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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. IDENTIFICATION OF WITNESS 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Jennifer L. Hinman.  I work for the Illinois Commerce Commission 4 

(“ICC” or “Commission”), 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois  62701.     5 

Q. Are you the same Jennifer L. Hinman who previously submitted direct 6 

testimony in this docket? 7 

A. Yes.  My direct testimony is contained in Staff Exhibit 1.0.  8 

B. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain issues addressed 11 

in the rebuttal testimony of the North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore Gas” or 12 

“North Shore” or “NS”) and The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples 13 

Gas” or “Peoples” or “PG”) (together, “Companies” or “NS-PGL”) witness Michael 14 

Marks (NS-PGL Ex. 3.0), the direct testimony of Attorney General (“AG”) witness 15 

Philip H. Mosenthal (AG Exs. 1.0, 1.2) and the direct testimony of the 16 

Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”) witness Geoffrey C. Crandall 17 

(ELPC Exs. 1.0, 1.2). 18 

Q. Do you address every issue raised by the parties in their direct and rebuttal 19 

testimonies? 20 
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A. No.  My silence on an issue or failure to address any statement or position 21 

offered by any party in this proceeding should not be construed as either an 22 

endorsement or a criticism of that statement or position.   23 

II. MODIFIED ILLINOIS NTG FRAMEWORK 24 

A. RESPONSE TO THE COMPANIES 25 

Q. How do the Companies respond to your recommendation that the 26 

Commission should adopt the Modified Illinois NTG Framework set forth in 27 

Staff Exhibit 1.1? 28 

A. The Companies do not address the merits of Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG 29 

Framework (Staff Exhibit 1.1) in their rebuttal testimony, but instead speculate 30 

that “whatever framework is eventually adopted, it will likely be largely uniform for 31 

the Illinois utilities and thus the orders made in the ComEd (Docket No. 13-0495) 32 

and Ameren (Docket No. 13-0498) (sic) will likely decide much of the debate in 33 

the Utilities’ Plan 2 energy efficiency proceeding.”  (NS-PGL Ex. 3.0, 24-25.)  The 34 

Companies support the NTG Framework ultimately adopted in ICC Docket No. 35 

13-0495.  (NS-PGL Ex. 3.0, 25-26.)  It should be noted that the Commission 36 

adopted different NTG Frameworks for Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren”), 37 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”), and the Illinois Department of 38 

Commerce and Economic Opportunity (“DCEO”) in the most recent Plan dockets.  39 

See, Ameren Ill. Co., ICC Order Docket No. 13-0498, 121-123 (Jan. 28, 2014) 40 

(“13-0498 Ameren Order”); Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Order Docket No. 41 

13-0495, 118-119 (Jan. 28, 2014) (“13-0495 ComEd Order”); Ill. Dept. of 42 
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Commerce and Economic Opportunity, ICC Order Docket No. 13-0499, 19-20, 43 

23 (Jan. 28, 2014) (“13-0499 DCEO Order”).  This is in contrast to the approach 44 

used in the last Plan dockets, wherein the Commission essentially adopted the 45 

same NTG Framework across the utilities.  Thus, for purposes of the determining 46 

NTG frameworks in the most recent Plans, the Commission has concluded that 47 

consideration of each utility’s individual circumstances ought to take precedence 48 

over the application of a uniform NTG Framework to all utilities.  Nevertheless, it 49 

appears that the Commission recognizes consistent statewide NTG evaluation 50 

methodologies would be useful to ensure the various utilities’ energy efficiency 51 

programs can be meaningfully and consistently evaluated.  See 13-0495 ComEd 52 

Order at 130; 13-0498 Ameren Order at 129, 167; 13-0499 DCEO Order at 20, 53 

23.   54 

Q. Do you agree with the Companies that the Commission should adopt the 55 

NTG Framework adopted for ComEd in ICC Docket No. 13-0495? 56 

A. No.  I maintain that the Commission should adopt Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG 57 

Framework (Staff Exhibit 1.1) for the Companies because it provides a certain 58 

and straightforward process for deeming NTG ratios and it ensures all parties are 59 

provided with sufficient opportunity to review the bases of the Evaluators’ 60 

proposed NTG ratio values.  The NTG Framework supported by the Companies 61 

requires, among other things, that “[p]rior to March 1 of each year, the EM&V 62 

contractor will present proposed NTG values to the SAG for discussion,” and “[i]f 63 

consensus on a NTG value is reached by the parties at SAG then that NTG value 64 

should apply.”  (NS-PGL Ex. 3.0, 25, 26.)  Adoption of this NTG Framework 65 
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supported by the Companies could result in a situation where the presentation of 66 

