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SECTION I.  1 

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 2 

 3 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 4 

A.  My name is Guy Sharfman. My business address is Suite 1100, 363 North Sam 5 

Houston Parkway East, Houston, TX 77060. 6 

Q.  On whose behalf are you testifying? 7 

A.  I am testifying on behalf of The Building Owners and Managers Association of 8 

Chicago (“BOMA/Chicago”). 9 

Q.  Are you the same Guy Sharfman who previously provided direct testimony 10 

in this docket? 11 

A. Yes. 12 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 13 

A. My rebuttal testimony responds to Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) 14 

witness Alongi’s and Jones’ rebuttal testimony and further illustrates the 15 

reasonableness and common practice of electric space heating (“space heat”) 16 

customers to be assessed lower distribution charges than non-space heat 17 

customers, even by ComEd’s own rates.   18 

 19 

 20 

 21 
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SECTION II 22 

RESPONSE TO COMED WITNESSES ALONGI AND JONES 23 

 24 

Q. Do you agree with ComEd witnesses Mr. Alongi and Dr. Jones’ (“panel 25 

witnesses”) assertions and analysis in response to your direct testimony, 26 

found on pages 20-22 in ComEd Ex. 32?   27 

A. No.  The panel witnesses’ assertions and analysis are non-sequiturs in refuting my 28 

previously filed testimony and exhibits.    29 

Q. Please summarize the panel witnesses’ assertions. 30 

A. The panel witnesses claim that my analysis is flawed because I assumed that 31 

customers residing in the 400 kW to 3,000 kW demand range take service under 32 

Rate BES-NRA – Basic Electric Service – Nonresidential (Annual) (“Rate BES-33 

NRA”) when the majority of these customers take service from alternative 34 

suppliers, and not from the utility.  The panel witnesses further claim that for 35 

customers with demands of 400 kW or greater my analysis should have 36 

incorporated Rate BES-H – Basic Electric Service - Hourly Energy Pricing (“Rate 37 

BES-H”) instead of Rate BES-NRA “because that is the only bundled service 38 

tariff that will be available to these customers” (ComEd Ex. 32, pg. 21).  Finally, 39 

the panel witnesses appear to suggest that the undue burden of increased 40 

distribution rates for space heat customers is justified because the average 41 
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nominal increase in the revenue requirement for all customers from 1999 through 42 

2007 was 38%.     43 

Q. The panel witnesses suggest your analysis is flawed because the majority of 44 

customers residing in the 400 kW to the 3,000 kW range take service from 45 

alternative suppliers, and not under Rate BES-NRA.  Is this critique of your 46 

analysis valid? 47 

A. No.  The panel witnesses appear to miss the point completely, which is that non-48 

residential space heat customers have clearly received the largest ComEd rate 49 

increases since 1999.  As stated in my direct testimony, I provided the analysis of 50 

the increases in ComEd rates using the designated default service rate for each 51 

customer class, as well as increases in distribution rates alone.  The argument that 52 

the majority of customers in the 400 kW to 3,000 kW demand range were 53 

unsatisfied with ComEd’s supply rate and chose alternative supply has nothing to 54 

do with my analysis.  Clearly, due to the elevated prices contained in ComEd’s 55 

Rate BES-NRA, customers migrated to alternative supply options.   However, my 56 

analysis focused solely on ComEd rate increases, and did not comment on 57 

alternative supplier offers.  The fact remains that ComEd bundled rate prices 58 

increased far greater for nonresidential space heat customers than they did for 59 

other customers.  60 

 Furthermore, ComEd distribution rates are borne by customers regardless of 61 

whether they take supply service from ComEd or alternative suppliers.  As such, 62 
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the distribution rate hikes incurred by customers residing in the 400 kW to 3,000 63 

kW demand range are unavoidable regardless of supply option.   64 

Q. The panel witnesses claim that your analysis should have utilized Rate BES-65 

H instead of Rate BES-NRA for customers residing in the 400 kW to the 66 

3,000 kW demand range.  Do you agree? 67 

A. No.  The panel witnesses suggest that because customers with demand ranges of 68 

400 kW to 3,000 kW may take service under Rate BES-H in the future, Rate 69 

BES-H should be used when analyzing the historical rates that were paid by these 70 

customers.  Future costs, however, have no validity as an input in a historical cost 71 

analysis.  My analysis reviewed ComEd rates that were the default rates in effect 72 

for ComEd customers from 1999 through 2007, and not ComEd rates that may, in 73 

the future, apply to such customers.   74 

 Furthermore, as illustrated in BOMA/Chicago Exhibit 4.1, the vast majority 75 

(approximately 86%) of customers residing in the 400 kW to 3,000 kW demand 76 

range that remained on ComEd default supply service opted for fixed supply 77 

service as opposed to the hourly pricing option.  As such, using BES-NRA to 78 

estimate historical default rate service costs for these customers was appropriate.   79 

