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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. Will you please identify yourself? 3 

A. My name is Richard O’Toole.  My business address is 1919 Swift Drive, Oak Brook, 4 

Illinois 60523 5 

Q. By whom and in what position are you employed? 6 

A. I am the Director of the Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment Plan for 7 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”). 8 

B. Subject of Direct Testimony 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony? 10 

A. I describe the alternative deployment scenarios developed by ComEd and the assessment 11 

of these scenarios based on operational considerations, as discussed in sections II and III 12 

of Appendix B of the Annual Implementation Progress Report. 13 

Q. Which sections of Appendix B of the Annual Implementation Progress Report 14 

(“Report”) does your testimony relate to? 15 

A. The currently approved scenario in the Revised Plan, per the Commission’s December 5, 16 

2012 Order on Rehearing in ICC Docket No. 12-0298 (“December 2012 Order”), with 17 

deployment starting in 2015 was assessed, along with two additional scenarios that 18 

accelerate meter deployment.  The first accelerated scenario (Staff Alternative) was 19 

provided by Staff in its Initial Brief on Rehearing in ICC Docket No. 12-0298.  This 20 

scenario was presented as a response to ComEd’s critique of the operational implications 21 

of Staff witness Dr. Schlaf’s guidelines for an accelerated deployment schedule, and calls 22 
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for meter deployment to begin in 2013.  The second accelerated scenario (Staff 23 

Alternative – Adjusted) was created by ComEd based on the Staff Alternative scenario, 24 

with modifications made to annual deployment counts to address the operational 25 

considerations noted.  This scenario also calls for meter deployment to begin in 2013. 26 

Q. Please summarize the conclusions in your direct testimony. 27 

A. Based on the evaluation completed, the 2015 Deployment Scenario approved in the 28 

December 2012 Order remains desirable from an operational perspective.  The Staff 29 

Alternative scenario is a viable solution for acceleration of deployment, though it is not 30 

ideal.  The Staff Alternative – Adjusted scenario is the superior potential acceleration 31 

option for customers and ComEd resulting from annual meter deployment count 32 

adjustments that drive a more optimal solution based on key operational considerations.  33 

However, both the Staff Alternative and Staff Alternative – Adjusted scenarios require 34 

additional capital that is currently not available, as discussed in the testimony of Mr. 35 

Joseph R. Trpik (ComEd Ex. 3.0). 36 

C. Background and Qualifications 37 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities at ComEd? 38 

A. As Director of the AMI Deployment Plan, I lead the planning, design, systems 39 

integration, meter deployment, operation, and maintenance of the AMI solution that is 40 

being deployed to all ComEd customers.  This implementation consists of the 41 

deployment of approximately four million meters and associated telecommunications 42 

network devices, the redesign or design of existing or new business processes to fully 43 

leverage the broad capabilities of the AMI meter system, the selection of technologies to 44 

enable these process changes, and the integration of the new technologies with each other 45 
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and with existing systems.  The operations consist of the daily operation and maintenance 46 

of the advanced meter system to efficiently and reliably store, communicate, and process 47 

the data transmitted between the meters and the back office computer systems.  I am 48 

responsible for the overall plan to deliver the operational benefits associated with the 49 

AMI solution. 50 

Q. What was your professional experience prior to assuming your duties with ComEd? 51 

A. Prior to becoming Director of the AMI Deployment Plan, I was the Director of AMI Pilot 52 

Project from January 2009 through December 2011.  Prior to that, I was the Director of 53 

Customer Operations Strategy & Support from January 2007 through December 2008.  54 

From October 2004 to December 2006, I was the Director of Contract Management at 55 

Exelon Business Services Company.  From April 2002 to September 2004, I was the 56 

Executive Assistant to the Chief Operating Officer at Exelon Business Services 57 

Company.  From October 1995 to April 2002, I held several corporate positions in market 58 

research, new product and service development, corporate strategy and corporate private 59 

equity investment.  From October 1990 until October 1994, I was a Customer Service 60 

Supervisor at Chatham Hydro in Ontario Canada.  Finally, from June 1985 through 61 

