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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.01 At lines 14-15 on page 34, Mr. Mosenthal recommends that the Commission 

"order Ameren to first bring any proposed modifications to the SAG for 

discussion and ideally to build consensus around the change."  Please define 

the term "consensus" as used in this statement. 

 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Mr. Mosenthal’s use of the word “consensus” is meant to be in the generic sense of the word, 

basically: “all in agreement or not opposed.” While Mr. Mosenthal does not specify “voting 

parties,” he would not be opposed to a more formal designation of voting parties similar to that 

expressed in the proposed NTG Framework, footnote 3. In his experience, that is not necessary 

as the SAG has generally functioned well and permitted open discussion among any attendees. 

  

Mr. Mosenthal notes that in the same paragraph referenced here, he makes clear that the ultimate 

decision would reside with the program administrator and not require consensus. As stated, the 

purpose is to allow all parties to consider options and express views that Ameren could then take 

into account. Therefore, a stricter definition of consensus does not seem to be necessary. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.04 Do you contend that cost ineffective LED lighting measures be included in the 

AIC portfolio?  If so, please identify with specificity the degree of inclusion, 

including identification of measures, number of measures, net savings value 

and percent of the portfolio.   What program budgets should be decreased to 

accommodate for these expenditures?  

 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Mr. Mosenthal’s testimony does not argue for inclusion of cost ineffective LED lighting 

measures. Rather, he used this as an example of a cost-ineffective technology Ameren was 

rejecting on cost-effectiveness grounds that he found inconsistent with Ameren’s reasoning 

behind promoting cost ineffective furnaces and boilers. That said, Mr. Mosenthal would not be 

opposed to some promotion of LED products that may fail cost-effectiveness screening if 

Ameren believed they would lead to greater cost-effective adoption of LEDs in the future and 

spur market transformation.  

 

In addition, Mr. Mosenthal has not scrutinized Ameren’s workpapers where it estimated LEDs as 

cost ineffective. He noted that many jurisdictions in North America have found these measures 

to be cost-effective and are promoting LEDs. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.07 With respect to your recommendation to remove the electric portion of the 

Behavior Modification and CFLs from 8-103 to the IPA portfolio starting in 

Y8: 

 

a) When making that recommendation, did you understand that the TRC value for the 

Behavior Modification program was calculated as a dual fuel measure and program? 

If not, would knowing that fact change your recommendation (and if so, how)?  

RESPONSE: 

Yes. 

b) What if the electric-only or the gas-only TRC value for Behavior Modification is not 

above 1.0?  If either or both TRC values are not above 1.0, should Ameren eliminate 

that single fuel Behavior Modification program from either the 8-103 or IPA bid 

submission (for electric) and thus adjust the estimated savings downward 

accordingly? Please explain your the basis for your response and provide any 

materials relied upon when responding to this request.  

RESPONSE: 

Mr. Mosenthal does not believe it would be possible for “the electric-only or gas-only TRC value 

for Behavior Modification” to be below 1.0, while simultaneously having the other fuel TRC 

value be above 1.0. This is because Behavior Modification is a single combined electric and gas 

program. It therefore should be analyzed as such with a single TRC value estimated based on all 

costs and benefits. Any allocation of costs and benefits disproportionately to electric and gas 

(e.g., cost not allocated in proportion to the share of benefits between the two fuels) would be 

inappropriate since there is no way to assign costs specifically to any one fuel system. So long as 

costs are allocated proportional to benefits then both electric and gas TRC values will be 

identical. So long as the program as a whole passes the TRC, the electric-only portion of it will 

pass the TRC and could be funded by IPA 
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c) To the extent Behavior Modification is removed from AIC’s Plan 3, do you propose 

eliminating Behavior Modification entirely over the three year planning period (PY7-

9) if it is not accepted by either the IPA or the Commission pursuant to Section 16-

111.5B?  If not, how do you propose the program be offered to customers? 

RESPONSE: 

Mr. Mosenthal does not make any specific proposal in this unlikely event.  His proposal is that 

Behavior Modification would be offered by IPA.  He believes a presumption of adoption of this 

program by IPA is reasonable because it passes the TRC test and meets all other IPA criteria. 

However, in the unlikely event that the IPA or the ICC rejects this program for IPA procurement 

mechanism funding, Mr. Mosenthal believes Ameren and the SAG should act appropriately at 

that time, potentially including consideration of a Plan 3 modification filing. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.08 Please provide your recommended estimate of the portion of the EMV budget 

that should be spent on evaluator activities other than impact and process 

evaluation activities (e.g., activities associated with the IL NTG framework). 

 

RESPONSE: 

 Mr. Mosenthal believes that activities associated with the IL NTG framework would qualify as 

part of impact evaluations, since NTG estimation is a critical component of determining program 

impacts.  

 

That said, outside of the statutory limit on EM&V spending of 3 percent,  Mr. Mosenthal has no 

recommended estimate of the portion of the EM&V budget that should be spent on evaluator 

activities other than impact and process evaluation activities. This would be dependent on 

numerous things that are yet to be determined, including but not limited to: the given planning 

period, programs being run, past evaluations completed, levels of uncertainty of tracked savings, 

and other EM&V and policy priorities that cannot be determined at this point. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.09 Is it your contention that, if the costs associated with EMV evaluator activities 

exceeds 3% of the portfolio spend limit for non-impact/process evaluation 

activities during a program year, the evaluators should discontinue 

participation in non-impact/process evaluation activities (such as the activities 

described in AG Ex. 1.1)?  Or should EVM evaluator budgets for impact and 

process evaluations be reduced to accommodate these non-impact/process 

evaluation activities?  Please explain your the basis for your response and 

provide any materials relied upon when responding to this request.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 Mr. Mosenthal neither contends nor disagrees with either hypothetical approach posited by 

Ameren. EM&V planning is a complex process of considering many different objectives and 

priorities and allocating resources over time to best accommodate those many and sometimes 

competing objectives and priorities.  Mr. Mosenthal does not believe it would be appropriate to 

adopt a single rule such as Ameren suggests. Rather, he notes that there are numerous options 

available to the SAG and evaluators to develop EM&V plans that can accommodate the 3% 

budget limit. These can include, but are not limited to, joint evaluations, conducting program 

evaluations less often for stable and on-going programs, greater levels of deeming of savings 

and/or NTG values without primary research, etc. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.11 On page 46 you state “all parties reached consensus to explicitly add an 

estimate of spillover to the evaluated free ridership results for some programs 

for some selected utilities whose evaluations had not included spillover”.  

Please provide the basis for this statement and all materials relied upon when 

making this statement. 

 

RESPONSE: 

This statement is based on memory from attending recent SAG meetings in the winter and spring 

of 2013 where parties negotiated deemed NTG values for electric PY5 and PY6 and gas PY1 and 

PY3. It is Mr. Mosenthal’s recollection that spillover for only one utility was studied for the 

Business Standard program and parties agreed to add that small estimate of spillover to the 

freerider-only NTG values estimated for the other utilities. Regardless, his proposed NTG 

framework (AG Ex. 1.1) clearly would support such an outcome. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.12 With respect to Table 1, it states that “The evaluators will collaborate and 

develop a single proposal for all programs and program administrators.”  

Please further explain this statement, including whether the evaluators would 

have to provide one NTGR value for any program that is similar between 

utility portfolios as opposed to a NTGR value for a utility’s specific program?  

Who would make the determination of similarity?  Please explain your the 

basis for your response and provide any materials relied upon when 

responding to this request.  

 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Evaluators would be provided the discretion to submit a single proposal recommending their best 

estimates of appropriate NTG values to cover each program being delivered in Illinois by each 

program administrator, and their rationale.  Mr. Mosenthal has not proposed any other conditions 

on the evaluators. Specifically, there would be no requirement that NTG values for programs that 

are similar either be identical nor that they vary. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.14 Would you be agreeable to applying to the upcoming program year the most 

recent available NTGR value as determined by an independent EMV 

evaluator by March 1, and eliminate the additional deliberations as provided 

in Table 1?  If not, why not?  

 

RESPONSE: 

The People of the State of Illinois object to this data request to the extent it is vague or 

ambiguous.  Without waiving this objection, Mr. Mosenthal responds as follows: 

 

Mr. Mosenthal assumes “Table 1” refers to AG Exhibit 1.1. Assuming that, the answer is No. 

The reason Mr. Mosenthal would not be agreeable to automatically adopting the most recent 

available NTGR value without any discussion or consideration is that he believes NTG estimates 

should reflect best estimates of the likely true actual NTG value that will likely occur. It is not 

always the case that a single historic estimate best reflects all available information about the 

future.  
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.15 With respect to footnote 3 of AG Exhibit 1.1, you state that “program 

administrators” are voting parties.  Please define the term “program 

administrators” (e.g., is the term “program administrators” inclusive only of 

the utilities and DCEO)?  

 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Yes. At this point the only Illinois program administrators for Sections 8-103 and 8-104 of the 

Public Utilities Act are the utilities and DCEO. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.16 AG Ex. 1.1, item 3, states:“In cases where consensus is not reached on an 

individual NTGR value by March 1 (PYt), the NTGR value for the applicable 

program year (PYt+1) shall be the average of the last two available evaluated 

NTGR values from prior years (or only one year if that was the first evaluated 

year of the program available), provided that the Program Administrators file 

the non-consensus NTGR values with the Commission for information 

purposes in the TRM annual update docket no later than March 1 (PYt).” 

 With respect to this statement:  

 

a) Please explain the use of the term “evaluated” in the phrase “be the average of the last 

two available evaluated NTGR values from prior years”.  Are evaluators allowed to 

assign a value for the NTGR value by any means they determine appropriate for PYt 

and PYt-1?  Please explain your answer, including identifying with specificity what 

you contend should be acceptable “evaluated NTGR values from prior years.” 

RESPONSE: 

As written, it referred to the latest two available evaluations. However, in rebuttal testimony Mr. 

Mosenthal supports Staff’s slightly different proposal to allow for use of a future evaluation that 

is not yet available.  

b) Please explain the use of the term “from” in the phrase “from” in the phrase “be the 

average of the last two available evaluated NTGR values from prior years” and 

specifically identify the time period included in the phrase.  Is it your contention that 

the NTGR values “from” PYt and PYt-1 are whichever NTGR value were used by the 

evaluators for those years to determine savings?  Please explain your answer. 

