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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. James J. Jerozal Jr., 1844 Ferry Road, Naperville, Illinois 60563. 3 

Q. By whom and in what position are you employed? 4 

A. I am the Managing Director - Energy Efficiency for Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a 5 

Nicor Gas Company (“Nicor Gas” or the “Company”). 6 

Q. Are you the same James J. Jerozal Jr. that provided direct and supplemental direct 7 

testimony in this matter? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY AND SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 10 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 11 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain proposals regarding the 12 

Company’s Energy Efficiency Plan  (“EEP”) made in the direct testimony of Illinois 13 

Commerce Commission (“Commission”) Staff (“Staff”) witness Ms. Jennifer L. Hinman 14 

(Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0), Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”) witness 15 

Mr. Geoffrey C. Crandall (Crandall Dir., ELPC Ex. 1.0), and the Illinois Attorney 16 

General (“AG”) witness Mr. Philip H. Mosenthal (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0).   17 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions. 18 

A. After reviewing the direct testimony of Staff and intervenors, I continue to recommend 19 

that the Commission adopt the Company’s proposed EEP covering the next three years as 20 

described in Nicor Gas Exhibit 1.1.  The Commission also should adopt Nicor Gas’ 21 
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proposals to adjust its annual therm goals due to changes in the Statewide Technical 22 

Reference Manual (“TRM”) and Net-To-Gross (“NTG”) ratios.  Further, the Commission 23 

should continue to allow Nicor Gas the same flexibility to adjust its programs as was 24 

approved by the Commission in Docket No. 10-0562 relating to Nicor Gas’ first three 25 

year EEP.  There are certain proposals by the Staff, AG and ELPC witnesses that I do not 26 

oppose as will be indicated in my rebuttal testimony.  My silence on any issue raised by 27 

Staff and intervenors does not necessarily indicate support for such issue. 28 

III. PROGRAM DESIGN 29 

A. BEHAVIORAL ENERGY SAVINGS PROGRAM 30 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal states that he sees “no logic” to including a behavioral energy 31 

savings program (“BES”) in Nicor Gas’ EEP as proposed by the Company.  32 

(Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 9:6-7).  What are Mr. Mosenthal’s concerns?  33 

A. Mr. Mosenthal has several concerns centered on the number of therms being generated by 34 

the program, program participation, continuity and cost. 35 

Q. How many participants and therms are planned for in the Company’s proposed 36 

BES? 37 

A. Nicor Gas has a planning assumption of 20,000 customers participating in each of the 38 

three years of the EEP, generating 693,000 gross therms.  39 

Q. What are Mr. Mosenthal’s concerns about the planned participation and therm 40 

values? 41 
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A. Mr. Mosenthal does not believe these savings are “substantial enough” and do not allow 42 

for increased opportunities for all customers to participate.  (Mosenthal Dir., AG. Ex 1.0, 43 

8:8-9:9).   44 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Mosenthal’s concerns? 45 

A. No.  In my opinion, the BES program provides substantial sources of therm savings and 46 

will provide opportunities for 20,000 customers to participate.  Mr. Mosenthal’s opinion 47 

is simply that the participation and therm value levels are inadequate (Mosenthal Dir., 48 

AG. Ex 1.0, 9:11-10:12).  However, he ignores the benefits and goals this program will 49 

bring to customers.    50 

Q. What are the goals of the BES program beyond participation and therms? 51 

A. Nicor Gas’ EEP states that “the Behavioral Energy Savings program is available to all 52 

customers and requires no initial investment.”  (Nicor Gas Ex. 1.1, 25).  In addition, the 53 

BES program may be tailored to rental and low-income markets.”  (Id.).  Further, 54 

“[c]ustomers will be selected for the pilot to represent a cross section of Nicor Gas’ 55 

residential customer base.”  (Id. at 46).  While many behavioral programs target only 56 

high use customers, Nicor Gas plans to explore other options through a request for 57 

proposal (“RFP”) process, and to seek new ideas on how to further modify BES to target 58 

apartment dwellers and other non-traditional customers that may be underserved by the 59 

EEP.  This will provide important feedback to Nicor Gas on possibly developing and 60 

enhancing its BES program. 61 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal makes several assertions regarding the operation of the BES 62 

program.  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 10-11).  Are those assertions correct? 63 
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A. No.  Mr. Mosenthal makes three broad statements asserting:  (1) that the BES program is 64 

an “opt-out” program (Id., 10:19); (2) that reports will only be sent to high use customers 65 

(Id. at 11:24); and (3) that Nicor Gas intends to change its vendor currently providing 66 

services for this program (Id. at 11:17).  Each of these assertions is incorrect.  The 67 

Company, at this point, has yet to decide on the exact nature of customer subscription, 68 

and plans to issue a RFP to solicit ideas for the program’s design.  The Company desires 69 

to design a program that will help the portfolio meet the requirements of Section 8-70 

104(f)(5) of the Public Utilities Act (the “Act”) to provide a diverse cross section of 71 

opportunities for customers, and desires to tailor BES to non-traditional BES targeted 72 

customers.  The Company’s intent is to send the RFP to its current vendor and to any 73 

other vendor the Company may identify during the procurement process as meeting the 74 

bid specifications when the RFP is released.  After this process is completed, Nicor Gas 75 

will select the vendor, which may or may not be the same vendor that Nicor Gas has been 76 

using. 77 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal also asserts that the BES program would be more cost-effective if it 78 

were a combined behavioral program between Nicor Gas and Commonwealth 79 

Edison Company (“ComEd”)?  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 13:8-14:14).  What is 80 

your response? 81 

A. The Commission should disregard Mr. Mosenthal’s assertion that “any behavior program 82 

offering should be a combined program.”  (Id. at 13:11-12).  Perhaps most problematic 83 

with his suggestion is his oversimplification of the ease with which customer data from 84 

two separate utility information technology billing platforms—Nicor Gas and ComEd —85 

can be combined to offer a joint behavioral communication program to customers.  In 86 
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doing so, he fails to acknowledge the multitude of data issues, and corresponding time 87 

and effort to address them that would be required to synchronize these two distinct utility 88 

platforms.  For example, utility specific premise locations and record indexing systems 89 

differ greatly among utilities making it extremely time consuming and costly to 90 

synchronize customers.  Nicor Gas and ComEd did explore, at one time, attempting to do 91 

this very exercise; however, even with a small data set, it proved to be overwhelming and 92 

the synchronization unreliable.  I acknowledge that this exercise might be possible for a 93 

combination utility offering both natural gas and electrical service, to the extent that the 94 

utility relied on one combined billing system, and would not require system 95 

synchronization.     96 

  Furthermore, there are areas of the Nicor Gas territory where ComEd is not the 97 

electric delivery provider which would exclude those areas from participation, or require 98 

further synchronization with other municipalities (Naperville, Geneva, St. Charles, 99 

