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List of Issues & Major Conclusions 
 

Revenue Requirement 
 Summarizes why the revenue disallowances proposed by Staff, the Illinois 

Attorney General’s office, and the Citizens Utility Board are inconsistent 
with ComEd’s real costs, ignore or contradict past Commission decisions, 
and would leave ComEd unable to cover its prudent and reasonable costs. 

 Identifies ComEd’s overall rebuttal revenue requirement update.   
 

Customer Impact 

 Confirms that ComEd’s rates are reasonable and its proposed rate increase is 
small.  ComEd’s rates are lower than in comparable areas and its rates have 
increased at a pace less than inflation.  In real terms, ComEd’s rates have 
declined over the last decade. 

 Confirms ComEd’s commitment to assisting low income customers and 
explains why efforts to suggest shareholders should just pick up the costs are 
neither realistic nor helpful to low income customers.   

 

Rebuttal Overview 
 Introduces other witnesses who are submitting rebuttal testimony on behalf 

of ComEd.   
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I. Introduction and Background 1 

A. Identification 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Michael Guerra.  My business address is 440 S. LaSalle, Suite 3300, 4 

Chicago, Illinois  60605. 5 

Q. By whom and in what position are you employed? 6 

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) as its Vice President, 7 

External Affairs & Large Customer Solutions. 8 

Q. Are you the same Michael Guerra as previously submitted testimony in this Docket? 9 

A. Yes.  Since I submitted that testimony my position with ComEd has changed.  I remain 10 

responsible for external affairs functions and assumed other duties as well.  The direct 11 

supervision of rate and regulatory policy matters is now Dr.. Hemphill’s responsibility. 12 

B. Purpose of Testimony 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 14 

A. My rebuttal testimony explains why the revenue disallowances proposed by Staff, the 15 

Illinois Attorney General’s office (the “AG”), and the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) 16 

ignore reality, ignore or contradict past Commission decisions, and would leave ComEd 17 

unable to cover its prudent and reasonable costs.  I will also briefly overview why and 18 

how ComEd’s own required revenues have been adjusted in rebuttal testimony.  Next, I 19 

will address ComEd’s commitment to assisting low income customers in ways other than 20 

continued subsidization by ComEd’s shareholders.  Finally, I will introduce the other 21 

witnesses who will be submitting rebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd. 22 
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II. ComEd’s Response to Revenue Requirement  23 
Testimony Offered by Staff and Intervenors 24 

Q. What is ComEd’s reaction to the overall revenue requirement proposals offered by 25 

Staff and AG/CUB? 26 

A. Their revenue recommendations are startlingly unrealistic.  The gap of either $275 27 

million (Staff) or $400 million dollars (AG-CUB) between (a) ComEd’s costs as 28 

quantified in our rebuttal testimony1 and, (b) what remains after deducting the proposed 29 

disallowances does not correspond to any realistic claim of imprudence or unreasonable 30 

expense.  Most of these enormous disallowances are artificial and designed to drive down 31 

rates without regard to actual costs. They would take up to $857 million in real assets out 32 

of rate base, claiming that ComEd cannot be certain that it will invest a single dollar in its 33 

distribution system between now and June 30, 2011.  This is simply unreasonable.  Other 34 

disallowances are internally inconsistent.  For example, while Staff supports increased 35 

reliability, investments required to protect the Central Business District of Chicago from 36 

outages of up to a month are questioned.  Still other disallowances fly in the face of 37 

established Commission decisions and policies concerning, for example, pensions, 38 

incentive compensation, and costs to achieve future benefits.   39 

In its rebuttal testimony, ComEd has carefully considered the comments of other 40 

parties and because of those comments, because of changes in the tax law, and in light of 41 

updated and corrected data, ComEd revised its requested revenue increase request down 42 

