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 S T U D Y  O V E R V I E W  
In response to the goals outlined in Illinois’ Climate and Equitable Jobs Act (CEJA), ComEd is 
developing initiatives for workforce development, electrification, resiliency, and the renewable 
energy transition – and seeks to do so in a way that equitably addresses and works to correct historic 
environmental injustice. In parallel, ComEd is shifting away from formula rates to a performance-
based, multi-year rate plan. ComEd enlisted ILLUME and Industrial Economics (IEc) to perform this 
study to inform both its implementation strategy of CEJA’s goals. To develop its strategy, ComEd 
needs to understand: 

• The who: Recognize the indicators that identify under-resourced communities experiencing 
disproportionate environmental harms. 

• The how: Assess the barriers these disadvantaged communities (DACs) have historically faced 
related to environmental justice and the potential opportunities for ComEd to directly 
address them in partnership and/or by supporting others. 

Understanding the shared and different definitions of disadvantaged communities used by Illinois 
and other states, as well as the federal government, was key in informing this investigation into the 
barriers and opportunities to providing equitable service. Generally, differences in definitions result 
from the distinct policy objectives of the jurisdictions that developed them. In turn, entities like 
ComEd are seeking to understand the intent of these policy objectives in the performance of their 
services. For ComEd, this means employing a definition that identifies communities within the context 
of its business impacts. Once identified, ComEd can begin to address barriers that designated 
communities face to equitable service and explore opportunities to address those barriers. Specific 
barriers in utility service can be directly addressed through business policies and practices, whereas 
fundamental challenges faced by disadvantaged communities may require an enduring effort on the 
part of both public and private entities to bring equity to communities that have long been denied it.  

ComEd contracted ILLUME and IEc (“the Research Team”) to conduct this study. While ComEd offered 
data and information to support this work, ComEd did not direct ILLUME or IEc with respect the 
conclusions or recommendations reached. Both ILLUME and IEc have been deeply engaged in DAC 
research and conducted similar studies for California and New York. The Research Team came to this 
project with a strong foundation of collective experience with California Public Utilities staff, the 
United States Digital Services team (responsible for developing and rolling out the Justice40 
screening tool), and New York stakeholders. In addition, the Research Team participated in White 
House Environmental Justice Advisory Council public meetings and the Energy Equity Researchers 
Collaborative to share and learn about definition and criteria strategies. 
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About the term “Disadvantaged Communities”  

Many different words are used to describe “disadvantaged communities;” CEJA alone uses six 
unique terms to describe communities that may experience disproportionate impacts related to 
climate change and/or energy service delivery. At both the national and state level, there is no 
singular term to encompass these communities, and terms have specific meanings in certain 
contexts. It is challenging to have different, often nuanced definitions– and to align them with 
company and policy objectives. The future of equitable service will require new forms of 
collaboration between utilities, communities, stakeholders, and government; coordination 
around common terminology will be essential in designing initiatives and directing funds toward 
the end goal of equitably serving all communities. 

This document broadly references “disadvantaged communities” or “DACs” – we intentionally use 
this term, and not the six equity-focused terms referenced in CEJA – to encompass the myriad of 
indicators that may result in a geographic area that has been (and may continue to be) 
marginalized.  

 

Study Objectives 
The Research Team launched two workstreams: 1) understanding the equity landscape (both 
nationally and in the ComEd service territory), and 2) identifying barriers to equitable service and 
opportunities to address those barriers. We summarize the specific study objectives for each task in  

 

Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Study Objectives by Workstream 

EQUITY LANDSCAPE BARRIERS AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Understand how other jurisdictions (state and 
national level) define DACs. 

Identify barriers customers from DACs may face 
in realizing benefits from ComEd services. 

Understand terminology and indicators used 
across programs and jurisdictions to define 
DACs. 

Document constraints ComEd faces in 
equitably serving customers from DACs. 

Understand commonalities and differences in 
terminology and indicators across the 
programs and jurisdictions reviewed. 

Assess how ComEd’s current investments, 
offerings, and programs target these barriers. 

Summarize definitions and indicators that 
ComEd may consider as it seeks to equitably 
serve communities in its service territory. 

Evaluate opportunities for ComEd to address 
barriers and take meaningful action toward 
providing more equitable service. 
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Study Approach  
The Research Team took a three-pronged approach to conduct this study. While the Equity Landscape 
and Barriers and Opportunities workstreams had their own discrete activities, the Research Team 
invited 59 stakeholders representing varying interests to participate in interviews, share their 
perspectives and inform our findings; we conducted 27 interviews. We summarize the study approach 
for each workstream below.  

See Appendix 1: Methodology for a full summary of the research methodology
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Stakeholder Interviews  

The Research Team conducted virtual 
interviews with 27 stakeholders of varying 
perspectives (see stakeholder category 
descriptions in Figure 1. Stakeholder Interview 
Overview) at the national, state, and at the 
local/community level. Most participating 
organizations interviewed operate at the 
community level (i.e., towns or metropolitan 
regions). Stakeholders are defined first by their 
organizational scale (community, statewide, 
or national), followed by their sector (e.g., non-
profit, government entity, lender, alliance) and 
sub-sector (e.g., community advocacy, 
research center, economic development, etc.). 
The Research Team endeavored to include a 
broad range of sub-sectors in our interview 
sample to incorporate a broad range of 
perspectives into the study. 

The Equity Landscape 

To benchmark the equity landscape at the 
national level, the Research Team reviewed 11 
definitions and DAC screening tools from 
jurisdictions outside Illinois. To assess the 
landscape within Illinois, the Research Team 
reviewed legislation (e.g., CEJA, the Illinois 
Power Act), relevant Illinois programs and 
definitions (e.g., Long-Term Renewable 
Resources Procurement Plan (LTRRPP), IL 
Solar for All, IL R3 (Restore, Reinvest, Renew) 
Program). The Research Team also 
incorporated interview findings to understand 
the terminology and indicators that are most 
meaningful to stakeholders. 

Next, the Research Team performed a 
comparative analysis of terms and definitional 
criteria and indicators used inside and outside 
of Illinois to develop a list of priority criteria 
and indicators for ComEd’s consideration. 

Figure 1. Stakeholder Interview Overview 
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Finally, the research team mapped areas designated as EIECs, R3 areas, CEJA Environmental Justice 
Communities (EJCs), Solar for All EJCs, Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool (CEJST) DACs, 
Disproportionately Affected Areas, and historically redlined areas to assess CEJA’s EIEC definition and 
inform ComEd’s strategy.  

Barriers and Opportunities 

To understand the barriers customers in DACs face, the Research Team conducted secondary 
research (e.g., reports on barriers and opportunities developed by state agencies in New York, 
California, and Maryland). We also interviewed ComEd staff to understand the landscape of ComEd 
programs and investments, focusing on ways they intersect with known barriers. To complement this, 
the Research Team reviewed materials on ComEd’s programs and investments, including the initial 
Beneficial Electrification, Community of the Future, Give-A-Ray, and others. The Research Team also 
analyzed feedback from stakeholder interviews to understand local priorities. These activities led to 
a finalized table of barriers customers face to equitable energy service delivery. 

To investigate opportunities to address barriers, the Research Team first reviewed materials on 
energy equity frameworks and state- or city-level programs that focus on equity. Energy equity 
frameworks are systems to measure and assess equity across clean energy and energy efficiency 
investments. Equity frameworks reviewed included those discussed in the University of Michigan’s 
2022 Energy Equity Framework Report, E-Source’s 2022 white paper on equity frameworks, and the 
State of California’s “Planning and Investing for a Resilient California,” which was developed as a 
guidebook for California’s state agencies. We reviewed programs implemented in Cincinnati, 
Philadelphia, Houston, Atlanta, St. Paul, North Carolina, and Maryland.  

Finally, the Research Team identified potential opportunities for implementation. These 
opportunities are listed as potential and have not been ranked by impact or order of importance 
because our team feels more robust community feedback is needed before these opportunities can 
be prioritized in any meaningful way.  
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T H E  I M P E T U S  F O R  E Q U I T Y   
The Vision of CEJA 
Illinois’ Climate and Equitable Jobs Act (CEJA), enacted in 2021, is designed to foster a clean energy 
transformation that will create economic, environmental, and public health benefits for communities 
across the state. CEJA has several goals, including but not limited to:  

• Transitioning to a 100% renewable energy sector by 2050 
• Investing in workforce development in the renewable energy sector 
• Aligning utility regulation with state and consumer priorities, ensuring more transparency 

and accountability 

This ambitious legislation positions Illinois as one of the nation’s leaders – and the first state in the 
Midwest – to commit to net-zero emissions from the energy sector. To achieve these goals, CEJA 
institutes substantial public policy changes that revise the Illinois Governmental Ethics Act, the Public 
Utilities Act, and the Electric Vehicle Act. This policy transformation paves the way for new programs, 
investments, and requirements that will enable the state to meet CEJA’s goals.  

Among CEJA’s key priorities are measures intended to promote a more equitable, just transition to a 
clean energy economy. These measures are designed to provide members of disadvantaged 
communities (DACs) with more opportunities in clean energy technologies and energy-saving 
measures, as well as utility investments and rate structures that equitably serve community needs. 
CEJA builds on the equity focus that was established in the Future Energy Jobs Act (FEJA) and 
prioritizes equity based on the needs of customers. ComEd seeks to comply with both the spirit and 
the letter of CEJA and ensure that utility service provides real benefit to all the communities ComEd 
serves. 

The National Landscape 
Across the country, within Illinois, and even within CEJA, there are various criteria and definitions 
related to individuals and communities that are often referred to as “disadvantaged communities,” 
or DACs. This section: 

• Provides an overview of the various operative definitions of disadvantaged communities 
across the country and in Illinois, describing the indicators and rationale for the inclusion of 
those indicators.  

• Summarizes indicators that are not yet integrated within Illinois that ComEd may want to 
consider related and specific to their territory.  

• Provides considerations for ComEd as it works to address CEJA’s requirements and equitably 
serve members of DACs.  
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Defining and Identifying Communities  
Disadvantaged communities are referenced and defined differently across states and utilities. 
Through CEJA, Illinois has already defined several terms, including low-income, economically 
disadvantaged community, equity-focused population, and equity investment eligible community 
(EIEC), that seek to define the types of communities we refer to as “disadvantaged communities” in 
this study. Through this effort, the team sought to better understand the varying definitions and 
ensure ComEd’s terminology is inclusive of the needs of their communities.  

Disadvantaged Communities Terminology 
Many different words and definitions are used to describe what we call “disadvantaged communities.” 
There is no singular term or definition to encompass these communities, and terms may have specific 
meanings in certain contexts. Having many different, often nuanced, terms used by the utility, state, 
and stakeholders, along with the need to align with utility and/or state policy objectives, can be 
challenging for utilities to manage and the public to understand. There is a variety of terminology 
used across the national landscape. For example, terms such as “Environmental Justice” and 
“Environmental Justice Communities” are often used in legislation and DAC definitions or screening 
tools. The stakeholders we interviewed used “disadvantaged communities” most frequently, but also 
focused on terms that emphasized economic disadvantage, such as “economically disconnected,” 
“economically distressed,” “economic inequality,” and “economically disadvantaged.” 

Figure 2 below highlights the wide range of terminology used to describe “disadvantaged 
communities,” from both our interviews and the screening tools and DAC definitions from other 
jurisdictions we reviewed. It is important to note that jurisdictions often use more than one term, as 
several terms may be embedded in their equity efforts. Table 14. Summary of Terminology (Terms in 
green font are defined in CEJA) Definitions provide greater detail on the terms used. 
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Figure 2. Terms Used to Describe “Disadvantaged Communities” 

Stakeholder reactions to the term “disadvantaged communities” ranged from ambivalent to strong. 
Some stakeholders felt the term itself was less important, as it is a proxy for meaningful indicators. 
Others felt the term could have negative connotations. Some interview respondents used and 
preferred terms that specifically referenced race and/or class (e.g., “racially marginalized”) to 
acknowledge the external oppressive societal factors creating the conditions in these communities. 
These stakeholders further explained their preference for such terms by citing historic racist/classist 
policies, like redlining, which impacted community access to resources and services. 

CEJA defines several terms – equity investment eligible community (EIEC), which we discussed earlier, 
as well as low-income, economically disadvantaged community, and equity-focused population – that 
refer to people or communities that have been under-invested or disproportionally impacted by 
environmental harms. EIECs are defined as geographic areas that would benefit most from equitable 
investments to combat discrimination. CEJA draws on two already existing DAC definitions, the 
Illinois R3 Areas, and Environmental Justice Communities (EJCs) as defined by the Illinois Power 
Agency Act to identify EIECs geographically (Figure 3). While CEJA defines EIECs without a reference 
to race, the history of race is written onto Illinois communities in ways that ensure a significant 
correlation between the non-racial variables used by CEJA, and the race-aware language used by 
many interview respondents. 
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Figure 3. CEJA EIEC Definition 

 

Source of definitions: https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/102/SB/PDF/10200SB2408lv.pdf 

Disadvantaged Communities Definitions 
State policies primarily drive environmental justice and equity initiatives. While policies increasingly 
require states or utilities to address these issues, relatively few have established processes and 
metrics to do so – and few, if any, utilities have formal equity-focused plans of their own. There is no 
“best practice” manual to address these issues; they are state specific and highly driven by policy 
objectives (e.g., resiliency, equity, environmental justice). 

Purpose of DAC Definitions 

The purposes of DAC definitions vary across uses for permitting, program development, funding, and 
pollutant reductions, as well as tools for area designation, which narrow in on areas that should 
receive additional consideration during policy or program development.  

• Most frequently among the definitions we reviewed, the definitions used by EPA EJScreen, 
CalEnviroScreen, Connecticut, and IL DCEO all intend to inform program and policy 
development.  

• EPA EJScreen, IL EPA, and the definitions in Pennsylvania and New Jersey have permitting 
stated as their intended purposes.  

• Justice40, New York CLCPA, Connecticut distressed communities, Solar for All/LTRRPP, R3, 
and CEJA EIEC are all used for targeted funding tied to policy goals.  

https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/102/SB/PDF/10200SB2408lv.pdf
https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/102/SB/PDF/10200SB2408lv.pdf
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• Less frequently, definitions are used to act on pollutant reduction goals. These include the 
definitions in New York, Massachusetts, and Hawaii.  

KEY TAKEAWAY 

The intended use case of a DAC definition or screening tool affects the types of indicators 
used, geographic level, and calculations. Understanding the focus and limitations of DAC 
screening tools – and the indicators used to map them – will help utilities better address 
equity issues. 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

Currently, no utilities are using their own DAC definition. Utilities usually refer to state or 
federal definitions of DACs when defining them in their programs. 

Indicators or Criteria Used to Identify DACs 

Jurisdictions outside Illinois use many different indicators and approaches for identifying DACs. 

Indicator Types 

Most definitions use a blend of social, environmental, housing, and workforce indicators that attempt 
to reflect the nuanced elements that may impact communities. The CEJA EIEC definition does not 
include health vulnerability, climate risk, or environmental service indicators. These indicator types 
are also less frequently used in other jurisdictions which is reflective of the purposes for which 
definitions were created. Table 2 provides additional detail on the types of indicators used in the EIEC 
and other definitions. 



