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I. Introduction 

 

The Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or the “Commission”) has before it the 

application of Ameren Illinois Company (“Ameren” or “Company”) for approval of its third 

Electric Energy Efficiency and Demand Response and Natural Gas Efficiency Plan (“Plan 3”) 

pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/8-103(f) and 220 ILCS 5/8-104(f) of the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”). 

As it did three years ago, Ameren has submitted a Plan that is objectionable not for the substance 

of what it does, but for what it fails to do. While the cost cap and the loss of some of the low 

hanging fruit makes the legislative targets unachievable, the law requires Ameren to do 

everything it can to come as close to those goals as possible.  

While Ameren has run reasonably effective programs over the past six years, the 

Company has become increasingly risk averse to the point where its current plan contains little 

real challenge. Mr. Goerss states, “Ameren Illinois should not be put at risk in the future of not 

achieving savings goals because it has gone above and beyond its savings goals in the past.” 

Ameren  Ex. 6.0 at 4. However, while Ameren is correct in a sense that it should not be put at 

risk based on past accomplishments, the Commission should not ignore the fact that it made 

similar arguments in Plan 2 that turned out not to be accurate.
1
 In its totality, Ameren Witness 

Goerss Rebuttal reflects the Company’s unwillingness to consider new programs or innovative 

funding solutions. We saw this in Ameren’s Plan three years ago and the Company had little 

trouble meeting its targets over the last three years. Docket 10-0568, Final Order at 13-15. 

Three years ago the Commission issued an order stating: 

The Commission recognizes that Ameren indicates it is constrained by the 

spending limitations imposed by Section 8-103; however, the Commission 

                                                 
1
 “It’s like déjà vu all over again.”  Quote attributed to Lawrence Peter (Yogi) Berra, date 

unknown early 1960s. 
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believes that a revised plan could be submitted by Ameren, implementing the 

findings expressed in this Order, which would encompass greater energy savings, 

while complying with the spending limitations. 

 

Id. at page 30.  The Commission further ordered Ameren to engage with stakeholders to find 

ways “to leverage the available funding to implement the will of the Legislature,” and ordered 

Ameren to make a compliance filing within 30 days. Id. at page31. Based on the arguments that 

follow, ELPC urges the Commission to issue a similar order in this proceeding that does the 

following: 

1. Require Ameren to adjust its proposed revised savings goals in line with the 

additional savings generated by ELPC’s proposed Plan 3 modifications. 

 

2. Require Ameren to work with its implementation contractors to link Behavioral 

Modification Programs with the prescriptive rebate and other programs. 

 

3. Require Ameren to work with the Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”) to either 

implement a comprehensive data center program or modify its existing custom 

program to promote data center efficiency. 

 

4. Require Ameren to use its $5.13 million Emerging Technologies budget to 

develop and implement a comprehensive plan, involving manufactures and 

retailers, to enable Smart Devices to interact with its smart meters and make it 

easy for customers to identify and purchase these devices. The Commission 

should also order Ameren to study and report back to the Commission within six 

months on potential programs that would provide these smart devices directly to 

customers in conjunction with the AMI rollout. 

 

5.  Certify voltage optimization as an energy efficiency measure, require Ameren to 

conduct a feasibility study of voltage optimization as an efficiency resource, and 

order Ameren to work with the SAG to reprioritize the programs under Plan 3 to 

implement voltage optimization so that it can come closer to meeting its statutory 

goals. 

6. Require Commission Staff (“Staff”) and the SAG to study financing and funding 

alternatives such as on-bill financing and performance contracts, and to report the 

results and potential changes for Plan 3 within six months. 

 

7. Require Ameren to conduct a pilot modification of its DS-5 lighting tariff to 

include LED lighting for Company-owned and customer-owned streetlights. 

 

8. Require Ameren to adopt the Staff’s revised Net-To-Gross (NTG) framework 

with the amendments below. 
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9. Deny Ameren’s request for unlimited flexibility to unilaterally change Plan 3. 

 

10. Deny Ameren’s request to modify its savings goals to align with changes in NTG 

values. 

II. Statutory Language  

The Illinois General Assembly promulgated an electric and gas utility energy efficiency 

portfolio standard in 2007, setting energy efficiency targets for the state’s investor owned electric 

and gas utilities, including Ameren. 220 ILCS 5/8-103; 220 ILCS 5/8-104. In so doing, the 

General Assembly stated that, “Requiring investment in cost-effective energy efficiency and 

demand-response measures will reduce direct and indirect costs to consumers by decreasing 

environmental impacts and by avoiding or delaying the need for new generation, transmission, 

and distribution infrastructure.” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(a). 

