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List of Issues & Major Conclusions 
 

 ComEd’s proposed rate design is based on a reasonable analysis and 
allocation of primary and secondary costs and presents corresponding rates 
that reflect those cost allocations.  Accordingly, ComEd’s proposed rate 
design should be approved. 

 ComEd’s proposed rate design includes the next step in the movement 
toward cost-based rates for the Extra Large Load, High Voltage, and 
Railroad delivery classes which is reasonable and should be approved.   

 ComEd’s proposed rate design includes the consolidation of its four 
residential delivery classes into two delivery classes which is reasonable and 
should be approved.   
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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Lawrence S. Alongi.  My business address is Three Lincoln Centre, 4 

Oakbrook Terrace, Illinois 60181-4260.  5 

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

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in the position of 7 

Manager, Retail Rates. 8 

Q. Are you the same Lawrence S. Alongi who provided direct, supplemental direct, and 9 

rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 10 

A. Yes.  My direct testimony is ComEd Ex. 16.0 2nd Revised, my supplemental direct 11 

testimony is ComEd Ex. 21.0 Revised, and my rebuttal testimony on subjects other than 12 

rate design is ComEd Ex 41.0. 13 

B. Purposes of Rate Design Rebuttal Testimony 14 

Q. What are the purposes of your rate design rebuttal testimony? 15 

A. The purpose of my rate design rebuttal testimony is to respond to the direct testimony of 16 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) Staff (“Staff”) witnesses Peter 17 

Lazare (Staff Ex. 10.0), Cheri L. Harden (Staff Ex. 11.0), and Christopher L. Boggs 18 

(Staff Ex. 13.0); Attorney General and Citizen Utility Board (“AG/CUB”) witness Scott 19 

J. Rubin (AG/CUB Ex. 6.0); City of Chicago (“City”) witness Edward C. Bodmer (City 20 

Ex. 1.0); Commercial Group (“CG”) witness Richard A. Baudino; Chicago Transit 21 

Authority (“CTA”) witnesses James P. Harper (CTA Ex. 1.0) and Amy S. Kovalan (CTA 22 
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Ex. 3.0); Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation (“Metra”) witness 23 

Richard A. Capra (Metra Ex. 1.0); CTA/Metra witness James G. Bachman (CTA/Metra 24 

Joint Ex. 1.0); Department of Energy (“DOE”) witness Dwight D. Etheridge (DOE Ex. 25 

1.0); Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers (“IIEC”) witnesses Robert R. Stephens (IIEC 26 

Ex. 2.0) and David L. Stowe (IIEC Ex. 3.0); Kroger witness Neal Townsend (Kroger Ex. 27 

1.0); Request Equitable Allocation of Costs Together (“REACT”) witnesses Bradley O. 28 

Fults (REACT Ex. 1.0) and Harry L. Terhune (REACT Ex. 3.0); and Retail Energy 29 

Supply Association (“RESA”) witness Roy Boston. 30 

Staff and Intervenors raise numerous concerns to which I respond.  The failure to 31 

address any particular point raised by Staff and Intervenors does not equal acquiescence 32 

to that point. 33 

C. Itemized Attachments 34 

Q. What are the attachments to your rate design rebuttal testimony? 35 

A. ComEd Ex. 49.1 provides ComEd’s proposed rate design.  ComEd Ex. 49.2 provides 36 

ComEd’s preferred exemplar rate design in the event that the Commission orders ComEd 37 

to institute a Primary Voltage Delivery Class.  ComEd Ex. 49.3 provides an alternative 38 

exemplar rate design.  ComEd Ex. 49.4 provides a revision to the exemplar 39 

primary/secondary analysis originally presented in ComEd Ex. 21.5. ComEd Ex. 49.5 40 

provides a simplified diagram of customers receiving three-phase and single-phase 41 

service on ComEd’s overhead primary voltage distribution system. ComEd Ex. 49.6 42 

provides information for all of ComEd’s almost 6,400 circuits that is similar to the 43 

information that ComEd previously provided for the four circuits in ComEd Ex. 21.6. 44 

ComEd Ex. 49.7 Revised provides improved modifications to the Chicago Method as 45 
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described later in this testimony and utilizes more recent cost data from the ECOSS found 46 

in ComEd Ex. 51.2. ComEd Ex. 49.8 provides the amount of secondary used by alley 47 

lights based on a sample of City alleys. ComEd Ex. 49.9 provides updated Distribution 48 

Loss Factors (“DLFs”) that incorporate provisions to address DOE witness Etheridge’s 49 

concerns regarding the DLFs applicable to customers with service points at which 50 

electricity is metered at or above 138 kV. ComEd Ex. 49.10 provides revised tariff 51 

language pertaining to DLFs. Finally, ComEd Ex. 49.11 provides the computation of the 52 

revised Interval Data Fee. 53 

D. Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations 54 

Q. In brief, what conclusions and recommendations do you make? 55 

A. I make the following conclusions and recommendations: 56 

 ComEd’s proposed rate design is based on a reasonable analysis and 57 
allocation of primary and secondary costs and presents corresponding rates 58 
that reflect those cost allocations.  Accordingly, ComEd’s proposed rate 59 
design should be approved.   60 

 ComEd’s proposed rate design includes the next step in the movement toward 61 
cost-based rates for the Extra Large Load, High Voltage, and Railroad 62 
delivery classes which is reasonable and should be approved.   63 

 ComEd’s proposed rate design includes the consolidation of its four 64 
residential delivery classes into two delivery classes which is reasonable and 65 
should be approved.   66 

 ComEd’s proposed rate design includes an Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax 67 
Charge (“IEDT”) which is reasonable, reflects cost causation, is consistent 68 
with the IEDT approved by the Commission in the Ameren Illinois Utilities 69 
last rate case, Docket Nos. 09-0306/0307/0308/0309/0310/0311 (cons.) (“AIU 70 
last rate case”), and should be approved. 71 

 ComEd suggests the Commission should reconsider its directive in its Order 72 
in Docket No. 08-0532 (“the Rate Design Investigation Order” or “RDIO”) 73 
which directed ComEd to include the use of the cost allocation method 74 
presented in that proceeding by City witness Bodmer (“the Chicago Method”).  75 



Docket No. 10-0467 
ComEd Ex. 49.0 Revised 

Page 4 of 59 

ComEd’s proposed rate design includes dusk to dawn street lighting rates that 76 
reflect the Commission’s directive in the RDIO, however ComEd maintains 77 
that the Chicago Method does not allocate costs appropriately and should not 78 
be used to adjust its ECOSS. 79 

 ComEd’s proposed rate design includes a simplification of the High Voltage 80 
Delivery Class rate structure which is reasonable and should be approved. 81 

 ComEd’s primary/secondary analysis presented in ComEd Ex. 16.5 provides a 82 
reasonable analysis and allocation of primary distribution system and 83 
secondary distribution system costs and should be used as the basis to allocate 84 
such costs.  85 

 ComEd’s proposed revisions to Rider ML – Meter-Related Facilities Lease 86 
(“Rider ML”) which update meter lease charges and simplify the manner in 87 
which meter leases are administered are reasonable and should be approved.  88 

 To limit the issues in this proceeding, ComEd accepts Staff witness Harden’s 89 
recommendation to limit the increases to certain miscellaneous charges and 90 
fees that are contained in ComEd’s General Terms and Conditions (“GTC”), 91 
Rate MSPS – Metering Service Provider Service (“Rate MSPS”), and Rate 92 
RDS – Retail Delivery Service (“Rate RDS”) and make corresponding 93 
adjustments to ComEd’s revenue requirement. 94 

 ComEd’s proposed Single Bill Credit and Interval Data Fee (as corrected in 95 
this testimony) are reasonable and should be approved.   96 

 ComEd’s proposed changes to its tariffs involving the Self-Generating 97 
Customer Group are reasonable and should be approved.   98 

 ComEd has considered DOE witness Etheridge’s position with respect to 99 
distribution losses attributable to service points metered at or above 138 100 
kilovolts (“kV”), and as a result, ComEd is willing to make appropriate 101 
changes to ComEd’s Rate RDS with respect to the DLFs applicable to such 102 
customers.   103 

 ComEd’s proposal to add a specific Limitation of Liability section in GTC is 104 
reasonable, provides uniformity with associated tariff provisions of other 105 
Illinois electric utilities, and should be approved.  106 

 ComEd’s other proposed housekeeping tariff changes are reasonable and 107 
should be approved.  108 
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II. Rate Design 109 

A. ComEd’s Proposed Rate Design 110 

Q. Has ComEd revised its proposed rate design filed on June 30, 2010? 111 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s proposed rate design filed as ComEd Ex. 16.2 has been revised to reflect 112 

ComEd’s updated distribution system loss study presented in ComEd Ex. 34.1, to recover 113 

the revised revenue requirement of $2,295,006,000, and to incorporate some minor 114 

corrections that were identified through the discovery process.  ComEd’s proposed rate 115 

design is now presented in ComEd Ex. 49.1, which replaces the rate design presented in 116 

ComEd Ex. 16.2. 117 

B. Exemplar Rate Designs with Separate Charges for Service Provided at 118 
Primary Voltages  119 

Q. Has ComEd revised the exemplar rate design filed on August 9, 2010? 120 

A. Yes.  The exemplar rate design filed as ComEd Ex. 21.1 to provide for the institution of 121 

an exemplar Primary Voltage Delivery Class has been revised to reflect ComEd’s 122 

updated distribution system loss study presented in ComEd Ex. 34.1, to recover the 123 

revised revenue requirement of $2,295,006,000, to allocate the cost of certain secondary 124 

distribution facilities as recommended by CG witness Baudino (CG Ex. 1.0, 20:365-368) 125 

and IIEC witness Stowe (IIEC Ex. 3.0, 15:237-20:444), to extend the movement toward 126 

cost-based rates to customers establishing demands in excess of 10 megawatts (“MW”) 127 

that would be in the exemplar Primary Voltage Delivery Class in response to concerns 128 

raised by REACT witness Fults (REACT Ex. 1.0, 5-6:104-112), and to incorporate some 129 

minor corrections that were identified through the discovery process.  ComEd addresses 130 

REACT’s concern by splitting the exemplar Primary Voltage Delivery Class into Up to 131 

10 MW and Over 10 MW subgroups so that the customers that were previously taking 132 
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service in the Extra Large Load Delivery Class and receiving the benefit of the 133 

Commission ordered mitigation can continue to receive the mitigation in the new Primary 134 

Voltage Delivery Class.  This revised exemplar rate design is attached as ComEd Ex. 135 

49.2.  The exemplar rate design presented in ComEd Ex. 49.2 is ComEd’s preferred rate 136 

design under which charges should be developed in the event that the Commission directs 137 

ComEd to institute a Primary Voltage Delivery Class.  The exemplar rate design 138 

presented in ComEd Ex. 49.2 is a superior alternative to the more complicated rate design 139 

presented by IIEC witness Stephens in IIEC Ex 2.1.  140 

Q. Does ComEd provide another exemplar rate design? 141 

A. Yes.  Attached as ComEd Ex. 49.3 is an alternative exemplar rate design in which the 142 

demand-based nonresidential classes are subdivided to incorporate distribution facilities 143 

charges (“DFCs”) and transformer charges for service points to which electricity is 144 

delivered at or above 4,000 volts (“4 kV”).  This rate design is not preferred by ComEd, 145 

and in the event that the Commission orders ComEd to adopt this alternative exemplar 146 

rate design, it is likely that ComEd will have to manually bill customers with service 147 

points to which electricity is delivered at or above 4 kV until such time that it is able to 148 

automate its systems to administer these accounts without manual intervention. 149 

Q. Do you have concerns if the Commission orders ComEd to adopt this alternative 150 

exemplar rate design? 151 

A. Yes. First, ComEd maintains that customers who receive a primary voltage without 152 

transformation are similar in terms of the facilities required to provide service regardless 153 

of the customer’s load requirements and a single class is an appropriate classification for 154 

cost assignment and administration purposes. 155 
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Second, over the past four months, ComEd has begun the process of estimating 156 

the cost, creating design requirements, and evaluating the on-going maintenance of 157 

implementing a single Primary Voltage Delivery Class within ComEd’s billing system, 158 

the Customer Information Management System (“CIMS”), in order to prepare for the 159 

possibility that the Commission will order ComEd to implement such a rate structure.  160 

