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�1. Executive Summary



Beginning with the year 1999, and at least every three years thereafter, 83 Ill. Adm. Code 411.140 requires the Commission to assess the annual reliability report of each jurisdictional entity and evaluate its reliability performance.  This document assesses the annual reliability report filed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) on June 1, 1999, and evaluates its reliability performance.  This report also indicates the extent that Commission recommendations for the 1998 report have been addressed by the utilities in their 1999 report.

Assessment of Reliability Report 

ComEd’s “1998 Electric Power Delivery Reliability Report” (“Reliability Report”), submitted on June 1, 1999, responded to all requirements contained in 83 Ill. Adm. Code 411 (“Part 411”).  ComEd divided its Reliability Report by referencing the applicable subparts of Part 411.  This format made locating information quite easy.



Even though ComEd did respond to all the requirements specified in Part 411, portions of the provided information were inadequate to fully assess ComEd’s reliability.  To enhance the usefulness of the annual reliability report, the Commission recommends that beginning with the year 2000 reliability report, to be filed June 1, 2001, ComEd incorporate the following changes in its annual reliability report: 



Improve the classification process of outages.  In particular, reduce the use of “other” and “unknown” classifications to allow better interpretation of the actual causes of outages on ComEd’s system.  ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report showed an improvement in their classification process of interruption from the 1998 report.  As an example, the number of interruptions classified as being “unknown” decreased significantly from 8,418 in the 1998 report to 565 in the 1999 report.



Include prioritized, quantifiable plans and corrective measures to improve reliability.  The plans and corrective measures must include clearly stated goals and definite completion dates. Part 411.120(b)(3)(A)(iv) requires a timetable to achieve the plan’s goals. The Reliability Report includes many “annual programs", ”emergent programs”, “pilot programs”, and “on-going” projects that hinder an evaluation of what progress has been made in enhancing ComEd’s reliability.  ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report does include quantifiable plans for most of projects for the upcoming three year period.  The 1999 report does not prioritize the projects,  provide completion dates or clearly define how the projects will improve reliability.  



Include the location (city, town, ward, etc.) and clearly stated planned actions, with circuit specific information, for reliability improvement for each worst performing circuit.  ComEd did include the location of each worst performing circuit in their 1999 Reliability Report.  The 1999 report does not provide improved description of the planned actions for each worst performing circuit.



Include reliability indices with and without major storm related outages.  ComEd should define and list all major storms to allow accurate year to year comparisons of the indices.   ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report did not include storm related information.



Include all recorded reliability complaints, both verbal and written, in its Complaint Survey.  ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report reported reliability complaints in the same way as in the 1998 Report.



Include an assessment of specific reliability projects that compares the costs of the project to the expected reliability benefits.  ComEd did not include a  discussion of reliability projects to reliability benefits in their 1999 Reliability Report.

ComEd’s Historical Performance Relative to Established Reliability Targets

Part 411.140(b)(4)(A)-(C) establishes reliability targets based on the last three years of performance.  Part 411.120(b)(3)(K)&(L) does not require the utility to report the data necessary to evaluate its performance relative to the reliability targets until 2001, thus a historical assessment is not yet possible.  ComEd did state that in 1998, it had no customers exceed the service reliability targets, as defined in Part 411.140(b)(4)(A)-(C).



ComEd must develop the means to classify controllable interruptions on its system based on the facts surrounding each interruption.  ComEd currently uses industry recognized percentages to determine which interruptions are controllable.  For example, if the industry average for tree contact outages is that 50% are controllable, ComEd assumes that 50% of its tree contact outages are controllable. The Commission finds the use of industry data to determine the number of controllable outages to be unacceptable.   

Trends in ComEd’s Reliability Performance

This is ComEd's first annual reliability report.  Therefore, it does not contain any historical information to determine if ComEd’s reliability trend is improving or not.  ComEd has provided reliability indices to the Commission in prior years, but the indices were based on connected load instead of the number of customers as defined in Part 411.  The differences in the reliability indices makes any meaningful comparisons difficult.  Also, the reliability indices required by the Commission rules and provided by ComEd included interruptions that were storm related.  Since the number and severity of storms are not consistent, the inclusion of major storm related interruptions will make year to year reliability comparisons difficult.   

