I FERC Form 1 A&G Benchmarking

» Peer Groups and Summary Results

» 2000 to 2006 ComEd A&G Benchmarking Summary

» 2006 ComEd A&G Benchmarking Detailed View
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Customer Peer Group A&G (2006)

Total A&G per Customer

Duke Energy Carolinas
Detroit Edison

AmerenUE

Progress Energy Carolinas
Alabama Power

Niagara M ohawk Power
Southern California Edison
Wisconsin Electric Power
Georgia Power

San Diego Gas & Electric
Virginia Electric & Power
Arizona Public Service
Pacific Gas & Electric
PacifiCorp

Connecticut Light & Power
Baltimore Gas & Electric
Northern States Power (M N)
Public Service of Colorado
Consolidated Edison of NY
Progress Energy Florida
Public Service Electric & Gas
Massachusetts Electric
Commonwealth Edison
PECO Energy

Florida Power & Light
Consumers Energy
CenterPoint - Houston Electric
PPL Electric Utilities

Puget Sound Energy

Ohio Edison

Jersey Central Power & Light
TXU Electric Delivery

MTQ BTQ Avg.
76.2 99.9 136.2

Detroit Edison

M assachusetts Electric
Southern California Edison
Pacific Gas & Electric
Consolidated Edison of NY
Duke Energy Carolinas
Connecticut Light & Power
Wisconsin Electric Power
AmerenUE

Progress Energy Carolinas
Public Service of Colorado
Arizona Public Service
Public Service Electric & Gas
Baltimore Gas & Electric
Alabama Power

Progress Energy Florida
Virginia Electric & Power
Northern States Power (M N)
PacifiCorp

Consumers Energy

Georgia Power
Commonwealth Edison
Florida Power & Light

PECO Energy

Puget Sound Energy

PPL Electric Utilities

Ohio Edison

Jersey Central Power & Light
CenterPoint - Houston Electric

TXU Electric Delivery

MTQ BTQ
2.84 4.24

Total A&G per MWh

10.27

Avg.
551

Baltimore Gas & Electric
Detroit Edison

Connecticut Light & Power
Niagara M ohawk Power
Massachusetts Electric
Public Service Electric & Gas
PECO Energy

Southern California Edison
San Diego Gas & Electric
Ohio Edison

Wisconsin Electric Power
Duke Energy Carolinas
Consolidated Edisonof NY
Pacific Gas & Electric
Commonwealth Edison
Public Service of Colorado
PPL Electric Utilities
AmerenUE

Consumers Energy
Progress Energy Florida
Progress Energy Carolinas
Northern States Power (M N)
Virginia Electric & Power
CenterPoint - Houston Electric
Florida Power & Light
Georgia Power

Alabama Power

PacifiCorp

Jersey Central Power & Light
TXU Electric Delivery
Arizona Public Service

Puget Sound Energy

Total A&G per Gross Plant

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.015 0.018 0.024

Baltimore Gas & Electric
Southern California Edison
Detroit Edison

San Diego Gas & Electric
Pacific Gas & Electric

Public Service Electric & Gas
Ohio Edison

Connecticut Light & Power
PECO Energy

M assachusetts Electric
Niagara M ohawk Power
Wisconsin Electric Power
Duke Energy Carolinas
Commonwealth Edison

PPL Electric Utilities
Progress Energy Carolinas
Consumers Energy

Northern States Power (M N)
Public Service of Colorado
Progress Energy Florida
AmerenUE

Consolidated Edison of NY
Florida Power & Light
Virginia Electric & Power
Georgia Power

Alabama Power

CenterPoint - Houston Electric
PacifiCorp

Jersey Central Power & Light
Arizona Public Service
Puget Sound Energy

TXU Electric Delivery

0.06
0.063

0.061

0.061

0.058

0.049
0.049
0.049
0.048
0.047
0.046
0.045
0.045
0.041
q.036
4.036
0.036
|
0,035
1
0,035
oloss
|
01034
|
0,034
0.932
0.081
1
,0.029
!).02:7
00251
[
00024,
ob24!
[
10022 1
L
poRL
|
bapr |
1 |
MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.024 0.030 0.039

Total A&G per Net Plant

6
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Customer Peer Group A&G w/o P&B (2006)

Total A&G less P&B
per Customer

Duke Energy Carolinas

Alabama Power 157.6

PacifiCorp 1447
San Diego Gas & Electric
AmerenUE

Southern California Edison
Progress Energy Carolinas
Connecticut Light & Power
Georgia Power

Wisconsin Electric Power
Detroit Edison

Niagara M ohawk Power
Northern States Power (M N)
Baltimore Gas & Electric
Pacific Gas & Electric
Florida Power & Light
Consolidated Edisonof NY
Progress Energy Florida

Virginia Electric & Power

PPL Electric Utilities 8e.1
Commonwealth Edison Si.o
Arizona Public Service 77:0

PECO Energy 7615

M assachusetts Electric 72.#

Public Service of Colorado 70.8
CenterPoint - Houston Electric 62.5:
Ohio Edison (%11 :

53.0

1
54.0
1

Public Service Electric & Gas 1
|
|
|

i
|
|
|
|

Puget Sound Energy

Jersey Central Power & Light : 521
TXU Electric Delivery 429
11
Consumers Energy 40.2

I
MTQ BTQ Avg.
547 716 96.1

Note: P & B = Pensions and Benefits

175.7

Total A&G less P&B
per MWh

Niagara M ohawk Power
Southern California Edison
Massachusetts Electric
Consolidated Edison of NY
Connecticut Light & Power
Pacific Gas & Electric

Duke Energy Carolinas
Detroit Edison

PacifiCorp

Wisconsin Electric Power
AmerenUE

Progress Energy Carolinas
Alabama Power

Florida Power & Light
Progress Energy Florida
Baltimore Gas & Electric
Northern States Power (M N)
Public Service of Colorado
Commonwealth Edison
Georgia Power

PECO Energy

PPL Electric Utilities
Arizona Public Service
Virginia Electric & Power
Puget Sound Energy

Public Service Electric & Gas
Jersey Central Power & Light
Ohio Edison

Consumers Energy
CenterPoint - Houston Electric

TXU Electric Delivery

MTQ BTQ Avg.
254 275 3.97

7.36

Connecticut Light & Power
Baltimore Gas & Electric
Ohio Edison

San Diego Gas & Electric
PECO Energy

Southern California Edison
PPL Electric Utilities

M assachusetts Electric
Niagara M ohawk Power
Consolidated Edison of NY
Commonwealth Edison
Duke Energy Carolinas
Wisconsin Electric Power
Detroit Edison

Public Service Electric & Gas
Pacific Gas & Electric
Florida Power & Light
PacifiCorp

Progress Energy Florida
Northern States Power (M N)
Public Service of Colorado
Jersey Central Power & Light
Alabama Power

AmerenUE

CenterPoint - Houston Electric
Georgia Power

Progress Energy Carolinas
TXU Electric Delivery

Puget Sound Energy
Virginia Electric & Power
Consumers Energy

Arizona Public Service

Total A&G less P&B
per Gross Plant

0.030

0.028
0.028
0.027

MTQ
0.011 0.013 0.017

BTQ Avg.

San Diego Gas & Electric
Baltimore Gas & Electric
Southern California Edison
Ohio Edison

Connecticut Light & Power
PPL Electric Utilities

Pacific Gas & Electric

PECO Energy
Massachusetts Electric
Commonwealth Edison
Duke Energy Carolinas
Florida Power & Light
Wisconsin Electric Power
Detroit Edison

Niagara M ohawk Power
Progress Energy Florida
Northern States Power (M N)
Consolidated Edison of NY
Public Service Electric & Gas
PacifiCorp

Progress Energy Carolinas
Jersey Central Power & Light
AmerenUE

Alabama Power

Georgia Power

Public Service of Colorado
CenterPoint - Houston Electric
Virginia Electric & Power
TXU Electric Delivery

Puget Sound Energy
Consumers Energy

Arizona Public Service

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.018 0.021 0.028

Total A&G less P&B
per Net Plant
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Customer (T&D) Peer Group A&G (2006)

Total A&G per Customer Total A&G per MWh Total A&G per Gross Plant

Niagara Niagara i
Connecticut
Mohaw k 180 Mohaw k 12.3 Light & Pow er 0.035
Pow er Pow er
Southern Niagara
California 179  Massachusetts 068 Mohaw k 0.034
Edison Electric ’ Pow er
San Diego Gas Massachusetts
9o 167 Southern : 0.033
& Hectric California 9.65 Hectric
Edison
Pacific Gas & Sogther.n
. 150 . California 0.032
Blectric Pacific Gas & .
. Edison
Electric
Connecticut San Diego Gas
Light & Po & Blectri 0.032
9 wer Consolidated ectric
. Edison of NY .
Consolidated Consolidated
. . 0.026
Edison of NY . Edison of NY
Connecticut
Massachusetts Light & Pow er Pacific Gas &
] . 0.026
Hectric Hectric
Commonw ealth
Commonw ealth Edison Commonw ealth 10.025
Edison Edison '
CenterPoint - Puget Sound CenterPoint -
Houston Energy I Houston
; I 1 )
Electric CenterPoint - ¥ | Electric
Puget Sound Houston 2.27 1 TXU Hectric
Energy i Hectric L Delivery
I | 1
TXU Electric % TXU Hectric 10 | Puget Sound
Delivery | Delivery o Energy
|
! S
MTQ BTQ  Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg.
705 91.4 125.1 227 332 705 0.014 0.020 0.026

