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 In Docket No. 12-0484, the Commission investigated Commonwealth Edison 

Company’s (“ComEd”) Petition to seek approval of tariffs implementing ComEd’s Peak 

Time Rebate (“PTR”) program, pursuant to Section 16-108.6(g) of the Public Utilities Act 

(“PUA”).  

ComEd’s proposed PTR program, which ComEd now refers to as the Peak Time 

Savings (“PTS”) program, is an opt-in, market-based demand response program for 

customers with smart meters, which are also known as Advanced Metering 

Infrastructure (“AMI”) meters. Under the program, participating residential customers will 

receive bill credits for the kWh of estimated electricity reduction achieved by such 

customers during specific periods of time identified as Curtailment Periods. ComEd will 

request that customers participating in the PTS program temporarily reduce their 

electric load during a Curtailment Period. A PTS customer that responds to such a call 

by reducing electricity usage during a Curtailment Period will receive rebate credits, but 

no penalty will be imposed for customers who do not respond. Electricity usage 

reductions will be measured by comparing actual usage during a Curtailment Period to 

estimated usage determined using a customer baseline load (“CBL”) methodology. The 

credits provided to PTS customers will be fully funded through ComEd’s bidding of PTS-

based demand resources into PJM capacity and energy markets, with the vast majority 

of compensation coming from PJM’s capacity market.  

In its February 21, 2013 Interim Order in Docket No. 12-0484 (“Interim Order”), 

the Commission directed Staff to hold workshops with interested parties in order to 

address certain issues that arose during the investigation of ComEd’s PTR tariff. 

Between April and July 2013, Staff hosted five workshops at the Commission, attended 

by utilities, consumer groups, ARES, and other interested stakeholders. In addition to 

the items the Commission directed the parties to address, the workshops covered AMI-

related topics that go beyond the issues specifically mentioned in the Interim Order in 

Docket No. 12-0484. As a result, and more fully addressed at the end of this Staff 

Report, Staff expects to continue the workshop process to discuss additional issues with 

interested parties.  

The following are the five items the Commission directed the parties to address 

in workshops, and this report will address them in the order they appear in the Interim 

Order: 



 

 

 

1) Competitive Neutrality: 

The Commission stated the following: 

The Commission agrees with ComEd that the phrase “in a 
competitively neutral manner” seems to only apply to providing 
rebates. Grammatically, “in a competitively neutral manner” modifies 
the verb “provide”. Also, based on the record, the Commission finds 
that ComEd’s PTR program is designed to provide rebates in a 
competitively neutral manner. With that said, the Commission is not 
saying that ComEd is permitted to do anything that would inhibit a 
market developing for ARES provided peak time rebate programs. The 
Commission intends for issues that might arise concerning an ARES 
provided PTR program to be addressed in the workshop process 
proposed by Staff and discussed below.  
 

Interim Order at 12.   

As explained in the next section of this report (“Bill Presentation”), there was 

discussion in the workshops as to how future PTR offerings, or similar AMI-enabled 

offerings by Alternative Retail Electric Suppliers (“ARES” or “RES”), could work in 

conjunction with the utilities’ Purchase of Receivables (“POR”) tariffs. Aside from that 

issue, the parties did not identify any additional concerns over ComEd’s ability to 

manage its PTS program in a competitively-neutral manner. However, neither ComEd 

nor its suppliers currently offer a PTR service, and the parties will certainly inform the 

Commission if competitive neutrality issues arise in the future.  

 

2) Bill Presentation 

The Commission stated the following: 

The Commission finds that ComEd has offered enough information at 
this point in time. The Commission agrees with ComEd that the 
rebates should be included in the bill under either delivery services or 
“taxes and others”. The Commission believes that individually listing 
each event might further participants’ understanding, but this need not 
be determined now and is left to the Company’s discretion.  
 
With respect to Rider PORCB, the Commission accepts Staff’s 
proposal to hold workshops regarding the manner in which PORCB 
could be used to bill a RES’s PTR program. Apparently no RES is 
offering a PTR program at the moment, so Staff’s six month proposal 



 

 

for an update is accepted. It should be noted, however, that any issues 
surrounding Rider PORCB do not need to be completed before this 
docket is closed and, indeed, a separate proceeding should be initiated 
by Staff if necessary.  
 

Interim Order at 14. 

 

During the workshop discussion it became clear that there is a distinction 

between a RES PTR offering that mirrors ComEd’s PTS program, where only a credit is 

applied to participating customers’ bills, and a RES offering that is structured differently 

than ComEd’s PTS program, where charges and fees may be applied. With respect to 

the former scenario, it appears there is no disagreement that ComEd’s POR tariff 

(“Rider PORCB”) could be revised to accommodate a supplier billing a credit that offsets 

the supplier’s supply charges on the customer’s monthly bill. As a result, Staff sees no 

need for the Commission to resolve this issue.  

