
 

{00004222 9 }  

STATE OF ILLINOIS  

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
 
Petition for Statutory Approval of a Smart Grid 
Advanced Metering  Infrastructure Deployment Plan 
pursuant to Section 16-108.6 of the Public Utilities Act  

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

 
No. 12-0298 

INITIAL POST-HEARING BRIEF OF  
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 

 



 

{00004222 9 } i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I.  INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................. 1 

II.  THE AMI PLAN MEETS ALL STATUTORY INFORMATIONAL 
REQUIREMENTS .............................................................................................................. 2 
A.  Vision Statement ..................................................................................................... 3 
B.  Smart Grid Strategy ................................................................................................ 4 
C.  Schedule and Plan for Universal Deployment ........................................................ 5 
D.  Measurement Milestones and Metrics .................................................................... 6 
E.  Consumer Education Plan ....................................................................................... 7 

III.  THE AMI PLAN MEETS ALL STATUTORY TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS ......... 7 
A.  Interoperability ........................................................................................................ 7 
B.  Privacy and Security ............................................................................................... 8 

IV.  THE AMI PLAN IS COST-BENEFICIAL  UNDER THE STATUTORY TEST .......... 10 
A.  Results of Analysis ............................................................................................... 10 
B.  Scope of Costs and Benefits; Perspective ............................................................. 13 
C.  Discount Rate ........................................................................................................ 15 
D.  Time Horizon ........................................................................................................ 18 

V.  OTHER ISSUES ............................................................................................................... 19 
A.  Disconnection / “Door Knock” ............................................................................. 19 
B.  Details of the Future Peak Time Rebate Tariff ..................................................... 22 

VI.  CONCLUSION ................................................................................................................. 24 
 
 
 



 

{00004222 9 } 1 

STATE OF ILLINOIS  

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
 
Petition for Statutory Approval of a Smart Grid 
Advanced Metering  Infrastructure Deployment Plan 
pursuant to Section 16-108.6 of the Public Utilities Act  

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

 
No. 12-0298 

INITIAL POST-HEARING BRIEF OF  
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) submits its Initial Post-Hearing Brief 

pursuant to Section 800 of the Rules of Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission 

(“Commission” or “ICC”), 83 Ill. Admin. Code § 200.800, and the Order of the Administrative 

Law Judge (“ALJ”).   

I. INTRODUCTION 

The General Assembly recognized the huge potential benefits to customers and society of 

an Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”).1  It also recognized the magnitude of the 

investments required to deploy AMI, and those investments are specifically included among 

those to be funded through the Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act.2  The EIMA also 

requires accelerated review of participating utilities’ Smart Grid AMI Deployment Plans (“AMI 

Plan” or “Plan”) and establishes specific standards – five informational, two technical, and one 

economic – that govern AMI Plan approval.  Under Section 16-108.6(c), the Commission must 

                                                 
1  See Public Act 97-0646, Sec. 1(4).  AMI “means the communications hardware and software and 

associated system software that enables Smart Grid functions by creating a network between advanced meters and 
utility business systems and allowing collection and distribution of information to customers and other parties in 
addition to providing information to the utility itself”.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(a). 

2  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(b)(1)(B)(i) & (iii); 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c) & (c)(3).  The “Energy Infrastructure 
Modernization Act” or “EIMA” is the common name for the changes and additions that Public Acts 97-0616 and 
97-0646 made to the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“PUA”), 220 ILCS Act 5. 
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approve an AMI Plan, as proposed or modified, if those standards are met.  The evidence 

demonstrates that ComEd’s AMI Plan meets each of those criteria, and should be approved. 

ComEd’s AMI Plan, assuming it can be funded, offers a realistic and proven means of 

delivering to customers, and to society as a whole, the significant financial, environmental, and 

reliability benefits of AMI.  The evidence, including the testimony of witnesses for ComEd and 

Staff, demonstrates beyond doubt that ComEd’s AMI Plan satisfies each of the informational and 

technical requirements of the Act.  The evidence also proves that the Plan has net benefits of 

more than $1.1 billion, and that those benefits persist under any of the scenarios advanced by 

opponents, no matter how questionable (e.g., imposition of a mandatory “door knock,” any 

potential discount rate, any specie of PTR proposal).  As supplemented by the additional tracking 

metrics proposed by the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) and the Environmental Law and Policy 

Center (“ELPC”) and accepted by ComEd, adoption of the Plan is supported by, or consistent 

with, testimony of witnesses for Staff and a diverse range of stakeholders and ELPC representing 

customers, environmental interests, governments, and vendors including CUB, the City of 

Chicago, and Comverge.3  ComEd’s AMI Plan should be approved. 

II. THE AMI PLAN MEETS ALL STATUTORY  
INFORMATIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

The EIMA establishes straightforward requirements for the information contained in the 

Plan itself.  ComEd’s Plan meets each of those requirements.  See Harris Dir., ComEd Ex. 1.0, 

Section III.B, 11:230 – 17:380 (summarizing why ComEd’s Plan meets all statutory criteria); 

Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 2:35-41, 3:49-56; Cross Ex. 8.  Despite the size of this record, no 

evidence suggests that ComEd’s Plan fails any of the statutory criteria governing its approval. 

                                                 
3  Harris Reb., ComEd Ex. 7.0 REV, 4:87 – 5:110.  See also Horn Dir., CUB/ELPC Ex. 1.0 REV., 6:83-90; 

Lacey Dir., Comverge Ex. 1.0, 3:13; Lacey, Tr. 423:3-5; Weigert Dir., City Ex. 1.0, 2:36-50. 
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A. Vision Statement 

The EIMA requires that ComEd’s Plan contain a “Smart Grid AMI vision statement that 

is consistent with the goal of developing a cost-beneficial Smart Grid ….”  220 ILCS 5/16-

108.6(c)(1).  ComEd’s Plan articulates a comprehensive vision of AMI that is not only cost 

beneficial in its own right but supports a cost-beneficial Smart Grid deployment generally.  This 

statement also explains, clearly and succinctly, the range of benefits accruing to customers, 

including those who have not yet received an AMI meter, and society as a whole:4 

AMI meter deployment will significantly improve the customer 
experience and advance Northern Illinois as a leader in smart grid-enabled 
products and services.  The network of advanced meters and communication 
systems can collect and distribute timely and accurate information to 
customers and other parties, expanding customer choice, empowering 
customers to take advantage of new, energy and money saving technologies. 

