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ILLINOISCOMMERCE COMMISSION
DOCKET 01-0432
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF LEONARD M. JONES
OCTOBER 10, 2001

|. Introduction and Purpose of Testimony

Please gate your name, business address, and present position.

Leonard M. Jones, 500 South 27th Street, Decatur, Illinois 62521. | am Director —
Business Planning and Forecadting for 11linois Power Company.

Have you previoudy submitted direct tesimony and exhibitsin this proceeding?

| previoudy submitted 1P Exhibits 6.1 through 6.5.

What isthe purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to portions of the direct testimony of
Staff witnesses Lazare and Haas, 11EC witnesses Stephens and Phillips, and People of
the State of Illinois (“AG")/Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) witnesses Effron and Smith
concerning billing determinants, revenue dlocation, and rate design issues.

In addition to IP Exhibit 6.6, your prepared rebuttal testimony, are you sponsoring other
exhibits?

Yes, | an sponsoring IP Exhibits 6.7 through 6.13, which were prepared by me or

under my direction and supervison.
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1. Revenue Allocation

Mr. Lazare proposes to dlocate revenue requirement responsibility to each rate class
grictly based on embedded cost of service. Do you accept his gpproach?

The approach used in my direct testimony was the approach used in IP's 1999 DST
case. However, for purposes of this case, the Company is willing to adopt Mr.
Lazare's approach, and dlocate the revenue requirement based solely on cost of
sarvice.

Does the Company agree with Mr. Lazare that 1P s origind proposa was fundamentally
flaved?

No. The Company’s original proposa uses the same approach that was approved by
the Commission in the 1999 DST case. Therationale that the Company offered and the
Commission accepted has not changed. Pricesfor lighting customers were set based on
the bundled charge less the energy component included in the bundled rates. This rate
design alowed customers to choose an dternate energy supplier for lighting based on
the comparisons to the energy cost embedded in the Company’s bundled rate.

Then why are you accepting Mr. Lazar€ s approach?

Experience to date indicates that lighting customers that switch to ddivery service do o
because the lighting account is tied to other, nonlighting service accounts of the
cusomer. Thus, the prices for lighting service have been of little consequence in the
cusomer’s decision to dect ddivery service. Given the apparent irrdevance of lighting

rates in the lighting customer’s switching decison, and Mr. Lazare' s desre to dlocate
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the revenue requirement based solely on cost of service, the Company has eected to
accept Mr. Lazare' s revenue dlocation approach.

Have you dlocated IP s rebuttal revenue requirement to the rate classes based on the
revised embedded cost of service study performed in Ms. Althoff’ s rebuttal testimony?
Yes. Theresults are shown in IP Exhibit 6.7.

I11. Billing Deter minants

Have revisons been made to IP s billing determinants as discussed by Staff witness
Lazare at pages 43-44 of his direct tesimony and by [1EC witness Phillips a page 18
of hisdirect tetimony?

Yes. Therevised billing determinants are provided in 1P Exhibit 6.8.

Please briefly describe the revisions made to the billing determinants.

Firg, revisons were made to resdentid kWh totds to account for westher
normdization of the unbilled sales tota. Second, the number of customers apportioned
between the low voltage “up to 200 kW’ demand metered group and the non-demand
metered non-residentiad group were adjusted to properly reflect the number of
cusomers that qudify for Smal Use Generd Service. Since customers moved from
one group to another, the kWh and kW associated with those customers were aso
moved to the gppropriate class. Third, the demand vaues used for “Demand Charge”
inadvertently reflected a 12 month maximum demand rather than 12 individua monthly
maximum demands. The correct values are shown in IP Exhibit 6.8.

Have you reviewed AG/CUB witness Effron’s tesimony regarding the Company's

billing determinants?
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Yes | have. Mr. Effron recommends the Company’ s billing determinants be annudized
to reflect the end of test year number of customers and an annudized energy sdes leve
based on the end of year number of customers. The Company has made the changes to
the resdentia billing determinants suggested by Mr. Effron using the same procedures
he employed. In addition, the Company has made smilar adjusments to the billing
determinants for the non-residentia customer groups. These caculations are show in IP
Exhibit 6.9, and are reflected in |P Exhibit 6.8.
Why was the number of resdentia customers counted in December 2000 lower than
the average for the year?
Monthly customer counts are based on the number of hbills issued in the month.
Therefore, monthly customer counts can vary depending on the number of billsissued in
the month. In most months, customers are billed once, but in some months, some
customers are billed twice, or not at al. Over the course of a year, the customer count
evens out to provide an accurate representation of the average for the year.

V. Rate Design
Have you reviewed the discussons of Staff witness Lazare and I1EC witness Phillips
regarding the Company’ s rate design proposal?
Yes. Mr. Lazare and Mr. Phillips request some more specific explanation for the
Company’ s proposed rates.
Have you developed a more detailed explanation of the development of the Company’s

proposed rates?
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Yes. A methodology statement is provided in IP Exhibit 6.10. The methodology
statement shows how the Company’s rates are based on embedded costs, and how
margind cods are used as a guide in some pricing development. To alarge extent, the
methodology Statement provides a narrative guide to the information provided in the
Company’ s workpapers supplied in response to Staff Data Request AD-01.  Further,
the Company’s gpproach to developing demand charges is Smilar to that used in the
1999 DST case.

Have the Company’s proposed rates changed as a result of changes to the eectric
digtribution revenue requirement presented by other IP witnesses and summarized by
Mr. Mortland in his rebutta testimony?

Yes. The proposed rates and resulting revenue presented in this testimony are based on
the Company’s rebuttal revenue requirement values presented by Mr. Mortland. The
proposed rates, and a comparison between present and proposed rates, are shown in
IP Exhibit 6.11. It should be noted that, as in other cases, the use of rounded rate
numbers means that certain values have to be dightly adjusted to keep rate recovery
balanced with the revenue requirement.

Have you consdered the testimony of AG/CUB witness Smith concerning the rate
design for the resdentid class?

Yes, | have. Ms. Smith proposes to keep the facilities charges for delivery service
identical to those in bundled rates, and aso proposes that the differentia between the
first and second energy block be the same asin current bundled rates. Specificdly, Ms.

Smith proposes Facilities Charges of $6.33, $8.46, and $17.00 for multi-family, single
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family, and three-phase service, respectively. Further, Ms. Smith proposes afirst block
ddivery charge differentid that is 0.8 centskWh higher than the tall block ddivery
charge. Although | can accept Ms. Smith’s gpproach in concept for purpose of this
case, there are two implementation issues. First, Ms. Smith's proposed Facilities
Charges are equd to existing SC 2 Facilities Charges. However, on May 1, 2002,
resdentia rates will be reduced by another 5% (from the rates in effect in December,
1997). The Facilities Charges that will be in effect on May 1, 2002, for SC 2 will be
$5.96, $7.96, and $16.00 for multi-family, sngle family, and three-phase service,
respectively. Second, Ms. Smith proposes to use 0.8 centgkWh to differentiate the
first block ddivery charge from the tail block ddivery charge. However, 0.8 centskWh
isthe summer season price differentia that will be in effect for SC 2 on May 1, 2002.
The winter season price differentid will be 1.76 centskWh. The load weighted (by
seasond KWh usage) differentid is 1.4 centgkWh.  Thus usng Ms. Smith's
methodology for pricing resdentid service, the Facilities Charges for SC 2 and the
load-weighted summer and winter per kWh first block price differentid in effect on May
1, 2002 should be used.

How do Ms. Smith's proposed prices compare to the values generated by the
Company’s cost based rate design approach?

A comparison of the Facilities Charges may be found in IP Exhibit 6.10 (Schedule 2,
item 1, page 5). The sngle family Facilities Charge from SC 2 (on 5/1/2002) is very
close to the cost of service ($7.96 price vs. $8.25 cogt), while the multi-family Facilities

Charge is well below cost of service ($5.96 price vs. $7.13 cost) and the three-phase
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Facilities Charge is above cost of service ($16.00 price vs. $13.34 cost). Using the
Company’s rate design methodology outlined in IP Exhibit 6.10 (Schedule 2, item 3,
page 7), the first block delivery charge would have been 0.9 centskWh higher than the
tall block. Again, the Company’s rate design methodology would have generated results
close to the methodology proposed by Ms. Smith.

What do you conclude regarding Ms. Smith's proposed residential rate design
methodology?

Given that deivery service will be a new experience for resdentid customers, Ms.
Smith argues tha greater weight should be given to maintaining continuity between
bundled and ddivery sarvice rates, which would contribute to smplicity and customer
undersanding (AG/CUB Ex. 1, p. 12). While her approach differs from the
Company’ s proposal, the results are reasonably close. Therefore, the Company will use
Ms. Smith's residentid rate design gpproach, modified to adjust Fecilities Charges for
the additional 5% rate decrease to become effective on May 1, 2002, and to adjust the
fird block ddivery charge differentid to maich the combined load-weighted
summer/winter firgt block energy charge differentia in SC 2 under the rates to be in
effect May 1, 2002. Movement to fully cost based rates may be made in subsequent
proceedings after evauating customer reaction to theinitia delivery service rates.

How does the AG/CUB resdentiad rate design proposal compare to the proposa
offered by Staff witness Lazare?

Mr. Lazare dso proposed to use the exigting facilities charges for bundled SC 2 as the

garting point. However, Mr. Lazare proposes to use a flat energy charge to recover
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the remaining alocated revenue requirement in order to send consumers in higher usage
brackets a price sgna to conserve energy. He dtates that “The higher rate gpplying to
higher usage levels would encourage these customers to reduce wasteful consumption;
thereby mitigating upward pressure on power prices and benefiting the environment
accordingly.” (Staff Exhibit 5.0, p. 39).

AG/CUB witness Smith (AG/CUB Ex. 1, p. 12) dso states that the 300 kwWh block
will give customers less incentive to conserve usage. |s encouraging conservation an
gppropriate rate design objective for ddivery service rates a thistime?

| question whether encouraging conservation in eectricity use should be a consideration
in setting rates of a delivery services provider that does not supply energy. Putting that
asde, however, price Sgnas sent to consumers should reflect the cost of providing the
service to the consumer. One of the consequences of establishing cost-based prices is
that, if unit cods increase as one serves additiond customer load, the unit price will
likewise increase, giving customers an incentive to consarve energy.  In the example
provided by Mr. Lazare, he indicated that it is reasonable to assume that a customer
using 3,000 kwh per month would require larger secondary facilities than a customer
using 300 kWh per month. (Staff Exhibit 5.0, p. 38) Whileit costs morein tota dollars
to serve alarger resdentiad customer than a smaller customer, doing so is chegper on a
centskWh basis. For example, IP Exhibit 6.12 shows that for secondary level systems,
it costs $52/year to serve each customer who uses only 300 kWh per month served off
that circuit. For customers that use 3,000 kWh per month, the secondary level systems

necessary to serve each customer cost $79/year. For the 300 kWh per month



168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

176

177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

189

21,

IP Exhibit 6.6
Page 9 of 27

customer, this equates to over 1.4 centgkWh, while for the 3,000 kwWh per month
customer, this only amounts to 0.2 centskWh. Thus, as customers with a typica load
pattern increase in Sze, secondary voltage level systems needed to serve the customer
decrease in cost per kWh. This dso demondrates that a declining block rate is
gppropriate, and that a flat deivery rate per kwh would provide a subsidy from the
larger resdentid customer to the smdler resdentid customer. The same is true for
Small Use Generd Service Customers.

The example in 1P Exhibit 6.12 shows that it typicaly costs more in absolute dollars to
sarve a larger customer.  Why then has the Company proposed to recover all
secondary cogts in the first 300 kwWh delivery charge?

Fird, secondary fecilities are inddled as a function of the number of customers and
expected demand on the facilities. 1P Exhibit 6.12 indicates that the secondary system
cos is heavily weighted toward a function of the customer being connected to the
Company’s sysem. As such, the cost may be best recovered through a fixed facilities
charge. The demand or usage senditive portion of the cost is relatively smdl. In effect,
the incrementa cost of secondary service to larger customers is only 0.08centskWh
[($78.73 — $52.01)/(36,000kWh-3,600kWh) = 0.08cents’kWh]. Second, 99% of the
Company’s residentia customers use less than 3,000 kWh per month. Nearly 80% of
the Company’s residentia customers use less than 1,150 kWh per month, and 50% of
resdentiad customers use less than 650 kWh per month.  The embedded cost of the
facilities was incurred to serve dl of the Company’s resdential customers, and as such

are heavily weighted toward facilities that are designed to serve an average (smaller)
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cusomer. While the 1% of secondary facilities congiructed to serve customers using
3,000 kWh per month or more are indeed included in the average, the 20% of
customers who do not use 300 kWh per month are likewise included. Thus, on
balance, the Company’ s proposd is reasonable and equitable to dl customers. Next, in
arate class with over 500,000 customers, there are bound to be situations where the
rate design does not seem adequate to properly recover a particular customer’s cost of
sarvice. For ingance, the Company serves customers in both urban and rurd aress,
and with overhead service and underground service. In the interest of rate smplicity,
the Company has not addressed cost of service differences arisng from urban vs. rura
locations and overhead vs. underground service in rate design. Similarly, recovering the
secondary voltage system costs in the first block delivery charge is fair for the vast
magority of the Company’s cusomers. Findly, not al customers use 300 kWh per
month. Only approximately 80% of resdential customers consstently use more than
300 kWh per month. Thus, some smaler customers do not fully pay for secondary
fadlities that serve them.

Has the Company consdered IIEC witness Stephens complaint that the shifting of
revenue responshility from lower voltage cusomers to higher voltage customers has
increased rates to the high voltage customers too much?

Yes. The Company’s proposd in direct tetimony based the non-resdentid facilities
charges on the tota embedded customer cost methodology as outlined in IP Exhibit
6.10. In order to mitigate some of the rate impact of moving prices to cost of service

immediately, the Company is now proposing to move the price of the combined facilities
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and metering charge one-haf of the way between the current ddlivery service price and
the cogt of sarvice. The adjustment created in this step will be gpplied to the Fecilities
Charge.  The metering charge will be sat equa to cost of service, since this is an
unbundled service that may be provided by others. This approach will aso increase the
revenue recovery from the lower voltage customers as compared to IP's origind
proposd, thereby dlowing for a lower charge to higher voltage cusomers. The
mechanics of the Company’s proposal are outlined in [P Exhibit 6.10.

With the adjustment to Facilities Charges described above, what is the Company’ s rate
design proposal for Smal Use General Service metered customers?

The Company proposes Fecilities Charges of $8.03 and $11.09 for single and three-
phase service, respectively. Further, the Company proposes Metering Charges of
$3.35 and $7.78 based on the unbundled metering ECOSS results provided by IP
witness Althoff in her rebuttal tesimony and the methodology outlined in IP Exhibit
6.10. The Ddivery Charge maintains a first block of 300 kWh priced higher than the
tall block for the reasons discussed above for the resdentia class. Secondary system
cogs form the basis for the rate differentid, and the development of the charge is shown
in IP Exhibit 6.10 (Schedule 2, item 3, page 7). The total Dedlivery Charge has been
reduced by an amount of the subsidy created by the higher facilities charge as show in
IP Exhibit 6.10 (Schedule 2, item 3, page 7).

Do you have any comments on Mr. Lazare's criticism of the Company’s proposed

delivery charge for unmetered customers?
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Mr. Lazare criticized the Company’s rate design for unmetered service because the
delivery charge increased by 723% from $0.0014 to $0.01152 centskWh. However,
Mr. Lazare is proposing an 1176% increase, from $0.0014 to $0.01787 per kWh for
this rate dement. The Company’s proposd smply keeps the unmetered service
Fecilities Charge a the exiding ddivery sarvice level, and recovers the remaining
alocated revenue requirement through the Delivery Charge.

What impact did limiting the Facilities Charge movement as described above have on
the calculation of demand charges for non-residential Demand Metered customers?
The Facilities Charge methodology increases revenue recovered over the level of cost
of sarvice, which provides a subsdy from the customer cost to the demand cost
category. The Facilities Charge subsidy was shared among each voltage leve of service
according to each voltage level’s demand related cost of service relative to the totd.
The methodology is shown on IP Exhibit 6.10, Schedule 2, item 3, page 1. In short, the
Facilities Charge subsidy reduces the demand charges for dl customers (including higher
voltage customers). The Company’s proposed rates are shown in IP Exhibit 6.11 and
the methodology used to develop the ratesis described in |P Exhibit 6.10.

In addition to the Fecilities Charge impact described above, have you changed the
demand charge devel opment methodology from the Company’s direct case filing?

