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I. Executive Summary and Introduction 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. Please state your names and business addresses. 3 

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

Illinois. 5 

Q. Mr. Eber, by whom and in what position are you employed? 6 

A. I am employed by ComEd as Manager – Demand Response & Dynamic Pricing. 7 

Q. Are you the same James Eber that submitted direct testimony in this docket? 8 

A. Yes.  I previously presented pre-filed direct testimony (ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 2.0).  I 9 

also submitted supplemental direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 4.0). 10 

B. Purpose and Summary of Rebuttal Testimony  11 

Q. What is the purpose and subject of your rebuttal testimony? 12 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain matters raised in the 13 

testimony filed by Thomas Kennedy on behalf of the Illinois Commerce Commission 14 

(“Commission”) Staff (“Staff”), Jennifer Frederick on behalf of the Illinois Competitive 15 

Energy Association (“ICEA”), Blake Young, Wendell Miyaji, and Frank Lacey on behalf 16 

of Comverge, Inc. (“Comverge”), and Rebecca Devens on behalf of the Citizen’s Utility 17 

Board (“CUB”). 18 

C. Itemized Attachments to Testimony 19 

Q. What exhibits are attached to your rebuttal testimony? 20 

A. The attachments to my rebuttal testimony are: 21 
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 ComEd Ex. 6.1:  A copy of Comverge’s response to ComEd Data Request 2.4, 22 

where Comverge states that all residential demand response programs run by 23 

Comverge rely on direct load control technologies. 24 

 ComEd Ex. 6.2:  Annual net benefit of providing Direct Load Control (“DLC”) to 25 

Peak Time Rebate (“PTR”) customers from 2015-2022 under various scenarios of 26 

the cost-benefit analysis provided by Mr. Frank Lacey of Comverge. 27 

 ComEd Ex. 6.3:  A copy of Comverge’s response to ComEd Data Request 2.17, 28 

where Comverge states that VHF paging is used as the communication medium to 29 

initiate the curtailment for demand response for all demand response programs 30 

that Comverge markets or administers on behalf of utilities. 31 

 ComEd Ex. 6.4: PJM Interconnection’s weather standards for use in load 32 

management certification from 2010. 33 

 ComEd Ex. 6.5: A table for the calculation of average DLC load drops taken from 34 

a study published on behalf of the PJM Load Analysis Subcommittee in March 35 

2007 on the potential deemed savings achieved from the use of DLC devices with 36 

legacy air conditioning and water heating programs. 37 

 ComEd Ex. 6.6: Pages from a presentation given by the Brattle Group on “Direct 38 

Load Control of Residential Air Conditioners in Texas” on October 25, 2012. 39 

 ComEd Ex. 6.7: Pages from a study “Household Response to Dynamic Pricing of 40 

Electricity – A Survey of the Experimental Evidence” by Dr. Ahmad Faruqui. 41 

 ComEd Ex. 6.8: A table of the projected reserve margins for the PJM regions 42 

from 2011-2019 taken from the “2011 Long-Term Reliability Assessment” report 43 
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published by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) in 44 

November 2011. 45 

II. PTR Program Operation Details 46 

A. Number of Curtailment Periods 47 

Q. Does any party raise issues with respect to the number of Curtailment Periods for 48 

ComEd’s PTR program? 49 

A. Yes.  Staff witness Dr. Kennedy raised various issues regarding the number of 50 

Curtailment Periods in his direct testimony (Staff Ex. 1.0).  My colleague, Mr. Robert 51 

Garcia, addresses many aspects of the PTR credit and curtailment period issues raised by 52 

Dr. Kennedy in his rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 5.0).  I respond to Dr. Kennedy’s 53 

comments related to the number of non-emergency and test events called. 54 

Q. Dr. Kennedy recommends prohibiting ComEd from calling “non-emergency events 55 

after three events have been called in a year.”  Staff. Ex. 1.0, 3:50-51, 7:143-7.  Do 56 

you agree with this recommendation? 57 

A. Based on my experience in managing several demand response and dynamic pricing 58 

programs, I believe it would be premature to establish a maximum number of PTR events 59 

before the second program year.  PTR programs are very new throughout the industry 60 

and there remains much to be learned about how the number of events impacts Illinois 61 

consumers’ response to such programs; therefore, I do not support Dr. Kennedy’s 62 

proposal. 63 

While I did state in my direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 8:171-179) that 2-3 64 

events would likely be called during the first year of the PTR program in order to 65 

reinforce behavior change, I by no means intended for this to serve as guidance for 66 
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setting a cap or a maximum number of PTR events.  Capping the number of PTR events 67 

at three would hinder ComEd’s ability to engage customers and maximize program 68 

enrollment and participation.  While the revenues from PJM are unlikely to be sufficient 69 

to support more than 2-3 events during the first year of program operation, bidding into 70 

the Base Auction for 2016/17 may produce enough revenue to test PTR customer 71 

response to more events before ComEd files to reset the $1 per kWh rebate level.  If so, 72 

this will provide better information for consideration in both the resetting of the rebate 73 

and determining the potential long-run structure of the program.  We may also be able to 74 

consider the results of other utilities offering PTR programs that call more than 2-3 75 

events per year.  Indeed, the programs of Connecticut Light & Power, Duke Energy Ohio, 76 