ComEd envisions that AMI deployment will create long-term value for 
customers. It will enable new operational systems, practices, and efficiencies 
that can both improve reliability and reduce costs.  Under the EIMA rate 
structure, cost reductions benefit all customers, even those who have not yet 
received their AMI meter. AMI meters allow better communication about, and 
faster response to, outages and better communication about restorations.  AMI 
meters allow easier service changes to accommodate customer moves, and 
fewer estimated bills.  They reduce the need to rely on utility vehicles to serve 
meters and yield a corresponding reduction in environmental impact. 
Customers also benefit from other Smart Grid functions that AMI enable – all 
as envisioned by the EIMA.  AMI systems also enable developing 
technologies, such as electric vehicles and distributed resources, directly and 
by allowing ComEd and competitive suppliers to offer advanced rates. Both in 
the selection of technology and the implementation of information controls, 
ComEd envisions a secure and reliable system, which respects customers’ 
privacy. 

Our vision of the AMI-equipped Smart Grid is broader than operations. 
ComEd is, therefore, committed to tracking tangible measures of our success 
in enabling the robust growth of efficient demand response, energy efficiency, 
and distributed generation using the Smart Grid.  Those measures must, 
however, be of ComEd’s performance as a delivery company.  ComEd must 
remain neutral in the competitive market, and cannot control our customers’ 
choices, or the market for third-party devices and technologies.  ComEd will 

                                                 
4  Plan at 2-3. 



 

{00004222 9 } 4 

also continue to work with key stakeholders both in the energy sector and 
throughout the communities we serve to boost the ability of our investment to 
unlock the broader environmental, economic, and consumer benefits that are a 
key part of the Smart Grid’s potential.  Finally, ComEd’s vision is of informed 
and educated customers who will have sufficient knowledge to benefit from 
their new AMI meters immediately after they are installed. To that end, 
ComEd’s AMI Plan has a robust customer outreach and education plan.   

The Plan clearly satisfies this requirement.  Harris Dir., ComEd Ex. 1.0, 12:273-76; 

Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 4:85 – 5:95.  No witness claims otherwise.   

B. Smart Grid Strategy 

As the vision statement makes clear, ComEd’s AMI strategy encompasses the use of 

technologies and systems that deliver customer value not only operationally, but also by enabling 

customers to take advantage of a variety of Smart Grid applications including those that enable 

customers to manage their energy use and reduce their environmental impact.   

The AMI Plan describes how ComEd “evaluates and prioritizes technology choices to 

create customer value….”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c)(2).  It confirms that ComEd has selected “a 

flexible smart meter platform that can accept remote device upgrades without the need for 

physical meter access….”  Plan at 2.  The Plan makes clear that the technology and design 

chosen “also enables the integration, in a safe and cost-effective manner, a variety of additional 

customer side technologies and applications including electric plug-in vehicles, distributed 

generation, and local storage.  This same use of interoperability and open standards aids in the 

system’s ability to communicate with approved third parties, such as RESs ….”  Plan at 7; 

O’Toole Dir., ComEd Ex. 2.0 REV, 30:522-23.   

The Plan also shows that ComEd evaluated and selected technologies and applications to 

get those results.  It explains, in detail, how ComEd conducted its evaluation in light of factors 

including (1) the available experience, including the experience ComEd itself gained during its 

AMI Pilot, (2) technical criteria, including those discussed and vetted through the stakeholder 
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processes proceeding the Plan’s filing; (3) the differing capabilities of systems to adapt and grow 

both as technology changes and as demands by customers evolve.  AMI Plan at 8-10, 15-26; 

O’Toole Dir., ComEd Ex. 2.0 REV, 18:324 – 19:333; Eber Dir., ComEd Ex. 3.0, 7:157 – 8:171.   

ComEd’s choices, the record shows, will “enhance and enable customers’ ability to take 

advantage of Smart Grid functions beginning at the time an account has billed successfully on 

the AMI network ….”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c)(2); O’Toole Dir., ComEd Ex. 2.0 REV, 12:206-

13; Eber Dir., ComEd Ex. 3.0, 3:57-9.  CUB/ELPC witness Miriam Horn described operational 

aspects of the Plan as “far-sighted in their design” and noted that “the [P]lan’s specific commitment to 

interoperability is, in our view, conducive of developing a ‘future-proofed’ system and thus key to its 

success in a rapidly evolving technological environment.”  CUB/ELPC Ex. 1.0 REV, 9:158, 160-62.  

Staff concurs that the Plan clearly satisfies this requirement.  Harris Dir., ComEd Ex. 1.0, 12:277 

– 13:292; Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 5:115 – 6:137.  No witness claims otherwise. 

C. Schedule and Plan for Universal Deployment 

The AMI Plan provides for “a deployment schedule and plan that includes deployment of 

AMI to all customers” of ComEd, as required by EIMA.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c)(3); AMI Plan 

at 3, 21-23.  ComEd’s Plan provides for “investment over a 10-year period that is sufficient to 

implement the AMI Plan across its entire service territory in a manner that is consistent with” 

EIMA’s overall investment requirements.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c); see also 220 ILCS 5/16-

108.5(b) (describing the overall EIMA investment requirements). 

