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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Christopher C. Thomas.  My business address is 309 W. Washington, Suite 3 

800, Chicago, IL 60606. 4 

 5 

Q. What is your present occupation? 6 

A. I am employed by the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) as the Director of Policy.  My 7 

duties include filing expert testimony before the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” 8 

or “Commission”), oversight of the testimony filed by external expert witnesses on 9 

CUB’s behalf, and management of the Policy Department, including those CUB 10 

employees that attend stakeholder advisory group meetings.  I am testifying on behalf of 11 

CUB in this case. 12 

 13 

Q. Please summarize your professional experience. 14 

A. My professional career includes more than eleven years as a utility regulatory economist.  15 

I started my career as a regulatory economist in the Telecommunications Department of 16 

the Missouri Public Service Commission.  I became a CUB employee in September 2004, 17 

and have filed testimony before the ICC in numerous dockets.  CUB Exhibit 1.1, attached 18 

to this testimony, is my resume and a list of the dockets in which I have filed testimony 19 

and a brief description of the nature of each docket. 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 
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Q. Please describe your educational background. 24 

A. I have a Bachelor's degree in Business Administration with a concentration in Finance 25 

and a minor in Economics from Truman State University, and a Master’s degree in 26 

Economics and Finance from Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville. 27 

 28 

Q. Please summarize your professional experience related to demand response. 29 

A. I have participated in a number of national and local forums as an advocate for demand 30 

response, including the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and  National 31 

Association of Regulatory Utility Commissions (FERC-NARUC) Collaborative on 32 

Demand Response (recently renamed as the FERC-NARUC Smart Response 33 

Collaborative), the Midwest Demand Response Initiative, and the Mid-Atlantic Demand 34 

Response Initiative.  In addition, I have testified before the Commission on the efficacy 35 

of Commonwealth Edison Company’s Air Conditioner Cycling Program (formerly 36 

known as Nature First, and Rider AC7).   37 

 38 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 39 

A. I respond to the compliance proceeding initiated by the Commission to review the energy 40 

efficiency and demand response programs offered by the Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a 41 

Ameren Illinois (“Ameren” or “the Company”) during Year 2 of Ameren’s initial three-42 

year portfolio of programs (“Program Year 2”), as required by Section 8-103 of the 43 

Public Utilities Act (“PUA” or “the Act”).1  In particular, I address: Ameren’s demand 44 

                                                 
1 220 ILCS 5/8-103 et seq. 
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response programs and goal, the demand response program evaluators’ conclusions, and 45 

my conclusion that Ameren did not meet its demand response goals.   46 

 47 

Q. What are your overall recommendations to the Commission? 48 

A. I recommend that the Commission find that Ameren did not meet the statutory demand 49 

response savings goal for Program Year 2 of the Company’s initial three-year portfolio of 50 

programs.  Though I am not an attorney, I am an expert in demand response programs, 51 

and Ameren has failed to demonstrate that its program actually resulted in savings that 52 

either decreased or shifted the usage of electricity at peak times.   53 

 54 

II. AMEREN’S PLAN YEAR 2 (“PY2”) DEMAND RESPONSE PROGRAMS AND 55 
GOAL 56 

 57 
Q. Please describe the nature of demand response programs in Illinois. 58 

A.  The Illinois General Assembly recognized the value of demand response to the electric 59 

system and utility customers when it included the energy efficiency and demand response 60 

savings targets as separate requirements within Section 8-103 of the PUA.  Electric 61 

savings goals are set forth in Section 8-103(a), while demand response savings goals 62 

appear separately in Section 8-103(c).  The statutory demand response goals focus on 63 

reducing system usage at the point that usage is highest.  For purposes of customer 64 

programs, peak levels correspond to the highest demand hours in a given year, and this is 65 

the point when any reduction in peak demand provides the most value to customers and 66 

the utility.  Demand response refers to demand-side management, or the management of 67 

customer loads on their side of the meter.  The idea is that customers or the utility will 68 

respond to a signal from the market in order to shift loads to reduce system peak demand.  69 
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Ameren offered demand response programs to customers during Program Year 2 as 70 

required by statute.2 71 

 72 

Q. Please describe Ameren’s statutory demand response goals. 73 

A. I am not a lawyer, but I am aware that the PUA requires electric utilities to implement 74 

cost-effective demand-response measures to reduce peak demand by 0.1% over the prior 75 

year peak demand.  Ameren is required to implement 100% of the demand response 76 

measures required by statute, although the Company shares the responsibility of 77 

implementing energy efficiency measures with the Department of Commerce and 78 

Economic Opportunity (“DCEO”), which receives 25% of Ameren’s energy efficiency 79 

budget to implement those measures.3   80 

 81 

Q. What is the definition of “demand response”?   82 

A. The Illinois legislature defines demand response as “measures that decrease peak 83 

electricity demand or shift demand from peak to off-peak periods.”4  This is the definition 84 

