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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Martin G. Fruehe.  My business address is Three Lincoln Centre, Oakbrook 4 

Terrace, Illinois 60181. 5 

Q. Are you the same Martin G. Fruehe who submitted revised direct testimony on 6 

behalf of ComEd? 7 

A. Yes.    8 

B. Purpose of Testimony 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the direct testimony of Attorney 11 

General (“AG”) witness Michael Brosch; Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission 12 

(“Staff”) witnesses Richard Bridal, Daniel Kahle, Michael McNally and Scott Tolsdorf; 13 

and Citizens Utility Board/City of Chicago/Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers 14 

(“CUB/City of Chicago/IIEC”) witness Michael Gorman.    15 

C. Summary of Conclusions 16 

Q. What are the conclusions in your rebuttal testimony? 17 

A. In summary, I present ComEd’s updated rate base and operating expenses, and in 18 

addition I conclude the following: 19 

1. (1) ComEd’s 2012 Reconciliation Revenue Requirement based upon 20 

actual 2012 costs is $2,134,427,000; (2) ComEd’s 2014 Initial Rate Year Revenue 21 
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Requirement is $2,189,267,000; and (3) ComEd’s 2014 Rate Year Net Revenue 22 

Requirement, to go into effect in January 2014 is $2,361,814,000.   23 

2. Mr. Brosch’s recommendations concerning the allocation of ComEd’s 24 

General & Intangible Plant should be rejected. 25 

3. Mr. Kahle’s original cost recommendation should be accepted. 26 

4. Staff witness Tolsdorf’s proposed disallowance of ComEd’s payment of 27 

interest on customer deposits should be rejected. 28 

5. Staff witness Bridal’s recommendations regarding ComEd’s Long-Term 29 

Performance Share Awards Program (“LTPSAP”) should be accepted, and the 30 

recommendations proposed by Mr. Brosch and Mr. Gorman regarding the LTPSAP 31 

should be rejected. 32 

6. Staff witness Mr. Tolsdorf’s recommendation regarding energy efficiency 33 

incentive compensation should be rejected. 34 

7. Mr. Bridal’s recommendations regarding payroll taxes directly related to 35 

incentive compensation should be rejected. 36 

8. ComEd does not object to Mr. Brosch’s recommendation regarding the 37 

allocation of late payment charges related to Rider PORCB - Purchase of Receivables 38 

with Consolidated Billing (“Rider PORCB”) with the understanding that the Commission 39 

should make a final definitive determination on this issue – on a prospective basis only – 40 

in the PORCB reconciliation docket, but his recommendation regarding late payment 41 

charges allocated to transmission should be rejected. 42 

9. This proceeding may not be the correct venue for Mr. Tolsdorf’s 43 

recommendation regarding Rider PE. 44 
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10. Staff Witness Mr. McNally’s revision to ComEd’s cost of long term debt 45 

should be accepted. 46 

11. Staff has made several other recommendations pertaining to the operating 47 

reserve, incentive compensation, storm costs, merger costs, promotional advertising, 48 

outside services, transmission legal fees, AMI pilot amortization, and charitable 49 

contributions that ComEd either believes are appropriate or agrees to in order to limit the 50 

issues in this formula rate update proceeding, without waiving any right to object to the 51 

same or similar proposals in a future proceeding.  While ComEd does not believe it is 52 

necessary, again in order to limit the issues in this proceeding, and without waiving any 53 

right to object to the same or a similar proposal in a future proceeding, ComEd does not 54 

object to Mr. Gorman’s recommendation to revise the calculation of the accumulated 55 

deferred income taxes (“ADIT”) associated with the projected plant additions.  56 

D. Itemized Attachments to Rebuttal Testimony 57 

Q. What are the attachments to your rebuttal testimony? 58 

A. The attachments to my rebuttal testimony are: 59 

(1) ComEd Ex. 14.01 contains the applicable schedules and appendices of ComEd’s 60 

revenue requirement formula, populated with data reflecting ComEd’s 2014 Rate 61 

Year Net Revenue Requirement and its components for charges to become 62 

effective with the January 2014 monthly billing period. The amounts presented 63 

are largely the same as presented in ComEd Ex. 3.01 REV adjusted for the issues 64 

discussed later in my rebuttal testimony:  65 

 Revenue Requirement Formula Schedule (“Sch”) FR A-1, Sch FR A-1 - 66 

REC, Sch FR A-2, Sch FR A-3, Sch FR A-4, Sch FR B-1, Sch FR B-2, 67 
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Sch FR C-1, Sch FR C-2, Sch FR C-3, Sch FR C-4, Sch FR D-1, Sch FR 68 

D-2, Appendix (“App”) 1, App 2, App 3, App 4, App 5, App 6, App 7, 69 

App 8, App 9, App 10, and App 11. 70 

(2) ComEd Ex. 14.02 contains the workpapers that support the schedules and 71 

appendices in ComEd Ex. 14.01.  72 

(3) ComEd Ex. 14.03 contains the following “Part 285” schedules that are required 73 

to be submitted in a general rate case under Part 285 and support the revenue 74 

requirement calculations associated with Sch FR A-1 – REC: 75 

 Part 285 Schedule As:  A-2 RY, A-2.1, A-4 RY, and A-5 RY; 76 

 Part 285 Schedule Bs:  B-1 RY, B-2 RY, B-2.1, B-2.2, B-2.3, B-2.6, 77 

B-2.7, B-2.8, B2.9, B-3, B-4, B-5, B-5.1, B-5.2, B-5.3, B-6, B-7, B-7.1, B-78 

7.2, B-8, B-8.1, B-9, B-9.1, B-10, B-11, B-12, B-13, B-14, and B-15; 79 

 Part 285 Schedule Cs:  C-1 RY, C-2 RY, C-2.2, C-2.3, C-2.4, C-2.5, 80 

C-2.6, C-2.7, C-2.8, C-3, C-4, C-5 RY, C-5.1, C-5.2, C-5.3, C-5.4 RY, C-81 

5.5, C-6, C-6.1, C-6.2, C-7, C-8, C-9, C-10, C-10.1, C-11.1, C-11.2, 82 

C-11.3, C-11.4, C-12, C-13, C-14, C-15, C-16, C-17, C-18, C-19, C-20, C-83 

21, C-22, C-23, C-24, C-25, C-26, C-27, C-28, C-29, C-30, C-31, C-32, 84 

and C-33; and 85 

 Part 285 Schedule Ds:  D-1, D-2, D-3, D-4, D-5, D-6, D-7, D-8, D-9, D-86 

10, D-11, and D-12.   87 

(4) ComEd Ex. 14.04 contains workpapers that support the Part 285 schedules 88 

included in ComEd Ex. 14.03.  89 
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(5) ComEd Ex. 14.05 contains the following Part 285 schedules that support the 90 

