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Introduction and Purpose 

A. Identification of Witness 

What is your name and business address? 

Michael S. Brandt, Commonwealth Edison Company ("CornEd"), Three Lincoln Centre, 

Oakbrook Terrace, Illinois 60181. 

Are you the same Michael S. Brandt who submitted direct testimony on behalf of 

Commonwealth Edison Company ("CornEd") in this docket? 

Yes. My initial testimony is CornEd Exhibit ("Ex.") 1.0 Corrected. 

B. Purposes of Testimony 

What are the purposes of your rebuttal testimony? 

The purposes of my rebuttal testimony are as follows: 

(1) I note that neither the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Staff') nor 
any intervenor contests that CornEd achieved its Plan Year 3 ("PY3") energy 
savings goal or that CornEd should be permitted to bank the maximum amount of 
energy savings permissible under the law. 

(2) I respond to Staff witness Ms. Hinman's proposal to modify CornEd's energy 
savings goal for Plan Year 3 ("PY3"), and explain why her proposal to 
retroactively apply the results of a Plan Year 4 study of the Appliance Recycling 
program to this PY3 docket is inappropriate. 

(3) I address Office of Attorney General ("AG") witness Mr. Mosenthal's erroneous 
banking methodology, and explain why it is inconsistent with both the Illinois 
Commerce Commission's ("ICC" or "Commission") approved banking 
methodology in Docket No. lO-0520 and Staffs and CornEd's application of that 
methodology in this docket. 

(4) I respond to the issue raised by Ms. Hinman regarding the appropriate time and 
forwn for reviewing the cost-effectiveness of the first three Plan years. 

(5) I explain why Ms. Hinman's proposal to address a Compact Fluorescent Light 
bulb ("CFL") carryover methodology applicable to Plan Year 5 circumvents the 
independent evaluator and stakeholder collaborative process, and has no place in 
this Plan Year 3 docket. 
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(6) I respond to comments by Ms. Hinman and Mr. Mosentbal regarding the 
Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity's ("DCEO") failure to 
achieve its individual energy savings goals. 

C. Identification of Exhibit 

What exhibit is attached to and incorporated in your rebuttal testimony? 

I have attached to my rebuttal testimony CornEd Exhibit ("Ex.") 2.1 which is tbe 

Navigant Evaluation Report entitled Energy Efficiency I Demand Response Plan: Plan 

Year 3 (61112010 - 513112011) Evaluation Report: Residential Appliance Recycling. 

This report was filed in this Docket on June 21, 2012. 

Response to Staff Witness Hinman and AG Witness Mosenthal 

A. Calculation of CornEd's Portion of the PY3 Energy Savings Goal 

Mr. Brandt, do Ms. Hinman and Mr. Mosenthal conclude that CornEd met its Plan 

Year 3 energy savings goal? 

Yes, tbey do. However, Ms. Hinman proposes a slightly modified energy savings goal 

forPY3. 

What is yonr response to Ms. Hinman's claim that CornEd's portion of the PY3 

energy savings goals is 458,656 MWh rather than 458,919 MWh? 

Ms. Hinman's CornEd goal of 458,656 megawatt hours ("MWhs") is taken from tbe 

Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity's ("DCEO") Plan ratber than 

CornEd's 2008-2010 Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan ("2008-2010 Plan"), 

which indicates tbat tbe energy efficiency goal for PY3 was 458,919 MWh. ICC Docket 

No. 07-0540, CornEd Ex. 1.0 (filed on November 15, 2007) at 2, 18. Altbough it is 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

CornEd's position that the goal set forth in its Commission-approved 2008-2010 Plan is 

correct, CornEd will not contest this issue in order to narrow the issues in this docket. 

In her direct testimony, Ms. Hinman proposes a downward adjustment to the 

energy savings associated with the Appliance Recycling program based on a 

recently completed study. What is your response? 

