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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF BRADLEY O. FULTS 1 

 2 

I. 3 

INTRODUCTION  4 

 5 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 6 

A. My name is Bradley O. Fults.  My business address is 8908 Prestwick Circle North, 7 

Brooklyn Park, MN  55443. 8 

 9 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 10 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of Costs 11 

Together (collectively, “REACT”).1   12 

 13 

                                                 
1 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 Paper Company; 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. Have you previously testified in this proceeding? 14 

A. Yes.  I submitted written Direct Testimony (identified as REACT Exhibit 1.0) on behalf 15 

of REACT.   16 

 17 

Q. What is REACT? 18 

A. As explained in my Direct Testimony, REACT is an ad hoc coalition, with diverse 19 

members, including some of the largest commercial, industrial, and governmental 20 

delivery services customers in Northern Illinois that are the Extra Large Load Delivery 21 

Class (referred to herein as the “ELLC” class) and the over 10 MW High Voltage 22 

Delivery Class (referred to herein as the “HV Over 10 MW” class) of Commonwealth 23 

Edison Company ("ComEd").  Since 2007, costs have increased significantly for REACT 24 

customer members, due to changes in ComEd’s distribution rates as well as increases in 25 

charges imposed under ComEd’s energy efficiency tariff known as "Rider EDA" -- 26 

Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Adjustment.  As explained in my Direct 27 

Testimony and the Direct Testimony of Rick Flowers, while the Rider EDA charges to 28 

REACT customer members have increased, those customers have faced significant 29 

barriers to accessing the Rider EDA energy efficiency funds that they have paid to 30 

ComEd.  (See REACT Ex. 1.0 at 20:417-512; REACT Ex. 2.0 at 9:190-286.) 31 

 32 

Q. What is REACT proposing in this proceeding? 33 

A. In this proceeding, REACT is seeking to ensure that ComEd’s largest customers are able 34 

to fully participate in future energy efficiency programs administered by ComEd and the 35 

Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity ("DCEO").  Thus, 36 
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REACT is proposing a straightforward solution: a Self-Direct Pilot Program that would 37 

make those funds more accessible and thereby increase large customer participation in 38 

implementation of energy efficiency.  39 

 40 

I want to again emphasize that the members of REACT are committed to energy 41 

efficiency, and are not looking to avoid participation in the ComEd Energy Efficiency 42 

Program.  To the contrary, REACT's members have paid millions of dollars to ComEd 43 

for energy efficiency, but in large part have not been able to access those funds.  REACT 44 

is simply looking for a feasible, practical way to direct that money towards cost-effective 45 

energy efficiency improvements at their facilities.   46 

 47 

II. 48 

PURPOSE OF REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 49 

 50 

Q. What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony in this proceeding? 51 

A.  The purpose of my Rebuttal Testimony is to reiterate to the Commission the importance 52 

of directing ComEd to adopt an Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program for its largest 53 

electricity users.  As explained in my Direct Testimony, the largest customers in Northern 54 

Illinois are frustrated because they have paid in millions of dollars to support the existing 55 

energy efficiency programs, but have received little, if any, direct benefit.   56 

 57 
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This point was illustrated by REACT witness Flowers in his Direct Testimony:  58 

“By the end of 2013, FutureMark will have paid over $860,000 into the ComEd 59 

Energy Efficiency Program.  The current monthly charge on FutureMark’s 60 

ComEd bill is $22,000.  However, to date, we have received only $9,682.00 from 61 

the program.”  (See REACT Ex. 2.0 at 12:270-273.)   62 

 63 

The numbers speak for themselves.  ComEd has provided information showing the very 64 

low level of participation by ELLC and HV Over 10 MW customers in its energy 65 

efficiency programs during the first five years (recognizing that results for year 6 are not 66 

complete).  The low level of participation is striking.  For example: 67 

• In two of the six programs specifically targeted at the largest energy users -- i.e., 68 

