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WITNESS IDENTIFICATION 1 

Q. Please state your name, your employer, and your business address. 2 

A. My name is William R. Johnson.  I am employed by the Illinois Commerce 3 

Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”).  My business address is 527 East Capitol 4 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 5 

 6 

Q. How long have you been employed by the Commission? 7 

A. I have been employed by the Commission since September 1994. 8 

 9 

Q. Please briefly state your qualifications and experience. 10 

A. I received a Bachelor of Arts degree in Economics from Sangamon State 11 

University (now University of Illinois at Springfield) in May 1990 and a Master of 12 

Arts degree in Economics, also from Sangamon State University, in December 13 

1993.  I have also completed the following Society of Depreciation Professionals 14 

courses:  Basic Depreciation, Life and Net Salvage Analysis, and Preparing and 15 

Defending a Depreciation Study. 16 

 17 

In September 1994, I was employed as an Economic Analyst in the Rates 18 

Department of the Commission.  In that capacity, I reviewed and analyzed filings 19 

by electric, gas, water, and sewer utilities with regard to cost of service and rate 20 

design.  In January 2000, I was reassigned to the Water Department of the 21 

Financial Analysis Division as an Economic Analyst.  My duties included: (1) 22 

evaluating tariff filings; (2) inspecting water and wastewater facilities for 23 
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compliance with Commission rules; (3) assisting the Consumer Services Division 24 

in handling inquiries and complaints; (4) evaluating testimony presented by water 25 

and wastewater utilities; and (5) testifying as a Commission Staff witness (“Staff”) 26 

in rate proceedings, applications for certificates of public convenience and 27 

necessity, applications for reorganizations, and other formal proceedings which 28 

include water and/or wastewater related issues. In February 2012, pursuant to a 29 

reorganization of the Public Utilities Bureau, I was reassigned to the Rates 30 

Department of the Financial Analysis Division as an Economic Analyst. 31 

 32 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 33 

A. Yes, I have previously testified before the Commission on numerous issues 34 

related to my duties, which include, cost of service, rate design, water and 35 

wastewater depreciation rates, water and wastewater certification, and utility 36 

reorganizations. 37 

 38 

PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 39 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony? 40 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to examine whether there should be an 41 

adjustment to billing determinants to reflect customer growth served by New 42 

Business plant proposed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd” or 43 

“Company”) and if so, which billing determinants should be adjusted.  44 

 45 

Q. Are you sponsoring any schedules or attachments with your testimony? 46 
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A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following attachment: 47 

 Attachment 5.1 – Response to Staff Data Request WRJ 2.01. 48 

 49 

Q. Please summarize your recommendation. 50 

A. I recommend the Commission make an adjustment to customer billing 51 

determinants associated with New Business plant and that the methodology used 52 

should be an adjustment to customer billing determinants only. The adjustment 53 

can be found on ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, Attachment 5.1, Page 4 of 4, Column C. 54 

 55 

HISTORY OF ADJUSTING BILLING DETERMINANTS ASSOCIATED WITH 56 
NEW BUSINESS PLANT 57 

Q. Have there previously been adjustments proposed to billing determinants 58 

associated with New Business plant for ComEd? 59 

A. Yes.  In Docket No. 11-0721, ComEd’s initial formula rate case, the Attorney 60 

General and AARP proposed a billing determinant adjustment associated with 61 

New Business plant.  The adjustment increased the number of customer billing 62 

determinants.  AG/AARP reasoned that if the billing determinants did not match 63 

the number of customers that are actually served by plant additions and 64 

customer growth, the revenue requirement would be collected from too few 65 

customers, resulting in the rate per customer being higher than it should be.1

  67 

  66 

Q. Did the Commission adopt the AG’s and AARP’s proposed adjustment? 68 

                                                 
1 Final Order, Docket No. 11-0721, May 29, 2012, p. 74. 
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A. Yes, the Commission concluded that the adjustment to billing determinants was 69 

appropriate, noting in part that: 70 

… AG/AARP proposes here is a methodology to ensure that the 71 
billing determinants are based on accurate information. As 72 
AG/AARP point out, Section 16-108.5(c)(1) of the statute provides 73 
that formula rates must be prudently incurred and reasonable in 74 
amount consistent with Commission practice and law. Certainly, the 75 
use of accurate billing determinants is consistent with Commission 76 
practice and law. (See, e.g., Docket 10-0467, Order of May 24, 77 
2011, at 306-309).2

