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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness  2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Sally T. Clair.  My address is Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) 4 

One Financial Place, 440 South LaSalle Street, Suite 3300, Chicago, Illinois 60605. 5 

Q. Have you previously testified in this proceeding? 6 

A. Yes, I previously filed direct testimony (ComEd Exhibit 6.0), supplemental direct 7 

testimony (ComEd Exhibit 16.0); and rebuttal testimony (ComEd Exhibit 23.0). 8 

B. Purpose and Scope of Testimony  9 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 10 

A. My testimony has four purposes: 11 

1. I respond to comments about the Smart Grid in general.1 12 

2. I respond to testimony2 arguing that ComEd provided insufficient evidence that 13 

the Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) System Modernization Project (“SMP”) 14 

meets the criteria set forth in the Commission’s Order in Docket Nos. 07-0241/07-0242 15 

(Cons.) (the “Peoples Order”).  I also address comments made by several Intervenors 16 

regarding AMI deployment3 as well as criticisms of the Phase 0 deployment.4   17 

                                                 
1 CUB witness Dr. L. Lynne Kiesling (CUB Ex. 5.0, p. 3) 
2 Staff witness Ronald Linkenback (Staff Ex. 19.0, pp. 13-21); Staff witness Peter Lazare (Staff Ex. 18.0, 

pp. 22-23); AG/CUB witness Michael L, Brosch (AG/CUB Ex. MLB-4.0, pp. 17-29); CUB witness L. Lynne 
Kiesling (CUB Ex. 5.0, p. 3-9)  

3BOMA witness Ralph Zarumba, (BOMA/Chicago Ex. 5.0, pp. 18-21); CNE witness David I. Fein (CNE 
Ex. 2.0, p. 5; and RESA witness Roy Boston (RESA Ex. 1.0, pp. 6-11) 

4 AG witness Peter J. Lanzalotta (AG Ex. (PJL) 7.0); AG/CUB witness Michael L. Brosch (AG/CUB Ex. 
MLB-4.0, 28:20-29:8); and REACT witness Bradley O. Fults (REACT Ex. 5.0, p. 16);  
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3. I respond to testimony arguing that ComEd has provided insufficient evidence 18 

that the Technologies that Facilitate Demand Response (“DR projects”) SMPs meet the 19 

criteria set forth in the Peoples’ Order.  Also, I address various arguments that the DR 20 

projects are not appropriate SMPs and that they are not distribution related.5 21 

4. I respond to REACT testimony on Customer Service and Information costs.6   22 

Q. What are your conclusions? 23 

A. I have the following conclusions: 24 

1. Rider SMP accommodates stakeholder input, and if the Commission desires can 25 

be combined with a process like that proposed by Constellation.  That process should 26 

focus quickly on AMI, which is a foundational step for the Smart Grid.  Further, the AMI 27 

project and the DR project do not in and of themselves comprise a Smart Grid and I did 28 

not testify that they did.   29 

2. ComEd’s AMI SMP satisfies the first five criteria of the Peoples’ Order.  If the 30 

Commission establishes stakeholder workshops, that process should address certain AMI 31 

functionalities7, and how and when these capabilities would be made available in Illinois.  32 

I recommend any workshop process begin as soon as practicable to finalize evaluation 33 

criteria and Phase 0 technology selection criteria. 34 

3. ComEd’s DR projects satisfy the first five criteria set forth by the Commission in 35 

the Peoples’ Order.  They are appropriate SMPs and are distribution-related projects. 36 

                                                 
5 Staff witness Ronald Linkenback (Staff Ex. 19.0, pp. 13-21); AG/CUB witness Michael L. Brosch 

(AG/CUB Ex. MLB-4.0, pp. 31-32); IIEC witness Robert R. Stephens (IIEC Ex. 5.0, pp. 25-26); REACT witness 
Bradley O. Fults (REACT Ex. 5.0, p. 16-17)  

