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Exception No. 1 

Alternative A 

If the Commission intends to approve the CTA and Metra study as proposed, Exception 1 

Alternative A should be adopted and page 31 of the Proposed Order should be revised as 

follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 
Metra and CTA recommend that the Commission order ComEd to work with the 

Railroad Delivery Class customers through a study process to analyze whether there 
are any cost causation impacts on the ECOSS results due to the limited geographic 
nature of the Railroad Delivery Class.  Metra and CTA argue that when assessing cost 
causation in ComEd’s systems for the Railroad Delivery Class in Cook and Will 
counties, there may be little or no impacts from system facilities costs incurred in 
outlying counties. 

 
While ComEd takes no position regarding CTA’s and Metra’s recommendation, 

ComEd raises concerns regarding the basic fairness of allowing parties to identify 
equipment that either does not serve them or serves them in some de minimis manner.  
ComEd argues that the ECOSS cannot accommodate every such instance without 
becoming increasingly disaggregated and complex. 

 
The Commercial Group objects to the CTA/Metra Geographical Study arguing 

that if the Commission grants such a study then any individual or group of customers 
could argue that it should not be allocated costs for facilities in geographical areas other 
than where the customer is located.  Additionally, the Commercial Group argues that 
such requests would be complex, considering the number of ComEd customers. 

 
The question here is whether to conduct a study to gain information on a 

particular issue, not whether to adopt a particular study’s findings.  The Commission 
finds in this instance it would be appropriate to have more information rather than less.   
The Commission recognizes that the Railroad Class is unique in that it only has two 
customers and operates in a specific geographic area.  Because there are only two 
customers in the Railroad Class, the Commission finds that performing a geographic 
cost study for the two Railroad customersDelivery Class to analyze whether there are 
any cost causation impacts on the ECOSS results due to the Class’ limited geographic 
nature is in accordance with cost causation principals and Metra’s and CTA’s 
recommendation is adopted.  ComEd shall provide the study in the next rate design 
investigation proceeding.  The Commission also notes that the Commercial Group’s 
objections to the study are essentially on the basis of what parties have termed 
“allocation by exclusion,” nevertheless, the Commercial Group finds merit in conducting 
other proposed studies by IIEC and REACT that are also arguably allocation by 
exclusion. 
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Alternative B 

If the Commission intends to approve the CTA and Metra study and have ComEd prepare 

a related ECOSS, Exception 1 Alternative B should be adopted and the Proposed Order at page 

31 should be revised as follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 
Metra and CTA recommend that the Commission order ComEd to work with the 

Railroad Delivery Class customers through a study process to analyze whether there 
are any cost causation impacts on the ECOSS results due to the limited geographic 
nature of the Railroad Delivery Class.  Metra and CTA argue that when assessing cost 
causation in ComEd’s systems for the Railroad Delivery Class in Cook and Will 
counties, there may be little or no impacts from system facilities costs incurred in 
outlying counties. 

 
While ComEd takes no position regarding CTA’s and Metra’s recommendation, 

ComEd raises concerns regarding the basic fairness of allowing parties to identify 
equipment that either does not serve them or serves them in some de minimis manner.  
ComEd argues that the ECOSS cannot accommodate every such instance without 
becoming increasingly disaggregated and complex. 

 
The Commercial Group objects to the CTA/Metra Geographical Study arguing 

that if the Commission grants such a study then any individual or group of customers 
could argue that it should not be allocated costs for facilities in geographical areas other 
than where the customer is located.  Additionally, the Commercial Group argues that 
such requests would be complex, considering the number of ComEd customers. 

 
The question here is whether to conduct a study to gain information on a 

particular issue, not whether to adopt a particular study’s findings.  The Commission 
finds in this instance it would be appropriate to have more information rather than less.   
The Commission recognizes that the Railroad Class is unique in that it only has two 
customers and operates in a specific geographic area.  Because there are only two 
customers in the Railroad Class, the Commission finds that performing a geographic 
cost study for the two Railroad customersDelivery Class to analyze whether there are 
any cost causation impacts on the ECOSS results due to the Class’ limited geographic 
nature is in accordance with cost causation principals and Metra’s and CTA’s 
recommendation is adopted.  In addition, as part of the Study, ComEd and the Railroad 
customers shall develop an ECOSS implementing the results.  ComEd shall file this 
ECOSS in the next rate design investigation proceeding.  The Commission also notes 
that the Commercial Group’s objections to the study are essentially on the basis of what 
parties have termed “allocation by exclusion,” nevertheless, the Commercial Group 
finds merit in conducting other proposed studies by IIEC and REACT that are also 
arguably allocation by exclusion.   
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Exception No. 2 

Alternative A 

If the Commission determines to separate costs associated with 4 kV facilities from both 

the Railroad Delivery Class and the ELL Delivery Class, the Commission should adopt 

Exception No. 2 Alternative A and the Proposed Order at pages 47-48 should be revised as 

follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 

In Docket No. 10-0467, the Commission directed ComEd to perform various 
studies including a primary/secondary distribution plant study, ComEd Ex. 3.07 (the “CA 
Distribution Study”).  In this docket, ComEd provided multiple illustrative ECOSS 
including an illustrative ECOSS, ComEd Ex. 3.10, which incorporates all the findings 
and recommendations presented in the CA Distribution Study.  Specifically, the ECOSS 
in ComEd Ex. 3.10 includes the CA Distribution Study’s recommendations regarding:  
(1) use of direct observation; (2) sampling circuits; (3) treatment of assets used to serve 
the ELL Delivery Class; and (4) allocation of costs associated with 4 kV facilities.  
ComEd Ex. 3.0 at 23.   
 

The Commission previously ordered ComEd to delete costs associated with 4kV 
facilities assigned to the Railroad Class that are not used to serve the Railroad Class.  
The CA Distribution Study attempts to address the Commission’s directive by identifying 
and separating the costs into “at or below 4kV” and “above 4kV” primary voltage 
categories.  ComEd, Metra, and CTA argue that the ECOSS including the CA 
Distribution Study’s recommendations regarding the treatment of 4kV facilities complies 
with the Commission’s directive.  This is true, but only in part.  The Commission agrees.  
The CA Distribution Study’s treatmentanalysis of 4kV facilities does deleteaddresses 
4kV costs fromfor the Railroad Delivery Class and the ELL Delivery Class pursuant to 
the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 10-0467 at pages 190-191 ; however, it also 
deletes some costs to ELL customers as well.  Therefore the Commission finds that 
ComEd failed to complyied with the Commission’s directive in Docket No. 10-0467.  
Again, tThe Commission directs ComEd to separate the “at or below 4 kV” costs from 
just the Railroad Delivery Class and the ELL Delivery Class as soon as practicable.  In 
the interim, the Commission adopts the CA Distribution Study’s recommendation 
regarding the treatment of 4 kV facilities for both the Railroad Delivery Class and the 
ELL Delivery Class. 
 

