
Appendix A

AARP-Proposed Exceptions Regarding Disconnection Practices

On page 59 of the Proposed Order, the language should be modified in this

manner:

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

Although AARP insists that CornEd is in violation of the Commission rules
regarding disconnection, this is not the record upon which to make such a finding.
Indeed, there is not even agreement that the current Part 280 requires a "door knock" at
the time of disconnection. If CornEd is violating the Commission's rules, that is a
subject to be explored in a citation proceeding. For the purposes of this docket, it is
clear that the additional cost of performing a "door knock" as CornEd defines this
obligation, does not on its own cause the AMI Plan to fail a cost/beneficial analysis.

The Part 280 rulemaking is underway, but will not be completed for some time
and an implementation period may be required after adoption. It goes without saying
that ComEd must comply with whatever rules are in effect regarding the notice that
must be given to customers before disconnection. The technology utilized to make the
disconnection is at issue in this proceeding, but there are implications associated with
the notice provisions generally and the premise visit that are embedded in the policy
associated with the disconnection process. not the notice.

Finally, it is important to note that all parties agree about the use of the remote
on-Ioff function of the AMI meters to conduct reconnections remotely and to allow for
the use of disconnection for reasons other than nonpayment. All the costs and benefits
associated with those activities are not at issue here.

The fact is that with AMI, ComEd will be able to disconnect many more
customers for non-payment. Whether these customers are eligible for non-payment
does not change with the adoption of AMI, AMI just enables the Company to cut their
power faster. In other words, CornEd disconnections prior to AMI were limited by the
number of technicians and trucks and the time it took to go to the customer premises.
With the implementation of AMI, the disconnection process can be completed without a
site visit. However, this fact ignores the social and household implications of increased
levels of disconnection since the disconnection itself may result in increased need for
financial assistance, burdens on local and state social assistance programs, as well as
health and medical impacts on elderly, the very young, or those with underlying medical
conditions. This fact also ignores the separate health and safety issues related to any
elimination of the requirement to attempt on-site contact at the customer's premise, as



required by the Commission's current rules. Many health and safety issues can be
easily identified through such personal notification attempts.

The upside is that there is an immediate economic benefit for all ratepayers. The
money required for the technician and truck is no longer spent. In addition, non paying
customers cannot keep using power without paying.

The downside is the human side of the increased disconnections. The AG/AARP
focus on a door knock requirement doesn't actually solve the problem for these
customers of not being able to pay their bill. However, such a door knock requirement
is justified in part because it provides a "last chance" to inform the ComEd technician of
medical emergency, recent payment, or other dispute that can then result in a further
contact between the customer and the Company to resolve the dispute and possibly
avoid disconnection. The purpose of this visit is not to require the ComEd technician to
engage in resolving the customer's concerns, but to temporarily halt the disconnection
process to allow the customer to engage with the Company's representatives to
potentially reach an agreement to avoid disconnection. Also, expecting ComEd
technicians to determine health and safety issues at a customer's premises is
impractical. While the Commission agrees that +!he City's proposals regarding
increased disconnection assistance more appropriately addresses the need of
assistance for those customers without settling the policy arguments being addressed in
the Part 280 rulemaking, the Commission also agrees with AARP/AG that ComEd's AMI
plan should reflect compliance with the current regulation. ComEd will continue to be
required to provide notice under Section 280.130(d). The Commission hereby orders
ComEd to submit documents for approval that detail how it wi" comply with the current
requirements of Section 280.130(d) under a Commission-approved AMI Plan. Such
clarifying modifications to the plan are essential in order to preserve a measure of
health and safety protection for ComEd's most vulnerable customers.


