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Q. What is your name and what position do you hold? 1 

A. My name is J. Barry Mitchell and I am President and Chief Operating Officer of 2 

Commonwealth Edison Co.  I have previously submitted Direct (ComEd Ex. 1.0) and 3 

Rebuttal Testimony (ComEd Ex. 17.0) in this proceeding. 4 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 5 

A. The principal purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to provide an update to the 6 

Commission on the differences between ComEd and Commission Staff with respect to 7 

the amount of ComEd’s revenue requirement.  I will also introduce the other witnesses 8 

providing surrebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd. 9 

Q. At the time of your Rebuttal Testimony, you testified that Staff was supporting an 10 

increase of only $112 million of ComEd’s proposed $361 million rate increase.  Has 11 

the difference between Staff and ComEd narrowed? 12 

A. Yes, and substantially so.  Staff is now supporting an overall increase of $269 million, 13 

compared to ComEd’s previously-proposed increase of $355 million. 14 

Q. What accounts for the narrowing of the difference between the Staff and ComEd 15 

positions? 16 

A. In my Rebuttal Testimony, I identified three areas that accounted for nearly all of the 17 

difference between ComEd’s and Staff’s position on ComEd’s revenue requirement:  18 

(1) areas in which we believe Staff’s position was contrary to recent Commission orders; 19 

(2) the Commission’s pro forma requirement pertaining to 2008 plant investment; and 20 

(3) other contested issues.  The narrowing of our differences is accounted for by 21 

resolution of the pro forma issue and one of the issues in the first area, related to the pro 22 
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forma issue.    Staff originally sought disallowance of all 2008 investment (first through 23 

third quarters) from ComEd’s rate base.  Staff is now willing to accept that investment for 24 

the first two quarters of 2008 is reasonably certain and thus allowable in rate base.  This 25 

issue accounts for an increase of $76.2 million in the revenue requirement.  ComEd is 26 

willing  not to object to a rate base in this case that does not include third quarter 2008 27 

investment; we anticipate this investment will be approximately $171.755 million (with a 28 

revenue requirement impact of $26 million).  Second, Staff has now accepted ComEd’s 29 

original position on an additional one year’s depreciation adjustment for plant in service 30 

at the end of the 2006 test year.  Elimination of this issue, which I had identified in my 31 

Rebuttal Testimony as one on which Staff’s position was contrary to recent Commission 32 

rulings, contributes another $44.381 million to our revenue requirement.   33 

Q. What are the major areas of disagreement remaining between ComEd and Staff 34 

regarding ComEd’s revenue requirement? 35 

A. There are three.  First, we continue to disagree on the appropriate return on equity.  36 

Second, we continue to disagree on recovery of incentive compensation.  Finally, and 37 

most importantly, we continue to disagree with Mr. Lazare’s assertion that approximately 38 

$100 million of rate base relating to cable service should be disallowed.  As is explained 39 

by Mr. McDonald, ComEd anticipates it would suffer an approximately $100 million 40 

write off if Mr. Lazare’s proposed adjustment were adopted by the Commission. 41 

Q. Which other witnesses are submitting surrebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd? 42 

A. The other witnesses who are submitting surrebuttal testimony and the issues on which 43 

they are testifying are: 44 
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Susan D. Abbott (ComEd Ex. 35.0), Managing Director, New Harbor, Inc., 45 

testifies as to the importance of the final order in this case with respect to ComEd’s 46 

financial health and responds to the rebuttal testimony of IIEC witness Gorman; 47 

Terence Donnelly (ComEd Ex. 36.0), ComEd’s Senior Vice President, 48 

Transmission & Distribution, testifies in response to testimony: 49 

• concerning engineering and operational aspects of ComEd’s proposed 50 
System Modernization projects, confirms that these projects propose 51 
appropriate technologies and refutes claims that distribution automation 52 
projects should be rejected; 53 

• concerning ComEd’s pro forma adjustment for plant placed in service 54 
during 2008, and confirms that the result recommended in the ComEd-Staff 55 
Stipulation is supported by facts that will become part of the record; 56 

• by CTA and METRA that their service benefits other customers; and 57 

• by REACT witness Fults that the Distribution Loss Factors in ComEd’s 58 
rates are unsupported. 59 

George Williams (ComEd Ex. 37.0), ComEd’s Senior Vice President, 60 

Operations, testifies that: 61 

• Approval of the storm expense rider, Rider SEA, will not give ComEd an 62 
incentive to cut preventative maintenance or jeopardize reliability, and that 63 
tying Rider SEA to ComEd’s reliability statistics would be inappropriate; 64 

• ComEd has offered the necessary proof that the amounts in ComEd’s rate 65 
base represent actual investments in assets used and useful in serving 66 
customers, contrary to contentions made by Staff witness Lazare; and 67 

• Staff witness Ostrander’s suggestion to use an average of 2007 month end 68 
balances for Materials and Supplies inventory is a reasonable compromise. 69 

