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 Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”), by and through its counsel, 

pursuant to Section 200.800 of the Rules of Practice (83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.800) of the 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”), respectfully submits its Initial Brief in 

the above-captioned matter. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 On June 1, 2009 ComEd filed a verified petition seeking approval from the Illinois 

Commerce Commission (“Commission”) of: (a) ComEd’s proposed Advanced Metering 

Infrastructure (“AMI”) Pilot Program (“AMI Pilot”); (b) ComEd’s proposed AMI 

Assessment Customer Applications Plan; (c) ComEd tariff sheets providing for the 

recovery of certain costs; (d) the recovery of certain costs of the pilot under Rider AMP 

as currently in force and as proposed to be amended; and (e) ComEd’s request for a 

limited waiver of certain IDC rules.  The portion of ComEd’s petition concerning the AMI 

Pilot was filed pursuant to the directive of the Commission contained in the 
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Commission’s final order in ComEd’s 2007 rate case, Docket No. 07-0566.  In that order 

the Commission approved a process for ComEd to follow to implement an AMI pilot.  In 

support of its petition, ComEd filed direct testimonies of various witnesses. ComEd 

Petition, p. 1. 

On June 24, 2009 ComEd filed a motion for leave to file a supplement to its 

petition (“ComEd Motion”).  The Supplemental Petition was submitted with the ComEd 

Motion.  In its Supplemental Petition ComEd indicated that it would be unable in June of 

2009 to submit to the Commission a particular list of American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act of 2009 (“ARRA”) Projects for approval as was contemplated under 

its petition. Supplemental Petition, p. 2  ComEd further indicated that in this proceeding 

it still intended to seek approval of its amendments to Rider AMP proposed in the 

petition including those “designed to optimize ComEd’s and Illinois opportunity to 

receive stimulus funds.” Id.  ComEd further explained that it intended to file in August 

2009 a formal application for approval of its ARRA Projects(s) as a separate docket. Id. 

The Illinois Attorney General (“AG”) and the Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers 

(“IIEC”) objected to the ComEd Motion.  On July 10, 2009 the Administrative Law Judge 

(“ALJ”) issued a ruling granting ComEd’s Motion. 

ComEd’s AMI Pilot is a proposal to install approximately 141,000 AMI meters and 

related infrastructure.  Approximately 100,000 meters will be installed in a foot-print that 

includes nine towns in its Maywood operating areas.  Those towns are Bellwood, 

Berwyn, Broadview, Forest Park, Hillside, Maywood, Melrose Park, Oak Park and River 

Forest.  Approximately 30,000 meters are proposed to be installed within the City of 

Chicago and approximately 10,000 are proposed to be installed in the City of Elgin.  In 
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addition, ComEd proposes that a very limited number of AMI meters be installed in the 

Village of Tinley Park to test the AMI’s technology’s compatibility with municipal water 

systems and data. ComEd Petition, p. 3.  As part of the AMI Pilot, ComEd proposes to 

study the meters and associated infrastructure, conducting field tests and analysis of 

the AMI systems and their ability to deliver operational and reliability benefits to utilities 

and customers.  Id., pp. 3-4  ComEd also proposes as part of the Pilot to assess 

changes in customer behavior that could result from rates and technologies enabled by 

AMI systems. Id., p. 4  To fund this customer assessment ComEd proposed an 

amendment to its Rider AMP to permit ComEd to recover the incremental operating 

expenses of the customer applications study. Id., pp. 5-6. 

