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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. ARE YOU THE SAME CHRISTOPHER C. THOMAS WHO FILED DIRECT 6 
TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 7 

 8 
A.  Yes. 9 

 10 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?  11 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to issues raise in the testimony of Illinois 12 

Attorney General (“AG”) witnesses Phillip S. Teumim and Frank W. Radigan, Illinois 13 

Competitive Energy Association (“ICEA”) witness David I. Fein, and Staff of Illinois 14 

Commerce Commission (“Staff”) witness Gene Beyer.   15 

 16 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY. 17 

A.  My testimony responds to the following points:  18 
 19 

1. The opposition of AG witnesses Teumim and Radigan (AG Ex. 2.0) to the 20 

59,000 meters and supporting infrastructure to cover all the customers in two 21 

areas of Chicago where tests of coordination with the Chicago Climate Action 22 

Plan (“CCAP”) initiatives and other in place or planned energy and 23 

environmental programs would be conducted.  Messers. Teumim and Radigan 24 

also oppose Commonwealth Edison Company’s (“ComEd” or the 25 

“Company”) proposal to install up to 50,000 IHDs in these same areas.   (I 26 
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refer to this throughout my Testimony as “ComEd’s Community 27 

Sustainability Proposal”). 28 

2. ICEA Witness David I. Fein’s proposal that ComEd bid out the majority of 29 

the customer-side applications to competitive retail electric suppliers, and 30 

include competitive bidding for the vast majority of the meters that would 31 

utilize customer applications involving IHDs and dynamic pricing rates.  32 

3.  Staff witness Gene Beyer’s proposal that ComEd return to the Illinois Commerce 33 

Commission (“Commission”) if the complete amount of funding that it is seeking 34 

from U.S. Department of Energy (“USDOE”) is not approved. 35 

 36 

II. COMED’S COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY PROPOSAL 37 

Q. HOW DID AG WITNESSES TEUMIM AND RADIGAN RESPOND TO 38 
COMED’S PROPOSAL TO SUPPORT THE CCAP? 39 

 40 
A. Witnesses Teumim and Radigan argue that the addition of the 59,000 meters and 50,000 41 

In-home Devices (“IHDs”) that ComEd proposed to install in coordination with the 42 

CCAP fails their proposed “Size vs. Scope” test.  They argue that ComEd’s proposal on 43 

these issues merely adds size to existing programs in the Advanced Metering 44 

Infrastructure Pilot (“AMI Pilot”) and that “there is nothing in this program that could not 45 

be learned from examination of customer usage patterns under the existing AMI Pilot.”  46 

Further, they argue that “[i]f one wanted to actually examine the effects of sustainability 47 

initiatives, the acceptance of IHD or the impact of dynamic pricing, one could simply 48 

refine the existing AMI Pilot to incorporate these issues.” 49 

 50 
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Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH WITNESSES TEUMIM AND RADIGAN? 51 

A. No.  As an initial matter, since the Commission has already issued an Order approving 52 

ComEd’s AMI Pilot (which was already fully briefed when Direct Testimony was filed in 53 

this proceeding) it is unclear exactly how the AMI Pilot could have been refined to 54 

incorporate a test of the effects of coordination with the City of Chicago’s (“the City”) 55 

sustainability initiatives. In addition, the bulk of the CASGrid projects are planned to 56 

begin after the AMI Pilot is completed or nearly so.  Beyond those factors, the AMI Pilot 57 

approved by the Commission has a much different focus than ComEd’s proposal made in 58 

the stimulus plan.  For this reason, I disagree that ComEd’s Community Sustainability 59 

Proposal to install 59,000 meters and 50,000 In-home Devices in coordination with the 60 

CCAP and other initiatives expands the size of the pilot but not the scope.  As I explain 61 

below, the focus, and therefore the scope, of this project is very different than the AMI 62 

Pilot. 63 

 64 

Q. HOW IS THE FOCUS OF THE AMI PILOT DIFFERENT FROM THAT OF 65 
COMED’S COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY PROPOSAL? 66 

