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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY § 
       § 
Proposed general increase in electric rates. § DOCKET NO. 07-0566 
 
 
 

CHICAGO TRANSIT AUTHORITY’S 
BRIEF ON EXCEPTIONS  

WITH PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE LANGUAGE 
 

 The Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) files this Brief on Exceptions to the Proposed 

Order with proposed substitute language. 

I. Introduction. 

 The CTA’s exceptions focus on two areas of the Proposed Order.  The first concern is 

allowing ComEd to implement Rider SMP (System Modernization Projects) as a pilot program 

that would be detailed in the compliance filing portion of this docket.  The CTA objects to both 

the approval of the pilot project and the use of the compliance filing as the mechanism to detail 

and to implement the pilot program.  The second concern is that while Proposed Order correctly 

requires ComEd to perform a cost of service study for its next case that distinguishes ComEd’s 

costs between primary and secondary voltages, the CTA requests that the study be completed 

before the next rate case to give adequate time for review.  The CTA further requests that the 

Order take the next logical step requiring ComEd to perform a specific cost identification study 

so that all costs for the Railroad Class are properly identified. 
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 As to the first area of concern, the establishment of a pilot project under Rider SMP goes 

beyond what ComEd requested in this case.  The Company’s final position in this docket was 

that Rider SMP be approved but that none of the projects outlined in ComEd’s testimony be 

adopted for rider recovery until the projects were specifically approved.  Specific project 

approvals by the Commission were to be made in a separate docket.  Approving a pilot program 

that no party advocated at this stage means that costs for a project will be recovered from 

ratepayers before the pilot project is vetted by the Commission through the hearing process.   

 The Proposed Order requires ComEd to develop the pilot program cost-recovery 

mechanism for inclusion as part of the compliance filing in this docket.  This procedure denies 

parties the opportunity to comment upon the pilot project, its costs and its method for cost 

recovery.  The pilot project also would have ComEd installing new, costly AMI meters that may 

or may not be compatible with “smart grid” technology that the Commission may or may not 

adopt as a result of a future workshop and hearings.  This results in the possibility that ComEd 

will install meters that will need to be retrofitted or replaced when the technology for “smart 

grid” is finally determined.  This puts ratepayers at risk to pay twice for the AMI meters—once 

in the pilot project and again when the meters are retrofitted or replaced because they do not 

work with the technology adopted for a smart grid. 

 The second area of the CTA’s exceptions concern the cost of service study and the 

rejection of a specific cost identification study for the Railroad Class.  Since ComEd will be 

performing a new cost of service study that splits primary and secondary voltage level costs, it is 

a logical extension to conduct a specific cost identification study for the Railroad Class which 

has only two members, both of whom take traction power in a similar fashion.  In the current rate 
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case, ComEd provided one line diagrams of its system feed to the CTA and Metra traction power 

substations and specific cost and load information regarding the ComEd primary substations 

directly serving the Railroad Class delivery points, so ComEd already has the foundational 

information to perform the study. 

 The CTA’s exceptions are: 

• The Proposed Order errs in allowing ComEd to conduct a pilot program for Rider 

SMP (System Modernization Projects) since it is single issue ratemaking and thus 

prohibited unless the benefits of the projects are used to offset costs. 

• The Proposed Order errs in allowing ComEd to install 200,000 AMI meters as a 

“pilot project” since this Commission has not yet determined whether to require 

utilities to establish a “smart grid,” thereby creating the potential for ComEd to 

install meters that are inappropriate for a smart grid. 

• The Proposed Order errs in allocating costs under the pilot Rider SMP to the 

Railroad Class since the class does not benefit from the installation of the AMI 

meters. 

• The Proposed Order errs in allowing ComEd to file Rider SMP as a “compliance 

tariff” at which time the details of the rider will be determined.  Instead, the 

Commission should require the Company to file Rider SMP as part of a rehearing 

in order to allow parties to review Rider SMP, including the business center area 

where the AMI devices will be located, the cost of the AMI devices (including 

installation) and the specific cost recovery under Rider SMP. 
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• The Proposed Order should require ComEd to file its new cost of service study 

prior to filing its next rate case to allow parties to have an adequate opportunity to 

review the study. 

• The Proposed Order should require ComEd to perform a specific cost 

identification study for the Railroad Class. 

• The Proposed Order should be corrected for minor factual errors. 

