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Efficlant Technology

Efficient
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Does the Department’s clarification to Staff data request EDiv 2.01(a),

reproduced above, resolve your uncertainty with the respect to what the

Department seeks to have deemed?

No.

What uncertainty persists, in your view?
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the Ameren plans. ComBd’s Appendix B is 70 pages; Ameren’s Appendix B is 85 pages.

“have deemed the kWh savings of this particular subset of measures. Furthermore, these
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First, the “Clarification to ... EDiv 2.01(a)” suggests that DCEO seeks for
“realization rates” to be deemed. I would note that Mr. Jensen (from ICF Internationat,
which DCEO cites as being responsible for providing these munbers) states in response
to another Staff data request (EDiv 3.01 to ComEd}) that realization rates should not be
deemed, explaining:

“Realization rate” is defined in the Plan as “[tjhe ratio of ex post program savings to ex anfe
estimates of savings.” (ComEd Ex. 1.0, at 121 (Glossary of Terms).) The realization rate is
used in the analysis of programs b account for uncettainty around program performance. The
rate used in the Plan is used primarily as a parameter in the uncertainty analys:s The value of
0.95 is based on a subjective assessment of the likelihood that ex artfe savings will equal ax posf
savings.

{¢) ComEd does not intend for realization rates 1o be deemed. Realization rates wifl emerge
from evaluations as the evaluator determines ex post net savings. ComEd likely wnli use: d'lat -
informpation to infonm its planning process. fi :

Second, the “Clarification to ... EDiv 2.01(a)” suggests that lt wants to have
deemed all the numbers for kWh savings associated with the Pubhc Sector Prescriptive:

Program measures that are found in Appendix B of the ComEd’s plan and Appendix B of - '

Only portions of those appendices are associated with the Public Sector Prescnpuve e

Program measures, though. Specifically, there are 140 Public Sector Prﬁscnpuv o
Pi.ogram measures for ComEd and 51 for Ameren. Some of these are 'méasﬁre s that a.re i o
also included in the utilities” programs, except that the utilities are nét seelcmg to ﬁ_ﬁve :
the kWh values deemed; these include the following efficient teﬁhndlogi&q 2. ChJ]ler |

Efficiency, Packaged Unit Efficiency, and VAV). Iam not certain if DCEO secks to

Appendices list a considerable amount of information for each measu;e_i. 1 susbect’, b_ut'::;:

am not certain, that DCEO seeks just the per installation values (in the fz_‘oﬁt partof these o
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10 What looks llke pro_lected mstallat:lon levels).

';-dcscnptlon, I believe it intended to refer to Exhibits 1.07 through 1.10. Furthermore,

| these gxhlblts mclude two types of kWh savings values: (A) per installation and (B)
total. From my calculations, the latter are equal to (i) the per-installation values times (n)
ang assumed or pro] jected number of installations times (iii) an assumed reahzatmn rate
tﬂnes (w) an ass_umed net-to-gross ratio. Thus, if DCEO seeks to have the tofal kWh
jsw}rirngs values deemed, it would essentially be asking for the deeming of all four sets of
ndmbers (i-iv). However, DCEO may only be asking for the per-installation kWh

savings values to be deemed. In that case, it is asking for deeming only the following

values:

From DCEO Ex. 1.7:
Energy Star Refrigerator! 79
6 interior F L fixtures & 2 exterior FL
fixtures! ez
SEER 14 central air conditioner wf
programmable thermostat? 366
Reduce required tonnage as a result 7
of thermal envelope improvements? a
Energy Star dishwasher' 62
Energy Star rated bathroom exhaust
fars 89
90% AFUE furnace with efficient air
handler? 400

860
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tables) to be deemed and not the projected total kWh savmgs (shown further down, next : " el

Thlrd, wh;le DCEO cites DCEO Exhibits 1.08 through 1.11, from the agency’s . - o
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From DCEO Ex. 1.8:
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! handler®

I 1. ny Star Refr@er 79
2. Six interior FL fixtures & two exterior
FL fixtures! 782
3. Energy Star rated bathroom exhaust '
] far? 89
1 4. Energy Star dishwasher’ 62
5. SEER 16 central air conditioner wf
programmable thermostat? 28
6. Energy Star rated room air
conditioners* .
7. Reduce required tonnage as a result of
thermal envelope improvemenits? 216
§ 8. 90% AFUE furnace with efficient air 00

