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I. IDENTIFICATION AND QUALIFICATIONS. 13 

 14 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 15 

A.  Philip H. Mosenthal, Optimal Energy, Inc., 10600 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461.  16 

 17 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING? 18 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the People of the State of Illinois (“the People” or “AG”). 19 

 20 

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 21 

A. I am the founding partner in Optimal Energy, Inc., a consultancy specializing in energy 22 

efficiency and utility planning. Optimal Energy advises numerous parties including utilities, non-23 

utility program administrators, government and environmental groups. 24 

 25 

Q. HAVE YOU SUBMITTED TESTIMONY BEFORE THE ICC BEFORE? 26 

A. Yes. I have testified in numerous dockets related to the Commission’s review of utility-27 

run energy efficiency programs mandated by Sections 8-103B and 8-104 of the Public Utilities 28 

Act (“the Act”) as well as reconciliation dockets related to the assessment of achievement of 29 

energy savings goals.  Most recently, I filed testimony on July 25, 2017,discussing the proposed 30 

electric energy efficiency plan submitted by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in 31 

ICC Docket No. 17-0312.  32 

 33 

 34 
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Q. PLEASE PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF YOUR QUALIFICATIONS AND 35 

EXPERIENCE. 36 

A. I have 30 years of experience in all aspects of energy efficiency, including facility energy 37 

management, policy development and research, integrated resource planning, cost-benefit 38 

analysis, and efficiency and renewable program design, implementation and evaluation. I have 39 

developed numerous utility efficiency plans, and designed and evaluated utility and non-utility 40 

residential, commercial and industrial energy efficiency programs throughout North America, 41 

Europe and China. 42 

I have also completed or directed numerous studies of efficiency potential and economics 43 

in many locations, including China, Colorado, Delaware, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, 44 

Michigan, New England, New Jersey, New York, Quebec, Texas, and Vermont. These studies 45 

ranged from high level assessments to extremely detailed, bottom-up assessments evaluating 46 

thousands of measures among numerous market segments. A recent example of the latter is a 47 

project analyzing the electric, natural gas and petroleum efficiency and renewable energy 48 

potential for New York State, on behalf of the New York State Energy Research and 49 

Development Authority (NYSERDA).  50 

I am currently a member of Optimal Energy consulting teams working as advisors on 51 

energy efficiency planning and programs in Connecticut, Rhode Island and Massachusetts on 52 

behalf of the Energy Efficiency Board, Energy Efficiency Resource Management Council and 53 

the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council, respectively. In these roles, Optimal Energy oversees 54 

and advises on utility program administrators’ plans, program designs, implementation and 55 

performance in those leading states. 56 
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I have been actively engaged in the Illinois Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) since its 57 

inception, representing the People of the State of Illinois. Prior to co-founding Optimal Energy in 58 

1996, I was the Chief Consultant for the Mid-Atlantic Region for XENERGY, INC. (now DNV-59 

GL).  I have a B.A. in Architecture and an M.S. in Energy Management and Policy, both from the 60 

University of Pennsylvania. My full resume is attached as AG Exhibit 1.1. 61 

II. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 62 

 63 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 64 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to address several aspects of the 2018-2021 electric and 65 

gas energy efficiency plan (the “Plan”) filed by Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren” or “the 66 

Company”). 67 

 68 

Q. WHAT ISSUES DO YOU ADDRESS IN YOUR TESTIMONY?  69 

A. My testimony addresses five issues: 70 

1. Whether Ameren can meet the unmodified statutory electric goals with the budget 71 

available under the cost cap constraints of Section 8-103B(m); 72 

2. Whether the Commission should approved adjustable goals based on future changes to 73 

the TRM and/or net-to-gross (“NTG”) values; 74 

3. Whether Ameren should be able to count savings that are not attributable to programs 75 

funded with the EE Riders toward its Plan goals; 76 

4. The appropriateness of Ameren’s contracting and delivery approaches for its Income 77 

Qualified Program; and 78 
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5. Whether Ameren should be funding its Flexible Payment Pilot with EE Rider 79 

Breakthrough Equipment Demonstration (BED) funds.  80 

 81 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR POSITION ON EACH OF THE ABOVE FIVE 82 

ISSUES.  83 

A. My testimony opposes Ameren’s Plan (the “Plan”) and recommends against its approval 84 

without modifications. Specifically I summarize below my primary reasons I do not support 85 

approval of the Plan. 86 

 87 

1. I disagree with Ameren’s position that it can not meet the statutory goals and must 88 

modify them downwards.1 Ameren primarily argues that the available budget is not 89 

sufficient, but also that the goals are not achievable even with a greater budget. I disagree 90 

with both these arguments and recommend the Commission order Ameren to modify its 91 

Plan to meet a levelized annual goal that by 2021 achieves the statutory cumulative 92 

persisting annual savings (“CPAS”) goal for 2021. In short, Ameren’s Plan assumes far 93 

higher costs per kWh of savings than ComEd, or even its own historic experience and its 94 

own Plan filed just a year ago (“2016 Plan”). Simply matching the cost/kWh of either 95 

ComEd’s 2018-2021 Plan, or its own 2016 Plan of actual results for Program Year 8 96 

(“PY8”) would result in savings well in excess of goals, even without any budget shifts. 97 

In addition, it is Ameren’s burden to show that it cannot meet goals because of a budget 98 

constraint, and to do so if possible. Therefore, it is inappropriate for Ameren to allocate 99 

significant funds to discretionary non-savings expenditures (such as BED, market 100 

                                                 
1 As explained below, I do suggest one modification to goals to level them over the 4 years rather than the current 

non-VO-goals that go up and down significantly from year to year. 



AG Exhibit 1.0 

7 

 

transformation efforts and a “contingency” fund) while simultaneously asking for 101 

modified goals based on too limited a budget. 102 

2. I oppose Ameren’s request for adjustable goals based on future changes to the 103 

TRM or NTG values. New Sections 8-103B(b-10) and (b-15) of Public Act 99-0906, 104 

otherwise known as the Future Energy and Jobs Act (“FEJA”), explicitly sets electric 105 

goals to be achieved in terms of a percent of load each year. It does not allow for 106 

adjustments to goals simply based on inaccurate forecasts of energy savings that do not 107 

coincide with annual evaluations of performance.   Ensuring that Ameren’s annual goals 108 

accurately reflect what is achievable through energy efficiency measures and programs is 109 

more important than ever given the fact that the new statute permits Ameren shareholders 110 

to earn performance incentives for exceptional performance in achieving its Commission-111 

established goals.   This could result in direct additional costs to customers and a windfall 112 

to shareholders. Just as important, allowing the Ameren-requested annual savings goals 113 

adjustments creates perverse incentives that can encourage Ameren to pursue low savings 114 

or non-cost-effective opportunities simply because they are allowed to reduce their goals 115 

commensurately with any reduction in savings the measures provide. This effectively 116 

makes Ameren indifferent to whether the measures are worthwhile to pursue. 117 

Under current Illinois energy efficiency policy, as approved in the Illinois Energy 118 

Efficiency Policy Manual, adjustments to goals are permitted only for changes in the 119 

TRM, and a single adjustment at the beginning of a plan period for any established NTG 120 

values that were not known during plan development was acceptable. In establishing this 121 

consensus policy in the SAG, all parties specifically agreed that adjustments based on 122 

further future changes in NTG values was inappropriate because NTG values are highly 123 
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influenced by the utility’s program design and delivery efforts. Ameren is now asking for 124 

an even more generous adjustment policy that allows for adjustments for any future NTG 125 

changes during the entire Plan period. Parties also recognized that this policy was only 126 

applicable under a regime where statutory goals had been modified downward under 8-127 

103 and 8-104. 128 

3. Ameren’s request to count savings that are not resulting from measures and 129 

programs paid for by ratepayers under Section 8-103B for purposes of achieving its 130 

annual goals is unprecedented and inappropriate, and should be rejected. The fact that 131 

FEJA set budget limits and then allowed for a possible modification of goals if the budget 132 

was too constraining in subsection (m) makes clear that the General Assembly never  133 

envisioned on counting savings that were not dependent on that budget to count toward 134 

annual savings goals. 135 

Further, Ameren’s request makes no sense given its proposal to adjust goals based 136 

on TRM or NTG changes. Clearly, if goals can be adjusted down for future unanticipated 137 

events, they should also be adjusted upwards for any additional savings Ameren would to 138 

attempt to claim that were not included in its Plan. Commission approval of Ameren’s 139 

request would essentially allow Ameren to guarantee it can meet its goals every year, and 140 

could likely do so with minimal investment in efficiency programs as proposed in its 141 

Plan. 142 

4. 2018 will be the first year that Ameren is responsible for serving the Income 143 

Qualified sector.  Prior to FEJA’s enactment, the Department of Commerce and 144 

Economic Opportunity (“DCEO”) has had responsibility for these programs. As such, 145 

Ameren has little experience in this area. All other utilities in the State have signed or are 146 
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about to sign settlements that include fully leveraging the existing federally and State-147 

funded Illinois Home Weatherization Assistance Program (“IHWAP”) infrastructure to 148 

deliver programs for eligible customers, as DCEO did before them. This approach will 149 

result in substantial cost savings, as well as ensure continuity of successful program 150 

services.  Ameren is alone among Illinois utilities in refusing to contract with or integrate 151 

its IQ programs with IHWAP, and instead has chosen a delivery path that is far more 152 

costly, and risky. This is quite apparent when one considers that Ameren is budgeting 153 

about four times more cost per kWh saved for IQ programs than ComEd. This cost 154 

disparity is being proposed despite neither IHWAP nor DCEO experiencing significant 155 

cost differences between the two service territories.  156 

5. Ameren is proposing a pilot program funded through its BED funds for a “flexible 157 

payment billing option program.” Often referred to as “Prepay,” this strategy relies on 158 

allowing customers to opt-in to a new rate tariff that has customers pay in advance for 159 

electric service. Ameren then provides various information to customers to allow them to 160 

track their consumption and spending and monitor when they are running low on prepaid 161 

funds. Ameren believes this can result in behavior efficiency impacts. I oppose this as an 162 

appropriate use of the EE rider funds and inclusion in this Plan, because this is 163 

fundamentally a new tariff/rate design rather than a true efficiency program. 164 

 165 

 166 

 167 

 168 
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III. AMEREN’S ABILITY TO MEET UNMODIFIED GOALS 169 

  170 

Q. IS AMEREN PROPOSING TO MEET THE UNMODIFIED STATUTORY 171 

GOALS?  172 

A. No. FEJA calls for Ameren to achieve cumulative persisting annual savings (“CPAS”) by 173 

2021 of 2,740,064 MWh. However, a significant share of this CPAS goal will be met with the 174 

persisting savings from historic and 2017 programs, as well as Ameren’s Voltage Optimization 175 

(“VO”) effort. Ameren’s net statutory annual incremental goals coming from energy efficiency 176 

programs are shown below. 177 

Total Unmodified Savings Goals from Efficiency Programs 

  2018 2019 2020 2021 
Average 
Annual 

GWh of Annual Savings 447 351 458 330 396 
Source:  AIC Response to NRDC 1.24, not 

including VO 

     178 

Ameren asserts that it is not able to achieve the above unmodified goals within the budget cap, 179 

and is therefore proposing modified savings goals, as shown below. The average annual shortfall 180 

Ameren is projecting is 88.5 GWh. 181 

Ameren Proposed Modified Savings Goals from Efficiency Programs 

 
2018 2019 2020 2021 

Average 
Annual 

GWh of Annual Savings 303.3 294.3 278.4 273.9 287.5 
Source: Ameren Plan, Appendix F, not including 

VO 

    182 

Q. WHY ARE AMEREN’S UNMODIFIED FEJA GOALS HIGHER IN 2018 AND 183 

2020 THAN IN 2019 AND 2021?  184 
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A. This is a result of the fact that FEJA calls for Ameren to count VO savings only in 2019 185 

and 2021.2 Therefore, the resulting net savings Ameren would need to capture from efficiency 186 

programs must make up for the lack of VO in 2018 and 2020. 187 

 188 

Q. DO YOU BELIEVE PURSUING GOALS THAT GO INCREASE AND 189 

DECREASE AS AMEREN’S CPAS GOALS DO IS A GOOD IDEA?  190 

 A. No. Having to ramp programs up and down substantially is not ideal and can cause 191 

confusion in the market, and difficulties for Ameren and its implementers to manage to budget 192 

and savings goals. I therefore do support a technical modification to the CPAS goals simply to 193 

smooth the net annual incremental efficiency program savings goal over the Plan period. If 194 

Ameren were to capture annual incremental savings of 396,000 MWh each of the 4 Plan years, 195 

they would end up in the same place in terms of the CPAS target at the end of 2021.3 Since the 196 

purpose of FEJA is to focus on ensuring cumulative persisting annual savings targets in the long 197 

run are met, I believe this minor modification is justified and will improve the efficiency and 198 

effectiveness of Ameren’s Plan. 199 

 200 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR POSITION ON AMEREN’S REQUEST TO MODIFY GOALS 201 

DOWNWARDS? 202 

 A. I do not support Ameren’s proposed goals. While I support a technical modification to 203 

smooth the 2021 CPAS goal into roughly equal annual incremental goals, I do not support any 204 

                                                 
2 See 220 ILCS 5/8-103B(b-20). 

 
3 The actual average annual incremental savings necessary to the meet the CPAS 2021 target is partly a function of 

the persisting savings that come from programs in years 2018-2020, and therefore could vary slightly from 

Ameren’s estimate of 396,000 MWh per year depending on the measure lives of its 2018-2020 savings. 
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other modified goals. Rather, as I show below, Ameren is entirely capable of achieving an 205 

average annual incremental savings of 396 GWh or more within its budget cap. 206 

 207 

Q. WHAT DOES FEJA PERMIT IN TERMS OF MODIFYING GOALS? 208 

A. New Sections 8-103B(b-10) and (b-15) of Public Act 99-0906, otherwise known as the 209 

Future Energy and Jobs Act (“FEJA”), explicitly sets electric goals to be achieved in terms of a 210 

percent of load each year.  However, FEJA includes Subsection 8-103B(m) which allows for 211 

reductions in goals if the goals are unattainable without violating the FEJA spending cap of 3.5% 212 

of the average residential revenue per kWh applied to the entire non-exempt kWh load:  213 

(m) Notwithstanding the requirements of this Section, as part of 214 

a proceeding to approve a multi-year plan under 215 

subsections (f) and (g) of this Section, the Commission shall 216 

reduce the amount of energy efficiency measures implemented for 217 

any single year, and whose costs are recovered under subsection (d) 218 

of this Section, by an amount necessary to limit the 219 

estimated average net increase due to the cost of the measures 220 
to no more than 3.5% for the each of the 4 years beginning 221 

January 1, 2018. [Emphasis Added] 222 

 223 

I have added the above emphasis to stress that, while the General Assembly did allow for 224 

reduced modified goals if necessary for companies to ensure spending did not exceed the cost 225 

cap, it also clearly directed the Commission to reduce those goals only “by an amount necessary” 226 

to stay within the budget limit. While I am not an attorney, a plain reading of subsection (m) is 227 

clear that the General Assembly intended that any utility needing to reduce goals should strive to 228 

come as close as practicable to achieving the unmodified goals.  229 
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Additionally, Section (f)(1) only permits modification of annual goals if the utility's 230 

expenditures are limited pursuant to the cost cap restrictions of Section 8-103B (m) or, for 231 

Ameren only, if each of the following conditions are met:  232 

(A) the plan's analysis and forecasts of the utility's ability to 233 

acquire energy savings demonstrate that achievement of such goals 234 

is not cost-effective; and (B) the amount of energy savings 235 

achieved by the utility as determined by the independent evaluator 236 

for the most recent year for which savings have been evaluated 237 

preceding the plan filing was less than the average annual amount 238 

of savings required to achieve the goals for the applicable 4-year 239 

plan period.4     240 

 241 

As far as I can tell, Ameren has only asked for modifying goals by exercising its right 242 

under subsection (m) because it believes it cannot achieve them within the budget cap.  243 

However, it is clear that Ameren would not qualify to modify goals based on the other option in 244 

Section (f)(1), both because this is the first year of FEJA implementation and exercising this 245 

clause requires that Ameren have at least one year of attempting, but failing, to meet unmodified 246 

goals. Further, as I show below, Ameren has plenty of achievable potential to meet unmodified 247 

goals. 248 

 249 

Q. WHAT IS THE RELEVANCE OF THE EMPHASIZED CLAUSE REGARDING 250 

AMEREN’S PLAN?  251 

A. The above clause is important because, as I show below, Ameren has clearly not made an 252 

effort to maximize its Plan goals. For example, while FEJA permits spending of up to 6% of the 253 

entire budget on Research and Development, or as Ameren terms it “Breakthrough Equipment 254 

and Devices (BED),” it does not impose any minimum spending level necessary on this budget 255 

                                                 
 4 220 ILCS 8-103B(f)(1).  
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category. While I generally support investment in some BED as part of a long term efficiency 256 

effort, it is a luxury that it appears Ameren cannot afford if it is asking to substantially reduce its 257 

goals. Similarly, Ameren has not attempted to maximize goals when allocating investments in 258 

different programs, and other investment opportunities, as I explain in more detail below. For 259 

this reason alone, even if the Commission disagrees with me that Ameren can achieve 260 

unmodified levelized goals, it should reject this Plan and direct Ameren to revise its goals 261 

upwards. 262 

 263 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOU MAIN REASONS THAT YOU BELIEVE AMEREN 264 

CAN ACHIEVE UNMODIFIED GOALS?  265 

 A.  There are a number of reasons that I reject Ameren’s claim that its unmodified goals are 266 

not achievable within its budget limits, or that the goals cannot be achieved cost effectively. 267 

First, Ameren’s overall cost/kWh of savings are higher than they need to be for many programs, 268 

and substantially higher than those of ComEd for similar programs, and even those Ameren has 269 

recently planned for and achieved historically. As I show below, simply matching any of these 270 

other costs/kWh, at the program level, without any other modifications to its Plan or its budget 271 

allocations, would result in savings that far exceed Ameren’s unmodified goals. While Ameren 272 

identifies some reasons that forecasted costs/kWh may need to increase somewhat, I also show 273 

that using historic yields (cost/kWh saved) so far exceeds the necessary savings goals that there 274 

is ample room for Ameren to meet goals while still increasing the cost/kWh saved considerably. 275 

 Second, as I mentioned, Ameren has ample opportunities to redirect funds to measures 276 

and programs that will improve it overall portfolio yield. This is both by shifting from non-277 

savings producing, ill-defined investments such as BED, but also in reducing expenditures for 278 
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certain measures and/or shifting efforts somewhat at the program level.  Finally, I find that 279 

Ameren’s Plan results in a cross-subsidization of gas programs by electric ratepayers. Correcting 280 

the way Ameren allocates non-measure costs between ratepayers could further free up additional 281 

electric funds.  282 

 283 

Q. YOU MENTION THAT AMEREN’S FORECASTED ENERGY SAVINGS 284 

YIELDS ARE IN SOME CASES TOO LOW, RESULTING IN HIGHER COST/KWH 285 

SAVED.  PLEASE ELABORATE.  286 

A. Ameren’s overall portfolio cost is estimated at $0.34/kWh saved.  In comparison, 287 

ComEd’s Plan filed in Docket 17-0312 estimates a cost/kWh saved of only $0.21/kWh, despite 288 

