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INITIAL BRIEF  

OF  

THE CITY OF CHICAGO 

 

Pursuant to Section 200.800 of the Rules of Practice of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”) and the briefing schedule established by the 

Administrative Law Judge, the CITY OF CHICAGO (“City”) by its attorney, Stephen Patton, 

Corporation Counsel, submits its Initial Brief in this proceeding.  This case was initiated by a 

petition from Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd” or the “Company”) for Commission 

approval of its proposed Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment Plan (“AMI 

Plan”), pursuant to relevant provisions of the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”).  220 ILCS 5/1-101 et 

seq.   

In this brief, the City addresses the need for certain modifications to the proposed AMI 

Plan. ComEd’s AMI Plan is a promising start on a program that will deploy AMI meters to 

ComEd’s customers and provide effective support for realization of the potential customer 

benefits of advanced metering and smart grid infrastructure.  Through ComEd’s agreed-to 

changes made in response to the testimony of the City and other intervenors, ComEd’s filed AMI 
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Plan has already been improved.  Though the City generally supports the proposed plan and 

acknowledges ComEd’s acceptance of some of the City’s proposals, the City continues to 

recommend certain specific modifications.   

ARGUMENT 

I. Introduction / Background 

In this proceeding, the Commission must review and determine the adequacy of ComEd’s 

AMI Plan under the standards established by the provisions of Section 16-108.6(c) of the PUA.  

220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c).  Because Chicago is home to approximately a million of ComEd’s 

residential and business customers, the City has a keen interest in ComEd’s deployment of smart 

meters, which is the first step in the modernization of the electric grid serving Chicago.  The 

City has reviewed ComEd’s AMI Plan from the perspective of its residents, virtually all of whom 

are ComEd customers.  ComEd’s proposed Plan is a promising foundation to support realization 

of the potential benefits of advanced metering and smart grid infrastructure.  However, while the 

City generally supports the plan, the City recommends that the Commission order modifications 

to improve the plan in several areas.  City Ex. 1.0 at 3.   

The minimum content requirements of an adequate plan are defined by PUA Section 

16-108.6(c).   

The AMI Plan shall contain: 

(1) the participating utility's Smart Grid AMI vision statement that 

is consistent with the goal of developing a cost-beneficial Smart Grid;   

(2) a statement of Smart Grid AMI strategy that includes a 

description of how the utility evaluates and prioritizes technology choices 

to create customer value, including a plan to 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;   
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(3) a deployment schedule and plan that includes deployment of 

AMI to all customers for a participating utility other than a combination 

utility, and to 62% of all customers for a participating utility that is a 

combination utility;   

(4) 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; and   

(5) a plan for the consumer education to be implemented by the 

participating utility.   

 

220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c) (emphasis added).  

In addition to these content requirements, ComEd’s AMI Plan also must satisfy certain 

effectiveness requirements specified in the same provision.  This second category of 

requirements is tied directly to the Commission’s approval authority.   

After 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 this 

subsection (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.  

 

Id.  The General Assembly (and ComEd, through its election to become a “participating utility”) 

have answered has the question of whether modernization of ComEd’s metering infrastructure 

will be pursued.  The pros and cons of that decision are relevant here only insofar as they define 

the benefits and costs that determine whether execution of the AMI Plan will be 

“cost-beneficial.”  Id.   

The purpose of this proceeding is to determine how this initial stage of ComEd’s 

infrastructure modernization will be implemented.  The legislature charged the participating 

utility with defining a plan that satisfies the statute.  The Commission’s statutory duty is to 
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assure that ComEd’s “implementation of the AMI Plan will be cost-beneficial consistent with the 

principles established through the Illinois Smart Grid Collaborative.”  Thus, the focus of this 

Commission inquiry is not the cost-benefit balance of the infrastructure itself, but whether the 

AMI Plan’s combination of meter deployment, customer applications and tariffs, customer 

education/training, and plan refinements based on measures of effectiveness will be 

cost-beneficial.   

