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I. INTRODUCTION 9 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 10 

A. My name is Robert D. Obeiter.  My business address is 369 Beechwood Road, 11 

Ridgewood, New Jersey, 07450.   12 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 13 

A. I am Executive Vice President of Applied Energy Group, Inc. (“AEG”) where I lead the 14 

strategic consulting and information services practice areas.  AEG is a division of Ameresco, Inc.  15 

A statement of my qualifications is attached as Appendix A to this Direct Testimony. 16 

II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 17 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony in this proceeding? 18 

A. My direct testimony addresses the following topics:  19 

• My professional judgment regarding the reasonableness of the savings targets 20 
proposed by Ameren Illinois in this proceeding. 21 

• My review of the cost of energy saved for the programs filed by Ameren Illinois. 22 
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• My recommendations for how evaluation, measurement and verification 23 

(commonly referred to as “EM&V”) activities should be conducted during the 24 
Plan 3 cycle. 25 

• My views on the current Illinois Net-to-Gross (“NTG”) framework.  26 

• My recommendation on how NTG ratios should be calculated.  27 

• My recommendations regarding the importance of allowing the Company to 28 
apply values that are fixed as of a certain date to future program year savings 29 
estimates. 30 

• My professional judgment regarding aligning goals with changes in certain 31 
values. 32 

• My views on providing program administrators with the flexibility to modify 33 
program designs during implementation. 34 

• My views on issues pertinent to the Illinois Technical Reference Manual 35 
(“TRM”). 36 

• My professional judgment regarding the inclusion of certain measures that on a 37 
stand-alone basis are not cost effective in energy efficiency programs. 38 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your testimony? 39 

A. No, I’m not. 40 

III. SUMMARY 41 

Q. Please summarize your assessment of the reasonableness of Ameren Illinois’ savings 42 

targets.   43 

A. Based on a review of the data, in my opinion it would be highly unlikely and not be 44 

realistic for Ameren Illinois to meet the savings targets identified in the Act, within the specified 45 

spending limits of the Act. The Ameren Illinois integrated electric and gas energy efficiency 46 

program plan, as filed, is designed to maximize electric and natural gas savings within the 47 

statutory spending limit, while maintaining a diverse portfolio of programs across all rate classes.  48 
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Q. Please summarize your conclusions regarding the cost of energy saved for the 49 

energy efficiency programs included in Ameren Illinois’ Plan 3 filing. 50 

A. Based on a review of available data from other utilities in the Midwest and from around 51 

the country, Ameren Illinois’ cost of energy saved for Plan 3 is lower than the average of the 52 

group of utilities reviewed.  Based on our analysis, Ameren Illinois ranks in the lower quartile 53 

for all utilities that were studied.  As a result, it is less costly for Ameren Illinois to achieve 54 

savings compared to other utilities. 55 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations for Ameren Illinois’ EM&V planning.   56 

A. I recommend reaffirming the EM&V framework as approved for Plan 2 so that the 57 

independent evaluator completes one impact evaluation and one process evaluation for each 58 

program within each 3-year plan cycle.  These activities, conducted on a 3-year cycle, will be in 59 

addition to annual EM&V and M&V activities necessary to verify program participation and 60 

program savings.  This will continue to provide more resources available for process evaluations 61 

and more robust approaches to impact assessments (including increasing participant and non-62 

participant sample sizes, and conducting combination approaches to evaluation (e.g., metering 63 

and billing analysis)).  However, unless the NTG Framework for Illinois is improved, confirming 64 

a prospective application of NTG values, EM&V resources will continue to be severely limited 65 

since an inordinate amount of EM&V resources have been spent on the lack of direction 66 

provided by the current Illinois NTG Framework.  By allocating a greater share of its EM&V 67 

budget to process evaluations, Ameren Illinois’ program management will be provided with the 68 

information to ensure that it is using optimal program management and delivery approaches to 69 

engage customers and maximize savings.   70 
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Q. Please summarize your views regarding the NTG framework.   71 

A. I strongly support the prospective application of NTG values.  The prospective 72 

application of NTG ratios is beneficial to all aspects of the program planning and implementation 73 

cycle.  It helps mitigate risk and uncertainty, drives down costs, and ultimately maximizes the 74 

savings potential of efficiency programs, and is in the best interest of the ratepayers. 75 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations regarding the calculation of NTG ratios.   76 

A. NTG ratios should include adjustment factors for both free ridership and spillover 77 

(including participant and non-participant spillover).  Not including estimates of both adjustment 78 

factors leads to program administrators dealing with imperfect information when considering the 79 

design and/or delivery of programs. 80 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations for allowing Ameren Illinois to apply 81 

certain fixed values during the program planning process.   82 

A. I encourage the Commission to approve Ameren Illinois’ request to fix values for NTG 83 

and TRM values and algorithms to support the calculation of plan savings for the purposes of 84 

complying with the Act.  Doing so will provide Ameren Illinois, the parties in this proceeding, 85 

and the Commission with increased certainty when tracking the performance of the Company’s 86 

energy efficiency programs while, at the same time, still holding Ameren Illinois responsible for 87 

meeting its performance targets. 88 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations regarding the alignment of goals based on 89 

changes in certain values. 90 

A. Ameren Illinois is seeking the ability to adjust its goals on a prospective basis when the 91 

savings estimates included in the Illinois TRM change and/or when NTG values vary from those 92 
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used to estimate the savings in its Plan 3 filing.  Ameren Illinois should be allowed to adjust its 93 

annual goals, either up or down, consistent with program changes.   Specifically, with any 94 

change in program design or modifications to the TRM or NTG savings adjustments, the 95 

Company should be allowed to adjust its savings goal for that year as compared to what was 96 

filed. 97 

Q. Please summarize your recommendation pertaining to giving Ameren Illinois the 98 

flexibility to modify program designs. 99 

A. Ameren Illinois should be allowed to modify the portfolio to improve the efficacy of its 100 

programs following implementation.  By allowing the Company to modify its programs based on 101 

market conditions, programs can be quickly re-engineered to optimize results. 102 

Q. Please summarize your views on the application of the Illinois TRM on Ameren 103 

Illinois’ planning practices.  104 

A. The Illinois TRM should remain effective until such time as the Commission adopts an 105 

updated version.  Disputed measure characterizations should remain effective until stakeholder 106 

consensus is reached or the update process is complete.  Non-consensus measure 107 

characterizations that have been properly resolved should be applied prospectively for similar 108 

reasons discussed previously for the prospective application of NTG ratios. 109 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations regarding the inclusion of certain energy 110 

efficient technologies that, on a stand-alone basis, are not cost effective in energy efficiency 111 

programs.   112 

A. Including measures that are not cost-effective is sometimes necessary for a program to 113 

offer a full array of measure options, to continue market momentum and avoid program 114 
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shutdown and start-up, or to account for volatile avoided cost forecasts.  Ameren Illinois’ 115 

objective should be to maintain a portfolio TRC that is greater than one ("positive"), rather than 116 

do so at the measure, or even program, level. 117 

IV. REASONABLENESS OF AMEREN ILLINOIS’ SAVINGS TARGETS 118 

Q. What was your role in assisting Ameren Illinois in the development of its Energy 119 

Efficiency and Demand Response plan? 120 

A. I had lead responsibility for the work conducted by AEG that led to the development of 121 

the integrated plan approved by Ameren Illinois for electric and gas energy efficiency pursuant 122 

to Sections 8-103 and 8-104 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act.  AEG’s role in the development 123 

of Ameren Illinois’ plan is discussed in Mr. Goerss’ testimony.  The program modeling results 124 

that comprise the Plan 3 are presented in Mr. Cottrell’s testimony.  125 

Q. Did you review the program mix, including incentives and other program costs that 126 

were approved by Ameren Illinois, that comprise the integrated electric and natural gas 127 

program plans described in Mr. Cottrell’s testimony? 128 

A. Yes. 129 

Q. Please describe your understanding of the relationship between the savings targets 130 

that were filed in this proceeding and the statutory spending limit. 131 

A. The Ameren Illinois integrated electric and gas energy efficiency program plan, as filed, 132 

is designed to maximize electric and natural gas savings within the statutory spending limit, 133 

while maintaining a diverse portfolio of programs across all rate classes.  134 
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Q. Do the savings goals associated with the programs filed by Ameren Illinois meet the 135 

goals specifically identified in Sections 8-103 and 8-104 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act 136 

