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INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Rebecca Devens.  My business address is 309 W. Washington, Suite 800, 3 

Chicago, IL 60606. 4 

 5 

Q. Are you the same Rebecca Devens who filed testimony in this docket on 6 

October 23, 2013? 7 

A. Yes.   8 

 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the direct testimonies of the Office of 11 

the Attorney General on Behalf of the People of the State of Illinois (“OAG”), the 12 

Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”), the Environmental Law and Policy 13 

Center (“ELPC”), and the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”) 14 

regarding the Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity’s (“DCEO” or 15 

“the Department”) natural gas programs pursuant to Section 8-104 and electricity 16 

programs pursuant to Section 8-103 of the Public Utilities Act (“PUA” or “the Act”).  17 

220 ILCS 5/8-103, 5/8-104.  Specifically, I will respond to these parties’ 18 

recommendations related to DCEO’s proposal to use an adjusted gross approach to 19 

evaluating savings for its public sector programs, and to proposals related to 20 

DCEO’s programs for low-income customers.  21 

 22 

Q. What is DCEO’s adjusted gross proposal? 23 

A. DCEO states that adjusted gross savings: 24 
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“typically refer to the change in energy consumption and/or demand 25 
that results directly from program-related actions taken by 26 
participants in an efficiency program, regardless of why they 27 
participated. It adjusts for such factors as data errors, installation and 28 
persistence rates, and hours of use, but does not adjust for free 29 
ridership or spillover.” DCEO Ex. 1.0 at 37.   30 
  31 

 In other words, adjusted gross savings include all savings that resulted from 32 

participation in a program without taking into account free ridership or spillover.  33 

This approach does include all other usual Evaluation, Measurement and 34 

Verification (“EMV”) factors such as usage and persistence rates.  DCEO requests 35 

that the Commission approve this approach for determining what the achieved 36 

savings are for the Department’s public sector programs.  Id.   37 

 38 

Q. Did other intervenors respond to DCEO’s proposal in their direct 39 

testimony? 40 

A.   Yes. NRDC states that while DCEO faces “significant challenges to estimating net 41 

savings,” the proposal amounts to “‘throwing the baby out with the bath water,’” 42 

which will “almost inevitably result in less effective programs.”  NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 6.  43 

NRDC does acknowledge that DCEO’s concerns are legitimate.  Id.  at 21-22.  44 

Ultimately, NRDC seems to believe that DCEO’s concerns stem from too great of 45 

complexity.  NRDC states that “we need to deal with complexity all the time.  It 46 

should not be a reason to not do something.”  Id.  at 25. 47 

 48 

Q. Do you agree with NRDC that the issue DCEO identifies is complexity? 49 

A. No.  DCEO asserts that there are characteristics of the public sector market that 50 

render the application of NTG to it inappropriate, and I agree. 51 

 52 
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Q. What are those characteristics? 53 

A.  DCEO’s programs are entering their seventh year next year, so they will  have been 54 

available to customers for six years.  Many public entities, and customers of all 55 

kinds, are aware of the existence of these programs.  It is likely that public sector 56 

customers will plan on participating in the DCEO program in tandem with planning 57 

upgrades to facilities.  This means that an entity such as a public university may 58 

hear from DCEO that the programs are available in a given year.  The university 59 

may not, for various reasons, decide to invest in energy efficiency in that year.  60 

However, in a future year, if the university’s situation has changed, and it now 61 

decides to make an energy efficient upgrade, it may opt to participate in a DCEO 62 

program, having known in advance that the program was available because DCEO 63 

informed the customer of that program.  Because a public sector entity’s decision to 64 

invest in an energy efficiency upgrade is likely inextricably linked to the existence of 65 

a DCEO incentive, it is not reasonable to assess NTG for public sector programs.   66 

