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I. Introduction 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Louis Harris.   4 

Q. Are you the same Louis Harris who provided direct testimony in this matter on 5 

behalf of Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”)?   6 

A. Yes.  My direct testimony is ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 1.0.   7 

B. Summary of Rebuttal Testimony 8 

Q. What conclusions can be drawn from the direct testimony submitted in this 9 

proceeding? 10 

A. While parties identify numerous issues for consideration, no party claims that ComEd’s 11 

proposed Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure Investment Plan (“AMI Plan”) 12 

and supporting testimony and analyses fail to meet the statutory requirements established 13 

by the Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act (“EIMA”), or establish any grounds for 14 

rejection of the AMI Plan.  In fact, there are several examples of Staff and intervenor 15 

support for ComEd’s AMI Plan, including statements that ComEd’s AMI Plan fulfills the 16 

factors set out in Section 16-108.6 of the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) that the 17 

Commission must apply in reviewing the AMI Plan. 18 

Q. What subjects are addressed in your rebuttal testimony? 19 

A. In Section II, I provide an overview of the direct testimony filed by the Staff of the 20 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”) and by intervenors, and also 21 

identify and introduce ComEd’s rebuttal witnesses.   22 
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In Section III, I respond to the majority of the substantive policy, ratemaking, 23 

ratemaking, and regulatory issues raised by the direct testimony of Staff and intervenors, 24 

including recommendations for new proceedings and rates.   25 

In Section IV, I present ComEd’s response to comments received on the filed 26 

AMI Plan from the Smart Grid Advisory Council (“SGAC”) so that the Commission may 27 

review both the SGAC comments and ComEd’s responses. 28 

Finally, In Section V, I summarize the Commission action that the evidence 29 

supports and ComEd’s view of how it should be implemented.   30 

C. ComEd’s Rebuttal Witnesses 31 

Q. Who are the other witnesses presenting rebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd in 32 

this proceeding and what, in sum, are the topics that each witness addresses?  33 

A. In addition to me, the following witnesses provide rebuttal testimony: 34 

 Mr. Richard O’Toole (ComEd Ex. 8.0) addresses Staff and intervenor concerns 35 

and suggestions regarding the operation of the AMI meters and systems, the 36 

schedule and plan for their deployment, and related issues of cost. 37 

 Mr. James Eber (ComEd Ex. 9.0) addresses Staff and intervenor concerns and 38 

suggestions regarding customer applications, including the web portal, as well as 39 

issues related to the PTR requirement modeled in the Plan.   40 

 Ms. Jennifer Montague (ComEd Ex. 10.0) addresses Staff and intervenor 41 

concerns and suggestions regarding customer education and outreach.  42 

 Steven Braithwait, Ph.D. (ComEd Ex. 11.0) briefly addresses Staff and 43 

intervenor testimony concerning the benefits of PTR and load shifting.   44 
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 Mr. Andrew Trump (ComEd Ex. 12.0) responds to Staff and intervenor 45 

testimony concerning the cost-benefit analysis of ComEd’s AMI Plan.  46 

 Mr. Scott Vogt, ComEd’s Director of Financial Planning and Analysis during the 47 

period when the AMI Plan was being developed (ComEd Ex. 13.0), responds to 48 

Staff and intervenor testimony concerning the discount rate to be used in 49 

calculating the present value of the AMI Plan’s costs and benefits.  50 

 Dr. Peter Valberg, a research scientist specializing in electromagnetic field 51 

exposure (ComEd Ex. 14.0), responds to brief comments in the testimony of 52 

AARP/AG witness Dr. Sandel and the attachments thereto concerning the radio 53 

frequency emissions of AMI meters.  54 

D. Attachments 55 

Q. Are there any attachments to your rebuttal testimony? 56 

A. Yes.  ComEd Ex. 7.01 is a group exhibit including the responses from the City of 57 

Chicago (the “City”) to ComEd’s Second Set of Data Requests.  ComEd Ex. 7.02 is a 58 

copy of the SGAC’s Initial Guidance, dated May 16, 2012, concerning ComEd’s AMI 59 

Plan as well as Ameren’s plan.  60 

II. The Evidence Supports Approval of the AMI Plan Under the Statutory Criteria 61 

Q. What is the purpose of this Docket?  62 

A. This is a special, accelerated docket to address ComEd’s proposed AMI Plan, which 63 

ComEd filed on April 23, 2012, pursuant to the EIMA.  The AMI Plan outlines how 64 

ComEd will invest an estimated $1.1 billion dollars over 10 years to accomplish universal 65 

installation of AMI technology across its service territory.  As I stated in my direct 66 

testimony (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 4:82-6.) that Plan: 67 
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describes ComEd’s AMI vision, the basic AMI technologies involved and 68 
how they were selected, the basic management processes required to 69 
implement AMI across the territory, the benefits that flow directly from 70 
AMI deployment as well as those that come from AMI enabling customers 71 
to stake positive steps on their own, and the education and outreach 72 
programs that are important to making the AMI Plan a reality …  73 

