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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is James C. Eber.  My business address is 3 Lincoln Centre, Oakbrook Terrace, 4 

Illinois, 60181. 5 

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

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) as Manager – Demand 7 

Response & Dynamic Pricing. 8 

B. Purpose of Direct Testimony 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my direct testimony is to address the Operating and Maintenance 11 

(“O&M”) expenses and capital expenditures for the Customer Applications Program 12 

(“CAP”) that was part of the Advanced Metering Infrastructure ("AMI”) Pilot and 13 

recovered in part pursuant to Rider AMP - Advanced Metering Program Adjustment 14 

("Rider AMP") and the Bridge Tariff approved in Docket No. 10-0567 (“Bridge Tariff”).  15 

See the direct testimony of Martin G. Fruehe (ComEd Exhibit [“Ex.”] 1.0) for further 16 

detail concerning Rider AMP and the Bridge Tariff.  ComEd witness Richard D. O’Toole 17 

(ComEd Ex. 3.0) will address the O&M expenses and capital costs related to the 18 

deployment of AMI under the AMI Pilot. 19 

Q. Are you the same James C. Eber who submitted testimony in ICC Docket No.  20 

11 -0459, the 2011 Rider AMP Reconciliation proceeding (the 2010 reconciliation)? 21 
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A. Yes.  I did provide testimony the 2011 Rider AMP Reconciliation proceeding.  That 22 

testimony was limited to costs incurred for the Reconciliation Period at issue, calendar 23 

year 2010.  The testimony that I am submitting in this proceeding covers a broader period 24 

of time as it encompasses all costs incurred through the conclusion of the AMI Pilot 25 

program. 26 

C. Background and Qualifications 27 

Q. What are your current duties and responsibilities? 28 

A. As a Manager of Demand Response and Dynamic Pricing, I am responsible for managing 29 

ComEd’s portfolio of customer products in the areas of demand response, dynamic 30 

pricing, and energy data services products.  Current products include Voluntary Load 31 

Reduction (“VLR”), Air Conditioning (“AC”) cycling, Residential Real Time Pricing 32 

(“RRTP”) , Energy Insights Online, and Energy Usage Data System. 33 

Q. Have you been involved with other projects relevant to demand response or load 34 

reduction? 35 

A. Yes.  I was responsible for the design of ComEd’s Voluntary Load Reduction program, 36 

which has since become one of the largest programs of its type in the nation.  I have 37 

supervised the launch of several new demand response products, managed four distinct 38 

load management notification and control systems, and have been responsible for the 39 

participation of over 4,500 business customer sites and 70,000 residential customers’ 40 

homes.  I was responsible for the integration of the ComEd portfolio of demand response 41 

resources into the PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.  (“PJM”) markets, and I represent ComEd 42 

at various PJM working groups, which are responsible for the continuous improvement of 43 

the PJM market framework for customer participation through demand response.  In 44 
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addition, I have been on the Executive Counsel of the Peak Load Management Alliance, 45 

the nationally prominent trade association for demand response, for four years, and was 46 

in charge of the PECO Energy Company (“PECO”) demand response portfolio for three 47 

years, doubling the amount of resources within that portfolio.  In 2010, I was responsible 48 

for the Customer Applications Program that was part of the AMI Pilot and that tested a 49 

variety of demand response rate structures and technologies for customers receiving AMI 50 

meters.  Many of the lessons learned from the CAP pilot have been applied in shaping 51 

ComEd’s plans described in Chapter 3 of the AMI Plan filed in ICC Docket No. 12-0298. 52 

Q. What is your educational background and professional experience? 53 

A. I graduated from Bradley University with a Bachelor of Science in Mechanical 54 

Engineering.  I have been employed by ComEd since 1988.  My professional experience 55 

includes over twenty years of experience in the design, operation and management of 56 

customer-related utility programs.  I have been engaged fully in demand response 57 

products since 1997, and I have been managing the ComEd portfolio of demand response 58 

products since 1999.   59 

D. Summary of Conclusions 60 

Q. Please summarize the conclusions of your testimony. 61 

A. During calendar years 2009 through 2011, the O&M expenses and capital expenditures 62 

related to the CAP were prudent and reasonable and the capital components were used 63 

and useful in providing customer service. 64 
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II. AMI Pilot – Customer Applications 65 

