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Witness Qualifications 

Please state your name, job title and business address. 
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My name is David Brightwell. I am an Economic Analyst in the Policy Program of 

the Energy Division of the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Commission"). My 

business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 

Please describe your educational background. 

I received a Ph.D. in economics from Texas A&M University in 2008. My major 

fields of study were industrial organization and labor economics. and my minor field 

was econometrics. I received a bachelor's degree in political science in 1992 and a 

master's degree in applied economics in 2002 from Illinois State University. 

Please describe your work background. 

I have been employed as an Economic Analyst with the Commission since June 

2008. From 2002-2008, I attended Texas A&M University. While attending Texas 

A&M, I was a teaching assistant for my dissertation advisor Professor John 

Moroney for the 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2006-2007 academic years and his 

research assistant in the summer 2003 semester. As a research assistant. I 

performed econometric analysis for the book Energy and Sustainable Development 

in Mexico written by John Moroney and Flory Dieck-Assad. I was the instructor for 

various economic classes from the 2004 summer semester through the 2007-2008 

school years. From 2000-2002, I served as a graduate assistant for David Loomis 

at Illinois State University. 

Have you previously testified before the Commission? 

Yes. I provided testimony in Docket No. 08-0363. 
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Purpose of Testimony 

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 
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My testimony addresses the proposal by Commonwealth Edison Company (the 

"Company") to recover through Rider AMP and Rider AMP-CA the costs for 10,000 

meters to be installed in the City of Elgin and the customer applications tests. 

Community Energy Challenge Meters 

Please summarize your testimony regarding the meters in the City of Elgin. 

The City of Elgin won a "Community Energy Challenge." (ComEd Ex. 7.0, p. 5) As 

a result, the Company plans to install 10,000 meters in Elgin. However, Mr. 

Jensen's direct testimony indicates these meters will not be used in either the 

Company's operational evaluations or customer applications experiment. (ComEd 

Ex. 7.0, p. 6) Since these meters are not included in any pilot evaluations, I 

recommend that the Commission not allow any costs associated with these meters 

in the City of Elgin to be collected through Rider AMP. Upon completion of the 

pilot, if the Commission determines that full deployment of AMI meters is warranted 

the Company can then seek cost recovery for these 10,000 meters at a later time. 

Please explain your recommendation that the costs for the approximately 

10,000 meters in the City of Elgin be excluded from collection through Rider 

AMP. 

The Community Energy Challenge results will not be used in operational 

evaluations or customer applications experiments (ComEd Ex. 7.0, p 7). Since 

these meters do not seem to be part of the formal pilot, I do not believe that the 
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46 costs for installing these meters should be included in a rider that was approved to 

47 collect costs associated with AMI pilot expenses. 

48 Q. How do you recommend that the Company recovers these costs? 

49 A. Since these meters are not part of the formal pilot, the Company should bear the 

50 risk associated with the uncertainty that the pilot results will justify full deployment of 

51 AMI meters. If the pilot substantiates the benefits of AMI meters, the Company 

52 should be able to consider recovery of these meters in either a rate case or other 

53 docketed proceeding related to further AMI deployment. 

54 IV. Customer Application Experiments 

55 Q. Please summarize your testimony regarding Customer Applications. 

56 A. Overall, I support the idea of testing the potential responsiveness of customers to 

57 alternative rate designs and investigating the incremental responsiveness of 

58 various rate designs when combined with different technologies. I believe there is 

59 benefit in knowing how new technologies that are enabled by AMI meters can alter 

60 customer behavior in a manner that better reflects the true costs of producing and 

61 delivering electricity. 

62 However, I have three main concerns. First some of the information gathered may 

63 be of little use because of difficulty in replicating the rate designs on a large scale. 

64 Second, I am concerned with a lack of detail in the Company's proposal. Third the 

65 Company may be gathering data and other information that is already available 

66 from other pilots. 
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Do you have any recommendations as a result of these concerns with the 

68 Customer Applications? 

69 A. Yes. I have three recommendations. First, the Company's rebuttal testimony 

70 should indicate how the proposed customer application experiments differ from 

71 previous and ongoing experiments that have been implemented by other utilities 

72 and distinguish the benefits that result from its proposed experiments and those 

73 done elsewhere. Second, the Commission should not approve the increasing block 

74 rate that the Company is proposing. Even if the pilot shows excellent results, it is 

75 unlikely that the rate design is pragmatic on a larger scale. Third, the Company's 

76 rebuttal testimony should define the time ranges and prices for its proposed time of 

77 use rates. If this information is unavailable by the time of Company rebuttal 

78 testimony, the Commission should direct the Company to work with Staff to ensure 

79 these rates are properly designed. 

80 Q. How does the Company justify its customer applications proposal? 

81 A. Dr. Hemphill explained that, "All participants in the electric stakeholder process in 

82 Illinois will gain value from the proposed customer application study ... by learning 

83 what works and what doesn't work with respect to pricing, products, and programs 

84 to encourage conservation and demand response." (ComEd Ex. 1.0, p. 24) 

85 Q. What is your reaction to Dr. Hemphill's justification for the customer 

86 applications proposal? 