Ms. Hinman's proposal inappropriately attempts to apply the independent evaluator's 

August 2012 evaluation results (Staff Ex. 1.3) of the Plan Year 4 Appliance Recycling 

program to the Plan Year 3 Appliance Recycling program energy savings. In fact, her 

proposal contradicts the independent evaluator's recommendation in its PY3 evaluation 

report that the revised methodology be applied beginning with PY 4, not PY3. Hinman 

Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 16:267-17:299; CornEd Ex. 2.1 at 48. Ms. Hinman's proposed 

retrospective application of findings is one of the biggest portfolio risks that CornEd 

faces, and CornEd has worked actively with the other interested parties through the 

Stakeholder Advisory Group ("SAG") to minimize this risk. The intent of this study was 

not to retrospectively apply its results to PY3, but rather to determine a CornEd-specific 

number for future use. 

Can you explain in more detail why Ms. Hinman's recommendation to apply results 

related to Plan Year 4 to Plan Year 3 is inappropriate? 

Yes. As an initial matter, each year one of the primary functions of the independent 

evaluator is to determine the kilowatt-hour ("kWh") savings for each program that will be 

applied towards the kWh savings goal. For the Appliance Recycling program, the 

independent evaluator issued a PY3 Evaluation Report that determined savings of 44,851 

MWh. See CornEd Ex. 2.1 at 4, Table E-3. CornEd agrees with the independent 
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76 evaluator's fmdings, and believes this should be the energy savings number for this 

77 program. 

78 Ms. Hinman, however, ignores the independent evaluator's reconunendation, and 

79 instead reconunends, contrary to the evaluator's reconunendation, that the August 2012 

80 findings of a PY 4 evaluation reach back and be applied to PY3 results. Hinman Dir., 

81 Staff Ex. 1.0, 16:267-17:299. More specifically, as Ms. Hinman admits, the independent 

82 evaluator conducted this study during PY 4 (not PY3) to review coefficients of the 

83 regression equations used to calculate gross kWh and kW savings for recycled 

84 

85 

appliances. In prior years, including PY3, the evaluator relied on a larger study 

performed in California. In its report issued on August 10, 2012, the independent 

86 evaluator reconunended, based on 130 valid metering data samples from between July 

87 2011 and March 2012, new equations for calculating savings. Staff Ex. 1.3 at 1-2. The 

88 study consisted of a small sample of PY4, not PY3, appliances (130 appliances out of 

89 more than 50,000 actually recycled), and the metering was only conducted for 2-3 week 

90 periods after customers had already called to remove their appliance. Id. Although the 

91 new regression equations have uncertainty in their precision, parties involved in the 

92 development of the Technical Reference Manual ("TRM") agreed to include the new 

93 equations in the TRM under development through the SAG process, which would be 

94 applicable to electric utilities begimring in PY5. 

95 In sum, although Ms. Hinman's reconunendation does not change her conclusion 

96 that CornEd met the PY3 energy savings goal and is entitled to bank the maximum 

97 amount of energy savings allowed, her proposal is nevertheless inappropriate for the 

98 reasons explained above and should be rejected. 
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Q. 

B. Banking of Energy Efficiency Savings That Exceed the PY3 Goal 

In yonr direct testimony, yon testified that CornEd exceeded its PY3 energy savings 

goal, and therefore proposed to bank 97,777 MWh (three year cumulative), which is 

the maximum amount permitted under the Commission's Order in Docket No. 10-

0520. Did Ms. Hinman and Mr. Mosenthal agree with your proposed amount of 

banked savings? 

With respect to Ms. Hinman, she agreed with CornEd's proposed amount of banked 

savings of 58,408 MWhs for PY3 and 97,777 MWhs of cumulative banked savings, and 

further agreed that CornEd appropriately applied the banking methodology that the 

Commission approved in Docket 10-0520. Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 19:348-20:364. 

