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(I.) Identification and Qualifications1

2

Q. Please state your name and business address.3

A. Philip H. Mosenthal, Optimal Energy, Inc., 10600 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT4

05461.5

6

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying?7

A. I am testifying on behalf of the People of the State of Illinois (“the People” or8

“AG”).9

10

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?11

A. I am the founding partner in Optimal Energy, Inc., a consultancy specializing in12

energy efficiency and utility planning. Optimal Energy advises numerous parties including13

utilities, non-utility program administrators, government and environmental groups.14

15

Q. Have you submitted testimony before the ICC before?16

A. Yes. I have testified in numerous dockets related to the Commission’s review of17

utility-run energy efficiency programs mandated by Section 8-103 and 8-104 of the Public18

Utilities Act (“the Act”).19

20

Q. Please provide a summary of your qualifications and experience.21

A. I have 30 years of experience in all aspects of energy efficiency, including facility22

energy management, policy development and research, integrated resource planning, cost-23

benefit analysis, and efficiency and renewable program design, implementation and24
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evaluation. I have developed numerous utility efficiency plans, and designed and evaluated1

utility and non-utility residential, commercial and industrial energy efficiency programs2

throughout North America, Europe and China.3

I have also completed or directed numerous studies of efficiency potential and4

economics in many locations, including China, Colorado, Delaware, Kansas, Maine,5

Massachusetts, Michigan, New England, New Jersey, New York, Quebec, Texas, and6

Vermont. These studies ranged from high level assessments to extremely detailed, bottom-7

up assessments evaluating thousands of measures among numerous market segments. A8

current example of the latter is an ongoing project to analyze the electric, natural gas and9

petroleum efficiency and renewable energy potential for New York State, on behalf of the10

New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA).11

I am currently a lead advisor for business energy services in Rhode Island and12

Massachusetts on behalf of the Energy Efficiency Resource Management Council and the13

Energy Efficiency Advisory Council, respectively, overseeing and advising on utility14

program administrators plans, program designs, implementation and performance in those15

states.16

I have been actively engaged in the Illinois Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG)17

since its inception, representing the People of the State of Illinois. Prior to co-founding18

Optimal Energy in 1996, I was the Chief Consultant for the Mid-Atlantic Region for19

XENERGY, INC. (now DNV-KEMA). I have a B.A. in Architecture and an M.S. in20

Energy Management and Policy, both from the University of Pennsylvania. My full21

resume has been provided to the ICC in many past dockets.22

23

24
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(II.) Introduction and Summary of Testimony1

2

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?3

A. My testimony addresses Ameren’s Plan 3 (Electric and Gas Efficiency plan for4

electric program years 7-9 and gas program years 4-6).5

6

Q. Please summarize your testimony.7

A. My testimony focuses on the following areas that are addressed in Ameren’s Plan8

3:9

1. The appropriateness of Ameren’s proposed programs, goals and budgets, and the10

appropriate allocations of programs to be provided between Section 8-103 and11

Section 16-111.5B of the Act funding mechanisms.12

2. Use of banking and CFL carry-forward savings toward future goal achievements.13

3. Ameren’s request for flexibility to modify its Plan with no limitations.14

4. Ameren’s proposed treatment of net-to-gross (“NTG”) adjustments, inclusion of15

spillover in all NTG studies, and adjustments based on modifications to the16

statewide technical reference manual (“TRM”) or for realization rates.17

5. Appropriateness of promotion of non-cost-effective measures within Ameren’s18

portfolio.19

20

Q. Please explain your major points related to each of the above major testimony21

areas.22

23

24

25
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A. Below I summarize my main points:1

1. Programs, Goals and Budgets: Ameren has proposed a portfolio2

of programs that would expend the available budget over the three year3

period, but would dramatically reduce goals from the statutory targets of4

1.8%, 2% and 2% for electric program years 7-9 (EPY7-9) and 0.8%, 1.0%,5

and 1.2% for gas program years 4-6 (GPY4-6) (hereinafter, as Ameren has6

done in its Plan 3 I refer to these as simply PY7-9 for both electric and gas).7

Ameren claims the original goals articulated in the statute are unachievable8

given the budget limits. I agree that goals must be modified downward9

because of the budget limits. However, for some programs Ameren’s10

planned costs seem excessive. In addition, Ameren proposes to include11

residential programs in its Plan 3 that could be delivered under the Section12

16-111.5B Illinois Power Authority (“IPA”) procurement mechanism,13

thereby freeing up additional budget to capture greater overall savings. My14

testimony proposes some shifts in spending and program allocations to15

better maximize total savings for Ameren ratepayers.16

17

2. Banking and CFL Carry-forward: As far as I can tell, Ameren18

has not included any cumulative banked savings it expects to have by the19

end of Plan 2 in its Plan 3 goals. In addition, I do not believe it has included20

any CFL carry-forward savings it will have accrued by the end of Plan 221

that could apply to Plan 3. Under current rules, these savings could be22

applied to Plan 3 program years, thereby providing Ameren with a windfall23

to meet goals that did not originally include them. I propose either these24

banked savings be added to any Plan 3 goals approved, or preferably, for25

the ICC to order discontinuation of the banking of savings across plan26

periods, beginning in Plan 3, while setting goals that would not include27

them.28

29

3. Flexibility: Ameren is proposing complete flexibility to modify its30

Plan 3 unilaterally throughout the Plan period. In addition, it appears31

Ameren would like this flexibility without any obligation to also adjust32
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savings goals based on any shifts between programs and budgets. Because1

of the significant variation in costs per unit savings among the various2

programs, this unlimited flexibility would provide Ameren the ability to3

simply shift funds from more expensive programs to less expensive ones,4

thereby easily meeting goals that were established assuming more resources5

were devoted to the expensive programs. This offers Ameren an6

unreasonable ability to virtually guarantee it can meet its goals and7

undermines the purpose of establishing and approving a plan in the first8

place. I support program administrator flexibility to respond to market9

changes and undertake midcourse corrections as appropriate. However, I10

propose some limits on this flexibility and a mechanism to adjust goals11

accordingly for any shifts beyond those limits. I also propose that any shifts12

be presented to and discussed among SAG members prior to adoption.13

14

4. NTG and TRM Adjustments: Ameren has proposed a savings15

measurement construct that virtually eliminates all performance risk to16

Ameren. In short, Ameren proposes to deem values for a full three years,17

and in the event any values are modified, to directly adjust goals based on18

this modification. This would include not only NTG ratios, but also gross19

savings realization rates and any TRM measure-level savings assumptions.20

While I do support deeming of some factors, I believe locking them in for21

the entire Plan period is unreasonable and unnecessary. In addition, Ameren22

proposes a modification of the ICC-approved NTG framework, despite the23

fact that the SAG has made great progress and I believe is very close to a24

reasonable consensus on a new NTG framework that could be adopted by25

all Illinois program administrators. I address Ameren’s NTG proposal and26

provide the current version of a SAG-developed proposal (AG Exhibit 1.1)27

that I believe would resolve Ameren’s concerns about certainty while28

providing a formalized and consistent approach throughout Illinois that29

would have the consensus of all parties. I encourage the ICC to either adopt30

this framework in each of the program administrators Plan 3 dockets, or31

alternatively, to direct the SAG to finalize its work on establishing a new32
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modified common NTG framework for all program administrators and file1

it with the ICC by a date certain.2

3

5. Non-Cost-Effective Measure Promotion: Ameren has proposed to4

include a number of efficiency measures in its programs that do not pass the5

total resource cost (TRC) test for cost-effectiveness. Ameren argues that so6

long as the overall portfolio is cost-effective individual measures should not7

be required to pass the TRC test. I agree with Ameren’s basic principle.8

Briefly, I agree with Ameren’s contention that some measures that fail a9

TRC test may be worthwhile to promote for various reasons, some of which10

Ameren has articulated. However, I believe Ameren has inappropriately11

included some non-cost-effective measures that may not serve ratepayers12

best interests. In addition, given the significant budget constraints, I believe13

Ameren should only include non-cost-effective measures when there is a14

compelling reason. I do not believe Ameren has shown this for some15

measures.16

17

(III.) Programs, Goals and Budgets18

19

Q. Please describe Ameren’s proposed efficiency portfolio for program years 7-9.20

A. Ameren is largely continuing its existing programs from year 6, although it will be21

transferring the promotion of specialty CFLs to the Illinois Power Authority (IPA)22

programs pursuant to Section 16-111.5B of the Act and distributing the resulting financial23

savings among its other programs. The tables below show the proposed spending and24

savings targets by program for program years 7-9.125

26

1 Costs from Ex.1.1 Ameren EE Plan, Table 12. Savings from Table 8.
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Program Cost

PY7 PY8 PY9

RES-Appliance Recycling $ 1,583,161 $ 1,461,234 $ 1,313,788

RES-Behavior Modification $ 656,250 $ 656,250 $ 656,250

RES-ENERGY STAR New Homes $ 655,381 $ 655,381 $ 655,381

RES-HPwES $ 4,064,512 $ 4,064,512 $ 4,064,512

RES-HVAC $ 3,186,470 $ 3,186,470 $ 3,186,470

RES-Standard CFLs $ 6,351,096 $ 6,351,096 $ 6,351,096

RES-Moderate Income $ 966,933 $ 966,933 $ 966,933

RES-Multifamily In-Unit $ 1,061,851 $ 1,061,851 $ 1,061,851

RES-School Kits $ 115,375 $ 115,375 $ 115,375

RESIDENTIAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL $ 18,641,029 $ 18,519,102 $ 18,371,656