                                                 
1 ComEd seeks a revenue increase of $353.9 million, roughly $42 million less than ComEd 

requested in our June filing.  As explained in detail in the rebuttal testimony of Kathryn M. Houtsma 
(ComEd Ex. 29.0), this is for three reasons: 1) the September passage of the Small Business Jobs Act of 
provides additional revenues to ComEd that lessens the need for an increase ($14.4 million); 2) ComEd has 
decided to voluntarily accept certain disallowances proposed by Staff in the interest of limiting the issues 
that remain in dispute ($11.3 million); and 3) ComEd has corrected calculation errors identified in the 
course of responding to discovery and for other updated data. 
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to $353.9 million.  Replacing that request – which is tied to our actual costs – with a 43 

contrived revenue level that is $275-400 million less than ComEd’s current costs would 44 

leave ComEd without a means to pay for the work the Commission most certainly 45 

expects ComEd to undertake.   46 

Q. Do Staff and AG/CUB testimonies account for system investments and increased 47 

costs since ComEd filed its last rate case in 2007?  48 

A. No.  The testimonies ignore that ComEd’s last test year was 2006.  ComEd’s current rates 49 

do not reflect rising costs which are largely driven by the billions in required investments 50 

in its distribution system and the increased costs of employee pension and other benefits.  51 

There can be no meaningful dispute that ComEd has invested about $2 billion in its core 52 

delivery system since its 2007 rate case.  This investment maintained, expanded, and 53 

improved the infrastructure required to serve ComEd’s customers.  Additionally, 54 

ComEd’s costs of providing pensions and benefits to its employees and retirees have 55 

grown rapidly, at a rate far greater than inflation.  These are real costs of service.  56 

Q. You testified that unrealistic and unfair disallowances are being proposed that 57 

would understate that need.  What are those disallowances? 58 

A. Unfortunately, there is no shortage of proposed disallowances that are either contrary to 59 

prior decisions or are simply tactics to reduce the revenue requirement below real 60 

spending.  For example: 61 

 Staff’s proposal to limit ComEd’s pro forma additions to plant in-service as of 62 

September 30, 2010, would, with the stroke of a pen, decrease rate base by about 63 

half a billion dollars.  It can only be supported by standing the “known and 64 

measureable” standard on its head and pretending that ComEd will invest not a 65 
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dime in its system through next June.  Every reasonable observer knows with 66 

certainty that hundreds of millions of dollars of investments will be made in this 67 

period.  Setting rates as if no such investment will be made is unreasonable. 68 

  In 2005, ComEd contributed $803 million real dollars to satisfy its future pension 69 

obligations.  The Commission twice approved recovery of costs of that 70 

contribution and the Commission’s approval was affirmed by the Illinois 71 

Appellate Court.  Yet, Staff now asks to eliminate the Commission-approved 72 

recovery of the $25.5 million cost set by the Commission.  The unfairness of 73 

pretending that the cost of this $803 million investment simply disappeared is 74 

only compounded by the fact that Staff fully recognizes the benefit that 75 

contribution has brought to ratepayers in the form of lower pension expense. 76 

 Other proposed disallowances are not just unrealistic, but simply inconsistent.  77 

For example, AG/CUB witness Smith argues that ComEd is not entitled to 78 

recover actual growing pension expenses outside the test year – even though they 79 

are known – because they are higher than in prior years.  (Smith Direct, AG/CUB 80 

Ex. 3.0.)  At the same time, AG/CUB witness Effron argues that revenues should 81 

be presumed to increase where a projection forecasts higher sales than in the test 82 

year.  (Effron Direct, Staff Ex. 2.0.)  Claims that known post-test year data 83 

showing increased costs must be ignored, while post-test year projections even 84 

suggesting decreased costs must be embraced is yet another example of the 85 

results-oriented tactics present in these disallowances. 86 

These adjustments do not seriously focus on whether ComEd’s costs are accurately 87 

measured and prudent.  Nor do they reflect good policy.  For, example, funding pensions 88 
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is the right thing to do.  Dr. Tierney, Mr. Apple, and Ms. Houtsma talk at length about 89 

why.  Illinois utilities should be encouraged to fund their pension obligations.  Likewise, 90 

driving down operating costs helps customers, as the Commission has repeatedly held.  91 

