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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICK FLOWERS 1 

I. 2 

INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 3 

Q. Please state your name, title, and business address. 4 

A. My name is Rick Flowers.  I am the Manager of Utility Services for the 5 

FutureMark Paper Group ("FutureMark").1  My business address is 13101 South 6 

Pulaski Road, Alsip, Illinois 60803. 7 

 8 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 9 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of Costs 10 

Together (collectively, “REACT”).  REACT brings together some of the largest 11 

and most well-known industrial, commercial, and governmental energy users in 12 

the Northern Illinois area, along with alternative retail electric suppliers that 13 

provide service to customers in the Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) 14 

service territory.2  FutureMark Paper has been a member of REACT since 2007.    15 

                                                 
1 References herein to FutureMark include its prior owners. 
2 The REACT members for purposes of this testimony include: A. Finkl & Sons, Co.; Aux Sable 
Liquid Products, LP; Charter Dura-Bar (f/k/a Wells Manufacturing, Inc.); Flint Hills Resources, 
LP; FutureMark; The Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago; PDV 
Midwest Refining, LLC (CITGO); and United Airlines, Inc.  The opinions herein do not 
necessarily represent the positions of any particular member of REACT. 
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Q. How long have you been employed by FutureMark?   16 

A. I have been employed by FutureMark for the past 24 years.  In 1989, I began 17 

working at FutureMark Alsip facility in the utilities area.  In 1994, I was 18 

promoted to my current position as Manager of Utility Services. 19 

 20 

Q. Please summarize your current position and responsibilities as FutureMark's 21 

Manager of Utility Services. 22 

A. As the Manager of Utility Services, I am responsible for: 23 

• the day-to-day operations of the utilities area, which includes the 24 
generation of steam for the papermaking process as well as electrical 25 
power distribution; 26 

• collecting utility usage data for the facility, which includes natural gas and 27 
electricity consumption as well as process water and municipal water 28 
supplies; 29 

• maintaining the existing energy consumption equipment in the utilities 30 
areas as well as the main production facility; and  31 

• implementing and operating the facility's energy improvement projects. 32 
 33 

Q. Please describe FutureMark. 34 

FutureMark is the leading North American provider of responsibly-made recycled 35 

paper for books and magazines, as well as for commercial printing and packaging 36 

applications.  Our papers contain the highest levels of recycled content for 37 

products of their type.  FutureMark's two manufacturing facilities make nearly 38 

300,000 tons of recycled paper annually.  The coated printing papers from our 39 

Alsip, Illinois facility average more than 90% recycled content.  The uncoated 40 

printing and packaging papers from our plant in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan 41 

are made from 100% recycled fibers.   42 
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 43 

At FutureMark, we help publishers, corporations, and retailers uphold their 44 

environmental commitments while advancing their business goals.  For example, 45 

when a leading children's publisher needed sustainable, affordable paper for its 46 

picture books, the company turned to us to create North America's first 90% 47 

recycled coated paper.  In response to converters looking for "just-in-time" 48 

sustainable packaging materials, we made a portfolio of 100% recycled natural 49 

packaging products that could arrive at their facilities within days of their order. 50 

 51 

Q. Please describe FutureMark's Alsip facility. 52 

A. A good introduction to FutureMark's Alsip plant, and in particular to 53 

FutureMark's business model focused on recycling and sustainability, is available 54 

through a Crain's Chicago Business video that can be accessed at FutureMark's 55 

website:  http://www.futuremarkpaper.com/multimedia.html?show=39. 56 

 57 

FutureMark's Alsip facility, located just outside of Chicago, is the only facility in 58 

North America that produces exclusively high-quality recycled coated printing 59 

paper.  The facility currently employs 155 people.  The facility was originally 60 

built in 1968 to make recycled newsprint.  In 2000, more than $200 million was 61 

invested in the facility to upgrade its production to coated printing paper for 62 

books, magazines, catalogs, and advertising circulars.  In 2009, the Watermill 63 

Group, a private investment firm, purchased the Alsip facility.  The Watermill 64 

