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I.   INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 2 

A. My name is Christopher C. Thomas.  My business address is 309 W. Washington Street, 3 

Suite 800, Chicago, IL 60606. 4 

 5 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT OCCUPATION? 6 

A. I am employed by the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) as the Director of Policy.  My 7 

duties include filing expert testimony before the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” 8 

or “Commission”) on CUB’s behalf, oversight of the testimony filed by external expert 9 

witnesses on CUB’s behalf, and management of the Policy Department. 10 

 11 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS CASE? 12 

A. I am testifying on behalf of CUB and the City of Chicago (the “City”). 13 

 14 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE. 15 

A. My professional career includes more than nine years as a utility regulatory economist.  I 16 

started my career as a regulatory economist in the Telecommunications Department of 17 

the Missouri Public Service Commission (“MoPSC”).  I became a CUB employee in 18 

September 2004, and have filed testimony before the ICC in numerous dockets.  CUB-19 

City Exhibit 1.1, attached to this testimony, is a list of the dockets in which I have filed 20 

testimony and a brief description of the nature of each docket.   21 

 22 

 23 
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Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND. 24 

A. I have a Bachelor's degree in Business Administration with a concentration in Finance 25 

and a minor in Economics from Truman State University, and a Master’s degree in 26 

Economics and Finance from Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville. 27 

 28 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?  29 

A. The testimony presents CUB’s  and the City’s perspectives with respect to 30 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s (“ComEd”) proposed Chicago Area Smart Grid 31 

Initiative (“CASGrid”), the project for which ComEd filed an application for a $175 32 

million matching Smart Grid Investment Grant (“SGIG”), as part of a total project 33 

proposal of $350 million.  Specifically, ComEd is seeking SGIG funds in response to the 34 

Funding Opportunity Announcement (“FOA”) that the U.S. Department of Energy 35 

(“USDOE”) issued on June 25, 2009.   36 

 37 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE COMED’S PROPOSAL IN THIS CASE. 38 

A. ComEd’s filing seeks preliminary cost recovery for the CASGrid initiative.  According to 39 

ComEd witness Jensen, CASGrid was designed “to maximize the ability of ComEd, its 40 

customers and the state of Illinois to take advantage of the federal funding that is 41 

available under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”) to support 42 

investment in smart grid technologies.”1  CASGRID represents a significant test of 43 

system improvements and the introduction of smart grid technologies with the stated 44 

benefits of 3,8002 additional jobs and 400,000 power interruptions3 avoided annually 45 

                                                 
1 ComEd Ex. 1.0 at 4 
2 ComEd Ex. 1.0 at 33 
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throughout the ComEd service area. ComEd also anticipates 35,000 metric tons of 46 

reduced greenhouse gas emissions annually and over 17,880 MWh of reduced annual 47 

energy consumption per year4.  48 

 49 
 Although the actual projects to be performed depend upon the final award from USDOE, 50 

and (under ComEd’s proposal) approval from the Commission, ComEd’s CASGrid 51 

proposal to USDOE is composed of the following projects5: 52 

 53 
• The installation of an additional 120,000 AMI meters in the Maywood 54 

operating  center resulting in AMI meters being deployed throughout that 55 
center; 56 

• The installation of 19,000 advanced two-way air conditioning control 57 
switches capable of communicating with the AMI meters under ComEd’s 58 
Rider AC – Residential Air Conditioning Load Cycling Program (“Rider 59 
AC”); 60 

• The installation of 2,000 advanced meters in approximately 260 Chicago 61 
high rise buildings as part of a joint project with the Chicago Building 62 
Owners and Managers Association (“BOMA”) to test the ability of large 63 
office buildings to aggregate demand response; 64 

• The installation of 59,000 AMI meters in two Chicago communities where 65 
they will be integrated with available energy efficiency services and 66 
associated environmental initiatives in those communities permitting the 67 
demonstration of smart grid’s ability to advance community climate action 68 
and economic development strategies; 69 

• The deployment of up to 50,000 in-home devices in residences in these 70 
two Chicago communities to enable, among other purposes, a testing of 71 
the extent to which these devices, when coupled with dynamic pricing, can 72 
increase the conservation response of customers receiving the devices 73 
relative to just receiving basic energy efficiency services; and 74 

• The deployment of a full suite of smart grid technologies, including 700 75 
distribution automation switches, 4 intelligent substations, the installation 76 
of dynamic voltage management and conservation voltage reduction 77 
(“CVR”) technology in two of the substations, a fiber ring and SCADA 78 
(i.e. supervisory control and data acquisition) core network upgrade. 79 

