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I. Witness Qualifications 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 Program of 3 

the Energy Division of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”).  My 4 

business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 5 

Q. Please describe your educational background. 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, both from Illinois State University. 10 

Q. Please describe your work background.   11 

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

2008.  I have focused on energy efficiency and smart grid related issues at the 13 

Commission.  From 2002-2008, I attended Texas A&M University, where I served 14 

as a teaching assistant or an instructor for various courses.  From 2000-2002, I 15 

served as a graduate assistant for David Loomis at Illinois State University.   16 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 17 

A. Yes.    18 

 19 
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II. Testimony and Recommendations 20 

Q. Please provide the purpose of your testimony and your recommendations in 21 

this proceeding. 22 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to address whether the Peak Time Rebate (“PTR”) 23 

tariff filed by Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren,” “AIC” or the “Company”) 24 

complies with the requirements of 16-108.6(g) of the Public Utilities Act.  One 25 

provision of the tariff is that under certain conditions the PTR credit to customers 26 

could be $0.  I recommend that the Commission reject this component of the tariff.     27 

Q.  Under what conditions could the credit be $0? 28 

A. Ameren recognizes that there is potential for one or more emergency events to be 29 

called by MISO after the Company calls some events.  Should this occur, there is 30 

the potential for insufficient funds to pay for emergency events.  To remedy this 31 

problem Ameren suggests that the tariff can be modified to allow borrowing from 32 

future program years.  (Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 11)  However, Ameren is also 33 

concerned that the program may become inoperative at some point.  If the program 34 

does become inoperative at the end of one program year, there will not be a future 35 

year from which funds can be borrowed.  To account for such a situation, Ameren 36 

proposes to alert customers to one MISO emergency event but pay a credit of $0 37 

for any energy saved.  (Id., p. 10)  38 

 39 
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Q. Why do you recommend that the Commission reject the clause of the tariff 40 

that allows for a $0 credit?   41 

A. I have four reasons to reject it.  First, my understanding of a PTR program is that 42 

the goal is to get customers to voluntarily reduce peak loads at times when the cost 43 

of the inconvenience to the customers for such actions is lower than the cost 44 

required to procure the energy from generators.  There is some cost to the 45 

customer, through inconvenience or a lower comfort level, etc.  As such, not paying 46 

those customers creates an economic inefficiency in the market as the value of 47 

those customers’ time, effort, and/or comfort, etc. is greater than the compensation 48 

received.  Second, I do not believe the Commission should approve a tariff that 49 

authorizes a regulated utility to not pay its customers for services rendered.  Third, 50 

though I am not an attorney, I don’t agree with the reasoning Mr. Jones cites as a 51 

potential for the program to become inoperative, as I will discuss further below.  52 

Fourth, as an alternative to calling an event but paying a $0 credit, the Company 53 

has the option of not calling any event and paying a fine to the MISO.  It is entirely 54 

possible that paying the “regular” credit amount will result in a lower payment than 55 

paying the penalty to the MISO.   56 

Q. Why do you disagree with Mr. Jones’ reasoning that the program may 57 

become inoperative? 58 

A. Mr. Jones provides a footnote to his testimony that states, “The peak time rebate 59 

program is authorized in Section 16-108.6(g) of the PUA.  Section 16-108.6(h) 60 
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states that if Section 16-108.5 of the PUA becomes inoperative, so does Section 61 

16-108.6.  Section 16-108.5 pertains to a participating utility’s ability to operate 62 

under formula rates.”  (Id., footnote 1, p. 10).  While I am not an attorney, I do not 63 

interpret Section 16-108.5 to indicate that a Commission-approved PTR tariff would 64 

become inoperative.  My understanding is that Section 16-108.6(g) requires the 65 

PTR tariff to be filed rather than authorizing it.  If Section 16-108.5 were to become 66 

inoperative before any AMI meters were installed, this tariff is moot because 67 

presumably there would be no AMI-metered customers eligible for the tariff.  If 68 

Section 16-108.5 were to become inoperative after some meters were installed, 69 

there is no requirement for the Company to remove those meters and there would 70 

still be customers eligible for a PTR tariff.   71 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 72 

A. Yes. 73 