ComEd having significantly higher goals as a portion of non-exempt load.  In other words, 289 

Ameren is proposing a Plan that is 62% more costly per kWh saved than ComEd. The chart 290 

below shows a comparison of Ameren and ComEd Plan yields at the portfolio and sector level. 291 

 292 
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Similarly, Ameren’s costs/kWh saved are significantly higher than they have proven 294 

possible in the past based on actual performance in Program Year 8 (PY8).  Ameren’s forecasted 295 

cost/kWh saved is also higher than Ameren’s Commission-approved Plan from one year ago, in 296 

its 2017-2019 Plan filed in Docket 16-0420. The following table provides more detailed 297 

information at the program level for Ameren’s Plan, Ameren’s 2016 Plan, Ameren’s Actual PY8 298 

Evaluated Performance, and ComEd’s Plan: 299 

    300 

 301 

 302 

 303 

 304 

 305 

 306 

 307 

 308 

 309 

 310 

 311 

 312 

 313 

 314 

 315 

 316 

 317 

 318 

 319 
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Program and Sector Costs Per first-year kWh Saved) 320 

  321 

 322 

As these depictions show, Ameren’s forecasted costs on a Plan average and in many 323 

individual programs are significantly higher than the Company’s own past forecasts and 324 

performance, as well as ComEd’s Plan now awaiting approval before the Commission. 325 

AIC Plan

2016 AIC 

Plan

AIC PY8 

Actual

ComEd 

Plan 

RES-HVAC $0.58 N/A 0.64$            0.81$        

RES-Multifamily $0.48 $0.61 0.44$            0.44$        

RES-Appliance Recycling $0.50 N/A 0.33$            0.40$        

RES-Direct Distribution Efficient 

Products $0.44 $0.18 0.15$            0.16$        

RES-Retail Products $0.17 $0.16 0.10$            0.24$        

RES-Behavior Modification $0.10 $0.12 0.03$            0.03$        

RES-Public Housing $1.07 $0.63 1.36$            1.20$        

RES-Income Qualified $1.66 $0.45 0.54$            0.40$        

RES-DCEO New Construction 

Commitments $0.69 N/A N/A N/A

RESIDENTIAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL
$0.44 $0.30 0.21$        0.28$     

BUS-Standard $0.18 $0.15 0.13$            0.13$        

BUS-Standard-Small Business $0.33 $0.27 0.26$            0.27$        

BUS-Standard-Public Buildings
$0.35 $0.19 0.18$            0.16$        

BUS-Standard-Public Streetlights
$0.15 N/A N/A 0.18$        

BUS-Custom $0.22 $0.14 0.09$            0.13$        

BUS-Custom-Public $0.30 $0.19 0.21$            0.16$        

BUS-Retro-commissioning $0.20 $0.09 0.08$            0.25$        

BUS-Retro-commissioning-

Public $0.51 $0.24 0.50$            0.37$        

BUS-Ameren Owned ER 

Streetlights $0.10 N/A N/A 0.18$        

BUSINESS PORTFOLIO TOTAL $0.23 $0.16 0.13$        0.16$     

Sector-Initiatives

($/first-year-kWh)
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Q. HAVE YOU CALCULATED WHAT GOALS AMEREN WOULD ACHIEVE 326 

WITH ITS PROPOSED PORTFOLIO IF IT COULD MATCH THESE COMPARISON 327 

PROGRAM-LEVEL YIELDS? 328 

A.   Yes.  If Ameren simply reduced the cost/kWh saved for programs that it currently 329 

estimates are substantially more costly than they are in any of the other aforementioned 330 

scenarios, it would significantly exceed the unmodified statutory goals. It is important to note 331 

that this is assuming no other changes to the portfolio, such as shifting budgets between 332 

programs or reallocating any of the BED and other funds that are currently not focused on 333 

capturing savings. With no other changes, if Ameren could match ComEd’s program yields it 334 

would exceed goals by 15%.  Matching its own actual performance in PY8 (the last year of final 335 

actual data available) would result in the Company exceeding goals by 34%.  Finally, matching 336 

what Ameren considered reasonable goals just a year ago in its 2016 Plan it would exceed goals 337 

by 6%.5 The table below shows these figures: 338 

 339 

 340 

 341 

                                                 
5 Note that for the PY8 Actuals and the 2016 Plan Scenarios, I include the performance and Plans from DCEO for 

Income Qualified and Public Sector programs and IPA forecasts for those programs that were delivered under the 

IPA mechanism. In all cases where Ameren is proposing a program that has no comparable program in the other 

scenarios, I simply accept Ameren’s proposed figures. 

Sector/Portfolio

MWh MWh

% 

Increase MWh % Increase MWh % Increase

Residential (including IQ) 77,877 140,524  80% 104,728  34% 127,011  63%

Business (including Public) 225,446 389,540  73% 313,419  39% 330,200  46%

Total Portfolio 303,323 530,064  75% 418,147  38% 457,211  51%

Excess Savings to Meet 

Unmodified CPAS Goals (92,677)       134,064  34% 22,147    6% 61,211    15%

Ameren 

Proposed 

Plan

Program Yield Adjustment Scenarios

Ameren PY8 Actuals Ameren 2016 Plan ComEd 2018 Plan
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Q. ARE YOU PROPOSING THAT AMEREN SHOULD ADOPT ONE OF THE 342 

ABOVE SCENARIOS? 343 

A. Not necessarily. I am simply providing this as some basic examples to show that meeting 344 

unmodified goals is possible. There are numerous other changes that Ameren can do to increase 345 

its Plan forecasted savings levels, some of which I also explain and quantify below. I further 346 

show that all of these combined efforts would result in savings far in excess of the unmodified 347 

goals, meaning Ameren could meet the unmodified goals with a Plan that is significantly less 348 

aggressive in terms of savings achieved than these scenarios.  My point is that Ameren has the 349 

burden of designing an appropriate portfolio that balances important policies and other issues – a 350 

requirement that Ameren has failed -- and that there appear to be many possible portfolio 351 

formulations that would permit Ameren to achieve the unmodified goals, even while still 352 

planning for costs/kWh saved at the program level that are significantly higher than ComEd is 353 

forecasting or that Ameren has accomplished or agreed to in the past. 354 

 355 

Q. HOW DO AIC’S YIELDS FOR ITS MAIN COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 356 

(“C&I”) INCENTIVE PROGRAMS COMPARE TO COMED’S C&I YIELDS?  357 

A. The graph on page 15 entitled “Comparison of Yields” above shows overall yields by 358 

sector for Ameren and ComEd. This clearly shows the large discrepancy in overall yields 359 

between the two utilities. Ameren is proposing 18 cents/kWh for its Standard program for 360 

Private customers, and 35 cents/kWh for Public Sector customers (which includes a Midstream 361 

lighting program which Ameren does not break out separately). For the C&I Custom program, it 362 

is proposing a cost of 22 cents/kWh and 30 cents/kWh for Private and Public Sectors, 363 

respectively. Its combined totals for both Standard and Custom programs are 19.5 and 32.7 364 



AG Exhibit 1.0 

20 

 

cents/kWh for Private and Public, respectively. ComEd combines its Standard and Custom C&I 365 

offerings into one program category, but breaks out midstream lighting separately, while Ameren 366 

combines midstream lighting with Standard but breaks out Custom separately. Therefore, one 367 

can only compare these programs in aggregate and not separately. When considering these three 368 

programs in total, ComEd assumes 13 cents/kWh private and 16 cents/kWh Public, compared to 369 

Ameren’s 19.5 and 32.7 cents/kWh, respectively. In other words, Ameren’s cost/kWh saved are 370 

a staggering 50% higher for the private sector and 100% higher for the public sector than 371 

ComEd’s. 372 

 373 

Q. BUT AMEREN NEEDS TO RAMP UP ITS TOTAL PORTFOLIO GOALS AND 374 

CAPTURE MORE SAVINGS THAN IN THE PAST, DOESN’T IT?  375 

 376 

A. Yes.  But so does ComEd to an even greater extent under FEJA. In fact, ComEd’s 2018 377 

goal for these C&I programs is to capture 1.06% of its C&I non-exempt load in energy savings, 378 

while Ameren’s proposed 2018 goal is 1.12% of non-exempt load, roughly the same.  Moreover, 379 

ComEd includes a significant amount of savings under other programs that would qualify under 380 

a Custom offering for Ameren, such as Industrial Systems, Strategic Energy Management and 381 

Facility Assessments.  382 

 A more fair comparison is to compare the overall C&I sector depth of savings between 383 

the two utilities. ComEd is planning to capture 1.9% of C&I non-exempt load as energy savings 384 

at an average cost of 19 cents/kWh, while Ameren is only planning to save 1.44% of C&I non-385 

exempt load at an average cost of 23 cents/kWh. The bottom line is that ComEd’s C&I goals are 386 

proportionately more aggressive than Ameren’s, yet they are still able to capture the savings at 387 

lower cost per kWh. 388 



AG Exhibit 1.0 

21 

 

Q. WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY “NON-EXEMPT” LOAD?  389 

A.  FEJA exempts customers with a maximum billing demand of over 10 MW from the 390 

efficiency programs and contributions to the EE Rider.6 As a result, goals and budgets are 391 

calculated as a share of non-exempt load.  While there is some uncertainty around exactly what 392 

amount of load will be exempt, all goals and budgets would be adjusted proportionately prior to 393 

January 1, 2018, once the exact exempt load is known. I discuss this issue below in the context 394 

of Ameren’s request for a “contingency fund.” 395 

 396 

Q. HOW DO AMEREN’S ENERGY SAVINGS YIELDS FOR ITS RESIDENTIAL 397 

PROGRAMS COMPARE TO COMED’S RESIDENTIAL SAVINGS YIELDS?  398 

A. As is shown in the graph on page 15, there is an even bigger discrepancy between 399 

Ameren and ComEd in terms of energy savings forecasted in the Residential sector. This is 400 

primarily driven by a few Residential programs including Income Qualified (“IQ”), Behavior, 401 

and Appliance Recycling.  The above table shows these specific yield numbers. Below I show 402 

the percentage more expensive Ameren’s Plan is for these programs compared to ComEd.  403 

 404 

Residential Program Ameren Cost/kWh as Percentage 

of ComEd Cost/kWh  

Income Qualified 412% 

Appliance Recycling 363% 

Behavior 125% 

 405 

                                                 
6 See 220 ILCS 5/8-103B(l). 
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 As shown above, the IQ Program is more than 4 times more costly than ComEd’s 406 

pending Plan. This is especially concerning as it is essentially the same joint electric/gas program 407 

that the Northern utilities are running, and Ameren has presented no compelling evidence that 408 

serving IQ customers in Ameren’s territory is significantly different than in the Northern 409 

territories. Below I provide a more detailed investigation of the IQ Program and ways Ameren 410 

could reduce its cost/kWh saved. 411 

 412 

Q. DOES AMEREN INDICATE ANY OVERARCHING REASONS FOR THESE 413 

PROJECTED SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES IN COSTS? 414 

A.   Yes. However, I do not find them satisfactory. The primary argument Ameren makes for 415 

its forecasted higher than historical costs is that its loss of exempt customers with peak demands 416 

of 10 MW or more eliminates a large portion of its past savings, and that those large customer 417 

savings were also less expensive and easier to capture than savings from smaller customers.  418 

Other justifications for the projected higher costs Ameren mentions include changing federal 419 

lighting standards further reducing opportunities for inexpensive lighting savings and pursuing a 420 

portfolio of longer lived measures that result in higher costs per first year kWh saved, and the 421 

generally increasing goals and spending levels.7 In terms of comparisons with ComEd, 422 

Ameren also argues its costs are inherently higher than ComEd’s because of the rural nature of 423 

its territory. I address this claim later in my testimony.8  424 

 425 

                                                 
7 See, generally, the Plan at 8 and Rhomund Direct Testimony at 2-3, 5-6, 14-15. 

8 See, generally, the Plan at 8. 
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Q. AMEREN ARGUES THAT ITS LOSS OF EXEMPT CUSTOMERS GREATER 426 

THAN 10 MW WILL MAKE ITS PROGRAM MUCH MORE COSTLY. DO YOU HAVE 427 

ANY COMMENT ON THAT?  428 

A. Yes. Clearly, this issue only impacts the C&I programs and has no bearing on the 429 

residential programs. It is true that Ameren captured a significant portion of its C&I savings in 430 

the past from large customers that will now be exempt. Exhibit AG 1.2 shows this Ameren data 431 

from its response to NRDC 1.03. It is also true that as a result, Ameren will have to substantially 432 

increase the savings it is getting from its non-exempt customers, particularly in its C&I Custom 433 

program, which will put upward pressure on the Custom program costs. However, a more careful 434 

analysis indicates that Ameren is significantly overestimating the increase in cost/kWh saved that 435 

will result from this change. 436 

 As Exhibit AG 1.2 shows, the actual increase in incentive cost/kWh saved was fairly 437 

minimal between customers who now qualify as exempt and the non-exempt customers in PY8. 438 

For the four main C&I private sector programs combined,9 the exempt customer electric 439 

incentive cost was 7.8 cents/kWh while the non-exempt figure was 8.0 cents/kWh, or only a 3% 440 

increase. It is true that Ameren must now capture more savings from these private non-exempt 441 

customers, which will require ramping up expenditures for marketing, technical assistance, trade 442 

ally outreach, and other services. The ramp-up effort may also require some increase in the 443 

                                                 
9 The four programs are: Business Standard, Midstream Lighting, Custom and Retrocommissioning. I include these 

four together in the C&I comparisons because they represent the vast majority of C&I savings and spending, and 

because ComEd and Ameren categorize these same programs differently so it is not possible to compare individual 

programs. For example, ComEd bundles Standard and Custom together but keeps Midstream lighting separate, 

while Ameren bundles Standard and Midstream Lighting together, but keeps Custom separate. Comparisons are for 

private sector customers only and do not include the public sector savings that DCEO historically was responsible 

for. 
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incentives offered for key measures. However, as a point of comparison, I calculated what 444 

Ameren’s savings from these programs would be in 2018 using its actual historic incentive 445 

cost/kWh saved for the non-exempt C&I customers, but still accepting all of Ameren’s proposed 446 

increased non-incentive costs to cover the more aggressive marketing, outreach and technical 447 

assistance efforts necessary to increase the non-exempt participation. I calculate this scenario 448 

would result in an increase in net savings of 77,374 MWh per year just from this change in 449 

cost/kWh saved assumption for these C&I programs alone. It is important to note that is almost 450 

three quarters of the entire Ameren shortfall in goals that could be made up with just these three 451 

C&I programs and no other changes. As I will show, there are ample other opportunities to 452 

dramatically increase savings as well. 453 

 454 

Q. AS A POINT OF COMPARISON, HOW IS COMED EXPECTING THE LOSS OF 455 

EXEMPT CUSTOMERS TO IMPACT IT?  456 

A.   I have examined ComEd’s changes from its historic PY8 energy savings yields and its 457 

new proposed yields without the exempt customers for its main C&I programs. ComEd’s 458 

projected increase in total program costs from PY8 to 2018 is an increase from 12.4 cents/kWh 459 

to 13.0 cents/kWh. This constitutes an increase of 5% which is only slightly more than inflation 460 

during that period. While ComEd is projecting its cost per kWh to roughly stay constant in real 461 

terms, it is planning to increase total program savings from the private sector by 37% despite 462 

losing the exempt customers. Ameren, on the other hand, is proposing to actually decrease 463 

savings by 7%, while its program cost/kWh saved is increasing 84% from 11 cents/kWh to 20 464 

cents/kWh. This increase is more than six times that of ComEd even though ComEd will need to 465 

ramp up participation much more heavily.  466 
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 467 

Q. ISN’T IT TRUE THAT THE LOSS OF EXEMPT CUSTOMERS WILL HAVE A 468 

BIGGER RELATIVE IMPACT ON AMEREN THAN ON COMED?   469 

A.   Yes. While ComEd has a somewhat larger exempt load than Ameren, as a proportion of 470 

its entire C&I load it is a smaller percentage.10 However, this disparity in the percentage of 471 

energy load lost does not in anyway justify Ameren’s higher costs. When exempt customers are a 472 

larger proportion of total energy load, it simply reduces the utilities’ goals more because the 473 

goals are based on a percentage of the non-exempt load only.  As I showed above, Ameren 474 

actually is planning to capture a lower percent of its remaining non-exempt C&I load in energy 475 

savings than ComEd is, so all else equal it should be relatively easier for Ameren. 476 

 477 

Q. YOU MENTIONED THAT AMEREN INDICATED THAT FEDERAL 478 

LIGHTING STANDARDS ARE ALSO MAKING IT MORE DIFFICULT TO ACHIEVE 479 

IT’S UNMODIFIED GOALS.  PLEASE EXPLAIN.  480 

A.  Federal standards for residential style lightbulbs are set to require all general service 481 

bulbs sold in the United States to meet a standard of at least 45 lumens per watt after 2020.  It is 482 

expected that this change in standards will eliminate all general service incandescent bulbs, 483 

including the halogen ones, resulting in a dramatic reduction in residential lighting savings 484 

opportunities that the utilities can claim after 2020.  Because C&I customers also use these types 485 

of screw-in lightbulbs, it will have a smaller but still noticeable impact on the C&I lighting 486 

savings potential as well. 487 

                                                 
10 ComEd Exempt load is estimated at 9.1 GWh while Ameren’s is 8.8 GWh. 
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 While the removal of some or all residential lighting savings opportunities will 488 

undoubtedly put upward pressure on utility costs per kWh saved, the TRM already accounts for 489 

this shift in savings, and it has been a known and anticipated event since the standard was passed 490 

in 2007 by the George W. Bush administration.  More importantly, ComEd is, of course, facing 491 

the same standard, so while this does explain some of the increased costs compared to Ameren’s 492 

historic performance, it does not explain the higher costs compared to ComEd.  Further, it does 493 

not impact all of Ameren’s programs.  For example, Ameren is projecting a 25% increase in the 494 

costs of its Appliance Recycling program, which does not address lighting.  Ameren has also 495 

projected a roughly threefold increase in the Behavior program cost/kWh saved.  While this 496 

program can include lighting savings, most estimates of the portion of residential home energy 497 

report savings coming from lighting replacements estimate those savings only account for about 498 

10% of the savings.  Finally, while the amount of savings per bulb and the number of sockets 499 

that can be pursued are dropping, the costs of LED bulbs has also been decreasing significantly, 500 

somewhat offsetting the cost/kWh saved of lighting. 501 

 Finally, Ameren’s claim that the federal lighting standard is a reason for its costs/kWh to 502 

be higher does not seem to explain its overall more costly portfolio plan than ComEd’s, portfolio 503 

plan. This is shown by the fact that the Company's primary residential lighting program is Retail 504 

Products. However, ironically, this is one area where Ameren is already assuming a lower 505 

cost/kWh saved than ComEd. Ameren is proposing 17 cents/kWh while ComEd is proposing 24 506 

cents/kWh.  In other words, the federal lighting standard clearly is not an explanation for 507 

Ameren’s high costs per kWh saved than ComEd’s. 508 
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Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO AMEREN’S ARGUMENT THAT ITS COSTS PER KWH 509 

ARE HIGHER THAN PAST PLANS BECAUSE IT IS PURSUING LONGER LIVED 510 

MEASURES WHICH TEND TO BE MORE COSTLY.  511 

A. Ameren states that it is pursuing a portfolio with longer lived measures.11 It is true that 512 

pursuit of longer lived savings often increases the costs per first year kWh saved, and it is also 513 

true that stakeholders have encouraged the utilities to invest in longer lived measures and FEJA 514 

increases the importance of doing this to meet longer term CPAS goals. Unfortunately, however, 515 

as with the lighting standard explanation, the data does not bear out Ameren’s contention. In fact, 516 

Ameren has decreased its overall portfolio measure life in this plan as compared to its 2016 Plan 517 

approved in ICC Docket No. 16-0420__. The average measure life, defined as the ratio of 518 

lifetime savings to annual savings, has decreased from 13.1 years in the 2016 Plan, to only 12.0 519 

years in 2018-19, climbing later to a maximum of 12.8 years in 2021. So, under Ameren’s 520 

argument, this change should have decreased its cost/kWh saved in comparison to its last Plan.12 521 

 522 

Q. DOESN’T AMEREN CLAIM THAT ITS COSTS TEND TO BE HIGHER THAN 523 

COMED’S BECAUSE OF ITS VERY LARGE AND RURAL SERVICE TERRITORY?  524 

A.  Yes. Ameren has made this claim generally.13 However, there are factors, such as lower 525 

labor costs, that result in Ameren benefiting from lower costs, too. It is certainly far from clear 526 

                                                 
11 See Plan at 9.  

12 This compares only Ameren programs in the 2016 Plan. In that plan, some of the programs with short measure 

lives were being served under IPA. However, the DCEO programs tend to be the longest lived programs, likely 

offsetting that impact. 