August 1990, I worked as an Account Manager and Market Research Analyst for 62 

ComEd. 63 

Q. What is your educational background? 64 

A. I have a B.S. in Mechanical Engineering from University of Notre Dame.  I also have an 65 

M. M. Degree from Northwestern University’s Kellogg School of Management. 66 
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II. DEPLOYMENT SCENARIO AND BACKGROUND ANALYSIS 67 

Q. What was the process used to complete the analysis of alternative AMI deployment 68 

scenarios? 69 

A. A cross-functional ComEd team representing all elements of the AMI project worked 70 

jointly to analyze various options for the acceleration of AMI deployment.  The first step 71 

was to identify the key operational considerations that most impacted deployment.  72 

Specific deployment scenarios were then identified and evaluated in the context of those 73 

operational considerations.  Various components of each deployment scenario that 74 

impacted scope, schedule, and budget were examined, including the projected annual 75 

meter deployment counts and the details and timing of IT system work and business 76 

process redesign.  The resulting evaluation provided insight into the operational merit of 77 

various accelerated deployment scenarios and the budget impact of those scenarios. 78 

Q. What operational areas were identified in developing the alternative deployment 79 

scenarios? 80 

A. The key operational areas identified for the evaluation of accelerated deployment 81 

scenarios were Field Deployment, the Meter Data Management System (MDMS), and the 82 

prioritization of AMI functionality delivery.  83 

Q. Can you please provide additional background on each of those operational areas, 84 

and how they relate to the analysis? 85 

A. Yes.  Below is a description of each operational area and its relevant relationship to the 86 

analysis. 87 
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Field Deployment: 88 

The Field Deployment team is made up of a management, clerical, and field labor 89 

force that is responsible for planning and executing the activities required to install AMI 90 

meters throughout the ComEd service territory over the course of the deployment period.  91 

The ability of the Field Deployment team to effectively plan and execute a particular 92 

AMI deployment scenario is of vital importance.  An understanding of the impact on 93 

meter installation labor mobilization, the peak installation level, the duration of the peak 94 

installation period, and meter installation demobilization is therefore critical to the 95 

evaluation of any deployment scenario that is considered.   96 

Meter Data Management System (“MDMS”): 97 

The MDMS serves as the central system for storage and management of the vast 98 

quantities of meter data captured by AMI meters.  The MDMS chosen for the AMI pilot 99 

has limited meter capacity, and is planned to be replaced due to performance 100 

considerations.  Therefore, annual meter deployment volumes for a scenario must be 101 

consistent with the limitations of the current MDMS and the lengthy and complex 102 

process for its replacement.  The deployment volumes and resulting schedule also should 103 

take into consideration contingency for unanticipated delays or technical complexities. 104 

Prioritization of AMI Functionality Delivery: 105 

In the context of AMI, the term “functionality” refers to the range of capabilities 106 

that will be enabled by deploying AMI meters, installing the associated 107 

telecommunications network and back-office systems, and redesigning the impacted 108 

business processes.  These capabilities enable the operational benefits of full AMI 109 

deployment, and include, but are not limited to: the capability to remotely read all meters; 110 

the automated use of the remote connection / disconnection switch; the capture, storage, 111 
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and presentment of interval energy usage data for all meters; the meter alarms and 112 

notifications for theft detection and other events for all meters; and the usage of advanced 113 

data analytics for improved efficiencies and labor force effectiveness. 114 

The timing and details of AMI functionality delivery is a key facet of the overall 115 

AMI deployment, and is a crucial consideration when evaluating potential alternative 116 

deployment scenarios.  Functionality delivery has a direct impact on operational benefit 117 

realization, the potential risk of re-work, and the timing of access to interval data by 118 

customers 119 

Q. With respect to MDMS, can you provide additional details into the timeline for 120 

replacement? 121 

A. The MDMS replacement effort is scheduled to begin in the third quarter of 2013 and 122 

complete in fourth quarter of 2014.  The schedule includes a two-month period at the end 123 

of the replacement in which meter deployment will be halted to allow for a smooth and 124 

efficient transition from the current MDMS to the new system.  Managing the cut-over 125 

period in this manner will help to reduce risk and limit technical complexity and re-work. 126 