Total A&G per Net Plant

Southern
California
Edison

San Diego Gas
& Electric

Pacific Gas &
Hectric

Connecticut
Light & Pow er

Massachusetts
Electric

Niagara
Mohaw k
Pow er
Commonw ealth
Edison

Consolidated
Edison of NY

CenterPoint -
Houston
Electric

Puget Sound
Energy

TXU Hectric
Delivery

0.0€
0.06:
0.058
0.049
0.047
0.046
BTQ Avg.
0.027 0.042
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Customer (T&D) Peer Group A&G w/o P&B (2006)

Total A&G less P&B
per Customer

Total A&G less P&B
per MWh

Niagara
Mohaw k

San Diego Gas

140.4 7.36

& Hlectric
Pow er
g;gfther.n 1324 Southern
: -ornla ' California 7.13
Edison .
Edison
Connecticut 1221
Light & Pow er . Massachusetts 6.61
] Bectric '
Niagara
Mohaw k 107.6 )
Pow er Consolidated 6.38
1 Edison of NY '
Pacific Gas &
Blectric Connecticut 6.16
i ! Light & Pow er '
Consolidated
Edison of NY .
1 Pacific Gas &
! Hectric 513
Commonw ealth él 0 ec
Edison - :
1 Commonw ealth |
1 . 3.34
Massachusetts Edison 0
. 7.3
Blectric | :
CenterPoint - : Puget Sound 263
Houston 2.I Energy -
Blectric : CenterPoint - Vo
Puget Sound o Houston 1.64
Energy e Electric e
1 1 1 |
TXU Hectric : : TXU Electric :1:21:
Delivery (i | Delivery [
L | | 1 |
1 | 1 |
MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg.
55.1 65.0 91.9 1.64 263 4.98

Note: P & B = Pensions and Benefits

Total A&G less P&B
per Gross Plant

Connecticut
Light & Pow er

San Diego Gas
& Hectric

Southern
Callifornia
Edison

Massachusetts
Electric

Niagara
Mohaw k
Pow er

Consolidated
Edison of NY

Commonw ealth
Edison

Pacific Gas &
Electric

CenterPoint -
Houston
Hectric

TXU Hectric
Delivery

Puget Sound
Energy

MTQ
0.011

0.

0.024

0.02

BTQ
0.014 0.019

Avg.

Total A&G less P&B
per Net Plant

San Diego Gas

0.030 & HElectric

0.051

Southern
Callifornia
Edison

027 0.047

Connecticut

Light & Pow er 0.042

Pacific Gas &
3 . 0.037
Blectric

Massachusetts
Hectric

Commonw ealth
Edison

Niagara
Mohaw k
Pow er

Consolidated
Edison of NY

CenterPoint -
Houston
Electric

e--
o
=
o

TXU HEectric
Delivery '

Puget Sound

Energy ’

o o
= =
e = = -

R o T N e

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.017 0.020 0.031
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Regional Peer Group A&G (2006)

Total A&G per Customer

Otter Tail Power Co

Kansas City Power & Light Co
Upper Peninsula Power Co
Detroit Edison Co (The)
Aquilalinc

Madison Gas & Electric Co 21

Indiana Michigan Power Co 209

AmerenUE 208

Indianapolis Power & Light 201

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric
194

Co
Northern Indiana Public Service

Co 188

Wisconsin Power & Light Co 181
Wisconsin Public Service Corp 179
Interstate Power & Light Co w7
Wisconsin Electric Power Co I 171
1
Louisville Gas & Electric Co 1165
|
Empire District Electric Co "
164
(The)
AmerenCILCO
Kentucky Power Co
Kentucky Utilities Co ;
Northern States Power Co 1
(Minnesota) 1
Northern States Power Co 1
(Wisconsin) ]'17 1
AmerenlP ]:Ii} :
. | |
Commonwealth Edison Co I10:{ |
L |
AmerenCIPS 1103
[ |
Consumers Energy Co 04,
LI |
MTQ BTQ Avg.
116.8 138.57 177.4

224

223

261 Detroit Edison Co (The)

258 Duke Energy Indiana

250 Aquilalnc

Madison Gas & Electric Co
Kansas City Power & Light Co
Otter Tail Power Co

Wisconsin Power & Light Co
Wisconsin Public Service Corp
Wisconsin Electric Power Co
AmerenUE

Indiana M ichigan Power Co
Indianapolis Power & Light
Allete Inc

Interstate Power & Light Co
Empire District Electric Co (The)
Louisville Gas & Electric Co
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Co

Northern Indiana Public Service Co
Northern States Power Co
(Wisconsin)

AmerenCILCO

Northern States Power Co
(Minnesota)

Consumers Energy Co
Commonwealth Edison Co
Kentucky Utilities Co
AmerenlP

Kentucky Power Co

AmerenCIPS

Total A&G per MWh

761

MTQ BTQ Avg.
3.99 472 6.22

9.52

9.00

8.87

8.62

8.41

Total A&G
per Gross Plant

Total A&G

per Net Plant

AmerenCILCO

10.27M adison Gas & Electric Co 0.043
Madison Gas & Electric Co
Aquilalnc 0.039
. . Aquilalnc
Detroit Edison Co (The) 0.036
Otter Tail Power Co
Otter Tail Power Co 0.035
Allete Inc
Wisconsin Power & Light Co 0.035
. Detroit Edison Co (The)
Duke Energy Indiana 0.035
Wisconsin Power & Light Co
Wisconsin Public Service Corp 0.034
Wisconsin Public Service Corp
Allete Inc 0.034
Duke Energy Indiana
AmerenCILCO 0.033

Wisconsin Electric Power Co
AmerenlP

Commonwealth Edison Co
Indianapolis Power & Light
AmerenCIPS

Interstate Power & Light Co

Kansas City Power & Light Co
Northern States Power Co
(Wisconsin)

AmerenUE

Indiana M ichigan Power Co
Consumers Energy Co
Louisville Gas & Electric Co

Empire District Electric Co (The)
Northern States Power Co
(Minnesota)
Kentucky Utilities Co
Northern Indiana Public Service
Co

Kentucky Power Co

Southern Indiana G&E Co

MTQ

BTQ
0.018 0.020 0.026

Avg.

Indianapolis Power & Light
AmerenCIPS

Wisconsin Electric Power Co
Indiana M ichigan Power Co
Kansas City Power & Light Co

Interstate Power & Light Co
Northern States Power Co
(Wisconsin)

Commonwealth Edison Co

AmerenlP

Northern Indiana Public Service
Co

Consumers Energy Co

Louisville Gas & Electric Co
Northern States Power Co
(Minnesota)

AmerenUE
Kentucky Utilities Co

Empire District Electric Co (The)
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric
Co

Kentucky Power Co

0.076

0.070

0.070

0.065

0.065

mn o
|
MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.032 0.035 0.047
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Regional Peer Group A&G w/o P&B (2006)

Total A&G less P&B
per Gross Plant

Total A&G less P&B
per Net Plant

Total A&G less P&B
per MWh

Total A&G less P&B
per Customer

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Allete Inc 0.033 AmerenCILCO

Co 193.2 Otter Tail Power Co 7.33
Kansas City Power & Light Co 1750 Duke Energy Indiana 6.99 Otter Tail Power Co 0.031 Otter Tail Power Co
Madison Gas & Electric Co 0.028 :
. - Allete Inc Aquilalnc
Indiana Michigan Power Co 154.9

Aquilalnc

AmerenUE 135.0

Madison Gas & Electric Co 135.0

Northern Indiana Public Service
Co

126.8
Interstate Power & Light Co
Indianapolis Power & Light
Kentucky Power Co
Wisconsin Power & Light Co
Wisconsin Electric Power Co

Detroit Edison Co (The)

1443

Kansas City Power & Light Co
Aquilalnc
Madison Gas & Electric Co

Upper Peninsula Power Co

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric
Co

Detroit Edison Co (The)
Wisconsin Power & Light Co
Indiana M ichigan Power Co
Wisconsin Electric Power Co
AmerenUE

Interstate Power & Light Co

Indianapolis Power & Light

0.026

Duke Energy Indiana
Aquilalinc 0.025
AmerenCILCO 0.025
AmerenlP 0.024
Wisconsin Power & Light Co 0.023
Upper Peninsula Power Co
Commonwealth Edison Co
AmerenCIPS

