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Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment  )   
Plan pursuant to Section 16-108.6 of the  ) 
Public Utilities Act     ) 
 
 
 

INITIAL BRIEF OF AARP 
 

 

AARP, by and through counsel, pursuant to Part 280.800 of the Rules of Practice 

of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”), 83 Ill.Adm.Code Part 200.800, 

hereby files its Initial Brief in this proceeding, with regard to a plan proposed by 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“Company” or “ComEd”) pursuant to Section 16-

108.6 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act. 

. 

I. Introduction 

ComEd filed its proposed Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure 

Deployment Plan (“AMI Plan”) on April 23, 2012, pursuant to a new statute that allows 

the Commission and intervening parties only sixty days to review the plan and issue an 

order.1  Despite this extremely short review period, the ramifications of the final 

Commission order in this docket will be far-reaching.  According to the new statute, 

investment decisions made pursuant to an approved AMI Plan are not subject to any 

                                                 
1 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c). 
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future Commission prudence reviews.2  This plan proposes over $2 billion in new AMI 

technology to be deployed over a 10-year period, but its calculation of purported 

benefits are dependent upon speculative estimates of what will occur over a 20-year 

period.  As a result, significant economic risks will be shifted from ComEd’s 

shareholders to its electric distribution consumers.  Moreover, ComEd’s evidence 

purporting to show that its plan is cost beneficial focuses almost entirely upon the 

impact to its own operations, while ignoring overwhelming evidence of larger societal 

costs that may result from changes in its disconnection procedures. 

Approval of ComEd’s AMI Plan would result in profound changes to the way that 

the utility interacts with its electric distribution customers.  While some of these changes 

offer potential opportunities for efficiency and savings, evidence offered by AARP and 

admitted into the record of this case illustrates how changes to the practice of 

disconnection for nonpayment anticipated by the AMI Plan portend increased hardships 

and significant health and safety risks for many vulnerable customers, as well as related 

increased burdens and costs to governmental social services.  The possibility of the 

elimination of a final attempt at direct customer contact on the premises (“door knock”) 

in conjunction with the remote disconnection of residential electric service is a particular 

threat to the health and safety of customers who are older, socially-isolated, or who 

suffer from physical or mental vulnerabilities.   

Because of the substantial evidence of serious health and safety risks, AARP 

urges the Commission to approve no AMI plan unless it is modified to include sufficient 

consumer safeguards.  Subsection 16-108.6(c) grants the Commission the discretion to 

                                                 
2 Id.  However, the prudence of initial prudence decisions are distinguished from implementation expenses by this 
statutory sentence: “Nothing in this subsection (c) is intended to limit the Commission’s ability to review the 
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approve or reject ComEd’s proposed AMI Plan, or to approve it “with modification”.3  If 

the Commission approves a version of the proposed AMI Plan, despite AARP’s 

concerns about the plan’s likelihood to be “cost beneficial” overall, AARP recommends 

that any such approved plan should include the following modifications to ensure a 

measure of protection for ComEd’s most vulnerable customers: 

• ComEd should be ordered to explicitly document how it will comply with 
the current premise visit and customer contact requirement of the Part 
280.130(d) rule, and should require ComEd’s cost-benefit analysis to 
document that the Company’s practices will comply with this regulation.  
 

• The portions of the proposed AMI Plan that rely on the use of remote 
disconnection for nonpayment for residential customers as a means of 
generating additional revenues or lowering operating expenses should be 
rejected. At the very least, there is a need to explore in more detail 
ComEd’s assumptions about the linkage between faster and increased 
disconnections earlier in the collections cycle and the direct and indirect 
implications of this proposal on the ability of residential customers in 
general and vulnerable customers in particular to obtain and retain 
affordable and essential electricity service. 
 

• ComEd should be ordered to comply, at a minimum, with the metrics and 
reporting requirements ordered by the Maryland Public Service 
Commission for AMI deployments, and further order ComEd to consult 
with the parties to this proceeding to develop additional metrics and 
reporting requirements that will reflect its proposed customer benefit 
programs within the next six months or prior to the implementation of 
those programs, particularly with respect to the alleged changes in 
customer behavior and net bill impacts associated with lower consumption 
for customers who make use of the enhanced web portal and the 
promised bill savings associated with the future peak time rebate program.  
 

