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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Robert Garcia.  My business address is 440 S. LaSalle, Suite 3300, Chicago, 4 

Illinois 60605. 5 

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

A. I am the Director of Regulatory Strategy and Services of Commonwealth Edison 7 

Company (“ComEd”). 8 

B. Subject of Direct Testimony 9 

Q. What are the purposes of your direct testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to (1) address the need for, and appropriateness of, a 11 

tariffed policy to address customers that refuse installation of Advanced Metering 12 

Infrastructure (“AMI”) meters and/or that do not provide access to the metering facilities 13 

on the premises for purpose of installing such meters; (2) provide an overview of the 14 

terms and conditions of the new proposed tariff, Rider NAM –Non AMI Metering 15 

(“Rider NAM”), and the corresponding revisions proposed to Rate BES – Basic Electric 16 

Service (“Rate BES”), Rate BESH – Basic Electric Service Hourly Pricing (“Rate 17 

BESH”), Rate RDS – Retail Delivery Services, General Terms and Conditions (“GTC”), 18 

Rider FCA – Franchise Cost Additions (“Rider FCA”), Rider POG – Parallel Operation 19 

of Retail Customer Generating Facilities (“Rider POG”), Rider POGNM – Parallel 20 

Operation of Retail Customer Generating Facilities with Net Metering (“Rider 21 

POGNM”), Rider PPO – Purchase Power Option (“Rider PPO”) and Rider ZSS – Zero 22 
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Standard Service (“Rider ZSS”); and (3) support for the charges proposed under Rider 23 

NAM.  My colleague, Mr. David B. Doherty, Director of AMI Business Transformation 24 

(ComEd Exhibit 2.0) will provide an overview of how this new transitional service will 25 

be implemented, including the customer communication plan, and provide an overview 26 

of the range of potential operational costs ComEd may incur in providing this new 27 

transitional service.  In addition, in his direct testimony, ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 2.0, Mr. 28 

Doherty provides further explanation of the operational bases and rationale for several of 29 

the key provisions of the proposed tariffed policy. 30 

Q. Are there any attachments to your direct testimony? 31 

A. Yes.  ComEd Exhibit 1.01 reflects new Rider NAM and the changes proposed to the 32 

existing tariffs in a redline format.  While I will address the provisions of Rider NAM 33 

before the proposed changes to GTC in the interest of getting to the more salient issues 34 

sooner, it is advisable to read GTC before Rider NAM, as the changes to GTC lay the 35 

foundation Rider NAM. 36 

ComEd Exhibit 1.02 reflects the 2012 residential bill information, including a 37 

break out of customers on low income customer assistance programs, which was 38 

requested by Commissioner del Valle in his memorandum of October 10, 2013 and was 39 

prepared at my direction.  In addition to the aggregated billing data requested, a narrative 40 

explaining how the data base developed is included. 41 

C. Qualifications and Professional Background 42 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities at ComEd? 43 
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A. As Director, Regulatory Strategy and Services, I have responsibility for regulatory 44 

support of ComEd’s distribution business in general and of various compliance tracking 45 

processes.  The departments for which I am responsible have a central role in new 46 

customer service and regulatory initiatives, including initiatives called for by the Energy 47 

Infrastructure Modernization Act (“EIMA”).1  Among our responsibilities in that regard 48 

is to prepare and submit to the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”) 49 

an Annual Implementation Progress Report regarding the progress ComEd has made in 50 

implementing its AMI Plan approved in by the Commission in ICC Docket No. 13-0285.   51 

Q. What is your educational background? 52 

A. I have an Artium Baccalaureus (Bachelor of Arts) degree in Political Science and French 53 

from Wabash College (Crawfordsville, Indiana) and a Master of Public Administration 54 

degree from the School of Public and Environmental Affairs at Indiana University 55 

(Bloomington, Indiana) with concentrations in Policy (Quantitative) Analysis and 56 

International Affairs.  I also obtained a Certificat De Langue Et Civilisation Française 57 

from the Université de Paris – Sorbonne (Paris, France) and, as part of my graduate 58 

studies, studied French and European government at the École Nationale 59 

D’Administration (Paris, France). 60 

Q. What is your professional experience? 61 

A. Prior to joining ComEd, I worked for nearly nine years at the Commission, beginning in 62 

1992 as an intern in the then Office of Policy and Planning and ending in 2001 as the 63 

                                                 
1 EIMA refers to the changes and additions made to the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) by 

Public Acts 97-0616 and 97-0646.  Additional clarifications are also the subject of Senate Bill 9, which 
passed the Illinois General Assembly on March 21, as is currently pending before the Governor.   
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senior policy advisor to a Commissioner.  I initially joined the Commission Staff through 64 

the James H. Dunn Memorial Fellowship program, a one-year program sponsored by the 65 

Office of the Governor.  Through this Fellowship, I also held short term positions in the 66 

Bureau of the Budget and the Governor’s Legislative Office. 67 

I have been employed by ComEd since April 2001.  I began my employment with 68 

ComEd as a Regulatory Specialist in what was then called the Regulatory Department 69 

and moved on to the position of Senior Regulatory Specialist before assuming the 70 

position of Manager, Regulatory Policy and Strategy.  In January of 2013, I assumed my 71 

current position of Director of Regulatory Strategy and Services. 72 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 73 

A. Yes.  I have testified in support of several ComEd customer service and regulatory 74 

initiatives, including those called for by legislation.  In particular, I supported:  ComEd’s 75 

proposed tariff for the purchase of uncollectibles in ICC Docket No. 11-0435; ComEd’s 76 

on-bill financing program in ICC Docket No. 10-0091; ComEd’s proposed tariffs for the 77 

purchase of receivables with consolidated billing in ICC Docket No. 10-0138; 78 

continuation of ComEd’s Residential Real Time Pricing (“RRTP”) Program and updated 79 

charges in ICC Docket No. 11-0546; ComEd’s peak time rebate program in ICC Docket 80 

No. 12-0484; and ComEd’s first annual AMI Implementation Plan Report and Update in 81 

ICC Docket No. 13-0285.  In addition, I testified in:  ComEd’s 2010 general rate case, 82 

ICC Docket No. 10-0467; proceedings concerning Section 16-125(e) of the PUA and 83 

interruptions caused by damage from the storm systems of July 23, 2010 and February 1, 84 

