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 This submission is presented on behalf of Indiana Industrial Energy Consumers, Inc. 

(“INDIEC”) and the Indiana Industrial Group, an ad hoc group consisting of both INDIEC 

members and other businesses operating industrial facilities in Indiana (collectively the 

“Industrial Consumers”).  On April 9, 2014, the Commission issued General Administrative 

Order 2014-1 (“GAO 2014-1”), inviting comments from interested parties with respect to energy 

efficiency and demand-side management (“EE/DSM”) programs.  GAO 2014-1 arose from the 

passage of Senate Enrolled Act 340 (“SEA 340”), and the subsequent request by Governor Pence 

seeking Commission recommendations on the subject of EE/DSM policy.  This submission is 

made by the Industrial Consumers in response to GAO 2014-1. 

I.  SUMMARY 

 The Industrial Consumers fully understand the importance of energy efficiency in their 

own operations and support efforts to conserve energy resources and reduce demand as a matter 

of policy.  In two respects, the establishment of energy efficiency objectives should incorporate 

criteria that better advance that policy.  First, efficiency goals should be oriented on mitigating 

peak demand as well as reducing energy consumption levels, in order to reduce and forestall a 

need for incremental generation resources.  Second, energy usage metrics should differentiate 

between, on one hand, inefficiencies and deficient energy management and, on the other hand, 

load growth due to population changes, increases in productivity and economic development. 

 The industrial opt out provided for in SEA 340 appropriately reflects the capabilities and 

incentives of industrial consumers to achieve efficiencies outside the context of regulatory 

programs.  Industrial operations are energy-intensive, making energy expense a key factor in the 

cost of production, and moreover are subject to intense competition, requiring diligence to avoid 

waste of expensive energy resources.  The Industrial Consumers, accordingly, have demonstrated 
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a longstanding commitment to optimizing energy utilization in their operations.  The opt out 

properly recognizes that such consumers are in the best position to identify and assess potential 

efficiencies in their specific industrial processes, while allowing for participation in regulatory 

programs that match their needs in given instances.  Those opting to participate will pay the 

properly allocated costs through rates, but importantly those opting out will not be burdened with 

rate increments associated with programs not utilized to achieve efficiencies. 

 Based on the Industrial Consumers’ experience with existing programs, and as a matter of 

ratemaking policy, the effectiveness of EE/DSM programs is impeded by the collection of lost 

margins and shareholder incentives through rates.  Rates pay for service, but lost margin 

recovery pays for non-service.  Regulation is supposed to act as a surrogate for competition, but 

a competitive business would not be able to collect charges from customers for lost sales.  

Utilities are already compensated for risk through rate of return and are expected to manage 

fluctuations in demand, which occur constantly for many reasons.  Ordinary rate proceedings are 

suited to addressing any revenue deficiencies, without special trackers for lost margins.  

Efficiency is best encouraged by allocating the cost savings to consumers, whose energy usage is 

the focus of conservation and DSM efforts.  By contrast, lost margin trackers and shareholder 

incentives only indirectly promote utility efforts to promote consumer behavior, at the cost of 

reducing the direct incentive to the energy user actually in a position to achieve efficiency gains. 

 Energy efficiency is also advanced by regulatory policies favoring development of 

private generation resources and competitive procurement standards for public utilities.  A 

number of industrial operations in Indiana already utilize cogeneration or combined heat and 

power facilities, waste-to-energy units, and other privately owned and operated energy resources.  

Those facilities are typically energy-efficient and environmentally friendly.  By reducing the 
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demand that must be met by utilities through rate-supported generation assets, private energy 

resources mitigate the scope and timing of utility construction projects funded by the public.  

Competitive procurement standards, furthermore, promote financial efficiency when utilities do 

need to add supply resources to meet demand, as a check against the bias for construction of rate 

base assets.  Where purchased power is the most cost-effective option, in-state emissions are 

avoided and the rate burden on consumers is reduced.  Private generation and competitive 

procurement, accordingly, promote efficiency and mitigate the need for utility construction of 

new generation facilities, and therefore should be favored as a matter of regulatory policy. 

II.  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REPORT 

 The Industrial Consumers propose that the subjects discussed below be addressed in the 

EE/DSM report contemplated by GAO 2014-1, and respectfully request that the Commission 

incorporate the policy recommendations and conclusions presented in this submission.  Insofar 

as this document focuses on the interests and perspective of the Industrial Consumers, this 

submission is not intended to serve as a comprehensive presentation on all the issues and 

considerations the Commission may deem appropriate to address in the report. 

 A. Efficiency Goals Should Address Peak Demand as Well as 
  Usage Reductions and Should Distinguish Inefficiency and 
  Waste from Economic Development and Load Growth 
 
 The policy promoting efficient use of energy resources advances the public interest in 

cost-effective utility services by minimizing waste, reducing emissions and mitigating the need 

for construction of new generation capacity.  Framing efficiency objectives solely in terms of 

decreases in gross energy consumption, however, does not fully reflect the targeted conduct or 

the intended consequences.  In addition, efficiency goals should be oriented on achieving 
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reductions in peak demand levels, and further should differentiate between inefficient or wasteful 

energy usage as opposed to load growth due to economic development or population changes. 

 The level of generation capacity required for reliable utility service is driven by projected 

demand.  Baseload capacity is a function of base demand, and peak demand determines the 

extent of incremental capacity resources the utility must maintain or procure to provide service at 

times of highest consumption.  Overall decreases in energy usage tend to lower the demand 

curve, and thereby delay the need for and reduce the scale of expensive capacity additions.  Even 

without changes in base demand, however, and with only modest impact on overall energy 

consumption, reductions in peak demand advance efficiency objectives by obviating the need for 

incremental peak supply resources.  The most efficient utilization arises from the steadiest 

demand, minimizing capacity that must be constructed and maintained but is needed only on 

occasion to handle demand spikes.  Measures aimed at reducing peak demand, accordingly, 

promote efficiency and more cost-effective utility rates. 

