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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 Michelle Blaise.  My business address is 2 Lincoln Center, 10th Floor, 4 

Oakbrook Terrace, Illinois 60181. 5 

Q. Are you the same Michelle Blaise who has previously submitted testimony on behalf 6 

of Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in this Docket? 7 

A. Yes, my direct testimony is ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 5.0 and my rebuttal testimony is 8 

ComEd Ex. 17.0. 9 

B. Purposes of Surrebuttal Testimony 10 

Q. What are the purposes and subjects of your surrebuttal testimony? 11 

A. My surrebuttal testimony responds to the proposed adjustments to ComEd’s projected 12 

plant additions for 2011 by witnesses for Staff (“Staff”) of the Illinois Commerce 13 

Commission (“Commission”).  I explain why Staff’s proposed adjustments should be 14 

rejected and why ComEd’s projected plant additions are or will be prudently incurred, 15 

reasonable in amount, and used and useful. 16 

C. Exhibits 17 

Q. Are any exhibits attached to your testimony? 18 

A. Yes.  ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 26.1 is a copy of ComEd’s Corrected Response to Staff 19 

Data Request RWB 8.01.   20 
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II. Projected Plant Additions for 2011 21 

A. Response to Staff’s Proposed Adjustments for Specific Projects 22 

Q. Does Staff continue to propose an adjustment concerning specific electric 23 

distribution projects included in ComEd’s projected plant additions for 2011? 24 

A. Yes.  Staff witness Yassir Rashid (Rashid Reb., Staff Ex. 19.0, 2:24-36) recommends that 25 

the Commission disallow $14,926,065 from inclusion in rate base for the cost of certain 26 

projects that have now been cancelled, scheduled for completion subsequent to December 27 

31, 2011, placed on hold, categorized as transmission projects, or completed with dollars 28 

not currently closed to 2011 plant in service.  Mr. Rashid’s adjustment also includes one 29 

project he claims is treated as a blanket program. 30 

Q. What is the basis for Mr. Rashid’s proposed adjustment? 31 

A. Mr. Rashid testifies that the rationale for his recommended adjustment continues to be 32 

that these projects are not used and useful.  Rashid Reb., Staff Ex. 19.0, 2:37 – 3:55.  Mr. 33 

Rashid also expresses other concerns based on these projects that I will address later in 34 

my testimony. 35 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Rashid’s continuing recommendation to disallow from 36 

rate base the costs of certain discrete projects that have been cancelled or will not be 37 

completed in 2011? 38 

Mr. Rashid’s proposed adjustment is a partial update of ComEd’s projection 39 

based on post-projection actual results for a subset of specific projects identified in the 40 

projection, and is not proper or reasonable for the reasons stated in my rebuttal testimony.  41 

Blaise Reb., ComEd Ex. 17.0, 2:31 – 6:111.  Mr. Rashid’s recommendation fails to 42 
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acknowledge or take into account that what is ultimately at issue here is ComEd’s overall 43 

projection of plant additions for 2011.  Mr. Rashid has created a project-specific 44 

retrospective test for purposes of his analysis that is not reflected in any language of the 45 

statute.  For the reasons explained in my direct testimony, ComEd’s “projected plant 46 

additions” for 2011 reflects a reasonable projection of plant additions for 2011 that are or 47 

will be prudently incurred, reasonable in amount, and used and useful.   48 

With one exception discussed later in my testimony, the facts relied upon by Mr. 49 

Rashid do not show or otherwise support the position that ComEd’s projected capital 50 

additions for 2011 will not be incurred or will be incurred for investments that are not 51 

used and useful in providing delivery service.  Instead, with the benefit of hindsight, Mr. 52 

Rashid has identified specific projects that did not proceed as expected at the time of the 53 

projection.  Project-specific variations are expected given the dynamic operating 54 

conditions and service requirements of an electric delivery services company, and are not 55 

generally indicative of an unreasonable or inaccurate forecast.  Mr. Rashid’s analysis 56 

disregards the fact that projects not specifically identified at the time a forecast is 57 

developed routinely emerge, and the scope of some projects that are identified expand.  58 

