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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET NO. 13-0498 2 
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OF 4 

KEITH E. GOERSS 5 

Submitted On Behalf Of 6 

Ameren Illinois 7 

I. INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE AND SCOPE 8 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 9 

A. My name is Keith E. Goerss.  My business address is 300 Liberty Street, Peoria, Illinois 10 

61602. 11 

Q. Are you the same Keith E. Goerss who previously sponsored direct testimony in this 12 

proceeding?   13 

A. Yes, I am. 14 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 15 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain Illinois Commerce 16 

Commission (“Commission”) Staff and Intervenor witnesses’ direct testimony.  Specifically, my 17 

rebuttal testimony reintroduces the witnesses who sponsor rebuttal testimony on behalf of 18 

Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“Ameren Illinois”) and addresses certain policy 19 

issues raised by various other parties in their respective direct and rebuttal testimony.  It is 20 

important to note, however, that the rebuttal testimony of Ameren Illinois does not address each 21 
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and every issue or point raised by Staff or the various Intervenors and that should not be taken to 22 

mean that Ameren Illinois agrees with or endorses those positions. 23 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your testimony? 24 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring Ameren Exhibit 6.1, which reflects the most recent modeling 25 

explained below; and Ameren Exhibit 6.2, which attaches certain data request responses of 26 

certain parties to Ameren Illinois' data requests. 27 

II. INTRODUCTION OF REBUTTAL WITNESSES  28 

Q. Please identify the other witnesses providing rebuttal testimony on behalf of 29 

Ameren Illinois. 30 

A. The same individuals who filed direct testimony are now sponsoring rebuttal testimony 31 

and exhibits on behalf of Ameren Illinois.  Those individuals, as well as a brief description of 32 

their respective testimony, are as follows: 33 

1. Mr. Andrew Cottrell (Ameren Exs. 7.0-7.3) provides the results of a remodeled 34 
portfolio that reflects adoption of certain recommendations made by the Staff of 35 
the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”) and Intervenors.  As explained 36 
below, while Ameren Illinois stands by its original submission to the 37 
Commission as reasonable, in an effort to reduce the number of contested issues 38 
in this docket, Ameren Illinois would accept this remodeled portfolio as a 39 
compromise. 40 

2. Mr. Kenneth Woolcutt (Ameren Exs. 8.0-8.1) addresses certain suggestions by 41 
Intervenors with respect to Ameren Illinois' multi-family and behavior 42 
modification programs; certain financing options proposed by Intervenors; 43 
suggestions regarding how Ameren Illinois should target data centers; and 44 
suggestions on the adoption of certain measures and programs relating to 45 
demand response.  46 

3. Mr. Matthew Noonan (Ameren Exs. 9.0-9.2) addresses Staff and Intervenor 47 
testimony relating to electric and gas savings goals, spending limits, and 48 
demand response goals.  Mr. Noonan provides an update of the gas spending 49 
limit and savings goal.  Mr. Noonan's testimony also addresses additional 50 
proposed changes to Rider GER – Gas Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery 51 
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(“Rider GER”) and Rider EDR – Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Cost 52 
Recovery ("Rider EDR"). 53 

4. Dr. Robert Obeiter (Ameren Ex. 10.0) provides his expert opinion on certain 54 
policy issues set forth in the direct and rebuttal testimony of Staff and 55 
Intervenors. 56 

III. MODIFIED SAVINGS GOALS AND THE SPENDING OF FUNDS 57 

Q. Does any party contest the need for modified savings goals for Plan Year 7-9? 58 

A. No.  Every party acknowledges the need for modified savings goals and agrees that the 59 

Commission should approve modified savings goals for Plan Year (“PY”) 7-9.  However, the 60 

Illinois Office of the Attorney General (“AG”), the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), the Natural 61 

Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) and the Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”) 62 

all disagree that the modified savings goals proposed by Ameren Illinois in its direct filing are 63 

appropriate.  Staff does not have an issue with Ameren Illinois' proposed modified goals so long 64 

as the Company is required to spend all available funds to the extent practicable.  (Staff Ex. 3.0 65 

at 4:85-86). 66 

Q. How do you respond to the parties' criticism of Ameren Illinois' proposed modified 67 

goals? 68 

A. I understand that parties have differing views as to how Ameren Illinois should model its 69 

Plan 3 and, in an effort to eliminate contested issues in this docket, Ameren Illinois has 70 

submitted a remodeled portfolio that reflects the inclusion of certain of these recommendations 71 

(for example, the AG's recommendation to reflect higher savings and lower costs for the compact 72 

fluorescent lamp (“CFL”) program).  While I can appreciate that other parties may desire to see 73 

other programmatic changes, the recommendations to increase savings goals each seem premised 74 

on a vague notion that Ameren Illinois can and should "do more" rather than on specific 75 
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recommendations supported with adequate analysis and data.  In fact, parties have relied heavily 76 

on Ameren Illinois' past performance of exceeding its previous savings goals as a basis to 77 

increase the proposed savings goals in this docket.  However, I do not think increasing Ameren 78 

Illinois' proposed savings goals on such a basis would be fair.  Ameren Illinois should not be put 79 

at risk in the future of not achieving savings goals because it has gone above and beyond its 80 

savings goals in the past.  Such a result would seem to create strange incentives to meet but not 81 

exceed savings goals and would punish Ameren Illinois for acting in good faith.  I recommend 82 

that the Commission approve Ameren Illinois' Plan 3, as modified by Ameren Illinois' rebuttal 83 

filing, because it reflects a mix of programs and measures that satisfy the requirements of the Act 84 

and reflects a projection of what is realistically achievable within the spending limits prescribed 85 

by the Act. 86 

Q. Staff, CUB and NRDC have also raised concerns that Ameren Illinois has not spent 87 

all of the funds available under the spending limits in previous Plans.  How do you 88 

respond? 89 

A. I do not agree with the parties' concerns.  I would like to make clear that Ameren Illinois 90 

has never shut down a program because the Company believed it had achieved its savings goals 91 

and has always tried to maximize achievable savings while still being mindful of the statutory 92 

spending limit.  As explained by Mr. Noonan, the spending limits seek to limit the impact on 93 

customers of paying for the approved energy efficiency programs.  Additionally, Staff witness 94 

Ms. Jennifer L. Hinman characterizes “a significantly reduced spending on the Residential 95 

