March 1, 2005.  The project involved 
developing process flows of information required by the accounting and rates 
departments, and significant interaction with the corporate information technology 
department.   The project also involved reviewing rates and regulatory strategies for 
potential changes under the Day 2 market rules. 

 
Prepared a competitive analysis for a Midwest utility’s unregulated subsidiary on behalf 
of an international consulting firm.  The analysis focused on comparing the subsidiary’s 
product and service offerings, and value propositions, against those of its competitors as 
well as evaluating the dynamics occurring within the various market segments. 

 
Led an engagement for a western consulting firm to identify strategies for maximizing 
the savings potential of switching electricity suppliers for a southwestern municipal water 
and power utility.  The economic analyses developed as part of the engagement identified 
multi-million dollar savings potential that could be achieved over ten years through 
changes in both suppliers and operational strategies.  In addition, the client realized 
thousands in immediate savings from billing errors that were identified during the 
engagement, as well as the potential for hundreds of thousands in annual savings that 
could be realized through enforcement of the provisions of existing contracts. 

 
Worked with a team from an international consulting firm to facilitate the development of 
a strategic plan for a western municipal power and water utility.  The project included 
leading the utility’s management team through an all-day planning session to develop 
divisional strategies consistent with the utility’s mission statement. 

 
As a strategic director for Sierra Pacific Resources, Mr. Etheridge: 
 

Developed a forecasting model for power and gas prices that was capable of blending 
fundamentals-based power and gas price forecasts from multiple vendors while 
maintaining rational market implied heat rates as well as consistent relationships across 
various gas market centers and power trading hubs in the western U.S.  The models 
enable forecasters to produce timely forecast updates as gas futures prices change or 
when vendors update their forecasts, while maintaining an easily audited trail of 
assumptions across forecast updates. 
 
Developed sophisticated financial models to evaluate the ROI potential of distributed 
generation projects that might be deployed by large commercial and industrial customers.    
The models investigated gas-fired reciprocating engines and turbines, as well as multi-
unit installations, varying performance characteristics and partial standby requirements.  
This project was undertaken in conjunction with the redesign of retail standby rates and 
the introduction of new interconnection rules. 
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Investigated the potential of using private equity partners to pursue power plant 
development and/or acquisition in southern Nevada, including the possibility of a 
public/private partnership to leverage the credit ratings of a local governmental entity. 
 
Gained valuable indirect experience in the development and implementation of risk 
management and risk control procedures while working on energy supply projects during 
the period of time when new corporate risk policies were developed, implemented and 
defended in litigated proceedings. 
 
Supported a telecommunications subsidiary by acting as the lead in the development of 
business plans for two metro area networks and a long-haul opportunity.  Co-presented 
the business plans with the lead director for the subsidiary to the Board of Directors and 
obtained the required initial funding of $44 million. 
 
Supported a telecommunications subsidiary by acting as the lead in the development of a 
fiber-to-the-home business plan with an external team of consultants.  The plan addressed 
the feasibility of multiple bundled service offerings and a targeted deployment in several 
western markets.  Participated in negotiations with subsidiary management and multiple 
potential partners, including service providers with a national footprint, technology 
partners and content providers.  The plan was tabled when key partnership agreements 
could not be put in place to pursue a “beta” test of the technology and business model. 
 
Participated on the team that developed a successful bid for a northwest electric utility, 
including due diligence, management presentations by the company being acquired, and 
strategy discussions with the CEO and financial advisors. 
 

As leader of the industry restructuring team at Nevada Power Company, Mr. Etheridge: 
 
Reported to the CEO and led an internal team of directors assigned full-time to electric 
industry restructuring.  Directed and managed the team’s development and presentation 
of company positions on restructuring to the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada 
(“PUCN”) and to the Nevada Legislature.  
 
Presented expert testimony before the PUCN and the Nevada Legislature.  Was 
responsible for hiring multiple consultants and expert witnesses to facilitate the 
development of corporate strategy and to support the presentation of positions before the 
PUCN.  In this assignment, represented the company on multiple occasions on television, 
taped and live radio, in press conferences and interviews, in consumer focus groups, and 
in presentations to large commercial and industrial customers. 
 
As a member of the CEO’s staff, participated in senior management discussions on 
corporate strategy prior to the merger announcement and throughout the merger 
integration process, including development of corporate strategy and business line focus 
for the combined company. 
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One of only several advisors to the CEO that directly participated with the CEOs from 
both Nevada Power and Sierra Pacific Resources in the final legislative negotiations on 
the merger and associated restructuring legislation. 

 
In his other assignments at Nevada Power Company, Mr. Etheridge: 
 

Directed a department responsible for rate design studies, marginal cost of service 
studies, the annualization of sales and revenues for general rate case applications, 
demand-side pricing, economic and load forecasting, tariff administration, wholesale 
pricing, and development of supporting testimony in these areas.  Built a cohesive, 
progressive thinking team of experts that was well recognized throughout the company. 
 
Made multiple presentations to executives and groups of large commercial and industrial 
customers on a variety of industry issues. 
 
Represented the company in negotiations with customers considering alternative sources 
of supply.  Negotiated an 8-year retail power purchase contract with Mirage Resorts, 
Incorporated to keep them from building a distributed generation project.  Regularly 
briefed the Board of Directors during negotiations and gained Board approval for the 
final contract.  Acted as a spokesperson on television and in the press on this highly 
publicized contract. 
 
Acted as the lead in the development of economic forecasts, econometric load forecasts, 
weather normalization of sales and peak demand, short-term sales forecasts and 
testimony in these areas. 

