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The 2007 Illinois Power Agency Act (Public Act 95-0481) established 

historic energy efficiency and demand response goals, propelling 

Illinois to a position of national leadership.

KEY DATES -

 August 28, 2007 Governor signed Illinois Power Agency Act into law 

 November 15, 2007 ComEd filed Energy Efficiency / Demand Response Plan 

 February 6, 2008 Illinois Commerce Commission Approved ComEd’s Plan 

 June 10, 2008 Business Solutions Launched  

 June 24, 2008 Residential Solutions Launched

 June 1, 2009 Program Year 2 Launches

Historic Legislation
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Public Act 95-0481/Section 12-103 (e) requires that:

Rules of The Game

 With the exception of low income related programs, programs 
included in the portfolio must be cost effective; TRC >1 

 Three year portfolio of EE&DR programs meant 3 distinct 
annual energy savings goals

 Limited banking of excess MWh’s allowed

 ComEd and DCEO each implement a portion of the efficiency 
measures; ComEd – 75%/DCEO – 25%

 Third party independent evaluation must be conducted while 
spending no more than 3% on M&V

 No more than 3% of energy efficiency and demand response 
program revenue may be allocated for demonstration of 
breakthrough equipment and new devices

 If after 2 years, the electric utility fails to meet goals, a 
contribution to the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance will be 
made in the amount of $665,000 (applicable to PY2 & 3)
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Be very conservative in using post evaluation results 

to mitigate risk

Lesson Learned #1

 
Ex-Ante 

Gross (MWh) 

Realization 

Rate 

Ex-Post 

Gross (MWh) 

Net-to-

Gross 

Ratio 

Ex-Post Net 

(MWh) 

Residential Energy 

Star Lighting 
119,151 0.74 87,917 0.68 60,789 

Appliance Recycling 21,570 0.73 15,698 0.73 11,478 

All-Electric Efficiency 

Upgrade 
2,568 0.90 2,315 0.80 1,852 

Business Prescriptive  90,571 1.33 120,550 0.67 80,932 

Business Custom 8,411 0.79 6,606 0.72 4,761 

C&I Retro-

Commissioning 
1,509 0.90 1,363 0.80 1,090 

Small C&I CFL Intro 

Kit 
25,064 0.20 5,025 0.56 2,815 

ComEd Total (MWh) 268,844 0.89 239,474 0.68 163,717 

 

Evaluated First Year Impact Results
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Be very conservative in using post evaluation results to mitigate 

risk

Lesson Learned #1

 Adjust PY2 gross goals based on net-to-gross (NTG) and 
realization rate uncertainties

 Increase participation and savings production for the two 
largest programs; Residential Lighting and C&I prescriptive

 Work with the Implementation teams (Custom, and Retro-
commissioning) and the Evaluators to establish and agree on 
savings methodology

 Adjust program features to increase NTG and realization rates 
(example: POP to increase program awareness)
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Manage a C&I program waitlist by using a dynamic 

probability model 

 Use granular status “bins” to categorize applications

 Assign probabilities of completion based on year one results

 Continuously update the model from our real time tracking system

Lesson Learned #2

Status Project 

count

kWh Probability Probability Based 

kWh

Pre-App - Reviewing 50 10,000,000 70.% 7,000,000

Pre-App - Approved 900 100,000,000 80.% 80,000,000

Final - Reviewing 100 20,000,000 90.% 18,000,000

Final - Approved 10 2,000,000 95.% 1,900,000

Final - Payment Requested 50 10,000,000 100.% 10,000,000

Final - Paid 750 112,500,000 100.% 112,500,000

Total 1860 254,500,000 229,400,000
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Adapt processes to account for smaller C&I projects

 To date, PY2 received almost 2000 application compared to 

773 applications of which only 479 were funded in PY1. 