• ComEd should be required to conduct statistically valid separate surveys 
of its residential customers in Chicago specifically and in areas served 
outside Chicago on an annual basis to obtain the following information for 
low-income customers and each of the customer groups that meet the 
definition of “vulnerable” customers in the ComEd AMI HIA Report 
attached to the testimony of AARP/AG witness Dr. Megan Sandel. This 
information should be presented for both AMI-enabled and traditional 

                                                                                                                                                             
reasonableness of the costs incurred under the AMI Plan.” 
3 Id. 
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metered customers to track the impact of the costs and impacts of AMI 
deployment and customer benefits as follows:   
 

(1) Bill impacts associated with the costs for deployment of smart 
grid modernization 82 and AMI investments for low, average, and 
higher usage level customers pursuant 83 to approved rates and 
surcharges;  

(2) Participation levels by such customer groups in the Company’s 
web portal and the results of such participation on customer usage;  

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

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

(5) Key indicia associated with credit and collection activities 
targeted to these customers, such as deposit requirement, 
disconnection notices, and disconnections for nonpayment.  

 

II. ComEd’s proposed AMI Plan offers highly speculative benefits, while 
shifting risks to consumers and ignoring high societal costs relating 
to health and safety. 

 

ComEd projects that the operational benefits and enhanced delivery service 

revenues of its AMI Plan will total $2.306 billion over a 20-year period, that other 

benefits relating to energy revenues will total $2.307 billion, and that customers will 

experience $2.607 billion in benefits that are in excess of costs.4  Over a 10-year period, 

ComEd calculates a net present value of $1.271 billion.5  The costs include a proposed 

budget for a consumer education and outreach effort that totals $27.7 million.6   

                                                 
4 ComEd Ex. 6.02. 
5 Id. 
6 Id. 
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It is impossible from the record of this case to determine the average bill impacts 

to residential electric consumers overall (much less what the specific impacts are 

expected to be on lower usage customers, or on low-income residential customers), 

because ComEd has refused to provide any customer class specific bill impacts.7  

Rather, ComEd points to the Black & Veatch calculations of average impacts for the 

total of all ComEd customers, calculated on per-meter basis and not on a per-customer 

basis.8  

These calculations show that the monthly per meter bill impact will increase for 

years 2012 through 2016, with the highest bill impact at $1.43 per month in 2013, 

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

deployment plan are in fact achieved starting in 2017.9  The record does not reflect the 

combined bill impact of the proposed AMI deployment, the costs of implementing the 

customer PTR program, or the costs of the system-wide modernization expenditures to 

be reflected in future formula rate filings.  However, there is little doubt that customer bill 

impacts will increase in the early years of AMI deployment, even under ComEd’s 

customer-wide estimates. 

 According to ComEd’s own projections, customers will not receive a cumulative 

net positive impact from the AMI Plan until 2021.10  AG witness Hornby testifies that 

considerable uncertainty exists as to whether the AMI Plan is cost beneficial to 

                                                 
7 As discussed infra, this lack of evidence regarding residential customer benefits is particularly 
concerning given the scope and scale of adverse health and safety impacts to certain residential 
customers which are documented in the Health Impact Assessment (“HIA”) report that is sponsored by 
AARP/AG witness Dr. Megan Sandel. (AARP/AG Ex. 2.3). 
8 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, p. 7, lines 145-149 (ComEd responses to AG Data Requests 1.06 and 2.08). 
9 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, p. 7, lines 151-154. 
10 Table A-4 of Exhibit 6.02, Line 31. 
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consumers at all.11  Mr. Hornby points out that ComEd’s results overstate the benefit to 

cost ratio of the AMI Plan and of its net present value (“NPV”) for three reasons.  First, 

the Base Case for which ComEd has calculated these results does not reflect currently 

effective customer notification requirements. Second, the discount rates the Company 

used to calculate the benefit to cost ratio and the NPV under its Base Case are too low. 

Third, the number of years that ComEd used in its calculation of benefits and costs is 

too long.12 

ComEd’s cost benefit analysis witness, Mr. Trump, acknowledged that the utility 

involved in a recent Maryland Public Service Commission (“Maryland PSC”) decision 

performed a cost benefit analysis using a discount rate that was much higher (the 

weighted average cost of capital) than employed in ComEd’s analysis.13  Mr. Trump 

also acknowledged that the Maryland PSC had expressed serious concerns about the 

useful life of AMI meters from a depreciation perspective.14  The Maryland PSC found 

that finding that the expected life for AMI meters may be closer to 10 years, rather than 

the 15 years or longer life assumed in ComEd’s analysis.15  Furthermore, even though 