 Energy consumption fluctuates constantly for a variety of reasons, only some of which 

relate to the degree of consumer efficiency and diligence in energy management.  Measuring 

efficiency goals only by reference to historical energy consumption, accordingly, does not target 

with precision the consumer conduct the policy is meant to encourage.  In particular, shifts in 

population and load characteristics, productivity levels and economic development gains or 

losses may all result in changes in energy usage that do not indicate inefficiency or waste.  A 

region with an increasing population will see higher energy demand even if the extent of 

efficiency efforts remains constant, and conversely a downward trend in population will lead to 

lower consumption even without any improvement in efficiency. 
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 For large employers like the Industrial Consumers, the goals of energy efficiency should 

not be incompatible with economic development and the success and expansion of Indiana 

facilities.  Consumption is reduced, after all, if an industrial consumer cuts back on production or 

closes a plant, but such reductions do not improve efficiency.  Expanding a production facility, 

investing in Indiana locations, hiring additional employees, increasing productivity and opening 

new plants in Indiana all promote economic development and produce benefits for the State 

economy, but at the same time tend to increase energy consumption regardless of how efficient 

the operations may be.  While the Industrial Consumers have strong motivation to achieve 

efficiencies in the utilization of expensive energy resources, successful efforts may result in 

higher production levels rather than decreased energy consumption.  Especially where the 

national economy is recovering from a recession and industrial productivity is rebounding, 

comparing consumption to an historical baseline is not an accurate measure of efficiency. 

 Previously established efficiency objectives recognize the independent variables affecting 

consumption to a limited extent, by adjusting for weather normalization.  The same rationale 

supports further refinement.  For the industrial class, the better measure of efficiency is energy 

usage per unit of production, as opposed to overall consumption levels.  For other classes, 

changes in population may be accounted for by computing energy usage per consumer or 

account.  In any event, the policy favoring efficiency should not inhibit economic development 

and should not tie results to shifts in consumer demographics. 

 B. The Industrial Opt Out Properly Recognizes the Capability 
  of Large Consumers to Achieve Efficiencies Independently 
 
 Under the provisions of SEA 340, an industrial consumer with a load of one megawatt or 

greater at a given location may opt out of EE/DSM programs implemented pursuant to 

Commission order, and from that point forward will no longer be responsible for associated cost 
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recovery through rates except as accrued prior to the opt out.  Such a customer can later opt back 

in, subject to rate responsibility for a three-year period.  Governor Pence allowed SEA 340 to 

pass into law without his signature, expressing disappointment that it eliminated existing 

statewide programs but recognizing that imposing costs on manufacturers in particular makes 

Indiana less competitive.1  He announced the Commission was being asked to make 

recommendations for new programs “that would include an opt-out for large electricity 

consumers.”2  His letter to the Commission, and the recitals in GAO 2014-1, direct that the 

Commission recommendations are to “[a]llow for an opt-out whereby large electricity consumers 

can decide not to participate in a DSM program.” 

 The provisions of SEA 340, the directions of Governor Pence and the terms of GAO 

2014-1, accordingly, all endorse the opt out for industrial consumers.  That framework supports 

the commitment of the Industrial Consumers to energy efficiency and advances the underlying 

policy objectives.  The Industrial Consumers have demonstrated capability to evaluate and 

implement efficiency improvements in their operations independently, are in the best position to 

do so, and can pursue efficiency in a cost-effective manner by determining whether and when to 

participate in regulatory programs as opposed to utilizing internal resources. 

 The Industrial Consumers have strong motivation to optimize the efficient use of energy.  

Industrial operations are energy-intensive, making energy expense a major portion of the overall 

cost of production.  The Industrial Consumers are subject, moreover, to intense competitive 

pressure in national and global markets, requiring a high degree of diligence in managing costs 

and avoiding waste.  Especially as industrial electricity rates have escalated sharply in Indiana 

                                                 
1  See 3/27/14 Press Release at 
http://www.in.gov/activecalendar/EventList.aspx?fromdate=3/25/2014&todate=3/31/2014&display=Month&type=p
ublic&eventidn=164938&view=EventDetails&information_id=198287 .   
2  Id. 
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and are expected to continue to increase in the foreseeable future, efficient utilization of highly 

expensive energy resources has a material impact on the competitiveness of Indiana facilities.  

Aside from financial performance, the Industrial Consumers are sophisticated businesses 

comprised of motivated individuals who take great pride in their work and care deeply about the 

quality of life in their communities.  They continually strive to identify and realize process 

improvements as a routine component of the functions they perform.  Both as a matter of 

corporate responsibility and individual commitment, they support the policy of energy efficiency 

and understand the benefits of conserving energy resources and preventing waste. 

 As sophisticated energy users, furthermore, the Industrial Consumers are not dependent 

on utility personnel or third party administrators of regulatory programs to evaluate potential 

efficiencies.  They are the experts in their own industrial processes and business operations, and 

are in the best position to determine where and how to implement any improvements.  Unlike 

small volume consumers who may benefit from home energy audits and education on efficiency, 

the Industrial Consumers have the expertise and resources to assess efficiency improvements 

without reliance on regulatory programs.  Voluntary measures by large consumers, moreover, 

maximize the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of efforts because the consumer does not have to 

pay for administrative and program costs through utility rates.  At the same time, the devotion of 

private resources results in efficiency gains that are achieved without cost recovery through 

regulated rates. 

 Apart from participation in EE/DSM programs, the Industrial Consumers also support 

energy efficiency through other mechanisms.  In particular, both demand response and 

interruptible tariffs provide utilities with a capability to reduce industrial load in instances of 

demand spikes and system constraints.  Such measures facilitate the efficient management of 
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utility resources, mitigate peak demand, and offset a need for incremental generation capacity.  

In addition, industrials utilizing private generation facilities reduce the demand that must be 

served by energy utilities using rate base assets, improving the efficiency and cost-effectiveness 

of public resources funded through regulated rates. 

 Because of the importance of efficient use of energy to industrial operations active in 

highly competitive markets, the Industrial Consumers have a longstanding dedication to 

efficiency that is not dependent on participation in regulatory EE/DSM programs.  The specifics 

of energy cost profiles and energy savings strategies have competitive significance, in light of 

the major role of energy expense in the cost of production, and consequently such details may be 

confidential and proprietary.  Attached as Exhibit A, however, are publicly available records 

discussing energy efficiency initiatives and policies undertaken by the Industrial Consumers.  In 

addition, Exhibit B describes particular efficiency efforts and achievements, without the 

disclosure of competitively sensitive customer-specific information.  As indicated in those 

materials, the Industrial Consumers can and do undertake energy efficiency improvements on 

their own initiative and through their internal resources. 

