
STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
 
Illinois Commerce Commission   : 

On Its Own Motion    : 
-vs-     : 

Commonwealth Edison Company The  : 
Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company : 11-0689 
North Shore Gas Company Ameren  : 
Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois : 
Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor : 
Gas Company     : 
       : 
Standard Evaluation Methodology and : 
Criteria for On-Bill Financing Programs. : 
 
 

ORDER 
 

By the Commission: 
On October 19, 2011, an Initiating Order was entered in this Docket in 

accordance with a Staff Report submitted to the Commission on October 7, 2011.  This 
proceeding is to determine the standard evaluation criteria and methodology of the 
utilities’ on-bill financing programs (“OBF Programs”).  

On December 9, 2011, the Utilities filed a draft Request for Proposal (“RFP”) 
(dated November 30, 2011) for an Evaluation Contractor. A status hearing was held 
before a duly authorized Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) on January 9, 2012, that 
established a schedule for informal comments, workshops and formal comments.  
Pursuant thereto, workshops were held and informal comments circulated and 
thereafter the RFP was jointly filed on March 1, 2012 by Commonwealth Edison 
Company (“ComEd”), The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples Gas”), 
North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore”), Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a/ Ameren 
Illinois (“Ameren”) and Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a/ Nicor Gas (“Nicor”) 
(collectively the “Utilities”). The RFP was issued by the Utilities on April 5, 2012.  

The Utilities filed Notice of their selection of The Cadmus Group, Inc. (“Cadmus”) 
as the independent evaluator of the OBF Programs on October 26, 2012.  Cadmus filed 
a Draft Evaluation Plan on December 21, 2012. 

Initial comments on the Draft Evaluation Plan were filed in February by Staff, the 
Utilities, Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”), Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), 
and the People of the State of Illinois Attorney General’s Office (“AG”).  In March, reply 
comments were filed by Staff, CUB and the Utilities.  The ALJ’s Proposed Order was 
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served on April 22, 2013.  A brief on exceptions was filed by Staff on April 29, 2013, and 
CUB, the AG and ELPC jointly filed a reply to Staff on May 2, 2013.  The Utilities also 
filed a reply to Staff’s exceptions on May 2, 2013. 

Staff’s Comments 
Staff’s Initial Comments include several clarifying suggestions: page 5 statement 

of cost-effective, page 6 definition of total resource test, and page 16 addition of the 
word “Staff” after “ICC”.  Also, Staff states that the “Communications” language needs to 
be revised to clarify that Staff will be receiving more data.  Staff also suggests that if the 
utilities provide legal guidance to the evaluators, that guidance needs to be in writing.  
With respect to the RFP, Staff suggests additional language be included in the 
Evaluation Plan to clarify that the RFP controls. 

Substantively, Staff suggests that an evaluation of the OBF program’s cost-
effectiveness should be done on a standalone basis from the utilities’ EE portfolios.  
Staff states that cost-effectiveness should relate to the overall program’s benefits and 
costs as well as how those costs and benefits are allocated between OBF-Program 
participants and non-participating ratepayers.  According to Staff, it is essential to 
investigate who pays for this program and whether non-participants are receiving “fair 
value” for their contribution – specifically that costs such as loan origination and defaults 
that are pooled among all customers should be considered.  Consistent with this 
suggestion, Staff states that the section of the Draft Evaluation Plan titled “Data 
Collection, Communications, and Deliverables” needs to be more detailed. 

With respect to the interviews to be conducted of other state OBF and Property 
Assessed Clean Energy (“PACE”) program managers, Staff asserts that they should not 
be as extensive interviews as those conducted with key stakeholders.  Also, Staff states 
that other issues should be discussed than “lien at the meter” issues.  The interviews of 
non-Illinois program managers should be conducted prior to those with Illinois 
stakeholders in order for any suggestions to be discussed with the Illinois stakeholders. 

