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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY   )   
        )  
Petition for Statutory Approval of a Smart Grid  ) Docket No. 12-0298 
Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment Plan  ) 
Pursuant to Section 16-108.6 of the     ) 
Public Utilities Act          ) 
 
 

REPLY BRIEF OF THE  
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 

 

 The People of the State of Illinois, by and through Lisa Madigan, Attorney General of 

the State of Illinois (“the People” or the “AG”), pursuant to Part 200.800 of the Rules of 

Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“the Commission”), 83 Ill.Admin.Code Part 

200.800 and the schedule established by the Administrative Law Judge, hereby file their 

Reply Brief in the above-captioned proceeding. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

ComEd’s Brief highlights the “accelerated review” of participating utilities’ AMI plans 

that Section 16-108.6 of the Public Utilities Act (“the Act”) allows, and notes that “the 

Commission must approve an AMI Plan, as proposed or modified, if (the Section 16-108.6) 

standards are met.”  ComEd Brief at 2.  The 60-day review process should not force the 

Commission to rubber stamp a Plan that the evidence shows that (1) even if one accepts all of the 

Company’s projections, the benefit cost ratio of the AMI Plan is only marginally greater than 1, 

and (2) if the actual value of any of these benefits proves to be materially less than the 

Company’s projections, the actual net benefits to customers will be correspondingly less.  
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Should the Commission take the leap of faith ComEd proposes and approve the Plan, it 

should and must modify the Plan in four important ways.  First the Commission should direct 

ComEd to include a premise visit and in-person customer notification at the time of 

disconnections for nonpayment in any AMI Plan approved by the Commission, similar to the 

procedures followed by Ameren Illinois Company1 and as required under the current Part 

280.130(d).  This directive should include the requirement that ComEd correct its current 

disconnections procedures to include an attempt at customer contact (a knock on the door) at the 

time of disconnections for nonpayment.  Second, the Commission should order ComEd to 

modify its AMI deployment decisions to be  made in conjunction with a review of the 

Company’s infrastructure reliability investments required under Section 16-108.5 of the Act, as 

well as the Company’s performance under the System Average Interruption Frequency Index 

(“SAIFI”) and Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (“CAIDI”) metrics, so that 

distribution system areas most troubled by outages and other service interruptions have the 

benefit of this remote detection capability.  Third, the Company should be required to offer a 

new optional (opt-in) Time-of-Use (“TOU”) rate in addition to its proposed new Peak Time 

Rebate (PTR) in order to increase the value of the AMI plan to customers who have the 

flexibility to shift some portion of their use from peak periods to off-peak periods.   Fourth, the 

Commission should require ComEd’s Plan to include additional metrics that would ensure that, 

in particular, vulnerable populations are not harmed by the deployment of AMI and that alleged 

benefits associated are, in fact, realized.  

 

  

 
                                                
1 See the AG Initial Brief at 18-19. 
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II. COMED’s PROPOSED AMI  STRATEGY AND THE RECORD EVIDENCE 
DEMAND COMMISSION GUIDANCE ON MAINTAINING A SITE VISIT AND 
CUSTOMER CONTACT AT THE TIME OF DISCONNECTION FOR 
NONPAYMENT BOTH NOW AND IN A POST-AMI ENVIRONMENT. 
 

In both the record evidence and in its Brief, ComEd has made clear its strategy for 

accruing operational benefits includes utilization of AMI’s remote disconnect technology and 

eliminating any in-person contact of a customer at the time of disconnection.  See, e.g., Tr. at 47-

48.  ComEd argues that “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 nonpayment should be authorized,’ citing the Rebuttal testimony of ComEd 

witness Louis Harris.  ComEd Brief at 20.  The Company asserts that the debate over “door 

knock” rules is pending in ICC Docket No. 06-0703, and that the issue of whether a door knock 

is required at the time of customer disconnections for nonpayment “does not affect, factually or 

legally, whether the AMI Plan meets any of the statutory criteria for its approval.”  Id.   

