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List of Issues & Major Conclusions 
 

 ComEd proposes additional tariff revisions to incorporate the 
recommendations made by Staff concerning certain charges in Rate MSPS 
and provisions in GTC related to customers with single-phase five (5) 
horsepower motors receiving single-phase service. 

 ComEd’s proposed clarifying revision to its GTC pertaining to customer-
owned residential overhead primary facilities, as presented in its June 30, 
2010 filing, reflects ComEd’s longstanding terms and service policy and 
Staff’s recommendation for ComEd to offer to provide such facilities and 
assume ownership of such facilities should be rejected.  

 ComEd’s proposed clarifying revisions to its GTC pertaining to limitations 
of liability, as presented in its June 30, 2010 filing, are consistent with 
Commission directives and with how ComEd currently administers claims 
involving liability.   

 To the extent that ComEd modifies its distribution system to eliminate the 
current practice of utilizing Railroad Delivery Class customers’ facilities in 
the provision of electric service to other customers, ComEd’s proposed cost 
allocation adjustment that reflects such use should be reduced accordingly. 

 An appropriate computation of the percentage attributable to uncollectibles 
expenses associated with delivery service should utilize only ComEd’s 
revenues associated with delivery service.  ComEd identifies and corrects 
the error in the direct testimony of Ms. Houtsma regarding the computation 
of uncollectible factors in Rider UF.   
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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Lawrence S. Alongi.  My business address is Three Lincoln Centre, 4 

Oakbrook Terrace, Illinois 60181-4260.  5 

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

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in the position of 7 

Manager, Retail Rates. 8 

Q. Are you the same Lawrence S. Alongi who provided direct testimony in this 9 

proceeding? 10 

A. Yes.  My direct testimony is ComEd Ex. 16.0 2nd Revised and my supplemental direct 11 

testimony is ComEd Ex. 21.0 Revised. 12 

B. Purposes of Rebuttal Testimony 13 

Q. What are the purposes of your rebuttal testimony? 14 

A. I respond to the direct testimony of Staff witness Greg Rockrohr, Staff Ex. 6.0.  In 15 

particular, I address the issues he raised regarding Rate MSPS – Metering Service 16 

Provider Service (“Rate MSPS”) and certain aspects of the issues he raised regarding 17 

General Terms and Conditions (“GTC”).  I also explain the impact of Mr. Rockrohr’s 18 

recommendation to eliminate ComEd’s use of railroad facilities on ComEd’s proposed 19 

cost allocation adjustment related to that use.  Further, I respond to the direct testimony 20 

of the Retail Energy Supply Association (“RESA”) witness Roy Boston, RESA Ex. 1.0.  21 

Specifically, I address the issue he raises with regard to the proposed Limitation of 22 
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Liability language in the GTC.  Finally, I respond to the direct testimony of Staff witness 23 

Bonita Pearce, Staff Ex. 3.0, to address her calculation of the percentage of uncollectibles 24 

expense using net write-offs. 25 

C. Itemized Attachments 26 

Q. Please describe the attachments to your rebuttal testimony. 27 

A. The following is a list of the exhibits attached to my testimony and a brief description of 28 

each: 29 

1. ComEd Ex. 41.1 reflects additional clarifying revisions as redline changes to the 30 
applicable proposed tariff sheet of Rate MSPS that was submitted by ComEd on 31 
June 30, 2010 in this proceeding, as recommended by Staff witness Rockrohr. 32 

2. ComEd Ex. 41.2 reflects additional clarifying revisions as redline changes to the 33 
applicable proposed tariff sheet of GTC that was submitted by ComEd on June 34 
30, 2010 in this proceeding, as recommended by Staff witness Rockrohr.  35 

3. ComEd Ex. 41.3 is ComEd’s response to the Data Request AG 3.24. 36 

II. Tariff Revisions 37 

A. Rate MSPS 38 

Q. Was a recommendation made to amend ComEd’s proposed Rate MSPS? 39 

A. Yes.  Staff witness Rockrohr proposes additional language to clarify Rate MSPS in order 40 

to eliminate any ambiguity related to the equipment removal charges.  Staff Ex. 6.0, 41 

12:277-14:316.   42 

Q. Is ComEd willing to make clarifying tariff revisions to address Mr. Rockrohr’s 43 

concern regarding the application of charges listed in Rate MSPS?  44 
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A. Yes.  ComEd proposes to make clarifying tariff revisions as shown in ComEd Ex. 41.1, 45 

which provides the clarifying revisions as redline changes to the applicable proposed 46 

tariff sheet submitted by ComEd on June 30, 2010 in this proceeding. 47 

B. General Terms and Conditions 48 

Q. Was a recommendation made with respect to ComEd’s GTC language proposal for 49 

when a new customer has load that includes motors equal to or greater than five (5) 50 

horse power?    51 

A. Yes.  Mr. Rockrohr recommended that a “grandfather provision” be included that states 52 

ComEd will not require existing single-phase customers with single-phase five (5) 53 

horsepower motors to convert their electrical entrance equipment to receive 3-phase.  54 