Again, Staff concurs that the Plan clearly satisfies this requirement.  Harris Dir., ComEd 

Ex. 1.0, 13:293-300; Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 7:146-160.  And, again, no witness claims 

otherwise. 
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D. Measurement Milestones and Metrics 

The AMI Plan identifies “annual milestones and metrics for the purposes of measuring 

the success of the AMI Plan in enabling Smart Grid functions; and enhancing consumer benefits 

from Smart Grid AMI ….”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c)(4).  As originally proposed, ComEd 

… identified three categories of milestones and metrics to measure the rate 
and extent to which Smart Grid functions are enabled and customer benefits 
enhanced.  First, ComEd’s progress in deploying AMI as planned (e.g., meter 
installs, operating centers completed).  Many Smart Grid functions and 
customer benefits derive directly from AMI deployment.  Second, milestones 
that measure which Smart Grid functions, of those tied to AMI, that are 
enabled by ComEd’s AMI system at the time.  Most will be enabled 
immediately, but other programs (e.g., outage management) will become 
available during the Plan period.  Third, whether developing potential 
consumer benefits are enabled.  

Plan at 4, 42-43, 75-78; O’Toole Dir., ComEd Ex. 2.0 REV, 42:802 – 43:825; Eber Dir., ComEd 

Ex. 3.0, 8:173 – 9:194; Montague Dir., ComEd Ex. 4.0, 1:10-16; see also Plan at 26-36 (detailing 

operational activities to be tracked).  The AMI Plan also makes clear that the Project 

Management Office (PMO) will be responsible for tracking those metrics, which would be 

reported to the Commission and stakeholders.  Plan at 14.  These metrics and milestones satisfied 

the statutory requirement.  Harris Dir., ComEd Ex. 1.0, 13:301 – 14:320; see also Schlaf Dir., 

Staff Ex. 1.0, 10:226-236 (accepting Plan as filed, but requesting added detail). 

During this proceeding, and as a result of continuing open discussions between ComEd 

and stakeholders, CUB and ELPC jointly proposed twenty additional tracking measures set out 

in CUB-ELPC Ex. 1.2 Revised.  Eight of these twenty additional metrics and milestones are 

intended to enhance the ability to track the progress of AMI deployment and the extent of the 

benefits it delivers while the remaining twelve are intended are intended to track the overall 

progress of Smart Grid development enabled by or related to AMI.  See Horn Dir., CUB/ELPC 

Ex. 1.0 REV, 19:416-428.  ComEd accepts these additional metrics in toto and will include them 
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in the “as approved” Plan it proposes to file with the Commission after the conclusion of this 

Docket.  Harris Reb., ComEd Ex. 7.0  CORR, 16:349 – 17:362.  The evidence shows that the 

addition of the tracking measures “fully addresses [Staff’s] concerns regarding the identification 

and designation of metrics to be tracked and reported.”  Cross Ex. 8.   

Given the number and range of tracking metrics and milestones now provided for, which 

address every feature of the Plan from deployment to cost to education, there can be no doubt 

that the AMI Plan contains the required tracking “milestones and metrics.”  No witness testifies 

otherwise. 

E. Consumer Education Plan 

ComEd’s AMI Plan includes “a plan for the consumer education to be implemented by 

the participating utility.”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c)(5).  Chapter 4 of the Plan, in particular, 

“describes the education and outreach program through which ComEd will inform customers 

about the benefits of AMI and educate them about how to use their new AMI meters.”  Harris 

Dir., ComEd Ex. 1.0, 6:116-18.  ComEd’s education plan is detailed and comprehensive, 

encompassing 34 pages, or nearly one-third, of the Plan as a whole.  See AMI Plan at 79-113.  

ComEd presented the testimony of Ms. Jennifer Montague, a specialist in customer education 

and communication, who explained the plan and supported it.  See generally Montague Dir., 

ComEd Ex. 4.0.  It is undisputed that ComEd’s Plan satisfies this statutory requirement.   

III. THE AMI PLAN MEETS ALL STATUTORY  
TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS 

A. Interoperability 

Section 16-108.6(c) of the Act provides as follow: 

The AMI Plan shall be fully consistent with the standards of the National 
Institute of Standard and Technology (NIST) for Smart Grid 
interoperability that are in effect at the time the participating utility files its 
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AMI Plan, shall include open standards and internet protocol to the 
maximum extent possible consistent with cyber security, and shall 
maximize, to the extent possible, a flexible smart meter platform that can 
accept remote device upgrades and contain sufficient internal memory 
capacity for additional storage capabilities, functions and services without 
the need for physical access to the meter. 

220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c).  ComEd’s AMI Plan fully describes how “ComEd endorses and 

promotes alignment with open and interoperable standards as identified by the National Institute 

of Standards and Technology (“NIST”) and more specifically standards that have been adopted 

by NIST’s Smart Grid Interoperability Panel (“SGIP”).  Plan at 23-26.  ComEd witness Mr. 

O’Toole further explained that ComEd actively participates with the NIST SCIP, which has 

created the Smart Grid Catalog of Standards, and that ComEd has and will incorporate those 

standards into its deployment of AMI.  O’Toole Dir., ComEd Ex. 2.0 REV, 44:858 – 45:683.   

The AMI Plan confirms that ComEd has selected and plans to use technologies that will 

comply with the relevant standards from the Smart Grid Catalog of Standards.  ComEd AMI 

Plan, p. 24.  Staff witness Dr. Eric Schlaf concluded “that ComEd’s AMI Plan adequately 

addresses the interoperability, cyber security and privacy requirements that are listed in Section 

16.108(c).”  Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 14:347-8.  CUB/ELPC witness Ms. Horn testified that 

“the plan’s specific commitment to interoperability is, in our view, conducive of developing a 

‘future-proofed’ system and thus key to its success in a rapidly evolving technological 

environment.”  Horn Dir., CUB/ELPC Ex. 1.0 REV, 9:160-62.  The Commission should find 

that ComEd’s AMI Plan satisfies the interoperability requirements and is consistent with relevant 

NIST standards for interoperability currently in effect. 

B. Privacy and Security 

Section 16-108.6(c) of the Act requires an AMI Plan to secure the privacy of personal 

information, stating as follows: 
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The AMI Plan shall secure the privacy of personal information and 
establish the right of consumers to consent to the disclosure of personal 
energy information to third parties through electronic, web-based, and 
other means in accordance with State and federal law and regulations 
regarding consumer privacy and protection of consumer data. 