II. Commission Authority  

The Commission’s statutory obligations require that it review ComEd’s AMI Plan for 

compliance with both the content and effectiveness mandates of Section 16-108.6(c), consistent 

with the principles defined in the stakeholder process of the Illinois Statewide Smart Grid 

Collaborative.  Id.  If that review reveals inadequacies or weaknesses in ComEd’s AMI Plan, 

the Commission can assure the statutory compliance necessary for plan approval only by ordering 

appropriate modifications of the plan.  As to each set of requirements defined by Section 

16-108.6, the Commission has authority to modify ComEd’s proposed AMI Plan, as the 

Commission determines is appropriate.   

Section 16-108.6 provides that, after notice and hearing, the Commission must “issue its 

order approving, or approving with modification” the proposed AMI Plan, if the Commission 

finds that both sets of Section 16-108.6 tests are met.  Id. (emphasis added).  This provision -- 

the governing statutory language -- clearly contemplates that the Commission will order 

modifications as it finds appropriate, based on the statute’s requirements and the evidence of 

record.  Significantly, that language also does not limit the Commission’s modifications to 

changes required to meet the minimum content requirements of the statute.   
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As the City pointed out in its testimony, the cost-benefit balance of ComEd’s planned 

AMI meter deployment is directly affected by the effectiveness of the programs defined in 

ComEd’s AMI plan.  See, e.g., City Ex. 1.0 at 4:98, 8:221-9:227, 17:422.  In the City’s view, 

the recommendations identified herein that remain unsatisfied are essential for Chicago’s ComEd 

customers to realize fully the benefits ComEd uses to support its AMI Plan.  The City asks that 

the Commission use its statutory authority to order those recommended changes. 

III. City Recommendations 

In the testimony of Karen Weigert, the City’s Chief Sustainability Officer, the City 

identified four areas of ComEd’s AMI Plan that had weaknesses that, if corrected, would enhance 

the cost-benefit balance of implementing ComEd’s AMI Plan.  See Id. at 3:72-4:115; City Ex. 

1.1.  The City proposed changes in four areas of ComEd’s proposed plan:  the deployment 

period; customer education and training; assistance to customers facing remote disconnection and 

customers who have been remotely disconnected; and measurements tracking the effectiveness of 

ComEd’s AMI Plan implementation, especially the education component.   

ComEd has responded positively to several significant City recommendations in these 

areas.  In some areas, ComEd’s responses have allayed some City concerns.  In other areas, the 

need for modifications to ComEd’s AMI Plan remain.  As to City recommendations that remain 

unsatisfied, this brief describes the needed changes, presents the reasons for the City’s proposals, 

and reviews the supporting evidence of record.   

Of the four areas identified in the City’s testimony as needing improvement, ComEd’s 

rebuttal testimony has resolved the City’s concerns in one area (effectiveness measurements), 

acknowledged the validity of the City’s issues -- but proposed inadequate solutions -- in two 
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others (disconnection assistance and education/training).  As to the deployment schedule, 

despite the evidence that a faster deployment would be less costly, that it would provide earlier 

savings opportunities for customers, and that Chicago’s Loop may require special technical work 

to assure timely AMI service, ComEd has not changed either the length or sequence of its 

planned deployment.   

Each area is discussed below, in an order roughly corresponding to the increasing levels 

of AMI Plan modification required.   

Measurements of Effectiveness.  As filed, ComEd's proposed AMI Plan lacked sufficient 

measurements to properly assess the effectiveness of ComEd's education and outreach initiatives 

from its customers' viewpoint.  Measurements that reveal whether economic benefits and 

advantageous behavioral changes are being realized by customers are essential to evaluate 

programs and to make needed revisions.  Id. at 16:415-17:428.  In particular, the City identified 

a need for meaningful measurements of the effectiveness of ComEd's deployment-related 

education/training and customer applications in producing energy savings and beneficial 

behavioral changes for its customers.  See generally id. at 16-19.  Without accurate information 

on the effectiveness of ComEd's programs, a need for program revisions would not be 

recognized, and customers would not realize anticipated benefits of the AMI deployment.  Id. at 

17:422-428, 18:453-459; CUB Ex. 1.0 at 18-20.  

