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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Ronald Linkenback and my business address is 527 East Capitol 2 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois. 3 

Q. Are you the same Ronald Linkenback who previously testified in this 4 

docket? 5 

A. Yes.    6 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 7 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony 8 

of Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) witnesses Mr. Donnelly 9 

(ComEd Ex. 21.0), Mr. Williams (ComEd Ex. 22.0), Ms. Clair (ComEd Ex. 10 

23.0), Mr. Crumrine (ComEd Ex. 30.0), and ComEd panel witnesses Mr. 11 

Alongi and Ms. Jones (ComEd Ex. 32.0). 12 

Q. Please summarize the recommendations made in your direct testimony. 13 

A. I recommended, for the reasons indicated in my direct and supplemental 14 

direct testimony (ICC Staff Exhibit Nos. 8.0 and 12.0), that the Commission:  15 

1. accept with no changes ComEd‟s proposed rate base additions 16 

that are associated with its major capital projects discussed at lines 17 

471 to 509 of my direct testimony, 18 

 19 

2. reject the proposed Rider SEA (Storm Expense Adjustment),  20 

 21 

3. reject the proposed discontinuance of the existing Rider ACT 22 

(Allowance for Customer-owned Transformers) for certain 23 

customers, and  24 

 25 

4. not approve the eight proposed Rider SMP (System Modernization 26 

Projects Adjustment) projects. 27 

Q. Do you continue to make these recommendations? 28 
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A. Yes I do. 29 

Proposed Rider SEA 30 

(Storm Expense Adjustment) 31 

Q. What was your recommendation in your direct testimony pertaining to 32 

ComEd’s proposed Rider SEA? 33 

A. I recommended that proposed Rider SEA not be approved. 34 

Q. Did ComEd address your Rider SEA recommendation in its rebuttal 35 

testimony? 36 

A. Yes.  Mr. Crumrine (ComEd Ex. 30.0, pp.30, 34) and Mr. Williams (ComEd 37 

Ex. 22.0, pp. 9-11) addressed my recommendation in rebuttal testimony.  38 

Q. Did Mr. Crumrine’s or Mr. William’s rebuttal testimony cause you to 39 

change your recommendation concerning the proposed Rider SEA? 40 

A. No, they did not.  It continues to be my opinion that Rider SEA would provide 41 

an incentive to ComEd to reduce or defer planned maintenance to its 42 

distribution system, resulting in lower service reliability to ComEd customers, 43 

and that ComEd‟s proposed definition of when a Rider SEA storm has 44 

occurred provides ComEd with too much latitude. 45 

Q. Did Mr. Crumrine raise any issues in his rebuttal testimony on the 46 

subject of proposed Rider SEA that you want to address? 47 

A. Yes, I would like to address three issues raised by Mr. Crumrine in his 48 

rebuttal testimony:  (ComEd Ex. 30.0, 30:674-679, 34:760-774, and 34:775-49 

35:783) 50 
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Q. In response to Staff and intervenor testimony that Rider SEA will shift 51 

responsibility for storm costs from ComEd to its customers, Mr. 52 

Crumrine states that “Customers already bear economic responsibility 53 

for prudently incurred storm expenses” and that “Rider SEA does not 54 

alter that fact.”  (ComEd Ex. 30.0, 30:678-679)  Do you agree with Mr. 55 

Crumrine’s view? 56 

A. While I agree with some of Mr. Crumrine‟s assertions, I do not agree with his 57 

conclusion.  I agree that regardless of whether storm expenses are recovered 58 

through base rates or Rider SEA, the expense at issue is the same under 59 

both recovery mechanisms.  It is also my understanding that the same 60 

prudence standard applies regardless of whether storm expenses are 61 

recovered via base rates or Rider SEA.  I disagree with Mr. Crumrine to the 62 

extent he contends that rate base versus rider recovery has no impact on a 63 

utility‟s incentives or the level of storm expenses incurred by a utility and paid 64 

by ratepayers.  As explained in my direct testimony, rider recovery of storm 65 

expense through Rider SEA guarantees cost recovery and provides an 66 

incentive for ComEd to minimize the costs of having a well-designed and 67 

maintained distribution system and maximize the cost of storm expenses.  68 

The issue which Mr. Crumrine ignores is the imprudent storm expenses 69 

caused by delayed, reduced or neglected planned distribution system 70 

maintenance, which will result in increased storm related repair costs that the 71 