In January 2013, work began on a Technical Architecture Design effort that will further 127 

define the standards and structure for full AMI IT deployment, including the MDMS 128 

replacement.  This work will be completed prior to initiating replacement. 129 

Q. In your opinion, is the MDMS replacement taking place as soon as is operationally 130 

practicable? 131 

A. Yes.  Given the current project status resulting from the deferred deployment schedule, 132 

the MDMS replacement schedule is the most reasonable and practicable option.  In order 133 

to limit the risks associated with executing the MDMS replacement, adequate time is 134 
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required in the first and second quarters of 2013 to design the overall AMI technical 135 

architecture, and establish the strategy and plan for replacement.  Additionally, time is 136 

required to ramp-up the required project team resources.  Attempting to start the MDMS 137 

replacement sooner would result in a limited amount of time saved (less than 2 months), 138 

and when combined with the operational risks that would be introduced, it is not deemed 139 

to be a reasonable or practicable option. 140 

III. SCENARIO ANALYSIS 141 

Q. Which deployment scenarios did ComEd analyze? 142 

A. As discussed above, ComEd analyzed three deployment scenarios: (1) the currently 143 

approved Revised Plan with a 2015 deployment scenario per the December 2012 Order; 144 

(2) an alternative proposed by the ICC Staff in Docket No. 12-0298 on Rehearing (Staff 145 

Alternative); and (3) a variation of the Staff Alternative (Staff Alternative - Adjusted), 146 

created by ComEd with modifications made to annual deployment counts to address the 147 

operational considerations noted. 148 

Q. What are the annual meter deployment counts for each of those three scenarios? 149 

A. The annual meter counts for each of the three scenarios are below. 150 

Meter Counts (000s) 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 TOTAL 

Revised Plan 0 0 0 500 846 846 700 485 377 275 4029 

Staff Alternative 0 60 250 500 846 846 600 385 300 242 4029 

Staff Alternative – 
Adjusted 

0 60 160 680 770 770 770 275 275 269 4029 

Q. Under the Staff Alternative and Staff Alternative – Adjusted scenarios, would the 151 

geographic deployment rationale and order of deployment be changed? 152 

A. No.  ComEd is dedicated to the same deployment rationale that was initially 153 

communicated in the April 2012 filing, including the desire to balance achieving 154 
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operational efficiencies, minimizing costs to customers, and maximizing participation in 155 

customer-side programs, such as Peak Time Rebate.  The strategy to utilize two separate 156 

and geographically diverse cross dock locations as hubs for deployment was also 157 

maintained.  The order of deployment for the Staff Alternative and Staff Alternative – 158 

Adjusted scenarios can be seen below: 159 

Staff Alternative 

Year 
# of Meters Deployed 

Operating Center(s) 

2012 0 N/A 

2013 60,000 Maywood 

2014 250,000 Maywood, Chicago South, Glenbard 

2015 500,000 Chicago South, Glenbard, Mount Prospect 

2016 846,000 Chicago South, Mount Prospect, Chicago North, Crestwood 

2017 846,000 Chicago North, Crestwood, Bolingbrook, University Park, Joliet 

2018 600,000 Chicago North, Joliet, Aurora, Skokie, Elgin 

2019 385,000 Skokie, Elgin, Crystal Lake, Libertyville 

2020 300,000 Libertyville, Rockford 

2021 242,000 Rockford, Dekalb, Dixon, Freeport, Streator 

TOTAL 
4,029,000 

 160 

Staff Alternative – Adjusted 

Year # of Meters Deployed Operating Center(s) 

2012 0 N/A 

2013 60,000 Maywood 

2014 160,000 Maywood, Chicago South 

2015 680,000 Chicago South, Glenbard, Mount Prospect 

2016 770,000 Chicago South, Mount Prospect, Chicago North, Crestwood 

2017 770,000 Chicago North, Crestwood, Bolingbrook, University Park, Joliet 

2018 770,000 Chicago North, Joliet, Aurora, Elgin, Skokie, Crystal Lake 

2019 275,000 Skokie, Crystal Lake, Libertyville 

2020 275,000 Libertyville, Rockford 

2021 269,000 Rockford, Dekalb, Dixon, Freeport, Streator 

TOTAL 4,029,000 

 161 
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Due to shifts in annual deployment counts and the decision to maintain the 162 

commitment to the geographic deployment rationale for the Staff Alternative and Staff 163 

