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List of Issues & Major Conclusions 
 

 Identify uncontested issues regarding ComEd’s General Terms and 
Conditions (“GTC”) and Rider UF – Uncollectibles Factors (“Rider UF”). 

 Explain why the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”) 
should reject Staff witness Greg Rockrohr’s proposal for ComEd to assume 
ownership of customer-owned primary lines installed for Residential Service 
Stations. 

 Conclude that an Interval Data Fee of $3.45 per meter is appropriate. 

 With regard to Mr. Rockrohr’s recommendation regarding ComEd’s use of 
Railroad facilities, explain Staff’s proposal as compared to ComEd’s 
proposed cost allocation adjustment. 

 Address Mr. Rockrohr’s recommendation for ComEd to file revised ICC 
jurisdictional tariffs to reflect updates of the distribution loss factors. 
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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. What is 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, supplemental direct, and 9 

rebuttal testimony in this 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. My rebuttal testimony is ComEd Ex. 41.0 and my 12 

rate design rebuttal testimony is ComEd Ex. 49.0. 13 

B. Purposes of Surrebuttal Testimony 14 

Q. What are the purposes of your surrebuttal testimony? 15 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to Staff witness Greg Rockrohr 16 

(Staff Ex. 21.0) regarding his proposals related to General Terms and Conditions, 17 

ComEd’s use of Railroad facilities, and the Distribution Loss Study.  I also respond to 18 

Staff witnesses Torsten Clausen (Staff Ex. 30.0) and Cheri Harden (Staff Ex. 27.0) and 19 

RESA witness Roy Boston (RESA Ex. 2.0) regarding the interval data fee.  Finally, I 20 

respond to Staff witness Bonita Pearce (Staff Ex. 18.0) regarding Rider UF. 21 
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C. Itemized Attachments 22 

Q. What are the attachments to your surrebuttal testimony? 23 

A. There are two attachments.  ComEd Ex. 68.1 provides an updated calculation of the 24 

Interval Data Fee.  ComEd Ex. 68.2 provides a computation of the distribution-related 25 

uncollectible percentage using net write-offs instead of bad debt expense.   26 

II. Tariff Revisions 27 

A. Uncontested Issues 28 

Q. Did the amended tariff language that ComEd proposed in rebuttal testimony 29 

alleviate any concerns of Staff witness Greg Rockrohr?  30 

A. Yes.  Mr. Rockrohr did not object to the amendments made to Rate MSPS – Metering 31 

Service Provider Service regarding equipment removal charges (ComEd Ex. 41.1) and to 32 

the General Terms and Conditions regarding the provision of service to customers with 5 33 

horsepower motors (ComEd Ex. 41.2).  Staff Ex. 21.0, 11:237-241.  No party disagrees 34 

with these amendments. 35 

B. General Terms and Conditions – Residential Service Stations 36 

Q. Does Mr. Rockrohr continue to argue that ComEd “assume” ownership of 37 

customer-owned primary facilities? 38 

A. Yes.  See Staff Ex. 21.0, 11:242-18:372. 39 

Q. What was ComEd’s proposal in this proceeding with respect to Residential Service 40 

Stations? 41 

A. In its direct case, ComEd proposed to add one word, “pole”, to an existing section of 42 

General Terms and Conditions describing responsibilities for installation of a Residential 43 
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Service Station (ILL. C. C. No. 10, 1st Revised Sheet No. 165) to further clarify 44 

ComEd’s existing practice that the residential customer “must furnish, install, own and 45 

maintain the remainder of the overhead primary service connection including the first 46 

support on private property” that already exists in ComEd’s General Terms and 47 

Conditions (ILL. C. C. No. 10, Original Sheet No. 160).   48 

Q. Is this a new provision in the General Terms and Conditions? 49 

A. No.  This provision has existed since at least 1955 in section 3.04 of ComEd’s 50 

Information and Requirements for Electric Service (ILL. CC. No. 8 Schedule 8-R, Sheet 51 

No. 11) and was later incorporated into the General Terms and Conditions of ComEd’s 52 

Schedule of Rates (ILL. C.C. No.10)1.   53 

Q. In rebuttal testimony, did Mr. Rockrohr clarify how ComEd is to “assume” 54 

ownership of customer-owned facilities? 55 

A. No.  Mr. Rockrohr did not specifically address how ComEd is to “assume” ownership of 56 

a customer-owned primary line.   There are a number of obstacles in that regard.  First, if 57 