Yes. In addition to the Facilities Charge change described above, the Company has
aso refined its approach as to how other demand cost offsets were gpportioned to the
various voltage levels. As shown in IP Exhibit 6.10 (Schedule 2, item 3, page 1),

Trandformation Charge revenue and miscellaneous revenue aso provide some cost
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offsets. In the Company’s direct case, demand prices were created by applying the
entire Transformation Charge revenue offset to the primary voltage demand cost. The
Company now proposes to gpportion the revenue offset according to the ratio of the
transformation demand a each voltage leve to the totd transformation demand. The
revised gpproach recognizes that customers who do not use the primary voltage system
aso pay a Transformation Charge.

Smilarly, in the Company’'s direct case, miscdlaneous revenue provided a
demand cost offset based on the ratio of the ECOS demand at each voltage level to the
totd ECOS demand. The mgority of miscellaneous revenue collected from demand
metered customersis for rental service of equipment (e.g., transformers and substations)
and as such, should provide a cost offset to the voltage costs at the voltage level where
the customer takes service. Renta service cods that were directly identified with a
customer were credited to the appropriate voltage cost where the customer takes
savice. The cods tha were not directly identified with a customer were alocated
based on the ratio of the ECOS demand at each voltage level to the tota ECOS
demand. All of these steps have the impact of reducing demand charges for higher
voltage customers.

What are the proposed revenue incresses for the three demand metered customer
categories shown on [P Exhibit 6.8?

The revenue increase for customers up to 200 kW would be 39%; the revenue increase
for customers with demands from 200 — 1,000 kW would be 36%; the revenue

increase for customers over 1,000 kW would be 39%.
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What are the rate impacts of the Company’s rebutta rate design for customers over 5
MW?

Usng the examples provided by IIEC witness Stephens (at page 8 of his direct
testimony), the percent revenue increases to cusomers & various voltage levels is as
follows: 12.47 kV and below: 16%; 34.5 kV to 69 kV: 55%; 138 kV and above:
75%. The increases on a per kWh basis are 0.066 centskWh, 0.048 cents’kWh, and
0.065 centskWh, respectively.

Further, contrary to Mr. Stephen’s assertion, most customers over 1 MW
would pay a Trangtion Charge (“TC”) if they switched from bundled service today. Of
the customers ill served under bundled rates, al SC 21 and SC 24 customers, if
eligible to switch, would pay a TC if they switched by the end of October. The smple
average TC for SC 21 customers is approximately 2.25 centskWh and nearly 1.0
cent/kWh for SC 24 customers. Thus, to the extent that these customers were to
switch to delivery service, the ddivery service rate design impact will be absorbed by
the customer’ s trangition charge. In other words, the impact of the delivery service rate
change will not be fdt by the customer, or the Company, in terms of tota revenue paid
and collected. Further, if a customer does not have a TC, this is because the
customer’s bundled service rate is near or below the cost the customer would incur for
power in the competitive market, plus ddivery services (i.e., what the competitive

market could offer the customer).
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Mr. Stephens and Mr. Lazare both request additiond support for the Company’s
proposed Reective Demand Charge. What support does the Company have for its
proposed $0.20/kVAR charge?
The basis for the proposed charge is presented in IP Exhibit 6.10 (Schedule 2, item 5).
The charge is based on the cost of indaling new capacitor banks, plus applicable
expenses. Use of the cogt of anewly instaled capacitor bank appropriately reflects the
economic decison that cusomers face — either take steps to minimize kVAR demand
or pay the Company’s Reactive Demand Charge. Further, customers are free to ingal
their own capacitors to reduce kVAR's measured by the Company’s meter. For
customers that own their own generation facilities, VAR'S may be produced by the
generation facilities which would dso offset kVAR's measured by the Company’s
meter. Additionaly, an increase in this charge serves to reduce the demand costs
recovered in other demand charges for customers over 1 MW. IP Exhibit 6.10
(Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 6). Thus, customers with better power factors benefit from
overdl lower rates. Further, the current bundled service Reactive Demand Charge is
$0.30/kVAR. Thus, as customers move from bundled rates to delivery services, they
will still see adecrease in the price paid for this component of service.
Similarly, Mr. Stephens and Mr. Lazare aso both request additiona support for the
Company’s proposed Transformation Capacity Charge.  What support does the
Company have for its proposed $0.50/kW charge for customers under 3 MW and

$0.75/kW for customers 3 MW and over?
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The basis for the proposed charge is presented in IP Exhibit 6.10 (Schedule 2, item 4).
The charge is based on the cogt of ingdling new transformers, plus applicable
expenses. Use of the cogt of a newly ingtaled transformer gppropriately reflects the
economic decision that customers face — have power transformed by the Company, or
provide their own transformation, through ownership or lease of facilities. Customers
arefreeto ingdl their own transformers to transform power from the customer’s supply
voltage to the voltage needed by the customer. Further, revenue collected from
Transformation Charges serves to reduce the demand costs recovered in other demand
charges for dl demand metered customers. Thus, customers who rent or own their
transformation facilities do not pay for the service twice, and benefit from lower demand
rates.  Further, the current bundled service Transformation Capecity Charge is
$0.75/kW. As customers move from bundled rates to delivery service, they see a
decrease in price paid for this service if under 3 MW, or pay the same priceif 3 MW or
larger.
Mr. Stephens questions the price differentia in the Trandformation Charge for
customers above and below 3 MW. Do you have any response?
Yes. Fird, IP witness Vailes explains the history behind the Transformation Charge for
customers 3 MW and above. | also note that of 73 IP customers larger than 3 MW,
57 dready own or rent their transformation facilities. Thus the charge would apply at
most to 16 customers. Moreover, the $0.75/kW Transformation Charge for customers
over 3 MW is within the range of codts of recently ingdled facilities, as shown in IP

Exhibit 6.10 (Schedule 2, item 4). Customers 3 MW and over have demondirated a
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willingness to ether rent or own their transformation facilities. If the rate for customers
above 3 MW is st too low (any amount below $0.75/kW) other customers will
eventualy pay the cost to serve via higher demand charges as customers requiring
expensve transformation facilities take the chegper Transformation Charge, leaving the
remaining cost of serving the customer to be shared by al other cussomers.  Further,
cusomers over 3 MW typicaly require subgtations to transform their power.
Substation cogts can vary congderably from customer to customer. One customer may
desire additiona fault protection equipment, while another may not. One customer’s
transformation facility may need to be placed on a concrete pad secured with a fence,
while another customer’s facilities may be pole mounted. Such customer preferences
and circumstances can cause cost differences.  For this reason, the Company would
prefer to require customers 3 MW and over to rent or own their transformation
facilities. However, for reasons explained by Ms. Vailes, the Company currently hasin
place a $0.75/kW Transformation Charge for customers 3 MW and over.

Could the Transformation Charge be based on embedded costs, as Mr. Stephens
proposes?

No. The Company’s property accounting system does not provide sufficient detail to
determine if a transformer or subdtation is connected directly to a customer’s delivery
point or not. Accordingly, incremental cost pricing for this service is the most practica
(and reliable) approach, and is consstent with the method used to set these rates in the

1999 DST case.
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Mr. Lazare tekes issue with the Company’s proposad to establish a Didribution
Capacity Charge for demand metered customers, based on the customer’s maximum
demand experienced in the past 12 months.  Specificdly, Mr. Lazare States.
While use of the 12 month peak magnifies the importance of the cusomer’s
peek as a 9gnd to control demands, it diminishes the need to control monthly
pesk demands, which have no effect on the Digtribution Capacity Charge as
long as they remain below the 12 month peak. (Staff Exhibit 5.0, p. 31)
Please respond.
Firg, Mr. Lazare is correct that basing charges on Digtribution Capacity magnifies the
importance of the customer’s peak demand as the basis for asignad to control demands.
Indeed, cogt of service studies (including the one used in this proceeding) use a non-
coincident peak demand for the year to dlocate didribution costs.  This method
recognizes that it is the annuad pesk demand that drives digtribution investment. Use of
Digribution Capacity, rather than the customer’s monthly peak demands, better follows
the manner in which costs were incurred (and assigned). Next, while there is an
emphass on the customer’s annud peak, customers sill have an incentive to keep peak
demands in other months low. Twelve months following the customer’s setting of a
peak demand, the customer’s next highest demand will become the new Didribution
Capacity. Cugtomers ill have an incentive to pay attention to their demand to set a
lower demand for the future. Third, one year from now, a customer may have the same
amount of demand asiit hastoday. Monthly demands are of little consequence once the

maximum demand for a didribution circuit is st The equipment in that crcuit will Hill

need to serve the expected maximum demand. What matters more than monthly pesks
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is the maximum potentia for the pesk. Fourth, use of the Didtribution Capecity as the
basis for a Didtribution Capacity Charge ensures that higher load factor customers do
not subsidize lower load factor customers. If the Digtribution Capacity were discarded
in favor of the monthly maximum demand, the unit rate would incresse. Under the
Company’s cost based rate design methodology shown in IP Exhibit 6.10, usng the
gmadler maximum monthly demand would increase the unit rate. Thus, a high load factor
customer would likely pay more under Mr. Lazare's method than the low load factor
customer.

A smple example illugrates this point. Assume two customers are on the same
circuit. Thefirst customer has a pesk demand of 2 MW around the clock (100% load
factor). The other customer also has a pesk demand of 2 MW, but in 11 months of the
year, only 500 kW is used. Thus, for the circuit, a totd deliverability of 4 MW is
needed. Further assume that the annua revenue requirement is $100,000 for the
digribution system. Under the Didtribution Capacity approach, each cusomer would
pay the Company the same amount for delivery service, or $50,000 (ignoring for the
moment the Demand Charge). This is appropriate since each customer contributed
equaly to the need for the Company to ingtdl 4 MW of didtribution capacity. Under
Mr. Lazare's gpproach of usng monthly maximum demand, the high load factor
customer would pay $76,190 per year while the second customer would only pay
$23,810. The result is that customer 1 provides a subsidy to customer 2, and that
customer 1 would now have an incentive to reduce demand to lower the total cost

burden, while customer 2 has less of an incentive to control his annua pesk demand. In
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fact, under Mr. Lazare's maximum monthly demand gpproach, customer 2's maximum
annua demand would have to reach 18,500 kW before customer 2's payment to the
Company equaled that paid by customer 1. Of course, at this demand levd, tota circuit
system demand would be 20,500 kW and customer 1 would be contributing less than
10% to the circuit peak demand. See P Ex. 6.13.

Mr. Lazare dso mentions that the Commission has recently moved away from ratchet
demand rates, citing a ComEd and an Ameren case. How do these cases differ from
what the Company is proposing?

In both cases, the utilities appeared to be proposing to recover the entire delivery
sarvice charge through rates that were subject to a demand ratchet. P is proposing
only to recover the cost of loca primary and secondary voltage systems through the
Digtribution Capacity Charge. Customers that pay the Distribution Capacity Charge are
adso subject to the Demand Charge, which is based on the customer’s monthly
maximum demand. Thus, cusomers ill have an immediate incentive to monitor ther
monthly maximum demands. Further, the proposed SC110 Didtribution Capacity
Charge is amilar to the Didribution Capacity Charge in exising bundled rates for
demand metered customers.

V. Standby Capacity Reqguirement

Have your reviewed I1EC witness Stephens’ and Staff witness Haas' testimony
regarding the Company’s proposed standby capacity requirement?
Yes. Mr. Stephens and Mr. Haas both object to the tariff provision that specifies that if

a sdf-generation customer using delivery services for stand-by exceeds its standby
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capacity, the cusomer will then be charged an amount equa to three times the
otherwise applicable demand charges for the excess demand. Both witnesses dso
object to use of billing determinants that they contend differ from those used for al other
customers.

How do you respond to the criticisms of the charges applicable when a sdf-generation
customer exceedsiits standby contract amount?

Under IP's proposd, if a customer exceeds the standby contract capacity in any
amount, the customer would be billed 3 times the otherwise applicable demand charges
for the excess demand. The Company proposed this provison to give cusomers an
incentive to choose the level of standby capacity that fits their particular Stuation.
Without the provision, the Company believes that customers would have an incentive to
choose a standby capacity vaue that is lower than what their actua ddivery service
needs would be if therr sdf-generation facilities went off-line.  However, given the
difficulty in predicting exactly the gppropriate standby capacity leve, the Company now
proposes that as long as the customer’s demand does not exceed the standby capacity
vaue by more than 10%, the three times charge will not gpply. However, if the
customer’s actua demand exceeds the standby capecity, the standby capecity will still
be reset to equa the customer’s new actua demand. Further, if anew standby capacity
vaue is edablished, the company will review the cusomer's standby capacity
requirement after 12 months, based on the customer's demands in the intervening
period and its connected load, to determine if the customer's standby requirement

should be lowered.
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How do you respond to the argument that standby customers are being trested
differently (i.e,, use of different billing determinants) than other cusomers?

These customers have different billing determinants because they operate differently than
other customers. As dated in my direct testimony, in the absence of the standby
capacity requirement, the customer would receive standby service for his full load, but
only pay for a portion of the cost. The standby capacity requirement helps ensure that
other customers do not subsidize the delivery service standby customer. Is essence, the
standby capacity requirement is like an insurance payment and requires saf-generation
customers to pay for the ddivery service that they are receiving. Whether or not the
deivery service sysem was actualy used by the customer to provide energy to its
facilities, the insurance was till provided.

What about the fact that the non-sdf-generation customer is billed for delivery service
based on a non-ratcheted demand, while the self-generation customer is billed based on
aratcheted demand?

For billing determinants thet use the customer’ s twelve-month maximum demand, billing
determinants established using the customer’ s standby contract capacity and those using
the customer’s Didtribution Capacity will likely be smilar. The customers with sdif-
generdion on the Company's syslem agppear to have edtablished their maximum
digribution system peek in the past 12 months. Thus, for those customers, their
standby capacity and their Digtribution Capacity may be identica. However, for billing
determinants that otherwise would use the monthly maximum demand (i.e, Demand

Charge) if the customer did not have generation, the standby customer would pay more
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for Ddivery Service. To addressthisissue, the Company now proposes to use the self-
generation customer’s standby capacity multiplied by a load diversity factor to adjust
the customer’ s sandby capacity to approximate a monthly maximum demand. Use of a
divergity factor is consstent with the approach used in the Company’s SC 22, Standby
Sarvice, and effectively converts the customer's sandby capecity to a hilling
determinant that is more representative of the monthly maximum demand. The
adjusgment will only apply to the customer’s billing determinants used for the Demand
Charge.

Please describe how the load diversity factors were developed.

The factors were taken from the load profile workpapers associated with Rider TC.
For higher load factor customers, information from profile 601 (SC 24) will be used.
For other large customers (over 1 MW), profile 501 (SC 21) will be used. For
customers under 1 MW, profile 407 (SC 19 - miscellaneous) will be used. The
resulting diversty factors were developed by teking the average of the monthly
maximum demands divided by the maximum annud demand. The diversty factors are
85%, 80%, and 75%, respectively. These factors have been applied to the Standby
Capacity Requirement for purposes of cdculating the customer demand charges
reflected in IP Ex. 6.8.

How will you determine which load diversity factor gpplies to a customer?

The determination will be based on an estimate of the customer’s load factor assuming

that the customer’s generation were idle for the year. Customers with a 50% or better
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load factor will fal under the SC 24 diversity factor, while cusomers with lower load
factorswill have the SC 21 diversity factor gpplied.

Mr. Haas appears to oppose use of the standby capacity requirement even for
edablishing the hilling determinant for the Trandformation Capacity charge. Wha is
your response?

| disagree with Mr. Haas on this point. At aminimum, the stlandby capacity requirement
should apply fully to the Transformation Capacity Charge in SC 110, section 6.C(5).
Customer transformers or substations must be szed to serve the customer’s maximum
expected demand a any single moment. Use of a twelve month maximum demand may
not gppropriately reflect the salf-generation customer’ s expected maximum demand that
could be placed on the ddivery syslem. The standby capacity requirement provides the
gppropriate basis to hill for the Transformation Capacity Charge.

Mr. Haas dso states that |1P has failed to consder load diversity among salf-generation
customers and their benefits provided to the ddlivery systlem. Please comment.

Mr. Haas beieves that it is unreasonable to make standby customers responsible for
paying for the amount of potentid usage that the customer would be drawing from the
orid if sdf-generation did not exis. Mr. Haas aso provides an example of 100
customers who indal on-ste generation to serve a portion of their load, in order to
demondtrate that these are diversty benefits of having many sdf-generation customers
connected to the ddlivery grid. Mr. Haas may not be familiar with the IP system and the
number of self-generation customers connected to the grid. At thistime, IP only has 9

sef-generation customers, spread across its system of nearly 800 digtribution circuits,
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S0 these customers would not provide any load diversity benefits. The sdf-generation
customer places the same planning burden on the Company as do other customers.
The leve of investment in distribution facilities to provide, or be prepared to provide,
delivery sarvice to these cusomers is the same. It would be irresponsible for
digtribution planners to assume that a customer’s generation facility would be running at
the time of the local circuit pesk. If the planners were to do so, they would do so &t the
risk of adegradation in rdiability.