RESPONSE: 

“From prior years” means NTG estimates developed by evaluations of prior years’ program 

activity, and that have already been completed and published. Note however, in Mr. Mosenthal’s 

rebuttal testimony he supports Staff’s proposal that this mechanism include one already available 

evaluation result and one forthcoming estimate. 
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It was  Mr. Mosenthal’s intention the appropriate NTGR values would be those established in the 

most recent evaluations regardless of whether they were used for purposes of determining 

savings in those years. For years that have already determined savings, use of the actual NTG 

values for those years is acceptable if different from the evaluations. However, this would be not 

available for the most recent prior year.  

c) In the event that either the SAG has agreed to, or the Commission has approved of, a 

NTGR value in PYt-1 that differs from the evaluator’s NTGR value for that year, do 

you propose that the SAG or Commission approved NTRGR value be used in place 

of the evaluator’s value for PYt-1?  Please explain your answer.  

RESPONSE: 

Yes. In the case of PYt-1, if the SAG and/or Commission has adopted a deemed NTG value for 

an existing program, that NTG value should be used in developing the average. 

The reason for this is that (PYt-1) NTG value should reflect the best estimate at the time of the 

actual NTG value for that year. 

d) Please define the term “individual NTGR value” as used in the statement above. 

 Please include in your definition whether the NTGR value should be calculated at the 

program level or some other level. 

RESPONSE: 

“Individual NTGR value” means any single NTGR value. This value could apply to a whole 

program across multiple administrators, a whole program for just one program administrator, or 

part of a program (e.g., a single measure, measure category, etc.) across one or more 

administrators.  

e) Please explain with specificity what instances would result in there being “no Illinois 

evaluations available” as that phrase is used in AG Exhibit 1.1.  

RESPONSE: 

Any time there are no Illinois evaluations available. “Illinois evaluations” refer to evaluations of 

programs delivered in Illinois. This could occur in numerous situations. For example, for a new 

program that has not been offered in Illinois, a program that has undergone significant design 

changes since any prior evaluations, or an existing program for which no Illinois evaluation has 

been completed. 

f) Please explain with specificity how NTGR values would be known by March 1 if 

parties file with the Commission a request to resolve non-consensus items by June 1. 

RESPONSE: 

If parties work in good faith to reach consensus on all issues by March 1 then all NTGR values 

would be known with certainty. Under AG Exhibit 1.1 parties would also know with certainty 
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any NTGR values for existing programs for which consensus has not been reached because the 

framework has a clear objective way to calculate this from known values. However, as noted in 

Mr. Mosenthals’s rebuttal testimony, he supports Staff’s proposal for resolving non-consensus 

NTGRs for existing programs. Under this procedure, parties would not know with certainty the 

NTGR value for non-consensus existing programs by March 1. In addition, if parties failed to 

reach consensus on a new program they would not know with certainty the value until the ICC 

issued an order. However, it is expected these uncertain values would be available by June 1. 

g) Do you agree that in the event of non-consensus on a NTGR value, a utility has no 

certainty of NTGR values by March 1? If not, why not?  

RESPONSE: 

 Mr. Mosenthal agrees that in the event of non-consensus a utility has no certainty of that 

particular non-consensus item by March 1, unless it is an existing program and AG Exhibit 1.1 is 

adopted for existing program non-consensus procedures.  
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.17 Would you agree to adopt an independent evaluator’s proposed NTGR value 

for Pt+1 in place of the proposal set forth in AG Ex. 1.1?  If not, why not?  

Please explain your answer.  

 

RESPONSE: 

The proposal set forth in AG Exhibit 1.1 establishes a procedure to ideally reach consensus on 

and adopt an “independent evaluator’s proposed NTGR value for Pt+1.” To the extent Ameren is 

asking whether  Mr. Mosenthal would agree to still adopt a value for which no consensus is 

reached, the answer is no.  He believes in that case parties must have the right to challenge the 

value before the Commission. 
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.19 With respect to AG Ex. 1, please explain with specificity how you propose to 

address when EMV evaluators propose a NTGR value prior to March 1 that 

differs from a “final” NTGR value provided by EMV evaluators after March 

1.  Which value do you propose should be used and how?  

 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Mr. Mosenthal assumes this question refers to AG Ex. 1.1. He believes that document is clear on 

the outcome in this instance. Specifically, whatever NTGR values are agreed on by consensus by 

March 1 would be deemed for the following program year. New evaluated values would be used 

to inform the next year’s agreements on deeming of NTGR values.  
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THE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL’S 

 Responses to  

AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY’S 

 Second Set of Data Requests 

ICC Docket 13-0498 

November 6, 2013 

 

______________________________________ 

 

AIC-AG 2.20 On page 45 you state, “Ameren has a great deal of involvement in 

development and approval of evaluation plans for its programs’, and “I think 

this would be a mistake and ignores the significant role Ameren and other 

stakeholders play in establishing evaluation plans”.  With respect to this 

testimony:  

 

a) Please explain your understanding of the degree to which AIC has had involvement in 

the development and approval of workplans.  Please provide all materials relied upon 

when responding to this data request.  

RESPONSE: 

 Mr. Mosenthal believes that AIC has had significant involvement with its evaluators discussing 

evaluation plans, and has a great deal of access to these consultants during the evaluation 

process. AIC attends all SAG meetings where evaluation plans are discussed, as well as 

participates in many phone calls, emails, webinars and other communications with evaluators 

and other parties to discuss evaluation plans. 

b) Please explain your understanding of the degree to which Staff has had involvement 

in the development and approval of workplans.  Please provide all materials relied 

upon when responding to this data request.  

RESPONSE: 

 Mr. Mosenthal believes that Staff has similar, although perhaps somewhat diminished access, to 

evaluators and input on evaluation plans as AIC, as described in AIC-AG 2.20(a). Staff also has 

the ability, as established in evaluation consultant contracts, to challenge the independence of 

any evaluator before the Commission if it believes the evaluator is not acting sufficiently 

independently of the utility for which it is performing an evaluation. Similar to AIC, Staff is free 

to attend all SAG meetings, and often participates in phone calls, webinars, emails and other 

communications with evaluators and other parties to discuss evaluation plans. 
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c) Please explain your understanding of the degree to which the SAG has had 

involvement in the development and approval of workplans.  Please provide all 

materials relied upon when responding to this data request. 

RESPONSE: 

Evaluation planning is often a topic of discussion in the SAG. Many of the evaluation 

consultants regularly attend the SAG meetings. Therefore, all SAG parties have the opportunity 

to discuss and express opinions on evaluation plans on a regular basis. In addition, in  Mr. 

Mosenthal’s experience SAG parties are often, although not always, involved in many phone 

calls, emails, webinars and other communications with evaluators and other parties to discuss 

evaluation plans. However, he noted that AIC and the other program administrators and Staff are 

more regularly involved in these discussions than other parties. In addition, because the program 

administrators hold the contracts with the evaluators and manage the day-to-day evaluation 

activity, and only Staff has the ability to question evaluator independence potentially leading to 

termination of a contract, program administrators and Staff generally have more involvement and 

influence in evaluation activities than other non-utility parties. 
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Question: 

 

AIC-ELPC 2.01: With respect to pages 15-18, is it your contention that a data center program 

must be cost effective under the Illinois TRC test?  Please explain your answer.  

 

Answer: 

 

No.  On page 18 lines 5-7 of my direct testimony, I recommend that Ameren offer its customers 

a dedicated data center program or modify its existing programs (in collaboration with SAG).  

The dedicated data center program or modifications to an existing program would not need to be 

cost effective under the Illinois TRC test as long as the portfolio passes the TRC test.  The 

Commission held in its Order in Docket No. 07-0540 that the “calculation of the TRC test at the 

portfolio level provides utilities with a greater flexibility to ensure measures with less short-term 

savings value, but greater value over several years.” I believe Ameren should comply with this 

policy.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Witness Contact Information:   

 

Geoffrey Crandall 

MSB Energy Associates Inc. 

crandall@msbnrg.com   

608-831-1127 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ICC Case No: 13-0498 

Respondent: Geoffrey Crandall 

Requestor: Ameren Illinois 

Question No: AIC-ELPC 2.01 

Page: 1 of 1 

Date: November 6, 2013 
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Question: 

 

AIC-ELPC 2.03: With respect to your ELPC Ex. 1.3, the estimated savings for data centers is 

less than 2% of XCEL’s portfolio. What percent savings of the AIC portfolio do you estimate 

would be derived from your proposed data center program?  Please explain your answer and 

provide all materials relied upon when responding to this data request.  

 

Answer: 

  

The energy efficiency potential assessment analysis and supporting documentation provided by 

Ameren in the 13-0498 filing did not appear to provide quantification or disaggregation of the 

energy, peak and therm reduction potential for data center related cooling, humidification, 

ventilation, heating, lighting, equipment and other data center related usage. See Appendix D of 

the filing. 

 

I have not conducted an independent analysis of the energy, peak and therm reduction potential 

based on Ameren customers’ projected electricity and gas use for data centers likely to occur 

during the Plan 3 period.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Witness Contact Information:   

 

Geoffrey Crandall 

MSB Energy Associates Inc. 

crandall@msbnrg.com  

608-831-1127 
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Question: 

 

AIC-ELPC 2.04: What amount of savings do you propose the standalone program needs to 

acquire to justify the fixed administrative and evaluation costs?  Please explain your answer and 

provide all materials relied upon when responding to this data request.  

 

Answer: 

 

I have not conducted an independent analysis of the incremental marketing, advertising, 

customer support, administrative and evaluation contract costs, or the energy, peak and therm 

reduction potential based on Ameren customers’ projected electricity and gas use for data centers 

occurring during the Plan 3 period. In my direct testimony at page 18 lines 5-7, I recommended 

that Ameren initiate either a dedicated data center program or modify its existing programs (in 

collaboration with SAG).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Witness Contact Information:   

 

Geoffrey Crandall 

MSB Energy Associates Inc. 

crandall@msbnrg.com  

608-831-1127 
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Question: 

 

AIC-ELPC 2.05: To the extent possible, please provide a template for your proposed data center 

program similar to the templates provided in AIC’s (Rev. 2d) Plan 3 for the AIC’s proposed 

programs.  Please include in the template any planned costs, savings and TRC values relating to 

the program and/or associated measures.  Please provide all materials relied upon when 

responding to this data request. 