NTG ratios to the Illinois Energy Efficiency Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”) 67 

occurs so close to the March 1 deadline that the ability of SAG participants to 68 

reasonably consider the Evaluators’ recommendation and reach consensus 69 

before March 1 is non-existent.  Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG Framework 70 

specifies November and December deadlines for the Evaluators to submit their 71 

proposals for deeming NTG ratios which are based on the dates the Evaluators 72 

themselves suggested to me.  (Staff Ex. 1.2, 1.)  Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG 73 

Framework ensures all the necessary information to assess the appropriateness 74 

of the Evaluators’ NTG proposals is available in writing in advance of the March 1 75 

deadline.  (Staff Ex. 1.1, 1-2.)  I found past NTG SAG PowerPoint presentations 76 

lacked the necessary detail to properly evaluate the NTG proposals.  Requiring 77 

the information specified in Staff Exhibit 1.1 will ensure a more efficient review 78 

process of the NTG proposals, resulting in a greater likelihood for reaching 79 

consensus on deeming specific NTG ratio values, and decreasing the amount of 80 

litigation concerning NTG ratios in the Companies’ compliance with the energy 81 

savings goals proceeding.  (Staff Ex. 1.1, 1-2.) 82 

The actual Modified Illinois Net-To-Gross Framework is presented in Staff 83 

Exhibit 1.1 attached to my direct testimony.  While I provide a layman’s terms 84 

summary of the Modified Illinois NTG Framework below, the Commission should 85 

adopt the actual language set forth in Staff Exhibit 1.1.  The language set forth in 86 

Staff Exhibit 1.1 has been carefully worded to reduce ambiguity in the 87 

implementation of the Modified Illinois NTG Framework, and thus provides for 88 
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significant certainty.  In other words, the amount of text set forth in Staff Exhibit 1.1 89 

does not mean that the Modified Illinois NTG Framework is burdensome or 90 

complicated; rather it simply provides clear guidance on the rules of the Modified 91 

Illinois NTG Framework that would create certainty for all parties and reduce 92 

litigation.   93 

Step 1 - Evaluators make proposal for deeming NTG ratio values for the 94 

following program year by specifying values for free-ridership and spillover based 95 

on the best information available about the energy efficiency program and market 96 

conditions.   97 

Step 2 - The Companies host a teleconference open to SAG participants to 98 

discuss the Evaluators’ deemed NTG proposal.   99 

Step 3 - Any party may recommend alternative NTG ratio values (with 100 

supporting reasons) to any of the Evaluators-proposed NTG ratio values.   101 

Step 4 - The Companies host a teleconference open to SAG participants to 102 

discuss the alternative NTG ratio values, in which the parties seek consensus on 103 

those NTG ratio values for deeming.   104 

Step 5 - Evaluators produce a revised memorandum documenting any 105 

revised NTG ratio values based on consensus, and the Evaluators’ recommended 106 

NTG ratio values to deem for any non-consensus NTG ratio values based on any 107 

new information.   108 

Step 6 - A Commission-approved NTG objection deadline is set for 109 

determining whether or not consensus has been reached on NTG ratio values to 110 
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deem for the following program year, providing a final opportunity for any party to 111 

identify as contested any remaining non-consensus NTG ratios.   112 

Step 7 - The Companies host a teleconference open to SAG participants to 113 

discuss the Evaluators’ revised memorandum concerning deemed NTG ratios and 114 

any NTG objections received.    115 

Step 8 - If consensus is not reached on deeming a particular NTG ratio 116 

value by February 20, then the deemed NTG ratio value for the next program year 117 

becomes the average of the evaluated NTG ratio values estimated in the current 118 

program year and the previous program year.1   119 

Step 9 - The Evaluators produce a finalized memorandum summarizing the 120 

deemed NTG ratio values, including the formulas for any NTG ratios subject to the 121 

non-consensus resolution where the two evaluated NTG ratio values are averaged.   122 

