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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or the “Commission”) has before it 

ComEd’s application for approval of its third Electric Energy Efficiency Plan (“Plan 3”) filed 

pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103(f) of the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”). As it did three years ago, 

ComEd has again submitted a generally good Plan, but one that falls short of what ComEd’s 

potential study demonstrates what the Company has the potential to do.  While the cost cap 

certainly poses an obstacle to achieving the legislative targets, the law requires ComEd to do 

everything it can to come as close to those goals as possible.  

While ComEd has run reasonably effective programs over the past six years, the 

Company has become somewhat risk averse and has set goals accordingly.  ComEd’s Plan, while 

reasonable in how it plans to carry out its programs as proposed, fails to embrace many of the 

new ideas proposed by parties that have the potential to move ComEd closer to the legislative 

target.  ELPC is particularly concerned that there is a lack of integration between the efficiency 

plan and ComEd’s monumental investment in Smart Grid.  Additionally, ELPC is concerned that 

going forward as programs become more expensive, ComEd has not proposed creative solutions 

that encourage more customer participation, such as on bill financing and third party 

performance contracting.  Finally, while the Company has completed a very important study on 

behavioral waste (Wasted Energy), its plan is short on measures to address savings opportunities.   

ELPC supports Witness Crandall’s recommendation that the Commission order ComEd and the 

SAG to explore strategies to capture wasted energy savings. 

While the Commission can only do so much in this docket, it can lay out expectations for 

what it expects the SAG to work on and accomplish in the coming months.  ELPC urges the 

Commission to take an aggressive approach regarding future expectations. 
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STATUTORY LANGUAGE 

The Illinois General Assembly promulgated an electric utility energy efficiency portfolio 

standard in 2007, setting energy efficiency targets for the state’s investor owned electric utilities, 

including ComEd. 220 ILCS 5/8-103. In so doing, the General Assembly stated that, “Requiring 

investment in cost-effective energy efficiency and demand-response measures will reduce direct 

and indirect costs to consumers by decreasing environmental impacts and by avoiding or 

delaying the need for new generation, transmission, and distribution infrastructure.” 220 ILCS 

5/8-103(a). 

Under this legislation, ComEd has gained approval for two 3-year energy efficiency 

plans, Plan 1 and Plan 2 in 2008 and 2011, respectively. Section 8-103(b) requires Plan 3 to meet 

annual electric energy savings of 1.8% of energy delivered in year commencing June 1, 2014, 

2% of energy delivered in the year commencing June 1, 2015, and 2% of energy delivered in the 

year commencing June 1, 2016.  

The statute’s sole condition under which the utility can gain approval for a plan that does 

not meet the targets is if it is necessary to avoid exceeding caps on the amount of ratepayer funds 

that can be used to meet the energy savings targets. 220 ILCS 5/8-103(d). Specifically, the 

statute requires ComEd to limit its budget for Plan 3 electric energy efficiency programs to “no 

more than the greater of 2.015% of the amount paid per kilowatthour by those customers during 

the year ending May 31, 2007 or the incremental amount per kilowatthour paid for these 

measures in 2011.” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(d)(5). ELPC and others disagree with ComEd about 

whether it has met its burden to demonstrate that it has maximized the amount of electricity 

savings the Company can achieve within these rate caps. 

The PUA specifically states that each utility shall “demonstrate that its proposed energy 



6 
 

efficiency and demand-response measures will achieve [the savings goals as modified due to 

budget constraints.]” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(f)(1). ComEd, therefore, has the burden of proof to show 

that it meets the standards or demonstrate why it cannot do so. 

Finally, the Section 8-103(f) provides that: 

If the Commission disapproves a plan, the Commission shall, within 30 
days, describe in detail the reasons for the disapproval and describe a path 
by which the utility may file a revised draft of the plan to address the 
Commission's concerns satisfactorily. If the utility does not refile with the 
Commission within 60 days, the utility shall be subject to penalties at a 
rate of $100,000 per day until the plan is filed. This process shall continue, 
and penalties shall accrue, until the utility has successfully filed a portfolio 
of energy efficiency and demand-response measures. Penalties shall be 
deposited into the Energy Efficiency Trust Fund. 

 

220 ILCS 5/8-103(f). Thus, the Commission has authority to reject the Plan and require ComEd 

to address its concerns.  