The proposal for multiple primary voltage DFCs within the five demand-based delivery 161 

classes raises several concerns.  From an information technology (‘IT”) perspective, the 162 

work done to date would need to be completely rewritten to accommodate billing under 163 

the alternative approach.  If ComEd is ordered to implement such a rate structure, manual 164 

billing for the accounts will be necessary until the system enhancements needed to 165 

automate billing can be implemented and tested.  From an on-going maintenance 166 

perspective, additional maintenance, testing, and potential customer confusion will exist 167 

by creating a total of ten separate primary voltage DFCs and transformer charges versus 168 

just four under ComEd’s preferred single Primary Voltage Delivery Class.     169 

Q. What is ComEd’s position with respect to the tariff changes that would be necessary 170 

in the event that the Commission orders ComEd to implement rates with separate 171 

charges for service provided at primary voltages? 172 

A. In the event that the Commission directs ComEd to institute a single Primary Voltage 173 

Delivery Class then the tariff revisions (except for the specific rate design and charges) 174 

provided in ComEd Ex. 21.3 are reasonable, would need to be effectuated to implement 175 

and administer this class, and should be approved by the Commission.  No party took 176 

issue with the exemplar tariff revisions (except for the specific rate design and charges) in 177 

ComEd Ex. 21.3 that provide for the implementation and administration of a Primary 178 
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Voltage Delivery Class.  In the event that the Commission directs ComEd to institute 179 

separate primary voltage service charges within the existing demand-based nonresidential 180 

delivery classes, then the exemplar tariff provisions that provide for the implementation 181 

and administration of a Primary Voltage Delivery Class would need to be altered to 182 

properly reference primary voltage service points, as applicable, instead of the Primary 183 

Voltage Delivery Class. 184 

C. Movement Toward Cost-Based Rates  185 

Q. Did any parties comment on ComEd’s proposal to move the Extra Large Load 186 

Delivery Class and the High Voltage Delivery Class 33% and the Railroad Delivery 187 

Class 10% of the remainder of the way to cost-based rates? 188 

A. Yes.  Kroger witness Townsend, IIEC witness Stephens, and Staff witness Boggs 189 

addressed ComEd’s proposal to move the Extra Large Load, High Voltage, and Railroad 190 

delivery classes closer toward cost-based rates.  191 

Q. Did any party support ComEd’s proposal for additional movement toward cost-192 

based rates for these three delivery classes? 193 

A. Yes.  Mr. Townsend supports ComEd’s proposal to move the three delivery classes 194 

toward cost-based rates, and he added that ComEd’s proposed movement toward cost-195 

based rates for the Extra Large Load, High Voltage1, and Railroad delivery classes is 196 

consistent with the Commission directives in ComEd’s last general rate case.  (Kroger 197 

Ex. 1.0, 5:108-111). 198 

                                                 
1 Mr. Townsend incorrectly refers to the Very Large Load Delivery Class instead of the High Voltage Delivery 
Class in his reference to delivery classes receiving subsidies that should be moved toward cost-based rates as 
ComEd has proposed. 



Docket No. 10-0467 
ComEd Ex. 49.0 Revised 

Page 9 of 59 

Q. How did IIEC witness Stephens react to ComEd’s proposal? 199 

A. Mr. Stephens agrees with ComEd that the Extra Large Load Delivery Class and the High 200 

Voltage Delivery Class should be moved 33% of the remainder of the way to cost-based 201 

rates.  However, he disagrees that the Railroad Delivery Class should be moved only 10% 202 

of the remainder of the way to cost-based rates.  Instead, Mr. Stephens recommends that 203 

the Railroad Delivery Class also be moved 33% of the remainder of the way to cost of 204 

service.  (IIEC Ex. 2.0, 6:156-159) 205 

Q. How did Staff witness Boggs react to ComEd’s proposal? 206 

A. Mr. Boggs appears to disagree with ComEd’s proposed movement toward cost-based 207 

rates.  With respect to ComEd’s proposal for the Railroad Delivery Class, Mr. Boggs’ 208 

disagreement may stem from a simple misunderstanding.  ComEd’s proposal to move the 209 

Railroad Class only 10% in this proceeding would be the first in a ten-step process, rather 210 

than the second in a four-step process, to move the Railroad Delivery Class to cost-based 211 

rates.  ComEd’s ten-step process to move the Railroad Delivery Class toward cost-based 212 

rates is consistent with the Commission’s directive in its Order in ComEd’s last rate case, 213 

Docket No. 07-0566, instructing ComEd to implement rates for the Railroad Delivery 214 

Class that do not cause rate shock for customers in that delivery class.  ComEd extended 215 

the four-step process to a ten-step process with respect to the Railroad Delivery Class in 216 

order to comply with this Commission directive.  With respect to ComEd’s proposal for 217 

the Extra Large Load and High Voltage delivery classes, Mr. Boggs’ testimony is 218 

confusing.  ComEd has incorporated a 33% movement toward cost-based rates into both 219 

its proposed rate design and the exemplar rate designs.  Mr. Boggs appears to be 220 

advocating additional movement toward cost-based rates on top of the 33% movement 221 
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developed by ComEd for these two delivery classes.  However, if the Commission adopts 222 

either Mr. Boggs’ recommendation to accelerate movement toward cost-based rates for 223 

the Extra Large Load, High Voltage, and/or Railroad delivery classes or Mr. Stephens’ 224 

recommendation to move the Railroad Delivery Class 33% of the remainder of the way 225 

toward cost-based rates, ComEd will, of course, comply with the Commission’s order.  226 

Q. Did any other parties submit proposals as alternatives to the movement toward cost-227 

based rates proposed by ComEd for the Extra Large Load, High Voltage, and 228 

Railroad delivery classes? 229 

A. Yes.  IIEC witness Stephens proposes to limit the increase in rates to any delivery class 230 

or subclass to 150% of the system average increase.  With a proposed system average 231 

increase of 18.4% as shown in ComEd Ex. 49.1, the limit would be an increase of 27.6%.   232 

Q. What is your reaction to his proposal? 233 

A. I disagree with his proposal.  Based upon the data in ComEd Ex. 49.1, the Watt-Hour, 234 

Small Load, Extra Large Load, and General Lighting delivery classes would all be 235 

limited to an increase of 27.6%.  However, that would mean that ComEd could not follow 236 

the Commission’s directive with respect to moving the Extra Large Load Delivery Class 237 

33% of the remainder of the way to cost-based rates.  Moreover, the Small Load Delivery 238 

Class is seeing an increase of more than 150% of the system average in part because it is 239 

shouldering part of the burden of the subsidy being provided to the Extra Large Load, 240 

High Voltage, and Railroad delivery classes.  If the Small Load Delivery Class’ increase 241 

was limited then the remaining three nonresidential classes would be subject to even 242 

greater cost recovery burdens for which they are not responsible.  Furthermore, all the 243 

residential and lighting delivery classes, as well as the Watt-Hour Delivery Class, have 244 
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proposed rates set at 100% of an equal percentage of embedded cost (“EPEC”) for each 245 

individual class.  If there were limits placed on the increase to the Watt-Hour and General 246 

Lighting delivery classes, then other classes that are currently proposed to be at 100% of 247 

EPEC would likely have to bear more than their fair share of the costs to provide them 248 

with electric service.  History has shown that if rates are set that do not reflect costs, 249 

those receiving the benefit of rates that are not cost-based are likely to oppose movement 250 

toward cost based rates.  Moreover, ComEd has cost based rates for a number of delivery 251 

classes; so it would be a step backward to order the implementation of rates that serve to 252 

explicitly diverge from that fundamental concept in rate design.  Finally, Mr. Stephens 253 

calls for the 150% limit to be applied to subclasses which adds yet another level of 254 

complexity to what could become a very complicated rate design.  ComEd recommends 255 

that the Commission reject Mr. Stephens proposal and, as proposed by ComEd 256 

implement a rate design that provides for 100% of EPEC cost recovery for as many 257 

delivery classes as possible.  258 

D. Residential Rate Design 259 

Q. Does any party concur with ComEd’s proposal to consolidate the current four 260 

residential delivery classes into two? 261 

A. Yes.  Staff witness Boggs finds ComEd’s proposal regarding the consolidation of the four 262 

residential delivery classes into two, with the elimination of distinctions for customers 263 

with electric space heat to be reasonable (Staff Ex. 13.0, 30:596-32:637). 264 

Q. Mr. Boggs concluded that it is reasonable to eliminate the residential end-use rate 265 

distinction for electric space heat.  Is there a sound basis for his conclusion? 266 
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A. Yes.  The Commission has already taken steps to eliminate the distinction between 267 

residential customers with electric space heat and those without electric space heat.  As 268 

approved by the Commission in Docket No. 05-0159, Rider PE – Purchased Electricity 269 

(“Rider PE”) has specific provisions that grandfather the application of separate supply 270 

charges for customers with electric space heat.  As explicitly stated in that tariff, and 271 

effective for almost four years at this point, residential electric space heat supply charges 272 

are applicable only to residential customers at premises (or successor customers at such 273 

premises) that were eligible on January 1, 2007, to take service under ComEd’s then 274 

effective residential electric space heat rate (ILL. C. C. No. 10, Rider PE Original Sheet 275 

No. 322).  In other words, electric space heat supply charges are not applicable to any 276 

customer in a residential abode with electric space heat that either was built on or after 277 

January 2, 2007, or had electric space heating facilities installed for the first time on or 278 

after January 2, 2007.  Instead of eliminating this end-use distinction outright in its Order 279 

in Docket No. 05-0159, because electric space heat customers were being provided with a 280 

significant subsidy, this ruling was instituted with corresponding provisions to allow for a 281 

gradual movement toward cost-based rates for customers with electric space heat.  This 282 

ruling by the Commission is consistent with the Commission’s rulings over many years 283 

to phase-out end-use rates for governmental buildings, schools, nonresidential electric 284 

space heating, pumping and sewage treatment facilities, and residential and 285 

nonresidential electric water heating. 286 

Q. Does Mr. Boggs voice concern about the elimination of separate supply charges for 287 

residential customers with electric space heat? 288 
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A. Yes, he does.  Mr. Boggs recommends the consolidation of the four residential delivery 289 

classes at this time as long as the Commission does not order ComEd to eliminate the 290 

differentiation in supply charges in this proceeding.  ComEd agrees with Mr. Boggs’ 291 

recommendation. 292 

Q. Is there any party that takes issue with ComEd’s proposal to consolidate the four 293 

residential delivery classes into two? 294 

A. Yes.  AG/CUB witness Rubin takes the position that the four residential delivery classes 295 

should be maintained.     296 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Rubin’s comments with respect to residential rate 297 

design? 298 

A. I find Mr. Rubin’s comments to be troubling because they are conflicting, and in what 299 

seems to be a less than forthright promotion of his position, Mr. Rubin inappropriately 300 

categorizes the residential delivery classes as subclasses.  In addition, his proposed rate 301 

design modifications reintroduce a complexity to ComEd’s rates that the Commission 302 

previously eliminated. 303 

Q. Why is it important to address Mr. Rubin’s use of the term “subclasses” instead of 304 

delivery classes when describing the residential delivery classes? 305 

A. It is important to address Mr. Rubin’s turn of phrase because it appears that he attempting 306 

to divert cost responsibility away from the residential sector.  As much as Mr. Rubin may 307 

want to indicate otherwise (AG/CUB Ex. 6.0, 8:153-154), currently ComEd’s 15 delivery 308 

classes include four distinct and wholly separate residential delivery classes (ILL. C. C. 309 

No. 10, GTC, Original Sheet No. 135).  Mr. Rubin appears to use the term “subclasses” 310 
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in describing these delivery classes in order to promote his position that when the 311 

noncoincident class peak (“NCP”) factors are used in the ECOSS, only one NCP should 312 

be developed for the entire residential sector to allocate costs to residential customers 313 

(AG/CUB Ex. 6.0 at 8:160-162 and at 10:197-199).  The use of only a single NCP for all 314 

residential customers rather than using a separate, individual NCP for each residential 315 

delivery class (the sum of the individual NCPs is greater than the value of the single 316 

NCP) for the allocation of costs results in a reduction in the cost responsibility 317 

attributable to residential customers.    318 

Q. Why do you take issue with Mr. Rubin’s recommendation to use a single NCP for 319 

the entire residential sector? 320 

A. Mr. Rubin’s recommendation to employ a single NCP for the entire residential sector for 321 

the purposes of cost allocation would not be problematic if he also was proposing to have 322 

a single residential delivery class with a single DFC applicable to all customers in the 323 

class.  However, that is not what he is proposing.  Mr. Rubin is proposing to have a rate 324 

design with four DFCs for the residential sector but only a single NCP for the purposes of 325 

allocating distribution-related costs.  It is truly troubling that Mr. Rubin claims it is 326 

“quirky” and doesn’t make sense for ComEd to utilize distinct NCPs for different 327 

delivery classes for the purposes of cost allocation (AG/CUB Ex. 6.0, 9:180 and 9:185-328 

186), but then insists that there needs to be distinct DFCs because it “actually costs more 329 

to serve [electric space heating customers]” (AG/CUB Ex. 6.0, 12:245).  Mr. Rubin’s 330 

proposal is not consistent and it is not fair in its treatment of customers.   331 