Rather, Staff and AG/CUB seem to be only arguing for the purpose of lowering the 92 

revenue requirement at any cost – even when the arguments fly in the face of decisions or 93 

established obligations.   94 

Q. Are there also proposed disallowances that are inconsistent with specific 95 

Commission direction? 96 

A. Yes.  Adjustments are not constructive if ComEd can’t react or conform in response.  97 

Where an expense that has been incurred is disallowed without any serious argument that 98 

it was imprudent and not serving customers, it is simply an attempt to argue for  an 99 

exclusion from rates that can never be remedied and that gives ComEd no meaningful 100 

guidance as to how to react in the future. Consider two examples: 101 

 While ComEd has not agreed with all of the Commission’s decisions on incentive 102 

compensation, ComEd has adapted its incentive compensation plans to conform 103 

to those decisions.  Yet, Staff proposes to disallow operational and cost benefits 104 

metrics that benefit customers and that have been repeatedly approved by the 105 

Commission.  ComEd cannot run its business if the rules keep changing and we 106 

are penalized for following the Commission’s wishes. 107 

 As I testified above, in 2005, ComEd contributed over $800 million to its pension 108 

trust.  In 2009, ComEd made an additional contribution, out of its own funds, of 109 

$152 million (of which $135 million is tied to distribution), in reliance on the fact 110 

that the Commission recognized that these contributions have a recoverable cost.  111 
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ComEd cannot go back in time and undo these contributions, or change how it 112 

paid its workers.  Yet, some propose that now, once the money has been spent, the 113 

ground rules should be changed and the costs of those contributions discounted 114 

entirely.   115 

Once again, the goal of these adjustments seems only to be a lower revenue requirement 116 

without regard to consistent thoughtful policy.  Disallowing costs now, after the 117 

Commission has charted a path that ComEd has followed in good faith, is unfair.  It 118 

furthers no legitimate end and can only further cloud the regulatory climate.  As Dr. 119 

O’Connor testifies, “Consistent, steady and predictable regulation in policy and 120 

implementation is an essential condition for the billions of dollars in long term 121 

investment required for realizing the transformation of the network.”2  The unfortunate 122 

message to ComEd and other utilities is that we cannot rely on even well-established 123 

decisions and even the most routine investments that have been approved in the past are 124 

fair game for disallowances. 125 

Q. Are these proposed disallowances consistent with the way Illinois has tried to move 126 

forward? 127 

A. No. Stakeholders in Illinois have worked well over the last two years on long term issues 128 

affecting our industry.  Grid Modernization is the key topic in our industry right now 129 

because it is the essential prerequisite for so many important public policy priorities, 130 

including energy efficiency, energy security, demand response, meeting the needs of 131 

electric vehicles, and controlling energy costs.   132 

                                                 
2 O’Connor Reb., ComEd Ex. 26.0, p.  2. 
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While there is reasonable consensus on grid modernization benefits in Illinois and 133 

around the country (and actually around the world), something seems to happen here in 134 

the litigious rate case climate.  The collaborative spirit and understanding of long term 135 

goals go out the window.  The Staff and CUB/AG adjustments that ComEd is facing in 136 

this rate case would keep Illinois at the starting line, when the rest of the country and 137 

world are quickly moving forward toward modernization.  If we cannot even get the most 138 

basic form of cost recovery – a historical test-year rate case with traditional utility “iron 139 

in the ground” investments – right in this state, how are we to move forward with the 140 

initiatives that most of us agree we need to embark upon to keep Illinois competitive with 141 

other states?   142 

Q. What will be the practical effects on ComEd if, as a result of these adjustments, it 143 

was to be unable to recover its costs of service? 144 

A. Accepting Staff’s and Intervenors’ adjustments and granting only a small portion of 145 

ComEd’s costs of service likely will have a chilling effect on future investment plans.  146 

ComEd, and any other utility investing in Illinois, will have little idea of what it can earn 147 

during the life of the investment.  This makes it difficult to invest in the proper 148 

maintenance of the electric grid – let alone investing the billions needed to modernize the 149 

grid to keep up with other major metropolitan cities and states.  These proposed 150 

disallowances also send a message that there is little regard for excellent utility 151 

performance.  ComEd is a leading utility and good corporate citizen on many fronts: 152 

 Reliability: Currently, we have a good system that is delivering top quartile 153 

reliability.   154 
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 Cost Cutting: We have made good faith and significant strides taking over $100 155 

million out of 2009 test year costs.  This lowered our rate request dollar for dollar.  156 