 67 
A. In its final Order in the AMI Pilot Proceeding, the Commission found that,  68 

What it [the AMI Pilot] tests is the human element, when that 69 
human element is given certain technology that aids those humans 70 
in making energy consumption-related decisions. Human behavior, 71 
as was set forth very briefly above, is influenced by many factors. 72 
Therefore, what is appropriate, in terms of size, for a test that 73 
merely determines the effectiveness of technology, is not 74 
appropriate here. The test here, albeit, technology-assisted, tests 75 
what influences a human being has when he or she changes his/her 76 
energy consumption pattern. This is not the same as a test of the 77 
effectiveness of a particular technological invention. 78 

  79 
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ICC Final Order Docket No. 09-0263 at 15 (October 14, 2009).  Under the AMI Pilot, 80 

this test of the human element is being performed from the utility perspective and is 81 

being directed by utility personnel (albeit with substantial collaborative input from 82 

stakeholders).  Given the relative magnitude of the resources needed to deploy the pilot, 83 

the Company’s primary resource focus will be on the operational aspects of AMI.  This is 84 

not to imply that ComEd won’t give the customer applications adequate support, just a 85 

practical note to indicate that the primary focus will undoubtedly be the operational 86 

aspects of the pilot given the relative resource commitment.  The messages being 87 

communicated to participants will be developed by the utility in collaboration with 88 

stakeholders.  Both CUB and the City believe that it is essential for ComEd to seek the 89 

support of customers, local government and community organizations, and other 90 

stakeholders in communicating these messages to customers.  However, the fact remains 91 

that such entities are not the primary communication pathway for the approved AMI 92 

Pilot.  Success of both AMI and the smart grid depends on the customer side benefits 93 

actually being attained, and substantial community support is integral to achieving these 94 

benefits.  95 

 96 

In contrast, ComEd’s Community Sustainability Proposal focuses on the direct linkage 97 

between the City sustainability initiatives and the behavioral response of participants who 98 

are in the test areas.  This is a critical difference.  The approved AMI Pilot will be testing 99 

messages that “nudge” customers to make more efficient choices that maximize power 100 

system benefits that are potentially achievable at the distribution level.  ComEd’s 101 

Community Sustainability Proposal will be testing the “nudge” from an entirely different 102 
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perspective, the sustainability perspective encapsulated in the CCAP constructed by the 103 

City.   This perspective will examine benefits that accrue to customers, but are external to 104 

the current cost of utility service.  The CCAP‘s primary focus is on carbon reduction and 105 

the associated environmental benefits for the City and its residents; power system 106 

benefits are secondary benefits of achieving the CCAP’s goals.  At the same time, 107 

managing energy usage and the environmental impacts of utility service are important 108 

tools in achieving the same types of societal benefits.     109 

 110 

 The CASGrid proposal enables far more than a simple operational test.  It encompasses 111 

complex behavioral experiments that test the effectiveness of combining Smart Grid 112 

technology and dynamic pricing with message delivery by trusted community 113 

organizations with which Chicago Department of Energy (“DOE”) works to establish 114 

energy awareness and efficiency message delivery channels.    115 

   116 

 ComEd witness Jensen has accurately categorized the focus of these efforts in his 117 

testimony as follows: 118 

The AMI and customer premises technology installation will be linked to a City-119 
led initiative to integrate all available energy efficiency services and associated 120 
environmental initiatives within the two communities using innovative 121 
community network models developed with the assistance of anthropologists 122 
from the Field Museum in Chicago. This will be an intensive effort to influence 123 
consumer behavior through the focused application of advanced technology, 124 
dynamic pricing, targeted energy efficiency incentives and community-based 125 
outreach and education. ComEd Ex. 1.0 at 22-3. 126 

