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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Scott Tolsdorf.  My business address is 527 East Capitol 2 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 3 

Q. Are you the same Scott Tolsdorf who previously provided direct 4 

testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A.  Yes.  My direct testimony was filed on February 14, 2014 as ICC Staff 6 

Exhibit 1.0. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 8 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to: 9 

1. Respond to the direct testimony of the People of the State of Illinois 10 

(“AG”) witness Mr. Brosch and the direct testimony of 11 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd” or “the Company”) 12 

witness Mr. Fruehe regarding the calculation of refund amounts; 13 

 2. Respond to the direct testimony of ComEd witness Mr. Fruehe 14 

 regarding revenue adjustments in ICC Docket Nos. 12-0371 and 15 

 13-0318; and 16 

 3.  Respond to the direct testimony of ComEd witness Mr. Fruehe 17 

 regarding the collection of reconciliation amounts. 18 

Schedule and Attachment Identification 19 

Q. Are you sponsoring any schedules with your testimony? 20 
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A.  Yes.  I prepared the following schedule relating to the Company, which 21 

shows Rider AMP billed revenues for the period on or after September 30, 22 

2010: 23 

Schedule 3.1  Rider AMP – Refunds  24 

Rider AMP - Refunds 25 

Q. Please explain Schedule 3.1, Rider AMP – Refunds. 26 

A. Schedule 3.1 presents the total amount of revenues billed by the 27 

Company through Rider AMP starting from the September 30, 2010 date 28 

of the first Appellate Court decision discussed in direct testimony.1,2 The 29 

amount shown on Line 14, column (e) represents the total refund owed to 30 

customers.  31 

Q. How does Schedule 3.1 differ from Schedule 1.1 presented in your 32 

direct testimony? 33 

A. Schedule 3.1 calculates potential refunds to customers based upon 34 

revenues billed to customers rather than revenues recorded by the 35 

Company.  Schedule 1.1 was intended to be based upon billed revenues 36 

but was incorrectly based on recorded revenues.   37 

Q. Can you explain the difference between recorded revenues and billed 38 

revenues? 39 

                                                           
1
 Commonwealth Edison Co. v. Illinois Commerce Comm’n, 405 Ill. App. 3d 389, 409-15 (2010). 

 
2
 Per the Administrative Law Judge’s ruling filed May 6, 2014, “As a matter of law, the starting 

point for the time period of the refund is when the first Appellate decision issued, which is 
September 30, 2010.” 
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A. Yes.  Recorded revenues represent revenues recorded on the Company’s 40 

books for a time period such as the month of December. The recorded 41 

revenues include billed and unbilled revenues.  Billed revenues represent 42 

amounts that are billed to customers for actual service provided as 43 

determined by the reading of a customer’s meter.  Any service provided to 44 

that same customer after the meter read date through the end of the 45 

month must be estimated and is considered to be “unbilled revenues.”  46 

These unbilled revenues will become billed revenues the next time the 47 

customer’s meter is read and the actual service provided can be 48 

determined.  Only those amounts billed to customers during the period the 49 

Commission deems illegal or excessive rates were charged should be the 50 

subject of any refunds. 51 

Q. In his direct testimony, the AG’s witness Mr. Brosch calculated 52 

refunds based upon billed revenues to customers beginning 53 

September 30, 2010.  How does your refund calculation on Schedule 54 

3.1 differ from Mr. Brosch’s calculation? 55 

A. Mr. Brosch’s schedule of calculated refunds (AG Ex. 1.4) differs from 56 

Schedule 3.1 in two very minor ways.  The first difference is the 57 

calculation of interest on potential refunds.  Mr. Brosch calculated simple 58 

interest3 on the monthly total Rider AMP billed revenues based upon the 59 

Commission approved customer deposit rate.  Schedule 3.1 calculates 60 

                                                           
3
 Simple interest is interest earned on the principal only, which in this case is the amount of billed 

revenues for the applicable period during which illegal or excessive rates were charged.   
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interest on each individual customer class using the Commission 61 