It also allowed ComEd to hold off on the filing of a rate case for one year – at a 157 

time where most of Illinois’ major utilities sought increased rates. 158 

 Energy Efficiency: Our energy efficiency portfolio is aggressive and a leader in 159 

the nation.  160 

 Smart Grid: We are leaders in Smart Grid development and have developed a 161 

world class Smart Grid pilot. 162 

 Collaborative Model: Our collaborative model, where we have worked with 163 

stakeholders, is a model that works and is being watched by other jurisdictions. 164 

 Continued Infrastructure Investment: We continue to invest almost $900 165 

million dollars a year in our system.  This is money that ComEd spends in Illinois, 166 

using employees that live in Illinois, on infrastructure that benefits the people of 167 

Illinois. 168 

 Diversity: ComEd is a northern Illinois diversity leader.  Fully 36 percent of 169 

ComEd’s employees are minorities and 22 percent are women and that diversity 170 

extends from our line crew to our senior executives.  We actively reach out and 171 

provide opportunities to the all communities that we serve.  172 

 Good Corporate Partner: We are good corporate partners with the Community.  173 

We aggressively work with our employees to support charities in Illinois.  We 174 

also aggressively encourage our employees to devote time to volunteering in the 175 

community.  Last year ComEd employees put more than 15,000 hours of 176 

volunteer work in their communities. 177 
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 Safety:  ComEd ranks in the top 10% of all utilities nationally in safety.  Our 178 

injury rate is roughly five times lower than a decade ago.  In 2009, it was the 179 

lowest since data has been kept. 180 

III. Effect of the Rates on Customers, Including Low Income Customers 181 

Q. Has ComEd considered the effect of the rate proposal on customers?  182 

A. Of course.  We are concerned about our customers and their budgets and presented a 183 

great deal of information about rate impacts in our direct testimony.  However, the 184 

testimony filed in response seems intent on distorting that issue and acting as if ComEd’s 185 

proposal was designed to impose a severe, unfair, or disproportionate impact on 186 

consumers.  This is simply not true.  The increase is a function of the costs of serving our 187 

customers.  The value we provide and the rates we charge will continue to be very 188 

reasonable.  The Commission should keep in mind: 189 

 Taken together with changes in supply rates, the average residential bill would 190 

rise by only about $3 per month.   191 

 A typical residential customer can more than eliminate any increase in their bill 192 

simply by taking advantage of efficiency programs offered by ComEd.   193 

 In real terms, ComEd’s residential customer bills will have declined in real terms 194 

for more than a decade; even with our rate proposal, residential electric service 195 

will be substantially less expensive in real dollars in 2011 than it was in the late 196 

1990s. 197 

 ComEd’s average residential rate of 12.63 ¢/kWh also compares favorably to the 198 

average rates in other large cities.  New York City’s rates are more than twice 199 
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ComEd’s.  L.A., Houston, Washington, San Francisco, Dallas, Philadelphia, 200 

Boston, and Detroit – to name a few – all have higher rates as well.   201 

 Assuming they pay market energy prices, commercial and industrial customers’ 202 

bills will go down on average. 203 

Q. What are the issues raised with respect to ComEd’s low income customers? 204 

A. AG witness Roger D. Colton claims that ComEd did not adequately take into account the 205 

interests of our low income customers.  Instead of the comprehensive proposal that 206 

ComEd included in its alternative regulation plan, Mr. Colton simply urges the 207 

Commission to “say no” to recovery of the costs of assisting low income customers, as if 208 

the needs of these customers could be addressed by his incorrect and unprincipled 209 

recommendation that “shareholders” should  simply pay the cost.  (AG/CUB Ex. 5.0, 210 

5:99-6:118, 37:834-47.) 211 

Q. Is Mr. Colton’s criticism of ComEd’s concern for low income customers warranted? 212 

A. Not at all.  ComEd cares about and helps its low income customers as demonstrated 213 

through its implementation of numerous programs to assist these customers.  These 214 

include programs focused on low income needs as well as including a range of energy 215 

efficiency, demand management, and customer information management programs.  Mr. 216 