6 REACT Ex. 7.0, 13:292-14:303 
7 Specifically, the Illinois Home Area Network requirements, energy information service offering types and 

delivery methodologies, and load curtailment monitoring services for Retail Electric Suppliers. 
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4. Costs related to billing, customer support (including call center operations), and 37 

credit and collection should properly be recovered through delivery services rates.  38 

II. The Smart Grid Process 39 

Q. What is ComEd’s view on the process that should be followed to best implement a Smart 40 

Grid? 41 

A. We believe that the process outlined in Rider SMP is sound.  That process is designed to 42 

facilitate periodic Commission review of the technologies and our proposals, as well as to 43 

accommodate stakeholder input.  ComEd would also, however, support the proposal 44 

offered by Constellation NewEnergy witness David Fein in his rebuttal testimony, with 45 

certain modifications.  Approval of the Rider SMP mechanism coupled with such a 46 

process is also a reasonable way to move toward a Smart Grid.  The questions of process 47 

are discussed in more detail in Mr. Crumrine’s surrebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 43.0). 48 

Q. Do AMI and the DR projects in and of themselves constitute a Smart Grid? 49 

A. No.  Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) witness Dr. Kiesling accurately characterizes my 50 

views when she states “Ms. Clair repeatedly states that ComEd’s smart grid ‘vision’ 51 

includes AMI as a foundation.” (CUB Ex. 5.0, 3:73-74)   52 

Q. Is ComEd’s vision of a “Smart Grid” limited by the current SMPs? 53 

A. No.  To ComEd, the Smart Grid is not a fixed destination, rather it is a journey that will 54 

continue as technology and customer needs evolve.  AMI must be one of the first steps 55 

because it not only provides critical usage information, but also because it provides the 56 

communication network used to deliver data to and from devices or sensors on the 57 

distribution grid, as well as smart appliances and customer portals.  AMI should also 58 
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support distributed generation such as solar panels or plug-in hybrid vehicles.  Many of 59 

Dr.  Kiesling’s points in her rebuttal testimony (CUB Ex. 5.0, pp. 10-22) are consistent 60 

with ComEd’s vision.  For example,  61 

 ComEd is discussing Smart Grid/AMI developments with other utilities in 62 

California, Texas, Pennsylvania, Ohio, North Carolina, Virginia, Florida, and the 63 

District of Columbia;  64 

 ComEd has conferred with leading consultants and research institutions (such as 65 

EPRI, who is assisting in the development of ComEd’s AMI RFP) on the leading 66 

Smart Grid technologies; and 67 

 ComEd is following industry standards with regards to security, interoperability 68 

and standards and protocols (GridWise, Intelligrid, OpenSEC, OpenAMI, and 69 

OpenHAN); not to mention Federal, NERC, and FERC orders and 70 

recommendations such as the EISA.  71 

However, it should be recognized that building a robust and future-proof network will 72 

inherently and minimally add 10-15% to the total costs of a system that meets FERC’s 73 

definition of AMI.  Also, as Mr. Donnelly testifies, no particular checklist or process used 74 

elsewhere is necessarily perfect for ComEd or Illinois.  What matters is implementing the 75 

process that best achieves our common goals. 76 

III. Advanced Metering Infrastructure 77 

A. ComEd Has Satisfied the Criteria Set Forth in the People’s Order 78 

Q. Do Staff and Intervenors agree that ComEd’s AMI SMP satisfies the criteria set forth in 79 

the Peoples’ Order as stated in your rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 23.0, pp. 4-25)? 80 
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A. No.  Some claim that ComEd did not meet the tests set forth in the Peoples’ Order.  (Staff 81 