 

ARGUMENT 

 I. ComEd’s Plan Fails to Deliver the Level of Savings it Should Achieve  

 The Commission should reject ComEd’s “Plan 3” and, specifically A) reject ComEd’s 

proposed modified MWH goals, B) require ComEd to work with the SAG to analyze and 

develop additional options and means to secure additional energy efficiency resources, C) order 

ComEd to modify its tariff to include LED street lighting, D) order ComEd to explore 

amortization/capitalization and alternative financial incentives to address budget limitations, E) 

eliminate spillover analysis as a pre-condition to using a free ridership assessment in deriving 

net-to-gross values and conditionally approve (subject to SAG review and recommendation) 

ComEd’s proposal to establish a realization rate framework, and F) eliminate banking of excess 
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KWH savings unless savings exceed statutory goals. ELPC recommends the Commission direct 

ComEd to revise and resubmit a revised Plan 3 addressing these concerns.  

A. The Commission Should Reject ComEd’s Proposed Modified MWH Goals 
and Require Reasonable Increases that Reflect Additional Savings 
Opportunities. 

 
 Section 8-103 allows for modified goals where the spending caps prevent achievement of 

the statutory energy savings goals. 220 ILCS 5/8-103(d). As ELPC Witness Geoff Crandall 

explains, ComEd has set its proposed modified Plan 3 goals at a level too low, only 37% of the 

statutory MWH goals, to accomplish the legislative objectives of implementing energy 

efficiency. He points out that ComEd has proposed MWH goals that are 5% less than the savings 

level ComEd projects to achieve in Plan 3. ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at 5. Mr. Crandall states, “The 

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

ComEd while falling so far short of the statutory goal.” ELPC recommends that the modified 

goals be set at no less than two-thirds of the statutory goals. While ComEd Witness Brandt 

criticizes this goal as not having a strong basis in fact, the record in this case reflects the 

difficulty of setting an appropriate goal. ComEd Exhibit 3.0 at 28. The Commission should 

certainly not set a goal that does not challenge ComEd to achieve the greatest savings level 

possible, and the 66% target represents a reasonable compromise.  ELPC notes that the AG 

Witness Mosenthal similarly recommends a 22% increase over ComEd’s targets.  

At a minimum, the Commission should reject ComEd’s 5% downward risk adjustment.  

As AG Witness Mosenthal explains, ComEd simply lowering ComEd’s goal by 5% to reduce 

risk shifts risk from ComEd to ratepayers. AG Ex. 1.0 at 13. 
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B. The Commission Should Require ComEd to Work with SAG to Analyze and 
Develop Additional Options and Means to Secure Energy Efficiency 
Resources.  

 
 Sufficient energy efficiency potential, especially in the area of energy waste, exists to 

allow ComEd to move further towards meeting the statutory savings goal. ELPC Witness 

Crandall defines waste as “opportunities for improved efficiency of energy use.” ELPC Exhibit 

1.0 at 10. Waste includes technology waste and behavioral waste. Id. An example of technology 

waste would include using incandescent bulbs rather than the more efficient CFLs or LEDs. Id. 

Behavioral waste, on the other hand, would include leaving on the lights when they are not 

needed. Id. ComEd has focused on technology, or what Mr. Crandall refers to as a “technology 

efficiencies bottom-up approach” while neglecting the behavioral waste component. Id. at 11-12. 

As Mr. Crandall explains, “the identification of behavioral waste, and the development of 

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

contemplated by ComEd with its technology efficiencies bottom-up approach.” Id. at 12. In 

effect, focusing on behavioral waste in conjunction with technology waste would present 

sufficient energy efficiency potential to help ComEd increase its energy savings. 

 The study indicated enormous potential related to behavioral waste, as much as 30% in 

the residential sector, and 44% in the commercial sector. Id. at 11-12, citing ComEd Exhibit. 1.0 

Appendix E at p. 8 and Appendix F at p. 9.  This waste is above and beyond what we typically 

consider as the technical potential in ComEd’s service territory.   

 Mr. Crandall points out that ComEd completed the wasted energy analysis, which he 

believes is the first of its kind in the nation, well into the Plan 3 planning and program 

development process. Id. at 16.  Thus, he makes the following recommendation:  

I recommend that ComEd (in conjunction with the SAG) explore and develop 
approaches to capture reduction of wasted energy potential that exists in its 
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service territory. ComEd with extensive SAG input should issue an RFP to secure 
the services of marketing and energy awareness expertise to formulate proposals 
and strategies to capture wasted energy in ComEd’s service territory. Those 
recommendations should be presented to the Commission within six months of 
the issuance of an order in this proceeding. 
 

Id. at 17.  While it is never ideal to examine issues after the case ends, we should not wait three 

years to focus on this opportunity. 

C.  The Commission Should Order ComEd to Submit a Request to Modify its 
Tariff to Include LED Street Lighting Technology or Propose a New Tariff to 
Offer LED Street Lighting. 

