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In its Initial Brief, Staff has presented a new calculation that Mr. Lazare did not present 

in, and is contradicted by, his testimony.  Staff Init. Br. at 14-15.  Staff takes one of Mr. Lazare’s 

incorrectly calculated numbers, a supposed $207,159 per mile for underground cable, and 

compares it to a number picked off of a graph on page 36 of Mr. Williams' direct testimony, 

pronouncing the absurd result that only 1.2% of ComEd’s costs of cable installations are 

attributed to the costs of materials.  (Mr. Lazare himself estimated this figure at 27.6%.  See Staff 

Ex. 5.2, at 2.)  No testimony supports the validity of this calculation, and it is not valid.  It is 

inappropriate to take the wrong total cost per mile figure, and compare it to an isolated cost of 

one type of material. 

vi. Conclusion 

ComEd provided overwhelming evidence of the prudence and reasonableness of its 

investment in underground cable and services.  Mr. Lazare’s recommended disallowance is 

based on the untenable position that ComEd failed to produce what it had no obligation to 

produce in the first instance.  The disallowance is compounded by an untested “method” that is 

based on assumption and speculation and the results of which are unprecedented, untested, 

unverified and unreliable.  For the Commission to reduce ComEd’s rate base by $104.6 million13  

– or indeed any amount – based on such an unfounded approach would be arbitrary and 

capricious ratemaking of the worst kind, a sharp and unexplainable departure from previous 

regulatory practice of the kind condemned by the Illinois Supreme Court in BPI v. Illinois 

Commerce Comm’n, 136 Ill. 2d 192 , 226-27 (1989), and ultimately unlawful. The financial 

results would be severe, wiping out 25% of ComEd’s anticipated earnings, already at 

                                                 
13 $111 million gross plant net of depreciation and amortization, as shown on Staff Init. Br. App. A. 


