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PROPOSED MODIFIED ILLINOIS NET-TO-GROSS 
FRAMEWORK 

Version Developed September 18, 2013, modified by AG December 20, 2013 
 

The Net-To-Gross Framework (“NTG”) adopted by the Commission in Docket Nos. 10-0570, 
10-0568, 10-0564 and 10-0562 has been the subject of further discussions and negotiations in 
the Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”).  During the summer of 2013, the Utilities presented 
SAG members with proposed modifications to the existing NTG framework.  SAG members, 
including the OAG, NRDC, and the Commission Staff, commented on that proposal and 
submitted proposed modifications.  This document represents the latest version of a 
modified NTG framework for which Staff, AG, NRDC and ELPC have indicated general support.  
SAG as a group has not formally agreed to this framework.  This modified NTG framework  
provides utilities with fully deemed NTG ratios for all programs with certainty by March 1 
prior to the start of the next program year assuming consensus if reached. Without consensus 
it provides clear procedures for the Commission to resolve any issues and provide certainty 
by June 1, prior to the start of the next program year.  The OAG urges Commission adoption 
of this compromise proposal. 

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION OF THE MODIFIED NTG FRAMEWORK 

1. Independent evaluators shall engage the Illinois Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”) 

process with a proposal to deem specific net-to-gross ratio (“NTGR”) values for all program 

administrators for the following program year (PYt+1) before November 1 of every program 

year (PYt).1 The evaluators will collaborate and develop a single proposal for all programs 

and program administrators.  The basis of deeming2 a specific NTGR value shall be that it 

represents the best estimate of what the evaluated NTGR value would reasonably be 

expected to be in the following program year (PYt+1) taking into consideration the best 

information available about the measure, program design, incentive levels, market, energy 

codes, and any other factors that could influence the level of free-ridership and spillover in 

the following program year (PYt+1). The SAG process may choose to modify NTGR results 

from the evaluation results based on the best information available. Past evaluations or 

evaluations from other jurisdictions, as well as changes to program designs or markets since 

the last evaluation, can be used as part of this consideration.  The change proposer bears 

the burden of proving the relevance to the Illinois energy efficiency program in question. 

                                                           
1
 The nomenclature used in this document uses “t” to denote a time variable. So, PYt represents the current 

program year, PY(t+1) reflects the next program year, and so on.  
2
 Deeming of a NTGR value means that the Program Administrator knows with certainty that the deemed NTGR 

value will ultimately be applied by the Commission in evaluating whether the Program Administrator complied 
with the statutory savings goals set forth in Sections 8-103 and 8-104 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“Act”). 
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2. In cases where consensus among voting parties3 is reached in the SAG on an individual 

NTGR value by March 1 (PYt), that consensus NTGR value shall be deemed for the applicable 

program year (PYt+1), provided that the Program Administrators file the consensus NTGR 

values with the Commission in the TRM annual update docket no later than March 1 (PYt).  

Failure to file consensus NTGR values with the Commission by March 1 (PYt) results in the 

Program Administrators being subject to retroactive4 application of NTGR values for the 

upcoming program year (PYt+1). 

3. In cases where consensus is not reached on an individual NTGR value by March 1 (PYt), the 
NTGR value for the applicable program year (PYt+1) shall be the average of the last two 
evaluated NTGR values from prior years (or only one year if that was the first evaluated year 
of the program), provided that the Program Administrators file the non-consensus NTGR 
values with the Commission for information purposes in the TRM annual update docket no 
later than March 1 (PYt).  In the event there is non-consensus on an individual deemed 
NTGR value and there are no Illinois evaluations available, the Program Administrators shall 
file the non-consensus positions and rationales, and request the Commission rule within 90 
days on the deemed NTGR to be used for PYt+1. Any party is also free to submit additional 
comments or evidence in support of their position to the Commission no later than March 
15.  Failure to file the non-consensus NTGR values with the Commission by March 1 (PYt) 
results in the Program Administrator(s) being subject to retroactive application of NTGR 
values for the upcoming program year (PYt+1). 