Colton offers little criticism of the particular programs described by Ms. Emmons 217 

(ComEd Ex. 18.0) and even less in the way of constructive suggestions.   218 

Q. Who should pay for the costs incurred by ComEd as a result of its assistance to low 219 

income customers? 220 
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A. ComEd has demonstrated compassion to the circumstances of its low income customers 221 

through its many assistance programs, but it is not the responsibility of shareholders to 222 

subsidize their electric bills, even if that were a solution to the challenges they face.  As 223 

Dr. O’Connor (ComEd Ex. 26.0) observes, assisting lower income Illinoisans is a societal 224 

issue.  While utilities can help in limited ways, those efforts too have costs and 225 

pretending that those costs do not exist or need not be recovered is not a long-term 226 

solution to assisting low-income customers.  It is simply not sustainable.  The expenses 227 

incurred in helping ComEd’s low income customers with electric bills are properly 228 

shared by ComEd’s entire customer base.  Just a few months ago, ComEd proposed a 229 

comprehensive program as part of its Alternative Regulation plan, along with a means to 230 

fund that program.  Witnesses who greet this entirely voluntary effort with calls for 231 

shareholders to pick up the cost are not only behaving unrealistically and unfairly; their 232 

position is contrary to the best interests of low income customers.   233 

IV. Summary of ComEd Rebuttal Testimony 234 

Q. Who are the witnesses presenting rebuttal testimony in support of ComEd’s tariff 235 

filing and what are the main topics that each witness addresses?  236 

A. In addition to me, the following witnesses provide rebuttal testimony: 237 

 Philip R. O’Connor, Ph.D. (ComEd Ex. 26.0), former Commission Chair and 238 

leading Illinois energy industry consultant testifies that ComEd’s ability to 239 

provide good service and accomplish policy goals is contingent on the 240 

Commission decisions and policy.  Consistent, steady and predictable regulation 241 

in policy and implementation is an essential condition for the billions of dollars in 242 

long term investment required for realizing the transformation of the network.  243 



Docket No. 10-0467 
ComEd Ex. 25.0 

Page 12 of 18 

There must also be confidence by investors and by ComEd in ComEd’s financial 244 

capacity to undertake the transformation of the traditional delivery network to the 245 

smart grid.  Adopting large and poorly grounded disallowances, like many 246 

proposed in this case, would undercut ComEd’s financial solidity and be the 247 

antithesis of fair, steady, and predictable regulation. 248 

 Dean F. Apple (ComEd Ex. 27.0), President, Business Manager and Financial 249 

Secretary of IBEW Local 15, describes the interests of the approximately 3,800 250 

ComEd/Business Services Company and System Service Group members in 251 

proposed disallowances of ComEd’s pension and incentive compensation costs.  252 

He makes clear that he is testifying to protect the interests of bargaining unit 253 

employees in their wages, fringe benefits, and terms and conditions of 254 

employment and opposes the recommendations of the Staff, AG, and CUB to 255 

disallow recovery of portions of ComEd’s incentive compensation expense and 256 

the cost of ComEd’s $92 million contribution to the employee pension fund in 257 

2009, as well as the continuing costs of ComEd’s 2005 contribution to that fund.     258 

 Joseph R. Trpik, Jr., CPA (ComEd Ex. 28.0), ComEd’s Senior Vice President 259 

and Chief Financial Officer, responds to disallowances of incentive compensation 260 

expense and capitalized incentive compensation proposed by Staff witness Pearce 261 

and AG-CUB witness Smith, explaining that ComEd’s incentive compensation 262 

programs meet the Commission’s cost recovery standards and have been updated 263 

to include only performance metrics that have been approved by the Commission.  264 