2011, in ICC Docket No. 11-0289 and ICC Docket No. 11-0662, respectively.  Finally, I 85 
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testified on behalf of Staff in ICC Docket No. 94-0094, a rulemaking concerning Parts 86 

415 and 425 of the Commission’s Rules.  87 

II. BASES FOR AN AMI REFUSAL POLICY 88 

Q. Why is a tariffed policy needed to address customers that refuse the installation of 89 

AMI meters at their respective premises? 90 

A. As ComEd has already encountered first hand during the deployment of AMI meters for 91 

the AMI Pilot approved in Docket No. 09-0263 and other utilities deploying AMI and 92 

other forms of communicating metering technologies, like AMR, have learned, not all 93 

customers will embrace the technological advancements or change associated with AMI 94 

deployment.  With respect to AMI deployment, I am aware of numerous customer 95 

rationales for rejecting installation, ranging most notably from concerns regarding health 96 

impacts to privacy and security.2  But, regardless of the rationale and without speaking to 97 

the legitimacy of their bases for refusal, successful universal deployment of AMI requires 98 

that these customer concerns be proactively and respectfully addressed through an 99 

appropriate regulatory policy.  As my colleague, Mr. Doherty discusses, ComEd has 100 

implemented a process for addressing such concerns directly with the individual 101 

customers and has had a reasonable level of success in gaining customer acceptance since 102 

deployment began in October 2013.  Nevertheless, with an approximate 25% conversion 103 

rate, ComEd expects that AMI installation refusals will persist and continue throughout 104 

                                                 
2 In fact, as Mr. Doherty discusses further in his direct testimony, data privacy is an often cited 

basis for the AMI installation refusals ComEd has experienced to date.  ICC Docket 13-0506 addresses 
third-party access to the hourly interval data that will be gained from AMI meters, which may also have 
some impact on this issue.  A ruling in that case is expected in February 2014, which may impact AMI 
refusals. 
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the deployment period and possibly thereafter.  Thus, beyond the individual customer 105 

education outreach that ComEd intends to perform with customers refusing installation, 106 

some decision is required as to how such customers should be treated. 107 

Q. How are customer refusals handled by ComEd today? 108 

A. Currently, ComEd is accepting requests to delay installation of an AMI meter, pending 109 

resolution of the instant proceeding.  ComEd also forewarns these customers of the 110 

possible application of charges in the future. 111 

Q. Does ComEd have adequate means available to it to remedy AMI installation 112 

refusals? 113 

A. No.  Without arguing the legal bases or the applicability of remedies set forth in existing 114 

tariffs and Commission rules that may be applied, ComEd recognizes that it has the right 115 

to access and maintain its property located on customer premises and that it would be 116 

well within its legal rights to force installation or even deny electric service to a customer 117 

for failing to provide access.  However, ComEd believes that it would not be conducive 118 

to gaining the acceptance and use of this beneficial technology in the long-run to address 119 

refusals through the means available to ComEd today (e.g., forced access to facilities or 120 

disconnection of electric service).  The lack of a policy addressing AMI meter installation 121 

refusals, or conversely and more specifically, a de facto policy that forces customers to 122 

accept installation will not diffuse any customer concerns and, if anything, will only 123 

inflame them.  124 

Q. Why does ComEd propose a tariffed policy concerning proposal now? 125 
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A. Instead of waiting for similar opposition to the ComEd AMI installation to materialize 126 

and grow, ComEd proposes to learn from the experience of the municipal electric utility 127 

in Naperville, Illinois.  Accordingly, ComEd proposes to establish a refusal policy now, 128 

at the outset, before any anti-AMI sentiment builds into a demand to institute such a 129 

policy.  Especially during a multi-year rollout while other customers are still using analog 130 

meters, a policy requiring immediate deployment under threat of disconnection could 131 

suggest to these customers that their concerns do not matter, and that they are helpless 132 

and without recourse.  Such customer sentiment will not benefit AMI deployment efforts, 133 

nor reflect well on either ComEd or the Commission.  Such customers should be treated 134 

with respect and, as is ComEd’s customer service motto, treated as we would expect to be 135 

treated.     136 

Q. Are AMI meter installation refusals ComEd’s only concern associated with 137 

execution of the AMI Plan?  138 

A. No.  During the course of deployment, ComEd has encountered, and will continue to 139 

encounter, situations where ComEd is unable to complete AMI installation for a variety 140 

of reasons related to access, such as locked gates or doors; blockages in front of the 141 

meters; and unrestrained dogs.  My colleague, Mr. Doherty, presents statistics regarding 142 

ComEd’s experience to date both generally and with access issues. 143 

Like AMI meter refusals, the inability to access the metering facilities located on 144 

customer premises means ComEd cannot install an AMI meter.   The consequences of 145 

such a failed AMI installation, as discussed further below, are identical to a meter refusal.    146 

Moreover, an access issue may be an intentional effort to prevent installation (i.e., a form 147 
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of refusal).  ComEd has no way to determine the reason why ComEd is barred from 148 

accessing the metering facilities, or why a customer is not responding to ComEd’s access 149 

requests.  Thus, it is appropriate to treat both refusals and access issues equally.  Indeed, 150 

to develop a policy addressing only refusals and not access issues creates the opportunity 151 

for gaming, where a refusal-only policy could be circumvented by simply barring 152 

ComEd’s access to the metering facilities.  Similarly, the absence of a policy on either 153 

allows a customer to prevent the installation of an AMI meter without bearing the 154 

responsibility for the consequences of that decision, or the implications to other 155 

customers. 156 

Q. Can you generally summarize the bases and objectives for ComEd’s proposed 157 

tariffed policy? 158 

A. ComEd’s objective is to have a 0% refusal rate such that the benefits of AMI will be 159 

maximized to all customers.  However, ComEd cannot control the individual decisions of 160 

each customer, and thus ComEd’s proposed tariff policy recognizes that despite AMI 161 

benefits, there will be customers that will not accept the installation of an AMI meter.  162 

Also despite a robust education and outreach plan, there will be customers that prevent 163 

access to the meter, regardless of intent, that will impede AMI deployment.  Regardless 164 

of the cause, the inability to install AMI meters per the Commission-approved AMI Plan 165 

will result in ComEd incurring new and continued costs that could have been avoided.  166 

These costs should be attributed to the cost causers, and not socialized amongst all 167 

ComEd ratepayers.  This is accomplished through the reasonable charges established in 168 
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ComEd’s proposed Rider NAM.  These charges are conservative and, as both I and Mr. 169 