I used in assessing Ameren’s demand response programs. 85 

 86 

Q. What is the definition of “peak demand”? 87 

A. Peak demand is defined generally as the time when system usage is at its highest level.  88 

Peak levels are the highest demand hours for electricity in a given year.  The “peak level” 89 

time period is that in which reducing peak demand has the most value to customers.  90 

                                                 
2 220 ILCS 5/8-103(c). 
3 220 ILCS 5/8-103(e). 
4 20 ILCS 3855/1-10. 



ICC Docket No. 10-0519 
Direct Testimony of Christopher C. Thomas 

CUB Ex. 1.0 
 

7 
 

However, the PUA does not define “peak demand.”  The Federal Energy Regulatory 91 

Commission (“FERC”) defines peak demand as “the maximum load during a specific 92 

period of time.”5  This common definition of “peak demand” is appropriate for the 93 

Commission to use in this proceeding, and it is the one I use for the purposes of this 94 

testimony. 95 

 96 

Q. What is the standard for calculating demand response savings targets? 97 

A. Demand response savings values are traditionally calculated in Megawatts (“MW”), as 98 

opposed to Megawatt-hours (“MWh”) or kilowatt-hours (“kWh”), because that is how 99 

capacity to meet peak load is procured.  I have worked in a professional capacity related 100 

to reviewing utility demand response programs for years and using MW is the standard 101 

for calculating demand response savings targets. 102 

 103 

Q. Has the Commission approved Ameren’s proposed Program Year 2 demand 104 

response savings targets?  105 

A. Yes.  The Commission’s Final Order in ICC Docket No. 07-0539 approved Ameren’s 106 

demand response savings targets and programs.6  At that time, Ameren estimated its PY2 107 

goal to be 10MW.  In a data request response in the instant proceeding, attached here as 108 

CUB Ex. 1.3, Ameren clarified that this was cumulative; that is, that Ameren expected an 109 

annual goal of 5MW each year, resulting in cumulative savings of 5MW for PY1, 10MW 110 

for PY2 and 15MW for PY3. 111 

                                                 
5 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Assessment of Demand Response & Advanced Metering Staff Report, 
Appendix A – Glossary for the Report at A-7 (September 2007).  Available at: www.ferc.gov/legal/staff-reports/09-
07-demand-response.pdf. 
6 ICC Docket No. 07-0539, Final Order of February 6, 2008 at 38.   
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 112 

Q. Was the role of stakeholders addressed in the 07-0539 decision? 113 

A. Yes.  The Commission created the “stakeholder advisory committee” (now known as the 114 

Illinois Energy Efficiency Stakeholder Advisory Group or “SAG”)  in that Order to 115 

ensure there was a stakeholder process to “review the Utility’s progress towards 116 

achieving the required energy efficiency and demand response goals and to continue 117 

strengthening the portfolio.”7 The Commission also set forth specific responsibilities for 118 

the SAG, including but not limited to: reviewing final program designs; establishing 119 

agreed-upon performance metrics for measuring portfolio and program performance; 120 

reviewing Plan progress against metrics and against statutory goals; reviewing program 121 

additions or discontinuations; reviewing new proposed programs for the next program 122 

cycle; and reviewing program budget shifts between programs where the change is more 123 

than 20%.8   124 

 125 

Q. Please describe Ameren’s statutory demand response savings target for Program 126 

Year 2. 127 

A. In a data request response, attached here as CUB 1.2, Ameren indicated that its peak 128 

demand in the year prior to PY2 was 4,177.54 MW.  Therefore, a 0.1% reduction of that 129 

load would mean that Ameren’s demand response savings goal for PY2 was 4.18 MW. 130 

