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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 1 

Q. What is your name and business address?   2 

A. My name is Geoffrey C. Crandall. My business address is MSB Energy Associates, Inc., 3 

6907 University Ave #162, Middleton, Wisconsin 53562.   4 

 5 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying today?   6 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the Environmental Law and Policy Center. 7 

 8 

Q. Please describe your background and experience in the field of gas and electric 9 

utility regulation.   10 

A. I am a principal and the Vice President of MSB Energy Associates, Inc. I have over 39 11 

years of experience in utility regulatory issues, including energy efficiency, conservation 12 

and load management resources program design and implementation, resource planning, 13 

restructuring, mergers, fuel, purchase power and gas cost recovery and planning analysis, 14 

and related issues. I have provided expert testimony before more than a dozen public 15 

utility regulatory bodies throughout the United States. I have provided expert testimony 16 

before the United States Congress on several occasions. 17 

 18 

My experience includes over 15 years of service on the Staff of the Michigan Public 19 

Service Commission (MPSC). In my tenure at the MPSC, I served as an analyst in the 20 

Electric Division (Rates and Tariff section) involving rate as well as fuel and purchase 21 

power cases. I also served as the Technical Assistant to the Chief of Staff and Supervisor 22 

of the Energy Conservation Section involving residential and commercial energy 23 



 

2 

 

efficiency programs. I also served as the Division Director of the Industrial, Commercial 1 

and Institutional Division. In that capacity, I was Director of the Division that had 2 

responsibility for the energy efficiency and conservation program design, funding, and 3 

implementation of Michigan utility and DOE-funded programs and initiatives involving 4 

Industrial, Commercial and Institutional gas and electric customers throughout Michigan. 5 

 6 

In 1990, I became employed by MSB Energy Associates, Inc. and have served clients 7 

throughout the United States on numerous projects related to energy efficiency and load 8 

management program development, system planning, fuel, purchase power and gas cost 9 

recovery assessments, electric restructuring, customer impact analyses, and other issues. 10 

My curriculum vitae are attached as ELPC Exhibit 1.1.   11 

 12 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?   13 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to address the reasonableness of the PY7, PY8, PY9 14 

Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan (Plan) submitted by the Commonwealth 15 

Edison Company (ComEd).   16 

 17 

Q. Do you have comments and reactions to the proposed plan? 18 

A. Yes.  I have a number of concerns as well as recommendations including:  19 

 The Commission should reject ComEd’s proposed adjusted MWH goals and 20 

ComEd should acquire more of the identified economic savings potential. The 21 

Commission should either leave the current statutory goals in place or replace 22 

them with modified goals more reflective of the legislatures objectives of 23 
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implementing large amounts of energy efficiency. Setting the modified goal to at 1 

least two-thirds of the statutory goal would be reasonable.  2 

 The Commission should reject ComEd’s proposal to bank excess kWh savings in 3 

Plan 3 period to future plans, unless the kWh savings exceed the statutory goals.  4 

 The Commission should instruct ComEd, in conjunction with the SAG to review, 5 

analyze and develop additional options and means to secure additional energy 6 

efficiency resources by use of third party financing, smart meters, rate 7 

modifications, voltage optimization, PJM resource bidding, and other 8 

mechanisms.  9 

 The Commission should reject ComEd’s proposal to mandate a spillover analysis 10 

as a pre-condition to using a free ridership assessment in deriving net-to-gross 11 

values in the program evaluation process. 12 

 The Commission should conditionally approve (subject to SAG review and 13 

favorable recommendation) ComEd’s proposal to establish a “realization 14 

framework.” 15 

 ComEd should request modification of its Schedule of Rates for Dusk to Dawn 16 

Lighting and Fixture-Included Lighting services to include LED technologies. 17 

 The Commission should modify ComEd’s pilot proposal for large customers to 18 

include incentives not to exceed 100% of the incremental measure costs. 19 

 20 

I recommend the Commission direct ComEd to revise and resubmit a revised Plan 3 or a 21 

supplement to address these concerns, as described more fully in this testimony. 22 

 23 
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ComEd’s Proposed Plan 3 fails To Meet Statutory MWH targets 1 

Q. Will ComEd’s Energy Efficiency and Demand Response programs proposed in Plan 2 

3 meet the statutory MW and MWH targets?   3 

A. No. ComEd estimates that MWH savings impacts resulting from implementation of Plan 4 

3 will not meet the statutory MWH goals. However, ComEd’s Plan 3 will meet the 5 

statutory MW goals. Plan 3 covers Program Year 7 (“PY7”), commencing June 1, 2014, 6 

PY8 and PY9, ending May 31, 2017. 7 

 8 

 ComEd indicated in Plan 3 (Table 3, page 16) that the plan’s statutory MWH goals 9 

(which include the Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity portion) are 10 

5,220,154 MWHs total over the PY7, PY8 and PY9 period. ComEd also indicated that 11 

ComEd, with DCEO, projects attaining 1,941,561 MWHs over the same period. Thus, 12 

ComEd is projecting that Plan 3 will achieve only 37% of the statutory savings goal. 13 

 14 

  15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 
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 Figure Crandall Direct 1 is a table summarizing ComEd’s projected MWH savings and 1 

the savings goals. 2 

Figure Crandall Direct 1 3 

 PY7 PY8 PY9 TOTAL 

Plan 3 Projected MWH 

Savings 

663,218 647,474 630,870 1,941,561 

Statutory MWH Goal 

1,605,201 1,803,142 1,811,811 5,220,154 

Percent of Statutory Goal 

41% 36% 35% 37% 

Impact of Including Two 

Comedy (IPA Funded) 