13 See, generally, the Plan at 8 and Rhomund Direct Testimony at 2-3, 5-6, 14-15 
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that Ameren should have noticeably higher costs to deliver programs and Ms. Rohmund also 527 

acknowledges that these hypothetical additional costs have not been quantified in any way. 528 

 529 

Q. WHAT IS SOME OF THE EVIDENCE THAT AMEREN IS UNLIKELY TO BE 530 

FACED WITH SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER COSTS FOR RUNNING PROGRAMS?  531 

A. There are a number of things that imply this. While Ameren’s more rural territory likely 532 

results in higher transportation costs, there is no evidence I am aware of that indicates this is 533 

generally an issue with utility-run efficiency programs.  As discussed below I show that there is 534 

little evidence that the size or rural nature of utility territories has major impacts on the ability of 535 

utilities to meet the same goals. 536 

 In addition to the lack of evidence elsewhere that utility size or rural nature results in 537 

significant differences in energy savings potential or program costs, historic DCEO and IPA data 538 

has not born out that costs significantly differ.  For example, I have compared DCEO’s program 539 

yields from its 2016 Plan by each territory.  Recall that DCEO until June 1, 2017, ran Illinois 540 

utilities’ low income and public sector programs.  DCEO’s expected cost/kWh saved for its low 541 

income program for Ameren was 6.6% more than they projected for ComEd. This is significantly 542 

smaller than the discrepancy between Ameren’s Plan for Public Sector and IQ programs that 543 

DCEO was responsible for. I have also interviewed with Michael “Mick” Prince, who is the 544 

Weatherization Assistance Program Manager at DCEO, in charge of delivering these federally 545 

and state-funded low income weatherization services throughout Illinois, and he also concurs 546 

that costs of delivering programs are not substantially more in Ameren territory than in 547 

ComEd’s.  548 
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 While Ameren may have some additional transportation costs, this is likely more than 549 

offset by its significantly lower labor costs than ComEd.. For example, I compared relative labor 550 

costs in Chicago and Peoria estimated by the U.S. DOE for construction and trade ally labor. It 551 

appears that, on average, labor costs are approximately 26% higher in the Chicago metropolitan 552 

area than in the Peoria metropolitan area.14 Given the role implementer costs play in total 553 

program costs, this factor alone likely significantly outweighs any additional transportation costs 554 

Ameren incurs and, all else equal, lead to higher costs in ComEd territory. 555 

 Perhaps most significantly, Ameren itself claims that it will achieve efficiencies over 556 

other past and future program administrators in the State because it is a combined gas and 557 

electric utility.  That fact would seem to contradict its arguments that it experiences higher costs 558 

than ComEd generally.15  For example, Ameren states that its “integrated joint electric and gas 559 

utility energy efficiency Plan…includes administrative and programmatic synergies for program 560 

delivery, increased energy benefits, more cost-effective measures, and operational benefits for 561 

trade allies.”16  The Company goes on to say that its dual-fuel portfolio will result in “increased 562 

energy savings and streamlining administrative activities. As a result, increased energy savings 563 

can potentially increase the number of measures included and may also raise the cost-564 

effectiveness of several dual-fuel measures.”17  If this is the case, Ameren should be able to 565 

outperform the historic performance of both DCEO and the IPA vendors, as well as the separate 566 

gas and electric northern utilities.  However, as I show in the above comparisons with historic 567 

PY8 actual performance and Ameren’s 2016 Plan, Ameren has almost universally assumed 568 

                                                 
14 The ratios of average labor costs, as compared to a national baseline of 100, are 150.27 for Chicago and 119.35 

for Peoria. https://bc3.pnnl.gov/location-factors 

15 See generally, Plan at 7-8. 

16 Plan at 7 

17 Plan at 7. 

https://bc3.pnnl.gov/location-factors
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significantly higher costs than DCEO and IPA vendors achieved in PY8 and as planned for in 569 

2016.18  570 

 Finally, as mentioned before, ComEd’s savings goals as a fraction of its non-exempt load 571 

are significantly higher than Ameren’s are, also putting upward cost pressure on ComEd. 572 

 573 

Q. HAVE YOU DETERMINED WHY AMEREN’S COSTS PER KWH SAVED 574 

HAVE INCREASED SO MUCH?  575 

A. Not in an fully exhaustive way that would verify every assumption and measure value 576 

and every program assumption, given the large volume of data and time and resource constraints. 577 

It does appear, however, that much of the driver for higher costs is increases in non-measure 578 

costs.  579 

 Later in my testimony, I address in more detail specific concerns with Ameren’s 580 

proposed IQ programs that significantly contribute to much higher cost/kWh saved for this 581 

sector.  Because of the importance of the IQ sector and Ameren’s fourfold higher cost/kWh 582 

saved than ComEd, I did scrutinize this program more relative to other program categories. In 583 

my opinion, the implementation choices being made by Ameren will significantly weaken the IQ 584 

programs and will result in poorer service to this important and hard-to-reach sector. 585 

 586 

 587 

 588 

 589 

                                                 
18 The table of program yields uses the yields from DCEO or IPA programs in Ameren territory if they were not 

directly delivered by Ameren in the past. 
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Q. HAVE YOU CONSIDERED ANY POSSIBLE SCENARIOS THAT ASSUME 590 

SOME OF AMEREN’S CONTENTIONS THAT COSTS PER KWH WILL INCREASE, 591 

AND THAT FEWER OPPORTUNITIES FOR ENERGY SAVINGS WILL EXIST, IN 592 

DETERMINING WHETHER AMEREN COULD STILL MEET UNMODIFIED 593 

GOALS?  594 

A.  Yes. While I do not agree that Ameren should not be able to perform commensurately 595 

with ComEd, and as I show the impact of loss of exempt customers should not be very large, I do 596 

acknowledge that Ameren’s increased goals under FEJA and its loss of exempt customers will 597 

result in some cost increases, all else equal, compared to Ameren’s historic performance and 598 

2016 Plan.  While I showed above that Ameren has ample room to adjust and spend more per 599 

kWh saved and still meet unmodified goals (as well as achieve additional savings with budget 600 

reallocations as discussed below), I am presenting a more conservative scenario of adjusted 601 

yields.  This scenario in my view is more attainable given some of the changes that have taken 602 

place to demonstrate that Ameren can still exceed its statutory energy savings goals without any 603 

budget reallocations, which of course it can and should be required to do if necessary.  604 

Exhibit AG 1.3 shows the program yields as a conservative but reasonable scenario of 605 

Ameren future performance, along with the rationale for assumptions I make. In summary, I 606 

adopted the following assumptions: 607 

 I accept Ameren’s proposed yields for five programs:  Residential HVAC, Retail 608 

Products, Public Housing, Business Standard Public Street Lights, and Ameren- 609 

Owned Streetlights. 610 

 For Residential Multifamily, and Business Standard Private Sector, Small 611 

Business and Public Sector programs, I assume Ameren should be able to match 612 
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its 2016 Plan, adjusted upward for inflation.19  These programs have not 613 

undergone major changes, as exempt customers are either none or a small fraction 614 

of the savings. In addition, for the Standard Programs, some lighting incentives 615 

and LED costs are actually going down, which should lower costs, all else equal. 616 

 For Appliance Recycling, Direct Distribution of Efficient Products in Schools, 617 

and Behavior Modification, I assume Ameren can meet ComEd’s proposed yields. 618 

These programs are largely the same and not geographic specific, so I see little 619 

reason Ameren could not equal those forecasted energy savings yields. Also, the 620 

ComEd costs are, in most cases, still higher than Ameren’s PY8 performance 621 

which Ameren clearly proved feasible. Further, Ameren should be able to offer 622 

the Behavior program less expensively, because it is a combined utility and so can 623 

share the implementation costs with gas customers. 624 

 For Income Qualified, I allow Ameren a conservative 20% increase in costs over 625 

ComEd’s Plan.  As I discuss below, the majority of the IQ program costs should 626 

be identical to ComEd’s because they both can simply participate in the same 627 

statewide IHWAP program.  The assumed 20% increase in IQ costs is also 8% 628 

higher than what DCEO proposed for Ameren territory in its 2016 Plan as shown 629 

above. 630 

 For the C&I Custom and Retrocommissioning Programs (both Private and Public 631 

sectors), I allow Ameren a full 25% higher cost/kWh than it (or DCEO) proposed 632 

in the 2016 Plan. I believe this should more than account for the loss of exempt 633 

customers. For all but the Retrocommissioning Public program, these assumptions 634 

                                                 
19 In the case of Residential Multifamily, I use the PY8 actual costs, adjusted for inflation. 
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represent large increases over ComEd’s assumed costs for these same programs, 635 

ranging from 35% to 46% higher. 636 

 637 

I believe the above adjustments are more than reasonable and would allow Ameren to 638 

significantly increase cost/kWh saved for all programs where the loss of exempt customers could 639 

potentially have some impact. While I believe Ameren could do better in terms of delivering 640 

energy savings at lower than my forecasted costs/kWh, I provide this conservative scenario to 641 

make clear that Ameren has numerous opportunities to meet its statutory goals. With all of these 642 

conservative changes in assumptions, Ameren would still achieve about 1,000 MWh per year, 643 

over its levelized unmodified goals without any additional reallocations of budget. However, 644 

Ameren could certainly pursue an even more costly scenario if it chose to because with 645 

additional shifts of the BED and Contingency funds, along with corrected fuel allocations, as 646 

discussed below in the next section of my testimony, Ameren would exceed goals by more than 647 

42,547 MWh per year. The Table below summarizes these numbers. 648 

 649 

For all of the reasons discussed above, the Commission should reject Ameren’s request for 650 

modified savings goals. 651 

Sector/Portfolio Ameren Plan

MWh MWh % Increase

Residential (including IQ) 77,877 112,131          44%

Business (including Public) 225,446 284,978          26%

Total Portfolio 303,323 397,109          31%

Savings From Additional Funds 

from BED, Contingency, and 

Adjusted Allocation ($8.38MM) 

at average portfolio yield 25,801                  41,438             0

Total Portfolio with Additional 

Funds 329,124               438,547          45%

Excess Savings to Meet CPAS (66,876)                42,547             11%

AG Proposal
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Budget Reallocations 652 

 653 

Q. YOU MENTIONED THAT IN ADDITION TO AMEREN’S HIGHER PROGRAM 654 

COSTS/KWH SAVED, ANOTHER REASON FOR AMEREN’S LOWER SAVINGS IS 655 

THAT IT HAS ALLOCATED MONEY TO AREAS THAT YOU BELIEVE SHOULD BE 656 

SHIFTED TO OTHER PROGRAMS TO PRODUCE MORE ENERGY SAVINGS.  657 

PLEASE EXPLAIN THIS CONCERN.  658 

A.  As I discussed above, FEJA allows the Commission to approve lower modified goals “to 659 

an amount necessary to limit” spending to no more than the applicable 3.5% budget cap outlined 660 

in Section 8-103B(m) of the Act. I believe this implicitly requires Ameren -- if it is to ask the 661 

Commission to approve lower modified goals -- to develop a portfolio that comes as close as 662 

practicable to meeting the unmodified goals, while still ensuring that it meets other important 663 

policy goals, such as maximizing investments in income qualified programs and offering 664 

programs for all non-exempt customers. The record is clear that Ameren has failed to do that. 665 

 For example, while the law permits utilities to allocate up to 6% of its total electric 666 

budget to BED initiatives, and to invest in market transformation (MT) programs, it does not 667 

require these investments.20 Further, there are ample opportunities for Ameren to make 668 

investments in these areas that would produce additional savings.  However, Ameren has 669 

declined to include in its proposed goals any savings from these investments, while still 670 

reserving the right to count all of the savings that actually occur from these efforts toward goals. 671 

This is a “heads I win, tails you lose” position that puts all of the risk on ratepayers who, based 672 

on AIC’s position, are denied the counting of these energy savings for purposes of setting the 673 

                                                 
20 See 220 ILCS 5/8-103B(h):  “No more than 6% of energy efficiency and demand-response program revenue may 

be allocated for research, development, or pilot deployment of new equipment or measures.” 
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required savings goal, but then may be forced to pay a higher return on the energy efficiency 674 

regulatory asset given the incentive structure outlined in Section 8-103B(g)(8) because of these 675 

newly found savings. This is problematic for numerous reasons, some of which I address later 676 

related to Ameren’s request for “adjustable goals.”  677 

Ameren’s proposed Plan provides for a BED budget of $5.91 million per year.21  While 678 

Ameren also makes clear it plans to pursue a minimum of three “market transformation” 679 

programs, it states that it has not yet developed specific budgets for them. (AIC response to AG 680 

4.09).  However, it seems likely these three programs will also cost in the millions of dollars. I 681 

am conservatively ignoring those additional potential funds for purposes of my demonstration of 682 

how Ameren can achieve its statutory energy savings goals.  683 

 Ameren also has included a “contingency fund” of roughly $1 million per year. This is 684 

effectively a set aside of “cushion” funds with no savings assumed for it, to be reallocated later 685 

after the Plan and goals are approved and the exact non-exempt load is determined. 686 

 687 

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR CONCERNS WITH THE BED INVESTMENTS?  688 

A.  Ameren has proposed to spend half its BED funds on some pilot programs that, in some 689 

cases, are reasonable research and demonstration areas to pursue if budgets were not 690 

constrained.22  I note however, these pilot programs should also include expected savings in the 691 

Plan since Ameren has reserved the right to count any savings they produce toward its goal 692 

performance.23 The other half of the BED funds are targeted to training and employment 693 

                                                 
21 Ameren Exhibit 1.1 

22 I would not support all of the BED program areas even if budgets were not constrained. My testimony below 

discusses Ameren’s proposal to invest in a Flexible Payment Option program, which I oppose.  
23 I discuss this issue further below in the context of adjustable goals and what savings should be eligible to count 

toward goals. 
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diversity investments that do not directly pursue any efficiency savings. I believe these training 694 

investments are loosely defined as presented and potentially duplicative, and discuss them 695 

further in the context of the IQ programs. 696 

 697 

Q. HOW MUCH MORE SAVINGS COULD AMEREN ACHIEVE WITH A 698 

REALLOCATION OF THE BED SPENDING?  699 

A.  That of course depends on how these dollars would be allocated. If the funds were 700 

simply allocated evenly to all programs in proportion to their proposed budgets, and then capture 701 

savings at the average of all programs cost/kWh saved of 31 cents/kWh, the Company could 702 

produce another 19,120 MWh.  This is a very conservative estimate in that I have already shown 703 

that Ameren’s portfolio cost/kWh saved is unreasonable. It is also very conservative in that 704 

Ameren could choose to allocate these funds to less expensive programs if necessary to meet 705 

goals  706 

If instead Ameren dedicated the BED funds to some of the lower cost/kWh saved C&I 707 

programs, the Company could achieve much more additional savings.  For example, investing in 708 

the C&I Custom and Standard programs at ComEd’s average cost/kWh saved for those programs 709 

would result in 45,000 additional MWh, or roughly half of Ameren’s average annual shortfall.  710 

 711 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE CONTINGENCY FUND, AND HOW MUCH THAT 712 

COULD SAVE WITH REALLOCATION?  713 

A.  Ameren has included a contingency fund in its proposed Plan budget and states that it 714 

included this set-aside amount because it does not know with certainty yet exactly how much of 715 
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its electric load will count as exempt.24  This assumption does not make sense to me because if it 716 

turns out that the exempt load is higher than Ameren anticipates, its approved goals and budgets 717 

would also automatically decrease proportionately pursuant to Section 8-103B(b-10), resulting in 718 

no adverse impact on Ameren if it simply included the contingency funds in programming now. 719 

Reallocation of the contingency fund evenly across the portfolio, with no improvements in 720 

Ameren’s expected yield, would provide roughly another 3,100 MWh annually. If invested in the 721 

C&I Standard and Custom programs, and assuming ComEd’s Plan’s average yield, Ameren 722 

could increase energy savings by about 7,500 MWh annually. 723 

 724 

Q. ARE THERE OTHER DISCRETIONARY COSTS THAT DO NOT 725 

CONTRIBUTE TO SAVINGS THAT COULD BE REALLOCATED TO PRODUCE 726 

SAVINGS?  727 

A. Yes. Ameren has chosen to use an allocation method between electric and gas spending 728 

that results in a cross-subsidy from electric customers to gas customers.  I suggest fixing this to 729 

allocate all program and portfolio non-incentive costs in proportion to the actual benefits that 730 

accrue to the electric and gas systems and their respective ratepayers. This will align the 731 

customer’s costs with the benefits they receive.   732 

 In its response to data request NRDC 1.02, Ameren explains how it apportioned costs 733 

between electric and gas ratepayers. In NRDC 1.02(d) Ameren states “being a dual fuel utility 734 

allows for management of the electric and gas budget as a whole, which has avoided some of the 735 

allocation issues that the northern utilities have faced when managing joint programs with varied 736 

budgets.”  737 

                                                 
24 Plan at 27  
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 While Ameren is a combined utility, the electric and gas energy efficiency riders are 738 

separate charges levied on separate sets of customers in proportion to their respective usage of 739 

separate fuels. The Commission should therefore find that building in cross-subsidies is still 740 

inappropriate, even for a combined utility.  Even if one assumed it was appropriate, Ameren has 741 

an obligation to come as close to meeting electric statutory goals as possible, subject to the 742 

exceptions listed in Section 8-103B(f)(1), so intentionally reducing the available spending on 743 

electric efficiency should not be permitted by the Commission.  Further, under FEJA, electric 744 

utilities are now allowed to pay for gas savings and count the btus saved converted to electricity, 745 

pursuant to Section 8-103(b-25).  ComEd has assumed this in its IQ program, which provides it 746 

with relatively inexpensive IQ savings.  Ameren, however, has declined to do so, further 747 

reducing its potential “electric” savings it can claim toward goals, and substantially increasing its 748 

cost/kWh saved for its IQ programs.  749 

 This new option of increasing electric savings through btu conversion, as outlined in 750 

