
CG Ex. 1.0 
Docket No. 10-0467 

 
STATE OF ILLINOIS 

 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY ) 
       ) DOCKET NO. 10-0467 
PROPOSED GENERAL INCREASE   ) 
IN ELECTRIC RATES    ) 
       ) 
 

 

 

 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 

RICHARD A. BAUDINO 

ON BEHALF OF THE COMMERCIAL GROUP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

 

November 19, 2010 

 



CG Ex. 1.0 
Docket No. 10-0467 

 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 

A. My name is Richard A. Baudino.  My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 

("Kennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell, Georgia 

30075. 

Q. What is your occupation and by whom are you employed? 

A. I am a consultant to Kennedy and Associates. 

Q. Please describe your education and professional experience. 

A. I received my Master of Arts degree with a major in Economics and a minor in Statistics 

from New Mexico State University in 1982.  I also received my Bachelor of Arts Degree 

with majors in Economics and English from New Mexico State in 1979. 

 I began my professional career with the New Mexico Public Service Commission Staff in 

October 1982 and was employed there as a Utility Economist.  During my employment 

with the Staff, my responsibilities included the analysis of a broad range of issues in the 

ratemaking field.  Areas in which I testified included cost of service, rate of return, rate 

design, revenue requirements, analysis of sale/leasebacks of generating plants, utility 

finance issues, and generating plant phase-ins. 

 In October 1989, I joined the utility consulting firm of Kennedy and Associates as a 

Senior Consultant where my duties and responsibilities covered substantially the same 

areas as those during my tenure with the New Mexico Public Service Commission Staff.  

I became Manager in July 1992 and was named Director of Consulting in January 1995. 

Currently, I am a consultant with Kennedy and Associates. 

 CG Exhibit 1.1 summarizes my expert testimony experience. 
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Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the Commercial Group, which is an ad hoc association of 

retail companies that own and operate retail stores within Commonwealth Edison 

Company’s (“ComEd”) service territory, including Best Buy Co, Inc., J.C. Penney 

Corporation, Inc., Macy’s, Inc., Safeway Inc., Sam’s West, Inc., Target, Inc., and Wal-

Mart Stores, Inc.  These commercial customers of ComEd have a significant positive 

economic impact on the State of Illinois.  The hundreds of retail and distribution centers 

operated in Illinois by members of the Commercial Group support tens of thousands of 

Illinois employees.   In addition, the group supports thousands of other Illinois businesses 

as well by purchasing tens of billions of dollars each year of services and supplies from 

Illinois businesses. 

 The Commercial Group also includes the Illinois Retail Merchants Association 

(“IRMA”), an Illinois not-for-profit trade association which is recognized as the 

spokesman for Illinois retailing. Within its membership are retailers in all merchandise 

lines located throughout this State.  Direct membership includes approximately 10,000 

food and non-food retailers ranging in size from small “mom and pop” businesses to 

national chains.  Subscribing memberships held by local chambers of commerce, retail 

committees, and shopping center organizations raise IRMA’s membership to over 23,000 

Illinois retailers which account for approximately 85 percent of all retail sales in Illinois. 

Q. Generally, what is the electric load profile of the Commercial Group? 

A. Most of the electric load of members of the Commercial Group falls into the Medium, 

Large and Very Large Load classes of ComEd. 
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Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to present analysis, conclusions, and recommendations 

regarding class cost allocation, revenue allocation, and rate design.  In so doing, I will 

address the Direct and Supplemental Direct Testimonies of ComEd witnesses Alan 

Heintz, Lawrence Alongi, Robert Garcia, and Terrance Donnelly. 

Q. Did you present testimony in ComEd's last rate proceeding, Docket No. 07-0566? 

A. Yes.  I testified on behalf of the Commercial Group.  I also testified in the Illinois 

Commerce Commission’s Rate Design Investigation of ComEd in Docket No. 08-0532. 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions and recommendations to the Commission. 

