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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Robert W. Gee.  My business address is 7609 Brittany Parc Court, Falls 2 

Church, Virginia 22043. 3 

Q. Are you the same Robert W. Gee who previously submitted Direct Testimony on behalf 4 

of Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in this proceeding?    5 

A. Yes, I am.  6 

Q. What is purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 7 

A. I respond in one specific respect to the testimony of Illinois Commerce Commission 8 

(“Commission” or “ICC”) Staff witness Thomas L. Griffin.   9 

Q. What do you conclude? 10 

A. Mr. Griffin recommends that the Commission limit ComEd’s pro forma plant adjustment 11 

to that plant actually shown to be in service and to allow nothing for the plant that 12 

ComEd will place into service in the near future, despite the fact that no reasonable 13 

person could conclude that ComEd will cease making substantial plant investments.  At 14 

this point, he proposes an end date for pro forma additions of December 31, 2007.  In my 15 

opinion, this recommendation is ill-advised as a matter of policy and could unjustly 16 

deprive ComEd of what it should be entitled to collect.  17 

Q. Why do you believe Mr. Griffins’ recommendation is poor policy? 18 

A. There are two main reasons. 19 

First, as I noted in my direct testimony, utilities need to invest.  ComEd is in a 20 

very capital-intensive industry at a time of rapidly rising costs and demand for plant 21 

investment.  As I stated at pages 8 and 9 of my Direct Testimony (ComEd Ex. 3.0), 22 
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ComEd is being called upon to do and invest more, both qualitatively in terms of 23 

advanced technologies and quantitatively.  Moreover, the costs associated with 24 

infrastructure maintenance or upgrades are escalating.  These developments will require 25 

an increased commitment to new capital expenditures and additions.   26 

ComEd will, without a doubt, expend substantial sums on additional plant to serve 27 

customers by the date its new rates go into effect.  However, denying the utility the 28 

ability to recognize its investment in rate base denies it the right to recover any part of its 29 

costs of making that investment for some time.  To the extent rates fail to reflect prudent 30 

costs of actual plant in service during the period rates are in effect, the cost 31 

incurrence/revenue collection gap widens, hampering both the utility’s incentive and 32 

ability to invest, and harming both the utility and ratepayers. 33 

Second, recognizing investments a utility makes through a pro forma adjustment 34 

ensures that the costs borne by customers accurately reflect the plant in service that they 35 

are using.  This promotes fairness in rates:  fairness to the customers as a matter of 36 

ensuring that the service they receive is correlated with the actual costs incurred in 37 

serving them, and fairness to the utility in ensuring that all of its prudent and reasonable 38 

costs are recovered in rates in a timely basis.  39 

Q. How could Mr. Griffin’s recommendations unjustly deny ComEd revenues it is entitled 40 

to collect? 41 

A. Mr. Griffin proposes to limit ComEd’s pro forma plant additions to an amount consistent 42 

with ComEd’s actual net plant balance at a particular past date – here December 31, 43 

2007.  While he says he is willing to consider additional evidence regarding 2008 44 

construction projects, given the statements in his direct testimony, it is difficult to see 45 
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how any amount of information can meet his test if projects must be finalized (or, 46 

perhaps, qualify as 30-day Construction Work In Progress) before he will accept them.  47 

Moreover, should Mr. Griffin persist in his view that only documentation such as 48 

contracts can support a future plant addition, the result will be to artificially exclude 49 

much of the investment that ComEd can reasonably be expected to make solely on the 50 

basis that the expected expenditure could not be supported by that type of documentation 51 

in advance.  A far superior approach would be for the Illinois Commerce Commission to 52 

look at all the evidence concerning investments for which pro forma adjustments are 53 

sought, and to refrain from imposing arbitrary or mechanical limits on particular types of 54 

evidence as the result would be to exclude actual investment.   55 

Q. What do you recommend? 56 

A. As I stated previously, ComEd and utilities nationwide are under enormous pressure to 57 

increase their capital expenditures for needed infrastructure.  It is critical that ComEd be 58 

able to timely recover its costs of service, including plant in service when rates go in to 59 

effect.  No one urges the Commission to award ComEd rates based on plant in service 60 

that is not supported by the record.  However, by the same token, it would not be sound 61 

public policy for the Commission to embrace approaches that set rates on an 62 

unrealistically and artificially low amount of investment.  That approach benefits neither 63 

customers nor ComEd. 64 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 65 

A. Yes.   66 