2014 Rate Year Net Revenue Requirement presented on Sch FR A-1 to the extent 91 

that they differ from the Part 285 schedules that support the 2012 Reconciliation 92 

Revenue Requirement presented in Sch FR A-1 – REC: 93 

 Part 285 Schedule As:  A-1 FY, A-2 FY, A-4 FY, and A-5 FY; 94 

 Part 285 Schedule Bs:  B-1 FY, B-2 FY, B-2.4 FY, and B-2.5 FY; and 95 

 Part 285 Schedule Cs:  C-1 FY, C-2 FY, C-2.1 FY, C-5 FY, and C-5.4 FY.   96 

(6) ComEd Ex. 14.06 contains workpapers that support the Part 285 schedules 97 

included in ComEd Ex. 14.05. 98 

(7) ComEd Ex 14.07 contains a detailed bridge of the changes from ComEd’s  99 

revenue requirement as presented in ComEd Ex. 3.18 to its revenue requirement 100 

as presented in ComEd Ex. 14.01.  Page 2 of this exhibit contains a summary of 101 

ComEd’s Revenue Requirement adjustments related to Docket Nos. 07-0566, 10-102 

0467, 11-0721 and 12-0321. 103 

(8) ComEd Ex 14.08 includes data request responses referenced in my rebuttal 104 

testimony.  105 

(9) ComEd Ex. 14.09 contains an update to ComEd Ex. 3.09, rate case expenses 106 

included in ComEd’s revenue requirement.  107 

II. DELIVERY SERVICE REVENUE REQUIREMENT  108 

A. 2012 Reconciliation Year Revenue Requirement 109 

Q. Have you updated ComEd’s 2012 Reconciliation Year revenue requirement? 110 

A. Yes.  As shown in ComEd Ex. 14.01, Sch FR A-1 REC, line 23, ComEd’s updated 2012 111 

Reconciliation Year revenue requirement is $2,134,427,000.  This amount incorporates 112 
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adjustments, including adjustments to operating expense, rate base and cost of capital, 113 

agreed to by ComEd described later in my rebuttal testimony. 114 

B. 2014 Initial Rate Year Revenue Requirement 115 

Q. Have you updated ComEd’s 2014 Initial Rate Year revenue requirement? 116 

A.  Yes.  As shown in ComEd Ex. 14.01, Sch FR A-1, line 23, ComEd’s updated 2014 117 

Initial Rate Year revenue requirement is $2,189,267,000.  This amount incorporates 118 

adjustments, including adjustments to operating expense, rate base and cost of capital, 119 

agreed to by ComEd described later in my rebuttal testimony. 120 

C. 2014 Net Rate Year Revenue Requirement 121 

Q. Have you updated ComEd’s 2014 Net Rate Year revenue requirement? 122 

A. Yes.  As shown in ComEd Ex. 14.01, Sch FR A-1, line 36, ComEd’s updated 2014 Net 123 

Rate Year revenue requirement is $2,361,814,000.  This amount incorporates 124 

adjustments, including adjustments to operating expense, rate base and cost of capital, 125 

agreed to by ComEd described later in my rebuttal testimony and is the revenue 126 

requirement to go into effect in January, 2014. 127 

III. ALLOCATION OF GENERAL AND INTANGIBLE PLANT  128 

Q. Mr. Brosch recommends that the allocation methodologies that the Commission 129 

used in Docket No. 12-0321 be applied here without change.  What is your response? 130 

A. I disagree for the reasons stated in my direct testimony and reiterated below.  See ComEd 131 

Ex. 3.0 REV.  Furthermore, Mr. Brosch does not provide any substantive objection to the 132 

updated Facilities Allocation Study that I presented in my direct testimony as ComEd Ex. 133 

3.15, and simply claims that the changes resulting from the Study “should be understood 134 
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before they are implemented.”  Brosch Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 7:137.  I agree that they should 135 

be, and for that reason I referenced and attached the updated Facilities Allocation Study 136 

to my direct testimony.  Mr. Brosch, however, does not indicate what if anything he fails 137 

to understand about the updated Facilities Allocation Study.  Moreover, Mr. Brosch did 138 

not propound a single data request that questioned or inquired into any aspect of the 139 

updated Facilities Allocation Study despite having two and a half months between the 140 

time I filed my direct testimony and the due date of his direct testimony. 141 

Q. Does Mr. Brosch correctly cite the reasons the allocation to delivery service has 142 

changed in the updated study? 143 

A. Not entirely.  Mr. Brosch states that I provided two explanations in my direct testimony, 144 

but his reference to lines 353-358 is incorrect.  Brosch Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 7:141-142.  The 145 

portion of my revised direct testimony referencing the first reason for the change appears 146 

at lines 446-451 and explains that one of the drivers of the change in facility allocation 147 

was that several floors of ComEd’s Lincoln Centre 2 building that were previously 148 

subleased to a third party and not included in the 2009 facilities allocation study are now 149 

occupied by ComEd personnel associated with the delivery service function, not 150 

personnel performing administrative duties as Mr. Brosch indicates.  Compare Fruehe 151 

Dir., ComEd Ex. 3.0 REV, 21:446-451 with Brosch Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 7:138-144. 152 

Q. Did Mr. Brosch accurately portray the second reason for the change? 153 

A. Again, not entirely.  As I discussed at lines 451-456 of my revised direct testimony, the 154 

previous study allocated space designated as administrative and general (“A&G”) based 155 

upon the ratio of other space within a particular building identified as transmission or 156 
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distribution.  Fruehe Dir., ComEd Ex. 3.0 REV, 21:451-22:456.  Upon review, ComEd 157 

found that this was inconsistent with how all other non-directly assigned A&G costs are 158 

allocated, which is through the Wages and Salaries (“W&S”) allocator.   159 

Q. Can you provide an example of this inconsistency? 160 

A. Yes.  For example, assume a particular building has five equally sized floors, with three 161 

of them occupied by transmission personnel, one occupied by distribution personnel and 162 

one occupied by ComEd’s human resource (A&G) department.  In the previous study, the 163 

space occupied by the human resource personnel would be allocated 75% to transmission 164 

and 25% to distribution, but all other costs associated with that department (e.g., payroll, 165 

benefits, telephones, computers) would be allocated using the W&S allocator, 88.48% in 166 