The AMI Plan also contains quantitative data, such as projected costs of implementation 74 

and operation and expected milestones.   75 

Q. What Commission action does ComEd seek?  76 

A. ComEd is seeking Commission approval of ComEd’s AMI Plan under Section 16-108.6 77 

of the PUA, subject to the modifications to which ComEd has agreed.  78 

Q. How should the Commission evaluate ComEd’s AMI Plan? 79 

A. The EIMA sets out specific informational, technical, and cost-benefit criteria for approval 80 

of that Plan.  These are discussed in the AMI Plan. See, AMI Plan at 4-6.  81 

Q. Do any of the other witnesses also conclude that ComEd’s AMI Plan fulfills all of 82 

the criteria of the EIMA?  83 

A. Yes.  Staff witnesses Drs. Eric Schlaf (Staff Ex. 1.0) and David Brightwell (Staff Ex. 2.0) 84 

track the appropriate factors and expressly conclude that ComEd’s AMI Plan fulfills 85 

them.  86 

Q. Do other witnesses also offer support for ComEd’s AMI Plan and/or conclude that it 87 

meets particular criteria?  88 

A. Yes.  Ms. Miriam Horn (CUB/ELPC Ex. 1.0) for the Environmental Law and Policy 89 

Center (“ELPC”) and Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) says the plan “represents a strong 90 

initial document from which to build towards a successful deployment.”  CUB/ELPC Ex. 91 



Docket No. 12-0298 
ComEd Ex. 7.0 

Page 5 of 24 

1.0, 7:120-1.  While she proposes several modifications to ComEd’s AMI Plan (discussed 92 

below), she states:  93 

Based on EDF’s [Environmental Defense Fund’s] extensive 94 
experience evaluating smart grid deployment plans in other 95 
jurisdictions (as further discussed below) and also reviewing the 96 
[EIMA], we are satisfied that ComEd’s plan has the fundamentals to 97 
facilitate a successful smart grid roll-out that would benefit the people 98 
of Illinois and also have positive economic and environmental impact 99 
on the service territory, state and region.  CUB/ELPC Ex. 1.0, 7:121-100 
8:126.   101 

Likewise, City witness Ms. Karen Weigert (City Ex. 1.0) proposes modifications, 102 

but also testifies that “… the city generally supports the plan….”  City Ex. 1.0, 3:62-3.  103 

Further, in response to Data Requests from ComEd, the City confirmed that it does not 104 

challenge that ComEd’s AMI Plan meets the EIMA technical and informational criteria, 105 

is cost-beneficial, and provides for the deployment of AMI meters as required.  See 106 

ComEd Ex. 7.01, attached hereto. 107 

Comverge witness Mr. Frank Lacey also supports deployment of AMI meters and 108 

communication technology as proposed in the Plan, but also seeks to include a specific 109 

approach to ComEd’s yet-to-be-filed peak-time-rebate tariff.  110 

Q. Do any witnesses conclude that the AMI Plan fails to meet the criteria, whether as 111 

proposed or with their proposed modifications? 112 

A. No.  Dr. Megan Sandel, who testifies on behalf of the AARP and the Illinois Attorney 113 

General (“AARP/AG”), does not address them (AARP/AG Ex. 2.0).  Ms. Barbara 114 

Alexander (AARP/AG Ex. 1.0), also testifying on behalf of AARP and the AG,  speaks 115 

to a couple of the EIMA requirements, but she does not conclude that the Plan fails to 116 

meet any statutory criteria.  Ms. Alexander also proposes that additional metrics be added 117 

to the Plan, but her testimony does not state that ComEd’s AMI Plan fails to meet the 118 
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EIMA requirements. Mr. J. Richard Hornby, testifying for the AG, addresses the 119 

quantification of its costs and benefits.  While criticizing several of ComEd’s witnesses 120 

and trying to narrow the margin by which ComEd’s AMI Plan is cost beneficial, he does 121 

not conclude that ComEd’s Plan fails to meet any of the EIMA criteria for approval.   122 

III. ComEd’s Response to Staff and Intervenor Direct Testimony 123 

A. Disconnection Rules Are Not at Issue in the AMI Plan or this Docket 124 

Q. You mentioned that AARP/AG witnesses Ms. Alexander and Dr. Sandel do not 125 

focus on the EIMA requirements for approving an AMI Plan. What other topics do 126 

they address?  127 

A. The majority of the testimony of AARP/AG witness Alexander (AARP/AG Ex. 1.0) 128 

addresses what rules should apply to disconnection for non-payment.  Those rules are not 129 

part of the AMI Plan.  They are not at issue in this proceeding and are not appropriately 130 

addressed here.  The same applies to the voluminous testimony and attachments offered 131 

by AARP/AG witness Dr. Megan Sandel (AARP/AG Ex. 2.0).  Poverty and the problems 132 

of vulnerable populations are serious social considerations, and to some degree those 133 

concerns are affected by the cost and availability of electric service.  However, a 134 

proceeding established to review whether ComEd’s AMI Plan meets the requirements of 135 

the EIMA is not the place to debate when and under what circumstances disconnection 136 

for non-payment should be authorized.   137 

Q. How do you respond to Ms. Alexander’s and Dr. Sandel’s claims that because of 138 

their concern over the disconnection rules, ComEd’s AMI Plan does not adequately 139 

take into account potential health impacts? 140 
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A. Ms. Alexander and Dr. Sandel confuse this proceeding with a rate design case or the Part 141 

