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JOINT DRAFT PROPOSED ORDER 

 
MidAmerican Energy Company (“MidAmerican”) hereby submits this Joint 

Draft Proposed Order to the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”). 
Counsel for MidAmerican has circulated this document to counsel for the 
Commission Staff (“Staff”). Staff has no objection to the Commission’s entry of 
this Joint Draft Proposed Order. 
 
By the Commission: 

I. Introduction and Procedural History 

 In compliance with the Illinois Commerce Commission’s (“Commission”) 
Order in Docket No. 12-0132 and pursuant to Section 8-408 of the Illinois Public 
Utilities Act (the “PUA”), MidAmerican Energy Company (“MidAmerican”) filed its 
proposed five-year Illinois energy efficiency plan (“Plan”)  on July 1, 2013. 
MidAmerican Exhibit 1.0.  Additionally, MidAmerican filed a request for a waiver 
from 83 Ill. Admin. Code Sections 410.210(a)(3)(E) and 500.330(a)(1)(B)(v), 
which requires the energy efficiency cost recovery charge to be a separate line 
item on customer bills. 
 

A status hearing was held on August 27, 2013.  At the hearing, the 
Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) granted Staff’s motion to consolidate Docket 
No. 13-0423 with Docket No. 13-0424.  The schedule was also set at the hearing 
and the parties agreed Staff would file direct testimony on September 5, 2013, 
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and MidAmerican would file rebuttal testimony on September 19, 2013.  A status 
hearing was scheduled for September 23, 2013, but the parties agreed to 
conduct an evidentiary hearing since the waiver request was the only remaining 
contested issue.  At the evidentiary hearing, MidAmerican presented testimony of 
Tina M. Yoder, Charles B. Rea, and Naomi G. Czachura.  Commission Staff 
presented testimony of Jennifer L. Hinman.  The ALJ marked the record heard 
and taken at the conclusion of the September 23, 2013, hearing. 

 
 On September 25, 2013, the ALJ issued a Notice of Continuance of Schedule 
and Notice of Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling.  Pursuant to the schedule, 
simultaneous initial briefs were filed on October 10, 2013, and simultaneous reply 
briefs due on October 24, 2013. 

II. Background and Statutory Framework 

 MidAmerican is a multi-state jurisdictional utility and has offered electric and 
gas energy efficiency programs in its Iowa jurisdiction since 1991.  Section 8-408 
authorizes MidAmerican to seek Commission approval to offer gas and electric 
energy efficiency programs to its Illinois customers on a pilot basis that are the 
same or comparable to programs it offers in a state adjacent to Illinois, in this 
case Iowa.  On May 21, 2008, in Docket Nos. 08-0107/08-0108 (Consol.), the 
Commission approved MidAmerican’s first Illinois energy efficiency plan, which 
was in place from 2008 through 2012.   
 
 On February 23, 2012, the Commission issued an order initiating a 
proceeding in order to make a determination by October 31, 2012, as to whether 
MidAmerican energy efficiency programs should be continued beyond calendar 
year 2012 as required by Section 8-408(d) of the PUA. In its October 17, 2012, 
Order, the Commission found that MidAmerican’s energy efficiency programs, as 
a whole, were shown to be cost-effective for Illinois ratepayers, and allowed 
MidAmerican to continue its energy efficiency programs, except the Residential 
New Construction program, until December 31, 2013.  The Commission further 
directed the Company to file a new plan on or before July 1, 2013, to be in place 
by January 1, 2014, and ordered that the new energy efficiency plan should only 
include measures shown to be cost-effective for Illinois ratepayers. 
 
 Section 8-408(a) of the PUA also sets forth the attributes of the Plan that are 
to be submitted to the Commission.  MidAmerican’s Plan includes: a description 
of the program; a proposed implementation schedule and method; the number of 
eligible participants; the expected rate of participation per year; the estimated 
annual peak demand and energy savings; the budget or level of spending; and 
the rate impacts and average bill impacts, by customer class, resulting from the 
program.  Additionally, MidAmerican included an Illinois specific cost-
effectiveness screening and only included measures shown to be cost-effective 
for Illinois ratepayers, unless extenuating circumstances are shown for the 
inclusion of such measures. 
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III. MidAmerican’s Plan 

 MidAmerican’s Plan includes measures and programs that were found to 
be cost effective.  MidAmerican Exhibit 2.0 at 9; see also MidAmerican Exhibit 
2.5 for a summary of gross and net savings by program. 
 

MidAmerican offered testimony and exhibits of three witnesses.  The 
testimony of witness Tina M. Yoder describes MidAmerican’s energy efficiency 
plan filing, discusses policy issues related to MidAmerican’s offering of energy 
efficiency programs in Illinois, and discusses MidAmerican’s overall approach to 
offering energy efficiency to its customers.  She describes the portfolio of energy 
efficiency programs included in MidAmerican’s energy efficiency plan and also 
discusses how those programs fit within the requirements of Section 8-408 of the 
PUA, which authorizes MidAmerican’s offering of energy efficiency programs.   
 

The testimony of MidAmerican witness Charles B. Rea addresses the 
estimated program participation, budgets and savings goals for those programs.  
Mr. Rea also supports the specific calculations and modeling performed to 
estimate program participation, budgets, and savings goals.  Mr. Rea’s direct 
testimony also outlines how the cost-effectiveness of the programs was 
determined.  MidAmerican’s proposed portfolio of programs is cost-effective, both 
in total and separately for electric and gas.  The Societal Test ratio for the 
combined portfolio of programs on a net savings basis is 1.85.  MidAmerican 
Exhibit 2.0 at 9.  The Societal Test ratio on a net savings basis for electric 
programs is 2.00, and is 1.47 for gas programs.  Also, each proposed program 
within the portfolio is cost-effective on a combined electric and gas basis.  
Detailed cost-effectiveness information is provided in MidAmerican Exhibit 2.5 by 
program and MidAmerican Exhibit 2.4 by measure. 