 79 
 78 

 80 
Specifically, the Commission noted that “[t]he AG/AARP proposal is reasonable” 81 

and directed ComEd to “adjust its billing determinants accordingly.”3

  83 

 82 

Q.  Was the same issue addressed in a subsequent proceeding? 84 

A. Yes.   In ComEd’s first formula rate update, Docket No. 12-0321, AG/AARP 85 

calculated a New Business adjustment and recommended that the billing 86 

determinants used to set prospective rates reflect the increase in customers 87 

associated with the plant used to provide new service and included in rate base.4

                                                 
2 Final Order, Docket No. 11-0721, May 29, 2012, p. 75. 

  88 

Staff agreed with AG/AARP and recommended that the Commission accept the 89 

adjustment to billing determinants.  Staff stated that in order to properly match 90 

the billing determinants used in the determination of pro forma revenues to the 91 

plant used to provide service included in rate base, the Commission should 92 

accept the AG/AARP and CUB proposed adjustment to increase the number of 93 

3 Id., p. 76. 
4 Final Order, Docket No. 12-0321, December 19, 2012, p.  24. 
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customers corresponding to the Company’s inclusion of plant to serve New 94 

Business in 20125

 96 

.   95 

Q Did the Commission make a similar adjustment in Docket No. 12-0321? 97 

A. Yes.  The Order concluded: 98 

The Commission agrees that the same methodology, consistent 99 
with the Order in Docket 11-0721, should be used in this 100 
proceeding.  In Docket 11-0721, the Commission agreed with the 101 
AG/AARP proposal to include an adjustment to billing determinants 102 
for customer growth related to projected plant additions included in 103 
the rate base.  The same adjustment is appropriate in this 104 
proceeding because, like Docket 11-0721, ComEd has included 105 
estimated distribution plant additions for New Business in the 106 
revenue requirement.6

 108 
 107 

COMPANY PROPOSAL 109 

Q. Does ComEd include plant to serve New Business in the current 110 

proceeding? 111 

A. Yes.  Company witness Christine M. Brinkman states that 2013 projected plant 112 

additions relating to New Business constitute $149.3 million.7

 114 

  113 

Q. Does ComEd propose to make an adjustment to billing units associated 115 

with New Business plant in this proceeding? 116 

A. No.  Company witness Brinkman stated that “[t]he Commission did not hold that it 117 

was required to make an adjustment regardless of whether or how new plant 118 

additions and changes in billing determinants were related.”8

                                                 
5 Id., p. 21. 

 119 

6 Final Order, Docket No. 11-0721, May 29, 2012, p. 75. 
7 ComEd Ex. 2.0 Rev., p. 38. 
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  120 

Q. What reasons does Company witness Brinkman provide to support her 121 

conclusion that a billing units adjustment is not required for New Business 122 

plant? 123 

A. Ms. Brinkman states that: 1) ComEd’s 2013 projected plant additions do not 124 

increase ComEd’s total costs or its revenue requirement; 9 2) plant additions tied 125 

to 2013 customer growth do not even materially increase 2014 initial rate year 126 

revenue requirement; 10 3) although customer growth has been assumed in the 127 

past, such growth is not a given; 11 and 4) an adjustment that affects only the 128 

temporary pre-reconciliation revenue requirement and does so by less than one 129 

percentage point cannot rationally support an adjustment to billing determinants 130 

that impairs ComEd’s ability to recover its entire revenue requirement forever and 131 

without any prospect of reconciliation.12

 133 

  132 

Q. What is your assessment of Company witness Brinkman’s reasons for not 134 

adjusting billing determinants associated with New Business plant?  135 

A. Ms. Brinkman’s first two points encompass arguments about whether plant 136 

investment increases the revenue requirement.  However, Ms. Brinkman’s 137 

arguments avoid the real intent of the Commission’s decisions on the issue.  138 

While I am not an attorney, my understanding of the Commission’s decisions in 139 