On the other hand, ComEd’s proposal to consolidate the current four residential 332 

delivery classes into two is consistent and fair in its treatment of customers.  For the 333 
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purposes of cost allocation, ComEd appropriately utilized two distinct NCPs, one for 334 

each of its proposed residential delivery classes.  Then, to provide for the recovery of 335 

those allocated costs, ComEd developed a rate design that has a two separate and distinct 336 

customer charges and two separate and distinct DFCs for the two proposed residential 337 

delivery classes.  In short, ComEd’s approach properly aligns the cost recovery structure 338 

(i.e., the rates) with the cost allocation structure.  339 

Q. Why do you maintain that Mr. Rubin is proposing to reintroduce complexity in the 340 

residential rate design that the Commission previously eliminated? 341 

A. In compliance with the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 01-0423, ComEd 342 

implemented delivery service charges for the residential sector for the first time.  At that 343 

juncture, there was a distinct customer charge and a distinct DFC for each of the four 344 

residential delivery classes.  Later, in compliance with specific directives in the 345 

Commission’s Order in Docket No. 05-0597, ComEd simplified the rate design for the 346 

residential sector such that there would be only two distinct customer charges, one for 347 

single family customers and one for multi-family customers, one standard metering 348 

service charge for all residential customers, and two distinct DFCs, one for customers 349 

with electric space heat and one for customers without electric space heat.  Mr. Rubin’s 350 

proposal to implement four distinct DFCs, one for single family customers without 351 

electric space heat, one for multi-family customers without electric space heat, one for 352 

single family customers with electric space heat, one for multi-family customers with 353 

electric space heat, is a proposal to reintroduce a complexity to ComEd’s rate structure 354 

that the Commission eliminated to simplify ComEd’s rate design. 355 
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Q. What is your reaction to Mr. Rubin’s claims that under its proposed rate design 356 

ComEd will be provided with excessive revenues from residential customers with 357 

electric space heat (12:232-235)? 358 

A. Based upon ComEd’s proposed rate design as shown in ComEd Ex. 49.1, the overall 359 

proposed system increase in delivery service charges is 18.4%.  For the residential sector 360 

the proposed increases are as follows: 361 

Proposed Single Family Delivery Class 25.2% 362 

Proposed Multi Family Delivery Class  10.3% 363 

 364 

Single Family Customers Without Electric Space Heat 25.6% 365 

Single Family Customers With Electric Space Heat 16.7% 366 

Multi Family Customers Without Electric Space Heat 10.4% 367 

Multi Family Customers With Electric Space Heat 10.2% 368 

ComEd’s proposal, with the consolidation of the current four delivery classes into two, 369 

results in percentage increases in delivery service charges for residential customers with 370 

electric space heat that are less than the percentage increases for corresponding 371 

residential customers that use a different form of energy to heat their residences.  372 

Moreover, only single family customers without electric space heat will see an average 373 

increase in delivery service rates that exceed the system average increase.  Compared to 374 

the proposed system average increase, as well as compared to the proposed increases for 375 

the corresponding residential customers without electric space heat, the proposed 376 

increases for residential customers with electric space heat are not excessive. 377 
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E. Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax 378 

Q. How do you react to IIEC witness Stephen’s argument against having a separate 379 

line item on customers’ bills for the IEDT? 380 

A. I believe that Mr. Stephens is not concerned about the length of a customer bill.  Instead, 381 

Mr. Stephens wants to avoid having a charge that is applied to kWh of usage.  Currently 382 

there is no per kWh charge for delivery service for demand-based nonresidential delivery 383 

classes, and the Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax is being recovered through the 384 

application of the per kW DFCs.  As a result, low load factor customers are currently 385 

subsidizing high load factor customers with respect to this tax.  ComEd’s proposed IEDT 386 

will eliminate that intraclass subsidy.  The Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax is imposed 387 

upon ComEd on the basis of the kWh delivered to customers.  Therefore, it is properly 388 

allocated in the ECOSS on the basis of kWh, and is appropriately applied as a cents per 389 

kWh charge. 390 

Q. How do you respond to REACT witness Fults’ argument against ComEd’s proposal 391 

to recover its obligation to pay the Illinois Electric Distribution Tax? 392 

A. Mr. Fults asserts some of the same concerns expressed by Mr. Stephens, which I have 393 

already addressed.  With regard to ComEd’s proposed SFV rate design, Mr. Fults reasons 394 

that: “Current rates for non-residential customers are already similar to the SFV rate 395 

design in that most costs are included in the DFC $ per kW charge.  Removing and 396 

separately billing for the IEDT takes a step back from this cost recovery approach.”  397 

However, to the contrary, there is nothing inconsistent with recovering the Illinois 398 

Electricity Distribution Tax through a kWh charge and ComEd’s SFV proposal because 399 

the amount of the tax is dependent on the kWhs of electricity that ComEd delivers (i.e., it 400 
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is a cost that varies with kWhs delivered).  Accordingly, it is a variable cost that should 401 

be recovered through a variable charge as ComEd has proposed.  402 

Q. Is Mr. Fults correct that “[b]ased on a review of the tariffs of other Illinois electric 403 

utilities, it appears that no other utility shows the IEDT as a separate line item on its 404 

customers bills” (Id., 29:715-716)?  405 

A. No.  AmerenCIPs tariff provides for recovery of the Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax 406 

via the application of a cents per kWh charge (Electric Service Schedule Ill. C. C. No. 16, 407 

3rd Revised Sheet No. 37.001), which AmerenCIPS designates in its tariff as the 408 

“Distribution Tax.”  The tariff clearly states that “The Distribution Tax shall be shown as 409 

a separate line item on Customers bills.’  Moreover, in its June 15, 2010 Notice of 410 

Commission Action in the AIU last rate case, the Commission clearly stated its intent to 411 

recover this cost as a volumetric (i.e., kWh) charge that is separately identified as a line 412 

item on the customer’s bill: 413 

With regard to the Public Utility Revenue Act (“PURA”) tax and its recovery, it 414 
was the Commission’s intent in its Order to exclude the PURA tax from the 415 
revenue requirement, treat the PURA tax as a pass through tax, have the PURA 416 
tax recovered through a volumetric charge, and have the PURA tax separately 417 
identified as a line item on the customer’s bill as other pass-through taxes are 418 
identified.  To the extent that parties seek clarification, the Commission grants 419 
rehearing to address the clarifying questions of the parties on the expressed intent 420 
of the Commission in its Order. 421 

Q. So is there a precedent in recovering the costs associated with the Illinois Electricity 422 

Distribution Tax through the application of a per kWh charge? 423 

A. Yes.  The Commission recently adopted the use of a per kWh charge to recover costs 424 

associated with the Illinois Electricity Distribution Tax in its Order in the AIU last rate 425 

case. 426 
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F. Dusk to Dawn Street Lighting Rate Design 427 

Q. Is ComEd’s proposed rate design pertaining to the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery 428 

Class in compliance with applicable Commission directives in the Rate Design 429 

Investigation Order?  430 

A. Yes.  While City witness Bodmer appears to continue to be dissatisfied with ComEd’s 431 

proposal, ComEd’s proposed rate design includes dusk to dawn street lighting rates that 432 

reflect the Commission’s directive in the Rate Design Investigation Order. 433 

Q. How are delivery service rates pertaining to the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery 434 

Class affected by the Commission’s directives in the Rate Design Investigation 435 

Order? 436 

A. Under ComEd’s proposed rates, the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Class is going to 437 

see a reduction in delivery service charges of over 52%, which is largely reflective of the 438 

use of Coincident Peak (“CP”) factors to allocate the costs of primary lines and 439 

substations and the Chicago Method to allocate certain other costs, as directed by the 440 

Commission in the Rate Design Investigation Order.  On a per kWh basis, a dusk to dawn 441 

street lighting customer will be paying 0.67 cents per kWh for delivery service.  Of that 442 

total, 0.12 cents per kWh is for the recovery of costs associated with the Illinois 443 

Electricity Distribution Tax, leaving just 0.55 cents per kWh for the recovery of delivery 444 

service costs.  It is interesting to compare that 0.67 cents per kWh to the delivery service 445 

charges proposed for other delivery classes.  Single family homeowners, apartment 446 

dwellers, and small business operators located within a stone’s throw of dusk to dawn 447 

lighting units, using virtually the same distribution facilities, will be paying 4.52 cents per 448 

kWh, 4.80 cents per kWh, and 5.16 cents per kWh, respectively.  In fact, on a cents per 449 
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kWh basis, only customers in the High Voltage Delivery Class will pay less than dusk to 450 

dawn street lighting customers for delivery service. 451 

Q. Do you consider the proposed rate design for the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery 452 

Class to be reasonable? 453 

A. No.  However, the rate design is in compliance with the Commission’s directives in the 454 

Rate Design Investigation Order.  I note that in complying with the Commission’s 455 

directives, ComEd may have among the lowest dusk to dawn street lighting delivery 456 

service rates in the nation.  In the Rate Design Investigation docket I presented a table 457 

showing delivery charges for dusk to dawn lighting for other utilities.  That table has 458 

been updated in the following Table R1: Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Charges 459 

Various Utilities.  In the Rate Design Investigation docket, Mr. Bodmer proposed that 460 

ComEd’s delivery service rate for the City’s dusk to dawn street lighting should be 461 

reduced from its then current level of 1.406 cents per kWh to 0.703 cents per kWh.  In 462 

complying with the Commission’s directives, at ComEd’s revenue requirement of 463 

$2,295,006,000 in this proceeding, as I previously noted, all dusk to dawn street lighting 464 

customers will be paying 0.67 cents per kWh for delivery service. 465 
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Table R1:  Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Charges Various Utilities  

 
Utility 

 

 
Distribution  Charge 

Cents / kWh 
 
Consolidated Edison of N.Y. 

 
6.11 

 
Detroit Edison 

 
2.616 

 
Delmarva Power & Light Company 

 
2.0166 

 
Ameren Illinois Zone III (IP) 

 
1.531 

 
Ameren Illinois Zone II (CILCO)  

 
1.497 

 
PECO – City of Philadelphia (also has a per watt charge that is not 
considered here; therefore, the value shown understates the PECO 
charge) 

 
0.790 

 
ComEd Proposed (Docket No. 10-0467) 

 
0.67 

 
PEPCO (Washington D.C.) 

 
0.223 

 
Ameren Illinois Zone I (CIPS – not cost based/incorporates 
mitigation) 

 
0.000 

  
 
Mr. Bodmer’s Recommendation in the Rate Design Investigation 
Docket 

 
0.703 

 466 

Q. What is your reaction to Mr. Bodmer’s claim, “the City has never sought special 467 

treatment, the City has repeated the point over and over again that municipalities 468 

that have similar street and/or alley lighting configurations as Chicago should 469 

receive the same rate treatment” (City Ex. 1.0, 50:968-971)? 470 

A. Mr. Bodmer’s claim is not supported by his testimony in prior dockets: 471 

 “[p]olicies and settlements applied to the 10 MW class should also be applied 472 
to City streetlights.” (Mr. Bodmer’s Rebuttal Testimony, Docket 07-0566, City 473 
Ex. 2.0, 22:582-583) 474 

 “I recommend that the Commission cut rates for City street light rates by half 475 
because of the substantial errors in ComEd’s cost study.” (Mr. Bodmer’s 476 
Revised Direct Testimony, Docket No. 08-0532, City Ex. 1.0 (Rev.), 56:1210-477 
1212) 478 
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G. High Voltage Rate Design Simplification 479 

Q. Did any party exhibit concern regarding the simplification of the rate design for the 480 

High Voltage Delivery Class?  481 

A. No.  IIEC witness Stephens notes that he has no opposition to the simplification of the 482 

High Voltage Delivery Class’ rate design. 483 

III. Primary/Secondary Analysis 484 

A. ComEd’s Proposed Primary/Secondary Analysis 485 

Q. Has ComEd revised the primary/secondary analysis it presented in ComEd Ex. 486 

16.5? 487 

A. No.  The primary/secondary analysis presented in ComEd Ex. 16.5 provides a reasonable 488 

analysis and allocation of primary and secondary costs and should be used as the basis to 489 

allocate such costs. 490 

Q. Does any party agree with ComEd’s primary/secondary analysis provided in 491 

ComEd Ex. 16.5? 492 

A. Yes.  CG witness Baudino agrees with the primary/secondary analysis presented in 493 

ComEd Ex. 16.5 (CG Ex. 1.0, 18:336-339). 494 

B. ComEd’s Alternative Primary/Secondary Analysis 495 

Q. Has ComEd revised the alternative primary/secondary analysis it presented in 496 

ComEd Ex. 21.5? 497 

A. Yes.  The alternative primary/secondary analysis originally presented in ComEd Ex. 21.5 498 

to incorporate directives from the Commission’s Rate Design Investigation Order has 499 

been revised to properly account for additional customers identified with service points to 500 
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which electricity is delivered at or above 4 kV and to reflect that customers with demands 501 

in excess of 400 kW do not utilize certain secondary distribution facilities.  ComEd’s 502 

revised alternative primary/secondary analysis is presented in ComEd Ex. 49.4. 503 

