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1 IN'TRO'DtTCnON 

2 Q, l"ltltlle stll'tll your name and business acldtess. 

3 A. My name is Agnes Mrozowskiand my bU$iness address is 500 East Monroe, 

4 Springfield, II.. 62701. 

5 

6 Q. 

7 A. 

8 

9 

10 Q. 

11 A. 

12 

13 

By whom are you employed and in whllt capacity? 

I am employed by the 1lI.inois Department of Commerce and Ecnnomic 

Opportunity (DCEO) as [he Acting1.)eputy Ditector J\)f the Illinois Energy Oftlcc·. 

Please describe briefly YOU)' educational background and work experience. 

r hold a Bache.lor's of Arts in Communication, from the University oimillOis­

Springfield, Illinois. 

14 I began working at DC EO in November 2009 as the Assistant Deputy Director. I 

15 became the Acting Deputy Director in July. 2(}11. At DCEO. I am responsible 

16 for preparing and implementing policy for the Encrgy OtIice, planning and 

17 directing new programs, supervising staff, and overseeing the State Energy 

is Oftice's approximately $100 million !U1l1ual budget. 

19 

20 Q. Wbnt is tbe purpose of your testimony'! 

21 A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the Direct Testimony of Philip H. 

22 Mose!llhaJ. 
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23
1 
'I 

24 DtEOGOAlS 

25 Q. Do you agree with the stlltement Iha't "VeEO bas si.gned up'l'o:randfiled 

26 goats that .Jilay in fact not be achievable, and that certainly iha"!'e nut been 

27 achieved by a wide margin"? 

28 

29 A Gent'rdlly. r agree with that statement in referenc.£! to the kilowatt-hour savings 

30 goals that DCEOetltltained in its .. firstthreC'-yetlf plan filed ,yjth the illinoiS 

31 Commerce: Comn1ission. Given the shor! time frame for preparing the first t.bfee-

3'2 year plan - the legrslalion \viI$ signed late in August, Z007 <lnd the phm was due 

33 by November IS, 2008 - a simplistic analysis was used to deterrnine DeEO's 

34 goals. Essentially DCEO used the averagt: inct:ntive per kilowatt hom saved trom 

35 the modeling conducted by ComEd and Arneren's contractor, ICF, Inc. and 

3,6 applied that to the DeED portfolio budget to back into an energy savings target. 

37 This target did not take into account. the si~e of tbe market segments that DCEO 

38 was serving - public sector and low income -110r the unique challenges of those 

39 maTkel~. In each of the tlrst three years DCEO energy savings fet! short of the 

40 . kilowatt·hnut targets in its plan. 

I 
41 

42 Wllile DCED did not acltieve the kiloVv,ltt-holiI reductiolls goals it contained in its 

43 first plan. DCEO did meet the standards in subsection (b) 0[220 ILCS 5/8-103 of 
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44 the Public Utilities Act, which are the arum,ulload reduction goals of 0.2%, 0.4%, 

45 and 0.6% in the first threc years respectively. 

46 

47 Q. What did I)'CEO doio res,ponse to tbe sbortf:aIl inmcetingt~ltl gOllls in its 

48 

49 

50 A. T11e eval uation, measurement and verifICation (EM& V) results showed that 

51 DCEO had not met the kiJowatt-ho(lr goal in Program Year 1. DCBO responded 

52 by preparing a reVi'sed plan andpresenled it 10 ils utility partners, CornEd and 

53 Ameren, and the Stakeholder AdVisory Group far feedback. Due to the long 

54 timelines involved in the EM&V and SAG review process, the plan changes were 

55 implemented in Program Year 3, mIller Ihlln Year 2, The report entitled 

56 "Proposed Changes to DCEO's E!lergy Efficiency Portfolio" was finalized June 

57 23,20 I O. It included a range ofrecommetldations that were implemented in 

58 Progranl Years 3 and 4, In addition, in the secoud three-year plaIi filed with the 

59 utility plans, DCEO revised downward its: share of the annual electrreity lond 

60 reductiou goal from approximately 20 percent 10 about 15 percent of the tota.l 

61 utiJityfDCEO goal. 

62 

63 Q. Do you agree that DCEO anel the utilities should be 11Ung rcv[sell phms 

64 annually if goals are not met'? 

65 A. No. This is not practical. Evaluation resuJlS that doclinen! any [Kllelltial shortfall 

66 in meeting goals a.re not avaLlable until well into tbe foUowing program year, so 
5 ' 
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72 

73 Q. 

74 

75 A. 

Docket No. 11"0593 

any revised phUl eould not go into crfoet until the year after. Inihe me.ill1time., the 

pla:mring process for the next thre~y¢ur plal1 isullderway. The newthre~year 

plan wouIlirl1Gc!ude addltional strategies!o nlect theulltlUulload reductillngilills. 

