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I. INTRODUCTIONS AND QUALIFICATIONS 5 

Q:  Please state your name, employer and business address. 6 

A:  My name is Jim Grevatt.  I am a Managing Consultant with Energy Futures Group, a 7 

consulting firm that provides specialized expertise on energy efficiency markets, programs and 8 

policies.  My business address is P.O. Box 587, Hinesburg, VT  05461. 9 

Q:  Please summarize your experience with energy efficiency programs.   10 

A:  I joined Energy Futures Group this year with over twenty years’ experience in all aspects of 11 

energy efficiency program design and delivery.  I have performed hundreds of comprehensive 12 

residential energy audits for both a low income weatherization program and Vermont Gas 13 

Systems, and also served as the Director of Residential Energy Services for Efficiency Vermont 14 

and for the start-up of the District of Columbia Sustainable Energy Utility, where in both roles I 15 

was responsible for both strategic planning and assuring results.  Prior to these leadership roles I 16 

was the Manager of both commercial and residential energy efficiency programs for Vermont 17 

Gas.  Most recently, as a Managing Consultant with VEIC I served as an expert witness for the 18 

Maryland Office of Peoples’ Counsel reviewing and commenting on the EmPOWER Maryland 19 

three year plans and program results.  I also provided testimony on behalf of NRDC regarding 20 

Ameren Illinois’ Plan 2.   A copy of my curriculum vitae is attached as NRDC Exhibit 1.1.   21 
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II. TESTIMONY OVERVIEW 22 

Q:  What issues do you address in this testimony? 23 

A:  I address four related sets of issues: 24 

1. The reasonableness of Ameren’s proposed savings goals for Plan 3; 25 

2. Programs that should be removed from Ameren’s EEPS portfolio and included in the IPA 26 

portfolio in order to maximize overall combined portfolio benefits to ratepayers; 27 

3. Ameren’s proposals regarding risk mitigation 28 

4.  Ameren’s ability to Bank savings across multiple Plans. 29 

I also make a recommendation for leveraging Ameren’s multifamily in-unit savings program to 30 

capture more comprehensive savings for this important and underserved market. 31 

Q:  Please summarize your view on the reasonableness of Ameren’s proposed savings goals 32 

for Plan 3. 33 

A:  Unfortunately, as I understand it, the applicable statute does not require that Ameren propose 34 

a “reasonable” plan for achieving energy savings.  Rather it calls for Ameren to achieve certain 35 

savings goals within budget restrictions, and if it is not able to achieve those goals within those 36 

budget restrictions then it is incumbent on the Commission to order it to achieve savings that 37 

come as close to the goals as possible. Ameren is obligated to put forward a Plan that assures it 38 

will achieve the maximum available cost-effective savings within statutory budget caps, and I do 39 

not believe that Ameren’s proposed Plan 3 will ensure that this standard is met. Therefore the 40 

Commission must require Ameren to achieve more electric and gas savings than it has proposed.  41 
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Q:  Please summarize your views on programs that should be included in the IPA portfolio 42 

beginning in PY8. 43 

A:  In order to maximize the overall combined 8-103 and IPA portfolio savings and benefits for 44 

its customers, Ameren should move the electric portion of its Behavior program from the EEPS 45 

portfolio beginning in PY8 and shift it to the IPA portfolio.  The EEPS budget that this frees up 46 

should be redirected to other programs in order to maximize the achievement of cost-effective 47 

savings for its customers.  48 

Q:  Please summarize your views on Ameren’s proposals regarding risk mitigation and 49 

other policy issues. 50 

A:  Within certain limitations I agree with several of the risk mitigation mechanisms that Ameren 51 

proposes.  However I do not support Ameren’s proposal that any change in TRM savings or 52 

NTG values should be accompanied by a corresponding change in their savings goals because 53 

this could easily result in Ameren’s goals being too low, and by too low I mean lower than what 54 

they could achieve within approved budgets.  Allowing Ameren to modify its goals when TRM 55 

or NTG values change would effectively remove any incentive they might have for minimizing 56 

free ridership, maximizing actual savings, and continuously improving their programs.  This 57 

approach could make it more risky for Ameren to manage and improve its portfolio- if certain 58 

measures become less valuable- than to simply maintain it.  And this could result in fewer 59 

benefits to ratepayers than might otherwise occur. 60 

For example, if new technologies come into the marketplace that have high promise, but for 61 

which TRM values have not yet been approved, Ameren would incur more risk by shifting 62 

funding to promote the new technology than it would by continuing to support measures for 63 
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which savings values- and the corresponding portfolio goals- had been reduced.  And the 64 

ratepayers would lose out, because savings that could be captured would be ignored in the 65 

interest of minimizing risk.   66 

Or, with the degree of flexibility that Ameren is seeking, it could simply accept lower goals as 67 

TRM/NTG values decline, and then shift funding to higher yield programs, thereby assuring that 68 

it could easily meet its reduced goals while still actually saving less energy than it could within 69 

the approved budgets- and ratepayers still lose out.   70 

Additionally, because Ameren’s portfolio is not overly reliant on any single measure for 71 

achieving its savings, the risk of TRM and NTG adjustments being made that could substantially 72 

harm Ameren’s ability to achieve overall portfolio savings is relatively low.   73 

And lastly, though importantly, a protocol that required goal adjustments with every change in 74 

TRM and NTG values would be excessively burdensome to administer, no doubt requiring that 75 

program funds be diverted from obtaining savings to administering the goal adjustment 76 

framework.   77 

Q:  Please summarize your position regarding Ameren’s ability to bank savings. 78 