customers will pay for almost immediately through Rider SEA.  (ICC Staff Ex. 72 

8.0, pp.5-7)  While it may be possible to identify such increased costs in an 73 
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after the fact review of the prudence of costs incurred under Rider SEA, such 74 

actions may be subtle and difficult to detect.  To the extent such imprudent 75 

costs can be detected, it would then require Staff or Intervenors to submit 76 

testimony demonstrating or explaining why such costs were imprudently 77 

incurred.  Even if Staff or Intervenors can submit such testimony, the issue 78 

will no doubt be contested by ComEd.  On the other hand, recovery of storm 79 

expenses through base rates can provide for recovery of the same expenses 80 

– as discussed above – with out the counterproductive incentives and risk of 81 

increased storm expenses discussed above. 82 

Q. In response to Staff’s position that Rider SEA will eliminate significant 83 

economic consequences of failing to properly maintain the electric 84 

delivery system, Mr. Crumrine stated that economic consequences do 85 

currently exist pursuant to Sections 16-125(e) and (f) of the Public 86 

Utilities Act (“PUA”).  (ComEd Ex. 30.0, 34:760-774)  Does Mr. 87 

Crumrine’s response address your position? 88 

A. No, it does not.  It is my understanding that Sections 16-125(e) and (f) of the 89 

PUA pertain to potential economic consequences for situations when more 90 

than 30,000 customers are out of power for four hours or more or when  a 91 

power surge or other fluctuation causes damage and affects more than 92 

30,000 customers .  (220 ILCS 5/16-125)  The concern I raised in my direct 93 

testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 8.0, 6:121-7:143) is that Rider SEA will at least 94 

partially remove the financial incentive for ComEd to properly maintain its 95 

distribution system and minimize storm related repair costs.  Instead, Rider 96 
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SEA will provide an incentive for ComEd to delay or neglect planned 97 

maintenance, save the cost of that planned maintenance, and incur 98 

increased repair costs after storms, which will be collectable from ratepayers 99 

through the rider.  The economic consequences imposed by Sections 16-100 

123(e) and (f) will not negate this effect, particularly given the high threshold 101 

under Section 16-125(e) (30,000 customers interrupted for four hours or 102 

more).   103 

 Mr. Crumrine references Sections 16-125(e) and (f) of the PUA as evidence 104 

that there exists potentially significant economic consequences for failing to 105 

properly maintain its distribution system.  I would make several additional 106 

points regarding this assertion.  First, Docket Nos. 07-0491 and 08-0044 are 107 

open docketed cases filed by ComEd before the Commission addressing 108 

Section 16-125(e) of the PUA.  In both of these dockets, ComEd is asking the 109 

Commission to grant it a waiver from the requirements of subsection (e) 110 

based on the statutory provisions allowing a waiver when the power 111 

interruption is the result of unpreventable damage due to weather events or 112 

conditions.  While the issue of deferred maintenance could raise an issue 113 

regarding “unpreventable damage”, these cases demonstrate that Sections 114 

16-125(e) and (f) will generally be inapplicable to damage caused by weather 115 

events – the very costs at issue under Rider SEA.   Additionally, ComEd‟s 116 

verified petitions in Docket Nos. 07-0491 and 08-0044 request that the 117 

Commission enter an Order determining Section 16-125(e) of the Act (220 118 

ILCS 5/16-125(e)) is not applicable to interruptions resulting from the storms 119 
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referenced therein based on ComEd‟s assertion that the interruptions that 120 

resulted should be viewed as thousands of separate interruptions that all fall 121 

under the threshold of 30,000 customers interrupted for four hours or more 122 

contained in Section 16-125(e).  I make no comment on the legal validity of 123 

ComEd‟s assertion.  I must note, however, that while ComEd here points to 124 

Sections 16-125(e) and (f) as a source of economic consequences for any 125 

deferred maintenance resulting from Rider SEA, it also seeks to severely limit 126 

any such consequences based in its position that storm related outages 127 

should by viewed as thousands of separate outages (e.g., per circuit) that do 128 

not meet the liability threshold of Sections 16-125(e) and (f).   129 

Q. Mr. Crumrine states on pages 34 and 35 of his Rebuttal Testimony that 130 

the Commission’s annual review of the reasonableness of ComEd’s 131 

storm expenses is sufficient incentive for ComEd to manage effectively 132 

its storm restoration efforts.  Do you agree with Mr. Crumrine? 133 

 A. No.  Rider SEA would create an incentive for ComEd to reduce maintenance 134 

of its system in favor of increased storm restoration expenses.  As previsouly 135 