Under this legislation, Ameren has gained approval for two 3-year energy efficiency 

plans, Plan 1 and Plan 2 in 2008 and 2011, respectively. In its third three-year plan, Plan 3, 

which is the subject of this proceeding, the statute requires Ameren to meet the energy reduction 

targets for its electric and natural gas savings. Specifically, Section 8-103(b) requires annual 

electric energy savings of 1.8% of energy delivered in year commencing June 1, 2014, 2% of 

energy delivered in the year commencing June 1, 2015, and 2% of energy delivered in the year 

commencing June 1, 2016. Section 8-104(c) requires total natural gas savings of 2% by May 31, 

2015, 3% by May 31, 2016, and 4.2% by May 3, 2017. 

The statute’s sole condition under which the utility can gain approval for a plan that does 

not meet the targets is if it is necessary to avoid exceeding caps on the amount of ratepayer funds 

that can be used to meet the energy savings targets. 220 ILCS 5/8-103(d); 220 ILCS 5/8-104(d). 

Specifically, the statute requires Ameren to limit its budget for Plan 3 electric energy efficiency 

programs to “no more than the greater of 2.015% of the amount paid per kilowatthour by those 
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customers during the year ending May 31, 2007 or the incremental amount per kilowatthour paid 

for these measures in 2011.” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(d)(5). Similarly, for Plan 3 natural gas efficiency 

programs, the statute requires Ameren to “limit the estimated average increase in the amounts 

paid by retail customers in connection with natural gas service to no more than 2% in the 

applicable 3-year reporting period.” 220 ILCS 5/8-104(d). ELPC and others disagree with 

Ameren about whether it has met its burden to demonstrate that it has maximized the amount of 

electricity and natural gas savings the Company can achieve within these rate caps. 

The statute requires each utility to file its electric efficiency plan every three years no 

later than September 1 and its natural gas efficiency plan no later than October 1, demonstrating 

compliance with the targets, as modified by the rate impact caps where appropriate. 220 ILCS 

5/8-103(f); 220 ILCS 5/8-104(f). For electric efficiency plans, the statute further requires the 

Commission to solicit public input and either approve or disapprove a utility’s plan within five 

months of its filing. 220 ILCS5/8-103(f). The PUA specifically states that each utility shall 

“demonstrate that its proposed energy efficiency and demand-response measures will achieve 

[the savings goals as modified due to budget constraints.]” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(f)(1). The law 

contains a similar standard for natural gas efficiency measures. 220 ILCS 5/8-104(f)(1). Ameren, 

therefore, has the burden of proof to show that it meets the standards or demonstrate why it 

cannot do so. 

Finally, the 220 ILCS 5/8-103(f) provides that: 

If the Commission disapproves a plan, the Commission shall, within 30 days, 

describe in detail the reasons for the disapproval and describe a path by which the 

utility may file a revised draft of the plan to address the Commission's concerns 

satisfactorily. If the utility does not refile with the Commission within 60 days, 

the utility shall be subject to penalties at a rate of $100,000 per day until the plan 

is filed. This process shall continue, and penalties shall accrue, until the utility has 

successfully filed a portfolio of energy efficiency and demand-response measures. 

Penalties shall be deposited into the Energy Efficiency Trust Fund. 
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The statute, at 220 ILCS 5/8-104(f), has a nearly identical requirement for natural gas efficiency 

plans.  

III. Procedural History 

On August 30, 2013 Ameren filed Plan 3 pursuant to the statutory requirements under 

sections 8-103 and 8-104 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 8-104). Staff, 

the Illinois Attorney General (“AG”), and Intervenors, including ELPC, the Citizens Utility 

Board (“CUB”), Comverge, Inc. (“Comverge”), the Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers 

(“IIEC”), and the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”), filed direct testimony on 

October 18, 2013. Ameren waived cross examination of ELPC witnesses Geoffrey Crandall and 

Curt Volkmann, and ELPC likewise waived cross examination of Ameren’s witnesses. On 

November 14, 2013 Ameren filed its rebuttal testimony. 