Q. The panel witnesses claim that the nominal increase in the revenue 80 

requirement for customers in the 400 kW to 3,000 kW demand range from 81 

1999 through 2007 was 38%; therefore, the distribution rate increases 82 

incurred by these customers is justified.  Do you agree? 83 
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A. No.  The panel witnesses fail to explain why distribution rate increases incurred 84 

by customers with demand ranges between 400 kW and 3,000 kW incurred 85 

distribution rate hikes above the 38% revenue requirement increase.  Indeed, the 86 

panel witnesses’ own Table R7 illustrates that distribution rate increases from 87 

1999 through 2007 increased 48.8% for the 400 kW to 800 kW demand class, 88 

56.1% for the 800 kW to 1,000 kW demand class, 46.6% for the 1,000 kW to 89 

3,000 kW demand class, 40.7% for the 3,000 to 6,000 demand class, and 45.4% 90 

for the 6,000 to 10,000 demand class.   91 

 Furthermore, the distribution rates for these customers increased above ComEd’s 92 

stated 38% distribution revenue requirement increase despite the fact that 93 

significant load and customer growth has occurred in ComEd’s service area 94 

during this same period.  With an increase in the number of customers and load, 95 

the 38% distribution revenue requirement increase should have been shared by a 96 

greater number of customers, suggesting that the corresponding increase in 97 

distribution rates should have been less than 38%, not more.  BOMA/Chicago 98 

Exhibit 4.2 illustrates the growth in ComEd customers and load from 1999 to 99 

2007.  100 

 101 

SECTION III 102 

DISTRIBUTION RATES FOR SPACE HEAT CUSTOMERS 103 

 104 
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Q. Does ComEd currently charge lower distribution rates for electric space heat 105 

customers with demands of 400 kW and above than for customers with 106 

similar demands who are not electric space heat customers?       107 

A. No.  ComEd’s current rate structure requires nonresidential customers with 108 

demands of 400 kW and above to pay the same distribution rates regardless of 109 

whether their facilities utilize electric space heat. 110 

Q. Are there reasons why ComEd should consider charging lower distribution 111 

rates for electric space heat customers previously served via ComEd’s Rider 112 

25 over other customers? 113 

A. Yes.  These reasons are discussed in the rebuttal testimony of BOMA/Chicago 114 

witness Ralph Zarumba (BOMA/Chicago Ex. 5.0).   115 

Q. Is it normal for electric utilities to charge lower distribution rates for electric 116 

space heat customers over other customers? 117 

A. Yes.  Assessing lower distribution charges to electric space heat customers over 118 

non-space heat customers is a common practice in the industry.  Many utilities 119 

across the country differentiate distribution charges between space heat and non-120 

space heat customers within the same class.  A list of some of these utilities is 121 

provided below: 122 
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Utility Market

Allegheny Power Maryland

Consumers Energy Michigan

Delmarva Power Maryland

Duquesne Light Company Pennsylvania

Granite State Electric Company New Hampshire

Long Island Power Authority New York

New York State Electric & Gas New York

Public Service Electric & Gas New Jersey

Public Service Company of New Hampshire New Hampshire

Unitil Energy Systems New Hampshire   123 

Q. Are there any ComEd customer classes where space heat customers pay 124 

lower distribution rates than non-space heat customers in the same class?  125 

A. Yes.  Electric space-heating is currently found in many Illinois electric utility 126 

rates.  For ComEd, as illustrated in BOMA/Chicago Exhibit 4.3, space heat 127 

customers residing in the Residential Single Family class paid on average 30% 128 

less per kWh for distribution than non-space heat customers for the period of 129 

1999 through 2007.  Space heat customers residing in the Residential Multi-130 

Family class paid 34% less during this same time-frame.  Also noteworthy is that 131 

ComEd’s current proposed distribution rate is lower for space heat residential 132 

customers than non-space heat residential customers.  133 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 134 

A. Yes   135 


