
 
 
REQUEST NO. JLH 3.01: 
 
Referring to pages 92-93 of ComEd Ex. 1.0, please provide copies of the “various market 
research projects associated with energy efficiency” that ComEd has conducted over “the past 
several years” (e.g., SIFYB Key Driver Study). 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
ComEd objects to this request on the grounds that it seeks information that is neither relevant nor 
likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this docket.  Without waiving these 
foregoing objections or any of ComEd’s General Objections, ComEd states as follows.   
 
Please see the attachment labeled as JLH 3.01_Attach 01 through JLH 3.01_Attach 36 for copies 
of the various market research projects associated with energy efficiency that ComEd has 
conducted since Plan Year 4. 
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Background and Objectives 
Background 
• As part of its Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan, ComEd runs a Refrigerator and Freezer Recycle Rewards 

Program to promote the retirement and recycling of second refrigerators and freezers, and inefficient room air 
conditioners, by offering households a $35 turn-in incentive and free pick up of working equipment.  This program is 
managed by JACO, which provides turnkey implementation services, including eligibility verification, scheduling, pick-up 
service, disposal, and recycling. JACO typically has six to eight two-man pick-up teams in place. 

• The first wave of this transactional satisfaction study was conducted in 2009 and it was repeated in 2010 and 2011. With 
the launch of Plan Year 5 in 2012, ComEd conducted the fourth annual wave of research among program participants. 

 
Objectives 
• Identify the overall level of satisfaction with JACO’s performance in setting up and completing an appliance recycling 

transaction. 
• Determine levels of satisfaction with the customer touch-point processes. 
• Determine whether any changes need to be implemented in the mechanics or logistics of this program (from the customer 

perspective). 
• Evaluate individual JACO teams where possible. 
• Identify the key reason(s) for customer participation in the program. 
 
Intended Uses of Results 
• Determine whether JACO is meeting its customer satisfaction goal. 
• Adjust the program mechanics or logistics to maximize customer satisfaction. 
• Initiate any retraining if a given team’s scores indicate a need for improvement. 
• Provide input into further development of “sales” collateral and customer communication materials. 
• Acquire and use voluntarily proffered customer email addresses to provide them with additional energy-saving tips, and 

program and product information from ComEd (via signing them up on Marketing’s monthly e-mail newsletter). 
• s. 
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Methodology and Analytical Notes 

Methodology 
• JACO crew members distributed surveys at the time of appliance pick-up from September 2012 through January 2013. 
• Surveys were sent back to the Blackstone Group via mail, and were collected through January 2013.   

– 6,641 surveys were distributed and 720 total surveys were completed and returned for the 2012 program, for 
an overall response rate of 11%. (For reference, the 2011 return total was 810, and the 2010 return total was 
1,512.) 

– There were 7 JACO “Teams” utilized for this year’s program. 
– Response rate by team is as follows: T1: 14%, T2: 13%, T3: 15%, T4: 4%, T5: 13%, T6: 14%, T7: 5%. 

 
 
Analytical Notes 
• Significance testing was conducted at the 95% confidence level.  

– Significance is indicated using the letters A for 2012, B for 2011, and C for 2010 next to the significantly higher 
year or using superscript next to the significantly higher number among teams. For example,  

• 98% BC indicates that the total percentage for Year 2012 is significantly higher than the total 
percentages for Year 2011 and Year 2010. 

• Team 2 = 98%T6 indicates that the percentage for Team 2 is significantly higher than the percentage for 
Team 6. 

• Each chart presented reflects the total number of respondents answering the given question (excluding those who said 
“Don’t Know” or “Refused”). Thus the totals given in the legend for each chart reflect only those who answered the 
question. (This applies to the comparison years of 2011 and 2010 as well.) 
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Key Findings  

Overall Program Satisfaction 
• Overall, respondents continue to be satisfied with ComEd’s Smart Ideas Fridge and Freezer Recycle Rewards Program. 

Since 2010, nearly nine in ten respondents have been very satisfied (gave a rating of ‘9’ or ‘10’). While overall levels have 
remained consistent, “extreme satisfaction” continues to rise.  

– 2012 respondents are significantly more likely than 2010 respondents to express extreme satisfaction (give a rating of 
‘10’), consistent with 2011.  

 
• Nearly all respondents gave a favorable reason for their overall satisfaction rating. The most commonly mentioned positive 

reasons focused on the overall experience, great employee attitude or fast and on-time service. 
“Everything was easy and worked out perfectly.” 
“All your people were kind and helpful and the service is really convenient.” 
“The service was prompt.  They did exactly what they said and were on time.” 
“Courtesy of all employees and the professional attitude of all employees I dealt with.” 
“On time!  In and out in a jiffy.  Fast, real fast.  Faster than Jimmy Johns!” 

 
• Similar to overall program satisfaction, 2012 respondents express high levels of satisfaction with individual aspects of 

JACO’s performance. Nearly all respondents are satisfied with all of the program aspects and the vast majority are very 
satisfied (give a ‘9’ or ‘10’ rating). 

– Respondents are most likely to be very satisfied (give a ‘9’ or ‘10’ rating) with the courteousness of the crew and least 
likely to be satisfied with the ease of scheduling pick up, both consistent with previous years. However, there has been 
some scheduling improvement, as 2012 respondents are significantly more likely than 2010 respondents to be 
satisfied with the ease of scheduling. 

– 2012 respondents are significantly more likely to be extremely satisfied (give a ‘10’ rating) than 2010 respondents with 
JACO’s performance on all program aspects. 
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Key Findings  

Issues of Concern 
• Respondents express generally positive sentiment about the program. The following “issues” are meant to highlight areas 

that may be improved, though they do not appear to be negatively impacting satisfaction with the program overall.  
 

• The main concern is in regard to scheduling and communications around scheduling. Ease of scheduling pick up has 
been the program aspect least likely to garner high satisfaction ratings consistently since 2010. Though satisfaction with 
this element does appear to be improving, the few respondents who gave a reason for their dissatisfaction were most 
likely to comment on a scheduling problem.  

“The first time that I scheduled a pick up I didn't get a confirmation call, and found out that my pick up wasn't 
  even in the system.  I had to reschedule.” 
“I had to reschedule 3 times.  Crew refused to come to second floor apartment.” 
“Schedule time was 4 hours (11-3); too long of a pick-up window.” 
“Did not receive phone call on day prior to pick up specifying time range for pick up. I had to call.” 
“No call to set 4-hour window. They had to wake me because I didn't expect them.” 
“I had to call morning of to get a pick-up time window.  An email would have eliminated that need.” 
“They never called day before to schedule time period.” 
“Shorter time between enrollment and pick up.” 
“It would be helpful if the pick-up schedule time is less than 4 hours; maybe a 2-hour window.” 
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Key Findings  

Issues of Concern 
• There was also a small group of respondents who expressed dissatisfaction with the incentive offer. 

“After receiving a card from ComEd stating I would receive $50 and now being told I would receive $35, it 
seems like bait and switch.” 

“I will be receiving $35, never have heard anything about the $50 special.” 
“Called when ComEd was offering $50, but couldn’t get through to anyone by punching the phone no’s.  Lost 

$15 potential.” 
“Went ok.  Not completed yet.  Price dropped to $35 from $50.” 
“Thought the payment was $50, otherwise very satisfied.” 
“More should be offered for recycling, at least $45, especially if in good/fair condition.” 
“Very good experience, but only $35 seems low.” 

 
Why Customers Participated 
• The prospect of a free pick up continues to stand out as the most important reason for program participation. Conversely, 

“I recently replaced this appliance” continues to be the least impactful reason.  
“With one phone call I was able to schedule a free pick up.” 
“Good service.  Appreciated way to get rid of freezer.  Excellent program/service.  Thanks.” 
“Was so easy, free, fast and I like it.  Thanks.” 
“This is a great program.  I can’t believe it’s free.  I hope it continues.” 
“Because it was so nice that they came out and picked it up; free.” 
“Wonderful program.  We were just looking to get rid of the freezer and fridge.  So handy!” 
“It was easy, free and cash to me.” 
“Everything about the removal was done professionally, plus it was free.” 
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Key Findings  

Why Customers Participated 
• Environmentalism, bill savings and getting a rebate check continue to remain attractive to some customers, although the 

prospect of saving money on their bill is not as appealing as it was in 2011. Interestingly, receiving a rebate check from 
ComEd is significantly higher this year (and is at its highest point in four years). 
 

How Program Contributes to ComEd’s Image 
• Nearly half of all respondents are satisfied with the program because it was an overall positive experience. When asked 

to provide additional comments, most continue to mention positive comments. Though one third think this is a good 
program from ComEd, 2012 respondents are significantly less likely to mention this than 2010 respondents. Those who 
continue to think ComEd’s Smart Ideas Fridge and Freezer Recycle Rewards Program is a good program are great 
ComEd advocates. 

“All I can say is thanks ComEd and the employees for this program.” 
“’Smart Ideas’ is right!” 
“This is a very good thing that ComEd is doing.” 
“We think it's fabulous!!” 
“A big thank you for this service.” 

 
Differences by Team 
• All teams appear to be consistently servicing their customers.   
• There are minimal, if any, significant differences in satisfaction of respondents. 
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Key Findings  

Points of Confusion 
• Few respondents reported confusion in a negative context. There were a handful of questions that respondents presented, 

though most were just seeking clarification on questions about the program in general. 
“What does ComEd actually do with the appliances picked up?” 
“Why didn't the driver take my signed statement of ownership of refrigerator?” 
“What was the difference if freezer was running or not?” 
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Recommendations 

Keep On Keeping On: Things to Continue Doing 
• Continue to deliver quality service through the Smart Ideas Fridge and Freezer Recycle Rewards Program.  

– Overall satisfaction has continued to increase over the last year, and nearly all respondents are satisfied with the program as a 
whole, as well as with the individual aspects. Respondents continue to think it is a good program that reflects positively on 
ComEd. 

• Continue to keep open lines of communication, including the day-of confirmation call. 
– Nearly all respondents received a confirmation call and there was little confusion regarding the process this year. 

• Encourage JACO employees to continue to have a positive attitude and create an overall pleasant experience for 
customers.   

– Satisfaction ratings with all aspects of JACO’s performance maintained their high levels over the course of this year. 
• Emphasize the benefit of free appliance pick-up.   

– This is the most commonly mentioned reason for participation. 

 
Make Changes: Things to be Concerned With 
• Focus on resolving scheduling issues.  

– Respondents who give low satisfaction ratings continue to most commonly cite this reason (“ease of scheduling pick-up”) as 
decreasing their overall satisfaction. This is also strongly evidenced in the open-end verbatims. 

• Make the actual removal of the appliance as easy as possible for customers. 
– In every wave of this program, a small number of customers indicate dissatisfaction with the physical removal of the appliance, 

citing that the teams appear to remove the item in a hurried, careless, or rough manner, resulting in damage to their residence 
(doors, floors, stairs) and/or extra clean-up (from careless water spillage). 

• Whenever there is a customer-perceived mismatch on rebate amount ($35 vs. $50), award the customer the higher 
amount.  

– There is sufficient evidence from the past several years of research that this discrepancy is an irritant to customers. 
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Recommendations 

For Your Consideration: Things to Keep in Mind 
• Do a better job of proactively addressing misconceptions. 

– Explain why the appliance needs to be working. 
– Inform that the appliances are recycled, not donated. 
– Share the reasons for not expanding the service to other appliances. 
– Find ways to better illustrate the “acceptable” size of freezers. 

• Consider offering the option to donate the money.  
– A few respondents mentioned that they would participate in the program without receiving a $35 check. It may be a good way 

for ComEd to gain goodwill. 
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Detailed Findings: Aggregate 
Results 
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Total Dissatisfied (0-4) 

5 

Somewhat Satisfied (6-8)  

9 

Extremely Satisfied (10) 

Total 2012, A (N=707) 
Total 2011, B (N=789) 
Total 2010, C (N=1487) 

Satisfaction with Experience with ComEd’s  
Appliance Recycling 

Satisfaction with ComEd’s Appliance Recycling 
Very Satisfied (9-10): 
2012 Total = 87%  
2011 Total = 87%   
2010 Total = 85% 

                        Q1. Thinking about your overall experience with ComEd’s Fridge and Freezer Recycle Rewards, how satisfied are you?  

• As found in the last two years’ results, nearly nine in ten respondents are satisfied with their overall 
experience with ComEd’s Appliance Recycling Program.  

• 2012 respondents, similar to 2011 respondents, continue to be significantly more likely to express 
extreme satisfaction (a rating of ‘10’) than those in 2010. 

13 

Satisfied (6-10): 
2012 Total = 98% 
2011 Total = 98% 
2010 Total = 98%  

Don’t know/refused: 2012 (n=13), 2011 (n=21), 2010 (n=25)  

Capital letters (A, B 
and C) are used 
indicate significant 
differences at 95% 
between 2012, 2011 
and 2010 respectively. 
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14 

Reasons for Satisfaction: Net Summary 

                                                                 Q2. Why did you rate your overall satisfaction as you did? 

Total exceeds 100% 
due to multiple 
responses. 

Total 
2012, A 
(N=591) 

% 

Total 
2011, B 
(N=650) 

% 

Total 
2010, C 

(N=1232) 
% 

SUPERNET: POSITIVE 91 91 89 

Net: Positive Experience 41 42 38 

Net: Employee Attitude 34 32 30 

Net: On Time / Fast Service 32 33 31 

Net: Good Service from Employee 20 18 18 

Net: Good Communication 9 9 10 

Net: Good for the Environment / Socially Responsible 5 4 5 

Net: Incentive Offer 3 3 4 

Net: Good Program from ComEd 3 5 7 A 

Net: Convenient Pick-Up Schedule 2 3 2 

Net: Save Money 2 1 1 

Net: User-Friendly Website 1 2 1 

Net: Other Miscellaneous Positive Comments 3 4 5 

Capital letters (A, B and C) are used to indicate significant 
differences at 95% between 2012, 2011 and 2010 respectively. 

• Stated reasons for satisfaction are virtually unchanged from the prior 2 years. 
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15 

Reasons for Dissatisfaction: Net Summary  

                                                                 Q2. Why did you rate your overall satisfaction as you did? 

Total exceeds 100% 
due to multiple 
responses. 

Total 
2012, A 
(N=591) 

% 

Total 
2011, B 
(N=650) 

% 

Total 
2010, C 

(N=1232) 
% 

SUPERNET: NEGATIVE 13 11 14 B 

Net: Scheduling Problems 5 4 5 

Net: Incentive Offer 2 1 2 B 

Net: Lack of Communication 2 4 A 4 A 

Net: Slow / Not on Time Service 1 B -- 2 B 

Net: Employee had a Bad Attitude 1 1 1 

Net: Be More Respectful of Property 1 2 2 

Net: Problems with the Crew -- 1 -- 

Net: Other Miscellaneous Negative Comments 2 B -- 1 

Capital letters (A, B and C) are used to indicate significant 
differences at 95% between 2012, 2011 and 2010 respectively. 

• Among the relatively few reasons given for dissatisfaction, scheduling concerns dominate. 
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Overall Satisfaction Verbatim Examples: Positive  

NET: Positive experience Examples  
• Everything went very smoothly. 
• Because it was an easy way to dispose of my freezer that I no longer need.  Thank you! 
• Everything was easy and worked out perfectly.  
• Ease of recycling a large appliance; kindness of pick-up crew. 
• We didn't expect the transition to go so easily. 
• ComEd made it easy to schedule and pick up.  Thank you. 
• No problems or issues.  Easy arrangements. 
• No problem in any avenue.  Everything promised came "true“. 
• Extremely satisfied. 

NET: Employee attitude Examples 
• From scheduling to pick up, everyone was courteous and prompt.  
• The two men who came were thoughtful and accommodating when they removed the freezer. 
• All your people were kind and helpful and the service is really convenient.  
• Both men who picked up my freezer were very professional and personable. 
• Friendly service and very accommodating. 
• Everyone was pleasant and professional. 
• They were very professional as well as nice. 
• Customer service rep was excellent.  Pick up was professionally done. 
• Really nice people on the phone and pick-up guys were great. 
• Guys were friendly. Good attitude. 
• Courtesy of all employees and the professional attitude of all employees I dealt with. 