 
ComEd currently does not offer company-owned LED lighting technologies to its 

customers. ComEd’s current tariff provides only “mercury vapor and high-pressure sodium 

lighting.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at 23.  These kinds of street lighting technologies are much less 

energy efficient than LED lighting, which offers significant savings potential and has been 

implemented successfully in other utilities’ tariffs. ComEd should include LED lighting 

technologies in its existing tariff or in a new tariff.  

Other utilities have had success with implementing LED lighting. For instance, Mr. 

Crandall notes, “On December 6, 2012, Interstate Power and Light Company (IPL) filed with the 

Iowa Utilities Board its revised LED street lighting tariff.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at 24. The tariff 

was approved and included the “expansion of IPL’s 80-watt LED pilot program through the 

utility’s service territory.” As Mr. Crandall explained: 

The tariff also expands the LED streetlighting pilot program to include 135-watt 
and 270-watt LED fixtures in the Cedar Rapids operating zone that would replace 
250 and 400 watt High Pressure Sodium bulbs. IPL’s expansion of its LED pilot 
program will significantly increase the use of LED streetlight fixtures in coming 
years. The replacement of fixtures when high pressure sodium bulbs burn out or 
need maintenance is a cost effective way to implement this change and will result 
in HPS bulbs being phased out of IPL’s service territory in 5-7 years. The limited 
expansion to 135-watt and 270-watt LED fixtures is a logical next step, and 
hopefully, the expansion of these fixtures will follow the same trajectory of the 
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80-watt fixtures and be service territory wide in the near future to phase out of the 
corresponding HPS bulbs in a 5-7 year timeframe as well. 

 
Id. at 24.  Mr. Brandt claims that Mr. Crandall’s proposal that ComEd include LED street 

lighting in its tariff is “void of the support or specificity needed to consider it for adoption in this 

docket” and “there are far too many unknowns at this time.”  ComEd Exhibit 3.0 at 34. However, 

Mr. Brandt overstates ELPC’s burden. While ComEd might not have done any research on LED 

street lighting, other utilities such as IPL have studied LED street lighting, included it in their 

energy efficiency portfolios, and modified their tariffs and services to include LED technologies. 

The success in IPL’s territory indicates that LED street lighting is an achievable, cost effective 

method to create significant energy savings.  

 The Commission should order ComEd to submit a request to modify its tariff to include 

LED street lighting as soon as possible. 

D. The Commission Should Order ComEd to Explore Amortization/ 
Capitalization and Alternative Financial Incentives to Address Budget 
Limitations. 

 
 All parties acknowledge that budget concerns present an impediment to ComEd’s 

ability to establish programs that would help increase energy savings. Mr. Crandall discusses two 

potential remedies: amortization/capitalization of customer incentives and program costs, and 

alternative financial incentives. As Mr. Crandall explains, “amortization is a means to smooth 

out the lumpiness of resource cost recovery of a utility over a multi-year period to better match 

the productive value and useful life of a resource…[and] may be described as the deduction of 

capital expenses over a specific period of time, often over the life of an asset.” Id. at 18. For 

instance, if a utility wants to launch an energy efficiency program, amortization/capitalization 

would allow the utility to pay for the program without needing to immediately recover the 

amount of money spent. The utility can pay back or recover the money over a period of time. 
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Amortizing/capitalizing a cost, therefore, bears some semblance to taking out a loan. It allows 

the utility to stretch the repayment of debt incurred to initially start a program. ComEd has not 

proposed to amortize/capitalize its energy efficiency improvements, incentives, or program costs.        

However, amortization/capitalization of its energy efficiency related funds and resources 

would increase ComEd’s annual program budgets, which would help alleviate the budget 

impediments constraining ComEd from fully implementing energy efficiency resources. Id.  

 In addition to amortization/capitalization, ComEd should explore alternative financial 

incentives to generate additional savings. Mr. Crandall explains that, for PY7 through PY9, 

ComEd has relied heavily on cash incentives and on-bill financing but has not made available 

other alternative consumer incentives for energy efficiency and demand response. ELPC Exhibit 

1.0 at 20. Alternative financial incentives used by other implementers to promote energy 

efficiency include “leases on water heaters, high efficiency lighting, and other energy efficiency 

equipment.” Id. at 20-21. Despite budget constraints, ComEd could generate a significant amount 

of energy savings through the use of these and other alternative financial incentives.The 

Commission should instruct its staff to conduct a workshop and, along with SAG and ComEd, 

review the feasibility and likely impact of amortization/capitalization and to explore alternative 

financial incentives.   