the "Retrocommissioning" program and the "Data Center" program -- ComEd has 69 

had zero customer participants for every plan year 1 through 5.  (See ComEd 70 

Response to REACT Data Request 3.02, attached hereto as REACT Ex. 3.01.)  In 71 

other words, in those two programs, ComEd has distributed zero dollars.  (See 72 

id.)   73 

• In three more of the programs -- the "C&I New Construction" program, the 74 

"Compressed Air" program, and the "Commercial Real Estate" program --75 

participation has been almost nonexistent.  For "C&I New Construction" there 76 

was one customer in year 3 (receiving just $96,645), one customer in year 5 77 

(receiving just $41,785), and zero customers for years 1, 2, and 4.  In 78 

"Compressed Air" and "Commercial Real Estate" there was just one customer in 79 
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each program in year 4 (receiving just $4,100 and $95,000, respectively) and zero 80 

customers for years 1, 2, 3, and 5.  (See id.) 81 

• Even in the one program where there was something more than de minimis 82 

participation, the numbers are unimpressive.  In the "Prescription/Custom" 83 

program, ComEd has averaged just 16 customers over the five full years reported, 84 

and thus far for Plan Year 6 only seven customers have participated.  (See id.)  85 

The amount of money distributed to ComEd through this program is similarly 86 

unimpressive -- the number has exceeded $1 million in only two of the six 87 

program years, and even then just barely -- at $1,099,576 for Plan Year 3 and 88 

$1,224,897 for Plan Year 5.  In the other years, the numbers have been 89 

considerably lower: $449,190 for Plan Year 1; $892,772 for Plan Year 2; 90 

$931,700 for Plan Year 4; and $88,242 thus far for Plan Year 6.  (See id.)  The 91 

average over the five full years reported is just $919,627 per year.  (See id.) 92 

These numbers are revealing, given that ComEd has taken in a total of $48.1 million from 93 

ELLC and HV Over 10 MW customers during the life of its energy efficiency programs.  94 

(See REACT Ex. 1.0 at 15:299-306.)  In short, there clearly is a problem with the way in 95 

which ComEd has implemented its energy efficiency plan for its largest customers.   96 

 97 

Q. Did Staff or any other intervenor recognize this problem? 98 

A. Yes.  There appears to be a general consensus among Staff and the intervenors that 99 

something needs to be done to improve access to energy efficiency funds for the largest 100 

energy users -- the customers who contribute the largest amount of those funds.  Indeed, 101 

the reason that ComEd has proposed its Large C&I Pilot Program seems to be that 102 
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ComEd itself admits that it has failed to effectively engage those customers.  (See, e.g., 103 

ComEd Ex. 1.0 at 61.)  The issue, however, is whether ComEd's Large C&I Pilot 104 

Program proposal actually would increase large customer participation.  The available 105 

evidence strongly suggests that it would not -- the ComEd proposal is extremely vague, 106 

but in most respects appears to be just an uncreative variation of the unsuccessful 107 

approach that ComEd has taken now for six years.  There is nothing to lose in trying a 108 

true Self-Direct approach, as REACT recommends.   109 

 110 

Q. Is there reason to believe that a Self-Direct Pilot Program would be successful? 111 

A. Yes.  The Natural Gas Self-Direct Program suggests that significant energy efficiency 112 

savings are being obtained in Illinois by the participating customers.  Therefore, it makes 113 

perfect sense to try a pilot program on the electric side, to see if the same effective 114 

outcome can be achieved.  In fact, there is an opportunity to make the electric program 115 

more successful than the gas program, since the electric program would not be an opt-out 116 

program.  Furthermore, the Electric Self-Direct Program should be designed so that 117 

ComEd would get the benefit of the achieved energy efficiency savings to count toward 118 

the electric side energy efficiency statutory requirements -- requirements that ComEd 119 

predicts it will not meet in the future under the current approach that it takes. 120 

 121 
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Q. Have you revised the proposed framework for REACT's proposed Electric Self-122 

Direct Pilot Program based upon the positions of the parties in this proceeding? 123 

A. Yes.  A revised framework document summarizing the key components of an Electric 124 

Self-Direct Pilot Program is attached hereto and made a part hereof as REACT Ex. 3.02.  125 

As noted in that document, the pilot program should enable the largest energy users to 126 

easily access energy efficiency funds to make more effective investments in energy 127 

efficiency projects by allowing each participating customer to establish a reserve account 128 

that would be used to advance pre-approved projects.  The energy efficiency achieved as 129 

a result of the Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program would be counted toward ComEd's 130 

statutory energy efficiency requirements. 131 

 132 

I do not claim that every detail associated with the Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program has 133 

been addressed, much less resolved, in my testimony; additional details will need to be 134 

addressed, and the framework allows for a collaborative process for that purpose.  135 