Both REACT and IIEC recommend conducting further studies related to how 
primary or secondary voltage customers use primary distribution facilities in 4kV single-
phase or three-phase configuration.  According to ComEd, such studies would require a 
highly complex study of the almost 4.8 million meter points connected to almost 6,400 
circuits.  Then, a further study would be required to precisely determine which costs are 
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related to single-phase, two-phase, three-phase, 34 kV, 12 kV or 4 kV configurations.  
Additionally, ComEd asserts that such studies would require numerous assumptions to 
assign such costs.  While we note that ComEd has the capability to perform such 
studies, the Commission agrees that such studies are highly complex.  Moreover, the 
Commission finds that allocation by “path of service” is not the industry norm and can 
easily become an unsustainable process because the distribution system is constantly 
changing.  As such, the Commission rejects both REACT’s and IIEC’s proposed future 
studies. 

 
While it is apparent in the evidence presented in this case that certain groups of 

facilities are not used by larger load customers, segmenting the cost allocation by phase 
of service does not appear to be practicable.  There is also some question as to 
whether any attempt to segment according to phase of service would be equitable or 
accurate.  The Commission rejects the changes to cost allocations to primary service as 
proposed by REACT and IIEC as discussed in Section II.C.1.a. 

 
City/CUB did not support any particular overall ECOSS.  Instead, City/CUB 

recommends the Commission go through a three step process to create a new ECOSS 
by making modifications to the allocations in the Residential Sector.  City/CUB’s 
proposed recommendations are discussed in Section II.C.3.b. and are rejected. 

 
Overall, the Commission adopts the recommendations of the CA Distribution 

Study as indicated above, and the Indirect Uncollectible Cost Study.  Finally, in the 
event the Commission directs ComEd to make adjustments to historical weather 
normalized billing determinants in the 2013 formula rate update proceeding, Docket No. 
13-0318, the Commission finds that the ECOSS approved in this proceeding be revised 
to provide for the incorporation of those adjustments in the determination of allocation 
factors, as applicable.   

Alternative B 

If the Commission determines to separate costs associated with 4 kV facilities from only 

the Railroad Delivery Class, the Commission should adopt Exception No. 2 Alternative B and 

the Proposed Order at pages 47-48 should be revised as follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 

In Docket No. 10-0467, the Commission directed ComEd to perform various 
studies including a primary/secondary distribution plant study, ComEd Ex. 3.07 (the “CA 
Distribution Study”).  In this docket, ComEd provided multiple illustrative ECOSS 
including an illustrative ECOSS, ComEd Ex. 3.10, which incorporates all the findings 
and recommendations presented in the CA Distribution Study.  Specifically, the ECOSS 
in ComEd Ex. 3.10 includes the CA Distribution Study’s recommendations regarding:  
(1) use of direct observation; (2) sampling circuits; (3) treatment of assets used to serve 
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the ELL Delivery Class; and (4) allocation of costs associated with 4 kV facilities.  
ComEd Ex. 3.0 at 23.   
 

The Commission previously ordered ComEd to delete costs associated with 4kV 
facilities assigned to the Railroad Class that are not used to serve the Railroad Class.  
The CA Distribution Study attempts to address the Commission’s directive by identifying 
and separating the costs into “at or below 4kV” and “above 4kV” primary voltage 
categories.  ComEd, Metra, and CTA argue that the ECOSS including the CA 
Distribution Study’s recommendations regarding the treatment of 4kV facilities complies 
with the Commission’s directive.  This is true, but only in part.  The Commission agrees.  
The CA Distribution Study’s treatmentanalysis of 4kV facilities does deleteaddresses 
4kV costs fromfor the Railroad Delivery Class and the ELL Delivery Class pursuant to 
the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 10-0467 at pages 190-191 ; however, it also 
deletes some costs to ELL customers as well.  Therefore the Commission finds that 
ComEd failed to complyied with the Commission’s directive in Docket No. 10-0467.  
Again, However, the Commission directs ComEd to separate the “at or below 4 kV” 
costs from just the Railroad Delivery Class as soon as practicable.  In the interim, the 
Commission adopts the CA Distribution Study’s recommendation regarding the 
treatment of 4 kV facilities for only the Railroad Delivery Class. 
 

Both REACT and IIEC recommend conducting further studies related to how 
primary or secondary voltage customers use primary distribution facilities in 4kV single-
phase or three-phase configuration.  According to ComEd, such studies would require a 
highly complex study of the almost 4.8 million meter points connected to almost 6,400 
circuits.  Then, a further study would be required to precisely determine which costs are 
related to single-phase, two-phase, three-phase, 34 kV, 12 kV or 4 kV configurations.  
Additionally, ComEd asserts that such studies would require numerous assumptions to 
assign such costs.  While we note that ComEd has the capability to perform such 
studies, the Commission agrees that such studies are highly complex.  Moreover, the 
Commission finds that allocation by “path of service” is not the industry norm and can 
easily become an unsustainable process because the distribution system is constantly 
changing.  As such, the Commission rejects both REACT’s and IIEC’s proposed future 
studies. 

 
While it is apparent in the evidence presented in this case that certain groups of 

facilities are not used by larger load customers, segmenting the cost allocation by phase 
of service does not appear to be practicable.  There is also some question as to 
whether any attempt to segment according to phase of service would be equitable or 
accurate.  The Commission rejects the changes to cost allocations to primary service as 
proposed by REACT and IIEC as discussed in Section II.C.1.a. 