In reply to comments by ELPC and CUB in opposition to performing a cost 
benefit analysis, Staff argues that in order to make a well-informed recommendation to 
the General Assembly the following questions must be answered: 1) in its current form, 
does this program provide value to ratepayers and 2) are there modifications that can 
be made to increase the value to ratepayers.  Staff also argues that these questions 
must be answered in order to evaluate the overall operation of the program.  For these 
reasons, Staff recommends that the Commission require an evaluation to consider the 
cost-effectiveness of the program, both in its current form and in any potentially 
modified forms.   

In response to the AG’s concerns regarding timing, Staff notes that the 
Commission determined the start-up date for purposes of the evaluation would be June 
2011. 

Utilities’ Comments 
The Utilities made the follow recommendations: 
1. Flow of Funds, Figure 3, at page 9: The graphical appearing on page 9 as 

Figure 3 should be modified as reflected in Appendix A in order to: (1) accurately reflect 
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that the 4.99% applies to the loans from AFC First to the investor; (2) reflect the range 
of administrative fees between the utility and AFC First; and (3) indicate that no funds 
are exchanged between the contractor/retailer and the homeowner. 

2. Flow of Funds, at page 10: Consistent with the second change in the 
paragraph above, the entire range of administrative fees should be specified. 

3. Current Participation, at page 11: The last paragraph on page 11 should be 
modified to clarify that the minimum program requirements are those of the AFC, not the 
trade allies or the utilities. Also, footnote 10 should be revised so that it accurately 
reflects the activities of AFC. 

4. Utility or AFC Database Review, at page 15: The term “inform” should be 
corrected by replacing it with the word “involve”. 

5. Financial Information and Loan Performance, at page 23: The first paragraph 
of this section should be modified to reflect the fact that the AFC is not permitted to 
release the specific customer name related to a specific loan due to financial 
regulations. However, the evaluator will be provided with a unique identifier so that the 
customer name will not be identifiable for security and compliance purposes. 

6. Communications, at page 25: This section should be revised to make clear 
that ComEd will not be providing any legal advice or guidance on regulatory matters. 
Rather, the Utilities will assist the evaluator by facilitating the required filings because it 
has not entered an appearance in this docket and thus cannot file on e-Docket. 

In their Reply Comments, the Utilities state that they disagree with Staff and the 
AG’s proposal to perform a cost-effective analysis because it is not statutorily required.  
Further, the Utilities state that Staff’s proposal is not sufficiently developed to be 
implemented.  Importantly, it would be redundant to perform a cost-effective analysis on 
the OBF programs because the measures that may be installed under the OBF program 
must satisfy one of two cost-effectiveness tests.  First, 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 any finance 
charges and program fees not otherwise recovered through customers.  Second, 
measures approved in the electric utilities’ existing energy efficiency and demand 
response plans may be included in the OBF program.  The Utilities note that Section 8-
103(f)(7) requires electric utilities to provide an annual independent evaluation of the 
performance of the cost-effectiveness of the utility’s portfolio of measures, which 
includes any measures from that portfolio that are subsequently included in the OBF 
programs.  The Utilities note that attempting to measure the cost-effectiveness of the 
OBF programs may be confusing and lead to different results than those already 
required to be performed by 8-103 of the PUA.   

The Utilities also note that the information obtained by Staff in the OBF 
evaluation process is subject to existing confidentiality protection and provision found in 
the PUA, the Commission’s Rules of Practice and any other applicable rules or statutes, 
as well as the agreements executed between the Utilities and Cadmus for the protection 
of customer information. 
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AG’s Comments 
Timing – The AG is concerned that the proposed evaluation is premature in that 

it begins the evaluation well before the utilities OBF efforts have been in place for 3 
years. 

Process Evaluation – The AG states that this should be the primary focus and 
the Evaluators should attempt to determine if the OBF programs are (a) working 
efficiently, (b) being properly marketed, and (c) ensuring customers are not faced with 
unnecessary transactional, eligible measure or underwriting barriers. 

