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 Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

 2 

A. My name is John Vance Stutsman.  My business address is 527 East Capitol 3 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois, 62701. 4 

 5 

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

 7 

A. I am employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) as 8 

Manager of the Reliability Assessment Program in the Energy Division. 9 

 10 

 Q. Are you the same John Stutsman as previously submitted direct testimony 11 

in this Docket? 12 

 13 

A. Yes, I am. 14 

 15 

 Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 16 

 17 

A. I address issues raised, in this Docket No. 10-0527, about the Urban 18 

Underground Facility Reinvestment (“UUFR”)1 project by ComEd witnesses Dr. 19 

Ross Hemphill (ComEd Ex. 6.0) as well as the UUFR project testimony in Docket 20 

                     
1
 The UUFR project is also referred to as the Urban Underground Infrastructure Reinvestment (“UUIR”) 

program by some witnesses.  The terms program and project has been used interchangeably by some 
witnesses. 
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No. 10-0467 by Dr. Hemphill (ComEd Ex. 40.0), Dr. Philip O‟Connor (ComEd Ex. 21 

26.0) and Michael McMahan, PE (ComEd Ex. 33.0).  Specifically, I discuss 22 

1) ComEd‟s concern‟s about symmetry and unfunded mandate.  It is my 23 

opinion that symmetry is achieved with a Commission order directing 24 

ComEd to implement the UUFR project irrespective of the outcome of the 25 

alternative regulation proposal and reasonable costs would be afforded full 26 

recovery in either the next rate case or the alternative regulation proposal. 27 

2) ComEd‟s contention that the UUFR project exceeds reliability levels 28 

required by law or minimum reliability standards.  In my opinion the UUFR 29 

project is necessary and addresses “leading causes” of underground 30 

system failures in a proactive reliability centered maintenance approach 31 

that is good utility practice. 32 

3) ComEd‟s position that an order requiring the UUFR project would 33 

“necessitate significant cutbacks” or would “displace” other reliability 34 

projects.  I will show that ComEd‟s new policy is a reversal of ComEd‟s 35 

past commitment to the Commission to dedicate the funds necessary to 36 

maintain the transmission and distribution system in a reliable state of 37 

readiness and to delivering high quality service. 38 

 39 

 Q. Is Staff proposing an unfunded mandate (i.e. asymmetrical approach) by 40 

recommending the Commission order the Company to implement the 41 
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UUFR project irrespective of the outcome of the alternative regulation 42 

proposal as Dr. O’Connor2 suggests in Docket No. 10-0467? 43 

 44 

A. No.  ComEd‟s initial proposal was asymmetrical.  My recommendation 45 

specifically eliminates the asymmetrical components that ComEd introduced 46 

when ComEd stated a position to only initiate the UUFR project if: (1) ComEd‟s 47 

alternative regulation proposal is accepted by the Commission and (2) even if the 48 

alternative regulation proposal was approved without limitation implementation of 49 

the UUFR project would still be conditional on the outcome of the current rate 50 

case.  Specifically, I recommended that the Commission eliminate these 51 

asymmetries by ordering ComEd to undertake the UUFR project whether or not 52 

ComEd receives approval of its alternative regulation proposal and moves 53 

forward with its alternative regulation proposal.  I believe reasonable costs of the 54 

UUFR project could be recovered under Sections 9-201 or 9-244 of the Public 55 

Utilities Act (“PUA”).  I believe that if the Commission issued a Section 8-503 56 

order authorizing or directing ComEd to initiate the UUFR project there would be 57 

little doubt that reasonable costs would be afforded full recovery in ComEd‟s next 58 

rate case (Section 9-201) just as there would be little doubt that ComEd would 59 

fully recover its costs in the alternative regulation proposal (Section 9-244).   60 

 61 

 Q. On further reflection, do any asymmetries remain regarding the UUFR 62 

project? 63 

                     
2
 Docket No. 10-0467: ComEd Ex. 26.0; page 15; lines 327-333;  ComEd Ex 40.0; page 12-13; lines 244-

254; ComEd Ex. 33.0; page 15; lines 324-343;  
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 64 