IV.A.2. Adequacy of Savings Goals 

Illinois law requires Ameren to meet reach certain kWh and Therms savings goals each 

year through its electric and natural gas energy efficiency portfolio. 220 ILCS 5/8-103(b); 220 

ILCS 5/8-104(c). Ameren expects to fall well short of these savings goals. According to 

Ameren’s own calculations of the statutory goals, (Ameren Exhibit 1.1 at page 4, Table 4), and 

its estimates of the savings it will achieve under Plan 3, (Ameren Exhibit 1.1 at page 6, Table 5), 

Ameren will fall 49% short of the statutory electricity savings goal and 34% short of the 

statutory natural gas savings goal.   

 As ELPC Witness Crandall testified, by relying almost exclusively on cash incentives 

and behavior modification programs, the Company has not done everything it can to achieve 

more savings. ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 5. Testimony by ELPC Witnesses Crandall and 

Volkmann, as well as witnesses for the People of the State of Illinois (“AG”), the Natural 
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Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”), and the Illinois Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), support 

the position that Ameren could do more to get closer to meeting its statutory goals. As explained 

in more detail below, there are a variety of programs and financing mechanisms that Ameren has 

either not considered or chosen not to implement that could help it achieve greater savings. 

 The Commission should require Ameren to reevaluate and adjust its proposed savings 

goals to take advantage of additional savings that could be achieved by implementing Mr. 

Crandall’s and Mr. Volkmann’s recommendations. While these goals should be achievable, they 

should also challenge the Company to be innovative in its approach to meeting the goals.  

V.C.1.(d) Using Residential Behavior Modification to Cross Promote Portfolio 

Incentives 

The Commission should require Ameren to do a better job of promoting long-term savings 

measures in its Behavior Modification program. 

Plan 3 relies heavily on the savings from Ameren’s proposed Residential Behavior 

Modification Program (“Behavior Program”), projecting that 33% of its residential electric 

efficiency savings will come from the Behavior Program. Ameren Exhibit 1.1 at page 11, Table 

8. The Company relies even more on the Behavior Program for natural gas savings, where it 

expects the program to account for 50% of its residential natural gas savings. Ameren Exhibit 1.1 

at page 13, Table 10. While ELPC is not opposed to the Behavior Program, it is concerned that 

Plan 3 does not do enough to tie the savings from the Behavior Program to more long-lived 

savings from prescriptive rebate and other energy efficiency programs that “encourage 

installation of long lasting efficient measures and hardware.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at pages 11-12. 

The Behavior Program “relies on providing customers with a comparison of their energy 

usage to that of similar homes within proximity of the report recipient.” Ameren Exhibit 1.1 at 
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page 75. As Mr. Crandall explained in his testimony, the program works by motivating 

participants to “compete with their neighbors to reduce energy use.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 9. 

While savings from behavior-based energy efficiency programs produce some customer benefits, 

as Mr. Crandall argues, “One of the concerns with residential behavioral programs is that the 

savings will not persist over the long-term.” Id. at page 10. As Mr. Crandall explains: 

Generally speaking, energy efficiency programs that include long-lived energy 

efficiency improvements produce more consistent savings over time. More 

efficient end use devices use less energy to provide the same level of service and 

therefore, energy savings is locked in when measures and thermal shell 

improvements in a customer’s home are upgraded. For example, a new furnace 

and an interior LED light bulb are estimated to have a twenty-year useful life.  

Therefore an LED interior light and furnace installed in 2013 are expected to 

produce savings all the way until 2033 (and perhaps beyond).  The behavior 

modification program operated in 2014 is expected to produce savings for 

participating customers that will not re-occur in 2015 without continued 

participation in the program. 

 

Id.  Essentially, without a greater connection between hardware installations and the 

Behavior program, the program may be generating mostly short-term savings. For example, 

“Evaluations of the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (“SMUD”) pilot suggested that 

electricity savings were higher when the Home Energy Reports were provided monthly than 

when they were provided quarterly, a 2.3% reduction compared to a 1.6% reduction.” Id.  

Ameren has not provided any evidence to contradict Mr. Crandall’s argument that the Behavior 

Program savings are unlikely to continue at a high level beyond the time customers receive the 

reports. 

Part of the value of the Behavior program is that it tunes customers in to the benefits of 

efficiency, and primes them for taking advantage of other, more long-term efficiency measures. 