 E. The Commission Should Reject ComEd’s NTG Proposal and Conditionally 
 Approve, Subject to SAG Review and Recommendation, ComEd’s proposal 
 to Establish a Realization Framework. 

 
 An energy efficiency program’s NTG value reflects the “bona fide energy savings” 

resulting from the program and is an important factor to consider in program design, monitoring 

and evaluation. ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at 25. A NTG assessment attempts to discern the amount of 

savings that the programs actually generate, savings that would not have occurred absent the 
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program and savings that occur indirectly as a result of the program. NTG assessments take into 

account various external influences including “free riders (program participants who would have 

secured the energy efficiency products on their own without the encouragement or use of 

financial incentives and program activities) and spillover (non-participating customers whom the 

program influenced to take actions to save energy even though they did not directly receive 

financial incentives or participate in the program).” Id. at 25-26.  NTG analyses help program 

managers “gauge savings being produced by particular programs given federal standards, rebate 

levels, measures selected, and other factors.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at 27. The newly developed 

Illinois NTG methodology, developed by SAG, trade allies and utilities, allows program 

managers to “realign rebate levels applied to various measures and minimize free ridership to 

better meet program goals and improve program effectiveness.” Id. at 26.  

 Regarding NTG methodology, ComEd has proposed that a spillover assessment be 

required prior to including any free ridership impacts. ComEd Exhibit 2.0 at 66. More 

specifically, ComEd proposes that NTG ratios should reflect both free ridership and spillover 

effects, and that every evaluation should attempt to address both factors. NRDC Witness Mr. 

Neme, as well as ELPC and Staff, objected to ComEd’s proposal. Mr. Neme explained that NTG 

adjustments should include the net effects of both free ridership and spillover in order to avoid 

underestimation of savings. NRDC Exhibit 1.0 at 26. Mr. Neme then noted, “However, that is 

not the same thing as saying that every NTG study should address both effects, or that the results 

of the studies that examined only one effect…should be ignored.” Id. Staff Witness Mr. 

Brightwell pointed out that “measurement and quantification of spillover is much more difficult 

and expensive than that of free ridership, and, as a result, spillover might not be quantified. Staff 

Exhibit 2.0 at 3. In his rebuttal, ComEd Witness Brandt clarified that ComEd does not intend to 
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suggest that free ridership must be ignored if spillover is not calculated in a given study but that 

ComEd “simply wants to ensure that the spillover impact is taken into consideration by an 

independent evaluator.” ComEd Exhibit 3.0 at 72. Yet ComEd’s proposal, in effect, suggests 

exactly that: every NTG evaluation must address both spillover and free ridership or ignore free 

ridership if spillover is not calculated. ComEd’s proposal appears to be an effort to eliminate free 

ridership from NTG analysis. ELPC requests that the Commission reject ComEd’s proposal that 

a spillover analysis be required prior to including any free ridership impacts.  

 ComEd additionally proposes the creation of a realization rate framework that would 

apply prospectively to its programs, similar to the NTG framework and consistent with the newly 

developed SAT net-to-gross framework. Mr. Crandall defines a realization rate as “a comparison 

of observed, measured, or evaluated information to original estimated savings.” Id. The 

realization rate is the ratio of measured energy reduction to the claimed energy reduction. 

Typically, program evaluators use realization rates to adjust Gross Savings to Adjusted Gross 

Savings. Id. ELPC recommends that the Commission conditionally approve the proposed 

realization rate framework, subject to a review and favorable recommendation by the SAG. As 

Mr. Crandall explains, this would allow SAG to review and examine the implications of the 

realization framework on the TRM and NTG framework.  

 For the above reasons, the Commission should reject ComEd’s proposal to make 

spillover analysis a pre-condition to using a free ridership assessment in NTG evaluations. 

Finally, the Commission should conditionally approve, subject to SAG review and 

recommendation, ComEd’s proposal to establish a realization framework. 
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F. The Commission Should Reject ComEd’s Request to Bank Savings From the 
Proposed Three Year Plan to the Next. 

 
 As noted, ComEd has proposed a modified goal that projects ComEd will achieve only 

37% of the statutory goals. In addition to setting a very limited goal, ComEd requests that the 

Commission allow it to bank savings from PY1-6 in to the current PY7-9 Plan. Allowing ComEd 

to bank savings in excess of such a low modified goal would contradict the legislature’s 

objective of encouraging the utilities to do as much efficiency as they can each year. As ELPC 

Witness Crandall explains that unlike in the early years of the Plans, “There are no excess 

savings relative to the statutory goal to bank.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at 8. Under ComEd’s proposed 

scenario, you would have a situation where ComEd sets a low modified goal, beats that goal, 

then uses the savings beyond the modified goal towards the next three year plan. This would 

allow ComEd to avoid implementing energy efficiency and, in effect, sit on its hands during 

some years. Mr. Crandall emphasized this problem in his testimony, stating that “ComEd setting 

an unreasonably low modified goal would not only enable it to meet that year’s goal, but the 

excess would be carried forward to meeting future years’ goals.” Id. In his rebuttal, ComEd 

Witness Brandt argued that such a result presents no concern because the Commission, in Plan 2 

Order, avoided “such an absurd result” by placing a limit (no more than 15% of the goal) on the 

amount of banked savings that could be applied to a given Plan year. ComEd Exhibit 3.0 at 82.  