(“Act”)? 137 

A. No.  Based on a review of the data, in my opinion it would be highly unlikely and not be 138 

realistic for Ameren Illinois to meet the savings targets identified in the Act, within the specified 139 

spending limits of the Act.  For both the electric and gas portfolios filed as part of Ameren 140 

Illinois’ integrated plan, the AEG and Ameren Illinois planning teams considered multiple 141 

combinations of program designs that could have altered both the savings estimates and program 142 

budgets presented in Mr. Cottrell’s testimony.  Based on my review of the alternative program 143 

designs, I believe that meeting the savings targets specified in the Act would be impossible 144 

within the statutory spending limits.  Further, the Potential Study conducted by EnerNOC, which 145 

is attached as Appendix D to the Plan 3 filing, supports the conclusion that Ameren Illinois 146 

cannot achieve the statutory savings targets under the spending limit.  147 

Q. Did AEG prepare an estimate for what the spending limit would need to be to 148 

achieve the electric and gas savings targets as set forth in the Act? 149 

A. Yes.  Assuming the Ameren Illinois proposed electric energy and natural gas savings 150 

were to scale linearly, AEG estimated that the 3-year budget required to achieve the electric 151 

savings targets would be approximately $280 million higher than the statutory spending limit, 152 

and the 3-year budget required to achieve the gas savings targets would be $33 million 153 

higher.  Ameren Illinois’ required budgets would increase to approximately $130.9, $145.4 and 154 

$142.6 million for PY7, PY8, and PY9, respectively, for electric efficiency programs.   Ameren 155 

Illinois’ required budgets would increase to approximately $18.2, $22.8 and $27.5 million for 156 

PY4, PY5, and PY6, respectively, for natural gas.   Even at these spending levels, it is my 157 
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opinion that the savings targets specified in the Act could not be met and thus the targets need to 158 

be modified.  If Ameren Illinois were to expand its programs to achieve greater savings, program 159 

designs would need to change to include the aggressive acquisition of harder to reach energy 160 

savings from more expensive and, in many cases, less understood technologies.  Thus, there 161 

would be greater risk and uncertainty with a portfolio this size. 162 

Q. In your opinion has it become more difficult for utilities to meet energy efficiency 163 

program savings goals in recent years?   164 

A. Yes.  In my expert opinion, because of market changes, it will become even more 165 

difficult to meet the original savings targets as specified in the Act.   Perhaps the greatest 166 

influence on utilities’ ability to meet electric energy savings goals relates to changes in both 167 

residential and commercial lighting markets.   Changes in lighting standards based on the 168 

requirements of the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (“EISA”) have already had 169 

an effect on savings that can be claimed from utility lighting programs.  Changes in lighting 170 

efficiency standards began in 2012 with the phasing out of standard incandescent lighting 171 

technology.  However, even before the federally mandated lighting standard changes, we have 172 

seen tremendous market acceptance of compact fluorescent lamp (“CFL”) technology, due in 173 

part to utilities promoting energy efficient lighting to all customer segments.  While overall 174 

savings, on a gross level, have increased due to greater penetration of CFLs, we have seen an 175 

increase in free ridership (a free-rider is generally defined as someone who would install an 176 

energy efficient measure without any monetary incentive to do so because of the return on 177 

investment of the measure, but receives a financial incentive or rebate anyway).  There is an 178 

inverse relationship between energy savings and free ridership.  Evaluations of utility lighting 179 

programs have shown that increased market share of a technology generally comes with 180 
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increased free ridership, which decreases the savings available from residential lighting 181 

programs.  Further, as new federal standards (linked to EISA) are implemented, it is expected 182 

that market transformation to CFLs will accelerate, further limiting savings available to utility 183 

programs promoting energy efficient lighting. 184 

 In the commercial sector we have seen the phase out of standard T12 fluorescent lamps 185 

and the ballasts compatible with T12 lamp technology.  This has changed the baseline from 186 

which we can measure lighting savings to the more efficient T8 fluorescent lamp technology 187 

(along with more efficient ballasts that are paired with T8 lamps) and thus also decreased the 188 

savings available from business lighting programs.   189 

Q. In your opinion is this a normal course of events as utilities' options to meet energy 190 

efficiency goals begin to diminish?   191 

A. Of course.  As utilities influence markets to encourage energy efficient behavior, they 192 

help cause market transformation which is simply the situation where the market adopts efficient 193 

technology without requiring as much or any utility intervention.  For example, findings from the 194 

Company’s independent evaluator, Opinion Dynamics Corporation, coupled with findings from 195 

the company’s previously mentioned potential study performed by EnerNOC, show a 30% 196 

saturation rate in the Company’s territory for installed CFL bulbs in residential homes. This 197 

saturation rate is among the highest in the country and essentially shows limited opportunity for 198 

selling CFLs to those who have not otherwise already purchased them.  In general and especially 199 

for the Company, utilities that continue to promote products such as lighting will be faced with 200 

increasing levels of free ridership and lower net benefits1.   201 

                                                 
1 Two formal studies and an Energy Star report substantiate significantly high presence of CFLs in AIC’s 

residential homes resulting in a decreasing NTG value: 
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Q. Are there changes in technologies other than lighting that can affect utilities' savings 202 

estimates? 203 

A. Yes.  Federal appliance standards have been implemented or are being implemented that 204 

designate ENERGY STAR appliances as the baseline.  Appliance standards being implemented 205 

in 2013 include standards for televisions, room air conditioners, clothes washers, and 206 

audio/visual products.  Also, the market penetration of dehumidifiers and dishwashers was over 207 

95% in 2011; so new specifications were announced and implemented in 2011 by the US 208 

Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Energy.  The new appliance standards, 209 

in conjunction with the typical difficulty that residential appliance programs have had in 210 

reaching goals, have caused Ameren Illinois to discontinue its Residential Appliance program 211 

and have reduced opportunities for utility savings. 212 

In addition to changing national standards, changes in evaluated results and the resulting 213 

cost-effectiveness modeling has had a significant impact on program savings.  In Plan 2, 214 

residential behavior modification programs accounted for a significant amount of program 215 

participation and savings.  Most of the savings for behavior modification are derived from more 216 

 
 

1) Reported by independent program evaluator, Opinion Dynamics Corporation, in their Memo to AIC entitled 
“2012 In-Home Lighting Assessment”, (February 19, 2013), which concluded, “CFLs comprise 33% of bulbs 
installed in the average home in the AIC territory…compared to households in other areas, CFL saturation is on 
the high side in AIC territory.” The study goes on to cite other areas at 23-28% but none as high as 33%. (Emphasis 
added). 

2) These results were subsequently verified by a separate independent saturation study performed by EnerNOC 
for the AIC Potential Study attached to this Plan entitled “Ameren Illinois Energy Efficiency Market Potential 
Assessment, Volume 2: Market Research”, (dated June 10, 2013) which concluded, “The average number of light 
bulbs in a single-family home is 46, while a multi-family home has an average of 38 total light bulbs. Almost half (48%) 
of the light bulbs in both segments are conventional incandescent bulbs. CFLs represent about one-third of the 
light bulbs.” (Appendix D, Volume 2, Page 5-6). (Emphasis added). 