BUS-Standard $ 10,504,921 $ 11,274,400 $ 11,661,911

BUS-Custom $ 7,137,404 $ 7,113,637 $ 7,089,948

BUS-RCx $ 1,882,077 $ 1,875,810 $ 1,869,563

BUSINESS PORTFOLIO TOTAL $ 19,524,402 $ 20,263,846 $ 20,621,422

AIC - Portfolio Admin costs $ 1,921,679 $ 1,952,771 $ 1,963,352

AIC - EM&V costs2 $ 1,340,706 $ 1,362,399 $ 1,369,780

AIC - Education $ 960,839 $ 976,386 $ 981,676

AIC - Marketing $ 960,839 $ 976,386 $ 981,676

Emerging Technologies3 $ 1,340,706 $ 1,362,399 $ 1,369,780

PORTFOLIO TOTAL $ 44,690,200 $ 45,413,289 $ 45,659,342

1

2
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1

MWh

PY7 PY8 PY9

RES-Appliance Recycling 4,476 4,131 3,715

RES-Behavior Modification 21,688 21,688 21,688

RES-ENERGY STAR New Homes 791 791 791

RES-HPwES 5,114 5,114 5,114

RES-HVAC 5,672 5,672 5,672

RES-Standard CFLs 19,677 21,769 22,401

RES-Moderate Income 770 770 770

RES-Multifamily In-Unit 6,232 6,232 6,232

RES-School Kits 366 366 366

RESIDENTIAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL 64,785 66,532 66,748

BUS-Standard 60,073 65,400 71,567

BUS-Custom 51,307 51,133 50,959

BUS-RCx 17,075 17,017 16,959

BUSINESS PORTFOLIO TOTAL 128,455 133,549 139,484

AIC - Portfolio Admin costs - - -

AIC - EM&V costs2 - - -

AIC - Education - - -

AIC - Marketing - - -

Emerging Technologies3 - - -

PORTFOLIO TOTAL 193,240 200,081 206,232

2

Q. How do the proposed costs and savings for PY 7-9 compare to the Ameren’s3

achieved results in earlier years and to ComEd’s proposed targets?4

A. Ameren’s proposed cost per first year kWh saved for PY 7-9 is significantly higher5

than what has been achieved in earlier years. The table below compares the proposal with6

evaluated results from PY4, and year end results from PY5. As seen, costs are higher7

across a wide swath of programs, with overall savings in PY 7-9 costing about double what8

they cost in PY4 and PY5.9

10
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1

$/kWh py 4 py 5 py 7 py 8 py 9

RES-Appliance Recycling 0.21 0.40 0.35 0.35 0.35

RES-Behavior Modification 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03

RES-ENERGY STAR New Homes 0.79 0.49 0.83 0.83 0.83

RES-HPwES 1.42 0.67 0.79 0.79 0.79

RES-HVAC 0.38 0.35 0.56 0.56 0.56

RES-Standard CFLs 0.05 0.06 0.32 0.29 0.28

RES-Moderate Income 3.19 1.61 1.26 1.26 1.26

RES-Multifamily In-Unit 0.24 0.11 0.17 0.17 0.17

RES-School Kits 0.34 0.38 0.32 0.32 0.32

RESIDENTIAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL 0.09 0.10 0.29 0.28 0.28

BUS-Standard 0.11 0.10 0.17 0.17 0.16

BUS-Custom 0.10 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.14

BUS-RCx 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.11

BUSINESS PORTFOLIO TOTAL 0.10 0.10 0.15 0.15 0.15

PORTFOLIO TOTAL 0.10 0.11 0.23 0.23 0.22

2

Q. Are there any specific programs that play a particularly large role in driving3

the overall cost increase?4

A. Yes. The residential CFL program went from costing $0.05/kwh in PY4 to costing5

$0.32/kWh in PY7, an increase of over a factor of six. Since this program represented 41%6

of total portfolio savings in PY4, this increase has a very significant impact on the total7

portfolio numbers.8

9

Q. How much of this increase is due to updated savings per CFL bulb because of10

the federal Energy Independence and Security Act (“EISA”) and falling NTG ratios?11

A. While new regulations from EISA and falling NTG ratios are real and legitimate12

reasons for the increase in costs for the CFL program, they mathematically cannot account13

for the full increase in PY7. The NTG ratios, for example, go from 0.83 in PY4 to 0.44 in14
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PY7.2 This leads to an increase in program costs by a factor of two, as compared to the1

factor of six actually shown. Regulations from EISA decrease savings per bulb by another2

30-40%. Even at the high end of this range, the resulting cost per kWh should still be well3

under the numbers in Plan 3. The table below shows the cost per kwh from PY4, and how4

it would be affected if the baselines from EISA and the lower NTG ratios had been in5

place. As can be seen, even after both adjustments, and assuming a 40% reduction in6

savings from EISA, the resulting costs are still only half of what Ameren is proposing in7

Plan 3. The table also includes ComEd’s $/kwh for their Plan 3 residential lighting8

program,3 which is consistent with our conservative estimate.9

$/kwh
PY4

$/kwh after
NTG adjustment

$/kwh after
EISA adjustment

AIC PY 7
$/kwh

ComEd PY7
$/kwh

0.05 0.094 0.16 0.32 0.14

10

Q. What other factors explain the rest of the increase in $/kwh?11

A. We have identified two main factors besides EISA baseline adjustments and NTG12

ratios that are driving up program costs in Plan 3: higher program costs per rebated bulb,13

and lower savings claimed than what is indicated in the TRM.14

15

Q. Do there appear to be legitimate reasons for these additional cost drivers?16

A. No. First, the costs for Plan 3 seem to be significantly higher than necessary. For17

example, AIC’s response to ELPC attachment to data request 1.29 shows that Plan 318

2 Opinion Dynamics. Impact and Process Evaluation of Ameren Illinois Company’s Residential Lighting
Program (PY 4). Report uses an NTGR of 0.83 (page 9). For PY 7-9, Ameren uses 0.44, as shown in data
request response ELPC 1.29.

3 ICC Docket No. 13-0495, Commonwealth Edison Company’s 2014-2016 Energy Efficiency and Demand
Response Plan, Table 6.
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numbers assume an incremental cost per standard CFL of $2.50, and an incentive of $1.60.1

The Illinois TRM, by contrast, lists an incremental cost of $1.50 for the retail markdown2

program, lower than the incentive planned for PY 7-9 and significantly lower than the3

incremental cost Ameren appears to be assuming. Further, total incentive and4

administrative program costs per rebated bulb have gone from $1.62/bulb in PY4 to5

$2.52/bulb in PY7. Yet, during this time, prices of CFLs have come down, promotion of6

the more expensive specialty CFLs has been transferred to the IPA programs, and Ameren7

has gained experience administering the program. Due to these factors, the cost per bulb, if8

anything, should be lower in PY 7 than it was in PY 4.9

Second, the goals for PY 7 assume 17.7 kWh saved per bulb. This appears to be10

lower than the savings indicated by the Illinois Statewide Technical Resource Manual11

(“TRM”). While the exact savings from the TRM depends on the specific wattage of the12

CFL rebated, the savings produced by the TRM are higher than 17.7 kWh for all cases,13

except CFLs replacing a 29-watt post-EISA-modification halogen incandescent bulb,14

which made up only 9% of all CFLs rebated in 2009. The table below shows, for each type15

of incandescent, the post EISA baseline, the wattage for a typical CFL replacement, the16

post EISA wattage, and the percent of total PY 4 activity represented by the class of bulb.17

As indicated in the TRM, assuming a first year in-service rate of 69.5%, 938 annual hours18

of operation, and a waste heat factor of 1.06, the weighted average savings comes out to19

22.2 kWh, which is 25% higher than the assumption actually used for the program year.20

21
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Pre-EISA base Post-EISA base CFL equivalent
% of bulbs,

PY4
kWh saved,

post EISA

100 72 25.00 4% 32

75 53 20.00 82% 23

60 43 14.00 5% 20.0

40 29 10.00 9% 13.1

Weighted Average 22.2

2

Q. Given these factors, what do you believe the goals for the program should be?3

A. The table below shows the proposed costs and savings for the standard CFL4

program, as well as the updated savings. For the updated savings, I assume that the total5

program budget remains fixed, that the cost per CFL rebated will not change from PY4,6

and that savings per bulb average 22.2 kWh. As seen, with these adjustments the resulting7

program costs of $0.17/kWh are very close to our high level estimate of the impacts of8

EISA that resulted in $0.16/kWh. Ameren’s costs would also be much more in line with9

ComEd’s proposed program, which will achieve savings at $0.14/kWh. I recommend that10

the goals for this program be updated to reflect the numbers in the table below. This would11

change the total portfolio, cumulative three-year goal from 599,553 MWh to 659,64012

MWh, an increase of about 10% over Ameren’s proposed goal.13

14

Standard CFL Program PY 7 PY 8 PY 9

Costs $6,351,096 $6,351,096 $6,351,096

Original Savings (MWh) 19,677 21,769 22,401

Updated Savings (MWh) 38,195 42,256 43,483

Original $/kwh 0.32 0.29 0.28

Updated $/kwh 0.17 0.15 0.15

15

Note that the $/kWh declines slightly from PY 7 to PY 9 because PY 8 and PY 9 include16

carry-forward savings from PY 7 and PY 8, while PY 7 does not include carry-forward17
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savings from PY 5 and PY 6.4 Excluding the carry-forward savings, there would be a slight1

increase in $/kWh, since it is assumed the NTG ratio will decline from PY 7 to PY 9.2

3

Q. Is that your only recommendation for Ameren’s portfolio?4

A. No. I also note that although Ameren has proposed to transfer the promotion of5

specialty CFLs to the IPA programs, it has retained standard CFLs, which have historically6

made up the vast majority of program costs and savings. I recommend using IPA funds to7

promote standard CFLs in addition to the specialty CFLs it is already promoting. Since the8

IPA is not subject to the 2% budget cap, this would free up significant capital to enhance9

and deepen the other programs in Ameren’s portfolio without sacrificing the CFL program10

or efficiency service to the residential sector.11

In fact, transferring standard CFLs to the IPA may actually allow an expansion of12

the CFL program. The proposed participation in PY 7-9 of 2.525 million bulbs per year13

represents a significant reduction from PY 5 participation of 4.1 million bulbs. Even with14

the cost adjustments described above, the proposed budget would only be able to support15

