
Docket No. 13-0552 
ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0 

 

 
 

        

 

 

 

DIRECT TESTIMONY  

 

of 

 

Eric P. Schlaf 

Senior Economic Analyst 

Energy Division  

Illinois Commerce Commission 

 

Commonwealth Edison Company 

 

Submission of Rider NAM, Non-AMI Metering 

 

Docket No. 13-0552 

 

 

November 18, 2013 



Docket No. 13-0552 
ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0 

 

i 
 

 

Table of Contents 

Introduction .................................................................................................................................................. 1 

Purpose and Summary of Testimony ...................................................................................................... 2 

Proposed $25 Meter Reading Charge for Refusal Customers ........................................................... 7 

Meter Service Providers .......................................................................................................................... 16 

Conclusions and Recommendations ..................................................................................................... 16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



Docket No. 13-0552 
ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0 

 

1 
 

Introduction 1 

 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Eric P. Schlaf.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 4 

Springfield, Illinois, 62701. 5 

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

A. I am employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Commission") as a 7 

Senior Economic Analyst in the Policy Division.   8 

Q. Please state your educational background and professional experience. 9 

A. I obtained a B.A. in 1982 from the University of Illinois at Champaign-Urbana.  I 10 

received an M.A. in Economics in August 1984 and a Ph.D. in Economics in June 11 

1991 from the University of Illinois at Chicago.  I joined the Commission Staff 12 

(“Staff”) in March 1990, serving in the Least-Cost Energy Program.  In March 13 

1992, I moved within the Commission to the Office of Policy and Planning.  The 14 

Office of Policy and Planning was subsequently merged into the Energy Division.  15 

In 2012, I moved to the Policy Division.   16 

 I have taught numerous courses in economics and statistics at the University of 17 

Illinois at Chicago, Roosevelt University, and the University of Illinois at 18 

Springfield (formerly Sangamon State University).   19 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 20 
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A. Yes, I have testified many times before the Commission, including Docket No. 21 

12-0298, the Commonwealth Edison (“ComEd” or the “Company”) Advanced 22 

Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) deployment proceeding. 23 

Purpose and Summary of Testimony 24 

 25 

Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony in this proceeding? 26 

A. The purpose of my Direct Testimony is to present my analysis and 27 

recommendations of proposed Rider NAM and the proposed changes to the 28 

Company’s General Terms and Conditions (“GTC”) tariff.  In particular, I 29 

comment on the proposal in Rider NAM to implement a $25 monthly Meter 30 

Reading charge that is applicable to customers who refuse an AMI meter and to 31 

other customers whose premises ComEd cannot access to install an AMI meter.   32 

Q. Please state your recommendations. 33 

A. My recommendations are as follows: 34 

1) ComEd has demonstrated the need for and benefits of a tariffed policy 35 

applicable to customers who refuse or otherwise block access to the 36 

installation of an AMI meter.  I recommend that the Commission set a 37 

refusal policy applicable to ComEd’s AMI deployment and approve 38 

ComEd’s Rider NAM, GTC and other tariffs,1 with the following 39 

modifications. 40 

                                                           
1
 The other tariffs are Rate BES, Rate BESH, Rate RDS, Rate RDA, Rider FCA, Rider POG, Rider POGNM, Rider PPO 

and Rider ZSS. 
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a) In GTC, a sentence in the Non AMI Metering section that states 41 

that customers with non AMI meters impose costs on the Company 42 

should be deleted; 43 

b) In Rider NAM, changes to the “sunset provision” as presented in 44 

the testimony of Staff Witness Allen; and,  45 

c) In Rider NAM, delete subsection (b) in the OTHER CHARGES 46 
section, as presented in the testimony of Staff Witness Beyer 47 

