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Introduction 1 

 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Eric P. Schlaf.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 4 

Springfield, Illinois, 62701. 5 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 6 

A. I am employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Commission") as a 7 

Senior Economic Analyst in the Energy Division.   8 

Q. Please state your educational background and professional experience. 9 

A. I obtained a B.A. in 1982 from the University of Illinois at Champaign-Urbana.  I 10 

received an M.A. in Economics in August 1984 and a Ph.D. in Economics in June 11 

1991 from the University of Illinois at Chicago. 12 

 I joined the Commission in March 1990, serving in the Least-Cost Energy 13 

Program.  In March 1992, I moved within the Commission to the Office of Policy 14 

and Planning.  The Office of Policy and Planning was subsequently merged into 15 

the Energy Division.  I have also taught numerous courses in economics and 16 

statistics at the University of Illinois at Chicago, Roosevelt University, and the 17 

University of Illinois at Springfield (formerly Sangamon State University). 18 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 19 

A. Yes, many times, most recently in Docket No. 10-0527.  20 
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Purpose of Testimony 21 

 22 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony in this proceeding? 23 

A. The purpose of my direct testimony is to comment on the Commonwealth Edison 24 

Company (“ComEd” or the “Company”) proposal to eliminate the current charge 25 

of $2.25 applicable to residential customers taking service under Rider RRTP, 26 

ComEd’s experimental residential real-time pricing program, and to recover the 27 

revenue that is now being recovered from RRTP customers from all ComEd 28 

customers. 29 

Q. Do you oppose the ComEd proposal to eliminate the $2.25 monthly 30 

charge? 31 

A. No, I do not, subject to ComEd’s response in its rebuttal testimony to two issues 32 

discussed later in this testimony.  One issue concerns how ComEd might modify 33 

its tariffs if the Commission determines after the conclusion of this proceeding to 34 

modify or discontinue the RRTP program.  The other issue involves ComEd’s 35 

proposal to assess non-residential customers a small amount of RRTP metering 36 

costs. 37 

Q. Please discuss ComEd’s RRTP program. 38 

A. In 2006, the General Assembly amended Section 16-107 of the Public Utilities 39 

Act to require the Ameren utilities and ComEd to submit tariffs offering real-time 40 

pricing (“RTP”) programs.  Under these programs, a third-party, rather than the 41 
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utility, administers the RTP programs.  ComEd’s tariff proposal was approved by 42 

the Commission on December 20, 2006 (Docket No. 06-0617).  43 

Customers participating in the RRTP program are provided with interval data 44 

recording (“IDR”) meters, which are capable of recording hourly usage.  Under 45 

the program, participating customers pay a $2.25 monthly charge as a 46 

contribution to program costs, which primarily consist of administrative and 47 

metering costs.  All other residential customers pay a monthly charge under 48 

Rider RCA to cover the costs that are not recovered through the $2.25 monthly 49 

charge.   50 

ComEd is required to file annual reports describing the progress of the program.  51 

ComEd’s next report, which should describe program results from the program’s 52 

inception, is due by May 1, 2011.  Section 16-107 directs the Commission to 53 

monitor ComEd’s and the Ameren’s Utilities’ RTP programs and determine 54 

whether the programs should be terminated or modified.  My expectation is that 55 

the Commission will open a docket by the end of the 2010 to review ComEd’s 56 

RRTP program and determine whether the program should terminate or continue 57 

with modifications.  I would expect an order in the RRTP review docket to be 58 

entered after the order is entered in this proceeding. 59 

Q. Would eliminating the $2.25 charge affect the RRTP program? 60 

A. It might appear that elimination of the $2.25 monthly charge could possibly 61 

change the economics of the program by making it less costly to participate in 62 

the RRTP program and thereby complicate the Commission’s review of the 63 
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program; however, the rate change, if it were to occur, would not take effect until 64 

after the conclusion of this proceeding, or approximately June 2011.  Thus, 65 

eliminating the $2.25 charge would have little practical effect on the present 66 

RRTP program.  I therefore do not oppose ComEd’s proposal, subject to the 67 

following comments.   68 

As I understand the Company’s proposal, if the Commission were to approve 69 

ComEd’s proposal, ComEd would be collecting from all ComEd customers the 70 

revenue that is now being collected from RRTP customers.  However, after a 71 

review of the RRTP program, which, as I noted above, will likely occur after the 72 

conclusion of this proceeding, the Commission may come to a different 73 

conclusion.  For example, the Commission could conclude that RRTP customers 74 

should pay a monthly metering charge of some amount.  Or, the Commission 75 

could determine that the program as presently constituted should be modified or 76 

even discontinued. In each of these cases, modification of ComEd’s tariff or 77 

tariffs would be necessary to protect against overcollection of metering charges.  78 

I therefore recommend that ComEd address in its rebuttal testimony how its 79 

tariffs could be modified to address these potential outcomes of the RRTP review 80 

proceeding. 81 

Q. How does ComEd plan to allocate the revenue that is now being received 82 

from RRTP customers? 83 

A. According to ComEd’s response to Staff Data Request EPS-1.01, ComEd 84 

proposes to allocate among each of ComEd’s distribution classes the revenue 85 

that is now recovered from RRTP customers. As this amount is only about 86 
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$183,000, ComEd’s proposal would impose very small additional charges on 87 

each of these classes.  For example, the additional cost to a residential customer 88 

would be about 0.4 cents per month and about 8 cents per month for a customer 89 

in the High Voltage demand classes. 90 

Q. Do you agree with ComEd’s plan to allocate the revenue collected from 91 

monthly leasing fees to the non-residential classes? 92 

A. It is not clear to me why non-residential customers should be allocated costs 93 

associated with a residential RTP program.  I thus recommend that ComEd 94 

provide an explanation in rebuttal testimony for this part of its proposal. 95 

Conclusion 96 

 97 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 98 

A. I do not object to ComEd’s proposal to eliminating the $2.25 monthly charge 99 

applicable to RRTP customers; however, I recommend that ComEd address in its 100 

rebuttal testimony how its tariffs could be modified to accommodate the results of 101 

the upcoming RRTP review proceeding. I also recommend that ComEd explain 102 

why non-residential customers would be obligated to share in the costs 103 

associated with the residential RRTP program. 104 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 105 

A. Yes, it does. 106 


