
ComEd Ex. 3.0 

 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
 
Investigation into ComEd’s Petition to Approve, on 
Less Than 45 Days’ Notice and Without 
Suspension, Tariffs Addressing Refusals of Lawful 
AMI Meter Installation  

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

No. 13-0552 

 

Rebuttal Testimony of 

ROBERT GARCIA 
Director, 

Regulatory Strategy and Services 

Commonwealth Edison Company 
 

 



Docket No. 13-0552 
ComEd Ex. 3.0 

Page i 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section  Page 

I.  INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................. 1 
A.  Witness Identification ............................................................................................. 1 
B.  Subject of Rebuttal Testimony................................................................................ 1 

II.  Bases for an AMI Refusal Policy ........................................................................................ 2 

III.  Rider NAM ......................................................................................................................... 4 
A.  Terms and Conditions of Service ............................................................................ 4 
B.  Fees ......................................................................................................................... 5 

1.  Monthly Charge .......................................................................................... 5 
2.  Meter and Other Exchange Fees ............................................................... 13 

C.  Ratemaking Treatment .......................................................................................... 14 

IV.  General Terms and Conditions ......................................................................................... 15 
D.  Reconnection Fee .................................................................................................. 15 

V.  Rate BES, Rate BESH, Rate RDS, Rider POG, Rider POGNM, Rider PPO, Rider 
ZSS and Rider FCA .......................................................................................................... 15 

VI.  CONCLUSION ................................................................................................................. 16 



Docket No. 13-0552 
ComEd Ex. 3.0 

Page 1 of 16 

 

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 

Q. Are you the same Robert Garcia that submitted direct testimony in this proceeding? 9 

A. Yes.  I previously presented pre-filed direct testimony (ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 1.0) and 10 

associated attachments (ComEd Exs. 1.01 and 1.02).   11 

B. Subject of Rebuttal Testimony 12 

Q. What are the purposes of your rebuttal testimony?  13 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the direct testimony entered by 14 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”) Staff witnesses Dr. Eric P. 15 

Schlaf (Staff Ex. 1.0), Ms. Alicia Allen (Staff Ex. 2.0), and Mr. Gene Beyer (Staff Ex. 16 

3.0) concerning ComEd’s proposed Rider NAM – Non AMI Metering (“Rider NAM”) 17 

and the associated revisions proposed to General Terms and Conditions (“GTC”).   18 

My colleague, Mr. David B. Doherty, Director of AMI Business Transformation, 19 

is presenting rebuttal testimony (ComEd Exhibit 4.0) that addresses the issues raised by 20 

Staff concerning the appropriateness of exchanging non Advanced Metering 21 

Infrastructure (“AMI”) meters with non AMI meters. 22 
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Q. Are there any attachments to your rebuttal testimony? 23 

A. Yes.  ComEd Ex. 3.01 reflects a revision to the 2012 residential bill information for 24 

customers residing in Chicago and the rest of Cook County, including a break out of 25 

customers on low income customer assistance programs, which was filed as an ex parte 26 

communication on October 9, 2013.  As noted in ComEd’s response to the then-informal 27 

data request issued by Commissioner Del Valle, the database used to develop ComEd’s 28 

response to the request did not contain actual supply charges of alternative suppliers; 29 

therefore, ComEd had to perform the analysis using ComEd’s supply rates as a substitute 30 

for alternative supplier charges.  Subsequently, in response to Commissioner Del Valle’s 31 

memorandum of October 10, 2013 concerning the instant proceeding, ComEd prepared a 32 

similar system-wide residential bill information analysis (ComEd Ex. 1.02), for which 33 

ComEd was able to determine a way to reflect data on the supply receivables purchased 34 

from alternative suppliers who serve residential customers under Rider PORCB – 35 

Purchase of Receivables With Consolidated Billing in the non-supply charge database.  36 

Therefore, in order for the two analyses to be consistent, ComEd updates its response to 37 

the informal data request and presents this updated analysis in ComEd Ex. 3.01.  38 