explained, while an annual review of the prudence of ComEd‟s storm 136 

expenses could identify and exclude such costs, the potential remedy 137 

afforded by an after the fact review will not be adequate in my opinion.     138 

Q. Are there any issues on the subject of proposed Rider SEA that Mr. 139 

Williams raised in his rebuttal testimony that you want to address? 140 

A. Yes.  I would like to address three issues raised by Mr. Williams in his rebuttal 141 

testimony (ComEd Ex. 22.0, 9:161-172, 10:185-197, and 10:201-11:208). 142 
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Q. Mr. Williams asserts on page 9 of his Rebuttal Testimony that ComEd’s 143 

preventive maintenance effort will not be reduced if Rider SEA is 144 

approved and provides two reasons to support that view.  Do you agree 145 

with Mr. Williams’ reasons and conclusion? 146 

A. No, I do not.  Mr. Willians‟ first assertion is that “[s]torms create problems for 147 

[ComEd] that preventative maintenance does not and is not designed to 148 

prevent.”  (ComEd Ex. 22.0, 8:160-9:164)  I disagree with Mr. Williams‟ 149 

opinion.  It is true that planned maintenance cannot prevent all storm related 150 

damage to ComEd‟s distribution system, but it can prevent some storm 151 

related damage and will have an effect on the amount of storm related 152 

damage repair costs.  Some planned maintenance work that can affect the 153 

extent or severity of storm damage is testing, maintenance and repair or 154 

replacement of circuit breakers, reclosers, protective relays, switches, 155 

lightning arrestors, poles, and cross arms and their braces on the distribution 156 

system.     157 

Mr. Williams‟ second assertion is that ComEd‟s vegetation management 158 

program helps protect the distribution system from damage by trees during 159 

storms, is highly regulated and monitored and that it could not cut back in this 160 

area without the Commission knowing about it and reacting.  In my opinion, 161 

ComEd is overstating the Commission‟s ability to monitor and control 162 

ComEd‟s vegetation management program.  The Staff, on a regular basis, 163 

inspects some of ComEd‟s vegetation management results, but these 164 

inspections cover only a tiny fraction of the ComEd system.  It is not possible 165 
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for Staff‟s inspections to ensure good vegetation management results over 166 

ComEd‟s entire system.  For example, the quotation below reflects the limits 167 

of Staff‟s vegetation management inspections in ComEd‟s service territory 168 

during 2006.  I took the quote from Appendix A dated March 20, 2007, 169 

contained in the “Illinois Commerce Commission Assessment of 170 

Commonwealth Edison Company Reliability Report and Reliability 171 

Performance for Calendar Year 2005” (Docket No. 07-0288). 172 

During May 2006, I performed random inspections of tree 173 

conditions near ComEd overhead electric lines in eleven cities 174 

served by ComEd.  I was accompanied by ComEd‟s Merle Turner 175 

and Mary Vincent on May 9 & 10, and by John Albers on May 24 & 176 

25, 2006.  The communities inspected on each date were as listed 177 

below: 178 

 179 

Date    Location(s) 180 

5/9/06  Skokie, Glenview, Schaumburg 181 

5/10/06 Libertyville, Grayslake, McHenry, Crystal Lake 182 

5/24/06 Mendota 183 

5/25/06 Bolingbrook, Orland Park, Morris 184 

 The May 2006 report on Staff‟s inspection of ComEd‟s vegetation program 185 

does not indicate to me that it is “highly regulated and monitored.”  We do 186 

not, and could not, look at even 10% of ComEd‟s overhead electric facilities 187 

and the vegetation management associated with those lines.  I am not sure 188 

what Mr. Williams meant when he said ComEd‟s vegetation management 189 

program is ”highly regulated and monitored,” but in my view whatever effort 190 

Staff makes is, at best, only a spot inspection of ComEd‟s vegetation program 191 

to understand what might be expected throughout ComEd‟s system.  192 
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Q. Mr. Williams states on page 10 of his Rebuttal Testimony that the 193 

