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I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND INTRODUCTION 1 

A.  Witness Introduction 2 

 3 

A. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. 4 

A. My name is Barbara R. Alexander.  I use the title of Consumer Affairs Consultant.  I have 5 

an office at 83 Wedgewood Dr., Winthrop, ME 04364.   6 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU PRESENTING TESTIMONY IN THIS 7 

PROCEEDING? 8 

A. I am appearing as a witness on behalf of AARP and on behalf of the People of the State 9 

of Illinois, represented by the Illinois Office of the Attorney General (“AG”) together 10 

(“AARP/AG”).   11 

AARP is a nonprofit, nonpartisan social welfare organization dedicated to making 12 

life better for people 50 and older.  AARP members in Illinois represent all segments of 13 

the socio-economic scale.  AARP and its members are a meaningful cross-section of the 14 

residential customers in Illinois and in the territory served by Commonwealth Edison 15 

Company (“ComEd” or “Company”) which provides essential electric service in northern 16 

Illinois.  Moreover, a substantial percentage of AARP’s members live on fixed or limited 17 

incomes and have a direct interest in the prices charged for essential electricity service.  18 

B.  Purpose of Testimony 19 

 20 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 21 

Q. I am providing my analysis and recommendations for certain limited aspects of ComEd’s 22 

Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) Deployment Plan that was filed on April 23, 23 

2012.   My analysis and recommendations are limited because while ComEd filed this 24 
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proposed plan on April 23, 2012 with the supporting testimony and exhibits that total 25 

over 500 pages, the statute only allows the Commission a total of 60 days to review and 26 

provide input on this proposed AMI deployment plan.  It was not, therefore, possible to 27 

thoroughly review ComEd’s proposed plan in any detail or conduct the rigorous analysis 28 

that other states have done in reviewing business case proposals for AMI.
1
  I understand 29 

that this schedule is based on statutory deadlines and not based on the Commission’s 30 

decision.   31 

Q. PLEASE IDENTIFY THE ISSUES YOU WILL ADDRESS IN YOUR 32 

TESTIMONY. 33 

A. I will address the issue of whether ComEd’s deployment plan comports with the current 34 

regulations relating to the disconnection of service for nonpayment for residential 35 

customers, whether ComEd’s proposed performance metrics and other reporting 36 

requirements are sufficient, and identify and support certain recommendations relating to 37 

the Health Impact Assessment study submitted by Dr. Megan Sandel on behalf of 38 

AARP/AG.   39 

I do not offer any overall conclusion as to whether this proposed AMI deployment 40 

plan would be “cost beneficial” for ComEd’s customers. 41 

                                                 
1
 As only one example, I point to ComEd’s testimony in support of its proposed $27.7 million education plan.   This 

testimony consisted of an 11-page submission by Jennifer V. Montague, ComEd Ex. 4.0, and a one-page attachment 

with the proposed annual expenditures for this plan, ComEd Ex. 4.1.  When asked in discovery for the “lessons 

learned” from its education and outreach for its Customer Applications Pilot, the Company provided a summary of 

its interpretations of various reports and analyses of that program and did not provide the actual documents relied 

upon for those statements and did not provide citations to most of the reports, the majority of which were not 

published or available to the public.  See ComEd Response to AG.1.14, attached as Exhibit AARP/AG Exhibit 1.2.  

After another data request was issued to obtain the actual documents (AG.2.10), I received a CD with 13 documents 

(all labeled Confidential) via overnight mail on Tuesday, May 8, 2011, three days prior to the due date of this 

testimony.  It is unreasonable to expect any thorough review of those 13 documents provided on a CD prior to the 

submission of this testimony on May 11, 2011.  
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C.    Summary Of Recommendations 42 

 43 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS WITH REGARD TO 44 

COMED’S PROPOSED AMI DEPLOYMENT PLAN. 45 

A. My recommendations are as follows: 46 

 ComEd’s AMI Deployment Plan should explicitly document how it will comply with 47 

the current premise visit and customer contact requirement and the Commission 48 

should require the Company’s cost-benefit analysis to document that the Company’s 49 

practices will comply with this regulation.  The Company’s assumption that a vast 50 

increase in the volume of disconnections will occur using the remote disconnection 51 

functionality of the AMI system, as documented in the Black and Veatch analysis, 52 

has important safety and health implications that this Commission may want to take 53 

into account when considering the proposal to change the current regulation in the 54 

Part 280 proceeding.  However, in the context of this proceeding, I urge the 55 

Commission to reject that portion of this AMI deployment plan that relies on the use 56 

of remote disconnection for nonpayment for residential customers as a means of 57 

generating additional revenues or lowering operating expenses.  At the very least, 58 

there is a need to explore in more detail ComEd’s assumptions about the linkage 59 

between faster and increased disconnections earlier in the collections cycle and the 60 

direct and indirect implications of this proposal on the ability of residential customers 61 

in general and vulnerable customers in particular to obtain and retain affordable and 62 

essential electricity service. 63 

 I recommend that the Commission require ComEd to comply, at a minimum, with the 64 

metrics and reporting requirements ordered by the Maryland Public Service 65 
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Commission for certain utilities’ AMI deployments.  I then recommend that the 66 