13 

 

Table 2. Types of Indicators Included in DAC Definitions 

 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

While the CEJA EIEC definition includes the most used indicators and addresses 
environmental risk factors through EJCs, it does not include health vulnerabilities or 
climate risk hazards. ComEd should be aware what the EIEC does not include, as 
communities that score highly in these areas may still warrant special consideration in 
some way, even if they are not the focus of regulatory compliance.  

Specific Indicators 

Other definitions the Research Team reviewed include a myriad of indicators to represent or 
operationalize the different concepts or indicator types discussed above. We found 100 different 
indicators across the EIEC definition and the 11 other screening tools and DAC definitions reviewed, 
and only 16 of those indicators are used in more than one of the jurisdictions outside Illinois (See 
Table 17 in Appendix 2: Disadvantaged Communities Definitions for the full list of indicators used 
across benchmarked definitions).  

The EIEC definition uses 24 different indicators (See Table 15 in Appendix 2: Disadvantaged 
Communities Definitions), including 10 of the 11 most used indicators. Including R3 areas in the EIEC 
definition incorporates six indicators unique to the CEJA EIEC definition (child poverty, free lunch, 
SNAP, gun injury, prison time, and cannabis-related arrest, conviction, and incarceration). While there 
are many ways to operationalize the concepts included in a DAC definition through different data 
points, some specific indicators are more widely used. Table 3 provides a list of the 11 indicators most 
used across the DAC definitions reviewed. 
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Table 3. Most Used Indicators Among Benchmarked Definitions 

 EIEC OTHER 
JURISDICTIO

NS (N=11) 

 
INCLUDED 

IN EJC 
INCLUDED 

IN R3 
Linguistic isolation 
Percent of limited English-speaking households. A household in which all 
members aged 14 years and over speak a non-English language and 
speak English less than “very well” (have difficulty with English) is 
linguistically isolated 

Yes No 9 

Unemployment levels 
Percent of the population over the age of 16 that is unemployed and 
eligible for the labor force 

No Yes 8 

High school degree 
Percent of the population age 25 years or older whose education level is 
less than a high school diploma 

Yes No 8 

Air quality (PM2.5 levels) 
Most often the modeled or monitored annual (or 3-year average) mean 
concentration of PM2.5 levels in air 

Yes No 8 

BIPOC or other racial indicator 
Various definitions for percent of population that is non-white, Black, 
Hispanic, Asian, or Indigenous, alone, or in combination with other races 

No No 8 

FPL (Federal Poverty Level) 
Various definitions for percent of population or households at 100%, 185%, 
or 200% of the FPL 

No Yes 7 

Lead paint 
Most often percent of housing units built pre-1960, as indicator of 
potential lead paint exposure 

Yes No 7 

Traffic volume or density 
Various definitions for density or count of vehicles to arrive at average 
annual daily traffic on major or all road segments 

Yes No 7 

Proximity to NPL (National Priorities List) sites 
Most often defined as a count of proposed and listed NPL sites within 5 km 
(or nearest one beyond 5 km), each divided by distance in kilometers 

Yes No 7 

Proximity to RMP (Risk Management Plan) facilities 
Most often defined as a count of RMP facilities within 5 km or nearest one 
beyond 5 km), divided by distance in kilometers 

Yes No 7 

Proximity to wastewater discharge 
Most often defined as a toxicity-weighted concentration in stream reach 
segments within 500 meters of a block centroid, divided by distance in 
meters 

Yes No 7 

While the CEJA EIEC definition excludes racial or ethnic indicators, most of the definitions the 
Research Team reviewed include racial indicators. While there are correlates to these indicators, 
racial and ethnic indicators are often included in definitions to capture vulnerable populations and 
historical discrimination that compounds issues. These indicators can also help identify BIPOC 
communities that may be more financially stable or in less polluted areas, but still disadvantaged due 
to having been historically disadvantaged. 

Other commonly used indicators that are not included in the EIEC definition include housing cost 
burden, heart disease, asthma, and low birth weight. While these indicators of DACs are not things 
ComEd can directly influence, they are important indicators of community health issues and could be 
indicators of heat vulnerability which ComEd could work to address through its investments and 
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programs. Table 20 in the Appendix provides additional detail on representing heat vulnerability. Less 
frequently used indicators that may be relevant for ComEd’s consideration include energy burden 
(included in Justice40/CEJST, NY Draft DAC Criteria, and in consideration in Hawaii), internet access 
(included in NY Draft DAC Criteria and in consideration in Hawaii), and 90-degree days (included in NY 
Draft DAC Criteria and in consideration in Hawaii). 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

The EIEC definition includes comprehensive indicators to identify DACs. As ComEd 
considers ways to operationalize the definition to support ComEd’s strategy, it may wish 
to consider which indicators will be most relevant and data supported. Race and ethnicity 
are among the most significant DAC indicators that CEJA does not include. It may be 
worthwhile for ComEd to remain aware of this omission because some of the most 
pronounced structural inequities that CEJA does address are themselves vestiges of 
explicit and public forms of racism, such as redlining. 

Stakeholder Input 

In interviews, stakeholders used many different characteristics to describe disadvantaged 
communities. Overall, interviewees mentioned race (n=13) and income (n=17) most frequently. Many 
times, these were most frequently mentioned because stakeholders recognized that these groups are 
disproportionately impacted by environmental harms. Stakeholders also discussed environmental 
burdens, housing conditions, and the state of the workforce and industry as important indicators. 
Aside from the commonly mentioned indicators—race and income—stakeholders often mentioned 
characteristics related to the type of work their organization does, or their area of expertise. For 
example, a stakeholder focused on public health would mention air quality and areas of air pollution, 
whereas a transportation-focused stakeholder might suggest things like distance to a transit stop or 
sidewalk conditions. While most interview respondents would also mention race and income in 
addition to other indicators, some stakeholders were exclusively focused on their areas of expertise 
and focus. 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

While the criteria and concepts used to identify DACs varied widely among stakeholders, 
the common threads around race, income, and their historical context provide an 
important foundation for ComEd to prioritize. 

Ways to Distinguish Communities and Populations 

Geographic boundaries do not always reflect the nuanced reality of communities. Geographic 
boundaries are typically used to define DAC areas because of a) public data availability and b) 
administrative practicalities to target services and measure progress. However, this approach both 



16 

 

overgeneralizes community needs and risks missing eligible individuals or groups. Some stakeholders 
believed that getting the most granular data available would be ideal for identifying communities.  

Like CEJA’s EIEC definition, which uses a combination of census tracts (R3 areas) and block groups 
(environmental justice communities), most of the definitions benchmarked define DACs with census 
geographies (n=8), of which six used the census tract and two used the census block group level. 
Others the Research Team reviewed use neighborhood (n=1), town (n=1), or are still determining the 
geographic level of detail (n=1).  

To help overcome the shortcomings of geographic definitions, some jurisdictions also incorporate 
individual criteria or other automatic qualifications. However, some use individual criteria in addition 
to geographic criteria to help address the risk of missing eligible individuals. For example, the 
following attributes are used in some states to automatically designate an area or household as a 
DAC: 

• Tribal land: California, New Jersey, and New York 
• Limited English-speaking: New Jersey 
• Low-income thresholds: New York and New Jersey  

KEY TAKEAWAY 

Eligibility criteria need to account for nuanced needs, and that “community” will not 
always cleanly align with geographic boundaries. To address this, ComEd could develop 
a two-way strategy to identify areas within established geographic boundaries as 
disadvantaged communities and apply household criteria to ensure customers do not get 
overlooked – for example, customers in rural areas that may not be in an EIEC-defined 
area. 

 

Stakeholder Input 

Community stakeholders (N=12) had varying definitions of “community.” Overall, stakeholders 
defined “community” as the sector or geographic area that the organization served which ranged from 
the neighborhood level to the state level. Some stakeholders (N=5) explained that—even within their 
organizations— “community” can be (and often is) context-dependent, existing at different scales. 
Some stakeholders defined community in less concrete ways and noted how a community should 
feel.  

The Research Team asked stakeholders (N=19) if they thought a demographic or geographic 
definition of DACS would be more appropriate for ComEd to consider. Half of the respondents thought 
a geographic definition is more important than a demographic definition – particularly in Chicago, 
where historic redlining and segregation are evident. The other half primarily thought that both 
definitions are equally important, as they feed into each other; only two respondents believed that 
demographic definitions are better than geographic ones. 
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Stakeholders also highlighted that the definitions for disadvantaged communities should come from 
within the communities themselves. However, some also discussed how having too firm of a 
boundary on a definition excludes communities that still need the same support and resources, but 
don’t fit into a strict definition.  

KEY TAKEAWAY 

The flexible approach around definitions we heard from stakeholder interviews may give 
ComEd discretion to apply the EIEC definition – and, potentially, additional indicators or 
criteria – to that which best serves its customers, bringing it closer to addressing the 
energy transformation needs of its DACs and ComEd’s business objectives. ComEd’s 
efforts to apply the definition should be informed by a robust stakeholder process to 
ensure it delivers optimal positive outcomes. In addition, ComEd should consider the 
regulatory and statutory implications in applying the EIEC definition. 
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T H E  E Q U I T Y  L A N D S C A P E  I N  
I L L I N O I S  

This section takes a closer look at the CEJA EIEC definition compared to other definitions in the 
ComEd service area, including Solar for All, Justice40/CEJST DACs, Disproportionately Affected Areas, 
and historically redlined areas. As shown throughout, the EIEC definition identifies a substantial 
portion of ComEd customers and represents disadvantage in ComEd's service area. While there may 
be potential opportunities for ComEd to consider enhancing it for its own purposes to ensure it 
adequately represents suburban and rural customers, low-income customers, and potential 
indicators of interest like heat vulnerability, if ComEd decides to deviate from existing definitions, it 
will need to carefully consider how to incorporate stakeholders in that process.  

Some stakeholders noted in interviews that existing definitions of DACs are the most appropriate to 
use, and one interviewee noted that it “would be easier if [ComEd] would just use what the state of IL 
already uses… and if that needs to be improved, they should join us in helping to improve it – but 
please don’t reinvent something!” 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

The EIEC definition is comprehensive and is a sound starting point for ComEd. ComEd 
could consider expanding the criteria to better identify additional areas of need by 
layering on the SFA-excluded tracts and the Justice40 tracts not included. By doing so, 
ComEd would add approximately 91,200 residential billing accounts to its definition, as 
shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Incremental Increase in Billing Accounts 

DAC DEFINITION 
# OF RESIDENTIAL BILLING ACCOUNTS 
ADDED 

CEJA EJCs* 1,039,457 

R3 Areas 237,898 

EIECs* 1,277,355 

Solar for All EJCs* 17,513 

Justice 40/CEJST DACs 73,696 

Expanded (“CEJA +” Definition) 1,368,564 

* Because ComEd provided billing account counts at the census tract level, the Research Team estimated the billing 
accounts represented by block group level definitions by multiplying the number of residential billing accounts by the 

proportion of a census tract’s population represented by the definition. 
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A map of this broader interpretation is available as Figure 9 in Appendix 2: Disadvantaged 
Communities Definitions. 

Equity Investment Eligible Communities (EIECs) 

As shown earlier in Figure 3, CEJA’s EIEC definition is comprised of:  

1) R3 Areas, which are defined at the census tract level, and 
2) Environmental Justice Communities as defined by the Illinois Power Agency pursuant to 

the Illinois Power Agency Act but excluding racial and ethnic indicators; defined at the census 
block group level. 

Census tracts generally have populations between 1,200 and 8,000 people, with an optimum size of 
4,000 people and their boundaries generally follow visible or identifiable features. In comparison, 
census block groups are divisions of census tracts, so therefore smaller. There are 2,229 census tracts 
and 6,666 census block groups in ComEd’s service area based on the 2010 census. The definitions we 
reviewed in Illinois all use the 2010 census boundaries; 2020 census boundaries changed significantly. 
Figure 4 displays the EIECs in ComEd’s service area.  

Figure 4. CEJA EIECs 
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Representing Disadvantage 

The EIEC definition includes a large percentage of the ComEd service area in terms of block groups, census 
tracts, number of census households, and number of residential billing accounts. Approximately 35% of 
household accounts in ComEd’s service area are designated as EIECs. Other local, state, and federal 
definitions identify a smaller portion of the census block groups, households, and ComEd customers as 
‘disadvantaged’ compared to the EIEC definition. Table 5 provides additional detail. 

Table 5. Portion of ComEd Service Area Identified as a DAC 

DAC DEFINITION 
RESIDENTIAL BILLING ACCOUNTS INCLUDED** 

#  % (N=3,274,471) 
R3 Areas 686,031 21% 

CEJA EJCs* 1,039,457 29% 

EIEC 1,277,355 36% 

Solar for All EJCs* 1,051,564 29% 

Justice 40/CEJST DACs 760,415 23% 

Disproportionately Affected Areas (IL DCEO) 612,569 19% 

Historically Redlined Grade C 836,358 26% 

Historically Redlined Grade D 508,322 16% 

*While Solar for All and CEJA both reference the EJC definition defined by the Illinois Power Agency Act, the CEJA EJC definition 
excludes racial and ethnic indicators, resulting in fewer CEJA EJCs. 
**Because ComEd provided billing account counts at the census tract level, the Research Team estimated the billing accounts 
represented by block group level definitions (CEJA EJC, EIEC, Solar for All EJC) by multiplying the number of residential billing 
accounts by the proportion of a census tract’s population represented by the definition. 

The EIEC definition captures a greater portion of the disadvantage in the ComEd service area than the Justice 
40/CEJST definition and the IL Department of Commerce’s Disproportionately Affected Areas. While this is 
expected since EIECs make up a larger portion of the ComEd service area, it does again seem to indicate that 
the EIEC definition effectively represents disadvantage in the ComEd service area. As an example, the 
qualifying census tracts of the EIEC definition capture 75% of the population in poverty under age 18, 71% of 
households with limited English proficiency, 65% of households with no vehicle available, and 64% of 
households without internet access. Table 24 in the appendix provides additional detail on the disadvantage 
captured by each of the definitions. 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

The EIEC definition alone captures a substantial portion of ComEd’s service area – more 
than any other definition benchmarked – and it captures the population expected. As a 
result, EIEC definition seems to effectively represents disadvantage in the ComEd service 
area. 
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Level of Urbanization of DACs 

EIECs are most common in urban areas of ComEd’s territory; while this is intuitive given population density, 

it could mean individual customers in suburban and rural areas who could benefit from equitable investment 

are overlooked. The Research Team used the National Center for Education Statistics to identify census tracts 

in ComEd’s service area as rural (census-defined remote, distant, or fringe rural territory), suburban 

(urbanized area outside a city or urban cluster), or urban (city). Using these criteria, 9% of the census tracts 

in ComEd’s service area are rural, 46% are suburban and 44% are urban. In comparison, 1% of census tracts 

with at least one census block group designated an EIEC are rural, 35% are suburban, and 65% are urban.  

Figure 9. "CEJA +" Definition (Includes all EIEC, Solar for All, and Justice40/CEJST DACs) 
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Table 21 and Table 22 in Appendix 2 provide additional detail. In interviews, some stakeholders 

discussed the differing needs of urban and rural communities and noted that the rural status of a 

community could be an indicator of a “disadvantaged” community. 