Section 8-103B(b-25), was designed to address the discrepancy between gas and electric 751 

efficiency program funding that has constrained joint programs in the past.  Ameren’s failure to 752 

take advantage of this opportunity for additional electric savings is inexplicable. 753 

 754 

Q. HOW DOES AMEREN PROPOSE TO ALLOCATE COSTS TO ELECTRIC AND 755 

GAS CUSTOMERS?  756 

A.  For actual measure costs, Ameren will assign any gas incentives for gas measures to gas 757 

customers and electric measures to electric customers. For measures that save both fuels, the 758 

allocation will still follow each fuel’s share of the incentives that are paid for those measures. I 759 

support this approach. However, with regard to non-incentive costs, including both program 760 
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specific costs and portfolio level administrative costs, such as general marketing and 761 

administration, Ameren states these “typically have been assigned using an allocation factor 762 

based on the available budgets.”25  Effectively, Ameren first decided how much it wanted to 763 

budget for each fuel for each program to fit within its total spending caps, and then simply 764 

allocated the non-incentive costs to ensure that it arrived at those budgets.   765 

 In other words, this methodology for allocating non-incentive costs was chosen simply to 766 

cover all costs within spending limits with no relation to the savings or benefits that will accrue 767 

to each set of ratepayers. Because gas budgets are more constrained than electric budgets, this 768 

assumption results in the electric customers contributing more to the joint programs than they 769 

would have if contributions were proportional to the savings or benefits that accrue to each set of 770 

customers. 771 

 772 

Q. HAVE YOU CALCULATED THE AMOUNT OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS THAT 773 

WOULD BE AVAILABLE FOR ACHIEVEMENT OF THE ELECTRIC STATUTORY 774 

ENERGY SAVINGS GOAL FROM USING AN APPROACH THAT ALLOCATES NON-775 

INCENTIVE COSTS IN PROPORTION TO BENEFITS, AS YOU SUGGEST?   776 

A.  I have not done a complete calculation. However, I roughly estimate the additional 777 

available funds would amount to at least $1.5 million annually, so I have conservatively assumed 778 

only $1.5 million of budget adjustment for this in my analysis. I believe NRDC Witness Neme 779 

has performed a more detailed calculation on this issue which he provides in his direct testimony.  780 

 781 

 782 

                                                 
25 AIC response to NRDC 1.02(d)(iii)  
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Q. WHAT MARKET TRANSFORMATION PROGRAMS HAS AMEREN 783 

INCLUDED IN ITS PORTFOLIO?  784 

A.  Ameren states that it plans to pursue a number of “market transformation” programs for 785 

which it has not included any savings, but for which it will count savings toward its goals if any 786 

produce results. While Amerent indicates it may implement other programs, at a minimum it 787 

states it will implement the following26: 788 

 Builder Operator Certification Program 789 

 Illinois Codes Collaborative and Codes Education and Technical Assistance Programs 790 

 Strategic Energy Management 791 

All of the above programs are initiatives that some other utilities in North America 792 

pursue and count savings for, as Ameren acknowledges.27  In fact, even ComEd has included a 793 

Strategic Energy Management (“SEM”) program in its planned portfolio, for which it has 794 

counted savings. It is not acceptable for Ameren to simply label these programs “market 795 

transformation” programs and then omit all savings from them, while apparently still planning to 796 

count the savings towards accomplishment of its goals – again highlighting the “heads I win/tails 797 

you lose” mentality in this Plan.  This is clearly unreasonable, and obviously contributes to 798 

Ameren’s claimed shortfall of savings, while potentially increasing its likelihood of exceeding 799 

Commission-approved goals and earning the return on equity incentive payments outlined in 800 

Section 8-103(f)(8).  801 

Even more troubling is the fact that Ameren already has been implementing a Strategic 802 

Energy Management Program and has current participants enrolled that will provide savings in 803 

2018, as shown in Exhibit AG1.4.  As explained in the program description in Exhibit AG 1.4, 804 

                                                 
26 AIC response to AG 4.09. 

27 AIC response to AG 4.10. 
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Ameren offers the customers both a fixed participation incentive amount, plus a variable 805 

incentive on savings of only 1 cents/kWh -- dramatically cheaper than Ameren’s portfolio costs, 806 

or even any single program in its Plan.28  Not declaring this as a regular program in its portfolio 807 

and including its budget and savings, as ComEd has, but still reserving the right to count very 808 

inexpensive savings it already has in the pipeline is disingenuous and inappropriate.   809 

 810 

Q. WHY DO YOU THINK AMEREN DECLINED TO QUANTIFY ANY SAVINGS 811 

FOR ITS MARKET TRANSFORMATION PROGRAMS? 812 

A.  I do not know. I asked Ameren this question in data request AG 4.10 and received a 813 

rather surprising response.  Ameren stated that it “objects to this data request to the extent it 814 

assumes that AIC gets to “choose” what savings to count or do [sic] not count in its Plan for the 815 

referenced programs. The Illinois Technical Reference Manual does not provide protocols or 816 

guidance for estimating such savings.” 817 

 Clearly Ameren does get to “choose” what savings to count, as that is one of its primary 818 

responsibilities in developing its Plan.  In fact, it is quite clear that Ameren made an explicit 819 

choice not to include these savings, while still “choosing” to ensure it will get to count them 820 

toward goals later.  The reference to the fact that the TRM does not include savings for measures 821 

under these programs is also strange and irrelevant, in that Ameren of course knows that a 822 

measure not being included in the TRM in no way precludes it from counting savings for it. In 823 

fact, all custom measure savings are generally estimated separate from the TRM.  Further, 824 

because Ameren’s own PY9 Implementation Plan indicates that it pays 1 cent/kWh for SEM 825 

                                                 
28 Exhibit AG 1.4 is AIC’s Attachment to NRDC 1.07, which provides Ameren’s latest (PY9) implementation plan 

which includes the SEM program and discusses the number of participants and the timing of counting savings from 

them and incentives  (pp. 49-50). 
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savings, it clearly must already have a method for estimating the savings that accrue from this 826 

program. 827 

 828 

Q. WHAT IS THE OVERALL IMPACT OF THESE POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL 829 

INVESTMENT REALLOCATIONS?  830 

A.  In total, assuming no addition of amounts from the market transformation program 831 

budgets since I cannot predict what they will be, I calculate that Ameren could reallocate at least 832 

$8.38 million from the BED, contingency, and fuel reallocation funds.  The tables below detail 833 

how much further over unmodified goals Ameren would be under the three scenarios I presented 834 

earlier, as well as my more conservative portfolio example, if the additional savings were 835 

conservatively captured at the overall portfolio yields and not earmarked specifically to programs 836 

with cost/kWh saved lower than the portfolio average. 837 

 838 

 As can be seen in the Table, all combined, these scenarios would result in savings in 839 

excess of the levelized annual unmodified goals of between 11% and 48%.  840 

 841 

 842 

 843 

Sector/Portfolio

MWh MWh % Increase MWh % Increase MWh % Increase MWh % Increase

Residential (including IQ) 77,877 140,524          80% 104,728          34% 127,011            63% 112,131          44%

Business (including Public) 225,446 389,540          73% 313,419          39% 330,200            46% 284,978          26%

Total Portfolio 303,323 530,064          75% 418,147          38% 457,211            51% 397,109          31%Savings From Additional Funds 

from BED, Contingency, and 

Adjusted Allocation ($8.38MM) 25,801                  55,312             43,634            47,710               41,438            

Total Portfolio with Additional 

Funds 329,124               585,376          93% 461,780          52% 504,921            66% 438,547          45%

Excess Savings to Meet CPAS (66,876)                189,376          48% 65,780            17% 108,921            28% 42,547            11%

Ameren 

Proposed Plan AG Proposal

Adjustments

Ameren PY8 Actuals Ameren 2016 Plan ComEd 2018 Plan
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Achievable Potential  844 

 845 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY RELATED TO AMEREN’S 846 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY POTENTIAL STUDY. 847 

A. Ameren witness Ingrid Rohmund provides direct testimony presenting and defending the 848 

latest Ameren Potential Study.  Broadly, I contest Ms. Rohmund’s statement in her Direct 849 

testimony that it is “unrealistic and unlikely for Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois 850 

(“Ameren Illinois” or the “Company”) to achieve the unmodified electric cumulative persisting 851 

annual savings (“CPAS”) goals set forth in Section 8-103B(b-15) or the unmodified gas savings 852 

goals set forth in Section 8-104(c) of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (the “Act”) given the budget 853 

limits imposed by the Act.”29  854 

 855 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. ROHMUND THAT “MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE 856 

POTENTIAL SHOULD BE THE UPPER LIMIT FOR PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 857 

PRACTICES?”30 858 

A. I would generally agree that the plain definitions of the words clearly implies this. 859 

However, this is only true when the “maximum achievable potential” truly reflects the maximum 860 

savings that can be captured.  As I discuss below, I do not believe that is the case with virtually 861 

any potential study, and clearly not with the latest Ameren study.  Ms. Rohmund cites discussion 862 

in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency 863 

(“NAPEE”) Guide for Conducting Energy Efficiency Potential Studies in her testimony to 864 

                                                 
29 Revised Direct Testimony of Ingrid Rohmund Applied Energy Group, Inc., 2017, p.1, l. 18-22. 
30 Ibid, p.5, ll. 101-102. 
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support the use of achievable potential for program planning purposes.31  As the primary author 865 

of this study and recognized expert in potential studies, I wish to point out that the guide also 866 

notes that “[m]aximum achievable potential generally refers to assuming the most aggressive, 867 

fully funded programs possible. However, studies will sometimes refer to achievable potential 868 

while estimating the savings from a less aggressive strategy.” In other words, estimates of 869 

achievable potential, even “maximum” achievable, do not always reflect the aggressive program 870 

strategies necessary to achieve comprehensive saving and may be hampered by “business-as-871 

usual” program assumptions. 872 

 Further, the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy (“ACEEE”) meta-873 

analysis of over 30 potential studies that Ms. Rhomund also cites agrees with my opinion.32 In 874 

reference to maximum achievable potential, ACEEE states “given the inaccuracy of models and 875 

the generally conservative approach of these studies, there is likely a great deal of additional 876 

cost-effective potential available what is identified.”33  877 

 878 

Q. DO ENERGY EFFICIENCY POTENTIAL STUDIES OFTEN UNDERESTIMATE 879 

THE TRUE SAVINGS POTENTIAL? 880 

A. Yes. There is evidence of systematic bias that results in estimates of achievable energy 881 

efficiency potential — even estimates of so called “maximum achievable” potential — that are 882 

significantly lower than what certain jurisdictions are actually achieving with current programs. 883 

In fact, this is even true for ComEd’s Plan, which I discuss below. In references to the ACEEE 884 

                                                 
31 US Environmental Protection Agency, National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency, Guide for Conducting EE 

Potential Studies, 2007, http://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/potential_guide_0.pdf 
32 Rhomund direct testimony at 5. 

33 American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Cracking the TEAPOT: Technical, Economic, and 

Achievable EE Potential Studies, 2014, at 39; 

http:aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/u1407.pdf  
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study referenced by Ms. Rhomund, ACEEE performed a meta-analysis of more than 30 recently 885 

conducted potential studies from across the United States.34 I presented the figure below in a 886 

presentation at a national conference on energy efficiency in 2015 addressing the virtually 887 

universal tendency for potential studies to significantly underestimate actual potential.35 It plots 888 

the maximum achievable electric potential (presented as the cumulative potential divided by the 889 

study time period) from each study included in the meta-analysis. In addition, the figure shows 890 

the actual achievement of efficiency programs in Massachusetts from 2010 to 2014 and Rhode 891 

Island in 2014. 892 

 893 

Electric Savings Maximum Achievable Potential From Recent Potential Studies vs. Actual 894 

Program Results from Leading Programs 895 

 896 

 897 

                                                 
34 American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Cracking the TEAPOT: Technical, Economic, and 

Achievable EE Potential Studies, 2014, http:aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/u1407.pdf 

 
35 2015 ACEEE National Conference on Energy Efficiency as a Resource, New Orleans, LA. 
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As illustrated by the figure, actual achievement in leading jurisdictions exceeds what 898 

virtually every potential study throughout the U.S. claims is possible, and far beyond the median 899 

estimates. This suggests that even estimates of maximum achievable potential do not reliably 900 

characterize the true potential for savings.  901 

 I note that since 2014, Massachusetts utilities have continued to ramp up their programs 902 

and energy savings achieved even further. Massachusetts has been a leader in delivering 903 

aggressive energy efficiency programs since the 1980s. Far from running out of potential over 904 

more than 27 years of award winning programs, it has ramped up significantly in recent years as 905 

the trajectory indicates. It is also worth highlighting that over the time period in the graph, 906 

Massachusetts actually achieved these ramped up savings while its real cost/kWh saved actually 907 

declined slightly.  This is contrary to Ms. Rhomund’s contention that potential declines over 908 

time, as discussed below.36  909 

 910 

Q.  IS THERE OTHER EVIDENCE IN ILLINOIS THAT MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE 911 

POTENTIAL FROM STUDIES IS NOT NECESSARILY THE MAXIMUM POSSIBLE 912 

SAVINGS? 913 

A.  Yes. In fact, there is pertinent evidence specifically for this Plan period in Illinois.  914 

ComEd’s most recent potential study estimated a maximum achievable potential equal an 915 

average annual savings potential of 1.5% of load from 2018 through 2025, thereby covering the 916 

entire 2018-2021 Plan period.  Further, total program costs for ComEd’s maximum achievable 917 

scenario were projected at $466 million in 2018.37  However, ComEd’s 2018 goals in its Plan are 918 

                                                 
36 Rhomund direct testimony at 7. 
37 ICF International and Opinion Dynamics, ComEd Energy Efficiency Potential Study, 2017–2030 Final Report, 

2016, p.1 
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2.3% of its non-exempt load, with a total budget of $351 million for the entire portfolio.38  In 919 

other words, ComEd is proposing to achieve savings significantly exceeding (over 50% more) 920 

what their own potential study says is possible and is planning to achieve it at far less cost as 921 

well. I add that ComEd was a principal supporter of the passage of FEJA, which established 922 

these much more aggressive goals that far exceed what its study says is possible, and supported 923 

the financial penalties it could incur if it fails to meet them.  924 

 925 

Q. WHAT ISSUES MIGHT CONRIBUTE TO THIS UNDERESTIMATION OF 926 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY POTENTIAL? 927 

A.  Many of the reasons that potential studies routinely underestimate savings potential are 928 

well documented.  For example, a 2012 report published by the Regulatory Assistance Project 929 

identified and described “some of the most common and significant design considerations across 930 

potential studies…” that often lead to an underestimation of potential.39  In addition, a 2008 931 

paper by David B. Goldstein of the Natural Resources Defense Council breaks down the 932 

systematic biases that result in low potential estimates.40 Some of the key issues raised in these 933 

studies are summarized below: 934 

 Bias toward “conservative” assumptions. Given historical skepticism to energy 935 

efficiency, studies often take the “safe” route and present low estimates of potential so as 936 

not to appear unreasonable. 937 

                                                 
38 ComEd  Plan, Docket 16-0312 

 
39 Regulatory Assistance Project, Ten Pitfalls of Potential Studies, 2012, 

http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/6214/ 

 
40 Goldstein, D. B., Extreme Efficiency: How Far Can We Go If We Really Need To?, 2008, Proceedings of the 

2008 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings. American Council for an Energy-Efficient 

Economy. 

http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/6214/
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 Projections of achievable program participation are often arbitrarily low. Even 938 

where direct market research is conducted, studies often reduce the resulting estimates of 939 

customers’ willingness to participate. Further, studies often default to business-as-usual 940 

program assumptions when attempting to characterize what is possible and often neglect 941 

opportunities for dramatic changes to program designs. 942 

 The list of savings opportunities considered is virtually never exhaustive. It is nearly 943 

impossible to predict and discretely characterize every individual opportunity when 944 

taking a “bottom-up” approach to estimating potential, and measures that only save a 945 

small amount of energy may be omitted for practical reasons. Further, if available data on 946 

cost, savings, and feasibility is deemed insufficient, some measures, even those that may 947 

have significant impact of the resulting savings, may be excluded from the analysis.  948 

 Benefits of systems integration are typically ignored. Studies typically contain a 949 

multitude of individual efficiency opportunities, but they are rarely assessed in a fashion 950 

where the benefits of integrated design, such as deeper savings and reduced costs, are 951 

realized. 952 

 Technological progress is often underestimated. Many studies assume that once 953 

currently known and relatively easily quantifiable efficiency measures are implemented, 954 

the available potential is effectively “used up.” Such an approach fails to account for (or 955 

inadequately accounts for) the nearly continuous technology improvement that enable 956 

continued efficiency efforts. In my experience in over 30 years in this industry, 957 

technology advancement has almost always at least kept pace with actual improvements 958 

of practices in the market such that efficiency potential effectively never is exhausted. 959 

 960 
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These shortcomings are not to say that potential studies are of little use, but rather to 961 

point out that it is important to understand their application and limitations. Potential studies can 962 

be useful to understand where opportunities are in terms of market segments, end uses, and 963 

measures; strategies for targeting these savings; and cost-effectiveness of different opportunities. 964 

However, they are an inherently uncertain tool and should not be considered definitive estimates 965 

of the magnitude of all opportunities, despite their use of the term “potential.” 966 

 967 

Q. DOES THE 2016 AMEREN ILLINOIS POTENTIAL STUDY SUFFER FROM 968 

ANY OF THESE ISSUES? 969 

A. Yes. First, the methodology used to develop program participation estimates is flawed. 970 

Second, the study also appears to omit potential from certain measure categories, such as early 971 

retirement retrofit measures and custom measures. Finally, Ms. Rhomund has indicated that the 972 

study actually is not even modeling key assumptions that are used in Ameren’s Planning process 973 

such as the avoided costs and TRM values. 974 

 975 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY YOU BELIEVE THE PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 976 