approved customer deposit rates compounded monthly.  Compounded 62 

interest provides a more accurate calculation of refunds due to customers 63 

because interest  accrues with the passage of time.  64 

The second difference is the end date for the period of illegal or excessive 65 

rates charged to customers.   Mr. Brosch’s calculation of refunds has an 66 

end date of December 31, 2012.  However, because of billing adjustments 67 

and re-billed amounts, there was an additional $3,201 billed to customers 68 

through Rider AMP after December 31, 2012.  The amounts billed to 69 

customers through Rider AMP after December 31, 2012 are subject to 70 

refund.  Schedule 3.1 includes these later billed amounts in the calculation 71 

of refunds but AG Ex. 1.4 does not. 72 

Q. How does the difference in calculating interest impact your 73 

recommended refunds?   74 

A. If the Commission determines that refunds are due to customers and that 75 

the period of illegal or excessive rates began September 30, 2010, Mr. 76 

Brosch’s calculation of interest on refunds would be $54,313 and my 77 

calculation of interest on Schedule 3.1 would be $57,291 for a difference 78 

of $2,978.   79 

Q. How does the Company’s calculation for potential refunds differ from 80 

Schedule 3.1? 81 
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A. The Company has used recorded revenues rather than billed revenues to 82 

describe the amounts recovered through Rider AMP.  The Company also 83 

has not calculated any interest for any potential refunds.   84 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s calculations for potential refunds? 85 

A. No.  The refund calculations should be based upon billed revenues rather 86 

than recorded revenues.  In addition, interest should be accrued at the 87 

Commission approved customer deposit rate in effect during the time 88 

period for which the Company has charged an illegal or excessive rate. 89 

Q. What do you recommend as a refund amount if the Commission 90 

determines that the period of illegal or excessive rates began on 91 

September 30, 2010? 92 

A. If the Commission determines that a refund is appropriate and that the 93 

period of illegal or excessive rates began September 30, 2010, then the 94 

amount of the refund would be amounts billed by the Company from that 95 

date forward through Rider AMP until the Company stopped billing 96 

ratepayers under Rider AMP (which did not occur until early 2013) which 97 

is $14,542,784 plus interest of $57,291 for a total refund of $14,600,075. 98 

Q. At lines 383 to 387, Mr. Fruehe discusses a December 31, 2010 end 99 

date for the period of illegal or excessive rates. Do you have any 100 

comment? 101 
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A. Yes, while I am not an attorney, it is Staff’s position that the period of 102 

excessive rates did not end on December 31, 2010.  Staff’s briefs will 103 

address this further. 104 

Q. Were customers billed under Rider AMP after December 31, 2010? 105 

A. Yes, the Company billed customers under Rider AMP well after December 106 

31, 2010.  In fact, customers were billed under Rider AMP into early 2013 107 

because of billing adjustments and re-billed amounts. 108 

Revenue Adjustments in Docket Nos. 12-0321 and 13-0318 109 

Q. Does Mr. Fruehe in his direct testimony discuss revenue 110 

 adjustments in Docket Nos. 12-0321 and 13-0318? 111 

A. Yes.  Mr. Fruehe points out that in the Company’s Formula Rate Updates 112 

(“FRU”) Docket Nos. 12-0321 and 13-0318, the Company made revenue 113 

adjustments of $4.7 million and $0.4 million, respectively, due to these 114 

amounts being recovered through Rider AMP. (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 21: 395-115 

396.) 116 

Q. Why did the Company make these adjustments? 117 

A. Mr. Fruehe provides the following explanation in his direct testimony: 118 

The applicable costs associated with ComEd’s AMI pilot were included 119 

in the revenue requirements of both dockets.  ComEd recognized that, 120 

in 2011 and 2012, it had recovered some of its AMI pilot costs through 121 

another mechanism (Rider AMP).  In order to not double-recover these 122 

costs, ComEd included these revenue credits in its FRUs. (ComEd Ex. 123 

1.0, 22: 422-426.) 124 
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Q. What would have been the result if the Company had not made these 125 

 adjustments? 126 

A. If the Company had not made the revenue adjustments in Docket Nos. 12-127 

0321 and 13-0318, the Company would have recovered the same $5.1 128 

million of AMI pilot costs ($4.7 million + $0.4 million) through Rider AMP 129 

and through the formula rates. In other words, ratepayers would have 130 

been incorrectly charged $10.2 million in total when ComEd had only 131 

incurred $5.1 million. 132 

Q. Mr. Fruehe later suggests that if refunds are required, then the 133 

refunds should be offset by the amounts previously credited to 134 

customers in the FRUs. (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 23: 447-453.) Is this a valid 135 