 48 

2) From a policy perspective, rather than a cost-based perspective, a 49 

monthly Meter Reading Charge that is set below the $25 charge that 50 

ComEd proposes may be sufficient to motivate a significant number of 51 

customers to accept the AMI meter.  A charge in the range of $10-$20 52 

may be appropriate to achieve this objective.  Alternatively, if the 53 

Commission prefers a monthly charge that combines the benefits of a 54 

lower charge and a cost-based rate, the monthly Meter Reading Charge 55 

could be set at $21.53, the lowest charge that ComEd calculates is in the 56 

range of cost-based charges.  Staff Witness Allen presents a separate 57 

analysis regarding a cost-based charge for the Commission’s 58 

consideration. 59 

3) ComEd’s proposal that the Commission should consider rescinding 83 60 

Illinois Code Part 460 regarding the certification of Meter Service 61 

Providers should not be adopted.  62 

 63 

 64 

 65 
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Q. What is the context for this proceeding? 66 

A. In Docket No. 12-0298, ComEd received approval from the Commission to 67 

undertake AMI deployment to its entire service territory.  Under ComEd’s AMI 68 

plan, full-scale AMI meter deployment began in September 2013 and is 69 

scheduled to conclude in 2021. Full-scale deployment follows the deployment of 70 

approximately 128,000 AMI meters that ComEd deployed in 2009-2011 in its AMI 71 

pilot program.  ComEd’s full-scale AMI deployment also follows the deployment 72 

of AMI meters that has begun and in some cases has already been completed in 73 

numerous other jurisdictions throughout the United States.   74 

Q. Why has ComEd submitted Rider NAM, Rider GTC and other tariffs?  75 

A. ComEd tariffs propose a policy and charges that recognize that despite the 76 

Company’s best efforts some customers will either explicitly reject the installation 77 

of an AMI meter on their premises or the Company will be unable to access the 78 

customer’s premises to exchange the existing meter for an AMI meter.  79 

Collectively, these customers are termed “refusal” customers.  The refusal 80 

customers’ meters will be read manually rather than remotely through the AMI 81 

network and ComEd will incur costs in providing meter services to them, but as a 82 

nonstandard service.  In the absence of tariffs that impose meter reading charges 83 

on refusal customers, the costs will necessarily be recovered from all of ComEd’s 84 

customers.  The tariffs provide a mechanism to recover the costs primarily if not 85 

exclusively from refusal customers.  86 
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Q. Should the Commission approve ComEd tariffs that specify meter reading 87 

charges and set refusal policies for ComEd’s AMI deployment? 88 

A. Yes.  I first note that I am advised by counsel that the Commission has authority 89 

to approve a tariff that would permit electric utilities to implement meter reading 90 

charges applicable to refusal customers.  I also note that my review of 91 

information regarding many AMI deployments indicates that utilities, regulators 92 

and other policymakers have found that refusal issues must be addressed at 93 

some point.  It would be preferable to set a refusal policy at the beginning of 94 

deployment rather than at a later stage of deployment, as has occurred in some 95 

jurisdictions.  As there is no Commission-approved refusal policy currently in 96 

place, tariffs are an appropriate vehicle setting for specifying refusal policies 97 

applicable to ComEd’s AMI deployment.  ComEd proposes Rider NAM and 98 

revisions to GTC to implement refusal charges and other refusal-related policies 99 

Q. What are the key provisions of GTC that ComEd proposes to add? 100 

A. GTC adds sections AMI Metering and Non AMI Metering.   101 

 AMI Metering is applicable to customers as of the date an AMI metering 102 

installation is installed, attempted to be installed, or is unable to be installed 103 

because the customer refused.  At that point, AMI metering will become 104 

Standard metering.  AMI Metering also applies to customers in geographic 105 

areas covered by the pilot program or customers for whom AMI installation 106 

was installed, attempted to be installed, or was unable to be installed due to a 107 

customer refusal prior to the effective date of the new tariff proposals.  AMI 108 
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metering will not be provided to customers when no metering is currently 109 

provided, such as dusk-to-dawn and street lighting customers. 110 

 Non AMI metering refers to the situation wherein meter-related facilities that 111 

are different from those included in an AMI metering installation are in place 112 