Wisconsin Electric Power Co

Northern States Power Co
(Wisconsin)

Detroit Edison Co (The)

Interstate Power & Light Co

Madison Gas & Electric Co
Duke Energy Indiana
AmerenCIPS

Wisconsin Power & Light Co
Upper Peninsula Power Co
AmerenlP

Commonwealth Edison Co
Northern States Power Co
(Wisconsin)

Indiana Michigan Power Co
Indianapolis Power & Light
Wisconsin Electric Power Co

Detroit Edison Co (The)

AmerenCILCO 1071 Northern States Power Co Kansas City Power & Light Co
(Wisconsin) i i Interstate Power & Light Co
Louisville Gas & Electric Co Southern Indiana Gas & Electric 9
AmerenCILCO Co

AmerenlP

Northern States Power Co
(Minnesota)

Northern States Power Co
(Minnesota)
Louisville Gas & Electric Co

Indiana Michigan Power Co

Wisconsin Public Service Corp

Kansas City Power & Light Co
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric

Co
Northern States Power Co

Empire District Electric Co Northern Indiana Public Service Indianapolis Power & Light Minnesota)
(The) Co Northern Indiana Public Service
Northern States Power Co Commonwealth Edison Co Kentucky Power Co Co
(Wisconsin) Northern States Power Co Wisconsin Public Service Corp

Kentucky Utilities Co

Upper Peninsula Power Co
Commonwealth Edison Co
Wisconsin Public Service Corp
AmerenCIPS

Consumers Energy Co

MTQ BTQ Avg.
81.2 905 112.9

AmerenlP

Empire District Electric Co (The)
Wisconsin Public Service Corp
Kentucky Power Co
AmerenCIPS

Kentucky Utilities Co

Consumers Energy Co

Note: P & B = Pensions and Benefits

MTQ BTQ Avg.

291

3.33 4.29

(Minnesota)
AmerenUE

Louisville Gas & Electric Co
Northern Indiana Public Service
Co

Kentucky Utilities Co

Empire District Electric Co (The)

0lood
L |

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0012 0014 0.018

Consumers Energy Co

AmerenUE
Louisville Gas & Electric Co
Kentucky Power Co

Kentucky Utilities Co
Empire District Electric Co
(The)

Consumers Energy Co

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.021 0.026 0.032
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Holding Company Peer Group A&G (2006)

Total A&G per Customer

Great Plains Energy
Entergy

Black Hills

SCANA

Southern Co
NiSource

Ameren

Alliant Energy

PNM Resources
American Electric Power
Progress Energy
Northeast Utilities
Dominion Resources
National Grid

EOn

Xcel Energy

Energy East
Allegheny Energy
Unitil

Pepco Holdings
Commonwealth Edison
CenterPoint Energy

FirstEnergy

Total A&G per MWh

2575 Energy East 945 Northeast Utilties
2395 Black Hills 945 Energy East
2337  Great Plains Energy 862

PNM Resources

Northeast Utilities .
Alliant Energy

PNM Resources
Black Hills

Alliant Ener
o Allegheny Energy

Unitil
CenterPoint Energy

Entergy
Commonwealth Edison

Ameren

Great Plains Energy
Progress Energy
Ameren
SCANA
Pepco Holdings
Southern Co
Entergy
NiSource

Xcel Energy
Xcel Energy

. ) Progress Energy
American Electric Power

- Southern Co
Dominion Resources

EOn EOn

Commonwealth Edison Dominion Resources

Allegheny Energy FirstEnergy

NiSource

13.34
L}

Pepco Holdings

FirstEnergy American Electric Power

SCANA

1
1
1
CenterPoint Energy 1
1

MTQ BTQ Avg.
108.2 119.2 158.7

MTQ BTQ Avg.
4.00 4.69 5.80

Total A&G per Gross Plant

Total A&G per Net Plant

0.038

Energy East 0.068

0.037 Unitil 0.067

National Grid 0.066

Northeast Utilities 0.056

PNM Resources 0.052

Alliant Energy 0.049

Allegheny Energy 0.047
1

CenterPoint Energy 0.043

Great Plains Energy 0.043

1
Black Hills 10.041
1
10.041
1
0.039
1

Commonwealth Edison
NiSource
Ameren 0:.038

1
037

Entergy
Xcel Energy O.Q:)36
Progress Energy O.OIBS
Pepco Holdings 0.0?5
EOn 10083

I 1
Q.03%
[ I
0.031

1 1

Dominion Resources
Southern Co
FirstEnergy :0:.030:

1 1
szgl
o
0025
[ |

U |

American Electric Power

SCANA

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.017 0.018 0.023

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.031 0.034 0.042
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Holding Company Peer Group A&G w/o P&B (2006)

Total A&G less P&B
per Customer
L |

Total A&G less P&B
per MWh
11 |

Total A&G less P&B
per Gross Plant
] 1

Total A&G less P&B
per Net Plant
I 1

Black Hills 206.0 Black Hills 8.33 Energy East

Great Plains Energy 175.0 National Grid 7.27 Unitil

SCANA 149.5 Northeast Utilities Northeast Utilities

Southern Co 143.1 National Grid

PNM Resources

Entergy 140.3 PNM Resources

Great Plains Energy

PNM Resources 139.9 Black Hills

Unitil

Ameren Allegheny Energy

Alliant Energy

American Electric Power Commonwealth Edison

SCANA

NiSource Alliant Energy

Ameren
Northeast Utilities CenterPoint Energy

Progress Energy

Alliant Energy FirstEnergy
Southern Co

Energy East Great Plains Energy
American Electric Power

Progress Energy Ameren
Entergy

National Grid Xcel Energy
Xcel Energy

EOn Southern Co
NiSource

Xcel Energy American Electric Power

. Commonwealth Edison
Dominion Resources Progress Energy

Allegheny Energy

Allegheny Energy Pepco Holdings

EOn

Unitil SCANA
Commonwealth Edison Dominion Resources Entergy
Pepco Holdings FirstEnergy NiSource
CenterPoint Energy :62:5 i Pepco Holdings EOn
FirstEnergy #7:2 : CenterPoint Energy Dominion Resources

MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg.

74.8 88.7 1147 252 310 423 0.012 0.013 0.018

Note: P & B = Pensions and Benefits

0.037 Unitil

0.032 Northeast Utilities

PNM Resources
National Grid

Black Hills

Allegheny Energy
Alliant Energy
Commonwealth Edison
CenterPoint Energy
Great Plains Energy
FirstEnergy

Ameren

NiSource

Xcel Energy

Progress Energy
Southern Co

American Electric Power
Entergy

Pepco Holdings

EOn

SCANA

Dominion Resources

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.021 0.023 0.030
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Holding Company (T&D) Peer Group A&G (2006)

Total A&G per Customer Total A&G per MWh Total A&G per Gross Plant Total A&G per Net Plant
H D o o
:| 1 [ [ i :
Northeast 154.6 National Grid 11.41 Unitil 0044  EnergyEast 0.068
Utilities

0.042 Unitil 0.067

National Grid - 150.5 Energy East - 9.45 National Grid
|
:
|
Northeast Northeast
Energy East - 1159 Utilities - 8.18 Utilities

Edison

-0.038 National Grid - 0.066
N : I o !
1 e 4 1 E o e !
Iy [ 1 !
| |
Unitil 109.2 Unitil 6.41 Energy East 0.037 Northeast 0.056
: : Utilities
e I I o !
7] :I | 1 | 7] o 1 ] :
| | |
I 1 I !
Pepco Holdings -106.6 Comgj‘i’snxea”h . 27 Com;j?snxea'th -0.026 Comgj‘i’:xea'th . 0.044
) ] )
I I I !
| M 1 1 o i !
o I I T o !
c ith | | [ 1 :
ommonwea 63.5 Pepco Holdings . 4 Pepco Holdings b.oil Pepco Holdings :O 035

CenterPoint
Energy

CenterPoint
Energy

CenterPoint
Energy

0

o
[y

—_——— e — g —————

-

=

——————eo————
T Tt
e T s bl
L Lk N T ry
_______N______'
ol

|

: .
1 |
'5 CenterPoint '?
| Energy |

: :
| |
| |
| |
| |

MTQ  BTQ Avg. MTQ  BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ  Avg.
99.0  107.2 120.6 325 449 693 0.020 0.025 0.033 0.031 0.040 0.053



Holding Company (T&D) Peer Group A&G w/o P&B (2006)

Total A&G less P&B
per Customer

Northeast 124.0
Utilities
| |
1 | |
1 |
Energy East - 114.0
| |
T I |
National Grid 95.9

