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Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”), by and through its counsel, 

pursuant to the direction of the Administrative Law Judges (“ALJ”) and Section 200.800 

of the Illinois Administrative Code (83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.800), respectfully submits its 

initial brief in the above-captioned matter. 

 

I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE  

On September 20, 2013, Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd” or the 

“Company”) filed its proposed Rider NAM – Non AMI Metering (“Rider NAM”) and 

associated revised tariff sheets with the Chief Clerk to be effective November 4, 2013.  

The proposed rider would be applicable to (i) customers who refuse to voluntarily allow 

the Company to install advanced metering at their premises in accordance with 

ComEd’s Commission-approved AMI Plan; and (ii) to customers for whom the Company 

is unable to gain access to customer premises in order to install AMI metering in 

accordance with that Plan.  On October 2, 2013, the Commission suspended the 
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submission of Rider NAM for a period of 105 days from the effective date, to and 

including February 16, 2014, and convened a hearing concerning the propriety of the 

submission of the rider.  The Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) was granted leave to 

intervene.  Appearances were made by the People of the State of Illinois (“AG”) and 

City of Chicago (“City”).  Notice was given to the clerks of municipalities served by 

ComEd, and a prehearing conference was held on October 21, 2013.  (Notice of 

Setting, October 11, 2013.)  A schedule was set by the ALJ, whereby parties were 

granted leave to pre-file testimony.  ComEd filed the direct and rebuttal testimony of 

Robert Garcia and David Doherty.  Staff filed the direct testimony of Dr. Eric P. Schlaf, 

Alicia Allen, Gene Beyer, and Jim Agnew.  An evidentiary hearing was held on 

December 3, 2013.  Pursuant to the direction of the Administrative Law Judge, Staff’s 

initial brief follows. 

II. INTRODUCTION 

 ComEd’s Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) deployment plan, approved 

by the Commission in Docket No. 12-0298, requires ComEd to deploy advanced meters 

(“AMI” meters) throughout its approximately four-million customer service territory by 

2021.  Following a pilot program in 2009, in which about 128,000 AMI meters were 

deployed, ComEd began full-scale AMI meter deployment in early September 2013.  

(Staff Ex. 1.0, 4.)   

 It is evident from the results of numerous other AMI deployments1 and ComEd’s 

own AMI deployment experience that ComEd will be able to install an AMI meter on 

                                            
1 A survey of AMI deployments indicates that an average refusal rate is about 0.4%.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 13.) 
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nearly but not quite all premises on which it attempts to install a meter.2  Some 

customers will explicitly refuse an AMI meter and, despite repeated attempts, ComEd 

will be unable to gain access to the premises of other customers.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 4.) 

 ComEd will continue to use traditional manual meter reading methods to read the 

meters of the “refusal” customers.3  Recovery of the manual meter reading costs will be 

imposed on all ComEd customers in the absence of tariffs that allow ComEd to impose 

charges solely or primarily on refusal customers.  Id.  Fortunately, the number of refusal 

customers is likely to constitute a very tiny minority of all customers and the costs 

involved in manually reading meters instead of receiving information through the AMI 

network are relatively small.  During the first two months of deployment that began in 

September 2013, ComEd attempted to deploy about 35,000 meters and only about 

0.01% of customers explicitly refused an AMI meter.  ComEd was unable to gain access 

to the premises of an additional 0.65% of customers.  Id. at 11-12.  At full deployment 

and refusal rates of less than 1%, ComEd’s annual costs of providing metering service 

to refusal customers will be about $11 million.  Id. at 15.  

 To recover meter reading costs and also to incent customers to accept the AMI 

meter, ComEd’s proposed Rider NAM contains a Meter Reading Charge, which is 

different than the meter reading charge for customers with AMI meters, under which 

both types of refusal customers will be charged $25 per month.4  ComEd also proposes 

modifications of existing tariffs, including the Company’s General Terms and Conditions 

                                            
2 (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 21.) 
3
  “Refusal” customers include both those that explicitly refuse as well as those whose meters are 

inaccessible. 

4
   ILL. C. C. No. 10 1st Revised Sheet No. 444. 
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(“GTC”) tariff, which, if approved, would together establish a refusal policy applicable to 

ComEd’s AMI deployment.5  The proposed tariff modifications define AMI Metering and 

Non AMI Metering; describe the process by which customers are notified of potential 

charges, including a charge for switching from an AMI meter to a Non AMI meter; 

propose a sunset provision; and propose a biannual reporting requirement. 