Mr. Haas believes that | P has proposed the standby capacity requirement as ameansto
mitigate the risk of revenue lost to the Company or an affiliate due to additiona
proliferation of self-generation (Staff Exhibit 9.0, p 6-7). Please comment.

The Company proposed the standby contract requirement in order to recover the
Company’s didribution system cods of backing up the load that is served by a
cusomer’s sdf-generation equipment, but that is not isolated from the Company’s
digtribution system. As it stands today, the Company’s other customers are paying a
portion of the cost of standing by ready to provide delivery service to the customer with
sdf-generation. The Company is smply attempting to recover the cost of providing
service from those who impose the cost on the Company.

Can you provide an example to illugtrate the points raised above?

Yes. Consder a hypotheticad smilar to the one discussed in connection with the
Didribution Capecity charge. Assume a circuit serves two customers, each with aload
(demand) of 2,000 kW. Customer 1 has generation that serves dl of itsload, and relies

on the Company’ s digtribution system in the event of a saf-generation outage. Customer
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2 does not have sdf-generation. The revenue requirement associaied with the
digtribution system needed to serve the 4,000 kW demand is $8,000 per month
($96,000 per year), which generates ademand price of $2.00 per kW-month.

Under the Company’s proposed standby capacity approach, Customer 1 and
Customer 2 would each pay $4,000 per month. This approach does not encourage or
discourage customer self-generation, but merely seeks to recover the cost of providing
delivery service equitably from each customer.

Under Mr. Haas approach, Customer 2 would be responsible for the full
$8,000 of monthly charges dthough the Utility’s revenue requirement associated with
serving his load would only be one-hdf the amount ($4,000). Customer 1, while
necesstating the same investment in delivery systems as Customer 2, would pay nothing
unless this cusomer’s generdtion were to be off-line in a paticular month. This
approach creates a $4,000 subsidy to be paid by Customer 2 for costs which
Customer 1 should be responsible,

Does the Company oppose self-generation facilities?
No, it does not. On this point, we agree with Mr. Cooper’s rebuttal testimony in
Docket No. 00-0802 where he stated:

As indicated above, the Company’s interests are in afair and equitable

recovery of its ddivery costs from each of its customer classes. Again,

it is not the Company’sintent to ater the economics of self-generation.

The Company’s only intent is to implement cost-causation and recovery

principles. The Company recognizes that, if self-generation customers

are obligated to pay costs that they cause, salf-generation may not be as

attractive as would be the case if they could avoid those costs and get

what amounts to free insurance. This does not indicate any problem
with the Company’s proposal. Rather, it suggests that failure to adopt
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the Company’ s proposal would create a false incentive for customersto
sdlf-generate, a the expense of those who do not.

VI. Rider PRS
Have you considered I1EC witness Stephens’ criticisms of Rider PRS?
Yes. The Company has decided to withdraw Rider PRS as aigindly proposed.
Instead, the Company proposes to retain the provisons found in current Section 13 of
SC 110 as the substance for Rider PRS.
Does this conclude your prepared rebutta testimony?

Yesit does.



IP Exhibit 6.7

lllinois Power Company
Revenue Allocation for Delivery Service

TME 12-31-2000

Proposed
Revenue Miscellaneous Net Revenue Percent of
Class Requirement Revenue Requirement Total

Residential $ 180,231,000 (2,738,000) $ 177,493,000 61%
Small Use General Service $ 10,269,000 (885,000) $ 9,384,000 3%
Demand Metered General Service $ 93,011,000 (5,659,000) $ 87,352,000 28%
Lighting /1 $ 20,636,000 (92,000) $ 20,544,000 7%
Total $ 304,147,000 (9,374,000) $ 294,773,000 100%

/1 Proposed shows total lighting, including Residential.



lllinois Power Company

Delivery Service Detailed Billing Determinants - Rebuttal
Twelve Months Ending 12-31-00

Present Unit Proposed Unit Proposed Annual
Class Monthly Billing Units Charge Present Annual Revenue| | Monthly Billing Units Charge Revenue
Residential
Facilities Charge
Multi-Family 97,819 N/A $ 97819 § 596 $ 6,995,980
Single Phase 390,942 N/A $ 390,942 § 79% $ 37,342,806
Three Phase 18,231 N/A $ 18231  $ 16.00 § 3,500,296
Subtotal 506,992 cust $ 506,992 $ 47,839,083
Delivery Charge
1st 300 kwh/month 1,728,869,694 kuh N/A $ 1,728869,694 0.03422 $ 59,161,921
Over 300 kwh/month 3,486,334,792 kwh N/A $ 3/486,334,792  $ 0.02022 $ 70,493,690
5,215,204,486 kuh N/A $ 5,215,204,486 $ 129,655,610
Total $ $ 177,494,693
Small Use General Service
Metered
Facilities Charge
Single Phase 26,703 $ 953 $ 3,053,755 26,703 $ 803 § 2,573,101
Three Phase 8,408 $ 1953 § 1,970,499 8408 $ 11.09 $ 1,118,937
Subtotal 35111 cust $ 5,024,254 35,111 $ 3,692,038
Meter Charge
Single Phase 26,703 $ 347 § 1,111,913 26,703 $ 335 § 1,073,461
Three Phase 8,408 $ 347 § 350,109 8408 % 778 $ 784,971
Subtotal 35,111 $ 1,462,022 35,111 $ 1,858,431
Delivery Charge
1st 300 kWh/month 90,815,210 wh  $ 0.0014 $ 127,141 90,815210 $ 0.01741 $ 1,581,093
Over 300 kWh/month 158,814,285 wh  $ 0.0014 222,340 158,814,285  $ 0.01088 _§ 1,727,899
Subtotal 249,629,495 349,481 249,629,495 3,308,992
Metered Subtotal I 7
Unmetered B
Facilities Charge 2,206 $ 850 $ 225,012 2206 % 850 $ 225,012
Delivery Charge
All kwh/month 34,832,958 wh  $ 0.0014 8 48,766 34832958 $ 0.00859 _§ 299,215
Unmetered Subtotal 273,778 524,227
Small Use General Service Total 5
Demand Metered General Service
Up to 200 kW
Facilities Charge
Single Phase 11,271 $ 3579 $ 4,840,756 11271 $ 2511 $ 3,396,239
Three Phase
<24kV 16,338 $ 3532 $ 6,924,526 16,338  $ 2693 $ 5,279,657
2.4-12.4TkV 86 $ 28014 $ 287,885 86 $ 187.11 $ 192,283
34.5-69 kV 7 $ 660.54 $ 55,485 7 3 57032 $ 47,907
138 kv - $ 1,786.62 $ - - $ 189063 $ -
Subtotal 27,701 cust $ 12,108,652 217,701 $ 8,916,085
Meter Charge
Single Phase 11,271 $ 546 $ 738,489 11271 $ 862 $ 1,165,893
Three Phase
<2.4kvV 16,338 $ 1568 $ 3,074,082 16,338  $ 1599 $ 3,134,857
2.4-12.4TkV 86 $ 9486 $ 97,483 86 $ 14815 $ 152,246
34.5-69 kV 7 $ 99.46 $ 8,355 7 3 354.43 $ 29,772
138 kv - $ 11338 § - - $ 139279 $ -
Subtotal 27,701 $ 3,918,408 217,701 $ 4,482,769
Distribution Capacity Charge <=12.47kV 1,097,854 kw N/A $ - 1,097,854  $ 2579 § 33,976,400
Demand Charge (Monthly Max)
<=12.47kV 778,409 $ 2136 $ 19,952,181 778409 $ 0.488 $ 4,558,363
34.5-69 kV 12,122 $ 0.263 $ 38,257 12122 $ 0474 $ 68,950
138 kv - $ 0.016 $ - - $ 0.026 $ -
Subtotal 790,531 $ 19,990,438 790,531 $ 4,627,313
Transformation Charge 868,413 v $ 0500 $ 5,210,476 868413 § 050 $ 5,210,476
Up to 200 kW Subtotal $ 41,227,973 57, 043

Difference $ -
Present v. Proposed

$ 47,839,083

129,655,610
177,494,693

@ B

$  (1,332,216)

$ 396,409
$ 2,959,511
$ 2,023,704
$ -

$ 250,449
$ 250,449
$ 2,274,153

$  (3,192,567)

$ 564,361
$ 33,976,400
$  (15,363,124)
$ -

$ 15,985,070

IP Exhibit 6.8
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Percent Change
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27%

847%
30%
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514%
91%
32%

-26%

14%
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0%

39%



lllinois Power Company

Delivery Service Detailed Billing Determinants - Rebuttal
Twelve Months Ending 12-31-00

Present Unit Proposed Unit Proposed Annual
Class Monthly Billing Units Charge Present Annual Revenue| | Monthly Billing Units Charge Revenue
200 - 1000 kW
Facilities Charge
Three Phase
<24kv 751 $ 6565 $ 591,638 751 % 63.96 $ 576,408
2.4-12.47kV 94 $ 280.14 $ 315,998 9 % 187.11 $ 211,060
34.5-69 KV 15 $ 660.54 $ 118,897 15 % 570.32 $ 102,658
138kV 1 $ 1,786.62 § 21,439 1 $ 1,890.63 $ 22,688
Subtotal 861 cust $ 1,047,972 861 $ 912,813
Meter Charge
Three Phase
<2.4kvV 751 $ 3435 $ 309,562 751 $ 1794 $ 161,675
2.4-12.4TkV 94 $ 9486 $ 107,002 9 % 14815 $ 167,113
34.5-69 kV 15 $ 99.46 $ 17,903 15 % 354.43 $ 63,797
138 kv 1 $ 11338 § 1,361 1 8 139279 $ 16,713
Subtotal 861 $ 435,828 861 $ 409,299
Distribution Capacity Charge <= 12.47 kV 372,980 kw N/A $ 372,980 $ 2165 $ 9,690,025
Demand Charge (per Monthly Max)
<12.47kV 284127 i $ 2136 $ 7,282,736 284,127 $ 0.4880 $ 1,663,846
34.5-69 KV 53009 v $ 0263 $ 167,296 53009 $ 04740 $ 301,515
138kV 504 e $ 0.016 § 97 504§ 0.0260 $ 157
Subtotal 337,640 kw $ 7,450,130 337,640 $ 1,965,519
Transformation Charge 390,884 w $ 0.500 $ 2,345,304 390,884 $ 050 $ 2,345,304
200 - 1000 kW Subtotal $ 3 $
1000 kW and Over
Facilities Charge
Three Phase
<24kv 50 $ 6565 $ 39,390 5 % 63.96 $ 38,376
2.4-12.47kV 91 $ 280.14 $ 305,913 91 % 187.11 $ 204,324
34.5-69 KV 71 $ 660.54 $ 562,780 s 570.32 $ 485,913
138kV 10 $ 1,786.62 $ 214,394 10 $ 1,890.63 $ 226,876
Subtotal 222 $ 1,122,477 222 $ 955,488
Meter Charge
Three Phase
<2.4kvV 50 $ 3435 $ 20,610 5 % 1794 $ 10,764
2.4-12.4TkV 91 $ 9486 $ 103,587 91 $ 14815 $ 161,780
34.5-69 kV 71 $ 99.46 $ 84,740 s 354.43 $ 301,974
138 kv 10 $ 11338 § 13,606 10 $ 139279 $ 167,135
Subtotal 222 $ 222,543 222 $ 641,653
Distribution Capacity Charge <= 12.47 kV 205,322 kw N/A $ 201,182 % 1833 $ 4,425,199
Demand Charge (Monthly Max)
<=12.47kV 167,015 ww $1.948 $ 3,904,143 163,185  $ 0413 $ 808,745
34.5-69 kV 932,032 kw $0.239 $ 2,673,068 844450  $ 0401 $ 4,063,493
138 kv 481,037 kw $0.015 $ 86,587 206195 $ 0.022 $ 54,435
Subtotal 1,580,084 kw $ 6,663,797 1,213,830 $ 4,926,674
Standby Capacity Requirement
Distribution Capacity <=12.47 kV 4140  $ 1833 § 91,056
<=12.47kV 3870 $ 0413 $ 19,178
34.5-69 KV 98876 $ 0401 $ 475,792
138kV 277206 $ 0022 $ 73,182
Subtotal $ 659,209
Transformation Charge, Under 3 MW 118,159 w  $ 0500 $ 708,956 118159  $ 0500 $ 708,956
Transformation Charge, Over 3 MW 75,899 Kw $ 0750 $ 683,089 75,899 $ 0750 $ 683,089
Reactive Demand Charge 755,889 kvar $ 0.100 $ 907,067 755889  $ 0200 $ 1,814,134
1000 kW and Over Subtotal $ 10,307,928 $ 14,814,401
PPO Calculator Fee 4.7 $ $ 417 8 350 $ 1,750
Partial Requirements Admin Fee 1 $ $ 1 % 100.00 $ 1,200
Demand Metered Total $ $ 87,
Lighting (see pages 3-6)
Lighting Total $ 20,612,284 (Present excludes Residential) $ 20,541,325
GRAND TOTAL $ 90,536,954 $ 294,773,061

Difference $ -
Present v. Proposed

$ (135,160)

$ (26,528)

$ 9,690,025

$  (5484,611)
$ -

$ 4,043,726
$ (166,989)
$ 419,110

$ 4,425,199

$ (1,737,123)

$ 659,209
$ -
$ -
$ 907,067
$ 4,506,473

$ 24,538,219

$ (70,958)
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ILLINOIS POWER COMPANY

DELIVERY SERVICES - BILLING DETERMINANT ADJUSTMENTS

Original Customer Counts

TWELVE MONTHS ENDING 12-31-00
Updated Customer Counts 08-31-01

IP Exhibit 6.9
Page 1 of 3

Rebuttal Customer Counts

CLASS Customers % of Total Customers % of Total Customers % of Total
Residential
Facilities Charge
Multi-Family 97,199 19.29% 97,199 19.29% 97,819 19.29%
Single Phase 388,467 77.11% 388,467 77.11% 390,942 77.11%
Three Phase 18,115 3.60% 18,115 3.60% 18,231 3.60%
Subtotal 503,782 100.00% 503,782 100.00% 506,992 100.00%
Small Use General Service
Metered
Facilities Charge
Single Phase 25,339 39.78% 26,622 41.79% 26,703 41.79%
Three Phase 7977 12.52% 8,382 13.16% 8,408 13.16%
Subtotal 33,316 52.30% 35,005 54.95% 35,111 54.95%
Demand Metered General Service
Up to 200 kW
Facilities Charge
Single Phase 11,924 18.72% 11,237 17.64% 11,271 17.64%
Three Phase
<24kV 17,283 27.13% 16,288 25.57% 16,338 25.57%
2.4-12.47kV 20 0.14% 85 0.13% 86 0.13%
34.5-69 kV 7 0.01% 7 0.01% 7 0.01%
138 kv 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Subtotal 29,305 46.00% 27,617 43.35% 27,702 43.35%
200 - 1000 kW
Facilities Charge
Three Phase
<24kV 748 1.17% 748 1.17% 751 1.18%
2.4-12.47kV 9% 0.15% 94 0.15% 9% 0.15%
34.5-69 kV 15 0.02% 15 0.02% 15 0.02%
138 kv 1 0.00% 1 0.00% 1 0.00%
Subtotal 859 1.35% 859 1.35% 861 1.35%
1000 kW and Over
Facilities Charge
Three Phase
<24kv 50 0.08% 50 0.08% 50 0.08%
2.4-12.47kV 91 0.14% 91 0.14% 91 0.14%
34.5-69 kV 71 0.11% 71 0.11% 71 0.11%
138 kv 10 0.02% 10 0.02% 10 0.02%
Subtotal 223 0.35% 223 0.35% 223 0.35%
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL 503,782 503,782 506,992
TOTAL NON-RESIDENTIAL 63,703 63,703 63,897
GRAND TOTAL 567,485 567,486 570,889



Residential

Residential Customers

Residential Sales

Non-Residential

Non-Residential Customers

Non-Residential Sales

Customer Allocation % to Small Use General Servic
Customer Allocation % to Demand Metered General Service

Revised Small Use General Service Customers
Revised Demand Metered General Service Customers
Total Non-Residential Customers

kWh Allocation % to Small Use General Service
kWh Allocation % to Demand Metered General Service

kWh Allocation % to Lighting

Revised Small Use General Service kWh Sales
Revised Demand Metered General Service kWh Sales