Programs  

 

77% 

 

68% 

 

67% 

 

70% 

ComEd Proposed 

Modified MWH Goal 

630,000 615,000 600,000 1,845,000 

Percent of Proposed 

Modified MWH Goal 

105% 105% 105% 105% 

 4 

Q. ComEd proposed modified MWH goals for Plan 3. Are the modified goals equal to 5 

ComEd’s projected savings levels over the Plan 3 period? 6 

A. No. ComEd proposed MWH goals that are less than what ComEd projects to achieve in 7 

Plan 3. As shown in Figure Crandall Direct 1, ComEd’s projected Plan 3 savings exceed 8 

ComEd’s proposed modified MWH goals by 5%. 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 



 

6 

 

Q. Are ComEd’s proposed modified goals reasonable? 1 

A. No. ComEd set its proposed modified Plan 3 goals at only 37% of the statutory MWH 2 

goals, a level too low to accomplish the legislative objectives of implementing energy 3 

efficiency. 4 

 5 

 Furthermore, ComEd would not have to stretch to meet its proposed modified MWH 6 

goals. ComEd projects savings from its proposed Plan 3 programs to provide a 7 

comfortable cushion, not only meeting the goals, but also exceeding them by 5%.  8 

 9 

 In essence, it is reasonable to expect that ComEd could exceed its proposed MWH 10 

savings goals by implementing its Plan 3, yet only achieve 37% of the statutory goal. The 11 

Commission should not approve a modified goal that presents an insufficient challenge 12 

for ComEd while falling so far short of the statutory goal. 13 

 14 

Q. What would be a more appropriate modified goal? 15 

A. A more appropriate modified goal would come closer to achieving the statutory goal and 16 

would be challenging to meet. In light of other resource acquisition approaches that 17 

ComEd may utilize to achieve the magnitude of savings set out in the statutory goals. I 18 

recommend that the modified goal be set at no less than two-thirds of the statutory goal. 19 

 20 

 21 
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Q. Do the PA 97-0616 and PA 97-0824 statutes prescribing the Illinois Power Authority 1 

energy efficiency procurement responsibilities have any discernable impact on 2 

ComEd’s savings levels in the proposed portfolio?  3 

A.  Yes. On page 11 of the plan ComEd indicated that both the Small Business Efficiency 4 

Services and the Home Energy Reports programs were submitted to the IPA for funding 5 

and operation during the Plan 3 period. The expected savings for those two programs 6 

equate to nearly the total projected savings for the entire ComEd Plan 3 portfolio 7 

(assuming 575 GWh/yr estimate provided by ComEd). As shown in Figure Crandall 8 

Direct 1, if the Plan 3 plus the two programs that ComEd submitted to the IPA operate at 9 

the projected levels, the combined total kWh savings summed would result in 10 

approximately 70% of the statutory targets. 11 

 12 

Q. How does the transition of programs to the IPA process impact your 13 

recommendations for ComEd portfolio savings targets? 14 

A. I compliment ComEd on submitting its Home Energy Report and Small Business 15 

Efficiency Services programs to the IPA in conjunction with its resource acquisition 16 

process. However, since ComEd is proposing a plan that will generate less than 40% of 17 

the statutory target, it is reasonable to require ComEd to exhaust all remedies and close 18 

the gap between the Section 8-103, IPA funded programs and the statutory target. Every 19 

effort should be made by ComEd to pursue additional energy efficiency savings to bring 20 

the combined total savings of Section 8-103 and IPA funded energy efficiency programs 21 

to the 5,219 GWh three-year statutory goal.   22 

 23 
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Q. On Plan 3, pages 13-14, ComEd requested that the Commission approve a banking 1 

proposal by which “kWh savings achieved in this Plan can be banked and applied 2 

during ComEd’s future Plans.” Should the Commission approve ComEd’s banking 3 

proposal? 4 

A. No. ComEd projects that Plan 3, from which ComEd is proposing to bank excess savings 5 

for future plans, will achieve only 37% of the statutory goal. There are no excess savings 6 

relative to the statutory goal to bank. If ComEd is proposing that the excess is above the 7 

modified goal, the Commission should reject that proposal. First, it would be reasonable 8 

to expect that any and all savings that could be counted toward the statutory goal be 9 

applied to meeting that goal, even if it was in excess of a modified goal. Second, ComEd 10 

setting an unreasonably low modified goal would not only enable it to meet that year’s 11 

goal, but the excess also would be carried forward to meeting future years’ goals. 12 

ComEd’s proposed modified goals are an excellent example of my point that, based on 13 

Plan 3 projections, ComEd would have excess savings (savings would be 105% of the 14 

modified goal) to carry forward to future plans even though it would be achieving only 15 

37% of the statutory goal. 16 

 17 

 I am supportive of the concept of banking excess savings for use in future years, but only 18 

if the savings are in excess of the statutory goals.  19 

 20 

 21 

 22 
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Q. You have testified that ComEd will fall far short of the statutory goal and that the 1 

