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DRAFT PROPOSED ORDER 
 
By the Commission: 
 
 This proceeding is a statutory investigation commenced on April 9, 2013 by the 
Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”) under Section 16-108.6(e) of 
the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) for the purpose of investigating Commonwealth Edison 
Company’s (“ComEd”) progress in implementing its Commission–approved Advanced 
Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) Deployment Plan (“AMI Plan”) and ComEd’s Smart Grid 
Advanced Metering Annual Implementation Progress Report (“AIPR”) filed on April 1, 
2013 (“2013 AIPR”). 
 
 Under Public Act (“PA”) 98-0015, which became effective on May 22, 2013, the 
Commission is required to enter an order that “accelerate[s] the commencement of the 
meter deployment schedule approved in the final Commission order on rehearing 
entered in Docket No. 12-0298.”  220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(l)(1)(A).  On June ____, 2013, 
the Commission entered an Interim Order that approved the Staff Alternative – Adjusted 
deployment schedule proposed by ComEd consistent with the General Assembly’s 
direction to accelerate AMI meter deployment. 
 
 Other issues concerning ComEd’s 2013 AIPR were addressed through the 
Comment process established by the Administrative Law Judges.  The Commission will 
now address those outstanding issues through this Order, and will not revisit the issue 
of the schedule for AMI meter deployment in this proceeding. 

I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 Under Section 16-108.6(c) of the PUA, 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(c), ComEd 
submitted an AMI Plan to the Commission on April 23, 2012.  That Plan was approved 
with modifications by the Commission on June 22, 2012.  See Commonwealth Edison 
Co., ICC Docket No. 12-0298, Final Order (June 22, 2012) at 64 (¶¶ 4, 5) (“June 2012 
Order”).  The AMI meter deployment schedule was subsequently “modified consistent 
with the recommendations of Staff of the Commission” on December 5, 2012.  Id., Order 
on Rehearing (Dec. 5, 2012) at 33 (“December 2012 Order”).  In that same Order, the 
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Commission directed ComEd to address the potential for acceleration of meter 
deployment and to report thereon to the Commission with its 2013 AIPR.  See Id. (at 32-
33). 
 
 Section 16-108.6(e) of the PUA, 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(e), directs utilities 
participating in the Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act (“EIMA”) with an approved 
AMI Plan, such as ComEd, to file with the Commission each April 1 an AIPR that “(1) 
describe[s] the AMI investments made during the prior 12 months and the AMI 
investments planned to be made in the following 12 months; (2) provide[s] sufficient 
detail to determine the utility’s progress in meeting the metrics and milestones identified 
by the utility in its AMI Plan; and (3) identif[ies] any updates to the AMI Plan.”  On April 
1, 2013, ComEd submitted to the Commission its 2013 AIPR, including three 
Attachments and two Appendices.  As part of its response to the information it was 
directed to provide by the Commission’s Order on Rehearing, ComEd also submitted 
with that Report the written direct testimony of four witnesses, Messrs. Robert Garcia, 
Richard O’Toole, Joseph R. Trpik Jr., and Ronald Donovan.  See ComEd Exhibits 
(“Exs.”) 1.0-4.0. 
 
 On April 9, 2013, the Commission entered its Initiating Order commencing this 
statutory investigation proceeding pursuant to Section 16-108.6(e) of the PUA.  That 
statute authorizes the Commission to “enter upon an investigation regarding the utility’s 
progress in implementing the AMI Plan as described in” the AIPR.  In its Initiating Order, 
the Commission specifically found that “[t]he Commission has the authority under 
Section 16-108.6(e) of the Act to investigate the Company’s progress in implementing 
the AMI Plan approved in Docket No. 12-0298.  The Commission will exercise this 
authority in this proceeding.”  Initiating Order at 1.  A schedule was agreed upon by the 
parties and adopted by the ALJs that allowed both for the submission of comments on 
questions of law and policy and submission of testimony on questions requiring findings 
of fact. 
 
 On May 7, 2013, Verified Comments were submitted by the Staff of the 
Commission (“Staff”), the City of Chicago (the “City”), and (jointly) the Citizens Utility 
Board (“CUB”)/Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”) (collectively “the 
Parties”).  Apart from the direct testimony submitted by ComEd with its AIPR, no party 
filed testimony or any other evidence.  Because of this, ComEd did not file rebuttal 
testimony.   
 
 On May 22, 2013, pursuant to the direction of the ALJs, ComEd filed with the 
Commission a Verified Statement of Position, in which pleading it stated its position that 
the AIPR met each requirement of the PUA as well as the specific additional 
informational requirements of the Commission’s prior Orders in Docket 12-0298.  In 
addition, ComEd explained therein that it waived no due process rights, but that the 
Commission was able, on the basis of Comments, to address issues of law and policy 
that do not require the resolution of contested issues of fact. 
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 On May 23, 2013, PA 98-0015 became law and, by its terms, was immediately 
effective.  Section 5 of PA 98-0015, among other things, adds new language to Section 
16-108.5 of the PUA.  New Section 16-108.5(l)(1) addresses AMI meter deployment, 
with subsection (A) thereof being applicable here.  Section 16-108.5(l)(1)(A) requires 
that “the order entered in such [investigation] proceeding shall, after notice and hearing, 
accelerate the commencement of the meter deployment schedule approved in the final 
Commission order on rehearing entered in Docket No. 12-0298.” 
 