Batavia and Rochelle) and utilities such as communities where Ameren provides electric 100 

delivery services. 101 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal indicates that Opower has achieved this synchronization with 102 

Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“Ameren Illinois”).  (Id. at 13:18-103 

21).  What is your response? 104 

A. The comparison is apples and oranges.  Unlike Nicor Gas and ComEd, Ameren Illinois is 105 

a combination utility offering both natural gas and electric service.  It is my 106 

understanding that the system synchronization necessary for a joint program is more 107 

readily accomplished within the confines of a single corporate structure on a single 108 

information technology platform.     109 
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B. BUSINESS ENERGY EFFICIENCY REBATE PROGRAM 110 

Q. Mr. Crandall recommends that Nicor Gas double the incentive amount, changing it 111 

from 25% to 50%, and correspondingly cut the administrative costs by half, from 112 

50% to 25%.  (Crandall Dir., ELPC Ex. 1.0, 6:118-119).  What is your response? 113 

A. Mr. Crandall provides no substantiation for this adjustment other than a doubling of the 114 

incentive amounts at the expense of the administrative and marketing efforts.  He fails to 115 

address the real-world impacts to marketing, trade ally engagement, administrative 116 

tracking, controls, education and outreach, and evaluation, measurement and verification 117 

(“EM&V”).  A change of the type Mr. Crandall suggests would be significant as it would 118 

ignore the current awareness levels and customer acquisition challenges that exist for a 119 

new program in Illinois like the Business Energy Efficiency Rebate program (“BEER”). 120 

Q. Are you aware of any similar prescriptive gas programs that could be used to 121 

benchmark this allocation? 122 

A. Yes.  Nicor Gas looked at the other gas programs in Illinois as a benchmark.  Ameren 123 

Illinois has a program (Business Standard Incentive – gas and electric) similar to the 124 

Nicor Gas BEER program.  The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company/North Shore Gas 125 

Company offering bundles Custom and Retro-Commissioning with the prescriptive 126 

offerings and is not a good program benchmark. 127 

Q. Can you calculate from filings in the Ameren Illinois EEP proceeding (Docket No. 128 

13-0498, Ameren Ex. 1.1, 110), a customer incentive percentage similar to what Mr. 129 

Crandall calculated for the BEER program in Nicor Gas’ proposed EEP? 130 
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A. Yes.  Using the same basic calculation, the Ameren program percentage associated with 131 

customer incentives is 30%.  This compares reasonably to the percentage in the Nicor 132 

Gas filing for a like program, in a similar climate zone and customer base.  The Ameren 133 

Illinois program is more mature than that of the Nicor Gas program.  Consequently, Nicor 134 

Gas must continue to build awareness of its customer base through marketing and 135 

outreach efforts.  The table below illustrates the calculation based on Nicor Gas’ filing 136 

and Ameren Illinois’ filing. 137 

 138 

 139 

 140 

 141 

 142 

Q. What other factors would result in the Nicor Gas incentive percentage being lower 143 

in such a program? 144 

A. The Nicor Gas program requires a substantial outreach and education effort.  BEER 145 

applies to a wide range of business customers, including many small businesses, across a 146 

wide geographic territory.  In order to make sure the program serves a diverse cross 147 

section of customers, as required by Section 8-104(f)(5) of the Act, Nicor Gas invests in a 148 

significant effort of coordination and support.  This further supports the difference 149 

between Ameren Illinois and Nicor Gas’ incentive percentages.  Moreover, Nicor Gas has 150 

a larger customer base than Ameren Illinois, thereby requiring more marketing and 151 

outreach efforts.   152 

 

Admin/Mkt Incentives Total Cost 
Incent % 
of Total 

Ameren Illinois Business 
Standard Incentive $5,576,618  $2,350,260  $7,926,878  30% 

Nicor Gas BEER $4,916,486  $1,689,454  $6,605,940  26% 
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Q. What do you conclude about Mr. Crandall’s proposed adjustment to the BEER 153 

program cost allocation? 154 

A. I recommend that the Commission reject this arbitrary change in the incentive level as 155 

unsupported, unnecessary, and inconsistent with actual program activities occurring in 156 

Illinois today.      157 

C. ENERGY SAVINGS KITS 158 

 Q. Does Nicor Gas’ proposed Home Energy Efficiency Rebate (“HEER”) program 159 

include the offering of energy savings kits? 160 

A. Yes.  Nicor Gas’ proposed EEP includes a discussion of energy savings kits.  (Nicor Gas 161 

Ex. 1.1, 27).  Also, as noted by Mr. Crandall, Appendix A to Nicor Gas Exhibit 1.1 162 

presents the economic analysis factors for the kits.  (Crandall Dir., ELPC Ex 1.0, 8:156). 163 

Q. What concern does Mr. Crandall raise regarding installation rates for the energy 164 

savings kits? 165 

A. Mr. Crandall states that he believes that Nicor Gas “has not properly accounted for 166 

insufficient installation rates” that can be associated with these kits, and provides 167 

evidence from programs in Pennsylvania to support this claim.  (Crandall Dir., ELPC Ex. 168 

1.0, 8:164-165).   169 

Q. Has Nicor Gas incorporated installation rate assumptions into its calculation of 170 

savings goals for the kits? 171 

A. Yes.  Nicor Gas calculated gross savings for these measures using the algorithms 172 

specified in the Illinois TRM; these algorithms include a factor specifying “in service 173 

rates” or installation rates.   174 
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Q. ELPC Exhibit 1.3 is a Pennsylvania Statewide Evaluator (“SWE”) report that 175 

includes the results from a study of free energy savings kits.  Do these study results 176 

apply directly to the program envisioned in Nicor Gas’ EEP? 177 

A. No.  The SWE study focused on results from a free energy kit given to low income 178 

residents without being requested. 179 

Q. How does this differ from Nicor Gas’ proposal? 180 

A. Nicor Gas’ program is different from that cited by the ELPC in several respects.  Nicor 181 

Gas’ program requires customers to request the kit, and it is not targeted to any specific 182 

segment of customers.  In addition, two versions of the kit (single showerhead or two 183 

showerheads) are available for the customer to choose the best fit.  In the future, Nicor 184 