 
City/CUB did not support any particular overall ECOSS.  Instead, City/CUB 

recommends the Commission go through a three step process to create a new ECOSS 
by making modifications to the allocations in the Residential Sector.  City/CUB’s 
proposed recommendations are discussed in Section II.C.3.b. and are rejected. 
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Overall, the Commission adopts the recommendations of the CA Distribution 
Study as indicated above, and the Indirect Uncollectible Cost Study.  Finally, in the 
event the Commission directs ComEd to make adjustments to historical weather 
normalized billing determinants in the 2013 formula rate update proceeding, Docket No. 
13-0318, the Commission finds that the ECOSS approved in this proceeding be revised 
to provide for the incorporation of those adjustments in the determination of allocation 
factors, as applicable.   
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Exception No. 3 

The Commission should adopt Exception No. 3 and the Proposed Order at pages 53-55 

should be revised as follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 
Pursuant to the Electric Service Customer Choice and Rate Relief Law of 1997, 

Illinois electric utilities now have two distinct functions -- a supply function and a delivery 
function.  See 220 ILCS 5/16-101, et seq.   

 
The parties agree that Customer Care Costs include the calculation and 

generation of bills, tracking and maintaining customer information, mailing of bills, 
responding to customer phone calls, metering services, payment processing, credit and 
collections, and general customer relations activities.  REACT Ex. 3.0 at 5:92-96; Tr. at 
73:10-15 (ComEd witness Ms. Brinkman); see also Tr. at 134:20-135:4 (Staff witness 
Mr. Johnson).  This includes not only the costs associated with direct customer 
interaction but also the cost of computer systems and infrastructure to support these 
business activities.  These costs are allocated to all customers through distribution 
service tariffs.   

 
REACT argues that a large proportion of these costs are attributable solely to 

ComEd’s bundled supply customers.  ComEd asserts that $0 should be collected from 
its supply customers for customer care costs.  In dockets in 2005, 2007, 2008 and 2010 
the Commission has considered this issue.   

 
The Commission notes that ComEd’s analyses on all other cost issues are 

presented as embedded cost studies. On this issue, it has repeatedly emphasized 
avoided cost studies. It has invariably concluded on the basis of these avoided cost 
studies that even when there were only a relative handful of delivery service customers, 
no  customer care costs were allocable specifically to its supply customers.   

 
REACT argues that attributing all of these to costs to delivery service customers 

reduces the supply side cost of service at the expense of delivery service customers.  
ComEd can charge supply customers less because their rates are in effect subsidized 
by the total allocation of these costs to parties only responsible for some fraction of 
them.  

 
ComEd and Staff point out that as the number of delivery service customers has 

increased, its customer care costs have increased not declined.  ComEd contends that 
this is proof that all customer care costs are properly delivery service costs.  The Based 
on the evidence presented during this proceeding, the Commission is not entirely 
convinced that ComEd’s contentions are correct.  The increase in customer care costs 
and the concomitant increase in number of delivery service customers does not prove 
confirms the total absence of costs for ComEd’s supply customers.  The increase in 



Attachment A 

6 
 

customer service costs may only reflects that billing and other services supplied to 
delivery service customers are more complex and expensive than those for supply 
customers.  In addition, a simplethe correlation between number of delivery service 
customers and the level of customer care costs provides noirrefutable information 
regarding cost causation.   

 
ComEd also argues that because this is a proceeding to determine delivery 

service costs it would improper to reduce the overall assessment of costs.  However, If 
a fraction of customer service costs are attributable only to supply customers, they 
should be collected from supply customers and not through delivery service tariffs.   
ComEd can recover its costs, just not from the wrong customers.   

 
Staff argues that as the default supplier, ComEd has an obligation to provide 

supply service no matter how few supply customers it has.  It is entitled to collect 
customer costs.  The Commission agrees that ComEd is entitled to collect its customer 
care costs and entitled to a profit over and above those costs, but pursuant to long 
established policy, costs are to be collected from the cost causers, who in this case may 
include supply customers.   

 
In Docket No. 08-0532 at 68-69, the Commission found that REACT’s arguments 

regarding customer care costs had merit, but that specific cost data was lacking.  In 
Docket No. 10-0467, the Commission further recognized that in its switching study 
ComEd selectively examined categories of costs supporting its customer care cost 
position while ignoring others that did not.  Docket No. 10-0467 at 213. 

 
In this case, the only numerical information on allocation of customer care costs 

for bundled customer supply issues is Mr. Merola's analysis on behalf of REACT.   His 
study indicates that ComEd incurs a total of $326.8 million in Customer Care Costs, 
exclusive of metering services.  He attributes approximately $109 million of that figure to 
ComEd's supply function.  This number implies that bundled supply customers generate 
supply related customer care costs roughly equal to their present proportion of ComEd’s 
customer base.  This allocation seems inconsistent with a large fraction of customer 
care costs properly allocated to all customers for distribution related issues.  It also 
overlooks the reality that distribution customers generate more complex bills likely to 
require more service.  ComEd’s assertion that there are no customer care costs 
attributable to its supply customers has been supported by substantial evidence..is 
equally suspect.  

 
Thus, the record presents the Commission with REACT’s what it perceives to be 

two extreme points of view that have been presented to us repeatedly in successive 
dockets and ComEd’s position, supported by Staff, that as the number of delivery 
service customers has increased, its customer care costs have increased not declined.  
This fact supports ComEd’s contention that all customer care costs are properly delivery 
service costs.  The Commission declines to adopt REACT’s proposal. credit either 
position.  The Commission directs Staff in the next appropriate case to present analysis 
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to assist the Commission in determining whether a subset of customer care costs are 
properly attributable to bundled supply customers.     
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Exception No. 4 

Alternative A 

If the Commission determines that ComEd complied with the 2010 Rate Case Order and 

retains SFV, Exception No. 4 Alternative A should be adopted and the Proposed Order at pages 

45 and 70 – 72 should be revised as follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion (at page 45, second full paragraph) 

According to City/CUB, its proposed adjustment is intended to correct ComEd’s 
failure to examine cost-characteristics related to serving low-use ratepayers and failure 
to properly categorize costs unrelated to the existence of ratepayer account.  The 
Commission disagrees.  As discussed later in this Order, we find that ComEd complied 
with the Commission’s directive to investigate whether an SFV rate design had 
disparate impact on low use customers.  The Commission notes that the final Order in 
Docket No. 10-0467 required ComEd to provide evidence that demonstrates whether 
the impacts on the low-use sub-group of the SFV rate design are such that it would be 
appropriate to have a new class cost of service.  The Commission finds that ComEd has 
not complied with this directive.  City/CUB raise definite concerns regarding the low-use 
sub-group and how ComEd’s customer related costs are allocated.   