A. Based on my review of the Company’s filing in this case, my conclusions are as follows: 

 1. ComEd’s revised ECOSS that includes the exemplar Primary service class 
(Exhibit 22.1) fails to properly allocate the costs of its secondary distribution 
system to Medium Load, Large Load, Very Large Load, and Extra Large Load 
customers.  The exemplar ECOSS allocates the costs of secondary distribution 
lines and other secondary system costs that the customers in these classes do not 
utilize.  This cost of service study even allocates costs of the secondary 
distribution system to the proposed Primary voltage service class. 

 
 2. The huge shift in cost responsibility in Ex. 22.1 from the Residential and Small 

Load classes primarily to the Medium Load, Large Load and Very Large Load 
customers runs counter to the results that one would have expected from a 
properly designed ECOSS with appropriate assignments of cost responsibility for 
the primary and secondary voltage portions of the Company’s distribution system.  
It is also inconsistent with ComEd’s distribution loss studies, which show that 
customers above 400 kW do not take service from secondary distribution lines. 

 
 3. The Commission should reject ComEd’s exemplar ECOSS filed as Exhibit 22.1.  

It is unusable in its present form, fails to properly allocate costs to the Company’s 
rate classes, and would result in unjust and unreasonable rates to Medium, Large, 
and Very Large Load customers. 

 
 4. Although the ECOSS filed by ComEd in Exhibit 15.1 does not fully comport with 

the ICC’s Rate Design Investigation Order in Docket No. 08-0532 (“RDIO”), it 
comes closer to reflecting class cost responsibility than the exemplar ECOSS with 
the Primary voltage class. 
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 5. ComEd’s exemplar Primary ECOSS should be revised to reflect that customers 
above 400 kW do not take service over the Company’s secondary distribution 
lines. 

 

 My recommendations to the ICC are as follows: 

 1. If the Commission decides to implement a Primary voltage class in this 
proceeding, it should base its class revenue allocation on the revised exemplar 
Primary voltage ECOSS that I present in CG Exhibit 1.3.  This study reallocates 
the costs of secondary distribution lines to customers who ComEd has determined 
actually receive service over those lines. 

 2. If the ICC decides not to implement a Primary voltage class in this case, then I 
recommend it base its class revenue allocation on the results of ComEd’s ECOSS 
filed in ComEd Exhibit 15.1. 

 3. The Commission should reinstitute the use of the class non-coincident peak 
(“NCP”) factor for allocating distribution substation and primary feeder line costs 

 4. I recommend that the Commission base its class revenue allocation primarily on 
the results of the ECOSS studies that I am proposing. 

Q. Are you presenting any exhibits with your testimony? 

A. Yes, I am presenting three exhibits.  As mentioned above, CG Ex. 1.1 is a summary of 

my expert testimony experience.  CG Ex. 1.2 is a collection of two pages from ComEd’s 

line loss studies that ComEd filed in this rate proceeding.  Finally, CG Ex. 1.3 is a revised 

exemplar Primary voltage ECOSS that I performed to reallocate the secondary 

distribution line costs to customers actually receiving service over those lines. 
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Q. Did you review the Company’s ECOSSs filed in this proceeding? 

A. Yes.  ComEd filed two ECOSSs in this case, both sponsored by Mr. Heintz.    

 In his Direct Testimony (ComEd Ex. 15.0, Rev., p. 7), Mr. Heintz explained that the 

ECOSS contained in Exhibit 15.1 contained the following changes from the 

Commission’s RDIO: 

• Distribution substations and primary lines allocated to customer classes based on 
coincident peak (“CP”) demands for voltages below 69 kilovolts (“kV”). 

• Customer information expenses allocated among residential classes based on 
kilowatt-hours (“kWh”) delivered. 

• A portion of the revenue requirement for the Railroad class re-allocated to other 
classes. 

• A portion of the revenue requirement for the Dusk to Dawn lighting class is re-
allocated to other classes. 

 In the second ECOSS study filed as ComEd Exhibit 22.1, Mr. Heintz explained that 

further changes were made to accommodate the new Primary voltage class and to reflect 

the new primary/secondary plant accounting data as described in the supplemental direct 

testimony of Mr. Alongi and Mr. Garcia.  ComEd Ex. 22.0 Rev., p. 1.  These changes 

apparently were ComEd’s attempt to comply with the remaining findings and orders of 

the Commission in the RDIO. 