Revised Lighting kWh Sales
Total Non-Residential Sales

lllinois Power Company

DELIVERY SERVICES - BILLING DETERMINANT ADJUSTMENTS

Customer Counts & kWh Sales

2000 Average Customers
503,782

2000 Annual Sales
5,182,189,734

2000 Average Customers
63,703

2000 Annual Sales
13,980,065,442

54.95%

45.05%

35,111
28,785

63,897

2.03%
97.20%
0.77%

284,462,453
13,629,856,598
107,991,851

14,022,310,903

2001 Forecasted
Customers
510,201

Annual Average use per

Customer
10,287

2001 Forecasted
Customers
64,088

Annual Average use per

Customer
219,457

Difference
6,419

Annual Average Use * 1/2
Difference

33,014,752

Difference
385

Annual Average Use * 1/2
Difference

42,245,461

1/2 Difference
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Average Customer
Bills per Month

3,210

Adjusted Sales
5,215,204,486

1/2 Difference

506,992

Change in Sales kWh
33,014,752

Average Customer
Bills per Month

193

Adjusted Sales
14,022,310,903

63,897

Change in Sales kWh
42,245,461

% Change
0.64%

% Change
0.64%

% Change
0.30%

% Change
0.30%



lllinois Power Company

DELIVERY SERVICES - BILLING DETERMINANT ADJUSTMENTS

Monthly Max Demand & Distribution Capacity After Adjustment for Rate 10 Qualifiers

Up to 200 kW

Current Distribution Cap (kW)

Current Avgerage Distribution

Distribution Capacity <=12.47 kV 1,094,485

Demand Charge (Monthly Max) Current Demand (kW)

<=1247kV 776,020
345-69KV 12,122
138KV 0

Subtotal 788,142
200-1000 kW

Current Distribution Cap (kW)

Cap (kW

40

Current Average Demand per
Cutomer (kW

28
1,732

Current Avgerage Distribution

Increase in Customers

Increase in Customers

Distribution Capacity <=12.47 kV 371,656

Demand Charge (Monthly Max) Current Demand (kW)

<=12.47kV 283,118
345-69 kv 53,009
1KY 504
Subtotal 336,631
Up to 200 kW

Current Billing Units (kW)

Transformation Charge 865,748

200-1000 kW

Current Billing Units (kW)

Transformation Charge 389,522

Cap (kW

441

Current Average Demand per
Cutomer (KW
336
3,534
504

Increase in Customers

Increase in Customers

Proposed Distribution
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Change in Distribution Capacity

Capacity (kW

85 1,097,854

Proposed Demand (kW)

(kw)

3,369

Change in Demand (kW)

85 778,409

0 12122

9 9
790,531

Proposed Distribution

2,389
0
0

2,389

Change in Distribution Capacity

Capacity (kW

3 372,980

Proposed Demand (kW)

(kw)

1,324

Change in Demand (kW)

284,127
53,009
504

337,640

Io o w

lllinois Power Company

Annualized Billing Determinants
Transformation Units After Adjustment for Rate 10 Qualifiers

Average Billing Units per
Customer (kW)

31

Average Billing Units per
Customer (KW

454

Increase in Customers Proposed Billing Units (kW)

1,009
0
0

1,009

Change in Billing Units (kW)

85 868,413

Increase in Customers Proposed Billing Units (kW)

2,665

Change in Billing Units (kW)

3 390,884

1,362



Illinois Power Company IP Exhibit 6.10
Delivery Service Docket 01-0432 Page 1 of 13
Rate Design Methodol ogy (cont.)

[llinois Power Company
Delivery Service Docket 01-0432
Rate Design M ethodology

SUMMARY

This report documents the methods used to design the unit rate charges proposed
in the rebuttal phase of the Illinois Power Company (IP) delivery service rate case,
Docket 01-0432. The rate design methods aim to set rates that (1) will recover the total
revenue requirement and (2) comply with the Customer Choice Law provisions requiring
delivery service rates to be cost-based and to consider voltage level differences. In most
cases (e.g., meters for Small Use General Service), the method uses a “top down”
approach, in which an embedded cost of service is determined for afunctional cost within
aclass of customers. In afew cases, (e.g., the calculation of pricesfor Transformation
and Reactive Demand), the method uses a “bottom up” approach, in which the price was
devel oped based on the replacement cost of providing the service. In still other cases
(e.g., meter replacement costs were used to apportion meter costs among demand metered
customers), the method uses replacement costs as a means to allocate the revenue
requirement apportioned to a class of customers for a particular function. The specific
uses of these methodologies are described in detail below.

. SUPPORTING SCHEDULES

Supporting information for the rate design process is provided in the attached
SchedulesNo. 1 - 3.
Components of the Embedded Cost of Service Study (ECOSS) supporting the rate

design process are shown in Schedule 1.
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The step-by-step process for design of the various charges is shown in Schedule 2.

The specific information shown in this attachment is as follows:

Facilities Charge Rate Design (Schedule 2, Item 1, Pages 1-5)

Meters Charge Rate Design (Schedule 2, Item 2, Pages 1-4)

Demand Charge Rate Design (Schedule 2, Item 3, Pages 1-7)

Transformation Charge Rate Design (Schedule 2, Item 4, Page 1)

Reactive Demand Charge Rate Design (Schedule 2, Item 5, Page 1)
Details of the methods followed for development of each of these rate components are
provided below in the Methodology explanation.

1. REVENUE ALLOCATION AND CUSTOMER SEGMENTATION

As noted above, the rate design methods aim to recover Illinois Power’s revenue
requirement to provide delivery service. To develop these methods, IP divided the
delivery service customers into four groups. These groups are:

Residential
Small Use Genera Service (smaller non-residential)
Demand Metered General Service customers (larger non-residential)
Lighting
The revenue requirement was allocated to each of these customer groups based on each
group’s cost contribution to the revenue requirement, as identified in the ECOSS.
To better reflect the applicable cost of service, these groups were segmented into

sub-groups based on customer load size and the voltage levels at which service is taken.
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The segmentation of the delivery service customers for allocation of revenue requirement

to be recovered and for purposes of rate design is shown below:

Revenue Allocation Rate Design
Residential Residential
Small Use General Service Small Use General Service
(Non-residential, non-demand metered) - Metered
Unmetered
Demand Metered General Service Demand Metered General Service
(Non-residential) - Upto 200 kw
200 to 1,000 kw
Over 1,000 kW
Lighting AreaLighting (by bulb type)
Residential
Non-residential
Street Lighting (by bulb type)

This segmentation was done for rate design because Residential and Small Use Genera
Service customers are typically served from secondary voltage levels and are metered
with a watt-hour meter. Demand Metered General Service customers can be served at
secondary, primary, subtransmission, or transmission voltage levels, and the facilities
serve al customers too large to qualify for Small Use General Service. The rates for
Demand Metered General Service customers recover the different costs incurred to serve
at the various voltage levels. Lighting rates were designed based primarily on the cost of
the local facilities required to provide the service, and recover the allocated revenue
requirement for the class.

V. METHODOLOGY

| P devel oped methods to determine appropriate (1) Facility Charges (Schedule 2,

Item 1, Pages 1-5); (2) Meter Charges (Schedule 2, Item 2, Pages 1-4); (3)
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Demand/Delivery Charges (Schedule 2, Item 3, Pages 1-7); (4) Transformation Charges
(Schedule 2, Item 4, Page 1); and (5) Reactive Demand charges (Schedule 2, Item 5, Page
1). Thefirst two charges are customer-related and were designed to recover the

identified cost of the service lines, meters, similar equipment and expenses associated
with each of these components required to serve the specified rate design customer. The
last three charges were designed to recover the cost to serve the load requirements of
each customer group. P also developed (6) Reactive Demand Charges and (7) Lighting
Rate Charges. The methods used to determine all of these charges are described in detail
below.

A. FACILITIES CHARGES

The Facilities Charge rates were designed to recover the cost of current and

potential meter transformers, service lines, and other related expenses (such as

billing, call center, etc.) required to provide delivery service. These rates were

designed for all customer segments. |P used the following process to calculate the

Facilities Charges rates:

1 Calculation of the monthly cost per customer for current potential meter
transformers (CT's & PT’s) (Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 1):

First, 1P alocated the embedded cost of these meters (Schedule 2)
to the applicable customer groups based on the marginal cost of the
meters. Since CT & PT meters are typically not installed for secondary
voltage service, the margina cost at this voltage is zero. For the purposes
of rate design, IP used marginal values to allocate the residual revenue

requirement for customers taking secondary voltage service and to
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mitigate increases for primary, subtransmission, and high voltage
subtransmission demand metered customers (col 6). Second, IP multiplied
the marginal cost by an annual carrying charge (col 7) to determine an
annual carrying cost per unit (col 8). Third, IP multiplied the annual
carrying cost per unit (col 8) by the number of customers (col 5) to
determine the total annual carrying cost (col 9). Fourth, IP used thisfigure
to determine the marginal cost allocation factor (col 10). Fifth, IP
multiplied the marginal cost allocation factor (col 10) by each class
ECOS unbundled facilities cost (col 11) to determine the allocated
unbundled cost per customer (col 12). Sixth, IP divided the unbundled
Facilities cost per customer (col 12) by the number of customers (col 5) to
determine the annual facilities cost per customer (col 13). Seventh, IP
divided this same figure by 12 and arrived at a monthly facilities cost per
customer (col 14).

2. Calculation of the Monthly Service Cost per customer (Schedule 2, Item 1,
Page 2):

I P allocated the embedded cost of this service (Schedule 1) to the
applicable customer groups based on the installed service cost following
the same methodology as described for “current and potential
transformers’ (Item 1 above).

3. Calculation of the weighted monthly Other Expenses cost per customer

(Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 3):
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B.

| P alocated the embedded cost of these expenses (Schedule 1)
using weightings assigned to the customer groups. The detailed
methodology and cal culations are shown on Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 3.
Calculation of the Annual Total Facilities Unit Cost (CT & PT Meter,
Service, and Other Expenses) (Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 4):

Schedule 2, Item 1, page 4 summarizes the costs determined on
pages 1-3 and multiplies the total cost (col 9), first, by the number of
customers (col 5) and, second, by 12 to determine the annual cost based
revenue for Facilities (col 10).

The Total Facilities Unit Cost was adjusted in rebuttal to account for rate
design objectives other than strict cost recovery (Schedule 2, Item 1, Page
5):

For Residential customers, |P adjusted the facilities cost to equal
the cost of SC 2 bundled rates, which will go into effect on 5/01/2002.
Non-residential facilities costs were adjusted by 50% of the difference
between existing delivery service facilities charges and the calculated
facilities cost. The remaining costs that resulted from deviating from cost
of service were recovered in Delivery or Demand Charges.

METER CHARGES

The Meter Charges were designed to recover the unbundled cost per customer of

providing meter service, meter reading, and meter-related collectibles. These

rates were designed for Small Use General Service and Demand Metered Generd
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Service customers, and rates have also been calculated for residential customers.

| P used the following process to calculate the Meter Charges.

1.

Calculation of the monthly Unbundled Meter cost per customer (Schedule
2, Item 2, Page 1):

First, IP alocated the embedded cost of these meters (Schedule 1)
to the applicable customer groups based on the margina cost of the meters
(col 6). Second, IP multiplied the margina cost by an annual carrying
charge (col 7) to determine an annual carrying cost per unit (col 8). Third,
IP multiplied the annual carrying cost per unit (col 8) by the number of
customers (col 5) to determine the total annual carrying cost (col 9).
Fourth, 1P used this figure to determine the marginal cost allocation factor
(col 10). Fifth, IP multiplied the margina cost allocation factor (col 10) by
each class ECOS unbundled meter cost (col 11) to determine the
allocated unbundled meter cost (col 12). Sixth, IP divided the unbundlied
meter cost (col 12) by the number of customers (col 5) to determine the
annual meter cost per customer (col 13). Finaly, IP divided the annual
meter cost per customer by 12 to determine the monthly meter cost per
customer (col 14).

Calculation of the weighted monthly Meter Reading Expenses cost per
customer (Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 2):

|P alocated the embedded cost of Meter Reading (Schedule 1) via

weightings assigned to the customer groups. The detailed methodol ogy

and calculations are shown on Schedule 2, Item 2, page 2.
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3. Calculation of the weighed monthly Meter Reading Uncollectible cost per
customer (Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 3):

IP allocated the embedded cost of this expense (Schedule 1) via
weightings assigned to the customer groups. The detailed methodol ogy
and calculations are shown on Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 3.

4, Calculation of the Total Meter Cost (Meter, Meter Reading, and Meter
Reading Uncollectible Costs) (Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 4):

IP did not unbundle the meter cost for Residential customers for
delivery service, even though an IP schedule shows an unbundled rate. IP
made no adjustments to the unbundled meter cost in developing the
Metering Charges.

C. DEMAND/DELIVERY CHARGES

Demand/Delivery Charges were designed to recover embedded Demand costs
(Schedule 1). IP designed delivery rates for Residential and Small Use General Service
customers based on per kWh charges. 1P developed demand rates, including Standby
Capacity charges and Distribution Capacity charges, for Demand Metered General
Service customers. |P used the following process to calculate the demand rates for
Demand Metered General Service customers:

Demand Charge Devel opment

1 Allocation of demand cost offsets to the appropriate voltage level category
(Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 1):
First, the Company’ s demand related costs for the demand metered

customers provided the starting point (Schedule 1) for determining the
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allocation of demand costs. Second, IP offset the demand cost by an
amount equal to the Transformation Charge revenue contribution. The
Transformation Charge was set independently, and, thus, it provided an
offset for purposes of setting other demand charges. Third, miscellaneous
revenue also provided a cost offset. Asshown in Col (5), the Company
identified a significant amount of miscellaneous revenue that could be
directly allocated to respective voltage levels by identifying individual
customers that contribute miscellaneous revenue at each voltage level.
Fourth, the miscellaneous revenue that was not allocated to a specific
voltage level was alocated to each voltage category based on the relative
weighting of ECOS to total ECOS. Fifth, IP limited rate decreases for
some Facilities Charges and produced a subsidy that was used to further
reduce the demand costs to be recovered through demand charges.
Finaly, IP alocated the excess facilities revenue to each voltage level
based on the relative weighting of ECOS to total ECOS.

2. Calculation of the Demand Charge for use of subtransmission system
(34.5-69 kV) facilities (Schedule 2, I1tem 3, Page 2):

First, IP divided the ECOS for subtransmission level service by the
loss factor adjusted demand of all customers that use the subtransmission
system. The applicable loss factor contemplates only losses from
subtransmission to primary voltage, because 1 MW served at primary

must also contemplate use of the subtransmission system at 1 MW plus the
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loss factor. Then IP assigned the loss-factor-adjusted monthly unit cost to
each voltage level of subtransmission service.

3. Calculation of the Demand Charge for use of high voltage subtransmission
(138 kV and over) facilities (Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 3):

First, IP divided the ECOS for high voltage subtransmission level
service by the loss factor adjusted demand of all customers that use the
subtransmission system. The applicable loss factors contemplate losses
from high voltage subtransmission to subtransmission, and from high
voltage subtransmission to primary voltage, because 1 MW served at
voltages below high voltage subtransmission must also contemplate use of
the high voltage subtransmission system at 1 MW plus a loss factor.

Then, IP assigned the loss-factor-adjusted monthly unit cost to each
voltage level of high voltage subtransmission service.

4, Determination of the total demand cost (Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 4), by
totaling the subtransmission and high voltage subtransmission costs by
voltage level.

5. Calculation of the distribution capacity charge based on customer category
(Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 5):

I P designed the distribution capacity charge to recover the cost of
low voltage facilities, and thus the charge applies only to customers at
12.47 kV or below. Accordingly, no loss factor adjustments are
necessary. |P used the Distribution Capacity as the demand billing

determinant. The Distribution Capacity is the customer’s maximum
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demand reached in the past 12 months. P allocated a portion of the cost
of the secondary system to customers below 200 kW. Thus, the
Distribution Capacity Charge for customers below 200 kW also included
costs for this portion of the secondary system and differentiated the charge
from the charge for larger customers. Larger customers typically receive
service from dedicated facilities connected to the primary (or higher)
voltage system.

6. IP further adjusted the demand rates for larger customers (over 1,000 kW)
to reflect the revenue contribution associated with separate pricing for
reactive demand (Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 6). |P adjusted the rates
designed in steps 1 — 5 above based on the percentage of the reactive
demand revenue to total demand revenue at prices before the reactive
demand adjustment. The calculation is limited to customers with demands
over 1,000 kW.