 67 

 The marketing of public sector programs is also unique from residential and 68 

commercial and industrial programs.  It is my understanding that most public sector 69 

entities are very large customers, and that the number of public sector entities is 70 

small, relative, for example, to the number of residential customers of 71 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”).  For these reasons, it is my 72 

understanding that DCEO’s programs require the Department to reach out 73 

individually to public sector entities to educate them about the possibility of 74 

participating in a program.  This strategy is unique from a transaction that a 75 

residential customer may have in participating in a ComEd energy efficiency 76 
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program.  DCEO’s programs typically involve large and expensive upgrades.  Public 77 

entities do not on a whim decide to make an investment because of budgetary and 78 

bureaucratic requirements.  Typically, an investment involves a planning and 79 

research process.   80 

 Finally, many of DCEO’s potential public sector customers lack the incentive to 81 

invest in energy efficiency that residential, business, and commercial customers 82 

have.  Many local governments in ComEd service territory have franchise 83 

agreements with ComEd, under which the local governments do not pay for their 84 

own electricity.  DCEO Ex. 1.0 at 33.  Instead, businesses and residences pay a 85 

franchise fee that covers the cost of electricity for that city. Id.  Similarly, Ameren 86 

owns many street lights in downstate Illinois, which excludes a natural market in 87 

the Ameren territory for DCEO’s Public Sector Energy Efficiency programs.  Id. at 88 

34.  Because these public entities will not realize direct savings from making energy 89 

efficiency investments, their motivations for participating in DCEO’s programs are 90 

less straightforward and far more complex than those of residential and private 91 

sector customers.  For this reason, NTG methodologies that attempt to capture 92 

whether or not an incentive was the deciding factor in a customer making an 93 

investment will often not receive an accurate black and white answer, because there 94 

may not be an isolated reason that explains that customer’s decision.   95 

 96 

Q. How does this compare to other energy efficiency programs? 97 

A. In contrast, a residential customer may visit their her hardware store with the 98 

intention of purchasing compact fluorescent light bulbs (“CFLs”)  because she knows 99 

they lower her electricity bill, and purchase discounted bulbs because they are 100 
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available.  That customer would have purchases CFLs even if they were not 101 

discounted, which is an example of free ridership (a correlative example of spillover 102 

might be if a customer is motivated to purchase CFLs because of the program 103 

discount, and later continues to purchase CFLs even without a discount present).  104 

Within these customer sectors, there are differences in customer awareness of the 105 

energy efficiency programs due to how the programs are marketed.  A residential 106 

customer may visit a hardware store with or without the intention of purchasing 107 

light bulbs, and may or may not purchase light bulbs because of the discount.  A 108 

public sector entity, on the other hand, plans and researches investments, and the 109 

existence of a DCEO incentive becomes one of many factors a public entity takes into 110 

account when having bureaucratic and budgetary discussions about the merits and 111 

costs of making an energy efficient upgrade.  The decision public entities make to 112 

invest in energy efficiency is complex, and cannot be distilled to be or not be the 113 

result of the existence of an incentive.   114 

 115 

Q. Are there any other concerns you have with estimating a NTG for public 116 

sector programs? 117 

A. Yes.  Further, estimating NTG for public sector programs creates a perverse 118 

disincentive for DCEO to not market the program to willing customers.  It would not 119 

be reasonable for DCEO to turn potential customers away for having the foresight to 120 

plan on investing in energy efficiency, and for researching means to make that 121 

investment more feasible.  To do so would be in opposition to the EEPS goal of 122 

expanding energy efficiency by increasing the goals every year 123 
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Q. How did Staff respond to DCEO’s proposal for using an adjusted gross 124 

approach and not estimating NTG?  125 

A. Yes.  Staff concedes that there are problems with measuring free ridership and 126 

spillover rates, but maintains that a NTG approach provides “more information than 127 

an adjusted gross approach about whether the programs are providing any real 128 

benefits to ratepayers.”  Staff Ex. 2.0 at 6.   129 

 130 

Q. How do you respond to Staff? 131 

A. I appreciate that Staff is concerned about these programs providing benefits to 132 

ratepayers.  But I do not believe that the NTG methodology, when applied to the 133 

public sector, provides information that truly illuminates whether the programs are 134 

beneficial.  As I illustrated above, the way the public sector participates in energy 135 

efficiency is distinct from other customer sectors, and I do not believe a process that 136 

