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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. Hammad S. Chaudhry, 1844 Ferry Road, Naperville, Illinois, 60563. 3 

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

A. I am the Manager of Energy Efficiency Design for Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a 5 

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

Q. Are you the same Hammad S. Chaudhry that provided direct testimony in this 7 

matter? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

II. ITEMIZED ATTACHMENTS 10 

Q. Are there any exhibits to your rebuttal testimony? 11 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring Nicor Gas Exhibit 9.1, Determination of Total Resource Cost 12 

Ratios for Joint EEP Program. 13 

III. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY  14 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 15 

A. I respond to several issues raised by Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) 16 

Staff (“Staff”) witness Ms. Jennifer L. Hinman concerning program design and measures. 17 

(Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0).  I also make few corrections to data included in Citizens 18 

Utility Board (“CUB”) witness Ms. Rebecca Devens’ testimony. (Devens Dir., CUB Ex. 19 

1.0).  Finally, I am also making few corrections to data included in Environmental Law 20 
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and Policy Center (“ELPC”) witness Mr. Geoffrey C. Crandall.  (Crandall Dir., ELPC 21 

Ex. 1.0). 22 

IV. RESPONSE TO STAFF TESTIMONY 23 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Hinman’s recommendation that “the Commission should 24 

clarify that the independent Evaluator is responsible for performing the 25 

independent three-year cost-effectiveness analysis required by Section 8-104(f)(8) of 26 

the Act”?  (Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 9:195-10:210). 27 

A. No. To perform the cost-effectiveness analyses, Nicor Gas uses the E3 Calculator 28 

(“Calculator”) developed by Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc. (“E3”) with 29 

modifications to comply with the cost-effectiveness evaluation requirements of Section 8-30 

104 of the Public Utilities Act (the “Act”).  It is Nicor Gas’ intent to provide the inputs 31 

and outputs (results) of the E3 model to the independent evaluator, who would then check 32 

and validate costs, measures, participation, avoided costs and the cost-effectiveness 33 

results for the Energy Efficiency Plan (“EEP”) for accuracy.  After the evaluation and 34 

approval by the independent evaluator, Nicor Gas would present the findings on the cost-35 

effectiveness of the EEP to the Stakeholders Advisory Group (“SAG”) and the 36 

Commission. 37 

Q. What concerns does Nicor Gas have with Ms. Hinman’s position on the ex-post cost 38 

effectiveness analysis being performed by an independent evaluator? 39 

A. The main concern Nicor Gas has with Ms. Hinman’s recommendation is the use of 40 

uniform methods and tools to perform an ex-post analysis.  For an accurate ex-post 41 

analysis, all of the required inputs to perform the analysis, such as program costs 42 
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(incentives paid, marketing, administration), avoided costs, participations levels, measure 43 

information (savings, life, etc.) will come from Nicor Gas’s program management tool 44 

(“PMT”).  These values will be reflective of evaluation reports, where applicable.   45 

Instead of assembling this data set for delivery to the independent evaluator, Nicor Gas 46 

would run the E3 model with these inputs and generate the cost-effectiveness analysis 47 

that will be available for the independent evaluator to validate and check. 48 

As mentioned above, Nicor Gas has invested significant effort in modifying the 49 

basic E3 tool for use in accordance with the Act.  It is not clear if the independent 50 

evaluator would use the E3 tool as modified by Nicor Gas or some other tool for the cost-51 

effectiveness analysis.  For accurate cost-effectiveness results, any other tool utilized by 52 

the independent evaluator would need to be modified accordingly.  This additional step is 53 

unnecessary in light of the availability of Nicor Gas’ modified E3 tool. 54 

Regardless of Ms. Hinman’s opinions, Nicor Gas will have the burden of proof as 55 

to the cost-effectiveness of its plan, programs and measures.  Therefore, Nicor Gas and 56 

not an independent evaluator should be the one to perform the cost-effectiveness analysis.  57 

The Company, as stated above, would rely on the independent evaluator to review and 58 

comment on the Company’s analysis.  Nicor Gas witness Mr. James J. Jerozal Jr. 59 

provides additional rebuttal testimony on this point. 60 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Hinman’s assertion that the Company has in the past used its 61 

