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Direct Testimony of Scott J. Rubin, I1l. C.C. Docket No. 05-0597

Introduction

Please state your name and business addr ess.

My nameis Scott J. Rubin. My business addressis 3 Lost Creek Drive, Sdinsgrove, PA.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
| am an independent consultant and an attorney. My practice is limited to matters

affecting the public utility industry.

What is the pur pose of your testimony in this case?
| have been asked by the Office of Attorney Generd (AG) to review the cost of service
study and proposed residentid rate design filed by Commonwealth Edison Company

(ComEd or Company).

What areyour qualificationsto providethistestimony in this case?

| have tedtified as an expert witness before utility commissons or courts in the Didrict of
Columbiaand in the states of Arizona, Delaware, Kentucky, Illinois, Maine, Maryland,
New Jersey, New Y ork, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia | dso have tedtified as
an expert witness before two committees of the U.S. House of Representatives and one
committee of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives. | also have served asa
consultant to the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, severa nationa

utility trade associations, and state and loca governments throughout the country.  Prior
to establishing my own consulting and law practice, | was employed by the Pennsylvania
Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) from 1983 through January 1994 in increasingly
respong ble positions. From 1990 until | left the OCA, | was one of two senior attorneys

in that Office. Among my other respongibilitiesin that position, | had amgor rolein
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Direct Testimony of Scott J. Rubin, I1l. C.C. Docket No. 05-0597

setting the OCA’ s policy positions on water and electric matters. In addition, | was
responsble for supervising the technical staff of that Office. | dso tedtified as an expert

witness for that Office on rate design and cost of service issues.

Throughout my career, | developed substantial expertise in matters relating to the
economic regulation of public utilities. | have published articles, contributed to books,
written speeches, and delivered numerous presentations, on both the nationa and gtate
level, rdlaing to regulatory issues. | have attended numerous continuing education
coursesinvolving the utility industry. 1 dso periodicaly participate as a faculty member
in utility-related educational programs for the Ingtitute for Public Utilities at Michigan
State University, the American Water Works Association, and the Pennsylvania Bar

Ingtitute. Appendix A to thistestimony is my curriculum vitae,

Do you have any experiencethat is particularly relevant to theissuesin this case?
Yes, | do. | have testified on numerous occasions as arate design and cost of service
expert. | aso have worked as a consultant to local government entities on rate design
issues— both to assst government-owned utilities in designing rates and to help
government agencies obtain reasonable rates from their utility. | also served on the
editoria committee for the preparation of the mgor rate design manud for the water

utility industry, the American Water Works Association’s Manud M1: Principles of
Water Rates, Fees, and Charges, published in 2000. In addition, during 2004 | provided
technical assstance, training, and andysis for the aff of the Connecticut Department of

Public Utility Control on rate design, cost dlocation, and related issues.
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My most recent rate design work involving energy utilities was for the Office of
the Ohio Consumers Counsd in a case involving a comprehensive review of the
universal sarvice charge rate desgn methodology for dl eectric utilitiesin Ohio. That
case was settled prior to thefiling of my testimony. In the water sector, | was recently
retained by the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advoceate to review the cost of service
and rate design recommendations in acomplex rate proceeding involving Aqua

Pennsylvania and its more than 50 separate rate areas within Pennsylvania.

Summary

What isthe primary focus of your direct testimony?

My testimony focuses on ComEd' s proposd to consolidate adl residentid customersinto
asngle customer class. At the present time, there are two types of classficationsthat are
meade for resdential customers, resulting in four customer groups. Residentia customers
are classfied asto whether they are in angle-family or multi-family buildings (Sngle
family is defined as a building having one or two resdentid units); and they are

classfied as to whether they use dectricity for space hegting.

My testimony will evauate the impact on customers of the Company’s proposa
to diminate both of these classfications, which would result in al resdentid customers
paying the same customer charge and meter charge each month, and the same rate per

kilowett- hour (KWH) of dectricity.
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63 Q. Aspart of your work, did you review the testimony and exhibits of any ComEd
64 witnesses?

65 A. Yes. | reviewed the tesimony and accompanying exhibits of ComEd witnesses Landon

66 (ComEd Ex. 2.0), Crumrine (ComEd Ex. 9.0), Alongi and Mclnerney (ComEd Ex. 10.0),
67 and Heintz (ComEd Ex. 11.0). | will discuss portions of their testimonies and exhibits as
68 they relate to the Company’ s proposals for setting rates for the resdentia class of

69 cusomers. Of course, | also reviewed other exhibits that are part of the filing and

70 nuMerous responses to discovery requests that were provided by these witnesses and

71 others.

72 Q. Please summarize your conclusions.

73 A. Briefly, | conclude that the effect of ComEd' s rate design proposal on residentia

74 customers would be very severe. Under the Company’ s proposal, and using the same
75 range of estimated wholesale power costs that the Company used in its testimony, tens of
76 thousands of customers who receive bundled service would see their bundled eectric

77 billsincrease by more than 100%. Additiona tens of thousands of customers would face
78 increases of more than 50% in their dectric bills. Increases of this magnitude are

79 extraordinary and are not justified by the Company’s cost of providing service.

80 | also conclude that the enormous rate increases for some residential customers
81 are primarily the result of the Company’ s decison to diminate the two methods of

82 classfying resdential customers. Upon further examination, | determined thet the

83 elimination of the dassficaion between cusomersin angle- and multi-family buildings
84 not only has a serious impact on certain multi-family customers, but it aso is not cost

85 judtified. That is, thereisa strong cost basis for retaining separate rates for resdential
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86 cusomersin sngle- and multi-family buildings, and | srongly recommend that those

87 Separate rates be retained.

88 | dso conclude that there isno cost judtification for eiminating the separate

89 digtribution charges for space- heating and non- space- heating customers. The Company’s

90 own cost of service study shows that there is a meaningful difference in the cost of

91 sarving these two customer types. Further, separate rates for heating and non-hegting

92 customers would appropriately recognize some of the benefits that space-hegting

93 customers provide through their higher year-round load factors.

94 Q. What isyour overall recommendation?

9% A | recommend that ComEd'’ s resdentid rates should retain the distinction between

96 cusomers in sngle-family and multi-family buildings, for both the establishment of the

97 customer charge and the meter charge. | dso recommend that ComEd retain separate

98 digtribution rates for hesting and non-hesting cusomers. Later in my testimony, |

99 devel op the specific rates that should be charged to recover ComEd' s revenue
100 requirement, under both the Company’ s proposed revenue requirement and the lower
101 revenue regquirement recommended by AG witness Effron. | dso recommend that Staff’ s
102 mitigation proposa in ComEd' s procurement rate case should be applied to recognize
103 differences between resdentid customers in sngle-family and multi-family buildings
104 Customer Impact Analysis

105 Q. What isa customer impact analysis?
106 A. A cugtomer impact andysis uses a utility’ s actud billing informetion to evauate the

107 combined effect of a proposed rate increase and any rate design changes on the utility’s
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108 customers. Rather than looking at changes in rates (such as a customer charge increasing
109 by 109%), a customer impact analyss looks a the actual effect on the bills that customers
110 recaive. Thistakesinto account customers consumption characteristics— acriticaly
111 important piece of information that cannot be evauated from looking at a rate schedule.

112 Q. Can you give us an example of how looking at a customer’s consumption
113 characteristics could give us a different picture of the effects of a rate change?

114 A, Yes, let’ stake avery smple example of a utility that has only three cusomers. The

115 utility has afixed charge of $10 per month and a consumption charge of $0.10 per unit of
116 consumption. Customer A uses 100 units in a month, and pays $20 ($10 for the fixed
117 charge and $10 for consumption). Customer B is representative of the “average’

118 customer and uses 500 units per month and pays $60; and Customer C uses 900 units per
119 month and pays $100. So the utility’ stota revenueis $180.

120 Let’'s assume that the utility wants to increases its revenues by $18, or 10%. In
121 the smplest case, if the utility increases both the fixed charge and consumption charge by
122 10%, dl cusomers would see a 10% increase in thair bills. But if the utility has different
123 increases in its various charges, the effects on customers can be dramaticdly different.

124 For example, we can assume that the utility increases the fixed charge by 50% to $15 per
125 month and the consumption charge by 2% to $0.102 per unit. Customer A would pay
126 $25.20 (an increase of 26%), Customer B would pay $66 (a 10% increase), and Customer
127 C would pay $106.80 (a6.8% increase). Totd revenue increases by 10% and, of course,
128 the average customer’ s bill goes up by the same percentage. But the impact on customers

129 whose characterigtics differ from the average is dramaticaly different.



Direct Testimony of Scott J. Rubin, I1l. C.C. Docket No. 05-0597 Page 7

130 Obvioudy, we could spin out different examples that shift the rate increase

131 between the customer charge and consumption charge and that each would have different
132 effects on high- and low-use customers. The important point, though, is that you cannot
133 asess the impact of rate changes on customers just by looking at arate schedule. Itis
134 important to know the customers usage characteristics so that the real impact of arate
135 change can be determined.

136 Q. Isthat how ComEd witness Landon prepared hisanalysisthat compares the bills of
137 ComEd’s customer s (before and after the proposed rate increase) to those of other
138 utilities?

139 A No, it isnot how Dr. Landon conducted hisanalysis. Dr. Landon only looked at the

140 effect on ComEd customersin the middie of the consumption ranges — between 500 and
141 1,000 KWH per month. But ComEd has hundreds of thousands of customers that fall
142 outsde of that range, as can be seen from ComEd' s bill frequency andysis (ComEd Sch.
143 E-8(a)(1)(A)). For example, out of the 11,603,881 bills that ComEd issued to multi-
144 family, non-heating customers in 2004, 9,503,068 (82%) had consumption less than 500
145 KWH per month. Similarly, anong sngle-family heating cusomers, ComEd issued

146 445,963 hills, of which 290,224 (65%) had consumption of more than 1,000 KWH per
147 month. Thus, Dr. Landon’s comparisons provide no information about the effects of

148 ComEd' s proposed increase on most multi-family non-heeting customers or sngle-family
149 hesting cusomers. Just from these two groups of customers, there are more than 800,000
150 customers who are ignored by Dr. Landon’s comparisons.