Commission should reject ComEd’s request to adopt a much lower modified goal, 2 

one that is only 37% of the statutory goal. Has ComEd identified enough economic 3 

energy efficiency savings potential to meet the statutory savings goals? 4 

A. Yes. The barrier to meeting the statutory efficiency goals is the budget cap, not the 5 

amount of economic potential available. ComEd’s Plan 3, page 8, illustrated how the 6 

statutory energy efficiency goals continue to rise even though the spending cap remains 7 

unchanged since PY4 in 2011.   8 

 9 

 The “ComEd Energy Efficiency Potential Study Report 2013-2018” (Appendix D to Plan 10 

3) also confirms the existence of energy savings potential. Interpolating the 2016 and 11 

2017 cumulative savings forecast values from Figure ES-1, page iii, to estimate the 12 

cumulative potential ending May 31, 2017 (the ending date of the Plan 3 period), the 13 

Study indicates 29,360 GWH of economic potential energy efficiency. It also indicates 14 

6,130 GWH of maximum achievable potential and 3,349 GWH of program achievable 15 

potential, where the program achievable potential assumes that ComEd is operating under 16 

the current budget cap. In comparison, the statutory goal is 5,220 GWH through PY9 – 17 

far less than the economic potential and less than the maximum achievable potential. This 18 

once again indicates that sufficient energy efficiency potential exists to meet the statutory 19 

goals; the shortfall in achieving the statutory goals is budgetary constraint.   20 

 21 

 22 
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Q. Are the energy efficiency savings potentials even greater than indicated in your 1 

previous answer? 2 

A. Yes. The economic, maximum achievable and program achievable energy efficiency is 3 

built from the bottom up – starting with technical potential. The energy efficiency 4 

potential described in Appendix D represents the technological efficiency opportunities. 5 

As ComEd demonstrated in Plan 3 Appendix E and Appendix F, there are also significant 6 

behavioral efficiency opportunities as well.   7 

 8 

Q. Please explain. 9 

A. ComEd undertook a study of energy waste including behavioral waste, which is 10 

described briefly in Plan 3 and in more detail in Appendix E (residential) and Appendix F 11 

(commercial and industrial). The study identified waste (opportunities for improved 12 

efficiency of energy use) as technology waste and behavioral waste. Using lighting as an 13 

example, technology waste would be using incandescent bulbs rather than the more 14 

efficient CFLs or LEDs. Behavioral waste would be that associated with leaving the 15 

lights on when they are not needed. The energy saving potential of improvements in 16 

technology and in behavior each is dependent on which comes first - turning off an 17 

unused light will save more energy if the bulb is an incandescent than if it is an LED.   18 

 19 

 Table 3-1 on page 8 of Appendix E summarizes the technology and behavioral waste 20 

associated with significant residential end uses. Using residential lighting as the example, 21 

the average household on ComEd’s system uses 1,661 kWh per year. Only 25% of that is 22 

efficient usage, i.e., not wasted. Technology waste is 64%, while the behavioral waste 23 
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(assuming the technology is made efficient first) is the remaining 11%. On the ComEd 1 

system side, the technology potential of residential lighting alone is 3,536 GWH, 2 

assuming the technology is upgraded first. Another 603 GWH of behavioral potential 3 

would then still be available after the technology was upgraded. In this example of the 4 

study’s findings, even after doing the technological lighting improvements included 5 

Appendix D, an additional 17% of reduction in lighting energy use would be possible due 6 

to behavioral improvements. This is a substantial reduction in energy use on residential 7 

lighting due to behavioral improvements where the technology was improved first. 8 

 9 

 However, the effect of behavioral improvements is much greater if those improvements 10 

are applied to customers who did not first install energy efficient lighting technologies. If 11 

customers who did not install the efficient lighting technologies made a behavioral 12 

improvement, the savings would be about 30%. ComEd system-wide savings from 13 

behavioral improvements in residential lighting would be 1,662 GWH.    14 

 15 

Q. What are the implications of this behavioral waste component? 16 

A. There are two major implications. First, for customers who upgrade their technologies, 17 

also addressing behavioral waste can save substantial amounts of energy (17% for 18 

residential lighting) in addition to that already included in the bottom-up approaches to 19 

assessing energy efficiency potential. ComEd used a bottom-up approach. 20 

Programmatically, this would suggest that ComEd’s program effectiveness could be 21 

improved by including a strong behavioral component in addition to the technology 22 

component.  23 
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 Second, customers who do not upgrade their technologies may nonetheless achieve large 1 

savings (30% for residential lighting) from behavioral improvements. Programmatically, 2 

this would suggest programs aimed at behavioral waste for customers who may not be 3 

motivated by the technology potential.   4 

 5 

 The bottom line is that the identification of behavioral waste, and the development of 6 

programs to address it would tap into a much larger energy efficiency resource than was 7 

contemplated by ComEd with its technology efficiencies bottom-up approach to planning 8 

and program design. 9 

 10 

Q. How much potential to reduce energy waste exists in the residential sector? 11 

A. Figure Crandall Direct 2 is a summary of Table 3-1 on page 8 of Appendix E to Plan 3. 12 

The technology waste reduction potential for these major residential end uses is 7,208 13 

GWH. In addition, there is a behavioral waste reduction potential of 2,195 GWH, or 14 

30%, above what would be considered in the technology efficiencies bottom-up 15 

approach. The behavioral waste reduction potential alone, without the technology 16 

implementation, is 3,693 GWH. Thus, if all these end use applications in the residential 17 

sector were addressed through technology and behavior improvements, the potential 18 

savings would be 9,403 GWH. At the other end of the spectrum, if no technology 19 

improvements were implemented for all of these residential end use applications, the 20 

behavioral waste reduction potential alone would be 3,693 GWH. 21 

 22 

 23 
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Figure Crandall Direct 2 1 