Lighting Program [in PY4] … which resulted in the Evaluators being unable to conduct in-store 96 

intercepts surveys”, but I believe this characterization is incorrect.  (Staff Ex. 3.0 at 5:102-05).  It 97 

is my understanding that the intercept surveys were not prepared because the independent 98 
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evaluator determined that the volume was not significant enough to warrant the intercept 99 

methodology.  Moreover, it is my understanding that Ameren Illinois spent approximately 98% 100 

of the budgeted amount on the Residential Lighting Program in PY4 (projected cost is 101 

$7,109,464, as compared to the budgeted amount of $7,000,544), which does not support Staff's 102 

implication that the Company "shut down programs" in the middle of PY4.  In fact, over the last 103 

six years, I would estimate that Ameren Illinois has spent approximately 90% of the budgeted 104 

amounts for both the gas and electric programs, after adjusting for the annually recalculated 105 

electric spending limits.   106 

Q. Do you agree that Ameren Illinois should be required to spend all funds available 107 

under the spending limits? 108 

A. No, I do not agree that the Commission should impose such a requirement.  As noted by 109 

Ms. Hinman, Ameren Illinois should not be expected to spend "all" of its funds, as it is 110 

unrealistic to expect that the Company project exactly how much end of year spending will 111 

achieve.  (Staff Ex. 3.0 at 7:147-57).  The Company will continue to spend available funds, to the 112 

extent practicable, in an effort to meet its savings goals and achieve optimal savings without 113 

exceeding the spending limits. 114 

IV. MODIFIED NET TO GROSS FRAMEWORK AND ALIGNING TRM UPDATES 115 

Q. Several parties have proposed alternatives to Ameren Illinois' suggested 116 

modification to the net to gross framework for PY7-9.  How do you respond? 117 

A. As explained in direct testimony, the current net to gross (“NTG”) framework and 118 

Technical Reference Manual (“TRM”) Update process requires significant time and resources to 119 

implement.  It has led to untold hours being spent by Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”) 120 

members on trying to reach consensus, many times without success.  It has, and would also 121 
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continue to expend excessive evaluation, measurement and verification  (“EM&V”) costs which 122 

are meager due to the 3% cap required on EM&V costs per the Act.  In an effort to minimize 123 

contested issues in this docket, Ameren Illinois proposes a simple and streamlined process by 124 

which NTG values and TRM values would be derived from reliable and independent sources 125 

without requiring needless litigation of non-consensus items.  Specifically, Ameren Illinois 126 

proposes to take the NTG values (as determined by the independent evaluators) and the TRM 127 

update values (as determined by the Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) which is a 128 

subcommittee of the SAG) that are known by March 1st and apply those prospectively for the 129 

following Plan Year.  This simple process ensures that all NTG values would be determined by 130 

an independent source (the EM&V contractor) and all TRM values would be determined by the 131 

same entity tasked with doing so now (the TAC).  This process would also minimize the 132 

litigation of non-consensus items before the Commission because there is no built-in mechanism 133 

that requires the Commission to get involved with setting NTG or TRM values.1  I would note 134 

that no party criticized Ameren Illinois' approach as either inadequate or improper (and NRDC 135 

supported Ameren Illinois' proposal to align the TRM and NTG process).  (NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 136 

26:439-27:445). 137 

Instead, the AG, ELPC and Staff proposed alternative frameworks presented in AG 138 

Exhibit 1.01, ELPC Exhibit 1.4  (which appears to be identical to AG Exhibit 1.01) and Staff 139 

Exhibit 3.1.  Each of the proposals reflects components that include retroactive application of 140 

values, which I believe would be inconsistent with recent Commission guidance.2   Additionally, 141 

                                                 
1 I would state, however, that the Commission still has oversight of the EM&V evaluator and can terminate the 
contractor, if appropriate.  Additionally, nothing in Ameren Illinois' proposal would limit any party from filing a 
complaint about the EM&V contractor with the Commission. 

2 During the Commission meeting to approve the Final Order, the Commission emphasized the importance of 
applying resolved measure level values prospectively to the following plan year as opposed to the retroactive 
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while the parties indicate that the frameworks base themselves on an agreement "in principle" 142 

between Staff and certain Intervenors, certain key differences are apparent to me based on my 143 

review of the exhibits and the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Mosenthal and Ms. Hinman.  First, Mr. 144 

Mosenthal appears to propose that his NTG framework apply to all Program Administrators 145 

(both the utilities and the Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity ("DCEO"), see 146 

response to AIC-AG 2.15, attached as Ameren Ex. 6.2), while Staff's proposed NTG Framework 147 

appears to be limited to just the utilities.  Second, Mr. Mosenthal suggests limiting "voting" on 148 

consensus items to those SAG members who have been "regular, active members of the SAG" 149 

that "do not have any obvious conflicts" of interest, while Ms. Hinman states that this is an 150 

element that she "absolutely will not support under any circumstance."  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 8:8; Staff 151 

Ex. 3.0 at 13:292-96).  Finally, the AG/ELPC suggest that Program Administrators file the 152 

updated NTG values as part of the TRM annual update on or by March 1, while Staff has 153 

concerns with this approach because there is no guarantee under the current TRM update process 154 

that anything can be filed with the Commission on or by March 1 and resolved by June 1. 155 

As reflected in Staff Exhibit 3.1, which represents Staff's attempt to merge all three 156 

proposals, the framework contains at least eleven steps that are complicated, burdensome, would 157 

take longer to complete, and would most certainly increase the costs associated with determining 158 

NTG values without any corresponding benefits in addition to ultimately ending in litigation and 159 

requiring Commission action.  For example, Staff's and Intervenors' NTG Framework starts from 160 

the very same place as Ameren Illinois' proposal – the EM&V's independently determined NTG 161 

values (which, because the EM&V workplans are submitted to the SAG for review and 162 

comment, would reflect SAG involvement).  Yet, Staff's and Intervenors' proposal would go on 163 

                                                                                                                                                             
approach requested by Staff.  (10/2/13 Commission Meeting Minutes, Docket No. 13-0077, at 12). 
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to add four more months of deliberation, debate, preparation and submission of reports and 164 

counter-reports, and then, if the parties still cannot achieve consensus, submission to the ICC for 165 

resolution of certain disputes.  And their  proposals still do not address how a NTG value would 166 

be derived for new programs without consensus or EMV reports (it simply gets submitted to the 167 

Commission) nor NTG values for programs lacking an “evaluated NTGR [net to gross ratio]” as 168 

defined by Staff.  (Staff Ex. 3.0 at 17:373-88). 169 

Imposing significant burdens on Ameren Illinois, the independent evaluators, and the 170 

