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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 Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas 12 

Company (“Nicor” or “Nicor Gas” or “Company”) witnesses James J. Jerozal Jr. 13 

(Nicor Gas Ex. 7.0), Edward M. Weaver (Nicor Gas Ex. 8.0), and Hammad S. 14 

Chaudhry (Nicor Gas Ex. 9.0, 9.1), and in the direct testimony of the Illinois 15 

Office of the Attorney General (“AG”) witness Philip H. Mosenthal (AG Ex. 1.0). 16 

Q. Do you address every issue raised by the parties in their direct and rebuttal 17 

testimonies? 18 
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A. No.  My silence on an issue or failure to address any statement or position 19 

offered by any party in this proceeding should not be construed as either an 20 

endorsement or a criticism of that statement or position.   21 

C. ATTACHMENTS 22 

Q. Are you sponsoring any attachments with your testimony? 23 

A. Yes.  The following exhibits are attached: 24 

Staff Exhibit 3.1: Ameren PY1 Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 25 

Staff Exhibit 3.2: Staff Response to Nicor Gas Data Request 2.01 26 

II. COST-INEFFECTIVE BEHAVIORAL ENERGY SAVINGS PROGRAM AND COST-27 

EFFECTIVE JOINT RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS WITH COMED 28 

Q. AG witness Mosenthal states that he sees “no logic” to including a 29 

Behavioral Energy Savings (“BES”) program in Nicor’s Plan as proposed by 30 

the Company.  (AG Ex. 1.0, 9:6-7.)  Do you agree with Mr. Mosenthal? 31 

A. Yes.  The Company’s budget is limited and should be carefully allocated to 32 

ensure maximum benefits. As evidenced by the cost-effectiveness of the joint 33 

programs Nicor Gas proposes to jointly implement with Commonwealth Edison 34 

Company (“ComEd”) (Nicor Gas Ex. 9.1), consumers would receive greater net 35 

benefits if Nicor Gas spent the money allocated to the BES program on the 36 

Company’s joint energy efficiency programs with ComEd during Plan 2. 37 
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Q. ComEd is not a party to this proceeding; why do you think that ComEd would 38 

be able to support this increased size for the joint residential programs it 39 

implements with Nicor Gas? 40 

A. The Commission directed that $37,088,416 be shifted from ComEd’s Residential 41 

Lighting program to other residential programs over the time period covering 42 

Nicor’s PY5 and PY6.  Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Order Docket No. 13-43 

0495, 88-89 (Jan. 28, 2014) (“13-0495 ComEd Order”).  All other residential 44 

programs in ComEd’s Plan are joint dual fuel energy efficiency programs, with 45 

the sole exception of the Appliance Recycling program.  These joint dual fuel 46 

energy efficiency programs typically provide benefits to customers by offering 47 

both gas and electric energy efficiency measures at the same time, thereby 48 

saving costs and reducing customer disruption. Since ComEd only offers electric 49 

service, ComEd is reliant upon Nicor Gas and Integrys to ensure the joint 50 

programs offer gas energy efficiency measures and associated benefits to 51 

customers.  The sizes of these joint residential programs are determined by the 52 

gas utilities’ comparatively limited budgets.  The Commission would increase net 53 

benefits to both ComEd and Nicor ratepayers by directing Nicor’s proposed 54 

funding from the cost-ineffective BES program toward the cost-effective joint 55 

residential programs Nicor Gas proposes to offer with ComEd.  56 

Q. If Nicor Gas is able to make the BES program cost-effective, would you 57 

support implementation of this program in Nicor’s Plan? 58 

A. If the BES program can be reasonably expected to be more cost-effective than 59 

one or more alternative joint dual fuel programs, then I would support Nicor Gas 60 
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allocating some of the funds from its portfolio-wide marketing budget toward this 61 

program.  However, I believe that the previously allocated BES funding should be 62 

spent on Nicor’s joint residential programs it offers with ComEd, given the 63 

significant increase in funding the Commission has allotted for residential 64 

customers in Docket No. 13-0495 and the greater net benefits associated with 65 

those programs.  66 

Q. Is there any other reason that would support elimination of the BES 67 

program? 68 

A. Yes.  Based on concerns expressed by the intevernors in the last Nicor energy 69 

efficiency Plan docket, Docket No. 10-0562, the Commission approved the BES 70 

program and required that Nicor Gas conduct an open Request for Proposals 71 

process to help maximize the cost-effectiveness of the program and stated that 72 

the program should be fully coordinated with ComEd.  Northern Ill. Gas Co. d/b/a 73 