ComEd’s current filing.  This creates an illogical mismatch.  167 

Q. In the updated study, are there additional drivers of the changes in the allocation to 168 

delivery service, other than those that you discussed in your revised direct 169 

testimony? 170 

A. Yes.  Staff recently issued a data request to ComEd (Staff Data Request WRJ 3.01) 171 

asking ComEd to run the allocation study with the space designated as A&G allocated in 172 

the same manner as approved by the Commission in Docket No. 12-0321.  Responding to 173 

Staff’s data request has shown that a more significant driver of the changes is the use of 174 

the facilities themselves.  I note that although I did not discuss this in my revised direct 175 

testimony, ComEd Ex. 3.15 contained the study itself and clearly identified how the 176 

allocations were calculated.   177 

Q. Do any other changes to the facilities study warrant discussion? 178 
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A. Yes.  The study approved in Docket No. 05-0597 (and used in subsequent delivery 179 

service rate cases) was based upon a review of square footage, performed in 2005, which 180 

attempted to directly assign ComEd’s facilities as transmission, distribution, customer or 181 

A&G.  182 

Q. What do you mean by “attempted to directly assign ComEd facilities”? 183 

A. The previous study in fact directly assigned only a very small percentage of ComEd’s 184 

owned facilities, initially designating 85% of ComEd’s owned facilities as both 185 

transmission and distribution.  The study then used a modified wages and salaries 186 

allocator (based solely upon transmission and distribution salaries) to allocate these 187 

facilities.  In other words, the vast majority of ComEd’s owned facilities were allocated 188 

using a wages and salaries allocator.  189 

Q. Does ComEd’s updated study provide a more accurate direct assignment of 190 

facilities? 191 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s updated study, based upon employee head count per facility, provides a 192 

more accurate view of the use of each facility.  Only approximately 11% of ComEd’s 193 

owned facilities were designated as both transmission and distribution and 89% were 194 

directly assigned as transmission, distribution, customer or A&G.  195 

Q. How does the updated study allocate the space designated as both transmission and 196 

distribution? 197 

A. Rather than using a wages and salaries allocator, the updated study assigns this space 198 

based upon the work performed by these departments.  Specifically, based on a review of 199 

project-level charges from these departments, ComEd determined that 62% of the work 200 
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performed was ultimately charged to distribution accounts; accordingly, 62% of these 201 

facilities were functionalized as distribution.  The previous study, by contrast, assigned 202 

82% of these departments as distribution based upon the overall ratio of distribution 203 

wages to total distribution and transmission wages.  204 

Q. Does any of this change your position on the proper allocation of G&I Plant? 205 

A. No.  Quite the opposite, it reinforces my position that ComEd’s business and use of 206 

facilities has changed.  As illustrated in the response to Staff’s recent data request to 207 

which I made reference earlier in this section, more employees and facilities are devoted 208 

to delivery service than ever before.   209 

Q. Has ComEd applied the Wages and Salaries allocator to all its G&I plant, and in 210 

particular, the facilities included in G&I plant? 211 

A. No.  ComEd has complied with the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 11-0721 and has 212 

applied the results of an updated, direct assignment facilities allocation study, along with 213 

all other allocation methods ordered by the Commission in that docket to allocate its G&I 214 

plant.  215 

Q. What, then, is ComEd’s position on the allocation methodology? 216 

A. Although ComEd is applying the methodology ordered by the Commission in Docket No. 217 

11-0721 (with the changes to the study I just described), ComEd believes the 218 

Commission should adopt the same methodology used by FERC – the Wages and Salary 219 

allocator – to allocate all G&I plant (except for Communications Equipment which is 220 

directly assigned) so that no costs are “trapped” between jurisdictions, and for the other 221 
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reasons I have previously stated.  If the facilities allocator methodology is nonetheless 222 

applied, it should reflect the results of ComEd’s updated Facilities Allocation Study. 223 

IV. RATE BASE 224 

A. 2012 Reconciliation Year Rate Base 225 

Q. Have you updated ComEd’s 2012 Reconciliation Year rate base? 226 

A. Yes.  As I describe below, ComEd has made several adjustments to its 2012 227 

Reconciliation Year rate base.  After making these adjustments, ComEd’s updated 2012 228 

Reconciliation Year rate base is $6,389,262,000.  ComEd Ex. 14.01, Sch FR B-1, line 28.  229 

B. 2014 Initial Rate Year Rate Base 230 

Q. Have you updated ComEd’s 2014 Initial Rate Year rate base? 231 

A. Yes.  In addition to the changes to the 2012 Reconciliation Year rate base, which are also 232 

reflected in ComEd’s 2014 Initial Rate Year rate base, ComEd has, as described below, 233 

corrected its 2013 projected plant additions and made an additional adjustment to the 234 

associated ADIT.  After making these adjustments, ComEd’s 2014 Initial Rate Year rate 235 

base is $6,702,419,000. ComEd Ex. 14.01, Sch FR B-1, line 36. 236 

Q. In ComEd Ex. 2.0 REV, Ms. Brinkman notes that ComEd uncovered errors in its 237 

initial calculation of its 2013 projected plant additions (resulting in an 238 

understatement of approximately $75,000 of revenue requirement) and that if 239 

ComEd’s revenue requirement was recalculated in the future, ComEd would 240 

include the corrected amounts.  Does ComEd’s rebuttal filing include the corrected 241 

amounts in its projected plant additions? 242 
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A. Yes.  The change results in an increase to ComEd’s 2014 Net Rate Year revenue 243 

requirement of $77,000.  This data related to ComEd’s projected plant additions is 244 

reflected in ComEd Ex. 14.01, App 1, and ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 19.  245 

C. Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 246 

1. Projected Plant Additions 247 

Q. CUB/City of Chicago/IIEC witness Michael Gorman claims that ComEd has failed 248 

to take account of $10.5 million of ADIT associated with $25.6 million of additional 249 

depreciation above the 50% bonus depreciation.  What is your response? 250 

A. Although ComEd does not believe this adjustment is necessary due to the true-up that 251 

occurs in the reconciliation, ComEd does not oppose Mr. Gorman’s recommendation and 252 

has revised the ADIT associated with its projected plant additions accordingly.  ComEd 253 

Ex. 14.01, App 1, line 39, column (E) and ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 19. 254 

D. Operating Reserves and Accrued Liabilities 255 

1. Accrued Vacation Pay 256 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Bridal recommends a revision to the calculation of ComEd’s 257 

operating reserve (net of Cash Working Capital).  Do you agree with Mr. Bridal’s 258 

adjustment? 259 

A. Yes.  ComEd has reflected this adjustment on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 5, page 7.   260 

E. Original Cost Finding 261 

Q. Staff witness Daniel Kahle recommends that the Commission approve 262 

$15,654,123,000 as the original cost of plant as of December 31, 2012, but that if the 263 

Commission makes any adjustments to plant a commensurate adjustment should 264 
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also be reflected in the original cost determination.  Does ComEd agree with this 265 

recommendation? 266 

A. Yes.  We accept the language proposed by Mr. Kahle, (Kahle Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 7:114-267 

120), for insertion into the Commission’s Order in this proceeding. 268 

V. OPERATING EXPENSES 269 

A. Total Operating Expenses 270 

Q. What are ComEd’s 2012 total operating expenses? 271 

A. ComEd’s 2012 total operating expenses are $1,678,970,000 as shown on ComEd Ex. 272 

14.01, Sch FR A-1, line 11.  273 

B. Interest on Customer Deposits 274 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Tolsdorf recommends a disallowance of interest on customer 275 

deposits that ComEd paid to customers in 2012.  Do you agree with this proposal? 276 

No, I do not.  Mr. Tolsdorf does not contend that this amount was not paid.  Instead he 277 

bases his disallowance on the idea that ComEd was not required to make these payments 278 

inasmuch as the Commission-approved interest rate on deposits in 2012 was zero percent.  279 

However, as ComEd explained to Mr. Tolsdorf in its Response to Staff Data Request ST 280 

3.01 (attached as ComEd Ex. 14.08), ComEd paid interest on deposits at the rate that was 281 

in effect at the time the deposit was received by ComEd.  ComEd’s payment was based 282 

on an interpretation of the Commission’s rule on customer deposits (83 Ill. Admin. Code 283 

§ 280.70) that was undertaken in good faith and is reasonable.  This is not, as Mr. 284 

Tolsdorf states, a payment made because of a “quirk” or an “intricacy” (Tolsdorf Dir., 285 

Staff Ex. 3.0, 5:113-6:117) of ComEd’s billing system.  This interpretation, under which 286 

ComEd has made these payments, has been in effect for a number of years and has never 287 
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been challenged.  In short, these are real dollars that ComEd paid in good faith based on a 288 

longstanding interpretation of the administrative code.  ComEd has no objection to 289 

changing the manner in which it pays interest on customer deposits so long as the 290 

requirement that it do so be uniformly applied throughout Illinois and be effective only 291 

prospectively, and that ComEd be compensated for the costs of changes in its billing 292 

system needed to accommodate the new protocol.  I would point out that the cost of such 293 

changes is likely to be greater than any amounts that might be saved by customers as a 294 

whole because of the change in protocol. 295 

C. Incentive Compensation 296 

1. Long-Term Performance Share Awards Program 297 

Q. Mr. Bridal characterizes your proposed inclusion of 50% of the payments under the 298 

LTPSAP as unexplained and “completely arbitrary” and proposes instead to 299 

disallow 86.4% of the LTPSAP costs.  What is your position on these costs? 300 

A. I believe my testimony set forth a reasonable explanation of the reasons ComEd selected 301 

50% as a fair amount to exclude, but in order to narrow the issues (and without prejudice 302 

to our position on this or a similar issue in a future proceeding) ComEd will accept Mr. 303 

Bridal’s number and related explanation as reflecting a reasonable allocation based on the 304 

record in this case.    305 

Q. What is your response to Mr. Brosch’s proposal to eliminate 2012 LTPSAP costs in 306 

their entirety? 307 

A. Mr. Brosch’s proposal supposes that none of the metrics underlying the LTPSAP are 308 

acceptable, proper under Commission precedent and EIMA, or benefit customers.  This 309 

clearly is not the case.  Mr. Bridal correctly acknowledges that customers do benefit from 310 
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some LTPSAP goals and presents a defensible approximation of allowable LTPSAP 311 

costs in light of the facts and governing legal requirements.  Mr. Brosch does not.  Mr. 312 

Bridal’s proposal is explicitly based on the percent of permissible metrics related to 313 

ComEd distribution services, a fact ignored by Mr. Brosch.  Mr. Brosch simply 314 

speculates that achievement of results related to those metrics played little or no role in 315 

the award of LTPSAP payments – despite his own exhibit that specifically notes that 316 

ComEd’s performance against the “outage frequency” metric was “its best on record.”  317 

AG Ex. 1.9, p. 2.  Mr. Brosch’s proposal should be rejected as unlawful and improper.  318 

Q. What is your response to Mr. Gorman’s similar proposal to remove 100% of the 319 

LTPSAP costs from ComEd’s revenue requirement? 320 

A. I disagree with Mr. Gorman’s proposal for the same reasons I disagree with Mr. 321 

Brosch’s.  I would also note that Mr. Gorman relies on ComEd’s Response to Staff Data 322 

Request RWB 10.04 and its attachment labeled RWB 10.04 (CONFIDENTIAL AND 323 

PROPRIETARY) for his argument that the LTPSAP has no percentage payouts 324 

associated with any of its goals.  While the ultimate assignment of goal weighting is up to 325 

the Compensation Committee of the Board of Directors, Mr. Gorman completely ignores 326 

the fact the attachment to ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request RWB 10.04, labeled 327 

as RWB 10.04 (CONFIDENTIAL AND PROPRIETARY), makes clear that the 2012 328 

LTPSAP included operational goals that ComEd met or exceeded.  329 

2. Disallowed Incentive Compensation  330 

a. Depreciation and ADIT 331 

Q. Mr. Bridal testifies that ComEd has agreed to adjust the operating statement and 332 

rate base for depreciation expense, accumulated depreciation and ADIT associated 333 
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with ComEd’s removal of various incentive compensation costs shown on ComEd 334 