Figure 5. Percent of Census Tracts by Urbanization Level 

 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

ComEd may want to consider criteria or indicators beyond the EIEC definition, such as 
including individual criteria or conducting additional analysis of rural and suburban areas 
to ensure it is reaching customers in those areas who could benefit from equitable 
investment.  
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Demographic Characteristics of DACs 

Using census data, the Research Team found that the demographic characteristics of EIECs are very 
similar to Justice40/CEJST DACs with the following main differences: 

• BIPOC population is 6% higher in Justice40/CEJST DACs  
• Average population of children in poverty is 4% higher in Justice40/CEJST DACs 
• Average population of people aged 25+ with less than a bachelor’s degree is 4% higher in 

Justice40/CEJST DACs 
• Average households occupied by renters is 4% higher in Justice40/CEJST DACs 

Within EIECs, CEJA EJCs expand the parameters of the EIEC population compared to R3 areas. Table 

23 in Appendix 2 provides greater detail on the demographic characteristics of the population of 

ComEd’s service area and the population included in each of the definitions. 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

With no major differences between the demographics of EIEC areas and Justice40/CEJST 
DACs, it appears there are no major ‘misses’ with the EIEC definition from a demographic 
standpoint. 

Energy Use Characteristics of DACs 

According to the Low-Income Energy Affordability Data (LEAD) Tool, the average energy burden 
(energy cost including electricity, natural gas, and other fuels as a percent of income) for the state of 
Illinois is 2%.1 Using the census average median income and annualized average monthly ComEd 
electricity bill for the past 12 months, the Research Team calculated an average electric energy burden 
across the ComEd service area of 1.4%. The average electric energy burden in EIECs is 1.8% which is 
slightly lower than that in R3 areas alone, Justice40/CEJST DACs, and Disproportionately affected 
areas. Table 6 provides greater detail on the energy use characteristics of the population of ComEd’s 
service area and the population included in each of the definitions.

 
1 https://www.energy.gov/eere/slsc/maps/lead-tool  

https://www.energy.gov/eere/slsc/maps/lead-tool
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Table 6. Average Electric Energy Burden Over the Past 12 Months 

KEY TAKEAWAY 

Because energy burden is something ComEd can influence, ComEd may want to consider 
ways to incorporate electric or total energy burden into the EIEC definition. Incorporating 
the total energy burden could be useful in targeting areas most likely to benefit from 
investments from ComEd (e.g., services, programs). 

Overlap of Definitions in ComEd Service Area 

The Research Team took several different looks at how the different local and federal DAC definitions 
overlap within ComEd’s service area to understand the relationship between the definitions and 
potential opportunities to expand the EIEC definition by incorporating areas identified as DACs 
through other definitions. As shown in Table 7, the EIEC definition covers the majority of Solar for All 
EJCs, Justice40/CEJST DACs, Disproportionately Affected Areas, historically redlined areas, and 
INVEST South/West communities. Table 25 and Table 26 in Appendix 2: Disadvantaged Communities 
Definitions provide more detail on how the different definitions overlap.

DAC DEFINITION 

AVERAGE 
ELECTRICITY USE 
PAST 12 MONTHS 

(KWH) 

AVERAGE ELECTRIC 
BILL  

PER MONTH 

AVERAGE ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BURDEN 
PAST 12 MONTHS 

R3 Areas 5,716.82 $62 2.1% 

CEJA EJCs* 5,866.63 $66 1.7% 

EIEC* 5,963.73 $66 1.8% 

Solar for All EJCs* 5,839.95 $65 1.8% 

Justice 40/CEJST DACs 5,636.57 $62 2.0% 

Disproportionately Affected 
Areas (IL DCEO) 

5,618.04 $62 2.1% 

ComEd Service Area Overall 6,999.00 $75 1.4% 

Census Tracts that do not 
Contain an EIEC* 

7,685.00 $81 1.2% 

Census Tracts with SFA 
Block Groups that are not 
EIECs* 

6,140.00 $69 1.4% 

*Values for block level definitions are at the census tract level for all census tracts with at least one qualifying block group. 
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Table 7. EIEC Overlap with Other Definitions 

DEFINITION EIEC CENSUS TRACTS EIEC BILLING ACCOUNTS 

Solar for All EJCs  99% 99% 

Justice 40/CEJST DACs 99% 99% 

Disproportionately Affected Areas (IL DCEO) 100% 100% 

Historically Redlined Grade C  77% 76% 

Historically Redlined Grade D 85% 76% 

INVEST South/West 
94% of block groups in INVEST SW communities are 
in an EIEC 

As shown in Figure 6 below, there is a high degree of overlap (based on the number of residential 
customer accounts) between the EIEC, Solar for All, and Justice40 definitions, which further illustrates 
the representativeness of the EIEC definition. As indicated by the lighter brown area, 45% of 
residential accounts identified as a DAC by the EIEC, Solar for All, or Justice40 definition are identified 
by all three definitions. As indicated by the darker brown area, another 31% are identified by EIEC and 
Solar for All. 
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Figure 6. EIEC, Solar for All and Justice40 Overlap 

 

The map below shows the number of different definitions (R3, CEJA EJC, Solar for All EJC, 
Disproportionately Affected Area, Justice40/CEJST DAC, Historically Redlined Grade C or Grade D, and 
INVEST South/West) identifying a census tract as a DAC. Census tracts included in the largest number 
of definitions are predominantly in urban areas (Figure 5). Figure 10 through Figure 13 in the Appendix 
display the overlap between the EIEC definition and other definitions individually. 

Note: You can view the complete interactive map illustrating DAC definitions per census tract here. 

 

https://illumeadvising.com/files/DAC-Definitions-Per-Block-Group-Combined-RedLine-C-or-D-2-1.html
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Figure 7. Number of DAC Definitions by Census Tract 

Solar for All Environmental Justice Communities That Are Not EIECs 

We compared characteristics of EIECs, Solar for All EJCs, and ComEd's service territory. Our analysis 
suggests that EIEC is a strong starting point for ComEd. As noted previously, while both CEJA and 
Solar for all reference the EJC definition as defined by the Illinois Power Agency Act, the CEJA 
definition of EJCs excludes the racial and ethnic indicators that are included in that definition. This 
leaves 33 census block groups containing 16,438 households in 32 census tracts that are defined as 
EJCs by Solar for All, but not defined as EIECs because they do not meet the criteria for a CEJA EJC or 
R3 area (Figure 8). Twenty-four of these block groups are in census tracts that have other block groups 
that do qualify as EIECs and eight are in census tracts that do not have any block groups considered 
an EIEC. 
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Figure 8. Excluded Solar for All Block Groups 

 

Compared to census tracts that have census block groups that are EIECs, census tracts with excluded 
Solar for All EJCs have (see Table 23. 2010 Census Characteristics in the Appendix for additional 
detail): 

• Fewer households without a vehicle (12% compared to 19%) 
• Lower population in poverty under 18 (16% compared to 29%) 
• Lower population over age 25 without a bachelor's degree (69% compared to 78%) 
• Fewer households that are renters (44% compared to 50%) 
• More households with residents born in another country and/or speak a language other than 

English at home (29% compared to 20%) 
• Higher average median incomes ($63,038 compared to $49,777) 

Compared to the ComEd service area overall, census tracts with excluded Solar for All EJCs have: 

• More residents born in another country (29% compared to 17%) 
• People speaking a language other than English at home (51% compared to 28%) 
• Lower average median incomes ($63,038 compared to $74,260) 
• Larger BIPOC population (71% compared to 49%) 

This provides further evidence suggesting that the CEJA EIEC definition is a strong starting point for 
ComEd.  



29 

 

Recommendations to Advance Equity 
Below, we summarize two goals related to defining disadvantaged communities—and associated 
recommendations for achieving those goals—ComEd should consider in its journey toward equitable 
energy investments.  

ComEd understands how—and to what end—it will apply the EIEC 
definition. 

Before deciding how, or if, to enhance the EIEC definition——ComEd needs to clearly articulate how, 
and to what end, the definition will be used.  Likely considerations include efforts to: 

• Comply with obligations as set forth by the Illinois Commerce Commission (ICC), such as 
equitable delivery of electric services 

• Assess cost distributions across customer segments 
• Identify revenue-generating opportunities, particularly related to program performance 

incentives and capital investments 
• Consider customer impacts of proposed projects and programs 
• Develop community-level service plans 
• Reduce energy cost burden 

By having a clear application, ComEd can develop selection criteria that will inform its discrete service 
needs within the utility context of CEJA objectives.  Adoption of a DAC definition inclusive of broader 
public policy goals (i.e., “public health outcomes”) is not recommended because the scope and 
objectives are likely beyond ComEd’s resources and outside its area of competence, which could 
result in “performative” rather than “effective” implementation. Instead, it should look to indicators 
that are within its area of control that enhance or inhibit the well-being of its customers. 

RECOMMENDATION:  

ComEd should determine how it will apply the EIEC definition to inform its 
investments and programs and determine downstream implications. 

ComEd should move forward with applying the EIEC definition, and considering additional criteria or 
indicators, only after it has reached internal alignment on the goals and use case of the DAC definition 
by understanding the downstream implications of its DAC definition. For example, ComEd will need 
to adapt its own DAC criteria from the state's definition; therefore, it should leverage CEJA’s Equity 
Investment Eligible Communities (EIEC) definition as a starting point. Moreover, ComEd should have 
a clear understanding of the internal investments that will come with serving customers in DACs. 
Equity is not equal; it will require the reallocation of time, resources, and money to meet the needs of 
customers who live in DACs.  
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RECOMMENDATION:  

ComEd should analyze and map investments, programs, and initiatives to identify 
coverage gaps and facilitate the integration of ComEd’s emerging DAC assessment 
and goals. 

ComEd has a suite of investments, programs and initiatives that directly or indirectly serve customers 
in DACs. As the utility builds out its DAC strategy, it should assess what programs will be impacted 
and the services they provide in DACs. Moreover, by identifying the current equity limitations of these 
programs relative to its adopted equity definition (i.e., eligibility requirements), ComEd can anticipate 
what program design adjustments may be needed. ComEd should do a thorough analysis of the 
services they provide in DACs (using the EIEC definition) compared to areas that are not EIECs to 
better understand the disparities they are trying to address and to inform their DAC strategy. To do 
so, ComEd should leverage the data they may already collect and analyze the following: 

• Reliability (ComEd has done this) 
• Disconnections 
• Online account usage 
• Customer service call volume (by categorization if ComEd categorizes calls) 
• Payment Assistance 
• EE Program Metrics 

o Participation 
o Savings 
o Measure penetration (e.g., are there certain areas that are not receiving certain 

measures) 
o Applications that do not receive rebates 
o Home Energy Assessments 

 Conversions 
 No-Shows  

ComEd applies the EIEC definition, so it aligns with ComEd’s core 
mission.  

Several jurisdictions—most notably, California and New York—have undertaken efforts to define 
DACs. This is overlaid with federal efforts (e.g., Justice40). These definitions, however, are not utility 
specific. Moreover, there are significant gaps between included indicators in the CEJA definition that 
serve state policy goals and excluded indicators that might serve utility customer needs (e.g., climate 
impacts, energy burdens, race) – in short, the included indicators may not always identify the 
customers ComEd is trying to reach. To address this, ComEd should adapt the statewide CEJA 
definition (EIEC) to align with its sphere of influence.  

The intended use case of a DAC definition affects the types of indicators used, geographic level, and 
calculations. ComEd will need to consider its purposes for identifying DACs and how they may differ 
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from CEJA’s reasons for identifying EIECs. In other words, ComEd should articulate the “why” in 
seeking to serve DACs and ensure the indicators align with those goals. For example, ComEd might 
want to prioritize a forward-looking perspective that captures climate risks or a historical perspective 
that accounts for systemic inequities, such as redlining. ComEd may also choose to encompass both. 

RECOMMENDATION:  
ComEd should identify where and how to best apply CEJA’s EIEC definition (I.E., The 
“CEJA+” Definition). 

The CEJA definition of EIECs is comprehensive and integrates community perspectives. It draws on 
the Illinois R3 areas and Environmental Justice Communities defined by the Illinois Power Agency Act 
and intends to represent geographic areas that would benefit most from equitable investments to 
combat discrimination. While CEJA’s EIEC definition is a strong starting point, CEJA was developed 
for broader state policy goals and may not necessarily reflect ComEd’s intended goals. ComEd should 
assess the EIEC definition considering ComEd’s mission, plans, and resources; if there is 
misalignment, ComEd should modify it accordingly so that it more precisely aligns with the utility’s 
mission, plans, and resources – and balances community needs and expectations.  

Like the EIEC definition, most definitions from peer jurisdictions use a blend of social, environmental, 
housing, and workforce indicators that attempt to reflect the nuanced elements that may impact 
communities. The EIEC definition does not include health vulnerability, climate risk, or environmental 
service indicators, which are also less frequently used in other jurisdictions. However, the EIEC 
definition uses 24 different indicators, including 10 of the 11 most used indicators we identified in our 
benchmarking effort. By including R3 areas, the EIEC definition incorporates six indicators unique to 
the CEJA EIEC definition (child poverty, free lunch, SNAP, gun injury, prison time). The indicators EIEC 
includes to identify eligible communities are relatively comprehensive, and a reasonable starting 
point for ComEd to apply the CEJA definition in a way that aligns with the utility scope of influence 
(i.e., the “CEJA+” definition).  

Importantly, quantitative indicators in geographic boundaries do not necessarily reflect the specific 
needs of customers in DACs. ComEd will need to directly engage with those communities to fully 
understand their needs. ComEd should layer its business objectives with the needs identified by 
stakeholders to home in on the scale and scope of how it applies the CEJA definition.  

RECOMMENDATION:  
ComEd should determine which indicators or criteria to include in a “CEJA+” definition 
based on a gap analysis. 

As ComEd considers the application of CEJA’s EIEC definition, it may consider which indicators will 
be most relevant to the purpose at hand and supported by available data sources. One solution is to 
go beyond the EIEC definition to include Justice40 DACs and Solar for All Environmental Justice 
Communities that are not considered EIECs to identify additional areas with a high Black, Indigenous, 
and People of Color (BIPOC) population and/or high energy burden. 
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For example, while the EIEC definition excludes racial or ethnic indicators, most of the definitions the 
Research Team reviewed do include racial indicators. Other indicators used by five or more of the 
benchmarked jurisdictions which are not included in the EIEC definition include housing cost burden, 
heart disease, asthma, and low birth weight. Some of the other indicators used by fewer jurisdictions 
that may be relevant to ComEd include energy burden (included in Justice40/Climate and Economic 
Justice Screening Tool (CEJST), NY Draft DAC Criteria, and in consideration in Hawaii), internet access 
(included in NY Draft DAC Criteria and in consideration in Hawaii), and 90-degree days (included in NY 
Draft DAC Criteria and in consideration in Hawaii).  

Given that vulnerable customers may not always live in a DAC-defined area, ComEd may want to 
consider mechanisms to identify these individuals and address their needs.  We recognize that serving 
customers equitably means looking outside of communities identified as DACs. ComEd should 
explore the use of demographic indicators (in addition to geographic indicators) to best serve these 
customers. Using this study as a foundation, ComEd should define the indicators that will enable the 
organization to identify and serve DACs most effectively.  

RECOMMENDATION:  
ComEd should establish a common language to identify target populations, engaging 
stakeholders from DACs in the process. 

