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ComEd’s Savings Goals 

NRDC recommends that the Commission direct ComEd to increase its savings goals by 

at least 90,000 MWh per year.  NRDC notes that ComEd spent less in in PY4 and PY5 than it is 

proposing to spend in PY7 through PY9, but achieved approximately 50% greater savings in 

those years than it is proposing for PY7 through PY9.  NRDC asserts ComEd has built its 

proposed savings goals on a foundation of conservative assumptions, budget allocations and 

other decisions too numerous and unsupported to be acceptable.     

NRDC disagrees with ComEd’s assertion that three factors (less “low-hanging fruit” 

available for energy savings; an increased baseline due to the federal Energy Independence and 

Security Act’s prohibition of the manufacturing of certain incandescent bulbs; the Home Energy 

Report program from Plan 2 moving to the IPA portfolio) sufficiently justify the low savings 

goals.  As for the first factor, NRDC argues that ComEd has presented no evidence supporting 

this assertion and notes that ComEd’s own studies presented as evidence in this case suggest that 

there are still significant opportunities for capturing the “low-hanging fruit” energy savings.  

This includes ComEd’s Residential Saturation Study which shows that only 23% of all 

residential light bulbs in homes served by ComEd are currently CFLs and ComEd’s Commercial 

 
 



Saturation study which states that roughly 40% of linear fluorescent light fixtures in use today 

are very inefficient T12s.  NRDC acknowledges that the second and third factors ComEd 

identified would result in the expected savings per dollar spent in Plan 3 to be somewhat lower 

than in PY4 and PY5 but asserts that the magnitude of the reduction in savings should not be as 

great as ComEd has proposed.    

To increase ComEd’s savings goals by at least 90,000 MWh per year, NRDC makes 

several recommendations.  These include: increasing ComEd’s savings target for the C&I 

Incentives program by at least 25,000 MWh per year; properly accounting for CFL carry-over 

savings, which would result in a 19,000 MWh increase over the three years of the plan assuming 

the same cost per unit of savings as the rest of the plan; keeping general education spending at 

the levels experienced in PY4 and PY5, resulting in $1.5 million in additional funds, which 

would generate approximately 9,000 MWh in savings per year; setting the R&D budget at $1.4 

million per year – the most ComEd has historically spent – which would create $2.2 million per 

year in additional funds that would be expected to generate approximately 13,000 MWh in 

additional savings per year; reducing the non-program specific labor budget by $0.5 million per 

year (i.e. to levels comparable to PY5, after adjusting for inflation), and using that funding to 

generate approximately 3,000 MWh in savings per year; shifting funding of the maintenance of 

Plan 1 A/C cycling participants ($1.23 million per year) to base rates and spend the freed up 

funds to acquire approximately 7,000 MWh in savings per year; and eliminating the 5 percent 

downward adjustment for risk of not meeting targets. 

NRDC acknowledges that  increasing ComEd’s savings goals hinge on the assumption 

that shifting budget out of general education, R&D, overhead labor and the A/C cycling program 
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and into efficiency programs would lead to greater energy savings.  ComEd challenges that 

assumption, suggesting that its forecasts for its programs “already reflect maximum kWh savings 

under the current program designs.”  But NRDC finds this assertion contradicted by the evidence 

in this case.  At a macro-level, ComEd’s own efficiency potential study suggests that Company 

could acquire energy savings of between 827 and 868 GWh per year (including DCEO 

contributions) from 2014 through 2016 under the same budget constraints underpinning 

ComEd’s filing, which is more than 200 GWh (or 200,000 MWh) more than ComEd’s proposed 

annual savings goals.   

ComEd also identifies specific programs that are at capacity, Residential Lighting, 

Appliance Recycling, and C&I Incentives, but NRDC also takes issue with this assertion. For the 

Residential Lighting program, NRDC notes that ComEd’s own potential study suggests that, 

even under a 2% spending cap, the Company could achieve roughly double what ComEd is 

forecasting from its Residential Lighting program.  For the Appliance Recycling program, 

NRDC demonstrates that ComEd is forecasting that the program will have 9,000 fewer 

participants per year in PY7 through PY9 than it had in PY5 and the Company is proposing a 

large, increase in the incentives for years PY7 through PY9, relative to what it offered in PY5. 

This suggests the shifting funds into this program to increase participation appears manageable.  