 131 

Q. Please describe Ameren’s Program Year 2 residential demand response program. 132 

                                                 
7 Id. at 24. 
8 Id. 



ICC Docket No. 10-0519 
Direct Testimony of Christopher C. Thomas 

CUB Ex. 1.0 
 

9 
 

A. Ameren offered the E-Smart Programmable Thermostat program (“residential demand 133 

response program”) to customers during Program Year 2, in conjunction with 134 

implementer Conservation Services Group (“CSG”).9  Customers participating in this 135 

program received a free programmable thermostat, as well as free installation and 136 

programming of the device.10  In exchange for the free thermostat, customers agreed to 137 

have their central air conditioner remotely cycled down for up to twelve days per cooling 138 

season during peak load events.11  These cycling events were to occur between 1:00pm 139 

and 5:00pm during weekdays, Monday through Friday.12   140 

 141 

Q. Please describe Ameren’s Program Year 2 commercial and industrial (“C&I”) 142 

demand response program. 143 

A. It is my understanding that Ameren replaced its originally planned Commercial Demand 144 

Credit program with the Commercial Control Thermostat program in Program Year 2.13  145 

Small business owners were eligible to participate in this program, including the rate 146 

classes BGS-2, BGS-3A, RTP-2, and RTP-3A.  Participants received a free 147 

programmable thermostat that would cycle an air conditioning unit off “upon receipt of 148 

an Ameren Illinois signal during peak demand periods.”14  Thermostats were offered to 149 

                                                 
9 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 1 (Nov. 2010). 
10 Id. 
11 Id. 
12 Id. 
13 Opinion Dynamics Corporation, Impact & Process Evaluation of 2009 (PY2) Ameren Illinois Utilities 
Commercial and Industrial Electric Energy Efficiency Programs at 7 (Jan. 2011).  Note that the Commercial 
Demand Credit program was approved by the Commission in ICC Docket No. 07-0539. 
14 Id. 
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eligible participants individually, or combined with a special furnace tune-up.15  Opinion 150 

Dynamics Corporation (“ODC”) conducted a process evaluation of this program.16 151 

 152 

Q. Please describe your understanding of a “process evaluation.” 153 

A. Process evaluations are used to gather market intelligence to assist program designers and 154 

managers in structuring their programs to achieve cost-effective savings while satisfying 155 

customers.  Ameren’s states that its guide defines “process evaluations” as evaluations 156 

that “assess program delivery, from design to implementation, in order to identify 157 

bottlenecks, efficiencies, what worked, what did not work, constraints, and potential 158 

improvements.”  Ameren states that “a cost-effectiveness analysis and savings impact 159 

evaluations are distinctly separate exercises.”17  This is different from an “impact 160 

evaluation.” 161 

 162 

Q. Please describe your understanding of an “impact evaluation.” 163 

A. Impact evaluations are used to evaluate the actual impact of a program, in this case for 164 

example a determination of net kilowatts or net kilowatt-hour savings achieved.  Ameren 165 

generally agrees with this definition, but concludes that an impact evaluation “does not 166 

always necessarily determine net kilowatts or net kilowatt hour savings achieved.”18 167 

 168 

 169 

                                                 
15 Id. 
16 Id. at 64.  ODC explained that “the evaluation team did not conduct a full impact evaluation of the Demand 
Control Thermostat Program given its relatively small contribution to the overall C&I portfolio.” 
17 Ameren Response to CUB Data Request 3.01 citing Page ES-1, 2, attached here as CUB Ex. 1.9. 
18 Ameren Response to CUB Data Request 3.02, attached here as CUB Ex. 1.4. 
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Q. Has Ameren consistently stated its demand response obligations? 170 

A. No.  Ameren filed its initial Plan 1 for approval by the Commission with demand 171 

response targets calculated in MW.19  However, Ameren presented savings updates to the 172 

SAG in both MWh and MW, two different energy measurements to express potential 173 

energy usage reductions during peak demand.20  For example, Ameren identified its net 174 

demand response savings goal for the Program Year 2 residential demand response 175 

program as 279 MWh and 4 MW during periodic SAG updates.21   176 

 177 

Q. How do 279 MWh and 4 MW relate to each other? 178 

A. To put it simply, a 279 MWh savings would be a reduction of 4 MW sustained for a total 179 

of 69.75 hours (4MW x 69.75 hours = 279 MWh).   180 

 181 

Q. How have Ameren’s independent evaluators The Cadmus Group (“Cadmus”) and 182 

ODC presented the Company’s demand response savings targets? 183 

A. Cadmus’ evaluation of Ameren’s residential demand response program calculated results 184 

in kWh.22  ODC’s evaluation of Ameren’s C&I demand response program calculated 185 