Commission order ComEd to consult with the parties to this proceeding to develop 67 

additional metrics and reporting requirements that will reflect its proposed customer 68 

benefit programs within the next six months or prior to the implementation of those 69 

programs, particularly with respect to the alleged changes in customer behavior and 70 

net bill impacts associated with lower consumption for customers who make use of 71 

the enhanced web portal and the promised bill savings associated with the future peak 72 

time rebate program. 73 

 At a minimum, I recommend that ComEd be required to conduct statistically valid 74 

separate surveys of its residential customers in Chicago specifically and in areas 75 

served outside Chicago on an annual basis to obtain the following information for 76 

low-income customers and each of the customer groups that meet the definition of 77 

“vulnerable” customers in the ComEd AMI HIA Report discussed by AARP/AG 78 

witness Dr. Megan Sandel.  This information should be presented for both AMI-79 

enabled and traditional metered customers to track the impact of the costs and 80 

impacts of AMI deployment and customer benefits as follows: 81 

(1) Bill impacts associated with the costs for deployment of smart grid modernization 82 

and AMI investments for low, average, and higher usage level customers pursuant 83 

to approved rates and surcharges; 84 

(2) Participation levels by such customer groups in the Company’s web portal and the 85 

results of such participation on customer usage; 86 

(3) Participation levels by such customer groups in the Company’s future PTR 87 

program; 88 
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(4) Participation levels by such customer groups in the hourly pricing program; and 89 

(5) Key indicia associated with credit and collection activities targeted to these 90 

customers, such as deposit requirement, disconnection notices, and disconnections 91 

for nonpayment. 92 

D.  Background and Qualifications 93 

 94 

Q. PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR BACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONS. 95 

A. I opened my consulting practice in March 1996, after nearly ten years as the Director of 96 

the Consumer Assistance Division of the Maine Public Utilities Commission.  While 97 

there, I managed the resolution of informal customer complaints for electric, gas, 98 

telephone, and water utility services, and testified as an expert witness on consumer 99 

protection, customer service and low-income issues in rate cases and other investigations 100 

before the Maine commission. My current consulting practice focuses on regulatory and 101 

statutory policies concerning consumer protection, service quality and reliability of 102 

service, customer service and low-income issues associated with both regulated utilities 103 

and retail competition markets.  I have had more than 20 years of experience in 104 

representing residential customers in utility regulation. 105 

 I have testified concerning cost recovery and proposed tariff provisions relating to 106 

advanced or smart meter proposals, low income programs, and the service quality and 107 

reliability of service conditions associated with alternative rate plans. 108 

 My recent clients include the state public advocate offices in Pennsylvania, 109 

Washington, Maryland, Ohio, Maine, Illinois, Arkansas, and Massachusetts, as well as 110 

AARP state offices (Montana, New Jersey, Maine, Ohio, Virginia, Idaho, Maryland, 111 
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Mississippi, Oklahoma, the District of Columbia, and Illinois).  I have testified before 112 

state regulatory commissions in more than 15 states, including Illinois, and in Canada.     113 

 I have provided expert testimony on AMI deployments in Maryland, Maine, 114 

District of Columbia, Michigan, and California (Southern California Gas).   115 

With regard to my recent experience before the Illinois Commerce Commission, I 116 

submitted testimony on behalf of AARP/AG in ComEd’s proposed AMI pilot in Docket 117 

No. 09-0263, in ComEd’s proposed Performance Metrics Plan in Docket No. 11-0272, 118 

and in Ameren’ proposed Performance Metrics Plan in Docket No. 12-0089.  Finally, I 119 

submitted testimony on behalf of the Citizens Utility Board, City of Chicago, and 120 

Attorney General (Consumer and Governmental Intervenors) in the pending proceeding 121 

to consider amendments to Part 280 of the Commission’s regulations in Docket No. 06-122 

0703.
2
 123 

 I am a graduate of the University of Michigan (1968) and the University of Maine 124 

School of Law (1976).  125 

 I attach my resume with a list of my publications and testimony as Exhibit No. 126 

AARP/AG Ex. 1.1. 127 

 128 

II.  COMED’S PROPOSED AMI DEPLOYMENT PLAN 129 
 130 

 131 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE COMED’S PROPOSED AMI DEPLOYMENT PLAN. 132 

A. ComEd is proposing to deploy AMI over a 10-year period at a cost of $2 billion that 133 

reflects the capital and operating costs of installing the AMI system.  While costs are 134 

                                                 
2
 Of course, this testimony is on behalf of AARP and the People of the State of Illinois and should not be interpreted 

as representing the views of the other GCI parties in this proceeding. 
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calculated over a 10-year period, ComEd’s analysis calculates benefits over a 20-year 135 

period.  The Company projects that the operational benefits and enhanced delivery 136 

service revenues over a 20-year period will total $2.306 million, that other benefits 137 

relating to energy revenues will total $2.307 billion and that customers will experience 138 