TIievetbre, betv.'eetl 1'1li!1g~ llffhe (hr~-yearplans, it is possible (0 develop one 

rCl'isedplan, as .DCE:O did during its :Grs!thrw-year plan perilld. 

What were some of the findings intbl' report."Propm:ed Changes to DeEO's 

Fibctgy Effieieney Portfolio"? 

Thet{ip6rtldetltified several challehges .inl'tleeting the kilowan-bour Savlilglil 

76 goals: 

77 • Local gOVCrhtnCtlts. sc·hools, and llther public entities require a much Jarger 

78 hlcenl.jvc than th()inc~ntives provided by the utllities for business customers, even 

79 in good economic times. 

80 • The downturn iInhe el'OllOI11Y hus wotsenod tn.e fiscal situation for m"s! public 

81 entities, mnking it evert more difficult [or them to find funds to match DeEO's 

82 incentives. 

83 • Many applicants, in the first progrmll year in. particular, canceHed or deJnyed 

84 

85 

86 

projects, generally for fiseal or IOliislieal reasons. The City llf Chicago, for 

example, proposed projects that would have achieved 42 miUionkWh's of 

savings. but actually only completed projec,ts thai saved 10 million kWh's. 

87 • The smaller size of the markets served by DeED -the public sector uses 7% of 

88 electricity statewide and low income hllusel\llids use 6% - makes it difficult 10 

6 



Docket No. ll~0593 

89 meet the goals in the plan. ForexampJe, to meet the third-year goal in DeEO's 

90 first three-year plan, the public sector would have had to reduce its energy use hy 

91 1.1%, nl"urly tripll"the Sllllc\vide load re.duction goal of 0.6%. 

92 • MlUly of the 52 cities and 10 counties in Illinois that received direct American 

·93 Recovery and Reinve~tmenl Act funds from U.S. Department of Energy 

94 friYquently chose to use those funds to pay for 100% of.energy efficiencYl1i'oject 

95 costs from federal funds mther th,m leverage DCEO's EEP incentives, which only 

96 paid f~lr part of costs. 

97 • EXisting arrangements between utilities and local governments otlenllJ)demiine 

98 in!cl'est in cIWrgyemcieney .. Under franchise agrcellterllS between local 

99 governments ill nortlJel11 ll!inois and ComEd, mosl municipalities do not pay for 

100 much of the electricity they use and, therefore, have very little direct incentive to 

101 reduce thcir energy use. In downstate llHnot~, many street lights are owned by 

102 Arne!'"n, thus excluding a natllTalmarket for DCEO's public sector programs. 

103 • Low income programs generally require puying the entire mcaslU'€ cost, or at least 

104 the entire ineremental cosl, unlike other programs; therefore, the costs per 

105 quantity of energy saved are higher than ill other DC~O or utility programs. 

106 • The independent evaluator slashed the gross energy 8m/rugs achieved by DeEO's 

107 progrJiuns in several ways thatVeRO does not agree with. I will mention two 

lQ8 here. First, the evaluator eoncluded that 28-38% (in Program Year I, depending 

109 on the program) of DCEO's public sector elients were "free riders"; meaning 

110 those clients would have implemented the projects'Nithout the program. Free 
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riGlersmp is II con(Jept t1mt DeEO feels is not pmper ttl apply in lhe ]!1!1lblic ScetOf, 

given the comrplexitiesofpuMic la.xulion. cllpilallrinnnillg, etc. Secon{\, the 

evaluator also reduced the realization rat!: for DCEO'spublk sector savings based 

on rules of thumb tbat were cO!ltrm1icted by mctered data. 

11e Q. What actions did DCEO pursue following tbe r(''Visedplan an.dsecond three-

il? YClIl" plllnill better the cbJl'nees of attaining the enllrgy saving~ goals in its 

118 plans? 

119 A. Some of the actions DeED took in years three and four include: 

120 • Expanded lis Public Housing Authority and Public Sector Rctro-cQmmissionillg 

121 

122 

pilot programs into fu.ll·scale programs. TIlese lWO programs now achieve about 

10% of DC EO's annual savings. 

123 • Created and developed a brand to assist in matketingefforts, compurable to 

124 ActOnEnergy or Smartldeas - lllillolsEnetgyNow. 

12 5 • Developed a Trade AIly program with assistance from the Energy Resources 

126 

l27 

128 

Center and Smml Energy Design Assistance Center. with regular communication 

and education of DCEO trade allies througb webinars, n.cwsletters, and 

workshops. 

129 • More fully integrated Energy PerfiH'lIlallCe C01ltrading llnd other hmovative 

130 fi.!llllTcil1g mechanisms into Pubtie Sector and Public rchmsing programs. 

131 • Designed the ARRA programs under its cOlltrolto "supp~ement rather than 

13 2 supplant" EEP funds. 
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133- Conducted targeted promotions to pursue partioular measures or sectors or 

1:54 encourage early completion of projects. 