Staff Ex. 6.0 at 14:318-15:349 55 

Q. Is ComEd willing to make clarifying tariff revisions in its General Terms and 56 

Conditions to address Mr. Rockrohr’s concern regarding customers with single-57 

phase 5 horsepower motors? 58 

A. Yes.  While ComEd maintains that appropriate clarifying language is already included in 59 

the revisions to GTC proposed by ComEd in its June 30, 2010 filing, ComEd proposes to 60 

make additional clarifying tariff revisions as shown in ComEd Ex. 41.2, which provides 61 

the additional clarifying revisions as redline changes to the applicable proposed tariff 62 

sheet submitted by ComEd on June 30, 2010 in this proceeding. 63 

Q. Does Mr. Rockrohr express concern over another revision to the GTC? 64 

A. Yes.  As a result of his review of ComEd’s proposed revision of GTC to further clarify 65 

ComEd and customer responsibilities associated with the installation of a Residential 66 
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Service Station, Mr. Rockrohr expressed concern about language requiring the customer 67 

to furnish, install, own, operate, replace, and maintain the pole on which ComEd’s 68 

transformer is mounted. (ILL. C. C. No. 10, 1st Revised Sheet No. 165) Mr. Rockrohr 69 

also expressed concerns about related existing provisions in GTC with respect to the 70 

provision of overhead service to residential customers that require overhead primary 71 

facilities extending beyond the first span on the customer’s property (with such first span 72 

of primary wire up to a maximum length of 150 feet provided by ComEd).  In particular, 73 

Mr. Rockrohr expressed concern about the existing language in GTC requiring the 74 

residential customer to provide, install, and maintain the poles and primary facilities that 75 

extend beyond the first span on the customer’s property.  (ILL. C. C. No. 10, Original 76 

Sheet No. 160)  He testifies that (1) customers would have to hire contractors to install 77 

facilities that ComEd installs routinely; and (2) such facilities require maintenance as 78 

they deteriorate over time.  Mr. Rockrohr recommends that ComEd provide customers 79 

the option to pay ComEd to install the remaining poles and primary wire to the location 80 

of the transformation of ComEd’s primary voltage to the customer’s service voltage (i.e., 81 

the Residential Service Station), especially including the pole on which ComEd’s 82 

transformer is to be mounted.  He also recommends that ComEd assume ownership of 83 

these primary distribution facilities that supply residential customers.  Mr. Rockrohr asks 84 

that in rebuttal testimony, ComEd explain how assuming such ownership would affect its 85 

distribution operations and maintenance costs.  Staff Ex. 6.0, 15:350-20:454. 86 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Rockrohr’s proposal? 87 

A. No.  There are several reasons why Mr. Rockrohr’s proposal is troublesome.  First, the 88 

revision proposed in GTC is merely further clarifying long-standing terms and service 89 
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policy for such residential customers.  GTC as currently in effect states that the 90 

residential customer “must furnish, install, own and maintain the remainder of the 91 

overhead primary service connection including the first support on private property” 92 

(ILL. C. C. No. 10, Original Sheet No. 160).  Second, it is unclear how or when ComEd 93 

will “assume” ownership of property that is customer-owned.  Third, even if ComEd 94 

could “assume” ownership, Mr. Rockrohr’s proposal does not grant ComEd the easement 95 

that would be needed to access a customer’s property to perform necessary maintenance 96 

nor does it solve clearance issues relating to trees and other vegetation.  Fourth, offering 97 

customers the ability to have ComEd assume ownership on a prospective basis would 98 

create (1) confusion and (2) a permanent dual system of those customers who own their 99 

own overhead primary facilities and those customers who have let ComEd assume 100 

ownership.  Fifth, ComEd already offers residential customers who are willing to pay the 101 

associated costs the option to replace customer-owned overhead primary facilities and the 102 

ComEd-owned overhead Residential Service Station transformer with ComEd-owned 103 

underground direct-buried primary facilities and a pad-mounted Residential Service 104 

Station transformer.  Last, and perhaps most importantly, there appears to be a labor 105 

jurisdiction issue regarding International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (“IBEW”) 106 

labor union work.  Mr. McMahan addresses this labor issue as well as other operational 107 

and cost issues in his rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 33.0). 108 

