


Aouendix B 

Transmission Rates 

The transmission rate figure of 0.409$ per kwh that was used in this customer impact 
analysis is based on Edison’s response to ARES Coalition Data Request 8.01 where 
Edison stated that “the $342,224,429 proposed annual transmission service revenue 
requirement is comparable to the $169,800,000 revenue requirement.” The Annual 
Transmission Requirement amount of $342,224,429 is f?om Exhibit No. CEC-300 
(Statement BK, Schedule 1, Page 1, Line 21, Column d) of the Direct Testimony of Alan 
C. Heintz filed with FERC on August 31,2001, at Docket No. EROI-2992-000. 

The Annual Ancillary Transmission Revenue Requirement is derived by: (a) taking the 
Total Annual Revenue for Ancillary Services Requirement amount of $55,701,303 h m  
Edison Exhibit 13.0 (Attachment E, Page 1 of 4) of the Panel Direct Testimony of 
Lawrence S. Alongi and Sharon M. Kelly, P.E. filed with the Commission on June 1, 
2001 in the instant proceeding; (b) subtracting the amount of $16,126,306 for Scheduling, 
System Control and Dispatch Services (Scheduling) reflected on that same page of 
Edison Exhibit 13.0; and (c) adding the revised amount of $20,410,594 for Scheduling 
from Exhibit No. CEC-300 (Statement BK, Schedule 1, Page 1, Line 21, Column e) of 
the Direct Testimony of Alan C. Heintz filed with FERC on August 31,2001, in Docket 
NO. ER01-2992-000 ($55,701,303 - $16,126,306 + $20,410,594 =$59,985,591). 

The Annual Retail Customers Load Ratio Share of 88.05% and the h u a l  Energy Sales 
for Retail Customers amount of 86,488,165,896 k w h  are from Edison Exhibit 13.0 
(Attachment E, Page 2 of 4, Columns C and H, respectively) of the Panel Direct 
Testimony of Lawrence S. Alongi and Sharon M. Kelly, P.E. filed with the Commission 
on June 1, 2001 in the instant proceeding. These Revenue Requirement figures were 
substituted for those shown in Edison’s Exhibit 13.0 E, page 2 of 4 to arrive at the 0.4096 
per kwh shown in Table 2.  

Cases #1 and #2 both use the 0.409# per kWh transmission cost figure while Case #3 
uses current Edison transmission charges. 
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Distribution Rates 

The Delivery Service Charges used in Case #1 to provide Edison with its full revenue 
requirement without incorporating the HVDS discount or the 12-month ratchet rate 
design were derived simply by multiplying the current RCDS fixed monthly charges and 
demand charges for distribution by the 36.7% shown and described in Table 2. 

For purposes of Cases #2 and #3, we assumed that GCI witness Efion will propose a 
$169M increase in Edison’s revenue requirement. This is based on an anticipated net 
revenue requirement of about $1.38B which is about $1 69M higher than Edison’s current 
delivery services revenue requirement of $1.211B approved in Docket 99-0117. This 
compares to Edison’s request of an increase of $575M in this proceeding. 

The Delivery Service Charges used in Cases #1 and #2 to provide Edison with the 
revenue requirement identified by Mr. E h n  without incorporating the HVDS discount 
or the 12-month ratchet rate design were derived simply by multiplying the current 
RCDS fixed monthly charges and demand charges for distribution by the 5.6% shown 
and described in Table 2. 

In all cases, the appropriate adjustments were made to the CTC’s (whether Class 
determined or Custom determined) for each of the customer accounts under examination. 
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I Table 1 : Comparison of Current and Proposed Revenue Requirements (millions) 
I I I I I Slncraasein I I I I I -I 

t l nuease in  
Distribution (D) 

Revenues 

575.0 

575.0 
Testimonv (L Transmission fmm 

Tknsmision (L $ Increase in 
Total Wires ' % Increase In 

Revenues ID+T+AI Distribution (13 
(T+AI Revenues Revenues 

0.0 575.0 47.5% 

176.7 751.7 47.5% 

Distribution (D) 
Revenue 

169 8 

% lnaease in 
Transmission (L 

Andllary 
Revenues (TIA) 

0.0% 

78.4% . 

78.4% 

0.0% 

FERC Filing. Case 111 I 342.2 b/l 600 dl 1,7860 
Revenue Levels In Effron Rebuml I I I 

% Increase in 
Total Wires Required % 
ID+T+A) Increase in 

Revenues Distribution Rales 

40.0% 36.7% gl 

52.3% 36.7% g/ 

24.1% 5.6% hl 

11.8% 5.6% hl 

Testimony (L Transmission from 
FERC FillnQ -Case 121 

Revenue Levels in Effron Rebuttal 
Testimony (L Current Transmission 

Costs -Case I31 

342.2 W 60.0 d 1.380.0 

169.8 al 55.7 a/ 1.380.0 

169.0 fll 176.7 

169.0 i l l  0.0 . I 169.0 1 14.0% 

345.7 I 14.0% 



RCDS Class # 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

Table 2: Transmission Cost ComDarison 
Transmission Difference from Estimated 

Current PPO Charges Used current PPO Transmission 
Transmission by ComEd in Transmission Charges based on 

Charges this Proceeding Charges recent FERC Filing' 
0.289 0.230 0.059 0.409 
0.344 0.230 0.114 0.409 
0.343 0.230 0.113 0.409 
0.320 0.230 0.090 0.409 
0.295 0.230 0.065 0.409 
0.292 0.230 0.062 0.409 
0.272 0.230 0.042 0.409 
0.267 0.230 0.037 0.409 
0.260 0.230 0.030 0.409 
0.228 0.230 (0.002) 0.409 

*: see appendix of Rebuttal Testimony for derviation 

Difference from 
current PPO 
Transmission 

Charges 
0.120 $/kwh 
0.065 elkwh 
0.066 $/kwh 
0.089 $/kWh 
0.114 $/kWh 
0.117 elkwh 
0.137 $lkWh 
0.142 $/kWh 
0.149 $lkWh 
0.181 QlkWh 



TABLE 3 CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 



I Table 4: Comparison of PPO Market Values to Rider ISS Market Values for Period A 

Schedule 1: PPO Period A Market Values (06/01 - 05/02)for RCDS Classes 1- IO* '  
S u m  MVEC's - A Nan-Summer MVEC's - A 

On-Peak On-Peak Nm-TOU OrrPeak On-Peak Non-TOU 

1 WhOnly 7.849 4.072 
2 0-25 kW 7,422 3.928 
3 25-1WkW 7.276 3.935 
4 1W-4oOkW 7.154 3J73 
5 4W-8WkW 11.371 2.990 0.049 4.789 2.944 3.7e-4 
6 800-1.000kW 11.271 3.060 7.010 4.784 2.977 3.837 
7 1.000-3.000 kW 11.129 2.891 0.538 4.722 2 . m  3.6M 

8 3.0008.000kW 11.117 2.844 61.31 4.721 2.889 3.672 
9 6 . ~ - l O . ~  kW 11.036 2.796 0.2W 4.720 2.869 3.034 

Class# Class ( W W  (UkWh) (W'W (WWh) (OhWh) (WWh) 