Nicor Gas Co., ICC Order Docket No. 10-0562, 44 (May 24, 2011) (“10-0562 74 

Nicor Order”).  As evidenced by the Company’s testimony in this proceeding, 75 

Nicor Gas has failed to comply with the Commission’s statement to implement 76 

the BES program as a joint program with ComEd. (Nicor Gas Ex. 7.0, 5.)  I 77 

recommend the Commission reaffirm its statement in the 10-0562 Nicor Order 78 

that Nicor Gas should fully integrate its programs with ComEd.  10-0562 Nicor 79 

Order at 44.  Further, I also recommend the Commission order Nicor Gas to 80 

integrate the programs completely on the residential side given the significant 81 

benefits of doing so and the limited budgets available to Nicor Gas.  In other 82 

words, I recommend that the Commission should require Nicor Gas to implement 83 
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residential programs in coordination with ComEd.  Additionally, to the extent 84 

Nicor Gas wishes to deviate from the Commission-approved Plan and 85 

discontinue offering a program jointly implemented with ComEd, the Commission 86 

should require Nicor to petition the Commission to do so.  87 

III. SCHEDULES FOR TRM AND NTG UPDATES 88 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal requests that the Commission direct the Company to work 89 

with the SAG on improving the evaluation, measurement and verification 90 

(“EM&V”) process so that the evaluation reports are produced in a timely 91 

fashion to inform the Illinois Statewide Technical Reference Manual (“TRM”) 92 

and Net-to-Gross (“NTG”) updates.  (AG Ex. 1.0, 44.)  Do you support Mr. 93 

Mosenthal’s request? 94 

A. I agree there is a need for timely reports.  Staff has encouraged the Evaluators to 95 

deliver EM&V reports concerning TRM and NTG updates at an earlier date.  96 

However, I believe it would be much more efficient for the Commission to resolve 97 

this issue in this docket by adopting the workable timelines suggested by the 98 

Evaluators for TRM and NTG updates (Staff Ex. 1.2), rather than directing the 99 

Companies to work with the SAG as requested by Mr. Mosenthal.  The Illinois 100 

Evaluators worked collaboratively to produce a single set of suggested timelines 101 

that would provide timely annual updates to the deemed values for both the TRM 102 

and NTG ratios. (Staff Ex. 1.2, 1.)  By adopting the Evaluators’ suggested EM&V 103 

schedules for TRM and NTG updates as set forth in Staff Exhibit 1.2 (Staff Ex. 104 

1.0, 37:857-38:870), the Commission can resolve the AG’s issue in this docket 105 

and free the SAG’s limited resources for other issues it has directed to the SAG.  106 
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Indeed, the Commission recently adopted this timeline in ICC Docket No. 13-107 

0498.  Ameren Illinois Co., ICC Order Docket No. 13-0498, 131 (Jan. 28, 2014) 108 

(“13-0498 Ameren Order”).   109 

Q. Mr. Jerozal complains about this schedule for the purpose of the Evaluators 110 

recommending NTG ratios.  How do you respond? 111 

A. The draft evaluation reports are not needed to make NTG recommendations. 112 

Furthermore, Nicor Gas is requesting that an NTG evaluation not be conducted 113 

annually for every energy efficiency program, thus, there is no reason the 114 

Evaluators cannot provide recommended deemed NTG ratios by the specified 115 

date for those programs that are not having an NTG evaluation.     116 

Regardless of the NTG Framework adopted in this proceeding, the 117 

Commission should direct that the Evaluators’ recommendations for deemed NTG 118 

ratios should be submitted to the Company, ICC Staff, and the SAG concurrently1 119 

by November 1 for residential programs and December 1 for non-residential 120 

programs annually.  If the Commission is not comfortable with the Evaluators’ 121 

timetable, then directing the Evaluators to make best efforts to produce a set of 122 

recommended NTG ratio values for all Nicor Gas programs to the SAG by the first 123 

week in January of each year might be acceptable.  However, I note that this limits 124 

the timeframe available to SAG to provide input to the Evaluators and attempt to 125 