Sally T. Clair (ComEd Ex. 38.0), ComEd’s Senior Vice President, Customer 70 

Operations, testifies that: 71 

• The proposed AMI program and DR projects satisfy all of the first five 72 
criteria in the Commission’s Peoples Gas Order; 73 
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• If the Commission deems additional collaboration advisable, AMI 74 
functionalities and how and when these capabilities would be made available 75 
in Illinois should be reviewed in that process, which should begin as soon as 76 
possible to finalize evaluation criteria and Phase 0 technology selection 77 
criteria; and 78 

• Costs related to billing, customer support (including call center operations) 79 
and credit and collection are delivery services costs that relate to both 80 
delivery and supply. 81 

The panel of Robert Donahue and Ron Williams (ComEd Ex. 39.0), of Power 82 

Delivery Research & Consulting Corp., testify in response to Mr. Effron’s suggestions to 83 

modify ComEd’s proposed 2008 pro forma plant additions.  They explain why his 84 

methodology of predicting pro forma additions should be rejected. 85 

The panel of Kathryn Houtsma, Vice President, Regulatory Projects, and Stacie 86 

Frank, Director, Distribution Revenue Policy (ComEd Ex. 40.0), addresses: 87 

• The rate base and operating expense adjustments proposed or supported by 88 
Staff or Intervenors in Rebuttal Testimony, including the individual 89 
adjustments proposed by Staff and AG-CUB that ComEd, in order to narrow 90 
the issues, is willing to accept in whole or in part; and 91 

• Certain Staff and AG-CUB Rebuttal Testimony on the subjects of weather 92 
normalization, the new business revenue credit, ComEd’s proposed System 93 
Modernization Projects rider and ComEd’s proposed Storm Expenses 94 
Adjustment rider. 95 

Robert K. McDonald (ComEd Ex. 41.0), ComEd’s Senior Vice President, Chief 96 

Financial Officer and Chief Risk Officer, testifies that: 97 

• The proposals to disallow significant portions of ComEd’s increased costs 98 
would have very significant adverse effects on ComEd and its customers, 99 
particularly with regard to the adjustment proposed by Mr. Lazare 100 
referenced above; 101 

• It is critically important that the Commission approve rates that will 102 
improve ComEd’s financial condition; 103 

• Recovery of the costs of ComEd’s incentive compensation programs, which 104 
were redesigned to conform to the Commission’s decision in ComEd’s last 105 
rate case, should be approved; and 106 
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• Rider SMP is needed because ComEd is likely to undertake the investments 107 
covered by the rider only if its financial health improves and it has greater 108 
assurance of cost recovery. 109 

Dr. Samuel Hadaway (ComEd Ex. 42.0), a professor of economics and finance 110 

and principal in FINANCO, Inc., financial analysis consultants, testifies that: 111 

• The 10.75% ROE for ComEd presented in Dr. Hadaway’s direct testimony 112 
continues to be reasonable; 113 

• Updating staff’s analysis of ComEd’s cost of equity using data inputs as of 114 
the same dates used by Staff in the Ameren proceeding results in a cost of 115 
equity for ComEd of 10.65%, essentially the same as Staff’s recommended 116 
10.68% cost of equity for CIPS and IP, and updating it as of the time of 117 
Staff’s rebuttal testimony in this case results in a cost of equity of 118 
approximately 10.5%; 119 

• There is no material basis for assigning a higher equity cost for the Ameren 120 
utilities than for ComEd; and 121 

• The rate of return recommendations of Staff, IIEC and CUB are not 122 
consistent with current market turmoil or the higher capital costs that 123 
corporate borrowers like ComEd are currently required to pay. 124 

Paul R. Crumrine (ComEd Ex. 43.0), ComEd’s Director, Regulatory Strategies 125 

and Services, testifies in response to: 126 

• Staff and Intervenor claims and proposals regarding Riders SMP and SEA; 127 

• Staff and Intervenor testimony concerning other rate design policy issues; 128 
and 129 

• REACT’s inappropriate and previously rejected proposal to shift certain 130 
customer-related costs out of the distribution revenue requirement. 131 

Stephen S. George (ComEd Ex. 44.0), Principal Consultant, Freeman, Sullivan & 132 

Co., testifies that the issues raised by Staff witness Schlaf regarding Dr. George’s 133 

analysis of the potential benefits of Advanced Metering Infrastructure do not necessarily 134 

alter the basic soundness of that analysis or his conclusion regarding the benefits of AMI. 135 
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The panel of Lawrence R. Alongi, ComEd’s Manager, Retail Rates, and 136 

Dr. Chantal Jones, Principal Rate Analyst, Retail Rates (ComEd Ex. 45.0), testify that: 137 

• Despite various Intervenor claims regarding the Embedded Cost of Service 138 
Study (“ECOSS”), the Commission should use ComEd’s revised ECOSS to 139 
set rates, subject to the rate mitigation proposal set forth in ComEd’s 140 
rebuttal testimony; and 141 

• Various rate design proposals offered by other parties should be rejected. 142 

Alan Heintz (ComEd Ex. 46.0), Vice President, Brown, Williams, Moorehead & 143 

Quinn, Inc., testifies in response to Intervenor testimony challenging the ECOSS and its 144 

results, and explains why the Commission should reject Intervenors’ claims.  145 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 146 

A. Yes. 147 


