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INTRODUCTION 
 

ComEd’s proposed Energy Efficiency Plan poses a number of difficult issues.  

Due to changes in the federal lighting standards and changes in the market place, much 

of the low cost savings available from CFLs is no longer available and Illinois has to 

deal with trying to achieve greater savings from more expensive measures.  Moreover, 

low gas prices limit the budget for joint gas and electric programs.  While these 

obstacles pose challenges, the Commission must ensure that ComEd does all the 

efficiency it can within the constraints of the price caps.  The Commission recognizes 

that we need to move forward with new programs and the Proposed Order does a good 

job of balancing the parties’ positions.   

While Environmental Law and Policy Center (ELPC) supports most of the 

findings in the Proposed Order, the PO falls short in two critical areas related to Illinois’ 

energy future, smart grid and wasted energy.  On the smart grid issue ELPC 

emphasizes the need to connect smart grid investments with energy efficiency, 

particularly through smart devices.  While the PO rejects ComEd’s argument that smart 

devices should be dealt with in the smart grid proceeding, it does not go as far as it 

should in requiring an actual program development.  Similarly, the PO acknowledges 

the need for ComEd to address wasted energy, but it falls short of requiring ComEd to 

do so.  Finally, on a related issue, the PO orders ComEd to curb spending on customer 

education to current levels when additional spending is needed for customer education 

on wasted energy and to encourage participation in other programs. 
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I. COMED TOLD ILLINOIS THAT THE FUTURE IS SMART GRID BUT FAILS 
TO DELIVER ON ENERGY EFFICIENCY OPPORTUNITIES RELATED TO 
THAT FUTURE 

 
a. The Commission Should Order ComEd to Develop a Smart Devices 

Program 
 

When ComEd asked Illinoisans to invest in smart grid it made big promises 

regarding energy efficiency opportunities that it has yet to deliver on.  In its testimony 

and briefs, ELPC argues that ComEd has not taken action to promote smart devices, 

defined as hardware on the customer side of the meter that allow customers to take 

advantage of information and price signals from smart meters.  Witness Volkmann 

describes smart devices as follows: 

These include smart thermostats, plugs, power strips, switches, 
appliances, 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. 

 
ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 14.  In this proceeding ComEd argues that energy efficiency 

opportunities related to smart grid should only be considered in the annual smart grid 

cases, and the PO correctly rejects this argument finding, “[N]othing precludes 

consideration of Smart Devices in the context of the 8-103 EE Plan.” PO at 81. 

 Unfortunately, while the Proposed Order agrees with ELPC that the Commission 

has the authority to take action in this proceeding, it chooses not to do so: 

The Commission agrees with ELPC that nothing precludes consideration 
of Smart Devices in the context of a Section 8-103 EE plan.  That being 
said however, it is not clear how ELPC’s proposal would work with (or 
conflict) with the test bed requirement under Section 16-108.8 of the Act.  
Without a specific proposal it is difficult to direct that action be taken.  This 
is an instance where the proposal should have been vetted through the 
SAG process.  A more specific proposal would allow for a determination of 
whether the proposal is unique from other processes already under way 
pursuant to other statutory sections. 
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Id.  While ELPC appreciates that it would have been better to vet a Smart Device 

program through the SAG, circumstances prohibited ELPC from raising this before this 

point in the process.  Mr. Volkmann, who has significant engineering and finance 

experience as a utility consultant for Accenture and as an electrical engineer with 

Pacific Gas and Electric, did not join ELPC until August 2013 and ELPC only became 

aware of this issue at that time. ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 1.  Moreover, ELPC does not request 

the Commission order ComEd to implement a specific program, it requests that the 

Commission 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.  In the alternative, ELPC requests that the Commission order 

ComEd to prepare a smart devices program in advance of its next April 1 AMI Plan 

update filing. PO at 81.   