 
EXCEPTION NO. 1 

II. The Proposed Order errs in allowing ComEd to conduct a pilot program for 
Rider SMP (System Modernization Projects) since it is single issue 
ratemaking and thus prohibited unless the benefits of the projects are used 
to offset costs. 

 The Proposed Order finds at 133 that, in certain circumstances, the Commission has the 

authority to adopt riders.  The Proposed Order further finds that “each subject underlying 

situation and design require a particularized analysis.”  Id.  The Proposed Order also finds that 

“if the Commission were to adopt Rider SMP too quickly and without sufficient stakeholder 

input or Staff analysis, the Commission would not be sure that consumers are the primary 

beneficiaries.”  Id. at 134. 

 Having made these findings, the Proposed Order then erroneously allows ComEd to 

implement Rider SMP for the deployment of AMI.  Allowing AMI to be deployed immediately 

under Phase 0 is single issue ratemaking since it only allows for recovery of costs without any 

corresponding offset for benefits.  This single issue ratemaking should be rejected in the Final 

Order. 



 
Chicago Transit Authority’s Brief On Exceptions 

Commonwealth Edison Request for a Rate Increase 
ICC Docket No. 07-0566 

Page 5 
 

 The Proposed Order admits that the purpose of Phase 0 implementation of AMI is to 

“enable the Company to quantify the costs and benefits of full AMI deployment.”  Proposed 

Order at 134.  As envisioned by the Proposed Order, ComEd would be able to pass on the costs 

of Phase 0 to all of its ratepayers.  The cost will be decoupled from any benefits to customers.  If 

there is to be a pilot program, then the costs and benefits should be treated the same and passed 

on at the same time.  The problem is that the Proposed Order allows a pilot program before 

determining whether there is any benefit at all to AMI, and if there is a benefit, which customer 

class(es) benefit.  Only customers who benefit should properly pay for the installation of AMI.  

This single issue ratemaking is compounded by the fact that there has been no determination by 

the Commission as to whether any form of “smart grid” is to be implemented in Illinois, and if 

so, whether the AMI devices that ComEd would install in Phase 0 would be compatible with the 

yet-to-be determined “smart grid” standards. 

 The Proposed Order should reject Rider SMP  and the proposed  pilot project. 

EXCEPTION NO. 2. 

III. The Proposed Order errs in allowing ComEd to install 200,000 AMI meters 
as a “pilot project” since this Commission has not yet determined whether 
to require utilities to establish a “smart grid,” thereby creating the potential 
for ComEd to install meters that are inappropriate for a smart grid. 

The Proposed Order allows ComEd to implement Phase 0 for installing about 200,000 

AMI meters as a “pilot project.”  Proposed Order at 134-135.  This is in error not only because it 

is single issue ratemaking but also because it allows implementation before there is a 

determination of the appropriate standards for “smart grid.”   Without knowing what “smart 

grid” is, the AMI devices installed in Phase 0 may not be compatible or useable with the actual 
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standards for “smart grid.” Thus, allowing Phase 0 before standards are set is premature and 

unwise.  

 Moreover, there is no accurate estimate for the cost of Phase 0 of AMI.  The testimony 

demonstrates that ComEd has yet to settle on what the specifications are for AMI devices.  In 

fact, it is ComEd’s position that the Commission should approve Rider SMP but not any 

particular project.  ComEd argued in its briefs that the projects should be determined after 

workshops and customer input.  The projects that ComEd included in its initial filing for 

approval were withdrawn by ComEd.  The standards to be included, such as whether the devices 

measure daily demand, hourly demand, 30-minute demand or 15-minute demand, greatly 

influences the cost.  In addition, the Proposed Order correctly finds that there should be a 

workshop, followed by a hearings process to determine the definition and scope of “smart grid.”  

These workshops and hearings will determine what technology is appropriate for a “smart grid,” 

and whether “smart grid” should be fully deployed not only in ComEd’s service territory but 

statewide using standardized technology.  The Proposed Order’s cart-before-the-horse approach 

may result in needless and costly retrofitting of the AMI devices installed in Phase 0.  It also can 

mean that the results and analysis that the Commission seeks from the “pilot project” may be 

inappropriate for implementation of a “smart grid” based on different technology. 