$2.607 billion benefits that are in excess of costs.  Over a 10-year period, ComEd 139 

calculates a net present value of $1.271 billion.   These costs and benefits do not include 140 

the costs and projected benefits associated with the implementation of a Peak Time 141 

Rebate program that, according to the Company, will enhance customer benefits even 142 

further.  These costs include a proposed budget for a consumer education and outreach 143 

effort that totals $27.7 million.   144 

Q. HAS COMED PROVIDED ANY CUSTOMER CLASS SPECIFIC BILL 145 

IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROPOSED AMI DEPLOYMENT PLAN? 146 

A. No.  ComEd has to date refused to provide any such analysis, but points to the Black and 147 

Veatch calculations of net benefits for each year and a Monthly Average Customer 148 

Impact for calendar year 2012 through 2021.
3
  Of course, these calculations reflect the 149 

average bill impact for all ComEd customers and are calculated on a per-meter not on a 150 

per-customer basis.  These calculations show that the monthly per meter bill impact will 151 

increase for years 2012 through 2016 with the highest bill impact at $1.43 per month in 152 

2013, followed by negative bill impacts if the savings that ComEd has projected in this 153 

deployment plan are in fact achieved starting in 2017.  As a result, there is no information 154 

in this record that shows what impact this proposal will have, for example, on residential 155 

customers generally, lower use residential customers, or known low income residential 156 

                                                 
3
 ComEd Response to AG.1.06 and ComEd Response to AG.2.08. 
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customers.
4
  The lack of this information in light of the scope and scale of this investment 157 

and the potential for adverse health and safety impacts as documented in the Health 158 

Impact Assessment Report sponsored by Dr. Megan Sandel is of particular concern.   Nor 159 

does this record reflect the combined bill impact of this AMI deployment, the costs of 160 

implementing the customer PTR program, or the costs of the system-wide modernization 161 

expenditures reflected in future formula rate filings.  There is no doubt, however, that 162 

customer bill impacts will increase in the early years of these deployments even under 163 

ComEd’s customer-wide estimates above. 164 

 165 

III.   COMED’S AMI DEPLOYMENT PLAN WILL RESULT IN INCREASED 166 

HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS USING THE REMOTE DISCONECTION 167 

FUNCTIONALITY OF THE AMI SYSTEM. 168 
 169 

 170 

Q. WHAT DOES THIS AMI DEPLOYMENT PLAN SAY WITH RESPECT TO THE 171 

USE OF THE NEW METERING SYSTEM TO REMOTELY DISCONNECT 172 

SERVICE FOR NONPAYMENT? 173 

A. ComEd states that it will implement the remote disconnection function in compliance 174 

with ICC regulations.
5
   However, the Company has so far not indicated what it interprets 175 

the current regulation to require.  As a result, this statement is not dispositive or even 176 

informative.  More importantly, the Black and Veatch cost benefit analysis submitted as 177 

ComEd Ex. 6.02 assumes that the AMI system will be used to implement remote 178 

disconnection and reconnection of the meters, including remote disconnection for 179 

                                                 
4
 This type of information is either routinely provided on a class-specific basis for rate cases or typically obtained 

through routine discovery requests. 
5
 The Company’s AMI Deployment Plan states, “The use of the switch for non-payment disconnect will be done in a 

manner that is compliant with ICC rules.”  [at 30, see “Remote Connect/Disconnect” paragraph 11.] 
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nonpayment without a premise visit.  The calculation of benefits in this model assumes 180 

that “benefits” in the form of operational cost reductions will occur.   With regard to 181 

potential “negative impacts,” the analysis states, “Consumer and public health and safety 182 

concerns, as identified in the ISSGG report, are out of the scope of the cost and benefit 183 

analysis presented here.”
6
  In fact, the model reflects a sensitivity analysis that explores 184 

the “impacts associated with a requirement to provide customer notification of remote 185 

disconnect-when the service disconnected for nonpayment.”  Black and Veatch calculates 186 

that the premise visit requirement would require 193,000 disconnect actions that would 187 

potentially require a customer notification visit each year and that this premise visit level 188 

would rise with the installation of smart meters to 200,000 per year in year 11.  ComEd 189 

provided information to Black and Veatch about the costs of a customer notification 190 

requirement, assumed to be $61 per “truck roll” for each disconnect action, resulting in a 191 

negative financial impact and a reduction in net present value of approximately $250 192 

million.
7
   193 

Q. DOES THE COST BENEFIT MODEL’S ANALYSIS OF REDUCTION IN BAD 194 

DEBT EXPENSE REFLECT THE IMPLEMENTATION OF REMOTE 195 

DISCONNECTION OF SERVICE? 196 

A. Yes.  In its explanation of the Reduction in Bad Debt Expense calculation, Black and 197 

Veatch’s report states that the functional requirements to achieve this benefit include, 198 