151 Moreover, Dr. Landon aso did not consder the different levels of changein

152 ComEd' s various charges, and how those changes might affect different types of
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153 resdentia customers. He just used an overdl, average 16% rate increase (response to
154 AG 4.07). Smilarly, he did not conduct any andysis to determine if resdentia

155 consumption between 500 and 1,000 KWH would reasonably capture ComEd's

156 customers. Thus, the responseto AG 4.09 gates. “Dr. Landon did not perform anayses
157 to determine whether these consumption levels [500, 750, and 1,000 KWH] were

158 representative of those of Commonwedth Edison’ s resdentia customers.”

159 Q. In your opinion, what isthe proper purpose of the type of analysisthat Dr. Landon

160 performed?

161 A. An anadlyssthat compares rates among utilities in different service areas can be useful to
162 get an overdl sense of the burden that a utility’ s rates places on its customers. | have
163 used such andyses mysdf, usudly coupled with information on income levels, to

164 determine the affordability of utility service. In presenting such an andyss, however, it
165 must be recognized that the numbers smply represent an average or typical customer. In
166 acase like this one, where the Company’ s rate design proposals have highly varied

167 impacts on different groups of customers, a comparison that usesjust an overall average
168 increase can be very mideading. As| mentioned at the outset, and as | will explainin
169 greater detail below, some groups of residentia customers will see their billsincrease by
170 more than 100% under the Company’s proposd. That is vastly different than the average
171 16% increase used by Dr. Landon in hisandyss.

172 Q. Did you perform a customer impact analysis of the Company’s proposed changesin
173 residential rates?
174 A, Yes, | did. Because nearly dl resdentia customers receive bundled service from

175 ComEd, | evauated the impact of ComEd' s proposals on the charges for bundled service.
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176 Thisrepresents a“red world” comparison of the bills that a ComEd customer would

177 receive before and after the rates change.

178 Q. How did you determine the cost for energy that would beincluded in the bundled
179 rate?

180 A. Dr. Landon aso looked at rates for bundled service, using a hypothetical range of

181 wholesale energy prices between $50 and $60 per megawaitt-hour (MWH). ComEd

182 provided the detail of its caculaion of how such wholesde prices would be trandated

183 into retall rates, usng the methodology the Company proposed in its procurement rate

184 case (ICC Docket No. 05-0159) (AG 4.02, AG 4.06, and AG 4.24). | am not endorsing
185 the range of $50 to $60 per MWH as being reasonable, and as | understand it ComEd is
186 not projecting that thiswill be the likely price range either. But using these prices does
187 provide acommon basis for comparing various rate design proposas, and at least some
188 indication of theimpact that resdentia customers might see on their dectric billsin

189 January 2007.

190 Q. Before you go any further, areyou familiar with the mitigation proposal in

191 ComEd’ s procurement rate case?

192 A Yes, | am. | have reviewed the Staff and Company testimony in that case that discusses
193 the mitigation proposd, as well as the Company’ stestimony inthiscase. The AG dso
194 conducted some discovery in this case to understand the relationship between the

195 mitigation proposal and the rates that would be set in this case.
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19 Q.
197
198 A.
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206

207

208
209 A.
210
211
212
213
214
215

216

217

218

Doesyour customer impact analysisreflect the effects of the mitigation proposal in
the supply case?

Yes, it does. Theretail energy pricesthat | used in my analyss are the energy prices that
ComEd provided in response to AG 4.24, which reflects the use of Staff’s mitigation
proposa from the supply case. The mitigation proposd would trangtion heating
customers onto market-based prices over severa years. But that proposa does not
address the impact of diminating the sngle- and multi-family dassfication. Thus, in
response to AG 4.25, Mr. Crumrine states. “ComEd currently does not intend to apply
Staff’ s rate mitigation proposa based on whether the residentia customer residesin a
gangle-family or multi-family dwelling.” In other words, any impacts associated with the
unbundling of customer and meter charges for angle- and multi-family customers must

be addressed in this case.

How did you perform your customer impact analysis?

| started with an expanded verson of ComEd' s bill frequency analys's, that provides
details about resdentia consumption of up to 7,500 KWH per month for each of the four
groupings of resdentid customers (AG 4.01). For each consumption range (e.g., 0-50
KWH), | cdculated the midpoint of therange. | then caculated the bundled bill at the
midpoint of each range for each group of customers (single-family, non-heating; etc.)
under present rates, ComEd's proposed distribution rates and assuming wholesae prices
of $50/MWH and $60/MWH (both with mitigation). The detailed caculations are

provided in my workpapers.

The next step is to determine the percentage increase in bills under the two

wholesde price scenarios. | then summarized the percent increases by range (for
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219 example, 0to 5%, 5 to 10%, etc.) and totded them for all residentid customer groups.
220 The results are shown as atable on AG Exhibit 2.1 and a graph on AG Exhibit 2.2.
221 Q. Please describe theresults of your analysis.

222 A. At the outset, | must reiterate that these comparisons al assume the case as ComEd filed

223 it — the Company’ s proposed revenue requirement and its proposed residentia rate

224 design. With that understanding, at awholesale price of $50 per MWH, 32.6% of

225 resdential customers would have their billsincrease by 5% or less. Since ComEd's

226 proposed increases in the unbundled portion of rates would incresse the totdl bill by more
227 than 5% for most customers, thiswould imply aleve of energy costs lower than those
228 currently included in ComEd' s bundled rates or the current level of energy pricesin PIM.
229 | do not consider such an assumption to be reasonable. Neverthdess, even with what
230 appearsto be avery low energy price, 14.6% of ComEd' s residentid bills would increase
231 by more than 25%.

232 Q. Before you continue with your description, where can wefind this 14.6% figurein
233 your schedules?

234 A. On AG Exhibit 2.1, in the first sat of columns (Wholesale Price of $50/MWH), we would

235 look a the cumulative percent of bills column. Online 5 (bill increases of 20% to 25%),
236 the cumulative percent of billsis 85.4%. This meansthat 85.4% of resdentid bills

237 would increase by 25% or less. That also means, of course, that 14.6% of bills (100% -
238 85.4%) would increase by more than 25%.

239 Y ou dso can find an edtimate of this figure from the graph in AG Exhibit 2.2.

240 The bottom (X) axis of the graph is the percentage increase in bills. Thedde (Y) axisis
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241 the cumulative percent of resdentid hills. If you find 25% on the X axis and follow up
242 to the dashed (top) line ($50/MWH), you will hit the line at about 85% ontheY axis. As
243 it did in the table on AG Exhibit 2.1, thisis the cumulative percentage of hills that would
244 increase by 25% or less. So, again, about 15% of residentid bills would increase by

245 more than 25%.

246 Q. Please continue with your description of theresults.

247 A. Once someone becomes familiar with how to read the table and graph, the results are

248 easy to understand. For example, even with wholesale prices at what appearsto be an
249 unredigticaly low level of $50 per MWH, 3.9 million residentid bills would increase by
250 30% or more. Many customers would see hill increases in the 65-70% range, while more
251 than 560,000 bills would increase by more than 115%.

252 Q. AG Exhibit 2.1 shows 720,048 bills increasing between 55% and 70% and 565,575
253 billsincreasing by 115% to 125% with $50/MWH energy prices. Haveyou
254 determined the char acteristics of these customer s?

255 A. Yes. These customers, obvioudy, are those who would be most severdly impacted by the

256 Company’s resdentia rate design proposad. The bills that would increase by 55% to
257 70% are customers in multi-family buildings who use between 51 and 100 KWH per
258 month. The billswith 115% to 125% increases are customers in multi-family buildings
259 using less than 50 KWH per month. As the question notes, there are more than

260 1.2 million hills, the equivaent of 100,000 customers or about 10% of al bills to multi-
261 family customers, that fdl into this category. The impacts on these low-use,

262 predominantly nonheating customers in multi-family buildingsis the result of the
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263 Company’s proposa to diminate the multi-family dassfication and impose sgnificantly
264 higher customer and meter charges on multi-family customers.

265 Q. Can you also identify the customer swho would face increases of 25% to 45% under
266 the $50/MWH price scenario?

267 A. Yes hillsfdling in this group dso are relatively low-use cusomers. They include multi-

268 family heating customers using between 101 and 150 KWH; multi-family norn+heating

269 customers using between 101 and 250 KWH; and single-family cusomers using less than
270 50 KWH.

271 Q. It seemsthat most of the severely impacted bills are relatively low-use multi-family
272 customers. Isthat accurate?

273 A Yes, itisaccurate. | caculate that 5,820,203 bills would increase by 25% or more. Out
274 of those, 5,351,397 are multi-family bills with consumption of less than 250 KWH. This

275 represents 40% of al billsissued to multi-family cusomers

276 Q. What happensto customers' billsif the price of energy is $60 per MWH instead of
277 $50 per MWH?

278 A. These results dso gppear in AG Exhibits 2.1 and 2.2. Asyou can seein the graph, the

279 whole curve basicdly shiftsto theright. This meansthat ingtead of 32% of bills having

280 less than a 5% increase, now only 1.6% of bills have incressesthat low. Most of those
281 bills that were in the 0% to 5% range are now seeing increases in the 15% to 20% range.
282 Similarly, those customers who were seeing bills go up by 20% are now seeing them go
283 up by 30% or more. There are some exceptions to that, of course. Higher-use customers

284 will see more of an impact from higher energy prices than lower-use customers. But the
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285 extremes are dill the same — the lowest- use multi-family cusomerswill see hillsincrease
286 by 75% or more.