 As a result, the concept of a pilot project before determining the standards, which was 

never advocated by ComEd itself, should be rejected. 
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EXCEPTION NO. 3 

IV. The Proposed Order errs in allocating costs under the pilot Rider SMP to 
the Railroad Class since the class does not benefit from the installation of 
the AMI meters. 

 The Proposed Order is unclear as to how costs are to be allocated under the pilot Rider 

SMP.  The form of Rider SMP will be decided by ComEd in its compliance tariff filing, which is 

not subject to review or comment by the intervenors.  

 Assuming that the Proposed Order adopted ComEd’s penultimate version of Rider SMP, 

it means that all customers of ComEd will be assessed under Rider SMP based upon billing 

demands.  (ComEd’s final position on Rider SMP was not to approve any project, including 

Phase 0 of AMI deployment, but rather to conduct a hurry-up workshop to determine which 

projects should be included for Rider SMP recovery.) 

 ComEd witness Ms. Sally Clair listed five features of AMI: 1.) it should be capable of 

capturing 15-minute usage data, 2.) it should include 2-way low latency network with the ability 

to read meters remotely, 3.) ComEd will need to develop and integrate its systems in order to 

maintain the information received and provide the data to customers in a timely manner, 4.) its 

infrastructure should support home area networks, and 5.) it should include an internal load-

limiting switch to support demand response programs.  “Thus, for example, ComEd would be 

able to remotely disconnect electric service where a customer is moving out of a premise or 

remotely connect electric service where a customer is moving into a premise.”  Clair 

Supplemental Direct, ComEd 16.0 at 3/44-57.  Phase 0 would be for a single operating center for 

ComEd.  Id. at 3/59-60. 
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 The Railroad Class does not receive benefits from any of the five features listed by Ms. 

Clair.  Thus, Phase 0 would be of no benefit to the CTA’s traction power billed under the 

Railroad Class rate.  For example, the CTA already has remote-read demand meters in place.  

The CTA already can, and does, receive demand data from ComEd and does not need new AMI 

devices.  The CTA’s meters currently transmit demand data through telephone lines to ComEd.  

Zika Direct, CTA Ex. 2.0 at 3/48-51.  There is no need for the CTA to have a structure to support 

home area networks since the CTA already has a much more sophisticated SCADA system for 

monitoring and controlling of traction power substations that are operated by the CTA.  Zika 

Direct, CTA Ex. 20. at 5/79-80.  The CTA does not need a load limiting switch to support 

demand response programs since the CTA has the ability to undertake such programs on its own 

and currently bids out for power and energy.  Moreover, the CTA’s traction power requirements 

“are driven by their customers, the riders, when they require transportation service to and from 

their jobs.  As a result, improved information flow from ComEd to CTA and Metra will not have 

any impact on CTA and Metra’s ability ‘to respond more quickly to changes in consumption.’”  

Bachman Supplemental Direct, Metra/CTA Joint Ex. 2.0 at 5/3-6.  Finally, the CTA traction 

power substations are not subject to customers moving in and out on a regular basis, so there is 

no need for meters that can remotely disconnect old customers and connect to new customers. 

 During cross-examination, Ms. Clair testified that ComEd does not know in which 

geographic area it will install the AMI meters.  Tr. at 243/4-16.  However, she did believe that at 

least 90 per cent of the meters will be for residential customers.  Tr. at 243/22-244/2.  She had no 

idea if even one meter would be installed for a Railroad Class customer.  Tr. at 244/10-13.  Thus, 

not only are the AMI devices of no use to the Railroad Class, there is no assurance that any of 
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the AMI devices in Phase 0 will replace the demand meters currently used for the Railroad Class.  

Even if AMI devices are installed at one CTA traction power substation, it would offer no real 

benefit to the CTA’s integrated system.  Nevertheless, under ComEd’s penultimate proposal, the 

Railroad Class would pick up a large share of the costs of Phase 0 since the rider is based on 

demand consumption.  As Metra/CTA witness Mr. Bachman noted:  

Although rate design should be as simple and straightforward as possible, pricing 
must also have a close relationship to cost causation as practical.  Rider SMP’s 
pricing formula is simple, but unfortunately it seems to bear no relationship to 
cost causation based on ComEd’s description of the SMP costs that would be 
recovered through the Rider. 
 

Bachman Supplemental, Metra/CTA Ex. 2.0 at 3/18-21. 

