
Docket No. 10-0467 
ComEd Ex. 59.0 

  

 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
 
Proposed general increase in electric rates 

: 
: 
: 

Docket No. 10-0467 

 

Surrebuttal Testimony of 

ROBERT W. DONOHUE 

Power Delivery Research & Consulting Corp. (PDR&C) 

Submitted on behalf of 

Commonwealth Edison Company 

 



Docket No. 10-0467 
ComEd Ex. 59.0 

 1 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 1 

 Page 2 

I.  INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY ............................................................................... 2 3 

A.  Identification of Witness ......................................................................................... 2 4 

B.  Purpose and Summary of Conclusions ................................................................... 2 5 

C.  Responses to Ms. Ebrey’s Statements Concerning Donohue Rebuttal 6 
Testimony ............................................................................................................... 2 7 

D.  Responses to statements upon which Ms. Ebrey bases her recommendation 8 
to disallow certain portions of the ComEd pro forma ............................................. 8 9 

  10 



Docket No. 10-0467 
ComEd Ex. 59.0 

 2 

 

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 11 

A. Identification of Witness 12 

Q. What is your name and business address? 13 

A. My name is Robert “Bill” Donohue.  I am a cofounder of the Power Delivery Research & 14 

Consulting Corp. (PDR&C).  My business address is 22 Olympus Dr., Mahopac, NY 15 

10541-1640. 16 

Q. Are you the same Bill Donohue who previously provided rebuttal testimony in this 17 

proceeding? 18 

A. Yes.  I provided rebuttal testimony in this case as ComEd Ex. 35.0. 19 

B. Purpose and Summary of Conclusions 20 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 21 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to provide clarification in support of 22 

ComEd’s pro forma plant additions. This testimony responds to portions of the rebuttal 23 

testimony of Staff witness Ms. Theresa Ebrey (ICC Staff Ex. 16.0) which recommended 24 

pro forma plant adjustments to disallow pro forma plant additions placed into service 25 

after December 31, 2010 that Ms. Ebrey asserts are not known and measurable.1 26 

C. Responses to Ms. Ebrey’s Statements Concerning Donohue Rebuttal 27 
Testimony 28 

Q. Staff witness Ms. Ebrey (Staff Exhibit 16.0) makes several statements2 regarding 29 

your rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 35.0).  How do you respond to Ms. Ebrey’s 30 

general assessment of your rebuttal testimony?   31 

                                                           
1 Ebrey Reb., Staff Ex. 16.0, 5:87-8 
2 Ebrey Reb., Staff Exhibit 16.0, 12-13:230–46. 
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A. Ms. Ebrey’s testimony does not take issue with or disagree with any of the facts, 32 

arguments or conclusions I made in support of ComEd’s pro forma, but makes the 33 

statement that I do “not address the known and measurable standard that is necessary in 34 

an historic test year filing.”3  I address the term “known and measurable” from the 35 

perspective of prudent management of utility investments.  It is prudent for a utility’s 36 

management to know and measure its future investment requirements.  It is also prudent 37 

for a utility to commit resources necessary to fulfill its future obligations to provide safe, 38 

reliable and responsive electric service.  My multiple reviews of ComEd investments 39 

support my conclusion that ComEd knows and has measured with reasonable certainty its 40 

investment requirements during the pro forma period.  ComEd has plans in place, made 41 

provisions for the manpower and material to be available, and has committed the 42 

resources necessary to fulfill its obligation to serve as reflected in its plans. 43 