 The opt out structure allows for industrial participation in EE/DSM programs in those 

instances where a given program meets the needs of a particular operation.  Industrials that do 

not opt out, and those later electing to opt back in, will cover their allocated share of costs 

through rates along with other participants.  Industrials electing to opt out, however, will be able 

to manage energy usage and enhance the efficiency of their operations using private resources 

and internal funding, without the imposition of costs associated with regulatory programs.  

Programs aimed at residential consumers, notably, such as compact fluorescent bulb replacement 

and home energy audits, are funded through residential rates.  The industrial opt-out, therefore, 
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should not affect the viability or funding for properly designed programs targeting the efficiency 

potential of other classes of consumers. 

 With regard to all EE/DSM programs, including those available to industrials as well as 

other customer classes, accurate and complete estimates of the program costs and all associated 

rate impacts are important to facilitate an intelligent evaluation of cost-effectiveness.  Improving 

energy efficiency is a policy firmly endorsed by the Industrial Consumers, but when incremental 

gains come at a substantial cost the reasonableness should be determined in light of thorough and 

reliable budget projections.  The impact on consumers must reflect the full extent of all costs 

embedded in rates, including any lost margins and shareholder incentives collected by the utility. 

As inefficiencies are addressed and higher levels of effective energy management are 

achieved, additional incremental gains can be expected to require progressively increasing 

investment.  Especially for the Industrial Consumers, who have been focused on energy 

efficiency for many years, regulatory programs aimed at shrinking opportunities can involve 

escalating expense for diminishing returns.  The opt out approach, therefore, appropriately  

enables industrials to participate in EE/DSM programs that yield efficiency benefits in given 

circumstances, while otherwise allowing such customers to manage energy expense and enhance 

efficiency using their own expertise and resources, without the added rate burdens associated 

with utility programs. 

 C. Recovery of Lost Margins and Shareholder Incentives Conflict 
  with Ratemaking Principles and Reduce Efficiency Savings 
 
 Based on experience with EE/DSM programs in Indiana, and in connection with future 

costs associated with participation in regulatory programs as well as legacy obligations of 

customers that opt out, the Industrial Consumers submit that allowing utilities to recover lost 
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revenues arising from reductions in energy consumption and additional shareholder incentives is 

contrary to established ratemaking principles and counterproductive in promoting efficiency. 

Prior to SEA 340, the Commission permitted recovery of lost margins and some 

shareholder incentives pursuant to regulation,3 despite the absence of express statutory authority 

for such ratemaking treatment.4  The regulations are phrased with the permissive “may,” 

allowing for but not requiring such recovery.  Under SEA 340, “energy efficiency program 

costs” are defined to include lost revenues and approved incentives, as well as program costs.5  

The new statute also provides that, for new EE/DSM programs proposed to be effective after the 

beginning of 2015, program costs will be recoverable upon Commission approval in the same 

manner as with prior programs.6  As a matter of policy, accordingly, and as a recommendation to 

the General Assembly and the Governor, the Commission can and should decline to endorse the 

recovery of lost margins and shareholder incentives. 

 A basic principle of utility regulation is that charges must be based on service.7  Contrary 

to that principle, rate recovery of lost revenue arising from reductions in energy consumption 

amounts to the imposition of charges for non-service.  “Any allowable operating expense must 

have a connection to the service rendered before it can be recovered through retail rates.”8  Lost 

margin recovery deviates from that principle because it allows the utility to charge customers for 

                                                 
3  See 170 Ind. Admin. Code §§4-8-3(c), 4-8-6, 4-8-7. 
4  The regulations were promulgated to assist in the administration of the Utility Powerplant Construction 
Act, Ind. Code §8-1-8.5-1 et seq.  See 170 Ind. Admin. Code §4-8-2(a).  That Act calls for consideration of demand-
side measures when reviewing a utility proposal to construct new generation facilities (see Ind. Code §8-1-8.5-4(2)) 
and provides for rate recovery of costs associated with such facilities (see Ind. Code §8-1-8.5-6.5), but does not 
include any provision authorizing rate recovery for lost revenues arising from efficiency programs or shareholder 
incentives for such programs.  An agency cannot, by regulation, add to or detract from its authority as conferred by 
statute.  See Leone v. Commissioner, Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles, 933 N.E.2d 1244, 1250 (Ind. 2010). 
5  See Ind. Code §8-1-8.5-9(d). 
6  See Ind. Code §8-1-8.5-9(m). 
7  See Citizens Action Coalition v. Northern Indiana Public Service Co., 485 N.E.2d 610, 613-14 (Ind. 1985), 
cert. denied, 476 U.S. 1137 (1986); Indiana Gas Co. v. Office of Utility Consumer Counselor, 675 N.E.2d 739, 743-
44 (Ind. App.), transfer denied, 690 N.E.2d 1180 (Ind. 1997). 
8  Citizens Action Coalition, 485 N.E.2d at 614.  See also Indiana Gas, 675 N.E.2d at 744 (“Indiana Gas is 
entitled to recover only costs related to the provision of service.”). 
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service that is no longer being rendered due to successful energy conservation and efficiency 

efforts.  Charges for non-service are inconsistent with sound ratemaking. 

 Regulation, after all, is supposed to act as a surrogate for competition, and to compensate 

for the missing element of competition in order to protect consumers from abuses of the utility’s 

monopoly position.9  Using an example of an automobile company investing in a factory that 

does not end up producing cars, the Indiana Supreme Court explained that the regulatory 

framework “protects consumers from having to pay for service not received, something which 

they would not be subjected to in a competitive industry.”10  By the same token, a competitive 

business would not be able to charge customers for non-service due to reduced demand.  If a 

consumer purchases a fuel-efficient vehicle, the gas station cannot impose charges on that 

customer for lost gasoline sales.  If a pharmaceutical product abates a medical condition, the 

manufacturer cannot continue to charge the customer for medication that is no longer being used.  

Regulation, then, should not force consumers to pay for a level of service that is not being 

provided by the utility. 