Regarding Mr. Mosenthal's direct testimony, he proposes a methodology for calculating 

banking that is contrary to the Commission's approved banking methodology set forth in 

the Order in Docket No. 10-0520. Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0,7:16-12:18. CornEd 

disagrees with Mr. Mosenthal' s assertion that the banking methodology approved by the 

Commission in Docket No. 10-0520 was "at best an oversight by the Commission." ld., 

12: 1-2. To the contrary, the Final Order in that docket was very clear as to how to 

calculate banking, and specifically directed that the calculation take into account the 

goals and performances of both CornEd and DCEO. Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC 

Docket No. 10-0520, Final Order (May 16, 2012) at 5. While it is true that DCEO's 

performance does not impact CornEd's achievement of CornEd's kWh savings goal, the 

banking methodology approved in Docket No. 10-0520 is clear that CornEd's and 

DCEO's performance are now tied together related to banking. !d. In other words, 

CornEd may only bank those savings that are in excess of CornEd's and DCEO's 
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Q. 

A. 

combined energy savings goal for a particular Plan year. CornEd and Staff calculated 

banking for Plan Year 3 consistent with the Plan Year 2 Order in Docket 10-0520. 

Notably, the party on whose behalf Mr. Mosentha1 testifies, the AG, participated 

in Docket 10-0520 and did not comment on or challenge Staffs banking proposal, which 

was ultimately adopted in that docket. CornEd will address the legal issues raised by Mr. 

Mosenthal's proposal further in briefs, as needed. 

C. Cost Effectiveness of Programs 

Ms. Hinman proposes that the Commission review the cost-effectiveness of the 

three-year period that comprises CornEd's first energy efficiency plan, and further 

claims that CornEd has not provided this informatiou. How do you respond? 

I have reviewed the report Staff filed in this docket on August 19, 2011 "recommend[ing] 

that the Commission initiate a proceeding pursuant to Section 8-103(i) of the Public 

Utilities Act to determine whether [CornEd] met the energy efficiency goals for year 3." 

Staff Report at 1 (emphasis added). As the report notes, this recommendation was filed 

in accordance with the Order in Docket No. 07-0540, which provides that "[t]he dates are 

as follows for commencement of Commission dockets reviewing whether CornEd 

achieved the energy efficiency goal for the year commencing June 1, 2009 and ending 

May 31, 2010, and for the year commencing June 1, [2010] and ending May 31, 2011, 

are September 1, 2010, and September 1, 2011, respectively." Commonwealth Edison 

Co., ICC Docket No. 07-0540, Final Order (February 6, 2008) at 27. Consistent with this 

Order and Staff s recommendation, the Commission's Initiating Order in this docket 

directs that this proceeding be commenced to determine whether CornEd has achieved the 

energy savings goal for Plan Year 3. Initiating Order (August 23, 2011). As a result, 
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Q. 

A. 

CornEd has provided information that shows it has met the Plan Year 3 energy savings 

goal. Neither Staffs recommendation nor the Commission's Initiating Order directed 

CornEd to provide information regarding a three-year review of the cost effectiveness of 

the programs offered under CornEd's 2008-2010 Plan. 

I further note, however, that the independent evaluator is currently in the process 

of developing a report that reviews the cost-effectiveness of the first three Plan years, but 

this report has not been completed yet. The legal issues regarding the submission of this 

report once completed and any docket in which it might be considered will be addressed 

by CornEd in briefmg, as needed. 

D. CFL Carryover 

Ms. Hinman reqnests that the Commission make a determination in this docket 

regarding how the CFL "carryover" savings calculations should be performed, and 

proposes an algorithm for her proposed approach. What is your response? 

The appropriate CFL carryover methodology is currently the subject of discussion among 

CornEd, Staff and the independent evaluator. Ms. Hinman, however, seems to be 

attempting to circumvent this collaborative process and instead prematurely litigate it 

here. This is inappropriate. The independent evaluator was the entity that first 

determined that CFL carryover was a valid source of kWh savings. Because CFL 

carryover remains an evaluation issue, the evaluator should be allowed to complete its 

review of, and reach a conclusion regarding, how the CFL carryover is calculated. 