Commission is not justified, and I believe it is unwarranted.  I continue to believe that the SAG 171 

can do better.  I therefore continue to recommend that the Commission reject Staff's and 172 

AG/ELPC's proposed frameworks and instead approve Ameren Illinois' more streamlined, 173 

concrete and efficient proposal which relies on the expert opinion and analysis provided by an 174 

independent evaluator. 175 

Q. Would you like to add anything else with respect to the proposed NTG Frameworks 176 

submitted by Staff and AG/ELPC, respectively? 177 

A. Yes.  While Ameren Illinois opposes such a result, if the Commission is inclined to adopt 178 

a more complicated and expensive modified NTG Framework, the framework set forth in Staff 179 

Exhibit 3.1 would be preferable, so long as the Commission also ordered the following 180 

modifications.   181 

First, while Ameren Illinois agrees with Ms. Hinman that the “voting” rights element 182 

from AG/ELPC's proposal should be eliminated, the Commission should limit participation of 183 

those SAG members who have a conflict of interest, as recommended by Mr. Mosenthal, 184 

because the work of the SAG, including setting NTG values, should be done free from such 185 

conflicts of interests. 186 
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Second, the Commission should replace paragraph 8 to state as follows:  187 

In cases where consensus is not reached on an individual NTGR value by 188 
February 20 (i.e., a Party’s NTGR Objection Memo is received regarding an 189 
individual NTGR value and is not resolved by February 20), the non-190 
consensus individual NTGR value for the applicable program year (PYt+1) 191 
shall be deemed at the average of the SAG participants’ proposed NTGR 192 
values for PYt+1. 193 

Changing the term “evaluated NTGR” to the phrase "average of the SAG participants' proposed 194 

NTGR values for PYt+1" is necessary because Staff's proposed definition of "evaluated NTGR" 195 

would result in an overly restrictive data set that I am concerned may not always be present 196 

(therefore resulting in non-consensus and Commission involvement).  This proposed change also 197 

eliminates the requirement to go to the Commission to resolve non-consensus items and instead 198 

simply provides for an average of the proposed NTGR values to be used as a proxy.  By setting 199 

the default as providing certainty to the utilities by March 1, as opposed to more litigation, the 200 

Commission would be minimizing costs and streamlining the resolution of non-consensus items 201 

in as fair a way as has been proposed by other parties. 202 

 Third, Staff's proposed framework does not provide any certainty for unanticipated new 203 

programs that are implemented during a Plan Year.  To remedy this, Ameren Illinois proposes 204 

adding the following item, which incorporates other parties' proposals as well, to the list: 205 

For new unanticipated programs implemented during the program year after 206 
June 1, the utility’s evaluator will provide a recommended NTGR value for 207 
that program to be deemed for that first year of implementation. The 208 
evaluator will provide the recommended value in writing with appropriate 209 
justification.  The utility will provide the evaluator’s NTGR value to the SAG 210 
membership and request a recommended NTGR value for the new program 211 
from SAG participants.  The average of all SAG participant recommended 212 
NTGR values will be the deemed value for that new program for that year 213 
(PYt).  The utility will file that deemed value in the applicable Plan approval 214 
docket within 60 days accompanied by verification of the SAG and 215 
evaluator’s values.  Otherwise, the utility is subject to a retroactive 216 
application of the program’s NTGR value as determined per this framework. 217 
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 Fourth, I recommend that the filing of NTG values pertaining to PY 7-9 be made in this 218 

docket, which covers the same period, rather than in ICC Docket No. 12-0528, which does not.  219 

By the time PY 7 begins, the 12-0528 docket will have been closed for over a year (and the time 220 

period will only get longer as PY 8-9 begin).  Therefore, I believe the filing of NTG values 221 

pertaining to PY 7-9 should be made in this docket (and not as Staff has proposed).   222 

Finally, I recommend that the Commission allow the SAG to modify any NTG 223 

Framework, without Commission approval, through the consensus process. 224 

 As stated above, Ameren Illinois supports its simple, efficient approach to determining 225 

NTG values, but provides these suggested changes in the event the Commission agrees with 226 

either Staff's or AG/ELPC's approach.  227 

Q. Ms. Hinman states that Ameren Illinois' NTG proposal "excludes SAG involvement 228 

in the NTG Framework completely."  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 36:841-44).   How do you respond? 229 

A. I disagree.  Ameren Illinois does not propose to exclude the SAG from the NTG 230 

Framework.  In fact, pursuant to the Plan 2 Order, Ameren Illinois is required to present its 231 

EM&V reports to the SAG (and thus the SAG is involved in the discussion/approval of the NTG 232 

values proposed by Ameren Illinois' evaluators).  Provision 5 of the Plan 2 Order states, "Ameren 233 

is directed to instruct its evaluation contractor to submit draft EM&V reports to Ameren, the 234 

SAG, and Staff concurrently, and directs Ameren to include such a provision in its contract."  235 

(12/21/10 Final Order, Docket No. 10-0568, at 69).  As Staff has proposed (and Ameren Illinois 236 

has agreed) that such action should continue in Plan 3, the Commission should disregard Ms. 237 

Hinman's assertion that Ameren Illinois intends to exclude SAG from the NTG Framework. 238 
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V. ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT OF SAVINGS GOALS 239 

Q. Several parties have responded to Ameren Illinois' proposal to annually adjust its 240 

savings goals to reflect changes in the TRM, changes to NTG values and changes in 241 

program designs.  How do you respond? 242 

A. Staff supports adjusting annually the savings goals to reflect changes in the TRM and 243 

NTG values, but does not support adjustments based on program designs.  The AG, NRDC, and 244 

ELPC do not support any adjustments based on the any of these three factors.  In an effort to 245 

limit the contested issues in this case, Ameren Illinois withdraws its request to adjust savings 246 

goals based on changes in program designs since this is inherent in the TRM update process.  247 

However, the Company stands by its request to adjust goals based on changes to the TRM and 248 

NTG values.  As noted by Ms. Hinman, adjusting goals to reflect new values is a relatively 249 

simple process that would require merely updating the Plan 3 modeling to reflect the new 250 

adjusted values.  Additionally, the other concerns identified by the Intervenors, which can be 251 

summarized as a concern that Ameren Illinois would somehow try to "game" the system, are 252 

unsupported and without merit.  As stated elsewhere in my testimony, Ameren Illinois has not 253 

stopped programs mid-year due to goal attainment; Ameren Illinois is already required to spend 254 

customer funds responding to changes in a reasonable and prudent fashion; and I estimate that 255 