Commission should not consider Staff’s suggested definition of a 194 

“storm” and should instead stay with ComEd’s definition of a storm 195 

event.  Do you agree with Mr. Williams’ opinion? 196 

A. No, I do not.  I think Mr. Williams may have misunderstood my 197 

recommendation; ComEd listed three conditions that must all occur before 198 

ComEd can collect expenses through Rider SEA (ICC Staff Exhibit 8.0, 199 

10:202-214).  I am recommending that the first condition (what constitutes a 200 

storm) be tied to an outside weather organization such as the National 201 

Weather Service so that ComEd or any other party can verify that if 10,000 202 

customers were out of power for more than three hours it was the result of a 203 

storm and not some other source.  Mr. Williams‟ concern that “it is possible 204 

that a „scientific‟ definition will invoke the rider when fewer customers lose 205 

power, or not invoke it when many customers lose power” (ComEd Ex. 22.0 206 

10: 192-193), is not founded since I am not opposing the remaining two 207 

conditions (ICC Staff Exhibit 8.0, 13:266-273).  If 10,000 or more customers 208 

are out of power for more than three hours and there was not a reportable 209 

storm, I question how ComEd expects to prove its O&M expenses associated 210 

with that outage should be recovered through Rider SEA which is a “storm 211 

expense” adjustment rider. 212 

 Q. Mr. Williams states on pages 10 and 11 of his Rebuttal Testimony that 213 

the Commission should not consider Staff’s suggested language 214 

change of adding termination language associated with reliability 215 
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threshold values in the proposed Rider SEA.  Do you agree with Mr. 216 

Williams’ opinion? 217 

A. No, I do not.  My addition of termination language to Rider SEA (ICC Staff 218 

Exhibit 8.0, p. 14:292-298) would provide a chance that, if ComEd were to 219 

allow its distribution system to degrade by eliminating or reducing planned 220 

O&M expenditures resulting in higher storm repair expenses and lower 221 

customer service reliability, then ComEd would not qualify for immediate 222 

recovery of those storm related expenses through Rider SEA.  This is not my 223 

first preference, and I continue to recommend Commission rejection of Rider 224 

SEA.  However, a Rider SEA with termination language is preferable to one 225 

without it, and may help preserve service reliability should the Commission 226 

decide against my primary recommendation. 227 

 Mr. Williams‟s statement that “a year with several bad storms would cause 228 

Rider SEA to be terminated” (ComEd Ex. 22.0, 10:201-11:208) is not 229 

necessarily correct because ComEd would have the opportunity under Staff‟s 230 

proposed tariff language to request that the rider continue.  As stated in my 231 

direct testimony, ComEd will have the opportunity to present its arguments for 232 

not ending Rider SEA by requesting a waiver from this clause.  (Staff Exhibit 233 

8.0, 16:331-333) 234 

 One last point on Rider SEA, in direct testimony I incorrectly stated ComEd‟s 235 

2007 reliability index values.  The correct values (previously stated values 236 

from my direct testimony are shown in parentheses with strikethrough) from 237 
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ComEd response to Data Request RDL 5.1 are SAIFI 1.53 (1.57) and CAIDI 238 

193 (191).  These revised index values do not alter any portion of my 239 

recommended reliability clause addition to Rider SEA because they are not 240 

sufficiently different from the values I reported in my direct testimony.  241 

Existing Rider ACT 242 

(Allowance for Customer-owned Transformers) 243 

Q. What was your recommendation in your direct testimony pertaining to 244 

ComEd’s request to revise Rider ACT? 245 

A. I recommended that the Commission reject ComEd‟s request to remove 246 

customers from Rider ACT that have received more than 30 years of credit.  I 247 

did not oppose ComEd‟s proposed language changes that (1) restricts Rider 248 

ACT provisions to existing customers; (2) does not allow new or former Rider 249 

ACT customers to come back onto Rider ACT in the future; (3) and allows 250 

ComEd to offer Rider ACT customers the option to voluntarily stop receiving 251 

the Rider ACT credit for a one-time payment.  (ICC Staff Exhibit 8.0, p. 17-18) 252 