Moreover, the CFL carryover issue commented on by Ms. Hinman does not even 

apply to the present docket. Rather, as Ms. Hinman admits, this is only an issue under 

Plan Year 5, which falls under an entirely different energy efficiency plan approved in 
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Docket No. 10-0570 - CornEd's 2011-2013 Energy Efficiency and Demand Response 

Plan ("2011-2013 Plan"). Further complicating the issue is Ms. Himnan's reliance on 

what is still a draft Technical Reference Manual (Staff Ex. 1.5), which has neither been 

filed with nor reviewed by the Commission. In fact, the TRM is still the subject of 

discussion among stakeholders. In short, Ms. Himnan appears to be choosing one 

particular issue from the TRM to pre-litigate here. This is an inappropriate end-run 

around the collaborative TRM process being conducted through the SAG. 

Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission reject Ms. Himnan's untimely 

and inappropriate request to prelitigate this issue here. The independent evaluator and 

parties to the SAG TRM effort should be permitted to continue and finish the 

collaborative processes they have already in good faith begun. 

E. DCEO's Failure to Achieve Its Energy Savings Goals 

Both Ms. Hinman and Mr. Mosenthal suggest that CornEd and DCEO should 

submit a revised plan due to DCEO's failure to achieve its energy savings goals. 

How do you respond? 

As an initial matter, I note that both Ms. Himnan and Mr. Mosenthal ignore that CornEd 

and DCEO already agreed to substantially lower DCEO's goals under the 2011-2013 

Plan as a direct result of DCEO's inability to achieve the energy savings goals for Plan 

Years I and 2 under the 2008-2010 Plan. In other words, Ms. Himnan and Mr. 

Mosenthal recommend CornEd and DCEO file a revised plan to address DCEO's failure 

to achieve its portion of the energy efficiency goals, but ignore that the issue was 

addressed in Docket No. 10-0570. Himnan Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0,24:447-25:464; Mosenthal 

Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 17:11-18:6; Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket No. 10-0570, 
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Final Order (December 21, 2010) at 6. In that docket, CornEd and DCEO calculated the 

split by considering the performance of each entity over the first two Plan years. Because 

DCEO had been unable to achieve more than 21 % of the savings with 25% of the funding 

during these two years, CornEd and DCEO proposed to reduce DCEO's goal while 

maintaining the same level of funding, which ultimately increased CornEd's goal without 

providing CornEd with any additional funding to achieve that higher goal. Under the 

2011-2013 Plan, CornEd's percentage of the goal increased from 79% to 85%, while 

DCEO's percentage of the kWh savings goal decreased from 21 % to 15%. As a result, of 

the 727,985 MWh energy efficiency savings goal for PY4, CornEd was responsible for 

618,787 MWhs and DCEO was responsible for 109,198 MWhs. Commonwealth Edison 

Co., ICC Docket No. 10-0570, Final Order (December 21, 2010) at 23,40. 

To the extent Ms. Hinman or Mr. Mosenthal questions in this docket the 

Commission's approval of this revised split of the goals in Docket No. 10-0570, I note 

that Staff and AG, the parties on whose behalf Ms. Hinman and Mr. Mosenthal testifY, 

respectively, participated in both the 2008-2010 Plan docket and 2011-2013 Plan docket 

(Docket Nos. 07-0540 and 10-0570) and made no objection to either DCEO's original or 

modified goals. At all times, CornEd worked in good faith with DCEO to set realistic 

goals for both parties. CornEd will further address the legal issues associated with Ms. 

Hinman's and Mr. Mosenthal's proposals in briefs, as needed. 

How do yon respond to Mr. Mosenthal's snggestions that the Commission should do 

more to ensure DCEO achieves its energy savings goals? 

First, I would note that the Commission did address this issue by approving lower goals 

for DCEO under the 2011-2013 Plan. Id. at 40. Second, I would remind Mr. Mosenthal 
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214 that the Commission already considered the issue of its authority over DCEO during 

215 Docket No. 10-0570, both in the initial phase of the proceeding and on rehearing. In the 

216 Order on Rehearing, the Commission concluded as follows: 

217 The Commission is not convinced that a blanket statement 
218 claiming jurisdiction over DCEO is appropriate or necessary. 
219 DCEO is a state agency and there is no clear statement in the 
220 statute that the Commission has jurisdiction over DCEO. It is clear, 
221 however, that DCEO must implement 25% of the Commission-
222 approved energy efficiency measures and that DCEO must file its 
223 plan with the Commission. Accordingly, the following Finding 
224 Paragraph is added to page 73 of the Final Order: 