 ComEd System-wide Residential Waste Reduction Potential 

 

Technology Potential  

GWH 

Behavior Potential 

after Technology  

GWH 

Behavior Potential 

Alone GWH 

Lighting 3,536   603 1,662 

Major Appliances   862     78    101 

Cooling 1,402 1,273 1,587 

Consumer Electronics   919     78    161 

Electric Space 

Heating   261     39     50 

Electric Water 

Heating   228   124    132 

TOTAL 7,208 2,195 3,693 

 2 

Q. How much potential to reduce energy waste exists in the commercial and industrial 3 

sectors? 4 

A. Figure Crandall Direct 3 is a summary of Table 3-2 on page 9 of Appendix F to Plan 3. 5 

The technology waste reduction potential for these major commercial and industrial end 6 

uses is 8,345 GWH. In addition, there is a behavioral waste reduction potential of 3,709 7 

GWH, or 44%, above what would be considered in the bottom-up technology approach.  8 

The behavioral waste reduction potential alone, without the technology implementation, 9 

is 5,580 GWH. Thus if all these end use applications in the commercial and industrial 10 

sectors were addressed through technology and behavior improvements, the potential 11 

savings would be 12,054 GWH. At the other end of the spectrum, if no technology 12 

improvements were implemented for all of these commercial and industrial end use 13 

applications, the behavioral waste reduction potential alone would be 5,580 GWH. 14 

 15 

 16 
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Figure Crandall Direct 3 1 

 ComEd System-wide Commercial and Industrial Waste Reduction Potential 

 

Technology Potential  

GWH 

Behavior Potential 

after Technology  

GWH 

Behavior Potential 

Alone GWH 

Lighting 3,802 2,543 3,883 

Cooling 1,661   498    683 

Ventilation   353    15     17 

Refrigeration   819    73   182 

Motors   292    16    18 

Office Equipment 1,418   564   797 

TOTAL 8,345 3,709 5,580 

 2 

Q. You have shown that there are adequate potential energy efficiency resources to 3 

fulfill the statutory goals, including some newly quantified behavioral waste 4 

reduction resources not previously identified. You also indicated that the programs 5 

were being constrained by the budget. Should the Commission adopt ComEd’s Plan 6 

3 as the best that could be accomplished given the budgetary constraints? 7 

A. No. ComEd should be commended for pursuing this information as part of its energy 8 

efficiency potential analysis. This may be the first time in the U.S. that such an analysis 9 

has been completed. The information on wasted energy is new. ComEd’s Plan 3 portfolio 10 

overall, and most of ComEd’s Plan 3 programs individually, pass the total resource cost 11 

test and the utility cost test. In other words, the energy efficiency resources ComEd 12 

intends to implement should be implemented to their fullest because the power supplies 13 

slated to replace those resources are more expensive. Failure to fully implement the 14 

energy efficiency resources near the statutory goals will result in higher revenue 15 

requirements and typically higher rates in the long run. It would be unwise, and more 16 
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expensive for ratepayers and the State of Illinois, to not utilize as much of the economic 1 

energy efficiency resource as can be realized.   2 

 3 

 I recommend that the Commission require that ComEd and SAG explore strategies to 4 

capture wasted energy savings in Illinois, including the use of extensive and heightened 5 

public awareness campaigns and other options. This should include the use of aggressive 6 

and targeted marketing, public service announcements, secure technical assistance from 7 

outside expertise by use of a RFP, smart meter technology and other opportunities. 8 

 9 

Q. Are there actions that could be taken by ComEd and the Commission to alleviate 10 

the budget constraint on implementing energy efficiency up to the statutory goals? 11 

A. Yes. I am focusing on actions that the Commission or ComEd can take or can facilitate, 12 

and thus am not considering legislative solutions for this testimony. I am considering any 13 

action that will get cost energy efficiency implemented, even if some of those actions 14 

may not be credited to the statutory goal. It is important that as much cost effective 15 

energy efficiency as possible be implemented, even if not directly funded by ComEd or 16 

attributable to ComEd’s programs.   17 

 18 

 The Commission should direct ComEd to revise Plan 3 or to prepare a supplement to 19 

Plan 3 within 6 months to account for the following solutions/partial solutions. 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 
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Q. What solutions should the Commission consider?  1 

A. The Commission should consider at least the following solutions or partial solutions: 2 

1. Modify/expand existing programs to improve cost effectiveness 3 

2. Amortize/capitalize energy efficiency program costs to match recovery to 4 

program benefits, thus reducing annual cost per kWh saved 5 

3. Incorporate third party contracting/shared savings 6 

4. Develop and implement rates and services to provide stronger rate incentives for 7 

energy efficiency 8 

5. Capture additional savings from use of smart Meters, voltage optimization and 9 

PJM bidding credits as is described more fully in the Direct Testimony of ELPC 10 