Potomac Power Electric Company (“PEPCO”), and WE Energies feature event caps of 77 

10, 10, 15, and 25, respectively.  In addition, San Diego Gas & Electric (“SDG&E”) and 78 

Southern California Edison (“SCE”) have both offered PTR programs without a 79 

maximum number of events.   80 

B. Pre-Enrollment 81 

Q. CUB witness Ms. Devens claims that ComEd should be required to offer a pre-82 

enrollment for participation in the PTR program.  Devens Dir., CUB Ex. 1.0, 6:102-83 

3, 6:107-16:348.  Do you agree with this proposal? 84 

A. No.  Ms. Devens claims that ComEd’s proposal for a PTR program does not comply with 85 

the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) provision requiring the program to be designed to 86 

maximize customer participation as ComEd “fail[s] to commit to offering a pre-87 

enrollment process.” Id. at 7:123-24.  Putting aside the underlying legal assumptions, 88 

which ComEd will address in briefs, ComEd maintains that its proposal is reasonably and 89 

appropriately designed to maximize customer participation.   90 
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ComEd’s proposed Rider PTR allows ComEd the discretion to offer pre-91 

enrollment.  See ComEd Ex. 3.1, 2nd Revised Sheet No. 352.  Defining a pre-enrollment 92 

process is one of ComEd’s goals in developing the PTR program, and ComEd has agreed 93 

to conduct customer research to determine the value of offering a pre-enrollment process.  94 

This research will be made transparent, and ComEd welcomes CUB’s and any other 95 

interested parties’ involvement in the process.  While ComEd agrees that a pre-96 

enrollment option may be a beneficial element of the PTR program, it would be illogical 97 

and potentially harmful to the PTR program to include Ms. Devens’ recommendation to 98 

require pre-enrollment regardless of the outcome of customer research or other empirical 99 

data obtained from the initial implementation of pre-enrollment. 100 

The research to be conducted may suggest that the timeline of such a process 101 

would create customer confusion and not benefit participation.  For example, customers 102 

who pre-enroll in the program may incorrectly assume that they will receive rebates 103 

immediately after pre-enrolling instead of the next summer period for which they will be 104 

able to begin receiving rebates.  For this reason, ComEd seeks the discretion, as Mr. 105 

Garcia explained, to make a final decision regarding pre-enrollment upon the conclusion 106 

of its customer research. 107 

I also want to clarify that ComEd intends to use the discretion provided by 108 

proposed Rider PTR to offer pre-enrollment if the customer research supports such an 109 

action.  But even an initial determination to offer pre-enrollment based on the customer 110 

research should be on a trial basis and subject to ongoing reconsideration.  For instance, 111 

if actual data obtained from offering pre-enrollment indicates it is causing significant 112 

customer confusion and complaints, notwithstanding having informed customers when 113 
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they will be able to begin receiving rebates, then there should be discretion to terminate 114 

such an offering based on that data. 115 

While Ms. Devens’ opinion that pre-enrollment will be beneficial could turn out 116 

to be correct, she offers no basis for making that determination other than her personal 117 

opinion.  If her opinion is in fact correct, then pre-enrollment will be offered under 118 

ComEd’s proposal because it will be supported by the customer research and actual 119 

experience under such an offering.  Her proposal is inferior to ComEd’s, however, in that 120 

it does not allow actual decision making to be informed by actual research and empirical 121 

results. 122 

C. Customer Service and Education 123 

Q. CUB witness Ms. Devens stated that “ComEd needs to ensure that consumers, 124 

whether they are participating in the program or interest[ed] in learning more 125 

about the program, are able to speak with someone with a high level of technical 126 

expertise to maximize participation.”  Devens Dir., CUB Ex. 1.0, 17:374-77.  How do 127 

you respond to this proposal? 128 

A. I concur.  From the Customer Applications Pilot (“CAP”), ComEd has found that 129 

education and customer service are key components of any demand response program, 130 

helping to increase customer satisfaction and engagement. In light of this information, 131 

ComEd plans to provide a high level of service to customers, especially with respect to 132 

the more complex or technical aspects of the program. 133 

D. PTR Implementation Costs 134 

Q. Does any party raise any issue with PTR implementation costs? 135 
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A. Yes.  Illinois Competitive Energy Association (“ICEA”) witness Ms. Frederick (ICEA 136 

Ex.1.0 Corr., 4:61-8, 10:187-16:331) raises a variety of issues regarding ComEd’s 137 

proposed PTR implementation cost estimates and recovery method.  I address Ms. 138 