Gas’ program will also allow the customer to “customize” the kit to include additional 185 

quantities or styles/colors of the devices to better meet customer preferences. 186 

Q. Is this offering available to customers in the Company’s current EEP portfolio? 187 

A. Yes.  With the exception of the customization of the kits, which has yet to be tested and 188 

made available to customers, this is the current offering. 189 

Q. What strategies are being used today to encourage high installation of the devices 190 

provided in the kits? 191 

A. A significant “reach back” campaign began shortly after the initial kits were sent to 192 

customers.  Customers who participated were required to request the kits either by phone 193 

or e-mail.  As a result, contact information from the customer was obtained, which allows 194 

Nicor Gas to follow-up with customers to identify if they have installed the devices, 195 

partially installed them, or have yet to install them and why.  With this information, Nicor 196 
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Gas is able to continue energy efficiency communications with its customers and 197 

encourage them to install the devices, review installation instructions and suggest the use 198 

of contractors to assist with installations.  199 

Q. Would you say that the Company is already doing exactly what Mr. Crandall has 200 

suggested in his testimony? 201 

A. Yes.  In addition, the Company has begun discussions with the independent program 202 

evaluator to evaluate the installation rates in Plan Year (“PY”) 3 of the current EEP.  The 203 

combination of the reach back campaign and evaluation results should provide very good 204 

data to establish a solid installation rate for kits using the design planned in the proposed 205 

EEP.  Furthermore, modifying the kit offering going forward to allow the customer to 206 

customize it by allowing them to add or remove devices, as well as having customers 207 

spend some of their own money will likely increase the installation rates as customers 208 

will only receive the devices that they desire, or will have paid for additional items they 209 

feel are important to meet their specific needs. 210 

D. FUEL SWITCHING  211 

 Q. What do Staff and intervenors have to say about fuel switching? 212 

A. ELPC and Staff offer positions generally consistent with the recommendation in my 213 

direct testimony to have the Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”) develop approaches 214 

for delivering fuel switching measures.  (Jerozal Dir., Nicor Ex. 1.0, 39:851-40:872).   215 

Mr. Crandall recommends that Nicor Gas work with the SAG “to review fuel 216 

substitution including the definition of savings, measures, program, Technical Reference 217 



Docket No. 13-0549 11 Nicor Gas Ex. 7.0 

Manual (“TRM”) implications and methodology.”  (Crandall Dir., ELPC Ex. 1.0, 3:61-218 

63). 219 

   Ms. Hinman states  that there is “needed certainty concerning the evaluation of 220 

fuel switching measures” and opines that the Company should provide testimony on 221 

“whether discussions at the SAG would provide the Company with enough certainty to 222 

potentially implement the fuel switching measures” and possibly include such measures 223 

like Combined Heat and Power in the next version of the TRM.  (Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 224 

1.0, 57:1345-1355). 225 

Q. Are these positions consistent with the Company’s proposal in its EEP filing? 226 

A. Yes.  In my direct testimony, I recommended that the Commission “direct that all 227 

stakeholders continue to work together in the SAG to develop approaches required for 228 

delivering fuel switching measures that are consistent with the provisions of 8-104(b).”  229 

(Jerozal Dir., Nicor Ex. 1.0, 40:870-872).  It is my understanding that a similar proposal 230 

was adopted in the Commission’s Final Order entered in ComEd’s EEP docket.  See 231 

Commonwealth Edison Co., Docket No. 13-0495 (Order Jan. 28, 2014), at 91-92.   232 

Q. Ms. Hinman suggests that the Company provide additional testimony to predict 233 

how such discussions may take place in the SAG.  (Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 234 

57:1346-1347).  Are you able to make such a prediction? 235 

A. No.  Recognizing that there are numerous topics and activities for the SAG to address in 236 

the upcoming year, it may be useful for the discussions to begin with the program 237 

administrators.  Then, once a technical solution is developed, the program administrators 238 

would introduce the ideas at the SAG for further input.  Based upon my experience 239 
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participating in the SAG, I cannot predict what the SAG may ultimately conclude with 240 

respect to fuel switching. 241 

Q. Does that strategy eliminate the input of SAG participants? 242 

A. No.  It would allow the program administrators to function essentially as a sub-committee 243 

of the SAG, to work through the details of such a program offering, and to more quickly 244 

bring the matter to the full SAG for additional ideas and input.  The program 245 

administrators can leverage the program design already offered in the Department of 246 

Commerce and Economic Opportunity (“DCEO”) filing as a starting point and expand 247 

those concepts to encompass, ideally, a state-wide approach that works for both the 248 

private and public sectors. 249 

Q. Have other SAG participants suggested ideas on fuel switching in SAG meetings? 250 

A. Not to my knowledge.  251 

Q. Would anything preclude other SAG participants from generating ideas to be 252 

proposed to this working subcommittee or to the full SAG? 253 

A. No.  All ideas are welcomed at the SAG; however, given the timeframes involved to 254 

generate consensus to date on complex issues, and the sheer number of issues SAG will 255 

address, it makes sense to approach development of this proposal as I suggest. 256 

E. WASTED ENERGY 257 

Q. Mr. Crandall states that “many utilities” are taking steps to capture behavior waste 258 

and wasted energy related energy efficiency resources.  (Crandall Dir., ELPC Ex. 259 

1.0, 10:195-197).  Other than the ComEd study conducted recently by Opinion 260 

Dynamics, has Mr. Crandall identified any other such studies? 261 
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A. No.  The only specific wasted energy study that Mr. Crandall has identified is the ComEd 262 

study.  263 

Q. Do you have an understanding of the effort involved in conducting the ComEd 264 

study? 265 

A. As outlined in the study, research objectives required detailed electricity usage profiles 266 

by segment and end-use such as:  267 

 Comprehensive assessment of electricity usage and waste by sector and end use;  268 

