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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is David B. Doherty.  My business address is 1919 Swift Drive, Oak Brook, 4 

Illinois 60523. 5 

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

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) as the Director of Smart 7 

Meter Business Transformation. 8 

Q. Are you the same David Doherty that submitted direct testimony in this proceeding? 9 

A. Yes.  I previously presented pre-filed direct testimony (ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 2.0) and 10 

associated attachments (ComEd Exs. 2.01, 2.02 and 2.03).   11 

B. Purpose of Rebuttal Testimony 12 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 13 

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

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

(Staff Ex. 1.0), Ms. Alicia Allen (Staff Ex. 2.0), and Mr. Gene Beyer (Staff Ex. 3.0) 16 

concerning ComEd’s plan to exchange non-Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) 17 

meters with more modern non-AMI meters under certain circumstances.  I explain our 18 

consideration of Mr. Beyer’s concerns, the evolution of ComEd’s proposal, and why I 19 

believe that ComEd’s revised proposal addresses the legitimate concerns that we have 20 

both raised. 21 
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II. REPLACEMENT OF NON-AMI METERS WITH NON-AMI METERS 22 

Q. Currently, under what conditions does ComEd exchange non-AMI meters? 23 

A. ComEd replaces meters when we become aware of one of several operational conditions 24 

that warrant replacement or when required by law or regulations.  The more common 25 

circumstances include, but are not limited to: 26 

1. Exchanges required by Part 410 of the Commission’s Rules, 83 Ill. Adm. Code 27 

Part 410, including: 28 

a. Periodic exchanges of interval data recorders; 29 

b. Random samples used in accuracy testing; and  30 

c. Meters associated with a failed vintage random test. 31 

2. Meter failures, such as a meter that is stopped, no longer performs adequately or 32 

accurately, or has been damaged; 33 

3. Change in tariff requirements (e.g., competitive declaration; in lieu of demand 34 

usage requires demand metering, etc.); 35 

4. Customer request for residential real time pricing (“RRTP”) or a RES request for 36 

an interval data recording meter; 37 

5. Customer service upgrade (e.g., if a government code requires upgrading a 60 or 38 

100 Amp service to a 200 Amp service upon sale of a home); or, most recently, 39 

6. Installation of an AMI meter.   40 

In addition, ComEd will also replace a meter if we conclude that it may be unsafe 41 

or is in a condition that it is no longer economic to operate, such as when meters are 42 

retired.  43 
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Q. How did ComEd originally propose addressing circumstances where customers 44 

refused installation of an AMI meter but had an electro-mechanical watt-hour 45 

meter installed? 46 

A. ComEd proposed to replace those meters with a new electronic solid state watt-hour 47 

meter.  There were several reasons for this policy recommendation, including the fact that 48 

ComEd intends to visually inspect all metered locations for safety, function, and 49 

tampering and theft of electric service as part of the AMI meter deployment process.  50 

When exchanging any non-AMI meter, three-quarters of the cost is typically the labor to 51 

visit the site, remove the existing meter, and perform the exchange.  The actual cost of a 52 

new solid-state non-AMI meter is $24.75, while a field trip to the meter location averages 53 

over $77 in labor.  Since ComEd would already be at the customer’s premises and many 54 

of these premises have been historically hard to access, ComEd reasoned that it would be 55 

beneficial to provide a new meter at this time.  That judgment, coupled with the fact that 56 

over a quarter of the existing non-AMI meters are over 20 years old already, led us to 57 

conclude that it was reasonable to exchange these meters not only to remove slow, 58 

stopped, damaged, or end-of-life meters, but also to proactively remove meters that could 59 

slow down over time or that would be more likely to require a future field trip with its far 60 

greater cost.  61 

Q. What, in sum, was Mr. Beyer’s expressed concern? 62 

A. Mr. Beyer pointed out that ComEd had authority to accelerate the depreciation of non-63 

AMI meters removed by reason of AMI meter deployment.  Although he did not address 64 

the engineering issues, Mr. Beyer expressed concern that “replacing a fully functional 65 
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and accurate” non-AMI electro-mechanical meter with a non-AMI solid state digital 66 

meter increased costs and was “possibly imprudent.”  Mr. Beyer also called on ComEd to 67 

continue considering the issue and to provide additional evidence to the Commission to 68 

support the proposal it made.  Beyer Dir., Staff Ex. 3.0, 6:127-7:129, 9:187-90. 69 