ComEd’s Plan to Maintain or Improve Reliability

During late July and early August 1999, ComEd experienced a number of outages in the Chicago area that were caused by the failure of electric distribution equipment.  As a result, ComEd and the Commission have started investigations into the cause of these outages as well as a more detailed investigation into ComEd's transmission and distribution system design and maintenance practices. These investigations are ongoing, however, preliminary findings have caused ComEd to drastically alter its future plans for improving the system from the plans contained in the Reliability Report.  Therefore, because of the change in plans and the ongoing investigations, the Commission did not evaluate ComEd’s plans to maintain or improve reliability as stated in the Reliability Report.  

Potential Reliability Problems and Risks

Portions of ComEd’s electric distribution system are old and represent a risk to the overall reliability ComEd can provide to its customers.  ComEd provided age data for seven common distribution components in its Reliability Report. 



The number of interruptions caused by trees is largely dependent on the level of tree trimming ComEd performs.  As of 1999, ComEd is aggressively trimming trees near its power lines, specifically addressing those circuits that had low reliability indices due in part to tree related outages.  If the level of tree trimming is decreased in future years, the Commission feels that any improvement in reliability ComEd is obtaining from its current tree trimming practice will quickly evaporate. 



ComEd’s Reliability Report shows that animal contact is one of the leading causes of interruptions on its system.  ComEd should install protective animal equipment and take other actions necessary to reduce the number of interruptions due to animal contact.



To rectify problems that were found during a self-assessment of its electric system in the fall of 1999, ComEd initiated a large number of system improvement projects.  Most of the projects are to be completed prior to the high summer loading period this year, 2000.  If those projects, deemed critical by ComEd, are not completed prior to the summer of 2000, ComEd service reliability may not be noticeably improved.

Summary of Recommendations

The Commission recommends that ComEd take the following actions:



Develop the means to classify controllable interruptions on its system based on the facts surrounding each interruption.  ComEd currently uses industry recognized percentages to determine which interruptions are controllable.  For example, if the industry average for tree contact outages is that 50% are controllable, ComEd assumes that 50% of its tree contact outages are controllable. 



Maintain the 1999 increased commitment to tree trimming.  The Commission feels that any improvement in reliability ComEd is obtaining from its 1999 increased commitment to tree trimming will quickly evaporate if tree trimming is decreased.    ComEd stated in their 1999 Reliability Report that as of May 19, 2000,  they have achieved a four year tree trimming cycle. 



Install protective equipment and take other actions necessary to reduce the number of  interruptions due to animal contact. 



Furthermore, beginning with the year 2000 reliability report, to be filed on June 1, 2001, ComEd should include the following in its reliability reports:



Improved classification of outages.  In particular, reduce the use of “other” and “unknown” classifications to allow better interpretation of the actual causes of outages on ComEd’s system.  ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report showed an improvement in their classification process of interruption from the 1998 report.  



Prioritized, quantifiable plans and corrective measures to improve reliability.  The plans should include clearly stated goals and definite completion dates.  Part 411.120 (b)(3)(A)(iv) requires a timetable to achieve the plan’s goals.  The Reliability Report includes many “annual programs”, ”emergent programs”, “pilot programs”, and “on-going” projects that hinders an evaluation of what progress has been made in enhancing ComEd’s reliability. ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report does include quantifiable plans for most of projects for the upcoming three year period.  The 1999 report does not prioritize the projects,  provide completion dates or clearly define how the projects will improve reliability.



The location (city, town, ward, etc.) and clearly stated planned actions, with circuit specific information, for reliability improvement for each worst performing circuit. ComEd did include the location of each worst performing circuit in their 1999 Reliability Report.  The 1999 report does not provide improved description of the planned actions for each worst performing circuit.



Reliability indices with and without major storm related outages.  ComEd should define and list all major storms to allow accurate year to year comparisons of the indices. 



All recorded reliability complaints, both verbal and written, in the Complaint Survey.



An assessment of specific reliability projects that compares the costs of the project to the expected reliability benefits.
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��2. Introduction



Beginning with the year 1999, and at least every three years thereafter, 83 Ill. Adm. Code 411.140 (“Part 411.140”) requires the Commission to assess the annual reliability report of each jurisdictional entity and evaluate its reliability performance.  Part 411.140 requires the Commission to: 



A)	Assess the reliability report of each entity. 



B)	Assess the jurisdictional entity’s historical performance rela�tive to established reliability targets.



C)	Identify trends in the jurisdictional entity’s reliability per�formance.



D)	Evaluate the jurisdictional entity’s plan to maintain or improve reliability.