Commission Analysis and Conclusion (at pages 70-72) 
 
In its Order in Docket No. 10-0467, in connection with the adoption of the SFV 

rate design the Commission directed ComEd to: 
 
… in its next rate proceeding, ComEd must provide evidence that 
demonstrates whether the impacts on the low-use sub-group in the 
residential customer class are such that it would be appropriate to have a 
new class cost of service and rate design for that identifiable group. The 
Commission also encourages ComEd to explore how it defines the low-
use customer sub-class.  

 
Docket No. 10-0467, Order at 232. 

 
This directive reflected the Commission’s concern that the adoption of the SFV 

rate design might negatively impact low use customers.  The Commission indicated that 
disparate impact of the SFV design on low use customers might trigger changes in 
service classifications and rate design to address this inequity.  ComEd presented 
extensive analyses demonstrating that the vast majority of residential customers did not 
experience disparate bill impacts under the SFV rate design.  ComEd also explored how 
it could define a low-use customer or customer class, but determined that a variety of 
factors frustrated an effort to place low-use customer accounts into a reasonably 
defined category.  In particular, ComEd’s analyses found that many low use customer 
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accounts did not include single-family homes, townhomes, condominiums or other 
typical residential premises.  Instead such accounts varied from building exit lighting, to 
building alarms, to rarely used pumping equipment for fire protection.  In addition, other 
low use accounts appeared to be for limited use vacation homes, or campsite electrical 
connections.  ComEd also provided evidence that shows low average use does not 
necessarily correspond to consistently low use.  In short, the evidence shows that there 
is no clear, discernible low use group that can be reasonably identified. 

 
 Staff does not dispute the results of ComEd’s analyses, nor does Staff claim that 
the evidence ComEd’s provided fails to comply with the Commission’s directive from the 
2010 Rate Case Order.  The Commission agrees. 
 
 In arriving at this conclusion, the Commission rejects the proposals of the AG 
and City/CUB to abandon the Commission’s May 24, 2011, decision to adopt an SFV 
rate design for ComEd’s residential customers.  These proposals seek to shift the 
recovery of fixed costs through a volumetric charge rather than a fixed charge.  These 
claims are contrary to the Commission’s express conclusion in the 2010 Rate Case that 
ComEd’s system is planned based on customer demand, not usage. 2010 Rate Case 
Order at 232.  Thus, the costs to meet such demand should be recovered, to the extent 
practical, through a fixed charge.  For these reasons, the Commission reaffirms its 
decision to use an SFV rate design for ComEd’s residential rate design.  The SFV rate 
design approved in the 2010 Rate Case Order will continue to be utilized.  This decision 
is also in line with our directive pertaining to the maintenance of the SFV rate design for 
nonresidential customers in the Watt-Hour Delivery Class. 
The Commission directed ComEd to provide evidence regarding cost of service for low 
use customers and to explore how it defines the low use customer subclass.  In 
response, ComEd provided data conflating geography and usage. It determined that 
there are high and low usage customers in all zip-codes.  ComEd also determined that 
some low use customer accounts are seasonal vacation homes or special use 
accounts.  ComEd failed to define a low use customer class and it failed to provide cost 
of service data specific to low use customers.   
 

ComEd argued that because an account at a specific location might be a low use 
customer one year and a high use customer the next due to change of ownership or 
family circumstance, it could not design its distribution system on the supposition that a 
low demand area will remain static.  While this assertion is true, it has nothing to do with 
determining whether a group of customers exist who may not be geographically 
proximate, who make small demands on the distribution system but pay a inequitably 
high price for service.  That is the concern that arises from an SFV rate design that the 
Commission wanted ComEd to explore.  Although, ComEd prepared sixteen ECOSS 
none of them provided specific information on the cost of service for low use customers.  
ComEd assumed that its existing customer classes were appropriate despite our 
directive to examine their adequacy.   
 
 The Commission’s directive to provide information on low use customers was to 
determine whether the SFV rate design results in charges for low use customers in 
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excess of the cost of serving them.  Even in the absence of an ECOSS for low use 
customers or a definition of low use customer, the analysis of the City/CUB and AG 
witnesses indicate that the increases in ComEd’s customer charge integral to SFV rate 
design have resulted in charges substantially in excess of the cost of service for low use 
customers in two residential classes.   
 
 Both the City/CUB and AG sponsor rate design adjustments for the residential 
classes based on the assumption that demand costs are proportionate to usage and 
more equitably allocate the cost of service than the present SFV. The City/CUB and the 
AG argue that in the absence of demand meters usage is a good proxy for demand and 
a reliable indicator of the cost of service.  These parties point out that the SFV rate 
design results in low use residential customers paying more than their cost of service 
because of the uniform class wide customer charge and lowered consumption charges.  
Conversely, high use customers in those classes, tend to pay less than their cost of 
service for the same reason.  The AG’s analysis indicates that the lowest use SFNH 
customers have been overpaying their cost of service by 40%.  Similarly, SFH low use 
customers’ charges have exceeded the cost of service by 20%  
 
 The City/CUB studies indicate that ComEd’s current fixed charges are currently 
higher than those for virtually every major electric utility in the country.  Furthermore, it 
argues ComEd’s rates are more regressive than major electric utilities anywhere in the 
country.  It charges high per kilowatt prices for low usage that consistently decline on a 
per kW basis with increased usage.  Thus, its rate structure conflicts with the 
legislature’s energy conservation policy   The City contends that ComEd’s rate structure 
is predicated on the incorrect assumptions that: 1) every residential customer within a 
class causes equal demand costs; 2) costs of service for low and high use customers 
are essentially the same; and 3) no alternative rate structure serves the public interest 
as well.   
 
 The City/CUB argue that ComEd incorrectly allocates demand costs to its 
customer charge.  The City/CUB argue that the fixed customer charge should be 
replaced by sliding scale inclining block customer charges based upon the previous 
year’s usage.  The effect of this system would be to make fixed charges proportional to 
use.  Low use/low demand customers would pay less and high use/high demand 
customers would pay more for their service.  Thus, according to the City/CUB, better 
reflecting the cost of service while rewarding conservation and penalizing high use.  
 