 

Answer: 

 

I have not developed or prepared a template identifying the energy, peak and therm reduction 

potential for an Ameren data center program.  Nor have I developed or prepared a template 

identifying the energy, peak and therm reduction potential for incremental marketing, 

advertising, customer support, administrative and evaluation contract costs for modifying 

Ameren’s existing custom and prescriptive energy efficiency programs to better address the 

wasteful use of energy in data centers relied on by Ameren customers.  In my direct testimony at 

page 18, lines 5-7, I recommended an option beyond developing a separate new program. 

Ameren could either 1) develop a data center program or, 2) modify its existing business 

portfolio programs (in collaboration with SAG). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Witness Contact Information:   

 

Geoffrey Crandall 

MSB Energy Associates Inc. 

crandall@msbnrg.com  

608-831-1127 
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Requestor: Ameren Illinois 
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Question: 

 

AIC-ELPC 2.06: Is it your contention that any Conservation Voltage Reduction program must 

be cost effective under the Illinois TRC test in order to be included in AIC's Plan 3?  Please 

explain your answer.  

 

Answer: 

 

It is my contention that any individual measure or program in AIC’s Plan 3 does not need to pass 

the TRC test, as long as AIC’s overall Plan 3 portfolio passes the test.  This is consistent with 

AIC’s assumption described on pp. 20-21 and p. 51 of Plan 3.  

 

Based on my understanding of the costs and benefits of Voltage Optimization (VO) or 

Conservation Voltage Reduction (CVR) at other utilities, I believe VO is very cost-effective.  

For example, as I stated in my testimony, PECO included CVR in its 2009-2012 energy 

efficiency plan with a TRC ratio of 26.7.  I believe AIC will be able to include a significant 

amount of VO in its Plan 3 portfolio, displace less cost-effective programs, and significantly 

increase the plan’s energy savings for the same constrained budget. 

 
 
 
 
 

Witness Contact Information:   

Curt Volkmann 

Environmental Law & Policy Center 

Senior Clean Energy Finance Specialist  

cvolkmann@elpc.org 

312-795-3707 
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Question: 

 

AIC-ELPC 2.07: Is it your contention that any Smart Devices program and/or measures 

developed under your recommendation set forth on p.16 must be cost effective under the Illinois 

TRC test in order to be included in AIC's Plan 3?  Please explain your answer.  

 

Answer: 

 

It is my contention that any individual measure or program in AIC’s Plan 3 does not need to pass 

the TRC test, as long as AIC’s overall Plan 3 portfolio passes the test.  This is consistent with 

AIC’s assumption described on pp. 20-21 and p. 51 of Plan 3.  

 

My recommendations set forth on p. 16 of my testimony are to use the $5.13 million portfolio-

level Emerging Technology budget to fund the development and implementation of a plan to 

enable Smart Devices.  As with the other portfolio-level budget items in AIC’s Plan 3, the TRC 

test is not applicable. By limiting the expenditures to $5.13 million and assuming all other costs 

and benefits remain the same, the AIC Plan 3 portfolio will continue to pass the TRC test and be 

cost-effective. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Witness Contact Information:   

Curt Volkmann 

Environmental Law & Policy Center 

Senior Clean Energy Finance Specialist  

cvolkmann@elpc.org 

312-795-3707 
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Question: 

 

AIC-ELPC 2.08: Please provide any analysis you have performed on the impact of including a 

Conservation Voltage Reduction program and/or including a Smart Devices program and/or 

measures in AIC's Plan 3, including estimated costs, savings, peak demand reductions and cost-

effectiveness results. 

 

Answer: 

 

I have not performed specific analysis of the impact of including Voltage Optimization (VO) or 

Conservation Voltage Reduction (CVR) in AIC’s Plan 3.  Such an analysis requires detailed 

information about AIC’s circuits and their operating characteristics which I do not have.  This is 

why I recommend that the Commission order AIC to conduct a feasibility/potential study to 

assess these impacts.  However, based on my understanding of its costs and benefits at other 

utilities, I am confident that it makes sense to include VO in AIC’s Plan 3, eliminate less cost-

effective programs, and deliver significantly more energy savings for the same constrained 

budget. 

 

Similarly, I have not performed specific analysis of the impact of enabling Smart Devices.  My 

recommendation is for the Commission to order AIC to utilize the Emerging Technologies 

portfolio-level budget to develop and implement a plan as a means to begin unlocking the 

customer benefits of AMI. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Witness Contact Information:   

Curt Volkmann 

Environmental Law & Policy Center 

Senior Clean Energy Finance Specialist  

cvolkmann@elpc.org 

312-795-3707 
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Natural Resources Defense Counsel's 
Response to Ameren Illinois Corporation Data Requests 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 

Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 
Data Request Response Date: 11/6/2013 

 
 
AIC-NRDC 2.01 Would you agree that Cost-effectiveness is driven by lifetime savings, 

rather than first-year savings?  Please provide a basis for your answer and provide all materials 

relied upon when responding to this request.  

RESPONSE 

Prepared By: Jim Grevatt 
Title: Managing Consultant, Energy Futures Group 
Phone Number: 802-482-5001 
 
Yes. 

 

 -1-  
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Natural Resources Defense Counsel's 
Response to Ameren Illinois Corporation Data Requests 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 

Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 
Data Request Response Date: 11/6/2013 

 
 
AIC-NRDC 2.06 With respect to your testimony on Lines 574-576, if a utility surpasses its 

energy efficiency savings goal, isn’t it possible the utility did so by stretching their abilities, 

exploring opportunities, and using innovation?  To what degree or percent should goals be set 

and surpassed to meet the standard you propose in your testimony?  Please provide the bases for 

your statements and all materials relied upon when responding to this request.  

RESPONSE 

Prepared By: Jim Grevatt 
Title: Managing Consultant, Energy Futures Group 
Phone Number: 802-482-5001 
 
Possible, yes, but it’s also possible that the goals were set too low- either or both could 

contribute to Ameren’s over-achievement relative to goals.  However, because Ameren has so 

consistently over-achieved – often by wide margins– relative to goals while consistently under-

spending its budgets I believe that this suggests that the goals are too low, regardless of whether 

or not Ameren has stretched and innovated in the past.   
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AIC Cross Exhibit 1 
Page 26 of 65



Natural Resources Defense Counsel's 
Response to Ameren Illinois Corporation Data Requests 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 

Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 
Data Request Response Date: 11/6/2013 

 
 
AIC-NRDC 2.08 Do you agree that the potential of a retroactive application of NTG and 

TRM values for new programs, as well as penalties for utilities when they do not achieve first 

year savings, discourages utilities from “explor[ing] opportunities”?  Please explain the bases of 

your answer.  

RESPONSE 

Prepared By: Jim Grevatt 
Title: Managing Consultant, Energy Futures Group 
Phone Number: 802-482-5001 
 
I agree that the prospect of retroactive application of NTG and TRM values encourages a 

conservative approach to planning, but that doesn’t change the fact that Ameren is obligated to 

obtain the maximum savings achievable within the spending constraints. 
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Natural Resources Defense Counsel's 
Response to Ameren Illinois Corporation Data Requests 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 

Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 
Data Request Response Date: 11/6/2013 

 
 
AIC-NRDC 2.09 Would you support the prospective application of an EMV determined 

NTG and TRM value for new programs in order to encourage the utility to “explore 

opportunities” (where the utility subsequently applies the fully evaluated values prospectively to 

future years.  

RESPONSE 

Prepared By: Jim Grevatt 
Title: Managing Consultant, Energy Futures Group 
Phone Number: 802-482-5001 
 

Yes, I would support the prospective application of EM&V determined NTG and TRM values 

for new programs, in order to insulate the Company from unreasonable exposure to changes that 

are outside of its control.  However, if the program design or implementation approach for a 

“new” program was to change significantly in future years, or if EM&V determined that markets 

were changing, I believe that it would be necessary to assess, and possibly modify the NTG and 

TRM values to assure that they are consistent with the new approach.  I am not suggesting a 

retroactive application of changed values, but rather that prospectively applied values might need 

to change in future years. 
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Natural Resources Defense Counsel's 
Response to Ameren Illinois Corporation Data Requests 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 

Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 
Data Request Response Date: 11/6/2013 

 
 
AIC-NRDC 2.11 On lines 301-302 you state “I agree that the cost of saved energy would be 

higher to achieve savings at the statutory levels.”  Please explain the bases of this statement and 

provide all materials relied upon when making this statement. 

RESPONSE 

Prepared By: Jim Grevatt 
Title: Managing Consultant, Energy Futures Group 
Phone Number: 802-482-5001 
 
This statement is based on several things: 

• A commonly-held perspective that obtaining industry-leading savings levels requires 

gaining participation of harder-to-reach customers, which typically requires greater 

program investment; 

• My own experience as Director of Residential Energy Services at Efficiency Vermont, 

where budgets and savings goals increased significantly during my tenure; 

•  A review of the cost of saved energy in Vermont and Massachusetts, both actual and 

planned, where savings are above 2% of sales.  This analysis is summarized by Chris 

Neme7  and shows that those states have achieved and plan to achieve energy savings 

across the portfolio at an average cost of $280/MWh over the period 2010-2015. This is 

considerably more than the $152/MWh achieved by Ameren in PY5 and the $192/MWh 

proposed by Ameren for the PY7-PY9 period for achieving savings in the 1% range.  

 

7DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CHRIS NEME ON BEHALF OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE 
COUNCIL in MPSC case no. U-17429, October 28, 2013, http://efile.mpsc.state.mi.us/efile/docs/17429/0256.pdf 
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Natural Resources Defense Counsel's 
Response to Ameren Illinois Corporation Data Requests 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 

Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 
Data Request Response Date: 11/6/2013 

 
 
AIC-NRDC 2.15 With respect to your recommendation to move the electric portion of the 

Behavior Modification 8-103 to the IPA portfolio starting in Y7: 

a) When making that recommendation, did you understand that the TRC value for the 

Behavior Modification program was calculated as a dual fuel measure and program? 