 Through its testimony and other evidence, ComEd has demonstrated the need 

for and the benefits of a refusal policy.  Staff concludes the Commission should approve 

Rider NAM, the modifications to the General Terms and Conditions tariff and associated 

tariffs, with Staff’s modifications, and thereby establish an AMI refusal policy applicable 

to ComEd’s AMI deployment. Id. at 2.  

III. REFUSAL POLICY 

 ComEd currently does not have a Commission-approved refusal policy 

applicable to its AMI deployment.  Until tariffs are approved, ComEd accepts customer 

requests to delay installation of an AMI meter, but also warns customers of potential 

future charges.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 6.)  

 A refusal policy is a common feature of AMI deployments by utilities in other 

states.  Staff’s review of deployments in other states indicates that policymakers have 

found that refusal issues must eventually be addressed.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 5.)  Despite a 

robust education and outreach plan, there will be customers that continue to refuse an 

AMI meter as well as prevent access to the meter, for any number of reasons; such 

                                            
5 Staff has no objection to Commission approval of several related tariffs that ComEd proposes to modify. 
(Staff Ex. 1.0 at 2.)  
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refusal will impede AMI deployment, resulting in costs that could otherwise be avoided.  

(ComEd Ex. 1.0, 8.) 

 Staff and ComEd agree that a refusal policy should be set at the beginning of 

deployment rather than at a later stage of deployment.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 5; ComEd Ex. 

1.0, 5.)  By establishing a refusal policy, ComEd will receive direction from the 

Commission regarding the actions it should take and the charges it may impose when a 

customer refuses an AMI meter or does not allow access to its premises.  Additionally, a 

refusal policy will inform customers of the consequences, including potential charges, of 

refusing an AMI meter or failing or refusing to allow access to the meter. 

 The main feature of a refusal policy is the imposition of a refusal charge.  The 

purposes of the charge are to recover costs associated with manual meter reading and 

also to encourage customers to accept an AMI meter (i.e., an incentive).  (ComEd Ex. 

1.0, 10.)  The refusal charge is included in Rider NAM as a “Meter Reading Charge.”  

As discussed in greater detail below, in recognition of the dual purposes of the refusal 

charge, Staff presents alternative approaches to setting the Meter Reading Charge.   

 ComEd’s proposed tariffs contain other provisions that Staff agrees are properly 

incorporated in a refusal policy, including customer notification, the type of meter that 

should be placed on the premises of a refusal customer, reporting requirements, and, a 

termination date (i.e., “sunset date”) of the tariffs.  

IV. METER READING CHARGE FOR REFUSAL CUSTOMERS 

 ComEd proposes a monthly Meter Reading Charge of $25 that would be 

applicable to refusal customers.  The charge would be applicable to customers that 
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“outright” refuse an AMI meter and also to customers who block access to their 

premises.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 9.)   

 The Commission has authority to permit electric utilities to impose a meter 

reading charge plus additional charges related to meter refusal.  220 ILCS 5/16-108.  

The Commission is authorized to approve cost-based charges for delivery services, 

including the costs of owning, operating and maintaining transmission distribution 

facilities.  220 ILCS 5/16-108(c).  There is a cost to the utility associated with a 

customer’s refusal of an AMI meter.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 8; ComEd Ex. 2.0, 16.)  

Accordingly, it falls within the Commission’s authority to approve charges related to 

meter refusal as cost-based delivery services charges.  Additionally, charges, terms and 

conditions for delivery services are to be just and reasonable and take into account 

customer impacts.  220 ILCS 5/16-108(d). 

 In response to ComEd’s proposed $25 charge, Staff testified that the charge 

could be established by recognizing cost or policy considerations.  Alternatively, the 

Commission could combine the merits of both cost-based and policy-based 

perspectives.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 13.)  A monthly cost-based charge would be $43.04; a 

charge based on policy considerations would be in the range of $10-20; and, a charge 

that balances both cost and policy considerations would result in a charge of $21.53, 

the lowest charge in ComEd’s range of cost-based charges.  Id. at 3. Each of these 

approaches to setting the Meter Reading Charge is discussed below. 

A. Cost-Based Meter Reading Charge 

If the Commission determines that it is in the public interest to select a Meter 

Reading Charge on the basis of cost, then Staff recommends that the charge be set at 
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the Nonstandard Switching Fee of $43.04,6 rather than the $25 charge proposed by the 

Company. The $43.04 charge serves as a proxy for the cost-based rate for the Meter 

Reading Charge.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, 5.)  The Company’s Nonstandard Switching Fee is an 

off-cycle meter reading service provided under Rider RDS to customers wishing to 

switch energy suppliers between monthly meter readings. Staff finds that the 

Company’s Nonstandard Switching Fee of $43.04 is a reasonable proxy for the cost-

based rate for the Meter Reading Charge, and likewise as a reasonable alternative to 

the Company’s proposed $25 charge.  Id.   