225 (2) the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic 
226 Opportunity is a state agency that is statutorily obligated, 
227 pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-l03(e), to implement 25% of a 
228 utility's Commission-approved energy efficiency measures, 
229 the details of which must be filed in conjunction with the 
230 utility's plan; 

231 Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket No. 10-0570, Order on Rehearing (May 4, 

232 2011) at 3. Again, to the extent Mr. Mosenthal seeks to challenge the Commission's 

233 Order on Rehearing in this docket, CornEd will respond to the legal issues this raises in 

234 briefs. 

235 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

236 A. Yes. 
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Section E. Executive SummaI'Y 

E.1 Evaluation Objectives 

Docket No. 11-0593 
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The goal of this report is to present a summary of the findings and results from the evaluation 
of the Program Year 3 (PY3) Residential Appliance Recycling (AR) program. The objectives of 
the evaluation are to: (1) quantify net energy and peak demand savings impacts from the 
program during Program Year 3 (PY3); and (2) to determine key process-related program 
strengths and weaknesses and provide recommendations to improve the program. 

E.2 Evaluation Methods 

To estimate gross energy savings, we have relied heavily on data from extensive research 
elsewhere, including, for refrigerators and freezers, regression equations for estimating 
refrigerator and freezer Unit Energy Consumption (UEC) that are based on a large database of 
over 2,000 previously metered units in California based on the U.S. Department of Energy's 
(DOE) lab metering approach. The regression equations estimate usage as a function of unit 
characteristics (age, size, configuration, and defrost mode). The characteristics of units collected 
by JACO Environmental (JACO) for CornEd were then input into these models to estimate full
year UECs (representing kWh savings) that are specific to CornEd's program. 

Our primary data collection activity for the gross and net impact calculations was a telephone 
survey of program participants. The participant survey was used to determine a part-use factor 
and the program net-to-gross (NTG) ratio, and to support the process evaluation. In addition, 
telephone surveys with used appliance haulers in the secondary market were attempted, in 
part, to corroborate assumptions in the NTG calculation related to appliance disposal methods. 
Ultimately, we were not able to use these findings for this purpose due to the small number of 
interviews completed and the fact that they largely remove non-working appliances. 

The part-use factor was used to adjust the annualized UEC estimates to reflect the number of 
months the recycled unit would have been operated absent the program. This element of the 
calculation is particularly important for CornEd's program, since refrigerators and freezers 
located in garages may have been shut down during the winter months, when cold weather 
reduces or eliminates the need to run the unit. Similarly, room air conditioner (AC) units may 
only have been operated during a few of the hottest days during the summer months. 

Table E-l below summarizes the key data collection activities in support of this evaluation. 
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Table E-l. Data Collection Activities 

Tracking 
All Program Tracking 

Data Analysis 
Participants Database 

CornEd Program Contact from Current and former 

Manager CornEd ARPMs 

Implementation Contact from IC Retail Program 
Contractor CornEd Manager 

Contacts from 
Representatives 

Participating 
Program 

from all three 
In-depth Retailers 

Implementer 
participating 

Phone retailers 

Interviews 
Internet Search 
- Any retailers Representatives 

Non-participating other than the from non-
retailers three participating 

participating retailers 
retailers 

Used Appliance 
Representatives 

Disposal and Internet Search 
from local haulers 

Hauling Services 

Stratified Random 
CATIPhone Program Tracking SampleofAR 

Surveys Participants Database Program 
Participants 
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All Ongoing 