Ms. Ebrey further states that “[t]he specific areas [I] evaluated addressed 1) the 44 

quality of planning, 2) the accuracy of planning and 3) material budget variances over 5 45 

previous six-quarter periods ….”4 Again she does not disagree or take issue with my 46 

conclusions but adds, “[n]othing in [my] testimony addresses a review of specific 47 

projects proposed or support for an obligation on the part of the Company regarding 48 

implementation of those specific projects.”5  49 

Q. How do you respond to Ms. Ebrey’s contention that you failed to “review specific 50 

projects”?  51 

                                                           
3 Id. at 245-6. 
4 Id. at 233-5 
5 Id. at 236-9. 
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A. Ms. Ebrey is incorrect.  As explained in my rebuttal testimony, in addition to the review 52 

described above I interviewed personnel, reviewed numerous documents and reviewed 53 

specific unique and specific blanket projects to support my conclusion that ComEd will 54 

invest consistent with its overall pro forma.  ComEd Ex. 35.5 lists the names of 21 key 55 

personnel I interviewed who are accountable for the planning and implementation of 56 

projects and programs contained in the pro forma.  ComEd Ex. 35.4 lists 81 different 57 

types of documents I reviewed regarding planning and forecasting as well as the 58 

implementation of specific unique and specific blanket projects.  ComEd Ex. 35.6 and 59 

35.7 list over 100 specific project ITNs and specific blanket project Work Orders I 60 

reviewed.  The interviews, documents, and project reviews all support my conclusion that 61 

ComEd not only has properly planned the projects, but will implement these plans and 62 

make the investments in distribution plant during the pro forma period consistent with its 63 

obligation to serve.   64 

Q. Do you have a response to Ms. Ebrey’s proposed disallowances of blanket project 65 

work that ComEd will complete between January 1 and June 30, 2011? 66 

A. Yes.  Ms. Ebrey recommends disallowing all amounts associated with nearly every 67 

specific blanket project after December 2010 based on her view that the investments are 68 

not known and measurable.  I have interviewed personnel responsible for and reviewed 69 

documentation associated with each blanket project that exceeds $1 million in the pro 70 

forma.  The table in ComEd Ex. 59.1 lists 2011 pro forma amounts for blanket projects 71 

that Ms. Ebrey recommends be disallowed which are also blanket projects that I reviewed 72 

in my evaluation of the pro forma described in my rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 35.0).   73 

I found that the work funded by these blanket projects was well known, routine, and of 74 
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the type required to meet ComEd’s service obligations.  The amount of investment is 75 

based on well – developed work planning practices. 76 

Additionally, many of these blanket projects have been the subject of prior project 77 

evaluations I have performed at ComEd and I have extensive knowledge of the work that 78 

is funded by them.  Examples include ITN 5972: Outside Chicago Baseline in the New 79 

Business Category, ITN’s 20543: CE-Distribution Emergency Cable Fault Replacement 80 

and 10622: CE-Overhead Distribution Defect Repairs in the Corrective Maintenance 81 

Category, and ITN 4920: Replace Distribution Poor Performing URD Cables in the 82 

System Performance Category.  Those evaluations were in-depth and the reports as well 83 

as supporting documents were made available to Staff and Interveners to review in 84 

ComEd’s data room.   85 

Q. Could you be more specific regarding the example ITNs? 86 

A. Yes, each of the four ITN’s (Investment Tracking Numbers) are used to collect charges 87 

for specific projects that represent routine distribution plant investments. Each of those 88 

specific projects is further broken down into thousands of separate, relatively small jobs.  89 

Each of those small jobs is generally less than $100,000 in total cost and the construction 90 

period is generally less than 30 days.   91 

Specifically ITN 5972: Outside Chicago Baseline in the New Business Category 92 

represents the costs of investments in specific projects that include: 1) Underground 93 

Services for Commercial Customers, 2) Underground Services for Residential 94 

Customers, 3) Overhead Services for Commercial Customers, and 4) Overhead Services 95 

for Residential Customers.  Hundreds of relatively small jobs are charged to these four 96 

specific projects.  My report entitled Install New Services dated June 20, 2010 (ComEd 97 
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Ex. 59.2) describes why these projects are necessary and how they are routinely 98 

implemented.  During the period July 2008 through December 2009 approximately 99 

$101.7 million of invested capital was charged to the specific projects described in my 100 

report that are contained in ITN 5972.  These investments occur as a result of daily 101 

ongoing work required of ComEd to meets its obligations to provide electric service.  I 102 

believe these investments will be made. The type of work demanded is routine, ongoing 103 

and repetitive.  ComEd customers consistently demand these types of services year over 104 

year.   The labor force is routinely engaged in meeting the work demand.  And, the poles, 105 

wires, cross-arms, cables, connectors, vaults, and other materials are in the supply chain 106 

and will be routinely placed in service consistent with this work demand.  This type of 107 

work is certainly known and the costs are measurable. 108 

Furthermore, ITN 20543: CE-Distribution Emergency Cable Fault Replacement 109 

represents the costs of investments in specific projects including: 1) Emergency Cable 110 