To support ComEd’s proposed $25 charge, the Company provides a broad range 

of potential cost-based rates that are based on current meter reading costs and various 

AMI meter refusal rates.  (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 20.)  The Company computes the cost per 

meter read given a 0.25%, a 0.50%, and a 1.00% AMI meter refusal rate.  (ComEd Ex. 

2.01.)  The $25 charge falls within this range.  (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 17, 20.)  The 

corresponding costs within ComEd’s range are $47.85, $26.91, and $21.53 per meter 

read, respectively.  Id.  ComEd witness Robert Garcia states that a $25 meter reading 

charge was selected because the Company believes that $25 is conservative and 

reasonable compared to the cost-based range of $21.53 to $47.85 provided by the 

Company.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 17.)  When the Company was asked to provide all 

workpapers for computing the $25 charge, the Company produced ComEd Ex. 2.01, in 

which none of the examples provided result in a $25 outcome.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, 4.)  

Therefore, given the lack of evidence supporting $25 as a cost-based rate, one can 

                                            
6
  Currently, the Nonstandard Switching Fee is $33.99, but in Docket No. 13-0387 the Company has 

proposed to increase the charge to $43.04 based on the methodology most recently approved by the 
Commission and is currently uncontested.  See Docket No. 13-0387 (ComEd Ex. 2.0 at 62-63, Proposed 
Order at 100.) 
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conclude that any dollar amount between $21.53 and $47.85 is equally cost-based as 

$25.  Id.   

The $43.04 Nonstandard Switching Fee can be supported as the proxy for the 

Meter Reading Charge for several reasons.  First, this charge is currently in place as a 

meter reading charge based on a methodology that has been vetted and approved by 

the Commission as a cost-based rate.  Therefore, the Nonstandard Switching Fee may 

serve as an appropriate proxy for the cost-based rate for the monthly Meter Reading 

Charge.  Id. at 5.  Second, the Nonstandard Switching Fee of $43.04 falls within the 

cost-based rate range of $21.53 to $47.85, provided by the Company in support of its 

own $25 proposal.  (ComEd Ex. 2.01.)  Third, Staff’s proposed $43.03 fee is more 

consistent with the current 0.01% AMI meter refusal rate than the $25 fee proposed by 

the Company.  The Company’s analysis in ComEd Ex. 2.01 assumes that a lower 

refusal rate corresponds to a higher meter reading charge.  The low refusal rate based 

on current data supports a meter reading charge higher than $25, which is consistent 

with the Nonstandard Switching Fee of $43.04.  Id.  Fourth, the Company acknowledges 

that $43.04 is not an unreasonable charge, and that the established Nonstandard 

Switching Fee would serve as an additional point of reference to support the magnitude 

of costs incurred under lower refusal rates while providing greater assurance of the 

acceptance of AMI meters and more complete cost recovery.  (ComEd Ex. 3.0, 9.)  If 

the Commission determines that it is in the public interest to select a cost-based rate for 

the monthly Meter Reading Charge, the Nonstandard Switching Fee of $43.04 could be 

selected as the proxy for the charge. 
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B. Policy-Based Meter Reading Charge 

 One purpose of the Meter Reading Charge is to encourage customers to accept 

the AMI meter.  Thus, from a policy perspective the charge should be set at a level that 

would motivate a significant number of customers to accept the AMI meter and/or make 

their premises accessible for meter exchange.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 3.)  Staff determined that 

the relatively low monthly charge of $10-20 could meet the objective of inducing a 

significant number of customers to accept the meter.  Id.  This conclusion is based on 

the experience of three AMI deployments, where monthly charges are in the $10-20 

range and refusal rates are low. Specifically, the charges and refusal rates for San 

Diego Gas and Electric, Lakeland Electric and Salt River Project are the following:  San 

Diego Gas and Electric (monthly charge $10; refusal rate 0.08%); Lakeland Electric 

(monthly charge $16; refusal rate 0.08%); and, Salt River Project (monthly charge $20; 

refusal rate 0.029%).  Id. at 10-11, 13-14. 