 Received  many “chain” applications – up to 100 different 

sites- meaning up to 100 different projects in the tracking 

database. Others were smaller, specialized projects- so less 

savings per project 

 Many had custom components, so they needed to be 

calculated individually (including TRC calculations)

 Adapt processes to account for the fact that there are more 

smaller projects, develop systems to streamline processing 

and approvals to avoid spending too much time on very small 

projects. Fewer inspections on smaller projects and projects 

from more reliable trade allies

Lesson Learned #3
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Giving away CFLs to small businesses, even to those 

who specifically ask for a certain type, does not result 

in immediate savings

Lesson Learned #4

 Response rate for a typical direct mail campaign is about 2% -ComEd 
achieved a 25% response rate
 More than 35,000 small business customers participated

 More than 105,000 CFLs were distributed

 Calculated savings of 119% of plan target

 ComEd received credit for 13% of the savings reported at the end of 
the year
 Low installation rate- only 37% of customers had installed the CFLs within 

one month of receiving them. These customers will likely install the CFLs 
at some point-however the program may not receive credit

 High free-ridership - received a NTG of 56%

 Also a third of the CFLs that were installed went into homes instead of 
businesses- resulting in reduced operating hours and lower kWh (people 
took them home)
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Align program goals with service provider goals

Lesson Learned #5

 Portfolio success metrics are all performance-based

 PY1 contracts were all T&M or flat-fee contracts in order to 

accommodate the fast launch

 Performance-based incentives and contracts align all parties’ goals

 Team members cannot be successful without working toward MWh 

savings

 Example – C&I Prescriptive/Custom contract shifted from T&M to 

$/kWh

 Processing turnaround-time decreased

Customer satisfaction increased
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Manage and track program data to reduce cancellation 

rates for Appliance Recycling

Lesson Learned #6

 Over 25% of units scheduled do not result in “completions”

 Customer cancellations, reschedules, unacceptable units (too 

small, not working) and missed appointments

 Non pick-ups increasing overall unit acquisition cost

 Conducted an analysis to determine and categorize the reasons 

for cancellation. A re-scheduled pickup  is the cheapest 

appliance to acquire.

 Added data points to the intake process to aid the analysis

 Began a strategy to reduce cancellations including outbound 

calls to those who indicated schedule conflicts
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Lesson Learned #6

Appliance Recycling Stats PY2
actuals thru 12/27/09
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Never launch an air conditioning tune-up program in 

June!

 CACES* Challenges:

 June 1st Program Launch 

 On-Line Contractor Interface 

 Field Diagnostics Service AssistantTM

 CACES Successes:

 HVAC Distributors

 Contractor Success Stories 

*Central Air Conditioning Efficiency Services

Lesson Learned #7
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Residential ENERGY STAR lighting – CFL education 

needed on proper usage, mercury content, and 

disposal

Lesson Learned #8

 Significant time spent on educating public officials about 
the mercury content in CFLs 

 Decreased foot traffic at retail due to the economy

 Harder to get “good placement” at retail

 12 retailers with more than 660 locations

 Performed more than 100 lighting demos

 Sponsored recycling at The Home Depot, ACE 

 Hardware, & True Value locations

 Drive immediate installation – “Replace those 

old light bulbs now!”
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Difficult to establish an energy efficiency sub-brand 

(Smart Ideas) with no advertising

Lesson Learned #9

 Create overall increased awareness of need for energy efficiency, and 
drive participation in utility programs

 In a 2009 ComEd Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Awareness, 
Attitude and Behavior Survey of 600 participants:

Q: What programs, brands, or labels have you heard of:

 17% were aware of ENERGY STAR (unaided) 

 0% aware of Smart Ideas (unaided)

 Survey also showed ComEd customers lagging nation in:

 Feeling it’s important to save energy in their homes

Concern for the environment

Concern about home energy costs increasing

 Implementing home energy efficiency improvements
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Obtain legislation that allows for the management of 

a three year portfolio rather than three one-year 

portfolio of programs!

Lesson Learned #10

 Challenges:

 Has created the need for establishing and managing a waitlist for the 
demand created by the non-residential customers

 Significant oversight needed to manage oversight of lighting products in 
retail stores

 Does not allow for significant “roll-over” of MWh’s gained in each program 
year

 Delay in evaluation results is difficult to incorporate needed changes 6 
months into the next program year

 Successes:

 Overachieved Program Year 1 MWh goals by 10%

 Delivered programs under budget despite under collection of Rider funds
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Thank You!