3.9 million bulbs per year, a decrease from current levels of service. Recent studies have16

indicated that even in states that have aggressively promoted CFLs current socket17

saturation rates are around 30% or lower. Therefore, current market saturation in Illinois is18

not likely a constraint on available savings from the CFL program. Without the 2% budget19

cap, transferring the program to the IPA portfolio would allow the CFL program to20

maintain or even enhance current levels of service, and allow Ameren to use the resulting21

budget savings to expand its other programs.22

4 Ameren’s omission of CFL carry-forward savings from PY5 and PY6 is discussed below in Section II.
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1

Q. Are there any administrative concerns related to moving standard CFLs to the2

IPA portfolio?3

A. No. Under Plan 3, even though the IPA funds the specialty CFLs, they would still4

be delivered by Ameren and its contractor, as part of Ameren’s overall residential lighting5

program. If standard CFLs were also funded through the IPA, the program could still be6

administered by Ameren, and all databases, processes, marketing materials (including7

Ameren branding), outreach to vendors, and other program aspects could remain identical.8

If anything, program administration would be easier, compared to trying to split different9

aspects of the program between different portfolios. In fact, it is possible that inefficiencies10

from running two separate programs in terms of outreach and coordination with vendors,11

data tracking, and evaluation are contributing to Ameren’s assumed much higher costs per12

bulb in Plan 3.13

14

Q. Are there any other programs that could be moved to the IPA?15

A. Yes, I believe that the residential Behavior program should also be funded through16

the IPA. It is a good candidate for IPA funding, since it is a standalone program with17

straightforward administrative procedures, and can easily be ramped up without large18

increases in administrative funding. If funded through the IPA, the program could19

potentially be expanded while at the same time freeing up another $600,000 per year to20

contribute to other Ameren programs. This represents the electric portion of the Behavior21

program budget. While this is a combined electric and gas program, there is no reason the22

IPA procurement mechanism cannot fund the electric portion, with the program still23

administered by Ameren and also providing gas benefits with co-funding from the gas24

ratepayers. Indeed, IPA programs are still funded through the Ameren energy efficiency25
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rider, so this is simply a regulatory change that would not impact program delivery or1

ratepayer opportunities to participate.2

3

Q. Are there any customer class equity concerns related to moving these two4

programs to IPA?5

A. No, I do not see any problems related to customer class equity. First of all, the IPA6

programs are still funded by the same ratepayers using the same mechanism, so this change7

does not significantly alter the overall split of investment by customer class. Transferring8

the funding to the IPA would actually enhance the programs available to residential9

customers, both by allowing an increase in funding for the CFL and Behavior programs10

and by allowing the resulting Section 8-103 budget savings to expand the other programs11

in Ameren’s portfolio. Commercial and Industrial (“C&I”) customers would also benefit,12

since at least some of the savings from transferring the CFL and Behavior programs to the13

IPA could go to increased program budgets for these customer groups. Therefore, this14

proposal would significantly enhance the levels of cost-effective energy efficiency15

available to all customer classes. Ameren has indicated in SAG discussions that one16

reason for keeping the standard CFL program within Section 8-103 is to have some17

programs that all residential customers can participate in. However, as mentioned above18

these programs will not go away, and will in fact broaden the program offerings in total, so19

I do not believe this is a concern.20

21

Q. Would this proposal impact your views on allowing more flexibility to move22

funds between programs that you discuss below?23

A. Yes. The CFL program and especially the Behavior program achieve savings and24

are very easily ramped up. However, a well-designed efficiency portfolio requires effective25
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programs covering a variety of different end uses and technologies. My main concern with1

allowing flexibility to transfer funds between programs is that if any program is falling2

short of its goal, Ameren would be able to simply transfer funds to the Behavior program,3

and make up the gap with behavioral savings which cost $0.03 per kWh and which are4

assumed to only last one year and are actually fairly costly on a lifecycle basis. With this5

ability, it would be very unlikely Ameren could not easily achieve goals, no matter how6

poorly it performs on its other programs. On the other hand, if the IPA procurement7

mechanism is used for these two programs, this problem would be significantly reduced,8

and the case for funding flexibility would make much more sense.9

10

Q. Where do you recommend re-allocating the money associated with11

transferring the CFL and Behavior programs to the IPA?12

A. I recommend that the re-allocated funds from assigning the standard CFL and13

Behavior programs to the IPA portfolio be split among the current three C&I programs.14

There are a number of reasons I believe this would be a prudent action. First, C&I savings15

are significantly cheaper than the other residential program savings, and would16

consequently lead to the largest amount of additional savings captured. Second, typically,17

there are far more cost-effective efficiency opportunities in the C&I sector as compared to18

the residential sector, and I believe the potential to ramp up these programs is far higher19

and will dramatically increase the overall net benefits of the combined Section 8-103/IPA20

portfolio. Third, Ameren has indicated that it is somewhat constrained in some of the other21

residential programs in terms of electric budgets because of the relatively lower gas22

budgets in these combined programs. Finally, while equity between sectors is important,23

the residential ratepayers still will benefit significantly from the IPA programs, so shifting24

these Section 8-103 funds to C&I will effectively maintain total residential contributions25
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when considering both the Section 8-103 and IPA spending in total. If all the additional1

funds were still preserved for residential the result would actually be heavily skewing2

resources toward residential in total (i.e., for both IPA and Section 8-103 portfolios).3

4

While I believe the C&I programs are the most appropriate to ramp up with the5

additional funds, this is not vital. I would support a balanced approach where some funds6

where shifted to C&I programs and a portion is shifted to ramp up other residential7

programs, subject to any gas budget constraints for combined programs. Below I discuss a8

proposal to discontinue some gas measures that are no longer cost-effective, which would9

also free up some gas budgets. This would allow for an even expansion of some of the10

residential combined electric and gas programs by shifting some of the IPA electric funds11

to those programs, matched on the gas side by the freed up gas funds. No matter how the12

savings are used, the result would be a significant net increase of cost-effective efficiency13

in the state of Illinois, and all residential customers would still be able to access rebated14

CFLs. I note that with this shift there would still be more residential programs than C&I15

programs remaining in the Section 8-103 and 8-104 portfolios.16

17

Below is a table showing the Section 8-103 costs if the CFL and behavioral18

programs were transferred to the IPA portfolio, and the budgets shifted to C&I. I recognize19

that the 2014 deadline for the IPA has passed, so the programs will have to remain within20

the Section 8-103 portfolio for PY 7. As seen, the total Section 8-103 goals slightly21

increase in PY 8 and PY 9, even without including the savings from the CFL and Behavior22

programs, since C&I savings cost less than CFL savings. Of course, Ameren ratepayers23

would still achieve all of the savings planned and possibly more from the Behavior and24

CFL programs, even though they were shifted to IPA.25
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Program Cost MWh

PY7 PY8 PY9 PY7 PY8 PY9

RES-Appliance Recycling $ 1,583,161 $ 1,461,234 $1,313,788 4,476 4,131 3,715

RES-Behavior Modification $ 656,250 - - 21,688 - -

RES-ENERGY STAR New Homes $655,381 $655,381 $655,381 791 791 791

RES-HPwES $ 4,064,512 $4,064,512 $4,064,512 5,114 5,114 5,114

RES-HVAC $3,186,470 $3,186,470 $3,186,470 5,672 5,672 5,672

RES-Standard CFLs $6,351,096 - - 19,677 0 0

RES-Moderate Income $966,933 $966,933 $966,933 770 770 770

RES-Multifamily In-Unit $1,061,851 $1,061,851 $1,061,851 6,232 6,232 6,232

RES-School Kits $115,375 $115,375 $115,375 366 366 366

RESIDENTIAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL $18,641,029 $11,511,756 $11,364,310 64,786 23,076 22,660

BUS-Standard $10,504,921 $15,173,148 $15,624,734 60,073 88,016 95,886

BUS-Custom $7,137,404 $9,573,571 $9,499,176 51,307 68,815 68,275

BUS-RCx $1,882,077 $2,524,475 $2,504,857 17,075 22,902 22,722

BUSINESS PORTFOLIO TOTAL $19,524,402 $27,271,193 $27,628,768 128,455 179,732 186,883

AIC - Portfolio Admin costs $1,921,679 $1,952,771 $1,963,352 -
- -

AIC - EM&V costs2 $1,340,706 $1,362,399 $1,369,780
- - -

AIC – Education $960,839 $976,386 $981,676
- - -

AIC – Marketing $960,839 $976,386 $981,676
- - -

Emerging Technologies3 $1,340,706 $1,362,399 $1,369,780
- - -

PORTFOLIO TOTAL $44,690,200 $45,413,290 $45,659,342 193,241 202,808 209,543

1

Q. Please summarize your recommendations for changes in program goals and2

budgets.3

A. We have four main recommendations for changes in Plan 3:4

1) Adjust cost assumptions for the Residential Standard CFL program to5

assume the same per bulb program cost as has been achieved historically.6

7

2) Adjust per bulb savings assumptions to better reflect what is indicated in8

the TRM.9

10

3) Transfer standard CFLs from the Section 8-103 portfolio to the IPA11

portfolio.12

13

4) Transfer the Behavior program from the Section 8-103 portfolio to the14

IPA portfolio.15

16
The table below shows the dollar costs and savings achieved under my17

recommended combined Section 8-103/IPA portfolio, assuming Commission adoption of18
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all four of these recommendations. Note that the table shows programs delivered through1

the IPA and Section 8-103 mechanisms, with costs and savings funded by the IPA2

highlighted in red. Further, we assume that programs are funded under the IPA portfolio at3