at a premises where AMI metering would have been installed if not for the 113 

customer’s refusal.  A customer to whom the Non AMI provisions apply will 114 

also be subject to the provisions of Rider NAM.   ComEd proposes to replace 115 

a refusing customer’s existing non-AMI meter with a new, digital non-AMI 116 

meter. Customers provided non-AMI meters are subject to the provisions of 117 

Rider NAM.  Additionally, Rider NAM applies to customers who provide no 118 

access to the existing non-AMI meter, regardless of the customer’s 119 

preference for a non-AMI or AMI meter.   120 

Q. Do you have any comments about the AMI Metering and Non AMI Metering 121 

sections of the GTC? 122 

A.  Yes. I do not have an objection to the AMI Metering subsection of the Standard 123 

Metering section.  However, I recommend the deletion of a sentence in the Non 124 

AMI section of the GTC.  The sentence states that: 125 

 Unlike the services and facilities provided under the provisions of 126 

Rider NS – Nonstandard Services and Facilities (Rider NS), non 127 
AMI metering facilities result in an adverse impact on the 128 
Company’s system with respect to reliability or efficiency that 129 
requires the Company to incur additional costs to provide service.2  130 

 131 

                                                           
2
 General Terms and Conditions, ILL. C. C. No. 10, 3rd Revised Sheet No. 189 (Canceling 2nd Revised 

Sheet No. 189) 
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Q. Why should this sentence be deleted? 132 

A. Even though it may not be inaccurate to state that the Company may incur costs 133 

in providing Non AMI Metering service, the sentence states why the Non AMI 134 

section exists.  Such a sentence does not add to the description of when or how 135 

the provisions of Non AMI Metering would apply to a customer.  Thus, the 136 

sentence is unnecessary and should be deleted. 137 

Proposed $25 Meter Reading Charge for Refusal Customers 138 

 139 

Q. ComEd has proposed a $25 monthly Meter Reading Charge applicable to 140 

refusal customers.  How did you evaluate the proposed charge? 141 

A. To evaluate the proposed $25 monthly charge, I reviewed: 142 

1. ComEd’s proposed charge in comparison to refusal/opt-out charges in 143 

effect in other jurisdictions;  144 

2. The relationship between refusal charges and refusal rates; in particular, 145 

whether relatively low refusal charges can be consistent with low refusal 146 

rates; and,  147 

3. Factors other than cost that should be considered in determining the 148 

appropriate charge, including the size of the charge that would motivate a 149 

significant number of customers to accept the AMI meter; the size of the 150 

charge in relation to the existing charge for meter service; and, the costs 151 

of providing meter services to refusal customers that are not covered 152 

through charges imposed on refusal customers; and, whether the 153 
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availability of experience and date will enable the charge to be reviewed 154 

and modified if necessary.  155 

Comparison of ComEd’s Meter Reading Charge with Other Jurisdictions’ 156 

Refusal/Opt-out Charges 157 

Q. Did you analyze how ComEd’s Meter Reading Charge compares with the 158 

refusal/opt-out charges permitted in other jurisdictions? 159 

A. Yes.  As ComEd witness Mr. Garcia notes, in most jurisdictions refusal/opt-out 160 

charges consist of a combination of an initial charge and monthly charges. 161 

(ComEd Ex. 1.0, 27:577-579) Considering ComEd’s proposed $77.47 fee as an 162 

initial charge, as explained below I find that ComEd’s initial and monthly charges 163 

are about average or perhaps a little above average compared to the refusal 164 

charges in effect in other jurisdictions that have undertaken AMI deployments.  I 165 

also compare the total amount of charges that a ComEd refusal customer would 166 

pay if it were subject to refusal charges for extended periods with the charges for 167 

the other jurisdictions over the same periods.  Comparing refusal the charges 168 

over periods of one year and two years, I again find that ComEd’s charges are 169 

about average or a little above average. 170 

Q. Did you create a table to show the results of your analysis? 171 

A. Yes.  I created a table, shown below, with the same utilities as the utilities in 172 

ComEd witness Garcia’s chart (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 28:583.) with the additions of 173 

