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Staff witness Mr. Boggs proposes an alternative approach where each of these 
classes receives increases that move their revenues closer to the associated cost of 
service.  The objective of his revenue allocation proposal is to move overall revenues 
for these classes, not just the DFCs, in a three-step process towards costs. 

Because the High Voltage and Extra Large Load classes currently under-recover 
costs relative to other classes, Staff finds that they must receive greater-than-average 
increases to move closer to cost.  Staff’s specific proposal is to increase the class 
revenue allocations for the Extra Large Load and High Voltage classes an additional 
33% toward full cost recovery from the exemplar revenue allocations presented in 
ComEd Ex. 49.3.  (Staff Ex. 13.0 at 12).  Stated otherwise, total revenues for each of 
these classes would be increased an additional 33% above the difference between 
ComEd’s proposed revenues and fully embedded costs. This approach would place the 
Extra Large Load and High Voltage classes on the path to full recovery of their costs at 
the conclusion of ComEd’s next two rate cases. (Staff Ex. 29.0C at. 3-4). 

Staff acknowledges that its proposal still would not fully recover costs from these 
three classes. The Extra Large Load class would proffer 79% of the costs to serve the 
class. This would be a higher percentage revenue increase than the 67.2% cost of 
service that ComEd proposes.  The High Voltage class would proffer 88% of the costs 
to serve this class.  This would be a higher percentage revenue increase than the 
84.2% cost of service that ComEd is proposing.  (Id. at .6-8 Staff Initial Brief at 133-35).   

Kroger’s Position 

Kroger supports Com Ed’s proposal to move toward cost-based rates.  The 
proposed phase-in to costs for the Extra Large Load, Very Large Load, and Railroad 
delivery classes is consistent with the Commission’s directive in the last general rate 
case.  With respect to the exemplar revenue allocation, Kroger recommends that the 
movement toward differentiation in rates by voltage level also should be made 
gradually.  (Kroger Initial Brief at 2-3).   

The Commercial Group’s Position 

See the discussion herein regarding the Commercial Group’s Position in the 
Railroad portion of this Section.  

Analysis and Conclusions 

We decline to implement a rate design that direct that these classes move more 
rapidly toward full cost of service than the 33% movement moves these two classes 
more than what ComEd has proposed to do.  While we appreciate that Staff’s proposal 
moves these classes closer to actual cost, Staff’s proposal is not consistent with the 
principle of gradualism, which avoids rate shock.  We also acknowledge that ComEd’s 
rate design focuses on the DFC charge for these classes, which is “putting the cart 
before the horse,” as the rates design here determined the revenue allocation, instead 
of having the cost of service determine the revenue allocation.  However, we note that it 
appears that this was the case is the same movement that we approved for these 
classes in ComEd’s last rate case, where the model was created to have 25% increases 
toward cost of service for these two classes.  We decline to alter that model approach at 
this time.  We therefore decline to adopt Staff’s proposal.  We also decline to impose 
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