2 
March 29, 

2011 

April 8, 

2 
2011 and 
May 5, 
2011 

4 total- two July 1, 8 
from 1 and 15, 
retailer 2011 

July 29, 
4 August 1-

3 

August 3-
2 

4 

202 Total-

151 Refrig., August 
51 Freezer, 2011 

30 RoomAC 
Recyclers 
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E.3 Key Impact Findings and Recommendations 
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The Residential Appliance Recycling program began operation in June 2008. This was its third 
full year of operation. The program offers free pickup and recycling services for older, working 
refrigerators and freezers, and room air conditioners. Program savings are based on the 
accelerated removal, dismantling and recycling of these older, inefficient units. In exchange for 
participating in the program, CornEd currently pays participants $35 each for up to two 
recycled refrigerators or freezers. The incentive had been $25 per recycled unit during PY1 and 
PY2, but was increased in November 2010 in an effort to boost participation in order to meet 
increased PY3 goals. Operational room air conditioner units are also eligible for pick up and 
recycling, but they can only be picked up from sites where the recycler, JACO, is already 
collecting a refrigerator and/or freezer (so the room AC unit can "ride for free"). Participants 
contributing these working room AC units also receive the $35 program incentive, in 
conjunction with the pickup of either a refrigerator or freezer. However the incentive is capped 
at 2 units per pickup. If a room AC unit is also being collected with both a refrigerator and 
freezer, the participant is paid $35 each, or a maximum of $105 per scheduled visit. 

A total of 41,024 units were picked up by the program during PY3. Over 80% of these units 
were refrigerators, another 15% were freezers, and just 2% were room air conditioners. Table 
E-2 below provides the breakdown of recycled units by measure type. 

Table E-2. Summary of Recycled Units by Appliance Type 

Refrigerators 33,937 83% 

Freezers 6,046 15% 

Room Air Conditioners 1,041 2% 

Total Units Recycled 41,024 100% 

May 16, 2012 Final Page 3 



NAVIGANT 

Docket No. 11-0593 
CornEd Ex. 2.1 

Table E-3 below provides the third-year evaluation-adjusted gross and net MWh savings 
estimates for each measure and for the program overall. Table E-4 shows the comparable values 

for kW savings. 

Table E-3. PY3 Gross and Net Impact Parameter and Savings Estimates (MWh) 

Verified annual Gross kWh savings per unit 1,855 1,912 
(full-load operating hours) 

Part-Use Factor 90% 75% 

Verified annual Gross kWh savings per unit 1,674 1,440 80 
adjusted for part-use 

Verified Program Gross MWh 56,804 8,705 83 65,592 

Net-to-Gross Ratio (I-Free Rider %) 0.67 0.75 0.70 0.68 

Total Third-Year Evaluation-Adjusted Net 38,264 6,529 58 44,851 
MWhSavings 

Table E-4. PY3 Gross and Net Impact Parameter and Savings Estimates (kW) 

Annual Gross kW savings per unit (full-load 0.30 0.26 0.04 
operating hours) 

Program Gross kW 10,181 1,572 42 11,795 

Net-to-Gross Ratio (I-Free Rider %) 0.67 0.75 0.70 

Total PY3 Net kW Savings 6,821 1,179 29 8,029 
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Finally, Table E-5 below compares key gross and net savings impact parameters across the 3 
years of this program cycle. 

Table E-S. Comparison of Key Impact Parameters Across Program Years 

Program Year 1 Program Year 2 Program Year 3 

Units Collected 8,438 3,076 465 20,065 4,946 724 33,937 6,046 1,041 

Gross kWh savings per 
1,893 2,027 2,021 1,928 1,855 1,912 

unit @ full load op hours 

Part-Use Factor 75% 59% 87% 89% 90% 75% 

Total Program Gross MWh 11,982 3,678 37 35,248 8,482 58 56,804 8,705 83 

Net-to-Gross Ratio (I-Free 
0.70 0.83 1.00 0.73 0.82 0.72 0.67 0.75 0.70 

Rider %) 

Net realization rate 135% 125% 136% 

The starting PY3 net energy savings goal for this program was 30,900 MWh, which represents a 
steep 31 % increase over the final PY2 goal of 23,628 MWh. The program-reported energy 
savings was 33,093 MWh. The verified energy savings is actually significantly higher than this -
44,851 MWh, for an overall realization rate of 136%. For PY3, the kW saved by the program are 
again based on ComEd's ex-ante planning estimates for per-unit kW savings for Refrigerators, 
Freezers and Room AC units. (After the metering study, currently underway, has been 
completed, kW savings estimates will be developed based on the primary data collected, rather 
than using planning estimates.) 