Q. Please summarize the findings of the ICC in the Commission’s RDIO pertaining to 

the Company’s ECOSS. 

A. On page 84 of its Order, the Commission findings were as follows: 

 (4) the following decisions are final and should be reflected in the ECOSS for 
consideration in any subsequent action in the Company’s next rate case:
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a)  customers receiving power at 4kV or higher are primary system customers 
who should be identified.  Rates charged to these customers should be 
adjusted to reflect that they do not use the secondary distribution system; 

b)  customers receiving power at levels below 4kV should be considered 
secondary system customers and charged accordingly;   

c)  the City of Chicago’s responsibility for overhead and maintenance costs for 
Dusk to Dawn street lighting should be consistent with that of other members 
of the Dusk to Dawn lighting class;  

d)  the City of Chicago’s method for calculating Dusk to Dawn street lighting 
service connections in the ECOSS is adopted;. 

e)  the City of Chicago’s method for calculating the proportionate share of the 
cost of operating ComEd’s secondary distribution system for Dusk to Dawn 
street lighting purposes is adopted; 

f)  the allocation of costs to substations and primary lines should be made on a 
coincident peak basis; 

g)  customer services costs should be separated between residential and non-
residential customers and costs related to customer information should be 
recovered based on usage; 

h)  uncollectible debt expense costs should be allocated across all residential 
classes. 

Q. Did the Company’s Exemplar ECOSS filed in Exhibit 22.1 affect the manner in 

which costs were allocated to customer classes? 

A. Yes, the Company’s Primary ECOSS presented with its supplemental rate filing had a 

dramatic impact on the manner in which costs were allocated to customer classes and the 

resulting average rate increases.  Table 1 below presents a comparison of the average rate 

per kWh and average rate increases as proposed by Mr. Alongi in his direct and 

supplemental direct testimonies.  Please note that the proposed and exemplar rates 

include mitigation for the Extra Large Load, High Voltage, and Railroad rate classes and, 

as such do not strictly follow the cost-based revenues from ComEd Exhibits 15.1 and 

22.1. 
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 Table 1 shows that the residential single-family and multi-family, Watt-Hour, and Small 

Load average rate increases decline, while the Medium Load, Large Load, Very Large 

Load, and Extra Large Load classes all experience significant additional average rate 

increases. 

 Table SD1 of Mr. Alongi’s supplemental direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 21.0 Rev.) [which 

again includes mitigation for the HV, RR and Extra Large Load classes from full 

embedded cost responsibility] clearly illustrates the shift of $44.7 million in revenue 

responsibility away from the residential, Watt-Hour, and Small Load classes and the shift 

of $15.9 million in revenue responsibility to the Medium and Large Load classes.   
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Q. Does the shift in cost responsibility follow the shift of customers out of ComEd’s 

current rate classes and into the Primary class?  

A.  No.  Table 2 below shows the change in kWhs by class and the change in cost 

responsibility shown in ComEd Exhibits 16.3 and 21.2. 
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 The important thing to notice in Table 2 above is that no customers were shifted out of 

the residential classes to create the Primary voltage class, yet $33.7 million of cost 

responsibility was shifted away from the residential classes in the Company’s exemplar 

Primary voltage ECOSS.  In addition, nearly 5 million Mwh was removed from the 

Medium and Large Load classes yet the overall cost responsibility for those classes 

nevertheless increased. 
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Q. Is this large shift in revenue responsibility away from the residential classes and into 

the Medium, Large, and Very Large Load classes to be expected from the creation 

of a primary voltage class?  

A. No, not at all.  If anything, the opposite shift would occur.  For example, Mr. Heintz 

testified in his rebuttal testimony in the Rate Design docket that “[i]ncorporating the 

primary/secondary distribution line distinction into the ECOSS shifts about $38 million 

dollars of embedded costs to the residential classes and reduces the allocation of 

embedded costs to the larger customers by more than $45 million.”  ComEd Ex. 7.0, pp. 

15-16 (Docket 08-0532).  See also, RDIO, p.36. 