Q. Did ComEd address your recommendation in its rebuttal testimony? 253 

A. Yes.  Mr. Alongi and Ms. Jones responded to my recommendations in their 254 

rebuttal testimony.  (ComEd Ex. 32.0, pp. 40-43) 255 

Q. What did ComEd propose in its rebuttal testimony? 256 

A. ComEd accepted my recommendation. 257 

Q. Do you have any additional recommendations concerning ComEd’s 258 

Rider ACT proposed revisions based on ComEd’s rebuttal testimony? 259 

A. No, I do not. 260 
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Proposed Rider SMP 261 

(System Modernization Projects Adjustment) 262 

Q. What was your recommendation in your direct testimony pertaining to 263 

ComEd’s proposed Rider SMP? 264 

A. I recommended that the Commission reject ComEd‟s eight proposed Rider 265 

SMP projects.  I did not directly comment on the merits of proposed Rider 266 

SMP.  In its rebuttal testimony, ComEd reduced the number of SMP projects 267 

it is asking the Commission to approve from eight to seven.  Specifically, 268 

ComEd removed the mobile dispatch project from Rider SMP consideration.  269 

(ComEd Ex. 21.0, p. 106) 270 

Q. Did ComEd address your Rider SMP recommendation in its rebuttal 271 

testimony? 272 

A. Yes, five ComEd witnesses addressed my recommendation in their rebuttal 273 

testimony.  Some of these witnesses (Donnelly – ComEd Ex. 21.0, Clair – 274 

ComEd Ex. 23.0 and George – ComEd Ex. 31.0) added a significant amount 275 

of new information in their rebuttal testimonies concerning the Smart Grid 276 

projects being proposed by ComEd in this proceeding.   277 

Q. What new information did ComEd provide in its rebuttal testimony? 278 

A. ComEd listed additional benefits for each project, provided more detail on 279 

those benefits, and provided better descriptions of each project.  For the AMI 280 

project, ComEd provided additional cost information.  Also for the AMI 281 

project, ComEd provided, through workpapers and responses to data 282 

requests, an extensive amount of new information to support the numbers 283 
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included in Ms. Clair‟s rebuttal testimony.  ComEd listed and discussed 284 

alternatives for some of the projects, and all the projects were reviewed 285 

based on a set of criteria referenced in the February 5, 2008, Commission 286 

Order (“Peoples Order”) in Docket Nos. 07-0241 and 07-0242 (Consolidated) 287 

regarding the Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company proposed Rider ICR - 288 

Infrastructure Cost Recovery. 289 

Q. Did ComEd, in its rebuttal testimony, provide sufficient information for 290 

you to support the seven proposed Rider SMP projects? 291 

A. No, they did not.   292 

 In my supplemental direct testimony, I addressed the prudence of each 293 

proposed project based on the general requirements of Sections 9-211 of the 294 

PUA.  I explained why ComEd‟s testimony and evidence were inadequate to 295 

determine whether such investments would be prudent and used and useful, 296 

and recommended that ComEd provide the following information (ICC Staff 297 

Exhibit No. 12.0, 9:200-219):   298 

 Evidence to show the need for each of the projects.  ComEd 299 

should have shown why each of the proposed SMP projects, which 300 

ComEd has stated are not needed to meet its basic service 301 

obligation to provide adequate, efficient, reliable, environmentally 302 

safe, least cost, and just and reasonably priced electric service, are 303 

needed. 304 

 Evidence to show why ComEd should begin these projects now, as 305 

opposed to at some later date. 306 

 Evidence to show that ComEd considered and evaluated 307 

alternative solutions or projects to those it is proposing in this 308 

proceeding.   309 

 Specific cost data to show the economic benefits to ComEd‟s 310 

customers for each project. 311 
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 Evidence showing that each of the eight projects is the least cost 312 

means of meeting the needs of or providing the benefits to 313 

ComEd‟s customers. 314 

 ComEd in its rebuttal testimony provided information in response to the 315 

requirements listed in the Peoples Order for Rider ICR- recovery of certain 316 

costs for capital investments in a rider, to show why the Commission should 317 

approve the seven ComEd proposed projects.  The criteria ComEd 318 

responded to from the Peoples Order were:   319 

1) a detailed description and cost analysis of the proposed system 320 

modernization;   321 

2) an identification and evaluation of the range of technology options 322 

considered and analysis and justification of the proposed 323 

technology approach;  324 

3) a detailed identification and description of the functionalities of the 325 

new system, related both to system operation as well as on the 326 

customer side of the meter, as well as an identification and 327 

justification of functionalities foregone;  328 

4) analysis of the benefits of the system modernization, both to system 329 

operation as well as to customers;  330 

5) these benefits should include reductions in system costs as well as 331 

an analysis of the range and benefits of potential new products and 332 

services for customers made possible by the system 333 

modernization;  334 

6) an analysis of regulatory mechanisms to allow companies to both 335 

recover their costs of system modernization as well as to flow 336 

reduced system costs back to customers; and   337 

7) an identification and analysis of legal or regulatory barriers to the 338 

implementation of system modernization proposals.  339 

 (Docket No. 07-0241/07-0242 Cons., Order, page 162) 340 

 After reviewing the rebuttal testimony filed by ComEd concerning Rider SMP, 341 

I still do not believe ComEd has shown that these seven projects are prudent.  342 
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In my opinion, the information provided by ComEd in response to the criteria 343 

