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Q. Please state your name, job title, and business address. 1 

A. My name is David Brightwell.  I am an Economic Analyst in the Policy Division of 2 

the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”).  My business address is 527 3 

East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 4 

Q. Please describe your Education. 5 

A. I received a Ph.D. in economics from Texas A&M University in 2008.  My major 6 

fields of study were industrial organization and labor economics, and my minor field 7 

was econometrics.  I received a bachelor’s degree in political science in 1992 and a 8 

master’s degree in applied economics in 2002 from Illinois State University.  9 

Q. Please describe your professional experience. 10 

 I have been employed as an Economic Analyst with the Commission since June 11 

2008.  My work with the Commission has primarily focused on energy efficiency 12 

and Smart Grid related topics.  Prior to joining the Commission Staff (“Staff”), I 13 

attended Texas A&M University (2002-2008).  While attending Texas A&M, I was a 14 

teaching assistant for my dissertation advisor Professor John Moroney for the 15 

2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2006-2007 academic years and his research assistant 16 

in the summer 2003 semester.  As a research assistant, I performed econometric 17 

analysis for the book Energy and Sustainable Development in Mexico written by 18 

John Moroney and Flory Dieck-Assad.  I was the instructor for various economics 19 

classes from the 2004 summer semester through the 2007-2008 school years.  20 

From 2000-2002, I served as a graduate assistant for David Loomis at Illinois State 21 

University.   22 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 23 
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A. Yes.    24 

Q. What is the scope of your testimony? 25 

A. I address two subjects within this case.  First, I examine the methodologies used by 26 

the program evaluators to determine the energy and demand savings attributed to 27 

the various programs.  Second, it is my understanding that the gross savings from 28 

lighting is being counted differently to defer energy savings from lighting from the 29 

year in which lighting was purchased to future years in which the lighting is likely to 30 

be installed.  I provide Staff’s position on how these savings should be counted in 31 

future years.      32 

Q. You stated that you examined the methodologies used to determine the 33 

energy and demand savings attributed to the various programs.  What did 34 

you find? 35 

A. My opinion is that the descriptions of the methods used to determine energy and 36 

demand savings are acceptable.      37 

Q. Is this an endorsement of the accuracy of the savings determined by the 38 

evaluators? 39 

A. No.  Although I have no objection to the methodologies that are described, I cannot 40 

attest to whether the data was applied appropriately or if there were data entry 41 

errors or mathematical errors that may cause the total and net savings to be 42 

different than that determined by the evaluators.  The purpose of my review was 43 

limited to examining the reasonableness of the methods, not to verify the accuracy 44 

of their execution.    45 
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Q. You also stated that you would address Staff’s position on a policy to change 46 

counting savings from lighting in the year the lighting is sold to the year the 47 

lighting is installed.  Please describe the new CFL carryover policy, and the 48 

old policy.  49 

A. According to the lighting evaluation report (“Report”)1, Cadmus2 is adopting an 50 

Illinois Statewide Technical Reference Manual3 (“TRM”) recommendation in Plan 51 

Year 3.  That recommendation is to assume installation rates of 69.5% for standard 52 

CFLs, 79.5% for specialty CFLs, and 87.5% for fixtures in Plan Year 3.  Two 53 

percent of the bulbs and fixtures are assumed to never be installed and the 54 

remainders are assumed to be installed in Plan Years 4 and 54

Q. Do you object to this CFL carryover policy? 58 

 (“PY4” and “PY5”, 55 

respectively).  (Report at 16)  My understanding is that in Plan Year 2, the 56 

evaluators applied a 6.3 percent installation rate adjustment to gross savings. 57 

A. I do not object to deferring savings for lighting purchased in PY3 to future Plan 59 

Years when it is anticipated the lighting would be actually installed.  It is reasonable 60 

to believe that not all CFLs and fixtures sold in any given year are installed in that 61 

year.  If those bulbs and fixtures are installed in a later year, it is reasonable to 62 

credit the first year savings to a later year.  Although I am not an attorney, it is my 63 

understanding that Section 8-103 of the Public Utilities Act requires electric utilities 64 

                                            
1 Ameren's Plan Year 3 Lighting and Appliance evaluation report was filed June 1, 2012 in this docket, 
and is identified as Report (Part 7).  
2 The Cadmus Group and Opinion Dynamics Corporation is the independent third party evaluator in this 
proceeding. 
3 The TRM has been submitted to the Commission for approval in Docket No. 12-0528. 
4 The report states Plan Year 5 and Plan Year 6, but I believe this is an error in the report. The report 
should have addressed PY4 and PY5. 
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to reach legislatively-mandated or Commission-approved modified annual 65 

incremental savings goals.  This CFL carryover policy assists in better aligning 66 

incremental energy savings to the year in which those savings occur.  However, I 67 

believe this policy creates potential to miscalculate the energy savings in future 68 

Plan Years. 69 

Q. How could the savings be miscalculated? 70 

A. Plan Year 3 ran from June 1, 2010- May 31, 2011.  Plan Years 4 and 5 run from 71 

June 1, 2011 – May 31, 2012 and June 1, 2012 – May 31, 2013, respectively.  The 72 

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (“EISA”) changed the 73 

manufacturing efficiency standards for lighting beginning January 1, 2012.  As a 74 

result, the baselines changed in the interim.   75 

Q. Please describe a baseline. 76 

A. In determining energy savings, it is necessary to make an assumption about what 77 

alternative technology would be installed in the absence of the energy efficiency 78 

program.  Prior to EISA, in the case of a 25W CFL, it was assumed that a 100W 79 

incandescent bulb is the alternative that would be installed.  As a result, a 25W CFL 80 

provides a 75W per bulb savings over the 100W incandescent baseline. 81 

Q. How does the EISA complicate the baseline calculations? 82 

A. The EISA gradually phases in requirements for more efficient bulbs.  As a result, 83 

beginning January 1, 2012, the lumens previously associated with a 100W 84 

incandescent bulb can only be manufactured if the bulb is 72W or less.  42 85 

U.S.C.A. § 6295(i) (West 2012). Similar requirements affect the production of 75W 86 

bulbs in 2013, and 60W and 40W bulbs in 2014.  Since the alternative to a CFL will 87 
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be more efficient in PY5 than in PY3, I believe that it is appropriate to use the 88 

baseline that is used for bulbs assumed to be purchased and installed in the future 89 

Program Year (either PY4 or PY5).   90 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 91 

A. Yes. 92 