While Section 16-108.6 of the Act does not specifically list Part 280 compliance as a 

condition for AMI Plan approval, ComEd is obliged to propose a Plan that is compliant with 

both the Public Utilities Act (“the Act”) as a whole and the Commission’s rules, including the 

Part 280 consumer protection utility requirements.  ComEd’s AMI proposal, which contemplates 

no customer contact at the time of disconnection for nonpayment, has put this issue front and 

center before the Commission.  ComEd’s claim that how it notifies customers at the time of 

disconnection for nonpayment is irrelevant to the Commission’s review of its AMI Plan in this 

docket is wrong.  First and foremost, the Commission must ensure that the Plan complies with 

the Act as a whole and its rules, including Part 280 consumer protection provisions.  See, e.g. 
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220 ILCS 5/4-101.2  The People and AARP have raised the issue of how ComEd complies with 

Part 280 rules because ComEd has made it an issue – first, by admitting that it currently does not 

follow Part 280 customer notification requirements and, second, by proposing a Plan that omits a 

critical customer notification requirement at the time of disconnection.   

ComEd further opines that the issue of whether a ‘door knock’ is currently required at the 

time of disconnection for nonpayment is at issue in Docket No. 06-0703.  Once again, ComEd is 

wrong on that point.   What is at issue in that docket is how the existing Part 280 rules will be 

modified going forward.  ComEd itself specifically stated in its Brief in that docket that whether 

a door knock is required under the current rule is not at issue in that docket.  See ICC Docket No. 

06-0703, ComEd Brief at 22.   

On the contrary, the evidence in this docket shows, as discussed in the AG and AARP 

Initial briefs, that ComEd not only proposes a Plan that is not compliant with the Part 

280.130(d), but also that ComEd’s current practices do not comply with that rule.  See AG Initial 

Brief at 12-27.  Putting aside the issue of whether the ComEd Plan is cost-beneficial, Section 16-

108.6 specifically provides Commission modification of AMI proposals.3  The People and 

AARP are urging the Commission to provide the guidance that ComEd’s evidentiary 

presentation makes clear it requires on the need to retain a site visit at the time of disconnections 

                                                
2 Sec. 4-101 states:  “The Commerce Commission shall have general supervision of all public utilities, except as 
otherwise provided in this Act, shall inquire into the management of the business thereof and shall keep itself 
informed as to the manner and method in which the business is conducted. It shall examine those public utilities and 
keep informed as to their general condition, their franchises, capitalization, rates and other charges, and the manner 
in which their plants, equipment and other property owned, leased, controlled or operated are managed, conducted 
and operated, not only with respect to the adequacy, security and accommodation afforded by their service but also 
with respect to their compliance with this Act and any other law, with the orders of the Commission and with the 
charter and franchise requirements.”  220 ILCS 5/ 4-101 (emphasis added). 
3 Section 16-108.6 provides:  “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.”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.6 (emphasis 
added). 
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for nonpayment.  Such guidance is necessary to ensure that the AMI Plan is compliant with 

existing Part 280 Commission rules regarding required, in-person customer notice at the time of 

such disconnections – particularly in light of the significant increases in disconnections that the 

Company predicts will occur in a post-AMI environment.  The need to retain an on-site customer 

contact attempt at the time of disconnection remains critical to ensuring the health and safety of 

ComEd’s most vulnerable customers, as the evidence provided by Dr. Sandel shows.  See 

AARP/AG Ex. 2.0, gen’ly. 

While on the one hand arguing that the issue of how it notifies customers at the time of 

disconnection is irrelevant, ComEd also nevertheless argues in its Brief that 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.”  While Mr. O’Toole admitted during cross 

examination that ComEd workers do not attempt customer contact at the time of disconnection 

(Tr. 110), no evidence exists in the record that this customer contact requirement in Part 

280.130(d) is in any way “risky and often hazardous”, aside from ComEd witness Harris’ vague 

reference to meters being “warded by ferocious animals.”  ComEd Ex. 7.0 at 10.4  On the other 

hand, the record evidence unequivocally shows that ComEd currently is in violation of the 

customer notice requirement at the time of disconnection for nonpayment provided under Part 

280.130(d).  Tr. at 110.  The Commission cannot ignore that fact, as ComEd implores the 

Commission to do.   