A. Plan Overview 
MidAmerican’s Plan includes a comprehensive set of programs that will 

help Illinois customers manage energy use, reduce costs, protect the 
environment, and increase business competitiveness. MidAmerican has 
designed the portfolio to meet the varied needs of different customers, including:  

 
• Electric and natural gas customers; 
• Residential, commercial, industrial and government customers; 
• Large and small customers; 
• Homeowners, commercial building owners, and tenants; 
• Customers in existing and new buildings; and 
• Customers buying individual pieces of equipment and customers 

pursuing more comprehensive energy efficiency solutions. 
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1. MidAmerican’s Residential programs include: 
 

Residential Equipment – This program provides rebates to encourage 
customers to purchase high-efficiency space conditioning equipment, 
water heating equipment and appliances. The program also encourages 
quality installation of heating and cooling equipment by tying rebates for 
HVAC equipment to quality installation by a System Adjustment & Verified 
Efficiency (SAVE) certified contractor.   
  
Residential Assessment – This program provides free energy 
assessments, energy savings suggestions, direct installation of simple 
energy-efficiency measures and rebates for more extensive building shell 
retrofits. There are two assessment options available to customers: 
 

 
The program offers enhanced incentives for completion of multiple 
projects identified during the assessment. Additionally, an HVAC tune up 
coupon will be given to on-site participants to encourage them to have 
their HVAC tune up completed by a SAVE-certified contractor. 
 
Residential Behavioral – This new program is designed to encourage 
energy savings through behavioral modification. The program provides 
customers with Home Energy Reports that contain personalized 
information about their energy use and provides smart ways to make their 
homes more efficient.  
 
Residential Low-Income – This program provides free weatherization 
services, including installation of lighting, water heating and insulation 
measures and replacement of inefficient furnaces, water heaters, 
refrigerators and freezers. The program also distributes hundreds of free 
energy efficiency kits to qualifying customers.  
 
Residential Load Management – This program provides financial 
incentives to customers that allow MidAmerican to control their central air 
conditioning on summer peak days.  
 
Residential HVAC Tune Up – This new program promotes the proper 
maintenance and operation of heating and cooling systems by residential 
customers in existing homes. The program provides customers with 
rebates to offset the cost of increasing the efficiency of existing equipment 
and utilizes participating contractors that have been SAVE-certified. 

• HomeCheck®, which provides participants with an on-site energy 
assessment. 

• HomeCheck® Online, which allows customers to perform Internet-
based assessment of their own homes. 



 5

Targeted equipment includes heating and cooling equipment and 
ductwork. 
 

 
2. MidAmerican’s Nonresidential programs include: 

 
Nonresidential Equipment – This program provides rebates to 
encourage customers to purchase specified efficient heating, cooling, 
water heating, lighting, motor, variable speed drives, commercial kitchen 
equipment and insulation measures. The Nonresidential Custom program 
included in the previous plan is now the “custom track” included in this 
Plan’s Nonresidential Equipment program. The custom track encourages 
customers to pursue energy efficiency projects or purchase efficient 
equipment that does not fit into MidAmerican’s other specific 
nonresidential equipment programs.  
 
Commercial Assessment – This program promotes comprehensive 
energy efficiency for existing commercial buildings, regardless of size. The 
program offers services through two program tracks, tailored to the unique 
needs of commercial customers; Track I – Assessments and Track II – 
Building Tune Up/Retrocommissioning. The goal of a building tune up is to 
find easy to fix items that will enhance building performance and reduce 
energy consumption. Examples of corrective measures might include 
scheduling programmable thermostats, adjusting/adding economizers, 
repairing failed actuators, and adjusting minimum outside air percentages. 
The goal of traditional retrocommissioning is to optimize existing building 
systems and reduce energy consumption. Examples of corrective 
measures might include optimizing economizer and ventilation controls, 
improving equipment sequencing and scheduling, and optimizing fans and 
pumps.  It is important to note that energy saving opportunities in existing 
stand-alone data centers and internal server rooms and server closets will 
be pursued and leveraged through the Commercial Assessments 
program; while energy saving opportunities for new data centers will be 
pursued through the Commercial New Construction program.     
 
Nonresidential Energy Analysis – This program provides expert advice 
and assistance to organizations to improve the energy performance of 
large existing industrial facilities. Through this program, MidAmerican 
Energy offers a no-cost scoping level, facility-wide energy assessment as 
well as assistance with detailed investment-grade studies. 
 
Commercial New Construction – This program promotes the design and 
construction of high-efficiency commercial buildings, including new 
building construction as well as major renovations of existing buildings. 
The program is delivered in partnership with developers, architects, 
engineering firms and equipment contractors and provides a mix of 
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technical and financial assistance to help influence projects during the 
planning stage. Energy design assistance and construction incentives are 
offered to reduce market barriers to incorporating energy efficiency in 
construction projects. The program will offer services through five program 
tracks, tailored to the varying needs of different market segments. Newly 
constructed data centers are served through the Commercial New 
Construction program and will be placed in the appropriate track. Due to 
the energy intensity of these building types, they are prime targets for 
energy efficient design measures. Energy saving design opportunities will 
be identified for the customer’s unique data center environment.  
 
Nonresidential Load Management – This program provides commercial 
and industrial customers with financial incentives in return for agreeing to 
reduce electric demand during peak hours when notified by 
MidAmerican’s internet-based monitoring and communication system. 
 

3. MidAmerican’s Multiple-Sector programs include: 
 
Appliance Recycling – This new program offers financial incentives to 
customers to stop using old, inefficient refrigerators, freezers and room air 
conditioners and helps them dispose of the old units in an environmentally 
responsible manner. 
 
Upstream Retail Lighting – This program promotes the purchase of 
energy-efficient equipment by customers in new and existing buildings. 
The program coordinates with upstream suppliers and retailers providing 
customers with in-store rebates to offset the higher purchase cost of 
efficient lighting. The program will offer standard and specialty ENERGY 
STAR® CFL and LED lighting products. The program is marketed under 
the name Be Bright!  
 