E)	Include specific identification, assessment, and recom�mendations pertaining to any potential reliability problems and risks that the Commission has identified as a result of its evaluation.



F)	Include a review of the jurisdictional entity’s implementation of its plan for the previous reporting period.



This document assesses ComEd’s “1998 Electric Power Delivery Reliability Report” (“Reliability Report”), filed on June 1, 1999, and evaluates ComEd’s reliability performance for calendar year 1998.  This report also indicates the extent that Commission recommendations for the 1998 report have been addressed by the utilities in their 1999 report.  The organization of this document follows the order of the above listed requirements.



This document does not evaluate the plans to maintain or improve reliability that ComEd provided in its Reliability Report.  The plans in the Reliability Report were replaced by a two year program contained in ComEd’s September 15, 1999, “Transmission and Distribution Investigation Report.”  The two year recovery program contained in the September 15, 1999, report is not being evaluated in this document.



ComEd experienced equipment outages in Chicago and in other parts of its service territory during July and August 1999.  These equipment outages caused a large number of ComEd’s customers to lose electric service for periods of several hours to several days.



As a result of the July and August 1999 outages, ComEd performed an investigation of the integrity of its entire electric system.  ComEd released the results of this investigation in its September 15, 1999, “Transmission and Distribution Investigation Report.”



The September 15, 1999, report detailed the major findings of the investigation and described a two year recovery program to “bring ComEd’s service reliability up or beyond industry norm.”  The two year recovery program replaced the plans contained in the Reliability Report. 

3. Assessment of ComEd’s 1998 Reliability Report



ComEd’s Reliability Report complied with requirements specified in 83 Ill. Adm. Code 411.120 (“Part 411.120”) and 411.210 (“Part 411.210”).  ComEd organized the Reliability Report by the applicable subparts of Part 411.120 and 411.210. 



Within the Reliability Report ComEd provided tables of reliability indices, plans for future investments, listings of interruptions, listings of all outages that affected 10 or more customers, the age and condition of the system, and a listing of worst performing circuits.



The Reliability Report listed 46,289 outages� that affected 10 or more customers for more than one minute in 1998.  ComEd classified the 46,289 outages into 61 interruption cause categories.  The following table lists some of the larger categories� of reported causes of interruptions.  



Table 1.  Causes of Interruptions

Cause of 

interruption�Number of

Outages�% of total��Total�46,289�---��Unknown�8,418�18.19%��Animal�2,892�6.25%��Tree�7,770�16.79%��Weather�12,002�25.93%��Other�3,149�6.80%��

The five categories listed in Table 1 amount to 74% of all interruptions in the Reliability Report.  The combination of interruptions ComEd classified as being caused by either “weather”, “other” or “unknown” accounted for over half of all outages to ComEd in 1998.  These three categories are very vague and tremendously reduced the value of the Reliability Report.  ComEd should improve its classification of interruptions to provide more meaningful reporting of the data. ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report showed an improvement in their classification process of interruption from the 1998 report.  In particular, the number of interruptions classified as being “unknown” decreased significantly.





The Reliability Report also listed many corrective measures to improve the reliability of the ComEd system.  The corrective measures, in many cases, did not provide sufficient information to allow the Commission Staff to monitor ComEd’s progress.  The corrective measures for future reports, beginning with the year 2000 reliability report, need clearly stated scopes of work, prioritized listings, and definite completion dates. 



ComEd has issued two more recent studies that supercede the specific projects and the associated investment commitments contained in the Reliability Report.  These two studies delineate the corrective actions ComEd is planning on doing and in what schedule than the information contained in the Reliability Report.  The two studies, both dated September 15, 1999, are:



Transmission and Distribution Investigation Report, and

City of Chicago Implementation Report.



Part 411.120(b)(3)(G) states that the utility is to report on the age, current condition, reliability and performance of its existing distribution and transmission system.  In the introductory assessment of its performance, ComEd stated�;



Our discussion of these topics shows that our facilities are designed, built, and maintained to be consistent with accepted engineering practices, and are properly protected from a reliability perspective.  It also shows that we have made significant expenditures to maintain and improve reliability.



Based on the information contained in ComEd’s September 15, 1999, “Transmission and Distribution Investigation Report,” the Commission would expect that ComEd’s assessment of its system would not be as positive as quoted above.  The Commission expects that ComEd’s assessment of its distribution and transmission system in next year’s 1999 Electric Power Delivery Reliability Report will better reflect ComEd’s assessment based on the September 15, 1999, report and later events.



