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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. Malcolm J. Quick, 1844 Ferry Road, Naperville, Illinois 60563. 3 

Q. By whom and in what position are you employed? 4 

A. I am the Energy Conservation Program (“ECP) Analyst, Regulatory and Quality 5 

Assurance for Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company (“Nicor Gas” or 6 

the “Company”).  7 

Q. Are you the same Malcolm J. Quick that provided direct, supplemental direct, and 8 

rebuttal testimony in this matter? 9 

A. Yes. 10 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY AND SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 11 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 12 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to two-fold.  First, I will discuss Citizens 13 

Utility Board (“CUB”) witness Ms. Rebecca Devens’ rebuttal testimony concerning the 14 

Company’s On-Bill Financing (“OBF”) Program and her recommendation related 15 

thereto.  (Devens Reb., CUB Ex. 2.0).  Second, I  comment on the rebuttal testimony of 16 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) Staff (“Staff”) witness Dr. David 17 

Brightwell concerning the use of tariff rate design revisions to incent natural gas therm 18 

savings within Nicor Gas’ service territory.  (Brightwell Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0). 19 
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Q. Please summarize your conclusions. 20 

A. Ms. Devens’ rebuttal testimony on the need to discuss the three-year old OBF Program in 21 

the Stakeholders Advisory Group (“SAG”) added nothing to her direct testimony and, 22 

therefore, made no impact on my view that such discussion within the SAG is not 23 

needed.  Moreover, I note that a more appropriate forum for Ms. Devens to air any 24 

concerns she may have with the Company’s OBF program would be a forthcoming 25 

Commission docket to discuss the OBF effectiveness evaluation study currently in 26 

progress. 27 

  With respect to Dr. Brightwell’s testimony on the potential impact of price 28 

changes incenting additional conservation efforts by consumers, I find that we share 29 

many of the same concerns on how this would be incorporated into the Company’s 30 

Energy Efficiency Plan (“EEP”).  While I cannot speak for Dr. Brightwell, I believe we 31 

both consider this issue to be of minor, if any, relevance to developing Nicor Gas’ EEP. 32 

III. ON-BILL FINANCING  33 

Q. What recommendation does Ms. Devens make with respect to OBF in her rebuttal 34 

testimony? 35 

A. She requests that the Commission order Nicor Gas to discuss with the SAG how the 36 

Company is coordinating the implementation of the OBF and EEP programs.  (Devens 37 

Reb., CUB Ex. 2.0, 21:461-463). 38 

Q. Does the Company agree with that recommendation? 39 

A. No.  As I stated in my rebuttal testimony, the Company’s OBF Program is already 40 

approved by the Commission, implemented by the Company, and will continue as long as 41 
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funding for OBF is available.  (Quick Reb., Nicor Gas Ex. 10.0, 7:140-142).  42 

Accordingly, it is too late for any meaningful SAG discussion of the Company’s OBF 43 

Program.  44 

Q. Does Ms. Devens articulate any specific concerns she has with the current 45 

coordination of Nicor Gas’ OBF Program and EEP? 46 

A. No. 47 

Q. Does she offer any specific topics to be addressed by the Company and the SAG? 48 

A. Yes.  She suggests that Nicor Gas should discuss with the SAG how vendors and 49 

contractors implementing the EEP are making customers aware of the OBF Program and 50 

vice versa.  (Devens Reb., CUB Ex. 2.0, 20:453-456). 51 

Q. Are you aware of any actions already taking place addressing the topics mentioned 52 

by Ms. Devens? 53 

A. Yes.  CUB, the utilities and other interested parties participated in Docket No. 11-0689, 54 

which established the ground rules for an independent effectiveness evaluation of each 55 

utility’s OBF program.  Among other findings, the Commission’s Final Order in that 56 

proceeding recognized that the evaluation should address how to increase participation in 57 

OBF programs.  Commonwealth Edison Co., et al., Docket No. 11-0689 (Order May 15, 58 