Q. Can you provide additional explanation regarding the additional customers 504 

identified with service points to which electricity is delivered at or above 4 kV?  505 

A. Yes.  Through further investigation, ComEd identified 28 additional customers that have 506 

at least one service point to which electricity is delivered at a primary voltage.  There are 507 

936 customers that have been identified with at least one primary voltage service point 508 

and to which a Primary Voltage Delivery Class would be applicable in the event that the 509 

Commission orders ComEd to institute such a delivery class.  ComEd also previously 510 

identified 17 customers with a high voltage service point (i.e., at or above 69 kV) and a 511 

primary voltage service point to which the High Voltage Delivery Class would continue 512 

to be applicable. 513 

Q. Can you provide a further explanation regarding the changes you made pertaining 514 

to customers that establish demands in excess of 400 kW? 515 

A. Yes.  In response to a recommendation made by Mr. Baudino and Mr. Stowe, ComEd 516 

allocated the costs of secondary distribution lines in the same manner that ComEd 517 

allocated such costs in ComEd’s proposed primary/secondary analysis presented in 518 

ComEd Ex. 16.5.  As a result, customers that establish demands in excess of 400 kW are 519 

not responsible for the costs of secondary distribution lines. 520 

C. Other Positions Pertaining to Cost Allocation in the Primary/Secondary 521 
Analyses  522 

Q. How did IIEC witness Mr. Stowe allocate costs in his primary/secondary analysis? 523 
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A. Mr. Stowe used circuit mile information provided by ComEd during the discovery 524 

process to segment ComEd’s primary distribution system into miles of feeder as 1 Phase, 525 

2 Phase, and 3 Phase for purposes of allocating overhead and underground primary wire 526 

as shared costs and as costs that should not be allocated to primary voltage customers.  527 

(IIEC Ex. 3.0, 13:297-15:326)  Mr. Stowe provided a table in his testimony (Table 1, Id, 528 

page 14) which estimates 75.22% of overhead primary voltage conductor and 67.18% of 529 

underground primary voltage conductor should be allocated as shared costs as derived by 530 

IIEC with ComEd’s circuit mile information.  Consequently, IIEC’s position is that 531 

24.78% of ComEd’s cost for overhead primary voltage conductor and 32.82% of 532 

ComEd’s costs for underground primary voltage conductor should be allocated as 533 

secondary costs and only customers that take service from a single-phase circuit should 534 

be responsible for those costs. 535 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Stowe’s analysis? 536 

A. No.  Mr. Stowe’s proposal to segment ComEd’s primary voltage system is arbitrary and 537 

inequitable to customers that do not use other parts of ComEd’s distribution system.  It is 538 

important to recognize that ComEd has tens of thousands of single-phase transformers 539 

that are connected to three-phase “main stem” primary voltage circuits which provide 540 

service to single-phase customers.  Applying Mr. Stowe’s rationale, such single-phase 541 

customers also do not use the single-phase circuits to which Mr. Stowe is referring and 542 

should also not be allocated costs for single-phase circuits.  To help clarify ComEd’s 543 

position, I have provided a simplified diagram of customers receiving three-phase and 544 

single-phase service on ComEd’s overhead primary voltage distribution system in 545 

ComEd Ex. 49. 5.  The black lines represent a “main stem” primary distribution circuit 546 
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operating at 12.4 kV, the red lines represent a three phase “tap” from the main stem, and 547 

the blue line represents a single-phase “tap” from the main stem.  According to Mr. 548 

Stowe, Customer B, which is a primary voltage customer receiving service directly at 549 

12.4 kV, should not be responsible for the cost incurred for the blue single-phase tap 550 

because the single-phase tap is not necessary to provide service to Customer B.  If IIEC’s 551 

argument is valid, then Customers D and H should also not be responsible for any single-552 

phase taps because they chose to locate near a three-phase line and those single-phase 553 

taps are not necessary to provide service to Customers D and H.  Likewise, Customers A, 554 

C, I and J can make a similar argument.  Taking into account the parts of ComEd’s 555 

system that customers do not use while maintaining equity among customers would 556 

require a much more complex analysis than Mr. Stowe has presented.   557 

Q. Does REACT witness Terhune make a similar argument with respect to the 558 

assignment of the costs for single-phase circuits? 559 

A. Yes.  Mr. Terhune suggests that costs for single-phase and two-phase primary voltage 560 

overhead or underground line sections should not be allocated to any customer in the 561 

Extra Large Load Delivery Class.  (REACT Ex. 3.0, 18:439-447).  REACT’s proposed 562 

segmentation of ComEd’s primary voltage distribution system is not appropriate for the 563 

same reason provided in my previous response.  Moreover, there are hundreds of 564 

thousands of customers, if not millions of customers, that receive service from those 565 

single-phase or two-phase primary circuits that do not require all three phases of the 566 

three-phase circuits.  Thus, an argument could be made that a portion of those three phase 567 

circuits costs should not be allocated to those customers.  Such an analysis to determine 568 

where customers are located on segments of ComEd’s primary voltage distribution 569 
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system and what segments are necessary or unnecessary to provide reliable service to 570 

such customers would be an overly complicated and arbitrary analysis. 571 

Q. But what costs does Mr. Terhune seek to exclude from being allocated to the Extra 572 

Large Load Delivery Class? 573 

A. Mr. Terhune argues that the costs of (1) single-phase or two-phase primary voltage lines, 574 

(2) 4 kV primary voltage lines, (3) three-phase 12 kV lines with conductor capability 575 

substantially less than “main stem” 12 kV line capability, (4) any secondary distribution 576 

line sections, and (5) any secondary voltage service conductors be excluded from costs 577 

allocated to the Extra Large Load Delivery Class because such assets are never used as 578 

standard service and are fully paid for under Rider NS – Nonstandard Services and 579 

Facilities (“Rider NS”) and Rider ML.   580 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Terhune? 581 

A. Mr. Terhune’s fundamental assumption that the costs of such facilities are fully recovered 582 

under Rider NS and Rider ML is faulty.  Mr. Terhune is correct that Rider NS provides a 583 

method of cost recovery for customers that elect or require facilities that are more or 584 

different than facilities that would otherwise be provided as standard facilities.  What he 585 

overlooks is that Rider NS only recovers additional costs that are above standard for 586 

facilities that are on or near a customer’s property such as transformers, primary voltage 587 

downfeed poles, primary voltage overhead taps, fuses, etc.  Rider NS does not recover the 588 

costs for the investment and maintenance of the primary voltage circuits that extend back 589 

to the substation, nor does it recover for the transformer capacity required back at the 590 

substation.  Further, Rider ML is only used to recover the cost for nonstandard metering 591 

facilities and is not used for the recovery of other distribution facilities.  Very simply, 592 



Docket No. 10-0467 
ComEd Ex. 49.0 Revised 

Page 27 of 59 

such off-property facilities that exist in the field and are necessary to provide nonstandard 593 

points of service are not paid for under Rider NS and Rider ML. 594 

Q. Can you provide an example of how Rider NS would not recover the costs of off-595 

property facilities that are necessary to serve nonstandard service points? 596 

A. Yes.  If an existing three mile long single-phase line is tapped to provide a nonstandard 597 

point of service to a customer in the Extra Large Load Delivery Class, ComEd assesses 598 

no charge under Rider NS to the customer for the use of that three mile long single-phase 599 

line which is attached to numerous poles, includes lightning and over-current protection, 600 

switching and other related equipment, requires tree trimming maintenance, and requires 601 

connection at a source substation.  In essence, the use of that three mile long single-phase 602 

line is provided to the Extra Large Load Delivery Class customer at no extra charge (i.e., 603 

as standard).  Accordingly, it is appropriate for ComEd to recover the costs of that three 604 

mile long single-phase line from the customer through ComEd’s base rate charges for the 605 

Extra Large Load Delivery Class.  Only the incremental cost of new facilities located on 606 

or near to the customer’s property that exceed the allowance for the cost of a standard 607 

facility installation located on or near the customer’s property are recovered under Rider 608 

NS.  Moreover, such payments serve to offset ComEd’s revenue requirement to ensure 609 

ComEd does not over recover such costs. 610 

Q. How does ComEd recover the costs for the investment and maintenance of the off-611 

property circuits and substation requirements if it is not recovered through Rider 612 

NS? 613 

A. ComEd recovers these costs through the DFCs that apply to the customer’s monthly bill 614 

and the amount recovered each month depends on the kilowatt demand used each month 615 
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for nonstandard and standard connection points.  For extensions of new distribution 616 

system facilities installed off of the customer’s property, the cost of such an extension is 617 

subject to a refundable deposit under Rider DE – Distribution System Extensions (“Rider 618 

DE”) if those additional distribution system facilities would be required to provide 619 

standard service.  Under Rider DE, a customer pays a refundable deposit if the cost of the 620 

distribution system extension that would be required to provide standard service exceeds 621 

the annual delivery revenue expected to be recovered based on a formula in the rider.  In 622 

a small number of cases, in which additional distribution system facilities would not be 623 

required to provide standard service, a Rider NS charge would apply to recover the 624 

incremental cost of such distribution system facilities that exceeds those that would be 625 

provided as standard. 626 

Q. What is your response to Mr. Terhune’s recommendation to compel ComEd to 627 

identify the assets used to serve Extra Large Load and High Voltage delivery 628 

classes? 629 

A. Identification of the individual assets used to serve customers in the Extra Large Load 630 

and High Voltage Delivery Classes would not be useful for the purpose of allocating, or 631 

even reallocating, costs within ComEd’s ECOSS.  To the extent that Mr. Terhune 632 

believes that ComEd should determine individual rates or compile individual cost of 633 

service studies for such customers, then his recommendation should be rejected just as a 634 

similar proposal was rejected by the Commission in Docket No. 07-0566 when the ICC 635 

stated: 636 

Given the time constraints inherent in rate making, the Commission finds that 637 
requiring ComEd to extend the level of cost study scrutiny to that of evaluation of 638 
each individual large customer would be unwise. A granular analysis of costs on a 639 
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customer by customer basis even for a small class of customers would likely 640 
significantly increase the number of issues and the number of litigants in these 641 
proceedings. The Commission rejects the individual cost study proposal. 642 

Docket No. 07-0566, Order (Sept. 9, 2008) at 210.  Any proposals which resemble the 643 

development of individual rates or cost of service studies should be rejected for similar 644 

reasons.  First, it is impractical and second it is at odds with how costs are compiled and 645 

allocated in an embedded cost of service study and thus would be of no real benefit.  An 646 

embedded cost study consists of a compilation of the costs ComEd incurs in providing 647 

delivery service and their allocation to the appropriate customer classes; it is not 648 

conducted by compiling the costs to serve individual customers and then aggregating the 649 

costs to serve individual customers into class costs.  650 

Q. Have any witnesses offered opinions on the allocation of the costs for 4 kV circuits? 651 

A. Yes.  CTA/Metra witness Mr. Bachman maintains that the costs for 4 kV facilities, as 652 

well as 34 kV facilities, should be excluded from the calculation of the Railroad Delivery 653 

Class’ rates because the facilities are not used to serve the Railroad Delivery Class.  654 

(CTA/Metra Joint Ex. 1.0, 3:49-52).  In addition, Mr. Terhune claims that any costs for 4 655 

kV overhead or underground primary voltage sections should be excluded from cost 656 

allocations to the Extra Large Load Delivery Class. (REACT Ex. 3.0, 18:441-448).   657 

Q. Do any 4 kV and/or 34 kV facilities provide electric service to connection points 658 

used to serve the Railroad Delivery Class? 659 

A. Yes.  After discussions with ComEd personnel familiar with some of the railroad’s 660 

service points, ComEd found four points used to provide service the Railroad Delivery 661 

Class which are provided electricity from a circuit that operates at 34 kV.  One of those 662 

locations receives service at 4 kV from a transformer that operates at 34 kV to 4 kV.  663 
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Q. Do any 4 kV facilities provide electric service to connection points used to serve 664 

customers that are in the Extra Large Load Delivery Class? 665 

A. Yes.  ComEd reviewed the voltages of circuits that serve accounts in the Extra Large 666 

Delivery Class and found 46 service points taking service under the Extra Large Load 667 

Delivery Class which are provided electricity from a circuit that operates at 4 kV.   668 

