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 INTRODUCTION 9 

 IDENTIFICATION OF WITNESS 10 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 11 

A. My name is Agnes A. Mrozowski and my business address is 500 East Monroe 12 

Springfield, IL 62701.  13 

 14 

Q. Are you the same Agnes A. Mrozowski who previously submitted direct 15 

testimony in this docket on behalf of DCEO? 16 

A. Yes, my direct testimony is contained in DCEO exhibit 1.0.  17 

 18 

 SUBJECT MATTER 19 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 20 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony, as part of the DCEO proposed Energy 21 

Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan Pursuant to 220/ ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 22 

ILCS 5/8-104, is to respond to specific comments and recommendations provided 23 

by various interveners regarding the Natural Gas Self Direct Program, DCEO 24 

program flexibility, energy savings goals, proposed net to gross policy and the 25 

Codes Collaborative Program.   26 

 27 

 28 

 29 
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  NATURAL GAS SELF DIRECT PROGRAM 30 

Q. What is DCEO’s role as the Natural Gas Self Direct Program (NGSD) 31 

Administrator? 32 

A.  Section 8-104 requires large gas customers who want to participate in the self-33 

direct program (rather than pay into and participate in the gas utility programs) to 34 

apply to DCEO. An application must, among other things, contain the customer’s 35 

certification that:  36 

• The customer qualifies to participate; 37 

• The customer has established “an energy efficiency reserve account” to 38 

be used to fund the installation of “energy efficiency measures” of its 39 

choosing;  40 

• The customer will put the lesser of $150,000 or 2% of its annual energy 41 

cost in the account each year;  42 

• The customer will report annually to DCEO on all deposits to the account, 43 

all withdrawals, a description of the efficiency measures funded through the 44 

account, and an estimate of the energy they are forecast to save.  45 

 46 

DCEO is required to review and approve applications. DCEO verifies compliance 47 

with the self-directing customer requirements through a review of the annual 48 

reports.  Beginning on October 1, 2012, the 30 self-directing customers approved 49 

in 2010 were required to provide a report to DCEO for the 12-month period 50 

ending May 3, 2012.    The self-directing customer must continue to provide this 51 

report each succeeding year on October 1.   52 
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  53 

 Per 22 ILCS 5/8-104(m)(3), DCEO has the right to audit the information provided 54 

in the application and annual reports to ensure continued compliance.  If DCEO 55 

determines the customer is no longer in compliance, DCEO will follow the 56 

procedures for noncompliance outlined in this section of the statute.   57 

 58 

Q. What is DCEO’s plan to implement a verification structure into the current 59 

three year plan? 60 

A. DCEO will maintain a program database to track projects to ensure statutory 61 

requirements are met.  Also, DCEO intends to offer educational webinars on 62 

energy efficiency projects based upon DCEO’s and the utilities’ existing energy 63 

efficiency programs.   64 

 Q. What challenges does DCEO face in implementing the Self Direct Customer 65 

Program? 66 

A. All stakeholders agree the intent of the Self-Direct Customer legislation is to 67 

ensure energy savings and lower self-direct customer’s gas bills.  DCEO has 68 

followed the statute closely in establishing application and customer approval 69 

guidelines and in the review of the annual reports submitted by the SDCs.  70 

However, the legislation did not provide guidelines for project documentation or 71 

funding for DCEO to conduct site visits to verify completed projects and reported 72 

energy savings.  DCEO is willing to use EEPS dollars for these activities if the 73 
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Commission authorizes such use of EEPS dollars with an associated energy 74 

savings related to the expenditure of the DCEO funds.   75 

 76 

Q. What is DCEO’s position on establishing an electric self-direct program? 77 

A. Given the challenges and unknown success of the Natural Gas Self Direct 78 

Program, DCEO believes it is premature to embark on a pilot electric self-direct 79 

program. 80 

 81 

DCEO’s PROGRAM FLEXIBILITY  82 

Q. How does DCEO respond to ELPC witness Crandall and AG witness 83 

Mosenthal’s opposition of DCEO requesting program flexibility to modify 84 

existing programs and adjust budgets to meet market demand? 85 

A. DCEO finds this opposition confusing.  In its previous two plans, DCEO has 86 

requested and been granted, with no opposition or comment, this level of 87 

flexibility.   DCEO has and will continue to participate in the SAG meetings and 88 

sub-committees, and maintain regular communication with the utilities.  DCEO 89 

has also brought new programs and program approaches to the SAG’s attention 90 

whenever applicable.  DCEO also communicates directly with ICC staff as 91 

needed.  Statements made in these testimonies imply that DCEO plans to 92 

disregard the established planning process and the SAG process.  This is simply 93 

