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I. INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE AND SCOPE 9 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 10 

A. My name is Robert D. Obeiter, Ph.D.  My business address is 369 Beechwood Road, 11 

Ridgewood, New Jersey, 07450.   12 

Q. Are you the same Robert D. Obeiter who previously sponsored direct testimony in 13 

this proceeding? 14 

A. Yes, I sponsored testimony on behalf of Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois 15 

(“AIC” or “Company”) 16 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 17 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain Illinois Commerce 18 

Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) Staff and Intervenor witnesses’ direct testimony.  19 

Specifically, my testimony addresses the following topics: 20 

1. Portfolio flexibility  21 

2. Proposed modifications to the Net-to-Gross (“NTG”) Framework 22 
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3. Spending requirements proposed by the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) 23 

4. Other comments made by Intervenors 24 

Please note any omission of discussion on any issue in this proceeding does not indicate or 25 

assume agreement or disagreement thereof. 26 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your testimony? 27 

A. No. 28 

II. PORTFOLIO FLEXIBILITY 29 

Q. Have you reviewed other parties’ positions on the issue of flexibility? 30 

A. Yes.  There is significant disagreement among several parties on the topic of flexibility.  31 

Following a general statement on my specific opinions on this topic, I address the positions of 32 

some of the other witnesses in this proceeding. 33 

Q. What program elements should AIC have the authority to modify? 34 

A. I believe AIC should have broad authority to modify its programs.  In my opinion such 35 

authority should include, but not be limited to, changing the level of rebates paid to participants, 36 

adding or deleting measures from programs, shifting budget dollars between programs within the 37 

natural gas or electric portfolios, and discontinuing unsuccessful programs.  The Company 38 

should have the authority to make these or other similar modifications to its programs without 39 

the requirement to obtain pre-approval from the Commission or other parties in this proceeding.  40 

Granting AIC this flexibility to modify programs will allow for rapid deployment of 41 

improvements in program design and program implementation in each program year.   Further, I 42 

believe that allowing the Company to have such flexibility will allow the Commission and the 43 

resources of other parties to focus on more important issues. Based on my years of experience 44 
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designing, implementing and managing energy efficiency programs, it is my opinion that by 45 

granting  program administrators flexibility to modify programs greatly improves program 46 

delivery  and maximizes the savings potential of ratepayer funds.  In addition, each party, should 47 

they disagree with a change that the Company makes, can petition the Commission for 48 

reconsideration. 49 

Q. How have Intervenors responded to AIC’s proposals for flexibility in administering 50 

its energy efficiency programs? 51 

A. Several parties have raised a concern that AIC’s request for portfolio flexibility is 52 

significantly broad and have made recommendations to establish certain limitations on the 53 

degree of portfolio flexibility that AIC is requesting. In particular, Environmental Law & Policy 54 

Center (“ELPC”) witness Mr. Geoffrey Crandall expresses concern that allowing unlimited 55 

flexibility may jeopardize the regulatory process surrounding portfolio design and 56 

implementation.  (ELPC Ex. 1.0 at 19:14-20:7).  Despite these concerns, however, all parties 57 

who commented on the topic have embraced portfolio flexibility as an appropriate way to enable 58 

the program administrator to maximize savings and effectively respond to unpredicted or unseen 59 

changes in market conditions. Based on my experience, I believe that the concerns raised by the 60 

Intervenors are unfounded and, therefore, the recommendations proposed by Intervenors are 61 

unnecessary. 62 

Q. What limitations has Staff proposed regarding portfolio flexibility? 63 

A. Although Staff is generally supportive of AIC’s request for flexibility, Staff witness Ms. 64 

Jennifer L. Hinman has suggested granting portfolio flexibility “in order to increase net benefits 65 

for ratepayers.”  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 31:750-51). 66 
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Q. What is your opinion of Staff’s recommendation? 67 

A. While Staff’s support of granting AIC portfolio flexibility is a positive step; I disagree 68 

with the recommendation to allow flexibility only when portfolio net benefits are increased. 69 

