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I. 

A. 

Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

Witness Identification 2 

A. My name is Gene Beyer.  My business address is 527 East Capitol 4 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 5 

 6 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?   7 

A. I am currently employed as the Bureau Chief of the Public Utilities Bureau 8 

of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”). 9 

 10 

Q. Please describe your professional background. 11 

A. I earned a B.S. in Accountancy and an MBA from the University of Illinois 12 

in 1977 and 1991, respectively.  I was awarded the Certified Public 13 

Accountant certificate in 1980.  Prior to joining the Commission in May 14 

1984, I worked for Laclede Gas Company in St. Louis, Missouri, for seven 15 

years.  While at the Commission, I have held various positions in the 16 

Accounting Department, the Public Utilities Division, the 17 

Telecommunications Division, and the Public Utilities Bureau.  18 

 19 

B. 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 21 

Purpose of Testimony 20 

A. This testimony discusses my review of:  22 
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• The ICC’s order in Docket No. 07-0566 as it relates to (i) Advanced 23 

Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) issues and (ii) the Illinois Statewide 24 

Smart Grid Collaborative (“ISSGC”),  25 

• The AMI Pilot as presented in ICC Docket No. 09-0263, 26 

• ComEd’s request for ICC approval of the Chicago Area Smart Grid 27 

Initiative (“CASGrid”), 28 

• The U.S. Department of Energy’s (“DOE”) funding opportunity, and 29 

• Rider AMP. 30 

 This testimony also includes guidance and recommendations intended to 31 

assist the Commission in its review and conclusions regarding ComEd’s 32 

request.  33 

 34 

C. 

Q. Please state your overall recommendation regarding ComEd’s request for 36 

ICC approval of CASGrid. 37 

Overall Recommendation 35 

A. As described more fully below, it is my opinion that the ComEd proposal, 38 

when paired with the magnitude of dollars associated with DOE’s funding 39 

opportunity, advances the Commission’s expressed interest in pursuing 40 

consideration of system modernization.  The Commission’s interest in 41 

system modernization was described in its order in Docket No. 07-0566 42 

directing ComEd to file an AMI Pilot proposal and for ComEd, Staff and 43 

other parties to undertake the ISSGC.  I recommend that the Commission 44 
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review the ComEd CASGrid proposal in its entirety, and, if it agrees with 45 

my opinion that ComEd’s proposal advances the Commission’s expressed 46 

interest in pursuing consideration of system modernization, I recommend 47 

the Commission approve ComEd’s proposal, including rider recovery for 48 

expenditures associated with undertaking the CASGrid investments.  49 

However, I recommend that if ComEd does not receive the complete 50 

amount of funding that it sought from DOE, ComEd should return to the 51 

Commission with a petition for the Commission to consider to what degree 52 

the DOE-funded CASGrid projects should proceed. 53 

 54 

 55 

II. 

Q. Please describe your reference to the Commission’s expressed interest in 57 

system modernization issues. 58 

The Commission’s Decisions on AMI and Smart Grid 56 

A. In its Final Order in Docket No. 07-0566, the Commission stated, “The 59 

potential benefits of a smart grid are such that smart grid and AMI topics 60 

should be pursued and considered by the Commission in a deliberate and 61 

thorough yet expedited manner.”  Docket No. 07-0566, Final Order at 140.   62 

Accordingly, the Commission ordered commencement of two programs:   63 

“Phase 0,” frequently referred to as the “AMI Pilot,” and the ISSGC.  64 

 65 
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Q. Please summarize the Commission’s conclusion regarding Phase 0, the 66 

AMI Pilot program. 67 

A. The Commission provided direction for a process to guide the deployment 68 

of up to 200,000 advanced meters beginning with the formation of an AMI 69 

workshop process in which stakeholders would develop goals, timelines, 70 

and evaluation criteria associated with the AMI Pilot.  The Commission 71 

further directed that the workshop process be followed by a docketed case 72 

to address stakeholders’ proposals and issues regarding AMI deployment 73 

and cost recovery.  A final order in that case, Docket No. 09-0263, is 74 

expected to be entered before the end of October 2009.  The Commission 75 

made clear that the docketed case was not to re-examine the decision to 76 

implement an AMI program and stated that the installation of AMI would 77 

follow the docketed case.  Final Order at 139. 78 

 79 

Q. Please summarize the Commission’s conclusions in Docket No. 07-0566 80 

regarding initiation of the ISSGC. 81 

A. The Commission stated in its Final Order that “…a Statewide Smart Grid 82 

Collaborative involving the two large investor owned utilities regulated by 83 

this Commission, other stakeholders and Staff shall be initiated outside of 84 

this rate case during which the participants and the Commission can 85 

consider the costs and benefits of smart grid implementation and develop 86 

a strategic plan for such implementation for presentation – upon 87 
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completion and in a docketed proceeding – to the Commission.”  Final 88 