Education – This new program promotes energy efficiency education 
through activities organized into four general areas: training, school 
curricula, awareness and trade ally support.   

B. MidAmerican’s Estimated Program Budgets 
MidAmerican’s Plan includes spending approximately $70 million in these 

programs over the five-year period, including: 
 

• Almost $23 million on natural gas programs and over $46 million on 
electric programs; and 

 
• Almost $28 million on residential programs and over $41 million on 

nonresidential programs. 
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MidAmerican’s Plan also includes accounting systems that will ensure that 
costs for providing the programs are recovered from appropriate customers: 
electric program costs from electric customers and natural gas program costs 
from natural gas customers; residential program costs from residential customers 
and nonresidential program costs from nonresidential customers.  MidAmerican 
Exhibit 1.0 at 8. 

C. Estimated Energy and Demand Savings 
The Plan includes several new measures to capture untapped market 

potential and new market sectors, technologies and delivery strategies to 
increase customer participation and depth of savings. The Plan offers customers 
in every sector the flexibility to participate at many levels, based on their 
individual needs and building type, and is designed to provide cumulative net 
energy savings by 2018 of over 94 million kilowatt-hours and 2.5 million therms.  
MidAmerican Exhibit 2.5 at 49.  By year end 2018, MidAmerican’s electric peak 
demand will be reduced by 47.5 MW, and the natural gas peak demand will be 
reduced by 31,114 therms.  Id.  MidAmerican will spend almost $70 million in 
energy efficiency programs with a total net economic benefit of over $60 million 
to MidAmerican and its customers in Illinois.  Id. 

D. Program Cost Effectiveness Screens 
MidAmerican presented testimony demonstrating its proposed portfolio of 

programs is cost-effective, both in total and separately for electric and gas.  
MidAmerican used the Societal Test to screen its programs.  The Societal Test 
ratio for the combined portfolio of programs on a net savings basis is 1.85.  
MidAmerican Exhibit 2.0 at 9.  The Societal Test ratio on a net savings basis for 
electric programs is 2.00, and is 1.47 for gas programs.  Also, each proposed 
program within the portfolio is cost-effective on a combined electric and gas 
basis.  Detailed cost-effectiveness information is provided in MidAmerican Exhibit 
2.5 by program and MidAmerican Exhibit 2.4 by measure. 

 
Additionally, MidAmerican provided a summary of gross and net savings 

by program along with cost-effectiveness information for each of the five cost-
effectiveness tests outlined in testimony that reflects estimated effects of free-
ridership.  See MidAmerican Exhibit 2.5. 

IV. Staff’s Review of the Plan 

  On September 5, 2013, Staff filed direct testimony recommending that the 
Commission approve MidAmerican’s Plan, subject to certain provisions.  Staff 
Ex. 1.0 at 6.  Staff testified that its testimony focused on the policy issues 
surrounding Plan changes to ensure compliance with the Commission Order in 
Docket No. 12-0132, and that the changes take place, benefit ratepayers, and 
are appropriately reported to the Commission. 
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  Pursuant to Section 8-408(d) of the Act, the Commission ordered 
MidAmerican to comply with certain provisions on a going forward basis in its 
implementation of energy efficiency programs in order to benefit ratepayers in 
Illinois.  The provisions generally relate to ensuring the measures, programs, and 
the entire portfolio are cost-effective for Illinois ratepayers using net energy 
savings. 12-0132 Order at 16-18.  The Commission’s Order provided: 

(1) MidAmerican should file, by July 1, 2013 a new energy efficiency 
plan to be in place by January 1, 2014, which should only include 
measures shown to be cost-effective for Illinois ratepayers and 
consistent with the discussion contained herein, unless extenuating 
circumstances are shown that would argue for inclusion of such 
measures or programs. 

(2) MidAmerican is directed to provide Illinois specific information of 
the projected cost-effectiveness of the new energy efficiency 
programs.  Also, with respect to the planned July 2013 filing, it is clear 
from the overall statutory scheme that smaller, multi-jurisdictional 
utilities are to be treated differently, and perhaps less stringently, than 
their larger counterparts with respect to evaluating energy efficiency 
programs.   Bearing this in mind, the Commission cannot say, based 
on the record in this proceeding, the standard to which these 
programs will be held, but notes with approval that the societal test 
appears to be accepted by both parties.  Indeed, Staff notes, in its 
brief on exceptions, that that MidAmerican has Illinois-specific net-to-
gross ratios estimated through evaluation (MEC Revised Ex. 2.21), 
and recommends that MidAmerican present societal test cost-
effectiveness estimates based on net savings in future plan filings.  
The Commission adopts this recommendation. 

(3) MidAmerican will investigate potential ways to improve the cost-
effectiveness of its existing programs, including changes that may be 
suggested by its program evaluator.2 

(4) Staff’s codes and standards recommendation is reasonable and 
uncontested and is adopted. 

(5) Staff’s concerns regarding transparency for evaluation purposes 
regarding CFLs are similarly adopted. 

 
Docket No. 12-0132 Order at 16-18.  Staff testified that MidAmerican’s filed Plan 
fully complies with item (5) above.  Staff recommended modifications to 
MidAmerican’s Plan to help ensure full compliance with these requirements set 
forth by the Commission.   
                                            
1 See Staff Ex. 1.2. 
2 See Staff Exs. 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5. 
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  In rebuttal testimony, MidAmerican provided additional cost-effectiveness 
information and agreed to provide net ex post cost-effectiveness results in its 
annual report when an impact evaluation is available.  MidAmerican also agreed 
with Staff’s additional requirements for the Evaluation, Monitoring and Verification 
plan included in MidAmerican’s energy efficiency Plan.  MidAmerican further 
agreed to provide the information requested by Staff in MidAmerican’s annual 
report. 