                                            
1
 Step 8 also specifies a definition for the evaluated NTG ratio values that would be averaged, 
something currently missing from the Plan 1 NTG Framework and from the Companies’ NTG proposal 
which creates a degree of uncertainty with respect to those frameworks.  Step 8 serves to minimize 
litigation before the Commission in the compliance with energy savings goal proceedings by specifying 
a reasonable and fair process for deeming NTG ratio values in the event non-consensus exists while 
also providing an incentive for all parties to reach consensus.  Step 8 also provides an “option” 
wherein the Companies could petition the Commission to establish a deemed NTG ratio for a new 
energy efficiency program if non-consensus exists concerning the NTG ratio to deem for the new 
energy efficiency program.  Given the Companies have the flexibility to size new energy efficiency 
programs appropriately, new energy efficiency programs generally are expected to be small in 
comparison to the entire Plan, and thus would reflect minimal risk to the Companies in terms of 
potentially affecting the Companies’ ability to reach their savings goals.  Given this, and the fact that 
the Companies have not proposed any new programs in this proceeding, it is very unlikely that such a 
petition would ever come before the Commission to deem a NTG ratio for a new energy efficiency 
program unless such new unproven energy efficiency program was expected to be very large, in which 
case, Commission review would be desirable in that instance.   
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Step 10 - The Companies file with the Commission the Evaluators’ finalized 123 

memorandum summarizing the deemed NTG ratio values along with supporting 124 

work papers as an informational compliance filing.2  125 

Step 11 - The deemed NTG ratio values and the Evaluators’ actual 126 

estimated NTG ratio values are both required to be shown in the evaluation reports 127 

for informational purposes.  (Staff Ex. 1.1.)              128 

Q. If the Commission chooses to adopt the NTG Framework adopted in ICC 129 

Docket No. 13-0495 in this proceeding, then do you have any 130 

recommendations? 131 

A. Yes.  First, if the Commission adopts the Companies’ proposal, then I 132 

recommend that the Commission order the NTG ratio values be filed as a 133 

compliance filing in this proceeding no later than April 1 of each year.  134 

Additionally, the Commission should find that any failure to file by that date 135 

should result in retroactive application of NTG ratio values as defined in Staff 136 

Exhibit 1.1. In the NTG compliance filing, the Companies should be required to 137 

summarize the steps the Companies and the Evaluators took to reach consensus 138 

on the NTG ratio values through the SAG as well as the reasons that the deemed 139 

NTG ratio values are believed to be the best estimates of the evaluated NTG 140 

ratios for the program year they are deemed.  This should help ensure the NTG 141 

Framework is complied with in terms of seeking stakeholder input.  The 142 

Commission should also require that both the deemed NTG ratio values and the 143 

actual evaluated NTG ratio values be presented in the evaluation reports for 144 

                                            
2
  The Companies may elect to not deem NTG ratio values.   
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informational purposes, which is consistent with Step 5 of the NTG Framework 145 

contained in AG Exhibit 1.2 and ELPC Exhibit  1.2 (“AG/ELPC NTG Framework”) 146 

and Step 11 of Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG Framework.  (AG Ex. 1.2, 3; ELPC 147 

Ex. 1.2, 3; Staff Ex. 1.1, 4.)  148 

Second, the Commission should direct the Companies to file the revised 149 

spreadsheet for calculating adjustments to savings goals based on changes to the 150 

NTG ratio values and IL-TRM values in this docket no later than May 1 of each 151 

year, as recommended in my direct testimony.  The Companies agreed with this 152 

approach.  (NS-PGL Ex. 3.0, 23:512-514.)  Because of the relationship between 153 

the two filings, filing the deemed NTG ratio values in this docket by April 1 will help 154 

ensure that all parties are aware of what NTG ratio values should be used in the 155 

May 1 savings goal adjustment filing.  The Commission adopted an adjustable 156 

savings goal approach similar to that proposed by the Companies in this docket, 157 

with a number of conditions specified by Staff, in Ameren’s recent Plan docket.  13-158 