Sch B-2.6.  Is this correct? 335 

A. Yes, and ComEd agrees with the calculations of this adjustment shown on Mr. Bridal’s 336 

Schedule 1.17, except that the dollars should be expressed in “thousands.”  These 337 

derivative adjustments have been included on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 1, page 1, subpage 338 

2 of 2, column (K). 339 

3. Energy Efficiency Incentive Compensation 340 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Tolsdorf proposes a disallowance of incentive compensation paid 341 

to energy efficiency employees because costs such as these “should be 342 

evaluated/analyzed for rate recovery” under the Energy Efficiency and Demand 343 

Response Adjustment rider (“Rider EDA”).  What is your response? 344 

A. Recovery of these costs has become a Catch-22.  Staff says ComEd is not allowed to 345 

recover them in a formula rate update proceeding because they should be evaluated for 346 

recovery through Rider EDA.  If Staff, or the Commission, were to commit to allow them 347 

to be recovered through Rider EDA – instead of simply being “evaluated” in those 348 

proceedings – ComEd would not disagree.  But, as Mr. Tolsdorf recognizes in his 349 

testimony, the Commission has held such costs to be not recoverable under Rider EDA.  350 

Tolsdorf Dir., Staff Ex. 3.0, 8:189-9:209.  To recommend their disallowance here on 351 

grounds they should be “evaluated” in a Rider EDA case even though Staff is already 352 

aware of the Commission’s disallowance of those same costs in a Rider EDA proceeding 353 

is neither reasonable nor fair.  354 
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Q. In the Rider EDA reconciliation proceeding, did the Commission determine that the 355 

incentive compensation costs associated with Energy Efficiency employees were 356 

imprudent? 357 

A. No.  The ICC ruled that the costs were not specifically related to energy efficiency and 358 

thus were not recoverable through the rider.  Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket 359 

No. 10-0537 (Order October 17, 2012) at 24-25.  The Commission’s Order did not 360 

discuss the prudence of these costs and no party has ever suggested they are either 361 

imprudent or unreasonable.   362 

Q. Why does ComEd believe it is appropriate to recover in formula rates the incentive 363 

compensation costs for incremental energy efficiency employees whose costs are 364 

otherwise recoverable through Rider EDA? 365 

A. As ComEd stated in its Response to Staff Data Request RWB 8.03, all ComEd 366 

employees, including those who perform work related to ComEd’s energy efficiency 367 

programs, participate in its Annual Incentive Plan (“AIP”).  While several different goals 368 

must be attained to permit an AIP award, each employee’s individual award is dependent 369 

upon the individual employee’s performance and the overall level of success ComEd 370 

achieved during a particular year.  In other words, ComEd does not administer different 371 

plans for different departments (which would be difficult to do and add additional costs), 372 

and all employees contribute to and share in the overall successes achieved during the 373 

year.  The incremental energy efficiency employees are ComEd employees who make 374 

substantial contributions to the achievement of the AIP metrics.  Specifically, these 375 

employees are included among the 1,493 ComEd employees who are part of the 376 

Customer Operations organization.  As explained in detail by ComEd witness Ronald 377 
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Donovan, these employees contributed toward achievement of the incentive plan metrics 378 

in innumerable ways, including, among others: (i) the OSHA Recordable Rate Metric; (ii) 379 

the Outage Frequency and Duration Metrics; (iii) the Customer Satisfaction Index Metric; 380 

and (iv) the Total O&M and Capital Costs Metrics.  Donovan Dir., ComEd Ex. 6.0 381 

CORR, 29:613-35:741.  In brief, the incremental energy efficiency employees’ 382 

contributions included creating a safe working environment, reducing the frequency and 383 

duration of outages through their participation in storm restoration efforts, increasing 384 

customer satisfaction through the offering of energy efficiency solutions, and controlling 385 

expenses.  Mr. Donovan’s testimony explaining the contributions made by these 386 

employees towards realization of AIP goals has never been questioned. 387 

Q. Mr. Tolsdorf also recommends disallowance of some of these costs on grounds that 388 

they pre-date 2012.  Do you agree with this disallowance? 389 

A. No.  This is part of the same Catch-22.  These are $713,000 of costs incurred in 2009, 390 

2010 and 2011, recovery of which was sought through Rider EDA but disallowed by the 391 

Commission there.  Had the Commission allowed recovery in those proceedings in which 392 

Mr. Tolsdorf says they should be evaluated, ComEd would not be here seeking their 393 

recovery.  These costs were initially recorded as part of a regulatory asset, but because of 394 

their disallowance in the Rider EDA proceeding they were expensed by ComEd in 2012 395 

and appear in ComEd’s FERC Form 1.  In short, because they were expensed in 2012 and 396 

not recovered through Rider EDA, they are properly recoverable here. 397 
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D. Charitable Contributions 398 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Tolsdorf is proposing to disallow a portion of otherwise allowable 399 

charitable contributions to reflect the “value” of goods and services that ComEd 400 

allegedly received in exchange for the contributions.  What is your response? 401 

A. In order to limit the issues in this proceeding, and without waiving any right to object to 402 

the same or a similar proposal in a future proceeding, ComEd will not object to Mr. 403 

Tolsdorf’s proposal.  404 

Q. Has ComEd made any other adjustments to its charitable contributions? 405 

A. Yes.  As discussed in ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request ST 2.03 and its 406 

attachment labeled as ST 2.03_Attach 1, ComEd inadvertently included its donation to 407 

the Science and Technology Fund, which is required by Section 16-108.6 (f) of EIMA, 408 

with its charitable contributions, which are included in ComEd’s Administrative and 409 

General (A&G) Expenses on App 7, line 5.  The total amount of A&G expenses is 410 

functionalized to delivery service by application of the Wages and Salaries allocator 411 