ComEd further states in its Brief that it “will comply with the statutes and regulations 

regarding disconnection, including notice prior to disconnection for non-payment, just as ComEd 

                                                
4 Neither the AG nor AARP have ever demanded ComEd put its employees in harm’s way – in this docket or in 
Docket No. 06-0703.  Part 280.130(d) requires an “attempt” at customer notification at the time service is being 
disconnected.  ComEd’s implied suggestion that it is too dangerous to comply with Part 280.130(d) should be 
rejected.   
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always has.”  ComEd Brief at 20.  But as the People and AARP noted in their Initial briefs, 

ComEd currently misinterprets what constitutes compliance with the Part 280 customer 

notification requirement, and is currently not in compliance with the rule. Mr. O’Toole testified 

that he was unclear as to exactly what happened when ComEd employees disconnect a customer 

when they arrive at a customer’s property, but did clarify that no door knock or attempt at actual 

customer contact at the time of disconnection occurs.  Tr. at 110.  Moreover, ComEd witness 

Harris was clear in noting that ComEd has no plans to include a field visit and customer contact, 

such as a door knock, at the time of disconnection for nonpayment under the new AMI Plan.  Tr. 

at 47-48.  So, despite ComEd’s repeated statements in its Plan5, and now again in its Brief, that it 

will implement the remote disconnection function in compliance with ICC regulations, what is 

clear is that it currently misinterprets the regulation.  Commission guidance on this point and 

specific modification of the ComEd AMI Plan, if it is approved, to restore customer contact at 

the time of disconnection is essential to protect the health and safety of ComEd’s most 

vulnerable customers.  See AG Brief at 20-25.  The Commission should order ComEd to 

immediately begin including an attempt at customer contact at the time of the customer premise 

visit and disconnection for nonpayment; and (2) modify the current proposed AMI Plan to 

include a premise visit and an attempt at customer contact at the time of disconnection.   

Finally, ComEd states, “If a ‘door knock’ should be required, ComEd’s processes will 

respect that requirement, whether an AMI meter is present or not.”  ComEd Brief at 21.  It notes, 

too, that it analyzed a “door knock” scenario as a sensitivity in the cost-benefit analysis 

presented.  Id. at 21.  However, a review of that sensitivity and ComEd’s admission that it does 

not now attempt in-person contact at the time of disconnection again highlights the need for 

specific Commission guidance on this issue and enforcement of its existing rules about what 
                                                
5 ComEd AMI Plan at 30, 37, 40. 
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constitutes the appropriate customer contact at the time of disconnection.  The sensitivity 

analysis in the Black & Veatch (“B&V”) report that assumes a premise visit at the time of 

disconnection for nonpayment is unclear as to what was assumed in terms of customer contact.  

The report notes at page 10-3: 

There are certain upfront costs to support the customer notification 
of remote disconnect requirement, including costs for handheld 
meter reading equipment, vehicles for those performing the 
service, IT costs, and back office business process design costs. 
The field visit is assumed to cost ComEd $61 per “truck roll” for 
each disconnect action. The negative financial impact of the 
customer notification of remote disconnect scenario is a reduction 
in NPV to $1,051 million.  

  
ComEd Ex. 6.02 at p. 10-3.  Given ComEd’s stated belief that no attempt at in-

person contact is necessary at the time of disconnection, the Commission’s 

guidance as to how the notification should occur in a post-AMI environment and 

what should be happening now under the current rule is essential.   

III. THE COMMISSION HAS THE AUTHORITY TO MODIFY 
COMED’S DEPLOYMENT SCHEDULE AND PLAN 

 
In discussing its scheduled deployment of AMI, ComEd opines that the plan “provides 

for ‘a deployment schedule and plan that includes deployment of AMI to all customers’ of 

ComEd, as required by EIMA.”  ComEd Brief at 5.  The Company argues no witness claims 

otherwise and, as such, its deployment plan and schedule should be approved. 