  Other non-cost factors could also be considered in setting the Meter Reading 

Charge. Monthly meter reading charges applicable to residential customers are about 

$3.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 14.)  Thus, whether the charge is set at $25 or at a number in a 

similar range, the charge for meter reading service applicable to refusal customers 

would be several times the existing meter reading charge for residential customers.  Id.  

Such a sizable increase in the meter reading charge may appear punitive to some 

customers, particularly customers who sincerely hold beliefs that the installation of AMI 

meters could adversely affect their health or impinge on their privacy.  Id. 

 Additionally, the costs to be apportioned among customers, both refusal and 

“non-refusal,” is only on the order of $5-11 million at full deployment.  Id.  Thus, should 

the Meter Reading Charge not fully recover ComEd’s costs, non-refusal customers 
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would only be responsible for a very small amount of costs.  Id.  Finally, Staff and 

ComEd have agreed that ComEd should file biannual reports detailing cost information 

and also that ComEd should re-file Rider NAM after the fourth biannual report.  (Staff 

Ex. 1.0, 15; ComEd Ex. 3.0, 12-13.)  The Commission would thus have an opportunity 

to modify the charge should future circumstances warrant a shift in policy related to the 

charge.  This will allow the Commission to investigate the information in these reports 

and determine whether different monthly meter reading charge is more appropriate. 

C. Balancing Cost and Policy Considerations 

 If the Commission desires to set the rate based upon a recommendation that is 

cost-based and addresses policy considerations, then it should set the Meter Reading 

Charge at $21.53.  A $21.53 monthly charge is the lowest charge within ComEd’s cost-

based range.  Additionally, a monthly charge of $21.53 would be similar to the level of 

the $10-20 charge that Staff witness Schlaf testified may be sufficient to motivate a 

significant numbers of customers to accept an AMI meter.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 3.) 

V. UNCONTESTED ISSUES 

A. Removal of Some Proposed Language in GTC Tariff 

 Staff recommended deletion of the sentence in the Non AMI Metering section of 

the GTC that states: “non AMI metering facilities result in an adverse impact on the 

Company’s system with respect to reliability or efficiency that requires the Company to 

incur additional costs to provide service.”  The sentence does not add to the description 

of when or how the provisions of Non AMI Metering would apply to a customer.  (Staff 

Ex. 1.0, 7.)  ComEd characterized the sentence as a policy statement and does not 

oppose its removal from GTC.  (ComEd Ex. 3.0, 15.) 
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B. ComEd’s Proposal to Replace Existing Non AMI Meters with Digital Non-
AMI Meters 

In its initial filing, ComEd proposed to prematurely replace existing non-AMI 

meters, including those in good working condition, with digital non-AMI meters in the 

event the customer refuses an AMI meter.  (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 13-14.)  Staff testified that 

ComEd provided insufficient evidence to support the premature replacement of fully-

functional meters, and further noted that none of the Company’s reasons demonstrated 

the proposal to be prudent and reasonable, nor that the proposal contributes to 

development of the Smart Grid.  (Staff Ex. 3.0, 8.)   

In rebuttal, ComEd offered an alternative that is based upon the Company’s 

current meter replacement policy and practice.  ComEd proposes to visually inspect the 

refusing customer’s meter location for safety, meter function, and tampering or theft of 

electric service.  (ComEd Ex. 4.0, 4.)  Based upon that visual inspection, ComEd would 

only replace those meters that are found to be stopped, slow, damaged, potentially 

unsafe, or out of compliance with standards or regulations.  Id. at 5.  A non-AMI meter 

that is functioning properly will remain in place.  Id.  Staff agrees with the Company’s 

plan to follow its meter replacement policy and current practice with one exception:  

while a visual inspection will enable the Company to discover if a meter is stopped or 

damaged as a result of tampering or some other reason, the Company provided no 

evidence to explain how the on-site visual inspection will detect a slow meter.   

The Commission should acknowledge that it understands ComEd’s alternative is 

based on the current meter replacement practice and policy, and the Commission 

should remind the Company to be prudent in its inspection and replacement of refusal 

customers’ meters and only replace those that are not working or are damaged.  
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Accordingly, the OTHER CHARGES section of Rider NAM should be modified to delete 

subsection (b) as shown here: 

“For a situation in which the Company (a) installs non AMI metering, (b) 
exchanges non AMI metering for non AMI metering, or (cb) replaces AMI 
Metering with non AMI metering at a retail customer’s premises, the 
following charges are applicable to the retail customer…”   
 

(ComEd Ex. 1.01, Sheet No. 445.) 
 