ESTIMATES ARE FLAWED.  977 

A.  Realistic Achievable Potential (“RAP”) and Maximum Achievable Potential (“MAP”) 978 

participation estimates (“take rates”) for both the Residential and C&I sectors were developed 979 

using market research.  Survey participants were asked their likelihood to adopt certain measures 980 

on a 10-point scale, with “10” meaning 100 percent likely to adopt the measure at a given 981 

payback period. A calibration step was then performed to account for so-called “say/do” 982 

differences. As explained in the study, survey respondents “tend to over-estimate their true 983 
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likelihood to participate in programs and services within the context of a market research 984 

study.”41 As a result, an “anchor” question was developed to as closely as possible describe the 985 

current program, and survey response rates were then compared to actual historical participation 986 

to develop calibration factors. 987 

The problem with this methodology is twofold: First, the survey methodology is 988 

inherently flawed as respondents may not be adequately educated on energy efficiency 989 

opportunities and program benefits. Clearly, responding to quick questions on the phone is not a 990 

substitute for having a customized energy audit and site-specific recommendations and a more 991 

sophisticated financial and technical analysis of the customer benefits. In other words, the 992 

responses do not reflect what might actually be achievable with comprehensive programs.  As a 993 

result, to the extent the surveys can be considered at all useful, they simply reflect baseline 994 

conditions and the well-known effect of numerous associated market barriers that any effective 995 

program should be designed explicitly to overcome. Ironically, in response to NRDC data 996 

request 3.06(d), Ameren asserts its study “assumes that all barriers, except customer preference 997 

for energy efficiency and technologies, are eliminated.”  This statement makes no sense because 998 

a customer’s preference for energy efficiency is simply a reflection of the impact of all the 999 

barriers that exist, despite Ameren simply assuming they are miraculously eliminated.  1000 

Second, the calibration methodology used to adjust actual survey respondents’ estimates 1001 

downward based on actual historic participation rates limits assumptions of participation to no 1002 

more than Ameren is currently pursuing with lower budgets and goals, and assume the past 1003 

participation in existing programs can never be improved, or were not constrained by budgets.  1004 

Using this methodology, a calibration factor of 0.499 was applied to the unadjusted “take rates” 1005 

                                                 
41 Applied Energy Group, Ameren Illinois Demand Side Management Market Potential Study: Volume 2 – Market 

Research Report Final Report, 2016, p.18. 
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for residential measures and a factor of 0.542 was applied to C&I measures to develop the RAP 1006 

participation estimates. In other words, the survey participant-reported likeliness to participate 1007 

responses were reduced by approximately half, perhaps raising the question of why surveys were 1008 

conducted at all. It is important to keep in mind that this practice effectively limits any 1009 

participation rate modeled for RAP to no more than 54% even if 100% of survey participants 1010 

confirm that would adopt the measure, despite real world examples of programs with far higher 1011 

penetrations, sometimes approaching close to 100%. 1012 

Further, the methodology used to adjust the RAP take rates to generate MAP take rates is 1013 

also problematic. In short, the study used responses to a series of questions to estimate how 1014 

different conditional market elements might alter survey responses. These revised responses 1015 

were compared to the base adjusted take rates to develop multiplicative adjustment factors that 1016 

could be applied to all RAP take rates to generate the MAP take rates.  In the case of residential 1017 

respondents, these questions were posed solely in the context of lighting opportunities (e.g., if 1018 

you had more disposable income, how likely would you be to adopt higher efficiency light bulbs 1019 

with a three-year payback). It is unclear how transferrable responses to questions posed about 1020 

lighting opportunities may be to other non-lighting measures, nor how a customer’s change in 1021 

disposable income translates into the impact of more aggressive program strategies.  1022 

Further, these MAP take rates do not appear to consider other program design changes 1023 

that could lead to deeper participation. While the analysis probed the impacts on take rates for 1024 

different rebate delivery mechanisms including an “instant rebate” applied at the point of sale, 1025 

the analysis did not specifically assess savings that could be acquired through midstream and/or 1026 

upstream incentive strategies. Midstream and/upstream programs (defined as programs that 1027 

reflect work with manufacturers, distributors or retailers and embed any incentive automatically 1028 



AG Exhibit 1.0 

52 

 

into the retail price consumers see), can increase availability of efficient products, increased 1029 

promotion by market actors, reduce administration and transaction costs, and engender seamless 1030 

and invisible participation by customers who may not even know they are participating.  These 1031 

program approaches have been shown to dramatically increase savings in many instances, and 1032 

can have significantly more impact on program participation than the simplistic 22% increase in 1033 

take rates relative to RAP as modeled in the Ameren study.  1034 

For example, the following figure shows actual program participation over time for 1035 

Pacific Gas and Electric’s (PG&E) Commercial HVAC Program, when testing between 1036 

downstream and upstream models offering identical incentives.42 1037 

 1038 

Figure 2. PG&E Commercial HVAC Program Results, 1993-2013 1039 

 1040 

As shown in the figure, the results from PG&E’s HVAC program indicate up to a 900% 1041 

increase in market penetration when the approach shifted from downstream to upstream 1042 

                                                 
42 Quaid, M. and H. Geller, Upstream Utility Incentive Programs: Experience and Lessons Learned, 2014, 

Southwest Energy Efficiency Project, 

http://www.swenergy.org/data/sites/1/media/documents/publications/documents/Upstream_Utility_Incentive_Progra

ms_05-2014.pdf 
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incentives. Even with the adjustment factors applied (57% for residential and 54.4% for C&I), 1043 

the MAP take rates in the Ameren potential study do not even increase to the level of the 1044 

original, unadjusted take rates provided by survey respondents.  1045 

 Clearly, fundamental shifts in program design can have significantly more impact than 1046 

the totality of the MAP adjustments. It is worth noting that Ameren has been, and is proposing to 1047 

continue to, promote major HVAC equipment with downstream incentives, despite some 1048 

recommendations from Stakeholders to move more products to upstream strategies. 1049 

Finally, the Ameren Illinois potential study found that “[o]nly 34% of all residential 1050 

customers are aware of AIC rebates and incentives and only 22% have used them on one or more 1051 

projects.”43 Similarly, “[o]nly 38% of all C&I customers are aware of rebates / incentives from 1052 

Ameren Illinois, and only 28% have used them on one or more projects.”44 It is difficult to 1053 

imagine that sufficient cost-effective potential is in danger of being exhausted when less than 1054 

40% of potential participants are even aware that Ameren Illinois offers incentives. Further, this 1055 

finding means that 65% of residential and 74% of commercial customers that were aware of 1056 

programs actually have already done one or more projects. In other words, it appears programs 1057 

are very popular and that once customers are made aware of programs, customers are 1058 

participating at far greater rates than the potential study assumes is possible. 1059 

 1060 

 1061 

 1062 

                                                 
43 Applied Energy Group, Ameren Illinois Demand Side Management Market Potential Study: Volume 2 – Market 

Research Report Final Report, 2016, p.4. 
44 Id., p.5. 
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Q. DO YOU HAVE OTHER MAJOR CONCERNS WITH THE POTENTIAL 1063 

STUDY?  1064 

A. Yes. In response to an NRDC data request, Ameren states that the study does not include 1065 

any early retirement retrofit measures, that is, opportunities to replace existing, operating 1066 

equipment with more efficient equipment.45  In my experience, such measures typically 1067 

contribute more than half of the entire achievable potential.  The aforementioned Regulatory 1068 

Assistance Project report concurs, stating that “[f]ailing at least to consider… early replacement 1069 

measures in a potential study analysis can lead to a considerable underestimate of achievable 1070 

savings.”46 Perhaps more importantly, such opportunities are time-discretionary and their 1071 

implementation can therefore be accelerated to yield a large impact in the early years of the 1072 

analysis period.  In other words, while other measure potential is restricted each year based on 1073 

the turnover of failing equipment, or some planned investment such as a remodel, renovation, or 1074 

new construction, Ameren can choose to be more aggressive in advancing potential to meet near 1075 

term annual goals. So even if Ameren were to eventually need to modify goals at some point in 1076 

the far future, it clearly can meet them for the first four year planning period. No study that omits 1077 

early replacement opportunities can be considered a defensible estimate of the maximum 1078 

achievable potential.  1079 

 What is even more concerning is that Ameren’s Plan includes numerous early retirement 1080 

measures, and derives a significant part of its savings from them. So, once again, it appears that 1081 

the Study is not even attempting to estimate the potential from the types of measures Ameren is 1082 

                                                 
45 Ameren Response to NRDC 3.06 (o)(i). 

 
46 Regulatory Assistance Project, Ten Pitfalls of Potential Studies, 2012, 

http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/6214/, p.8. 

http://www.raponline.org/document/download/id/6214/
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pursuing in its Plan, and cannot be considered particularly relevant to the issue of whether 1083 

Ameren’s Plan can meet unmodified goals.  1084 

In response to NRDC’s data request, Ameren states that “[t]he measure database 1085 

developed for this study consists of measure types that would be included in C&I custom 1086 

programs.”47   However, the referenced measure list is not comprehensive, nor could any specific 1087 

measure list be considered comprehensive due to the simple fact that Custom programs are 1088 

designed to capture site-specific opportunities that may be unique to a particular customer, or 1089 

only cost-effective in specific circumstances. 1090 

 1091 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. ROHMUND’S STATEMENT THAT THE 1092 

“AMOUNT OF AVAILABLE ENERGY SAVINGS IS ALSO REDUCED AS 1093 

EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS BECOME MORE MATURE?”48 1094 

A.  No. While it is true that as efficiency opportunities are realized those specific 1095 

opportunities become unavailable for a period of time, overall efficiency potential is also 1096 

constantly replenishing itself and never fully exhausted.  Continuous technological improvement 1097 

and innovations in energy management strategies coupled with periodic equipment turnover 1098 

ensure a steady stream of opportunities.  1099 

 On the topic of changes in potential over time, the ACEEE meta-analysis states the 1100 

following: “Our 2004 meta-analysis found a median annual savings of 1.2% for electric and 1101 

0.5% for natural gas… In this [2014] report we find a median annual savings of 1.3% for electric 1102 

                                                 
47 AIC response to NRDC 3.06(p) 

48 Rhomund direct testimony at 7. 
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and 0.9% for natural gas.”49 In other words, ACEEE’s analysis showed that on average potential 1103 

had gone up over a 10 year period, despite numerous codes and standards being adopted during 1104 

this period. 1105 

 As shown in the figure above, and more explicitly for just the C&I sector below, even in 1106 

jurisdictions such as Massachusetts that have long histories of running comprehensive efficiency 1107 

programs, depth of savings has increased. The table below details the savings from 1108 

Massachusetts’ recent C&I programs for 2013-2015. These compare with Ameren’s proposed 1109 

Plan goal for C&I of only 1.4% of non-exempt load, or less than half of Massachusetts’ 2015 1110 

savings as a percentage of load: 1111 

Table 1. Massachusetts C&I Program Savings, 2013-201550 1112 

Statewide MA C&I Savings and 

Load Details 
2013 2014 2015 

Total C&I Savings (MWh) 665,557 751,485 917,127 

Total C&I Consumption (MWh) 28,955,551 27,650,215 27,059,283 

Total Savings as % of C&I Load 2.3% 2.7% 3.4% 

 1113 

Q.  DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. ROHMUND’S CONTENTION THAT 1114 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN NORTHERN ILLINOIS CUSTOMERS AND AMEREN 1115 

ILLINOIS CUSTOMERS REDUCE THE RELATIVE OPPORTUNITY FOR ENERGY 1116 

EFFICIENCY SAVINGS IN AMEREN ILLINOIS SERVICE TERRITORY51? 1117 

                                                 
49 American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Cracking the TEAPOT: Technical, Economic, and 

Achievable EE Potential Studies, 2014, http:aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/u1407.pdf, 

p.39. 

 
50  Tables 4-11 and 4-7, 2015 Comprehensive Commercial and Industrial Customer Profile Report, Massachusetts, 

http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2015-Comprehensive-CI-Customer-Profile-Report-2.pdf 

 
51 Rohmund direct testimony at 14, ll. 286-287. 

http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2015-Comprehensive-CI-Customer-Profile-Report-2.pdf
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A. No. Energy efficiency potential is relatively consistent as a share of actual load regardless 1118 

of location. As shown in the figure above of the ACEEE meta-analysis of potential studies data 1119 

plot by geographic region, ACEEE could not find any correlation between geography and 1120 

magnitude of potential. While issues like avoided costs, climate, share of industrial load, mean 1121 

customer income, and many other factors certainly vary, the reality is that these things also 1122 

impact the utility baseline loads.  In addition, and the overall potential as a percentage of eligible 1123 

load tends to be similar from one area to another, contrary to Ms. Rohmund’s argument that 1124 

“geographic spread, mean customer income level” and other issues negatively impact the 1125 

maximum achievable potential.52  1126 

Related specifically to the concern Ameren has raised that efficiency is more difficult for 1127 

it than ComEd because of the rural nature of its territory, Optimal Energy conducted a study in 1128 

2013 for the Michigan Public Service Commission to determine “whether [uniform Statewide] 1129 

savings goals are significantly more difficult for the small cooperative and municipal utilities to 1130 

achieve than for the larger investor-owned utilities.”53 The analysis, illustrated below, showed 1131 

that neither utility size nor type were primary drivers of performance outcomes.  Note that 1132 

cooperative utilities generally have rural territories, municipalities are typically smaller and more 1133 

dense cities, and investor-owned-utilities (IOUs) tend to serve the major population centers.  1134 

 1135 

 1136 

 1137 

                                                 
52 Rhomund direct testimony at 14, ll. 286-287. 

53 Optimal Energy, Alternative Michigan Energy Savings Goals to Promote Longer Term Savings and Address 

Small Utility Challenges, 2013, 

http://www.dleg.state.mi.us/mpsc/electric/workgroups/progdesign/final_phase1_report.pdf 



AG Exhibit 1.0 

58 

 

Utility Size and Type vs. 2012 Goal Achievement for Michigan Utilities 1138 

 1139 

 1140 

Q.  ARE THERE ANY OTHER REASONS THAT YOU DISAGREE WITH 1141 

AMEREN’S POSITION THAT ACHIEVING THE UNMODIFIED GOALS IS 1142 

UNREALISTIC ? 1143 

A. Yes. As mentioned above related to the omission of early retirement measures, there are 1144 

numerous other reasons that comparing the potential study with Ameren’s Plan is like comparing 1145 

apples to oranges.  Ameren confirms in its response to data request NRDC 3.06(q) that the study 1146 

uses lower avoided costs that are roughly half as much as the current ones supporting Ameren’s 1147 

Plan. It also assumes 0% load growth rather than the higher underlying load growth after netting 1148 

out the efficiency programs, which likewise impacts energy savings potential.   1149 

 Finally, Ameren acknowledges that it did not even use the Illinois TRM savings values 1150 

for a large number of measures, despite Illinois policy to count savings consistent with the 1151 
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TRM.54  These are just some of the likely issues with the Potential study that I have identified 1152 

with limited time and resources. 1153 

 1154 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER COMMENTS RELATED TO AMEREN’S 1155 

ABILITY TO MEET GOALS?  1156 

A.  Yes. Exhibit AG 1.5 is an excerpt from Ameren’s PY9 Implementation Plan, developed 1157 

by its primary implementation contractor.55  It shows what Ameren’s PY9 Plan assumed in terms 1158 

of measures and participation for each measure, and then what Ameren’s contractor team 1159 

actually decided to pursue for PY9. There is a troubling lack of relationship between them. In 1160 

other words, Ameren developed its goals based on one Plan, but actually decided to pursue a far 1161 

different plan.   1162 

 I have not performed a thorough analysis of the impact of the changes. However, from a 1163 

scan it appears to me that many of the shifts appear to significantly move from measures that are 1164 

more costly in terms of cost/kWh saved and harder to promote and implement, such as air 1165 

conditioners and heat pumps, to easy-to-promote and inexpensive measures, such as lighting, 1166 

VFDs, compressed air leak repair and steam traps.  In some cases these shifts are extreme and 1167 

raise concerns that while Ameren sets goals based on assuming a comprehensive package of 1168 

relatively expensive and difficult to achieve savings, it can simply unilaterally exercise its 1169 

                                                 
54 NRDC 3.06(n) provides a table listing all the measures that exist in the TRM but for which the Study used 

different assumptions. This list spans 4 pages. 

 
55 NRDC 1.07 Attachment, Appendix D 
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flexibility, as permitted in the Policy Manual56, to not follow the Plan and pursue less expensive 1170 

savings.  1171 

 1172 

Q. ARE YOU SUGGESTING AMEREN SHOULD NOT HAVE MADE THESE 1173 

SHIFTS?  1174 

A. No I am not. Without a more detailed analysis I cannot conclude whether these were 1175 

prudent or not. Further, I support program administrators having flexibility to make midcourse 1176 

corrections when appropriate. However, Ameren is asking for modified goals with an apparent 1177 

lack of any analyses of alternative scenarios by which it would meet unmodified goals, while 1178 

preserving the right to fundamentally shift to an easier and lower cost/kWh saved plan later that 1179 

does just that. It can then also earn a shareholder incentive based on beating the modified goals 1180 

under Section 8-103B(f)(8).   1181 

 1182 

Q. CAN YOU PROVIDE A CONCRETE EXAMPLE OF THIS TYPE OF 1183 

OPPORTUNITY?  1184 

A. Yes. In its Plan, Ameren is proposing to install a very large number of central air 1185 

conditioners in its IQ Program. As I explain in more detail in the IQ Section below, these are 1186 

                                                 
56 Section 6.1 of the Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy Manual provides as follows in terms of a utility’s ability to 

shift program dollars:   

Any Program Administrator-initiated proposed budget shift of twenty percent 

(20%) or larger shall be brought to the SAG as well as reported to the 

Commission, in the quarterly reports. To the extent practicable to Program 

Administrators, these Program changes and/or budget shifts shall be presented to 

SAG before implementation. Such changes and/or budget shifts could include 

reallocation of funds within existing Programs and discontinuing or adding new 

Programs. Program Administrators are encouraged to bring Program design or 

budget shift proposals to SAG prior to implementation, notwithstanding the 

twenty percent (20%) baseline threshold. 
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very costly ($12/kWh), not cost-effective, annnd   count for a large portion of the budget.  I 1187 

recommend Ameren eliminate them from the IQ program.   1188 

 In reviewing the data in Exhibit AG 1.5 I see that Ameren had planned, and the 1189 

Commission approved, the installation in PY9 of 3,119 residential central air conditioners, a very 1190 

substantial investment. However, in the implementation plan Ameren’s implementation 1191 

contractor simply shifted to a plan that completely eliminated all of these air conditioners. If 1192 

Ameren were to repeat that behavior with its IQ Program air conditioners it is now proposing, it 1193 

could experience a windfall and make it easier to meet or exceed Commission-approved goals.  1194 

 Similarly, at the entire program level, Ameren is proposing a portfolio that is heavily 1195 

weighted toward a large commitment to serve Income Qualified customers, which I applaud. 1196 

However, Ameren would be free to change its mind and reallocate much of the IQ budget from 1197 

the very costly IQ savings elsewhere.  Certainly, the possibility of such action cannot be ignored, 1198 

given the new incentive structure of Section 8-103B(f)(8) that rewards exceptional achievement 1199 

of energy savings beyond goals. This also is a major argument against not only relaxing the 1200 

unmodified goals but also granting Ameren adjustable goals, as I discuss in more detail below. 1201 

This is because Ameren has ample flexibility to shift its Plan and adjust and accommodate for 1202 

any major changes to the TRM or NTG ratios. 1203 

 1204 

IV. ADJUSTABLE GOALS 1205 

 1206 

Q. WHAT HAS AMEREN PROPOSED REGARDING ADJUSTABLE GOALS? 1207 
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A.  Ameren has requested that it be allowed to adjust its Commission-approved goals each 1208 

year based on any changes in either NTG ratios or TRM values.57  It argues because a significant 1209 

portion of its Plan goals are developed based on these values, Ameren should be able to adjust 1210 

the goals if these values change in the future. 1211 

 1212 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT NTG RATIOS AND THE TRM ARE.  1213 

A.  NTG stands for net-to-gross, and the term means a factor representing net savings 1214 

divided by gross savings that is applied to gross energy savings from a measure or program that 1215 

the utility tracks in its database to convert them into net energy savings, which is the actual net 1216 

savings that are attributable to the program as opposed to other market factors. The factor itself 1217 

may be made up of a variety of factors that create differences between gross and net savings, 1218 

most commonly including Free Riders and Spillover.   1219 

 Free-riders refer to customers who participate in a program and install efficiency 1220 

measures, but who would have installed some or all of the measures anyway without the 1221 

program. As a result, a portion of the gross savings would have existed anyway and is not 1222 

attributable to the program and included in net savings. Spillover refers to market transformation 1223 

effects of the program that cause additional savings to occur in the market from customers who 1224 

did not directly participate in the program, but whom nonetheless captured some efficiency that 1225 

was ultimately attributable to the program. For example, a program may influence a trade ally to 1226 

recommend and install a high efficiency measure for a customer but that customer might never 1227 

formally apply to participate and claim a rebate. This increases the net savings.  In sum, NTG 1228 

                                                 
Keith Martin direct testimony at 24-27 and Ameren response to AG4.18. 