287 Overdl, with a$60 per MWH wholesale energy price, one out of every three of
288 ComEd s resdentid billswill increase by at least 25%, with millions of billsincreasing
289 by more than 50%. Thisistrue even after goplying the supply mitigation proposal.

290 Q. What do you conclude from your customer impact analysis of ComEd’ s proposed

291 resdential distribution rates?

292 A | conclude that ComEd' s proposd in this case results in extraordinarily high rate

293 increases for hundreds of thousands of residential customers. Those increases are

294 completely out of proportion to the increase in overdl revenue requirement that Comed
295 has proposed. Such increases are blatantly inconsstent with long-standing regulatory
296 principles, such as the principles of graduaism and rate continuity. Moreover, as| will
297 explain in the following section, the underlying rate changes are not based on the cost of
298 providing service to cusomers.

299 Cost of Serving Residential Customer Groups

300 Q. Doesthe Company claim that thereis no cost justification for having different rates
301 for sngle-family and multi-family customers?

302 A No, it does not. Mr. Crumrine acknowledgesthat there is a differencein the cost of

303 sarving sngle-family and multi-family customers, but he cals the cost difference “not

304 ggnificant.” ComEd Ex. 9.0, lines 763-773; responsesto AG 4.18 and 4.23.
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305 Q. Does Mr. Crumrine define what he means by “ significant” ?

306 A. No, he does not. But in response to AG 4.23, the Company does give an example,

307 gating: “While ComEd witness Mr. Crumrine cannot identify with precison the point a
308 which a difference becomes ‘ sgnificant,” heis of the opinion that the differences

309 between the proposed Small Load Delivery Class and the Medium Load Delivery Class
310 would be an example of a difference large enough to warrant separate classes.”

311 Q. How largeisthe differencein customer-related costs, excluding metering, between
312 multi-family and single-family residential customer s?

313 A. According to the Company’s cost of service study, multi-family space heating customers

314 have a cost of $5.86 per month, while single-family space heating customers have a cost
315 of $8.02 per month, a difference of 36%. ComEd Ex. 9.0, Table 5; ComEd Four

316 Residentia Classes Allocation, Workpapersto Ex. 11.1, Sch. 2a, p. 13, line 262.

317 Q. How largeisthe differencein customer-related costs, excluding metering, between
318 the Small Load and Medium Load classes?

319 A. According to the Company’s cost of service study, the customer-related costs, excluding

320 metering, are $7.68 per month for the Small Load class and $12.63 per month for the

321 Large Load class, adifference of 64%. ComEd Ex. 11.1, Sch. 2a, p. 13, line 262.

322 Q. In your opinion, isit reasonable to conclude that a differencein cost of 36% does
323 not justify retaining an existing differencein rates, while a difference of 64% does
324 justify separ aterate classes?

325 A No, | do not consider thet to be areasonable digtinction. In my opinion, thereisa

326 aufficiently large difference in cost between single-family and multi-family residentia
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327 customers that the Company should retain different rates. Thisis especidly true when
328 the customer impact of moving customers to a consolidated rate is consdered. As|
329 explained earlier, there is an enormous impact on low-use, multi-family cusomersthat is
330 associated with the consolidation of single- and multi-family customers onto asingle rate.

331 Q. Areyou suggesting that there should not be any consolidation of the residential
332 classes?

333 A. No, | am not. The results of the Company’s cost of service study show that there is very

334 little difference in customer-related costs between hegating and non-hegting customers.
335 For multi-family customers, the differenceis only 5 cents (less than 1%), while for

336 angle-family customers, the difference is 28 cents (lessthan 4%). | consder differences
337 of that magnitude to be smdl enough that they warrant combining customer classes. |
338 would recommend, therefore, that the Company establish separate customer charges for
339 angle-family and multi-family residentia customers, without regard to their heating

340 characterigtics. Using the results of the Company’s cost of service study, the resulting
341 rates would be $7.75 for single-family customers and $5.91 for multi-family customers,
342 as | show on AG Exhibit 2.3.

343 Q. According to Mr. Crumrine s Table 5 and the Company’s cost of service study,

344 thereisno differencein metering costs for single-family and multi-family customers.
345 Do you agree?

346 A. No, | do not agree. During discovery, the Company was questioned about this finding

347 and it was asked to provide data that would enable the difference in cost to be

348 determined. Specificaly, the Company was asked to provide al documents “that

349 concern the average cost to read ameter for aresidential customer on a shared vs.
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350 unshared sarviceline” The Company responded: “ ComEd has not caculated the average
351 cost to read meters for resdential customers on a shared and unshared line basis” AG
352 4.18. In addition, ComEd was asked to provide data on meter routes that contained only
353 dngle- or multi-family customers, so that the cost of meter reading could be evauated.
354 ComEd did not provide any data or andlysis, stating: “ ComEd does not separately track
355 the types of customers on its meter reading routes by tariff rate class” AG 4.19 and

356 AG 4.20.

357 Q. Istherereason to believethat thereisadifferencein the cost of meter reading
358 between single-family and multi-family customers?

359 A. Yes, thereis. One of the biggest factorsin the cost of reading meters is custcomer density;

360 that is, how long the meter reader has to travel between customers. In a multi-family
361 building, the trave time between cusomersis essentidly zero — dl metersarein the

362 samelocation. The smplest way to think about this difference is to imagine the amount
363 of timeit would take to read 100 metersin a suburban subdivison with houses on half-
364 acre |ots, compared to the time it would take to read 100 metersin an apartment building
365 with 100 units and dl the metersin a common utility room.

366 There are few publicly available sudies on meter reading efficiency, and even
367 fewer that are not sponsored by automated metering companies. Thereis little doubt,
368 however, that meter reading efficiency (meters read per person-day) improves gregtly in
369 densely populated areas. The most recent, and apparently most comprehensive study,
370 was conducted by the Ascent Group.> The study shows that, in urban aress, utilities reed

! Meter Reading Profiles and Best Practices 2005 (The Ascent Group, Inc.), June 2005.
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371 at least 450 meters per person-day. In contrast, in suburban aress, they read between 250
372 and 450 meters per person-day, whilein rura areas the rate is less than 250 meters per
373 persontday. Importantly, the average time to read a meter route is about the same (5.5 to
374 6.0 hours) in each of these areas. In other words, reading metersin densely populated
375 aressisfar more efficient than reading them in less densdly populated aress.

376 Q. How do you recommend reflecting this differencein ComEd’ srates?

377 A. In the absence of data from the Company, it is reasonable to assume that ComEd can read

378 meters twice as eficiently in multi-family buildings asit doesin angle-family buildings
379 This assumption reflects the fact that most of ComEd' s multi-family cusomersarein

380 densdaly populated urban areas, while many of its sngle-family resdentid cusomers are
381 in suburban or rurd areas. It dso reflects the added efficiency associated with reading
382 meters in amulti-family building.

383 Q. How do you know that most of ComEd’s multi-family residential customersarein
384 densely populated urban areas?

385 A According to the U.S. Census Bureau, in 2002 there were 1,158,142 residential housing

386 unitsin the City of Chicago.? Of those, 618,201 were in buildings with 3 or more
387 housing units. This represents 55% of ComEd's 1,120,064 multi-family resdentid
388 customers. In contrast, there were 539,941 single- or two-family housng unitsin
389 Chicago in 2002. This represents only 24% of ComEd's 2,210,530 single-family
390 resdentia customers.

2 U.S Census Bureau, American Conmunity Survey Profile 2002 for Chicago, Ilinois, Table 4: Selected Housing
Characteristics. < http://www.census.gov/acs/'www/Products/Profiles/Single/2002/ACS/Tabul ar/160/
16000US17140004.htm >,
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392
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394
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399
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404 Q.
405
406 A
407

408

409
410

411

How did you deter minethe meter reading cost difference between single-family and
multi-family customer s?

First, on AG Exhibit 2.4, | reproduce residential metering cost data from ComEd's cost of
service sudy. The important point here, other than understanding the methodology, is

that residential meter reading costs tota $23,114,198, or gpproximately 23% of al
resdentid meter-reated cogts. Thisisadgnificant portion of meter-related costs, o it is

important to alocate them properly.

On AG Exhibit 2.5, | develop the specific meter reading cost alocation for sngle-
family and multi-family customers, based on multi-family reading being twice as
efficent at Sngle-family reeding. | then carry the results (from lines 18 and 19) forward
to AG Exhibit 2.6, line 3. Theremainder of AG Exhibit 2.6 follows the Company’'s
methodology and develops a multi-family metering cost of $2.07 per customer per

month, and a single-family metering cogt of $2.75 per customer per month.

What do you conclude about differencesin the cost of metering single-family and
multi-family residential customers?

| conclude that there are red differences in meter reading costs between single-family
and multi-family customers. Under the Company’s cost of service study, meter reading

costs account for 23% of the total metering cost for the residentia class.

In addition, | would expect there to be other meter-related efficenciesin serving
multi-family buildings, such aslower ingtalation cogts per unit. For example, according

to the Company’ s workpapers, approximately 29% of the investment in atypica
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412 residentiad meter isthe estimated travel time to the ingtdllation ste®>  Certainly, when 50
413 or 100 meters are being ingaled in the same location, thereis not 50 or 100 times the
414 amount of travel time. Thus, it would be reasonable to assume that the inddlation cost
415 per meter in amulti-family building is Sgnificantly lessthan it isin asngle-family

416 building. To be consarvative, however, | have not made a further adjustment to the
417 metering cost to reflect such adifference.

418 Thus, | have only adjusted the meter reading cost, based on differences in meter
419 reading efficiency. The result of that calculation is ametering cost of $2.07 per month
420 for multi-family customers and $2.75 per month for sngle-family cusomers. Inmy

421 opinion, this reasonably reflects the lower cost to provide metering services to multi-
422 family customers.

