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WITNESS  IDENTIFICATION 1 

Q. Please state your name, your employer, and your business address. 2 

A. My name is William R. Johnson.  I am employed by the Illinois Commerce 3 

Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”).  My business address is 527 East Capitol 4 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 5 

 6 

Q. Are you the same William R. Johnson who submitted direct testimony in 7 

this docket, which was identified as ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0? 8 

A. Yes, I am. 9 

  10 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 11 

A. I will respond to the rebuttal testimony of Commonwealth Edison Company 12 

(“ComEd” or “Company”) witnesses Christine M. Brinkman and Martin G. Fruehe; 13 

and The People of the State of Illinois (“AG”) witness Michael L. Brosch.  14 

 15 

RESPONSE  TO  COMED  WITNESS  CHRISTINE  M.  BRINKMAN 16 

Q. Does Company witness Brinkman object to your proposed adjustment to 17 

billing determinants associated with New Business plant? 18 

A. Yes.  Ms. Brinkman argues that Staff is advocating a departure from historical 19 

billing determinants, and that if the Commission is to order such a departure, that 20 

departure should be supported.  (ComEd Ex. 13.0, 29:611-614.)  21 

 22 

Q. How do you respond to Ms. Brinkman’s assessment? 23 
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A. My proposed adjustments to billing determinants are based upon previous 24 

Commission Orders in Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321 and apply the 25 

conclusions in those cases to the facts in this case.  The Commission made 26 

billing determinant adjustments in Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321 because 27 

the Company included New Business plant.  In fact, in Docket No. 12-0321 the 28 

Commission stated: 29 

The Commission also rejects ComEd’s assertion that the 30 

adjustment to reflect New Business billing determinants has no 31 

bearing outside of Docket 11-0721. The Commission agrees with 32 

Staff’s argument that the issues in the two dockets are similar, 33 

wherein ComEd has included in its proposed revenue requirement 34 

estimated distribution plant addition for New Business. As such, it is 35 

appropriate in this proceeding to adjust the customer count portion 36 

due to the inclusion of plant to serve New Business in 2012 in the 37 

revenue requirement. By applying this adjustment, the billing 38 

determinants will more accurately match the number of customers 39 

that are served by plant additions and customer growth, otherwise 40 

the rate per customer will be too high. Commonwealth Edison Co., 41 

ICC Order, Docket No. 12-0321, 28-29, (December 19, 2012). 42 

 43 

My testimony identifies what the Commission has ruled with respect to New 44 

Business plant in previous dockets.  The Commission was very clear in the 12-45 

0321 Order whereby an adjustment to billing determinants to reflect New 46 

Business plant should be made.  It was also clear from that order that the 47 

Commission believed the ruling from Docket No. 11-0721 regarding an 48 

adjustment to billing determinants related to New Business plant did have a 49 

bearing outside of that docket.  As it did in both Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-50 

0321, the Company has included New Business plant in the current proceeding, 51 

and to be consistent with the Orders in Docket Nos. 11-0721 and 12-0321, a 52 
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corresponding adjustment to the billing determinants should also be made in this 53 

proceeding.  54 

 55 

Q. Does the Company object to your proposal to adjust only the customer 56 

billing determinants if the Commission finds that the billing determinants 57 

should be adjusted because of New Business plant? 58 

A. Yes.  Company witness Brinkman states that the Commission has not addressed 59 

adjustments related to sales, as discussed in my direct testimony. (ComEd Ex. 60 

13.0, 36:768-772.)  Ms. Brinkman does not agree with my conclusion that the 61 

Company has not provided evidence indicating why an adjustment to sales billing 62 

determinants should be included in the billing adjustment associated with New 63 

Business plant. (Id. at 36:774-784.) 64 

 65 

Q. How do you respond to Ms. Brinkman? 66 

A. With respect to the Commission addressing adjustments related to sales, my 67 

direct testimony pointed to the Commission’s decision in Docket No. 12-0321 68 

concerning kWh sales.  The Commission there stated: “ComEd incorrectly 69 

determines that the Commission is ignoring the effect of kWh sales in billing 70 

determinants in this proceeding and instead practicing selective manipulation.”  71 

Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Order Docket No. 12-0321, 29 (December 19, 72 

2012) (emphasis added). In other words, the Commission had recognized the 73 

issue of kWh sales in its past decision concerning New Business plant and 74 

expressly rejected ComEd’s position to make the sales adjustment that it is again 75 
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proposing in the instant case. As I noted in my direct testimony on pages 9-11, 76 

the Commission addressed why sales adjustments should not be included in the 77 

billing determinant adjustment associated with New Business plant in both 78 

Docket No. 11-0721 and 12-0321.  I will not restate the Commission’s 79 

conclusions here.  However, the Commission was clear in both cases that a kWh 80 

adjustment should not be made.   81 

  82 

In the current case, the Company is again proposing that an adjustment also be 83 

made to sales determinants if the Commission is going to make adjustments to 84 

billing determinants associated with New Business plant (ComEd Ex. 2.0 Rev., 85 

40:813-814; ComEd Ex. 13.0, 35-36:761-764.) My direct testimony simply 86 

identified past Commission rulings concerning sales determinants and concluded 87 

that the Company had not provided any new evidence in this proceeding that 88 

would lend support for changing the Commission’s previous rulings.      89 

 90 

RESPONSE  TO  COMED  WITNESS  MARTIN  G.  FRUEHE 91 

Q. Mr. Fruehe states that ComEd has complied with the Commission’s Order 92 

in Docket No. 11-0721 and has applied the results of an updated, direct 93 

assignment facilities allocation study, along with all other allocation 94 

methods ordered by the Commission in that docket to allocate its General 95 

and Intangible (“G&I”) plant. However, ComEd believes the Commission 96 

should adopt the same methodology used by FERC, the wages and salary 97 
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(“W&S”) allocator to allocate all G&I plant (except for Communications 98 

Equipment).  (ComEd Ex. 14.0, 10:218-220.) Do you agree with Mr. Fruehe? 99 

A. No, I do not.  The Commission previously addressed and rejected the use of the 100 

W&S allocator for all G&I plant in its Order in Docket No. 11-0721. 101 

Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Order Docket No. 11-0721, 26-27 (May 29, 102 

2012).  As Mr. Fruehe and AG witness Mr. Brosch recognized, the Commission’s 103 

decision on this issue in Docket No. 11-0721 is on appeal.  (ComEd Ex. 3.0, 104 

Rev., 21:433-434; AG Exhibit 1.0, 8:159-160.) However, given that the Appellate 105 

Court has not yet entered a decision, the fact that it is on appeal is not a 106 

sufficient reason for the Commission to apply a different allocation methodology 107 

than it approved in Docket No. 11-0721. As I discuss later in my testimony, I 108 

have no objection to the Company’s proposed updated Facilities Allocation 109 

Study; however, I do not agree that the W&S allocator should be used to allocate 110 

all G&I plant going forward.    111 

 112 

RESPONSE  TO  AG  WITNESS  MICHAEL  L.  BROSCH 113 

Q. AG witness Brosch disagrees with the Company’s proposal to update its 114 

proposed Facilities Allocation Study and recommends that no changes be 115 

made to the Facilities Allocation Study from what was employed in prior 116 

studies and approved by the Commission in Docket No. 11-0721 (AG 117 

Exhibit 1.0, 8:169-170.).  Do you agree with Mr. Brosch? 118 

A. No.  I have no objection to the Company updating its Facilities Allocation Study 119 

(“Study”).  The Study was last updated in 2009. 120 
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 121 