argument? 136 

A. No.  The effect of the revenue adjustments in the FRUs prevented the 137 

customers from paying for the same costs twice as pointed out by Mr. 138 

Fruehe.  If the Commission determines that refunds are appropriate, the 139 

amount of the refund should not be offset by the aforementioned revenue 140 

adjustments.  ComEd customers were billed the $5.1 million through Rider 141 

AMP, that is, ComEd customers paid the $5.1 million through Rider AMP.  142 

ComEd’s formula rates established at the FRU also included the same 143 

$5.1 million of AMI pilot costs. By including the $5.1 million of revenue 144 

adjustments in the calculation of formula rates, ComEd was ensuring that 145 

customers were only being billed for $5.1 million of AMI pilot costs through 146 



   
Docket No. 13-0589 
ICC Staff Exhibit 3.0 

 
 

 8 

one cost recovery mechanism, Rider AMP.  Therefore, no offset is 147 

necessary. 148 

Collection of Reconciliation Amounts 149 

Q. Does Mr. Fruehe in his direct testimony discuss the collection of 150 

reconciliation amounts? 151 

A. Yes.  Mr. Fruehe states the following: 152 

The $3.2 million reconciliation of 2010 AMI pilot costs and revenues 153 

(recovered in 2011) should not be fully refunded as it reconciled both 154 

costs and revenues received prior to, and after, the September 30, 155 

2010, Appellate Court decision. It is my understanding that amounts 156 

collected prior to September 30, 2010, are not a subject of this 157 

proceeding, thus any refund of the 2010 reconciliation should 158 

recognize this. (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 456-461.) 159 

Q. How do you respond? 160 

A. Although I am not an attorney, it is my understanding that once the date 161 

for the period of illegal or excessive rates has been determined, then 162 

everything billed to customers under Rider AMP from that date forward is 163 

subject to refund.  If the collection mechanism itself is illegal then anything 164 

billed through it during the period of illegal or excessive rates is illegal or 165 

excessive, regardless of when the costs were actually incurred.  166 

Recommendations 167 

Q. Do you have any recommendations? 168 
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A. Yes.  I recommend that the Company should be ordered to refund 169 

$14,542,784 plus interest compounded monthly of $57,291 for a total 170 

refund of $14,600,075 as reflected on my Schedule 3.1, Column (e) Line 171 

14. In addition, regardless of the amount of the refund ordered by the 172 

Commission, I further recommend that the Commission require ComEd to 173 

submit a final report on e-Docket and to the Manager of Accounting, 174 

reconciling the ordered refunds with the actual refunds, within 90-days of 175 

the conclusion of the ordered refund period.   176 

Q. Does this question end your prepared rebuttal testimony? 177 

A. Yes. 178 
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Line No. Customer Class

 Billed 

Revenues 

From 

September 

30, 2010 

 Calculated 

Interest 

 Refunds Due From 

September 30, 

2010 

(a) (b)  (c)  (d)  (e) 

1 Residential Single Family Without Electric Space Heat 7,716,565$   29,900$           7,746,465$            

2 Residential Multi Family Without Electric Space Heat 3,851,003     15,212             3,866,215              

3 Residential Single Family With Electric Space Heat 124,301        475                  124,776                 

4 Residential Multi Family With Electric Space Heat 602,343        2,392               604,735                 

5 Watt-Hour 199,757        796                  200,553                 

6 Small Load 1,769,802     7,368               1,777,170              

7 Medium Load 185,325        763                  186,088                 

8 Large Load 52,833          219                  53,052                   

9 Very Large Load 29,565          125                  29,690                   

10 Extra Large Load 2,163            9                      2,172                     

11 High Voltage 2,571            9                      2,580                     

12 Dusk to Dawn Lighting 5,603            19                    5,622                     

13 General Lighting 953               4                      957                        

14 Totals 14,542,784$ 57,291$           14,600,075$          

Sources:

Column (c):

Column (d):

Column (e): Column (c) + Column (d)

Commonwealth Edison Company

Rider AMP - Refunds

For the Period on or after September 30, 2010

 ComEd DR Response ST-2.01 Attach 1.  Individual customer classes are net of their pro rata share of $110,342 billed on September 29, 

2010 reflected in October 2010 revenue. 

 Workpaper 3.1.  Refunds calculated from September 30, 2010 includes interest compounded monthly at the Customer Deposit Rate in 

effect pursuant to Docket Nos. 09-0607, 10-0719, and 11-0793. 