 80 
 81 
 82 

                                                                                                                                                             
3 Appendix A Page 38 
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At this point, it is unknown which specific projects may be funded.  As ComEd noted in 83 

its testimony, the FOA is heavily oversubscribed and there is much competition among 84 

utilities and states for the limited funds.  USDOE reports that, so far, 431 applications for 85 

projects totaling $24.6 billion (requesting $12.6 billion in grants) have been received for 86 

the less than $4 billion in matching funds available6.  87 

 88 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY. 89 

A.  My testimony addresses three main points: 90 
 91 

1. The receipt of stimulus money will be beneficial to the Illinois economy. 92 
 93 

2. Taken as a whole, ComEd's proposal is not unreasonable given the unique 94 
circumstances presented by the unanticipated and unprecedented availability 95 
of stimulus funds.  As I will discuss, these tests of ComEd’s proposed 96 
infrastructure improvement projects potentially benefit the environment and 97 
the economy and provide an opportunity for ComEd and relevant stakeholders 98 
to assess the impact of various types of system upgrades generally perceived 99 
to be the next phase in electric grid modernization.  However, it is nonetheless 100 
difficult to fully evaluate the benefits, costs and other potential effects of the 101 
proposal because we do not yet know what USDOE will actually fund or what 102 
the Commission will approve under the tariff mechanism proposed by 103 
ComEd, if it is approved.  104 

 105 
3. Testing the effectiveness and economics of proposed new Smart Grid 106 

technologies and processes on the larger scale permitted by the potential 107 
Stimulus funding is important.  To that end, it must be clear that the 108 
Commission’s approval of this proposal is an extension and expansion of the 109 
tests to meet the information and data needs that prompted the Commission’s 110 
AMI Pilot.  Information from the implementation and evaluation of stimulus 111 
projects also must be used to improve future investment and policy decisions 112 
by the Commission and other stakeholders.  Accordingly, we expect ComEd 113 
to continue the effective dialog that began in the AMI pilot processes.  We 114 
also anticipate that implementation of these tests include:  115 
• a collaborative and open process;  116 
• formal initial, interim, and post-project evaluation reports; 117 
• availability of the underlying data; 118 

                                                                                                                                                             
4 Appendix A pages 37 and 38 
5 ComEd Ex. 1.0 at 4-6 
6 ComEd Ex. 1.0 at 10. 
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•  a process for review and alternative evaluation that allows all perspectives 119 
to be developed and considered.  In addition, ComEd should assure that 120 
the results and interim progress reports are used to inform the Illinois 121 
Statewide Smart Grid Collaborative (“ISSGC” or the “Collaborative”).  122 

 123 

 124 

1. THE RECEIPT OF STIMULUS MONEY WILL BE BENEFICIAL TO THE 125 
ILLINOIS ECONOMY 126 

 127 

Q. HOW WILL THE RECEIPT OF STIMULUS MONEY BE BENEFICIAL TO THE 128 
OVERALL ILLINOIS ECONOMY? 129 

 130 
A. The primary purposes of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”), 131 

which funded the SGIG program, are to create jobs, boost the economy, and sustain 132 

America’s industries.  In support of those purposes, the SGIG was designed as a 133 

matching grant.  This means that the money received through the SGIG will reduce the 134 

cost of the investments ComEd makes, depending upon the funding that is ultimately 135 

approved by USDOE.  The infusion of capital from the SGIG should result in economic 136 

development benefits in the form of increased (or preserved) jobs, sustained local 137 

industry and a stimulating effect on the State’s economy as a whole.  ComEd witness Dr. 138 

Hemphill refers to this as a multiplier effect (ComEd Ex. 2.0 at 5). 139 

 140 

It is important to identify the fact that there are potentially other benefits, in addition to 141 

the economic development effects that arise from the initial capital investment, from the 142 

investments made with SGIG matching funds.  As I have discussed in previous cases, 143 

there are vast potential benefits associated with a customer-focused smart grid.  These 144 

benefits will potentially accrue to the utility, its customers, and the environment.  CUB 145 

and the City believe it is important to validate these potential benefits through tests such 146 
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as those proposed here.  However, these benefits can only be confirmed through rigorous 147 

tests and can only be achieved if the Commission approaches smart grid planning 148 