280 rulemaking, confuse the deployment of AMI with the debate over disconnection 142 

rules, and seemingly believe that ComEd can function as a social welfare agency, 143 

gathering a host of data on customers’ incomes, housing, behavior, and vulnerability.  144 

None of those things is what this docket is about. 145 

The EIMA established that it is the public policy of the State of Illinois for 146 

electric utilities such as ComEd to modernize the electric distribution with, among things, 147 

universal installation of AMI meters throughout their service territories.  Before ComEd 148 

may proceed with its AMI Plan, the EIMA requires ComEd to make many showings in 149 

its AMI Plan and supporting evidence, none of which involve health and safety impacts.  150 

That is not because health and safety are unimportant, but because a proceeding 151 

reviewing an AMI investment and deployment plan is not the appropriate forum to 152 

address these other concerns.   153 

This is illustrated by Dr. Sandel’s “Recommendation One,” which suggests that 154 

ComEd be required as part of the AMI Plan approval process, to “[a]nalyze proposed 155 

terms of deployment with respect to clearly defined groups and at-risk residential 156 

customers, including an analysis of the likely impacts on health and safety.”1  The scope 157 

of this analysis, which apparently would be performed largely for some sort of rate 158 

design purposes, would encompass periodic surveys of residential customers to 159 

determine, among other things, the prevalence of disease, food insecurity, job status, 160 

health developments among children, and injuries/disabilities “to determine if cost 161 

recovery practices are appropriate for these vulnerable populations.” AARP/AG Ex. 2.0, 162 

                                                 
1 Sandel Dir, AARP/AG Ex. 2.0, 33:713-5. 
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34:732-7.  The rebuttal testimony of Ms. Montague (ComEd Ex. 10.0) addresses the 163 

difficulty and expense of such a survey. 164 

Presumably this analysis would also mesh with Dr. Sandel’s “Recommendation 165 

Two,” which is to link the allocation of costs and benefits for vulnerable customers 166 

through rate design.  It is unclear from AARP/AG testimony how the results of such 167 

surveys or any changes over time could or should be factored into rate design, which is to 168 

be cost-based.  Indeed, I am at a loss for how to factor a sudden tuberculosis outbreak 169 

into the appropriate rate design of electricity distribution.  170 

Moreover, Dr. Sandel and Ms. Alexander essentially ignore the broader policy 171 

implications of the criteria that the EIMA carefully sets out.  Among other things, 172 

ComEd’s AMI Plan must be cost beneficial. As explained by Mr. Trump and Dr. 173 

Braithwait, and as confirmed by Staff witness Dr. Brightwell and CUB witness Ms. Horn, 174 

ComEd’s plan is cost beneficial.  While the installation of AMI meters will increase 175 

costs, the benefits of AMI installation in operational consumer-side efficiencies, 176 

improved reliability, reductions in environmental impact and other aspects are far greater 177 

than those costs.  As an economist, which Dr. Sandel is not, I can state that, all else being 178 

equal, an activity that generates enough savings to offset its expense saves resources 179 

overall and leaves society as a whole better off than had the activity not been undertaken.  180 

Vulnerable populations are made better off by decisions that reduce the overall cost of 181 

electric service and increase customer opportunities to save.  Interfering with AMI 182 

deployment will delay benefits to the very same vulnerable populations Dr. Sandel seeks 183 

to protect.  184 

Finally, these recommendations ignore the determinations already made by the 185 

EIMA and the criteria that it establishes, but it also confuses AMI deployment with other 186 
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policy questions and issues.  Dr. Sandel’s proposed study would only serve to second-187 

guess the EIMA’s established policy of universal AMI installation in ComEd’s service 188 

territory. 189 

In sum, Ms. Alexander and Dr. Sandel seem to have confused this proceeding 190 

with one addressing who ComEd should be allowed to disconnect for non-payment, when 191 

ComEd should be allowed to do it, and what notice ComEd should give prior to 192 

disconnection.2  For these reasons, the portion of Ms. Alexander’s testimony concerning 193 

disconnection rules, and virtually all of Dr. Sandel’s testimony and the Health Impact 194 

Assessment it introduces have little relevance to the questions under consideration in this 195 

proceeding. 196 

Q. Why is ComEd’s AMI Plan an unsuitable vehicle for addressing questions 197 

surrounding disconnection?  198 

A. ComEd’s AMI Plan has a specific and limited purpose.  It addresses the details of the 199 

AMI technology that ComEd proposes to deploy and how and when it will be deployed.  200 

