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I. Introduction and Purpose1

A. Identification of Witness2

Q. Please state your name.  3

A. Michael S. Brandt.  4

Q. Are you the same Michael S. Brandt who submitted direct testimony on behalf of 5

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in this docket?6

A. Yes.  My initial testimony is has been submitted as ComEd Exhibit 1.0.  7

B. Purposes of Testimony8

Q. What are the purposes of your rebuttal testimony?9

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to a couple of issues raised by 10

Jennifer L. Hinman of the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”) in her11

direct testimony.  However, in summary, Ms. Hinman is in agreement with ComEd on 12

the most critical issue in this proceeding – that ComEd achieved both the kWh (energy 13

savings) and the kW (demand response savings) goals in Program Year 2 (“PY2”) of 14

ComEd’s Energy Efficiency and Demand Response (“EEDR”) Plan.15

C. Summary of Conclusions 16

Q. Please summarize your conclusions.  17

A. In summary, my testimony will: 18

 Discuss how ComEd’s interpretation of permissible banking differs from Ms. 19

Hinman’s and why I believe the ComEd interpretation is correct.20

 Calculate the correct amount of kWh that ComEd has banked over the first two years 21

of implementation of ComEd’s EEDR Plan.22
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II. ”Banked” Energy Savings23

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Hinman’s calculation of “banked” energy savings for the 24

first two years of ComEd’s Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan?25

A. No, I believe that Ms. Hinman has misinterpreted Commission policy which has resulted 26

in an incorrect calculation of the banked savings.  Ms. Hinman is interpreting the 27

Commission’s final order in Docket 07-0540 to mean that banking is permitted only28

when the combination of kWh savings for both ComEd’s programs and the Department 29

of Commerce and Economic Opportunity’s (“DCEO”) programs exceed the total 30

statutory goal.  I believe this interpretation is incorrect and not the intent of the 31

Commission.  32

Both the legislation and the final order are very clear that ComEd’s and DCEO’s 33

goals are to be viewed separately and that each entity is responsible for achieving its own34

goal and any achievement or penalty is based on the performance of the individual entity 35

only.  Never is a combination of results from the two entities considered.  It is clear that 36

neither ComEd nor DCEO can be held responsible for the other’s actions in terms of 37

achieving the goal.  It only goes to say that this same logic should apply to banking where 38

each entity is able to bank savings based on its individual performance.39

With Ms. Hinman’s logic, it is not even clear how banked savings could be 40

applied.  Would they be “owned” by the individual entity that achieved the extra savings 41

or could one entity get credit for banked savings in determining whether it met its goals 42

even if the banked savings were achieved in an earlier period by the other entity?  Again, 43

this is not how the legislation or final order describes the goals in terms of ComEd and 44
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DCEO.  Each entity has its own goals for which it is solely responsible and banked 45

savings should be treated in the same manner.46

Q. What is ComEd’s claimed “banked” savings for PY1?47

A. For PY1, as noted in my direct testimony, ComEd had claimed 14,875 MWh of banked 48

savings as it had achieved 163,717 MWh of savings versus ComEd’s share of statutory 49

goal, 148,842 MWh.  Since ComEd did not exceed its goal by 10%, ComEd’s banked 50

savings claim is simply the difference between what was achieved and the statutory goal 51

(e.g., 163,717 – 148,842 = 14,875 MWh).  Please note that this calculation is based on 52

ComEd’s portion of statutory goal, not the total combined statutory goal of both DCEO 53

and ComEd.  54

Ms. Hinman suggests that the PY1 banked savings be only 3,598 based on the 55

combined results of ComEd and DCEO.  As I stated above, Ms. Hinman’s method is 56

essentially penalizing ComEd by over 10,000 MWH of banked savings because DCEO 57

achieved less that 75% of its portion of the statutory goal.  This does not make sense and 58

should be rejected.  ComEd’s initial calculation of 14,875 MWH of banked savings for 59

PY1 is still the most valid calculation.60

Q. What is ComEd’s banked savings for PY2?61

A. Based on the same methodology that was detailed above, Ms. Hinman calculated 39,369 62

MWh of banked savings, while ComEd calculated 31,234 MWh.   The key differences 63

for PY2 are twofold – (1) ComEd achieved the goal far enough in excess of 10% to 64

thwart any impact from DCEO’s performance, and (2) Ms. Hinman’s use of measured 65

lighting values versus the ICC-approved deemed values results in a higher estimate for 66
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Ms. Hinman.  ComEd believes its calculation of 31,234 MWHs is still the correct67

calculation, but to limit open issues is willing to accept Ms. Hinman’s number but not 68

necessarily her methodology.  69

Q. Is that the only discrepancy that ComEd has with Ms. Hinman’s banking 70

calculation?71

A.  No. As Ms. Hinman explains in her testimony (Line 229-231), “ComEd uses the 72

‘deemed’ lighting values, while I use the evaluator-recommended values based on 73

primary data collected from the ComEd service territory.”  While ComEd acknowledges 74

that using ComEd-specific data is more appropriate going forward in determining 75

whether ComEd met the required goals, the fact is that the final order does state that the 76

lighting values can be deemed while “during the next three-year period actual values 77

must be developed for use prospectively, in future years” (Emphasis added.  Final Order, 78

p. 42).  ComEd believes that Ms. Hinman’s change is not appropriate and, in fact, is 79

contrary to the provisions of the Final Order.  However, since Ms. Hinman’s change does 80

not lower the kWh achieved by ComEd, ComEd is willing not to contest the matter in 81

this proceeding only so as to reduce the number of issues in question.82

Q. Is there any other issue, ComEd sees with Ms. Hinman’s testimony?83

A. Yes.  Ms. Hinman took the ComEd portion of the PY2 energy savings target from the 84

DCEO Plan instead of from the ComEd Plan.  The table below was contained in 85

ComEd’s Plan, which was approved by the Commission.86
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87

ComEd believes that it was not proper for Ms. Hinman to use a value from DCEO’s Plan, instead 88

of the one from ComEd’s approved plan.  Again, however, since that decision works slightly in 89

ComEd’s favor, ComEd will not contest the matter in this case only.  90

91
Q. Does this conclude your testimony?92

A. Yes.  93

Annual Goal TOTAL

Spending Screen ($M) 39.4$          81.6$          126.7$        247.7$        

Energy Efficiency Goal (MWh) 188,729      393,691      584,077      1,166,497   

    ComEd Goal (MWh) 148,842      79% 312,339      79% 458,919      79% 920,100      

    DCEO Goal (MWh) 39,887        21% 81,352        21% 125,158      21% 246,397      

Demand Response Goal (MW) 11.7            11.1            10.0            32.8            

2008 2009 2010