Lastly, for the C&I Incentives Program, NRDC notes that the proposed participation levels for 

this program are about 30 percent lower than what was actually achieved in PY5.  Similarly, 

ComEd’s proposed savings from the program are 28 percent (nearly 65,000 MWh per year) 

lower than it achieved in PY5.  Thus, NRDC asserts there is room for increased participation 

through increased funding for this program as well.     
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NRDC’s suggested increase in program goals by 90,000 MWh per year would mean a 

three-year savings target of 0.80% of sales rather than the Company’s proposed 0.68%.  NRDC 

notes that its recommendations still allow several risk mitigating assumptions to be embedded in 

the savings goals.  First, ComEd has the ability to augment its budget through revenues from 

PJM’s capacity market, and assuming the PJM capacity market revenues remained at the level 

from PY7 through PY9, they would provide the same 5 percent risk relief that ComEd has 

suggested it needs.  Second, NRDC continues to support ComEd’s request to claim savings 

generated from its R&D spending towards its goals even though ComEd did not estimate any 

R&D savings goals.  Third, ComEd can leverage successful programs that will be funded 

through the IPA like funding the acquisition of such additional savings through its 8-103 budget 

for its Small Business Direct Install program.  Fourth, NRDC notes ComEd has some history of 

being conservative in its estimates of what it can achieve given available budgets and then 

exceeding those goals, meaning the Company likely has been conservative in its estimates 

overall. 

 

Modified Large C&I Pilot Program 

NRDC recommends the Commission approve the Modified Large C&I Pilot Program 

with a clear set of minimum requirements of the program.  NRDC outlines four minimum 

requirements for the program: (1) a rigorous upfront review process to ensure projects will be 

cost-effective and, in aggregate, produce savings at a cost per kWh that is at least comparable to 

Company’s other custom program offerings for business customers; (2) a mechanism built into 

the program, such as a minimum co-funding requirement for all projects, to discourage free 
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ridership; (3) redirecting customer contributions to this program, if not used for customer 

initiated projects after a certain date, to the existing C&I programs or to a pool of funds that are 

competitively bid by industrial facilities who have proposed viable, cost-effective projects; (4) 

rigorous evaluation on the backend to properly account for the actual savings resulting from the 

program.  NRDC also recommends the Commission set a savings goal for this program and 

ensure that the goal reflects a level of savings per dollar spent that is comparable to what ComEd 

is achieving through its other custom C&I offerings.  

NRDC reviewed ComEd and REACT’s Modified Program proposal and found it, for the 

most part, satisfactory but noted certain key features that were unclear or missing.  Particularly, 

the program proposal requires that projects be cost-effective on the TRC basis, but NRDC notes 

that it is less clear if projects are required, in the aggregate, to produce savings at a cost per kWh 

that is at least comparable to ComEd’s other custom program offerings for business customers.  

NRDC recommends addressing this by requiring each project to pass the utility cost test (UTC).  

NRDC supports the 33 percent co-funding requirement for customers but opposes the option for 

joint gas-electric programs to be entirely funded by incentives as this would encourage free 

ridership.  NRDC recommends the Commission require some level of customer co-funding for 

all projects to minimize free ridership with the exact level for joint gas-electric projects 

addressed through  
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“Breakthrough equipment and devices” 

NRDC thinks that that no new definition of “breakthrough equipment and devices” is 

needed, but if the Commission finds that a definition is needed, NRDC asks that the Commission 

direct interested parties to engage in a SAG process to come to consensus on this matter.   

 

Spillover  

NRDC recommends that the Commission find that every NTG factor must reflect 

expected free ridership and spillover effects.  This would allow, for example, the evaluation 

contractors to occasionally rely upon the experience in other jurisdictions with free ridership or 

spillover in instances where one or both have not yet been studied in ComEd’s territory.   

 

Single Evaluation Docket Every Three Years 

NRDC does not support ComEd’s proposal for a single evaluation docket every three 

years.  NRDC things waiting three years prevents a review of progress toward the goal and 

prevents updating savings assumptions and estimates based on on-going evaluation work.  

 

Inter-Plan Banking  

NRDC opposes ComEd’s proposal for inter-plan banking.  NRDC notes that ComEd is 

proposing savings targets for Plan 3 years that are 60 to 70 percent lower than the statutory 

savings goals, and inter-plan banking is not appropriate in this new paradigm. Also, NRDC notes 

that ComEd’s Plan 3 savings targets implicitly assume that there will be no Plan 2 banked 
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savings available, and therefore reasons that the use of any Plan 2 banked savings to meet any 

portion of Plan 3 goals should be prohibited.   