V. Uncontested Matters 

A. Lighting – LED Interior Stand. Measure 
In his direct testimony, MidAmerican witness Rea testified that all 

measures included in the Plan were cost-effective under the Societal Test.  
MidAmerican Exhibit 2.0 at 9. 

 
In her direct testimony, Staff witness Hinman testified that MidAmerican 

included one cost-ineffective measure in the Plan, Lighting - LED Interior Stand.    
This proposed measure has a societal test benefit-cost (“B/C”) ratio of 0.997743, 
and a total resource cost (“TRC”)3 test B/C ratio of 0.83. (MEC Resp. to Staff DR 
JLH 1.02.)   

 
  In response to Ms. Hinman’s concerns, MidAmerican provided updated 

incremental cost information concerning the Lighting – LED Stand. measure 
which shows the actual incremental cost of the measure this year has already 
declined below the projected incremental cost assumed in the original analysis.  
MidAmerican Exhibit 4.0 at 3.  Further, current incremental cost projections for 
the measure for the years of the Plan are now significantly lower than that 
assumed in the original cost-effectiveness screening.  Id.  Due to the rapidly 
declining cost structures for this measure, these revised projections that are 
based on the best available and most recent information show the measure is 
projected to be cost-effective and provide positive net benefits to ratepayers, and 
thus it should remain in the Plan.  Id.    

 
Taking into account the new incremental cost information MidAmerican 

provided in rebuttal testimony, the Lighting – LED Interior Stand. measure 
included in the Plan is cost-effective and Staff has no objection with it remaining 
in the Plan assuming the low projected incremental costs materialize such that 
the measure is cost-effective.  

                                            
3 There are two differences between the societal test and the TRC test in MidAmerican’s 
calculations: (1) the discount rate used in the societal test is 2.40%, while MidAmerican’s 
weighted average cost of capital (“WACC”) is used for the TRC test in order to present value the 
multi-year streams of program costs and benefits; and (2) the societal test includes a 10% 
externality adder to electric avoided costs and a 7.5% adder to gas avoided costs, while 
MidAmerican’s TRC test calculations exclude these adders. 
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1. Commission Analysis and Conclusions 
The Commission agrees with the parties that given the reduced 

incremental costs that have materialized, the Lighting – LED Interior Stand. 
measure is now projected to be cost-effective and is hereby approved. 

B. Net Savings Goals 
MidAmerican evaluated cost-effectiveness of the proposed energy 

efficiency programs using net savings.  However, for energy efficiency programs 
which did not have a net-to-gross (“NTG”) ratio estimated specifically for 
MidAmerican’s Illinois energy efficiency program, MidAmerican simply assumed 
a NTG ratio of 1.0.  Ms. Hinman testified that she does not believe that to be a 
reasonable estimate, especially since Illinois-specific evaluations with estimated 
NTG ratios are available and Iowa-specific evaluations with estimated NTG ratios 
are available for comparable programs (e.g., Appliance Recycling program). See 
Staff Ex. 1.5 at 6-10 (193); Staff Exs. 1.2-1.5.  In order to ensure full compliance 
with the Commission’s 12-0132 Order, Staff witness Hinman recommended the 
Company either revise its net savings goals in its rebuttal testimony based on 
revised NTG ratios which are based on the best available information or keep the 
original net savings goals and agree to report program information to the 
Commission using revised NTG ratios reflective of evaluation findings.  Staff Ex. 
1.0 at 9-10. 

 
Based on the initial NTG ratios assumed, Ms. Hinman testified that the 

MidAmerican’s kilowatt-hour (“kWh”) net savings goals range from 0.81% (in 
2018) to 0.96% (in 2014) of projected energy delivered over the course of the 
Plan.  MidAmerican’s therm net savings goals range from 0.40% (2018) to 0.58% 
of projected energy delivered.  Staff Ex. 1.0 at 12.  For 2014, MidAmerican’s 
proposed budgets translate to an average monthly bill impact for residential 
customers of $2.91 (electric) and $3.80 (gas), or $6.71 for combination 
customers taking both electric and gas service from MidAmerican.  For 2014, 
MidAmerican’s proposed budgets translate to an average monthly bill impact for 
non-residential customers of $43.34 (electric) and $25.76 (gas), or $69.10 for 
MidAmerican’s combination customers.  MidAmerican Exhibit 2.6 at 2.   

 
In his rebuttal testimony, MidAmerican witness Rea agreed with Ms. 

Hinman’s recommendation and stated that MidAmerican agrees to keep the 
original net savings goals and further agrees to report program information to the 
Commission using revised NTG ratios reflective of evaluation findings.  
MidAmerican Exhibit 5.0 at 3. 

1. Commission Analysis and Conclusions 
The Commission agrees with the parties that MidAmerican should use 

revised NTG ratios reflective of evaluation findings in its reporting to the 
Commission.  Further, the Commission approves the following net energy 
savings goals proposed in the Plan: 20,095 MWh and 592,440 therms in 2014, 
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19,888 MWh and 589,324 therms in 2015, 19,343 MWh and 499,173 therms in 
2016, 17,939 MWh and 428,806 MWh in 2017, and 17,502 MWh and 411,375 
therms in 2018. 

 

C. Annual Reports 
MidAmerican proposed filing annual reports of savings and cost 

information with the Commission related to its energy efficiency Plan.  
MidAmerican also stated that it will communicate informally with Commission 
staff in the event that any changes to the operational details of the programs are 
needed.  MidAmerican Exhibit 1.0 at 120. 
 

In direct testimony, Staff witness Hinman made several recommendations 
for additional information to include in the annual report to ensure the 
Commission has the information necessary to properly monitor the programs 
over the five-year Plan, including: 

 (1) Explanations of changes expected to take effect going forward, 
including the addition or discontinuation of specific measures and 
programs.   

(2) Discussion of market transformation and changes in standard 
practice and energy codes for the energy efficiency measures.  Any 
reanalysis of the programs and how MidAmerican responds to 
changes in standards and other information should be included.   