Order at 141.  The Commission thus indicated that this process should 89 

also proceed in an expedited but deliberate and thorough manner.   90 

 91 

 The Commission identified thirteen foundational policies that the 92 

Collaborative process should address: 93 

1. Definition of a smart grid and its functionalities, 94 

2. Principles Illinois should use to guide smart grid planning and 95 

deployment, 96 

3. Uniform standards, 97 

4. Methods of estimating, calculating and assessing benefits and 98 

costs, 99 

5. Implications of smart grid technology for future policies regarding 100 

rate design, consumer protection, and customer choice, 101 

6. Effect of statutory renewable resource, demand response and 102 

energy efficiency goals on smart grid planning and implementation, 103 

7. Consumer education and dissemination of information about smart 104 

grid technologies, demand response programs and alternative rate 105 

structures, 106 

8. Access by electricity market participants to smart grid 107 

functionalities, 108 
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9. Data collection, storage, management, security, and availability to 109 

third parties, 110 

10. Standards for interconnection of third party equipment, 111 

11. Mechanisms to flow through to customers any utility smart grid 112 

revenues, 113 

12. Adoption of new demand response programs, and 114 

13. Open architecture and interoperability standards for technological 115 

connectivity to the RTO and/or ISO to which a utility may belong.  116 

 117 

The activities of the ISSGC are ongoing and are to be concluded by 118 

October 1, 2010, unless the Commission decides more time is necessary. 119 

Final Order at 141. 120 

 121 

Q. Describe your understanding of the Commission’s call for a deliberate and 122 

thorough approach to the review of smart grid implementation. 123 

A. The Commission apparently was concerned that the eleven-month 124 

process in Docket 07-0566 did not allow sufficient opportunity to lay the 125 

groundwork for smart grid implementation.  Specifically, the Commission 126 

stated in its Order, “The purpose of the Statewide Smart Grid 127 

Collaborative is to develop a strategic plan to guide deployment of smart 128 

grid in Illinois, including goals, functionalities, timelines and analysis of 129 

costs and benefits, and to recommend policies to guide such deployment 130 
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that the Commission can consider for adoption in a docketed proceeding.” 131 

Final Order at 141.  Also, the Commission noted the value of stakeholders’ 132 

input in developing a smart grid plan.  Thus, the Commission decided to 133 

address smart grid implementation in a deliberate, but not hasty, manner.  134 

Final Order at 140. 135 

 136 

Q. Can you reconcile the Commission’s direction for a deliberate and 137 

thorough approach for the ISSGC and the Company’s request for prompt 138 

approval of CASGrid? 139 

A. Yes.  There apparently is urgency related to DOE funding of up to 50% of 140 

the CASGrid costs. The Commission has indicated its understanding of 141 

the urgency by scheduling this case for completion by year-end.  142 

However, even though the opportunity for federal funding has arrived 143 

during the ISSGC process, the Commission’s review of ComEd’s request 144 

need not be viewed as an interruption or an end to the ISSGC process.   145 

 146 

Q. How should the Commission review ComEd’s CASGrid proposal? 147 

A. The Commission should examine the components of CASGrid to 148 

determine if there is a sufficient tie to the AMI Pilot and the thirteen 149 

foundational policies.  If the Commission determines CASGrid is 150 

sufficiently consistent with the AMI Pilot and those policies, it can view the 151 
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acceleration of smart grid deployment as an important learning tool for the 152 