Energy Optimization

Program Launch Experience

January 13, 2010

Mike McNalley

Director, Energy Efficiency and Business Energy Services

DTE Energy



Key Energy Optimization (EO) 
Elements of Michigan Legislation

Compliance
Options

Targets

Funding

ÅIncludes energy efficiency, conservation, and demand response (electric)

ÅProviders (utilities) can operate compliance programs or fund a state 

program

ÅLarge electric customers may self-administer

ÅLegislation limits annual EO spending and cost recovery 

ÅA customer surcharge was authorized for each class

ÅFunds received from a customer class must be spent on that class

ÅAll classes contribute toward low income residential programs

ÅTargets for Detroit Edison and MichCon began in 2009

ÅRequires Detroit Edison programs to ramp to 1% annual savings by 2012

ÅRequires MichCon programs to ramp to 0.75% savings by 2012

Overview

ÅLegislation was enacted October 2008

ÅIncluded 120 days to file followed by 90 day contested case proceeding

ÅAll utilities, munis and co-ops in Michigan required to participate



Initial Challenges

Å File and gain approval for two EO programs

ï Must achieve the savings targets and stay within the spending caps

ï Must be cost-effective (USRCT > 1.0)

ï Agree with staff and other utilities on technical details (eg., Deemed Savings 

Database)

ï Define all programs, set launch time table

ï Do the math, create the filing and all exhibits and testimony

ï Prepare for cross examination

Å Define and staff organization

Å Create and execute vendor strategy

Å Create branding and marketing strategies



Key Decisions

Å Legislation allowed several options, which we had to decide and 

support in our filing:

ï Whether to run our own program or fund the stateôs

ï Whether to capitalize any program expense (allowed ~2/3)

ï Length of the filing (2 -6 years)

ï Whether to use in-house labor or outsource some/all program administration

ï How to recover uncollectible surcharge amounts

ï Recommend an Incentive and file accordingly



Energy Optimization filing summary

Å Filed a 31 month plan on March 4th, received approval on June 2nd

Å Filed plan exceeds targets within spending caps each year for both utilities

Å Surcharges began on June 3rd, programs rolled out over the summer

Detroit Edison Target Plan Target Plan Target Plan

Spending ï % Retail Rev.0.75% 0.63% 1.00% 0.86% 1.50% 1.23%

Spending ($M) $31.7 $26.7 $42.9 $36.8 $64.7 $53.0 

Electric Savings - % Sales 0.30% 0.33% 0.50% 0.55% 0.75% 0.82%

Electric Savings  - GWh 146 160 225 251 334 372

MichCon

Spending ï % Retail Rev.0.75% 0.49% 1.00% 0.72% 1.50% 1.24%

Spending ($M) $13.7 $9.0 $21.8 $15.7 $27.7 $22.9

Gas Savings - % Sales 0.10% 0.12% 0.25% 0.28% 0.50% 0.55%

Gas Savings - BCF 0.176 0.207 0.427 0.475 0.830 0.908

2009 2010 2011



Your Energy Savings Program 

Offerings

Residential ProgramsCommercial & Industrial Programs

ENERGY STAR ®

Appliance Recycling

Heating, Cooling and Water Heating

Apartment and Condo Programs

Energy Audits & Weatherization

New Construction Programs

Energy Efficiency Assistance

Prescriptive Incentives  

Custom Energy Efficiency Projects

New Construction Program



Benefits of the EO program

Detroit Edison MichCon

Program AvoidedCost- $ $489 M ς4 x cost $109M ς2 x cost

Program Savings - Energy 6,633GWh 20.7 BCF

Program Cost/unit energy $0.0172 per KWh $0.22 per ccf

Å EO benefits the residents and businesses in the State of Michigan

ï EO program helps customers control their energy bills

ï Improves environment by controlling energy consumption/production

ï Delays the need for a base load power plant

ï Creates jobs throughout the State (consulting service, home 

improvement services, etc)

ï Attracts new business to Michigan  (products and new technologies)



2009 Accomplishments

Å Coordinated and filed two EO plans (MichCon and Detroit Edison) on March 4th, within 90 

days of the MPSC temporary order.  Plans approved in early May.