 The AG’s proposed replacement for the current SFV system gets to a more 
equitable allocation of costs by a simpler design which reduces customer charges within  
two residential subclasses and upwardly adjusts the per kilowatt usage charge to reflect 
what it asserts are more accurate calculations of fixed and variable costs.  Similar to the 
City/CUB proposal, this rate design results in lower customer charges and higher per 
kilowatt usage charges in two customer classes.  According to the AG’s evidence, 
ComEd’s resent rate structure for the MFH class closely approximates the cost of 
service and does not require adjustment.  The AG contends that the MFNH class is 
paying slightly less than its cost of service.  Its customer charge is a little low and its per 
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kilowatt charge is a little high.  The AG proposal raises the customer charge and lowers 
the usage charge for the MFNH customer class. 
 
 ComEd’s argument that system design cannot tolerate equating low usage with 
low demand is really not the issue.  ComEd designs its delivery system for aggregate 
demand within an area. It is perfectly true that a location or a customer may be low use 
one year and high use another.  However, it is not reasonable or consistent with public 
policy to structure rates so that the poor, the frugal and the energy efficient are required 
to subsidize those who are not when a more equitable method of allocation exists.  A 
more reasonable policy allocates the same aggregate costs so that individual customer 
costs are reasonably proportionate to the demands that their use places on the system.  
 
 Both City/CUB and the AG argue that retroactive rate adjustments occasioned by 
EIMA and the adoption of formula rates minimize the risk that electric utilities will not 
recover costs and a return on their investment.  Therefore, adjustments to the SFV rate 
design intended to recover the same revenue more equitably should be considered.   
ComEd disputes this assertion because actual costs and actual revenues collected are 
not identical.  In any event, the Commission believes it likely that ComEd’s financial 
risks have been reduced due to EIMA.  The Commission finds that ComEd’s financial 
integrity is not likely to be impaired by the adjustments to rate design required by this 
section of this Order.    
 
 The Commission finds that the residential rate design suggested by the AG is 
straightforward and consistent with traditional rate design principles. It rebalances fixed 
and variable costs and more closely aligns customer’s bills with the cost of service, 
especially for many low use customers.  The Commission adopts the parameters put 
forth by the AG which decrease the fixed customer charge and increase the variable 
charges for customers in the SFNH and SFH classes. .The Commission agrees with the 
AG that the customer charge for the MFNH class should slightly increase while its per 
kilowatt charge declines to conform its revenue to the cost of service.  Finally, the 
Commission finds that the proposed customer and variable charges by ComEd under its 
SFV rate design for the MFH residential subclass are appropriate.   

 
 The Commission thus adopts the percentages of revenues that come from the 

fixed and variable charges delineated in AG Ex. 1.01, corrected for each residential rate 
class, subject to the new revenue requirement and reflective of the modifications of 
allocations in its ECOSS articulated in this Order.   The Commission finds that ComEd 
Ex. 7.01, pdf page 66, (labeled “Schedule 2A”), lines 255-260, is an appropriate cost 
basis for the demand and fixed allocation for each residential subclass.   
 
 In summary, the Commission adopts the AG’s rate design proposal for the 
Residential classes. 

Alternative B 
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If the Commission determines that ComEd complied with the 2010 Rate Case Order and 

initiates a new proceeding, Exception No. 4 Alternative B should be adopted and the Proposed 

Order at pages 45 and 70 – 72 should be revised as follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion (at page 45, second full paragraph) 

According to City/CUB, its proposed adjustment is intended to correct ComEd’s 
failure to examine cost-characteristics related to serving low-use ratepayers and failure 
to properly categorize costs unrelated to the existence of ratepayer account.  The 
Commission disagrees.  As discussed later in this Order, we find that ComEd complied 
with the Commission’s directive to investigate whether an SFV rate design had 
disparate impact on low use customers.  The Commission notes that the final Order in 
Docket No. 10-0467 required ComEd to provide evidence that demonstrates whether 
the impacts on the low-use sub-group of the SFV rate design are such that it would be 
appropriate to have a new class cost of service.  The Commission finds that ComEd has 
not complied with this directive.  City/CUB raise definite concerns regarding the low-use 
sub-group and how ComEd’s customer related costs are allocated.   

Commission Analysis and Conclusion (at pages 70-72) 
 
In its Order in Docket No. 10-0467, in connection with the adoption of the SFV 

rate design the Commission directed ComEd to: 
 
… in its next rate proceeding, ComEd must provide evidence that 
demonstrates whether the impacts on the low-use sub-group in the 
residential customer class are such that it would be appropriate to have a 
new class cost of service and rate design for that identifiable group. The 
Commission also encourages ComEd to explore how it defines the low-
use customer sub-class.  

 
Docket No. 10-0467, Order at 232. 

 
 This directive reflected the Commission’s concern that the adoption of the SFV 
rate design might negatively impact low use customers.  The Commission indicated that 
disparate impact of the SFV design on low use customers might trigger changes in 
service classifications and rate design to address this inequity.   
 

ComEd presented extensive analyses demonstrating that the vast majority of 
residential customers did not experience disparate bill impacts under the SFV rate 
design.  ComEd also explored how it could define a low-use customer or customer 
class, but determined that a variety of factors frustrated an effort to place low-use 
customer accounts into a reasonably defined category.  In particular, ComEd’s analyses 
found that many low usage customer accounts did not include single-family homes, 
townhomes, condominiums or other residential premises.  Instead such accounts varied 
from building exit lighting, to building alarms, to rarely used pumping equipment for fire 
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protection.  In addition, other low use accounts appeared to be for limited use vacation 
homes, or camp site electrical connections.  ComEd also provided evidence that shows 
low average use does not necessarily correspond to consistently low use.  In short, the 
evidence shows that there is no clear, discernible low use group that can be reasonably 
identified.    
 
 Staff does not dispute the results of ComEd’s analyses, nor does Staff claim that 
the evidence ComEd provided fails to comply with the Commission’s directive from the 
2010 Rate Case Order.  The Commission agrees. 
 
 After considering the evidentiary record, the Commission rejects the proposals of 
the AG and City/CUB to abandon the Commission’s May 24, 2011, decision to adopt an 
SFV rate design for ComEd’s residential customers.  These proposals seek to shift the 
recovery of fixed costs through a volumetric charge rather than a fixed charge.  These 
claims are contrary to the Commission’s express conclusion in the 2010 Rate Case that 
ComEd’s system is planned based on customer demand, not usage. 2010 Rate Case 
Order at 232.  Thus, the costs to meet such demand should be recovered, to the extent 
practical, through a fixed charge. 
 