(3) Comparison to the net energy savings goals outlined earlier in this 
testimony should be included.   

(4) MidAmerican’s response to evaluator recommendations and attach 
copies of any new evaluations to the annual report.   

Staff Ex. 1.0 at 16. 
 

In addition, Ms. Hinman recommended that MidAmerican provide net ex 
post cost-effectiveness results in its annual report when an impact evaluation is 
available.  Staff Ex. 1.0 at 10.   
 

MidAmerican witness Yoder agreed to inclusion of Ms. Hinman’s 
recommended items in MidAmerican’s annual report. MidAmerican Exhibit 4.0 at 
5. MidAmerican witness Rea agreed to provide net ex post cost-effectiveness 
results in its annual report when an impact evaluation is available.  MidAmerican 
Exhibit 5.0 at 3. 
 

A listing of the agreed-upon items to be included in the annual report is 
included as Appendix A to this Order. 
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1. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
The annual reporting requirements proposed by MidAmerican and Staff 

included in Appendix A are reasonable and they are hereby adopted.   
 

D. Flexibility and Recalculation of Avoided Costs 
 

MidAmerican proposed a comprehensive annual review process to evaluate 
all programs and measures and make changes as needed to help ensure that 
MidAmerican’s programs are maximizing the overall economic benefits of energy 
efficiency to Illinois ratepayers. MidAmerican Exhibit 4.0 at 4-5. 

  
Staff recommends the Commission approve the review process as 

described by MidAmerican witness Yoder and included in Appendix A attached to 
this Order and grant flexibility to the Company to make changes as needed. Staff 
further recommended that MidAmerican screen proposed new measures for 
cost-effectiveness using updated avoided costs that are available at that time 
and that MidAmerican perform an updated screening of its programs and 
measures if avoided costs changed by more than 15% over the five years of the 
Plan.  Staff Ex. 1.0 at 11-12. 

 
In response to Staff’s proposal, MidAmerican provided a counter proposal 

to use a 30% change in avoided costs as the trigger to re-screen its programs 
and measures.  MidAmerican would evaluate, on March 1 (or the next trading 
day) of each calendar year, forward electric price data at the MISO Indiana Hub 
as reported by CME ClearPoint Clearing, and if the difference in those prices is 
more than 30% from current prices, MidAmerican will recalculate new avoided 
gas and electric costs by May 1 and re-evaluate MidAmerican’s Illinois energy 
efficiency portfolio.  MidAmerican will then provide the Commission a report 
outlining changes to its portfolio that MidAmerican believes are appropriate 
based on the new avoided cost data and ask for approval from the Commission 
to include those changes in its energy efficiency plan for the next calendar year.  
MidAmerican Exhibit 5.0 at 4.  

 
Staff does not object to MidAmerican’s counter proposal. MidAmerican 

witness Tina Yoder describes MidAmerican’s proposed annual review process:  

1. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
The Commission finds MidAmerican’s counter proposal concerning the 

magnitude of avoided cost changes to be reasonable.  It is therefore approved, 
and MidAmerican is directed to evaluate, on March 1 (or the next trading day) of 
each calendar year, forward electric price data at the MISO Indiana Hub as 
reported by CME ClearPoint Clearing, and if the difference in those prices is 
more than 30% from current prices, MidAmerican will recalculate new avoided 
gas and electric costs by May 1 and re-evaluate MidAmerican’s Illinois energy 
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efficiency portfolio.  MidAmerican will then provide the Commission a report 
outlining changes to its portfolio that MidAmerican believes are appropriate 
based on the new avoided cost data.   

 
The Commission agrees with MidAmerican and Staff that flexibility to 

administer MidAmerican’s energy efficiency programs is critical to the success of 
the energy efficiency programs in Illinois.  The Commission hereby approves 
MidAmerican’s request for flexibility and the annual review process identified by 
MidAmerican witness Yoder in her rebuttal testimony.  MidAmerican is granted 
the flexibility to shift funds across programs in a prudent manner.  MidAmerican 
is granted the flexibility to add, remove, or modify its energy efficiency programs 
and measures in a prudent manner as needed in order to maximize cost-
effectiveness and net economic benefits for ratepayers.  Given the length of 
MidAmerican’s Plan, the changing nature of new technologies and standards, 
and how dynamic the markets for energy efficiency technologies are, it is 
especially important that MidAmerican act prudently and modify its Illinois 
offerings as needed based on new information as it becomes available over the 
life of the five-year Plan.  The Commission commends MidAmerican for its 
commitment to maximizing net economic benefits for Illinois ratepayers as 
described in MidAmerican’s annual review process. 

E. Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification Plan  

1. MidAmerican’s Position 

 MidAmerican proposes to contract with an independent evaluator to 
conduct ongoing process and impact reviews of its energy efficiency 
portfolio, with reviews completed of each of its programs at least one during 
the 2014-2019 Plan period.  MidAmerican will review any requests for 
proposals for evaluation services and share evaluation results concurrently 
with Staff.  

 The primary goals of the process reviews will be to provide actionable 
recommendations to MidAmerican to improve the design and 
implementation of its energy efficiency programs and to develop a best in 
class evaluation infrastructure for MidAmerican’s energy efficiency 
programs. The goals of the impact reviews will be toverify gross ex-ante 
savings and estimate net savings.All evaluations will be systematic and 
transparent.  MidAmerican Ex. 1.0 at 118. 

In addition, the impact verification will include a shelf survey to 
retailers to determine available measure stock and exit interviews with 
customers of retailers including information about purchases made, choices 
considered and factors determining choice. 

The results of these analyses will yield realization rates by program 
and measure within each program that can be used to estimate gross ex-
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post savings both proactively and on a forward-looking basis.  MidAmerican 
Exhibit 1.0 at 119.   