220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c).  Section 16-108.6(d) of the Act further requires an AMI Plan to secure 

the privacy of a customer’s personal information, stating as follow: 

The AMI Plan shall secure the privacy of the customer's personal 
information.  “Personal information” for this purpose consists of the 
customer's name, address, telephone number, and other personally 
identifying information, as well as information about the customer's 
electric usage. Electric utilities, their contractors or agents, and any third 
party who comes into possession of such personal information by virtue of 
working on Smart Grid technology shall not disclose such personal 
information to be used in mailing lists or to be used for other commercial 
purposes not reasonably related to the conduct of the utility's business.  
Electric utilities shall comply with the consumer privacy requirements of 
the Personal Information Protection Act. 

220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(d). 

ComEd’s AMI Plan confirms that the “designed and implemented AMI solution will 

secure the privacy of personal information. ComEd’s digital meters do not store or transmit any 

personal identification information about customers, do not identify electrical devices within a 

home, do not identify an occupant’s specific behavior or activities, and do not determine physical 

locations of persons within a home.”  Plan at 26.  The AMI Plan also confirms that customers 

must consent to the disclosure of personal energy information to third parties through electronic, 

web-based, and other means before any data is transmitted in accordance with state and federal 

law and regulations regarding consumer privacy and protection of consumer data.  AMI Plan at 

72.  The AMI Plan does not change the requirement in the Illinois Consumer Fraud and 

Deceptive Business Practices Act that an electric service provider maintain customers’ personal 

information “solely for the purpose of generating the bill for such services.”  Id.  The AMI Plan 

further indicates that ComEd will “comply with the Illinois Personal Information Protection 
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Act.”  Id. at 73.  As noted above, Staff witness Dr. Eric Schlaf concluded “that ComEd’s AMI 

Plan adequately addresses the interoperability, cyber security and privacy requirements that are 

listed in Section 16.108(c).”  Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 14:347-8.  The Commission should find 

that ComEd’s AMI Plan meets the privacy and security requirements. 

IV. THE AMI PLAN IS COST-BENEFICIAL  
UNDER THE STATUTORY TEST 

A. Results of Analysis 

ComEd’s AMI Plan is cost-beneficial consistent with applicable statutory requirements.  

The PUA provides that “[a]fter notice and hearing, the Commission shall, within 60 days of the 

filing of an AMI Plan, issue its order approving, or approving with modification, the AMI Plan if 

the Commission finds that the AMI Plan contains the information required in paragraphs (1) 

through (5) of [Section 16-108.6(c)] and further finds that the implementation of the AMI Plan 

will be cost-beneficial consistent with the principles established through the Illinois Smart Grid 

Collaborative, giving weight to the results of any Commission-approved pilot designed to 

examine the benefits and costs of AMI deployment.”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c).  An AMI Plan is 

“cost beneficial” “if the present value of the total benefits” of the AMI Plan “exceeds the present 

value of the total costs” of the AMI Plan.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(a).  The “total costs” of an AMI 

Plan include “all utility costs reasonably associated with [the AMI Plan].”  Id.  The “total 

benefits” of an AMI Plan “include the sum of avoided electricity costs, including avoided utility 

operational costs, avoided consumer power, capacity, and energy costs, and avoided societal 

costs associated with the production and consumption of electricity, as well as other societal 

benefits, including the greater integration of renewable and distributed power resources, 

reductions in the emissions of harmful pollutants and associated avoided health-related costs, 
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other benefits associated with energy efficiency measures, demand-response activities, and the 

enabling of greater penetration of alternative fuel vehicles.”  Id. 

ComEd submitted cost-benefit analyses using a 20-year study period (2012-2031) 

prepared by Black & Veatch Corporation (“Black & Veatch”) and Christensen Associates 

Energy Consulting (“CA”).  ComEd Ex. 6.02 REV; ComEd Ex. 5.02.  The Black & Veatch cost-

benefit analysis was sponsored by Mr. Andrew Trump -- Director, Utility Practice and an 

Executive Consultant at Black & Veatch -- and focused on operational costs and benefits.  

Trump Dir., ComEd Ex. 6.0 REV, 4:63-6:111.  Black & Veatch prepared a report describing its 

assessment of the costs and benefits of ComEd’s AMI Plan entitled “Cost and Benefit Analysis 

of Commonwealth Edison (ComEd) Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment 

Plan (AMI Plan)” (“Black & Veatch Report”).  Trump Dir., ComEd Ex. 6.0 REV, 3:50-3; 

ComEd Ex. 6.02 REV.  The Black & Veatch Report and the testimony supporting it shows that 

ComEd’s AMI Plan will result in quantifiable benefits that exceed costs, producing a net present 

value (“NPV”) of $1,251 million.   

In addition, a customer applications analysis was conducted by Dr. Steven Braithwait and 

focused on customer-related costs and benefits associated with the AMI Plan, specifically 

focusing on the expected costs and benefits of a generic peak time rebate (“PTR”) program.  

Braithwait Dir., ComEd Ex. 5.0, 1:11-16.  Dr. Braithwait determined that the present value of the 

benefits of a PTR program exceeds the present value of the costs of such a program over a 20-

year evaluation period.  Specifically, the NPV of a PTR program enabled by the AMI Plan 

ranges from $13 million to $292 million.  Id. at 4:88-5:90.  Combining the operational and 

customer-related cost-benefit analyses, the present value of the total benefits of ComEd’s AMI 

Plan exceeds the present value of the total costs of ComEd’s AMI Plan, producing a NPV under 
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the base case parameters that ranges from $1,264 million to $1,543 million.  The AMI Plan 

retains a positive NPV of above $1.0 billion even under any of the costly, unfavorable 

operational sensitivities studied by Black & Veatch.  Trump Dir., ComEd Ex. 6.0 REV, 5:101-3. 