ComEd should be aware of when specific terms have specific definitions (e.g., those defined by CEJA). 
ComEd should also be aware of which general terms have negative connotations among internal and 
external stakeholders. ComEd needs to define the words they are using and clarify why they are using 
them internally to ensure consistency in understanding and usage across the company. This could 
include both specific terms defined by CEJA and any general terms ComEd would like to standardize 
for corporate use. 

Authentic stakeholder engagement is critical for ComEd to meet the needs of historically 
marginalized communities. Stakeholders interviewed cited community engagement as an integral 
component for ComEd to effectively serve DACs. When asked: what should ComEd do to ensure it 
does its part to deliver on the promise of CEJA’s vision for disadvantaged communities? more than 
half of respondents discussed changing ComEd’s customer engagement approach to show that it 
values community voices. Moreover, several respondents noted that people who live in 
disadvantaged communities should play an integral role in defining them. 

This emphasis on community engagement mirrors the approach other jurisdictions have taken in 
developing a DAC definition. New York, for example, created the New York Climate Justice Working 
Group (CJWG), which includes environmental justice representatives from across the state. The CJWG 
was integral in developing the state’s DAC definition and continues to advise how to incorporate 
DACs’ needs into the state’s climate plans. However, we note that these definitions were developed 
for statewide purposes beyond that of utilities, so a definition more focused on what ComEd can 
deliver as part of its obligation to provide safe, affordable, clean, and reliable energy should be the 
goal. Even if ComEd is looking to enhance the EIEC definition, the organization should develop a draft 
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DAC definition, then facilitate stakeholder workshops to get community input that will inform the final 
definition. The importance – and magnitude – of this kind of stakeholder engagement effort should 
not be understated. ComEd may way to emulate how New York engaged the CJWG as it builds a 
stakeholder engagement strategy. 

RECOMMENDATION:  
ComEd and regulators should have a clear shared understanding of what is within 
ComEd's sphere of influence around serving EIECs -- and a shared understanding of how 
the current regulatory structure may limit ComEd's ability to fully serve these 
communities. 

Existing cost-effectiveness models do not typically account for non-energy impacts that are inherent 
in equity initiatives, as well as initiatives highlighted in CEJA (e.g., workforce development, 
decarbonization). While perhaps not currently subject to traditional cost-effectiveness tools, there 
may come a point where the utilities need to report on the value of their activities, economically and 
otherwise. In its most basic sense, cost-effectiveness is determined by the number of customers 
served (or units provided) by a project/program/initiative within a given budget.  Under this construct, 
customers with greater needs and higher program intervention costs could be deemed “hard-to-
serve" resulting in unintentionally under-resourcing or under-serving these customers in the name of 
economic efficacy. ComEd should help the ICC and other stakeholders understand that current 
regulatory cost-effectiveness requirements for rate and energy programs may work against equity 
goals – and begin conversations to explore solutions.  

A non-energy example that may help to illustrate this thinking, Chicago Public Schools uses the term 
resource equity to describe its strategy for student learning: “the allocation and use of resources—
people, time, and money—to create student experiences that enable all children to reach 
empowering, rigorous learning outcomes, no matter their race or income. This means spending more 
on students who face greater learning challenges and organizing resources—people, time, and 
money—in ways that accelerate learning.” ComEd may want to consider the concept of resource 
equity as it coordinates with the ICC and other stakeholders to develop energy needs-based DAC 
criteria. 
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B A R R I E R S  A N D  O P P O R T U N I T I E S  
F O R  C U S T O M E R S  I N  

D I S A D V A N TA G E D  C O M M U N I T I E S  
Introduction 
This chapter presents findings from our initial research on understanding the barriers that members 
of DACs face in achieving an optimal experience with ComEd, as well as opportunities ComEd can 
pursue to address and mitigate these barriers. The presentation is guided by our understanding of 
the energy equity frameworks noted above. We recommend that ComEd consider these frameworks 
in identifying the barriers faced by customers in DACs and pursuing opportunities to overcome these 
barriers. Identifying these barriers and opportunities is a first step toward engaging in actions that 
will promote more equitable access to a safe, reliable, efficient, and affordable clean energy future.  

Note that the first half of this chapter outlines the barriers customers face to accessing clean energy 
and energy efficiency services. The second half of this chapter documents recommendations ComEd 
should consider to address those barriers – and potential opportunities, or tactics, it might engage 
to do so.  

Barriers 
Barriers are the challenges faced by customers in DACs around accessing energy efficiency and clean 
energy services and experiencing an optimal relationship with ComEd.  

Categorization of Barriers  
Access to a reliable source of electricity is critical to a community’s health, safety, and ability to enjoy 
the benefits of many of the technological advances achieved over the past 150 years. Equitable access 
to these benefits, however, is not a given, particularly for members of disadvantaged communities. 
These communities face a variety of barriers in accessing energy efficiency and clean energy services, 
and more broadly, in participating in the communities and economies that are served by ComEd and 
its investments. Informed by stakeholder input and the rapidly advancing equity literature, and 
aligned with the state of New York’s barriers categorization and the Energy Equity Project Framework, 
we categorize these barriers across four dimensions, outlined below:2 

 
2 Energy Equity Project, 2022. “Energy Equity Framework: Combining data and qualitative approaches to ensure equity in 
the energy transition.” University of Michigan – School for Environment and Sustainability (SEAS).  
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Historical, Identity, and Structural Barriers 

These barriers encompass a broad range of historical economic circumstances or physical conditions 
that affect program and investment opportunities. For example, aging buildings or housing stock can 
prevent the installation of clean energy and energy efficiency technologies like solar panels and heat 
pumps. In addition, broad impacts related to historical patterns of inequality (like poor mortgage 
ratings, redlining, and structural racism) create barriers for people in DACs. Barriers related to 
economic conditions within this category are not simply related to individual finances.   

Security, Resources, and Affordability Barriers 

These barriers include household and community security, capacity, resource availability, and 
affordability. What these barriers look like to customers include limited time (or, in the case of 
commercial customers, limited personnel) to be able to engage with ComEd, insufficient personal 
data systems, lack of access to professional networks, and lack of access to financing options. This 
barrier category recognizes that customers have limited time, energy, and resources to devote to 
participating in ComEd programs and other services that may improve their access to energy 
resources.  

Community Perspectives and Trust Barriers 

Household and community perceptions of agencies (including utilities) and energy programs can 
create barriers to energy equity. These barriers include a lack of trust that, in some cases, has 
developed over decades. Other examples include customer perceptions of ComEd’s reputation or an 
incomplete understanding of ComEd’s program offerings. While ComEd may not be solely responsible 
for community member perceptions or degraded trust, the utility’s relationship with customers is 
affected by those perceptions.  

Program Design, Implementation, and Access Barriers 

These barriers include the administrative requirements and program strategies that make up 
ComEd’s program design and implementation efforts. Poor design of these factors can limit 
participation and impede success in serving customers. Programs that require onerous and/or 
evolving customer eligibility documentation, involve complex procedures for participation, place 
insufficient emphasis on customer-friendly design, or are misaligned with other community efforts 
create barriers to entry for customers in DACs. Overcoming these barriers may require an additional 
investment on ComEd’s part to streamline program design and facilitate customer participation. We 
describe these barriers from the perspective of ComEd’s customers, not from the perspective of 
ComEd. While some of the barriers that customers face cannot be directly resolved by ComEd, 
recognizing them is an important step in designing programs or initiatives that can navigate them 
effectively. 
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Key Barriers to Accessing ComEd Services  
As discussed above, we identified four categories of barriers related to accessing ComEd’s services, programs, and investments. The tables below 
detail barriers within each category. For each barrier, we also link to related potential opportunities; note that some recommendations and potential 
opportunities can address numerous barriers. In these cases, the reader will note potential opportunities repeated in the table. All opportunities 
and recommendations are detailed in the Recommendations and Potential Opportunities section.3  

Table 8. Historical, Identity, and Structural Barriers 

BARRIER BARRIER DETAILS UTILITY PERSPECTIVE POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES 

1. Housing conditions 
within DACs may not 
be adequate enough 
to support 
improvements offered 
through ComEd 
investments and 
programs. 

DAC customers may live in homes and 
communities with older housing stock, 
outdated physical infrastructure of all types, 
and limited resiliency to damaging events, 
creating additional costs to support or 
participate in utility programs and 
investments. 

DAC customers may need additional 
assistance to prepare building stock for 
program engagement with their utility 
provider (e.g., energy efficiency measures, 
solar installation, vehicle charging 
infrastructure). 

ComEd should explore how to support 
customers who have housing stock that 
needs improvements before being eligible 
for programs and services. See: 
• Opportunity 16 
• Opportunity 17 

2. Multifamily/rental 
homes create 
competing incentives 
for landlords and 
renters. 

Landlords may invest in energy upgrades but 
not pass cost savings on to tenants. 
Alternatively, tenants may choose not to 
invest in high-cost upgrades that may not 
pay off within the timeframe of their lease. 
Split incentives can slow the retrofit process 
and keep systems inefficient. 

Landlords may not invest in needed 
upgrades; programs targeting affordable 
multi-family housing units may not serve 
renters. 

ComEd should evaluate how its current 
programs serve renters. See: 
• Opportunity 3 

 
3 Note that barriers often fit into more than one category. Sorting barriers into categories also help relate them to one another, where unique barrier categories involve different 

key mechanisms and institutional practices to alleviate them. Identifying, categorizing, and describing barriers allows ComEd to recognize issues from the perspective of customers, 
specifically those in DACs.  
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Table 9. Security, Resources, and Affordability Barriers 

BARRIER BARRIER DETAILS UTILITY PERSPECTIVE POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES 

3. DAC customers may 
lack access to capital 
or financing to 
participate in cost-
reducing programs 
and to access ComEd 
services 

Low incomes and lack of credit and/or 
savings may limit access to programs that 
require initial purchases or investments. 
Lack of affordable or reliable Internet access 
may limit ability to learn about and apply for 
ComEd programs or address account issues 
in a cost-effective way.  

Unbanked populations with limited access 
to credit or cashless payment options 
cannot access some programs.  
Customers may lack the capital to cover the 
upfront cost of rebated technology, and/or 
cannot stay afloat financially while waiting 
for the rebate to process. 

ComEd should explore opportunities to 
remove barriers to participation for 
customers who lack capital or financing. 
See:  
• Opportunity 5 
• Opportunity 7 

4. DAC customers may 
lack the time, 
knowledge, and 
resources to find and 
access programs 

Customers may lack the time and skills 
needed to identify, apply to, and participate 
in some programs. Customers may lack 
reliable internet access or access to other 
necessary technology. 

Utility programs are often “opt-in” that 
require voluntary enrollment through a 
website; eligibility-based programs can 
require detailed documentation.  
Lack of automatic registration and/or local 
(in-person) one-stop access points to help 
coordinate applications may reduce 
participation. 

ComEd should review current program 
signup processes and investigate 
opportunities to simplify the process. See: 
• Opportunity 9 

5. DAC communities 
and businesses face 
workforce constraints 

Lack of access to training due to cost, 
limited mobility, or other factors can prevent 
members of DACs from participating in the 
clean energy workforce. 

Utilities and regulations often require 
specific certification and training for career-
track, technical positions, requiring 
resources and access to training locations 
that may be less available to DACs. 

ComEd should continue to invest in its 
workforce development programs. See: 
• Opportunity 2 
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Table 10. Community Perspectives and Trust Barriers 

BARRIER BARRIER DETAILS UTILITY PERSPECTIVE POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES 

6. DAC customers may lack trust in 
programs and service providers 

DAC customers, specifically those with 
marginalized identities4, may have 
negative views of utilities due to 
previous experience or fear of 
interacting with utilities, government, 
and other institutions. 

DAC customers may refuse access to 
homes for improvement services, 
particularly vulnerable populations 
(e.g., renters, immigrants, refugees). 
They may also not want to provide 
information via an "application" for 
fear of how it will be used. 

ComEd should engage in trust-building 
strategies with communities it serves. See: 
• Opportunity 8 
• Opportunity 10 

7. DAC customers may perceive 
limited benefits or value of programs 

Utilities may lack focus on DAC 
community priorities (e.g., emphasis 
on EVs and high-efficiency appliances 
instead of broader mobility, 
weatherization, and other public 
safety and service concerns). 

Utility focus on program-level energy 
efficiency and savings can favor larger 
projects that benefit residents with 
larger homes and higher energy use. 
Longer lead times are needed to 
ensure participation and measure 
improvement in DACs. 

ComEd should explore programs and 
investments that provide direct value to 
customers in DACs. See: 
• Opportunity 10 
• Opportunity 11 
• Opportunity 12 
• Opportunity 13 

8. DAC customers may perceive grid 
reliability issues and interruptions in 
service as solely within ComEd’s 
purview 

Customers do not see reliability and 
cost as their responsibility. Further, 
their perception of reliability affects 
their relationship and trust with the 
utility, without understanding true 
cause of reliability constraints or 
customer roles in mitigating outages. 

Customers may be unaware of what 
falls under the purview of utilities and 
may not understand what is outside 
the control of the utility.  

ComEd should have a clear understanding 
of the most pressing customer issues 
outside ComEd’s control and develop a 
communications plan and/or resources to 
support and educate customers. See: 
• Opportunity 11 
• Opportunity 12 
• Opportunity 13 

9. DAC customers may not have full 
information about risks (e.g., health) 
related to climate change and 
energy consumption. 

DAC customers may be unaware of 
how climate change or urban heat 
island risks affect their health and 
intersect with energy services, and 
how programs may address this. 

Customers may have limited 
information regarding the impacts of 
climate change on individual health 
risks. 
Increasingly, legislation (e.g., CEJA) 
requires a utility focus on consumer 
protections, including protection from 
unmitigated climate risks. 

ComEd should understand the 
intersection of external factors (e.g., 
climate change) and energy services, and 
understand how these factors may impact 
its customers. See: 
• Opportunity 14 
• Opportunity 15 
• Opportunity 16 

 
4 Marginalized identit ies refer to communities that experience discrimination and exclusion because of unequal power relationships across economic, political, social and cultural dimensions (NCCDH, 2022). 
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Table 11. Program Design, Implementation, and Access Barriers 

BARRIER BARRIER DETAILS UTILITY PERSPECTIVE POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES 

10. Programs or 
investments may not 
match DAC customer 
or community needs 

Utility programs may not align with 
customers or community financial priorities 
or resources, affecting participation. 

Utilities often design programs around the 
cost-effectiveness of energy savings, rather 
than broader economic impacts and 
benefits, creating misaligned incentives for 
DAC residents. 
EV rebates, a core part of utilities’ 
electrification strategies, may require more 
investment to incentivize EIEC customers 
who lack capital; investments in mobility, in 
contrast, may have broader equity impacts. 

ComEd should conduct outreach to 
understand customers’ core needs; it should 
also understand how the current regulatory 
structure may limit its ability to meet those 
needs. See:    
• Opportunity 3 
• Opportunity 11 
• Opportunity 12 
• Opportunity 13 
• Opportunity 18 

11. Program outreach 
may be insufficient to 
inform customers 

Customers may be unaware of programs and 
services because the information is not 
provided in the best channel, source, 
language, or format. Shutoff notices and 
financing options may be difficult to access, 
particularly for non-English speaking or 
unbanked customers.  

Emphasis on web interfaces across services 
and industries offers convenience to well-
connected customers but may reduce access 
for households without internet service; 
other avenues of information require more 
utility time and resources. In addition, it 
takes time to get information to 
communities that have issues with access 
and trust; short program cycles undermine 
this. 