If not, would that change your recommendation (and if so, how)?  

b) What if the electric only or the gas only TRC value for Behavior Modification is not 

above 1.0? If either or both TRC values are not above 1.0, should Ameren eliminate 

that single fuel Behavior Modification program from either the 8-103 or IPA bid 

submission (recognizing the cost-effective requirement under Section 16-111.5B) and 

thus adjust the estimated savings downward proportionally?  Please explain your 

answers.  

c) (To the extent Behavior Modification is removed from AIC’s Plan 3, do you propose 

eliminating Behavior Modification entirely if it is not accepted by either the IPA or 

the Commission pursuant to Section 16-111.5B?  If not, how do you propose the 

program be offered to customers?   

 RESPONSE 

Prepared By: Jim Grevatt 
Title: Managing Consultant, Energy Futures Group 
Phone Number: 802-482-5001 
 

a) Yes. 
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Natural Resources Defense Counsel's 
Response to Ameren Illinois Corporation Data Requests 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 

Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 
Data Request Response Date: 11/6/2013 

 
 

b) In my understanding, there is no such thing as a gas only or electric only TRC test.  By 

definition, the Total Resource Cost test refers to all of the costs and benefits associated 

with a program.  Never the less, my opinion is that the program should be run exactly as 

proposed, with the only modification being that the gas portion is funded through 8-103 

and the electric portion is funded through the IPA. 

c) I do not support removing Behavior Modification entirely if it is not accepted by either 

the IPA or the Commission.  
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Natural Resources Defense Counsel's 
Response to Ameren Illinois Corporation Data Requests 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 

Pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104 
Data Request Response Date: 11/6/2013 

 
 
AIC-NRDC 2.17 Would you agree that it is possible for more than one measure’s NTG 

value to be reduced within a portfolio during an annual evaluation process?  Please explain your 

answer.  

RESPONSE 

Prepared By: Jim Grevatt 
Title: Managing Consultant, Energy Futures Group 
Phone Number: 802-482-5001 
 
Certainly- though it is also possible that NTG for some measures may increase during an annual 

evaluation process.   
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Response to Ameren Illinois Company’s 
Second Set of Data Requests to Staff 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 

 
Request AIC-Staff 2.01: 
 
At line 349, Ms. Hinman states that the Ameren Illinois’ allocated budget for PY7 is 
$44,690,300.  Did Staff intend to state that the Ameren Illinois’ allocated budget for PY7 
is $44,690,200?  If not, please provide a basis for the change including but not limited to 
whether Staff proposes a change to the DCEO portion of the budget.  
 
Response: 
 
Yes. 
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Response to Ameren Illinois Company’s 
Second Set of Data Requests to Staff 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.02:  
 
At lines 479-483, Ms. Hinman requests that the Company “…provide cost-effectiveness 
screening results in its quarterly ICC activity reports for new measures the Company 
adds to its Plan during implementation.”  

a) Please define with specificity the phrase “cost effectiveness screening 
results” and explain with specificity what information Staff proposes be 
included in the quarterly ICC activity reports.  In addition to any other 
information that Staff proposes be included, please explain whether Staff 
is proposing to include ex ante TRC values, ex post TRC values, or 
interim TRC values based on limited, historical data available at the time 
of the calculation?  Please provide the bases for Staff’s proposals, 
including for what purposes Staff intends the information be used. 

b) Please define with specificity the phrase “during implementation” and 
identify with specificity what time periods are included by the phrase.    

c) Please define the term “new measures” and explain with specificity what 
measures would fit within the definition provided.  

d) Is Staff proposing that multiple TRC values be calculated at different 
points in time for all “new measures” added to the portfolio throughout 
implementation of those measures?   

e) Is Staff proposing that a single TRC value be calculated only at the time 
“new measures” are added to Ameren Illinois’ portfolio? 

f) If the answer to (e) and (f) are no, please explain with specificity what 
Staff’s proposal is. 

 
Response: 
 
a) The phrase “cost effectiveness screening results” means the measure-level total 
resource cost (“TRC”) test cost-effectiveness analysis that AIC conducted for the new 
measure.  (See e.g., “Measure-Level Screening” on page 34 of Ameren Ex. 1.1 (2nd 
Rev.).)  Ms. Hinman proposes the following information be included in the quarterly ICC 
activity reports: the name of the new measure, input assumptions, TRC output results 
(e.g., net present value of the benefits, net present value of the costs), projected 
participation, explanation for adding the new measure, benefits the measure is expected 
to provide to customers and other relevant information that AIC used when it made the 
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Response to Ameren Illinois Company’s 
Second Set of Data Requests to Staff 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 
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decision to add the new measure to its portfolio.  Ms. Hinman believes it would be 
appropriate to show the cost-effectiveness screening results using updated avoided 
costs as well as the avoided costs used in its Plan 3 filing, based upon her 
understanding that it is AIC’s desire to evaluate TRCs on an ex post basis using the 
avoided costs used in the Plan 3 filing – see Staff Ex 1.3, 16. Ex ante TRC values 
should be used, unless AIC has data on ex post TRC based on implementation of the 
measure in the past.  If AIC previously implemented the measure, withdrew it, and 
proposes to restart it, AIC should clearly explain why they previously discontinued the 
measure and rationale behind the decision to restart the measure.  The bases for Staff’s 
proposal are contained in Staff Exhibit 1.0 at lines 478-481. 
 
b) The phrase “during implementation” means the time period encompassing Plan 3, 
June 1, 2014-May 31, 2017.  
 
c) New measures means measures not currently forecasted as having “incremental 
participants” during Plan 3 as set forth in Ameren Ex. 1.1 App. A (Rev.), and thus are 
not currently forecasted as contributing savings to AIC’s proposed portfolio for Plan 3.  
Referring to page 24 of Ameren Ex. 1.1 App. A (Rev.), AIC specifies that the Measure, 
“Furnace ER 95% AFUE – Gas Heat” has 179 incremental participants in PY7 and PY8 
and again in PY9, thus this measure is not a “new measure.”   AIC also specifies on this 
page that the Measure, “Furnace 95% AFUE – Gas Heat” has zero incremental 
participants in PY7, PY8, and PY9.  Ms. Hinman assumes this latter measure is a 
“replace-on-burnout” measure as opposed to an “early replacement” (ER) measure.  If 
AIC begins providing incentives for this latter measure, “Furnace 95% AFUE – Gas 
Heat” during PY7, PY8, and PY9 then this means that AIC has added this “new 
measure” to “its Plan during implementation” and Ms. Hinman would expect to see 
revised cost-effectiveness projections for this “new measure” in AIC’s quarterly activity 
report.  Given this measure was projected to be cost-ineffective at the time Plan 3 was 
filed, Ms. Hinman would expect that AIC’s decision to add the new measure would be 
based on defensible revisions to either avoided costs or savings or incremental cost 
assumptions in the TRC analysis that show the measure is projected to be cost-
effective.  If the “Furnace 95% AFUE – Gas Heat”  measure was still projected to be 
cost-ineffective at the time of AIC’s addition of this measure to Plan 3, then AIC’s 
addition of this measure would contradict the Commission directive to AIC that Ms. 
Hinman believes the Commission should adopt (lines 479-481).       
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ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 
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d) No. 
 
e) Ms. Hinman proposes that the new measure TRC value be provided in a quarterly 
ICC activity report at the time the new measure is added to AIC’s portfolio.  This 
proposal should not be construed to limit AIC’s review of the TRC value for this 
measure to only a single point in time.  It would be particularly prudent for AIC to 
recalculate the TRC for this measure if the Commission were to approve a change to 
this measure in the IL-TRM that is likely to have a substantial impact on the cost-
effectiveness of the measure.  Further, as noted in Staff’s response to part (a), at least 
two TRC values should be produced: one using updated avoided costs and one using 
the avoided costs used in AIC’s Plan filing.  As Ms. Hinman understands that AIC wants 
to use the avoided costs used in its Plan filing when reporting ex post TRC results (Staff 
Ex. 1.3, 16), it is useful to have the TRC results from this additional measure in order to 
gauge the directional impact that the addition of this measure would have on AIC’s ex 
post TRC analysis.  Further, it is logical to use the best available information when 
determining whether to divert ratepayer funds to a new measure, thus the TRC results 
from using the updated avoided costs should be the primary consideration.    
 
f) See Ms. Hinman’s response to part (e), above. 
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Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.03:  
 
Does Ms. Hinman agree that TRC values calculated based on complete historical 
activity and data, TRCs calculated on limited historical activity and data, and TRC 
values calculated based on estimated activity and data can all result in different TRC 
values?  If not, please explain the basis of your disagreement and provide all materials 
relied upon when answering this data request. 
 
Response: 
 
Yes.  Ms. Hinman agrees that when different data is used in estimating TRC values, 
there is potential for the estimated TRC values to vary. 
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Second Set of Data Requests to Staff 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.04:  
 
On lines 522-525 you state “AIC should stay apprised of and respond prudently to 
information concerning measure and program level cost-effectiveness during the 
course of implementing its portfolio to help ensure net benefits are maximized for 
Illinois ratepayers. I recommend the Commission order AIC to do so.”  With respect to 
this testimony: 
 

a) Please define the phrase “respond prudently” and provide examples of 
instances of how a utility could comply with an ICC order to “respond 
prudently to information concerning measure and program level cost-
effectiveness during the course of implementing its portfolio.”  In your 
response please provide all materials relied upon when making the above 
statement and responding to this data request, including any citations to 
sources for the definition of prudence used by Ms. Hinman in her 
testimony. 

b) Please define the phrase “information concerning measure and program 
level cost-effectiveness” and explain with specificity what information 
should be included in the definition.  Please provide all materials relied 
upon when making the statement and responding to this data request. 

c) Please explain what is meant by “to help ensure net benefits are 
maximized.”  Please include in the explanation how Staff proposes AIC 
can or should “maximize” net benefits.” Please provide all materials relied 
upon when making the statement and responding to this data request. 

d) Please provide further explanation of what Staff’s proposes the 
Commission order AIC to do and how AIC could prove that it has complied 
with such an order.  Please provide examples, if possible. 