While the record is too thin to order ComEd to implement a specific Smart Device 

program, Mr. Volkmann’s testimony contains sufficient detail, including his citation to the 

SDG&E program as a model that ComEd can follow, to support a Commission finding 

that ComEd must develop such a program. ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 19.  In terms of the PO’s 

concern that “it is not clear how ELPC’s proposal would work with (or conflict) with the 

Test Bed requirement under Section 16-108.8 of the Act,” there is no indication that 

anyone has taken advantage of the test bed opportunity.  While ComEd has in fact 

established a Test Bed to allow third parties to evaluate their products’ compatibility with 

the AMI network, Mr. Volkmann noted in his testimony that through the first two quarters 

of 2013 not a single company had applied to take advantage of it. ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 20, 
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citing ComEd Quarterly Test Bed Reports, May 15, 2013 and August 8, 2013.  

Moreover, nothing in this record suggests that the Test Bed requirement adequately 

addresses this issue. 

 As stated above, ELPC ideally would have submitted a detailed program for 

inclusion in this plan.  However, ELPC submits that it has submitted sufficient testimony 

that the Commission should order ComEd to develop a Smart Devices program.  This 

issue is too important to ignore for three more years. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 81  

d)  Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

As ELPC points out, 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. 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. 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. 

The Commission agrees with ELPC that nothing precludes consideration of 
Smart Devices in the context of a Section 8-103 EE plan. That being said however, it is 
not clear how ELPC’s proposal would work with (or conflict) with the test bed 
requirement under Section 16-108.8 of the Act.  Without a specific proposal it is difficult 
to direct that action be taken.  This is an instance where the proposal should  While the 
Commission wishes that a proposal would have been vetted through the SAG process, 
it understands that the nature of this process makes it such that this was not possible.  
A more specific proposal would allow for a determination of whether the proposal is 
unique from other processes already under way pursuant to other statutory sections.   
Based on Mr. Volkmann’s testimony, the Commission orders 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.  The Company should 
use funds from the R&D/Emerging Technologies budget to pay for this program.  Some 
funding may also be allocated from Education/Outreach. 

 
 
 



5 
 

b. The Commission Should Order ComEd to Revise its Plan to Increase 

Participation in Residential AC Cycling 

In its testimony ELPC argues that ComEd should include an enhanced AC 

Cycling program that would deploy the more efficient AMI-enabled AC switch 

communication technology.  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. Proposed Order at 77. 

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 

(Docket No. 12-0484). ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 27. As part of 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 
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ComEd by bidding the additional demand reduction into the PJM capacity auctions. Id. 

at 27-28. 

Based on Mr. Volkmann’s testimony, ELPC requests that the Commission 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. 

 The Proposed Order seems to agree that ELPC makes a good point, but merely 

suggests that the SAG can take this issue up if it chooses: 

The Commission declines to require that ComEd include a specific 
demand response program in this Plan.  This finding, however, does not 
preclude discussion at SAG.  Nor does it preclude inclusion of a demand 
response program mid-plan if a cost effective program is developed.  
Moreover, the Company’s next plan must include a specific demand 
response program consistent with the requirement made of Ameren and 
the statutory language. 

 
PO at 77.  Given the evidence in this proceeding, the PO does not go far enough.  Mr. 

Volkmann explains that adding Enhanced AC Cycling and modifying its DLC pilot would 

allow ComEd to enroll more participants and generate additional revenue for ComEd by 

bidding the additional reduction into the PJM capacity auctions. ELPC Initial Brief at 23. 

The program would also have the additional benefit of lowering demand at peak, and 

thereby reducing the need to purchase peak power at the time when electricity prices 
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spike.  The PO does not explain why it rejects ELPC’s recommendation1, merely stating 

that, “The Commission declines to require that ComEd include a specific demand 

response program in this Plan.”  Given the strength of ELPC’s argument in support of  

its proposal, that analysis is insufficient.   