 Ratepayers are not insurers of utility revenues.11  The utility exists to provide service to 

the public; the public does not exist to preserve earnings for utilities.  The utility business is not 

meant to be risk-free.  Indeed, demand and consumption fluctuate constantly for a wide variety 

of reasons, and utility investors are compensated for business risk through the allowed rate of 

return in regulated rates.12  The utility is expected to manage shifts in consumption, up or down, 

and to invest prudently in resources to provide efficient and reliable service in light of projected 

                                                 
9  See Northern Indiana Public Service Co. v. Citizens Action Coalition, 548 N.E.2d 153, 159-60 (Ind. 1989); 
Citizens Action Coalition, 485 N.E.2d at 614-15; Indiana Gas Co. v. Office of Utility Consumer Counselor, 575 
N.E.2d 1044, 1046 (Ind. App. 1991). 
10  See Citizens Action Coalition, 485 N.E.2d at 615. 
11  See Citizens Action Coalition, 485 N.E.2d at 615; Indiana Gas, 675 N.E.2d at 744. 
12  See Indiana Gas, 575 N.E.2d at 1052; L.S. Ayres & Co. v. Indianapolis Power & Light Co., 169 Ind. App. 
652, 660, 351 N.E.2d 814, 821 (1976); City of Evansville v. Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Co., 167 Ind. App. 
472, 481, 339 N.E.2d 562, 570 (1975). 
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demand.  If and when changes in circumstances in the aggregate lead to a material revenue 

deficiency, the utility has recourse to commence a general rate proceeding.  Regulation need not 

presume every change in consumption necessitates a compensating rate adjustment. 

 Recovery of lost margins relating to efficiency savings is in the nature of a rate tracker, 

because it adjusts rates to account for a specified phenomenon in isolation of all the other diverse 

factors and conditions affecting the sufficiency of rates.  If lower consumption due to efficiency 

gains is offset, for example, by added load due to productivity increases or greater population, 

then the utility may realize incremental revenue for lost margins even in the absence of a net loss 

in sales volume.  A reduction in sales to captive customers could facilitate greater off-system 

sales, or might be matched by the utility with reduced investment in supply resources, or may be 

outweighed by lower expenditures in some other aspect of the business.  A lost margins tracker 

provides a mechanism for rate adjustments, consequently, that may or may not be necessary to 

adhere to the standard of just and reasonable rates.13 

 Lost revenue recovery or other rate incentives, furthermore, should not be necessary to 

encourage utilities to establish effective EE/DSM programs.  In the first place, incentive 

ratemaking is not permitted under traditional regulation.14  That is why the Alternative Utility 

Regulation Act authorizes incentive rates only when approved as part of an alternative regulatory 

plan.15  Proceedings to establish EE/DSM programs and associated ratemaking treatment, 

however, have not been conducted under the Alternative Utility Regulation Act or approved as 

alternative regulatory plans.  The provision of rate incentives, in any event, should be recognized 

as an exceptional ratemaking mechanism departing from established standards. 

                                                 
13  See Ind. Code §8-1-2-4.  See also L.S. Ayres, 167 Ind. App. at 660, 351 N.E.2d at 821 (“The Commission’s 
primary objective is to reach an overall result that is equitable and that will permit continuity of utility services on a 
sound financial basis.”). 
14  See Citizens Action Coalition v. Public Service Co., 612 N.E.2d 199, 202 (Ind. App. 1993), transfer denied. 
15  See Ind. Code §8-1-2.5-6(a)(2). 
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 In the second place, utilities are not at liberty simply to suspend operation of all EE/DSM 

programs, or to condition continued efficiency efforts on the provision of substantial financial 

incentives.  The Utility Powerplant Construction Act authorizes the Commission to consider the 

adequacy of efforts to promote efficiency and energy conservation when deciding whether to 

grant or deny a request for certification to construct generation facilities,16 putting the utility at 

risk if it fails to conduct sufficient EE/DSM initiatives.  Given the past absence of legislation 

requiring EE/DSM programs, regulations contemplating incentives could have been regarded as 

a way to incline a utility to establish such programs voluntarily.  At this point, however, the 

utilities have reaffirmed their commitment to EE/DSM and the Governor has made it clear that 

“energy efficiency is an important part of our energy strategy” and “is a critical part of ensuring 

that our public utilities provide electricity at the lowest cost possible.”17 

If utilities are required, by statute or order, to provide EE/DSM programs, then rate 

incentives should not be needed to induce them to do so.  Regulatory requirements are 

enforceable without extending financial incentives to encourage compliance, and failure by a 

utility to fulfill its obligations subjects the utility to the Commission’s broad remedial powers.18  

If a utility engages in conduct that is unreasonable, insufficient or unlawful, or if any service is 

inadequate, the Commission has authority to require the utility to correct the deficiency.19  As 

with other services furnished by public utilities, the adequate provision of EE/DSM services is 

not dependent on special rate incentives to encourage compliance. 

                                                 
16  See Ind. Code §8-1-8.5-4(2). 
17  See March 27, 2014 Letter, attached to GAO 2014-1. 
18  See Ind. Code §§8-1-2-58, 8-1-2-69, 8-1-2-115.  See also Airco Industrial Gases v. Indiana Michigan 
Power Co., 614 N.E.2d 951, 954  (Ind. App. 1993) (holding failure by utility to comply with Commission order was 
“unreasonable” and therefore subject to remedies under Ind. Code §8-1-2-69). 
19  See Ind. Code §8-1-2-69. 
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Finally, incentives provided to utilities only indirectly influence the consumer conduct on 

which successful EE/DSM efforts hinge.  The consumer is the entity whose behavior directly 

affects demand and usage levels.  Rate incentives supposedly encourage utilities to, in turn, 

encourage consumers to reduce consumption and use energy more efficiently.  Paying the utility 

for such encouragement, however, comes at the expense of the direct incentive to the consumer.  

The price signal to the consumer is strongest when the full cost savings from reduced 

consumption are retained by the consumer, instead of being shared between the consumer and 

the utility.  The imposition of lost revenue charges and shareholder incentives, accordingly, 

dilutes the direct incentive to the target of EE/DSM initiatives – the consumer – and hence is 

counterproductive to the policy favoring energy efficiency. 

 D. Energy Efficiency Is Advanced by Support for Private 
  Generation and Competitive Procurement Standards 
 
 The same underlying reasons supporting the policy in favor of energy efficiency are also 

advanced by the development of private generation resources and by the establishment of 

stronger competitive procurement standards.  Private generation projects are typically both 

energy-efficient and environmentally friendly, and like energy efficiency initiatives serve to 

mitigate the scope and timing of new generation capacity constructed by utilities.  Competitive 

procurement standards, like energy efficiency, address the inherent bias inclining utilities to 

invest in rate base assets, thereby promoting greater financial efficiency and reducing the need 

for utility construction of new generation facilities. 