Ddivery Charge Development

The Delivery Charge applies to non-demand metered customers and was designed
to recover the delivery service revenue requirement allocation that is not recovered in the
Facilities and Meter (if any) Charges. |P used atwo-block rate design structure to design
delivery rates for Residential and Small Use General Service metered customers. These
blocks were set at (1) the first 300 kWh per month, and (2) over 300 kWh per month. 1P
used the following processes to calcul ate these charges:

1 Calculation of the second block delivery charge (Schedule 2, Item 3, Page

7):
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| P adjusted the embedded demand cost for miscellaneous cost,
reduced it by the amount of embedded secondary demand cost (Schedule
1) and divided the resulting embedded demand cost by the total kwh
billing determinant.

2. Calculation of the first block energy charge (Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 7):

IP divided the embedded cost for secondary demand (Schedule 1)
by the kWh billing determinant in the first block (less than 300 kwWh per
month) and added the block 2 energy charge.

3. Calculation of Non-Residential Small Use General Service Rates:

|P calculated the rates for non-residential Small Use General
Service customers for the Facilities Charge adjustment in a manner similar
to that described for the Demand Metered General Service customers
(Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 7):

In addition, IP added an amount for a revenue deficiency caused by
rounding facilities and meter costs to the facilities charge adjustment to
arrive a the total adjustment. 1P set the rates for Residential customers
based on the recommendation of AG/CUB, which maintains the same first
block premium asin SC 2 over the tail block charge.

4, Calculation of a Flat Delivery Rate for Unmetered Customers:

IP designed aflat delivery rate for unmetered customers by

dividing the total embedded demand cost for this customer group

(Schedule 1) by the total deliveries (Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 7).
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D. TRANSFORMATION CHARGES

Transformation charges for Demand Metered General Service customers were
based on the marginal cost of overhead and underground transformer units. The current
bundled transformation rate for customers less than 3 MW is $0.50 per kW, and the rate
for those customer greater than 3 MW is $0.75 per KW. |P used these same ratesin the
design of cost recovery for delivery service. Asindicated, IP used the marginal cost of
transformer units for customers less than 3 MW to support the delivery service rate
design (Schedule 2, Item 4, Page 1).

E. REACTIVE DEMAND

IP “price-unbundled” the Reactive Demand charge, applicable only to Demand
Metered General Service customers greater than 1,000 kW, because these customers are
large enough to economically install customer-owned capacitors. This charge is based on
the installed cost of capacitors at various voltage levels (Schedule 2, Item 5, Page 1).

F. LIGHTING RATES

| P based the revenue target for the lighting class on the revenue requirement
attributed to the Lighting class (Schedule 3, Item 5, Pages 1-4). First, IP adjusted
individual non-residential bulb prices on a pro-rata basisto arrive at the total revenue
requirement target. Second, |P developed residential bulb prices by starting with the
bundled rate and adjusting for the additional 5% rate decrease to become effective on
5/01/2002. Third, IP removed the marginal cost of energy that was used to develop the
prices for existing bundled service from each bulb price. This step made the basis for the
existing non-residential and residential bulb prices consistent. Finaly, IP further adjusted

the residential bulb prices on the same pro-rata basis as the non-residential customers.



I1linois Power Company Schedule 1
Delivery Service
ECOSS Components
TME 12-31-00
Residential Small Commercial General Service Lighting Total
Source: ECOSS 10-09-01 Cost Metered | Unmetered Total Upto200kW | 200-1000kW | Over 1000 kW Total Company
Demand Components
Demand Transmission $ 2,418,848 $ 92,941 $ 8900 $ 101,841 988,760.63 395,084.34 958,626.03 $ 2,342,471 $ 69,585 $ 4,932,745
Demand Subtransmission $ 19,048,152 $ 732,059 $ 70,100 $ 802,159 $ 7,017,239 $ 2,804,249 $ 6,803,374 $ 16,624,862 $ 547415 $ 37,022,588
Demand Primary $ 84,681,000 $ 3241333 $ 314,333 $ 3,555,667 $ 31,211,000 $ 10,574,333 $ 4,465,000 $ 46,250,333 $ 2,441,667 $ 136,928,667
Demand Secondary $ 15,450,000 $ 593,000 $ 57,333 $ 650,333 $ 5,701,000 $ - 8 - $ 5,701,000 $ 443,667 $ 22,245,000
Demand Substation $ 7,922,000 $ 305,000 $ 29333 $ 334,333 $ 2,954,000 $ 1,183,333 $ 4,189,000 $ 8,326,333 $ 227,667 $ 16,810,333
Subtotal Demand Components $ 129,520,000 $ 4,964,333 $ 480,000 $ 5,444,333 $ 47,872,000 $ 14,957,000 $ 16,416,000 $ 79,245,000 $ 3,730,000 $ 217,939,333
Customer Components
Total Meter $ 10,523,000 $ 1,110,000 $ - $ 1,110,000 $ 4,937,000 $ 1,465,000 $ 4,375,000 $ 10,777,000 $ - $ 22,410,000
Meter Reading $ 10,679,000 $ 923,000 $ - $ 923,000 $ 584,000 $ 19,000 $ 11,000 $ 614,000 $ - $ 12,216,000
Other Expenses (Uncollectibles) $ 21,582,000 $ 1,993,667 $ 102,000 $ 2,095,667 $ 1,293,000 $ 41,000 $ 20,000 $ 1,354,000 $ 16,282,000 $ 41,313,667
Services $ 7,927,000 $ 666,000 $ 30,000 $ 696,000 $ 884,000 $ 109,000 $ 28,000 $ 1,021,000 $ 624,000 $ 10,268,000
Subtotal Customer Components $ 50,711,000 $ 4,692,667 $ 132,000 $ 4,824,667 $ 7,698,000 $ 1,634,000 $ 4,434,000 $ 13,766,000 $ 16,906,000 $ 86,207,667
Miscellaneous $ (2,738,000) $ (797,000) $ (88,000) $ (885,000 $ (1,343,000) $ (637,000) $ (3,679,000 $ (5,659,000) $ (92,0000 $ (9,374,000
Total $ 177,493,000 $ 8,860,000 $ 524,000 $ 9,384,000 $ 54,227,000 $ 15,954,000 $ 17,171,000 $ 87,352,000 $ 20,544,000 $ 294,773,000
Unbundled Metering
Metersw/o CT & PT $ 9,816,000 $ 1,034,000 $ - $ 1,034,000 $ 3,982,000 $ 383,500 $ 619,000 $ 4,984,500 $ $ 15,834,500
Meter Reading Expense $ 9,356,000 $ 809,000 $ $ 809,000 $ 512,000 $ 16,500 $ 9,000 $ 537,500 $ $ 10,702,500
Subtotal $ 19,172,000 $ 1,843,000 $ - $ 1,843,000 $ 4,494,000 $ 400,000 $ 628,000 $ 5,522,000 $ - $ 26,537,000
Uncollectible $ 81,000 $ 18,000 $ 1,000 $ 19,000 $ 13,000 $ 1,000 $ - $ 14,000 $ - $ 114,000
Total Unbundled Metering $ 19,253,000 $ 1,861,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,862,000 $ 4,507,000 $ 401,000 $ 628,000 $ 5,536,000 $ - $ 26,651,000
Total Meter - Unbundled Meter $ 707,000 $ 76,000 $ -3 76,000 $ 955,000 $ 1,081,500 $ 3,756,000 $ 5,792,500 $ - $ 6,575,500
Total Other - Unbundled Uncollectible $ 21,501,000 $ 1,975,667 $ 101,000 $ 2,076,667 $ 1,280,000 $ 40,000 $ 20,000 $ 1,340,000 $ 16,282,000 $ 41,199,667
Total Meter Reading - Unbundled Meter Rd $ 1,323,000 $ 114,000 $ - $ 114,000 $ 72,000 $ 2500 $ 2,000 $ 76,500 $ - $ 1,513,500

Sources: ECOSS detailed reports provided by IP witness Althoff




Rate Design - Facilities Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 1

Step 1: Calculate CT& PT Meter Cost Calculate CT&PT Cost Allocation Factor Calculate Allocated Embedded Unbundled Facilities Cost
Marginal Cost Margina Allocated Monthly
of Current & Annua Annua Cost ECOS Unbundled Unbundled Annua CT&PT CT&PT
Potential Carrying Carrying Cost Total Annual | Allocation CT&PT Fecilities| CT&PT Facilities | Fecilities Cost per| Facilities Cost
Class Service Phase| Category Customers | Transformers | 1/ Rate per Unit Carrying Cost Factor Cost Cost Customer per Customer
(€ 2 (©) (©) ®) (6 @) (©) (C) (10) (1 (12 (13) (14
Residential Secondary 1 Multi-Family 97,819 $ 10 x 1151% = $ 115 > $ 112,589 19.29% $ 136,408 $ 139 $ 0.12
Secondary 1  Single Family 390,942 $ 10 x 1151% = $ 115 > $ 449,975 77.11% $ 545169 $ 139 $ 0.12
Secondary 3 Single Family 18231 $ 10 x 11.51% $ 115 > $ 20,984 3.60% $ 25423 $ 139 $ 0.12
506,992 $ 583,547 100.00% $ 707,000 $ 707,000
Small Use General Service Secondary 1 26,703 $ 10 x 11.51% $ 115 > $ 30,735 76.05% $ 57,800 $ 216 $ 0.18
Secondary 3 8408 $ 10 x 11.51% $ 115 > $ 9,678 23.95% $ 18,200 $ 216 $ 0.18
35,111 $ 40,413 100.00% $ 76,000 $ 76,000
Demand Metered General Service ~ Secondary 1 0-200kwW 11271 $ 500 x 1151% = $ 5755 > $ 648,646 28.11% $ 1628235 $ 14446 $ 12.04
Secondary 3 0-200kwW 16,338 $ 500 x 1151% = $ 5755 > $ 940,252 40.75% $ 2,360,225 $ 14446 $ 12.04
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 $ 500 x 1151% = $ 5755 > $ 46,098 2.00% $ 115714 $ 14446 $ 12.04
Primary 3 Allsizes 2711 $ 5888 x 1151% = $ 67771 > $ 183,659 7.96% $ 461,022 $ 1,701.19 $ 141.77
Subtransmission 3 Allsizes 93 $ 29691 x 1151% = $ 341743 > $ 317,821 13.77% $ 797,797 $ 857846 $ 714.87
Transmission 3  Allsizes 11 $ 135143 x 11.51% $ 1555496 -> $ 171,105 7.41% $ 429507 $ 39,046.14 $  3,253.84
28,785 $ 2,307,581 100.00% $ 5,792,500 $ 5,792,500

Notes:

Col (5): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8.

Col (6): Primary, subtransmission, and high voltage subtransmission costs from engineering study. Secondary values based on judgement since
current transformers & potential transformers are typically not installed for secondary voltage service, and the marginal cost of CT& PT's for these facilities is zero.
The marginal values shown were put into place to allocate the residual revenue requirement for customers taking secondary voltage service and to mitigate increases
for primary-high voltage subtransmission customers.

Col (7): Annual levelized carrying charge

Col (8): Col (7) x Col (6)

Col (9): Col (8) x Col (5)

Col (10): Col (9)/Subtotal Col (9)

Col (11): From Schedule 2. Represents customers cost difference between full ECOSS results and ECOSS results following the unbundled metering methodology. Provided by |P witness Althoff.

Col (12): Col (11) subtotal x Col (10)

Col (13): Col (12) / Col (5)

Col (14): Col (13) / 12 months



Rate Design - Facilities Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 2

Step 2: Calculate Service Cost Calculate Service Cost Allocation Factor Calculate Allocated Installed Service Cost
Installed Cost Annual Annual Service Cost| Annual Monthly
of Service Carrying Carrying Cost Total Annual Allocation ECOS Service | Allocated Service| Service Cost | Service Cost
Class Service Phase Category Customers Lines v Rate per Unit Carrying Cost Factor Cost Cost per Customer | per Customer
@ @ ® Q) ©® ©) U] ® ©) (109 (1 (12) (13) (14
Residential Secondary 1 Multi-Family 97,819 $ 70 X 1151% = $ 806 -> $ 788,124 5.57% $ 441508 $ 451 $ 0.38
Secondary 1 Single Family 390,942 $ 279 X 1151% = $ 3211 > $ 12,554,290 88.72% $ 7,032,925 $ 1799 $ 1.50
Secondary 3 Single Family 18231 $ 385 X 1151% = $ 4431 > $ 807,867 5.71% $ 452,568 $ 2482 $ 2.07
506,992 $ 14,150,281 100.00% $ 7,927,000 $ 7,927,000
Small Use General Service Secondary 1 26,703 $ 279 X 1151% = $ 3211 > $ 857,511 69.71% $ 464,273 $ 1739 $ 1.45
Secondary 3 8408 $ 385 X 1151% = $ 4431 > $ 372,588 30.29% $ 201,727 $ 2399 $ 2.00
35,111 $ 1,230,099 100.00% $ 666,000 $ 666,000
Demand Metered General Service  Secondary 1 0-200 kW 11,271 $ 366 X 1151% = $ 4213 > % 474,809 20.06% $ 204,800 $ 1817 $ 151
Secondary 3 0-200 kW 16,338 $ 672 X 1151% = $ 7735 > $ 1,263,699 53.39% $ 545,072 $ 3336 $ 2.78
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 $ 6,818 x 1151% = $ 78475 > % 628,586 26.56% $ 271,128 $ 33849 $ 2821
Primary 3 All sizes 2711 $ - X 1151% = $ - > $ - 0.00% $ - $ - $ -
Subtransmission 3 All sizes 93 $ - X 1151% = $ - > $ - 0.00% $ - $ - $ -
Transmission 3 All sizes 11 $ - X 1151% = $ - > $ - 0.00% $ - $ - $ -
28,785 $ 2,367,094 100.00% $ 1,021,000 $ 1,021,000

Notes:

Col (5): From billing determinants, IP Exhibit 6.8.

Col (6): Servicelinesonly classified as such at secondary voltage level. Thus, zero values for primary - high voltage subtransmission. Costs from engineering study.
Col (7): Annual levelized carrying charge

Col (8): Col (7) x Col (6)

Col (9): Col (8) x Cal (5)

Col (10): Col (9)/Subtotal Coal (9)

Col (11): From Schedule 2. Service line ECOSS results provided by |P witness Althoff.
Col (12): Col (11) subtotal x Col (10)

Col (13): Col (12) / Col (5)

Col (14): Col (13) / 12 months



Step 3: Allocate Cost of Other Expenses (billing, call center, etc.)

Rate Design - Facilities Charges.xIs

Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 3

Calculate Customer Weighting

Calculate Weighted Average Cost of Other Expenses

Customer Average Average Weighted
Weighting | Weighted # ECOS Other Annua Cost | Monthly Cost | Monthly Cost
Class Service Phase | Category Customers Factor Customers Expenses Cost | per Customer | per Customer | per Customer
(€Y (@) (©) () (©) (6) ) ® 9 (10) (11)
Residential Secondary 1  Multi-Family 97,819 1.00 97,819 $ 3.75
Secondary 1 Single Family 390,942 1.00 390,942 $ 3.75
Secondary 3 Single Family 18,231 1.00 18,231 $ 3.75
506,992 506,992 $ 22,824,000 $ 4502 $ 3.75
Small Use General Service Secondary 1 26,703 1.00 26,703 $ 4.96
Secondary 3 8,408 1.00 8,408 $ 4.96
35111 35111 $ 2,089,667 $ 5952 $ 4.96
Demand Metered General Service ~ Secondary 1 0-200 kw 11,271 1.00 11,271 $ 4.04
Secondary 3  0-200 kW 16,338 1.00 16,338 $ 4.04
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 1.00 801 $ 4.04
Primary 3 Allsizes 271 1.00 271 $ 4.04
Subtransmission 3  Allsizes 93 5.00 465 $ 20.20
Transmission 3  Allsizes 11 5.00 55 $ 20.20
28,785 29,201 $ 1416500 $ 4851 $ 4.04

Notes:

Col (5): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8.

Col (6): Based on values used in 1999 DST case and discussion with customer service personnel.