“Enablement of remote disconnect/reconnect switch.  Also, new business rules for cut off 199 

thresholds (time and dollar outstanding based).”
8
   This analysis also states that the use of 200 

                                                 
6
 ComEd Ex. 6.02, Table 3-1, page 3-2. 

7
 ComEd Ex. 6.02, page 10-3. 

8
 ComEd Ex. 6.02, page C-8. 
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the disconnect switch to “disconnect sooner in the cycle” will result in an estimated 201 

increase in disconnections from 124,597 in 2010 to 205,000 disconnections, the bulk of 202 

which is related to residential customers.  Black and Veatch estimates a new bad debt 203 

expense level of $33 million (compared to the $63 million in 2010) with this remote 204 

disconnection functionality.
9
  These calculations assume that, “The number of customers 205 

eligible for disconnect may not change in the “to be” scenario relative to the “as-is.”  206 

However, the amount of charge-offs and bad debt expense will decrease, as customers 207 

will not be able to build up large balances to the degree they can today, and they will also 208 

be more likely to pay for reconnection in the AMI environment.”
10

 209 

Q.  PLEASE DESCRIBE THE ISSUE YOU SEEK TO RAISE IN THIS 210 

PROCEEDING CONCERNING REMOTE DISCONNECTION OF SERVICE. 211 

A. The Commission's current rule Part 280.130(d) clearly states that the utility shall attempt 212 

to advise the customer that service is being discontinued by making contact "at the time 213 

service is being discontinued."  This important requirement for an attempt at in-person 214 

notification is in addition to a requirement that if disconnection cannot be accomplished 215 

"during a call made at the customer's premise," the utility shall attempt to leave a notice 216 

"at the premise or billing address" informing the customer that disconnection was 217 

attempted and their service continues to be subject to disconnection.  This provision of 218 

current regulations was drafted and has been implemented during an era when the 219 

customer’s meter could not be physically disconnected or connected without a premise 220 

visit and mechanical action taken with respect to the meter itself.  However, there are 221 

                                                 
9
 ComEd Ex. 6.02, page C-9. 

10
 ComEd Ex. 6.02, C-9, “Benefit Calculation Support Information.”  This document specifically states that these 

assumptions were provided by ComEd to Black and Veatch. 
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other important consumer protections associated with this premise visit and attempt to 222 

contact the customer prior to disconnection for nonpayment, all of which are set forth in 223 

the GCI and AARP testimony before the Commission in Part 280.  I do not seek to 224 

resolve that policy issue in this proceeding to consider ComEd’s AMI deployment plan.  225 

Q. HOW DOES COMED IMPLEMENT THE CURRENT REGULATION IN PART 226 

280 CONCERNING DISCONNECTION OF SERVICE? 227 

A. It has been difficult to obtain specific information on the Company’s current procedures 228 

regarding what the Company’s field technician does at the customer’s premise when 229 

disconnecting the meter for nonpayment.  According to ComEd, “There is no exclusive 230 

training for disconnection of service” and field technicians obtain classroom instruction 231 

on the “proper practices for disconnection of service along w/all field work activities.”
11

  232 

After an order for physical disconnection of service is issued: 233 

The field technician verifies the correct address and, upon entering the premises, 234 

announces his/her presence.  He/she then verifies that the meter number matches 235 

the order, performs a visual inspection of the meter fitting (looking to ensure if 236 

any unsafe conditions exists that would prevent him from removing the meter), 237 

then proceeds to remote the meter and install a “sleeve” on the meter to prevent 238 

the flow of electricity prior to reinstalling the meter.  The field technician then 239 

verifies a final time that the meter number matches the order and leaves the 240 

premises.
12

 241 

 242 

Q. HAVE YOU BEEN ABLE TO DETERMINE EXACTLY WHAT THE FIELD 243 

TECHNICIAN IS OBLIGATED TO DO WITH RESPECT TO “ANNOUNCING 244 

HIS/HER PRESENCE?” 245 

                                                 
11

 ComEd Response to AG.1.10. 
12

 ComEd Response to AG.1.10. 
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A. No.  ComEd has refused to answer specific data requests that have tried to obtain more 246 

detailed information about this process.
13

  As a result, it is not clear that ComEd currently 247 

instructs the field personnel to knock on the customer’s door and interact with the 248 

customer about the pending disconnection. 249 

Q. DO OTHER ILLINOIS UTILITIES CONDUCT THE PREMISE VISIT PROCESS 250 

PRIOR TO DISCONNECTION IN A MANNER THAT COMPORTS WITH PART 251 

280? 252 

A. Yes.  Ameren Utilities responded to a data request in its proposed Smart Grid 253 

Performance Metrics proceeding in Docket No. 12-0089 (AARP/AG Cross Ex. 1) and its 254 

proposed AMI Plan proceeding in Docket No. 12-0244 (AG Cross Ex. 1) that explicitly 255 

described its procedures to implement a disconnection for nonpayment for residential 256 