Ex. 19.0, pp. 14-15; AG/CUB Ex. MLB-4.0, p. 17, and CUB Ex. 5.0, p. 7-9)  Others 82 

argue that the data provided by ComEd was so voluminous that more time is necessary to 83 

fully evaluate it.  (Staff Ex. 19.0, p. 16)   84 

Q. How do you respond to these concerns of Staff and Intervenors? 85 

A. The AMI data provided in my rebuttal testimony is accurate and sufficient to conclude 86 

that ComEd meets the Peoples criteria, especially given the stage of the AMI planning 87 

process that we are in.  The next step would require contracts with technology providers, 88 

and external stakeholder requirements based upon execution and evaluation of the Phase 89 

0 AMI deployment.  Indeed, the questions raised by Staff and Intervenors in their rebuttal 90 

testimony only reinforce the need to approve Rider SMP and implement a Phase 0 AMI 91 

project.  Only by doing that, can ComEd thereafter begin to deploy AMI throughout its 92 

service territory in a cost-effective manner that meets the needs of customers. 93 

Q. Attorney General (“AG”)/CUB witness Brosch (AG/CUB Ex. MLB-4.0, p. 17) and Dr. 94 

Kiesling (CUB Ex. 5.0, 9:235-247) claim that ComEd has not provided a sufficient 95 

cost/benefit analysis for AMI as required under the criteria set forth in the Peoples’ 96 

Order.  Are they correct? 97 

A. No. The workpapers provided to Staff and Intervenors in support of my rebuttal 98 

testimony, ComEd Exhibit 23.0, contain a detailed and complete cost/benefit analysis.  99 

ComEd’s cost/benefit analysis includes costs that have been updated to reflect a 2008 100 

Request for Information (“RFI”) and a refreshed set of benefits.   One can always ask for 101 

more and more analysis, but what ComEd has completed is accurate and sufficient. 102 
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Q. Are criticisms that ComEd has not quantified the benefits of AMI deployment valid? 103 

A. No.  Dr. Kiesling criticizes ComEd’s analysis stating “The quantified benefits do not 104 

include estimates of the value to customers of new, innovative products and services ….”  105 

(CUB Ex. 5.0, 9:243-244)  Also, Mr. Brosch cites benefits that ComEd could not 106 

quantify as a reason to reject Rider SMP.  (AG/CUB Ex. 27:5-18)  But, as I stated in my 107 

rebuttal testimony, there are a number of anticipated benefits that cannot be meaningfully 108 

quantified at this time, and will not be quantifiable until Phase 0 is implemented.  As 109 

Retail Energy Supply Association (“RESA”) witness Mr. Boston testifies “The 110 

[innovative] services that could be offered over an AMI are still in development, so it is 111 

not possible to point to precise services.”  (RESA Ex. 1.0, 4:64-66)  That does not render 112 

ComEd’s analysis inadequate, or mean that more study is required to know that AMI is 113 

desirable.  ComEd will seek to better understand these additional benefits during the 114 

Phase 0 deployment.   115 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Brosch’s claim that the AMI costs and benefits are unproven 116 

(AG/CUB Ex. MLB-4.0, 15:13-15)? 117 

A. The fact that at the present stage of the AMI planning process, ComEd cannot guarantee 118 

precise accuracy of every cost and every benefit, does not make the costs of benefits 119 

unproven.  The standard is not perfect foresight.  What we have done is appropriate.  120 

Identifiable costs and personnel savings are calculated.  For other benefits (e.g., those 121 

from avoided energy costs), we provided a reasonable estimate of the savings based on 122 

utility experience and team analysis, but only experience with the technology and 123 

customer reaction can confirm a more exact number.  It is this very reason that ComEd 124 

has proposed Phase 0, a scaled AMI deployment, that is not expected to exceed 125 
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$60,000,000.  Primarily, Phase 0 will enable ComEd to confirm the costs and benefits to 126 

fully deploy AMI, validating the business case as envisioned.  Further, to maximize the 127 

benefit of Phase 0, ComEd would evaluate the overall AMI plan alternatives to minimize 128 

the potential of lost opportunities in the full AMI deployment; e.g., we may install some 129 

subset of more capable meters to evaluate the benefits of power quality monitoring or 130 

power factor measurements..   131 

Q. Is Staff witness Peter Lazare correct that ComEd provides no evidence supporting its 132 

claim that benefits of system improvements would outweigh costs?  (Staff Ex. 18.0, 133 