A:  I support Ameren’s ability to apply savings that are achieved in excess of goals within a 79 

single three-year plan to subsequent years of that same plan.  I do not support Ameren’s ability to 80 

bank savings from one three-year plan and apply them towards the goals for a subsequent Plan 81 

unless the goals are increased by the amount of the banked savings.  Allowing Ameren to bank 82 

savings from one Plan and apply them to the subsequent Plan would have the effect of reducing 83 
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Ameren’s goals within the subsequent Plan- and this would cause Ameren to achieve lower 84 

savings, depriving ratepayers of the maximum benefits they are entitled to by law. 85 

III. REASONABLENESS OF AMEREN’S PROPOSED SAVINGS GOALS 86 

Q:  What is the basis for your recommendation that the Commission should order Ameren 87 

to achieve significantly greater savings than it has proposed for PY7 through PY9? 88 

A:  There are several pieces of evidence that lead me to this view, the first of which is that 89 

Ameren’s own performance in the past, in terms of the cost of saved energy for both electric and 90 

gas portfolios, has been considerably better than it has projected in Plan 3.  In other words, 91 

Ameren’s proposed costs per MWh and therm saved are higher than the cost of saved energy that 92 

they achieved in Plan 2, and there is grossly insufficient justification for these increases in the 93 

Plan. 94 

Q:  What evidence can you provide to support this assertion? 95 

A.  Figures 1 and 2 demonstrate Ameren’s historic cost of saved energy for the total Electric and 96 

Gas programs for PY3 through PY5, and compare those costs to the average cost of saved energy 97 

for PY7-9.  PY3 and PY4 actual savings have been verified by EM&V1.  PY5 savings values 98 

have not been verified at this time, but the electric savings values used in this comparison have 99 

been reduced by 20% based on Ameren’s suggestion of what EM&V impacts may be.2  As you 100 

can see, while projected gas costs per therm saved for PY7-9 are only slightly greater than 101 

historical actual costs, the projected electric costs per MWh saved increase by 27% from PY5 to 102 

PY7-9, meaning that they are proposing that every MWh of energy saved will cost $41 more 103 

1 Ameren response to NRDC 2.01b 
2 Ameren Ex. 1.1, p. 58 
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than it did in PY5- and this is after PY5 costs have been adjusted to reflect the 20% EM&V 104 

savings reductions. 105 

Figure 1 106 

 107 
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Figure 2 108 

 109 

Q:  What is Ameren’s basis for the electric portfolio cost increases in the PY7-9 Plan? 110 

A:  Ameren explains that its proposed goals reflect the fact that a greater portion of dual fuel 111 

measure costs are now being attributed to the electric portfolio due to reduced gas avoided costs, 112 

and account for projected TRM and NTG changes as well. However these changes don’t fully 113 

explain the increase.  Since the total gas portfolio represents only 21% of combined gas and 114 

electric program costs, shifting dual fuel measure costs to a 70:30 ratio of electric to gas would 115 

only account for a minor change in the cost of saved electricity.  And as you can see, there is not 116 

a cost decrease from PY4-5 gas portfolio actuals to PY7-9 planned values.  In fact the gas costs 117 

per therm saved increase slightly.  118 

Q:  In which electric programs can cost increases be found? 119 
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A:  Figure 3 shows the $/MWh costs for the three key programs in the electric portfolio, which 120 

combined make up 64% of the electric program budget and 51% of the total combined electric 121 

and gas program budget.  These three key programs are also responsible for 72% of the electric 122 

savings.  As you can see, costs increase most dramatically for the Residential CFL program, but 123 

are also significant for Business Standard and Custom programs.  And as indicated above, in 124 

calculating the $/MWh saved I have reduced the PY5 residential CFL savings projections from 125 

the originally reported values to account for EM&V. 126 

Figure 3 127 

 128 

Q:  Do the anticipated NTG changes explain these cost increases? 129 
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A:  No, not sufficiently.  The PY5 NTG for measures in the Business Standard program varies 130 

between 0.76 and 0.82 for all but the online store, which used a NTG of 0.64.3  If we simplified 131 

the PY5 Business Standard NTG to 0.76 and compared it with the 0.74 NTG that Ameren 132 

assumes for PY7-9 in its Plan, we can see that in the Plan the change in NTG would only account 133 

for a 3% increase in the cost of saved energy, from $125/MWh in PY5 to a potentially defensible 134 

$128/MWh in PY7-9.  However Ameren has projected an average 36% increase in the cost of 135 

saved energy from PY5 to PY7-9 for the Business Standard program to an average PY7-9 cost of 136 

$170/MWh.   137 

Q:  What about the TRM changes that will occur as a result of changes to federal lighting 138 

standards? 139 

A:  I agree that pending TRM changes due to new federal standards that eliminate T12 lighting 140 

products will affect the amount of savings that Ameren can claim for common lighting measures, 141 

which will in turn increase costs per MWh saved.  However the TRM assumes that these changes 142 

won’t affect savings until January 1, 2016- in other words more than halfway through Plan 3.  143 

For PY7 and the first half of PY8 the first year savings for measures that use T12 as a baseline 144 

will remain unchanged.   145 

Further, savings in the Business Standard program that will be impacted are only those measures 146 

that currently use T12 as a baseline.  Only 19% of the Business Standard incentive budget is 147 

targeted to these measures, and the incentive budget makes up only about half of the total 148 