In its rebuttal testimony, ComEd agreed to track and to report a list of 

performance measures proposed by the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), which had 

concerns similar to the City's.  ComEd Ex. 7.0 (Corr.) at 16:350; CUB Ex. 1.0 at 18:387. 
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 The measurements proposed by the City and those proposed by CUB are almost 

identical.  Compare City Ex. 1.1 at 4; CUB Ex. 1.2.  

Because of ComEd's favorable response from ComEd, the City considers this 

issue essentially resolved (subject to a single clarification regarding reporting).  The 

Commission should make clear in its order that ComEd must provide its measurement 

reports on the effectiveness of the AMI Plan implementation to its customers, through 

service on the parties in this case. 

Disconnection Assistance.  The foreseeable effects of instituting the new billing and 

remote disconnection capabilities of AMI meters will have human impacts that received 

insufficient attention in ComEd’s AMI Plan.  Chicago's significant population of lower income 

customers -- many of whom may receive meters early in the deployment schedule -- is 

particularly likely to be adversely affected by the expected increase in disconnections for 

non-payment associated with AMI meters’ remote capabilities.
1
  In addition, governmental 

bodies (like the City) that provide human services in the wake of a loss of essential utility 

services will also be affected.  City Ex. 1.0 at 4:94, 13:335-14:349.   

                                                 
1
  Whether utilities will be permitted to use the remote disconnection function of AMI meters is being 

litigated in Docket 06-0703, the Part 280 rulemaking proceeding.  For purposes of this brief, the City assumes that 

ComEd will be able to use fully the remote disconnection feature of advanced meters. 

ComEd acknowledges the validity of the City’s concerns about the planned changes in 

ComEd’s disconnection capabilities, its collection/disconnection practices, and the frequency of 

actual disconnections.  ComEd Ex. 10.0 at 2:43-3:52, 3:67-4:98.  However, ComEd’s proposed 

revisions to its AMI Plan do not fully address the issues the City identified.  ComEd's revisions 

generally lack the substantive specificity and detail needed to assure that, when the threat and 
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actuality of remote disconnections affect more customers, the AMI Plan provides for meaningful 

mitigation of the resulting human impacts.  ComEd’s implementation of its AMI meter 

deployment should incorporate programs that help address the adverse human impacts of its AMI 

deployment, as well as its economic benefits.   

ComEd’s AMI Plan should detail programs that respond to the effects on customers 

attributable to its use of the new remote disconnection function of AMI meters.  The City 

detailed several initiatives that should be a part of ComEd’s revisions.  Those possible initiatives 

included: 

·  outreach to at-risk customers, using ComEd’s customer contacts to 

inform customers about (and to facilitate enrollment in) available 

assistance programs;  

 

·  using Section 16-108.5(b-10) funds to assist at-risk or disconnected 

customers -- either directly or through human services response entities 

like the City;  

 

·  coordinating its assistance efforts with those of other providers of 

information and assistance; and  

 

·  notification to the City of impending disconnections on a localized basis, 

so that they can prepare to meet anticipated human services needs.   

 

City Ex. 1.0 at 3:69-4:98.   

With respect to the City’s recommendations, ComEd has proposed changes to its 

disconnection-related customer assistance, by revising its AMI Plan to incorporate routine 

referrals to various assistance agencies during its collection- or disconnection-related calls to 

customers.  ComEd Ex. 10.0 at 4:104-5:115.  ComEd also proposes to raise the profile of such 

information in its responses to calls from customers, as well as on its web site.  Id. at 

5:116-6:126.  
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ComEd plans to maintain its current contact and coordination practices with assistance 

agencies.  A similar continuation of its current approach is what ComEd proposes for its 

outreach efforts.  Id. at 5:127-7:161.  In conjunction with these less aggressive responses, 

ComEd proposes to “explore new approaches to customer assistance program planning and 

design, including assistance for customers who have been disconnected, and notification to the 

City of Chicago regarding impending disconnections on a zip code, or some more other specific, 

basis.”  See ComEd Ex. 7.0 at 19:427-20:429.   