results in kWh and MWh.23 186 

 187 

 188 

                                                 
19 ICC Docket No. 07-0539  Ameren Exhibit 2.0 at 439-444 (Nov. 15, 2007). 
20 See Stakeholder Advisory Group Periodic Reports, available at http://www.ilsag.org/periodic_reports. 
21 Stakeholder Advisory Group Periodic Report of September 2010, available at: 
http://www.ilsag.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/Merged_IL_EE_DR_Monthly_Report__FINAL_PY2.29220021
0.pdf. 
22 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 2, 11 (Nov. 2010). 
23 Opinion Dynamics Corporation, Impact & Process Evaluation of 2009 (PY2) Ameren Illinois Utilities 
Commercial and Industrial Electric Energy Efficiency Programs at 1 (Jan. 2011). 
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Q. Do you think it is appropriate for Ameren or its independent evaluators to provide 189 

demand response savings targets in MWh and kWh? 190 

A. No.  In my opinion, the statutory demand response goals require Ameren and its 191 

evaluators Cadmus and ODC to present demand response savings program targets and 192 

results using MW, not MWh, kWh, or any other energy savings calculation.   193 

 194 

Q. Please describe Ameren’s demand response savings target as presented in this 195 

docket. 196 

A. In a data request response to CUB, attached as CUB Ex. 1.2, Ameren stated that the 197 

Program Year 2 demand response goal as mandated by statute was 4.18 MW.24 198 

 199 

Q. How does that compare to what Ameren has said previously? 200 

A. Ameren represented different savings targets for its demand response programs in 201 

Program Year 2:   in its update to the SAG on Program Year 2 results, Ameren stated that 202 

its demand response savings target for Program Year 2 was 4 MW, including 279 MWh 203 

for the residential program and 93 MWh for the C&I program25; in its representations to 204 

the IPA for the agency’s load forecast calculation, Ameren stated its demand response 205 

savings targets as 7 MW;26 and in its data request response to CUB in this docket, 206 

Ameren represented its goal as 4.18 MW.27  It is not clear to me how Ameren came up 207 

                                                 
24 Ameren Response to CUB Data Request 3.03. 
25 Stakeholder Advisory Group Periodic Report of September 2010, available at: 
http://www.ilsag.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/Merged_IL_EE_DR_Monthly_Report__FINAL_PY2.29220021
0.pdf. 
26 ICC Chairman Box, Order Granting Petition for Approval of  a Power Procurement Plan at 8, ICC Docket No. 08-
0519 (Jan. 7, 2009).  
27 Ameren Response to CUB Data Request 3.03. 
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with these drastically different numbers for its Program Year 2 demand response savings 208 

targets, or which one is the correct statutory target.  209 

 210 

Q. Do you have an opinion on Ameren’s representations of its demand response goal 211 

for PY2? 212 

A. Yes.  In the future, I believe that Ameren should be required to consistently present its 213 

estimated savings goal in MW rather than MWh or kWh.  Also, in light of the differing 214 

estimates Ameren represented at different points in time, I recommend that Ameren 215 

should be required to provide a detailed calculation to the Commission of its demand 216 

response savings target in this case and in future 8-103 compliance dockets. 217 

 218 

III. EVALUATOR CONCLUSIONS  219 

Q. Who were Ameren’s independent evaluators for the Company’s demand response 220 

programs during Program Year 2? 221 

A. Cadmus was the independent evaluator in charge of evaluating Ameren’s residential 222 

demand response program.28  Cadmus also identified Tetra Tech as working on Ameren’s 223 

residential demand response program evaluation.29  ODC was the independent evaluator 224 

in charge of evaluating Ameren’s C&I demand response program.30 225 

 226 

 227 

 228 

                                                 
28 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation (Nov. 2010). 
29 Id. at 1. 
30 Opinion Dynamics Corporation, Impact & Process Evaluation of 2009 (PY2) Ameren Illinois Utilities 
Commercial and Industrial Electric Energy Efficiency Programs (Jan. 2011). 
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Q. When did Ameren’s Program Year 2 demand response programs begin? 229 

A. Program Year 2 began on June 1, 2009, as required by statute.31  However, Ameren 230 

began offering its residential demand response program in July, 2009, one month after 231 

the program was supposed to begin.32  Ameren began offering its C&I demand response 232 

program in September 2009, three months after the program was supposed to begin.33 233 