From DCEO 1.9:

1. Energy Star Rtfl‘r'ir1

2. ENERGY STAR Advanced Lighting
Package 2

3. Energy Star rated bathroom exhaust
fan?

4, Energy Star dishwasher’

5. SEER 16 central air conditioner w/
programmable thermostatt

528

6. Energy Star rated room air
conditioners 45

178

1. Reduce required tonnage as a result
of thermal envelope improvements®

216

8. 90% AFUE furnace with efficient air
handler?
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From DCEO 1.10:

2. CFL instaliation® 594
a9

3. Energy Star rated bathroom exhsust
- ¥ 4. SEER 16 central air conditioner w/
| programmable thermostat* ad

- §. Erergy Star rated roowm air

condiiorer? 283

5. 90% AFUE furnace with efficient air

handier* 400

Have you had an opportunity to thoroughly examine the bases for the

. ._ various values that DCEO seeks to have deemed?
S No.
- In general, do you recommend that, in this or any other planning docket, the
Commiﬁsion “ﬁeem” values related to the computation of energy savings for
- purposes of Sections 12-103 (i) and (j) of the Act?

No. Irecommend against deeming in this, or any other planning docket; but - . _' A '

l.8i74#': o éllbﬁ lﬁe to clarify this position. Under the sole rubric of “deemed values,” the Company.
875 and DCEO actually have raised two issues:
876 (1) the partial reliance on values derived NOT from evaluation of the Company’s
877 programs, i.e., NOT by collecting data on the Company’s customers and their usage of
878 energy, but from external databases and studies performed in other places and at other
879 : times;
880 (2) the pre-appraval of those values now, in this docket, as opposed to later, in

42




Docket No. 07-0541 -

ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0
881 future proceedings, when the Commission must make findings pursuant to Sections 12- |
882 103 (i) and (j) of the Act.
883 My most significant concern is with (2) rather than (1). Indeed, there are some
884 sound and practical reasons for partially relying on values derived NOT frqm _evaluation
885 of the Company’s programs (i.e., NOT by independently collecting unique data on the
886 Company’s customers and their usage of energy), but from external databases and studies
887 performed in other places and at other times. Simply put, there may very well already be
- 888 available a wealth of useful data and sound expert analysis that can be tapped intp and -
- 889 that can help in the process of estimating energy savings in Illinois. Indeed for the .
f | 890 ' - planning purposes of this docket, the Company has relied upon such databases and
. 891 _ studies,. and Staff has not objected to that extent.
: 892 | But that same wealth of useful data and sound expert analysis_ will st.ill.exist one
| 893 ~ year from now, two years from now, three years from now, etc. In fact, there may 'be.' -
e " 894 - even more of such data and studies available. In addition, there will have been
o 895 o 31gn1ﬁcant1y more time for Staff and interveners (in preparation of ﬁ.lture Sectlons 12—1
896 : @) and (i) proceedings) to have reviewed this wealth of data and studies and to hgv_e_
- | 897 o ~ determined if some of it is fess than useful or Jess than sound. Staff may even hire
- 808 - additional personnel or consultants, specializing in energy efﬁcwncy progmm evaluatloﬁ,.: :
_ :899_ .  to cobble together Staff’s version of the most reasonable and accurate energy efﬁc;ency : -

900 .- databases. On the other hand, while reliance on such databases may be reasonable and

901 © ©  even preferable for some programs, measures, and/or variables, such reliance may i?e

902 " unreasonable in other instances. In either event, the decision to rely on such d'atal_ﬁases,-i R

like the decision to use one set of values versus another, need nc_it aqgi_shélﬂd not be madc -
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at ﬂﬁs time; in thls docket, or for that matter, in any planning docket.