 Since the Railroad Class will not benefit from Phase 0 of the AMI deployment, the 

Railroad Class should not be allocated any costs under the pilot program.  Instead, costs for the 

pilot should be allocated to the classes that will benefit from Phase 0 after taking into account the 

benefits that the AMI devices provide. 

EXCEPTION NO. 4. 

V. The Proposed Order errs in allowing ComEd to file Rider SMP as a 
“compliance tariff” at which time the details of the rider will be determined.  
Instead, the Commission should require the Company to file Rider SMP as 
part of a rehearing in order to allow parties to review Rider SMP, including 
the business center where the AMI devices will be located, the cost of the 
AMI devices (including installation) and the specific cost recovery under 
Rider SMP. 

 The Proposed Order provides that ComEd is to file a new Rider SMP in the “compliance” 

tariff phase of the docket.  Proposed Order at 134.  This procedure denies the CTA the 

opportunity to review and comment upon the Rider.  Under the Commission’s compliance tariff 

filing process, the utility files tariffs that are in “compliance” with the final order, subject only to 
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ICC staff review.  Compliance filings are not even served on the parties to the Docket and parties 

are not given the opportunity to comment on the compliance filings.   

 Since the compliance tariff filing will be the first time that Rider SMP is presented as a 

pilot, the CTA and other intervenors should not be precluded from participating in a process to 

approve Rider SMP.  ComEd has yet to determine the business center in its service area where 

the pilot program will be instituted.  As noted above, ComEd has yet to determine the 

specifications for the AMI devices and the cost of the devices.  The location and cost will impact 

the dollars being passed through to customers, yet the customers will have no input in the 

process.  Moreover, the Rider contemplates that all customers in all classes will pay for the pilot 

even where some customer classes have little or no benefit from the pilot.  Thus, the Rider will 

send the wrong signals to the wrong customers. 

 Rather than giving ComEd free reign in designing the program in a compliance tariff, if 

the Commission approves the pilot program as outlined in the Proposed Order, then the 

Commission should either open a separate docket for approval of the pilot program rider or grant 

rehearing on Rider SMP to allow time for review and meaningful comment on the new rider. 

EXCEPTION NO. 5. 

VI. The Proposed Order should require ComEd to file its new cost of service 
study prior to filing its next rate case to allow parties to have an adequate 
opportunity to review the study. 

 The Proposed Order correctly requires ComEd to prepare a new cost of service study for 

its next rate case that properly allocates costs between primary and secondary voltage levels.  

Proposed Order at 200.  Because this will be a new study to the extent that ComEd has not 

performed these proper voltage level allocations in prior cost of service studies, ComEd should 
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be required to prepare it in advance of the next rate case and make it available to intervenors 

prior to the filing of the next rate case to give parties an opportunity to review its underlying 

assumptions and allocations. 

EXCEPTION NO. 6. 

VII. The Proposed Order should require ComEd to perform a specific cost 
identification study for the Railroad Class. 

 The Proposed Order rejected a specific cost identification study for the Railroad Class.  

Proposed Order at 202.  The Proposed Order incorrectly finds that “requiring ComEd to extend 

the level of cost study scrutiny to that of individual large customers would be unwise” because it 

would “likely significantly increase the number of issues and the number of litigants in these 

proceedings.”  Id.   

 A specific cost identification study for the Railroad Class will not increase the number of 

issues in the next rate case nor will it increase the number of litigants.  There are only two 

customers in the Railroad Class—the CTA and Metra.  Both entities have participated in Docket 

No. 05-0597 and in this docket.  It is likely that both entities will participate in the next ComEd 

rate case as well. 

 The new cost of service study that the Proposed Order recommends will identify costs at 

both the primary and secondary level.  The specific cost identification study for the Railroad 

Class would identify the costs of the substations and lines serving the CTA traction power 

substations.  As Metra/CTA witness Mr. Bachman explained, “This type of specific 

identification will yield the most reliable results within the cost of service study. When specific 
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identification can be practically accomplished for a complete class of customers it should be 

done within a cost of service study.”  Bachman Direct, Metra/CTA Ex. 1.0 at 4/7-9. 

 ComEd already knows which substations and which lines serve the CTA traction power 

substations.  One-line diagrams of both the substations and the lines were provided to the CTA in 

discovery in this docket, so a specific cost identification study for the Railroad Class can and 

should be done.  

EXCEPTION NO. 7. 