 
 

16                                                                  Q2. Why did you rate your overall satisfaction as you did? 

2013CEE 0001590

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 17 of 151



                                                                                             

Overall Satisfaction Verbatim Examples: Positive 

NET: On time / fast service Examples 
• It was on time and done rapidly. 

• Handled promptly.  Easy to schedule. 

• Picked up when they said they would and I already have a $35 check! 

• It was done in a timely manner.  The pick-up crew was courteous and quick. 

• The service was prompt.  They did exactly what they said and were on time. 

• They came on time! 

• Crew was here early.  Loaded fridge and gone in ten minutes.  

• It was quick and efficient. 
NET: Good service from employee Examples 

• Well coordinated, efficient, free, good for the environment, good service.  Bravo! 

• Excellent customer service. 

• From the person who took my call until the pick-up man put this card in my hand, it was first class service all the way! 

• Very good service. 

• Because they were excellent.  They did a good job. 

• Very efficient. 

• The guys did an excellent job.  Very polite. 

• The two men were efficient, knowledgeable, and quick. 
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Overall Satisfaction Verbatim Examples: Positive 

NET: Good communication Examples 
• Smooth experience from start to finish.  Excellent communication. 
• They answered all my questions. 
• [I] called and they called back with a time right away.  Gave time they were there. 
• The gentlemen who picked up my fridge explained to me the program and what happens to the fridge. 
• Easy to schedule.  Crew was on time and they called when they were getting close to my house. 

NET: Good for the environment / socially responsible Examples 
• Good way to get rid of it.  Does not go to the dump landfill. 
• ComEd is helping us work together to dispose of things responsibly. 
• To save the planet.  Recycle everything. 
• It's [a] good idea to recycle. 
• I believe in recycling instead of putting products in landfill. 

NET: Incentive offer Examples 
• Nice rebate.  Good service from recycler. 

• Freezer lasted 40 yrs., it was time to take advantage of the $35 rebate. 

• They picked up an old refrigerator and I got paid for it. 
NET: Good program from ComEd Examples  

• It's a great program. 

• It's a great program.  Good for your customers and the environment.  Crew was pleasant and respectful. 

• Overall, it is a great program.  Rebate is on[ly] $35, but it's good.  Recycle and get something back. 
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Overall Satisfaction Verbatim Examples: Positive 

NET: Convenient pick-up schedule Examples 
• Online scheduling was great.  Technician called before.  Went great. 
• The first set time didn't work out.  They were very willing to set a new time so I would be home from work.  It worked 

great. 
• Flexible schedule, easy to schedule pick up, fast service, and friendly. 
• Convenience. 

NET: Save money Examples 
• Free pick up. 

• It was easy, free and cash to me. 
NET: User-friendly website Examples 

• Ease in making the appointment online, pick up. 

• Good website, easy to understand.  Guys showed up on time and were polite. 

• Easy to schedule pick up online. 
NET: Other positive comments Examples 

• Circumvented the hassle of selling, handling or disposing of a used appliance.  Turned expense into fair return. 
• There was nothing wrong and I got rid of something I couldn't do myself. 
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NET: Scheduling problems Examples 
• The first time that I scheduled a pick up I didn't get a confirmation call, and found out that my pick up wasn't even in the 

system.  I had to reschedule. 
• I had to reschedule 3 times.  Crew refused to come to second floor apartment. 
• Schedule time was 4 hours (11-3); too long of a pick-up window. 

NET: Incentive offer Examples 
• More should be offered for recycling, at least $45, especially if in good/fair condition. 
• Very good experience, but only $35 seems low. 

NET: Lack of communication Examples 
• Did not receive phone call on day prior to pick up specifying time range for pick up.  I had to call. 

• No call to set 4-hour window.  They had to wake me because I didn't expect them. 
NET: Slow / not on time service Examples 

• Showed up a day late. 
• Didn't like the delay in removing refrigerator. 
• Delay in arriving at our home.  They were 1 hour plus late. 

NET:  Employee had a bad attitude Examples 
• I had to take off a few points because the one crew member was a little rude. 
• I thought the phone person could have been nicer when I called. 

NET: Be more respectful of property Examples 
• One of your pick-up guys was very careless.  Took out the fridge and scratched my new front door. 
• They were prompt and friendly, but made a mess with water from fridge build up. 
• Kitchen floor was damaged. 
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Overall Satisfaction Verbatim Examples: Negative  
  

                                                                 Q2. Why did you rate your overall satisfaction as you did? 
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Confirmation Call Prior to Pick-Up 

Confirmation Call Received Prior to Pick-up 

Don’t know/refused: 2012 (n=9), 2011 (n=23), 2010 (n=70)  

3% 

97% 

7% 

93% 

3% 

97% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

No 

Yes 

Total 2012, A (N=711) 
Total 2011, B (N=787) 
Total 2010, C (N= 1442) 

                                                                 Q3. On the day of your pick up, did you receive a call from the truck crew to let you know they were on their way? 

• Nearly all respondents received a confirmation call prior to the pick up of their appliance.  
• 2012 respondents are significantly more likely to have received a confirmation call than respondents 

in 2011. 

21 

Capital letters (A, B 
and C) are used to 
indicate significant 
differences at 95% 
between 2012, 2011 
and 2010 respectively. 
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Satisfaction with JACO’s Performance 

22                                                                  Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance. 

% Very 
Satisfied 

(9-10) 

% Very 
Satisfied 

(9-10) 

% Very 
Satisfied 

(9-10) 

% 
Satisfied 

(6-10) 

% 
Satisfied 

(6-10) 

% 
Satisfied 

(6-10) 

2012, A 2011, B 2010, C 2012, A 2011, B 2010, C 

Courtesy by our crew 95 95 C 93 99 99 99 

Showing respect for your property 93 94 C 91  99 99 98 

Timeliness of the pick up compared 
to your promised time 

91 91 C 88  98 98  97  

Answering all your questions at the 
time of enrollment 

89 89  86 98 98 97 

Ease of scheduling your pick up 85 C 86 C 82 98 97 97 

• Nearly all respondents are satisfied (% 6-10 ratings) with JACO’s performance on all program 
aspects, similar to 2011.  

Capital letters (A, B and C) are used to indicate significant 
differences at 95% between 2012, 2011 and 2010 respectively. Total 2012, A (N = 720) 

 

Total 2011, B (N = 810) 
 

Total 2010, C (N = 1512) 
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Satisfaction with Ease of Scheduling your Pick Up 

Very Satisfied (9-10): 
2012 Total = 85% C 
2011 Total = 86% C 
2010 Total = 82% 

                        Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Ease of scheduling  your pick-up. 

• More than four in five 2012 respondents are very satisfied with JACO’s performance in terms of the 
ease of scheduling the appliance pick up.  

• 2012 respondents, consistent with 2011, are significantly more likely to be extremely satisfied (a 
rating of ‘10’) or very satisfied (a rating of ‘9’ or ’10’) than 2010 respondents. 
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Satisfied (6-10): 
2012 Total = 98% 
2011 Total = 97% 
2010 Total = 97%  

Don’t know/refused: 2012 (n=1), 2011 (n=2), 2010 (n=8) 

Satisfaction with Ease of Scheduling Pick Up 

Capital letters (A, B 
and C) are used 
indicate significant 
differences at 95% 
between 2012, 2011 
and 2010 respectively. 

C 
C 
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• Nine in ten respondents are very satisfied with JACO’s performance in terms of the timeliness of the 
appliance pick up compared to their promised time.  

• 2012 respondents are significantly more likely to express extreme satisfaction (a rating of ‘10’) than 
respondents in 2010, continuing the positive trend seen in 2011. 
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Total 2011, B (N=810) 
Total 2010, C (N=1503) 

Satisfaction with Timeliness of Pick Up 

Very Satisfied (9-10): 
2012 Total = 91%  
2011 Total = 91% C 
2010 Total = 88%  

                        Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Timeliness of the pick-up compared to your promised time. 24 

Satisfied (6-10): 
2012 Total = 98%  
2011 Total = 98%  
2010 Total = 97%  

Don’t know/refused: 2012 (n=2), 2011 (n=0), 2010 (n=9) 

Satisfaction with Timeliness of Pick-Up 

Capital letters (A, B 
and C) are used 
indicate significant 
differences at 95% 
between 2012, 2011 
and 2010 respectively. 

C 
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1% 

2% 

11% 

13% 

73% 

1% 

1% 

9% 

16% 

73% 

1% 

1% 

9% 

12% 

77% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Total Dissatisfied (0-4) 

5 

Somewhat Satisfied (6-8)  

9 

Extremely Satisfied (10) 

Total 2012, A (N=704) 
Total 2011, B (N=793) 
Total 2010, C (N=1485) 

Satisfaction with Answering Questions 

Very Satisfied (9-10): 
2012 Total = 89%  
2011 Total = 89%  
2010 Total = 86% 

                        Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Answering all your questions at the time of enrollment. 

• Nine in ten respondents are very satisfied with JACO’s performance in terms of answering all the 
respondents’ questions at the time of enrollment.  

• 2012 respondents are significantly more likely to be extremely satisfied (a rating of ‘10’) than 2010 
respondents.  

25 

Satisfied (6-10): 
2012 Total = 98% 
2011 Total = 98% 
2010 Total = 97%  

Don’t know/refused: 2012 (n=16), 2011 (n=17), 2010 (n=27) 

Satisfaction with Answering Questions at the 
Time of Enrollment 

Capital letters (A, B 
and C) are used 
indicate significant 
differences at 95% 
between 2012, 2011 
and 2010 respectively. 

C 

A 
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1% 

1% 

7% 

11% 

80% 

1% 

0% 

5% 

11% 

83% 

1% 

0% 

6% 

8% 

85% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Total Dissatisfied (0-4) 

5 

Somewhat Satisfied (6-8)  

9 

Extremely Satisfied (10) 

Total 2012, A (N=718) 
Total 2011, B (N=808) 
Total 2010, C (N=1507) 

Satisfaction with Showing Respect for your Property  

Very Satisfied (9-10): 
2012 Total = 93%  
2011 Total = 94% C  
2010 Total = 91%  

                        Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Showing respect for your property. 

• Nine in ten respondents are very satisfied with JACO’s performance in terms of showing respect for 
their property.  

• 2012 respondents are significantly more likely to be extremely satisfied (a rating of ‘10’) than 2010 
respondents, continuing the positive trend seen in 2011.  
 

26 

Satisfied (6-10): 
2012 Total = 99% 
2011 Total = 99% 
2010 Total = 98%  

Don’t know/refused: 2012 (n=2), 2011 (n=2), 2010 (n=5) 

Satisfaction with Showing Respect for Property 

Capital letters (A, B 
and C) are used 
indicate significant 
differences at 95% 
between 2012, 2011 
and 2010 respectively. 

C 

A 
A 

2013CEE 0001600

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 27 of 151



                                                                                             

1% 

0% 

6% 

9% 

84% 

1% 

0% 

4% 

10% 

85% 

1% 

0% 

4% 

7% 

88% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Total Dissatisfied (0-4) 

5 

Somewhat Satisfied (6-8)  

9 

Extremely Satisfied (10) 

Total 2012, A (N=720) 
Total 2011, B (N=807) 
Total 2010, C (N=1502) 

Satisfaction with Courtesy by Our Crew 

Very Satisfied (9-10): 
2012 Total = 95%  
2011 Total = 95% C  
2010 Total = 93% 

                        Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Courtesy by our crew. 

• Nine in ten respondents are very satisfied with the courtesy by JACO’s crew.  
• 2012 respondents are significantly more likely to be extremely satisfied (a rating of ‘10’) than 2010 

respondents.  

27 

Satisfied (6-10): 
2012 Total = 99% 
2011 Total = 99% 
2010 Total = 99%  

Don’t know/refused: 2012 (n=0), 2011 (n=3), 2010 (n=10) 

Satisfaction with Courtesy by JACO’s Crew 

Capital letters (A, B 
and C) are used 
indicate significant 
differences at 95% 
between 2012, 2011 
and 2010 respectively. 

C 

A 
A 

B 
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Satisfaction with Program and JACO: Summary 

Total 
2012, A 
(N=720) 

Total 
2011, B 
(N=810) 

Total 
2010, C 

(N=1512) 

Q1. Overall experience with ComEd’s Appliance Recycling 
Program 9.45  9.47  9.37 

Q4-1. Ease of scheduling your pick up  9.40 C 9.38  9.28 

Q4-2. Timeliness of the pick up compared to your promised 
time 9.57 C 9.56  9.45  

Q4-3. Answering all your questions at the time of enrollment 9.53 9.50  9.46   

Q4-4. Showing respect for your property 9.70 9.70  9.61 

Q4-5. Courtesy by our crew 9.74 9.73  9.67 

28 

• Based on mean scores, which take both high and low scores into account, respondents are satisfied 
with their overall experience with ComEd’s Appliance Recycling Program. They are also satisfied with 
JACO’s performance on a variety of dimensions.  

• On average, 2012 respondents are significantly more likely than 2010 respondents to be satisfied with 
the ease of scheduling a pick up and timeliness of the pick up.   
 Satisfaction (Mean) 

                                                                 Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance. 

Capital letters (A, B and C) are used to indicate significant 
differences at 95% between 2012, 2011 and 2010 respectively. 
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Why Customers Participated 

                                                                 Q5. People have their own reason(s) for participating in ComEd’s Fridge and Freezer Recycle Rewards. Please rank the following reasons… 

Importance of Reasons for Participation 

29 

Ranked in 
top 2 

2012, A 
(N=720) 

% 

Ranked in 
top 2 

2011, B 
(N=810) 

% 

Ranked in 
top 2 

2010, C 
(N=1512) 

% 

Ranked in 
top 3 

2012, A 
(N=720) 

% 

Ranked in 
top 3 

2011, B 
(N=810) 

% 

Ranked in 
top 3 

2010, C 
(N=1512) 

% 

Appliance pick up was free 52 BC 44 43 78 BC 69 70 

It is good for the environment 41 40 52 AB 63 61 71 AB 

I will be receiving a check from 
ComEd 

41 B 33 36 62 60 61 

I am looking to save money on my 
electric bill 

40 46 A 42 59 66 AC  60 

I recently replaced this appliance 29 39 AC 28 44 48 C  42 

• Free appliance pick up continues to be a key reason for customer participation in the program. 
Although some of this increase may be due to “response choice bias” (see note below), this measure 
has consistently risen to the top over the past four years.  

• Replacing the appliance is least often ranked in the top three most important reasons for 
participation. 

Capital letters (A, B and C) 
are used to indicate 
significant differences at 
95% between 2012, 2011 and 
2010 respectively. 

Note: The year-over-year results to this question suggest the potential of “response choice bias.” In 2010, the first 
response choice listed in the survey was “It is good for the environment.” When this choice was rotated out of the 
first choice slot in the 2011 and 2012 surveys, it received a significantly lower ranking.  In 2011, “I recently replaced 
this appliance” was rotated into the first slot and received its highest ranking over the past three years. This year, 
when the first slot in the survey was “Appliance pick up was free” it ranked significantly higher than in prior years. 
Consequently, if we eliminate this effect from response choice bias, the only significant changes in 2012 are: “save 
money on my electric bill” is significantly lower this year while “receiving a check from ComEd” has become a 
significantly more important reason for participating. 
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                                                                 Q6. Do you have any additional comments, concerns or questions  
  about this program that you would like to share with ComEd? 

Additional Comments – Favorable: Net Summary 

30 

Total 
exceeds 
100% due 
to multiple 
responses. 

Total 
2012, A 
(N=363) 

% 

Total 
2011, B 
(N=392) 

% 

Total 
2010, C 
(N=399) 

% 

SUPERNET: POSITIVE 64 63 70 

Net: Good Program from ComEd 32 31 43 AB 

Net: Employee Attitude 15 C 11 7 

Net: Good Service from Employees 13 11 12 

Net: Positive Experience 9 9 6 

Net: Environmentally Friendly / Socially Responsible 6 8 11 A 

Net: Fast / Timely Service 6 B 2 4 

Net: Incentive Offer 2 2 2 

Net: Good Communication 1 3 2 

Net: Recommended to / By Others 1 4 AC 1 

Net: Save Money 1 2 1 

Net: Other Miscellaneous Comments 1 3 3 

Capital letters (A, B and C) are used to indicate significant 
differences at 95% between 2012, 2011 and 2010 respectively. 