Frederick’s concerns as they relate to the discrepancy between cost estimates offered for 139 

the PTR program in April and October of 2012.  My colleague, Mr. Garcia, addresses 140 

Ms. Frederick’s issues related to the recovery of PTR implemental costs in his rebuttal 141 

testimony (ComEd Ex. 5.0). 142 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Frederick’s position that differences between PTR 143 

implementation cost estimates provided in April 2012 and in October 2012 reflect 144 

flaws in ComEd’s cost recovery proposal?  ICEA Ex.1.0 Corr., 11:223-13:254. 145 

A. No.  The difference is easily explained by differences in the implementation dates used in 146 

the two estimates – in other words the estimates use a similar time period but measure 147 

PTR programs with different implementation dates. 148 

Ms. Frederick notes “ComEd’s estimated PTR implementation costs fell from 149 

$24,186,610 to $4,699,202 in just over five months” (ICEA Ex. 1.0 Corrected, 12:238--150 

239).  ComEd estimated PTR implementation costs of $24,186,610 for the period 2012-151 

2014, as shown in ComEd Ex. 3.01 attached to my direct testimony, ComEd Ex. 3.0, filed 152 

with the Commission on April 23, 2012 in ComEd’s AMI deployment plan proceeding in 153 

Docket No. 12-0298.  The $4,699,202 amount reflects the updated estimated PTR 154 

implemental costs for the same 2012-2014 period provided in the instant proceeding and 155 

shown in Attachment C, as attached to the direct testimony of Staff witness Ms. Alicia 156 

Allen, Staff Ex. 2.0.  Ms. Frederick proceeds to state that the ICEA “has no idea what 157 

ComEd’s PTR costs will be by June 1, 2015” (ICEA Ex. 1.0 Corrected, 12:246-247).  158 
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Ms. Frederick states “ICEA is skeptical that ComEd’s estimated PTR implementation 159 

costs are accurate due to the wide variance during this five month period.”  ICEA Ex. 1.0 160 

Corr., 12:239-41.  However, the updated cost estimates provided in the instant proceeding 161 

take into account new information that was unavailable when preparing the estimates in 162 

April, 2012.  ComEd has decided to delay major investments in back-end IT systems that 163 

will support the operation of the PTR program, resulting in a lower implementation cost 164 

during the 2012-2014 timeframe. As ComEd gains more information regarding the 165 

implementation of the PTR program, cost estimates become more accurate, not less 166 

reliable. 167 

E. Competitive Neutrality 168 

Q. Does any party raise any issue about competitive neutrality? 169 

A. Yes.  Ms. Frederick of ICEA raises several issues about competitive neutrality. 170 

Specifically, Ms. Frederick raises a concern that ComEd has not clearly demonstrated at 171 

an operational level that its PTR program is “competitively neutral between its customers 172 

and its [Alternative Retail Electric Supplier (“ARES”)] customers.”  ICEA Ex. 1.0 173 

Corrected, 5:94-95.  She then provides six examples of the operational issues: (1) bill 174 

presentation, (2) enrollment channels, (3) termination of service, (4) curtailment 175 

notifications, (5) bill credit tracking and balancing, and (6) marketing plan.  ICEA Ex. 1.0 176 

Corrected, 5:96-9:170.  Staff witness Mr. Clausen raised similar concerns regarding this 177 

issue.  Staff Ex. 3.0, 2:37-9:188. My colleague, Mr. Garcia, addresses the bill 178 

presentation, bill credit tracking and balancing, and marketing plan issues (ComEd Ex. 179 

5.0).  I address the operational aspects of the PTR program related to enrollment 180 

channels, termination of service, and curtailment notifications.   181 
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Q. How do you respond to the competitive neutrality issues raised by Ms. Frederick 182 

with respect to enrollment channels, termination of service, and curtailment 183 

notifications.  ICEA Ex. 1.0, Corrected, 6:96-9:170. 184 

A. ComEd’s proposed Rider PTR is designed to provide rebates in a competitively neutral 185 

manner with respect to enrollment channels, termination of service, and curtailment 186 

notifications as follows: 187 

 Enrollment Channels: The customer enrollment process will be entirely 188 

independent of the customer’s energy supplier.  ARES customers will have 189 

enrollment access in exactly the same manner as customers who receive their 190 

electricity supply from ComEd.  The enrollment process does not require 191 

designation of an electricity supplier, and provides a process through which all 192 

customers will be treated identically, regardless of their energy supplier. 193 

 Termination of Service: Similar to the enrollment channels, the process by 194 

which PTR participants may de-enroll in the program is independent of the 195 

individual customer’s electric supplier.  At no point in the termination of service 196 

process will information regarding a customer’s electric supplier be captured.  197 