the same levels as indicated in the plan.4

Program Cost MWh

PY7 PY8 PY9 PY7 PY8 PY9

RES-Appliance Recycling $1,583,161 $1,461,234 $1,313,788 4,476 4,131 3,715

RES-Behavior
Modification $656,250 $656,250 $656,250 21,688 21,688 21,688

RES-ENERGY STAR New
Homes $655,381 $655,381 $655,381 791 791 791

RES-HPwES $4,064,512 $4,064,512 $4,064,512 5,114 5,114 5,114

RES-HVAC $3,186,470 $3,186,470 $3,186,470 5,672 5,672 5,672

RES-Standard CFLs $6,351,096 $6,351,096 $6,351,096 38,195 42,256 43,483

RES-Moderate Income $966,933 $966,933 $966,933 770 770 770

RES-Multifamily In-Unit $1,061,851 $1,061,851 $1,061,851 6,232 6,232 6,232

RES-School Kits $115,375 $115,375 $115,375 366 366 366

RESIDENTIAL
PORTFOLIO TOTAL $18,641,029 $18,519,102 $18,371,656 83,304 87,020 87,831

BUS-Standard $10,504,921 15,173,148 15,624,734 60,073 88,016 95,886

BUS-Custom $7,137,404 9,573,571 9,499,177 51,307 68,815 68,275

BUS-RCx $1,882,077 2,524,475 2,504,857 17,075 22,902 22,722

BUSINESS PORTFOLIO
TOTAL $19,524,402 $27,271,193 $27,628,768 128,455 179,732 186,883

AIC - Portfolio Admin
costs $1,921,679 $1,952,771 $1,963,352

AIC - EM&V costs2 $1,340,706 $1,362,399 $1,369,780

AIC – Education $960,839 $976,386 $981,676

AIC – Marketing $960,839 $976,386 $981,676

Emerging Technologies3 $1,340,706 $1,362,399 $1,369,780

PORTFOLIO TOTAL $44,690,200 $52,420,636 $52,666,688 211,759 266,752 274,714

5

As seen, under these recommendations, the cumulative 3-year savings achieved in6

Ameren’s service territory (including programs funded by IPA and Section 8-103) would7

significantly increase – from 600 GWh to 753 GWh, approximately 25% greater – thus8

providing significant additional benefits for Illinois’s ratepayers, and coming much closer9

to the goal of achieving all cost-effective energy efficiency. Moreover, for residential10

ratepayers, the MWh savings achieved would increase by about 30% while the11
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residential dollars spent in total (both Section 8-103 and IPA portions) would remain1

the same.2

3

Q. You note that a shifting of CFL and Behavior programs to the IPA portfolio4

would need to wait until 2015 because the 2014 deadline has already passed. Do you5

have any comments related to that?6

A. Yes. In discussions at the SAG and in the Staff-sponsored IPA workshops, utilities7

have expressed the view that they could not bid expansions of their Section 8-1038

programs to the IPA because of the mismatch of planning and approval cycles.9

Specifically, the IPA process is an annual bidding process, with submittals made in July.10

The three-year planning process under Section 8-103 of the Act typically calls for filings in11

the following fall, every three years. Therefore, utilities have indicated that they could not12

bid any program expansions into the IPA portfolio for 2014 because these programs would13

not even have been approved by the ICC yet.14

We are now entering into the 7th year of efficiency programs in Illinois. Over that15

time period changes to programs and additions or deletions of programs have been very16

incremental from one year to the next, and one plan to the next, as it should be. I therefore17

think it is reasonable for the utilities to operate with a “presumption of approval” when18

developing their three-year plans. Under this approach, they could bid expansions into the19

IPA portfolio in July, conditional upon Section 8-103 program approval by the20

Commission. Because of the extensive work involved in developing three-year plans,21

utilities already have a clear sense of the programs they are planning at this point. While22

ideally I recommend synchronizing the IPA and Section 8-103 planning cycles and23

extending the IPA’s planning process to three years, this simple change, at a minimum,24
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would resolve this timing issue unless and until the General Assembly addresses this filing1

timing difference.2

3

Q. Is there currently an evaluation framework established for programs4

delivered under the Section 16-111.5B Illinois Power Authority (“IPA”) procurement5

mechanism?6

A. Not that I am aware of.7

8

Q. How does this impact your recommendation to shift the Residential Behavior9

and CFL programs to the IPA?10

A. I believe these programs appropriately fit within the IPA procurement mechanism11

because they are established programs that have been proven successful and cost-effective.12

They can also be ramped up or down annually if necessary. In addition, they have13

undergone evaluations in Illinois and many similar programs throughout the United States14

have been extensively evaluated. They are also programs that would still be administered15

in the same fashion by Ameren and its contractors, so there is no reason similar16

independent evaluation procedures cannot be used in the future as have been used for the17

Section 8-103 programs. As a result, the lack of clear EM&V procedures of IPA programs18

is less of a concern for these programs than for some of the new and untried programs bid19

into IPA by independent vendors.20

21

Q. Do you have any recommendations regarding the IPA evaluation process?22

A. Yes. I believe a clear framework for EM&V needs to be established for the IPA23

programs as it has been for the Section 8-103 and 8-104 programs. I encourage the ICC to24

direct the SAG to develop these procedures, in consultation with the IPA.25
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1

(IV.) Banking and CFL Carry-forward Savings2

3

Q. Please explain what banked savings are.4

A. In the first electric 3-year plans, the Commission allowed the “banking” of excess5

savings beyond that required to meet goals to be applied to future year savings claims.6

However, in doing so, the Commission expressed concerns that if banking were to grow7

too large it would be inconsistent with legislative intent, and therefore limited allowable8

banking:9

Limiting the amount of allowable "banked energy savings" to a10
percentage of the banked year's energy savings is reasonable. It11
is also reasonable to limit the amount that can be "banked" to12
one which would only allow utilities to "bank" a de minimis13
carry over, as anything further would violate the statute.14
Therefore, ComEd's and DCEO's request for Commission15
approval of "banked" energy savings is granted, but, they may16
"bank" no more than 10 percent of the energy savings required17
by statute in the year, in which, it is "banked."518

19

In Docket No. 10-0520, the Commission added a secondary criterion to banking that20

prohibited any banking if the combined savings of ComEd and DCEO did not also exceed21

the combined savings goal, even if ComEd individually exceeded its portion of the goal.22

23

Q. What is the current banking accumulated by Ameren?24

A. The most recent banking balance that would exist following completion of savings25

verification for PY5 has yet to be determined. However, in response to NRDC data request26
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2.01, Ameren provided some information on past achievements and goals, and the latest1

ICC-approved banking estimates. As of the end of PY2, Ameren had banked 16,890 MWh2

(Final Order, Docket No. 10-0519). In addition, Ameren has requested approval for total3

cumulative banked savings as of the end of PY3 of 35,066 MWh in Docket 11-0592.64

While there is no Commission order in this docket to date, no party argued this should be5

reduced. In fact, Staff has proposed increasing it to allow Ameren to also bank 10% of the6

DCEO portion of the goal. Given that the ICC has already tentatively approved this7

approach of including the DCEO portion for purposes of banking in its proposed order for8

ComEd Docket 11-0593, a position the AG opposed, it is possible to assume this bump up9

may be adopted for Ameren as well. This would increase Ameren’s PY3 banking by 4,54410

MWh, resulting in a cumulative balance at the end of PY3 of 39,610 MWh. Further,11

Ameren indicates an estimate of PY4 achievements of savings of 352,204 MWh based on12

final EM&V reports, and also provides an unverified estimate of 326,393 MWh at the end13

of PY5. Based on these figures I estimate an approximate total banked savings at the end14

of PY5 of 101,939 MWh. Ameren declined to make a forecast of likely banked savings at15

the end of PY6. Even without accruing any additional banked savings in PY6, it appears16

Ameren is likely to have in the range of approximately 100,000 MWh of banked savings17

that, under current rules, it could apply to savings toward Plan 3 goals.18

What is important to note when examining the banked savings figures is that this19

forecasted banked amount at the beginning of Plan 3 is approximately 50% of the annual20

5 Commonwealth Edison Co., Docket No. 07-0540, Order of Feb. 6, 2008 at 40-41. It appears from the Order

on Rehearing for Ameren’s first EEPS Plan that the Commission did not address banking directly. Ameren

Illinois Co., Docket No. 07-0539, Order on Rehearing of March 26, 2008.

6 Goerss Direct Testimony, Ameren Exhibit 1.0, Docket 11-0592, July 2012, p. 10.
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goals in Plan 3.7 In other words, if these goals are inclusive of any applications of banked1

savings, Ameren could effectively completely shut down its programs for six months and2

still achieve goals simply by drawing on this banked accumulated savings.3

4

Q. Please explain what CFL carry-forward savings are.5

A. Ameren’s compact fluorescent light (CFL) program promotes the sale of screw-in6

CFLs as a replacement for incandescent bulbs. Past evaluations have indicated from7

customer surveys that within the first year on average only about 69.5% of these CFLs get8

installed, with the remainder stored as future replacements when lights burn out. As a9

result, Illinois utilities have claimed only a portion of the ultimate CFL savings in the year10

that the bulbs were sold. Based on the TRM, it is assumed that ultimately 98% of CFLs11

eventually get installed, with the remainder claimed in the following two years. In effect,12

this has resulted in an additional “banking” of savings, over and above the 10% banking13

limit the ICC imposed in Order 07-0540. While I do not know the likely CFL carry-14

forward savings that Ameren will have to apply to PY7-9, it likely could be substantial and15

of a similar magnitude to the banked savings.16

17

Q. What are your concerns regarding banking and CFL carry-forward savings?18

A. As far as I can tell, Ameren’s proposed Plan 3 goals do not include any banked or19

CFL carry-forward savings that would come from program years prior to the start of Plan20

7 Ameren’s Plan 3 net goals (not including DCEO portion) are 193,240, 200,081, and 206,232 MWh for

2014-2016, respectively. Table 5, p. 6 of Ameren Plan.
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3.8 Indeed, Ameren witness Goerss confirms in his direct testimony that at least banked1

savings are not included and I interpret this to also exclude any CFL carry-forward coming2

from PY5 and PY6: “Importantly, the goals set forth above do not account for any3

achieved or planned banked savings.”9 Indeed, given Ameren’s response to NRDC data4

request 2.01 it seems clear that Ameren cannot currently know the amount of banked5

savings nor the amount of CFL carry-forward savings it will have going into Plan 3.6