A. Yes.  Ms. Blaise stated (Docket 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 4.0, page 8, lines 107-110 65 

[emphasis added]): 66 

Moreover, by planning cable testing and manhole refurbishment in 67 

advance – rather than reacting to emergent conditions – the unit 68 

costs of replacement and refurbishment work completed and, thus, 69 

the total cost of the underground cable operations over the 70 

long term, could be reduced. 71 

 72 

 ComEd has not indicated how these cost savings in underground cable 73 

operations have been reflected in the current rate case or if ComEd plans to 74 

reflect those savings in a future rate case. 75 

 76 

 Q. In Docket No. 10-04673 Dr. Hemphill and Mr. McMahan express their 77 

opinions that a Commission order to implement the UUFR project 78 

represents an attempt by Staff to impose an unfunded mandate upon the 79 

Company.  Is this a valid concern? 80 

 81 

A.  No.  ComEd‟s responses to data requests4 imply that since the costs for the 82 

UUFR project have not been included in the current rate case by ComEd that 83 

ComEd would be precluded from collecting its reasonable costs implementing 84 

the UUFR project in a future rate case.  ComEd‟s witnesses further imply that a 85 

Section 8-503 order would not be possible because ComEd believes that the 86 

                     
3
 Docket No. 10-0467: ComEd Ex 40.0; page 12-13; lines 244-254; ComEd Ex. 26.0; page 15; lines 327-

333; ComEd Ex. 33.0; page 15; lines 324-343 
4
 Attachment A: ComEd Responses to Staff Data Requests JVS_3.04, JVS_4.04, JVS_3.05, JVS_4.05, 

JVS_3.07 
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project is not necessary.  While I am not offering a legal opinion, Staff believes 87 

ComEd‟s concerns in this regard are without merit.  As discussed later in my 88 

testimony I believe the project is necessary. 89 

 90 

 Q. In their rebuttal testimonies Dr. Hemphill5 and Mr. McMahan6  referred to 91 

the UUFR project exceeding reliability levels required by law or exceeding 92 

minimum reliability standards.  Does the UUFR project exceed legal 93 

requirements in your opinion? 94 

 95 

A. No.  Staff asked ComEd in data requests to explain the current reliability level 96 

required by law7 or the current reliability minimum standards8 and to quantify the 97 

extent to which the UUFR project exceeds that level.  In his initial response Dr. 98 

Hemphill referred Staff to Part 411 of the Commission‟s Administrative Rules and 99 

Ms. Michelle Blaise‟s testimony in Docket No. 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 4.0, 12:191-100 

201, which describes the reliability benefits of the UUFR project.  In his 101 

supplemental response, Dr. Hemphill provided a broad summary of rules and 102 

regulations that address reliability and acknowledged the lack of any quantitative 103 

requirement.   Mr. McMahan incorporated Dr. Hemphill‟s response into his own 104 

response. 105 

 106 

                     
5
 Docket No. 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 6.0, page 6, lines 119-121 ; Docket No. 10-0467, ComEd Ex. 40.0, 

page 12 
6
 Docket No. 10-0467, ComEd Ex. 33.0, page 14 

7
 Attachment B: ComEd Response to Staff Data Request JVS_3.03 

8
 Attachment C: ComEd Response to Staff Data Request JVS_4.03 
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 When ComEd was asked (on May 4, 2010, in a data request for the 2009 Annual 107 

Reliability Report Part C Pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code Part 411) if the Company 108 

has any policy regarding what minimum level of service reliability a customer or 109 

group of customers can experience before the Company would take action to 110 

improve its reliability the Company responded9: 111 

 112 

Worst 1% Circuits as ranked by CAIDI, SAIFI and CAIFI:  113 

ComEd issues specifically targeted reinforcement work to improve 114 

the overall reliability of the 1% worst performing circuits for SAIFI, 115 

CAIFI, and CAIDI reliability indices in each operating area during 116 

the prior year.  117 

Customer Target:  118 

ComEd completes an extensive analysis of failure modes, and will 119 

issue work if required, to improve the level of service reliability for 120 

customers who have experienced more than six interruptions each 121 

year, three years in a row, or more than eighteen hours of 122 

interruption time each year, three years in a row, and whose circuits 123 

are not already being addressed under the other reliability 124 

programs. 125 

 126 

 In the above response10, ComEd is using reporting requirements found in Part 127 

411 to identify circuits, groups of customers, and individual customers needing 128 

reliability work.  While these are important tasks that help identify where pockets 129 

of the greatest unreliability exist and possibly their causes, they do not help in 130 

determining if the UUFR project is necessary.  But it does illustrate that projects 131 

                     
9
 Attachment D;ComEd Response to Staff Data Request ENG_3.16 

10
 The reliability indices are defined as: 

CAIDI: Customer Average Interruption Duration Report (cay‟ dee). This represents, for the group of 
customers that actually had one or more interruptions, how long, on average, the interruptions 
lasted. 