However, 15% banked savings represents a significant amount when ComEd projects such large 

shortfalls.  This is unacceptable and contradicts the legislature’s objective of encouraging the 

implementation of energy efficiency on an annual basis. 

 NRDC also opposes ComEd’s banking proposal. NRDC Witness Chris Neme testified:  

The Company is proposing goals for PY7 through PY9 that are well below the 
statutory targets, and basing its proposed goals on what it says it can comfortably 
achieve given available budget (i.e. within the spending caps) without relying on 
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savings banked in previous plan years. Thus, allowing the Company to apply 
savings banked in previous years to PY7 through PY9 is tantamount to lowering 
goals to levels below what they should be, with significant adverse consequences 
for ratepayers and the environment. 
 

 NRDC Exhibit 1.0 at 7. He also noted, “Such inter-plan banking might be appropriate if ComEd 

were proposing to meet its statutory savings targets in PY7 through PY9.” Id.  

While allowing banked savings between years of a program makes logical sense, 

ComEd’s notion that if it fails to meet the legislative standards it can still bank its savings does 

not send the right signals that the utilities should be striving to do all the efficiency they can, 

even if they cannot meet the targets.  The Commission should reject this proposal.   

ComEd should strive to implement energy efficiency resources “to their fullest because 

the power supplies slated to replace those resources are more expensive.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at 

14. It will be more expensive in the long run if ComEd neglects to utilize as much of the energy 

efficiency resources as possible. As Mr. Crandall testifies, “Failure to fully implement the energy 

efficiency resources near the statutory goals will result in higher revenue requirements and 

typically higher rates in the long run.” Id. Sufficient energy efficiency potential, in energy waste, 

exists to push ComEd closer toward the statutory savings goal. The Commission should require 

ComEd and SAG to explore strategies to capture wasted energy savings. 

 

II. ComEd’s Plan Fails to Take Advantage of Energy Efficiency Opportunities 
Related to Smart Grid 

 
 The Illinois Energy Infrastructure Modernization Act requires ComEd to invest over $2.6 

billion on AMI deployment, Smart Grid technologies, and grid modernization over the next 10 

years. ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at 2. ComEd plans to deploy more than 1.2 million smart meters and the 

associated two-way communications by PY9 and over 4 million meters by the end of 2021. Id. 
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ComEd’s smart meter deployment has the potential to provide significant energy efficiency and 

demand reductions for customers.  ELPC Witness Volkmann submits in this proceeding that 

ComEd should be taking steps to integrate its smart meter deployment with additional measures 

that produce energy efficiency savings for customers.  

In his rebuttal testimony ComEd Witness Brandt states that “it is ComEd’s position that 

Mr. Volkmann’s AMI proposals cannot be considered in this docket,” and “I have been advised 

by counsel that Mr. Volkmann’s proposals to revisit or expand on certain AMI-related orders or 

statutory provisions in this docket are not legally permissible.”  ComEd Exhibit 3.0 at 21 and 39. 

However, Mr. Brandt does not explain the legal basis to support this position, and fails to address 

the substance of Mr. Volkmann’s recommendations. 

 Not knowing exactly what Mr. Brandt believes prohibits ComEd from doing what it 

should be doing makes it difficult to respond to ComEd.  ELPC does not see anything in the 

Public Utilities Act that prohibits ComEd from investing in energy efficiency measures with 

energy efficiency funds, just because they relate in some way to AMI.  From ELPC’s 

perspective, where funding comes from, or how the utility makes investments that produce 

energy savings are far less important than ensuring that the Company makes the investments it 

should be making to produce these savings.  ComEd fails to clarify where and when it plans to 

do anything to address Mr. Volkmann’s recommendations, it merely says it cannot consider them 

in this proceeding.   