                                                                                                                                                             
8 Id., p. 33. 
9 Id., p. 34. 
10 Id., p. 35. 
11 Id. 
12 Id., pp. 35-36. 
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Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321 are that an adjustment to billing determinants 140 

should be made for customer growth associated with projected plant additions for 141 

New Business included in rate base.  If the Company has included estimated 142 

distribution plant additions for New Business in the revenue requirement then an 143 

adjustment to the customer count associated with the New Business plant should 144 

be made. The Company has stated that there are projected plant additions 145 

relating to New Business in this case. 146 

 147 

 Ms. Brinkman’s third argument is that customer growth is not a given.  However, 148 

the Company itself assumes there will be some amount of customer growth when 149 

they state that “New Business additions are driven by many factors….Only a 150 

fraction is attributable to changes in the number of customers.”13

 157 

  The 151 

Commission increased the number of customer billing units because of the 152 

Company’s increases in New Business plant in both Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 153 

12-0321.  Since New Business plant has again increased since ComEd’s last 154 

rate case, a new adjustment to the Company’s number of customer billing units is 155 

warranted.  156 

 Ms. Brinkman’s last argument, that an adjustment that affects only the temporary 158 

pre-reconciliation revenue requirement and does so by less than one percentage 159 

point cannot rationally support an adjustment to billing determinants that impairs 160 

ComEd’s ability to recover its entire revenue requirement forever and without any 161 

                                                 
13 Id., p. 38. 
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prospect of reconciliation, assumes that any adjustment to the billing units will 162 

harm the Company.  However, as the Commission pointed out “By applying this 163 

adjustment, the billing determinants will more accurately match the number of 164 

customers that are served by plant additions and customer growth, otherwise the 165 

rate per customer will be too high.”14

 Based on the above reasons, the Company has not provided sufficient reasoning 169 

that an adjustment to billing units is not warranted. I therefore recommend that an 170 

adjustment be made to the number of customer billing determinants associated 171 

with New Business plant in this proceeding consistent with the Commission’s 172 

past decisions in Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321.  173 

 Thus, according to the Commission, it is the 166 

customers who would be harmed by rates that are too high if the adjustment is 167 

not made.  168 

 174 

Q. Is there an alternative proposal the Company has provided that is 175 

associated with the billing determinant adjustment associated with New 176 

Business plant? 177 

A.  Yes.   ComEd proposes that if the Commission finds that billing determinants 178 

should be adjusted to incorporate the New Business plant, then not only the 179 

number of customers should be adjusted but sales should also be adjusted.15

    181 

  180 

Q. Why is the Company proposing that sales billing determinants be adjusted 182 

if the number of customers is adjusted? 183 

                                                 
14 Final Order, Docket No. 12-0321, December 19, 2012, p. 29. 
15 ComEd Ex. 2.0 Rev., p. 40. 
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A. The Company states that if the Commission adjusts billing determinants to offset 184 

the revenues from projected new plant, the Commission must also recognize that 185 

ComEd’s revenues will be affected by decreased sales and demand.  The 186 

Company asserts that if adjustments are made to account for revenue impacts, 187 

there is no reason to look at only one side of the story.16  The Commission in 188 

both of the previous rate formula cases, Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321, 189 

approved only adjustments to the number of customers, not to the sales billing 190 

determinants.17

 192 

   191 

Q. Did the Commission provide reasons why sales adjustments should not be 193 

included in the billing determinant adjustment associated with New 194 

Business plant? 195 

A. Yes.  The Final Order in Docket No. 11-0721 states: 196 

… Additionally, a decline in kwh sales, in and of itself, does not 197 
establish that there are less customers. It simply means that less 198 
electricity was sold. Other factors, such as energy efficiency, a bad 199 
economy, etc. may very well contribute to a decline in kwh sales. 200 
Without information as to what causes a decline in kwh sales, it 201 
does not appear that this decline should offset the increase in 202 
billing determinants that reflects ComEd’s new business. ComEd, in 203 
short, has not presented valid reasons for rejecting the AG/AARP 204 
proposal. The AG/AARP proposal is reasonable and it is approved. 205 
ComEd shall adjust its billing determinants accordingly.18

 207 
 206 

Additionally, the Final Order in Docket No. 12-0312 states: 208 
 209 

ComEd argues that the proposed adjustment is one-sided and 210 
ignores projected declines in kWh usage for 2012. According to 211 