customers: 257 

 258 
Q. Please indicate what procedures Ameren field personnel 259 
follow when disconnecting residential customers due to nonpayment. 260 
In the response, please indicate what if any contact is provided to the 261 
residential customer subject to disconnection at the time of 262 
disconnection.  263 
 264 
A. Customer contact is attempted before the actual physical 265 
disconnection. The customer receives a bill which provides all 266 
pertinent usage and balance information along with a due date. If 267 
unpaid, the customer receives a disconnect notice in accordance with 268 
Part 280 giving the past due balance and a date in which it needs paid 269 
to avoid disconnection. The notice contains literature describing 270 
payment arrangements, assistance options, payment options, and the 271 
Call Center phone number and hours of operation. Additionally, each 272 
residential customer receives an automated call again advising them 273 
of the balance and the date by which to pay. Balance and payment 274 
information is available 24/7 both through the phone system and on 275 
Ameren Illinois’ website.  276 

                                                 
13

 See, e.g., ComEd’s Response to AG.2.06. 
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After all attempts to solicit payment have failed, the disconnection 277 
order is sent to the field to be worked. The field technicians work 278 
from terminals in their vehicles which operate in real-time. Any 279 
arrangements or payments made by the customer update their systems 280 
immediately. Customers are given up to the point of physical 281 
disconnection to make payment and/or payment arrangements. Upon 282 
arriving at the customer’s premises, the field technician attempts to 283 
make contact by knocking at the door. If the customer is home, the 284 
technician can speak with the customer and hand deliver a door tag. 285 
That door tag gives the Call Center phone number, website 286 
information, a phone number for Western Union/Speedpay to make 287 
payments as well as a safety message regarding the main breaker and 288 
pilot relight. If the customer is not home, the technician will hang the 289 
door tag at the customer’s front entrance. 290 
 

 

 

Q. DID COMED’S PROPOSED SMART GRID PERFORMANCE METRICS PLAN 291 

ASSUME THAT THE COMMISSION WILL ELIMINATE THE PREMISE VISIT 292 

ASSOCIATED WITH DISCONNECTION FOR NONPAYMENT? 293 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s performance metrics and proposed performance standards considered in 294 

Docket No. 11-0772 also contained the assumption that this requirement of Part 280 will 295 

be eliminated and ComEd will use the remote disconnection functionality of the new 296 

metering system to disconnect residential customers for nonpayment without a premise 297 

visit or attempt to contact the customer at the premises prior to disconnection of service. 298 

Specifically, Mr. Hemphill testified that the AMI related metrics, such as 299 

Estimated Electric Bill, Consumption on Inactive Meters (CIM), Unaccounted For 300 

Energy (UFE), and Uncollectible Expense “are dependent on the technology and 301 

functionality that will be deployed under ComEd’s AMI Plan” and “that there is no 302 

requirement for personal on-site disconnection notification.”
14

  Further, ComEd’s plan 303 

included a provision that describes that if the Commission finds that ComEd is not able to 304 

                                                 
14

 Docket No. 11-0772, Direct Testimony of Ross Hemphill, ComEd Ex. 2.0, at 11. 
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achieve any of these metrics because it could not fully utilize this functionality and 305 

technology, then ComEd is excused from compliance, but only to the limited extent that 306 

achieving the metrics and performance goals was hindered by less than full 307 

implementation of AMI technology, which in this case is a reference to the ability to 308 

eliminate the premise visit for disconnection for nonpayment and rely entirely on remote 309 

disconnection of the meter. 310 

Q. HAS THE COMMISSION RECENTLY STATED THAT THE EXISTING 311 

PREMISE VISIT REQUIREMENT ASSOCIATED WITH DISCONNECTION 312 

FOR NONPAYMENT SHOULD BE CONTINUED? 313 

A. The Commission has recently clarified that the on-site contact and premise visit should 314 

be retained, along with the important consumer protections associated with this 315 

requirement that the utility make a final attempt to contact the customer prior to 316 

disconnection for nonpayment of a utility bill. The Commission’s most recent finding 317 

concerning the necessity of the on-site visit prior to customer disconnection came in ICC 318 

Docket No. 09-0263, Commonwealth Edison Company – Petition to approve an 319 

Advanced Metering Infrastructure Pilot Program and associated tariffs, in which the 320 

Commission established the financial and policy parameters of ComEd’s AMI pilot first 321 

approved, generally, in ICC Docket No. 07-0566.  In its Order in Docket No. 09-0263, 322 

the Commission specifically directed ComEd to continue the practice of premise visits 323 

and customer contact, despite the installation in the pilot of technology (AMI) that 324 

enabled remote disconnection, thereby reinforcing the importance of on-site visit and in-325 

person contact at the time of disconnection for nonpayment of a utility bill.  In doing so, 326 

the Commission denied ComEd's explicit request in its Brief on Exceptions in that case to 327 
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make a contrary interpretation on this point. In that pleading, ComEd asked that the ICC 328 

strike language from the final order which recognized that a site visit is required in part 329 

because of its value in detecting safety issues.
15

  In its Final Order, the Commission 330 

rejected ComEd's request to strike that language, choosing to explicitly continue its 331 

interpretation of the premise visit requirement as requiring an attempt at in-person 332 

contact, despite the technical capability for remote disconnection AMI created:  333 