As previously mentioned, ComEd in its petition also sought to amend its Rider 

AMP to take advantage of federal funding available from the “ARRA. Id., pp. 7-8  On 

August 17, 2009, the ALJ struck from ComEd’s petition the request to amend Rider 

AMP to allow the recovery of non-AMI costs related to federal stimulus funding. Tr. 95-

96 

 The following parties filed Petitions to Intervene in this docket, which were 

granted: the AG; Constellation NewEnergy, Inc; the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”); Local 

Union No. 15, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, AFL-CIO; MC Squared 

Energy Services, LLC; the Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”); AARP; Abbott Laboratories, 

Inc., Caterpillar Inc., Enbridge Energy, LLP, ExxonMobil Power & Gas Services and 

Thermal Chicago Corporation (collectively, referred to as the IIEC); the City of Chicago 

(“the City”); the Chicago Transit Authority (“CTA”); the Northeast Illinois Regional 

Commuter Railroad Corporation, d/b/a Metra (“METRA”); the Illinois Competitive Energy 
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Association (“ICEA”); the City of Elgin; and the Building Owners and Managers 

Association of Chicago (“BOMA-Chicago”). 

 On July 24, 2009 and August 7, 2009, Staff and various other parties filed direct 

and rebuttal testimony in this matter.  ComEd’s rebuttal testimony was filed on August 

14, 2009.  Staff presented four witnesses who testified in this docket in response either 

to ComEd’s original and supplemental petitions, supporting direct testimony and/or 

intervenor direct testimony.  The Staff witnesses were: Dianna Hathhorn, Dr. Eric 

Schlaf, Dr. David Brightwell and Peter Lazare. 

 Evidentiary hearings were held on August 19 and 20, 2009.  At the evidentiary 

hearing on August 20, 2009 the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) indicated that 

proffered testimony addressing ComEd’s ARRA proposal would not be allowed into 

evidence.  Tr. 610-611. The subject testimony not allowed into evidence by the ALJ 

included not only portions of ComEd’s proffered testimony, but also portions of the 

Attorney General’s witness’ proffered testimony and portions of Staff witnesses Dr. 

Schlaf’s and Mr. Lazare’s proffered testimonies.  Given the ALJ’s ruling, Staff’s initial 

brief will not address ComEd’s non-AMI ARRA proposal as discussed in its petition, 

proposed revised tariffs and the various witnesses’ testimonies. 

 

II. ARGUMENT  

A. AMI Pilot Program Location and Size 

1. Maywood Operating Center and the City of Chicago 

 ComEd proposes to install approximately 131,000 meters in the Maywood 

Operating Center and the City of Chicago. ComEd petition, p. 3 ComEd proposes to 
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install an additional 10,000 meters in Elgin, although these meters would be not be used 

for the pilot program.  ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 2, lines 43-44. 

 Dr. Schlaf noted that while other locations for the pilot program may be feasible, 

Staff has no objection to the installation of the meters in the Maywood Operating Center 

and the City of Chicago.  ICC Staff Ex. 1.0, pp. 4-5, lines 106-107 and lines 112-115. 

Staff also has no objection to size of the pilot program.  As Dr. Schlaf noted, pursuant to 

the Commissions final order in Docket 07-0566 the pilot program was expected to 

consist of up to 200,000 meters and ComEd’s proposed installation of 141,000 meters 

is consistent with that expectation.  Id., p. 4, lines 92-94.  As discussed below, however, 

Staff does not recommend that the Commission allow recovery of the cost of the 10,000 

meters that ComEd proposes to install in Elgin.  ICC Staff Ex. 3.0, p. 2, lines 35-37 

 

2. City of Elgin Meters  

 Staff recommends that the Commission deny recovery through Rider AMP for all 

costs associated with approximately 10,000 meters the Company proposes to install in 

the City of Elgin.  Dr. Brightwell testified that the Commission approved Rider AMP to 

recover costs associated with AMI pilot expenses (Staff Ex. 3.0, p. 3), but the Company 

testified that these meters would not be included in either its operational evaluations or 

customer application experiments. ComEd Ex. 7.0, p. 6.  As such, these meters are not 

part of the pilot and their costs should not be recovered through the rider approved to 

recover the costs of the pilot. 