ComEd were to “assume” ownership, ComEd would need to inspect the facilities and 58 

upgrade certain facilities to current standards.  As Mr. Rockrohr acknowledges, ComEd 59 

would expect to recover the cost of the upgraded facilities from the residential customer 60 

but it is far from certain that a residential customer would agree to pay for such work 61 

particularly if the customer could hire an electrical contractor to maintain the customer-62 

owned facilities at a lower cost.  In addition, if no easement were obtained, some kind of 63 

                                                 
1 ILL. C.C. No. 8 Schedule 8R was superseded in its entirety by ILL. C.C. No. 9 but the subject provision 

in section 3.04 was retained unchanged.  Later the same provision was incorporated into ComEd’s General Terms 
and Conditions of ComEd’s Schedule of Rates when a revision of ILL. C.C. No. 4 superseded ILL. C.C. No. 9 in its 
entirety and then again when ILL. C.C. No. 10 superseded ILL. C.C. No. 4. 
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“agreement” with the customer would be needed that allowed ComEd to own and 64 

maintain its facilities (including tree trimming) on private property.  Moreover, because 65 

customers are generally very sensitive about the aesthetics of their private property 66 

landscaping, it may be particularly problematic for ComEd to trim trees on the 67 

customer’s property to the clearances required.  Finally, while counsel informs me that 68 

under certain circumstances ComEd can seek eminent domain, it is not apparent to me 69 

that a customer can be forced to “turn over” its facilities to ComEd, especially 70 

considering the costs and terms required as described above.  It seems likely to me that 71 

the result would be a mixed or dual system of residential primary service connections that 72 

would add to the complexity of maintenance. 73 

Q. Is Mr. Rockrohr correct that “[i]dentifying affected customers should be as simple 74 

as consulting account records, meter records, or county property records” (Staff Ex. 75 

21.0, 13:285-14:286)? 76 

A. No.  In order to identify residential customer-owned primary lines, ComEd would have to 77 

query its systems to extract a list of transformers that serve only one residential customer, 78 

perform a preliminary review of ComEd maps to determine if those transformers 79 

identified in the query appear to be located on the residential customer’s property or on 80 

public property, and conduct field reviews based on initial map review findings to 81 

confirm if the primary lines and transformers are located on the residential customer’s 82 

property.  For purposes of determining the potential magnitude of such an undertaking, 83 

ComEd has run an initial computer query and identified approximately 57,700 84 

transformers that serve only one residential account and are therefore potential 85 

Residential Service Stations.  ComEd would have to conduct additional analyses for each 86 
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of those approximately 57,700 transformers to determine which transformers are located 87 

on a customer-owned pole on the customer’s property.   88 

III. Other Charges 89 

Q. RESA witness Mr. Boston proposes that the Interval Data Fee should be set at $11 90 

per request and Staff recommends that the Interval Data Fee should be set at $3.32 91 

per meter.  How do you respond? 92 

A. Based on a discussion held with Staff and RESA and after reviewing Staff rate design 93 

rebuttal testimony (Staff Exs. 27.0 and 30.0), an Interval Data Fee of $3.45 per meter is 94 

appropriate based upon the costs of providing interval data for each meter on a 95 

customer’s account.  This updated calculation of the Interval Data Fee is different than 96 

the $3.32 per meter fee proposed in the rate design rebuttal testimony of Ms. Harden and 97 

Mr. Clausen because it reflects the fact that Staff witness Bonnie Pearce has withdrawn 98 

her proposed adjustment for ComEd’s Annual Incentive Plan (“AIP”) as discussed in the 99 

surrebuttal testimony of ComEd witness Trpik (ComEd Ex. 54.0).  Accordingly, ComEd 100 

did not remove the AIP component from the calculation of the Interval Data Fee.  101 

Attached as ComEd Ex. 68.1 is ComEd’s updated calculation of the Interval Data Fee. 102 

Q. In calculating revised charges and related miscellaneous revenues in Staff Ex. 27.1, 103 

did Ms. Harden incorrectly include incentive compensation adjustment related to 104 

AIP that Ms. Pearce has withdrawn? 105 

A. Yes.  ComEd Ex. 56.1 (Schedule C-2.16 Revised) includes the correct values for these 106 

revised charges and the related miscellaneous revenues.  As described in note (1) of 107 

ComEd Ex. 56.1, other than the value for the Interval Data Fee (i.e., in the column 108 

labeled column (G) at the row labeled Line 12)) the calculation of which is provided in 109 
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ComEd Ex. 68.1, the values for the revised charges shown in the column labeled column 110 