Col (7): Col (5) x Col (6)

Col (8): From Schedule 2. Represents "other expenses' less uncollectible expense allocated to unbundled metering. Provided by IP witness Althoff.
Col (9): Subtotal Col (8) / Subtotal Col (7)

Col (10): Cal (9) / 12 months
Col (11): Subtotal Col (10) x Col (6)




Step 4: Determine Total Facilities Cost

Rate Design - Facilities Charges.xIs

Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 4

Total Monthly

Monthly CT&PT| Monthly  |Monthly Other| Facilities Unit

Class Service Phase Category Customers | Facilities Cost | Service Cost | Expense Cost Cost Annua Revenue

@ @ (©)] Q) ® (6) ™ ® ©) (10)
Residential Secondary 1 Multi-Family 97,819 N/A $ 038 $ 375 $ 4.13 $ 4,847,885
Secondary 1 Single Family 390,942 N/A $ 150 $ 375 $ 5.25 $ 24,629,364
Secondary 3 Single Family 18,231 N/A $ 207 $ 375 $ 5.82 $ 1,273,233
506,992 $ 30,750,482
Small Use General Service Secondary 1 26,703 N/A $ 145 $ 49 $ 6.41 $ 2,053,636
Secondary 3 8,408 N/A $ 200 $ 49 $ 6.96 $ 702,171
35111 $ 2,755,807
Demand Metered General Service  Secondary 1 0-200 kW 11,271 $ 1204 $ 151 $ 404 $ 17.59 $ 2,379,452
Secondary 3 0-200 kw 16,338 $ 1204 $ 278 $ 404 $ 18.86 $ 3,697,363
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 $ 1204 $ 2821 $ 404 $ 44.29 $ 425,675
Primary 3 Allsizes 2711 $ 14177 % - $ 404 $ 145.81 $ 474,160
Subtransmission 3 Allsizes 93 $ 71487 $ - $ 2020 $ 735.07 $ 820,340
Transmission 3 Allsizes 11 % 325384 $ - $ 2020 $  3,274.04 $ 432,174
28,785 $ 8,229,164

Notes:

Col (5): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8.
Col (6): From Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 1
Col (7): From Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 2

#REF!

Col (9): Col (6) + Col (7) + Col (8)

Col (10): Col (9) x Col (5) x 12 months




Step 5: Apply Adjustmentsfor Rebuttal Filing

Rate Design - Facilities Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 5

ADJUSTMENT APPLIED FOR REBUTTAL

Total Monthly Present
Facilities Unit Annual Revenue Facilities & Facilities & Difference Adjustment to Adjusted
Class Service Phase Category Customers Cost Based on Cost Meter Charge | Meter Cost Present - Cost Cost Facilities Price
@ @] () 4 ©®) (6) @) ®) 9 (10) (11 (12)
Residential Secondary 1 Multi-Family 97,819 $ 413 $ 4,847,885 $ 5% $ 7.13 N/A N/A $ 5.96
Secondary 1  Single Family 390,942 $ 525 $ 24,629,364 $ 79 $ 8.25 N/A N/A $ 7.96
Secondary 3 Single Family 18231 $ 5.82 $ 1,273,233 $ 16.00 $ 1334 N/A N/A $ 16.00
506,992 $ 30,750,482
Small Use General Service Secondary 1 26,703 $ 6.41 $ 2,053,636 $ 1300 $ 976 $ 324 $ 162 $ 8.03
Secondary 3 8408 $ 6.96 $ 702,171 $ 2300 $ 1474 $ 826 $ 413 $ 11.09
35,111 $ 2,755,807
Demand Metered General Service ~ Secondary 1 0-200kw 112711 $ 17.59 $ 2,379,452 $ 4125 $ 2621 $ 1504 $ 752 $ 2511
Secondary 3 0-200kw 16,338 $ 18.86 $ 3,697,363 $ 51.00 $ 3485 $ 1615 $ 808 $ 26.93
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 $ 44.29 $ 425,675 $ 100.00 $ 6222 $ 3778 $ 1889 $ 63.18
Primary 3  Allsizes 2711 % 145.81 $ 474,160 $ 375.00 $ 29395 $ 8105 $ 4052 $ 186.33
Subtransmission 3 Allsizes 93 $ 735.07 $ 820,340 $ 760.00 $ 108950 $ (329.50) $ (164.75) $ 570.32
Transmission 3  Allsizes 11 $ 327404 $ 432,174 $ 190000 $ 466683 $ (2,766.83) $ (1,38342) $ 1,890.63
28,785 $ 8,229,164

Col (5): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8.
Col (5): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8.

#REF!
#REF!

Col (8): From bundled SC 2 (residential), and combination of existing metering and facilities charges for non-residential customers.

Col (9): Col (6) plus Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 4, Col (9)

Col (10): Cal (8) - Col (9)

Col (11): Residential facilities charge set equal to current bundled rates. Non-residential facilities charges adjusted by 50% of the difference between current Facility and Meter charges and current Facilities and Meter cost.

Col (12): Col (6) + Col (11)

Col (13): For residentia, Col (5) x Col (9) x 12 months. For non-residential, equal to Col (7), or Col (6) x Col (5) x 12 months.
Col (14): Coal (5) x Coal (12) x 12 months

Col (15): Col (13) - Col (14)

Annual Revenue

Annual Revenue | Based on Adjusted | Difference (Adjusted
Based on Cost Price Non-Adjusted)
(13) (14) (15)

$ 8,368,185 $ 6,995,980 $ 1,372,205
$ 38,698,623 $ 37,342,806 $ 1,355,817
$ 2917692 $ 3,500,296 $ (582,604)
$ 49,984501 $ 47,839,083 $ 2,145,419
$ 2,053,636 $ 2572438 $ (518,802)
$ 702171 $ 1,118692 $ (416,521)
$ 2,755,807 $ 3,691,130 $ (935,323
$ 2,379,452 $ 3,396,390 $ (1,016,937)
$ 3,697,363 $ 5,280,645 $ (1,583,281)
$ 425675 $ 607,240 $ (181,565)
$ 474160 $ 605,946 $ (131,786)
$ 820,340 $ 636,479 $ 183,861
$ 432174 $ 249,563 $ 182,611
$ 8,229,164 $ 10,776,262 $ (2,547,098)




Step 1. Calculate Meter Cost

Rate Design - Meter Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 1

Calculate Meter Cost Allocation Factor

Calculate Allocated Embedded Meter Cost

Margina

Annual Annual Cost Monthly Meter

Marginal Carrying Carrying Cost Total Annual Allocation Allocated Meter Annual Meter Cost per

Class Service Phase| Category Customers Meter Cost | 1/ Rate per Unit Carrying Cost Factor ECOS Meter Cost Cost Cost per Customer Customer

() @ (©) 4 (5 (6) U] ® 9 (10) (11 (12) (13) (14)

Residential Secondary 1  Multi-Family 97,819 $ 46 X 1151% = $ 529 > $ 517,910 17.37% $ 1,704,668 $ 1743 $ 1.45
Secondary 1 Single Family 390,942 $ 46 x 1151% = $ 529 > % 2,069,883 69.41% $ 6,812,891 $ 1743 $ 1.45
Secondary 3 Single Family 18231 $ 188 x 1151% = $ 2164 > $ 394,491 13.23% $ 1,298,441 $ 7122 $ 5.94
506,992 $ 2,982,284 100.00%  $ 9,816,000 $ 9,816,000 $ 1936 $ 1.61
Small Use General Service Secondary 1 26,703 $ 46 x 1151% = $ 529 > §$ 141,382 43.73% $ 452,148 $ 1693 $ 141
Secondary 3 8408 $ 188  x 1151% = $ 2164 > $ 181,939 56.27% $ 581,852 $ 69.20 $ 5.77
35,111 $ 323,321 100.00%  $ 1,034,000 $ 1,034,000 $ 2945 $ 2.45
Demand Metered General Service  Secondary 1 0-200kw 11271 $ 226 X 1151% = $ 2601 > $ 293,188 19.18% $ 956,190 $ 8484 $ 7.07
Secondary 3 0-200 kw 16,338 $ 461 x 1151% = $ 5306 > $ 866,912 56.72% $ 2,827,307 $ 173.05 $ 14.42
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 $ 523 X 1151% = $ 6020 > $ 48,218 3.15% $ 157,256 $ 196.32 $ 16.36
Primary 3  Allsizes 2711 $ 4,674 X 1151% = $ 53798 > $ 145,792 9.54% $ 475479 $ 1,75453 $ 146.21
Subtransmission 3  Allsizes 93 3 11,055 x 1151% = $ 127243 > $ 118,336 7.74% $ 385936 $ 414985 $ 345.82
Transmission 3  Allsizes 1 $ 44157 X 1151% = $ 508247 -> $ 55,907 3.66% $ 182,333 $ 16,575.73 $ 1,381.31
28,785 $ 1,528,353 100.00%  $ 4,984,500 $ 4,984,500 $ 17316 $ 14.43

Notes:

Col (5): From billing determinants, IP Exhibit 6.8.
Col (6): Meter costs without CT& PT's from engineering study.
Col (7): Annua levelized carrying charge

Col (8): Col (7) x Col (6)
Cal (9): Col (8) x Cal (5)
Col (10): Col (9)/Subtotal Col (9)

Col (11): From Schedule 2. Represents ECOSS of unbundled metering. Provided by IP witness Althoff.

Col (12): Col (11) subtotal x Col (10)
Col (13): Col (12) / Col (5)
Col (14): Col (13) / 12 months




Step 2: Allocate Cost of Meter Reading Expenses

Rate Design - Meter Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 2

Calculate Customer Weighting

Calculate Weighted Average Cost of Meter Reading Expenses

Customer Average Average
Weighting | Weighted # ECOS Meter Annual Cost | Monthly Cost | Weighted Monthly
Class Service Phase| Category Customers Factor Customers Reading Expenses| per Customer | per Customer | Cost per Customer
(€ @ (©) 4 ©) (6) @) ® 9 (10) (11)

Residential Secondary 1 Multi-Family 97,819 1.00 97,819 $ 154
Secondary 1 Single Family 390,942 1.00 390,942 $ 154
Secondary 3 Single Family 18,231 1.00 18,231 $ 154

506,992 506,992 9,356,000 $ 1845 $ 154
Small Use General Service Secondary 1 26,703 1.00 26,703 $ 1.92
Secondary 3 8,408 1.00 8,408 $ 192

35,111 35,111 809,000 $ 23.04 $ 1.92
Demand Metered General Service  Secondary 1 0-200kw 11,271 1.00 11,271 $ 1.53
Secondary 3 0-200 kW 16,338 1.00 16,338 $ 153
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 1.00 801 $ 153
Primary 3 Allsizes 271 1.00 271 $ 153
Subtransmission 3 Allsizes 93 5.00 465 $ 7.65
Transmission 3 Allsizes 11 5.00 55 $ 7.65

28,785 29,201 537,500 $ 1841 $ 1.53

Notes:

Cal (5): From hilling determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8.
Col (6): Based on values used in 1999 DST case and discussion with customer service personnel.

Cal (7): Cal (5) x Cal (6)

Coal (8): From Schedule 2. Meter reading expense from unbundled metering ECOS study. Provided by IP witness Althoff.

Col (9): Subtotal Col (8) / Subtotal Col (7)

Cal (10): Cal (9) / 12 months
Col (11): Subtota Col (10) x Col (6)




Step 3. Allocate Cost of Meter Related Uncollectible Expenses

Rate Design - Meter Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 3

Calculate Customer Weighting

Calculate Weighted Average Cost of Other Expenses

Customer Average Average
Weighting | Weighted # ECOS Other Annual Cost | Monthly Cost | Weighted Monthly
Class Service Phase| Category Customers Factor Customers Expenses Cost | per Customer | per Customer | Cost per Customer
(€ @ (©) 4 ©) (6) ) ) C) (10) (11)

Residential Secondary 1  Multi-Family 97,819 0.90 88,097 $ 0.01
Secondary 1 Single Family 390,942 0.90 352,091 $ 0.01
Secondary 3 Single Family 18,231 3.69 67,261 $ 0.04

506,992 507,449 $ 81,000 $ 016 $ 0.01
Small Use General Service Secondary 1 26,703 0.58 15,368 $ 0.02
Secondary 3 8,408 2.36 19,802 $ 0.09

35,111 35,170 $ 18,000 $ 051 $ 0.04
Demand Metered General Service  Secondary 1 0-200kw 11,271 0.49 5,522 $ 0.02
Secondary 3 0-200 kW 16,338 1.00 16,327 $ 0.04
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 1.13 908 $ 0.05
Primary 3 Allsizes 271 10.13 2,746 $ 0.41
Subtransmission 3 Allsizes 93 2397 2,229 $ 0.96
Transmission 3 Allsizes 11 95.72 1,053 $ 3.83

28,785 28,785 $ 14,000 $ 049 $ 0.04

Notes:

Cal (5):
Cal (6):
Cal (7): Cal (5) x Cal (6)
Cal (8):

From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8.
Based on unbundled meter cost per customer type / average meter cost per customer for group as shown on Schedule 3, Item 2, Page 1, Col (14).

Col (9): Subtotal Col (8) / Subtotal Col (7)

Cal (10): Cal (9) / 12 months
Col (11): Subtota Col (10) x Col (6)

From Schedule 2. Unbundled metering expense for uncollectibles from unbundled metering ECOS study. Provided by IP withess Althoff.




Rate Design - Meter Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 4

Step 4: Determine Total Meter Cost

Monthly Meter
Monthly Meter| Monthly Meter| Uncollectible | Total Monthly
Class Service Phase Category Customers Cost Reading Cost Cost Meter Charges Annual Revenue
(1) 2 ©) 4 ®) (6) (7 ® 9 (10)
Residential Secondary 1 Multi-Family 97819 $ 145 $ 154 $ 001 $ 3.00 $ 3,520,300
Secondary 1 Single Family 390,942 $ 145 $ 154 $ 001 $ 3.00 $ 14,069,260
Secondary 3 Single Family 18231 $ 594 $ 154 $ 0.04 $ 7.52 $ 1,644,460
506,992 $ 19,234,020
Small Use Genera Service Secondary 1 26,703 $ 141 $ 192 $ 0.02 $ 3.35 $ 1,074,428
Secondary 3 8,408 $ 577 $ 192 $ 009 $ 7.78 $ 785,395
35,111 $ 1,859,824
Demand Metered General Service Secondary 1 0-200 kw 11,271 $ 707 $ 153 $ 002 $ 8.62 $ 1,165,818
Secondary 3 0-200 kW 16,338 $ 1442 $ 153 $ 004 $ 15.99 $ 3,134,930
Secondary 3 Over 200 kW 801 $ 16.36 $ 153 $ 005 $ 17.94 $ 172,395
Primary 3 Allsizes 271 $ 146.21 $ 153 $ 041 $ 148.15 $ 481,768
Subtransmission 3 Allsizes 93 3 34582 $ 765 $ 096 $ 354.43 $ 395,542
Transmission 3 Allsizes 11 $ 138131 % 765 $ 383 $ 1,392.79 $ 183,848
28,785 $ 5,534,301

Notes:

Cal (5): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8.
Cal (6): From Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 1, Col (14)
Cal (7): From Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 2, Col (11)
Cal (8): From Schedule 2, Item 2, Page 3, Col (11)
Col (9): Col (6) + Col (7) + Cal (8)

Cal (10): Cal (9) x Cal (5) x 12 months



Step 1: Allocate Demand Cost Offsets To Voltage L evel Category

Rate Design - Demand & Distribution Capacity Charges.xls

Miscellaneous Revenue Offset

Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 1

Tota Allocation of Total
Total Directly Miscellaneous - ECOS Demand Residual Miscellaneous Facilities | Facilities Charge
ECOS Demand Transformation Miscellaneous | Assignable Misc Directly Cost as % of Total| Miscellaneous Revenue Charge | Adj as% of Total Adjusted ECOS
Voltage Level Category Cost Revenue Offset Revenue Rev Assignable ECOS Demand Cost Assignment Adjustment | Demand ECOS Demand
0 e ©) & (©) 6 ) (©) 9 (10) (11) (12)

Secondary $ 5,701,000 $ - $ - 719% $ 66,250 $ 66,250 $ 183,242 $ 5,451,508
Primary $ 54,576,667 $ 7,803,543 $ 829,020 68.87% $ 634,221 $ 1,463,241 $ 1,754,206 $ 43,555,676
Subtransmission $ 16,624,862 $ 1,122,277 $ 2,547,457 20.98% $ 193193 $ 2,740,650 $ 534,357 $ 12227578
High Voltage Subtransmission $ 2,342,471 $ 22,004 $ 1,361,638 2.96% $ 27221 $ 1,388,859 $ 75,292 $ 856,316

$ 79,245,000 $ 8,947,824 $ 5,659,000 $ 4,738,115 $ 920,885 100.00% $ 920,885 $ 5,659,000 $2,547,098 $ 2,547,098 $ 62,091,079
Notes:
Col (1): Secondary only applies to customers below 200 kW
Col (2): From Schedule 2
Col (3): Total from billing determinants. Allocated by voltage using CIS data of Transformation Capacity by supply voltage.
Col (4): From Schedule 2
Col (5): Based on CIS data of customer rental revenue by supply voltage
Col (6): Col (4) - Col (5)
Col (7): Coal (2)/ Total Coal (2)
Col (8): Cal (7) x Total Col (6)
Col (9): Cal (8) + Coal (5)

Col (10): From Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 5 x Total Col (15)

Col (11): Caoal (7) x Total Col (10)




Rate Design - Demand & Distribution Capacity Charges.xls

Step 2: Calculate Subtransmission Demand Char ge

Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 2

Loss Factor L oss Factor Allocated Loss
ECOS Demand (Subtransmission to Loss Factor Adjusted Monthly | Factor Adjusted Annual Demand
Voltage Level Demand Cost Monthly Unit Cost Primary) Adjusted Demand Unit Cost Monthly Unit Cost Rate Revenue
(€ @) ©) 4 ®) (6) @) ® 9)

<1247 kV 1,225,721 1.02769 1,259,662 $ 0.461 $ 6,780,687
Standby < 12.47 kV 3,870 1.02769 3,977 $ 0.461 $ 21,407
34.5- 69 kV 909,581 1.00000 909,581 $ 0.448 $ 4,889,907
Standby 34.5 - 69 kV 98,876 1.00000 98,876 $ 0.448 $ 531,558
2,238,048 $  12,227578 $ 0.455 2,272,096 $ 0.448 $ 12,223,560

Notes:

Cal (2):
Col (3):
Cal (4):

Col (5): Average loss factor from subtransmission (4.511%) to primary (1.695%) voltage.