Unitil

Commonwealth
Edison

Pepco Holdings

CenterPoint
Energy

MTQ BTQ Avg.
63.6 684 90.3

Note: P & B = Pensions and Benefits

Total A&G less P&B

per MWh

Energy East

National Grid

Northeast
Utilities

Unitil

Commonwealt
h Edison

Pepco
Holdings

I
{0
I
i I I
CenterPoint Fll'M
Energy ]
I
I

MTQ BTQ Avg.
206 293 531

Total A&G less P&B

Energy East

Unitil

Northeast
Utilities

National Grid

Commonwealth
Edison

CenterPoint
Energy

Pepco Holdings

per Gross Plant

o -
o
N
[y

o
[y

B R
o
[y

MTQ BTQ
0.013 0.016

Avg.
0.025

Total A&G less P&B

Energy East

Unitil

Northeast
Utilities

National Grid

Commonwealth
Edison

Pepco Holdings

CenterPoint
Energy

per Net Plant

0.067

0.050

0.045

0.042

S - - -
o
w
o

o
1
B

CoCCI-Ce----To-I-C

o
[y

-

FRE e

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.020 0.026 0.041
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Exelon Peer Group A&G (2006)

Total A&G
Total A&G per Customer Total A&G per MWh per Gross Plant
S S ..
Entergy 239.5 Edison International 9.69 Duke Energy 0.044 Duke Energy
Duke Energy 2376 PG&E 9.3 National Grid 0.042 National Grid

Southern Co Consolidated Edison 868 Northeast Utilities 0.038 Constellation Energy

Ameren 818 Constellation Energy 0.038 Edison International

Northeast Utilities

Edison International Public Service Enterprise PG&E

Duke Energy

American Electric Power Edison International Northeast Utilities

Entergy

Progress Energy Consolidated Edison Public Service Enterprise

Ameren

Northeast Utilities PG&E CenterPoint Energy

Progress Energy
Commonwealth Edison

Dominion Resources Commonwealth Edison

Constellation Energy
Ameren

National Grid CenterPoint Energy

Southern Co

PG&E Ameren Consolidated Edison

Public Service Enterprise

Berkshire Hathaway PPL Entergy

Xcel Energy

Constellation Energy Entergy PPL

American Electric Power

Xcel Energy Pepco Holdings Xcel Energy

Dominion Resources

Consolidated Edison Xcel Energy Pepco Holdings

Berkshire Hathaway

Public Service Enterprise Progress Energy Progress Energy

Commonwealth Edison

Pepco Holdings Southern Co FPL Group
Commonwealth Edison FPLGroup Dominion Resources Southern Co
FPL Group Pepco Holdings FirstEnergy Dominion Resources
CenterPoint Energy PPL American Electric Power FirstEnergy
PPL Exelon FPL Group American Electric Power

Exelon FirstEnergy Exelon Exelon

FirstEnergy CenterPoint Energy Berkshire Hathaway Berkshire Hathaway

XU TXU 15¢ U ™>U
1
1 1
MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ  BTQ Avg.
752 103.1 137.0 259 3.94 522 0.017  0.018 0.025

Total A&G
per Net Plant

0.061
0.058

0.056

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.028 0.031 0.041

0.074

0.066

0.065
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Exelon Peer Group A&G w/o P&B (2006)

Total A&G less P&B
per Customer

Duke Energy 168.5 National Grid

Southern Co Edison International
Entergy Northeast Utilities
Edison International Consolidated Edison
Ameren PG&E
American Electric Power Duke Energy

Northeast Utilities Ameren

Berkshire Hathaway Berkshire Hathaway
Progress Energy Progress Energy
Constellation Energy Southern Co
National Grid FPLGroup
PG&E American Electric Power
Consolidated Edison Entergy
FPL Group Constellation Energy
Xcel Energy Xcel Energy
Dominion Resources Commonwealth Edison

PPL PPL

Commonwealth Edison Dominion Resources

1

Pepco Holdings a4.2 1 Public Service Enterprise Group |
1 1

CenterPoint Energy 6:2.5 : FirstEnergy :

1

FirstEnergy 57:.2 : Pepco Holdings |

1

P ublic Service Enterprise 55:0 : Exelon |

1 I 1

TXU 4#.5 o CenterPoint Energy 1

[ I !

Exelon 431 1 TXU 1

[ I !

| 1

1 1
MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg.
56.6 732 97.8 216 266 391

Note: P & B = Pensions and Benefits

Total A&G less P&B
per MWh

727 Northeast Utilities
75 Duke Energy

6.56 National Grid

P ublic Service Enterprise Group

Constellation Energy
Edison International
PPL

Consolidated Edison
Commonwealth Edison

CenterPoint Energy

FirstEnergy
PG&E 0.016

[
Ameren q.Olﬁ
FPL Group
Southern Co O.dl4
Xcel Energy 0.q|14
Berkshire Hathaway
Progress Energy
American Electric Power
Pepco Holdings
Entergy
Exelon
TXU
Dominion Resources

MTQ  BTQ  Avg.
0.012 0.013 0.018

Total A&G less P&B
per Gross Plant

0.031 Duke Energy
0.031 Northeast Utilities
0.027  Constellation Energy

0.027 Edison International

National Grid

PPL

PG&E

Commonwealth Edison
CenterPoint Energy
FPL Group

FirstEnergy
Consolidated Edison

Ameren

q.Olﬁ P ublic Service Enterprise Group

Xcel Energy

Progress Energy
Southern Co

American Electric Power
Entergy

Berkshire Hathaway
Pepco Holdings
Dominion Resources
Exelon

TXU

:0.021[

1
10024
Iy 1
008
I |
00
I 1
a0 1
1

1

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.020 0.022 0.030

Total A&G less P&B
per Net Plant
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Exelon (T&D) Peer Group A&G (2006)

Total A&G per Customer Total A&G per MWh

Edison 1798  National Grid 11.41

International
Nor.th.east 154.6 Edlsgn 9.69

Utilities International
National Grid 150.5 PG&E 9.13
PG&E 150.5 Consolidated 8.69
Edison

Constellation 1377 Nor_tk_lgast 818

Energy Utilities

Constellation
Energy

Consolidated
Edison

Commonwealth

Pepco Holdings Edison

Commonwealth

Edison Pepco Holdings

CenterPoint
Energy

CenterPoint
Energy

N
N

TXU TXU

e

- S = ——
o

MTQ BTQ Avg.
86.5 106.6 127.3

MTQ BTQ Avg.
227 3.84 6.66

Total A&G
per Gross Plant

National Grid 0.042

Northeast

0.038
Utilities
Constellation 0.038
Energy
Edison 0.031
International
|
|
Consolidated
Edison 0029
:
PG&E D.026
:
|
Commgnwealth p_026
Edison I
1
. |
CenterPoint 0.025
Energy !
I
I
11
Pepco Holdings 0.021
11
11
11
TXU :4
T
11
11

|

|
0.1

|

|

|

|

MTQ  BTQ  Avg.
0.021 0.025 0.029

Total A&G
per Net Plant

National Grid 0.066
Constellation 0.065
Energy
Edison 0.061
International
PG&E 0.058
Northeast
Utilities 0.056
Commgnwealth 044
Edison
CenterPoint 043
Energy |
1
Consolidated !
|
Edison 01037
|
|
Pepco Holdings 10.035

XU

MTQ BTQ  Avg.
0.035 0.037 0.049
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Exelon (T&D) Peer Group A&G w/o P&B (2006)

Total A&G less P&B
per Customer

Edison

. 132.7
International
Nor.tr.u.east 124.0
Utilities

Constellation
Energy

National Grid

PG&E

Consolidated
Edison

Commonwealth
Edison

Pepco Holdings

CenterPoint
Energy

TXU

MTQ
62.5 64.2 89.4

BTQ Avg.

Note: P & B = Pensions and Benefits

Total A&G less P&B
per MWh

National Grid 7.27

Edison

. 7.15
International
Nor.tk_u.aast 6.56
Utilities
Consolidated
. 6.27
Edison
PG&E 5.74

Constellation
Energy

Commonwealth
Edison

Pepco Holdings

CenterPoint
Energy

TXU

MTQ BTQ Avg.
151 231 4.64

Commonwealth

Pepco Holdings

Total A&G less P&B
per Gross Plant

Northeast

Utilities 0031

National Grid 0.027

Constellation

0.027
Energy
Edison 0.023
International

Consolidated
Edison

Edison

CenterPoint
Energy

PG&E

XU

MTQ
0.013

Total A&G less P&B
per Net Plant

Northeast 0.045
Utilities
Constellation 0.045
Energy
Edison 0.045
International
National Grid 0.042
PG&E 0.036
Commgnwealth 0.034
Edison
1
. |
CenterPoint p_031
Energy |
|
Consolidated !
X 0.027
Edison
Pepco Holdings
TXU .
1
1
1
1
1
MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.021 0.027 0.034
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T&D Peer Group A&G (2006)

Total A&G
Total A&G per Customer Total A&G per MWh per Gross Plant

Edison International . 1798 UIL Holdings ] 14.63 Unitil 044
San Diego Gas & Electric 167.1 El Paso Electric nr4 National Grid 0.042