(G) of ComEd Ex. 56.1 are straightforward computations using the values provided in the 111 

columns labeled column (C) and column (F) and are consistent with the recommended 112 

values provided by Ms. Harden in her direct testimony (Staff Ex. 11.0). 113 

IV. Railroad Service 114 

Q. Mr. Rockrohr proposed a 7-10 year plan whereby ComEd, working with the 115 

Railroad Class customers, would make the investments necessary to eliminate 116 

ComEd’s use of the railroad electric facilities.  How do you respond? 117 

A. It is ComEd’s position that ComEd’s proposed cost allocation adjustment as proposed in 118 

my direct testimony is superior to Mr. Rockrohr’s recommendation because it does not 119 

require ComEd to invest more money than ComEd otherwise would, which would 120 

ultimately be reflected in higher rates to all customers.  Further, ComEd’s proposed cost 121 

allocation adjustment is a direct result of the Commission’s Order in ComEd’s last rate 122 

case, ICC Docket No. 07-0566, to study the issue with the intent of determining what 123 

value, if any, ComEd’s use of railroad facilities may have and report its finding in the 124 

next rate case.  See ICC Docket No. 07-0566, Final Order (9/10/2008) at 219-220.  Please 125 

see the surrebuttal testimony of Michael Born (ComEd Ex. 67.0) discussing the 126 

operational issues of Mr. Rockrohr’s proposal. 127 

V. Distribution Loss Factors 128 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Rockrohr’s recommendation that “ComEd should 129 

commit to promptly updating its distribution loss study, … file tariff revisions, as 130 

appropriate, to reflect its updated distribution loss factors. ComEd should commit 131 
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to take these steps promptly, rather than holding revisions to its affected tariffs until 132 

its next rate case filing.” (Staff Ex. 21.0, 19: 397-402)? 133 

A. Under the particular circumstances in this proceeding, ComEd does not object to filing 134 

tariff revisions to reflect updated distribution loss factors as recommended by Mr. 135 

Rockrohr.  However, in order to file revised tariffs, the Commission should authorize 136 

ComEd in its Order that any change in distribution losses factors used for determining 137 

charges should be made concurrently with the corresponding change in transmission 138 

losses.  Additionally, the Commission should authorize ComEd to update its class load 139 

study used for this proceeding with the updated distribution losses, which, in turn, must 140 

be reflected in its Embedded Cost of Service Study (“ECOSS”) and may change class 141 

allocations based on slightly different coincident peaks (“CPs”) and noncoincident peaks 142 

(“NCPs”) of the various classes.  The Commission should also authorize ComEd to 143 

reflect these slightly different allocations in the rate design as approved in this proceeding 144 

using the revenue requirement and test year billing determinants approved in this 145 

proceeding, all of which may or may not result in changes to delivery service charges 146 

depending on the difference in class distribution losses.  In addition, the Commission 147 

should authorize ComEd to file revisions of other charges (e.g., Purchased Electricity 148 

Charges) for informational purposes that are affected by changes in distribution and/or 149 

transmission loss factors.  Finally, the Commission should authorize ComEd to apply the 150 

revised charges that are affected by such updates in distribution loss factors in the next 151 

monthly billing period after such revised tariffs and information sheets become effective.  152 

Mr. Born, in his surrebuttal testimony, addresses Mr. Rockrohr’s testimony regarding the 153 

specific revisions Mr. Rockrohr recommended to the distribution loss study. 154 
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VI. Rider UF – Uncollectible Factors 155 

Q. Did Staff witness Bonita Pearce revise her calculation of uncollectibles of 1.51% 156 

using net write-offs? 157 

A. Yes.  In rebuttal testimony, I noted that the Ms. Pearce’s calculation of the 1.51% 158 

included revenues from sales of electric power and energy supply provided by ComEd to 159 

customers.  The costs and revenues of electric power and energy supply and related 160 

services must be kept separate from delivery-related costs and revenues pursuant to 161 

Section 16.111.8 of the Public Utilities Act.  Ms. Pearce agreed and revised her 162 

calculation accordingly.  ComEd Ex. 68.2, attached to this surrebuttal testimony, provides 163 

a computation of the distribution-related uncollectible percentage using net write-offs 164 

instead of bad debt expense.  The computation provided in ComEd Ex. 68.2 uses net 165 

write-offs as provided in the attachment to ComEd’s response to Staff Data Request BAP 166 

25.01.  The resultant overall distribution related uncollectible percentage is 1.37%, which 167 

is consistent with the value provided by Ms. Pearce. 168 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 169 

A. Yes. 170 