2013) , at 5, 7. The Final Order also provides that the evaluation will be filed in a new 59 

docket where “parties will have the opportunity to comment.”  Id. at 7. 60 

  I believe the Final Order in Docket No. 11-0689 shows that the Commission is 61 

aware of issues relating to the OBF programs and has established a process to analyze 62 

these issues and receive feedback from interested parties on the effectiveness of the OBF 63 
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programs.  Consequently, there is no need to have SAG discussions on the OBF 64 

programs, which are being addressed through the evaluation process approved in Docket 65 

No. 11-0689 and will be discussed in that future docket.  66 

Q. Do you have any other comments about Ms. Devens’ proposal to have SAG time 67 

devoted to OBF programs? 68 

A. Yes.  I have reviewed the Commission’s recent Final Orders in EEP proceedings for 69 

Commonwealth Edison Company (Docket No. 13-0495), Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a 70 

Ameren Illinois (Docket No. 13-0498) and the Illinois Department of Commerce and 71 

Economic Opportunity (Docket No. 13-0499).  In each of these cases the Commission 72 

has directed that various topics be addressed by the SAG.  Given that the Commission 73 

already has a process in motion to evaluate the utilities’ OBF programs, I see no reason to 74 

add this matter to the already extensive list of SAG topics.  Therefore, I recommend that 75 

the Commission reject Ms. Devens’ proposal. 76 

IV. TARIFF DESIGN CHANGES 77 

Q. Dr. Brightwell had several comments on the proposal of Environmental Law and 78 

Policy Center witness Mr. Geoffrey Crandall (Crandall Dir., ELPC Ex. 1.0, 23-26) 79 

to revise Nicor Gas’ tariff rate design to provide more conservation incentive.  80 

(Brightwell Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 2:20-10:183).  Do you have any comments on Dr. 81 

Brightwell’s testimony? 82 

A. Yes.  Dr. Brightwell commented on some of the issues I raised in my rebuttal testimony 83 

on Mr. Crandall’s proposal and added a few additional points.  I am in agreement with a 84 

number of Dr. Brightwell’s points, including, but not limited to the following: 85 
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• Any change to Nicor Gas’ current tariff rate design should be the result of a full 86 
rate case proceeding in which all topics surrounding rate design can be vetted 87 
including cost causation, billing impacts, conservation impacts, revenue recovery 88 
and revenue stability.  89 

• The conservation effects of price changes are only obtainable when all other 90 
factors that affect demand remain unchanged.  This is a virtual impossibility given 91 
that forecasted data may be used in rate cases and thus, by its nature be 92 
inaccurate. 93 

• The possibility that Nicor Gas would not be able to receive credit towards its 94 
therm reduction goals for conservation efforts brought about by changes in prices 95 
as the result of a rate case. 96 

• If Nicor Gas were to receive credit for price induced conservation, then it may be 97 
difficult to perform the required Total Resource Cost test and Evaluation, 98 
Measurement and Verification (“EM&V”) analysis. 99 

• Allowing for crediting Nicor Gas’ therm savings for price induced conservation 100 
may have adverse impact on other programs, such as reducing the use of rebates 101 
and double counting therm savings for both price conservation and rebates. 102 

I believe these points provide sufficient justification for the Commission to reject Mr. 103 

Crandall’s proposal in this proceeding.  This issue is better addressed, if at all, in the 104 

context of Nicor Gas’ next rate case when all rate design issues may be addressed. 105 

Q. Dr. Brightwell also had several comments on your rebuttal to Mr. Crandall.  Do you 106 

have any response to Dr. Brightwell’s comments? 107 

A. Yes.  However, I would like to preface my remarks by stating that the areas of agreement 108 

between Dr. Brightwell and me noted above clearly out-weigh any perceived 109 

disagreement that Dr. Brightwell and I may have on the appropriate method for 110 

calculating the price elasticity impact on natural gas use.  111 

Q. Dr. Brightwell suggests that your conclusion that the statement in the Commission’s 112 

“Report to the Illinois General Assembly Concerning Coordination Between Gas 113 

and Electric Utility Efficiency Programs and Spending Limits for Gas Utility 114 
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Energy Efficiency Programs” (the “Report”) concerning the percentage of a 115 

customer’s bill represented by the distribution charges is in error and may be based 116 

on you confusing volumetric distribution charges with total distribution charges.  117 