Indeed, as indicated in my rebuttal testimony and further detailed in ComEd Ex. 26.1, we 59 

now know that actual plant additions for 2011 exceeded projected plant additions for 60 

2011.  I do not point to this fact to expand the projected plant additions for 2011 that 61 

ComEd seeks to include in the performance-based formula rate.  Rather, I point to this 62 

fact because it confirms that ComEd’s original projection was and continues to be 63 

reasonable and not overstated. 64 
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Mr. Rashid also appears to have lost sight of the fact that the statute under which 65 

ComEd made its filing provides that a utility may include and recover through its 66 

performance-based formula rate “projected plant additions” for the calendar year in 67 

which the utility files its data or inputs for the performance-based formula tariff.  220 68 

ILCS 5/16-108.5(c) and (d).  I am not a lawyer and am not offering a legal opinion, but I 69 

note that the statutory language makes no mention whatsoever of “projects”.  Id.  Because 70 

the data and input filings in this and future cases did or will occur prior to the end of the 71 

filing year (220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(c) and (d)), the projected plant additions are and will be 72 

forward looking because they include plant additions that will be completed (i.e., placed 73 

in service) after the filing date.  Further, my understanding of the statute is that the 74 

projected plant additions will be used to set rates that will become effective the year after 75 

the filing year.  While the statute makes no mention of projects and provides for recovery 76 

of forward looking “projected” costs, Mr. Rashid would deny recovery of plant addition 77 

costs based on a failure to predict the exact mix of specific projects that will occur in the 78 

future notwithstanding the reasonableness of the overall projection.  This approach is 79 

unreasonable and contrary to the evidence. 80 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Rashid’s characterization of the projects at issue (Rashid 81 

Reb., Staff Ex. 19.0, 1:10 – 2:36)? 82 

A. While I disagree with some of Mr. Rashid’s characterizations, I do not dispute that with 83 

the benefit of hindsight we now know that some of the projects in the subset of projects 84 

identified by Mr. Rashid have been cancelled or have current expected completion dates 85 

after the end of 2011.  Nor do I dispute that we know two projects involve transmission 86 

rather than distribution investments.  But I disagree in general with Mr. Rashid’s 87 
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statements to the effect that ComEd itself “cancelled” or somehow “delayed” or “pushed” 88 

the completion date for projects.  In general, cancellations – and cancellations for new 89 

business and facility relocation projects in particular – are the result of customer 90 

decisions that eliminate the need for the work ComEd was planning to perform for the 91 

customer.  Similarly, changes in expected completion dates for new business and facility 92 

relocation projects are generally the result of customer decisions that affect the scope or 93 

timing of the planned work.  However, it is also true that customers make decisions that 94 

increase the amount of work ComEd is required to perform or move up the date by which 95 

ComEd must complete work. 96 

To the extent Mr. Rashid is contending that no work was completed and placed in 97 

service on investment tracking number (“ITN”) 13507, he is incorrect.  ITN 13507- 98 

O’Hare Modernization Project is a long term project (overall project to be completed in 99 

2016) with discreet individual work orders that are completed over relatively short time 100 

periods and placed in service at the completion of each work order.  While the overall 101 

project has a completion date of 2016, components of the project are completed and 102 

placed in service each year – including 2011.  This is different than the typical project 103 

where none of the work is placed in service operationally until the completion or near 104 

completion of the overall project.  In this limited sense, ITN 13507 is similar to work 105 

under blanket programs that are used to manage large numbers of similar small 106 

investments that are completed and placed in service as the individual investments are 107 

completed (e.g., daily, weekly, or monthly).  Mr. Rashid refers to the statement in 108 

ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request ENG 1.01 that ITN 13507 is a long-term 109 

project that functions similar to a blanket in that it that has multiple discrete work orders 110 
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being completed and placed in service as the work orders are completed.  Rashid Reb., 111 