strategically, and with consumers’ best interests in mind.  I will address these issues in 149 

the following sections of my testimony.   150 

 151 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF A SMARTER GRID. 152 

A. A smarter grid, including a robust AMI platform, can potentially provide benefits to the 153 

utility, its customers, and the environment. The system upgrade tests proposed by ComEd 154 

have the potential to demonstrate how the application of smart grid technologies may 155 

benefit system reliability, reduce system-wide energy use, empower customers to manage 156 

and save energy, and reduce the environmental impacts of energy production and 157 

consumption.  These potential benefits are outlined in greater detail below: 158 

o Operational efficiency and improved system reliability: 159 
o Reduce metering costs through automated metering; 160 
o Provide automated information about outages and blown transformers that 161 

reduces the time spent fixing them; 162 
o Identify and isolate maintenance issues on wires or in substations, before 163 

the equipment failures or outages even occur;  164 
o Alert the distribution company to faults before they cause an outage;  165 
o Potential reductions in the cost of long-run generation, transmission, and 166 

distribution investments by reducing peak load; and 167 
o Increased capacity utilization. 168 

o Consumer benefits:  169 
o Potential money saving opportunities from energy conservation and load 170 

shifting; 171 
o Empowerment: increased and more timely information gives individuals 172 

more control over their own energy use;  173 
o Well-informed balancing of tradeoffs: increased and more timely 174 

information about their energy consumption enables individuals to assess 175 
the value of electricity consumption at a particular time and price; 176 

o Appropriate price risk: smart grid technologies and business strategies 177 
give consumers  the option to take price risks appropriate for their needs 178 
and circumstances; and 179 
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o Distributed resource interconnection: a smart grid allows distributed 180 
generation and storage resources (in a facilitating regulatory environment) 181 
to interconnect more efficiently.  Thus, consumers who want distributed 182 
generation or storage, such as plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, or want to 183 
form microgrids, can interconnect to the grid, benefiting themselves and 184 
the network.    185 

o Environmental benefits: 186 
o Reduced resource use.  With a functional smart grid fewer resources will 187 

need to be expended on long-term generation and transmission 188 
investments and resource utilization can be more efficient due to higher 189 
load factors achieved through customers modifying their usage patterns. 190 
Further, many assets used to serve peak loads during only a few hours 191 
each year sit idle much of the year.  In addition to the cost saving from 192 
reducing the amount of such idle peak capacity, reducing peak capacity 193 
creates environmental value by reducing the environmental effects of 194 
generation used to meet our electricity needs.   195 

o Ability to offer differentiated “green power” products.  A smart grid 196 
reduces the information costs of providing green power and other products 197 
that increase efficiency or reduce environmental impacts.   198 

o Renewable resource interconnection.  A smart grid and a friendly 199 
regulatory environment facilitate the interconnection of renewable 200 
resources and distributed storage that can mitigate some of the 201 
intermittency problems associated with generation from renewable 202 
resources. 203 

 204 

Q. ARE THESE BENEFITS CERTAIN? 205 

A. While there are no guarantees, there is strong evidence to suggest that a well-designed, 206 

customer-focused smart grid will ultimately prove cost-effective for consumers and yield 207 

many of the anticipated benefits.  While ComEd’s proposal and overall Smart Grid vision 208 

indicates an intent to make significant performance improvements, at this point, these 209 

benefits are mostly theoretical for ComEd and its customers. As both CUB and the City 210 

noted in the proceeding considering ComEd’s AMI pilot proposal (Docket No. 09-0263), 211 

the AMI pilot and the associated Customer Applications Plan allow us to test whether 212 

these benefits will result and what it will take to realize them.  The broader scale tests 213 
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incorporated in ComEd’s CASGrid proposal will further validate achievable benefits and 214 

identify theoretical benefits that are not practicably achievable. 215 

 216 

The cost reduction and environmental benefits associated with the proposal are increased 217 

with the likelihood of climate change legislation becoming law.  Even without climate 218 

change legislation, CUB and the City continue to believe that the best way to keep rates 219 

reasonable and reduce adverse environmental effects of electricity production and 220 

consumption going forward is to focus investment on assets that enable and facilitate 221 

energy efficiency and demand response.  Advanced metering capabilities, part of 222 