423 Q. Thethird component of the Company’sratesisthedistribution charge. Do you
424 agree with the Company’s proposal to have the same distribution charge for all
425 resdential kilowatt-hours?

426 A. No, | do not. The Company’s cost of service study shows that the distribution charge

427 should be lower for resdentia heating customers. Specificaly, the Company’s study

428 shows digtribution costs ranging from 1.99 and 2.00 cents per KWH for the space-heating
429 classes, to 2.20 and 2.29 cents per KWH for the non-hesating classes, a difference of 10%
430 to 15% between heating and non-heating customers. ComEd Four Residential Classes
431 Allocation, Workpapers to Ex. 11.1, Sch. 2a, p. 13, line 249. Thistype of relationship is
432 not particularly surprising, snce it would be expected that customers who haverdaively

3| calculated this figure from confidential Company data on the “Inputs and Monthly Lease” and “Initial Labor”
worksheets of the spreadsheet file: AG 4.03(f) Attachment 3 of 3 (Confidential).xIs.
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433 high annua load factors would be able to spread the recovery of fixed costs over more
434 KWH. That is precisely what space-heeting customers do by usng more eectricity
435 during the winter months.

436 Q. Before you discusstheresidential distribution charge further, can you put that 10%
437 to 15% differencein per spective?

438 A. Yes. Earlier | discussed Mr. Crumrin€ s response to AG 4.23 where he said that he

439 considered the difference between the Small Load and Medium Load classes to be

440 ggnificant enough to judtify different rates. According to the Company’s cost of service
441 study, the digtribution cost for the Small Load classis 1.61 cents per KWH, and the cost
442 for the Medium Load classis 1.54 cents per KWH. ComEd Ex. 11.1, Sch. 2a, p. 13, line
443 249. Thisisadifference of only 4.5% — far smdler than the difference between

444 resdentia heating and non-hesting customers.

445 Q. Do you recommend keeping different distribution ratesfor residential heating and
446 non-heating customer s?

447 A Yes. The Company dready will be retaining the hesting classfication in order to

448 adminigter the supply mitigation proposd, so it will not further complicate tariff

449 adminigration to have different distribution charges for heating and nonheating

450 cusomers. The digtribution rates, based on the Company’s cost of service study, should
451 be 1.935 cents per KWH for heating customers and 2.214 cents per KWH for non-hegting

452 customers. | show the development of these figures on AG Exhibit 2.7.
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453 Summary of Recommended Residential Rates

454 Q. You have recommended that the Company retain different rates for multi-family

455 and single-family customersand that it retain different distribution chargesfor
456 heating and non-heating customers. Do your proposed ratesrecover the Company’s
457 cost of service?

458 A. Yes, they do. | have not changed the inter-class alocation of costs. My proposed rates

459 are summarized on AG Exhibit 2.8. Also on that schedule, | show that these rates

460 recover the Company’s entire resdentiad revenue requirement. Specificaly, | show

461 proofs of revenues for the resdentia class where | compare the rates the Company filed

462 with those that | recommend.

463 Customer Impact Analysis of My Proposed Rates

464 Q. Have you prepared a customer impact analysis using your proposed ratesunder the
465 Company’s revenuerequirement?

466 A. Yes | have. AG Exhibit 2.9 is prepared in exactly the sameway as AG Exhibit 2.1. It

467 shows that my rate design reduces the impact of unbundling rates on low-use multi-

468 family cusomers. Thus, for example, the highest increases under the Company’s

469 revenue requirement would be in the 90-95% range instead of the 120-125% range under
470 the Company’ s rate design proposal. 1n other words, my proposed rate design under the
471 Company’ s revenue requirement lessens the impact on low-use multi-family customers

472 by about one-third. The remaining impact, however, is till severe for some cusomers.
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473 Q. How does your proposal compareto the Company’s proposed rates?

474  A. On AG Exhibit 2.10, | show agrgph smilar to the onein AG Exhibit 2.2. To make the

475 comparison alittle eesier to see, | have just included the impact of the Company’ srates
476 (solid line) and my rates (dashed line) using awholesae price of $60 per MWH. You
477 can see that both lines have about 60% of bills recaiving increases of 22% or less. Thisis
478 roughly the average combined impact of the Company’s proposed rate increase in this
479 case and awholesdle price of $60 per MWH (with mitigation). The difference between
480 the curveslies in the extremity of the impacts. The Company has some customers

481 receiving increases as high as 130%. In contrast, my proposal has no one receiving an
482 increase of more than 100%. The effect of my proposd isthat fewer customers receive
483 bel ow-average increases so that fewer customers need to pay increasesthat are greatly
484 above average.

485 | consider my proposed rate design to be far superior to the Company’s, both in
486 terms of its representation of cost causation and itsimpact on customers. Unfortunately,
487 though, if customers are required to pay rates based on the combination of unbundled
438 retail rates and market-based dectricity prices, there will be some customers whose bills
489 will increase by a high percentage, even under my proposal.

490 Q. Can anything else be doneto alleviate theimpact on customer s?
491 A. Yes. The best gpproach may be to apply the Staff’ s mitigation methodology from the
492 procurement rate case to the customer’ stotal bill, taking into account the differences

493 between angle-family and multi-family resdentid customers.
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49 Q.
495
49 A.
497
498
499
500
501
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510
511
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516

Would applying the mitigation proposal mean that your rate design proposalsare
irrelevant?

No, it certainly does not mean that. My rate design proposa produces unbundled rates
that reflect red differencesin the cost of serving particular groups within the resdentia
class of customers. My proposa helps to lessen the degree to which mitigation would be
necessary, and lessens the amount of costs that would need to be redllocated under a
mitigation methodology. Moreover, my proposed rates are consstent with principles of
rate continuity and graduaism, where the Company’s proposal largely ignores those

principles. Thus, with or without mitigetion, my resdentia rate design is preferable to

the Company’ s proposal.

What do you conclude from your cussomer impact analysis?

| conclude that the residentid rates | recommend are a reasonable way to recover the
Company’s resdentia revenue requirement. In my opinion, the rates | developed are
fully conggtent with the Company’s cost of service. My rates have the added advantage
of aso being congstent with principles of graduaism and rate continuity. My ratesretain

an exiging customer classfication based on cost of service differences.

| dso conclude that it would be unreasonable for the Company to implement the
ratesit filed. Those resdentid ratesfail to reflect red differencesin the cost of serving
different groups of resdentiad customers; differencesthat are reflected in existing
customer classfications. The Company’s proposed resdentia rates aso would result in
extraordinarily high rate increases for certain groups of customers, even after gpplying
the supply cost mitigation proposa. Those increases can be partiadly avoided by adopting

the more reasonable, cost-based set of ratesthat | developed. Any remaining, extreme
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517 impacts should be addressed through an application of Staff’s mitigation methodol ogy,
518 recognizing the differences between single-family and multi-family resdentid

519 customers.

520 Designing Rates to Recover a Lower Revenue Requirement
521 Q. How would you recommend designing residential ratesto recover alower revenue
522 requirement?

523 A. The easest method to design rates to recover alower resdentia revenue requirement
524 would be to reduce each of the chargesthat | devel oped under the Company’ s proposed
525 revenue requirement by an equa percentage. This method, usudly caled a“draight

526 scae-back” avoids having to re-run the cost of service study to reflect each adjustment
527 that is made to the cost of service. In my experience, in most cases the results achieved
528 by both methods are very smilar.

529 Q. Do you have an example of how thiswould work?

530 A. Yes, | do. | will use as an example the revenue requirement provided in AG witness

531 Effron’s testimony, which is arevenue decrease of $116,527,000. AG Exhibit 1.0.

532 Under the Company’s cost of service study, 42.70% of the revenue requirement is

533 alocated to the resdentid class, as| show on AG Exhibit 2.11. On the remainder of AG
534 Exhibit 2.11, | cdculate the multiplier that would be used to reduce each of the

535 resdential rates | developed using the Company’ s revenue requirement. Applying this
536 multiplier to each specific charge would result in resdentid rates thet recover the

537 revenue requirement in Mr. Effron’stestimony. | show the resulting rates and proof of

538 revenues on AG Exhibit 2.12.
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539 Q. Doesthis conclude your direct testimony?

540 A. Yes, it does.
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Scott J. Rubin, “Criteriato Assess the Affordability of Water Service,” White Paper, National Rura
Water Association, 2001.

Scott J. Rubin, Providing Affordable Water Service to Low-Income Families, presentation to Portland
Water Bureau, Portland, OR. 2001.

Scott J. Rubin, Issues Relating to the Affordability and Sustainability of Rates for Water Service,
presentation to the Water Utility Council of the American Water Works Association, New
Orleans, LA. 2002.

Scott J. Rubin, The Utility Industries Compared — Water, NARUC Annua Regulatory Studies Program,
East Lansing, MI. 2002.

Scott J. Rubin, Legal Perspective on Water Regulation, NARUC Annua Regulatory Studies Program,
East Lansing, MI. 2002.

Scott J. Rubin, Regulatory Options for Water Utilities, NARUC Annual Regulatory Studies Program, East
Lansing, MI. 2002.

Scott J. Rubin, Overview of Small Water System Consolidation, presentation to Nationa Drinking Water
Advisory Council Small Systems Affordability Working Group, Washington, DC. 2002.

Scott J. Rubin, Defining Affordability and Low-Income Household Tradeoffs, presentation to National
Drinking Water Advisory Council Small Systems Affordability Working Group, Washington, DC.
2002.

Scott J. Rubin, “Thinking Outside the Hearing Room,” Pennsylvania Public Utility Law Conference,
Pennsylvania Bar Institute, Harrisburg, PA. 2002.

Scott J. Rubin, “Update of Affordability Database,” White Paper, National Rural Water Association.
2003.

