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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
North Shore Gas Company   :  
       :  
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company :  No. 13-0550 
       : 
Petition Pursuant to Section 8-104 of the : 
Public Utilities Act to Submit an Energy : 
Efficiency Plan     : 

 

ORDER 

 

By the Commission: 

I. Introduction 

A. Procedural History 

On October 1, 2013, North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore” or “NS”) and The 
Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples Gas” or “PGL”) (together, the 
“Utilities”) filed with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”), 
pursuant to Section 8-104 of the Public Utilities Act (the “Act”), 220 ILCS 5/8-104, their 
second triennial energy efficiency plans (“Plan 2” or “Second Triennial Plan”), consisting 
of the Utilities’ Petition and Direct Testimony. 

Petitions to Intervene were filed or appearances were entered on behalf of the 
People of the State of Illinois (the “AG”), the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), the City of 
Chicago (“City”) (collectively, CUB and the City are “CUB/City”), the Environmental Law 
& Policy Center (“ELPC”), and the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”).  All 
Petitions to intervene were granted by the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”).   

Pursuant to notice given in accordance with the law and the rules and regulations 
of the Commission, this matter was heard by a duly authorized ALJ at the offices of the 
Commission in Chicago, Illinois.  A status hearing was held on November 7, 2013. 

An evidentiary hearing was held in this matter on February 18, 2014.  At the 
evidentiary hearing, the Utilities, the AG, CUB/City, Staff of the Commission (“Staff”), 
and ELPC presented testimony.  The record was marked “Heard and Taken” on ______ 
___, 2014. 
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The following witnesses testified on behalf of the Utilities: Michael Marks, 
President, Applied Energy Group (NS-PGL Ex. 1.0 Revised (“REV”), NS-PGL Ex. 3.0, 
NS-PGL Ex. 5.0); and Edward M. Korenchan, Supervisor, Gas Regulatory Services, 
Integrys Business Support, LLC (NS-PGL Ex. 2.0, NS-PGL Ex. 4.0). 

The following witnesses testified on behalf of Staff: Jennifer L. Hinman, 
Economic Analyst, Policy Division, Public Utilities Bureau at the Commission (Staff Ex. 
1.0, Staff Ex. 3.0); and David Brightwell, Economic Analyst, Policy Program, Policy 
Division of the Commission (Staff Ex. 2.0, Staff Ex. 4.0). 

The following witnesses testified on behalf of CUB/City: Rebecca Devens, Policy 
Analyst (CUB/City Ex. 1.0, CUB/City Ex. 3.0); and Paul W. Francisco, Program 
Coordinator and Research Engineer of Indoor Climate Research and Training, Illinois 
Sustainable Technology Center at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 
(CUB/City Ex. 2.0, CUB/City Ex. 4.0). 

The AG presented witness Philip H. Mosenthal, Partner, Optimal Energy, Inc. 
(AG Ex. 1.0, AG Ex. 2.0) and ELPC presented the testimony of Geoffrey C. Crandall, 
Vice President, MSB Energy Associates, Inc. (ELPC Ex. 1.0). 

On February 25, 2014, Utilities, Staff, the AG, CUB/City, and ELPC each filed 
Initial Briefs (“Init. Br.”).   

On March 5, 2014, the Utilities, Staff, the AG, CUC/City, and ELPC each filed 
Reply Briefs (“Rep. Br.”).   

On March 4, 2014, per the direction of the ALJ, Draft Proposed Orders or Portion 
statements were submitted by the Utilities, ____, ____, and _____. 

On _________ ___, 2014, the ALJ issued her Proposed Order. 

On April 1, 2014, Briefs on Exception were filed by ___________. 

B. Single Entity Treatment Election Pursuant Section 8-104(h) 

North Shore is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State 
of Illinois and is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Peoples Energy, LLC (“PELLC”), which is 
a wholly-owned subsidiary of Integrys Energy Group, Inc. (“Integrys”).  Similarly, 
Peoples Gas is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of 
Illinois and is a wholly-owned subsidiary of PELLC, which is a wholly-owned subsidiary 
of Integrys. 

Section 8-104(h) of the Act permits utilities affiliated by virtue of a common 
parent to be considered a single utility for purposes of the statutory requirements of 
Section 8-104.  Although North Shore and Peoples Gas are affiliated by virtue of a 
common parent, they are not electing treatment as a single utility.  However, because of 
substantial similarities between the energy efficiency programs proposed by the Utilities, 
North Shore and Peoples Gas jointly submitted their Plan 2 and supporting testimony. 
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Neither Staff nor any party opposed the Utilities’ filing in a single docket.  The 
Commission finds that it is reasonable and efficient to consider both Utilities’ compliance 
filings in the instant docket, but recognizes that North Shore and Peoples Gas will 
implement their programs under Plan 2 separately and will have separate cost recovery 
tariffs. 

II. Section 8-104(f) Filing Requirement 

A. Section 8-104(f)(1) 

The Utilities state that their Plan 2 meets the statutory requirements set forth in 
Section 8-104(f)(1), which states that a utility shall: “Demonstrate that its proposed 
energy efficiency measures will achieve the requirements that are identified in 
subsection (c) of this Section, as modified by subsection (d) of this Section.”  220 ILCS 
5/8-104(f)(1). 

1. Modified Savings Goals 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities argue that their modified savings goals are appropriate and should 
be approved.  The Utilities state that the Plan Period 2 is the three year period from 
June 1, 2014 through May 31, 2017, that the Program Year 4 is June 1, 2014 through 
May 31, 2015, the Program Year 5 is June 1, 2015 through May 31, 2016, and the 
Program Year 6 is June 1, 2016 through May 31, 2017. 

The Utilities explain that Section 8-104(c) of the Act requires natural gas utilities 
to implement certain energy efficiency measures in order to meet savings requirements 
based upon the total amount of gas delivered to retail customers during calendar year 
2009 multiplied by the applicable percentage for that Program Year.  220 ILCS 5/8-
104(c).  The Utilities further explain that under these statutory requirements, 
implementation of energy efficiency programs is split between the Utilities and the 
Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (“DCEO”), such that the Utilities 
will provide 80% of the savings while DCEO will provide 20% of the savings in each of 
the Utilities’ respective service territories.  See 220 ILCS 5/8-104(f).   

The Utilities note that Section 8-104 limits energy efficiency program spending by 
“the amount necessary to limit the estimated average increase in the amounts paid by 
retail customers in connection with natural gas service to no more than 2% in the 
applicable 3-year reporting period.”  220 ILCS 5/8-104(d).  The Utilities also note that 
Section 8-104(d) permits the Commission to reduce the energy savings requirements of 
Section 8-104(c) if the utilities demonstrate “by substantial evidence that it is unlikely 
that the requirements could be achieved without exceeding the applicable spending 
limitations in any 3-year reporting period.”  220 ILCS 5/8-104(d). 

The Utilities state that the cumulative statutory savings goals for Peoples Gas for 
Program Years 4 through 6 is 42,100,673 therms, and that the cumulative statutory 
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savings goal for North Shore for Program Years 4 through 6 is 8,325,537 therms.  The 
Utilities state that the applicable savings goals for the Plan Period 2 for Program Year 4 
is .8%, for Program Year 5 is 1%, and for Program Year 6 is 1.2%, for a collective 
savings during the Plan Period of 3%.  The Utilities further state that the Rate Impact 
Cap (the budgetary limitations imposed by the statutory cap for energy efficiency 
spending, which is based on the predicted gross revenues, with required adjustments, 
of a utility, including the cost of natural gas) over the Plan Period 2 is $24,555,622 for 
Peoples Gas and $4,363,869 for North Shore, for each of the Program Years 4, 5, and 
6. 

The Utilities argue that while the Commission noted that the Utilities’ cumulative 
savings goals under the Utilities’ first three-year energy efficiency plan were achievable, 
the statutory goals for Plan Period 2 are not achievable under the 2% budgetary cap 
imposed by Section 8-104(d).  Because these goals are not achievable, the Utilities 
argue that the Commission should approve modified gas savings goals over Plan 
Period 2 for Peoples Gas of 24,612,177 therms and for North Shore of 4,757,013 
therms. 