Commission Analysis and Conclusions  334 
 335 

We agree with the AG/AARP, CUB and the IBEW insofar a 336 

remote disconnection should occur in a manner that is consistent 337 

with current Illinois law, the regulation cited above. The 338 

regulation, cited above, clearly contemplates a site visit by a utility 339 

employee upon disconnection. While we acknowledge that the 340 

language in this regulation may have contemplated the world as it 341 

existed before AMI technology, a site visit upon disconnection 342 

affords a valuable service to consumers, and, in certain 343 

circumstances, (e.g., when a safety issue is detected upon the site 344 

visit) to ComEd. ComEd shall not remotely disconnect a program 345 

participant unless such disconnection is in accordance with 83 Ill. 346 

Adm. Code 280.130(d) and any other pertinent laws that are in 347 

effect at the time of disconnection.
16

 348 

   349 

Q. HAVE OTHER STATES IMPLEMENTED AMI AND RETAINED THEIR 350 

PREMISE VISIT RULE ASSOCIATED WITH DISCONNECTION FOR 351 

NONPAYMENT OF RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS? 352 

A. Yes.  Several states have rejected proposals to eliminate important consumer protections 353 

associated with disconnection of service for nonpayment for residential customers in the 354 

context of considering AMI deployment and the use of the remote disconnection 355 

functionality of this system for both pilots and full scale deployment: 356 

                                                 
15

 Docket 09-0263, ComEd BOE at 34 (Exception #7).   
16

 Docket 09-0263, Order of October 14, 2009 at 34.   
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 New York.  A  2007 decision of the New York Public Service Commission  357 

explicitly provided that current consumer protections relating to disconnection would be 358 

retained in the event that smart metering was implemented, thus preventing New York 359 

utilities from relying in any savings associated with remote disconnection of service.
17

 360 

 Ohio.  Duke Energy filed for a series of waivers from Ohio’s consumer protection 361 

rules to accommodate its smart grid pilot.  The Company requested exemption from the 362 

rules requiring a premise visit from company personnel on the day of disconnection for 363 

nonpayment.  The rules require a written notice be delivered to the named customer or an 364 

adult at the home, or posting of a notice providing information on assistance programs 365 

and other options to delay disconnection.  Most importantly, the utility representatives are 366 

required to accept payment on the account in order to stop the disconnection.  The latter 367 

requirement is also a part of Ohio statutory law. 368 

 The Ohio commission responded by denying this waiver request:   369 

 370 

In considering Duke's request, the Commission is aware of the 371 

purpose of Rule 4901:1-18-05(A)(5), O.A.C, which is to notify the 372 

occupants at the premise of the pending disconnection and allow 373 

the customer one last chance to prevent disconnection by making 374 

payment. Without personal notification, or the display of notice, it 375 

is possible that customers may be unaware of the pending 376 

disconnection, or may believe that the lack of service is the result 377 

of an outage. Moreover, the Commission agrees with OPAE's 378 

concern that customers who have not paid their utility bill may not 379 

have immediate access to text or electronic messaging, despite 380 

their selection of such means of notification at an earlier date. 381 

                                                 
17

 The New York Commission stated, “Finally, we remind the companies that termination of service for nonpayment 

is subject to Home Energy Fair Practices Act (HEFPA) regardless of whether that disconnection is performed by 

physical (on site) or electronic (remote) service shut off. No utility may utilize AMI for remote disconnection of 

service for nonpayment unless it has taken all of the prerequisite steps required by HEFPA, including the 

requirement of 16 NYCRR §11.4(a)(7) that customers must be afforded the opportunity to make payment to utility 

personnel at the time of termination. This process requires a site visit, even where a remote device is utilized.”  See 

Order Requiring Filing of Supplemental Plan, Case Nos. 94-E-0952, 00-E-0165, and 02-M-0454 (December 17, 

2007).   
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Therefore, while the Commission may be willing to discuss 382 

alternative notice processes in the future, at this time, the 383 

Commission finds that the processes set forth in this rule should 384 

remain in force. Accordingly, the Commission finds that Duke's 385 

request for a waiver of Rule 4901:1-18-05(A)(5), O.A.C, should be 386 

denied.
18

 387 

 388 

 Maryland.  Both Baltimore Gas & Electric and Pepco and Delmarva filed 389 

applications for AMI deployment and included the potential savings from relying on 390 

remote disconnection for nonpayment in their business cases to support this investment.  391 