Mr. Trump did not know the terms of the warranty provided by the manufacturer for the 

meters proposed in the AMI Plan, he did recall that the warranty period provided for the 

meters used in ComEd’s AMI pilot program had been “at least three years, if not five 

years”16 

                                                 
11 AG Ex. 1.0, p. 5. 
12 Id., pp. 7-14. 
13 Transcript, p. 387. Cross Ex. 17. 
14 Transcript, p. 387. 
15 Re: PEPCO, Case No. 9207, Maryland PSC Order No. 83571, issued on September 2, 2010, p. 37. 
16 Transcript, p. 388. 
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The calculation of benefits in Black and Veatch analysis assumes that “benefits” 

in the form of operational cost reductions will occur. With regard to potential “negative 

impacts,” the analysis states, “Consumer and public health and safety concerns, as 

identified in the ISSGG report, are out of the scope of the cost and benefit analysis 

presented here.”17  ComEd witness Harris stated that a proper cost benefit analysis 

should include all identifiable societal costs, as well as all societal benefits.18  However, 

he made no attempt to weigh any health and safety impacts in its cost benefit analysis.  

In fact, the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Harris was severely dismissive of the vast evidence 

of health and safety concerns presented in the testimony of Dr. Megan Sandel (and the 

attached Health Impact Assessment prepared by the National Center for Legal-Medical 

Partnership) and in the testimony of AARP/AG witness Barbara Alexander, implying that 

the only costs and benefits that should be calculated relate to electric distribution rate 

design.19 

AARP takes a skeptical view of ComEd’s speculative and deficient cost benefit 

analysis, and recommends that the Commission reject the AMI Plan as proposed.  

AARP’s view of ComEd’s proposed AMI Plan is similar to the conclusion reached by the 

Maryland PSC in its rejection of Baltimore Gas & Electric’s (“BGE’s”) original AMI 

proposal: 

The Proposal asks BGE’s ratepayers to take significant financial and 
technological risks and adapt to categorical changes in rate design, all in 
exchange for savings that are largely indirect, highly contingent and a long way 
off. We are not persuaded that this bargain is cost-effective or serves the public 
interest, at least not in its current form.20 

                                                 
17 ComEd Ex. 6.02, Table 3-1, p. 3-2. 
18 Transcript, pp. 65-67. 
19 See ComEd Ex. 7.0, p. 8. 
20 Re: Baltimore Gas & Electric, Case No. 9208, Maryland PSC Order No. 83410, issued on June 21, 
2010, p. 1. 
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III. ComEd’s proposed AMI Plan will result in increased health and 
safety risks resulting from certain uses of the remote disconnection 
functionality of the AMI system. 

 

Although ComEd’s cost benefit analysis ignores societal health and safety costs 

altogether, the Black & Veatch model does contain a sensitivity analysis that explores 

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

disconnect when the service is disconnected for nonpayment.”21 Black & Veatch 

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

that would potentially require a customer notification visit each year and the number of 

premise visits would rise with the installation of smart meters to 200,000 per year in 

year. ComEd provided information to Black and Veatch about the costs of a customer 

notification requirement, assumed to be $61 per “truck roll” for each disconnect action, 

resulting in a negative financial impact and a reduction in net present value of 

approximately $250 million.22 

The Black & Veatch report’s explanation of its “Reduction in Bad Debt Expense” 

calculation states that the functional requirements to achieve this benefit include the 

“[e]nablement of remote disconnect/reconnect switch.  Also, new business rules for cut 

off thresholds (time and dollar outstanding based).”23  This analysis also states that the 

use of the disconnect switch to “disconnect sooner in the cycle” will result in an 

estimated increase in disconnections from 124,597 in 2010 to 205,000 disconnections, 

the bulk of which is related to residential customers.  Black & Veatch estimates a new 

                                                 
21 ComEd Ex. 6.02, page 10-3. 
22 Id. 
23 ComEd Ex. 6.02, page C-8. 
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bad debt 203 expense level of $33 million (compared to the $63 million in 2010) with 

this remote disconnection functionality.24   

The testimony of AARP/AG witness Dr. Megan Sandel presents the Health 

Impact Assessment (“HIA Report”) developed by the Legal-Medical Partnership in 

anticipation of ComEd’s AMI pilot program, which provides the Commission with a vast 

amount of data connecting increased disconnections of residential electric service and 

the risk of serious health risks for vulnerable customers.25  Based on the ComEd AMI 

HIA literature reviews, this report documents the risks for fires, deaths, and severe 

morbidity, such as unnecessary hospitalization related to loss of electricity from remote 

disconnection for nonpayment.  The Commission should take the HIA Report into 

consideration as it carefully reviews and evaluates the costs and the benefits of AMI, 

looking at this case from the perspective of vulnerable customers and those most 

vulnerable to higher prices for essential electricity service.  