attempts to isolate and capture public sector customers’ motivations for 137 

participating in a program will yield useful results.  Instead, I think that attempting 138 

to estimate NTG for public sector programs can yield results that are inaccurate and 139 

unhelpful.   140 

 141 

Q. Is it necessary for the evaluations to provide information about whether a 142 

program is providing benefits to ratepayers, or how that process could be 143 

improved? 144 

A. Yes, and that will still be the case here.  DCEO’s proposal would ensure that that 145 

information is still provided, but in a way that best accounts for public sector specific 146 

concerns.  DCEO states that the priorities in an evaluation using an adjusted gross 147 
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savings are “ensuring the projected savings accurately reflect actual savings;” 148 

“providing feedback from their process evaluations to recommend ways to improve 149 

programs;” analyzing measures and program “to identify when particular measures 150 

are becoming the standard practice,” and recommending “changes to strengthen the 151 

programs.”  DCEO Ex. 1.0 at 38-39.  DCEO believes the last two priorities would 152 

help ensure that free ridership is minimized.  Id.   153 

 154 

Q. Is there a difference between this type of evaluation and the evaluations 155 

that have been done in the past on DCEO programs? 156 

A.  Yes.  These priorities are more “process oriented” than “savings achievement” 157 

oriented.  Evaluations conducted in this way investigate and provide 158 

recommendations on how programs could be improved and more savings achieved.  159 

If evaluators conducted all energy efficiency plan evaluations in this manner, it 160 

would mean that more ratepayer funds for EMV expenses would be directed toward 161 

evaluating how programs could be improved, and fewer ratepayer funds would be 162 

spent estimating free ridership and spillover, which as I demonstrated above, should 163 

not be applicable to public sector programs under the described circumstances. 164 

 165 

Q. How did ELPC respond to DCEO’s proposal for using an adjusted gross 166 

approach and not estimating NTG? 167 

A. ELPC states that the Commission should require DCEO to use the NTG framework 168 

that parties are seeking agreement on in this and other energy efficiency plan 169 

dockets, or allow DCEO to use a NTG methodology relying on the retroactive 170 

application of NTG if free ridership and spillover are included.  ELPC Ex. 1.0 at 11.  171 
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If the Commission does not approve DCEO’s adjusted gross approach, DCEO stated 172 

that its other preference would be for a retroactive application of NTG.  DCEO Ex. 173 

1.0 at 35.  ELPC did not provide analysis explaining why NTG is appropriate for the 174 

public sector, and the adjusted gross approach is not, so I can’t speak to their 175 

proposal on that issue.  176 

 177 

Q. How did the OAG respond to DCEO’s proposal for using an adjusted gross 178 

approach and not estimating NTG? 179 

A. The OAG asserts that it is Commission policy to require net goals from the Section 180 

8-103 and 8-104 program; that “as a matter of policy, it is not good practice to ignore 181 

NTG adjustments because it creates significant perverse incentives and ignores the 182 

true impact of the programs and evaluations of cost-effectiveness;” and that DCEO’s 183 

proposal to include downward adjustments to goals based on a projected realization 184 

rate less than 1.0 is inappropriate.  OAG Ex. 1.0 at 19.   185 

 186 

Q. How do you respond to the OAG? 187 

A. While the Commission has required in the past that the NTG framework should 188 

apply to DCEO’s public sector programs, that does not mean NTG must be estimated 189 

for DCEO’s programs going forward.  Regarding the OAG’s assertion that not 190 

estimating NTG can lead to perverse incentives, I disagree.  I understand the OAG’s 191 

concern that if a program does not seek to minimize free ridership, program 192 

administrators could seek to implement programs that appeal to free riders.  193 

However, as stated above, DCEO has already pledged to modify programs based on 194 

evaluator findings related to free ridership.  DCEO will act on information related to 195 
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maximizing net benefits, but for the reasons I state above, it is simply not 196 

reasonable to estimate NTG to accurately calculate savings achieved in the public 197 

sector.  Finally, regarding the OAG’ concerns regarding downward adjustments to 198 

realization rates less than 1.0, I believe this is a separate issue from the adjusted 199 

gross approach, and I believe it is one the OAG and DCEO could reach agreement on 200 

in this docket or through the SAG.   201 

 202 

Q. What are your recommendations to the Commission regarding the adjusted 203 

gross savings approach and the Plan in general? 204 

A. I recommend that the Commission approve the Plan and adopt DCEO’s request for 205 

savings for public sector programs to be evaluated using the adjusted gross 206 

approach.  I don’t see the point of penalizing DCEO, a public entity, for arbitrary 207 

estimates of free ridership and spillover, given the circumstances discussed above.  208 