Given this, clearly Ameren’s goal should be set to take into consideration these7

banked savings if the ICC permits the recognition of banked savings to continue.8

9

Q. What do you propose be done to address this issue?10

A. I see two options. First, the ICC could order that any approved goals for PY7-911

must be ultimately increased by the amount of cumulative accrued banked savings and12

CFL carry-forward that exists at the beginning of PY7. Even if the ICC approves Ameren’s13

proposed goals, which I believe are lower than they should be as discussed above, it would14

need to make clear these are just base goals, to be increased by the addition of all accrued15

banked and carry-forward savings.16

Alternatively, a second option may be easier and more transparent to all parties and17

preserve some of the flexibility that banking now offers. That option would be to simply18

discontinue current banking and carry-forward policies beginning with Plan 3, and to no19

longer allow banking across plan periods. In other words, Ameren’s “bank account”20

would simply be closed and the new balance defined as 0 MWh. This option may be more21

8 It is my understanding that Ameren has included new CFL carry-forward that accrues during Plan 3. In

other words, PY7 CFL sales would provide some additional savings that have been counted for PY8 and

PY9, and PY8 CFL sales would provide additional savings that have been counted for PY9.
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attractive for a number of reasons. First, there has been significant dispute around how to1

count banked savings, and also conflicting recent Orders and Proposed Orders.10 Similarly,2

the counting of CFL carry-forward savings has also been contentious, and there is still3

ambiguity of how to calculate it.11 Perhaps most importantly, the Commission indicated4

when it first established its banking policy that it should be limited to a de minimis amount.5

Clearly, the constant accumulation of banked savings to the point where they exceed 50%6

of a year’s goals can no longer be considered de minimis. It is possible that when including7

CFL carry-forward the total accrued “banked” savings is closer to 100% of a single years8

goals.9

Finally, the importance of banking savings is significantly diminished. Because the10

Section 8-103 goals continue to increase while budgets remain capped, Plan 3 and any11

future plans (barring a legislative modification) will require modified goals. Under these12

modified goals, any available banked savings must be added to them to arrive at a13

reasonable achievable target within the budget limits. Therefore, it becomes a zero-sum14

game. In other words, there is no real difference whether you grant Ameren X MWh of15

banked savings for the next year and then increase its goal by X MWh, or simply16

discontinue counting banked savings.17

18

Q. Isn’t one of the arguments for allowing banking that utilities should be19

encouraged to overachieve rather than slowing a program down that has exceeded its20

goals prior to the end of a program year?21

9 Goerss Direct Testimony, Ameren Exhibit 1.0, p. 8.

10 See, e,g,, Docket No. 11-0593, Proposed Order of July 18, 2013 at 12-15.

11 See, gen’ly, ICC Staff testimony of David Brightwell, Docket No. 11-0592.



AG Exhibit 1.0

28

A. Yes. And I agree that is an important goal and utilities should be encouraged to do1

that. However, if goals are no longer set by legislation but simply set as the most the2

available budgets can support, then simply adding in extra banked savings provides no real3

incentive, because the utilities would simply have to meet a higher goal if it achieves more4

banked savings.5

6

Q. Do you have any suggestion that would address the banking issue while still7

encouraging utilities to pursue over-achievements?8

A. Yes. I propose that Plan 3 goals be treated as cumulative three-year goals9

(essentially my second recommendation for allowing only intra-plan banking, but not10

permitting banked savings to carry forward from only three-year plan to the next. This will11

allow electric utilities to overachieve in one year and still apply those additional savings to12

a year they might fall short, so long as it is within the plan period. The ICC and PUA8-10413

already allows this approach for the gas utilities, and a recent modification to Section 8-14

103 permits this as well for the electric utilities. This modification would provide greater15

flexibility for the electric utilities, smooth any unusual economic situations, reduce16

arbitrary concerns about exactly when a project is completed, and still ensure that the total17

three-year Plan goals are pursued.18

(V.) Flexibility19

Q. What is Ameren requesting in terms of flexibility?20

A. Ameren has proposed unlimited flexibility to modify its Plan 3 as it chooses, so21

long as it is consistent with any clear statutory or regulatory rules (e.g., that budgets do not22

exceed the budget cap). Specifically, Ameren witness Goerss states in Direct Testimony,23

“Ameren Illinois seeks the flexibility to adjust all portfolio elements (program budgets,24
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goals, incentives, etc., in addition to stopping and starting programs) as needed to achieve1

portfolio success.”12 It appears that Ameren is asking for unilateral permission to make2

these changes as it sees fit without any stakeholder or Commission approval.3

4

Q. Do you support Ameren’s flexibility request?5

A. Not completely. In most circumstances I am very supportive of allowing program6

administrators wide latitude to make plan and program design modifications as they see fit,7

based on what they are learning in the field, how markets are responding, and to effectively8

and in a timely manner make mid-course corrections to improve program effectiveness.9

Ideally, I would still like Ameren to have an unfettered ability to do this. However, I10

believe Ameren’s request is far too broad and effectively allows Ameren to easily “game11

the system.” In the past, the legislature had established goals and budgets, and if Ameren12

found better and more effective ways to meet the goals while still achieving broad policy13

objectives, this flexibility was appropriate. However, now that the budget constraints are14

drastically limiting the goals selected, allowing unfettered flexibility simply all but15

guarantees Ameren can easily meet virtually any goal that might be set simply by shifting16

from more expensive to less expensive programs.17

18

Q. Can you further explain and give an example of how this could occur?19

A. Yes. Ameren is proposing goals that are drastically modified downward from those20

originally intended in the legislation, due to the Section 8-103 budget cap limits. In21

addition, Ameren is proposing a relatively balanced portfolio of programs that does not22

12 Goerss Direct Testimony, Ameren Exhibit 1.0, p. 10.
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simply strive to hit the highest goals possible, but rather to spend additional funds for1

longer lived and more expensive resources, to meet other policy objectives. I support2

Ameren’s decision to do this, and indeed virtually all SAG parties have expressed a strong3

interest in pursuing this balanced approach. However, Ameren is asking the Commission4

to approve significantly downward modified goals based on this specific plan and5

allocations of resources among different programs with widely varying costs per unit of6

savings. The table below makes clear that the cost per unit of savings varies dramatically7

from one program to the next.13 As can be seen, the cost/kWh ranges from a low of8

$0.03/kWh for the Behavior program to a high of $1.26/kWh for the Residential Moderate9

Income program. In other words, the most costly program is 42 times more expensive per10

unit savings than the least expensive. Thought of another way, the behavioral program11

accounts for only 5.5% of the budget yet captures 32.2% of the MWh savings, and 50.1%12

of the gas MMBTU savings. Clearly, if Ameren had proposed more of the cheapest13

programs and less of the more expensive programs it would have proposed much higher14

overall goals within the budget cap.15

16

13 Ameren Plan 3, p. 10, Table 7.
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1

2
3

$/kWh $/Therm

Energy Efficiency TRC PY7 PY8 PY9 PY7 PY8 PY9

RES‐Appliance Recycling 1.12 $0.35 $0.35 $0.35 N/A N/A N/A

RES‐Behavior Modification 1.33 $0.03 $0.03 $0.03 $0.49 $0.49 $0.49

RES‐ENERGY STAR New Homes 1.33 $0.83 $0.83 $0.83 $14.10 $14.10 $14.10

RES‐HPwES 1.23 $0.79 $0.79 $0.79 $3.00 $3.06 $3.10

RES‐HVAC 1.01 $0.56 $0.56 $0.56 $4.09 $4.09 $4.09

RES‐Lighting 1.98 $0.32 $0.29 $0.28 N/A N/A N/A

RES‐Moderate Income 1.14 $1.26 $1.26 $1.26 $4.09 $4.09 $4.09

RES‐Multifamily 1.97 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $2.63 $2.63 $2.63

RES‐School Kits 1.41 $0.32 $0.32 $0.32 $2.49 $2.49 $2.49

RESIDENTIAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL 1.38 $0.29 $0.28 $0.28 $1.96 $1.97 $1.99

BUS‐Standard 3.22 $0.17 $0.17 $0.16 $2.79 $2.78 $2.77

BUS‐Custom 4.45 $0.14 $0.14 $0.14 $2.25 $2.25 $2.25

BUS‐RCx 2.06 $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 $0.96 $0.96 $0.96

BUSINESS PORTFOLIO TOTAL 3.51 $0.15 $0.15 $0.15 $2.42 $2.42 $2.41

AIC TOTAL PORTFOLIO 2.24 $0.23 $0.23 $0.22 $2.52 $2.53 $2.54

4
5
6
7

If hypothetically, the Commission approves Ameren’s proposed goals based on this8

planned program mix, and then Ameren chose to shift significant funds from relatively9

expensive programs to relatively inexpensive programs, it would make Ameren’s job of10

meeting goals far easier. Effectively, it would be pursuing a different, cheaper plan than11

the one approved by the ICC. With unlimited ability to shift funds, Ameren is virtually12

guaranteed it can easily meet any approved goal simply by shifting more effort to the13

cheapest programs. Because the budget cap constraints prevent Ameren from pursuing all14

cost-effective efficiency resources in each market, they have significantly more flexibility15

to ramp up the least expensive programs.16

17
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Q. Do you have a proposal that can still provide Ameren some flexibility while1

addressing your concern?2

A. Yes. I suggest the ICC establish some limits on flexibility. While these limits3

would not prevent Ameren from exceeding them should they so choose, it would trigger4

goal adjustments similar to what Ameren is proposing for NTG adjustments, should it5

choose to exceed them.6

Specifically, I propose that any shifts of budgets that result in a variance from7

planned annual program budgets of 20% or more would trigger goal adjustments. In other8

words, Ameren could underspend 10% in one program and overspend 15% in another9

program with no adjustments. However, if it were to shift resources beyond the 20%10

benchmark, then goals would be modified accordingly. For example, if program A had a11

cost of 40 cents/kWh and program B had a cost of only 5 cents/kWh, and if Ameren12

shifted funds beyond the limit from program A to program B, a commensurate increase in13

goals would be triggered based on the 8-times higher amount of kWh expected to come14

from the shifted dollars than what was originally planned. I note that this can also work in15

