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I. Executive Summary and Introduction 
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A. Witness Identification 

Please state your name and business address 

My name is Ross C. Hemphill. My business address is 440 S LaSalle, Suite 3300, 

Chicago, Illinois 60605. 

Are you the same Ross Hemphill that has previously submitted direct testimony in this 

docket? 

Yes, I am. 

B. Summary of Testimony 

What are the subjects of your rebuttal testimony? 

My rebuttal testimony covers six areas: 

• First, I introduce the other rebuttal witnesses that ComEd presents and briefly 

summarize the topics that each addresses. 

• Second, I explain how the pilot of AMI' and related customer applications at issue in 

this Docket relates to CornEd's proposal, filed with the United States Department of 

Energy ("DOE") on August 6, 2009, for partial "stimulus" funding under the 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (" ARRA") for a broader set of 

Smart Grid investmentsUalso reply to suggestions that consideration of the portion 

of Rider AMP that establishes a cost recovery mechanism for these ARRA·funded 

Smart Grid investments should be de!;,rred.1G,:ving these Smart Grid stimulus 

projects in cost recovery limbo, as some opponents propose, is not only unjust and 

J [use the same acronyms that arc used and defined in my direct testimony (Com Ed Ex. 1.0) .. 
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unreasonable to ComEd but poor public policy. Failing to approve a cost recovery 

mechanism in this docket would both frustrate grid modernization programs that 

benefit customers and hobble Illinois' ability to compete effectively for $175 million 

in federal funds that could easily go to other sta~es. { 

• Third, I rebut claims that CornEd should not recover the costs of the AMI and AMI 

customer applications pilot (the "Pilot") under Rider AMP. Approval of the pilot is 

in the best interest of customers and cost recovery under Rider AMP is essential if the 

pilot is to go forward. The Commission has already approved recovery of AMI pilot 

costs under Rider AMP and ComEd has made a compelling case for approval of the 

AMI pilot under that rider. Moreover, there is no good reason to deny recovery under 

Rider AMP of the companion costs of piloting AMI customer applications. 

Fourth, I respond from economic policy, regulatory, and rate design perspectives to 

suggestions to ~y limit the Pilot as a condition of approval under Rider AMP. 

Other witnesses address technical issues related to these proposals. With the 

exception of certain suggestions made by CUB witness Thomas relating to the 

evaluating pilot data, these proposals should be rejected. 

Fifth, I refute claims that Rider AMP's rate design should be changed to impose as 
greater costs on residential and other small customers. The design of Rider AMP~ 

approved by the Commission in Docket No. 07-0566 should not be altered. Both the 

Pilot and the broader Smart Grid projects included in ComEd's ARRA Application 

offer benefits to all customers. 

• Sixth, J respond to questions conceming the limited IDC waiver that ComEd has 

requested and confirm that it should be granted. 
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Who are the other witnesses presenting rebuttal testimony in support of CornEd's 

Petition? 

CornEd is submitting rebuttal testimony from each of the witnesses who filed direct 

testimony: in addition to my myself, Messrs. Meehan, O'Toole, Doherty, Jensen, Eber, 

and Fruehe. CornEd is also submitting rebuttal testimony from Ahmad Faruqui, Ph.D. 

What topics do each of these witnesses' rebuttal testimonies address? 

They address the following subjects: 

• Val R. Jensen, CornEd's Vice President - Marketing and Environmental Programs 

(CornEd Ex. 9.0,) responds to arguments that the City of Elgin, who won CornEd's 

contest for the best community-based AMI implementation, should be cut out of the 

AMI Pilot 

• Ahmad Faruqui, Ph.D., Principal, The Brattle Group (CornEd Ex. 10.0), is one of 

the developers of CornEd's AMI customer applications study and one of the country's 

most experienced experts in the design and evaluation of such studies. Dr. Faruqui 

refutes claims of AG-AARP witness Alexander suggesting the CornEd's pilot fails to 

build on pre-existing knowledge and studies. He also answers questions posed by 

Staff witness Dr. Brightwell raises concerning the benefits of piloting customer 

applications along with AMI technologies, as proposed by CornEd. Dr. Faruqui also 

explains why an Increasing Block Rate ("IBR") design should be investigated as part 

of the pilot, and why CornEd's proposal to distribute In-Home Devices ("IHDs") is 

appropriate for this study. 

Page 3 of37 



68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

ComEd Ex. 8.0 

• James C. Eber, Manager - Demand Response and Dynamic Pricing (ComEd Ex. 

11.0), answers questions of Staff witness Dr. Brightwell about ComEd's proposed 

experimental time of use rates, of CUB witness Thomas about goals for the Customer 

Applications pilot, and of City of Chicago witness Ornelas about whether "different 

responses of customers with diverse characteristics or attitudes is captured by the 

pilot design and data collection plans." (City Ex. 1.0, lines 50-51). 

• Michael J. Meehan, Vice President - AMI Operational Implementation (ComEd Ex. 

12.0), explains why this pilot should not be used to test outage response, and confirms 

that AMI technology will not be used to circumvent any protection that customers 

enjoy under PaJ1 280 

• Richard D. O'Toole, Director - AMI Pilot Program (ComEd Ex. 13.0) refutes the 

claim of AG-AARP witness Alexander that the AMI pilot can be significantly scaled 

back and still function and explains that her comments about evaluation of the pilot 

are already addressed. 

• David B. Doherty, Manager - AMI Program Implementation (ComEd Ex. 14.0), 

responds AG-AARP witness Alexander's claim that ComEd should evaluate 

"existing automated meter reading systems" - which do not even exist - to "achieve 

some if not all of the functionalities of the proposed AMI system." Mr. Doherty also 

responds to her suggestion that, despite the extensive analysis already shared with 

workshop participants, CornEd should provide a further "evaluation plan" that 

compares pilot technologies to "other utility AMI installations." (AG / AARP Ex. 

2.0, lines 443-44). 
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• Martin G. Fruehe, Manager - Revenue Policy (ComEd Ex. 15.0), confirms several 

clarifications made by Staff witness Rathhorn and responds to Ms. Rathhorn's 

concern about incentive compensation costs. Mr. Fruehe also responds to AG-AARP 

witness Brosch's attack on the IO-year amortization peliod proposed by ComEd and 

accepted by Staff and to Mr. Brosch's misunderstanding of the "earnings cap" 

protection included in Rider AMP. 

CornEd's AIVII and Smart Grid Proposals 

A. Update all CornEd's AMI Pilot 

What positions do other parties take in their direct and rebuttal testimony concerning 

CornEd's Pilot and the provisions of Riders AMP and AMP-CA that support it? 

Staff and the parties have with few exceptions supported the pilot of AMI technologies 

and customer applications. Most also acknowledge that the workshop process was 

successful and contributed positively to development of the pilot. Indeed, as ComEd 

notes before, realizing the importance of investigating AMI customer applications was a 

product of workshop input and discussion. 

III particular, Staff, with the exception of the 10,000 meters to be installed in the 

City of Elgin, does not propose changes to the scope, size, or location of the AMI 

technology pilot. And, with the exception of issues relating to the Increasing Block Rate 

("IBR") and a discussion of a 110% cap on certain forecast costs, Staff does not oppose 

the AMI Customer Applications Pilot. Both CUB and City of Chicago also support the 

scope alld content of ComE d's pilot program and acknowledge what, in the words of City 

witness Ornelas, was "mostly a very productive and successful workshop process." (City 

Ex. 1.0, lines 42-43). 
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What is the current status of ComEd's efforts to prepare [or the implementation of 

ComEd's AMI pilot? 

ComEd continues to prepare for implementation of the proposed pilot of AMI and related 

customer applications in time for the summer of 2010. To that end, vendors have been 

selected and operational preparations are being made to proceed rapidly if the 

Commission approves the Pilot CornEd remains on schedule to begin the process of 

installing AM1 meters in 2009 and have systems in place to begin pilot operation by the 

2010 summer peak load season if the Commission approves the pilot in early November 

2009. 