 
 
Expert Testimony: 
 
Before the Maryland Public Service Commission, Case No. 9179 (December 2009), on behalf of 

the Maryland Department of Natural Resources.  Testimony addressed a proposed 
transmission line in eastern Maryland. 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada, Docket No. 08-12002 (April and May 2009), 

on behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy.  Direct and supplemental testimony 
addressed Nevada Power Company’s proposed class revenue requirement allocation with 
respect to DOE’s Nevada Test Site and the U.S. Air Force’s Nellis Air Force Base. 

 
Before the Maryland Public Service Commission, Case No. 9165 (March 2009), on behalf of the 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources.  Testimony addressed a proposed and 
alternative transmission lines in southern Maryland. 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada, Docket No. 06-11022 (March 2007), on 

behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy.  Testimony addressed Nevada Power 
Company’s proposed class revenue requirement allocation with respect to DOE’s Nevada 
Test Site and the U.S. Air Force’s Nellis Air Force Base. 
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Before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada in Nevada Power’s last deferred energy case 
before a rate freeze, Docket No. 99-7035, February 2000.  Rebuttal testimony addressed 
the issue of splitting purchased power capacity payments out of deferred energy cases 
and into general rate cases for cost recovery purposes. 

 
Before the Nevada Legislature, Senate Commerce and Labor Committee, March 1999.  

Testimony responded to questions on deregulation. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada in Nevada Power’s application to provide 

potentially competitive services as part of industry restructuring, Docket No. 98-12009, 
June 1999 and December 1998.  Testimony addressed steps being taking to establish an 
arms length affiliate to provide potentially competitive services. 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada in the PUCN’s Investigation of Issues to be 

Considered as a Result of Restructuring of the Electric Industry (pursuant to Assembly 
Bill 366), Docket No. 97-8001, September 1997.  Testimony addressed Nevada Power’s 
efforts to address restructuring issues and cost unbundling issues. 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada in a deferred energy case, Docket No. 97-

7030, July 1997.  Testimony addressed matching deferred energy rates with rapidly 
changing deferred energy balances given upward swings in market prices for fuel and 
purchased energy. 

 
Before the Nevada Legislature, Senate Commerce and Labor Committee, February 1997.  

Testimony addressed rates during hearings on deregulation. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in a gas utility’s filing for approval of a 

residential gas air conditioning rate schedule, Docket No. 96-10005, February 1997.  
Testimony on behalf of Nevada Power addressed the potential benefits of pricing 
strategies that support technological innovation. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in a deferred energy case and request to move 

capacity costs into general rates, Docket No. 96-7020, July 1996.  Testimony addressed 
competition, marginal costs, confidentiality issues, and rate design in support of the 
largest ever-proposed rate reductions for large customers.  

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in support of proposed line extension policies, 

Docket No. 95-6076, February 1996.  Testimony addressed line extension policies in 
light of competition and marginal costs. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in a proposed rate schedule in response to the 

Department of Energy’s (DOE) competitive solicitation for the Nevada Test Site, Docket 
No. 95-8038, November 1995 and January 1996.  Direct and supplemental testimony 
addressed a proposal to serve the Test Site under a new partial requirements rate 
schedule.  The case was withdrawn when DOE did not award contracts. 
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Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in a deferred energy case, Docket No. 95-
7021, July 1995 and November 1995.  Direct testimony and supplemental testimony 
addressed a request to implement improved cost allocation procedures for calculating 
base tariff energy rates across rate classes. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in an application for approval of a negotiated 

service agreement with Mirage Resorts, Incorporated, Docket No. 95-4061, July 1995.  
Testimony addressed competition, and the negotiations and cost studies that supported 
the service agreement. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in an application for approval of a resource 

plan, Docket No. 94-7001, February 1995.  Testimony addressed load forecasting, 
competition, long-term avoided costs and econometric modeling. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in a proposed line extension rules, Docket No. 

94-4085, October 1994.  Testimony addressed marginal costs relative to line extensions 
and in total. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in an application for approval of a resource 

plan, Docket No. 94-7001, July 1994 and August 1994.  Direct and supplemental 
testimony addressed economic and load forecasting issues. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in an over-earnings investigation, Docket No. 

93-11045, June 1994.  Direct and supplemental testimony addressed rate design and cost 
of service. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in a complaint case brought by a rural 

cooperative over service to the Department of Energy’s Nevada Test Site, Docket No. 92-
9055, January 1994.  Testimony addressed the impact of lost sales to the Test Site on 
remaining retail customers. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in a general rate case, Docket No. 92-1067, 

January 1992.  Direct and rebuttal testimony addressed rate design and cost of service. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in a general rate case, Docket No. 91-5055, 

May 1991.  Testimony addressed rate design and cost of service. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Nevada in an application for approval of a resource 

plan, Docket No. 88-701, July 1988.  Testimony addressed economic and load 
forecasting. 
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Description

Transformer Load‐Related Loss  Component of Distribution Loss  Factor 0.086% 0.659%

Transformer No‐Load Loss  Component of Distribution Loss  Factor 0.495% 1.174%

Transformer‐Related Distribution Loss  Factor 0.582% 1.832%

(1)
Developed us ing ComEd's  methodology fi led in FERC Docket No. ER08‐358‐000.

(2)
Derived from workpapers  that show the  calculations  behind ComEd's  Exhibi t 8.3 Revised.

ComEd's

Distribution

Loss  Study

in this

  Case
(2)

High Voltage Electric Service Stations ("HV ESS") that were Developed Using

Comparison of Distribution Loss Factors for Power Flowing through

First, ComEd's Loss Methodology for the Winnebago Energy Center, and

Second, ComEd's Proposed Distribution Loss Study Methodology in this Case

 Methodology
(1)

Loss  Study

Center

Energy

Winnebago

ComEd's