ISSGC.   153 

 154 

Q. Provide your recommendation regarding the value of reviewing the AMI 155 

Pilot, ISSGC, and rider issues addressed in Docket Nos. 07-0566 and 09-156 

0263.  157 

A. It is my opinion that a starting-from-scratch approach in this case to review 158 

ComEd’s request for CASGrid approval is unnecessary.  The Commission 159 

can refer to its decision in Docket No. 07-0566 for policy guidance on how 160 

to proceed with its review.  Before the end of this case, the Commission’s 161 

policies on AMI and smart grid will also be shaped by its decision in the 162 

AMI Pilot case, Docket No. 09-0263.  The Commission should refer to its 163 

findings and conclusions in those cases to help shape its findings and 164 

conclusions in this case. 165 

 166 

Q. How did you conduct your review of the CASGrid proposal? 167 

A. I read all of the testimony and related materials submitted by ComEd in its 168 

September 2, 2009, filing.  I read those materials against the backdrop of 169 

the Commission’s discussion and decisions in Docket No. 07-0566, and 170 

with consideration of the issues addressed in Docket No. 09-0263.   171 

 172 

 173 
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Q. What are your conclusions after reading this material? 174 

A. As discussed below, I found the components of the CASGrid proposal 175 

responsive to the thirteen foundational policies listed above from Docket 176 

No. 07-0566.  I found the expanded AMI proposal included in CASGrid to 177 

be consistent with the goals and objectives of the AMI Pilot program and 178 

the foundational policies. 179 

 180 

III. 

Q. You stated above your opinion that the ComEd proposal, when paired with 182 

the magnitude of dollars associated with DOE’s funding opportunity, 183 

sufficiently advances the Commission’s expressed interest in pursuing 184 

consideration of system modernization as evidenced by the Commission’s 185 

direction to proceed with the AMI Pilot and the ISSGC in Docket No. 07-186 

0566.  Please support that statement. 187 

Evaluation of the ComEd CASGrid Proposal 181 

A. I will first address my view that the AMI portion of ComEd’s CASGrid 188 

proposal, by expanding the scope of the AMI pilot, is consistent with the 189 

Commission’s AMI system modernization policy. As stated above, the 190 

Commission in 2008 commenced an expedited process to guide the 191 

deployment of up to 200,000 advanced meters.  The plan being 192 

considered in the AMI Pilot case, Docket No. 09-0263, includes 100,500 193 

AMI meters to be deployed in ComEd’s Maywood Operating Center, 194 

30,000 in the City of Chicago, 10,000 in Elgin, and 500 in Tinley Park.  195 
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ComEd’s CASGrid proposal includes an additional 120,000 AMI meters in 196 

the Maywood Operating Center, 59,000 additional AMI meters in Chicago, 197 

and 2,000 advanced meters to be installed in Chicago high-rise office 198 

buildings.  According to ComEd, expanding the number of AMI meters to 199 

cover the Maywood Operating Center enhances the AMI Pilot in these 200 

ways: 201 

• The additional meters will permit a more robust estimate of costs and 202 

benefits, as well as a better measure of reliability.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 203 

pp. 4-5, lines 81-84) 204 

• The entire Maywood Operating Center will be upgraded.  Since 205 

ComEd’s business is structured around operating centers, this 206 

approach will provide a more complete assessment of the business 207 

case for full deployment.  (Id., p. 21, lines 415-417) 208 

• The Maywood expansion will provide a better test of the network 209 

infrastructure synergy between AMI and distribution automation. (Id., 210 

lines 417-419) 211 

• Expanding the Maywood Operating Center eliminates the operational 212 

complexity associated with different meter types deployed within one 213 

operating center.  (ComEd Ex. 3.0, p. 30, lines 285-286) 214 

• Reduced outage overtime expenditures and reduced “single lights 215 

out trips”.  (Id., p. 16, lines 339-340) 216 

 217 
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 The benefits associated with expanding AMI throughout the Maywood 218 

