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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY  
OF 

CHARLES B. REA 
 
 
Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Charles B. Rea.  My business address is 106 East Second Street, 2 

Davenport, Iowa 52801. 3 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 

A. I am employed by MidAmerican Energy Company (MidAmerican).  My title is 5 

Manager, Regulatory Strategic Analysis. 6 

Q. Are you the Charles B. Rea who previously prepared direct testimony in 7 

this docket? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

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

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the following issues 11 

raised in the direct testimony of ICC Staff Witness Jennifer Hinman: 12 



  MidAmerican Energy Company 
  ICC Docket Nos. 13-0423/13-0424 
  MidAmerican Exhibit 5.0 

 

 2

• MidAmerican should either revise its net savings goals in its rebuttal 13 

testimony based on revised NTG ratios that are based on the best 14 

available information or keep the original net savings goals and agree to 15 

report program information to the Commission using revised NTG 16 

ratios reflective of evaluation findings (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 10). 17 

• MidAmerican should provide net ex post cost-effectiveness results in its 18 

annual report when an impact evaluation is available (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 19 

10). 20 

• MidAmerican should have the flexibility to modify, add, and/or 21 

discontinue programs in order to maximize net benefits, and that new 22 

measures should be screened for cost-effectiveness and updated avoided 23 

costs should be reported in the annual report (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 12). 24 

• MidAmerican should perform an updated screening of programs and 25 

measures if avoided costs change by more than 15% during 26 

implementation over the five years of the Plan. 27 

• The evaluation process previously used between MidAmerican and ICC 28 

Staff should be formalized through a Commission directive (Staff Ex. 29 

1.0 at 14). 30 

Q. At lines 184-188, Ms. Hinman recommends that the Company either revise 31 

its net savings goals in its rebuttal testimony based on revised NTG ratios 32 

that are based on the best available information or keep the original net 33 

savings goals and agree to report program information to the Commission 34 
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using revised NTG ratios reflective of evaluation findings.  Do you agree 35 

with this recommendation? 36 

A. Yes.  MidAmerican agrees to keep the original net savings goals in its proposed 37 

plan and agrees to report program information to the Commission using revised 38 

NTG ratios reflective of evaluation findings. 39 

Q. At lines 203-204, Ms. Hinman recommends that the Company should 40 

provide net ex post cost-effectiveness results in its annual report when an 41 

impact evaluation is available.  Do you agree? 42 

A. Yes. 43 

Q. At lines 223-225, Ms. Hinman recommends that when adding new 44 

measures to programs that were not originally included in MidAmerican’s 45 

proposed plan, MidAmerican should screen the measures for cost-46 

effectiveness using updated avoided costs that are available at that time.  47 

Further, Ms. Hinman recommends that if avoided costs change by more 48 

than 15% during implementation over the five years of the proposed plan, 49 

MidAmerican should perform an updated screening of energy efficiency 50 

programs and measures to consider whether program changes or plan 51 

modifications are warranted.  How do you respond? 52 

A. As a matter of course, MidAmerican does not routinely update avoided costs 53 

for the purpose of evaluating or re-evaluating an energy efficiency plan in the 54 

middle of a five year period.  Having said that, it is reasonable to assume that 55 

avoided costs could change significantly over time in the middle of a plan such 56 

that a cost effectiveness screening for a current program and/or a collection of 57 
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current measures or a cost-effectiveness screening for a new measure could be 58 

significantly different than it would have been at the time the plan was 59 

developed. 60 

MidAmerican is willing to update electric and gas avoided costs as 61 

needed to re-evaluate components of its plan, but believes that a 15% threshold 62 

is too narrow.  For illustration, MidAmerican has provided a history of 63 

NYMEX Henry Hub gas futures prices beginning December 20, 1993 through 64 

the present time in MEC Exhibit 5.1.  This data shows that the number of times 65 

that futures prices have changed by 15% or more are too numerous to count, 66 

and would lead to countless reevaluations of an energy efficiency plan. 67 

MidAmerican believes that 30% is a more realistic trigger.  68 

MidAmerican’s proposal is to evaluate, on March 1 (or the next trading day) of 69 

each calendar year, forward electric price data at the MISO Indiana Hub as 70 

reported by CME ClearPoint Clearing, and if the difference in those prices is 71 

more than 30% from current prices, MidAmerican will recalculate new avoided 72 

gas and electric costs by May 1 and re-evaluate MidAmerican’s Illinois energy 73 

efficiency portfolio.  MidAmerican will then provide the Commission a report 74 

outlining changes to its portfolio that MidAmerican believes are appropriate 75 

based on the new avoided cost data and ask for approval from the Commission 76 

to include those changes in its energy efficiency plan for the next calendar 77 

year.. 78 

Q. At lines 290-296, Ms. Hinman recommends that the evaluation process 79 

previously used between MidAmerican and ICC Staff in MidAmerican’s 80 
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2012 process and impact review be formalized through a Commission 81 

directive.  Do you agree? 82 

A. I agree with Ms. Hinman that the process put in place informally between 83 

MidAmerican and ICC Staff worked well for MidAmerican’s last evaluations 84 

where ICC Staff and MidAmerican received information from the evaluators at 85 

the same time and ICC Staff was included in all planning and progress 86 

meetings.  It is MidAmerican’s intent to conduct future evaluations in the same 87 

manner.  MidAmerican does not oppose Ms. Hinman’s recommendation to 88 

formalize the process. 89 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 90 

A. Yes, it does. 91 