Also, although the formal stakeholder workshops have ended, CornEd continues 

to meet regularly with interested stakeholders to discuss study implementation, design, 

and evaluation and to involve stakeholders in the pilot process. In addition, CornEd 

continues to work with municipalities in which customers who will receive AMI meters 

are located. 

B. Relationship of the AMI Pilot and ARRA Funding Proposals 

Has CornEd proposed a broader Smart Grid initiative to the federal governments? 

Yes. On August 6,2009, ComEd filed with the DOE an application for funding under 

the ARRA CARRA Application") for a series of programs generally entitled the Chicago 

Area Smart Grid Initiative ("CASGrid"). The ARRA Application and the DOE "Funding 

Opportunity" under which ComEd filed it offers the chance for ComEd to receive up to 

$175 million dollars offederal funds to support, on a I-I matching basis, $350 million of 

Smart Grid investments. A copy of the body of this application was attached to the 

rebuttal testimony of Staff witness Peter Lazare (Staff Ex. 6.0) as Attachment A thereto. 
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Staff witness Dr. Eric Schlaf (Staff Ex. 4.0) has inquired how the CASGrid proposal 

aligns with the Pilot proposal made in this Docket and with the Commission's Order in 

Docket No. 07-0566. How do the activities proposed in CornEd's ARRA Application 

relate to the AMI Pilot at issue here? 

CornEd's ARRA Application seeks federal matching funds for AMI Pilot activities as 

well as funding for additional types of Smart Grid investment and subsequent AMI

related work that would be undertaken if the Commission approves it. That additional 

work for which federal funding is sought includes installation of additional AMI meters 

and IHDs, a broader test of dynamic pricing rates to be informed by the initial results of 

the AMI pilot, a broader test of municipal and community involvement, and a suite of 

distribution automation and grid monitoring activities. That is why, as Dr. Schlaf notes, 

CornEd's ARRA Application seeks federal funding support for a total of about 320,000 

AMI meters and for a deployment of AMI customer applications beyond that proposed in 

the pilot. (Staff Ex 4.0, lines 40-42). 

Does that mean that the ARRA Application changes or expands the scope of the AMI 

Pilot that CornEd seeks approval of in this Docket? 

No. The ARRA filing does not change the AMI Pilot that CornEd seeks approval of in 

this Docket. As I and CornEd's other witnesses have testified, the pilot proposal 

specified in our June I" filing includes the deployment of approximately 141,000 meters, 

the associated meter data management and communications infrastructure required for 

those meters to function and integrate with CornEd's other systems, some 5,800 in-home 

devices ("IHDs"), and a rigorous behavioral evaluation of five alternative experimental 

rate designs. CornEd is prepared to proceed with aspects specified in that pilot if the 
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Commission approves it and the Riders AMP and AMP-CA, as proposed, regardless of 

the outcome of CornEd's ARRA Application. The AMI Pilot stands on its own merits 

and the Commission should approve it. 

Dr. Schlaf also testifies that it "appears ... that CornEd is proposing to expand the pilot 

from 141,000 meters to approximately 320,000 meters" (Staff Ex. 4.0, lines 40-41), 

which he notes is greater than the 200,000 conditionally approved in the Commission's 

Order in Docket No. 07-0566. Dr. Schlaf also states that it "appears that CornEd may 

also significantly expand the size of the customer applications portion of the pilot" (Id., 

lines 41-43). Is Dr. Schlaf correctly interpreting the ARRA Application? 

No. As I stated, the ARRA Application is an effort to secure federal funds for qualifying 

proposed projects. CornEd is not proposing to increase either the number of AMI meters 

in the technology pilot or the size of the proposed customer application experiment. Any 

increase in the number of meters above the approximately 141,000 proposed in this 

docket (and, therefore, also above the 200,000 already addressed by the Commission) and 

any increase in the size of the customer applications pilot would be the subject of a future 

filing for Commission approval under Rider AMP. That request would stand on its own 

merits. 

Given the apparent past confusion on this subject, is there an easy way for the 

Commission to distinguish between activities that are part of the Pilot and the broader 

range of activities for which CornEd sought federal funding? 

Yes. I have prepared a chart, which appears below, that illustrates this. This chart lists 

the major components of the CASGrid proposal made to the DOE in three areas, AMI 

Technology, AlYlI Customer Applications, and Distribution Automation. The specific 
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J 82 activities highlighted in green represent the AMI Pilot thai ComEd asked to be approved 

183 in this Docket It is the same proposal that ComEd sought approval of in its original 

184 Petition. The additional projects highlighted in yellow simply represent other aspects of 

185 CASGrid. 

186 

187 Q 

How ComEd's AMI Pilot Fits Into The 
Chicaao Area Smart Grid Initiative 

AMI Meier , AMI Customer Distribution 
Technology Applications Automation 

• lOOK AMI meters :. Pilot five different dynamic • 700 advanced distribution 
(1-290 Corridor) rate designs automation switches 

• 10K AMI meters • - 5800 IHDs used for rate • CVR on 20 distribution 
(Elgin) design pilot feeder circuils 

• 30K AMI meters • Rigorous randomized 
(Chicago) study of 24 combinations • 4 Intelligent Substations 
500 AMI meters 

, 
of dynamic pricing designs Fiber ring backbone • • 

(Tinley Park) & customer technologies installation 

• MDMS for AMI meters j • SCADA expansion 

• Full urban pilot of • AMI communication 
• 120K AMI meters (1-290) concentrated community- network integration 

based deployment of 
• 60K AMI meters (Chicago) energy efficiency services 

• Broader (>50K customers) 
dynamic rate pilot (based 
in part on initial results of 
AMI pilot) 

• 50,000 addilionallHDs 

Why was the AMI Pilot work included in the CASGrid funding proposal made to the 

J 88 federal government? 

189 A By including the AMI Pilot in the ARRA Application, CornEd was able to seek a federal 

190 contribution to the cost of the Pilot 
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Why did ComEd also seek federal funding support for a broader set of activities than are 

included in the Pilot? 

The funding available under ARRA represents a unique and unprecedented opportunity 

for Illinois to obtain up to $175 million in federal funds for beneficial grid modemization 

projects in northern Ulinois2 However, there is a limited pool of money - approximately 

$35 billion - available nationally and there are literally hundreds of applicants proposing 

projects having a total cost of many, many times that available funding limit. Projects 

proposed for Ulinois, like ComEd's, are in direct competition with other proposed 

projects in other states. The funding that any applicant can compete for and potentially 

receive is also limited by the scope of its own application. Moreover, the opportunities 

to submit to DOE applications for ARRA program funding are limited. As a practical 

matter, if Com Ed had not sought funding for the broader CASGrid program now, that 

opportunity would have been lost, perhaps forever. It is, therefore, in all of our interests 

for ComEd to have applied for funding the most comprehensive range of credible, 

qualifying projects by both maximizing the opportunities for program funding and 

maximizing the total funding that could be received. 

How would a successful award under ARRA impact the AMI Pilot? 

If programs included in the AMI Pilot are funded under ARRA, then the cost of that 

aspect of the Pilot would be reduced to ComEd and, to that extent, it would also reduce 

the costs that would be passed through Rider AMP. 

::2 Olher Illinois utilities (the Ameren companies) and customers (BOMA and its members) have 
also recognized this opportunity and sought federal funds for work in Illinois. 
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Does the fact that ComEd has sought partial federal funding for work included in the 

AMI Pilot change the need for Commission action in this Docket? 