 

NTG Framework: SAG’s Role  

NRDC believes that the SAG should be more involved in the process of establishing 

prospective NTGs than suggested by ComEd.  NRDC disagrees with ComEd’s recommendation 

that the independent evaluator is the key decision maker on this topic.  NRDC believes it is 

appropriate for the SAG to play a more significant role than suggested by ComEd.  Specifically, 

the SAG should have the opportunity to reach consensus on a prospective NTG value first.  If the 

SAG reaches consensus in a timely manner, that consensus value should be adopted.  ComEd’s 

proposal appears to leave the door open for the evaluators to over-rule a SAG consensus, which 

NRDC believes is inappropriate.  In cases in which the SAG cannot reach consensus, NRDC 

would support ComEd’s proposal that the evaluators should make the final determination of 

prospective NTG values.   

Relatedly, NRDC recommends the Commission reject Staff’s suggestion that, in the 

event of non-consensus at the SAG on an NTG value, that the NTG that would go into effect 

would be the average of the two previous years’ evaluated NTGs.  

 

Evaluation of Measure-Level Cost Effectiveness  

NRDC urges the Commission to reject Staff’s recommendation that ComEd be required 

to provide cost effective screening results for all new measures and to limit participating in new 

measures that fail those screenings to levels proposed in this plan.  NRDC believes this proposal 
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is an attempt by the Staff to micro-manage ComEd’s efficiency planning that would increase 

administrative costs and inhibit ComEd from obtaining effective long-term results.  NRDC notes 

that there are several potential reasons why a utility may need to include a measure or program in 

its portfolio even if it fails a cost effectiveness test such as addressing health and safety issues; 

addressing other customer needs; helping to get the utility’s “foot in the door” with individual 

customers and/or trade allies; and the fact that the current TRC test does not account for non-

energy benefits like increased comfort, building durability, and health.  

 

“High Priority” Measure-level Evaluation Research  

NRDC recommends the Commission acknowledge that the importance of measure-level 

evaluation research to inform modifications to the TRM, in contrast to Staff’s recommendation, 

will vary from program to program and from time to time.  Which has a higher priority is a 

decision that should be informed by the independent evaluators with input from the utility and 

SAG stakeholders.   

 

Flexibility 

NRDC recommends the Commission reject Staff’s suggestion that ComEd should be 

required to notify the Commission in writing of any changes it plans to make to its efficiency 

programs after they are approved, even if the changes would affect the budgets of individual 

programs by less than 20%.  
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Dated:  December 19, 2013    

     Respectfully submitted, 
     Natural Resources Defense Council 
 
     /s/_Stephen J. Moore______________ 
     By: Stephen J. Moore 
 

Rowland & Moore LLP 
200 West Superior Street 
Suite 400 
Chicago, Illinois 60654 
(312) 803-1000 (voice) 
(312) 803-0953 (fax) 
steve@telecomreg.com 
      
ATTORNEY FOR Natural Resources Defense Council 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of Natural Resources Defense Council’s Position Statement 
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list of this docket, on the 19th day of December, 2013, by electronic mail. 
 
 
     /s/_Stephen J. Moore______________ 
     Stephen J. Moore 
     Rowland & Moore LLP 
     200 West Superior Street 
     Suite 400 
     Chicago, Illinois 60654 
     (312) 803-1000 
     steve@telecomreg.com 
      

ATTORNEY FOR Natural Resources Defense Council 
  
 

 

 

10 
 


	To increase ComEd’s savings goals by at least 90,000 MWh per year, NRDC makes several recommendations.  These include: increasing ComEd’s savings target for the C&I Incentives program by at least 25,000 MWh per year; properly accounting for CFL carry-...
	NRDC acknowledges that  increasing ComEd’s savings goals hinge on the assumption that shifting budget out of general education, R&D, overhead labor and the A/C cycling program and into efficiency programs would lead to greater energy savings.  ComEd c...
	ComEd also identifies specific programs that are at capacity, Residential Lighting, Appliance Recycling, and C&I Incentives, but NRDC also takes issue with this assertion. For the Residential Lighting program, NRDC notes that ComEd’s own potential stu...
	Modified Large C&I Pilot Program
	NRDC reviewed ComEd and REACT’s Modified Program proposal and found it, for the most part, satisfactory but noted certain key features that were unclear or missing.  Particularly, the program proposal requires that projects be cost-effective on the TR...
	“Breakthrough equipment and devices”
	Evaluation of Measure-Level Cost Effectiveness
	NRDC urges the Commission to reject Staff’s recommendation that ComEd be required to provide cost effective screening results for all new measures and to limit participating in new measures that fail those screenings to levels proposed in this plan.  ...
	“High Priority” Measure-level Evaluation Research