Customer Eligibility – The AG asserts that the evaluation should specifically 
address this issue which includes underwriting criteria and approved measures.  In 
addition, the AG should particularly on the potential benefits of OBF if fully expanded as 
an offering for all appropriate and cost-effective efficiency measures promoted through 
all the utility Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard programs. 

Cost – effectiveness – According to the AG, how this will be analyzed needs to 
be stated.  The AG states it is reasonable and essential to assess cost-effectiveness, 
but that it should be a forward-looking assessment that focuses on whether the marginal 
administrative costs of providing new loans would be cost-effective in terms of any 
additional efficiency benefits that would result from OBF.  Further, and most important, 
the analysis should identify the potential benefits of expansion of OBF to a much larger 
set of eligible measures and that are fully integrated into the utilities Energy Efficiency 
Portfolio Standard (“EEPS”) programs. 

Lien at the meter – The AG states that it is important to understand from 
customers how they would view this condition, whether it would make them more or less 
likely to participate and what concerns they have with the approach.  In addition, the AG 
suggests that surveys of the financial and real estate communities could inform this 
issue. 

Findings and Recommendation – The AG states that the Evaluation Plan should 
more specifically articulate what it intends to learn and how these findings will be used 
to inform OBF going forward, such as 1) process improvements that will make OBF 
more streamlined, effective, and cost efficient; and 2) the net benefits to Illinois from full 
expansion of OBF to all appropriate cost-effective measures promoted within the 
Utilities’ core EEPS programs. 

ELPC’s Comments 
ELPC asserts that a cost-effectiveness analysis is not necessary and that there 

is no requirement that the Evaluator apply a total resource cost (“TRC”) test to the OBF 
program itself.  Most important for ELPC, however, is that the Evaluator focus on why 
there is such low participation in the OBF programs.  ELPC notes that the Evaluator 
intends to look at problems with the loan application and evaluation process, but ELPC 
asserts that the Evaluator may not be focusing sufficiently on why more people are not 
even applying to the program.  In addition ELPC asserts that the Evaluator should look 
at different avenues for reaching customers.  Also, in terms of the approval rate, ELPC 
recommends that the Evaluator look at whether the approval rate would have been 



11-0689 

5 

higher if the customer’s credit history with the utility rather than their credit score had 
been used. 

CUB’s Comments 
In Initial Comments, CUB recommends that the Commission reject Staff’s 

suggestion to apply the total resource cost (“TRC”) test to the on-bill financing 
programs.  CUB argues that the 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).  According to CUB the General Assembly provided for the cost-effectiveness of 
the program by creating this requirement for measure eligibility.  Electric measures may 
also be eligible if they are included in a utility’s 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 cost-effective requirement, it would be 
redundant and wasteful to spend ratepayer funds analyzing the cost-effectiveness of the 
OBF program in the evaluation.  CUB notes that Cadmus has currently attributed 
$17,432 of the $200,054 evaluation budget to address this request from Staff. 

CUB recommends that Cadmus 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. 

With respect to underwriting criteria, CUB states that the 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, CUB asserts, that 
Cadmus include in the evaluation findings and recommendations for increasing 
participation, including those specifically related to underwriting criteria and the 
application process. 

CUB also details clarifications and corrections to the Evaluation Plan for utility 
program information, scope of evaluation, and staff and intervenor input. 

In its reply comments, CUB reiterates its position that no cost-benefit analysis is 
required, but if the Commission disagrees, CUB recommends that the proposal by the 
AG be adopted and makes additional suggestions such as conducting different 
analyses to account for different program configurations to 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.   

CUB also enumerated the recommendations of the other parties that it supports. 
Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
The relevant portion of the OBF statute states: 

(g) An independent evaluation of a program shall be 
conducted after 3 years of the program's operation. The 
electric utility shall retain an independent evaluator who shall 
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evaluate the effects of the measures installed under the 
program 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. As part of the 
evaluation process, the evaluator shall also solicit feedback 
from participants and interested stakeholders. The evaluator 
shall issue a report to the Commission on its findings no later 
than 4 years after the date on which the program 
commenced, and the Commission shall issue a report to the 
Governor and General Assembly including a summary of the 
information described in this Section as well as its 
recommendations as to whether the program should be 
discontinued, continued with modification or modifications or 
continued without modification, provided that any 
recommended modifications shall only apply prospectively 
and to measures not yet installed or financed. 