However, for potential future RES offerings that feature more than just customer 

credits, whether it is a PTR offering or some other AMI-enabled time-variant supply 

offer, there appears to be disagreement as to what exactly is allowed and/or required 

under Section 16-118(c). Section 16-118(c) states that the utilities are required to 

purchase the receivables for “power and energy” provided by a RES. It is Staff’s 

expectation that this issue may be brought before the Commission at some point in the 

future. Staff and interested parties will continue to discuss the most appropriate process 

and schedule for the Commission to address this issue.  

 
3) Enrollment Channels 

 
The Commission stated the following: 

It is clear that all customers need to be treated the same regardless of 
which company supplies their electricity. There is no harm in having 
Staff review the script used to enroll customers, but the Commission 
notes that ComEd is only recovering its costs of running this program 
so it has no incentive to treat customers differently. Thus, contrary to 
ICEA’s assertion there is no basis here for rejecting ComEd’s proposal.  
 



 

 

The Commission agrees with Staff that this issue can be addressed in 
the proposed workshop process. If any issues cannot be resolved, 
those can be brought to the Commission’s attention at a later time. The 
Commission is confident that any issues can be resolved in the 
workshop process and no further action from the Commission will be 
required.  

 

Interim Order at 15. 

 During the workshop, ComEd stated that it will implement an enrollment process 

in a competitively neutral manner. ComEd expects that enrollments will be offered 

through the Internet, via voice response unit (“VRU”), and live agent calls. The 

enrollment content has not yet been developed and ComEd expects to have documents 

to share with interested parties by the second quarter of 2014. Once developed, ComEd 

will share with the stakeholders the scripts used to enroll customers and resolve any 

issues relating to disparate treatment of customers based on supplier during ongoing 

stakeholder workshop sessions.  

 

4) Curtailment Notifications 
 
The Commission stated the following: 

ComEd is directed to treat all customers the same, regardless of 
supply choice. The Commission sees no basis for ICEA’s concerns 
regarding the manner in which RES customers will be notified of 
curtailments.  
 
ICEA’s concerns regarding the impact of curtailments on ARES supply 
are legitimate and it is not clear that the Company has adequately 
considered the impact of its PTR proposal on ARES. The record has 
not been fully developed to make any decision, however, and the 
Commission directs Staff to also address this issue in the workshops. 
This appears to be somewhat related to the discussion below 
regarding Disclosure of Participation to RES’s. Both these issues need 
to be resolved before Rider PTR can be implemented. Staff shall file a 
report following the workshops indicating whether these issues have 
been resolved and, if so, describing the resolution reached in the 
workshops for Commission approval. If these issues were not fully 
resolved to all workshop participants’ satisfaction, Staff’s report shall 
describe the open issues and may contain a proposed schedule to 
address the open issues. If open issues exist, the ALJ shall adopt a 
schedule to address those issues.  
 



 

 

Interim Order at 17. 

 When it comes to the impact of ComEd’s PTS program on the ARES, ComEd, 

with support from PJM representatives, provided a comprehensive presentation on the 

topic during the workshop process. ComEd explained the demand response settlement 

process for ComEd, as well as the energy and capacity settlement process for a RES 

and ComEd. Without trying to summarize the entire presentation, the message from 

ComEd to the workshop participants was that ComEd believes PTS events will have 

negligible financial impact on a RES. To date, Staff has no reason to believe that any 

party disagrees with ComEd’s conclusion. As a result, Staff currently does not expect 

the Commission to be presented with unresolved issues on this subject. 

 

5) Disclosure of PTR participation 
 

The Commission stated the following: 

This issue has not been adequately addressed. Indeed, under the 
discussion of curtailment notifications, ICEA notes that it needs to 
know if a curtailment is called because the ARES supplier will need 
less electricity, but does not directly address this particular issue. Staff 
has had no opportunity to respond to ComEd’s opinion, which was 
offered for the first time in its Reply Brief. In its Brief on Exceptions, 
Staff argues that this issue should be decided now and not discussed 
in workshops. The problem, however, is that the Commission does not 
have enough information. In order for a RES to adequately manage its 
load does it need to know which customers are on PTR or just how 
many of its customers are on PTR? In the event a RES offers a PTR 
program it would need to know if the customer is already participating 
in ComEd’s program but it is not clear why this can’t be discovered 
with the customer’s consent. In other words, without knowing what kind 
of disclosure is at issue, the Commission is reluctant to say how the 
law should be applied. The Commission believes that the issue of what 
information needs to be supplied to RESs is appropriate for discussion 
in the workshop proceeding as well. The importance of protecting 
consumer information leads the Commission to conclude that this 
issue should be brought before the Commission for final resolution 
before the PTR program is implemented.  
 
As noted above, Staff shall file a report following the workshops 
indicating whether this issue has been resolved and, if so, describing 
the resolution reached in the workshops for Commission approval. If 
this item was not fully resolved to all workshop participants’ 
satisfaction, Staff’s report shall so indicate and may contain a 