• Similar to 2011, a majority of respondents provided favorable additional comments about the 
program.  

• Although one-third think it is a good program from ComEd, 2012 respondents are significantly less 
likely to mention this than 2010 respondents.  
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                                                                 Q6. Do you have any additional comments, concerns or questions  
  about this program that you would like to share with ComEd? 

Additional Comments – Concerns and 
Recommendations: Net Summary 

31 

Total exceeds 100% 
due to multiple 
responses. 

Total 
2012, A 
(N=363) 

% 

Total 
2011, B 
(N=392) 

% 

Total 
2010, C 
(N=399) 

% 

SUPERNET: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
IMPROVEMENTS 18 20 26 A 

Net: Improve Communication 5 5 6 

Net: Should Include Other Appliances 3 5 7 A 

Net: Need Faster Service 3 3 5 

Net: Increase Advertising 2 1 1 

Net: Problems with Crew / Phone Rep 1 3 2 

Net: Need Improvement with Scheduling 1 2 2 

Net: Be More Respectful of Property -- 1 2 A 

Net: Other Miscellaneous Recommendations for 
Improvement 3 2 3 

SUPERNET: NEUTRAL COMMENTS 22 C 20 C 10  

Capital letters (A, B and C) are used to indicate significant 
differences at 95% between 2012, 2011 and 2010 respectively. 

• Respondents in 2012 are significantly more likely to have made neutral comments about the program 
than respondents in 2010, consistent with 2011. 
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Additional Comments: Favorable 

SUPERNET: POSITIVE 
NET: Good program from ComEd Examples 

• Hope you continue with this program.  It's very helpful, not just for me, but also a great way to help the environment. 
• All I can say is thanks ComEd and the employees for this program. 
• "Smart Ideas" is right! 
• This is a very good thing that ComEd is doing. 
• I appreciate the program. 
• Great program and staff members. 
• Well run program.  Environmentally advantageous too. 
• We think it's fabulous!! 
• I appreciate the recycle rewards program.  It assists customer in multiple ways. 
• Excellent service.  Excellent program. 
• Great program.  Hope you can expand the program to other appliances with the same benefits.  
• I think it is a good helpful program.  I am glad to participate. 
• Continue this program.  It works. 
• Great program! 
• A big thank you for this service. 
• Crew was very professional!  Thanks for making this service available to customers. 
• Very happy with program. 
 

 

32                                                                  Q6. Do you have any additional comments, concerns or questions about this program that you would like to share with ComEd? 
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Additional Comments: Favorable (cont’d) 

NET: Employee attitude Examples 
• The crew was terrific - courteous, helpful, professional.  Scheduling was a breeze and it's a great program for the 

environment.  Thank you! 
• The two pick-up men were very nice.  Very pleasant and helpful. 
• Personnel very helpful. 
• The two young men were very courteous, energetic and professional (and strong). 

NET: Good service from employees Examples 
• From the time of my phone call to pick-up time, the service was excellent. 
• Keep up the good work. 
• Courteous, efficient, professional service. 
• I informed the appointment coordinator that I lived on a third floor apt.  When crew arrived to pick-up fridge, they said 

that they don't usually pick up from the third floor, but since my fridge was small they did. 
NET: Positive experience Examples 

• Just thank you to both ComEd and the pick-up people for a pleasant experience. 
• I was happy that I could rid myself of an appliance I no longer needed. 
• Everything was good. 
• All went very well and very organized. 

NET: Environmentally friendly / socially responsible Examples 
• Thank you for protecting the environment; this is very important to all of us.  Thank you. 
• Great that ComEd is concerned about saving energy. 
• You guys are great for doing this.  It keeps people from dumping them where they don't belong, and taking care of the 

Freon. 
• I'm very happy that we are all helping the environment for future generations.  Thanks so much!!! 

 
 
 33                                                                  Q6. Do you have any additional comments, concerns or questions about this program that you would like to share with ComEd? 

2013CEE 0001607

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 34 of 151



                                                                                             

Additional Comments: Favorable (cont’d) 

NET: Fast / timely service Examples 
• The truck arrived when driver said it would!  Wow! 
• The whole experience was quick and efficient.  Thank you!  

NET: Incentive offer Examples 
• Normally I would give it to a junker, but cash is better. 

• Great program.  Several people are willing to pick up appliances for free, but ComEd is willing to pay. 
NET: Good communication Examples 

• The crew called before coming and let me know that they were on their way.  They arrived at the time promised.  They 
were also friendly.  I should have done this back in May 2012 for $50. 

• Very much appreciated the phone call and 4-hour window for pick up. 

• A lady called about 45 minutes prior to pick up.  Thank you!. 
NET: Recommended to / by others Examples 

• I'd be very happy to recommend this service to anyone who is interested in getting rid of an extra refrigerator/freezer. 
• I will recommend this to others. 

NET: Save money Examples 
• To have an old appliance taken away at no charge and then receive a $35 check is a win-win. 
• This is a great program.  I can't believe it is free.  I hope it continues.  I'm glad the parts are recycled responsibly.  

Thank you! 
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Additional Comments: Concerns and 
Recommendations 
SUPERNET: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
NET: Improve communication Examples   

• After receiving a card from ComEd stating I would receive $50 and now being told I would receive $35, it seems like 
bait and switch. 

• I had to call “morning of” to get a pick-up time window.  An email would have eliminated that need. 
• They never called the day before to schedule a time period. 
• It should be clearer on the main page of the online form that the measurements need to be inside measurements.  I 

thought that I had two freezers to recycle, but in the end only one qualified. 
• Service would be perfect if one knew window of pick-up time further in advance. 

NET: Should include other appliances Examples 
• Wish you had a program for all electrical appliances.  Maybe someone else could use them or they can be recycled for 

other means.  
• You should offer this on other appliances too - dishwashers, washers, stoves, dryers, etc. 
• Could you offer with other appliances? 

NET: Need faster service Examples 
• Shorter time between enrollment and pick up. 
• Wish the rebate check would come faster. 
• It would be helpful if the pick-up schedule time is less than 4 hours; maybe a 2-hour window. 
• I didn't understand why it took a week to verify my account before they could schedule a pick up. 

 
 

 

35                                                                  Q6. Do you have any additional comments, concerns or questions about this program that you would like to share with ComEd? 

2013CEE 0001609

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 36 of 151



                                                                                             

Additional Comments: Concerns and 
Recommendations 
NET: Increase advertising Examples 

• Try to advertise it more?  Don't think all customers know about offer.  I just happened to see a flyer in my bill. 

• It should be publicized more to get more participation - more people recycle, the less impact on the environment. 

• Program should be better advertised. 
NET:  Problems with crew / phone rep Examples 

• They did not take my refrigerator because they thought the ice maker was not disconnected (they were wrong). 
• There was no reason for the driver to be upset or rude with me for not being home in 10 minutes.  I asked for a 30 

minute window because I had to leave work.  I just felt it was unprofessional and rude. 
• The person on the phone was efficient but very unfriendly.  They were very aloof and did not even say thank you.  The 

pick-up crew were awesome!!! 
NET: Need improvement with scheduling Examples 

• [It’s inconvenient] if you have to be home with your fridge plugged in and running.  Every Saturday should be a pick-up 
day.  I work 9-6 pm Mon-Fri, when is a good pick-up time for me? 

NET: Be more respectful of property Examples 
• I don't understand why it needed to be a working fridge when the guys ripped off the door and plastic and screws went 

flying.  Water spilled everywhere going up the stairs - down the hallway.  What a mess! 
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Additional Comments: Neutral 

SUPERNET: NEUTRAL EXAMPLES 
• What does ComEd actually do with the appliances picked up? 
• Why didn't the driver take my signed statement of ownership of refrigerator? 
• What was the difference if freezer was running or not? 
• Just deduct the $35 off the electric bill. 
• I think reward amount should be based on efficiency of the replacement appliance.  Better (higher) rating deserves 

larger reward.  Also, if new appliance is made in the USA. 
• I don't need the $35.00, and imagine many others feel the same way.  Perhaps you could reduce costs by making the 

payment optional. 
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Method Used to Schedule Pick Up 

Method Used to Schedule Pick Up 

Don’t know/refused: 2012 (n=44) 

1% 

28% 

71% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Both 

Online 

Phone 

Total 2012 (N=676) 

                                                                 Q7. What method did you use to schedule your pick-up date? 

• Seven in ten respondents scheduled their pick up by phone.  

38 

Question added in 
2012. 
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Detailed Findings: 2012 Team Results 

39 
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Total Dissatisfied (0-4) 

5 

Somewhat Satisfied (6-8) 

9 

Extremely Satisfied (10) 

Team 1 (N=162) 
Team 2 (N=153) 
Team 3 (N=167) 
Team 4 (N=45) 
Team 5 (N=80) 
Team 6 (N=44) 
Team 7 (N=56) 

40 

Satisfaction with Experience with ComEd’s  
Appliance Recycling by Team 

Satisfaction with ComEd’s Appliance Recycling 

Satisfied (6-10): 
Team 1 = 98% 
Team 2 = 98% 

Team 3 = 97% 
Team 4 = 98% 
Team 5 = 99%  
Team 6 = 93% 
Team 7 = 98% 

• Regardless of team, nearly all respondents are satisfied with their overall experience with ComEd’s 
Appliance Recycling Program. 

Don’t know/refused:  n= 13 

                        Q1. Thinking about your overall experience with ComEd’s Fridge and Freezer Recycle Rewards, how satisfied are you?  
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Reasons for Satisfaction 

   Total exceeds 100% due to multiple responses. No other < 3%                                                                   Q2. Why did you rate your overall satisfaction as you did? 

  Total 
(N=591) 

% 

Team 1 
(N=134) 

% 

Team 2 
(N=127) 

% 

Team 3 
(N=138) 

% 

Team 4 
(N=40) 

% 

Team 5 
(N=66) 

% 

Team 6 
(N=38)  

% 

Team 7 
(N=48) 

% 
SUPERNET: REASONS FOR POSITIVE SATISFACTION 91 90 91 91 93 91 90 90 

NET: Positive experience 41 37 35 44 58  
T1,T2,T6 

44 34 46 

Very easy/simple/was an easy/simple process/easy to schedule/sign up/participate 18 20 15 17 28 20 18 17 
Everything went smooth/smoothly/well/perfect/no problems/issues/hassles/all was 
good/very good/good experience/great/excellent/outstanding 17 16 12 20 23 18 13 21 

Everything went as planned/did as promised/did what they said/followed through 5 2 5 4 8 6 -- 
19 

T1,T2,T3,T
5,T6 

Was satisfied/no complaints/very pleased/happy 3 2 3 4 3 3 -- 2 
NET: Employee attitude 34 40 34 33 23 33 37 25 

Everyone/workers/crew/staff were courteous/polite/respectful 15 16 15 17 10 14 16 13 

Everyone/workers/crew/staff were friendly/nice/kind/pleasant 12 19 
T3,T6,T7 

12 10 8 12 5 6 

Very professional/business like 6 4 9 4 5 8 13 
T1,T3,T7 

2 

Good/great guys/employees 4 5 4 4 -- -- 5 4 
NET: On time/fast service 32 29 35 33 45 T5 23 40 27 

Arrived on schedule/arrived on time/came within the time frame given 15 12 17 16 25 T1 11 13 13 
Quick/fast/fast pick up/in and out 11 13 11 9 15 8 18 8 
Workers were prompt 5 5 8 4 10 T5 2 3 6 
Done in a timely manner 3 1 5 T1 4 5 3 5 2 

NET: Good service from employee 20 19 20 21 15 23 11 23 
Crew/workers/representatives were very efficient 7 5 8 7 10 8 3 10 
Nice/good/great/excellent service 5 5 5 6 3 6 5 6 
Workers were careful / showed respect for my property / no damage or scratches on door 2 4 2 3 -- 3 -- -- 

NET: Good communication 9 6 11 9 10 11 5 6 
Gave a courtesy call/driver called before arriving/called ahead of time before arriving 3 -- 4 T1 4 T1 5 T1 -- 5 T1 2 

NET: Good for the environment/socially responsible 5 5 6 4 5 3 11 T7 -- 
Good for the environment/helping the environment/eco-friendly/doesn’t end up in a 
landfill/saves the environment 3 3 3 3 5 2 11 

T3,T5,T7 
-- 

NET: Incentive offer 3 5 T3 2 1 3 6 T3 8 T3 2 
NET: Good program from ComEd 3 2 5 4 -- 5 3 2 
NET: Other miscellaneous positive comments 3 4 4 2 -- 3 3 4 
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction 

   Total exceeds 100% due to multiple responses. No other < 2%                                                                   Q2. Why did you rate your overall satisfaction as you did? 

  Total 
(N=591) 

% 

Team 1 
(N=134) 

% 

Team 2 
(N=127) 

% 

Team 3 
(N=138) 

% 

Team 4 
(N=40) 

% 

Team 5 
(N=66) 

% 

Team 6 
(N=38)  

% 

Team 7 
(N=48) 

% 
SUPERNET: REASONS FOR DISSATISFACTION 13 12 13 12 15 9 16 19 

NET: Scheduling problems 5 5 5 6 8 2 5 6 
NET: Incentive offer 2 2 2 1 3 2 3 4 
NET: Lack of communication 2 2 2 1 3 2 3 2 
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Team 7 (N=55) 

Confirmation Call Prior to Pick Up by Team 

 

Don’t know/refused: n=9 

Confirmation Call Received Prior to Pick Up by Team 

• The vast majority of respondents across all teams received a confirmation call prior to appliance pick 
up.  

                                                                 Q3. On the day of your pick up, did you receive a call from the truck crew to let you know they were on their way? 
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Total Dissatisfied (0-4) 
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Somewhat Satisfied (6-8) 
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Extremely Satisfied (10) 

Team 1 (N=163) 
Team 2 (N=156) 
Team 3 (N=171) 
Team 4 (N=47) 
Team 5 (N=81) 
Team 6 (N=43) 
Team 7 (N=58) 

44 

Satisfaction with Ease of Scheduling Pick-Up 
by Team 

Satisfaction with Ease of Scheduling Pick Up by Team 

Satisfied (6-10): 
Team 1 = 99% 
Team 2 = 98% 

Team 3 = 95%  
Team 4 = 100% 
Team 5 = 98% 
Team 6 = 98% 
Team 7 = 100% 

• Across all teams, respondents are satisfied with the ease of scheduling a pick up.  

Don’t know/refused:  n=1 

                                                                 Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Ease of scheduling  your pick-up. 

T1 

T1 
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• Across all teams, respondents are satisfied with the timeliness of pick up.   
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Satisfaction with Timeliness of Pick Up by Team 

Satisfaction with Timeliness of Pick Up by Team 

Satisfied (6-10): 
Team 1 = 98% 
Team 2 = 97% 

Team 3 = 97% 

Team 4 = 100% 
Team 5 = 98% 
Team 6 = 98% 
Team 7 = 100% 

Don’t know/refused:  n=2 

                                                                 Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Timeliness of the pick-up compared to your promised time. 

T6 
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Satisfaction with Showing Respect for Property  
by Team 
 
 

Satisfaction with Respect for your Property by Team  

Satisfied (6-10): 
Team 1 = 99% 
Team 2 = 99% 

Team 3 = 98% 

Team 4 = 100% 
Team 5 = 100% 
Team 6 = 100% 
Team 7 = 100% 

• Across all teams, nearly all respondents are satisfied with showing respect for their property.  

Don’t know/refused:  n=2 

                                                                 Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Showing respect for your property. 
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Satisfaction with Courtesy by JACO’s Crew 
by Team 
 
 

Satisfaction with Courtesy by Our Crew 

Satisfied (6-10): 
Team 1 = 99% 
Team 2 = 99% 

Team 3 = 98% 

Team 4 = 100% 
Team 5 = 99% 
Team 6 = 98% 
Team 7 = 100% 

• Across all teams, respondents are satisfied with courtesy by JACO’s crew.  