Q. As part of Mr. Rockrohr’s justification for his proposal, Mr. Rockrohr stated that 109 

he knows of “no other electric utility in Illinois that requires residential customers 110 

to own and maintain overhead primary lines.” (Staff Ex. 6.0, 19-20: 442-443)  Are 111 

you aware of any such utilities? 112 
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A. Yes.  Although ComEd did not do a thorough survey, ComEd did attempt to contact other 113 

Illinois utilities to determine whether other electric utilities in Illinois require residential 114 

customers to own and maintain overhead primary lines.  ComEd determined that 115 

MidAmerican does not own and maintain primary overhead pole lines on single customer 116 

residential property and, like ComEd, the residential customer is responsible for such 117 

lines. 118 

Q. As an “additional point”, Mr Rockrohr states that “ComEd undoubtedly already 119 

owns lines on residential private property that pre-date its current Residential 120 

Service Station policy.” (Staff Ex. 6.0, 20: 447-449) How do you respond? 121 

A. Mr. Rockrohr’s conclusion is contrary to my experience over my nearly 36-1/2 year 122 

career at ComEd, which included assignments in ComEd’s most rural areas such as 123 

ComEd’s Aurora, Dekalb, Dixon and Freeport districts where overhead primary 124 

installations on residential property would be most prevalent.  125 

Q. Did any other witness testify concerning ComEd’s proposed revisions to the GTC? 126 

A. Yes.  RESA witness Mr. Boston testifies that uniformity with other Illinois utilities is not 127 

sufficient justification for ComEd’s proposed change in the GTC to incorporate 128 

Limitations of Liability provisions that provide for increased uniformity with 129 

corresponding tariff provisions of other Illinois utilities.  He also suggests that the 130 

proposed language attempts to reduce ComEd’s liability and the revenue requirement 131 

does not reflect such reduction.  RESA Ex. 1.0, 12:230-247. 132 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Boston? 133 
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A. No.  ComEd’s proposal clarifies the circumstances under which it is liable.  The proposed 134 

tariff language is consistent with tariffs of other Illinois utilities and with ComEd’s 135 

understanding of the law governing its liability.  While I am not an attorney, it is my 136 

understanding that uniformity of tariff provisions, to the extent practical, is a directive 137 

received from the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”).  On its own motion, 138 

the Commission initiated ICC Docket No. 00-0494, in part, to provide a docketed 139 

proceeding for the Commission to investigate whether the currently effective utility 140 

delivery services tariffs are unjust, unreasonable, discriminatory or preferential due to 141 

lack of uniformity and to determine if any changes should be ordered to the delivery 142 

service tariffs.  See Initiating Order (7/11/00) at 6.  In its final Order, the Commission 143 

stated “it is the goal of this Commission to arrive at uniform tariff provisions for delivery 144 

services tariffs to the extent possible.”  ICC Docket No. 00-0494, Order (3/21/01) at 8.  145 

Thus, ComEd’s proposed Limitations of Liability language is consistent with the 146 

Commission’s goal of uniformity because the proposed language aligns ComEd’s tariff 147 

with the corresponding provisions effective for other Illinois utilities. 148 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Boston’s suggestion that ComEd’s proposed language 149 

reduces its liability that should be reflected in the revenue requirement? 150 

A. Mr. Boston’s contention is incorrect.  The proposed language is clarifying in nature 151 

because it is consistent with the manner which ComEd currently reviews claims 152 

involving liability.  Making the standard clear in ComEd’s tariffs reduces the risk that 153 

ComEd’s costs of providing service – which are passed on to customers – will include 154 

defense costs and, potentially, settlements and inappropriate awards that could be avoided 155 

by this tariff clarification.  Far from hurting customers, this benefits customers.  Further, I 156 
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believe that it is good policy to have clear tariffs and uniformity among Illinois utilities to 157 

the extent practical and, as I said, this amendment clarifies ComEd’s tariffs and provides 158 

such uniformity in this respect.  Furthermore, it is my understanding that the Commission 159 

has not historically adjusted a utility’s revenue requirement based on the introduction of 160 

similar Limitation of Liability language as proposed in this proceeding.  161 

III. Railroad Service 162 

Q. What is ComEd’s response to Staff witness Mr. Rockrohr’s recommendation that 163 

ComEd should initiate steps to modify its distribution system to eliminate the 164 

current practice of utilizing Railroad Delivery Class customers’ facilities in the 165 

provision of electric service to other customers (Staff Ex. 6.0, 30-31:674-693)? 166 

A. I address the impact of Mr. Rockrohr’s recommendation on ComEd’s proposed cost 167 

allocation adjustment that reflects ComEd’s use of railroad facilities.  The testimony of 168 