(88.48%).  By law, ComEd is allowed to recover 70% of this donation.  By including this 412 

donation in A&G expenses to which the W&S Allocator is applied, however, ComEd 413 

will recover only 63% of the payment rather than the allowed 70%.  In 2012 ComEd 414 

donated $3,803,000 to the Science and Technology Fund, of which 70%, or $2,662,000 415 

of the fund should be recovered.  If kept in A&G expenses, only $2,355,000 would be 416 

recovered, resulting in an under-recovery of $307,000.  To rectify this, ComEd has 417 

moved the Science and Technology Fund donation out of A&G and into Customer 418 

expense. 419 

Q. Please explain how this adjustment was made in the formula rate. 420 
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A. ComEd removed $2,662,000 from charitable contributions on ComEd Ex. 14.01, App 7, 421 

line 5, column (F) (A&G), and included it on App 7, line 5, column (D) (Customer 422 

Accounts). 423 

Q. What is the change to the revenue requirement as a result? 424 

A. The revenue requirement is increased by $307,000, which allows ComEd to fully recover 425 

this cost. 426 

E. Advertising Expense 427 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Bridal proposes disallowance of several items of what he considers 428 

to be “promotional” advertising.  How do you respond? 429 

A. ComEd believes that benefits, such as promoting energy efficiency and informing 430 

customers about smart grid, are associated with the items he is recommending 431 

disallowance of.  However, in order to limit the issues in this proceeding, and without 432 

waiving any right to object to the same or a similar proposal in a future proceeding, 433 

ComEd will not object to Mr. Bridal’s proposal.  This adjustment is reflected on ComEd 434 

Ex. 14.02, WP 7, page 2, line 37, column (D) (Customer Service and Informational 435 

Accounts).  436 

Q. Mr. Tolsdorf also recommends disallowance of expenditures for ComEd’s 437 

sponsorship of “Chicago Forward.”  Is this disallowance proper? 438 

A.  In order to limit the issues in this proceeding, and without waiving any right to object to 439 

the same or a similar proposal in a future proceeding, ComEd will not object to Mr. 440 

Tolsdorf’s proposal.  This adjustment is reflected on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 7, page 2, 441 

line 35, column (E) (A&G). 442 
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F. 2012 Storm Costs 443 

Q. Mr. Tolsdorf makes an adjustment to the amount of storm costs to be amortized, 444 

and the amortization amount, claiming that actual costs were less than set forth in 445 

the estimate upon which ComEd’s amortization was based.  Does ComEd contest 446 

this adjustment?   447 

A. No.  ComEd accepts the calculation set forth in Staff Ex. 3.0, Schedule 3.04.  This 448 

adjustment is reflected on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 8, line 3a, column (B). 449 

G. Merger Costs 450 

Q. Mr. Tolsdorf similarly makes an adjustment to the 2012 merger costs, to correct for 451 

the inclusion in ComEd’s calculation of what he considers to be an incorrect wages 452 

and salary allocator and an incorrect inclusion of promotional advertising expense.  453 

Does ComEd contest either of these adjustments?  454 

A. No.  ComEd accepts the calculation set forth on Staff Ex. 3.0, Schedule 3.05.  This 455 

adjustment is reflected on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 8, line 4, column (B). 456 

H. Outside Services 457 

Q. Mr. Tolsdorf also testifies that ComEd has accepted the adjustments shown on his 458 

Schedule 3.06 relating to certain outside professional services.  Does ComEd agree 459 

to these adjustments? 460 

A. Yes.  This adjustment is reflected on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 7, page 2, line 38, column 461 

(E) (A&G). 462 
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I. Transmission Legal Fees 463 

Q. Mr. Tolsdorf also claims that ComEd has agreed to the removal from the revenue 464 

requirement of certain transmission-related legal fees.  Is this accurate?  465 

A. Yes, ComEd agrees with the adjustment presented in Staff Ex. 3.0, Schedule 3.07.  This 466 

adjustment is reflected on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 7, page 8, line 26a, column (C). 467 

J. AMI Pilot Amortization 468 

1. Retired Meters 469 

Q. Mr. Bridal recommends an adjustment to ComEd’s retired meters regulatory asset 470 

and a revision to the associated amortization expense and states that ComEd agrees 471 

to the adjustments.  Is this correct? 472 

A. ComEd’s Initial Response to Staff Data Request RWB 11.03 noted that ComEd Ex. 3.03, 473 

Sch B-10, page 1 incorrectly presented the regulatory asset balance and the amortization 474 

of the retired meters, and stated that it would adjust both the regulatory asset and its 475 

associated amortization.  Upon further review, ComEd determined that the amortization 476 

amount included in ComEd’s revenue requirement (ComEd Ex. 3.01, App 7, line 37) was 477 

correct, but that the regulatory asset balance included in rate base was incorrect and 478 

would be adjusted as proposed by Mr. Bridal.  The amortization shown on Sch B-10 was 479 

for informational purposes and did not actually feed into the revenue requirement 480 

calculation.  ComEd’s Corrected Response to Staff Data Request RWB 11.03 is included 481 

in ComEd Ex. 14.08.  The adjustment to the regulatory asset balance is reflected on 482 

ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 5, page 1, line 16. 483 
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2. Pre-2010 Costs 484 

Q. Mr. Bridal recommends an adjustment to reduce the amortization associated with 485 

ComEd’s pre-2010 AMI pilot costs and states that ComEd agrees with this 486 

adjustment.  Is this correct?  487 

A. Similarly, ComEd’s Initial Response to Staff Data Request RWB 11.05 noted that the 488 

regulatory asset balance and the amortization of the pre-2010 AMI pilot costs were 489 

incorrectly presented on ComEd Ex. 3.03, Sch B-10, page 1 and stated that ComEd 490 

would adjust both the regulatory asset and its associated amortization.  Upon further 491 

review, ComEd determined that the amount of amortization included in ComEd’s 492 

revenue requirement (ComEd Ex. 3.01, App 7, line 37) was correct, but that the 493 

regulatory asset balance included in rate base was incorrect and would be adjusted as 494 

proposed by Mr. Bridal.  The amortization shown on Sch B-10 was for informational 495 

purposes and did not actually feed into the revenue requirement calculation.  ComEd’s 496 

Corrected Response to Staff Data Request RWB 11.05 is included in ComEd Ex. 14.08.  497 