Unfortunately, ComEd's Large C&I Pilot Program proposal lacks details necessary to 136 

facilitate the development of additional pilot program proposals.  If ComEd had provided 137 

such details, REACT could have either accepted such details for its Electric Self-Direct 138 

Pilot Program or proposed specific modifications.  REACT has issued discovery to 139 

determine how some details would be addressed under its proposed Large C&I Pilot 140 

Program.  ComEd's responses may further inform the appropriate structure of the Electric 141 

Self-Direct Pilot Program. 142 
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Q. Does your Rebuttal Testimony directly respond to portions of the Direct Testimony 143 

of Staff and other intervenors? 144 

A. Yes.  My Rebuttal Testimony responds to the Direct Testimony of Staff Ms. Witness 145 

Hinman, NRDC Witness Mr. Neme, ELPC Witness Mr. Crandall, AG Witness Mr. 146 

Mosenthal, MCA Witness Mr. Munson, and IIEC Witness Mr. Stephens regarding 147 

ComEd’s Proposed Large C&I Pilot.  148 

 149 
 150 

III. 151 

COMED'S LARGE C&I PILOT PROGRAM 152 

 153 

Q. Has ComEd made a proposal for a new Large C&I Pilot Program? 154 

A. Yes.  Apparently recognizing that the level of large customer participation in its existing 155 

energy efficiency program is very low, ComEd has proposed a Large C&I Pilot Program. 156 

 157 

Q. What is your general reaction to ComEd's Large C&I Pilot Program? 158 

A. Although the details on even basic components of that program are not clearly spelled 159 

out, the fundamental problem is that ComEd's proposal is not a Self-Direct pilot.  This is 160 

a significant flaw. 161 

 162 

Q. Did other parties comment on the Large C&I Pilot Program? 163 

A. Yes.  There seems to be a consensus that a new program for the largest customers is 164 

needed, but that ComEd's proposed Large C&I Pilot Program is not properly designed.  165 

For example, IIEC witness Mr. Stephens pointed out a number of issues with ComEd's 166 
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proposed Large C&I Pilot Program and outlined necessary improvements.  Among Mr. 167 

Stephen's criticisms was that ComEd's proposal is not a true self-direct approach, 168 

observing that a self-direct approach would be an improvement, enabling customers to 169 

avoid "the burden of double payment of energy efficiency costs . . .."  (IIEC Ex. 1.0 at 170 

5:90-98.)  171 

 172 

Q. What other comments did Mr. Stephens provide regarding ComEd’s Proposed 173 

Large C&I Pilot Program? 174 

A. In addition to calling for a true self-direct mechanism, Mr. Stephens recommended 175 

several additional modifications to ComEd’s proposed Large C&I Pilot: 176 

1. Establishing appropriate eligibility criteria, including permitting load aggregation for 177 
multiple accounts owned by the same customer; 178 

2. Pilot participants should be allowed to withhold the Energy Efficiency and Demand 179 
Response Adjustment (“Rider EDA”) payments and have maximum access to their 180 
payments; 181 

3. The application of the Total Resource Cost (“TRC”) test to the Pilot projects should 182 
be clarified; 183 

4. Participants should not be required to co-fund separately 33% of an energy efficiency 184 
project’s cost; 185 

5. The deadline to complete approved projects by May 31, 2017 should be removed; 186 

6. The Pilot program results should not be evaluated using ComEd’s standard 187 
measurement and evaluation process; and 188 

7. A clear definition of non-project costs should be specified. 189 

 (See IIEC Ex. 1.0 at 4:54-67.) 190 
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Q. How do you respond to the additional recommended revisions to ComEd's Large 191 

C&I Pilot Program offered by Mr. Stephens? 192 

A. The pilot program modification recommendations set forth by Mr. Stephens are generally 193 

consistent with the revised proposed framework of the Self-Direct Pilot Program that is 194 

included as Ex. 3.01 to this Rebuttal Testimony.  Mr. Stephens recognizes that, if given 195 

the right framework, large customers are willing and able to produce energy savings: “it 196 

is safe to say that large energy-intensive industries have a strong incentive to conserve 197 

energy and reduce demand at every possible opportunity, given the direct and significant 198 

impact to the bottom line.”  (IIEC Ex. 1.0 at 3:32-34.)   He further states that these large 199 

customers “have specific knowledge of their facilities and processes and sufficient 200 

expertise…to target the most beneficial and effective energy efficiency and demand 201 

response measures . . ..”  (Id. at 3:35-38.)  This echoes the point made in my Direct 202 