As noted in the AG Initial Brief, ComEd’s own Plan details why it makes sense from 

both operational efficiency and improved reliability perspectives to require the Company to 

modify its AMI deployment decisions in conjunction with a review of the Company’s 

infrastructure reliability investments required under Section 16-108.5 of the Act, as well as the 

Company’s performance under the System Average Interruption Frequency Index (“SAIFI”) and 
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Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (“CAIDI”) metrics.  ComEd details in its Plan 

specific operational benefits related to outage management and improved efficiency during 

storms.  See AG Brief at 28-30.  Moreover, Part 411 of the Commission’s rules establishes the 

guidelines and parameters for measuring an electric utility’s reliability performance, and lists 

among the principles for guiding reliability investments the requirement that investments be 

“evaluated considering the costs and benefits of the improvements to the jurisdictional entity and 

to customers.”  83 Ill.Admin.Code Part 411.10(a)(2).  If the Commission approves ComEd’s 

AMI Plan, it should attempt to ensure that the maximum benefits alleged and associated with 

AMI be achieved.  Devising an AMI deployment schedule that takes into account the reliability 

weaknesses of the various ComEd operational centers and the desire to maximize the dollar 

benefits associated with fewer outage-related truck rolls is a common sense requirement that will 

help ensure that all customers, not just those who are able to participate in dynamic pricing plans, 

receive benefits from any AMI installation.  The Commission should adopt the People’s 

recommendation on this point. 

 
 
IV. THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED METRICS SHOULD INCLUDE 

THOSE ADOPTED BY THE MARYLAND PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION AND RECOMMENDED IN THE COMED AMI 
HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT. 

 
In its Brief, ComEd references the minimum standards of Section 16-108.6(c) and opines 

that its proposed metrics meet these standards.  In addition, the Company notes that it accepted, 

in toto, the additional metrics proposed by CUB/ELPC witness Miriam Horn.  ComEd Brief at 6.  

Here again, should the Commission approve ComEd’s AMI Plan, it should do so with 

modification.   
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As discussed in the AG Initial Brief, vulnerable populations, including the very young, 

the elderly, the socially isolated and those who have limited English proficiency, and individuals 

with a functional disability, are at risk for negative health and safety impacts as a result of the 

activation of remote disconnect technology.  See AG Brief at 22, AARP/AG Ex. 2.0 at 14-15. 

First and foremost, the Commission must ensure that customers are not harmed by ComEd AMI 

deployment plans, and that alleged benefits are, in fact, realized.  AARP/AG witness Barbara 

Alexander testified that ComEd’s proposed list of tracking and reporting measures primarily 

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

requirements to track actual results from the customer’s perspective.  While ComEd’s adoption 

of the CUB/ELPC metrics will further demand response goals and meter installation and failure 

activity, 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 and Veatch cost benefit 

model.  Finally, the proposed list, including the  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.  These oversights are why she has 

recommended that the metrics approved in Maryland, attached to her testimony as AARP/AG 

Ex. 1.4, should be adopted by the Commission for ComEd, assuming deletion of those metrics 

(such as references to gas meter installations) that do not apply to the Company.   

 Additional metrics related to monitoring AMI’s impact on vulnerable populations are 

listed at pages 33-34 of the AG Initial Brief.  These metrics should be adopted, too, to ensure that 
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the Commission follows the impact of AMI installations and remote disconnection on vulnerable 

populations. 

 

 
V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT COMED’S COST-

BENEFIT ANALYSIS. 
  

ComEd argues in its Brief that no party, including AG witness J. Richard Hornby, 

“denied that the Plan was cost-beneficial.”  ComEd Brief at 13.  The Company points out that 

“nominal operational benefits exceed nominal operational costs by $2,585 million.”  Id. at 14. 

In fact, Mr. Hornby testified that the ComEd/B&V results did not provide a reasonable 

estimate of the benefit-to-cost ratio of the AMI Plan or of its NPV.  Id.  He testified that his 

analysis indicates that the ComEd results overstate the benefit to cost ratio of the AMI Plan and 

of the NPV for three reasons:  First, the Base Case for which the Company 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, leading to an inflated benefit/cost ratio.  Third, the Company’s selection of a 

20-year timeframe for its calculation of benefits and costs is too long.  Id.  See AG Initial Brief at 

39-52.  In addition, the record evidence, including cross-examination, demonstrated that 

ComEd’s cost-benefit analysis, presented by Black & Veatch, lacks sufficient objectivity and 

rationales for key inputs to the cost/benefit analysis.  It is for all of these reasons that the People 

urge the Commission to reject that analysis as unreliable for purposes of declaring unequivocally 

that the alleged AMI benefits exceed their costs.   