Scott J. Rubin, Under standing Telephone Penetration in Pennsylvania, Council on Utility Choice,
Harrisburg, PA. 2003.

Scott J. Rubin, The Cost of Water and Wastewater Service in the United States, National Rural Water
Association, 2003.
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Scott J. Rubin, What Price Safer Water? Presentation at Annual Conference of Nationa Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners, Atlanta, GA. 2003.

George M. Aman, I11, Jeffrey P. Garton, Eric Petersen, and Scott J. Rubin, Challenges and Opportunities
for Improving Water Supply Ingtitutional Arrangements, Water Law Conference, Pennsylvania
Bar Ingtitute, Mechanicsburg, PA. 2004.

Scott J. Rubin, Serving Low-Income Water Customers. Presentation at American Water Works
Association Annua Conference, Orlando, FL. 2004.

Scott J. Rubin, Thinking Outside the Bill: Serving Low-Income Water Customers. Presentation at
National League of Cities Annua Congress of Cities, Indianapolis, IN. 2004.

Scott J. Rubin, Buying and Selling a Water System — Ratemaking Implications, Pennsylvania Public
Utility Law Conference, Pennsylvania Bar Ingtitute, Harrisburg, PA. 2005.

Scott J. Rubin, Thinking Outside the Bill: A Utility Manager’s Guide to Assisting Low-Income Water
Customers, American Water Works Association. 2005.

Scott J. Rubin, “Census Data Shed Light on US Water and Wastewater Costs,” Journal American
Water Works Association, Vol. 97, No. 4 (April 2005), pages 99-110.

Testimony asan Expert Witness

Pa. Public Utility Commission v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Co. - Water Division, Pa. Public Utility
Commission, Docket R-00922404. 1992. Concerning rate design, on behaf of the Pa. Office of
Consumer Advocate.

Pa. Public Utility Commission v. Shenango Valley Water Co., Pa. Public Utility Commission, Docket
R-00922420. 1992. Concerning cost alocation, on behaf of the Pa. Office of Consumer
Advocate

Pa. Public Utility Commission v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Co. - Water Division, Pa. Public Utility
Commission, Docket R-00922482. 1993. Concerning rate design, on behalf of the Pa. Office of
Consumer Advocate

Pa. Public Utility Commission v. Colony Water Co., Pa. Public Utility Commission, Docket
R-00922375. 1993. Concerning rate design, on behalf of the Pa. Office of Consumer Advocate

Pa. Public Utility Commission v. Dauphin Consolidated Water Supply Co. and General Waterworks
of Pennsylvania, Inc., Pa Public Utility Commission, Docket R-00932604. 1993. Concerning
rate design and cost of service, on behalf of the Pa. Office of Consumer Advocate

West Penn Power Co. v. Sate Tax Department of West Virginia, Circuit Court of Kanawha County,
West Virginia, Civil Action No. 89-C-3056. 1993. Concerning regulatory policy and the effects of
ataxation statute on out-of -state utility ratepayers, on behaf of the Pa. Office of Consumer
Advocate

Pa. Public Utility Commission v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Co. - Water Division, Pa. Public Utility
Commission, Docket R-00932667. 1993. Concerning rate design and affordability of service, on
behalf of the Pa. Office of Consumer Advocate
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Pa. Public Utility Commission v. National Utilities, Inc., Pa. Public Utility Commission, Docket
R-00932828. 1994. Concerning rate design, on behaf of the Pa. Office of Consumer Advocate

An Investigation of the Sources of Supply and Future Demand of Kentucky-American Water
Company, Ky. Public Service Commission, Case No. 93-434. 1994. Concerning supply and
demand planning, on behalf of the Kentucky Office of Attorney General, Utility and Rate
Intervention Division.

The Petition on Behalf of Gordon's Corner Water Company for an Increase in Rates, New Jersey
Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. WR94020037. 1994. Concerning revenue requirements and
rate design, on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate.

Re Consumers Maine Water Company Request for Approval of Contracts with Consumers Water
Company and with Ohio Water Service Company, Me. Public Utilities Commission, Docket No.
94-352. 1994. Concerning affiliated interest agreements, on behalf of the Maine Public
Advocate.

In the Matter of the Application of Potomac Electric Power Company for Approval of its Third
Least-Cost Plan, D.C. Public Service Commission, Forma Case No. 917, Phase 1. 1995.
Concerning Clean Air Act implementation and environmental externalities, on behalf of the
District of Columbia Office of the People's Counsdl.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of the Dayton Power and Light Company and Related Matters, Ohio Public
Utilities Commission, Case No. 94-105-EL-EFC. 1995. Concerning Clean Air Act
implementation (case settled before testimony was filed), on behalf of the Office of the Ohio
Consumers Counsdl.

Kennebec Water District Proposed Increase in Rates, Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket No.
95-091. 1995. Concerning the reasonableness of planning decisions and the relationship between
apublicly owned water district and a very large industrial customer, on behalf of the Maine Public
Advocate.

Winter Harbor Water Company, Proposed Schedule Revisions to Introduce a Readiness-to-Serve
Charge, Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 95-271. 1995 and 1996. Concerning
standards for, and the reasonableness of, imposing a readiness to serve charge and/or exit fee on
the customers of a small investor-owned water utility, on behalf of the Maine Public Advocate.

In the Matter of the 1995 Long-Term Electric Forecast Report of the Cincinnati Gas & Electric
Company, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case No. 95-203-EL-FOR, and In the Matter of
the Two-Year Review of the Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company’ s Environmental
Compliance Plan Pursuant to Section 4913.05, Revised Cost, Case No. 95-747-EL-ECP.
1996. Concerning the reasonableness of the utility’ s long-range supply and demand-management
plans, the reasonableness of its plan for complying with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990,
and discussing methods to ensure the provision of utility service to low-income customers, on
behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers Counsdl..
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In the Matter of Notice of the Adjustment of the Rates of Kentucky-American Water Company,
Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No. 95-554. 1996. Concerning rate design, cost of
service, and sales forecast issues, on behaf of the Kentucky Office of Attorney General.

In the Matter of the Application of Citizens Utilities Company for a Hearing to Determine the Fair
Value of its Properties for Ratemaking Purposes, to Fix a Just and Reasonable Rate of
Return Thereon, and to Approve Rate Schedules Designed to Provide such Rate of Return,
Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket Nos. E-1032-95-417, et al. 1996. Concerning rate
design, cost of service, and the price dadticity of water demand, on behalf of the Arizona
Residentia Utility Consumer Office.

Cochrane v. Bangor Hydro-Electric Company, Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 96-053.
1996. Concerning regulatory requirements for an electric utility to engage in unregulated business
enterprises, on behaf of the Maine Public Advocate.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Monongahela Power Company and Related Matters, Public Utilities Commission
of Ohio, Case No. 96-106-EL-EFC. 1996. Concerning the costs and procedures associated with
the implementation of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, on behaf of the Ohio Consumers
Counsd.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and Toledo Edison Company and
Related Matters, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case Nos. 96-107-EL-EFC and 96-108-
EL-EFC. 1996. Concerning the costs and procedures associated with the implementation of the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, on behaf of the Ohio Consumers Counsdl.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Ohio Power Company and Columbus Southern Power Company and Related
Matters, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case Nos. 96-101-EL-EFC and 96-102-EL -EFC.
1997. Concerning the costs and procedures associated with the implementation of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990, on behalf of the Ohio Consumers Counsdl.

An Investigation of the Sources of Supply and Future Demand of Kentucky-American Water
Company (Phase 11), Kentucky Public Service Commission, Docket No. 93-434. 1997.
Concerning supply and demand planning, on behalf of the Kentucky Office of Attorney General,
Public Service Litigation Branch.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co. and Related Matters, Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio, Case No. 96-103-EL-EFC. 1997. Concerning the costs and procedures
associated with the implementation of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, on behalf of the
Ohio Consumers Counsdl.

Bangor Hydro-Electric Company Petition for Temporary Rate Increase, Maine Public Utilities
Commission, Docket No. 97-201. 1997. Concerning the reasonableness of granting an electric
utility’ s request for emergency rate relief, and related issues, on behalf of the Maine Public
Advocate.
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Testimony concerning H.B. 1068 Relating to Restructuring of the Natural Gas Utility Industry,
Consumer Affairs Committee, Pennsylvania House of Representatives. 1997. Concerning the
provisions of proposed legidation to restructure the natural gas utility industry in Pennsylvania, on
behalf of the Pennsylvania AFL-CIO Gas Utility Caucus.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and Toledo Edison Company and
Related Matters, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case Nos. 97-107-EL-EFC and 97-108-
EL-EFC. 1997. Concerning the costs and procedures associated with the implementation of the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, on behaf of the Ohio Consumers Counsdl.

In the Matter of the Petition of Valley Road Sewerage Company for a Revision in Rates and
Charges for Water Service, New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. WR92080846J.
1997. Concerning the revenue requirements and rate design for awastewater treatment utility, on
behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate.

Bangor Gas Company, L.L.C., Petition for Approval to Furnish Gas Service in the State of Maine,
Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 97-795. 1998. Concerning the standards and
public policy concerns involved in issuing a certificate of public convenience and necessity for a
new natural gas utility, and related ratemaking issues, on behalf of the Maine Public Advocate.

In the Matter of the Investigation on Motion of the Commission into the Adequacy of the Public
Utility Water Service Provided by Tidewater Utilities, Inc., in Areasin Southern New Castle
County, Delaware, Delaware Public Service Commission, Docket No. 309-97. 1998.
Concerning the standards for the provision of efficient, sufficient, and adequate water service, and
the application of those standards to a water utility, on behalf of the Delaware Division of the
Public Advocate.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co. and Related Matters, Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio, Case No. 97-103-EL-EFC. 1998. Concerning fuel-related transactions with
affiliated companies and the appropriate ratemaking treatment and regulatory safeguards involving
such transactions, on behaf of the Ohio Consumers Counsal.

