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INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Stefano Galiasso and my business address is 1309 S Halsted St, Chicago IL 3 

60607 suite 206C. 4 

 5 

Q. Are you the same Stefano Galiasso who previously submitted direct testimony in 6 

this docket on behalf of DCEO? 7 

A. Yes, my direct testimony is contained in DCEO exhibit 5.0.  8 

 9 

Q.  What is the purpose of your testimony? 10 

A.  The purpose of my testimony is to respond to comments and recommendations provided 11 

by Mr Mosenthal in his direct testimony submitted on behalf of The People of the State 12 

of Illinois: specifically, Mr Mosenthal’s recommendation that DCEO utilize a realization 13 

rate of 1.0 for planning purposes and his concerns about perceived modeling 14 

inconsistencies (reported net and gross program TRC values). My testimony also 15 

addresses comments provided by Mr Brightwell in his direct testimony submitted on 16 

behalf of the Illinois Commerce Commission regarding the recently completed DCEO 17 

Energy Efficiency Potential Study.   18 

 19 

Q.  Do you agree with Phil Mosenthal’s recommendation that realization rates for 20 

planning purposes should be assumed to be 1.0?  21 

A.  No, I disagree. Mr Mosenthal’s recommendation is based on his assumption that the 22 

variances in gross savings reflected by the realization rate are all attributed to factors 23 
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within the control of the program administrator, and therefore a realization rate of any 24 

value other than 1.0 should not be considered in the planning process. Mr. Mosenthal also 25 

bases his recommendation on the fact that “Illinois now uses a statewide TRM with 26 

deemed savings,” and therefore DCEO is somehow protected from any variances found 27 

in the evaluation process. I believe both these assumptions are problematic.  28 

 29 

From the inception of the Illinois Energy Efficiency Portfolio, DCEO and all of the 30 

utilities have assumed realization rates less than one in the plans approved by the Illinois 31 

Commerce Commission. The DCEO proposed adoption of the adjusted gross savings 32 

framework would apply realization rates retrospectively, introducing the possibility of 33 

evaluator findings of different hours of use and baseline efficiencies, measure persistence 34 

factors, in-service rates and interactive effects between measures that were unknown 35 

prior to installation. These are not, as Mr. Mosenthal assumes, variables that are under the 36 

control of the program administrator.  37 

 38 

The adoption of the TRM may reduce some of the factors that contribute to differences in 39 

realization rates, but it does not eliminate them. Although the Illinois TRM does provide 40 

deemed savings for some measures that have an estimated low impact on portfolio 41 

savings, for most of the high impact measures the TRM deems an algorithm (not the 42 

savings). The algorithms contain a variety of inputs that have to be chosen by the 43 

implementer. While the Illinois TRM guides and somewhat limits the choice of those 44 

inputs within a number of pre-approved values, those choices are open to interpretation.  45 

Depending on the values selected, the savings calculation can vary significantly (by an 46 
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order of magnitude). Since the adjusted gross framework proposed by DCEO is 47 

retrospective, the evaluator may challenge the values selected. Furthermore, some input 48 

values can be changed from the pre-approved ones specified in the TRM, should the 49 

program-specific data available to the program implementer suggest doing so. Finally, 50 

the TRM is updated annually, thus introducing the potential for even greater variance in a 51 

retrospective adjusted gross savings framework. 52 

 53 

DCEO believes that the use of realization rates in the planning process is appropriate and 54 

that the adoption of a realization rate of 80% for the Public Sector and 90% for the Low 55 

Income sector correctly reconciles evaluated savings with planned savings. In particular, 56 

a higher realization rate of 90% has been assumed for Low Income programs due to their 57 

more “prescriptive” nature and narrower customer segmentation, which should reduce 58 

discrepancies between planned and evaluated savings. 59 

 60 

Q. Can you address the modeling inconsistencies pointed out by Mr. Phil Mosenthal in 61 

his testimony on behalf of the People of the State of Illinois? 62 

A. I believe that Mr. Mosenthal is referring to TRC values reported in Ex 1.2 and the 63 

corresponding values in the DSMore modeling files. This apparent inconsistency 64 

probably stems from the fact that ERC did not report separate Net and Gross TRC values 65 

for every program.  ERC only reported Net TRC values in summary tables (netted using 66 

the realization rates of 80% for Public Sector and 90% for Low Income Sector) while 67 

showing Gross TRC values in the DSMore modeling files. We apologize for the 68 

confusion we may have created and offer here a clear explanation of how to correctly 69 

interpret the results. 70 

  71 
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In the DSMore batch files – for example, in the “Std_Prog_North_batch,” which refers to 72 

the Standard Program in Northern Illinois – individual measure TRCs can be found in 73 

column D, and TRCs with Non-Energy Benefits in column E. These TRC values are 74 

calculated on gross savings. 75 

In the DSMore Aggregation file for the batch in the example above, “Std_N”, the 76 

aggregated program TRC can be found in cell “D5” on the “Test results” tab. This TRC 77 

is also calculated on gross savings. 78 

 79 

In the summary sheet, ERC combined the values for Northern Illinois with those of 80 

Southern Illinois by means of a weighted average. This process was done on a separate 81 

spreadsheet to simplify portfolio aggregation and separate individual program modeling 82 

from the summary sheet. If we go back to the example above, there are two steps needed 83 

to obtain the summary values: 84 

1. Take the gross TRCs from both the North and South aggregation files and apply the 85 

80% realization rate to obtain the Net TRC values. For the Standard Program, 86 

Northern Illinois gross TRC was 1.51 and Southern Illinois gross TRC was 2.15. 87 

After applying the realization rate adjustment, Northern Illinois becomes a Net TRC 88 

of 1.21 and Southern Illinois becomes a Net TRC of 1.72. 89 

2. Taking the values obtained in the step above and performing a weighted average by 90 

budget ($9.34M in Northern Illinois and $2.97M in Southern Illinois), leads to a 91 

combined statewide TRC of 1.33, consistent with Ex. 1.2 and Ex. 2.1. 92 

 93 

The same methodology can be applied to every other program to obtain the final Net 94 

TRC values. 95 

 96 

 97 

Q.  Can you comment on Mr. Brightwell’s suggestion of calculating an “Economically 98 

Efficient Potential” in the context of Energy Efficiency Potential Studies? 99 
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A. While I am not an economist, I believe I have a clear understanding of the marginal 100 

analysis proposed by Mr. Brightwell. The concept is that cost-effectiveness should be 101 

evaluated between each incremental energy efficiency level, and the potential should be 102 

calculated on the highest level of incremental efficiency that still meets the TRC 103 

requirement, rather than calculated utilizing the measure with the highest level of 104 

efficiency that meets the TRC requirement as compared to the baseline. 105 

 I don’t have an opinion on this yet, since I believe the implications of such an approach 106 

would require a thorough re-thinking of the approach to energy efficiency potential 107 

modeling. I am open to discussing this concept, if necessary, during SAG meetings with 108 

all of the Illinois Stakeholders. 109 

 However, I believe that the modeling approach undertaken by ERC, which utilized EPA’s 110 

definition of an Economic Potential Study, resulted in a reasonable estimation of the 111 

theoretic Economic Potential in Illinois, aligned with the highest current industry 112 

standards. DCEO does not intend to redo the Energy Efficiency Potential Study at this 113 

time. 114 

 115 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 116 

A: Yes 117 