Fault Replacement Inside Chicago, 2) Emergency Underground Equipment Replacement 111 

Outside Chicago, and 3) Emergency Cable Fault Replacement Outside Chicago.  ComEd 112 

experienced thousands of cable faults on its system every year.  Responding to these 113 

occurrences requires hundreds of relatively small jobs that are charged to these three 114 

specific projects.  My report entitled Emergency Replacement of Electric Underground 115 

Equipment dated June 20, 2010 (ComEd Ex. 59.3) describes these projects.  During the 116 

period July 2008 through December 2009 approximately $85.8 million of invested capital 117 

was charged to the specific projects described in my report that are contained in ITN 118 

20543.  These investments occur as a result of daily ongoing work required of ComEd to 119 

meets its obligations to provide safe, reliable and responsive electric service.  I believe 120 
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these investments will be made.  The type of work demanded is routine, ongoing and 121 

repetitive. It is consistently required of ComEd to perform this type of work year over 122 

year.  The labor force is routinely engaged in meeting the work demand.  And, the cables, 123 

connectors, vaults, and other materials are in the supply chain and will be routinely 124 

placed in service consistent with this work demand. 125 

Q. Have you evaluated blanket projects in the Corrective Maintenance and System 126 

Performance categories of ComEd investment? 127 

A. Yes, and the explanations are similar for the other two examples. ITN 10622: CE-128 

Overhead Distribution Defect Repairs in the Corrective Maintenance Category and ITN 129 

4920: Replace Distribution Poor Performing URD Cables in the System Performance 130 

Category both breakdown into multiple specific projects.  Specific projects for these two 131 

ITN’s are described in two reports entitled Emergency Replacement of Electric Overhead 132 

Equipment (ComEd Ex. 59.4) which includes evaluations of three specific projects 133 

totaling $43.6 million during the period July 2008 through December 2009 and System 134 

Performance (ComEd Ex. 59.5) which includes evaluations on three additional specific 135 

projects totally $53.5 million during that period.  As with the two ITN examples 136 

described in more detail previously, investments in ITN’s 10622 and 4920 occur as a 137 

result of daily ongoing work required of ComEd to meets its obligations to provide safe, 138 

reliable, and responsive electric service.  The type of work demanded is routine, ongoing 139 

and repetitive. It is consistently required of ComEd to perform this type of work year 140 

over year.    The labor force is routinely engaged in meeting the work demand.  And, the 141 

materials are in the supply chain and will be routinely placed in service consistent with 142 

this work demand. 143 
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In addition to the reports referenced above, I also evaluated and provided the 144 

following reports for this rate case regarding specific projects contained within ComEd 145 

blanket projects: 1) Purchase New Meters and Distribution Transformers for Inventory 146 

(ComEd Ex. 59.6), and 2) Purchase Vehicles and Equipment for Fleet (ComEd Ex. 59.7).  147 

Both of those reports describe the ongoing nature of this type of capital investment and 148 

both of them include specific projects recommended for disallowance by Ms. Ebrey. 149 

Ms. Ebrey has not recommended disallowing any charges to these ITN’s during 150 

the period July 2008 through December 2009, nor has she recommended disallowing any 151 

charges to them during the pro forma period January 2010 through December 2010.  But, 152 

Ms. Ebrey has apparently concluded that during the upcoming six month period from 153 

January 2011 through June 2011, none of the planned costs in these and similar ITNs is 154 