Staff Ex. 19.0, 4:84-6.  ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request ENG 1.01 did not say 112 

that ITN 13507 was a blanket program or otherwise express any confusion about ITN 113 

13507.  Rather, the response merely explained why ComEd’s 2011 projected plant 114 

additions included an amount for ITN 13507 notwithstanding that the completion date for 115 

all of the work to be performed under ITN 13507 is in 2016.  ITN 13507 was included in 116 

the projected plant additions for the portion of the project that was projected to be 117 

completed in 2011. 118 

Similarly, for the three projects identified as “Complete - dollars not currently 119 

closed to 2011 plant in service” in ComEd’s Supplemental Responses to Staff Data 120 

Requests ENG 2.01 and 2.02, Mr. Rashid wrongly assumes those projects were not 121 

completed and placed in service during 2011.  As noted in the data request responses, 122 

these projects were completed.  I will address these ITNs in more detail later in my 123 

testimony. 124 

Q. You stated earlier that there was an exception to your disagreement with Mr. 125 

Rashid’s proposed adjustment.  Is ITN 13507 the exception to your disagreement 126 

with Mr. Rashid? 127 

A. No.  Mr. Rashid’s analysis of ITN 13507 is based on an incorrect factual understanding 128 

or assumption, and as a result is improper.  As explained above, ITN 13507 is a multi-129 

year project with a 2016 completion date for all of the work to be performed under that 130 

project.  However, that overall project consists of multiple smaller projects that will be 131 

completed and placed in service each year.  ITN 13507 was neither cancelled nor 132 
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rescheduled, and the work planned for completion in 2011 is properly included in 133 

ComEd’s projected plant additions for 2011.   134 

Q. Mr. Rashid also states as follows regarding ITN 13507:  “The fact that ComEd did 135 

not include ITN 13507 in its response to Staff DR ENG 2.01 affirms that ComEd 136 

treats ITN 13507 as a blanket program. Therefore, ITN 13507 has no place on the 137 

capital projects list. This is another reason for the cost associated with ITN 13507 to 138 

be removed from this part of rate base. This concerns me because ComEd may have 139 

included this project twice in rate base, once as a capital project and again as part of 140 

its blanket programs.” Rashid Reb., Staff Ex. 19.0, 4:86 – 92.  How do you respond? 141 

A. Mr. Rashid’s statements are incorrect.  The reason ITN 13507 was not identified in 142 

response to Staff Data Requests ENG 2.01 or ENG 2.02 is because it was not “cancelled” 143 

and did, as explained above, have costs for work that was completed and placed in 144 

service in 2011.  As stated in ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request ENG 1.01 and 145 

explained above, ITN 13507 “is a long-term project that functions similar to a blanket 146 

that has multiple discrete work orders being completed and placed in service” as the 147 

overall project progresses.  ITN 13507 is a capital project, and there is no basis for Mr. 148 

Rashid’s assertion that it should not be included in plant additions.  Similarly, I can 149 

conceive of no reasonable or logical basis for Mr. Rashid’s statement that this ITN 150 

somehow presents a double counting issue.  ComEd Ex. 4.6, WPB-2.4 lists all dollars, 151 

both positive and negative, forming any part ComEd’s overall projected plant additions 152 

for 2011.  It includes investments identified as blankets, as well as unique projects.  It 153 

includes overhead costs as well as projected management challenge cost reductions.  ITN 154 
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13507 is only listed once, and the fact that ComEd explained that this ITN “functions” 155 

like a blanket ITN has no logical relationship to Mr. Rashid’s assertion of “double 156 

counting.”  Rather, the statement that ITN 13507 functions like a bucket simply explains 157 

that even though the overall project identified as ITN 13507 is expected to be completed 158 

in 2016, discrete work orders under that ITN are started, finished, and placed in service 159 