Ameren’s favor if it is having success with an expensive program and want to shift funds16

into it from a cheaper program.1417

18

Q. Given that even a 10% or 15% shift in budget can have significant impacts on19

Ameren’s ability to meet goals, why are you proposing only making goal adjustments20

if 20% or more of budget is shifted?21

14 In other words, it would result in a decrease in goals and protect Ameren in the event that a relatively
inexpensive program is not working well and they decide to shift funds to more expensive program.
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A. As I mention above, I strongly support providing program administrators flexibility1

to manage their portfolios to ensure they are devoting resources where they work best and2

result in the best overall impacts, given the statutory policy objectives. It is unreasonable to3

expect a program administrator to always land a program at the end of the year at exactly4

the planned budget. In fact, expecting or requiring this would be a bad idea because it can5

create perverse year-end incentives. For example, if Ameren had a large customer choose6

to participate late in the year in the business custom program that would cause an7

overspending of the budge,t it would be counterproductive for Ameren to have an incentive8

to deny that project because of budget adjustment concerns.9

10

Q. Do you see any alternative approaches that might work to limit flexibility11

without any goal adjustments?12

A. Yes. It occurs to me that some programs are small and highly subject to economic13

activity. The residential New Construction program is an example of this. As a result, a14

budget variance of 20% in this program might not be that large or unexpected, depending15

on the level of new home construction. An alternative approach would be to set a limit on16

shifts based on the total amount of shifts as a percentage of total portfolio spending.17

However, I prefer the approach I propose for a few reasons. First, I am not proposing that18

this limit should prevent Ameren from choosing to make shifts, just that goals would be19

adjusted. I do not believe this is a burdensome process to calculate. Second, even though20

some programs may naturally have variances greater than 20% without Ameren21

intentionally changing its plan, even that level can have dramatic impacts on Ameren’s22

ability to meet goals. For example, the residential behavior program and the residential23
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new construction program have similar budgets ($1.3 million/yr. and $1.02 million/yr.,1

respectively).15 Yet the Behavior program will produce about 33% of the residential2

electric portfolio savings and 50% of the gas savings while the New Construction program3

will only produce 1% each of electric and gas residential savings.16 As a result, even just4

shifting $200,000 out of New Construction into Behavior would result in a significant5

windfall to Ameren in terms of increased savings per dollar spent. Because the adjustment6

should not be particularly burdensome, I believe a program level limit is most appropriate.7

It is also important to note that my proposed 20% budget shift per program limit is8

consistent with direction given to the SAG in Ameren’s first Plan order that the9

stakeholder process should review any program budget shifts where the change is more10

than 20%.1711

12

Q. Do you have any further recommendations on flexibility?13

A. Yes. I recommend the ICC order Ameren to first bring any proposed modifications14

to the SAG for discussion and ideally to build consensus around the change. This should15

happen whether or not the 20% limit is exceeded, but is particularly important for big16

changes.18 The SAG has proven to be an effective sounding board to allow various17

stakeholders to provide input and ultimately help build support for the programs and18

provide the program administrators with an added level of security in knowing if any19

stakeholders have major concerns prior to any after-the-fact litigation. While I do not20

suggest the SAG should have the authority to overrule a program administrator decision,21

15 Ameren response to CUB data request 2.01.
16 Ameren response to CUB data requests 2.01-2.06.
17 Docket 07-0539, Order of February 6, 2008 at 24.
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this process will ensure all stakeholders are aware of proposed changes and that Ameren1

has the opportunity to consider differing points of view prior to any final decision. In the2

event that a modification does require a modified goal, it can also reduce contentious3

litigation by ensuring all parties reach consensus on the exact amount to modify goals.4

5

(VI.) NTG and TRM Adjustments6

7

Q. What is a net-to-gross (“NTG”) ratio?8

A. The NTG ratio is used to adjust the total estimated “gross” savings from all9

measures tracked through the program to estimate the true “net” effect that the program has10

produced. This can be different for a number of reasons, with the two primary components11

being accounting for “free ridership” and “spillover.” Free ridership refers to the portion of12

customers participating in the program that would have installed some or all of the13

efficiency measures even without the programs existence. Therefore, while these savings14

are counted in the utility’s gross savings tracking system, they do not provide true15

additional net savings to society since the customer would have captured some or all of the16

savings anyway. Spillover refers to influences of the program that result in some customers17

or trade allies actually pursuing additional efficiency, but not formally participating in the18

program. In this case, the utility gross tracking system does not count these savings, but to19

the extent customers and trade allies were influenced by the program and it caused them to20

18 Certainly, it is often the case that without any intentional plan modifications a particular program can be
somewhat under-or over-spent. I am referring here to explicit plan changes, not simply a program coming in
at somewhat more or less than the original planned budget at program year end.
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do additional efficiency measures on their own, this savings is in fact a net effect of the1

program.2

3

Q. What is Ameren proposing regarding how NTG ratios should be determined4

and applied?5

A. Ameren argues that it needs certainty around NTG estimations to properly plan and6

manage its portfolio. Further, they argue that values for a given year should be established7

by March 1 for the following program year beginning June 1: “The TRM Update Process8

should result in known values by March 1 of a given year, or three months before a given9

Plan Year (which begins on June 1). If NTG values are set by that time as well, that would10

go far in mitigating the risks associated with changing values and in achieving the benefits11

to ratepayers that comes with regulatory certainty.”1912

13

Q. What is your opinion on this proposal?14

A. I agree. However, I also point out that is exactly what the current framework, as15

well as a proposed new NTG framework attempts to establish. Ameren has expressed16

frustration in delays that have occurred regarding SAG following through with its17

commitments and resolving these issues by March 1 in past years. However, I do not18

believe this is a reason to completely undo the significant progress SAG has made in19

reforming this process.20

19 Goerss Direct Ttestimony, Ameren Exhibit 1.0, p. 15.
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Exhibit AG 1.1 shows the latest draft proposed NTG framework upon which SAG1

has been working to develop and reach consensus.20 I believe all non-utility parties have2

reached consensus on this version and that it resolves the program administrators’ major3

concerns regarding how NTG is treated. It also achieves certainty by allowing for deemed4

NTG values to be established in a timely fashion each year. While the SAG has not5

formally completed this process yet and established formal consensus of all parties, I6

believe we are very close to agreement on this latest version.7

Ameren is asking the Commission to make a specific ruling on NTG procedures for8

Ameren in this docket. However, it is important that any NTG procedures be consistent9

and applied equally to all program administrators. As a result, I encourage the ICC to10

either: 1) adopt Exhibit AG 1.1 as the new NTG framework in all utility plan dockets, or11

alternatively; 2) direct that the SAG formalize a consensus agreement post haste that gives12

the utilities the certainty they are looking for, on an annual basis, prior to the start of each13

program year.14

15

Q. Do you agree with Ameren that the current NTG Framework has resulted in16

extensive EM&V resources and not allowed for timely certainty?17

A. To some extent. It is certainly true that all parties collectively have failed to resolve18

some NTG issues in a timely manner. However, I do not believe that is caused by an19

inappropriate NTG framework. The current ICC approved framework explicitly calls for20

the SAG to “recommend to the Commission, in advance of the evaluation study start21

20 This exhibit reflects the most current version of a new NTG framework based on the latest comments and

edits by AG, ELPC, NRDC and Staff applied to an original utility NTG framework proposal. While CUB has

not formally endorsed this version, it is my understanding it has indicated general agreement with it.
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date, whether the NTG values resulting from the evaluation study should be applied in the1

year they are determined (due to significant program, technological, market changes, or2

other factors) or only in the following program year.” [Emphasis added]21 Unfortunately,3

this has not happened. However, as the above language makes clear, the intent of the4

framework was that it would be decided well in advance of the evaluations even starting5

what evaluation results would be used so that all utilities would have certainty about the6

value as soon as the evaluations are completed, and in time to make any prudent planning7

decisions for the following year. As a result, the failure to promptly establish deemed NTG8

values is not one of the framework per se, but rather that the SAG has not actually9

followed through in applying the framework as direct by the ICC.10

11

Q. Does the new proposed framework resolve any of these issues and ensure a12

more timely and orderly process?13

A. Yes. I believe it does. One of the underlying disputes among parties that caused14

delays was disagreement about how to define whether a program or market has changed15

significantly. The new framework, that I believe SAG was close to agreeing to, allows for16

deeming NTG values in all cases, and simply requires that EM&V consultants work17

jointly to recommend a single comprehensive set of best-estimate NTG values to use for18

each program, even when there is no historic Illinois evaluation to rely on or whether or19

not a program or market is undergoing significant change. Further, it establishes a schedule20

that, if kept to, resolves concerns about not having certainty by March 1. In fact, it21

proposes exactly what Ameren appears to be asking for: “Ameren Illinois therefore22

21 NTG Framework, AG Exhibit 1.3 in Docket 10-0568, 10-0570, 10-0562 and 10-0564, approved by ICC in
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requests that the Commission streamline and modify the process for determining savings1

values whereby the NTG and the TRM values that are known by March 1st of any year2

apply to the determination of savings for the following program year.”223

Finally, it provides clear procedures if for some reason a utility fails to file the4