                                                 
16 Id. 
17 Final Order, Docket No. 11-0721, May 29, 2012, p. 75; Final Order, Docket No. 12-0321, December 19, 
2012, pp. 28-29. 
18 Final Order, Docket No. 11-0721, May 29, 2012, pp. 75-76. 
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ComEd, kWh sales and customer count are independent 212 
components of the billing determinants equation, yet ComEd then 213 
argues that if one component is changed the other must be as well, 214 
which goes against the notion of “independent” components. As 215 
stated in the Docket 11-0721 Order, there are many factors that 216 
affect kWh sales, including energy efficiency and a poor economy, 217 
and a change in kWh sales could be a result of multiple factors, not 218 
necessarily solely a change in the number of customers. A decline 219 
in kWh sales merely means that less electricity was sold. In this 220 
proceeding, ComEd provides no evidence indicating why there is a 221 
decline in usage. As the customer base of the billing determinants 222 
equation is a “fixed charge,” it is appropriate to insure that the 223 
customer base component is accurate and accounts for expected 224 
customer growth so that customers are not charged an inflated 225 
rate.19

 227 
 226 

 The Commission was clear that an adjustment to kWh sales was not warranted.   228 

 229 

Q. What is your assessment of the Company’s alternative proposal to include 230 

adjustments to the sales billing determinants if the number of customers is 231 

adjusted? 232 

A. The Commission was clear in both Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321 that the 233 

Company did not provide evidence indicating why there was a decline in usage 234 

and, therefore, it rejected an adjustment to sales billing determinants.  The 235 

Company’s only attempt to explain a decline in usage in this proceeding is that 236 

utility conservation programs, including demand response and energy efficiency 237 

programs, affect customer usage. The more effective these programs are, up to 238 

the point where they are no longer cost-effective, the more they tend to reduce 239 

use per customer.20

                                                 
19 Final Order, Docket No. 12-0321, December 19, 2012, p. 28. 

  While this general assertion would hold true for any utility, 240 

this brief general response is not sufficient support for the Company’s claim that 241 

20 ComEd Ex. 2.0 Rev., p. 41. 
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the Company is, in fact, experiencing declining usage. For example, it is not clear 242 

if assumed usage reductions due to energy efficiency programs are offset by 243 

increases in customer growth or a general increase in usage from an improving 244 

economy. 245 

 246 

Additionally, the Commission identified that the proposed adjustment in Docket 247 

No. 12-0321 did address the decrease in total kWh sales.  The Order states: 248 

ComEd incorrectly determines that the Commission is ignoring the 249 
effect of kWh sales in billing determinants in this proceeding and 250 
instead practicing selective manipulation. As AG/AARP state, the 251 
proposed adjustment does address the decrease in total kWh 252 
sales. AG/AARP Reply Brief on Exceptions at 8-9. AG/AARP 253 
witness Mr. Effron did not recommend decreasing the amount of 254 
total KHz because plant additions for customer growth only result in 255 
growth, and Mr. Effron did not recommend increasing the total 256 
amount of kWh sales billing determinants in light of the overall 257 
decline in ComEd’s total kWh sales. Id. While the Commission has 258 
previously recognized growth in both the number of customers and 259 
kWh sales, such a determination is inappropriate in this proceeding 260 
based on record evidence. There is insufficient evidence in this 261 
proceeding to find that a decline in kWh sales affects the number of 262 
customers amongst whom the revenue requirement should be 263 
spread, and as such there is insufficient evidence to determine that 264 
this decline should offset the increase in billing determinants that 265 
reflects New Business.21

 267 
   266 

The Commission in the previous formula rate update cases agreed with the 268 

position that sales billing determinants had in fact been taken into consideration 269 

and directed the Company to provide evidence indicating why there was a 270 

decline in usage and, therefore, why an adjustment to sales billing determinants 271 

                                                 
21 Final Order, Docket No. 12-0321, December 19, 2012, pp. 29-30. 
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should be included in the billing adjustment associated with New Business plant.  272 

