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I. Introduction and Purpose 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. Please state your name.   3 

A. Michael S. Brandt.   4 

Q. Are you the same Michael S. Brandt who submitted direct testimony on behalf of 5 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in this docket? 6 

A. Yes.  My initial testimony is ComEd Exhibit 2.0.   7 

B. Purposes of Testimony 8 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain issues raised by the Staff of 10 

the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”) in its direct testimony.  Specifically, I 11 

respond to Staff witness Ms. Hinman’s recommendation that ComEd modify its Rider 12 

EDA – Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Adjustment (“Rider EDA”) annual 13 

reports to include a comparison of each plan year’s budgeted versus actual expenditures 14 

and to file certain evaluation and quarterly reports.  I also respond to Staff witness Mr. 15 

Tolsdorf’s proposed revenue adjustment to disallow nearly $190,000 and his 16 

recommendations regarding the Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity’s 17 

(“DCEO”) annual report and certain travel expenses. 18 

In addition to my rebuttal testimony, ComEd witness Martin G. Fruehe (ComEd 19 

Ex. 4.0) will respond to Mr. Tolsdorf’s proposal to disallow the recovery of ComEd’s 20 

prudent and reasonable incentive compensation costs recovered through Rider EDA. 21 
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II. Response to Ms. Hinman’s Recommendations 22 

Q. Recommendation (1) in Ms. Hinman’s direct testimony is to have the “Commission 23 

direct the Company to include in its next Rider EDA Annual Report a comparison 24 

of the EE Plan Year budgets versus actual EE expenditures by program-level and 25 

portfolio-level cost categories consistent with those articulated in the Company’s EE 26 

Plan approved by the Commission.”  Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 4:64-68.  Please 27 

comment on this recommendation.  28 

A. ComEd agrees to provide the comparison described by Ms. Hinman in a form that is 29 

substantially similar to the one she requests.  Because ComEd does not manage to the 30 

individual cost categories for each program, but allows the program manager the 31 

flexibility to manage to the total budget, ComEd will make every effort to report 32 

expenses in the same cost categories provided in the Plan.  However, ComEd must retain 33 

the flexibility to identify the most appropriate individual cost category or categories for 34 

the various expenses, especially in cases where an expense cannot be clearly defined by 35 

one cost category, but rather goes across two or more categories.     36 

Q. Has Staff made any other requests with respect to reporting? 37 

A. Yes, it has.  During a conversation with Staff, Ms. Hinman requested that ComEd file 38 

certain reports in pending or closed Commission dockets.  In particular, Ms. Hinman 39 

requested that the annual independent evaluation reports that are filed in, and the subject 40 

of, the annual evaluation dockets also be filed in the reconciliation docket for the same 41 

Plan Year.  For example, the Plan Year 2 evaluation reports would be filed in the Plan 42 

Year 2 reconciliation docket once they become available.  In addition, Staff has requested 43 
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that ComEd file the quarterly status reports it provides to the Stakeholder Advisory 44 

Group in the original, closed Plan docket to which the quarterly status reports relate.  45 

Q. What is ComEd’s response to these requests? 46 

A. Without commenting on whether these reports are relevant to this docket, ComEd has 47 

agreed to file these reports in the requested dockets as a courtesy to Staff and for 48 

informational purposes only.  ComEd filed the Plan Year 2 evaluation reports in this 49 

docket on January 18, 2012, and ComEd filed the quarterly reports in ICC Docket Nos. 50 

07-0540 and 10-0570 on January 24, 2012.  51 

III. Response to Mr. Tolsdorf’s Recommendations 52 

Q. In his direct testimony, Mr. Tolsdorf claims that “the Company’s reported revenue 53 

is $189,020 less than the calculated revenue” (Tolsdorf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 5:119-20) 54 

and therefore should be disallowed.  Do you agree with Mr. Tolsdorf’s proposed 55 

disallowance? 56 

A. No, I do not.  Mr. Tolsdorf’s claim that ComEd collected an additional $189,020 is not 57 

only unsupported, but is contradicted by all of the evidence provided by ComEd in this 58 

docket.  As shown on pages 1 and 2 of ComEd’s Annual Report (ComEd Ex. 1.0), 59 

ComEd collected revenues from retail customers during Plan Year 2 of $70,546,051, 60 

which is $189,020 less than that claimed by Mr. Tolsdorf.  ComEd’s figure is supported 61 

by the detail provided in the attachment to ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request ST 62 

