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1              Q   So, if the Commission orders the study 

2 that REACT recommends, ComEd is capable of undertaking that 

3 study, correct?

4              A   ComEd will comply with what the Commission 

5 directs us to do.

6              Q   And you're capable of doing what REACT has 

7 asked that you do?

8              A   Yes, we're capable of performing the 

9 study.

10              Q   And you would agree that ComEd's evidence 

11 in this case does not include any analysis of the costs 

12 that ComEd would incur to perform the study recommended by 

13 REACT, right?

14              A   Can you repeat the question?  

15              Q   Would you agree that ComEd did not present 

16 any evidence in this case with regards to the cost of 

17 performing the study that ComEd -- that REACT has 

18 requested?

19              A   That's correct.

20              Q   And CA Engineering Consulting was the 

21 consultant that prepared the distribution study that was 

22 ordered in the ComEd 2010 rate case, correct?

23              A   Correct.

24              Q   And Mr. Terhune does not criticize the 
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1 this passage reads that, among other things, that ComEd's 

2 internal records -- then it refers to the different types 

3 of records -- "reflected ComEd's actual facilities in the 

4 field with appropriate accuracy.  Therefore, there is no 

5 need to perform physical inspections in order to more 

6 accurately allocate shared distribution line costs."  So 

7 when I read this passage, it's not speaking to the entire 

8 study.

9              Q   It's talking just about that component of 

10 the study, that they did that appropriately?

11              A   That's correct.

12              Q   Okay.  And at line 200 of his rebuttal 

13 testimony, he also refers to them as "competent consultants 

14 that were able to assist ComEd to complete the work that 

15 was ordered by the Commission", correct?

16              A   That's correct.

17              Q   Now, with regards to the scope of the 

18 study that Mr. Terhune recommends, you would agree that 

19 he's not proposing that 4.8 million customer meter points 

20 be classified as being served at 4 kV or by single phase, 

21 two phase, or three phase primarily line connections, 

22 right?

23              A   Can you cite where that's in his 

24 testimony?  
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1              Q   Rebuttal testimony page 13, lines 269 to 

2 274.  

3                           (Pause)

4              A   That's correct.

5              Q   Rather, Mr. Terhune is advocating a 

6 statistical valid sample of the customers in each class or 

7 sub class, right?

8              A   Can you provide the lines?  

9              Q   Lines 296 through 299, and 349 through 

10 357.

11              A   Yes.  He specifies for the longer term, 

12 the Commission should direct ComEd perform statistically  

13 valid samples and a sampling study of the allocation of 

14 shared distribution line costs.

15              Q   And you would agree that it's 

16 Mr. Terhune's belief that additional field sampling is not 

17 required, correct?

18              A   Correct, from the previous citation that 

19 we reviewed.

20              ALJ HILLIARD:  Please try to keep your voice 

21 up.  You kind of fade out there.

22              THE WITNESS:  Okay.

23              Q   You are aware that in the 2010 ComEd rate 

24 case, that ComEd expressed concerns about the feasibility 
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1 of performing studies to better understand specific 

2 distribution facilities used to serve certain customer 

3 classes, right?

4              A   I recall such a concern, yes.

5              Q   Nevertheless, the Commission directed 

6 ComEd to perform studies allocating its primary and 

7 secondary costs, right?

8              A   Correct.

9              Q   And it also directed ComEd to perform an 

10 investigation of the extra large load customer classes to 

11 assess whether the customers used 4 kV service, and if so, 

12 to what extent, correct?

13              A   Correct.

14              Q   And in fact, ComEd has complied with the 

15 Commission order in the 2010 rate case, correct?

16              A   Correct.

17              Q   And it was able to prepare all of the 

18 studies that it was directed to prepare as a result of that 

19 case, correct?

20              A   Correct.

21              Q   And as it turns out, each of those studies 

22 was feasible and ComEd was able to complete them, correct?

23              A   Correct, relative to the specific delivery 

24 classes that were in the order.
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1              A   I found it.  You're correct.

2              Q   Now, in your rebuttal testimony at page 

3 17, you say that, "It's not feasible to take a system that 

4 serves approximately 3.8 million residential, commercial, 

5 and industrial customers geographically scattered 

6 throughout a vast area of approximately 11,400 square miles 

7 and identify the exact components of that system that 

8 serves each customer and allocate those costs precisely 

9 such that only cost causers shoulder all the respective 

10 costs", right?

11              A   Correct.

12              Q   Now regarding the scope of the study, 

13 Mr. Terhune is specific that he's not proposing that the 

14 $4.8 million (sic) customer meter points be classified as 

15 served at 4 kV or by single phase, two phase, or three 

16 phase primary line connections, right?

17              A   He did not specifically say for all 4.8 

18 million customers.

19              Q   Rather, if you look back in his rebuttal 

20 testimony, you see that Mr. Terhune is advocating a 

21 statistically valid sample of the customer classes, 

22 correct?

23              A   Yes.

24              Q   In addition, Mr. Terhune is not proposing 
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1 to have existing shared line distribution line plant 

2 accounts reclassified by number or phase -- by number of 

3 phases or primary voltage, correct?

4              A   That's what he states.

5              Q   Further, Mr. Terhune's belief is that 

6 additional field sampling is not required, correct?

7              A   Can you point to where he says that?  

8              Q   In his rebuttal testimony, lines 281 to 

9 290.  

10              A   Okay.  Here it is.  Yes, I see he says 

11 that.

12              Q   He points to the Christensen Associates -- 

13 I'm sorry.  The Christensen Associates' distribution study 

14 that was done as a result of the Commission's order in the 

15 2010 ComEd rate case as showing that ComEd's internal 

16 records, including circuit maps, CEGIS, and other digital 

17 data collections reflected ComEd's actual facilities in the 

18 field with appropriate accuracy, correct?

19              MR. FEELEY:  I'm going to object to this line 

20 of questioning, referring to this witness's rebuttal 

21 testimony, just reading it into the record, and having my 

22 witness say, "Yeah, he said that".  I mean, we're going to 

23 be here all day.  Does he have any questions about my 

24 witness's testimony here?  
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1              ALJ HILLIARD:  Where are you going with this?  

2              MR. TOWNSEND:  Well, again, the 

3 characterization that is in Mr. Johnson's testimony 

4 suggests that there would be a certain type of study.  This 

5 is designed to highlight that the actual recommendation of 

6 this witness doesn't line up with the description that was 

7 given by Mr. Johnson of having that type of study done.

8              ALJ HILLIARD:  Can you just ask him that 

9 question?  

10              Q   Would you agree, Mr. Johnson, that the 

11 type of study that Mr. Terhune describes in his rebuttal 

12 testimony is not the same type of testimony that -- the 

13 same type of study that's described in your rebuttal 

14 testimony?

15              A   That's correct.

16              Q   Thank you.  Now, while we're discussing 

17 the Christensen Associates -- Association -- the 

18 Christensen -- can we call it the CA distribution study?

19              A   I prefer that.

20              Q   Okay.  Me too.  The CA distribution study, 

21 while we're talking about the CA distribution study, you 

22 recommend adoption of the findings and recommendations of 

23 that study, other than those pertaining to the allocation 

24 of costs associated with the 4 kV facilities, right?
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