 ComEd witness Jensen responded that “the Elgin application is a form of study 

or experiment, one which will further assist in the evaluation of the potential benefits of 
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AMI, as well as inform the Commission as to the potential value of linking the 

technology with community-based programs.”  ComEd Ex. 9.0, p. 3.  However, neither 

he nor any other witness in this case provided any indication of how or if this evaluation 

assistance is to be conveyed to the Commission or used to determine whether full 

deployment of AMI meters is cost-effective.  Since these meters are not part of the 

formal pilot and no information was provided about how these meters will be used to aid 

in the formal evaluation, the Commission should deny recovery through Rider AMP of 

any costs associated with these meters. 

 

B. Amortization period of regulatory asset for retired meters 

 Staff witness Hathhorn recommend the Commission accept ComEd’s proposal of 

a 10-year regulatory asset life to recover the undepreciated cost of ComEd’s meters 

that will be retired early in order to implement the AMI pilot. ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 3.  Ms. 

Hathhorn explained that the Commission approved creation of a regulatory asset for 

ComEd to recover the undepreciated retired meters cost through Rider AMP in Docket 

No. 07-0566.  However, the Commission did not rule on the appropriate period of the 

regulatory asset, which was a contested issue.  This proceeding will determine the 

appropriate period to amortize the retired meters’ cost which will receive rate recovery in 

Rider AMP. Id., pp. 3-4. 

 According to the direct testimony of Martin G. Fruehe (ComEd Ex. 5.0), the 

estimated remaining life of the meters to be included in the regulatory asset is 13.69 

years at December 31, 2009 based upon the depreciation study completed by ComEd 

in December 2008.  ComEd Ex. 5.0, pp. 6-7, lines 131-144.  ComEd proposed a 10-
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year amortization period rather than the 13.69 years to afford ComEd more certainty of 

recovery and to lower the likelihood of any intergenerational cost shifting. ComEd Ex. 

5.0, pp. 5-6, lines 113-116. ComEd also discussed Financial Accounting Standards 

Statement No. 92 “Regulated Enterprises-Accounting for Phase-in Plans” (“FAS 92”) 

and states while FAS 92 is not directly applicable, it provides guidance that the ten year 

period is most appropriate.  ComEd Ex. 5.0, p. 6, lines 120-130. 

 Staff witness Hathhorn compared the estimated rate impacts for Rider AMP 

using the estimated remaining life of 13.69 years versus ComEd’s 10-year proposal.  

Staff found that the difference in the resulting charges is minimal and therefore withdrew 

the objection expressed in Docket No. 07-0566 and accepted ComEd’s proposal of a 

10-year regulatory asset life for the retired meters. ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 5. 

 The AG/AARP recommends using a period of 13 years based upon the 

estimated remaining recovery life for these assets under ComEd’s recently completed 

depreciation study.  AG/AARP Ex. 1.0, p. 26, lines 6-9.  However, the AG/AARP states 

that the amounts involved for the AMI Pilot are not large. AG/AARP Ex. 1.0, p. 26, lines 

15-19.  The AG/AARP concern appears to be that if the amortization period established 

now is applied to the larger retired meter regulatory asset amounts from future broader 

deployments of AMI, the cost difference could be significant. AG/AARP Ex. 1.0, p. 26, 

line 20 through p.27, line 2; ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 4-5. 

 In rebuttal testimony, ComEd responded that it is not requesting that the 

Commission approve a recovery period, or set a precedent for other regulatory assets 

that may be created should the Commission approve full AMI deployment or other smart 

grid investments. ComEd Ex. 15.0, p. 6, lines 115-118   
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 Staff recommends the Commission approve ComEd’s 10-year amortization 

period for the regulatory asset. 