Don’t know/refused:  n=0 

                                                                 Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance – Courtesy by our crew. 

T3 

T2 
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Satisfaction with Program and JACO: Summary 

Team 1 
(N=163) 

Team 2 
(N=156) 

Team 3 
(N=171) 

Team 4 
(N=47) 

Team 5 
(N=81) 

Team 6 
(N=44) 

Team 7 
(N=58) 

Q1. Overall experience with 
ComEd’s Appliance 
Recycling Program 

9.46 9.53 9.37 9.44 9.57 9.23 9.50 

Q4-1. Ease of scheduling 
your pick-up  9.49 9.44 9.25 9.34 9.48 9.23 9.59 

Q4-2. Timeliness of the pick-
up compared to your 
scheduled time 

9.63 9.51 9.54 9.57 9.50 9.57 9.74 

Q4-4. Showing respect for 
your property 9.76 9.70 9.55 9.87 9.67 9.70 9.86 

Q4-5. Courtesy by our crew 9.82 9.72 9.60 9.87 9.70 9.75 9.93 

48 

• In general, respondents are satisfied with all aspects of the program, regardless of Team.  

Satisfaction (Mean) 

                                                                 Q4. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with our performance. 
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Total 
(N=363) 

% 

Team 1 
(N=81) 

% 

Team 2 
(N=81) 

% 

Team 3 
(N=86) 

% 

Team 4 
(N=26*) 

% 

Team 5 
(N=38) 

% 

Team 6 
(N=21*) 

% 

Team 7 
(N=30) 

% 

SUPERNET: POSITIVE COMMENTS 64 57 68 65 81T1,T7 66 57 53 

NET: Good program from ComEd 32 26 35 34 39 29 24 37 

Very good/great/excellent/ 
wonderful program 14 12 12 17 12 16 19 13 

Thank you/thank you for providing this service/program 13 14 14 13 19 T6 16 -- 13 

Keep program going/continue this valuable 
program/extend program as long as possible 4 -- 6 T1 7 T1 4 3 5 3 

NET: Employee attitude 15 15 14 17 23 T7 21 T7 5 3 

Courteous/polite/respectful/ 
employees/crew 5 7 4 6 4 5 -- -- 

The guys/crew were great 6 7 5 7 4 11 5 3 

Friendly/nice/pleasant crew 3 1 5 1 4 8 -- -- 

Professional crew/employees 4 5 3 4 12 8 -- -- 

NET: Good service from employees 13 17 14 12 8 8 14 13 

Very nice/good/great/excellent service 4 7 T3 6 1 4 -- 5 -- 

Keep up the good work 3 1 4 2 4 -- 5 10 T1 

Workers were efficient 3 3 3 4 -- 3 5 3 

NET: Positive experience 9 9 11 7 -- 8 19 T4 10 

Everything went great/all went well/smoothly/experience 
was good 4 6 4 1 -- 5 5 7 

Completely satisfied/satisfied with the 
service/happy/pleased with the entire process/experience 4 3 5 6 -- -- 10 -- 

NET: Environmentally friendly/socially responsible 6 3 6 7 12 5 5 3 

Recycling program is good for the environment/helping 
the environment/helps attack global warming 4 3 4 5 8 3 5 -- 

NET: Fast/timely service 6 10 3 6 4 5 5 3 
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Additional Comments – Favorable 

                                                                 Q6. Do you have any additional comments, concerns or questions  
  about this program that you would like to share with ComEd? Total exceeds 100% due to multiple responses. No other shown < 3%  

*Caution: Small Base 
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Total 
(N=363) 

% 

Team 1 
(N=81) 

% 

Team 2 
(N=81) 

% 

Team 3 
(N=86) 

% 

Team 4 
(N=26*) 

% 

Team 5 
(N=38) 

% 

Team 6 
(N=21*) 

% 

Team 7 
(N=30) 

% 

SUPERNET: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
IMPROVEMENTS 18 21 T4 19 20 4 18 14 13 

NET: Improve communication 5 6 4 7 -- 3 5 3 

Did not receive confirmation call 1 1 1 1 -- 3 -- 3 

All other need improve communication comments 3 5 3 5 -- -- 5 -- 

NET: Should include other appliances 3 3 5 2 -- 5 -- -- 

Wish they took all forms of appliances/include large 
items/expand to smaller units 1 -- 1 2 -- 5 T1 -- -- 

NET: Need faster service 3 5 1 7 4 -- -- -- 

NET: Increase advertising 2 4 1 1 -- 3 -- -- 

Advertise more aggressively, many people don’t know 
about the program/need more advertisement about the 
program 

1 3 1 1 -- 3 -- -- 

NET: Problems with crew/phone rep 1 1 4 1 -- -- -- -- 

NET: Need improvement with scheduling 1 1 1 1 -- -- 5 -- 

NET: Other miscellaneous negative comments 3 1 3 -- -- 11 T1,T3 5 T3 10 T1,T3 

SUPERNET: NEUTRAL COMMENTS 22 27 17 20 15 18 29 33 

None/nothing 19 22 16 16 15 16 19 30 

All other neutral comments 3 5 1 4 -- 3 10 T2 3 
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Additional Comments – Concerns and 
Recommendations 

                                                                 Q6. Do you have any additional comments, concerns or questions  
  about this program that you would like to share with ComEd? Total exceeds 100% due to multiple responses. No other shown < 1%  

*Caution: Small Base 
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Participants 

  44 Customer Interviews 
  16 Large (kW demand of 1MW+); 14 Medium (400-999 kW demand); 14 Small 

(under 400 kW demand) 
  25 Lighting projects (e.g., lighting retrofits, exit signs, enhanced warehouse and 

production area lighting, etc.) and 19 Non-Lighting (e.g., variable frequency drives 
(VFDs), HVAC, etc.) 

  27 with Trade Ally, 17 With No Trade Ally 

  12 Trade Ally Interviews 
  Selected by ComEd/KEMA 
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Background 

  As ComEd enters Program Year 4 of Smart Ideas for Your Business, the 
Company requires a review of the dynamics of the program, in order to look 
for ways to improve customer participation. 

  In-depth interviews were conducted in July and August 2011 among a wide 
variety of customer types and trade allies. 

  This report summarizes the results of the interviews. 
  The data are qualitative and do not necessarily represent the views and experiences of 

all businesses and trade allies involved with the SIFYB program. 

2013CEE 0001698

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 58 of 151



7 

Objectives 
  To confirm and prioritize the main drivers/factors that lead recent first-time 

customers to participate in the program. 
  To uncover additional factors that may influence initial program participation 

(or program resistance). 
  To identify successful engagement tactics employed by Trade Allies in 

securing first-time customer participation.  
  To study the dynamics of all factors in informing and motivating first-time 

customer participation – through a Trade Ally or via KEMA or ComEd Large 
Customer Solutions (LCS). 

  To determine whether there are fundamental “marketable” differences by 
customer size and/or application (lighting versus other program types). 

  To identify potential opportunities in targeting, communicating and “selling” 
the program to prospective customers for implementation by Trade Allies, 
ComEd account staff or KEMA. 
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Executive Summary 
1.  The main drivers that lead first-time customers to implement a SIFYB 

project are: 
  Money. Having the initial funding to start a SIFYB project is a key factor. Even 

with attractive rebates and good paybacks, customers report the need to find the 
initial “seed money” to start a project. 

  Management buy-in. Most report a need to convince decision makers of the value 
of the SIFYB project. A compelling story that includes rebates, long-term energy 
savings and environmental benefits is helpful in selling management on the SIFYB 
concept. 

  Awareness of the program. Many first-timers have learned about SIFYB from 
contractors or other business contacts only recently. Many report initial surprise 
when they learned about the money available for energy-efficiency upgrades.  

2.  Additional factors that influence SIFYB participation include the nature of 
internal decision making and paybacks. 

  There are some differences in the job title of decision makers based on company 
size; however, in most cases, the financial area of the business is involved in 
approving a SIFYB project.  

  Payback analyses are instrumental in making the case for decision makers. There 
are some variations in how paybacks are calculated; some focus on the net savings 
of the equipment installation after rebates; some calculate additional “running” 
savings in reduced energy usage; some even factor in life expectancy of equipment 
and other measures.    
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Executive Summary 
3.  In almost all cases, whether for first-time projects or repeat business, SIFYB 

funding propelled projects to completion. Without the rebates, some 
participants report that energy-efficiency improvements might have been 
delayed or not implemented at all. In a few cases, SIFYB rebates are a bonus, 
added to a project already dictated by the need to replace aging equipment or 
to meet other planned company initiatives.  

4.  Customers perceive SIFYB benefits as financial, informational, operational 
and as an aid for securing upper management approval. Very few see 
drawbacks in the program; some customers cite confusion with project 
terminology or paperwork.  

5.  Most customers find out about SIFYB from contractors, some of whom may 
be trade allies. Many customers do not know what a “trade ally” is, and what 
the designation means.  

6.  Trade allies take their role to educate customers about SIFYB very seriously; 
most also strive to offer customers turnkey service, including processing of 
paperwork. 
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7.  From the customer and Trade Ally (TA) point of view, the ComEd account 
manager seems only somewhat involved with SIFYB. Seen as a good source to 
open the door for projects, some account managers have played this role; 
others are perceived by customers and TAs alike to be too busy,  legitimately 
engaged in other work for the Company that benefits customers (e.g., outage 
response). Some TAs indicate that they would appreciate more partnering 
opportunities with account managers.  

8.  KEMA is seen as a valued partner for the trade allies, and a reliable and 
responsive source of information for customers. 

9.  While most participants (customers and TAs) agree that SIFYB provides 
rebates for the most likely equipment and technology, some customers would 
like to see incentive support of “green” generation at their facilities (e.g., 
solar, wind). Some participants have ideas for new technology, and some 
would like ComEd to look at better LED incentives. 

10.  Program communication is good, but customers are busy and time 
constrained, such that key messages fall on somewhat deaf ears. Contractors 
seem to be the best avenue to get key messages (program changes, special 
incentive boosts) to customers.   

Executive Summary 

2013CEE 0001702

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 62 of 151



11 

10.  (Continued) Most who visit the ComEd website find it useful as a source of 
forms and program rules. Case studies and other information, while 
valuable, may be too much information for a harried or casual user to find or 
use. Some customers cite missed opportunities for projects because of lack of 
awareness – at their own companies and elsewhere.  

11.  There appear to be some potential “niches” within the SIFYB customer base 
that may indicate a possibility for more targeted pursuit of future customers. 
Some may be defined by business type (e.g., hotel/motel); others may be 
driven by product application (e.g., VFD in production facilities). 

12.  During the course of this research project, it became clear that SIFYB 
customer data, while extensive, may be incomplete in some cases. Possible 
improvements include tracking first-time and multiple SIFYB participation  
over time; lighting and non-lighting projects by the same customer; trade ally 
success by customer type, etc. If improved and analyzed, it may prove to be a 
source of potential market intelligence moving forward.  

Executive Summary 
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13.  Satisfaction with the program is significant among customers;  all customers 
interviewed have recommended or would recommend the program. Most 
plan to repeat their SIFYB participation with a new project.  
  Some will continue what they have begun (e.g., expanding lighting 

applications); others have “gotten their feet wet” with one type of project and 
will now expand their usage of SIFYB with different types of projects.  

  Note: One large customer was negative because he resents the inability to 
access 100% of  “his company’s contribution” to fund his projects. 

14.  When asked in a summary question what they would tell others about the 
program, customers focus on available rebates and reduced operating 
expenses; the opportunity to be “green” along with financial benefits; the 
ability to retrieve money paid into the program through utility bills; and the 
fact that the program “works.” 

Executive Summary 
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Recommendations 
1.  While money and management buy-in drive SIFYB project 

implementation, ComEd must overcome the key obstacle of a 
lack of awareness about SIFYB to increase program 
participation.  

  This should be accomplished through a combination of direct messages to potential 
SIFYB “customers” and effective marketing through trade allies and contractors.  

2.  Employ a niche marketing approach to promote SIFYB. 
  Utilize SIFYB application data to analyze the size and type of projects submitted by multiple 

users. 
  Look for recurring trends in SIFYB implemented projects including product types and 

business segments to identify potential niches. Current examples include VFDs in 
production facilities, HVAC in hotels/motels, refrigeration and lighting in grocery stores, 
lighting in healthcare, and lighting in churches and community centers. 

  Identify companies with sustainability teams or “green” goals that may be open to SIFYB 
projects primarily on environmental grounds. 

  Look for companies that may be local branches of larger corporations (including foreign 
entities) that have a track record in other utility service territories in energy efficiency 
improvements. 
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2.  (Continued) 
  Based on success stories, look for ways to promote identical applications among businesses 

with no SIFYB track record. 
  Look for specific ways to promote the program, (possibly using testimonials) through trade 

associations, trade publications, websites, and direct mail and emails targeted to niches 
identified by business type or particular product applications.    

  Continue to foster cooperation and communication/education opportunities at local trade 
associations. 

3.  Expand program participation by building on success. 
  Using the internal database, identify first-time and one-time only SIFYB users. 
  Verify that no new projects are in the pipeline for these customers. 
  Develop a targeted piece (mail or email) that will briefly review the program benefits; stress 

the positive experience of (most) users and include a call to action: e.g., “Be smart again with 
another SIFYB project.”  

  Identify and promote (through The Wire) the most frequent program users. Build case 
studies that explain why repeat participation makes sense for all SIFYB customers. 

Recommendations 
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4.  Make SIFYB even simpler. 
  Review all processes, forms, website and communication to ensure that key information is 

clear and easily accessible. 
  Streamline where possible the pre-approval process; study process in other utilities’ programs 

that may not require stringent pre-approval. 
  Continue the acknowledged superior responsiveness and support during project 

implementation. 

5.  Address customer contacts’ expressed need to “convince” decision 
makers. 

  Develop simple presentations/worksheets that illustrate payback and other program benefits. 
  Include testimonials targeted by project/industry types. 
  Develop a stable of “success sites” that are open to visits or calls from potential SIFYB 

customers; bear in mind that these sites may need to be rotated because of how busy the 
contacts may be.  

  Explore the positioning that customers should use money they have paid into the program 
(it’s your money”) while being sensitive to some of the potential drawbacks (see page 61).  

Recommendations 
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6.  Pilot new technologies.  
  Review customer and TA suggestions for program changes, including new technology. 
  Determine if a limited pilot may be viable. 
  Implement, and communicate results to potential customers and TAs. 

7.  Determine the viability of an expanded role for ComEd 
account managers in educating customers about SIFYB and 
connecting them to trade allies.  

8.  Continue to partner with trade allies to generate repeat 
business and to help them prospect for first-time customers. 

9.  Determine if there is an opportunity to stratify trade allies, 
based on level of SIFYB participation, (e.g., number and size 
of jobs), customer satisfaction, etc. for possible use in a 
program for TA recognition and reward.  

Recommendations 
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10.  Identify geographic areas where TAs are active; ensure that 
local workshops, seminars, webinars and other tools are 
available to support their efforts to recruit business. Also: 

  Identify less productive geographic regions; select a few for pilots to increase activity. 
  Determine if awareness-building is required among customers – or more education of 

contractors and recruitment of new TAs. 

11.  Continue to promote effective communication between TAs 
and KEMA; review and improve support by subcontractors. 

  Continue to provide for speedy response to TA questions, and frequent, timely updates 
on program changes. 

  Ensure that Nexant and other subcontractors are consistent in project review, and share 
KEMA’s sense of urgency in responding to TA and customer needs.   

Recommendations 
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12.  Look for creative ways to support and promote trade allies as 
preferred contractors for SIFYB (e.g., ComEd SIFYB logo on 
TA business cards, websites; including “top”  TAs in regular 
roundtable discussions/feedback loops to ComEd). 

  Develop materials that explain what trade allies are and include on the ComEd 
website, along with SIFYB collateral material and other customer communications. 

  Consider using “trade ally/contractor” in collateral materials as the “trade ally” 
terminology alone seems to have little relevance to customers. 