Group injected new management expertise and capital into FutureMark, and the 65 

http://www.futuremarkpaper.com/multimedia.html?show=39
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mill reinvented itself to serve the growing number of publishers and corporations 66 

wanting to print on environmentally responsible paper. 67 

 68 

Q. REACT witness Mr. Fults has stated that REACT's customer members are 69 

committed to advancing energy efficiency.  Is that the case with 70 

FutureMark? 71 

Yes.  FutureMark is committed not only to energy efficiency, but also to 72 

environmental sustainability.  In 2000, when the Alsip facility was repurposed to 73 

produce high-quality recycled coated printing paper, inefficient, obsolete 74 

equipment was replaced with state-of-the-art technology that reduced the overall 75 

energy impact per ton of paper produced.  Examples of the facility's newer 76 

technologies include machine drives, the numerous variable frequency drive 77 

installations on process pumps, and new heat recovery systems used to capture 78 

waste heat from the recycled paper manufacturing process.  Further, by using 79 

FutureMark recycled paper instead of conventional paper with no recycled 80 

content, our customers collectively generate the following annual conservation 81 

benefits: 82 

• Over 4 million fewer trees are harvested; 83 

• An emissions reduction equivalent to removing nearly 60,000 cars from 84 
the road; 85 

• Enough energy conserved to power over 30,000 American homes; and 86 

• Nearly 2 trillion fewer gallons of water processed.  87 
(Source:  Environmental Paper Network Paper Calculator Version 3.2.) 88 

 89 
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FutureMark continually strives to reduce the environmental impact of paper 90 

production by employing innovative, new manufacturing technologies and 91 

cutting-edge business practices that enhance the quality of our products.  For 92 

example, as part of our efficiency efforts, in 2009 FutureMark commissioned a 93 

$16,583 study by Siemens to analyze the entire Alsip facility to determine 94 

opportunities for efficiency improvements.  FutureMark's Alsip location is also a 95 

participant in both the ComEd Emergency Load Response program and the 96 

Demand Response program within the PJM system.  Under these two demand 97 

response programs, FutureMark contributes 16 MW of load.   98 

 99 

Q. Has FutureMark been involved in REACT's efforts to obtain modifications 100 

to ComEd's Energy Efficiency Program to enhance participation in that 101 

Program by the largest energy users? 102 

A. Yes.  On behalf of FutureMark, I have been actively participating in REACT's 103 

efforts to advocate for appropriate changes to the ComEd Energy Efficiency 104 

program, and in particular, REACT's efforts to explain the need for an Electric 105 

Self-Direct Pilot Program.  For example, on April 30, 2013, I made a formal 106 

presentation to the Energy Efficiency Stakeholders Advisory Group ("SAG") in 107 

which I shared the frustrations that we at FutureMark have experienced in 108 

navigating the confusing and bureaucratic process to receive funds from the 109 

ComEd Energy Efficiency program.  At the presentation, I highlighted that, by the 110 

end of 2103, FutureMark will have paid $860,000 into the program while 111 

receiving less than $10,000 in program incentives, despite continuously exploring 112 
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ways to access those funds.  I also shared with the SAG group the concerns 113 

expressed by FutureMark upper management -- that ComEd fails to appreciate the 114 

business processes that prevent FutureMark from taking on multiple large projects 115 

in order to access program benefits.  In addition to the SAG presentation, I have 116 

been involved in other meetings relating to the REACT Self-Direct Pilot Program 117 

proposal. 118 

 119 

Q. Have you ever testified in an Illinois Commerce Commission 120 

("Commission") proceeding? 121 

A. No. 122 

 123 

II. 124 

PURPOSE AND RECOMMENDATIONS 125 

Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony in this proceeding? 126 

A. My Direct Testimony: 127 

• Provides a large customer perspective regarding ComEd's Energy 128 
Efficiency Program; and 129 

• Recommends that ComEd be directed to adopt an Electric Self-Direct 130 
Pilot Program for its largest customers. 131 
 132 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations. 133 