Mr. Trpik urges the Commission to reject proposals to change the incentive 265 

compensation cost recovery rules yet again, introducing more regulatory 266 
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uncertainty and undermining ComEd’s reliance on the standards the Commission 267 

approved only two years ago. 268 

 Kathryn Houtsma, CPA, (ComEd Ex. 29.0), ComEd’s Vice President – 269 

Regulatory Projects, testifies in support of ComEd’s revised revenue requirement, 270 

which represents an increase of $353.9 million over revenues under current 271 

rates.  She further addresses various proposed adjustments to rate base and 272 

operating income relating to, among other things: the accumulated provision for 273 

depreciation and amortization, underground cable investments, pension and post-274 

retirement benefits, and severance expenses. 275 

 Martin G. Fruehe, (ComEd Ex. 30.0) ComEd’s Manager, Revenue Policy, 276 

testifies regarding various operating revenue and expense adjustments proposed 277 

by the Staff and intervenors.  He also updates ComEd’s cost of debt and overall 278 

cost of capital.  Finally, Mr. Fruehe discusses ComEd’s positions regarding Rider 279 

AMP and Rider PORCB costs and recovery proposals. 280 

 Nagendra Subbakrishna (ComEd Ex. 31.0), an Associate Director in the Energy 281 

practice at Navigant Consulting, supports the calculation of ComEd’s cost of 282 

working capital, showing that ComEd’s lead/lag study is consistent with the 283 

studies approved by the Commission in recent rate cases and uses appropriate 284 

methodologies, refuting the direct testimony of Staff witness Ms. Pearce and 285 

AG/CUB witness Mr. Brosch.   286 

 Terence Donnelly (ComEd Ex. 32.0), ComEd’s Executive Vice President, 287 

Operations, testifies that investments reflected in the pro forma plant additions 288 

adjustment should be included in rate base without adjustment or disallowance. 289 
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He explains that ComEd’s pro forma additions are not based on budgets or 290 

“checkbook” processes, as Ms. Ebrey claims, but on engineering evaluations of 291 

specific investments. The fact that ComEd adapts to emergent needs indicates no 292 

flaw in ComEd’s work scheduling process and no uncertainty in its overall work 293 

schedule.  Mr. Donnelly also explains that incentive metrics tied to cost savings 294 

and successful performance of focused operational initiatives are recoverable 295 

under the Commission’s established standards. 296 

 Michael McMahan, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 33.0), ComEd’s Vice President, Smart 297 

Grid / Technology, establishes that the work required to replace a West Loop 298 

underground line  was the result of human error and not of any imprudence on the 299 

part of ComEd.  He explains why the Plymouth Court project was justified by the 300 

extraordinary impact that an outage at a substation serving the Central Business 301 

District could have had.  He addresses how and why the Urban Underground 302 

Facility Reinvestment (“UUFR”) Program is beneficial and why Mr. Stutsman’s 303 

recommendation that ComEd undertake it without any provision for the required 304 

funding would be impossible  Finally, Mr. McMahan responds from an operating 305 

perspective to Mr. Rockrohr’s testimony concerning non-standard customer-306 

owned facilities.   307 

 Mike Born, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 34.0), Principal Engineer in ComEd’s Capacity 308 

Planning area, present and explains the updates to ComEd’s Distribution System 309 

Loss Study.  Mr. Born also addresses Staff’s proposal concerning Railroad 310 

Customer facilities and explains which options are the most practical from an 311 

operating perspective.  312 
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 Robert W. Donahue (ComEd Ex. 35.0), founder of Power Delivery Research & 313 

Consulting Corporation, confirms that ComEd’s processes for planning and 314 

scheduling work are sound and ensure alignment between resource forecasts and 315 

implementation.  They confirm that ComEd either already has or will place plant 316 

into service in the amount projected through the end of second quarter of 2011.   317 

 Fidel Marquez, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 36.0), ComEd’s Senior Vice President, 318 

Customer Operations, supports certain costs related to ComEd’s purchase of 319 

receivables with consolidated billing (“PORCB”) project and ComEd’s Advance 320 

Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) Pilot program.  He also addresses ComEd’s 321 

ability to re-deploy meters removed when AMI meters were installed.  Finally, 322 