For example, the Company could use the Behavior Program to promote increased participation in 

a discount or rebate program such as the residential lighting program. As Mr. Crandall explained, 
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if the Company can get a Behavior Program customer to purchase an LED,  the savings  would 

accrue for twenty-years or more, well beyond the likely savings from participation in the 

Behavior Program. Id. at page 11. 

To Ameren’s credit, in his rebuttal testimony, Company Witness Woolcutt agreed with 

Mr. Crandall’s suggestion that the Company link the Behavior Program to “measures and 

hardware improvements and to develop targeted messaging to market the residential programs.” 

Ameren Exhibit 8 at page 3. Based on Witness Crandall’s testimony and Witness Woolcutt’s 

rebuttal, the Commission should order Ameren to “work very closely with its implementation 

contractor to explore any and all reasonable options to link the participants of the behavioral 

modification program with rebates and incentives that encourage customers to install long-lived 

energy efficiency measures” that lead to savings beyond the life of the Behavior Program. ELPC 

Exhibit 1.0 at 12. Reasonable options could include, for example, limited time offers or special 

incentives for efficiency products linked to reductions in energy use by Behavior Program 

participants, or special campaigns developed in coordination with implementation contractors. 

These kinds of links should be prioritized by the Company to help realize long-term savings.   

V.C.2.(b) Data Center Program 

The Commission should order Ameren to either develop a new Data Center Program or modify 

its existing customer program to better accommodate customers with data centers. 

As Mr. Crandall explained in his direct testimony, data centers are buildings that 

primarily house equipment used for “data processing (servers), data storage (storage equipment), 

and communications (network equipment).” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 15. While all but the 

smallest companies have data centers, they have a very different energy profile than a standard 

office space. As Mr. Crandall noted, the U.S. EPA indicated “data center space can consume up 
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to 100 to 200 times as much electricity as a standard office space.” Id. at page 16. With the 

“increased reliance on cell phones, digital data, and enhanced communications systems,” data 

centers have become an important part of commercial energy use and need special attention from 

Ameren to improve efficiency. Id. at pages 16-17. AG Witness Mosenthal agrees with Mr. 

Crandall that “data centers can offer substantial and cost-effective efficiency opportunities that 

should be pursued by Ameren.” AG Exhibit 1.0 at page 11. 

Ameren has not adequately explored the potential for data centers and does not yet 

provide enough resources for its customers to take full advantage of the efficiency potential of 

data centers. Mr. Goerss stated, “There are only three data centers in the AIC territory and thus 

[Ameren] is not justified to develop and implement a data center only, exclusive program or 

incentive offering.” ELPC Group Cross Exhibit 1 at page 1. Mr. Woolcutt made a similar, albeit 

less specific, claim in his rebuttal testimony for why a data center program is inappropriate, 

stating, “Ameren Illinois does not have a large number of data centers in our territory.” Ameren 

Exhibit 8.0 at page 6. The Company’s assessment reflects a very limited definition of what 

constitutes a data center by relying on data from the website, www.datacentermap.com. ELPC 

Group Cross Exhibit 1 at page 1. That website is not a comprehensive list of large, medium, and 

small data centers, but rather is a collection of large colocation data centers that provide data 

center services to other companies looking to outsource their data center needs. 

http://www.datacentermap.com/datacenters.html. Further, the website is essentially an 

advertising site for those colocation centers, with entries in its database being “primarily added 

and maintained directly by the service providers themselves.” 

http://www.datacentermap.com/datacenters.html. As Mr. Crandall noted, however, according to 

the U.S. EPA, “all but the smallest companies have some kind of data center.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 
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at page 15. The Commission should ignore Ameren’s claim that there is limited potential for data 

center efficiency improvements in its territory. In fact, Ameren admits that “[n]o analysis has 

been undertaken to identify the end use characteristics, costs, measures and services that are 

needed to improve energy efficiency and minimize peak impacts of large, medium, and small 

data centers owned and operated by Ameren customers.” ELPC Group Cross Exhibit 1 at page 

43. 

Ameren needs to help its customers with data centers navigate the unique, highly 

technical landscape of data center efficiency measures. The Xcel Energy data center program Mr. 