10 Over 1O.wO kW 10.839 2.764 0.205 4.618 2.785 3.569 
'1: From.AlIachmn1 A. CornEd Rider P W .  April 20. Mol. 

Schedule 2: Rate Difference Between Rider ISS and PPO Period A Market Values+' 
S u m  MVEC's . A Non-Summet MVECs - A  

On-Peak OR-Peak Non-TOU On-Peak On-Peak Non-TOU 

1 Whonly -2.610 4.152 
2 0-25kW -1.809 4.072 
3 .25-1WkW -2.267 -0.072 
4 1 0 M W k W  -1.776 0.069 
5 4CC-8WkW -2.641 -1.152 -2.034 0.195 4.241 -0.038 

Class# Class (WWh) (WWh) (UkWh) (WWh) (UkWh) (IhWh) 

8 8W-l.WOkW -2.471 -0.912 -1.927 0.164 -0.261 -0.068 
0.202 4.219 -0.028 7 1.000-3.000 kW 2 2 2 3  -0.977 -1.586 

8 3.0008.000 kW 2 2 7 1  4.997 -1.503 0.189 4.211 -0.034 
9 6.000-10.WOkW -2.032 4.956 -1.551 0.198 -0.207 -0,034 

-0.882 -1.m 0.222 -0,174 -0.024 10 O w  10,000 kW -1.755 
'2: Fmm CmEd Response lo ARES Coalilhn Dala Request. 9127101. AC 0001078. 

Schedule 3: Derived Period A Rider ISS Market Values'' 
S u m r  MVEC's - A Non-Summr MVEC's - A 

On-Peak Off-peak Non.TOU 0n.Peak OH-Peak Non-TOU 
Class# Class ( W W  W'W W W h )  (WWh) (/hWh) ($/kWh) 

1 Wh only 5.239 3 920 
2 0-25 kW 5.813 3.857 
3 25100kW 5.W9 3.863 
4 1W-4WkW 5.378 3.804 
5 400-8M)kW 8.730 1.838 4.815 4.984 2.703 3 746 
6 800-1,WOkW 8.800 2.148 5.083 4.974 2.716 3.769 
7 1.000-3.000 kW 8.906 1.914 4.952 4.924 2.681 3.670 
8 3.wO-6.000kW 8.846 1.847 4.928 4.910 2.678 3.638 
9 6.wO10.000kW 9.004 1.840 4.709 4.918 2.662 3.M)O 
10 Over 10.000 kW 9.084 1.882 4.905 4.840 2.61 1 3.545 

'3: h i v e d  by Sublracling the Market Values in Schedule 2 from Schedule 1. 

Schedule 4 */a Difference Beetween Rider ISS and PPO Period A Market ValuesA 

On-Peak OH-Peak Non-TOU On-Peak Off-Peak Non-TOU 
Nan-Summer MVECo - A  S u m r  MVECs - A 

Class# Class (WWh) W W h )  (UkWh) W W h )  ('2hWh) (LlkWh) 
1 Whonly -33.3% .3.7% 
2 0-25kW -24.4% .1.8% 

3 25-1WkW -31.2% -1.8% 
4 100400kW.  -24.8% -1.8% 

4.1% -8.2% -1 0% 
6 800-1.000 kW -21.9% -29.8% -27.5% 4.0% -8.8% -1.8% 
7 l.wO-3.wO kW .20.0% -33.8% -24.3% 4.3% -7.6% -0.8% 
8 3 . W . w O k W  -20.4% -35.1% -23.4% 4.0% -7.3% 4.9% 
9 8,WO-lO.WOkW -18.4% -34.2% -24.8% 4.2% -7.2% -0.9% 

-23.2% -38.5% -29.7% 5 4W-800kW 

10 Over10,WO kW -16.2% -31.9% -21.0% 4.8% -6.2% -0.7% 

'4: Percenlage Difference Eelween Schedule 1 and Sdledule 3. 



Case 1 : ComDarison of Current PPO ComDonents to ProDosed PPO Components for 

f Selected Customer Accounts (DSTs based on Current Rate Desiqn & Full Revenue 

~ 

I HV-F 

~ 

Requirement. Transmission Costs based on FERC Filinq.) 

Change in Change in 
Change in Annual Change in Annual PPO Change in 

Annual DST Transmissio Annual CTC 
costs 

$189 
$1,159 

$695 
$1,081 
$1,191 

$676 
$1,062 

$998 
$2.190 
$5.208 
$1,818 
$2,761 
$6,456 
$7,205 

$10,356 
$9,000 

$10.308 
$9,352 

$10,690 
$12,171 
$13,239 
$19,707 
$24,737 
$24,869 
$43,139 
$17.338 
$51,295 
$70.01 1 
$77,743 
$67,523 
$92,255 
$79,940 

$1 18,114 
$107,076 
$105,490 
$87,276 

$787 
$2.638 
$5,302 

$161,097 
$1 15,033 

n Costs 
$20 
$57 
$65 

$157 
$226 
$179 
$311 
$127 
$321 

$1,119 
$535 

$1,029 
$1,082 
$1,875 
$4.086 
$4.117 
$4,923 
$2.359 
$3,787 
$4,284 
$6,907 
$3,668 
$9,347 

$12,684 
$22,900 
$10,032 
$20.278 
$33.817 
$45,960 
$43,962 
$43,816 
$42,433 
$66,657 
$97,107 

$112,677 
$123.409 

$70 
$472 

$1,564 
$189.893 
$77.177 

costs 
($186) 
($449) 
($51 1) 

($1,240) 
$0 
$0 

($2,4 55) 
($587) 

($1,482) 
($5.163) 
($2,471) 
($4,750) 
($1,824) 
($3.161) 
($6.888) 
($6,940) 
($8,300) 
($2.891) 
($4,642) 
($5,252) 
($8,466) 
($3,815) 
($9,723) 

($13.194) 
($23.821 ) 
($10,436) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

($30,943) 
($58,865) 
($3,478) 

$0 
($17,001) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

Energy Annual Total 
costs PPO costs 

($8) 
($33) 
($38) 
($91) 

($131) 
($102) 
($180) 
($24) 
($60) 

($208) 
($99) 

($194) 
($338) 
($554) 

($1,162) 
.($1,096) 
($1,331) 

($297) 
($567) 
($595) 
($945) 
($640) 

($1,726) 
($2,105) 
($3.751) 
($1,485) 
($2.342) 
($3,780) 
($5.057) 
($4,787) 
($4,742) 
($4,842) 
($7.284) 
($8,765) 
($9,556) 

($1 0,095) 
($41) 
($89) 

($291) 
($15.664) 
($7,490) 

$1 5 
$734 
$212 

$1,286 
$752 

($1,262) 
$514 
$969 
$956 

($217) 

($92) 

($1 -1 54) 
$5,376 
$5,365 
$6,391 
$5,080 
$5,600 
$8,523 
$9,268 

$10,608 
$10,734 
$18.920 
$22.635 
$22,254 
$38,467 
$1 5,450 
$69,231 

$100,048 
$118.645 
$106,699 
$131,329 
$86,587 

$1 18,622 
$191,940 
$208.61 2 
$183,589 

$816 
$3.021 
$6.575 

$335,326 
$184.720 

PPO 
Savings 

Diminish? 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

'Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Bundled 
Rate 

Becomes 
More 

Economic? 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

n tables and charts for spilky-oconnor rebuttal testimony-public.xls. Case 1 



Case 2: Comoarison of Current PPO Cornoonents to ProDosea wu LornDonenis Tor fl Selected Customer Accounts (DSTs based on Current Rate Desian & Effron Revenue 
Reauirement. Transmission Costs based on FERC Filina.) 