Dr. Sandel also testifies as to her personal opinion as a medical professional 

regarding the increased risks of unintentional injury and premature death that could 

result from ComEd’s proposed use of AMI technology for the remote disconnection for 

nonpayment.26   She explains that these risks are not only amplified as a result of an 

increased pace of disconnections for nonpayment due to the remote disconnect 

capability, but also as a result of implementing an AMI plan that envisions the 

elimination of an attempted in-person contact on residential premises immediately prior 

to disconnection.27 

                                                 
24 ComEd Ex. 6.02, page C-9. 
25 AARP/AG Ex. 2.3. 
26 AARP/AG Ex. 2.0, p. 4. 
27 Id. 
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Information provided by the City of Chicago further explains, through its response 

to AG data requests, how the proposed AMI Plan will impact social services in the city 

as a result of increased disconnections.  Cross Exhibit 10 provides this detail: 

Electricity is a necessary part of modern life. Increased disconnections will very 
likely lead to increased reliance on support and emergency services provided by 
the City, other governmental entities, and social service agencies. 

 
Examples of where disconnected customers may need access to such services 
include the following. When people do not have electricity, they will sometimes 
engage in risky behaviors such as using candles for light, and gas stoves or 
ovens for heat. Such behaviors can lead to emergencies to which the City 
responds. During the winter, heating systems (electric heating and forced air 
non-electric) require electricity, and the loss of electric utility service result in a 
need for assistance from City agencies. On hot days, people who do not have air 
conditioning or fans may have to rely on cooling centers, libraries, and other 
public facilities to relieve heat-related stress. 

 
The City operates six designated warming and cooling centers, and the City uses 
other public and community facilities as needed. Although some of these other 
“as needed” facilities are City facilities that would otherwise be open, designating 
them as warming or cooling centers would likely require extra staffing, extra 
outreach, and potentially keeping these facilities open for extra hours. 

 
In addition, the City encourages residents to call the City’s 311 system for many 
reasons, including: locating a cooling or warming center; requesting a well-being 
check for at-risk neighbors or relatives; reporting inadequate heat in a residence; 
learning about home heating assistance programs; or connecting to shelter or 
supportive services. Presumably the need for such services would increase if 
more people are disconnected. 

 
The increase in demand for such services would likely affect the City’s Police, 
Fire, and Family and Support Services Departments.28 
 

ComEd’s AMI Deployment Plan states, “The use of the switch for non-payment 

disconnect will be done in a manner that is compliant with ICC rules,”29 and further 

states “With the implementation of smart meters and the associated systems 

                                                 
28 Cross Ex. 10, pp. 2-3 (City Response to AG Data Request 1.02). 
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integration, the process to disconnect power (in compliance with ICC rules) and the 

corresponding reconnection of electric service will be effected using the remote service 

switch and without the associated time lag required for manual reconnection.”30 

However, these statements of reassurance beg the question: How exactly does ComEd 

interpret the Commission’s rules with regard to disconnection for nonpayment?   

There is sharp disagreement among the parties to this case regarding the proper 

interpretation of the requirements of the Commission’s current Part 280.130(d) rule.  

AARP believes that this rule requires a ComEd employee to make a safety check visit to 

the customer’s premise and attempt to directly contact the customer (knocking on the 

customer’s door) immediately prior to disconnection.  At the evidentiary hearing in this 

case, ComEd’s chief regulatory compliance witness, Mr. Harris, stated his opinion that 

the Commission’s rules do not require any specific disconnection procedure31, and 

further stated that ComEd currently has no general policy regarding disconnection 

procedures.32  Upon further cross-examination, Mr. Harris stated that ComEd has no 

plans to include a door knock or any premise visit whatsoever in conjunction with 

disconnection for nonpayment, under the proposed AMI Plan.33  Furthermore, the Black 

and Veatch cost benefit analysis (submitted as ComEd Ex. 6.02) assumes that the AMI 

system will be used to implement remote disconnection for nonpayment without any 

premise visit.34 

                                                                                                                                                             
29 AMI Plan, p. 30 (“Remote Connect/Disconnect” paragraph 11). 
30 AMI Plan, p. 40. 
31 Transcript, p. 39. 
32 Transcript, pp. 43-44. 
33 Transcript, pp. 46-48. 
34 Ibid at 40. 
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The Commission's current rule Part 280.130(d) clearly states that the utility shall 

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

the time service is being discontinued." This important requirement for an attempt in-

person notification (door knock) is in addition to a requirement that if disconnection 

cannot be accomplished "during a call made at the customer's premise," the utility shall 

attempt to leave a notice "at the premise or billing address" informing the customer that 

disconnection was attempted and their service continues to be subject to disconnection. 