Doherty discuss, below actual costs. 170 

Q. What is the proposed tariff policy? 171 

A. In summary, ComEd proposes to apply a $25 monthly fee to customers refusing AMI 172 

meter installation or otherwise barring installation of an AMI meter.  With respect to 173 

premises where a non-AMI meter has been installed, a customer must pay for the 174 

removal of the non-AMI meter and its subsequent replacement.  I will elaborate further 175 

on the charges, terms and conditions later in my direct testimony.  176 

Q. Instead of applying charges, could ComEd apply positive financial inducements, 177 

such as bill credits, to incent acceptance of AMI meter installations? 178 

A. No.  We do not believe such a ratemaking scheme could be devised that would 179 

accomplish the forgoing objectives, particularly the objective of making cost-causers be 180 

the cost-bearers.    Above all, it is unclear what level of payment (e.g., a bill credit) would 181 

be needed to overcome an installation refusal or why one group of customers should pay 182 

to gain another group’s acquiescence to installation, if the payments are limited to 183 

customers refusing installation initially.  Moreover, targeted payments could incentivize 184 

customers to game the system, effectively incenting every customer to refuse installation 185 

initially and receive a credit subsequently, which would be counterproductive.   186 

Similarly, providing payments to all customers that, e.g., provide access on the 187 

first attempt is a bit like “robbing Peter to pay Paul,” as the vast majority of customers 188 

already provide access and would be required to fund their own credits.  Furthermore, a 189 

one-time credit will not effectuate an allocation or recovery of the costs incurred to read 190 
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the meters of customers not responding to the incentive, which still would be borne by 191 

customers that do.   192 

Q. Does ComEd believe it is legally permissible to not deploy AMI meters for each and 193 

every customer in its service territory? 194 

A. Yes.  While I am not an attorney, I can represent that it is ComEd’s position that 195 

installing an AMI meter to less than every customer in its service territory would not be 196 

inconsistent with EIMA or its Commission-approved Updated AMI Plan in Docket 13-197 

0285.  Aside from this simple statement of ComEd’s position, I can add that (1) ComEd 198 

never submitted an AMI Plan for approval that provided for deployment of AMI meters 199 

to all ComEd customers because not all customer usage is metered (e.g., dusk to dawn 200 

and fixture-included lighting or cable television power supplies) for economic and 201 

operational reasons and (2) as a matter of regulatory policy, the Commission’s own 202 

policies implicitly do not require or facilitate 100% deployment of AMI( e.g. the 203 

Commission authorizes third-parties to deploy alternative meters).  I will elaborate on the 204 

later point below. 205 

With respect to access issues, in particular, ComEd is not aware of any legal basis 206 

for rejecting the proposed tariffs, as Rider NAM merely establishes a reasonable 207 

allocation of costs.  Similar to the 1.5% late payment fee authorized by Section 280.90(d) 208 

of the Commission rules, the Rider NAM charge also establishes an appropriate incentive 209 

for  customers to allow ComEd access to metering facilities.  In fact, as ComEd gains 210 

experience with the application of charges to customers not providing access to ComEd 211 
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equipment and facilities, and customers respond to these charges throughout deployment, 212 

it may prove to be a reasonable and efficient method of addressing other access issues. 213 

Q. Is it necessary for the Commission to render an opinion on the legality of allowing 214 

AMI installation to be deferred? 215 

A. No, it is not necessary.  As discussed further below, in the case of a refusal, the ability to 216 

delay installation is only temporary.  The proposed tariffs include a sunset provision that 217 

will require installation of AMI meters by no later than June 2022, one year after the date 218 

of the last AMI meter installation undertaken in accordance with the Commission-219 

approved AMI Plan.  This sunset proposal is irrespective of meter refusals.  Thus, Rider 220 

NAM allows customers to choose to be amongst the last to receive an AMI meter so long 221 

as they bear the costs of that choice.  Furthermore, ComEd will work with Staff and other 222 

stakeholders to monitor the development of refusals and access issues periodically after 223 

approval of the proposed tariff.  ComEd also has committed to formally reporting on this 224 

matter every six months (see Attachment 1 at Sheet No. 447).  Finally, as to the 225 

customers who deny ComEd access, we retain all of our existing tariff remedies and legal 226 

remedies, both before and after the sunset date.  ComEd will continue to attempt to 227 

address access issues at all times.  For all these reasons, whether the refusal policies 228 

should be extended can be determined at a later date, when more information is available.  229 

Thus, ComEd requests that the Commission reserve judgment on this legal question. 230 

Q. If ComEd does not address AMI installation refusals, is it possible that other entities 231 

may seek to address the concerns of such customers? 232 
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A. Yes.  In January, 1999, back when I was an advisor to a Commissioner, the Commission 233 

embarked on an investigation of the unbundling of delivery service, which includes 234 

among other things the provision of metering service, pursuant to its authority under 235 

Section 16-108(a).  (See Docket No. 99-0013, Order Initiating Proceeding at 3).  The 236 

unbundling of metering service for customer taking only delivery service, which is a rare 237 

policy in the United States, subsequently was ordered to promote the “development of 238 

competitive markets for electric energy in Illinois” because “unbundling could result in 239 

innovation and greater efficiency” and it “allows customer choice for additional services 240 

besides generation services.”  (Id., at 11).  This Commission policy, embodied today in 241 

ComEd’s Rate MSPS – Meter Service Provider Service (“Rate MSPS”) and Part 460 of 242 

the Commission’s rules (83 Illinois Administrative Code Part 460), essentially allows a 243 

Commission-certified third party to remove and replace an existing meter, including 244 

presumably an AMI meter.  245 

To date, no entity has actively solicited metering service in ComEd’s territory to 246 

my knowledge, and competition has flourished without alternative meter service 247 

providers.  Now, the Commission looks to AMI deployment to provide customers with 248 

the innovative, money-saving and environmentally beneficial offerings that were 249 

originally sought through the meter unbundling policy.  (See generally ICC Docket 12-250 