The Utilities explain that the declining prices of natural gas costs since June, 
2008 have impacted the Rate Impact Cap and the value of a customer’s natural gas 
commodity savings for energy efficiency programs.  According to the Utilities, due to the 
declining prices, the annual Rate Impact Cap has decreased from Plan 1 (Program 
Years 1 through 3) by 9.4% for Peoples Gas and by 18.5% for North Shore.   
Additionally, the Utilities note that declining natural gas prices are reflected in lower 
retail customer bills; as a result, potential monetary savings for a customer declines, 
thus causing a drop in the returns on energy efficiency spending.  Therefore, the Utilities 
must provide greater incentives to encourage customer adoption of energy efficiency 
programs in an already low gas cost environment.  In order to do so, the Utilities 
explain, more energy efficiency funds under the Rate Impact Cap must be allocated to 
greater incentives for customers, resulting in either fewer energy efficiency programs 
being offered or a decline in the scope of such programs.  The Utilities note that, in 
2013, the Energy Center of Wisconsin conducted a Potential Study on behalf of the 
Utilities in order to determine the achievable potential of natural gas savings in each of 
the Utilities’ service territories, and concluded that the lower natural gas prices made the 
achievement of the statutory savings goals impossible. 

The Utilities argue that the modified savings goals not only meet the statutory 
requirements of Section 8-104, but also support the structure of their portfolio.  The 
Utilities state that the goals of the portfolio are to: (1) provide a mix of longer-lived 
measures to generate long-term customer benefit, (2) provide energy efficiency 
programs to all customer segments, and (3) attempt to maximize program participation.  
According to the Utilities, these goals would provide benefits beyond the length of the 
Plan Period 2 timeframe and would enhance program participation by all customers and 
customer segments. 

In further support of the reasonableness of their modified savings goals, the 
Utilities note that both Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren”) and Northern Illinois Gas 
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Company have proposed modified savings goals that are lower than statutory levels, in 
Docket Nos. 13-0498 and 13-0549, respectively. 

The Utilities note that none of Staff, the AG, or CUB/City have proposed 
adjustments to the Utilities’ modified savings goals, but that the AG and CUB/City have 
simply criticized the Utilities’ program designs and the lack of certain energy efficiency 
program offerings. 

The Utilities argue that CUB/City’s proposal to adjust goals through the allocation 
of the Rate Impact Cap based on customer class is contrary to Section 8-104(d), which 
places the 2% Rate Impact Cap on the amounts paid by all retail customers and does 
not require a segment of the Rate Impact Cap by customer class.  The Utilities argue 
that if the Commission adopted this position, the Utilities would likely need to submit 
adjusted energy efficiency goals in a compliance filing.  The Utilities note, however, that 
the AG stated that the Utilities’ program results from Plan 1, as inferred in Plan 2 and 
program savings, are reasonable. 

The Utilities note that the ELPC argues that the Utilities’ proposed modified 
savings goals analysis is incomplete without a wasted energy study, and that such a 
study would somehow allow the Utilities to achieve the statutory goals.  The Utilities 
point out that ELPC has not submitted such a study, that the ELPC cannot verify that 
the statutory goals could be achieved with such a study, and that the ELPC has not 
proposed a particular adjustment to the Utilities’ modified goals.  The Utilities argue that, 
in contrast to the ELPC’s speculations, the Utilities have provided a Potential Study 
which includes a comprehensive analysis of various energy efficiency opportunities 
available in the Utilities’ service territories.  

The Utilities argue that the Commission should reject any speculation by ELPC 
as to any adjustment to the Utilities’ modified goals.  The Utilities further argue that the 
Commission should adopt their modified savings goals, which remain largely 
unchallenged and are based upon substantial evidence, including actual program 
experience in Plan Period 1, the detailed Plan 2 portfolio, and the Potential Study. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees that the Utilities’ proposed cumulative modified savings 
goals are achievable.  The Commission further agrees that the collective statutory 
savings goal for Plan Period 2 is 3%, which is in excess of what the Utilities can achieve 
given the spending limits imposed by Section 8-104(d). 

The Utilities have demonstrated that their modified savings goals are reasonable, 
appropriate, and achievable.  The Commission agrees that the declining price of natural 
gas, has resulted in a negative impact on the annual Rate Impact Cap, leading to a 
decrease gas in the revenues available for energy efficiency measures from the Plan 
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Period 1 of 9.4% for Peoples Gas and 18.5% for North Shore.  Because of these 
declining prices, customers have reduced price incentives to adopt energy efficiency 
programs to reduce their costs.  As a result, the Utilities must allocate increased funds 
and greater resources to the energy efficiency programs in order to increase customer 
incentives.  Because resources are limited, the natural consequence is that the Utilities 
must either offer fewer energy efficiency programs or must reduce the scope of the 
existing programs. 

The Commission agrees with the Utilities’ contention that no parties offer specific 
adjustments to these goals.  Although the AG and CUB/City offer general criticism 
towards the Utilities’ program designs and program offerings, this is not directed to the 
Utilities’ modified savings goals.  Moreover, as the Utilities note and as addressed 
below, the adjustment proposed by CUB/City to the allocation of the Rate Impact Cap 
based on customer class is contrary to the statutory requirements of Section 8-104(d). 

The Commission rejects the adjustment proposed by ELPC.  Although ELPC 
argues that a wasted energy study would allow the Utilities to achieve the statutory 
savings goals, it provides no evidence or support for this contention.  The Utilities have 
provided a comprehensive analysis of various energy efficiency opportunities available 
in their respective service territories; the Commission finds that this study is complete, 
and that the absence of a wasted energy study has no impact on the Utilities’ ability to 
achieve the statutory savings goals. 

The Commission finds that the Utilities’ proposed modified savings goals are 
appropriate, and adopts the Utilities’ modified gas savings goals over Plan Period 2 for 
Peoples Gas of 24,612,177 therms and for North Shore of 4,757,013 therms, subject to 
any adjustments that may be appropriate based on the Commission’s further findings. 

2. Plan 2 Portfolio 

   a. Rate Impact Cap 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities explain that their Plan 2 portfolio was designed to achieve several 
goals, including (1) achieving a cost-effectiveness ratio at the portfolio level so that the 
entire portfolio would have a Total Resource Cost (“TRC”) greater than 1.0, as required 
by Section 8-104(b), (2) providing an ability to adopt to market and technological 
opportunities, and (3) providing a cost-effective mix of energy efficiency program 
options, while balancing the Rate Impact Cap with attempting to achieve substantial, if 
modified, therm savings goals. 

The Utilities’ Plan 2 portfolio contains five program areas with subparts, including: 
(1) Residential Programs, (2) Multifamily Programs, (3) Residential Outreach and 
Education Programs, (4) Business Programs – Existing Facilities, and (5) Small 
Business Efficiency Programs.  The Utilities note that the Residential Programs have 
TRC of 1.01, the Multifamily Programs have TRC of 2.96 for North Shore and 2.89 for 
Peoples Gas, the Residential Outreach and Education programs have TRC of 1.04 for 
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North Shore and 1.05 for Peoples Gas, the Business Programs – Existing Facilities 
have TRC of 1.70 for North Shore and 1.70 for Peoples Gas, and the Small Business 
Efficiency Programs have TRC of 2.16 for North Shore and 2.48 for Peoples Gas.  

The Utilities argue that the Commission should reject CUB/City’s proposal to 
impose a 2% spending “screen” for the Rate Impact Cap to each customer class.  The 
Utilities note that this proposal would have the effect of dividing residential, commercial, 
and industrial customers, and argue that this proposal is contrary to law. 

The Utilities state that CUB/City proposed the 2% spending cap as a solution to 
the contention that the Utilities did not provide adequate energy efficiency programs for 
residential customers.  In response to this claim, the Utilities argue that due to declining 
natural gas prices, there are less natural gas savings opportunities for residential 
programs.  Moreover, the Utilities state that the TRC for the individual programs for 
residential customers are low relative to the TRC of commercial and industrial (“C&I”) 
customers.  As a result, in order to achieve even the proposed modified savings goals, 
the Utilities argue that a greater proportion of energy efficiency spending and savings 
should be directed towards C&I customers.  The Utilities further note that there is no 
cross-subsidization between the rate classes under Rider EOA – Energy Efficiency and 
On-Bill Financing Adjustment (“Rider EOA”); in other words, energy efficiency funds 
collected from residential customers will not be applied to other customer classes. 