Ameren Illinois has spent approximately 90% of its energy efficiency programs' budgeted funds 256 

over the last six years.  As noted by Ms. Hinman, such facts should dispel completely any 257 

additional concern regarding Ameren Illinois' request to annually modify goals.  258 
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VI. BANKING OF ENERGY SAVINGS & CFL CARRYOVER SAVINGS 259 

Q. In your direct testimony, you note that Ameren Illinois’ proposed modified goals 260 

“do not account for any achieved or planned banked savings.”  Did any of the other parties 261 

address banked savings? 262 

A. Yes, witnesses for Staff, the AG, CUB and NRDC each addressed the issues of banked 263 

and CFL Carryover savings, which I address below. 264 

Q. Can you please explain what the terms "banked savings" and "CFL carryover 265 

savings" mean? 266 

A. The term "banked savings" means the amount of savings from a given Plan Year Ameren 267 

Illinois can "bank" and then apply to a future Plan Year.  In Docket Nos. 07-0539 (Plan 1) and 268 

10-0568 (Plan 2) the Commission granted Ameren Illinois the ability to "bank" savings, though 269 

notably Ameren Illinois did not account for any banked savings when modeling its Plan 3.   270 

 The term "CFL carryover savings" means the amount of savings that is carried over from 271 

one plan year to future plan years to account for the fact that customers sometimes purchase CFL 272 

bulbs in one plan year, but install them in subsequent plan years.   273 

Q. Please summarize the positions of Staff and Intervenors with respect to "banked 274 

savings." 275 

A.   CUB witness Ms. Rebecca Devens, NRDC witness Mr. Jim Grevatt, and AG witness Mr. 276 

Philip H. Mosenthal each appear to support banking between PY7-9, but oppose applying any 277 

achieved or planned banked savings from PY1-6 to PY7-9.  (CUB Ex. 2.0 at 16:358-62; NRDC 278 

Ex. 1.0 at 4:79-5:85, 29:492-30:515; AG Ex. 1.0 at 5:24-28).  Mr. Mosenthal goes further to state 279 

that the Commission should either add Ameren Illinois' achieved banked savings to its modified 280 

goals or eliminate the practice of banking between three-year plans altogether. 281 
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Q. How do you respond? 282 

A. In an effort to eliminate a contested issue from this docket, Ameren Illinois will not 283 

oppose the concept of eliminating the banking of savings from Plan 2 to Plan 3 as it has already 284 

modeled its Plan 3 without accounting for any banked savings achieved or planned from prior 285 

Plans.  However, to the extent the Commission makes a policy decision to allow banking of 286 

savings between Plans, Ameren Illinois would request that the Commission allow it for all 287 

utilities, including Ameren Illinois.  With respect to intra-plan banking, that is allowing banking 288 

to occur for the plan years within Plan 3 (PY7-9), Ameren Illinois agrees with CUB, NRDC and 289 

the AG that the Commission should allow this practice to continue.   290 

Q. Please summarize the positions of the Staff and Intervenors with respect to “CFL 291 

carryover savings.” 292 

A.  Messrs. Mosenthal and Grevatt assert that Ameren Illinois failed to account for CFL 293 

carryover savings from PY5-6 that could be applied in PY7-9 and suggest ways to account for 294 

such savings, both of which include adjusting upward Ameren Illinois' electric savings goals to 295 

account for the estimated carryover savings.  As an alternative, Mr. Mosenthal suggests that the 296 

Commission simply eliminate the complicated practice of accounting for CFL carryover savings 297 

as it is a zero sum game if the goals are adjusted upward in a commiserate manner.  (AG Ex. 1.0 298 

at 27:10-17).   Ameren Illinois has not presently accounted for CFL carryover savings from PY5-299 

6 in either its planned savings or proposed modified goal therefore calculating CFL carryover 300 

savings and then adjusting the corresponding goal upward will not add any meaningful changes 301 

to either the planned savings or the goal because the increases would simply cancel each other 302 

out.  Ms. Hinman objects to the AG's proposal to eliminate CFL carryover in this docket because 303 

CFL carryover values are addressed by the Illinois Technical Reference Manual (“TRM”), which 304 



Ameren Exhibit 6.0 
Page 14 of 28 

 

is subject to its own update docket.  (Staff Ex. 3.0 at 11:245-52).  Ms. Hinman also points out 305 

that the IL-TRM sets forth the gross savings calculations for CFL carryover, which should be 306 

based on the evaluated savings for the year the bulb is installed.  AIC applied this methodology 307 

to CFL savings for PY7-9.   308 

Q. How do you respond? 309 

A. Ameren Illinois agrees with Ms. Hinman that the IL-TRM controls the calculation of 310 

CFL carryover.  However, I note that the final results of the NTG values for PY 5-6 will not be 311 

known or verified until after the Commission issues its Final Order in the respective dockets 312 

reviewing and approving Ameren Illinois' achieved savings for those plan years. 313 

VII. COST-INEFFECTIVE MEASURES 314 

Q. In your direct testimony, you explain that there are some measures in Ameren 315 

Illinois’ energy efficiency portfolio that do not pass the total resource cost test, but that all 316 

programs pass the total resource cost test, and that the portfolio as a whole passes the total 317 

resource cost test.  Do any parties address the inclusion of cost-ineffective measures in 318 

Ameren Illinois’ portion of the energy efficiency portfolio? 319 

A.   Yes, Ms. Hinman and Mr. Mosenthal provide testimony regarding the proposed cost-320 

ineffective measures.  Ms. Hinman does not oppose the inclusion of cost-ineffective measures, 321 

but requests that the Commission limit participation in such measures to levels no more than 322 

what Ameren Illinois proposes in its Plan 3.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 20:478-83).  Ms. Hinman also 323 

requests that Ameren Illinois be required to provide cost-effectiveness screening results in the 324 

quarterly reports filed by the Company with the Commission for any new measures added to 325 

Plan 3 during implementation.  (Id.).  Both Ms. Hinman and Mr. Mosenthal support removing 326 
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two cost-ineffective measures – boilers and furnaces – from Plan 3.  (Staff Ex. 3.0 at 22:494-500; 327 

AG Ex. 1.0 at 48:3-7). 328 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Hinman that the Commission should order AIC to limit 329 

participation of cost-ineffective measures to no more than the levels proposed in its Plan? 330 