VIII. The Proposed Order should be corrected for minor factual errors 

The Proposed Order should correct two factual errors. 

First, on Page 3, the Proposed Order does not correctly list the CTA’s witnesses and the 

joint Metra/CTA witnesses.  The Proposed Order fails to list Glenn Zika’s direct testimony, 

Dennis Anosike’s rebuttal testimony and James Bachman’s direct and supplemental direct 

testimony.  The CTA proposes that the paragraphs on Page 3 be corrected as follows: 

The CTA offered the testimony of Dennis Anosike (CTA Ex. 1, Direct; 
CTA Ex. 3.0 Rebuttal); Glenn Zika (CTA Ex. 2.0, Direct; CTA Ex. 4.0, Rebuttal) 
along with the exhibits accompanying their respective testimonies. 
  
 The CTA and Metra offered joint testimony of James G. Bachman 
(Metra/CTA Ex. 1.0, Direct; Metra/CTA Ex. 2.0, Supplemental Direct; 
Metra/CTA Ex. 3.0, Rebuttal) along with the exhibits accompanying his 
testimonies. 
 

The CTA also requests that the language in the Proposed Order on Page 217 be corrected 

as follows:  

(c)  Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission has directed ComEd to conduct a load flow study to determine 
whether and if so, how much ComEd uses of the Railroad Class facilities to serve 
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other customers. We expect the results of that study will provide all concerned 
with an answer to that question so that a value for that service can be computed in 
future rate cases. The Commission finds it likely that the provisions of the 
contract reflects certain rights and concessions that ComEd and the CTA have 
made regarding the use of CTA facilities. ComEd is directed to follow the 
provisions of the contract into account in setting proposed rates for the CTA in 
future rate cases.  
 

IX. Conclusion. 

 The CTA requests that the above exceptions be granted and that the attached proposed 

substitute language be included in the Final Order. 

      Respectfully submitted, 
 
      Marina Popovic 
      Kevin J. Loughlin 
      Chicago Transit Authority 
      Law Department 
      567 West Lake St., 5th Floor 
      Chicago IL 60661 
 
 
      ___/rcb/____________ 
      Richard C. Balough 
      Attorney at Law 
      53 W. Jackson Blvd. Ste. 936 
      Chicago IL 60604  
      312.834.0400 
      rbalough@balough.com 
 
 
      Attorneys for CTA 

mailto:rbalough@balough.com
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PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE LANGUAGE 

CTA EXCEPTIONS NOS. 1 AND 2 
 

 Beginning on Page 134: 
 

With Because of these concerns in mind, Rider SMP is rejected.  approved but 
only for the very limited purpose of implementing Phase 0 of the Company’s 
proposed AMI deployment.  ComEd witness Clair testified that Phase 0 will 
enable the Company to quantify the costs and benefits of full AMI deployment.   
As proposed, Phase 0 of the plan for AMI deployment would be limited to 
roughly 200,000 customers and completed by the end of 2009.  ComEd may 
submit Rider SMP through a separate compliance filing so that Rider SMP for 
Phase 0 will be effective no later than October 1, 2008.  The Commission does 
believe that the concept of Smart Grid should be explored further and therefore 
directs the ICC Staff to begin a that the workshop process begin as soon as 
practicable to finalize the definition, criteria and technical aspects of Smart Grid 
and whether it should be mandated for all electric utilities in the state. evaluation 
criteria and Phase 0 technology selection criteria.  ComEd does not object and We 
agree with CUB that it is important and appropriate that a third party facilitator be 
employed to direct the workshop process. 
The potential benefits of a Smart Grid are such that Smart Grid and AMI topics 
should be pursued and considered by the Commission in a deliberate and 
thorough manner.  The clear direction of federal policy, as embodied in the 
Energy Independence Security Act of 2007 (“EISA”), Public Law 110-140, is for 
states to consider smart grid topics.  According to Staff witness Schlaf, the 
Commission must open proceedings to consider the two EISA smart grid 
ratemaking standards by December 19, 2008 and conclude its investigations by 
December 19, 2009.  Staff Ex. 9.0 at 6.   