 Gathered data for 6 end use categories per sector; 269 

 Extensive primary data collection and metering; 270 

 Residential: 4,400 surveys, 300 site visits, metering at 140 homes (ELPC Ex. 1.4, 271 
11, 16, 19); 272 

 Commercial and Industrial: 1,500 surveys, 350 site visits, metering at 70 sites 273 
(ELPC Ex. 1.4, 10); 274 

 Defined efficient technologies and behaviors; and 275 

 Enhanced engineering analysis to assess energy usage and waste. 276 

(ELPC Ex. 1.4).  277 

Q. Did Mr. Crandall indicate the cost of or time needed to complete the study? 278 

A. No.  And in responding to Nicor Gas data request NG 2.03, Mr. Crandall has conceded 279 

that he is not aware of the cost incurred by ComEd to have the wasted energy study 280 

completed.  However, based on the report (ELPC Ex. 1.4, Section 4.1.1), surveys were 281 

sent out in April 2012.  The number of surveys and site visits indicate that this was a very 282 

comprehensive and likely costly study.  The report is dated April 2013, so one can 283 

assume, at a minimum, the report took at least one year to conduct. 284 
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Q. It seems the study is validating a point that there are wasted energy opportunities, 285 

and that behavior change programs can take advantage of those opportunities.  Is 286 

there any reason to replicate such a study? 287 

A. I do not believe so.  Nicor Gas agrees that there is potential associated with behavior 288 

change, which is why Nicor Gas has provided such an offering in its proposed EEP. 289 

 Further, with tightening budgets under the statutory cap, conducting a costly and lengthy 290 

study would not be in the interest of the Company’s customers.  Nothing new or novel 291 

would likely be generated from commissioning such a study that is not already 292 

determinable from the ComEd report and from evaluations of the Behavioral Energy 293 

Savings program that Nicor Gas implemented from PY1 through PY3 and proposes for 294 

PY4 through PY6.  In my opinion, it would be a poor use of limited funds that could 295 

otherwise be allocated to provide incentives to customers. 296 

IV. PROGRAM FLEXIBILITY AND REPORTING  297 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal states that Nicor Gas is asking for a “great deal of flexibility” in its 298 

EEP filing.  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 14:18).  Is Nicor Gas proposing any 299 

changes to the flexibility granted to it by the Commission for its current EEP?  300 

A. No.  I stated in my direct testimony that Nicor Gas is requesting the exact same flexibility 301 

that the Commission granted to it in the current EEP, and as was the same for every 302 

utility in Illinois.  (Jerozal Dir., Nicor Ex. 1.0, 22:476-488). 303 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal further states that it appears “the Company is asking for unilateral 304 

permission to make changes to its plan as it sees fit without any stakeholder or 305 
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Commission approval.”  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 15:1-3).  Is this an accurate 306 

statement? 307 

A. No.  Under the policy that applies to the current EEP, which is the same policy Nicor Gas 308 

proposes the Commission adopt:  309 

• Nicor must fully discuss with the SAG, prior to initiating the change, any shift in 310 
the budget that results in a 20% or greater change to any program’s budget, or that 311 
eliminates or adds a program.  312 

• Nicor Gas cannot shift more than 10% of spending between residential and 313 
business sectors without Commission approval.  314 

• Nicor Gas cannot modify its plans such that it no longer meets the statutory 315 
requirements for allocations to the low income and state and local government 316 
markets.  317 

Nicor Gas’ proposal, therefore, is far from the “unchecked authority” as characterized by 318 

Mr. Mosenthal.  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 5:12, 6:10-11, 16:23-24).  319 

Q. Does Mr. Mosenthal present any specific examples to suggest that the level of 320 

flexibility granted to Nicor Gas and the other utilities in their EEPs is not working? 321 

A. No.  Mr. Mosenthal, instead, presents a series of hypothetical scenarios that have not 322 

taken place, and do not comport with the very constraints that the Company is requesting.  323 

Furthermore, some of the hypothetical scenarios could not even take place under Mr. 324 

Mosenthal’s own proposals.  325 

Q. Please elaborate. 326 

A. Mr. Mosenthal states that he and virtually all of the SAG members support the approach 327 

Nicor Gas used to design a balanced portfolio.  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 16:7-9).  328 

Inherent in such a design (as inferred by the name “balanced”) are programs that allow 329 

the EEP to serve a diverse cross section of customers, with necessarily varying costs to 330 
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deliver those programs.  In other words, there are some cheap measures with shorter life 331 

cycle therms, and some more expensive, deeper and long-lived measures that require 332 

more sophisticated delivery strategies.  That is the “balancing” that was achieved in Nicor 333 

Gas’ proposed EEP. 334 

Q. Is there any scenario in which the flexibility that is in the current EEP somehow no 335 

longer works in the Company’s proposed EEP? 336 

A. Mr. Mosenthal suggests a hypothetical scenario where Nicor Gas would somehow 337 

unilaterally shift the allocation of program funding from expensive programs to cheaper 338 

programs.  Specifically, Mr. Mosenthal points to a hypothetical example of shifting funds 339 

from the Home Energy Services (whole home audit/weatherization program – the most 340 

expensive per/therm residential program) to the BES behavior change program (the 341 

cheapest residential program per/therm).  (Id. at 16:19-22).  342 

  Using this hypothetical, Mr. Mosenthal states that “with unlimited ability to shift 343 

funds”, the Company is “virtually guaranteed they can easily meet any approved goal 344 

simply by shifting more effort to the cheapest programs.”  (Id. at 16:23-17:1). 345 

Q. What are the flaws in Mr. Mosenthal’s hypothetical example? 346 

A. The hypothetical is problematic for a number of reasons as follows: 347 

  First, Mr. Mosenthal again suggests that the Company has an unlimited ability to 348 

shift funds.  In doing so, he ignores the fact that the Commission’s Final Order as to 349 