A. No, I don’t.  Ms. Hinman's vague recommendation is unnecessary and would increase the 331 

costs necessary to implement and administer the portfolio.   While I am not a lawyer, I 332 

understand that the Commission has repeatedly determined that at the planning stage cost-333 

effectiveness should be measured at the portfolio level, not the measure or program level.  334 

Ameren Illinois has understood this to mean that it should not apply the total resource cost 335 

(“TRC”) test, which I understand is set by statute, as a litmus test for whether or not programs or 336 

measures should be offered to customers.  Rather, Ameren Illinois considers TRC values, when 337 

available, as a component in the decision making process of whether or not to offer programs or 338 

measures to customers.  This component is in addition to the other factors identified in the Public 339 

Utilities Act (“the Act”), including the offering of a diverse cross-section of opportunities for 340 

customers of all rate classes to participate in energy efficiency programs. 341 

Ms. Hinman's proposal would also arbitrarily limit the offering of programs and measures 342 

that could provide other benefits to customers, particularly dual fuel customers.  It is not clear 343 

how Ameren Illinois would accurately limit participation in cost-ineffective measures to a 344 

particular level and Ameren Illinois questions whether trying to do so is either practical or 345 

possible.  However, it seems likely that if ordered do so, one consequence would be that Ameren 346 

Illinois would have to curtail cost-effective dual fuel programs that contain cost-ineffective 347 

measures so as not to inadvertently exceed Staff's vague limitation.  Such a consequence would 348 
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result in the unnecessary hamstringing of otherwise successful programs that all parties agree 349 

should be implemented. 350 

Q. Ms. Hinman asserts that Ameren Illinois “ignores” measure and program level TRC 351 

values.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 21:507).  Do you agree? 352 

A. No, I do not.   As noted above and as more fully explained by Mr. Obeiter, Ameren 353 

Illinois does not "ignore" measure level or program level TRC values.  Such values, when 354 

available, are a component, but not a litmus test, for the inclusion of measures in Plan 3.  Again, 355 

while I am not a lawyer, it is my understanding that this practice is consistent with the Act and 356 

prior Commission Orders. 357 

Q. Ms. Hinman recommends that the Commission order Ameren Illinois to “stay 358 

apprised of and respond prudently to information concerning measure and program level 359 

cost-effectiveness during the course of implementing its portfolio.”  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 21:522-360 

25).  Ms. Hinman also recommends that the Commission order Ameren Illinois to provide 361 

cost-effectiveness screening results in its quarterly ICC activity reports for new measures 362 

the Company adds to its Plan during implementation.  Do you agree? 363 

A. I do not agree with either of Ms. Hinman's recommendations because both are vague, 364 

difficult to comply with and, in any event, unnecessary.  It is important to note at the outset that I 365 

understand and agree with Ms. Hinman that Ameren Illinois should keep apprised of, and 366 

respond prudently to, information it receives regarding the implementation of the various 367 

programs that will comprise Plan 3.  My disagreement is with Ms. Hinman's emphasis on TRC 368 

values, as well as her request that the Commission should order Ameren Illinois to spend 369 

resources repeatedly calculating, reporting and assessing TRC values throughout the 370 

implementation period. 371 
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Calculating TRC values can be complicated, and the results are highly sensitive to change 372 

depending on who performs the calculation, when the values are calculated, and what variables 373 

(whether based on estimated or actual values) are used when doing the calculation.  Ms. Hinman 374 

herself "agrees that when different data is used in estimated TRC values, there is potential for the 375 

estimated TRC values to vary."  (Ameren Ex. 6.2 (response to AIC-ICC 2.03)).   I would further 376 

note that Mr. Mosenthal agrees that a negative TRC alone is not a sufficient reason to eliminate a 377 

measure.  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 7).  It remains unclear how the customers or the portfolio are benefited 378 

from dedicating administrative resources to repeatedly calculating or reporting TRC values when 379 

Staff agrees those values could change throughout the implementation period and other parties 380 

agree may not require any action (for example removing a measure based on a negative TRC 381 

value).   382 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal recommends that Ameren Illinois remove the cost-ineffective 383 

measures for residential high efficiency furnaces and boilers.  Ms. Hinman agrees with this 384 

recommendation.  How do you respond? 385 

A. In an effort to eliminate a contested issue from this docket, Ameren Illinois is willing to 386 

eliminate the cost-ineffective residential furnace and boiler measures from Plan 3.  However, 387 

Ameren Illinois is  concerned that removal of this key heating measure from the portfolio may 388 

have a significant negative impact to customers with house-hold incomes within the 200% to 389 

400% of poverty range.  Therefore, Ameren Illinois’ agreement to eliminate cost-ineffective 390 

residential furnaces and boilers is dependent on agreement to redistribute these funds to the 391 

Moderate Income Program.  The results of that modeling are presented by Mr. Cottrell. 392 
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VIII. PORTFOLIO FLEXIBILITY   393 

Q. Ameren Illinois has requested the flexibility to adjust all portfolio elements as 394 

needed to achieve portfolio success.  Has any witness responded to this request? 395 

A. Yes, each party has responded to Ameren Illinois' request for flexibility with some 396 

proposed limitation, and every party, except ELPC, supports granting Ameren Illinois some 397 

flexibility to administer and implement its portfolio during PY 7-9.  Dr. Obeiter addresses each 398 

of these proposed limitations in his rebuttal testimony.  Ameren Illinois notes, however, that all 399 

parties agree that flexibility is necessary.  400 

Q. Do you have anything to add in response to other parties' positions with respect to 401 

Ameren Illinois' requested flexibility?  402 

A. Yes.  In addition to the reasons set forth by Dr. Obeiter to reject the parties proposed 403 

limitations to Ameren Illinois' requested flexibility, I wanted to note that no party has provided a 404 

single instance where Ameren Illinois improperly used its Commission-granted flexibility during 405 

either Plan 1 or Plan 2.  Ameren Illinois has a proven track record of keeping interested parties 406 

who participate in the Illinois SAG – including those parties to this docket – informed of how 407 

Ameren Illinois is implementing its approved portfolio of services.  Ameren Illinois has and will 408 

continue to respond to all questions or concerns regarding its energy efficiency programs.  409 

Ameren Illinois was also instrumental in the creation of the IL-TRM, a consensus, Commission-410 

approved document that contains values used during the implementation and evaluation of 411 