 
The Commission agrees that a process should be initiated outside of this rate case 
during which the Commission can consider whether and in what manner the 
approximately $1 billion cost of AMI and Smart Grid investments would be 
justified to maximize the potential benefits.  It is not clear that the EISA 
proceeding is the proper vehicle.  A collaborative workshop process followed by a 
docketed proceeding where the Commission can adopt specific goals is 
appropriate and should be completed within one year of this Order.  We agree 
with CUB that the collaborative process should address foundational policies, as 
well as incorporate utility-specific issues.   
 
The policies for consideration include, but would not be limited to: 1) definition 
of a smart grid and its functionalities; 2) principles Illinois should use to guide 
smart grid planning and deployment, for example interoperability, open 
architecture, and non-discriminatory access; 3) uniform standards; 4) methods of 



 
Chicago Transit Authority’s Brief On Exceptions 

Commonwealth Edison Request for a Rate Increase 
ICC Docket No. 07-0566 

Page 15 
 

estimating, calculating and assessing benefits and costs, including evaluation of 
non-quantifiable benefits (and costs); 5) implications of smart grid technology for 
existing policies regarding rate design, consumer protection, and customer choice; 
6) effect of statutory renewable resource, demand response and energy efficiency 
goals on smart grid planning and implementation; 7) consumer education and 
dissemination of information about smart grid applications; 8) access by 
electricity market participants to smart grid functionalities; data collection, 
storage, management, security, and availability to third parties; 9) standards for 
interconnection of third party equipment; and 10) mechanisms to flow through to 
customers any utility smart grid revenues.   
 
The Commission finds that Rider SMP (or more appropriately Rider SG – Smart 
Grid) should be re-filed after the completion of Phase 0 and the Smart Grid 
docket.  With that filing, the Company should be prepared to explain how it will 
implement the findings of the Smart Grid docket and also present the cost benefit 
analysis and other information that the Commission sought in Peoples Gas 
proceeding (Docket 07-0241/07-0242).  Among other things, the Company should 
show whether the earnings cap is the appropriate method to capture the benefits 
for consumers and the impact of rider approval on its cost of capital for those 
projects.   
 
ComEd witness Crumrine stated in his rebuttal testimony that “in the event the 
Commission orders separate processes be undertaken to further consider Smart 
Grid technologies, such as those proposed by Staff or CUB, many of the threshold 
issues already will have been addressed by the parties in those processes.  Thus, 
less time should be required to consider these issues in future approval 
proceedings.” ComEd Ex. 30.0 at 14.  The project by project consideration may 
be appropriate, but only in the context of overall Smart Grid goals.  When the 
Company refiles, appropriate process changes should be addressed.   
 
In summary, Rider SMP is rejected.  adopted for the limited purpose of 
implementing Phase 0 of AMI deployment.  A workshop process should begin 
immediately to consider Smart Grid in Illinois and utility specific issues, to be 
followed by a Commission docket to adopt specific goals.  Thereafter, ComEd 
may re-file its request for rider recovery of Smart Grid investment. 

 



 
Chicago Transit Authority’s Brief On Exceptions 

Commonwealth Edison Request for a Rate Increase 
ICC Docket No. 07-0566 

Page 16 
 

 

CTA EXCEPTIONS NOS. 3 AND 4 
 

Paragraphs 5 and 6 of page 134 of the Proposed Order:  

With these concerns in mind, Rider SMP is approved but only as currently 
proposed and drafted is rejected.  However, the Commission encourages ComEd 
to revise and re-file Rider SMP in a request for rehearing.  If revised and re-filed, 
Rider SMP should be revised for the very limited purpose of implementing Phase 
O of the Company’s proposed AMI deployment.  ComEd witness Clair testified 
that Phase O will enable the Company to quantify the costs and benefits of full 
AMI deployment.  If proposed in rehearing, the revised and refilled Rider SMP 
(which could be more appropriately titled Smart Grid or Rider SG) should provide 
that the costs of Phase O of the Company’s proposed AMI deployment should be 
assessed to the customer classes who would benefit from AMI to the maximum 
extent possible.  Any such revised and re-filed rider should also provide for an 
effective date that coincides with the statutory deadline for a final order on 
rehearing. 

As proposed, Phase O of the plan for AMI deployment would be limited to 
roughly 200,000 customers and completed by the end of 2009.  ComEd may 
submit Rider SMP through a separate compliance filing so that Rider SMP for 
Phase O will be effective no later than October 1, 2008.  The Commission makes 
no finding at this time as to whether the rider process is an appropriate cost 
recovery mechanism for recovery of Smart Grid costs.  However, if the Company 
elects to do so, it may re-file Rider SMP after the completion of the pilot program 
for Phase 0 and completion of the cost-benefit analysis of the pilot program. 