3) Energy Star’s 2010 “CFL Market Profile” report verifies that “States with established CFL programs…had 
medium household saturations of approximately 20%.” (Page 17) (Emphasis added). 
http://www.energystar.gov/ia/products/downloads/CFL_Market_Profile_2010.pdf 
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efficient use of appliances. Following the PY4 impact evaluation, it was found that savings from 217 

behavior modification were lower than planning estimates, and were significantly lower than 218 

other Illinois utilities.  The result of the lower savings is that behavioral energy efficiency 219 

programs are cost effective only for Ameren Illinois’ highest usage customers.  As a result, only 220 

customers who fall in the highest tier of usage are eligible to participate in the behavioral 221 

efficiency program included in the Plan 3 filing.  Other measures that were included in Plan 2 but 222 

do not pass cost-effectiveness screening in Plan 3 include ground source heat pumps, select 223 

furnaces, air conditioner and furnace tune-ups, and a multitude of other measures which are 224 

shown in Appendix B of Mr. Cottrell’s testimony. 225 

Q. What are avoided costs and why are they important in calculating energy savings? 226 

A. Avoided cost is the cost of energy that a customer has saved (or avoided) due to energy 227 

that has been saved from installing a measure. A simplified example is if electricity (avoided) 228 

cost is $0.05 per kWh and installing a CFL reduced their usage by 30 kWh for the year, this 229 

means the customer saved (or avoided) $1.50 for the year. Therefore the avoided cost is $0.05 230 

per kWh. Avoided cost is used in the calculation of the TRC as a “benefit” input in the 231 

calculation, compared to the cost of installing that measure.  Currently avoided costs are very 232 

low, because the cost of energy is low.  This means the benefits are lower, and therefore, 233 

increasingly the installation costs may exceed the benefits thus making the TRC below 1.0 or 234 

negative. Andrew Cottrell in his testimony provides a more thorough and technical explanation 235 

of avoided costs as follows, “The benefits calculated in the TRC test include the avoided supply 236 

cost. Avoided supply costs reflect the marginal reduction in transmission, distribution, 237 

commodity and capacity costs as a result of energy usage reduction.  The costs in the test are the 238 

program costs paid by the utility and the participants plus the increase in supply costs for periods 239 
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in which demand is increased.  All equipment costs, operation and maintenance, costs of removal 240 

and administration costs are included in the TRC test.” 241 

Q. Have changes in Ameren Illinois’ avoided costs since its Plan 2 filing had an affect 242 

on the savings estimates presented in this filing?  243 

A. Yes.  Avoided costs are significantly reduced from Plan 2 to Plan 3.  Avoided electric 244 

energy costs have been reduced by 32%, avoided electric capacity is reduced by 56%, and 245 

avoided natural gas cost is reduced by 42%. This avoided cost reduction causes many measures 246 

that had TRCs above 1.0 in Plan 2 to fall below 1.0 in Plan 3.  Again, these measures can be 247 

found in Appendix B of Mr. Cottrell’s testimony.  248 

V. COST OF ENERGY SAVED 249 

Q. What is the cost of saved energy? 250 

A. The cost of saved energy (“CSE”) is a cost-effectiveness metric that is typically 251 

expressed in dollars per kilowatt-hour for electricity savings and dollars per therm for natural gas 252 

savings.  The costs reflect the total expense of delivering energy savings, including 253 

administrative and incentive expenditures.  CSE may be calculated for an entire portfolio, 254 

individual programs or measures, as well as over market segments or even states. CSE is 255 

typically based on first year savings.  Another common term for CSE is the cost of avoided 256 

energy. 257 
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Q. Can you provide context regarding costs of saved energy in the United States? 258 

A. Yes. According to a report published earlier this year by the Lawrence Berkeley National 259 

Laboratory on utility spending and savings on energy efficiency programs in the United States2, 260 

CSEs ranged from about $0.08 to over $2.0 per kWh in 2010, with a national average of 261 

approximately $0.37 per kWh.  In addition, AEG conducted its own analysis3 of portfolio-level 262 

CSEs using the actual reported expenditures and energy savings from 24 utilities in the Northeast 263 

and Midwest regions of the country.  For electric savings we have identified CSEs ranging from 264 

$0.09 to $1.01 per kWh among 16 utilities reporting and natural gas savings ranging from $1.04 265 

to $11.48 per therm among 14 utilities reporting.    266 

Q. Are you familiar with the cost of saved energy for Ameren Illinois? 267 

A. Yes. AEG has determined the cost of energy saved for Ameren Illinois Plan 3. Ameren 268 

Illinois’ cost of energy is lower than the norm and ranks at the lower quartile for all utilities that 269 

were studied.  As a result, it is less costly for Ameren Illinois to achieve savings compared to 270 

other utilities.  The average cost of electricity savings for Ameren Illinois’ triennial plan is $0.23 271 

per kWh at the portfolio level compared to the national average (noted above) of $0.37 per kWh. 272 

Nevertheless, as Table 1 below indicates, there are several utilities in the region surveyed by 273 

AEG with lower costs per energy saved. Ameren Illinois has the 7th lowest cost per energy saved 274 

for electricity.  Table 2 shows the cost of natural gas energy saved from several utilities surveyed 275 

by AEG. The average cost of energy saved for the triennial plan of Ameren Illinois’ gas portfolio 276 

is $2.53 per therm, which is below the overall average of the surveyed utilities of $4.37 per 277 

therm.  However, several utilities in the region have costs of energy saved that are substantially 278 
                                                 
2 Galen L. Barbose, et al. The Future of Utility Customer-Funded Energy Efficiency Programs in the United States: 

Projected Spending and Savings to 2025. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, January 2013. 
3 The original analysis was conducted in 2010 and updated in early 2013.   
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lower than Ameren Illinois’, making it more costly for Ameren Illinois to achieve energy 279 

savings. 280 

Table 1. Utility Cost of Energy Saved 281 

State Utility $/kWh Rank 
IL Com ED 0.09 1 
NY NYSERDA 0.10 2 
MN Xcel 0.11 3 
MN Otter Tail Power Company 0.11 4 
IA MidAmerican Energy Company 0.16 5 

MA Cape Light Compact 0.20 6 
IL Ameren Illinois 0.23 7 
CO Public Service Company of Colorado (Xcel) 0.23 8 
NY Long Island Power Authority 0.25 9 
IA Interstate Power & Light Company (Alliant Energy) 0.26 10 
NY Rochester Gas & Electric 0.27 11 

AVERAGE 0.33 12 
MN Interstate Power & Light Company (Alliant Energy) 0.36 13 
MA NSTAR Electric 0.53 14 
MA Western Massachusetts Electric Company 0.61 15 
NY New York State Electric & Gas 0.71 16 
MA Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light 1.01 17 

Table 2. Utility Cost per Energy Saved ($/therm) 282 

State Utility $/therm Rank 
MN CenterPoint Energy 1.04 1 
MN Xcel 1.08 2 
MN Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation 1.39 3 
IL Ameren Illinois 2.53 4 
NY Rochester Gas & Electric 2.65 5 
IA Interstate Power & Light Company (Alliant Energy) 3.38 6 
NY New York State Electric & Gas 3.65 7 
MN Interstate Power & Light Company (Alliant Energy) 3.86 8 
CO Public Service Company of Colorado (Xcel) 4.09 9 
IA MidAmerican Energy Company 4.23 10 

 AVERAGE 4.37 11 
IA Black Hills Energy 4.59 12 

MA Columbia Gas 6.92 13 
MA Blackstone Gas 10.34 14 
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State Utility $/therm Rank 
MA Berkshire Gas 11.48 15 

VI. EVALUATION, MEASUREMENT AND VERIFICATION PLANNING 283 

Q. Please identify the areas covered in this portion of your testimony.    284 

A. My testimony addresses three areas related to EM&V planning: 285 

1) Prioritizing EM&V resources; 286 

2) Performing evaluations on a 3-year cycle; 287 

3) Establishing fixed values for certain inputs used to calculate Plan savings. 288 

Q. Please define what you mean by EM&V.   289 

A. EM&V is a catchall term for evaluation activities at the measure, project, program and/or 290 

portfolio level.  EM&V can include impact, process, market and/or planning evaluations.  291 