Ameren Illinois' programs.  These examples refute the hypothetical reasons raised by other 412 

parties for the Commission to reverse course on the flexibility it has granted Ameren Illinois in 413 

prior plan approval dockets. 414 
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I would also add that any requirement to consult with or seek approval from either the 415 

SAG or the Commission for program or budget changes would create an untenable situation for 416 

Ameren Illinois and would likely prevent it from timely reacting to market changes.  The SAG is 417 

not a formal group, has no rules governing who may join, when it meets, or how the group 418 

should come to agreement on anything.  Ameren Illinois would be faced with the burden of 419 

ensuring compliance with the Commission's order, but would have no assurance that any other 420 

member the SAG (over whom the Commission would not have jurisdiction) would act properly 421 

or in good faith.  For example, if the Commission requires Ameren Illinois to consult with or 422 

seek approval from the SAG, it could lead to Ameren Illinois' program vendors joining the SAG 423 

(if they have not already joined, as certain vendors already participate) and disputing Ameren 424 

Illinois' attempt to curtail those vendors' programs.  Such disputes would create an improper 425 

conflict of interest for the SAG and would unnecessarily detract resources from other 426 

administrative matters and implementation of the portfolio.   427 

Additionally, a requirement to consult or seek approval from the SAG or the Commission 428 

would unfairly restrict Ameren Illinois from timely responding to market changes.  As of now, 429 

the SAG meets monthly, so at a minimum program or budget changes would be delayed by a 430 

month or more after the market identifies a need for such changes.  Moreover, even with 431 

expedited treatment, a request for approval by Ameren Illinois for a programmatic or budget 432 

change could take even longer, thus making any change untimely when implemented.  Flexibility 433 

has contributed towards Ameren’s ability to achieve and exceed goals and restricting flexibility 434 

would impede this outcome.  For these reasons, in addition to those identified by Dr. Obeiter, I 435 

urge the Commission to reject the other parties' proposed restrictions on the Commission's 436 

previously granted flexibility. 437 
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Q. Ms. Hinman recommends that the Company include a discussion of how it uses 438 

flexibility in its quarterly reports.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 31:747-51).  How do you respond? 439 

A. Ameren Illinois already files quarterly reports with the ICC that include key activities, 440 

key concerns, and activity reports for each of the programs being implemented.  To the extent 441 

Staff seeks Ameren Illinois to continue to provide this level of detail during Plan 3, Ameren 442 

Illinois agrees to do so.  It is unclear what else Staff would like included in the reports, as 443 

Ameren Illinois uses its Commission-approved flexibility when either modifying its portfolio or 444 

maintaining it. 445 

IX. REMOVING PROGRAMS FROM PLAN 3 SO THEY CAN BE BID INTO THE 446 
IPA PROCUREMENT PLAN 447 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal recommends "transferring" the CFL program and Residential 448 

Behavior program to the IPA portfolio for PY8 and PY9.  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 14:5-11, 15:16-449 

17).  Similarly, NRDC proposes to “move the electric portion of its Behavior program from 450 

the EEPS portfolio beginning in PY8 and shift it to the IPA portfolio” so that the EEPS 451 

budget frees up and can be redirected to other programs.  (NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 3:45-46).  CUB 452 

supports NRDC’s and the AG’s recommendations.  How do you respond to these proposals 453 

to shift programs from the 8-103 portfolio to the IPA portfolio? 454 

A. I disagree with these recommendations as I believe they are not consistent with Ameren 455 

Illinois' obligations under Section 8-103 of the Act and they put in jeopardy savings that  456 

Ameren Illinois has planned to achieve through Plan 3 without any corresponding guarantee that 457 

the savings will be achieved elsewhere.  First, while I am not a lawyer, I understand from my 458 

experience and participation with the SAG that the energy efficiency programs offered in Plan 3 459 

and those programs offered as part of the annual procurement plan of the Illinois Power Agency 460 

(“IPA”) are offered pursuant to different sections of the Act, and are subject to different rules 461 
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regarding the bidding process, allowance of competing or duplicative programs, contracting 462 

parameters and ultimate inclusion for implementation.  Ameren Illinois' positions with respect to 463 

whether it is legally permissible to "move" programs (and to rely on a "presumption of approval" 464 

of programs) between portfolios  offered pursuant to two different provisions of the Act will be 465 

set forth in its briefs.   466 

But setting aside the legal issue, I also have serious concerns with the assumption that the 467 

utility can “displace” programs from 8-103 to the IPA portfolio or rely on a "presumption of 468 

approval" as suggested by some parties.   Intervenors provide a proposal that would remove 469 

programs for Plan 3 (which is what the Commission would be doing in this docket) with the 470 

hope that vendors would then arbitrarily bid these duplicate programs into the IPA Procurement 471 

Plan for PY8 and PY9, respectively (and that those programs would be approved).  Such 472 

proposals, if accepted, would create significant risks and hurdles to providing energy efficiency 473 

programs to customers that all parties agree should be provided. 474 

For example, it is entirely possible that vendors would not want to agree to the different 475 

rules, including that the IPA Plan could allow competing programs and could require pay for 476 

performance contracting.  The Commission cannot order a vendor to participate in the request for 477 

proposal (“RFP”) process for the IPA Plan thus Ameren Illinois cannot offer a Plan 3 program in 478 

the IPA portfolio if vendors refuse to bid it for inclusion in some future IPA plan at the same 479 

levels or at all.  If this were to happen, Ameren Illinois' ratepayers would be deprived of 480 

programs that every party to this docket agrees should be offered and there would be nothing any 481 

party, including Ameren Illinois, could do to fix it until the next three-year plan.   482 

I have additional concerns regarding the electric portion of the behavior modification 483 

program that Intervenors propose be moved to the IPA portfolio.  As reflected in Plan 3, the 484 
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behavior modification program is a dual fuel program, designed to provide benefits to both gas 485 

and electric customers through one program.   The gas and the electric portions of the programs 486 

do not stand alone.  So, even assuming a vendor would be willing to contract with Ameren 487 

Illinois under Section 8-104 (for the gas portion) and then bid the electric portion of the program 488 

into the IPA procurement, no party has explained how Ameren Illinois could, in fact, administer 489 

or implement these portions of the same program under two different provisions of the Act.  As 490 

noted above, programs implemented under Section 8-104 and Section 5/16-111.5B have 491 

differing rules applicable to them, including the rules relating to vendor contracting, the 492 

possibility of competing programs and evaluations.  I worry that navigating and reconciling these 493 

differences would create hurdles nearly impossible to overcome and would increase the costs 494 

related to administration, implementation and evaluation for no justifiable reason.   495 