 Pursuant to notice and without objection, an evidentiary hearing on the question 
of meter acceleration was held on May 28, 2013.  No party objected to the severance of 
the issues of acceleration of meter deployment and the adoption of an accelerated 
meter deployment schedule.   
 
 At the hearing, ComEd offered into evidence the previously mentioned testimony 
as well as portions, including Appendix B, of ComEd’s AIPR that was filed on April 1.  
This evidence addressed the question of what accelerated schedule for AMI meter 
deployment should be adopted by the Commission under the conditions that would 
follow from PA 98-0015 becoming law.  The evidence submitted by ComEd 
recommended the adoption of a modestly modified version of an acceleration proposal 
that had previously been sponsored by our Staff during the rehearing proceedings in 
Docket No. 12-0298, which was therefore designated “Staff Alternative – Adjusted” 
(“SA-A”) in the filings.  Under this schedule, AMI meter deployment would resume in 
2013 and continue through 2021. 
 
 On May 30, 2013, ComEd submitted its Verified Reply Comments addressing the 
remaining issues as raised in the Parties’ Verified Comments.  No other party to this 
proceeding filed reply comments. 
 
 On June 3, 2013, Draft Proposed Orders were filed by ComEd, Staff, and 
________. 
 

The Commission addressed the question of the schedule for the deployment of 
AMI meters in its Interim Order of June 5, 2013.  Only the remaining issues continued to 
be addressed by the parties’ comments. 
 
 On June ___, 2013, the ALJs issued their Proposed Order with respect to those 
remaining issues. 
 

II. COMED’S 2013 AIPR 

 ComEd’s AIPR summarizes the activities and achievements accomplished in 
2012 and the activities and goals planned for 2013 in the areas of AMI Operational 
Deployment, Customer Applications, Customer Outreach and Education, and Metrics 
and Milestones.  Three attachments to the Report that are referenced in the Metrics and 
Milestones section provide additional detail regarding the Metrics and Milestones 
included in the AMI Plan.  Additionally, two appendices to the AIPR address specific 
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issues related to AMI Plan implementation that are not listed in Section 16-108.6(e) of 
the PUA, 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(e).  Appendix A covers the specific additional topics that 
the Commission in its June 2012 Order directed ComEd to address in its 2013 AIPR.  
Appendix B contains ComEd’s Analysis of Accelerated Deployment Schedules as 
directed by the Commission in its December 2012 Order. 

A. Operational Deployment 

 ComEd reports that it accomplished several project activities in the Operational 
Deployment area in 2012, including: (1) the evaluation and selection of key professional 
service providers and technology solutions; (2) the establishment of a Project 
Management Office (“PMO”) under the direction of the AMI Program Director, which will 
be responsible for providing management and oversight to the AMI Program; (3) the 
development of plans and strategies for the full service territory AMI deployment; and 
(4) the implementation of high-priority system enhancements and business process 
redesigns that focus on the deployment and operation of additional AMI meters and the 
development of core business processes. 
 
 ComEd also reports that the AMI team plans to complete a number of operational 
objectives in 2013, including: (1) initiate the technical architecture and Meter Data 
Management System (“MDMS”) replacement work; (2) ramp-up business process 
design work; (3) continue the planning of field deployment and cross dock operations; 
(4) complete the implementation of system enhancements and processes to continue 
the improvement of pilot system operations; and (5) continue the piloting of data 
analytics tools and processes to improve the effectiveness of revenue protection and 
the pilot system operations. 

B. Customer Applications 

 ComEd states that it accomplished a number of key Customer Applications 
activities in 2012, including: (1) the development of the Peak Time Rebate (“PTR”) 
program; (2) providing provisional access for all residential customers to the web portal 
that securely provides them with their detailed account information; and (3) the 
completion of research regarding technologies enabled by Smart Grid that could directly 
touch customers as well as the development of a partnership with Whirlpool Corporation 
(“Whirlpool”) in support of the proposed regional launch of Smart Appliances in 
ComEd’s service territory. 
 
 ComEd has a number of Customer Applications goals planned for 2013, 
including: (1) the development of technology research on Direct Load Control (“DLC”) 
devices in preparation for a 2014 DLC pilot; (2) the commencement of design work on 
the web portal to provide customers with increased access; and (3) the renewal of 
technology research and continuance of the partnership with Whirlpool. 
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C. Customer Outreach and Education 

 ComEd indicates that it conducted Customer Outreach and Education programs 
related to AMI and its associated benefits in 2012, including: (1) the provision of general 
information to customers in order to educate them regarding the uses and benefits of 
smart meters through programs such as the Smart Youth Ambassador Program and 
ComEd.com; (2) the research-driven development of a staged messaging program 
intended to provide customers with general information and education in a timely 
manner; (3) the customization of education programs to fit specific customer segments 
as identified by demographic data; and (4) the development of financial assistance 
programs, also known as ComEd’s CARE programs, designed to assist low-income 
customers with the payment of their utility bills. 
 