0498 Ameren Order at 152-153.  Since the Companies do not object to the 159 

additional conditions I recommended in direct testimony and presuming the 160 

Commission provides the Companies with the same adjustable savings goal 161 

approach it provided for Ameren, having the NTG ratio values filed in this 162 

proceeding in advance of the savings goal adjustment filing should help minimize 163 

disputes. 164 

B. RESPONSE TO THE AG AND ELPC 165 

Q. AG witness Mosenthal and ELPC witness Crandall propose that the 166 

Commission should adopt the AG/ELPC NTG Framework (AG Ex. 1.2 and 167 
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ELPC Ex. 1.2) that is similar to the NTG Framework set forth in Staff Exhibit 168 

1.1.  Do you support adoption of the AG/ELPC NTG Framework? 169 

A. No.  While I support a number of elements contained in the AG/ELPC NTG 170 

Framework as it is substantially similar to my proposal, there is one element in 171 

particular that I cannot support: the creation of “voting parties.”  (AG Ex. 1.0, 30-172 

32; ELPC Ex. 1.0, 10:215.)  The Commission explicitly rejected this same 173 

proposal in ICC Docket No. 13-0499 (13-0499 DCEO Order at 23) and should do 174 

so again in this docket.  175 

Further, I have discovered some internal inconsistencies and other elements 176 

that would be unworkable in practice in the AG/ELPC NTG Framework.  First, the 177 

TRM annual update docket (specified in Steps (2) and (3) of the AG/ELPC NTG 178 

Framework for the annual filing of deemed NTG ratio values by the Companies) is 179 

not open on March 1.  (Staff Ex. 1.4, 8; AG Ex. 1.2, 2; ELPC Ex. 1.2, 2.)  The 180 

problem with this is that there is no guarantee, nor is it even envisioned in the 181 

Commission-adopted IL-TRM Policy Document (Staff Exhibit 1.4), that the TRM 182 

annual update docket will even be open by March 1, potentially resulting in annual 183 

retroactive application of NTGR values for the Companies under the AG/ELPC 184 

NTG Framework because there will be no such docket available for the Companies 185 

to file the deemed NTGR values in by March 1.  That being said, Staff Exhibit 1.1 186 

sets forth a schedule that would allow for such filings to occur in the TRM annual 187 

update docket as desired by the AG and ELPC.  I am willing to compromise on this 188 

issue by eliminating from Step 10 of Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG Framework (Staff 189 

Exhibit 1.1) the existing requirement for the Companies to file the Evaluator’s Memo 190 
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on Deemed NTGRs for PYt+1 and supporting work papers in ICC Docket No. 12-191 

0528.  Instead of this requirement, the Evaluator’s Memo on Deemed NTGRs for 192 

PYt+1 that is distributed to the SAG on February 25 could instead be attached to 193 

the consensus Updated IL-TRM that then gets submitted by Staff to the 194 

Commission for approval around March 1.  This would provide the Companies with 195 

an even greater degree of certainty than a compliance filing in ICC Docket No. 12-196 

0528 would.  Further, the existing Commission-approved IL-TRM already specifies 197 

that NTG ratios provided by the Evaluators should be listed in the appendices to the 198 

IL-TRM.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 44:1023-1024; ICC Docket No. 13-0437, IL-TRM Version 199 

2.0, 15:fn 11.)  Thus, the Commission could adopt this modification to the Modified 200 

Illinois NTG Framework set forth in Staff Exhibit 1.1 and this approach could be 201 

easily incorporated into the existing Commission-approved annual IL-TRM Update 202 

Process set forth in the IL-TRM Policy Document for consensus IL-TRM Updates.  203 

(Staff Ex. 1.4, 8.)        204 

Second,  the date to reach consensus (March 1) is the same date that the 205 

annual filing of deemed NTG ratio values must occur as specified in Step 3 of the 206 

AG/ELPC NTG Framework.  (AG Ex. 1.2, 2; ELPC Ex. 1.2, 2.)  This proposal is 207 

unworkable because it provides no time to revise documents to reflect the 208 

consensus reached.  (AG Ex. 1.2, 2; ELPC Ex. 1.2, 2.)3 209 

Third, the deadline for the non-residential energy efficiency program NTG 210 

ratio recommendations from the Evaluators (November 1) does not allow for 211 

                                            
3
 Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG Framework resolves this issue by specifying that parties are allotted until 
February 20 to reach consensus, and it provides time after that date (March 5) to prepare the filing of 
deemed NTG ratio values.  (Staff Ex. 1.1, 3, 5.)   