Change in Change in 
Change in Annual Change in Annual PPO Change in PPO 

Annual DST Transmissio Annual CTC [ I  gstomer  Name costs 
$19 

& 7D 

1 OB 

11 :;: 
SH-B 

I1 HV-F 

$116 
$45 

$104 
$121 
$42 

$101 
$91 

$273 
$734 
$216 
$360 
$883 
$998 

$1.478 
$1,272 
$1,471 
$1,325 
$1,530 
$1,755 
$1,918 
$2,905 
$3,673 
$3,693 
$6,481 
$2.544 
$7,725 

$10,581 
$11,781 
$1 0,202 
$13,975 
$12.096 
$17.921 
$12.241 
$1 1,999 
$9.220 

$59 
$34 1 
$748 

$37,392 
$24,287 

n costs 
$20 
$57 
$65 

$157 
$226 
$1 79 
$31 1 
$127 
$321 

$1,119 
$535 

$1,029 
$1,082 
$1,875 
$4.086 
$4.117 
$4,923 
$2,359 
$3,787 
$4.284 
$6.907 
$3,668 
$9,347 

$12.684 
$22,900 
$10,032 
$20.278 
$33,817 
$45,960 
$43,962 
$43.816 
$42,433 
$66,657 
$97,107 

$1 12,677 
$123,409 

$70 
$472 

$1.564 
$189,893 
$77,177 

costs 
($38) 
($88) 

($101) 
($244) 

$0 
$0 

($483) 
($188) 
($474) 

($1,652) 
($791) 

($1.520) 
($1,272) 
($2,204) 
($4,804) 
($4,841) 

($2,891) 

($5,252) 
($8,466) 
($3,815) 
($9,723) 

($13,194) 
($23.821) 
($10,436) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

($30,943) 
($58,865) 
($1,873) 

$0 
($1 7.001 ) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

($5.789) 

($4.642) 

Energy AnnuaiTotal Savings 
Costs PPO Costs Diminish? 

($8) 
($33) 
($38) 
($91) 

($131) 
($102) 
($180) 
($24) 
($60) 

($208) 
($99) 

($194) 
($338) 
($554) 

($1,162) 
($1,096) 
($1,331) 

($297) 
($567) 
($595) 
($945) 
($640) 

($1 ,726) 
($2,105) 
($3,751) 
($1,485) 
($2,342) 
($3,780) 
($5,057) 
($4,787) 
($4,742) 
($4,842) 
($7.284) 
($8.765) 
($9.556) 

($10,095) 
($41) 
($89) 

($291) 
($15.664) 
($7,490) 

($7) 
$51 

($28) 
($74) 
$21 5 
$119 

($251) 
$7 

$60 
($8) 

($138) 
($324) 
$355 
$114 

($403) 
($549) 
($725) 
$496 
$107 
$1 93 

($586) 
$2,118 
$1,571 
$1,078 
$1,809 

$655 
$25,661 
$40,619 
$52,664 
$49.377 
$53,049 
$18.743 
$18,429 
$98,710 

$115,121 
$105,533 

$89 
$725 

$2,021 
$21 1.621 
$93.974 

No 
Yes 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
YeS 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Bundled 
Rate 

Becomes 
More 

Economic? 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
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Case 3: Comparison of Current PPO Components to ProDosed PPO Components tor 
Selected Customer Accounts lDSTs based on Current Rate Desian 8, Effron Revenue 

Requirement. Transmission Costs are as Currentlv in Effect) 11 
Bundled 

;;stomer Name 

If i! 
3D-IRMA u ::-IRMA 
4A u:: , ,  

4D 

1 OB 

IJ 
HV-E 

I J  HV-F 

Annual DST Transmissio Annual CTC 
costs 

$19 
$1 16 
$45 

$104 
$121 
$42 

$101 
$91 

$273 
$734 
$216 
$360 
$883 
$998 

$1,478 
$1,272 
$1,471 
$1,325 
$1,530 
$1,755 
$1,918 
$2,905 
$3,673 
$3,693 
$6.481 
$2,544 
$7,725 

$10,581 
$1 1,761 
$10,202 
$13,975 
$12,096 
$17,921 
$12.241 
$1 1,999 
$9,220 

$59 
$341 
$748 

$37,392 
$24.287 

n Costs 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

costs 
($18) 

($36) 
($87) 

$0 
$0 

($173) 
($61) 

($153) 
($534) 
($255) 
($491) 
($190) 
($330) 
($719) 
($724) 
($866) 
($61 5) 
($988) 

($1.1 18) 
($1.802) 

($643) 
($1.638) 
($2,222) 
($4,013) 
($1,758) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

($9.084) 
($1 2.932) 

($268) 
$0 

($2,720) 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

($32) 

Change in Change in 
Change in Annual Change in Annual PPO Change in 

Energy Annual Total 
costs PPO costs 

($8) ($7) 
($33) $51 
($38) ($28) 
($91) ($74) 

($131) ($1 1) 
($102) ($60) 
($180) ($251) 
($24) $7 
($60) $60 

($208) (W 
($99) ($138) 

($194) ($324) 
($338) $355 
($554) $1 14 

($1,162) ($403) 
($1,096) ($39 )  
($1.331) ($725) 

($297) $413 
($567) ($26) 
($595) $42 
($945) ($829) 
($640) $1,622 

($1,726) $309 
($2-1 05) ($634) 
($3,751) ($1,283) 
($1,485) ($699) 
($2,342) $5,383 
($3.780) $6,801 
($5,057) $6,704 
($4,787) $5,415 
($4,742) $9,233 
($4,842) ($1.831) 
($7,284) ($2,295) 
($8.765) $3.208 
($9,556) $2,443 

($10,095) . ($3,595) 
($41) $18 

($291) $457 
($69) $253 

($15,664) $21,728 
($7,490) $16.796 

PPO 
Savings 

Diminish? 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Rate 
Becomes 

More 
Economic? 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
NO 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

tables and charts for spiiky-oconnor rebuttal testimony-pubkxls. Case 3 



CHART A CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 



4.5% 

4.0% 

3.5% 

3.0% 

2.5% 

2.0% 

1.5% 

1 .O% 

0.5% 

0.0% 

Chart B - Average % Increase in Annual PPO Cost 

~. ~ ~ .. ... ... 

Case [2] - Effron Revenue 
Requirement Non-HVDS DSTs, 

FERC Transmission Costs 

Case [3] - Effron Revenue 
Requirement Non-HVDS DSTs, 

Current Transmission Costs 

Case [I] - Full Revenue Requirement 
Non-HVDS DSTs, FERC 

Transmission Costs 

tables and charts for spilky-oconnor rebuttal testimony-public.xls. Chart B 



'b 
II 
in 
17 
I1 
li 
17 
I1 
i )  
I1 
n 
n 
fl 
fl 
m 

! 

i 

i I 

i '  
! 