II. BASES FOR AN AMI REFUSAL POLICY 39 

Q. Does Staff offer any opinion regarding the development of an AMI meter refusal 40 

policy? 41 

A. Yes.  In fact, Staff and ComEd appear to be in agreement on three fundamental aspects of 42 

such a policy: 43 
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1. “[T]he Commission has authority to approve a tariff that would permit electric 44 

utilities to implement meter reading charges applicable to refusal customers” 45 

(Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 5:89-91);  46 

2. Considering that “utilities, regulators and other policymakers have found that 47 

refusal issues must be addressed at some point …[,] [i]t would be preferable to set 48 

a refusal policy at the beginning of deployment rather than at a later stage of 49 

deployment, as has occurred in some jurisdictions” (Id. at 5:92-96); and 50 

3. “The primary objective should be to set the charge at a level that would motivate 51 

a significant number of customers to accept the AMI meter and/or make their 52 

premises accessible for meter exchange.” (Id. at 13:245-247). 53 

However, as discussed further below, we are not in agreement on all of the alternative 54 

monthly charges that Staff has introduced. 55 

Q. With respect to your testimony that the Commission should revisit its policy and 56 

rule concerning alternative meter service providers, how does Staff respond? 57 

A. Staff opines that because there are currently no alternative meter service providers or 58 

customers thereof, “there appears to be no reason to project that even a small number of 59 

customers would switch to an MSP [(Meter Service Provider)] to avoid a refusal charge 60 

and no reason for the Commission to rescind the rule.”  Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 16:297-61 

301. 62 

Q. Do you concur with Staff’s position regarding the alternative meter service provider 63 

policy and rule? 64 
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A. No, I do not.  In light of the Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act (“EIMA”),1 the 65 

Commission should revisit and reconsider the MSP policy and rule, which is at odds with 66 

the full deployment of AMI meters, specifically, and the advancement of smart grid 67 

technology, in general.  That such providers have not yet materialized is the reason to 68 

revisit the policy now, as it means there are currently no parties with vested financial 69 

interests in providing such services that would be harmed by rescinding the rule.  To wait 70 

until such a market develops would create additional issues that would need to be 71 

addressed and potentially result in a far more complicated proceeding.  While I continue 72 

to encourage the Commission to commence a proceeding to consider revocation or 73 

amendment of its MSP rules, I recognize that this issue is not within the direct scope of 74 

this proceeding and rests within the discretion of the Commission.   75 

III. RIDER NAM 76 

A. Terms and Conditions of Service 77 

Q. Has Staff proposed any changes to the terms and conditions of Rider NAM?  78 

A. Yes.  Staff has proposed revisions to the sunset provision set forth in the Applicability 79 

section of Rider NAM, which greatly simplify and clarify the language ComEd originally 80 

proposed, consistent with the intent set forth in my direct testimony.  See Allen Dir., Staff 81 

Ex. 2.0, 8:162-11:254. 82 

Q. Does ComEd support Staff’s proposed modifications to the sunset provision in 83 

Rider NAM? 84 

                                                 
1 EIMA refers to the Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act, Public Act (“PA”) 97-0616, as 

amended by PA 97-0646 and PA 98-0015, and the changes and additions it made to the Illinois Public 
Utilities Act (“PUA”).  Public Act (“PA”) 98-0015, previously known as Senate Bill (“SB”) 9, became law 
on May 22, 2013.   
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A. Yes.  Furthermore, ComEd appreciates Staff bringing this matter to our attention and 85 

providing ComEd with an opportunity to improve the proposed tariff language.   86 

B. Fees 87 

1. Monthly Charge 88 

Q. Does Staff offer any alternatives to the proposed $25 monthly Meter Reading 89 

Charge? 90 

A. Yes.  Staff offers two specific alternative monthly charges for Commission consideration, 91 

$21.53 and $43.04, as well as a range of potential monthly charges from $10 to $20.  92 

Staff attempts to support these alternatives under different rationales, pursuant to a policy 93 

goal, a cost-based approach, or a hybrid of the two approaches.  See Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 94 

1.0, 7:138-16:292; Allen Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 2:39-6:131. 95 

Q. Does Staff specifically recommend any one of these alternative monthly charges 96 

over the others? 97 

A. No.  At least, I do not interpret any of their testimony as supporting a single, preferred or 98 

proposed charge.  Rather, Staff merely presents a range of possible alternatives, which 99 

essentially spans from $10.00 to $43.04 per month and could be arrived at by following 100 

different rationales.  Moreover, Staff’s testimony does not present any basis for rejecting 101 

the $25 charge.  Nor does Staff’s testimony question that a $25 charge is cost-based and 102 

at the low end of the range of cost-based charges. 103 

Q. In support of its alternative monthly charges, has Staff performed any independent 104 

analyses of the monthly cost to read meters for customers refusing AMI meter 105 

installation or where AMI meters cannot be installed due to issues with gaining 106 

access? 107 
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A. No. 108 

Q. In support of its alternative charges, has Staff attempted to refute the cost study 109 

presented by Mr. Doherty (ComEd Ex. 2.01) or any of its underlying assumptions? 110 