listed in the Peoples Order for Rider ICR is not sufficient to determine the 344 

prudence of these seven projects.  I am also of the opinion that ComEd has 345 

not shown why any of the seven projects are needed at this time, or why each 346 

of the projects should be Rider SMP projects, or why each project can not be 347 

initiated and recovered through normal rate base. 348 

Q. Why do you believe the information provided by ComEd is not sufficient 349 

to review the proposed projects? 350 

A. For various reasons.  First, I do not think ComEd provided a sufficient 351 

response to the first criteria listed in the Peoples Order which is “a detailed 352 

description and cost analysis of the proposed system modernization”.  For all 353 

the projects except the AMI project, the only cost analysis provided is the 354 

information included in a PowerPoint presentation, ComEd Ex. 15.2, which 355 

does not include any cost analysis beyond an annual investment table.  For 356 

the Automatic Switches and Reclosers, and the Automatic Line 357 

Reconfiguration projects, ComEd, in its rebuttal testimony, provided no 358 

additional information, and for the Enhanced Line Isolating Control project, 359 

the cost information that was provided is quite different than the cost 360 

information originally included in ComEd Ex.15.2; it has more than tripled at 361 

$133.5 million versus the original $40.9 million. (ComEd Ex. 21.0, 97:1976, 362 

ComEd Ex. 15.2, p. 23, CB relays)   363 

 For the Ranger SCADA system project ComEd only provided general cost 364 

information in its rebuttal testimony.  ComEd did not provide any information 365 
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on how it calculated ComEd Ex. 15.2 cost tables for this project.  In my 366 

opinion, to perform a cost analysis on proposed system modernization 367 

projects the Commission needs more information on the costs beyond just 368 

the bottom-line number.  A cost analysis of a project should, in part, compare 369 

the costs and the benefits of various alternatives.  ComEd has not provided 370 

this type of information.   371 

 For the AMI project, ComEd in its rebuttal testimony did provide general cost 372 

information and a substantial amount of supporting workpapers and cost 373 

information.  The amount of supporting information is overwhelming 374 

considering Staff rebuttal testimony was due to be filed approximately three 375 

weeks after ComEd filed its rebuttal testimony.  I question why ComEd waited 376 

to present so much new evidence after it had two prior filings in this case 377 

(direct and supplemental direct testimony).  Staff has not had sufficient time 378 

to determine the thoroughness of the supporting data, the assumptions 379 

included, or review the resulting conclusions.  I do not consider it reasonable 380 

for the Commission to consider the AMI project in Rider SMP at this time 381 

because of the limited amount of time to review ComEd‟s workpapers to 382 

clarify some vague statements contained in Ms. Clair‟s rebuttal testimony.  383 

Some of the statements that need to be clarified are the following: “Total AMI 384 

vendor implementation costs for ComEd‟s entire service territory range from 385 

$600,000,000 to over $1,000,000,000” (ComEd Ex. 23.0, 7:153-154); that 386 

“writing off the remaining costs of the old meters may be necessary…[and 387 

the] estimated cost of writing off meters was $206,000,000;.” and “Based on 388 
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an AMI vendor who can also support Smart Grid applications …with a 389 

payback period of just over 16 years,” but the 16 year payback does not 390 

include the impact of the $206 million meter write-off.  (ComEd Ex. 23.0, 391 

17:371-377, 9:196-198) 392 

  The second reason ComEd‟s response to the criteria listed in the Peoples 393 

Order is not sufficient is because it does not address why the seven system 394 

modernization projects are needed at this time.  ComEd has not addressed, 395 

in its response to the Peoples Order criteria, why these seven projects need 396 

to start now; and without that information I cannot recommend approval of 397 

these SMP projects.  ComEd, when it did discuss why the project(s) are 398 

needed now, basically stated that delays were bad (ComEd Ex. 30.0, 23:512-399 

15, 26:580-582, 27: 621-623) or that ComEd (and its customers) could not 400 

obtain the benefits now if these projects were not SMP projects (ComEd Ex. 401 

21.0, 100: 2034-36, and ComEd Ex. 15.0,3:61-68).  Both of these reasons do 402 

not address why these projects are needed now and are not informative or 403 

useful without information to back them up. 404 

 The last reason ComEd‟s response to the criteria is not sufficient is because 405 

the response does not allow the Commission enough information to prioritize 406 

the Rider SMP projects on some logical basis.  In its response to the Peoples 407 