C. Ratemaking Associated with ComEd’s Proposal Regarding Non-AMI 

Meters 

The Commission previously approved a special ratemaking treatment for non-

AMI meters that are replaced by an AMI meter.  That treatment allows ComEd to 

recover the cost of prematurely retired meters in an accelerated manner.  In this case, 

ComEd proposed to extend that special ratemaking treatment to a non-AMI meter that 

is prematurely replaced by another non-AMI meter.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 26.)  Staff 

opposed that treatment, citing that neither ComEd’s Revised Plan,7 ComEd’s Progress 

Report,8 nor the Commission’s smart grid orders addressed the situation wherein a non-

AMI meter is replaced by a non-AMI meter.  Accordingly, neither the Revised Plan, the 

Progress Report nor Commission orders addressed special ratemaking for that 

situation.  (Staff Ex. 3.0, 10.)   

In addition to acknowledging that the Company’s meter inspection alternative 

intends to follow the current meter policy and practice, the Commission should also be 

clear that no special ratemaking treatment is applicable to premature replacement of a 

non-AMI meter with another non-AMI meter. 

                                            
7
  Revised Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment Plan (“Revised Plan”) approved in 

Docket No. 13-0285. 

8
  Smart Grid Advanced Metering Annual Implementation Progress Report - Appendix B (“Progress 

Report”) approved in Docket No. 13-0285. 
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D. Biannual Reporting 

The Company proposes to report the summary of the operation of Rider NAM on 

or before both April 1 and October 1 of each year.  Included in this report will be the 

number of retail customers to which the rider is applicable, a description of the 

Company’s efforts to address such retail customers, and identifications of the 

Company’s costs that are associated with providing service under Rider NAM.  (ComEd 

Ex. 1.0, 11; ComEd Ex. 1.01, Sheet No. 447.)  Staff recommended that the Commission 

direct ComEd to re-file Rider NAM after the fourth report, in order to allow for the 

Commission to investigate the information in these reports and determine whether a 

different monthly meter reading charge is more appropriate than the monthly meter 

reading charge approved by the Commission in this proceeding.  At that time, more 

information will be available to determine a more accurate cost-based rate.  (Staff Ex. 

2.0, 7.)  ComEd does not object to this proposal.  (ComEd Ex. 3.0, 13.) 

E. Sunset Provision 

Rider NAM contains a sunset provision whereby Rider NAM would no longer be 

applicable after the earlier of June 30, 2022, or one year after the date of the last AMI 

meter installation.  (ComEd Ex. 1.01, Sheet No. 444.)  However, it was not clear that 

this sunset provision would accomplish its intended goal as it was initially drafted. The 

tariff language indicated that the sunset provision is applicable to customers with non-

AMI metering who have refused AMI metering or who have denied the Company access 

to providing AMI metering.  Id.  Therefore, when the tariff sunsets, these customers will 

no longer be subject to the charges in Rider NAM, although they will still have non-AMI 

metering at their premises.  Contrary to the Company’s language in its proposed tariff, 

however, Company witness Garcia’s testimony indicated that these same customers 
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would continue to be subject to the charges in Rider NAM until AMI metering is installed 

at the premises of these customers.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 15-16.)  Because of this 

contradiction, Staff recommended the following revisions to clarify Rider NAM: 

Notwithstanding the previous provisions of this Applicability section, 
after the earlier of June 30, 2022, or one year after the date of the 
last AMI meter installation undertaken in accordance with the AMI 
Plan, as such plan is defined in such General Terms and 
Conditions, this rider is applicable only to any retail customer (a) to 
which such AMI Metering subsection is applicable, and (b) for 
which the Company provides non AMI metering, and (c) for which 
the Company was unable to provide AMI metering because the 
Company was, after reasonable attempts, unsuccessful in obtaining 
access to provide AMI metering, provided such lack of success was 
not due to a situation in which (i) the Company was denied access 
to provide AMI metering or (ii) the retail customer actively refused 
AMI metering.  Metering installations with metering facilities 
provided in accordance with such Non AMI Metering section are not 
considered in determining the aforementioned date of the last AMI 
meter installation undertaken in accordance with the AMI Plan. 
 

(ComEd Ex. 1.01, Sheet No. 444;  Staff Ex. 2.0, 9.) 

Staff further recommended adding the following paragraph to the end of the 

Other Metering subsection of the Standard Metering Section in the General Terms and 

Conditions on Sheet No. 189: 

As soon as practical after the earlier of June 30, 2022, or one year 
after the date of the last AMI meter installation undertaken in 
accordance with the AMI Plan, the Company must undertake all 
reasonable efforts to ensure that AMI metering is installed at each 
point of metered electricity delivery at each retail customer’s 
premises. 