Å Achieved a favorable outcome on the utility incentive structure ï15% of EO cost by 

hitting 115% of legislated minimum saving

Å Established 7 contracts to implement the program with cumulative value of $120M over 3 

years

Å Established contracts for baseline studies (saturation, potential) and evaluation

Å Fully staffed an EO team in a very challenging time in early 2009

Å Established a complex accounting structure to assure visibility of legislated and ordered 

spending limits, program level financial detail, and roll-ups to DECo, MichCon and DTE 

Energy

Å Launched programs and branding the in the first month after the program was approved

Å Absorbed 20% reduction for DECO and 36% reduction for MichCon in projected revenue 

from filing and maintained neutral cash flow (commission decisions and 

weather/economy)

Å Cash flow targets achieved

Å Projecting to hit 115% of legislated savings, potentially earning $4M in 2010 net income 

through the utility performance incentive

Å Preparing new filing to increase the residential program size

Regulatory

Contracting

Capabilities & 
Infrastructure

Results



Lessons Learned

Å Early build of infrastructure was critical (but risky), both to ramp up programs and stay 

ahead of vendors.  
Å Program staff: Marketing, Finance, Engineering, Mathematics & Statistics

Å Supply Chain engagement is essential
Å Fast RFP and contracting processes were needed given the compressed timelines, should 

have expected multiple extension requests from bidders

Å We should have set interim targets for implementation contractors so we had tools to work 

with before year-end crises emerged

Å Our EO Programs have to fit with broader internal goals and corporate priorities
Å Our PoP merchandising works well enough, but have the impact we would like.

Å Spending/funding constraints need visibility so clear decisions can be quickly made

Å Branding research, focus group results and corporate objectives not always aligned

Å Defining the tracking tool and getting it operational quickly is critical to internal 

management of the programs and later verification of the results

Å Having good friends helps a lot!
Å MEEA, CEE, Utilities that have gone before, key practitioners and consultants



New Challenges

Å Can we increase the programôs long-term energy savings goals?  
Å MI legislation limits cost recovery to 2% of utility revenue

Å We have headroom in residential, but not commercial or industrial

Å Making collaboratives as productive as possible:
Å We want broad input and guidance

Å But, weôre on the hook for results

Å How will we coordinate with federal programs?
Å ARRA

Å Cash for Caulkers

Å How do we build support among the business communities?

Å How do we stay abreast of new opportunities and operationalize the winners?
Å Technologies

Å Marketing approaches



Thank You

Mike McNalley
Director, Energy Efficiency and Business Energy Services

mcnalleym@dteenergy.com

313-235-4626

Emmett Romine
Manager, Energy Optimization

rominee@dteenergy.com

313-235-5824

mailto:mcnalleym@dteenergy.com
mailto:rominee@dteenergy.com
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Lessons Learned in Starting and Ramping Up Energy 
Efficiency Programs 
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Midwest Energy Solutions Conference 2010
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gridSMARTohio.com

ÅOverview

ÅOhio Legislative & Regulatory 

Requirements

ÅWhere We Are Today

ÅLessons Learned in Starting and Ramping 

Up EE/PDR Programs

Agenda
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AEP

38,000 MW generation capacity

(70% Coal fired)

39,000 miles of transmission

10% of Eastern Interconnect and 
11% or ERCOT (Texas)

AEP Ohio (90% Coal fired)

1,500,000 customers

1,568 employees

Operating companies:

-Ohio Power Company

-Columbus Southern Power

-Wheeling Power

AEP Overview
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State of Ohio - Legislation

ÅSB 221 requires 22.2% cumulative kWh 
reductions through energy efficiency 
programs by 2025 and 7.75% cumulative 
demand reduction by 2018.