A. The Commission should recognize that: 134 

• ComEd's Energy Efficiency program does not adequately incentivize 135 
energy conservation projects for large customers like FutureMark.  The 136 
program currently requires the largest customers to pay much more 137 
money into the program than they are able to obtain in project funding; 138 
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• Under the current ComEd Energy Efficiency program, even when a 139 
project incentive payment is approved by ComEd, it requires that the 140 
customer pay an additional amount of more than two times the incentive 141 
toward funding the project, on top of the funds that the customer already 142 
has paid into the ComEd program; 143 

• ComEd's Energy Efficiency program rules and processes are difficult to 144 
navigate and the rules themselves seem vague; and 145 

• ComEd’s current and proposed Energy Efficiency Program was 146 
developed without active participation by and input from its largest 147 
customers.  148 

As a result, the Commission should: 149 

• Direct ComEd to work with its largest customers such as FutureMark to 150 
develop a Self-Direct Pilot Program that actually works to assist those 151 
customers in increasing energy efficiency at their facilities. 152 

 153 

III. 154 

FUTUREMARK'S EXPERIENCE  155 
WITH COMED'S ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM  156 

 157 
Q. Please explain FutureMark's experience with  ComEd Energy Efficiency 158 

Program. 159 

A. FutureMark has been in contact with ComEd since the outset of its Energy 160 

Efficiency Program.  Unfortunately, the experience of trying to access the 161 

significant payments that FutureMark has paid under ComEd's Rider EDA - 162 

Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Adjustment ("Rider EDA") has been 163 

extremely frustrating, and largely unsuccessful.  The current program does not 164 

take into account that substantial dollars are paid into the energy efficiency 165 

program each month by large and sophisticated energy users such as FutureMark. 166 

 167 
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Q. How much has FutureMark currently paid into the ComEd Energy 168 

Efficiency Program? 169 

A. As of our most recent October 2013 ComEd bill, we have paid $837,673 into the 170 

Energy Efficiency Program. 171 

 172 

Q. How much has FutureMark received in incentives from the ComEd Energy 173 

Efficiency Program? 174 

A. To date we have received $9,682 from the program. 175 

 176 

Q. What types of projects did you accomplish to receive the incentives? 177 

A. The projects we implemented and received incentives on were lighting projects in 178 

various areas of our manufacturing facility. 179 

 180 

Q. ComEd's Energy Efficiency Plan earmarks money for marketing efforts.  181 

Did ComEd actively market any of its programs to FutureMark?  182 

A. Yes.  In April of 2011, ComEd approached FutureMark with a draft plan for its 183 

"Smart Ideas" program known as “Request for Incentive" or "RFI."  The program 184 

was summarized in a single page that directed the applicant to provide a requested 185 

dollar incentive for every kilowatt hour saved, and, following a three-week 186 

evaluation period, ComEd was to report to the applicant whether its project was 187 

approved.  188 

 189 
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Q. What was FutureMark's experience with the RFI program? 190 

A. ComEd's RFI program was an experience of enormous frustration.  When we 191 

began the RFI application process, we were the first company that ComEd had 192 

reached out to, and we had the program instruction manual in its draft form.  We 193 

used that draft program manual and made our application to the RFI program.  194 

When we submitted our RFI application on June 8, 2011 we were told that we 195 

were the very first application provided to the consultant that ComEd was using in 196 

connection with the program. At this point of the program FutureMark had 197 

already contributed $304,000 into the ComEd Energy Efficiency program. 198 

 199 

We stayed in close contact with ComEd's consultant, but it was not until 200 

January 24, 2012 -- 230 days after we submitted our RFI application -- that we 201 

received a response.  We were told that FutureMark could "align" with third party 202 

financing that would offer options for financing projects that would save energy.  203 

We were told that we might be entitled to incentives that may offset some of the 204 

project costs.  We were also told that FutureMark might be able to get technical 205 

assistance for the preparation of more applications. 206 

Q. How did FutureMark respond to this proposal? 207 

A. It was at this stage that we contacted ComEd's Senior Energy Efficiency Program 208 

Manager, and requested that he to come out to the facility to meet with the 209 

FutureMark's President to discuss the lackluster response and the time it took to 210 

get a response.  We held a meeting at the FutureMark Alsip facility with ComEd's 211 