 

C. Rider AMP 

 Staff presented four recommendations through Staff witnesses Schlaf and 

Hathhorn should the Commission approve ComEd’s revised Rider AMP concerning the 

following issues: 

1. Approve the collection of approved customer application expenses 

through Rider AMP 

2. The recovery period of operation and maintenance costs (“O&M”) 

associated with the AMP customer applications and community 

outreach incurred prior to the effective date of Rider AMP; 

(Uncontested) 

3. The offset of Rider AMP costs with revenue or fees collected; and 

(Uncontested) 

4. The exclusion of incentive compensation costs from Rider AMP. (ICC 

Staff Ex. 2.0, page 5) (Contested) 

 

1. Allow the recovery of customer application costs through Rider 
AMP 

 ComEd proposes to recover approximately $12.649 million through Rider AMP 

for costs associated with customer applications testing.  An additional $2.19 million of 

capital investment would be recovered through the capital recovery portion of Rider 

AMP.  ComEd Ex. 4.0, Table 5, p. 27. 
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 Staff recognizes that the Commission did not specifically order ComEd to test 

customer interest in response to new rate offerings.  ICC Staff Ex. 1.0, pp. 4-5, lines 

246-247. The Commission apparently envisioned that that topic would be discussed in 

the Statewide Smart Grid Collaborative Workshops.1  However, Staff believes there is 

value in conducting alternative rate experiments in conjunction with the operational 

testing of the meters.  Thus, Staff does not disagree with ComEd’s testimony that the 

results of the testing may eventually be realized by all stakeholders, including ComEd.  

For this reason Staff does not oppose the collection of approved customer application 

expenses through Rider AMP.  ICC Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 11, lines 255-256.2

 

 However, 

should the Commission be concerned about the cost of customer application testing, 

the Commission may wish to consider capping the amount that ComEd could collect at 

10% above the projected total cost of $14.839 million. Id., p. 11, lines 260-262. 

2. Recovery period of certain costs incurred prior to the effective 
date of Rider AMP 

 Staff recommended that the O&M costs associated with the AMI customer 

applications and community outreach incurred prior to the effective date of Rider AMP 

be amortized over a three-year period rather than recognized in full in the second 

quarter of 2010 as proposed by the Company. O&M costs incurred after the effective 

date of Rider AMP would be collected during the quarter following the date on which the 

                                            
1 The Commission stated that “Potential customer side benefits necessary to perform a cost-
benefit analysis shall be analyzed in the Statewide Smart Grid Collaborative.” Order, Docket No. 
07-0566, p. 139, footnote 1. 
2 As discussed below, Staff recommends that the Commission not approve collection of 
$859,500 associated with testing of inclining block rates. ICC Staff Ex. 3.0, p. 6-8. 
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expense is incurred, as ComEd proposed.  The change in amortization of pre-effective 

date eligible expenses will reduce the customer impact of the rider during the second 

quarter of 2010 and remove some of the quarter-to quarter variance in rates. ICC Staff 

Ex. 2.0, p. 6-7. ComEd responded that it agreed with Staff’s recommendation. ComEd 

Ex. 15.0, p. 3, lines 54-58.  No other parties commented on Staff’s recommendation. 

 

3. Offset Rider AMP Costs with revenues or fees collected 

 Staff recommended that any revenue or fees collected from customers related to 

the Basic in-home display (“IHD”), Advanced IHD, or programmable communicating 

thermostats (“PCT”) should offset recoveries under Rider AMP.  ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 7-

8. CUB witness Thomas concurred with Staff’s recommendation. CUB Ex. 2.0, p. 4.  

ComEd responded that it agreed with Staff’s recommendation and proposed additional 

tariff language to fully capture the change. ComEd Ex. 15.0, pp. 3-4, lines 62-73.  Staff 

has no objection to ComEd’s proposed language. 

 

4. Exclude incentive compensation costs from Rider AMP cost 
recovery 

 Staff witness Hathhorn recommended that incentive compensation costs be 

specifically excluded for cost recovery under Rider AMP. ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 8-11. 

CUB witness Thomas concurred with Staff’s recommendation. CUB Ex. 2.0, p. 4.  