ÅSB 221 has 25% Alternative Energy 
Portfolio Standard: Minimum 12.5% from 
Renewables and the rest from Advanced 
Energy (a portion of which can include EE). 
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SB221 SB221

year incremental cumulative year incremental cumulative

2009 0.3% 0.3% 2009 1.00% 1.00%

2010 0.5% 0.8% 2010 0.75% 1.75%

2011 0.7% 1.5% 2011 0.75% 2.50%

2012 0.8% 2.3% 2012 0.75% 3.25%

2013 0.9% 3.2% 2013 0.75% 4.00%

2014 1.0% 4.2% 2014 0.75% 4.75%

2015 1.0% 5.2% 2015 0.75% 5.50%

2016 1.0% 6.2% 2016 0.75% 6.25%

2017 1.0% 7.2% 2017 0.75% 7.00%

2018 1.0% 8.2% 2018 0.75% 7.75%

2019 2.0% 10.2% 7.75%

2020 2.0% 12.2%

2021 2.0% 14.2%

2022 2.0% 16.2%

2023 2.0% 18.2%

2024 2.0% 20.2%

2025 2.0% 22.2%

22.2%

energy savings demand savings

cumulative total

cumulative total

Ohio SB 221 Requirements
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ÅEmpty EE/PDR rider ïAwaiting PUCO decision on 
cost recovery of $161.9 million in program costs for 
the 2009-2011 period.  Filed stipulated agreement 
with 10 parties representing interests of all customer 
classes.

ÅActual plus Committed spending over $19 million 
and growing.

Å2009 target ï137 gWhs

ÅPart yr convention achievement ï156 gWhs

ÅNormal annualized achievement ï241 gWhs

Where we are today
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Å The Collaborative process has been both helpful and 
instrumental in developing our program plans.

ï A pilot program fund is available to test current 
and future programs.

ï Plan to test Behavior Modification as well. 

ï 10 Collaborative members signed on to the 
Stipulation agreement filed in support of the 2009-
2011 Plan, cost recovery, distribution lost 
revenues and shared savings.

ï Green Rules final

Lessons Learned 
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Å We have been very pleased thus far with our 
implementation contractors in delivering cost 
effective results and being responsive and flexible in 
meeting our needs.  Without the resources they have 
brought to the table, none of the goals would have 
been attainable in 2009.  

Å We have two RFPs out for the Residential New 
Construction Program and the Residential Retrofit 
Program as well as contract negotiations underway 
with two other programs and hope to have the same 
initial success.

Å We are focused on best practices programs.

Lessons Learned 
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Å AEP Ohio has excellent relationships with its mid 
size to large commercial & industrial customers 
through long standing assigned account managers.  
Its key to why we have been successful in bringing 
over 940 business applications and the bulk of our 
energy savings in less than six months of program 
operation and these relationships will continue to 
assist in marketing programs to this customer group.

Å One issue is a challenge in Ohio Power with a heavy 
industrial base that causes high EE/PDR compliance 
targets yet these customers continue to struggle in 
this economy.  Program participation may become a 
concern.

Lessons Learned 
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Å Financial penalties prescribed for failure to 

meet incremental targets on an annual basis; 

however, it is difficult for AEP Ohio to 

continue providing programs without cost 

recovery. 

Challenges 
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Å Green rules require only incremental energy 

savings from a current codes or standards 

baseline, not an ñas foundò baseline.

Å Encourages AEP Ohio not to be supportive of 

new codes and standards that raise the 

baseline and put us at risk of not reaching 

compliance mandates.

Challenges 
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Å The TRC is the principle test used now in 

Ohio; however, the UCT should be used as 

the principle cost effectiveness test, 

particularly in calculating utility incentives 

since it most closely mirrors a supply side 

investment decision. 

Challenges 
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Å Part year convention for reporting in Ohio 

lowers first year savings significantly and 

doesnôt match up the kWhs counted with the 

costs expended.  Itôs also administratively 

burdensome.

Challenges 
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ÅHow DSM programs will be augmented by new 

technologies being deployed ïe.g., Smart Grid 

Demonstration

ïAligning goals through technology to enhance safety, 

reliability and efficiency of energy delivery

ÅHow to leverage rate-payer funded utility 

programs with the increased funding from state 

and federal sourcesïe.g., ARRA Appliance 

Efficiency programs

Opportunities on the Horizon
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Questions