Limiting flexibility in this way restricts modifications to those measures that have the highest 70 

total resource cost (“TRC”) ratio.  In other words, imposing this limitation will disallow any 71 

modification to measures with lower (yet still positive) TRC ratios, since increasing these 72 

measures may reduce the overall net benefits of the overall portfolio.  Modifying programs to 73 

increase measures with lower TRC ratios is sometimes necessary in order to maximize the 74 

efficacy of program implementation and achieve savings goals.  For example, if AIC decided to 75 

eliminate the Behavior Modification program there would be a large budget amount that would 76 

need to be reallocated.  Under Staff’s recommendation, only the program with highest TRC ratio 77 

(Business Custom or whatever program has the highest TRC ratio) would be able to receive the 78 

available funds.  I believe that would detract from one of the portfolio goals of providing a well-79 

balanced portfolio of programs available to all rate classes. 80 

Permitting modifications to only those measures or programs with the highest TRC ratios 81 

unduly encumbers the Company’s ability to make changes where the portfolio may be most in 82 

need of improvement.  Furthermore, there may be no options available that increase TRC, in 83 

other words the choices will be among options that all lower overall portfolio TRC to some 84 

degree.  For example, a code change may result in a program modification that allows a specific 85 

measure to remain in the portfolio, albeit with less net benefits, yet also require additional costs. 86 
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Q. Ms. Hinman asserts that AIC “ignores” measure and program level TRC values. Do 87 

you agree? 88 

A. I do not agree with Ms. Hinman. AIC evaluated the TRC value of all programs and 89 

measures. This analysis was provided in response to Data Request JLH 1.02 and in AIC witness 90 

Mr. Andrew W. Cottrell’s direct testimony (AIC Exhibit 2.0 10:209-54, 27:556-63).  Also, as 91 

stated and presented in the Plan 3 filing, all proposed programs have a TRC value greater than 92 

1.0.  93 

Q. What limitation on flexibility has NRDC witness Mr. Jim Grevatt recommended? 94 

A. Mr. Grevatt has proposed requiring stakeholder input and Commission approval for 95 

portfolio modifications when the cost impact exceeds a certain fixed percentage.  (NRDC Ex. 1.0 96 

at 26:424-38).  Limiting flexibility in this way, according to Mr. Grevatt, will guard against 97 

inappropriate program modifications, such as shifting the entire portfolio budget into a single 98 

program or unjustifiably reducing savings targets. 99 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Grevatt's proposed limitation? 100 

A. I disagree with Mr. Grevatt’s recommendation. Requiring Commission approval of 101 

program modifications hinders AIC’s ability to rapidly and effectively respond to changing 102 

market conditions. Making mid-course adjustments to programs involves a significant 103 

investment of time and resources to coordinate among all market actors.  Conducting a formal 104 

review process for each program modification will increase regulatory costs, will take 105 

considerable time (away from program deployment) and is unnecessarily burdensome to all 106 

stakeholders. Such cumbersome guidelines ultimately prevent the utility from making any 107 

revisions to the portfolio. 108 



Ameren Exhibit 10.0 
Page 6 of 16 

Furthermore, I would like to reiterate that the purpose of AIC’s request for flexibility is to 109 

enable the Company to achieve goal attainment and maximize cost effectiveness. AIC has a 110 

proven track record of using the flexibility afforded to it by the Commission productively and 111 

with integrity, as shown by the fact that AIC surpassed its savings goals in Plan 1 and Plan 2.  112 

Therefore, there is no basis for Mr. Grevatt’s concerns in terms of the overall success of the 113 

portfolio. As has been stated previously, AIC will continue its current practice of keeping 114 

stakeholders and the Commission apprised of portfolio changes; however, in my opinion the 115 

ultimate decision to initiate program modifications should rest with the Company. Further, I 116 

believe that granting program administrators this authority without the need for a prolonged 117 

regulatory review process is an appropriate and effective way to streamline program deployment 118 

and maximize potential savings. 119 

Q. What has AG witness Mr. Philip H. Mosenthal proposed regarding flexibility? 120 

A. Mr. Mosenthal proposes that “any shifts of budgets that result in a variance from planned 121 

annual program budgets of 20% or more would trigger goal adjustments.”  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 32:7-122 

8). 123 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Mosenthal’s recommendation? 124 

