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STATE OF ILLINOIS  

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
  
Petition for approval of tariffs implementing 
ComEd’s proposed peak time rebate program 

: 
: 
: 
: 

No. 12-0484 

BRIEF ON EXCEPTIONS OF  
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) respectfully submits its Brief on 

Exceptions to the Administrative Law Judge’s (“ALJ”) Proposed Interim Order dated January 

18, 2013 (“Proposed Order” or “PO”).  Pursuant to Section 200.830 of the Rules of Practice of 

the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”), 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.830, separate 

Exceptions to the Proposed Order are filed simultaneously. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Proposed Order fully and fairly summarizes the parties’ positions concerning 

ComEd’s proposed Peak Time Rebate (“PTR”) program to be implemented through proposed 

Rider PTR and certain proposed revisions to other tariffs, made pursuant to Section 16.108.6(g) 

of the Public Utilities Act (“PUA” or “Act”), 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(g).  The Proposed Order’s 

conclusions are well reasoned and supported by detailed analyses based on the evidence 

submitted.  As required by law, it also approves tariffs that encompass an opt-in market-based 

PTR program “to all residential retail customers with smart meters that is designed to provide, in 

a competitively neutral manner, rebates to those residential retail customers that curtail their use 

of electricity during specific periods that are identified as peak usage periods.”  220 ILCS 5/16-

108.6(g).  While the Proposed Order did not adopt certain recommendations by ComEd, the 

Proposed Order’s conclusions are fully explained and generally result in fair and reasonable 
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outcomes.  With the exception of some minor technical corrections and one substantive change 

that allows for reaching the same outcome reflected in the Proposed Order through a slightly 

altered process, ComEd fully supports entry of the Proposed Order without further substantive 

change.  

II. EXCEPTIONS 

A. The Proposed Order Should Be Modified to Provide For Filing the Approved 
Tariffs As A Compliance Filing 

In addressing the approval of Rider PTR the Proposed Order acknowledges that it is 

compliant with “the requirements of Section 16-108(g) of the Act and is approved.”  PO at 31.  

The Proposed Order also makes clear that ComEd is required to file an amended Rider PTR 

incorporating a customer baseline load (“CBL”) methodology after such methodology is filed 

with and approved by the Commission.  PO at 10, 25.  The PO, however, does not provide detail 

as to when ComEd is required to file the currently approved Rider PTR tariff sheets and other 

approved tariff amendments.  ComEd acknowledges that it will be obligated under the 

Commission’s Interim Order to amend Rider PTR prior to the application of rebates to include 

the CBL methodology and any other revisions adopted by the Commission in reaching a final 

order in this docket.  Meanwhile, the tariff, as currently approved, should be filed with the 

Commission shortly after entry of the Commission’s Interim Order.  In addition to being 

appropriate as a matter of process and procedure, filing a compliance tariff will facilitate 

ComEd’s participation in PJM’s May 2013 Base Auction.  The Proposed Order should be 

revised to provide for the filing of Rider PTR as approved by the Commission. 

The Proposed Order also approves ComEd’s proposed revisions to Rider AC - 

Residential Air Conditioner Load Cycling Program (“Rider AC”), Rider POG - Parallel 

Operation of Retail Customer Generating Facilities (“Rider POG”), Rider POGNM - Parallel 
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Operation of Retail Customer Generating Facilities Net Metering (“Rider POGNM”), and Rate 

RESS - Retail Electric Supplier Service (“Rate RESS”).  PO at 4.  However, the Proposed Order 

does not provide for approval or filing of those revised tariffs in the Findings and Ordering 

paragraphs and should be revised to do so. 

ComEd’s Exception #1 provides suggested replacement language addressing these issues. 

B. The Proposed Order Should Be Modified to Defer A Final Decision On 
Implementing A Direct Load Control Pilot Until Further Details Of Such 
Pilot and Additional Information Are Presented For Consideration 

While currently available information does not support including a direct load control 

(“DLC”) technology offering in the PTR program at this time, ComEd is not opposed to the DLC 

pilot concept contained in the Proposed Order.  However, given that a DLC pilot is a new 

concept first raised in the Proposed Order that was not specifically addressed in any testimony, it 

would be premature to make a final decision now that a DLC pilot must proceed.  ComEd 

supports the Proposed Order’s conclusions directing ComEd to design a DLC pilot program with 

input from the Smart Grid Advisory Council (“SGAC”), filing a progress report in six months, 

and ultimately presenting a pilot program for potential Commission approval.  However, the 

issue of whether a pilot program should be implemented should be left to further determination 

in this docket at the time a pilot program is presented for consideration.   

As the PO acknowledges “there are too many unanswered questions at this point to 

decide whether DLC should be provided to all PTR participants.”  PO at 29.  Similarly, there are 

many unanswered questions at this point regarding the desirability, costs, and utility of 

implementing a DLC pilot and the timing of the same.  For instance, technology breakthroughs 

or developments could significantly affect the success and usefulness of a pilot.  Cost 

considerations also play a role as the pilot should be structured and sized so as to provide useful 

information while at the same time keeping pilot costs at a level that will not negatively affect 
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the ability of the PTR program to pass the statutorily mandated cost-benefit analysis after four 

years.  Therefore, ComEd recommends that the PO be modified to defer a final determination 

until ComEd files a proposed DLC pilot for Commission determination.  The purpose of this 

proposed language modification is to allow the implementation of a DLC pilot to take place, if 

appropriate, at a time when it the Commission will have the most thorough and beneficial 

information.  ComEd’s Exception #2 provides suggested replacement language addressing this 

issue. 

In the alternative, the PO could be modified to recommend implementation of a DLC 

pilot once the technology is available instead of choosing the summer of 2015 as the time to 

implement a pilot program.  The PO acknowledges that incorporating DLC technology may be 

difficult due to compatibility issues.  PO at 30.  If this alternative is accepted ComEd proposes 

that the PO be modified as set forth in ComEd’s Exception #3.  The purpose of this proposed 

alternative language is to allow the implementation of a DLC pilot to take place once the 

necessary technology exists.  Accordingly, the pilot will provide the most accurate data to the 

Commission to use as a basis to determine whether full scale offering of DLC technology is 

warranted.   

C. The Proposed Order Should Be Modified To Clarify The Process For Future 
Determinations In This Docket 

The Proposed Order’s recommendation to further explore a limited number of issues, 

including the development of a DLC pilot, is reasonably calculated to result in improvements to 

the PTR program.  However, the Interim Order process was not addressed by any party in 

testimony or briefs.  Accordingly, ComEd suggests that providing additional clarity to the 

proposed process would assist the parties moving forward.  To that end, ComEd recommends 

that the Commission’s Interim Order contain additional direction and clarification on what is 
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expected regarding the form and manner of further proceedings.  ComEd proposes that Staff be 

directed to file a report regarding the workshop process and identifying any issues that remain to 

be resolved before this docket is concluded, with a schedule for their resolution.  With respect to 

the DLC pilot, ComEd proposes that it file testimony on or before February 1, 2014, setting forth 

its proposed pilot design and any other relevant information for consideration by the 

Commission.   

ComEd’s Exception #4 provides suggested replacement language addressing these issues. 

D. Miscellaneous Clerical Corrections 

ComEd noted minor clerical or typographical errors.  In addition, the Proposed Order 

inadvertently misstates the status of the record on when ComEd intends to commence customer 

research.  ComEd’s Exception #5 provides suggested replacement language to correct these 

minor clerical and typographical errors. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, ComEd respectfully requests that the Proposed Order be modified as set 

forth herein. 
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