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toward increasing the recovery of fixed costs through fixed charges, which the analysis argues is

desirable.

For the Watt-Hour Delivery Class, the Alternative Exemplar Rate Design in ComEd Ex.

73.3, which the Proposed Order adopts for rate design purposes, shows that, without SFV, the

revenues from the application of the customer charge and standard metering service charge

would be $13,783,319 and $3,155,777, respectively.  The sum of these two amounts is

$16,939,096, which is the amount of revenue that would be recovered through the application of

fixed charges.  Dividing this $16,939,096 by the total revenue recovered from the Watt-Hour

Delivery Class, which is $27,760,650, shows that ComEd would recover 61% of its total delivery

costs attributable to the Watt-Hour Delivery Class through fixed charges without the SFV rate

design. ComEd Ex 73.3 at page 2, ECOSS-Based Revenue Section Column D Revenue and

Column E Total Revenue.  For this delivery class, the 50% SFV approved in the Proposed Order

represents a step backward, and movement away from more accurate pricing.  

As mentioned previously, ComEd proposed to recover 60%, 70%, and finally 80% of its

delivery service costs attributable to residential and watt-hour customers through the application

of fixed charges in the first year, second year, and thereafter, respectively.  These percentages

would apply to all costs, not just fixed costs.  However, as adopted in the Proposed Order, the

50% SFV rate design appears to only apply to fixed costs, not to total delivery costs.  The

Proposed Order offers no justification for this departure from ComEd’s proposal.  Worse, the

statement, “the Commission concludes that the use of volumetric charges be reduced so that they

recover 50% of fixed delivery service costs,” (id. at 218) excludes recovery of variable costs

from the volumetric rate, which is clearly an error.  Even if, arguendo, the Commission were to

conclude that SFV should apply only to fixed costs (which the Commission should not), then the