 209 

Q. Do you have comments on other topics raised in intervenor direct 210 

testimony? 211 

A. Yes. I support Staff’s recommendation that for low income measures, DCEO should 212 

seek to lower the per facility savings in order to increase the number of facilities 213 

that are served.  Staff Ex. 2.0 at 20.  Staff provides an example illustrating that if 214 

DCEO installs 92 AFUE furnaces instead of 95 AFUE furnaces, then DCEO will be 215 

able to install more furnaces and generate more savings.  Id. at 19.  However, if for 216 

specific measures or programs, DCEO is limited in how many customers the 217 

Department can reach, CUB is not opposed to DCEO installing a more efficient unit, 218 

such as a 95 AFUE furnace in the example  219 
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Q. Do you have other recommendations relate to low-income programs? 220 

A. Yes.  I recommend that the Commission consider requiring DCEO to promote the 221 

Percentage of Income Payment Program (“PIPP”) through the low-income programs.   222 

 223 

Q. What is the PIPP? 224 

A. The PIPP is a component of the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program 225 

(LIHEAP) that caps the amount low-income customers pay on their utility bills to 226 

6% of their income, provided their household energy consumption does not cause 227 

their utility bills to exceed the maximum benefit. In conjunction, the PIPP also 228 

requires that participants receive information about becoming more energy efficient, 229 

and receive a referral to participate in the Illinois Home Weatherization Assistance 230 

Program (“IHWAP”).  It is my understanding that participation in the PIPP is a 231 

better option for low-income customers in need of energy bill payment assistance 232 

than traditional LIHEAP payments because the amount customers pay is capped at 233 

6%, those customers are connected with energy efficient upgrades, and those 234 

customers typically, if not always, receive a greater amount of assistance through 235 

PIPP than traditional LIHEAP grants.  I believe that all customers should have 236 

access to information about the existence of the program so that they may 237 

participate in the current or future years as needed. 238 

 239 

Q. Is the PIPP currently available? 240 

A. It is my understanding that in certain areas, demand for PIPP participation exceeds 241 

the current funding available for it.  However, this may not be the case in future 242 

years, particularly if more LIHEAP funding is diverted to it.    243 
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Q. Why should DCEO promote the PIPP through its low-income programs? 244 

A. Since the PIPP act already mandated referrals from PIPP to IHWAP, it is sensible to 245 

assume that consumers who seek energy saving assistance through IHWAP should 246 

also benefit from being referred to the PIPP, in case they are not already aware of it. 247 

Furthermore, it is important to note that under the PIPP component of the LIHEAP 248 

program, energy savings by clients can reduce program costs for DCEO, unlike the 249 

traditional LIHEAP block grants. Co-promotion of energy efficiency programs and 250 

PIPP should eventually lead to decreased PIPP program costs and increased 251 

program accessibility.  252 

 253 

Q. What do you recommend? 254 

A. I recommend that the Department coordinate with their colleagues who administer 255 

the LIHEAP and PIPP programs to design a simple outreach strategy for the PIPP 256 

program.  I do not believe that the promotion of the PIPP has to be too involved of a 257 

process, depending on the backgrounds of the program administrators and 258 

contractors who communicate with the customer or complete work on their premise.  259 

The process could be as simple as a contractor mentioning and leaving a brochure 260 

about the program.  I invite DCEO to comment on the advisability and feasibility of 261 

promoting the PIPP through its low-income programs, and if the Commission finds 262 

this recommendation desirable, I recommend the Commission order that DCEO 263 

promote the PIPP through their programs.  264 

 265 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?  266 

A. Yes. 267 