13.  Identify contractors that are active and effective with the 
program, but not formally a “trade ally,” and proactively 
recruit them to be ComEd trade allies. 

Recommendations 

2013CEE 0001710

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 70 of 151



19 

14.  Improve how and what SIFYB data are collected. 
  ComEd needs better information on first-time users; frequency of program use; 

crossover between lighting and non-lighting; simultaneous projects; identity and use of 
trade ally. 

  Type of business and job title of contact would be helpful in future analysis, targeting 
and marketing. 

  National versus local company data should be captured.  
  International companies with local outlets should be identified, based on sustainability 

goals of some parent entities (in Europe, for example). 
  Current ComEd designation of “size” of customer company can be misleading. More 

data on company ownership/corporate structure may also be helpful in targeting 
companies for program implementation. Local energy usage as a determinant of 
company size may not accurately reflect the size or structure of the corporation (and 
the complexity of its decision-making process). For example, some “medium” 
companies are Midwest branches of large conglomerates with a much different 
decision process and timeline – and track record with other energy efficiency 
programs nationally – than a locally-owned, one location “medium” power user. 

Recommendations 
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Detailed Findings – Part 1 
  Energy Efficiency Goals 

  Energy Efficiency Decision Makers 

  Project Funding 
  Current EE Environment 
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Note: Findings are color coded as follows:  
-  Customer Perspectives 
-  Trade Ally Perspectives 

2013CEE 0001712

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 72 of 151



21 

Energy Efficiency Goals 
Customer Perspectives… 

  Energy efficiency is a business goal, driven by cost, environmental goals or both: 
  Cost is more often a sole mention among Small customers – or with “green” as a bonus; 

for Medium customers, it’s often both cost and environmental. 
  For Large customers, there are more “green” mentions; efficiency is often understood as an 

operational prerequisite. 
  For some business types such as property management or production, “green” relates to 

customer demands: 
  “Customers are looking for green.” 

  “New tenants are all very cognizant of green energy and LEED.” 

  For some, cost is a competitive imperative: 
  “We’re competing with China.” 
  “Increased competition, cut our bid costs.” 

  In some cases, money trumps “green:” 
  “Green is nice, but every dollar saved (in) utility costs equals $20 of business coming in the door.” 
  “I like green as long as it doesn’t cost me a fortune.” 
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Energy Efficiency Goals 
Customer Perspectives (cont’d) 
  Parent companies may influence “green” goals: 

  “We’re a German company, so we’re really in touch with green.” 
  “It’s a requirement (from English HQ) to do at least one environmental project a year.” 

  Most customers share the same basic objectives: save money, be more efficient, be 
green – but internal decision making varies. 
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Energy Efficiency Goals 

TA Perceptions of What Drives Customers 

  For some, TAs say the driver is aging equipment that needs replacement. ROI is important: 
  "Age of the equipment…being at the end of its useful life…and an incentive to push it.” 

  "Energy efficiency …easiest thing for ROI versus operational savings…a lot of times (are seen) as 
theoretical.” 

  Availability of funding is a big factor: 
  “Healthcare has a lot of money to spend…property management companies have been hit hard by the 

economy…they’ve lost so many tenants at their strip malls that they’re being very conservative…industrial 
buildings or warehouses are actually doing well…they’re willing to spend…if they’ll see a benefit.” 

  “If ComEd did not have these rebate programs…a lot of people would not be doing some of these projects.” 
  “We have had some projects that wouldn’t have been pushed through if it hadn’t been there…I wouldn’t 

necessarily say it has created more opportunities that wouldn’t have been there before.” 
  “Huge difference in getting people to do it.” 

  “Being able to bring this money to the table (has) pushed the majority of the customers…to do these projects.” 
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  Availability of funding (cont’d) 
  “It’s created an awareness…(and) if you went in on straight payback and didn’t have the incentive, 

there’s no way the marketplace is (where it is) today.” 
  “People now know…there is some money out there…they know long term it’s going to save them 

money…a lot of projects would not have happened had it not been for Smart Ideas money…our 
energy costs aren’t that crazy here yet…Smart Ideas…makes the ROI get much more into their 
sweet spot.” 

Energy Efficiency Goals 
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Energy Efficiency Decision Makers 
  Small customers seem to have fewer decision makers (often just one) and more of a 

flat organization. 
  Medium and Large customers mention multiple levels of management including 

operations,  financial and executives: 
  Often, respondents need to convince management about the value of the project, need for 

upfront money and payback.  
  Several mention sustainability teams; SIFYB is a good fit for “green” goals. 
  Several large customer contacts interviewed for this project, while having large organizational 

structures, may be more “trusted” in their role as SIFYB decision maker. 
  Some medium customers interviewed seem to reside in larger organizations with more decision 

makers; these contacts are focused on convincing management of the need for projects, and the 
ROI: 
  Several are in production facilities that are ideally suited to SIFYB projects. 
  Some seem to migrate between lighting and non-lighting projects, building on successful implementation 

of SIFYB projects and relatively strong rebates. 

  Medium and large customers convey a sense of competing priorities for their time and 
resources. 

  Non-Trade Ally customers use in-house staff or contractors. This often influences 
how much they know – or don’t know – about SIFYB. 
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  Trade Allies sell projects to a wide variety of companies; decision makers vary: 
  "Executive management for the most part…owner or top managers.” 

  “Operations and maintenance are definitely two of them…engineering is a big one, and then 
also purchasing and management…a lot of management personnel are definitely involved in 
(payback) decisions.” 

  “Depends on the size of company…larger…might have someone in the sustainability role…
smaller companies, you’re usually dealing with the CFO…or facilities manager…Finance guys 
usually understand…look at it as an investment. They’ll bring in the facilities guys to make 
sure we’re not selling them snake oil.” 

  In small companies, the decision makers are fewer 
  “Most of our guys are from ‘Joe’s Machine Shop’…the decision maker who happens to be the 

maintenance guy who happens to be the owner.” 

  The financial folks are key to decisions in many companies 
  “It’s all financial.” 

  “The most powerful (is) the CFO…the others (operations, maintenance, executive) might 
have other reasons, but the bottom line always seems to be the CFO.” 

  “Starts with operations people, but they’re not the ones that make the final decisions. I think 
that it is owners or CFOs.”  

Energy Efficiency Decision Makers 
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The Customer Perspective 

  Most SIFYB are capital projects, though some are identified as operational as well. 

The Trade Ally Perspective 

  Energy-efficiency projects are capital – or operational – or both 
  “A lot of times capital…lately…operational as well…we’re able to show customers that it’s 

operating costs as far as energy and their monthly ComEd bill.” 

  “Capital projects, that is how they budget them.” 
  “Could go either way depending on the size of the project…It depends…probably a price point…

over $20,000…is a capital (project)…under, operational.” 

Project Funding 
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The Customer Perspective 

  For some, the economy has slowed investment in energy-efficiency initiatives. 

  Others have found more management interest in the last year to invest in efficiency/
green. 

  First-time SIFYB customers mention a lack of funding for projects as one reason for 
their previous lack of participation; this is often related to business conditions and the 
economy.  
  When interviewed, a few first-timers were seeing signs of an improving economy, and this 

led to SIFYB participation.  

  Some customers report they have been making improvements even in a down economy 
– with or without SIFYB. 

  Small customers rely on contractors for information, help with project details and 
paperwork. 

The Current EE Environment 
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The Trade Ally Perspective 
  When asked if the interest in energy efficiency has changed in the last year or two, 

some have noticed heightened interest in some segments; incentives are a factor: 
  "I think everybody is interested…incentives help pique their interest.” 
  "People seem willing to spend the money because the investments are good…you’re not going to find 

that kind of return in the stock market…one to two-year paybacks."  
  “They seem to have a little more money to spend right now…most of our clients are commercial office 

buildings…demand is good.” 
  “The industrial (segment) has definitely picked up as they are trying to find ways to cut down and 

reduce their costs on…manufacturing and process.”  

  Others see continued concern about expenditures: 
  "I haven’t seen a lot of interest lately…it has to do with the uncertainty of the economy right now.” 

  “I don’t think interest has changed…they’re very interested in all the new lighting technologies (but) 
people are holding on to their money a little bit longer.” 

  One TA specifically mentions the impact of the T12 change in 2012 as a factor in  
pushing projects. 

The Current EE Environment 
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Current EE Environment 
  SIFYB is still attracting first-time customers. According to TAs interviewed, reasons 

include a breakthrough in awareness – or financial reasons – or both: 
  "Word of mouth from other people in the industry…networking and their groups.” 
  “Number one, more people know about it (now)…number two, companies have cut their people and now 

this is a different avenue for them to cut their costs…maybe some of them do have more money…to do it 
now.” 

  "For some companies…maybe a money thing. For others it’s an awareness thing…it might take companies 
like us to go out and actively pursue them.” 

  Other reasons for delaying until now include continued skepticism and reasons specific 
to a customer’s business:  
  “People are very skeptical…because it sounds too good to be true.” 
  “Payback hurdles are probably the most consistent challenge.  You really are selling an intangible…

challenging for them to get their arms around.” 
  “A lot of companies are looking to get that gold certificate LEED.” 
  “Timing, the economy…buildings (are) up for sale…do we do this to enhance the possibility of a sale – 

or do nothing…just get out of here?” 
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Detailed Findings – Part 2 
•  Evaluation of Smart Ideas for Your Business 

•  Initial Awareness of SIFYB 
•  Rationale for ComEd Involvement 
•  SIFYB Benefits 
•  Feedback on Paybacks 
•  Trade Ally Dynamics 
•  Feedback on SIFYB Website 
•  ComEd Account Manager Role 
•  Customer Concerns with SIFYB   
•  TA Concerns with SIFYB 
•  Perceptions about (Non) Participation 
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Initial Awareness of SIFYB 

  Contractors and suppliers are most often mentioned as a source of SIFYB 
awareness: 
  Large customers more often mention ComEd as a primary source (account 

managers, seminars) as well as BOMA and contractors. 
  Medium and Small customers more often mention contractors or equipment 

suppliers trying to sell SIFYB jobs.  

  Most of the TAs interviewed have been long-term participants; when asked 
about their initial exposure to SIFYB, some recall a meeting or presentation:  
  “I attended a breakfast meeting, got on board right away.” 
  “The trade show or expo.” 

  “Through Aurora Chamber of Commerce.” 

The Customer Perspective 

The Trade Ally Perspective 

2013CEE 0001724

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 84 of 151



33 

  Some had experience with similar programs elsewhere: 
  “Not exactly sure…we were looking at a customer out here…found out online ComEd was 

coming out with this program and that it would make sense to have (a Midwest) office.” 
  “We’ve always been looking for it…been using (another utility’s program).” 

  For a few, it was word of mouth: 
  “From my friends at Carrier.” 
  “Our manufacturer and their area manager encouraged us to make contact and learn more.” 

  Some can’t remember: 
  “I forget…it was a long time ago…when it first started, I signed up.” 

  “I don’t know if I saw something online.” 

TA Initial Awareness of SIFYB 
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Customer Rationale for ComEd Involvement 

During the interviews, customers were asked why ComEd would be involved in 
SIFYB. Customers see reasons related primarily to ComEd’s operations: 

  Most participants think ComEd is involved in SIFYB for grid stability, as an alternative to 
building more power plants. 

  Some believe that ComEd is promoting environmental goals. 

  Some cite image-related goodwill. 

  A few mention Federal or state mandates requiring ComEd to act. 
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Trade Allies understand several reasons for ComEd’s involvement.  
  The ICC mandate is key:  

  “I’m sure ComEd would like to collect the money and move on, but…there’s something driving that efficiency…a 
government initiative… that has to be done.” 

  “(It’s) a rate payer funded project.” 

  ComEd reaps some image benefits:   
  "It shows the utility is not the bad guy.” 

  “(ComEd) gets to look great, offer incentives that help improve the client’s bottom line.” 

  And operational benefits as well: 
  “Also ComEd does not have to build more generation…instead they can upgrade transmission lines…smart grid.” 

  "Helps take the strain off the grid…makes sense to have that money available to customers (who are) paying in.” 

  Some are less clear on the details: 
  “It’s the law, right?” 

  “I would say it’s based on money. I don’t know what else it would be.” 

TA Rationale for ComEd Involvement 
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Customer Defined SIFYB Benefits 
  When asked to name the benefits of SIFYB, customer responses cluster into 

four major categories: financial, operational, “education” and “helps with sell-
in.” 

  Financial benefits are instrumental across all groups: 
  “Return on investment…makes it worthwhile.” 

  “Upfront savings and definitely long-term savings.” 
  “Obviously dollars and cents.” 

  “The payback, the check helps a lot.” 
  “Cost savings…allows you to make improvements to your shop…having somebody help you…

fund the improvements.” 

  “Obviously the money.” (multiple mentions) 

  Benefits are operational: 
  “I’m updating my equipment and the payback is there too.” 

  “Less energy usage, better lighting, more economical.” 
  “Brighter…we haven’t had the same color lights all through the building in 15 years.” 

  “You could see (employees’) attitudes changed. They became more positive.” 
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  Some customers identify some educational benefits: 
  “Information about the paybacks.” 

  “Teaching you about different ways to save energy.” 
  “More aware of the energy you are using.”  

  “Informing people of what’s available out there.” 

  For some, the mere existence of SIFYB is helpful in convincing management to 
participate: 
  “Enables me to present a faster ROI to our financial people.” 
  “Helps us sell some of these ideas to the owners. ” 

  “Some leverage to convince people to shake loose the money.” 

Customer Defined SIFYB Benefits 
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TA Defined SIFYB Benefits for Customers 
  Trade Allies identify three categories of benefits: financial, operational improvements 

and support from TAs. 

  The primary benefits of SIFYB for customers are financial: 
  “Rebate to offset some of the cost of upgrading their equipment.” 

  “The incentive itself.” 
  “Obviously the money – they have an opportunity to get their own money back.” 

  “Buying down these projects to sensible paybacks.” 
  “Bottom-line dollars are good.” 

  Some cite the opportunity for operational improvements: 
  “Prescriptive benefit has opened a lot of doors…(for the) compressed air program. They are offering 

$100 per hp per package…that spiked interest a little bit (and) shortened their paybacks.” 
  “Ultimately, the customer is getting reduced energy. They are saving lots of energy.” 
  “They’re  getting new equipment to replace older, inefficient equipment.” 
  “Light quality for worker safety is huge…The energy savings is huge.” 
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  The relationship with TAs is another benefit, and the implementation process TAs 
have in place with KEMA is seen as relatively smooth: 
  “You allow trade allies to handle and submit the paperwork and the user doesn’t have to…Fairly 

quick turnaround (on) applications (pre- and final)…get back to people and stay in 
communication…and get the final payment out. All those things seem to flow for the customer.” 

  “KEMA…they run everything through really, really fast…We can email over there and get an 
answer immediately or call if we have questions.” 

  “Customers like the fact that they can sign over their incentive to us…makes a difference if it’s a 
capital expense, they may not want to take that money out and so they just take the difference out. 
Or if it’s an operational expense, even better.” 

TA Defined SIFYB Benefits for Customers 
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Payback – Customer Impressions 
  When asked about paybacks on SIFYB projects, customers say paybacks vary widely, 

depending on project size, and lighting versus non-lighting. 

  Less than three years seems to be a common payback, with many lighting retrofits at 
two years or less. 

  Calculations typically include equipment cost adjusted by energy savings. 

  For some, the payback was instrumental in securing approval for the project. 

  For others, the payback is unknown, or not relevant because the project would have 
been funded even without the rebate. 

  Paybacks often reflect the particulars of a project: 
  “Incentive cut our payback in half.” 

  “Nine months.  We did an entire warehouse. So we had some bad lighting.” 
  “It might be like 20 years…we have to wait to get about a year’s worth of history to see.” 

  “The lion’s share…is under three years…the best has been with VFD retrofits.” 
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  Paybacks often reflect the particulars of a project (cont’d) 
  “$130,000 all paid back in 14 months. Most of the time when you’re dealing in projects like that 

within a building, there is no payback – it’s a direct loss…This was a win all the way around.” 