(D m 
0 
(v m m 

n! 

i j 

i 

~ 

I i 
I 
I 

I i 
I 
i 

I 
! ! 

! I 

I I j. I 

i 
I I 
I I 

i i 
I ! 

I i 



CHART D CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 



CHART E CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 





ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 
To ARES Coalition’s S i t h  Set of Data Requests 

ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 
To Commonwealth Edison Company 

Dated August 3,2001 

ARES 6.01 Attached please find a copy of the text of an article written by Carl 
Segneri, Vice Resident of Substations and Transmission for ComEd 
Energy Delivery, that appeared in the May 2001 issue of Transmission & 
Distribution World. With respect to the article, please amwer the 
following: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 
e. 

f. 

g. 

Please provide a copy of the May 200 1 issue of Transmission & 
Distribution World magazine that contains the article. 
Das the Company agree with the contents of the article? If not, 
please identify each sentence the Company does not a g m  with and 
provide a detailed explanation of why the Company does not 
agnc. 
Please provide all notes prepared by h4r. Segoeri in writing this 
article and all other documents reviewed or relied upon by Mr. 
Scgneri. Please identify each person with whom h4r. Segneri 

Please provide all drafts of this article. 
Please provide all comments or mark-ups or similar documents 
that MI. Segneri reccived in preparing to write this article. Please 
identify the source of each such docummt 
Please provide all comments, critiques, reviews or similar 
documents that Mr. Segneri received 6rom Company personnel 
regarding this article after it was published Please identify the 
source of each such document. 
Refezring to the SI .5 billion reliability improvement plan 
referenced in the s e d  paragraph of the article: 

consulted in preparing this article. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Please indicate what portion @oth percentage and dollar 
amount) of the $1.5 billion reliability improvement plan 
Edison is seeking to recover in the instant proceeding. 
Please provide a specific reference to a page or line number 
in a prc-filed exhibit referencing thke costs. 
Please indicate the portion of the $1.5 billion the Company 
actually spent in 2000. Please indicate the FERC Account 
in which those costs wen recorded. 
Please indicate the amount of the costs associated with the 
$1.5 billion reliability plan that the Company incurred in 
2000, but that is not included in the Company’s proposed 
test year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 
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To Commonwealth Edison Company 
Dated August 3,2001 

h. Regarding the task force and Edison’s investigation of the 1999 
outages referenced in the article: 
1.  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

- 
Please indicate whether Edison seeks recovery in the 
instant proceeding of any wsts associated with the task 
force and Edison’s investigation of the 1999 outages. 
If Edison is mking to recover such costs, please provide a 
specific reference to a page or line number in a prc-filed 
exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please indicate the amount that the Company actually spcnt 
in 2000 on the task force and its investigation of the 1999 
outages. Please identify the FERC Account in which these 
expenses w m  recorded. 
Please indicate the amount of the costs associated with the 
task force and its investigation of the 1999 outages that the 
Company incurred in ZOOO, but that is not included in the 
Company’s proposed test year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

i .  

j. 

Please provide a copy of the 450-page recovery plan, the 
September 1999 Investigation Report referenced in the article. 
Regarding the aerial inspection of the overhead kansmission 
system referenced in the article: 
1. Please indicate whether the costs associated with the aerial 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

inspection of the overhead transmission system are 
included in the Company’s proposed ZOO0 test year or for 
which a pro forma adjustment to the test par is sought in 
the instant proceeding. 
If so, please provide a specific reference to a page or line 
number in a pre-filed exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spcnt 
during 2000 for aerial inspections of its transmission 
system. Please identifj. the FERC Account in which these 
costs were recorded. 
Please identie the last time prior to 2000 that the Company 
perfonned an aerial inspection of the overhead transmission 
system. 
Why did the Company wait until 2000 to perform an aerial 
inspection of the ovahead transmission system? 
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6. Please indicate the amount of the costs associated with the 
aerial inspection of the overhead transmission system that 
the Company incurred in 2O00, but that is not included in 
the Company’s proposed test year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

7. 

k. Regarding tree trimming expenses referenced in the article: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

.4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Please indicate the specific amount of tree trimming 
expmses that arc included in the Company’s proposed 
ZOO0 test year or for which a pro forma adjustment to the 
test year is sought in the instant procading. 
Please provide a specific reference to a page or line number 
in a pre-filed exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during ZOO0 on tree eimming. Please identify the FERC 
Account in which theJe costa were morded 

the Company’s proposed revenue requirements. Pleas 
fully explain the basis for this assumption. What 
assumption was used in Edison’s first delivery seMces mte 
proceeding? 
Please provide a copy of the contract with Asplundh Tree 
Expeas (“ATE”). Please explain the basis upon which 
ATE is compensated (flat fee per year, multi-year with 
escalating fee, per hour, etc.) 
Pleasc indicate the amount of the costs associated with tree 
trimming the Company incurred in 2000, but that is not 
included in the Company’s proposed test year in the instant 

Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

Please indicate the tree trimming cycle that was assumed in 

Pro-dw. 

1. Regarding the additional monitoring that was installed to identify 
potential degradation of the transformers referenced in the article: 
1. Please indicate the specific amount of costs associated with 

such additional monitoring that is included in the 
Company’s proposed 2000 test year or for which a pro 
forma adjustment to the test year is sought in the instant 
proceeding. 
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2. 

3. 

Please provide a specific reference to a page or line number 
in a pre-fled exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during 2000 on such additional monitoring. Please identify 
the FERC Account in which these costs were recorded 
Please indicate the specific amount of costs associated with 
such additional monitoring that the Company incurred in 
2O00, but that is not included in the Companfs proposed 

Please explain in detail why such costs w& excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

4. 

test year in the instant proceeding. 
5 .  

Please indicate the specific costs associated with the more than 
2100 contractors that assisted Edison in the distribution system and 
substation maintenance projects, as well as d e r  projects that arc 
included in the Company’s propwed 2000 test year or for which a 
pro forma adjustment to the test year is sought in the instant 
proceeding. Altrmatively. please explain in detail why such costs 
were excluded b m  the Company’s k i t  year. 
Rcgardmg the Company’s contracts with Kenny Conshuction, 
&ea Brown Boveri (“ABB”), General EleCtric, and EPRI that are 
rcfmnccd in the article. 
1. For each conbctor, please indicate the mount that was 

paid to the conhactor that is included in the Company’s 
proposed 2000 test ycar or for which a pm forma 
adjustment to the test year is sought in the instant 
proceeding. Please provide a specific reference to a page 
or line number in a pre-filed exhibit referencing these costs. 
For each Contractor, please indicate the actual amount the 
Company spent during 2000 on such contracts. Please 
identify the FERC Account in which these costs were 
recorded. 
For each contractor, pleasc indicate the specific amount of 
costs associated with the contract that the Company 
incumd in 2000, but that is not included in the Company’s 
proposed test year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs w m  excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Regarding the six Chicago substations h o r n  as the “six-pack” 
referenced in the article: 
1. Please indicate the specific expenditures for the “six-pack” 

that are included in the Companys proposed 2000 test year 
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or for which a pro forma adjustment to the test year is 
sought in the instant proceeding. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during 2000 on the “six pack.” Please identify the FERC 
Account in which these costs were recorded, 
Please indicate the specific amount of cost associated with 
the “six-pack” that the Company incurred in 2000, but that 
is not included in the Company’s proposed test ycar in the 
instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded h m  
the Company’s test year. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Regarding the Company securing of temporary and portable 
generators during the year 2000, as discussed in the article: 
1. 

p. 