CAIFI: Customer Average Interruption Frequency Index (cay‟ fee). This represents the interruption 
frequency for the group of customers that had interruptions. A CAIFI index much higher than 
SAIFI suggests that subsets of customers experienced significantly more frequent 
interruptions than the overall system average. 

SAIFI: System Average Interruption Frequency Index (say‟ fee). This represents the number of 
customer interruptions divided by total system customers. 
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and programs that identify and address areas that are leading causes of 132 

interruptions will greatly contribute towards minimizing pocket areas of greatest 133 

unreliability.  As Ms. Blaise (Docket No. 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 4.0, pages 7-8, 134 

lines 93-110) pointed out in her direct testimony [emphasis added]:  135 

Underground mainline feeder cable system failures, which often 136 

occur in and around manholes, are a leading cause of customer 137 

interruptions. However, only a very small proportion of the mainline 138 

cable system fails. …  If, on the other hand, ComEd were able to 139 

devote more resources to cable support equipment inspection and 140 

to devote more resources to proactively testing cable and replacing 141 

it when those tests indicate the presence of an incipient defect or 142 

fault, the reliability of service to our customers would be improved. 143 

Addressing the cable support system and manhole condition on a 144 

large and accelerated scale by this program will provide a 145 

significant enhancement to the performance of the underground 146 

cable system, reducing customer interruptions. Moreover, by 147 

planning cable testing and manhole refurbishment in advance – 148 

rather than reacting to emergent conditions – the unit costs of 149 

replacement and refurbishment work completed and, thus, the total 150 

cost of the underground cable operations over the long term, 151 

could be reduced. 152 

  153 

 Q. Since Part 411 does not specify a specific reliability level is there anything 154 

in Part 411, beyond reporting requirements, which would be useful in 155 

determining the need of the UUFR project? 156 

 157 

A. Yes.  It is correct that Part 411 does not specify a specific reliability level. It is 158 

also correct that Part 411 specifies a number of annual reporting requirements11 159 

for utilities designed to give the Commission and customers a picture of the 160 

scope of reliability issues that impact a reporting utility.  Section 411.10(a)(2) 161 

                     
11

 And as was shown in the previous Q&A ComEd uses some of those reporting requirements in 
determining the need for additional reliability work. 
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does provide the Commission‟s perspective that potential service reliability 162 

improvements should be evaluated considering the costs and benefits of the 163 

improvements to the jurisdictional entity and to customers. 164 

 165 

Q.  On page 29 of his rebuttal testimony (Docket No. 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 6.0)12 166 

Dr. Hemphill suggests that Staff only supports the UUFR project because it 167 

provides additional reliability benefits.  Is that Staff’s position? 168 

 169 

A.  No. Staff would expect any project or program considered and proposed by a 170 

utility to provide additional reliability benefits.  In the case of the UUFR project, it 171 

would provide 38,363 estimated incremental avoided customer interruptions 172 

when the work is completed.  Since there are costs associated with the UUFR 173 

project, one way to evaluate its cost effectiveness would be to calculate the Cost 174 

per Avoided Customer Interruption (“CPACI”).  The CPACI for the proposed 175 

UUFR project is $148.  When compared with several existing programs the 176 

CPACI for the UUFR project is higher than CPACI‟s calculated for the existing 177 

mainline underground cable testing and replacement program, the existing 12kV 178 

distribution automation program, the existing lightning enhancement program, 179 

and the existing worst performing circuit program.  The CPACI of the UUFR 180 

project is lower than the CPACI‟s calculated for the existing vegetation 181 

management program and the existing underground residential design cable 182 

replacement/injection program. 183 

                     
12

 See also Docket No. 10-0467, ComEd Ex. 40.0, page 11. 
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Table 1:  CPACI for various reliability programs13 184 

 185 

 Staff finds it persuasive that the proposed UUFR project has a lower CPACI than 186 

two generally accepted necessary and cost effective reliability programs like the 187 

existing vegetation management program and the existing underground 188 

residential design cable replacement/injection program. 189 

 190 

 Q. Do ComEd witnesses believe that the benefits of the UUFR project exceed 191 

the costs of the project? 192 

 193 

A. Yes and no.  Yes with regard to a Section 9-244 filing, but no with regard to a 194 

Section 9-201 filing.  ComEd witnesses Dr. Hemphill14 and Ms. Blaise15 have 195 

both concluded that the benefits of the UUFR project outweigh the costs.  Dr. 196 