Senior Energy Efficiency Program Manager on February 28, 2012.  At that 212 
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meeting, we were told that there were some 35 applications by large industrial 213 

customers to the RFI program and that none of the projects were approved, and 214 

therefore no dollars from the program were disbursed.  We also were told that 215 

the RFI was closed, and that we would be invited to apply to yet another ComEd 216 

program -- this time entitled the "RFI Transition to Custom Program." 217 

 218 

As a side note, at the February 28, 2012 meeting with ComEd, we expressed that 219 

FutureMark would be interested in participating in any future Energy Efficiency 220 

program design discussions.  ComEd has yet to respond to that offer. 221 

 222 

Q. What was FutureMark's experience with ComEd's RFI Transition to 223 

Custom Program? 224 

A. The experience with ComEd's RFI Transition to Custom Program likewise was 225 

very frustrating.  We learned from Siemens (our energy project engineering 226 

consultant) on March 19, 2012 that it had finally received the required documents 227 

from ComEd for Siemens to apply to become a Technical Assistance Services or 228 

"TAS" in the ComEd program so that they could get paid by ComEd to re-submit 229 

our application.  Siemens commented on the frustrations it too had in dealing with 230 

ComEd and ComEd's consultant in regard to the lack of understanding to get the 231 

information they requested on becoming a TAS.  Siemens completed our RFI 232 

Transition to Custom Program application, and we submitted it to ComEd's 233 

consultant on May 1, 2012.  The original amount of incentive requested was 234 
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$1,014,019, for several of projects that would reduce our electrical consumption 235 

by 12,625,612 kilowatt hours per year. 236 

 237 

ComEd "approved" our project on June 4, 2012, but reduced the amount of the 238 

incentives from the original application amount of $1,014,019 down to $749,725.  239 

Further, ComEd informed us that FutureMark would be required to spend an 240 

additional $1,856,821 in order to be eligible to receive the $749,725.  This would 241 

have required FutureMark to pay two to three times as much money into the 242 

project than we were able to receive in incentive funding. 243 

 244 

Q. What was FutureMark's experience with ComEd's project program rules 245 

and processes? 246 

A. Based on our experience cited with regard to our initial RFI project application, 247 

our experience was frustrating and unsuccessful in moving a potentially valuable 248 

project forward.  The process was extremely slow and multiple changes in 249 

approach were put forward by ComEd. 250 

 251 

Q. Was FutureMark ever invited to participate in the design of revisions to the 252 

ComEd Energy Efficiency Program for large customers? 253 

A. No.  In spite of our numerous overtures to participate in the design of a program 254 

for large customers, our input was not solicited by ComEd.  This is unfortunate, 255 

since participation by FutureMark and other large customers certainly could have 256 

yielded a more attractive program.  As currently designed, ComEd’s programs 257 
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have thus far failed to recognize the complexities and unique circumstances the 258 

large users are confronted with when considering energy efficiency projects.  259 

Indeed, based upon ComEd's own data, it seems clear that ComEd’s program for 260 

its largest customers has fallen substantially short of its goal.  Going forward it is 261 

fair to assume that input from large customers is critical in development of a 262 

successful program. 263 

 264 

Q. What is the bottom line regarding FutureMark's experience with the ComEd 265 

Energy Efficiency Program? 266 

A. The costs of the ComEd Energy Efficiency Programs are a huge burden to 267 

FutureMark and the largest energy users.  At the FutureMark Alsip facility alone, 268 

the ComEd Energy Efficiency program cost is the equivalent to the annual 269 

salaries of 5-6 employees.  By the end of 2013, FutureMark will have paid over 270 

$860,000 into the ComEd Energy Efficiency Program.  The current monthly 271 

charge on FutureMark's ComEd bill is $22,000.  However, to date, we have 272 

received only $9,682 from the program. 273 

 274 

 In other words, since we began making monthly payments in 2008, we have 275 

received less than half of what we currently pay every month into the program, 276 

despite expending substantial effort and resources in an attempt to access 277 

ComEd's energy efficiency funds. 278 

 279 
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To be clear, we at FutureMark are committed to energy efficiency, as it is integral 280 

to our overall philosophy, as well as our brand.  We are committed to energy 281 

efficiency notwithstanding ComEd's program, and not because of that program.  282 