Analysis of the law supports ELPC’s position.  The Illinois Public Utilities Act requires 

utilities to “use cost-effective energy efficiency and demand-response measures to reduce 

delivery load.” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(a).  The Illinois Power Agency Act defines energy efficiency 

to mean “measures that reduce the amount of electricity or natural gas required to achieve a 
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given end use.” 20 ILCS 3855/1-10. Mr. Volkmann’s recommendations to apply AMI 

technology to achieve energy efficiency and demand reductions fit within the definitions in the 

statute.  His recommendations are specific measures to reduce delivery load and should be 

considered and adopted by the Commission in this docket. 

The Commission should order ComEd to: A) enable Smart Devices to communicate with 

its AMI network; B) conduct a feasibility/potential study to deploy Voltage Optimization 

(“VO”); and C) develop an Enhanced AC Cycling program. These three initiatives should be 

funded using the $10.7 million R&D/Emerging Technologies budget in ComEd’s Plan 3. 

A.  The Commission Should Order ComEd to Develop and Implement a 
 Comprehensive Plan to Enable Smart Devices to Interact With ComEd’s 
 Smart Meters and to Make it Easy for Customers to Identify and Purchase 
 These Smart Devices.  

  
 ELPC Witness Volkmann believes that enabling Smart Devices is “critical for fully 

realizing the benefits of AMI.” ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at 14. Examples of Smart Devices include, 

“smart thermostats, plugs, powers strips, switches, smart chargers for electric vehicles, gateways, 

and in-home displays that can communicate with the AMI network, can connect to a wireless 

home area network (HAN), and can be controlled with smart phones, tablets, and computers.” Id. 

at 11. Smart devices allow ComEd customers with smart meters to take advantage of the AMI 

technology to save energy but only if ComEd establishes an approach to make it easy for 

customers to purchase and use smart devices, particularly smart thermostats, with ComEd’s 

smart meters.  

 First, ComEd must develop a program to help customers identify which devices can 

connect with the Smart Meters and post that information on its website. Furthermore, Mr. 

Volkmann suggests that ComEd should work with manufacturers and retailers to “modify 

packaging or signage to indicate a device’s compatibility with their meters and AMI.” Id. Then, 
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as Mr. Volkmann explains in his direct testimony, ComEd should enable these devices to 

connect with the AMI network . ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at 17-20. Mr. Volkmann explains that ComEd 

should allow customers who purchase Smart Devices to “register the device on ComEd’s website 

and associate the device with their ComEd account number.” Id. at 18. He notes that Austin 

Energy and San Diego Gas and Electric recently implemented such programs that “allow its 

customers to register devices they purchase themselves to connect with their smart meter.” Id. at 

19.  

 ELPC emphasizes that smart thermostats (also called Programmable Communicating 

Thermostats or PCTs by ComEd) play a crucial role in demand reduction and energy and cost 

savings. These smart thermostats control space heating and air conditioning, “two of the largest 

end-uses of energy for residential customers in northern Illinois.” ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at 22. As 

Mr. Volkmann explains, PCTs allow customers to control their thermostats remotely from “smart 

phones, tablets, and computers,” and “they respond to price signals and messages sent from 

utilities or other market participants and can automatically adjust to varying time, temperature, 

and electricity prices.” Id. Smart thermostats encourage pricing innovation and, therefore, have 

significant potential to save energy and costs for customers. In addition, enabling PCTs would 

allow ComEd to synchronize its AMI rollout with the energy efficiency programs of the gas 

companies in ComEd’s service territory. Id.  

This approach offers two major benefits, as Mr. Volkmann outlines in his testimony.  

Importantly, it satisfies “customers who will want to begin interacting with their smart meter and 

AMI immediately” without adding significant costs to Plan 3.ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 23. Additionally, 

this approach might “lead to innovation in the marketplace as ARES [Alternative Retail Electric 

Suppliers] would have the ability to bundle Smart Devices with other products, services, and 
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pricing programs offered to customers.” Id. As an added benefit, registering the devices 

eliminates any cyber security and privacy concerns because “customers will effectively opt-in or 

grant their permission for their electricity consumption to be accessed by a device when they 

register it with ComEd.” Id. 

Enabling smart devices using this approach offers benefits for ComEd as well. First, as 

Mr. Volkmann explains, this approach “allows ComEd to maintain visibility into the impacts of 

these devices through their AMI network that otherwise would not exist if customers purchased 

and installed the devices but did not register them.” Id. at 24. Second, it can “help ComEd more 

efficiently monitor market demand for and technical potential of Smart Devices, which can 

inform future decisions on potential EE/DR programs.” Id. at 25. Third, it “allows ComEd to 

directly market its own current or future EE/DR programs, such as Peak Time Savings, to 

customers with registered devices….[and] will increase the efficiency and effectiveness of its 

future EE/DR programs.” Id. at 24. All of these benefits for consumers and ComEd help move 

Illinois forward in its effort to increase energy efficiency. 