Q. Mr. Baudino, what is the primary factor that is responsible for the large cost 

responsibility shift between the ECOSSs filed in ComEd Exhibits 15.1 and 22.1? 

A. The primary factor is a change in one of the Company’s external allocation factors, 

namely the NCP-SEC factor.  NCP-SEC stands for class non-coincident peak at 

secondary voltage level. 

Q. Briefly describe the NCP-SEC allocation factor. 

A. Mr. Garcia describes the NCP-SEC allocation factor on page 7 of his Direct Testimony 

(ComEd Ex. 23.0 Rev.).  This allocator represents each class’ portion of maximum load 

including distribution losses delivered through ComEd’s distribution system.  According 

to Mr. Garcia, this is the factor used to allocate the costs associated with secondary 

distribution lines in the Company’s ECOSS. 
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Q. How did the Company use the NCP-SEC allocation factor in its originally filed 

ECOSS? 

A. In the Company’s ECOSS filed in Exhibit 15.1, the NCP-SEC allocator reflected the 

Company’s primary/secondary analysis and did not allocate the costs of secondary 

distribution lines to customers over 400 kW since these customers do not use the 

secondary distribution system.  This allocator is the appropriate one to use for purposes 

of allocating secondary distribution lines and all other secondary facilities used by 

customers that are less than 400 kW. 

Q. Did the NCP-SEC allocation factor change in the Company’s exemplar Primary 

ECOSS filed as Exhibit 22.1? 

A. Yes, there was a drastic change in the allocation factor.  On page 13 of his Supplemental 

Direct Testimony (ComEd Ex. 24.0 Rev.), Mr. Garcia explained that the NCP-SEC 

allocation factor was increased from 13,290,000 kW to 21,439,000 kW  

mainly because the definition of a secondary voltage customer has 
been changed as directed by the Commission and provided in the 
primary/secondary analysis described in the supplemental direct 
testimony of Mr. Alongi (ComEd Ex. 21.0 Revised) which 
required that larger nonresidential customer classes receiving 
secondary voltages from a ComEd-provided secondary transformer 
be responsible for contributing to the costs assigned to the 
secondary distribution system. 

Q. How did the NCP-SEC allocation factor change with respect to the various classes 

from ComEd Exhibit 15.1 to Exhibit 22.1? 

A. Table 3 below presents a comparison of the NCP-SEC allocation factors used in the two 

exhibits. 
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 As Table 3 shows, the change in the NCP-SEC allocator was dramatic, with the Single 

Family residential class’ allocator dropping by 36.42%, while the Medium Load class’ 

allocator increased by 273.46%.  The Large, Very Large, and Extra Large Load classes, 

which had no allocation of secondary costs in Exhibit 15.1, all had received significant 

percentages of the NCP-SEC factor allocated to these classes.  Notably, even the 

exemplar Primary voltage class was allocated 1.53% of secondary system line costs. 
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Q. How did the change in the NCP-SEC allocator affect the allocation of secondary 

distribution lines in ComEd’s ECOSS? 

A. The change in the allocator accounted for an enormous swing in the allocation of 

secondary line costs among ComEd’s customer classes.  Table 4 below shows the 

allocation of capital and O&M costs associated with secondary distribution lines in the 

Company’s two ECOSSs. 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.  Page 12 of 24 



CG Ex. 1.0 
Docket No. 10-0467 

 

 241 

242  

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.  Page 13 of 24 



CG Ex. 1.0 
Docket No. 10-0467 

 
243 

244 

245 

246 

247 

248 

249 

250 

251 

252 

253 

254 

255 

256 

257 

258 

259 

260 

261 
262 
263 
264 

265 

266 
267 
268 

 Table 4 clearly shows that $104.7 million of rate base was shifted out of the Residential 

class (and another $19 million from the Small Load class), while over $200 million of 

additional secondary lines rate base cost was shifted into the Medium, Large, and Very 

Large Load classes.  The Residential class share of distribution line O&M also dropped 

by $8.5 million, while distribution line O&M for the Medium, Large, and Very Large 

Load classes soared from $1.1 million to $12.2 million, an increase of $11.1 million. 