Nicor Gas’ first EEP provides that the shifting of funds within a program sector (such as 350 

the residential sector) is capped at 20%.  Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor 351 
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Gas, Docket No. 10-0562 (Order May 24, 2011), at 43-44.  Changes above that level 352 

would require discussion with the SAG. 353 

  Second, the Company’s BES program in our proposed filing includes 20,000 354 

customers with a total PY4 budget of $179,000.  A 20% change would be a $35,800 355 

change before the trigger for SAG discussion would occur.  A shift of this amount simply 356 

will not guarantee that the Company easily meets any approved goal simply by shifting 357 

money around. 358 

   Lastly, Mr. Mosenthal’s hypothetical does not recognize the actual complexity of 359 

running a program or operating and balancing a portfolio.  Mr. Mosenthal wrongly 360 

suggests that the utility can move funds dramatically around a portfolio with nothing 361 

more than a ledger book entry.  Mr. Mosenthal fails to consider the impacts associated 362 

with trade allies, customers, marketing, training, customer acquisition, and program 363 

evaluation, to name a few.  For these reasons, the Commission should disregard Mr. 364 

Mosenthal’s hypothetical. 365 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal attempts to justify this hypothetical by drawing a conclusion from 366 

the current EEP regarding the behavior change pilot.  (Id. at 17:4-10).  What is your 367 

response? 368 

A. Mr. Mosenthal’s suggestion that Nicor Gas modified its BES program simply in an effort 369 

to make up a goal shortfall in the current EEP is inappropriate.   370 

  The primary reason the program was modified was because the initial opt-in 371 

strategy failed to generate the participation levels envisioned in Nicor Gas’ original EEP 372 

filing.  In that original filing, the BES planned for 150,000 participants and 2.3 MM net 373 



Docket No. 13-0549 18 Nicor Gas Ex. 7.0 

therm savings.  The program launched late in PY1, with delays driven by the late date of 374 

the Commission’s Final Order approving the first EEP.  The Final Order in Docket No. 375 

10-0562 was entered on May 25, 2011, providing only four business days before the June 376 

1 start of the EEP.  Consequently, when it was apparent that the program could not reach 377 

the desired participation goals, the Company re-engaged with the “runner-up” proposal 378 

from the Request For Proposals (“RFP”), and initiated a program with them.  Because of 379 

the very late deployment of this opt-out program, to try and assure both participation and 380 

goals could be met, the Company elected to set the participation target at 300,000 381 

customers given the need to manage the evaluation and delivery risks associated with the 382 

program. 383 

  Additionally, Mr. Mosenthal is incorrect to the extent he suggests that the only 384 

change implemented to manage the overall portfolio for the current EEP was to invest 385 

only in “cheap therms” (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 17:6-10).  In order to accommodate 386 

this change to the BES program, nearly every program was enhanced in some way, 387 

delivering both expensive and cheap therms.  For example, Nicor Gas: 388 

• Expanded the Multifamily program from an initial offering focusing on direct 389 
installation measures, and added a component providing deep, comprehensive 390 
retrofits and a second component targeting weatherization of small apartment 391 
buildings;  392 

• Created a prescriptive track to improve the cost effectiveness of the Home Energy 393 
Savings program; 394 

• Enhanced the Retro-Commissioning program by adding a component targeting 395 
process heat customers; 396 

• Expanded the Elementary Energy Education program by expanding participation to 397 
over 20,000 more students and partnering with ComEd; and 398 

• Created a facility assessment offering to identify prescriptive and custom projects for 399 
large customers and others; and 400 
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• Revamped the small business program by changing eligibility requirements, 401 
emphasizing direct installation measures, and implementing geographic and business 402 
segment targeting approaches.   403 

These are just a few of the dynamics that Mr. Mosenthal ignores in oversimplifying the 404 

effort involved in managing a large portfolio. 405 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal suggests that the Commission establish some limits on the flexibility 406 

the Company has requested.  (Id. at 17:12-21).  What has Mr. Mosenthal requested? 407 

A. Mr. Mosenthal has ironically created a form of flexible savings goal adjustment that he 408 

opposes elsewhere in his testimony.  In particular, Mr. Mosenthal suggests that if plan 409 

administrators were to reallocate funding above the 20% trigger, then that should trigger 410 

an adjustment of the program goals.  This contradicts his testimony concerning changing 411 

therm savings goals based on changes to the TRM and NTG.  (Id. at 33:12-34-9).   412 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal suggests that Nicor Gas is proposing to shed all risk by applying the 413 

goal adjustment factor.  (Id. at 35:8-11).  Yet, it appears that Mr. Mosenthal’s 414 

proposal to alter the goals for the 20% change to program budgets will add the risk 415 

right back to the Company.  Would you comment on this? 416 

A. Mr. Mosenthal suggests that this is a symmetrical equation and that, in theory, if money 417 

is shifted from a non-performing inexpensive program to a well performing expensive 418 

program, the Company goals should decrease in that case.  What Mr. Mosenthal fails to 419 

consider is that the Company may choose to replace or retool the underperforming 420 

inexpensive program with another similar program.  In general, inexpensive programs 421 

such as BES reports, energy savings kits, etc., have low delivery costs, and simple “mass-422 

market” appeal.  They reach a large and diverse sector of the Company’s customer base, 423 

including homeowners, renters, multi-family low income, and high income customers.  424 
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Arguably, the more expensive programs like HES are, by definition, targeting a sub-set of 425 

the market, including single family homeowners and small to midsized multi-family.  If 426 

the Company was to abandon a program as described by Mr. Mosenthal, the Company 427 

also would abandon the corresponding customer segment.  One of the goals of the 428 

balanced portfolio was to balance the portfolio across all sectors and to make sure that 429 

everyone who pays into the program has an opportunity to participate in some way.  In 430 

light of the above, the Commission should reject Mr. Mosenthal’s proposal as 431 

inconsistent with the Company’s EEP. 432 

Q. Could there be a situation where it is practical or reasonable to move some dollars 433 

from expensive programs into less expensive programs, or from less expensive to 434 

more expensive programs as Mr. Mosenthal suggests?  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 435 

6:10-28)  436 

A. Absolutely.  However, with the checks and balances established and demonstrated in the 437 

current EEP, there is no reason to change the flexibility policy.  That policy allowed 438 

Nicor Gas to adjust the EEP to be on target to achieve the statutory goals for the first 439 

three year program.  Given this flexibility, Nicor Gas was able to increase and optimize 440 

cost effective savings over the three years.  The flexibility the Commission granted Nicor 441 