No. ComEd still needs approval of the Commission to proceed with the proposed AMI 

and customer applications pilot and still needs Commission approval to make the 

required amendments to Rider AMP and to place Rider AMP-CA into effect. Indeed, 

ComEd's ARRA Application identifies Commission approval in this Docket of the AMI 

Pilot and Rider AMP as a required regulatory approval. Moreover, even in the event that 

ComEd's ARRA Application were granted in full, the federal grants received could not 

cover more than 50% of ComEd' s Pilot costs and ComEd will have to commit to fund the 

Pilot before it can receive ARRA funds. As ComEd has stated before, we cannot make 

that commitment without Commission approval of the Pilot under Rider AMP, especially 

because some parties are actively (if wrongly) questioning the Pilot's wisdom and 

prudence. 

Does ComEd plan on seeking Commission approval of the remaining portions of the 

CASGrid ARRA proposal? 

Yes. f': stated in the Supplement to ComEd's Petition (~5), ComEd: 

intends to file with the Commission a formal application seeking 
approval of its proposed ARRA Project(s), as a separate docket, in August, 
2009. ComEd intends to support its application with all of the information 
that would be required of an application submitted under Rider AMP were 
it approved and effective as proposed in the petitio:] 
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Rider AMP's Cost Recovery Mechanisms Should Be Approved 

A. Rider AMP's Recovery of AMI Pilot Costs 

Does any party challenge the recovery of AMI pilot costs through Rider AMP? 

Yes, but not many. Only IIEC witness Stephens claims that recovery of ComEd's AMI 

meter and technology costs through a rider is not "necessary or appropriate" (IlEC Ex. 

1.0, line 23). Although he opposes rider recovery of other costs, AG-AARP witness 

Brosch recognizes that the Commission has already approved the recovery of those costs 

through a rider. 

Have Mr. Stephens' arguments against Rider AMP already been considered by the 

Commission? 

Yes, his claim that recovery of these costs is improper has been addressed by the 

Commission and, at least insofar as AMI costs are concerned, rejected by its decision in 

Docket No. 07-0566 to approve Rider AMP. Indeed, Mr. Stephens, after summarizing 

his arguments, expressly refers the reader to his earlier testimony there. For the reasons 

ComEd has previously established, allowing cost recovery through a rider is the only 

effective means of allowing CornEd the opportunity to recover costs in this circumstance 

and Rider AMP contains strong protections against the possibility that costs recovered 

through the rider could be excessi ve or result in CornEd, in the aggregate, over-earning 

on its investments. 

Mr. Stephens also argues that rider recovery is not appropriate for costs that are, 

in Mr. Stephens view, "relatively modest, predictable and controllable .... " Apart from 

the Commission's prior rejection of his views, and what I understand to be Illinois courts' 

rejection of a similar claim, Mr. Stephens is wrong as a matter of rate policy. Costs that 
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are significant (as these are), unpredictable, and uncontrollable are appropriate for rider 

recovery not because there is some magic in those conditions, but because costs that meet 

those conditions are unlikely to be effectively recoverable through general rates, even if 

prudentially incurred and reasonable. However, those are not the only circumstances 

where ~ rider is required. Here, for example, the fundamental guarantee that utilities 

must have an opportunity to recover their prudent and reasonable costs of service is 

thwarted if a rider is prohibited. Because of the unique features of the Pilot - its speed, 

its experimental nature, and the uncertainty as to whether these many of these costs will 

ever be reflected in any general rate case test year - CornEd is not guaranteed recovery of 

these prudent and reasonable costs in the absence of a rider. 

Mr. Stephens testified that parties did not have an 0pp0l1unity to "comment on Rider 

AMP when it filed by [sic] the Commission in January 2009." (JIEC Ex. 1.0, lines 62-

64). Is this correct? 

No. First off, parties fully litigated the issue that Mr Stephens refers to, i.e., providing 

recovery of otherwise unrecoverable costs through a rider, in Docket No. 07-0566. Even 

if the rest of his argument was valid, the only event that occurred after the order in that 

docket was CornEd's filing of a tariff that complied with the order. Me Stephens makes 

no argument that Rider AMP was or is out of compliance in any way. 

Second, if the lrEC did actually believe that Rider AMP, as filed with the 

Commission, was out of compliance, then !lEC was free to either (I) lodge a protest with 

the Commission prior to the tariff being placed on file; or (2) file a complaint thereafter. 

Does Me Stephens make any additional arguments about the recovery of Mil customer 

application costs through Rider AMP? 
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No, although he does claim that the Commission's approval of rider recovery of AMI 

meter technology costs should not be "precedential" for the "recovery of full scale AMl 

deployment or recovery of Smart Grid investments other than AM!." [iomEd requests 

that the Commission establish in this Docket a mechanism to recover the costs of 

Commission-approved ARRA projects. While many of the policy and rate design factors 

supporting that request mirror the factors that supported the Commission's decision in 

Docket No. 07-0566 with respect to the AMI pilot, CornEd justified its request in this 

Docket with evidence and did not just point to the Commission's prior approval of Rider 

AM,;:JAS for recovery of the costs of full scale AMI deployment, CornEd has not 

proposed any such deployment; Rider AMP does not address the costs of full 

deployment; and, it is up to the Commission to decide the extent, if any, that its decisions 

in this docket and in Docket No. 07-0566 might inform its consideration of recovery of 

those costs. The question of whether those decisions and CornEd's experience with the 

AMI pilot is instructive should be decided at that time, not in advance. 

Does any other party challenge the recovery of otherwise unrecoverable AMI-related 

customer applications costs through Rider AMP? 

Yes, but as I mentioned, only the AG and AARP. Mr. Brosch recognizes that the 

Commission has already approved recovery through Rider AMP for AMI technology 

costs, and I do not understand his testimony to oppose that or to revisit the issue. Rather, 

Mr. Brosch disputes CornEd's right to recover the costs of the AMI customer applications 

through Rider AMP even ~~any of the same reasons justify both. 

The principal argument of AG-AARP witness Brosch is that rider recovery is not 

necessary because he believes that "anticipated expense savings and existing cash flows 
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from [CornEd's] business are adequate to recover ongoing expenses without expanding 

Rider AMP." (AG / AARP Ex. 1.0, lines 20-21). Me Brosch's testimony thereby both 

misses the main point of why rider recovery is essential in this case and fails to address 

CornEd's proof that, absent rider recovery, it will not recover its costs. 

How does Me Brosch's argument miss the point of why rider recovery is essential? 

CornEd established several reasons why rider recovery of customer application costs is 

appropriate and, indeed, critical that Me Brosch does not address: 

• CornEd's customer applications pilot is a ground-breaking experiment of 24 different 

combinations of dynamic rate designs and customer application technologies. The 

Pilot has important public policy implications for future deployment of Smart Grid 

technologies, dynamic rate designs, and customer education and involvement, and is 

expressly designed to further critical national energy and Smart Grid policy goals. It 

was developed in conjunction with a Commission-supervised stakeholder process 

The Commission should promote the Pilot, as it has promoted AMI technology, and 

should not, by accepting Me. Brosch's recommendations, ensure that CornEd would 

suffer a substantial tinancial penalty for undertaking it 

• Absent Rider AMP, CornEd will not fully recover its costs. The customer 

applications being piloted will produce no operational savings to CornEd. The 

tinancial benetits will all flow directly to customers. Absent recovery under Rider 

AMP, operating expenses incurred in the pilot would be unrecoverable. Moreover, 

absent the Rider the tirst opportunity to recover incremental capital costs will occur 

when CornEd tiles its next rate case; costs before the test year in that case will be lost 
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• CornEd cannot reasonably be expected to invest capital in discretionary projects, even 

beneficial ones, if it must expend significant resources in advance with no assurance 

of cost recovery. This is especially true when, as here, the AG and AARP are already 

attacking those projects. CornEd cannot reasonably be expected to invest in the Pilot 

"on spec," especially in the face of such a challenge to cost recovery. 