 
Response: 
 
a) Ms. Hinman defines the phase “respond prudently” as the manner in which a 
reasonable person would be expected to respond under the same circumstances 
encountered by utility management at the time decisions had to be made.  Ms. Hinman 
relied upon a past Commission Order when formulating this definition.  In formulating 
Ms. Hinman’s opinion, she relied upon ICC Order Docket No. 84-0395 at 17, 

AIC Cross Exhibit 1 
Page 38 of 65



Response to Ameren Illinois Company’s 
Second Set of Data Requests to Staff 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 

  
 

7 
 
 

Commonwealth Edison Company: Reconciliation of revenues collected under fuel and 
gas adjustment charges with actual costs (Oct. 7, 1987).   
 
For example, hypothetically, the Commission could approve a change to a measure 
contained in the IL-TRM. It would be prudent for AIC to not only re-evaluate the cost-
effectiveness of this measure based on the Commission-adopted IL-TRM measure 
change, but to also respond in a prudent manner.  Based on this Commission-approved 
IL-TRM measure change, AIC could determine that this impacted measure is now 
forecasted to be extremely cost-ineffective and result in substantial losses to 
consumers.  AIC could determine that this measure is one of its largest measures in 
terms of customer participation and it is forecasted at that time to be extremely cost-
ineffective and provide substantial net losses to consumers if AIC continues to promote 
the measure at the levels specified in Ameren Ex. 1.1 App. A (Rev.) for the rest of the 
Plan.  Based on this useful information, it would be prudent for AIC to modify its portfolio 
in such a way to increase net benefits to consumers.  For example, AIC could shift 
funds around to promote the most cost-effective measures in its portfolio, or increase 
incentives for these measures.    

 

b) The phrase, “information concerning measure and program level cost-effectiveness”, 
as used by Ms. Hinman on Line 523 of her testimony shall be the plain and ordinary 
meaning of the terms.   For example, such information would include any information 
AIC encounters during its annual review of the cost-effectiveness of programs and 
measures as part of preparing its energy efficiency assessment to the Illinois Power 
Agency per Section 16-111.5B of the Act. 
  
Ms. Hinman did not rely upon any materials in responding to this data request. 
 
c) Please see Staff witness Dr. Brightwell’s testimony concerning economically efficient 
potential, Staff Ex. 2.0, 22:432-434, 21-26. 

 

d) AIC could ensure it maintains adequate program documentation and supporting work 
papers that demonstrates the basis of the changes made or not made  to its programs.  
Such supporting documentation and analyses should be easily provided through 
discovery.  AIC could maintain an ongoing list of modifications it makes (or decisions 
not to modify) along with dates and the bases for making such modifications (or failing 
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to make modifications) that it could provide to the Commission in its quarterly ICC 
activity reports and annual reconciliation proceedings. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.06:  
 
On lines 578-581 you state “I recommend the Commission adopt the same provisions 
concerning evaluator independence and evaluation cycles that the Commission adopted 
in Plan 2 as I believe these provisions have worked reasonably well over the course of 
Plan 2. See Plan 2 Order at 68-69.”   
 
Please define the term “these provisions” and identify what specific provisions of the 
Plan 2 Order that Staff is recommending be adopted and whether those provisions were 
applicable to Plan 1 or Plan 2.  Please provide all materials relied upon when 
responding to this request. 
 
Response: 
 
Referring to lines 578-581, “these provisions” are specifically the seven provisions 
concerning evaluator independence and evaluation cycles specified in the Plan 2 Order 
on pages 68-69, shown below.  Each provision quotes the applicable orders, either Plan 
1 Order (Docket No. 07-0539), Plan 2 Order (Docket No. 10-0568), or both.  
 
 
Provision 1:  The Plan 2 Order states: “To ensure EM&V contractor independence, 
the Commission hereby adopts Ameren's and Staff's recommendations to include 
contract language consistent with that adopted in the Order on Rehearing in Docket 
No. 07-0539 (March 26, 2008).”  ICC Order Docket No. 10-0568 at 68-69 (Dec. 21, 
2010) (emphasis added).  The referenced contract language in the Plan 1 Order on 
Rehearing states: “(5) any contract between [Ameren Illinois Company] and an 
independent evaluator shall provide that this Commission has the right to: approve or 
reject the contract; direct Ameren to terminate the evaluator, if the Commission 
determines that the evaluator is unable or unwilling to provide an independent 
evaluation; and approve any action by the utility that would result in termination of 
the evaluator during the term of the contract.”  ICC Order on Rehearing Docket No. 07-
0539 at 4 (March 26, 2008). 
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Provision 2:  The Plan 2 Order states: “In addition, the Commission directs Ameren to 
hire its EM&V contractor consistent with the direction provided in the Order on 
Rehearing in Docket No. 07-0539 and file the appropriate compliance documents in 
Docket No. 10-0568.”  ICC Order Docket No. 10-0568 at 69 (Dec. 21, 2010) (emphasis 
added). The referenced appropriate compliance documents provided in the Plan 1 
Order on Rehearing states: “(3) [Ameren] shall file any Request for Proposals for its 
independent evaluator required by 220- ILCS 5/12-103(f)(7) within 10 days of its 
issuance, as a compliance filing in this docket; (4) [Ameren] shall submit any 
contract with an independent evaluator as a compliance filing in this docket within ten 
days of its execution”.  ICC Order on Rehearing Docket No. 07-0539 at 4 (March 26, 
2008).  The referenced “direction” provided in the Plan 1 Order on Rehearing states: 
“We note that the evaluator would not be “independent,” as required by statute, if 
Ameren had total control over that evaluator. However, that does not mean that this 
Commission should be involved in the designing of an RFP, conducting interviews, and 
doing the many other tasks involved in hiring this evaluator. Rather, it means that this 
Commission has a supervisory capacity regarding the hiring and firing of this evaluator, 
meaning that Ameren must gain Commission consent to make the hiring and firing 
decisions regarding this evaluator.  We further note that the approach taken by the 
AG/CUB for gaining Commission consent is a reasonable one. Ameren would make 
compliance filings in this docket regarding its contractual relationship with the evaluator, 
as is set forth above. Pursuant to this approach, if Commission Staff had any concerns 
after review of these compliance filings, it could issue a Report to the Commission 
expressing its concerns, and, in the appropriate situation, this Commission could open a 
docket for the purpose of determining whether Ameren violated Section 12-103 of the 
Public Utilities Act. (220 ILCS 5/12-103). Finally, the process proffered by the AG/CUB 
is a simple one, and it is one, to which, no party has objected. We therefore conclude 
that Ameren must follow this procedure.”  ICC Order on Rehearing Docket No. 07-0539 
at 3-4 (March 26, 2008).  “This procedure” is described on page 2 of the Plan 1 Order 
on Rehearing, which states: “The Illinois Attorney General (the “AG”) and the Citizens 
Utility Board (“CUB”) filed a joint response to the Petition for Rehearing, in which, they 
set forth, with specificity, a procedure, by which, this Commission would have ultimate 
control over the hiring and firing of the independent evaluator, but, Ameren, and its 
independent Advisory Committee would be responsible to do the work necessary to 
hire that evaluator, thereby eliminating the conflict between Section 12-103 of the 
Public Utilities Act and the Illinois Procurement Code. Both Ameren and 
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Commission Staff filed Replies, in which, they voiced approval of the procedure 
recommended by the AG and CUB.  It is as follows: Ameren, would develop, with input 
from its stakeholder advisory Committee, a Request for Proposals (an “RFP”) to solicit 
bids for an independent evaluator; Ameren would then file the RFPs as a compliance 
filing in this docket; Ameren would select, with stakeholder input, an independent 
evaluator; Ameren would then submit, as a compliance filing in this docket, its 
contract with the independent evaluator, which would be selected from the firms that 
responded to the RFP; and This contract must expressly provide that the 
Commission has the right to: a) approve or reject the contract; b) direct Ameren to 
terminate the evaluator, if the Commission determines that the evaluator is unable 
or unwilling to provide an independent evaluation; and c) approve any action by the 
utility that would result in termination of the evaluator during the term of the contract.”  
ICC Order on Rehearing Docket No. 07-0539 at 2 (March 26, 2008); see also, ICC 
Order Docket No. 10-0568 at 47 (Dec. 21, 2010). 
 
 
Provision 3:  The Plan 2 Order states: “The Commission directs Ameren to continue 
the activities listed in its Plan to help preserve the independence of the evaluator.”  ICC 
Order Docket No. 10-0568 at 69 (Dec. 21, 2010) (emphasis added). The activities listed 
in AIC’s Plan were reproduced on page 46 of the Plan 2 Order: “In addition, during Plan 
1, Ameren claims it took the following twelve steps to protect and demonstrate the 
EM&V evaluator’s independence, and plans to continue similar policies during Plan 2: 1. 
Staff and a stakeholder group facilitator, as well as various consultants for the 
stakeholders participated in EM&V bid reviews; 2. Staff and a stakeholder group 
facilitator participated in EM&V consultant interviews and selection; 3. Staff and 
consultants for various stakeholders reviewed the EM&V consultant’s contract and 
scope of work; 4. Order language specifying the Commission’s role was integrated in 
the EM&V contract; 5. Stakeholder suggestions were incorporated into the EM&V 
contractor’s scope of work; 6. EM&V reports were distributed simultaneously to Staff, 
stakeholders, and Ameren; 7. Numerous meetings and opportunities were provided for 
Staff and the stakeholders to review EM&V work plans and provide input into all work 
plans; 8. Numerous meetings and opportunities were provided for Staff and 
stakeholders to comment on EM&V results; 9. EM&V consultants presented or 
participated in numerous stakeholder advisory meetings where Staff was present; 10. 
Staff was encouraged to have direct communication with the EM&V consultant, and 

AIC Cross Exhibit 1 
Page 43 of 65



Response to Ameren Illinois Company’s 
Second Set of Data Requests to Staff 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 

  
 

13 
 
 

consultants emailed Staff directly several times to provide updates; 11. Staff 
participated in weekly and bi-weekly conference calls with EM&V consultants and 
Ameren staff for activity updates. 12. EM&V methods, activities, and results were 
accepted by Ameren… Ameren argues that these practices are comprehensive and 
seek to involve parties outside of Ameren in all stages of the EM&V process.  By putting 
the EM&V evaluator in constant contact with the stakeholders and Commission Staff, 
particularly given the mechanisms for direct Commission oversight, Ameren says it is 
confident that the current model fully protects EM&V independence.”  ICC Order Docket 
No. 10-0568 at 45-46 (Dec. 21, 2010). 
 