Witness Curt Volkmann 11 

6. Reallocate existing budgets to increase savings per dollar spent 12 

 13 

Adjustment of Existing Programs to Improve Savings  14 

Q. Regarding the wasted energy potential and proposed programs in Plan 3 do you 15 

have recommendations? 16 

A.  Yes. I realize that the wasted energy economic potential analysis was completed well 17 

into the Plan 3 planning and program development process. Had the results of the 18 

analysis been available sooner other program concepts and approaches may have been 19 

developed to capture the savings potential from wasted energy. Aggressive use of 20 

advertising and marketing featuring well-known individuals and celebrities encouraging 21 

awareness and energy waste reduction in Illinois is an example. Given the existing 22 

marketing alternatives, smart meter technology, energy awareness and education 23 
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possibilities that now exist, I recommend that ComEd (in conjunction with the SAG) 1 

explore and develop approaches to capture reduction of wasted energy potential that 2 

exists in its service territory. ComEd with extensive SAG input should issue an RFP to 3 

secure the services of marketing and energy awareness expertise to formulate proposals 4 

and strategies to capture wasted energy in ComEd’s service territory. Those 5 

recommendations should be presented to the Commission within six months of the 6 

issuance of an order in this proceeding.  7 

 8 

Q.  Smart meters are mentioned as a new potential could you please explain more on 9 

this?    10 

A. According to a US DOE Report on the Environmental Impacts of Smart Grid 11 

(DOE/NETL-2010/1428) the introduction of smart appliances will be a vehicle for both 12 

energy efficiency and demand response influence. Once sophisticated Smart Grid 13 

technologies are integrated, these appliances will shed load and have the ability to be 14 

adjusted based on operational needs of the utility including the ability to adjust home 15 

thermostat temperature ranges (within limits set by the consumer). ELPC Witness Curt 16 

Volkmann is presenting specific testimony and recommendations regarding smart meter 17 

induced energy efficiency and demand response in this docket.   18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 
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Additional Financial Support For Portfolio Programs 1 

Q. Are financial constraints a major impediment to ComEd achieving its statutory 2 

goals? 3 

A. Yes. With the continual increase in program targets and the budget constraints brought on 4 

by the rate cap constraints, funds available to ComEd as well as its customers in the form 5 

of incentives is beginning to become a significant impediment to ComEd’s ability to meet 6 

the statutory targets.  7 

 8 

Q. Have all remedies been exhausted by ComEd in assisting customers in obtaining 9 

funding for energy efficiency and demand response resources? 10 

A. No, the proposed plan does not reflect that as being the case. 11 

 12 

Q. What options has ComEd not pursued in terms of acquiring additional Section 8-13 

103 funds? 14 

A. As far as I know, ComEd has not sought out the possibility of amortizing/capitalizing of 15 

energy efficiency related funds and resources to increase available annual program 16 

budgets.   17 

 18 

Q. What is amortization/capitalization of Energy Efficiency and Demand Response 19 

resources? 20 

A. Amortization is a means to smooth out the lumpiness of resource cost recovery of a 21 

utility over a multi-year period to better match the productive value and useful life of a 22 

resource. Amortization may be described as the deduction of capital expenses over a 23 
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specific period of time, often over the life of an asset. It is common for distribution 1 

systems and generating stations to be amortized/capitalized over a period stretching 2 

several decades, since they are expected to have a useful life of similar duration.  3 

 4 

Q.        Has ComEd proposed the amortization/capitalization of energy efficiency 5 

improvements (MWH related) incentives or program costs rather than expensing it 6 

to the year incurred?         7 

A.        Not that I am aware of.   8 

 9 

Q.        Is the amortization/capitalization of energy efficiency or demand response program 10 

costs something that has been authorized by utility regulators? 11 

A.        Yes. ComEd has been authorized and has capitalized demand response related equipment 12 

in conjunction with its air conditioning load control program. Both Michigan and 13 

Wisconsin regulatory commissions have authorized various methods to smooth and 14 

match the recovery of energy efficiency and demand response measures costs with the 15 

useful life of the resources. 16 

 17 

Q:        What are you recommending with respect to amortization/capitalization of energy 18 

efficiency and demand response program costs? 19 

A.        While I am not proposing the use of amortization or capitalization treatment of ComEd’s 20 

EE&DR-related costs at this time, the Commission should instruct its staff to conduct a 21 

workshop and that the SAG and ComEd review the feasibility and likely impact from the 22 

amortization/capitalization of energy efficiency and demand response resources. The 23 
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SAG and ComEd should submit recommendations to the Commission within six months 1 

of the issuance of the Order in this proceeding. 2 

 3 

Q. Do customers have sufficient access to funding to make energy efficiency 4 

improvements? 5 

A. No. There is an extensive amount of untapped economic efficiency potential that has 6 

been documented by ComEd in this filing. Access to capital and funding to secure energy 7 

efficiency improvements has long been a major barrier to the implementation of energy 8 

efficiency resources.  9 

 10 

Q. Has ComEd demonstrated that it is doing all it can to meet the statutory energy 11 

savings goals for PY7 through PY9 within its projected budget? 12 

A. No. For example, ComEd relies heavily on cash incentives - e.g., prescriptive and custom 13 

rebates to obtain energy efficiency savings for its proposed programs. ComEd also offers 14 

on-bill financing, which is currently available to its customers. While rebates and loans 15 

are a proven method to stimulate customer participation in these programs, other 16 

consumer incentives exist but will not be made available to customers in conjunction 17 

with this plan.   18 

 19 

Q.   What financial incentives are being used by other implementers to promote energy 20 

efficiency that were not included in ComEd’s plan? 21 

A. ComEd’s plan does not include the use of third party performance contracts. I would note 22 

that DCEO includes performance contracting for public sector customers in its 23 
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approaches to promoting customer adoption of energy efficiency measures. DCEO’s 1 

inclusion of performance contracting is a positive approach to encouraging the adoption 2 

of energy efficient technologies. Under performance contracting it is common that 3 