Commission-approved program flexibility to promote additional cost-ineffective 62 

measures?  (Id. at 20:460-467). 63 

A. No.  Ms. Hinman’s assertion is based only on the small furnace tune-up measure in the 64 

Small Business Energy Efficiency Program (“SBEEP”) program and is not correct.  The 65 
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SBEEP program is expected to yield 3.9 MM therms saved as compared to 2.2 MM 66 

therms as originally filed by the Company in its first three year EEP.  The increase in the 67 

number of furnace tune-ups is the result of a comprehensive program offered to small 68 

business customers and trade allies.   69 

The furnace tune-up is an important measure in this comprehensive offering 70 

because it allows Nicor Gas’ trade allies who specialize in space heating equipment to 71 

offer something to customers when they are not interested in upgrading to a new energy 72 

efficient furnace.  Without the ability to offer this measure, Nicor Gas risks losing the 73 

participation of some space heating specialists who bear the burden of offering the small 74 

business customers a free energy assessment as part of the SBEEP program.  In addition, 75 

the furnace tune-up measure provides an incentive of $140 with estimated savings of 63 76 

therms per tune-up.  The cost of the annual therms saved is $2.22/therm, which is 77 

reasonable.   78 

Furthermore, customers who choose to implement furnace tune-up measures 79 

routinely adopted other cost-effective measures, such as programmable thermostats and 80 

bathroom aerators.  Therefore, this measure not only plays an important role in Nicor 81 

Gas’ ability to offer a comprehensive program to its customers, it also provides a 82 

reasonable delivery package that the trade allies delivering this program find acceptable 83 

and can support.     84 

Q. Please respond to Ms. Hinman’s statement that the Company should provide “the 85 

statistics associated with the additional efficiency measures adopted by customers 86 

that received cost-ineffective measures through energy efficiency program during 87 

Plan 1”.  (Id. at 22:502-504).   88 
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A. The SBEEP program participation data to date shows that participants in furnace tune-up 89 

measures routinely installed additional measures, such as programmable thermostats, and 90 

bathroom and kitchen aerators.  The savings associated with these additional measures 91 

are about three times compared to furnace tune-up measure savings for these customers.  92 

This is one example where the participation trend clearly indicates that participants in 93 

furnace tune-ups further engage with program offerings and achieve deeper energy 94 

savings. 95 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Hinman’s assessment that “Nicor Gas should shift the funds 96 

associated with the extremely cost-ineffective water heaters to cost-effective 97 

measures”?  (Id. at 22:512-514). 98 

A. No.  Although it is true that the tankless water heaters’ Total Resource Cost (“TRC”) 99 

ratios range from 0.15 to 0.36 based on size, the tankless water heaters are included in a 100 

comprehensive small business program.  Tankless water heaters can be used in any type 101 

of small business facility, thus providing an opportunity for various small business 102 

customers who may not have any other natural gas savings opportunities.  Furthermore, 103 

Nicor Gas’ EEP only projects a minimal participation of six units at a total cost of 104 

$15,937.  (See Nicor Gas Ex. 5.2).  Consequently, although the planned participation and 105 

costs are not significant, the measure provides a real opportunity to small business 106 

customers that are paying into the program and thus should continue in the EEP. 107 

Q. Ms. Hinman suggests that the Company provide in rebuttal testimony all of the 108 

input assumptions and calculations used to arrive at the unit savings estimates 109 

shown in Nicor Gas Exhibit 1.2.  (Hinman Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 27:620-623).  Is Nicor 110 

Gas providing this information in its rebuttal testimony? 111 
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A. No.  Nicor Gas is not providing this information in its rebuttal testimony.  112 

Q. Please explain why not.  113 

A. Due to the expedited time frame for the Company to prepare its rebuttal testimony, the 114 

Company did not have sufficient time to assemble the requested information with the 115 

appropriate level of detail.  116 

Q. When will the Company provide this information requested by Ms. Hinman?  117 

A. A revised spreadsheet with input assumptions and savings calculations showing unit 118 

savings for the measures will be provided alongside the Company’s compliance filing 119 

after the Commission enters its Final Order in this proceeding.  120 

Q. As noted by Ms. Hinman, has the Company included the value of electric costs and 121 

savings in its TRC analysis for joint programs with Commonwealth Edison 122 

Company (“ComEd”)?  (Id. at 23:538-540). 123 

A. Nicor Gas did not include electric savings or electric costs in its TRC analysis of the 124 

proposed joint programs with ComEd.  125 

Q. Do the TRC results include both gas and electric benefits and costs for the joint 126 

energy efficiency programs with ComEd? 127 

A. Yes.  Nicor Gas Exhibit 9.1 shows the results of the TRC analysis for the joint programs.  128 

Q. Did you use the E3 model to determine the TRC results for the joint programs 129 

including electric benefits and costs as shown in Nicor Gas Exhibit 9.1? 130 

A. No. 131 
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Q. How were the TRC results computed for the joint programs as shown in Nicor Gas 132 