Gas in the first EEP proved successful in that it allowed the Company the flexibility 442 

needed to operate and overcome significant policy uncertainty associated with the TRM 443 

development, NTG policy implementation, and overall lack of customer awareness of EE 444 

programs in Illinois.  There has been no demonstrated need to change the flexibility 445 

policy already in place for Nicor Gas and Mr. Mosenthal’s assertions otherwise should be 446 

disregarded. 447 
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Q. Is Mr. Mosenthal’s recommendation consistent with the Commission Final Orders 448 

in the ComEd and Ameren Illinois EEP cases in Docket Nos. 13-0495 and 13-0498? 449 

A. No.  Mr. Mosenthal made similar recommendations in those dockets, but the Commission 450 

rejected his recommendations in both cases.  For example, in the ComEd case, the 451 

Commission found his recommendations to be unnecessary “because the Commission 452 

will be aware of large budget shifts through reports to the Commission, but also if indeed 453 

ComEd is abusing its discretion there is nothing to stop Staff or an Intervenor from 454 

bringing this to the Commission’s attention.”  Commonwealth Edison Co., Docket No. 455 

13-0495 (Order Jan. 28, 2014), at 56. 456 

Q. Does Ms. Hinman agree with the Company’s request for flexibility? 457 

A. Yes.  However, she also proposes a number of conditions in connection with this 458 

agreement.  (Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 12:252-13:296, 16:371-382). 459 

Q. Are the conditions Ms. Hinman requests germane to maintaining the flexibility 460 

granted in the Company’s current EEP? 461 

A. No.  Overall, the main theme to Ms. Hinman’s conditions is the issue of “cost-ineffective 462 

measures”.  This has little to do with flexibility.   463 

  For example, for her first condition, Ms. Hinman discusses a legal principle.  Her 464 

assumption appears to be that somehow the Company does not stay apprised and respond 465 

prudently while implementing the EEP.  She also recommends that the Commission 466 

direct Nicor Gas to maximize net benefits to Illinois ratepayers, but this is inconsistent 467 

with Section 8-104(f)(5) of the Act, which by defining cost effectiveness (and related net 468 

benefits) at the portfolio level, and by also requiring utilities to provide a “diverse cross 469 
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section of opportunities for customers of all rate classes,” clearly allows utilities to 470 

deliver portfolios that do not maximize net benefits.  In my direct testimony, I outlined 471 

six planning objectives that Nicor Gas balanced in developing the proposed EEP.  472 

(Jerozal Dir., Nicor Gas Exhibit 1.0, 15:333-20:437).  While cost-effectiveness is one 473 

consideration, the other objectives should also be considered in making portfolio 474 

management decisions.  This linkage to net benefits is the key, as Staff is opposed to 475 

cost-ineffective measures in general under this pretense, although Section 8-104(f)(5) 476 

clearly provides for cost-ineffective measures.  However, with this condition, there does 477 

not seem to be a reasonable link to the flexibility Nicor Gas requests. 478 

  In her second condition, Ms. Hinman largely discusses enhanced or additional 479 

reporting obligations of the Company.  There are no fewer than ten reporting obligations 480 

enumerated here, some of which are already being completed, some of which are 481 

reasonable, and some of which are so open ended or lacking in specificity as to be 482 

unworkable.  These reporting obligations are clearly not related to flexibility, and, 483 

therefore, should be addressed in a separate discussion between the Company and the 484 

Commission to strike the proper balance. 485 

  With respect to Ms. Hinman’s third condition, it is well determined by all that 486 

cost effectiveness screening shall take place at the portfolio level.  In an attempt to 487 

circumvent agreement among all stakeholders, Ms. Hinman desires to focus on one 488 

aspect – that is, the cost effectiveness of specific measures – which is inappropriate.  489 

Clearly, this is not conditional on the flexibility matter. 490 

  In subpart (a) of her fourth condition, Ms. Hinman proposes a policy about 491 

implementation of cost-ineffective measures.  Again, this is not relevant to flexibility, but 492 
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relates to her desire to limit a program’s ability to bundle and offer programs with various 493 

features to achieve the entire goal of the law.  The added complexity that would be 494 

introduced by this proposal is not justified by the value it would add, if any. 495 

  Subpart (b) of Ms. Hinman’s fourth condition similarly proposes additional 496 

reporting obligations to try and address the issue of cost-ineffective measures.  This 497 

micro-view of the portfolio attempts to have Staff micro-manage the program down to 498 

the measure level.  This over reach is not necessary.   499 

Q. Can the information Ms. Hinman requests be made available to stakeholders? 500 

A. Yes.  All the information she requests on a quarterly basis can be or already is available 501 

to all stakeholders and is in the Company’s Annual Report of Activities filed at the end of 502 

each plan year.  This would be an appropriate place to include the information Ms. 503 

Hinman requests.  Nicor Gas suggests that Staff and the Company work together to add 504 

pertinent and reasonable information to this end of year report that will achieve the goals 505 

in a reasonable fashion. 506 

V. SAVINGS GOAL COMPLIANCE PROCEEDING 507 

Q. Ms. Hinman makes several recommendations concerning a future savings goal 508 

compliance proceeding in accordance with Section 8-104(i) of the Act.  (Hinman 509 

Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 10:212-11:248).  What is your response? 510 

A. Nicor Gas is not opposed to Ms. Hinman’s recommendations regarding a savings goal 511 

compliance proceeding, which would initiate after the independent evaluation documents 512 

and cost-effectiveness analyses are available.  Staff’s recommendations were adopted in 513 

Ameren Illinois’ most recent EEP docket.  Ameren Illinois Co. d/b/a Ameren Illinois, 514 
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Docket No. 13-0498 (Order Jan. 28, 2014), at 47).  Nicor Gas has not yet had experience 515 

with the timing of when all necessary documents will be available but understands that 516 

there may be a delay of several months after the end of the three year EEP.     517 

VI. THE STAKEHOLDER ADVISORY GROUP  518 

Q. What roles has the SAG played during Nicor Gas’ first EEP? 519 

A. Mr. Mosenthal does a good job of outlining the SAG activities in his testimony 520 

(Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 42:19-43:14).  They include: 521 

1. Reviewing progress toward achieving the required energy efficiency and demand 522 
response goals and to continue strengthening the portfolio;  523 