The process by which customers will opt out of the PTR program will remain 198 

identical, regardless of the customer’s supplier. 199 

 Curtailment Notifications: PTR participants will have the opportunity to elect to 200 

receive notifications of curtailment events via a variety of different channels (e.g. 201 

text message or email).  A participant’s electric supplier will not be captured at 202 

any point during the process of selecting notification preferences. Notifications 203 

sent to participants will be identical and will in no way depend upon the 204 



Docket No. 12-0484 
ComEd Ex. 6.0 

Page 10 of 22 

customer’s electric supplier.  Both the process of electing notification channels as 205 

well as the notifications themselves will not depend upon whether or not a 206 

participant utilizes an ARES. 207 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Frederick’s assessment that ARES customers will be at risk 208 

of differential treatment as described in the preceding six examples?  ICEA Ex. 1.0, 209 

Corrected, 6:96-9:170. 210 

A. No.  With respect to the PTR program, customer treatment will not be dependent upon 211 

whether or not that individual customer utilizes an ARES.  While a number of operational 212 

details of each of the six areas mentioned by Ms. Frederick are yet to be finalized, 213 

ComEd plans to make this information readily available to all stakeholders.   214 

Q. Are you addressing any other issue related to competitive neutrality raised by Ms. 215 

Frederick? 216 

A. Yes. In her direct testimony, Ms. Frederick expresses concern that the proposed 217 

socialization of costs would bar RESs from competing in the demand response market. 218 

ICEA Ex. 1.0 Corrected, 15:305-318.  This is not the case.  During the operation of 219 

ComEd’s capacity based program, offered under Rider CLR - Capacity Based Load 220 

Response and System Reliability Program (“Rider CLR”) or its predecessor, RESs and/or 221 

other Curtailment Service Provides (“CSPs”) were able to offer similar programs to 222 

nonresidential customers notwithstanding that the costs of those programs were 223 

socialized.  Currently, there are 50 active CSPs serving customers in the state of Illinois 224 

other than ComEd listed on PJM’s website.  Based on my experience in the 225 

nonresidential market, I see no reason to believe that CSPs who have successfully 226 
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launched capacity based products to nonresidential customers would not be able to offer 227 

similar products to ComEd’s PTR program to residential customers. 228 

F. Other Matters 229 

Q. In her direct testimony, Ms. Frederick expressed concern about ComEd’s use of a 230 

“third-party” vendor to “manage enrollment, rebate calculation, and other aspects 231 

of the program.”  ICEA Ex. 1.0 Corr., 9:171-86.  She states that this is considered 232 

“outsourcing the PTR program” and is in violation of the statutory disclosure 233 

requirement.  Id. at 9:174.  Do you agree with this view? 234 

A. I am not offering a legal opinion and ComEd will respond to legal arguments in its briefs.  235 

Putting aside legal issues, I disagree with Ms. Frederick.  She expresses concern about 236 

ComEd relying on a third-party vendor to “manage enrollment, rebate calculation, and 237 

other aspects of the program,” citing ComEd’s response to Staff Data Request BAP 1.01 238 

for support. She also states that ComEd was required to disclose this “key operational 239 

aspect of [the] PTR” (ICEA Ex. 1.0 Corr, 9:174-177), and failure to do so has prevented 240 

ICEA from ascertaining “whether the vendor has the necessary methods and procedures 241 

to ensure that all PTR customers are treated in a competitively neutral manner” (ICEA 242 

Ex. 1.0 Corr., 9:180-81). ICEA either misread or misunderstood ComEd’s response.  243 

ComEd’s response to Data Request BAP 1.01 stated “ComEd plans to rely on a third-244 

party IT solution to manage enrollment, rebate calculation, and other aspects of the 245 

program.  As the PTR program grows to scale in 2016 and 2017, ComEd plans to 246 

integrate PTR functionality with its internal IT systems.” (emphasis added).  ComEd 247 

plans to rely on a third party IT-solution to assist in the capturing of enrollment 248 

information, calculating of rebate information, and various other aspects of the program 249 

(i.e., a computer system developed by a third party, for the program, until the program 250 
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grows to scale before integrating this PTR functionality with its internal IT systems).  251 

ComEd will maintain ownership of the program to ensure that all PTR program 252 

requirements are upheld, and will confirm that the program complies with all relevant 253 

regulations. However, even if it were ComEd’s intention to use a third party 254 

administrator, it would be ComEd’s obligation to ensure that any third-party 255 

administrator complied with the requirements of the law as is the case when ComEd uses 256 

a third party administrator to manage its RRTP program. 257 

III. PTR Cost Benefit Analysis for Direct Load Control Technology. 258 

Q. Has any party raised any issue with respect to the cost and benefit analysis of 259 

offering Direct Load Control Technology (“DLC”) to PTR participants? 260 

A. Yes.  Comverge witnesses Mr. Blake Young, Dr. Wendell Miyaji, and Mr. Frank Lacey 261 

raise various issues regarding the cost and benefit analysis of providing DLC to PTR 262 

participants. Comverge Exs. 1.0, 2.0-2.2, and 3.0-3.2.  263 

A. Offering DLC to PTR Participants 264 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Young’s position that enabling DLC technology should be 265 

offered to participants in ComEd’s PTR program? See Comverge Ex. 1.0. 266 

A. No.  I do not believe that DLCs should be included in the PTR program at this time.  As 267 

the manager of ComEd’s Demand Response and Dynamic Pricing programs, I have 268 

seven years of experience in managing various residential and nonresidential demand 269 

response programs, both with and without enabling DLC devices, that are funded to some 270 

extent through PJM markets.  These programs include the programs provided under Rider 271 