Exhibit 9.1? 133 

A. The Company requested ComEd to provide the present values of the electric benefits and 134 

costs for the joint programs.  The present values of the electric benefits and costs were 135 

combined with the present values for the natural gas benefits and costs obtained from the 136 

E3 model to compute the TRC for the joint programs. However, Nicor Gas is not 137 

performing an expanded analysis, nor is it running the E3 model on electric benefits and 138 

costs of the joint programs.  Instead, Nicor Gas is simply employing the information 139 

provided by ComEd to calculate the joint programs’ TRC.  I believe this is the most 140 

efficient method to arrive at the information requested by Ms. Hinman.  141 

Q. Please explain why this method is most efficient. 142 

A. The program level TRC calculation requires, among other things, specific measure level 143 

information such as savings information, participation, and incremental cost.  This 144 

information is stored and accessible by Nicor Gas for all natural gas savings measures.  A 145 

significant effort is required to assemble such data sets and to track the changes to 146 

attributes of measures over time.  Nicor Gas does not track similar information on electric 147 

efficiency measures since it is not relevant to natural gas energy efficiency.  However, 148 

acquiring this information from ComEd, which tracks all such relevant information on 149 

the electric measures, provides a simpler and more efficient method to calculate the joint 150 

programs’ TRC by simply using relevant program cost and benefit information.  151 
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V. RESPONSE TO CUB TESTIMONY 152 

Q. Ms. Devens’ testimony references Nicor Gas’ proposed annual budgets and therm 153 

savings goals.  (Devens Dir., CUB Ex. 1.0, 5:71-75).  Do you agree with the numbers 154 

shown? 155 

A. No.  The annual energy savings goals shown in Ms. Devens’ testimony are the statutory 156 

goals as determined by Section 8-104(c) of the Act and not Nicor Gas’ proposed therm 157 

savings goals.  Nicor Gas filed supplemental direct testimony in this proceeding on 158 

January 9, 2014.  Taking into account the adjustments made in the supplemental direct 159 

testimony, the modified proposed annual energy savings numbers are 7,629,948 therms 160 

for Plan Year (“PY”) 4, 7,198,348 therms for PY5, and 6,644,135 therms for PY6.  161 

(Nicor Gas Ex. 5.1, Figure 4).  Figure 4 of Nicor Gas Exhibit 5.1 also shows the modified 162 

proposed annual budget numbers of $31,769,651 for PY4, $31,186,855 for PY5, and 163 

$30,100,016 for PY6.       164 

Q. Ms. Devens’ testimony also references the total estimated energy savings goal and 165 

total budget for Nicor Gas’ three year EEP.  (Devens Dir., CUB Ex. 1.0, 5:76-77).  166 

Do you agree with the numbers shown? 167 

A. No.  Summing the modified proposed goals shown above, the total three year energy 168 

savings goal is 21,472,431 therms.  The modified proposed total budget for the three year 169 

plan is $93,056,522.   170 
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VI. RESPONSE TO ELPC TESTIMONY 171 

Q. Mr. Crandall’s testimony references Nicor Gas’ available budget decreased by 17% 172 

from the Company’s first EEP.  (Crandall Dir., ELPC Ex. 1.0, 5:95).  Is that 173 

percentage correct? 174 

A. No.  Nicor Gas’ available budget for the EEP at issue in this proceeding is 21% lower 175 

compared to the filed budget and 26% lower compared to the available budget in the 176 

Company’s first EEP.  177 

Q. Mr. Crandall’s testimony also references Nicor Gas’ anticipated goals adjusted and 178 

unadjusted for residual risk in “Figure Crandall Direct 1”.  (Crandall Dir., ELPC 179 

Ex 1.0, 5:90).  Are the numbers referenced in this figure correct? 180 

A. No.  Please see Table 1 below for the correct numbers.  181 

Table 1182 

 183 

VII. CONCLUSION 184 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 185 

A. Yes. 186 

PY4 PY5 PY6 Total

8,477,720 7,998,165 7,382,372 23,858,257

7,629,948 7,198,348 6,644,135 21,472,431

Nicor Gas EEP Anticipated Therm 
Savings

Nicor Gas EEP Adjusted Therm 
Savings (Proposed goals)
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