  127 
City witness Commissioner Suzanne Malec-McKenna discusses this in more detail. 128 

Q. AG WITNESSES TEUMIM AND RADIGAN ARGUE THAT, OF THE FIVE 129 
GENERAL STRATEGIES IDENTIFIED UNDER THE CCAP, ONLY ONE 130 
RELATES TO THE SMART GRID.  DO YOU AGREE? 131 
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A. No.  I disagree that looking for an exact match of strategies between the broad, pre-132 

existing CCAP and even broader Smart Grid policy is a valid test of the CASGrid 133 

proposal.  However, the shared objectives of the two initiatives reinforce desirability of 134 

testing the potential to enhance the results of both through coordination of efforts and 135 

education or outreach strategies.  The CCAP has identified five general strategies to 136 

enable carbon reductions:  137 

 138 
1) Creating energy efficient buildings;  139 
2) Use of clean and renewable energy sources;  140 
3) Development of improved transportation options;  141 
4) Reducing waste and industrial pollution; and  142 
5) Adaptation (referred to as “preparation” by the AG witnesses).  143 

 144 

AG witnesses Teumim and Radigan argue that of these strategies, “[t]he only strategy 145 

that relates to smart grid is energy efficient buildings.”  I disagree with this comment.  As 146 

I will explain in the following testimony, I believe that this perspective is focused on only 147 

a narrow understanding of potential smart grid benefits and completely ignores both the 148 

unique perspective that coordination with the City’s CCAP brings to the proposed tests, 149 

and the broader vision for a modern electricity grid, as identified by USDOE.  In fact, 150 

three of the five general strategies incorporated in the CCAP are consistent with the 151 

vision articulated the Modern Grid Strategy.  The Modern Grid Strategy is sponsored by 152 

USDOE’s Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (“OE”) and the National 153 

Energy Technology Lab (“NETL”), and the Modern Grid Strategy Team has been tasked 154 

with fostering the development of a common, national vision among grid stakeholders 155 

and creating education and outreach tools for core smart grid concepts1. 156 

                                                 
1 http://www.netl.doe.gov/moderngrid/ 
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In the following testimony, I will relate specific mitigation strategies developed under the 157 

remaining CCAP general strategies to the DOE’s modern grid vision in the following 158 

sections.  The only strategies that do not relate directly to the smart grid are CCAP 159 

strategies No. 4 Reduced waste and industrial pollution, and No. 5 Adaptation.  160 

III. ENERGY EFFICIENT BUINDINGS 161 

Q. WHICH SPECIFIC ENERGY EFFICIENT BUILDING MITIGATION STRATEGIES 162 
RELATE TO THE DOE’S VISION OF A MODERN GRID? 163 

 164 
A. I believe that four specific CCAP Energy Efficient Building mitigation strategies relate 165 

directly to the smart grid.  These four strategies are: 166 

1) Retrofit commercial and industrial buildings;  167 

2) Retrofit residential buildings;  168 

3) Trade in appliances; and,   169 

4) Update city energy code. 170 

 171 
Q. HOW DO THESE STRATEGIES RELATE TO THE MODERN GRID? 172 

A. The modern grid has the potential to lower the overall total cost of both building retrofits 173 

and appliance upgrades for customers making compliance with more efficient building 174 

codes more cost effective.  Today, the efficiency improvements made during building 175 

retrofits can reduce the total amount of energy used by a building, which will reduce the 176 

buildings’ electricity bills.  The modern grid will allow for additional benefits as greater 177 

coordination between wholesale and retail markets enabled by the modern grid’s 178 

communication and control capabilities enable buildings to receive revenues from 179 

wholesale market programs2.  For example, in addition to demand response programs that 180 

                                                 
2 http://www.netl.doe.gov/moderngrid/docs/Motivates%20and%20Includes%20the%20Consumer_Final_v2_0.pdf 



 

CUB-City Ex. 2.0 8 ICC Docket No. 09-0407 

are already in place, PJM Interconnection, LLC. (“PJM”) has recently amended its 181 

capacity market rules to allow energy efficiency improvements to receive capacity 182 

payments.  These payments can be used to reduce the total cost of retrofits.  The 183 

measurement and verification enabled by the AMI system will enable customers to more 184 

easily receive payment from PJM’s capacity markets for their energy efficiency 185 

improvements and demand response.     186 

 187 

The home area networking capability of the AMI meters ComEd has proposed under its 188 