Northeast Utilities 154.6 National Grid n41 Northeast Utilities 0.038

National Grid 1505 Edison International Constellation Energy 0.038

PGEE 505 Energy East Energy East 0.037

PG&E Duquesne Light Holdings 0.036

Duquesne Light Holdings 146.5

Consolidated Edison El Paso Electric

AmerenCILCO 431

Northeast Utilities AmerenCILCO 0.033

DPL 137.8
Unitil San Diego Gas & Electric
Constellation Energy B7.7
Duquesne Light Holdings Edison International
Consolidated Edison

NSTAR NSTAR

Energy East

Constellation Energy Consolidated Edison

3

NSTAR

AmerenCILCO AmerenlP

©
©

AmerenlP

Commonwealth Edison Commonwealth Edison

©
)

Unitil
DPL PG&E

- B =B ~- o

Pepco Holdings 10:6‘6 Pepco Holdings CenterPoint Energy

1
Commonwealth Edison 108.5 AmerenlP : AmerenCIPS
AmerenCIPS Puget Sound Energy Pepco Holdings

CenterPoint Energy AmerenCIPS DPL

Puget Sound Energy CenterPoint Energy TXU

TXU Puget Sound Energy

1
I
I
I
I
I
1
I
I
XU !
I
I

_______-CJ‘I__B__
—_— e = N - - -
n h

MTQ BTQ Avg.
90.5 107.9 124.3 3.27 3.80 6.63 0.018 0.025 0.030

MTQ BTQ Avg. MTQ BTQ Avg.

Constellation Energy
0.035 San Diego Gas & Electric

Edison International

Northeast Utilities

Duquesne Light Holdings

Commonwealth Edison

CenterPoint Energy

Consolidated Edison

Pepco Holdings

Puget Sound Energy

Total A&G
per Net P_Iant

El Paso Electric 0.083

AmerenCILCO 0.076
Energy East 0.068
Unitil 0.067

National Grid 0.066

PG&E

AmerenCIPS

AmerenlP

NSTAR

DPL

TXU

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.032 0.040 0.052
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T&D Peer Group A&G w/o P&B (2006)

Total A&G less P&B

per Customer per MWh

San Diego Gas & Electric uo4 UIL Holdings
Edison International 327 Energy East
Duguesne Light Holdings 73 El Paso Electric
Northeast Utilities 240 National Grid

Edison International
Energy East

Northeast Utilities
AmerenCILCO

Consolidated Edison
DPL
PG&E
AmerenlP
Duquesne Light Holdings
Constellation Energy
Unitil
National Grid
Constellation Energy
PG&E
AmerenCILCO

Consolidated Edison
Commonwealth Edison
Unitil
AmerenlP

Commonwealth Edison
NSTAR

AmerenCIPS DPL

NSTAR Puget Sound Energy

Pepco Holdings AmerenCIPS

™= =

CenterPoint Energy Pepco Holdings

Puget Sound Energy CenterPoint Energy

TXU TXU

=

MTQ BTQ Avg.
238 277 4.88

MTQ BTQ Avg.
629 719 932

Note: P & B = Pensions and Benefits

Total A&G less P&B

Energy East

Unitil

Duquesne Light Holdings

Northeast Utilities

Constellation Energy

San Diego Gas & Electric

National Grid

AmerenCILCO

AmerenlP

El Paso Electric

Edison International

Consolidated Edison

Commonwealth Edison

AmerenCIPS

CenterPoint Energy

NSTAR

PG&E

Pepco Holdings

DPL

XU

Puget Sound Energy

Total A&G less

per Gross Plant

MTQ
0.012

BTQ
0.016

Avg.
0.022

0.032

0.031

0.031

0.037

Total A&G less P&B

Energy East

AmerenCILCO

El Paso Electric

San Diego Gas & Electric

Unitil

Constellation Energy

Northeast Utilities

Duquesne Light Holdings

Edison International

National Grid

AmerenCIPS

PG&E

AmerenlP

Commonwealth Edison

CenterPoint Energy

Consolidated Edison

NSTAR

DPL

Pepco Holdings

XU

Puget Sound Energy

per Net Plant

0.067

0.057

0.055

MTQ BTQ Avg.
0.021 0.026 0.039
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Exhibit 9-3
FERC Form 1 Benchmarking Sensitivity Analysis

The purpose of this exhibit is to provide support for ComEd’s performance in the FERC
Form 1 benchmarking results presented in Section 9 - Relative Cost Performance and
Exhibit 9-2. We performed a sensitivity analysis to determine the change in ComEd

A&G expenses that must occur to cause benchmarking results to change across metrics
(i.e., Customers, MWh Sold, Gross Assets and Net Assets).

Figure 9-9 below illustrates how the sensitivity analysis should be viewed. Figure 9-10
is an example of how the analysis was conducted for the T&D peer group.

Figure 9-9
Interpretation of Sensitivity Analysis
Exelon Peer Group
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Figure 9-10
T&D Peer Group Sensitivity Analysis (with and without Pensions and Benefits)
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Additional peer groups were analyzed, and as presented in Figure 9-11, the amount by
which ComEd A&G would need to change to cause an increase or decrease in quartile
performance is significant in light of 2006 A&G expense of $387 million. For example,
ComEd A&G must increase, on average, $72 million to cause a one quartile decline in
performance across benchmarking metrics. Alternatively, ComEd A&G costs must
decrease, on average, $36 million to cause a one quartile improvement in performance
across benchmarking metrics.

Please refer to the report for the overall conclusions related to the FERC Form 1
benchmarking analysis.



Figure 9-11
Sensitivity Analysis Summary
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Exhibit 9-4
FERC Form 1 Benchmarking Regression Analysis

The purpose of this exhibit is to explain the appropriateness of metrics used for FERC
benchmarking. The metrics considered for benchmarking were Customers, MWh Sold,
Gross Assets and Net Assets. Correlations and multivariate regressions were used to
evaluate these four metrics. Please refer to the report for the overall conclusions related
to the FERC Form 1 benchmarking.

Correlations

The extent to which each metric is correlated with A&G expenses during 2006 was
examined across all five peer groups (T&D, Customer, Regional, Holding Company,
Exelon). High correlation between a given metric and A&G suggest there exists a
relationship.

As presented in Figure 9-12, correlations between each metric and A&G are at least
approximately 65%. Since all four metrics are highly correlated with A&G expenses
across peer groups (i.e., correlation is close to 100%), each can reasonably serve as a
benchmarking metric for A&G. Note that the Customer, Regional, Holding Company
and Exelon peer groups are presented on a combined basis; the correlations within each
individual peer group are not significantly different from the average across all four
groups as presented in Figure 9-12.

Figure 9-12
FERC Benchmarking Correlations

Comelation with A&G Expense
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Multivariate regressions

To further assess the appropriateness of metrics used for benchmarking, we performed
multivariate regression analysis. A logarithmic regression model was used (i.e., the
model used the natural log of both the independent and dependent variables) to
capture the effects of economies of scale on A&G expenses.

Judging results across peer groups, the “best fit” regression equations were determined
to identify the variables that were best able to “predict” A&G expenses. This “best fit”
equation used the Gross Assets and Customers metrics. MWh sold was statistically
significant in several iterations of multivariate regressions and is highly correlated with
A&G (and thus a valuable metric on which to perform benchmarking analysis), but its
ability to predict A&G appears to be slightly less than that of Gross Assets and
Customers. Net Assets and Gross Assets show a high degree of correlation with each
other are each statistically significant when separately included in regression equations;
however, we used Gross Assets in the regressions since it generally produced higher R?
(i.e., explained a higher degree of variance in A&G expenses across companies). It
should be noted that Net Assets is also a strong predictor of A&G expenses.

The “best fit” regression results for each peer group are presented in Figure 9-13.

Figure 9-13
Peer Group Multivariate Regression Equations

Regression Formuly'"
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Figure 9-14 shows how actual A&G expenses compared to those predicted by the T&D
peer group regression models presented in Figure 9-13 for each company. The
companies are presented from highest to lowest predicted A&G, and the dots represent
actual A&G expenses. As shown on the figures, ComEd A&G was actually lower than
predicted in the T&D peer group when pensions and benefits are included and
excluded.

Figure 9-14
T&D Peer Group Regression Curves
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I Exhibit 9-5: FERC Form 60 Service Company
Benchmarking

» Service company O&M costs were compared against seven
different factors — change from 2005, percentage of total company
O&M, percentage of revenue, per customer, per total company
FTE, per service company FTE, and percentage of total assets —
to reflect a comprehensive basis from which to compare EBSC
cost performance against these peers. Human resources and
information technology were compared as a percentage of total
company FTE’s while accounting staffing levels were compared
as a percentage of total company assets. In addition, as part of
this analysis, total A&G expense was measured as a percentage
of utility O&M as well as per customer at the operating company
level rather than the service company level.