Olde Port Mariner Fleet, Inc. Complaint Regarding Casco Bay Island Transit District’s Tour and
Charter Service, Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 98-161. 1998. Concerning the
standards and requirements for alocating costs and separating operations between regulated and
unregulated operations of a trangportation utility, on behdf of the Maine Public Advocate and Olde
Port Mariner Fleet, Inc.

Central Maine Power Company Investigation of Sranded Costs, Transmission and Distribution
Utility Revenue Requirements, and Rate Design, Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket
No. 97-580. 1998. Concerning the trestment of existing rate discounts when designing rates for a
transmission and distribution eectric utility, on behalf of the Maine Public Advocate.

Pa. Public Utility Commission v. Manufacturers Water Company, Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission, Docket No. R-00984275. 1998. Concerning rate design on behdf of the
Manufacturers Water Industrial Users.
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In the Matter of Petition of Pennsgrove Water Supply Company for an Increase in Rates for Water
Service, New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. WR98030147. 1998. Concerning the
revenue requirements, level of affiliated charges, and rate design for awater utility, on behaf of
the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate.

In the Matter of Petition of Seaview Water Company for an Increase in Rates for Water Service,
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. WR98040193. 1999. Concerning the revenue
requirements and rate design for awater utility, on behalf of the New Jersey Division of
Ratepayer Advocate.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Ohio Power Company and Columbus Southern Power Company and Related
Matters, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case Nos. 98-101-EL -EFC and 98-102-EL -EFC.
1999. Concerning the costs and procedures associated with the implementation of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990, on behdf of the Ohio Consumers Counsdl.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Dayton Power and Light Company and Related Matters, Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio, Case No. 98-105-EL-EFC. 1999. Concerning the costs and procedures
associated with the implementation of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, on behalf of the
Ohio Consumers Counsdl.

In the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component Contained within the Rate
Schedules of Monongahela Power Company and Related Matters, Public Utilities Commission
of Ohio, Case No. 99-106-EL-EFC. 1999. Concerning the costs and procedures associated with
the implementation of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, on behdf of the Ohio Consumers
Counsd.

County of Suffolk, et al. v. Long Island Lighting Company, et al., U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of New York, Case No. 87-CV-0646. 2000. Submitted two affidavits concerning the
calculation and collection of court-ordered refunds to utility customers, on behalf of counsdl for the
plaintiffs.

Northern Utilities, Inc., Petition for Waivers from Chapter 820, Maine Public Utilities Commission,
Docket No. 99-254. 2000. Concerning the standards and requirements for defining and
separating a natural gas utility’ s core and non-core business functions, on behaf of the Maine
Public Advocate.

Notice of Adjustment of the Rates of Kentucky-American Water Company, Kentucky Public Service
Commission, Case No. 2000-120. 2000. Concerning the appropriate methods for allocating costs
and designing rates, on behalf of the Kentucky Office of Attorney Generdl.

In the Matter of the Petition of Gordon’s Corner Water Company for an Increase in Rates and
Charges for Water Service, New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. WRO00050304.
2000. Concerning the revenue requirements and rate design for a water utility, on behalf of the
New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate.

Testimony concerning Arsenic in Drinking Water: An Update on the Science, Benefits, and Costs,
Committee on Science, United States House of Representatives. 2001. Concerning the effects
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on low-income households and small communities from a more stringent regulation of arsenicin
drinking water.

In the Matter of the Application of The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company for an Increase in Gas
Rates in its Service Territory, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case No. 01-1228-GA-AIR,
et al. 2002. Concerning the need for and structure of a specia rider and alternative form of
regulation for an accelerated main replacement program, on behaf of the Ohio Consumers
Counsdl.

Pennsylvania State Treasurer’s Hearing on Enron and Cor porate Governance | ssues. 2002.
Concerning Enron’ srole in Pennsylvania’'s electricity market and related issues, on behdf of the
Pennsylvania AFL-CIO.

An Investigation into the Feasibility and Advisability of Kentucky-American Water Company’s
Proposed Solution to its Water Supply Deficit, Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No.
2001-00117. 2002. Concerning water supply planning, regulatory oversight, and related issue, on
behalf of the Kentucky Office of Attorney General.

Joint Application of Pennsylvania-American Water Company and Thames Water Aqua Holdings
GmbH, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Docket Nos. A-212285F0096 and A-
230073F0004. 2002. Concerning the risks and benefits associated with the proposed acquisition of
awater utility, on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate.

Application for Approval of the Transfer of Control of Kentucky-American Water Company to RWE
AG and Thames Water Aqua Holdings GmbH, Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No.
2002-00018. 2002. Concerning the risks and benefits associated with the proposed acquisition of a
water utility, on behalf of the Kentucky Office of Attorney General.

Joint Petition for the Consent and Approval of the Acquisition of the Outstanding Common Stock of
American Water Works Company, Inc., the Parent Company and Controlling Shareholder
of West Virginia-American Water Company, West Virginia Public Service Commission, Case
No. 01-1691-W-PC. 2002. Concerning the risks and benefits associated with the proposed
acquigition of awater utility, on behaf of the Consumer Advocate Division of the West Virginia
Public Service Commission.

Joint Petition of New Jersey-American Water Company, Inc. and Thames Water Aqua Holdings
GmbH for Approval of Change in Control of New Jersey-American Water Company, Inc.,
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. WM01120833. 2002. Concerning the risks and
benefits associated with the proposed acquisition of awater utility, on behaf of the New Jersey
Division of Ratepayer Advocate.

Ilinois-American Water Company, Proposed General Increase in Water Rates, Illinois Commerce
Commission, Docket No. 02-0690. 2003. Concerning rate design and cost of service issues, on
behaf of the Illinois Office of the Attorney General.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Pennsylvania-American Water Company, Pennsylvania
Public Utility Commission, Docket No. R-00038304. 2003. Concerning rate design and cost of
sarvice issues, on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate.
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West Virginia-American Water Company, West Virginia Public Service Commission, Case No. 03-0353-
W-42T. 2003. Concerning affordability, rate design, and cost of service issues, on behalf of the
West Virginia Consumer Advocate Division.

Petition of Seabrook Water Corp. for an Increase in Rates and Charges for Water Service, New
Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. WR3010054. 2003. Concerning revenue
requirements, rate design, prudence, and regulatory policy, on behaf of the New Jersey Division
of Ratepayer Advocate.

Chesapeake Ranch Water Co. v. Board of Commissioners of Calvert County, U.S. District Court for
Southern District of Maryland, Civil Action No. 8:03-cv-02527-AW. 2004. Submitted expert
report concerning the expected level of rates under various options for serving new commercia
development, on behalf of the plaintiff.

Testimony concerning Lead in Drinking Water, Committee on Government Reform, United States
House of Representatives. 2004. Concerning the trade-offs faced by low-income households
when drinking water costs increase, including an analysis of H.R. 4268.

West Virginia-American Water Company, West Virginia Public Service Commission, Case No. 04-0373-
W-42T. 2004. Concerning affordability and rate comparisons, on behaf of the West Virginia
Consumer Advocate Division.

West Virginia-American Water Company, West Virginia Public Service Commission, Case No. 04-0358-
W-PC. 2004. Concerning costs, benefits, and risks associated with a wholesale water sales
contract, on behalf of the West Virginia Consumer Advocate Division.

Kentucky-American Water Company, Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No. 2004-00103.
2004. Concerning rate design and tariff issues, on behalf of the Kentucky Office of Attorney
Generd.

New Landing Utility, Inc., lllinois Commerce Commission, Docket No. 04-0610. 2005. Concerning the
adequacy of service provided by, and standards of performance for, a water and wastewater
utility, on behalf of the Illinois Office of Attorney Generd.

People of the State of Illinois v. New Landing Utility, Inc., Circuit Court of the 15" Judicia Digtrict,
Ogle County, Illinois, No. 00-CH-97. 2005. Concerning the standards of performance for a water
and wastewater utility, including whether a receiver should be appointed to manage the utility’s
operations, on behdf of the Illinois Office of Attorney General.

Hope Gas, Inc. d/b/a Dominion Hope, West Virginia Public Service Commission, Case No. 05-0304-G-
42T. 2005. Concerning the utility’ s relationships with affiliated companies, including an
appropriate level of revenues and expenses associated with services provided to and received
from &ffiliates, on behaf of the West Virginia Consumer Advocate Division.

Monongahela Power Co. and The Potomac Edison Co., Case Nos. 05-0402-E-CN and 05-0750-E-PC.
2005. Concerning review of a plan to finance the construction of pollution control facilities and
related issues, on behaf of the West Virginia Consumer Advocate Division.