 A variety of industrial operations in Indiana utilize private generation resources to meet a 

substantial portion of their energy needs.20  Those resources include cogeneration plants, 

                                                 
20  A series of projects in northern Indiana were developed in the 1990s by subsidiaries of Primary Energy, 
which at the time was an affiliate of NIPSCO.  Some of those projects are described on the Primary Energy website 
at http://www.primaryenergy.com/projects/Project-Dashboard/default.aspx .  Another listing of private generation 



15 
 

combined heat and power units, waste-to-energy facilities and other technologies.  In addition, 

renewable power options in Indiana such as wind farms and solar facilities have been developed 

by non-utilities.  Under both Indiana and federal law, there is a strong policy favoring the 

development of private generation.21 

Promoting private energy projects supports the efficiency policy in several respects.  

Private generation that is tailored to support a particular industrial operation is typically energy-

efficient.  New private generation facilities built to modern standards will generally perform with 

greater efficiency than older utility plants.  Such facilities also tend to involve lower emissions 

and therefore provide incremental benefit in meeting energy demands within environmental 

requirements.  To the extent that consumers are able to cover a greater portion of their total 

energy needs using private supply resources funded by private investment, the amount of utility 

capacity that must be supported through regulated rates is correspondingly reduced.  Private 

generation is properly regarded as a favored demand-side measure along with EE/DSM 

initiatives to decrease reliance on utility resources funded by the public, as recognized in the 

Commission’s integrated resource planning regulations.22 

Promoting the continued development of private generation resources can be aided by 

regulatory policy as well as further legislative provisions.  In particular, the Commission has 

existing authority to regulate the provision of back-up, maintenance and supplemental power as 

needed from time to time to support industrial operations when a private generator has scheduled 

or unplanned outages, as well as rates for the purchase of excess power by utilities.23  “The rates 

shall be established at levels sufficient to stimulate the development of alternate energy 

                                                                                                                                                             
facilities in Indiana includes 38 units with an aggregate capacity of more than 2,200 MW.  See http://www.eea-
inc.com/chpdata/States/IN.html . 
21  See Ind. Code §§8-1-2.4-1 et seq.; Ind. Code §8-1-37-4(a); 16 U.S.C. §§796(17)(A), 824a-3. 
22  See 170 Ind. Admin. Code §§4-7-4(4), 4-7-6(a) & (b), 4-7-8(4) &(7). 
23  See Ind. Code §8-1-2.4-4. 
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production, cogeneration, and small hydro facilities in Indiana, and to encourage the continuation 

of existing capacity from those facilities.”24  The General Assembly has reiterated that policy 

with recent legislation adding “private generation projects” involving cogeneration facilities with 

capacity of greater than 80 MW to the categories of favored resources.25 

Similarly, the Commission has supported energy efficiency as well by considering, in the 

context of utility proposals for approval of supply-side capital projects, the availability and 

economics of competitive resources such as purchased power.  The developing Commission 

practice in that regard was recently endorsed by the General Assembly in a provision requiring 

findings on competitive procurement alternatives in connection with utility proposals to 

construct generation facilities.26  Like EE/DSM policy, competitive procurement standards serve 

as a check against the utility bias favoring construction of rate base assets.27  Where reliable 

power from a competitive supplier is the least-cost option, the market discipline of competitive 

procurement holds utilities to a higher standard of financial efficiency.  Such purchases, as with 

successful EE/DSM efforts, can also serve to reduce in-state emissions and postpone or reduce 

the need for utility construction projects funded through regulated rates. 

In connection with competitive procurement as well as private generation, the 

Commission can and should promote efficiency by exercising its existing authority in the context 

of regulatory proceedings.  Insofar as the Commission’s report on EE/DSM programs will 

inform Indiana energy policy and potentially influence future legislation, the Industrial 

Customers respectfully request that the report identify private generation and competitive 

                                                 
24  Id. §4(b). 
25  See HEA 1423, adding Ind. Code §§8-1-2.4-2(g), 8-1-2.4-6. 
26  See HEA 1162, adding Ind. Code §8-1-8.5-5(e). 
27  Compare 170 Ind. Admin. Code §4-8-3(a) (“The regulatory framework attempts to eliminate or offset 
regulatory or financial bias against DSM, or in favor of a supply-side resource, a utility might encounter in 
procuring least-cost resources.”). 
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procurement as additional means by which the policy favoring energy efficiency can be 

advanced. 

III.  CONCLUSION 

 In support of Indiana policy encouraging energy efficiency and demand-side measures to 

manage energy usage, the Industrial Consumers respectfully submit that the Commission report 

contemplated by GAO 2014-1 should include the following conclusions and recommendations: 

 1. Efficiency goals should be framed in a manner that promotes reductions in peak 

demand and not only reductions in total energy consumption. 

 2. Efficiency goals should distinguish between, on one hand, inefficiency and waste 

of energy resources and, on the other hand, load changes attributable to altered demographics, 

productivity levels and economic development. 

 3. Allowing industrial consumers to opt out of regulatory EE/DSM programs 

supports efficiency because industrials have the expertise and ample incentive to effectuate the 

efficient use of expensive energy resources independently. 

 4. In addition to internal efforts to optimize energy use, industrial consumers support 

energy efficiency by participation in demand response, by utilization of interruptible tariff 

options and by deployment of private generation resources. 

 5. Existing and potential EE/DSM programs should be evaluated in light of accurate 

and complete estimates of all costs embedded in regulated rates, including not only program and 

administrative costs but also any lost margins or shareholder incentives recovered through rates. 

 6. As a matter of sound ratemaking and to enhance the direct price signal to 

consumers, utilities should not recover lost revenue from reduced sales due to efficiency efforts 

or additional shareholder incentives through regulated rates. 
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 7. Costs for EE/DSM programs are appropriately reflected in rates in accordance 

with cost-causation principles; in the event of a material revenue deficiency, whether arising 

from reduced consumption or any other factors affecting a utility’s financial performance, a 

general rate proceeding is the appropriate mechanism to determine just and reasonable rates. 

 8. Energy efficiency is promoted by the development of private generation resources 

and by the establishment of competitive procurement standards, both of which should be 

supported along with EE/DSM programs as a matter of regulatory policy. 
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Developing the skills of the Group's employees and optimizing operations 

Air Liquide made the strategic choice of allocating its resources, in 
particular its investments, to help reduce the direct CO2 emissions 
of its activities on its operational scope as well as on its customers' 
sites. This is particularly achieved by offering customers solutions 
to enable them to reduce their own emissions and by steadily 
improving production and transportation operations. 