 
Provision 4:  The Plan 2 Order states: “The Commission agrees with Staff that Ameren 
should ensure the data used in the independent evaluations can be made available to 
the Commission upon request.”  ICC Order Docket No. 10-0568 at 69 (Dec. 21, 2010) 
(emphasis added). 
 
 
Provision 5:  The Plan 2 Order states: “Further, Ameren is directed to instruct its 
evaluation contractor to submit draft EM&V reports to Ameren, the SAG, and Staff 
concurrently, and directs Ameren to include such a provision in its contract.”  ICC Order 
Docket No. 10-0568 at 69 (Dec. 21, 2010) (emphasis added). 
 
 
Provision 6: The Plan 2 Order states: “Ameren currently proposes a modified three-
year evaluation cycle that explicitly allows the independent evaluator to conduct less 
than one impact evaluation and less than one process evaluation every year, with a 
general goal of conducting one impact evaluation and one process evaluation for each 
program during each Plan cycle.  Staff does not oppose Ameren's proposal subject to 
several conditions…. The three conditions proposed by Staff, to which Ameren does not 
object, appear reasonable and they are hereby approved.”  ICC Order Docket No. 10-
0568 at 69 (Dec. 21, 2010) (emphasis added).  Ameren’s proposal is discussed further 
on page 48 of the Plan 2 Order: “In response to Intervenors’ concerns, Ameren has 
proposed a modified three-year evaluation cycle that explicitly allows the independent 
evaluator to conduct less than one impact evaluation and less than one process 
evaluation every year, with a general goal of conducting one impact evaluation and one 
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process evaluation for each program during each Plan cycle. Further, Ameren says the 
independent evaluator shall be responsible for developing a 3-year evaluation plan at 
the beginning of the Plan cycle, for updating this 3-year evaluation plan as necessary to 
take into account changing market conditions, and for developing evaluation plans for 
each program.  In so doing, Ameren indicates that the independent evaluator should 
seek advice from Staff, stakeholders and from Ameren, but final plans shall be 
developed solely at the discretion of the independent evaluator who Ameren claims will 
also be responsible for managing evaluations to ensure they meet the Commission’s 
approved policies and to ensure that they stay within the Act’s spending limitation of 3% 
of total portfolio costs.”  ICC Order Docket No. 10-0568 at 48 (Dec. 21, 2010).  The 
three conditions proposed by Staff that the Commission adopted are also described on 
page 48 of the Plan 2 Order: “Staff does not oppose Ameren’s proposal subject to the 
following three conditions: 1. Ameren should have all program impact evaluations 
completed at least three months before filing its next energy efficiency plan… 2. 
Process evaluations should be conducted as early as possible for programs that do not 
appear to be achieving the gross megawatt-hour savings as forecasted; and 3. Since 
the independent evaluator is supposed to report its findings to the Commission so that 
the Commission can make a determination as to whether Ameren has met its energy 
efficiency standards, the final evaluation plans shall be developed at the discretion of 
the independent evaluator with agreement from Staff.”  Id. 
 
Provision 7: The Plan 2 Order states: “In order for the Commission to submit the 
required energy efficiency related reports to the General Assembly, the Commission 
agrees with Staff and directs Ameren to file the evaluations and reports required by 
Section 8-103(f)(7) and 8-104(f)(8) of the Act as they become available via the 
Commission's e-Docket system in Docket No. 10-0568.”  ICC Order Docket No. 10-
0568 at 68-69 (Dec. 21, 2010) (emphasis added). 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.07:  
 
Is it Staff’s recommendation that measures related to “breakthrough equipment and 
devices” or emerging technologies (for example, those referenced on lines 616-619) be 
included in the proposed limitations on cost-ineffective measures set forth in lines 479-
483?  Please explain your answer. 
 
Response: 
 
Ms. Hinman states that “breakthrough equipment and devices” contain their own 3% 
statutory limitation and the statute presides over the Staff’s proposal to limit certain 
measures.  To the extent a measure proposed in AIC’s Plan falls under the definition of 
“breakthrough equipment and devices” and the participation of this breakthrough 
equipment and device measure is forecasted in AIC’s Plan as exceeding the 3% 
statutory limitation, then AIC should modify participation estimates, savings, and costs 
in its revised Plan such that the 3% statutory limitation is not exceeded.  Ms. Hinman 
would recommend that AIC identify with specificity in its rebuttal testimony and/or 
compliance filing the measures it believes fall under the definition of breakthrough 
equipment and devices.  Ms. Hinman notes if LEDs are added to AIC’s portfolio during 
program year 7, these measures would fall under the definition of “breakthrough 
equipment and devices.” 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.08:  
 
Please explain the meaning of the phrase, “not classified as part of a standard program 
for reconciliation purposes” set forth on lines 620-623.  Please specifically include in 
your explanation what is meant by the term “for reconciliation purposes.” 
 
Response: 
 
Please refer to Ameren’s Program Year 3 Reconciliation Proceeding, ICC Docket No. 
11-0687, Ameren Exhibit 4.1, Rider EDR Annual Reconciliation.  The top half of Ameren 
Ex. 4.1 shows the “Total Spent” by each of the standard programs.  This is my 
understanding of standard programs for reconciliation purposes.  The bottom half of the 
page sets forth specific cost categories for items such as Education, Evaluation, 
Measurement and Verification (“EM&V”), and Portfolio Administrative.  This is my 
understanding of classifying costs as not part of a standard program.  Per Section 8-
103(f)(7), the cost category presented in this bottom section of the reconciliation report 
for EM&V is subject to a 3% spending limit.  Ms. Hinman proposes that the costs for 
“breakthrough equipment and devices” which is also subject to a 3% statutory spending 
limit per Section 8-103(g), be classified as a separate line item similar to the specific 
cost categories such as EM&V.  From a consumer perspective and AIC’s marketing 
perspective, “breakthrough equipment and devices” may not seem any different from 
AIC’s other standard program offerings. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.09:  
 
Is it Staff’s contention that breakthrough technology could be classified as part of a 
standard program?  If so, please provide examples of such instances and provide all 
materials relied upon when responding to this data request. 
 
 
Response: 
 
It is Ms. Hinman’s opinion that breakthrough technology should not be classified as part 
of a standard program for reconciliation purposes.  Incentives for breakthrough 
technology can be offered through a standard program; however, these incentive costs 
and any other direct costs related to the breakthrough technology should be identified 
as a separate line item on the reconciliation report. 
 
 
 
  

AIC Cross Exhibit 1 
Page 48 of 65



Response to Ameren Illinois Company’s 
Second Set of Data Requests to Staff 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 

  
 

18 
 
 

Request AIC-Staff 2.10:  
 
With respect to lines 620-623, please further explain what is meant by the phrase “to 
circumvent the statutory limitations” and identify with specificity how Staff believes this 
could or would occur.  Does Staff know of any instances where such circumvention has 
occurred?  If so, please provide examples and provide all materials relied upon when 
making the statement above and responding to this data request. 
 
Response: 
 
Circumvent the statutory limitations means to spend greater than 3% of portfolio 
resources on breakthrough equipment and devices per Section 8-103(g) of the Act.  Ms. 
Hinman believes there is potential for this to occur by misclassifying costs for certain 
breakthrough equipment and device measures in the reconciliation report as part of the 
standard program.  In general, AIC does not file a list of measures incented through 
each of its standard programs in testimony in reconciliation proceedings.  Thus, unless 
it was found through discovery that certain breakthrough equipment and device 
measures were improperly classified as under a standard program rather than the 
breakthrough equipment and devices then a utility could potentially circumvent the 
statutory limitations.   
 
Ms. Hinman does not know of instances where such circumvention has occurred.  
However, Ms. Hinman notes that she has expressed concerns during reconciliation 
proceedings regarding splitting certain costs between this category and another cost 
category.  (ICC Docket No. 10-0537, Staff Ex. 2.0, 14 (fn 31).)  It is Ms. Hinman’s 
position that if the cost can fall within the definition of breakthrough equipment and 
devices and some other cost category (e.g., marketing the breakthrough equipment and 
device), then the entire cost (e.g., including marketing) should be classified under the 
category of breakthrough equipment and devices.  Ms. Hinman relied upon the following 
information which is referenced sufficiently to enable AIC’s retrieval: ICC Docket No. 11-
0646, ComEd Ex. 2.0, 14 (fn 1), 15:318-320, 16:349-17:354. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.11:  
 
On lines 707-708 you state”…as long as the Commission clarifies the Company must 
manage the programs prudently”, and on lines 804-806 you state, “…the utilities remain 
responsible for prudently managing and modifying their portfolios as conditions 
warrant.”  With respect to this testimony: 

a) Please define the term “prudently” and provide all materials relied upon 
when making the statement and responding to this data request, including 
any citations to sources for definitions of prudence. 

b) Please define the phrase “as conditions warrant” and explain, with 
examples, how Staff contends conditions would and would not warrant 
modifying a portfolio. 

