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I: Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name, business address, and position. 2 

A. My name is Dylan Sullivan. My business address is 2 North Riverside Plaza, Suite 2250, 3 

Chicago, Illinois 60606. I am employed by the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) as 4 

an Energy Advocate. 5 

Q. Are you the same Dylan Sullivan who submitted direct testimony on behalf of 6 

NRDC in this proceeding? 7 

A. Yes. 8 

Q: What documents did you review to prepare your testimony? 9 

A: I read the direct testimony of Intervenors in this case and the Rebuttal Testimony of 10 

Commonwealth Edison (“Company” or “ComEd”) witnesses in this case. 11 

Q: What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 12 

A: The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to Company claims that energy 13 

efficiency topics are not germane to the programs under consideration in this proceeding, 14 

highlight areas of agreement between NRDC and the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), and, given 15 

settlement of Case No. 10-0570, estimate the cost and benefit of NRDC’s proposed alternative 16 

regulation mechanism. 17 

II: Energy efficiency as alternative regulation 18 
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Q: Company witness Hemphill states that “This proceeding … addresses the concept of 19 

“alternative regulation,” and energy efficiency topics are non-germane to the programs 20 

under consideration here.”1 Do you agree? 21 

A: No. NRDC’s proposed alternative regulation mechanism meets the criteria for alternative 22 

regulation in the Public Utilities Act, in my opinion, while providing incentives for the Company 23 

to procure cost effective energy efficiency for the benefit of its customers. It is true that the 24 

Company did not propose a mechanism to address energy efficiency in its filing, but NRDC has 25 

proposed an alternative regulation mechanism the Commission can consider. 26 

Q: Are there aspects of other intervenors’ testimony with which you agree? 27 

A: Yes. I substantially agree with CUB witness Thomas on the key characteristics an 28 

alternative regulation plan should have. Thomas states that an alternative regulation plan should 29 

have clear criteria for evaluating its success, should facilitate sharing of information and reduce 30 

administrative costs, should promote collaborative review of proposed investments, and should 31 

provide the utility with incentives to promote long-term cost reductions.2 Thomas states that, 32 

given that the Company’s proposal does not have these characteristics, CUB does not support 33 

alternative regulation at this time. 34 

Q: In your opinion, does NRDC’s proposed mechanism have the characteristics that 35 

Thomas states alternative regulation should have? 36 

A: Yes. In NRDC’s alternative regulation mechanism, ComEd’s success would be measured 37 

by the amount and cost effectiveness of the energy savings that ComEd implements above the 38 

IPA Act’s requirements. ComEd’s additional investments would be reviewed by Staff and the 39 

                                                            
1Hemphill Rebuttal at 11. 
2Thomas Direct at 19. 
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existing Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”). Finally, the utility will get a higher reward if it 40 

does a better job of reducing bills for its customers. 41 

Q: Do you have other areas of agreement with Thomas? 42 

A: Yes. Thomas states that ComEd currently has “no incentive to expand its demand-side 43 

programs”3 and states that an economic incentive could be designed to provide ComEd with such 44 

an incentive while controlling costs for consumers. Thomas then goes on to describe a 45 

hypothetical mechanism that looks quite like the one I proposed in Direct Testimony. Even if 46 

Thomas does not wish to implement alternative regulation in this proceeding, the congruence of 47 

NRDC’s proposed alternative regulation mechanism and CUB’s ideal mechanism is significant: 48 

we both recognize the savings that would result if ComEd had incentives to acquire more cost 49 

effective energy efficiency, and both see alternative regulation as a potential way to access these 50 

benefits. 51 

Q: Given the Settlement Stipulation and Request in ComEd’s energy efficiency case, 52 

Docket 10-0570, between ComEd and representatives of consumer and environmental 53 

groups, including NRDC,4 can you update the Commission on the potential cost and benefit 54 

of NRDC’s proposed alternative regulation mechanism? 55 

A: Yes. Under the settlement, ComEd’s energy savings goals in Program Years 5 and 6 will 56 

be 1% of customer electricity usage, the statutory target in Program Year 5. To reach the 57 

threshold for benefits sharing under NRDC’s alternative regulation mechanism – exceeding the 58 

statutory energy savings target by 5% – ComEd would likely have to invest $7.46 million in 59 

                                                            
3 Thomas Direct at 21. 
4 Attached as exhibit NRDC Ex. 2.1. 
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Program Year 5 and $70.4 million in Program Year 6.5 This investment would result in estimated 60 

net bill savings over the lifetime of the measures of at least $3.73 million from Program Year 5 61 

and $35.2 million from Program Year 6.6 62 

Q: Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 63 

A: Yes. 64 

                                                            
5Assuming: the additional efficiency is available at a first-year cost of $.162/kWh saved, the average cost of energy 
efficiency programs in Program Year 6 for ComEd (Settlement at 1), a statutory savings target of 920,987 MWh in 
Program Year 5 (Direct Testimony of Chris Neme, Docket No. 10-0570 at 3), a plan savings target of 924,814 MWh 
in Program Year 6 (Direct Testimony of Chris Neme, Docket No. 10-0570 at 3), and a statutory savings target of 
1,294,739 MWh in Program Year 6 (Plan, Docket No. 10-0570 at 6). 
6Based on the conservative assumption that the programs produce $1.5 of benefit for every $1 invested. ComEd’s 
Program Year 4-6 portfolio produces approximately $2 in lifetime bill savings for every $1 invested. 