AC - Residential Air Conditioner Load Cycling Program (“Rider AC”), Rider RRTP – 272 

Residential Real Time Pricing Program (“Rider RRTP”), Rider CLR - Capacity Based 273 

Load Response and System Reliability Program (“Rider CLR”), Rider VLR - Voluntary 274 
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Load Response and System Reliability Program (“Rider VLR”), and Rider AMP-CAP – 275 

Advanced Metering Program Customer Applications Experiment (“Rider AMP-CAP”).  276 

Based on my experience and in my opinion, there is no basis to claim that a PTR program 277 

requires enabling DLC technology to be successful.  Load reductions from a demand 278 

response program are achievable without enabling DLC technology and if a customer 279 

would prefer to participate with technology, she can enroll in Rider AC. 280 

Q. Are there any other reasons why you believe that ComEd should not be ordered to 281 

provide DLC devices to PTR program participants? 282 

A. Yes. In Mr. Lacey’s work paper detailing the cost-benefit analysis of offering DLC 283 

devices to PTR participants, each scenario yields a net negative value for the DLC 284 

component of PTR during the first several years of the program (i.e., in those years, the 285 

costs exceed the benefits).  According to the scenarios presented in Mr. Lacey’s analysis, 286 

the earliest year in which the net benefits of the DLC component of PTR would achieve a 287 

positive value is projected to be 2019 (see ComEd Ex. 6.2).  Moreover, according to a 288 

2011 long-term reliability assessment study conducted by the North American Electric 289 

Reliability Corporation (“NERC”), the projected adjusted potential reserve margins for 290 

the PJM region will remain above 20% until the summer of 2019 (see ComEd Ex. 6.8).  291 

With projected reserve margins at relatively high levels for the next several years and 292 

with low clearing prices in the PJM capacity market for the next few delivery years, there 293 

is no reason for ComEd to build additional demand response products from the PTR 294 

program. In light of this result and projection, it would be illogical for ComEd to 295 

purchase and offer DLC devices to program participants at this time.  296 
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Furthermore, DLC devices, such as Programmable Communicating Thermostats 297 

(“PCTs”), are widely available today through third-party retailers (both online and brick-298 

and-mortar), such as Home Depot, Lowes, and Amazon.  PTR program participants who 299 

would benefit most from DLC or are otherwise interested in obtaining a DLC device will 300 

be able to easily purchase a device from retailers.  Thus, instead of investing in DLC 301 

devices, it would be more advisable for ComEd to inform customers of such devices 302 

through its program materials, work with such retailers and perhaps negotiate a discount 303 

offer for program participants. 304 

Furthermore, DLC devices are currently run on paging networks, which are not 305 

fully interoperable with the new state of the art AMI network.  In response to a data 306 

request from ComEd, Comverge indicated that it relies upon a VHF paging network as a 307 

means of initiating curtailment during a demand response period (see ComEd Ex. 6.3). 308 

Because of the high costs associated with providing DLC devices to PTR program 309 

participants, and in light of Comverge’s own practices, it is more reasonable for ComEd 310 

to wait until DLC devices can be run on AMI networks before considering offering a 311 

DLC component in the PTR program. In the future, further integration of DLC devices 312 

with two-way AMI networks may provide better functionality at a lower cost structure, at 313 

which time ComEd would re-examine the inclusion of technology in the PTR program. 314 

B. Demand Reduction from Enabling Technology 315 

Q. In his direct testimony, Comverge witness Dr. Miyaji asserts that ComEd’s load 316 

reduction estimates for customers with DLC devices is “totally unrealistic” 317 

(Comverge Ex. 2.0, 7:13).  Do you agree with this statement? 318 

A. No.  Dr. Miyaji asserts in his testimony that “40% peak demand reduction from enabling 319 

direct load control technology is the proper assumption to utilize” when performing a 320 
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cost-benefit analysis in regards to the use of DLC devices (Comverge Ex. 2.0, 3:3-8).  Dr. 321 

Miyaji proceeds to conclude that ComEd’s estimate of 20% load reduction for customers 322 

with DLC devices based upon a 0.45 kW average peak load reduction “is totally 323 

unrealistic,” asserting instead that a 0.9 kW (40%) reduction is “very realistic and 324 

conservative” in light of studies that suggest peak load reductions ranging from 0.92-1.85 325 

kW (Comverge Ex. 2.0, 7:1-13 and Comverge Ex. 2.2).  First, it is important to note that 326 