CCAP proposal will also enable new opportunities for appliances connected to the 189 

electric grid.  The Modern Grid Strategy argues that:   190 

Motivated by economic incentives, consumers will adopt newly available smart 191 
appliances. Such appliances will monitor electrical conditions such as voltage and 192 
frequency, and automatically turn on or off to support the stability of the grid. 193 
Some will also automatically respond to price signals. Distributed resources, 194 
another enabling technology, will further strengthen and expand consumers’ 195 
support of grid operations. Today’s digital revolution will seed the needed 196 
advances in metering, communications, and decision support.3 197 

 198 

Q. WITNESSES TEUMIM AND RADIGAN ARGUE THAT ADVANCED 199 
METERING IS NOT REQUIRED TO MAKE EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS.  200 
DO YOU AGREE? 201 

 202 
A. In part.  However, I do not think that it is possible to maximize investments in energy 203 

efficiency without better data and communications capabilities, such as those being 204 

deployed as part of ComEd’s CASGrid proposal.  Maximizing energy efficiency 205 

investments depends on the full integration of energy efficiency improvements into the 206 

wholesale market and the Illinois Power Agency’s (“IPA”) procurement portfolio.  207 

                                                                                                                                                             
At page A2-3 
3 http://www.netl.doe.gov/moderngrid/docs/Motivates%20and%20Includes%20the%20Consumer_Final_v2_0.pdf 
At page A2-7 
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Without measurement and verification of efficiency improvements, enabled by more 208 

accurate and timely data, such integration is not possible.   209 

 210 

It is true that existing business models for efficiency improvements, models that have 211 

never had access to advanced metering, do not require advanced metering.  However, I 212 

do not believe that existing business models for efficiency improvements will attain the 213 

efficiency improvements necessary to maximize the potential benefits available under 214 

smart grid investments, or meet the societal needs defined in federal Smart Grid policy 215 

statements.  As I identified above, additional metering capabilities enable new revenue 216 

opportunities for efficiency improvement and demand response.  These new opportunities 217 

create the potential for new business models, including performance contracting and 218 

appliances available with pre-installed load control and response equipments.  These 219 

opportunities are enabled by the communication and control inherent in the smart grid, 220 

and can be used to capture additional value for efficiency improvements.  Energy 221 

efficiency improvements can receive capacity payments, while connected appliances are 222 

projected to expand the opportunity to get additional capacity payments and can even be 223 

used to provide ancillary services that can be compensated from the wholesale ancillary 224 

service markets expand.  In addition to the ability to achieve efficiency improvements at 225 

a lower total cost, there is a potential efficiency effect created by customer access to 226 

usage and pricing information, via the web or on an in-home device, which is enabled by 227 

the home area networking (“HAN”) capabilities of the meters ComEd proposes to install. 228 

 229 

 230 
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Q. HAS THE EFFICIENCY EFFECT BEEN DOCUMENTED? 231 

A. Yes.  Consider the following: 232 
 233 

Our review indicates that the direct feedback provided by IHDs encourages 234 
consumers to make more efficient use of energy. We find that consumers who 235 
actively use an IHD can reduce their consumption of electricity on average by 236 
about seven percent when prepayment of electricity is not involved. When 237 
consumers both use an IHD and are on an electricity prepayment system, they can 238 
reduce their electricity consumption by about twice that amount. In regard to 239 
demand response impacts, we find that the impact of time-of-use rates is 240 
augmented by direct feedback from IHDs.4 241 

 242 
In addition, Summit Blue Consulting’s 2008 Power Smart Pricing Annual Report 243 

released in March of this year found that customers on Ameren’s Power Smart Pricing 244 