 Staff testified that to allow incentive compensation expense to be recovered 

through Rider AMP will effectively guarantee prolonged contested proceedings in the 

annual reconciliation process.  Incentive compensation plans would have to be 

analyzed outside the rate case process. The proper amount to be recovered via Rider 
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AMP would have to be litigated during each year’s docketed reconciliation proceeding.  

ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 10.  This analysis would require the thorough review of annual 

targets and achievements that is normally done in the review of the revenue 

requirement to support a change in base rates. Staff avers that this issue would 

unnecessarily complicate the annual reconciliation.   

 In direct testimony, Staff pointed out the flaws in ComEd’s position that 

recovering incentive compensation through Rider AMP is no different than those costs 

recovered through ComEd’s Rider EDA [Energy Efficiency and Demand Response 

Adjustment]. Staff showed that nothing in the order in Docket No. 07-0540 or the Rider 

EDA tariff discusses the possible issue of rate recovery of the costs associated with 

incentive compensation through Rider EDA.  Further, ComEd agreed that the recovery 

of incentive compensation for employees hired for positions that are specifically related 

to the Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Measures through Rider EDA was not 

a contested issue in that proceeding. Therefore, the issue of whether incentive 

compensation is an appropriate cost to be recovered through Rider EDA has not yet 

been decided by the Commission; and the Company’s practice for the costs that 

ComEd is currently recovering through Rider EDA is not relevant to this issue for Rider 

AMP. Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 8-10. 

 Further, the Company has not demonstrated any financial reason why ratepayers 

must finance incentive compensation related to the Advanced Metering Infrastructure 

Pilot Program in Rider AMP. The Company’s total estimated capitalized incentive 

compensation in the instant case of $440,000 is minimal in comparison to the estimated 

capital expenditures for the AMI Pilot Program of $49.147 million.  Id.  The Company 
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has not demonstrated why it must have dollar for dollar cost recovery of incentive 

compensation through Rider AMP in order to finance the AMI pilot. 

 ComEd opposes Staff’s recommendation.  ComEd Ex. 15.0, p. 4.  The Company 

relies upon the Commission orders in ComEd’s last two delivery services rate cases, 

and further states the issue is on appeal. Id.  As the Commission is aware, ComEd is 

not precluded from changing its incentive compensation plans from the structure 

analyzed in its previous rate cases.  The burden in the reconciliation process remains.  

It is Staff’s position that allowing cost recovery of incentive compensation through Rider 

AMP transfers the focus of the Commission’s annual review of Rider AMP away from 

ensuring that the mechanics of the rider are operating correctly and effectively.  The 

analysis of a utility’s incentive compensation programs should be limited to the confines 

of a general rate case.   

 Should the Commission disagree with Staff’s primary recommendation to deny 

recovery of incentive compensation costs in Rider AMP, Staff recommended that that 

the Final Order in this proceeding make clear that such determination does not pre-

judge the Commission’s ability to approve  a) the reasonableness of incentive 

compensation costs in a Rider AMP reconciliation and b)  the recoverability of 

ComEd’s incentive compensation costs in a general rate proceeding.  ComEd agreed 

with Staff’s alternate recommendation.  ComEd Ex. 15.0, p. 5, line 96. 
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D. Rider AMP-CA 

1. Decline recovery of Inclining Block Rate design costs 

 Staff recommends that the Commission deny approval of the inclining block rate 

design proposed as part of Rider AMP-CA.  Dr. Brightwell testified that there was a 

design flaw and that even if this flaw could be corrected it would not be feasible to 

replicate the rate on a large scale.  This flaw was the result of weather normalizing for 

an insufficient period – only one four month strip for each of three periods (summer, 

winter, shoulder) in the year 2009.  If the weather is different in 2010, the year of the 

testing, than it is in 2009, the baseline usage that is established for each customer has 

little value.  If a longer period of weather normalization is used, the rate cannot be 

applied to any customer who lives at a residence for a period shorter than the 

acceptable weather normalization, making it more difficult to scale this rate beyond the 

pilot.  Since the inclining block rate is poorly designed and correcting the design would 

limit its usefulness, ratepayers can be saved approximately $859,500 by eliminating this 

rate from Rider AMP-CA experiments. Staff Ex 3.0, pp 6-8.   

