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1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Peter Lazare. My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, 2 

Illinois  62701. 3 

 4 

Q. Are you the same Peter Lazare who filed direct testimony in this docket? 5 

A. Yes. 6 

 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 8 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to address the direct testimony of Robert 9 

Stephens of the IIEC, regarding the appropriate allocation of the costs of Commonwealth 10 

Edison Company’s (“ComEd” or the “Company”) investments in projects that are 11 

partially funded by Federal Stimulus funds under Rider AMP (Advanced Metering 12 

Program Adjustment), if the Commission deems that to be the appropriate cost recovery 13 

mechanism. 14 

 15 

Q. What is Mr. Stephens’ proposal for cost allocation? 16 

A. In this docket Mr. Stephens proposes that  17 

With the exception of DA costs…I believe the costs here are 18 

similar in nature to the costs that are the subject of Docket 19 

No. 09-0263 and, therefore, should be allocated and 20 

collected from customers in the same manner I 21 

recommended in Docket No. 09-0263 for essentially the 22 

same reasons….  23 

IIEC Exhibit 1.0, lines 324-328 24 

 25 

Q. What other allocation factors does Mr. Stephens propose? 26 
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A. Mr. Stephens states 27 

I propose that recovery of CASGrid costs under Rider 28 

AMP, along with the AMI Pilot costs…be allocated in 29 

accordance with these three sets of allocators. To be more 30 

specific,… I recommend that Components 1 and 2 which 31 

are related primarily to AMI meters, and residential energy 32 

usage projects and devices, be allocated according to the 33 

relevant weighted meter allocation factors and that the DA 34 

costs be allocated using the Net Plant allocation factors…. 35 

IIEC Exhibit 1.0, lines 364-372 36 

 37 

Q. Please discuss your recommendation from your direct testimony in this proceeding. 38 

A. The Federal Stimulus Program projects include spending for distribution automation, 39 

conservation voltage reduction, intelligent substations, communications and support 40 

systems. I believe that these projects will provide benefits to all classes and, therefore, 41 

should be allocated to all classes, according to a percent of class revenues factor.  42 

   43 

 In my direct testimony, I stated that “the Company’s projected numbers would indicate 44 

that the most appropriate recovery mechanism is the percent of revenues approach. The 45 

percent of revenues approach better reflects the forecast that most of the spending will be 46 

on projects that modernize the distribution system and, therefore, more widely distribute 47 

benefits to customers as a whole.” ICC Staff Exhibit 3.0, lines 87-91 48 

  49 

Q. Has the Commission approved allocators in Docket No. 09-0263? 50 

A. Yes.  51 

 52 
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Q. How do you recommend that those approved allocators be considered in this 53 

proceeding? 54 

A. I recommend that those approved allocators be utilized for similar costs in this 55 

proceeding. For instance, if additional meters are installed as part of a Federal Stimulus 56 

project, then those meters should also be allocated to customer classes using the weighted 57 

meter allocation factor that was approved in Docket No. 09-0263. 58 

 59 

Q. Are there any costs that appear to be different than costs discussed in Docket No. 60 

09-0263? 61 

A. Yes. It appears that the Distribution Automation (DA) costs are additional costs in this 62 

proceeding and require a determination on an allocation factor to properly allocate these 63 

costs to the customer classes. 64 

 65 

Q. What does your review of the DA costs indicate? 66 

A. The Company states that it expects to deploy automated devices on 12kv and 34kv 67 

distribution lines to allow monitoring of the distribution system which will minimize 68 

power outages. 69 

 70 

Q. How do you recommend that these DA costs be allocated to the customer classes? 71 

A. Based on the order in Docket No. 09-0263, it appears that the Commission desires 72 

exactness in the allocation of costs. While Mr. Stephens proposes to use a net plant 73 

allocator, I believe that a net plant allocator is appropriate, as long as the allocator is 74 
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determined by excluding meters and services. Otherwise, the net plant allocator will be 75 

imprecise and will result in allocating non-meter project costs on the basis of meters. 76 

 77 

 Therefore, I recommend that the DA costs be allocated on a net plant allocator, which 78 

excludes meters and services. 79 

 80 

Q. How do you recommend that the costs be charged to customers within the various 81 

customer classes?  82 

A. I recommend that, because these are demand-related projects, the charge should be based 83 

on peak demand. For those customer classes without demand meters, the charge should 84 

be based on kwh. 85 

 86 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 87 

A. Yes, it does. 88 