Joint Application of Duke Energy Corp., et al., for Approval of a Transfer and Acquisition of
Control, Case No. 2005-00228. 2005. Concerning the risks and benefits associated with the
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proposed acquisition of an energy utility, on behaf of the Kentucky Office of the Attorney
Generd.
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Impact Analysis on Residential Customers Taking Bundled Service

Using ComEd's Rate Design Proposal
Assuming Wholesale Electricity Prices of $50 and $60 per MWH, Both with Mitigation

Wholesale Price of $50/MWH

AG Exhibit 2.1

Wholesale Price of $60/MWH

Percent Cumulative Percent Cumulative
Bill Increase Bills of Bills Percent Bills of Bills Percent

0% to 5% 13,039,850 32.6% 32.6% 654,208 1.6% 1.6%
5% to 10% 12,599,649 31.5% 64.2% 516,964 1.3% 2.9%
10% to 15% 5,624,832 14.1% 78.2% 4,681,147 11.7% 14.6%
15% to 20% 1,625,826 4.1% 82.3% 12,505,338 31.3% 45.9%
20% to 25% 1,257,128 3.1% 85.4% 8,187,687 20.5% 66.4%
25% to 30% 1,881,940 4.7% 90.1% 6,820,273 17.1% 83.5%
30% to 35% 1,487,913 3.7% 93.9% 1,310,266 3.3% 86.8%
35% to 40% - 0.0% 93.9% 1,413,134 3.5% 90.3%
40% to 45% 1,164,727 2.9% 96.8% 1,428,121 3.6% 93.9%
45% to 50% - 0.0% 96.8% - 0.0% 93.9%
50% to 55% - 0.0% 96.8% - 0.0% 93.9%
55% to 60% 41,109 0.1% 96.9% 1,205,836 3.0% 96.9%
60% to 65% - 0.0% 96.9% - 0.0% 96.9%
65% to 70% 678,939 1.7% 98.6% - 0.0% 96.9%
70% to 75% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 96.9%
75% to 80% - 0.0% 98.6% 678,939 1.7% 98.6%
80% to 85% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
85% to 90% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
90% to 95% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
95% to 100% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
100% to 105% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
105% to 110% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
110% to 115% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
115% to 120% 33,151 0.1% 98.7% 33,151 0.1% 98.7%
120% to 125% 532,424 1.3% 100.0% - 0.0% 98.7%
125% to 130% - 0.0% 100.0% 532,424 1.3% 100.0%
Total 39,967,488 39,967,488
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Impact Analysis of ComEd's Rate Design Proposal on Residential Customers Taking Bundled Service

Assuming Wholesale Electricity Prices of $50 and $60 per MWH, Both with Mitigation

AG Exhibit 2.2

Percent of Residential Bills
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Commonwealth Edison Company AG Exhibit 2.3
lll. C.C. Docket No. 05-0597

Calculation of Customer Charges for Single-Family and Multi-Family Residential Customers

Single Family Multi-Family
No Heat Heat Total No Heat Heat Total
1 Services $ 65,499,628 $1,175,021 $ 66,674,649 $ 7,166,043 $ 1,166,422 $ 8,332,464
2 Customer Install. Other 25,593,908 425,917 26,019,825 11,382,615 1,801,494 13,184,109
3 Billing -- Computation & Data Mang. 85,487,472 1,458,190 86,945,663 38,742,007 6,005,224 44,747,231
4 Bill Issue & Processing 19,826,383 329,937 20,156,321 8,817,571 1,395,532 10,213,102
5 Customer Information 5,596,443 93,132 5,689,576 2,488,958 393,920 2,882,878
6 Uncollectible Accounts (Customer) 3,187,313 52,690 3,240,003 1,165,656 170,233 1,335,890
7 Revenue-Related (Customer) (3,124,573) (50,882) (3,175,455) (1,152,713) (165,453) (1,318,166)
8 Total $202,066,575 $3,484,005 $ 205,550,580 $ 68,610,138 $ 10,767,371 $ 79,377,508
9 Number of Customers 2,174,346 36,184 2,210,530 967,017 153,047 1,120,064
10 Monthly Customer Charge $ 7.75 $ 5.91

Source: ComEd Four Residential Classes Allocation, Workpapers to Ex. 11.1, Sch. 2a, p. 13, lines 200-201, 204-208, and 233
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Meter O&M

Customer Service Supervision

Meter Reading

Customer Records & Collection
Metering Services Uncollectibles
Pro-Forma Adjustments to Expenses

Total O&M Adjusted

A&G Expenses

Taxes Other than Income
Depreciation Expense

Return and Income Taxes

Revenue Credits

Total Metering Revenue Requirement*
Number of Customers

Metering Cost per Customer

ComEd's Development of Residential Meter Charge
Single family Multi-family Single family Multi-family Total
w/o space heat w/o space heat w/ space heat  w/ space heat Residential
3,397,580 1,511,036 56,507 239,184 5,204,307
4,937 2,196 82 347 7,562
15,089,880 6,711,062 251,116 1,062,140 23,114,198
3,515,780 1,563,605 58,507 247,467 5,385,359
1,033,305 459,551 17,195 72,732 1,582,784
(2,860,896) (1,272,353) (47,605) (201,376) (4,382,230)
20,180,585 8,975,097 335,803 1,420,496 30,911,981
24,880,672 11,065,410 414,012 1,751,331 38,111,425
1,574,533 700,257 26,202 110,828 2,411,819
8,671,901 3,856,735 144,312 610,394 13,283,342
17,653,262 7,851,099 293,774 1,242,571 27,040,706
(7,397,269) (3,289,856) (123,100) (520,676) (11,330,902)
65,826,096 29,275,446 1,095,368 4,633,414 100,830,325
2,174,346 967,017 36,184 153,047 3,330,594
30.27 30.27 30.27 30.27 30.27
2.52 2.52 2.52 2.52 2.52

Meter Cost per Month

AG Exhibit 2.4

* Includes revenue adjustment factor of 1.0040023933

Source: ComEd Four Residential Classes Allocation, Workpapers to Ex. 11.1, Sch. 2a
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AG Exhibit 2.5
Page 1 of 2

Allocation of Meter Reading Costs Between Single-Family and Multi-Family Residential Customers

Residential average meters read per person per day 506
Total meter reading cost per ECOSS $ 23,114,198
Total residential customers 3,330,594
Average annual meter reading cost per residential customer $ 6.94

AG 4.03(f) Attachment 3 of 3, Visual & Probed Reading Cost
AG Exhibit 2.4, line 3

AG Exhibit 2.4, line 14

line2/line 3

Assume that twice as many meters per person-day can be read in multi-family buildings than in single-family buildings

Total residential customers 3,330,594 /reads per person 506
Single family customers 2,210,530 /1.0= 2,210,530
Multi family customers 1,120,064 /2.0= 560,032
Total residential customers 3,330,594 2,770,562
. . 2,770,562
Average single family reads per person per day —_—
6,582
Average multi family reads per person per day = 420.93
Check:
Single family customers 2,210,530 /reads per person 420.93
Multi family customers 1,120,064 /reads per person 841.86
Total residential customers 3,330,594 506.02

Percent of total person days:
Single family 79.79% line 11/ line 13
Multi family 20.21% line 12 / line 13

= 6,582 person days

= 420.93

2 841.86

5,251.54 person days
= 1,330.46 person days

6,582.00 person days
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AG Exhibit 2.5
Page 2 of 2

Therefore, meter reading costs should be allocated as follows:

Single family $18,442,819 line 2 x line 14
Multi family 4,671,379 line 2 x line 15
Total residential $23,114,198

Allocation within single family and multi family classes based on number of customers, as follows:

No. of Customers Meter Reading Costs
w/o heat w/ heat total w/o heat w/ heat total
Single 2,174,346 36,184 2,210,530 $ 18,140,930 $ 301,889 $ 18,442,819

Multi 967,017 153,047 1,120,064 $ 4,033,076 $ 638,303 $ 4,671,379



Commonwealth Edison Company
lll. C.C. Docket No. 05-0597

Residential Meter Charge Based on Assumed Lower Cost to Read Multi-Family Meters

Meter O&M

Customer Service Supervision
Meter Reading

Customer Records & Collection
Metering Services Uncollectibles

N ook wWwN R

Total O&M Adjusted

8 A&G Expenses

9 Taxes Other than Income
10 Depreciation Expense

11 Return and Income Taxes
12 Revenue Credits

13 Total Metering Rev. Rgmt.*
14 Number of Customers

15 Metering Cost per Customer

16 Meter Cost per Month

AG Exhibit 2.6

Pro-Forma Adjustments to Expenses

* Includes revenue adjustment factor of 1.0040023933
Meter Reading expenses have been reallocated to reflect meter cost allocation on AG Exhibit 2.5
A&G Expenses, Taxes Other than Income, and Revenue Credits have been reallocated based on Total O&M Adjusted

Single family Multi-family Single family Multi-family Total

w/o space heat w/o space heat w/ space heat w/ space heat Residential
3,397,580 1,511,036 56,507 239,184 5,204,307
4,937 2,196 82 347 7,562
18,140,930 4,033,076 301,889 638,303 23,114,198
3,515,780 1,563,605 58,507 247,467 5,385,359
1,033,305 459,551 17,195 72,732 1,582,784
(2,860,896) (1,272,353) (47,605) (201,376) (4,382,230)
23,231,635 6,297,111 386,576 996,658 30,911,981
28,642,316 7,763,717 476,610 1,228,781 38,111,425
1,812,582 491,314 30,161 77,761 2,411,819
8,671,901 3,856,735 144,312 610,394 13,283,342
17,653,262 7,851,099 293,774 1,242,571 27,040,706
(8,515,643) (2,308,230) (141,701) (365,329) (11,330,902)
71,782,209 24,047,610 1,194,493 3,806,009 100,830,321
2,174,346 967,017 36,184 153,047 3,330,594
33.01 24.87 33.01 24.87 30.27
2.75 2.07 2.75 2.07 2.52
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Calculation of Distribution Charge for Residential Heating and Non-Heating Customers

Heating Customers

AG Exhibit 2.7

Non-Heating Customers

Single Family  Multi-Family Total Single Family Multi-Family Total

High Voltage ESS $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

High Voltage Dist. Substations 1,636,131 3,233,222 4,869,353 100,603,084 18,474,846 119,077,930
High Voltage Dist. Lines 234,684 463,767 698,451 14,430,318 2,649,997 17,080,315
Distribution Substations 1,335,633 2,719,366 4,054,999 30,554,034 6,042,574 36,596,607
Distribution Lines 12,029,545 24,492,316 36,521,861 275,188,765 54,423,204 329,611,969
Line Transformers 1,279,110 2,604,284 3,883,394 29,261,005 5,786,856 35,047,861
Uncollectible Accounts (Distribution) 265,698 563,818 829,517 7,489,098 1,569,583 9,058,681
Revenue-Related (Distribution) (256,581) (547,987) (804,567) (7,341,682) (1,552,154) (8,893,836)
lllinois Electricity Distribution Tax 1,044,371 2,133,074 3,177,445 24,602,958 4,990,207 29,593,165