Service Company O&M Cost Trends

2006 Service Company O&M Expense 2005 to 2006 Change (%)

19.2%

Peer group average: 4.3%

-1.2%

Exelon Southern Duke Entergy FirstEnergy Pepco Allegheny Power American Electric
Power

Source: 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Service Company Benchmarking — Total Company

2006 Service Company O&M Expense as a Percentage of Total O&M?

68.5%

64.0% 62.8%

Peer group average: 48.4%

Pepco Entergy American Southern Duke Exelon Progress Northeast FirstEnergy
Electric Power Utilities

Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
1) Total O&M Excludes Fuel and Purchasing Power
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Service Company Benchmarking — Revenue

2006 Service Company O&M Expense as a Percentage of Revenue®

0
14.1% 13.5%

Peer group average: 10.4%

Northeast American Entergy Pepco Southern Exelon FirstEnergy Progress Duke
Utilities Electric Power

(1) Fuel Expenses and Purchased Power Costs were removed from Revenue totals.
Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, 2006 company SEC 10K filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Service Company Benchmarking — Customers

2006 Service Company O&M Expense Per Customer

$342.9

$187.8

$168.9
$141.6

$115.1 $110.7

Allegheny Entergy American Southern Pepco Duke Northeast Exelon Progress FirstEnergy
Power Electric Power Utilities

Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Service Company Benchmarking — ServCo FTEs

2006 Service Company O&M Expense Per Service Company FTE ($000s)

$379.4

$2758  $2757 o0 o538

Peer group average: $214.6

Exelon Duke Southern Entergy Progress Pepco American Northeast FirstEnergy Allegheny
Electric Power Utilities Power

Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Service Company Benchmarking — Total FTEs

2006 Service Company O&M Expense Per Total Company FTE ($000s)

$69.8

Peer group average: $45.2

Pepco Northeast American Entergy Exelon Southern FirstEnergy Progress Duke
Utilities Electric Power

Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, 2006 company SEC 10K filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Service Company Benchmarking — Assets

2006 Service Company O&M Expense as a Percentage of Total Assets

2.8% 2.8%

Peer group average: 2.1%

American Northeast Pepco Southern Entergy Exelon FirstEnergy Progress Duke
Electric Power Utilities

Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, 2006 company SEC 10K filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Functional Benchmarking — HR

2006 Service Company HR FTE per 1000 Total Company FTEs

11.6 11.0

Peer group average: 9.74

Progress FirstEnergy American Entergy Pepco Allegheny Power Northeast Southern Exelon
Electric Power Utilities

Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, 2006 company SEC 10K filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Functional Benchmarking — IT

2006 Service Company IT FTE per 100 Total Company FTEs

>-1 5.0 4.9

Peer group average: 3.16

Pepco Progress FirstEnergy American Southern Exelon Duke Entergy Allegheny Power
Electric Power

Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, 2006 company SEC 10K filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Allegheny Energy Service Corporation and Northeast Utilities Service Company do not provide IT services to the holding company.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method



Functional Benchmarking — Accounting

2006 Service Company Accounting FTE per Total Company Assets ($Bn)

$14.7

$7.5 $7.4

Peer group average: $6.90

Allegheny Northeast American Progress Entergy Pepco FirstEnergy Southern Exelon Cinergy
Power Utilities Electric Power

Source: Energy Velocity data, 2006 FERC Form 60 filings, 2006 company SEC 10K filings, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
Note: Statistical Outliers removed using the Inner Quartile Range Method
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A&G Benchmarking — Operating Company

2006 Total Utility A&G as Percent Total Utility O&M

75% 73%
7%

68%
65%65%

60%

60% 58%

56%
0,
53%53% 5504 50

48%48%
47%

_ 44% 44%
4% 41% 409 40% 4005

30%
15%
0%

Average service company spend: 38.7%
3%8%.97%.3.,%_________g____plp___
0,
36%35% 350,
33%
31% 310
29%29%28%
26%
24% 30
0,
22@20%]90/
0 180
B% o,

2%
9%

Duke 1 Duke | Duke :Progress: Entergy i Monon- | Entergy: Duke 1 Alabama | Georgia \Savannah,Delmarva; Ohio | Public | Atantic, AEP | AEP iColumbusi Cleveland; Ohio | Jersey | ComEd | PA
Energy ' Energy ' Energy ' Energy 'Arkansas' gahela 'Mississippit Energy ' Power ' Power !Electric &' Power &' Power ! Service ! City ' Texas ' Texas !Southern! Electric ' Edison ' Central ! ! Electric
Ohio : Indiana :Carolinas:CaroIinas: : Power :Kentucky: ' Power : Light : Co. of :Electric: Central : North | Power :IIIuminating: :Power&: '

: | | | | : lOkIahoma: : : | | 1 Light

7%

Entergy Indiana Entergy Entergy Mississippi  Gulf Public  Potomac AppalachianProgress ~ South- Kentucky Potomac ~ West Kingsport Western Toledo Wheeling Connecticut PECO American Pennsyl-  Metro-

New  Michigan Louisiana Gulf States Power  Power Service Co. Edison ~ Power  Energy — western  Power  Electric Penn  Power Massa- Edison  Power Light & Transmission vania  politan
Orleans  Power of New Florida  Electric Power Power chusetts Power Systems ~ Power  Edison
Hampshire Power Electric

Source: 2005 FERC Form 60s, Energy Velocity data, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.
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A&G Benchmarking — Customer View

$375 362
355

$300

$225

$150

$7

a1

209 208

200 199 199

2006 Utility A&G in Dollars per Customer

79 s ws

167

51
$0 ““““““““

: Duke : Entergy : Gulf : Entergy : Progress: Public :Mononga-: South- :Connecticut: Potomac : Toledo : Public :Savannah: PECO :
v Energy '+ Gulf 1 Power 1 Arkansas ' Energy tService Co.t hela 1 western 1 Light& 1 Electric ' Edison 1 Service Cot Electric &1 1
| Indiana | States | ' | Carolinas | ofNew | Power | Electic | Power | Power | | of | Power | | Power |
1 1 1 1 1 1 Hampshire 1 1 Power 1 1 1 1 Oklahomai 1 1 1
| | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
Mississippi ~ Duke Entergy  Indiana Duke Alabama  Entergy  Georgia Western  Kentucky Ohio  Appalachian Progress Potomac Delmarva  Atlantic
Power Energy  Louisiana Michigan  Energy Power  Mississippi  Power Mass. Power Power Power Energy ~ Edison  Power & City
Carolinas Power Kentucky Electric Florida Light Electric

Source: 2005 FERC Form 60s, Energy Velocity data, Booz Allen Hamilton analysis.

West : Columbus : Cleveland : Wheeling
Penn 1 Southern 1 Electric ' Power
Power |llluminating,

]
1
1
]
]
]
|
Kingsport ~ Ohio Jersey
Power Edison Central
Power &
Light

ComEd

Average: $142

37
29

Metro-
politan
Edison

PA
Electric
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I Exhibit 9-6: Functional Staffing Level
Benchmarking

» We conducted a separate benchmarking analysis based on
Exelon staffing levels. This analysis also reflects data (contained
in a confidential Booz Allen database) for over 30 different data
sets from utilities between late 1999 and 2006. Exhibit 9-1
contains a full description of the steps we took to ensure that
staffing levels and comparisons were analyzed on a consistent

basis.



FTE

Information Services and Telecom

Employees per 100 Total Employees
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FTE

Finance, Accounting, and Planning

Employees per $1B Total Assets

Average = 17.55

Bottom of Top Quartile = 14.930
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FTE

Purchasing and Materials Mgmt — Supply Chain

Employees per $1B Total Assets
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FTE

Human Resources

Employees per 100 Total Employees
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FTE

Legal

Employees per $1B Total Assets

8.0 -

7.43

7.0 ~

6.11

6.0 -

5.78
5.59

5.16

o)
—
o)

5.0 ~

4.0 -

341
341

3.0 A

2.0

1.0

e
'\Q{ﬁ

& X4 v F v

=) 25 W

&

&£

..-g? O

s g
o i

i

g

& &

den

Notes: Outliers removed using the inner-quartile range method
Source: Booz Allen proprietary labor data base.

Bottom of Top Quartile =2.575

Average = 3.555

<o)
<
L

2436

2.16

1.53
1.49




FTE

Public Relations and Corporate Communications
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FTE

Payroll Accounting and Administration

Employees per $1B Total Assets
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FTE

Accounts Payable and Accounts Receivable

Employees per $1B Total Assets
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FTE

External Relations — Governmental Affairs

Employees per 100,000 Total Customers
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Exhibit 10-1
ComEd Stand-Alone Functional Staffing Requirements

The purpose of this exhibit is to explain the development of the initial FTE
estimate that would be required by ComEd to perform activities currently
provided by EBSC if ComEd were to operate as a stand-alone business. To
determine the ComEd stand-alone staffing requirements, we performed the

following;:

J Assess nature of the activities performed within each function: For each
functional area, we reviewed the subfunctions to determine the impacts
on the staffing levels required to perform that subfunction on a stand-
alone basis. The assessment for each area considered the following :

Rationale as to why function is required for ComEd as a stand-alone
entity

Review of current EBSC staffing levels supporting these activities

Identification of EBSC dedicated employees supporting other
operating companies (PECO, Exelon Generation)

Identification of EBSC employees dedicated to ComEd

Identification of “implied” EBSC employees supporting ComEd
Assessment of subfunctional activities to identify transactional
activities (repetitive processes) versus headquarters or staff functions

(corporate strategy)

Impact on staffing levels to reflect lower volumes for transactional
activities

Review of functional staffing level benchmark analysis and database

o Estimate staffing impacts: We compared the estimated incremental
staffing levels for ComEd to replicate the current EBSC activities on a
stand-alone basis to the estimated FTEs currently implicitly or directly
supporting ComEd to determine the incremental impacts of operating on
a stand-alone basis.