A. I disagree with Mr. Mosenthal’s recommendation.  Adjusting program savings goals 125 

when modifications exceed an arbitrary threshold will unfairly inhibit AIC’s ability to make 126 

sound decisions and further dis-incents them from doing so.  Program administrators consider 127 

many diverse factors in making decisions to modify programs, many of which have already been 128 

discussed at length in this docket.  The ultimate impact of program changes is outside the control 129 

of the program administrator.  Although the Company initiates program changes to maximize 130 

savings and respond to the vagaries of market conditions, it is unreasonable to arbitrarily 131 
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mandate a given outcome as a result of program changes and cumbersome, if not impossible to 132 

track for the purposes of adjusting savings goals. Following program changes with automatic 133 

goal adjustments will introduce more uncertainty and risk for administrators, program allies, and 134 

stakeholders. 135 

Q. Would granting the degree of flexibility requested by AIC render the approved 136 

savings goals moot? 137 

A. No.  Several parties, including Mr. Mosenthal and Mr. Crandall, have raised the concern 138 

that the degree of flexibility requested by AIC might undercut the approval process and enable 139 

the Company to “game the system.”  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 29:11-12; ELPC Ex. 1.0 at 19:14-20:7).   140 

While I defer to AIC witness Mr. Keith E. Goerss to comment on the savings goal adjustment 141 

process, clearly, AIC is ultimately responsible for meeting the goals approved by the 142 

Commission. However, it is my understanding that AIC has requested a similar degree of 143 

portfolio flexibility in previous plan years that have been approved by the Commission.  (For 144 

example, see 2/6/08 Final Order, Docket No. 07-0539, at 26).  Many parties have embraced the 145 

merits of granting flexibility to program administrators.  It is unclear why the degree of 146 

flexibility being requested in this docket has become a point of contention among parties, 147 

especially given AIC’s proven track record of asserting its flexibility in good faith and in a way 148 

that improves programs.  (See 12/21/10 Final Order, Docket No. 10-0568, at 86 (granting 149 

Ameren Illinois the flexibility it requested, and noting, "it does not appear that any party is 150 

suggesting that Ameren has abused the flexibility that the Commission has thus far granted it.")). 151 

 AIC has been and should continue to be fully transparent in asserting its flexibility in 152 

participation with the Illinois Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”).  Nevertheless, the ultimate 153 

authority to make programmatic changes should rest with the Company.  Granting AIC the 154 
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flexibility to modify programs without the Commission’s pre-approval will allow for rapid 155 

deployment of improvements in program design and implementation. Given that AIC has acted 156 

in good faith and the substantial benefits of flexibility, I believe it would be unfair and needlessly 157 

detrimental to program success to further encumber the Company by denying its request. 158 

III. NET-TO-GROSS FRAMEWORK 159 

Q. Several parties have indicated support for the modified NTG framework presented 160 

to the Illinois SAG.  Do you support this framework? 161 

A. No.  In my opinion the complex design of the modified NTG framework increases the 162 

opportunity for contentious litigation among stakeholders and is generally detrimental to 163 

consensus building.  Under the modified NTG framework, in order for the independently 164 

evaluated net to gross ratio (“NTGR”) to be applied prospectively for the following program year 165 

there must be consensus among all voting parties.  It is almost a certainty that achieving 166 

consensus will be unattainable, given the inability of the SAG to reach any consensus regarding 167 

the Plan 2 NTG Framework over an almost 12 month period. I have found that miring the 168 

program design and implementation process in litigation often affects it in ways that are not 169 

necessarily conducive to program success, not the least of which is a delay in bringing programs 170 

to customers. 171 

Q. Please explain why you believe the modified NTG framework is structured to 172 

encourage non-consensus? 173 

A. According to the modified NTG framework, “Consensus means that no party indicates 174 

they oppose a specific NTGR value enough to contest it before the Commission.”  (AG Exhibit 175 

1.1 at 2, n.3).  As written, an undetermined number of stakeholders may cause non-consensus by 176 

raising objection to the NTGR, with the only disincentive being whether the dissenter can bring 177 
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the grievance before the Commission.  Furthermore, the framework states, “Any non-evaluation, 178 

interested parties may submit (jointly or individually) a NTGR Objection Memo clarifying any 179 

remaining non-consensus positions, if any.”  (Id. at 3).  This provision allows the entire NTG 180 

framework process to be delayed from a single dissenting party. Nevertheless, Staff’s 181 

modifications to this framework appear to somewhat moderate this provision, stating, “All non-182 

evaluator parties (jointly or individually) may submit Party’s NTGR Objection Memo clarifying 183 

any remaining non-consensus positions, if any.”  (Staff Ex.1.1 at 2).  Although several parties 184 

have indicated their support for Staff’s modifications, the overall structure of the framework 185 

seems to encourage non-consensus among stakeholders.  In fact, a simple review of the 186 

testimony filed in this docket shows that even those parties who have claimed "consensus" on a 187 