23:524-528)  134 

A. No.  With respect to AMI, ComEd has provided significant support for customer benefits 135 

under three categories: operational savings, avoided energy purchases, and the societal 136 

benefits described in the rebuttal testimony of Dr. George.  The net present value of these 137 

benefits is in excess of $400,000,000, which may be a conservative estimate.   138 

Q. Mr. Brosch (AG/CUB Ex. MLB-4.0, 18:1-4) and Staff witness Mr. Linkenback (Staff Ex. 139 

19.0, 21:488-490 and 500-5008) commented on the increase in AMI capital cost 140 

estimates between the filing of your supplemental direct testimony and your rebuttal 141 

testimony.  Why did the AMI capital cost increase? 142 

A. As described in my rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 23.0, pp. 8-9), there are a number of 143 

reasons why AMI costs increased.  First, the estimates in my supplemental direct 144 

testimony were based on a 2005 Request for Proposal (“RFP”).  They were the best then 145 

available, but ComEd issued a 2008 Request For Information (“RFI”) to update that cost 146 

information.  Second, ComEd modeled an $800,000,000 AMI deployment that would 147 

implement AMI as a foundational component of the Smart Grid, not just a metering 148 
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technology.  For instance, between the 2005 RFP and the 2008 RFI, AMI functionalities 149 

changed, e.g., more meters will have a remote disconnect switch, all meters will record 150 

30 minute interval energy data, and a network will be built to support both Home Area 151 

Network (“HAN”) and Distribution Automation requirements while supporting real-time 152 

monitoring, power quality, security, open standards, and interoperability.  These changes 153 

increased the costs both in meter hardware and Information Technology.  However, I also 154 

expect these costs to be decreased somewhat through a competitive bidding process.   155 

Q. Is Mr. Brosch correct that there is $180,000,000 of uncertainty regarding the cost of 156 

meters (AG/CUB Ex. MLB-4.0, 18:5-13)? 157 

A. No.  First, the range of cost per meter provided in my rebuttal testimony describes what 158 

ComEd learned from the 2008 RFI and characterizes the variances seen in the 159 

marketplace across eight different vendors that offer various levels of technology.  Once 160 

the technology selection is complete, the cost per meter will be secured.  Second, his 161 

projections are incorrectly magnified against the full deployment of AMI.  Mr. Brosch’s 162 

analysis ignores Phase 0, which would limit any uncertainty.   163 

Q. Is Mr. Brosch correct that the AMI cost estimate is only marginally more accurate as a 164 

result of the 2008 RFI (AG/CUB MLB-4.0, 18:19-19:10)? 165 

A. No, Mr. Brosch is wrong.  Not only is the AMI cost estimate significantly more accurate 166 

because it reflects the AMI functionality now known to be needed to provide a 167 

foundation for a Smart Grid and current vendors pricing but the benefits are also current 168 

as they are based upon 2007 data (except where 2006 data was more representative of a 169 

typical year, e.g., most of the disconnect field orders were held in 2007).  With the Phase 170 

0 deployment, ComEd will be able to confirm the accuracy of these projections. 171 
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Q. Mr. Brosch (AG/CUB Ex. MLB-4.0, 20:3-6) and Mr. Linkenback (Staff Ex. 19.0, 172 