Please indicate the specific expenditms related to 
temporary and -le generators that are included in the 
Company’s proposed 2000 test year or for which a pro 
forma adjustment to the test par is sought in the instant 
P-g. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during ZOO0 on the temporary and portable gencmtors. 
Please identify the FERC Account in which these costs 
were recorded. 
Please indicate the specific amount of costs associated with 
the tempmy and portable generators that the Company 
incurred in 2000, but that is not included in the Company’s 
proposed test year in the instant pmcccding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded 
from the Company’s test year. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Docs the Company agree that “ In mth, the reliability hole that 
ComEd found itself in at the end of summer of 1999 was dug over 
a long period of time.” Knot, please explain in detail why not. If 
so, please explain in detail how this was taken into account in 
sating the Company’s revenue requirements. 
Docs the Company agree that ‘To make a bad situation worse, 
through the years the Company had neglected routine maintenance 
in favor of other projects.” If not, please explain in detail why not. 
If so, please explain in detail how this was taken into account in 
setting the Company’s revenue requirements. 
Please outline the specific tasks, projects, and process 
improvements that are included in the Company’s proposed 2000 
test year or for which a pro forma adjustment to the test year is 

q. 

r. 

s. 
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sought in the instant proceeding, including but not limited to the 
more than 330 distribution feeder installations and upgrades, 27 
large substation transformer upgrades or expansion projects, and 
haasmission line inspections and repairs that are referenced in the 
article. 
Does the Company a p e  that during 2000, “ComEd employees 
worked an average of more than 60 hr a week . . .”? If not, please 
explain in detail why not. 
1. Please indicate the specific expenditures related to 

employee overtime that are included in the Company’s 
proposed 2000 test year or for which a pro forma 
adjustment to the test ycar is sought in t b ~  instant 
proceeding. 
Please indicate the actual amount the company spcnt 

t. 

2,  
during 2000 on employee ovutime. Please identie the 
FERC Account in whicb these costa were recorded. 
Please indicate the specific amount of costs associated with 
employee overtime that the Company incurred in 2000, but 
that is not included in the Company’s proposed test year in 
the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs wen excluded h m  
the Company’s test year. 

3. 

4. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE 

C o d  objects to various portions of this data request. The request, which, at six 
pages, is almost as long as the article to which it refers. seeks production on a 
blanket basis of a variety of material that is neither relevant nor material within 
the meaning of 83 Illinois Administrative Code Section 200.340 and is not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The 
request for such information also imposes unreasonable burdens and expense. 
Without waiving its objections, substantive answm to tbe request are provided 
below. 

ComEd notes that the referenced article was written for publication in a trade 
journal as a shorl summary of a complex work in progress. As a result, implicit 
assumptions in the data request that specific statements in the article relate to 
quantitative studies, analyses, or bodies of data are fi%quenUy incorract. 
Moreover, it is not reasonable to expect ComEd to a n a l p  this article and provide 
a detailed discussion of each instance where MI. Sep& did not include a detail, 
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a qualification, or an explanation in the interest of authoring a readable article 
suitable for timely publication. 

a. A copy of the article is attached hereto. 

b. ComEd apees with the basic conclusions stated in the article. As to each 
individual sentence, Mr. Segneri's article was intended for publication in, 
and was published in, a trade journal as a short summary of a complex 
work in progress. The article's length and style were governed by 
restrictions that imposed significant limitations on the detail with which he 
could discuss those conclusions. It is not reasonable to Cxpea CornEd to 
analyze this article and provide a detailed discussion of each instance 
where Mr. Segneri did not include a detail, a qualification, or an 
explanation in the interest of authoring a readable article suitable for 
timely publication. For example, t h e  are numerous refcrrnces to the 
types and amount of work that were performed, broad estimations of costs, 
descriptions of work and otha such matt.cn. These comments were not 
made at a level of detail appropriate for testimony or documentary 
evidence. 

The article also states mattem of opinion by Mr. Segn&, which 0piniOnS 
were not expressed utilizing the legal standards applicable to litigation 01 a 
legal proceeding. Rather, Mr. Segneri's opinions stated in the article 
reflect his own views using the technique of self-crltical analysis common 
in utility engineexing practices. Such techniques and analyses are directed 
towards finding areas for improvement, and are not prepared using the 
legal standards of reasonableness and prudence utilized in legal 
proceedings. The statements of opinion, while representing Mr. Segneri's 
views utilizing the self-critical hindsight methodology employed by Mr. 
Segneri for the article, therefore do not constitute admissions with respect 
to legal conclusions by ComEd. 

In particular, it is ComEd's view that the actions reflected in the article 
and that arc now the subject of this rate case were prudent and reasonable 
based upon the information reasonably known and alternative comes of 
action available to ComEd at the time decisions were made. 

c. Mr. Segneri did not retain the notes which he used in preparing and 
writing this article. MI. Segnni spoke with numerous C o d  personnel 
about subjects addressed in the article in the course ofperfonning his job 
responsibilities, but Mr. Segneri did not discuss these substantive subjects 
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in the context of preparing the article, except that he did have 
conversations with and receive comments from Mr. David Helwig and Mr. 
Jim Williams about the article. Mr. Segncri also spoke with CamEd 
media relations personuel about non-substantive aspects of the article. 

No drafts of the article exist. 

Mr. Segnni did not receive any “comments or mark-ups or similar 
documents” from any third person in preparing the article. As discussed 
in response to ARES data request 6.l(c), Mr. Segneri did not retain his 
own notes or any documents given to him by Messrs. Helwig or Williams. 

No such documents exist. 

(1) The ‘‘blueprint for change” involves a vast array of tasks, projects, 
and process improvrments, the costs of which include both 
disbiiution investments and expenses, many of which were begun 
or completed in late 1999 or 2000 and others of which have been 
completed in 200 1 or are still ongoing. ComEd tracks its 
distribution investments and expenses in its information systems 
and books in accordance with its business processes and reporting 
obligations. ComEd does not track distribution expenses and 
investments along the lines of the “blueprint for change.” To 
identify the portions of ComEd‘s adjusted test year distriiution 
investments and expenses which w m  included in the “blueprht 
for change” calculations would require analyzing hundreds if not 
thousands of projects snd activities and to some extent performing 
a functionalization process to m h m  the direct assignment or 
allocation of the associated costs, and any such analysis is 
complicated by the fact that investments and expenses have 
multiple drivers, e.&, dealing with load growth and maintaining or 
improving reliability. Same of the major item included in the 
‘%blueprint for change”, e.g., some of the costs associated with 
Certain Chicago substation work, are d i d  or identified, 
including in terms of costs included in the proposed revenue 
requirement, in ComEd pre-filed Exhibits 4.0.5.0, and 6.0 and the 
relevant attachments thereto. 