ComEd should evaluate its customer-facing 
tools and outreach approaches to ensure 
they are accessible to people with a range of 
backgrounds and resources. See: 
• Opportunity 8 
• Opportunity 9 

12. Interactions with 
customers in DACs 
may be insufficient to 
create a transparent 
and trusting 
relationship 

Customers may not have their billing, 
service, or program questions and needs 
answered or resolved to their satisfaction; 
community-level engagement may not have 
clear outcomes/benefits to participants for 
time invested. 

Additional staff for in-person customer 
service and community outreach and 
support around relationship building are 
needed. Community stakeholders are also 
unwilling to participate in utilities’ activities 
without understanding the impact or 
receiving compensation for time. 

ComEd should assess, and where needed, 
adjust, its outreach strategy to ensure it is 
designed to authentically build trust with 
customers in DACs. See: 
• Opportunity 8 
• Opportunity 10 

13. Program eligibility 
constraints may 
exclude certain DAC 
customers 

Programs predicated on home ownership or 
investments in new technology limit access 
to renters or populations that lack access to 
financing.   

Utility programs and related impacts 
typically rely on meter-level data and 
emphasize technology investment, which 
makes it difficult to serve multifamily and 
rental populations. 

ComEd should explore options to reach 
vulnerable customers more effectively and 
advocate with regulatory bodies to revisit 
eligibility requirements. See: 
• Opportunity 1 
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BARRIER BARRIER DETAILS UTILITY PERSPECTIVE POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES 

• Opportunity 3 
• Opportunity 6 

14. Regulated 
program and funding 
cycles inhibit 
innovation, 
participation, and 
potentially future trust 
in availability of 
services 

Eligibility to participate in programs can vary 
across programs and be difficult to navigate, 
especially for those with limited time, 
language, or computer skills. 

The short (3-4 year) cycle for many utility 
programs complicates eligibility and access 
if programs change and create an additional 
information burden for both customers and 
staff; the perception of inconsistency can 
erode trust. 

ComEd should pursue strategies to maintain 
a consistent, streamlined customer 
experience. See: 
• Opportunity 4 

15. Programs may 
have difficulty 
targeting DAC 
customers due to the 
broad DAC definition 
and lack of clarity 
around particularly 
vulnerable customers 

Broad definitions of EIEC households may 
increase participation but allow a 
disproportionate share of program benefits 
to go to customers at the higher end of the 
eligible range, particularly if there is a cost-
sharing component. 

Serving a customer because they reside in a 
community classified as a DAC risk 
allocating resources in ways that fail to 
target important gaps in equity.  
 

ComEd should investigate other indicators 
or criteria to include beyond the EIEC 
definition to ensure investments and 
programs reach customers who need them 
most. See: 
• Opportunity 5 
• Opportunity 6 
• Opportunity 7 

Constraints Faced by ComEd  
Constraints are the challenges faced by ComEd in equitably serving customers from disadvantaged communities. 

The previous section focuses on barriers that customers face in achieving an optimal experience with ComEd. Due to a variety of considerations, 
including legal or regulatory requirements, ComEd may face constraints that prevent the utility from being able to take certain actions to address 
these barriers. Table 12 details the constraints that ComEd faces in creating an optimal and equitable experience for its customers.   
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Table 12. Constraints that ComEd Faces in Providing Equitable Energy Services to Customers in DACs 

CONSTRAINT CONSTRAINT TYPE CONSTRAINT DETAILS 
INTERSECTION WITH 
BARRIERS CUSTOMERS FACE 

1. ComEd cannot provide reparations for 
the consequences of the nation’s long 
history of racial discrimination, 
including policies such as redlining 

Regulatory constraint ComEd can only differentiate program offerings for 
specific customers based on income, which creates 
challenges in providing funding to specific areas or 
demographic groups. Program offerings must be 
available to all ComEd customers who meet the income 
requirement. 

Programs or investments may not 
match DAC customer or community 
needs. 

2. ComEd’s scope of activities and ability 
to structure incentives and financing are 
subject to specific regulatory constraints 
and structures as an investor-owned 
utility 

Regulatory constraint IOUs do not have the authority to act as a government 
entity. Many sources of inequity stem from historic 
discrimination (e.g., redlining). Rectifying the 
consequences of these practices may require regulatory 
change and rely on government action or intervention by 
other entities. 

Programs may have difficulty 
targeting DAC customers due to 
lack of alignment in legal 
definitions for access to resources. 

3. Both ComEd and its customers are 
vulnerable to exploitation by scammers 

External constraint There have been multiple reports of scammers 
impersonating ComEd staff, creating a challenge for 
ComEd in forming trusted communications. 

DAC customers may lack trust in 
programs and service providers due 
to concerns about scams; ComEd 
needs to design access to ensure 
safe transactions. 

4. ComEd does not have control over 
building infrastructure 

Environmental 
constraint 

Chicago and much of northern IL’s building infrastructure 
is old and may not be structurally sound enough to 
support rooftop solar installations. The interior systems 
may be too old to qualify for HVAC or other upgrades.  

Physical infrastructure may be 
insufficient to support investments 
and programs. 

5. ComEd has limited influence over 
consumer preferences, the composition 
of private company fleets, public transit 
systems, or rebate amounts offered for 
EVs through legislation. 

Regulatory constraint ComEd is a ‘middleman’ in efforts to promote EVs. It can 
provide financial incentives to electrify fleets but has no 
direct control over customer decisions regarding the 
purchase of EVs. 

Programs or investments may not 
match DAC customer or community 
needs. 
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Recommendations to Address Barriers 
ComEd’s ability to acknowledge and address barriers varies based on many factors, including barrier type. 
Generally, ComEd has more ability to fully address barriers related to the programs it creates and how it 
implements those programs (e.g., program design, implementation, and access barriers). It has less ability 
to unilaterally address barriers related to the quality of building stock or the economic experience of a 
customer (e.g., historical, identity, and structural barriers). Similarly, ComEd does not have direct control 
over barriers like a customer’s trust in large organizations, but it does have the ability to improve its 
relationship with customers and build trust.  

Recommendations and Potential Opportunities 
Recommendations are options, informed by peer reviewed literature and complemented by 
stakeholder interviews, for ComEd to overcome barriers and create equitable service for customers. 

Potential Opportunities are tactics ComEd may take to 
remove barriers or help customers to overcome barriers.  

As ComEd strategizes how to equitably serve communities 
across its programs and investments, its strategy should be 
rooted in existing (and evolving) literature and substantiated 
through extensive input from representatives of the DACs 
ComEd serves. The input we have gathered through this 
study is a starting point. Our recommendations align with 
peer reviewed literature and fall within the energy equity 
frameworks referenced above for utilities. The stakeholder 
interview input and ComEd staff interviews further 
complemented the development of our recommendations.  

We acknowledge that neither the research we have 
conducted, nor our good intentions, are adequate 
surrogates for the lived experiences of local stakeholders or 
customers in DACs. With this caveat in mind, we offer 
overarching recommendations and identify a series of 

opportunities that ComEd should consider in developing its energy equity strategy. 

• Recommendations are strategic and provide overarching themes for ComEd to consider 
• Potential Opportunities are targeted tactics that ComEd could explore to pursue 

recommendations. We organize these by ComEd’s ability to address them: 
o ComEd can directly address: Opportunities ComEd can address or lead independently 
o ComEd can collaborate: Opportunities ComEd can address in partnership with 

organizations, agencies, or community partners 
o ComEd can support: Opportunities where ComEd may support the efforts of other 

organizations 

We present these recommendations and potential opportunities with reference to the barriers described in 
the previous section. 
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RECOMMENDATION:  

ComEd should continue its efforts to align its investments, programs, corporate structure, 
and culture with a framework that prioritizes equitable service delivery and CEJA’s 
directives on equity. 

Opportunity 1: Review, internalize, and adopt an equity-based framework to guide actions and 
measurement. [ComEd can directly address] ComEd should research and identify a suitable equity-based 
framework as a foundation for operations, programming, and investment strategies, to establish a broad 
commitment to equitable service and support an equitable transition to a clean energy economy. Equity-
based frameworks are a structural tool for establishing priorities, metrics, and communication, and through 
implementation can benefit customers, utilities, and underserved communities by minimizing the negative 
impacts of energy systems and maximizing benefits to utility customers.  

• Example: Several cities, such as Minneapolis and Oakland, now include utility-related equity 
indicators (such as energy burdens) and frameworks within their Climate Action Plans. While ComEd 
is not a municipality, the utility could leverage and adapt existing frameworks, such as the University 
of Michigan’s Energy Equity Framework, to build a structure specific to the utility’s needs and 
objectives. 

• Example: Working off a framework modeled by Energy Trust of Oregon, Stillwater Energy, a strategic 
energy management firm, developed the DEIJ Integration Continuum and Framework, a tool to a) 
understand where DEIJ (Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, and Justice) fits within commercial and industrial 
programs and b) shape the integration of DEIJ into its internal and external processes.  

Opportunity 2: Continue to build internal systems that reflect the perspectives of and interact with 
ComEd’s broad customer base. [ComEd can directly address] ComEd should continue to build its internal 
diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts, and continue to invest in training and developing a diverse workforce, 
at all levels of the organization, to support the transition to a clean energy future. 

• Example: ComEd can hire community members to act as ambassadors in facilitating communication 
and engagement with DACs. 

Opportunity 3: Conduct a clear-eyed assessment of existing ComEd investments, programs, and data 
gaps to identify changes that better support equitable service. [ComEd can directly address] ComEd’s 
investment decisions and data collection may be informed by structural assumptions and internal data sets 
that may not always prioritize equitable service. ComEd should conduct a thorough review of internal data 
used to make program design and investment decisions and identify improvements needed to ensure 
advances in equitable service. These could include both changes in measurement (e.g., optimizing internal 
analyses around equity rather than cost-effectiveness) and collection of additional data to better target 
programs toward serving vulnerable populations. 

• Example: ComEd’s current income-eligible programs do not collect specific, high-quality data about 
renters, who frequently represent the most vulnerable customers. Expanded data collection on this 
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set of customers and their energy use would assist ComEd at better designing programs that benefit 
them. 

• Example: ComEd should leverage data from the shutoff moratorium during the early months of the 
COVID-19 pandemic to consider optimizing policies that extend moratoria for vulnerable households 
and minimize financial losses by streamlining collection practices. 

Opportunity 4: Take independent actions and advocate for regulatory structures that enable more 
programmatic consistency. [ComEd can directly address] [ComEd can support] Frequent changes in 
programming can be disruptive and undermine trust among customers, particularly in hard-to-reach 
communities where word-of-mouth communication is central. Both ComEd actions ending shareholder-
funded programs and the current 4-year EE program cycle contribute to these disruptions. Acting 
independently and with partners, ComEd can emphasize continuity and advocate with the ICC to establish 
policies that ensure sustained service for vulnerable customers for longer time frames. Through these efforts 
and partnerships, ComEd is likely to expand program participation among customers in DACs, thus creating 
new savings opportunities.  

• Example:  Independently, ComEd should consider re-engaging successful, targeted programs—such 
as the flexible CARE energy program offerings instituted at the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic—
to build trust and alleviate energy burdens for the most vulnerable communities. In addition, there 
are opportunities to build trust through customer service interactions. Several interviewees (N=7) 
mentioned that ComEd’s customer service interactions could be improved, particularly if service 
representatives were more knowledgeable about programs and applied “culturally competence”5 to 
explain billing issues in ways that customers understand. 

RECOMMENDATION:  

While some aspects of program eligibility are dictated by regulations outside of ComEd’s 
control, the utility should take additional steps to ensure that programs are well targeted 
and vulnerable community members are not excluded from important services. 

Opportunity 5: Identify critical community definitions and indicators other than income. [ComEd can 
directly address with community input] ComEd should consult with community partners to define DACs 
and value customers’ experiences in creating definitions and eligibility requirements. 

• Example: With concurrence and input from community representatives, ComEd should continue to, 
consider community features such as dangerous temperatures (heat island effects), poor air quality, 
and high concentration of unbanked customers in DACs. 

Opportunity 6: ComEd should revisit and advocate for a change in income constraints around program 
offerings to ensure programs are effectively targeting customers in DACs. [ComEd can support through 

 
5 Cultural competence is defined as “a set of congruent behaviors, attitudes, and policies that come together in a system, agency or among 
professionals and enable that system, agency or those professions to work effectively in cross-cultural situations.” (Cross et all, 1989) 
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advocacy] Current eligibility requirements, particularly those that require financing, are often misaligned 
with the needs of the most vulnerable populations.  

• Example: Solar, weatherization, and retrofit programs establish eligibility based on 80% of median 
household income across the service territory. Within Chicago specifically (which is not representative 
of ComEd’s entire service area), 40% of households make less than $37,000 per year; it is not clear 
that the current program design enables these households to benefit, particularly if financing costs 
rise (and savings decrease) for households with poorer credit. The State of Maryland’s Weatherization 
Assistance Program (WAP) has an income limit of $39,000 per year for a one-person household, 
whereas the City of North Beach, Maryland’s WAP has income limits set at $60,000 per year for a one-
person household. Both programs address energy equity, but both also have different target 
populations (i.e., low vs. middle class). ComEd should be as prescriptive as possible when 
determining target populations for programs, to ensure benefits reach the intended recipients, and 
financing structures are not burdensome. 

• Example: ComEd should offer low- or no-cost direct install measures to income-eligible residents, 
landlords, and property owners in DACs to encourage heat pump installations and engagement in 
heat pump retrofit programs. This would complement ComEd’s existing plans to offer weatherization 
services (including free home energy audits and insulation upgrades) to ensure buildings are ready 
for heat pump retrofits. 

Opportunity 7: Consider energy burden rather than income as a target. [ComEd can support] Similar to 
efforts undertaken by government agencies, ComEd should establish benchmarks for income-based 
customer energy expenses to ensure customers are not facing energy burdens above 6% of household 
income. For example, ComEd can look to Cincinnati’s WarmUp Cincy pilot program, which enrolled citizens 
based on their current energy burdens, and set a goal that no resident bills exceed 6% of gross annual income. 
The states of New York, Washington, and Pennsylvania, and the cities of Atlanta, Philadelphia, and Saint Paul 
have launched similar initiatives, all involving 6% energy burden benchmarks.  

RECOMMENDATION:  

ComEd should identify and address the procedural elements of program design and 
operations that inhibit equitable service and erode trust. 

Opportunity 8: Rethink customer service and orient efforts around in-person interactions. [ComEd can 
directly address] ComEd can begin to build trust by making customer service staff readily available to 
interact with and meet directly with customers. Reliance on web interfaces creates difficulty for households 
with poor or no internet service. Community trust can be built through opportunities for conversations, 
ensuring strong customer service, conducting culturally sensitive in-person home assessments, and 
communicating program outcomes and impacts to customers in DACs. To build trust, ComEd can also 
transparently communicate program outcomes for the community stakeholder audience, not just through 
the lens of the ICC. 

https://dhcd.maryland.gov/Residents/Pages/wap/Default.aspx
https://dhcd.maryland.gov/Residents/Pages/wap/Default.aspx
https://www.northbeachmd.org/sites/g/files/vyhlif4786/f/news/2022_nb_healthy_homes_app.pdf
https://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/sites/oes/assets/File/RFP810OESWARMUP_Final%208.30.2021%20(with%20page%20numbers)%20(1).pdf
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• Example: ComEd should establish a comprehensive Communications Plan with the goal of identifying 
and executing the most beneficial communications mechanisms for customers in DACs. These could 
include, but are not limited to: 

o Establishing continuous on-the-ground lines of communication with customers in DACs via 
community ambassadors and offices. 

o Facilitating conversations about intersecting challenges (including energy, food security, 
transportation, and others) faced by customers in DACs and engaging with community 
resources. 

o Expanding use of social media platforms and other new media (e.g., TikTok, Instagram, 
YouTube) to reach additional community members and make them aware of program 
offerings. 

o Partnering with community-based organizations, faith-based organizations, and community 
advisory groups to improve communication with customers in DACs.  