For all of these reasons, I urge the Commission to reject the recommendations to remove 496 

programs from Plan 3. 497 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal recommends that, if the Commission removes the CFL program and 498 

the behavior modification programs, the funds be reallocated to the business programs.  499 

(AG Ex. 1.0 at 17:11-18:16).  How do you respond? 500 

A. I do not agree with Mr. Mosenthal's recommendation, as I believe the funds should go 501 

back to residential programs to replace those planned savings removed from that customer class.  502 

As noted above, I have questions as to whether it is appropriate to consider what programs might 503 

be offered pursuant to future IPA Procurement Plans when considering approval of programs in 504 

this docket.  I would note that Ms. Devens also supports reallocating any funds made available 505 

by the removal of the CFL lighting and behavior modification programs back to residential 506 

programs.  (CUB Ex. 2.0 at 21:482-86). 507 
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X. EVALUATION, MEASUREMENT & VALUATION  508 

Q. Ameren Illinois seeks the Commission to affirm EM&V independence.  Ms. Hinman 509 

recommends that the Commission adopt the same provisions concerning evaluator 510 

independence as it did for Plans 1 and 2.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 23:578-79).  How do you 511 

respond? 512 

A. I am in agreement with Ms. Hinman's recommendations, subject to the following 513 

clarifications and modifications.  First, Ameren Illinois should have the option to renew its 514 

contract with its current independent EM&V contractor and should not have to rebid the 515 

contract.  After the Plan 2 Order issued, Staff insisted that the Company rebid based on its 516 

interpretation of language from the Order.  While the Company did not agree with that 517 

interpretation, it agreed to rebid the contract, and undertaking that took significant time and 518 

resources.  In light of this, Ameren Illinois included in its current contract the right to renew the 519 

EM&V contractor, a provision which Staff reviewed and approved.  Accordingly, Ameren 520 

Illinois assumes the right to renew under the terms of the current contract.   521 

Second, in Plan 2, the Commission ordered "Ameren should have all program impact 522 

evaluations completed at least three months before its next energy efficiency plan."  (12/21/10 523 

Final Order, ICC Docket No. 10-0568, at 48).  However, having program impact evaluations 524 

completed at least three months before the filing of the next plan causes immense problems 525 

because the final plan year is not yet concluded by the time the next plan is to be filed.  This 526 

requirement should not be included for Plan 3.   527 

Third, Staff recommends that "final evaluation plans shall be developed at the discretion 528 

of the independent evaluator with agreement from Staff."  (ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Final Order 529 

at 48.)  I would recommend that the final clause "with agreement from Staff" be eliminated so 530 
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that EM&V has sole discretion to develop its work plans, subject to Commission oversight and 531 

the right to hire and terminate the EM&V contractor with notice.  This is especially important 532 

noting the reliance on EM&V for the NTG values per the NTG framework (with either Ameren 533 

Illinois', SAG's, or Staff’s proposed framework). 534 

Finally, to address any concern regarding independence, I recommend that the 535 

Commission require any EM&V contractor to file in this docket an annual report (a reasonable 536 

time after evaluations for each Plan Year have been completed) to apprise the Commission of its 537 

ability to conduct itself independently.  Such information could be helpful to the Commission 538 

when assessing EM&V independence in the future. 539 

XI. SMART DEVICES PROGRAM 540 

Q. ELPC and CUB propose that Ameren Illinois fund a smart device program and 541 

establish interoperability standards for smart devices and be willing to verify and register 542 

devices that a customer may purchase and install on their own.  How do you respond? 543 

A. I recommend the Commission not adopt these recommendations at this time because they 544 

are premature, undeveloped and unnecessary.  As acknowledged by Ms. Devens, Ameren Illinois 545 

has earmarked a portion of its emerging technologies budget for a codes and standards pilot 546 

program.  (CUB Ex. 2.0 at 19:418-19).  Additionally, Ameren Illinois evaluated a smart power 547 

strips program that proved cost-ineffective.  Rather than committing the entire Emerging 548 

Technologies budget to a smart devices program that may not be cost-effective or may not 549 

otherwise be appropriate to implement, Ameren Illinois should be able to retain the flexibility to 550 

use ratepayer funds to research and implement appropriate programs in this space.  However, 551 

Ameren Illinois would commit to working with ELPC and CUB to learn about potential 552 

opportunities to explore. 553 
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XII. COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL PILOT PROGRAM 554 

Q. Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers witness, Mr. Robert Stephens suggests that 555 

Ameren Illinois offer to make available more program offerings to commercial and 556 

industrial customers beyond those included in Ameren Illinois' Business Custom Program.  557 

How do you respond? 558 

A. Ameren Illinois proposes to add a  Commercial and Industrial (“C&I”) Pilot Program 559 

similar to that identified by Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers (“IIEC”) in its testimony as 560 

being included in Commonwealth Edison Company’s Plan 3.  As reflected in Ameren Exhibit 561 

6.1, Ameren Illinois has reallocated a portion of its budget to this pilot program and will continue 562 

to work with IIEC and Ameren Illinois' commercial and industrial customers to provide 563 

additional program offerings within the confines of the Act.  564 

XIII. OTHER ISSUES 565 

A. Spillover 566 

Q. Staff, the AG and NRDC address Ameren Illinois' request that both spillover and 567 

free ridership be calculated in NTG values.  How do you respond? 568 

A. As an initial matter, I concur with the concerns expressed by Dr. Obeiter with respect to 569 

certain of Staff witness, Dr. Brightwelll's statements regarding spillover, even though Dr. 570 

Brightwell ultimately agrees to include both spillover and free ridership when calculating the 571 

NTG values.  (Staff Ex. 2.0 at 3:51-5:97).  Mr. Grevatt also agrees to include both variables in 572 

the NTG values.  Further, I agree with Mr. Mosenthal's recommendation that the Commission 573 

recognize spillover as a legitimate factor and I agree with his comment that spillover can be an 574 

assumed value deemed by the SAG and the EM&V contractor, regardless of whether there is any 575 
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formal study on it.  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 45:19-21).  As it seems all parties agree that both components 576 

can and should be used, Ameren Illinois joins in this agreement. 577 

B. Potential Study 578 

Q. Dr. Brightwelll suggests that the Company adopt his proposed method of evaluating 579 

"economically efficient potential."  How do you respond? 580 

A. Ameren Illinois agrees to submit Dr. Brighwell's suggested methodology to the 581 

contractor who will perform the next potential study, should Staff request that the Company do 582 

so, so that the contractor may decide to use it, if appropriate. 583 

C. Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy Manual  584 

Q. Mr. Mosenthal recommends the Commission direct Ameren Illinois to work with 585 

the SAG to create an “Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy Manual.”  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 52:23-25).  586 