The Commission directs that the workshop process begin as soon as practicable to 
finalize evaluation criteria and Phase O technology selection criteria.  ComEd 
does not object and we agree with CUB that it is important and appropriate that a 
third party facilitator be employed to direct the workshop process. 

Paragraphs 3 and 5 of page 135 of the Proposed Order: 

The Commission finds that Rider SMP (or more appropriately Rider SG – Smart 
Grid) should be re-filed is rejected.  ComEd may propose a revised rider after the 
completion of Phase O and the Smart Grid docket.  With that filing, the Company 
should be prepared to explain how it will implement the findings of the Smart 
Grid docket and also present the cost benefit analysis and other information that 
the Commission sought in Peoples Gas proceeding (Docket 07-0241/07-0242).  
Among other things, the Company should show whether the earnings cap is the 
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appropriate method to capture the benefits for consumers and the impact of rider 
approval on its cost of capital for those projects. 

*  *  * 

In summary, Rider SMP is adopted is rejected.  ComEd may file a revised rider in 
rehearing for the limited purpose of implementing Phase O of AMI deployment.  
A workshop process should begin immediately to consider Smart Grid in Illinois 
and Utility specific issues, to be followed by a Commission docket to adopt 
specific goals. Thereafter, ComEd may re-file its request for rider recovery of 
Smart Grid investment. 

Paragraph (15) of page 228 of the Proposed Order: 

(15) Rider SMP is approved rejected.  The Company is encouraged to file a 
revised rider as part of the rehearing process for the limited purpose of 
implementing the Company’s Phase O of AMI deployment; 

Paragraph 3 of page 229 of the Proposed Order: 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Rider SMP is approved rejected.  The 
Company is encouraged to file a revised rider as part of the rehearing process for 
the limited purpose of implementing the Company’s Phase O of AMI deployment. 

CTA EXCEPTION NO. 5 

 The first paragraph of page 200: 

Having considered the evidence and arguments of the parties, the Commission finds that 
the ECOSS is deficient in not separating and properly allocating primary and secondary 
service costs.  We direct ComEd to perform this study prior to the filing of its next rate 
case and serve a copy of the study on all parties to this docket at least 60 days before 
filing of the rate case. in its next rate case.   

 

CTA EXCEPTION NO. 6 

The last paragraph of page 201 (which continues on page 202) and paragraph 3 of page 

202: 

REACT proposes that the Commission order ComEd to perform individualized 
cost of service studies to identify the distribution costs for particular customers or 
customer classes.  An individualized cost of service study for each customer’s 
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point of service would require ComEd to determine the cost for each component 
part of its distribution system serving any given customer, starting at the 
customer’s meter and extending all the way through ComEd’s system to the 
transmission substation.  ComEd Ex. 32.0 Corr. at 17.  Metra and the CTA 
request a cost of service study.  Metra and the CTA insist that ComEd already has 
most of the information needed to provide cost identification studies. 

*  *  * 

Given the time constraints inherent in rate making, the Commission finds that 
requiring ComEd to extend the level of cost study scrutiny to that of individual 
large customers would be unwise.  A granular analysis of costs on a customer by 
customer basis even for a small class of customers would likely significantly 
increase the number of issues and the number of litigants in these proceedings.  
The Commission rejects the individual cost of service study proposal. 

The specific cost identification study requested by the two members of the 
Railroad Class stands on a different footing.  The record shows that much of the 
information required for such a study is already available to ComEd.  Given the 
public interest considerations associated with mass transit providers, coupled with 
the seemingly illogical results produced by ComEd’s ECOSS as cost to serve the 
Railroad Class, the Commission finds that a specific cost identification study for 
the Railroad Class is warranted.  ComEd is directed to consult with Metra and the 
CTA and conduct a specific cost identification study for use in establishing the 
Railroad Class’s rates in the next rate case. 

CTA EXCEPTION NO. 7 

 The proposed language is set forth in the body of the text. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the Chicago Transit Authority’s Hearings 
Brief on Exceptions has been sent to the parties listed on eDocket via electronic means on this 
24th day of July 2008. 
 
 
 
        _____/rcb/__________ 
        Richard C. Balough 
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