Q. Can you briefly describe the CAP as approved in the Illinois Commerce 66 

Commission’s (“Commission” or “ICC”) Order in ICC Docket No. 09-0263? 67 

A. Yes.  The CAP was designed to test consumer response to a variety of innovative pricing 68 

structures and technologies enabled by AMI.  Specifically, it was intended to identify 69 

which types of pricing structures and in-home technologies would most effectively 70 

engage customers, and how that engagement would translate into changes in the shape 71 

and magnitude of residential customer electricity use.   72 

Q. How was the CAP developed? 73 

A. The CAP was developed through a collaborative effort with the stakeholders who 74 

participated at the AMI Workshops that began in December 2008.  The number and type 75 

of rate structures and the number of in-home technologies were a result of the 76 

Workshops.  The CAP’s complexity was a function of what the AMI stakeholders wanted 77 

to learn from the AMI Pilot.  This collaborative effort resulted in the attached document 78 

titled Commonwealth Edison Company’s AMI Assessment Customer Applications Plan 79 

(ComEd Exhibit [“Ex.”] 3.1), which was submitted as Attachment 4 to the Petition filed 80 

in the Commission proceeding that approved Riders AMP and AMP-CA (ICC Docket 81 

No. 09-0263). 82 

Q. Can you describe the O&M expenses and capital expenditures for customer 83 

applications incurred by ComEd under the AMI Pilot? 84 

A. The CAP O&M expenses incurred by ComEd were to execute and support an experiment 85 

to learn about customer behavior in response to new technologies and rate structures. 86 

This experiment, and the expenses incurred to execute the experiment are consistent with 87 
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and described in ComEd Ex. 3.1.  Major tasks in execution and support of this plan 88 

included: project design and management; data acquisition, collection, management, 89 

storage, and analysis; AMI related in-home technology purchase, development, 90 

installation, and support; customer materials and support; rate development, execution, 91 

and support; and research and analysis of customer behavior changes to rates and 92 

technology preferences.  The CAP O&M expenses for calendar years 2009 through 2011 93 

totaled approximately $10.0 million.  The capital costs of over $2.8 million represent 94 

Information Technology (“IT”) costs relating to the five new rate structures that were 95 

built for the study.   96 

Q. Were the CAP O&M expenses and capital expenditures incurred by ComEd under 97 

the AMI Pilot prudent and reasonable? 98 

A. Yes. 99 

Q. Why were the CAP O&M expenses and capital expenditures incurred by ComEd 100 

under the AMI Pilot prudent and reasonable? 101 

A. The Commission approved the AMI Pilot on October 14, 2009, and indicated that core 102 

Pilot operations were to be up and running by May 2010 in order to collect summer 2010 103 

customer data.  Over the course of approximately six months that were available, ComEd 104 

engaged consultants and vendors with the correct skill set, built the necessary rate 105 

structures, and implemented new in-home technologies to support the new rate structures.  106 

ComEd utilized several methods to contract for the necessary services.  First, vendors 107 

were utilized that are ComEd Strategic Partners, which have a well-developed 108 

commercial relation with ComEd.  For example, in this study, Accenture, a Strategic 109 

Partner, was used because it was critical that the firm chosen to build the rate structures 110 
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knew ComEd’s billing system.  As a result, ComEd achieved large savings in time 111 

(consultant did not have to learn ComEd’s systems) and costs (with pre-negotiated 112 

discounted rates). 113 

Second, ComEd also used a robust and competitive procurement process in 114 

acquiring the various services, support, systems, and technologies utilized in the 115 

experiment.   116 

Finally, in order to complete certain tasks in the specified time, the expertise 117 

required only existed in one vendor/consultant.  For example, the Customer Performance 118 

Group had unique expertise in the design of customer engagement strategies that were 119 

key to the objective of the Pilot.  This expertise was brought to ComEd’s attention during 120 

the AMI Workshops leading up to the final Pilot design.  The Customer Performance 121 

Group was involved in the AMI Workshops at the request of the AMI Pilot workshop 122 

facilitator, Mark Gabriel.   123 

These amounts were reasonably incurred because ComEd used a combination of 124 

Strategic Partners, a robust and competitive procurement process, and select specialized 125 

vendors in acquiring various services, support, systems and technologies utilized in the 126 

experiment.  Further, despite the tight timeframe, the CAP was delivered on time and 127 

under the budget cap set by the Commission in ICC Docket No. 09-0263.  See ComEd 128 

Ex. 3.1, Section 4.7.  This innovative experiment provided a great deal of information, 129 

which has influenced past decisions and continues instructing future decisions and 130 

direction in the deployment and use of this new technology.  131 

Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 132 

A. Yes. 133 


