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INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is David S. Baker and my business address is 500 E. Monroe, 3 

Springfield IL 62701 4 

 5 

Q. Are you the same David S. Baker who previously submitted direct testimony 6 

in this docket on behalf of DCEO? 7 

A. Yes, my direct testimony is contained in DCEO exhibits 3.0 and 4.0.  8 

 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to present a part of the rebuttal to testimony 11 

submitted in response to DCEO’s proposed Energy Efficiency and Demand-12 

Response Plan Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104.   13 

 14 

Q. Please provide a summary of your testimony. 15 

A. I provide rebuttal on testimony addressing DCEO’s targeted programs under its 16 

public sector programs, its low income programs, and its market transformation 17 

programs.   18 

 19 

 20 

 21 
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TARGETED PROGRAMS 22 

 23 

Q. Do you agree with Phil Mosenthal’s recommendation that DCEO should not 24 

offer targeted public sector programs focused on specific opportunities, but 25 

should instead promote these programs as part of its Standard and Custom 26 

offerings? 27 

A. No.  The targeted programs referred to by Mr. Mosenthal – Wastewater 28 

Treatment, Combined Heat and Power, Aggregation, and High Impact Natural 29 

Gas Efficiency – are all extensions of DCEO’s public sector standard and custom 30 

efficiency programs.  As pointed out in its initial testimony and frequently 31 

discussed before the Stakeholder Advisory Group, DCEO has a substantial hurdle 32 

to overcome in the form of franchise agreements that provide a significant amount 33 

of free electricity and natural gas to Illinois municipalities.  One of the ways that 34 

DCEO has attempted to entice municipalities to participate in energy efficiency 35 

programs is to offer these targeted programs.   36 

 37 

The Aggregation program has enabled DCEO to develop partnerships with such 38 

entities as the City of Chicago, the Chicago Public Schools, Metropolitan Mayors 39 

Caucus, and community colleges.  Grantees are offered a small amount of funding 40 

to cover administrative expenses and given training on and access to DCEO’s 41 

database to document the measures installed at each project site.  The program has 42 

allowed DCEO to achieve a broader market penetration in certain areas and sub-43 
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sectors.  Consistent with Mr. Mosenthal’s recommendation, other clients are 44 

already allowed to aggregate projects in their applications for Standard and 45 

Custom incentives, but they do not receive any administrative funds.   46 

 47 

The High Impact Natural Gas Efficiency (HINGE) Program was offered in PY 6 48 

to temporarily provide higher incentives to entice large natural gas efficiency 49 

projects, since significant natural gas incentive funds remain.  While the awards 50 

have not been announced yet for PY 6, and savings estimates are still being 51 

scrutinized, the program brought in proposed projects that were estimated to save 52 

3.7 million therms at a cost of about $2.20 per therm, about half of the maximum 53 

incentive allowed.  Since the projects were large, many of them reached the 54 

allowable cap and were not eligible for the maximum: therefore, the program has 55 

been more cost-effective in achieving natural gas savings than anticipated.  56 

 57 

The Combined Heat and Power and Wastewater Treatment programs are new 58 

programs targeted at measures and sectors with significant energy efficiency 59 

potential.  Wastewater Treatment plants, for example, according to the Energy 60 

Efficiency Potential Study represent more than 10% of the economic electric 61 

efficiency potential in Illinois, more than any other sector besides municipal 62 

buildings, schools, and street lighting.   63 

 64 

DCEO believes that offering targeted public sector programs is an effective 65 

strategy for maximizing savings and intends to offer additional ones in the future 66 
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Geoffrey Crandall, representing ELPC, specifically recommended that DCEO 67 

offer an additional targeted program for data centers.  Depending on the actual 68 

applications received under its basic Public Sector Standard and Custom program 69 

and from the targeted programs, DCEO may shift the funds among the sub-70 

programs to make the best use of the funds and to maximize energy savings.   71 

Unsuccessful programs will be dropped.  This is consistent with Mr. Brightwell’s 72 

recommendation that DCEO have contingency plans for reallocating funds if the 73 

anticipated number of projects in targeted programs do not come to fruition. 74 

 75 

LOW INCOME PROGRAMS 76 

 77 

Q. Do you agree with David Brightwell’s argument that, since Public Housing 78 

Authorities are not low income customers, any money allocated for office or 79 

maintenance facilities and any associated energy savings and cost-80 

effectiveness calculations should be considered under the public sector rather 81 

than the low income sector programs.  82 

A. No, the office/maintenance buildings served by the PHA program are so few in 83 

number that it would be more detrimental than beneficial to require separate 84 

incentive programs for these buildings.  The table below provides a summary of 85 

the type and number of PHA buildings served from program years 3-5. The 86 

number of administration buildings, community and day centers, and warehouses 87 

is a very small percentage – 1% – of total buildings served. Requiring separate 88 
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grant processes for these buildings would become too administratively taxing for 89 

the small volume of buildings. Furthermore, we are not anticipating an increase in 90 

the servicing of these building types, and, therefore, recommend continuing with 91 

the current program approach.   If the percentage of these buildings served rises 92 

above 5%, we will revisit the issue.  Finally, it should be noted that the incentives 93 

provided for these non-residential buildings are based on public sector incentives, 94 

not the higher incentives provided for measures installed in low income housing 95 

units and related residential spaces. 96 

 97 

PHA Buildings Served, Program Years 3-5 98 

 99 

 100 

 101 
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Q. Mr. Brightwell, in an obvious reference to a statement by fictional character 102 