2. Reviewing final program designs;  524 

3. Establishing agreed-upon performance metrics for measuring portfolio and 525 
program performance; 526 

4. Reviewing Plan progress against metrics and statutory goals;  527 

5. Reviewing program additions or discontinuations;  528 

6. Reviewing new proposed programs for the next program cycle;  529 

7. Reviewing program budget shifts between programs where the change is more 530 
than  20%. 531 

8. Reviewing budget shifts by more than 20%;   532 

9. Reviewing new program proposals;   533 

10. Comprehensive review of financing options; and   534 

11. Working with the SAG to develop periodic reports about issues that the SAG  535 
deems appropriate. 536 

Q. Were there other activities performed by the SAG over the past three years? 537 

A. Yes.  The main focus of the SAG over the majority of this time has been developing the 538 

TRM, the TRM Policy Document, and the attempt to develop a consensus  NTG policy.  539 

Q. Of these three activities, which ones were completed? 540 

A. The TRM initiatives.  The  NTG policy failed to gain consensus. 541 
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Q. Mr. Mosenthal asserts that the SAG has made great progress and is very close to 542 

completion of the NTG policy.  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex. 1.0, 6:31-32).  Do you agree 543 

with that assertion? 544 

A. No.  I too participated in nearly every SAG meeting over the past two years.  The utilities 545 

took the first step to generate consensus around a revised NTG policy.  Other 546 

stakeholders provided input but no consensus was reached.  Instead, Staff and intervenors 547 

have continued to refine their respective positions on the NTG policy in the various EEP 548 

proceedings.  There has not been a SAG meeting at which the utilities’ and final Staff and 549 

intervenor proposals have been discussed side-by-side, much less to have generated a 550 

consensus position. 551 

Q. In your opinion, could the SAG reach a consensus opinion if more time was spent to 552 

work out the differences? 553 

A. Perhaps eventually.  However, given the many months of effort, and related energy, it 554 

would seem very unlikely it could take place in a reasonable timeframe. 555 

Q. What is your opinion of a “reasonable timeframe”? 556 

A. Before March 1, 2014, which all agree is a date that provides plan administrators with 557 

sufficient time to be ready to launch programs on June 1, 2014.   558 

Q. What other tasks are expected to be completed by the SAG in 2014 and beyond? 559 

A. Mr. Mosenthal, Mr. Crandall, and Ms. Hinman suggest more than a dozen topics that the 560 

SAG should take on.  These topics are broad-ranging and include developing an Illinois 561 

Energy Efficiency Policy Manual, addressing the interactive effects between electric and 562 
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gas measures, and adding Combined Heat and Power (“CHP”) into the next version of 563 

the TRM.   564 

Q. Is there any other unfinished business that SAG needs to address in 2014 in addition 565 

to these topics raised by Staff and intervenors? 566 

A. Yes, there are a number of items that need to take place such as: 567 

1. Continue the year long discussion on a final NTG policy unless the 568 
Commission adopts the ComEd NTG plan, which is the same policy Nicor 569 
Gas presents in this filing;  570 

2. Establish negotiated NTG values for PY4 unless the Commission adopts the 571 
ComEd NTG plan which is essentially the same policy Nicor Gas presents in 572 
this filing; and, 573 

3. Negotiate spillover values for those measures where spillover values are not 574 
currently researched by EM&V contractors. 575 

Q. Do you have any suggestions as to how the SAG might address this workload? 576 

A. Yes.  I would propose to allow the plan administrators to act as a sub-committee to bring 577 

forth proposals to the broader SAG in order to jump start discussions on items to be 578 

addressed.  Good examples would include such topics as: 579 

1. Fuel switching strategies and CHP; 580 

2. Development of enhanced quarterly reports; and  581 

3. Spearhead spillover proposals to fill in gaps where research does not exist 582 
from EM&V contractors in Illinois and discuss a framework for a portfolio 583 
level spillover study. 584 

Q. Are there other strategies to help relieve the burdens on the SAG? 585 

A. Yes. With respect to the Policy Manual, there is a similar national effort being 586 

coordinated by the Department of Energy (“DOE”) called the Uniform Method Project 587 
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(“UMP”).  I suggest that the SAG may want to evaluate this proposal before starting from 588 

scratch.  A description from the DOE website states: 589 

Under the Uniform Methods Project, DOE is developing a 590 
framework and a set of protocols for determining the energy 591 
savings from specific energy efficiency measures and programs.  592 
The protocols provide a straightforward method for evaluating 593 
gross energy savings for common residential and commercial 594 
measures offered in ratepayer-funded initiatives in the United 595 
Sates.  They represent a refinement of the body of knowledge 596 
supporting energy efficiency evaluation, measurement, and 597 
verification (EM&V) activities.  They have been written by 598 
technical experts within the field and reviewed by industry experts. 599 

 (http://www1.eere.energy.gov/office_eere/de_ump_protocols.html).  600 

Q. Would SAG initiatives associated with EM&V issues such as a spillover study and 601 

the Policy Manual be completed using dollars associated with the 3% EM&V 602 

portion of the EEP budgets? 603 

A. Yes.  Since these are activities that are directly related to evaluation of programs, it is  604 

logical that the budget for such activity should be attributed to the 3% spend set aside for 605 

EM&V activities.  Consultants or contractors hired to assist in this effort should be 606 

allocated to the evaluation funding as described in the Act.  In order to control the costs 607 

of these efforts, and avoid unnecessary “scope creep”, the Commission should assure that 608 

these two initiatives remain focused and limited on EM&V activities envisioned from the 609 

stakeholders. 610 

Q. Do you have any additional comments in response to Mr. Mosenthal’s 611 

recommendation that stakeholders develop an Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy 612 

Manual?  (Mosenthal Dir., AG Ex 1.0, 44:21-23). 613 
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A.  Nicor Gas is aware that the Commission’s Final Orders in the ComEd and Ameren 614 

Illinois EEP dockets provide for a statewide Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy Manual for 615 

the Illinois utilities.  Commonwealth Edison Co., Docket No. 13-0495 (Order Jan. 28, 616 

2014), at 130; Ameren Illinois Co. d/b/a Ameren Illinois, Docket No. 13-0498 (Order Jan. 617 

