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INITIAL VERIFIED COMMENTS OF THE CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD ON THE PROPOSED 
EVALUATION PLAN FOR THE ON-BILL FINANCING PROGRAM 

 
NOW COMES the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) through its undersigned counsel, and pursuant 

to the schedule set in this case by the Administrative Law Judge, to file these Initial Verified Comments 

(“Comments”) regarding the Proposed Evaluation Plan (“Evaluation Plan” or “Plan”) prepared by 

the Cadmus Group, Inc. (“Cadmus” or “the evaluator”) and Research Into Action for the on-bill 

financing program.  CUB commends Cadmus and other parties for working together to create a 

comprehensive Evaluation Plan for the on-bill financing programs of Ameren Illinois Company 

(“Ameren”), Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”), Nicor Gas Company (“Nicor”), 

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples”) and North Shore Gas Company (“North 

Shore”).   

The on-bill financing program has the potential to make purchasing energy efficient 

products significantly more accessible to all residential and small business customers. The on-

bill financing program may be particularly beneficial for low and middle income customers, who 

may not be able to afford the higher cost of an energy efficient product even with an incentive 

from a utility energy efficiency program. On-bill financing also has the potential to enable all 

residential customers to invest in whole home retrofits, which are more expensive but more 
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impactful than upgrading a single measure.  On-bill financing is key to the success of the 

statutory energy efficiency programs in Illinois, and key to participants and all ratepayers 

realizing the economic and societal benefits of energy efficiency.  With a few exceptions, 

Cadmus’ proposed Evaluation Plan for this consequential program is comprehensive and 

suggests the evaluator is closely following the statutory directives.  CUB recommends the 

Commission reject Staff’s suggestion that Cadmus evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the on-bill 

financing program, supports Cadmus’ plans to evaluate the underwriting criteria, and offers 

several clarifications and corrections.  

 

I. The Commission should reject Staff’s suggestion that the evaluation include a cost-

effectiveness analysis 

In a section of the Evaluation Plan titled “Cost-Effectiveness Analysis,” Cadmus raises 

questions about how to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the on-bill financing program. Cadmus 

states, “the ICC indicated…that cost-effectiveness of OBF for each Utility is a necessary element 

of evaluation.”  Plan at 16.  By “ICC,” Cadmus is referring to Staff. The Request for Proposal 

(“RFP”) for an evaluation contractor for this program directed the evaluator to include an 

assessment of the cost-effectiveness of the program “from the point of view of all ratepayers.”  

RFP at 7.  The RFP further explains that the “assessment of benefits to ratepayers should 

consider total resource cost (“TRC”) calculations as used in the evaluation of EE programs.  Id. 

The source of this directive is the comments Staff submitted in the first half of this docket related 

to the RFP.  See ICC Staff Comments, ICC Docket No. 11-0689, on Draft OBF Program 

Evaluator Request for Proposal dated March 15, 2012.  CUB recommends the Commission reject 

Staff’s suggestion to apply the TRC test to the on-bill financing program.  
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The Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) does not direct the evaluator to conduct any cost-

effectiveness analyses. The cost-effectiveness of the program is embedded in the statutory 

criteria for measure eligibility: eligible gas and electric measures must replace existing 

equipment, and the savings from the more efficient equipment must offset the costs of 

implementing the measures, including finance charges and any program fees not recovered 

through all ratepayers.  220 ILCS 5/16-111.7(c) and 220 ILCS 5/19-140(c).  The General 

Assembly provided for the cost-effectiveness of the program in creating this criteria for measure 

eligibility. Electric measures may also be eligible if they are included in a utility’s Energy 

Efficiency Portfolio Standard (“EEPS”) portfolio, meaning those measures already pass the TRC 

test at the portfolio level, per the PUA’s requirements.  220 ILCS 5/16-111.7(c).  Because of this 

built-in criteria, it would be redundant and wasteful to spend ratepayer funds analyzing the cost-

effectiveness of the on-bill financing program in the evaluation. Cadmus has currently attributed 

$17,432, or nearly ten percent of the evaluation budget of $200,054, to addressing this 

unnecessary request from Staff. Evaluation Plan at 28. 