)5 Q ComEd witnesses Brandt, Jensen, and Hall all argue that the Commission '

-Company s nsk. Is that a valid argument for the Company’s proposal?
‘ No. It is true that the law establishes standards that the Company must meet an_d s
209 _ pcnaltxes fﬁf faﬂure tol meet these standards. Based on t he advice of counsel, it is my
| 910 N undérstandiﬂg that the Commission’s job is to assess whether the standards have been |
| 911 o met and, if warranted, impose the penalties. Certainly, the Commission could make that _
o2, Job easlel' si_mply by deeming values. However, in my view, getting the numberéqrigiit is B
more 1mportant then getting them right away. In my view, making a judgment now, with -
a2 bare minimum of reﬁew, is not amenable to getting the numbers right.
Furthermore, the degree of risk to which the Company is exposed is negligible.
For ComEd, the monetary penalty mentioned in the Act for failure to meet the standards
o ncamiot exceeq a total of $1,330,000 ($665,000 if, after 2 years, ComEd fails to ﬁwt the
bt E‘é‘fﬁc‘;.ielic:),r stﬁndar’d, plus another $665,000 if, after 3 years, ComEd fails to meet the

‘f9-19’ - efficiency standard). When compared to the Company’s annual distribution rate

920 revenues (at current rates), $665,000 would amount to a not-very-impressive penalty of
921 less than 0.04% (That is not 4 percent, but 4 hundredths of 1 percent!).'’

922 C Basing percent savings on actual usage versus previously forecast usage

923 Q. Following the second and third years of the plan, Sections 12-103 (i) and (j)
924 of the Act seem to require determination of whether the “electric utility fails to meet

1% Computations based on rates and quantities listed in ComEd Ex. 5.1 and 5.2.
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937. S proceedings. After explaining these considerations, I will offer my policy

938 | ~ recommendation.

o
| 942 s “normal” and actual weather. For instance, a hotter—than—average summer is apt to
943 " induce a higher-than-average consumption of electricity as a1r-cond1t10ners Wor_k_j o

- directed mostly to weather sensitive energy uses {(e.g., air condiﬁo_ni_:ig/_cﬁdl_iﬂg) will have

Docket No. 07-0541
1CC Staff Exhibit 2.0

the efficiency standard specified in subsection (b).” For this determination, should
the efficiency standard be “0.4% of [the actual quantity of] energy delivered in the -

year commencing June 1, 2009” and “0.6% of [the actual quantity of] energy

delivered in the year commencing June 1, 2010” or should it be “0.4% of [the
previously forecast quantity of] energy delivered in the year commencing June 1,
2009” and “0.6% of [the previously forecast quantity of] energy delivered in the
year commencing June 1, 2010”7

To the extent to which this calls for a legal opinion or interpretation-of the Act, I: :
offer no opinion or interpretation. However, from my own “policy” perspective, the mc:ns.-t" SR
appropriate method would depend on (1) on the make-up of the portfolio under |
evaluation (particularly on the portfolio’s share of weather-sensitive versus nqn'-wgather

sensitive measures) and (2) on how energy savings are determined in these future

What is the significance of the make-up of the portfolio under evaluati_on? E -
Notwithstanding the influence of energy efﬁcwncy programs, the dxﬁ'erence

between forecast and actual levels of consumption are due largely to dlfference betwecn '

overtime to keep us comfortable. Similarly, a portfolio of energy efficiency nieasures o

a differential impact depending on actual weather. But a portfolio of energy fﬁcmncy

measures directed mostly to non-weather sensitive energy uses (eg,hghnng usage

45



tobe relatiize?y_insensitive to weather) will produce about the same level of savings

assessment éf t.he,.ut:ility’s performance in obtaining energy savings would compare

| savmgsto actual uéage. But for weather insensitive measures, perhaps a more

| meaningful a.ssessment of performance would compare savings to a weather—normaliie .,

“level of usage. | :

_;": :Wl!at_:i's the significance of how energy savings are determined?

| Fdr-puxpoé;és of the plan, I would anticipate that the Company would estimate

future energysavmgs from weather-sensitive efficiency measures under an assumption of
normal weé;ther. Except as part of a sensitivity analysis, it would be inappropri;tc to |
assume extremely cold or extremely warm conditions. However, the after-the-fact

; energy savmgs from these weather-sensitive efficiency measures over any given penod

E =":(such as June 2009 to May 2010) could be determined either in light of the weather

conditions that prevailed that year (as implicitly assumed in the previous Q&A), or they
céuid again be determined under an assumption of normal weather. If after-the-fact

energy savings from weather-sensitive efficiency measures are determined in light of

