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I. Witness Identification 1 

Q. State your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is David Brightwell.  My business address is Illinois Commerce 3 

Commission, 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois, 62701. 4 

 5 

Q. Are you the same David Brightwell who previously testified in this 6 

proceeding? 7 

A. Yes. 8 

 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. I respond to Ameren witness Mr. Leonard Jones’ objections to my 11 

recommendation that the Commission reject Ameren’s proposal to call a Peak 12 

Time Rebate (“PTR”) curtailment event with a $0 credit in the event funds are 13 

exhausted and the Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) 14 

calls an emergency event. (Ameren Ex. 3.0, 2-5).  I also respond to Comverge 15 

witness Mr. Frank Lacey’s proposal to establish a pilot of direct load control 16 

(“DLC”) enabled PTR in Ameren’s territory.  (Comverge Ex. 1.0, 1-2.) 17 

II. Response to Rebuttal Testimony of Ameren Witness Mr. Jones 18 

Q. Please summarize Mr. Jones’ rebuttal testimony? 19 

A. Mr. Jones’ rebuttal testimony, as it was directed towards my direct testimony, 20 

was critical of my assessment that the $0 credit may be a nonissue because 21 
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Section 16-108.6 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) only calls for a filing of 22 

a tariff and that I saw no reason the PTR program could not continue after 23 

Sections 16-108.5 and 16-108.6 of the PUA become inoperative.  Although I am 24 

not an attorney, I now understand that the PTR program could not continue 25 

under this tariff if these Sections of the PUA become inoperative.  Instead a 26 

new tariff (or at least another proceeding regarding this tariff) would be needed 27 

where Ameren provides evidence that the PTR program is in the public interest.  28 

Mr. Jones rebuttal testimony also criticized my lack of recommendations for how 29 

Ameren could recover funding shortages.  (Ameren Ex. 3.0, 2-3.) 30 

  31 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Jones’ criticism of your lack of 32 

recommendations? 33 

A. The objective of my testimony is to advise the Commission of whether I believe 34 

proposals balance the interests of ratepayers and the utility.  In this case, I 35 

believe the Company’s proposal is extremely one-sided in favor of the utility, in 36 

that it would potentially provide $0 rebates to customers under certain 37 

circumstances.  Other than the option I proposed in my direct testimony, where I 38 

suggested the Company should not call events in situations where they cannot 39 

fund the rebates, the only additional alternative I can think of is to call an 40 

adequate number of test events in any Program Year with funds remaining for 41 

potential real events and then disburse any remaining funds on either a per 42 
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customer or per kWh saved basis in an annual reconciliation.  However, Staff 43 

witness Dr. Thomas E. Kennedy made, and the Commission rejected, a similar 44 

recommendation in ComEd’s PTR proceeding.  Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC 45 

Interim Order, Docket No. 12-0484, 8-9 (February 21, 2013) (“ComEd Order”).  46 

The Commission may wish to reassess that determination for Ameren’s PTR 47 

Program.   48 

Q.    How likely is this problem of exhausting funds in the year the PTR program 49 

becomes inoperative? 50 

A. That cannot be known with certainty, but I believe the problem can be managed.  51 

Section 16-108.5(g) of the PUA provides for the formula rate to become 52 

inoperative under certain conditions by July 31, 2014.  These conditions will not 53 

affect the PTR program, as it is not scheduled to begin until June 1, 2016 54 

(Ameren Ex. 1.0, 5.)  Under Section 16-108.5(h), there is the potential for 55 

Sections 16-108.5, 16-108.6, 16-108.7, and 16-108.8 to become inoperative by 56 

December 31, 2017.  This potential date of inoperability of the Sections is most 57 

likely the biggest concern as it occurs in the middle of a MISO programming year.  58 

Although I am not an attorney, I understand that it is based on cost escalations in 59 

the average price per kWh over the period June 1, 2011 – May 31, 2017.   60 

 61 

 By the start of the PTR program on June 1, 2016, Ameren should know the cost 62 

escalations for at least June 1, 2011 through December 31, 2015, have a 63 
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reasonable idea of what the cost escalations are for January 1, 2016 through 64 