THE GROUP'S ENVIRONMENTAL FOOTPRINT 

In its production activities, the main trends concerning 
environmental data in 2013 are the following: 

11 Volumes of air gas produced were up slightly compared to 
2012. As a result, electrical energy consumption, which is 
mainly used in air separation units, also increased slightly. By 
contrast, related indirect CO2 emissions were slightly lower 
due to a positive change in the electricity carbon content in 
countries where the Group has production plants. In addition, 
in 2013 the Group redefined the calculation method for indirect 
emissions to take account of all the electricity produced by its 
cogeneration. 

11 Thermal energy consumption and direct CO2 emissions were 
up slightly, mainly as a result of the consolidation impact. 

Presented here are the environmental elements most 
representative of the Group's activities. They cover a total of 
517 Air Liquide production units or sites and concern: 

11 large air separation units; 

11 hydrogen and carbon monoxide units; 

11 cogeneration units; 

11 acetylene units; 

11 nitrous oxide units; 

11 carbon dioxide liquefaction and purification units; 

11 units in the Hygiene and Specialty Ingredients activity; 

11 Engineering & Construction units; 

• Welding production units; 

11 the main Research & Development sites and technical centers. 

The indicators concerning the environmental impact of the 
transportation of products of the Group's Industrial Merchant 
and Healthcare business lines as well as those of water 
management and the main waste and byproducts are presented 
to stakeholders. Other indicators are also communicated. 
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Developing the skills of the Group's employees and optimizing operations 

Direct £:~nc~ indin:1ct #"""'.<',,,,~.~''''IIr'\\.~'''' 

~ind ()1e the ,"":>I&~~if'''h·lj,,·''!tu 

Companies' direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions are 
usually divided into three scopes depending on their origin: 

" Scope 1 includes direct emissions generated by all possible 
emission sources owned or controlled by the Group. This 
scope brings together the Group's production units as well as 
the transportation of products and equipment to customers 
and patients; 

• Scope 2 is composed of all the indirect emissions related to 
the 10 types of production units. The indirect emissions are 
the emissions linked to the production of electricity procured 
outside the Group; 

96 2013 REFERENCE DOCUMENT ~ AIR LlQUIDE 

" Scope 3 encompasses the other indirect emissions generated, 
for example, by profeSSional travel and commuting or the 
treatment of products at end of life. 

Direct and indirect emissions of Scopes 1 and 2 

Direct and indirect emissions of Scopes 1 and 2 represented 99% 
of the Group's total emissions in 2013. 

In order to distinguish the differentiated growth dynamics between 
advanced economies and developing economies, since 2010 
Air Liquide has segmented its direct and indirect CO2 emissions 
between these economies. 
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Developing the skills of the Group's employees and optimizing operations 

Origin of electricity used 

Taking into account the different natures of primary energy of the 
countries where Air Uquide is present, it is possible to present 
the breakdown of the origin of the electricity used worldwide. The 
Blue Hydrogen® program is currently the main Group initiative on 
developing the use of renewable energy (see "Innovation" section 
of the Reference Document). 

Breakdo\ivrI of Glectrica.l 

units 

Created from an invention that considerably reduced the energy 
used to separate air gases, Air Liquide has always been involved 
in protecting the environment. The Group has initiated an 
approach to steadily reduce the environmental footprint of 
its activities and contributes to improving that of its partners 
and customers. The objective of improving by at least 2% from 
2011 to 2015 the energy efficiency of its air separation units, 
its hydrogen units and the efficiency of liquefied gas deliveries 
corresponds to over 280,000 tons a year of direct and indirect 
CO2 emissions avoided (b). 

Through its Engineering & Construction entity, the Group 
designs its own production units. For example, it can adapt the 
design of these units to the customers' needs, technological 
developments and energy costs. It directly and rapidly profits 
from the improvement ofthese units' energy efficiency. Air Liquide 
has been operating air separation units and hydrogen units for 
many years. It therefore benefits from a virtuous circle of steady 
improvement through its control of design and operating 
experience of these units. Whenever circumstances permit, old 
units are replaced by new ones that are more energy efficient. 

In addition, the Group builds larger and larger units that generally 
provide more efficient energy through scale effects. 

Air Liquide has also set up a program to improve the reliability 
of the units' operation. In addition to providing better service to 
customers, this has direct consequences on energy efficiency. 
Every shutdown and startup of these units creates an energy 
consumption sequence. Increasing reliability, i.e., reducing the 
number of excessive shutdowns, results in better energy efficiency 
in production units. 

Large units are often interconnected through a pipeline system 
supplying a customer industrial basin. This group of interlinked 
units creates a synergy of their operation both for production and 
energy consumption. The steady development of the Group's 
oxygen, nitrogen and hydrogen pipeline systems clearly helps 
improve its energy efficiency. Lastly, ever more efficient smart 
technologies are being rolled out to centrally monitor and run 
the Group's large units so that production can be adjusted to 
customers' needs. This initiative leads to SUbstantial savings in 
energy consumption. 

"105 

100 

95 

90 

103.3% 

101.3% 

100% 

99.0% 99.0% 98.8% 

2015 Objective: 
97.0% 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

The energy consumption per m3 of air gas produced, i.e., the energy 
efficiency of these units was slightly down in 2013 compared 
with 2012 and remained close to its best level since 1998. 

(a) Calculation takes into account the primary source thai each country use to produce electricity (source: International Energy Agency). 

(b) Estimate on the basis of CO~ emissions in 2013. 
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Developing the skills of the Group's employees and optimizing operations 

100 

99 

98 

9'1 
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98.8% 98.7% 
98.3% 98.5% 98.4% 

97.9% 

2015 Objective: 
96.5% 

2007 2008 2009 20'10 201 'I 2012 2018 2014 2015 

The energy efficiency of hydrogen units improved significantly 
in 2013 compared with 2012 and reached the best level ever 
achieved by the Group. 

The gas produced by Air Liquide is mainly supplied via pipeline. Supplying large customers via pipeline from the Group's production 
units also considerably limits truck transportation. These pipeline systems, which are environmentally friendly and safe, total over 
9,200 kilometers worldwide. For air gases and hydrogen, which represent most of the volumes the Group delivers, 86% of deliveries 
are made via pipeline or through on-site units. As a result, only 14% of all air gases or hydrogen is delivered by truck. 