ComEd’s Plan also addresses the costs and benefits of that deployment and provides 201 

metrics to task its progress.  ComEd’s AMI Plan does not change tariffs or the terms of 202 

service.  Indeed, the structure of the EIMA carefully separates tariff approvals and other 203 

issues of terms and conditions of service from the AMI Plan approval process.   204 

Moreover, no portion of the AMI Plan sets or alters the terms or conditions under 205 

which a customer may be disconnected for non-payment; nor does any provision of 206 

ComEd’s AMI Plan have any impact on the notice required prior to disconnection.  If the 207 

Commission approves ComEd’s AMI Plan, not a single customer will be subject to 208 

                                                 
2 See, e.g., Sandel Dir., AARP/AG Ex. 2.0, 4:72-90, 10:214-16:340, and 22:463-24:518. 



Docket No. 12-0298 
ComEd Ex. 7.0 

Page 10 of 24 

disconnection that would not have been subject to disconnection prior to approval of the 209 

Plan.  Approval of the AMI Plan also will not alter in any way the rules, regulations, or 210 

tariffs governing the conditions under which that disconnection can occur.   211 

There may also be legal reasons for rejecting their recommendations which are 212 

beyond the scope of my testimony, but will be addressed in briefs. 213 

Q. What, if any, aspects of disconnection will change as ComEd installs AMI meters 214 

under its AMI Plan? 215 

A. There will be no change to the rules or circumstances when a customer may be 216 

disconnected for non-payment.  What will change is that ComEd will no longer have to 217 

send out a truck to disconnect – or to reconnect – the flow electricity to a customer.  218 

ComEd’s employees will no longer have to put themselves in harm’s way to gain access 219 

to meters that are presently enclosed by chain-link fences, locked behind heavy steel 220 

doors, warded by ferocious animals, or stationed in damp, musty basements.  ComEd’s 221 

customers will no longer have to pay the higher costs of on-premises disconnections and 222 

reconnections.  Customers seeking disconnection or reconnections will no longer have to 223 

waste time waiting around for ComEd’s trucks and personnel to arrive.   224 

Aside from a reduction in these costs and inconveniences, AMI installation 225 

simply allows ComEd to alter the flow of electrons into a customer’s premises without 226 

having to send someone to do it.  There is nothing about installing an AMI meter, 227 

including an AMI meter with a remotely operable disconnect/reconnect switch, that 228 

requires or dictates a decision concerning the conditions under which a customer can be 229 

disconnected, when that disconnection can occur, or after what notice.   230 
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Q. You also testify the AMI Plan and issues regarding disconnection are judged under 231 

different criteria.  What are those criteria? 232 

A. The EIMA sets out specific criteria for the review and approval of Plan.  Staff’s 233 

testimony, for example, walks through those criteria.  Each of those criteria is focused on 234 

aspects of metering and metering technology and the costs, benefits, and safeguards 235 

related to that technology.  None of the criteria addresses disconnection, whether for non-236 

payment of otherwise.  Moreover, questions of whether, when, and after what notice a 237 

customer can be disconnected are matters of state policy, not of individual utility 238 

operations.  They are certainly not policies that should be addressed in the consideration 239 

of a document that applies to the rollout of only a certain type of meter.   240 

Q. Ms. Alexander claims that a separate in-person notification is required at the time 241 

of disconnection.  Is this view of the rules accepted generally? 242 

A. No.  The Commission’s current Part 280 rules require ComEd to attempt to notify 243 

customers at the time of disconnection.  ComEd reads those rules as not specifying the 244 

manner or technology of that attempted notification.   245 

Q. Is the question of what notice will be required prior to discussion the subject of 246 

another proceeding? 247 

A. Yes.  While I have not been personally involved, I understand that the Commission has 248 

an open rulemaking docket in which revisions to those rules are being considered.  249 

ComEd will adhere to whatever rules emerge from that proceeding.  250 
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Q. Ms. Alexander points to the Commission’s Order in ComEd’s AMI Pilot Docket, 251 

Docket No. 09-0263, as the latest word on the requirements for on-site notification 252 

for disconnection.  AARP/AG Ex. 1.0 14:314-15:349.  Is she correct? 253 

A. No.  That Order approved a limited pilot program to test, among other things, the 254 

suitability and cost efficacy of installing AMI technology on ComEd’s system.  Building 255 

off of the success of the AMI Pilot, the EIMA established that it is the public policy of 256 

the State of Illinois for electric utilities such as ComEd to modernize their distribution 257 

systems, with, among other things, universal deployment of AMI.  The EIMA, as I 258 

testified, establishes several regulatory tracks, one of which establishes specific statutory 259 

performance metrics.3  The metrics calling for the substantial reduction in estimated bills, 260 

consumption on inactive meters (CIM), unaccounted for energy (UFE), and uncollectible 261 

expenses, expressly assumes that “the utility may fully implement the technology 262 

described in subsection (b) … including the full functionality of such technology and that 263 

there is no requirement for personal on-site notification.”4  I am not a lawyer, but clearly 264 

the General Assembly did not view the question as resolved in the manner Ms. Alexander 265 

suggests.  266 

Q. What about the argument that by deploying AMI meters, ComEd will be able to 267 

disconnect customers for non-payment at a lower cost and, therefore, could be 268 

expected to disconnect more customers? 269 

Q. As I testified, ComEd intends to use the full functionality of the AMI meters to 270 

disconnect and reconnect customers remotely.  It is certainly true that this functionality 271 