Q. What are the changes to the Study that the Company is proposing? 122 

A. The proposed updated Study includes a change to: office space that was 123 

subleased to a third party and is no longer subleased; allocation of space 124 

occupied by personnel who perform administrative duties; and a change in the 125 

use of facilities. (ComEd Ex. 3.0 Rev., 21-22:448-456; ComEd Ex. 14.0, 8:173-126 

175.)   127 

 128 

Q. What is the change to office space that was subleased to a third party? 129 

A. ComEd’s office space located at Lincoln Centre 2 was previously subleased to a 130 

third party and the space is no longer subleased.  The Company states that it is 131 

being used primarily by personnel associated with delivery services. (ComEd Ex. 132 

3.0R, 21:448-451.) 133 

 134 

Q. Do you object to the Company’s proposed change to office space? 135 

A. No.  If the space is no longer subleased to a third party then the change should 136 

be incorporated in the Study. 137 

 138 

Q. What is the change related to the allocation of space occupied by 139 

personnel who perform administrative duties? 140 

A. The current Study allocates space occupied by administrative personnel by the 141 

ratio of other space determined to be either transmission or distribution.  The 142 
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proposed updated Study allocates the space occupied by administrative 143 

personnel using the W&S allocator. (Id. at 21-22:451-459.) 144 

 145 

Q. Do you object to the Company’s proposed change to allocation of space 146 

occupied by administrative duties? 147 

A.   No.  As the Company has pointed out, other similar costs are allocated using the 148 

W&S allocator. The Company gave the example of costs associated with Exelon 149 

Business Services Company, such as pensions and benefits and most other 150 

Administration and General (“A&G”) costs, which are functionalized using the 151 

W&S allocator. (Id. at 21-22:459-461.) I believe it makes sense to allocate similar 152 

costs in the same manner. 153 

 154 

  Q. What is the change related to the use of facilities? 155 

A. The current Study was based upon a review of square footage that was used to 156 

directly assign ComEd’s facilities as transmission, distribution, customer or A&G. 157 

(ComEd Ex. 14.0, 9:179-182.)  The proposed updated Study is based upon head 158 

count per facility.  (Id. at 192-193.) 159 

 160 

Q. Do you object to the Company’s proposed change related to the use of 161 

facilities? 162 

A. No.  The Company’s current Study attempted to directly assign facilities as 163 

transmission, distribution, customer or A&G, but ended up allocating 85% of the 164 

square footage used in the calculation using a modified wages and salaries 165 
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allocator (i.e., one based only on the ratio of distribution wages to the total of 166 

transmission and distribution wages), which indicates that only 15% was directly 167 

assigned.  (ComEd Resp. to Staff DR WRJ 3.01.)   The Company’s proposed 168 

updated Study directly assigns 89% as transmission, distribution, customer or 169 

A&G. (ComEd Ex. 14.0, 9:193-195.) The Company also stated that the original 170 

Study was performed in 2005 using square footage information.  In addition, the 171 

Company said that while the analysis was dated it was used in each docket since 172 

that time because such a study was costly, time consuming, and somewhat 173 

subjective.  (ComEd Resp. to Staff DR WRJ 3.01.) 174 

 175 

I have no objection to the Company using head count per facility in the Study.  I 176 

believe it is a better representation of how the facilities are used.  Additionally, 177 

the proposed updated Study directly assigns 89% of the facilities compared to 178 

approximately 15% in the current Study, which I believe provides stronger 179 

support.  180 

  181 

Q. Mr. Brosch also disagrees with ComEd’s position to use the W&S allocator 182 

for all G&I plant accounts going forward.  (AG Exhibit 1.0, 8:159-160.) Do 183 

you agree with Mr. Brosch that the Company should not use the W&S 184 

allocator for G&I plant going forward? 185 

A. Yes.  As discussed in my response above to Company witness Fruehe, the 186 

Commission should follow the Order in Docket No. 11-0721 and wait for the 187 
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Appellate Court’s decision before ordering a change to the cost allocation 188 

methodology currently utilized.   189 

 190 

CONCLUSION 191 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 192 

A. Yes, it does. 193 