Does Mr. Brosch's claim that CornEd has sufficient "anticipated," if unrelated, "expense 

savings" and "existing cash flows from the business" to pay for the Pilot justify his 

proposal to exclude the customer applications pilot from Rider AMP? 

No. CornEd does not justify Rider AMP based on any claim that without it CornEd could 

not gather enough cash to pay for the Pilot. The standard for approving new utility rates 

is not exhaustion of resources or lacking sufficient cash to cover cash expenses - far from 

it. Indeed, Rider AMP was not approved by the Commission in the first place based on 

proof that, in its absence, CornEd would lack the raw ability, or "cash flow," to invest in 

AMI meters. The Commission never required CornEd to make a showing of inadequate 

cash as a predicate for recovery of AMI technology pilot costs. 

Rather, for AMI meters as for AMI-related customer applications, CornEd 

showed that regulatory certainty was essential, that CornEd would incur costs that were 

real and would be otherwise unrecovered, that CornEd's capital budgets are finite, and 

that, absent rider recovery of incremental costs, a dollar spent on the Pilot is a dollar that 

is not covering some other cost of CornEd's utility business. Furthermore, I note that, 

while neither Mr. Brosch nor I are finance experts, financial data filed with SEC shows 
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that CornEd is not fully recovering its aggregate delivery costs even now.' Additional 

unrecovered expenditures will simply make that under-recovery worse. 

Are there any other flaws in Mr. Brosch's argument? 

Yes, a critical one. He conspicuously fails to show - or even to argue - that, in the 

absence of Rider AMP, it would be a prudent financial or operational decision for 

CornEd's management to invest in the AMI customer applications pilot That omission is 

understandable because Mr. Brosch's clients appear to oppose the Pilot as proposed. But 

that omission also underscores why the Pilot must be included in Rider AMP. Without 

Rider AMP, for the reasons previously outlined, CornEd has concluded that it would not 

be appropriate to invest our limited resources in the Pilot That is why CornEd has made 

it clear that the rider is essential if the Pilot is to proceed. 

In sum, CornEd has proven that Rider AMP provides for recovery of prudent and 

reasonable costs that were not considered in setting CornEd's base rates. Cost recovery 

through the rider supports a Pilot that promises great benefIt to customers, supports 

important public policy goals, and contains protections against aggregate over-recovery. 

Rider AMP Supports Federal Funding of Dlinois Infrastructure 

Dr. Schlaf opincs that, in his vicw, "CornEd has inadequately supported" the requcst to 

establish in this Docket a mechanism for cost recovery for future Commission-approved 

Smart Grid projects funded under the ARRA. (Staff Ex. I, lines 67-70). What does Dr. 

Schlaf recommend? 

.1 :;;ee, e.g., ComEd Ex. 8.1. This data was previously provided in response to AG data request 
2.10. See, e.g, ComEdEx. 8.1. 
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Dr. Schlaf does not oppose the concept of a cost recovery rider mechanism for ARRA

funded Smart Grid investments in principle, but believes that consideration and approval 

of such a mechanism should be deferred. He recommends that "ComEd should file its 

proposal to recover funds invested in non-AMI smart grid projects for which it has 

received partial funding through the Department of Energy's Smart Grid Investment 

Grant funding program in another proceeding ... " (Staff Ex. 1, lines 72-78) 

Should the Commission defer until a later docket consideration and approval of the 

portion of Rider AMP that allows ComEd to recover otherwise unrecoverable costs of 

ARRA-funded projects? 

No, it should not. I believe that Dr. Schlaf s view is based on a misunderstanding of 

several factors, including of what is required in this Docket and of the critical importance 

of establishing a cost recovery mechanism in advance in order to maximize the 

opportunity to attract ARRA funds to benefit llIinois. ComEd is not asking the 

Commission in this Docket to approve any CASGrid work other than the AMI and 

customer application Pilot itself, and is not asking the Commission to approve any 

potential future ARRA-funded projects. Rather, ComEd is asking the Commission to 

approve a rate mechanism to allow ComEd to recover fully the costs of such future 

projects if and only if they are approved by the Commission. The reasons to approve 

such a cost recovery mechanism now transcend any particular ARRA-funded investment 

or project. There is no logical or regulatory reason to require ComEd to present the case 

for a particular investment in advance, so long as the Commission retains the ability to 

review each investment when it is proposed. And there is nothing missing trom the 
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record in this case that prevents the Commission [rom evaluating the merits of the cost 

recovery mechanism that ComEd proposes. 

Why should a cost recovery mechanism for ARRA projects be approved now? 

The most critical reason is that absent approval of a cost recovery rate mechanism in 

advance of the DOE's consideration of ComEd's ARRA application, Illinois' ability [0 

secure federal funding will be put at needless risk. The ability to timely and fully recover 

program costs not covered by federal funds is an important factor in the DOE's 

evaluation of ComEd's ARRA Application. Given the limits of the available federal 

funds, the huge number of applicants, and the keen competition among hundreds of 

qualifying projects, the absence of an approved cost recovery mechanism will put Illinois 

at a disadvantage. In fact, a number of other states with entities in competition with 

Illinois for ARRA funds have already approved cost recovery mechanisms. A summary 

of those states' cost recovery mechanisms is attached as ComEd Ex. 8.2 

Moreover, the record in this Docket contains all of the information required for 

the Commission to consider a cost recovery mechanism. A rider is proposed with a 

defined purpose, a defined scope, defined customer protections, and a defIned rate design. 

The evidence reflects the nature of the projects that the federal government will 

potentially fund and the potential levels of federal support the state can receive if a grant 

application is approved. Moreover, approving the Rider does not require review or 

approval of the specific costs, benefits, and details of a particular proposed ARRA grant 

program because the Rider AMP, by design, preserves those questions for Commission 
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review at a later date but before any funds a recovered through the Rider." Refusing to 

approve a cost recovery mechanism for ARRA projects, when that approval does not bind 

the Commission to approve any particular ARRA project, is simply playing roulette with 

$175 million in federal funds, or at least that portion not funding the AMI Pilot itself. 

Are there any other reasons why the Commission should approve a cost recovery 

mechanism for ARRA projects in this Docket? 

Yes. Many of the same reasons support approval of a cost recovery mechanism for 

ARRA projects as supported approval of a cost recovery rider for the AMI Pilot itself. 

First and foremost among these are the unreasonable risks and costs that are imposed on 

ComEd absent such a mechanism. Absent Rider AMP, ComEd would be asked to 

commit up to $125 million to technologies that at least some parties appear to oppose. In 

addition: 

"" ComEd has shown that it is entitled to cost recovery and that, absent a mechanism 

like this, its ability to recover fully its prudent and reasonable costs of ARRA-funded 

projects will be impaired. That fact makes the case for cost recovery rider. 

"" The only alternative means for ComEd to even attempt to get cost recovery for these 

projects is to file general rate cases annually. That is not an option that the 

Commission should encourage - and encourage needlessly given the safeguards 

against over-earning between rate cases built into Rider AMP. 

"" Cost recovery and rate design were issues in ComEd's last general rate case, Docket 

No. 07-0566, and in that follow-on docket. They do not need to be raised again in a 

4 However, even were that now the case, the record now reflects ComEd full ARRA grant 
application. See StalTEx. 4.0, Attaclunent A. 
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proceeding focused on the benefits, costs, and prudence of a particular Smart Grid 

investment. Those proceedings should stay focused on the technologies and 

investments being proposed, not on rate design issues or on litigation of basic cost 

recovery principles. 

How should the Commission evaluate the calls for delay? 

The "big picture" is this: if the Commission approves a cost recovery mechanism 

proposed for Rider AMP, it will retain full approval authority over any particular projects 

that CornEd brings to it in the future. The Commission will be able to consider those 

projects on their individual merits. However, ComEd and the United States government 

will have the assurance that if the Commission approves the projects, full cost recovery 

will be available. If, on the other hand, the Commission approves no such mechanism, 

then ComEd's ability to recover its full costs - even for projects,--'t ..... ~~, 

the view of ComEd and others, significantly lessen the chance that illinois will receive 

these funds. 