  There are a number of different ways payback is calculated: 
  “We take into account the energy savings and the maintenance savings as well.” 

  “Even after it pays for itself, we save money and time.” 
  “Look at the overall cost of the motor…purchase price, total operating cost for the expected life…

of course you are going to spend a little more on the down stroke to get something that uses two-
thirds as much energy.” 

  “Contractor always wants to make it seem better…they put in maximum amount of working hours 
per day…it probably runs half the time they say.” 

Payback – Customer Impressions 
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  When asked if there is a typical payback, most say it depends on the project 
type. Most seem to be under three years: 
  “It varies…normally three years is good. A lot of people are looking for two or less…it’s 

doable…in lighting it’s reasonable.” 
  “Two years or less.” 
  ”Most of our clients are looking for under three years…under a year is a no-brainer. And they do 

exist.” 
  “With the incentive it can vary from six months to three years.” 
  “We’ve got one right now…0.3 years. It’s going to be a nice one…variable frequency drives. The 

lighting doesn’t have as good a payback period.” 
  “It depends on the type of equipment that’s replaced…once you get out of that black and white 

prescriptive world, it’s totally different.”  
  Trade allies also share that payback calculation methods may vary: 

  “It depends on what they apply to the energy efficiency (calculation).. Some companies factor in 
down time, no back up, old equipment should need repair, depreciation.” 

  “I’m actually using incentives and tax breaks in those numbers.” 
  “Our proposal presents direct cost, maintenance cost…heat light interactions…HVAC savings 

on air conditioned space…as well as a tax deduction…simple versus and extended payback 
period and cost of ownership over a ten-year period.” 

  “We calculate the ongoing savings…we don’t factor in the tax deduction in the payback, we 
show that below the line…a bonus.” 

Payback – Trade Ally Impressions 
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Customer Awareness of “Trade Ally”  

  Regardless of whether the customer did or did not use a trade ally, the term itself 
seems meaningless: 
  “I have no clue.” 
  “What is a trade ally?” 
  “I have no idea what that is.” 

  Customers speculate about what the Trade Ally designation means: 
  “Is that an energy supplier? I don’t know if they (Orion) are or are not.” 
  “Hopefully they know what the latest and greatest is in the industry.” 

  “We’re assuming (they’re) pre-qualified with the knowledge of how to help us get through the rebating 
program.” 

  “They must be…because they helped us fill out the paperwork.” 

  “I’m not sure if I’ve heard that term before…Continental Electric…I know they’ve dealt with other 
Smart Ideas programs…whether or not they’re a trade ally, I cannot answer that question.” 

  “Isn’t that someone that comes and evaluates what’s going on at the factory and gives you suggestions 
and ideas?” 

  Customers typically refer to contractors, suppliers and vendors – not “trade allies.” 
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  Whether or not known as TAs, the contractors (et al) are the ones who know 
the program and answer questions about SIFYB: 
  “I leaned on Rex to kind of educate me on Smart Ideas.” 

  Some without trade allies went to KEMA or other implementation companies 
(Patrick, Nexant) for answers to questions: 

  A few know they have a trade ally and explain some benefits: 
  “Trade allies know the program in and out.” 

  “It’s a whole credibility thing – if you tell me you’re a ComEd ally, then I get that there’s some 
relationship there.” 

Customer Awareness of “Trade Ally” 
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  Trade Ally respondents echo the customer interviews when they indicate 
significant lack of awareness of what trade allies are: 
  “Customers don’t know what ‘trade ally’ means…we tell them it’s a ComEd rebate, KEMA 

administration.” 
  “I don’t think any customers know what that means.” 
  “They don’t know (what TA means) unless they’ve been to one of your seminars.” 
  “Not really…‘trade ally’ doesn’t resonate with anybody. Everybody knows who ComEd is…You 

say ComEd has an incentive program.” 
  “Probably not – they just know what ComEd is.” 

Trade Ally Awareness and Role 
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Benefits of Being a Trade Ally 

  When asked what the benefits of being a TA are, interviewees mention 
credibility and assistance in getting and closing jobs. Some say credibility is the 
main benefit of being a ComEd TA: 
  “It’s a no brainer…there’s credibility.” 

  “We put it on the business cards…it helps for credibility.” 
  “It shows that we have a working relationship with ComEd.” 
  “It lends credibility to what we are pushing…we tell (customers) ComEd wants to reduce 

consumption…(it’s) less expensive than to…bring on a new (generating) facility.” 
  “ComEd’s…involvement…adds credibility to contractors.” 

  For many, SIFYB is a great closing tool: 
  "It’s more pull than anything…80% of the people we talk to have been hit before by 

somebody…our business model (is) to serve them better.” 
  “It just helps close the deal.” 
  “It’s a closer.”  
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  For some TAs, the program engages customers and causes them to consider a 
project:  
  "It’s a push program to get things done.” 

  Some say it’s both push and pull – gaining and closing business: 
  "It’s definitely both…it’s uncovering opportunities to make them aware and then it’s also…

putting it all together in a turnkey deal.” 
  “A combination of both…it can help getting some jobs. It does help in making customers aware.” 

  Others see additional sales benefits: 
  “I could have another tool in my pouch…to help my customers out in doing a retrofit project.” 
  “We can take the incentive…to pay down part of the project…we’ll take that liability on 

ourselves.” 
  “We knew this would help us sell projects…(available) dollars would push projects forward.” 

  For some, it presents an opportunity to influence the program in the future: 
  “I’ve been invited to (KEMA) meetings…I’ve learned a lot…they’ve asked for our input…

they listen to contractors who are out there doing the work and they’ve made adjustments in 
their incentives.” 

  “A month ago we had a round-table discussion for ways to improve it.” 

Benefits of Being a Trade Ally 
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TA Involvement with Customers 
  Most trade allies interviewed for this project provide “soup-to-nuts” service 

from specifying the initial job, helping with the calculations for the internal 
company sell, and managing implementation details like paperwork. Customer 
service is important: 
  “We’re like turnkey from start to finish.” 
  “We do all the paperwork and we do not charge…that’s a service we offer…It’s not actually the 

paperwork that’s an issue, it’s all the documentation…with spec sheets….and the customer 
wouldn’t have all that information…All they want is a turnkey job.” 

  “We hold the customer’s hand all the way through.” 
  “Customer contacts us...[describes process of auditing, specifying, implementing]…If 

they go forward, that (audit) charge gets put in the cost of the project – they get the audit for 
free.  We take the application, fill it out, they sign it.” 

  Some take the “education” role of the TA very seriously and provide added value 
to customers: 
  “I’ll put together a project and I will look for ways to maximize rebates and tax incentives…I 

inform them of how the process works.” 
  “Let them know there are ComEd incentive dollars…we will walk them through (the program)

…handle a lot of the paperwork…make it easy for them.” 
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TA Involvement with Customers 
  Education role (cont’d) 

  “The first thing we talk about is Smart Ideas…We go ahead and take the data evaluation 
[describes data logging process, the paperwork to process an application and any 
necessary post-project data collection]. By the time we are done…the customer has a very 
firm idea of the payback.” 

  “We explain that it is a ratepayer funded program…show them the line on the bill …they say 
‘hey, why wouldn’t I take advantage of this…get a little of it back?’” 

  A couple of TAs report lesser involvement with customers: 
  “(For some) we will strictly supply equipment…(for others) we’ll quote exactly what has to 

be done.” 

  “We’re a distributor and not a contractor…for the most part (customers) seem to be doing it 
themselves.” 
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How TAs Position SIFYB 
Engaged TAs are effective marketers of the program. They use several approaches to 

secure customer interest and close SIFYB deals.  

  Some trade allies stress the “It’s your money” argument: 
  “I say you’ve been paying for a new lighting system every month for many years…let’s take 

advantage of it…let’s let your neighbor help pay for your lighting system.” 
  “I say look at your bill – you’re paying for it anyway.” 

  A couple of interviewees report that they offer to front the incentive money: 
  “We tell the customer…you don’t have to worry… it’s coming off your invoice…Your project was 

$50,000, we’re getting you $23,000 from ComEd, your net cost is $27,000, I bill them the 
$27,000.” 

  Some offer a complete look at the financial implications – and promote a sense of 
urgency: 
  "I actually bundle the whole thing…the amount of the rebate…they were considering updating 

their equipment…information for the IRS tax code for energy efficiency and tax credits available 
to them…return on investment, (maintenance costs) to keep (current) equipment online.” 

  "We call it the burning platform…either go back in the fire or jump off and do the project…this 
money is out there, why aren’t you taking advantage of it."  
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Has SIFYB Helped Your Business? 

  Respondents have mixed reactions to whether or not SIFYB has helped their 
business. For some, status as a TA is a nice extra: 
  “Not sure if being a trade ally brings business…it brings credibility…I don’t know how often 

companies look at the ComEd website to find trade allies.” 
  “I’d have to call it an implied 3rd party endorsement.” 
  “I think it does…we tell people that we are a registered trade ally…go to the website and check 

us out and check out the program.” 

  For one, trade allies seem to be (too) plentiful:  
  “Everyone can be a trade ally if they wanted to…I don’t think we’ve gotten (business 

from) the website (listing).” 
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Customer Feedback on ComEd SIFYB Website 
  One feature of the SIFYB program, the dedicated website, is a source of program 

information and downloadable forms for customers: 
  “Guidelines…(to see) if my application would qualify.” 
  “What kind of (HVAC) rebates program they have (and) general ideas of how to conserve energy.” 
  “Details on processing the paperwork.” 
  “I used the calculators, the estimators.” 

  Positives include: 
  “Relatively easy to navigate.” 
  “Pretty user friendly.” 
  “Lots of helpful resources and suggestions.” 

  Negatives mentioned: 
  “Understanding terminology (was) a little difficult.” 
  “Had trouble with submitting an application for a humidifier project…I couldn’t even find who to 

submit it to.” 
  “It wasn’t as easy to find (information) as I thought it would be. I did have to hunt around.” 
  “It could be more user friendly.” 

  Some had no time/interest in visiting the site 
  “Most guys I know don’t have the time to do that.” 
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  TAs report visiting the ComEd SIFYB site primarily for forms and applications; 
they like the mechanism to track available program money: 
  “We go out and get rebate forms.” 
  “You can download applications…readily accessible.” 
  “Updated applications on there…both Excel and PDF is fantastic…big rolling dollar thing…

helpful for the customer.” 
  “The meter that shows how much money they have given away so far…kind of helpful.” 

  Some respondents report that they don’t send customers to the program 
website, because they (the TAs) handle program details: 
  “Typically not…We (sell) ‘turnkey’ projects so we like to take care of everything…they’re going 

to see the incentive amounts when we have them sign the pre-application and the final 
application…there’s no shadiness…it’s more of a thing that we like to make it as easy for them 
as possible.” 

  “I’d rather explain…than turn them loose on a website.” 

TA Feedback on ComEd SIFYB Website 
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  Some find the program and case study information useful for customers: 
  “Customers (say) ‘why are they giving this money away?’…you direct them right to your site.” 

  “We’re giving the case studies directly to our customers. I’m sure they go on it as well all the time.”  
  “If a customer is leery and they don’t understand…I can go on the website and grab (case studies)…

I just send it over to the customer. It really adds a lot of credibility.” 

  Some have delegated the application role within their company – and may not be 
regular visitors: 
  “Mostly the forms. I have associates that work for me (who) fill out the applications…they might 

use the website more.” 

  “I’ve got an assistant that’s doing my incentives for me. I haven’t been on (the website) probably for 
about a year.”  

TA Feedback on ComEd SIFYB Website 
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ComEd Account Manager Role 
  Not all interviewees have ComEd account managers.  Several identify their 

account manager as a source of information about SIFYB – with varying levels 
of emphasis: 
  “Our account manager hounded me about learning more.” 

  “They introduced the program…made sure I was aware.” 
  “She was instrumental in saying, ‘hey this is out here, if you want to sign up, here’s the 

deadline.’” 
  “I get emails from our ComEd account manager.” 

  “She pointed me towards the website.” 

  A few feel their account managers should do more: 
  “The ComEd guy should have been coming in and telling us, ‘hey, you can get these rebates’ 

instead of the contractors…I’d rather have Edison coming here and telling me.” 

  “It would be beneficial if they were 100% knowledgeable of all the programs.” 
  “If they can sit down…maybe they can help with…the direct paperwork.” 
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ComEd Account Manager Role 

  Some realize account managers have other responsibilities, and are fine with 
them handling other high priority issues (e.g., outage response). One or two 
mention that the account manager may have communicated with others in the 
customer organization: 
  “Busy guy (not involved) with Smart Ideas.” 

  “I’m sure they are getting busier and busier.” 
  “He may have gone to my superiors.” 
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  Some Trade Allies report (limited) ComEd account manager involvement in 
SIFYB: 
  “They’re doing a pretty good job…A few of the projects I worked on were initiated by the 

account manager.” 
  “We worked with a few of them…we appreciate them coming in to us to explain all the new 

things (rebates) out there (and also) offering to go to our customers with us to help us get 
those jobs.” 

  Some would welcome more involvement because of their credibility with 
customers: 
  “We would like to see them communicate…and we would like to have some opportunity to 

work with them…I can think of about four or five projects where we are aware of some very 
significant opportunities and we’re not given an opportunity to have direct contact with any 
of the account managers…My understanding is they don’t want to be bothered because they 
have other duties...They don’t have any incentive to do anything.”  

  “I’m sure the ComEd folks would be able to explain (SIFYB) better than any (others).” 
  “I’ve gotten maybe one lead from a ComEd account manager…Every ComEd account 

manager should be all over this.”  

ComEd Account Manager Role 

2013CEE 0001749

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 109 of 151



58 

Customer Concerns with the Program 

Over the course of the interview, customers were asked to identify hurdles to 
implementing SIFYB projects, program drawbacks, and concerns, confusion or 
other issues that might impact participation.  Highlights follow. 

  When asked about initial hurdles to implementing a SIFYB project, respondents 
mention: 
  “Paperwork.” (multiple mentions) 
  Upfront money 

  “I certainly have to fight every time I want to get money.” 

  “The front office was a little more hesitant…because it was a large initial investment.” 

  Building a compelling case for management 
  “(Owners) wanted to recoup the money…by the time they sold the building.” 

  “Had to sit there with a calculator and a chart and show (my condo board) how this is a good thing.” 

  For some, there are no hurdles: 
  “Our contractor has been the person that’s taking care of the paperwork.” 

2013CEE 0001750

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 110 of 151



59 

Perceived Drawbacks 

  Most see no drawbacks 

  A few identify process drawbacks – paperwork, timelines:   
  “Custom project…if there had been (examples) how the forms would have been filled out.” 

  “We went up against a deadline…took a bit longer than the requirement to get the final paperwork 
process completed.” 

  A few mention non-reimbursement for in-house labor: 
  “Labor wasn’t included unless it was part of the whole project…we were trying to keep our crews 

busy.” 

  “In-house labor not included.” 

  “I’ve been clipped on some projects…because I didn’t hire a contractor. That’s kind of ridiculous.” 

  Miscellaneous drawbacks: 
  “There’s a five or seven year commitment to keep ComEd as a distributor…(what if) ComEd hikes 

the rates?” 
  “There was a limitation on a certain kind of ballast and bulb…very, very expensive and the rebate 

didn’t really make any sense from our standpoint…those bulbs were 30-40% more.” 

Customer Concerns with the Program 
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Confusion 

  Some report confusion in understanding aspects of the program: 
  “First I was told to fill out one application and then…a different one; one for indoor lights and one for 

outdoor…silliness.” 
  “Lamp means per bulb, not per fixture.” 

  “It’s not an aspect of my everyday job to do this…there were some issues (the lighting expert) 
explained to me.”  

  “I measured everything in amp draw, and they were using watts.” 

  “When I started struggling with the applications was when I came to custom projects.” 
  “(Custom/prescriptive) was a little confusing at first.” 

  Paperwork can initially cause confusion: 
  “Occasionally when you look at the applications, it seems like doublespeak, but if you stare at it long 

enough it makes sense.” 