 234 

A. Residential Demand Response Program 235 

Q. Please summarize Cadmus’ evaluation results for Ameren’s residential demand 236 

response program during Program Year 2. 237 

A. Cadmus calculated retrospective net savings of 311,337 kWh for the residential demand 238 

response program during Program Year 2.34  Cadmus conducted a “simple engineering 239 

analysis” to “estimate energy savings through the setback capabilities of the 240 

thermostat.”35  There were 3,209 thermostats installed during Program Year 2, with an 241 

estimated 126 kWh savings per thermostat, resulting in an estimate of 404,334 kWh of 242 

annual gross savings.36  Cadmus applied a net to gross ratio of 77% to come up with the 243 

net savings estimate of 311,337 kWh for the program year.37 244 

 245 

Q. Please explain how Cadmus used the engineering analysis to calculate savings in the 246 

residential demand response program during Program Year 2. 247 

                                                 
31 220 ILCS 5/8-103(c). 
32 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 1 (Nov. 2010). 
33 See Stakeholder Advisory Group October 2009 Periodic Report, available at 
http://www.ilsag.org/periodic_reports. 
34 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 2, 11 (Nov. 2010). 
35 Id. at 1. 
36 Id. at 11. 
37 Id. 
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A. Cadmus utilized an ENERGY STAR® calculator to apply engineering calculations to 248 

program participants’ savings values.38  Cadmus applied the savings values from using 249 

that calculator “only to customers who previously did not have programmable 250 

thermostats and intended to use the programmable capabilities of their new thermostat.”39   251 

 252 

Q. Did Cadmus estimate a net savings value for each individual programmable 253 

thermostat in the Program Year 2 residential demand response program? 254 

A. Yes.  Cadmus estimated a net savings value of 0.85 kW for each programmable 255 

thermostat, for a total of 2,728 kW of controllable load.40  Cadmus multiplied the 0.85 256 

kW savings per thermostat unit by the 3,209 thermostats installed during Program Year 2 257 

to estimate the controllable load total for the program year.41 258 

 259 

Q. How did Cadmus calculate the net savings value of 0.85 kW per participant 260 

thermostat? 261 

A. Cadmus estimated this value based on a similar program evaluation in Iowa.42 262 

 263 

 264 

Q. Since no cycling events occurred during Program Year 2, how did Cadmus calculate 265 

the retrospective net savings result of 311,337 kWh? 266 

                                                 
38 Cadmus Response to CUB Data Request 2.05, referencing 
http://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?fuseaction=find_a_product.showProductGroup&pgw_code=TH. 
39 Id. at 1. 
40The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 11 (Nov. 2010). 
41 Cadmus Response to CUB Data Request 2.15. 
42 Id. 
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A. Cadmus used the results of a pre-event survey obtained by calling program participants 267 

and asking them about “application processes, motivations, concerns, baseline thermostat 268 

use, and demographic information.43  Participants were also asked if they had manual 269 

thermostats prior to participating in this the program.44 270 

 271 

Q. How did Cadmus determine which residential demand response program 272 

participants planned on using their programmable thermostats during Program 273 

Year 2? 274 

A. Cadmus relied on two pieces of information to estimate gross and net savings for this 275 

program: a pre-event telephone survey with 40 participants and data collected in the 276 

tracking database during Program Year 2.45  Cadmus used data collected from the survey 277 

and “assumed the temperature settings for the baseline usage of those who had manual 278 

thermostats… In addition, temperature settings for those who used their new 279 

programmable thermostats were assumed based on settings recommended by the 280 

EPA...”46 281 

 282 

 283 

 284 

Q. What were the temperature settings assumed by Cadmus for use in the ENERGY 285 

STAR® calculator? 286 

                                                 
43 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 1 (Nov. 2010). 
44 Cadmus Response to CUB Data Request 2.05 
45 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 5-7 (Nov. 2010). 
46 Id. at 7. 
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A. Cadmus assumed that people with a manual thermostat set it at 76.4 degrees when no one 287 

was home, 75 degrees during the day when someone was home, and 73 degrees during 288 

sleeping hours.  Cadmus assumed that people with a programmable thermostat set it at 82 289 

degrees when no one was home, 75 degrees during the day when someone was home, and 290 