Industrial Merchant Business Line 

In 2013, trucks delivering Air Liquide liquid gases or gas cylinders in the Industrial Merchant business line traveled 420 million kilometers 
throughout the world and emitted about 462,000 tons of CO2 , On-site nitrogen, oxygen and hydrogen units reduced truck deliveries, 
a source of CO2 emissions. These on-site units were able to save the 72 million extra kilometers traveled by trucks and therefore the 
emission of 72,000 tons of CO2 , 

Kilometers traveled by all vehicles delivering gas in liquid or cylinder form 

Estimate of CO2 emissions generated by these vehicles in the Industrial 

Merchant business line 

Evolution of the distance traveled per ton of industrial gas delivered 

, " ., ................... ' ~~r~,<>.ndi~'.:'id.~) (~){~)(~~l:'c~~(;;)~iy~ry) .. 
Estimate of truck transport kilometers avoided through on-site customer units 

(aj In kilometers per ton delivered for the Industrial Merchant busliless line, 

(b) Calculated from base 100 in 2007. 

* Indicator verified by the Statutory Auditors. 

2009 

363 

399 

97.4 

2010 2011 2012 

361 428 428 420* 

396 471 471 462* 

96.3 97.1 97.8 95.3* 
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INDUSTRIAL CONSUMERS’ EXHIBIT B 

Introduction 

 In Exhibit A, the Industrial Consumers have provided broad examples of their energy 

efficiency efforts.  This exhibit highlights the work of the Industrial Consumers, showcasing 

their efforts as part of their overall commitment to increased energy efficiency and corporate 

responsibility.  This commitment extends scope of energy efficiency beyond a focus only on 

their production facilities, to include improvements that reduce the energy within the supply 

chain, waste management, and even transportation of materials.  As further reflected in this 

document, these efforts have generated recognition for the Industrial Consumers from a variety 

of sources.   

 

I. The Industrial Consumers Make Energy Efficiency a Priority 

 With the cost of energy a significant input into the overall cost of production, the 

Industrial Consumers make energy efficiency a priority.  They do this through a variety of 

measures.  These measures range from a commitment to reduction in energy use, to the 

institutional approaches such as the establishment of energy management teams that look for, 

and implement, energy saving measures.  One Industrial Consumer, for instance, has 

implemented a variety of energy efficiency initiatives, including submetering to track and 

benchmark performance, development of metrics, conducting audits, establishing a capital fund 

specifically directed at energy efficiency projects, installing premium efficiency motors, 

installing high emissivity glass to reduce solar heat gain.  In undertaking these, and other efforts, 

the customer considers not only a payback period, but also established metrics such as the 
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increase in production, longevity of the improvement, and waste reduction.  Other examples of 

the Industrial Consumers’ commitment to energy efficiency include:   

 ALCOA:  from a 2005 baseline, set a goal of a 10% reduction in energy intensity within 

its Global Primary Products (refining and smelting), by 2020, and a 20% reduction in 

energy intensity in all other business within the same timeframe. In 2011, ALCOA’s 

Warrick Indiana facility worked with the DOE and Oak Ridge National Laboratories to 

deploy a “proof of concept” suite of wireless sensors that allowed ALCOA to monitor 

energy use at various points within the facility, in order to optimize the operation of 

systems within the facility.   

 Cargill:  set an overall global goal of a 5% improvement in energy efficiency by 2015, 

and utilizes a “Behavior-based Energy Management” system at some locations, which 

has helped identify numerous energy saving opportunities.  Cargill also manufacturers 

Envirotemp™ FR3™ transformer coolant fluid, a vegetable oil-based products which 

replaces petroleum-derived mineral oil and offers greater operating efficiency.   

 Air Liquide:  established a minimum goal of 2% improvement in energy efficiency of its 

air separation units, hydrogen units, and product deliveries, between 2011 and 2015.   

 Novelis:  set a goal to decrease energy intensity by 39% by 2020 from a FY 2007-2009 

average baseline.   

 Marathon Petroleum:  maintains an Energy Efficiency Team which identifies and 

recommends efficiency opportunities and energy saving measures.   

 BP:  with refining accounting for approximately 36% of the energy consumed by BP, it 

employs continuous improvement programs to improve plant efficiency, tracking energy 

performance against the Solomon Energy Intensity Index.    
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 Haynes International:  Partnered with TAP to identify and implement energy savings 

projects that were estimated to result in substantial annual savings in natural gas costs.   

 Ingredion:  uses continuous improvement teams in order to achieve reductions in energy 

use within its manufacturing facilities.   

 Mead-Johnson:  since 2009, has used landfill gas to provide energy at its Evansville, 

Indiana plant, while working to meet its GreenVision 2020 goal of a 35% reduction in 

energy use between 2009 and 2020.   

 Eli Lilly:  conducts energy assessments, and utilizes numerous processes to share best 

practices companywide including the use of a “Health, Safety and Environmental 

Governance Structure” that involves participation of teams within every business group 

with ultimate reporting to the Board of Directors.   

 

II. The Industrial Consumers Invest in Energy Efficiency 

 The Industrial Consumers have made numerous investments in energy efficiency at their 

facilities.  For example, between 2009 and 2011, one of the Industrial Consumer’s invested 

approximately $2.26M of its own capital to complete 16 energy efficiency projects, with an 

annual overall energy savings of approximately 10,500,000 kWh.  Although evidence of such 

investments can be seen throughout this document, and Exhibit A, some of the particular 

investments made by the Industrial Consumers include:   

 Linde Group:  in 2013, The Linde Group identified over 300 projects worldwide to 

reduce energy consumption, using internal audits and implementing projects with savings 

potential when technically and economically feasible.   
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 Allison Transmission:  has undertaken numerous efficiency projects that reduced its 

electricity usage by 9% in calendar year 2013.   

 Lehigh Hanson:  in addition to other measures has introduced environmental best 

practices, improved benchmarking, and audits.  The company has a goal of reducing CO2 

emissions by 20% 2020, and its parent corporation, Heidelberg Cement, has announced 

plans to have all cement plants, worldwide, utilizing environmental management systems 

based on ISO 14001 certification by 2020; and in 2012, 21.7% of its entire energy 

consumption came from alternative fuels.   

 Tate & Lyle:  since 2008 the company has reduced energy use per tonne of production 

by 10% and uses waste to generate energy.   