May 31, 2016 and have forecasts for June 1, 2016 through May 31, 2017.  This 65 

information can help inform the Company of how many events to call and 66 

mitigate some of the risk. 67 

   68 

 Although I am not an attorney, I understand that under Section 16-108.5(h), the 69 

last possible date of the PTR Program under this proposed rider is December 31, 70 

2022.  At that time, the tariff will become inoperative, if it did not become 71 

inoperative at a previous date.  Again the risk to the Company exists but is 72 

manageable.  The Company knows that there is no future money to draw from 73 

and no need to further condition customers for future events.  As a result, there is 74 

no need to call events other than MISO required events.     75 

Q. What other evidence is there that the problem is manageable without a $0 76 

credit? 77 

A. To the best of my knowledge, ComEd’s PTR tariff, which was enacted to comply 78 

with the same Section 16-108.6 of the PUA, contains no provision to call an 79 

event with a $0 credit for any energy reductions.       80 

Q. Do you have any further recommendations regarding the $0 credit? 81 

A. None, other than those made in my direct testimony. 82 

III. Response to Direct Testimony of Comverge Witness Mr. Lacey 83 
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Q. Please describe your opinions of Comverge witness Mr. Frank Lacey’s 84 

recommendation to include a pilot of DLC technology? 85 

A.  My overall recommendation to the Commission is to reject the proposal.  The key 86 

purpose for a pilot would be to determine the possible incremental reduction in 87 

capacity.  The Commission has already ordered a DLC pilot program in ComEd’s 88 

territory.  ComEd Order at 30-31.  The reduced capacity in Ameren’s service 89 

territory can be approximated from the ComEd pilot results, rendering a pilot of 90 

DLC technology unnecessary here.  Should the Commission choose to reject my 91 

primary recommendation and order a pilot in Ameren’s service territory, my 92 

secondary recommendation is that the Commission order ensure that the pilot’s 93 

experimental design accounts for potential sample selection bias. 94 

Q. Please describe sample selection bias. 95 

A. Sample selection bias occurs when inferences from a non-random sample are 96 

made about the behavior of a larger population.  The problem is that since the 97 

sample being observed is not random, the behavior is not necessarily 98 

representative of the larger population and cannot be generalized.   99 

Q. Why is sample selection bias a concern with the proposed pilot? 100 

A. The most likely design of a DLC pilot is to compare the savings of customers who 101 

choose to have DLC enabled PTR to at-large customers on the PTR program.  If 102 

there are characteristics about the customers who self select to use the DLC 103 

technologies, then one cannot make inferences about their load reduction by 104 
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comparison to load reduction of the average PTR customer who does not receive 105 

DLC technology.  This can cause the incremental reductions to be either 106 

overstated or understated. 107 

Q. Can you provide some examples? 108 

A.  Yes.  If customers who select to accept the DLC technology would like to benefit 109 

from PTR but know they are more forgetful than the average person, then they 110 

may accept the technology as a way to benefit on those days they forget to 111 

respond to an alert.  If this occurs, then these customers are likely to have 112 

greater reductions than an average non-DLC enabled customer.  By comparing 113 

their reduction to the average customer, the benefits of DLC are understated. 114 

  115 

 Conversely, if customers who choose to enroll in the DLC pilot do so because 116 

they have greater overall usage than the average customer, then their reductions 117 

are likely to be greater as well.  As such, comparing their savings in either 118 

percentage or absolute terms may overstate the savings that an average non-119 

DLC enrolled PTR customer would receive. 120 

Q. How do you propose to address the issue of potential sample selection 121 

bias?  122 

A. I would recommend setting up the pilot with treatment and control groups where 123 

both groups indicate an interest in enrolling in the DLC pilot.  Let the potential 124 

enrollees know there are limited slots.  Draw the treatment group from those who 125 
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wanted to enroll in the DLC program and compare their usage reductions to a 126 

control group of other Ameren customers who wanted the DLC technology but 127 

did not receive it.     128 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?  129 

A. Yes.           130 