79 degrees during sleeping hours.47 291 

 292 

Q. Do you agree with Cadmus’ use of assumed temperature settings to calculate 293 

savings during Program Year 2? 294 

A. No.  I don’t agree that use of assumed temperatures to calculate demand response savings 295 

is reliable.  Demand response savings can only be calculated following a cycling or peak 296 

demand event called by the utility. Otherwise, no actual savings occur because no 297 

customer is asked to change their peak time consumption.   298 

 299 

Q. What were the results of the pre-event survey completed by Cadmus? 300 

A. Cadmus concluded that 72% of participants had a manual thermostat before agreeing to 301 

participate in the residential demand response program, and 62% of those participants 302 

planned to use the new thermostat’s programmable features.48 303 

 304 

 305 

Q. Did Cadmus define “peak load events” in its Program Year 2 residential demand 306 

response program evaluation? 307 

                                                 
47 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 7 (Nov. 2010). 
48 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 2 (Nov. 2010). 
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A. No.  In response to a data request from CUB, Cadmus stated that “[p]eak load events are 308 

defined by Ameren Illinois, and are dependent on the system demand for electricity and 309 

available capacity for up to twelve days each summer between the hours of 1 p.m. and 5 310 

p.m., Monday through Friday.”49 311 

 312 

Q. Did any cycling events occur during Program Year 2 of the residential demand 313 

response program? 314 

A. No.  Cadmus concluded in its evaluation report that “[i]n the first year of the program, no 315 

cycling events occurred.”50   316 

 317 

Q. Did Cadmus offer any explanation as to why no cycling events occurred during 318 

Program Year 2 for the residential demand response program? 319 

A. Yes.  Cadmus responded to a CUB data request on this very topic.  When asked whether 320 

any cycling events occurred during Program Year 2, Cadmus responded: “No. Ameren 321 

Illinois’ Program Year 2 cycle was the first year of this program and customers were 322 

recruited starting in July 2009.  Program [Y]ear 2 ended May 31, 2010, before air 323 

conditioning season began, therefore no cycling events occurred.”51 324 

 325 

 326 

Q. Do you agree with Cadmus’ reasoning as to why a cycling event was not called 327 

during Program Year 2? 328 

                                                 
49 Cadmus Response to CUB Data Request 2.06, attached here as CUB Ex. 1.5. 
50 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 1 (Nov. 2010). 
51 Cadmus Response to CUB Data Request 2.04, attached as CUB Ex. 1.6. 
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A. No.  Cadmus’ explanation that Program Year 2 ended “before air conditioning season 329 

began, therefore no cycling events occurred” is not convincing.52  Cadmus clearly 330 

reported in its evaluation report that the residential demand response program began 331 

recruiting participants in July 2009, which is close to the beginning of summer in 332 

Illinois.53  It doesn’t make sense for Cadmus to conclude that no cycling events could 333 

have occurred during Program Year 2 solely because the implementers began recruiting 334 

program participants in July.   335 

 336 

Q. Do you agree with Cadmus’ calculations for Program Year 2 of Ameren’s 337 

residential demand response program in Program Year 2? 338 

A. No.  I do not agree that the two methods Cadmus used in this evaluation found actual 339 

peak demand savings.  I agree with the ODC conclusion, discussed below, regarding the 340 

similar commercial demand response program, and recommend that their conclusion that 341 

no savings can be claimed because no event took place is also applicable to the 342 

residential program. 343 

 344 

Q. Why do you disagree that Cadmus’s evaluation did not find actual peak demand 345 

savings?   346 

A. First, I do not think it was proper for Cadmus to rely on calculations from a similar 347 

program in Iowa to estimate savings.  Cadmus did not offer any explanation as to how the 348 

program in Iowa was similar to Illinois’ residential demand response program.  Second, I 349 

do not think it was proper for Cadmus to rely solely on a pre-event survey to determine 350 
                                                 
52 Id. 
53 The Cadmus Group Inc., Residential Demand Response Program: Process Evaluation  at 1 (Nov. 2010). 
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which customers were using their programmable thermostats and how many customers 351 

had previously owned manual thermostats.   At a minimum, Cadmus should have taken a 352 

statistical sample of both actual customer usage during an event test, and actual customer 353 

usage of the programmable thermostat.  Cadmus’ unsupported assumptions are not 354 

reliable. 355 

   356 

Q. Has Ameren defined “cycling event”?  If so, do you agree with their definition? 357 

A. Yes, Ameren provided a definition of “cycling event” in a data request response to 358 

CUB.54  Ameren stated that “[t]he thermostat registers the compressor run time patterns 359 

of the cooling system and maintains the compressor run time patterns in its memory.  360 