16:386-17:391) criticize  ComEd’s AMI cost/benefit analysis because it does not include 173 

the effects of meter write-offs.  Is there merit to this criticism? 174 

A. No.  As ComEd stated in the response to Staff data request EPS 1.08, 175 

Regarding the write-off of existing meters, ComEd assumed no changes to 176 
the current schedule for cost recovery and did not specifically model the 177 
cash flow impacts of the write-offs.  The meter removals would occur over 178 
the four-year implementation, but specific timing hasn’t been calculated.  179 
If existing meter assets were to be written off as they were removed from 180 
service, ComEd anticipates recovery of these meter costs would occur 181 
through the creation of a Regulatory Asset.  The business impacts to 182 
ComEd resulting from the meter write-offs would be cost neutral with the 183 
creation of a Regulatory Asset.  Any reduction in rate base in the rate 184 
cases following meter removal would result in lower revenue requirements 185 
over the remaining lives of existing meters, which would be offset by the 186 
accelerated recovery through the Regulatory Asset.  There would be no 187 
impact to the NPV and little impact to the payback period of the project. 188 

The panel surrebuttal testimony of ComEd witnesses Ms. Houtsma and Ms. Frank 189 

further addresses meter write-offs and the Regulatory Asset.   190 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Brosch’s claim that the cost/benefits analysis is deficient 191 

because it does not consider the HAN chip cost estimates?  192 

A. His claim is unfounded.  ComEd did not include these costs because we believe that as 193 

part of evaluating its results as I described in my rebuttal testimony, Phase 0 could be 194 

used to shape the Illinois’ HAN requirements, including the estimation of HAN costs for 195 

full deployment, as well as addressing energy information service offering types and 196 

delivery methodologies, and load curtailment monitoring services for Retail Electric 197 

Suppliers (“RESs”). 198 
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Q. Is Staff witness Dr. Schlaf correct that the cost/benefit analysis included in your rebuttal 199 

testimony did not include Dr. Stephen S. George’s financial analysis (Staff Ex. 20.0, 200 

2:35-41)? 201 

A. Yes.  This was intentional. The benefits to which Dr. George testifies are not traditionally 202 

part of a utility’s business case.  For that reason, we highlighted those benefits separately.   203 

Q. Finally, do you agree with Dr. Kiesling that ComEd has not yet sufficiently considered 204 

and justified its proposed technology approach with respect to the second criteria set forth 205 

in the People’s Order (CUB Ex. 5.0, 7:190-8:217)? 206 

A. No.  ComEd is exploring the vendor attributes that Dr. Kiesling describes in her rebuttal 207 

testimony, among many others.  Specifically, in its 2008 RFI, ComEd asked vendors 208 

relevant questions which are included in ComEd Exhibit 38.1.   209 

B. AMI Deployment  210 

Q. Has any party supported AMI as a SMP? 211 

A. Yes.  Constellation NewEnergy (“CNE”) witness Mr. Fein, RESA witness Mr. Boston, 212 

and Building Owners and Managers Association of Chicago (“BOMA”) witness Mr. 213 

Zarumba all express support for the AMI project.  Both Mr. Boston and Mr. Zarumba 214 

also suggest additional needs could be addressed by AMI.  If the Commission establishes 215 

stakeholder workshops, I recommend that we explore those suggestions as part of the 216 

anticipated workshop process as described in the testimony of Mr. Crumrine (ComEd Ex. 217 

43.0).   218 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Boston’s recommended AMI functionalities that are based on a 219 

rulemaking in Texas? 220 
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A. ComEd supports looking at what other states, including Texas, have done as suggested by 221 

Mr. Boston, but does not suggest simply adopting them.  Our regulatory and competitive 222 

structures may differ.  But, we can drive to common goals.  For example, rather than 223 

initially allowing a RES direct access to the meter itself (RESA Ex. 1.0, 8:173-9:201), 224 