Black & Veatch also identified other additional benefits that will accrue, such as avoiding 

power plant and vehicle emissions, but those benefits are difficult to quantify and monetize.  See 

Trump Dir., ComEd Ex. 6.0 REV, 4:68-70; ComEd Ex. 6.02 REV, pp. 7-1 – 7-2.  Similarly, in 

addition to the PTR customer-related benefits quantified by Dr. Braithwait and described above, 

CA identified additional customer-related benefits from improved information and new 

technology induced by the presence of the AMI equipment in the market.  Braithwait Dir., 

ComEd Ex. 5.0, 3:65-4:70, 5:91-102; ComEd Ex. 5.02 at 10-12.  While these additional 

customer-related benefits “are, of their very nature, difficult to quantify and monetize, they are 

nonetheless real and significant.”  Braithwait Dir., ComEd Ex. 5.0, 4:68-70. 

Staff witness Dr. Brightwell reviewed the work papers supporting ComEd’s operational 

cost-benefit analysis and concluded “that ComEd’s AMI Deployment Plan is cost-beneficial” as 

required by Section 16-108.6(c) of the Act.  Brightwell Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 2:28-32.  Dr. 

Brightwell examined the sensitivity of the present value of net benefits to various discount rates, 

and found that ComEd’s AMI Plan “is cost beneficial even if a discount rate of 23.5% is 

assumed.”  Id. at 2:34-41.  Dr. Brightwell also found that ComEd’s AMI Plan remains cost-

beneficial even if it is assumed that a site visit will be required before disconnecting customers 

for non-payment.  Id. at 2:41-3:47.  Similarly, CUB/ELPC witness Ms. Horn testified that “our 

review of ComEd’s cost-benefit analyses suggests that the plan is indeed cost-beneficial.”  Horn 

Dir., CUB/ELPC Ex. 1.0 REV, 11:224-25.  Only AG witness Mr. Richard Hornby questions 

limited aspects of ComEd’s operational cost-benefit analysis (not taking the customer-related 
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benefits identified by Dr. Braithwait into account), and Mr. Hornby in the end acknowledges that 

even using his chosen assumptions regarding “door knock,” the discount rate, and the time 

horizon, ComEd’s AMI Plan is “marginally cost-beneficial” nonetheless.  Hornby Dir., AG Ex. 

3.0R, 3:12-15.  No witness denied that the Plan was cost-beneficial.   

B. Scope of Costs and Benefits; Perspective 

The EIMA provides that the cost-benefit standard is met “if the present value of the total 

benefits of the [AMI Plan] exceeds the present value of the total costs of the Smart Grid AMI 

Deployment Plan.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(a).  The EIMA also identifies specific costs and 

benefits that are to be included in the cost-benefit analysis.5   

The Black & Veatch Report shows that ComEd expects to invest $1,060 million in new 

capital and incur $968 million of operational costs to run the system over the 20-year evaluation 

period (2012-2031), for total nominal costs of $2,028 million.  ComEd Ex. 6.02 REV, pp. 1-2, 1-

4, and Table 1-2.  To ensure completeness, costs associated with the implementation and 

operation of the ComEd AMI Pilot (the “Pilot”) conducted during 2009 to 2011 are included in 

these costs.  ComEd Ex. 6.02 REV, p. 1-2.  The Black & Veatch Report also shows that benefits 

related to the AMI Plan are expected to total $4,613 million (nominal dollars), including 

customer benefits from improved operational efficiencies ($1,761 million), reduced power 

purchase costs ($649 million), reduction in bad debt expenses ($695 million), new energy 

revenues ($963 million), and new delivery service revenues ($542 million).  ComEd Ex. 6.02 

                                                 
5  Section 16-108.6(a) provides that the “… total cost shall include all utility costs reasonably associated 

with the Smart Grid AMI Deployment Plan.  The total benefits shall include the sum of avoided electricity costs, 
including avoided utility operational costs, avoided consumer power, capacity, and energy costs, and avoided 
societal costs associated with the production and consumption of electricity, as well as other societal benefits, 
including the greater integration of renewable and distributed power resources, reductions in the emissions of 
harmful pollutants and associated avoided health-related costs, other benefits associated with energy efficiency 
measures, demand-response activities, and the enabling of greater penetration of alternative fuel vehicles.”  220 
ILCS 5/16-108.5(a).   
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REV, p. 1-4 (Table 1-2), p. 4-8 (Table 4-3).  Accordingly, nominal operational benefits exceed 

nominal operational costs by $2,585 million or a factor of 2.3.  Id., p. 6-4 (Table 6-1). 

To develop the costs and benefits of ComEd’s AMI Plan, Black & Veatch worked with 

managers with firsthand knowledge and experience of ComEd’s AMI Pilot from ComEd’s Meter 

Reading, Field and Meter Services, AMI Operations, Billing, Call Center, Revenue 

Management, Revenue Protection, and Distribution System Operations departments to uncover 

and/or confirm the likely business process impacts of the AMI applications.  ComEd Ex. 6.02 

REV, pp. 2-2 – 2-3.  Input was also provided by the corporate supply chain organization within 

Exelon Business Services Company (“EBSC”) (which is responsible for much of ComEd’s 

material supply procurement) regarding pricing information for AMI components and services 

and the EBSC IT organization (which provides information services support to ComEd).  In 

addition, ComEd’s Finance group provided input regarding matters within its expertise, such as 

labor and material escalators, financing costs, and the accelerated regulatory recovery of the 

costs associated with current meters (non‐AMI) that will be removed from service before being 

fully recovered.  Id.  The Black & Veatch Report also took into account and is consistent with 

the principles established through the Illinois Statewide Smart Grid Collaborative (“ISSGC”), 

and gave weight to the results of the Commission-approved AMI Pilot.  See e.g., ComEd Ex. 

6.02, pp. 2-3, 3-1 – 3-3. 

A detailed breakdown of the AMI Plan-related costs by year is contained in Table A-2 of 

the Black & Veatch Report.  ComEd Ex. 6.02 REV, pp. 5-1 – 5-2, A-4.  The major categories of 

the capital and operations and maintenance (“O&M”) costs include the costs for the meters, 

communications system, information technology applications, and management of the program / 

ongoing operations.  Id.  “The costs span the functional areas of AMI implementation, including 
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field deployment, AMI operations, customer experience‐related costs (related to AMI rollout), 

project management office expenses, business transformation related costs, and information 

technology.”  Id. at 5-2. 