Q. What is ComEd’s reaction to Mr. Beyer’s concerns? 70 

A. ComEd’s position is that our meter replacement proposal was prudent and that the very 71 

modest cost of complete meter replacement justifies our original proposal.  But, ComEd 72 

also understands Mr. Beyer’s concerns, and recognizes, as we believe Mr. Beyer also 73 

acknowledges (Staff Ex. 3.0, 10:222-11:226), that the proper balance of cost and 74 

operational concerns is a matter of judgment for the Commission.  We have, therefore, 75 

gone back and reconsidered carefully whether a meter replacement policy could be 76 

developed that reasonably accommodates both ComEd’s concerns, which are largely 77 

operational, and Mr. Beyer’s financial concerns.  In this case, we believe there is such a 78 

policy and ComEd offers it as an alternative.   79 

Q. What is that alternative proposal? 80 

A. Regardless of the question of replacement, ComEd continues to believe that it is prudent 81 

to voluntarily inspect the meter locations for reasons other than meter replacement.  Thus, 82 

when a customer refuses AMI meter installation, ComEd would schedule an appointment 83 

to visually inspect the metered location for safety, meter function, and tampering or theft 84 

of electric service.  How ComEd proceeds, however, would depend upon the results of 85 

that inspection.  If ComEd finds a meter or installation that was unsafe, was not properly 86 

functioning, showed evidence of tampering or theft of service, or was of a type or age on 87 



Docket No. 13-0552 
ComEd Ex. 4.0 

Page 5 of 7 

which ComEd would perform work regardless of the AMI deployment, ComEd will 88 

proceed to perform that necessary work.  This work would include repairs, the 89 

replacement of equipment (e.g. A-base adapter or a terminal block), and the exchange of 90 

a meter as appropriate.  For example, ComEd currently replaces meters where there is 91 

evidence of tampering or theft; we would continue to do so.  ComEd’s current practice is 92 

also to replace meters that are found to be stopped, slow, damaged, potentially unsafe, or 93 

out of compliance with standards or regulations.  Under this policy, ComEd would also 94 

continue to replace obsolete equipment or equipment in disrepair such as aging A-base 95 

blocks and adapters, again in accordance with existing ComEd practice and policy.  96 

Furthermore, it should be noted that ComEd attempts to discuss individual concerns with 97 

each and every customer who refuses the AMI meter. When a meter exchange is 98 

necessary, ComEd will inform the customer that they will be receiving a new solid-state 99 

digital meter in its place.  However, in cases where the electro-mechanical meter is 100 

functioning properly and would not otherwise be replaced by ComEd’s existing practice 101 

and policy, ComEd would complete the inspection and leave the existing meter in place. 102 

Q. How would ComEd describe that policy in its tariffs and in its training for 103 

employees? 104 

A. The inspection process and what it finds is inherently individualized.  Therefore, there is 105 

no simple checklist of conditions where meters would be replaced.  But, the range of 106 

conditions can be described as I did in my prior answer and a policy can be formulated 107 

around that rule:  where there is no independent reason to replace the non-AMI meter, 108 

ComEd will not replace the existing meter during the AMI refusal inspection; where 109 
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there is another independent reason to replace the existing meter, ComEd will install in 110 

its stead a new solid state digital non-AMI meter. 111 

Q. What is your recommendation concerning this modified policy? 112 

A. I believe that in almost all cases, this modified policy regarding the treatment of analog 113 

watt-hour non-AMI meters addresses the concerns of Staff and the needs of ComEd’s 114 

customers, as well as ComEd’s operational and technical requirements, in a manner that 115 

is prudent.  In particular, ComEd’s adjusted proposal is designed to account for the 116 

concerns discussed in my direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 2.0 7:125-134, 14:283-15:292) 117 

related to safety, theft, and tampering. 118 

In the event that the Commission does not adopt ComEd’s original proposal stated 119 

in my direct testimony, I recommend that the Commission adopt ComEd’s adjusted 120 

proposal, which incorporates and reflects the feedback that ComEd has received thus far. 121 

III. MULTIPLE TARIFF OFFERINGS 122 

Q. While Staff testimony discusses alternative levels for the monthly Meter Reading 123 

Charge under Rider NAM, Staff proposes setting a single Meter Reading Charge 124 

and has not recommended setting multiple charges.  See Schlaf Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 125 

2:35 – 3:59, 13:237 – 16:292; Allen Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 2:31-8, 6:125-31.  What is 126 

ComEd’s position regarding the proposals to adopt a single Meter Reading Charge?  127 

A. ComEd supports adoption of a single Meter Reading Charge based on operational 128 

considerations.  First, my cost analysis assumed only one charge for all refusals and 129 

multiple Meter Reading Charges for different circumstances would require consideration 130 

of the additional implementation costs to provide alternatives.  As noted by Staff witness 131 
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Allen, I excluded administrative and certain other costs from my cost analysis.  Allen 132 

Dir., Staff Ex. 2.0, 4:79-86.  Multiple charges would increase the costs of enrolling, 133 

tracking, and reporting customers who refuse AMI metering.  Second, multiple charges 134 

would increase the complexity and difficulty of administering the program, including 135 

enrolling, tracking, and reporting customers who refuse AMI metering.  Such complexity 136 

could also add programming costs.  Lastly, since participation under Rider NAM is 137 

anticipated to be small, the costs are spread out over a relatively low number of 138 

customers.  The use of multiple charges would drive the monthly fee up to account for 139 

additional implementation and ongoing administrative costs. 140 

IV. CONCLUSION 141 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 142 

A. Yes, it does. 143 