 Obviously, the change in the NCP-SEC allocation factor had a substantial adverse affect 

on the Medium, Large, and Very Large Load classes. 

Q. Is the NCP-SEC allocator in Exhibit 22.1 consistent with how customers on ComEd 

use and/or take service on the secondary distribution system? 

A. No, it is not.  This new allocation factor runs completely counter to the initial 

primary/secondary studies that the Company submitted in this case and in the Rate 

Design Investigation in Docket No. 08-0532.  And the Company’s distribution loss 

studies do not support this new allocator either. 

Q. Did you review ComEd’s Primary/Secondary analyses that were filed in the case? 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s initial primary/secondary cost analysis was filed as Exhibit 16.5.  ComEd 

then filed a “Compliant Primary/Secondary Analysis” as Exhibit 21.5. 

 On page 1 of Exhibit 16.5, ComEd stated that  

ComEd determined the percentage of customers in each delivery 
class that do not take service from the secondary distribution 
system to appropriately allocate costs of primary and secondary 
separately to ComEd’s delivery classes. 

 On page 5 of Exhibit 16.5, ComEd also stated that  

based on the results from ComEd’s field and map reviews of 
sample data conducted during the course of the Rate Design 
Investigation, 100% of customers with demands of greater than 
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400 kW are estimated to bypass the secondary distribution system.  
That is, these customers are served directly from a ComEd 
transformer or an electric service station (“ESS”), which is located 
on the customer’s property or adjacent to their property and 
transforms ComEd’s primary voltage to the customer’s service 
voltage and therefore bypass ComEd’s secondary distribution 
system. 

Q. Is this approach consistent with the primary/secondary analysis presented by 

ComEd in Docket No. 08-0532? 

A. Yes, this is consistent with the Company’s approach in the Rate Design Investigation. 

Q. Did the Company’s “Compliant Primary/Secondary Analysis” in Exhibit 21.5 refute 

the analysis presented in Exhibit 16.5 with respect to customers larger than 400 kW 

not using the Company’s secondary distribution system? 

A. In my opinion, it did not.  The primary/secondary study in Exhibit 21.5 refined the study 

in 16.5 by further functionalizing the Company’s distribution system into Primary, 

Shared, and Secondary services.  It also functionalized primary and secondary 

transformers pursuant to the Commission’s RDIO.  However, nothing in the study 

suggested any change in usage of the secondary system, and in particular, secondary 

distribution lines by customers over 400 kW. 

Q. Did you review the distribution loss studies filed by the Company in this 

proceeding? 

A. Yes.  ComEd filed its first loss study as Exhibit 8.3 Revised.  The Company filed its 

second loss study as Exhibit 20.1, which included the exemplar Primary Voltage class. 
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Q. What is the purpose of a distribution loss study? 

A. The purpose of a distribution loss study is to determine loss factors for ComEd’s various 

rate classes, which are then applied to rates.  As stated on page 2 of ComEd Exhibit 8.3 

Revised: “Distribution losses are determined by subtracting energy delivered to retail and 

wholesale customers plus transmission losses from the ComEd Zone Load.” 

 In Appendix B of both distribution loss studies, ComEd provided a simplified distribution 

model illustrating how the Company determines how energy flows through each of the 

elements of its distribution system for each customer class.  Page 2 of Exhibit 8.3 

Revised further stated that allocation factors “were determined from review of the 

equipment configuration typically used to serve customers of that class.”  Appendix C of 

each of ComEd’s distribution loss studies shows the allocation factors for each customer 

class.  I have included the Appendix C for each loss study in CG Exhibit 1.2.  I have 

summarized the percentage of customer class load delivered through the secondary 

system in Table 5 below from each loss study. 
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Q. What do the percentages in Table 5 show with respect to the Medium, Large, Very 

Large, Extra Large, Primary, and other High Voltage classes? 

A. The Company’s distribution loss study shows that none of these classes receives service 

through the secondary distribution lines. 