There IS simply no good reason not to declare now that, should the federal 

government be willing to contribute up to $175 million to rebuilding Illinois 

infrastructure through projects that the Commission approves, then ComEd can recover 

the remaining reasonable costs of that wo~ 
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AG-AARP witness Alexander recommends that the Commission order CornEd to design 

a "much less expensive and more narrowly focused pricing and technology pilot that 

incorporates the knowledge and experience gained from other pilots." Is this a valid 

recommendation? 

No, for several reasons. First, CornEd's Pilot does "incorporate[] the knowledge and 

experience gained from other pilots." The Pilot was carefully designed over a period of 

months by a team that included not only CornEd personnel but national experts in the 

conduct and design of pilot programs. That team includes Dr. Faruqui, who has been 

involved in the design of pilots around the world - including in California, Maryland, and 

Connecticut in the United States - and who is a repOlt author or investigator on each of 

the reports produced by Staff in discovery. Moreover, the Pilot was the product of an 

extensive workshop process that has been praised by a wide variety of stakeholders and 

that addressed every significant feature of the Pilot's design, including its scope, scale, 

and focus. Ms. Alexander was not a participant in that process. Moreover, contrary to 

Ms. Alexander's claim, the Pilot takes full advantage of applicable knowledge and 

experience gained from other pilots and is designed to build on that knowledge. 

Apart from Ms. Alexander's misunderstanding of the process of designing 

CornEd's pilot, her substantive recommendation is also simply wrong. Ironically, what 

she recommends is essentially a demonstration-scale project from which we would learn 

comparatively little. CornEd's Pilot is much more than a demonstration. It is a scalable, 
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controlled pilot of an integrated suite of technologies, customer applications, and systems 

that could actually be deployed in practice. It is accompanied hy a rigorous study to: 

~ Test how those technologies, applications, and systems work; 

~ Assess the different types of information those technologies, applications, and 

systems can provide to ~ustomers taking selvice under several different rate 

design; 

~ Analyze how those technologies, applications, systems, and rate designs affect 

customers; 

~ Assess how different customers react to those technologies, applications, systems, 

and rate designs; 

~ Analyze how those technologies, applications, and systems affect utility 

operations. 

The Pilot technologies, applications, systems, and rate designs are all worthy of 

serious investigation and out hold promise of achieving real customer, utility, and societal 

benefits. Other witnesses describe the technical and statistical issues, but in lay terms it 

can be put this simply: if the Commission, stakeholders, and ultimately others are to 

benefit from valid conclusions, the study must be well designed study and of a scope 

capable of sustaining conclusions. Ms. Alexander's recommendations are simply not 

realistic. 

Does any other witness support radically cutting the Pilot as Ms. Alexander advocates? 

No. 

Are there any other reasons to reject her recommendation? 
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Yes. The scope of the AMI pilot was litigated in Docket No. 09-0566, and the 

Commission expressly approved a pilot of up to 200,000 meters. The Commission's 

decision authorizes CornEd to proceed with "Phase 0" of AMI implementation (ICC 

Docket No. 07-0566, Order dated September 10, 2008 at 138) in part because it 

determined that neither further delay nor additional demonstration-sized installations 

were necessary. 

Finally, I want to bring to the Commission's attention the inconsistency inherent 

in Ms. Alexander's recommendation. It appears to be the view of her clients, the AG and 

AARP, that CornEd should not be entitled to any advance assurance of cost recovery for 

A.J\III pilot activities, but should simply seek recovery of whatever fraction of CornEd's 

just and reasonable total costs could be included in a general rate case test year. In that 

paradigm, CornEd would be solely responsible for establishing the prudence and 

reasonableness of the Pilot after the fact in that rate case. It would be, in every sense, 

"CornEd's pilot" The fact that parties of every stripe have input on CornEd Pilot -- and 

several are asking the Commission to order CornEd to adopt their comments -

underscores why the model adopted by the Commission in Rider AMP is sensible: 

parties collaborate, CornEd proposes a plan, all parties have the opportunity to comment, 

the Commission either approves or modifies that plan, and CornEd is then entitled to 

recover the reasonable costs of implementing the approved plan. CornEd cannot be justly 

required to implement, at its own risk, someone else's pilot. 

B. Preset Cost Cap 

Staff witness Dr. Schlaftestifies that, if the Commission was concerned about the costs of 

the customer applications portion of the pilot exceeding projections, it "may consider 
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capping the amount that CornEd would be permitted to recover. A cap of 10% above the 

projected cost of $14.839 million might be an appropriate limit" Is this necessary or 

appropriate? 

No, it is neither. First off, let me state that CornEd believes its cost forecast is accurate 

and we have no intention of overspending. However, costs for pilots do vary for entirely 

appropriate reasons, such as with the number of customers participating, a factor that is 

necessarily somewhat uncertain here as participation rates are a variable being studied. 

But, should CornEd spend materially more than forecast, for whatever reason, CornEd 

understands that our spending will come under even greater scrutiny and if our spending 

was unreasonable, it will be disallowed. The result of the existing process is that only 

appropriate costs are recovered. But, to arbitrarily set an absolute cap on rider recoveries 

means that even if exceeding the estimate was absolutely the appropriate thing to do, and 

even if every penny of the total cost was reasonable, CornEd will be denied recovery. 

That is not a sensible result 

The Commission retains authority to review all of CornEd's expenditures. That 

review, not a cap that could foreclose appropriate spending, is the proper check on 

unreasonable costs. 

C. Eliminating the Increasing Block Rate 

Dr. Brightwell recommends that the lBR rate design be removed from the customer 

applications portion of the Pilot. Does CornEd agree with this recommendation? 

No. The Pilot is designed to gain knowledge. The IBR rate design may be an effective 

means of creating an incentive for customers to reduce peak consumption and may, to the 

customer, be seen as less complex than other real time rates. During the workshop 
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process, a number of parlies also expressed interest in studying this rate design. The 

Commission should be leery of eliminating such a rate design from the Pilot prior to even 

collecting or evaluating data. Moreover, while IBR rates have already been studied to 

some degree elsewhere, the comparative acceptance and effectiveness of this design 

versus other rate designs has not been rigorously studied, as proposed in the Pilot. The 

data that we can gain about this rate design from this Pilot may, thus, be especially 

informative. Entirely excluding the rate design from study is not warranted. 

Have you considered the specific concerns that Dr. Brightwell expresses about the IBR 

rate design? 

Yes The specific concerns that Dr. Brigbtwell's testimony identifies - and that lead him 

to recommend excluding this rate design from study entirely - are either based on a 

misunderstanding of the tariff or can be addressed by relatively modest revisions in the 

rate design. 

Dr. Brightwell's first concern is that IBR can expose customers to high "tail 

block" charges. However, Dr. Brightwell appears to have ignored that the AMI data will 

provide near real-time information and feedback to customers and will allow them to 

track their use and avoid, sbould they choose, using energy that would fall into the 

highest priced block. Customers' willingness and propensity to avoid higb use is a key 

factor in the success of tbis rate design, and the pilot will be an important test of 

customers' ability and inclination to modify their behavior. Also, while individual, 

customer-specific rates may not be easily scalable to the entire service territory, the 

results remain valid when contemplating an IBR for future applicability. 
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Does ComEd have suggestions to address the remaining concerns that Dr. Brightwell 

raises regarding the proposed IBR rate design? 

Yes. First, ComEd agrees with Dr. Brightwell that it would be appropriate to weather

normalize the baseline data obtained from customers from 2009. In fact, the extremely 

cool 2009 summer year is a good example of the need to do this. If there was normal 

weather in 2010, virtually all customers' usage would be much higher than their 

baselines. This would not only increase customers' costs, but would confound the study 

as it would be very difficult for customers to take advantage of the opportunity to 

decrease overall usage while tracking online with the daily data. To accomplish this 

adjustment, ComEd proposes to add the term "weather adjusted" to three places in Rider 

AMP-CA. 