While ComEd argues that it does not need a specific demand response program 

because its EE Plan reduces demand, the Commission previously ruled otherwise.  The 

Proposed Order ignores the previous Commission ruling in the last Ameren EE case, 

Docket No. 10-0568 requiring utilities to file specific demand response plans.  The 

Proposed Order even states, “[T]he Company’s next plan must include a specific 

demand response program consistent with the requirement made of Ameren and the 

statutory language.” PO at 78.  The Proposed Order refers to the Final Order in Docket 

10-0568: 

Ameren now argues, essentially, that it will meet the demand response 
requirements of Section 8-103(c) simply by implementing energy 
efficiency measures pursuant to Section 8-103(b) of the Act. At this time, 
the Commission is not convinced that this interpretation of the Act is 
correct.  

 
Docket No. 10-0568 Final Order at 27.  Given that ruling, the Commission should 

enforce the law today and not put it off for three years.     

Considering both the substance of Mr. Volkmann’s argument and the previous 

Commission ruling regarding the requirement that utilities have specific demand 

reduction programs, the Commission should require ComEd to submit a revised 

program adding Enhanced AC Cycling to its existing AC Cycling program and modifying 

                                                 
1
 This is not meant as a criticism of the Proposed Order, given the short time frame for the 

Commission to consider the briefs. 
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its DLC Pilot consistent with ELPC’s recommendations.  Again, the Commission should 

force this issue to ensure that ComEd’s customers reap the benefits from smart grid as 

quickly as possible. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 77-78 
 

          e) Commission Analysis and Conclusion  

The Commission declines to require that ComEd include a specific demand 
response program in this Plan orders ComEd to add Enhanced AC Cycling to its 
existing AC Cycling Program. Furthermore, the Commission orders 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. ComEd should work with the SAG to develop 
this program and submit it within 90 days.  This finding, however, does not preclude 
discussion at SAG.  Nor does it preclude inclusion of a demand response program mid-
plan if a cost effective program is developed.  Moreover, the Company’s next plan must 
include a specific demand response program consistent with the requirement made of 
Ameren and the statutory language. 

 
 

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ORDER COMED TO ADDRESS THE WASTED 
ENERGY ISSUE  

 
a. The Commission Should Direct ComEd to Submit a Report Within Six 

Months 
 
To ComEd’s credit, its Potential Study analyzed the issue of wasted energy for 

the first time.  There are two types of waste, technological and behavioral.  Technical 

refers to savings achievable through the replacement of inefficient technology with 

advanced technology.  For example, switching out an incandescent bulb with a CFL or 

LED.  Behavioral waste refers to leaving the lights on when not needed or heating and 

cooling empty homes and buildings.  ComEd’s Potential Study shows significant 

potential for savings on both residential lighting (75%) and heating and cooling (63%). 

ComEd Ex. 1.0 Appendix E, p.28 and p. 31.  
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The Wasted Energy study raises new questions regarding savings potential, 

particularly regarding behavioral savings potential that cannot necessarily be addressed 

by traditional utility discount and rebate programs.  These issues cannot be addressed 

by merely discounting CFLs or smart thermostats, but will require a combination of 

public education, utility programs, and changes in laws and appliance standards. 

Based on the results of the Study, Witness Crandall recommends the following:  

I recommend that ComEd (in conjunction with the SAG) explore and 
develop approaches to capture reduction of wasted energy potential that 
exists in its 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. 

PO at 83, ELPC Ex. 1.0 at 17.  While sensitive to the need to address Wasted Energy, 

the Proposed Order does not go as far as it should in addressing the issue.  The PO 

states: 

The Commission is confused by ComEd’s completion and inclusion of this 
study but refusal to consider capturing any of the identified opportunities to 
limit energy consumption.  It is clear, however, that this idea is in its infancy 
and should be addressed through the SAG.  The Commission’s grant of 
flexibility allows new programs to be added and budgets shifted, so 
although the Commission declines to require that this be included now, 
there is nothing stopping this program from being implemented within the 
next three years if it complies with the statutory requirements and has 
worked through the SAG process. 

 
Id.  While this constitutes a generally positive finding, it does not go as far as it should.  