Mr. Spock in the Star Trek television series and movies, argues that the low 103 

income programs should be designed based on the principle that, “The needs 104 

of the many outweigh the needs of the few.”  Do you agree with his 105 

argument? 106 

A. No.  While this may seem like the “logical thing to do,” the “human thing to do” 107 

is often more complicated than such a simplistic statement.  (See The Objective 108 

Standard:  Reason, Egoism and Capitalism Blog, September 12, 2013, posting by 109 

Ari Armstrong, Spock’s Illogic:  “The Needs of the Many Outweigh the Needs of 110 

the Few” for an interesting discussion of how Star Trek addresses this issue.) 111 

 112 

Mr. Brightwell argues that DCEO could increase the energy savings from its low 113 

income programs and serve more low income households by focusing on the more 114 

cost-effective measures.   Of course DCEO could achieve greater energy savings 115 

if it installed CFLs and low-flow aerators or shower heads in all one million low 116 

income households in Illinois rather than a broader package of measures in a few 117 

thousand households.  It is unclear, however, where one draws the line with this 118 

approach.  Should DCEO install only one CFL in each facility so that it can install 119 

CFLs in more facilities?   The most energy savings result from the first inch of 120 

insulation installed in an attic; diminishing returns follow with additional inches 121 

of installed insulation.  Should DCEO install one inch of insulation in an attic so 122 

more attics can be insulated?   Theoretically it is possible to achieve minimal 123 

savings in one million low income homes, but pragmatically DCEO cannot access 124 
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such a large number of homes, so we choose to maximize the savings in each 125 

home we serve in a manner that is cost effective and achieves the greatest 126 

reduction in the occupant’s utility bill.   127 

 128 

Mr. Brightwell’s statements also seem to imply that DCEO does not take into 129 

account cost-effectiveness or try to serve as many households as possible within 130 

the structure of the low income programs that it funds.  Neither is true.  The 131 

largest recipient of DCEO’s EEPS funds is the Illinois Home Weatherization 132 

Assistance Program (IHWAP).  All measures and equipment installed under 133 

IHWAP must have a Savings-to-Investment Ratio (SIR) equal to or greater than 134 

1.0.   No measures installed under IHWAP and funded by EEPS are cost-135 

ineffective.  The goal of the DCEO low income weatherization programs is to 136 

install the most cost effective measures and equipment in buildings.  Also, the 137 

availability of EEPS funds enables IHWAP to reach additional households: nearly 138 

50% more households than its $10 million budget from other state and federal 139 

sources would have allowed.   140 

 141 

A final point is that the TRC methodology cannot possibly capture some of the 142 

very important benefits of DCEO’s low income programs.  All residential energy 143 

efficiency programs make the household’s energy bills more affordable.  144 

However, the typical household only pays 4-6 percent of its income for home 145 

energy, while many low income households are generally paying 20-30 percent or 146 

more of their income.  The low income energy programs funded through DCEO’s 147 
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portfolio make a significant difference to the households they serve.  The state’s 148 

Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) can only serve about 149 

40% of the households needing energy assistance.  DCEO’s programs reduce or 150 

eliminate the need for energy assistance for some households.  For households on 151 

the Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP), where the state pays the energy 152 

bill above 6 percent of the household’s income up to a cap of $1800, DCEO’s 153 

programs lower the State’s per-household obligation.  The net result is that 154 

additional households can be served that would not have previously benefitted 155 

from energy assistance because the program would have run out of funds.  These 156 

are tangible benefits that a TRC analysis cannot capture. 157 

 158 

Q. Do you agree with the recommendation of Rebecca Devens of the Citizens 159 

Utility Board that DCEO promote the Percentage of Income Payment 160 

Program (PIPP) through its low income programs?   161 

A. DCEO will discuss this recommendation with the managers of the LIHEAP 162 

program to see how this can be accomplished. 163 

 164 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Mosenthal’s recommendation that the 165 

Commission direct DCEO, the Utilities and the IPA to convene a 166 

collaborative workshop process to explore issues related to DCEO being able 167 

to seek IPA funds to expand its low income programs? 168 

 DCEO appreciates Mr. Mosenthal’s recommendation.  DCEO is already engaged 169 

in a formal discussion on this topic as part of the 2014 IPA Procurement Plan, 170 
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Docket No. 13-0546.  DCEO appreciates the support of the Attorney General’s 171 