ComEd proposes access to “next-day” data.  Also, with a HAN supported solution, data 225 

would also be available at the premise in real time.  For several reasons, including the 226 

fact that meters would have a disconnect switch, ComEd is very concerned about the 227 

security of any direct access to the meter.  However, recognizing that metering is 228 

unbundled in Illinois, RESs could provide their own advanced meter to customers if 229 

access were necessary.  It is my understanding that arguments similar to Mr. Boston’s 230 

were made unsuccessfully in Texas.8   231 

Q. How do you respond to BOMA witness Mr. Zarumba’s recommendation that free access 232 

to AMI data and meters and telemetry be compliant with all PJM demand response 233 

program requirements (BOMA/Chicago Ex. 5.0, 20:409-21:423)? 234 

A. The capabilities Mr. Zarumba describes are available today to commercial and industrial 235 

customers at an additional cost.  However, it is ComEd’s intent to provide the data at no 236 

additional costs to our customers during Phase 0.  If the Commission establishes 237 

stakeholder workshops, I would suggest that specificity and standards related to the meter 238 

and data and any cost associated with the provision of data should be addressed in the 239 

workshop process (see ComEd Ex. 43.0).   240 

                                                 
8   See page 15 of the Texas Public Utility Commission Final Order dated May 14, 2007 at:  

http://interchange.puc.state.tx.us/WebApp/Interchange/Documents/31418_110_549865.PDF) 
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C. Phase 0  241 

Q. Is Mr. Lanzalotta (AG Ex. (PLJ)-7.0, 7:10-8:2) and Mr. Brosch (AG Ex. MLB-4.0, 242 

28:20-29:8) correct that ComEd has not set forth the criteria it will use to evaluate the 243 

results of the AMI Phase 0 deployment? 244 

A. No.  I set forth criteria to evaluate the results of Phase 0 in my supplemental direct 245 

testimony (ComEd Ex. 16 (Corrected), 3:63-65) and my rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 246 

23.0, 7:136-144).  However, if the Commission establishes stakeholder workshops, I 247 

recommend a workshop process (see ComEd Ex. 43.0) to begin as soon as practicable to 248 

finalize evaluation criteria and Phase 0 technology selection criteria.   249 

Q. Is REACT witness Mr. Fults correct that “many customers already have invested in 250 

advanced metering equipment in their facilities.”?  (REACT Ex 5.0, 16:329-331) 251 

A. No.  While Mr. Fults does not identify the term “customers”, his comments about 252 

customers investing in advanced metering equipment must be limited to larger customers 253 

and solutions that do not include ComEd-supplied metering equipment.  Few residential 254 

and small commercial customers have any equipment outside of the standard meter 255 

service provided by ComEd.  Those customers (see ComEd’s Part 285 filing, Schedule E 256 

for customer counts under 100KW) represent 99% of the customer population.   257 

Even with respect to larger non-residential customers, however, Mr. Fults’  258 

incorrectly infers that these customers have technologies similar to what ComEd has 259 

proposed.  AMI, as proposed, includes features that could not be included in these 260 

systems and targets benefits that these systems could not achieve.  AMI will provide 261 

customers with the availability of billing options like coincident bill periods for multi-site 262 
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customers, the elimination of providing access to the meter reader to a secured facility, 263 

the daily aggregation of data across multiple meters and sites for their RESs, etc.   264 

IV. Technologies That Facilitate Demand Response 265 

A. ComEd Has Satisfied the Criteria Set Forth in the Peoples’ Order 266 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Linkenback that ComEd has not satisfied the system 267 

modernization criteria as set forth in the Peoples’ Order? (Staff Ex. 19.0, 15:351-363) 268 

A. No.  Mr. Linkenback incorrectly states that “For all the projects except for the AMI 269 

project, the only cost analysis provided is the information included in a PowerPoint 270 

presentation, ComEd Ex. 15.2…” (Staff Ex. 19.0, 15:354-355)  In my rebuttal testimony, 271 