To comply with the requirement that a utility report on the age of its existing distribution and transmission systems, ComEd provided age data on seven types of equipment�.  The age data for each of the seven types of equipment included information on the median age, age distribution and quantity by age.  Table 2 lists the median age of four types of equipment on ComEd’s system. 

�Table 2.

Median Age of Typical Equipment



Wood poles (distribution)�32 years��Steel poles (transmission)�26 years��Lightning arresters�13 years��Distribution transformers�20 years��

The Commission feels that the absolute median age of the existing equipment in service does not provide, by itself, an indication of possible reduction in reliability performance of the distribution or transmission systems.  The age of the equipment in combination with an increase in the number of outages due to equipment failures or malfunction would provide a stronger basis to state if equipment is deteriorating and reducing the reliability of the electric system.  At this time, based on the one year’s data contained in the Reliability Report, the Commission can not state that the equipment is causing a reduction in the reliability of ComEd’s system. 



Part 411.120(b)(3)(G)(v) states that the utility is to perform a satisfaction survey covering reliability, customer service and customer understanding of the utility’s services and prices.  ComEd asked customers to rate its performance on a scale of zero to ten, with ten being most satisfied.  Table 3 lists the results of ComEd’s customer satisfaction survey�.  For the Reliability Report, ComEd defined a positive response as any response above a five rating.



Table 3. Survey Results

(Percent Positive Response)

Customer Class						Average

Residential�Reliable Electric Service�80%���Customer Service�74%��Small Commercial �Reliable Electric Service�72%��& Industrial�Customer Service�60%��Large Commercial �Reliable Electric Service�65%��& Industrial�Customer Service�66%��

ComEd performed customer satisfaction surveys in each of the four quarters of 1998.  The percentage of positive responses did not vary appreciably from quarter to quarter.  Table 3 lists the average for all four quarters.



The Commission finds the results of this survey troubling, but not surprising.  Only 65% of large customers found ComEd's service to rate above a five in reliability. Large customer service satisfaction is also quite low at 66%.  Almost as important as customer reliability data is the customers perception of its service reliability.  The Commission will be closely monitoring the results of future surveys to ensure that satisfaction is rising.



Part 411.120(b)(3)(G)(vi) requires the utility to provide an overview of the number and substance of customer complaints related to reliability.  In response to this requirement, ComEd provided a listing of customer reliability related complaints by operating area.  Table 4 lists the four categories under which ComEd separated the reliability related complaints�.  Table 4 also lists the total number of complaints in each of the four areas.



Table 4.

Customer Complaints



�Nature of Complaint�System Totals��Sustained Interruption�5,900��Momentary Interruption�1,270��Low Voltage�451��High Voltage�169��Totals�7,790��

To aid in evaluation, future reports, beginning with the year 2000 reliability report, should include information for all reliability related complaints received, both verbal and written. 

4. ComEd’s Historical Performance Relative to established Reliability Targets



Part 411.140(b)(4)(A)-(C) sets forth the reliability targets that a jurisdictional entity should strive to meet.  These targets specify a certain number of outages as well as hours of outage that a utility should strive to meet on a per customer basis. However, Part 411.120(b)(3)(K)&(L) does not require the utility to report individual customer outage data until 2001.  Table 5 summarizes the reliability targets defined in Part 411.140(b)(4)(A)-(C).  While the data was not required, ComEd did state that it had no customers exceed the service reliability targets, as defined in Table 5 in 1998�.

�Table 5.

 Service Reliability Targets



Immediate primary source of service operation level�Maximum number of controllable interruptions in each of the last three consecutive years�Maximum hours of total interruption duration due to controllable interruptions in each of the last three years��at 69kV or above�3�9��between 15kV & 69kV�4�12��at 15kV or below�6�18��

The service reliability targets above apply to only “controllable interruptions.”  A controllable interruption is defined in Part 411.20 as: 



an interruption caused or exacerbated in scope and duration by the condition of facilities, equipment, or premises owned or operated by a jurisdictional entity, or by the action or inaction of persons under a jurisdictional entity’s control and that could have been prevented through the use of generally accepted engineering, construction, or maintenance practices.