0298, Order).  Thus, the continuation of the meter unbundling policy, in light of 251 

subsequent developments, should be reconsidered by the Commission because it is a 252 

threat to AMI deployment, especially if an AMI meter refusal policy is not enacted.  253 
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Q. If a third party meter service provider could offer the removal of an AMI meter for 254 

a refusal customer, why does ComEd find it necessary to provide its own AMI meter 255 

refusal policy? 256 

A. First and foremost, as the provider of delivery service, which includes metering service, it 257 

is ComEd’s primary responsibility to manage the concerns of customers that refuse AMI 258 

meters and work to gain acceptance over time.  Second, the Commission’s own policy on 259 

metering service unbundling creates an economic opportunity and incentive for third-260 

party meter service providers to undermine AMI deployment, potentially feeding off of, 261 

if not fueling, customer concerns regarding AMI meters.  ComEd believes the AMI Plan 262 

would be best served by (1) the utility addressing refusals proactively, before a market 263 

for non-AMI metering service is created and, ultimately, (2) a Commission reversal of 264 

the metering service unbundling policy. 265 

III. RIDER NAM 266 

A. Terms and Conditions of Service 267 

Q. To which customers will this tariff apply? 268 

A. Generally speaking, the tariff will apply to any customer, both residential and non-269 

residential, that maintain non-AMI metering service after AMI metering becomes the 270 

standard service provided in that customer’s area.  Standard AMI metering service occurs 271 

in an area when the installation of AMI meters in a defined area pursuant to the 272 

Commission-approved deployment schedule is complete, as described in the proposed 273 

changes to GTC.  (See ComEd Exhibit 1.01 at 444).  When AMI becomes a part of 274 

ComEd’s standard service to customers in a deployment area, pursuant to the proposed 275 

Rider NAM, this is the time when the costs associated with continued non AMI meter 276 
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reading will begin to be assessed.  Later in my testimony when I discuss the proposed 277 

changes to the GTC,  I will discuss in more detail the process ComEd will use under 278 

Rider NAM to determine when AMI metering becomes standard service for customers.   279 

Q. Will ComEd advertise the availability or applicability of Rider NAM in its pre- or 280 

post-installation educational and notification materials? 281 

A. No.  ComEd believes that proactively notifying all customers of Rider NAM would send 282 

a series of unintended and mixed messages to customers regarding the benefits of AMI 283 

meters.   284 

First, it could give credence to the concerns of refusers, however unfounded they 285 

may be.  It could also plant seeds of concern among customers who otherwise would 286 

have none, but now may wonder why they are being given an explicit option not to have 287 

an AMI meter.  The inadvertent effect of such notice would likely be amplification of any 288 

controversy about AMI deployment and could result in an increase in the number of 289 

refusals.   290 

Second, such a notice could give the false impression that ComEd is attempting to 291 

provide customers with choices for a new product or service.  In any case, a notification 292 

about meter refusal would confuse customers and, no matter how carefully worded, 293 

would likely be erroneously interpreted by some customers to be a notice that they are 294 

being asked to pay a fee for a new meter.  These possible misinterpretations are certainly 295 

not the intent or purpose of the proposed tariff.  To avoid them, customers will be 296 

informed of Rider NAM and its terms and conditions after they notify ComEd of their 297 

refusal or have persisted in denying access beyond a reasonable timeframe. 298 
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Q. Does Rider NAM require written notice from a refusing customer? 299 

A. No.  ComEd will accept verbal and other forms of notifications, such as notes placed on 300 

the meter.  This is discussed in more detail in the direct testimony of Mr. Doherty.  As I 301 

previously mentioned, ComEd reaches out to such customers individually to confirm 302 

their intentions as a part of the attempt to facilitate AMI installation through customer 303 

education, and addressing the customer concerns regarding the AMI installations.  If that 304 

final attempt is unsuccessful then ComEd will inform the customer about Rider NAM 305 

and its associated charges. 306 

Q. Does ComEd propose to limit the ability of customers to refuse an AMI installation 307 

based on the nature of the customers’ concerns? 308 

A. No.  Proposed Rider NAM does not require a customer to provide any specific reason for 309 

the refusal.   310 

Q. Can you elaborate on the sunset provision you previously mentioned in your 311 

testimony? 312 

A. Yes.  With respect to customers refusing AMI installation, the ability to defer installation 313 

will end “after the earlier of June 30, 2022, or one year after the date of the last AMI 314 

meter installation undertaken in accordance with the AMI Plan.” (Id.)  The sunset 315 

provision recognizes that AMI installations may be completed before the statutory 316 

deadline. 317 

As proposed, the sunset provision is inapplicable to customers that do not provide 318 

access, as bars to access created by some customers, especially those in the later part of 319 

the deployment schedule, may persist long after June 30, 2022.  ComEd believes it is 320 
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appropriate to continue applying the proposed charges to such customers because costs 321 

will continue to be incurred for meter reading until the AMI meter installations are 322 

completed.  Furthermore, at that point, if an AMI refusal turns into an intentional bar to 323 

access impeding AMI installation, such charges also will continue until the AMI meter 324 

can be installed.   325 

B. Fees 326 

1. Monthly Charge 327 

Q. What is the basis for the proposed $25 monthly Meter Reading Charge? 328 

A. The charge is a product of pre-filing discussions with key parties regarding what the 329 

appropriate level of such a charge should be which informed ComEd’s position on this 330 

matter, along with other supporting information.  However, to make the foregoing 331 

statement absolutely clear, the $25 monthly fee is not the result of any formal settlement 332 

or consensus reached with such stakeholders regarding this fee.  333 

Q. Why did ComEd not propose a charge that was the product of dividing costs by 334 

billing determinants, the way charges are traditionally or typically set? 335 

A. Typically, rates are set for services that are standard (i.e., provided to all customers in a 336 

defined class).  When both the costs and billing determinants for standard services are 337 

relatively certain and constant, a rate that approximates and recovers expected costs can 338 

be established.  As a result, the rate setting process normally is a relatively 339 

straightforward mathematical calculation (i.e., divide cost by the applicable billing 340 

determinants, such as the number of customers in a class) that results in what is typically 341 

considered to be a “cost based” rate (putting aside, of course, the more complex 342 
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ratemaking questions that can arise, such as which customer classes are the cost causers, 343 

etc.).   344 

With respect to the Meter Reading Charge under Rider NAM, however, monthly 345 

manual meter reading service, as described by Mr. Doherty, will no longer be part of the 346 

standard service provided to all customers where AMI deployment has been completed.  347 

Rather, it will be provided to only a subset of those customers with non-AMI meters.  348 

While Mr. Doherty can project a reasonable range of the potential number and percentage 349 

of customers for whom meters must continue to be read manually, based on experience 350 

from the AMI Pilot and in other states, a specific set of billing determinants cannot be 351 

determined with the typical level of certainty that goes into the rate setting process.  As 352 