In addition, ComEd makes several other statements about the proposed AMI investment 

that warrant a response.  First, the Company claims that it “retains a scant few, if any, of even the 
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operational benefits of AMI deployment.”  ComEd Brief at 16.  It then asserts in a footnote that 

“[t]he only benefit apparently retained is the incremental return on rate based AMI assets.”  Id.  

ComEd, contrary to these assertions, has much to gain financially as a result of the passage of 

EIMA and the deployment of AMI.  First, the installation of AMI will increase ComEd’s rate 

base significantly.  While adjusted for corresponding depreciated assets, ComEd’s rate base will 

grow considerably as it incorporates in rates all of the new smart grid investments required under 

Section 16-108.5 of the Act and more than $1 billion in AMI investment.  ComEd earns a 

statutorily mandated rate of return on that investment, which increases its revenue requirement.  

Tr. at 292.  As long as the average annual rate increases associated with the formula rate changes 

permitted under Section 16-108.5 of the Act do not exceed 2.5% of the average customer total 

bill, ComEd can look forward to recovery of and on all of these assets as well as a statutorily 

required recovery of all reasonable expenses, reconciled every year to ensure that the Company 

recovers all of its costs and experiences minimal, if any, regulatory lag.   That regulatory 

“bargain” hardly qualifies as a “scant” benefit.  As the People noted in their Initial Brief, the 

ratepayers are the party primarily at risk in this docket. 

Second, ComEd appears to take issue with the conclusion in the Illinois Statewide Smart 

Grid Collaborative (“ISSGC”) Report that a cost benefit analysis should consider multiple 

perspectives, when it notes that only the customer perspective is relevant to the cost/benefit 

analysis and that any other analysis would be contrary to the law.  ComEd Brief at 16.  But the 

ISSGC Report recommends that smart grid cost/benefit analyses include multiple views or 

perspectives of costs and benefits, including participant, ratepayer impact, program 

administrator, total resource, and societal perspectives.  AG Brief at 45.  As noted in the AG 

Initial Brief, the ISSGC Report concluded: 
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The utility should be required to present multiple views, or 
perspectives, as part of their cost-benefit analysis to be filed with 
the regulatory commission. The ICC and others should have the 
benefit of these different perspectives when weighing the merits of 
smart grid investments.   

 

ISSGC Report at 236.  Given the requirement in the EIMA that the Commission must find that 

the Plan is cost-beneficial “consistent with the principles established through the Illinois 

Statewide Smart Grid Collaborative”, the Company is mistaken in claiming an examination of 

multiple perspectives “makes no sense” or is unlawful.   

Third, ComEd defends its in-house selection of a 3.087% discount rate, arguing that the 

risk associated with 30-year U.S. Treasury bonds is appropriate to reflect “the rate applicable to 

customers as a whole.”  ComEd Brief at 17.  The Company further equates “long-term 

government borrowing” to the discount rate to measure the costs to ComEd’s customers of AMI. 

The People addressed the inappropriateness of the selection of what ComEd witness Vogt 

admitted is a “risk-free” instrument6 to reflect the risk associated with customer-funding of AMI.  

See AG Brief at 46.  In addition, Appendix A to the People’s Brief constituted all of the support 

the Company supplied in support of their selected discount rate.  Also, AG Cross Ex. 18, which 

is the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (“OMB”) Guidelines and Discount Rates for 

Federal Programs, clearly suggests ComEd’s selection of a risk-free Treasury rate for its planned 

AMI cost/benefit analysis is ill-informed:  

Section 8. 
 
b. Public Investment and Regulatory Analyses. The guidance in 
this section applies to benefit-cost analyses of public investments 
and regulatory programs that provide benefits and costs to the 
general public. Guidance related to cost-effectiveness analysis of 
internal planning decisions of the Federal Government is provided 
in Section 8.c. 

                                                
6 Tr. at 300-301. 
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In general, public investments and regulations displace both 
private investment and consumption. To account for this 
displacement and to promote efficient investment and regulatory 
policies, the following guidance should be observed.  
 