Q. Is it appropriate not to allocate any of the costs of 4 kV and/or 34 kV facilities to the 669 

Railroad or Extra Large Load Delivery Classes? 670 

A. No.  First, ComEd has found instances where customers in these delivery classes use 671 

circuits or facilities that operate at 4 kV or 34 kV to provide electric service to such 672 

customers’ premises.  Second, aside from the fact that these customers use such facilities, 673 

it is ComEd’s position that an attempt to segment ComEd’s almost 3.8 million customers 674 

into groups of customers that use some or all of ComEd’s 4 kV facilities, some or all of 675 

ComEd’s 12 kV facilities, and some or all of ComEd’s 34 kV facilities, would result in 676 

an unnecessarily burdensome and complicated analysis.  Such an analysis would be met 677 

with much contention from the various parties depending on the results of the analysis 678 

and would require additional allocation assumptions that would draw still more criticism 679 

(e.g., how to allocate the costs of shared facilities that operate at the various voltages).  680 

ComEd’s 4 kV facilities, 12 kV facilities, and 34 kV facilities should all be included and 681 

analyzed together as ComEd’s primary distribution system.   682 

Q. Did Staff or any Intervenor take issue with how customers were grouped in the 683 

Primary Voltage Delivery Class? 684 

A. Yes.  IIEC witness Stephens claims that ComEd improperly groups dissimilar customers 685 

into the exemplar Primary Voltage Delivery Class leading to illogical rate relationships 686 
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(IIEC Ex. 2.0, 14:362-15:364).  Also, Staff witness Lazare suggests that ComEd should 687 

either explain why a single primary voltage delivery class is cost-based or provide a 688 

demand-based alternative structure that is reflective of costs. (ICC Staff Ex. 10.0, 32:742-689 

35:830). 690 

Q. What is your position regarding the design the exemplar Primary Voltage Delivery 691 

Class? 692 

A. Customers taking service at primary voltages are in fact similar in terms of the facilities 693 

used to serve them and the associated costs of those facilities.  That is, a customer that 694 

that takes a primary voltage from ComEd without any transformation will receive 695 

identical facilities (e.g., primary wire tap, fusing, and primary voltage metering) 696 

regardless of the load requirements and those facilities are different from the type of 697 

facilities received by a typical secondary voltage customer (e.g., transformation to a 698 

secondary voltage, fusing, secondary voltage metering) in a demand based class.  ComEd 699 

designed the exemplar Primary Voltage Delivery Class structure with a separate 700 

transformer charge for ComEd-provided primary voltage transformers (i.e., 701 

transformation from one primary voltage to another primary voltage) to recover the costs 702 

of such transformers that are provided on the customer’s property, which are not used by 703 

customers in any other delivery class, and a separate primary voltage DFC that reflects 704 

the costs of the rest of ComEd’s primary distribution system that this class of customers 705 

use.  The fact that both of these charges are determined and applied on a per kW basis 706 

properly reflects cost causation for customers of any size within this exemplar delivery 707 

class.  Additionally, the standard metering equipment (i.e., metering with CTs and PTs at 708 

a primary voltage) and the service connection (i.e., connection of the customer’s primary 709 
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service conductors) for such customers is virtually identical, which is why the Standard 710 

Metering Service Charge and Customer Charge are cost-based when a single Primary 711 

Voltage Delivery Class is applicable.   712 

D. Other Positions Pertaining to Methodologies Used in the Primary/Secondary 713 
Analyses 714 

Q. What is your response to Staff witness Lazare’s (ICC Staff Ex. 10.0, 19:445-20:468) 715 

concern that direct observation was not used to determine the allocators used in 716 

ComEd’s primary/secondary analysis? 717 

A. Mr. Lazare narrowly defines “direct observation” to mean directly observing the system 718 

itself out in the field, and not a map of the system (Id).  ComEd defines direct observation 719 

to mean the manual review of ComEd facilities in the field and/or the manual tabulation 720 

of data from the review of ComEd records, which was used to supplement or further 721 

categorize other data that was tabulated by means of computer queries of ComEd data 722 

when available. 723 

Q. Are Mr. Lazare’s concerns that ComEd’s maps may not be an accurate 724 

representation of the facilities used in the field justified? (ICC Staff Ex. 10.0, 20:469-725 

476)  726 

A. No.  Mr. Lazare expressed concern that “the information on a map reflects an 727 

interpretation by the mapmaker of what is essential information for a physical area.” (Id.)  728 

There is no room for such interpretation by a mapmaker.  ComEd personnel cannot safely 729 

operate ComEd’s system unless ComEd maps accurately represent ComEd’s distribution 730 

wire, poles, transformers, switchgear, and other essential facilities necessary for the 731 

operation of such a complex, interconnected electrical distribution system.  Experience 732 
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has shown that ComEd’s maps provide a reliable representation of the facilities that are in 733 

the field when the facilities are mapped.  The safety of ComEd personnel depends on it.   734 

Q. Can you elaborate on how ComEd’s maps are used and why ComEd is confident its 735 

maps can be used as an accurate representation of what facilities are in the field? 736 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s maps are used on a daily basis by ComEd’s engineering, operating, and 737 

construction personnel for a variety of purposes that require the information on ComEd’s 738 

maps be an accurate record of the distribution system and the facilities in the field.  For 739 

example, ComEd engineering personnel use these maps to plan and design changes to the 740 

system for capacity additions, reinforcement of the system, to accommodate public 741 

improvement projects, and to provide new and revised service requested by customers.  742 

In the process of designing such changes to ComEd’s system, engineering personnel 743 

perform field reviews of the ComEd’s facilities involved in the particular project.  Those 744 

engineering design drawings are then used by ComEd construction personnel to build the 745 

new or revised facilities in the field.  After the project is completed, ComEd mapping 746 

personnel use the engineering design drawings marked with any as built changes in the 747 

design that are noted by construction personnel to record the changes to ComEd’s system 748 

and facilities on the maps.  This plan, design, build, and map process includes field 749 

reviews of facilities by engineering personnel and as built changes to the design drawings 750 

by construction personnel to ensure that the maps accurately reflect ComEd’s facilities in 751 

the field.  Additionally, ComEd engineering personnel use these maps to analyze and 752 

design solutions for system problems and such system changes are recorded on the maps 753 

using the same plan, design, build, and map process.  Furthermore, ComEd operating 754 

personnel use these maps to prepare switching routines in order to de-energize facilities 755 
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in preparation for performing maintenance on the system, building new or revised 756 

facilities, and restoring service to customers in the event of a failure on ComEd’s system.  757 

Switching routines are also prepared and used to re-energize facilities after such work is 758 

completed.  I cannot emphasize enough that the accuracy of ComEd’s maps is critical in 759 

ensuring such switching is performed safely.   760 

Q. How do you respond to the specific areas of ComEd’s primary/secondary analysis 761 

for which Mr. Lazare maintains that directly observing the system in the field, and 762 

not a map of the system, may improve the results of the analysis? (ICC Staff Ex. 763 

10.0, 21:504-24:564) 764 

A. First, Mr. Lazare suggests that field reviews of poles 50 feet or less in height could test 765 

the reasonableness of ComEd’s estimate that 51.6% percent of such poles have secondary 766 

or a ComEd transformer attached.  ComEd used its maps and CEGIS data to determine 767 

this estimate of 51.6%.  ComEd recognizes that a small sample was used to develop this 768 

approximation and is in the process of investigating its ability to refine CEGIS to develop 769 

a more complete relationship between ComEd’s poles to determine how many poles may 770 

have secondary wire attached.   771 

Second, Mr. Lazare questions the reasonableness of ComEd’s split of the cost of a 772 

pole with primary and secondary facilities at 50/50 between primary costs and secondary 773 

costs.  ComEd estimated a 50/50 split of the costs because a pole with both types of 774 

facilities is equally important to the delivery of the primary voltage and the secondary 775 

voltage.  ComEd does not have any reason to believe that looking at poles in the field 776 

would provide further insight on how to allocate the cost of such shared poles.    777 
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Third, Mr. Lazare suggests that field reviews may be useful to allocate weather 778 

resistant wire between primary and secondary costs.  This is one of the most difficult 779 

facilities costs to allocate because such wire was used by ComEd for multiple purposes 780 

over the past few decades and itemized costs for such multiple purposes are not 781 

separately recorded in ComEd’s plant data.  ComEd made an estimate based solely upon 782 

engineering judgment.  Conducting field surveys of thousands of miles of wire and 783 

looking at the transformer wiring of almost 213,000 overhead transformers in the field 784 

would not be cost effective and would not result in a more reasonable basis for allocating 785 

the costs in ComEd’s plant data for such weather resistant wire.  Such wire amounts to 786 

only $190 million of the over $8.859 billion of plant costs reviewed.   787 

Finally, Mr. Lazare suggests that a field review of underground conduit outside 788 

the City may shed light on ComEd’s estimate that was based upon a review of maps with 789 

known secondary distribution systems.  However, ComEd has already identified the most 790 

likely areas outside the City where secondary cable in conduit exists based on the 791 

judgment of engineers with decades of experience.  Further, because conduit cannot be 792 

seen, such a review would be cost prohibitive as it would require underground 793 

construction crews to setup barriers in the street around the manhole, pump out any 794 

liquids from the manhole, setup exhaust ventilation fans and portable lighting for safe 795 

entry into the manhole, and enter all the manholes outside the City for the sole purpose of 796 

identifying secondary versus primary cables in the entire conduit and manhole system 797 

outside the City, which consists of numerous miles of conduit and over 3,500 manholes.  798 

Q. Does Mr. Lazare claim that further direct observation would definitely provide 799 

useful information? 800 
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A. No.  Mr. Lazare accurately states that there is no guarantee that direct observation would 801 

provide useful information for determining the primary and secondary components of 802 

these costs and such observation may be too difficult or too costly. (Id., 24:568-571).  803 

ComEd has not performed the field reviews for the allocation of certain facilities for 804 

these very reasons.  ComEd does intend to improve the accuracy of estimates, or look for 805 

new ways to allocate these costs, when new data or information regarding ComEd’s 806 

facilities become available. 807 

Q. What is your reaction to Mr. Lazare’s suggestion that the use of direct observation 808 

identified a total population of customers receiving service at 4 kV and above to be 809 

three times higher than the original estimate of 300 customers provided by ComEd 810 

in the Rate Design Investigation docket? 811 

A. The number of customers identified as primary voltage customers increased because the 812 

definition of what constitutes a primary customer changed during the course of the Rate 813 

Design Investigation docket.  In providing the estimate of 300 customers in surrebuttal 814 

testimony in the Rate Design Investigation docket, ComEd considered only accounts that 815 

received service at a primary voltage with no transformation from ComEd.  Specifically, 816 

the 300 customer estimate was a reflection of the number of customers receiving credits 817 

under Rider PM - Primary Metering (“Rider PM”) and did not appear to receive ComEd-818 

provided transformation.  The review performed for ComEd’s supplemental direct filing 819 

in this proceeding identified approximately 360 accounts with at least one service point 820 

that received service at a primary voltage without any ComEd-provided transformation.  821 

The remaining almost 550 accounts that ComEd identified as being primary voltage 822 

customers in its supplemental direct filing is based upon the definition from the Rate 823 
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Design Investigation Order.  That Order directed ComEd to not only include customers 824 

that have at least one service point that receives service at a primary voltage from ComEd 825 

without a ComEd-provided transformer, but also include customers that receive ComEd-826 

provided transformation to a primary voltage (i.e., transformation from one primary 827 

voltage to another primary voltage provided on the customer’s property).  Consequently, 828 

Mr. Lazare’s criticism is misplaced. 829 

Q. Mr. Lazare confirms that ComEd responded to the Commission’s directive to 830 

explore if sampling techniques can be used to allocate costs to customer classes for 831 

underground circuits operating at primary voltage serving customers only at 832 

secondary voltages.  (ICC Staff Ex. 10.0, 26:607-617)  Does Mr. Lazare have any 833 

concerns with the documentation provided by ComEd? 834 

A. Yes.  Mr. Lazare expresses concern that the four sample circuits that support ComEd’s 835 

assertion that the circuits travel both overhead and underground and serve a diverse group 836 

of customers as provided by ComEd may not be representative of the larger population 837 

and that a larger sample should be examined. (ICC Staff Ex. 10.0, 28:649-654) 838 

Q. Can ComEd provide similar information for all of ComEd’s approximately 6,400 839 

primary voltage circuits? 840 

A. Yes.  ComEd Ex. 49. 6 provides information for all of ComEd’s almost 6,400 circuits 841 

that is similar to the information that ComEd previously provided for the four circuits in 842 

ComEd Ex. 21.6.  The table in ComEd Ex. 49.6 provides a generic identifier (e.g., Circuit 843 