ComEd uses industry recognized percentages to determine which interruptions are controllable.  For example, if the industry average for tree contact outages is that 50% are controllable, ComEd assumes that 50% of its tree contact outages are controllable.  ComEd does not examine each outage and independently determine if it is controllable.  ComEd applies the following percentages to its interruption categories;�



50% of all wildlife interruptions are controllable

90% of tree contact outages are controllable

20% of broken limb interruptions are controllable

90% of personnel error interruptions are controllable



Using the industry data, ComEd classified approximately 15% or 7,350 of the total 46,000 interruptions as controllable.  The Commission finds the use of industry data to determine the number of controllable outages to be unacceptable.  The source and accuracy of the industry data is unknown, as is the applicability of the data to ComEd's system.  For future reports, beginning with the year 2000 reliability report, ComEd must develop the means to classify controllable interruptions on its system based on the facts surrounding each interruption.  



Part 411.120(b)(3)(I)&(J) requires the reporting utility to list its worst performing circuits (subsection I) and then state (subsection J) what corrective actions are planned to improve the circuits performance.  ComEd selected its worst performing circuits from those distribution circuits with the lowest performance (highest reliability index scores) from each operating area and for each of the three reliability indices.  This list totaled 51 circuits and ComEd classified them as its lowest 1% performers.  Per subsection J, ComEd listed the date, number of customers affected, length of time, and cause of each outage for each of the 51 circuits.  Also in compliance with subsection J, ComEd described the corrective actions taken or planned to improve the performance of these 51 circuits.  All of the work planned, for the 51 circuits, was to be completed by December 31, 1999.



To evaluate ComEd’s planned and completed actions, Commission Staff requested detailed maps and work order information for ten circuits, from which three circuits were inspected.  Each of the three selected circuits were from different operating areas of ComEd.  The purpose of the inspections was for Staff to verify that work was performed on the circuits and to see if there were any visible reasons for the poor performance of the circuits.  For example, Staff looked for poor tree trimming practices, broken equipment, rotten poles, slack spans (sagging lines) etc.  The following three paragraphs describe the results of the field inspections of the three selected circuits.



An inspection of the Chicago operating area distribution circuit D5014 was performed on November 10, 1999.  This circuit had eight reported outages in 1998, with the longest outage lasting almost 19 hours and affecting 117 customers.  ComEd classified five of the eight outages as being caused by wind or lightning.  Per the ComEd work request for this circuit, a large portion of the circuit was to have the lightning arresters inspected and trees trimmed.  ComEd stated that it planned on having the improvements done by November 1, 1999.  Staff's inspection found that ComEd had installed a substantial amount of new pole hardware, conductors, splices and lightning arresters.  ComEd had finished all the required tree trimming by November 10, 1999.



The circuit inspected in the Northern operating area (circuit #W689) had 25 interruptions in 1998, with the longest outage lasting 17½ hours and affecting 723 customers.  This circuit was inspected on November 10 & 11, 1999.  ComEd crews were working on the circuit improvements at the time of the inspection.  ComEd stated that it planned on having the circuit improvements completed by the end of 1999.  The amount of completed work was greater than what ComEd had listed on its work request circuit drawings.  It was obvious by the many locations on the circuit and the amount of poles replaced, conductor repairs made and trees trimmed that large portions of this circuit had not been maintained in many years. 



The last circuit inspected, on November 10 & 11, 1999, was in the Southern operating area (Circuit # D3413).  This circuit had 21 interruptions with the longest lasting 6 hours.  Almost all of the outages were either tree or wildlife related.  A large portion of the circuit route followed along the rear lots of the housing developments.  ComEd planned on having all improvements completed by December 1, 1999.  ComEd has finished the specified work on this circuit.  A large portion of this circuit had new poles and conductor installed.  It was apparent from the size of the branches trimmed from the trees that the area had not been trimmed for some time. 



For all three of the inspected circuits, ComEd is completing the specified actions and in some locations the work is exceeding the work defined on the supplied work information sheets.  For future reports, the Commission will closely review the actual field instructions compared to the scope of work defined in ComEd’s annual reliability report.  The Commission is concerned that ComEd is understating the scope of the maintenance work needed on the worst performing circuits in its annual reliability report. 

5. Trends in ComEd's Reliability Performance



This is ComEd's first annual reliability report.  Therefore, it does not contain directly comparable historical information to determine if ComEd’s reliability trend is improving or not.  Before the Reliability Report, ComEd used connected load to monitor the reliability performance of its operating areas instead of by the number of customers as defined in Part 411.  The differences in the reliability information between 1998 and previous years means that only general comparisons are possible.