Testimony that the largest customers simply need to have a program that allows them to 203 

easily access their own energy efficiency funds.  (See REACT Ex. 1.0 at 20:432-39.) 204 

 205 

Q. Are there specific changes that Mr. Stephens proposed that you want to comment 206 

upon? 207 

A. Yes.  First, Mr. Stephens recommended that pilot program participants should be allowed 208 

to use their own EDA payments to advance their own projects.  (See IIEC Ex. 1.0 at 5:93-209 

98.)  This is entirely consistent REACT’s position that each participating customer create 210 

its own reserve account and contribute funds to that account. (See REACT Ex. 3.02.)  211 

Without this provision there will be a real concern from participants whether they will 212 
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actually be reimbursed by ComEd EDA funds and at what amount.  REACT witness Mr. 213 

Flowers made this point in his Direct Testimony.  (See REACT Ex. 2.0 at 10:25-243.)  214 

 215 

 Second, Mr. Stephens recommended that pilot program participants should not be 216 

required to co-fund projects by a minimum 33%.  (See IIEC Ex. 1.0 at 7:139-41.)  I agree.  217 

If money is being specifically set aside by a program participant to advance energy 218 

efficiency, let the participant use it.  ComEd has not suggested that there is any legal 219 

reason that there must be such a cap, and certainly from a policy perspective ComEd's 220 

proposed cap is counter-productive.  ComEd and the Commission must recognize that a 221 

customer’s available capital funds compete with projects that are not related to energy 222 

efficiency.  While energy efficiency projects can and do affect a company’s bottom line, 223 

plant production and reliability have a high priority.  REACT witness Mr. Flowers made 224 

it clear in his Direct Testimony that the cap discourages projects from going forward.  225 

(See REACT Ex. 2.0 at 11:238-43 and at 14:320-22.)  ComEd's proposed cap 226 

unnecessarily would limit the number of potential self-direct energy efficiency projects. 227 

 228 

 Third, Mr. Stephens recommended that the May 31, 2017 project deadline should be 229 

removed.  (See IIEC Ex. 1.0 at 8:153.)  ComEd's proposed provision is based on 230 

ComEd’s three-year planning period, and does not necessarily align itself with each 231 

customer’s planning period.  As noted in my Direct Testimony, projects for large 232 

customers oftentimes are more complex, and require longer lead times and larger capital 233 

contributions.  The energy efficiency portion of a project may be tied into a longer non-234 

energy efficiency capital project, preventing the customer from adhering to ComEd's time 235 
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line.  In short, ComEd's proposal likely would discourage worthwhile energy efficiency 236 

projects from advancing.  Therefore, ComEd's proposal to impose project deadlines is not 237 

appropriate.   238 

 239 

 Lastly, Mr. Stephens recommends that eligibility criteria should be designed to allow for 240 

aggregation of multiple smaller accounts of large energy users.  (See IIEC Ex. 1.0 at 241 

5:83-87.)  In ComEd’s service territory, large energy users oftentimes have multiple 242 

facilities, and it is common for one energy manager or utility supervisor to oversee all of 243 

those facilities.  If an ELLC or HV Over 10 MW has additional smaller facilities with 244 

smaller ComEd accounts, these accounts also should be included as part of the customer's 245 

pilot program.  This type of aggregation would allow greater flexibility by the customer 246 

to implement energy efficiency savings across their organization while helping to achieve 247 

the energy savings objective. 248 

 249 

 The other recommendations made by Mr. Stephens regarding the application of ComEd’s 250 

measurement and evaluation process and treatment of non-project costs also seem 251 

reasonable and would be appropriate improvements to ComEd's proposal.  (See id. at 252 

9:175-89.) 253 

 254 

 255 
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Q. What comments does NRDC Witness Mr. Neme provide regarding ComEd’s 256 