This provision of current regulations was drafted and has been implemented during an 

era when the customer’s meter could not be physically disconnected or connected 

without a premise visit and mechanical action taken with respect to the meter itself, and 

has generally been assumed to require an attempt at personal contact with the 

customer. There are other important consumer protection issues beyond mere due 

process concerns which associated with this premise visit and the attempt to contact the 

customer prior to disconnection for nonpayment, all of which are set forth in the GCI and 

AARP testimony before the Commission in the pending Part 280 rulemaking (Docket 

06-0703).    

AARP does not seek to resolve that future rulemaking issue in this AMI 

deployment plan proceeding.  However, it is essential that the Commission understand 

in this case what ComEd disconnect practices are now in place and what protections 

and safeguards will be employed by ComEd under its proposed AMI Plan under the 

current Part 280.130(d) rule.  This understanding is necessary in order for the 

Commission to make an informed decision as to whether the AMI Plan is truly cost 

beneficial, as well as to ensure that electric distribution service provided through any 
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future AMI deployment continues to constitute “safe and adequate service” under Illinois 

law. 

Most importantly, this requirement of personal notification helps to ensure that 

serious health and safety conditions may be identified on-site and potentially corrected.  

If the premise visit is eliminated and all notification of disconnections for nonpayment 

are made in an impersonalized manner (robo-calls and form letters), situations that are 

dangerous to health and safety will unnoticed and uncorrected.  In addition, certain 

customers who suffer from physical or mental deficiencies may not be able to fully 

appreciate the severity of a threatened disconnection in the same way from mere robo-

calls and form letters as last chance notification may be conveyed through personal 

contact on their premises. 

According to ComEd, “There is no exclusive training for disconnection of service” 

and field technicians obtain classroom instruction on the “proper practices for 

disconnection of service along w/all field work activities.”35   After an order for physical 

disconnection of service is issued:  

The field technician verifies the correct address and, upon entering the premises, 
announces his/her presence. He/she then verifies that the meter number 
matches the order, performs a visual inspection of the meter fitting (looking to 
ensure if any unsafe conditions exists that would prevent him from removing the 
meter), then proceeds to remote the meter and install a “sleeve” on the meter to 
prevent the flow of electricity prior to reinstalling the meter. The field technician 
then verifies a final time that the meter number matches the order and leaves the 
premises.36 

 

                                                 
35 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, p. 11 (ComEd Response to AG.1.10). 
36 Id. 
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ComEd operations witness Mr. O’Toole stated that ComEd does not follow any 

particular disconnection notice procedure.37  And although Mr. O’Toole professed to 

know very little about ComEd’s actual disconnection practices at the evidentiary 

hearing, he stated that an attempt to make direct contact with the customer does not 

now occur during most disconnections for nonpayment.  He stated that a “field 

notification call” (automated call or “robo-call”) is made, but it is not necessarily made 

contemporaneously with the disconnection of service.38   

Currently, when a ComEd employee disconnects electric service at the premise, 

that employee may “announce his presence”, and according to Mr. O’Toole, that 

announcement is not made after a knock on the customer’s door.39  He further 

elaborated: 

Q: So can we infer from the word "announcing his or her presence," that 
it's simply a person --say, for example, would it be correct to assume that 
it's a person walking onto someone's property and yelling "ComEd"? 

 
Mr. O’Toole: From my understanding that could be one method of 
announcing.40 
 

The “clarifications” by ComEd witnesses at the evidentiary hearing in this case 

regarding its “notification” procedures (or lack thereof) at the point of disconnection 

suggests to AARP that the utility is currently in violation of the Part 280.130(d) rule.   