Opportunity 9: Reduce time burdens of program participation. [ComEd can directly address] [ComEd 
can support through advocacy] Time and money are two finite resources for many customers in DACs; we 
heard this across nearly half of our stakeholder interviews. ComEd should seek to simplify programs that 
serve customers in DACs to lessen the time burden and the cognitive load required. This can include “opt-
out” program designs and other automated processes, simplifying instructions, and lessening the 
administrative requirements placed on customers. California IOUs have also leveraged the “single point of 
contact” outreach model to try to simplify customer participation in the Energy Savings Assistance Program. 

Opportunity 10: Ensure that customer service representatives are fully informed about all program 
offerings. [ComEd can directly address] [ComEd can support through advocacy] ComEd customer service 
representatives should be well-informed about offerings for customers in DACs. Several interview 
respondents noted they heard from stakeholders that ComEd customer service representatives were not 
knowledgeable about LIHEAP and PIPP (e.g., the application process, approval timeline, and program 
duration), which leads to confusion and lack of trust among customers). 

• Example: Customer service representatives should receive training to use accessible language and 
avoid utility jargon; they should be empathetic and ready to listen to the needs of their most 
vulnerable customers.  

• Example: ComEd should ensure energy bills are easy to understand; customers should be able to 
understand what they owe, and which parts of their bill are affected by the amount of energy they use 
(Stakeholder interviews). 

RECOMMENDATION:  

As part of its systematic approach to achieving energy equity, ComEd should adopt a 
strategy that reflects the value of indirect energy impacts and non-energy impacts. 

Opportunity 11: Incorporate local air quality and human health into program design. [ComEd can 
directly address] [ComEd can support through advocacy with ICC] To advance beneficial electrification, 
ComEd should supplement the EV tax credit to ensure that all medium- and heavy-duty vehicles, especially 
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in communities near ports, warehouses, and intermodal hubs, can leverage participation in transportation 
electrification efforts. This will have a beneficial impact on air quality and public health. ComEd should 
consider these impacts when evaluating the benefits of such initiatives.  

Opportunity 12: Account for the safety impacts of customers’ efforts to save money [ComEd can directly 
address] [ComEd can support through advocacy] ComEd should examine the impacts of supplementing its 
winter shutoff moratorium with a program targeting members of DACs who may shut off central heating and 
use space heaters in the winter to save money.  

• Example: ComEd could send surveys to customers in DACs to identify households using space heaters 
(instead of central heating) and offer them services such as weatherization and heating equipment 
upgrades. Information about the hazards related to using space heaters could be provided to 
encourage customer participation in these services. Reducing reliance on space heaters would have 
a beneficial impact on the safety of ComEd’s customers. These impacts should be considered in 
ComEd’s evaluation of the benefits of such initiatives.  

Opportunity 13: Build support for incorporating indirect energy impacts (e.g., health) into regulation 
as part of CEJA. [ComEd can support] Measuring and valuing indirect energy impacts can be challenging 
and can inhibit funding initiatives to address these issues. It is important for ComEd and its partners to make 
a case at the policy level for integrating these important indirect energy impacts into the valuation and 
measurement process and integrating these impacts as part of the “story” of how ComEd is addressing CEJA 
equitably. To this end, ComEd may want to coordinate with community-based organizations, measurement 
experts, and the ICC to review – and potentially re-litigate – the regulatory constraints (e.g., the way programs 
are evaluated) that may limit ComEd’s ability to invest in services that directly meet the needs of 
communities. 

RECOMMENDATION:  

ComEd should assess and, in financial planning, account for data and systems needed to 
enable more effective customer engagement and progress measurement. 

Opportunity 14: Continue to focus on service reliability. [ComEd can directly address] ComEd should 
continue to measure, report on, and strive to improve the reliability of service to customers in DACs. ComEd 
should leverage reliability data to improve transparency with partners. When describing “successful service” 
from ComEd, many stakeholders (N=12) mentioned reliability. While a couple of stakeholders commented 
that reliability in service has recently improved (N=2), others shared their perceptions of unreliable service, 
particularly in areas that these stakeholders categorized as “disadvantaged communities.” This overlaps with 
the issue of trust, as interviewees (N=6) expressed a similar sentiment that, for customers, electricity is a 
necessity.  

• Example: ComEd should track and investigate reports of outages that are not system-related, and 
work with local authorities to identify safety issues or unreliable landlords.  

Opportunity 15: Expand and align data collection to better measure full impacts on customers in DACs. 
[ComEd can directly address] ComEd should identify and collect the data necessary to thoroughly evaluate 



48 

 

DAC program outcomes and designs beyond general cost-effectiveness and participation. This includes 
stratified data collection identifying renters, unbanked populations, non-English-speaking households, and 
other factors that affect program design. In addition, to fully assess indirect energy benefits, ComEd should 
collect data to inform metrics such as indoor and ambient air quality concentrations, heat island and flood 
risks, and other safety-related issues. 

• Example: As discussed in the Comparison of Definitions in ComEd Service Area section, ComEd should 
leverage redlining history (Grades C and D) data to account for historic systemic inequities that 
continue to impact disadvantaged communities today and should use this data to inform program 
evaluations and build trust. 

Opportunity 16: Restructure data sharing policies to support partnerships with government agencies 
and community-based organizations. [ComEd can directly address] [ComEd can collaborate] ComEd 
should restructure internal data collection and data sharing policies so that it can readily provide information 
to external groups (while maintaining customer privacy as appropriate) who are working with ComEd to 
improve DAC program offerings and strategies. Examples could include sharing data indicating safety 
concerns or violations with relevant inspection agencies and providing locally aggregated baseline data 
about customer usage patterns and costs to organizations examining options to address financial stress. 

• Example: ComEd and its partners should advocate for city- and state-level legislation that requires 
property owners to disclose the results of energy audits to potential buyers or tenants. These 
disclosures would improve transparency and may incentivize property owners to invest in upgrades 
that would be beneficial to future owners or potential tenants. 

RECOMMENDATION:  

ComEd should develop partnerships with other agencies and organizations focused on 
improving program offerings and strategies in DACs. 

Opportunity 17: Address building and other physical infrastructure issues that reduce program access.  
[ComEd can collaborate] ComEd should partner with the Chicago Department of Housing to build a 
comprehensive solar installation program for income-eligible residents that address structural issues that 
might prevent the installation of a PV system. Currently, grants from Illinois and Chicago to install PV systems 
are limited to buildings with roofs determined to have a 15+ year useful life.  

Opportunity 18: Expand efforts to electrify transportation and improve access to electrified transit. 
[ComEd can collaborate] ComEd should leverage funding available through the Infrastructure Investment 
and Jobs Act to expand EV infrastructure programs by connecting with the Illinois Department of 
Transportation. Partnering with other organizations can strengthen grant applications and create 
opportunities for DACs to access programs.  

• Example: Community Charging Grant Program funds can be used to install infrastructure in locations 
on public roads, schools, parks, and publicly accessible parking facilities; areas with rural and 
income-eligible populations and multi-unit dwellings should be prioritized. 



49 

 

Closing Thoughts 
Through this study and related efforts, ComEd has already begun to integrate an energy equity framework 
into its planning process. This study provides a foundation to identify barriers that its most vulnerable 
customers face, which is the first step in recognizing gaps in the energy system. ComEd has thoroughly 
reviewed its programs and sought counsel from stakeholder groups and community-based organizations to 
better understand the impact of its programs and activities on DACs. Further, ComEd has considered 
recommendations and opportunities to align its activities with the principles of distributive equity and 
restorative justice. Learning from thought leaders in the field, ComEd has begun pushing toward a better 
energy future for the most vulnerable in its service area. Thoughtful and continued iteration of this process 
will help ComEd create a more equitable experience for its customers. 
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A P P E N D I X  
Appendix 1: Methodology 
This research was divided across six discrete tasks, which we illustrate below. 

The Equity Landscape  

Research Objectives 

The overall objective of this task was to analyze definitional elements other jurisdictions use to inform their 
disadvantaged communities (DAC) strategy. Specific objectives include: 

• Understanding how other jurisdictions (state and national level) define DACs  

• Understanding the different terminology and criteria/indicators used across programs and 
jurisdictions to define disadvantaged communities 

• Understanding the key commonalities and differences in terminology and criteria/indicators across 
the programs and jurisdictions reviewed 

• Summarizing definitions and indicators that ComEd may want to consider as they seek to serve 
these populations, per CEJA and on their own, within their territory 

Methodology  

In our assessment and benchmarking of disadvantaged community definitions, the Research Team: 

• Reviewed four Illinois legislative acts: the Climate and Equitable Jobs Act (CEJA), Illinois Power 
Agency Act, Environmental Justice Act, and the Cannabis Regulation and Tax Act. 

• Reviewed five Illinois programs/definitions: the Long-Term Renewable Resources Procurement 
Plan (LTRRPP), IL Solar for All, IL R3 Program, IL Dept of Commerce and Economic Opportunity 
(Disproportionate Impacted Area Map), IL EPA EJStart and incorporated historical redlining in 
ComEd’s service area in our analysis. 

• Reviewed 11 definitions/screening tools from jurisdictions outside of Illinois:  
• US EPA/EJScreen  
• Justice 40 Initiative/Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool (CEJST)  
• CalEnviroScreen 4.0   
• MiEJScreen  
• New Jersey EJMap  
• New York Climate Act/Draft Disadvantaged Communities Criteria  
• Washington Environmental Health Disparities Map  
• Connecticut Distressed Municipalities  



51 

 

• Massachusetts Environmental Justice Neighborhoods  
• Pennsylvania Environmental Justice Area  
• Hawaii  

• Performed a comparative analysis of terms and definitional criteria/indicators used inside and outside 
of Illinois to develop a list of priority criteria and indicators for ComEd’s consideration as they develop 
a DAC definition. Table 13 provides the list of items benchmarked across the definitions/screening 
tools. 

• Characterized and mapped areas designated as EIECs, R3 areas, CEJA EJC’s, Solar for All EJC’s, CEJST 
DACs, Disproportionately Affected Areas, and historically redlined areas to assess CEJA’s EIEC 
definition as a starting point for ComEd in their own DAC definition.  

Table 13. Items Benchmarked Across Definitions/Screening Tools 

INDICATORS AND INDICATOR TYPE INTENDED USE-CASE/PURPOSE 

Environmental 
Any intentional exclusions, if noted (e.g., racial, and ethnic indicators in 
CEJA 

Climate Risk/Hazard 
Calculation method for individual indicators (e.g., percentiles, z-score, 
ranking, etc.) and how/if they are combined   

Environmental Services & Benefits Geographic level (e.g., census block group, census tract, zip code) 
Social Vulnerability Level of data used (e.g., National vs State vs local data 
Health Vulnerability Interactive vs Static tool 
Housing Conditions Thresholds, e.g., what is explicit criteria for being designated a DAC   
Workforce & Industry Terminology, including any rationale for terminology used or not used 

Barriers and Opportunities 

Research Objectives 

The objective of this task is to identify barriers commonly experienced by ComEd’s customers who live in 
DACs. We categorize these barriers to provide meaningful information to ComEd in its efforts to equitably 
serve these customers, advance clean energy initiatives, and address and respond to CEJA’s requirements. 
Research objectives include:  

• Identifying the barriers customers from DACs face in achieving an optimal experience with ComEd for 
their energy needs. 

• Documenting the constraints ComEd faces in equitably serving customers from DACs. 
• Assessing how ComEd’s current offerings, programs, and investments target these barriers.  
• Evaluating opportunities for ComEd to address barriers and take meaningful action toward providing 

more equitable service.  
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Methodology  

Our analysis is informed by a series of conversations with ComEd staff, interviews with external stakeholders, 
examination of the peer-reviewed literature, and a review of relevant government and NGO reports brought 
together in service of our research objectives. To address our research objectives, we:  

• Conducted secondary research to identify barriers that customers from DACs face. Sources include 
reports on barriers and opportunities developed by state agencies in New York, California, and 
Maryland. Additional sources include best-practice analyses from state and national level 
organizations such as the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE).  

• Interviewed ComEd staff to understand the landscape of ComEd programs and investments, focusing 
on the ways they intersect with known barriers. Our Research Team took detailed notes and shared 
them with those we interviewed to ensure that our understanding of the conversation aligned with 
theirs. 

• Reviewed materials on ComEd’s programs and investments. Programs reviewed include Beneficial 
Electrification, Communities of the Future, Give-A-Ray, and others.  

• Identified and categorized initial barriers. 
• Analyzed findings and feedback from stakeholder interviews to understand local priorities.  
• Finalized our categorization of barriers, including descriptions and examples of barriers within 

ComEd’s purview.  
• Identified and categorized constraints on ComEd’s actions. Unlike barriers, these constraints are 

related to legal, regulatory, or other limits on ComEd’s activities, rather than customer behavior or 
trends.  

• Reviewed materials on energy equity frameworks and state- or city-level programs that focus on 
equity. Equity frameworks reviewed include those discussed in the University of Michigan’s 2022 
Equity Framework Report, E-Source’s 2022 white paper, and the State of California’s “Planning and 
Investing for a Resilient California,” which was developed as a guidebook for California’s state 
agencies. State- and city-level programs that we reviewed include programs implemented in 
Cincinnati, Philadelphia, Houston, Atlanta, St. Paul, North Carolina, and Maryland.  

• Identified overarching themes for success. Drawing on the resources listed above, we developed a 
high-level list of overarching themes/principles for ComEd’s consideration.   

• Identified potential opportunities for implementation. These opportunities are listed as potential and 
have not been ranked by impact/order of importance, because our team feels more robust 
community feedback is needed before these opportunities can be prioritized in any meaningful way. 
It should be noted that some opportunities come directly from specific recommendations previously 
given to ComEd by community groups, such as Wearhouse Workers for Justice and the Little Village 
Environmental Justice Organization.  
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Stakeholder Interviews 

Research Objectives 

The objective of the stakeholder interviews was to understand the perspectives of thought leaders and the 
communities they serve. Insights from the interviews informed both The Equity Landscape and Barriers and 
Opportunities. Task-specific research objectives include: 

• Understanding how stakeholders define community 
• Understanding the terms stakeholders use to talk about disadvantaged communities 
• Identifying the criteria/indicators stakeholders value to identify disadvantaged communities 
• Understanding the landscape of barriers that affect equitable and just service to communities within 

the ComEd service territory 
• Understanding how stakeholders define ‘successful service’ from ComEd toward DACs 

Methodology 

To construct a comprehensive stakeholder sample, the Research Team first investigated stakeholders within 
ComEd’s service territory that held relevance to the study objectives/issues and were also influential in these 
spheres. Moreover, several leads were received from the ComEd team that were informed from previous 
engagement strategies. From this comprehensive list, we prioritized organizations with the highest 
relevance/influence and began our outreach there. 