EM&V is distinguishable from Measurement and Verification (“M&V”) where M&V is defined 292 

as the data collection, monitoring, and analysis associated with the calculation of gross energy 293 

savings from individual measures or projects.  EM&V is often a subset of impact evaluation, 294 

which is part of a comprehensive EM&V framework.   295 

Q. Please define what you mean by a comprehensive EM&V framework.   296 

A. A comprehensive evaluation framework addresses the energy efficiency activities 297 

undertaken by utilities that are funded by ratepayers.  The requirements for an evaluation 298 

framework are often specified by regulatory bodies as is the case in Illinois.  The EM&V 299 

framework is intended to outline a comprehensive process that results in transparent and 300 

accessible documentation of a utility’s energy efficiency program activities.  In my view, the 301 

framework and related documentation should be structured in a modular fashion to allow 302 

flexibility for evolving EM&V needs and requirements over time, and to allow stakeholder 303 
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review of the utility’s EM&V processes, evaluation plan filings and specific EM&V activities 304 

during each implementation cycle.  Further, because energy efficiency programs change over 305 

time, evaluation plans should be considered “living documents” and revised as appropriate to 306 

best meet the needs of program management and to support regulatory reporting.    307 

Q. Please explain what prioritizing EM&V resources means.   308 

A. The National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (www.epa.gov/eeactionplan) lists two 309 

key objectives of evaluations: 310 

1) To document and measure the effects of a program and determine whether it met 311 
its goals with respect to being a reliable energy resource. 312 

2) To help understand why those effects occurred and identify ways to improve (or 313 
potentially discontinue) current programs, and select future programs.   314 

Energy efficiency program evaluations should develop estimates of energy savings 315 

attributable to a program in a manner that is defensible in regulatory proceedings and ensures 316 

that funds were properly and effectively spent.  In addition, evaluations should go beyond 317 

documenting savings to include the identification of approaches to improve programs and 318 

provide a basis for determining future energy savings.   319 

There are two primary types of evaluations that are typically conducted: 320 

1) Impact evaluations to verify that measures have been installed in manners 321 
consistent with program eligibility requirements, to estimate the electricity and 322 
natural gas savings associated with those installations, and to calculate the cost-323 
effectiveness of delivered programs;  324 

2) Process evaluations to assess the effectiveness of program delivery, from design 325 
to implementation, to identify both what works well and what does not.   326 

Energy efficiency and demand response program evaluation is a complex field with 327 

dynamic approaches used to assess the performance and results of a utility’s portfolio of electric 328 

energy savings and natural gas savings programs.  The range of acceptable EM&V protocols is 329 
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almost unconstrained.  Clearly, third-party independent evaluators may identify program 330 

activities for evaluation that vary in scope.  For each activity there are numerous acceptable 331 

evaluation approaches that could be applied when conducting the evaluation.  Given that Ameren 332 

Illinois’ evaluation budget is limited by the Act to 3% of its portfolio budget, the Company is 333 

charged with ensuring that it uses its customer EM&V funding as prudently as possible.   334 

Therefore, the independent evaluator must prioritize resources to produce the most valuable 335 

feedback to Ameren Illinois’ program management as possible, while also including information 336 

required by the Act.  337 

Q. Do you believe independence is important for EM&V evaluators to perform their 338 

duties? 339 

A. Yes.  While the evaluators should work with the utility, Commission Staff and other 340 

stakeholders to ensure collaboration, accuracy and efficiency, I believe that true independence is 341 

paramount.  Accordingly, I recommend the Commission find that, while all interested parties can 342 

and should provide input into the evaluations, the final evaluations should reflect truly 343 

independent results free from outside influences.  To the extent interested parties have issues 344 

with the final results, those issues can be resolved in the Stakeholder Advisory Group or in future 345 

dockets, as necessary. 346 

Q. Could you please elaborate on some of the options that independent evaluators face 347 

when conducting program evaluations?   348 

A. Evaluators often must make a number of choices to prioritize resources when conducting 349 

both impact and process evaluations.  With limited funding available for evaluation, evaluators 350 

must prudently allocate budgets for the evaluation of different programs.  Typically, EM&V 351 

budgets are in some manner proportionately allocated to programs based on the magnitude of 352 
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savings targets, the number of measure offerings, program budget, the complexity of program 353 

delivery and other criteria.  354 

In addition, there are multiple acceptable evaluation protocols that can be used for any 355 

one program.  For example, to estimate savings by measure for a Commercial/Industrial rebate 356 

program, the evaluator could elect to choose among on-site metering, billing analyses, 357 

engineering simulations, or savings estimates “borrowed” from evaluations performed in other 358 

service territories.  While not always the case, typically programs with higher budgets warrant 359 

more extensive and usually more costly approaches to program evaluation.  A significant and 360 

frequently most expensive, and controversial, use of EM&V funds is the calculation of the NTG 361 

ratio which I discuss in more depth later.  362 

 When doing process evaluations there are also a number of choices for capturing program 363 

performance data.  These include conducting personal interviews, hosting moderated focus group 364 

sessions, or using various survey options (telephone, mail, internet).  Each approach is valid but 365 

costs can vary greatly among these approaches.   366 

Independent of the protocols followed by third-party evaluators, there is always going to 367 

be a level of uncertainty surrounding evaluation results.  Even with more money allocated to 368 

program evaluation, uncertainty cannot be eliminated.  The reason for this is that you cannot 369 

measure conditions that would have occurred absent the energy efficiency program that you are 370 

evaluating (which is what the NTG evaluation attempts to do).  While it may be possible to 371 

constrain uncertainty with greater spending on evaluation, it cannot be eliminated.   372 
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Q. In practice, how did the independent evaluator prioritize its evaluation budgets in 373 

Plan 1 and in Plan 2? 374 

A. At this time, evaluations have been completed through PY4.  Evaluations for PY5 are in 375 

progress.  As part of the evaluation scope of work, during both Plan 1 and Plan 2, the evaluation 376 

contractor conducted both impact and process evaluation of programs while staying within the 377 

allocated budget allowance.  For the purposes of this discussion I will refer to "impact 378 

evaluations" as the activity whereby EM&V determines measure values (measure savings and 379 

program/measure NTG ratios) and "annual impact assessments" as the application of EM&V 380 

values to determine annual achieved savings.   381 

In Plan 1, the independent evaluator conducted annual impact evaluations of every 382 

program in the portfolio. For Plan 2, the independent evaluator conducted annual impact 383 

assessments, however the Commission approved a framework whereby one process and one 384 

impact evaluation of each program had to be completed over the three year Plan as opposed to 385 

one being performed for each program annually.  Even without an impact evaluation being 386 

performed for a particular year, an impact assessment is performed annually using the most 387 

recent impact evaluation results applied to that year’s volume of installed measures.  388 

While approaches and costs do vary based on the impact assessment approach, impact 389 

evaluations have dominated the EM&V budget, most especially for the determination of NTG 390 

ratios.  As was noted in Docket No. 10-0568 with respect to Plan 1, Ameren Illinois’ impact 391 

evaluation budget was 73% of total EM&V spending.  Based on information provided to me by 392 

Ameren Illinois’ evaluation contractor for Plan 3, approximately the same allocation of 393 

evaluation budget dollars for impact evaluation is expected.  This approach caused impact 394 
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evaluations to dominate the EM&V budget and eroded the funds available to perform process 395 

evaluations and other helpful EM&V activities.  396 

Q. Do you believe that the allocation of EM&V budget to impact evaluation for Plan 1 397 

and Plan 2 was prudent?   398 

A. Yes.  The independent evaluator’s primary responsibility is to provide evaluations of 399 

Ameren Illinois’ programs that meet the requirements of the Act.  However, given that four 400 

rounds of evaluation have been completed (and the fifth is underway) I believe that Ameren 401 

Illinois’ EM&V budget could be more effectively assigned on a forward looking basis.    402 