arrangements are made with a third party to provide the capital to retrofit a building and 4 

provide energy efficiency improvements. Payments by the end use customer to the third 5 

party are then arranged to be less than the amount of savings that is realized by the 6 

customer as a result of the reduction of their energy costs. A positive cash flow is usually 7 

realized by participating customers. Performance contracting to promote energy 8 

efficiency is a long established approach and is widely used. ComEd does not appear to 9 

include performance contracting in its implementation strategies and should encourage 10 

and promote its use. This would increase available funds and therefore the acquisition of 11 

more energy efficiency and demand response resources.  12 

 13 

Q. Are there other examples of financial incentives for energy efficiency measures that 14 

have not been included in ComEd’s plan? 15 

A. Yes. ComEd has not included the concept of energy efficiency or demand response 16 

measure leasing in its proposed implementation strategy. Utilities elsewhere have offered 17 

leases on water heaters, high efficiency lighting and other energy efficiency equipment. 18 

For example, in North Carolina, utilities offer leases on street lighting as well as area 19 

lighting. In Santa Clara, California, the utility offers leases on solar pool heating, solar 20 

thermal process heat and solar water heating.      21 

  22 
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Q. Are there yet additional energy efficiency customer financial incentives that have 1 

not been included in ComEd’s plan? 2 

A. Yes. ComEd has not included a Tariffed Installation Program approach (TIP). A Kansas 3 

Utility has used this approach since 2007 (Midwest Energy’s How$mart
®
 program) and 4 

has been running a program that involves an initial on-premise audit and (after the 5 

customer selects a contractor) the installation of energy efficiency measures e.g. heating 6 

systems, geothermal loop projects, air sealing and insulation and lighting retrofits. A TIP 7 

results in the installation of measures in residential, multifamily properties as well as 8 

rental units. The tariff is designed to be less than the savings that will result from the use 9 

and installation of energy efficiency measures. Therefore, the customer typically realizes 10 

a positive cash flow from the beginning of the arrangement. The program operates 11 

through the tariff and is tied to the meter.  12 

 13 

Q. What are you recommending that the Commission do with respect to the disparity 14 

between the statutory MWH targets and the level of savings proposed in this 15 

proposed plan? 16 

A. I believe that the Company could generate a significant number of MWH and MW 17 

savings through the use of performance contracting, tariffed installation programs, 18 

leasing, amortization, capitalization and other alternatives which would allow ComEd to 19 

produce additional energy efficiency and demand response resources. My ELPC 20 

colleague Witness Curt Volkmann is providing Direct Testimony in this docket and 21 

offers specific suggestions in this docket regarding several untapped energy efficiency 22 

and demand response opportunities. In conjunction with the review of amortization and 23 
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capitalization of energy efficiency resource costs, I suggest that the Commission instruct 1 

the Staff to conduct a workshop and ComEd and the SAG to review and prepare 2 

recommendations to the Commission regarding the use of alternative financing options.  3 

 4 

LED OUTDOOR LIGHTING 5 

Q.        In your review of ComEd’s proposed portfolio, service offerings, pilot programs, 6 

etc. does it appear to you that ComEd is using light emitting diodes (LED) lighting 7 

technologies for its outdoor lighting services? 8 

A.       In response to ELP discovery question ELPC-1.20 ComEd indicated that LED street 9 

lighting technologies are included in its Commercial and Industrial Smart Money 10 

prescriptive and custom programs, which is a positive development. 11 

 12 

Q. Are LED lighting systems included in the provision of outdoor lighting to retail 13 

customers or dusk to dawn services?   14 

A. No, it does appear to be included as described in its Schedule of Rates for Electric 15 

Service.  16 

 17 

Q.  Do you have concerns regarding ComEd’s exclusion of LED technologies in its 18 

delivery of lighting services?  19 

A. Yes. The lighting technology that is currently available to customers includes mercury 20 

vapor and high-pressure sodium lighting. However, according to ComEd’s Schedule of 21 

Rates For Electric Service neither the “Provisions for Fixture Included - General Lighting 22 
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Delivery Class” or the “Provisions for Dusk to Dawn Lighting and General Lighting 1 

Delivery Class” offer LED lighting technologies to customers.  2 

  3 

Q. Do you believe energy savings would be available by use of LED’s in outdoor 4 

lighting applications? 5 

A. Yes. An example that I am aware in Vermont, a 250 watt metal halide lamp (290 watt 6 

system) was replaced with a 78 watt LED street light system. 7 

 8 

Q.       Have other utilities in the Midwest modified their tariffs and services to include LED 9 

technologies that are used in outdoor lighting programs? 10 

A.       Yes. On December 6, 2012, Interstate Power and Light Company (IPL) filed with the 11 

Iowa Utilities Board its revised LED street lighting tariff. The tariff was approved by 12 

letter on January 2, 2013 and went into effect on January 7, 2013. The revised tariff 13 

included the expansion of IPL’s 80-watt LED pilot program throughout IPL’s service 14 

territory. The tariff also expands the LED street lighting pilot program to include 135-15 

watt and 270-watt LED fixtures in the Cedar Rapids operating zone that would replace 16 