Cal (6):

Col (9):

Cal (2) x Cal (5)

Col (7): Totd Coal (3)/ Tota Col (6) / 12 months
Cal (8): Tota Cal (7) x Cal (5)

Col (2) x Cal (8) x 12 months

From billing determinants, IP Exhibit 6.8. Sum of demand metered customers monthly maximum demands at the Subtransmission voltage level.
From Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 1, Col (12)
Col (3)/ Cal (2)




Step 3: Calculate High Voltage Subtransmission Demand Char ge

Rate Design - Demand & Distribution Capacity Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 3

Loss Factor
ECOS Demand (Transmission to Adjusted Monthly | Allocated Unit Annual Revenue
Voltage Level Demand Cost Monthly Unit Cost| Subtransmission) | Adjusted Demand Unit Cost Cost @ Cost
(€ @) (©) ©) ®) (6) @) 8 9)
<1247 kV 1,225,721 1.04511 1,281,013 0.0270 $ 397,134
Standby < 12.47 kV 3,870 1.04511 4,044 0.0270 $ 1,254
34.5- 69 kv 909,581 1.01695 924,998 0.0260 $ 283,789
Standby 34.5 - 69 kV 98,876 1.01695 100,552 0.0260 $ 30,849
138 kV 206,699 1.00000 206,699 0.0260 $ 64,490
Standby 138 kV 277,206 1.00000 277,206 0.0260 $ 86,488
2721952 $ 856,316 $ 0.02622 2,794512 $ 0.02554 $ 864,004
Notes:
Cal (2): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8. Sum of demand metered customers monthly maximum demands at the high voltage Subtransmission voltage level.
Col (3): From Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 1, Col (12)
Cal (4): Col (3)/Coal (2)
Col (5): Average loss factor from transmission to subtransmission (1.695%)and from transmissoin to primary (4.511%) voltages.
Cal (6): Col (2) x Cal (5)
Col (7): Totd Coal (3)/ Tota Col (6) / 12 months
Cal (8): Tota Cal (7) x Cal (5)

Col (9):

Col (2) x Cal (8) x 12 months




Rate Design - Demand & Distribution Capacity Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 4

Step 4: Calculate Total Unit Rate for Demand Char ges

High Voltage
Subtransmission Subtransmission Annual Revenue
Voltage Level Demand Level Unit Cost Level Unit Cost Total Unit Cost @ Cost
D 2 ©) 4 5 (6)

<12.47 kV 1,225,721 $ 04610 $ 0.0270 $ 0.48800 $ 7,177,821
Standby < 12.47 kV 3870 $ 04610 $ 0.0270 $ 0.48800 $ 22,661
34.5- 69 kV 909,581 $ 0.4480 $ 0.0260 $ 0.47400 $ 5,173,697
Standby 34.5 - 69 kV 98,876 $ 0.4480 $ 0.0260 $ 0.47400 $ 562,408
138 kV 206,699 $ - $ 0.0260 $ 0.02600 $ 64,490
Standby 138 kV 277,206 $ - $ 0.0260 $ 0.02600 $ 86,488
2,721,952 $ 13,087,564

Coal (2): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8. Sum of demand metered customers monthly maximum demands at the Subtransmission voltage level.
Coal (3): From Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 2, Col (8)

Coal (4): From Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 3, Col (8)

Cal (5): Cal (3) + Col (4)

Cal (6): Coal (2) x Cal (5) x 12 months



Rate Design - Demand & Distribution Capacity Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 5

Step 5: Calculate Distribution Capacity Charge

Distribution ECOS Demand Unit Cost by
Customer Category Capacity Cost Monthly Unit Cost| Revenue at Cost Service Level
(€ ) ©) 4 (®) (6)
Secondary
< 200 kW 1,097,854 $ 5,451,508 $ 041 $ 5,451,508 $ 0414
Primary
< 200 kW 1,097,854 $ 28,522,259 $ 2.165
200-1000 kW 372,980 $ 9,690,025 $ 2.165
> 1000 kW 201,182 $ 5,226,708 $ 2.165
Standby 4,140 $ 107,549 $ 2.165
1,676,156 $ 43,555,676 $ 2165 $ 48,998,050

Total by Demand Category
< 200 kW $ 2579
200-1000 kW $ 2.165
> 1000 kW $ 2.165

Col (2): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8. Sum of demand metered customers monthly maximum demands at the Primary voltage leve
Col (3): From Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 1, Col (12). Sum of Primary and Secondary.

Col (4): Cal (3)/ Cal (2) / 12 months

Col (5): Tota Col (4) x Col (2) / 12 months

Col (6): Cal (5)/Coal (2) / 12 months



Rate Design - Demand & Distribution Capacity Charges.xls

Step 6: Adjust Demand Price for Large Customers Due to Reactive Demand Contribution

Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 6

kVar Revenue/
Unit Cost Before | Revenue Before Demand Revenue | Unit Cost after RD | Revenue After RD
Voltage Level (Over 1000 kW) Demand RD Adjustment | RD Adjustment $/kVar Before Adj Adjustment Adjustment Total
D @ ©) 4 ©) (6) ™ ©) 9
Primary Distribution Capacity 201,182 $ 21650 $ 5,226,708 18330 $ 4,425,199
Standby Distribution Capacity 4140 $ 21650 $ 107,549 1.8330 $ 91,056
<=12.47 163,185 $ 04880 $ 955,611 04130 $ 808,745
Standby<=12.47 3870 $ 04880 $ 22,661 04130 $ 19,178
34.5-69 844,450 $ 04740 $ 4,803,232 04010 $ 4,063,493
Standby 34.5-69 98,876 $ 04740 $ 562,408 04010 $ 475,792
138 206,195 $ 0.0260 $ 64,333 00220 $ 54,435
Standby 138 277,206 $ 0.0260 $ 86,488 00220 $ 73,182
$ 11,828,990 $ 1,814,134 15.34% $ 10,011,082 $ 11,825,215

Col (2): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8. Vaues from customers over 1 MW.
Col (3): From Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 4, Col (5), and Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 5, Col (6)
Cal (4): Cal (3) x Cal (2) x 12 months
Cal (5): Total revenue generated by Reactive Demand Charge, shown in billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8
Col (6): Total Coal (5)/ Total Coal (4)
Cal (7): (1- Coal (6)) x Col (3)
Cal (8): Coal (7) x Cal (2) x 12 months

Cal (9): Coal (8) + Cal (5)




Delivery Charge Calculation

Block 2 Energy Charge

Schedule 2, Item 3, Page 7

Block 1 Delivery Charge

ECOS
ECOS Total Miscellaneous | ECOS Secondary | Cost Basis for Tail Block 2 Energy ECOS Secondary Block 1 Delivery | Block 1 Delivery
Class Demand Cost Revenue Demand Cost Block Total kWh Charge Demand Cost Block 1 kWh Adder Charge
® e ©) @ (5 (6) 0 (® 9 (10) (11)

Residential $ 129,520,000 $ (2,738,0000 $  15450,000 $ 111,332,000 5,215,204,486 $ 0.02135 $ 15,450,000 1,728,869,694 $ 0.008%4 $ 0.03029
Small Use General Service

Metered $ 4,964,333 $ (797,000) $ 593,000 $ 3,574,333 249,629,495 $ 0.01432 $ 593,000 90,815,210 $ 0.00653 $ 0.02085

Unmetered $ 480,000 $ (88,000) $ - $ 392,000 34,832,958 $ 0.01125 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Rebuttal Adjustment Revenue Comparison
Delivery Charge Annua Revenue
Facilities Other Revenue | Total Adjustment [ Change Needed for | Adjusted Block 2 Adjusted Block 1 Annual Revenue @ w/Facilities
Class Adjustment ($) Defeciency for Delivery Target (¢/kWh) Delivery Charge Delivery Charge Cost Adjustment Difference
(12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 17) (18) (129) (20)

Residential $ 2145419 $ 726,499 $ 2,871,917 $ 0.00055 $ 0.02190 $ 0.03084 $ 126,792,277 $ 129,669,073 $ 2,876,796
Small Use General Service

Metered $ (935,323) $ 77,036 $ (858,286) $ (0.00344) $ 0.01088 $ 0.01741 $ 4,167,488 $ 3,308,992 $ (858,496)

Unmetered
Col (2): From Schedule 2
Col (3): From Schedule 2
Col (4): From Schedule 2
Caol (5): Cal (2) + Col (3) - Col (4)
Col (6): From billing determinants, 1P Exhibit 6.8
Col (7): Cal (5)/ Cal (6)
Col (8): From Schedule 2. Same as Col (4)
Col (9): From billing determinants, |P Exhibit 6.8

Col (10): Coal (8) / Cal (9)

Coal (11): Col (10) + Col (7)

'Col (12): Schedule 2, Item 1, Page 5
Col (13): Revenue deficiency caused by rounding of facilities and meter costs
Col (14): Col (12) + Col (13)

Col (15): Col (14) / Col (6)

Coal (16): Col (15) + Col (7)

Coal (17): Col (15) + Col (11)

Col (18): Coal (7) x tail block energy (Col 6 - Col 9) + Col (11) x Col (9)

Col (19): Col (16) x tail block energy (Col 6 - Col 9) + Col (17) x Col (9)
Col (20): Col (19) - Col (18)

Note: The Company will use the rate design proposed by AG/CUB for the Residential Class.




Rate Design - Transformation Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 4, Page 1

Annual Annual Monthly O&M &
Overhead/ Weighting | Weighted Carrying Carrying Carrying A& G per
Customer Class Phase kKW | Underground| Total Cost | OH & UG Cost Charge Cost Cost Cost per kW kW Total
(€] 2 3 4 (5) (6) ] (C)] 9 (10) (11) (12) (13)
Demand Metered General Svc, Up to 200 kW 1 41 OH $ 1,400 82.86%
Demand Metered General Svc, Up to 200 kW 1 41 UG $ 2,383 17.14% $ 1,568 11.51% $ 181 $ 1504 $ 042 $ 016 $ 0.58
Demand Metered General Svc, Up to 200 kW 1 82 OH $ 1,821 82.86%
Demand Metered General Svc, Up to 200 kW 1 82 UG $ 2,673 17.14% $ 1,967 11.51% $ 226 $ 1887 $ 027 $ 016 $ 0.42
Demand Metered General Svc, Up to 200 kW 3 283 OH $ 8,524 100.00% $ 8,524 11.51% $ 981 $ 8176 $ 033 $ 016 $ 0.49
Demand Metered General Svc, 200-1,000 kW 3 848 Either $ 16,349 81.45%
Demand Metered General Svc, Over 1,000 kW 3 2120 Either $ 38,842 1855% $ 20,521 11.51% $ 2362 $ 19683 $ 021 $ 016 $ 0.37
AVERAGE TOTAL COST PER KW - <3000 MW $ 0.47
ROUNDED TO NEAREST MULTIPLE 0.5000

Representative Sample of Recently Constructed Substations for Customers Over 3mwW

Demand Metered General Svc, Over 3 mwW 3 3,188 $ 130,809 11.51% 15,056 $ 1255 $ 045 $ 016 $ 0.61
Demand Metered General Svc, Over 3 mW 3 2,975 $ 219,686 11.51% 25286 $ 2,107 $ 081 $ 016 $ 0.97
Demand Metered General Svc, Over 3 mwW 3 4,463 $ 116,516 11.51% 13411 $ 1118 $ 029 $ 016 $ 0.45
Demand Metered General Svc, Over 3 mwW 3 6,375 $ 156,132 11.51% 17971 3 1498 $ 027 $ 016 $ 0.43
Demand Metered General Svc, Over 3 mwW 3 5,950 $ 66,425 11.51% 7646 $ 637 $ 012 $ 016 $ 0.28

Notes:

Col (3): Maximum kW rating for transformer

Col (5): For smaller facilities, from engineering study of replacement cost to install facilities. For larger facilities, based on work order totals.
Col (6): Overhead vs undergound weighting based on querry of transformer data base
Col (7): Col (5) x Col (6)

Col (8): Distribution equipment levelized carrying charge

Col (9): Col (7) x Col (8)

Col (10): Col (9) / 12 months

Col (11): (Col (10) x 1.15 reserve margin) / Col (3)

Col (12): Average cost of O&M and A&G for transformation facilities in test year.

Col (13): Col (11) + Col (12)




Rate Design - Reactive Demand Charges.xls

Schedule 2, Item 5, Page 1

Weighting Annual Annual Monthly O&M &
Fixed & Weighted Carrying Carrying Carrying Cost per A& G per
Capacitor kVAR Total Cost Switched Cost Charge Cost Cost kVAR kVAR Total
(€ @ (©) &) ®) (6) U] 8 C) (19) (1)
Primary Voltage Facilities
300 kVAR, Fixed 300 $ 4,025 28.60%
300 kVAR, Switched 300 $ 7,705 71.40% 6,653 11.51% 766 $ 64 $ 0245 $ 0.065 $ 0.310
450 kVAR, Fixed 450 $ 4,173 28.60%
450 kVAR, Switched 450 $ 7,694 71.40% 6,687 11.51% 770 $ 64 $ 0164 $ 0.065 $ 0.229
600 kVAR, Fixed 600 $ 4,407 28.60%
600 kVAR, Switched 600 $ 7,913 71.40% 6,910 11.51% 7% $ 66 $ 0127 $ 0.065 $ 0.192
900 kVAR, Fixed 900 $ 4,746 28.60%
900 kVAR, Switched 900 $ 8,375 71.40% 7,337 11.51% 844 $ 70 % 0090 $ 0.065 $ 0.155
AVERAGE TOTAL COST PER kVAR $ 0.221
ROUNDED TO NEAREST MULTIPLE 0.2000
Subtransmission Voltage Facilities
34.5kV, 10.8mVAR 10,800 $ 280,229 11.51% 32254 $ 2,688 $ 0286 $ 0.065 $ 0.351
345kV, 7.2mVAR 7200 $ 198919 11.51% 22,896 $ 1,908 $ 0305 $ 0.065 $ 0.370
69 kV, 10.8 mMVAR 10,800 $ 271,013 11.51% 31,194 $ 2599 $ 0277 $ 0.065 $ 0.342
34.5kV, 6000 kVAR 6,300 $ 91,578 11.51% 10541 $ 878 $ 0160 $ 0.065 $ 0.225

Notes:
Coal (2):

Peak kVAR for capacitor

Col (3): For smaller facilities, from engineering study of replacement cost to install facilities. For larger facilities, based on work order totals from recently constructed facilities.
Col (4): Fixed vs switched weighting based on querry of capacitor data base
Col (5): Coal (3) x Col (4)

Col (6): Distribution equipment levelized carrying charge

Col (7): Cal (5) x Col (6)
Col (8): Cal (7) / 12 months

Col (9): (Cal (8) x 1.15 reserve margin) / Col (2)

Col (10): Average cost of O& M and A& G for capacitor facilitiesin test year.
Col (11): Coal (9) + Coal (10)




Rate Design - Lighting.xls

Schedule 3, Item 1, Page 1

Annua Revenues Rate
ECOS Revenue | At Prices Proposed Adjustment
Lighting Category Requirement in Direct Difference Factor
Residential Outdoor Lights $ 1,833,759
Non-Residential Outdoor Lights $ 5,121,167
Municipal Street Lights $ 15,491,116
TOTAL $ 20,544,000 $ 22,446,043 $  (1,902,043) -8.47%