Comverge provides ranges for peak load reductions rather than average load reductions 327 

during a curtailment period.  PJM compensation for demand response products is based 328 

upon average load reductions for the duration of a curtailment period, not the peak load 329 

reduction as indicated by Comverge.  From this clarification alone, the results from the 330 

studies cited by Comverge provide unreasonable estimates for DLC load drop and cannot 331 

reasonably be used by ComEd for bidding demand response products into the PJM 332 

capacity market. 333 

Q. Are there any other reasons why you find Comverge’s estimates for DLC load 334 

reduction unreasonable? 335 

A. Yes. First, this conclusion is supported by the results of a 2007 study that was conducted 336 

by PJM’s Load Analysis Subcommittee (“LAS”).  This study was conducted to examine 337 

the potential for developing deemed savings estimates that were acceptable to PJM for 338 

legacy air conditioning and water heating DLC programs. Listed in the study are deemed 339 

AC Cycling savings (in kW) for legacy residential air conditioning and water heating 340 

programs for the hours ending 1-7 pm based upon Weighted Temperature Humidity 341 

Index (“WTHI”) and the duty cycling strategy. ComEd’s assigned WTHI assigned by 342 

PJM was 80.2 for 2010, which was calculated as an average of values from 1998-2009 343 
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(see ComEd Ex. 6.4).  At a WTHI of 80 and a 50% cycling strategy, the average 344 

predicted savings from DLC is 0.49 kW between 1-7 pm (see ComEd Ex. 6.5). This 345 

average deemed savings of 0.49 kW is consistent with ComEd’s assumption of a 20% 346 

(0.45 kW) load reduction for DLC devices in its cost-benefit analysis. 347 

Additionally, the Brattle Group gave a presentation entitled “Direct Load Control 348 

of Residential Air Conditioners in Texas” on October 25, 2012 in Austin, Texas.  This 349 

presentation detailed information on the 10 largest DLC programs (see ComEd Ex. 6.6).  350 

On slide 9 of this presentation, Brattle claims that a range of 0.8-1.5 kW of load reduction 351 

is achievable for residential DLC programs.  However, this slide also shows four 352 

different utility DLC programs with average load drops below 0.8 kW, two of which 353 

show average load drops below 0.6 kW.  While these numbers are somewhat lower than 354 

the 0.92-1.85 kW range offered by Comverge, they do not take into account the average 355 

size of residential customers in each program.  On slide 26, a scatterplot is presented that 356 

plots dynamic pricing programs with a DLC component based upon the peak load 357 

reduction (on a percentage rather than a gross basis) and the peak to off-peak price ratio.  358 

This chart displays a majority of the programs achieving average peak load reductions in 359 

the range of 10-30%.  Also, over half of the data points show peak load reductions of less 360 

than 20%.  ComEd’s assumption of a 20% DLC average peak load reduction in its cost-361 

benefit analysis of DLC technology would be consistent with the study’s findings on a 362 

percentage load reduction basis whereas Comverge’s 40% load drop case would be on 363 

the high end of this range.  ComEd believes that based upon these study results, an 364 

assumption of a 0.45 kW (20%) average peak load reduction is fair for the purposes of 365 
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analyzing the costs and benefits for offering enabling DLC technology to PTR 366 

participants at no cost. 367 

Q. Are there any further aspects of Dr. Miyaji’s testimony that you would like to 368 

address? 369 

A. Yes.  Dr. Miyaji refers to the results of a study entitled “Household Response to Dynamic 370 

Pricing of Electricity – A Survey of the Experimental Evidence” by Dr. Ahmad Faruqui 371 

of the Brattle Group that regards fifteen different dynamic pricing programs.  From this 372 

study, Dr. Miyaji references the peak load reduction ranges for four different utility 373 

programs that relied upon enabling DLC technology (see ComEd Ex. 6.7).  Dr. Faruqui’s 374 

study presents a bar graph of the percentage load reductions of all programs considered in 375 

the study (p. 43).  This graph shows that four Critical Peak Pricing (“CPP”) programs that 376 

utilized DLC offered peak load reductions below 30% and two programs offered peak 377 

load reductions below 20%.  Notably, Dr. Miyaji does not mention the lower end of the 378 

study results.  Additionally, Dr. Miyaji mentions that the California Automated Demand 379 

Response System Pilot achieved average reductions of 1.84 kW and 1.42 kW in peak 380 

demand per residential customer during 2004 and 2005 respectively.  However, Dr. 381 

Miyaji fails to mention that these numbers come from “high consumption customers,” 382 

which are not representative of average levels of reduction achievable with DLC devices.  383 

C. PJM Requirements. 384 

Q. In his direct testimony, Mr. Lacey stated his belief that DLC may be required to 385 

participate in the PJM capacity market.  Do you agree with his testimony? 386 

A. No.  Responding to the question of whether DLC may be required to participate in the 387 

PJM capacity market, Mr. Lacey stated his belief that “PJM may require enabling direct 388 