 
4. For new programs as part of working to reach consensus on deemed NTGRs, the SAG will at 

the same time discuss and agree on plans for future evaluations with an intent to pursue 
some early process evaluations to identify any problems or issues with the programs early 
on, and modify program designs to maximize effectiveness rather than waiting the typical 
2+ years to understand how the programs are working. This may include early information 
on NTGR (in cases where such early information could be expected to have value for and/or 
applicability to estimating savings in subsequent years), but the deemed value would still be 
used for claimed savings within that first year. However this early information will allow 
both mid-course corrections and provide early feedback to support deeming future NTGRs 
for the program in PYt+2 and beyond. 

 

                                                           
3
 Consensus means that no party indicates they oppose a specific NTGR value enough to contest it before the 

Commission. “Voting parties” are the program administrators, Staff, and other parties that have traditionally 
intervened in EEPS dockets and consistently participated in the SAG. These are currently AG, NRDC, ELPC and CUB, 
but could be expanded in the future.  However, voting members cannot also be subcontractors in Section 8-
103/104 efficiency programs. 
4
 Retroactive application means that the Program Administrator does not know with certainty the NTGR value that 

will ultimately be applied by the Commission in evaluating whether the Program Administrator complied with the 
statutory savings goals.  This uncertainty will persist until the Commission makes a decision in the relevant 
Program Administrator’s energy savings goal docket.    
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5. While deemed NTGR values are not subject to retroactive adjustments based on new 

evaluation findings, the evaluation reports will show both deemed savings (based on 

deemed NTGR for purposes of crediting utility savings) as well the actual estimated NTGR 

and net savings for that program year. While the deemed values will be the official claimed 

savings, and filed by each program administrator in their respective savings dockets, the 

information will provide straightforward and transparent data on the evaluators’ best 

estimates of net savings, as well as  a comparison of how close the deemed values are to 

the final evaluation results. 

 

PROPOSED TIMELINE 

 
 

(1) On or before November  1:  Evaluator’s Memo on Proposed NTGRs for PYt+1 
(2) On or before November 15:  Utilities host a teleconference for SAG participants to discuss 

Evaluator Proposed NTGR Memo for PYt+1 (allows for questions from all parties, clarifications, 
discussion of rationale, raise concerns, etc.). 

(3) On or before December 1:  All non-evaluator parties (jointly or individually) can submit a 
Response to the Evaluator on Proposed NTGRs for PYt+1. 

(4) On or before December 15:  Utilities host a teleconference meeting for SAG participants to 
discuss NTGR values and Party’s Memo(s) on Proposed NTGRs for PYt+1 and attempt to reach 
consensus.  Evaluators distribute detailed meeting notes no later than three days after the 
meeting. 

(5) On or before January 9:  Evaluators issue final proposed NTGR memo, incorporating consensus 
items and their proposed resolution for any non-consensus items.  

(6) On or before January 25:   Any non-evaluation, interested parties may submit (jointly or 
individually) a NTGR Objection Memo clarifying any remaining non-consensus positions, if any. 

(7) On or before February 15:  Utilities host a teleconference meeting for SAG participants to 
discuss Evaluator’s Revised Memo on Proposed NTGRs for PYt+1 and any NTGR Objection 
Memos, and attempt to reach consensus. Evaluators distribute detailed meeting notes no later 
than three days after the meeting. 

(8) In cases where consensus is not reached on an individual NTGR value by March 1 (i.e., a NTGR 
Objection Memo is received regarding an individual NTGR value and is not resolved by March 1), 
the NTGR value for the applicable program year (PYt+1) shall be deemed at the average of the 
evaluated NTGR values from PYt and PYt-1.5  In the event there is non-consensus on an 
individual NTGR value and there are no Illinois evaluations available, an explanation of the non-
consensus issue may be filed with the Commission with a request for resolution prior to June 1.  

(9) On or before March 1:  Program Administrators shall collectively file in the TRM annual update 

docket a list of the consensus and non-consensus deemed NTGR values applicable to PYt+1 and 

supporting work papers.  In the event that consensus is not reached on a new program NTGR 

value, then the respective program administrator may file a petition articulating the differing 

                                                           
5
 For a program that only has one year of evaluated NTG then that single year will be used. 
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positions and rationale and request the Commission establish a deemed NTGR. Any party can 

file their own comments with more detailed information and rationale for their position if 

desired. Failure of a Program Administrator to file consensus and non-consensus deemed NTGR 

values with supporting work papers by March 1 (PYt) results in retroactive application of NTGR 

values for the upcoming program year (PYt+1).  