The team conducted its recruitment and interview efforts from July to September 2022. The recruitment 
process began with the ComEd team, who emailed stakeholders with an initial introduction of the ILLUME 
team before ILLUME scheduled interview times. Interviews were organized in a semi-structured format and 
conducted over Microsoft Teams (note: interviewees had the option to join these sessions via phone). 
Interviews typically lasted 30 minutes to an hour. In total, the Research Team conducted interviews with 26 
external stakeholders. We recruited from a pool of 59 stakeholders. Most organizations interviewed operated 
on a smaller geographic scale (town or metropolitan region). External stakeholders are defined first by their 
organizational scale (city, statewide, or national), followed by their sector.  
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Appendix 2: Disadvantaged Communities Definitions 
Secondary Review of Language/Terminology 

In Table 14, the numbers in the “CEJA,” “Other IL,” and “Other Jurisdictions” columns represent the number of 
different legislative acts, programs, DAC definitions or screening tools reviewed that use or define a given term; 
it is important to note that jurisdictions often use more than one term, as several terms may be embedded in 
their equity efforts. The “Interviews” column represents the number of interviewees who used a term during the 
Research Team’s stakeholder interviews. 

Table 14. Summary of Terminology (Terms in green font are defined in CEJA) 

TERM CEJA OTHER IL 
OTHER 

JURISDICTIONS 
(N=11) 

INTERVIEWS 
(N=21) 

Environmental Justice 0 3 8 0 
Environmental Justice Community 1 5 0 1 
Disadvantaged Community 0 0 3 4 
Low-Income 1 1 0 2 
Economically Disadvantaged Customers 1 1 0 1 
Overburdened Community 0 0 2 0 
Equity Investment Eligible Community 1 1 0 2 
Equity Investment Eligible Person 1 1 0 0 
Disproportionately Impacted Areas 0 2 0 0 
Underserved 0 0 2 1 
Economically Disconnected 0 0 0 2 
Under-Resourced 0 0 1 1 
Area of EJ Concern 0 1 0 0 
Economically Disadvantaged Community 1 0 0 0 
Equity Focused Population 1 0 0 0 
Disproportionately Impacted Community 1 0 0 0 
Social Equity Applicant Criteria 0 1 0 0 
DSM Program Equitable Participation 0 1 0 0 
Priority Populations 0 0 1 0 
Disadvantaged Vulnerable Communities 0 0 1 0 
Distressed Municipalities 0 0 1 0 
Economically Distressed 0 0 0 1 
Economic Inequality 0 0 0 1 
Environmental Justice Populations 0 0 1 0 
Environmental Justice Areas 0 0 1 0 
Frontline Communities 0 0 1 0 
Highly Impacted Communities 0 0 1 0 
Historically Disinvested Communities 0 0 0 1 
Marginalized Identities 0 0 0 1 
Racially Marginalized 0 0 0 1 
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Assessment and Benchmarking of DAC Definitions/Screening Tools 

Table 15. CEJA EIEC Indicators 

INDICATOR 
CEJA EIEC 

INCLUDED IN OTHER 
JURISDICTIONS (N=11) INCLUDED IN EJC INCLUDED IN R3 

Federal Poverty Level  Yes Yes 7 
Child Poverty No Yes 0 
Free Lunch No Yes 0 
Snap No Yes 0 
Linguistic Isolation Yes No 9 
Population Under 5 Yes No 2 
Population Over 64 Yes No 3 
Gun Injury No Yes 0 
Prison Time No Yes 0 
Unemployment No Yes 8 
High School Degree Yes No 8 
Cannabis No Yes 0 
Lead Paint Yes No 7 
Pm2.5 Yes No 8 
Diesel PM Yes No 5 
Traffic Yes No 7 
Ozone Yes No 5 
Proximity to Hazardous Waste Facilities Yes No 6 
Proximity to NPL (National Priorities List) Sites Yes No 7 
Proximity to RMP (Risk Management Plan) Facilities Yes No 7 
Wastewater Discharge Yes No 7 
Air Toxics Cancer Risk Yes No 4 
Respiratory Hazards Index Yes No 2 

Table 16. Indicators Used by 5 or More other Jurisdictions Not Included in CEJA EIEC 

INDICATOR 
EIEC 

OTHER JURISDICTIONS 
INCLUDED IN EJC INCLUDED IN R3 

BIPOC or another racial indicator No No 8 
Heart disease No No 6 
Housing cost burden No No 6 
Asthma No No 5 
Low birth weight No No 5 
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Table 17. Indicators Included 

CATEGORY INDICATOR 

CEJA EIEC 
OTHER 

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN  
EJC? 

INCLUDED IN  
R3? 

Social Vulnerability Asian pop   1 

Social Vulnerability 
Black, Indigenous and 
People of Color (BIPOC 

  7 

Social Vulnerability Black pop   1 
Social Vulnerability Childcare   1 
Social Vulnerability Child poverty  Yes 0 
Social Vulnerability Federal Poverty Level Yes Yes 7 
Social Vulnerability Free lunch  Yes 0 
Social Vulnerability Gun injury  Yes 0 
Social Vulnerability Hispanic pop   1 
Social Vulnerability Income   5 
Social Vulnerability Income change   1 
Social Vulnerability Linguistic isolation Yes  9 

Social Vulnerability 
Low- and Moderate-Income 
(LMI) 

  2 

Social Vulnerability Native American pop   1 
Social Vulnerability Pop Over 64 Yes  3 
Social Vulnerability Pop Under 5 Yes  2 
Social Vulnerability Population change   1 
Social Vulnerability Prison time  Yes 0 
Social Vulnerability Public school quality   1 
Social Vulnerability Redlining   1 
Social Vulnerability Single parent   1 

Social Vulnerability 
Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP) 

 Yes 0 

Social Vulnerability Transportation cost   2 
Environmental Air toxics cancer risk Yes  4 
Environmental Air toxics non cancer risk   1 
Environmental Benzene   1 

Environmental Cancer risk diesel Particle 
Matter (PM) 

  1 

Environmental Diesel PM Yes  5 
Environmental Drinking water contaminants   3 
Environmental Generation facilities   1 
Environmental Groundwater exception area   1 
Environmental Impaired water bodies   3 
Environmental Indoor air quality   1 
Environmental Industrial land use   1 
Environmental Oil facilities   1 
Environmental Ozone Yes  5 
Environmental Pesticide use   1 
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CATEGORY INDICATOR 

CEJA EIEC 
OTHER 

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN  
EJC? 

INCLUDED IN  
R3? 

Environmental PM2.5 Yes  8 

Environmental 
Proximity to hazardous waste 
facilities 

Yes  6 

Environmental Proximity to NPL sites Yes  7 
Environmental Proximity to RMP facilities Yes  7 
Environmental Railways Yes  1 
Environmental Respiratory hazards index Yes  2 
Environmental Scrap metal   2 
Environmental Site density   1 
Environmental Soil contamination   2 
Environmental Solid waste sites   4 
Environmental Toxic releases   3 
Environmental Traffic Yes  7 
Environmental Truck traffic   2 
Environmental Waste combustors   1 
Environmental Wastewater discharge Yes  7 
Workforce & Industry Agricultural land use   1 
Workforce & Industry Cannabis  Yes 0 
Workforce & Industry Employment change   1 
Workforce & Industry High school degree Yes  8 
Workforce & Industry Higher education   3 
Workforce & Industry Labor market   1 
Workforce & Industry Length of commute   1 
Workforce & Industry Unemployment  Yes 8 
Housing Conditions Blood lead level   2 
Housing Conditions Energy burden   3 
Housing Conditions Housing cost burden   6 
Housing Conditions Lead paint Yes  7 
Housing Conditions Median home value   1 
Housing Conditions Mobile homes   1 
Housing Conditions Old homes   1 
Housing Conditions Rentals   2 
Housing Conditions Taxable property   1 
Housing Conditions Vacancy rates   1 
Health Vulnerability Access to healthy food   1 
Health Vulnerability Access to hospitals   2 
Health Vulnerability Access to sanitation services   1 
Health Vulnerability Asthma   5 

Health Vulnerability 
Chronic Obstructive 
Pulmonary Disease (COPD) 

  1 

Health Vulnerability Diabetes   2 
Health Vulnerability Disabled   1 
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CATEGORY INDICATOR 

CEJA EIEC 
OTHER 

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN  
EJC? 

INCLUDED IN  
R3? 

Health Vulnerability Food insecurity   1 
Health Vulnerability Health insurance   2 
Health Vulnerability Heart disease   6 
Health Vulnerability Internet access   2 
Health Vulnerability Life expectancy   3 
Health Vulnerability Low birth weight   5 
Health Vulnerability Maternal mortality   1 
Health Vulnerability Mental health   1 
Climate Risk / Hazard 90-degree days   2 
Climate Risk / Hazard Coastal flooding   2 
Climate Risk / Hazard Drought   1 
Climate Risk / Hazard Expected agriculture loss rate   1 
Climate Risk / Hazard Expected building loss rate   1 

Climate Risk / Hazard 
Expected population loss 
rate 

  1 

Climate Risk / Hazard Extreme storms   1 
Climate Risk / Hazard Impervious surface   1 
Climate Risk / Hazard Inland flooding   1 
Climate Risk / Hazard Rising avg. temperatures   1 
Climate Risk / Hazard Sea level rise   1 
Climate Risk / Hazard Urban flooding   2 
Climate Risk / Hazard Wildfire smoke   1 
Envir. Services & Benefits Open space   2 
Envir. Services & Benefits Tree cover   3 

Table 18. Level of Data used in Reviewed Definitions 

LEVEL OF DATA USED  
CEJA EIEC 

OTHER JURISDICTIONS 
EJC R3 

National    5 
State and national    4 
City, state, and national     1 
Note: The level of data Hawaii uses is pending 

Table 19.Geographic Level of Reviewed Definitions 

LEVEL OF DEFINITION 
CEJA EIEC 

OTHER JURISDICTIONS 
EJC’S GEOGRAPHY R3’S GEOGRAPHY 

Census block group    2 
Census tract    6 
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Town     1 
Neighborhood   1 
Note: The level of data Hawaii uses is pending 

Heat Vulnerability 
Table 20 below lists vulnerabilities and risk factors cited in NY state, national, and academic literature about 
the urban heat island effect and heat vulnerability. The EIEC criteria include indicators representing many 
factors, either directly or indirectly (e.g., through strong correlates).  

Table 20. Indicators Associated with Heat Vulnerability 

VULNERABILITY 
SOURCE 
(REFERENCED 
BELOW) 

COVERED BY EIEC 
INDICATORS? NOTES 

Sociodemographic Components of Heat Vulnerability 

Older adults 
US EPA Climate 
Change and Heat 
Islands 

Yes – Adults over age 
64 

 

Young Children 
US EPA Climate 
Change and Heat 
Islands 

Yes – Population under    

Low-income populations 

US EPA Climate 
Change and Heat 
Islands  
NYCDOH HVI 

Yes – Federal Poverty 
Level, Child Poverty, 
and Free Lunch  

 

People who work outdoors 
US EPA Climate 
Change and Heat 
Islands 

No 

Labor and employment data by 
sector is not available for small 
geographies so we recommend 
using agricultural land area to 
approximate agricultural workers. 
Other options could include 
construction, highway repair or 
other sectors with high outdoor 
exposure if data are available. 

Race or ethnicity (Black and 
Hispanic/Latino) 

NYCDOH HVI No  

English proficiency and/or 
foreign-born 

NYSDOH HVI 
NYSDOH Heat and 
Health 

Yes – Linguistic 
Isolation 

 

Health conditions or 
vulnerabilities 

NYSERDA ClimAID  
 
CalEPA 

Partial – Respiratory 
hazards index and Air 
toxics cancer risk 
No – Heart attacks, 
asthma, and COPD 
hospitalization 
No – Diabetes 

Underlying cardiovascular disease 
can interfere with a body’s ability to 
regulate temperature in response 
to heat stress (ClimAID, 2014) 

Disability Status CalEPA No  
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VULNERABILITY 
SOURCE 
(REFERENCED 
BELOW) 

COVERED BY EIEC 
INDICATORS? NOTES 

Sociodemographic Components of Heat Vulnerability 

Mobility Constraints NYSERDA ClimAID No 

Access to public transportation or 
private vehicle associated with 
ability to seek alternative shelter or 
healthcare in extreme weather.  

No air conditioning 

US EPA Climate 
Change and Heat 
Islands  
NYCDOH HVI 
NYSDOH Heat and 
Health 

Partial – Low income 

Air conditioning penetration is not 
available for smaller geographies, 
but lower-income households, 
rental units and older homes are 
less likely to have air conditioning. 

Geographic and Environmental Components of Heat Vulnerability 

High temperatures 
NYSERDA ClimAID  
 
NYCDOH HVI 

No  

Land Cover (vegetative cover 
vs. developed land) 

NYSDOH HVI 
NYCDOH HVI 

No 
Several heat indices include either 
vegetative cover or green space.  
 

Housing density and 
developed land 

NYSDOH HVI 

Partial –highly 
correlated with 
vehicle/traffic metrics 
and PM2.5 

Other heat indices include 
developed land instead of 
vegetative or land cover. Several 
included variables are highly 
correlated with density. 

Heat-absorptive surfaces CalEPA 
Yes – Vehicle traffic 
density  

Vehicle traffic is correlated with 
roads as well.  