Q. What is your proposal regarding the allocation of Ameren Illinois’ EM&V budget 403 

for Plan 3?   404 

A. I recommend reaffirming the EM&V framework as approved for Plan 2 so that the 405 

independent evaluator completes one impact evaluation and one process evaluation for each 406 

program within each 3-year plan cycle.  These activities, conducted on a 3-year cycle, will be in 407 

addition to EM&V and M&V activities necessary to verify program participation and program 408 

savings.  This will provide more resources available for process evaluations and more robust 409 

approaches to impact assessments (including increasing participant and non-participant sample 410 

sizes, and conducting combination approaches to evaluation (e.g., metering and billing 411 

analysis)).  However, unless the NTG Framework for Illinois is improved, confirming a 412 

prospective application of NTG values, EM&V resources will continue to be severely limited 413 

since an inordinate amount of EM&V resources have been spent on the lack of direction 414 

provided the current Illinois NTG Framework. By allocating a greater share of its EM&V budget 415 

to process evaluations, Ameren Illinois’ program management will be provided with the 416 
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information to ensure that it is using optimal program management and delivery approaches to 417 

engage customers and maximize savings.   418 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations regarding prioritizing EM&V resources 419 

and modifying program evaluation cycles. 420 

A. Allocating only 3% of Ameren Illinois’ budget to evaluation presents challenges to 421 

implementing evaluation plans that will assist the Company in managing its existing energy 422 

efficiency portfolio and designing optimal programs for future program years, while at the same 423 

time meeting the Act’s requirements for reporting savings.  In order to improve the depth and 424 

usefulness of evaluations conducted, I recommend that the independent evaluator complete one 425 

impact evaluation and one process evaluation for each program within each 3-year Plan cycle, in 426 

addition to annual activities necessary to verify program participation.  This will provide the 427 

third-party evaluator with the freedom to deploy EM&V resources to enhance evaluations so that 428 

the results are more useful to the Company and other parties.  Thus, Ameren Illinois is asking 429 

that the previously approved EM&V framework of providing for one impact and process 430 

evaluation per program is reaffirmed for Plan 3 in conjunction with modifying the current Illinois 431 

NTG Framework as discussed below. 432 

VII. NET-TO-GROSS FRAMEWORK 433 

Q. Are you familiar with the current Illinois NTG framework? 434 

A. Yes. The current Illinois NTG framework provides for prospective application of a NTG 435 

value except where a program is new or a program has experienced significant change.   436 
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Q. Do you agree with this framework?  437 

A. I agree with the prospective application of NTG values in general; regardless of whether 438 

a program is established or new or has undergone significant change.  In my opinion, NTG 439 

adjustments should not be applied retroactively.   440 

Q. What concerns do you have with the retroactive application of NTG ratios to 441 

calculate program savings? 442 

A. My concerns can best be expressed through an example.  Assume a program evaluation 443 

resulted in a 50% reduction in savings for particular measures or the program in its entirety.  If 444 

this occurred, program administrators would be forced to spend considerably more money than 445 

allocated to that program’s budget to make up for the negative savings adjustment.  446 

Alternatively, the program administrator could discontinue the program or eliminate the 447 

measure(s) given the increased cost of saved energy and the likelihood that the program would 448 

not pass the TRC test at the reduced savings levels.   449 

This could have a profound effect on program implementation activity.  Program 450 

implementation strategies require significant planning, support from multiple market actors, 451 

including but not limited to local trade allies, education of customers, marketing and promotional 452 

campaigns, development of program infrastructure (e.g., tracking systems), etc.  Program 453 

implementation planning takes many months of effort and requires a significant investment.  454 

Making substantial changes midstream because of an evaluation result that reduces savings can 455 

be disruptive and costly to a program.  It is more effective to apply EM&V to future planning 456 

and utilize the information to modify and optimize program designs.  These types of changes 457 

should be transitional and planned out carefully, as opposed to a potential prematurely judged 458 

reaction to an evaluation finding that may have significant uncertainty.  As an example, consider 459 
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a residential central air conditioner or air source heat pump.  We may learn through EM&V that 460 

a high percentage of customers are willing to invest in high-efficiency units without the 461 

assistance of the utility rebate or incentive.  If this were to occur, the program administrator 462 

could modify the program to move away from customer rebates and instead work upstream with 463 

manufacturers and distributors in an effort to make the program cost effective. 464 

Had the program administrator anticipated the evaluation result, the program may not 465 

have included the measure(s) with the high net savings adjustment.  Given that the program 466 

design decision was made with the best information available at the time the program was 467 

designed, it would be punitive to apply the higher than anticipated net savings adjustment 468 

retroactively.  Rather, by finding out about the high net savings adjustment the program 469 

administrator could make potential program design adjustments to make the program cost 470 

effective. 471 

Q. Who bears the risk when NTG adjustments are applied retroactively? 472 

A. If savings are adjusted downward on a retrospective basis it is possible that Ameren 473 

Illinois’ shareholders and implementation contractors will bear the risk.  If the reduced savings 474 

cause Ameren Illinois to not meet its modified savings goals they can be subject to penalties.  In 475 

addition, if savings are adjusted downward, Ameren Illinois’ implementation contractors could 476 

face penalties for not meeting certain thresholds.   477 

Q. Why would Ameren Illinois’ implementation contractors potentially face penalties if 478 

savings were lowered on a retrospective basis?  479 

A. Ameren Illinois uses turnkey services from two contractors to implement its portfolio of 480 

programs.  Ameren Illinois’ contractors were selected based on their experience and capability to 481 

meet the goals established by Company, and approved by the Commission, as cost effectively as 482 
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possible.  To ensure that this objective was met, Ameren Illinois’ agreements with its 483 

implementation contractors contain performance compensation plans (with penalties) for their 484 

implementation services.  In order to be able to effectively manage such contractual 485 

relationships, it is critical to have the ability to track performance in real time.  An 486 

implementation contractor can only control participation levels.  If energy savings are changed 487 

midstream, implementation contractors cannot know how well they are doing in meeting goals, 488 

and thus cannot manage their costs.   489 

VIII. CALCULATION OF NET-TO-GROSS RATIOS 490 

Q. In the example you provided earlier in your testimony you use the term net savings 491 

adjustment.  Can you explain what you mean by the term? 492 

A. Yes.  I am talking about adjustment to gross savings levels based on NTG ratios resulting 493 

from EM&V activities.  While using gross savings to measure energy efficiency portfolio 494 

savings is widely accepted, there already exists precedence in Illinois for applying a NTG ratio to 495 

determine annual savings so my discussion is aimed at that method of determination.  496 

Q. Please define free-ridership and spillover.   497 

A. Free riders are program participants who would have implemented the same energy 498 

efficiency action without remuneration from a utility sponsored energy efficiency program.  499 

Spillover includes both program participant spillover and non-participant spillover.  Participant 500 

spillover is defined as additional energy efficiency actions taken by program participants as a 501 

result of a program influence that go beyond those directly incentivized or required by the 502 

program.  Non-participant spillover is defined as savings from efficiency projects implemented 503 

by individuals or entities that did not participate in the program, but took actions as a result of 504 
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the knowledge of the program.  The determination of free ridership and spillover is considered 505 

controversial because it is not definitive. 506 

Q. In his testimony, Mr. Goerss states that the calculation of an NTG ratio should 507 

include estimates of free ridership and spillover (participant and non-participant).  Do you 508 

agree? 509 

A. Yes.  Estimates of free ridership can help program administrators identify successful 510 

program designs and aid in the determination of the appropriate timing to modify or end an 511 

energy efficiency program.  High free ridership estimates are potential indicators that a program 512 

has been successful in transforming the market for specific energy savings measures.  Spillover 513 

helps to assess the performance of marketing and promotional campaigns in general and 514 

specifically the performance of educational and outreach programs.  Spillover assessments also 515 

provide feedback to program administrators as they assess the need to either modify or end a 516 

program.  Spillover has two parts; participant and non-participant.  Participant spillover refers to 517 

participants who installed the measures and incurred additional savings.  Non-participants are 518 

those who caused or incurred savings due to market transformation such as program allies who 519 

were compelled to install higher efficient equipment even though they are not participating in the 520 

program.  Not examining free ridership and spillover together, in my opinion, leads to an 521 

inaccurate estimate of net savings.  Further, by not including estimates of both adjustment 522 

factors, program administrators are dealing with imperfect information when considering the 523 

design and/or delivery of programs.  While the calculation of NTG is already inexact and 524 

controversial, the calculation should not be further biased towards one portion of the calculation 525 

versus another. Alternatively it needs to be properly and fairly balanced to include both free 526 

ridership and spillover (participant and non-participant).  527 
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Q. Does ensuring all the inputs for free ridership and spillover (participant and non-528 

participant) for NTG increase costs? 529 

A. Using gross savings as a means to measure savings, and eliminating the determination of 530 

net savings which needs a NTG calculation, would be the least expensive use of EM&V dollars 531 

thus freeing up limited EM&V dollars for increased and improved process evaluations.  532 