AG Exhibit 1.0 

63 

 

ratios simply adjust the gross savings to account for these factors and reflect the true impact of 1229 

the program. 1230 

 The TRM stands for the Technical Reference Manual, developed through the Stakeholder 1231 

Advisory Group collaborative process.  It is a document that codifies the various inputs and 1232 

savings values and algorithms that parties agree to, and the Commission adopts, to guide 1233 

calculation of savings for standard, or “prescriptive” measures that are generally not too site-1234 

specific. The TRM is updated annually for any known changes, such as may result from a new 1235 

code or standard going into effect, or new learnings from the latest research. 1236 

 1237 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR POSITION ON AMEREN’S PROPOSAL?  1238 

A.  I oppose it. First of all, Ameren is asking for an approach that is even more generous to 1239 

the utility than the policy that the Stakeholders reached consensus on for Section 8-103 and 8-1240 

104 goals, and is documented in the Policy Manual Version 1.0.58  While that agreement allows 1241 

for adjusting goals for changes in the TRM values, it only permits a single NTG adjustment at 1242 

the beginning of the entire Plan period.  It allows this adjustment because in the past the new 1243 

NTG values were not known until after the Plans had been developed under the former Section 1244 

8-103 and 8-104 schedules, whereby program years began June 1st.  Consensus was reached that 1245 

further NTG adjustments during a Plan period were not appropriate because the utility has 1246 

significant impact on NTG ratios and allowing adjustments would create perverse incentives.    1247 

 Now that Section 8-103B has shifted the program years to the calendar year January 1 1248 

through December 31, Ameren already knows the NTG ratios for 2018 and has incorporated 1249 

them in their plan.  Thus, if the same rule were to be preserved, it would not be an issue in this 1250 

                                                 
58 See 

http://ilsagfiles.org/SAG_files/Subcommittees/IL_EE_Policy_Manual_Subcommittee/IL_EE_Policy_Manual_Versio

n_1_Approved_12-16-15_ICC_Docket_15-0487.pdf 
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docket nor require a ruling by the Commission.  However, Ameren is now requesting a more 1251 

generous adjustable goal regime that parties have already rejected in the past. Ameren would like 1252 

to adjust goals each year of the Plan  based on new NTG values every year.  No other utility’s 1253 

plan filed in 2017 has requested such a modification. 1254 

 More importantly, I oppose any adjustments to goals for either NTG or TRM changes 1255 

now that FEJA has passed.  There are a few reasons I believe they are no longer appropriate for 1256 

electric utilities.  Under 8-103 and 8-104 programs, all parties agreed for several years now that 1257 

utilities could not meet statutory goals within the budget constraints of the statutory cost caps in 1258 

those provisions.  As a result, the actual goals approved were directly calculated based on the 1259 

specific NTG and TRM inputs, so it was more reasonable to make those adjustments. Because 1260 

the NTG used to calculate the goals would actually be set in March prior to the beginning of the 1261 

Plan, and the utilities needed to develop goals and file their Plans earlier, it was reasonable to 1262 

agree to that this one time NTG adjustment would occur before the utilities began implementing 1263 

their approved Plans.  1264 

 Another important difference under FEJA is that utility shareholders now can earn 1265 

performance incentives funded by ratepayers under Section 8-103B(f)(8), as noted earlier in my 1266 

testimony, which are a function of the utility’s success in meeting or exceeding its goals.  1267 

Similarly, if they fail to reach a minimum level, they are exposed to a reduction in the rate of 1268 

return on the energy efficiency regulatory asset.  As a result, substantial ratepayer dollars are 1269 

now at stake, which are intended to be paid out based on actual evaluated performance.  1270 

 Allowing adjustable goals would result in taking the vast majority of performance risk 1271 

away and give the utility shareholders an undue advantage. While I am not a lawyer, a plain 1272 
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reading of the statute ties profits and penalties to utility performance, and makes clear that the 1273 

legislature clearly anticipated that the utilities should bear performance risk. 1274 

 Finally, FEJA explicitly articulates the goals, including the future cumulative persisting 1275 

annual goals, and it also clearly articulates how those goals can be modified.  Again, while not 1276 

offering a legal opinion, it seems clear that the law as written does not envision such adjustment 1277 

to approved goals, or it would have included this as an additional permitted method to modify 1278 

goals.   While I encourage the Commission to order Ameren to refile its Plan to ensure 1279 

achievement of the unmodified statutory goals, even if the Commission  were to approve 1280 

Ameren’s proposal to modify goals, the Company’s proposed adjustments are based on NTG and 1281 

changes in TRM values are still unreasonable for the other reasons stated.  1282 

 1283 

Q. WHAT ARE COMED’S AND STAKEHOLDER’S POSITIONS ON THE ISSUE 1284 

OF ADJUSTABLE GOALS?  1285 

A.  While I cannot speak for other parties as to what position they might take in the future, 1286 

because of the reasons stated above, all parties reached consensus to remove the language 1287 

permitting adjustable goals for the electric utilities from the Policy Manual version 1.0.  Rather, 1288 

it was agreed that, as was done to develop the last adjustable goal policy, the SAG would take up 1289 

this issue and attempt to reach a new consensus for the electric utilities prior to January 1, and 1290 

then update the Policy Manual to include the new policy, as well as make other adjustments to 1291 

the Policy Manual triggered by 8-103B.59   1292 

                                                 
59 Ameren also agreed to consensus on this approach. However, the current Policy Manual language does permit a 

utility to propose a policy in a future docket, as well. 
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 The SAG process has worked well in the past to develop broad consensus, and I 1293 

encourage the Commission, if not prepared to reject Ameren’s request outright (which it should 1294 

for the reasons stated above), to refer this issue to the SAG as was done previously.  1295 

 1296 

Q. DOESN’T LOCKING IN GOALS NOW, WHEN NTG RATIOS AND TRM 1297 

VALUES CAN CHANGE IN THE FUTURE, CREATE UNFAIR RISK FOR THE 1298 

UTILITIES?  1299 

A.  No.  While doing so does result in the utilities bearing somewhat more performance risk 1300 

than if they were allowed to make the proposed adjustments, such a policy is entirely 1301 

appropriate.  As mentioned above, the simple fact that utility shareholders are now allowed to 1302 

earn a rate of return for good performance, or be penalized for poor performance, means that 1303 

utilities should be bearing the risk of actually meeting set goals established under Section 8-1304 

103B. 1305 

 Any future changes would be made because there is agreement among the stakeholders 1306 

and/or the Commission that new values are more accurate and appropriate to support an accurate 1307 

and “best estimate” of savings.  To not use these more accurate values to count savings would 1308 

clearly not be prudent.  However, by adjusting goals as well relieves the utilities of any 1309 

responsibility to respond to changing circumstances in ways that benefit customers. Effectively, 1310 

it renders the utilities completely indifferent to what savings a measure will actually produce 1311 

(even if it is zero savings), or how low NTG ratios actually drop.  1312 

 In other words, it could choose to continue to aggressively promote measures with zero 1313 

or little savings or that are non-cost-effective without any negative impact on its claimed 1314 

performance toward goals.  This perverse outcome means that utilities no longer need to take 1315 
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responsibility for actively managing their Plans and for ensuring that customers and the Illinois 1316 

economy benefit from real savings.  1317 

 1318 

Q. CAN YOU PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF WHY YOU BELIEVE ADJUSTING 1319 

GOALS LEADS TO PERVERSE INCENTIVES?  1320 

A.   Yes.  For example, consider if it was determined that baseline lighting practices had 1321 

significantly improved to the point where what was once called an efficiency measure (such as 1322 

LED screw-in lamps) has now become common practice.  Effectively, the “efficiency measure” 1323 

is no longer “efficient,” meaning it will produce no incremental new savings over what 1324 

customers are expected to do anyway.  Without adjustable goals, a prudent utility would 1325 

recognize this measure is no longer a wise investment, and shift its resources and effort to 1326 

promoting either a more efficient light bulb, or some other cost-effective measure that provides 1327 

real and cost-effective net savings. This is also clearly in the customers’ interest.   1328 

 However, if the utility is permitted to simply adjust its goals downward for every LED 1329 

lightbulb it is able to promote (mathematically the same as continuing to claim the full original 1330 

savings that no longer exists while holding the goal constant), it has a perverse incentive to 1331 

continue to offer rebates for the lightbulb even though it will provide no savings.  1332 

The above example is an extreme one whereby measure savings goes to zero to prove a 1333 

point. While that is unlikely for most measures, the perverse incentive exists for any measure 1334 

whose savings or NTG ratio decreases. This is true even if it drops to a level whereby it is no 1335 

longer cost-effective. 1336 

 1337 
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Q. IN THE ABOVE EXAMPLE, IF THE SAVINGS FROM LED BULBS WERE TO 1338 

GO AWAY, THE UTILITY MIGHT HAVE TO REPLACE THEM WITH MORE 1339 

EXPENSIVE MEASURES.  ISN’T THIS UNFAIR TO THE UTILITY?   1340 

A. No. It is the utilities job to actively manage its portfolio of investments to strive to 1341 

maximize net benefits.  While changes in technology standards or markets may make it more 1342 

difficult for the utility, this is not inappropriate. Not allowing adjustments also ensures utilities 1343 

will design balanced portfolios from the start that avoid cream skimming and minimize risk.  1344 

Ameren has much flexibility to shift promotion efforts among measures and even full programs 1345 

throughout the Plan period.  Given the hundreds of different measures possible, this diversity 1346 

minimizes this risk and ensures that portfolios can be adjusted to accommodate changes. 1347 

 Given the aforementioned incident whereby Ameren widely diverged from its actual mix 1348 

of measures presented to the Commission to establish its goals, as shown in Exhibit AG 1.5, this 1349 

safeguard of still expecting achievement to a set goal is particularly important and makes the 1350 

supposed need for adjustments moot.  Effectively, there is no guarantee, absent specific 1351 

commitments from the utility that are approved by the Commission, that Ameren will pursue the 1352 

mix of measures it has developed as its pro forma Plan, and little reason to not expect Ameren to 1353 

make these types of shifts in the future.   1354 

 If the Commission were to approve adjustable goals as Ameren has proposed, it would 1355 

render goals moot because by definition the new adjusted goal will exactly equal literally every 1356 

shift in its actual mix of measures compared to the mix it presented in its Plan when developing 1357 

its goals. This absurd outcome would set goals equal to whatever the utility actually achieved. 1358 

However, to not perform that adjustment while allowing the utility this flexibility would be 1359 

asymmetrical and clearly unfair to customers and biased toward utility shareholders.   1360 



AG Exhibit 1.0 

69 

 

 This is yet another reason to simply impose the unmodified (and unadjusted) goals and 1361 

allow Ameren the flexibility to manage its portfolio as necessary to ensure it meets them. 1362 

 1363 

Q. ARE THERE OTHER REASONS TO REJECT ADJUSTABLE GOALS?  1364 

A.  Absolutely. As discussed above, Ameren has allocated almost $6 million for BED 1365 

programs, and also intends to spend an undetermined additional millions for market 1366 

transformation (“MT”) programs, while including absolutely no savings for these efforts in its 1367 

Plan. Yet Ameren is asking for the ability to count all savings from BED and MT programs.  If 1368 

the adjustable goals proposal was accepted by the Commission, then clearly the Commission 1369 

would also need to require Ameren to adjust its goals upward for every kWh of savings it ends 1370 

up claiming from its BED and MT programs.  1371 

 Again, this ultimately results in a zero sum game where everything that doesn’t occur 1372 

exactly as predicted in the Plan is adjusted such that it is essentially impossible for Ameren to 1373 

not meet its goals so long as it spends the budget. This would clearly be contrary to the reason 1374 

the General Assembly approved performance incentives and penalties in FEJA, as noted earlier 1375 

in my testimony. 1376 

 1377 

Q. HAS AMEREN REQUESTED YET ANOTHER WAY TO ADJUST ENERGY 1378 

SAVINGS GOALS SET IN THIS PROCEEDING? 1379 

A.   Yes, it has.  Even more concerning and a bigger defect in this Plan than the BED and MT 1380 

program savings that have not been accounted for is Ameren’s proposal to reserve the right to 1381 

count virtually any savings that occur from anything in its territory, so long as it has been 1382 

estimated through the EM&V process, even when not funded with any electric or gas efficiency 1383 
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Rider funds.  I address why the Commission should reject this proposal in the next section.  1384 

However, once again it proves how unworkable an adjustable goal policy is. Effectively, if the 1385 

Commission were to approve Ameren’s adjustable goals proposal, then the only fair approach 1386 

would be to adjust the goals up or down for any changes in actual weather normalized customer 1387 

loads that Ameren chooses to count.  Such an outcome is absurd on its face.  1388 

  1389 

V. SAVINGS FROM NON-EE RIDER-FUNDED ACTIVITIES 1390 

 1391 

Q. YOU BROUGHT UP AMEREN’S PROSPOSAL TO COUNT SAVINGS THAT 1392 

OCCUR WITHOUT THE USE OF EE RIDER FUNDS.  PLEASE EXPLAIN AMEREN’S 1393 

POSITION ON THIS.  1394 

A. Ameren witness Keith Martin poses the question “Does the Company intend to claim 1395 

savings that can be adequately evaluated, measured and verified from programs that are not 1396 

funded through the energy efficiency rider?” His answer is, “Yes. The Company reserves the 1397 

right to propose to evaluate, measure and verify energy efficiency related activities that were not 1398 

funded through the proposed EE tariffs.”60  The AG sought additional information on that 1399 

proposal through a discovery request. (AG 4.01)  While his responses to that request seem to 1400 

focus on vague restatements that Ameren has not at the time proposed any specific savings rather 1401 

than directly answering the request, Mr. Martin makes clear that virtually nothing is off the table 1402 

in terms of future counting of energy savings toward approved goals, so long as an EM&V 1403 

process can develop a savings estimate.   1404 

                                                 
60 Keith Martin Direct at 40, ll. 911-912 
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 Of course, with access to all billing data, Ameren can relatively easily document any 1405 

possible reductions in weather normalized electric usage with an EM&V process. In other words, 1406 

any possible reductions in electric usage in Ameren territory could potentially be counted toward 1407 

its goals.  In theory, and taken to its illogical extreme, even savings resulting from curtailment 1408 

due to an extended service interruption could be counted, resulting in an absurd conflict of 1409 

interest for Ameren.  1410 

I find this proposal astounding and unprecedented. As I understand it Ameren is literally 1411 

suggesting it could count reductions in electric usage from such things as: 1412 

 Adoption of new or modified tariffs  1413 

 Investment in transmission or distribution infrastructure 1414 

 Broad based marketing, outreach, and data provision and analytics, including ongoing 1415 

or new initiatives that make use of AMI data 1416 

 Any grid modernization investments 1417 

 Any customer-sited distributed generation 1418 

 Any random customer-initiated equipment or behavioral changes that were not related 1419 

to an actual 8-103B program or any other action taken by Ameren 1420 

Ironically, some of these, such as T&D investments, could result in Ameren effectively 1421 

earning a double rate of return. This is because Ameren can generally rate base prudent 1422 

supply-side investments and earn its ordinary ROE on them, but is asking to also count any 1423 

savings toward 8-103B goals, thereby increasing its performance incentive basis points on its 1424 

energy efficiency ROE. 1425 

 1426 
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Q. ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY OTHER JURISDICTION THAT HAS SUCH 1427 

UNIVERSAL APPROVAL TO COUNT VIRTUALLY ANY CHANGE IN CUSTOMER 1428 

LOAD TOWARD SPECIFIC EFFICIENCY GOALS? 1429 

A. No.  I believe Ameren’s proposal is unprecedented. While many utilities have decoupling 1430 

to make them financially indifferent to changes in overall customer electric load, and may even 1431 

have a broad mandate to lower overall electric consumption and/or reduce carbon emissions, I 1432 

am not aware of any utility with Commission-approved explicit demand-side efficiency goals, 1433 

budgets and program plans that would have such an arrangement.  1434 

 1435 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR POSITION ON THIS AMEREN PROPOSAL?  1436 

A. I am absolutely opposed to it. In fact, the whole concept seems to fly in the face of the 1437 

concept of developing, and getting Commission approval for, a specific Plan and budget. It also 1438 

seems to completely undermine many of Ameren’s other proposals such as modifying and 1439 

adjusting goals.  Again, too, as noted above, it puts ratepayers at risk for paying multiple returns 1440 

on the same utility investment. 1441 

 1442 

Q. DOES FEJA PROVIDE ANY GUIDANCE IN THIS AREA? 1443 

A. I believe it does.  FEJA addresses at least two factors that I believe are not compatible 1444 

with Ameren’s proposal. 1445 

 First, FEJA imposes a budget cap, and explicitly allows for the ability to modify goals 1446 

downward if they cannot be achieved within the budget.  As discussed above, subsection (m) of 1447 