The City is encouraged by ComEd’s proposal to consider input from representatives of 

affected customers and from service providers like the City.  However, such cooperative efforts 

are not as certain to assure needed customer assistance as the inclusion of specific programs in 

the AMI Plan.  Indeed, ComEd asks the Commission not to include these commitments in its 

AMI Plan.   

Several ideas were expressed in testimony which, while not within the 

scope of the AMI Plan itself, ComEd wants to make clear it agrees with or 

accepts. We hope the Commission will also accept this agreement in the 

spirit in which it is offered and not attempt to roll these issues into the 

AMI Plan.   

 

ComEd Ex. 7.0 (Corr.) at 18:387-390.  ComEd’s mitigation of disconnection impacts is 

an issue ComEd does not wish to incorporate in any approved AMI Plan.  ComEd 

witness Louis Harris stated that “While these [disconnection impact] measures are again 

not part of ComEd’s AMI Plan, ComEd agrees to many of them, ... and will work with 

the City to address those concerns.”  Id. at 19:427-20:429. 

ComEd’s use of the AMI meters’ remote disconnect function will almost certainly 

increase the number of adversely affected customers.  City Ex. 1.0 at 15:367-374; ComEd Ex. 
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2.0 at 54:1091-55:1093; ComEd Ex. 10.0 at 3:69; AARP/AG Ex. 1.0 at 9:186-189.  The Black 

and Veatch Report ComEd submitted in this case estimated that disconnections will increase 

from approximately 125,000 customers in 2010 to 205,000 customers by the end of the 

deployment schedule, a 64% increase.  ComEd Ex. 6.02 at C-9.  Many of the revised 

approaches ComEd proposes are simply referrals to existing human services programs.  Many of 

those programs, or providers of those services, lack adequate resources for even the current levels 

of need, and ComEd’s revisions would do little to increase the available assistance.  

Accordingly, the City recommends that the Commission order that ComEd incorporate its 

commitment to cooperative action in its AMI Plan.  

Customer Education and Training.  The City found that the education component of the 

proposed AMI Plan was unduly focused on fostering customer acceptance of AMI deployment, 

instead of on instructing customers with AMI meters how to realize anticipated economic 

benefits of their AMI equipment or on assisting late-deployment customers in offsetting 

AMI-related charges while awaiting AMI meter installation.  In the City’s view, ComEd’s AMI 

Plan should detail how its implementation will be effective in (a) enabling customers to access 

the information available from AMI meters, (b) motivating customers to use the newly available 

information and AMI meter functions, and (c) helping late-deployment customers offset the 

immediate charges they will be paying for AMI deployment while they await installation of their 

AMI meters.  The City recommended plan modifications in those areas to improve the 

effectiveness of ComEd’s proposed programs and the overall economic benefits of 

implementation.   
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Another particular City concern was ComEd’s heavy reliance on a computer/broadband 

platform as the primary communications channel for providing education and AMI data to its 

customers.  The reality of a digital divide means that the ComEd customers most in need of 

money-saving education and training could be locked out of ComEd’s most useful training and 

education.   

ComEd has acknowledged the validity of, and responded substantively to, City concerns 

in critical areas of customer education and training.  See, e.g., ComEd Ex. 10.0 at 2:43-3:52, 

3:67-4:98.  Specifically, “ComEd recognizes that many customers do not have Internet access, 

and that information about AMI data and practical information to help customers capture energy 

savings needs to be delivered in both digital and printed formats.”  Id. at 2:43-45.  Distribution 

of such paper materials is essential and welcome, though it remains unclear whether the same 

breadth of information and instruction will be provided to customers lacking a 

computer/broadband platform.  ComEd also asserts that its AMI web tools will be integrated 

into the ComEd mobile application “wherever possible” and that it “will implement a text-to-talk 

option for customers who have questions about AMI who do not have separate Internet access.”  