 Notwithstanding the conclusions above, the Commission remains concerned 
about the best approach to residential rate design.  Given that any changes in ComEd’s 
current rate design cannot become effective until the January 2015 billing cycle, the 
Commission concludes that it would be reasonable to initiate a new proceeding to 
further consider only residential rate design issues, with particular emphasis on low use 
customers.  To advance the process, the Commission directs ComEd to assemble data 
specific to the costs low use customers impose on ComEd’s system; recognizing, of 
course, the challenges previously detailed in accurately identifying a discernible, and 
reasonable, low use customer group.  Such data should be presented as evidence in 
the proceeding to assist the Commission and interested stakeholders.  Meanwhile, the 
Commission encourages ComEd, Staff and interested stakeholders to work towards a 
consensus residential rate design, or at least narrow the issues.  The initiating order for 
the proceeding contemplated in this paragraph shall include a date for a Commission 
order on or before______ __, 2014.  
 
The Commission directed ComEd to provide evidence regarding cost of service for low 
use customers and to explore how it defines the low use customer subclass.  In 
response, ComEd provided data conflating geography and usage. It determined that 
there are high and low usage customers in all zip-codes.  ComEd also determined that 
some low use customer accounts are seasonal vacation homes or special use 
accounts.  ComEd failed to define a low use customer class and it failed to provide cost 
of service data specific to low use customers.   
 
 ComEd argued that because an account at a specific location might be a low use 
customer one year and a high use customer the next due to change of ownership or 
family circumstance, it could not design its distribution system on the supposition that a 
low demand area will remain static.  While this assertion is true, it has nothing to do with 
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determining whether a group of customers exist who may not be geographically 
proximate, who make small demands on the distribution system but pay a inequitably 
high price for service.  That is the concern that arises from an SFV rate design that the 
Commission wanted ComEd to explore.  Although, ComEd prepared sixteen ECOSS 
none of them provided specific information on the cost of service for low use customers.  
ComEd assumed that its existing customer classes were appropriate despite our 
directive to examine their adequacy.   
 
 The Commission’s directive to provide information on low use customers was to 
determine whether the SFV rate design results in charges for low use customers in 
excess of the cost of serving them.  Even in the absence of an ECOSS for low use 
customers or a definition of low use customer, the analysis of the City/CUB and AG 
witnesses indicate that the increases in ComEd’s customer charge integral to SFV rate 
design have resulted in charges substantially in excess of the cost of service for low use 
customers in two residential classes.   
 
 Both the City/CUB and AG sponsor rate design adjustments for the residential 
classes based on the assumption that demand costs are proportionate to usage and 
more equitably allocate the cost of service than the present SFV. The City/CUB and the 
AG argue that in the absence of demand meters usage is a good proxy for demand and 
a reliable indicator of the cost of service.  These parties point out that the SFV rate 
design results in low use residential customers paying more than their cost of service 
because of the uniform class wide customer charge and lowered consumption charges.  
Conversely, high use customers in those classes, tend to pay less than their cost of 
service for the same reason.  The AG’s analysis indicates that the lowest use SFNH 
customers have been overpaying their cost of service by 40%.  Similarly, SFH low use 
customers’ charges have exceeded the cost of service by 20%  
 
 The City/CUB studies indicate that ComEd’s current fixed charges are currently 
higher than those for virtually every major electric utility in the country.  Furthermore, it 
argues ComEd’s rates are more regressive than major electric utilities anywhere in the 
country.  It charges high per kilowatt prices for low usage that consistently decline on a 
per kW basis with increased usage.  Thus, its rate structure conflicts with the 
legislature’s energy conservation policy   The City contends that ComEd’s rate structure 
is predicated on the incorrect assumptions that: 1) every residential customer within a 
class causes equal demand costs; 2) costs of service for low and high use customers 
are essentially the same; and 3) no alternative rate structure serves the public interest 
as well.   
 
 The City/CUB argue that ComEd incorrectly allocates demand costs to its 
customer charge.  The City/CUB argue that the fixed customer charge should be 
replaced by sliding scale inclining block customer charges based upon the previous 
year’s usage.  The effect of this system would be to make fixed charges proportional to 
use.  Low use/low demand customers would pay less and high use/high demand 
customers would pay more for their service.  Thus, according to the City/CUB, better 
reflecting the cost of service while rewarding conservation and penalizing high use.  
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 The AG’s proposed replacement for the current SFV system gets to a more 
equitable allocation of costs by a simpler design which reduces customer charges within  
two residential subclasses and upwardly adjusts the per kilowatt usage charge to reflect 
what it asserts are more accurate calculations of fixed and variable costs.  Similar to the 
City/CUB proposal, this rate design results in lower customer charges and higher per 
kilowatt usage charges in two customer classes.  According to the AG’s evidence, 
ComEd’s resent rate structure for the MFH class closely approximates the cost of 
service and does not require adjustment.  The AG contends that the MFNH class is 
paying slightly less than its cost of service.  Its customer charge is a little low and its per 
kilowatt charge is a little high.  The AG proposal raises the customer charge and lowers 
the usage charge for the MFNH customer class. 
 
 ComEd’s argument that system design cannot tolerate equating low usage with 
low demand is really not the issue.  ComEd designs its delivery system for aggregate 
demand within an area. It is perfectly true that a location or a customer may be low use 
one year and high use another.  However, it is not reasonable or consistent with public 
policy to structure rates so that the poor, the frugal and the energy efficient are required 
to subsidize those who are not when a more equitable method of allocation exists.  A 
more reasonable policy allocates the same aggregate costs so that individual customer 
costs are reasonably proportionate to the demands that their use places on the system.  
 
 Both City/CUB and the AG argue that retroactive rate adjustments occasioned by 
EIMA and the adoption of formula rates minimize the risk that electric utilities will not 
recover costs and a return on their investment.  Therefore, adjustments to the SFV rate 
design intended to recover the same revenue more equitably should be considered.   
ComEd disputes this assertion because actual costs and actual revenues collected are 
not identical.  In any event, the Commission believes it likely that ComEd’s financial 
risks have been reduced due to EIMA.  The Commission finds that ComEd’s financial 
integrity is not likely to be impaired by the adjustments to rate design required by this 
section of this Order.    
 
 The Commission finds that the residential rate design suggested by the AG is 
straightforward and consistent with traditional rate design principles. It rebalances fixed 
and variable costs and more closely aligns customer’s bills with the cost of service, 
especially for many low use customers.  The Commission adopts the parameters put 
forth by the AG which decrease the fixed customer charge and increase the variable 
charges for customers in the SFNH and SFH classes. .The Commission agrees with the 
AG that the customer charge for the MFNH class should slightly increase while its per 
kilowatt charge declines to conform its revenue to the cost of service.  Finally, the 
Commission finds that the proposed customer and variable charges by ComEd under its 
SFV rate design for the MFH residential subclass are appropriate.   