“known and measurable”.  The work during the period January 2011 through June 2011 155 

is the same type of work completed during the prior periods.  Based on my review, I 156 

conclude with reasonable certainty, that the quantity of work identified in the pro forma 157 

is known and the investment amount is measureable. 158 

D. Responses to statements upon which Ms. Ebrey bases her recommendation to 159 
disallow certain portions of the ComEd pro forma 160 

Q. Staff witness Ms. Ebrey recommends disallowing certain projects included in the 161 

Company’s pro forma plant additions based on various statements in ComEd’s 162 

rebuttal testimony. 6  Do you have any comments regarding these statements? 163 

A. Yes.  Ms. Ebrey bases her recommended disallowance on her reading of certain 164 

statements in ComEd’s testimony.  For example, she indicates that for certain programs, 165 

                                                           
6 Ebrey Reb., Staff Exhibit 16.0, xx: 317–44. 
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“the projects anticipated to go into service have not received final approval” and that 166 

certain projects are a “core part of the work we do every month.”7  The ComEd 167 

statements are true8 and consistent with prudent management practice.  ComEd knows 168 

and has measured the level of investment in distribution plant necessary to meet its 169 

obligation to serve, has the work plans in place and has committed the resources 170 

necessary to ensure it meets that obligation.  The fact that ComEd finalizes certain 171 

portions of its work plans as circumstances change is prudent and reasonable, as well as 172 

common in the electric delivery industry.  These changes certainly do not support 173 

wholesale disallowances of large categories of costs based upon a claim that the entirety 174 

of such work has become unknown and not measurable. 175 

The remaining pro forma (January 2011 through June 2011) is for investments 176 

ComEd has authorized for its distribution system during the first half of 2011.  The 177 

investments are necessary to meet the ongoing operational needs of the distribution 178 

system and fulfill ComEd’s obligations to its customers.  Those costs are authorized 179 

specifically for that purpose.  Further, ComEd executive management has authorized 180 

specific investment amounts to various categories of work based on their knowledge of 181 

the type, amount, and cost of work needed to meet the system needs and fulfill the 182 

obligations to customers.  Within each specific work category, ComEd has authorized 183 

specific investment amounts to various subcategories of work referred to as projects.  184 

Examples include: 1) New Business Outside Chicago, 2) New Business Inside Chicago, 185 

3) Corrective Maintenance Emergency Cable Fault Replacement Inside Chicago, 4) 186 
                                                           
7 Ebrey Reb., Staff Exhibit 16.0, 17:319-31 
8 ComEd’s testimony refers to final approval of work down curves, work charts and work scopes, not final approval 
of projects.  See Donnelly Reb., ComEd Ex. 32.0, 51:1063-5, 53:1090-1, 58:1166-7. 
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Corrective Maintenance Overhead Distribution Defect Repairs, and 5) System 187 

Performance URD Cable Replacement. Those authorized investments in Distribution 188 

projects are needed to meet the system needs to provide safe, reliable, and responsive 189 

electric service and to fulfill obligations to customers. 190 

ComEd has committed the labor, tools, fleet, facilities, management systems, as 191 

well as entered into material supply contracts and ordered or received much of the 192 

materials that will be used to perform the work during the first half of 2011.  For these 193 

investments ComEd knows that it will be investing in poles, wires, insulators, relays, 194 

transformers, and other similarly standard types of property. 195 

Q. Do you agree that there are at least some facts that are not presently “known” to 196 

ComEd regarding its planned investment over the next six months?  197 

A. Yes, I agree, there are certain facts that cannot be “known” in advance and they are part 198 

of the inherent nature of ComEd’s work.  Such unknowns have to do with which specific 199 

customer will request the work or where a specific cable may unexpectedly fail in service 200 

and require emergency replacement.  Regardless of which customer or the location of the 201 

specific cable, ComEd will be installing standard types of property as they have done 202 

every year and are expected to do year after year.  As reported in my rebuttal testimony 203 