Hemphill clarified his answer by stating: 197 

To the extent that cost recovery under Section 9-201 means the 198 

UUFR project would have practical or mandatory preference over 199 

                     
13

 See Attachment E: ComEd Responses to Staff Data Request JVS_5.01, JVS_5.02, JVS_5.03, and 
JVS_5.04  
14

 Docket No. 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 6.0, page 6 & 11, lines 121-124 & 239-240 
15

 Docket No. 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 4.0, page 16, lines 279-281 

Reliability Program CPACI

Proposed UUFR project 148$        

Existing Mainline Underground Cable 

Testing & Replacement Program 20$           

Existing 12kV Distribution Automation 

Program 23$           

Existing Lightning Enhancement Program 38$           

Existing worst Performing Circuit Program 44$           

Existing Vengetation Management Program 199$        

Existing Underground Residential Design 

Cable Replacement/Injection Program 415$        
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other projects that ComEd considers to be a higher priority, the 200 

cost-benefit analysis would change.  Dr. Hemphill does not believe 201 

that the benefits of the UUFR project exceed its costs if one of the 202 

costs is the loss of the benefits of other higher priority projects.16 203 

 204 

 Ms. Blaise also clarified her answer17 later by stating “Ms. Blaise believes that 205 

there would be net benefits to customers if ComEd could proceed with the UUFR 206 

project under circumstances … so as to have no potential displacement of other 207 

higher priority work”.  By displacement Staff believes Ms. Blaise is referring to the 208 

consequences Dr. Hemphill referred to “[the] fact that such an order [a Section 8-209 

503 order] would, as a practical matter, necessitate significant cutbacks in other 210 

areas.”18  I will address ComEd‟s budgetary or displacement concern later in my 211 

testimony. 212 

 213 

 Q. Does ComEd believe the UUFR project is necessary? 214 

 215 

A. No.  Dr. O‟Connor stated that the UUFR project “… was not necessary …”19 216 

while Mr. McMahan stated that the project was not necessary to meet acceptable 217 

reliability standards20 and Dr. Hemphill believes the UUFR project is not 218 

necessary in order for ComEd to provide adequate, efficient, and reliable 219 

service21.   220 

 221 

                     
16

 Attachment F: ComEd Response to Staff Data Request JVS_6.01 
17

 Attachment G: ComEd Response to Staff Data Request JVS_6.09 
18

 Docket No. 10-0467, ComEd Ex. 40.0, page 13, lines 256-257 
19

 ComEd Ex. 26.0; page 15; lines 325-326 
20

 ComEd Ex. 33.0; page 14; lines 309-312; Attachment H: ComEd Response to Staff Data Request 
JVS_4.01 
21

 Attachment I: ComEd Response to Staff Data Request JVS_3.01 
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 Q. Does ComEd believe the UUFR project is prudent? 222 

 223 

A. Yes with regard to a Section 9-244 filing and no with regard to a Section 8-503 224 

order and recovery with a Section 9-201 filing. ComEd believes the UUFR project 225 

is necessary in a Section 9-244 filing and would be found prudent in a Section 9-226 

244 filing but not a Section 9-201 filing.  ComEd believes the Commission would 227 

not be prudent in requiring (via a Section 8-503 order) the UUFR project to be 228 

undertaken without the Commission providing a means of recovering the costs of 229 

that work and investment22.  ComEd stated that if forced to invest in the UUFR 230 

project and recover its costs under traditional ratemaking (Section 9-201), this 231 

would displace investments in higher priority projects.  Staff believes a project is 232 

either prudent and necessary or it is not and the Company‟s preferred cost 233 

recovery mechanism has no bearing on its fundamental necessity or prudence.  I 234 

will address ComEd‟s displacement concern later in my testimony. 235 

 236 

 Q. Does Staff find ComEd’s arguments persuasive? 237 

 238 

A.  No.  239 

 240 

 Q. Does Staff believe the UUFR project is necessary? 241 

 242 

                     
22

 ComEd Ex. 40.0; page 13; lines 266-272; Attachment J: ComEd Response to Staff Data Requests 
JVS_3.02, JVS_4.02, and JVS_6.08 
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A. Yes.  I recommended that the Commission order ComEd to undertake the UUFR 243 

project irrespective of whether ComEd receives approval of and moves forward 244 

with its alternative regulation proposal because I believe the UUFR project would 245 

be prudent and used and useful.  Simply put, I believe the work should be done 246 

and that reasonable costs of the UUFR project should be and are recoverable by 247 