 ComEd reports that it has a number of goals for 2013 related to the development 
of Customer Outreach and Education programs, including: (1) the continuing focus on 
general customer education and an effort to provide information on the use and benefits 
of smart meters; (2) the use of the staged messaging system to provide information to 
customers related to the smart grid and smart meters, CARE programs, and energy 
efficiency; (3) the development of staged messaging to utilize direct mail and community 
events; (4) the on-going customization of education programs to fit specific customer 
segments as identified by demographic data; and (5) the on-going development of 
financial assistance programs designed to assist low-income customers. 

D. Consultation with Smart Grid Advisory Council (“SGAC”) 

 As required by Section 16-108.6(e) of the PUA, 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(e), ComEd 
reports that it consulted with the SGAC regarding its AIPR.  ComEd provided a 
complete draft of the AIPR to the SGAC in advance of its March 14, 2013 meeting.  
ComEd also made a presentation on its AIPR at that meeting, and personnel were 
present that were knowledgeable on each relevant subject.  ComEd states that the 
SGAC offered no written or formal comments on the AIPR or Appendix B thereof, but 
suggested that it would provide a draft statement of advisement regarding ComEd’s 
analysis of a Time-Of-Use rate in Appendix A to the Report.  ComEd received that 
statement at approximately noon on Friday, March 29, 2013, and discussed it further in 
Appendix A. 

E. AMI Plan Revisions 

 As a result of the meetings ComEd held with stakeholders regarding vulnerable 
customers as described in Appendix A to the AIPR, ComEd has made some minor edits 
to the AMI Plan regarding the definition of vulnerable customers.  Those edits are 
contained in the Updated AMI Plan that ComEd filed with its AIPR. 

F. Reports on Additional Initiatives 

 In Appendix A ComEd separately reported on the following items as directed in 
the June 2012 Order:  (1) updates since submission of the AMI Plan to standards 



 

{00008207 7 } 6 

identified by the National Institute of Standards and Technology (“NIST”), including 
standards adopted by NIST’s Smart Grid Interoperability Panel (“SGIP”), and how 
ComEd is addressing them; (2) if a Time-of-Use (“TOU”) tariff will be proposed and the 
results of the dialog with stakeholders regarding the same; and (3) the development of a 
methodology to define and identify vulnerable customers and issues related to tracking 
information for vulnerable customers.  The Commission also directed ComEd to work 
with interested parties on the request for a map showing where distributed generation 
(“DG”) would be good or bad.  While the June 2012 Order did not specifically direct 
ComEd to report on the progress of the DG mapping request with its annual AIPR and 
specifically indicated that any issues regarding DG mapping should be brought before 
the Commission in a separate filing or rulemaking, ComEd also reported on the status 
of this effort for the convenience of the Commission and all interested parties.  The 
following is a brief summary of the status of these initiatives as reported by ComEd. 
 
 With respect standards identified by NIST, ComEd reported that one 
supplementary standard, National Institute of Standards and Technology Interagency 
Report (“NISTIR”) 7823, has been identified.  ComEd states that it will continue to 
regularly monitor the AMI meters and supporting systems to ensure that the required 
conformance is in place according to this standard.  Except for the supplementary 
addition of NISTIR 7823, ComEd reports that the standards noted in the AMI Plan 
continue to be applicable, have not been updated or superseded, and are being tracked 
and monitored by ComEd appropriately.  This includes NIST standards related to 
customer data and privacy. 
 
 With respect to a TOU tariff, ComEd included an extensive description of its 
collaboration with SGAC and other stakeholders in Appendix A to its AIPR, and has met 
with stakeholders to discuss the development of TOU within Illinois’ competitive market.  
As a result of these discussions, ComEd determined that a utility-offered TOU rate 
would be a potential disruption to the competitive market.  ComEd reported that it is 
currently participating in workshops to discuss enabling the market, and will continue to 
participate in ongoing discussions with stakeholders. 
 
 ComEd reported on its meetings with stakeholders regarding vulnerable 
customers, and the consensus reached on defining vulnerable customers according to 
the following customer groups: (1) Low income; (2) Very young (from birth to age 5); (3) 
Older individuals (age 65 and older); (4) Those who have limited English proficiency or 
literacy; (5) Individuals with a functional disability, such as impaired mobility; and (6) 
Persons who are socially isolated.  ComEd also reported on efforts to gather data to 
identify customers as fitting within these groups and related privacy and confidentiality 
concerns. 
 