 Dr. Faruqui testified on behalf of ComEd that he disagreed with Dr. Brightwell’s 

recommendation not to approve including inclining block rates in the study.  However, 

he based his disagreement on the fact that “two-thirds of residential customers in the 

United States buy their power on declining block rates or flat rates” and that there is 

much to be learned about “the impact of moving from flat or declining block rates to 

inclining block rates.”  ComEd Ex. 10. 0, p 9.  Despite Dr. Faruqui’s rebuttal testimony 

that “[w]ell designed customer application pilots can yield valuable information” (ComEd 

Ex. 10.0, p. 3), he did not attempt to dispute any design issues that were addressed by 
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Dr. Brightwell and did not dispute that correcting those design issues would limit the 

ability to scale this rate beyond the pilot. 

 Since the proposed rate to be tested is designed in such a way that the test is 

highly sensitive to weather and there is no proposed correction in the record of this 

case, Staff recommends that the Commission reject approval of recovery of all costs 

associated with inclining block rates from Rider AMP-CA.   

 

2. Charges for various devices 

 Staff witness Hathhorn’s testimony provided for the record ComEd’s proposed 

charges for its Basic IHD, Advanced IHD, and PCT should the Commission approve 

ComEd’s Rider AMP-CA.  In a supplemental response to Staff Data Request DLH 3.02 

which was attached to Staff witness Hathhorn’s direct testimony, ComEd provided the 

following proposed pricing: Basic IHD: $3.50 per month; Advanced IHD: $7.00 per 

month, and PCT at $10.00 per month. ICC Staff Ex. 2.0, pages 11-12 and Attachment 

D. ComEd did not respond in rebuttal testimony to Staff’s testimony with any further 

updates to these proposed charges.  Staff recommends these rates be used and 

approved if ComEd’s Rider AMP-CA is approved by the Commission. 

 

3. Design of time of use rates 

 Staff recommended that the Company’s rebuttal testimony define the time ranges 

and prices to be used in its proposed time of use rates or, if this was not possible, that 

the Commission should order ComEd to work with Staff to ensure that the rate was 

properly designed. Staff Ex 3.0, p. 4.   ComEd testified that the PJM pricing data 
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needed to determine these prices will not be available until early October.  ComEd Ex. 

11.0, p. 2.  Since ComEd was not able to define the prices and time ranges for its 

proposed time of use rates, Staff recommends that the Commission order ComEd to 

work with Staff to ensure the rate is properly designed. 

 

E. General AMI Pilot Program Cost Recovery 

 The costs of the AMI pilot program should be recovered under Rider AMP 

according to how meter costs are allocated to ratepayers in the Company’s cost of 

service study for its most recent rate case (Docket No. 07-0566). Specifically, Staff 

proposes that 100% of pilot program costs be allocated to classes based on the 

weighted meter allocator presented in IIEC Ex. 1.1. Then, the costs allocated to rate 

classes should be recovered from individual customers through an equal per-customer 

monthly charge. ICC Staff Ex. 6.0, pp. 9-10. 

 Rider AMP is designed to recover the costs associated with the Company’s AMI 

pilot program for advanced metering technologies. According to ComEd witness 

Hemphill, the proposed pilot will give the Company “a better grasp of costs and benefits” 

of a full AMI deployment. ComEd Ex. 1.0, p. 5. Dr. Hemphill goes on to state that the 

proposed program will provide insights for the Company about the operation of 

advanced metering technologies and “about how customers can use AMI technologies 

to conserve energy, save money, and benefit the environment.” Id.. 