                                                 
3 EIMA, Section 16-108.5(f), 220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(f). 
4 Id.  emphasis provided. 
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reduces the costs – and the dangers – of disconnection.  But, as I said, the AMI Plan does 272 

not change who is subject to disconnection.   273 

Q. Is the AMI Plan cost beneficial regardless of the notice requirement? 274 

A. Yes.  ComEd examined that question through the use of a sensitivity analysis and 275 

determined that its AMI Plan is cost beneficial regardless of whether in person 276 

notification is required.  Staff economist Dr. David Brightwell also investigated this 277 

question and likewise testifies that he does “not believe a site visit requirement prior to 278 

disconnecting service for nonpayment will alter the result that the deployment is cost-279 

effective.”5  280 

B. Other Claims Outside the Criteria 281 

Q. AARP/AG Witness Alexander also expresses concern about bill impacts from 282 

ComEd’s AMI Plan.  AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, 7:147- 8:157.  How do you respond? 283 

A. The EIMA established as the public policy of the State of Illinois that electric utilities 284 

like ComEd should modernize their electric distribution system.  It authorized 285 

“participating utilities” like ComEd to install AMI meters universally throughout its 286 

service territory, provided the deployment plan is shown to be cost beneficial.  ComEd 287 

has met that burden, as attested by ComEd witnesses Mr. Trump and Dr. Braithwait, Staff 288 

witness Dr. Brightwell, and CUB witness Ms. Horn.  We know therefore, that the total 289 

financial impact on Illinois and on customers is positive.  That, and not the bill impact 290 

analysis, is the only financial standard applicable here.   291 

Q. Does that mean that bill impact questions are never considered? 292 

                                                 
5 Brightwell Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 8:150-52. 
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A. No.  While the EIMA’s requirements for approval of the AMI Plan deal strictly with 293 

overall costs and benefits, the EIMA establishes several different regulatory processes – 294 

this AMI Plan and the annual updates that follow represent only one track.  Issues of rate 295 

and bill impacts are addressed in a different track of the EIMA process, namely the 296 

ratemaking process.  This includes the formula rate cases being addressed in Docket 297 

No. 11-0721 and 12-0321, and the rate design docket that ComEd has committed to 298 

initiate within approximately one year.  Those are the appropriate proceedings in which 299 

to debate cost recovery and bill impacts.  300 

Q. AARP/AG witness Dr. Sandel’s second recommendation states: “Proposed cost 301 

recovery from electric customers should link benefits and costs for vulnerable 302 

customers specifically, in addition to linking benefits that are documented and 303 

realized for all customers.”  AARP/AG Ex. 2.0, 35:738-40.  How do you respond?   304 

A. This is not the appropriate proceeding to consider the allocation of cost recovery 305 

responsibility for ComEd’s AMI Plan.  The recommendation would impose requirements 306 

on ComEd’s AMI Plan that are not in the EIMA.   307 

Q. How do you respond to AARP/AG witness Dr. Sandel’s concern that “pricing 308 

programs that charge much higher prices during certain times of day can cause 309 

some customers to reduce usage to avoid higher or unaffordable bills, resulting in 310 

under-usage of electricity resulting in extremes in temperatures indoors.”  311 

AARP/AG Ex. 2.0, 25:532-26:533. 312 

A. As required by the Public Utilities Act, ComEd presently only offers a residential real-313 

time pricing program (“RRTP”).  Moreover, as I testified above, ComEd will shortly be 314 

offering an opt-in, PTR tariff, as required by the EIMA.   315 
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Dr. Sandel’s presumption seems to be that giving people more incentives, more 316 

options, more information, and more freedom is harmful, that customers are somehow 317 

incapable of making choices that benefit themselves and their dependents.  While there 318 

are unfortunate situations where customers must balance limited resources between 319 

competing necessities, it is nonsensical to suggest that giving customers access to greater 320 

options to save money and manage resources will somehow make their dire situations 321 

even worse.  Dr. Sandel seems to want to give customers with few choices to save money 322 

even fewer choices.   323 

Q. Comverge witness Frank Lacey characterizes “ComEd’s opt-in peak time rebate 324 

program” as “a feature of the AMI Plan.” Comverge Ex. 1.0, 3:14-5. Do you agree? 325 

A. No.  ComEd’s AMI Plan does not include an opt-in peak time rebate program.  Rather, 326 

the EIMA requires ComEd to file a PTR tariff within 60 days of the Commission 327 

approving this AMI Plan.  The AMI Plan only addresses that issue in that the cost-benefit 328 

study is required to consider the effect on load, so that study models a generic type of 329 