Q. What does this mean for purposes of cost allocation? 

A. It means that the Medium, Large, Very Large, Extra Large, and Primary voltage 

customers should not receive any allocation of costs of the secondary distribution system, 

except for secondary transformers, pursuant to the Commission’s RDIO.  In its ECOSS in 

Exhibit 15.1, ComEd followed the results of its distribution system loss study and did not 

allocate the costs of the secondary distribution system to customers in these classes.  

However, ComEd did not follow this approach in its ECOSS filed in Exhibit 22.1 and 
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allocated the costs of the secondary distribution system to customers in this class based 

on their respective contributions to non-coincident peak demands.  

 Based on my understanding of the testimony of Mr. Alongi and Mr. Garcia, ComEd 

revised the NCP-SEC allocation factor, not necessarily because they believed that was 

the best way to do so, but rather based on their understanding of the ICC’s RDIO, which 

stated that customers taking service at less than 4 kV shall be considered secondary 

voltage customers. 

Q. Does the Commission’s RDIO suggest that customers who do not use secondary 

distribution facilities should pay for those facilities anyway? 

A. In my opinion, it does not.  The Commission stated in the RDIO (pp. 36-40, 84) that 

customers taking service at less than 4 kV should be considered secondary customers and 

that they should be allocated the costs of secondary transformers.  In the RDIO finding I 

cited earlier in my testimony, the Commission stated only that secondary customers 

should be “charged accordingly.”  Whereas, the Commission stated on page 40 of the 

RDIO that ComEd should perform an analysis of which customer groups are served by 

which system components, I do not believe that the Commission ordered the Company to 

revise its NCP-SEC allocation factor so that all customers taking at secondary voltage are 

allocated a share of secondary lines, whether they use the lines or not. 

Q. Does the Company’s primary/secondary analysis in ComEd Exhibit 16.5 provide a 

reasonable analysis of which customer groups are served by secondary system 

distribution lines? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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Q. Should the definition of secondary customers be refined and clarified in this 

proceeding? 

A. Yes.  Pursuant to the ICC’s RDIO, customers receiving service at less than 4 kV should 

be considered Secondary voltage distribution customers.  However, there must be further 

refinement in the definition of secondary customers to distinguish those customers in the 

Medium, Large, Very Large, and Extra Large Load classes who do not use ComEd’s 

secondary distribution system, but who receive transformed secondary voltage service 

from ComEd, as described in the Company’s primary/secondary analysis in ComEd 

Exhibit 16.5.  These customers should be allocated their fair share of secondary 

transformer costs and electric service station costs that serve them.  However, they should 

not be allocated the other costs of ComEd’s secondary distribution system, such as 

overhead and underground lines, poles, etc. 

Q. Mr. Baudino, would your proposed clarification of the definition of secondary 

customers comport with the ICC’s RDIO? 

A. In my opinion, it would.  I understand how ComEd interpreted the Commission’s RDIO 

and came to the conclusion that all secondary customers should be charged a percentage 

of all the costs of the secondary distribution system.  However, I do not believe that it 

was the intent of the Commission to reallocate the costs of ComEd’s secondary 

distribution system to larger secondary voltage customers who do not use that system.  

Rather, the Commission sought in the RDIO to properly and accurately allocate the costs 

of ComEd’s total distribution system and to reflect the lower cost responsibility of 

customers taking service at Primary voltages. 
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Q. Could certain aspects of ComEd’s initial primary/secondary study be incorporated 

into its exemplar Primary ECOSS to more accurately allocate the costs of the 

Company’s secondary distribution lines? 

A. Yes.  To the extent that the Commission approves a separate Primary class, ComEd’s 

exemplar Primary ECOSS should be modified to allocate the cost of secondary 

distribution lines based on the NCP-SEC allocation factor in its originally filed ECOSS 

(ComEd Exhibit 15.1).  I have prepared an ECOSS study based on the Company’s 

ECOSS in ComEd Exhibit 22.1 and have reallocated the costs of secondary distribution 

lines using this approach and the results are presented in CG Exhibit 1.3. 

 This study was performed using the Company’s response to the Commercial Group’s 

data request, CG 1.02 SUPP_Attach 1.  The only change I made was to allocate the costs 

associated with Secondary Voltage Distribution Lines based on the NCP-SEC class 

allocation factor the Company used in its ECOSS filed in ComEd Exhibit 15.1. 