 Indiana Cast Metal Association:  members of the Indiana Cast Members Association, 

including Accurate Castings, Inc., Dalton Corporation, and Rochester Metals, have 

undertaken a wide variety of energy efficiency projects including: implementing demand 

controls, modifying furnace designs, installing new air compressors, installing VFDs, 

making lighting improvements, improving power supplies to furnaces, undertaken 

compressed air studies and made modifications to optimize the systems, conducting air 

leak testing, and installing additional doorways to create an airlock reduce drafts and heat 

loss.   

 
III. The Industrial Consumers Consider Energy Efficiency from Multiple 

Perspectives 
 

The Industrial Consumers recognize that reduction in the amount of energy used as an 

input in production is a significant step in improving energy efficiency.  They also, however, 

look for creative and innovative ways to reduce reliance on energy produced by utilities, to 
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reduce the energy used in other areas of their business, and to reduce the energy needed by end 

use consumers.  Examples of efforts by the Industrial Consumers to reduce the use of system 

resources and to reduce the overall energy use related to their business operations include:   

 ArcelorMittal:  with a cost-matching grant from the DOE, ArcelorMittal made a multi-

million dollar investment in a long term project at its Indiana Harbor plant in East 

Chicago.  The project captures blast furnace gas produced at the facility, and uses it to 

power a new high efficiency boiler that provides steam to an existing turbine system.  

With the new boiler in place, the company has been able to generate, annually, the 

estimated equivalent of 330,000 MWH, which is used onsite.   

 Praxair:  produces many products utilized by its customers to improve the overall energy 

efficiency of their production or reduce the environmental impact of a final product.  For 

example, hydrogen helps in the production of ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, krypton 

insulates thermal windows, and oxygen optimizes combustion in steelmaking.  In 2012, 

these three Praxair products helped its customer avoid 34M metric tons of CO2; while at 

the same time the company has focused on a 1% annual improvement in the energy 

intensity of its air separation units, and a 4% intensity improvement by 2020 in its 

hydrogen plants.   

 US Gypsum:  improved its synthetic gypsum drying process at its Shoals, Indiana facility 

by reusing waste heat.  The company also introduced SHEETROCK® Brand UltraLight 

Panels that result in a 20% reduction in the energy used to transport the product.  The 

company also offers a LEED Report Tool to consumers that helps them determine how 

products assist in qualifying a project for LEED credits.   
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 Vertellus:  worked with numerous partners, including the EPA, IDEM and IPL to 

convert an idle property into a 43-acre solar farm near Indianapolis.   

 Toyota:  installed a new abiadatic humidification system in its paint booth at its Indiana 

facility, which improved energy efficiency by 35%.   

 Air Products:  reduced energy consumption within the IT department at its corporate 

headquarters by 24%.  In addition, the company has engaged in a multi-year 

demonstration program, using its patented technology, to convert biogas into electricity, 

heat, and hydrogen.  The hydrogen is then supplied to a fueling station to serve hydrogen-

fueled vehicles.   

 General Motors:  in May, 2014, completed installation of electrical generating 

equipment at its Fort Wayne Assembly Plant that allows the facility to convert landfill 

gas to electricity, capable of powering about 30% of the facility, and making it the first 

automotive plant in North America to be powered by landfill gas.   

 Saint-Gobain:  uses a Life Cycle Assessment to measure the environmental footprint of 

its products, which can be used not only to reduce the environmental impact of product 

during production, but can be used by customers to evaluate a building’s overall 

environmental performance.    

 Allison Transmission:  in addition to reducing their own energy consumption, Allison 

Transmission has developed electronic controls that improve vehicle fuel efficiency, as 

well as hybrid bus propulsion systems.   

 Rolls Royce:  is deeply committed to the manufacture of products that reduce consumers’ 

energy use.  For example, Rolls Royce’s Trent XWB is the world’s most efficient 

turbofan aero engine today, and in 2013 invested approximately £738M in research and 
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development aimed at reducing the environmental impacts of the company’s products 

and services.   

 

IV. The Industrial Consumers are Recognized for their Energy Efficiency Efforts 
 
 As result of their commitment to energy efficiency, and their success and leadership in 

environmental and energy related matters, the Industrial Consumers have received numerous 

awards, certifications, and recognition.  A non-exhaustive list of these achievements includes:   

 Subaru of Indiana:  in June, 2012, SIA became the first United States car 

manufacturing plant to receive ISO 50001 Certification for Energy Management for its 

commitment to continual improvement in energy conservation and its environmental 

leadership.  SIA was also the first U.S. car manufacturing plant to achieve ISO 14001 

Environmental Management Certification, and the first U.S auto plant to achieve zero 

landfill status.   

 Chrysler: by the end of 2014 all of Fiat Group’s plants will be ISO 14001 certified, and 

all of the Group’s main plants, accounting for over 90% of total energy consumption, 

will be ISO 50001 certified.   

 Eli Lilly:  participates in the Carbon Disclosure Project.   

 Honda:  in 2013, Honda’s Greensburg, Indiana plant received the EPA’s ENERGY 

STAR® certification.   

 Toyota:  Toyota’s Indiana facility received the EPA’s ENERGY STAR® certification, 

and the Princeton, Indiana plant is participating in the ENERGY STAR® Challenge for 

Industry which calls for a 10% improvement in energy efficiency over five years.   
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 Saint-Gobain:  in 2014, the company was the EPA’s ENERGY STAR® Partner of the 

Year Sustain Excellence Award for the fourth consecutive year. Saint-Gobain also 

participates in the Carbon Disclosure Project. 

 ALCOA:  participates as a Challenge Partner in the EPA’s “Better Buildings” program.  

ALCOA’s development of a $21 million state-of-the-art cast house in Barberton, Ohio, 

has lowered energy consumption by 40 percent.  The 50,000 square-foot expansion, 

which is part of ALCOA’s Wheel and Transportation Products business, is the first of its 

kind in North America and will use innovative new technology to produce billet, a bar 

that has been cast for milling, from re-melted scrap aluminum.  The expansion was 

completed in October 2012.    

 Lehigh Hanson:  was the first Aggregate company in the United States to obtain 

ENERGY STAR® certification at some of its facilities; and, in 2013, the company’s 

Harding Street facility in Indianapolis was the second rock quarry in the United States to 

receive ENERGY STAR® certification.    

 