Plan, who have access to price and usage information, experienced an annual 245 

conservation effect of -1.4%, in addition to the price elasticity that occurred in relation to 246 

the program.5 247 

 248 

Q. DOES COMED’S PROPOSL TO TEST COORDINATING COMMUNITY 249 
SUSTAINABILITY MEASURES AND STATEGIES BRING BENEFITS IN 250 
ADDITTION TO COMED’S ALREADY APPROVED AMI PILOT? 251 

 252 
A. Yes.  Under ComEd’s Community Sustainability Proposal, ComEd and the City will test 253 

the effect that the efficiency feedback loop (created by meter data and an IHD or internet 254 

access) has when coordinated with a specific sustainability message from credible local 255 

entities.  This focus is clearly different from the questions being investigated under the 256 

approved AMI Pilot.  This focus is unique as identified in a recent report to the 257 

                                                 
4 THE IMPACT OF INFORMATIONAL FEEDBACK ON ENERGY CONSUMPTION—A SURVEY OF THE EXPERIMENTAL 
EVIDENCE;  Ahmad Faruqui, Sanem Sergici and Ahmed Sharif. 
 
5 2008 Power Smart Pricing Annual Report, page 32. Price elasticity is defined as the instantaneous change in demand in relation to 
price 
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Minnesota Department of Commerce’s Office of Energy Security performed by Franklin 258 

Energy: 259 

It is important to note that the studies and experiments covered in 260 
the literature on energy-use behavior change are more often than 261 
not conducted for research purposes outside of utility demand-side 262 
management program activities. In fact, the amount of empirical 263 
reporting on behavior change programs conducted by/for utilities 264 
in the context of pilot programs and with an intent to discover 265 
program cost effectiveness and scalability - particularly outside of 266 
dynamic pricing programs which are not intended to be the focus 267 
of this study - was found by the research team to be somewhat 268 
limited.6  269 
 270 

City witness Commissioner Suzanne Malec-McKenna discusses this in more detail. 271 

 272 

IV. CLEAN AND RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES 273 
 274 
Q. WHICH SPECIFIC CLEAN AND RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCE 275 

MITIGATION STRATEGIES RELATE TO THE DOE’S VISION OF A 276 
MODERN GRID? 277 

 278 
A. I believe that three specific CCAP clean and renewable energy source mitigation 279 

strategies relate directly to the smart grid.  These three strategies are: 280 

1) Build renewable electricity; 281 

2) Increase distributed generation; and, 282 

3) Promote household renewable power. 283 

 284 
Q. HOW DO THESE STRATEGIES RELATE TO THE MODERN GRID? 285 

A. The modern grid will enable more efficient connection of both grid scale and small scale 286 

renewable resources.  The data and information available from advanced metering is 287 

                                                 
6 Research Study: Residential Energy Use Behavior Change Pilot (CMFS project code B21383) Presented to: Joe Plummer Minnesota 
Department of Commerce Office of Energy Security, April 20, 2009,  Ed Carroll – Franklin Energy Eric Hatton – Franklin Energy Mark Brown – 
Greenway Insights at 10. 
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critical for the full integration of distributed generation including small scale household 288 

renewable power.  For grid scale renewable resources, increased demand response can 289 

help more efficiently integrate intermittent resources such as wind into the supply stream.  290 

Intelligence and distribution automation inherent in the smart grid can also help to 291 

minimize the costs of integrating these resources.  In addition, the Modern Grid strategy 292 

identifies the lack of common communication architectures as a barrier to both renewable 293 

and small scale distributed generation.  As the Modern Grid Team noted: 294 

Buyers fear their investment will be stranded by technology change (as happened 295 
with beta versus VHS standards in the video tape industry). To prevent this, the 296 
communications platform of the future must have an open architecture 297 
acceptable to vendors, consumers and utilities.  Such a platform will reduce the 298 
concern for stranded investments and will stimulate DER deployment.7 299 

  300 
Q. WITH RESPECT TO CLEAN AND RENEWABLE RESOURCES, WHAT 301 

SPECIFIC BENEFIT DOES COMED’S COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 302 
PROPOSAL BRING IN ADDITTION TO COMED’S ALREADY APPROVED 303 
AMI PILOT? 304 