The Utilities claim that CUB/City’s proposal is contrary to the statutory language 
of Section 8-104(d), which does not associate Rate Impact Caps with a particular 
customer or rate classes.  The Utilities argue that the 2% limit imposed by Section 8-
104(d) is applicable to the average increase in charges due to the energy efficiency 
programs in a three-year reporting period for retail customers, and not to particular 
customer or rate classes.  The Utilities contend that the language of Section 8-104(d), 
as well as prior Commission interpretation of this and other similar language in Section 
8-104 of the Act, provide evidence that the legislature did not intend to bifurcate savings 
and spending goals by sub-classes of utility customers.  Thus, the Utilities urge the 
Commission to reject CUB/City’s proposal to impose a 2% spending limit on all 
customer classes. 

The Utilities further argue that the Commission should reject the AG’s assertion 
that the Commission should order or otherwise require the Utilities to merge, 
consolidate, or otherwise jointly implement their programs with Commonwealth Edison 
Company (“ComEd”).  The Utilities assert that they have identified multiple residential 
and C&I programs that will be implemented jointly with ComEd, such as: (1) Home 
Energy Jump Start, (2) Home Energy Rebates, (3) Assessment and Direct Installation, 
(4) Targeted Outreach and Education, (5) Customer Incentive RCx, and (6) various 
Small Business programs.  The Utilities argue that it would be unrealistic to order the 
Utilities to implement additional joint programs with ComEd, as the Commission did not 
similarly order ComEd’s involvement, and that there may be additional constraints such 
as budgetary constraints, lack of market opportunities, or conflicting outlooks on the 
implementation of various projects. 
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Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees that the language of Section 8-104(d) clearly applies a 
2% spending limit to the estimated average increase in charges due to the 
implementation of energy efficiency programs in a three-year reporting period for retail 
customers.  Consistent with the Commission’s previous determinations, the 
Commission declines to adopt the 2% Rate Impact Cap by customer class.  As 
discussed by the Commission in previous dockets, the legislature used specific 
language to indicate that this spending cap is specific to retail customers, and should 
not be applied to each customer class.  Additionally, the Commission disagrees with 
CUB/City’s premise that programs and spending for the residential sector are 
inadequate.  Thus, the Commission rejects CUB/City’s proposal to apply a 2% spending 
limit to each customer class. 

 b. Alternative Tariff Mechanisms Workshop 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities argue that ELPC’s proposal that urges Staff to convene a workshop 
to study alternative tariff measures should be rejected.  In support of their argument, the 
Utilities emphasize that the Commission approved the Utilities’ Rider EOA in Docket No. 
10-0564, and that no parties have proposed any changes to Rider EOA in this docket. 

Similarly, the Utilities argue that ELPC’s recommendation that the Commission 
direct the Utilities and the Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”) to review and prepare 
recommendations concerning alternatives to promote acquisition of energy efficiency 
resources be rejected.  The Utilities argue that the ELPC has not specifically defined 
this proposal, nor has the ELPC explored the practical implications of ordering only two 
Illinois utilities to participate in what appears to be a statewide initiative.  The Utilities 
suggest that, in the alternative, ELPC advances this topic for discussion at a SAG 
workshop. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees with the Utilities that it would be inappropriate to 
convene a workshop to explore alternative tariff mechanisms.  The Utilities’ Rider EOA 
addresses energy efficiency measures, was approved by the Commission in Docket No. 
10-0564, and remains in effect.  No parties have proposed any modifications to Rider 
EOA, and there is no need to explore alternative tariff mechanisms.  The Commission 
rejects ELPC’s proposal. 
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 c. Wasted Energy Study 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities note that ELPC claims that the Plan 2 portfolio fails to recognize 
wasted energy and proposes that the Utilities undertake a wasted energy study.  In 
response, the Utilities argue that the Potential Study that serves as the basis of Plan 2 
includes behavior change programs that address wasted energy issues.  Moreover, the 
Utilities note that they have implemented a Home Energy Reports program in their Plan 
1, Program Year 3, and propose to continue the Home Energy Reports program in their 
Plan 2.  According to the Utilities, this program targets wasted energy behaviors and 
provides an information tool to encourage customers to adopt longer-lived energy 
efficiency measures.  The Utilities point out that a wasted energy study would be 
duplicative of research already performed and would waste the limited budget under the 
Rate Impact Cap, and ask the Commission to reject ELPC’s proposal. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees that the Utilities’ Potential Study encompasses wasted 
energy issues, and that the Home Energy Reports program will similarly address 
wasted energy behaviors by customers.  Because the Utilities have already addressed 
this issue in its Plan 2 portfolio, the Commission rejects ELPC’s proposal to direct the 
Utilities to conduct a wasted energy study. 

3. Programs 

 a. Air-Sealing Program 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities note that CUB/City and the AG identified residential air-sealing 
programs for both single-family and multi-family dwellings as an effective energy 
efficiency measure to be included in the Utilities’ Plan 2 portfolio.  The Utilities point out 
that although they have indicated concerns regarding air-sealing programs and radon, 
they acknowledge that other utilities in Illinois and across the United States, as well as 
DCEO and the Weatherization Assistance Program have adopted air-sealing programs 
without radon testing. 

The Utilities state that the TRC for air-sealing measures without radon testing, 
when including factors such as avoided electricity costs, environmental benefits, and 
other considerations, ranges between 2.11 and 2.46 for the Utilities.  With radon testing, 
the TRC for the Utilities range between 1.21 and 1.26. 
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The Utilities state that although air-sealing measures for residential and multi-
family dwellings are not currently part of the Plan 2 portfolio, if ordered to do so by the 
Commission, the Utilities would be able to implement such measures within the context 
of a compliance filing to update their Plan 2.  The Utilities note, however, that the 
inclusion of such measures may result in a greater amount of spending under the Rate 
Impact Cap would move towards residential and multi-family customers.  Additionally, if 
the Utilities revise their Plan 2 in a compliance filing, the Utilities may be required to 
update their proposed modified savings goals (which could decrease due to the 
inclusion of air-sealing measures). 

The Utilities argue that CUB/City incorrectly recommends that the Utilities be 
required to file a compliance filing in the event that the Commission directs the Utilities 
to adopt air sealing measures pursuant to an earlier Ameren order in Docket No. 10-
0568.  The Utilities state that the more appropriate compliance filing would be in light of 
the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 10-0564, which approved the Utilities’ Plan 1.  
Moreover, the Utilities note that they have not adjusted their Plan 2 portfolio to include 
air sealing measures for residential and multi-family dwellings.  As a result, the Utilities 
argue that the Commission should reject CUB/City’s conclusion that the modified 
savings goals “shall increase” as a result of the inclusion of air sealing.  CUB/City Init. 
Br. at 8. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that there is substantial evidence supporting an air-sealing 
program.  Furthermore, the evidence indicates that TRC including air-sealing measures 
would be over 1.0 for both Peoples Gas and North Shore.  Therefore, the Commission 
orders the Utilities to include air-sealing measures in their Plan 2 and will not require 
pre- or post- testing for radon as part of this measure.  The Utilities are further ordered 
to include these measures in their compliance filing for this proceeding, which will 
almost certainly result in a different allocation of spending among programs and a 
change (possibly a decrease) to the modified goals.    

b. Home Energy Reports 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities explain that as part of the Utilities’ Plan 1, Program Year 3 energy 
efficiency program, Home Energy Reports were sent to customers during the fall and 
winter seasons.  These reports, which were sent from approximately the October 2013 
billing cycle through the April 2014 billing cycle, were sent to approximately 87,500 
residential customers in the North Shore territory and 144,000 residential customers in 
the Peoples Gas service territory.  The Utilities argue that the Home Energy Reports 
provide value to residential customers, and propose that the Commission approve the 
use of the Home Energy Reports in the Utilities’ Plan 2.  
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The Utilities predict that the number of monthly mailings during the fall and winter 
billing cycles during Plan 2 will remain at the same level as that during Plan 1, Program 
Year 3.  The Utilities explain that the Home Energy Reports identify a customer’s usage 
relative to similar customers, and also serve as a marketing vehicle for the Utilities’ 
Residential Programs.  These programs include the Home Energy Jump Start Program 
(which includes direct installation and home energy audits) and the Home Energy 
Rebate Program.  Moreover, the Utilities contend that the Home Energy Reports 
influence general customer awareness of the Utilities’ energy efficiency program.  The 
Utilities note that ELPC’s recommendation that the Home Energy Report program 
should be tied to prescriptive rebates, among other measures, has already been 
adopted as part of the current Home Energy Reports program, and will continue to be 
implemented in Plan 2. 