Id. at 3:63-66.  Since all customers can use printed materials, and smart phones are a less 

expensive avenue to the internet for some customers, these approaches are positive 

developments.  Finally, ComEd promises to “promote RRTPP and energy efficiency tips for 

those customers without meters.  And energy efficiency web tools will be available to all 

customers whether they have a meter or not.”  Id. at 2:34.   

Overall, however, ComEd’s response does not incorporate in its AMI Plan the specificity 

and detail needed to assure that City customers will receive the effective education/training 
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needed to capture the benefits of AMI technology.  For instance, ComEd appears unnecessarily 

passive in its effort to deliver actual benefits to customers.  In her rebuttal testimony, ComEd 

witness Jennifer Montague stated: “it must be remembered that ComEd cannot control if or when 

any particular customer takes the action [that] would actually lead to bill savings.”  Id. at 2:26.  

Some AMI benefits require changes in customer behavior that will depend mainly on how well 

ComEd provides AMI-related education/training for its customers that motivates customer 

follow-through.   

Only with effective training will ComEd’s AMI Plan “enhance and enable customers’ 

ability to take advantage of Smart Grid functions” as required by section 16-108.6(c)(2).  Yet, 

ComEd’s AMI Plan provides only a general sketch of the practical training and education 

necessary to achieve the changes in behavior that will allow customers to take full advantage of 

the anticipated benefits of AMI meters.   

ComEd provided no response to the City’s suggestion that it play a more active role in 

identifying beneficial rate designs for customers, based on their AMI meter data or on load 

profile data for customers in relevant subgroups.  On the related issue of rates, ComEd declined 

to accept the City’s recommendation that the AMI Plan include measures to assure that 

customers with AMI meters who want to use AMI data and functions to reduce their energy bills 

will have rate designs that allow them to do so.  

There is no dispute that dynamic rate structures can provide effective ways for customers 

to save.  See, e.g., ComEd Ex. 3.0 at 5:107-10, 145-149; CUB Ex. 1.0 at 12:242-13;263.  It is 

not reasonable that customers who have paid for this new technology could be left without 

effective dynamic rates that are the means of using AMI data or functions to best effect.  
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ComEd, however, considers this issue outside the scope of the required AMI Plan and questions 

“whether it is appropriate at this stage in the development of the retail supply market for ComEd 

to create a new supply service offering.”  ComEd Ex. 7.0 (Corr.) at 18:385-19:406.   

ComEd’s vague response appears to allude to uncertainty about Commission 

determinations on the permissibility of such new rate structures.  ComEd offered no clearer 

explanation for its reluctance to provide cost-saving rate options for customers.  Yet, ComEd’s 

AMI Plan contains no process for making a decision on new rate designs or for seeking a 

Commission determination on the issue.  Customers are disadvantaged by that deficiency 

because the Commission is constrained in its ability to make clarifying determinations on the 

issue, if ComEd never approaches the Commission with a rate proposal or some other request for 

a ruling.  In these circumstances, it is not reasonable to excuse ComEd from assuring, in its AMI 

Plan, the availability of rate options that are necessary for customers to realize promised AMI 

benefits.   

At least some portion of ComEd’s reticence in assisting its customers appears to be 

attributable to its deference to commercial retail suppliers.
2
  Since ComEd customers’ AMI 

charges will now pay for advanced metering, retail suppliers will not have to provide that 

investment to offer dynamic rates.  The commercial entities to which ComEd appears to defer 

have no investment of their own at stake to spur expeditious new services, applications or rate 

structures.  And they are under no obligation to serve all ComEd customers.  If the Commission 

accepts ComEd’s proposal to “commence a dialog with interested stakeholders” as an adequate 

                                                 
2
  According to ComEd, “stakeholders not party to this proceeding may have other views.”  Comed Ex. 7.0 

(Corr.) at 19:408.  The ComEd customers who will pay for the AMI infrastructure, and who need new rate options 

to realize maximum savings, are parties to this proceeding. 
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AMI Plan response (and it should not), the City asks that the Commission require a report on the 

results of such discussions, including specifically any commitments to provide rate offerings that 

enhance and enable customers’ ability to take full advantage of their smart meters.   