13'5 • Began efforts to claim savings frommarkcttranstonnat.ion programs. including 

13,6 Building Operator Certification, Building Codes Training Program. and Smart 

:137 Energy Design AssislEU1ce. 

138 • Provided morc project "implementation assistan~e'" and crealeda new Public 

139 Sector Aggregalion Program to assist pllblicelltitics in idcn!lfying projects and 

l&fO applyi1lg for incentives. 

141 • Expanded IlIin(1is Energy Office stafr dedicated to EEP programs. 

142 • Developed a more functional databa.~e to support project tracking, 1l100utl>ring, 

143 accounting and evaluation. 

lA4 

145 Q. 

146 

147 

148 A. 

149 

150 

151 

152 

153 

154 

Do you agree that the "utilities lInd I)CEO should be obligated to analyze 

wl):ll"t i~ I"ea~()nablt achievable. and s\1pport ally goalalhrcation witb evidence 

to su·pport if"'1 

Yes. MosenthaJ mcntJons several factors that should be used to detennillC!ln 

appropriate shar~ofsavings. r1Jese include: I) historical pcrfonnance, 2) t.he 

actual loads of the customer segments served, and 3) pa:rticiplliion barriers faced 

by tllese segments. DeEO agrees that these arc all critical factors in determining 

reasonable goals. DeEO plans to cOJlsider all ()[them when developing its new 

three-year plan during the next year. 

9 
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1$$ Q. Do you agree tbat one possibJeoption faT cnsuringacbtevable goals is to 

1!5,6 "simp!'y apply tbe Slim'll Shl'~utoTypcTlle'll:t oflo.ad savings goals to both the 

157 utifitresand lJCEO"? 

158 A. 

159 

This is a possible option for DCEO's public sector programs. During the period 

of DCEO's first three-year plan, DCEO was able to exceed the percent of load 

160 reductioll goals in thepubllicsector in all tmee years. However, DCEO's 'lirst 

161 three-year plan. for the reasons discussed above, called for public sector load 

162 reductions nearly triple the statutory goals. DCEO adjusted ils goals in the sl'Cond 

193 three-year plan to be more rea.~onable, btlt they are still at least 50% greater than 

164 t!reload redu<:tion goals in the law and in the utility plans. Evaluation re-'>ults are 

165 not yet available to know whether the goal was able to be achieved in Program 

l66 Year 4. DCEO recommends exploring this option with utilities when developing 

167 its thIrd three-year plan. This will require working with the utilities to detemline 

168 as well as possible the amount ofkiIowatt"hours (and therms) attributable to the 

l69 public sector. 

170 

171 This option is not workable for DCEO's [ow income programs. Low income 

172 prognuns are not required to pass the Total Resource Cost (TRC) tcst and 

173 gCHcraUy are more expcl1sh1c than other residential and commercial programs. 

174 Low income programs must pay the entire meabWC costs rather than offer a 

175 partial subsidy of the costs. Therefore, the annual percentage reduction in energy 

176 llse in low inc·ome households will never exceed the load reduction goal. 

177 
10 
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178 

179 Q. Do youagl"ee thaI it "may be more appropriate for the Comnlission to open a 

180 ;reparatll p'rocecding that aD pa,rties call provide testimftny in to resolve these 

181 nC:EOfutflity savings goals 3PPlimonnnlB,t and rol~'IIDd oversight issU'es;'? 

182 A. 

18.~ 

184 

No. That is unr,rO'cessary. DCEO and Iheutm:ties can address these iSSl.1CS during 

iht development ()f their next tilreecyear plans. 

1$5 CONCLUSION 

186 Q. Please briefly describe the attachments to your testimony. 

187 A. DCEO has included with this te.stimony the revised plah. "Propose-d Changes to 

188 DCEO's Energy Efficiency Portfolio" which was finalized andpresente.d to 

189 Stakeholders on Junu 23, 2010. It includes a range ofrecollunclldalions that were 

190 imjrlemented in Program Years 3 and 4. 

191 

192 Q. Please summarize your testimony. 

193 TIus testimony is in response to direct testimony provided by Philip H. Mosenthal 

1.94 as part of docket J 1-0593. DeBO has addressed se\'cra.l of the key points raised 

195 by Mosenthat, particularly in respect to DeEO achieving its energy savings 

196 targets. DCEO addressed many challenges whidl were encou1)tered in Progmm 

197 Year 1 in i'ts revised plan. This rcvls.ed plan was presented to Stakeholders und 

19·8 implenlenred in Program Year 3. DeEO will continue to work with the utilities 

1 I 
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202 Q. 

203 A. 
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to address these key issues during the cOIlling year as DCEO and tile Ele.etric lind 

Natural Gas utilities developtneir next three year plans. 

Does tbis conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 
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