reach consensus on NTG ratio values before March 1.  126 

                                            
1
 The SAG should be provided with the same opportunity and timeframe to review the Evaluator’s 
recommended NTG ratio values as the Company.  In other words, the Company should not be allowed 
to provide comments on the Evaluator’s recommended NTG ratio values unless the SAG is also 
allowed to provide comment.  
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Q. Mr. Weaver argues against adoption of the NTG Framework you sponsor 127 

because he believes the timelines specified in the framework are unworkable 128 

since Nicor Gas does not manage the Evaluator.  (Nicor Gas Ex. 8.0, 9.)  What 129 

is your response to Mr. Weaver? 130 

A. I disagree with Mr. Weaver.  Nicor Gas has the ability to specify deadlines in its 131 

contract with the Evaluator.  A Commission directive concerning these dates 132 

would ensure Nicor Gas actually incorporates these dates in that contract. 133 

Q. If a prospective-only application of NTG ratios is adopted as advocated by 134 

Nicor Gas, then what would you recommend to help ensure the NTG 135 

Framework works in practice? 136 

A. Consistent with my recommendation for deemed NTG ratios discussed above, I 137 

would recommend the Commission specify a date for the Evaluators to provide 138 

their initial set of NTG ratio recommendations to the SAG.  Nicor’s proposal does 139 

not ensure the SAG is given sufficient opportunity to provide input on the NTG 140 

ratios recommended by the Evaluators; therefore, I recommend the Commission 141 

specify a date by which the Evaluators should make best efforts to complete their 142 

recommendations and submit them to the SAG.  In particular, the Commission 143 

should direct that the Evaluators’ recommendations for deemed NTG ratios be 144 

submitted to the Company, ICC Staff, and the SAG concurrently2 by November 1 145 

for residential programs and December 1 for non-residential programs.  If the 146 

Commission is not comfortable with the Evaluators’ timetable, directing the 147 

                                            
2
 The SAG should be provided with the same opportunity and timeframe to review the Evaluator’s 
recommended NTG ratio values as the Company.  In other words, the Company should not be allowed 
to provide comments on the Evaluator’s recommended NTG ratio values unless the SAG is also 
allowed to provide comment.  
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Evaluators to make best efforts to produce a set of recommended NTG ratio 148 

values for all Nicor Gas programs to the SAG by the first week in January of each 149 

year might be acceptable.  As noted above, adoption of this later date limits the 150 

timeframe available to SAG to provide input to the Evaluators and attempt to 151 

reach consensus on NTG ratio values before March 1.  Nevertheless, adoption of 152 

this date is preferable to adoption of no date. 153 

IV. CREATION OF AN ILLINOIS ENERGY EFFICIENCY POLICY MANUAL  154 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal requests that the Commission direct the Company to work 155 

with the SAG on “[a]n Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy Manual, designed to 156 

streamline and encourage consistency on various program-related policies 157 

for review and approval by the Commission.”  (AG Ex. 1.0, 44.)  How do you 158 

respond to Mr. Mosenthal’s request? 159 

A. The Commission directed the creation of a statewide Policy Manual limited to 160 

evaluation issues in recent Commission Orders.  13-0495 ComEd Order at 130; 161 

13-0498 Ameren Order at 129; Illinois Dept. of Commerce and Economic 162 

Opportunity, ICC Order Docket No. 13-0499, 23 (Jan. 28, 2014).  The 163 

Commission should again limit the statewide Policy Manual to evaluation-related 164 

issues in this docket.  In other words, issues related to prudence and program 165 

implementation should not be addressed in the Policy Manual.  Evaluation-166 

related consistency issues to be addressed in the evaluation Policy Manual, 167 

applicable to all utilities and DCEO, could include, but not be limited to, the 168 

following topics: cost-effectiveness analysis, treatment of interactive effects, 169 

treatment of fuel switching measures, defensible statewide NTG ratio 170 
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methodologies, evaluation reporting, and statewide code collaborative savings 171 

attribution.  For the sake of clarity in the completion of the Policy Manual, the 172 

Commission should direct the Company to work with their Evaluators, ICC Staff, 173 

the other Illinois utilities, DCEO, and the SAG to create a consensus evaluation 174 