http://www.icc.illinois.gov/downloads/public/edocket/353099.pdf
http://www.icc.illinois.gov/downloads/public/edocket/353099.pdf
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incorporating the previous year’s evaluation results.  (AG Ex. 1.2, 1; ELPC Ex. 1.2, 212 

1.)  The Evaluators note that they can commit to providing draft NTG ratio results 213 

by December 1 for non-residential energy efficiency programs, not November 1.  214 

(Staff Ex. 1.2, 1.)  Thus, under the AG/ELPC NTG Framework it is likely that the 215 

initial Evaluator’s memorandum will not reflect the most recent findings with respect 216 

to estimating NTG ratios for the Companies’ non-residential efficiency programs.  217 

Given this problem with the AG/ELPC NTG Framework, the AG indicates support 218 

for Staff’s proposal in this regard.  (AG Ex. 1.0, 30:630-634.)  The Commission 219 

should reject Mr. Mosenthal’s proposal (AG Ex. 1.0, 30:635-636) to allow SAG to 220 

modify the schedule as this creates uncertainty in the implementation of the 221 

framework.  The Commission adoption of the schedule set forth in Staff Exhibit 1.1 222 

is critical to ensuring an efficient NTG update process that is completed in a timely 223 

manner. 224 

Fourth, the formula used to resolve non-consensus NTG ratio values is 225 

internally inconsistent within the AG/ELPC NTG Framework.  The AG/ELPC NTG 226 

Framework provides for two different approaches in the case an individual NTG 227 

ratio (“NTGR”) value is determined to be non-consensus.  This inconsistency can 228 

be seen by comparing Step 3 of the “Narrative Explanation of the Modified NTG 229 

Framework” to Item 8 of the “Proposed Timeline.”  (AG Ex. 1.2, 2-3; ELPC Ex. 1.2, 230 

2-3.)  Step 3 provides that the deemed NTG ratio for non-consensus items would 231 

be derived by the following formula: (NTGRPYt+1=(NTGRPYt-1+NTGRPYt-2)/2).  The 232 

proposed approach in Step 3 results in using NTG ratio values that are over two 233 

years old in the calculation and the Companies are aware what the average of the 234 
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two old NTG ratio values are such that it effectively creates a lower bound and 235 

reduces the Companies’ incentive to negotiate in good faith on a deemed NTG ratio 236 

value with the SAG.  Item 8 of the “Proposed Timeline” provides that the deemed 237 

NTG ratio for non-consensus items would be derived by the following formula: 238 

(NTGRPYt+1=(NTGRPYt+NTGRPYt-1)/2).  Under Item 8, which is consistent with 239 

Staff’s proposed Modified Illinois NTG Framework, the Companies would know one 240 

of the NTG ratio values and have partial retrospective application of the NTG ratio 241 

evaluated for PYt in certain cases.  Item 8 creates an incentive for the Companies 242 

to negotiate in good faith with the SAG on the best estimate of the NTG ratio values 243 

and also results in a more accurate NTGR value than the other approach since 244 

more recent NTG ratio values are used in the calculation. 245 

Fifth, the equation used for resolving non-consensus NTG ratio values has 246 

an undefined term.  There is no definition for “Evaluated NTGR values”, which is 247 

problematic because this is subject to a variety of interpretations.  For example, it 248 

could potentially mean the NTGRs estimated from surveys of the utility’s 249 

participating customers and trade allies, regardless of whether the Evaluator 250 

recommended the NTGR be a mix of secondary and primary data, or even if the 251 

Evaluator recommended totally ignoring a portion of the primary data.  In contrast, 252 