As Witness Crandall recommends, the Commission should direct SAG to develop a 

report that would be submitted within six months outlining its recommendations.  This 

ensures that the SAG and ComEd will give this issue proper attention.  Again, ComEd 
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completed the Study late in the process, but the Commission should not let this 

potentially go unaddressed for three years. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 83 
 

c) Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission is confused by ComEd’s completion and inclusion of this study but 
refusal to consider capturing any of the identified opportunities to limit energy 
consumption.  It is clear, however, that this idea is in its infancy and should be 
addressed through the SAG.  The Commission’s grant of flexibility allows new programs 
to be added and budgets shifted, so although the Commission declines to require that 
this be included now, there is nothing stopping this program from being implemented 
within the next three years if it complies with the statutory requirements and has worked 
through the SAG process. The Commission orders ComEd, in conjunction with the SAG, 
to explore and develop approaches to capture reduction of wasted energy potential that 
exists in its service territory. If ComEd and the SAG determine it is needed, ComEd 
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. 

 
b.  The Commission Should Increase ComEd’s Education Budget  

 For the past six years ComEd has done little customer education beyond 

promotion of its programs through bill inserts.  The spending levels have been low in 

light of the fact that ComEd has 3.3 million residential customers and 300,000 

commercial customers.  Given these numbers, ComEd’s proposed education increase 

to $5.1 million for PY7 escalating to $5.8 million for PY9 is still small compared to 

ComEd’s average budget of $158 million per year.   

ELPC has been working with ComEd over the course of the last year to begin 

developing a program that actually generates additional participation in customer 

programs and additional savings.  Unfortunately, ComEd’s testimony does not reflect all 

of the work that has been done to improve this program. However, ELPC submits that 

ComEd’s testimony and Plan provide more support for its requested increase than the 
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Commission recognizes.  The Proposed Order states, “The Company has proposed an 

increased budget, but it is not clear in the record where the additional money will be 

spent.  The Company should file a revised plan reflecting a reduction in the education 

and outreach budget to similar levels actually spent in previous years.” PO at 38. 

While ComEd should have done more in its testimony to defend its budget, if the 

Commission looks carefully at the Plan itself ComEd provides more detail regarding its 

intent than the Proposed Order infers.  ComEd states, “Awareness initiatives will focus 

primarily on delivering the message of energy efficiency and overall consumer energy 

management to the general market.” ComEd Ex. 1.0 at 88, 89.  

On the critical issue of wasted energy ComEd states: 

Embedded in the awareness strategy will be a focus on behavioral waste 
associated with energy efficiency. For purposes of Plan 3, behavior waste 
is confined to customer actions or inactions when using energy-consuming 
equipment, which leads to more energy being used than what is otherwise 
needed. Examples of this waste would include not turning off lights or 
televisions when no one is in the room. Essentially, behavioral waste can 
be reduced by a change in customers’ behavior.  
 
Recently, ComEd completed one of the first studies of its kind in the 
country to quantify the potential of behavior waste or “wasted energy”. The 
vast majority of these behavior changes do not lend themselves to 
development of typical energy efficiency programs. ComEd will use this 
study to better define its messages to the marketplace to maximize the 
potential impact. It is worth noting that the most impactful behavior by far 
on the residential side is also one of the easiest messages to implement – 
turn off lights when not in the room. 
 
ComEd will work to drive key messages such as this within our marketing 
campaigns. Simple messages like “turn off your lights” or “replace your 
working incandescent bulbs with CFLs” are behavioral messages that can 
lead to substantial energy savings if implemented on a large scale. 
 

Id. The wasted energy initiative alone is worth the money in the education budget.   
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 As ComEd Witness Brandt notes in his rebuttal testimony, ComEd has worked 

closely with ELPC to improve the Company’s customer education and marketing efforts. 

ComEd Ex. 3.0 at 21.  ComEd has pledged to move its marketing towards a results 

oriented program that will both change customer behavior and increase participation in 

utility run programs. 