1, Circuit 2, etc.) for all of ComEd’s primary voltage circuits and a count of the number 844 

of service points on each circuit by customer class.  This means, for example, that if a 845 

nonresidential customer in the Medium Load Delivery Class has two service points on 846 
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Circuit 1 and one service point on Circuit 2, a total count of three service points for this 847 

customer will be included in the total count of over 44,800 service points for all 848 

customers shown in the column for the Medium Load Delivery Class.   849 

Q. What do you conclude from ComEd Ex. 49. 6? 850 

A. ComEd Ex. 49.6 supports the fact that it would be an arbitrary and unnecessarily 851 

complicated undertaking to identify at what point in ComEd’s system each of the almost 852 

4.8 million service points for ComEd’s approximately 3.8 million customers are 853 

connected to one of ComEd’s almost 6,400 interconnected primary voltage circuits to 854 

determine if an overhead or underground portion of the circuit serves a particular 855 

customer.  ComEd would also need to account for the fact that although a customer is 856 

connected to an underground portion of a circuit, that underground portion of the circuit 857 

may be served by a portion of the circuit that extends overhead all the way back to the 858 

source substation.  Almost 5,050 of the 6,400 circuits extend both overhead and 859 

underground.  What the table does not show is how Circuit 1 may be interconnected to 860 

Circuits 2, 3, 4, and so forth for reliability reasons and how certain portions of each of 861 

those circuits are used to provide backup supply to a portion of Circuit 1.  All of these 862 

factors would create an arbitrary and unnecessarily complicated analysis in an attempt to 863 

assign portions of each overhead or underground section of each circuit to various 864 

delivery classes.   865 

Q. Is it necessary for the Commission to direct ComEd to perform an analysis of the 866 

almost 6,400 circuits provided in ComEd Ex. 49. 6 and for ComEd to incorporate 867 

the results contemporaneously with the initial filing of its next rate case as suggested 868 

by Mr. Lazare?  (Staff Ex. 10.0, 28:652-654) 869 
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A. No.  Such an analysis would be an expensive undertaking and the goal of such an 870 

analysis is not necessarily clear.  However, it is clear that it would lead to more debate by 871 

the various affected parties.  That is, if ComEd performed such a study and it resulted in 872 

allocating more costs to large nonresidential customers, then certain intervenors would be 873 

likely to argue that ComEd’s analysis is flawed and invalid.  On the other hand, if the 874 

analysis resulted in allocating more costs to mid-sized nonresidential customers, then 875 

other intervenors would be likely to argue that the analysis is flawed and invalid.  And 876 

finally if the analysis allocated more costs to residential customers, then still other 877 

intervenors would be likely to argue that the analysis is flawed and invalid.  The fact is, 878 

ComEd’s primary distribution system consists of circuits and facilities which form an 879 

integrated system and are interconnected in such a way that most circuits are able to 880 

quickly provide short-term back-up service to other circuits when there is a need to 881 

perform maintenance or repair damaged facilities or to provide long-term relief to other 882 

local distribution feeders.  Attempting to segment that system for purposes of assigning 883 

the costs of the system would be overly complicated, unnecessarily burdensome, and 884 

arbitrary. 885 

E. Positions Pertaining to the Review of Other Utilities 886 

Q. Did Mr. Lazare take issue with how ComEd conducted its review of other utilities 887 

methods of differentiating primary and secondary costs? 888 

A. Yes. 889 

Q. Did Mr. Lazare accurately quote the Commission’s directives in the Rate Design 890 

Investigation Order? 891 
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A. No.  On line 317 of his direct testimony, Mr. Lazare quotes the Order to read: “2) other 892 

utilities’ methods in differentiating primary and secondary costs.”  Staff Ex. 10.0, 14:317.  893 

In fact, however, the Order actually reads:  “2) other utilities’ methods in differentiating 894 

primary and secondary systems and costs.” Final Order, Docket 08-0532, p. 40, 895 

(emphasis added). 896 

Q. Did Mr. Lazare accurately describe ComEd’s task?  897 

A. No.  He failed to recognize that the Commission’s directive actually involved two tasks: 898 

examining how utilities distinguish between primary and secondary systems, and how 899 

they allocate the costs.  Mr. Lazare failed to account for the first task.   900 

Q. Did ComEd accomplish the first task directed by the Commission? 901 

A. Yes.  As I testified in my direct testimony, ComEd examined the tariffs of 35 unbundled 902 

distribution utilities in California, Texas, the Midwest, the Mid-Atlantic, and the 903 

Northeast.  Each of these have links to their tariffs on their web sites.  Additional 904 

information was also obtained from utility employees in telephone and e-mail 905 

conversations.  906 

Q. Did ComEd obtain useful information from this endeavor?  907 

A. Yes.  ComEd found that, while utilities use a variety of approaches to distinguish 908 

between primary and secondary systems, most use a specific voltage level (i.e., a bright 909 

line) to distinguish between primary and secondary systems, and several use 4 kV as that 910 

bright line at which the primary system is defined.  This information confirms that the 911 

basic approach being taken by ComEd is consistent with the approach taken by other 912 

utilities.  913 
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Q. Did ComEd accomplish the second task? 914 

A. ComEd was unsuccessful in accomplishing the second task, but it was not for a lack of 915 

effort.  Unlike the tariff information, reliable cost allocation data is hard to find, data 916 

specific to primary and secondary cost allocation even more so.  While most utilities file 917 

cost of service studies (“COSS”) with each rate case, this data are not always available 918 

electronically.  919 

Moreover, the initial COSS simply starts the discussion.  COSS issues are 920 

contested during a rate case, and the final outcome may deviate substantially from what 921 

was initially filed.  In many instances, rate cases are decided by settlement agreements 922 

among the parties, with agreed-to rates bearing little resemblance to the COSS.  The 923 

terms of these agreements are not always public, and the commission order approving the 924 

settlement might not provide specific details of how COSS issues were resolved.  The 925 

individual terms of the cost allocation approach might be spread across several 926 

documents, as different parts of the COSS might have been subject to different venues of 927 

litigation and layers of appeal.  928 

ComEd tried to sift through this conundrum by interviewing utility personnel.  929 

This proved to be problematic because most utilities were reluctant to offer anything 930 

specific.  Of the many utilities contacted, only a few provided detailed COSS 931 

information, and this information was insufficiently robust to be useful for ComEd’s own 932 

ECOSS.   933 

The intensity of ComEd’s research efforts is documented in the attachments to 934 

ComEd’s response to data request COC 3.01 by the compilation of e-mails in Attachment 935 

1 of the response and the compilation of survey information in Attachment 2 of the 936 
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response, and also by the research log provided in ComEd’s response to Staff data 937 

request PL 4.04.  Ultimately, ComEd concluded that, to obtain any useful cost allocation 938 

information, a far more intensive research effort would be required.  939 

Q. In addition to the Order’s directive misquoted by Mr. Lazare, did the Commission 940 

provide other guidance on this directive in the Order?  941 

A. Yes. The Order also contains the following paragraph: 942 

Another concern of Staff and some other parties is that the Company has not actively 943 
reviewed studies of primary and secondary costs prepared by other utilities. Staff 944 
contends that a review of existing studies might make it easier to determine whether 945 
the Company has adopted the most reasonable method of identifying primary and 946 
secondary costs. We agree that the allocation methods of other utilities should be 947 
examined and direct ComEd to provide such review in its cost of service testimony in 948 
any subsequent rate proceeding.  949 

RDIO, p.39.  950 

Q. Does Mr. Lazare accurately describe how ComEd was directed to use the 951 

information from the second task?  952 

A. No.  One of the questions in Mr. Lazare’s testimony asks “whether the Company factored 953 

the results of this survey into its analysis of primary and secondary costs?” Staff Ex. 10.0, 954 

29:686-687.  Neither the sentence of the Order misquoted by Mr. Lazare nor the 955 

paragraph I quoted above requires ComEd to incorporate findings from other utilities into 956 

ComEd’s own approach of allocating the costs between secondary and primary.  957 

Q. Mr. Lazare contends that ComEd was supposed “to explain whether any of the 958 

alternative approaches identified are reasonable and whether they should be 959 

considered for adoption by ComEd.”  Alternatively, if ComEd “finds that the 960 
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various alternatives identified are not appropriate for ComEd, [ComEd] should 961 

explain why [it] reached that conclusion.” Staff Ex. 10.0, 30:695-698.  Do you agree?  962 

A. I see nothing in either the sentence misquoted by Mr. Lazare or the passage I quoted 963 

above requiring ComEd to make such an intensive analysis.  The Order simply wanted 964 

ComEd to provide a review.  While ComEd was unable to do so because the necessary 965 

information to provide a thorough review is simply not available, Mr. Lazare seems to 966 

want more than the Order sought.    967 

Q. Given that ComEd was unable to conduct a thorough enough review of other 968 

utilities’ cost allocation methods, Mr. Lazare recommends “that the Commission 969 

order [ComEd] to present this explanation contemporaneously with the initial filing 970 

of its next rate case.” Staff Ex. 10.0, 30:706-707.  How do you respond? 971 

A. ComEd will adhere to Commission directives.  However, I caution the Commission 972 

against directing further research in this area.  As ComEd discovered in its initial research 973 

attempt, reliable information is very difficult to obtain.  Since the outcome of a rate case 974 

can differ substantially from the initial COSS, to be confident that it has a complete 975 

picture of the COSS approach that was actually adopted, ComEd would need to review 976 

the COSS that was initially filed, the COSS related testimony, the terms of any settlement 977 

agreement, the State Commission’s final order, and any orders on rehearing.  If any of the 978 

COSS issues were appealed, ComEd would need to review any court orders.  979 

In short, ComEd discovered that, unless the initial COSS was accepted as filed, 980 

each rate case would require an archeological exercise to understand the cost allocation 981 

practices ultimately put in place.  This could require dozens of man hours for each rate 982 
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case and, depending on the ability to retrieve documents from a distance, site visits to 983 

utilities and commissions.  984 

Before ordering ComEd to undertake such an expensive study, the Commission 985 

needs to ensure that the value of the information is greater than the cost of obtaining it.  986 

The Commission should also recognize that this value is diminished by the fact that any 987 

information about other utilities would have to be adapted to whatever circumstances are 988 

unique to ComEd.   989 

IV. Street Lighting 990 

Q. Can you summarize City witness Bodmer’s testimony regarding cost allocation to 991 

street lighting?  (City Ex. 1.0, 40:775-61:1192) 992 

A. Yes.  Mr. Bodmer presented almost 21 pages of testimony to address cost allocation 993 

adjustments that reallocate costs from the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Class to other 994 

classes reflecting the Chicago Method he used in the Rate Design Investigation docket to 995 

calculate certain costs allocated to the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Class.  In 996 

summary, the Chicago Method, which Mr. Bodmer advocates, is an attempt to offer an 997 

allocation approach that will “estimate the actual amount of wire that is used for street 998 

lights” (Id., 41:803-804) 999 

Q. Did ComEd use the Chicago Method as directed by the Commission? 1000 

A. Yes.  ComEd used the same method provided by City witness Bodmer in the Rate Design 1001 

Investigation docket. 1002 

Q. Why was ComEd directed to use the Chicago Method? 1003 
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A. In the Rate Design Investigation Order, the Commission stated “In the absence of any 1004 

meaningful refutation of the City’s calculation by ComEd, we direct that the charge for 1005 

street lighting service drops should be calculated in the manner suggested by the City, 1006 

which in this instance is $183,000.” (RDIO at 53)   1007 

Q. What refutation did ComEd provide in that proceeding? 1008 

A. An alternative approach similar to the Chicago Method was not offered because it was 1009 

and continues to be ComEd’s position that ComEd’s allocation methods are appropriate, 1010 

reasonable, and superior to the Chicago Method.  ComEd did point out that some of the 1011 

values and assumptions used in the Chicago Method were not correct based on ComEd’s 1012 

understanding of the Chicago Method (e.g. using incorrect length of secondary wire to a 1013 

lighting controller service connection, improperly using partial plant costs for cable costs, 1014 

improperly excluding alley lights in the analysis which do use ComEd’s secondary 1015 

distribution system, and improperly excluding service connection costs for non-alley 1016 

lights when, in fact, ComEd incurs service connection costs).  However, ComEd 1017 

maintained, and still maintains, that it appropriately allocated costs for services and 1018 

secondary distribution wire within the ECOSS that it presented in the Rate Design 1019 

Investigation docket.   1020 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Bodmer’s claims that the City, rather than ComEd, 1021 

makes the service connections for street lights (City Ex. 1.0, 46:896-47:924)? 1022 