Q. Please summarize the results of the revised exemplar Primary ECOSS. 

A. Table 6 below summarizes customer class revenue responsibility for the revised ECOSS 

in CG Exhibit 1.3 and compares it to the full EPEC class cost responsibility presented in 

ComEd Ex. 21.2. 
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 This class cost responsibility appropriately reflects costs being borne by the classes that 

utilize the secondary lines pursuant to ComEd’s initially filed primary/secondary study, 

and is now consistent with the Company’s distribution loss studies.  

Q. How do the average per kWh rates compare between the Company’s full EPEC in 

its exemplar Primary ECOSS and your revised exemplar Primary ECOSS? 

A. Table 7 below shows a comparison between the average rate per kWh from the 

Company’s exemplar Primary study at 100% EPEC and from my revised Primary 

ECOSS at fully allocated cost.  Please note that there is no rate mitigation included in 

these fully cost-based average rates per kWh. 
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Q. Do you recommend any other adjustment to the ECOSS? 

A. Yes.  I continue to believe that distribution substation and primary feeder line costs 

should be allocated on the basis of class non-coincident peak.  This is consistent with 

industry practice and with the NARUC cost allocation manual.  Although my revised 

Primary ECOSS does not incorporate this allocation factor, I recommend that the 

Commission reconsider its decision and continue the use of NCP as it has been applied in 

past ComEd cases.   

Q. Once the ECOSS is corrected, what does it indicate about class subsidies? 

A. ComEd Exhibit 15.2, which is sponsored by Mr. Heintz, shows current class rates of 

return and indicates that the Medium, Large, and Very Large Load customers are still 

providing substantial subsidies to other customer classes. 
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 My revised exemplar Primary ECOSS and the Company’s originally filed ECOSS also 

show that the Medium, Large, and Very Lard Load classes should receive increases that 

are less than the system average increase of 20.6%.  Table 8 below shows the percentage 

increase from current rates in the average kwh rates per class rates as derived from my 

revised exemplar ECOSS. 

 406 

407 

408 

409 
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412 

Q. What is your recommendation for class revenue allocation in this proceeding? 

A. If the Commission decides to implement a Primary voltage class in this proceeding, then 

I recommend that the Commission use the results of my revised exemplar Primary 

ECOSS, which is summarized in Table 6.  If the Commission decides not to implement a 

Primary voltage class in this proceeding, then I recommend that it be guided by the 

results of the Company’s ECOSS filed in ComEd Exhibit 15.1.  I further recommend that 
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either study be updated to restore the allocation of distribution substation and primary 

feeder line costs to the NCP allocation ComEd historically has used. 

Q. Based on the results of the ECOSSs you recommend, should the Commission 

consider mitigating the increases to certain classes? 

A. Yes.  The primary guide should be the results of the ECOSSs.  However, gradualism/rate 

mitigation is another principle that the Commission may consider in limiting large rate 

increases to rate classes that would constitute rate shock.   

 However, it should be noted that the Medium, Large, and Very Large Load classes have 

been consistently providing subsidies to other classes over a period of years and setting 

rates based on the cost to serve those classes should be a primary consideration for the 

Commission in this case.  Therefore, if the ICC employs rate mitigation in this 

proceeding, any revenues not collected from a class receiving mitigation should be spread 

to all other classes and not contained within the non-residential classes as ComEd 

proposes in this case. 

 Also, if the ICC reduces ComEd’s requested revenue increase, then the class revenue 

allocations I recommend should be scaled back proportionately. 

Q. Do you have any recommendations with respect to the rate design for the Medium, 

Large, and Very Large Load classes? 

A. I generally agree with the approach to rate design proposed by Mr. Alongi, but the rates 

should be scaled back to reflect my revised exemplar Primary ECOSS if the Commission 

decides to implement a Primary voltage class in this proceeding. 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. Yes. 


	Q. Generally, what is the electric load profile of the Commercial Group?
	A. Most of the electric load of members of the Commercial Group falls into the Medium, Large and Very Large Load classes of ComEd.