ComEd’s proposal in the case, increasingly appear to be a necessary (though not a 223 

sufficient) condition for achieving those objectives.  224 

 225 

Q. HAVE CUB AND CITY DEVELOPED POSITIONS ON HOW THESE BENEFITS 226 
MIGHT BE ACHIEVED? 227 

 228 
A. Yes, CUB and the City recommend that a set of clear and consistent principles should be 229 

used to guide smart grid planning and deployment.  The first, and most important, is to 230 

keep the focus on the customer.  While potential utility, customer, and societal benefits 231 

have spurred the investigation of smart grid technologies and applications, many, if not 232 

most, of the potential benefits necessary to justify the expenditures being discussed 233 

require particular changes in customer behavior and a customer-focused interaction 234 

between the technologies and market participants.  With that perspective, the 235 

Commission should evaluate smart grid proposals using the following principles:  236 

 237 
o Interoperability;  238 
o Open Architecture;  239 
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o Non-discriminatory Access;  240 
o Uniform Standards;  241 
o Defined methods of estimating, calculating and assessing benefits and costs, 242 

including evaluation of non-quantifiable benefits (and costs);  243 
o Defined implications of smart grid technology for existing policies regarding rate 244 

design, consumer protection, and customer choice;  245 
o Established links between statutory renewable resource, demand response and 246 

energy efficiency goals on smart grid planning and implementation;  247 
o Robust consumer education and dissemination of information about smart grid 248 

applications;  249 
o Access by electricity market participants to smart grid functionalities;  250 
o Data collection, storage, management, security, and availability to third parties;  251 
o Standards for interconnection of third party equipment; and 252 
o Mechanisms to flow through to customers any utility smart grid revenues.  253 

 254 
 255 
 256 
Q. IS COMED’S PROPOSAL CONSISTENT WITH THESE PRINCIPLES? 257 
 258 
A. Yes. These principles are consistent with ongoing federal efforts by USDOE and the 259 

National Institute of Standards and Technology (“NIST”) to develop a smart grid 260 

framework for interoperability, which are acknowledged in the FOA.  The FOA is clear 261 

that consistency with this emerging framework will increase the technical score of any 262 

proposals, an important point given the competition for SGIG monies7.  More locally, 263 

ComEd’s CASGrid proposal creates a framework within which the Commission and 264 

stakeholders can begin to collect data and information about the costs and achievable 265 

benefits of the types of investments ultimately funded by the SGIG.   266 

 267 

2. COMED’S PROPOSAL   268 

 269 
Q. WHAT IS THE POSITION OF CUB AND THE CITY REGARDING COMED’S 270 

SPECIFIC PROPOSAL?  271 
 272 

                                                 
7 ComEd Ex 1.1, at 41. 
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A. Given the unique circumstances presented by the unanticipated and unprecedented 273 

availability of stimulus funds, ComEd's proposal is not unreasonable, when taken as a 274 

whole package.  CUB and the City acknowledge ComEd’s leadership in bringing the 275 

process to this point and seeking to leverage federal funds to validate the potential 276 

benefits of the changes in the Illinois infrastructure and of the related programs being 277 

tested.  However, it is nonetheless difficult to fully evaluate the benefits, costs and other 278 

potential effects of the proposal as we do not yet know what USDOE will actually fund 279 

or what the Commission will approve under ComEd’s tariff mechanism, assuming it is 280 

approved by the Commission.   281 

 282 

Once USDOE has acted on the proposal and the specific components that are approved 283 

for funding are known, the merits of the proposal that USDOE funding is available to 284 

implement will be clearer and the merits of the approved CASGrid can be better 285 

evaluated.  CUB and the City will monitor developments that further define the 286 

particulars of the ComEd proposal and respond as needed to any significant changes in 287 

the balance of CASGrid components.    288 

 289 
Q. IN WHAT SENSE ARE THE STIMULUS FUNDS “UNANTICIPATED?” 290 
 291 
A. Following proposals made by both ComEd and the Ameren Illinois Utilities (“AIU”) in 292 

general rate case proceedings (Docket 07-0566 and Dockets 07-0585 et. al.), the 293 

Commission initiated the ISSGC process to “consider the costs and benefits of smart grid 294 

implementation and develop a strategic plan for such implementation for presentation – 295 

upon completion and in a docketed proceeding – to the Commission.”  (Docket 07-0566, 296 

Final Order at 141).  This process has been underway for a number of months and is 297 



 

CUB-City Ex. 1.0 11 ICC Docket No. 09-0407 

beginning to produce a framework to help analyze smart grid investments for the State of 298 