Proposed Large C&I Pilot Program? 257 

A. Mr. Neme noted that while ComEd is forecasting that it will spend $5.2 Million per year 258 

under this pilot program, ComEd did not forecast any savings.  Mr. Neme stated that this 259 

is inappropriate.  Assuming that ComEd could produce savings under the pilot at the 260 

same cost per first year MWh saved as its business Incentives program it would add 261 

savings of about 25,000 MWh per year, or about 75,000 MWh over the three year plan.  262 

(See NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 11:183-91.) 263 

 264 

Q How do you respond? 265 

A. It is unclear what savings ComEd has assigned to this program.  Table 5 shown on page 266 

26 of ComEd Ex. 1.0 does not indicate any savings have been assigned to the Large C&I 267 

Pilot Program.  However, the note below that table states all energy savings will be 268 

incorporated into the Incentive Program. 269 

 270 

I would have no objection to incorporating Mr. Neme's energy savings proposal into 271 

REACT's Self-Direct Pilot Program.  Certainly, a properly designed Self-Direct Pilot 272 

Program would result in increased large customer participation, which would result in 273 

increased energy efficiency savings.   274 
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Q. What comments does ELPC Witness Mr. Crandall provide regarding ComEd’s 275 

Proposed Large C&I Pilot Program? 276 

A. Mr. Crandall makes a number of comments regarding ComEd’s Large C&I Pilot 277 

program.  Most notably, he states that the program will allow a limited number of 278 

qualifying large customers who have paid into the Rider EDA to “essentially self-direct.”  279 

(ELPC Ex. 1.0 at 30:3-4.) 280 

 281 

Q. How do you respond? 282 

A. Mr. Crandall's statement is inaccurate.  While the details of ComEd's proposal are vague 283 

at best, it is clear that ComEd would receive and hold the Rider EDA funds paid by the 284 

participating customers; that ComEd would be able to decide which program it wants to 285 

advance; and that ComEd would decide which customers receive funds.  Thus, ComEd is 286 

not proposing a Self-Direct program. 287 

 288 

Q. What comments does AG Witness Mr. Mosenthal provide regarding ComEd’s 289 

Proposed Large C&I Pilot Program? 290 

A. Mr. Mosenthal believes that ComEd developed a "reasonable design for this program that 291 

ensures large customers will adopt cost-effective efficiency measures and also will 292 

leverage some additional private funding."  (AG Ex. 1.0C at 12:4-7.)  He states that he 293 

does not oppose ComEd trying "this new approach that large customers have indicated 294 

they would prefer."  (Id. at 12:3-4.) 295 
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Q. How do you respond? 296 

A. The basis for Mr. Mosenthal's position is unclear.  In particular, he has no way of 297 

knowing that ComEd's proposed program will "ensure" large customer participation.  The 298 

actual experience with ComEd's Energy Efficiency Program suggests that the contrary 299 

result is much more likely.  Furthermore, he provides no basis to support his assertion 300 

that large customers have indicated any preference for ComEd's approach.  In fact, large 301 

customers have indicated a preference for a Self-Direct Pilot Program, which is not what 302 

ComEd is proposing. 303 

 304 

Q. What other comments did Mr. Mosenthal make? 305 

A. Like NRDC Witness Mr. Neme, Mr. Mosenthal criticized ComEd for failing to assume 306 

any savings impact for this program.    (See AG Ex. 1.0C at 12:8-11) 307 

 308 

Q How do you respond? 309 

A. As I previously stated regarding my response to Mr. Neme, it is unclear what energy 310 

savings ComEd has actually included in its plan for the Large C&I Pilot.  If REACT's 311 

proposed Self-Direct Pilot were implemented, ComEd's savings goals easily could be 312 

modified, consistent with the recommendation of NRDC and the AG.  Certainly a 313 

properly designed and implemented Self-Direct Pilot Program would result in increased 314 

large customer participation and increased energy efficiency savings. 315 
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Q. What other comments did Mr. Mosenthal make? 316 

A. Mr. Mosenthal stated that "savings from large customer projects typically have some of 317 

the lowest overall costs/kWh, often far lower than the costs for smaller customers."  (AG 318 