Staff’s NTG Framework proposal contains a definition for this phrase and eliminates 253 

this issue.  (Staff Ex. 1.1, 3:fn 5.)   254 

While these are not the only concerns associated with the AG/ELPC NTG 255 

Framework, these five problems, in addition to the proposal to create voting parties, 256 
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are real problems which would significantly frustrate any attempts at implementing 257 

the AG/ELPC NTG Framework.   258 

III. EM&V SCHEDULES FOR TRM AND NTG UPDATES (AG EX. 1.0, 43.) 259 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal requests that the Commission direct the Companies to work 260 

with the SAG on “[i]mproving the evaluation, measurement and verification 261 

(“EM&V”) process so that [the Evaluators’] reports are produced in a timely 262 

fashion to inform [the Illinois Statewide Technical Reference Manual (“TRM”)] 263 

and NTG updates.”  (AG Ex. 1.0, 43.)  Do you support Mr. Mosenthal’s request 264 

to improve the EM&V process so that the Evaluators’ reports are produced in 265 

a timely fashion to inform TRM and NTG updates? 266 

A. I agree with this concept and in fact Staff has encouraged the Evaluators to 267 

deliver EM&V reports concerning TRM and NTG updates at an earlier date.  268 

However, I believe it would be much more efficient for the Commission to resolve 269 

this issue in this docket and adopt the workable timelines suggested by the 270 

Evaluators for TRM and NTG updates (Staff Ex. 1.2), rather than directing the 271 

Companies to work with the SAG as requested by Mr. Mosenthal.   272 

One of the drivers of the date the NTG results are produced is the date the 273 

Evaluators finally receive the final energy efficiency program tracking system 274 

information from the Companies after the program year has ended.  Because final 275 

tracking system information is not needed for updating the TRM, the utilities’ 276 

Evaluators suggest that the annual TRM Update Process can begin much earlier 277 

(i.e., July 1, with much of the work due from the Evaluators on August 1 and 278 
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October 1) than the process for updating NTG ratios (i.e., November 1 for 279 

residential NTG ratios and December 1 for non-residential NTG ratios).  (Staff Ex. 280 

1.2, 1.)   281 

Evaluators worked collaboratively to produce a single set of suggested 282 

timelines that could work well to update the deemed values for both the TRM and 283 

NTG ratios on an annual basis.  (Staff Ex. 1.2, 1.)  Thus, in the interest of resolving 284 

the issue raised by the AG in this docket and freeing up the SAG’s limited 285 

resources, the Commission should adopt the Evaluators’ suggested EM&V 286 

schedules for TRM and NTG updates as set forth in Staff Exhibit 1.2.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 287 

33:770-774.)  Indeed, the Commission recently adopted this timeline in ICC Docket 288 

No. 13-0498.  13-0498 Ameren Order at 131. 289 

IV. CREATION OF AN ILLINOIS ENERGY EFFICIENCY POLICY MANUAL (AG EX. 290 

1.0, 45.)  291 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal requests that the Commission direct the Companies to work 292 

with the SAG on “[a]n Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy Manual, designed to 293 

streamline and encourage consistency on various program-related policies 294 

for review and approval by the Commission.”  (AG Ex. 1.0, 43.)  How do you 295 

respond to Mr. Mosenthal’s request to have the Commission order the 296 

Companies to work with the SAG to develop such a manual for review and 297 

approval by the Commission? 298 

A. The Commission directed the creation of a statewide Policy Manual limited to 299 

evaluation issues in recent Commission Orders.  13-0495 ComEd Order at 130; 300 

13-0498 Ameren Order at 129; 13-0499 DCEO Order at 23.  The Commission 301 
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should again limit the statewide Policy Manual to evaluation-related issues in this 302 

docket and should also specify that such manual needs to reflect consensus 303 

among all interested parties.  In other words, issues related to prudence and 304 

program implementation should not be addressed in the Policy Manual.  305 

Evaluation-related consistency issues to be addressed in the evaluation Policy 306 

Manual could include the following topics: cost-effectiveness analysis, treatment 307 

of interactive effects, treatment of fuel switching measures, defensible statewide 308 

NTG ratio methodologies, evaluation reporting, and statewide code collaborative 309 

savings attribution.  For the sake of clarity in the completion of the Policy Manual, 310 

the Commission should direct the Companies to work with their Evaluators, ICC 311 

Staff, the other Illinois utilities, DCEO, and the SAG to create a consensus 312 

evaluation Policy Manual that would resolve outstanding evaluation policy issues.  313 

The Commission should direct Staff to submit the consensus evaluation Policy 314 

Manual to the Commission upon completion with a request to open a proceeding 315 

in which the Commission can consider approval of the statewide evaluation 316 

Policy Manual. 317 

III. CONCLUSION 318 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 319 

A. Yes. 320 