A. No.  In fact, Staff appears to adopt the results of Mr. Doherty’s analysis throughout its 111 

testimony, predicating some of its alternative monthly charges on this study.   112 

Q. What is the rationale proffered by Staff for adopting a $43.04 per month Meter 113 

Reading Charge? 114 

A. Based on ComEd’s proposed Nonstandard Switching Fee proposed in Docket No. 13-115 

03872, Staff opines that this $43.04 fee can serve as a “proxy for the cost-based rate”  116 

because (1) it “falls within the cost-based range of $21.53 to $47.85 provided by 117 

[ComEd];” (2) it is “a methodology that has been vetted and approved by the 118 

Commission as a cost-based rate;” and (3) the currently low refusal rate of 0.01% 119 

“supports a meter reading charge higher than $25, which is consistent with the 120 

Nonstandard Switching Fee of $43.04.” Allen Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 5:101-6:124. 121 

Q. What is ComEd’s response to this alternative proposed charge? 122 

A. While I concur with Staff that the Nonstandard Switching Fee reflects an established 123 

methodology for determining meter reading costs under certain circumstances, I do not 124 

agree that the use of this fee as a “proxy” results in a “purely cost-based rate,” as Staff 125 

characterizes it (see Allen Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 6:127).  A proxy, by its very nature, is 126 

employed as a reasonable substitute for another thing that cannot be quantified or 127 

                                                 
2 This fee is applicable to a retail customer that switches to a different provider of electric supply service on 

a date other than ComEd’s normally scheduled meter reading or billing cycle date for such retail customer. 
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measured – or in this case, for the expected cost of reading meters for customers refusing 128 

AMI.   129 

Furthermore, I agree that the Nonstandard Switching Fee is the only existing 130 

ComEd service fee that could serve as a proxy for meter reading under Rider NAM, as 131 

the services provided (meter reading) are very similar.  However, the methodology and 132 

assumptions underlying the calculation of the Nonstandard Switching Fee and the one 133 

developed by Mr. Doherty for customers refusing AMI are fundamentally different.  In 134 

essence, the Nonstandard Switching Fee methodology is based on the status quo, 135 

measuring the incremental cost of time and travel for a meter reader within the existing 136 

ComEd staff of meter readers to travel and read a meter off cycle. Further, it assumes 137 

only one customer premises is visited per trip (i.e., no economies associated with multiple 138 

premises visits per trip per day) because the probability of being required to read more 139 

than one meter off cycle on the same day in the context of a nonstandard switching 140 

request is, and has historically been, zero.  This is not surprising, as a nonstandard 141 

switching request only occurs when a customer switches suppliers and does not want to 142 

have the effective date of the switch occur on a normally scheduled meter reading date.  143 

By definition, such meter readings are not ongoing for the customer; rather, they 144 

represent one-time events.  In contrast, Mr. Doherty’s study reflects expectations for a 145 

future state, measuring the expected number of meter readers that would be required in 146 

order to read the meters at a refusal rate of 0.25% to 1.0%.  Such monthly readings would 147 

occur on an ongoing basis for each customer refusing AMI.  Mr. Doherty’s study also 148 

assumes that some economies of scale can be achieved in the context of reading meters 149 

for customers refusing AMI.  Staff stated this very concept more simply, noting “that a 150 
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lower refusal rate corresponds to a higher meter reading charge.”  See Allen Dir., Staff 151 

Ex. 2.0, 6:121-122. 152 

Lastly, I would agree that a charge that falls within the $21.53 to $47.85 cost 153 

range resulting from Mr. Doherty’s study (which was based on an assumed range of 154 

refusal rates from 0.25% to 1.0%) would have some cost-bases to it.  However, because 155 

Staff’s cost numbers rely on the results of Mr. Doherty’s study, any assertion that a 156 

specific charge is “a purely cost-based rate” would necessarily require Staff to have 157 

proffered evidence supporting the selection of a single expected refusal level (i.e., 158 

establish the appropriate billing determinants) to support its cost-based assertion.  A 159 

single expected refusal level would have a specific, corresponding cost of service 160 

associated with it under the study (e.g., a 0.25% refusal rate results in an expected cost of 161 