 Finally, ComEd reported that that it has been able to work with interested parties 
to implement their “request for a map showing where distributed generation would be 
good or bad.”  June 2012 Order at 50.  The DG map is expected to be available online 
by the end of the second quarter of 2013. 
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III. SUFFICIENCY OF COMED’S AMI REPORT AND COMED’S  
PROGRESS UNDER ITS APPROVED AMI PLAN 

A. The Parties’ Positions 

ComEd has explained, in its 2013 AIPR as well as in its Statement of Position, 
that it satisfied the requirements of the PUA and the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 
12-0298.  ComEd’s 2013 AIPR describes the AMI investments ComEd made during the 
prior annual 12-month period and plans to make, under the approved AMI Plan, in the 
following 12 months.  AIPR at 3-18.  In response to Staff Data Request EPS 1.01, 
ComEd also condensed its description of these investments into a summary that Staff 
cited in its Verified Comments.  That summary is attached to Staff’s Verified Comments 
as Attachment A.  In addition, the AIPR, especially Appendix B thereof, addresses the 
acceleration of meter deployment and includes both an analysis of the potential 
acceleration alternatives and a candid and detailed discussion of what acceleration 
alternatives were financially and operationally practical and superior.  Id. at 1, Appendix 
B.   

 
 In its Initial Verified Comments, Staff reviewed the issues that ComEd was 
required to address by the Commission’s previous orders in Docket No. 12-0298 as well 
as by certain applicable statutory provisions.  These issues included: (1) the provision of 
sufficient detail to determine the utility’s progress in meeting the metrics and milestones 
as identified by the utility; (2) the identification of any updates to the AMI plan; (3) the 
inclusion of a report on ComEd’s efforts to accelerate the deployment schedule and the 
outcome of stakeholder discussions; and (4) the inclusion of information pertaining to 
technical issues and stakeholder discussions.  In reviewing these issues, Staff 
concluded that ComEd is in compliance with the Commission’s previous orders in this 
docket and the applicable statutory provisions and that ComEd’s AIPR adequately 
addresses all of the topics comprehensively and reasonably responds to the directives 
expressed in the Commission’s orders.  Staff Comments at 9.   

B. Commission Analysis and Conclusions 

 The Commission finds that ComEd’s 2013 AIPR complies with the requirements 
of Section 16-108.6(e) of the Act.  The Commission makes this finding after thorough 
review of the parties’ arguments within the filed Comments in this case.  The AIPR (1) 
describes the AMI investments for the previous 12 months and planned investments for 
the following 12 months, (2) provides sufficient detail to determine the utility’s progress 
in meeting the metrics and milestones identified by the utility in its AMI Plan, and (3) 
identifies updates to the AMI Plan.  See 220 ILCS 5/16-108.6(e)(1)-(3).  ComEd also 
established that it consulted with the SGAC prior to filing its 2013 AIPR.  
 
 The Commission notes that the Interim Order of June 5, which we reaffirm 
herein, requires a substantial acceleration in the deployment of AMI meters from that 
called for by the previously-approved AMI Plan.  ComEd will be required address its 
continuing progress in meeting that new schedule in its next AMI Report, due to be filed 
next April.  In the meantime, we emphasize that the revised deployment schedule we 
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adopted in our Interim Order remains in force and modifies, as of June 5, the schedule 
in the AMI Plan approved by the Commission in Docket 12-0298. 

IV. PARTIES’ POSITIONS ON OTHER ISSUES 

In their Comments, a number of parties discuss a number of other issues that are 
the subject of discussion by ComEd and other stakeholders in connection with its 
implementation of the AMI Plan.   

 
We note that this process, in this case, complies with the Commission’s rules, the 

Illinois Administrative Procedure Act, and respects due process rights.  Whether an 
evidentiary hearing is necessary at the Commission is determined by applying the same 
standard traditionally required of Illinois courts and other agencies:  unless specifically 
required by law, a hearing or trial is needed if, and only if, there is a genuine issue of 
material fact presented.  See 735 ILCS 5/2-1005(c).  The “genuine issue of material 
fact” standard satisfies the constitutional due process requirements required in a formal 
administrative proceeding wherein property rights are affected.1  See Yiannopoulos v. 
Robinson, 247 F.2d 655, 657 (7th Cir. 1957); Balmoral Racing Club v. Illinois Racing 
Bd., 151 Ill. 2d 367, 408 (1992); Brown v. Air Pollution Control Bd., 37 Ill. 2d, 450, 454 
(1967).  Likewise, under the Illinois Administrative Procedure Act (“IAPA”), the 
Commission is required to consider testimony and provide an evidentiary hearing if 
there exists a dispute concerning a material fact in a contested case.2  People ex. rel. 
Illinois Commerce Comm’n v. Operator Communication, Inc., 281 Ill. App. 3d 297, 301 
(1st Dist. 1996).   

 
However, unlike issues of fact, legal and pure policy issues do not require an 

evidentiary hearing to resolve.  Indeed, judges and agencies traditionally resolve such 
issues based on briefs and other written submissions (assuming notice requirements 
are respected) without an evidentiary hearing.  Because we neither modify ComEd’s 
existing Commission-approved AMI Plan in connection with our analysis of these 
issues, nor make any ruling requiring a factual finding unsupported by the record or that 
any party disputes, we are free to proceed on that basis. 