  “When you look at the forms, you think it’s intimidating, but once you get into it, it’s not.” 
  In some cases, multiple SIFYB customers report growing ease with forms and applications. 

Customer Concerns with the Program 
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Issues with the Funding Mechanism 

  Many are unfamiliar with the monthly charge on the bill that funds the program 

  When made aware of it, most agree with the positioning “it’s your money” as a 
primary or secondary selling tactic: 
  “It’s a great argument.” 

  “When my GM heard that from our account manager, he definitely paid attention.” 
  “Why not get in and benefit?” 

  “It should be an additional…by the way.” 

  Some don’t agree – and see a downside:  
  “No, I think it would make people mad.” 
  “That might turn some people off.” 

  “Why am I paying extra for that?” 
  “Why didn’t you give me a product cheaper in the first place?” 

  “I look at my bill and it is a $17,000 energy surcharge…that is a lot of money…(taken) from me 
and (I have to) jump through hoops to get a small portion back.” 

Customer Concerns with the Program 
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The Impact of Skepticism 

  Some admit that they were initially skeptical about why ComEd would promote 
less electricity usage; once familiar with SIFYB, they are no longer confused, but: 
  “They need to explain why.” 

  “Be very clear:  What is ComEd’s incentive to reduce their sales?” 

  The “too good to be true” perception may remain for some – and raises questions: 
  “Are they going to start charging us more later, because now we’re using less?” 

  “Some decision makers (think) there has to be a catch somewhere.” 

Customer Concerns with the Program 
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  As with the customers themselves, when asked, most TAs see no drawbacks for 
customers in the SIFYB program 

  Some, however, mention LEDs as an area that needs review: 
  “A lot of LED solutions now (have) the quality rating and energy savings…(they) should go 

through (SIFYB).” 
  “LED technology is getting better…but I don’t think the incentives are keeping pace…

Customers…see advertisements for LEDs…so we do have a lot of people asking…about LED.” 
  “Other utilities are giving $20 per lamp for LEDs where ComEd is giving $10…lamps are 

expensive.” 
  Others have additional incentive concerns: 

  “We’d like to receive…more money to bring the (mechanical projects) down to an acceptable 
payback.”  

  “Incentives aren’t high enough [compares public sector job to factory installation].” 
  One or two mention the project timeline as too short in some cases.  

Trade Ally Concerns with the Program 
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  Some TA concerns manifested as “surprises” once a project was underway. 
  Unpleasant surprises have included incentive changes, poorly communicated 

changes or simply inconsistencies: 
  “Mid-term of the third year…they changed the incentives and I was not aware of it…it put 

some of those rebate dollars in jeopardy…it came through all right. They made some changes 
and they did not notify trade allies.” 

  “Program changes for incentives…rebate changed for 100 hp or less compressors.” 
  “Sometimes within the custom framework…incentives will vary…in some cases what was 

accepted this week might be turned down next week…different people at KEMA, Nexant, and 
Franklin Energy…we’ll get different answers…They all need to be on the same page.” 

  “Every so often they get different engineers and different philosophy (and inconsistency) so 
you’ve got to call another engineer to get a ruling.” 

  Some talk about surprises during the hand-off period between program years: 
  “Need to learn how to handle specific deadlines…with a letter of commitment to funds…at the 

cut-off date.” 
  “I applied in PY 3 around the end and it got finalized and approved in PY4. The money had 

been reserved…(we) had to apply all over again…one sheet…amounts changed $5 versus 
$16. It didn’t matter – already the savings were 50%.” 

Trade Ally Concerns with the Program 
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  One reports on a strange glitch in program rules that did not get the most 
efficient result for the customer: 
  “A surprise last year – custom program.  We evaluated air compressors – they were way too big. 

Smaller, more efficient compressors would have been better. But the only way for ComEd to pay 
the incentive is if the new compressors were the same size – (they were) more inefficient large 
compressors!...It was not to save kWh. ComEd doesn’t care about peak kW. ComEd doesn’t 
generate power. Also, we recommend more efficiency.” 

  Some surprises were “good” in relation to estimated rebates: 
  “We had to do data logging and the savings were more and it increased incentives to the 

customer.” 

  “We always run…the calculations…on several occasions we have been wrong, and we’ve 
actually gotten more money. A pleasant surprise for the customer.” 

  “Sometimes they (ComEd) pay more than they probably would…the rules change a little bit 
depending on who the evaluator is and when the project is being done, so that’s been a little bit 
of a muddle.” 

Trade Ally Concerns with the Program 
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Perceptions About Non-Participation 

When asked why they believe more companies don’t take advantage of the “win/
win” SIFYB program, customers mention four key reasons: 
  Insufficient seed money 
  Lack of awareness 
  General reluctance/inertia 
  Don’t understand/believe the payback 

  Insufficient seed money mentions are often tied to the slow economic recovery: 
  “Times are difficult to invest extra money…so many companies just can’t afford that.” 

  “Capital dollars are extremely tight.” 
  “Economy is so bad, they can’t afford to take that initial hit.” 

  “If real estate is depressed and somebody has money, they’re maybe more likely to go buy more 
real estate…there’s competition (for funds).” 

  “The #1 driver is always money. Out of pocket.” 
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  Lack of awareness is a common reason – either because individuals haven’t paid 
attention to current marketing – or haven’t been specifically targeted:   
  “Maybe they don’t know about it.” (multiple mentions) 
  “They haven’t taken the time to find out about it…(some) landlords from out of state may not be 

aware of it.” 
  “I really don’t think they know that much about it.” 
  “There is a building across the street that is not taking advantage…the word isn’t out…A lot of 

time the building engineers are…stuck in their building and they don’t go out to seminars to get 
this information.”  

  “They have not been targeted.” 
  One has a suggestion about how to measure non-participation: “The interesting thing would 

be how many people are actually implementing that kind of equipment (change) and not using it.” 

  General reluctance/inertia may be tied to busy individuals who lack time for such 
projects; or lack of an internal champion to put SIFYB projects forward: 
  “For some they are probably just scared of more work.” 

  “Not worth the hassle.” 
  “They’re sitting dormant in their own buildings and not really paying attention to what’s going on 

outside.” 

Perceptions About Non-Participation 
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  General reluctance/inertia (cont’d)  
  “People that are in charge of the legwork…are busy.” 

  “The manager may just be sitting back and not pushing for it.” 
  “They don’t have somebody to stand up for projects.” 

  “Building managers a lot of times are not very technical and that might be a little intimidating to 
them.” 

  Some speculate that non-users don’t understand/believe the payback: 
  “They probably don’t think they’d ever earn it…don’t realize they can actually save that money.” 

  “I don’t think people believe they could save that much money.” 
  “They really don’t pay attention to the payback and sometimes they may not know the incentive is a 

check.” 
  “Don’t know how to…figure out payback. Skeptical and not sure it would save them money.” 

  “They don’t do research and then it is an almost too good to be true scenario.” 

Perceptions About Non-Participation 
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Perceptions About Non-Participation 
  When asked why more customers are not participating in this program, most 

TAs cite economic factors as the primary factor with awareness a secondary 
issue: 
  “It’s the economy right now…A lot of corporations are sitting on a lot of cash…uncertainty 

with the economy.” 
  “Some companies are not spending money. Not sure they are going to be around.” 
  “I don’t think they know about it until a contractor comes in and proposes something to them.” 
  A combination of just not knowing that it’s available – or they know it’s available but they 

don’t know where to start…The number one answer you would get is available capital…but 
that’s part of our job of showing them what they’d be saving.”  

  “They don’t know about it…(or) financially they are not able to take advantage of it.” 
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  Customer and Trade Ally Recommendations 

  Process 
 Communication 
  Incentives 
 Technology & Equipment 
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Customer Thoughts on Expanding Participation 
  These enthusiastic SIFYB customers recommend ways to get more SIFYB 

participation: 
  Continue to promote the program through contractors 
  Add/rework the incentive money 
  Use data to target 
  Continue to promote success 
  Use ComEd account reps more 
  Promote via word of mouth 

  Continue to promote the program through contractors because they often open 
the SIFYB door and make it easier to implement a project: 
  “Part of contractor marketing pitch…‘I am willing to fill out the paperwork’…a good vendor 

would be out pushing it more.” 
  “Contractors need to be really current.” 

  “I’ve had lots of offers (from contractors) to do audits on our building based on this program.” 
  “Trade allies told us a couple of times there was money left over.”  
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  Add/rework the incentive money in order to help customers find ways to initiate 
projects – or garner more of their company’s full contribution: 
  “Put the dollars on the table for people to go do the retrofit…capital money up front to do it.” 

  “Some kind of financing thing.” 
  “If there was a way where the payback was bigger (if) tied to future things (pay more) if you are going to 

roll the money…into another energy-saving program.” 
  “If customers were able to get 100% of the funding (their contribution)…self-directed.” 

  Use data to target potential customer projects, and follow through with targeted 
marketing: 
  “ComEd knows a lot about every building…how much energy every building is using…using that data 

and targeting those high-energy users per square foot.” 
  “Direct mail to hotels.” 
  “The age of a facility makes a difference.” 
  “Healthcare medical facilities are…huge consumers of energy, so that’s an area they could really focus on.” 

Customer Thoughts on Expanding Participation 
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  Continue to promote success because SIFYB seems to breed repeat customers: 
  “Lighting’s my next project.” (Several customers mention plans for future projects.) 
  “I started with lighting because that is easiest…no-brainer…next year, we’ll definitely put 

more money in the budget for more lighting projects.”  
  “Case studies.” 

  Use ComEd reps more because they are perceived as knowledgeable about the 
program and retrofit rationale: 
  “Use their account reps to try to reach out to the larger buildings.” 

  “The biggest thing is if our representative from Edison would be pushing it a little bit more.” 
  “Sending out knowledge like my account manager has been sending…such as elimination of 

T12s.” 

  Promote via word of mouth – and take the message to the grassroots level: 
  “If you don’t believe us, walk down the street.” 

  “If they actually went storefront to storefront.” 

Customer Thoughts on Expanding Participation 
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Interviewee Recommendations 
Throughout the interviews for this project, customers and trade allies alike 

provide many suggestions for improvements. The following slides summarize 
the recommendations in the following categories: 

  Process – including ways to improve the paperwork and timeliness of project 
implementation 

  Communication – covering ways that ComEd could increase awareness and 
promote the program better 

  Incentives – suggestions for ways to enhance incentive levels 
  New Technology & Equipment – ideas for future consideration 
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Process Recommendations 
  Customers offer suggestions for process improvement that would quickly explain 

qualifying projects and make paperwork simpler:  
  “A glossary of terms…definition of what the difference is and what projects would fall under (what) 

programs.” 
  “Maybe (making) the application process a little quicker.” 

  “If they could connect the dots for people like I had to do with my (condo) board.”  
  “Some help on the paperwork side.” 

  “Timeframes are a little bit tight.”  

  Some large customers say they leave money on the table because they are looking for 
the large rebates and fast paybacks – rather than “wasting” their limited time on small 
projects. 

  Most customer interviewees are time-constrained; this may affect how involved they 
can be in program details, paperwork and communication. 
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Process Recommendations 
  TAs also have process improvement recommendations, mostly involving program 

rules, payments and logistics: 
  “Extending the completion timeframe…to 120 days (from 90).”  
  “Customers are buying their power through retailers (like Mid-America or Blue Star)…always 

question whether or not they can get incentives. That needs to be a little bit clearer.” 

  “If they (ComEd) could pay up front for the program.” 
  “Changes in the program – there may be a better way of notifying trade allies.” 
  “The two to three weeks for an initial pre-approval can be harrowing...in two to three weeks (the 

customer) is nowhere near as excited as they are today…we’ve lost some things because of that 
latency period.” 

  “Try to make sure that customers aren’t taken advantage of…by the trade ally gouging the customer…
where they’re paying a lot for projects and it’s just the trade ally that’s making money.” 

  “They’ll (KEMA) ask for documentation, spec sheets that we’ve provided continuously. They should 
have some central file where they can refer to (material) that has been submitted…no reason…I’ve 
had projects declined…a week later approved.”   

  “We’re constantly sending in cut sheets (to KEMA, verifying products used in each project)…
maybe I’ll even be sending them to the same person.” 
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Communication Recommendations 
  Some customer recommendations center on how to communicate better about 

SIFYB; some specifics include content recommendations or media vehicles: 
   “Successful projects that have qualified.” (e.g., case studies) 
  “More advertisement to different parts of the plant versus just the key contact which is usually 

the controller.” 

  “Once in a while a mailing would be helpful.” 
  “Several radio stations…have information for companies…basically little blurbs about projects.” 

  “Trade journals…like “Building and Operating Management.”  

  “Get it on television.” 
  “Be in full communication with these national providers.” 

  “Provide data and tools to the national lighting upgrade or energy conservation providers.” 

  Some recommend additional marketing/communications partnerships (ongoing 
or new): 
  “BOMA is an advocate for anything green.” 

  “If they got involved with the American Society for Healthcare Engineering.” 
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Communication Recommendations 
  Participants have a few suggestions for ways the program can be improved for 

TAs. Some see a need to broaden awareness of SIFYB and the TA role: 
  “Geographic outreach…They should have an energy fair…west of Chicago.” 
  “Maybe make it a little more known who is a ComEd trade ally…There seems to be a lot of 

names (on the website list). I don’t know if they keep that up-to-date.” 
  “There are two different companies, Nexant and one other. They need to communicate 

(better) between KEMA and the two subs. I’ll go to the KEMA guy for answers.”  

  Most think current channels of communication about SIFYB are good. Some 
think targeting certain decision makers would be helpful: 
  “Maybe add a leaflet in some customers’ mail – particularly industries, hospitals.” 
  “Getting out to as many high-level people as possible would be ideal. If you could target CFO, 

CEO…the decision maker.” 

  “Direct contact is most effective. Going to the KEMA energy expo. Reps come in and train us.” 
  “They should do more expos and have them more regional...grassroots smaller ones…and 

trade allies given the opportunity to co-op some of those.” 
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Communication Recommendations 
  When asked for final suggestions, TAs mention ways to increase awareness and 

in-person promotion of SIFYB: 
  “People who have already received Smart Ideas funds…are talking to other people…that’s the 

best advertisement.” 
  “If we could work with the ComEd reps at getting business together.” 
  “Higher awareness…when (ComEd) sends bills to customers…maybe have a little flyer in 

there.” 
  “Obviously they are calling on customers, so that helps.  I think they are raising awareness.  I 

have talked to some of my customers who have said they have gotten a visit from KEMA or from 
ComEd, so I think they are doing a good job.”  

  “KEMA is working in certain segments (like healthcare).” 

  A few suggestions center on SIFYB-branded tools to communicate TA role and  
program savings: 
  “Trade ally branding device …having a branded logo…raises your credibility with the 

customer.” 
  “Some financial modeling…cash flow analysis...branded…for (my) customer to be able to sell 

that upstairs (to management).” 
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Incentive Recommendations 
  Most customers seem satisfied with the current levels of incentives in most 

categories. There are a few exceptions: 
  Review of LED incentives (multiple mentions). 

  “Some incentives to replace old, lower efficient…standard SEER HVAC.” 

  One or two like the idea of an incentive “kicker:”  
  “Throw in extra incentives…say three months…give you an extra 10%.” 
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Incentive Recommendations 
  TAs identify some specific areas that could use a second look with regard to 

incentive levels and availability: 
  “Put more money in mechanical, HVAC. Mechanical is probably 40% of the consumption of 

electric power in a building.”   
  “Outdoor lighting incentives are painfully low compared to indoor lighting…I don’t know if 

you…have the stats to know how many outdoor versus indoor projects you do.” 
  “Compressed air…specifically you have a gap between 100 to 250 hp.”  
  “Program (should be) expanded for single fixtures.” 
  “Look at impact of rare earth oxide issue on product pricing and availability.” 
  “Maybe some incentives for other things as prescriptive. [Describes scenario where data 

logging will almost nullify the profit in a sale to a small company]…(Compare) to 
Minnesota program…pay (us) to analyze plant, then a customer would be obligated to fix 
what’s uncovered.” 

  “For equipment like drain float control, tanks retrofit…need to evaluate the plant. The profit 
margin is less than the cost for us to do the evaluation.” 