ComEd’s answers regarding its current disconnection practices are surprising, 

particularly in light of the fact that other electric distribution utilities in Illinois do correctly 

follow Part 280.130(d) rule.  Ameren Illinois Utilities (“Ameren”) responded to a data 

request in its proposed Smart Grid Performance Metrics proceeding (Docket No. 12-

                                                 
37 ComEd Ex. 8.0, Lines 114-116. 
38 Transcript, pp. 108; 163. 
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0089) and its proposed AMI Plan proceeding (Docket No. 12-0244) that explicitly 

described its procedures to implement a disconnection for nonpayment for residential 

customers:  

AG Data Request: Please indicate what procedures Ameren field personnel 
follow when disconnecting residential customers due to nonpayment. In the 
response, please indicate what if any contact is provided to the residential 
customer subject to disconnection at the time of disconnection.  
 
Ameren: Customer contact is attempted before the actual physical disconnection. 
The customer receives a bill which provides all pertinent usage and balance 
information along with a due date. If unpaid, the customer receives a disconnect 
notice in accordance with Part 280 giving the past due balance and a date in 
which it needs paid to avoid disconnection. The notice contains literature 
describing payment arrangements, assistance options, payment options, and the 
Call Center phone number and hours of operation. Additionally, each residential 
customer receives an automated call again advising them of the balance and the 
date by which to pay. Balance and payment information is available 24/7 both 
through the phone system and on Ameren Illinois’ website. 
 
After all attempts to solicit payment have failed, the disconnection order is sent to 
the field to be worked. The field technicians work from terminals in their vehicles 
which operate in real-time. Any arrangements or payments made by the 
customer update their systems immediately. Customers are given up to the point 
of physical disconnection to make payment and/or payment arrangements. Upon 
arriving at the customer’s premises, the field technician attempts to make contact 
by knocking at the door. If the customer is home, the technician can speak with 
the customer and hand deliver a door tag. That door tag gives the Call Center 
phone number, website information, a phone number for Western 
Union/Speedpay to make payments as well as a safety message regarding the 
main breaker and pilot relight. If the customer is not home, the technician will 
hang the door tag at the customer’s front entrance.41 

 

 

In response to questions as to what disconnection practices ComEd will follow 

under any approved AMI Plan, Mr. O’Toole’s testimony appeared to suggest that 

ComEd is looking to the Commission for clarification in this case: 

                                                                                                                                                             
39 Transcript, pp. 109-110. 
40 Transcript, p. 110. 
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“For the AMI switch, we have not developed all the business processes 
that are going to change as a result of the technology. Those are yet to 
come. So until we start working, if the Plan is approved by the ICC, then 
we will design processes to use all the technology. And those processes 
have not yet been designed.”42 

. . . 

“Q: What is the Company's position as to how the notice to customers related to 
disconnections for nonpayment will change? 

 
A:  With the AMI meter? 

 
Q: Yeah. 

 
A: As I was saying earlier, we haven't designed the process yet. So that's one of 
many processes yet to be designed. And when we get to doing those designs, 
we will have the right subject matter experts and -- involved in helping us 
interpret what the current policy – Commission policy is for that, and then that's 
how we'll design the use of the technology.”43 

 

Accordingly, AARP urges the Commission to clarify what will be expected of 

ComEd under the current Part 280.130(d) rule, regardless of what version of the AMI 

Plan, if any, is approved.  Such a clarification would be similar to the statements made 

by the Commission regarding disconnection procedures in the Final Order in ComEd’s 

AMI pilot case (Docket No. 09—0263), when the Commission specifically directed 

ComEd to continue the practice of premise visits and customer contact, despite the 

installation in the pilot of technology (AMI) that enabled remote disconnection, thereby 

reinforcing the importance of on-site visit and in-person contact at the time of 

disconnection for nonpayment of a utility bill: 

“Commission Analysis and Conclusions  
We agree with the AG/AARP, CUB and the IBEW insofar a remote disconnection 
should occur in a manner that is consistent with current Illinois law, the regulation cited 
above. The regulation, cited above, clearly contemplates a site visit by a utility 
                                                                                                                                                             
41 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, pp. 12-13. 
42 Transcript, p. 105. 
43 Transcript, pp. 116-117. 
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employee upon disconnection. While we acknowledge that the language in this 
regulation may have contemplated the world as it existed before AMI technology, a site 
visit upon disconnection affords a valuable service to consumers, and, in certain 
circumstances, (e.g., when a safety issue is detected upon the site visit) to ComEd. 
ComEd shall not remotely disconnect a program participant unless such disconnection 
is in accordance with 83 Ill. 346 Adm. Code 280.130(d) and any other pertinent laws 
that are in effect at the time of disconnection.”44 
 