Deployment Period.  The City has continuing concerns about the pace and sequence of 

ComEd’s planned AMI meter deployment.  The City’s concerns arise from three principal 

factors -- ComEd’s proposed decade-long deployment period increases overall costs to 

customers, the longer deployment period delays the time when many benefits begin flowing to 

most customers and reduces the amount of those benefits, and ComEd’s proposed schedule 

delays deployment in the state’s economic center.   These factors were discussed in the 

testimony of Karen Weigert, which supports the City’s recommendation for faster deployment.  

See generally City Ex. 1.0 at 6:152-8:215.  The City’s core concerns
3
 are unaddressed in 

ComEd’s AMI Plan or by ComEd’s revisions in its rebuttal testimony, where ComEd claimed an 

inability to “commit to a faster deployment at this time.”  ComEd Ex. 7.0 at 19:427.   

The 2011 Black & Veatch cost-benefit report that reviewed ComEd’s AMI Pilot provided 

“results of any Commission-approved pilot designed to examine the costs and benefits of AMI 

deployment.”  Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) Evaluation Final Report, Black & 

Veatch, July 2011 (“Black & Veatch AMI Pilot Report”).  That cost-benefit study presented 

both five-year and ten-year deployment scenarios.  The analysis in the study showed a lower 

overall cost to customers from the shorter deployment period.  City Ex. 1.0 at 6:153; Tr. at 338.   

                                                 
3
  ComEd has revised its AMI Plan to incorporate a new emphasis on encouraging 

customers to consider its Residential Real Time Pricing rate, which could help customers with or 

without AMI meters.   
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ComEd did not present a similar economic comparison in this proceeding.  City Ex. 1.0 

at 6:156.  ComEd provided a cost-benefit study only for its proposed ten-year deployment.  Tr. 

at 335.  Although Black & Veatch provided ComEd the means to complete such a comparative 

analysis, ComEd apparently chose not to perform the analysis or to present any comparison 

results to the Commission.  Id.  

In its rebuttal testimony, ComEd presented only a bare bones evidentiary response to 

parties’ request that it act to capture the potential for customer savings through a shorter 

deployment period.  ComEd’s lead witness Louis Harris testified:   

ComEd understands CUB’s and the City of Chicago’s rationale for a 

shorter deployment schedule; however, because of the challenges posed by 

an accelerated deployment, ComEd cannot commit to a faster deployment 

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

spending and creates budget and financing challenges over a shorter time 

period that ComEd cannot effectively consider until the open dockets in 

the 2011 Formula Rate Case (Docket No. 11-0721) and the 2012 Formula 

Rate Update and Reconciliation case (Docket No. 12-0321) are resolved.  

 

ComEd Ex. 7.0 (Corr.) at 19:415-422.  Mr. Harris summarized the economic evidence of record 

supporting ComEd’s ten-year deployment plan: “the total financial impact on Illinois and on 

customers is positive.”  Id. at 13:289.  ComEd did not offer a cost-benefit analysis to 

demonstrate the ten-year period is superior to a shorter period.   

ComEd witness Andrew Trump (Black & Veatch), the sponsor of ComEd’s cost-benefit 

study in this case, offered no opinion on the current relative economy of the shorter five-year 

period his firm studied after the ComEd AMI Pilot.  Tr. at 336-338.  Though Mr. Trump 

suggested that the assumptions for the study presented in this case differ from those used in the 

Pilot study, some of the changes he described appear to increase the net benefit to customers of a 
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shorter deployment, while other changes may not.  Tr. at 338-340.  Mr. Trump did not quantify 

the net effect of the changes.  Consequently, the Commission is left without an evidentiary basis 

for concluding that ComEd’s proposed ten-year period is more cost-beneficial than a shorter 

period.   