Order, ComEd listed various benefits to customers and system operations but 408 

did not quantify those benefits for most of the proposed seven projects.  I 409 

agree with Mr. Donnelly that “Indeed, in some circumstances, failing to act 410 

simply because all benefits and costs cannot be fully anticipated and 411 
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quantified in advanced would itself be unreasonable.”  (ComEd Ex. 21.0, 412 

73:1470-72).  Nevertheless, unless those cost benefits are quantified to some 413 

degree for each project I do not see how the Commission can weigh which 414 

proposed SMP projects should or should not be approved.  In my opinion, 415 

this is not an unreasonable requirement since management in general must 416 

use a similar process when determining which projects to go forward with on 417 

a yearly basis. 418 

Q. Why do you believe that the proposed projects do not need to be 419 

included in Rider SMP? 420 

A. Mr. Donnelly, in his rebuttal testimony, listed the number of devices ComEd 421 

has or will have in service as of the 4
th
 quarter of 2008 for Automatic Switches 422 

and Reclosers, Automatic Line Reconfiguration, Enhanced Line Isolating 423 

Control, and RANGER SCADA proposed projects.  In all these cases, 424 

ComEd has a large number of similarly functional devices in service currently.  425 

For Automatic Switches and Reclosers, Mr. Donnelly stated that as of the 4
th
 426 

quarter 2008 ComEd will have approximately 475 automatic reclosers 427 

installed.  (ComEd Ex. 21.0, 82: 1658-1663)  For Automatic Line 428 

Reconfiguration (ALR) ComEd has approximately 866 automatic switches in-429 

service (ComEd Ex. 21.0, 92: 1852-1859) and for Enhanced Line Isolating 430 

Control, which are microprocessor based relay packages, there is currently 431 

about 1,000 installed on 4kV and 12kV lines and 150 relay packages on 34kV 432 

lines.  (ComEd Ex. 21.0, 97:1956-1959)  All three of these projects are 433 

ongoing with new installations currently being installed, and with various 434 
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vintages and levels of technology in use on the existing installations.  What 435 

ComEd has not demonstrated is why it is now suddenly necessary or 436 

desirable to speedup the installation of these devices by placing these 437 

projects in Rider SMP versus continuing with the existing programs.  For 438 

SCADA, in 2004, ComEd completed a $12.8 million SCADA replacement 439 

program which replaced obsolete software and hardware and was part of the 440 

2005 ComEd delivery service rate case (Docket 05-0597, ComEd Ex. 4.3, 441 

line no. 10).  The RANGER SCADA project ComEd is currently requesting to 442 

be included as a Rider SMP project is similar to the 2004 project but a little 443 

less expensive at $8.0 million versus $12.4 million.  As with the previous three 444 

projects, ComEd has not shown why it is now necessary or desirable to place 445 

the RANGER SCADA project in Rider SMP when in the recent past it has 446 

installed and had cost recovery through normal rate base recovery for similar 447 

but more expensive SCADA projects. 448 

 The same argument as stated above can be made for the Commercial and 449 

Industrial Demand Reduction (C&I DR) project.  Ms. Clair stated, in her 450 

rebuttal testimony, that ComEd was currently replacing out-dated hardware 451 

and software to its C&I DR program which will allow the platform to grow and 452 

provide additional services.  (ComEd Ex. 23.0, 27: 576-579, 586-588)  Mr. 453 

George stated “…ComEd already has one of largest C&I demand response 454 

programs in the nation with demand reduction capability of over 1,000 MW” 455 

as a reason why he only considered residential customers in his analysis.  456 

(ComEd Ex. 31.0, 22:450-455)  Again, ComEd did not show sufficient 457 
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evidence for why any future C&I DR project(s) has to be done within Rider 458 

SMP considering what ComEd is doing currently. 459 

Q. Do you have any other general comments concerning the criteria 460 

outlined in the Peoples Order pertaining to Rider ICR and your 461 

recommendation on what constitutes a reasonable prudence review? 462 

A. Yes, I do.  In my supplemental direct testimony, I stated that ComEd had not 463 

listed a set of criteria for the Commission to judge the need for each SMP 464 

project.  I also stated that it was unclear what standards should be used for 465 

projects to provide service beyond basic service requirements.  (ICC Staff 466 

Exhibit 12.0, 11:256-259)  In my opinion the criteria listed in the Peoples 467 

Order is not sufficient to determine if each Rider SMP proposed project, that 468 

will provide service that is beyond the basic service requirements, is prudent.  469 