PTR program leading to a range of possible benefits. 330 

Q. Is this proceeding on ComEd’s AMI Plan the appropriate venue to consider Mr. 331 

Lacey’s recommendations? 332 

A. No.  Mr. Lacey’s recommendations are outside the scope this proceeding.  The terms of 333 

the PTR tariff are properly considered when that tariff is filed, which must be within 60 334 

days of the approval of the AMI Plan. 335 

Q. Will Comverge have a future opportunity to contribute to the PTR tariff ComEd is 336 

required to file under the EIMA?  337 
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A. ComEd is planning to convene a stakeholder process to design a PTR tariff that will be 338 

consistent with the EIMA.  Comverge and all other stakeholders are invited to participate 339 

in those future discussions.   340 

C. Many Other Policy Issues Have Been Resolved and Frameworks Have  341 
Been Established to Address Issues Outside the Scope of the Plan Itself 342 

Q. Has ComEd considered any other modifications to the AMI Plan proposed by 343 

parties? 344 

A. Yes. ComEd has considered the modifications proposed by other parties as well as the 345 

advice given ComEd by the SGAC.  In so doing we have tried to focus on the nature and 346 

purpose of this proceeding, the statutory criteria for AMI Plan approval, and the overall 347 

goals of the EIMA.  348 

Q. Does ComEd accept any of these proposed modifications to the AMI Plan? 349 

A. Yes.  First, ComEd accepts the additional tracking measures proposed by CUB/ELPC in 350 

their entirety.  As explained by ComEd witness Mr. O’Toole (ComEd Ex. 8.0), ComEd 351 

worked with CUB in developing these tracking measures.  We believe that (1) collecting 352 

these data is workable; (2) the data are related either to ComEd’s own performance or are 353 

indicative of external factors that, while outside of ComEd’s control, are factors that 354 

ComEd should consider; and, therefore, (3) it is reasonable and meaningful to consider 355 

these data as part of the continuing review of the progress of the AMI Plan and the 356 

achievement of its objectives.  While several of the tracking measures are related more to 357 

smart grid than they are to AMI, ComEd agrees that measuring these areas will provide a 358 

broader picture of changes taking place as a result of AMI installation.  The CUB/ELPC 359 

tracking measures are also similar to the ones proposed by the City.  We propose to 360 
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incorporate the CUB/ELPC metrics into the AMI Plan and ask the Commission to 361 

authorize us to do just that in our compliance filing.   362 

Q. How do you respond to the proposal by AARP/AG witness Alexander that the 363 

Commission copy the metrics adopted by the Maryland Public Utility Commission?  364 

A. The metrics adopted by the Maryland Public Utility Commission were designed for the 365 

situation in Maryland.  Our situation is not comparable.  For example, the Maryland 366 

metrics are designed to comply with requirements imposed on utilities that received 367 

grants under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”), the conditions of 368 

which grants required recipients to submit “build” and “impact” metrics.  ComEd did not 369 

receive an ARRA grant and is not subject to those requirements.   370 

In addition, those metrics resulted from a lengthy Maryland stakeholder process to 371 

which the most parties in Illinois – including the Commission, its Staff, and ComEd – 372 

were not privy.  The results of those discussions and those parties’ compromises should 373 

not be imported wholesale into Illinois as if those metrics are universally appropriate.  374 

ComEd witnesses Mr. O’Toole, Mr. Eber, and Ms. Montague also address specific 375 

Maryland metrics in their rebuttal testimonies.  376 

Finally, adopting another state’s metrics is especially unnecessary and 377 

inappropriate where, as here, metrics developed for Illinois and for the type of 378 

deployment that ComEd is undertaking have been accepted.  The tracking measures 379 

proposed by CUB/ELPC witness Ms. Horn, which are largely consistent with the 380 

measures proposed by City witness Ms. Weigert, and which ComEd accepts, will provide 381 

meaningful measures and metrics, as required by the EIMA.  As explained by ComEd 382 
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witness Mr. O’Toole (ComEd. Ex. 8.0), ComEd assisted in the development of the 383 

CUB/ELPC tracking measures and knows that the data can be tracked. 384 

Q. Are there any other proposals that, while not part of the AMI Plan itself, ComEd 385 

has also agreed to accept if its proposed AMI Plan is approved? 386 

A. Yes.  Several ideas were expressed in testimony which, while not within the scope of the 387 

AMI Plan itself, ComEd wants to make clear it agrees with or accepts.  We hope the 388 

Commission will also accept this agreement in the spirit in which it is offered and not 389 

attempt to roll these issues into the AMI Plan.  Doing so would both complicate this AMI 390 

Plan docket and result in litigation at a time when the parties appear to be willing and 391 

able to work together cooperatively. 392 

Q. What is the first such area of voluntary agreement? 393 

A. Witnesses for several parties including ELPC/CUB and the AG all expressed interest in 394 

developing a time of use (“TOU”)  rate that, in addition to real time pricing, could 395 

enhance the benefits that customers can glean from the data provided by and through 396 