The adjustment to the regulatory asset balance is reflected on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 5, 498 

page 1, line 17. 499 

K. Rate Case And Other Legal Expenses 500 

Q. Has ComEd revised the amount of rate case and other legal expenses it is seeking to 501 

recover in this proceeding? 502 

A. Yes.  As discussed in data request responses and in the rebuttal testimony of ComEd 503 

witness Anastasia Polek-O’Brien, ComEd has revised the amount of rate case and other 504 

legal expenses, all incurred in 2012, it is seeking to recover in this proceeding.  ComEd 505 

has included a summary of the amounts included in its revenue requirement for Docket 506 
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Nos. 07-0566 (appeal and remand), 10-0467 (appeal), 11-0721 and 12-0321 on ComEd 507 

Ex. 14.07, page 2.  508 

1. Expenses Related to ICC Docket No. 07-566 509 

Q. What amount of expenses is ComEd seeking to recover in connection with the 510 

appeal from and remand of the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 07-0566? 511 

A. $104,000.  ComEd Ex. 14.07, page 2.  This amount reflects ComEd’s removal of $53,000 512 

of expenses associated with ComEd’s AMI pilot proceeding (Docket No. 09-0263) that 513 

were inadvertently included with these expenses.  ComEd has included the AMI pilot 514 

proceeding expenses of $53,000 as a regulatory commission expense in ComEd Ex. 515 

14.02, WP 7, page 8, line 18.  516 

2. Expenses Related to ICC Docket No. 10-0467 517 

Q. What amount of expenses is ComEd seeking to recover in connection with the 518 

appeal from the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 10-0467? 519 

A. $134,000.  ComEd Ex. 14.07, page 2. 520 

3. Rate Case Expenses Related to ICC Docket No. 11-0721 521 

Q. What amount of rate case expenses is ComEd seeking to recover in connection with 522 

litigation at the Commission of Docket No. 11-0721? 523 

A. $2,096,000.  ComEd Ex. 14.07, page 2 provides a list of the adjustments ComEd has 524 

made to its initially requested amount of $2,170,000. 525 

4. Rate Case Expenses Related to ICC Docket No. 12-0321 526 

Q. What amount of rate case expenses is ComEd seeking to recover in connection with 527 

litigation at the Commission of Docket No. 12-0321? 528 
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A. $2,285,000.  ComEd Ex. 14.07, page 2 provides a list of the adjustments ComEd has 529 

made to its initially requested amount of $2,292,000. 530 

L. Payroll Taxes 531 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Bridal proposes disallowance of payroll taxes directly related to 532 

incentive compensation payments that ComEd excluded from the revenue 533 

requirement.  Does ComEd agree with this proposed disallowance? 534 

A. No.  It is true, as Mr. Bridal says, that these payroll taxes would not have been incurred 535 

had ComEd not paid the incentive compensation that was excluded from the revenue 536 

requirement.  Bridal Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 29:616-618.  However, payroll taxes are not 537 

incentive compensation.  They are a separate and distinct cost.     538 

Q. What do you mean when you say that payroll taxes are a separate and distinct cost? 539 

A. I am referring to the fact that they are an actual cash disbursement that ComEd is required 540 

by law to make, separate and apart from the incentive compensation paid to employees.   541 

Q. How difficult would it be for ComEd to implement this proposed disallowance? 542 

A. This would be administratively difficult for ComEd, particularly given that this issue is 543 

on appeal, and should ComEd win, it would need to unwind not only the disallowances 544 

themselves, but the related payroll tax and related depreciation and ADIT adjustments as 545 

well.  In light of this, I recommend that the Commission wait to see how the appellate 546 

court rules on these issues before it decides whether to expand what ComEd feels was an 547 

improper disallowance of an expense that customers are in fact benefitting from – to 548 

related but distinct costs such as payroll taxes.   549 
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Q. Does Mr. Bridal recommend that only the payroll taxes associated with 2012 550 

disallowed incentive compensation be removed? 551 

A. No.  Mr. Bridal has recommended that payroll taxes associated with incentive 552 

compensation costs disallowed in prior cases be removed as well. 553 

Q. How would this be accomplished? 554 

A. Mr. Bridal recommends that ComEd’s rate base be reduced for the capitalized payroll 555 

taxes associated with prior years’ disallowed incentive compensation.  While this 556 

particular adjustment does not affect 2012 operating expenses (depreciation expense 557 

aside) because it applies to costs incurred in previous years, it does affect the calculation 558 

of rate base.  559 

Q. Apart from ComEd’s disagreement with the adjustment in general, does removal of 560 

costs associated with disallowances made in previous years raise any issues? 561 

A. Yes.  In each of the past three rate cases in which ComEd has been ordered to remove 562 

disallowed incentive compensation, the Commission has made an original cost finding.  563 

Additionally, Staff and ComEd have been in agreement on the methodology.  While I am 564 

not an attorney and this issue will be further discussed in ComEd’s briefs, my 565 

understanding of an original cost finding is that the Commission has determined that the 566 

cost of the investments as of a certain date is determined to be reasonable and prudent, 567 

and is not to be “reexamined.”  568 
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VI. MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 569 

A. Late Payment Charges Related to Purchased Receivables 570 

Q. AG witness Mr. Brosch recommends that the late payment charges (“LPCs”) 571 

associated with ComEd’s PORCB program be allocated to delivery services, but if 572 

they are not, he recommends that the Commission make an affirmative statement 573 

that they are to be applied to the PORCB reconciliation.  Do you agree with Mr. 574 

Brosch on this issue? 575 

A. ComEd does not object to Mr. Brosch’s proposal regarding allocating PORCB LPCs to 576 

delivery services in this docket, subject to the understanding that the Commission should 577 

make a final definitive determination on this issue – on a prospective basis only – in the 578 

PORCB reconciliation docket. 579 

Q. What is your position on the affirmative statement recommended by Mr. Brosch? 580 

A. I agree that the Commission should make such an affirmative statement.  If the 581 

Commission agrees with the AG that the LPCs in question are appropriately included in 582 

ComEd’s delivery service revenue requirement, then the Commission should include in 583 

its final order a statement that such LPCs are appropriately included in ComEd’s delivery 584 

service revenue requirement in this docket, subject to a final definitive determination on 585 

this issue on a prospective basis in the PORCB reconciliation. 586 

Q. Does ComEd’s updated revenue requirement reflect the inclusion of the LPCs 587 

associated with the purchased receivables? 588 

A. Yes.  ComEd has included these LPCs as 100% jurisdictional on ComEd Ex. 14.02, WP 589 

10, line 5.  This adjustment reduced ComEd’s revenue requirement by $2,690,000.  590 
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B. Late Payment Charges Functionalized as Transmission 591 