on a short term basis. 160 

Q. What is the limited exception to your general disagreement with Mr. Rashid’s 161 

proposed adjustment? 162 

A. As noted earlier, Mr. Rashid also includes in his proposed adjustment two ITNs (ITNs 163 

46127 and 46128) in the combined amount of $171,776 that have been identified as 164 

transmission projects.  ComEd did not intend to include any transmission costs in its 165 

jurisdictional (i.e., distribution) projected plant additions for 2011.  These two ITN’s 166 

were inadvertently included in ComEd’s original projected plant additions for 2011.  I do 167 

not dispute that these two investments will not be used and useful in providing 168 

jurisdictional delivery services, and should not be included in projected plant additions 169 

for 2011.  This is a correction to ComEd’s 2011 projected plant additions based on the 170 

status of these projects at the time the projection was developed, and does not constitute a 171 

true up or after the fact update based on actual results. 172 

Q. Mr. Rashid expresses concern that other transmission projects may have been 173 

included in ComEd’s projected capital additions for 2011, and requests that ComEd 174 

attach an exhibit to its surrebuttal testimony listing all transmission projects that it 175 

included in rate base.  Rashid Reb., Staff Ex. 19.0, 5:100-11.  How do you respond? 176 



Docket No. 11-0721 
ComEd Ex. 26.0 

Page 9 of 17 

A. ComEd’s prior effort to identify any projects that were cancelled or had completion dates 177 

after December 31, 2011 should have identified any transmission projects included in 178 

ComEd’s projected capital additions.  The only transmission projects identified through 179 

that effort were ITNs 46127 and 46128.  ComEd has received Staff Data Request ENG 180 

3.01 which asks ComEd to identify any other transmission projects included in rate base.  181 

ComEd will conduct further investigation and respond to Staff Data Request ENG 3.01. 182 

Q. Mr. Rashid also included $0.47 million in his proposed adjustment for projects that 183 

were identified in response to Staff Data Requests ENG 2.01 and 2.02 as “complete”, 184 

but with “dollars not currently closed to 2011 plant in service.”  Rashid Reb., Staff 185 

Ex. 19.0, Schedule 19.1.  How do you respond? 186 

A. It is not clear why Mr. Rashid included these projects in his proposed adjustment.  In 187 

ComEd’s Supplemental Response to Staff Data Request ENG 2.01, ComEd identified 188 

three projects on the list that were in fact “complete” but did not have dollars closed to 189 

plant in service in 2011.  These particular projects were not cancelled and the work was 190 

completed during 2011.  While paperwork or other processing may not have advanced to 191 

the stage necessary for costs to be included in actual year-end figures, there is no basis 192 

for excluding these projects from ComEd’s projected plant additions for 2011. 193 

Q. Mr. Rashid states that examining ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request ENG 194 

2.01 revealed projects for amounts as low as $29.00.  Rashid Reb., Staff Ex. 19.0, 195 

6:119 - 7:144.  He cites to ComEd’s capitalization policy produced in response to a 196 

Staff data request in ComEd’s 2007 rate case, and contends that “[l]isting a project 197 

that costs less than $25,000 as [SIC] capital project is not consistent with ComEd’s 198 
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own capitalization policies.”  Id.  Finally, he expresses concerns about the criteria 199 

upon which ComEd labels a project as a capital project, asserts there could 200 

somehow be double counting of “projects” and “blankets,” and requests that 201 

ComEd address these concerns.  Id.  How do you respond? 202 

A. Let me start with the capitalization policy produced as part of a data request response in 203 

ComEd’s 2007 rate case attached to Mr. Rashid’s testimony as Attachment A.  Mr. 204 

Rashid appears to have misread that document, and in any event has mischaracterized the 205 

ComEd capitalization policy attached to his testimony.  The reference to projects over 206 

$25,000 that Mr. Rashid identifies is only applicable to the capitalization of interest.  The 207 

full paragraph containing the $25,000 reference relied upon by Mr. Rashid is as follows: 208 

