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I. Introduction 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. Please state your name. 3 

A. My name is James C. Eber. 4 

Q. Have you previously submitted direct testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes, I have. 6 

B. Purpose of Rebuttal Testimony  7 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 8 

A. In my rebuttal testimony, I respond to certain inaccuracies in the testimony of Frank 9 

Lacey offered on behalf of Comverge (Comverge Ex. 1.0).  I also respond to certain 10 

requests for required metrics made by Barbara Alexander on behalf of AG/AARP 11 

(AG/AARP Ex. 1.0).   12 

II. Response to Comverge Witness Lacey. 13 

Q. Mr. Lacey claims that “enabling technology” is necessary for residential customers 14 

with AMI meters to realize the benefits of participating in the PJM market through 15 

ComEd’s opt-in program. Do you agree? 16 

A. No.  Mr. Lacey’s entire testimony (Comverge Ex. 1.0) is not relevant to this proceeding 17 

because the details of ComEd’s PTR offering are not yet before the Commission in the 18 

form a proposed tariff.  Nonetheless this particular claim is also wrong.   19 

In the official PJM documents governing demand response programs in the PJM 20 

capacity markets (titled: “PJM Manual 18: PJM Capacity Market” and “PJM Manual 19: 21 

Load Forecasting and Analysis” – attached as ComEd Ex. 9.01 and ComEd Ex. 9.02, 22 
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respectively), there is no mention that residential customers with AMI technology must 23 

have “enabling technology” to participate in and receive revenue from the PJM capacity 24 

market. In fact, PJM offers three different load management programs: Direct Load 25 

Control, Firm Service Level, and Guaranteed Load Drop (see Section 4.3 of PJM Manual 26 

18 for more information). While customers participating in any Direct Load Control 27 

programs are required to have “enabling technology,” customers participating in Firm 28 

Service Level or Guaranteed Load Drop programs are not required to have such 29 

technology. Instead, data collected from those customers’ meters would enable ComEd to 30 

measure and verify demand response during an “event,” and this would then be submitted 31 

to PJM as verification of load drop. As ComEd plans to offer demand response resources 32 

from its PTR program as a Firm Service Level offering in the PJM market (and only offer 33 

its PTR program to customers with AMI meters), customers participating in ComEd’s 34 

PTR program will not require enabling technology to receive compensation for demand 35 

response actions. 36 

Q. Mr. Lacey essentially claims that the only way for ComEd to achieve its projected 37 

demand response levels is by providing customers with “enabling technology.” Do 38 

you agree? 39 

A. No. This is simply not true. Numerous pilots, including the Customer Applications 40 

Program (“CAP”) pilot conducted by ComEd (the results of which were submitted during 41 

discovery of this proceeding), have demonstrated that customers will reduce their usage 42 

even if they do not have “enabling technology.” 43 
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Q. Mr. Lacey claims that it would be appropriate for ComEd to provide enabling 44 

technology to all customers that enroll in the PTR program.  How does ComEd 45 

respond? 46 

A. It is unclear whether he is suggesting that such devices be provided as a prerequisite of 47 

service or as an option to participating customers.  To the extent he is advocating the 48 

former, ComEd disagrees.  While it is true that such technology generally results in larger 49 

demand response reductions, ComEd does not believe that it is appropriate to require 50 

“enabling technology” for all customers enrolled in PTR as such technology’s integration 51 

into AMI networks is relatively new.  In addition, third-party technology offerings such 52 

as Home Energy Management (“HEM”) services and home automation systems are 53 

developing rapidly and are becoming more readily available through retail channels. 54 

Therefore, ComEd believes that its customers should decide both whether they want such 55 

technology and which technology option they want to purchase. Furthermore, ComEd 56 

believes that customers should have the opportunity to participate in PTR without having 57 

to replace their thermostat or install other “enabling technology.” Requiring such 58 

technology might negatively influence enrollment rates in the program, and thus the 59 

overall demand response benefits available to customers with AMI meters. 60 

Q. Mr. Lacey claims that the benefits of “enabling technology” far exceed the costs. 61 

Has he demonstrated this in his testimony? 62 

A. No.   In fact, I would have to challenge that statement. Mr. Lacey’s comments do not 63 

include enough detail to determine whether such technology is net beneficial.  In fact, 64 

Mr. Lacey makes no mention of any costs associated with providing “enabling 65 

technology” to customers, including: 66 
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 Device costs 67 

 Installation and ongoing support costs 68 

 Software and IT costs of supporting systems 69 

 Additional program management costs 70 

 Additional customer service costs incurred to support the devices 71 

 Additional marketing and education costs to promote a more complex and 72 

potentially-intrusive program. 73 

ComEd’s has learned from running similar demand response programs over the past 74 

decade that costs such as these can be significant; and, without clearly identifying those 75 

costs (and who pays for them), Mr. Lacey’s conclusion that the benefits of such “enabling 76 

technology” far exceed the associated costs is unfounded.  That said, as described in 77 

Chapter 3 of the AMI Plan, ComEd is monitoring the development of such “enabling 78 

technology,” and ComEd will reevaluate whether to provide “enabling technology” to its 79 

customers as the technology offerings develop and such costs become more apparent. 80 

III. Response to AG/AARP Witness Alexander. 81 

Q. In her testimony (AG/AARP Ex. 1.0), Ms. Alexander asks that the Commission 82 

impose the Maryland reporting requirements on ComEd.  What is your response to 83 

Ms. Alexander? 84 

A. I defer generally to the observations of Mr. Harris in his rebuttal testimony for ComEd 85 

about why that proposal would be inappropriate as a general matter.  However, I would 86 

also point out one set of metrics in particular that shows why the Maryland package of 87 

metrics is unsuitable for Illinois.  The “Capacity price mitigation” metrics in the 88 

Maryland package would require PJM to conduct analyses of alternative auction 89 
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scenarios. Those analyses are currently unplanned and ComEd knows of no intention of 90 

PJM to undertake the work necessary to perform those analyses. Given that PJM is the 91 

only party privy to the proprietary auction data necessary to determine the impact of the 92 

demand response resulting from PTR on overall capacity prices in the ComEd zone, such 93 

a metric would be completely inappropriate without having first obtained PJM’s 94 

agreement to do the necessary work. 95 

IV. Conclusion 96 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 97 

A. Yes. 98 