Business Standard program budget.  In other words, only 1/10 of the total program budget will 149 

be impacted by the elimination of T12 as a baseline for calculating savings. 150 

3 NRDC 2.18 Attach 2 
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Also, it would have been relatively easy for Ameren to calculate the impact of the TRM change 151 

for T12 lighting and reflect that in its proposed budgets.  If, for simplicity, we assume that the 152 

change in baseline from T12 to T8 will result in savings dropping to 30% of what they are 153 

currently for affected measures4, Ameren would only lose 5,600 MWh in the second half of PY8 154 

once the TRM change takes effect, and 12,000 MWh in PY9.  This is equivalent to just under 155 

10% of the Business Standard planned three-year savings, and only 3% of the three-year total 156 

portfolio savings. 157 

Again, as a simplified way of demonstrating how Ameren has over-compensated for this 158 

potential change, if we adjust the cost of savings upward by 10% from the NTG adjusted 159 

$128/MWh saved to compensate for the 10% savings reduction, it would suggest that Ameren 160 

could achieve savings in the Business Standard program for $141/MWh instead of the 161 

$170/MWh saved it has projected.  At $141/MWh, Ameren could save 237,000 MWh, roughly 162 

40,000 more than it included in its Plan.  163 

Q:  Clearly there have been significant reductions in savings attributable to CFLs over the 164 

past several years.  Do these changes explain the cost increases for the Standard CFL 165 

program? 166 

A:  As with the Business Standard program, the NTG and TRM changes are insufficient to 167 

explain the cost increases, and as there are no gas savings associated with CFLs the increases 168 

can’t be explained by cost shifting for dual fuel measures either.  While the savings per bulb are 169 

clearly diminishing, there is no evidence that the program cost per rebated bulb should be 170 

increasing, which is the case in Ameren’s Plan.  In fact, because the PY5 lighting program 171 

4 Example from Illinois TRM, p.244 
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included specialty CFLs that are generally more expensive than standard CFLs it is arguable that 172 

costs for the PY7-9 standard CFL lighting program should be even lower than lighting program 173 

costs in PY5.  174 

Q:  How do the costs per rebated bulb, independent of savings per bulb, compare between 175 

PY5 and PY7-9? 176 

A:  PY5 reported Residential Lighting program costs were $4,587,5345.  Based on the rebated 177 

2,667,111 bulbs6, the reported program cost per bulb in PY5, including incentives and 178 

administrative costs was $1.72.  In PY7 Ameren proposes to rebate 2,525,000 standard CFLs for 179 

a total program cost of $6,351,096.  The corresponding total program cost per CFL is $2.52 per 180 

bulb.  This represents a 46% increase in the program cost per bulb.   To make this picture even 181 

worse, in PY5 the Lighting program included 13% specialty CFLs, which are not included in the 182 

PY7-9 program7.  There is widespread agreement in the industry that specialty bulbs are both 183 

more expensive at retail and less widely accepted, meaning that incentives typically have to be 184 

greater for specialty bulbs than for standard CFLs.  Indeed, in Ameren’s Plan 28 it projected 185 

incentive costs of $1 per bulb for standard CFLs and $3 per bulb for specialty CFLs.  In light of 186 

this information Ameren is projecting a dramatically increased per bulb cost when they have 187 

eliminated the 13% of the products (specialty bulbs) in the PY5 program that were likely to have 188 

significantly larger incentives.  For comparison, in its 2014-2016 Plan ComEd proposes a 189 

lighting program that contains LEDs and Specialty CFLs in addition to standard spirals at a total 190 

5 JLH 1.09 Attach 
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Ameren Illinois Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan, Program Years: June 1, 2011 – 
May 31, 2014, January 20,2011, p. 59 
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program cost of $2.12 per bulb.9 Using a simplifying assumption that the program costs per bulb 191 

are evenly spread across all of the products ComEd full program cost per rebated standard CFL 192 

is $1.82.  Ameren offers no explanation for its proposed cost increase, and none is apparent to 193 

me based on industry knowledge.   194 

Q:  What would the impact be if Ameren delivered bulbs at a cost of $1.72 as they did in 195 

PY5 instead of $2.52 as they project for PY7-9? 196 

A:  If Ameren delivered standard CFL bulbs at $1.72 per bulb instead of the $2.52 it has 197 

projected, it could provide rebates for 47% more CFLs, or an additional 1.17 million bulbs, 198 

which would result in an additional 31,000 MWh of savings.10  199 

Q:  What of the other programs that make up the balance of the Electric portfolio- are 200 

those costs projected to increase as well? 201 

A:  As you can see in Figure 4, the projected cost per MWh saved for some programs increases 202 

while for other programs it decreases, but the impact of any of these changes on the overall 203 

portfolio is relatively small given that individually these programs represent only a small portion 204 

of the total budget.  Hence we have not focused our testimony on these programs. 205 

9 Incentive costs and units from JLH 1.02 Attach 6 in ComEd’s Plan 3 Docket 13-0495, program costs from 
Commonwealth Edison 2014-2016 Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan, p.33 
10 Calculations based on increasing values in the table that Ameren provided in response to NRDC 3.01 by 47% 
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Figure 4 206 

 207 

Q:  Is there other evidence that supports your assertion that the Commission should order 208 