The Black & Veatch Report groups quantified benefits into eleven areas (see ComEd Ex. 

6.02 REV, Section 4), including Meter Reading, Field and Meter Services, Call Center, Billing, 

Outage Management, Avoided Capital Expenditures, Unaccounted For Energy (“UFE”), 

Consumption on Inactive Meters (“CIM”), and Bad Debt.  Trump Dir., ComEd Ex. 6.0 Rev., 

4:72-82.  A detailed breakdown of the AMI Plan-related benefits by year is contained in Table 

A-1 of the Black & Veatch Report.  ComEd Ex. 6.02 REV, pp. A-2 – A-3. 

C. Discount Rate 

The discount rate is a key component of a cost benefit analysis.  Its purpose is to allow 

the comparison of costs and benefits that are realized at different times, by converting them into 

a “present value” or equivalent value at a common point in time.  Vogt Reb., ComEd Ex. 13.0, 

3:53 – 4:73.  The discount rate used in a particular cost-benefit study should be chosen based on 

the purpose and perspective of that study.  “The correct discount rate used to determine a net 

present value (“NPV”) should be determined based on what the NPV is intended to measure.”  

Id. at 2:21-22.  The discount rate of a utility is different than the discount rate of customers, and 

the discount rate of customers as a whole or society as a whole is different than the discount rate 

of any one customer, which will also vary by individual customer.  Id. at 4:75 – 5:85; see 

Brightwell Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 3:48-57. 

The EIMA directs, in two different and complimentary ways, the perspective to be used 

in evaluating AMI.  First, as noted above, the EIMA specifically requires the cost-benefit study 

to include a variety of factors that are not costs or benefits to delivery utilities like ComEd.  For 

example, the law requires the total costs and benefits to include “consumer power, capacity, and 
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energy costs,” which affect only customers, not ComEd.  Indeed, because cost savings are fully 

reflected in reduced rates, ComEd retains a scant few, if any, of even the operational benefits of 

AMI deployment.6  Moreover, the purpose of the study is not to validate a unilateral investment 

decision by ComEd or to test where an investment in AMI should fall on the utility’s own 

investment priority list.  Vogt Reb., ComEd Ex. 13.0, 6:105 – 7:126.  The EIMA requires an 

investment in AMI if it benefits customers.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c).  Conducting a cost-benefits 

study of AMI deployment from ComEd’s perspective, thus, is not only contrary to the law, but 

would make no sense.   

Nor, for that matter, does the EIMA contemplate evaluating AMI deployment through the 

eyes of an individual customer.  The EIMA’s cost benefit analysis must include costs and 

benefits that are both experienced by customers generally and by customers who have already 

received their meter.  As deployment advances, there is no single representative customer.  The 

EIMA also expressly calls for the consideration of benefits that accrue to all customers 

collectively and, indeed, to society as a whole.  It expressly requires the analysis to include 

“avoided societal costs associated with the production and consumption of electricity” and “other 

societal benefits, including the greater integration of renewable and distributed power resources, 

reductions in the emissions of harmful pollutants and associated avoided health-related costs, 

other benefits associated with energy efficiency measures, demand-response activities, and the 

enabling of greater penetration of alternative fuel vehicles.”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(a).  A study 

from the perspective of ComEd or an individual customer cannot meet this requirement.   

                                                 
6 The only benefit apparently retained is the incremental return on rate based AMI assets.  See Vogt, Tr. 

292:6-15.  However, even this return is no different for an investment in AMI than for an investment in any other 
asset deployed in response to EIMA.  Any added return is also at a rate no greater than ComEd’s cost of capital, and 
is subject to the earnings collar.  ComEd gets no incremental return from investing in AMI, in particular.   
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Second, the purpose of the EIMA’s cost-benefit analysis is to make a social policy 

determination, not to direct where or how a utility will invest funds to meet a particular 

operational requirement.7  There is no question that AMI will require a material investment that, 

taken alone, would increase the revenue requirement.  The question here is whether the benefits 

of AMI warrant making the investment.   

To answer this question, ComEd properly used a societal discount rate, sometimes 

described as the rate applicable to customers as a whole.  Vogt Reb., ComEd Ex. 13.0, 5:85-97; 

Vogt, Tr. 289:4-8.  That rate is approximately 3%, and ComEd appropriately used 3.087%, based 

on long-term government borrowing.  This is consistent also with the fact that government 

borrowing is an excellent measure of the social discount rate because “the government can be 

treated as a proxy for society as a whole.”  Vogt Reb., ComEd Ex. 13.0, 5:88-89; Brightwell 

Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 5:92-96 (“Since the government represents society, can be argued that the 

government’s discount rate is the societal discount rate. Societal discount rates tend to be lower than 

discount rates used by consumers or businesses.”).  The government rate is appropriate because it 

both reflects the political decision of the body politic to trade the benefits of current expenditures 

for future tax and repayment liabilities and because it reflects the collective borrowing costs of a 

society, reflecting the social risks rather than the risks of any individual citizen.  Staff witness 

Dr. Brightwell, who accepts a range of discount rates, includes the 3.087% annual societal rate 

used by ComEd.  Staff Ex. 2.0, 7:131-36. 

Only one witness disagrees with this perspective.  Mr. Hornby, testifying for AARP and 

the AG, argues for the use of ComEd’s weighted average cost of capital (“WACC”), and then 

                                                 
7  Compare this to, for example, evaluating a transmission line against operational alternatives to determine 

which is “least cost” to the utility and thus has the lowest revenue requirement impact over time.  The question of 
whether the transmission system needs reinforcing is one of engineering and NERC and PJM rules, not a cost-
benefit policy analysis.  The “least cost” standard focuses on what is the best utility investment or alternative to meet 
those requirements.   
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some.  The evidence shows that his calculations were inflated and based on misuse of ComEd’s 

WACC and unsubstantiated speculation about individual customers’ borrowing costs (e.g., for 

car loans).  Vogt Reb., ComEd Ex. 13.0, 5:98-104, 8:152-56; Hornby, Tr. 215:16 – 219:7.  