The reliability indices required by the Commission rules and provided by ComEd include storm related interruptions.  ComEd argues in its Reliability Report that interruptions caused by major storms are outside of the utility’s control and do not add to the reasonableness of the utility’s reliability indices�.  The Commission  does not necessarily agree with ComEd’s statement that interruptions caused by major storms are outside of the utility’s control.  When a distribution system is well built and maintained, storm related outages will still occur, but the resulting customer interruptions will be much more restrained.  



Therefore, outages associated with storms provide a good test of the design and maintenance practices and the response and restoration capabilities of ComEd’s electrical system.  Of the three indices, CAIDI, Customer Average Interruption Duration Index, provides the most meaningful information associated with storm related outages.  The Commission would expect that the better designed and maintained an electric system is, the smaller the number or magnitude of storm related problems and the quicker the restoration of the electric system resulting in a lower average customer interruption time (CAIDI index).  



ComEd provided reliability indices that do not include severe storm related interruptions�.  Table 6 lists the reliability indices as reported in the Reliability Report (for all interruptions) and the indices not including severe storm related interruptions by operating area and the total ComEd system.



Table 6.

 Reliability Indices for 1998



Indices per Report / (Indices w/o severe storm interruptions)

�Chicago�Northeast�Southern�Northwest�System��CAIDI

(minutes)�355 / 127�249 / 123�305 / 112�162 / 102�274 / 119��CAIFI

(# of interruptions)�2.09 / 1.68�2.97 / 2.28�2.75 / 1.93�2.45 / 1.75�2.63 / 1.95��SAIFI

(# of interruptions)�1.63 / 1.03�2.70 / 1.71�2.46 / 1.31�2.04 / 1.08�2.20 / 1.30��

SAIFI:	System Average Interruption Frequency Index  (say’ fee).  It represents the number of customer outages divided by total system customers.

CAIDI:	Customer Average Interruption Duration Report  (cay’ dee).  It represents, for customers that actually had an interruption, how long, on average, the interruptions lasted.

CAIFI:	Customer Average Interruption Frequency Index  (cay’ fee).  It represents the outage frequency for customers that had outages.  If this index is much higher than SAIFI, that suggests a subset of customers experiences several outages.	



The Commission does not oppose ComEd's inclusion in the report of indices that exclude severe storms as long as the indices including the storms are also shown. If ComEd includes reliability indices that do not include severe storm interruptions in future reports, ComEd must also define a severe storm.  ComEd’s definition of a severe storm was not evaluated as part of this review of its Reliability Report.



From ComEd’s September 15, 1999, “Transmission and Distribution Investigation Report” the 1997 reliability indices are available for CAIDI and SAIFI (pages B.6 & B.7).  The 1997 indices (listed on Table 7) use connected load instead of the number of customers as defined in Part 411.  The differences in the reliability indices for 1997 and 1998 (see Table 6) means that only general comparisons are possible.



Table 7.

 Reliability Indices for 1997



�Chicago�Northeast�Southern�Northwest�System��CAIDI

(minutes)�153�153�138�102�145��SAIFI

(# of interruptions)�0.43�1.01�0.97�1.08�0.99��

For comparison, Table 8 shows all reported Illinois utility reliability indices for 1998. The table shows that ComEd was not the most or the least reliable electric utility in Illinois in 1998.  Since ComEd has a very high urban electric load density and a correspondingly low amount of rural electric load any specific conclusions from this table are not possible. 



Table 8.

Comparison of Illinois Utility 1998 Reliability Indices



UTILITY�SAIFI�CAIDI�CAIFI��ComEd�2.20�274�2.63��Illinois Power�2.44�267�2.96��CIPS�0.66�122�N/A��CILCO�2.84�162�N/A��Union Electric�2.23�519�N/A��MidAmerican�2.16�146�2.55��

6. ComEd's Plan to Maintain or Improve Reliability



Part 411.120(b)(3)(A) states that the utility is to include a future investment plan within its report.  With very few exceptions, what ComEd stated in its Reliability Report as being its planned investments to maintain and enhance its electric system, does not agree with the actual actions ComEd performed during 1999. 



Any evaluation of how ComEd is improving its reliability should refer to the recommendations listed in the ComEd published “Transmission and Distribution Investigation Report,” and “City of Chicago Implementation Report,” both dated September 15, 1999, and any subsequent reports or commitments by ComEd. These September 15, 1999, reports supersede the future investment plans ComEd stated in the Reliability Report. 