The Utilities note that the AG argues that the Home Energy Reports program 
should be discontinued unless the Utilities are able to offer the program with ComEd.  In 
support of this argument, the AG claims that a joint customer information system could 
be implemented between the Utilities and ComEd without significant barriers, and that 
the Home Energy Reports alone have little impact on market transformation, the 
potential for increased sales, and offer little encouragement to customers to adopt cost-
effective energy efficiency measures. 

In response to the AG’s claims, the Utilities note that a joint Home Energy 
Reports program with ComEd was explored, but that ComEd rejected such a joint 
program.  Moreover, the Utilities note that such integration, if accepted by ComEd, 
would be a costly venture.  Additionally, the Utilities point out that the Commission has 
recently approved Home Energy Report programs for ComEd and for Ameren, 
individually.   

The Utilities challenge the AG’s proposal to discontinue the Home Energy 
Reports program, arguing that it is improper to reject the program based on preliminary 
TRC estimates, as a full evaluation of the program has yet to be completed by an 
independent evaluator and TRC for the program should be available by the end of 2014 
or the beginning of 2015.  Moreover, the Utilities argue that the Home Energy Reports 
program is a valuable marketing channel that encourages behavior change, encourages 
the adoption of long-lived energy efficiency measures, and generally promotes the 
Utilities’ energy efficiency program to approximately 60% of North Shore’s residential 
customers and 20% of Peoples Gas’ residential customers. 

In response to the AG’s claim that the Utilities’ Home Energy Jump Start 
Program is disjoined and does not provide a one-stop shop, the Utilities point out that 
the Utilities’ program includes: (1) the technician identifying areas where the home’s 
energy efficiency can be improved, (2) providing the customer with the costs and 
rebates available, including the availability of the On-Bill Financing (“OBF”) Program, 
and (3) incorporating trade allies into the process to provide the link between customer 
and installers of high-efficiency, rebate-eligible equipment.  The Utilities also note that 
they are considering elements of other utility programs for adoption.  
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The Utilities argue that compelling reasons for continuing the Home Energy 
Reports program have been provided, and that the AG has in fact acknowledged that 
there is a correlation between the highest users of energy among similar customers and 
opportunities for further energy efficiency measures.  Moreover, the Utilities point out 
that ELPC recommends the Home Energy Reports program and has described the 
benefits of such a program while paired with marketing measures.  The Utilities argue 
that it would be unfair to refuse the Utilities access to such a program in light of the 
Commission’s identification of Home Energy Reports as a valuable part of other utilities’ 
portfolios in previous Commission orders, and emphasize the value provided to 
customers when the Home Energy Reports not only identify higher customer usage, but 
also promote longer-lived energy efficiency measures and create greater energy 
efficiency program awareness.   

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees that there is an added value to customers through the 
use of Home Energy Reports, and that such a program would be beneficial to customer 
energy usage, to the promotion of energy efficiency program awareness, and to the 
promotion of longer-lived energy efficiency measures.  The Commission has identified 
the value of Home Energy Report programs in previous related energy efficiency 
dockets, and continues to do so here.  Moreover, the Commission disagrees with the 
AG that the Utilities’ program must be integrated with ComEd in order to produce value.  
In light of the inherent value of such a program, and in light of the ongoing evaluation of 
the TRC of the Home Energy Report program by an independent evaluation, the 
Commission approves the inclusion of the Home Energy Report program in the Utilities’ 
Plan 2. 

c. Multi-Family Programs 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities argue that the Commission should reject CUB/City’s proposals 
regarding the Utilities’ Multi-Family Programs, as the Utilities have provided a more 
reasonable estimation of the cost-effective scope and success of its Multi-Family 
Program based on the Utilities’ direct experience and successes in Plan 1 combined 
with the detail of analysis in their Potential Study. 

In response to CUB/City’s claim that the participation levels estimated by the 
Utilities are too low, the Utilities explain that they developed their Plan 2 Multi-Family 
program based on experience gained from the first three program years of their energy 
efficiency plan, Plan 1, and on the analysis of the Potential Study.  The Utilities note that 
they obtained input from the SAG and from individual stakeholders, including Staff, the 
AG, CUB, and the City while developing their Plan 2, which included detail about their 
Multi-Family programs.  Moreover, the Utilities explain that they plan to offer their Multi-
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Family program in coordination with ComEd in order to better collaborate and to 
coordinate marketing and application efforts.  Based on these experiences, the input 
obtained from a wide variety of parties, and the limits of the Rate Impact Cap, the 
Utilities argue that their estimates of participation in the Multi-Family program are more 
reasonable than those estimates offered by CUB/City. 

The Utilities emphasize that CUB/City’s proposal to reallocate residential funding 
from C&I customers to residential customers is premised on an incorrect interpretation 
of the language of Section 8-104(d), which imposes a 2% Rate Impact Cap on the total 
revenues from the Utilities’ retail customer group.  The Utilities continue to urge the 
Commission to reject CUB/City’s interpretation, which imposes a 2% Rate Impact Cap 
on each customer or rate class.  The Utilities explain that adoption of CUB/City’s 
interpretation of Section 8-104(d) would constrain the Utilities from moving spending 
between customer classes or rate classes if better spending opportunities were 
identified during the course of the Plan Period 2, and would likely result in the further 
downward adjustment of the overall modified energy savings goals from the statutory 
levels. 

The Utilities note that if the Commission were to order the Utilities to adopt an air 
sealing measure for residential and multi-family customers as part of the Utilities’ 
compliance filing, the Utilities would likely allocate additional funding to the air-sealing 
activity and the estimated participation levels in its compliance plan for a revised Plan 2 
would likely reflect an increase. 

In response to CUB/City’s proposal that the Utilities develop a multi-family 
program based on the Center for Neighborhood Technologies’ (“CNT”) Energy Savers 
Program, the Utilities note that the Plan 2 program for Multi-Family dwellings is similar 
and comprehensive to the Energy Savers Program.  The Utilities note that CNT will be 
one of the Utilities’ vendors in the current and future design of the Plan 2 Multi-Family 
Program, and that the Utilities plan to adopt many of the best practices used by CNT 
going forward.  However, the Utilities clarify that certain aspects of the Energy Savers 
programs will likely be too expensive to adopt in light of the budget limitations imposed 
by the Rate Impact Cap. 

The Utilities state that their experiences with implementing the Multi-Family 
Program jointly with ComEd have been successful in cost-effectiveness and in scope 
thus far.  The Utilities point out that more than 1,850 multi-family buildings and 60,000 
apartments/living units have participated in the Utilities’ service territories during Plan 1, 
and that the Utilities plan to continue and enhance this success.  As a result, the Utilities 
argue that their direct experiences provide a better indicator of what may be 
accomplished in a reasonable and cost-effective manner, in contrast to CUB/City’s 
proposal to simply arbitrarily increase budgets. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 
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Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees that the Utilities implemented their Multi-Family Program 
jointly with ComEd in a successful, reasonable, and cost-based manner during Plan 1.  
The Commission notes that the Utilities have based their estimations of participation 
levels on these experiences, as well as on the detailed analysis of the Potential Study 
and the input of varied stakeholders.  Because we approved air sealing measures 
above, we acknowledge that the Utilities would likely allocate additional funding to the 
air-sealing activity and the estimated participation levels in its compliance plan for a 
revised Plan 2 would likely reflect an increase.  The Commission agrees with the 
Utilities that their estimates are reasonable, and rejects CUB/City’s argument that the 
Utilities’ participation level estimates are too low. 

The Commission acknowledges that the Utilities’ Multi-Family Program is similar 
to the CNT Energy Savers Program, notes that CNT will be a vendor for the Utilities in 
the current and future design of the Plan 2 Multi-Family Program, and approves of the 
Utilities’ plan to adopt CNT best practices.  The Commission agrees that some aspects 
of the Energy Savers Program may be too costly to implement in light of the Rate 
Impact Cap, and agrees with the Utilities that they must stay within the statutory 
budgetary constraints. 