87 A. I believe the concept of conducting customer application experiments is laudable. 

88 However, the Company expects these experiments to cost about $14.8 million 

89 (Com Ed Ex. 1.0, p. 40). I believe the Commission should consider whether the 
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90 information that could be gained from these experiments is worth $14.8 million to 

91 ratepayers and stakeholders. 

92 There are several pilots that have been conducted by other utilities to investigate 

93 the impact of alternative rate designs. The evidence from these pilots tends to 

94 suggest that customers modify their electricity consumption in response to price 

95 signals. I suspect that the major difference with the Company's proposed 

96 experiments is that most of these other pilots did not use AMI meters and two-way 

97 communications to inform customers about usage. Other differences are some of 

98 the pilots did not provide In Home Displays ("IHDs") and customer education. I do 

99 not believe that providing customers more information will diminish the 

1 00 responsiveness to price signals. It should at worse have no impact and is likely to 

1 01 increase responsiveness. 

1 02 The question for the Commission then is whether it is worth $14.8 million to 

1 03 determine if AMI meters (and IHD/education) can provide added price 

104 responsiveness. In its rebuttal testimony, the Company should address how its 

105 customer experiments differ from previous pilots. This differentiation should center 

106 on how the results are anticipated to add currently unavailable information and how 

107 this information is likely to justify the portion of the $14.8 million expense that is 

108 attributable to it. I suspect there is sufficient justification for most of the proposed 

109 customer experiments, but I do not believe the Company has yet provided it. By 

110 providing the distinction between these experiments and previous pilots, the 

111 Commission can make a more informed decision about which parts of the customer 

112 experiments are worth approving. 
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Why do you recommend that the Commission not approve the increasing 

block rate that the Company is proposing? 

I think the Commission should not approve this proposed rate structure because it 

has some design flaws. The rate design is described below. The basic flaw is that 

customer usage for each weather season is based only on a four-month average 

from 2009. Even if this flaw is corrected, I do not believe this rate structure could 

be replicated on a large scale in its proposed form. As proposed, the increasing 

block rate is based on 2009 customer specific usage characteristics during winter, 

shoulder, and summer periods. 

Using the winter months to illustrate the design, a customer's total usage in 

January, February, March, and December 2009 is calculated and a winter month 

average is determined by dividing this total usage by 4. Once the average usage 

for a 2009 winter month is determined for a specific customer, that customer's 2010 

usage for each winter month will be compared to the 2009 average winter usage. 

(Com Ed Resp. to Staff DR DAB 1.03) For the first 20% of 2009 winter average 

kilowatt hours used in each 2010 winter month, a customer on this rate will pay a 

price of 50% of the normal rate BES electric supply charge. For the next 70% of 

2009 average winter usage, the customer pays the normal rate BES electric supply 

charge and for any kilowatt hour consumed above 90% of the 2009 average winter 

usage, the customer pays double the normal rate BES electric supply charge. 

(Com Ed Ex. 4.0 pp. 17-18) Conceptually, this rate has some desirable features. It 

creates price incentives to reduce usage by increasing the cost for the last 10% of 

kilowatt hours being consumed while remaining cost neutral for customers who 
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136 maintain current usage levels. The design is problematic because usage is based 

137 on an insufficient weather and personal normalization. Traditionally, weather 

138 normalizations are based on 30-year averages. The Commission has allowed gas 

139 demand forecasts to be based on 10-year normalizations (Docket 04-0779, Final 

140 Order, Nov. 4, 2004, p. 57; Docket 07-0585, Final Order, Sept. 24, 2008, P. 337). 

141 do not believe the Commission would accept rates for revenue requirements based 

142 on a one year forecast of weather data, but this design implicitly bases rates on one 

143 four-month average of winter, shoulder or summer weather. If the weather in 2010 

144 differs greatly from 2009, the customer could be rewarded or penalized based on 

145 weather differences. Additionally, if personal behavior of the customer in 2009 is 

146 different from their typical long run behavior, it will not be reflected in a four-month 

147 average from one year and the customer could benefit or suffer as a result. 

148 Examples of possible differences are that a family has a child in 2010 and one 

149 parent stays home but in 2009 that parent worked and less electricity was used 

150 during a typical month in 2009. The opposite is also possible, a parent who cared 

151 for an infant in part of 2009 returned to work in 2010 and the household is not using 

152 as many kilowatt hours as a result. It is also possible that a family rotates who 

153 hosts holidays. In 2009, the household members could be in a different location for 

154 several days over Thanksgiving and/or Christmas but in 2010 this household has 

155 several additional guests causing electricity consumption to increase or vice versa. 

156 The customer specific nature of this program design could be alleviated if several 

157 years of data are used. I am not sure how many years of household and weather 

158 information would be required to accurately normalize demand for a household, but 
7 
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if it were only five years it would make this rate difficult to scale beyond the pilot 

because you could not apply this rate to any customer who lived in a residence for 

fewer than five years. 