I provided a cost/benefit analysis with respect to the DR projects that was supported by 272 

detailed workpapers provided to the parties and Staff.  (See ComEd Ex. 23.0, pp. 29-30 273 

and ComEd Ex. 23.0 WP 4)  274 

B. DR Projects Need to be Included in Rider SMP 275 

Q. Staff and some Intervenors suggest that the DR projects do not qualify as SMPs.  Are 276 

they correct?  277 

A. No, for several reasons.  First, while it is true that ComEd maintains a large portfolio of 278 

Demand Response resources, and infrastructure to enable Demand Response, significant 279 

expansion of DR resources requires discretionary investment, which is unlikely without 280 

regulatory treatment under SMP.  Second, while the DR projects’ cost are small when 281 

compared to the AMI project, the substantial expansion proposed under these projects is 282 

unlikely to occur because these projects are discretionary and, absent Rider SMP, 283 

ComEd’s financial condition makes their funding unlikely.   284 
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Finally, there seems to be some confusion about the replacement of the Key Alert 285 

System.  The replacement of the Key Alert System at locations currently participating in 286 

ComEd’s DR programs is not within the requested SMP cost estimates.  These costs are 287 

part of the normal ratemaking process; thus, they are not included in the proposed SMP 288 

project.  However, the System replacement will put ComEd in position to expand the 289 

automated control, dispatch, and power monitoring beyond the current set of participants.  290 

It is the investment cost of the expansion of the system which ComEd is requesting 291 

recovery for under Rider SMP.   292 

Q. Mr. Fults claims that the DR SMPs are duplicative because “Many non-residential 293 

customers are already participating in PJM Demand Response Programs through either 294 

ComEd or Retail Energy Suppliers.” (REACT Ex. 5.0, 16:327-329)  Is he correct? 295 

A. No.  The DR projects are expansion projects that will allow more non-residential and 296 

residential customers to participate in demand response.  Customers already participating 297 

in demand response programs will benefit as a result of avoided energy purchases and 298 

reduced capacity charges. 299 

C. DR Projects are Distribution-Related 300 

Q. Mr. Stephens asserts that the DR projects are not distribution related (IIEC Ex. 5.0, 301 

25:482-26:459).  Are they distribution related? 302 

A. Yes.  Demand response resources and the expansion of the availability of these resources 303 

typically provide value in both the supply and delivery functions.  The capability of a 304 

customer to reduce load in response to a supply price signal or a reliability event on the 305 

distribution system creates value to the wholesale market and enhances the reliability of 306 

the delivery system.  ComEd’s primary driver in the expansion of demand response is to 307 
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enhance the reliability of the delivery system.  ComEd is striving to deliver demand 308 

response products and infrastructure that are as competitively neutral to a Retail 309 

Electricity Supplier and a Curtailment Service Provider as possible.  310 

V. Customer Service and Information and Customer Account Activities 311 

Q. REACT witness Jeffery Merola claims that ComEd is improperly recovering costs related 312 

to billing, customer support (including call center operations), and credit and collections 313 

through delivery service rates.  (REACT Ex. 7.0, 13:292-14:303)  Is ComEd recovering 314 

these costs inappropriately? 315 

A. No.  The costs that Mr. Merola refers to as “Customer Care Costs”, which include costs 316 

related to billing, customer support, which includes call center operations, and credit and 317 

collections are necessary delivery services costs.     318 

Q. Why is it improper to classify these costs as supply-related? 319 

A. As Mr. Crumrine testified in his rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 30., 58:1300-1304), 320 

costs related to billing, customer support, which includes call center operations, and 321 

credit and collections are incurred for all customers regardless of whether a customer is a 322 

supply customer. 323 

Q. How is it that ComEd incurs these costs for all its customers? 324 

A. For billing and credit and collections, ComEd’s systems were designed and have been 325 

optimized to bill and collect revenue for ComEd’s services to customers.  Those revenues 326 

are based on usage, which is used for both the supply and the delivery portion.  If a 327 

separate billing and collections systems suite existed for supply, all the current ComEd 328 

systems would still be needed for delivery costs.  The fact that both supply and delivery 329 
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are based on usage would only mean that truly duplicate systems would need to exist. 330 

These services are integral to ComEd’s delivery service function and are a cost of 331 

providing retail electric .   332 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 333 

A. Yes.   334 


