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I. Identification of Witness 1 

Q. Please state your name. 2 

A. My name is Jennifer Frederick. 3 

Q. Are you the same Jennifer Frederick who submitted corrected direct testimony in 4 

this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes.  My corrected direct testimony is ICEA Ex. 1.0. 6 

II. Purpose of Rebuttal Testimony 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 8 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the direct testimony of Staff 9 

witnesses Dr. Thomas Kennedy (Staff Ex. 1.0) and Alicia Allen (Staff Ex. 2.0).  I will 10 

also respond to the direct testimony of Rebecca Devens (CUB Ex. 1.0), the witness for 11 

the Consumer Utility Board (“CUB”) and the City of Chicago. 12 

III. Specific Topics Addressed 13 

Q. What specific topics do you address in your rebuttal testimony? 14 

A. I address the following: 15 

1. Dr. Kennedy’s recommendation that ComEd include a Customer Baseline Load 16 
(“CBL”) Profile in its tariff; 17 

2. Ms. Allen’s support for ComEd’s cost recovery proposal and; 18 

3. Ms. Devens’ proposals to maximize customer participation. 19 

IV. Staff Testimony 20 

Q. What is your response to Dr. Kennedy’s direct testimony? 21 
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A. Dr. Kennedy’s recommendation that the Commission deny ComEd’s petition due to the 22 

absence of a specific CBL (Staff Ex. 1.0, lines 75-81) is consistent with my corrected 23 

direct testimony.  As stated in my corrected direct testimony, ComEd is still in the 24 

process of reviewing various CBL methodologies.  Until ComEd determines what CBL 25 

will be used, there is a vital, yet unknown component of the Rider Peak Time Rebate 26 

(“Rider PTR” or “PTR”).  In addition, since the CBL is a prerequisite to the entire PTR 27 

program, ICEA recommends that ComEd’s petition be rejected until the CBL is 28 

developed and approved by both PJM Interconnection LLC (“PJM”) and the Illinois 29 

Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”). (ICEA Ex. 1.0, lines 363-379). 30 

Q. What is your response to Ms. Allen’s direct testimony? 31 

A. Ms. Allen recommends that the Commission adopt ComEd’s proposal to assign PTR 32 

program implementation costs to all residential customers using distribution formula 33 

rates.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, lines 36-38).  In support of her position, Ms. Allen states that 34 

assigning PTR costs to all residential customers will allow for a higher participation rate 35 

which is consistent with the statute.  (Id., lines 98-99). 36 

I do not believe this recommendation is consistent with the statute. 37 

Q. Could you please explain? 38 

A. Yes.  As stated in my corrected direct testimony, my counsel advises me that recovering 39 

PTR programing costs from all residential customers does not comply with the statute.  40 

Rather, the statute requires that ComEd must secure funding for its PTR program from 41 

PJM. (ICEA Ex. 1.0, lines 255-301). Until ComEd demonstrates that its PTR program 42 

complies with the cost recovery provisions of the statute, ICEA recommends that 43 

ComEd’s petition be rejected. 44 

ICEA also believes that recovering PTR costs from all residential customers is not sound 45 

public policy since it virtually ensures that ARES will be unable to compete in this 46 

market.  As discussed at length in my corrected direct testimony, accepting ComEd’s cost 47 

recovery approach will result in ARES customers paying twice for demand response – 48 

once for ComEd’s PTR program and once for an ARES demand response program.  49 
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ICEA strongly believes that the Commission should allow the demand response market to 50 

develop under a competitive environment rather than adopting a policy which picks a 51 

winner or shows favoritism toward one provider of demand response over similarly 52 

situated suppliers.  Yet that is precisely what will happen if ComEd’s cost recovery 53 

approach is adopted.   (ICEA Ex. 1.0, lines 302-318). 54 

I would also like to point out ICEA’s approach to cost recovery and Ms. Allen’s 55 

statement that higher participation rates for PTR is a goal of the statute are not mutually 56 

exclusive.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, lines 98-99). It is my understanding from counsel that the 57 

statute requires a “design” for maximum participation.  There is not a mandate that all 58 

customers must participate and therefore pay, rather the program must be opt-in.  That 59 

said under ICEA’s cost recovery recommendation, customer participation is maximized 60 

using a competitive model whereby multiple suppliers will be offering a variety of 61 

demand response programs to all residential customers.  As a result, ICEA’s approach 62 

complies with the statute while at the same time maximizing customer participation. 63 

V. Testimony by CUB and the City of Chicago 64 

Q. How do you respond to Ms. Devens statement that maximum customer participation 65 

is a goal of this program? 66 

A. I agree that the design of the program is to maximize participation. I do not agree that a 67 

design for maximum participation can be the goal exclusive of other statutory 68 

requirements including competitive neutrality or mandating customers fund the program.  69 

I also agree with Ms. Devens recommendations that the Commission should direct 70 

ComEd to: 1) offer a pre-enrollment process so that customers can sign up early and 2) 71 

ensure that PTR administrators have a high level of technical expertise to offer the best 72 

customer education and customer service.  (CUB Ex. 1.0, lines 100-105)  Demand 73 

response programs such as PTR should be designed for maximum customer participation.  74 

However, there is no assurance that ComEd’s program will achieve this goal. 75 
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Q. Please explain. 76 

A. As discussed in ICEA’s corrected direct testimony, ComEd intends to outsource its PTR 77 

program.  To the best of ICEA’s knowledge, the identity of the vendor has not been 78 

disclosed and therefore, ICEA is not in a position to determine if the vendor’s staff has 79 

the technical expertise to manage ComEd’s PTR program in a competitively neutral 80 

manner including a pre-enrollment process.  The Commission should reject ComEd’s 81 

petition until such time as ComEd re-files its petition and identifies the vendor and 82 

demonstrates that its technical capabilities and staff are capable of managing the entire 83 

PTR program in a competitively neutral manner. 84 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 85 

A. Yes. 86 