Illinois, although there is still much work to be done.  The post-rate case availability of 299 

matching funds from the SGIG has created a situation where, in order to get matching 300 

funds, ComEd is proposing projects that have not been fully explored by the 301 

Collaborative.  We must remain cognizant of this fact, and continue to work closely with 302 

ComEd and the Collaborative to ensure alignment.  Dr. Hemphill seems to agree when he 303 

states that the CASGrid proposal “will provide knowledge and insights that can serve as 304 

valuable input into the stakeholder workshop process” (ComEd Ex. 2.0 at 19-20).  I 305 

believe that it is critical to treat the projects ultimately funded under the SGIGI as tests, 306 

not full deployments, a point which I will address in the following section. 307 

 308 
3. THE PROJECTS FUNDED UNDER THE SGIG SHOULD BE TREATED AS 309 

TESTS, NOT DEPLOYMENTS 310 
 311 

Q. WHY SHOULD THE COMMISSION TREAT SGIG FUNDED PROJECTS AS 312 
TESTS? 313 

 314 
A. As I discussed above, while there are tremendous potential benefits available from grid 315 

modernization investments, given the generally untested nature of the deployment of such 316 

investments there is uncertainty regarding the ability to achieve these benefits.  317 

Therefore, CUB and the City believe that testing the proposed new technologies and 318 

processes on the larger scale permitted by the potential Stimulus funding, is important.  319 

To that end, it must be clear that the Commission’s approval of this proposal is an 320 

extension and expansion of the important tests that are included in ComEd’s AMI Pilot, 321 

which the Commission is considering in Docket 09-0263.  Information from stimulus 322 

projects similarly must be used to improve future investment and policy decisions for the 323 
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Commission and other stakeholders.  Equally important, the same openness of process 324 

and results that characterized the AMI pilot process should apply with respect to the 325 

CASGrid proceedings and processes.   326 

 327 

Q. WOULD TREATING THE INVESTMENTS ULTIMATELY MADE UNDER THE 328 
SGIG AS TESTS BE CONSISTENT WITH THE REQUIREMENTS AND 329 
PURPOSES OF THE FOA? 330 

 331 
A.  Yes.  Appendix 3 to the FOA8, requires the following: 332 
 333 
 Progress reports including: 334 
 335 

A comparison of the actual accomplishments with the goals and objectives 336 
established for the period and reasons why the established goals were not met.   337 
 338 
A discussion of what was accomplished under these goals during this reporting 339 
period, including major activities, significant results, major findings or conclusions, 340 
key outcomes or other achievements.   341 

  342 
 A Final Scientific/Technical Report containing: 343 
  344 

 1) An executive summary, which includes a discussion of: 345 
  A) how the research adds to the understanding of the area investigated;  346 

 B) the technical effectiveness and economic feasibility of the methods or 347 
techniques investigated or demonstrated; or  348 

 C) how the project is otherwise of benefit to the public.   349 
  350 

2)  A comparison of the actual accomplishments with the goals and objectives of the 351 
project. 352 

 353 
 354 
Q. HOW CAN THE COMMISSION ENSURE THAT COMED’S PROPOSED 355 

PROJECTS ARE VALID TESTS OF THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF SMART 356 
GRID TECHNOLOGIES? 357 

 358 
A. The Commission should be clear in its order in this proceeding and in any future order 359 

approving specific investments in projects and processes, should ComEd’s proposed 360 

                                                 
8 RECOVERY ACT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FUNDING OPPORTUNITY ANNOUNCEMENT: Smart Grid Investment Grant Program, 
FOA No. DE-FOA-0000058 (June 25, 2009) (“FOA”), available on the Web at: http://e-
center2.USDOE.gov/iips/faopor.nsf/1be0f2271893ba198525644b006bc0be/39c0d96768f2083f8525759a0068f216 
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process and tariff receive Commission approval, that such investments are tests, and that 361 

implementation of these tests include:  362 

• a collaborative and open process;  363 
• formal initial, interim, and post-project evaluation reports; 364 
• availability of the underlying data; and 365 
•  a process for review and alternative evaluation that allows all perspectives 366 

to be developed and considered.  In addition, ComEd should assure that 367 
the results and interim progress reports are used to inform the ISSGC. .  368 

 369 

In any case, consistent with the requirements of the FOA, any projects approved by the 370 

Commission must include the elements I identified earlier from the FOA’s description of 371 

the summary of the expected report.  372 

 373 

Q. USDOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 374 

A. Yes 375 

                                                                                                                                                             
 