During a cycling event the compressor run time is reduced by 40% as compared to how 361 

the compressor was operating during the hour previous to the event period.”55  I agree 362 

with Ameren’s definition of “cycling event.” 363 

 364 

Q. Did Ameren offer any explanation as to why a cycling event was not called during 365 

Program Year 2 for the residential demand response program? 366 

A. Yes.  Ameren stated that the Company “is only allowed to issue curtailment events 367 

during prescribed conditions.  The program cannot arbitrarily issue curtailment events.  In 368 

addition, conditions that warrant a curtailment event typically occur only during summer 369 

months when electricity is at its highest levels.  The E-Smart thermostat program did not 370 

                                                 
54 Ameren Response to CUB Data Request 3.05, attached as CUB Ex. 1.7. 
55 Id. 
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have volume sufficient to provide any relief to the transmission system during the 371 

summer months of PY2 even if a curtailment event had been warranted.”56   372 

 373 

Q. Did Ameren represent to the SAG that it had planned on calling a peak demand 374 

event during Program Year 2?   375 

A. Yes.  At the March 3, 2009 SAG meeting, Ameren explained the demand response 376 

program design and announced its calculation that that reducing peak demand by 0.1% 377 

over the prior year equals 5 MW per year for eligible retail customers.57  An Ameren 378 

representative stated that participants would be provided with a free web-enabled 379 

programmable thermostat, installed without cost to the customer.  Ameren planned on 380 

cycling participants’ air conditioning off during “critical periods” between June and 381 

September and the hours of 1:00pm to 5:00pm during the week.  Weekends and holidays 382 

were excluded.  Ameren announced that these “critical period” events were limited to 15 383 

per year.58  Ameren did not define “critical period” at this meeting but my assumption is 384 

that the Company was referring to calling a peak demand or cycling event. 385 

 386 

Q. Did Ameren explain the requirements for a peak load curtailment event? 387 

A. Yes.  In response to a CUB data request, Ameren explained “a peak demand response 388 

curtailment event occurs per a condition as filed and described in the Electric Service 389 

Schedule Ill. C. C. No 35 (see CUB 3.04 Attach 1) such as “in an emergency threatening 390 

the integrity of its system or to aid in the restoration of service…” Technically, therefore, 391 

                                                 
56 Id. 
57 Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting of March 3, 2009.  Meeting materials available at http://www.ilsag.org. 
58 Id. 
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a curtailment event occurs when a condition exists that warrants the need to address such 392 

conditions to the transmission system.59 393 

 394 

Q. Do you have any comments or concerns about Ameren’s explanation of how the 395 

Company calls cycling events, also referred to as peak demand curtailment events? 396 

A. Ameren’s explanation is clearly only used to justify the Company’s inaction.  The 397 

company could have called an event to test the performance of the program.  The 398 

company should not be rewarded for not building such a test into its tariffs.  In addition, 399 

there is absolutely no basis to claim savings in MWh because the program was not 400 

operated. 401 

 402 

B. Commercial and Industrial (“C&I”)  Demand Response Program 403 

Q. Please summarize the independent evaluation results for Ameren’s C&I demand 404 

response program. 405 

A. ODC’s evaluation of Ameren’s Program Year 2 C&I demand response program 406 

concluded that the program had a “planned impact” of 4,642 kWh and 93 MWh.60  There 407 

were 638 thermostats installed during Program Year 2.61 408 

 409 

 410 

 411 

                                                 
59 Ameren Response to CUB Data Request 3.04, attached as CUB Ex. 1.8. 
60 Opinion Dynamics Corporation, Impact & Process Evaluation of 2009 (PY2) Ameren Illinois Utilities 
Commercial and Industrial Electric Energy Efficiency Programs at 1 (Jan. 2011). 
61 Id. at 64. 
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Q. Please explain how ODC estimated savings in the C&I demand response program 412 

for Program Year 2. 413 

A. ODC concluded in its evaluation report that “the evaluation team assumes that the 414 

program replaced nonprogrammable thermostats with programmable thermostats as we 415 

would not expect energy savings to result in the event of a switch of one programmable 416 

unit for another.”62   417 

 418 

Q. Did Ameren call a peak demand event during Program Year 2 for the C&I demand 419 

response program? 420 

A. No.  ODC concluded that “while the program had a controllable load of 893 kW per 421 

event, Ameren Illinois did not call an event in PY2.”63 422 

 423 

Q. Did ODC explain its conclusion that the program “had a controllable load of 893 424 

kW per event?” 425 

A. Yes.  ODC explained that “[d]etermining potential demand impacts for the program in 426 

PY2 involves assessing the amount of callable demand (i.e., the amount of demand that 427 

could be moved from a peak period to a non-peak period).”64  ODC used a spreadsheet 428 

developed by Cadmus to come up with its calculation.  Cadmus’ spreadsheet concludes 429 

that Ameren could save 1.4 kW per thermostat per event.65  ODC also concluded that “if 430 