 
Response: 
 
a) Ms. Hinman defines the term “prudently” as the manner in which a reasonable person 
would be expected to respond under the same circumstances encountered by utility 
management at the time decisions had to be made.  Ms. Hinman relied upon a past 
Commission Order when formulating this definition.  In formulating Ms. Hinman’s 
opinion, she relied upon ICC Order Docket No. 84-0395 at 17, Commonwealth Edison 
Company: Reconciliation of revenues collected under fuel and gas adjustment charges 
with actual costs (Oct. 7, 1987).   
 
b) The phrase “as conditions warrant”, as used by Ms. Hinman on Lines 805-806 of her 
testimony shall be the plain and ordinary meaning of the terms.  Hypothetical example 
of warranted mid-year change: Suppose the NTG for an insulation measure is deemed 
at 0.95, which is relatively high.  Based on this value, one would expect AIC to promote 
this insulation measure.  If during the course of the program year it is determined that 
the houses in a specific community where insulation is being installed are experiencing 
high levels of radon and the extra insulation being installed through the program is 
making it unsafe for customers’ health.  Under this situation, conditions clearly warrant 
AIC to immediately discontinue offering this insulation measure to this community, to 
further investigate this issue to develop an appropriate remedy, and other prudent 
responses including outreach to other customers in the community who received 
insulation through the program.  In the context that Ms. Hinman used the phrase “as 
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conditions warrant,” she was trying to covey that even though the NTG for this insulation 
measure is deemed at a high value, 0.95, this does not allow AIC the right to ignore 
other relevant information about the measure that comes available over the course of 
the year in its implementation.  Hypothetical example that would not warrant a mid-year 
change:  Again assume the NTG for an insulation measure is deemed at 0.95.  During 
the course of the program year, assume evaluation results become available that 
estimate the NTG for insulation at 0.85.  Ms. Hinman believes that the 10 percentage 
point drop in the NTG for this measure may not warrant AIC to make a mid-year 
program change that potentially could cause customer and trade ally confusion.  Rather, 
AIC could investigate whether it would be appropriate to make certain changes to 
program designs or incentives for this insulation measure for the next program year.    
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Request AIC-Staff 2.12:  
 
On lines 690-693 you state, “I do not recommend that the Commission accept this 
proposal without clarification that it expects AIC to continue to prudently manage the 
portfolio and adjust funds during a program year in a method that seeks to increase net 
savings beyond the modified savings goal and maximize net benefits for ratepayers.” 

a) Please define the phrase “adjust funds” and explain, with examples, 
how Staff contends AIC could “adjust funds” to “increase net 
savings beyond the modified savings goal and maximize net 
benefits for ratepayers.” 

 
Response:  
 
a) Ms. Hinman’s opinion is that “adjust funds” means decreasing or increasing 
funding in comparison to the amounts specified in Ameren Exhibit 1.1 (2nd Rev.) for 
certain programs.  Ms. Hinman’s statement is made in regard to AIC’s request to adjust 
goals in response to changes in the IL-TRM values and NTG values.  Moving funds and 
efforts into programs that provide higher marginal benefits from additional expenditures 
is a way to accomplish the above objectives.  To provide a hypothetical example, 
assume the IL-TRM and NTG values for a particular measure change such that the 
measure is now assumed to contribute a larger amount of savings per unit, has lower 
free-ridership, and it now projected to be extremely cost effective and provide significant 
net benefits for ratepayers.  AIC could increase spending (e.g., marketing the measure, 
incentive levels) in a program to promote adoption of this highly beneficial measure 
while reducing spending in a program that originally planned to promote a cost-
ineffective or marginally cost-effective measure that produced lower savings per unit.  
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Request AIC-Staff 2.13:  
 
On lines 750-751 you state, “I recommend the Commission grant AIC the flexibility to 
adjust its portfolio in order to increase net benefits for ratepayers.” 

a) Please define the phrase “in order to increase net benefits for ratepayers” 
and provide all materials relied upon when making the statement and 
responding to this data request. 

b) Please define the term “net benefits” and provide all materials relied upon 
when making the statement above and responding to this data request. 

c) Please provide specific examples of how an increase in net benefits would 
occur due to portfolio adjustments. 

d) Is it Staff’s contention that “net benefits” be measured at the measure 
level, program level or portfolio level?  How and when does Staff propose 
such “net benefits” be measured? 

 
Response: 
 
a) “In order to increase net benefits for ratepayers” means that efforts will be taken to 
increase net benefits as defined in part (b) of this request. 
 
b) Net benefits = [(net present value of the total benefits) – (net present value of the 
total costs)], as calculated over the lifetime of the measures.  The terms “total benefits” 
and “total costs” have the same meaning as defined by statute in the definition of the 
total resource cost test.  20 ILCS 3855/1-10; 220 ILCS 5/8-104(b).   Ms. Hinman relied 
upon both of these statutes in responding to this data request. 
 
c) An example is if AIC moved funds and efforts toward programs providing higher 
marginal benefits from additional expenditures. 
 
d) In the context referenced on lines 750-751, measured at the portfolio level. They 
should be projected and measured when AIC is considering adjustments to its portfolio. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.14:  
 
With respect to Table 1, Lines 1 and 5 (p.35): 

a) Does Staff propose that the net to gross ratio (“NTGR”) be based on 
complete and final EMV reports or some other data source?   

b) Please explain how a NTGR will be determined when EMV reports or 
recommended NTG values are not provided on or before the dates set 
forth in (lines 1 and 5)? 

 
Response: 
 
a) No, Ms. Hinman proposes that the deemed NTGR be derived from a variety of data 
sources and expert judgment, which may include complete and final EMV reports.  
(See, Staff Ex. 3.1, 1-2.)   
 
b) Ms. Hinman expects the deadlines specified in the Modified Illinois Net-To-Gross 
Framework (Staff Ex. 3.1) to be included as a critical element of AIC’s contract with its 
Evaluator.  AIC could incorporate hold-backs or other contractual terms to ensure the 
Evaluators will not fail to meet the deadline.  Failure of the Evaluator to meet such an 
important deadline to AIC is highly unlikely and it is within AIC’s control, as it manages 
the contract with the Evaluator.  The deadlines specified in Staff Ex. 3.1 (Modified 
Illinois Net-to-Gross Framework), are all “On or before…” dates.  Thus it would be 
reasonable for AIC to specify the deadline in its contract with its Evaluator in advance of 
the deadline specified in Staff Ex. 3.1 (Modified Illinois Net-to-Gross Framework).  If the 
utility filing schedules are not adhered to, then this results in retroactive application as 
defined in footnote 3 of the Modified Illinois NTG Framework, as explained in Staff Ex. 
3.1.    
  

AIC Cross Exhibit 1 
Page 54 of 65



Response to Ameren Illinois Company’s 
Second Set of Data Requests to Staff 

Docket No. 13-0498 
Response of ICC Staff Witness Hinman 

Data Request Response Date: November 7, 2013 
 

ICC Person Responsible:  Jennifer L. Hinman 
Title:     Economic Analyst, Policy Division 
Business Address:   Illinois Commerce Commission 
     527 East Capitol Avenue 
     Springfield, IL  62701 
Phone Number:   217.785.1078 

  
 

24 
 
 

Request AIC-Staff 2.15:  
 
With respect to the testimony on lines 829-832, please explain with specificity how Staff 
proposes to address a situation when the recommended NTG values provided by the 
EMV evaluators on or by November 1 are not “final” and the EMV evaluators later 
determine a “final” full year NTG values that differ from the NTG values provided on 
November 1?  Which values should be used and how? 
 
Response: 
 
See Response to AIC-Staff 2.14(a), above.  The “final” NTG values that reflect the 
attribution of the programs from PYt-1 are by no means the NTG values that are 
presumed to be deemed for PYt+1.  Ms. Hinman notes that this is a difference between 
the Modified Illinois NTG Framework (Staff Ex. 3.1) and the NTG Framework adopted in 
the Plan 2 Order. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.16:  
 
At lines 813-814, you state “Staff Ex. 1.1 sets forth Staff’s Modified Illinois NTG 
Framework proposal that ensures the utilities will know the updated NTG values by 
March 1.”  Table 1, line 8 which states, “…an explanation of the non-consensus issue 
may be filed with the Commission with a request for resolution prior to June 1.”  Was it 
Staff’s intention to state that “consensus” values would be known by March 1 and “non-
consensus” items would be known by June 1?  If not, please explain how NTG values 
will be known by March 1 if parties file with the Commission a request to resolve non-
consensus items by June 1.   
 
Response: 
 
No.  It is possible for AIC to know the deemed NTG value for non-consensus NTG 
values by March 1 if AIC has its Evaluator estimate the evaluated NTGR for PYt before 
March 1.  Indeed, AIC was able to receive the evaluated NTGR for PY5 by March 1 of 
PY5 (2/28/13).  The non-consensus deemed NTGR formula will be known by February 
21.  (Staff Ex. 3.1, Table 1, ln. 8.)  Ms. Hinman notes that if AIC adds a new program to 
its portfolio and there is non-consensus about the NTGR value to be deemed, then AIC 
would not know the deemed NTGR value until June 1; however, Ms. Hinman notes that 
new programs are not expected to comprise a significant portion of AIC’s portfolio, thus 
this lack of certainty until June 1 would not have a significant impact on AIC’s planning 
activities for the vast majority of its programs in the portfolio. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.18:  
 
Please explain the value and purpose of expending resources to have independent 
EMV evaluators perform analysis and provide NTG values in light of the subsequent 
activities by the SAG participants identified in Table 1. 
 
Response: 
 
The independent EMV Evaluators have expertise about all aspects of NTG values and 
familiarity with AIC’s programs, thus having initial recommendations come from the 
independent EMV Evaluators is efficient and appropriate.  In order to help ensure the 
independence of the Evaluators is not being compromised by pressure from the utility 
who desires to have high NTG values and who holds the contract with the Evaluators, it 
is necessary to take the decision concerning the final deemed NTG values away from 
the Evaluators.  Further, there is value in the Evaluators estimating NTG values 
because these estimated values can help inform future deemed NTG values.  It also 
provides parties with information concerning the impact of the EE program and can 
further help inform program design modifications.  
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Request AIC-Staff 2.19:  
 
Does Staff intend for the “Modified Illinois Net-To-Gross Timeline” (Table 1) to apply to 
programs offered pursuant to 220 ILCS 16/111.5B as well?  If not, please explain how 
Staff proposes NTG values be applied to programs that are offered pursuant both 
Section 8-103 and 16-111.5B (e.g., programs that may be expanded and overlap in 
both portfolios). 
 