NTG values in the TRM docket in a timely fashion by March 1, so that even in this event5

all parties will have certainty on how to proceed and what NTG values to use.6

7

Q. If AG Exhibit 1.1 allows for and provides the certainty in a timely fashion that8

Ameren is seeking, how does it differ from Ameren’s request?9

A. It may not. However, while Ameren makes clear its objectives, it is not exactly10

clear how the mechanics and schedules would work. Because it is important to have a11

consistent NTG policy for all program administrators, and to avoid vague direction that is12

subject to continual debate, I recommend adoption of AG Exhibit 1.1 as a preferred13

solution. This proposed framework makes clear what parties are responsible for what14

actions, and when. For example, it clearly tasks the independent evaluation consultants15

with developing recommendations and leading a process of reaching consensus on them. It16

is not clear to me whether Ameren is proposing that each utility can unilaterally select its17

own estimates of NTG, nor exactly what role the evaluators would have in determining18

appropriate NTG estimates.19

20

Q. Ameren has proposed that savings goals be adjusted based on any changes in21

NTG values in future years. Do you support this policy?22

those orders.
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A. No. I believe this is unreasonable. NTG values can be highly influenced by1

program administrators, and this would remove any incentive for utilities to strive for2

higher NTG values and to make appropriate program changes when NTG values are3

becoming increasing low. For example, the utility would be indifferent if their assumed4

CFL NTG value of 0.44 dropped to 0.05 because its goals would simply be adjusted to5

accommodate this unfortunate outcome. Instead, the utility should have a clear incentive to6

forecast likely NTG results and make program changes as necessary to ensure its is not7

expending resources inappropriately on things that are largely transformed in the market8

already. In this example, the utility should raise eligibility requirements, perhaps shift the9

CFL promotion to LEDs or only specialty bulbs, consider targeted approaches to reach10

non-free riders, or perhaps discontinue the program altogether. Ameren is asking for this11

sort of flexibility, and with the diverse portfolio of programs and measures it is proposing,12

it has ample opportunity to make annual modifications to their Plan to accommodate newly13

determined (but applied only prospectively) NTG values and still meet goals. Further,14

while Ameren should anticipate likely shifts in NTG overtime and act on these forecasts,15

adoption of the proposed NTG framework shown in AG Exhibit 1.1 also ensures that16

utilities will have 90 days prior to each program year start to make changes once the values17

are certain.18

19

Q. Ameren is also proposing that goals be adjusted based on changes to20

realization rates. Do you support that request?21

22 Goerss Direct Testimony, Ameren Exhibit 1.0, p. 15.
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A. No. Realization rates reflect the ratio of gross savings that a utility has tracked and1

estimated to the actual estimated gross savings from impact evaluations. This variance in2

gross savings can come from a number of things, including utility errors in its database,3

failure to accurately apply the agreed upon TRM values, or other factors that are generally4

in control of the utilities and/or their contractors. As a result, realization rates going5

forward should be presumed for planning purposes to be 1.0. In other words, from a6

planning perspective one should assume the savings being tracked in the database are7

correct based on the established TRM rules and actual program activity. To the extent an8

evaluator makes an adjustment to gross savings because they find a variance in the savings,9

this is simply part of the evaluators job of determining if the savings were counted10

properly. Because variances between tracked savings and final evaluation numbers can11

reflect adjustments for things under the utility’s control (e.g., errors, inappropriate12

application of the TRM, etc.) the utility should be held accountable for these realization13

rate adjustments.14

15

Q. Ameren is also proposing that goals be adjusted based on any annual changes16

to the TRM. Do you support that request?17

A. No. The TRM is a living document, and it is imperative that it go through annual18

updates to modify any values for which there is now better information, or to add new19

measures. The TRM and TRM policy dockets23 were established, and procedures agreed20

to, to ensure a timely update process whereby program administrators will know any TRM21

changes by March 1 of each year, 90 days prior to the beginning of the next program year22

23 Docket Nos. 12-0568 and 13-0077, respectively.
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and use of the next TRM version. This allows utilities the opportunity to modify plans,1

shift promotions of measures, incentive levels, etc. as they see fit to manage these known2

and certain changes.3

It is important that the utilities be held to an overall goal and are incented to make4

appropriate annual adjustments to ensure prudent programs. Because the portfolio is highly5

diverse and includes numerous programs and hundreds of measures, there is plenty of6

opportunity for utilities to make these appropriate adjustments and accommodate TRM7

changes annually. Alternatively, if the utility simply gets to adjust all goals whenever the8

TRM changes it has no incentive to make appropriate midcourse corrections. For example,9

if the TRM determined that a measure was saving very little and no longer cost-effective,10

the utility could still simply pursue that measure and get full credit for goals based on the11

number of measures rebated, even when this is no longer in the ratepayers interest.12

13

Q. Beyond the policy reasons for your opposition to adjustments to goals based14

on annual TRM changes, do you see any practical problems with this proposal?15

A. Yes. I believe this would be extremely administratively burdensome and16

impractical. The TRM literally contains hundreds of measures and thousands of individual17

assumptions. The process of maintaining and revising it already consumes significant18

resources. If every change in a TRM had to be translated into explicit goal adjustments this19

would result in constantly moving targets, require extensive administrative effort, and20

significantly reduce transparency of goals. It would be very difficult for SAG parties to21

follow and understand how goal adjustments were made and whether they were22

appropriate.23

In addition, even if one were willing to absorb these extensive administrative24

burdens, it is still unclear exactly how this would be done. For example, annual updates of25
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the TRM can include adding new measures being promoted that were not in the latest1

version. While this is clearly a TRM change, it is unclear how this would translate into2

goal adjustments when no original TRM value existed. It is important that program3

administrators constantly consider and adopt new efficiency measures as they are4

appropriate, and a rule that any TRM modifications would drive goal adjustments would5

create a strong disincentive to improving the TRM over time and for utilities to pursue new6

opportunities that can benefit ratepayers.7

8

Q. Ameren argues that it should not bear this risk. Do you have any response to9

that?10

A. Yes. Ameren’s testimony makes clear that it would like to have virtually all risk of11

energy savings performance removed, and establish a system that virtually guarantees it12

won’t fail to achieve the statutory savings goals (as modified by the statutory cost cap),13

even if it chooses to pursue inappropriate measures and resources. This is not good public14

policy and I believe is contrary to the legislature’s intent in establishing Section8-103 and15

8-104 of the Act. The Act explicitly established performance targets and penalties to16

utilities for failure to meet these energy savings performance targets. Clearly the legislature17

intended for the utilities to absorb some performance risk or they would not have included18

these penalty provisions. The utilities are using the ratepayers’ money to implement19

programs for ratepayers. That’s an important point that should not be lost in this20

discussion. The utilities must have some accountability to ensure that they perform this21

statutory duty on behalf of ratepayers – not shareholders -- in a prudent way, and in a way22

that maximizes energy savings while providing net benefits to the ratepayers.23

24
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Q. Does Ameren support the basic concept that so long as changes to NTG or1

TRM values are known prior to the start of a program year that it can act2

appropriately to modify its plans and accommodate those changes?3

A. Yes. In his Direct testimony, Dr. Obeiter states:4

“It is more effective to apply EM&V to future planning and utilize the information5
to modify and optimize program designs. These types of changes should be6
transitional and planned out carefully, as opposed to a potential prematurely judged7
reaction to an evaluation finding that may have significant uncertainty. As an8
example, consider a residential central air conditioner or air source heat pump. We9
may learn through EM&V that a high percentage of customers are willing to invest10
in high-efficiency units without the assistance of the utility rebate or incentive. If11
this were to occur, the program administrator could modify the program to move12
away from customer rebates and instead work upstream with manufacturers and13
distributors in an effort to make the program cost effective.14

Had the program administrator anticipated the evaluation result, the15
program may not have included the measure(s) with the high net savings16
adjustment. Given that the program design decision was made with the best17
information available at the time the program was designed, it would be punitive to18
apply the higher than anticipated net savings adjustment retroactively. Rather, by19
finding out about the high net savings adjustment the program administrator could20
make potential program design adjustments to make the program cost effective.”2421

22

This makes clear that so long as changes are not applied retroactively, a prudent23

program administrator would and should act on this new information to modify programs24

appropriately. The new proposed NTG framework provided as AG Exhibit 1.1 allows for25

the prospective-only application of changes.26

27

Q. What does Ameren propose regarding treatment of spillover as part of NTG28

adjustments?29

24 Obeiter Direct Testimony, Ameren Exhibit 5.0, pp. 22-23.
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A. Ameren has proposed that “the calculation of the NTG ratio should only include1

free ridership and spillover (for both participant and non-participant) only if both are2

included. If one is excluded, then they both should be excluded.”253

4

Q. Do you agree with this proposal?5

A. Not completely. I do agree that both free ridership and spillover should apply to6

NTG ratio estimation, and encourage the ICC to confirm that spillover is a legitimate7

aspect of estimating NTG. However, as I understand Ameren’s proposal, it is asking that8

any study that does not explicitly estimate spillover cannot be used for NTG ratio9

estimation based on the free ridership portion. I think this would be a mistake and ignores10

the significant role Ameren and other stakeholders play in establishing evaluation plans.11

Ameren has a great deal of involvement in development and approval of evaluation12

plans for its programs. As a result, where appropriate it can ensure that spillover is indeed13

estimated along with free ridership. However, there are some instances where all14

stakeholders might agree that spillover is likely to be very de minimis and not worth15

expending EM&V resources to try to estimate. In these cases, completely eliminating any16

free ridership adjustments simply because the SAG agreed not to spend resources17

estimating de minimis spillover would be throwing the baby out with the bathwater.18

Rather, I propose, consistent with my recommendations about a new NTG framework, that19

the SAG, in consultation with EM&V consultants, can agree to deem a spillover20

assumption regardless of whether there is any formal EM&V study on it. These can be21