A comparison of program verified versus program-ex-ante savings is provided in Table E-6 
below. The program ex-ante savings estimate was provided by ComEdo 

Gross savings per unit (without adjustment for the part-use factor) are very close for the ex-ante 
and ex-post program-verified savings estimates, since ComEd used virtually the same approach 
to calculate ex-ante gross savings per unit as was used in this evaluation. Key differences are 
with respect to the part-use factor and net-to-gross ratio assumptions. Program verified part-use 
factors were 90% for refrigerators, and 75% for freezers, while the ex-ante assumption was 75% 
for refrigerators and 65% for freezers. The net-to-gross ratio for the ex-ante estimates was 
somewhat higher than ex-post for refrigerators (0.70 ex-ante vs. 0.67 for ex-post), identical for 
freezers, and higher for room ACs (1.00 for ex-ante vs. 0.70 for ex-post). These higher program
verified values yield a total ex-post net savings estimate of 44,851 MWh compared with ex-ante 
net savings of 33,093 MWh, for a total verified net realization rate of 1.36. 
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Table E-6. PY3 Program Tracking System Savings Versus Evaluation-Verified Savings (MWh) 

Annual Gross kWh 
savings (full-load 52,355 11,439 41.48 63,835 56,804 8,705 

operating hours) 

Part-Use 
75% 65% 100% 73% 90% 75% 

Factor/Realization Rate 

Net-to-Gross Ratio (1-
0.70 0.75 1.00 0.71 0.67 0.75 

Free Rider %) 
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83 65,592 

0.70 0.68 
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E.4 Key Process Findings and Recommendations 
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According to data from CornEd" the program achieved its goal in terms of the number of units 
recycled through the program, but fell short of meeting its energy savings goals in PY3. 
Program goals, however, had been sharply increased in PY3. In order to meet these increased 
goals, CornEd enrolled two new retailers into its program, Sears and Best Buy (in addition to 
Abt Electronics, a local appliance retailer, which has been participating since PY1), and used a 
combination of higher incentives and' specials' to promote the program. CornEd increased the 
program incentive amount in PY3, from $25 per unit at the beginning of the program to $35 in 
November of 2010. In addition, CornEd partnered with the ARRA-Illinois Energy Star Rebates 
program as it did in PY2. 

Beyond retail partnerships, program marketing did not change substantially in PY3. The 
program distributes monthly bill inserts, changing the design and messaging each month. The 
program sometimes advertises through Valpak, a coupon mailing service. The program added 
an online keyword search campaign to its PY3 marketing activities. The program also 
participated in radio advertising and a refrigerator PR event in Chicago in PY3 to raise 
awareness of the program. 

Participant Satisfaction. Overall satisfaction among participants was quite high again this year, 
with 98% of participants indicating they are satisfied with the program (as shown by 
satisfaction ratings ranging from 7 to 10 on a 0-10 scale, where 0 is very dissatisfied and 10 is 
very satisfied). With regard to the $25 (pre-November 1, 2010) or $35 (post-November 1, 2010) 
incentive amount, 88% are satisfied with it. 

The increase in incentive level to $35 per refrigerator or freezer this year, up from $25, appears 
to have had an effect on why customers chose to participate in the program. Overall, 39 percent 
of respondents this year (up from 32 percent in PY2) indicated that the rebate was the main 
reason they chose to participate in the program. The convenience of the home pick up, while 
still one of the top mentioned reasons for participating, declined from 43 percent of respondents 
last year to 27 percent this year (likely due to the increase in customers who indicated the $35 
incentive was their primary reason for participating). Rounding out the top reasons for 
participation was the environmental benefits of the program, indicated by 18 percent of 
respondents (up from 13 percent last year). 

1 Data provided by CornEd on September 8, 2010. 
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E.5 Summary 

Key Impact Findings 
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The PY3 net energy savings goal for this program was 30,900 MWh and the program-reported 
energy savings was slightly more than this, 33,093 MWh'. The verified energy savings is 
somewhat higher than this - 44,851 MWh, for an overall realization rate of 136%. 

