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I. INTRODUCTION 

In this proceeding, Ameren Illinois Company (Ameren Illinois or AIC) and the 

Commission’s Staff recommended rejecting a proposal by intervenor Comverge, Inc. to require 

AIC and its customers to pay for a pilot program that would study certain impacts of direct load 

control (DLC) technology on the PTR program.  The Administrative Law Judge’s Proposed 

Interim Order (ALJPO) correctly recommended rejecting Comverge’s proposed DLC pilot 

program.   

In its brief on exceptions, Comverge does not contest the rejection of the DLC pilot 

program.  But Comverge does take issue with the ALJPO’s requirement that “AIC should 

perform a study to incorporate the results of the [Commonwealth Edison Company] DLC pilot 

program into a cost-benefit analysis applicable to its own system and file it . . . .”  (ALJPO 20.)  

According to Comverge, the future cost-benefit analysis should not only be filed, but “submitted 

as testimony, which would subject the cost-benefit analysis, if necessary, to responsive testimony 

and cross-examination by the other parties in this docket.”  (Comverge BOE 2.) 

For the reasons that follow, Comverge’s proposed revision should be rejected. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. ALJPO SECTION V “COMMISSION CONCLUSION” (ALJPO 20) 

Response to Comverge 

Comverge’s recommendation is unnecessary.  It would essentially have the Commission 

settle today procedural issues that will not become relevant until years later.   

There is no need to establish post-pilot-study procedures so far in advance.  AIC is not 

required to file its analysis until 90 days after the completion of the ComEd pilot program.  But   

ComEd’s pilot will not even be implemented until the summer of 2015, and the first report will 

not be filed until “the end of 2015.”  ComEd, Docket No. 12-0484, Interim Order at 31 (Feb. 21, 
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2013) (ComEd Order).  Even if ComEd’s pilot were complete by the end of 2015—which seems 

unlikely—AIC’s cost-benefit analysis would not be due until sometime in 2016.  Thus, the 

earliest date that the study will be filed is over two years from now, and likely later.  It is far too 

early to be settling the question of what proceedings will follow that study.    

And there is no need to do so: subject to appropriate limits, the Commission can order 

further proceedings at any time.  Indeed, the Commission’s review of both ComEd’s pilot 

program and AIC’s analysis will likely inform whether and to what extent further proceedings 

are necessary.  While these are significant unknowns, they are not the only ones.  Capacity 

prices, technological advances, and overall economic conditions are just a few of the many 

unknowns that will affect the feasibility of future DLC programs.  AIC is not necessarily 

opposed to additional proceedings, but it is opposed to establishing potentially unnecessary 

proceedings years ahead of time.   

Comverge asserts that its requested treatment represents “a similar approach” to that 

adopted in the ComEd proceeding.  (Comverge BOE 3.)  Comverge refers to the fact that ComEd 

“must file testimony describing the design of its DLC PTR pilot” before it implements the 

program.  (Id.)  There is no analogy between ComEd’s situation and AIC’s.  The design and 

implementation of ComEd’s pilot program will involve (among many other factors) the purchase 

and installation of physical devices, the development of sound comparative methodologies, and 

the proper accounting for and recovery of expenses and investment.  So it is hardly surprising 

that the Commission would require an additional layer of process and review before launching 

the program.   

In contrast, AIC is merely required to analyze ComEd’s program and perform its own 

cost-benefit study.  To be sure, that study is an important task, deserving careful attention, but it 
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is a vastly less complex and expensive task than ComEd’s.  In short, the fact that further 

proceedings were ordered in ComEd provides little guidance here. 

The results of ComEd’s pilot program and AIC’s resultant study will determine what, if 

any, future proceedings are necessary with respect to DLC technology.  AIC will file the cost-

benefit study as ordered by the Commission.  But the Commission should not order additional 

proceedings until the need has been established.  

III. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should reject Comverge’s recommended 

revisions to the Order.   
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