Policy Manual that would resolve outstanding evaluation policy issues.  The 175 

Commission should direct Staff to submit the evaluation Policy Manual to the 176 

Commission upon completion with a request to open a proceeding in which the 177 

Commission can consider approval of the statewide evaluation Policy Manual. 178 

V. SAG SUB-COMMITTEES 179 

Q. Mr. Jerozal suggests that “[r]ecognizing that there are numerous topics and 180 

activities for the SAG to address in the upcoming year, it may be useful for 181 

the discussions to begin with the program administrators.  Then, once a 182 

technical solution is developed, the program administrators would introduce 183 

the ideas at the SAG for further input.”  (Nicor Gas Ex. 7.0, 11:236-239.)  How 184 

do you respond? 185 

A. I disagree as that approach would not be consistent with the transparency that 186 

should characterize such discussions.  Any party or parties can bring ideas to 187 

SAG.  There is no good reason to give program administrators a Commission 188 

sanctioned first bite at such apples. The primary purpose of the SAG is to provide 189 

input to the program administrators and the Commission.  If the Commission 190 

accepts Mr. Jerozal’s recommendation, it should specify that participation in SAG 191 

sub-committees should be open to all interested parties, consistent with the 192 
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inclusive SAG process previously directed by the Commission in Docket Nos. 07-193 

0539 and 07-0540.  194 

Q. Mr. Jerozal suggests that spillover should be addressed first by a SAG sub-195 

committee of program administrators.  (Nicor Gas Ex. 7.0, 26:582-584.)  Do 196 

you agree?  197 

A. No.  Certain topics such as statewide NTG evaluation methods and the portfolio 198 

level spillover study should first be addressed in a sub-committee with all of the 199 

Evaluators (and any other interested SAG participants) operating in Illinois and 200 

then have the Evaluators’ proposal submitted for input to the Company, ICC 201 

Staff, and SAG concurrently.   202 

VI. INDEPENDENT COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS REQUIRED BY SECTION 8-203 

104(F)(8) OF THE ACT 204 

Q. Nicor Gas argues it would be more efficient to have Nicor perform a cost-205 

effectiveness analysis.  (Nicor Gas Ex. 7.0, 29-32.)  How do you respond? 206 

A. The Evaluators are competent to perform the independent cost-effectiveness 207 

analysis, and to navigate voluminous data in order to perform the evaluation.  208 

The Evaluator already accesses thousands of entries in the tracking system 209 

when performing the independent impact evaluation.  Evaluators performed an 210 

independent impact evaluation for Nicor’s PY1 energy efficiency programs and 211 

conducted an independent cost-effectiveness analysis for Ameren’s energy 212 

efficiency portfolio in PY1.  (See Staff Exs. 1.10, 3.1.)  The statute requires an 213 

“independent” cost-effectiveness analysis be performed, as specified in the 214 

Ameren 13-0498 Order.  13-0498 Ameren Order at 46.  In order for the cost-215 
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effectiveness analysis to be “independent,” an independent evaluator, not Nicor 216 

Gas, should perform the cost-effectiveness evaluation.  Of course, Nicor Gas 217 

would be free to use its modeling software to perform its own cost-effectiveness 218 

analysis of new energy efficiency measures and provide the cost-effectiveness 219 

screening results in its quarterly reporting to the Commission, as I recommend in 220 

my direct testimony.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 12:272-274.)  The Company argues it would 221 

be more efficient to have it perform the analysis.  I disagree.  All of the PY1 222 

program evaluation reports for Nicor Gas are available and finalized, yet the 223 

evaluation report for the cost-effectiveness analysis from PY1 which Nicor 224 

proposes to continue to do in the future is still not available despite the fact that 225 

PY4 will begin June 1 of this year.  However, the independent Evaluators have 226 

already produced the PY2 program evaluation reports during PY3.  (See Staff 227 

Ex. 1.11.)  Clearly, the purported “efficiencies” that Nicor proclaims exist have not 228 

materialized to date, despite Nicor’s handling of the cost-effectiveness analysis. 229 

Q. The Company claims the only cost-ineffective measure you believe Nicor Gas 230 

added to its Plan was the furnace tune-up measure.  (Nicor Gas Ex. 9.0, 3-5.)  231 

Is this an accurate summary of your position? 232 

A. No.  (See Staff Ex. 3.2.) 233 

III. CONCLUSION 234 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 235 

A. Yes. 236 