Q. Mr. Brosch states that if the allocation methodology applied to ComEd’s facilities is 592 

changed, then the LPC revenues that ComEd has functionalized as Transmission 593 

should be allocated 100% to delivery service.  Do you agree with this 594 

recommendation? 595 

A. No.  These issues are not related and should be reviewed independently.   596 

Q. Has the Commission previously rejected Mr. Brosch’s position that the LPCs 597 

allocated to transmission should be allocated to delivery service? 598 

A. Yes.  In Docket No. 11-0721, Mr. Brosch advocated the same allocation methodology, 599 

for the same reasons, and the Commission rejected Mr. Brosch’s recommendation.  600 

Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket No. 11-0721 (Order May 29, 2012) at 73. 601 

Q. In the end, does the allocation of these LPCs to either transmission or distribution 602 

affect customers? 603 

A. No, as long as the two rates are set so as to neither overstate nor trap any of the LPCs.  604 

ComEd’s customers necessarily pay for both transmission and distribution services and 605 

will receive “credit” for these LPCs in either their transmission or distribution charges.   606 

VII. OTHER ISSUES 607 

A. Rider PE – Purchased Electricity 608 

Q. Mr. Tolsdorf recommends that the Commission include language in its Order in this 609 

case specifying that the working capital methodologies and wages and salary 610 

allocator determined here are to be used in setting Rider PE rates.  Does ComEd 611 

oppose this recommendation? 612 
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A. ComEd understands and appreciates that Mr. Tolsdorf’s suggestions are designed to 613 

synchronize the cash working capital (“CWC”) methodologies between distribution rates 614 

and Rider PE rates.  While ComEd supports this idea in principle, ComEd believes that 615 

several matters need to be addressed before the Commission makes the affirmative 616 

statements in regards to the positions Mr. Tolsdorf is promoting.  617 

Q. What issues need to be addressed? 618 

A. Three relate to the CWC affirmation and one relates to his requested Wages and Salaries 619 

allocator affirmation.  Regarding CWC, first, ComEd believes that a formula rate update 620 

proceeding may not be the appropriate venue to address changes to Rider PE, though the 621 

Commission will need to make this determination.  Second, ComEd believes Rider PE 622 

requires that the leads and lags associated with power and energy procurement be 623 

updated on an annual basis. In particular, Rider PE states: 624 

Including costs of working capital in the PEPs provides for the recovery of 625 
costs the Company incurs for working capital used to arrange or procure 626 
electric power and energy supply, such as the funds required to finance the 627 
lag between the purchase of electric power and energy supply resources and 628 
the recovery of the costs of such resources from retail customers.  Such costs 629 
are determined in accordance with a methodology approved by the ICC in its 630 
order in the Company’s most recent rate or Rate DSPP initial or annual 631 
update case, or as otherwise provided by law, as applicable. Such 632 
methodology is applied using a cost of capital equal to that established by the 633 
ICC in its order in such most recent case, or as otherwise provided by law, as 634 
applicable.  All other data, including applicable leads and lags, are updated 635 
annually to reflect current electric power and energy supply procurement 636 
working capital costs.  Company representatives must review such calculated 637 
costs with personnel from the Accounting Department of the ICC Staff in 638 
accordance with the provisions of the Miscellaneous General Provisions 639 
section of this rider.  Such calculated costs are subject to review and 640 
adjustment in the annual proceeding described in the Miscellaneous General 641 
Provisions section of this rider.  A cost of capital established by the ICC in its 642 
order in such most recent case or as otherwise provided by law, as applicable, 643 
is applied in determining the costs of working capital component of the PEPs 644 
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only for PEPs used to determine Purchased Electricity Charges described in 645 
Rate BES that become applicable after the date of such order or law, as 646 
applicable. 647 

Ill. C. C. No. 10, 2nd Revised Sheet No. 318 (Emphasis added.)  ComEd interprets this 648 

section to require annual lead/lag updates, rather than once every three years, which is 649 

how often the leads and lags are updated for use in formula rate updates.  Third, only one 650 

of the several revenue lags and none of the expense leads calculated in the formula rate is 651 

used in Rider PE, so ComEd is unsure why the affirmation Mr. Tolsdorf recommends is 652 

necessary. 653 

Q. What is the issue with Mr. Tolsdorf’s requested Wages and Salaries affirmation?  654 

A. Again, while ComEd is not opposed to Mr. Tolsdorf’s request, ComEd believes his 655 

request is misaligned.  656 

Q. Please explain. 657 

A. Mr. Tolsdorf is requesting the Commission affirm that the delivery service W&S 658 

allocator (88.48%, as ComEd has requested) approved in this proceeding be used in the 659 

calculation of Rider PE charges.  Tolsdorf Dir., Staff Ex. 3.0, 17:377-383.  The issue with 660 

this request is that this figure is used to allocate common costs to delivery service, not 661 

procurement.  The costs allocated to procurement are the costs not allocated to either 662 

delivery service or transmission.  For example, ComEd is (with a few exceptions) 663 

allocating 88.48% of its common costs to delivery service and 11.05% to transmission, 664 

with the residual amount of 0.47% allocated to procurement and recovered through Rider 665 

PE.  Therefore, the delivery service W&S allocator (88.48%) is not an allocator for Rider 666 

PE.  It does, however, calculate the amounts allocable to Rider PE (0.47%). 667 
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B. Cost of Long-term Debt 668 

Q. Staff witness Mr. McNally recommends a cost of long-term debt different from what 669 

ComEd included with its direct testimony.  Do you agree with his recommendation? 670 

A. Yes.  Mr. McNally’s analysis of ComEd’s cost of debt schedules revealed and corrected 671 

some errors. ComEd is in agreement with Mr. McNally’s revisions, which match the 672 

amounts in ComEd’s long-term debt schedules and workpapers to those in its 2012 ILCC 673 

Form 21.  674 

Q. What is ComEd’s 2012 corrected cost of debt? 675 

A. 5.39% as shown on ComEd Ex. 14.01, Sch FR D-1, line 12. 676 

VIII. CONCLUSION 677 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 678 

A. Yes. 679 