                                            
1  Since this process affords due process, it need not be decided whether any participant here 

other than ComEd has constitutionally-protected property rights at stake.   
2  With exceptions not relevant here, a contested case under the IAPA is “an adjudicatory 

proceeding ... in which the individual legal rights, duties, or privileges of a party are required by law to be 
determined by an agency only after an opportunity for a hearing.”  5 ILCS 100/1-30.  In addition, Section 
10-101 of the PUA specifically states that all “investigative proceedings ... shall be considered ‘contested 
cases’ as defined in Section 1-30 of the [IAPA], any contrary provision therein notwithstanding.”  220 
ILCS 5/10-101. 
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A. Vulnerable Customer Initiatives 

 Customer Communications 1.

a. ComEd’s Position 

 In its Comments, the City acknowledges and commends ComEd for its progress 
on multiple initiatives related to vulnerable customers.  City Comments at 8-9.  ComEd 
has organized meetings attended by Staff and various other stakeholders to discuss 
issues and initiatives related to vulnerable customers; these discussions have also 
taken place in numerous separate conversations.   As reported in Appendix A to the 
AIPR, in the course of these meetings, ComEd, Staff, and various stakeholders 
successfully developed a methodology to define “vulnerable” customers.  AIPR, 
Appendix A, at 11.  The City states that it “continues to emphasize that customer-
communications should be focused on finding ways to save ratepayers money on their 
electricity bill, with or without AMI.”  City Comments at 9.  ComEd concurs that its 
communications should have this focus, that it has focused its customer-
communications on this message, and that it has language confirming this focus in the 
AMI Plan itself.  See AIPR at 13-14; AMI Plan at 90.   
 

b. Staff and Other Parties Position 

 

 Resource Allocations 2.

a. ComEd’s Position 

 The City states that ComEd “should increase its resources devoted to 
communicating through and with the City of Chicago’s Department of Family and 
Support Services (“DFSS”)- Senior Services-Area Agency on Aging.”  City Comments at 
9.  ComEd understands the City’s argument to reference the allocation to Outreach and 
Marketing programs of the $10 million per year for five years that ComEd is required to 
contribute pursuant to Section 16-108.5(b-10) of the PUA for an energy low-income and 
support program.  Id.; 220 ILCS 5/16-108.5(b-10).  
 
 ComEd observes that its Revised AMI Plan as approved by the Commission 
provides that “ComEd will expand the outreach efforts to include the City of Chicago 
Department of Aging.”  Revised AMI Plan at 95.  ComEd notes that it has complied and 
will continue to comply with this provision of the AMI Plan by including DFSS in its 
outreach efforts, and the City does not allege otherwise.  ComEd further explains that to 
the extent that the City is arguing that the only portion of the $10 million flowing to City 
residents is the portion attributable to outreach efforts directed to DFSS, it is mistaken.  
ComEd’s assistance programs are made available to all ComEd customers, and 
ComEd works closely with numerous organizations, including the Community and 
Economic Development Association of Cook County (“CEDA”) and the Chicago 
Housing Authority (“CHA”), in the administration of its assistance and educational 
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programs.  Additional details were provided in ComEd’s Reply Comments.  Thus, 
ComEd observes that Chicago residents benefit from all components of the energy low-
income and support program.  ComEd has also made efforts to meet and confer with 
the City regarding outreach efforts for these customer assistance programs and will 
continue to do so going forward. 
 
 ComEd asserts that the City’s Comments do not make clear whether it asks for 
resources to be reallocated from other assistance programs funded by the $10 million 
contribution or from other Outreach and Marketing recipients.  Either way, ComEd 
states that the City has not demonstrated that ComEd has failed to implement the AMI 
Plan properly as approved, or improperly allocated funds in any way.  
 
 ComEd also notes that it has met with the City’s DFSS to discuss data sharing of 
customer information.  In an effort to make their constituents aware of the benefits of the 
AMI meters and ComEd’s assistance programs, DFSS shared with ComEd a list of the 
agencies that DFSS funds for vulnerable customers.  This was done so that ComEd 
could share the education and outreach materials developed during the AMI 
deployment with those agencies.  In addition, ComEd is willing to discuss this matter 
further with the City as part of its ongoing discussions and collaborative process. 
 