However, in Illinois, stakeholders (SAG; Commission) have already accepted the use of using 533 

net savings and therefore I am limiting my discussion to the best use of EM&V dollars for 534 

determining net savings.  As discussed, if applying the NTG formula, it is most appropriate to 535 

ensure a value for all inputs of the NTG formula, otherwise it is biased.  To date, the NTG ratios 536 

calculated in Illinois have largely been biased for free ridership without an input for spillover 537 

(participant and non-participant).  As noted, the calculation of these inputs is expensive.  Due to 538 

the expense of evaluation, it is a commonly accepted practice that evaluators use values from 539 

other jurisdictions for measure values and NTG values.  To minimize this expense and increase 540 

validity, I propose that the independent evaluator perform one impact evaluation of each program 541 

during the three year cycle where the NTG value is determined by a combination of data 542 

obtained from the Ameren Illinois territory and supplemented with data from other sources as the 543 

independent evaluator feels is appropriate. 544 

IX. APPLYING FIXED VALUES TO SAVINGS ESTIMATES 545 

Q. Are you familiar with Mr. Goerss’ testimony with respect to the reliance on fixed 546 

values when planning and implementing energy efficiency programs? 547 

A. Yes.  Mr. Goerss is requesting that values resulting from evaluations, specifically with 548 

respect to the application of NTG ratios and the algorithms in the Illinois TRM that determine 549 

measure savings be fixed as of March 1, prior to the start of each program year. 550 
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Goerss recommendation? 551 

A. Yes.  I encourage the Commission to approve Ameren Illinois’ request to fix values for 552 

NTG and TRM values and algorithms to support the calculation of plan savings for the purposes 553 

of complying with the Act.  Doing so will provide Ameren Illinois, the parties in this proceeding, 554 

and the Commission with increased certainty when tracking the performance of the Company’s 555 

energy efficiency programs while, at the same time, still holding Ameren Illinois responsible for 556 

meeting its performance targets.  In my opinion, fixing these inputs to calculate plan savings will 557 

increase the stability of Ameren Illinois’ program offerings by providing continuity of program 558 

offerings to Ameren Illinois’ customers and to implementation contractors and trade allies who 559 

motivate participation in the Company’s programs and is in the best interest of the rate payers 560 

since it assures program stability.   561 

X. ALIGNING SAVINGS GOALS TO CHANGES IN VALUES 562 

Q. In its Plan 3 filing Ameren Illinois is requesting the ability to modify savings goals in 563 

line with changes in certain values.  Do you agree with this request?   564 

A. Yes.  Ameren Illinois is seeking the ability to adjust its goals on a prospective basis when 565 

the savings estimates included in the Illinois TRM change and/or when NTG values vary from 566 

those used to estimate the savings in its Plan 3 filing.   567 

 As previously stated in my testimony, I support Ameren Illinois’ request to fix TRM 568 

measure values and NTG adjustment values annually as of March 1 prior to the start of the 569 

subsequent program year.  However, even with fixing these values there are likely to be shifts in 570 

programs that cannot be predicted.  By granting Ameren Illinois the flexibility to modify 571 

program designs savings goals (which as I previously stated has significant merit) there are still 572 

likely to be further changes as the program year progresses.   Specifically, with any change in 573 
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TRM or NTG values, the Company should be allowed to adjust its savings goal for that year as 574 

compared to what was filed. 575 

XI. FLEXIBILITY TO MAKE PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS 576 

Q. Ameren Illinois is requesting the Commission grant the Company flexibility to 577 

modify programs.  Do you believe such a request has merit? 578 

A. Yes.  Ameren Illinois seeks continued flexibility to modify the portfolio to improve the 579 

efficacy of its programs following implementation.  By allowing the Company to modify its 580 

programs based on market conditions, programs can be quickly re-engineered to optimize results. 581 

Modifications in codes and standards, which are beyond the Company's control, can create a 582 

shift in program designs that affect program savings goals.  For example, there is still uncertainty 583 

surrounding federally mandated standards for residential furnaces.  If the minimum efficiency of 584 

manufactured units increases, furnaces may no longer be a viable program measures and 585 

therefore may be eliminated from the Company's program with little notice.  This example, 586 

however, is by no means exhaustive of the types of reasons for portfolio modification.  In order 587 

to address these shifts, Ameren Illinois should be allowed to adjust its annual goals, either up or 588 

down, consistent with program changes. 589 

XII. ILLINOIS TECHNICAL REFERENCE MANUAL POLICY ISSUES 590 

Q. Please provide a general overview of the impact that the Illinois TRM has on 591 

Ameren Illinois’ program planning practices. 592 

A. It is my understanding that issues pertinent to the Illinois TRM are currently before the 593 

Illinois Commission.  While I discuss issues related to the TRM in this section of my testimony I 594 

reserve the right to address issues related to the TRM following the Commission’s ruling.  This 595 

area of my testimony addresses the following three questions: 596 
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1) Should the Illinois TRM cease to be effective at the end of each plan year? 597 

2) Should an existing measure in the TRM be removed entirely if there is 598 
disagreement over any subcomponent of the measure during the update process? 599 

3) Should measure-level non-consensus issues that have been properly raised and 600 
then resolved by the Commission be applied retroactively to the beginning of the 601 
current plan year or prospectively? 602 

Q. Should the Illinois TRM cease to be effective at the end of each Plan Year? 603 

A. No.  In my opinion the TRM should remain effective until such time as the Commission 604 

adopts an updated version.  Upholding the most recent version of the TRM is consistent with its 605 

purpose to serve as a common reference document for all stakeholders.  The TRM has many 606 

uses, including program planning, reporting, verification, and evaluation that occur on a time 607 

horizon that does not always correspond to the calendar year or to each utility’s program year. 608 

Nullifying the TRM at the end of each plan year will unnecessarily disrupt these program 609 

activities.  610 

Nevertheless, measure characterizations are subject to change as program administrators 611 

engage in program planning and implementation activities. Some states have established 612 

procedures that enable program administrators to utilize different measure characterizations for 613 

planning and reporting purposes that differ from their TRM. In my opinion, regulators should 614 

endeavor to establish an update cycle and identify allowable TRM changes. 615 

Q. Can you provide some examples from other states? 616 

A. Yes.  In New Jersey, where AEG is the technical consultant for reviewing the protocols, 617 

the TRM is updated periodically to reflect changes such as baselines, building codes, or 618 

appliance standards, among others. The protocols are updated and approved by the New Jersey 619 

Board of Public Utilities on an as needed basis. Program administrators use the version of the 620 
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TRM most recently approved by the Board. Stakeholders may petition the Board to modify the 621 

TRM, but these are not included in the document until they are formally approved and adopted. 622 

In Massachusetts, the TRM corresponds to the calendar year.  There are two versions of 623 

the TRM; one used for planning purposes and one for reporting purposes. The “Plan Version” 624 

TRM is used to track savings for a given calendar year.  The “Report Version” TRM includes 625 

updates to the Plan Version and is filed by program administrators with their annual reports.  The 626 

Plan Version for any given calendar year is based on previous years, so program administrators 627 

are never without a common reference document. 628 

In Minnesota, program Administrators may use the standardized specifications in the 629 