Operating Center are discussed in detail in ComEd witness Meehan’s 219 

testimony(Id., pp. 13-16, lines 279 – 347) and in ComEd’s Application for 220 

Federal Assistance, included as Attachment A to ComEd’s Petition in this 221 

case. 222 

 223 

Q. Please comment on ComEd’s stated benefits associated with expanding 224 

AMI throughout the Maywood Operating Center. 225 

A. Each of ComEd’s stated benefits appears reasonable and either 226 

achievable, as with reduced overtime, or realizable, as with a more 227 

complete assessment of AMI.  Further, the Commission’s AMI Pilot 228 

workshop process and the AMI docket will provide a good base upon 229 

which to evaluate the AMI expansion.   230 

 231 

Q. What do you conclude about the expansion of the AMI pilot? 232 

A. My opinion is CASGrid’s expansion of AMI activities, when coupled with 233 

the opportunity for federal support, is a reasonable proposal that the 234 

Commission should approve under the unique and specific facts 235 

presented in this case. 236 

 237 
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Q. Please discuss the non-AMI components of ComEd’s CASGrid and your 238 

view of their relationship to the Commission’s interest in system 239 

modernization. 240 

A. In addition to AMI and the related customer applications, the components 241 

of ComEd’s CASGrid include distribution automation, dynamic voltage 242 

management/conservation voltage reduction, enhanced substations, and 243 

communications support.  I reviewed ComEd’s testimony and application 244 

to form an opinion on whether the planning, management and deployment 245 

of these smart grid functions are responsive to the Commission’s interest 246 

in and direction for smart grid initiatives including the foundational policies 247 

guiding the ISSGC.  A review of ComEd’s filing reveals: 248 

• The integration of smart grid functions with sustainability objectives 249 

supports Illinois’ renewable resource, demand response and 250 

energy efficiency goals, and is responsive to item 6 (see above) on 251 

the ICC’s list of 13 foundational policies established to guide the 252 

ISSGC (“ICC’s list”).. 253 

• Participation in the National Institute Standards and Technology 254 

(“NIST”) Interoperability Roadmap to develop and implement 255 

uniform interoperability and open architecture standards is 256 

responsive to items 3 and 13 of the ICC’s list. 257 

• The application’s plan for collecting data and determining project 258 

impacts, costs, and benefits ties to item 4 on the ICC’s list, and will 259 
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provide valuable information for the ISSGC’s discussion of costs 260 

and benefits. 261 

• ComEd’s response to the FOA’s requirement to describe the 262 

methodologies, strategies, processes, and procedures for how the 263 

project will enable smart grid functions relates to item 1 on the 264 

ICC’s list. 265 

• Dynamic pricing and rate design options together with additional 266 

AMI meters and the provision of in-home devices can help 267 

customers manage their energy usage, and this feature ties to 268 

items 5 and 6 of the ICC’s list. 269 

• An expansion of distributed energy and products/services markets, 270 

and accommodating all types of central and distributed electric 271 

generation and storage options, as identified in ComEd’s 272 

Application, are responsive to items 8 and 10 of the ICC’s list. 273 

• A pilot to deploy 2,000 advanced meters to test demand response 274 

in Chicago high-rises and enable buildings to provide a variety of 275 

wholesale power products to the PJM market addresses the 276 

Commission’s interest in new demand response programs, which is 277 

item 12 on the ICC’s list. 278 

• Items 8 and 9 on the ICC’s list are addressed by CASGrid’s 279 

response to DOE’s Smart Grid Investment Grant Program’s 280 
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(“SGIG”) goal to enable informed participation by consumers in 281 

retail and wholesale electricity markets.  282 

• Cyber secure communications systems utilizing NIST-compliant 283 

standards and NERC requirements ties to the Commission’s 284 

interest in data collection, storage, management, and security as 285 

reflected in item 9 on the ICC’s list. 286 

• The plan to bid out a portion of the customer applications to third 287 

parties to stimulate market response ties to the ICC list’s items 9 288 

and 10. 289 

 290 

Q. Please comment on ComEd’s stated benefits that may be realized through 291 

implementation of the non-AMI components of CASGrid. 292 

A. Evaluating AMI issues has benefited from the AMI Pilot workshops and 293 

information provided in Docket No. 09-0263.  Evaluating the benefits of 294 

the non-AMI components in a schedule designed to accommodate the 295 

DOE funding opportunity is a more difficult assignment that would certainly 296 

be aided by the anticipated ISSGC results.  The apparent ties to the 297 

Commission’s ISSGC foundational policies, when coupled with the 298 

opportunity for federal support and the gains that might accrue to the 299 

ISSGC effort, suggest these components of CASGrid form a reasonable 300 

proposal that the Commission should approve under the unique and 301 

specific facts presented in this case. 302 
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 303 

IV. 