Given the difficulty with scaling beyond the pilot, I do not believe this is useful 

information that warrants recovery through Rider AMP-CA. Eliminating this rate 

design would reduce the customer application cost by an estimated $859,500 

(ComEd Resp. to DR IIEC 1.02 Attach 07). 

How are traditional increasing block rates designed? 

The traditional increasing block rate is based purely on kilowatt hour usage. As 

the number of kilowatt hours consumed in a month increases, the customer 

moves from one block to the next. Each block has a higher price than the 

previous block. There is no distinction from how a customer performs relative 

his/her previous usage. 

Would using a traditional increasing block rate be a preferable design for 

the pilot? 

No. There are two problems that I see with this approach. First, the experiment 

would be conducted on an opt-out basis. If it is determined that the average 

customer uses 1500 kWh in a given month then any customer who typically uses 

1350 kWh or less (90% of 1500) has a very strong incentive to stay on this rate 

while any customer who uses substantially more than 1500 kWh has a strong 

incentive to leave the experiment. Second, as Dr Hemphill indicates in his 

testimony, the increasing block rate design is used extensively in California 
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(Com Ed Ex. 1.0, p. 39). Since this has already been used extensively, there is 

little benefit in terms of additional information to ratepayers and stakeholders 

gained from replicating the experiment. 

Why should the Company provide the time ranges and prices for its time of 

use rate experiments? 

Time of use rates are intended to provide an improved price signal about the true 

cost of producing and delivering electricity while minimizing the burden to 

consumers about how much it is going to cost to use an electrical appliance at 

any given time. If designed properly, usage during peak times can be curtailed 

by giving customers an incentive to shift less valuable (to the customer) 

electricity consumption to off peak periods. This rewards the customer with a 

monetary savings over what would have been paid under flat rates while 

reducing usage during peak times. Both the range of times and the prices are 

important determinants of the success of this experiment. If the time range is too 

wide, customers may decide that shifting usage causes too great an 

inconvenience to be worth the efforts. If the time range is too narrow, customers 

may shift usage from one time during the true peak hours to another time during 

the true peak hours. If the price range is too low, customers may conclude that 

the bill savings are not sufficient to make it worth the effort to change their usage 

patterns. If the price range is too large, customers may be hostile to the rates 

and opt out. It is also possible (but unlikely) that a sufficiently large price range 
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could shift usage so greatly that if those price ranges were imposed on a larger 

scale, it would change the peak periods. 

Because of these possible outcomes, it is very important to have the specific time 

and price ranges in place. If the Commission approves the Company's proposed 

customer experiment, this will, as Dr. Hemphill testifies, be "the most 

comprehensive behavioral assessment. .. in the country so far." (ComEd Ex. 1.0, 

p. 24) It is very likely that every other regulatory jurisdiction in the country will be 

interested in the results. If the time of use rate experiment is not successful, the 

lack of success should be the result of a good theory not working in practice. It 

should not be the result of a good theory being implemented so poorly that it fails 

to accomplish its objectives - adequately reflecting the peak period and costs in 

such a way that customers have a worthwhile incentive to alter their behavior. 

At present, these details are not included in the proposed Rider AMP-CA (Rider 

AMP-CA, sheets X+13 and X+14). The Company indicated that it expects the 

peak to off peak price ratio to be about 2:1 but has not yet formalized the prices 

or ranges (ComEd Resp. to Staff DR DAB 2.06). The details should be included 

in the Company's rebuttal testimony so that the Commission can make an 

informed decision about what it is being asked to approve. 

Summary of Recommendations 

Please summarize your recommendations. 
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I have four recommendations in my testimony. With regard to the10,000 

"Community Energy Challenge" meters being installed in the City of Elgin, I 

recommend that the Commission deny recovery of the costs for these meters 

because the meters are not part of the formal evaluation of the operational test or 

customer application experiments and are outside of the purpose of the pilot for 

which Rider AMP is intended to recover costs. 

My three remaining recommendations involve the customer application 

experiments the Company is proposing. Overall, I think behavioral assessments 

related to customer engagement with AMI meters and technologies that are 

enabled by these meters is likely to have benefit. However, I do not believe the 

Company has adequately shown that the benefits of this information justify 

spending an estimated $14.8 million (Com Ed Ex. 1.0 p. 40). Therefore, I 

recommend that the Company, in its rebuttal testimony, indicate what new. 

information is being provided to ratepayers and stakeholders so the Commission 

can determine if this information merits spending $14.8 million. 

I also recommend that the Commission deny approval of at least $859,500 of that 

$14.8 million because the increasing block rate experiment the Company is 

proposing is unlikely to provide information that is useful. 

Finally, I recommend that the Company include the formal details of its proposed 

time of use rates included in rebuttal testimony so the Commission can determine is 

the experiment is effectively designed. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 
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244 A. Yes. 
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