Mr. Doherty’s analysis illustrates, there also is a resulting uncertainty to the costs that 353 

ComEd will incur because such costs are driven by the location and number of customer 354 

premises that must be visited for a meter reading.  Ironically, there is an economies of 355 

scale associated with manually reading meters at more premises.  That is, the average per 356 

unit cost of reading meters decreases as the number of customer premises to be visited 357 

increases.  Thus, some assumption must be made regarding where to set the charge.   358 

Q. Does this mean the proposed charge is not cost-based? 359 

A. No.  The proposed monthly charge is based on cost.  However, lack of a sufficient level 360 

of certainty to establish an estimate of the number of non-AMI installations that will 361 

exist, ComEd must rely on a range of potential charges that is based on quantifiable 362 

charges which is discussed by Mr. Doherty.    The $25 monthly charge was deemed to be 363 

conservative and reasonable in comparison to that range.   364 
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Q. Is there any precedent for setting charges in this manner? 365 

A. Yes. This is very similar to the situation encountered in setting the administrative fee 366 

applied to retail electric suppliers under Rider PORCB – Purchase of Receivables with 367 

Consolidated Billing.  In that case,  the largely fixed cost of enabling RESs to sell their 368 

retail supply receivables for customers with demands under 400 kW, including residential 369 

customers, and place their charges on ComEd bills was known with some certainty (as 370 

the infrastructure was being built during the pendency of that proceeding).  However, the 371 

billing determinants were not known with certainty because there was a range of potential 372 

monthly bills between zero and 3.8 million bills.  Because RESs had alternatives to this 373 

new optional utility service, setting the charge to follow traditional ratemaking 374 

approaches and using modest (start-up) usage levels would have rendered the service 375 

uneconomic to customers, resulting in little to no recovery of costs and defeating the 376 

purpose of the service offering.  As a solution to encourage competition, the Commission 377 

approved a $0.50 per bill charge that was the result of a settlement between the Citizens 378 

Utility Board and two major RES associations.  See ICC Docket No. 10-0138, Order at 379 

24-25.   380 

To compare the current proceeding with the Rider PORCB proceeding, the 381 

potential number of non-AMI installations can be reasonably identified   to create a range 382 

of cost-based charges.  Meanwhile, in the Rider PORCB case, at the time there was no 383 

support for when or how quickly competition in the mass market would ramp up, or how 384 

extensively RESs would use Rider PORCB to serve such customers.  In retrospect, the 385 

decision made by the Commission on where to set the administrative charge under Rider 386 

PORCB contributed in no small way to the robustly competitive residential and small 387 
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commercial market we now enjoy, and Rider PORCB is nearly as widely used by RESs 388 

today.  A similar sense of practicality and policy objectives in the rate setting process is 389 

called for in this case. 390 

Q. Why did you previously suggest it was ironic that there would be economies of scale 391 

associated with more AMI refusals? 392 

A. I find it ironic because this is not an instance where achieving economies of scale, and a 393 

reduction in the average per unit costs, is a desirable outcome.  Further complicating 394 

matters is the fact that there is an inherent, albeit unknown, price elasticity underlying 395 

customer refusals.  Therefore, if the demand for non-AMI metering in northern Illinois is 396 

relatively elastic, then setting the initial fee too low may result in higher levels of refusals 397 

and the realization of such economies.  Conversely, setting a higher charge may result in 398 

less refusals and access issues, but may be deemed overly burdensome.  While I will 399 

discuss ComEd’s research on the charges applied to refusals by utilities in other states 400 

later in my testimony, empirical observations of the charges applied and the refusals 401 

experienced seems to generally support the conclusions that there is some elasticity of 402 

demand present among customers refusing AMI meters across the country.   403 

Q. In light of the uncertainties regarding elasticity of demand among customers 404 

refusing AMI meters, how did ComEd arrive at the $25 monthly charge? 405 

A. Aside from the input of stakeholders, ComEd looked to Naperville’s $24.75 monthly 406 

charge, which was based on outsourced meter reading costs, and it’s less than 0.5% 407 

refusal rate for insight.  Naperville’s experience serves as a reasonable (and the only) 408 

proxy for the price elasticity of customers in Northern Illinois, as well as an indication of 409 
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the charges an alternative meter service provider may charge for such service.  Thus, 410 

Naperville’s experience provides some guidance on how low the charge may be set 411 

within the range of potential costs ComEd has calculated and still avoid a refusal level 412 

above 0.5%.  Of course, only after the proposed charges are applied to customers, both in 413 

the AMI Pilot footprint and new deployment areas, will we have a better sense of whether 414 

the charge was successful and how customers respond to it.  For this reason, ComEd 415 

proposes the 6-month reporting cycle and intends to monitor developments closely with 416 

concerned stakeholders. 417 

Q. But, aren’t meter reading costs included in the Standard Metering Service Charge 418 

applicable to all customers under ComEd’s delivery service tariff, Rate RDS? 419 

A. Yes.  That is correct. 420 

Q. Then, wouldn’t ComEd double-recover for meter reading services, if the $25 421 

monthly fee is applied under Rider NAM? 422 

A. No. ComEd will not double-recover or double-charge customers for meter reading 423 

services.  AMI metering will become the standard service for all customers in areas 424 

where AMI installations have been completed.  Under the proposed revisions to GTC, 425 

traditional manual meter reading will no longer be part of the standard service provided 426 

to such customers.  In areas where AMI installations have not yet occurred, manual meter 427 

reading will continue to be a part of the standard service provided to those customers.  428 

Thus, over the course of the deployment schedule, the cost underlying the Standard 429 

Metering Service Charge will reflect a mixture, or averaging, of new AMI meter costs 430 

that are a part of standard service for some customers, and monthly manual meter reading 431 
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costs that are a part of standard service for others until AMI deployment is completed. 432 

Put more simply, the costs included in the Standard Metering Services Charges are for 433 

meter reading services provided in areas where AMI is not deployed—not for customers 434 

in areas where AMI is deployed. 435 

Q. When will the Monthly Meter Reading Charge be applied? 436 

A. Charges will begin to be applied beginning with the fourth monthly billing period after 437 

the initial attempt to install AMI meters for such customers.  (ComEd Exhibit 1.1 at Sheet 438 

