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REQUEST NO. AG 14.02: 
 
Ref: ComEd Exhibit 29.0, Houtsma Rebuttal, lines 174-178 (Capital Structure / Rate Base 
Comparisons).  According to Ms. Houtsma, “There is no reason to expect that total 
capitalization will equal total rate base. Mr. Brosch’s analysis is overly simplistic and does not 
consider, among other things, the impact of historical transactions such as the accounting for the 
merger and corporate restructuring (which occurred in the years 2000 and 2001, respectively) 
that significantly altered the relationship between the capital structure and rate base. This very 
issue was debated at length in ComEd’s 2005 rate case (Docket 05-0597) when parties, including 
CUB, argued the reverse point, i.e. that ComEd’s proposed common equity balance, and hence 
its total capital, was too high because the total capital exceeded the rate base value.” Please 
provide the following additional information:  
 
a. A detailed statement of each alleged flaw in Mr. Brosch’s analysis that causes it to be 

“overly simplistic” indicating each omitted consideration and how it should be corrected.  
 
b. Provide pinpoint citations to each testimony and other document in Docket No. 05-0597 

that Ms. Houtsma is referencing as “This very issue [that] was debated at length…”.  
 
c. Identify and describe each reason why/if Ms. Houtsma believes that ComEd’s total 

capital should be materially different from rate base. 
 
d. Explain and quantify the “accounting for the merger and corporate restructuring” that is 

referenced in testimony, indicating how such amounts impact the comparison of rate base 
to ComEd’s capital balances. 

 
e. Explain Ms. Houtsma’s understanding of the $2.6 billion adjustment referenced at line 

185 of her testimony. 
 
f. Has ComEd or Ms. Houtsma asserted in testimony or as part of the Company’s revenue 

requirement that the $2.6 billion adjustment is unreasonable or improper? 
 
g. If your response to part (f) is affirmative, provide citation to each exhibit in this Docket 

No. 10-0467 where such assertions are stated. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
a. ComEd objects to this request as it is beyond the scope of appropriate discovery to 

require ComEd to identify additional deficiencies in Mr. Brosch’s analysis beyond those 
set forth in ComEd’s filed testimony.  See ComEd’s response to subpart (c) for reasons 
why Ms. Houtsma believes total capital may not necessarily equal total rate base.  
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b. See the ICC Order in Docket No. 05-0597 pages 110 – 129 for the various positions 

regarding capital structure, including testimony references that Ms. Houtsma referenced 
in ComEd Ex. 29.0. 

 
c. As described in ComEd Ex. 29.0, the accounting for the Unicom/PECO merger in the 

year 2000, and the subsequent corporate reorganization pursuant to which ComEd’s 
nuclear assets and liabilities were transferred to Exelon Generation had significant 
impacts on ComEd’s capital structure.  Additionally, differences may exist due to 
historical transactions such as asset writedowns, timing differences between the 
measurement date of the capital structure and rate base, and assets and liabilities that are 
not included in rate base, such as regulatory assets and liabilities, construction work in 
progress and various accounting accruals. 

 
d. See ComEd’s response to subpart (b). 
 
e. In Docket No. 05-0597, the ICC determined that, for ratemaking purposes, the common 

equity balance should be reduced by the amount of goodwill recorded on ComEd’s 
balance sheet.  As indicated on Schedule D-1, Page 3, a conforming adjustment has been 
made in this proceeding to reduce the March 31, 2010 common equity balance by the 
amount of goodwill recorded on ComEd’s balance sheet as of that date. 

 
f. ComEd objects to the question as the testimony in this proceeding is a matter of public 

record and is available to the Attorney General for review.  Notwithstanding this 
objection, as stated in subpart (e), the adjustment was made in conformance with prior 
ICC decisions and ComEd is not contesting the adjustment in this proceeding.   

 
g. N/A 
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