 
Staff supports MidAmerican’s proposed EM&V plan, but also recommends 

a baseline study be performed to inform what the baseline for certain energy 
efficiency measures should be for the purpose of cost-effectiveness screening 
and measure offerings in MidAmerican’s energy efficiency programs.  
MidAmerican’s most recent evaluations recommended a baseline study be 
performed to determine what the standard market practice is for certain 
technologies in MidAmerican’s service territory as there were a number of 
indications that the market for certain energy efficiency measures has been 
transformed, and thus “the program is unnecessarily rebating certain efficiency 
levels.” (Staff Ex. 1.3, at 6-12 (42); See also Staff Ex. 1.2, at 51-52; Staff Ex. 
1.3, at 6-13 (43).)  Staff Ex. 1.0 at 14-15 

 
MidAmerican does not object to Staff’s recommendation and agrees to 

undertake a baseline study within six months after Commission approval of its 
Plan. 

2. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
The Commission finds Staff’s recommendations, for which MidAmerican 

takes no objection, to be reasonable and serve the public interest, and they are 
hereby adopted. 

VI. Contested Matters 

A. Waiver Request 
 
 MidAmerican also requested a waiver of 83 Ill. Admin. Code Sections 
410.210(a)(3)(E) and 500.330(a)(1)(B)(v) to permit MidAmerican’s energy 
efficiency rider amounts to continue to be added to the delivery charge on 
customer bills, rather than having the rider amounts appear as separate line 
items.    

1. MidAmerican’s Position 
 The Commission approved MidAmerican’s prior request in in Docket No. 
08-0107/08-0108 (Consol.), and found that that “approval of MidAmerican Energy 
Company’s waiver request is reasonable and it should be granted.”  ICC Docket 
Nos. 08-0107/108 (Consol.), Final Order issued May 21, 2008, at 8, Finding and 
Ordering para. 7. 
 

MidAmerican’s predecessor company, Iowa Illinois Gas and Electric 
(IIGE), offered energy efficiency programs in Iowa beginning in the early 1990’s 
and MidAmerican, as the merged entity, has offered electric and gas energy 
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efficiency programs in Iowa since 2001.  MidAmerican’s Illinois customers have 
been aware of the Iowa energy efficiency programs since IIGE first began 
offering programs. In response to the availability of programs to MidAmerican 
customers in Iowa, the Illinois legislature passed legislation in 2007 extending 
Iowa programs to Illinois. Section 8-408 of the PUA specifically recognized the 
unique nature of MidAmerican’s operation as a multi-jurisdictional utility and was 
written to ensure consistency of MidAmerican’s programs in the Quad-Cities bi-
state metropolitan area.  Recently the Commission affirmed that the legislature 
clearly intended for small multi-jurisdictional utilities like MidAmerican to be 
viewed differently from the other Illinois utilities given its size and market served.  
See Docket No. 12-0132, Final Order, October 17, 2012, at 16-17.   

 
The Quad Cities constitute one metropolitan area, separated by a river, 

located in two states. Illinois customers compare services they receive with 
services received by their Iowa neighbors across the river and vice versa. This 
was a primary reason that Quad-Cities area legislators pushed for passage of 
legislation to implement energy efficiency programs for MidAmerican, before 
such legislation was enacted for other utilities in Illinois. To be consistent with 
Iowa, a waiver was requested and granted so that when MidAmerican’s 
programs became available in Illinois in 2008, the energy efficiency charge was 
not included as a separate line item on the bill.  

 
Consequently, introducing an energy efficiency line item on Illinois 

customers’ bills at this time may be confusing for customers because it will be a 
new line item relating to existing programs and because no such line item 
appears on bills for Iowa customers.  Illinois customers may perceive the new 
energy efficiency charge on the bill to be is a new charge. They may believe that 
they are now being required to pay for programs that were previously provided 
without charge and continue to be provided to Iowa customers without charge.  
When Section 8-408 was enacted, it was important to legislators that Illinois 
Quad Cities’ customers not be disadvantaged in the access to energy efficiency 
programs simply because they live in Illinois.  A reversal of the Commission’s 
previous approval of MidAmerican’s waiver request may undermine this goal and 
cause customer confusion. 

 
The issue in this case is not whether other utilities include the charge on 

the bill, but whether there exists good cause to reverse an existing practice at 
this time. MidAmerican contends the risk of perception that these are new 
charges and the possibility of creating confusion in a metropolitan area 
outweighs any reason argued to include the charge, including unsubstantiated 
arguments concerning benefits derived from an explicit bill item. 
 
 MidAmerican acknowledges it is requesting a waiver from this 
requirement, even though the other utilities have not requested a waiver from the 
requirement.  However, MidAmerican is in a different position from the other 
utilities, one acknowledged by legislative intent and Commission decision. To 
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argue that the Commission should not grant a waiver to one utility because other 
utilities have not requested a waiver fails to recognize this position and 
undermines the purpose of allowing waivers.  Utilities may have unique 
circumstances that certain rules do not account for and the standard for approval 
of a waiver request is whether the waiver will not compromise safety, reliability or 
MidAmerican’s service operations. The standard is not how many other utilities 
may have also made the same request. 
 
 MidAmerican’s request is consistent with the bundling of the Renewable 
Energy Resources and Coal Technology Development Assistance Charge and 
the Energy Assistance Charge into the monthly service charge billed each 
month.  The bundling of these charges in the monthly service charge is reflected 
in Illinois utilities’ bill form in the respective tariffs approved by the Commission. 

 
MidAmerican notes that statutory basis, Section 8-408 of the Act, enabling 

MidAmerican to offer energy efficiency programs is different from that for the 
other utilities in Illinois.  The statute specifically recognizes issues related to 
MidAmerican’s operation as a multi-jurisdictional utility.  In Docket Nos. 
08/0107/08-0108 (Consol.), the Commission approved MidAmerican’s energy 
efficiency plan based on cost-effectiveness findings of the Iowa Utilities Board, 
consistent with the provisions of Section 8-408 of the Act.  Section 8-408 of the 
Act is designed to help ensure consistency of MidAmerican’s programs in the 
Quad-Cities bi-state metropolitan area.  In the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 
12-0132, the Commission specifically approved use of the societal test instead of 
the total resource cost test to evaluate MidAmerican’s energy efficiency offerings, 
providing consistency with how programs are evaluated in Iowa.  In that Order, 
the Commission recognized that the legislature clearly intended for small multi-
jurisdictional utilities like MidAmerican to be treated differently. Docket No. 12-
0132, Final Order, October 17, 2012, at 16-17. 