1.03 labeled as ST 1.03_Attach 1, which provides a breakdown of revenue collected for 63 

each month of PY2 by customer class.  This detail is generated based on queries of the 64 

daily ledger feeds from the ComEd billing system, and reflects the Rider EDA revenue 65 

that is collected and recorded under the unique product code of 298.   66 
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In general, the total actual Rider EDA revenues for PY2 are calculated by 67 

multiplying the actual kilowatt-hours (“kWh”) delivered by customer class by the Rider 68 

EDA rate, and then applying applicable billing adjustments.  During PY2, this 69 

computation reflected $70,735,071 in calculated revenue (actual kWh delivered by 70 

customer class multiplied by the Rider EDA rate) less billing adjustments of $189,020, 71 

which equaled total actual revenue of $70,546,051.  The $189,020 difference, which is 72 

less than one half of one percent of the total revenue (i.e., 0.27%), reflects the fact that 73 

ComEd issues over 45 million bills per year, and inevitably there will be rounding 74 

variances and adjustments for various reasons.  With respect to rounding variances, these 75 

occur when total kWhs are multiplied by the Rider EDA rate, which is presented as a 76 

fraction of a cent.  For example, a residential bill may calculate Rider EDA revenue of 77 

$1.244, but only $1.24 is collected due to rounding.  With 45 million bills produced 78 

annually, these minute variances can contribute to the difference between actual revenue 79 

billed and revenue calculated.  Billing adjustment also account for the difference between 80 

actual revenue billed and revenue calculated, and include the following: 81 

 Cancel Rebill Due to Meter Error That Required Equipment to Be Replaced:  82 

This occurs when a meter is no longer accurately working and must be replaced. 83 

 Cancel Adjust Due to Fast, Slow or Damaged Meter:  This occurs when a meter is 84 

inaccurately recording usage or damaged by customers or storms. 85 

 Cancel Rebill for Inaccurate Estimated Bill:  The system automatically calculates 86 

estimated billing based on past usage.  An estimated bill may be inaccurate and 87 

require adjustment when the actual usage varies from the estimated usage. 88 
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 Cancel Rebill for Accounts Billed at Wrong Rate:  A customer may be billed at 89 

the wrong rate if inaccurate information is given by the customer when the 90 

customer initiates services (e.g., common area of condominium building not 91 

properly identified as non-residential), usage substantially increases or decreases 92 

(e.g., commercial and industrial customer usage fluctuations), or if the premises 93 

changes function (e.g., residential customer converts to a daycare facility). 94 

When these adjustments occur, many of which are manually adjusted, the Rider EDA rate 95 

may not be properly applied during each adjustment.  The result is that the revenue 96 

collected through Rider EDA, while almost 100% tied to the total kWh sales (i.e., 97 

99.74% accurate), can potentially have a slight variance.  In this case, that variance was 98 

$189,020.  99 

Mr. Tolsdorf, however, relies only on the mathematical computation of revenue 100 

and ignores the reality of the Plan Year 2 billing adjustments and rounding variances.  101 

Mr. Tolsdorf, in essence, is asking the Commission to require ComEd to return money 102 

that it never collected in the first place and, therefore, does not have.  As I described 103 

earlier, there is no evidence that supports the claim that this revenue was ever collected 104 

and therefore I recommend that the Commission reject Mr. Tolsdorf’s proposed 105 

disallowance. 106 

Q. At the time Mr. Tolsdorf filed his direct testimony, DCEO had not yet filed a report 107 

for its PY2 reconciliation, and therefore he noted Staff’s request to reserve the right 108 

to file supplemental direct testimony to address the DCEO report at a later date.  109 

Tolsdorf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 7:155-59.  How does ComEd respond to this request? 110 
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A. While ComEd does not object to Staff’s request, ComEd notes that DCEO filed its annual 111 

report on December 6, 2011, and since that time Staff represented during a January 12, 112 

2012 status hearing that it did not intend to file any supplemental direct testimony.  Tr. at 113 

26:7-10. 114 

Q. Can you please explain the travel expense that Mr. Tolsdorf discusses in his 115 

testimony?  116 

A. Yes.  Mr. Tolsdorf identified one invoice that shows a travel expense for an alcoholic 117 

beverage of $6, and recommends that ComEd address this expense in its rebuttal.  118 

ComEd has reviewed this expense and, in order to narrow the issues in the case, will 119 

remove the cost of this beverage from the costs recovered through Rider EDA in this 120 

reconciliation docket. 121 

Q.  Does this conclude your testimony? 122 

A. Yes.   123 