 There are two key components of the proposed AMI pilot program. One is the 

installation of approximately 141,000 (Id.) advanced meters. ICC Staff Ex. 6.0, p. 2. The 

second component, called “Customer Applications,” entails the study of alternative rate 
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designs, most of which utilize this advanced metering capability, to determine their 

effect on shaping ratepayer demands for electricity. Eighty percent of expected pilot 

program costs would be for advanced metering. Id.  Thus, it would make sense to base 

the recovery of costs under the proposed rider on a distribution of meter costs among 

rate classes. This approach is clearly consistent with cost-causation which is a long-

standing principle of the Commission. 

 Furthermore, at some point in the future, the costs recovered through Rider AMP 

will be folded into rate base and those costs pertaining to metering will be allocated to 

ratepayers in future distribution rate cases through the use of a weighted metering 

allocator. The recovery method consistent with the cost causation for these metering 

costs is a weighted meter allocator. ICC Staff Ex. 6.0, p. 5. 

 ComEd proposes to recover the costs of the AMI pilot program through an equal 

percentage adjustment of distribution base rate revenues for all retail customers under 

the recently approved Rider AMP. Petition, Attachment 1, ILL. C. C. No. 10, 1st Revised 

Sheet No. 227 (Cancelling Original Sheet No. 227). This approach deviates from cost 

principles because recovery through a general across-the-board adjustment to delivery 

service revenues fails to reflect the fact that program costs under the record in this 

docket are, for the most part, specifically expended on advanced metering. 

 The alternative recovery approach proposed by IIEC is also flawed. That 

proposal would allocate 80% of the pilot program costs to classes based on the 

weighted meters allocator in IIEC Schedule 1.1 and then assign to residential customer 

only the remaining 20% of costs pertaining to customer applications. ICC Staff Ex. 6.0, 

pp. 3-4. 
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 IIEC witness Stephens notes that for the $61,796,280 projected to be spent 

under the pilot program, $49,176,780, or 80%, pertains to costs associated with the 

installation of approximately 141,000 AMI meters (IIEC Ex. 1.0, p. 3) and $12,619,500, 

or 20%, is for Customer Applications, consisting of “technology, pricing programs, and 

support activities that are designed to assist retail customers in managing their own 

energy use and energy costs.” IIEC Ex. 1.0, pp. 7-8. Mr. Stephens goes on to contend 

that “[b]asically all of the Customer Applications will apply to residential customers.” 

IIEC Ex. 1.0, p. 9. 

 Therefore, Mr. Stephens proposes a two-step process for recovering these costs 

from ratepayers. The first step entails allocating rider costs to rate classes. Mr. 

Stephens has developed a hybrid allocator for this step. Since 80% of the pilot costs 

focus on metering, Mr. Stephens proposes that 80% of the costs associated with 

metering should be based on class shares of meter investments in the Company’s cost 

of service study from Docket No. 07-0566. IIEC Ex. 1.0, p. 11. For the remaining 20% 

pertaining to Customer Applications, Mr. Stephens proposes the same weighted 

metering allocation but to residential customers only. IIEC Ex. 1.0, pp. 14-15. The 

combination of these two allocators produces a composite allocation of Rider AMP 

costs to customer classes. Once the amount of costs to be recovered from individual 

classes is determined, Mr. Stephens proposes that those costs be collected through an 

equal fixed monthly charge to all customers within the class. IIEC Ex. 1.0, p. 15. 

 The IIEC’s proposed assignment of Customer Applications costs to residential 

customers should be rejected. These are costs expended to shape ratepayer demands 

that would benefit all ComEd customers. ICC Staff Ex. 6.0, p. 6. 
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 The Customer Applications component of the AMI pilot program covers both pilot 

rate designs and the adoption of energy technologies. The rate designs to be examined 

include: 

• Customer-Specific Increasing Block Rate (IBR) – to test energy 
conservation response of individual customers 

• Day-Ahead Real-time Price (DA-RTP) – to test load shifting 
response 

• Time-of-use rate (TOU) – to test load shifting response 

• Critical peak price overlaid on a day-ahead real-time price 
(CPP/DA-RTP) – to test demand response 

• Peak-time rebate overlaid on a day-ahead real-time price (PTR/DA-
RTP) – to test demand response 

The pilot technologies include: 

• Presentment of hourly consumption and cost data to customers via 
a web page 

• In-home device (IHD) basic – a device capable of taking real-time 
consumption signals from the meter and displaying consumption 
and cost information. 