AMI meters.  397 

Putting a TOU rate into place, however, is a complex undertaking that implicates 398 

matters of rate design and, in turn, retail competition.  A proceeding to evaluate ComEd’s 399 

AMI Plan is not a tariff filing; it is not the appropriate place to consider these issues.  400 

Moreover, I also understand that the Commission is unable to order ComEd to offer new 401 

tariffed services (see 220 ILCS 5/16-103), but has full authority to approve a tariff 402 

ComEd voluntarily proposes.   403 

ComEd shares the goals that proponents of these rates espouse to increase 404 

efficiency, decrease costs, and empower and economically incentivize customers to better 405 



Docket No. 12-0298 
ComEd Ex. 7.0 

Page 19 of 24 

manage their own energy use, but it is unclear whether it is appropriate at this stage in the 406 

development of the retail supply market for ComEd to create a new supply service 407 

offering.  Moreover, stakeholders not party to this proceeding may have other views 408 

about a new TOU rate.  Therefore, ComEd proposes to commence a dialog with 409 

interested stakeholders, including the SGAC, concerning a new TOU rate.   410 

Q. Both CUB and the City of Chicago have proposed accelerating the deployment of 411 

AMI so that all meters are installed faster than the 10-year deployment contained 412 

within in ComEd’s AMI Plan.  What is ComEd’s position regarding this proposal? 413 

A. ComEd’s AMI Plan proposed a ten-year deployment plan based upon our assessment of 414 

the investments required under the EIMA.  ComEd understands CUB’s and the City of 415 

Chicago’s rationale for a shorter deployment schedule; however, because of the 416 

challenges posed by an accelerated deployment, ComEd cannot commit to a faster 417 

deployment at this time.  Accelerated deployment accelerates the capital and O&M 418 

spending and creates budget and financing challenges over a shorter time period that 419 

ComEd cannot effectively consider until the open dockets in the 2011 Formula Rate Case 420 

(Docket No. 11-0721) and the 2012 Formula Rate Update and Reconciliation case 421 

(Docket No. 12-0321) are resolved. 422 

Q. City witness Weigert proposes that ComEd agree to several practices as part of 423 

ComEd’s communications and outreach efforts.  She describes these as 424 

disconnection mitigation measures.  City Ex. 1.0, 15:385-16:408.  How do you 425 

respond? 426 

A. While these measures are again not part of ComEd’s AMI Plan, ComEd agrees to many 427 

of them, as detailed in Ms. Montague’s rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 10), and will 428 



Docket No. 12-0298 
ComEd Ex. 7.0 

Page 20 of 24 

work with the City to address those concerns.  However, ComEd is concerned with the 429 

last proposed measure and cannot accept the explicit requirement that it “notify the City 430 

of and other municipalities of pending disconnections” by zip code or a similar basis.  Id. 431 

at 16:405-8.  As explained by ComEd witness Ms. Montague, ComEd will discuss this 432 

with the City and other stakeholders to develop a way to give the City the information it 433 

is seeking.  Regarding the City’s proposal to target “a portion of section 16-108.5(b-10) 434 

funds to assistance to customers … who are unable to avoid disconnection,” Id. at 435 

16:402-4, ComEd already recently expanded its Residential Special Hardship program to 436 

customers who have already been disconnected.  I should also note that the mitigation 437 

measures proposed by the City will also address many of the concerns raised by Ms. 438 

Alexander (See, AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, 18:409-19) again without regard to the rules 439 

governing when or how disconnections occur.  440 

IV. ComEd has Reviewed the Advice of the Smart Grid Advisory Council 441 

Q. Your direct testimony stated ComEd discussed the AMI Plan with the SGAC and 442 

sought its advice prior to filing.  Has the SGAC provided additional advice 443 

thereafter? 444 

A. Yes.  On May 16, 2012, the SGAC issued a document to both Ameren and ComEd 445 

entitled “Initial Guidance Regarding a Successful AMI Plan to Ameren Illinois and 446 

Commonwealth Edison” (“Initial Guidance”).  I attach that document as ComEd Ex. 7.02 447 

so as to identify it and place it of record, but I do not adopt it as my own testimony.  The 448 

Initial Guidance addresses a variety of topics related both to smart grid, in general, and to 449 

AMI.  In turn, as a subset of the AMI issues are addressed components of the AMI Plan 450 
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in particular.  Topics include: Consumer, Economy, Environment, Deployment, Data, 451 

AMI Enabled Rates, Products, and Services, and Tracking. 452 

Q. What has ComEd concluded in regard to the advice provided in the Consumer 453 

section of the Initial Guidance?  454 

A. ComEd reviewed its AMI Plan carefully and concludes that it directly accommodates 455 

issues relating to customers’ understanding of AMI and use of AMI to enable the 456 

technologies and benefits identified in the EIMA.  In particular, and as addressed in more 457 

detail by Ms. Montague (ComEd Exs. 4.0 and 10.0), we believe that the AMI Plan 458 

provides the means to “engage consumers … [throughout] the different stages of AMI 459 

deployment.”  Initial Guidance at 4.   460 

ComEd is, however, potentially troubled by other recommendations in this 461 

Section, such as, “[e]nsure that customers have access to an array of AMI-enabled 462 

choices.”  Id.  We understand that AMI meters and communication technologies enable 463 