Q. Should the Commission approve ComEd’s request to recover CASGrid 305 

costs through a modified Rider AMP? 306 

Recovery of CASGrid Costs 304 

A. It is my understanding that the Commission has the authority to approve 307 

recovery of costs through a rider where warranted. If a rider is the 308 

Commission’s preferred cost-recovery approach, it can refer to its 309 

approval of Rider SMP in Docket No. 07-0566 for guidance wherein the 310 

Commission stated the rider was for the very limited

 318 

 purpose of 311 

implementing the AMI Pilot. Final Order at 138.  Regarding the recovery of 312 

CASGrid costs, the Commission could similarly specify that the 313 

modifications to Rider AMP, as ComEd prefers, are for the very limited 314 

purpose of responding to the federal funding opportunity and the 315 

components of CASGrid.  I have no objection to modifying Rider AMP, as 316 

specified by Staff Witness Hathhorn, for that limited purpose. 317 

 Without discussing specifics, my understanding is the ISSGC’s Policy 319 

Group is studying rider vs. base rates treatment for recovery of smart grid 320 

costs.  While ComEd has indicated a preference for rider recovery, I am 321 

not aware of any analysis in this case demonstrating why 50% of the costs 322 

related to the additional meters and other CASGrid projects in its stimulus 323 

proposal cannot be adequately recovered through base rates.  In fact, in a 324 
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presentation at the September 9, 2009, Barclays Capital CEO 325 

Energy/Power Conference, Exelon’s William A. Von Hoene, Jr., EVP 326 

Finance and Legal, announced an electric distribution rate case for 327 

ComEd is anticipated in 2010.  Given that statement by Mr. Von Hoene, 328 

additional analysis from ComEd provided in this record on why base rate 329 

treatment is unworkable for CASGrid would seem to be of value to the 330 

Commission in making a decision on rider recovery.  331 

 ComEd’s proposed revisions to Rider AMP define Federal Stimulus 332 

Projects (“FSPs”) and FSP Customer Applications broadly to include such 333 

projects as are approved by the Commission in subsequent applications 334 

under the approval process set forth in Rider AMP.  Petition, Attachment 335 

B-1.  The projects and customer applications that are the subject of the 336 

instant proceeding are already known and subject to approval in this 337 

docket.  Since the support for rider recovery is limited to the unique and 338 

specific nature of the current funding opportunity and projects, I see no 339 

basis to approve an open ended project by project rider recovery 340 

mechanism.  ComEd should revise Rider AMP to address only those 341 

projects and customer applications described in its Petition and testimony 342 

(and approved by the Commission in this docket).  If funding for additional 343 

federal stimulus programs become available in the future and ComEd 344 

decides to seek rider recovery for related costs, ComEd should make a 345 
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filing at that time seeking rider recovery through a new tariff or amendment 346 

to its existing tariffs. 347 

 348 

V. 

Q. Does ComEd address partial DOE funding and do you have any comment 350 

on that issue?  351 

Partial DOE Funding 349 

A. Yes.  ComEd witness Jensen refers to an Electric Utility Week (August 24, 352 

2009, page 3) report stating DOE has received 431 applications 353 

representing $12.6 billion in grants. (ComEd Ex. 1.0, p. 10, lines 186-187)  354 

According to DOE’s FOA, only $3.4 billion (approximately) is expected to 355 

be available for SGIG projects. ComEd witness Hemphill states “even a 356 

partial award has huge benefits;  to the extent ComEd receives ARRA 357 

funds, our customers get benefits of CASGrid for a discount of up [to] ‘half 358 

off,’ depending upon how successful the CASGrid application is with the 359 

DOE”.  (ComEd Ex. 2.0, p. 5, lines 100-102)  Dr. Hemphill also states 360 

“With few exceptions (the most important of which is the AMI Pilot at issue 361 

in Docket No. 09-0263), CASGrid can only go forward to the extent that 362 

federal funds are awarded by the DOE…”.  (Id., p. 14, lines 306-308)  I 363 

recommend that ComEd address in its rebuttal the funding point, if any, at 364 

which a partial award no longer makes CASGrid beneficial to customers. 365 

366 



   
Docket No. 09-0407 
ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0 

 
 

 18 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 367 

A. Yes, it does. 368 
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