The Maryland Public Service Commission rejected this proposal and required the utilities 392 

to continue to conform to the current regulation that requires the utilities to conduct a 393 

premise visit and attempt to contact the customer (and accept payment where offered via 394 

credit card) to avoid disconnection where possible.
19

 395 

 396 

  These states have rejected proposals to eliminate these consumer protections 397 

even though such rejection has resulted in lower savings associated with AMI on the 398 

grounds that the disconnection of residential customers may result in dangerous health 399 

and safety conditions due to the loss of essential electricity service.  Indeed, the very 400 

foundation of the current consumer protection rules is the notion that disconnection of 401 

electricity carries important health and safety consequences.  State commissions have 402 

                                                 
18

 Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. for a Waiver of 

Certain Sections of the Ohio Administrative Code for Smart Grid1 Pilot Programs, Case No. 10-249-EL-WVR, 

Entry, June 2, 2010. 
19

 In approving BGE’s AMI proposal, the Maryland Commission stated, “We note that we have not approved any 

exemption from our regulations concerning termination of service for non-payment, and that nothing in this Order 

should be construed as changing this Commission’s policies or regulations regarding termination of service for non-

payment.”  Order No. 83531, Case No. 9208, August 13, 2010, at 19. 
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routinely adopted consumer protections and policies designed to make disconnection the 403 

last resort and not the first resort to respond to nonpayment.   404 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION WITH RESPECT TO THE REMOTE 405 

DISCONNECTION ISSUE IN THIS PROCEEDING? 406 

A. ComEd’s AMI Deployment Plan should explicitly document how it will comply with the 407 

current premise visit and customer contact requirement and submit a cost-benefit analysis 408 

that assumes compliance with this regulation.  Furthermore, the Company should be 409 

encouraged to make changes in its current procedures, where it is determined to be cost 410 

effective, to better target disconnections earlier in the collection cycle and engage in more 411 

proactive outreach through electronic communications and telephone attempts prior to 412 

sending the field technician for the required premise visit.  There are many potential 413 

improvements or reforms that could reduce uncollectible expense and offset the increased 414 

costs associated with a premise visit, without relying on remote disconnection.  The 415 

Company’s current policies may allow customers to build up large arrears balances prior 416 

to disconnection, but that is a function of its current collection policies and decisions 417 

about the allocation of resources and how it choose to deploy field personnel and manage 418 

collection activities.   The Company’s assumption that a vast increase in the volume of 419 

disconnections will occur as documented in the Black and Veatch analysis has important 420 

safety and health implications that this Commission may want to take into account when 421 

considering the proposal to change the current regulation in the Part 280 proceeding.  422 

However, in the context of this proceeding, I urge the Commission to reject that portion 423 

of this AMI deployment plan that relies on the use of remote disconnection for 424 

nonpayment for residential customers as a means of generating additional revenues or 425 
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lowering operating expenses.  At the very least, there is a need to explore in more detail 426 

ComEd’s assumptions (that I identified as the basis for its cost-benefit analysis in the 427 

Black and Veatch Report earlier in my testimony) about the linkage between faster and 428 

increased disconnections earlier in the collections cycle and the direct and indirect 429 

implications of this proposal on the ability of residential customers in general and 430 

vulnerable customers in particular to obtain and retain affordable and essential electricity 431 

service. 432 

 433 

IV. COMED’S PROPOSED METRICS AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS ARE 434 

DEFICIENT 435 

 436 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE COMED’S PROPOSED METRICS AND REPORTING 437 

REQUIREMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROPOSED AMI 438 

DEPLOYMENT PLAN. 439 

A. ComEd did not provide a comprehensive list of proposed reporting and performance 440 

metrics for its AMI deployment plan, but suggested a variety of potential reporting 441 

proposals in various sections of its plan.  These reporting “ideas” were not accompanied 442 

by any specific definitions, failed to identify the source of the data that would be 443 

reported, and did not reflect a comprehensive proposal that would reflect key costs and 444 

benefits projected to result from this AMI deployment plan.  Upon request, ComEd 445 

provided a list of its proposed performance metrics and reporting requirements in its 446 

Response to AG.1.12, Supplemental.  I attach that data response to my testimony as 447 

Exhibit AARP/AG 1.3.   448 
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Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON COMED’S PROPOSED METRICS AND REPORTING 449 

REQUIREMENTS AND IDENTIFY THE DEFECTS IN THIS PROPOSAL. 450 

A. ComEd’s proposed list of tracking and reporting measures primarily emphasizes 451 

“counting” events and installation milestones, but fails to include important requirements 452 

to track actual results from the customer’s perspective.  Furthermore, the proposal fails to 453 

include requirements to track the actual costs that ComEd has incurred compared to the 454 

estimated cost input reflected in the Black and Veatch cost benefit model.  Nor does this 455 

list include all of the measurements of potential customer benefits listed in the Black & 456 