Second, CornEd agrees that the proposed IBR rate design could be made even 

more revenue neutral. As OIiginally written, a customer using more than his/her baseline 

amount will experience a price per kWh which is twice what it would be on the 

applicable flat rate. CornEd proposes to resolve this problem by adding an additional 

block at the weather adjusted baseline value which changes the applicable rate to the 

same value as the applicable flat rate (as used in the second block). 

The required tariff language revisions, which are on pages X+9 and X+ 10 of 

proposed Rider AMP-CA, are provided, in legislative form, as CornEd Ex. 8.3. 

D. Excluding the City of Elgin 

Staff suggests, primarily in the testimony of Dr. Brightwell (Staff Ex. 3.0), that the cost 

of the 10,000 meters to be installed in the City of Elgin be excluded from the Pilot. 

Should this recommendation be accepted? 
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No, the City of Elgin should not be excluded. This issue is primarily addressed in the 

rebuttal testimony of Mr. Jensen (CornEd Ex. 9.0), but I wish to add two points. 

First, the benefits and challenges of involving local and municipal authorities in 

the rollout of AMI and dynamic pricing programs and the ability of CornEd's systems 

and rates to integrate with community-based and municipal energy efficiency programs 

are areas that are worthy of investigation in the Pilot. I believe that there is great value to 

be gained from studying how municipalities and community groups can help deliver AMI 

customer applications, how those entities can aid in educating customers and motivating 

customer behavior, and how utility initiative can be effectively integrated with other 

municipal and local energy efficiency, demand response, and customer education 

programs. 

Second, even were Dr. Brightwell's recommendation to exclude these meters 

from Rider AMP accepted, I believe he misstates the conditions under which CornEd is 

entitled to recover the costs of meters installed in Elgin. Costs of utility investments 

should be recoverable if they are prudent and the costs incurred are reasonable. Whether 

it is prudent for CornEd to invest in a cooperative test of how its AMI systems can work a 

community-based, municipal energy program is not a function of whether the results of 

the test ultimately turn out to be positive. As I said, it is a subject worthy of investigation 

and the Commission should judge it on that basis, not on the basis of a hindsight 

evaluation of success. 
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E. Other Pilot Design and Evaluation Recommendations 

The City of Chicago expresses a desire that the results of the Pilot be "made publicly 

available and disseminated as widely as possible" (City Ex. 1.0, lines 44-45). Does 

ComEd concur? 

Yes. With the limited exception of proprietary information (such as individual customer 

information, vendor pricing data, and intellectual property and trade secrets) that cannot 

be disseminated legally or consistently with good public policy, ComEd believes that the 

value of the Pilot can be enhanced by the dissemination and, ultimately, use of what we 

learn. That is one reason why ComEd's proposed study design and evaluation process 

includes the production of detailed reports and a key reason why CornEd continues to 

conduct workshops and detailed stakeholder briefings even during the process of 

litigating this Docket The dissemination of public information is simply not a contested 

issue in this process. 

AG-AARP witness Alexander recommends that the Commission "order" CornEd to 

"compare the costs and benefits associated with AMI-enabled consumption reduction and 

demand response with non-AMI programs," such as direct load control equipment 

Should this recommendation be accepted? 

No. The Pilot will produce a~ data about the capabilities and costs of deployed 

A.JVlI technology, including with respect to certain types of demand response. Once the 

Pilot is complete, that data will be available and could be used in a variety of follow-on 

studies, potentially including those of the type that Ms. Alexander mentions. However, 

those studies are not part of this Pilot Moreover, the particular studies that 

Ms. Alexander advocates are inappropriately limited. They address just one dimension of 
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just one benefit of AMI technology - promoting energy efficiency and demand response. 

Ordering a study of that alone would be a poor choice. AMI and other efficiency tools 

are not competitors and the purpose of the study is not to pick which to deploy. Indeed, 

many types of demand response and efficiency programs have a role to play and a mix is 

most likely the optimal result 

Moreover, highlighting at the pilot stage the costs to achieve a given level of 

demand response entirely ignores a major benefit of AMI technology: it enables energy 

efficiency and demand response by empowering customers, by giving customers the 

information that they need to make their own choices. Direct load control and the like, 

no matter how effective, are command and control options that rely not on educated 

customers making efficient and informed choices, but on utilities and sometimes 

regulators directly controlling behavior. Direct load control has a place in the demand 

response toolbox (e.g., AC cycling rates), but it is not a replacement for initiatives like 

those being piloted here. 

AG-AARP witness Alexander also recommends that the Commission require that the 

Pilot itself"identify the potential costs to ratepayers for a full-scale implementation of the 

AMI technologies and functionalities that it proposes to test in its pilot program." Would 

such an order make sense? 

No. The Pilot is a pilot Its purpose is to discover the information and collect the data 

that will allow CornEd, the Commission, and stakeholders to determine what 

technologies are preferred, what the costs of those technologies are, how to weigh 

potential cost-capability tradeoffs, and to gain insight into what the next step of 

deployment should be. Tlying to assess the "potential costs to ratepayers for a full-scale 
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implementation of the AMI technologies and functionalities" before the Pilot occurs and 

without direction as to the nature of the full scale deployment would not be helpful and 

would be potentially misleading. 

CUB witness Thomas proposes that the Commission make several findings relating to 

procurement. He suggests that the Commission "include specific language in its Order 

requiring the pilot evaluation to include a description of the potential benefits that AMI 

could bring to the procurement process," that the Pilot evaluation "include a description 

of how the AMI can be used to maximize the value of load reductions in the wholesale 

energy, capacity, and ancillary service markets," and that "CornEd should commit to 

working collaboratively with stakeholders and the IPA on identifying potential 

procurement efficiencies." How should the Commission address the question of the 

interplay between AMI programs that facilitate demand response and efficiency and the 

procurement process? 

First, Mr. Thomas and I agree that AMI technology, even during the Pilot, will help 

participating customers better manage their energy use and energy costs, and that a full 

deployment of AMI and a well-designed customer applications suite holds great promise 

to alter customer demand and promote demand response as well as energy efficiency. 

A.J'vII meters allow for the capture of granular (hourly or less) data at the individual 

customer level that can and will be used to evaluate the extent to which demand response 

and conservation potential can be realized in the CornEd territory. The ultimate goal of 

this pilot, presumably shared by all parties, is to determine whether (and how) AMI 

metering can result in benefits to all electricity consumers. These benefits may result 

from providing more choices to individual consumers on how and when to consume 
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electricity, which can provide opportunities for lowering individual bills. These benefits 

may also result from aggregate reductions in consumption, which may lower the cost of 

electricity for all consumers. The potential for these benefits will be evaluated as part of 

this pilot. Apart from the benefits to customers using AMI, pervasive demand response 

can affect the market as a whole. But, the Pilot itself is far too small and temporary to 

have any discernable effect on the wholesale market in which ComEd's energy supply 

prices are determined. We have however included an experiment to explore this potential 

in the stimulus proposal submitted to DOE, which will be described in our upcoming 

filing to the Commission. 

ComEd has worked, and will continue to work, with the lP A, CUB, and others to 

identify and take advantage of demand response and efficiency programs that AMI can 

facilitate. However, I want to make clear that taking advantage of these benefits does not 

require or entail a change in the procurement process itself. When an effective demand 

response or efficiency program is put in place, the results are reflected in the load forecast 

for ComEd and any impact on market prices as a whole are reflected in the prices that the 

lPA and ComEd obtains in the market. So, I do not object to what J believe to be the 

point of Mr. Thomas' recommendation. Further, the Commission should take care to 

focus on evaluating the benefits of AMI and AMI customer applications to the 

procurement process-- not on evaluating or changing the "procurement process" itself. 