The Commission agrees with the Utilities, consistent with its findings above, that 
CUB/City’s interpretation of the language of Section 8-104(d) is incorrect.  The Act 
imposes a 2% spending limit on the estimated average increase in charges due to the 
implementation of energy efficiency programs in a three-year reporting period for retail 
customers.  Thus, the Commission rejects CUB/City’s proposal to impose a 2% Rate 
Impact Cap by customer class.  . 

d. C&I Direct Installation Program 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities note that the current Plan 2 proposal includes the direct installation 
of programmable thermostats for larger buildings, and currently offers direct installation 
of programmable thermostats through a rebate for Small Business Energy Efficiency 
Programs.  The Utilities agree with the position of the AG that direct installation of 
programmable thermostats would be valuable for smaller customers through the 
Utilities’ Small Business Energy Efficiency Programs, and further agrees that if directed 
to do so in their compliance filing, setback thermostats should be offered as a direct 
installation measure in the Small Business Efficiency Program.  The Utilities further 
state that they do not oppose the AG’s suggestion to expand the Small Business Direct 
Program to include pipe insulation and boiler reset controls, as applicable to the 
particular customer’s needs. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 
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Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that the Utilities proposed program to directly install 
programmable thermostats for larger buildings is appropriate and reasonable.  We also 
agree with the AG that the program would be beneficial to smaller customers.  Thus, we 
order the Utilities to offer the direct installation of programmable thermostats through the 
Utilities’ Small Business Energy Efficiency Programs.  The Commission also orders the 
Utilities to revise this program in their compliance filing.  Further, as the Utilities state 
that they do not oppose the AG’s suggestion to expand the Small Business Direct 
Program to include pipe insulation and boiler reset controls, as applicable to the 
particular customer’s needs, those measures should be added as part of the Small 
Business Direct Program.   

e. Business Program – Existing Facilities and Small 
Business Efficiency Program 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities note that the proposed Plan 2 Business Program – Existing Facility 
and Small Business Efficiency Program measures focus on installation of measures in 
existing facilities.  The Utilities state that the most efficient time to offer energy efficiency 
programs is at the time of new construction, and agree with the AG’s claim that 
Business Program – Existing Facility and Small Business Efficiency Program measures 
should focus on offering measures to new business customers, as appropriate.  The 
Utilities agree to coordinate with ComEd, when possible, to offer its Business and Small 
Business Program measures to new business customers, but emphasize that these 
offering must occur early in the customer’s planning of its new construction, because if 
the offerings do not occur early enough, the efforts to apply these programs to new 
customers could result in a low Net-To-Gross (“NTG”) ratio and would effectively waste 
the spending and the effort.  The Utilities state that they are in agreement with the AG 
that the Utilities will offer a retro-fit program that includes elements of Direct Installation, 
Engineering Assistance, Standard Incentives, Customer Incentives, and Gas 
Optimization Measures. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees with the parties’ proposal, and directs the Utilities to 
coordinate with ComEd, to the extent possible, to offer energy efficiency programs to 
new business customers.   

 

f. On-Bill Financing Program 
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North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities state that their OBF Programs are consistent with the applicable 
statutory language in Section 19-140 of the Act, which governs OBF programs for gas 
utilities in Illinois.  220 ILCS 5/19-140.  The Utilities note that the AG expressed 
confusion as to the scope of the Utilities’ OBF Program, and state that the Utilities allow 
up to $2.5 million in OBF loans at any time in each of their service territories.  The 
Utilities further note that the budgets included in Plan 2 reflect administrative costs, not 
the entire budget available for loans to residential, multi-family buildings and related 
small-business customers, and that the budget for the loans is the $2.5 million. 

 The Utilities assert that they will submit, in response to the AG’s concerns, 
additional detail regarding how the OBF Program is integrated into the Plan 2 portfolio in 
their compliance filing.  The Utilities further state that they agree that OBF can be used 
as a marketing tool for customer adoption of energy efficiency measures. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission finds that the Utilities’ OBF Program reasonable, appropriate, 
and consistent with Section 19-140 of the Act.  Therefore, it is approved.  While 
questions concerning clarity of the program has been raised, no proposals have been 
made.   

g. Non-Cost Effective Measures 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities acknowledge that certain of their Plan 2 measures indicate a TRC of 
less than 1.0, which is the minimum cost-benefit ratio required by Section 8-104(b) of 
the Act.  220 ILCS 5/8-104(b).  The Utilities agree with Staff and the AG that such 
measures should only be implemented if there is a compelling reason to include such a 
measure in Plan 2, including: (1) creating opportunities for customers to adopt other 
cost-effective measure installations, (2) encouragement of trade ally practices, behavior, 
and to maintain relationships, (3) preservation of program momentum, (4) equitable 
reasons, (5) anticipation of the measure becoming cost effective and/or (6) will spur 
market transformation and encourage great volumes of sales.  In light of this 
agreement, the Utilities agree to identify measures that may not be cost-effective, yet 
have a compelling reason to continue in Plan 2, as part of their compliance filing.  The 
Utilities object, however, to the AG’s claim that the Utilities rely on obtaining the bulk of 
their savings from measures that are not cost-effective. 

 The Utilities maintain that industrial boiler tune-up measures should be included 
in Plan 2, although the measure has a relatively low TRC and a low participation rate.  
The Utilities clarify that the industrial boiler tune-up measure has a participation rate of 1 
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and 10 for North Shore and Peoples Gas, respectively, instead of the 5,000 and 10,000 
customers as indicated by the AG.  The Utilities clarify that the numbers identified by the 
AG relate to BTUs of estimated savings, instead.  The Utilities argue that they are not 
relying on the industrial boiler tune-up measure heavily, and that it is primarily used to 
introduce and induce industrial customers in the Utilities’ other energy efficiency 
programming offerings.  

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees with the parties’ identification of compelling reasons to 
include certain measures that do not meet have a TRC of 1.0 or higher, and directs the 
Utilities to identify these measures and to describe the compelling reason to include 
such measures in Plan 2 in its upcoming compliance filing.  The Commission note that 
the statutory TRC test is applied at the portfolio level, so individual measures with a 
TRC less than 1.0 may well be reasonable for inclusion in a well-designed energy 
efficiency portfolio. 

h. Home Energy Jump Start 

In response to the AG’s claim that the Utilities’ Home Energy Jump Start 
Program is disjoined and does not provide a one-stop shop, the Utilities point out that 
the Utilities’ program includes: (1) the technician identifying areas where the home’s 
energy efficiency can be improved, (2) providing the customer with the costs and 
rebates available, including the availability of the On-Bill Financing (“OBF”) Program, 
and (3) incorporating trade allies into the process to provide the link between customer 
and installers of high-efficiency, rebate-eligible equipment.  Thus, the Utilities’ Home 
Energy Jump Start program is comprehensive.   The Utilities also note that they are 
considering elements of other utility programs for adoption.  

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees that the Utilities’ Home Energy Jump Start provides an 
efficient and comprehensive customer experience.   The Commission rejects the AG’s 
argument and the Commission makes no modification to the Home Energy Jump Start 
program. 

4. Key Assumptions 

a. Portfolio Flexibility 
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North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities argue that the Commission should approve the Utilities’ request for 
flexibility to respond prudently to changes in programs or markets, consistent with the 
flexibility approved by the Commission in Docket No. 10-0564 for the Utilities’ Plan 1.  
Staff and the AG agree that program flexibility is necessary, but propose certain 
limitations.  The Utilities argue that the Commission should reject these proposals and 
decline to impose additional limitations, but state in the event that the Commission 
decides that limitations are necessary, the Utilities support the limitations proposed by 
Staff. 

 The AG, with support from CUB/City, claims that the Utilities’ proposal will 
provide the Utilities with “unlimited ability to shift funds” or “unfettered flexibility” to invest 
in the cheapest programs.  Init. Br. at 24-25.  The Utilities argue that these claims are 
meritless, and point out that not only is there no evidence that the Utilities misused the 
program flexibility granted by the Commission in Docket No. 10-0564, the Utilities’ 
proposal would continue to provide the Commission with oversight over major 
modifications.  Moreover, the Utilities note that even if the Utilities were to shift funds to 
less expensive plans, as the AG and CUB/City claim, there are no guarantees that the 
modified goals would be met – this result would also require an increase in participation. 

 If the Commission finds that additional reporting requirements are necessary, 
however, the Utilities argue that Staff’s recommendations should be approved.  The 
Utilities argue that these recommendations would not allow unlimited or unfettered 
flexibility for program changes, and point out that the Commission already rejected the 
AG’s proposed limitations in a separate docket approving ComEd’s Plan 3, and instead 
adopted Staff’s recommendations. 