25 Goerss Direct Testimony, Ameren Exhibit 1.0, p. 16.
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based on research outside of Illinois and professional judgment, and could be selected as1

zero or any other number.2

3

Q. Is there any precedent for the SAG adopting spillover factors when they were4

not explicitly evaluated?5

A. Yes. In the latest SAG process of attempting to reach consensus on NTG ratios for6

EPY5 & 6 and GPY 2 &3, all parties reached consensus to explicitly add an estimate of7

spillover to the evaluated free ridership results for some programs for some selected8

utilities whose evaluations had not included spillover. This was based on the fact that only9

one utility’s evaluation explicitly estimated spillover. As a result, stakeholders agreed to10

allow this same amount of spillover to be assumed for the other program administrators for11

this program. I see no reason why the SAG cannot still operate in this way, and deem12

values while carefully allocating limited EM&V resources. In fact, as AG Exhibit 1.113

shows, the intent of deeming NTG values for prospective application is not simply to14

formulaically adopt any evaluation result, but rather to agree on what all parties think is the15

best reasonable estimate of likely NTG in the future, given whatever past evaluation results16

and known program and market changes exist. This also allows for much greater17

consistency between program administrator values for similar programs and recognizes18

that any single evaluation can suffer from a wide uncertainty band.19

20

(VII.) Non-Cost-Effective Measures21

22

Q. What is Ameren’s proposal regarding non-cost-effective measures?23
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A. Ameren has proposed that only the overall portfolio should be required to meet the1

standard of passing the TRC test for cost-effectiveness. Specifically, it is requesting2

permission to pursue efficiency measures that it estimates will not pass the TRC test.3

4

Q. Do you support Ameren’s proposal regarding non-cost-effective measures?5

A. Yes, but with some limitations. Ameren suggests that there are sometimes good6

reasons to include a measure that does not pass the TRC test. I agree in principle. These7

reasons include, but are not limited to:8

 pursuing market transformation for measures that are expected to benefit from early9

promotion, which will drive down prices and set the stage for more long term cost-10

effective savings;11

 preserving continuity in programs and relationships with vendors for measures that12

have been promoted and now may be marginally non-cost-effective, but likely to13

become cost-effective again in the near future, or where these vendor relationships14

are important to capture other cost-effective opportunities;15

 to support comprehensive treatment of customer facilities at the time of an16

efficiency retrofit when a particular measure is part of an overall bundle of17

measures that is cost-effective and logical to install together. A few examples18

include lighting fixtures in a few rooms with low hours of use when doing a19

comprehensive lighting retrofit; rebating all sizes and types of an efficiency20

measure even when a minority of these sizes or types may fail screening; installing21

better ventilation systems when sealing a home even if there was no ventilation22

before and actual usage will increase because it is important for health and safety23

reasons; etc.24
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1

Q. What specific limitations do you propose?2

A. Ameren is proposing to continue providing rebates for high efficiency furnaces and3

boilers despite their no longer passing the TRC test. It cites a desire to maintain established4

relationships with the furnace and boiler vendors. This reason is one of the bullets I list5

above and might be prudent in some instances. However, I recommend discontinuing6

promotion of these non-cost-effective measures in this case. My reasons are:7

1. These are major measures (as opposed to ancillary items being installed at the time8

of other system improvements that bundled together are cost-effective). In most9

cases, furnace and boiler installations are done on a standalone basis.10

2. While preserving vendor relationships is a legitimate possible reason to continue11

promoting these measures, this is only true if it is likely these measures will12

become cost-effective in the near future and be pursued again longer term. If that13

were the case, I would support a short term promotion to bridge a temporary period14

of marginal non-cost-effectiveness. However, it is very unclear this is likely.15

Ameren’s current avoided cost forecast estimates continued low gas avoided costs.16

While there is some uncertainty whether gas prices will rebound to past levels, I am17

not aware of any forecasts that anticipate that in the near future. In addition, current18

penetrations of these high efficiency units is already fairly high and growing.26 This19

relatively high penetration means any promotion of these measures is likely to20

26 While I do not have an estimate of market share for Illinois, as early as 2009 natural baseline penetration of
condensing gas furnaces in Massachusetts (a similar climate to Illinois) was estimated at 65-70% of all new
furnace purchases. Optimal Energy, Report and Analysis in Support of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’
Petition to Exempt from Federal Preemption Massachusetts’ 90% Annual Fuel Utilization Efficiency
Standard for Non-Weatherized Gas Furnaces, prepared for the Massachusetts Department of Energy
Resources and the Massachusetts Attorney General Martha Coakley, September 2009.
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suffer from high free ridership, thereby further reducing the cost-effectiveness of1

any effort to promote them.2

3. The federal government is highly likely to mandate condensing furnaces and higher3

efficiency boilers through future federal standards in the near term. Recently the4

U.S. DOE approved federal standards doing just that. These were subsequently5

delayed. However, the fact that they have already passed once indicates the DOE6

considered this a reasonable standard and it was supported by the major U.S.7

furnace manufacturers. It is likely this delayed standard will go into effect for8

northern states in the future.9

4. In the current budget constrained scenario, by definition pursuing these measures10

means forgoing other more cost-effective measures. This in turns means lower net11

benefits are produced for all ratepayers. Not only does this result in less net gas12

benefits, Ameren notes it has ramifications for its electric ratepayers as well.13

Ameren indicates that its ability to pursue greater comprehensive savings in14

combined gas-electric programs is limited by the relatively low gas budgets, even15

though there are more cost-effective electric savings to be captured in these16

programs (e.g., the home performance and multifamily programs). Shifting budgets17

currently allocated to promoting these non-cost-effective measures to supplement18

gas budgets in combined programs has the effect of also allowing greater electric19

efficiency to be captured.20

For these reasons, I believe there is not sufficient rationale to continue pursuing these21

non-cost-effective measures. While preserving trade ally relationships is an important22

program goal, it is not clear in this case what the preservation is for. There is no good23

reason to believe these measures will be cost-effective in a year or two, or make sense to24
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promote in the foreseeable future. In addition, these vendors are generally not involved1

with other programs where the relationships are important for success with other measures.2

3

Q. What is Ameren’s position regarding other non-cost-effective measures?4

A. Ironically, Ameren has declined to promote residential LED lighting because they5

claim it does not pass the TRC test.27 In the case of LEDs, the technology is relatively new,6

and prices are currently rapidly declining while performance is rapidly improving. These7

products also offer significant non-energy benefits that may not be fully captured in8

Ameren’s analysis. In this case, I believe Ameren could make a much more logical9

argument to promote them as a way to spur market transformation, introduce the market to10

the new product, and set the stage for further price declines and large cost-effective savings11

in the future. Given that Ameren is declining to promote these measures which are highly12

likely to be cost-effective in the near future and provide significant savings, I see no reason13

for them to continue to pursue non-cost-effective furnaces and boilers.14

15

Q. You mentioned that you have been and are an active member of the SAG. Do16

you support its continuation as a forum for consideration and resolution of energy17

efficiency policy and procedures?18

A. Yes, I do. In the Final Order approving Ameren’s first three-year Section 8-10319

Plan filing (Docket 07-0539, Final Order, mimeo p. 24.), the Commission directed Ameren20

IL to establish an Energy Efficiency Stakeholder Advisory Group (EE SAG). The21

Commission’s directives on the stakeholder process included:22

27 Response to ELPC data request 2.02.
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 Reviewing the Utility’s progress toward achieving the required energy efficiency and1

demand response goals and to continue strengthening the portfolio;2

 Reviewing final program designs;3

 Establishing agreed-upon performance metrics for measuring portfolio and program4

performance;5

 Reviewing Plan progress against metrics and statutory goals;6

 Reviewing program additions or discontinuations;7

 Reviewing new proposed programs for the next program cycle; and8

 Reviewing program budget shifts between programs where the change is more than9

20%.10

11

ICC Docket No. 07-0539, Order of February 6, 2008 at 24. In ICC Docket No. 10-12

0568, the Commission in its Order (“2010 Ameren Order”) expanded the role of the SAG13

to include discussion of the following topics:14

 Reviewing new program proposals28, cost-effective demand response15

measures29 and real-time pricing proposals30;16

 Considering other sources of funding that could be used to fund energy17

efficiency outside of ratepayer funds31;18

 Joint gas-electric savings opportunities32;19

 Requiring that Draft EM&V reports be sent to Ameren, ICC staff, and the SAG20

concurrently33;21

 Developing a TRM jointly with the SAG and other utilities and providing22

annual TRM updates34;23

 Participating in a joint gas-electric SAG35 (Id., mimeo at p. 87 – 88.).24

 Considering Net-to-Gross Framework updates, with enumeration of consensus25

and dissenting opinions36.26

28 2010 Ameren Order at 25.

29 Id. at 28.

30 Id. at 44.

31 Id. at 44.

32 Id. at 45.

33 Id. at 69.

34 Id. at 70.

35 Id. at 87-88;

36 Id. at 72.
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1
The AG supports continued operation of the SAG for the duties listed above. The2

SAG process to date has fostered dialog, collaboration, education on key issues relating3

to efficiency, and opportunities to comment upon and inquire about new and modified4

programs. The AG applauds Ameren’s participation in the SAG, which has included5

open and transparent information sharing in response to stakeholder inquiries, active6

participation, and willingness to thoughtfully and productively engage with all7

stakeholders in a public forum. The AG requests that the Commission order Ameren8

IL to continue participating in the SAG for the duties listed above and in this9

testimony. In addition, the AG requests that the Commission direct Ameren to work10

with the SAG on the following:11

 Improving the evaluation, measurement and verification (EM&V) process so12

that reports are produced in a timely fashion to inform TRM and NTG updates;13

 Providing SAG input to draft EM&V plans so that SAG participants can14

recommend information and data that is gather and produced through the15

EM&V process;16

 Providing written quarterly reports to the SAG no later than forty-five (45) days17

after the close of the quarter that contain program and portfolio-level18

accomplishments (kWh, kW, therms) relative to goals, program and portfolio-19

level expenditures relative to budget forecasts, any fund shifts greater than 20%20

of program budgets, expenditures on administrative costs, EM&V costs and21

marketing and outreach costs; and22

 An Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy Manual, designed to streamline and23

encourage consistency on various program-related policies for review and24

approval by the Commission.25

26

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?27

A. Yes.28