NTG Framework, still are litigating issues before the Commission.  Such disagreement does not 188 

seem to set the precedent for agreement on how this complicated framework will be 189 

implemented, let alone agreement on values and related issues. 190 

Q. What are the ramifications of non-consensus in the NTG Framework? 191 

A. Allowing opportunity for non-consensus results in increased regulatory costs that are 192 

avoidable and unnecessary.  Non-consensus will result in a prolonged and arduous approval 193 

process that will require repeated Commission involvement and that raises the specter of 194 

uncertainty among program administrators and stakeholders alike.  Furthermore, resolving 195 

ongoing disputes increases the likelihood of failing to reach consensus by the March 1 deadline, 196 

again, ultimately requiring the Commission to intervene to resolve contentious litigation. 197 

 It is important to remember that NTGR values are determined by independent evaluators 198 

in conjunction with the SAG process.  The NTG values that are considered within the AIC 199 

proposed framework are the product of the professional expertise of independent evaluators and 200 
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SAG involvement.  Once the Commission affirms the independence of the NTG values, there is 201 

no reason to doubt this is the case. As I have mentioned previously, the independence of 202 

evaluation is paramount and in my opinion the primary objective of the Commission regarding 203 

the NTG framework is to protect the independence of the NTG values.  In its current form, the 204 

Staff and Intervenor proposed NTG frameworks appear to be focused on granting all 205 

stakeholders ability to arbitrarily review and revise the NTGR values based on what each party 206 

believes should be done and essentially disputes any and all claims of independence that are 207 

made by the evaluator or the Commission itself. 208 

 Although I am not an attorney, it is my understanding that the Commission has ruled that 209 

the SAG’s role in determining NTG values is strictly advisory and should have no veto power 210 

over the Company’s decisions regarding its portfolio.  (See 12/21/10 Final Order, Docket No. 10-211 

0568, at 86 ("[G]ranting stakeholders decision-making authority would be inconsistent with the 212 

rationale articulated in the Final Order in Docket No. 07-0539, and the original intent of the 213 

group, which was for it to be advisory only")).  Establishing a voting process by which 214 

stakeholders may unilaterally disrupt the entire NTG framework threatens to undercut the 215 

Commission’s ruling and eliminates the value of the independently determined NTGR value. 216 

Q. Do you agree with Staff’s assertion that AIC’s proposal excludes SAG involvement 217 

in the NTG framework? 218 

A. No. Staff’s assertion that AIC’s proposal completely excludes the SAG from the NTG 219 

framework is unfounded.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 36:841).  It is my understanding the SAG receives 220 

draft reports from the independent evaluator and that AIC has and continues to engage the SAG 221 

as a collaborative advisory committee with respect to its Demand Side Management (“DSM”) 222 

portfolio and the evaluation process for determining the NTG value.  I will defer to Mr. Goerss' 223 



Ameren Exhibit 10.0 
Page 11 of 16 

rebuttal testimony to comment on AIC’s proposal for the NTG framework, but I believe Staff's 224 

characterization of this issue is incorrect. 225 

Q. What is your opinion with respect to Staff witness Dr. David Brightwell’s 226 

recommendations regarding free ridership and spillover in the NTG formula? 227 

A. I disagree with certain of his recommendations.  In his testimony, Dr. Brightwell 228 

recommends that independent evaluators should only be required to make “reasonable efforts” to 229 

include both free ridership and spillover in determining the NTG ratio.  (Staff Ex. 2.0 at 5:93-230 

97).  Dr. Brightwell describes that in making this determination independent evaluators should 231 

consider evaluation costs, the likely magnitudes of spillover and free ridership within a program, 232 

and the significance of the program to the overall portfolio savings.  Furthermore, Mr. Mosenthal 233 

asks that the Commission formally recognize that spillover is a legitimate factor in the NTG 234 

value determination, and I agree.  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 45:6-8). 235 