(2) Please see ComEd’s response to subpart (g)(l). ComEd’s relevant 
distribution investments and expenses an reflected appropriately 
in numerous FERC Accounts. See, e.g., C o d  Exhibits 4.0 and 
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5.0 and the relevant attachments thereto. The costs associated with 
the “blueprint for change” as such appropnate.ly are not recorded in 
any FERC Accounts in any manner tied to that report. 

Please see ComEd’s response to subpart (g)(l). CornEd has 
included appropriate distnbuuon expenses in its adjusted test year. 
ComEd has included appropriate distribution investments, 
including a fraction of its disnibution mvestments placed in s m c e  
in the first or second quarter of 2001. in its adjusted test year. 
ComEd did not include 1 OO?? of the costs incurred in 2000 and 
associated with the ‘‘blueprint for change” in its adjusted test year, 
e.g., CornEd made a downward adjustment for tree management 
expenses and invesments made in 2000 may not have been 
recorded until 2001 (or may not yet be recorded) and may or may 
not be included in CornEd’s proposed rate base. However, it is not 
practical to ex& hundreds if not thousands of items to quantify 
the aggregate. amount not included 

Plesse see response to sub-subpart (gX3). 

The referend task force existed during 1999 and its costs were 
expe-nsed in that year. CornEd is not seeking recovery of 1999 
o m  costs in this proceeding. 

Not applicable. See rrsponse to sub-subpart (h)(l). 

Not applicable. See response to sub-subpart (hxl). 

Not applicable. See response to sub-subpart @)(I). 

Not applicable. See response to sub-subpart @)(I). 

This voluminous document has already been made available for inspection 
at ComEd‘s Lincoln Centre offices in response to prior data requests and 
remains available for inspection. 

This subpart refen to an inspection of the transmission system, which by 
its terms is not jurisdictional and would not be relevant. However, 
CornEd’s investigation of its aerial inspection activities has shown that 
Mr. Segneri’s reference was to a common use of the term ‘’tmsmission” 
and not precise. As noted in response to subpart (a) above, Mr. Segnen’s 
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article was intended for publication in and was published in a trade journal 
as a short summary of a complex work in progress. The article's length 
and style were governed by restrictions that imposed significant 
limitations on the detail with which he could discuss those conclusions. 
As to the individual sentence refmnced, the aerial inspectjon was of the 
high-voltage system, which indudes both transmission and highvoltage 
distribution dements. Expenses relating to the transmission system are 
not relevant. Expense data is not sepamtely retained or calculated for the 
aerial inspection ofjust the distribution facilities. 

(1) see response to subpart ti), above. 

filing. 
(2) Not applicable. These costs arc not separately identified in the 

(3) Expenses related to the eansmission system are not included in the 
revenue requirement and are not relevant. 

Expenses related to the transmission system are not included in the 
revenue requirement and are not relevant. In the past, ComEd has 
conducted inspections of particular high-voltage distribution 
facilities pniodically, as required. For example, in 1996 several 
line surrounding BP  am^, Mobil Oil and Caterpillar facilities 
were inspected. 

The data request makes an incomet assumption. The article does 
not state or imply that ComEd delayed, imprudently 01 otherwise, 
an aerial inspection that it had determined was required. 

As noted above, the majority of the cost of the inspection was 
allocated to transmission and, thus, not included in the state- 
jtuisdictional diskibution revenue requirement. 

These transmission costs are not costs of providing distribution 
S e n i C e .  

(4) 

(5 )  

(6) 

(7) 

(k) ComEd understands this data request to refer to what has becn called "tree 
management" in this proceeding. Given this, ComEd answers as follows: 

(1) $46,357,910. 
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See. Schedule C-2.11 and Workpaper C-2.1 ](a), contained in 
Appendices C and D to CornEd Ex. 4.0, the direct testimony of Mr. 
Hill. See also Direct Testimony of Mr. Vola  ComEd Ex. 5.0, 
pp. 18and21. 

$46,870,844, recorded in FERC Account 593 

A 4-year cycle was used to develop the revenue requirement. 
ComEd used a 4-year cycle because that is the actual cycle on 
which ComEd currently trims trees. The 1997 delivery servicw 
rate case proposed implementing a &year cycle, but the. 
Commission did not approve ComEd’s expenses of implementing 
that cycle. 

This contract is Confidential. A copy of the contract will be 
produced subject to the Protective Order. 

($512,934) 

See the direct testimony of h4r. Voltz, C o d 3  Exhibit 5.0, pp. 17, 
18,21-22. 

ComEd does not have available data that would permit with 
reasonable effort disaggregating all of the costs included in the 
adjusted test ycar of or “associated with” distribution monitoring 
equipment in relation to monitoring of transformen as opposed to 
other monitoring. CornEd Exhibit 5.2 does include as a separate 
line item costs of certain distribution monitoring equipment that 
monitors transformers and that was declared in service in January 
and February 2001 and included in the adjusted test year. See also 
C o d  Exhibit 4.0, Schedule C, Schedule B-2.2, and Schedule D, 
workpaper WPB-2.2(a). CornEd also incurred costs for 
distribution monitoring equipment in 2000 that are included in the 
adjusted test year. 

See ComEd’s response to subpart (I)(]). 

See ComEd’s response to subpart (1)(1). At the time that CornEd 
prepared its schedules to ComEd Exhibit 4.0, these costs were 
recorded in FERC Accounts 101 or 106. 
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(4) ComEd does not have available data that would permit with 
reasonable effort identifying such costs. 

See ComEd’s response to subpart(lX4). ( 5 )  

Tht “over 2100 contractors” referred to in the article is an estimate of the 
number of contractor personnel -- not contracting entities - assisting with 
various distriiution system and substation maintenance projects over a 
period that is not co-cxtensive with the 2000 test year. These projects 
included new projects, existing projects, small and large projects. 
Approximately 1200 of the conWtor personnel assisted with trce- 
trimming projects. Some of the Bssociated costs arc capital costs, other 
costs were expensed. ComEd does not have data finm which the 
requested information can be calculated with reasonable effort because the 
underlying information appropriately is not tracked in this manner. It is 
clear that not all of these costs are included in the adjusted test year. The 
relevant costs expensed outside the test year arc not included in the test 
year. Also, some of the costs expensed in the test year are not included in 
the adjusted test year, e.g., CornEd made a downward adjustment to its 
tree management expenses. Some the capital costs also arc not included in 
the test year, e.g. costs spent on the Lakeview project because that project 
was not placed in service. C o d  does not track information so as to be 
able to provide the “specific costs associated with the more than 2,100 
contractors.” Further, to compile such information would not bc 
reasonably practical. 