Docket No. 12-0484 
ComEd Ex. 6.0 

Page 18 of 22 

load control technology.”  Comverge Ex. 3.0, 5:21.  He then proceeded to state that, to 389 

his knowledge, “no company is operating a residential peak demand load response 390 

program in PJM without enabling technologies.” Comverge Ex. 3.0, 5:14-26.  He further 391 

adds that “it is hard to envision PJM accepting any material amount of residential load 392 

drop from PTR participants in a Firm Service Level (“FSL”) program without enabling 393 

direct load control technology.”  Comverge Ex. 3.0, 6:24-26.  In my rebuttal testimony 394 

submitted in Docket No. 12-0298, I explain that enabling DLC technology is by no 395 

means required for participation in the PJM capacity market: 396 

In the official PJM documents governing demand response programs in 397 
the PJM capacity markets (titled: “PJM Manual 18: PJM Capacity 398 
Market” and “PJM Manual 19: Load Forecasting and Analysis” – attached 399 
as ComEd Ex. 9.01 and ComEd Ex. 9.02, respectively), there is no 400 
mention that residential customers with AMI technology must have 401 
“enabling technology” to participate in and receive revenue from the PJM 402 
capacity market. In fact, PJM offers three different load management 403 
programs: Direct Load Control, Firm Service Level, and Guaranteed Load 404 
Drop (see Section 4.3 of PJM Manual 18 for more information). While 405 
customers participating in any Direct Load Control programs are required 406 
to have “enabling technology,” customers participating in Firm Service 407 
Level or Guaranteed Load Drop programs are not required to have such 408 
technology. Instead, data collected from those customers’ meters would 409 
enable ComEd to measure and verify demand response during an “event,” 410 
and this would then be submitted to PJM as verification of load drop. As 411 
ComEd plans to offer demand response resources from its PTR program 412 
as a Firm Service Level offering in the PJM market (and only offer its 413 
PTR program to customers with AMI meters), customers participating in 414 
ComEd’s PTR program will not require enabling technology to receive 415 
compensation for demand response actions. 416 

Docket No. 12-0298, Eber Reb., ComEd Ex. 9.0, 1:20-2:36. 417 

Additionally, there are examples of utilities that have offered PTR programs 418 

within PJM with a non-DLC based component or plan to do so in the near future.  One 419 

such utility is ComEd’s sister utility, Baltimore Gas & Electric (“BGE”), which is 420 

offering a PTR program that is set to call events in the summer of 2013 and will not 421 
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require enabling DLC technology for load reductions.  Similarly, PEPCO phased in a 422 

PTR program during the summer of 2012 which enrolled 5,000 customers and did not 423 

require DLC technology for participation.  PEPCO plans to offer this program to all 424 

residential customers in the summer of 2013. 425 

Q. Does Comverge have any practical experience in administering demand response 426 

programs that do not involve DLCs? 427 

A. No.  Comverge is a vendor of DLCs.  Mr. Young points out in his direct testimony that 428 

Comverge has administered multiple demand response programs.  Comverge Ex. 1.0, 429 

3:4-5.  However, according to Comverge’s response to a data request (“DR”) from 430 

ComEd (see ComEd Ex. 6.1), “all residential demand response programs run by 431 

Comverge rely on direct load control technologies.” 432 

Q. Would you like to respond to any additional statements from Mr. Lacey’s testimony 433 

that relate to PJM requirements? 434 

A. Yes.  Mr. Lacey asserts that “in the absence of enabling direct load control technologies, 435 

ComEd’s Firm Service Level bidding strategy offers only down-side risk for PTR 436 

participants even if the non-direct load control approach is accepted by PJM,” adding 437 

that, in his opinion, “PJM will severely discount the amount of load offered by ComEd” 438 

if PJM accepts any demand response products bid by ComEd that are not backed by 439 

enabling DLC technology.  Comverge Ex. 3.0, 9:16-19.  In response, I would like to note 440 

that due to the nature of capacity markets, there is inevitably only down-side risk for both 441 

supply and demand side resources, regardless of whether ComEd’s PTR program utilizes 442 

a FSL or DLC approach.  Also, PJM does not compensate DLC programs any differently 443 

than FSL programs are compensated. Thus, there is absolutely no evidence that PJM 444 
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would “severely discount” load offered by ComEd that is not tied to enabling DLC 445 

technology.   446 

Furthermore, Mr. Lacey states his opinion that “PJM would view Direct Load 447 

Control as a better methodology for a residential demand response program.”  Comverge 448 

