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I. Commission Should Review Rider AMP De Novo in this Docket. 

 Commonwealth Edison Company (ComEd or Company) in its initial brief incorrectly 

asserts that the Illinois Commerce Commission gave the Company carte blanche authority for 

Rider AMP which was filed in the compliance phase of Docket No. 07-0566.  ComEd Brief at 

34.  As a result, ComEd argues, the legality, scope, and language of Rider AMP cannot be 

questioned in this docket. 

 In fact, in Docket No. 07-0566, the Commission gave limited approval to ComEd to file a 

rider solely and only for the purpose of implementing Phase 0 of a pilot program for a ‘scaled 

deployment” of up to 200,000 AMI meters.  Final Order in Docket No. 07-0566 at 138.  Rider 

AMP was not filed by ComEd until the compliance phase of the case, which means that this 

docket is the first time the rider has been subject to thorough review and examination.  

Furthermore, whatever was approved by the ICC in Docket No. 07-0566 has been modified in 

this docket by ComEd.  The Company is now seeking not only approval of a limited pilot, but 

also recovery of expenses prior to the effectiveness of the pilot, inclusion of incentive 

compensation, a new Customer Application plan and recovery of costs relating to the Customer 

Application plan.  Thus, not only is a de novo review of the previously-filed rider appropriate, 

but also a de novo review is required of the substantial changes sought by ComEd in its scope 
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and function.  For these reasons, ComEd’s assertion that the rider should not be “re-litigated” is 

in error.  ComEd Brief at 34.  The issues raised in this docket are subject to independent review.  

When that review is conducted, the result is that (1) there is no legal justification for the rider, (2) 

if a rider is imposed, the Railroad Class does not benefit from the pilot and therefore should not 

receive any costs and (3) if costs are imposed on the Railroad Class (and other large users), the 

appropriate cost allocation method is the weighted meter costs, which ComEd partially agrees is 

appropriate rather than a rate surcharge. 

 As the Chicago Transit Authority (CTA), Metra, Illinois Attorney General, and AARP all 

argue in their initial briefs, the Commission as a matter of law should not approve the new Rider 

AMP since it does not meet the proper criteria for riders and is single-issue ratemaking.  Those 

legal arguments will not be repeated here but rather are incorporated by reference.  The Illinois 

Industrial Energy Consumers further argues that, along with the CTA and Metra, since ComEd 

filed the rider in the compliance phase, this is the first time its application can be reviewed and 

that the Commission must review it.  IIEC Brief at 5-6. 

 ComEd argues that it filed its AMI pilot program under Rider AMP to “validate” its 

business case for AMI, ComEd Brief at 8, and to provide insights into customer behavior 

associated with utility demand response and energy efficiency programs.  Id. at 9. 

II. Surcharging All Customers Is Inappropriate When Only Residential 
Customers Benefit from Pilot Program. 

 Under the AMI pilot, ComEd will install primarily only residential customer meters.  

ComEd also proposes to test several customer applications.  However, these tests are only for 

residential customers.  ComEd Brief at 23.  No other customer class will participate in the 

program nor will any other class receive any benefits from the customer applications program.  
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However, ComEd wants all customers to pay for both the installation of the AMI meters and the 

costs associated with the residential customer applications. 

 As noted earlier, ComEd’s request for cost recovery varies from the original Rider AMP 

in that it now seeks not only the cost of installing the meters, but also operations and 

maintenance costs that were not part of the original Rider AMP.  ComEd Brief at 32.  The 

Illinois Attorney General and AARP oppose the inclusion of these costs.  AG/AARP Brief at 16.  

The CTA agrees with the AG/AARP that these costs are not unexpected, volatile or fluctuating 

and thus do not qualify for rider consideration.  ComEd also seeks to recover incentive 

compensation costs as part of Rider AMP.  ComEd Brief at 37.  This cost was not included in the 

compliance filing and should not be included in Rider AMP. 

 To pay for the pilot and the customer applications, ComEd proposes to charge customers 

based upon the percentage of revenues, with no connection between the costs incurred and the 

amount charged.  In essence, it is a surcharge on all customer bills based upon the amount of 

their bills.  It has disproportionate impact on large customers—the very customers who do not 

receive any benefits from the pilot.  For example, less than 1 per cent of the AMI meters will be 

installed for customers with demands in excess of 400 kW, but these customers would pay over 

22 per cent of the costs of the project.  IIEC Ex. 1.0 at 8. 

III. Railroad Class Receives No Benefit From Pilot But Pays A Disproportionate 
Share of the Costs For The AMI Deployment. 

 For the Railroad Class, of which the CTA and Metra are the only members, there will be 

at best only six AMI devices installed.  ComEd provided no evidence as to what the meters 

would do, how they are different than the SCADA equipment owned and operated by the public 

mass transit agencies, or how the railroads would benefit from the AMI equipment.  There are no 
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customer applications for the Railroad Class under ComEd’s proposal.  Thus, there is no cost 

connection with the payments requested by ComEd for the Railroad Class.  As a result, the 

Railroad Class should not be allocated any costs of either the AMI meters or the customer 

applications. 

 However, if some costs are allocated to the Railroad Class, the more appropriate method 

is not to surcharge based on total revenues but rather to allocate based on the weighted meter 

allocator.  ComEd itself saw the error of its position when it stated that it would not object to 

changing the proposed charge for the AMI meters from its original proposal using percentage of 

revenues basis to a weighted meter allocator.  ComEd Brief at 35.  As to the costs associated 

with the customer applications for the residential class, the CTA believes those costs should be 

allocated to the residential class only.  ComEd continues to argue that those residential only costs 

should be collected from all customer classes based upon the percentage of revenues basis.  Id. at 

36.  This position is contrary to the record evidence that the customer applications apply only to 

the residential class and no others.  In fact, in this case, ComEd proposes a “hold harmless” 

provision for residential customers under the customer applications by guaranteeing them the 

lower of either the customer application rate or the rate they would have been charged absent the 

program, whichever is lower.  ComEd Brief at 12.  It is inappropriate and contrary to rate-

making principles to assess the costs of the customer applications on all classes. 

 There is no disagreement in the record but that the rider is only a temporary means of 

collecting revenue for ComEd.  When the Company files for a rate case, the costs associated with 

AMI will be allocated to the proper classes using the proper allocator.  For the AMI meters, the 

appropriate method is the weighted meter allocation, as ComEd now agrees.  ComEd Brief at 35.  
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Residential customers will be allocated the costs (and given the benefits) of the customer 

applications in the next case.   

 For these reasons, and for the reasons set out in the CTA’s Initial Hearings Brief, the 

Final Order in this Docket should reject Rider AMP.  In the alternative, Rider AMP should be 

modified so as to exclude the Railroad Class from receiving any charges and, if charges are 

imposed on the Railroad Class, those charges should be based using the weighted meter 

allocator.  Customer Application charges should be assessed only against the residential class. 
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