250 and 400 watt High Pressure Sodium bulbs. IPL’s expansion of its LED pilot program 17 

will significantly increase the use of LED streetlight fixtures in the coming years. The 18 

replacement of fixtures when high-pressure sodium bulbs burn out or need maintenance 19 

in a systematic way to implement this change and will result in HPS bulbs being phased 20 

out of IPL’s service territory in 5-7 years. The limited expansion to 135-watt and 270-21 

watt LED fixtures is a logical next step, and hopefully, the expansion of these fixtures 22 

will follow the same trajectory as the 80-watt fixtures and be service territory wide in the 23 
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near future with a phase out of the corresponding HPS bulbs in a 5-7 year timeframe as 1 

well. There is also a possibility of future expansion to include decorative LED outdoor 2 

lighting fixtures. The positive reception of these LED lights and fixtures in the 3 

communities could result in improved consumer interest and acceptance of residential 4 

and commercial LED lighting technologies.  5 

 6 

Q.  What do you suggest be done? 7 

A. ComEd should submit to the Commission a request to modify its Schedule of Rates For 8 

Electric Service accordingly and include LED outdoor lighting technologies to replace its 9 

mercury vapor and high pressure sodium now being used or propose a new tariff to offer 10 

LED outdoor lighting to its customers.  11 

 12 

NET TO GROSS FRAMEWORK 13 

Q. What is a net to gross (NTG) assessment? 14 

A.  A NTG assessment estimates and separates the projected gross energy savings from the 15 

naturally occurring and directly attributable program-induced savings to determine a NTG 16 

value. Determining an energy efficiency program’s NTG value is an important factor to be 17 

considered in program design, monitoring and evaluation because a NTG value reflects the 18 

bona fide energy savings resulting from an energy efficiency program. Consideration of 19 

external influences, e.g., free riders (those program participants who would have secured 20 

the energy efficiency products on their own without the encouragement or utilization of 21 

financial incentives and program activities) and spillover impacts (non-participating 22 

customers whom the program influenced to take actions to save energy even though they 23 
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did not directly receive financial incentives or participate in the program). The 1 

determination of the (ex post) NTG value is not known until after the program has been 2 

operational. 3 

 4 

Q. Over the past several years has there been an effort to revise the Illinois NTG 5 

methodology and application?  6 

A. Yes. The SAG developed a reasonable framework in cooperation with trade allies and the 7 

utilities. That framework provides for the application of the NTG ratios as they become 8 

available, predominantly on a prospective basis. A key element in this procedure is that 9 

once the evaluation team renders its opinion and SAG reviews and agrees on an 10 

appropriate NTG value for a program, the information is applied to the program as soon as 11 

possible and in most cases on a prospective basis. Therefore, program managers are able to 12 

realign rebate levels applied to various measures and minimize free ridership to better meet 13 

program goals and improve program effectiveness. 14 

 15 

Q. Did you participate in development of this revision to the Illinois NTG application 16 

and methodology?  17 

A. Yes. I have been involved in the SAG process of developing a revised NTG framework. 18 

While there was no resolution of the revised framework as of the time that ComEd filed its 19 

Plan in this case, a revised NTG framework has been agreed to by SAG non-utility 20 

participants. The key elements of the revised NTG framework are attached. See ELPC 21 

Exhibit 1.2. 22 

 23 



 

27 

 

Q. Is the newly developed Illinois NTG framework similar to what ComEd is proposing 1 

be applied to it in this case?  2 

A. No. ComEd is asking for different treatment with respect to free ridership, spillover and 3 

realization rates. ComEd indicated that it did not want to be subjected to a net to gross 4 

methodology that included free ridership impacts alone. It is proposing this new EMV 5 

criteria for the ComEd Plan 3 programs. To the best of my knowledge, this proposed 6 

methodology revision was not brought forward and aired at either the SAG or Technical 7 

Advisory Committee meetings as one would expect. Perhaps this is a newly formulated 8 

idea and there was insufficient time to discuss this at a SAG or TAC meeting. In any case, 9 

these proposed methodology revisions have not been addressed in a systematic and 10 

deliberate manner. Any effort to eliminate free ridership from being analyzed in major 11 

programs would be ill advised. The purpose of the net to gross analysis is to gauge the 12 

savings being produced by particular programs given federal standards, rebate levels, 13 

measures selected, and other factors. Many of these factors are within the control of the 14 

program designers and implementers. 15 

 16 

Q. What is a realization rate?  17 

A. A realization rate is a comparison of observed, measured or evaluated information to 18 

original estimated savings. Evaluations may include multiple realization rates (e.g., energy 19 

realization rate, demand realization rate, etc.). A realization rate is typically used to adjust 20 

Gross Savings to Adjusted Gross Savings, and reflects adjustments such as: errors with 21 

data, persistence, interactive effects, in-service rate, etc 22 

 23 
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Q. Do you have concerns regarding ComEd’s request for creation of realization rate 1 

framework applied to its programs?  2 

A. On page 108-110 of its plan ComEd indicates that it is requesting a prospective method for 3 

the application of a realization rate. The proposal is for the use of a realization framework 4 

similar to the NTG framework for ComEd’s Plan 3 programs. The proposed approach is 5 

one that is usually applied prospectively and is consistent with the recently developed SAG 6 

net to gross framework.  (See ELPC Exhibit 1.2) The proposed realization framework 7 

appears to be reasonable. However; I believe the Commission should approve it 8 

conditionally subject to a thorough review and a favorable recommendation by the SAG. 9 