8-103B states: 1448 
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(m) Notwithstanding the requirements of this Section, 1449 

as part of a proceeding to approve a multi -year plan 1450 

under subsections (f) and (g) of this Section, the 1451 

Commission shall reduce the amount of energy 1452 

efficiency measures [(e.g.,  the savings goals] 1453 

implemented for any single year, and whose costs are 1454 
recovered under subsection (d) of this Section, by an 1455 

amount necessary to limit the estimated average net 1456 

increase due to the cost of the measures to no more 1457 

than…  [Emphasis added]  1458 

 1459 

 I believe even the concept of introducing the ability to modify goals downward because 1460 

of a budget cap strongly implies that the goals achievement must represent efforts that were also 1461 

funded under the budget cap.  Otherwise, imposing a budget cap, and linking it in any fashion to 1462 

the goal levels, is illogical.  Even more explicit, however, is the clause allowing a reduction of 1463 

savings goals that apply to “energy efficiency measures implemented for any single year, and 1464 

whose costs are recovered under subsection (d) of this Section.”  1465 

 Again, without offering a legal opinion, this clause in my view makes abundantly clear 1466 

that the goals to be achieved, and possibly modified, apply specifically to measures whose costs 1467 

are recovered under the cost recovery rules provided in subsection (d). 1468 

 1469 

Q. WHAT IS THE SECOND PART OF FEJA THAT YOU BELIEVE IS RELEVANT 1470 

TO THIS ISSUE?  1471 

A.It is the fact that FEJA is very explicit about allowing voltage optimization to count as energy 1472 

efficiency, and to also be explicit about how its costs should be recovered. FEJA intentionally 1473 

modifies the original definition of “energy efficiency” in 8-103 by adding the clause “’Energy 1474 

efficiency’ includes voltage optimization measures that optimize the voltage at points on the 1475 
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electric distribution voltage system and thereby reduce electric consumption by electric 1476 

customers’ end use devices.”61 1477 

 By explicitly adding VO, but only VO, it seems clear that the legislature did not intend 1478 

any other supply-side investments or measures implemented by the utility outside of 8-103B to 1479 

count toward the 8-103B goals. If these were already allowed under the original broader energy 1480 

efficiency definition, there would have been no need to call out VO as an exception to the rule. 1481 

 Further, FEJA states:  1482 

(b-20) Each electric utility subject to this Section may include 1483 

cost-effective voltage optimization measures in its plans 1484 

submitted under subsections (f) and (g) of this Section, and the 1485 

costs incurred by a utility to implement the measures under a 1486 

Commission-approved plan shall be recovered under the 1487 

provisions of Article IX or Section 16-107.5 of this Act. 1488 

 1489 

The legislature explicitly acknowledged VO, as a supply-side measure, is separate from 1490 

the standard definition of energy efficiency, and also acknowledged that its costs could not be 1491 

recovered under the EE Rider and established a separate recovery mechanism for VO as an 1492 

additional and sole exception to the rule.  It seems clear that other alleged efficiency activities 1493 

that are not recovered under the EE Rider would therefore not qualify. 1494 

 1495 

Q. BESIDE THE STATUTORY ISSUES, DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER 1496 

COMMENTS ON THE MERIT OF AMEREN’S PROPOSAL?  1497 

A. Yes. Even without the language of FEJA to guide the Commission, this proposal is 1498 

without merit.  Ameren is asking the Commission to reduce its goals because it cannot afford to 1499 

meet them under the cost cap provisions of Section 8-103B(m), but then also reserves the right to 1500 

                                                 
61 220 ILCS 5/8-103B(b-20). 
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meet the established goal without actually relying on the funds it asserts are inadequate to 1501 

achieve the statutory energy savings goals. Ameren cannot have it both ways. If Ameren does 1502 

not need to use EE funds to meet its goals, then it no longer has any reason to need to modify 1503 

them downward to meet a budget cap.  1504 

 Second, Ameren is not including any savings in its Plan for any efficiency activities 1505 

outside of those explicit programs funded through the EE Rider. Yet, not only is it claiming it 1506 

needs modified goals, but is also asking for adjustable goals.  Again, Ameren cannot have it both 1507 

ways. If Ameren is allowed unlimited ability to count savings from virtually anywhere that does 1508 

not rely on efficiency funds, than it has virtually unlimited ability to meet its goals, and the 1509 

specific savings it identifies in its Plan are simply an undefined fraction of the entire savings 1510 

available. It also means if any adjustable goals policy were adopted, then Ameren should 1511 

certainly have to adjust its goals upwards for every kWh it tries to claim from these unaccounted 1512 

for and unfunded savings. This would effectively render any counting of these savings pointless. 1513 

 Third, Commission approval of Ameren’s proposal is extremely problematic given the 1514 

shareholder incentives that Ameren can earn.  It would make Ameren’s performance targets far 1515 

easier to achieve, eliminate most risk of failure, give Ameren a potential windfall, and 1516 

potentially, double earnings on certain investments. 1517 

 Finally, even without any modified or adjustable goals, Ameren’s proposal is still 1518 

unprecedented and without merit. The efficiency and demand response programs are intended to 1519 

intervene in markets by offering strategies, services, and financial incentives to overcome 1520 

barriers faced by customers and other market actors that prevent them from investing in cost-1521 

effective efficiency. Ameren has none of the demand-side market barriers to taking its own 1522 
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unilateral actions to implement many of the things for which it is reserving the right to count 1523 

savings.  1524 

VI. INCOME QUALIFIED PROGRAMS 1525 

 1526 

Q. YOU MENTIONED EARLIER THAT AMEREN’S PROJECTED COST/KWH 1527 

SAVED FOR ITS IQ PROGRAMS IS SUBSTANTIALLY HIGHER THAN WHAT 1528 

COMED IS ESTIMATING FOR ITS IQ PROGRAMS.  WHAT ARE THE 1529 

DIFFERENCES AND THE DRIVERS FOR THEM?  1530 

A. Ameren is proposing costs/kWh saved for its IQ program that are roughly four times 1531 

more for its primary single family and multifamily IQ programs than ComEd is budgeting.  This 1532 

is the case despite Ameren’s claim that it can be more cost-efficient in delivering joint gas-1533 

electric programs because it is a combined utility.62  Ameren is planning to spend $1.66/kWh  1534 

while ComEd is planning to spend 46 cents/kWh for its IQ programs. I see no valid reason to 1535 

justify this extreme difference. While I have not had the time or resources to fully investigate 1536 

every possible contributor to this variance, it seems clear that most of it is driven by a few major 1537 

intentional and unwarranted implementation choices by Ameren, contrary to stakeholder 1538 

recommendations, which the other utilities are not repeating. I focus below on three key drivers: 1539 

 1540 

 Very high non-incentive and delivery costs, much of which is attributable to an apparent 1541 

refusal to fully leverage the successful Illinois Home Weatherization Assistance Program 1542 

(“IHWAP”), as DCEO did during its oversight of income qualified programs and all 1543 

other Illinois utilities are agreeing to do63; 1544 

                                                 
62 Plan at 7 

63 ComEd and Nicor have both signed stipulations with Stakeholders that specifically guide the implementation of 

income qualified programs for their 2018-2021 Plans.  Final negotiations on implementation guidelines for the IQ 
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 1545 

 A refusal to take advantage of the ability granted in FEJA under Section 8-103B(b-25) to 1546 

count up to 10% of annual incremental goals from gas savings toward electric goals 1547 

through btu conversions, prioritizing income qualified customers; 1548 

 1549 

 An exorbitant and inappropriate focus on investing in non-cost-effective central air 1550 

conditioners in the IQ market, which are extremely costly in terms of the savings they 1551 

provide. 1552 

 1553 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE ISSUE OF LEVERAGING IHWAP AND HOW THAT 1554 

CAN REDUCE IQ COSTS.  1555 

A. The State, through DCEO, currently runs a successful IHWAP program that provides 1556 

comprehensive weatherization services throughout Illinois. It is funded with both federal and 1557 

State funds, but unfortunately those funding sources have historically not been high enough to 1558 

meet the need, and IHWAP has generally maintained a substantial customer waitlist. All 1559 

households with incomes at or below 200% of the Federal Poverty Level (“FPL”) are eligible to 1560 

participate.  IHWAP relies on a multitude of Community Action Agencies (“CAAs”) throughout 1561 

the State to perform the implementation of services statewide who have specialized training and 1562 

skills.  1563 

 In the past, DCEO combined its 8-103 and 8-104 low income program funding source 1564 

from utility ratepayers for customers whose annual income falls below 200% of Federal Poverty 1565 

Level with the IHWAP program through grants in a way that provided a seamless service to 1566 

customers and allowed the energy efficiency funds to leverage both the State and federal funds 1567 

and the existing IHWAP infrastructure to provide comprehensive services. This highly effective 1568 

                                                                                                                                                             
programs with The Peoples Gas Light & Coke Company/North Shore Gas Company are proceeding and expected to 

be finalized over the next few days. 
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and efficient approach has been adopted in the 2018-2021 Plans of ComEd, Nicor and, assuming 1569 

a similar settlement of the case, in Peoples Gas/North Shore service territories, as specifically 1570 

requested by Stakeholders. Unfortunately Ameren seems to be unwilling to use this model, or at 1571 

least commit to it in a way that makes that pledge clear in this proceeding. 1572 

 1573 

Q. WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF AMEREN’S CHOICE TO NOT ADOPT THE SAME 1574 

MODEL?  1575 

A. Based on the costs Ameren has budgeted for its IQ effort, it appears that the lack of 1576 

leveraging of IHWAP services results in a very substantial increase in costs to effectively 1577 

reinvent and duplicate the infrastructure, services, training, marketing and outreach of IHWAP 1578 

independently. Given that IHWAP is a statewide program with similar costs throughout the 1579 

State, there is absolutely no justification for Ameren’s costs for this portion of its IQ program to 1580 

be significantly higher than ComEd's. It is likely that a significant portion of the households 1581 

Ameren will serve in its IQ programs will be eligible for IHWAP. 1582 

 1583 

Q. WHAT IS THE EVIDENCE THAT AMEREN DOES NOT PLAN TO USE THIS 1584 

IHWAP LEVERAGING MODEL?  1585 

A. In its Plan Ameren was somewhat vague on this issue.  For example it talks about 1586 

partnering with the local CAAs to provide services that are “consistent” with the IHWAP 1587 

program.64 However, Ameren further clarifies this in discovery responses. NRDC 2.19 asked a 1588 

number of questions related to this issue. Ameren confirms that it does not plan to serve all IQ 1589 

customers that are eligible through the IHWAP program (NRDC 2.19(c)i). It further states that 1590 

                                                 
64 Plan Appendix H at 7 
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while it will work directly with CAAs, “Ameren Illinois does not intend to contract with nor 1591 

directly intermingle funds with IHWAP to deliver weatherization services directly to eligible 1592 

customers.” (NRDC2.19(c)(ii).  In short, it appears Ameren, to the extent it does use any of the 1593 

CAAs, is planning to have its primary implementation contractor contract directly with them 1594 

outside of the IHWAP program. 1595 

 1596 

Q. DOES AMEREN PROVIDE ANY REASONS FOR THIS DECISION?  1597 

A. Yes.  In its response to NRDC data request 2.19(c)(i), the Company states that its IQ 1598 

program “will treat more than three times the number of eligible housing units on an annual basis 1599 

that have been treated by IHWAP in each of the past two years within our service territory.”   It 1600 

goes on to state that Ameren’s “Plan contemplates significant investment in the development of 1601 

resources to support the delivery of energy efficiency services within local communities via the 1602 

BED program.” 6566  Ameren claims it wants to “maintain direct operational oversight.”  It does 1603 

state, however, that it will “utilize the Community Action Agencies to deliver weatherization 1604 

services to the fullest extent possible…and coordinate with IHWAP to implement activities that 1605 

support the development of home weatherization infrastructure, such as training.”67  1606 

 1607 

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO AMEREN’S RATIONALE?  1608 

A.  I find it short-sighted and lacking in common sense, and not supportable in terms of cost-1609 

efficient implementation practices. 1610 

                                                 
65 Id. 

66 Id. 

67 Id. 
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 First, its argument that it will need to treat more than three times the number of historic 1611 

IHWAP customers in its territory is both factually incorrect and misleading. Ameren plans to 1612 

serve a total of 2,217 IQ households in 2018.68  However, this includes all IQ households, only 1613 

some fraction of which would be eligible for IHWAP.  I estimate it likely will be a majority, but 1614 

not an overwhelming majority.  It is my understanding based on conversations with Michael 1615 

“Mick” Prince, Weatherization Program Manager at DCEO, that IHWAP served 1,403 single 1616 

family households in Ameren territory last year.  It is also my understanding that multifamily 1617 

unit retrofits are easier to complete, and that a substantial portion of Ameren’s eligible 1618 

households are in multifamily units, implying that even without any ramping up, IHWAP could 1619 

serve a mix of single family and multifamily households in excess of 1,400 per year.  As a result, 1620 

it appears that rather than a threefold increase, Ameren’s IQ program will more likely serve less 1621 

than a twofold increase in completed retrofits in the Ameren service territory. 1622 

 Ameren’s proposed implementation model is even more irrational, given my 1623 

understanding that Mr. Prince has had numerous conversations with Ameren as it developed its 1624 

Plan, and assured them that IHWAP could double its production next year, and continue to ramp 1625 

up even more if desired in later years.  1626 

 While Ameren makes an issue of the fact that IHWAP has historically served less homes 1627 

than it would need to if it added responsibility for a portion of Ameren’s IQ program, Mr. Prince 1628 

informs me that, while true, the limitation on number of households treated has always been the 1629 

lack of funding and not IHWAP infrastructure capability. In fact, it is my understanding that  1630 

during the years when the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”) Federal 1631 

stimulus funds substantially increased IHWAP funding, the program was able to ramp up in two 1632 

                                                 
68 NRDC 2.16(b). 



AG Exhibit 1.0 

81 

 

months, and completely cleared eliminated  its waiting list using the additional ARRA funding 1633 

levels. 1634 

 Ameren also says it wants to maintain “maintain direct operational control” and will be 1635 

making a “significant investment” in the development of delivery capability, as reasons for its 1636 

decision.  However, this is a luxury that Ameren apparently cannot afford, nor should the 1637 

ratepayers pay for, if the Company is seeking modified goals.  Essentially, Ameren plans to 1638 

make a “significant investment” of ratepayer funds that is unnecessary and duplicative.  Mr. 1639 

Prince describes the IHWAP training program as one of the best in the country, which utilizes 1640 

implementation training through the University of Illinois.  In short, the infrastructure and 1641 

investment to develop weatherization training has already been made, and can be continued with 1642 

existing State and federal funds. 1643 

 1644 

Q: WHAT OTHER IQ PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS CONCERN 1645 

YOU  1646 

A. Ameren’s intended “significant investment” in training is particularly concerning in that 1647 

Ameren admits it will intentionally attempt to simply duplicate what already exists, with 1648 

unnecessary cost to its customers.  Ameren makes it clear that its large training investment will 1649 

simply “mirror IHWAP training to the extent practical to facilitate coordination and/or use the 1650 

same training vendors.”69 This inefficient proposal exists despite Ameren conceding that it has 1651 

“had difficulty identifying local diverse business enterprises that reflect the diversity of our 1652 

service territory and are qualified to support the delivery of energy efficiency programs.”70 1653 

                                                 
69 AIC response to data request NRDC 2.17(c). 

70 AIC response to data request AG 4.01. 
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 It makes no sense for Ameren, which admittedly has not been successful in recruiting 1654 

local diverse business enterprises in the past, to try to duplicate the successful services that 1655 

IHWAP has already developed.  As Community-based entities, the CAAs presumably already 1656 

represent “diverse business enterprises that reflect the diversity” of Ameren’s service territory 1657 

and IQ communities.   1658 

 1659 

Q. WHY WOULD AMEREN’S PROPOSED APPROACH FOR 1660 

WEATHERIZATION SERVICES INCREASE COSTS AS COMPARED TO YOUR 1661 

RECOMMENDED APPROACH OF INTEGRATING THE PROGRAMS, GIVEN THAT 1662 

AMEREN SAYS IT WILL ESSENTIALLY DUPLICATE THE IHWAP SERVICES, AND 1663 

EVEN USE MANY OF THE SAME CAAs?   1664 

A. While at first glance this seems a reasonable question, the fact remains that Ameren is 1665 

asking for a budget of $1.66/kWh for this program while ComEd is only asking for a budget of 1666 

$0.46/kWh, so clearly Ameren’s own budget estimates are assuming much higher costs. I have 1667 

looked into some of the costs that go into Ameren’s proposal, and I have identified many areas of 1668 

unnecessary spending. 1669 

 First, because the IHWAP program already has State and federal funds that maintains an 1670 

infrastructure and covers administrative costs, it is my understanding based on conversations 1671 

with Mr. Prince that IHWAP can simply take any additional funds provided by the utilities and 1672 

serve more residences, and allocate those funds directly to the costs of energy savings measures, 1673 

while relying on the leveraged State and federal funds to cover training, administration, home 1674 

assessments, transportation, and health and safety costs.  1675 
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 It should be noted that Federal regulations also prevent the CAAs from using any 1676 

equipment paid for with federal funds for outside work. As a result, even though Ameren will 1677 

use some of the same CAAs, ratepayers would have to pay for the costs of acquiring duplicative 1678 

equipment.   1679 

 While the integrated “piggy back” approach is the model that DCEO used under 8-103 1680 

and 8-104 programs, and which the Northern utilities have committed to undertake, 1681 

Ameren is now asking its customers to carry the financial burden of both duplicating all these 1682 

non-measure services and fully funding them.  Ameren provides a breakdown of its IQ non-1683 

incentive costs in an attachment to a data request response to NRDC 2.17. Ameren has allocated 1684 

$4.4 million per year — roughly a fifth of its entire electric and gas IQ budget — for services in 1685 

addition to its implementation contractor labor costs that I believe it would not have to cover if it 1686 

simply utilized the IHWAP network. These unnecessary additional costs include, as selected 1687 

examples, expenditures for: 1688 

 1689 

 $2 million for health and safety measures 1690 

 $730,000 for home assessments 1691 

 $456,000 for “customer service” 1692 

 1693 

The attachment referenced above reveals many other line items that are unnecessary, such as 1694 

equipment purchases, training, promotion, and other costs.  In addition to the proposed $4.4 1695 

million cost/year of potential savings, Ameren has also budgeted another $1.8 million/year in 1696 

non-measure-installation labor costs for its implementation contractor for the IQ program.  This 1697 
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does not even include Ameren staff labor, which Ameren confirms is counted separately under 1698 

portfolio costs.71  1699 

I believe the vast majority, if not all, of these costs could be eliminated for the 1700 

weatherization portion of the IQ program. Certainly an in-house Ameren staff person can provide 1701 

basic contract management services and oversight of the IHWAP implementation already being 1702 

managed by DCEO. It appears virtually every contractor staff category is some sort of 1703 

management, marketing or support services, which can be covered by existing IHWAP 1704 

management services.  In addition, Ameren has budgeted a full 3% of its entire portfolio costs 1705 

for a training program that is, in effect, unnecessary given the existing IHWAP training 1706 

infrastructure.  1707 

 1708 

Q. WHAT ABOUT THE PORTION OF IQ PROGRAMS THAT IWOULD BE 1709 

OFFERED TO CUSTOMERS WHOSE INCOMES FALL BETWEEN 200% AND 300% 1710 

FPL?  1711 

A. Those customers are not eligible for IHWAP services, so obviously Ameren cannot rely 1712 

on the IHWAP program to serve these customers.  Even if Ameren’s costs for treating those 1713 

units are higher, they will likely still be similar to those budgeted by ComEd, Peoples, North 1714 

Shore and Nicor IQ retrofits being done for their customers not eligible for IHWAP. While 1715 