 Moreover, the Utilities commit to continuing their quarterly reporting of program 
results in its energy efficiency plan docket, and further commit to expanding this 
reporting in accordance with Staff’s recommendation. 

Other Parties  

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission notes that it provided the Utilities with certain flexibility in 
Docket No. 10-0564, and that there is no evidence that the Utilities have mismanaged 
or abused this privilege.  The AG and CUB/City arguments are without merit.  If there is 
any abuse of discretion, the Commission is certain that its Staff or any intervenor will 
bring it to the Commission’s attention. However, given such flexibility, additional 
reporting standards are warranted.  Thus, the Commission also approves the Staff’s 
recommendations. 

b. Adjustable Savings Goal 
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North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities propose an adjustment to their Plan 2 that would permit the Utilities 
to adjust their savings goals based upon NTG ratios and realization rates.  The Utilities 
argue that such an adjustment is necessary in the interest of fairness, as those ratios 
and realization rates are subject to change on a prospective basis due to ongoing 
evaluation of the programs, updating the Illinois-TRM [Illinois Statewide Technical 
Reference Manual], or in accordance with the Illinois NTG framework.  The Utilities note 
that Staff agrees with the Utilities’ proposal, subject to the approval of a number of 
conditions.  The Utilities assert that, while they do not believe that Staff’s conditions are 
necessary, they accept such conditions, in part because the Utilities believe that they 
are already complying with many of the conditions and that the remainder is not overly 
burdensome. 

 The Utilities note that the AG argues that the Utilities’ proposal would remove any 
incentive for the Utilities to increase NTG values and to properly manage their portfolio.  
The Utilities argue that the AG’s claim is meritless, and emphasize that the NTG and 
TRM values (upon which any adjustments would be made) are provided either by 
independent evaluators and agreed to by SAG and the Technical Advisory Committee, 
or are derived from a Commission-approved process.  In addition, the Utilities point out 
that there are multiple sources to provide oversight and incentive to the Utilities, 
including SAG, the independent evaluator, and the Utilities’ implementation contractor, 
who is employed under a performance-based contract. 

 The Utilities argue that CUB/City’s claim is similarly unsupported and should be 
rejected.  CUB/City argue that the Utilities’ proposal would negate the Utilities’ risk 
management, and is contrary to the purpose of the Energy Efficiency Portfolio 
Standards.  In response, the Utilities emphasize that the Utilities would only be able to 
adjust their goals at the beginning of each program year, and thus the maximum 
number of adjustments during the Plan 2 would be three.  Moreover, these adjustments 
would be dependent on the changes in NTG.  The Utilities argue that the evidence 
demonstrates that the Utilities are committed to responsibly managing and 
administering the energy efficiency programs, and that CUB/City has provided no 
evidence to the contrary. 

 Similarly, the Utilities state that they are incentivized to efficiently and effectively 
use ratepayer revenues by the statutory language of Section 8-104(f)(7), which limits 
recovery of costs through the tariff to those costs that are reasonably and prudently 
incurred.  220 ILCS 5/8-104(f)(7).  Moreover, the Utilities argue that Section 8-104(c) 
requires the Utilities to implement cost-effective energy efficiency measures to meet the 
savings requirements.  220 ILCS 5/8-104(c).  In addition, the Utilities have a 
performance-based contract with their primary vendor.  Lastly, the Utilities point out that 
they must still meet the TRM/NTG-adjusted goal.  Thus, the Utilities remain incentivized 
to act prudently and to prioritize cost-effective measures. 

 The Utilities argue that the Commission should reject the AG and ELPC’s claims 
that the Utilities’ adjustable savings goal is not permissible under Section 8-104 of the 
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Act.  In support, the Utilities note the language of Section 8-104(d), which clearly 
contemplates circumstances where the goals set forth in Section 8-104(c) of the Act 
could not be met and authorizes the Commission to allow adjustments.  Additionally, the 
Utilities argue that under Illinois law, a court or agency must ascribe to words used in an 
unambiguous statute their ordinary and commonly accepted meaning.  NS-PGL Rep. 
Br. at 23.  Under this interpretation, the Commission clearly has the discretion to 
determine when the savings requirements in Section 8-104(c) should be reduced.  

 The Utilities point out that ELPC fails to demonstrate how the Utilities have 
sufficient flexibility to make up for lost savings without spending additional money.  The 
Utilities argue that the Commission should reject ELPC’s claims, as ELPC has failed to 
provide any evidence or support for its arguments. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees with the Utilities and with Staff that it is reasonable and 
fair to allow updates to the Utilities’ energy savings goals based on Commission-
approved changes to the IL-TRM.  The Commission accepts the Utilities’ proposal, as 
supported by Staff, and finds that the Utilities remain properly incentivized to prudently 
and efficiently manage its portfolio and programs in a cost-effective manner.  The 
Commission rejects the claims of the AG, CUB/City, and ELPC, and holds that the 
oversight provided by various groups, the constraints imposed by the statutory language 
of Section 8-104, and the limited opportunity for adjustments due to the tri-annual nature 
of Plan 2, is sufficient to ensure that the Utilities will continue to properly manage their 
portfolio going forward. 

c. NTG Framework 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities maintain that the Commission should adopt a NTG Framework 
consistent with the NTG Framework approved by the Commission in ComEd’s Energy 
Efficiency Proceeding in Docket No. 13-0495, as follows: 

(1) If consensus on a NTG value is reached by the parties at SAG, 
then that NTG value should apply. 

(2) If no consensus is reached at the SAG, then the EM&V contractor 
values should be used. 

(3) NTG values shall be used prospectively. 

(4) A set calendar for process of NTG values: 

i. Existing programs – EM&V contractor will provide values by 
March 1 for existing programs with estimated NTG values, 
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such value will apply for the next program year (beginning 
June 1). 

ii. New programs – planning NTG values provided by the 
EM&V contractor will apply for the next program year 
(beginning June 1). 

iii. Prior to March 1 of each year, the EM&V contractor will 
present proposed NTG values to the SAG for discussion. 
The EM&V contractor, after advice from the SAG is 
considered, will adjust values as applicable and those final 
determined values by the EM&V contract will be used for the 
upcoming program year (beginning June 1). 

NS-PGL Init. Br. at 30-31.  The Utilities argue that they will provide evaluation and 
measure (“EM&V”) studies without delay in order to as closely comply with the March 1 
deadline in the NTG Framework as possible, and encourage the independent 
evaluators to provide their reports in a timely manner to allow SAG sufficient time to 
discuss such reports.  The Utilities further note that they do not oppose having Illinois 
utilities evaluators consider the best practices and results of other studies in the 
formation of their reports. 

 If the Commission adopts the Utilities’ proposal, Staff recommends that the 
Commission also adopt additional reporting standards.  The Utilities state that they 
agree with these standards, with the exception of the retroactive application of NTG 
values for failure to file by April 1 of each year.  The Utilities argue that although 
timeliness is important, the NTG values would not always be retroactive, and that any 
failure to file could be cured by a prompt filing as soon as possible after the April 1 date. 

 The Utilities maintain that the alternate proposals offered by Staff and the AG are 
improper, and should have been discussed by SAG or in the context of a rulemaking to 
ensure uniformity. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees with the NTG Framework as proposed by the Utilities, 
and adopts this proposal, which is similar to the frameworks that the Commission has 
approved in previous proceedings.  The Commission also adopts Staff’s 
recommendations, with the exception of the retroactive application of NTG values for 
failure to file by April 1 of each year.  Such a condition does not seem practicable based 
upon the record.  The Commission directs the Utilities to file their EM&V studies as soon 
as possible, and urges the independent evaluators to submit their reports in a timely 
manner. 

d. NTG Ratio Values for Program Year 4 
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North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities agree with Staff’s recommendation that the Commission direct the 
Utilities to work with the SAG to reach consensus on NTG ratio values to deem for 
Program Year 4 and to include such NTG ratio values for Program Year 4 in the 
remodeling of the Utilities’ portfolio for its revised plan to be filed in the Utilities’ 
compliance filing in this proceeding. 