In doing so, the Commission denied ComEd's explicit request in its Brief on Exceptions 

in that case to make a contrary interpretation on this point.45  

 Even more recently, the Commission issued this clarification in its Final Order in 

Ameren Illinois Metrics case, reaffirming the importance of the premise visit requirement 

for ensuring health and safety at the point of disconnection: 

“. . . [T]he Commission wishes to make clear that regardless of the technical capabilities 
of a meter, the on-site contact and premises visit shall be retained, given the existing 
language of Section 280.130(d) and the important consumer protections associated with 
this premise visit and final attempt to contact the customer prior to disconnection for 
nonpayment of a utility bill.  The Commission continues to believe that Section 
280.130(d) is an important consumer protection that can prevent dangerous health and 
safety conditions due to the loss of essential electricity service.  In support of this 
assertion, the Commission cites Docket No. 09-0263, which concerned ComEd’s AMI 
pilot program.  At the present time Section 280.130(d) requires notice at a premise prior 
to disconnection for nonpayment.”46 (Emphasis added). 
 

                                                 
44 Docket 09-0263, Final Order issued on October 14, 2009, p. 34. See also 
45 Docket 09-0263, ComEd BOE at 34 (Exception #7). 
46 Docket No. 12-0089, Final Order issued on May 29, 2012, pp. 14-15. 
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AARP/AG witness Barbara Alexander testified with regard to three recent 

decisions by other state public utility commissions (New York, Ohio, and Maryland) to 

rejected proposals to eliminate important consumer protections associated with 

disconnection of service for nonpayment for residential customers in the context of AMI 

deployment and the use of the remote disconnection functionality of this system for both 

pilots and full scale deployment.47  These states have rejected proposals to eliminate 

these consumer protections even though such rejection has resulted in lower savings 

associated with AMI on the grounds that the disconnection of residential customers may 

result in dangerous health and safety conditions due to the loss of essential electricity 

service. Indeed, the very foundation of the current consumer protection rules is the 

notion that disconnection of electricity carries important health and safety 

consequences.48  

Especially, in light of the controversy regarding potential violations of the 

Commission’s current Part 280.130(d) rule, AARP recommends that the Commission 

order ComEd to explicitly document how it will comply with this current premise visit and 

customer contact requirement under its AMI Plan and then re-submit a cost-benefit 

analysis that assumes compliance with this regulation. Furthermore, the Company 

should be encouraged to make changes in its current procedures, where it is 

determined to be cost effective, to better target disconnections earlier in the collection 

cycle and engage in more proactive outreach through electronic communications and 

telephone attempts prior to sending the field technician for the required premise visit. 

There are many potential improvements or reforms that could reduce uncollectible 

                                                 
47 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, pp. 15-17. 
48 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, pp. 17-18. 
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expense and offset the increased costs associated with a premise visit, without relying 

on remote disconnection.49  The Company’s current policies may allow customers to 

build up large arrears balances prior to disconnection, but that is a function of its current 

collection policies and decisions about the allocation of resources and how it chooses to 

deploy field personnel and manage collection activities. The Company’s assumption 

that a vast increase in the volume of disconnections will occur as documented in the 

Black and Veatch analysis has important safety and health implications that this 

Commission may want to take into account when considering the proposal to change 

the current regulation in the Part 280 proceeding. However, in the context of this 

proceeding, AARP urges the Commission to reject that portion of this AMI deployment 

plan that relies on the use of remote disconnection for nonpayment for residential 

customers as a means of generating additional revenues or lowering operating 

expenses.  At the very least, there is a need to explore in more detail ComEd’s 

assumptions about the linkage between faster and increased disconnections earlier in 

the collections cycle and the direct and indirect implications of this proposal on the 

ability of residential customers in general, and vulnerable customers in particular, to 

obtain and retain affordable and essential electricity service.  

 

IV. ComEd’s proposed metrics and reporting requirements are deficient. 
 

ComEd did not provide a comprehensive list of proposed reporting and 

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

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

                                                 
49 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, pp.18-19. 
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accompanied by any specific definitions, failed to identify the source of the data that 

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

costs and benefits projected to result from this AMI deployment plan.50 Upon request, 

ComEd provided a list of its proposed performance metrics and reporting requirements 

in its Response to AG.1.12, Supplemental.51  ComEd’s proposed list of tracking and 

reporting measures primarily emphasizes “counting” events and installation milestones, 

but fails to include the tracking of actual results from the customer’s perspective. 