 305 
A. ComEd’s proposal to coordinate CASGrid with community sustainability measures 306 

operated in conjunction with the City’s CCAP will begin to test the effect that 307 

community sustainability initiatives will have on consumer’s motivation to invest in 308 

small scale renewable generation.  Today, consumers simply lack the motivation to 309 

invest as identified in the Modern Grid Strategy:  310 

Consumers are not motivated to invest. Getting varied generation options depends 311 
on motivating marketers and residential, commercial and industrial consumers to 312 
invest in DER. Until this occurs, DER investment will primarily be funded by the 313 
electric industry, limiting its deployment. 8  314 

                                                 
7 
http://www.netl.doe.gov/moderngrid/docs/Accommodates%20All%20Generation%20and%20Storage%20Options_
Final_v2_0.pdf 
At A5-9 
8 
http://www.netl.doe.gov/moderngrid/docs/Accommodates%20All%20Generation%20and%20Storage%20Options_
Final_v2_0.pdf  at A5-12 
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V. IMPROVED TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS 315 

Q. WHICH SPECIFIC IMPROVED TRANSPORTATION OPTION MITIGATION 316 

STRATEGIES RELATE TO THE DOE’S VISION OF A MODERN GRID? 317 

 318 
A. I believe that three specific CCAP Improved Transportation Option mitigation strategies 319 

relate directly to the smart grid.  These three strategies are: 320 

1) Improve fleet efficiency; 321 

2) Achieve higher fuel efficiency standards; and, 322 

3) Switch to cleaner fuels. 323 
 324 

Q. HOW DO THESE STRATEGIES RELATE TO THE MODERN GRID? 325 
A. The DOE’s Smart Grid: An Introduction argues that: 326 

A smarter grid is also a necessity for plugging in the next 327 
generation of automotive vehicles – including plug-in hybrid 328 
electric vehicles (PHEVs) – to provide services supporting grid 329 
operations.  Such ancillary services hold the potential for storing 330 
power and selling it back to the grid when the grid requires it…. 331 
Without an integrated communications infrastructure and 332 
corresponding price signals, handling the increased load of plug-in 333 
hybrids and electric vehicles would be exceedingly difficult and 334 
inefficient.  Smart Chargers, however – enabled by the Smart Grid 335 
– will help manage this new energy device on already constrained 336 
grids and avoid any unintended consequences on the 337 
infrastructure.9   338 

 339 
Q. WHAT SPECIFIC BENEFIT DOES THE COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 340 

PROPOSAL BRING IN ADDITTION TO COMED’S ALREADY APPROVED 341 
AMI PILOT?   342 

 343 
A. The benefits here (transportation) are tangential and secondary.  To the extent that 344 

PHEV’s become commercially available during the test, the effectiveness of the City’s 345 

sustainability messages might be a factor in stimulating PHEV purchase.  Without the 346 

communication and control capabilities of advanced metering and a smarter grid, 347 

integration of PHEVs will only strain, not benefit the grid.     348 
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Q. YOU HAVE DETAILED THE REASONS FOR YOUR DISAGREEMENT WITH 349 
THE AG WITNESSES ON THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE CCAP INITIATIVES 350 
AND THE SMART GRID.  DO THE CONNECTIONS YOU DISCUSSED 351 
SUPPORT THE CASGRID PROPOSAL? 352 

 353 
A. Yes.  They demonstrate that ComEd’s proposal to install 59,000 meters and 50,000 In-354 

home Devices in coordination with the CCAP and other community focused programs 355 

expands the scope of the already approved AMI Pilot.  City witness Commissioner 356 

Suzanne Malec-McKenna discusses this in more detail 357 

.   358 
 359 
VI.   ICEA’S PROPOSAL TO COMPETITIVELY BID COMED’S PROPOSED PILOTS. 360 

Q. SUMMARIZE ICEA’S PROPOSAL 361 

A. ICEA Witness David I. Fein proposes that the Commission should increase the number of 362 

customer side applications bid out to suppliers from 5,000 to 40,000 of the proposed 363 

