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REACT-AG 2.01 Please refer to the attached document describing REACT's Proposed 

Framework for an Electric Self-Direct Energy Efficiency Pilot Program, 

which was introduced in ICC Docket No. 13-0495 as REACT Ex. 3.02 

("Pilot Program Framework Document").  Recognizing that 

implementation details of the described Pilot Program could be further 

refined through a stakeholder-driven process, does the description of the 

proposed Pilot Program address the concerns expressed by Attorney 

General witness Mr. Mosenthal in AG Ex. 2.0 at 6:15-13:3?  

 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

REACT Ex. 3.02 presents a proposed framework for a “self-direct” 

program that addresses some but not all concerns expressed by AG 

witness Mr. Mosenthal in AG Ex. 2.0. In general, Mr. Mosenthal believes 

that the details of any self-direct program could be sufficiently worked out 

to the mutual satisfaction of all parties through a SAG process, and 

supports REACT engaging with the other SAG parties to achieve this. 

However, there are still a few areas discussed in the proposed framework 

that might be problematic. These include: 

 

1. The proposed framework calls for large customers to retain control of their 

self-direct funds in “their own reserve accounts.” While Mr. Mosenthal is 

not a lawyer, he believes it is not clear whether this can be done within the 

constraints of Section 8-103 of the Public Utilities Act. Mr. Mosenthal 

supports the idea of working with the SAG parties to identify if there is an 

adequate solution that ensures the protection of these funds for all parties 

and that is consistent with Section 8-103 of the Act.  

2. The proposed framework calls for any unused funds by the expiration date 

to revert to the program administrator. It is assumed for purposes of this 

data request response that the REACT proposal would call for the 

identical framework for the segregated funds reverting to DCEO.  

However, it indicates these funds would then be made available only to 

the “Extra Large Load or High Voltage Over 10 MW classes participating 

in the Self-Direct Pilot Program.” Mr. Mosenthal believes any unused 

funds should revert to DCEO for use to support the non-self-direct 

programs in its portfolio.  Also, in light of the stated concern in paragraph 
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1 of this response, Mr. Mosenthal is assuming that DCEO, not the large 

customers, retains control of the funds throughout this process. 

3. The proposed framework calls for self-direct participants to keep its 

reserve funds and not spend them on efficiency if “they can demonstrate to 

the Independent Evaluator that there are no current cost-effective energy 

efficiency investments to be made at their facilities.” In Mr. Mosenthal’s 

experience this outcome is extremely unlikely for a large customer, and he 

believes it could be burdensome, costly and contentious to establish this 

definitively. Further, it could require expenditures by the Independent 

Evaluators that would require other ratepayer funds to support. There are 

also issues around access to large customer facilities and who would make 

this determination. Mr. Mosenthal believes this issue can be satisfactorily 

worked out by the parties in the SAG process. 

4. The proposed framework upfront project approval process indicates that 

“each project would be required to meet the Total Resource Cost (“TRC”) 

Test.” Mr. Mosenthal supports this requirement. However, this section 

does not indicate whether DCEO would have final authority to approve 

projects as meeting this criteria and designating a project as qualifying for 

funding. Mr. Mosenthal believes that DCEO would ultimately need to 

retain the authority for whether a project qualifies for self-direct funding. 

However, Mr. Mosenthal believes this can be resolved in the SAG 

process. Further, Mr. Mosenthal supports the ability of large customers to 

act quickly on time sensitive investments in efficiency, so long as they 

understand they are at some risk DCEO could ultimately deny a project as 

qualifying for self-direct funding if it determines that it did not pass the 

TRC test. 
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REACT- AG 2.02 Does AG witness Mr. Mosenthal support a stakeholder-driven process to 

formulate the implementation details for an Electric Self-Direct Pilot 

Program akin to the proposed Pilot Program described in the Pilot 

Program Framework Document referenced in Data Request 2.01 above?  

 

 

RESPONSE:    
 

Yes. Mr. Mosenthal does not object, and in fact is supportive of this 

approach, although he is advised by counsel that any implementation 

agreed upon in the stakeholder-driven process must be permissible under 

Section 8-103 of the Public Utilities Act. Mr. Mosenthal’s support of this 

approach, however, should not be construed to imply agreement with 

every detail that is currently proposed in REACT Exhibit 3.02.  

 

 

 

 

 

 