No. 444).  Customers refusing installation will be informed of the charges as part of 439 

ComEd’s individual outreach to customer refusing installation.  Meanwhile, customers 440 

whose metering facilities are inaccessible will receive at least four written notices 441 

addressing the imposition of the charges.  This affords customers whose meters could not 442 

be accessed nearly five calendar months to rectify the access issue and refusal customers 443 

the same amount of time to reconsider.   444 

Q. Are there any provisions for the waiver of this fee? 445 

A. Yes.  As an inducement to customers to remediate access issues, Rider NAM expressly 446 

provides for the waiver of one month’s charges if the AMI meter is allowed to be 447 

installed.  (Id., at Sheet No. 445).  The thought behind this provision is that to the extent 448 

the four written notices provided prior to the initial presentment of the charge on the 449 

customer’s bill were forgotten, overlooked or ignored, the customer will be incented one 450 

last time to remediate the situation.   451 

Q. Will more than one month’s charges be waived if AMI is not installed beyond the 452 

fourth monthly billing period after the attempted installation? 453 
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A. No.  If, for example, it takes a customer twelve monthly billing periods after the 454 

attempted installation to make the necessary arrangements for the AMI meter installation, 455 

only one month’s charges will be waived after installation.  Otherwise, in this example, 456 

any semblance of cost recovery from this cost causer for the eleven monthly field trips to 457 

attempt to read the meter will be lost.  While ComEd remains open to suggestions 458 

regarding the appropriate duration of what is roughly a five-month grace period, as 459 

proposed, the consequences of exceeding such period should be applied firmly when it is 460 

exceeded.   To do otherwise would dilute the effectiveness of the price signal and the 461 

policy to have cost causers pay for their costs.   462 

Q. Does ComEd propose a separate monthly meter reading rate for low-income 463 

customers? 464 

A. No.  ComEd believes that in light of the potential range of costs, as discussed in the direct 465 

testimony of Mr. Doherty and above, the $25 charge is reasonable for all customers, and 466 

likely, more reasonable than what an alternative meter service provider may charge.  467 

Furthermore, while other states have ordered separate charges applicable to low-income 468 

customers (e.g., California and Maine), it is my understanding that it would not be legally 469 

permissible to discriminate against customers based on income by offering a lower, non-470 

cost based monthly meter reading charge to low-income customers.   471 

Q. What is the purpose and basis for the $5.00 monthly charge for each additional 472 

meter read? (See ComEd Exhibit 1.1 at Sheet No. 444). 473 

A. This charge, which will be applicable to customers with more than one meter, reflects the 474 

average incremental cost of reading each additional meter on the premises (i.e., after the 475 
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meter reader has arrived on sight and read the first meter, which is covered by the $25 476 

monthly charge).  The proposed charge is calculated using the same methodology 477 

previously approved by the Commission for the identical off-cycle meter reading service 478 

provided under Rider RDS to customers wishing to switch energy suppliers between 479 

monthly meter readings (i.e., the Nonstandard Switching Fee).   ComEd has proposed to 480 

update this miscellaneous charge from the current charge of $4.72 to $5.69 per month for 481 

each additional meter read as part of pending rate design investigation proceeding 482 

(Docket 13-0387).  (See Docket No. 13-0387, ComEd Exhibit 2.0, 62:862-63:877 and 483 

ComEd Exhibit 2.23).  As the instant proceeding will be completed after an order is 484 

entered in Docket 13-0387, ComEd proposes that the additional meter reading charge in 485 

Rider NAM match such charge under the Nonstandard Switching Fee. 486 

Q. If ComEd’s intention was that the two additional meter reading charges match, why 487 

was the charge set at $5.00 in Rider NAM? 488 

A. In the course of preparing my direct testimony, this typographical error in Rider NAM 489 

was identified.  To clarify, ComEd proposes to revise Rider NAM to reflect the additional 490 

meter read charge of $5.69 proposed in Docket 13-0387-- not $5.00 even – or, if 491 

different, whatever additional meter read charge is approved for the Nonstandard 492 

Switching Fee in Docket 13-0387.  My apologies for this oversight.  It will be corrected if 493 

Rider NAM is approved. 494 

2. Meter and Other Exchange Fees 495 

Q. What is the basis for the proposed $77.47 meter and other exchange fees in Rider 496 

NAM?  (See ComEd Exhibit 1.1 at Sheet Nos. 445-446).  497 
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A. The $77.47 charge reflects ComEd’s current standard charge to replace the first meter at 498 

a customer premises, including all labor costs and material (if any).  The charge is set 499 

forth in ComEd’s General Company Order No. 25 (“GO 25”), which is provided to the 500 

ICC Staff as a matter of routine whenever such charges are updated.  The $50.64 charge 501 

reflects ComEd’s current standard charge to replace each additional meter at a customer’s 502 

premises on the same trip as the first meter.  This charge is also stated in ComEd’s GO 503 

25.  Both charges are currently applied to the meter exchange work required for the 504 

provisions of non-standard metering required or requested by a customer under Rider ML 505 

– Meter-related Facilities Lease and Rider NS – Nonstandard Services and Facilities.     506 

The remaining proposed charges pertain to the exchange of Instrument 507 

Transformers, Cellular Telephones, Single Phase Work, Three Phase and Transformer-508 

Rated Work, and Transformer Rated Work, which requires the same type of work defined 509 

in the Meter Equipment Removal Charges and the MSP-Requested Work Charges of 510 

Rate MSPS.  In the pending rate design investigation proceeding (Docket 13-0387), 511 

ComEd proposed to update these Rate MSPS charges.  (See Docket 13-0387, ComEd 512 

Exhibit 2.25 at 2 and 4).   ComEd proposes to apply the same amounts for the equivalent 513 

services that may be required under Rider NAM or whatever charges may be approved in 514 

that proceeding. 515 

Q. Under what circumstances will the $77.47 meter exchange charge and other charges 516 

set forth on Sheet Nos. 445 through 446 of Rider NAM be applied? 517 

A. These proposed charges pertain to situations in which a meter or meter-related equipment 518 

is installed, exchanged or replaced.   The proposed metering charges apply to the first 519 
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meter ($77.47) or each additional meter at a premises ($50.64) when ComEd (1) installs a 520 

non-AMI meter, (2) exchanges a non-AMI meter for a non-AMI meter, or (3) replaces 521 