Gross savings per unit (without adjustment for the part-use factor) are very close for the ex-ante 
and ex-post program-verified savings estimates, since ComEd used virtually the same approach 
to calculate ex-ante gross savings per unit as was used in this evaluation. Key differences are 
with respect to the part-use factor and net-to-gross ratio assumptions. Program verified part-use 
factors were 90% for refrigerators, and 75% for freezers, while the ex-ante assumption was 75% 
for refrigerators and 65% for freezers. The net-to-gross ratio for the ex-ante estimates was 
somewhat higher than ex-post for refrigerators (0.70 ex-ante vs. 0.67 for ex-post), identical for 
freezers, and higher for room ACs (1.00 for ex-ante vs. 0.70 for ex-post). The higher program 
verified values for the part-use factors yield the higher total ex-post net savings quantities. 

Because of inadequate tracking data and the fact that room AC units contribute a very small 
proportion of the program savings (0.1%), it was not possible to fully evaluate room AC 
savings. Program-claimed gross savings for room ACs are accepted as verified. The evaluation
verified net-to-gross ratio of 0.70 was then applied. 

Key Process Findings 

1n order to meet aggressive PY3 goals, ComEd enrolled two new retailers into its program in 
PY3, Sears and Best Buy (in addition to Abt Electronics, a local appliance retailer, which has 
been participating since PY1), and used a combination of higher incentives and 'specials' to 
promote the program. ComEd increased the program incentive amount in PY3, from $25 per 
unit at the beginning of the program to $35 in November of 2010. 1n addition, ComEd continued 
to partner with the ARRA-Illinois Energy Star Rebates program as it did in PY2. Finally, ComEd 
pursued an additional marketing strategy to further publicize the program that involved 
sending marketing collateral to approximately 200 retailers. 

Customer survey results and retail partner interviews suggest that these program changes were 
both well planned and well executed. Overall satisfaction among participants was quite high 
again this year, with 98% of participants indicating they are satisfied with the program (as 
shown by satisfaction ratings ranging from 7 to 10 on a 0-10 scale, where 0 is very dissatisfied 

2 As reported in PY3 Ex Ante & Plan SummanJ-xls provided by CornEd. 
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and 10 is very satisfied). Customers indicate that their satisfaction is driven by the cash 
incentive as well as the convenience of the pickup service and overall ease of participation, with 
97% saying they would recommend the program to a friend or colleague. 

The three appliance retailers currently partnering with the program implementer are highly 
satisfied with program processes, program communication, and training. In particular, all three 
partners indicate that hands-on training (including webinars) and frequent store visits from the 
program implementer are useful and very effective in training staff. Additionally, these retailers 
suggest that frequent communications (weekly or as needed) between the program 
implementer and corporate contacts keeps stores well-informed or program information and 
changes. 

All in all, the challenge for the program moving forward would appear to be a very welcomed 
one-maintain the high levels of customer and participating retailer service that was provided 
inPY3. 

E.6 Cost-Effectiveness Summary 

CornEd uses DSMore™ software for the calculation of the Illinois TRC tesf'. Table 3-18 
summarizes the unique inputs used in the DSMore model to assess the TRC ratio for the 
Appliance Recycling program in PY3. Most of the unique inputs come directly from the 
evaluation results presented previously in this report. Measure life estimates and program costs 
come directly from CornEd. All other inputs to the model, such as avoided costs, come from 
CornEd and are the same for this program and all programs in the CornEd portfolio. 

Table E-7. Inputs to OSMore Model for Appliance Recycling Program 

Measure Life 8 

Utility Administration and Implementation Costs $5,134,644 

Utility Incentive Costs $1,075,315 

Net Participant Costs $0 

Based on these inputs, the Illinois societal TRC for this program is 3.53 and the program passes 
the Illinois TRC test. 

3 Demand Side Management Option Risk Evaluator (DSMore) software is developed by Integral Analytics. 
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