I believe ComEd should be required to present a set of cost benefit analysis 470 

for each of the proposed projects and their alternatives.  ComEd should show 471 

why each of these projects are needed at this time, and the scope and costs 472 

and benefits for each project should be at the project budget estimate level, 473 

which I think Mr. Donnelly is calling a detailed final business plan (ComEd Ex. 474 

21.0, 72:1433-1436), so that Commission knows what each project will cost.  475 

Q. Do you have any additional comments on any specific issues raised by 476 

ComEd in its rebuttal testimony pertaining to Rider SMP that you have 477 

not already addressed in your rebuttal testimony? 478 

A. Yes, I have the following comments. 479 
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 Mr. Donnelly stated, in response to Staff and Intervenor positions that the 480 

SMP projects were deficient because they lack a cost-benefit analysis, that 481 

ComEd had provided costs for each project.  Mr. Donnelly also stated that the 482 

project cost estimates have and will continue to evolve, and that it is 483 

inappropriate for ComEd to develop a detailed final business plan at this time.  484 

(ComEd Ex. 21.0, 71:1422-72:1438)  In my opinion, costs that are evolving 485 

should be moving towards more clarity and towards cost estimates that are 486 

more precise, not the opposite direction.  ComEd‟s estimates are not 487 

evolving, they are moving all around.  As mentioned previously, AMI costs 488 

went from $615 million to a cost range from $600 to $1,000 million … not 489 

including a $200 million meter write-off.  Likewise, for the Enhanced Line 490 

Isolating Control project, the cost information included in ComEd Ex.15.2 was 491 

$40.9 million, versus $133.5 million in Mr. Donnelly‟s rebuttal testimony.  I am 492 

not sure what Mr. Donnelly means by “detailed final business plan,” but I do 493 

think it is appropriate for ComEd to have developed some business plans that 494 

include defined scope of work and costs for these projects.  What ComEd 495 

has presented in its testimony is project costs that are varying greatly, and  no 496 

cost benefit analysis of the projects or alternatives  What is entirely 497 

appropriate is for the Commission to reject these projects based on the 498 

information in this docket. 499 

 As an example of the information that could be included in a business plan 500 

that would be useful in evaluating the proposed SMP projects, Ms. Clair 501 

stated that once the Phase 0 portion of the AMI project has been deployed 502 
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ComEd would analyze performance and costs to determine the success of 503 

Phase 0.  (ComEd Ex. 23.0, 7:133-144)  ComEd could state what the AMI 504 

Phase 0 performance and cost goals are at this time so that if the project is 505 

approved as an SMP project, the Commission will both know what ComEd‟s 506 

potential benefits of Phase 0 are and to make ComEd accountable for those 507 

goals.   508 

 Mr. Crumrine stated that ComEd has addressed Staff‟s concern with a 509 

prudence determination by changing the SMP Rider language to show that 510 

annual prudence reviews and reconciliation proceedings are included.  511 

(ComEd Ex. 30.0, 19:435-20:445)  The language changes being offered by 512 

ComEd for the prudence issue does not change my position that ComEd has 513 

not provided evidence that any of its proposed seven projects are prudent.   514 

Q. Do you have any comments pertaining to the statements made by Dr. 515 

George (ComEd Ex. 31.0) in his rebuttal testimony? 516 

A. No, I do not; I believe Dr. Schlaf is commenting on Dr. George‟s rebuttal 517 

testimony for Staff.  (ICC Staff Exhibit No. 20.0)   518 

Q. Please summarize the main reasons you are opposing approving the 519 

seven ComEd proposed projects. 520 

A. My main reasons for opposing ComEd‟s requested approval of the seven 521 

projects within Rider SMP are: 522 

 In my opinion, the information provided by ComEd to the criteria listed in 523 

the Peoples Order for Rider ICR is not sufficient to determine if any of the 524 
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seven Rider SMP projects being proposed by ComEd are prudent 525 

investments. 526 

 It is my opinion that, at this time, Section 9-211 of the PUA is the only 527 

means for determining prudence of projects and that ComEd has not 528 

provided sufficient information to show compliance with Section 211  of 529 

the PUA.   530 

 ComEd has not shown that any of the proposed projects are needed at 531 

this time. 532 

 ComEd has not shown why the recovery of the proposed projects costs 533 

need to be through a rider instead of traditional cost recovery through 534 

rates. 535 

 ComEd did not provide any cost benefit study information.  This 536 

information would help compare alternative solutions and to prioritize 537 

projects. 538 

Q. Do you have any other issues you wish to discuss? 539 

A. No. 540 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 541 

A. Yes it does. 542 