not the case.  Two examples of DCEO’s collaboration with both the utilities and 94 

the SAG are the CANDI codes group and the Combined Heat and Power working 95 
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group.  In the interest of using ratepayer dollars as cost effectively as possible 96 

while examining the EEPS potential and energy savings potential of both these 97 

initiatives, these collaborations were funded with non- EEPS funds.  DCEO is 98 

requesting program and budgetary flexibility to meet the changing market 99 

demands on a timely basis.   100 

 101 

Another example of DCEO using program and budgetary flexibility to improve 102 

EEPS effectiveness is the natural gas Program Year 3 HINGE pilot program.  To 103 

address difficulty in spending natural gas funds, DCEO designed this pilot 104 

program to encourage large natural gas projects.  HINGE is a competitive 105 

program that requires a six-week application time, then a period of time for 106 

project review.  DCEO needs to announce the project awards early on in the 107 

program year to ensure completion.   108 

 109 

DCEO’s flexibility request is a reasonable request.  DCEO simply needs the 110 

flexibility to shift funds within a market sector to other program line items.  For 111 

example, if a targeted program is not meeting expectations while another program 112 

– such as retro-commissioning – is exceeding expectations, DCEO has the ability 113 

to move funds to the more successful program.  Although they have separate 114 

budget lines, both programs are public sector and both pass the TRC.  DCEO also 115 

needs this flexibility when projects fall through late in the EEPS program year 116 

due to public funding not being available as planned.  The Public Sector works on 117 
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various budget approval calendars.  Many entities must present a pre-approved 118 

project to a school board or city council before it is approved within an annual 119 

budget.  If a project doesn’t receive local approval or a tax referendum is not 120 

passed, the pre-approved project may be cancelled.  Often times a large amount of 121 

funds are de-obligated, and DCEO must spend the budget elsewhere in a short 122 

timeframe.  Waiting for SAG approval would be delay project decisions and 123 

create a missed opportunity.   124 

 125 

DATA CENTER PROGRAM 126 

Q. What does DCEO think of ELPC witness Crandall’s suggested Data Center 127 

Pilot Program? 128 

A. DCEO has considered offering a public sector data center program.  DCEO has 129 

determined, however, that the Public Sector, with the exception of universities, 130 

has not displayed the interest to implement such projects.  131 

The few data center projects that DCEO has completed were very expensive to 132 

implement, especially on a large scale.  Two of these large projects were 133 

completed at UIUC and SIUC.   134 

At the time of this three year plan filing, DCEO had determined that including a 135 

Public Sector Data Center program would not be in the best interest of the 136 

portfolio.  However, DCEO plans to continue to fund data center projects through 137 

its Public Sector Custom Program and provide related technical assistance 138 

through SEDAC.  If, during the course of the next three year plan, the demand for 139 
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a targeted data center program increases, DCEO will strongly consider designing 140 

a pilot program. 141 

ENERGY SAVINGS GOALS 142 

Q.   ICC Staff Witness Hinman recommends DCEO lower its energy savings 143 

goals for each utility territory that do not exceed the average of the savings 144 

achieved in the previous two years and that assumes the forecasted 145 

participation estimates do not exceed the average of the actual participation 146 

from the previous two program years.  However, AG witness Mosenthal, and 147 

NRDC witness Neme strongly recommend DCEO increase its energy savings 148 

goals.  What is DCEO’s position on this matter? 149 

A. DCEO made the internal decision to set realistic and achievable energy savings 150 

goals for this three year plan.  Based on the DCEO potential study, the program 151 

year four evaluations and extensive modeling, DCEO concluded it could achieve 152 

energy savings of 140 million kWh and 5.0 million therms annually.  ICC staff 153 

witness Hinman feels these proposed goals are still unrealistic and unachievable.  154 

DCEO sees merit in her recommendation based upon DCEO’s past real-world 155 

experience and evaluated savings results.   156 

Q. How do you respond to the comments from Chris Neme on behalf of the 157 

NRDC that the actual cost-effectiveness of DCEO’s programs has been 158 

greater than that projected in its plan?    159 

A. Mr. Neme is correct that in practice DCEO’s programs have been more cost-160 

effective than calculated in the modeling conducted for its three-year plan; 161 
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although in his calculations for PY 4 electric program cost-effectiveness he 162 

incorrectly uses the planned savings rather than the evaluated savings.   163 

Nevertheless, his point is essentially correct.  For example, the overall TRC for 164 

low income programs was calculated as 0.97 in the modeling for the plan, 165 

including non-energy benefits, whereas the independent evaluator for DCEO 166 

calculated the actual TRC as 1.21 in PY 4.  The total portfolio TRC was 167 

calculated as 1.18 for the plan, while the evaluator estimated the portfolio TRC as 168 