ComEd. 248 

 249 

 Q. Are there other issues that Staff finds persuasive that the UUFR project is 250 

necessary? 251 

 252 

A. Yes.  The many operational benefits in addition to the reliability benefits 253 

described by ComEd witness Ms. Michelle Blaise, Docket 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 254 

4, pages 12-14, are very persuasive.  Ms. Blaise‟s description23 of the current 255 

program provides a useful baseline perspective: “ComEd’s current reactive 256 

approach, by contrast, spends and invests as little as possible to meet minimum 257 

service requirements. … But, based on this approach, refurbishment of all 258 

manholes could take up to 100 years to complete, and replacement of cable 259 

will only occur as failure indicators appear.”  Staff believes the current program, 260 

while providing a favorable cost effectiveness of $20 CPACI, is a bare bones 261 

reactive approach that appears to be losing ground with a growing backlog24 in 262 

“joint issues” and “manholes requiring repair” since 2006, as seen in Table 2 and 263 

3 below.  It is little wonder that manhole refurbishments could take up to 100 264 

                     
23

 Docket 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 4, lines 181-182, lines 99-100 [emphasis added] 
24

 Attachment K, specifically ComEd Response to Staff Data Request JVS_1.05(a)(c) 
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years.  I do not believe that is in any way an example of what is often referred to 265 

as “good utility practice.” 266 

Table 2 267 

 268 

Table 3 269 

 270 

 271 

 Q. Does Staff consider the UUFR project as good utility practice? 272 

 273 

A.  Yes.  I believe the UUFR project has attributes similar to the “Reliability 274 

Centered Maintenance for Distribution Underground System” implemented by 275 

Northern States Power in the 1990‟s and described by Wanda Reder & Dave 276 

Flaten in the 2000 IEEE paper.25  Just as Northern States Power did with the 277 

Minneapolis and St. Paul metro feeder system, ComEd‟s UUFR project design 278 

                     
25

 Attachment L: : Reliability Centered Maintenance for Distribution Underground Systems, 2000 IEEE, 

Wanda Reder & Dave Flaten 

Year

Backlog of

Joint Issues

2009 405

2008 253

2007 212

2006 134

Year

Backlog of

Manholes

Requiring Repair

2009 3,698

2008 2,791

2007 1,241

2006 349
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team plans to proactively test and repair/replace manholes and cable before they 279 

fail.  Reliability Centered Maintenance has proven very effective in the airline and 280 

nuclear industries and it is a good indicator, in my opinion, of a growing and 281 

expanding understanding of “good utility practice” to see more places where it is 282 

being adopted in the substation and distribution maintenance areas of ComEd. 283 

 284 

 Q. Dr. Hemphill26 and Mr. McMahan27 have both stated that requiring the UUFR 285 

project to be implemented would “necessitate significant cutbacks” or 286 

would “displace” other reliability projects.  In ComEd’s Response to Staff 287 

Data Request JVS_6.0828 Ms. Blaise concurred with Dr. Hemphill.  Does 288 

Staff have a position on this? 289 

 290 

A. While the Company did not include the UUFR project in the current rate case Dr. 291 

Hemphill noted that “a Commission order for ComEd to pursue UUFR would 292 

solve the regulatory risk problem”29 and I believe there would be little doubt that 293 

reasonable costs would be afforded full recovery in ComEd‟s next rate case.  In 294 

response to the outage events of the late 1990‟s and 2000 the Company spent 295 

100‟s of millions of dollars to correct failures in the areas of system maintenance, 296 

planning and design of the mid-1990‟s as summarized in “A Blueprint for 297 

                     
26

 Docket No. 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 6.0, page 30, lines 646-648 652-655; Docket No. 10-0467, ComEd 

Ex. 40.0, page 13 
27

 Docket No. 10-0467, ComEd Ex. 33, page 15 
28

 Attachment J: ComEd Response to Staff Data Request JVS_6.08 
29

 Docket No. 10-0527, ComEd Ex. 6.0, page 30, lines 652-653 
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Change”30.  The Company‟s efforts showed that it could do a lot of expensive 298 

work in a short period of time if it desired.  The relatively modest size of the 299 