ComEd, in fact, has recognized the importance of enabling smart devices. As recently as 

April 2013, ComEd states in its Revised Smart Grid AMI Deployment Plan its commitment “to 

tracking tangible measures of our success in enabling the robust growth of efficient demand 

response, energy efficiency, and distributed generation using the Smart Grid.” ComEd Revised 

Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment Plan, April 2013 at 2-3. In its 

Deployment Plan, ComEd further states, “To maximize those benefits, this AMI Plan calls for 

use of technologies that are interoperable, flexible, secure, and proven, and that provide reliable 

direct connectivity between the meter and smart devices in the home or place of business.” Id. at 

6.  Mr. Volkmann’s smart device enablement proposal aligns with ComEd’s own AMI 
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Deployment Plan.  

The Commission should order ComEd to develop and implement a comprehensive plan, 

involving manufacturers, retailers, and other third parties, to enable smart devices to interact with 

ComEd’s smart meters and to make it easy for customers to identify and purchase these smart 

devices. 

B. The Commission Should Recognize Energy Efficiency and Demand 
Reduction Benefits of Voltage Optimization (VO) and Order ComEd to     
Conduct a Feasibility/Potential Study to Determine the Costs and Energy 
Efficiency Savings of System-wide VO Deployment.  

 
Voltage Optimization refers to “a combination of Conservation Voltage Reduction 

(CVR) and Volt/Var Optimization (VVO), intended to primarily reduce end-use customer energy 

consumption and peak demand, and secondarily to reduce utility line losses.” ELPC Exhibit 2.0 

at 5. As Mr. Volkmann explains, “CVR refers to maintaining voltage as close as possible to the 

lower end of the [American National Standards Institute] ANSI thresholds at all points on a 

feeder to reduce feeder line losses, reduce peak demand, and reduce customer energy 

consumption.” Id. at 6. VVO, according to Mr. Volkmann, pertains to “the active management of 

reactive power at all points of a feeder to minimize losses and improve the voltage” Id. at 7. VO 

saves energy for the utility and end-use customers.  

ELPC emphasizes the fact that the vast majority of energy savings from VO occur on the 

customer side of the meter. In fact, the Department of Energy’s Pacific Northwest National 

Laboratory (“PNNL”) found that “98-99% of the change in energy consumption from CVR 

occurs in the end-use loads, while only 1-2% of the reduction in the energy consumed can be 

attributed to line losses.” Id. Voltage optimization reduces end-use loads, which matches 

precisely 8-103’s requirement that utilities implement “cost-effective energy efficiency and 

demand-response measures to reduce delivery load.” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(a). 
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As far back as the 1970s, utilities have deployed voltage optimization, which is 

considered to be a highly effective form of energy efficiency. Mr. Volkmann notes that in 1987, 

“[the California Public Utilities Commission] called [VO] one of the most effective electricity 

conservation programs in California.” ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at 8.  

ComEd itself has experience with VO in the 1980s and “was able to achieve an average 

reduction of 1.6 volts and an estimated energy savings of 1% overall.” Id. at 11. ComEd’s sister 

company PECO included VO as one of the programs in its 2009-2012 EE/DR plan. The initial 

plan projected 110,000 MWh of annual energy savings from VO with a TRC test benefit-cost 

ratio of 26.7.  According to PECO’s May 2013 quarterly update, CVR has delivered 89.3 MW of 

demand reduction and 320,373 MWh per year of gross energy savings across all customer 

classes since program inception. Id. at 10. 

The National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissions, in November 2012, issued 

a resolution encouraging states to “evaluate the efficiency and demand reduction opportunities 

that can be achieved with the deployment of [VO]” and “certify energy efficiency and demand 

reductions associated with grid modernization efforts, including, but not limited to, the 

deployment of [VO] technologies as qualified resources in meeting legislative or regulatory 

Energy Efficiency Resource Standards” and “avoid implementing policies that result in 

unnecessary barriers to the deployment of [VO] technologies.” ELPC Exhibit 2.1 at 2-3. 

Mr. Volkmann recommends that the Commission formally recognize the energy 

efficiency and demand reductions associated with VO. ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at 33. Furthermore, Mr. 

Volkmann recommends that the Commission order ComEd to conduct a feasibility/potential 

study to determine the impact and costs of VO, reprioritize the program under Plan 3, work with 

PJM to allow bidding both the energy efficiency and demand reduction achieved by VO into 
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capacity auctions, and work with SAG and SGAC to develop an appropriate measurement and 

verification methodology. Id. at 33-34.  