Salt River Project, an Arizona utility, and Green Mountain Power, a Vermont 174 

utility.  The table includes a variety of investor-owned and municipally-owned 175 
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utilities, as well as utilities with relatively large and relatively small numbers of 176 

customers. The table shows refusal/opt-out rates, if data is available, and 177 

averages for the columns that show refusal charges.3 178 

 The column labeled “First Year” is calculated by adding the Initial Charge to 179 

twelve times the Monthly Charge (e.g., for Glendale Water and Power, $56 + 12 * 180 

$62 = $800).  The column labeled “Second Year” is calculated by adding the First 181 

Year amount to twelve times the Monthly Charge (e.g., for Glendale Water and 182 

Power, $800 + 12 * $62 = $1,544). 183 

Q. What were the results of your analysis? 184 

A. There is a considerable range of refusal/opt-out charges in effect whether one 185 

looks at the Initial Fee, a single Monthly Charge or the total of the First Year or 186 

Second Year Charges.  ComEd’s charges are slightly higher than most utilities’ 187 

charges but significantly lower than the three utilities with the highest charges 188 

(Glendale Water and Power, Portland General, and Avista Utilities). Overall, as I 189 

noted above, ComEd’s charges are average or slightly above average. 190 

191 

                                                           
3
Due to legislation passed by the Vermont legislature, Vermont utilities are prohibited from charging 

refusal/opt-out fees, so data from Green Mountain Power is excluded from the calculations. See 

http://www.leg.state.vt.us/database/status/summary.cfm?Bill=S.0214&Session=2012.  

http://www.leg.state.vt.us/database/status/summary.cfm?Bill=S.0214&Session=2012
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 192 

  

Refusal/Opt-out Charges ($) and Refusal Rates (%) for Various 

AMI Deployments 

 
Electric Utility 

Initial    
Charge 

Monthly 
Charge 

First    
Year 

Second 
Year 

Refusal 
Rate 

 
Glendale Water and Power 56 62 800 1544 0.034 

 
Portland General Electric 254 51 866 1478 0.0005 

 
Avista Utilities 222 51 832 1443 0 

 
ComEd 77 25 377 677   

 
Naperville 68 25 365 662 0.45 

 
Hydro Quebec 98 17 302 506   

 
Salt River Project 25 20 240 480 0.029 

 
SMUD 127 14 295 463 0.04  

 
Lakeland Electric 65 16 260 455 0.08 

 
Consumers Energy 124 10 241 357   

 
CMPCO 40 12 184 328 1.4 

 
Burbank Water and Power 75 10 195 315   

 
SDG&E 75 10 195 315 0.08 

 
SCE 75 10 195 315 0.32 

 
PG&E 75 10 195 315 0.55 

 
Detroit Edison 67 10 185 302   

 
Southern NV 53 9 159 265   

 
Northern NV 52 9 157 262   

 
Green Mountain Power 0 0 0 0 2.03 

 
Average 89 21 336 582   

 193 

Refusal Rates 194 

                                                           
4
 http://articles.glendalenewspress.com/2013-05-21/news/tn-gnp-me-audit-smart-meter-fix-almost-done-

20130521_1_smart-meters-utility-workers-internal-audit, viewed November 18, 2013 

 

http://articles.glendalenewspress.com/2013-05-21/news/tn-gnp-me-audit-smart-meter-fix-almost-done-20130521_1_smart-meters-utility-workers-internal-audit
http://articles.glendalenewspress.com/2013-05-21/news/tn-gnp-me-audit-smart-meter-fix-almost-done-20130521_1_smart-meters-utility-workers-internal-audit
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Garcia (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 29:598-608.) that there may 195 

be an inverse relationship between charges and refusal rates?  196 

A. For Avista Utilities, Glendale Water and Power and Portland General Electric, the 197 

utilities with the highest charges, high refusal rates correspond with negligible 198 

refusal rates.  However, for other utilities there appears to be little or no 199 

relationship between refusal charges and refusal rates.  For example, the three 200 

