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VERIFIED REPLY 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 Verified 

Reply Comments (“Comments”) in response to the Initial Comments of the Staff of the Illinois 

Commerce Commission (“Staff”), the People of the State of Illinois by and through the Attorney 

General’s Office (the “AG” or  the “People”), and the Environmental Law and Policy Center 

(“ELPC”) regarding the Proposed Evaluation Plan (“Plan”) prepared by the Cadmus Group, Inc. 

(“Cadmus” or “the evaluator”) and Research Into Action for the On-Bill Financing (“OBF”) 

Program.   

The People provided extensive recommendations on how Cadmus should conduct a cost-

effectiveness analysis for the On-Bill Financing Program.  As CUB has stated, the Public 

Utilities Act ( the “PUA”) does not require such an analysis.  CUB Initial Comments at 3.  ELPC 

agrees, stating “nowhere in the OBF law does it require that the OBF Program itself be proven to 

be cost-effective in order to go into effect, or stay in effect.” ELPC Initial Comments at 2.   
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However, if the Illinois Commerce Commission (“the ICC” or “the Commission”) feels 

additional analysis is required in an evaluation, CUB recommends that the Commission adopt the 

People’s recommendation that the analysis be forward looking, that is, weigh only the marginal 

administrative costs of offering additional loans, identify potential benefits of expansion of the 

on-bill financing program to a much larger set of eligible measures, and assume that the program 

will be fully integrated into the utilities’ Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard (“EEPS”)  

programs. AG Initial Comments at 3.   

The People categorize the On-Bill Financing Program as a “service” related to energy 

efficiency offerings as opposed to a stand-alone “program,” and state that “analyzing OBF in 

isolation is somewhat akin to analyzing a utility marketing campaign…for cost-effectiveness.”  

AG Initial Comments at 9.  Under the forward looking analysis recommended by the People, 

only the marginal administrative costs of offering new loans would be allocated to the OBF 

Program.  Costs that would be spent on energy efficiency programs regardless of whether 

financing is offered should not be allocated to the OBF Program.  The costs and benefits of OBF 

must be considered in conjunction with the cost and benefits of the EEPS measures financed, and 

a cost-effectiveness analysis of OBF should include the benefits of energy efficiency adoption as 

well as financing.   

Any analysis of the OBF Program should take into account critical policy questions up 

for examination in the evaluation, including whether the underwriting criteria should be altered, 

and whether the loan should be tied to the meter or customer.  220 ILCS 5/6-111.7 (g) and 220 

ILCS 5/19-140 (g).  Because the Commission will not yet have made a determination about these 

questions when the evaluation is being completed, the evaluators must include several analyses 

that consider multiple scenarios for the continuation of the program. The analyses done for 
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Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren”) and Commonwealth Edison Company’s (“ComEd”) Real-

Time Pricing Program evaluation dockets, ICC Docket Nos. 11-0546 and 11-0547, may provide 

a model for such analyses.  In those dockets, the evaluators ran several analyses accounting for 

different program expansion and continuation scenarios, per the Commission’s request.  

Initiating Orders in ICC Docket Nos. 11-0546 and 11-0547 at 2.  The evaluator for ComEd’s 

Real-Time Pricing Program, Navigant Consulting, stated: 

a different look at costs and benefits is needed based on starting where the 
program is today and following a reasonable growth plan for a forecasted time 
period.  To this end, ComEd created a proposed planning scenario for actively 
continuing the program and adding participants over the next five years.  

ComEd Ex. 3.3 Revised in ICC Docket No. 11-0546 at 3. 

Conducting different analyses to account for different program configurations would help 

inform the Commission’s judgment on how the OBF program was performing and what, if any, 

additional steps are necessary to improve the program’s performance. 

Finally, CUB supports the following recommendations of ELPC, Staff, and the People: 

• The evaluators should “try to determine what avenues might be more effective for 
reaching customers” outside of bill inserts and websites. ELPC Initial Comments 
at 3. 

 
• Cadmus should analyze whether the loan approval rate would have been higher if 

AFC used the customer’s credit history with the utility rather than their credit 
score. ELPC Initial Comments at 3. 

 
• The evaluation should address whether the methods, approaches, and analyses 

used by the utilities to define the eligible measures were reasonable and consistent 
with the intent of the enabling legislation around the criterion of “cost neutral.” 
AG Initial Comments at 6. 

 
• The evaluators should determine whether partial participants, who applied for but 

did not receive a loan, still installed efficient equipment, or whether the lack of 
financing prevented them from making efficient upgrades. AG Initial Comments 
at 7. 

 
• The evaluators should solicit feedback from participating contractors. AG Initial 

Comments 8.  
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• If data is collected related to the cost-effectiveness of the on-bill financing 

program, that data should be shared with Staff.  Staff Initial Comments at 6.  That 
data should also be shared with intervening stakeholders. 

 
• The evaluator should interview utilities as well as non-Illinois program managers 

prior to conducting interviews with key stakeholders, so that “resulting 
suggestions or possible reforms” arising from the former conversations can be 
made available to the latter. Staff Initial Comments at 5. 

 
These recommendations will ensure that the evaluation is transparent, comprehensive and 

attentive to the ratepayer interest.  

 
Dated: March 8, 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  
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