The PUA is explicit about what the evaluation should include.  The statute directs the 

evaluator to evaluate “the effects of the measures installed,” which includes assessing the 

benefits the program provided, and “the overall operation of the program, including but not 

limited to customer eligibility criteria and whether the payment obligation for permanent electric 

energy efficiency measures that will continue to provide benefits of energy savings should attach 

to the meter location.” 220 ILCS 5/16-111.7(g) and 220 ILCS 5/19-140(g).  The PUA is clear 

that the evaluation should focus on assessing the overall impact of the on-bill financing program 

and whether it is maximizing enrollment and participation.   
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In contrast, while the PUA is silent about the application of the TRC test to the on-bill 

financing programs, it is explicit about the TRC test being used to satisfy the cost-effectiveness 

requirement for the energy efficiency programs.   220 ILCS 5/8-103(a) and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 

(a).  The difference in how the on-bill financing and EEPS programs recover costs speaks to the 

appropriateness of applying the TRC test to the EE programs, and the inappropriateness of 

applying the TRC test to the on-bill financing program.  The utilities recover all costs for the 

energy efficiency programs from ratepayers. 220 ILCS 5/8-103(a) and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 (a).  In 

contrast, outside of administrative costs, and one time start-up  and evaluation expenses, the on-

bill financing program is essentially self-sustaining. Eligible measures are either “cost neutral,” 

meaning individual customers who receive the benefit pay the measure and financing costs, or 

included in an existing EEPS program.  220 ILCS 5/16-111.7(f) and 220 ILCS 5/19-140(f)  The 

EEPS programs already account for all the costs and benefits of those measures, and the utilities 

claim savings from them to meet their statutory savings goals.  A cost-effectiveness analysis of 

on-bill financing would primarily detail redundancies between the costs and benefits of that 

program and the EEPS programs. Importantly, and presumably for this reason, Cadmus did not 

offer any proposals or recommendations for how to run the TRC test or evaluate the cost-

effectiveness of the on-bill financing program, per Staff’s recommendation.  Cadmus states “it is 

unclear how benefits should be defined at the mechanism level,” and asks myriad questions 

about the proposal, such as what costs should be included in a cost-effectiveness test, whether 

on-bill financing should be assessed separately or with the energy efficiency portfolios, and how 

savings should be attributed between that program and the energy efficiency programs.  

Cadmus’s uncertainty as to how the TRC test would be run on the on-bill financing program is 

evidence of the inappropriateness of that test for this program.   
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Owing to the interdependency between on-bill financing and the EEPS programs, Staff’s 

recommendation begs an examination of how the programs are related.  The intent of the on-bill 

financing program is to “allow utility customers to purchase cost-effective energy efficiency 

measures with no required initial upfront payment, and to pay the cost of those products and 

services over time on their utility bill.” 220 ILCS 5/16-111.7(a) and 220 ILCS 5/19-140(a).  It 

appears that Staff views on-bill financing as a stand-alone program that must demonstrate overall 

cost-effectiveness. On-bill financing may be housed in a different section of the PUA than the 

EEPS programs, but it is essentially a mechanism to finance the purchase of energy efficient 

measures, including those in the EEPS.  In most cases the programs are jointly delivered to 

customers with many shared administrative costs.   

Because on-bill financing functions as a component of the energy efficiency programs, 

shares costs with the energy efficiency programs, and has embedded cost-effectiveness criteria in 

the design of the program, it would be superfluous to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the 

program.  Cadmus should remove the language on page 16 of the Plan that suggests the 

evaluation should include a cost-effectiveness analysis of the on-bill financing mechanism.  

Because the PUA does not state that the cost-effectiveness of the on-bill financing program 

should be evaluated, and because eligible measures are either cost-neutral or part of utilities’ 

energy efficiency portfolios, it would be redundant and a waste of ratepayer funds to evaluate the 

cost-effectiveness of the program.  
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II. On-bill financing program data indicates that underwriting criteria is an evaluation 

priority  

The Evaluation Plan suggests Cadmus will examine what program changes could 

increase participation going forward. In particular, CUB supports Cadmus’ detailed plans to 

measure program attrition related to underwriting criteria.  Plan at 15. Out of 1,899 total 

applications, Cadmus reports that 1,286, or nearly 68 percent, have been declined or withdrawn 

so far. Plan at 11. 1,013, or more than 50 percent of the total, were declined.  This data suggests 

that the underwriting criteria and/or application process is too stringent and is prohibitive of 

ratepayers being able to participate in the program. It is crucial that Cadmus include findings and 

recommendations for increasing participation in the evaluation, including those specifically 

related to underwriting criteria and the application process.   