A. It is true that the City has made temporary connections for their street lights, however, 1023 

ComEd always makes the final permanent connections for street lights.  If ComEd did 1024 

not make the final permanent connection, ComEd would have concerns with the safety 1025 

and reliability of the connections made by other parties.  While Mr. Bodmer also claims 1026 
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that it is difficult for ComEd to make such connections in a timely manner, ComEd has a 1027 

current goal of making service connections within a 14 day period, which is a reasonable 1028 

time period for the completion of a service connection. 1029 

Q. After all of the various proposals and adjustments requested by Mr. Bodmer (e.g. 1030 

treating City streetlights like the 10 MW class and cutting City street light rates in 1031 

half), it appears that he is currently advocating a modified version of the Chicago 1032 

Method in his direct testimony in this proceeding.  Can you summarize the 1033 

adjustments to the Chicago Method that Mr. Bodmer is proposing in his direct 1034 

testimony in the current docket? 1035 

A. Yes.  Mr. Bodmer proposes that ComEd modify the Chicago Method by incorporating 1036 

four revisions.  Specifically, Mr. Bodmer is calling for adjustments to the Chicago 1037 

Method to (1) include an allocation for O&M expenses as well as expenses for taxes 1038 

other than income, administrative expenses (a total of 3.9%), and intangible and general 1039 

plant costs (5.88%); (2) divide the total footage of the secondary wire by three to account 1040 

for the fact that there are other taps on the wire and it is not all used by street lighting; (3) 1041 

differentiate between alley type street lights and non-alley type street lights for the entire 1042 

delivery class; and (4) allocate no costs for service connections to the Dusk to Dawn 1043 

Delivery Class.  (City Ex. 1.0, 55:1087-61:1192) 1044 

Q. Does ComEd agree with the adjustments to the Chicago Method proposed by Mr. 1045 

Bodmer? 1046 

A. ComEd does not agree with the Chicago Method, adjusted or otherwise.  Overall the 1047 

Chicago Method is inappropriate for use in cost allocation, and therefore, Mr. Bodmer’s 1048 

suggested individual adjustments to the method are inappropriate.  Mr. Bodmer claims 1049 
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that for other municipalities “Data is available to ComEd.  The calculation is simple.  The 1050 

Company could have easily developed the same type of analysis for the non-city 1051 

municipalities with similar configurations” (Id., 51:998-1003).  To the contrary, ComEd 1052 

does not have a data base that shows where every street light is connected on ComEd’s 1053 

system relative to the length of the secondary wire that serves such street lights.  ComEd 1054 

does not map service connections, and it does not map street lights to indicate which 1055 

street lights fit Mr. Bodmer’s description of lights that have customer-provided electric 1056 

conductors between the lamps.  ComEd does not have a database that shows where all the 1057 

City’s lights are located or where all the street lights in any of the other municipalities are 1058 

located.  In order to accomplish what Mr. Bodmer is proposing, ComEd would need to 1059 

perform extensive field reviews, not just of its own equipment, but of the individual 1060 

customer-owned street lights for all the nearly 400 municipalities in its service territory.  1061 

With respect to the fourth of the individual adjustments Mr. Bodmer suggests, it is clearly 1062 

inappropriate for no costs associated with service connections to be allocated to the Dusk 1063 

to Dawn Lighting Delivery Class when ComEd performs the final, permanent service 1064 

connections in order to deliver electricity to each and every dusk to dawn lighting unit. 1065 

Q. If the Commission believes that the Chicago Method should still be used to estimate 1066 

the cost for the actual amount of wire that is used for street lights, do you have any 1067 

suggested improvements? 1068 

A. Yes.  Again it is ComEd’s position that the Chicago Method is not an appropriate 1069 

allocation method to be used to adjust its ECOSS, but if it is used I have the following 1070 

recommendations.  First, the section of the method that assigns a zero cost for service 1071 

connections should be removed and ComEd’s ECOSS should appropriately allocate costs 1072 
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for the cost ComEd incurs to connect the City’s street lights.  Although Mr. Bodmer 1073 

mentioned that the City has made these types of connections on occasion, ComEd makes 1074 

the final permanent connections.  If the City continues to maintain that only City 1075 

employees make the connections, then there may be union labor practice issues and 1076 

concerns about whether ComEd is billing for all the City’s street lighting facilities.  1077 

Second, the method should also include alley lights.  Alley lights, as well as arterial lights 1078 

(which Mr. Bodmer also refers to as “non-alley lights”), are included in the Dusk to 1079 

Dawn Lighting Delivery Class.  Those alley lights connect to the same secondary 1080 

distribution system as arterial lights, and ComEd makes the same type of service 1081 

connection of customer service wire to ComEd’s secondary distribution system for alley 1082 

lights as it does for arterial lights. 1083 

Q. Have you modified Mr. Bodmer’s analysis with the adjustments you just described? 1084 

A. Yes and the results are surprising.  It becomes very clear why City witness Bodmer is so 1085 

adamant about excluding the alley lights from this type of calculation.  First, to be clear, I 1086 

did not check the accuracy of Mr. Bodmer’s cost assignments or assumptions, I merely 1087 

expanded the Chicago Method to include alley lights and eliminate the assumption that 1088 

ComEd incurs no costs for street light service connections.  ComEd Ex. 49.7 Revised 1089 

provides the improved modifications to the Chicago Method and utilizes more recent cost 1090 

data from the ECOSS found in ComEd Ex. 51.2.  To estimate the amount of secondary 1091 

used by alley lights, ComEd reviewed some sample alleys as shown in ComEd Ex. 49.8.  1092 

ComEd calculated the average feet of secondary distribution wire to each of the City 1093 

alley lights in the sample alleys.  For some of the alley lights, zero feet of secondary was 1094 

used in the average estimate because those lights are connected to a pole where a 1095 
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transformer is installed.  For the 16 alley lights shown in ComEd Ex. 49.8, the average 1096 

length of secondary wire from the transformer to the light is 109 feet.  Using all of the 1097 

same assumptions that Mr. Bodmer provided in his calculation for the alley lights and the 1098 

arterial lights shows that ComEd should be allocating $900,302 for secondary wire to the 1099 

City of Chicago’s dusk to dawn lighting.  This is higher than the $762,686 that ComEd’s 1100 

ECOSS allocates to the City’s alley lights and non-alley lights as determined by Mr. 1101 

Bodmer’s City Method. 1102 

Q. If the Chicago Method is recommended to be used with your improvements, how 1103 

would this impact the costs allocated to the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Class? 1104 

A. First, instead of setting the allocation for services costs to zero as Mr. Bodmer suggests, 1105 

approximately $250,0002 for service connection cost that ComEd incurs to connect City 1106 

non-alley street lighting would not be excluded from the allocation to the Dusk to Dawn 1107 

Lighting Delivery Class.  Second, by including the alley lights in the Chicago Method to 1108 

estimate the actual amount of secondary wire used for street lights, an additional 1109 

$137,616 would be allocated to the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Class because the 1110 

cost for secondary facilities used to serve the City dusk to dawn lighting determined 1111 

under the Chicago Method as modified by ComEd is higher than the amount allocated to 1112 

the City under ComEd’s ECOSS as provided in ComEd Ex. 49.7 Revised.  1113 

V. Distribution Loss Factors 1114 

Q. Are you providing updated DLFs that correspond to the revised loss studies 1115 

provided in ComEd Exs. 34.1 and 34.2? 1116 

                                                 
2 $250,000 is the approximate value for only the City non-alley lights which is the amount that the Chicago Method 
currently excludes from the allocation to the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Class. 
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A. Yes.  Updated DLFs are provided in ComEd Ex. 49.9.  The updated DLFs also 1117 

incorporate provisions to address DOE witness Etheridge’s concerns regarding the DLFs 1118 

applicable to customers with service points at which electricity is metered at or above 138 1119 

kV.  ComEd’s systems are designed to apply DLFs on an account-level basis, not a 1120 

meter-level basis.  Consequently, ComEd proposes to address Mr. Etheridge’s concerns 1121 

by determining and applying the weighted average DLF for all points of delivery for the 1122 

18 accounts that have at least one point of delivery metered at 138kV or higher.  ComEd 1123 

Ex. 49.9 provides three sets of DLFs.  The first page provides DLFs for ComEd’s 1124 

proposed rate design, the second page provides DLFs for ComEd’s preferred exemplar 1125 

rate design, and the third page provides DLFs for the alternative exemplar rate design.  1126 

Q. Is ComEd opposed to DOE witness Etheridge’s recommendation to clarify the 1127 

definition of the Dc component in the computation of the DLF provided in Rate 1128 

RDS? 1129 

A. No.  Mr. Etheridge’s recommendation to clarify the definition of the Dc component of the 1130 

DLF computation as shown in Rate RDS is reasonable.  ComEd Ex. 49.10 provides a 1131 

further revision to Sheet No. 75 in Rate RDS to accommodate Mr. Etheridge’s 1132 

recommendation.  1133 

Q. Is ComEd opposed to REACT witness Fults’ recommendation that ComEd should 1134 

be required to make an annual filing to reconcile its losses assessed to customers 1135 

with actual losses? 1136 

A. Yes.  Mr. Fults’ recommendation that ComEd be required to make an annual filing 1137 

reconciling its losses assessed to customers with actual losses is unnecessarily 1138 

burdensome on the Commission.  There is no reason why losses should be treated so 1139 
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radically differently than other distribution costs.  Moreover, Mr. Fults does not 1140 

recognize the unintended consequences that this proposal could have.  The only losses 1141 

that such an annual filing could address would be distribution losses.  However, after 1142 

consulting with experts on PJM operations and FERC-jurisdictional tariffs, I understand 1143 

that, because of the manner in which PJM measures and recovers the cost of losses, 1144 

changing distribution losses without regard to transmission losses and FERC 1145 

jurisdictional matters can shift wholesale costs, including wholesale supply costs, in an 1146 

unreasonable and arbitrary manner.  Mr. Fults’ proposal should be rejected. 1147 

VI. Limitation of Liability Provisions 1148 

Q. Turning to ComEd’s proposal to add a separate Limitation of Liability section in 1149 

GTC, did Staff have any concerns about ComEd’s proposed change? 1150 

A. No, Staff witness Harden reviewed ComEd’s proposal and did not object to ComEd’s 1151 

proposed Limitation of Liability language.  (Staff Ex. 11.0, 43:888-890) Ms. Harden 1152 

“agrees with the goal of uniformity with other Illinois utilities’ tariffs, the basis for the 1153 

Company’s proposed change in the Limitations of Liability section” (Id 42:882-884). 1154 

Q. Did any other witnesses address the Limitations of Liability changes?  1155 

A. Yes.  Mr. Capra, a Metra witness, and two CTA witnesses, Mr. Harper and Ms. Kovalan, 1156 

expressed concern about ComEd’s proposed tariff revisions to incorporate a Limitations 1157 

of Liability section in GTC. 1158 

Q. Were any of Metra witness Capra’s concerns justified? 1159 

A. No.  Although I have no reason to doubt Mr. Capra’s experience and knowledge in the 1160 

risk management field, his testimony is premised on basic misunderstandings of the 1161 
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language of the tariff, its inapplicability to non-service liability matters, and the 1162 

importance of treating all customers consistently under the tariff.   1163 

First, Mr. Capra misstated the current limitations of liability provisions contained 1164 

in the tariff.  His testimony (Metra Ex. 1.0, 7:198-8:206) asserted that the only limitation 1165 

provision was contained on Sheet 146 of ComEd’s Schedule of Rates (ILL. C. C. No. 1166 

10).  That assertion is simply incorrect, and it fails to recognize that the most significant 1167 

liability provision is contained on Sheet 152 of ComEd’s Schedule of Rates, where it 1168 

states that:    1169 

The retail customer is responsible for protecting its electrical equipment from 1170 
unavoidable voltage fluctuations, surges and sags, and service interruptions to one 1171 
or more phases that may occur in the provision of electric service. 1172 

In addition, Mr. Capra ignores numerous other limitation of liability provisions, approved 1173 

at various times by the Commission, in ComEd’s existing General Terms and Conditions 1174 

alone.  See ILL. C. C. No. 10, at 198 (“The Company is not responsible for any loss 1175 

resulting from such retail customer's election to receive bills electronically, including but 1176 

not limited to, any loss associated with damage to the retail customer's computer 1177 

equipment or facilities and any loss associated with a third party's unauthorized use of 1178 

such retail customer's information.”); at 205 (“the Company is not responsible for any 1179 

loss resulting from such retail customer's election to pay bills electronically, including but 1180 

not limited to, any loss associated with damage to such retail customer's computer 1181 

equipment or facilities and loss associated with a third party's unauthorized use of such 1182 

retail customer's information.”), at 215 (“A retail customer to which the Self-Generating 1183 