TRM or propose their own specifications, subject to regulatory review. TRM specifications are 630 

periodically updated, reviewed, and approved on an as needed basis. 631 

Q. Should an existing measure in the TRM be removed entirely if there is disagreement 632 

over any subcomponent of the measure during the update process? 633 

A. No. In my opinion, disputed measure characterizations should remain effective until 634 

stakeholder consensus is reached or the update process is complete.  Many states have 635 

established procedures to facilitate the process for resolving disagreements among stakeholders 636 

and the existing measure value remains status quo and in effect until a new measure value is 637 

agreed upon or approved.  638 

Q. Can you provide examples of the formal regulatory review process in other states? 639 

A. Yes.  In New Jersey, disagreements over measure characterizations may be presented to 640 

the Board for official review.  After stakeholder discussion and review, the Board makes a final 641 

decision whether to update the existing TRM.  However, existing measure characterizations 642 

remain in effect until a new TRM is formally approved and adopted. 643 
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In Massachusetts, program administrators may include proposals for modification with 644 

their TRM Plan Version filing.  However, disagreements over measure characterizations do not 645 

automatically nullify any part of the TRM. 646 

The Mid-Atlantic TRM provides model TRM update procedures that may be adopted by 647 

states. 4  The document proposes resolving disagreements through a stakeholder review process, 648 

or Technical Advisory Group and that disputed measure characterizations remain in effect until 649 

the disagreements are formally resolved and an updated TRM is approved and adopted.  650 

Ohio 5  and Arkansas 6  have adopted update processes that mirror the recommended 651 

procedures in the Mid-Atlantic TRM.  652 

Q. Should measure-level non-consensus issues that have been properly raised and then 653 

resolved by the Commission be applied retroactively to the beginning of the current plan 654 

year or prospectively? 655 

A. In my opinion, non-consensus measure characterizations that have been properly resolved 656 

should be applied prospectively for similar reasons discussed previously for the prospective 657 

application of NTG ratios.  Ideally, the TRM and the NTG framework work in concert 658 

consistently applying the prevailing values as of March 1 to the following program year. 659 

Program administrators and other stakeholders must be able to rely on the TRM specifications 660 

that are in place prior to the program year start. Requiring stakeholders to retroactively apply 661 

TRM measure characterizations will be unnecessarily disruptive and is not conducive to 662 

consensus or market consistency.  However, some states give program administrators the option, 663 

                                                 
4 The following states rely on the Mid-Atlantic TRM in whole or in part: ME, AR, PA, DE, and MD. 
5 State of Ohio Energy Efficiency Technical Reference Manual 

http://amppartners.org/pdf/TRM_Appendix_E_2011.pdf 
6 Arkansas Technical Reference Manual, Version 2.0, Arkansas Public Service Commission. Approved in Docket 

No. 10-100-R www.apscservices.info/EEInfo/TRM.pdf 
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but not the obligation, to retroactively apply characterizations for newly approved measures. In 664 

several states, updates to existing measures are applied prospectively until further updates are 665 

approved and adopted by the Commission. The Pennsylvania7 and New Jersey8 TRMs explicitly 666 

require the prospective application of measure characterizations. The manuals are updated 667 

annually based on the best available data and then applied prospectively for future program 668 

years. 669 

Q. Can you provide examples of how measure characterizations are applied 670 

prospectively in other states? 671 

A. In Pennsylvania and New Jersey the TRM is updated based on new information and 672 

available data and then applied prospectively for future program years. 673 

XIII. INCLUSION OF NON-COST EFFECTIVE MEASURES IN PROGRAM DESIGN 674 

Q. Please describe the results of the TRC test on the individual energy efficiency 675 

measures. 676 

A. During implementation, Ameren Illinois has annually calculated the TRC retrospectively 677 

at the program and portfolio level. For planning purposes, however, Ameren Illinois 678 

prospectively calculates the TRC test at the measure level.  It is possible for a program that 679 

passes TRC, that is it has a TRC ratio greater than 1.0, to contain measures that are not cost-680 

effective on the measure-level.  The decision to include non-cost-effective measures, i.e. with a 681 

TRC ratio less than 1.0, deserves further explanation.  After careful consideration, measures with 682 

                                                 
7 Pennsylvania Technical Reference Manual, June 2013 http://www.puc.pa.gov/pcdocs/1208574.docx 
8 New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, New Jersey Clean Energy Program, Protocols to Measure Resource Savings, 

August 2012. http://www.njcleanenergy.com/files/file/NJ%20Protocols%20Revisions%208-14-12_Clean(1).pdf 
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a cost-effectiveness ratio less than 1.0 are included in the program according to the following 683 

exceptions: 684 

1) The measure is needed for the program to offer a full array of measure 685 
options.  An example of this is insulation measures in the Residential Home 686 
Energy Performance program.  Insulation measures installed in homes with Gas 687 
Heat only have a TRC less than 1.0, compared to homes with Electric Heat or 688 
homes with Gas Heat and Central Air Conditioning that have a TRC greater than 689 
1.0.  It is important to offer insulation in all homes independent of heating/cooling 690 
types in order to include these measures, allow for increased contractor service 691 
offerings and avoid customer confusion. 692 

2) The measure is needed to continue market momentum and avoid program 693 
shutdown and start-up.  The Residential HVAC program has three measures with 694 
a TRC less than 1.0.  The Residential HVAC program in particular has a very 695 
strong trade ally network that took several years to develop.   Contractors in this 696 
program help market the benefits of program participation to prospective 697 
customers.  Contractors require robust offerings and sufficient measure inclusions 698 
in order to participate in the program.  The removal of specific measures could 699 
cause the program to shut down in its current form or cause contractors to become 700 
inactive in the program.  This would make it very difficult to shut the program 701 
down due to TRCs less than 1.0 and then restart the program later in the cycle if 702 
the measures became cost-effective.   703 

3) The measure is directly influenced by volatile avoided cost forecasts.  Natural gas 704 
prices are at historically low levels and that is reflected in the avoided cost price 705 
forecasts.   706 

4) The results of the measure screening are presented in Mr. Cottrell’s testimony.    707 

5) (4) Even if a measure fails the TRC test at the individual level, the program the 708 
measure is included in still passes the TRC test.  As Mr. Cottrell explains in his 709 
testimony, over 300 measure types were screened for inclusion, and 710 
approximately 250, or 80%, passed with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.0 or 711 
greater.  Since Ameren Illinois has substantial amounts of electric customers and 712 
natural gas customers, as well as many dual-fuel customers, TRC tests were 713 
performed for all three possible cases.  Some measures have a passing TRC for 714 
every Ameren Illinois customer type. For example, the ENERGY STAR New 715 
Homes program, which reduces the need for heating and cooling energy, passes 716 
the TRC with electric fuel benefits, gas fuel benefits, or with both benefits.  Other 717 
measures do not pass for every fuel combination. For example, installation of an 718 
efficient gas furnace passes TRC for gas-only or dual-fuel customers, but not for 719 
electric-only customers.  720 
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Table B1 in the appendix to Mr. Cottrell’s direct testimony describes the Residential 721 

measures that passed the Illinois TRC test, and Table B2 describes the Non-Residential measures 722 

that passed the Illinois TRC test.  These measures are subsequently bundled into proposed 723 

programs. 724 

Q. Please summarize your testimony with respect to including non-cost effective 725 

measures in program design. 726 

A. Managing a portfolio of energy efficiency programs to be successful over a three-year 727 

implementation period requires program administrators to constantly monitor and adapt to 728 

market conditions.  For the reasons discussed above, and with respect to my testimony on 729 

allowing flexibility to make programmatic changes, I believe that program administrators should 730 

be accountable at the portfolio level to ensure cost effectiveness.  Therefore, it should be Ameren 731 

Illinois’ objective to maintain a positive portfolio TRC, rather than do so at the measure or even 732 

program level.  733 

XIV. CONCLUSION 734 

Q. Do you have any closing commentary before you conclude your testimony? 735 

A. Yes.  I would like to underscore the importance of considering Ameren Illinois’ filing 736 

holistically, in the context of the past several planning cycles.  I believe that the combined effects 737 

of the recommendations included in my testimony will permeate throughout the planning and 738 

implementation processes to the benefit of all stakeholders, including program participants, trade 739 

allies, implementation contractors, utilities and most importantly Ameren Illinois’ ratepayers.  740 