 
 The Commission thus adopts the percentages of revenues that come from the 

fixed and variable charges delineated in AG Ex. 1.01, corrected for each residential rate 
class, subject to the new revenue requirement and reflective of the modifications of 
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allocations in its ECOSS articulated in this Order.   The Commission finds that ComEd 
Ex. 7.01, pdf page 66, (labeled “Schedule 2A”), lines 255-260, is an appropriate cost 
basis for the demand and fixed allocation for each residential subclass.   
 
 In summary, the Commission adopts the AG’s rate design proposal for the 
Residential classes.   
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Exception No. 5 

If the Commission intends to reject the City of Chicago and Citizens Utility Board’s 

proposal regarding the Dusk to Dawn Delivery Class and direct Staff to Study the alley lighting 

issue, Exception No. 5 should be adopted and the Proposed Order at pages 90-91 revised as 

follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 
In Finding 4 of its Order in Docket No. 08-0532, the Commission found that “the 

following decisions are final and should be reflected in the ECOSS for consideration in 
any subsequent action in the Company’s next rate case: (c) the City of Chicago’s 
responsibility for overhead and maintenance costs for Dusk to Dawn street lighting 
should be consistent with that of other members of the Dusk to Dawn lighting class, (d) 
the City of Chicago’s method for calculating Dusk to Dawn street lighting service 
connections in the ECOSS is adopted, and (e) the City of Chicago’s method for 
calculating the proportionate share of the cost of operating ComEd’s secondary 
distribution system for Dusk to Dawn street lighting purposes is adopted.  Order 08-
0532 at 84.  Also in that Order the Commission determined, “From all the issues and 
questions that remain with respect to ComEd’s ECOSS, it is apparent that no change in 
the Company’s tariffs should be ordered at this time.”  (Id. at 83).  ComEd’s allocation of 
costs for the Dusk to Dawn lighting class was incorrect in several respects regarding the 
City of Chicago.  Among other things, the Commission directed ComEd and the City to 
determine appropriate costs related to overhead/underground connection ratios.  
ComEd was also directed to include a specific dollar amount with which ComEd 
disagreed for secondary costs and the cost of wire.  In Docket No. 10-0467, the City 
raised similar issues. The Commission generally ruled in favor of the City, accepting 
several of its arguments and calculations.  Further, the Commission ruled that amount 
ComEd charged for alley lighting was “far greater” than the actual cost and that 
appropriate adjustments should be made the following statement, “So that the record is 
clear, the ‘Chicago Method’ is again adopted here.”  Order Docket No. 10-0467 at 280.  
The Chicago Method is “City witness Bodmer’s proposed method for determining 
secondary costs for street lighting customers.”  Id. at 275-276.   

 
In this case, the unrebutted evidence demonstrates that ComEd fully complied 

with the Commission’s directive pertaining to the adoption of the Chicago Method in the 
development of the costs included in the ECOSS used to support the delivery service 
charges filed in compliance with the 2010 Rate Case Order.  Tenorio Sur., ComEd Ex. 
13.0, 36:685-688.  the City points out that that ComEd used the same calculation as it 
did in Docket No. 10-0467 regarding alley lighting even though it was directed to use a 
different calculation that would result in a lower cost for alley lighting for the City and 
other municipalities that have alley lighting.  Moreover, all the ECOSSs presented by 
ComEd used the ECOSS filed in compliance with the Order in Docket No. 10-0467 as a 
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basis, so they all fully comply with the Commission’s directive pertaining to the adoption 
of the Chicago Method in the development of the costs for the Dusk to Dawn Lighting 
Delivery Class.  In their direct testimony, City/CUB acknowledge that this is the case, 
“Also, ComEd properly computed the costs of secondary street lighting for City 
facilities.”  City/CUB Ex. 1.0, 12:198-199.    

 
Subsequently, City/CUB argued for the first time in their rebuttal testimony that 

“ComEd’s Dusk to Dawn street lighting tariffs must incorporate the cost differences 
among municipalities recognized by the Commission, particularly the cost effect of alley 
lighting. Since ComEd has not identified any other municipality that asked to use the 
Chicago Method or that has a similar cost structure, the rate for the City of Chicago (or 
other municipalities with unique costs) should be distinct.” City/CUB Ex. 2.0, 13:260-264 
(emphasis added).  The City/CUB’s belatedly argued position is contrary to the 
Commission’s findings in its Order in Docket No. 08-0532 in which it specifically noted 
that no changes to tariffs were warranted.  Moreover, in Docket No. 10-0467 the 
Commission did not order ComEd to revise its tariffs to institute delivery service charges 
for the City of Chicago dusk to dawn street lighting customer that are distinct from the 
delivery service charges applicable to the remaining customers in the Dusk to Dawn 
Lighting Delivery Class.  ComEd argues that if the Commission affirms its earlier ruling, 
it will need direction on how to allocate these costs within the Dusk to Dawn class.  The 
Commission stated in Docket No. 10-0467 that within the street lighting class, 
municipalities with alley lighting should identify themselves in order to pay the lower 
charge associated with alley lighting.Historically, the Commission generally avoids 
developing regional or location specific rates.  e.g., Docket No. 78-0045 Order, 
December 13, 1978 at 13. Finally, by making this argument for the first time in rebuttal 
testimony, City/CUB did not allow Staff or any other Intervenors an opportunity to 
provide a response.  Only ComEd was provided one chance to respond in surrebuttal 
testimony.   