Ameren to deliver more electric savings in PY7-9 than it has proposed? 209 

A:  Yes.  In addition to estimating unreasonable cost increases as outlined above, Ameren has 210 

also failed to account for CFL carryover savings that will accrue to the PY7-9 portfolio from 211 
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bulbs that were purchased in PY5 and PY6.  The TRM for residential CFLs assumes that 69.5% 212 

of all CFLs purchased in one program year are installed in that year, that 15.4% are installed in 213 

the following year, and that 13.1% are installed two years after purchase.  The savings for bulbs 214 

installed one year after purchase are claimed one year after purchase.  As an example, the 215 

savings for 13.1% of the bulbs that were purchased in PY5 will be claimed in PY7 because those 216 

the TRM assumes that 13.1% of the bulbs purchased in PY5 will be in storage until PY7.  217 

Q:  Please describe how Ameren failed in its Plan to include estimates of savings that will 218 

accrue to PY7 and PY8 from CFLs that were installed in PY5 and PY6. 219 

A:  NRDC requested that Ameren provide details of how CFL carryover savings were considered 220 

in the Plan11.  Ameren provided detail that showed how carryover from bulbs purchased in PY7-221 

9 was correctly accounted for, but declined to provide any estimates of PY5-6 carryover that 222 

would impact savings results in PY7-8 “…since those evaluation reports are not yet completed 223 

and savings values are dependent on NTG values which are uncertain….”12  Ameren did provide 224 

carryover values for PY4 bulbs, showing that 30,998 MWh savings would carryover to PY5 and 225 

that 25,828 MWh would carryover to PY6 from bulbs installed in PY4.   226 

While acknowledging that the PY5 values are indeed uncertain, so are all of the values in Plan 3, 227 

and targets must be set with the best available information.  Moreover, we know for certain that 228 

assuming carryover values of 0 is inaccurate.  In the absence of an estimate from Ameren, I used 229 

the following approach to estimate the savings that would accrue to the PY7-9 portfolio from 230 

bulbs installed in PY5 and PY6:   231 

11 NRDC 3.01 
12 Ameren response to NRDC 3.01 b.   
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• PY5 total savings shown are based on 115,461 MWh from Ameren’s “Energy Efficiency 232 

Portfolio Report, March-May 2013”13, less the 50,845 MWh that Ameren states it will 233 

lose from these savings due to revised NTG14.  These savings are assumed to be based on 234 

the TRM protocol that 69.5% of bulbs purchased in PY5 are installed in that year.   235 

• PY6 total savings estimated to be 72,973 MWh15 236 

• TRM values of 69.5% of bulbs installed in year 1, 15.4% of bulbs installed in year 2, 237 

13.1% of bulbs installed in year 3 and applied to the annual savings estimates to 238 

determine projected additional savings for PY7 and PY8.  These values were then 239 

reduced by 50% to account for the change in TRM values that results from Federal EISA 240 

standards. 241 

This approach suggests that Ameren will receive the benefit of adding 14,174 MWh or an 242 

additional 7.3% to its proposed PY7 savings and 6,877 MWh or an additional 3.4% to its 243 

proposed PY8 savings, for a total of roughly 21,000 MWh of additional savings to PY7-9 that 244 

are not reflected in Ameren’s proposed savings levels.  This adds 3.5% to the three-year portfolio 245 

savings- clearly a significant amount. 246 

Q:  You discuss Ameren’s “low-balling” of proposed goals in this plan.  Did that occur in 247 

Plan 2 as well? 248 

A:  Yes.  Ameren has easily exceeded approved goals for PY4 and even after NTG adjustments 249 

will have done so again in PY5.  Their current forecast for PY6 predicts that they will exceed 250 

those goals as well.  Moreover, this was accomplished despite consistently leaving budgeted 251 

13 JLH 1.09 Attach, p.13 
14 Ameren Ex. 1.1, p. 58 
15Ameren Illinois PY5/PY2 Q4 Results, Slide presentation for SAG, prepared by Ameren, 9/24/13, slide 9  
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funds unspent- in fact Ameren underspent its PY4-PY5 combined electric budget by nearly 252 

$11M, and its PY4-PY5 combined gas budget by over $5M.  Given the Commission’s mandate 253 

to require Ameren to achieve the maximum possible savings within the spending constraints this 254 

habitual underestimation of goals must clearly be considered and addressed in this proceeding.  255 

Ameren should not be allowed to achieve less savings than the maximum it can achieve using the 256 

fully approved budget amounts.  If Ameren had fully expended its approved budgets in the past, 257 

it could have saved an additional 85,000 MWh and 2.5 million therms and gotten closer to its 258 

statutory savings goals as illustrated in Figures 5 and 616.   259 

Figure 5 260 

 261 

16 To illustrate the amount of savings that Ameren could have achieved had it fully expended its approved budgets, 
the cost of saved energy that it did actually achieve with the funds it did expend was applied to the unspent budget 
balance.  Note that PY5 electric savings reflect Ameren’s anticipated 20% EM&V reduction. 
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Figure 6 262 

 263 

In summary, in Plan 2 Ameren argued that it could not meet statutory electric and gas savings 264 

goals within the spending caps, yet it actually exceeded the PY4 statutory electric savings goal 265 

and for both PY4 and PY5 has accomplished considerably more than it previously convinced the 266 