This would allow the SAG participants and evaluation contractors to carefully review and 10 

consider the implications of the revised realization framework on the TRM and the NTG 11 

framework and scheduling, etc. 12 

 13 

Q. What do you recommend regarding ComEd’s requested new net to gross 14 

methodology for its programs?  15 

A. I believe that the Commission should, (1) require that the best available information be 16 

used for the EMV analyses and reject ComEd’s proposal to pre-condition a spillover 17 

assessment being required prior to including any free ridership impacts for the Plan 3 18 

programs, and (2) allow the use of a realization framework that is consistent with the 19 

Commission’s approved net to gross framework.  20 

 21 

 22 

 23 
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Lighting Programs  1 

Q.   Do you have recommendations regarding the implementation and marketing of 2 

ComEd’s residential lighting programs? 3 

A.   Yes. On page 32 of its plan ComEd describes its key marketing messaging for the 4 

program which includes among other things the message “don’t wait for your old light 5 

bulb to burn out – replace it today and start saving.”  I believe ComEd is on the right path 6 

here. In an effort to enhance the effectiveness of this program and the transition from the 7 

outdated and inefficient standard incandescent lighting to the efficient/EISA compliant 8 

lighting technology, I recommend that ComEd use a marketing strategy, which includes a 9 

light bulb turn-in.  This marketing approach would synchronize with key program 10 

messaging i.e., don’t wait until an old bulb burns out before installing a high efficiency 11 

bulb.  This turn-in could be made available to residential, commercial, non-profit, or 12 

industrial customers and done in coordination with program marketing. To qualify four 13 

functional and operational 100 watt bulbs would be redeemed for either several Compact 14 

Fluorescent bulbs or a single LED bulb, at no direct charge to the ComEd customer. The 15 

new lights would be provided to the customer at the same time the incandescent bulbs are 16 

turned in. In addition to the savings generated, this turn-in program would heighten 17 

customer awareness of the new highly efficient lighting technologies as well as provide 18 

for environmentally responsible disposal. It would increase customer participation in the 19 

lighting programs. The sooner existing inefficient lighting stock is purged and replaced 20 

with high efficiency lighting, the sooner customers will save energy/costs and the sooner 21 

there will be less strain on ComEd’s system. I recommend that this tangible, hands-on 22 

marketing approach be integrated into the residential and other lighting programs.    23 
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Large C&I Pilot 1 

Q.  What is the Large C&I Pilot proposed in the plan?  2 

A. ComEd has proposed a Large C&I Pilot program that will allow a limited number of 3 

qualifying large customers who have paid into the Rider EDA to essentially self-direct. 4 

Participants have six months to develop and submit projects and must co-fund at least a 5 

third of the total cost of energy efficiency improvement.   6 

 7 

Q. Do you have recommendations regarding the eligibility requirements or the 8 

incentive amounts? 9 

A. Yes. According to the pilot description, a customer may be eligible for incentives with up 10 

to two-thirds of the project cost to be provided by ComEd. The problem with this is the 11 

project cost may not pertain to energy efficiency resources and energy efficiency 12 

measures. If not, then project costs may include standard efficiency items, non-energy 13 

related building improvements, non-energy related manufacturing production 14 

enhancement, etc. Since Section 8-103 projects must pass the TRC criteria, project 15 

incentives from ComEd should be limited to 100% of the incremental energy efficiency 16 

measure(s) cost, regardless of the total project cost. 17 

 18 

Reallocate existing budgets 19 

Q. How could reallocating the existing budgets increase the amount of energy efficiency 20 

that could be implemented under the budget cap? 21 

A. The life cycle costs and first year costs vary greatly with the program. The life cycle costs 22 

of the commercial and industrial energy efficiency programs range from $0.01 to $0.03 23 
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per kWh. The residential sector programs’ life cycle costs range from $0.03 to $0.12 per 1 

kWh. ComEd claims its Plan 3 was designed to “achieve an optimal amount of energy 2 

savings,” (Plan 3, page 7), but only vaguely defines optimality. ComEd did not optimize 3 

the amount of energy saved under the budget constraint, but instead created a diverse 4 

portfolio available to a broad array of customer segments. ComEd admits that it could 5 

rebalance the portfolio to achieve additional kWh savings by relying more heavily on a 6 

smaller set of programs that provided greater impact per dollar invested (Plan 3, page 13). 7 

 8 

Q. Are you proposing that the Commission require ComEd to reallocate budgets 9 

among its programs to increase the total energy efficiency savings? 10 

A. I am not recommending a budget reallocation at this time. However, my colleague Curt 11 

Volkmann is recommending several budget reallocations related to demand response and 12 

voltage optimization opportunities. I am supportive of offering a diverse portfolio so that 13 

all customers have access to some form of energy efficiency program.   14 

 15 

 However, in the long run, increased energy efficiency results in lower system costs, and 16 

thus lower revenue requirements and rates for all customers. Maintaining a diverse 17 

portfolio, while having the budget cap, constrains the total amount of energy efficiency 18 

savings and will result in higher costs for all ratepayers. Overall, the ratepayers will be 19 

more adversely affected by less energy efficiency and more diversity of programs than by 20 

more energy efficiency with less diversity of programs. 21 

 22 
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 The reason I am not proposing significant budget reallocations now is that I am also 1 

proposing a number of other solutions or partial solutions (identified above) that may 2 

obviate the need to significantly reallocate program budgets. Until those options are 3 

reviewed and analyzed in the coming months prior to the filing of a revised Plan or plan 4 

supplement, it is premature to recommend the significant reallocation of program budgets 5 

in accordance with a different definition of optimal energy savings.  6 

 7 

Q.   Does this complete your testimony? 8 

A. Yes 9 

 10 