Ex. 3.0, 7:5-9.  Once again, there is absolutely no evidence to support Mr. Lacey’s 449 

interpretation of PJM’s views on the role of enabling DLC technology in residential 450 

demand response programs.   451 

Throughout his testimony, Mr. Lacey asserts that the only way to reliably produce 452 

a load drop is by providing customers with enabling DLC technology.  From firsthand 453 

experience managing demand response programs, I know that there are additional, 454 

reliable methods to achieve the goal of producing load drop.  As mentioned before, 455 

several utilities have had demand response products accepted into PJM’s capacity market 456 

without underlying DLC technology. 457 

D. PTR Participation Rate Growth 458 

Q. Does any party raise an issue on PTR participation rate growth? 459 

A. Yes.  Comverge witness Mr. Lacey, and CUB witness Ms. Devens raise various issues 460 

relating to PTR participation rate growth. 461 

Q. Mr. Lacey claims that ComEd uses a PTR program growth rate that does not follow 462 

a logical growth projection.  Comverge 3.0, 10:16-26.  Do you agree? 463 

A. I do not agree.  Mr. Lacey argues that if ComEd assumes a 4% participation rate in PTR 464 

enrollment, there is no reason why participation should not increase by 4% in each 465 

subsequent year.  In the analysis performed by Christensen Associates Energy 466 

Consulting, LLC filed in ComEd’s AMI deployment plan proceeding in Docket No. 12-467 
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0298, Dr. Steven Braithwait notes “little information is available on the participation 468 

rates that might be expected from voluntary versions of [dynamic pricing and DR] 469 

programs.”  ICC Docket No. 12-0298, ComEd Ex. 5.02, p. 7.  Dr. Braithwait proceeds to 470 

offer an explanation of the assumed participation rates for the study: 471 

A somewhat different indicator of potential participation comes 472 
from recent analyses of two PTR pilot programs, ComEd’s Customer 473 
Applications Program (CAP) pilot in 2010, and SDG&E’s PTR pilot 474 
program in 2011.  In both cases, samples of participants were selected at 475 
random and assigned to the program (the CAP pilot also assigned samples 476 
of customers to other rates besides PTR).  CA Energy Consulting 477 
conducted evaluations of both pilots (which for the CAP pilot was 478 
conducted through EPRI).  Among many other findings, we identified core 479 
subsets of customers who reduced usage by statistically significant 480 
amounts on PTR event days.  In the case of CAP, we found a group of 481 
“event responders” who comprised about 10 percent of the PTR sample 482 
and reduced load by an average of nearly 15 percent. In the case of the 483 
SDG&E pilot, we identified a similar subset of responders who accounted 484 
for about 11 percent of the PTR participants, and reduced their usage by 485 
about 40 percent during event periods. These subsets of price responsive 486 
customers can be viewed as potential target markets for a voluntary PTR 487 
program. 488 

Given the above information on participation rates, the current 489 
study assumes a first-year participation rate of 4 percent (which is slightly 490 
above PG&E’s initial CPP take-up rate, reflecting the presumably lower 491 
risk view that consumers may have about PTR).  Combined with the AMI 492 
meter installation assumptions this rate implies approximately 9,000 493 
participants in the first year. We then construct two alternative scenarios 494 
of incremental increases in annual participation: one-half of one percent 495 
(producing a final year participation of 14 percent), and one percent 496 
(resulting in 23 percent participation in the final year). 497 

ICC Docket No. 12-0298, ComEd Ex. 5.02, p. 8.  In an attempt to provide conservative 498 

estimates, ComEd has projected its participation rates upon the results of this study.  499 

Based upon these estimated participation rates, ComEd’s PTR program is still projected 500 

to result in positive net benefits. 501 

Q. Ms. Devens opines that the projected growth rate for the PTR program is 502 

“problematically low” (CUB Ex. 2.0, 14:274) and that she “can’t imagine any reason 503 
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numbers would be so low outside of some extenuating circumstance, such as the 504 

program not being marketed” (Id. at 14:277-279).  Do you agree with Ms. Devens 505 

interpretation of ComEd’s growth estimates? 506 

A. No.  ComEd’s PTR budget (see Attachment C of Staff Ex. 2.0), reflects an annual 507 

expenditure of $1,042,800 that is allocated to marketing and promotion.  ComEd’s PTR 508 

program will include an education & outreach initiative that will utilize several different 509 

channels in order to raise program awareness and to encourage customer participation.  510 

However, as mentioned in my response to Mr. Lacey’s testimony, there is very little 511 

information or studies available regarding opt-in PTR program participation rates and, 512 

none from the Midwest.  Therefore, it is difficult to create indisputably accurate 513 

enrollment projections.  Given the amount of marketing resources dedicated to the PTR 514 

program, ComEd believes that its enrollment projections are, while on the conservative 515 

end, very reasonable.  ComEd has elected to remain conservative with respect to 516 

enrollment projections in its cost-benefit analysis in an effort to ensure that the program 517 

will yield positive net benefits in light of the actual growth rate of the program. 518 

IV. Conclusion 519 

Q. Does that conclude your rebuttal testimony? 520 

A. Yes. 521 