 The Utilities agree to work with SAG to attempt to reach consensus as to NTG 
values, but notes that “deemed” NTG value for Program Year 4 may not be available, as 
the compliance filing will be made after a Commission vote in April or May of 2014. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission adopts Staff’s recommendation, as supported by the Utilities, 
and acknowledges that a “deemed” NTG value for Program Year 4 may not be 
available, based on the date of the Utilities’ compliance filing following a Commission 
vote in this docket. 

e. Adjustment Factors – Free Riders/Spillover 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities propose adjustment factors for free riders and participant and non-
participant spillover as part of their NTG ratio.  The Utilities define free riders as 
participants who are those ratepayers who would have taken the same energy 
efficiency action without the program.  The Utilities define participant spillover as those 
instances when participants take additional actions as a result of the program but do not 
receive any incentives for those actions.  The Utilities define non-participant spillover as 
those instances where a customer takes an action, but ultimately the energy savings 
generated do not get credited to the program.  The Utilities argue that the use of these 
factors would ensure that energy savings are measured accurately. 

 In light of the Commission’s findings in ComEd’s Energy Efficiency Program 
proceeding, Docket No. 13-0495, the Utilities urge the Commission to adopt similar 
findings in the instant proceeding.  Namely, the Utilities argue that the Commission 
should direct independent evaluators to measure spillover in relation to the predicted 
impacts of such measurement, and to order a program-wide spillover survey to be 
independent evaluators to measure spillover in relation to the predicted impacts of such 
measurement, and to order a program-wide spillover survey to be addressed by the 
SAG for further development. 

 The Utilities note that Staff, AG, and the ELPC do not support the Utilities’ 
proposal.  Despite these objections, the Utilities argue that the Commission’s decision 
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regarding free ridership and spillover, as stated in its Order in Docket No. 13-0495, is 
reasonable, and urge the Commission to adopt the same decision here. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission finds that excluding spillover calculations is likely to unfairly 
reduce a program administrator’s calculated savings, but also finds that it would be 
costly to calculate and determine the effects of spillover in the NTG ratio.  As a result, 
the Commission directs independent evaluators to measure spillover in relation to the 
predicted impacts of such measurement, and to order a program-wide spillover survey 
to be addressed by the SAG for further development. 

f. Statewide NTG Methodologies 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities argue that the Commission should reject Staff’s recommendation to 
establish statewide NTG methodologies.  The Utilities note that EM&V contractors are 
experts in their field, and are capable of determining what best practices are for Illinois 
utilities.  Moreover, the Utilities argue that the EM&V contractors should consider the 
unique aspects of each individual utility’s service territory while remaining mindful of 
budget, and that uniformity would undermine these goals.  The Utilities note that they do 
not oppose having Illinois utilities evaluators consider the best practices and results of 
other studies in the formation of a particular independent evaluator’s results and making 
it applicable to the Utilities in this docket. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees that uniformity would undermine the EM&V contractors’ 
ability to evaluate the best practices for each Illinois utility and such utility’s service 
territory.  As a result, the Commission declines to adopt Staff’s recommendation to 
adopt statewide NTG methodologies. 

5. Reporting 

   a. Reporting in Compliance Filings and Future Filings 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 
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 The Utilities agree to Staff’s recommendation that the Utilities include the IL-TRM 
measure codes in future plan filings in order to allow ease of review and greater 
transparency.  The Utilities additionally agree to Staff’s recommendation that if the 
Utilities’ request for an adjustable savings goal is approved, the Commission should 
direct the Utilities to include the IL-TRM measure codes in a spreadsheet that would be 
used to adjust the savings goals and file it in this proceeding for transparency purposes.   
The Utilities assert that they will provide the spreadsheet with the IL-TRM measure 
codes in their compliance filing in this proceeding. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission adopts Staff’s recommendation that the Utilities include the IL-
TRM measure codes in future plan filings.  The Commission further notes that, having 
approved the Utilities’ adjustable savings goal, the Utilities are directed to include the IL-
TRM measure codes in a spreadsheet in their next compliance filing in this proceeding. 

b. Savings Goal Compliance Proceeding 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities agree with Staff’s recommendation that the Commission approve a 
three-year savings goal compliance proceeding per Section 8-104(f)(8) of the Act, 
where three-year cost-effectiveness results by program should be reviewed and 
reported to the Commission.  The Utilities also agree with Staff’s recommendation that 
the Utilities petition the Commission to initiate the three-year savings goal compliance 
proceeding once evaluation reports are available, and commits to petition the 
Commission as Staff recommends. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission approves Staff’s recommendations regarding a savings goal 
compliance proceeding to which the Utilities do not object.  Thus, the Utilities are 
directed to initiate the three-year savings goal compliance proceeding once evaluation 
reports are available.   

B. Section 8-104(f)(2) 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 
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 The Utilities state that their Plan 2 meets the requirements of Section 8-104(f)(2) 
of the Act, which requires the Utilities to: “Present proposals to implement new building 
and appliance standards that have been placed into effect.”  220 ILCS 5/8-104(f)(2).  
The Utilities note that neither Staff nor any intervenor contests that the Utilities have met 
these requirements. 

 The Utilities state that they designed their programs using applicable building 
codes and appliance standards to determine eligibility of certain measures and services 
for inclusion in the Utilities’ programs, and aver that if changes occur in new building 
and appliance standards during the Plan Period, that the Utilities will make program 
design changes to accommodate those new standards. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission finds that the Utilities have complied with Section 8-104(f)(2) of 
the Act. 

C. Section 8-104(f)(3) 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities state that their Plan 2 meets the requirements of Section 8-104(f)(3) 
of the Act, which requires the Utilities to: “Present estimates of the total amount paid for 
gas service expressed on a per therm basis associate with the proposed portfolio of 
measures designed to meet the requirements that are identified in subsection (c) of this 
Section, as modified by subsection (d) of this Section.”  220 ILCS 5/8-104(f)(3).  The 
Utilities note that neither Staff nor any intervenor contests that the Utilities have met 
these requirements. 

 The Utilities maintain that they estimate savings over the Plan Period to cost 
$2.06 per therm for North Shore and $2.24 per therm for Peoples Gas.  The Utilities 
further state that the total cost for the Plan Period is $3.3 million for North Shore and 
$18.4 million for Peoples Gas, and note that while these values include the cost for the 
independent EM&V contractor, they do not include funding for on-bill financing or 
DCEO’s share of the budget. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission finds that the Utilities have complied with Section 8-104(f)(3) of 
the Act. 
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D. Section 8-104(f)(4) 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities state that their Plan 2 meets the requirements of Section 8-104(f)(4) 
of the Act, which requires the Utilities to: “Coordinate with the Department to present a 
portfolio of energy efficiency measures proportionate to the share of total annual utility 
revenues in Illinois from households at or below 150% of the poverty level.  Such 
programs shall be targeted to households with incomes at or below 80% of area median 
income.”  220 ILCS 5/8-104(f)(4).  The Utilities note that neither Staff nor any intervenor 
contests that the Utilities have met these requirements. 

 The Utilities maintain that they worked with DCEO to help identify the size of this 
market in terms of natural gas sales (therms) and revenues.  The Utilities note that 
DCEO informed the Utilities, as well as all other gas and electric Illinois utilities, that it 
would take full responsibility for the low income goals as required in Section 8-104(f)(4). 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission finds that the Utilities have complied with Section 8-104(f)(4) of 
the Act. 

E. Section 8-104(f)(5) 

 1. Plan 2 Portfolio Energy Efficiency Level 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities state that the total Plan 2 portfolio of measures for Peoples Gas has 
a TRC of 1.81 for Peoples Gas and that the total Plan 2 portfolio of measures for North 
Shore has a TRC of 2.16, in compliance with the requirements of Section 8-104(f)(5) of 
the Act.  The Utilities further assert that the Plan 2 portfolio of energy efficiency 
programs provides a diverse cross section of opportunities for all customers in the 
Utilities’ rate classes to participate in Plan 2’s programs. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that the TRC for the total Plan 2 portfolio of measures for 
both Utilities comply with Section 8-104(f)(5) of the Act. 