Ameren Illinois called an event, the demand savings would equal 893 kW. However, 431 

                                                 
62 Opinion Dynamics Corporation, Impact & Process Evaluation of 2009 (PY2) Ameren Illinois Utilities 
Commercial and Industrial Electric Energy Efficiency Programs at 64 (Jan. 2011). 
63 Id. at 1, 64. 
64 Id. at 64.  
65 Id. 
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while critical for planning purposes, this controllable load cannot be claimed in PY2 432 

given that an event did not take place.”66 433 

 434 

Q. In your opinion, did Ameren meet the statutory demand response goal for the C&I 435 

demand response program in Program Year 2?  Please explain why or why not. 436 

A. No.  It is not possible for Ameren to claim any savings from Program Year 2 demand 437 

response programs because the Company did not call any peak demand events during the 438 

entirety of that program year.  I agree with ODC’s conclusion in its evaluation report that 439 

“this controllable load cannot be claimed in PY2 given that an event did not take place.”67 440 

 441 

Q. Please explain what Ameren represented to the SAG regarding its Program Year 2 442 

results for the residential and C&I demand response programs. 443 

A. In a final report issued to the SAG on Program Year 2 savings results for the demand 444 

response programs, Ameren reported that out of a goal of 4 MW, the Company achieved 445 

3.62 MW, representing 90.5% of the demand response goal.68  This is in contrast to the 446 

Company’s report to the SAG that it achieved 134.65% of the demand response goal in 447 

the same report for the residential demand response program, with 304 MWhs saved out 448 

of a goal of 279 MWh.69  For the C&I demand response program, Ameren reported a 449 

savings of 105 MWh out of a goal of 93 MWh, 112.90% of the goal.70 450 

 451 
                                                 
66 Id. 
67 Id. 
68 Stakeholder Advisory Group Periodic Report of September 2010, available at: 
http://www.ilsag.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/Merged_IL_EE_DR_Monthly_Report__FINAL_PY2.29220021
0.pdf. 
69 Id. 
70 Id. 
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Q. Do you have any comments or concerns regarding how Ameren represented its 452 

statutory demand response savings program results to the SAG for Program Year 453 

2? 454 

A. Yes.   It is unclear to me how it’s possible for Ameren to claim that they underperformed 455 

on the demand response savings goal for Program Year 2 as calculated in MW, meeting 456 

90.5% of the statutory goal, yet announce that they achieved more than the required 457 

statutory savings as calculated in MWh for both the residential and C&I demand response 458 

programs.71    459 

 460 

IV. CONCLUSION 461 

Q. Should the Commission find that Ameren met its statutory demand response target 462 

for Program Year 2? 463 

A. No.  The Commission can decide how to move forward based on the inconsistencies I 464 

have identified in my testimony.  ODC clearly concluded in its evaluation of Ameren’s 465 

C&I demand response program that “controllable load cannot be claimed in PY2 given 466 

that an event did not take place.”72  I do not believe that any controllable load can be 467 

claimed for Program Year 2 for the residential demand response program either because 468 

no cycling events occurred.  My recommendation is that the Commission find that 469 

Ameren did not meet its statutory demand response savings target for Program Year 2 470 

                                                 
71 Stakeholder Advisory Group Periodic Report of September 2010, available at: 
http://www.ilsag.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/Merged_IL_EE_DR_Monthly_Report__FINAL_PY2.29220021
0.pdf. 
72 Opinion Dynamics Corporation, Impact & Process Evaluation of 2009 (PY2) Ameren Illinois Utilities 
Commercial and Industrial Electric Energy Efficiency Programs at 64 (Jan. 2011). 
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because the Company did not call a peak demand cycling event for the residential and 471 

C&I demand response programs. 472 

 473 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 474 

A. Yes. 475 