$47.85, while a 1.0% refusal rate results in an expected cost of $21.53).  Staff, like 162 

ComEd, did not proffer such evidence or venture such a guess; however, in light of the 163 

uncertainty regarding actual refusal rates, ComEd did not assert that the proposed $25 164 

charge is “a purely cost-based rate” or that such a rate could be established.   165 

While it is a common and established ratemaking practice to use historic billing 166 

determinants in setting cost-based rates, Staff did not do so to reach its $43.03 alternative 167 

charge.  Rather, Staff merely suggests that the current refusal rate of 0.01% gives cause to 168 

move the charge toward the higher end of the cost range (i.e., $47.85 at 0.25% refusal 169 

rate) in ComEd’s study, based on the experiences in primarily one of ComEd’s nineteen 170 

operating areas where AMI meters have been deployed.  However, Staff stops short of 171 

introducing a charge set at the higher end of the cost range ($47.85 at 0.25% refusal rate) 172 

or greater, introducing instead an alternative monthly charge of just $43.03.  If Staff 173 
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actually intended to introduce a cost-based charge based on the limited historic refusal 174 

rate, which would be a reasonable approach in light of the uncertainty, such a charge 175 

would be well over $47.85, as a 0.01% refusal rate is considerably below the lower end 176 

of the range of refusal rate assumptions studied by ComEd (0.25%), further reducing the 177 

number of customers over which meter reading costs could be spread. 178 

For the foregoing reasons, the alternative charge of $43.03 per month is only a 179 

“proxy,” not a “purely cost-based rate” as Staff suggests.   180 

Q. Does this mean you believe $43.03 would be an unreasonable charge? 181 

A. No, I do not.  What I take exception to above is Staff’s characterization that $43.04 is “a 182 

purely cost-based rate.”  Allen Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 6:127.  In light of the current 183 

uncertainty regarding future refusal levels and customer response to the charges to be 184 

imposed, the reasoning presented by Staff supports and informs the reasonableness of 185 

assuming a lower refusal rate and assessing a higher monthly meter reading fee initially, 186 

with the established Nonstandard Switching Fee serving as an additional point of 187 

reference to support the magnitude of costs incurred under lower refusal rates.  It may 188 

also provide greater assurance of the acceptance of AMI meters and more complete cost 189 

recovery.  Nevertheless, I do still believe ComEd’s proposed $25.00 charge strikes a 190 

better balance between competing objectives and is the better place to initially set such 191 

charge.   192 

Q. How does the rationale proffered by Staff for adopting a $21.53 per month Meter 193 

Reading Charge compare to the one offered by ComEd in support of the $25.00 194 

charge? 195 
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A. Of the alternatives presented by Staff, the basis for the $21.53 charge is the one most 196 

closely aligned with the basis for ComEd’s proposed $25 charge.  That is, the charge falls 197 

within a range of potential costs, but is driven toward the lower end of such range as the 198 

starting point for the monthly charge for policy reasons.  Staff’s alternative looks to the 199 

low refusal rates achieved by some out of state utilities with charges between $10 and 200 

$20, as well as to customer impacts, to drive the starting point for the charge to the lowest 201 

end of the cost range studied by ComEd.  Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 13:237-16:292.  202 

ComEd considered customer impact as part of the counsel it sought from stakeholders in 203 

pre-filing discussions, but also looked to the experiences in Naperville for guidance in 204 

settling upon $25 per month as the starting point for such a charge. 205 

Q. What is ComEd’s response to this alternative charge? 206 

A. The $21.53 charge also represents a reasonable alternative to ComEd’s proposed $25 207 

charge that is driven by similar factors underlying ComEd’s proposal.  However, “if it 208 

appears that the charge is insufficient to encourage a sufficient number of customers to 209 

accept the AMI meter, ComEd’s costs are higher than expected, or any shortfall 210 

attributed to non-refusal customers is higher than desired,” Staff also suggests that the 211 

Commission could reconsider the monthly charge at a later date.  Schalf Dir., Staff Ex. 212 

1.0, 15:283-86.  In fact, Staff proposes to revisit the rate in less than two years, as I will 213 

discuss further.  In light of these proposed future proceedings, it is important to choose 214 

carefully where the monthly charge is set initially in this proceeding.  Indeed, if a $21.53 215 

charge is adopted and subsequently deemed to be too low, it will require a 16% increase 216 

just to get back up to the $25 per month charge proposed by ComEd and will be met, in 217 

all likelihood, with claims of rate shock.  Thus, in general, it is consistent with applicable 218 
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policies and goals, and mitigates potential concerns of rate shock for future customers, to 219 

set a higher charge that customers can avoid by accepting AMI instead of raising a lower 220 

charge that was in place when a customer made the decision to refuse an AMI meter. 221 