Ex. 1.0C at 13:2-4.) 319 

 320 

Q. How do you respond? 321 

A. Mr. Mosenthal appears to be saying, in effect, that you get a lot of "bang for the buck" in 322 

enabling large customers to implement energy efficiency projects.  I agree.  Large 323 

customers' energy efficiency projects obviously can have a large impact on energy 324 

efficiency savings overall; encouraging those customers to advance energy efficiency 325 

projects is an efficient use of resources that should be encouraged. 326 

 327 

Q. What comments does Staff Witness Ms. Hinman provide regarding ComEd’s 328 

Proposed Large C&I Pilot Program? 329 

A. Ms. Hinman testified that ComEd’s request for flexibility includes the ability to add new 330 

measures to the plan during implementation, yet ComEd failed to provide the cost-331 

effectiveness screening results for such new measures in its reports filed with the 332 

Commission. 333 

 334 

As an example of this potential concern, Ms. Hinman cited ComEd's Large C&I Pilot 335 

Program, stating: “ComEd specifies that the '[p]rojects must be cost-effective on [a] TRC 336 

basis' for the proposed Large Commercial and Industrial (“C&I”) Pilot Program.  Given 337 

this assertion, it would be inappropriate and unreasonable for ComEd to start funding 338 
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projects projected be to cost-ineffective as part to the Large C&I Pilot Program after 339 

Commission approval of the Plan."  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 21:484-22:488) 340 

 341 

Q. How do you respond? 342 

A. It does not appear to me that Ms. Hinman is objecting to the ComEd proposed Large C&I 343 

Pilot Program per se.  Rather, there appears to be a concern caused by the lack of 344 

information about how ComEd's proposed Large C&I Pilot would work.  In any event, it 345 

does not appear that Ms. Hinman's concern would in any way prevent a well-defined 346 

Self-Direct Pilot Program that requires the customers to demonstrate up-front that the 347 

project is expected to be cost-effective, such as that the Self-Direct Pilot Program 348 

proposed by REACT.  (See REACT Ex. 1.0 at 28:623-25.) 349 

 350 

Q. What comments does Midwest Cogeneration Association Witness Mr.  Munson 351 

provide regarding ComEd’s Proposed Large C&I Pilot Program? 352 

A. Mr. Munson emphasizes the potential for substantial energy efficiency impacts in Illinois 353 

from deployment of combined-heat-and-power ("CHP") and waste-heat-to-power 354 

("WHP") systems.  (See Munson Testimony at 1-4.)  Mr. Munson points out that CHP 355 

and WHP are particularly applicable to the largest energy users, which would include 356 

REACT members.  (See id. at 4.)  Mr. Munson identifies "one key challenge" to CHP and 357 

WHP deployment is the "initial investment cost" of those systems.  (Id. at 3.)   358 
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Q. How do you respond? 359 

A. Though I am not an expert in CHP and WHP systems, based on my general industry 360 

knowledge, it seems that there is significant potential for CHP and WHP among the 361 

largest energy users.  REACT's proposed Self-Direct Pilot Program should assist with 362 

advancing CHP and WHP because it includes flexibility to accumulate and use 363 

significant funds in a manner that could facilitate relatively high cost projects much better 364 

than either ComEd's current programs or the Large C&I Pilot program ComEd is 365 

proposing. 366 

 367 

Q. Does Mr. Munson comment on the ComEd Large C&I Pilot program? 368 

A. Yes.  He appears to support it, noting that it could help "capture energy savings from 369 

larger industrial customers that might otherwise seek to self-direct their own efficiency 370 

programs."  (Munson Direct Testimony at 6.) 371 

 372 

Q. How do you respond? 373 

A. Mr. Munson appears to use the term "self-direct" here to mean customers might 374 

implement energy efficiency outside the bounds of ComEd's Energy Efficiency Plan due 375 

to an inability to access funds through ComEd's existing program; he views the inability 376 

to access those energy efficiency funds as a problem.  Mr. Munson is correct in noting 377 

that a problem that exists with accessing those funds, but the "solution" that ComEd has 378 

proposed -- its Large C&I Pilot Program -- has little chance of rectifying that problem.  379 

Rather, given the limited amount of detail that ComEd has provided about the structure of 380 

its proposed Large C&I Pilot Program, it is likely that customers will not even attempt to 381 
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participate in the pilot, and if they do, they likely will experience the same frustration that 382 

has plagued ComEd's Energy Efficiency Program. 383 

 384 

 Mr. Munson also makes a reference to the self-direct program that exists on the natural 385 

gas side.  The Commission should understand that the Self-Direct Pilot Program that 386 