(ComEd Ex. 35.0) ComEd’s ability to know and measure the types and costs of that 204 

property, as demonstrated by comparing prior planned investments to actual investments, 205 

is very high. 206 

The pro forma is the sum of funds that have been authorized to meet specific 207 

needs.  Some of those needs will be met then charged to the Work Orders authorized to 208 

be charged to Blanket projects and some charged to Work Orders authorized to be 209 
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charged to Unique projects. Thousands of Work Orders make up each Blanket project. 210 

ComEd chooses to bundle some work into a unique project when it judges that doing so 211 

will improve accountability and efficiency, or meet some other management objective.  212 

Additionally, the bundled work must represent a large enough investment to justify the 213 

costs to separately authorize and manage the work as a unique project.  Currently that 214 

threshold is $100,000.  However, work is routinely completed by ComEd that never 215 

reaches the $100,000 threshold but is included in the various specific blankets in 216 

Capacity Expansion, Corrective Maintenance, New Business, Facility Relocation and 217 

System Performance.  218 

Q. Can you provide a specific example of work that ComEd must do on an emergent 219 

basis?  220 

A. Yes.  As examples: a pole that is hit by a car or a primary wire that is damaged during a 221 

minor storm.  In both of these cases no advance warning or request to respond to these 222 

would be available.  However, ComEd’s customers and, for that matter, the Commission, 223 

expects ComEd  to respond immediately to correct the condition, make the area safe and 224 

restore electric service if interruptions were to occur.  For the vast majority of cases like 225 

these, the cost to respond would not approach the $100,000 threshold.  But the 226 

Commission, ComEd and its customers would all expect these situations to be responded 227 

to and would expect ComEd to “know” in advance that the events would happen and 228 

“measure” the number of instances and costs that would be expected in the future and to 229 

respond immediately to them.  Not to do so would be unacceptable.   230 

Likewise, ComEd does not know where every new customer would want new or 231 

expanded service and not every project will cost $100,000 to provide the service 232 
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requirements.  However, the Commission, the new customer, and ComEd management 233 

require that the Company respond quickly and effectively regardless of where the new 234 

customer is located or whether it is a new or expanded service.  ComEd “knows” that 235 

these requests will be received, and its measurement of this work has proven reasonable 236 

and accurate.  It has made plans to ensure that the resources (manpower and materials) 237 

are available so that it can respond to these requests with a measured response in a timely 238 

and efficient manner. 239 

Ms. Ebrey further bases her recommended disallowance on statements from 240 

ComEd such as: 1)  “the exact list of projects may change as we prioritize our work 241 

throughout the year” 2) “the Direct Support blankets are “based on historical data and 242 

trends” 3) AFUDC is “next to impossible to build into budgets because it is so hard to tell 243 

exactly which projects will be open for over 60 days” 4) “we are constantly reprioritizing 244 

the projects on the work plan due to emergent requests and agency scheduling changes” 245 

5) “the amount of dollars going into service remains relatively true to our budget over 246 

time.”9 247 

The various statements by ComEd relate to the fact that ComEd organizes its 248 

work into units of work such as unique projects and blanket projects so that the work can 249 

be managed efficiently and priorities can be adjusted to correspond to changing customer 250 

needs and system operational requirements.  But, bundling units of work to ensure 251 

efficiency and shifting resources between those units to meet changing requirements does 252 

not materially change the units of property that will be installed. 253 

                                                           
9 Ebrey Reb., Staff Ex. 16.0, 17-18:325-41. 
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As I stated at the beginning of this testimony, I address the term “known and 254 

measurable” from the perspective of prudent management of utility investments and from 255 

that perspective, I want to re-emphasize that ComEd’s work within these blanket projects 256 

including during the first two quarters of 2011, is essential to providing safe, reliable, 257 

responsive electric service in accordance with its many regulatory requirements and 258 

obligation to serve.  The work is both known and measurable.  ComEd has demonstrated 259 

a robust, meticulous commitment and follow-through in planning for and performing this 260 

work in an efficient and reasonable manner.  They perform this work routinely and have 261 

demonstrated a high degree of accuracy between the level of investment that is planned 262 

and the level of investment that is actually placed into service. 263 

Q. Does this end you surrebuttal testimony? 264 

A. Yes. 265 