Considering whether the procurement process should be changed is far beyond the scope 

of this endeavor. 

Finally, Mr. Thomas recommends that, instead of ending the "customer applications test 

on a date certain and immediately returnlingJ customers to the flat rate offered under Rate 
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BES. ComEd should give customers the choice to stay on the [Pilot) rate." What is 

ComEd's view of this recommendation? 

It was unclear from Mr. Thomas' original proposal how long CUB sought to extend the 

availability of such rate offerings. Therefore, ComEd sought clarification through 

discovery. ComEd Ex. 8.4 contains CUB's response to that ComEd data request. Based 

thereon, it appears that CUB seeks to extend the availability of the rate offerings to those 

customers that participated in the customer applications pilot until the "end of the 

Commission's formal evaluation of the pilot results." Putting aside the fact that ComEd 

is not aware of any proposal or plans by the Commission to hold a formal evaluation, 

ComEd does not support CUB's proposal to extend the availability of the rate offerings in 

the customer applications study. The intent of the customer applications study is to 

explore consumer behavior and receptiveness to the combinations of technology and rate 

structures during a fixed period. Once the study is ended, there would be no ongoing 

research value derived from a continuation of the various rate offerings and a 

determination of customer willingness to remain on such rate offerings could be obtained 

through the pilot exit survey. Further, there are costs associated with the continuation of 

the rate offerings that should be considered. According to Mr. Eber, the cost of 

continuing the rate offerings for 8,000 customers was roughly estimated at $6.0 million 

per year, which translates into $750 per customer per year. While I fully appreciate Mr. 

Thomas' concerns regarding the impact on customers who, hopefully, will like the 

customer applications and want to continue with a dynamic pricing option, I cannot 

justify that level of expenditure. Nevertheless, should the Commission favor 
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continuation of the rate offerings, COOlEd would be willing to do so, provided the costs 

of such program are recoverable as "AMP Customer Applications" under Rider AMP. 

Recovery of Pilot Costs from All Classes 

The railroads and IIEC both argue that they should not bear the costs of the AMI Pilot in 

accordance with the rate design in Rider AMP as approved by the Commission. Should 

the approved rate design be revised? 

No. The common premise of both of the railroads' and nEC's arguments is the claim 

that they will not benefit from the Pilot This claim is untrue. AMI and the Smart Grid 

applications that it supports benefit all customers, including railroads and large 

customers. They enable reliability improvements, improve the potential for demand 

response and energy efficiency, and allow COOlEd to better and more efficiently manage 

its system. Those benefits go far beyond just metering residential customers. The fact 

that some large customers may have elected, for their own reasons, to deploy their own 

energy management systems or the fact that METRA and the CTA already consider 

themselves "green" for other reasons, does not change those facts. Moreover, the 

Commission should remember that all customers, including large customers, have 

contributed to the costs of the distribution system and, thus, all customers will benefit 

from the operational, financial, and reliability gains. Nor does the fact that many of the 

customer applications being piloted are aimed at residential customers. The benefits the 

AMI technology can bring are more systemic. In short, no group of customers should be 

able to "opt out" of their share of these system improvement costs. It is unfair for some 

large customers to try to exempt themselves from their share of the costs of AMI, while 

they cannot be "exempted" from the benefits. 
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IIEC witness Stephens specifically proposes to re-allocate costs incurred by CornEd 

"based on the weighted meter allocation factors from the last delivery services rate case 

and also used in the current rate investigation. This allocator matches how meter costs 

would be allocated to customer classes in a rate case." Even were the Commission to 

revise the rate design of Rider AMP, should this allocation be accepted? 

No. The costs of the AMI and customer applications pilot are not simply costs of 

measuring use. They include information system costs, load research costs, as well as the 

cost of the workshops. Moreover, as noted by Staff rebuttal witness Mr. Peter Lazare, the 

benefits of the pilot are far broader than accurate measurement of use for the purposes for 

billing, and accrue to all customers classes and to customers who have invested in their 

own energy control system as well as those who have not. 

Other Regulatory Issues 

A. lDCWaiver 

Staff witness Dr. Schlaf expresses no objection to CornEd's proposed limited IDC 

waiver, but he recommends that CornEd should also "modify its Integrated Distribution 

Company Implementation Plan" to reflect this waiver. (Staff Ex. 1.0, lines 310-11). 

Does CornEd accept this recommendation? 

CornEd continues to believe that amendment of its plan is unnecessary. It has sought a 

limited IDC waiver. There is no requirement that such waivers be reflected in CornEd's 

implementation plan. However, CornEd also sees no harm in doing so, provided that the 

Commission's order in this Docket makes it clear that the amendment is also approved 

and that ComEd does not need to initiate an additional proceeding to approve the 

amendment. 
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B. Part 280 Compliance 

CUB witness Thomas expresses concern that AMI meters could be used "to circumvent 

the existing Part 280 billing requirements, or other long-standing policies or regulations." 

(CUB Ex 10, lines 458-459). Will the proposed AMI technology be used to circumvent 

any regulation or policy? 

No. AMI technology and, In particular, remote switches have many benefits for 

customers. For example, this technology will allow CornEd to speed reconnections and 

reduce losses during move-ins and move-outs. This technology will also reduce the cost 

and, in some cases, the danger of disconnection, when disconnection is warranted. But, 

CornEd commits that it will not use this technology to disconnect customers where 

disconnection would not have been authorized or appropriate in the first place. All 

policies, Commission regulations, and laws will be strictly followed. 

C. Continued Collaboration 

CUB witness Thomas also testifies that CornEd "should continue the collaborative 

relationship that has been formed with stakeholders to identify both the value of changes 

to business process and procedures and the customer protection issues, including privacy 

and health and safety issues, created by the new functionalities of the AMI system." 

Does CornEd concur? 

Absolutely. Throughout the process of developing the AMI Pilot and throughout this 

Docket itself, CornEd has continued to work collaboratively with Staff and stakeholders 

including CUB, the City, other interested municipalities, the AG, BOMA, and others. 

CornEd is equally committed to continuing a collaborative process as we move through 

implementation of the Pilot Because we have not imposed arbitrary limits on the 
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collaborative process, we cannot predict in advance exactly what issues will be the focus 

of the collaborative process in the future, but examples cited by Mr. Thomas such as 

customer protection, privacy, and health and safety issues are certainly appropriate for 

discussion. ComEd, along with CUB, Staff, the City, and others have been very pleased 

with the collaboration that has occurred and we look forward to continuing that 

relationship going forward 

Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 

Yes. 
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CornEd - Moving Forward 

• Cost reduction and control initiatives 
combined with the recent delivery service 
tariff (DST) rate increase and regular 
transmission rate updates 

• Illinois Power Agency proposed 
procurement plan for Com Ed - first 
procurement in Spring 2009 

• Actively promoting/implementing 
efficiency, renewable energy, and 
demand-side management programs 

• Studying future test year approach for 
distribution rate filing 

Equity (1) 

ROE 

ComEd Ex. 8.1 
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2008 2009E 

-45% -46% 

-5.0-6.0% -7.3-8.8% 

-45% 

-9-10% 

CornEd's earnings are expected to increase as regulatory lag is reduced over time 
through regular rate requests, putting CornEd on a path toward appropriate returns 

(1) Equity based on definition provided in most recent ICC distribution rate case order (book equity less goodwill). Projected book equity ratio in 2008 is 58%. 
(2) Provided solely to illustrate possible future outcomes that are based on a number of different assumptions, all of which are subject to uncertainties and should not be 48 

retied upon as a forecast of future results. 
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ADVANCED METERING PROGRAM CUSTOMER APPLICATIONS EXPERIMENT 

(Continued from Sheet No. X+8) 

AMP CUSTOMER APPLICATIONS (CONTINUED). 
AMP Customer Applications - Efficiency Pricing 
There are three (3) effiCiency pricing AMP Customer Applications: AMP Customer Application E1, 
AMP Customer Application E2, and AMP Customer Application E3. A retail customer to which any 
efficiency pricing AMP Customer Application is applicable is provided with (a) educational and support 
activities pertaining to energy efficiency, demand response, and load shifting developed specifically for 
use with the AMP Customer Applications; and (b) advanced meter-related facilities that are part of the 
AMP at such retail customer's premises; and (c) educational and support activities pertaining to 
advanced meter-related facilities associated with the AMP; and (d) access to the AMP Web Site. 