REACT proposes does not include an opt-out component, as exists now in the natural gas 387 

program in Illinois.  REACT's proposed Self-Direct Pilot Program would count energy 388 

efficiency savings towards ComEd's statutory requirements; would be subject to 389 

Evaluation, Monitoring, and Verification ("EM&V") requirements and related oversight; 390 

and would not include an opt-out component. 391 

 392 

Q. Please summarize your reaction to the Direct Testimony of Staff and the other 393 

intervenors. 394 

A. Staff and the other intervenors seem to recognize that something further must be done to 395 

connect the largest energy users with the ComEd Energy Efficiency Plan.  A  well-396 

designed Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program has the potential to significantly increase 397 

participation by the largest energy users, resulting in implementation of additional cost-398 

effective energy efficiency projects.  The Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program is an 399 

opportunity for a win-win situation, where the largest energy users will have the funds 400 

necessary to implement more meaningful short-term and long-term energy efficiency 401 

projects that help achieve the goals envisioned by the Act. 402 

 403 
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 IIEC witness Mr. Stephens recommends a number of revisions to ComEd's proposed 404 

Large C&I Pilot Program that are consistent with the structure of REACT's proposed 405 

Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program.  NRDC witness Mr. Neme and AG witness Mr. 406 

Mosenthal make a valid point, in criticizing ComEd for failing to explain clearly whether 407 

there is an increase in its savings goals based upon its proposed pilot program.  It 408 

likewise would make sense to increase the savings goals to reflect REACT's proposed 409 

Electric Self-Direct Energy Efficiency Pilot Program.  REACT would not be proposing 410 

the Self-Direct Pilot Program if its members did not believe that ELLC and HV Over 10 411 

MW customers could produce energy savings. 412 

 413 

 The revised Proposed Framework for an Electric Self-Direct Energy Efficiency Pilot 414 

Program, included as REACT Ex. 3.02 to this Rebuttal Testimony, would allow for a 415 

collaborative effort among all interested stakeholders to establish the savings goals.  The 416 

collaborative process also would allow the parties to address ELPC Witness Mr. 417 

Crandall’s concern that projects implemented under the pilot program must pass TRC 418 

criteria and should be limited to 100% of the incremental energy efficiency measures 419 

cost.  It also would allow for the parties to clarify that measures should be cost-effective, 420 

a concern raised by Ms. Hinman. 421 

 422 

Q. Should the Commission spell out all of the details associated with the Electric Self-423 

Direct Pilot Program in its Final Order in this proceeding? 424 

A. Ideally, the Commission's Final Order in this proceeding would provide ComEd with all 425 

of the details needed for ComEd to implement the Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program.  At 426 
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a minimum, however, the Commission should direct ComEd to work with interested 427 

parties to present the Commission with the necessary details within 60 days of the 428 

Commission entering its Final Order. 429 

 430 

IV. 431 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 432 

Q. Please summarize your overall conclusions and recommendations. 433 

A. My conclusions and recommendations can be summarized as follows: 434 

• The current Electric Energy Efficiency Plan is not working for the largest 435 
customers in Northern Illinois; 436 

• ComEd should be required to implement an Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program for 437 
all customers in its portfolio with demands greater than 10 MW; and 438 

• The Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program approved by the Commission for ComEd 439 
should be available to customers whose energy efficiency measures are managed 440 
by DCEO. 441 

 In the end, if Illinois is going to meet the objectives contemplated by the Public Utilities 442 

Act, there will need to be more creativity, flexibility, and stimulus to encourage long-443 

term participation by ComEd's largest customers.  This process must provide assurances 444 

to those customers that funds will be readily available for them to evaluate and 445 

implement more complex energy measures.  The Electric Self-Direct Pilot Program is an 446 

appropriate mechanism for the Commission to significantly advance energy efficiency in 447 

Northern Illinois. 448 

 449 
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Q. Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony? 450 

A. At this time, yes.  I would note that ComEd still needs to answer certain Data Requests 451 

promulgated by REACT.  Therefore, I would reserve the right to update this testimony if 452 

necessary based upon those answers. 453 