Response: 
 
Staff objects to this data request as it is currently being litigated in Docket No. 13-0546 
which concerns programs offered under 220 ILCS 5/16-111.5B.  Staff further objects 
that programs under Section 16-111.5B are outside the scope of this proceeding.  
Subject to and notwithstanding said objection, Staff responds as follows: Ms. Hinman 
understands that AIC desires to have consistent application of NTG across both 
Sections 8-103 and 16-111.5B portfolios.  (Ameren Ex. 1.1 (2nd Rev.), 51.)   Due to 
timing constraints involving the Commission approval of the Section 16-111.5B 
programs, which involves programs being approved after the November 1 and 
December 1 deadlines specified in Staff Ex. 3.1, Staff is not certain that it would be 
possible to apply this Modified Illinois NTG Framework timeline (Staff Ex. 3.1) for new 
EE programs offered for only a single year under Section 16-111.5B.  Ms. Hinman notes 
that it may be feasible to apply the Modified Illinois NTG Framework (Staff Ex. 3.1) to 
programs offered for multiple years under Section 16-111.5B, with the exclusion of the 
first year of program operations due to the approval timing constraints as discussed 
above. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.20:  
 
With respect to the testimony on lines 830-31 and Table 1, please explain with 
specificity how Staff proposes to address when EMV evaluators propose a NTGR value 
(either estimated, revised or final) that differs from a NTGR value on which SAG has 
reached consensus?  Should the EMV NTGR value be used or the SAG consensus 
value be used and how? 
 
Response: 
 
The SAG consensus NTGR value would be used.  During PYt, the EMV Evaluators 
propose NTGR values to be deemed for PYt+1 in advance of SAG deliberations which 
occur during PYt.  The SAG consensus deemed NTGR value for PYt+1 would be used 
to calculate savings toward utility compliance with the statutory goals in the evaluation 
report for PYt+1.  However, as specified in item (11) on page 4 of Staff Ex. 3.1 (Modified 
Illinois Net-to-Gross Framework), the Evaluators will also provide the NTGR estimates 
from any surveys completed with customers or contractors who participated in the 
programs during PYt+1 in the PYt+1 EMV report for informational purposes. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.21:  
 
On line 8 of Table 1 you state that “the non-consensus individual NTGR value for the 
applicable program year (PYt+1) shall be deemed at the average of the evaluated 
NTGR values from PYt and PYt-1. In the event there is non-consensus on an individual 
NTGR value and there are no Illinois evaluations available, an explanation of the non-
consensus issue may be field with the Commission with a request for resolution prior to 
June 1”.  With respect to this testimony: 

a) Please explain the use of the term “evaluated” in the phrase “at the 
average of the evaluated NTGR values from PYt and PYt-1.”  Is it Staff’s 
proposal that EMV evaluators be allowed to assign a value for the NTGR 
value by any means they determine appropriate for PYt and PYt-1? 

b) Please explain the use of the term “from” in the phrase “shall be deemed 
at the average of the evaluated NTGR values from PYt and PYt-1” and 
specifically identify the time period included in the phrase.  Considering 
your recommendation on lines 578-581 and 593-596 to adopt the same 
evaluation cycles where one impact evaluation can be performed over the 
three year period, is it Staff’s contention that the NTGR values “from” PYt 
and PYt-1 equal the NTGR value used by the evaluators for those years to 
determine savings?  If not, please explain. 

c) Please define the term “individual NTGR value” as used in the testimony.  
Please include in your definition whether the NTGR value should be 
calculated at the program level or some other level. 

d) Please explain with specificity what instances would result in there being 
“no Illinois evaluations available” per Table 1. 

 
Response: 
 
a) The term “evaluated” as used in this context is defined in footnote five on page three 
of Staff Ex. 3.1.  The EMV evaluators are allowed to estimate a NTGR value for PYt and 
PYt-1 by any means they determine appropriate within the constraints of the definition 
set forth in footnote five on page three of Staff Ex. 3.1. 
 
b) “From” means the NTGRs were estimated using survey data from program 
participants that participated during PYt The use of the term “from” in the phrase “shall 
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be deemed at the average of the evaluated NTGR values from PYt and PYt-1” conveys 
the fact that the survey data used to estimate the NTGR value must arise out of 
customers who participated in the program during PYt and PYt-1. 
 
c) Individual NTGR value=1-Freeridership+Spillover.  Item (1)(a)(i) on page one of the 
Staff Ex. 3.1 provides flexibility in regards to scope of NTGR values proposed (e.g., 
specific measure technology, IL-TRM measure name and code, measure type, program 
element, program, fuel type savings).  
 
d) The program is new and has never had the Illinois EMV Evaluators survey 
participants to estimate NTG. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.22:  
 
On line 840-841 of your testimony you state that “AIC’s proposal excludes SAG 
involvement in the NTG Framework completely”. With respect to this testimony: 

a) Would Staff be agreeable to applying to the upcoming program year the most 
recent available NTGR value as determined by an independent EMV evaluator 
by March 1, and eliminate the additional deliberations as provided in Table 1?  If 
not, why not? 

b) Does Staff agree that AIC provided EMV evaluator reports during Plan 2, which 
included NTGR value determinations, and provided opportunity for SAG review 
and involvement in the evaluator’s activities and findings?  Please explain your 
answer. 

c) Does Staff agree AIC provided EMV evaluator workplans during Plan 2, which 
included NTGR value methodologies, and provided opportunity for SAG review 
and involvement in the evaluator’s activities and findings?  Please explain your 
answer. 

d) Does Staff agree that it has requested changes to EMV evaluator workplans and 
NTGR value methodology?  Please explain your answer. 

e) Does Staff agree that when it has requested changes to occur to EMV evaluator 
workplans and NTGR value methodologies, Staff has not always included the 
SAG in such requests nor provided the SAG with opportunity to review such 
requests before making them?  If Staff agrees, please explain and provide the 
basis for not including the SAG.   

 
Response: 
 
a) No, because of the reasons specified in Ms. Hinman’s testimony. (Staff Ex. 1.0, 
34:829-835.)  Ms. Hinman would be amenable to a Commission Order somewhat 
comparable to last Plan’s Order wherein AIC was required to work with the SAG and 
reach consensus on the NTG values before filing its Revised Plan as a Compliance 
Filing in Docket No. 10-0568.  AIC has chosen not to engage with the SAG on next 
year’s NTGR values despite the SAG attempts at creating a workable interim NTG 
Framework.  The difference Ms. Hinman would make is not only to require AIC to use 
those consensus NTG values for at least EPY7/GPY3 when re-modeling its Plan for the 
compliance filing, but to also require that those consensus NTG values be “deemed” for 
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EPY7/GPY3 as defined in footnote 2 on page 1 of the Modified Illinois NTG Framework 
(Staff Ex. 3.1).   
 
b) Ms. Hinman agrees that AIC provided EMV Evaluator reports during Plan 2 to SAG 
for review.  
  
c) Yes, but the methodologies in the work plan were not always described in detail.  
Stakeholders were not provided the opportunity to comment on draft survey instruments 
used to assess free-ridership and spillover. 
 
d) Yes.  Both AIC and Staff have requested such changes.  AIC always requests that 
spillover be assessed.  This approach is consistent with that adopted in the Plan 2 
Order.                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
e) The SAG has always had an opportunity to review AIC’s work plans.  As a general 
matter, Staff does not request permission from the entire SAG before making requests 
of the Evaluators.  SAG members involved with many of the weekly evaluation activities 
are kept apprised of Staff’s requests. 
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Request AIC-Staff 2.23:  
 
Is it Staff’s contention that, if the costs associated with EMV evaluator activities exceeds 
3% of the portfolio spend limit for non-impact/process evaluation activities during a 
program year, the evaluators should discontinue participation in non-impact/process 
evaluation activities, (such as the activities described in Table 1)?  Or should EVM 
evaluator budgets for impact and process evaluations be reduced to accommodate 
these non-impact/process evaluation activities?  Please explain your answer. 
 
 
Response: 
 
It is Ms. Hinman’s opinion that Evaluators should properly budget resources to 
accommodate the impact evaluation activities described in Table 1.  This is consistent 
with the Evaluators responsibilities in Plan 2.  The Plan 2 Order summarizes AIC’s 
position which states: “the independent evaluator who Ameren claims will also be 
responsible for managing evaluations to ensure … they stay within the Act’s spending 
limitation of 3% of total portfolio costs.”  ICC Order Docket No. 10-0568 at 48 (Dec. 21, 
2010). 
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AIC-Staff 2.28 On lines 294-297, you state that “It is reasonable to assume that a 
customer’s willingness and ability to make the investments absent the program increase 
as his/her income or wealth increase. Thus, free ridership is likely to grow with 
participant income.”  Please provide the basis of this statement and provide all materials 
relied upon when making this statement. 
 

Response 

 Dr. Brightwell relied upon a combination of Ameren material regarding its 

moderate income programs, DCEO’s assumptions regarding its low income programs 

and the economic theory of consumer demand.  

 Ameren assumes a Net-to-Gross ratio value of 1.0 for its moderate income 
program (Ameren Ex. 1.1 (2nd Rev), 42) and describes as part of its goal:  
 

The Moderate Income program seeks to further subsidize the 
implementation of energy efficiency improvements in moderate income 
households that are struggling financially and unable to either pay for or 
borrow the funds to pay for needed efficiency upgrades. Id at 94. 
 

 DCEO assumed that the low income programs had a NTG ratio of 1 as well.   
The reasoning was that customers in the low-income sector did not have the income to 
purchase the measures without incentives (Docket No. 13-0499, DCEO Ex. 1.0, 38).  
 The economic theory of consumer demand concludes that demand is primarily 
determined by a combination of prices, income, and preferences.  Prices and income 
are relevant to the free rider discussion.  Price elasticity of demand is a measure of 
responsive of demand to changes in price.  Price elasticity of demand tends to increase 
as a product’s price has a greater impact of a consumer’s overall budget or income.  
That is, there is a greater reduction in the quantity demanded if the price amounts to 
10% of a consumer’s budget than there is if it amounts to 5% of a consumer’s total 
budget.  Since customers with higher incomes tend to have higher budgets, a regular-
priced EE measure is likely to amount to a smaller percentage of their overall budget; 
making these customers less price sensitive and more likely to purchase an EE 
measure.  Since higher-income customers are more likely to purchase the product than 
lower-income customers at any price, these customers are more likely to be free-riders. 
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