Interest incurred during the construction of major facilities should also be 209 
capitalized. Generally, major facilities are those with a total expected 210 
expenditure of greater than $25,000 and an expected construction period 211 
of greater than 30 days. Examples of facilities for which interest would be 212 
capitalized include power plants and transmission lines. 213 

Rashid Dir., Staff Ex. 19.0, Att. A, p. 3.  This language does not state, as indicated by Mr. 214 

Rashid, that only projects over $25,000 are capitalized.  Rather, it states that interest 215 

incurred during construction is not capitalized unless the total expected expenditure for 216 

the project is over $25,000 and the expected construction period is longer than 30 days. 217 

With respect to Mr. Rashid’s request that ComEd identify the criteria ComEd’s 218 

uses to identify costs as capital costs, ComEd capitalizes costs consistent with its current 219 

capitalization policy.  ComEd’s processes and controls are designed to ensure compliance 220 

with applicable capitalization policies. 221 

Mr. Rashid also appears to be under the misimpression that the amounts listed in 222 

ComEd’s projection of plant additions for 2011 for specific projects always represent 223 
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gross costs for a given project.  This is incorrect.  For example, ComEd’s projected plant 224 

additions include offsets for customer contributions where applicable.  Thus, small dollar 225 

amounts sometimes reflect the fact that customers are responsible for reimbursing 226 

ComEd (Contributions in Aid of Construction) for a portion of the costs of a particular 227 

project. 228 

Finally, for reasons similar to those explained earlier with respect to ITN 13507, 229 

there is no basis for any concern with respect to double counting based on capitalization 230 

policy.  All capital projects, whether managed as part of a blanket program or a unique 231 

project, are reflected in ComEd’s projected plant additions for 2011.  A project could 232 

only be double counted if it was listed twice, and our financial controls prevent such 233 

double counting.  Similarly, ComEd’s capitalization policy applies to all work – whether 234 

it is managed as part of a blanket program or involves a unique project.  There is not one 235 

list for “blanket” costs and another list for unique “project” costs.  If the same ITN were 236 

listed twice, it would be readily apparent. 237 

Q. Your rebuttal testimony explained that Mr. Rashid’s direct testimony adjustment of 238 

ComEd’s projected plant additions failed to take into account that actual plant 239 

additions for any given year will reflect both additions and subtractions to specific 240 

projects that are identifiable at the time a forward looking projection is made.  Mr. 241 

Rashid’s response suggests that an assessment of whether plant additions are 242 

prudent, reasonable, and used and useful can only occur on a “project” basis, he 243 

characterizes your position as “allow[ing] ComEd to replace the cost of its originally 244 

forecasted capital projects with the cost of projects that it did not include in its 2011 245 

forecast,” and he argues that “it is inappropriate and premature to consider 246 
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including variations from ComEd 2011 capital plant additions forecast in the instant 247 

formula proceeding.”  Rashid Reb., Staff Ex. 19.0, 7:145 – 9:192.  What is your 248 

reply? 249 

A. While Mr. Rashid mischaracterizes my position, his statement that “it is inappropriate 250 

and premature to consider including variations from ComEd 2011 capital plant additions 251 

forecast in the instant formula proceeding” is correct -- but is exactly what he proposes to 252 

do through his adjustment.  Outside of the limited exception to my disagreement with Mr. 253 

Rashid’s adjustment discussed earlier in my testimony, Mr. Rashid has not presented any 254 

analysis or argument showing that ComEd’s forecast of 2011 plant additions somehow 255 

constituted a forecast of capital costs that were not prudent, reasonable, or used and 256 

useful.  Instead, he has merely identified a subset of after the fact variations from the 257 

specific projects that were identified at the time the projection was made, and used those 258 

project specific variations to implement a partial one-sided update of ComEd’s forecast.  259 

Conversely, I have not used the actual 2011 results to change ComEd’s projected 2011 260 

plant additions.  Rather, I referred to the actual 2011 results for what they are relative to 261 