Furthermore, the proposal fails to include requirements to track the actual costs 

that ComEd has incurred compared to the estimated cost input reflected in the Black & 

Veatch cost benefit model. Nor does this list include all of the measurements of 

potential customer benefits listed in the Black & Veatch report associated with actual 

changes in customer behavior through use of the web portal or participation in the PTR 

program. Finally, the proposed list does not properly reflect any performance metrics 

associated with the proposed $27.7 million customer education plan in terms of 

measuring the effectiveness of these expenditures, use of local community 

organizations, or measurements of the experiences of vulnerable customers in the 

implementation of the AMI deployment plan and customer benefit programs.52 

AARP/AG witness Barbara Alexander recommends the use of several metrics 

and reporting requirements adopted by the Maryland PSC as conditions for full-scale 

deployment of AMI that can be relied upon to require additional reporting requirements 

for ComEd.  As an example, the approved Phase I Reporting Plan in effect for Baltimore 

Gas & Electric and Potomac Electric Power Co. in Maryland for their respective AMI 

                                                 
50 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, p. 19. 
51 AARP/AG Ex. 1.3 
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deployments is attached to Ms. Alexander’s testimony.53  These reporting requirements 

reflect the deployment phase of this multi-year program. Additional metrics and 

reporting requirements are being developed for Phase II, relating to the implementation 

of customer benefit programs, such as the PTR program that both Maryland utilities will 

implement in 2013.54  Ms. Alexander recommends that ComEd be required to comply, 

at a minimum, with the metrics and reporting requirements already approved for the 

Maryland utilities. She further recommends that ComEd be ordered to consult with the 

parties to this proceeding to develop additional metrics and reporting requirements that 

will reflect its proposed customer benefit programs within the next six months or prior to 

the implementation of those programs. In this latter category she recommends that the 

Company be required to document the impact of its proposed enhanced web portal on 

customer usage and the future PTR program on customer peak load reduction in a 

statistically valid manner. In both programs, she recommends that the Company 

document and report the impact of these programs on participating customer bills and 

all customers in the form of lower electricity prices.55  

One of the key recommendations of the Health Impact Assessment Report, 

sponsored by AARP/AG witness Dr. Megan Sandel, is the need to focus on the impacts 

of the costs and benefits of AMI deployment on “vulnerable” customers.56  In addition to 

low income customers, this term is defined as those customers with an elderly, 

disabled, or very young member of the household, as well as those who rely on a 

                                                                                                                                                             
52 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, p. 20. 
53 Exhibit AARP/AG 1.4 
54 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, p. 21. 
55 Id. 
56 AARP/AG Ex. 2.3, p. 85. 
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language other than English.57 Utilities do not typically track or identify customers that 

meet these requirements unless, for example, the low-income household participates in 

a bill payment assistance program that is reflected in the utility’s customer service 

database.  The availability of this information is vital to determining whether these 

vulnerable customers actually see the benefits of this AMI deployment that ComEd has 

promised. Furthermore, this HIA Report has clearly documented that ComEd serves a 

large number of such customers and that they are particularly susceptible to adverse 

health and safety consequences when electricity is unaffordable and actions are taken, 

such as faster and more frequent disconnection of service, that threaten access to 

affordable electric service. Therefore, AARP recommends that ComEd be required to 

conduct statistically valid separate surveys of its residential customers in Chicago 

specifically and in areas served outside Chicago on an annual basis to obtain the 

following information for low income and each of the customer groups that meet the 

definition of “vulnerable” customers in the HIA Report. This information should be 

gathered for customers whose AMI meters are activated and those without the new 

metering system to see if there is a difference in customer response. The following 

reporting requirements should be required, as recommended by AARP/AG witness 

Alexander: 

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

modernization and AMI investments for low, average, and higher usage level 

customers for each of these customer groups pursuant to approved rates and 

surcharges;  

                                                 
57 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, pp. 21-22. 
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(2) Participation by such customer groups in the Company’s web portal and the 

results of such participation on customer usage;  

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

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

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

requirements, issuance of disconnection notices, and disconnection for 

nonpayment.58 

 
 
V. CONCLUSION  

 

WHEREFORE, AARP urges the Commission to enter an order in this proceeding 

in accordance with the arguments presented in this Initial Brief.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 
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58 AARP/AG Ex. 1.0, p. 23. 
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