 I also disagree with Dr. Brightwell's recommendation because it will have negative 236 

ramifications for the NTG framework in several ways.  Most notably, it introduces additional 237 

bias in determining and applying NTG values by creating an inequitable methodological 238 

approach to the NTG formula and ignores the current progress towards consensus for mitigating 239 

the challenges of applying a holistic NTG formula. 240 

Q. Please explain how Dr. Brightwell’s recommendation will negatively impact the 241 

NTG framework. 242 

A. Regardless of which NTG Framework is approved, adopting Dr. Brightwell’s 243 

recommendations will introduce more bias in the savings measurement that is ultimately credited 244 

to programs.  Under Dr. Brightwell’s recommendation, some programs may be evaluated using 245 

both free ridership and spillover while others may be evaluated with one component 246 
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(emphasizing free ridership) and not the other.  Programs differ in terms of evaluation costs, free 247 

ridership and spillover, and the significance of the programs savings to overall portfolio savings.  248 

Independent evaluators acting in good faith and making a reasonable effort to follow Dr. 249 

Brightwell’s recommendations will evaluate programs on unequal terms. 250 

Q. Will your proposal that NTG values should apply free ridership and spillover only if 251 

values for both are quantified result in most programs measuring gross savings rather than 252 

net savings? 253 

A. No.  In Dr. Brightwell’s testimony he states that “under AIC’s proposal, any program for 254 

which it is too costly or difficult to measure both participant and non-participant spillover will 255 

effectively be credited with net savings equal to gross savings.”  (Staff Ex. 2.0 at 5:88-90).  As I 256 

discussed in my previous testimony, there are several ways to mitigate the cost and difficulty of 257 

including both free ridership and spillover in the NTG value that is applied to programs.  (AIC 258 

Ex. 5.0 at 26:528-44).  A commonly accepted practice among independent evaluators to address 259 

this challenge is to use deemed NTG values to inform the free ridership and spillover 260 

components.  In order to develop appropriate deemed values, independent evaluators may 261 

consider NTG values and factors (free ridership and spillover) that are applied in other 262 

jurisdictions as well as their professional judgment. Permitting the use of assumed values for 263 

components that are too costly or difficult to measure will increase the validity of the NTG 264 

values ultimately used to determine savings attributable to programs. 265 

Q. Have you reviewed AG witness Mr. Mosenthal’s position on this topic? 266 

A. Yes. Mr. Mosenthal agrees that using assumed values is an appropriate way to include 267 

both free ridership and spillover where it may be too costly or difficult to do so.  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 268 

45:6-46:2).  Mr. Mosenthal cites the movement of the SAG towards a consensus regarding 269 
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including both free ridership and spillover in measuring savings.  Given that there are ways to 270 

mitigate the challenges to determining an unbiased NTG ratio, I encourage the Commission to 271 

reaffirm the legitimacy of spill over (both participant and on-participant) and approve to include 272 

all components in the NTG formula. 273 

Q. Do you agree with Dr. Brightwell’s assertion that it is better to exclude spillover 274 

when it is too difficult or costly to measure spillover? 275 

A. No. Program administrators as well as all stakeholders involved in AIC’s energy 276 

efficiency programs stand to benefit from using NTG values that include both free ridership and 277 

spillover.  Free ridership helps program administrators make successful program design and 278 

implementation decisions.  Likewise, spillover helps to assess program marketing and 279 

promotional campaigns, among other aspects of program design and implementation.  Portfolio 280 

administrators need to be encouraged to both decrease free ridership and increase spillover. 281 

Taken together, free ridership and spillover estimates provide valuable insights into the 282 

effectiveness of program activities and the overall movement towards market transformation, 283 

which is the ultimate goal of energy efficiency programs. Although it may indeed be costly and 284 

difficult to include both free ridership and spillover to measure savings, there are effective and 285 

appropriate ways to mitigate costs using assumed factors for the inputs.  Given the movement 286 

towards consensus among stakeholders to develop a comprehensive, unbiased NTG framework 287 

that includes both free ridership and spillover, excluding one component is unwarranted. 288 