Q. What is the rationale proffered by Staff for adopting a monthly Meter Reading 222 

Charge within a range of $10 to $20 per month? 223 

A. Based on ComEd’s survey of utility charges and refusal rates, augmented by Staff’s own 224 

research, and based primarily on the low refusal levels achieved by out of state utilities 225 

with lower monthly charges, Staff surmises that “imposition of very high refusal charges 226 

can result in low refusal rates but also that low refusal charges can result in low refusal 227 

rates.”  Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 11:206-207.  In light of these findings, Staff suggests 228 

that a monthly charge between $10 and $20 could also induce acceptance of AMI meters.  229 

(Id., 13:248-14:255).     230 

Q. What is ComEd’s response to this alternative range of potential charges? 231 

A. As an initial observation, Staff and ComEd are both implicitly conducting an empirical 232 

exploration of customer response to charges of varying magnitudes in other service 233 

territories in order to determine the price point that essentially exceeds the tolerance of 234 

those customers refusing meters.  ComEd and Staff are doing so in order to avoid setting 235 

a charge that “might be perceived as unfair, particularly to customers who sincerely hold 236 

beliefs that the installation of AMI meters could adversely affect their health or impinge 237 

on their privacy.”  Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 14:267-269.  This is an exceptionally 238 

unusual way of determining rates in a regulated utility setting, which in my opinion 239 

underscores the uniqueness of the issue at hand and the care being taken.   240 
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Nevertheless, while it is entirely conceivable that a charge in the range of $10 to 241 

$20 per month could elicit a low AMI refusal rate, there is no certainty that it will in 242 

northern Illinois.  Indeed, applying a charge as low as $10 for policy reasons creates an 243 

unnecessary risk, particularly in light of the Naperville experience, where a $24.75 244 

monthly charge has resulted in a 0.045% refusal rate.  See Garcia Dir., ComEd Ex. 1.0, 245 

29:597.  As previously noted, it will be much more difficult to materially increase this 246 

charge, once set, than to reduce it, making it critically important to strike the right 247 

balance at the start.   248 

Where the alternative range of $10 to $20 falls short is in its fairness to other 249 

customers who have accepted AMI metering; these customers will be covering any 250 

shortfalls in recovery of costs caused by AMI meter refusers.  Assuming, for the sake of 251 

example, that the charge is set at $10 per month and achieves a refusal rate of 0.25%, the 252 

gap in cost recovery is expected to be almost $38 per month ($47.85-$10.00), as opposed 253 

to $23 per month with ComEd’s proposed $25 charge.  Indeed, as Staff acknowledges, a 254 

$10 to $20 charge falls well outside the range of expected costs presented by Mr. 255 

Doherty.  And, as previously noted, it will be difficult to materially increase a $10 charge 256 

to narrow any gap in cost recovery in future proceedings, particularly with a charge set 257 

that low.  258 

For the foregoing reasons, ComEd opposes Staff’s $10 to $20 range alternative. 259 

Q. With respect to the monthly meter reading charge set in this proceeding, does Staff 260 

propose any other changes? 261 

A. Yes.  Staff proposes that ComEd be directed to re-file Rider NAM after the fourth 262 

biannual report in order for the Commission to investigate the information in these 263 
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reports and to determine if a different monthly meter reading charge is more appropriate 264 

than the one approved by the Commission in this proceeding.  Allen Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 265 

7:141-150.  Staff believes that “the Commission could consider modifying the charge if it 266 

appears that the charge is insufficient to encourage a sufficient number of customers to 267 

accept the AMI meter, ComEd’s costs are higher than expected, or any shortfall 268 

attributed to non-refusal customers is higher than desired.”  Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 269 