Further, his range of discount rates included highly atypical and numerically biased “late fee” 

rates that are paid by few customers and that represent an incentive and not any cost of funds.  

Vogt Reb., ComEd Ex. 13.0, 8:156 – 9:162; Hornby, Tr. 219:14 – 223:10.  Moreover, as noted 

above, even the use of a correct ComEd WACC is inappropriate in this circumstance.  The 

question is not whether “AMI is a profitable or optimal investment for ComEd’s earnings.”  Vogt 

Reb., ComEd Ex. 13.0, 6:107-08.  The question is whether the “set of costs and benefits” related 

to the proposed AMI deployment are “worth it to the customer and society and the appropriate 

discount rate for that question is based on the customer’s or the societal cost of capital.”  Vogt 

Reb., ComEd Ex. 13.0, 7:124-126.  ComEd’s study demonstrates that it is.  Trump Dir., ComEd 

Ex. 6.0 REV, 5:99 – 6:111. 

A final point should be emphasized, however:  the choice of discount rate is not 

determinative of this question.  Even if entirely artificial discount rates far, far greater that 

ComEd’s WACC are used, AMI deployment as proposed by ComEd remains significantly 

beneficial to customers and society.  Brightwell, Staff Ex. 2.0, 7:131-36; Trump Reb., ComEd 

Ex. 12.0 REV, 1:22 – 2:24.  The controversy over discount rates, however resolved, does not 

alter the fact that the AMI Plan is cost beneficial.   

D. Time Horizon 

The cost-benefit analysis is based on a 10-year deployment (2012-2021) and a 20-year 

study period (2012-2031).  ComEd Ex. 6.02 REV, pp. 1-1, 1-2.  ComEd witness Mr. Trump 

testified “that use of a 20-year evaluation period is reasonable and proper for conducting a cost-

benefit analysis based on guidance from the Illinois Statewide Smart Grid Collaborative 



 

{00004222 9 } 19 

(“ISSGC”), the useful life of the AMI system, recent decisions in other states, and the purposes 

for which the analysis is being conducted.”  Trump Reb., ComEd Ex. 12.0 REV, 2:33-6, 16:338 - 

20:425.  Mr. Trump also concluded that the 20-year cost-benefit analysis is conservative because 

after the AMI system is fully deployed at 10 years, the cost-benefit assessment and model does 

not forecast any incremental material improvements that could be expected in operational 

efficiency, or system enhancements involving added functionality over the remaining 10 years, 

either of which would increase additional benefit value beyond that estimated.”  Id. at 2:36-41. 

The 20-year study period allows for deployment over 10 years and a 10-year steady state 

operation period.  This analysis is consistent with the expectation that the AMI system will have 

a useful life greater than 20 years and that the AMI meters will have useful lives greater than 15 

years.  Trump Reb., ComEd Ex. 12.0 REV, 17:363-9.  Staff witness Dr. Brightwell used a 30-

year time horizon “[i]n determining that the plan was cost beneficial with any applied discount 

rate below 23.5%-24%,” and further found that with a 20-year horizon ComEd’s AMI Plan was 

cost-beneficial “until a discount rate between 22.0%- 22.5% is applied.”  ComEd Cross Ex. 9 

(Response to AG 1.01).  Dr. Brightwell also disagreed with proposals to use a 10-year time 

horizon, and opined “that if the net present value of benefits from a deployment that is completed 

within 10 years exceeds the net present values of the costs of that deployment over the life of the 

meters then the Plan meets the definition of cost-beneficial provided in Section 16-108.6(a) of 

the Act.”  Id. (Response to AG 1.03). 

V. OTHER ISSUES 

A. Disconnection / “Door Knock” 

AARP and the AG have expended a great deal of time and effort discussing whether or 

not a “door knock” is required at the time of disconnection for non-payment.  This issue is being 
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addressed in a pending Commission rulemaking, Illinois Commerce Comm’n: Revision of 83 Ill. 

Adm. Code 280, Docket No. 06-0703.  In contrast, this docket “is a special statutory proceeding 

during which the Commission is called upon to review ComEd’s proposed AMI Plan under 

specific guidelines within 60 days of filing.”  Harris Dir., ComEd Ex. 1.0, 4:87-89.  A 

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

EIMA is not the place to debate when and under what circumstances disconnection for non-

payment should be authorized.”  Harris Reb., ComEd Ex. 7.0 CORR, 6:134-37.  The debate over 

“door knock” rules is pending elsewhere and the question of when and if a “door knock” is 

required prior to disconnection for non-payment does not affect, factually or legally, whether the 

AMI Plan meets any of the statutory criteria for its approval.  

Legally, the AMI Plan does not alter the rules governing who may be disconnected for 

non-payment, when that disconnection can occur, or how fast it can occur.  O’Toole, Tr. 192:2-6.  

In particular, while there appears to be disagreement among parties as to whether a “door knock” 

is required immediately prior to disconnection for non-payment, neither the AMI Plan nor the 

presence of AMI meters will change that fact.  ComEd will comply with the statutes and 

regulations regarding disconnection, including notice prior to disconnection for non-payment, 

just as ComEd always has.  O’Toole, Tr. 116:15 – 119:13.  If a “door knock” should be required, 

ComEd’s processes will respect that requirement, whether an AMI meter is present or not.8  If a 

“door knock” is not required, trying to scuttle the AMI Plan is not a means of getting “door 

knocks” by default.  The proceeding wherein the question of whether a “door knock” should, is, 

                                                 
8  Those processes, too, have not yet been finalized, not only because the AMI Plan not yet been approved, 

but ComEd has not expended resources on creating them prior to approval.  O’Toole, Tr. 116:15 -117:13.  If the 
AMI Plan is approved, ComEd will build the processes related to disconnection to be in compliance with the 
Commission’s rules.  Id. at 117:4-13. 
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or will be required is the existing rulemaking proceeding, where the issue has already been the 

subject of testimony, comment, and briefing.  It is not part of the AMI Plan.   

