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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 

Q. Are you the same David Brightwell who previously testified in this 5 

proceeding? 6 

A. Yes. 7 

II. Purpose of Testimony and Background of Issues 8 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A. Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) witness Rebecca Devens supports DCEO’s 10 

proposal to apply an Adjusted Gross savings approach to the Public Sector 11 

programs.  I disagree with her reasoning and reply to it.  Natural Resource 12 

Defense Council (“NRDC”) witness Chris Neme provides some alternatives to 13 

address DCEO’s concerns about calculating net savings.  I address to his 14 

proposals about increasing the evaluation budget beyond 3% and his proposal to 15 

explicitly require evaluators to measure spillover rates. 16 

Q. Please summarize the conceptual difference between net savings and 17 

gross savings. 18 

A. Gross savings is a measure of the total savings from all measures installed in an 19 

EE program during a Program Year.  If a hypothetical measure saves 100 kWh 20 

per year and 50 were installed, the gross savings are 5,000 kWh (50 measures * 21 
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100 kWh/measure = 5,000 kWh).  Net savings is an expression of how many of 22 

those 5,000 kWh saved are the result of the program and how much of that 23 

savings would have occurred if the program did not exist.  Net savings takes into 24 

account free ridership and spillover.  Free riders are participants who would have 25 

purchased the measure without the program.  Spillover is indirect savings that 26 

occurs because of the program, but that did not occur through program channels.  27 

A Net-to-Gross (“NTG”) ratio equal to 1 minus the rate of free riders plus the rate 28 

of spillover is used to convert gross savings to net savings.  If free ridership is 29 

estimated at 25% and spillover is estimated at 10% then net savings for the 30 

hypothetical measure is 5000 *.85 = 4,250 kWh (1-.25+.10 = 0.85).    31 

Q. What is DCEO’s proposal regarding calculating savings? 32 

A. DCEO proposes to calculate an adjusted gross approach for both its low income 33 

and public sector programs going forward. (DCEO Ex. 1.0, 37.)  The adjusted 34 

gross approach accounts for realization rates that differ from planning 35 

assumptions and various data entry errors that may occur when planning savings 36 

but excludes free ridership and spillover estimates. 37 

III. Reply to CUB Witness Rebecca Devens Direct Testimony 38 

Q. Ms. Devens supports the adjusted gross savings approach for DCEO’s 39 

public sector programs. (CUB 1.0, 8.)  What is your opinion of Ms. Devens’ 40 

assertion that public entities should not be denied access to funds?  41 
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A. I agree in principle; however, that assertion is irrelevant to whether or not net 42 

savings should be counted.  The purpose of determining net savings is not to 43 

exclude free riding customers from programs.  The purpose is to design 44 

programs that incent enough customers so that the benefits from these “new” 45 

customers result in positive net benefits.  If gross savings are a portfolio target, 46 

programs with high levels of free riders are more lucrative to program 47 

administrators.  By definition, it is much easier to give money to organizations to 48 

do things the organizations planned to do anyway.  Unfortunately, these types of 49 

programs do not provide benefits to ratepayers over and above those that would 50 

have already resulted.   51 

  When portfolio targets are set for net savings, it provides program 52 

administrators with greater incentive to design programs that incent participation 53 

by organizations that otherwise would not have participated.  The participation by 54 

these organizations is what provides benefits to ratepayers. 55 

Q. What is your opinion of Ms. Devens’ assertion that NTG ratios are more 56 

appropriate in environments where evaluators are unsure whether 57 

customers are aware of the program? (CUB Ex. 1.0, 9.)     58 

A. I disagree.  I fail to see how a customer would take advantage of an incentive if 59 

the customer is not aware of a program.  Additionally, Ms. Devens’ example of 60 

the customer being aware of the program and planning to participate in tandem 61 
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to planned upgrades to facilities is exactly the type of actions an evaluator should 62 

review.  63 

  If public entities become aware of the program and that awareness causes 64 

the entities to add additional investments or upgrade to more efficient equipment, 65 