California utilities, PG&E, SCE and SDG&E, have identical charges but different 201 

refusal rates (0.55%, 0.32% and 0.08%, respectively).  And, Lakeland Utilities 202 

and Salt River Project have relatively low charges and low refusal rates (0.08% 203 

and 0.029%, respectively).   204 

Q. What do you conclude from the data in the table? 205 

A. I conclude that imposition of very high refusal charges can result in low refusal 206 

rates but also that low refusal charges can result in low refusal rates. 207 

Q. What is the refusal rate for ComEd’s deployment to this point? 208 

A. ComEd’s response to Staff Data Request EPS 4.01 and Attachment 1 thereto 209 

shows refusal data as of November 1, 2013, or about two months after 210 

deployment began. The response indicates that ComEd mailed pre-deployment 211 

letter to 56,000 customers and received 88 refusal requests from customers in 212 

the near-term deployment area.  After discussions with ComEd, 28 customers 213 

accepted the meter.  Thus, the “outright” refusal rate is 0.01% (i.e., (88 -214 

28)/56,000).  Additionally, the response explains that ComEd has been unable to 215 

gain access to the premises of 219 customers out of the 33,604 customers 216 
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where AMI installation was attempted, for an “Unable to Complete” (“UTC”) 217 

percentage of 0.65% (i.e., 219/33,604).  Thus, counting both types of refusal 218 

customers, the refusal percentage is a little above 0.65%. 219 

Q. Would you expect the UTC percentage to decrease significantly over time if 220 

the Commission approves a Meter Reading Charge? 221 

A. Yes, I would expect that the percentage of UTC customers will begin to decrease 222 

if ComEd is permitted to assess a Meter Reading Charge.  223 

Q. Are there other factors that would tend to decrease refusal rates? 224 

A. Yes.  Under ComEd’s proposal, ComEd will install an AMI meter in the standard 225 

AMI metering areas metering when a customer with a non AMI meter “finals” 226 

their account with ComEd (i.e., vacates their premises). (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 15-227 

16:310-314.)  About 20% of customers annually final their ComEd accounts.  228 

(Response to Staff Data Request EPS 2.01)  Thus, in the Standard metering 229 

areas, on average ComEd will annually replace about 20% of the non AMI 230 

meters with AMI meters. 231 

Q. What is an average refusal/opt-out rate in AMI deployments when 232 

customers can refuse an AMI meter? 233 
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A. One recent summary of several refusal/opt-out rates indicates that an average 234 

refusal/opt-out rate is about 0.4%.5  235 

 236 

Setting the Meter Reading Charge 237 

Q. How could the Meter Reading Charge be set? 238 

A. The charge could be set on a cost-basis, on the basis of policy considerations or 239 

a combination of the two.  Staff Witness Alicia Allen addresses the cost-based 240 

rate and discusses an alternative for the monthly Meter Reading Charge.  Below, 241 

I discuss setting the charge on the basis of policy considerations. 242 

Q. If the charge were set on a basis other than cost, what policy objective 243 

should be considered in setting the charge? 244 

A. The primary objective should be to set the charge at a level that would motivate a 245 

significant number of customers to accept the AMI meter and/or make their 246 

premises accessible for meter exchange.  247 

Q. From the perspective of motivating a significant number of customers to 248 

accept an AMI meter, what should the Meter Reading Charge be?  249 

A. The monthly Meter Reading Charge should be in the range of $10-$20. I base 250 

this conclusion on the evidence from the AMI deployments of Lakeland Utilities, 251 

San Diego Gas and Electric and Salt River Project that the objective of inducing 252 

                                                           
5 “Final Report of the Opt Out Program Feasibility Assessment of Potomac Electric Power Company's 

Advanced Metering Infrastructure; Prepared for the District of Columbia Public Service Commission by 
West Monroe Partners”; June 27, 2013, Appendix E, Formal Case 1056. 
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significant customer acceptance of AMI meters can be met when refusal charges 253 

are relatively low.  Monthly refusal charges for these utilities are in the $10-$20 254 

range.  255 

Q. Could other non-cost factors also be considered in setting the charge? 256 

A. Yes.  As discussed below, other factors that could be considered include the size 257 

of the Meter Reading Charge compared to the existing Meter Reading Charge; 258 

whether any unrecovered shortfall in providing meter reading services would be 259 

significant; and, whether the charge could be modified if circumstances warrant a 260 

modification.   261 

Q. What is the current meter reading charge applicable to residential 262 

customers? 263 

A. The monthly charge is approximately $3.6 Thus, a Meter Reading Charge, 264 

whether it is set at $10-20, or at $25 as ComEd proposes, would represent a 265 

several-fold increase in the current charge for metering service for residential 266 

customers.  Such a sizable increase in metering service might be perceived as 267 

unfair, particularly to customers who sincerely hold beliefs that the installation of 268 