(Brightwell Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 7:133-8:144).  What is your response? 118 

A. Let me begin by saying that if Dr. Brightwell and I agreed with certain definitions of the 119 

terms “distribution charge”, “volumetric distribution charge”, “total distribution charge” 120 

and “the bill”, and that they were properly referenced throughout the Report, there 121 

probably would be no confusion.  Unfortunately, this is not the case. 122 

  The entire sentence in the Report referred to by Dr. Brightwell is: 123 

The importance of these findings is that increasing the 124 
volumetric distribution charge by even 10% (the 125 
distribution charge is approximately 40%-50% of the bill) 126 
could lead to a 0.4%-0.5% short term reduction and 0.88%-127 
1.1% long-term reduction in gas use over what it would be 128 
with the lower volumetric price.  129 

Report at 24.   130 

In this sentence, the word “volumetric” modifies “distribution” and the word 131 

“total” does not appear.  The words “total” or “total distribution charges” are not found 132 

anywhere in this section of the Report.  Thus, I believe it was reasonable to assume, as I 133 

did  in my rebuttal testimony (Quick Reb., Nicor Gas Ex. 10.0, 12:246-250), that the 134 

40%-50% range refers to the volumetric distribution charge and not total distribution 135 

charges. 136 
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Q. Does this alleged confusion on your part make any difference in your conclusion 137 

that the 40%-50% overstates the percentage of the bill represented by distribution 138 

charges? 139 

A. No.  Using the term “total distribution charge” to mean the sum of the monthly customer 140 

charge and volumetric distribution charge, my analysis shown in Nicor Gas Exhibit 10.2 141 

shows that the total distribution charge is about 26 % of a typical residential space 142 

heating customer’s bill.  In fact, Dr. Brightwell’s own calculations show that my 143 

conclusion is still valid.  His hypothetical calculations show that even if one uses “total 144 

distribution charge”, meaning the sum of the fixed monthly charge and the volumetric 145 

distribution charge, it still only represents 30% of the customer’s bill.  (Brightwell Reb., 146 

Staff Ex. 4.0, 8:147-152).  This is still well below the 40%-50% specified in the Report.  147 

Moreover, his analysis only includes the monthly customer charge, volumetric 148 

distribution charge and gas supply cost and leaves out other cost recovery riders and 149 

taxes.  (Id. at 8, n.4).  Including these costs paid by the customer, as I did, would further 150 

reduce the percentage of total distribution charges contained in the bill. 151 

Q. Dr. Brightwell presents an alternative analysis to yours for estimating the impact 152 

price changes have on customer conservation efforts.  (Id. at 8:157-159).  What is the 153 

major difference between the two methods? 154 

A. In my analysis, I increased the volumetric distribution charge by 10% and left all other 155 

charges the same.  (Nicor Gas Ex. 10.2).  The result is an increase in total cost to the 156 

customer of $48.50.  (Id.).  In Dr. Brightwell’s analysis, he reduces the monthly customer 157 

charge by 10% and then adds the equivalent cents per them amount to the volumetric 158 
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distribution charge.  (Brightwell Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 9:171-174).  Consequently, at the 159 

end of the period, his customer has had no increase in charges. 160 

Q. What comment do you have on Dr. Brightwell’s method. 161 

A. I would agree that Dr. Brightwell’s method of shifting cost recovery from the monthly 162 

customer charge to the volumetric distribution charge is more illustrative of Mr. 163 

Crandall’s proposal.  However, for the purpose of determining the impact of a price 164 

change on customer use, it may be necessary to actually increase the cost of the product 165 

to the customer, as my method does.  I believe the difference between the methods 166 

presented by Dr. Brightwell and me highlights the need to have any price change analysis 167 

debated outside the EEP dockets. 168 

V. CONCLUSION 169 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 170 

A. Yes. 171 
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