Along the lines of both changing behavior and improving participation in 

programs, Staff makes the argument that ComEd should educate customers on the cost 

savings from purchasing a CFL instead of an EISA compliant halogen bulb. PO at 89, 

Staff Ex. 1.0 at 44.  ELPC wholeheartedly agrees with this concept, and it is consistent 

with ComEd’s educating customers on the value of replacing incandescent bulbs before 

they burn out.  While 85% of the residential customers use CFLs, only 23% percent of 

the bulbs in those homes are CFLs. ComEd Ex. 1.0 Appendix E at 33.  While discounts 

and rebates encourage customers to make smart purchases, marketing and customer 

education has a role to play as well.  We need to make sure that customers change out 

incandescent bulbs as soon as possible and that they do so with CFLs and LEDs, not 

EISA compliant halogen bulbs. 

ELPC submits that the concerns about the marketing budget can be addressed 

by putting ComEd on notice that greater scrutiny will be applied to ComEd’s marketing 

spending when the Commission analyzes that spending in the review process.  This 

would include requiring ComEd to demonstrate that customer education has produced 

results when it files its report.  ELPC has put significant time and energy into working 

with ComEd to make changes to its customer education program, and commits to 
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working on this going forward. It urges the Commission to increase ComEd’s budget to 

allow it to do a real public education campaign that produces results. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 37 
 

6. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that ComEd has proposed a diverse portfolio that will 
provide energy efficiency opportunities for all ratepayers.  The Commission recognizes 
that ComEd has proposed this portfolio with a constricted budget and agrees that 
ComEd’s savings goals should be lower than that required by the statute.  The 
Commission sees that ComEd’s proposed savings are low and intervenors complain 
that many of the assumptions used to develop the goals are overly conservative.   

In particular, the Commission agrees with NRDC that ComEd’s assumed 
increased costs for C&I measures is excessive and unexplained.  Although it is clear 
based on ComEd witness Brandt’s rebuttal testimony that savings were included in the 
plan for the C&I Pilot, the Commission does not agree with the Company’s underlying 
assumptions.  Thus, NRDC’s annual goal increase of 25,000 MWh is adopted.  This 
increase in the savings goal still allows for a 42% assumed increase in costs.  NRDC IB 
at 11.  ComEd must file a revised Plan reflecting this change 

Other proposals require that funds be shifted between budgets, which are 
adopted in part.  The Commission does not agree that R&D should be reduced because 
of the many new programs that intervenors want to explore through SAG.  Further, the 
Commission is not convinced, however, finds that the customer education budget as 
proposed by ComEd is appropriate.  The Company has proposed an increased budget, 
but it is not clear in the record where the additional money will be spent.  The 
Commission expects ComEd to focus education funding on increasing consumer 
participation in its programs and on reducing wasted energy.  The Commission also 
notes that it addresses Staff’s testimony on lighting education later in this Order. The 
Commission warns ComEd that it will need to justify its spending in the next review 
proceeding.  

The Company should file a revised plant reflecting a reduction in the education 
and outreach budget to similar to levels actually spent in previous years.  This 
adjustment will free up funds for other programs.  The Commission agrees with NRDC’s 
analysis that the Company’s assumptions regarding participation levels in certain 
programs is low.  In particular, ComEd is offering higher incentives in the Appliance 
Recycling program, but predicts lower participation.  Similarly, the C&I incentives 
program has an unexplained assumed 30% lower participation rate.  NRDC’s proposal 
to shift fund to these programs is appropriate and should be reflected ComEd’s revised 
plan. 
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EXCEPTIONS at 89 
 