Q. In your opinion, what are the ramifications of excluding spillover from the NTG 289 

formula? 290 

A. Excluding the spillover component of the NTG formula results in an inaccurate 291 

measurement of net savings.  Although in many cases the savings attributable to spillover is 292 
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small, its inclusion produces a more balanced NTG estimate, the merits of which have been 293 

widely affirmed among Illinois stakeholders yet ignored in application.  Nevertheless, in his 294 

testimony Dr. Brightwell suggests that excluding spillover will not significantly impact the 295 

overall accuracy of the NTG value.  Uncertainty exists in both the free ridership and spillover 296 

components of the NTG formula.  Free ridership estimates are subject to the same measurement 297 

error as spillover.  As a result, it is possible to overestimate free ridership, which inaccurately 298 

reduces the net savings attributable to a program.  Including one component without the other 299 

unnecessarily creates a biased outlook on program activities for both administrators and 300 

stakeholders.  Including both free ridership and spillover in the NTG formula is a more balanced 301 

approach to measuring net savings. 302 

Q. Are there any additional comments about Dr. Brightwell’s testimony related to 303 

spillover that you would like to make? 304 

A. Yes.  There are several flaws in the characterization of spillover that Dr. Brightwell uses 305 

to make his assertions.  Dr. Brightwell contends that savings attributable to spillover is minimal 306 

and it is unlikely that it causes substantial measurement error in net savings.  As justification for 307 

this assertion, Dr. Brightwell argues that it is unclear “why a customer who is aware of and 308 

eligible for a rebate would not use the program to receive a rebate.”  (Staff Ex. 2.0 at 9:183-84).  309 

Regardless of why it happens, there is no question that, as Dr. Brightwell correctly points out, 310 

there are customers who are aware of rebates but do not apply for them.  In fact, I am a case in 311 

point – having bought an energy efficiency appliance because of the rebate and then not filing for 312 

the rebate.  In addition, spillover occurs when the program influences participants or non-313 

participants to take additional energy efficiency actions that are not included in the program.  314 

Therefore, the hypothetical customer that Dr. Brightwell uses to dismiss the significance of 315 
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spillover does not accurately reflect participant spillover. Furthermore the inverse could be true 316 

for free ridership. A person may say the program did not impact their participation when it 317 

actually did. This problem with measuring free ridership has been a long-standing issue in our 318 

industry attributed to the subjective nature of measuring free ridership. However in lieu of 319 

eliminating these factors, AIC in conceding to include them; but include them properly. 320 

IV. PORTFOLIO SPENDING REQUIREMENT 321 

Q. What recommendations have been made regarding a requirement that AIC should 322 

spend its entire portfolio budget? 323 

A. CUB witness Ms. Rebecca Devens notes that AIC has not been spending its entire 324 

budgets for either the electric or natural gas portfolios and proposes that the Company spend the 325 

entire portfolio budget under the spending screen in order to maximize energy efficiency savings.  326 

(CUB Ex. 1.0 at 18:386-95).  This is an approach also recommended by Staff, though Staff 327 

acknowledges that the Company should only be required to spend its entire portfolio budget to 328 

the extent practicable. 329 

Q. Do you agree with these proposals? 330 

A. No.  Requiring AIC to spend its entire portfolio budget does not necessarily guarantee the 331 

achievement of greater energy efficiency savings.  The Company is committed to maximizing 332 

the amount of energy efficiency savings that can be achieved cost-effectively.  Imposing a 333 

spending requirement may force the Company to spend resources in a way that does not 334 

represent the best, most cost-effective use ratepayer funds.  There are instances where the 335 

Company may be able to achieve and even exceed the savings goals without spending the entire 336 

budget.  These unspent funds can then be carried over to subsequent program years to ultimately 337 

increase the cumulative savings achieved over the three-year plan cycle. But even over a three 338 
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year cycle requiring all funds to be spent can result in unwise expenditures such as spending in 339 

haste at term end in order to comply with the Commission directive. 340 

V. CONCLUSION 341 

Q. Please summarize the conclusions of your rebuttal testimony. 342 

A. I recommend that the Commission (1) reject the recommendations by Staff and 343 

Intervenors that AIC's flexibility should be limited in the manners identified; (2) reject the 344 

modified NTG framework presented to the SAG, and adopt AIC's framework instead; (3) clarify 345 

that the NTG ratio should include a value for spillover (both participant and nonparticipant); (4) 346 

reject CUB's and Staff’s recommendation that AIC be required to spend its entire portfolio 347 

budget. 348 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 349 

A. Yes, it does. 350 
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