50,000 total applications.  He also recommends that the program should include 364 

competitive bidding for the vast majority of the meters that would utilize customer 365 

applications involving IHDs and the dynamic pricing rates.  366 

 367 

Q. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THESE PROPOSALS ARE REASONABLE? 368 

A. No.  I do not support any model to increase the market share of alternative retail electric 369 

suppliers (who are subject to reduced regulatory oversight) at the expense of regulated 370 

utility customers.  I have no general objection to ARES activity in the marketplace.  Tests 371 

funded with customer money should be focused on development of information and 372 

infrastructure that will benefit customers first (and the utility, with benefits flowed 373 

through).  That focus is more likely assured when the tests are completed under 374 

                                                                                                                                                             
9 http://www.oe.energy.gov/DocumentsandMedia/DOE_SG_Book_Single_Pages%281%29.pdf  at page 22. 
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regulatory oversight, by the regulated utility.  Customers should not be burdened with the 375 

cost of initiatives with a primary purpose or effect of market development for commercial 376 

entities.   377 

 378 

The residential market (including supply of advanced meters and related devices or 379 

applications) has been open to competitors for several years and to date few customers 380 

have chosen the limited services offered.  Mr. Fein argues that the advent of POR and 381 

UCB will stimulate competitive entry, a fact which remains to be seen.  The lack of retail 382 

competition is not cause to use ratepayer funding to create additional opportunities for 383 

retailers to enter the market.  Instead, it is simply a reflection of the fact that retail choice 384 

and meter supply for small customers presents challenges that competitive suppliers have 385 

not yet met, to be able to surpass the regulated, cost-based provision of certain services.   386 

From my perspective, the model established by the legislature, including the backstop of 387 

the Illinois Power Agency to protect consumers from various forms of market failure, is 388 

working.   There is no basis to conclude that it is not working, or that artificially creating 389 

additional, opportunities for commercial entities at customer expense is either necessary 390 

or appropriate. 391 

 392 

The proposal made by ICEA witness Fein does not address or acknowledge any of the 393 

consumer protection issues that have been a priority for both CUB and the City.  CUB 394 

and the City strongly believe that any customer side tests that are bid out to third parties 395 

must be as closely controlled for third parties as the AMI Pilot is for ComEd.  396 

Specifically: 397 
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• Any bidding must be for the provision of devices, and possibly dynamic 398 
pricing options – not for customers.   399 

• All data from participating customers would have to be available on the 400 
same transparent basis as information from a regulated utility (with the 401 
same customer control of its information).   402 

• There must be no compilation of “proprietary” databases by the winning 403 
bidder based on information gained from its participation in the tests or the 404 
provision of devices.   405 

• Any contracts with the utility affecting customers must only extend for the 406 
length of the testing period. 407 

• The third party or ARES must demonstrate that they have sufficient 408 
technical support and call center capability available to minimize customer 409 
confusion with technology and/or pricing. 410 

 411 

VII.  RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS GENE BEYER 412 

Q.        STAFF WITNESS GENE BEYER RECOMMENDS THAT IF COMED DOES  413 
NOT RECEIVE THE COMPLETE AMOUNT OF FUNDING IT IS SEEKING 414 
FROM USDOE, THEN THE COMPANY SHOULD RETURN TO THE 415 
COMMISSION FOR APPROVAL OF THE USDOE FUNDED PROJECTS.  416 
STAFF EX. 1.0 AT 3.  DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS RECOMMENDATION? 417 

 418 
A. Yes.  It is appropriate for the Commission to consider to what degree the USDOE funded  419 

CASGrid projects should proceed in the event that USDOE funds only part of ComEd’s 420 

request.  It is important to consider the entire package of projects to be performed to 421 

determine the potential benefits to customers from that package. 422 

 423 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 424 

A. Yes 425 