8. Residential Lighting Education 

a) Staff 

Among the elements of ComEd’s marketing of lighting is a comparison of 
electricity use between ENERGY STAR® compact fluorescent lamps (“CFLs”) to 
standard incandescent light bulbs.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 42.)  As noted in the IL-TRM, 
“[f]ederal legislation stemming from the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 
[(“EISA”)] will require all general-purpose light bulbs between 40 and 100W[atts] to be 
approximately 30% more energy efficient than current incandescent bulbs.”  (ComEd Ex. 
1.0 Appendix C, 424.)  EISA began phasing in new manufacturing requirements on 
January 1, 2012.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 14; ComEd Ex. 1.0 App. C, 424.)  As of January 1, 
2013, light bulbs with lumen output previously associated with 100-Watt standard 
incandescent light bulbs required 72 Watts or fewer and bulbs previously associated 
with 75-Watt incandescent light bulbs required 53 Watts or fewer in order to be 
manufactured in the United States.  On January 1, 2014, similar manufacturing 
requirements will go into effect for light bulbs that previously produced lumens 
associated with 60- and 40-Watt standard incandescent light bulbs. 

ComEd’s proposed customer education and marketing approach focuses on the 
savings (e.g., 75% less electricity) and benefits (e.g., bulbs last up to 10 times longer) 
customers purchasing CFLs achieve compared to non-EISA compliant incandescent 
bulbs.  (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 32.)  Since the phase-in of EISA, 72-Watt halogen light bulbs 
exist that look like standard incandescent light bulbs and have short lifetimes similar to 
that of incandescent light bulbs.  Currently, manufacturers are advertising these halogen 
light bulbs as energy efficient.   This characterization is misleading to customers given 
that wattages that exceed the halogen wattages violate the EISA standard law, so these 
halogen light bulbs are, in fact, the least efficient (or most energy consuming) compliant 
light bulbs.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 43.)  In contrast, CFLs use less than a quarter as much 
power and generally last over five times as long as the halogen light bulbs.  (See, IL-
TRM, ComEd Ex. 1.0 Appendix C, 424-429; Staff Ex. 1.0, 43-44.)  The cost savings 
from purchasing a CFL instead of a halogen light bulb is significant, greater in fact than 
the savings from moving from an incandescent light bulb to a halogen.  (IL-TRM, 
ComEd Ex. 1.0 Appendix C, 429.)  

As a program administrator, ComEd should ensure proper customer education in 
the residential lighting market in its service territory as it relates to the impact of EISA 
and the energy savings associated with CFLs.  It is Staff’s understanding that the labels 
on the packages of CFLs already compare the cost savings of CFLs to traditional 
standard incandescent light bulbs.  Given customers have access on the package to the 
benefits of CFLs over the standard incandescent light bulbs, ComEd’s in-store 
marketing materials, point-of purchase communications, end-caps, and other displays 
should educate customers about the benefits and cost-savings of installing CFLs over 
the new EISA-compliant halogen light bulbs.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 44.) 
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b) Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

Staff’s proposal is hard to classify and appears to boil down to Staff’s belief that 
ComEd should do a better job.  ComEd does not address this in its briefs.  Although the 
Company might agree in concept, the Commission does not wish to be involved at such 
a detailed level in program administration.  The Commission declines to take any action 
on Staff’s recommendation.  The Commission agrees with Staff that ComEd should 
ensure proper customer education in the residential lighting market in its service 
territory as it relates to the impact of EISA and the energy savings associated with CFLs.  
As part of this effort, ComEd should educate customers on the savings from CFLs and 
LEDs compared to the less efficient EISA compliant halogens and other bulbs that 
barely meet the new standards. 

 
CONCLUSION 

 
 Based on the arguments set forth above, ELPC respectfully requests that the 

Commission modify the Proposed Order to reflect the importance of energy efficiency 

opportunities related to smart grid and wasted energy.  Such modifications will benefit 

consumers as Illinois continues its progress towards reducing its energy usage. 

 
Dated: January 8, 2014 

       
Respectfully submitted, 

              
Robert Kelter 
Senior Attorney  
Environmental Law & Policy Center 
35 East Wacker Drive, Suite 1600 
Chicago, IL 60601 
(312) 795-3734 
rkelter@elpc.org 

 