Rate Design - Lighting.xls

Schedule 3, Item 1, Page 2
Residential Outdoor Area Lighting Service Rate Design

Monthly Priceper| Total Annual | Adjusted Délivery | Adjusted Delivery
Lamp Proposed in| Revenue @ Prices| Service Monthly Service Total
AreaLighting Lumens # Lamps Direct in Direct Priceper Lamp | Annua Revenue
Incandescent
2,500* 133 % 6.86 $ 10,949 $ 628 $ 10,023
4,000* 30 % 723 $ 2603 $ 6.62 $ 2,383
6,000* 19 $ 763 $ 1,740 $ 698 $ 1,591
10,000* 2 3 857 $ 206 $ 784 % 188
Mercury Vapor
6,400 19,486 $ 420 $ 982,094 $ 384 % 897,915
9,400 5149 $ 464 $ 286,696 $ 425 $ 262,599
16,000 228 $ 645 $ 17,647 $ 590 $ 16,142
45,200 13 1181 $ 142 $ 1081 $ 130
Sodium Vapor
8,500 2888 $ 485 $ 168,082 $ 444 $ 153,873
15,000 4451 $ 505 $ 269,731 $ 462 $ 246,763
22,000 270 $ 635 $ 20574 $ 581 $ 18,824
45,000 191 $ 737 % 16,892 $ 675 $ 15,471
Metal Halide
24,600** 5 % 1191 $ 715 $ 1090 $ 654
Directional Lighting
Mercury Vapor
16,000* 38 % 765 $ 3488 $ 700 $ 3,192
45,200* 5 % 10.77 $ 646 $ 986 $ 592
Sodium Vapor
22,000 118 $ 911 $ 12,900 $ 834 % 11,809
45,000 197 $ 897 $ 21,205 $ 821 $ 19,408
Metal Halide
24,600 82 % 803 $ 7902 $ 735 $ 7,232
83,000 56 $ 1421 $ 9549 $ 1301 $ 8,743
TOTAL 33,349 $ 1,833,759 $ 1,677,534

* Lamps not available to new installations
** Lamp availablein rectangular cutoff luminaire only




Rate Design - Lighting.xls

Schedule 3, Item 1, Page 3
Non-residential Outdoor Area Lighting Service Rate Design

Monthly Priceper| Total Annual | Adjusted Delivery| Adjusted Delivery
Lamp Proposed in | Revenue @ Prices| Service Monthly Service Total
Arealighting Lumens # Lamps Direct in Direct Priceper Lamp | Annua Revenue
Incandescent
2,500* 5 $ 888 $ 6,287 $ 813 $ 5,756
4,000 * 16 $ 952 $ 1,828 $ 871 $ 1,672
6,000 * 16 $ 1019 $ 1,956 $ 933 $ 1,791
10,000 * 4 % 11.73 $ 563 $ 10.74 $ 516
Mercury Vapor
6,400 * 6,219 $ 556 $ 414932 $ 509 $ 379,857
9,400 * 4371 $ 6.22 $ 326,251 $ 569 $ 298,452
16,000 * 3203 $ 870 $ 334,393 $ 796 $ 305,951
45,200 * 588 $ 16.39 $ 115,648 $ 1500 $ 105,840
Sodium Vapor
8,500 1,376 $ 6.24 $ 103,035 $ 571 $ 94,284
15,000 6,012 $ 6.56 $ 473,265 $ 6.00 $ 432,864
22,000 3337 % 838 $ 335569 $ 767 $ 307,137
45,000 5134 $ 988 $ 608,687 $ 9.04 $ 556,936
Metal Halide
24,600** 88 $ 1556 $ 16,431 $ 1424 $ 15,037
Directional Lighting
Mercury V apor
16,000 Lumen* 676 $ 1020 $ 82,742 $ 934 % 75,766
45,200 Lumen* 633 $ 15.09 $ 114,624 $ 1381 $ 104,901
Sodium Vapor
22,000 Lumen 1,460 $ 1183 $ 207,262 $ 10.83 $ 189,742
45,000 Lumen 6,240 $ 11.88 $ 889,574 $ 10.87 $ 813,946
Metal Halide
24,600 Lumen 1,797 $ 1071 $ 230,950 $ 9.80 $ 211,327
83,000 Lumen 3682 $ 1940 $ 857,170 $ 17.76  $ 784,708
TOTAL 44,911 $ 5,121,167 $ 4,686,482

* Lamps not available to new installations
** | amp available in rectangular cutoff luminaire only




Lumens
Incandescent

1,000 *
2,500 *
4,000 *
6,000 *
10,000 *

4,000 *
6,000 *

1,000 *

2,500 *

4,000 *

6,000 *
Mercury Vapor

7,200

11,000

17,000
30,000 *
46,000 *

7,200

11,000

17,000
30,000 *
46,000 *

7,200
17,000
46,000 *
Sodium Vapor

8,700
15,000
23,000
46,500

8,700
15,000
23,000
46,500

8,700
15,000
23,000
46,500
130,200*
Metal Halide

9,600
TOTAL

* Lamps not available to new installations

Rate Design - Lighting.xls

Street Li

# Lamps

47
507
2,034
820

41
26

42
129
32
42

36,553
5,294
6,566

41
250

1,442
232
3,246
106
214

125
36
41

12,789
12,463
7,642
2,780

1,023
1,126
2,244
1,550

69
125
166

27

111
99,990

Schedule 3, Item 1, Page 4

hting (Municipal) Service Rate Design

Monthly Priceper| Tota Annua | Adjusted Delivery| Adjusted Delivery
Lamp Proposed in | Revenue @ Prices| Service Monthly Service Total

Direct in Direct Price per Lamp | Annua Revenue
$ 1158 $ 6,531 $ 1060 $ 5,978
$ 1183 $ 71974 $ 1083 $ 65,890
$ 1237 $ 301,927 $ 1132 $ 276,299
$ 1269 $ 124870 $ 1161 $ 114,242
$ 14.08 $ 169 $ 1289 $ 155
2292 $ 11,277 20.98 10,322
2319 $ 7,235 21.22 6,621
$ 308 $ 1552 $ 282 $ 1,421
$ 338 $ 5232 $ 309 $ 4,783
$ 372 % 1428 $ 340 $ 1,306
$ 409 $ 2061 $ 374 $ 1,885
$ -
$ 1026 $ 4,500,405 $ 939 $ 4,118,792
$ 1072 $ 681,020 $ 981 $ 623,210
$ 1340 $ 1055813 $ 1226 $ 965,990
$ 1808 $ 8895 $ 1655 $ 8,143
$ 1969 $ 59,070 $ 1802 $ 54,060
$ 2096 $ 362,692 $ 1918 $ 331,891
$ 2132 $ 59,355 $ 1951 $ 54,316
$ 2325 $ 905,634 $ 2128 $ 828,899
$ 2768 $ 35209 $ 2533 $ 32,220
$ 2904 $ 74575 $ 2658 $ 68,257
$ 171 $ 2565 $ 157 $ 2,355
$ 305 $ 1318 $ 279 $ 1,205
$ 534 $ 2627 $ 489 $ 2,406
$ 1074 $ 1,648,246 $ 983 $ 1,508,590
$ 1286 $ 1923290 $ 1177 $ 1,760,274
$ 1413 $ 1295778 $ 1293 $ 1,185,733
$ 16.18 $ 539,765 $ 1481 $ 494,062
$ 2139 $ 262,584 $ 1958 $ 240,364
$ 2351 $ 317,667 $ 2152 $ 290,778
$ 2593 $ 698,243 $ 2373 $ 639,001
$ 2643 $ 491,598 $ 2419 $ 449,934
$ 189 $ 1565 $ 173 $ 1,432
$ 276 $ 4140 $ 253 % 3,795
$ 493 $ 9821 $ 451 $ 8,984
$ 763 $ 2472 $ 6.98 $ 2,262
$ 2365 $ 2270 $ 2165 $ 2,078
$ 769 $ 10243 $ 7.04 9,377
$ 15,491,116 $ 14,177,310




IP Exhibit 6.11

Page 1 of 2
Illinois Power Company
Current and Proposed Unit Charges for Delivery Service
Non-Lighting Rates
Residential Small Use General Service
Facilities Charge Current Proposed Facilities Charge Current Proposed
Multi-family Service N/A $ 5.96 Single-phase Service $ 953 § 8.03
Single-phase Service N/A $ 7.96 Three-phase Service $ 1953 $ 11.09
Three-phase Service N/A $ 16.00 {Unmetered Service $ 850 § 8.50
Delivery Charge Current Proposed Meter Charge Current Proposed
1st 300 kWh per month N/A $ 0.03422 Single-phase Service $ 347§ 335
Over 300 kWh per month N/A $ 0.02022 Three-phase Service $ 347 $ 7.78
Delivery Charge Current Proposed
1st 300 kWh per month $ 0.00140 $ 0.01741
Over 300 kWh per month $ 000140 $ 0.01088
[All Unmetered use $ 0.00140 $  0.00859
Demand Metered General Service
Facilities Charge Current Proposed Distribution Capacity Charge Current Proposed
Single-phase Service, all voltages $ 3579 $ 25.11 Distribution Capacity under 200 kW
3-phase, under 2.4kV and 200 kW $ 3532 $ 26.93 Supply Line 12.49 kV and Below N/A $ 2.579
3-phase, under 2.4kV, over 200kW  $ 65.65 $ 63.96 Distribution Capacity under 1,000 kW
3-phase, 2.4kV t0 12.49 kV $ 280.14 % 187.11 Supply Line 12.49 kV and Below N/A $ 2.165
3-phase, 34.5 kV and 69 kV 3 66054 $ 570.32 Distribution Capacity 1,000 kW and over
3-phase, 138 kV $ 1,786.62 $ 1,890.63 Supply Line 12.49 kV and Below N/A $ 1.833
Demand Charge (Supply Line Voltage) Current Proposed
Meter Charge Distribution Capacity under 1,000 kW
Single-phase Service, all voltages $ 546 $ 8.62 12.49 kV and Below $ 2136 $ 0.488
3-phase, under 2.4kV and 200 kW 3 1568 $ 15.99 34.5kV and 69kV 3 0.263 $ 0.474
3-phase, under 2.4kV, over 200 kW $ 3435 $ 17.94 138kV $ 0.016 $ 0.026
3-phase, 2.4kV to 12.49 kV 3 9486 $ 148.15 Distribution Capacity 1,000 kW and over
3-phase, 34.5 kV and 69 kV $ 99.46 $ 354.43 12.49 kV and Below $ 1948 $ 0.413
3-phase, 138 kV 3 11338 $ 1,392.79 34.5kV and 69kV 3 0239 $ 0.401
138kV $ 0.015 $ 0.022
Transformation Charge Current Proposed
Applicable to customers under 3,000 kW $ 050 $ 0.50 Reactive Demand Charge Current Proposed

©“

Applicable to customers 3,000 kW &up  $ 0.75 0.75 Applicable to customers 1,000 kW and ove $ 0.1000 $ 0.2000




IP Exhibit 6.11

Page 2 of 2
Illinois Power Company
Current and Proposed Unit Charges for Delivery Service
Lighting Rates
QOutdoor Area Lighting Service
Residential Non-Residential
Type of Lamp Lumen Rating Current Proposed Current Proposed
Area Lighting
Incandescent 2,500 Lumen* N/A $ 6.28 $ 888 $ 8.13
4,000 Lumen* N/A $ 6.62 $ 952 $ 8.71
6,000 Lumen* N/A $ 6.98 $ 1019 $ 9.33
10,000 Lumen* N/A $ 7.84 $ 1173 $ 10.74
Mercury Vapor 6,400 Lumen N/A $ 3.84 $ 556 $ 5.09
9,400 Lumen N/A $ 4.25 $ 6.22 $ 5.69
16,000 Lumen N/A $ 5.90 $ 870 $ 7.96
45,200 Lumen N/A $ 10.81 $ 16.39 $ 15.00
Sodium Vapor 8,500 Lumen N/A $ 4.44 $ 6.24 $ 571
15,000 Lumen N/A $ 4.62 $ 6.56 $ 6.00
22,000 Lumen N/A $ 5.81 $ 838 $ 7.67
45,000 Lumen N/A $ 6.75 $ 988 $ 9.04
Metal Halide 24,600 Lumen** N/A $ 10.90 $ 1556 $ 14.24
$ 187.11
Directional Lighting
Mercury Vapor 16,000 Lumen* N/A $ 7.00 $ 1020 $ 9.34
45,200 Lumen* N/A $ 9.86 $ 1509 $ 13.81
Sodium Vapor 22,000 Lumen N/A $ 8.34 $ 1183 $ 10.83
45,000 Lumen N/A $ 8.21 $ 1188 $ 10.87
Metal Halide 24,600 Lumen N/A $ 7.35 $ 1071 $ 9.80
83,000 Lumen N/A $ 13.01 $ 1940 $ 17.76
* Lamps not available to new installations
** | amp available in rectangular cutoff luminaire only
Municipal Street Lighting Service Class A Class B Class C
Type of Lamp Lumen Rating Current Proposed Current Proposed Current Proposed
Incandescent 1,000 Lumen* $ 1158 $ 10.60 $ - % - % 308 $ 2.82
2,500 Lumen* $ 1183 $ 1083 $ 2243 $ 2053 $ 338 $ 3.09
4,000 Lumen* $ 1237 $ 1132 $ 2292 $ 2098 $ 372 $ 3.40
6,000 Lumen* $ 1269 $ 1161 $ 2319 $ 2122 $ 409 $ 3.74
10,000 Lumen* $ 1408 $ 1289 $ 2428 $ 222 $ $
Mercury Vapor 7,200 Lumen $ 1026 $ 939 $§ 2096 $ 19.18 $ 171 $ 157
11,000 Lumen $ 1072 $ 981 $ 2132 $ 1951 $ 222 $ 2.03
17,000 Lumen $ 1340 $ 1226 $ 2325 $ 2128 $ 305 $ 2.79
30,000 Lumen* $ 1808 $ 1655 $ 2768 $ 2533 $ 433 $ 3.96
46,000 Lumen* $ 1969 $ 18.02 $ 2904 $ 2658 $ 534 $ 4.89
Sodium Vapor 8,700 Lumen $ 1074 % 983 $ 2139 $ 1958 $ 189 $ 1.73
15,000 Lumen $ 1286 $ 11.77 $ 2351 $ 2152 $ 276 $ 2.53
23,000 Lumen $ 1413 $ 1293 $ 2593 $ 2373 $ 493 $ 451
46,500 Lumen $ 1618 $ 1481 $ 2643 $ 2419 $ 763 $ 6.98
130,200 Lumen* $ $ $ $ $ 2365 $ 21.65
Metal Halide 9,600 Lumen $ -3 - 8 - 8 -3 769 $ 7.04

* Lamps not available to new installations



IP Exhibit 6.12

Secondary Facilities for Hypothetical System

Circuit with Each Customer Sized At:
300 kWh - month 3,000 kWh - month

Transformer $ 1,206 $ 1,616
Secondary Conductor $ 500 $ 929
Service Lines $ 1,005 $ 1,559
Total Cost $ 2,711 $ 4,104
Customers in Hypothetical 6 6
Cost per Customer $ 451.83 $ 684.00
Annual Carrying Charge 11.51% 11.51%
Annualized Cost $ 52.01 $ 78.73
Annual kWh 3,600 36,000

Annual cost/kWh $ 0.0144 $ 0.0022



IP Exhibit 6.13

[linois Power Company
Distribution Capacity Example

Customer 1 Customer z
Dist Cap Manihly Max DstCap Manihly Max

Month Davad  RaeRev Damed  RaeRev Daved RaeRey Damad RaeRey
Jan 2000 $ 416667 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 416667 500 $ 1587
Feb 2000 $ 4,166.67 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 416667 500 $ 1587
Mex 2000 $ 4166.67 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 4,166.67 500 $ 1587
Ax 2000 $ 4166.67 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 4,166.67 500 $ 1587
May 2000 $ 4166.67 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 4,166.67 500 $ 1587
Jdn 2000 $ 416667 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 416667 500 $ 1587
Jul 2000 $ 416667 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 416667 2000 $ 6349
Ag 2000 $ 416667 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 416667 500 $ 1587
Sp 2000 $ 4166.67 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 4,166.67 500 $ 1587
(0,1 2000 $ 4166.67 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 4,166.67 500 $ 1587
Nov 2000 $ 4166.67 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 4,166.67 500 $ 1587
Dec 2000 $ 4166.67 2000 $ 6349 2000 $ 4,166.67 500 $ 1587
Annual 24000 $ 50,000.00 24000 $ 76190 24,000 $ 50,000.00 7500 $ 23810

Distribution Capacity Charge Pricing Monthly Maximum Demand Pricing

$ 100,000 $ 100,000

Total Dist Cap Demands Total Monthly Max Dermands

438,000 31,500
Unit Rate Unit Rate