  “More VFD rebates.” 
  “Incentives need to be higher for LED and induction.” 
  “Didn’t increase LEDs which would be helpful.” 
  “Match the state incentives – get closer to them.” 

  “Incentives for ball field lighting…also a new technology…plasma…(and) sports lighting.” 
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Technology &  Equipment 
  Knowledgeable customers think ComEd has covered the most likely products and 

technologies for energy efficiency 
  “They’re pretty much doing everything that’s got a plug on it.” 

  Some have suggestions for specific, time-sensitive product focus: 
  “Conversion kits from T12 to T8 or T5.” (multiple mentions, owing to T12 phase-out in 2012) 

  Customers do mention some potentially new areas: 
  “Green roofs.”  

  “Cool roof.” 
  “Solar panels.” 

  “Geothermal wells.” 

  “Vertical wind turbine type of generator.” 
  “Centrifugal magnetic levitation chillers.” 

  “Old transformers…if we upgrade our incoming wiring.” 
  “Motors…from a computer server or a file server…we have computers…that’s a big area of possible 

savings.” 
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  Potentially new areas include (continued) 
  “Power generation…and smart metering.” 

  “I’m disappointed there’s nothing for new construction…where you can put new construction 
stuff in a loan.” 

  “A thing you can put on your (refrigerated) cases…and they simulate the product temperature 
rather than the air temperature.” 

  “P-TACs, the individual units that go under the window that gives you heating and air 
conditioning.” 

  “An ‘other’ category for experimental.” 

Technology &  Equipment 
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Technology & Equipment 

  TAs indicate that ComEd has covered most equipment with the current 
program. Like the customers, however, some suggest additions in generation: 
  “Wind as an alternative generation…wind and solar.” 
  “Had a couple of customers ask about wind generation and solar panels.” 
  “I want solar, I want wind.” 

  Some return again to the topic of LEDs; one is a bit skeptical: 
  “Everyone asks about LEDs, however most…is either horribly built or horribly overpriced and it 

doesn’t make financial sense.” 

  One has another niche idea: 
  “We work a lot in data centers…back East and we’re looking out here.” Note: It is unclear 

from the conversation if he means lighting or non-lighting (specifically HVAC) 
applications – this TA does both – though he positions the work in data centers as 
custom.  
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Detailed Findings – Part 4 
  Additional Trade Ally Findings 

  “The Wire”  
 KEMA’s Performance  
 Recurring Customer Questions 

  Customer Summary of SIFYB Benefits  

85 

2013CEE 0001777

Docket No. 13-0495 
Staff Group Cross Exhibit 1 

Page 137 of 151



86 

Reaction to ComEd’s Newsletter “The Wire” 
  Virtually all respondents are aware of the TA newsletter The Wire and are generally 

favorable:  
  “Helpful…let’s us know what’s going on.” 
  “Good stuff…it should come out more often.” 
  “I do forward that to…clients that I know are really interested.” 
  “Gets (us) up-to-date on some of the new things out.” 
  “Newsletter is helpful because there are articles that talk about what’s going on in the energy 

industry as a whole.” 

  Some cite particular focus areas in the newsletter; some more helpful than others: 
  “I do (look at it) mostly about lighting and retrofits…(and) to see if anything changes in the 

HVAC world. It brought to my attention that they changed the VFD projects.” 

  “Sometimes it has information that is pertinent to us, but we are in a kind of specialized area of the 
program…mainly compressed air…(The Wire) usually involves lighting…most of the time.” 
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TA Perceptions of KEMA’s Performance 
  Participants applaud KEMA’s performance overall in the program. Of particular 

note are KEMA’s responsiveness, knowledge, flexibility, assistance on projects 
and overall promotion of SIFYB: 
  “(KEMA) does a phenomenal job…every month there’s something going on…training, or more 

more advanced concepts…Bill especially has been phenomenal in his outreach and just willing 
to meet us and meet with clients.” 

  “Great group of people…very helpful. They’ll come out if you need them to assist…Nothing but 
good to say about KEMA.” 

  “Good about answering calls…emails…keeping us in the loop.” 

  “I have had four different property managers that I have talked to about jobs, and they have 
already been contacted by somebody over at KEMA and were told about this 
program.”  [Respondent is positive about this.] 

  “(KEMA) did a dynamite job…I had so many questions and those guys really answered.” 

  One cites a negative:  
  “KEMA went to (a very large customer) and told them that (there) were no incentives for 

T12 next year…that they are being phased out.”  [Later conversations with KEMA on the 
subject changed this position and confused the customer.] 
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Recurring Questions from Customers 
  TAs say customers have few recurring questions; for these, TAs are well 

equipped to respond. Mostly they concern program funding and logistics: 
  “The only question they ever ask is ‘why are they doing this?’ And it’s pretty easy to explain.” 
  “Towards the end of a program year ‘Are there still funds available?’ ComEd has addressed that 

question…on their website.” 
  “A big one is ‘Is this light approved?’…How do I find the list? That tends to be tough to find 

those actual approved vendors on the ComEd website. But then again, I’m nitpicking.” 

  Some questions center on the payment: 
  “ ‘How will I get my money and in what form?’ That’s easy – we just tell them it’s a check. 

(Then they ask) ‘Who does the check come from?’ ”  
  “A lot of people think that the incentive will be a credit on their bill.” 
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Customers Sum Up SIFYB Benefits 
When asked at the end of the interview for a “headline” that would encapsulate 

what they would tell others about SIFYB,  

  Most cite the program’s benefits of available rebates and reduced 
operating expenses:  
  “Save money and get paid for it.” 

  “Save money on your bill and get some money back. It’s that simple.” 
  “Reduce your operating expenses…and get some assistance in actually paying for the project.” 

  “Along with money, we are also saving energy.” 
  “We have a very large check posted on the wall – the ComEd Smart idea check – the first one we 

got.”   

  Some highlight the “green” aspects along with savings: 
  “Save money and help the environment.”  
  “Most people save time and money and waste less.”  

  Others reiterate the availability of “your” money: 
  “You are paying in…why not take advantage of it?” 
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Customers Sum Up SIFYB Benefits 
  Some stress that the program “works:” 

  “I would just let them know how easy it was…painless.” 

  “We’re able to get things done that we wouldn’t normally be able to get done.” 
  “It’s not a bunch of involved red tape.” 

  “Super simple to work with.” 
  “I show them my real-life numbers…my electric bill…the difference in the lighting…the 

employee feedback…it has all been good.” 
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REQUEST NO. JLH 3.05: 
 
Referring to page 94 of ComEd Ex. 1.0, please provide a list with descriptions, expenses, and 
results from pilots implemented over the course of Plan 2. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
ComEd objects to this request to the extent it is vague or ambiguous or seeks information that is 
neither relevant nor likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this docket.  
Without waiving these foregoing objections or any of ComEd’s General Objections, ComEd 
states as follows. 
 
Emerging Technologies Pilot Programs 
 
Maximize Energy Efficiency with AMI Pilot (OPOWER) – July 2012 to June 2014 
 
This ongoing residential pilot program began in July 2012 and is seeking to understand how to 
leverage advanced metering infrastructure data with behavioral efficiency programs.  The pilot 
also leveraged our existing home energy report program by adding new AMI-enabled features 
and capabilities like sending weekly alerts/notifications via text messaging and emails and 
providing detailed (appliance level) usage data.  This pilot incorporated approximately 90,000 
customers that participated in a previous ComEd AMI program.  
 
In June 2013, Part 1 of 2 of a marketing research survey was launched in the field to get more 
information on customer sentiment and attitudes about the program.  Also through June 2013, a 
total of 10,251 unusual usage alerts have been sent out via automated call with 32% of customers 
answering with complete listens.  Through July 2013, 379 unusual usage alerts were sent via 
email and 2,649 alerts were sent via automated call.  It also has been estimated that after one (1) 
full year, the program has saved 1,853 MWhs, peaking at 0.86% energy savings rate. Total 
expenses for the pilot through June 2013 are $251,460. 
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Digital Rooftop Unit – May 2012 to October 2013 
 
This one (1) year (seasonal) pilot sought to validate energy savings through a digital rooftop unit 
(RTU) controller, which was developed by Building Energy Solutions &Technology, Omaha 
NE.  The pilot was designed similarly to that of a 2010 pilot conducted by Omaha Public Power 
District (OPPD).  Approximately forty (40) commercial HVAC units between 5-15 years old 
were to be retrofitted.  The pilot was suspended temporarily in July 2012 after many operational 
and reliability issues with the RTU were discovered during and after installation at customer 
sites.  Suspension of the pilot was lifted in August 2012 after the operational and installation 
issues were resolved; however, pilot participation was reduced to only nine commercial HVAC 
units.  Energy savings for this pilot have not yet been determined as data collection was not 
completed until August 2013.  Total program expenses for this pilot totaled $75,223. 
 
Agentis – September 2012 to September 2013 
 
A one (1) year commercial performance monitoring behavioral pilot program was implemented 
in two phases.  Phase I reviewed the ComEd Energy Insights Online (EIO) program and detailed 
the energy impact that the program may have had on overall facility behavior related to energy 
consumption.  Phase II, a building behavioral program, targeted commercial customers with 
demand between 100-1000 kW.  Approximately 3,000 customers received an energy report 
illustrating their energy usage, educating them on the impact of energy consumption and 
comparing their usage to their peers. 
 
No electric energy savings results are available at this time because the independent evaluator, 
Navigant, has not yet completed its analysis.  A total of $204,897 was spent to conduct this pilot 
program. 
 
Retro-Commissioning pilot programs 
 
There were two (2) monitoring based pilot programs that started during Plan 1 (PY3) and 
completed in 2011 (PY4). 
 
Monitor-Based Commissioning (“MBCx”) pilot #1 
• 2.5M square feet (multiple buildings) 
• service provider: EnerNOC 
• monitoring period: Oct. 2010 – Nov. 2011 
• total savings: 653,666 kWh 
• cost to program: 8 cents per kWh, performance-based: $52,293.25 
 
MBCx pilot #2: 
 
• 1.3M square foot multi-tenant office facility 
• service provider: PECI/Sieben 
• monitoring period: July 2010 – Aug. 2011 
• total savings: 1,362,099 kWh 
• cost to program: $271,000 fee for services (includes $50,000 customer incentive) 
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REQUEST NO. JLH 3.21: 
 
Referring to page 26 of ComEd Ex. 1.0, please describe in detail the manner in which costs 
associated with bonuses or incentives paid to trade allies are classified and treated in ComEd’s 
cost-effectiveness analysis (e.g., implementation cost, incentive cost, measure cost) for each 
program.  Please be specific. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
ComEd objects to this request to the extent it is vague or ambiguous.  Without waiving this 
objection or any of ComEd’s General Objections, ComEd states as follows.   
 
ComEd treats trade ally bonuses as implementation costs for cost-effectiveness test purposes. 
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REQUEST NO. JLH 3.23: 
 
Referring to page 111 of ComEd Ex. 1.0, for each energy efficiency program proposed in Plan 3, 
please describe in detail the manner in which participant spillover could occur during the Plan.  
Please be specific and define who the “participant” (e.g., contractor, residential customer) is for 
each program and the energy efficiency measures that should qualify as spillover for a given 
program.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
ComEd objects to this request on the grounds it is overly broad and seeks information that is 
neither relevant nor likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this docket.  ComEd 
further objects to this request to the extent it seeks to impose obligations not otherwise imposed 
by, or inconsistent with, applicable law or Commission orders.  Without waiving these foregoing 
objections or any of its General Objections, ComEd states as follows. 
 
ComEd believes it is the role of the independent evaluator to determine how the spillover effect, 
for both participants and nonparticipants, could occur in each program, and therefore leaves that 
determination to the evaluator.  In the event the independent evaluator requests input regarding 
program evaluation plans and the subject of spillover, ComEd may provide input at that time. 
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REQUEST NO. JLH 3.24: 
 
Referring to page 111 of ComEd Ex. 1.0, for each energy efficiency program proposed in Plan 3, 
please describe in detail the manner in which non-participant spillover could occur during the 
Plan.  Please be specific and define who the “non-participant” is for each program and the energy 
efficiency measures that should qualify as spillover for a given program. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request JLH 3.23 and objections noted therein, 
which are fully incorporated herein by reference. 
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REQUEST NO. JLH 3.25: 
 
Please refer to page 111 of ComEd Ex. 1.0.  If a participating customer claims they installed 
what they believe to be an energy efficient measure since participating in a particular ComEd 
program, does ComEd believe this customer’s claims should be quantified as spillover even if 
ComEd does not offer incentives for the particular measure the customer installed?  Please 
provide ComEd’s rationale for its response.   
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request JLH 3.23 and objections noted therein, 
which are fully incorporated herein by reference. 
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REQUEST NO. JLH 3.26: 
 
Referring to page 111 of ComEd Ex. 1.0, please provide ComEd’s recommended methodologies 
(including survey instruments and specific formulas for estimating NTG and its subcomponents) 
for calculating free-ridership, participant spillover, and non-participant spillover for each energy 
efficiency program for Plan 3.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see ComEd’s Response to Staff Data Request JLH 3.23 and objections noted therein, 
which are fully incorporated herein by reference. 
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ICC Docket No. 13-0495 
 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s Response to 
Illinois Commerce Commission (“STAFF”) Data Requests  

JLH 4.01 – 4.05  
Date Received:  December 2, 2013 
Date Served:  December 3, 2013 

 
 
REQUEST NO. JLH 4.02: 
 
Please state whether the Company interprets Staff’s NTG Framework proposal (Staff Ex. 1.1), in 
such a manner such that if a party objects, the Commission decides or last two years apply? 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
ComEd objects to this request as vague and ambiguous.  Without waiving this objection or any 
of ComEd’s General Objections, ComEd states as follows.  It is ComEd’s understanding that 
under Staff’s proposed Net-to-Gross (“NTG”) Framework proposal (Staff Ex. 1.1), different 
scenarios would call for either the Commission to decide the NTG value or for the NTG values 
for the last two years to apply.   
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ICC Docket No. 13-0495 
 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s Response to 
Illinois Commerce Commission (“STAFF”) Data Requests  

JLH 4.01 – 4.05  
Date Received:  December 2, 2013 
Date Served:  December 3, 2013 

 
 
REQUEST NO. JLH 4.05: 
 
Referring to ComEd’s concerns expressed throughout ComEd Ex. 3.0 regarding expanding 
SAG’s role to that of decision-maker under Staff’s NTG Framework proposal (Staff Ex. 1.1), 
please respond to the following questions: 
 
(a) Please state whether the Company’s concerns regarding SAG decision-making would be 

alleviated if the consensus updated NTGR values were submitted to the Commission for 
approval annually, similar to the process currently in place for annually approving the 
consensus updated TRM.  Please explain the basis for the Company’s position.  If the 
Company’s concerns would not be alleviated, please explain how the Company’s 
concerns could be alleviated other than granting evaluators decision-making authority. 

(b) Please state whether the Company could support a NTG framework whereby the 
consensus updated NTGR values would be submitted to the Commission for approval 
annually, similar to the process currently in place for Commission approval of the 
consensus updated TRM.  Please explain the basis for the Company’s position. 

(c) Please state whether the Company could support a NTG framework whereby the 
evaluators’ recommended NTG updates would be submitted to the Commission for 
approval annually.  Please explain the basis for the Company’s position. 

 
RESPONSE:  
 
ComEd objects to this request because it is vague and ambiguous and seeks to impose 
obligations not otherwise imposed by applicable law or Commission orders.  Without waiving 
these foregoing objections or any of ComEd’s General Objections, ComEd states as follows. 
 
a) No.  The General Assembly has directed the independent evaluator to perform the 

evaluation function, and the evaluation results are reviewed in the evaluation dockets.  
See 220 ILCS 5/8-103(f)(7). 

b) Please see response to subpart (a). 
c) This hypothetical does not contain the necessary level of detail for ComEd to make an 

informed decision.  However, this proposed framework relies upon the limited time and 
resources of the Commission, which presents the same concern that ComEd has 
expressed with regard to other proposals. 
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