2.17 in PY 4.   The differences in past actual cost-effectiveness and projected 169 

future cost-effectiveness can be explained by several factors, including changing 170 

standards, uncertainty about new technology, and a desire to be conservative 171 

regarding future commitments.  172 

 173 

It should be noted that by January 1, 2016, in the middle of Plan 3, a recently 174 

introduced EISA manufacturing standard becomes the new baseline, effectively 175 

reducing savings by about 30%.  The energy reduction measures affected are very 176 

popular and widely adopted in the public sector, providing a very significant 177 

contribution to the overall portfolio savings in past years. While new advanced 178 

lighting technologies are being developed and commercialized, and they show 179 

promising results, there are still uncertainties in the actual cost-effectiveness and 180 

market uptake of these advanced lighting measures.  It should also be noted that 181 

the portfolio of programs for Plan 3 is significantly different from the previous 182 
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two Plans, introducing long-lived measures that provide greater lifetime savings 183 

to respond to the needs of the more mature market of energy efficiency in Illinois.  184 

 185 

Finally, for purposes of planning, DCEO believes it is important to be 186 

conservative in its assumptions.  DCEO made the mistake of being too optimistic 187 

in its assumptions in the past, particularly in its first three-year plan, leading to 188 

establishing goals that were not achievable.  DCEO does not intend to repeat that 189 

mistake. 190 

 191 

NET TO GROSS 192 

Q. How do you respond to the various comments from Rebecca Devens, David 193 

Brightwell, Chris Neme, Phil Mosenthal, and Geoffrey Crandall on DCEO’s 194 

proposal to adopt an adjusted gross approach to evaluating the energy 195 

savings from its programs? 196 

A. DCEO’s agrees with Rebecca Devens’ additional arguments in support of the 197 

adjusted gross approach for its low income and public sector programs.  DCEO 198 

does not agree with comments from other interveners that argue that DCEO 199 

should use a net approach that incorporates not only the evaluated realization rate, 200 

but also free ridership and spillover, even though as David Brightwell states, “It is 201 

often difficult and costly to estimate spillover.”  As DCEO argues in its initial 202 

testimony, DCEO believes an adjusted gross approach satisfies the statutory 203 

requirement that the evaluator conduct “a full review…of the broader net program 204 
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impacts,” since it adjusts the estimated gross savings for such factors as data 205 

errors, installation and persistence rates, hours of use, etc.   According to the 206 

ACEEE, all of the other states in the Midwest (Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, 207 

Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, and Wisconsin) reported taking such an approach for 208 

all or a portion of their energy efficiency programs.  Illinois is the only 209 

Midwestern state that has been applying a purely “net” savings approach across 210 

all of its programs.   [Personal communication from Marty Kushler, Senior 211 

Fellow, ACEEE] 212 

 213 

Q. Do you agree with Jennifer Hinman’s recommendation that the Commission 214 

adopt the Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG Framework for DCEO? 215 

A. No.  This framework was designed to enable utilities to prospectively adopt 216 

deemed net-to-gross (NTG) values for their programs, so that they can have 217 

certainty for their program planning.  DCEO did not request any prospective 218 

deeming and has agreed to accept the evaluation results on a retrospective basis.  219 

Since no intervener objected to DCEO adopting this retrospective approach to its 220 

evaluation rather than the prospective deemed approach requested by the utilities, 221 

DCEO sees no need for the NTG framework to apply to DCEO.   222 

 223 

CODES COLLABORATIVE INITIAVE 224 

Q. In AG Witness Mosenthal’s testimony, he states it is unclear how DCEO 225 

intends to estimate and claim savings for the Illinois Codes Collaborative 226 
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initiative.  Can DCEO explain the methodology behind counting energy 227 

savings in the Codes Collaborative Program? 228 

A. Yes.  The DCEO and utilities worked together to design and support a Codes 229 

Collaborative Program.   David Baker will provide more in-depth background in 230 

his testimony (Ex. 8.0).   This effort is the first time a statewide coordinated 231 

program will be offered.   The methodology behind the residential and 232 

commercial claimed savings calculations (Ex. 6.1 and Ex. 6.2) will evolve due to 233 

the complicated and confusing nature of this endeavor.   As a starting point, 234 

however, DCEO and the utilities negotiated a straightforward way to allocate and 235 

attribute savings. 236 

 237 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 238 

A. Yes. 239 