Adopting a comprehensive, forward-looking EM&V framework will help mitigate risk and 741 

uncertainty, drive down costs, and ultimately maximize the savings potential of efficiency 742 

programs and is the best interest of the rate payers.   743 
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 Low energy costs and retrospective application of EM&V and TRM changes have made 744 

it extremely difficult for program administrators causing market confusion for program allies and 745 

customers.  In a performance-based setting, more uncertain outcomes may force bidders to 746 

increase prices to compensate for the additional risk.  Allowing program administrators more 747 

flexibility will enable them to respond more effectively to changes as the market for energy 748 

efficient technology continues to develop and transform.  This proceeding provides an 749 

opportunity to make procedural improvements based on the past several years of stakeholders’ 750 

experience with electric and gas programs.  Taken together, the recommendations will align the 751 

interests of program administrators, implementation contractors, and all stakeholders involved in 752 

Illinois proceedings to promote more cost effective energy savings.  753 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?  754 

A. Yes, it does.   755 
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APPENDIX A 

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS 
ROBERT D. OBEITER, Ph.D. 

My name is Robert D. Obeiter.  My business address is 369 Beechwood Road, 

Ridgewood, New Jersey, 07450.  I am Executive Vice President of Applied Energy Group 

(AEG), a management consulting firm that serves the needs of the utility industry primarily in 

the areas of energy services, strategic planning, diversification studies, innovative rate design, 

customer service, process reengineering and business plan development.  AEG is a division of 

Ameresco, Inc.  Ameresco is a leading independent provider of comprehensive energy efficiency 

and renewable energy solutions for facilities throughout North America, delivering long-term 

value through innovative systems, strategies and technologies.  

My educational background includes three academic degrees.  I have a Bachelor’s of Arts 

degree in Geography, a Master’s of Arts degree in Environmental Affairs and Doctor of 

Philosophy degree in Geography with a concentration in natural resource economics.  I received 

my education at Clark University in Worcester, Massachusetts.   

At AEG, I lead the strategic consulting and information technology practice areas.  I 

joined AEG in 2001 and specialize in projects involving utility diversification, retail business 

planning, new product development and all aspects of demand side management including 

conducting baseline studies, preparing estimates of savings potential for energy efficiency and 

demand response programs, program design, program results and progress tracking and program 

evaluation.  Since joining AEG, I have worked on projects for regulated investor owned utilities, 

municipal utilities, state agencies, energy services companies, independent retail energy service 

providers, investment firms, and technology solution providers (including software and metering 
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companies) to define business strategies and implement new product offerings (as well as 

providing advice on areas related to demand side management as defined above).   

Prior to joining AEG, I served as Executive Vice President of InSITE Services, an 

application service provider where I led strategic development and sales.  At InSITE I was 

responsible for selling software and ASP solutions to over 25 utilities, ranging in size from small 

cooperative systems to the largest investor owned utilities in North America. 

Prior to working at InSITE, I served as Vice President of two consulting firms – Barakat 

and Chamberlin and XENERGY (now KEMA).  I also held various positions at New England 

Electric Systems (now National Grid) including Director of Rates, Director of Information 

Services and Director of Conservation and Load Management.  

Over my 30+ years in the energy field I have provided services to over 25 utilities and 

related entities including American Electric Power, Potomac Electric Power Company, Long 

Island Lighting Company, New York State Electric and Gas, Rochester Gas and Electric, New 

York Power Authority, Black Hills Energy (in multiple jurisdictions), Public Service Electric and 

Gas, New Jersey Natural Gas, Empire (in multiple jurisdictions), Central Hudson Gas and 

Electric, National Grid, ISO New England, New York ISO, the State of New Jersey and others.   

My work experience includes providing consulting services in the areas of: 

• Business Operations and Regulatory Support 

• Information Services 

• Demand Side Management 

I have testified, developed strategies for regulatory filings, supported witness cross-

examination and have prepared witnesses in utility rate cases.  I have personally testified in 
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California, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Wyoming, Colorado, Connecticut and 

Kansas.  I also filed testimony with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
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APPENDIX B 

Sources for CSE Referenced in Tables in 1 and 2 
 

• Public Service Company of Colorado (2011). 2010 Demand-Side Management Annual 

Status Report: Electric and Natural Gas. 

• Commonwealth Edison Company (December 2010). Energy Efficiency/Demand 

Response Plan" Plan Year 2 (6/1/2009-5/31/2010). Evaluation Report: Summary Report. 

Navigant Consulting 

• Black Hills Energy (2011). Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs: Annual Report 

2010. Docket No. EEP-08-03. 

• Interstate Power & Light Company, an Alliant Energy Company (2011). 2010 Annual 

Report of the Energy Efficiency Plan of Interstate Power & Light Company. Docket No. 

EEP-08-1. 

• MidAmerican Energy Company (2011). 2010 Annual Report of the Energy Efficiency 

Plan. Docket No EEP-08-02. 

• Berkshire Gas Company. 2010 Energy Efficiency Annual Report. D.P.U. 11-67. 

• Blackstone Gas Company. 2010 Energy Efficiency Annual Report. D.P.U. 11-126. 

• Cape Light Compact. Annual Report on Energy Efficiency Activities in 2010. D.P.U. 11-

68. 

• Bay State Gas Company d/b/a Columbia Gas of Massachusetts. 2010 Energy Efficiency 

Annual Report. D.P.U. 11-65. 

• Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company d/b/a Unitil. 2010 Electric Energy Efficiency 

Annual Report. D.P.U. 11-71. 
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• Western Massachusetts Electric Company. 2010 Energy Efficiency Annual Report. 

D.P.U. 11-69. 

• Boston Gas Company, Colonial Gas Company and Essex Gas Company each d/b/a 

National Grid. 2010 Gas Energy Efficiency Annual Report. D.P.U. 11-73. 

• NSTAR Electric. 2010 Energy Efficiency Annual Report. D.P.U. 11-63. 

• CenterPoint Energy. CenterPoint Energy's 2010 Conservation Improvement Program 

Status Report, 2010 Demand-Side Management Financial Incentive, Conservation 

Improvement Program Tracker Report and 2010 Conservation Cost Recovery 

Adjustment, Aggregated Compliance Filing. Docket No. G-008/CIP-09-644 

• Interstate Power & Light Company. 2010 Minnesota Electric and Gas Conservation 

Improvement Program Electric and Gas Status Report. Docket No. E,G001/CIP-09-636. 

• Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation. Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation 

(MERC-PNG) Revised 2010 Conservation Improvement Program Status Report. Docket 

No. G011/CIP-09-800.01 

• Minnesota Power. 2010 Conservation Improvement Program Consolidated Filing. Docket 

No. E015/CIP-08-610.02. 

• Otter Tail Power Company. 2010 CIP Status Report. Docket No. E-017/DEP-08-640.02 

• Northern States Power Company (aka Xcel Energy). 2010 Status Report & Associated 

Compliance Filings.  Minnesota Electric and Natural Gas Conservation Improvement 

Program. Docket No. E,G002/CIP-09-198. 

• New York State Energy Research and Development Authority. New York's System 

Benefits Charge Programs Evaluation and Status Report: Year Ending December 31, 

2009. 
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• Long Island Power Authority 

• New York State Electric & Gas Corporation and Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation. 

(February 2011). Savings from New York Standard Approach for Estimating Energy 

Savings from Energy Efficiency Programs. 2010 Annual Program Report. 

• Energy Trust of Oregon (May 2011). True Up 2011: Tracking Estimate Corrections and 

True Up of 2002-2010 Savings and Generation. 

• Focus on Energy (June 2011). State of Wisconsin Public Service Commission of 

Wisconsin.  Focus on Energy Evaluation: Annual Report (2010). Tetra Tech. 

• Efficiency Vermont (Feb 2012). Annual Report 2010. 
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