2. Inclusion of Gas and Electric Costs and Benefits 
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North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities state that they agree to include the electric and gas costs and 
benefits in their TRC calculations for the programs that are jointly operated between the 
Utilities and ComEd.  The Utilities assert that, if ordered to do so by the Commission, 
they will provide these updates, as possible where electric cost and benefit information 
is available for their Plan 2 compliance filing. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees with Staff and the AG that the electric and gas costs 
and benefits should be included in the Utilities’ TRC calculations for the programs that 
are jointly operated between the Utilities and ComEd.  The Commission orders the 
Utilities to provide these updates, as possible where electric cost and benefit 
information is available for their Plan 2 compliance filing 

F. Section 8-104(f)(6) 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities state that Section 8-104(f)(6) is not applicable to the Utilities, as they 
are not affiliated with ComEd.  The Utilities further assert that they commit to continuing 
to coordinate with ComEd for the delivery of measures and programs within Plan 2, 
where such coordination is available and cost-effective. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees with the Utilities that Section 8-104(f)(6) does not apply, 
as the Utilities are not affiliated with ComEd or any other electric utility. 

G. Section 8-104(f)(7) 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities maintain that their Plan 2 meets the requirements of Section 8-
104(f)(7) of the Act, which requires the Utilities to: “Include a proposed cost recovery 
tariff mechanism to fund the proposed energy efficiency measures and to ensure the 
recovery of the prudently and reasonably incurred costs of Commission-approved 
programs.”  220 ILCS 5/8-104(f)(7). 
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The Utilities note that Rider EOA – Energy Efficiency and On-Bill Financing 
Adjustment was approved by the Commission in ICC Docket No. 10-0564, and meets 
the requirements of Section 8-104(f)(7).  The Utilities further note that no changes were 
proposed to Rider EOA in this proceeding. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees that the Utilities’ Rider EOA – Energy Efficiency and On-
Bill Financing Adjustment, as approved in Docket No. 10-0564, meets the requirements 
of Section 8-104(f)(7). 

H. Section 8-104(f)(8) 

1. Quarterly Reporting, Annual Review, and Independent 
Evaluation of Results 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities maintain that they will continue to provide quarterly reports of the 
Utilities’ implementation of their program portfolio, and that they will have an annual 
independent evaluation of the Plan 2 programs by an EM&V contractor.  The Utilities 
further assert that they shall have a full evaluation of the Plan 2 performance at the 
conclusion of the Plan, and that resources dedicated to EM&V services shall not exceed 
3% of the total Rate Impact Cap. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

The Commission agrees that the commitments described by the Utilities meet the 
requirements of Section 8-104(f)(8), and directs the Utilities to provide quarterly reports 
describing the implementation of their program portfolio.  

2. Independent Evaluation Contract 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

The Utilities state that they agree with Staff’s recommendations as to the contract 
between the independent EM&V contractor and the Utilities, specifically that: 

 The Companies shall file the independent evaluation contract and scope 
of work in this docket within fourteen days of execution. 
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 The Companies shall continue to include language in the independent 159 
evaluation contracts such that the Commission can: (1) terminate the 
contract if the Commission determines the Evaluators were not acting 
independently; and (2) prevent the Companies from terminating the 
contracts without Commission approval. 

 (3) The independent Evaluator is responsible for performing the three-year 
ex post cost-effectiveness analysis per Section 8-104(f)(8) of the Act. 

Init. Br. at 38. 

Other Parties 

[Insert] 

Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission adopts the recommendations as stated by Staff and agreed to 
by the Utilities. 

III. Section 8-104(g) – Definition of “Demonstration of Breakthrough 
Equipment Devices” 

 North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities argue that the Commission should reject Staff’s contention that a 
specific definition of breakthrough equipment and devices should be developed.  The 
Utilities assert that the creation of such a definition should be determined through SAG, 
and note that in ComEd’s most recently approved energy efficiency order in Docket No. 
13-0495, the Commission determined that such a definition is more appropriately 
determined through the SAG.  The Utilities note that they do not object to reporting on 
the progress or workshop process in their quarterly reports, and will identify any 
measures that should be considered “breakthrough equipment or devices”. 

Other Parties 

 [Insert] 

 Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission rejects Staff’s proposed definition of “breakthrough equipment 
and devices”.  Consistent with the Commission’s findings in Docket No. 13-0495, the 
Commission finds that a definition cannot be adopted at this time.  The Commission 
believes that a consistent definition should be adopted across the state, and, thus, a 
statewide definition for “breakthrough equipment and devices” should be addressed at 
the SAG and presented to the Commission for approval. 

IV. Other 
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A. Future Potential Studies 

North Shore and Peoples Gas 

 The Utilities state that they agree with CUB/City that any potential study that will 
be relied upon by the Utilities in the formation of any future energy efficiency portfolio or 
otherwise be submitted to SAG for review.  The Utilities note that SAG’s members 
provide valuable feedback as to improvements and additional explanations of unclear 
material.  The Utilities emphasize, however, that these studies would not be submitted 
to SAG for approval, as SAG does not have the authority to approve such studies. 

 Additionally, the Utilities do not object to Staff’s proposal to create a consensus 
statewide Policy Manual that is limited to evaluation issues.  The Utilities commit to 
continuing to work with the SAG during the Plan 2 period and to participate in matters 
that the Commission directs SAG to consider or that SAG undertakes in response to 
stakeholder proposals. 

Other Parties 

 [Insert] 

 Commission Analysis and Conclusion 

 The Commission agrees with CUB/City’s proposal that future studies relied upon 
by the Utilities in the formation of future energy efficiency portfolios or otherwise should 
be submitted to SAG for review.  The Commission notes, however, that the Utilities are 
correct that SAG does not have authority to approve such studies; as an advisory body, 
SAG is limited to providing feedback and oversight.  The power to approve such studies 
remains solely with the Commission. 

V. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

The Commission, having considered the entire record herein and being fully 
advised in the premises, is of the opinion and finds that:  

(1) Peoples Gas is an Illinois corporation engaged in the transportation, 
purchase, storage, distribution and sale of natural gas to the public in 
Illinois and is a public utility as defined in Section 3-105 of the Act; 

(2) North Shore is an Illinois corporation engaged in the transportation, 
purchase, storage, distribution and sale of natural gas to the public in 
Illinois and is a public utility as defined in Section 3-105 of the Act; 

(3) the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity is a state 
agency that is statutorily obligated, pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-104(e) to 
utilize 25% of a utility’s natural gas funding and achieve no less than 20% 
of the natural gas savings requirements; therefore, pursuant to statute, 
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this portion of the plan is subject to Commission approval before 
implementation; 

(4) the Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter 
herein;  

(5) the recitals of fact and conclusions of law reached in the prefatory portion 
of this Order are supported by the evidence of record, and are hereby 
adopted as findings of fact and conclusions of law;  

(6) North Shore and Peoples Gas should be ordered to include the IL-TRM 
measure codes in its Plan filing in the future for ease of review 

(7) North Shore and Peoples Gas should be directed to comply with the 
reporting requirements adopted herein 

(8) North Shore’s and Peoples Gas’ NTG Framework should be adopted as 
modified herein; 

(9) North Shore’s and Peoples Gas’ proposed savings goals should adopted 
as be modified as herein; 

(10) the testimony and exhibits admitted into the record provide substantial 
evidence that the Energy Efficiency Plan filed by the North Shore and 
Peoples Gas will meet the filing requirements of Section 8-104(f) of the 
Public Utilities Act, if North Shore and Peoples Gas submit a revised Plan 
in a compliance filing within 30 days of the date of this Order that 
incorporates and is consistent with the conditions and requirements stated 
herein; 

(11) North Shore and Peoples Gas should be directed to file a petition for 
review of their achievement of the Plan 2 modified savings goals once 
evaluation reports are available.  

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that the 
Petition filed by North Shore Gas Company and The Peoples Gas Light and Coke 
Company requesting approval of its Energy Efficiency Plan is hereby conditionally 
approved, subject to Commonwealth Edison Company filing a compliance filing that 
incorporates the findings and conclusions herein and is consistent with the conclusions 
contained herein.   

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that North Shore Gas Company and The Peoples 
Gas Light and Coke Company are hereby authorized to and directed to make a filing 
within 30 days of the date of this Order, such filing shall be a revised Energy Efficiency 
Plan pursuant to Section 8-104 of the Public Utilities Act containing terms and 
provisions consistent with, and reflective of, the findings and determinations made in 
this Order. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any motions, petitions, objections, and other 
matters in this proceeding which remain unresolved are disposed of consistent with the 
conclusions herein.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of 
the Public Utilities Act and 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880, this Order is final; it is not subject 
to the Administrative Review Law. 

By Order of the Commission this ___ day of ________, 2014. 

      (SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 

CHAIRMAN 

 