The Company has not yet provided such evidence in this proceeding. 273 

 274 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 275 

Q. What is your recommendation with regard to an adjustment to billing 276 

determinants associated with New Business plant? 277 

A. I recommend the Commission make an adjustment to customer billing 278 

determinants associated with New Business plant and that the methodology used 279 

should be an adjustment to customer billing determinants only. This is the same 280 

methodology approved by the Commission in ComEd’s last two formula rate 281 

cases Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321.  The Company has provided no 282 

additional information in this proceeding to justify a change in the methodology 283 

already approved by the Commission, nor any evidence to warrant any other 284 

adjustment to sales billing determinants.  In response to a Staff data request, the 285 

Company provided the number of customer billing determinants with the 286 

incorporation of an adjustment to the historical 2012 billing determinants, as 287 

applicable, for projected customer growth from 2012 to 2013 that is consistent 288 

with the adjustments made to the number of customer billing determinants in 289 

compliance with the Commission’s Orders in Docket. Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321.  290 

I have attached the response as Attachment 5.1 to my testimony (Specifically the 291 

adjustments are on ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, Attachment 5.1, Page 4 of 4, Column C). 292 

  293 
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CONCLUSION 294 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 295 

A. Yes, it does. 296 



ICC Docket No. 13-0318 
 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s Response to 
Illinois Commerce Commission (“STAFF”) Data Requests 

WRJ 2.01 
Date Received:  May 6, 2013 
Date Served:  May 17, 2013 

 

 
REQUEST NO. WRJ 2.01: 
 
In Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321 the Commission approved an adjustment to the number of 
customer billing determinants based on customer growth related to projected plant additions 
included in the rate base because ComEd had included estimated distribution plant additions for 
“New Business” in the revenue requirement.  ComEd Ex. 2.0 at 33 states all 2013 projected plant 
additions relating to “New Business” constitute $149.3 million.  Please provide a comparison of 
the following in chart form: 
 
a) the number of customer billing determinants per class as filed. 
 
b) the number of customer billing determinants per class based on the increase in customers 

from 2011 to 2012 associated with the “New Business Plant”, consistent with the 
Commission Orders mentioned. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
During a teleconference call on May 14, 2013, with members of the ICC Staff regarding this data 
request, it was determined that the data being sought in subpart (b) of this request are the number 
of customer billing determinants with the incorporation of an adjustment to the historical 2012 
billing determinants, as applicable, for projected customer growth from 2012 to 2013 that is 
consistent with the adjustments made to the number of customer billing determinants in 
compliance with the Commission’s Orders in ICC Dkt. No. 11-0721 and ICC Dkt. No. 12-0321. 
 
In ICC Dkt. No. 11-0721 and ICC Dkt. No. 12-0321 the Commission approved adjustments to 
the actual historical number of customer billing determinants for eight delivery classes based on 
the evidentiary records in those cases.  Based on those records, the Commission concluded that 
because projected new business was part of the rate base used to establish the Initial Rate Year 
Revenue Requirement, the number of customer billing determinants for the subject eight delivery 
classes should be increased by projected customer growth in the next year.  The adjustments 
reflected the total projected increase in the numbers of customers, not any estimate of the growth 
in the numbers of customers “relating to ‘New Business’.”  ComEd does not believe the 
Commission decisions in ICC Dkt. No. 11-0721 and ICC Dkt. No. 12-0321 require similar 
adjustments be made in this case or that, based on the record in this case, rejecting such 
adjustments would be inconsistent with the prior decisions.   
 
Given those clarifications, the attachment labeled as WRJ 2.01_Attach 1 provides the 2012 and 
2013 year-to-date customer count information necessary to calculate the same customer count 
adjustment ordered by the Commission in ICC Docket No. 11-0721 and ICC Dkt. No. 12-0321 
(see Column E and Column F of the attachment labeled as WRJ 2.01_Attach 1).  The attachment 
labeled as WRJ 2.01_Attach 2 provides a table with the data requested.   

2013CFRU 0001677

Docket No. 13-0318 
ICC Staff Ex. 5.0 
Attachment 5.1 
Page 1 of 4

 



 

 2

 
a) Please see Column B of the table labeled as WJR 2.01_Attach 2.  
 
b) Please see Column C of the table, labeled as WJR 2.01_Attach 2, which shows that for 

each residential delivery class the 2012 historical number of customer billing 
determinants is increased by 0.19%, (from Column E of the attachment labeled as  
WRJ 2.01_Attach 1), while for each of the Watt-Hour, Small Load, Medium Load, and 
Large Load nonresidential delivery classes the 2012 historical number of customer billing 
determinants is increased by 0.09% (from Column F of the attachment labeled as  
WRJ 2.01_Attach 1). 