Commission was possible.  Its current PY6 forecast would also significantly exceed its approved 267 

goals.  Therefore, Ameren’s goals must be set to reflect the Commission’s expectation that all 268 

allotted funds are invested to maximum effect.   269 

Q:  If Ameren is exceeding goals, and doing so at a lower than planned cost, why is it 270 

important that the Commission should order their goals to be higher? 271 
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A.  Ameren must be held accountable for meeting its obligations under the law.  Those 272 

obligations are that if it cannot meet the statutory savings goals Ameren must maximize the 273 

savings it achieves under the spending cap.  Goals should be set such that they cause those 274 

responsible to stretch their abilities, fully explore opportunities, and achieve more than they 275 

would absent those goals.  If the bar is set too low, none of that occurs, with the result that 276 

ratepayers don’t receive the full benefits that they would if goals were set appropriately. In my 277 

experience, in order to maximize what can be accomplished, it is necessary for goals to be 278 

believable and achievable, but also necessary for them to be high enough that it takes concerted 279 

effort and focused resources for them to be met.  It is that element of incremental challenge that 280 

drives program administrators to innovate and excel.  Ameren’s savings targets must be set high 281 

in order for them to come as close to the statutory targets as it is possible for them to achieve, 282 

rather than as high as it is comfortable for them to achieve.   283 

Q:  Are you suggesting that Ameren should be held accountable for meeting the 2% 284 

statutory savings goal? 285 

A.  No.  I agree that this is not realistic within the spending limits.  However, they should be held 286 

accountable for achieving the greatest amount of savings possible within the spending cap, and 287 

Ameren’s own past experience demonstrates that their proposed savings levels do not represent 288 

the best that they can do.  While Ameren provides testimony suggesting that they are doing a 289 

reasonable job relative to other portfolios, the most compelling evidence of what they can 290 

achieve is that which they themselves have already done.  In the context of its statutory 291 

obligations, “reasonable” isn’t sufficient. 292 
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Q:  You suggest that if Ameren had fully expended its budgets it could have achieved 293 

additional savings.  You also suggest that these savings could have been obtained at a cost 294 

of saved energy that is comparable with historic costs in these years.  Doesn’t this conflict 295 

with Dr. Obeiter’s testimony, which suggests that achieving greater savings would be 296 

increasingly expensive? 297 

A.  AEG prepared an estimate of the budget that would be required to hit the statutory savings 298 

goals. In his testimony Dr. Obeiter states his belief that this estimate would not in fact be 299 

sufficient, because reaching higher goals would require more aggressive and by extension more 300 

costly program approaches.  In general I agree that the cost of saved energy would be higher to 301 

achieve savings at the statutory levels.  However, no such cost increase would be expected as a 302 

result of achieving targets that are consistent with spending the budgets that have been approved 303 

for Ameren.  In the electric portfolio, we are only looking at an increase from 0.91% that was 304 

actually achieved in PY4 to 1.04% that was achievable within the budgets, and from 0.83% that 305 

was actually achieved in PY5 to 0.92% that was achievable within the budgets17.  While it’s 306 

possible that the incremental cost of increasing savings by roughly 10% might be slightly more 307 

than the cost of what was already achieved, there is no evidence that suggests it would be 308 

dramatically more at the depth of savings under consideration.  Indeed, Xcel Energy in 309 

Minnesota, cited in Dr. Obeiter’s testimony18 as one of the lowest cost energy efficiency 310 

administrators with utility cost of energy saved at $0.11 for electricity reported in 2012 that it 311 

achieved 1.75% of electric sales.19  312 

17 After reflecting the 20% EM&V reduction per Ameren 
18 Ameren Exhibit 5.0, p. 14 
19 Status Report & Associated Compliance Filings, Minnesota Electric and Natural Gas Conservation Improvement 
Program, Docket No. E,G002/CIP-09-198, 2012.  Gross electric savings in Xcel’s 2012 energy conservation 
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Q:  Please summarize the factors that you have identified as evidence that the Commission 313 

should order Ameren to achieve more savings than it has proposed.   314 

A:  As I have demonstrated above, Ameren has underestimated the savings it can achieve within 315 

statutory spending caps for the following reasons: 316 

1. Ameren has included cost increases in key program areas of its proposed portfolio that 317 

are not justified within the plan. I have included the Residential Standard CFL and 318 

Business Standard programs as examples.  Applying the adjusted historic cost of saved 319 

energy values to the available budgets would result in an additional 40,000 MWh in the 320 

Business Standard program and an additional 31,000 MWh in the Standard CFL 321 

program; 322 

2. Ameren has failed to include even a conservative estimate of the savings that will accrue 323 

to PY7 and PY8 from CFLs that are purchased in PY5 and PY6, which I have estimated 324 

at over 21,000 MWh; 325 

3. Ameren has consistently failed to fully utilize its approved budgets while simultaneously 326 

arguing that it does not have sufficient resources to meet statutory goals.  Had it fully 327 

expended these budgets, it could have achieved an additional 85,000 MWh in PY4-PY5 328 

combined.  While I don’t suggest increasing Ameren’s goals simply on this evidence, it 329 

provides validation for my assertion that Ameren is taking an overly conservative 330 

approach to setting budgets. 331 

program, excluding load management and renewables, were captured at a cost of $0.134 per kWh.  Even applying a 
hypothetical NTG of .75 to the entire portfolio the cost would only be $0.178 per kWh.   
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Q:  Is there anything else that you recommend that the Commission should consider in 332 

determining appropriate savings targets for Ameren? 333 

A:  Yes.  Prior to setting a new target, the Commission should order Ameren to move the electric 334 

portion of its Behavior Modification Program for PY8 and PY9 to the IPA portfolio.  This would 335 

also be consistent with ComEd’s treatment of Behavior Modification, which it has shifted to IPA 336 

for the entire PY7-9 Plan.  Removing it from the 8-103 electric portfolio will significantly reduce 337 

savings in the 8-103 portfolio, but will free up resources such that the overall benefit to 338 

ratepayers from the combined 8-103 and IPA portfolios will increase.  Using $141/MWh for the 339 

cost of saved energy for the Business Standard program, moving the electric portion of Behavior 340 