 
It is important to note that MidAmerican does not have a line item for the 

energy efficiency charge on its Iowa bill.  As was mentioned in MidAmerican’s 
waiver request, Iowa statutes specifically direct that energy efficiency not be 
represented separately on the bill, without an order by the Board requiring such 
separation.  Since the inception of the Iowa programs in the early 1990’s, the 
Board has not issued any such order. This is important because MidAmerican 
serves the Quad-Cities bi-state metropolitan area, which, although divided by the 
Mississippi River, shares a single media market.  The tendency of Illinois 
constituents to compare services they receive with services received by their 
neighbors (or received by branches of their own businesses) across the river was 
a primary reason Quad-Cities area legislators pushed for passage of legislation 
to implement energy efficiency programs for MidAmerican, before such 
legislation was enacted for other utilities in Illinois.  Furthermore, the request 
does not compromise safety, reliability or MidAmerican’s service operations. 
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2. Staff’s Position 
Staff argues that the Commission should reverse its previous course and 

deny MidAmerican’s request for a waiver. Staff contends that Commission 
approval of a previous waiver is an insufficient reason to justify a continuation of 
the waiver in this docket.  Staff Initial Brief at 5.  Staff’s basic argument appears 
to be that other utilities include an energy efficiency line item charge on 
customers’ bills and as a result, they enjoy higher participation levels than 
MidAmerican.  Id.  Staff also argues that displaying the energy efficiency charges 
separately on customer bills will increase customer participation in energy 
efficiency programs.  Staff Ex. 1.0 at 20, line 448.   

 
Staff further that the provisions of the PUA addressed to other Illinois 

electric and gas companies do not specifically require charges relating to energy 
efficiency riders to be separate line items, yet the Commission has approved the 
energy efficiency rider amounts as a separate line item on customers’ bills for all 
the other Illinois utilities. (Staff IB, 3-4; see generally Docket Nos. 10-0570, 10-
0568, 10-0562 and 10-0564.) Staff further argues the phrase “other programs 
provided to customers by the entity” plainly indicates that “other programs” 
should be specifically denoted on customers’ bills. (83 Ill. Adm. Code Sections 
410.210(a)(3)(E) and 500.330.(a)(1)(B)(v).)  Staff complains MidAmerican 
ignores the plain language of the Illinois Administrative Code and overreaches in 
its interpretation of the legislative intent of Section 8-408 of the PUA. When 
interpreting a statute, the primary objective is to ascertain and give effect to the 
intent of the legislature. Metro Utility Co. v. Illinois Commerce Commission, 262 
Ill.App.3d 266, 274 (1994). The best indication of what the legislature intended is 
the statutory language itself. Metro Utility Co., 262 Ill.App.3d at 274. Clear and 
unambiguous terms are to be given their plain and ordinary meaning (West 
Suburban Bank v. Attorneys Title Insurance Fund, Inc., 326 Ill.App.3d 502, 507 
(2001)), and where statutory provisions are clear and unambiguous, the plain 
language as written must be given effect, without reading into it exceptions, 
limitations, or conditions the legislature did not express (Davis v. Toshiba 
Machine Co., 186 Ill.2d 181, 184-185 (1999)). The plain language of 83 Ill. Adm. 
Code clearly states that the charges of “other programs” offered by MidAmerican 
should be denoted on customers’ bills. Energy Efficiency programs can be 
nothing other than a “program offered.” MidAmerican cannot intuit the 
legislature’s intent concerning Section 8-408 as it applies to those provisions of 
the Administrative Code, which are clear and unambiguous, requiring that the 
plain language as written must be given effect. Id. 

 
Staff also complains that not having a line item on the bill undermines the 

transparency of energy efficiency costs and including the amount informs the 
customer that they are paying for energy efficiency programs.   
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3. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
MidAmerican’s waiver request is reasonable and should be granted.  

MidAmerican established that the bundling of the energy efficiency charge with 
the delivery charge will not compromise MidAmerican’s ability to provide safe, 
reliable and efficient gas and electric service.  In contrast, approval of the waiver 
simply continues a current practice. Separating the energy efficiency charge for 
inclusion on the bill at this time may cause unnecessary customer confusion and, 
as such, justifies the approval and continuation of the waiver. 
 
 The Commission further notes MidAmerican’s request is consistent with the 
bundling of the Renewable Energy Resources and Coal Technology 
Development Assistance Charge and the Energy Assistance Charge into the 
monthly service charge billed each month.  The bundling of these charges in the 
monthly service charge is reflected in Illinois utilities’ bill form in the respective 
tariffs approved by the Commission. 
 
 The Commission disagrees with Staff that adding the line item on customers’ 
bills will increase energy efficiency participation.  Staff contends that because 
other Illinois utilities have a line item displaying energy efficiency charges is the 
reason that these utilities have higher energy efficiency participation rates. The 
Commission observes MidAmerican’s Illinois service territory serves under 
80,000 customers while the other utilities such as Commonwealth Edison serve 
over one million customers.  To point to the differences in participation and to 
argue that the line item on the customer bill drives more customer participation is 
not supported by any record evidence and defies logic given the significant 
differences between the utilities and the customers they serve.  Indeed, a line 
item on a customer’s bill does not provide energy efficiency education or provide 
any information regarding energy efficiency programs.   
 