Alternative – Adjusted scenarios, some operating centers will be completed in different 164 

years than what was contained within the Revised Plan.  Specific adjustments include: 165 

 The Staff Alternative and Staff Alternative – Adjusted Plans call for the 166 

completion of Glenbard, Mount Prospect, Bolingbrook, University Park, Joliet, 167 

Aurora, and Crystal Lake in the calendar year prior to what was planned for in the 168 

Revised Plan. 169 

 The Staff Alternative – Adjusted also calls for the completion of Elgin in the 170 

calendar year prior to what was planned for in the Revised Plan. 171 

 The Staff Alternative and Staff Alternative – Adjusted Plans call for the 172 

completion of the Chicago North and Skokie Operating Centers in the calendar 173 

year after what was planned for in the Revised Plan.  174 

 In the Staff Alternative Plan, the second deployment cross dock location will be 175 

opened in 2014, while in the Staff Alternative – Adjusted Plan the two 176 

deployments cross docks are first simultaneously active in 2015 (as is noted in the 177 

Revised Plan). 178 

Q. Does ComEd still support the approved 2015 meter deployment scenario after 179 

examining alternatives? 180 

A. Yes.  The 2015 deployment scenario within the Revised Plan is still an operationally 181 

desirable deployment scenario.  Following an analysis of the key considerations with 182 

respect to commencing deployment in 2015, it was determined that this plan remains 183 
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operationally prudent, as well as cost beneficial, and no significant changes should be 184 

made to the plan that was previously submitted. 185 

Q. What was the result of the analysis of the Staff Alternative scenario? 186 

A. After analyzing the Staff Alternative scenario, it was determined that it is operationally 187 

feasible, though not optimal. 188 

Q. Why is the Staff Alternative scenario not optimal from an operational perspective? 189 

A. The evaluation of operational characteristics determined that the Staff Alternative is not 190 

ideal as it relates to Field Deployment and the MDMS.  Concerning Field Deployment, 191 

the proposed annual deployment for 2014 will complicate the labor strategy and planning 192 

required for deployment mobilization.  Additionally, the peak number of annual 193 

installations is quite high at 846,000, and the duration of the peak period is relatively 194 

short – both of which lead to operational inefficiencies.  Lastly, the annual meter 195 

installation decline over the last three years of deployment requires adjustments to staffing 196 

for each of those years, leading to a less stable workforce. 197 

With respect to MDMS, operational and technical risks are introduced in Staff’s 198 

alternative scenario due to the number of meters that would be deployed during the 199 

MDMS replacement period.  Any additional complexities or delays in the replacement 200 

process could lead to re-work and staffing inefficiencies.   201 

Q. What changes were made to create the Staff Alternative - Adjusted scenario? 202 

A. To address the negative operational impacts, ComEd modified the annual meter 203 

deployment counts for the Staff Alternative in years 2014-2021, resulting in the Staff 204 

Alternative - Adjusted scenario. 205 
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Q. Why were these changes made, and how do they result in a more optimal scenario? 206 

A. The reduction in the 2014 deployment count enables more efficient labor planning via a 207 

more desirable meter installation labor mobilization period and more consistent and 208 

manageable staffing levels throughout the year.  This 2014 adjustment also minimizes the 209 

risks associated with potential re-work and added technical complexity by reducing the 210 

number of meters deployed parallel to the MDMS replacement.  Additionally, in the Staff 211 

Alternative – Adjusted Plan, the peak number of meters deployed in any given year was 212 

reduced to 770,000, and the duration of the peak period of installation was extended as a 213 

result of the meter count adjustments.  Lastly, the annual deployment counts for 2019-214 