Modification to IPA and using the available $1.31M to increase savings in Business Standard 341 

would increase the overall benefit to ratepayers by 9,291 MWh.  And of course, the benefits 342 

from the electric portion of Behavior Modification would still benefit ratepayers, they would 343 

simply be funded through the IPA portfolio. 344 

Figure 7 345 

PY7 PY8 PY9 3 year total
Behavior Modification kept in 8-103 21,688         21,688            
Behavior Modification shifted to IPA 21,688         21,688            43,376            

Additional Savings from Business Standard at $141/MWh 4,645            4,645               9,291               
Total Savings 21,688         26,333         26,333            74,355             346 

Q:  Given this evidence, how do you think that appropriate savings targets for Ameren 347 

should be set? 348 

A:  Ameren should be required to modify its proposed savings targets as follows: 349 
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1. Increase savings targets by 40,000 MWh to account for over-budgeting costs in the 350 

Business Standard program; 351 

2. Increase savings targets by 31,000 MWh to account for over-budgeting costs in the 352 

Standard CFL program; 353 

3. Increase savings targets by 21,000 MWh to account for CFL carryover savings from 354 

bulbs purchased in PY5 and PY6; 355 

4. Reduce savings targets by 43,000 MWh resulting from ordering Ameren to shift the 356 

electric portion of its planned Behavior Modification program to IPA in PY7 and 8 and 357 

investing the resources freed up by this move to obtain additional electric savings; 358 

5. Increase savings targets by 9,000 MWh resulting from reallocating money that had been 359 

budgeted for Behavior Modification to Business Standard. 360 

The net effect of these changes is to order Ameren to increase 8-103 savings by 58,000 MWh, so 361 

long as Ameren is ordered to move its Behavior Modification program to the IPA portfolio so 362 

that ratepayers still receive the benefit of the 43,000 MWh from Behavior Modification, 363 

consistent with ComEd’s approach to its Behavior Modification programs. 364 

Q:  What changes can be seen in projected costs for the Gas programs? 365 

A:  As shown in Figure 5 the key gas program cost per them saved goes up in some cases and 366 

down in others, including a relatively significant cost decrease in the Home Performance costs 367 

and a correspondingly significant increase in the Business Standard program costs per therm 368 

saved.  Across the entire Gas portfolio the cost per therm saved has increased slightly relative to 369 

prior years. 370 
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Figure 8 371 

 372 

Q:  Do these changes make sense? 373 

A:  While Ameren does not specifically address costs in the program description for Home 374 

Performance, the cost decrease in this program is a result I would have expected, and may be 375 

explained by the maturation of the program and development of market infrastructure.  On the 376 

other hand, I am not aware of any reason one should expect the increased cost per therm saved 377 

for Business Standard and Business Custom in its Plan.  There do not appear to be any 378 

significant baseline changes in the mix of measures that are included in these programs, and the 379 

NTG for gas is consistent with prior years.  If, as Ameren described, it has shifted costs for dual 380 

fuel measures from gas to electric programs, the cost of saved energy for gas should decrease.  381 

Instead, in the Gas Business Standard program the cost increased dramatically, from $0.98 in 382 
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PY5, to an average of $2.78 for PY7-9!  The increase for Gas Business Custom is less dramatic, 383 

but is still notable.  This in spite of the fact that Ameren explains in its plan that the reduction in 384 

natural gas avoided costs is “…causing the program to mostly fund the cheapest and more cost-385 

effective measures.”20  This should drive costs per therm saved down, rather than up. 386 

Q:  How should this be addressed in your opinion?? 387 

A:  The Commission should order Ameren to increase its gas savings.  Ameren achieved 6.1 388 

million therms savings in PY5 and projects that it will save 5.8 million therms in PY6.  By 389 

reducing the unexplained increased costs in the Business portfolio and accounting for the shift of 390 

costs for dual fuel measures to the electric portfolio it should be possible for Ameren to achieve 391 

savings at levels that are similar to PY5 and PY6, rather than at the 4.6 million therms per year 392 

that Ameren has proposed.  As Ameren offers no justification for the increased cost of saved 393 

energy in the gas portfolio the Commission should order Ameren to increase its projected saving 394 

to 6 million therms per year for PY7-9, consistent with PY5-6 savings levels. 395 

Q:  What are Ameren’s proposals regarding risk mitigation and other policy issues that 396 

you wish to discuss? 397 

A:  In Section 1.4 of its Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan, Ameren 398 

identifies four items that it believes are essential in allowing it to succeed in achieving program 399 

objectives without incurring an undue amount of risk for the company.  These include: 400 

1. Maintain portfolio flexibility; 401 

20 Ameren Exhibit 1.1, p. 30 
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2. Align the timing for application of the IL net-to-gross framework and IL Technical 402 