 The Commission also rejects Staff’s arguments regarding the applicability of 
the statute and rules.  Staff attempts to rationalize its opposition to the request 
because the rules require a separate line item for adjustment clauses such as 
MidAmerican’s energy efficiency rider.  If the rules did not apply to 
MidAmerican’s energy efficiency rider, then this request would be moot.  Staff’s 
concern is not warranted, the rules apply in this instance and the Company has 
requested a waiver.  As the Commission noted above, the bundling of the energy 
efficiency charge with the delivery charge will not compromise MidAmerican’s 
ability to provide safe, reliable and efficient gas and electric service.   
 
 Staff also complains that not having a line item on the bill undermines the 
transparency of energy efficiency costs and including the amount informs the 
customer that they are paying for energy efficiency programs.  The Commission 
observes MidAmerican is required to file an annual reconciliation of its energy 
efficiency spending, and when the reconciliation is docketed, MidAmerican is 
required to file notice of a rate increase.  This process provides the transparency 
for any customer who is interested in how the funds are expended and the 
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reconciliation provides more transparency of spending than the line item on the 
customer bill.  Staff’s arguments and opposition do not outweigh the 
countervailing reasons why the charge should not be expressly included for 
these customers in this geographic location. 
  

VII. Findings and Conclusions  

 The Commission, having reviewed the record, is of the opinion and finds 
that: 
 

(1) MidAmerican Energy Company is a corporation organized under 
the laws of the State of Iowa;  

(2) MidAmerican provides electric and natural gas services in Illinois 
and is a “public utility” within the meaning of the Public Utilities Act; 

(3) the Commission has jurisdiction over MidAmerican Energy 
Company and the subject matter of this proceeding; 

(4) the facts recited and conclusions reached in the prefatory portion of 
this Order are supported by the record and are hereby adopted as 
findings of fact; 

(5) the testimony and exhibits admitted into the record provide 
substantial evidence that MidAmerican Energy Company’s Energy 
Efficiency Plan meets the filing requirements of Section 8-408 of 
the Public Utilities Act, subject to the conditions, modifications, and 
requirements herein;  

(6) approval of the proposed energy efficiency plan should reasonably 
be granted, subject to the conditions, modifications, and 
requirements herein; and  

(7) approval of MidAmerican Energy Company’s waiver request is 
reasonable and is granted. 

 

 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Commission that MidAmerican 
Energy Company’s Energy Efficiency Plan is hereby approved consistent with 
the conclusions contained herein and subject to all the conditions, modifications, 
and requirements herein. 
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 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that MidAmerican Energy Company’s petition 
for waiver of 83 Ill. Admin. Code Sections 410.210(a)(3)(E) and 
500.330(a)(1)(B)(v) is granted. 
 
 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. 
 
 By order of the Commission this ___day of December, 2013. 
 
 
 
 (SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 
 
 Chairman 
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Appendix A 
 

MidAmerican Annual Report Requirements and Review Process 
 
Annual Review Process 

•  MidAmerican will offer a transparent process to ensure an annual 
evaluation of programs and measures is conducted to assure cost 
effectiveness. Each year starting in August, MidAmerican will conduct 
a review of all programs and measures. The purpose of the review is 
to ensure that MidAmerican’s programs and measures maximize the 
overall net economic benefit to Illinois rate payers. Programs and 
measures that are no longer expected to be cost-effective or no longer 
necessary due to code changes, market transformation or other 
changes will be discontinued. Below is a summary of the major 
analysis to be undertaken in MidAmerican’s annual review process: 

•  Identification of changes to standards and codes 

•  Review of third party evaluator’s program and measure 
recommendations 

•  Evaluation of existing individual measures and programs including 
cost-effectiveness, budgets and participation levels 

•  Review of custom measures to determine if any may be moved to 
the prescriptive program 

•  Evaluation of new measures based on cost-effectiveness and 
market availability 

•  Discussion with stakeholders on recommendations for 
changes/modificiation/additions to existing programs and measures 

•  Evaluation of the need for new programs or pilots, including any 
regulatory approvals required 

•  Review of marketing and advertising materials including brochures, 
educational tools, key accounts toolbox references, etc. 

•  Review of processes and procedures to achieve and ensure 
efficiencies in delivery to better meet customers’ needs 

•  System evaluations, including EEMIS tracking system updates 

• Development of a communications plan for stakeholders regarding 
expected plan changes 
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•  Any changes jointly agreed-upon as beneficial by Staff and MidAmerican 
 

Annual Reporting Requirements 

• Energy and demand electric and gas savings by program and measure 
within each program on the following bases: 

  o Gross ax-ante 

  o Gross ex-post (where information is available from impact reviews) 

  o Net savings (where net-to-gross information is available from 
impact reviews) 

• Comparisons of gross ex-ante savings to plan goals 

• Estimated program lifetime savings 

• Spending by program and measure within each program 

• Comparisons of spending to plan goals 

• Cost-effectiveness calculations by program based on the Societal 
Cost, the Total Resource Cost, the Utility, the Ratepayer Impact and the 
Participant tests on a gross and net basis. 

• Load shapes and avoided costs used in the cost-effectiveness 
analyses will be consistent with those used in the development of this 
plan. 

• Measure lives and incremental costs will be consistent with information 
in the measure fact sheets provided in this plan. 

• Calculations will be conducted on a gross ex-ante basis. 

• Cost-effectiveness calculations by measure within each program 
based on the Societal Cost test both on a gross ex-ante and a net ex- 
post basis 

•  Explanations of changes expected to take effect going forward, 
including the addition or discontinuation of specific measures and 
programs.   

•  Discussion of market transformation and changes in standard 
practice and energy codes for the energy efficiency measures.  Any 
reanalysis of the programs and how MidAmerican responds to changes 
in standards and other information should be included.   
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•  Comparison to the net energy savings goals outlined earlier in this 
testimony should be included.   

•  MidAmerican’s response to evaluator recommendations and attach 
copies of any new evaluations to the annual report.   

•  Any changes jointly agreed-upon as beneficial by Staff and MidAmerican 