1964 prevailing weather conditions, then, as previously stated, perhaps a more meaningful
965 | assessment of the utility’s performance in obtaining energy savings would compare those
966 savings to actual usage. On the other hand, if after-the-fact energy savings from weather-
967 sensitive efficiency measures are determined under an assumption of normal weather,
268 then perhaps a more meaningful assessment of performance would compare those
969 weather-normalized savings to a weather-normalized level of usage.
970 Q. _ What is your recommendation with regard to whether after-the-fact savings
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regardless of weather. Thus, for weather-sensitive measures, perhaps a more meaningful "
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should be based on actual or normalized weather conditions and whether the
attainment of percentage savings goals should be based on actual or previously
determined total consumption?

If it is permissible under the Act, then I would recommend using previously
determined total consumption (that is, determined in this proceeding as weather-
normalized, expected usage), and that after-the-fact energy savings determinations be

adjusted if necessary to reflect an assumption of normal weather, as well.

excess to and reduce a subsequent Plan year’s goal,
Are you familiar with ComEd witness Brandt’s testimony concerning the
“banking” of excess energy savings? |
Yes. Mr. Brandt states that the Company is seeking from the Commissiqn
permission to ‘bank’ excess energy savings in a given Plan year, and apply th#t e?;éess to
reduce a subsequent Plan year’s goal (ComEd Ex. 2.0, p. 2), explaining farther that

In such a circumstance, forecast costs for the subsequent year of the -
Plan would be adjusted downward to reflect the need to achieve a .
lower kWh reduction in that year. In such case, not only would the
goal be reduced in the subsequent year, but the projected costs input in
Rider EDA would also be reduced for the subsequent year. This is -
explained in additional detail in Mr. Crumrine’s direct testimony. (See
ComEd Ex. 5.0.) This “banking” concept is very 1mportant to. the
overall management of ComEd’s portfolio. .

ComEd Ex. 2.0, p. 40.
Should ComEd be authorized to “bank” excess energy savingé in a2 _give'l_;. _ "
Plan year, and apply that excess to reduce a subsequent Plan year’s goal?‘ |
If it is legally permissible, then I would recommend that the Comtmssmn .

authonze such banking. Although I will not provide a legal oplmon, I do oﬁ'er the
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| foﬂewmg “pohcf’ consideration. In the absence of banking, in any one plan year, there = - '
ié litﬂ_e reason for the Company to pursue savings above the goals set forth in the Act (or
"~ ata rdte any faster than required by the Act). In fact, achie\}ing greatef energy sav'mgs H

-:"'(or achlevmg energy savmgs at a faster rate) in one year, may make it more dlfﬁcult to

-:aichleve the Act’s goals in the following year, as the market for efficiency products and
semc_es becomes more saturated. Thus, the lack of banking privileges may actually

: consntute a disincentive to achieving greater energy savings (or achieving energy savings

095 - _ ét a faster rate). Furthermore, since there some uncertainty about future participatiqn

06 levels and future savingscannot be forecast precisely, this disincentive to achieving E

.Q’eater encrgy savmgs (or ach1cvmg energy savings at a faster rate) may actually |

. fdecremﬁ;e the nltlmate attainment of the Act’s percentage savings goals.

| Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony?

Yes.
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

llinois Department of Commerce and
Economic Opportunity

Docket No. 07-0841

Portfolio and Plan pursuant to Section

)
)
Approval of its the Energy Efficlency )
)
12-103(f) of the Public Utilities Act. )

AFFIDAVIT OF RICHARD J. ZURASKI ‘
| State of lllinois : )
- County of Sangamon ;

I, Richard J. Zuraski, being first duly swarn on oath, depose and state. that | am’ the
same Richard J. Zuraski identified in the Direct Testimony; that | have caused the foiiowing

Direct Testimony; the following statements are true and correct to the best of my knoMedge
and behef as of the date of this Affidavit. L

Further affiant sayeth naught. ﬁ; - : Z{ { . 2
Richard J. Zuraski _-

‘Subscribed and sworn to before me

this /4 day of _{acom 42007

Notary Public

OFFICIAL SEAL
MARY ELLEN RUFFNER
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS ¢
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