ComEd understands subpart (nj to be addressed to (1) the referenced 
consulting by EPRI, GE, Kenny, and ABB with MI. Helwig and his team 
in 1999; and (2) work by GE, Kenny, and ABB on the “Chicago six-pack” 
in late 1999 -early 2001. (Apunbg  that subpart (n) as to GE instead was 
intended to be addressed to work other than work on the six-pack, then the 
responsive data is not tracked as such and thus is not adable . )  Please 
note, the Lakeview project component of the six-pack was not decland in 
service and its costs are not in the adjusted test year, and the Jefferson 
project component later was removed from the six-pack. 

(1) 

(m) 

(n) 

As to the referenced consulting work, no expenses were included 
in the test year. As to the work by GE, ‘Kenny, and ABB on the 
six-pack, please see ComEd’s response to Staff data request 
BAL2.01. Please note that ComEd’s response to Staff  data 
request BAL-2.01 includes work on the six-pack as well as certain 
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other identified work. Please also note that ComEd's response to 
Staff data request BAL2.01 as to the six-pack includes data from 
late 1999 to early 2001. Capital costs an not recorded in FERC 
Accounts on an as-incurred calendar basis, sad disaggregathg the 
ZOO0 six-pack costs limn the late 1999 and the early 2001 costs 
would require examining a voluminous number of documents. 
There is not an individual reference in ComEd's June 1,2001, 
filing, that compiles and disaggregates from all other costs the 
entirety of the six-pack casts. Howcver, ComEd Exhibits 4.0,5.0, 
and 6.0, and their relevant attachments identify various 
components of the six-pack work and their costs. 

As to the refemced consulting, no expenses were included in the 
test year. As to the work by GE, Kenny, and ABB m the six-pack, 
pleasc see ComEd's response to sub-subpart (n)(l). The costs of 
the six-pack work were recorded in FERC Account 362, except 
that costs of the Divcrsey TSS new feeder installation referenced in 
CornEd Exhibit 5.1 were included in FERC Accounts 366 and 367. 

As to the referenced consulting, none. As to the six-pack, the 
Lakeview costs are not included in the adjusted test year. The 
contract price for Lakeview was $6,842,586. 

As to the referenced consulting, the costs were incurred prior to the 
test year. As to the six-pack, as noted above, thc Lakeview project 
component of the six-pack was not declared in service during the 
test year. 

See ComEd's response to subpart (n). The aggregate costs 
included in the adjusted test year for the six-pack are 
$126,930,867. This figure is based on the relevant methodologies 
and data stated in ComEd's direct testimony and attachments 
tbereto (e.g., ComEd Exs. 5.L5.3, and 6.1). 

See ComErl's response to subpart (n). 

See ComEd's response to subpart (n). 

See ComEd's response to subpart (n). 
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ComEd understands that, per the referenced article, this subpart to refer to 
temporary and portable generation that was used to reinforce distribution 
system elements, and not to generation pmmd for supply reasons. 
(1) 51,380,797. Associated expenses wen recorded in FERC 

Accounts 580,581,592,595. 

See sub-subpart (p)(l). Noprofonno adjustment related to 
generators. 

(2) 

(3) None. 

(4) Not applicable. 

See response to subpart (a). Mr. Segucri’s article was intended for 
publication in and was published in a bade journal as a short summary of a 
complex work in progress. The article’s length and style were governed 
by restrictions that imposed significant limitations on the dctail with which 
he could discuss those conclusions. As to the individual sentence quoted 
above, events that occurred prior to 1999 did contribute to the reliability 
“hole” of 1999. For a discussion of how ComEd addressed this fict in 
determmn ’ ‘ g its revenue requirement, please see the direct testimony of 
Ms. Arlene Juracek, ComEd Ex. 1 .O, and ComEd‘s response to AG data 
request 1.01 expandiag on that testimony. 
See response to subpart (a). Mr. Segnai’s article was intended for 
publication in and was published in a bade journal as a short summary of a 
complex work in prognss. The article’s length and style wen govmed 
by restrictions that imposed significant limitations on thc detail with which 
he could discuss those conclusions. As to the individual sentence quoted 
above, ComEd docs not understand the individual sentence quoted above 
in context to be intended to characterize all or most maintenance practices. 
If it were to be so read, CornEd would not agree with it. C o d  
otherwise inarporates its response to subpart (e). 

The request d e  in this subpart has nothing to do with Mr. Semen’s 
article and transparently is unreasonable. Specific tasks, projects, and 
process improvements included in CornEd‘s proposed 2000 adjusted test 
year are available in sources including ComEd’s June I ,  2001 filing, 
CornEd‘s FERC Form 1, and ComEd’s responses to numerous data 
requests. An exhaustive list of every slngle task, projcct, and process I 
improvement that is included in the adjusted test year probably would 
include on the order of hundreds of thousands of items. Such a blanket 
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request is also not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. 

(t) CornEd disagrees. The reference in the article was to a limited p u p  of 
personnel working on certain recovery plan efforts, principally in 1999. 
With respect to that p u p ,  the statement was an estimate. Details 
regarding overtime during the. test year have been pmvidod in response to 
other data requests. 
(1) Sec ComEd'~ Co-d RCS~OIBC to Staff data m e s t  GEG-2.02 

regarding capitalized ovcrtime. With respect to overtime included 
in distribution expense accounts, ComEd has available the data on 
salaried and hourly overtime contained on the following table: 

Total 42,784,164.80 

Please note that this data does not reflect the refunctionalintion of 
expenses included in the test year. Please also note that this data 
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does not reflect the reduction in overtime included in the revenue 
requirement due to the storm expense adjustment 

This sub-subpart seeks data concerning company-wide labor 
expenses, many of which are neither jurisdictional nor included in 
the proposed revenue requirement, and arc thus irrelevant. For 
jurisdictional expenses, please see sub-subpat (t)(l). 

This sub-subpart is explicitly addressed to non-jurisdictional 
expenses that are outside of the revenue rcquiremcnt, and tbus is 
irrelevant. 

This sub-subpart is not addressed to company-wide labor expenses, 
many of which are neither jurisdictional nor included in the 
proposed revenue requirement. Further answering, ComEd states 
that excluded expenses were removed for that reason, Le., they 
wen not regarded as costs of providing state-jurisdictional delivery 
services. 
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By Carl Segneri, ComEd ’. 
n the summer of 1959. thc united 
States was muck by a wries of 
major utility outages urltiopT&D 
sy*m proved vulnersble to tbe I twin cbnllcnggcs of uueme heat 

and atremc dunand Near Yat City, 
New York, was bit by its worst black- 

lion customas Ian pma ia New Or- 
lean&, b u i s i u u .  And in Chicago, 
Illinois. as i month of rrcuning out- 

ing city, an angry Mayor Richard M. 
Ddey urm~scd the wicc of m y  

mt in more than mycur. Half I mil- 

ages crippled ViM parts of a welter- 

The Long Hot Summer of 1999 
In 1999, the h t  major blackout of 

Chiago’s late summc~ hcat Wave be- 

California Ave. In the carfy morning 

line feediig Cortland Substation short 

ing T&D dominos had two major sob- 
s~ationr down. with the powa gone 
and &e air conditioning out in nearly 
100.000 homa. It was rhe honest day 
of the ~~. in what the Chicago 
rribm later dmlated was the fauth 

ganbmdlthemanilolclocated dong 

horpI Of E&y. JUly30, the 12-kV 

circuitat. Within h w .  Of fa- 

its sys& and do it now, starting at 
-@ulndzao.“ 
ln- ComEd‘s new chairman, 

J o b  Rowe. launched a comprehmsivc 
overhaul of its T b D  system. a 
i lSSl5  billion reliability improvement 
plsn that industry C X ~ N  called ’b- 
pncedented.” Rowe demanded a fun- 
damental COR change aimed p- 
ducing a TkD system that met or 
aceeded indusy  smdardr. His mes- 
sage was simple: “Nothing matters if 
we don’t k p  the Lights on.” . 