 ComEd also argues that the City’s request that it “increase funding of 
disconnection assistance programs focused on City residents” (City Comments at 10) 
appears to go beyond the scope of this proceeding, which is statutorily designed to 
investigate ComEd’s compliance with the AMI Plan as described in the AIPR, not to 
raise new issues or re-litigate the Commission’s decision to approve the AMI Plan.  
Nevertheless, ComEd states it is always ready to explore with the City and other 
stakeholders means to make more efficient or effective the existing programs that 
provide assistance to customers who may be impacted by a more efficient 
disconnection process with AMI meters, and has made multiple efforts to partner with 
the City to discuss program designs.  
 

b. Staff and Other Parties Position 

 

 Identification Efforts 3.

a. ComEd’s Position 

 ComEd states that while it appreciates the City’s suggestion that with 
“substantive assistance or some accommodation meaningful to vulnerable customers… 
it is possible that vulnerable customers might identify themselves” (City Comments at 
10), this proposal is not viable or sound.  As discussed in Appendix A to the AIPR, there 
are difficulties inherent in identifying vulnerable customers.  AIPR, Appendix A, at 15-16.  
ComEd states that efficient and effective methodologies for having customers self-
identify are not apparent and none have been identified.  See also Id. at 15-16. 
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 In addition to the inherent barrier that “some customers are reluctant to give 
personal information and reluctant to admit that they need assistance” (Id.), ComEd is 
also concerned that simply linking self-identification to some type of reward or benefit 
without verification is not a sound methodology for identifying vulnerable customers.  
Therefore, the City’s proposal could result in statistically compromised data and 
potentially a waste of $20 per customer. 
 
 For these reasons, ComEd reports that it is currently working with the 
Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (“DCEO”) in an attempt to gain 
access to vulnerable customer information contained in DCEO’s customer data base.  
See AIPR Report, Appendix A at 12.  DCEO, pursuant to the policy of the federal Low 
Income Home Energy Assistance Policy (“LIHEAP”), provides priority access to LIHEAP 
funding to customers that meet at least three of the “vulnerable customer” criteria; this 
policy produces both the financial incentive for low-income customers to self-report 
other conditions that make them vulnerable to loss of service as well as the verification 
of such status, which would be costly for ComEd to do independently.  ComEd adds 
that such a data sharing effort with DCEO would be a no-cost approach and would 
reflect data obtained from self-identifying customers.  ComEd will continue to work on 
these issues on an ongoing basis. 
 
 In sum, the City has not made a case that the Commission should, by Order in 
this case, impose additional requirements based on the record before it or that it would 
be proper to enter such an order. 

b. Staff and Other Parties Position 

 

 Disconnection Programs 4.

a. ComEd’s Position 

 The City urges ComEd to begin discussions regarding the process of notifying 
the City of impending disconnections on a zip code (or comparable) basis.  City 
Comments at 9-10.  ComEd reports that it has initiated these conversations.  ComEd 
states these discussions are ongoing, and that ComEd will continue to schedule 
meetings with the City to discuss these issues.  ComEd further asserts that any such 
process must, of course, comply with all legal protections applicable to customer 
information.   
 
 The City suggests that the notification on the basis of zip codes process could be 
added to the process already in place to inform the City’s Department of Public Health 
of impending disconnection of space-heat customers during winter months pursuant to 
Section 8-202(b) of the PUA.  City Comments at 10.  ComEd asserts that this process is 
specifically authorized under Section 8-202(b) and is limited by its terms.  ComEd, 
through this program, makes a very specific disclosure of information to a very specific 
recipient.  ComEd states that this statutory process and the process envisioned under 
the AMI Plan are very different, and the authority to notify public health departments of 
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winter disconnections for space heat customers does not apply to other disconnection 
situations or recipients not covered by Section 8-202(b).  ComEd believes that it is 
constrained by privacy concerns from offering customer specific information, in advance 
of disconnection, to the City of Chicago.  However, consistent with the approved AMI 
Plan, ComEd states it will continue to reach out to the City to work through this issue. 

b. Staff and Other Parties Position 

 

B. Additional Tracking Metrics and Milestones 

 ComEd’s Position 1.

The Commission’s June 2012 Order directed ComEd to report on certain metrics 
and milestones, and the baselines for each measure.  Id. at 19.  ComEd has 
successfully utilized the collaborative process through stakeholder meetings to 
determine tracking measures for these metrics and milestones.  The successful 
collaboration with CUB, the Environmental Defense Fund (“EDF”), and ELPC is 
reflected in ComEd’s AIPR, along with the agreed-upon baselines for most of the 
metrics.  ComEd is committed to working with CUB, ELPC, and EDF to refine two 
additional metrics to ensure full compliance with the Commission’s directives and the 
AMI Plan: (1) reduction in Greenhouse Gas Emissions enabled by smart grid 
technology; and (2) improvement in line loss reductions enabled by smart grid 
technology.  ComEd will continue to hold and attend stakeholder workshops through 
2013, and will report on the results of these meetings in its AIPR due to be filed in April 
2014. 

 Staff and Other Parties Position 2.

 

C. Distributed Generation and Interconnection 

 ComEd’s Position 1.

 ComEd has worked with CUB/ELPC and other interested stakeholders to 
develop an interconnection map showing preferred locations for distributed generation 
(“DG”) projects on ComEd’s distribution grid.  These collaborative efforts have resulted 
in the development of a prototype web-based map that highlights the preferred DG 
interconnection areas. 
 