As to the “budget and financing challenges” that -- in ComEd’s view -- preclude 

undertaking a less costly deployment, ComEd does not detail the challenges to which it alludes.  

ComEd’s evidence does not reveal whether those challenges represent impossibilities, 

inconvenience, or mere preference.  ComEd Ex. 7.0 (Corr.) at 19:415-422.  Moreover, even 

though ComEd enjoys special rate recovery as an element of its election to be a “participating 

utility” under the PUA, ComEd explicitly conditions any response to its own study’s favorable 

economic conclusion regarding a shorter deployment period on its subjective assessment of the 

outcome of its pending formula rate case.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5; ComEd Ex. 7.0 (Corr.) at 

19:418-422.  The Commission should not reject a shorter, less costly deployment period on such 

scant opposing evidence, when the shorter period is supported by economic analysis results the 

instructed the Commission to consider.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c).   

The only quantitative indicator of the relative benefits of a shorter versus a longer 

deployment period remains the Black & Veatch AMI Pilot Report.  That study, which has the 

endorsement of the General Assembly, is the best information available to the Commission.  It 

shows that customers would benefit from the shorter deployment period the City recommends.  

Black & Veatch AMI Pilot Report at 49 (Sensitivity case L).   

The City, therefore, recommends that the Commission order a revision of ComEd’s AMI 

Plan to advance the pace of ComEd’s AMI installations and to complete the deployment in a 
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shorter period that approaches the five-year period considered in the Black & Veatch AMI 

Report.  That plan modification would lower the total cost of AMI deployment for all ComEd 

customers.  The shorter period also would allow more ComEd customers, who will begin paying 

for AMI metering even if they do not have an AMI meter, earlier opportunities to offset those 

new costs with savings through use of their meters.   

If the Commission does approve ComEd’s planned ten-year deployment schedule, the 

City recommends that AMI deployments in Chicago's Central Business District (the Loop), that 

the Chicago South deployment period be shortened, and that ComEd's Chicago North operating 

center be accelerated or re-sequenced.  As ComEd’s pilot showed, the Loop presents unique 

engineering challenges that may require special technical work to assure timely AMI service.  Id. 

 at 64.  The current schedule places Loop AMI deployment near the end of the deployment 

period.  Significant technical problems at that late date could deny Chicago’s Central Business 

District AMI meters beyond the ten-year period referenced in the statute.  Loop AMI meter 

deployment should be advanced in ComEd’s proposed schedule.  

Under a ten-year deployment scenario, the City also recommends revision of the proposed 

schedule to deploy AMI meters in ComEd’s Chicago South operating center over a three-year 

period instead of the current four-year installation period.  The City also asks that the 

Commission order AMI deployment in the Chicago North operating center be shortened from the 

currently scheduled five years to eliminate a year from the scheduled deployment.  City Ex. 1.0 

at 7:195-20:206.   
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IV.  CONCLUSION 

No ComEd customer (nor the Commission) has adequate technical knowledge or 

familiarity with ComEd’s internal management processes to rewrite substantial portions of 

ComEd's AMI Plan.  Therefore, to effect the AMI Plan modifications the Commission 

determines are needed, the Commission must rely on ComEd to use its unique acquaintance with 

its own operations and its equipment’s capabilities to craft detailed revisions to its AMI 

Plan.  The Commission can provide the necessary guidance for that effort by defining the 

objectives served by its ordered revisions.  

Assuming that the Commission finds that ComEd’s proposed AMI Plan (as amended in 

the utility’s rebuttal testimony) satisfies the statutory plan content requirements, the City asks 

that the Commission exercise its statutory authority to modify the Plan so that it fully meets the 

effectiveness standards defined by Section 16-108.6.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c).  Specifically, the 

City asks that the Commission order ComEd to amend its Plan to incorporate, at an appropriate 

level of detail, the changes the Commission finds appropriate -- including, specifically, the 

modifications recommended by the City.  Only then will ComEd’s AMI meter deployment and 

related customer interactions pursuant to its AMI Plan achieve the anticipated customer benefits. 

  



 

 19 
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