• In-home device advanced – similar to the basic version but also 
enabling the customer to better control some energy using devices. 

• Programmable controllable thermostat (PCT) – a device that 
enables the utility to remotely control operation of a customer 
thermostat with an ability for the customer to override the control. 

ComEd Ex. 1.0, p. 27. 

 These rate designs and technologies have the common purpose of encouraging 

ratepayers to either reduce or reshape their demands for electricity. If the pilot program 

can point the way to changes in how ratepayers use electricity, benefits may be 

conferred on all ratepayers on the system. As recent experience has shown, declining 

demand for energy over recent months has placed downward pressure on costs for 
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gasoline, natural gas and even electricity in the wholesale market. All consumers share 

in the benefits of these lower prices. To the extent that alternative rate designs can 

make electricity demands more responsive to price changes, that can further help 

mitigate electricity costs to the benefit of all ratepayers. Therefore, the benefits of these 

rate design experiments could extend beyond the residential class to other classes as 

well. ICC Staff Ex. 6.0, p. 6. 

 Since the potential benefits of the rate designs and technologies being studied 

extend beyond residential customers to non-residential customers, the attendant costs 

should be recovered from all rate classes, not just residential customers. Thus, the IIEC 

proposal to recover customer applications costs from residential customers only should 

be rejected. 

 

F. Waiver of IDC rules for duration of Pilot 

 ComEd seeks a waiver of 83 Ill. Adm. Code Part 452 (“Part 452’) for the duration 

of the AMI pilot program.  In response to ComEd’s request, Dr. Schlaf noted that the 

Commission had granted a waiver from the applicability of Part 452 in the context of 

ComEd’s ongoing Residential Real-Time Pricing Program.  ICC Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 12, 

lines 275-277 The Commission concluded that a waiver was appropriate in that instance 

because the General Assembly had required ComEd to file a tariff to institute a real-time 

pricing program and that the waiver was limited to that tariff.  Id. pp. 12-13, lines 291-

293 

 Dr. Schlaf applied that reasoning to ComEd’s request for a waiver in this docket 

and concluded that a waiver would be appropriate because the Commission had 
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directed ComEd to file the AMI pilot program.  Dr. Schlaf also noted that the customer 

applications part of the pilot program will have a smaller chance of a successful 

outcome if ComEd is unable to communicate with customers about the Rider AMP-CA 

rates.  Additionally, Dr. Schlaf stated that he did not believe that the retail market would 

be diminished in any significant way if the request were to be granted. Id., p. 13, lines 

293-298 and 300-302. 

 In a data request response, ComEd stated that the Company would be willing to 

consider modification of its Implementation Plan with the following language. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, for the duration of its AMI Pilot program, 
including but not limited to its AMI Assessment Customer Applications 
Plan, as approved by the Commission in Docket No. 09-0263, ComEd will 
be authorized and permitted to: (1) promote the experimental retail supply  
rate designs reflected in its Rider AMP-CA to potential study participants,  
including the offering of incentives, and (2) seek to retain customers in the 
pilot on those rate designs, provided that such rates and activities shall not 
prevent customers from switching to RES supply service.   

 
Staff recommends the addition of the following sentence to the end of this paragraph. 
 

The Company will not act to discourage customers from switching to RES 
service.  Id., pp. 13-14, lines 31-332. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

 Staff respectfully requests that the Illinois Commerce Commission approve 

Staff’s recommendations in this docket.  

 

       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
       ___________________________ 
 JOHN C. FEELEY 
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