 

(Staff Ex. 2.0, 10.)  Staff also recommended the following revisions to the non-AMI 

Metering section on Sheet No. 189.1: 

Notwithstanding the previous provisions of this Non AMI Metering 
section, after the earlier of June 30, 2022, or one year after the date 
of the last AMI meter installation undertaken in accordance with the 
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AMI Plan, this rRider NAM - Non AMI Metering (Rider NAM)  is 
applicable only to any retail customer (a) to which the AMI Metering 
subsection of the Standard Metering section of this Metering part is 
applicable, and(b) for which the Company provides non AMI 
metering, and (c) for which the Company was unable to provide 
AMI metering because the Company was, after reasonable 
attempts, unsuccessful in obtaining access to provide AMI 
metering, provided such lack of success was not due to a situation 
in which (i) the Company was denied access to provide AMI 
metering or (ii) the retail customer actively refused AMI metering.  
Metering installations with metering facilities provided in 
accordance with this Non AMI Metering section are not considered 
in determining the aforementioned date of the last AMI meter 
installation undertaken in accordance with the AMI Plan. 

 
Id.  These recommendations clarify the sunset provision, consistent with Mr. Garcia’s 

testimony.  Id. at 10-11.  ComEd does not object to these recommendations.  (ComEd 

Ex. 3.0, 4-5.) 

F. Customer Notification 

 ComEd’s plan for customer notification involves two main phases for each 

community or group of customers who will receive the AMI meters: first, a pre-

installation publicity phase using a variety of media, events and personal contact with 

local officials; and, second, a direct outreach installation phase consisting of mailings, 

phone calls, door-hangers and attempts at personal contact with individual customers at 

their premises. (ComEd Ex. 2.02, 3-8; ComEd 2.03)  In Staff’s opinion, ComEd’s plan is 

designed to maximize customer awareness through overlapping methods of outreach 

while also providing customers with multiple opportunities for direct contact during the 

installation phase.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, 3.)  Moreover, ComEd’s biannual reporting clause, 

ComEd’s expressed desire to work with stakeholders going forward, and Staff’s own 

continued monitoring of its consumer complaint database should ensure flexibility to 
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adapt the customer notification process as deemed necessary during the years of 

installation.  Id. at 4. 

G. Meter Service Provider Rulemaking 

 ComEd recommended that the Commission consider rescinding 83 Illinois 

Administrative Code rule Part 460, Certification Requirements and Standards of Service 

for Meter Service Providers.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 11-13.)  To the best of Staff’s knowledge, 

there are no currently certified Meter Service Providers and no customer has ever 

switched its metering service to a Meter Service Provider.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 16.)  ComEd 

continues to support a Commission decision to consider revocation or revision of the 

rule; however, ComEd recognizes “…that this issue is not within the direct scope of this 

proceeding and rests within the discretion of the Commission.”  (ComEd Ex. 3.0, 4.)  

Staff agrees that reconsideration of Part 460 is not relevant to this proceeding.  

Therefore, no party is arguing that the issue should be resolved in this proceeding. 

H. Reconnection 

 The Commission should approve the Company’s proposed $63.43 Reconnection 

Fee for non-AMI meters.  The Company proposed the same $63.43 Reconnection Fee 

for non-AMI meters in Docket No. 13-0387, and the charge is currently uncontested in 

that Docket.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 32-33; see also Rate Design Investigation Pursuant to 

Sec. 16-108.5(e) of the Public Utilities Act, ICC Docket No. 13-0387.)  Staff reviewed 

the proposed Reconnection Fee and recommends approval of the $63.43 as the 

Reconnection Fee for Non-AMI meters.  See Docket No. 13-0387, Staff Ex. 2.0, 5; Staff 

Ex. 2.0, 8. 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, for each of the foregoing reasons, Staff respectfully requests that 

the Commission’s order in this proceeding reflect all of Staff’s recommendations 

regarding Commonwealth Edison’s proposed Rider NAM – Non AMI Metering and 

associated revised tariff sheets. 

       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
       ___________________________ 
 MATTHEW L. HARVEY 

Office of General Counsel 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
160 North LaSalle Street, Suite C-800 
Chicago, IL  60601 
Phone:  (312) 793-2877 
Fax:  (312) 793-1556 
mharvey@icc.illinois.gov 
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