How do you respond? 587 

A. I join Ms. Hinman in recommending that the Commission not adopt Mr. Mosenthal's 588 

proposal at this time.  It is unclear what issues the policy manual would be meant to address and 589 

Ameren Illinois is concerned with the level of resources that would have to be spent on the 590 

development of a statewide manual.  However, Ameren Illinois commits to discussing with other 591 

SAG members whether there would be a need for such a policy manual in the future.  592 

D. Providing TRM Codes 593 

Q. Staff requests that Ameren Illinois include with its next 3-year plan filing the IL-594 

TRM codes used during the planning stages.  How do you respond? 595 

A. Ameren Illinois agrees to this reasonable request. 596 
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E. ELPC's Tariff Recommendations 597 

Q. ELPC witness Mr. Crandall recommends that Ameren Illinois make certain tariff 598 

changes, including modifying its DS-5 tariff to include LED street lighting.  (ELPC Ex. 1.0 599 

at 6-7, 14).  How do you respond? 600 

A. I recommend that the Commission not approve Mr. Crandall's recommendations at this 601 

time because they are vague and premature.  Modifying tariffs as he suggests would require 602 

significant consideration of many factors not identified in his testimony.  For example, with 603 

respect to the LED lighting, it is presently unknown what type of LED lighting could even be 604 

offered or whether an LED lighting program would be cost effective.  I note, however, that while 605 

I recommend not approving Mr. Crandall's recommendations, Ameren Illinois continues to be 606 

willing to work with ELPC to investigate their proposals further outside of this docketed 607 

proceeding. 608 

F. Role of SAG 609 

Q. The role of the stakeholder advisory group has been addressed by several parties, 610 

including Ameren Illinois.  Would you like to clarify anything with respect to the role of the 611 

SAG? 612 

A. Yes.  I would like to reaffirm Ameren Illinois' commitment to the SAG process and to 613 

make clear that, other than the adoption of new roles as set forth in Ameren Illinois' testimony 614 

and other filings, the Company would like to see the role of the SAG continue as it has during 615 

Plan 2.  616 



Ameren Exhibit 6.0 
Page 28 of 28 

 

XIV. CONCLUSION  617 

Q. Please summarize the conclusions of your testimony. 618 

A. I respectfully request that the Commission approve Ameren Illinois' Plan 3 and issue an 619 

order consistent with Ameren Illinois' positions set forth in its testimony and exhibits. 620 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 621 

A. Yes, it does. 622 
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	A. Ameren Illinois already files quarterly reports with the ICC that include key activities, key concerns, and activity reports for each of the programs being implemented.  To the extent Staff seeks Ameren Illinois to continue to provide this level of...

	IX. Removing Programs from PLan 3 so they can be bid into the IPA Procurement Plan
	A. I disagree with these recommendations as I believe they are not consistent with Ameren Illinois' obligations under Section 8-103 of the Act and they put in jeopardy savings that  Ameren Illinois has planned to achieve through Plan 3 without any cor...
	A. I do not agree with Mr. Mosenthal's recommendation, as I believe the funds should go back to residential programs to replace those planned savings removed from that customer class.  As noted above, I have questions as to whether it is appropriate t...

	X. Evaluation, MEasurement & Valuation
	A. I am in agreement with Ms. Hinman's recommendations, subject to the following clarifications and modifications.  First, Ameren Illinois should have the option to renew its contract with its current independent EM&V contractor and should not have to...
	Second, in Plan 2, the Commission ordered "Ameren should have all program impact evaluations completed at least three months before its next energy efficiency plan."  (12/21/10 Final Order, ICC Docket No. 10-0568, at 48).  However, having program impa...
	Third, Staff recommends that "final evaluation plans shall be developed at the discretion of the independent evaluator with agreement from Staff."  (ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Final Order at 48.)  I would recommend that the final clause "with agreement f...
	Finally, to address any concern regarding independence, I recommend that the Commission require any EM&V contractor to file in this docket an annual report (a reasonable time after evaluations for each Plan Year have been completed) to apprise the Com...

	XI. Smart Devices Program
	A. I recommend the Commission not adopt these recommendations at this time because they are premature, undeveloped and unnecessary.  As acknowledged by Ms. Devens, Ameren Illinois has earmarked a portion of its emerging technologies budget for a codes...

	XII. COmmercial and Industrial Pilot Program
	A. Ameren Illinois proposes to add a  Commercial and Industrial (“C&I”) Pilot Program similar to that identified by Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers (“IIEC”) in its testimony as being included in Commonwealth Edison Company’s Plan 3.  As reflected...

	XIII. OTHER ISSUES
	A. Spillover
	A. As an initial matter, I concur with the concerns expressed by Dr. Obeiter with respect to certain of Staff witness, Dr. Brightwelll's statements regarding spillover, even though Dr. Brightwell ultimately agrees to include both spillover and free ri...

	B. Potential Study
	A. Ameren Illinois agrees to submit Dr. Brighwell's suggested methodology to the contractor who will perform the next potential study, should Staff request that the Company do so, so that the contractor may decide to use it, if appropriate.

	C. Illinois Energy Efficiency Policy Manual
	A. I join Ms. Hinman in recommending that the Commission not adopt Mr. Mosenthal's proposal at this time.  It is unclear what issues the policy manual would be meant to address and Ameren Illinois is concerned with the level of resources that would ha...

	D. Providing TRM Codes
	A. Ameren Illinois agrees to this reasonable request.

	E. ELPC's Tariff Recommendations
	A. I recommend that the Commission not approve Mr. Crandall's recommendations at this time because they are vague and premature.  Modifying tariffs as he suggests would require significant consideration of many factors not identified in his testimony....

	F. Role of SAG
	A. Yes.  I would like to reaffirm Ameren Illinois' commitment to the SAG process and to make clear that, other than the adoption of new roles as set forth in Ameren Illinois' testimony and other filings, the Company would like to see the role of the S...


	XIV. CoNCLUSION
	A. I respectfully request that the Commission approve Ameren Illinois' Plan 3 and issue an order consistent with Ameren Illinois' positions set forth in its testimony and exhibits.
	A. Yes, it does.