Office and other stakeholders that endorse a prescribed role for DCEO to 172 

participate in the IPA’s 2014 procurement of energy efficiency in order to offer 173 

low-income and public sector programs.  DCEO is reluctant to discuss the matter 174 

in this docket since this matter is already before the Commission in another 175 

docket and is not germane to the goals and savings being considered pursuant to 176 

Sections 5/8-103 and 5/8-104 of the Public Utilities Act.  DCEO notes that the 177 

Commission already sponsored a workshop related to our role in the IPA annual 178 

procurement of energy efficiency that netted positive conversation but fell short 179 

of a prescribed role for DCEO in the IPA procurement process. 180 

 181 

MARKET TRANSFORMATION PROGRAMS 182 

 183 

Q. Do you agree with Phil Mosenthal’s position that DCEO’s largest market 184 

transformation program, the Smart Energy Design Assistance Center 185 

(SEDAC) program, should be considered part of DCEO’s custom program 186 

and that having it as a separate program will just cause confusion in the 187 

market?  Further, do you agree that SEDAC gives audits to any entity with 188 

no concern for the likelihood for implementation and that the 189 

implementation rate is low? 190 

A. No, I do not agree with any of these positions.  SEDAC has provided design 191 

assistance and a range of other services to businesses and public entities for 192 
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several years now and is a well-respected program that contributes to the success 193 

of DCEO’s portfolio and that of the utilities.  SEDAC certainly does not provide 194 

its services without consideration for the likelihood of implementation.  Over time 195 

SEDAC staff  has attained a well-developed sense of which clients are likely to 196 

implement and what level of service is needed to help them do so.  As described 197 

in Ex. 4.1, SEDAC provides four levels of design assistance:  1) initial 198 

consultations, 2) energy audits, 3) design assistance, and 4) implementation 199 

assistance.  Many clients only require an initial consultation.  Only a small 200 

fraction of clients receive detailed design assistance and fewer require additional 201 

implementation assistance.   202 

 203 

Mr. Mosenthal’s statement that the implementation rate is low is based on a 204 

misunderstanding of a table in Ex. 4.1 that estimates the number of clients that 205 

may receive each level of assistance.  Mr. Mosenthal reads the table to mean that 206 

only 85 of 400 clients implement measures.  In fact, approximately half of 207 

SEDAC clients have implemented many of the recommended energy measures 208 

and most others are still considering what actions they will take. 209 

 210 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Mosenthal’s objections to counting energy savings 211 

from such market transformation programs as SEDAC design assistance, 212 

Energy Performance Contracting, and building codes training, and his 213 

assertion that doing so could lead to double counting of savings? 214 
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A, No.  DCEO has argued in both its first and second plans that strong market 215 

transformation programs – including education, training and technical assistance – 216 

are critical to pursuing the increasingly challenging energy savings goals in the 217 

statute.  The Commission has approved these programs.  To maximize the amount 218 

of funds going towards direct incentives, DCEO agreed to limit the funding for its 219 

market transformation programs to 10 percent of its total budget.  DCEO believes 220 

that these programs have been very successful and has again asked for approval of 221 

the Commission to continue those programs. 222 

 223 

DCEO agreed in its first plan not to try to claim any energy savings from its 224 

market transformation programs, to avoid any issues of double counting.   In its 225 

revised third year plan, DCEO proposed measuring energy savings on a pilot 226 

basis from Building Operator Certification and SEDAC programs.  Navigant, 227 

DCEO’s evaluator at the time, evaluated the savings from BOC and did some 228 

initial analysis to look at potential savings from SEDAC.    In its second plan 229 

DCEO was approved to report evaluated savings from these market 230 

transformation programs and to begin developing methods for measuring savings 231 

from building codes training and education.  DCEO’s current evaluator, ADM 232 

Consulting, has evaluated savings from BOC and SEDAC.  Both Navigant and 233 

ADM have been very careful to avoid any double counting of savings that are 234 

separately being counted under other DCEO or utility programs.   This was 235 

clearly stated in their evaluation reports.   236 

 237 
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ADM has also conducted a process evaluation of DCEO’s codes programs and is 238 

currently conducting a baseline study to measure baseline compliance with 239 

Illinois’ Building Energy Conservation Code.    Illinois is on the cutting edge 240 

when it comes to its code programs, and DCEO acknowledges that measuring and 241 

claiming savings will be an evolving and complicated process.  DCEO and the 242 

utilities are currently meeting regularly as part of the Illinois Codes Collaborative 243 

Initiative to hash out many of these issues.  DCEO and the utilities have also 244 

consulted the Stakeholder Advisory Group and will continue to do so as the 245 

initiative progresses. 246 

  247 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 248 

A. Yes. 249 

 250 