Given the awful experience that FutureMark has had with ComEd administering 283 

its Energy Efficiency Program, it is unlikely that management would again spend 284 

the internal resources necessary to chase yet another program administered by 285 

ComEd. 286 

 287 

IV. 288 

AN ELECTRIC SELF-DIRECT ENERGY  289 
EFFICIENCY PROGRAM WOULD ALLOW LARGE  290 

ENERGY USERS LIKE FUTUREMARK TO DEVELOP  291 
AND IMPLEMENT MEANINGFUL ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS 292 
 293 
Q. Please briefly describe the Electric Self-Direct Energy Efficiency Pilot 294 

Program that REACT is proposing. 295 

A. As REACT witness Mr. Fults explains in his Direct Testimony, REACT's 296 

proposed Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program would allow the largest Illinois 297 

electricity users to accumulate energy efficiency funds in a dedicated escrow 298 

account to be used to make cost-effective investments in energy efficiency 299 

projects, while providing appropriate monitoring and verification.  The funds 300 

would have to be spent on energy efficiency projects, and the energy efficiency 301 

achieved would be counted toward ComEd's energy efficiency requirements, so 302 

this is not a so-called "opt out" program.  It is merely a way to cut through some 303 

of the uncertainty, bureaucracy, and complexity that currently exists in the 304 
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ComEd program and provides better incentives for large users to use the money 305 

that is supposed to be used to implement energy efficiency. 306 

 307 

Q. Would participants establish their own reserve accounts? 308 

A. Yes.  As REACT witness Mr. Fults also explains, each participating Self-Direct 309 

customer would establish its own energy efficiency reserve account, and would 310 

contribute funds into that account using the same or similar formula that is 311 

currently used to calculate the monthly energy efficiency payments made to 312 

ComEd under Rider EDA. 313 

 314 

Q. Does the Large C&I Pilot Program that ComEd has proposed in this 315 

proceeding provide a workable structure? 316 

A. No.  ComEd's proposed Large C&I Pilot Program has a number of fundamental 317 

problems.  First, the description of the program is vague.  Second, to the extent 318 

that there is any meaningful description of what ComEd has in mind, it is clear 319 

that the new program is just a variation of the existing ComEd approach.  ComEd 320 

appears to retain decision-making authority regarding initial project approval, co-321 

funding, progress payments, the timing rules, and the back-end approvals.  322 

Certainly, the new ComEd proposal is not a self-direct program of the sort that 323 

REACT has been advocating for months. 324 

 325 

 In short, the Commission should not approve ComEd's Large C&I Pilot Program 326 

proposal in its current form.  If it does, the level of large C&I customer 327 
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participation in energy efficiency will continue to be very low -- it will be a 328 

missed opportunity for the Commission to direct ComEd to try something new in 329 

an effort to achieve the overall good of substantial implementation of large scale 330 

energy efficiency projects by the largest Illinois energy users. 331 

 332 

V. 333 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 334 

Q. Please summarize your overall conclusions and recommendations. 335 

A. The Commission should recognize that: 336 

• ComEd's Energy Efficiency program does not adequately incentivize 337 
energy conservation projects for large customers like FutureMark.  The 338 
program currently requires the largest customers to pay much more 339 
money into the program than they are able to obtain in project funding; 340 

• Under the current ComEd Energy Efficiency program, even when a 341 
project incentive payment is approved by ComEd, it requires that the 342 
customer pay an additional amount of more than two times the incentive 343 
toward funding the project, on top of the funds that the customer already 344 
has paid into the ComEd program; 345 

• ComEd's Energy Efficiency program rules and processes are difficult to 346 
navigate and the rules themselves seem vague; and 347 

• ComEd’s current and proposed Energy Efficiency Program was 348 
developed without active participation by and input from its largest 349 
customers.  350 

As a result, the Commission should: 351 

• Direct ComEd to work with its largest customers such as FutureMark to 352 
develop a Self-Direct Pilot Program that actually works to assist those 353 
customers in increasing energy efficiency at their facilities. 354 

 355 

Q. Does this conclude your Direct Testimony? 356 

A. Yes. 357 