15:283-286. 270 

Q. Does ComEd have any objection to re-filing Rider NAM for the purpose of 271 

revisiting the monthly charge? 272 

A. No, ComEd does not have any objections to doing so, provided the charges approved in 273 

this proceeding remain in effect during the pendency of that proceeding and ComEd is 274 

not foreclosed from taking action sooner, if conditions warrant. 275 

Q. Does Staff introduce any alternatives to the proposed $5.69 monthly charge for each 276 

additional meter read?  277 

A. No.  It appears there is agreement on the cost of reading other meters on the customer’s 278 

premises. 279 

2. Meter and Other Exchange Fees 280 

Q. Does Staff offer any recommendation concerning the proposed $77.47 meter and 281 

other exchange fees in Rider NAM?    282 

A. No.  Staff does not propose any changes to the proposed $77.47 meter or other exchange 283 

fees in Rider NAM.  However, in the case of a customer with an existing electro-284 

mechanical non AMI meter that refuses the installation of an AMI meter, Staff questions 285 

the prudence and reasonableness of the proposed policy of replacing such meter with a 286 
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digital non AMI meter.  See generally Beyer Dir., Staff Ex. 3.0.  Therefore, Staff 287 

proposes corresponding revisions to Rider NAM to eliminate the proposed imposition of 288 

the meter exchange fees in such a situation.  Id., 11:229-243. 289 

Q. Does ComEd oppose this proposed change to Rider NAM? 290 

A. No.  Mr. Doherty’s rebuttal testimony offers an alternative or refinement to the policy of 291 

replacing any existing electro-mechanical non-AMI meters installed at the premises of 292 

every customer that refuses the installation of an AMI meter, which was the impetus for 293 

Staff’s proposed change to Rider NAM.  If the Commission elects to adopt this 294 

alternative proposal, it would not be appropriate to impose an exchange fee under such 295 

circumstances.     296 

C. Ratemaking Treatment  297 

Q. With respect to the ratemaking treatment of electro-mechanical watt-hour meters 298 

replaced with digital non-AMI meters, does Staff offer any opinion regarding 299 

ComEd’s proposed ratemaking treatment? 300 

A. Yes.  Staff disagrees that ComEd’s proposed treatment was addressed or covered by the 301 

language set forth in ComEd’s approved AMI Deployment Plan.  Beyer Dir., Staff Ex. 302 

3.0, 10:208-219.  Nevertheless, if the Commission approves the proposed policy of 303 

exchanging electro-mechanical meters located on the premises of customer refusing 304 

installation of AMI with new digital non-AMI meters, Staff does not object to the 305 

ratemaking treatment.  306 

Q. Does ComEd have any objections to Staff’s proposal regarding ratemaking 307 

treatment? 308 
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A. No.  If the Commission adopts ComEd’s proposal to replace electro-mechanical watt-309 

hour meters with digital non-AMI meters, Staff’s proposal is a reasonable resolution of 310 

the ratemaking issue.  Again, Mr. Doherty further addresses Staff’s concerns with the 311 

proposed policy and its appropriateness.  312 

IV. GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 313 

Q. Does Staff propose any revisions to ComEd’s proposed changes to General Terms 314 

and Conditions (“GTC”)? 315 

A. Yes.  Staff recommends deleting the proposed policy statement regarding the adverse 316 

impact that retention of non-AMI metering has on ComEd’s system with respect to 317 

reliability, efficiency and the incurrence of additional costs.  Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 318 

6:121-7:137.  319 

Q. Does ComEd have any objections to this proposed change? 320 

A. No.  321 

D. Reconnection Fee 322 

Q. Does Staff propose any change to ComEd’s proposed $63.43 Non AMI Meter 323 

Reconnection Fee? 324 

A. No.  Staff and ComEd are in agreement on the appropriateness of this fee as it applies to 325 

customers with non AMI meters.  See Allen Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 7:151-8:161.   326 

V. RATE BES, RATE BESH, RATE RDS, RIDER POG, RIDER POGNM, RIDER 327 
PPO, RIDER ZSS AND RIDER FCA 328 

Q. Has Staff proposed any changes or entered any objections to the proposed revisions 329 

to the other tariffs filed? 330 
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A. No.  Staff has not entered any objections or proposed any revisions to the proposed 331 

changes to Rate BES – Basic Electric Service, Rate BESH – Basic Electric Service 332 

Hourly Pricing, Rate RDS – Retail Delivery Services, Rider FCA – Franchise Cost 333 

Additions, Rider POG – Parallel Operation of Retail Customer Generating Facilities, 334 

Rider POGNM – Parallel Operation of Retail Customer Generating Facilities with Net 335 

Metering, Rider PPO – Purchase Power Option or Rider ZSS – Zero Standard Service.  336 

Therefore, these provisions should be approved for the reasons set forth in my direct 337 

testimony.   338 

VI. CONCLUSION 339 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 340 

A. Yes, it does. 341 