Resource Manual to the program years; 403 

3. Maintain a portfolio level positive TRC, while recognizing that measure level TRCs 404 

fluctuate; 405 

4. Align savings goals according to changes in values. 406 

Q:  What is your position regarding these items? 407 

A:  Regarding the first item, the language that Ameren uses is overly broad.  Ameren states that 408 

it “…proposes the flexibility to adjust all portfolio elements (program costs, targets, incentives, 409 

etc., in addition to stopping or starting programs), at its discretion and as needed to optimize 410 

achievement of portfolio success.  AIC believes this is the same flexibility that has been 411 

provided…for Plans 1 and 2.” 21  In my experience as Director of Efficiency Vermont’s 412 

Residential program portfolio it became clear to me that program management needs a high 413 

degree of flexibility in order to nimbly adapt to changing conditions.  However, Efficiency 414 

Vermont operates in an environment where requirements to comply with multiple policy 415 

objectives constrain the amount of change that portfolio managers can make to within reasonable 416 

limits.  For example, it would likely not be considered acceptable for AIC to shift its entire 417 

portfolio budget into Behavior modification, or standard CFLs, or the Business Standard 418 

program, but the flexibility that Ameren requests would allow it to do so.  In fact, if Ameren has 419 

the flexibility to adjust all portfolio elements including targets, one could read this level of 420 

flexibility as allowing Ameren to reduce its Plan savings targets without Commission approval!  421 

21 Ameren Exhibit 1.1, p.18 
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Therefore I think that the degree of flexibility that Ameren is allowed to operate with should be 422 

moderated from this position. 423 

Q:  What mechanism would provide Ameren with sufficient flexibility to be responsive to 424 

changing market conditions without having total latitude to substantively change the 425 

portfolio such that it is not recognizable as the original plan that was filed? 426 

A:  The simplest way to achieve this would be to allow Ameren complete flexibility within 427 

certain parameters, while providing a mechanism for it to receive comments from stakeholders 428 

and ultimately the approval of the Commission if it desires to make changes that exceed those 429 

parameters.  For example, the Commission could allow Ameren to make any changes that it sees 430 

fit so long as the cost impact doesn’t exceed a fixed percentage of the annual portfolio budget.  431 

This would allow Ameren, for example, to increase its Standard CFL cost budget by up to that 432 

fixed percentage without requiring comment or approval, but it would not allow Ameren to shift 433 

more than the fixed percentage without stakeholder input and Commission approval.  434 

Determining the right fixed percentage would require further thought and discussion of the 435 

implications by stakeholders, as would the input and approval process for changes that exceed 436 

that fixed percentage, but 10% of the portfolio budget could be a good place to start the 437 

discussion.   438 

Q:  What is your view regarding Ameren’s position on aligning the timing for application 439 

of the IL net-to-gross framework and IL Technical Resource Manual to the program 440 

years? 441 

A:  I agree with Ameren’s position on these issues, in that TRM values need to be determined 442 

early enough to provide sufficient planning time to effectively manage these programs in terms 443 
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of customer and trade ally expectations.  I also agree that consistent treatment of EM&V issues 444 

for the 8-103 and IPA portfolios is highly desirable. 445 

Q:  What is your view on Ameren’s proposal that savings goals should be adjusted 446 

commensurate with adjustments in TRM and NTG values? 447 

A:  I do not support Ameren’s request to adjust savings goals commensurate with adjustments to 448 

TRM and NTG values.  Shielding Ameren from risk to the degree requested would send too 449 

strong a message that Ameren does not need to stay alert to changing market conditions in 450 

managing its portfolio.  I can provide two scenarios that demonstrate the negative consequences 451 

that could result from changing goals when TRM or NTG values change. 452 

In the first example, if CFL NTG values changed more dramatically than predicted, Ameren 453 

would not need to adjust its approach to promoting CFLs because it knows that its goals would 454 

be adjusted downward.  Ameren would have no incentive to design programs that minimize free 455 

ridership, which in turn maximize ratepayer benefits.  They would also have no incentive to 456 

explore, develop and promote new technologies or program approaches for which TRM values 457 

had not yet been determined, even if doing that would be in the best interest of ratepayers.  It 458 

could continue to invest ratepayer funds to little effect, which might cause it to ignore other 459 

opportunities for greater savings in the market place.   460 

In the second example, rather than just maintain low performing programs, Ameren could move 461 

funds from programs with declining TRM or NTG values into programs with higher savings 462 

yields.  While this makes sense and reflects what we would want Ameren to do, it doesn’t make 463 

sense that their goals are aligned with the low performing measures for which the savings values 464 

were reduced.  In this case as well as the first, the adjusted goals would be too low.  Ratepayers 465 
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lose out in either of these scenarios.  Removing this level of risk rewards complacency rather 466 

than innovation, which will not lead to the greatest return on investment for Ameren’s 467 

ratepayers. 468 

I also believe that in many ways Ameren is already at less risk than it might have been in the 469 

past.  Because there is a reduced reliance on getting the majority of its savings from a few 470 

measures, and because lower measure savings values already provide, in effect, some risk 471 

mitigation, the actual exposure that Ameren faces due to NTG and TRM changes is less than in 472 

the past, and within manageable limits.  For example, in its Plan, as cited previously, Ameren 473 

suggests that a reduction in NTG for standard CFLs that came out of PY5 EM&V will result in a 474 

50,854 MWh reduction that represents approximately 44% of the CFL savings and, as described 475 

by Ameren, a 20% decrease in portfolio savings.  In contrast, in PY7, with Ameren’s projected 476 

Standard CFL program savings of 19,676 MWh, a 44% reduction in savings due to NTG 477 

changes would result in a reduction of 8,658 MWh, representing only 4.5% of proposed portfolio 478 

savings.  And, in my view, a 44% reduction in CFL savings due to NTG changes seems unlikely, 479 

given that per bulb savings in the first year are already based on 17.7 kWh22 each before a .44 480 