AMI meters could adversely affect their health or impinge on their privacy.   269 

Q. Would there be a significant amount for non-refusal customers to absorb if  270 

Meter Reading Charges do not cover all of ComEd costs in providing 271 

metering services to refusal customers? 272 

                                                           
6
 ILL. C.C. No. 10, 4th Revised Informational Sheet No. 24 (Canceling 2nd Revised Informational Sheet 

No. 24) 
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A. At refusal rates of less than 1%, which at this point seems probable, ComEd’s 273 

total costs of providing meter services to refusal customers will be in the range of 274 

only around $5-$11 million annually even at full deployment. (ComEd Ex. 2.01.)  275 

At a charge of up to $25, refusal customers will cover a large portion of ComEd’s 276 

costs, leaving only a very small amount for other customers to absorb, 277 

particularly in the early deployment years.   278 

Q. Will ComEd’s biannual reporting requirement allow the Meter Reading 279 

Charge to be reviewed and modified, if necessary? 280 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s will biannually report data on the number of refusal customers 281 

and ComEd’s costs in providing metering service to refusal customers.7  Thus, 282 

the Commission could consider modifying the charge if it appears that the charge 283 

is insufficient to encourage a sufficient number of customers to accept the AMI 284 

meter, ComEd’s costs are higher than expected, or any shortfall attributed to 285 

non-refusal customers is higher than desired.8 286 

Q. What should the Meter Reading Charge be if the charge were set at a level 287 

that balances both cost and policy considerations? 288 

A. If the Commission wishes to balance both cost and policy considerations the 289 

charge should be set at $21.53.  At $21.53, the charge would be within ComEd’s 290 

                                                           
7
 Rider NAM (1st Revised Sheet No. 447) 

8
 Staff witness Allen recommends that the Commission direct ComEd to re-file Rider NAM after the fourth 

biannual report and that the Commission investigate the information from the report to determine whether 
the Meter Reading Charge should be modified. (Staff Ex. 2.0, 7:141-155.) 
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cost-based range. The charge would also take into account the evidence that 291 

meter reading charges under $25 have been consistent with low refusal rates. 292 

Meter Service Providers 293 

Q. Mr. Garcia recommends that the Commission consider rescinding the rule 294 

that allows Meter Service Providers (“MSPs” to provide metering services.  295 

(ComEd Ex. 1.0, 11-13:231-265.)  Please respond.  296 

A. To the best of my knowledge, currently there are no MSPs and no customer has 297 

switched its meter service to an MSP.  Thus, there appears to be no reason to 298 

project that even a small number of customers would switch to an MSP to avoid 299 

a refusal charge and no reason for the Commission to consider rescinding the 300 

rule. 301 

Conclusions and Recommendations 302 

 303 

Q. Please discuss your conclusions and recommendations. 304 

A. The Commission should set an AMI meter refusal policy by approving Rider NAM 305 

and GTC as modified by the recommendations in my testimony. In particular, the 306 

Meter Reading Charge applicable to refusal customers should be set at $10-20 if 307 

the Commission wishes to set the charge on the basis of policy considerations 308 

and $21.53 if the Commission wishes to consider both policy and cost 309 

considerations. Also, the sentence in the General Terms and Conditions tariff 310 

that refers to the costs that refusal customers impose on ComEd’s system should 311 

be deleted and the Commission should not consider rescinding the certification 312 
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rule concerning Meter Service Providers (83 Illinois Administrative Code Part 313 

460). 314 

Q. Does this conclude your Direct Testimony? 315 

A. Yes. 316 