UUFR project compared to the projects that were done 10 years ago leads me to 300 

believe ComEd should not have to displace “investments in higher priority 301 

projects”31 to implement the UUFR project per a Commission order.  In ComEd‟s 302 

response32 to Recommendation Three-133 ComEd stated its promise to dedicate 303 

the funds necessary for maintaining and improving the system reliability 304 

[emphasis added]: 305 

ComEd Response: Agree                                                                306 

 307 

ComEd is committed to maintaining and improving the reliability of 308 

its T&D system.  We are also committed to maintaining the 309 

transmission and distribution system in a reliable state of readiness 310 

and to delivering high quality service to our customers, and will 311 

dedicate the funds necessary to do so.  312 

 313 

… 314 

 315 

The suggestion is made that a root cause of many of the service 316 

interruptions relates to the level of funding of T&D activities during 317 

the 1990‟s.  Attempting to answer the question of whether there 318 

was inadequate funding of T&D in the 1990‟s that was a root cause 319 

of service interruptions requires a speculative „what if” inquiry as to 320 

what design, maintenance, and operating practices would have 321 

                     
30

 Attachment M: “A Blueprint for Change”, Executive Summary for the Investigation Report By 

Commonwealth Edison to the Illinois Commerce Commission, Illinois Public Officials, And the Customers 
of Commonwealth Edison, September 15, 1999 
31

 Attachment J: ComEd responses to Staff Data Requests JVS_3.02, 4.02 
32

 Attachment N: ComEd Responses to First Liberty Report – February 14, 2001 
33

 Docket No. 10-0527, Staff Ex. 4.0, page 9;  “It is likely that a root cause of many of the service 

interruptions experienced by ComEd‟s customers in recent years relates to less than adequate funding of 
T&D activities during the 1990s.  ComEd should not permit future cost control efforts to inhibit identified 
repairs and enhancements planned for its T&D systems.” Liberty Consulting Group; First Report of the 
Investigation of Commonwealth Edison‟s Transmission and Distribution Systems, June 2000, Page III-18.  
http://www.icc.illinois.gov/downloads/public/ng/Liberty%20Report.zip  
 

http://www.icc.illinois.gov/downloads/public/ng/Liberty%20Report.zip
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been followed if there had been higher funding levels.  Pursuing 322 

this inquiry would seem to serve no productive purpose at this time, 323 

particularly given ComEd‟s acceptance of the liberty 324 

recommendation that it “should dedicate the necessary funds to 325 

maintain and improve the reliability of its T&D system.”  What 326 

ComEd has concluded in its analysis is that the design, 327 

maintenance and operating practices of the past were the root 328 

cause of service interruptions.  These practices have been 329 

substantially overhauled for the purpose of improving the reliability 330 

of the T&D system.  ComEd’s commitment is that funding levels 331 

sufficient to implement improved practices are, and will 332 

continue to be, available to the T&D organization.  333 

 334 

  In order to ensure that ComEd maintains that commitment34 level, I add to my 335 

recommendation that the Commission order ComEd to report the details of all 336 

programs and projects that are displaced or cutback because of ComEd‟s 337 

implementation of the UUFR project.  My recommendation would thus read: 338 

 I recommend that the Commission order ComEd to undertake the 339 

UUFR project irrespective of whether ComEd receives approval of 340 

its alternative regulation proposal and moves forward with its 341 

alternative regulation proposal.  Additionally, I recommend that 342 

ComEd be ordered to provide status reports to Staff, every 6 343 

months and upon completion, on the progress being made on the 344 

UUFR project until it is completed.  Along with the status reports 345 

ComEd is to report the details of all programs and projects that are 346 

displaced or cutback because of ComEd‟s implementation of the 347 

UUFR project. 348 

 349 

 I believe this additional information will enable the Commission to determine if 350 

ComEd is indeed drifting back to repeating actions that were root causes of the 351 

                     
34

 Attachment M: “A Blueprint for Change”, September 15, 1999, page A.21: “We are aiming higher – for 

our company, for our customers and for the communities we serve – yours.  And make no mistake.  The 
end goal of this response, and the overall goal of this company, is to ensure that – among America‟s 
major metropolitan utilities – Chicago and ComEd are second to none.  As for anything less, John Rowe 
put it bluntly in the aftermath of the August outages.  He said: “I will not tolerate it. And you will not 
have to.” [Emphasis in Original] 
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major customer outage events in the summer of 1999 and allowing “cost control 352 

efforts to inhibit identified repairs and enhancements planned for its T&D 353 

systems”. 354 

 355 

Q.  Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 356 

 357 

A. Yes. 358 

 359 