AMI metering with non-AMI metering at a customer’s premises.  In general, ComEd 522 

proposes to apply the meter exchange fee in the event an AMI meter is installed and the 523 

customer subsequently refuses the AMI meter.   However, such proposed charges are not 524 

applicable when a single installation or exchange occurs within the first four monthly 525 

billing periods after ComEd’s initial attempt to install an AMI meter at the premises.  526 

Again, this allows ample time for ComEd and the customer to arrange a time to allow 527 

ComEd to access its metering equipment to install an AMI meter or exchange the existing 528 

meter with a non AMI meter in the event the customer refuses an AMI meter.  For 529 

example, a customer that moves into a neighborhood where AMI was deployed over six 530 

months prior or decides to refuse meter after such time has elapsed will incur the 531 

exchange fees.  Also, any customers remaining when the tariff sunsets will be assessed a 532 

similar fee to remove the non-AMI meter and replace it with the AMI meter.   533 

Q. Does ComEd propose to assess any other one-time fees, as other utilities have? 534 

A. No, not at this time.  While I will review the fees and rate structures approved for other 535 

utilities across the country later in my testimony, ComEd is not proposing at this point to 536 

assess such a charge.  Rather, ComEd has proposed to recover the costs incurred through 537 

the monthly meter reading fee and, where applicable, through the exchange fees for meter 538 

or meter-related equipment.   539 
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C. Ratemaking Treatment  540 

Q. How will the revenues received from the proposed charges be treated for 541 

ratemaking purposes? 542 

A. The revenues received will be netted against the delivery service revenue requirement to 543 

offset the costs incurred to provide the services, helping to keep customers accepting 544 

installations unaffected by the decisions made by their neighbors.  In essence, ComEd 545 

will treat all revenues received under Rider NAM (and, GTC, as discussed further 546 

below), plus interest, as an offset toward the delivery service revenue requirement.  Such 547 

revenues will be reconciled as a credit toward the delivery service revenue requirement 548 

dollar-for-dollar as part of ComEd’s annual performance based formula rate update for 549 

the following year. 550 

Q. How does ComEd propose to recover the un-depreciated asset balance of the meters 551 

prematurely retired as a result of AMI installation?  552 

A. While I am not an accountant, it is my understanding that this question was originally 553 

answered as part of the AMI Plan approval proceedings conducted last year (Docket 12-554 

0298).  Under the most recently approved AMI Plan, in Docket 13-0285, ComEd will 555 

record the monthly accelerated depreciation costs resulting from the early non-AMI 556 

meter retirement as a regulatory asset in FERC account 182, and each such regulatory 557 

asset will be amortized over a ten year period.  (See Docket No. 13-0285, Revised Smart 558 

Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment Plan at 48).  As a result, and in an 559 

effort to lessen the impact to ratepayers, the regulatory assets are expected to be 560 

established gradually over the period 2012 through 2021, and will be amortized over the 561 
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period of 2012 through 2030.  ComEd will recover the amortized amounts of the retired 562 

meters through the revenue requirements established in its annual formula rate updates, 563 

or in the absence of a formula rate, through its delivery services revenue requirement.  564 

The unamortized balance of each regulatory asset will be included in ComEd’s delivery 565 

service rate base and will earn a return equivalent to the return earned on its other 566 

distribution assets.    567 

D. Other Utility Refusal Policies 568 

Q. Has ComEd examined the AMI meter installation refusal policies established for 569 

other utilities? 570 

A. Yes.  As noted previously, and in attempt to provide the Commission with some 571 

additional background, ComEd collected and examined various utility meter refusal 572 

policies adopted across the country.  In total, ComEd found that at least 17 utilities across 573 

8 regions (including Michigan, Oregon, Illinois, California, Nevada, Florida, Maine, and 574 

Quebec) currently have a meter refusal (or “opt-out”) policy, excluding any pending 575 

regulatory proceedings, such as the one pending for ComEd’s sister company, Baltimore 576 

Gas & Electric (“BGE”).  Our findings suggest that these policies all recognize the cost 577 

impact of refusals, applying a combination of one-time charges and monthly fees to such 578 

customers to offset increases in operational costs and/or adverse impacts to the 579 

Company’s system; however, the range of these charges varies considerably from utility 580 

to utility. The graph below displays the range of ComEd’s findings on Commission-581 

approved opt-out fees and charges across the country to date:  582 
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 583 

Q. How does ComEd’s proposed $25.00 monthly charge, and its $77.47 meter exchange 584 

fee, compare to the charges applied by other utilities across the United States? 585 

A. ComEd’s proposed charges are conservative by comparison to those approved by state 586 

public utility commissions for other utilities and for municipal utilities, based on the 587 

research prepared at my direction.  For the utilities examined, the highest and lowest one-588 

time charges identified are $254.00 (Portland General Electric) and $52.44 (Northern 589 

Nevada Electric), respectively. The highest and lowest monthly fees identified were 590 

$51.00 (Portland General Electric) and $8.72 (Northern Nevada Electric) respectively, 591 

compared to the ComEd proposed $25.00 592 

Q. What did ComEd find with respect to the percentage of customers that refused AMI 593 

meter installation? 594 

A. While these statistics are subject to change over time, the following represents ComEd’s  595 

findings at the time that the research was conducted:  596 
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 597 

As shown in the chart above, the range of customers refusing installation – or “opting-598 

out,” as it is often described -- vary from 0.00% (Avista Utilities) to 1.4% (Central Maine 599 

Power, or “CMPCO”). Generally speaking, given that Portland General Electric and 600 

Avista Utilities, the electric utilities with some of the highest monthly (and one-time)  601 

fees were found to have some of the lowest “opt-out” rates may suggest that there is a 602 

negative relationship between the level of  fees assessed and associated with  “opt-out” 603 

levels.  Furthermore, CMPCO, the utility with one of the lowest monthly (and one-time) 604 

fees, is observed to have the greatest “opt-out” level (1.4% opt-out rate).  Interestingly, 605 

the highest level of “opt-out” discovered was in BGE, which has been ordered to accept 606 

installation deferrals for over a year pending a final determination of the appropriate 607 

charges.  BGE has experienced a roughly 4% refusal level.    608 

IV. GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 609 

A. Standard Service 610 

Q. What are the purposes of the changes made to General Terms and Conditions 611 

(“GTC”)? 612 
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A. The primary purposes of the proposed revisions to GTC are to (1) redefine what 613 

constitutes standard metering service, bringing GTC into conformance with ComEd’s 614 