We reviewed the overall approach and functional estimates with ComEd
management to validate the estimate of the resources required to manage the
business on a stand-alone basis.

Using this methodology, we estimated that ComEd would require a total of 1,103
FTEs to perform the same activities for itself as currently performed by EBSC.
The following provides a discussion of those staffing requirements for each
functional area. Refer to the report for overall conclusions

Figure 10-15
Estimated ComEd Stand-Alone Resource Requirements
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Information Technology: As has been described earlier, the IT Practice Area is
highly centralized resulting in few embedded employees at each of the operating
companies. ComEd currently has only 11 embedded employees supporting
specific ComEd applications. ComEd would be required to build an entire IT
organization to support the infrastructure requirements for a stand-alone
company that includes corporate application maintenance and development;
infrastructure, including data center operations and hardware and software
support; execution of projects; and general governance and oversight. Based on
a review of current EBSC employees performing these activities on behalf of all



Exelon companies, we developed an estimate of 352 additional employees to
perform these activities. The combination of the 11 embedded employees and

the 352 additional resources results in a total stand-alone staffing requirement of
363.

Supply: Many of ComEd’s existing Supply resources are embedded within the
utility. Currently 146 embedded FTEs are performing activities such as materials
and logistics coordination across the ComEd network, material and supplies
sourcing from vendors, management of inventory levels, and management of
warehousing and stores across the ComEd network. The incremental resources
required to support the existing ComEd embedded supply organization relate to
general management and oversight of supply activities currently performed by
EBSC. These activities include areas such as strategic sourcing category
management for significant materials, supplies, and services categories;
management of supplier diversity initiatives; management of decision support
activities that would include the preparation and analysis of required sourcing
spend; and overall coordination and governance of the entire supply function.

Based on a review of current EBSC employees performing these activities on
behalf of Exelon, we estimated that 57 incremental employees would be required
to replicate this activity. The combination of the 146 embedded resources and
the 57 incremental management support resources results in a total stand-alone
staffing requirement of 203.

Finance: Currently 36 employees are embedded within ComEd performing
financial, planning and analysis activities specific to ComEd. As a stand-alone
entity, ComEd would have to replicate other finance activities such as corporate
treasury, internal audit, risk management, tax, investor relations, and corporate
development. These additional employees would be required to effectively meet
fiduciary, legal, and regulatory obligations.

As described earlier, certain transactional activities such as general ledger
accounting, journal entry preparation, and financial statement preparation are
largely supported through EDSS and the resources required to support this
activity have been captured in the EDSS analysis.

Based on a review of the employees currently performing these activities on
behalf of Exelon companies, we estimated that 164 employees spread across the
subfunctions identified earlier would be required to support this activity. The
combination of the 36 embedded employees and the 164 incremental finance
employees results in a total stand-alone staffing requirement of 200.



Human Resources: Similar to IT, Human Resources is currently largely
centralized, with few embedded employees at ComEd. There are currently 12
embedded employees performing HR activities. ComEd would have to re-
create compensation and benefits program planning and design, leadership
development management program design, employee diversity program
management, labor and employee relations specialists, security services, and
general management and governance activities to support the entire ComEd
employee base. Based on a review of current EBSC resources performing these
activities on behalf of Exelon companies, we estimated 100 incremental
employees would be required to perform this activity. The combination of the
embedded employees and the incremental employees for the subfunctions
identified result in a total stand-alone staffing requirement of 112 employees.

Legal: ComEd currently has one senior legal employee embedded at the utility.
To operate as a stand-alone entity, ComEd would be required to perform
general corporate litigation, SEC and public corporation legal support,
environmental and federal policy support, and federal and state legal support.
Based on a review of current EBSC employees performing these activities on
behalf of Exelon companies, we estimated 59 resources would be required to
perform this activity for ComEd. The combination of the embedded employees
and the incremental employees for the activities identified result in a total stand-
alone staffing requirement of 60 employees.

Commercial Operations: Commercial operation activities are largely centralized
and perform such repetitive processes as account payable processing and payroll
processing as well as general corporate activities such as audio / visual services,
and mail services. For the transactional activities such as accounts payable
processing, ComEd would be required to scale this function to support the
transactional volumes expected for the stand-alone entity and would forfeit the
economies of scale benefits that result from centralizing this activity for multiple
companies. Other activities such as audio visual services would have to be
replicated by ComEd as a stand-alone entity. Based on a review of current EBSC
employees performing these activities on behalf of Exelon companies, we
estimated that 46 employees would be needed to perform these activities for a
stand-alone ComEd.

Regulatory and Government Affairs: Currently ComEd has 50 embedded
employees performing local jurisdictional (Illinois) activities such as regulatory
compliance and regulatory strategy. As an Illinois jurisdictional entity, ComEd
would require only modest federal representation or monitoring. However,
ComEd would need to conduct environmental policy and analysis to operate
effectively as a stand-alone entity. Based on a review of current EBSC resources
performing these activities on behalf of Exelon companies, we estimated 12



additional resources would be needed to perform these activities. The
combination of the embedded employees and the incremental resources for the
identified activities result in a total stand-alone staffing requirement of 62
employees.

Communications: Eight employees currently embedded at ComEd perform
tailored information and educational communications while EBSC employees
perform broader communication strategy, design and execution activities such as
internal employee communications planning and execution, external stakeholder
communications planning and execution, and general corporate identity
awareness campaign planning. These activities would be required for ComEd
effectively to operate as a stand-alone entity. Based on a review of current EBSC
resources performing these activities on behalf of Exelon companies, we
estimated 17 additional employees would be needed to perform these activities.
The combination of the embedded employees and the incremental employees for
the identified activities result in a total stand-alone staffing requirement of 25
employees.

Executive Direction: ComEd currently has 5 senior executives, but as a stand-
alone entity supporting the entire general and administrative activities of the
utility, it would require a broader set of executive management to manage the
enterprise. Based on a review of current EBSC functional areas, we estimated 18
total employees would be needed to govern and manage the stand-alone entity,
which would require 13 employees in addition to the current embedded base.

Corporate Secretary: The Corporate Secretary activities are centralized and
performed by EBSC on behalf of Exelon companies. These activities include the
administration of the Board compensation program, shareholder meeting
coordination, proxy preparation, and business ethics management. These
activities are required by ComEd as a stand-alone entity. Based on a review of
the current EBSC resources performing these activities on behalf of Exelon
companies, we estimated 8 employees would be needed.

Corporate Strategy: The corporate strategic planning function is currently
performed by EBSC and includes shaping and coordinating the corporate
direction including executing the strategic planning process and analyzing
growth opportunities, risks, and challenges facing the entity. ComEd would
have to replicate these activities as a stand-alone entity. Based on a review of the
current EBSC resources performing these activities on behalf of Exelon
companies, an estimated 6 employees would be needed.



Exhibit 10-2
Costs Excluded From External Market Test

A summary of costs excluded from the external market analysis is shown below in
Figure 10-8, previously depicted in the report, and followed by a discussion of each of
these categories.

Figure 10-16
Costs Excluded From External Market Analysis
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Exelon Generation Specific Activities - $55 million: Certain EBSC activities were identified as
solely benefiting Exelon Generation. While these do not represent a comprehensive list of
services provided to Exelon Generation, they do reflect some of the largest clearly identifiable
specific activities and costs related to this entity. These costs include $32 million of site support
costs in the Supply Practice Area and $23 million of insurance premiums for the Nuclear
affiliate in Exelon Generation. These EBSC costs are directly assigned to Exelon Generation and
were excluded from the external market analysis as the focus of this report is on costs relating to
activities performed by EBSC on behalf of ComEd.

Depreciation & Amortization - $41 million: These costs are non-cash in nature and, therefore,
relate to prior period investments where the decision to internally or externally provide the
service has already be made.

Separation - $20 million: Separation costs include items such as severance and salary
continuance costs. These are costs incurred in connection with business restructuring and
normal operations and are not relevant to an external market analysis.

Merger-Related Contracting - $18 million: EBSC incurred $18 million for outside contractors
in connection with the PSEG merger. These expenses were primarily incurred within the



Finance Practice Area ($14 million) as previously described in Section V - Overall Cost Trends.
As these costs are non-recurring in nature, they were excluded from the scope of the analysis.

