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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. What is your full name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Michael B. McMahan.  My business address is 2 Lincoln Centre, 10th Floor, 4 

Oakbrook Terrace, Illinois 60181. 5 

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

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) as Vice President, Smart 7 

Grid / Technology. 8 

Q. Are you the same Michael B. McMahan who has previously submitted direct and 9 

rebuttal testimony in this Docket? 10 

A. Yes. 11 

B. Purpose of Testimony 12 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 13 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to Staff witness John Stutsman’s 14 

recommendation that the Commission order ComEd to implement the Urban 15 

Underground Facility Reinvestment (“UUFR”) program included in ComEd’s Alternative 16 

Regulation proposal.  Mr. Stutsman continues to claim that this program is necessary for 17 

ComEd to provide reliable service.  The facts prove otherwise.  I also briefly respond to 18 

portions of the testimony of Staff witness Mr. Stoller.   19 
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II. UUIR / UUFR – Response to Staff Proposal to Mandate Work 20 

Q. Staff witness John Stutsman recommends that the “Commission order ComEd to 21 

undertake the [UUFR] project....”1  He believes this is appropriate because the 22 

project is “necessary.”  Is ComEd’s delivery system reliable in the absence of the 23 

UUFR project? 24 

A. Absolutely.  ComEd’s reliability is high any way you cut it, whether compared to other 25 

Illinois or its national peers.  We are consistently first or second among all Illinois 26 

utilities and perform in the top quartile nationally.2  And, our measured reliability 27 

performance is trending further upward, without UUFR.  We adhere to or exceed national 28 

and accepted industry standards of operation.  The Commission has not found that any 29 

portion of our service is unreliable or inadequate.  Nor has Staff made any such claim to 30 

the Commission.  Indeed, the fact that Mr. Stutsman must turn to documents dealing with 31 

the condition of the system more than a decade ago to locate criticisms of our reliability 32 

only underscores this fact. 33 

Q. Are the urban areas served by the underground facilities that are the subject of the 34 

UUFR project subject to atypically high frequency or duration of outages? 35 

A. No.  To the contrary, even in the absence of the UUFR project, they are among the most 36 

reliable areas of our delivery system.   37 

Q. Mr. Stutsman points to Ms. Blaise’s testimony in this docket that, in the absence of 38 

the UUFR program, refurbishing all manholes “could take up to 100 years to 39 

                                                 
 

1 Stutsman Reb., Staff Ex. 11, 12:243-44 and 16:339-340. 
2 ComEd’s 2009 year end overall SAIFI was 1.01 and CAIDI was 112 minutes. This compares to 

other Illinois utilities 2009 year end overall SAIFI of 0.99 to 2.51 and CAIDI of 76 to 462 minutes. 
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complete” and “replacement of cable will occur only as failure indicators appear” 40 

(Staff Ex. 11.0, 12:258-60), as if that is indicative of a failure to provide adequate 41 

service.  Is he correct? 42 

A. No.  The idea that equipment should be replaced in response to failure indicators is the 43 

standard and accepted way with which virtually all distribution cable in the United States 44 

is maintained.  There is nothing improper or suspect about it.  Likewise, manholes, unless 45 

they or the components in them fail or become degraded, should last virtually indefinitely 46 

with the proper maintenance.  There is nothing improper or deficient in a 100 year 47 

expected refurbishmnt cycle.   48 

The point of UUFR is not to remedy any defect, but to pilot new technology that 49 

can drive us beyond adequate and beyond even very good toward world class.  The 50 

purpose of the above information is to underscore how different the UUFR approach is 51 

from even well-executed traditional approaches.  They do not show, or even indicate, any 52 

failure to perform.   53 

Q. Mr. Stutsman also opines that the UUFR project would be “prudent and used and 54 

useful.”  (Staff Ex. 11.0, 12:245-6).  Can those conclusions be reached without 55 

regard to the funding of the program? 56 

A. One can; one cannot.  I agree with Mr. Stutsman that the assets related to the UUFR 57 

project will be used and useful.  Those assets will be serving customers and are 58 

appropriately designed and employed to provide that service.  59 

However, I cannot – and no one can – reach a valid opinion on the prudence of 60 

the project without knowing what else will be sacrificed to implement it.  The project is 61 

certainly beneficial.  That’s why we proposed undertaking it.  But, it is an incremental 62 



Docket No. 10-0527 
ComEd Ex. 9.0 

Page 4 of 5 

program – nearly $50 million dollars of work in the next 18 months above and beyond 63 

the work we are already undertaking.  And, it is an incremental program aimed at 64 

portions of our system that are already among the most reliable.  Unless the UUFR work 65 

is funded incrementally, it will compete with and displace other priorities.  I cannot say 66 

that is prudent. 67 

Q. Mr. Stoller suggests that the certificate of public convenience and necessity 68 

(“CPCN”) process may be available to ComEd for projects like those proposed 69 

through Rate ACEP.  Do you have anything to add to Dr. Hemphill’s response? 70 

A. Yes.  I am not an attorney and will not comment on the statute’s language, but 71 

historically, CPCNs  have been used for discrete physical plant investments that ComEd 72 

has viewed as obligatory, i.e., not only benefitting the public but as required to 73 

accomplish our basic delivery mission.  In addition, we have justified those projects’ 74 

costs in subsequent rate cases, even where a CPCN was issued 75 

Q. Finally, Mr. Stoller appears to equate ComEd’s position with advocating that its 76 

“duty to provide public utility service, described in the first sentence of Section 8-77 

101 of the Act, includes no more than merely fixing its commodity delivery facilities 78 

when they fail.”  (Staff Ex. 13.0, 6:103-5).  Is this correct? 79 

A. No, ComEd said no such thing.  ComEd’s existing approach is not only to wait for 80 

failure.  Moreover, ComEd’s existing approach to underground facility maintenance 81 

results in a system that is not only reliable, as I noted above, but is one of ComEd’s more 82 

reliable systems.  Our actual position is simple: there is a beneficial engineering approach 83 

that ComEd could undertake, at some considerable additional cost, but that ComEd is not 84 
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obligated to undertake.  As Dr. Hemphill testifies, the decision to invest must be made in 85 

parallel with the decision to collect the necessary funds.  ComEd therefore needs 86 

definitive Commission action before we can proceed.  That seems to me to be a 87 

reasonable request, and one that is in the public interest. 88 

III. Conclusion 89 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 90 

A. Yes.  91 