Mr. Michael Born (ComEd Ex. 34.0) addresses the operational issues related to Mr. 169 

Rockrohr’s recommendation.  To the extent that ComEd modifies its distribution system 170 

to eliminate the current practice of utilizing Railroad Delivery Class customers’ facilities 171 

in the provision of electric service to other customers, ComEd’s proposed cost allocation 172 

adjustment that reflects such use should be reduced accordingly to reflect 173 

correspondingly fewer railroad facilities used by ComEd to serve other customers.  174 

IV. Uncollectibles 175 

Q. In her direct testimony (Staff Ex. 3.0, 45:1073-46:1090), is Ms. Pearce correct in 176 

maintaining that there was an error in the direct testimony of Ms. Houtsma 177 

regarding the computation of uncollectible factors in Rider UF? 178 
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A. Ms. Pearce is correct in noting that Ms. Houtsma refers to the Annual Distribution Base 179 

Rate Revenue (“ADBRR”) and the reference should have been to the overall Base 180 

Distribution Uncollectible Costs (“BDU”).  ComEd identified this error in its response to 181 

Data Request AG 3.24.  A copy of that data request response is provided in ComEd Ex. 182 

41.3.  However, it is not appropriate for Ms. Pearce to suggest that the BDU is a function 183 

of the Delivery Uncollectible Factor (“DUF”).  In fact, the DUF is a function of the BDU.  184 

Specifically, the DUF equals the BDU divided by the ADBRR.   185 

Q. Are the values that Ms. Pearce uses in computing her proposed 1.51% attributable 186 

to uncollectible expenses appropriate? 187 

A. No.  In determining an appropriate uncollectible percentage to use in developing 188 

ComEd’s delivery service revenue requirement, it is not appropriate to consider amounts 189 

related to electric power and energy supply provided by ComEd to customers.  Supply-190 

related costs and revenues must be kept separate from delivery-related costs and revenues 191 

in accordance with the provisions of Section 16-111.8(b) of the Public Utilities Act. 192 

“In addition, customers who purchase their electric supply from an alternative 193 
retail electric supplier shall not be charged by the utility for uncollectible amounts 194 
associated with electric supply provided by the utility to the utility's customers” 195 

220 ILCS 5/16-111.8(b).  Therefore, it is not appropriate to use the Company’s total 196 

operating revenues for 2009 as Ms. Pearce does (Staff Ex. 3.0, p. 47, FN 1).   197 

V. Conclusions 198 

Q. Can you summarize your conclusions? 199 

A. Yes.  My conclusions are as follows: 200 
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 ComEd’s additional proposed tariff revisions, as provided in ComEd Ex. 201 

41.1 and ComEd Ex. 41.2, incorporate the recommendations made by Mr. 202 

Rockrohr concerning certain charges in Rate MSPS and provisions in 203 

GTC related to customers with single-phase five (5) horsepower motors 204 

receiving single-phase service;  205 

 ComEd’s proposed clarifying revision to its GTC pertaining to customer-206 

owned residential overhead primary facilities, as presented in its June 30, 207 

2010 filing, reflects and further clarifies ComEd’s longstanding terms and 208 

service policy.  Therefore, for the reasons indicated above (i.e., no 209 

specified mechanism for ComEd to “assume” ownership of customer-210 

owned facilities or obtain easements, the potential for causing customer 211 

confusion, the current option available for customers to request ComEd 212 

installed direct-buried underground primary service, and the IBEW labor 213 

jurisdictional issue), Mr. Rockrohr’s recommendation for ComEd to offer 214 

to provide such facilities and assume ownership of such facilities should 215 

be rejected;  216 

 ComEd’s proposed clarifying revisions to its GTC pertaining to 217 

limitations of liability, as presented in its June 30, 2010 filing, are 218 

consistent with Commission directives and with how ComEd currently 219 

administers claims involving liability.  Thus, Mr. Boston’s contentions are 220 

inaccurate and should be rejected; 221 

 To the extent that ComEd modifies its distribution system to eliminate the 222 

current practice of utilizing Railroad Delivery Class customers’ facilities 223 
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in the provision of electric service to other customers, ComEd’s proposed 224 

cost allocation adjustment that reflects such use should be reduced 225 

accordingly;  226 

 ComEd’s response to Data Request AG 3.24, which is attached as ComEd 227 

Ex. 41.3, identifies and corrects the error in the direct testimony of Ms. 228 

Houtsma regarding the computation of uncollectible factors in Rider UF;  229 

 An appropriate computation of the percentage attributable to 230 

uncollectibles expenses associated with delivery service should only 231 

consider amounts related to delivery service provided by ComEd to 232 

customers. 233 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 234 

A. Yes. 235 