Customer Group is applicable must indemnify the Company and the Company's other 1184 

retail customers against any liability for personal injury or property damage arising from 1185 
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or created by the interconnection or operation of such retail customer's electric generating 1186 

facilities.  Such retail customer must also indemnify the Company against any and all loss 1187 

resulting from electric power and energy demands established by such retail customer in 1188 

excess of the capacity of the Company's distribution facilities furnished in accordance 1189 

with the provisions of the contract under which the Company provides electric service to 1190 

such retail customer.”).  It is simply incorrect to suggest that the proposed language 1191 

creates significant substantive shifts of liability and risk between Metra and ComEd. 1192 

Second, Mr. Capra completely overlooks that the proposed limitation of liability 1193 

requires there be a connection between the claimed liability and the provision or use by 1194 

the customer of electricity.  ComEd’s GTC does not eliminate all utility liability, it only 1195 

applies to claims of liability by utility customers, and does so by providing the general 1196 

terms and conditions that the customer must agree to and accept to be a customer.  This is 1197 

aptly demonstrated by the confusing and somewhat extreme example that Mr. Capra 1198 

presents, a ComEd repairman striking and maiming a commuter with an electric cable on 1199 

Metra property (Metra Ex. 1.0, 5:119-124).  Mr. Capra correctly notes that nothing in the 1200 

existing tariff prevents this third party from suing ComEd over this incident.  He, 1201 

however, fails completely to explain why the result would be different under ComEd’s 1202 

proposed tariff language.  Perhaps he does not provide an explanation because the result 1203 

would not be different under ComEd’s proposed tariff language.  With either the existing 1204 

or proposed language, the person suing ComEd is not claiming a loss as a ComEd 1205 

customer, but as a bystander whose injury and damages were completely unconnected to 1206 

the provision of electrical service to him.  Simply, there is no change in liability for the 1207 

injury to the person in the hypothetical. 1208 
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For the same reason, Mr. Capra’s concerns over existing and future Wireline 1209 

Easement Agreements (“WEAs”) between ComEd and Metra are misplaced.  As the 1210 

existing tariff already addresses installation of ComEd equipment on customer property 1211 

to serve a customer,3 the WEAs are only necessary when ComEd is using Metra property 1212 

to serve ComEd customers other than Metra.  Accordingly, like the example of the 1213 

commuter that Capra uses, the proposed limitation of liability provisions would have no 1214 

impact at all on the existing or future WEAs signed for ComEd’s use of Metra property to 1215 

serve only other ComEd customers.   1216 

Further, Mr. Capra suggests that the tariff language transfers a liability burden 1217 

from ComEd to Metra.  He fails completely to articulate why Metra will be affected more 1218 

than any other ComEd customer, or why standard tariff terms already used by other 1219 

utilities elsewhere in the State should not be applied equivalently to all ComEd 1220 

customers. 1221 

Q. What did CTA witness Harper present as justifications for maintaining the existing 1222 

liability language? 1223 

A. Mr. Harper primarily defers to CTA witness Kovalan with respect to the limitation of 1224 

liability language.  He suggests that CTA might react to the limitation of liability 1225 

provision change by refusing to let ComEd use its property to serve others, thus driving 1226 

up ComEd costs to build new facilities that avoid CTA property.  (CTA Ex. 1.0 at 1227 

11:235-12:249).  Given that the use of CTA property to serve other customers is not 1228 

subject to the liability provisions in the GTC, it is unclear why CTA would act in this 1229 

                                                 
3 The retail customer or applicant must provide the Company with such permits, easements, or other rights as the 
Company reasonably deems necessary for the ownership, installation, operation, replacement, and maintenance of 
the Company's distribution facilities located or to be located at the premises for the provision of electric service.  
ILL. C. C. No. 10, at 149) 
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way.  However, if this were to occur, that situation could be addressed using Commission 1230 

powers to site facilities. 1231 

Q. Did Ms. Kovalan, present any concerns that were justified? 1232 

A. No.  Just like Mr. Capra, Ms. Kovalan failed to appreciate that the proposed limitation of 1233 

liability language is connected with the provision of electric service to the customer, and 1234 

is not simply triggered by ComEd’s use of real property belonging to CTA.  Indeed, Ms. 1235 

Kovalan quotes the proposed language “the Company is not liable for damages that may 1236 

be incurred by the use or presence of the Company’s facilities or property on an 1237 

applicant’s or retail customer’s premises” without explaining why the limiting language 1238 

“applicant’s or retail customer’s” does not resolve any concerns that CTA has. 1239 

Q. What is your overall impression of the testimony of Messrs. Capra, Harper, and Ms. 1240 

Kovalan? 1241 

A. It seems apparent to me that what these three witnesses all want is that the liability rules 1242 

that apply to all other customers be inapplicable to them.  This is particularly true of Ms. 1243 

Kovalan, who uses a 1958 CTA/ComEd Agreement, which was approved by the 1244 

Commission, as a justification for claiming that the standard limitation of liability 1245 

provisions rarely apply to it.  In fact, the CTA’s 1958 Agreement expressly provides that 1246 

it is subject to alteration in future Commission proceedings like this one.  Accordingly, 1247 

CTA is already subject to limitation of liability provisions in the tariff that were approved 1248 

by the Commission since 1958.  Nonetheless, ComEd sees the value of clarifying what 1249 

remains of the 1958 Agreement and has already suggested to CTA that it implement a 1250 

replacement to the 1958 Agreement to clarify and restate whatever remains relevant 1251 
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today in that over 50-year old document.  Similarly, ComEd is willing to work with 1252 

Metra to replace its 24-year old 1986 agreement.   1253 

VII. Other Charges 1254 

Q. What are the miscellaneous charges and fees that ComEd proposed to change? 1255 

A. ComEd proposed to change the following miscellaneous charges and fees: (1) Single Bill 1256 

Option Credit; (2) Interval Data Fee; (3) Direct Access Service Request (DASR) Fees; 1257 

(4) Nonstandard Switching Fee; (5) Off-Cycle Termination Fee; (6) Metering Service 1258 

Provider Service (MSPS) Fees; (7) Cable Television (CATV) Power Supply Test Fee; (8) 1259 

Duplicate Information Fee; (9) Invalid Payment Fee; (10) Reconnection Charge; and (11) 1260 

Meter Lease Charge. 1261 

Q. Did any witness address ComEd’s proposed changes to these miscellaneous charges 1262 

and fees? 1263 

A. Yes.  Staff witness Harden and RESA witness Boston addressed the various 1264 

miscellaneous charges and fees ComEd proposed to change. 1265 

Q. What recommendations were made by Ms. Harden? 1266 

A. Ms. Harden recommended approval of the Single Bill Option Credit and the Interval Data 1267 

Fee as proposed by ComEd. 1268 

With respect to the other miscellaneous charges and fees, Ms. Harden 1269 

recommended the proposed increases in those fees be reduced by 50% and that 1270 

corresponding adjustments be made to ComEd’s revenue requirement.  In addition, Ms. 1271 

Harden recommended that the incentive compensation component of those charges and 1272 
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fees be removed if the Commission accepts Staff witness Pearce’s position regarding 1273 

incentive compensation in ComEd’s revenue requirement. 1274 

Q. How does ComEd respond to Ms. Harden’s recommendations? 1275 

A. ComEd agrees that the Commission should approve the Single Bill Credit and the 1276 

Interval Data Fee4 as ComEd has proposed.  With respect to the other miscellaneous 1277 

charges and fees, ComEd disagrees with some of Ms. Harden’s characterizations and 1278 

conclusions.  However, ComEd is willing to accept Ms. Harden’s recommendation to 1279 

reduce the increase in those fees by 50% and adjust ComEd’s revenue requirement 1280 

accordingly in order to limit the issues in this proceeding.  Similarly, ComEd agrees that 1281 

if the Commission accepts Ms. Pearce’s position on incentive compensation in whole or 1282 

in part, ComEd will remove the corresponding proportion of incentive compensation 1283 

from the affected miscellaneous charges and fees.   1284 

Q. Have there been any changes to ComEd’s proposed fees? 1285 

A. Yes.  In the course of discovery, ComEd identified a change that affects the Interval Data 1286 

Fee.  Specifically, in providing additional supporting information in its response RESA 1287 

data requests RESA 1.10 and RESA 1.11, ComEd determined that the website 1288 

maintenance, file maintenance, and merchant account components of the costs used to 1289 

determine the fee were incorrect.  Incorporating the correct amounts into the calculation 1290 

changes the proposed fee from $17 to $11.  The computation of the revised fee is 1291 

attached as ComEd Ex. 49.11. 1292 

                                                 
4 As noted in this testimony, ComEd has corrected an error in the calculation of the Interval Data Fee which reduces 
the fee further from the $17 that ComEd initially proposed. 
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Q. Did any parties oppose ComEd’s Meter Lease Charges or ComEd’s proposal to 1293 

simplfy the manner in which meter leases are administered? 1294 

A. No. 1295 

Q. Can you provide a summary of the proposed changes to the miscellaneous charges 1296 

and fees, other than meter lease charges? 1297 

A. Yes.  The following Table R2:  Miscellaneous Charges shows the current miscellaneous 1298 

charges and fees, the miscellaneous charges and fees as proposed by ComEd (with and 1299 

without the incentive compensation component), and the miscellaneous charges and fees 1300 

reflecting Ms. Harden’s proposed adjustment (with and without the incentive 1301 

compensation component). 1302 

Table R2:  Miscellaneous Charges  1303 

1304 
  1305 

Q. What miscellaneous charges and fee recommendations were made by Mr. Boston? 1306 

A. Mr. Boston recommended that the Interval Data Fee be eliminated, or in the alternative, 1307 

should be applied as a per account charge as opposed to as a per meter based charge. 1308 

Current Tariff 
Rates

ComEd 
Proposed in 
ICC Docket 

10-0467
Staff 

Proposed

ComEd 
Proposed, 

adjusted for 
removal of AIP

Staff Proposed with removal 
of AIP (Based on Staff 

Proposal - 50% of increase 
from current fee)

Off cycleTermination Fee 434.00$           560.00$       497.00$       557.00$             495.50$                                
Cable TV Power Supply Fee 97.00$             216.00$       156.50$       204.00$             150.50$                                
Duplicate Information Fee 6.00$               12.00$         9.00$           11.00$               8.50$                                    
Invalid Payment Fee 15.00$             27.00$         21.00$         26.00$               20.50$                                  
Reconnection Fee 38.00$             75.00$         56.50$         71.00$               54.50$                                  
Meter Reading Charges - 1st Meter 25.97$             42.00$         33.99$         40.00$               32.99$                                  
                       - Additional Meters 3.43$               6.00$           4.72$           5.00$                 4.22$                                    
Nonstandard Swithcing Fee - 1st Meter 25.97$             42.00$         33.99$         40.00$               32.99$                                  
                             - Additional Meters 3.43$               6.00$           4.72$           5.00$                 4.22$                                    
Split Load DASR Fee (% and 1st) 58.00$             114.00$       86.00$         108.00$             83.00$                                  
Split Load DASR Fee - by Meter 96.00$             188.00$       142.00$       178.00$             137.00$                                

Per Staff Testimony, the following Fees/Charges were recommended to be accepted as proposed by ComEd.
Single Bill Credit 0.54$               0.46$           0.46$           
Interval Data Fee (1) (2) 22.00$             17.00$         11.00$         11.00$               11.00$                                  

(1)  Interval Data Fee calculation has been updated.  Revised exhibit will be included with Rebuttal Testimony.
(2)  Updated fee of $11.00 assumed to be recommended for approval by Staff.
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Q. Are you addressing Mr. Boston’s recommendations? 1309 

A. No.  Dr. Ross Hemphill in ComEd Ex. 40.0 and Mr. Steve Lesniak in ComEd Ex. 42.0 1310 

address Mr. Boston’s recommendations. 1311 

Q. Did the Standard Meter Allowances change? 1312 

A. Yes.  The Standard Meter Allowances (“SMA”) changed due to the identification of 1313 

additional customers eligible for the exemplar Primary Voltage Delivery Class and to 1314 

adjust for an error with the number of customers in the Extra Large Load Delivery Class.  1315 

The revised SMAs are provided in Table R3, SMAs. 1316 

Table R3, SMAs   

Delivery Class 

SMAs with ComEd's 
Proposed Rate Design 

or Alternative 
Exemplar Rate Design 

SMAs with Preferred 
Exemplar Rate 

Design 
Residential Single Family $2.30 $2.30 
Residential Multi Family $2.30 $2.30 
Watt-Hour $2.03 $2.03 
Small Load $6.62 $6.60 
Medium Load $18.00 $17.60 
Large Load $21.88 $20.47 
Very Large Load $32.34 $25.23 
Extra Large Load $155.19 $176.03 
Primary Voltage n/a $56.64 
High Voltage $208.84 $208.84 
Railroad $113.84 $113.84 

 1317 

VIII. Conclusion 1318 

Q. Does this complete your rate design rebuttal testimony? 1319 

A. Yes. 1320 


