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I. Witness Identification 1 

Q. Please state your name, job title and business address. 2 

A. My name is David Brightwell.  I am an Economic Analyst in the Policy Division of 3 

the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”).  My business address is 527 4 

East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 5 

Q. Please describe your Education. 6 

A. I received a Ph.D. in economics from Texas A&M University in 2008.  My major 7 

fields of study were industrial organization and labor economics, and my minor field 8 

was econometrics.  I received a bachelor’s degree in political science in 1992 and a 9 

master’s degree in applied economics in 2002 from Illinois State University.  10 

Q. Please describe your professional experience. 11 

 I have been employed as an Economic Analyst with the Commission since June 12 

2008.  My work with the Commission has primarily focused on energy efficiency 13 

and Smart Grid related topics.  Prior to joining the Commission Staff (“Staff”), I 14 

attended Texas A&M University (2002-2008).  While attending Texas A&M, I was a 15 

teaching assistant for my dissertation advisor Professor John Moroney for the 16 

2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2006-2007 academic years and his research assistant 17 

in the summer 2003 semester.  As a research assistant, I performed econometric 18 

analysis for the book Energy and Sustainable Development in Mexico written by 19 

John Moroney and Flory Dieck-Assad.  I was the instructor for various economics 20 

classes from the 2004 summer semester through the 2007-2008 school years.  21 



Docket No. 12-0298 
On Rehearing 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0  

 

2 

From 2000-2002, I served as a graduate assistant for David Loomis at Illinois State 22 

University.   23 

Q. Are you the same David Brightwell who previously testified in this 24 

proceeding? 25 

A. Yes.    26 

II. Introduction 27 

Q. What is the scope of your testimony? 28 

A. I reviewed whether the Revised Smart Grid Advanced Metering Infrastructure 29 

(“AMI”) Deployment Plan (“Revised Plan”) (ComEd Ex. 15.02) Commonwealth 30 

Edison Company (“ComEd”) filed on rehearing  on October 3, 2012 is cost-31 

beneficial as that term is defined in Section 16-108.6(a) of the Public Utilities Act 32 

(“Act”).   33 

 34 

Q. What changes did the Company make to the Revised Plan that would impact 35 

the cost benefit analysis? 36 

A. The Company modified the meter deployment schedule.1 37 

 38 

Q. Is the Revised Plan cost beneficial? 39 

A. Mr. Trump asserts that the Revised Plan is cost beneficial.2  As described below, in 40 

order to assess the validity of Mr. Trump’s assertion, I examined the discount rate 41 

                                            
1
  ComEd Ex. 17.0 REV at 3. 

2
  ComEd Ex. 17.0 REV at 13. 
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at which the Plan would no longer be cost effective.  Based on the results of my 42 

examination, it is my opinion that Revised Plan meets the definition of cost-43 

beneficial. 44 

 45 

Q. Why did you focus on the discount rate?  46 

A. I testified in ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 that the discount rate is probably the most subjective 47 

part of the cost-benefit analysis and that experts can reasonably disagree about an 48 

appropriate discount rate.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 4)  I also provided an explanation of the 49 

discount rate in that testimony.  (Id., pp. 3-4)  My opinion has not changed.  Given 50 

the subjective nature of appropriate discount rates and the significance of the 51 

impact it has on the cost benefit analysis, I believe it is appropriate to determine the 52 

threshold at which the discount rate adversely affects the cost effectiveness of 53 

ComEd’s AMI Deployment Plan. 54 

Q. How did you perform your analysis? 55 

A. I examined the discount rate at which the Plan would no longer be cost effective. 56 

 57 

Q. What did you conclude? 58 

A. I found that the Plan meets the definition of cost-beneficial with any discount rate 59 

lower than 19.1%3.  Based on this finding, it is my opinion that the Plan meets the 60 

definition of cost-beneficial. 61 

                                            
3
 The Company provided its cost-benefit analysis as a work paper in Excel format in response to data 

request AG 1.04 Supp 2 Attach 1 (Confidential & Proprietary).  In the worksheet titled “Results” cell C64 
contains the discount rate.  Cell D64 contains the net present value of benefits (“NPVB”).  Changing the 
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  62 

Q. Did you investigate other changes to assumptions that may affect the cost-63 

effectiveness of the Plan? 64 

A. My analysis to date has been focused upon the sensitivity of the revised Plan to the 65 

discount rate.  As I understand it, the cost benefit methodology used by ComEd 66 

remains substantially the same as that accepted by the Commission in its June 22, 67 

2012 Order in this proceeding.  The changes that have been made to the model are 68 

driven by changes in the deployment schedule and are reflective of changes in the 69 

timing of when costs and benefits are incurred rather than to the underlying cost 70 

benefit methodology.   As a result, it is my belief that an examination of the 71 

sensitivity of the model to changes in the discount rate provides reasonable 72 

guidance as to whether the changes to the deployment schedule, when considered 73 

in conjunction with the previously accepted cost benefit methodology, will have the 74 

effect of changing ComEd’s AMI Plan from one that is cost beneficial to one that is 75 

not. 76 

      77 

Q. Are you endorsing the costs or benefits assumed by ComEd in the cost 78 

benefit analysis it provided in its response to data request AG 1.04 Supp 2 79 

attach 1 (Confidential & Proprietary)?   80 

                                                                                                                       

values of the discount rate in cell C64 changes the values of the NPVB in cell D64.  The NPVB changes 
from a positive value to a negative value when the discount rate changes from 19.1% to 19.2%.  This 
indicates that the Plan is cost beneficial until there is an assumed discount rate between 19.1% and 
19.2%.   
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A. No.  Due to the limited time available for this proceeding, I am unable to verify the 81 

reasonableness of all the assumed costs or benefits contained in ComEd’s 82 

analysis.  Nevertheless, as stated above, my conclusion is that the effect of the 83 

changes to the deployment schedule proposed by ComEd do not change the 84 

Revised Plan from one that is cost beneficial under the previously accepted 85 

methodology to one that is not under the previously accepted methodology.   86 

  87 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony on rehearing? 88 

A. Yes. 89 