 
With respect to costs associated with the Dusk to Dawn Lighting Delivery Class, 

the ECOSSs ComEd presented in this proceeding are Cconsistent with itsCommission 
directives in theits Orders in Docket No. 08-0532 and Docket No. 10-0467.  case, the 
Commission orders ComEd to inquire of Dusk to Dawn class members regarding the 
existence and proportion of alley lighting relative to total street lighting and to However, 
the Commission is persuaded that it is appropriate to engage in further study of the 
Chicago Method as it relates to alley and non-alley lighting.  Therefore, ComEd and 
Staff are directed to analyze the costs to provide delivery service to alley and non-alley 
lighting units for customers in the Dusk to Dawn Delivery Class with input from the City 
of Chicago regarding their alley lighting and non-alley lighting.  ComEd shall file this 
analysis in the next rate design investigation proceeding..make appropriate calculations 
and adjustments lowering the charges for alley lighting and attributing any shortfall to 
the class as a whole.   
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Exception No. 6 

The Commission should reject the Proposed Order’s conclusion regarding the Invalid 

Payment Fee.  However, if the Commission adopts the Proposed Order’s conclusion, Exception 

No. 6 should be adopted and the Proposed Order at pages 101-102 should be revised as follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 
The Invalid Payment Fee is imposed on a customer when that customer pays for 

any service with a check or negotiable instrument and such payment is not honored by 
the bank.  ComEd proposes to increase the Invalid Payment Fee from $21.00 to $34.10, 
which is a 62% increase.  The Commission notes that the $21.00 fee was established in 
the 2010 Rate Case, and prior to that case the Invalid Payment Fee was $15. 

 
The AG objects to the proposed increase in the Invalid Payment Fee and argues 

that ComEd made erroneous assumptions in its analysis.  Specifically, the AG takes 
exception with ComEd’s hourly rates for the Financial Billing Clerk for both “normal 
handling” and “special handling”.  With regard to normal handling, the AG argues that 
these payments are automatically rejected and removed from the customer’s account 
without intervention by ComEd personnel, yet there is an hourly clerical rate of $116.74 
for invalid payment processing (Financial Billing Clerk), and as such the AG 
recommends removing the $0.56 charge per invalid payment.  With regard to special 
handling, the AG asserts that less than 1% of ComEd’s returned payments require 
special handling, and therefore ComEd improperly included a special handling charge of 
$11.67 for each returned payment.  The AG also takes exception with ComEd’s 
proposed increase to its Customer Care Center average cost per phone call to $10.55 
stating that it is highly unlikely that each of the 54,000 routine returned payments would 
result in a customer calling the Company.  The AG further states that ComEd did not 
provide any evidence that undermines the AG’s cost analysis, which states that the 
average cost per returned payment is $21.97. 

 
Staff did not object to ComEd’s proposal stating that all assumptions, inputs and 

calculations appear reasonable, and are based on the methodologies used in the 2010 
Rate Case.  

 
The Commission disagrees with the AG’s argument.  Based on the record in this 

proceeding, costs have increased due to financial institution fee increase and an 
increase in the number of customer calls received and manual processing time.  
Because costs should be borne by those customers causing the costs, the Commission 
adopts an Invalid Payment Fee of $34.10 as proposed by ComEd. In Docket No. 10-
0467, ComEd proposed an increase of the Invalid Payment Fee from $15.00 to $27.00, 
an 80% increase.  Similar to what is proposed in the instant proceeding, a large portion 
of that increase was based on impacts in the normal handling costs, special handling 
costs and the average cost per phone call.  In Docket No. 10-0467, Staff recommended 
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a limited increase of 40% on the basis that there were issues with the Company’s 
proposal and it would be better to increase the customer cost gradually over time to 
mitigate rate shock. 

 
 In the instant proceeding, ComEd does not comment on the AG’s cost analysis 
calculations, but merely states that the current Invalid Payment Fee of $21.00 was 
already below cost and that ComEd’s costs additionally increased.  The Commission 
finds that ComEd has not sufficiently supported its recommendation to increase the 
overall Invalid Payment Fee by 62% to a charge of $34.10.  However, the Commission 
will approve the proposed increases in the “Other Costs” portion of the Invalid Payment 
Fee related to “Postage”, “Letter/notice to customer regarding NSF”, “Bank Service 
Charges” and “Carrying Costs of Unpaid Account Balances.”  The Commission denies 
the proposed increases for “Normal handling,” “Special handling” and “Customer Care 
Center average cost per phone call.”   
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Exception No. 7 

The Commission should reject the Proposed Order’s conclusion regarding the 

Reconnection Fee.  As such, Exception No. 7 should be adopted and the Proposed Order at pages 

103-104 should be revised as follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 
ComEd proposes an increase to its Reconnection Fee from $56.50 to $63.43, 

with that fee applying to both standard meters and smart meters.  Staff agrees with the 
$63.43 Reconnection Fee applying to standard meters.  Staff argues, however, that 
there should be a different Reconnection Fee of $9.56 applying to smart meters 
because smart meters are capable of remote disconnection/reconnection.   

 
ComEd states that Staff’s proposed “two-tier” proposal is inappropriate and that 

the remote functionality of the smart meter is only used under certain circumstances.  
ComEd states it does not currently use the feature for non-payment. 

 
 Smart meters are a tool that aids customers in understanding their energy use 
and promoting energy efficiency, which will aid in reducing customer bills.  Smart meters 
are able to remotely reconnect, a feature which ComEd admits it uses on a limited 
basis.  However, based on the evidence presented by ComEd, the Commission agrees 
that for the foreseeable future, the costs ComEd will incur to reconnect meters are the 
same for all meters.  Because the costs for smart meters are socialized across all 
customers, the implementation of Staff’s proposal to charge different reconnection 
charges based on meter type would result in an inconsistency and an element of 
unfairness in reducing the reconnection charge solely for those customers with smart 
meters.  The Commission finds that a different Reconnection Fee of $9.56 for smart 
meters is would be inappropriate and is hereby adopted adopts ComEd’s Reconnection 
Fee proposal. 
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Exception No. 8 

Exception No. 8 should be adopted and the Proposed Order at page 105 should be revised 

as follows: 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 
ComEd’s revised Distribution Loss Study measures the difference between the 

energy delivered to the distribution system and that supplied to customers. ComEd  
allocates that energy by customer categories pursuant to loss factors determined for 
each category.  Staff reviewed ComEd’s original study and recommended changes that 
were accepted by ComEd and incorporated in the corrected study. ComEd EX. 8.01. 

 
Because the Commission is reserving its decision regarding the Secondary and 

Service Loss Study, which is an input to the Distribution System Loss Study, the 
Commission will also reserve its decision regarding the Distribution System Loss Study.  
As indicated in its testimony, ComEd is directed to file its updated Distribution System 
Loss Study and revised Secondary and Service Loss Study in the Fromula Rate Update 
Proceeding that will be filed in 2014.  Pursuant to Staff’s recommendation, the 
Commission adopts ComEd’s corrected study for the purposes of this Order. 

 

 