28, 2014), at 129.  It remains unclear, however, the Commission’s intended content and 618 

scope for the Policy Manual.   619 

In addition, Mr. Mosenthal does not provide much detail in support of his 620 

proposal in this docket, which makes a response somewhat difficult.  Nevertheless, Nicor 621 

Gas emphasizes that program resources are limited and, in many circumstances, may be 622 

better directed towards fostering the Company’s EEP.   623 

VII. INDEPENDENT EM&V CONTRACT 624 

Q. What does Ms. Hinman propose with respect to the independent EM&V contract? 625 

A. Ms. Hinman proposes the following three policy/procedural recommendations: 626 

 (1) The Company shall file the independent evaluation contract and scope of work in this 627 

docket within fourteen days of execution.  (Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 6:119-120) 628 

 (2) The Company shall continue to include language in the independent evaluation 629 

contract such that the Commission can: (a) terminate the contract if the Commission 630 

determines the Evaluator was not acting independently; and (b) prevent the Company 631 

from terminating the contract without Commission approval.  (Id. at 6:121-125) 632 

 (3) The independent Evaluator is responsible for performing the three-year cost-633 

effectiveness analysis per Section 8-104(f)(8) of the Act.  (Id. at 6:126-127) 634 
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Q. What is the Company’s position with respect to Ms. Hinman’s requests? 635 

A. Nicor Gas is willing to agree to her first and second proposals, which are matters 636 

surrounding the contractual and day-to-day management of the hired EM&V independent 637 

contractor.  These proposals are quite specific to the contractor’s performance to a 638 

contract or statement of work (“SOW”).  However, Nicor Gas takes issue with her third 639 

proposal, which speaks more to the interpretation of “independence” and is far more 640 

problematic. 641 

 In particular, the Company is concerned that this provision will, among other things, (1) 642 

be inefficient, (2) create unneeded complexity, (3) create a certain “true-up error”, (4) 643 

generate an inference that the current process somehow is not “independent”, (5) reduce 644 

the capacity to conduct EM&V work, and (6) unnecessarily alter the methodology that 645 

has been successfully followed by ComEd and Ameren Illinois for several years.    646 

Q. Please explain each of your points more fully. 647 

A. I address each of these points in further detail below.  In addition, Nicor Gas witness Mr. 648 

Chaudhry provides rebuttal testimony on some of these points. 649 

(1) Shifting responsibility to the EM&V contractor will result in inefficiencies: 650 

 The final cost effectiveness analysis to be performed at the end of the three year period 651 

requires significant program data.  It will require all customer participation information, 652 

measures installed, rebates and incentives paid, delivery, marketing and other 653 

administrative costs, to name a few.  All of this information will be housed within the 654 

Company’s program management tool (“PMT”) (data management system).  655 

Furthermore, the E3 Calculator (“Calculator”) developed by Energy and Environmental 656 
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Economics, Inc. (“E3”) and used by Nicor Gas is the customized tool used to build, 657 

operate and calculate all the factors associated with benefit/cost calculations.  This 658 

includes avoided costs, other societal costs, and all inputs needed to make Total Resource 659 

Cost (“TRC”) calculations. 660 

 This entire data and E3 model is vetted and analyzed during the EM&V contractor’s 661 

evaluation of each plan year.  The contractor has, and does, look at the way data is stored, 662 

verify it is accurate, and check the E3 model and assumptions.  This is a very reliable 663 

system, transparent and a widely used principal to audit a program like this.  It is 664 

certainly a standard practice.  Asking the EM&V contractor to duplicate this activity is at 665 

a minimum daunting and time consuming, and on the extreme possibly impossible to 666 

exactly duplicate. 667 

 (2) Shifting responsibility to the EM&V contractor will create unneeded complexity: 668 

 The current database includes separate configurations for each program, data extraction 669 

requires detailed knowledge of how each program was configured, and the overall size 670 

and complexity of the data set is substantial, on the order of  hundreds of thousands of 671 

records.  To underestimate this task would be misguided. 672 

 (3) Shifting responsibility to the EM&V contractor will create a certain “true-up error”: 673 

 Inevitably, if one entity takes a data set (especially the size of the three year program data 674 

set), and attempts to import and run algorithms on a separate (even nearly identical) 675 

system, there will inherently be true-up errors.  Running down the errors, identifying the 676 

fixes, and re-loading data all means time and money. 677 
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 (4)  Shifting responsibility to the EM&V contractor infers that the current process is 678 

somehow not “independent”: 679 

 Ms. Hinman’s proposal would move “ownership” of the data, and the process of 680 

calculating the final three-year cost effectiveness values to a third party contractor.  The 681 

Company has the ultimate obligation to assure the targets are achieved, and accurately 682 

reported.  The Act does not envision holding a third party responsible for that final 683 

activity.  All processes, data, calculations, inputs, formulas, are open and available for the 684 

third party contractor to investigate, examine, and test.  There is complete transparency 685 

involved.  Inferring that somehow the independence of this calculation is somehow 686 

jeopardized by maintaining that responsibility with the Company is not credible. 687 

 (5)  Shifting responsibility to the EM&V contractor will reduce the contractor’s capacity 688 

to conduct EM&V work: 689 

 This activity is specifically identified under the Act as part of the 3% spending associated 690 

with EM&V.  All of the reasons above simply add additional hours and cost to the 691 

contractor tasked with this responsibility.  Consequently, the most efficient process 692 

should be used to allow for these limited funds to be applied to the program evaluations.  693 

The entire EM&V budget in Nicor Gas’ proposed EEP is $2,793,000.  If divided evenly 694 

over the three years – that is $931,000 per year.  Depending upon the man-hours 695 

involved, and complexity, this task could be very significant indeed.  In short, given the 696 

budgetary limitations, moving the cost-effectiveness analysis to the EM&V contractor 697 

will limit the contractor’s ability to complete other, more important EM&V tasks.  698 

 (6) Altering the methodology successfully used by other utilities for more than five years 699 

is unnecessary and unwarranted: 700 
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 It is my understanding that ComEd and Ameren Illinois have conducted their respective 701 

three-year cost-effectiveness analyses according to the same methodology Nicor Gas 702 

proposes in its EEP in this proceeding.  There is no demonstrated need to change course 703 

at this time.  704 

VIII. CONCLUSION 705 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 706 

A. Yes.    707 
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