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M E M O R A N D U M___________________________________________________ 
 
TO: The Commission 
 
FROM: Leslie Haynes, Administrative Law Judge 
 
DATE: June 15, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: Commonwealth Edison Company 
 

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

 
RECOMMENDATION: Enter attached Order. Deny Motion for Stay. Deny request 

for oral argument. 
 
 

This matter concerns ComEd’s Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) Plan 
filed pursuant to Section 16-108.6 of the Act.  The Proposed Order was served June 8, 
2012 to the parties and the Commissioners.  ComEd, the AG, CUB/ELPC, the IPA and 
AARP filed Briefs on Exceptions on June 12, 2012.  Staff and Comverge did not file 
exceptions to the Proposed Order.  The City of Chicago stated in its brief on exceptions 
that it still believed that 10 years was too long for deployment, but that it was not 
officially taking exception to the Proposed Order.   The statutory deadline for 
Commission action on the AMI Plan is June 22, 2012.  The attached Order reflects 
consideration of the briefs on exceptions filed by the parties. 

The attached Order has not changed substantially from the Proposed Order.  
Clarifying word changes have been made throughout, but the conclusions remain the 
same.  The most substantial changes are under the metrics section, which needed to be 
clarified that bill impacts for all customers by class and usage are important and also 
requires ComEd to provide the same metrics for low income customers.  For 
“vulnerable” ratepayers, that is apparently more difficult for ComEd to implement and 
the attached Order directs ComEd to work with stakeholders to determine a 
methodology to define and identify “vulnerable” populations before implementing the 
metrics for these populations. 

Otherwise, the conclusions in the attached Order remain for the most part 
unchanged from the Proposed Order.  It approves ComEd’s AMI Plan with 
modifications. 
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ComEd’s Motion 
On June 7, 2012, ComEd filed a Motion for a Post-Order Stay and Other Relief.  

ComEd states that because of the Commission’s Order in the formula rate docket 
(Docket 11-0721), ComEd cannot deploy AMI meters in the timeframe contained in the 
AMI Plan. 

The only party that responded to the Motion was the AG’s office.  The AG points 
out that because the Company is essentially withdrawing its cost/benefit analysis, the 
Commission cannot find the AMI Plan to be cost-beneficial.  The AG also notes that 
ComEd does not address the legal requirements for granting a Stay. 

I recommend that the Motion be denied.  ComEd’s Motion seeks to stay the 
Commission’s Order which has yet to be entered and which the Company assumes will 
approve its Plan.  ComEd can come back when it actually has a new plan and when 
more is known regarding rehearing of the formula rate docket.  At the very least, the 
Company should wait to see what the Commission’s Order actually says and then file 
for a stay.  If there is new information to address on rehearing this is not the appropriate 
time to make that decision.   

Importantly, and ignored by ComEd, the Motion does not address the legal 
requirements for granting a Stay.  For that reason alone it should not be granted. 

The record is closed and ComEd has not withdrawn its AMI Plan.  The statutory 
deadline requires that the Commission enter an order in this docket by June 22nd.  I 
recommend that the Commission enter an Order on June 22 and ComEd can file a 
motion for stay and petition for rehearing after seeing the Commission’s Order.   

Oral Argument 
AARP is the only party that requested oral argument in its brief on exceptions.  At 

this point, I do not believe there is time to schedule oral argument.  It is also not the type 
of case where the Commission must hear oral argument when requested.  I do not 
know that anything else would be added by oral argument.  For these reasons, I 
recommend that the Commission deny AARP’s request for oral argument. 
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