Lease Abandonment Costs - $7 million: EBSC incurred $7 million of expenses in connection
with abandoning the lease at the AT&T building in downtown Chicago as a result of
consolidating corporate facilities. These costs are non-recurring in nature and were excluded
from the scope of the analysis.

Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited (NEIL) Credit - ($43 million): The $43 million NEIL credit
is for a refund of nuclear insurance premiums. As this credit is entirely related to Exelon
Generation, it is excluded from the scope of the analysis.

Income Taxes and Interest - ($5 million): Interest expense/income and income tax
obligations/benefits are non-operating costs and not relevant to an external market analysis.



I Exhibit 10-3: Description of Governance,
Strategic and Business Support Activities

» The purpose of this exhibit is to describe activities whose nature is
governance, strategic and/or business support. Certain portions of
a given activity may be categorized differently (e.g., transactional),
but this exhibit explains those portions that are governance,
strategic and/or business support. The total cost associated with
these activities is $375 million. For further analysis and overall
conclusions, refer to the report.



Description of Governance, Strategic and Business Support
Activities

Strategic,

. . .. Cost .. .
Practice Area Product / Service / Activity Governance Classification Description of Governance, Strategic

Bus. Spt and Business Support Activities

Operational Support Services Management oversight for outsourced activities (e.g., support / helpdesk)

Commercial
Operations Total Commercial Operations $3.7
Other External $0.3 Strategic Management oversight for contracted activities
Internal $0.6 Strategic Policy guidance & direction, management oversight for contracted activities

Communications

Management & Administration $7.0 Governance Develops and communicates strategy and direction

Total Communications

Corporate Maintain corporate policies, develop proxies, oversee shareholder

S Total Corporate Governance Strategic meetings
Csot;g?gg;e Total Corporate Strategy Strategic Develop, implement and communicate overall direction and strategy
Management & Administration $17.5 Governance Planning and oversight of shared services among EED companies
Meter Reading $1.7 Business Support | Management oversight of meter readers in West and AMR program at PECO
Customer Billing $1.4 Business Support | Management oversight of ComEd and PECO billing employees
Payment Processing $0.3 Business Support | Management oversight of East and West payment processing centers
Call Center Administration $1.1 Business Support | Management oversight of East and West call centers
Marketing and Support Services $1.8 Strategic Oversees development of marketing strategy
Training $8.0 Business Support | Technical training programs for field employees
EDSS Fleet Management $1.5 Business Support | Purchasing, leasing and maintenance of Exelon vehicles

Asset Performance and
Investment Strategy

Evaluate transmission system to determine investment & asset replacement
needs; understand macro and micro issues to support system design

Planning, management and oversight of contracted tree/vegetation trimming

$6.9 Strategic

Environmental $1.0 Strategic activities

. Rent & Lease expense ($6.5M), real estate planning and analysis, oversight of
EDSS Property Management $7.9 Business Support contracted activities
EDSS Finance $11.0 Business Support Financial planning, analysis and reporting for EED; load forecasting for ComEd

and PECO; support both ComEd and PECO




Description of Governance, Strategic and Business Support
Activities (cont’'d)

Practice Area

Product / Service / Activity

Strategic,
Governance
Bus. Spt

Cost
Classification

Description of Governance, Strategic
and Business Support Activities

Management oversight of activities to develop maps & other formal documents

Document Services $1.7 Business Support| for bodies such as regulatory commissions; actual activities are embedded in
EED (PECO activities are outsourced, ComEd uses union employees)
. Participation in industry groups (EPRI, etc.); membership fees; conference travel
R&D $1.2 Strategic for EED personnel
. . System capacity expansion planning, RTO interface planning — activities that are
T&D Planning $4.0 Strategic critical to supporting T&D operations
EDSS . . Running control centers for West and East transmission control center; outage
(cont'd) T&D Operations $14.3 Strategic planning management
: : Performance of operational audits to ensure that work is being conducted in
Quality Assurance $4.7 Strategic accordance with safety guidelines and company policies
Project Management $3.9 Governance Management oversight of contracted work for maintenance or capital projects
; : Management oversight and business support / analysis for Customer Operations
Customer Ops Planning $1.8 Strategic (e.g., sets and measures operating metrics and goals)
Total EDSS $103.4
Management & Administration $12.3 Strategic Develops and communicates strategy and direction
Investor Relations $0.6 Strategic Management of financial community relationships and contracted work
Controller
External Financial Reporting $6.6 Governance Ic\)/lvaerlg%%taudltor and other outsourcing relationships, external financial reporting
....................... ERREE LR L EREEN SLLERRILLERRLER Develop anddellvermonthly andquarterly management reports anngwﬂh 500
Management Reporting $7.2 Strategic & Corp Exec reports
. Certification processing; controls assessment; reengineering of controls; general
e Internal Control $0.9 Strategic oversight of control environment
Treasur $5.9 Governance / Manage bank & credit agency relationships, determine dividend policy & capital
y ’ Strategic structure, forecast and manage cash
: . . Prepare financial forecasts, evaluate and approve capital investments, develop
Planning & Analysis $2.2 Strategic and evaluate financial budgets
. . Management oversight for outsourced activities (insurance contracted on an
Risk Management $1.3 Strategic annual or multi-annual basis)
. Evaluate and prioritize merger and acquisition opportunities; evaluate
Corporate Development $6.0 Strategic divestitures; provide financial and transaction support to restructuring projects
Total Finance $44.2




Description of Governance, Strategic and Business Support
Activities (cont’'d)

Practice Area

Strategic,

Classification

Description of Governance, Strategic

Product / Service / Activity

and Business Support Activities

Government Affairs $9.9 Strategic ggxg?poeggsgéesxtg strategy for government advocacy, analyze emerging
Government & !
Environmental | Environmental Health & Safety $2.9 Strategic Develop corporate environment and safety programs, monitor compliance
Affairs Total Government & $12.8
Environmental Affairs '
Management & Administration $7.7 Governance Develops and communicates strategy and direction
Executive Compensation & $4.5 Strategic Develops Executive compensation plans to attract and retain executive talent
Benefit Plans
. . s . Develop and administer diversity initiatives in accordance with executive
Diversity Initiatives $1.7 Strategic direction and overall corporate HR strategy
Business support function that maintains critical day-to-day interactions with
Human HR Field Units $1.9 Strategic employees, maintains relations, workforce planning in the business units
Resources (business unit HR liaisons to answer employee HR questions)
Develop Corporate employee relations strategy for represented and non-
represented employees. A critical, strategic function for a company to maintain
Labor & Employee Relations $4.6 Strategic control over relationship with the union due to the high percentage of
represented employees. Also critical for general employee populations to
ensure employee motivation and overall satisfaction with Exelon / ComEd
Total Human Resources $20.3 Total Human Resources
Applications / Maintenance & Real time applications, management oversight for outsourced activities and
Support $51.8 Governance contracted work
Workstations $4.5 Governance Management oversight for outsourced activities and contracted work
Telecom $4.2 Governance Management oversight for outsourced activities and contracted work
IT ; Strategic / . . .
Projects $50.1 Governance All projects included as strategic
Data Center $4.1 Governance Management oversight for outsourced activities and contracted work
Governance $7.8 Governance Develops and communicates strategy and direction
Total IT $122.5
: Ensure business strategies, policies, procedures and programs, are developed
Legal General Counsel $8.4 Strategic and applied in full recognition of legal implications and risks
Total Legal $8.4

w H




Description of Governance, Strategic and Business Support
Activities (cont’'d)

Strategic,

Description of Governance, Strategic
Practice Area Product / Service / Activity . Classification and Business Support Activities

Develops strategies and oversee development of strategic sourcing optimization
initiatives and establishes business plans to support business objectives.
Strategic Sourcing $10.4 Strategic Negotiates and manages critical enterprise-wide supply relationships, contracts
and programs, develops procedures for contract administration, monitor and
manage supplier responsiveness and quality

Executes CSO initiatives, facilitates development of overall supply strategy, sets

Strategic / standards for control and reporting, provides project and control oversight,
| 3 ;
Supply Supply Support $9.2 Governance establishes governance structure to leverage best practices, tracks key
performance indicators
Management for supply services shared across affiliates, likely some GenCo
Supply Operations $3.3 Governance transactional costs — all transactional functions for ComEd & PECO are

embedded
Total Supply $23.0

. . Strategic / . —
Executive Services $52.4 Governance Develops and communicates strategy and direction
Other ) Strategic /
Corporate SLA, GCA, Other $35.8 Governance N/A

Total Other $16.6

Grand Total $374.6

Market Test Rationale
Governance: Oversees critical business decisions, provides governance, direction and standards
Strategic: Knowledge or expertise focused, encompasses critical functions for the entire company

Business Support: Activities related to managing the business that support ongoing business operations and are not strategic,
governance or transactional in nature