The provisions of the Purchased Electricity Charges subsection of the Monthly Charges section of 
Rate BES do not apply to a retail customer to which any efficiency pricing AMP Customer Application 
is applicable. Instead, Electricity Supply Charges, in cents per kilowatt-hour (¢/kWh), rounded to the 
thousandths of a cent, are determined and are applicable to kilowatt-hours (kWhs) provided to the 
retail customer in accordance with the following provisions described in this AMP Customer 
Applications - Efficiency Pricing subsection. 

A Summer Consumption, in kWhs, is determined for the retail customer. Such Summer Consumption 
is equal to (a) the total kWhs provided to the retail customer by the Company during the June, July, 
August, and September monthly billing periods in 2009, multiplied by (b) 0.25, and Ic} adjusted to be 
refrective of such retail customer's monthly consumption in such months under normal weather 
conditions, as applicable. The Electricity Supply Charges applicable to kWhs provided to the retail 
customer during each of the June, July, August, and September monthly billing periods in 2010 are 
determined in accordance with the following paragraph. 

For the first 20% of the Summer Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity 
Supply Charge equals the relevant Summer Purchased Electricity Charge (PEG) listed in the currently 
effective Informational Sheet No.1 in the Company's Schedule of Rates multiplied by 0.50. For the 
next 70% of the Summer Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity 
Supply Charge equals the relevant Summer PEC listed in the currently effective Informational Sheet 
No.1 in the Company's Schedule of Rates. For alll<Whs o'leFthe next 910% of the Summer 
Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity Supply Charge equals the 
relevant Summer PEC listed in the currently effective Informational Sheet No.1 in the Company's 
Schedule of Rates multiplied by 2.00. For all kWhs over 100% of the Summer Consumption provided 
during the monthly billing period, the Electricity Supply Charge equals the relevant Summer PEC listed 
in the currently effective Informational Sheet No.1 in the Company's Schedule of Rates. 

A Shoulder Consumption, in kWhs, is determined for the retail customer. Such Shoulder Consumption 
is equal to (a) the total kWhs provided to the retail customer by the Company during the April, May, 
October, and November monthly billing periods in 2009, multiplied by (b) 0.25, and Ic} adjusted to be 
refrective of such retail customer's monthly consumption in such months under normal weather 
conditions, as applicable. The Electricity Supply Charges applicable to kWhs provided to the retail 
customer during each of the October and November monthly billing periods in 2010 and each of the 
April and May monthly billing periods in 2011 are determined in accordance with the following 
paragraph. 

(Continued on Sheet No. X+10) 
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ADVANCED METERING PROGRAM CUSTOMER APPLICATIONS EXPERIMENT 

(Conlinued from Sheet No. X+9) 

AMP CUSTOMER APPLICATIONS (CONTINUED). 
AMP Customer Applications - Efficiency Pricing (Continued) 
For the first 20% of the Shoulder Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity 
Supply Charge equals the relevant Nonsummer PEC listed in the currently effective Informational Sheet 
No.1 in the Company's Schedule of Rates multiplied by 0.50. For the next 70% of the Shoulder 
Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity Supply Charge equals the relevant 
Nonsummer PEC listed in the currently effective Informational Sheet No.1 in the Company's Schedule of 
Rates. For all kWhs overthe next 910% of the Shoulder Consumption provided during the monthly billing 
period, the Electricity Supply Charge equals the relevant Nonsummer PEC listed in the currently effective 
Informational Sheet No.1 in the Company's Schedule of Rates multiplied by 2.00. For all kWhs over 
100% of the Shoulder Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity Supply 
Charge eguals the relevant Nonsummer PEC listed in the currently effective Informational Sheet No.1 in 
the Company's Schedule of Rates. 

A Winter Consumption, in kWhs, is determined for the retail customer. Such Winter Consumption is equal 
to (a) the total kWhs provided to the retail customer by the Company during the January, February, March, 
and December monthly billing periods in 2009, multiplied by (b) 0.25. and (cl adjusted to be reflective of 
such retail customer's monthly consumption in such months under normal weather conditions. as 
applicable. The Electricity Supply Charges applicable to kWhs provided to the retail customer during the 
December monthly billing period in 2010 and each of the January, February, and March monthly billing 
periods in 2011 are determined in accordance with the following paragraph. 

For the first 20% of the Winter Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity 
Supply Charge equals the relevant Nonsummer PEC listed in the currently effective Informational Sheet 
No.1 in the Company's Schedule of Rates multiplied by 0.50. For the next 70% of the Winter 
Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity Supply Charge equals the relevant 
Nonsummer PEC listed in the currently effective Informational Sheet No.1 in the Company's Schedule of 
Rates. For all kWhs overthe next 910% of the Winter Consumption provided during the monthly billing 
period, the Electricity Supply Charge equals the relevant Nonsummer PEC listed in the currently effective 
Informational Sheet No.1 in the Company's Schedule of Rates multiplied by 2.00. For all kWhs over 
100% of the Winter Consumption provided during the monthly billing period, the Electricity Supply Charge 
equals the relevant Nonsummer PEC listed in the currently effective Informational Sheet No.1 in the 
Company's Schedule of Rates 

Notwithstanding the previous provisions of this AMP Customer Applications - Efficiency Pricing subsection, 
in the event that insufficient historical kWh consumption data exist for the retail customer, a Summer 
Consumption, a Shoulder Consumption, and a Winter Consumption are determined for such retail 
customer based upon available consumption data pertaining to such retail customer. 

All other provisions of Rate BES apply to the retail customer. 

For a retail customer to which AMP Customer Application E2 is applicable, the Company must provide at 
no cost to such retail customer or offer to provide in exchange for a payment from such retail customer, as 
applicable, a Basic IHD. 

For a retail customer to which AMP Customer Application E3 is applicable, the Company must offer to 
provide at no cost to such retail customer or in exchange for a payment from such retail customer, as 
applicable, an Advanced IHD. 

(Continued on Sheet No. X+11) 
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Docket No. 09-0263 

Response to CornEd 
First Set of Data Requests to CUB 

CUB witness Thomas 

Com Ed Ex. 8.4 

1.01 Regarding CUB Exhibit 1.0 at lines 439 through 443, please explain with 

speci ficity what is meant by the phrases "at the end of the pilot" (line 441) and "until the end of 

the pilot evaluation" (line 443) and provide milestone events and/or corresponding dates for 

each. 

Response: 

The phrase "at the end of the pilot" on line 441 refers to the "end of the pilot" referenced by 

CornEd witness Dr. Hemphill at line 698 of CornEd Ex. 1.0. The phrase "until the end of the 

pilot evaluation" on line 443 refers to the end of the Commission's formal evaluation of the pilot 

results. Mr. Thomas does not believe customers, who actually like the experimental rates they 

are on, should be transitioned to any other rate design until, at a minimum, a formal evaluation of 

pilot results has been completed. In Mr. Thomas' opinion, the formal evaluation would be 

triggered by the final evaluation report of the twenty-four (24) AMP Customer Applications tiled 

by CornEd on September 30, 20 II pursuant to proposed Rider AMP-CA (Original Sheet No. 

X+19). 