In considering this statutory language, the Commission does not see that a cost-
effective analysis as proposed by Staff is necessary.  Indeed, many of the costs of the 
OBF programs are start-up costs that are not relevant to a discussion of the programs 
going forward.  Also, it would be redundant to perform a cost-effective analysis as 
proposed by Staff on the OBF programs because the measures that may be installed 
under the OBF program must satisfy one of two cost-effectiveness tests.  First, 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 
any finance charges and program fees not otherwise recovered through customers.  
Second, measures approved in the electric utilities’ existing energy efficiency and 
demand response plans may be included in the OBF program and are subject to their 
own cost-effective analysis.   

The Commission notes that its report to the Governor and General Assembly 
must make a recommendation as to whether the program should be discontinued, 
continued with modification, or continued without modification.  The Commission finds 
that the approach proposed by the AG is consistent with the Commission’s 
interpretation of what is required in order to be able to make a recommendation to the 
General Assembly.  The Commission agrees with the AG that any cost-effectiveness 
analysis should be a forward-looking assessment that focuses on whether the marginal 
administrative costs of doing new loans are cost-effective in terms of any additional 
efficiency benefits that will result from the OBF program.  CUB’s proposal to conduct 
different analyses would also be beneficial to the Commission in making its 
recommendation to the General Assembly regarding possible modifications to the OBF 
Programs.  The Evaluation Plan’s proposal to work with utilities and stakeholders to 
develop an approach for analyzing the cost-effectiveness of the OBF programs, 
consistent with this decision, is reasonable.   
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In general, the parties’ other comments, whether they be merely clarifying or 
more substantive such as the manner interviews should be conducted, are appropriate 
and appear to be uncontested.  The Commission shares the concern expressed in 
several comments regarding low participation and looks forward to the report’s 
recommendations regarding how to improve participation.  Similar to the cost-effective 
analysis, the evaluator should work with Utilities, Staff and stakeholder to address the 
parties’ concerns, keeping the budget and statutory timeframe in mine. 

A compliance filing containing the final Evaluation Plan, modified to be consistent 
with this Order, should be filed within 30 days of this Order. 

With respect to timing, the Commission has found that the programs are deemed 
to have begun in June 2011.  The draft Evaluation Plan contains an evaluation timeline 
which appropriately calls for the final report to the Commission by June 2015.  This 
report should be filed in a new docket where parties will have the opportunity to 
comment.  After considering the Final Evaluation Report and the parties’ comments, the 
Commission will issue an Order that directs Staff to prepare a report to the Governor 
and General Assembly consistent with the conclusions reached by the Commission. 

Findings and Ordering Paragraphs 
The Commission, having given due consideration to the entire record herein and 

being fully advised in the premises, is of the opinion and finds that: 
(1) Commonwealth Edison Company, The Peoples Gas Light and Coke 

Company, North Shore Gas Company, Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a/ 
Ameren Illinois and Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a/ Nicor Gas are 
public utilities within the meaning of Section 3-105 of the Public Utilities 
Act; 

(2) the Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter 
herein; 

(3) the findings of fact and conclusion of law set forth in the prefatory portions 
of this Order are supported by the record herein and are herby adopted as 
findings of fact and conclusions of law; 

(4) the Evaluation Plan as modified herein should be approved; 
(5) a final Evaluation Plan containing the modifications approved herein 

should be filed within 30 days of this Order. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the draft Evaluation Plan should be modified 

consistent with the conclusions contained herein and filed in this docket within 30 days 
of this Order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of 
the Public Utilities Act and 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880, this order is final; it is not subject 
to the Administrative Review Law. 
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 By Order of the Commission this 15th day of May, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
       (SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 
 
         Chairman 
 