In his rebuttal testimony, ComEd Witness Brandt states that the Commission can conduct 

a study but that a revised plan filing based on the study’s results is not lawful under Section 8-

103. ComEd Exhibit 3.0 at 37-38. Some parties have expressed concern about spending 8-103 

energy efficiency funds on implementing VO, and ELPC supports the position that the VO 

implementation funds should come from other sources. The most important thing is that VO is 

implemented by ComEd through some means and that the significant energy savings from VO 

not get lost between dockets.  See ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at 37. Regardless of how VO is funded, 

however, ELPC believes that the energy efficiency savings from VO should be included in 

ComEd’s energy efficiency plan so that it can come closer to achieving the 8-103 statutory 

targets.  

C. The Commission Should Order ComEd to Utilize the AMI Two-Way  
Communication Network to More Efficiently and Effectively Manage its AC 
Cycling Program. 

 
 ComEd’s current Air Conditioning (“AC”) Cycling program allows customers to receive 

bill credits by allowing ComEd to cycle off their AC compressor during hot summer days. ELPC 

Exhibit 2.0 at 26. However, ComEd has proposed to stop funding any new program participants 

through Plan 3, and to merely continue the program in maintenance mode.  ELPC Witness 

Volkmann proposes adding Enhanced AC Cycling to the program: “Enhanced AC Cycling refers 

to utilizing the AMI two-way communication network to more efficiently and effectively 

manage the program.” Id.  

 In addition to the proposed programs under Plan 3, ComEd is conducting a Direct Load 

Control (“DLC”) pilot in conjunction with its Peak Time Savings program. Id at 27. As part of 
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the pilot, ComEd will analyze DLC switches designed for AC units.  Mr. Volkmann proposes 

that ComEd modify the pilot’s objectives to “emphasize the need to find a more cost-effective 

and reliable way to communicate with the switches of current and future AC Cycling 

participants.” Id. Furthermore, Mr. Volkmann recommends that ComEd “develop a plan for 

deploying the more efficient and effective AC switch communication technology to 

geographically follow the deployment of the AMI network.” Id. As Mr. Volkmann explains, this 

may lead to a more cost-effective approach for managing the AC Cycling program, allow 

ComEd to expand the program and enroll new participants, and generate additional revenue for 

ComEd by bidding the additional demand reduction into the PJM capacity auctions. Id. at 27-28. 

The Commission should order ComEd to revise its approach to the DLC pilot to prioritize 

the need to find a more cost-effective and reliable way to communicate with the switches of 

current and future AC Cycling participants. The Commission should also order ComEd to 

develop a plan for deploying the more efficient AMI-enabled AC switch communication 

technology to geographically follow the deployment of the AMI network, and to expand 

participation in its AC Cycling program. 

 

CONCLUSION 
 
 ComEd’s Plan 3, while it contains some good programs, fails to deliver customers the 

energy efficiency benefits required under Section 8-103.  While parties agree that ComEd cannot 

meet the statutory goals for the next three years, the Commission should require that the 

Company take whatever reasonable steps it can take to come as close to the goals as possible.  

Consistent with the recommendations of ELPC’s expert witnesses, the Commission should reject 

ComEd’s Plan 3 and set a savings goal requiring ComEd to achieve at least 66% of the statutory 
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savings target. At a minimum, the Commission should reject ComEd’s 5% downward risk 

adjustment. 

    In addition to adjusting the savings goal, the Commission should reject ComEd’s NTG 

proposal, and its banked savings proposal, and order the following:  

• Require ComEd, in conjunction with the SAG, to explore and develop proposals and 
strategies to capture reduction of wasted energy potential that exists in its service 
territory, and present proposals to the Commission within six months. 
 

• Require ComEd to submit a request to modify its tariff to include LED street lighting. 
 

• Instruct its staff to conduct a workshop and, along with SAG and ComEd, review the 
feasibility and likely impact of amortization/capitalization and to explore alternative 
financial incentives. 
 

• Order ComEd to develop and implement a comprehensive plan, involving manufacturers, 
retailers, and other third parties, to enable smart devices to interact with ComEd’s smart 
meters and to make it easy for customers to identify and purchase these smart devices. 
 

• Order ComEd to conduct a feasibility/potential study to determine the impact and costs of 
VO. 
 

• Order ComEd to revise its DLC pilot to develop a plan for deploying AMI-enabled AC 
switch communication technology to geographically follow the deployment of the AMI 
network, and to expand participation in its AC Cycling program. 

  

Dated: December 13, 2013 
       
Respectfully submitted, 

              
Robert Kelter 
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Environmental Law & Policy Center 
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Chicago, IL 60601 
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