the program is having a positive impact.  If instead, the program is merely a 66 

funding source for projects that the public entities would have otherwise 67 

undertaken with their own funds or funds from another grant-providing agency, 68 

the program should be redesigned or discontinued.  Programs that serve merely 69 

as a funding source are less likely to be discontinued under a gross savings 70 

policy regime. 71 

Q. What is your opinion of Ms. Devens’ assertion that applying the NTG 72 

approach to DCEO’s public sector programs is punitive and inappropriate 73 

because DCEO faces many challenges in administering programs? (CUB 74 

Ex. 1.0, 9.)  75 

A. To my knowledge, DCEO has never been penalized for failing to meet its annual 76 

energy savings goals, and I am advised by counsel that it is not subject to 77 

penalties for failure to meet such goals.  I am not exactly sure what Ms. Devens’ 78 

basis is for determining that it is punitive to DCEO.   79 

  With respect to the challenges DCEO faces, she mentions that: ”many 80 

public entities have constrained budgets that do not allow for investments beyond 81 

what is absolutely necessary.” (CUB Ex. 1.0, 9.)  While budgets tend to be tight, 82 
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“investments beyond what is absolutely necessary” is sufficiently vague that it 83 

could mean different things to different organizations.    84 

  Also, tight budgets do not mean that EE projects would not be completed 85 

absent the DCEO programs.  It may mean that a public organization completes 86 

fewer projects than would be completed if budgets were less constrained.  87 

However, this is a question for evaluators to determine.  It should not be a default 88 

conclusion.    89 

  With respect to Ms. Devens’ reasoning that franchise agreements with 90 

ComEd reduce the incentive for municipalities with such agreements to complete 91 

projects, the difficulty is irrelevant to whether gross savings or net savings are 92 

applied.  The same lack of motivation exists regardless.  Using a gross savings 93 

approach does nothing to remedy this situation.  It only serves to inflate the 94 

“paper savings” that DCEO would report.  Programs should not be designed to 95 

make the administrators appear to have accomplished their goals.  Programs 96 

should be designed to produce real savings that benefit ratepayers.         97 

Q. Has Ms. Devens’ Direct Testimony caused you to change your opinion that 98 

net savings should be applied? 99 

A. No. 100 
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IV. Reply to NRDC Witness Chris Neme 101 

Q. Mr. Neme suggests ensuring that future NTG studies explicitly require both 102 

free ridership and spillover to be addressed.  (NRDC Ex 1.0, 24-25) What is 103 

your response? 104 

A. Explicitly requiring NTG evaluations to examine spillover is also reasonable in 105 

principle but may not be reasonable in practice.   It is often difficult and costly to 106 

estimate spillover.  Doing so is likely to divert funds from other evaluation efforts, 107 

may lead to inconclusive results and may not be practical in cases where a 108 

program amounts to a small portion of overall portfolio savings or is a new program 109 

which has not been in the market long enough to even induce spillover.  Instead, it 110 

would be preferable to direct the independent evaluators to make reasonable 111 

efforts to calculate both free ridership rates and spillover rates while being mindful 112 

of:  (1) the costs of such evaluations, (2) the likely magnitudes of spillover and free 113 

ridership rates within a program, and (3) the significance of the program to the 114 

overall portfolio savings. 115 

  Using the three criteria I suggest should prevent potential problems such as, 116 

purely by way of example, spending 70% of the evaluation budget to estimate 117 

spillover for a program that is responsible for 1% of program savings or devoting 118 

time, effort and money to estimate spillover when evaluators believe that the likely 119 

impact is small and the money could better be used for other evaluation purposes. 120 
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  These three criteria should also mitigate the need to slightly increase the 121 

evaluation budget beyond 3%, as Mr. Neme suggests as an alternative.  While I am 122 

not an attorney, Mr. Neme’s suggestion to increase the evaluation budget seems to 123 

be contrary to the statutory limits stated in Sections 8-103(f)(7) and 8-104(f)(8) of 124 

the Public Utilities Act.   125 

V. Conclusion 126 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 127 

A. Yes. 128 


