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PRE-TRIAL PLEADING OF THE COMMERCIAL GROUP 

I. INTRODUCTION / STATEMENT OF THE CASE1 

The Commercial Group presents this Pre-trial Pleading pursuant to the Notice of 

Continuance, Notice of Administrative Law Judges’ Ruling and Notice of Schedule dated 

September 2, 2010 in this proceeding.  The Commercial Group is an ad hoc group of large retail 

companies and the Illinois Retail Merchants Association that together account for approximately 85 

percent of all retail sales in Illinois.  CG Ex. 2.0, p.1.  The Commercial Group has filed direct and 

rebuttal testimony of witness Richard A. Baudino of J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc., CG Exs. 

1.0 and 1.1 through 1.3 and CG Ex. 3.0.  The Commercial Group also filed direct testimony of 

David A. Vite of the Illinois Retail Merchants Association, CG. Ex. 2.0 and 2.1.  In these sets of 

testimony, the  Commercial Group focused on the cost of service studies of Commonwealth 

Edison Company (“ComEd”), suggested a correction to the proposed allocation of secondary 

distribution line costs in ComEd’s exemplar primary ECOSS that has been accepted as 

appropriate by ComEd and Commission Staff witnesses, and suggested that the Commission 

reinstitute the use of the class non-coincident peak (“NCP”) factor for allocating distribution 

substation and primary feeder line costs.  Finally, the Commercial Group proposed that if the 

                                                 
1 The Commercial Group follows herein the outline ciculated among the parties on January 6, 2011, 

although it will address only the outline points that are covered in the Commercial Group’s pre-filed testimony .  
Failure to address an issue should not be construed as endorsement for any other party’s position or preclude the 
Commercial Group from investigating other issues on cross-examination or in briefs.  
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Commission decides that the Extra Large Load, High Voltage, and/or Railroad Delivery classes 

should continue to receive rate subsidies, the subsidy burden should be spread to all other classes of 

customers and not to certain non-residential classes alone. The Medium, Large, and Very Large Load 

classes have been consistently subsidizing other classes over a period of years and should not 

continue to bear all of the subsidy burden.  

VII.  COST OF SERVICE AND ALLOCATION ISSUES 

     A. Overview  

If the Commission decides to establish a Primary customer class in this proceeding, the 

Commission should use the ECOSS in ComEd Exhibit 51.2 as the guide for class revenue allocation, 

which corrects the allocation of secondary distribution line costs previously presented in ComEd 

Exhibit 22.1 (ComEd’s original exemplar primary ECOSS).  On the other hand, if the Commission 

decides not to implement a Primary voltage class in this case, then the Commission should use the 

ECOSS in ComEd Ex. 51.1 as the guide for class revenue allocation. CG Ex. 1.0 p.23; CG Ex. 3.0 

p.2.  Whether the Commission chooses to use the ECOSS filed in ComEd Exs. 51.1 or 51.2, such 

study should be updated to restore the allocation of distribution substation and primary feeder line 

costs to the NCP allocation ComEd historically has used.   

    B.  Potentially Uncontested Issues  

Mr. Baudino corrected the proposed allocation of secondary distribution line costs in 

ComEd’s exemplar Primary ECOSS to reflect that customers above 400 kW do not take service over 

the Company’s secondary distribution lines.  ComEd adopted this correction in its Exhibit 51.2 

primary exemplar ECOSS.  This correction was made to the NCP-SEC factor, to make it consistent 

with ComEd’s calculation of the NCP-SEC factor that ComEd used in preparing the ECOSS in 

ComEd Ex. 15.1 (and 51.1) and with ComEd’s distribution loss factor studies, which demonstrate 

that none of the non-residential classes from the Medium Load class and larger receive service 
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through the secondary distribution lines.  CG Ex. 1.0, pp.9-19.  Staff witness Lazare accepted this 

correction as appropriate (Staff Ex. 26.0, pp.14-15) and no party has opposed the allocation 

correction.   

   C.  Potentially Contested Issues 

 d.  NCP v. CP and  

e. Allocation of Primary Lines and Substations 

These two sub-issues seem to be one and the same issue.  Distribution substation and primary 

feeder line costs should be allocated on the basis of class non-coincident peak (NCP).  This is 

consistent with industry practice, how ComEd designs such systems, how the Commission 

historically has treated such costs, and with the NARUC cost allocation manual.  CG Ex. 1.0, p.22. 

VIII.  RATE DESIGN 

   C. 4  Non-residential   

a. Movement toward ECOSS rates 

A number of representatives of the largest load classes insist that they deserve rate 

subsidies because of potential high rate increases that may occur from moving to cost and/or in 

case of the Railroad class, because of alleged benefits the Railroad class members provide to 

society.  To the extent that the Commission determines that such subsidies should continue, the 

subsidy burden should be spread to all other classes of customers and not to certain non-residential 

classes alone. The Medium, Large, and Very Large Load classes have consistently subsidized other 

classes for many years and should not continue to bear all of the subsidy burden. CG Ex. 1.0, p.24. 

    b   Allocating Secondary Costs Among Customer Classes 

 Mr. Baudino corrected the proposed allocation of secondary distribution line costs in 

ComEd’s exemplar Primary ECOSS to reflect that customers above 400 kW do not take service over 

3 