(1) Base-Case Analysis. Constant-dollar benefit-cost analyses of 
proposed investments and regulations should report net present 
value and other outcomes determined using a real discount rate of 
7 percent. This rate approximates the marginal pretax rate of return 
on an average investment in the private sector in recent years. 
Significant changes in this rate will be reflected in future updates 
of this Circular. (2) Other Discount Rates. Analyses should show 
the sensitivity of the discounted net present value and other 
outcomes to variations in the discount rate. The importance of 
these alternative calculations will depend on the specific economic 
characteristics of the program under analysis. For example, in 
analyzing a regulatory proposal whose main cost is to reduce 
business investment, net present value should also be calculated 
using a higher discount rate than 7 percent. 

 

Cross Ex. 15 (admitted at Tr. 404.)  This document, suggests that a discount rate of 7 percent, 

adjusted upwards annually for inflation (ComEd posts an annual inflationary adjustment of 2% 

in the B&V report) or 9%, is a more appropriate level and consistent with the range Mr. Hornby 

recommended.  See AG Ex. 3.0 at 11-12.  Here again, the support for ComEd’s risk-free discount 

rate is sorely lacking. Moreover, ComEd (B&V) witness Trump testified that he did not perform 

an independent analysis of the appropriateness of ComEd’s pre-selected 3.087% discount rate.  

Tr. at 350, 356. 

While ComEd claims at page 18 of its Brief that, essentially, these points are irrelevant  

given Mr. Brightwell’s assessment that the use of much higher discount rates still proved the 

investment to be cost-beneficial, Mr. Brightwell admitted that he did not examine other 

assumptions in the cost-benefit analysis due to the docket time constraints.  Staff Ex. 2.0 at 8.  As 

noted in the AG Initial Brief, other inputs supplied by ComEd to B&V are cause for hesitancy in 
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Commission approval of the AMI Plan.  AG Brief at 52. The Company projections of its rates, 

and its electric supply costs, over the next 15-to-20 years, in particular, are another major source 

of uncertainty. The Company projects that without AMI, those rates and costs will increase 

steadily with inflation at 2 percent per year, year after year. ComEd Ex. 6.02 at p. B-2.  ComEd 

uses those projected rates and unit costs to calculate the value of benefits from reducing 

Unaccounted for Energy (“UFE”) and Consumption on Inactive Meters (“CIM”). The Company 

values these benefits at more than $2.0 billion (i.e., $542 million plus $649 million plus $963 

million) per Table 1-11 in ComEd Ex. 6.02; ComEd Ex. 6.02 at pp. 1-2, 1-4. ComEd witness 

Trump confirmed during cross-examination that these assumptions related to inflation and 

energy prices were, like the critical discount rate input, supplied by ComEd/Exelon employees, 

rather than through a third-party objective analysis.  Mr. Trump, who incorporated those values 

in the benefits quantification, performed no independent analysis of the accuracy or 

reasonableness of these figures. Tr. at 350, 356. As a result, those projected benefits are sensitive 

to the validity of its assumptions regarding increases in its rates and changes in future electricity 

energy supply prices, which in turn are very sensitive to future natural gas prices. Mr. Hornby 

characterized these assumptions as “essentially speculative”, a characterization with which 

ComEd witness Vogt agreed.   AG Ex. 3.0 at 15-16; Tr. at 301-302.  

Finally, ComEd defends its selection of a 20-year timeline for the B&V analysis, noting 

that it 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.”  ComEd Brief at 

19.  The People’s Initial Brief explained in detail why this assumption is inappropriate and leads 

to skewed benefit results in the B&V study.  AG Brief at 49-52.  The conclusions of other state 

commissions and the ISSGC Report suggest a shorter timeframe, consistent with the useful life 
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of the meters, is appropriate.  This is especially true given the fact that the B&V study assumes 

no replacement costs of AMI meters in the analysis.  Tr. at 383-385.  This is yet another input 

that supports rejection of the cost/benefit analysis.  While ComEd further points to Staff witness 

Brightwell having conducted other model input runs using 20- and 30-year time horizons as 

support for their 20-year timeline (ComEd Brief at 19), Mr. Brightwell did not offer any 

conclusions about the appropriateness of those timelines, or any other input outside of the 

discount rate, as noted above.   

VI. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, the People of the State of Illinois respectfully request that the 

Commission enter an order consistent with the recommendations made in this Brief and the AG 

Initial Brief.  
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