Veatch report associated with actual changes in customer behavior through use of the 457 

web portal or participation in the PTR program.  Finally, the proposed list does not 458 

properly reflect any performance metrics associated with the proposed $27.7 million 459 

customer education plan in terms of measuring the effectiveness of these expenditures, 460 

use of local community organizations, or measurements of the experiences of vulnerable 461 

customers in the implementation of the AMI deployment plan and customer benefit 462 

programs. 463 

Q. DO YOU HAVE SPECIFIC REPORTING REQUIREMENTS THAT SHOULD BE 464 

REQUIRED BY THE COMMISSION AS A CONDITON OF APPROVAL OF 465 

THIS AMI DEPLOYMENT PLAN? 466 

A. Yes.  I recommend the use of several metrics and reporting requirements adopted in 467 

Maryland as conditions for full-scale deployment of AMI that can be relied upon to 468 

require additional reporting requirements for ComEd.  Exhibit AARP/AG 1.4 is the 469 

approved Phase I Reporting Plan in effect for Baltimore Gas & Electric and Potomac 470 

Electric Power Co. in Maryland for their respective AMI deployments.  These reporting 471 
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requirements reflect the deployment phase of this multi-year program.  Additional 472 

metrics and reporting requirements are being developed for Phase II, relating to the 473 

implementation of customer benefit programs, such as the PTR program that both 474 

Maryland utilities will implement in 2013.  I recommend that the Commission require 475 

ComEd to comply, at a minimum, with the metrics and reporting requirements already 476 

approved for the Maryland utilities.  I then recommend that the Commission order 477 

ComEd to consult with the parties to this proceeding to develop additional metrics and 478 

reporting requirements that will reflect its proposed customer benefit programs within the 479 

next six months or prior to the implementation of those programs.  In this latter category I 480 

recommend that the Company be required to document the impact of its proposed 481 

enhanced web portal on customer usage and the future PTR program on customer peak 482 

load reduction in a statistically valid manner.
20

  In both programs, I also recommend that 483 

the Company document and report the impact of these programs on participating 484 

customer bills and all customers in the form of lower electricity prices.  485 

 486 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE HEALTH IMPACT 487 

ASSESSMENT REPORT 488 
 489 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 490 

HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT SPONSORED BY DR. MEGAN 491 

SANDEL CONCERNING VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS.   492 

A. One of the key recommendations of the Health Impact Assessment Report sponsored by 493 

Dr. Megan Sandel is the need to focus on the impacts of the costs and benefits of AMI 494 

                                                 
20

 It will be particularly important, for example, for ComEd to document that the changes in customer usage 

behavior in these programs are directly related to the specific AMI-enabled programs and are in addition to and not 

duplicative of the impact of other ratepayer funded efficiency programs. 
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deployment on “vulnerable” customers.  In addition to low income customers, this term is 495 

defined as those customers with an elderly, disabled, or very young member of the 496 

household, as well as those who rely on a language other than English.  Utilities do not 497 

typically track or identify customers that meet these requirements unless, for example, the 498 

low-income household participates in a bill payment assistance program that is reflected 499 

in the utility’s customer service database.  From time to time a utility’s customer service 500 

personnel may discuss the presence of household members that are elderly, very young, 501 

or disabled, but that information is typically not retained in the utility’s database in a 502 

manner that would allow such customers to be identified for any particular outreach, 503 

education, or additional services.  However, the lack of this information is vital to 504 

determining whether these vulnerable customers actually see the benefits of this AMI 505 

deployment that ComEd has promised.  Furthermore, this HIA Report has clearly 506 

documented that ComEd serves a large number of such customers and that they are 507 

particularly susceptible to adverse health and safety consequences when electricity is 508 

unaffordable and actions are taken, such as faster and more frequent disconnection of 509 

service, that threaten access to affordable electric service.   510 

Q. DOES COMED’S AMI DEPLOYMENT PLAN OR EDUCATION PLAN 511 

INCLUDE ANY PROPOSED METHODS OR COMMITMENTS TO TRACK 512 

CUSTOMER BILL IMPACTS FOR VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS? 513 

A. No.   514 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 515 

A. At a minimum, I recommend that ComEd be required to conduct statistically valid 516 

separate surveys of its residential customers in Chicago specifically and in areas served 517 
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outside Chicago on an annual basis to obtain the following information for low income 518 

and each of the customer groups that meet the definition of “vulnerable” customers in the 519 

HIA Report.  This information should be gathered for customers whose AMI meters are 520 

activated and those without the new metering system to see if there is a difference in 521 

customer response.  The following reporting requirements should be required: 522 

(1) Bill impacts associated with the costs for deployment of smart grid modernization 523 

and AMI investments for low, average, and higher usage level customers for each 524 

of these customer groups pursuant to approved rates and surcharges; 525 

(2) Participation by such customer groups in the Company’s web portal and the 526 

results of such participation on customer usage; 527 

(3) Participation by such customer groups in the Company’s future PTR program; 528 

(4) Participation by such customer groups in the hourly pricing program; 529 

(5) Traditional indicia of credit and collection programs, such as deposit 530 

requirements, issuance of disconnection notices, and disconnection for 531 

nonpayment. 532 

Q. DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME? 533 

A. Yes, but I reserve the right to supplement my testimony based on data responses and 534 

other evidence that may be submitted during the course of this proceeding. 535 