2021 were made to be level, eliminating the declines noted in the Staff Plan that would 215 

result in an unstable workforce. Each of these adjustments will result in more effective 216 

labor planning and management while maintaining a comparable acceleration timeline.  217 

For more information on the nature and details of the alternative deployment scenario 218 

analysis, refer to the Report - Appendix B pages 1 through 9. 219 

IV. COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS 220 

Q. Has the current AMI deployment schedule been shown to be cost beneficial?  221 

A. Yes.  In the rehearing of the Commission’s Final Order in the AMI Plan, ComEd witness 222 

Mr. Andrew Trump testified that the currently approved deployment schedule yields a net 223 

positive benefit of $1.06 billion.  See ICC Docket No. 12-0298, ComEd Ex. 17.0 224 

Revised, 2:37. No witness refuted his testimony. 225 

Q. Since the December 2012 Order that approved the Revised Plan has ComEd learned 226 

of any significant positive or negative impacts to the projected costs or benefits 227 

associated with the AMI project as a result of the on-going planning process? 228 
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A. No learnings that significantly impact the cost or benefit assumptions relating to the AMI 229 

operational business case have resulted from the planning work completed since the 230 

Revised Plan was approved.  231 

Q. Does expediting meter deployment by itself drive operational benefits? 232 

A. No.  In order to drive the realization of operational benefits related to Meter Reading, 233 

Estimated Bills, Consumption on Inactive Meters, Unaccounted for Energy, and Bad 234 

Debt, the AMI telecommunications network and supporting AMI functionality must be in 235 

place along with the AMI Meters in the field.   236 

Q. Are there any non-operational benefits that result from deploying meters sooner, 237 

prior to full functionality delivery?  238 

A. Yes.  By deploying sooner, more customers would have AMI meters with the capability 239 

to capture interval energy usage data.  These customers could then access the existing 240 

online web portal to more effectively manage their energy usage based on the captured 241 

data.  Under any of the scenarios analyzed, the interval data will be available online once 242 

the AMI meter goes in, and would not require delivery of additional functionality.  243 

However, while the availability of interval data does provide some benefits to customers, 244 

all customer-side benefits will not be realized until the full delivery of AMI functionality 245 

is complete.  Additionally, because the PTR program launches in 2015, there are no 246 

additional direct PTR benefits from deploying meters sooner. 247 

Q. Did ComEd consider whether implementation of the Staff Alternative or Staff 248 

Alternative – Adjusted scenarios would impact the net present value (“NPV”) for 249 
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AMI deployment previously established for the current deployment scenario with 250 

installations commencing in 2015? 251 

A. Yes.  ComEd determined that with an acceleration of meter deployment pursuant to the 252 

Staff Alternative and Staff Alternative – Adjusted scenarios the NPV of the AMI 253 

deployment should be slightly more cost beneficial than the current 2015 deployment 254 

plan.  However, due to the timing of functionality delivery remaining constant in all three 255 

scenarios, the improvement in net present value is not expected to be significant.  As 256 

noted by ComEd witness Mr. Andrew Trump on rehearing in ICC Docket No. 12-0298, a 257 

minor portion NPV reduction noted in the 2015 deployment scenario is related to 258 

adjustments to a sub-set of the formulas within the model.  See ComEd Ex. 17.0 Revised, 259 

ICC Docket No. 12-0298 (Rehearing).  These changes remain in place in the accelerated 260 

scenarios, along with the more current cost and benefit inputs used in the model, and also 261 

described by Mr. Andrew Trump.  The updated deployment schedule is the largest driver 262 

of NPV change, as the annual meter counts are directly related to the cost and benefit 263 

streams. By pulling costs forward sooner than previously planned for in the Staff 264 

Alternative and Adjusted Plans, the resulting NPV would be slightly lower, based on the 265 

time value of money.  However, because more AMI meters will be installed at the point 266 

in time when functionality is delivered, the starting benefit value is higher in the 267 

accelerated scenarios.  The result of these two factors is an NPV that will fall in between 268 

the values calculated in the originally filed AMI Plan ($1.27B) and the current plan for 269 

2015 deployment ($1.06B). 270 

V. CONCLUSION 271 

Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 272 

A. Yes. 273 