peram as-otba T&6 components 
failed over tbe a& five weeks. Man- 
hole fires CKcUHuJ OD AUsuff9 M d  
10. cbicapo’c cenvpl business dimicr 

Later. power failed at four Chicago 
the Loop, wmt darL OD Augusl 12. 

icons: Meigs Field, taLt Shore Drive. 
the Field Museum and the downtown 
courthouse named for the mayor’s 
father. 
These highly visible back-to-back 

m i c e  intekuptions dramaticaUy ex- 
posed the true depth of problems chat 
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by the summa of 2Mw). The company 
had to implement plans tbat went bc- 
yood immediate q u i p m n t  upgrades 
and maintenance p g m u s .  To ensure 
that additional . c h w  was not pul on 
areas where improvemenu could not 
be accomplished for summer 2000. 
ComEd planning engincas joined ef- 
fons with the sal- force to ~KKUIC 
cunailable load. Surpassing iu  goal of 
morethan 12OOMW.thisrargetedl0ad- 
&heat effm s a d  tbc immcdi- 

Ultimately. bccausc of favorable 
weather and pmctivc load mauagc- 
mmr. ComEd did not have to call fa 
any system-wide curtailment programs 
during the summer of UXK). 
To proled aansformas that were 

n a  pan oftbc 2000 improvement plan, 
additional monitoting was installed to 
identify potential degradation. Tbc 
improved monitoring paid dividends. 

former-monitoring systcms sent datum 

tivcimpcmom ’ .ThcresohingmpiDtb 
npDce was credited with saving immi- 
nent failure on no less than five 

ate ncid fa some upglade pjccu. 

During 2000. newly hstalled trpnS- 

th.1 triggad immcdLte d pmu- 

The Sucwrr 
Manpower ma& a critical differ- 

average of more than 60 hr a week. 
chus completiug most of the disuibu- 
lion system and substation maintenance 
projEts, dong with smaller upgrsdu 
(Fig. 3). lbq wcre joined by mom 
than 2100 connactors in a susclincd 
partnership to complete lk balanu of 
the work. which included installing 
conduit. pulling cable. performing dis- 
tribution feeder upgrades, compluing 
subtation pjccts, uimming uoss. 
forming new business hookups. fimsh- 
iog overhead transmission maintenance 
repairs. and foundation and concrtlc 
Work. 

Otkrpannenhips andalliances also 
wcpc key to the mnmround. For a- 
ample, GEJHnrris provided turnkey 
pmjuxsforquipmcnt. monitoring and 
relay upgrades while SbC Elcctric led 
a team that installed more than 100 
pole top automated switches on the 
34-kV system. 

Of major concern was UIC growth of 
Chicago and the company’s ability to 
support Ihe energy nwds of the city. 
The 2000 plan centered on six Chicago 
substations known as che “six-pacl”: 
Northwest. Diverscy. Lakeview. 
Kingsbury/Ohio, Grand and Jefferson. 

ence. C d  employees worked an 

Circle 20 on Reader Sewice Card 
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12-kV subtadon was rebuilt over 
tbe tap Of the old o~e, (rye 75- 
MVAbanrfomcnwmlddedand 
o&a upgrades were eompletcd. 
F a  Divcrrey, tk challenge was 

cvcn greuer. An entirely MIY rtlb- 

that had k n  mnmarid -uLc land 
as@ as Novemkr 1999. Exprtr 
p d i d   cool^ would take 
two years to Wid the 138412-kV 
substation that would house four 
SMVA murformcn. hut ComEd 
diwt have Fyo years. In Ih m4 it 
was boih and commissioned in 
rban dghtmwtbr. art .Imatun- 

machine and managemeot (Fig. 4). 
Tbc improvements on tbe m- 

maining four d the mcago six- 
pick included retiring the 
switcbgen at the M e w  sub 
sution and the d o n  of S d -  
em to 12 kV forbmer switching 
flexibility. making rwm for furmc 
substation work. A new GIs ab 

S d O D  W d o 0  a UlhUdIC 

bcliMble . c f o p n P w  O f l D M ,  

tion, the locstioll thrt c a u d  the It- 
vue 1999 OLmge in Chicago's grow- 
ing soulb hop. 

ABBandKeonyConwudmjoincd 
forces to complete h e  bulk of the Chi- 
cago six-pack projects by delivering a 
design, pmcurewnt and consnumion 
(em able to fast track some compli- 
cated projects. Working thmugb a 
minetield of quipment delivery lead 

Comprebmdve contingency plans 
w a x  aeated to address o b  a r m  
where high loads were projected. 

table gmentm. Tbe centralized Dis- 

load forecasts and called for load 
switching and generator deployment 
on a day-byday basis. During the sum- 
m u  of 2000, the DDC did an imppu- 

C d  sc~urcd t ~ m p o r u ~  md p ~ r -  

hibution Dispatch CCIlICZ (DDO mrde 

gun w b a  a sidewalkndwakvrmlt 

g&g s fuc lod rhotting Qpm 
p a  to bigb-riw buildinpr 
in Chicago's dosmtown. But in lor 
thrr m hour. geDalon and emcT- 
gmcy pMnocl w m  elmivfAy 
deploydIn SsUpcwfnUtorum- 
m~1999,dCyIudenjoiDedburi- 
ness ownen in acknowledging 
ComEd,r quick md pfesskmal 
response. Chicago E n v i i ~  
Commirrjoner William Abolt 
hailed ComBd'r rrrpDDDe (0 tbe 
6rcrcsubstantidlybcncr(hmp 
v i a  years. He told i Chiugo 
newspnper. -We were rcalIy 

maf d l+d  in J d y  2000, his- 

pluKd chu tbe 5s d tea of 
the neweIlurgcncyplrn wxkul." 

Mom than Equlpmrnt 
For Ihe T&D turnaround LO 

rnccccd John Rowc also de- 
mmdrd I complete ovecbd of 
the company': ~ ~ t i o o T  ef- 
fons. In 1999. the mayor, rh mc- 

. 

diimdothwaiticedcsaibal(beir 
acuw, Srusartion in getting infcc- 
mation quickly and iccurately. 
ComEdrespondcdwifhinewph 
to d e u c e  commwiacionr with 

govunwnt ludas, tbe media d the 
U o i a  Cmnmcrce Commission ( IC0 

plans, progress and outages. ComEd 
dm established 8 Iimcly communica- 
tions pmcus for i n f d n g  Ih public 
wben outages occur, what restoration 
efforts arc underway and esmated 
times of wben power will be restored. 

The city of Chicago used Ham Ea- 

IO kccp cbcm informed abut projm 
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