Smart Grid functions by creating a network between advanced meters and utility business 464 

systems and by allowing collection and distribution of information to customers and other 465 

parties in addition to providing information to the utility itself.  However, ComEd is not 466 

itself a provider of services other than tariffed distribution services.  It is not in the 467 

business of, and in many cases, cannot offer these other “AMI-enabled choices.”  Yet, the 468 

only way ComEd could “ensure” access of “an array of … choices” would be to offer 469 

them itself even when the market was either not present at all or had coalesced around a 470 

single solution.  That is not the purpose of the AMI Plan.  As explained in the Plan itself, 471 

ComEd meets the requirements of the EIMA by deploying an AMI system enabling the 472 

provision of these services, whoever provides them.   473 
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Finally, the Guidance recommends that “[b]illing information and presentation 474 

should be modified to accommodate AMI-derived data, such as time variant usage…” 475 

and “shadow billing.”  Id.  The issue of billing information is outside the scope of 476 

ComEd’s AMI Plan and raises significant issues concerning retail competition.  The 477 

billing information that is required to be collected is a function of ComEd’s tariffs, the 478 

PUA, and the Commission’s rules and it is not changed by the AMI Plan.  Suggestions 479 

such as this also raise significant cost issues not addressed in this docket. 480 

Q. What has ComEd concluded in regard to the advice provided in the Economy 481 

section of the Initial Guidance?  482 

A. This section of the Initial Guidance is consistent with the Vision articulated in Chapter 1 483 

of ComEd’s AMI Plan.  However, it also recommends, “[t]he utilities should also work 484 

with Illinois’ universities/colleges/trade schools to establish a pipeline of Smart Grid-485 

trained workers while ensuring that Illinois women, minorities and labor are substantially 486 

represented.”  Initial Guidance at 6.  While ComEd supports this admirable goal and 487 

strives to promote diversity, staffing issues lie outside the scope of ComEd’s AMI Plan.  488 

Q. What has ComEd concluded in regard to the advice provided in the Data section of 489 

the Initial Guidance?  490 

A. ComEd’s AMI Plan is specifically designed to protect consumer privacy and provide data 491 

security, and it already fulfills the recommendations offered by the SGAC Guidance in 492 

that area.  Other elements of the Initial Guidance, however, go well beyond the privacy 493 

and security of metering data and of providing effective access, where authorized, to that 494 

data and implicate other subjects including: utilities’ purchase of receivables and 495 

consolidated billing tariffs; changes to the way in which charges under federal tariffs are 496 



Docket No. 12-0298 
ComEd Ex. 7.0 

Page 23 of 24 

allocated to retail customers (such as “individual PLCs and NISTS”); access to non-meter 497 

(AMI or otherwise) data; the gathering, retention, and distribution to data not required for 498 

utility tariffed services; the financial terms for providing access to data generally and the 499 

recovery thereof; and modifications to utilities’ billing and communication systems to 500 

support other parties’ service offerings.  Each of these matters is complex and lies well 501 

outside the scope of this proceeding.     502 

Q. What has ComEd concluded in regard to the advice provided in the AMI Enabled 503 

Rates, Products and Services section of the Initial Guidance?  504 

A. These recommendations mainly concern the forthcoming proceeding to implement 505 

Section 16-108.5(g) of the EIMA, which calls on ComEd and other participating utilities 506 

to file an opt-in, PTR tariff within 60 days of Commission approval of the utility’s AMI 507 

Plan.  In preparing its PTR tariff, ComEd intends to engage stakeholder discussions 508 

similar to those used to develop this AMI Plan.  ComEd also intends to work with the 509 

SGAC to develop its PTR tariff.  However, as I noted above, the particular terms and 510 

conditions of that tariff are not at issue in this Docket or specified in the AMI Plan. 511 

Q. What has ComEd concluded in regard to the advice provided in the Tracking 512 

section of the Initial Guidance?  513 

A. ComEd appreciates the need to track the progress of the AMI Plan’s implementation, and 514 

we considered this advice carefully.  As I previously testified, ComEd accepts the 515 

tracking measures proposed by CUB/ELPC in addition to those it identified in the 516 

original AMI Plan.  In my opinion, these measures fulfill the recommendations contained 517 

in the Tracking section of the Initial Guidance.  518 
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V. Conclusion: The AMI Plan Should be Approved 519 

Q. What action should the Commission should take regarding ComEd’s filing? 520 

A. The Commission should approve ComEd’s AMI Plan with the modifications accepted 521 

herein.  It should also expressly state that the issues raised by some witnesses that are 522 

outside the scope of this proceeding (including disconnection policy and the details of the 523 

PTR rate) are not being ignored, but properly will be – or, in the case of disconnection 524 

policy, already are being – addressed in other proceedings. 525 

Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 526 

A. Yes.  527 