Air pollution exacerbated by 
temperature increases 

NYSERDA ClimAID 
Partial – PM2.5 and 
Ozone 

Ozone is not a consistent measure 
of local (on-the-ground) air quality 
and could be from out of state 
sources. Ozone concentrations are 
generalized over a large area and 
not reflective of local hotspots. 
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Heat Vulnerability Sources: 

California EPA. Understanding the Urban Heat Island Index. https://calepa.ca.gov/climate/urban-heat-
island-index-for-california/understanding-the-urban-heat-island-index/ 

Hoffman et al. (2020). The Effects of Historical Housing Policies on Resident Exposure to Intra-Urban Heat: A 
Study of 108 US Urban Areas. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/338556690_The_Effects_of_Historical_Housing_Policies_on_Re
sident_Exposure_to_Intra-Urban_Heat_A_Study_of_108_US_Urban_Areas  

Nayak et al. (2017). Development of a heat vulnerability index for New York State. 
https://reader.elsevier.com/reader/sd/pii/S003335061730327X 

New York City Department of Health. Extreme Heat and Your Health. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/doh/health/emergency-preparedness/emergencies-extreme-weather-heat.page  

New York City Department of Health. Heat Vulnerability Index. https://a816-
dohbesp.nyc.gov/IndicatorPublic/HeatHub/hvi.html 

New York City Hazard Mitigation. https://nychazardmitigation.com/hazard-specific/extreme-heat/what-is-
the-risk/  

New York State Department of Health. Heat and Health in New York State. 
https://www.health.ny.gov/publications/6636.pdf  

New York State Department of Health. Heat Vulnerability Index for New York State. 
https://www.health.ny.gov/environmental/weather/vulnerability_index/ 

NYSERDA, 2014. Responding to Climate Change in New York State (ClimAID). Chapter 11: Public Health. 
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-
/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Research/Environmental/EMEP/climaid/ClimAID-Public-
Health.pdf  

Rosenzweig, C., and W.D. Solecki, 2001: Climate change and a global city: Learning from New York. 
Environment, 43, no. 3, 8-18. https://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2001/2001_Rosenzweig_ro07800y.pdf  

U.S. EPA. Climate Change and Heat Islands.  https://www.epa.gov/heatislands/climate-change-and-heat-
islands 

  

https://calepa.ca.gov/climate/urban-heat-island-index-for-california/understanding-the-urban-heat-island-index/
https://calepa.ca.gov/climate/urban-heat-island-index-for-california/understanding-the-urban-heat-island-index/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/338556690_The_Effects_of_Historical_Housing_Policies_on_Resident_Exposure_to_Intra-Urban_Heat_A_Study_of_108_US_Urban_Areas
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/338556690_The_Effects_of_Historical_Housing_Policies_on_Resident_Exposure_to_Intra-Urban_Heat_A_Study_of_108_US_Urban_Areas
https://reader.elsevier.com/reader/sd/pii/S003335061730327X
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/doh/health/emergency-preparedness/emergencies-extreme-weather-heat.page
https://a816-dohbesp.nyc.gov/IndicatorPublic/HeatHub/hvi.html
https://a816-dohbesp.nyc.gov/IndicatorPublic/HeatHub/hvi.html
https://nychazardmitigation.com/hazard-specific/extreme-heat/what-is-the-risk/
https://nychazardmitigation.com/hazard-specific/extreme-heat/what-is-the-risk/
https://www.health.ny.gov/publications/6636.pdf
https://www.health.ny.gov/environmental/weather/vulnerability_index/
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Research/Environmental/EMEP/climaid/ClimAID-Public-Health.pdf
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Research/Environmental/EMEP/climaid/ClimAID-Public-Health.pdf
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Research/Environmental/EMEP/climaid/ClimAID-Public-Health.pdf
https://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2001/2001_Rosenzweig_ro07800y.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/heatislands/climate-change-and-heat-islands
https://www.epa.gov/heatislands/climate-change-and-heat-islands
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Comparison of Definitions in ComEd Service Area 
Figure 9. "CEJA +" Definition (Includes all EIEC, Solar for All, and Justice40/CEJST DACs) 
Note: You can view the complete interactive map illustrating the “CEJA+” definition here. 
 

 

https://illumeadvising.com/files/DAC-Definitions-Map-with-Justice40-ISW.html
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Table 21. Percent of Census Tracts Included in Definition by Level of Urbanization 

DEFINITION 
# OF 

RURAL 
TRACTS 

RURAL 
REPRESEN

TATION 

# OF 
SUBURBAN 

TRACTS 

SUBURBAN 
REPRESEN

TATION 

# OF 
URBAN 
TRACTS 

URBAN 
REPRESEN

TATION 

TOTAL # 
OF TRACTS 

ComEd Service Area 211 9% 1034 46% 982 44% 2227 

R3 Areas 9 2% 149 25% 430 73% 588 

CEJA EJCs 1 0% 341 33% 684 67% 1026 

EIEC  10 1% 385 35% 718 65% 1113 

Solar for All EJCs  1 0% 316 32% 685 68% 1002 

Justice 40/CEJST DACs 3 1% 152 29% 363 70% 518 

Disproportionately 
Affected Areas (IL 
DCEO) 

8 1% 110 20% 419 78% 537 
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Table 22. Percent of Rural, Suburban, and Urban Tracts Included in Each Definition 

DEFINITION # OF RURAL TRACTS 
% OF RURAL 

TRACTS INCLUDED 
IN DEFINITION 

# OF SUBURBAN 
TRACTS 

% OF SUBURBAN 
TRACTS INCLUDED 

IN DEFINITION 

# OF URBAN 
TRACTS 

% OF URBAN 
TRACTS INCLUDED 

IN DEFINITION 

ComEd Service Area 211  1034  982  

R3 Areas 9 4% 149 14% 430 44% 

CEJA EJCs 1 0% 341 33% 684 70% 

EIEC  10 5% 385 37% 718 73% 

Solar for All EJCs  1 0% 316 31% 685 70% 

Justice 40/CEJST DACs 3 1% 152 15% 363 37% 

Disproportionately Affected 
Areas (IL DCEO) 

8 4% 110 11% 419 43% 

Table 23. 2010 Census Characteristics 

  R3 AREAS CEJA EJCS* EIECS* SOLAR FOR 
ALL EJCS* 

JUSTICE 
40/CEJST 

DACS 

DISPROPOR
TIONATELY 
AFFECTED 

AREAS 

OVERALL 
SERVICE 

AREA AVG 

AVG FOR 
CENSUS 
TRACTS 

THAT ARE 
NOT EIECS* 

AVG FOR 
CENSUS 

TRACTS W/ 
SFA EJCS 
THAT ARE 

NOT EIECS* 

Average housing units with no 
vehicle available 

26% 19% 19% 20% 23% 27% 13% 8% 12% 

Average population in poverty 
under 18 

37% 28% 29% 29% 34% 37% 18% 9% 16% 

Average population over 25 with 
less than a bachelor's degree 82% 78% 78% 78% 83% 82% 64% 55% 69% 

Average population over 18 without 
a high school diploma 

20% 20% 19% 20% 22% 20% 12% 8% 18% 
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  R3 AREAS CEJA EJCS* EIECS* SOLAR FOR 
ALL EJCS* 

JUSTICE 
40/CEJST 

DACS 

DISPROPOR
TIONATELY 
AFFECTED 

AREAS 

OVERALL 
SERVICE 

AREA AVG 

AVG FOR 
CENSUS 
TRACTS 

THAT ARE 
NOT EIECS* 

AVG FOR 
CENSUS 

TRACTS W/ 
SFA EJCS 
THAT ARE 

NOT EIECS* 

Average population over 5 speaking 
a language other than English at 
home 

26% 42% 37% 41% 38% 25% 28% 25% 51% 

Average households with limited 
English proficiency 7% 11% 9% 10% 10% 6% 6% 5% 11% 

Average households with children 
under 6 

2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 

Average population over 65 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 15% 15% 12% 

Average population with a 
disability 14% 12% 12% 12% 13% 14% 11% 9% 9% 

Average population with no health 
insurance coverage 

11% 12% 11% 12% 13% 11% 8% 5% 11% 

Average households per square 
mile 

4109 4646 4396 4678 4693 4308   6076 

Average households using 
petroleum, oil, coal, or wood for 
heating 

2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 2% 

Average households that are 
mobile homes 

1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 

For households with a mortgage, 
average median owner costs as a 
percentage of household income 

23% 22% 22% 23% 23% 23% 21% 20% 21% 

Average rent as a percentage of 
household income 

53% 50% 51% 51% 52% 54% 45% 41% 47% 

Average households occupied by 
renters 

57% 50% 50% 51% 55% 59% 38% 29% 44% 

Average housing units that are 
vacant 16% 12% 12% 12% 14% 16% 9% 7% 8% 
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  R3 AREAS CEJA EJCS* EIECS* SOLAR FOR 
ALL EJCS* 

JUSTICE 
40/CEJST 

DACS 

DISPROPOR
TIONATELY 
AFFECTED 

AREAS 

OVERALL 
SERVICE 

AREA AVG 

AVG FOR 
CENSUS 
TRACTS 

THAT ARE 
NOT EIECS* 

AVG FOR 
CENSUS 

TRACTS W/ 
SFA EJCS 
THAT ARE 

NOT EIECS* 

Average population with income 
less than 100% of the federal 
poverty level 

27% 20% 21% 21% 24% 28% 14% 8% 13% 

Average median income $    40,429.44 $    50,928.31 $    49,776.68 $    49,749.52 $    41,680.77 $    39,529.05 $    74,259.84 $    89,967.91 $    63,038.00 

Average households with no 
internet access 

24% 20% 20% 21% 23% 24% 14% 10% 15% 

Average population density/sq mile 11,164 12,910 11,998 13,020 13,007 11,634   15,927 

Average foreign-born population 13% 23% 20% 22% 20% 12% 17% 16% 29% 

Average American Indian, Alaska 
native, Hawaiian native, or Pacific 
Islander population, alone or in 
combination with other races 

1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 

Average population that is not 
white 

87% 74% 75% 78% 82% 88% 49% 32% 71% 

Average households with a parent 
with no spouse and child under 18 13% 10% 11% 10% 12% 14% 7% 5% 8% 

Average population in the labor 
force and unemployed and 
disabled 

23% 18% 19% 19% 21% 23% 14% 11% 14% 

Average population of in the labor 
force and unemployed 14% 10% 11% 11% 13% 14% 7% 4% 6% 

*Demographics for block level definitions are at the census tract level for all census tracts with at least one qualifying block group.  

Table 24 shows the percent of the population by demographic characteristics represented by each definition. For example, the qualifying census tracts 
of R3 capture 39% of the households without cars in the service territory. In other words, 39% of the households without a vehicle in ComEd’s service 
area live in an R3 area. 
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Table 24. Percent of Population or Households Represented 

 R3 AREAS CEJA EJCS* EIECS* SOLAR FOR 
ALL EJCS* 

JUSTICE 
40/CEJST 

DACS 

DISPROPORTI
ONATELY 

AFFECTED 
AREAS 

Population in poverty under 18 49% 69% 75% 69% 50% 44% 
Households with limited English proficiency 22% 70% 71% 68% 40% 19% 
Population over age 18 without a high school diploma 35% 65% 69% 64% 42% 31% 
Population with income less than 100% of the federal poverty 
level 43% 64% 69% 63% 44% 39% 

Population that is not white 38% 63% 67% 63% 40% 34% 
Population with no health insurance coverage 31% 64% 67% 63% 41% 27% 
Housing units with no vehicle available 39% 61% 65% 61% 38% 37% 
Households with no internet access 35% 60% 64% 59% 38% 32% 
Population over age 5 speaking a language other than English at 
home 20% 60% 62% 58% 33% 17% 

Households with a parent with no spouse and child under 18 39% 55% 61% 55% 36% 35% 
Population of in the labor force and unemployed 39% 56% 61% 55% 37% 35% 
Population in the labor force and unemployed and disabled 41% 53% 59% 53% 37% 37% 
Households occupied by renters 31% 55% 59% 54% 33% 28% 
Housing units that are vacant 37% 54% 58% 53% 35% 34% 
Foreign born population 17% 56% 58% 54% 30% 15% 
American Indian, Alaska native, Hawaiian native, or Pacific 
Islander population, alone or in combination with other races 23% 49% 54% 49% 28% 20% 

Population over 25 with less than a bachelor's degree 25% 49% 52% 48% 28% 22% 
Population with a disability 27% 47% 51% 45% 27% 24% 
Households with children under 6 22% 44% 48% 43% 20% 20% 
Households that are mobile homes 16% 40% 42% 39% 29% 15% 
Population over 65 18% 39% 42% 37% 20% 16% 
Households using petroleum, oil, coal, or wood for heating 12% 27% 29% 26% 15% 11% 

*Demographics for block level definitions are at the census tract level for all census tracts with at least one qualifying block group.  

 



68 

 

Table 25 shows the degree to which the census tracts identified by each of the definitions overlap. For example, the EIEC definition captures 77% of the 
census tracts historically redlined Grade C and 85% of the census tracts historically redlined Grade D. Additionally, 39% of EIEC census tracts are 
historically redlined Grade C and 29% are historically redlined Grade D. Note that because some of the definitions are calculated at the census block 
group level and some are calculated at the census tract level, we have considered any census tract with at least one qualifying block group as being 
‘identified’ by a given definition. 

Table 25. Percent of Census Tracts Overlapping in Different Definitions 

% OF CENSUS TRACTS R3 AREAS CEJA EJCS EIEC 
SOLAR FOR 

ALL EJCS 

JUSTICE 
40/CEJST 

DACS 
IL (DCEO) 

HISTORICALL
Y REDLINED 

GRADE C 

HISTORICALL
Y REDLINED 

GRADE D 

R3 Areas 100% 85% 100% 88% 61% 91% 38% 39% 

CEJA EJCs 49% 100% 100% 95% 48% 45% 41% 30% 

EIEC  53% 92% 100% 89% 46% 48% 39% 29% 

Solar for All EJCs  51% 98% 99% 100% 50% 48% 41% 31% 

Justice 40/CEJST DACs 69% 96% 99% 96% 100% 64% 45% 32% 

Disproportionately Affected 
Areas (IL DCEO) 

100% 87% 100% 89% 61% 100% 40% 40% 

Historically Redlined Grade C  39% 74% 77% 73% 41% 38% 100% 0% 

Historically Redlined Grade D 59% 79% 85% 81% 43% 55% 0% 100% 
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Table 26 shows the degree to which the billing accounts in census tracts identified by each of the definitions overlap. For example, the EIEC definition 
captures 99% of the billing accounts in Justice40/CEJST DAC census tracts.  Additionally, 47% of billing accounts in EIEC census tracts are also in 
Justice40/CEJST census tracts. Note that because some of the definitions are calculated at the census block group level and some are calculated at the 
census tract level, we have considered any census tract with at least one qualifying block group as being ‘identified’ by a given definition. 

Table 26. Percent of Billing Accounts Overlapping in Different Definitions 

% OF RESIDENTIAL BILLING 
ACCOUNTS 

R3 AREAS CEJA EJCS EIEC 
SOLAR FOR 

ALL EJCS 

JUSTICE 
40/CEJST 

DACS 
IL DCEO) 

HISTORICALLY 
REDLINED 
GRADE C 

HISTORICALLY 
REDLINED 
GRADE D 

R3 Areas 100% 85% 100% 87% 68% 89% 39% 33% 

CEJA EJCs 39% 100% 100% 94% 49% 36% 42% 25% 

EIEC  43% 93% 100% 89% 47% 39% 40% 24% 

Solar for All EJCs  42% 98% 99% 100% 51% 38% 42% 26% 

Justice 40/CEJST DACs 61% 96% 99% 96% 100% 56% 46% 27% 

Disproportionately Affected 
Areas (IL DCEO) 

100% 87% 100% 89% 69% 100% 42% 34% 

Historically Redlined Grade C  32% 74% 76% 72% 42% 31% 100% 0% 

Historically Redlined Grade D 44% 72% 76% 74% 40% 41% 0% 100% 
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Figure 10.Overlap Between EIECs and Justice40/CEJST DACS 

Note: You can view the complete interactive map illustrating DAC definitions per block group here. 

 

https://illumeadvising.com/files/DAC-Definitions-Per-Block-Group-Combined-RedLine-C-or-D-2-1.html
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Figure 11. Overlap Between EIECs and Historically Redlined Areas 

 

Note: You can view the complete interactive map illustrating DAC definitions per block group here. 

 

https://illumeadvising.com/files/DAC-Definitions-Per-Block-Group-Combined-RedLine-C-or-D-2-1.html
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Figure 12. Overlap Between EIECs and Disproportionately Affected Areas 

 

Note: You can view the complete interactive map illustrating DAC definitions per block group here. 

 

 

https://illumeadvising.com/files/DAC-Definitions-Per-Block-Group-Combined-RedLine-C-or-D-2-1.html
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Figure 13. Overlap Between EIECs and INVEST South/West Communities 

 

 

Note: You can view the complete interactive map illustrating DAC definitions per block group here. 

https://illumeadvising.com/files/DAC-Definitions-Per-Block-Group-Combined-RedLine-C-or-D-2-1.html
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