To underscore the fact that the “door knock” debate does not affect the question of 

whether to proceed with AMI deployment, ComEd analyzed net AMI benefits under either 

limiting assumption:  a “door knock” is always required or one is never required.  That policy 

decision – no matter the outcome – does not eliminate the benefits attributable to AMI 

deployment.  Harris Reb., ComEd Ex. 7.0 CORR, 13:274-80.  Although requiring a “door 

knock” significantly decreases the benefits from eliminating a “truck roll” (i.e., sending a 

physical vehicle to the residence), the net benefits of the AMI Plan remain huge.   

Practically, whether a “door knock” occurs is also not controlled by whether the AMI 

Plan is adopted or AMI meters are deployed.  “There is nothing about installing an AMI meter, 

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

dictates a decision concerning the conditions under which a customer can be disconnected, when 

that disconnection can occur, or after what notice.”  Harris Reb., ComEd Ex. 7.0 CORR, 10:227-

30.  ComEd does not now require its employees to engage in this risky and often hazardous 

practice prior to disconnecting a customer, AMI meter or not.  ComEd’s current disconnection 

practice is, in summary, that an eligible customer will receive a telephone call, followed by a 

disconnection notice, which is then followed by a second telephone call.  O’Toole, Tr. 107:19-

108:11.  If no payment is received from the customer, then a field technician is sent to the 

customer’s location of service where that field technician is required to announce his presence 

prior to physically disconnecting service.  Id. at 109:17-110:18.  The only potential change is 

that, with AMI technology, a ComEd employee no longer has to physically be at the meter in 

order to disconnect service – or to reconnect it.  Harris, Tr. 31:4-10.  Eliminating the need for a 
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physical presence at the meter will not change whether a door knock occurs.  What will change, 

however, is that all customers will be able to be reconnected faster upon payment. 

B. Details of the Future Peak Time Rebate Tariff 

EIMA establishes the requirements for the AMI Plan, in detail, and as noted above 

identifies the costs and benefits to be considered.  EIMA does not require the AMI Plan to 

contain a specific PTR proposal, or to specify the terms or details of the PTR program to be put 

into effect.  Indeed, the EIMA expressly defers that question until after approval of the AMI 

Plan, affirmatively requiring that a proposed opt-in tariff offering market-based peak time 

rebates to all residential retail customers with smart meters be filed within 60 days after the 

Commission approves a participating utility’s AMI Plan.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(g).  The law, 

moreover, requires ComEd to consult with the Smart Grid Advisory Council (“SGAC”) on this 

tariff.  Id.  In accordance with these requirements, ComEd did not propose or include a specific 

PTR program as part of AMI Plan.  Rather, ComEd included in its Plan, and used in the 

determination of the Plan’s costs and benefits, a generic peak time rebate concept that preserves 

the flexibility of the upcoming proceeding.  See Braithwait Dir., ComEd Ex. 5.0; ComEd Ex. 

5.02; Braithwait Reb., ComEd Ex. 11.0.   

Comverge seeks to have the Commission prejudge in this AMI proceeding with a ruling 

that the PTR program must use “enabling devices.”  Lacey Dir., Comverge Ex. 1.0, 3:13 – 4:11.  

Comverge, of course, is a vendor of such devices and related services.  Its self-interested 

suggestion should be rejected for four reasons: 

 A ruling now would undermine the Commission’s ability to review the terms of the 

PTR offering in the upcoming tariff proceeding, as provided in the EIMA.  It would 
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also undermine the statutory SGAC consultation process, rendering consultant on that 

issue meaningless.   

 It taints upcoming stakeholder process.  ComEd has openly stated that it will not only 

consult with SGAC, but will conduct an open and broad-based stakeholder process 

concerning its PTR tariff.  Harris Reb., ComEd Ex. 7.0 CORR, 15:336 – 16:340.  

Prejudging this issue removes it from stakeholder discussion and sends the 

undesirable message that by litigating issues “early” one can circumvent or limit such 

processes.   

 The evidence in this Docket is currently incomplete and uncertain.  Only two 

interested parties were heard, and ComEd’s views were limited to the propriety of 

raising this issue in the AMI Plan docket.  Staff had no opportunity to present a 

witness at all.  Moreover, the Commission does not even know if there currently are 

devices that will work with the industry standard and secure ZigBee customer 

interface technology used by ComEd’s AMI Plan.9  The only witness advocating 

deciding this issue now could not identify any currently commercially available 

product that will work with ComEd’s AMI system and the ZigBee interface.  Lacey, 

Tr. 434:3-10. 

 There is no need to rush to judgment.  ComEd believes the evidence is clear:  

Customers will have access to all the necessary information needed to participate in a 

PTR program via their AMI meter, and enabling technology is not necessary to access 

                                                 
9  The importance of these technologies is hard to overstate.  The Plan states (at 7): 

ComEd relies on open and industry-standard protocols (e.g., IP addressed data communication and 
ZigBee® HAN communications architectures).  ComEd’s proposal both supports the market for 
competing devices and enables the introduction of the broadest range of devices.  This design also 
enables the integration, in a safe and cost-effective manner, a variety of additional customer side 
technologies and applications including electric plug-in vehicles, distributed generation, and local 
storage. 
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that.  Eber, Tr. 267:3-12.  But, if the Commission concludes otherwise after a 

stakeholder process and presentation of evidence by all parties, customers will have 

lost nothing.  The Commission can specify any equipment requirements in the PTR 

tariff, when it considers the other particulars of ComEd’s PTR offering. 

In sum, the appropriate time to address such detailed issues related to PTR is when the 

PTR tariff is filed.  In that proceeding, there will be a stakeholder process where all interested 

parties will be invited to participate, including intervening parties to the current proceeding.  

That is also the appropriate time to address the issue of enabling technology.  Addressing these 

in this proceeding is beyond the scope, and it unfairly preempts the stakeholder process. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The Commission should approve ComEd’s AMI Plan, as proposed, with the addition of 

the twenty tracking metrics proposed by CUB and ELPC and accepted by ComEd.  
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