AMI Plan, and (2) reflect how and when AMI metering will become a part of ComEd’s 615 

standard service for customers over the course of the AMI deployment schedule.  In 616 

essence, for all customers on a meter reading route, AMI metering will become a part of 617 

ComEd’s standard service within a month after the initial attempt to install AMI meters is 618 

made in those routes.  This will be regardless of whether the installation attempt was 619 

successful at the each customer premises in such route on those days.  (See Exhibit 1.1 at 620 

Sheet 188).  Three notifications describing the planned AMI installation will be provided 621 

prior to the attempted installation.  (Id.)  Consistent with these changes, the traditional 622 

concept of “monthly meter reading dates” is also updated for customers where AMI 623 

metering become standard service and reflects the change in how usage information will 624 

be obtained (i.e., via “data acquisition,” not “reading”).  (Id., at Sheet 10).   625 

With respect to customers in the AMI Pilot areas, a specific crossover date of 626 

November 4, 2013 was proposed in ComEd’s original filing, in Docket 13-0537, as AMI 627 

metering has been a de facto part of standard metering service for several years now.  In 628 

light of the suspension of the filing and schedule set for the instant proceeding, ComEd 629 

proposes to change this date to March 1, 2014, both in GTC and in a corresponding 630 

provision of Rider NAM.  (See ComEd Exhibit 1.1 at Sheet No. 444).  631 

Q. What is the relevance of the proposed redefinition of standard metering? 632 

A. With respect to the proposed refusal policy, it establishes the point at which the clock 633 

starts for the application of the monthly charges to customers refusing installation or 634 
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where an access issue exists.  With respect to customers in the AMI Pilot areas, who have 635 

refused installation or not remedied access issues, however, March 1, 2014 will be the 636 

date when the clock starts. 637 

Q. Why is the attempted installation date an appropriate time to start the clock on the 638 

application of the monthly charges under Rider NAM? 639 

A. AMI meters are being deployed within each of ComEd’s nineteen operating centers on a 640 

meter reading route basis over the course of a few days per route, but between the 641 

scheduled meter reading dates for such routes, respectively.  After the first monthly 642 

billing period following the attempted AMI installation in a route, ComEd will no longer 643 

send meter readers to read the meters on that route.  In other words, the meters will only 644 

be read by a meter reader one more time after AMI deployment is completed on the 645 

route.  Afterwards, ComEd will begin acquiring usage data for monthly billing purposes 646 

via the AMI network.  While ComEd may receive installation refusals beforehand, the 647 

attempted installation of AMI meters in a route represents the turning point when visual 648 

meter reading will come to an end for most customers on the route.  This is also the point 649 

where costs will begin to incur for customers that maintain non AMI metering regardless 650 

of the reason, e.g. refusal or denied access.  Thus, setting time of the attempted 651 

installation as the point at which AMI becomes standard service and the time at which 652 

incurring monthly charges for non AMI metering has both operational and, from a 653 

ratemaking perspective, cost causation bases. 654 
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Q. If AMI installation attempts are made on a route over multiple days, does that 655 

disadvantage customers in a route with respect to the application of the monthly 656 

charges?  657 

A. No.  As all customers in a meter reading route are on the same billing cycle and the 658 

application of the monthly charges will not begin until after four billing cycles, the clock 659 

effectively starts for all customers on a route at the same time, despite when each specific 660 

AMI meter installation attempt occurred for each customer on the route.    Moreover, 661 

when a meter is initially inaccessible, more than one attempt to install an AMI meter will 662 

be made while installers are finalizing installations on a specific route.    663 

Q. What is the purpose of the new “non AMI metering” definition? 664 

A. This now serves to distinguish non-AMI meters remaining on a route where AMI has 665 

become standard service from the meters on routes where AMI metering is not yet 666 

considered to be standard service.  Furthermore, this new definition equates an inability 667 

to access premises with an installation refusal, treating both situations for a failed AMI 668 

installation equally.  Id., Sheet No. 189. 669 

B. Reconnection Fee 670 

Q. What is the bases for the proposed $63.43 Non AMI Meter Reconnection Fee? (See 671 

ComEd Exhibit 1.2 at Sheet No. 205). 672 

A. This fee will be applicable to those customers served under Rider NAM whose service 673 

requires restoration to be physically performed at the premises after being disconnected 674 

for payment-related reasons in accordance with the Commission’s rules.  The proposed 675 

charge is calculated using the same methodology previously approved by the 676 
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Commission for the same reconnection service provided under GTC (i.e., the 677 

Reconnection Fee).   ComEd has proposed to update this miscellaneous charge from the 678 

current charge of $56.50 to $63.43 as part of pending rate design investigation 679 

proceeding (Docket 13-0387).  (See Docket No. 13-0387, ComEd Exhibit 2.0, 62:862-680 

63:877 and ComEd Exhibit 2.30).  As the instant proceeding will be completed after an 681 

order is entered in Docket 13-0387, ComEd proposes that the Non AMI Meter 682 

Reconnection Fee be set at $63.43.   683 

Furthermore, it is my understanding that there is some disagreement between 684 

Staff and ComEd in the record of the Docket 13-0387 as to what the applicable 685 

Reconnection Fee should be for customers with AMI metering , but there is no dispute 686 

that where an AMI meter is not deployed, there is no ability to remotely reconnect 687 

service.    688 

V. RATE BES, RATE BESH, RATE RDS, RIDER POG, RIDER POGNM, RIDER 689 
PPO, RIDER ZSS AND RIDER FCA 690 

Q. What is the purpose of the proposed revisions to these rates and riders? 691 

A. With respect to all of the other existing rates and riders with exception of Rider FCA, the 692 

general purpose of these proposed revisions is to establish the applicability of the charges 693 

set forth under Rider NAM to those customers served under such rates and riders with 694 

non-AMI metering.  This mirrors a common feature of ComEd’s tariff structure, where 695 

other tariffs or tariff provisions that are applicable or potentially applicable to customers 696 

served these rates and riders are cross-referenced in the tariffs. 697 

With respect to FCA, the purpose of the proposed changes is to include Rider 698 

NAM charges in the calculation of the amounts to be recovered for free electric service 699 
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provided to a municipality from the customers taking service within the corporate limits 700 

of such municipalities, respectively.   701 

VI. CONCLUSION 702 

Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 703 

A. Yes, it does. 704 
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