 CUB/ELPC also recommends that ComEd continue to work with stakeholders in 
order to ensure that Illinois’ interconnection standards continue to reflect national best 
practice.  CUB/ELPC expresses its intention to involve ComEd in stakeholder meetings 
to discuss the improvement in the Illinois interconnection process, and subsequently to 
file a petition in the fall of 2013 to take into account national developments affecting best 
practices for distributed generation interconnection.  Id. at 7. 
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 ComEd asserts that additional development of distributed generation 
enhancements and interconnection standards are beyond the scope of this proceeding, 
which – as the Commission stated in its Initiating Order – is statutorily designed to 
investigate ComEd’s compliance with the AMI Plan as described in the AIPR.  While the 
Commission directed ComEd to work with stakeholders to attempt to develop a map 
that highlights preferred areas for DG interconnection on ComEd’s grid, the Commission 
explicitly noted that such issues are not appropriate for expedited proceedings, and that 
if any such issues did arise they should be “brought before the Commission in a 
separate filing or as part of the rulemaking.”  June 2012 Order at 50. 
 
 Nonetheless, as CUB/ELPC notes, ComEd has committed to creating a web-
based interconnection portal, which is currently scheduled to be available online by the 
summer of 2013.  Id. at 6.  As expressed in the AIPR, ComEd plans to continue to work 
with interested parties to prepare a description of the map and post it on ComEd’s 
website.  AIPR, Appendix A, at 17.  And, true to that commitment, ComEd met with 
ELPC and a group of potential users of the map on April 3, 2013, to obtain feedback on 
the map and supporting web content.   
 
 ComEd states that while no discussions have taken place as of yet regarding 
interconnection standards or revisions to Parts 466 and 467 of the Commission’s rules, 
ComEd is committed to participating in discussions regarding national developments 
and best practices for distributed generation interconnection.  Moreover, ComEd agrees 
that to the extent the ICC initiates a rulemaking proceeding to address distributed 
generation issues, such a proceeding would be an appropriate forum to examine issues 
within the scope of such rulemaking. 

 Staff and Other Parties Position 2.

 

D. Net Metering 

 ComEd’s Position 1.

 In compliance with the PUA, ComEd developed and implemented a net metering 
process.  There are currently fifty-two (52) net metering customers in the City of 
Chicago, forty-nine (49) of whom are supplied by ComEd and three (3) of whom are 
supplied by a retail electric supplier (“RES”).  ComEd has met with ELPC to evaluate 
the issues related to its net metering process, and has presented its net metering 
application process to the Illinois Solar energy Association.  ComEd is working on the 
implementation of net metering on an ongoing basis, and will continue to work with 
interested stakeholders in workshops on an ongoing basis to resolve these issues. 
 
 While ComEd does not take the position that there should necessarily be a 
rulemaking proceeding regarding these issues, ComEd agrees that this would be the 
proper place to work on these issues and update Illinois’ net metering standards. 
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 ComEd notes that the collaborative effort behind the stakeholder workshops 
have resulted in agreement between the parties and efficiency in developing resources 
for the benefit of ComEd customers related to the resolution of various ongoing issues.  
As such, ComEd respectfully requests that the Commission permit ComEd to continue 
to work with stakeholders to develop these issues in a cooperative manner. 

 Staff and Other Parties Position 2.

 

E. Time of Use Rate 

 ComEd’s Position 1.

 In its June 2012 Order, the Commission directed ComEd to “report…the results 
of the dialog with stakeholders and if a [Time of Use (“TOU”)] tariff will be proposed.”  Id. 
at 45.  ComEd included an extensive description of its collaboration with SGAC and 
other stakeholders in Appendix A to its AIPR, and has met with stakeholders to discuss 
the development of TOU within Illinois’ competitive market.  As a result of these 
discussions, ComEd determined that a utility-offered TOU rate would be a potential 
disruption to the competitive market; in light of this determination, ComEd is currently 
participating in workshops to discuss enabling the market, and will continue to 
participate in ongoing discussions with stakeholders. 
 
 CUB/ELPC offer several other recommendations in their comments that appear 
to presume that ComEd will offer TOU energy.  CUB/ELPC Comments at 10.  ComEd 
acknowledges these comments and commits to continuing the ongoing discussions.   
ComEd is currently in the process of workshops to discuss enabling the market to make 
TOU and other time variant or dynamic supply offerings and demand response 
offerings, and will continue to do so on an ongoing basis.  ComEd states it will take 
CUB/ELPC’s comments into consideration while continuing to work with stakeholders to 
meet the needs of the marketplace.  
 
 ComEd asserts, however, that the current expedited proceeding is not the place 
to address such issues.  Nor, according to ComEd, can this issue be resolved by a 
Commission directive.  ComEd states it cannot be compelled to offer new services.  See 
June 2012 Order at 41 (under 220 ILCS 5/16-103(e), a utility cannot be compelled to 
offer new services).  ComEd asserts that collaborative discussion is the best and only 
option on this issue, and ComEd respectfully requests that the Commission permit it to 
continue. 
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 Staff and Other Parties Position 2.