7. Potential Reliability Problems and Risks



Portions of ComEd’s electric distribution system are old and represent a risk to the overall reliability ComEd can provide to its customers.  However, at this time, based on the one year’s data contained in the Reliability Report, the Commission can not state that the equipment is causing a reduction in reliability.  The Commission will monitor equipment age data in future reliability reports.  



ComEd provided age data for seven common distribution components in its Reliability Report.  Within the report, ComEd stated that the median age of its wood distribution poles is 32 years old, with over 2,000 poles over 56 years old.  ComEd also reported that the median age of its distribution transformers is about 20 years old, with units over 56 years old in use. 



The number of interruptions caused by trees is largely dependent on the level of tree trimming ComEd performs.  As of 1999, ComEd is aggressively trimming trees near its power lines.  ComEd is specifically addressing those circuits that had low reliability indices due in part to tree related outages.  If the level of tree trimming is decreased in future years, the Commission feels that any improvement in reliability ComEd is obtaining from its current tree trimming practice will quickly evaporate. 



As Table 1 above illustrates, ComEd reports that animal contact is one of the leading causes of interruptions on its system.  ComEd should install protective animal equipment and take other actions necessary to reduce the number of interruptions due to animal contact. 

  

As part of a fall of 1999 self assessment of its electric system, ComEd has initiated a large number of system improvements to rectify problems that were found. ComEd has outlined the major transmission, substation and distribution projects it is working on in various publications and presentations.  Most of the projects are to be completed prior to the high summer loading period this year, 2000.  If those projects, deemed critical by ComEd, are not completed prior to the summer of 2000, ComEd service reliability may not be noticeably improved.

8. Summary of Recommendations



The Commission recommends that ComEd take the following actions:



Develop the means to classify controllable interruptions on its system based on the facts surrounding each interruption.  ComEd currently uses industry recognized percentages to determine which interruptions are controllable.  For example, if the industry average for tree contact outages is that 50% are controllable, ComEd assumes that 50% of its tree contact outages are controllable. 



Maintain the 1999 increased commitment to tree trimming.  The Commission feels that any improvement in reliability ComEd is obtaining from its 1999 increased commitment to tree trimming will quickly evaporate if tree trimming is decreased.  



Install protective equipment and take other actions necessary to reduce the number of  interruptions due to animal contact. 



Furthermore, beginning with the year 2000 reliability report, to be filed on June 1, 2001, ComEd should include the following in its reliability reports:



Improved classification process of outages.  In particular, reduce the use of “other” and “unknown” classifications to allow better interpretation of the actual causes of outages on ComEd’s system. ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report showed an improvement in their classification process of interruption from the 1998 report.  As an example, the number of interruptions classified as being “unknown” decreased significantly from 8,418 in the 1998 report to 565 in the 1999 report.



Prioritized, quantifiable plans and corrective measures to improve reliability.  The plans should include clearly stated goals and definite completion dates.  Part 411.120 (b)(3)(A)(iv) requires a timetable to achieve the plan’s goals.  The Reliability Report includes many “annual programs”, ”emergent programs”, “pilot programs”, and “on-going” projects that hinders an evaluation of what progress has been made in enhancing ComEd’s reliability. ComEd’s 1999 Reliability Report does include quantifiable plans for most of projects for the upcoming three year period.  The 1999 report does not prioritize the projects,  provide completion dates or clearly define how the projects will improve reliability.  



The location (city, town, ward, etc.) and clearly stated planned actions, with circuit specific information, for reliability improvement for each worst performing circuit.  ComEd did include the location of each worst performing circuit in their 1999 Reliability Report.



Reliability indices with and without major storm related outages.  ComEd should define and list all major storms to allow accurate year to year comparisons of the indices. 



All recorded reliability complaints, both verbal and written, in the Complaint Survey.



An assessment of specific reliability projects that compares the costs of the project to the expected reliability benefits. 

� Page 39 of ComEd Reliability Report

� Page 16-17 of ComEd Report



� Page 31 of ComEd Report

� Page 34-36 of ComEd Report

� Page 42 of ComEd Report

� Page 44 of ComEd Report

� Response to Staff Information Request 10.0

� Response to Staff Information Request 4.0

� Page 46 of ComEd Report

� Response to Staff Information Request 8.0
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