NTG ratio is applied.  In other words, there is little room left to further reduce these savings. 481 

This relatively small level of risk should not pose an unmanageable burden on Ameren. 482 

Q:  Please summarize your views on Ameren’s four proposed risk mitigation strategies. 483 

A:  Ameren has requested action on four issues with the goal of reducing the company’s risk. I 484 

support the first within reasonable bounds, and support the second two as written.  Ameren 485 

should have reasonable flexibility to adjust the portfolio as needed to meet its expected targets, 486 

22 This represents 69.5% of the savings from each bulb, the amount that is claimed in the year in which the bulb is 
purchased, per TRM 
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and information should be provided in sufficient time for it to be reflected in planning.  However 487 

I do not support Ameren’s request to adjust savings goals commensurate with adjustments to 488 

TRM and NTG values, as this will create a disincentive for Ameren to actively manage its 489 

portfolio to maximize ratepayer benefits as market conditions change.   490 

Q:  Are there any other policy issues that you would like to comment on? 491 

A:  Yes, I would like to state my opinion on Ameren’s ability to bank savings23.  In my view, it 492 

is reasonable for Ameren to be able to bank savings from one program year to the next so long as 493 

the banking occurs within a single three-year plan.  However I do not think that it is in the best 494 

interest of Ameren’s ratepayers to allow it to bank savings from one plan to the next.  Mr. Goerss 495 

states in his testimony that “…the goals set forth…do not account for any achieved or planned 496 

banked savings.”24  This is consistent with what I believe to be in the best interest of Ameren’s 497 

ratepayers.  498 

Q:  What is the basis for this distinction? 499 

A:  Allowing banking across Plans could serve as a disincentive for Ameren to achieve as much 500 

savings as it could.  This is especially important because Ameren is not achieving anything close 501 

to the statutory savings targets.  Regardless of the targets that are approved by the Commission 502 

in each three-year plan, the statutory savings targets remain relevant and the Commission must 503 

23 Banking savings is different than the previously discussed carryover of CFL savings.  The CFL carryover is a 
function of the TRM measure characterization, which includes a provision that assumes that not all bulbs sold in a 
given year are actually installed in that year.  Banking savings refers to the utility being able to effectively report 
savings in excess of goals in a different year than when they would normally have been reported.  Banking would 
have the effect of reducing over-achievement in one year and applying that over-achievement to a subsequent 
program year.   
24 Ameren Exhibit 1.0 p.8 
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create a clear expectation that Ameren should make every effort to come as close as possible to 504 

achieving them.  Allowing banking of savings across Plans would undermine that expectation.  505 

For example, Ameren is currently projecting that it will over-achieve the PY6 savings projection 506 

by approximately 57,000 MWh25.  If it is allowed to apply those savings to achievement of PY7-507 

9 targets, the ratepayers would see smaller benefits because Ameren would be allowed to achieve 508 

57,000 MWh less in PY7 than it has been ordered to achieve.   509 

Alternatively, the Commission could allow banking across Plans, but order that Ameren’s goals 510 

are increased by the amount of the banked savings for the year and Plan to which the banked 511 

savings are applied.  Either approach achieves the same policy objective, which is to assure that 512 

Ameren continues to make every effort to get as close to the statutory savings goals as funding 513 

allows.  The Commission is obligated to ensure that Ameren understands this imperative and that 514 

it does everything within its powers to maximize its portfolio savings. 515 

Q:  Are there any additional observations that you would like to make regarding Ameren’s 516 

proposed Plan 3 programs? 517 

A:  Yes.  I would like to comment on Ameren’s Multi-family program.  Ameren’s approach of 518 

direct outreach to multifamily property owners and managers is consistent with the best of 519 

multifamily programs.  Unfortunately, by only focusing on in-unit savings they are quite likely 520 

leaving significant cost-effective savings on the table in a market that commonly consists in large 521 

part of limited income customers.  Treating common areas and systems in multifamily housing 522 

helps keep that housing affordable by keeping operating and maintenance costs lower than they 523 

otherwise would be.  And though comprehensive multifamily projects can be challenging to put 524 

25 Ameren Illinois PY5/PY2 Q4 Results, Slide presentation for SAG, prepared by Ameren, 9/24/13, slide 9 
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together Ameren is already taking an important first step by engaging property owners and 525 

managers.  Once engaged, Ameren’s offer of no-cost efficiency products for in-unit savings can 526 

and should be leveraged to recruit multifamily property owners for efficiency projects for 527 

common areas and common mechanical systems for both gas and electric end uses.  If Ameren 528 

were to conduct a walk-through audit to identify cost-effective opportunities it would help obtain 529 

deeper savings in this important and often neglected market.  At a minimum, Ameren’s agents 530 

should promote additional measures in multifamily projects, such as common area lighting 531 

projects, which should be eligible for incentives through the Business Standard program.  For 532 

larger buildings there may also be opportunities for cost-effective custom treatment of HVAC 533 

and domestic hot water systems.  To more fully capitalize on the in-person sales that Ameren is 534 

already doing I recommend that the Commission order Ameren to conduct a pilot to assess the 535 

opportunities to increase savings in the multifamily market by providing incentives through the 536 

Business programs for common area measures and common mechanical system improvements.  537 

Q:  Does this conclude your testimony? 538 

A:  Yes. 539 