Mr. Marquez responds to testimony concerning meter reading operations, 323 

collections practices, and customer name changes.    324 

 Professor Samuel Hadaway (ComEd Ex. 37.0), a professor of economics and 325 

finance and principal in FINANCO, Inc., Financial Analysis Consultants, 326 

responds to the return on equity recommendations of Staff witness Michael 327 

McNally, IIEC witness Michael P. Gorman, and CUB witness Christopher C. 328 

Thomas, demonstrating that their recommendations are not consistent with the 329 

ongoing effects of the recent financial turmoil or the continuing high cost of 330 

equity for electric utilities like ComEd.  Prof. Hadaway also answers these 331 

witnesses’ comments on the methodology used in the Hadaway direct testimony 332 

to estimate ComEd's cost of equity.   333 

 Carl Seligson (ComEd Ex. 38.0), an independent consultant with nearly 50 years’ 334 

experience in the financial markets who specialized in financial matters related to 335 
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the utility industry, answers the testimony of Staff  witness Michael McNally, 336 

IIEC witness Michael P. Gorman, and CUB witness Christopher C. Thomas, 337 

explaining why their objections to the comparable earnings and risk premium 338 

methods of estimating a utility’s cost of equity are without merit and recommends 339 

that the Commission take a fresh look at cost of equity estimation approaches and 340 

approve a return on equity that will be sufficient to enable ComEd to attract new 341 

capital on reasonable terms.   342 

 Hon. Susan Tierney, Ph.D. (ComEd Ex. 39.0), a Managing Principal at the 343 

Analysis Group and former assistant U.S. Secretary of Energy for Policy and 344 

Commissioner of the Massachusetts Department of Public Utility Control, 345 

testifies  in further support of the 40 basis point adder to the return on equity she 346 

advocated in her direct testimony; she further testifies in rebuttal to the proposals 347 

to disallow recovery of ComEd pension contributions on grounds that it would be 348 

poor regulatory policy and would discourage proper funding of ComEd’s 349 

obligations to its employees. 350 

 Ross C. Hemphill, Ph.D. (ComEd Ex. 40.0), ComEd’s Vice President – 351 

Regulatory Policy & Strategies, explains why the Commission should not address 352 

business process issues unrelated to the tariffs that ComEd filed in this 353 

proceeding.  Dr. Hemphill also explains why some of these proposals are 354 

impractical or improper and how ComEd and Retail Electric Suppliers are 355 

working to resolve the other issues.  Dr. Hemphill also explains why it would be 356 

improper for the Commission to order ComEd to implement the UUFR program 357 

without consideration of, or provision for, its costs.  Finally, Dr. Hemphill briefly 358 
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addresses the relationship between the costs at issue in this rate case and ComEd’s 359 

Pending “Bridge Tariff.” 360 

 Lawrence Alongi (ComEd Ex. 41.0), Manager, Retail Rates, proposes additional 361 

tariff revisions and clarifications in response to Staff and Intervenor testimony.  362 

He also responds to ratemaking issues concerning the use of Railroad Delivery 363 

Class customers’ facilities and the appropriate computation of uncollectibles 364 

expenses.   365 

 Stephen L. Lesniak, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 42.0), ComEd’s Director of Energy 366 

Acquisition, testifies that ComEd follows appropriate and reasonable practices 367 

relating to several operational issues raised by the Illinois Competitive Energy 368 

Association witness David I. Fein on behalf of certain Retail Electric 369 

Suppliers.  Mr. Lesniak further testifies that, notwithstanding the reasonableness 370 

of its practices, ComEd is already communicating with Retail Electric Suppliers 371 

regarding these issues and is willing to work with other market participants 372 

through informal collaborative processes. 373 

 Geoffrey J. D. Hewings (ComEd Ex. 43.0), Director, Regional Economics 374 

Applications laboratory of the University of Illinois, addresses the testimony of 375 

AG witness Roger Colton concerning the trend toward lower paying, lower 376 

quality jobs in the ComEd service territory, and testifies about the positive impact 377 

on the regional economy resulting from ComEd’s expenditures for construction 378 

and operations and maintenance.   379 

 Dr. Juan Andrade, Jr. (ComEd Ex. 44.0), President, United States Hispanic 380 

League, also addresses the testimony of AG witness Colton, and in particular 381 
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rebuts his recommendation that Exelon Corp. fund certain programs ComEd 382 

proposes to offer through its alternative regulation plan, pointing out the valuable 383 

contributions that Exelon and ComEd make to community based organizations 384 

and underserved members of ComEd’s community. 385 

V. Conclusion 386 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 387 

A. Yes.  388 