F. Personal Energy Information 

 ComEd’s Position 1.

ComEd has acknowledged the need to permit customers to use and disclose 
personal energy information to third parties in order to successfully deploy AMI meters 
while prioritizing the protection of personal customer data.  ComEd is currently 
participating in workshops to discuss policies for sharing personal energy information 
while ensuring protection of such data in order to further these objectives. 

 Staff and Other Parties Position 2.

G. Implementation of Green Button Programs 

 ComEd’s Position 1.

ComEd has been an early adopter of the Green Button: Download My Data 
(“GBD”) standard that is currently enabled on ComEd’s web portal.  This standard is 
available to all customers, and allows a customer to download a report of their meter 
usage data based on a customer-specified time frame.  See AIPR, at 11. This data can 
also be downloaded in a manner that is easily imported into third-party software.  Id.; 
see also CUB/ELPC Comments at 13.   

ComEd has not yet developed the Green Button: Connect My Data (“GBC”) 
application for use by ComEd customers; instead, ComEd is in the process of 
monitoring the GBC applications currently being piloted by other utilities.  ComEd will 
wait to develop a GBC application until the standards and process have stabilized, in an 
effort to streamline the process and lower costs associated with the development and 
troubleshooting of the application.  ComEd hopes this will ensure that it is providing 
information in the same manner and through the same processes currently emerging in 
the market.  When the GBC application is developed, it will likely transmit regularly 
scheduled updates to a third party as designated by the customer.  The frequency with 
which these updates will be transmitted will be the subject of future workshop meetings 
that ComEd plans to participate in. 

 Staff and Other Parties Position 2.

H. COMMISSION CONCLUSION AND ANALYSIS 

The record shows that each of the issues discussed by the parties poses 
important questions of policy, as well as legal and factual controversies.  However, it is 
possible, based on the record, to conclude that, regardless of the ultimate outcome, 
there have been substantial discussions by ComEd, the SGAC, and numerous 
stakeholders.  This process appears to have included numerous frank exchanges of 
information and views, including by ComEd and stakeholder leadership.  Parties are 
best able to collaborate and constructively compromise when there is a fair process that 
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is not prematurely brought into litigation.  The Commission signaled in its Orders in 
Docket No. 12-0298 that substantive discussion should occur throughout the 
implementation of ComEd’s AMI Plan, and we herein direct and re-emphasize that this 
process continue.  

 
It is neither in customers’ interests, nor would it be lawful, for the Commission to 

attempt to prejudge the outcome of those discussions at this time and on this record.  
We appreciate the value of the issue updates contained in the parties’ Comments and 
Reply Comments, but none of those Comments show that ComEd’s implementation of 
its AMI Plan or its 2013 AIPR was deficient.  Indeed, there was no evidence offered that 
supports any revision or addition to ComEd’s AMI Plan other than that made by the 
Interim Order.  Rather, as Staff and ComEd recommend, we accept ComEd’s 2013 
AIPR and find that it meets the requirements applicable to that report.   

 
Because, as noted above, the Commission finds that ComEd has progressed 

with the implementation of its AMI Plan in accordance with the schedule approved by 
the Commission in December 2012 and in compliance with the additional Commission 
directives from Docket No. 12-0298, this investigation proceeding is properly closed.   

V. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

The Commission, having reviewed the entire record, is of the opinion and finds 
that: 

(1) Commonwealth Edison Company is an Illinois corporation engaged in the 
transmission, sale, and distribution of electricity to the public in Illinois, and 
is a public utility as defined in Section 3-105 of the PUA; 

(2) the Commission has jurisdiction over Commonwealth Edison Company 
and the subject matter herein; 

(3) the facts recited and conclusions reached in the prefatory portion of this 
Order are supported by the record and are hereby adopted as findings of 
fact and conclusions of law; 

(4) ComEd’s 2013 AIPR “(1) describe[s] the AMI investments [ComEd] made 
during the prior 12 months and the AMI investments planned to be made 
in the following 12 months; (2) provide[s] sufficient detail to determine the 
utility’s progress in meeting the metrics and milestones identified by the 
utility in its AMI Plan; and (3) identif[ies] any updates to the AMI Plan.”   

(5) ComEd’s progress in implementing the AMI Plan approved by the 
Commission on rehearing in Docket No. 12-0298 was not materially 
deficient for the 2012 plan year. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that 
ComEd’s 2013 AIPR, filed on April 1, 2013, is approved and this investigation is closed.   
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Interim Order adopted by the Commission 
on June ___, 2013, is hereby reaffirmed and incorporated in this Final Order.   

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all motions, petitions, objections, and other 
matters in this proceeding pertaining to ComEd’s meter deployment schedule which 
remain unresolved are to be disposed of in a manner consistent with the conclusions 
herein. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Order is not final and is not subject to the 
Administrative Review Law. 

 
DATED:       June 3, 2013 
 
        Claudia Sainsot, 
        Douglas E. Kimbrel, 
        Administrative Law Judges 
 