2013CFRU 0001678
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Line
No. Month Residential SCI LCI Residential SCI LCI Residential  SCI LCI

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J)

1 Jan-12 2,567,559,780 2,875,347,848 2,337,065,279 3,453,206 365,793 2,035 744 7,861 1,148,435
2 Feb-12 2,193,800,400 2,591,707,717 2,216,991,169 3,460,329 366,487 2,022 634 7,072 1,096,435
3 Mar-12 2,062,412,809 2,641,274,495 2,286,849,395 3,465,669 365,525 2,013 595 7,226 1,136,040
4 Apr-12 1,701,081,814 2,400,742,370 2,163,405,620 3,466,038 365,499 2,011 491 6,568 1,075,786
5 May-12 1,832,692,247 2,522,350,598 2,299,900,718 3,462,196 365,563 2,003 529 6,900 1,148,228
6 Jun-12 2,478,514,451 2,729,283,959 2,281,815,592 3,456,312 365,474 1,990 717 7,468 1,146,641
7 Jul-12 3,108,452,281 3,000,573,293 2,544,016,341 3,453,043 365,479 2,005 900 8,210 1,268,836
8 Aug-12 2,916,543,587 3,005,210,330 2,568,272,388 3,451,382 365,412 1,994 845 8,224 1,288,000
9 Sep-12 2,137,163,255 2,626,127,374 2,256,052,314 3,450,364 365,246 1,986 619 7,190 1,135,978

10 Oct-12 1,882,135,982 2,678,876,206 2,200,446,433 3,450,930 365,206 1,975 545 7,335 1,114,150
11 Nov-12 2,021,924,295 2,472,901,237 2,167,602,019 3,453,258 365,314 1,973 586 6,769 1,098,633
12 Dec-12 2,458,733,291 2,752,557,418 2,324,209,141 3,455,546 365,357 1,980 712 7,534 1,173,843
13 Jan-13 2,547,847,163 2,696,801,552 2,405,842,110 3,462,818 365,832 1,987 736 7,372 1,210,791
14 Feb-13 2,169,084,322 2,498,259,799 2,176,081,287 3,467,168 366,084 2,004 626 6,824 1,085,869
15 Mar-13 2,102,819,265 2,656,876,571 2,231,499,174 3,470,658 366,284 2,001 606 7,254 1,115,192
16 Apr-13 1,792,283,178 2,606,530,321 2,149,862,784 3,471,408 366,478 2,002 516 7,112 1,073,858

YTD Apr-12 3,461,311 365,826
YTD Apr-13 3,468,013 366,170

Percent Change 0.19% 0.09%

Commonwealth Edison Company

kWh Per CustomerWeather Normal Usage (kWh) No. of Customers

2013CFRU 0001679
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(A) (B) (C)

2012 Adjusted

Number of Customer Bills Number of Customer Bills

(1)

Residential Delivery Classes

Single Family Without Electric Space Heat 26,785,841 26,836,734

 Multi Family Without Electric Space Heat 12,498,046 12,521,792

Single Family With Electric Space Heat 419,990 420,788

Multi Family With Electric Space Heat 1,912,183 1,915,816

 

Nonresidential Delivery Classes

Watt-Hour 1,103,130 1,104,123

Small Load (≤ 100 kilowatts (kW)) 2,979,120 2,981,801

Medium Load (Over 100 ≤ 400 kW) 207,693 207,880

Large Load (Over 400 ≤ 1,000 kW) 50,295 50,340

Very Large Load (Over 1,000 kW ≤ 10,000 kW) 22,471 NA

Extra Large Load (Over 10,000 kW) 593 NA

High Voltage 925 NA

Railroad 24 NA

Lighting Delivery Classes

Fixture-Included NA NA

Dusk to Dawn NA NA

General NA NA

Note:

Customer Grouping

(1)  From ComEd Ex. 10.04 submitted on April 29, 2013, in Docket No. 13-0318

2013CFRU 0001680
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