Ameren has not been completely clear in its exact plans for procuring vendors to serve these 1716 

moderate income customers, it does appear Ameren is assuming that it would contract with and 1717 

manage these programs through its primary implementation contractor, who in turn subcontracts 1718 

to a residential sector contractor, who then may or may not hire some or all of the more 1719 

                                                 
71 .AIC response to date request NRDC 2.17(e). 
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experienced IQ non-profit firms that have been delivering services in Ameren territory for 1720 

DCEO.  This approach likely adds numerous layers of unnecessary administrative and 1721 

managerial expenses. 1722 

 1723 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE GAS BTU CONVERSION ISSUE AS IT RELATES TO 1724 

IQ PROGRAM COSTS AND SAVINGS FORECASTS.  1725 

A. As discussed above, the Section 8-104 gas budgets are much more constrained than the 1726 

electric budgets. This has created difficulties in the past for the Northern utilities when ComEd 1727 

was perhaps interested in treating more customers with a larger electric budget, but was 1728 

constrained by the available Nicor/Peoples Gas/North Shore gas budgets if it wanted to deliver a 1729 

comprehensive multi-fuel program. FEJA now allows the electric utilities to invest a portion of 1730 

their funds in gas savings measures in these multi-fuel programs, and convert the gas savings to 1731 

electric energy savings based on a site btu basis. FEJA puts a cap on these potential btu 1732 

conversions of no more than 10% of an electric utilities annual incremental goals each year, and 1733 

directs that if btu conversions are pursued that “an electric utility shall prioritize [btu conversion] 1734 

programs for low income residential customers” 72 1735 

 1736 

Q. HOW DOES THE BTU CONVERSION OPTION IMPACT THE COST/KWH 1737 

SAVED OF THE IQ PROGRAMS AND ASSIST AMEREN IN MEETING 1738 

UNMODIFIED GOALS?  1739 

A. It does this in two significant ways.  First, it allows the electric utility to be more 1740 

aggressive in terms of program activity and participation.  For Ameren, it helps to resolve the 1741 

                                                 
72 220 ILCS 5/8-103B(b-25). 
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issue of cross subsidies from electric to gas ratepayers.  Rather than subsidizing the gas budgets, 1742 

Ameren can keep these funds on the electric side and still pursue comprehensive multi-fuel 1743 

installations, but count the savings as electric savings.  This increases the electric available 1744 

budgets and savings in the IQ program 1745 

 Second, because the btus are converted based on site btus rather than primary source 1746 

btus73, it makes the kWhs from btu conversions substantially less costly to achieve — 1747 

approximately a third as costly.  This directly improves Ameren’s program yield and helps to 1748 

bring it more in line with ComEd’s much lower cost/kWh yield. 1749 

 1750 

Q. IS THERE ANYTHING PREVENTING AMEREN FROM EXERCISING THE 1751 

BTU CONVERSION OPTION?  1752 

A. No.  ComEd specifically chose to do use this option as a way to help expand its low 1753 

income program while still not exceeding the gas utilities’ available budgets, and to help it to 1754 

meet its unmodified goals. I see no reason Ameren cannot do the same.  Doing so will relieve 1755 

Ameren’s concerns about needing to spend additional funds on gas measures beyond what the 1756 

gas budget cap can cover.  1757 

 1758 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR CONCERNS ABOUT AMEREN’S ASSUMED 1759 

BUDGET FOR CENTRAL AIR CONDITIONERS IN THE IQ PROGRAM. 1760 

A. Ameren’s Plan includes an assumed installation of an large number of high efficiency 1761 

central air conditioners in single family and multifamily IQ homes with gas heating that are also 1762 

                                                 
73 A kWh is equal to 3,413 btus. Thus, at the customer’s site, that is the energy content of a kWh. However, much of 

Ameren’s electricity is traditionally generated by burning gas and other fossil fuels at an efficiency level of roughly 

30%-40%. Therefore, at a “primary” or original source level, it typically in the range of 10,000 btus to generate a 

single kWh. Because gas costs have a direct  impact on the electricity avoided costs, this discrepancy results in the 

gas measures that are converted to electric tending to be significantly less expensive. 
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electric customers.  However, these AC installations are very costly and produce very little 1763 

savings.  Ameren has estimated the savings from this measure at $12/kWh.74 Simply removing 1764 

this one non-cost-effective measure alone would improve Ameren’s IQ yield from $1.66/kWh to 1765 

$1.31/kWh, a 21% cost reduction. 1766 

 1767 

Q. HOW MANY AC UNITS IS AMEREN PLANNING TO INSTALL?  1768 

 A. Ameren’s workpapers reveal that the Company assumes it will invest in an average of 1769 

860 central air conditioning units per year,75 a surprisingly large number when one considers that  1770 

Ameren is only planning to treat an annual average of 2,226 IQ households in total.76   1771 

 According to Ameren’s response to NRDC 2.18(b) only 60% of its electric residential 1772 

customers are also gas customers. This means, if the IQ population has a similar fraction of 1773 

combined electric and gas customers, Ameren will only be treating 1,344 IQ homes per year. 1774 

ThereforE, Ameren is projecting a penetration rate for this single, very non-cost-effective 1775 

measure of 64%. of all eligible IQ households.   1776 

 Ironically, as discussed above in my analysis of the potential study, this participation rate 1777 

is well above what Ameren asserts is actually achievable, even for an easy to implement and 1778 

highly cost-effective measure.  Further, Ameren’s Plans are also surprising because it argues that 1779 

it will have difficulty capturing enough C&I savings with the loss of exempt customers, yet it has 1780 

planned for only a total of 37 air conditioners and heat pumps in the entire C&I sector. This is an 1781 

area where air conditioners are typically much more cost-effective than in residential households, 1782 

and for which Ameren should be aggressively pursuing more savings. 1783 

                                                 
74 Ameren workpaper:  Cottrell DWP_AIC 2018-21 Plan BenCost_2017-06-28_CONFIDENTIAL (1).xlsx 

75 Id. 

76 AIC response to NRDC 2.16(b). 
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Q. WHAT IS AMEREN’S BUDGET AND SAVINGS FOR THESE AC UNITS?  1784 

A. Ameren is budgeting $3.7M in electric incentives alone for this single measure.77 This is 1785 

24% of Ameren’s entire IQ budget.  However, it is only projecting savings of 304 MWh, or just 1786 

3% of the 9,430 MWh of savings in the IQ program.78    1787 

 1788 

 Q. HOW DO YOU RECOMMEND THE COMMISSION RESPOND TO AMEREN’S 1789 

IQ PROPOSAL?  1790 

A. The Commission should reject Ameren’s proposal and direct it to integrate its IQ services 1791 

with IHWAP to the fullest extent possible, taking advantage of the Btu conversion opportunity if 1792 

necessary to help it meet goals, eliminating the imprudent expenditures in non-cost-effective 1793 

central air conditioners, and revising its budget to reflect a budget and implementation strategy 1794 

more in line with ComEd’s Plan.  1795 

 1796 

Q. ARE THERE ANY OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSION 1797 

YOU WISH TO DISCUSS RELATED TO AMEREN’S PROVISION OF INCOME 1798 

QUALIFIED PROGRAMS?  1799 

A. Yes.  In ComEd’s Plan docket, ComEd has entered into a stipulation with Stakeholders 1800 

that cover many budgetary and implementation issues, which include a particular focus on 1801 

Income Qualified program expansion and implementation practices.  As shown in my attached 1802 

Exhibit 1.6, ComEd has committed to a significant expansion of income qualified spending that 1803 

totals a $48.2 million annual investment, including pilot programs developed through its R&D 1804 

budget.  Nicor and Peoples Gas/North Shore, too, have increased their committed Income 1805 

                                                 
77 Ameren workpaper:  Cottrell DWP_AIC 2018-21 Plan BenCost_2017-06-28_CONFIDENTIAL (1).xlsx 

78 Id. 
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Qualified Program budgets over previous spending levels. I commend Ameren for also making a 1806 

significant commitment to IQ spending in its Plan, notwithstanding the implementation issues 1807 

I’ve identified. I wish to emphasize that the Company should be directed to likewise seek to 1808 

maximize IQ spending as it attempts to develop a revised Plan that achieves the statutory savings 1809 

goals in order to provide needed energy efficiency assistance to the Ameren customers with the 1810 

greatest financial need. 1811 

 In addition, ComEd and the other gas utilities are set to engage with the Economically 1812 

Disadvantaged Advisory Committee, authorized under Section 8-104B(c) of the Act, with the 1813 

goal of reaching consensus on various issues of importance to the committee, as provided in the 1814 

respective stipulations.  Exhibit 1.6 outlines the commitments ComEd has made.  Ameren’s 1815 

testimony suggests it, too, is committed to working with the Committee.  I urge the Commission 1816 

to include in its Order requirements that Ameren similarly engage and commit to consensus 1817 

building with the Committee, consistent with the commitments made in the ComEd stipulation. 1818 

 1819 

VII. AMEREN’S “FLEXIBLE PAYMENT BILLING OPTION” PROPOSAL 1820 

 1821 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN AMEREN’S “FLEXIBLE PAYMENT BILLING OPTION”?  1822 

A.  Ameren is proposing a pilot program funded through its BED funds for a “flexible 1823 

payment billing option program.”  Often referred to by the utility industry as “prepay,” this 1824 

strategy relies on allowing customers to opt-in to a new rate tariff that has customers pay in 1825 

advance for electric service rather than on the existing credit basis in which customers pay for 1826 

their previous month’s usage. Ameren then provides information to customers to allow them to 1827 

track their consumption and spending and monitor when they are running low on prepaid funds, 1828 
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as well as potentially provide other energy savings tips and data on usage.  Ameren believes this 1829 

can result in behavior efficiency impacts.  1830 

 1831 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH AMEREN THAT THIS PROGRAM COULD RESULT 1832 

IN BEHAVIORAL SAVINGS?  1833 

 A. Potentially. From Ameren’s description, it does sound like some of the services 1834 

associated with this effort are very similar to other strategies being tested or delivered by 1835 

Ameren and elsewhere that can result in some behavioral change and energy usage reduction.  1836 

However, it seems that all of the features of this pilot program that would potentially result in 1837 

savings are completely separate from whether the customer is on a prepay tariff or not. In fact the 1838 

only likely savings one might expect resulting purely from the prepay tariff is that customers 1839 

who ran out of prepay funds would curtail their usage simply because they couldn’t afford not to, 1840 

assuming they wanted to remain on the prepay tariff and not revert back to a more traditional 1841 

tariff.   1842 

 While this information could result in some reduction, the efficiency portfolio should 1843 

focus on actual efficiency and not potential triggers to customer deprivation in energy usage.  I 1844 

view Ameren’s prepay proposal as an inappropriate use of the energy efficiency program rider 1845 

funds and inclusion in this Plan,  Fundamentally, this is a rate design tariff rather than a true 1846 

efficiency program. 1847 

 1848 

Q. EXPLAIN WHY YOU BELIEVE THE SAVINGS COMPONENTS OF PREPAY 1849 

ARE SEPARATE AND DISTINCT FROM THE ACT OF PAYING IN ADVANCE?  1850 
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A. Witness Keith Martin states that the Commission has approved behavior programs that 1851 

capture savings from providing customers with “feedback regarding their energy usage” in the 1852 

past.79  He goes on to claim that the pilot will essentially provide the same sort of information, 1853 

but can provide it more frequently, and on smart phones apps, and by text, as well as email 1854 

which its current Behavior program does not provide. It also indicates it can leverage AMI data 1855 

and “alerts” to customers when abnormal or excessive usage occurs. All of these things could 1856 

lead to behavioral changes that save energy, he states. 1857 

 But none of these information services/alerts seem to require or depend on the timing of 1858 

any bill payments, either in advance or after the fact. More importantly, these all appear to be 1859 

services that can be provided to customers without a prepay tariff.   1860 

 For example, Ameren already acknowledges that its Home Energy Report uses email.  Of 1861 

course, email can also currently be sent directly as a text to a smart phone, and certainly 1862 

whatever dedicated Apps are developed for this program could still be used.  In addition, 1863 

Ameren maintains software called Aclara that offers all customers with AMI anytime access to 1864 

view their usage and spending, among other data, online. As evidenced by the Aclara screenshots 1865 

provided in response to data request AG 3.01, “alerts” can be set up in Aclara that presumably 1866 

would also provide customers notice of unusually high usage if funded with non- EE program 1867 

financing.  There are also other vendors offering different sorts of technology and data analytics 1868 

services that can use AMI data to provide information to customers through cell phones and 1869 

other means of communications.      1870 

 1871 

                                                 
79 Keith Martin direct testimony  at 33. 
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Q. DOESN’T AMEREN STATE THAT ACLARA OR OTHER CURRENT 1872 

SERVICES CANNOT PROVIDE THESE PREPAY INFORMATION SERVICES?  1873 

A. Yes. The Company’s response to data request AG 4.22 states this.  However, it also 1874 

acknowledges that Ameren has not investigated what other products and services exist in the 1875 

market that could provide them. As for its statement that it doesn’t have this capability, I can 1876 

only assume this refers to Ameren not having a system currently set up under Aclara or some 1877 

other program to provide the same or similar service. Given that Aclara is an electronic platform 1878 

and clearly tracks AMI data, makes it available to customers, and allows customers to set up 1879 

alerts, it seems clear that this functionality could be added and recovered in base rates, assuming 1880 

customer interest exists.   1881 

 Importantly, however, providing such information need not rely on prepayment to the 1882 

utility for future energy usage. Further, the fact that Ameren obviously has a plan for how to 1883 

create this functionality as part of its prepay pilot proves it can set this functionality up regardless 1884 

of any new tariffs.   1885 

 1886 

Q. ARE THERE OTHER REASONS TO REJECT THE PREPAY PILOT?  1887 

A. Yes. Witness Keith Martin states that Ameren will be proposing to adopt a new optional 1888 

prepay tariff outside of the Plan.80  If this is the case, Ameren has no need to use scarce 1889 

efficiency funds for a pilot when it is already adopting the tariff separately. Further, Ameren has 1890 

assumed no savings from this pilot effort in the Plan. Since Ameren has asked to be able to count 1891 

any savings not funded by the EE Rider, it seems clear that Ameren would likely attempt to 1892 

claim any savings it could verify from this tariff regardless of whether it pursued the pilot. While 1893 

                                                 
80 Keith Martin direct testimony at 33 
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the Commission should soundly reject the proposal to count these non-EE program Rider 1894 

savings, this request undermines any rationale for siphoning off limited EE funds that could 1895 

otherwise go to purchasing savings that could help Ameren to meet its goals, while 1896 

simultaneously claiming it doesn’t have the funds necessary to meet goals. Clearly if Ameren 1897 

does get approval for a prepay tariff in the future, it would have plenty of opportunity and data to 1898 

also determine its impact on energy usage in the future without this R&D pilot. 1899 

Even more important, approval of this pilot would set a terrible precedent that opens the 1900 

door for EEPS funds to be used for rate designs as opposed to more traditional demand-side 1901 

management (“DSM”) measures. As mentioned above, the purpose of DSM is to overcome 1902 

market barriers that customers face that prevent them from adopting cost-effective efficiency on 1903 

their own. Clearly, these market barriers do not apply to Ameren’s ability to design and propose 1904 

new tariffs. Rates are fundamentally a completely separate utility business function and should 1905 

not siphon off limited efficiency funds, nor count directly toward FEJA goals.  1906 

 1907 

VIII. CONCLUSIONS 1908 

 1909 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 1910 

COMMISSION? 1911 

A. Ameren’s proposed 2018-2021 Plan filing should not be approved in its present, 1912 

proposed form.  The Commission should enter an order that: 1913 

1. rejects Ameren’s claim that it lacks the budget to achieve the statutory savings goals 1914 

articulated under Section 8-103B(b-10) and (b-15) of the Act, and therefore requires 1915 

approval of modified goals pursuant to Section 8-103B(f)(1); 1916 
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2. requires Ameren to revise its proposed Plan to reduce its overall cost/kWh such that it 1917 

develops a Plan that achieves the cumulative statutory goals by 2021,81 while still 1918 

maintaining is current budget allocation to IQ programs if possible, and reducing or 1919 

eliminating its BED budget and re-allocating dollars to other program budgets, if 1920 

necessary; 1921 

3. eliminates the inclusion of any “contingency funds” in the Plan budget; 1922 

4. rejects Ameren’s request to approve adjustable energy savings goals based on changes to 1923 

NTG and TRM values as being inconsistent with the explicit goals articulated in Section 1924 

8-103B, as well as with the penalty and incentive structure delineated in Section 8-1925 

103B(f)(8), and the goal of encouraging utility oversight and adjustment of programs as 1926 

appropriate to maximize net benefits and savings;  1927 

5. rejects Ameren’s request to count energy savings that are not resulting from actions and 1928 

investments paid for through the energy efficiency rider as inconsistent with Section 8-1929 

103B;  1930 

6. requires Ameren to revise its budget allocations and implementation strategies in its IQ 1931 

program to remove the proposed creation of a separate Ameren infrastructure for 1932 

weatherization retrofits for customers who qualify for IHWAP, as well as training 1933 

infrastructure, and to eliminate all planned expenditures for non-measure costs for its IQ 1934 

program portion that leverages the IHWAP program, to the maximum extent possible.  1935 

7. requires Ameren to revise its budget allocation of non-incentive program and portfolio 1936 

costs between electric and gas funds based on the share of total resource gross benefits 1937 

                                                 
81 As discussed, I recommend that, while the Commission should direct Ameren to meet the ultimate cumulative 

savings target by the end of 2021, that it does approve modify the preceding annual incremental goals to allow 

Ameren to pursue more consistent efficiency savings in each year of its Plan. 
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accruing to each energy system, for each program, and to count some gas energy savings 1938 

as electric savings based on btu conversions, as permitted under Section 8-103B(b-25) of 1939 

the Act, if necessary to maintain maximum spending in the IQ program or to meet 1940 

statutory goals; 1941 

8. requires Ameren to remove expensive, non-cost-effective central air conditioning unit 1942 

installations as part of the IQ budget and reallocate those costs to more cost-effective IQ 1943 

measures; 1944 

9. requires Ameren to reduce the planned expenditure of the allowable BED funds for a job 1945 

training and diversity initiative; focusing instead on ways of providing on-the-job training 1946 

and improving diversity in job creation by contracting with diverse entities and 1947 

community-based organizations to deliver its programs, in consultation with the 1948 

Economically Disadvantaged Advisory Committee, as well as fully leveraging the 1949 

IHWAP existing training infrastructure; 1950 

10. ensures commitment from Ameren to engage with the goal of reaching consensus with 1951 

the Economically Disadvantaged Advisory Committee on issues of importance, 1952 

consistent with the commitments ComEd and other utilities have made in settlement 1953 

stipulations;  1954 

11. rejects Ameren’s “Flexible Spending Billing Option” program given its status as a rate 1955 

design tariff and not an energy efficiency program; and 1956 

12. requires Ameren to modify its Plan in any other manner that ensures cost efficiencies, 1957 

and serves those customers who need energy efficiency investments to the maximum 1958 

extent practicable, while achieving the statutory energy savings goals. 1959 

 1960 
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Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?   1961 

A. Yes. 1962 


