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I. Introduction and Purpose1

A. Identification of Witness2

Q. What is your name?3

A. Robert Garcia.4

Q. Are you the same Robert Garcia who submitted direct and rebuttal testimony in 5

this proceeding?6

A. Yes.  My direct testimony is ComEd Ex. 1.0 and my rebuttal testimony is ComEd. Ex. 7

2.0.8

B. Purpose of Surrebuttal Testimony9

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?10

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Staff 11

of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”) witness Theresa Ebrey (Staff Ex. 3.0).12

C. Summary of Conclusions13

Q. In summary, what are your conclusions?14

A. With the filing of this surrebuttal testimony, all outstanding issues in contention have 15

been resolved. With respect to the proposed changes to Rider POU, as delineated in Staff 16

rebuttal testimony, ComEd accepts with some modification in proposed tariff language 17

the following: (1) all of Staff’s proposed data reporting requirements for the Annual 18

Report, specifically item f) and new item g); (2) the proposed April 15th deadline for the 19

submission of the Annual Report; (3) Staff’s proposal that ComEd update administrative 20

costs annually as part of the informational filing. Further, Staff’s proposed ordering 21

paragraph regarding the treatment of administrative fees charged for each POU purchased 22
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and recorded as Miscellaneous Service Revenues through the performance-based formula 23

rate mechanism is acceptable to ComEd.24

D. Identification of Exhibits25

Q. What exhibits are attached to and incorporated in your surrebuttal testimony?26

A. The following exhibits are attached to and incorporated in my surrebuttal testimony:27

Exhibit 3.1: Staff’s response to ComEd Data Request 3.0128
29

Exhibit 3.2: Redlined version of the proposed revisions to Rider POU. 30
  31

32
II. Rider POU33

A. Annual Report34

Q. In light of Staff rebuttal testimony regarding f) (“Amounts collected on POU 35

accounts previously written off”), does ComEd withdraw it objections to having to 36

create new business processes to track and provide data that is of uncertain 37

regulatory need or value? (See Staff Ex. 3.0, 3:51-59).38

A. Yes.  While Staff acknowledges that the data is not needed for their originally stated 39

purposes, Staff continues to express an interest in seeing such data. (See Staff Ex. 3.0, 40

3:53-55).  In the interest of narrowing the issues in this proceeding, ComEd withdraws its 41

opposition to creating the new business processes and providing item f) data in its annual42

reports. 43

Q. In acknowledging that the performance-based formula rate mechanism addresses 44

its concerns regarding double recovery, Staff proposes a new data item to report, 45

namely the amounts of administrative costs recovered through the discount rate and 46
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recorded in Miscellaneous Service Revenues.  (Staff Ex. 3.0, 5:89-6:111 and 8:161-47

162).  How does ComEd respond regarding the provision of this additional data?48

A. ComEd has no objections.49

Q. With regard to Staff’s proposed submission date for Rider POU’s annual report, 50

does ComEd agree with Staff’s proposed deadline of April 15th? (Staff Ex. 3.0;51

p.4:60 -71)52

A. Again, in the interest of resolving the outstanding issues in this proceeding, ComEd 53

withdraws its request for two more weeks to prepare the report. 54

B. Discount Rate and Cost Recovery55

Q. Has Staff withdrawn its opposition to the proposed $29.18 administrative charge 56

portion of the two-part discount rate under Rider POU?57

A. Yes.  In rebuttal testimony Staff conveys that its only issue regarding ComEd’s recovery 58

of administrative costs under Rider POU is the potential for double recovery of such costs 59

from both delivery service ratepayers and from participating RES’s. (Staff Ex. 3.0, 5:86-60

88).  As shown in Staff’s response to ComEd Data Request 3.01 (ComEd Ex. 3.1), in 61

light of how the performance-based formula rate mechanism addresses double recovery 62

concerns, Staff expressly withdraws its objections to the $29.18 administrative charge63

subject to acceptance of certain conditions.  Further, as shown in Staff’s response to 64

ComEd Data Request 3.02 (ComEd Ex. 3.1), Staff also has withdrawn its proposed tariff 65

language that would have required the administrative charge to be first set in the next 66

traditional rate case proceeding.67

Q. What are the conditions proposed by Staff?68
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A. The first is the inclusion of new data item g), as previously discussed and accepted.  The 69

second is the inclusion of an ordering paragraph regarding the treatment of administrative70

fees charged through the performance-based formula rate mechanism, which would 71

expressly require the revenues from these charges to be reflected as a reduction to the 72

revenue requirement. (See Staff Ex. 3.0, 6:105-7:135).73

Q. Are these conditions acceptable to ComEd?74

A. Yes.  Staff’s proposed ordering paragraph is consistent with ComEd’s proposed treatment75

of such revenues and, therefore, acceptable to ComEd.76

Q. With respect to Staff’s recommended provision to update the administrative cost 77

annually as part of the informational filing, Staff suggests it was unclear whether 78

ComEd accepted this provision.  (Staff Ex. 3.0, 7:136-10).  Does ComEd accept 79

Staff’s proposal? 80

A. Yes.  As indicated in my rebuttal testimony, it was unclear how annually updating the 81

administrative charge between traditional rate cases comported with Staff’s original 82

concerns regarding double-recovery. (See ComEd Ex. 2.0, 9:196-200).  However, the 83

reconciliation feature of the performance-based formula rate mechanism does resolve this 84

inconsistency.85

Q. Has ComEd prepared a redlined version of the revisions to the Rider POU tariff 86

that it has accepted pursuant to Staff’s recommendations?87

A. Yes. The redlined version of ComEd’s POU tariff language is included as part of this 88

surrebuttal testimony as ComEd Exhibit 3.2.  This draft captures all of Staff’s proposed89

revisions, and only rephrases and moves placement of the proposed language to be 90
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consistent with the structure and language used in similar tariffs.  ComEd Exhibit 3.2 also 91

incorporates the RES notification requirements proposed in response to the direct 92

testimony of Staff witnesses Christy Pound.  (See ComEd Ex. 2.0, 2:37-45). 93

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?94

A. Yes.95