 

III. Clarifications and Corrections  

A. Utility Program Information 

In an overview of measures found eligible for financing, Cadmus does not include many 

incentives that are available for measures included in utilities’ energy efficiency portfolios in the 

section titled “Incentive Available with Financing?”   Plan at 7.  Cadmus states that for ComEd’s 

refrigerator measure, there is an incentive for recycling old appliances which may be useful to 

some customers. It is CUB’s understanding that there is a rebate or other incentive available 

through the utilities’ statutory energy efficiency portfolio standard (“EEPS”) programs for all of 

Ameren’s measures, the Peoples and North Shore Gas furnace measure, the ComEd washing 

machine measure, and the ComEd air conditioning measure when coupled with Peoples and 

North Shore’s furnace measure. The “Incentive Available with Financing” category in Table 2 is 
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an appropriate place for Cadmus to detail energy efficiency program incentives, and CUB 

recommends that Cadmus include that information.  

Also in this table Cadmus details that “due to the low price of natural gas, Nicor was 

unable to identify any cost-neutral measures, and thus is not offering financing.”  Plan at 7.  It is 

premature for Cadmus to make definitive statements about utility performance. Instead, Cadmus 

should report that “Nicor has stated they are unable to identify any cost-neutral measures for 

inclusion in the OBF program.” Particularly in light of the fact that Peoples and North Shore Gas 

are able to offer a furnace measure, the evaluation should look into Nicor’s inability to identify 

any cost-neutral measures.  

B. Scope of Evaluation 

Cadmus states that the utilities may use bill inserts and their websites to inform customers 

of the program. Plan at 10.  Since the PUA directs the evaluator to report on the overall operation 

of the program, Cadmus should evaluate whether marketing of the on-bill financing program was 

effective.  

C. Staff and Intervenor Input 

Cadmus reports that one of their planning assumptions is to “receive further guidance 

from the ICC Staff regarding their expectation for OBF and the evaluation.” Plan at 13.  In a 

draft of this Plan that Cadmus circulated in December of 2012, this sentence read, “we will 

receive further guidance from the ICC regarding their expectations for OBF and the evaluation.”  

Draft Plan at 12.  It is common practice in proceedings before the Commission to refer to the 

Commission as such, or as “the ICC,” and to refer to Staff as such.  For that reason, and because 

the purpose of this docket is for all intervening parties, including Staff, to comment on the scope 

of the evaluation, CUB presumed Cadmus was referring to the Commission in the draft 
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Evaluation Plan. Staff’s informal comments recommended that Cadmus change “ICC” to “ICC 

Staff.”  Staff Informal Comments on Draft Evaluation Plan at 15. It would make sense for 

Cadmus to place importance on the guidance they will receive from the Commission in the final 

order of this docket, whereas it would not make sense for Cadmus to call out a specific party in 

this proceeding.    CUB recommends that Cadmus change “ICC Staff” to “Commission” on page 

13, as it is the Commission and not Staff that will be providing definitive input on the Evaluation 

Plan.    

Cadmus should also change “the ICC” in the first line below “Cost-Effectiveness 

Analysis” on page 16 to “Staff.”  Currently the Plan states “the ICC indicated in its initial 

comments…” Plan at 16.  Obviously the Commission did not provide initial comments in this 

proceeding. CUB recommends Cadmus refer to the Commission as “the Commission” or “the 

ICC” and refer to Staff as such. 

Also related to input in the Plan, Cadmus states that part of their evaluation plan is to 

interview intervening stakeholders, including CUB, Staff, and the Illinois Attorney General’s 

Office. The Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”) is an intervenor in this docket, and 

CUB recommends Cadmus also interview ELPC per the PUA requirements. Plan at 17.   

 
 

Dated: February 15, 2013    Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
Kristin Munsch 
Director of Policy and Senior Attorney 
Rebecca Devens 
Policy Analyst 
Citizens Utility Board 
309 W. Washington Street, Suite 800 
Chicago, IL 60606 
(312) 263-4282  