Total $ 17,568,591 $ 35,661,862 $ 53,230,453 $ 474,787,580 $ 92,385,113
KWH Sales at Distribution 879,450,693 1,796,233,291  2,675,683,984 20,717,819,609 4,202,185,978
Initial Calculation of Charge per KWH $ 0.01989
Revenue Resulting from Initial Charge $ 53,219,354

Calculation to Adjust Initial Charge to Match ComEd Distribution Revenues Under Proposed Rates

ComEd Distribution Revenue $603,517,731

Revenue from Line 13 $620,398,681

Factor to Adjust Rates 0.97279

Final Calculation of Charge per KWH $ 0.01935
Sources:

ComEd Four Residential Classes Allocation, Workpapers to Ex. 11.1, Sch. 2a, p. 13, lines 191-198, 214, 231
ComEd Distribution Revenue from Section 285.5105, Sch. E-5(a), p. 6

$ 567,172,693

24,920,005,587

$ 0.02276

$ 567,179,327

$ 0.02214
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Customer Charge
Meter Charge
Distribution Charge

Total

Customer Charge
Meter Charge
Distribution Charge

Total

Customer Charge
Meter Charge
Distribution Charge

AG Exhibit 2.8
Page 1 of 2
Residential Proof of Revenues Under ComEd's Proposed Revenue Requirement
Single Family No Heat
Billing Units ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
26,092,154 $ 713 $ 186,037,058 $ 775 $ 202,214,194
26,092,154 $ 2.52 65,752,228 $ 2.75 71,753,424
20,717,819,609 $ 0.02187 453,098,715 $ 0.02214 458,692,526
$ 704,888,001 $ 732,660,144
Multi Family No Heat
Billing Units ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
11,604,204 $ 713 $ 82,737,975 $ 591 $ 68,580,846
11,604,204 $ 2.52 29,242,594 $ 2.07 24,020,702
4,202,185,978 $ 0.02187 91,901,807 $ 0.02214 93,036,398
$ 203,882,376 $ 185,637,946
Single Family With Heat
Billing Units ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
434,212 $ 713 % 3,095,932 $ 775 % 3,365,143
434,212 $ 2.52 1,094,214 $ 2.75 1,194,083
879,450,693 $ 0.02187 19,233,587 $ 0.01935 17,017,371
$ 23,423,733 $ 21,576,597

Total



Customer Charge
Meter Charge
Distribution Charge

Total

Customer Charge
Meter Charge
Distribution Charge

Total
AG target revenue
Difference

Percent difference

Sources:

AG Exhibit 2.8
Page 2 of 2

Billing Units and ComEd Proposed Rates from Section 285.5105, Sch. E-5(a)
AG Proposed Rates from AG Exhibits 2.3, 2.6, and 2.7

Multi Family With Heat
Billing Units ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
1,836,565 $ 713 $ 13,094,708 $ 591 $ 10,854,099
1,836,565 $ 2.52 4,628,144 $ 2.07 3,801,690
1,796,233,291 $ 0.02187 39,283,622 $ 0.01935 34,757,114
$ 57,006,474 $ 49,412,903
Residential Class Total
ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Revenue Revenue
39,967,135 $ 284,965,673 $ 285,014,282
39,967,135 100,717,180 100,769,899
27,595,689,571 603,517,731 603,503,409
$ 989,200,584 $ 989,287,590
$ 989,200,584
$ 87,006
0.0088%
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Impact Analysis on Residential Customers Taking Bundled Service

Using AG's Rate Design Proposal
Assuming Wholesale Electricity Prices of $50 and $60 per MWH, Both with Mitigation

Wholesale Price of $50/MWH

AG Exhibit 2.9

Wholesale Price of $60/MWH

Percent Cumulative Percent Cumulative
Bill Increase Bills of Bills Percent Bills of Bills Percent

0% to 5% 5,855,106 14.6% 14.6% 1,287,396 3.2% 3.2%
5% to 10% 21,061,282 52.7% 67.3% 501,173 1.3% 4.5%
10% to 15% 6,497,162 16.3% 83.6% 308,236 0.8% 5.2%
15% to 20% 1,900,633 4.8% 88.4% 10,628,522 26.6% 31.8%
20% to 25% 1,727,495 4.3% 92.7% 17,032,774 42.6% 74.5%
25% to 30% - 0.0% 92.7% 4,442,322 11.1% 85.6%
30% to 35% 1,640,187 4.1% 96.8% 1,419,788 3.6% 89.1%
35% to 40% 41,109 0.1% 96.9% 1,938,036 4.8% 94.0%
40% to 45% - 0.0% 96.9% 1,164,727 2.9% 96.9%
45% to 50% 678,939 1.7% 98.6% - 0.0% 96.9%
50% to 55% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 96.9%
55% to 60% - 0.0% 98.6% 678,939 1.7% 98.6%
60% to 65% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
65% to 70% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
70% to 75% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
75% to 80% - 0.0% 98.6% - 0.0% 98.6%
80% to 85% 33,151 0.1% 98.7% 33,151 0.1% 98.7%
85% to 90% - 0.0% 98.7% - 0.0% 98.7%
90% to 95% 532,424 1.3% 100.0% - 0.0% 98.7%
95% to 100% - 0.0% 100.0% 532,424 1.3% 100.0%
100% to 105% - 0.0% 100.0% - 0.0% 100.0%
105% to 110% - 0.0% 100.0% - 0.0% 100.0%
110% to 115% - 0.0% 100.0% - 0.0% 100.0%
115% to 120% - 0.0% 100.0% - 0.0% 100.0%
120% to 125% - 0.0% 100.0% - 0.0% 100.0%
125% to 130% - 0.0% 100.0% - 0.0% 100.0%
Total 39,967,488 39,967,488
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AG Exhibit 2.10

Comparison of Impact of ComEd and AG Residential Bill Impacts Under ComEd's Revenue Requirement

Assuming Wholesale Electricity Price of $60 per MWH, Both with Mitigation

Percent of Residential Bills
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Calculation of Residential Portion of Revenue Requirement Discussed by AG Witness Effron

1 Present rates total revenue $ 1,577,686,072 Section 285.5105, Sch. E-5(a), p. 5
2 ComkEd proposed rates total revenue $ 1,895,546,000 Section 285.5105, Sch. E-5(a), p. 9
3 ComkEd proposed rate increase $ 317,859,928 Line 2 - line 1

4  Present rates residential revenue $ 853,471,229 Section 285.5105, Sch. E-5(a), p. 1
5 ComkEd proposed rates residential revenue $ 989,200,584 Section 285.5105, Sch. E-5(a), p. 6
6 ComkEd proposed residential rate increase $ 135,729,355 Line 5 - line 4

7 Percent of rate increase from residential class 42.70% Line 6/ line 3

8 Percent increase in residential revenue 15.90% Line 6/ line 4

9 lllustrative rate change $ (116,527,000) AG Exhibit 1.0

10 Percent of illustrative rate change from residential class 42.70% Line 7

11 lllustrative change in residential revenue $ (49,757,029) Line 9 x line 10

12 Percent increase in residential revenue -5.83% Line 11/ line 4

13 Multiplier to develop illustrative proposed rates 0.81251 (1+line 12) / (1+line 8)

14 Target residential revenue $ 803,714,200 Line 4 + line 11
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Residential Proof of Revenues Under Revenue Requirement Discussed by AG Witness Effron
Single Family No Heat
Billing Units ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
Customer Charge 26,092,154 $ 713 $ 186,037,058 $ 6.30 $ 164,380,570
Meter Charge 26,092,154 $ 2,52 65,752,228 $ 2.23 58,185,503
Distribution Charge 20,717,819,609 $ 0.02187 453,098,715 $ 0.01799 372,713,575
Total $ 704,888,001 $ 595,279,648
Multi Family No Heat
Billing Units ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
Customer Charge 11,604,204 $ 713 % 82,737,975 $ 480 $ 55,700,179
Meter Charge 11,604,204 $ 2,52 29,242,594 $ 1.68 19,495,063
Distribution Charge 4,202,185,978 $ 0.02187 91,901,807 $ 0.01799 75,597,326
Total $ 203,882,376 $ 150,792,568
Single Family With Heat
Billing Units ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
Customer Charge 434,212 $ 713 % 3,095,932 $ 6.30 $ 2,735,536
Meter Charge 434,212 $ 2,52 1,094,214 $ 2.23 968,293
Distribution Charge 879,450,693 $ 0.02187 19,233,587 $ 0.01572 13,824,965

Total

$ 23,423,733

$ 17,528,794



Customer Charge
Meter Charge
Distribution Charge

Total

Customer Charge
Meter Charge
Distribution Charge

Total
AG target revenue
Difference

Percent difference

Sources:

AG Exhibit 2.12

Page 2 of 2
Multi Family With Heat
Billing Units ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
1,836,565 $ 713 $ 13,094,708 $ 480 $ 8,815,512
1,836,565 $ 2.52 4,628,144 $ 1.68 3,085,429
1,796,233,291 $ 0.02187 39,283,622 $ 0.01572 28,236,787
$ 57,006,474 $ 40,137,728
Residential Class Total
ComEd Proposed AG Proposed
Revenue Revenue
39,967,135 $ 284,965,673 $ 231,631,797
39,967,135 100,717,180 81,734,288
27,595,689,571 603,517,731 490,372,653
$ 989,200,584 $ 803,738,738

Billing Units and ComEd Proposed Rates from Section 285.5105, Sch. E-5(a)
AG Proposed Rates from AG Exhibits 2.3, 2.6, and 2.7 multiplied by multiplier on AG Exhibit 2.11, line 13

$ 803,714,200
$ 24,538
0.0031%
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