ComEd’s original projection -- factual information that is available and confirms that 262 

ComEd’s overall projection of plant additions for 2011 was reasonable and does not, as 263 

asserted by Mr. Rashid, overstate projected plant additions. 264 

I disagree with Mr. Rashid’s assertion that plant additions can only be assessed on 265 

a project by project basis.  That is clearly one basis upon which to assess prudence, 266 

reasonableness, and used and usefulness.  But it is not the only means.  The detailed 267 

processes and controls described in my direct testimony explain why costs that are 268 

ultimately incurred through those processes and controls will be prudently incurred, 269 
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reasonable in amount, and used and useful.  The forward looking nature of the projected 270 

plant additions necessarily requires a focus on the overall projection, and does not require 271 

a mandatory and unwavering project specific assessment.  A complete project-by-project 272 

showing in the context of a forward looking projection as suggested by Mr. Rashid is not 273 

reasonable, particularly in the context of the management of a dynamic electric delivery 274 

system.  Absolute project-by-project precision is simply not possible in the context of a 275 

forward looking projection. 276 

Similarly, Mr. Rashid’s argument that the Commission would somehow be 277 

prevented from making appropriate adjustments under my position is a red herring based 278 

on a mischaracterization of my position.  Mr. Rashid suggests that under my position any 279 

potential disallowance would simply be met with a replacement project.  This is not my 280 

position and I have not proposed to add a single project to ComEd’s projection of 2011 281 

plant additions.  My response simply pointed out that it is improper to engage in Staff’s 282 

proposal for a partial update of a utility’s forecast based on actual results.  I have never 283 

suggested that an adjustment would be improper if a project included in a plant addition 284 

forecast failed to independently meet the used and useful criterion (e.g., if a planned 285 

capacity expansion project was not needed at the time of the forecast).  Indeed, I have not 286 

contested the part of Mr. Rashid’s adjustment based on facts that were or could have been 287 

known at the time of the forecast (i.e., the transmission projects). 288 

B. Response to Proposed Adjustment to 2011 Projected Plant Additions Based 289 
on an Historical Comparison of Budgeted and Actual Plant Additions 290 

Q. Does Staff continue to propose an adjustment to ComEd’s projected plant additions 291 

for 2011 based on an historical comparison of budgeted and actual plant additions? 292 
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A. Yes.  Staff witness Richard W. Bridal II. (Bridal Reb., Staff Ex. 16.0, 3:50 – 9:182) 293 

continues to recommend that the Commission adjust ComEd’s projected plant additions 294 

for 2011 based on an historical comparison of budgeted and actual plant additions.  He 295 

also responds to my rebuttal testimony on this issue. 296 

Q. Did Mr. Bridal modify his proposed adjustment to projected plant additions in his 297 

rebuttal testimony? 298 

A. Yes.  Mr. Bridal updated his adjustment to include the impact of Year-to-Date (“YTD”) 299 

actual information through October 2011.  Bridal Reb., Staff Ex. 16.0, 3:58-67.  Mr. 300 

Bridal’s Workpaper 16.01 and Staff Ex. 16.0, Schedule (“Sch.”) 16.01, p. 2, show that 301 

the effect of this update is to change Mr. Bridal’s calculation of an historical actual to 302 

budgeted plant additions ratio from 94% to 96% (i.e., reducing his adjustment from 6% to 303 

4%). 304 

Q. Does this revision change your opinion that his adjustment is inappropriate? 305 

A. No.  Mr. Bridal’s adjustment continues to be inappropriate for the reasons stated in my 306 

rebuttal testimony.  Blaise Reb., ComEd Ex. 17.0, 6:114 – 9:183. 307 

Q. Have you identified any other issues or concerns regarding Mr. Bridal’s update? 308 

A. Yes.  First, while Mr. Bridal updated his analysis for more current data (as of October 309 

2011), he did not use the most current data available (year end 2011) that was provided in 310 

ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request RWB 8.01.  ComEd Ex. 26.1.  As stated in my 311 

rebuttal testimony, using year-end 2011 results and the more recent 2008 through 2011 312 

time period changes the historical average ratio of actual plant additions to budgeted 313 
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plant additions to 99.044% on an overall basis.  Blaise Reb., ComEd Ex. 17.0, fn. 3.  314 

Using year-end 2011 results and the 2006 through 2011 time period utilized by Mr. 315 

Bridal changes the historical average ratio of actual plant additions to budgeted plant 316 

additions to 97.2% for all plant and to 96.9% for distribution plant.  Second, Mr. Bridal’s 317 

schedule that calculates his adjustment net of Mr. Rashid’s adjustment (Schedule 16.01, 318 

p. 2) contains formula errors that result in an overstatement of Staff’s proposed 319 

adjustments.  Finally, I note that Mr. Bridal describes his calculation as the “historical 320 

spending variance from budgeted plant additions ….”  Bridal Reb., Staff Ex. 16.0, 4:88.  321 

This is inaccurate.  The numbers that Mr. Bridal compared reflect amounts projected to 322 

be placed in service during particular years and amounts actually placed in service during 323 

particular years.  This comparison does not independently capture when spending occurs.  324 

ComEd could actually spend 99.9% of its planned expenditures on a project in year one, 325 

but if the in service date moves from the end of year one to the beginning of year two, all 326 

of those dollars would be reflected in year two under an in service analysis.  In such a 327 

situation, ComEd would show a large actual to budget variance for that ITN for year one 328 

even though ComEd spent 99.9% of its projected spend.  329 

Q. Mr. Bridal responds to the reasons you gave for your disagreement with his 330 

proposed adjustment to projected plant additions.  Bridal Reb., Staff Ex. 16.0, 5:92 331 

– 9:182.  Have Mr. Bridal’s responses caused you to reconsider your disagreement 332 

with his proposed adjustment? 333 

A. No.  While I disagree with most of Mr. Bridal’s responses, I do so for the same reasons 334 

indicated in my rebuttal testimony.  For instance, Mr. Bridal’s assertion that the reasons 335 
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for historical variances are irrelevant in applying historical variances to current 336 

projections will produce unreasonable and unprincipled results.  The multiple and 337 

dynamic considerations that electric delivery utilities must take into account in prudently 338 

planning their investments could not be replaced by applying simple averages to past 339 

results, and it is unreasonable and does not produce a just and reasonable result to adjust 340 

planned expenditures based on simple average variances that are not “smart.”  Similarly, 341 

I disagree with the assertion that the existence of a reconciliation proceeding under the 342 

statute authorizing the performance-based formula rates is irrelevant.  Clearly, projections 343 

of plant additions can and should be reviewed for reasonableness.  But it would be 344 

wasteful and inefficient to prematurely bring reconciliation-type adjustments into these 345 

proceedings to set initial charges under the performance-based formula tariff. 346 

My strongest disagreement with Mr. Bridal is with respect to his assertion that the 347 

Commission should basically disregard or treat as inconsequential the fact that we now 348 

know what the actual plant addition results were for 2011.  Mr. Bridal argues that since 349 

this will be the only proceeding where actual results will be available due to the different 350 

timing of future cases, we should not consider that fact in this case.  This argument is 351 

unreasonable and illogical.  We have actual evidence of the exact item that was projected.  352 

ComEd is not proposing to substitute actual results for the projection.  But actual results 353 

are clearly the best indicator of whether the projection is in fact reasonable and accurate 354 

or overstated.  Such information is clearly more relevant and informative with respect to 355 

whether ComEd’s projected plant additions are reasonable and accurate than Mr. Bridal’s 356 

historical ratios.  In short, we know that Mr. Bridal’s proposed adjustment will produce 357 

an inaccurate result. 358 
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For all these reasons, Staff’s proposed adjustment should be rejected. 359 

III. Conclusion 360 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 361 

A. Yes.  362 