Crandall provided in his direct testimony has examples of these unique measures, including: high 

efficiency servers; server virtualization and consolidation; airflow improvements, high efficiency 

batteries, transformer, inverters, power supplies, and storage devices; humidification; and power 

systems. ELPC Exhibit 1.3 at page 1-2. When asked by ELPC, Ameren stated that “there are no 

standard measures included in the Illinois Statewide Technical Reference Manual” for these 

novel data center efficiency improvements. ELPC Group Cross Exhibit 1 at page 43. While these 

measures might technically be possible through Ameren’s custom program, the Company does 

not “currently have a separate list of specialized data center and IT support services and 

contractors assembled.” Id. at page 47. Ameren fails to make it easy for its customers with data 

centers to know what kind of efficiency opportunities are out there and how to get them 

implemented. 

 Ameren recognizes that data centers use significant energy and it includes some 

measures that could be used for data center efficiency in its custom and ActOnEnergy programs, 

but those programs have thus far not realized much in the way of savings for data centers. Data 

center participation has been limited to mostly the installation of variable frequency drives 
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(“VFD”) and HVAC (heating, ventilation, and air conditioning) measures. Id. at page 43. The 

Commission should require Ameren to, within six months, work with the SAG to either develop 

a unique data center program or, as Mr. Mosenthal recommends, revamp the Company’s custom 

program to give its customers access to data center efficiency measures and implementation 

expertise. ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at pages 17-18; AG Exhibit 1.0 at page 11. 

V.C.2.(c) Smart Devices Program 

 

The Commission should require Ameren to work with the SAG to use its Emerging Technologies 

budget to develop and implement a comprehensive plan, involving manufacturers and retailers, 

to enable Smart Devices to interact with Ameren’s smart meters, and to make it easy for 

customers to identify and purchase these devices. 

Ameren’s Plan fails to adequately consider new efficiency opportunities that the 

installation of Smart Grid creates. As Mr. Volkmann explained, pursuant to the Illinois Energy 

Infrastructure Modernization Act, “Ameren expects to deploy 397,000 smart meters and the 

associated two-way communications by the end of PY9 and 780,000 meters by the end of 2019.” 

ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at pages 1-2. Ameren’s smart meter rollout could provide significant energy 

efficiency benefits to Ameren customers. Mr. Volkmann believes that “enabling [smart devices] 

is critical for fully realizing the benefits of [Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”)]. Id. at 

page 10. As Mr. Volkmann explained, smart devices “include thermostats, plugs, power strips, 

switches, smart chargers for electric vehicles, gateways, and in-home displays that can 

communicate with the smart meter, can connect to a local-area network, and can be controlled 

with smart phones, tablets, and computers.” Id. at page 11. Smart devices enable Ameren 

customers with smart meters to take advantage of the smart meter technology to save energy. 

While these devices are “widely available today,” it does not appear that any of them “have been 
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enabled to communicate with an Ameren smart meter.” Id. The Commission should order 

Ameren to fix this interoperability problem and make it easy for customers to purchase and use 

smart devices with Ameren smart meters. 

As Mr. Volkmann explained in his direct testimony and as CUB Witness Devens 

supported in her rebuttal testimony, Ameren could ensure interoperability in several ways. ELPC 

Exhibit 2.0 at pages 12-14; CUB Exhibit 2.0 at pages 18-19. As Mr. Volkmann outlines in his 

testimony, “Ameren could maintain a list of verified and compatible devices on their website. 

Ameren could also work with manufacturers and retailers to modify packaging or signage to 

indicate device compatibility with their meters.” ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at page 12. The goal is to put 

a system in place, as San Diego Gas and Electric has, that “allows [utility] customers to register 

devices they purchase themselves to connect with their smart meter.” Id. As Mr. Volkmann 

explained, this approach has several benefits. First, it eliminates any privacy concerns because 

“[c]ustomers effectively opt-in or grant their permission for their electricity consumption to be 

accessed by a device when they register it.” Id. at page 13. Second, it allows “customers who 

will want to begin interacting with their smart meter immediately” to do so without waiting for a 

separate Ameren program. Id. at page 12. Third, it might “unlock innovation in the marketplace 

as entrepreneurs and Alternative Retail Electric Suppliers would have the ability to bundle smart 

devices with other products and services offered to customers.” Id. 

Ameren can also benefit from enabling smart devices to register with the Company and 

work with its smart meters. First, as Mr. Volkmann explained, this approach “allows Ameren to 

maintain visibility into the impacts of these devices through their AMI network that otherwise 

would not exist if customers purchased and installed the devices but did not register them.” Id. at 

page 13. Second, it can “help Ameren monitor market demand for and technical potential of 
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Smart Devices, which can inform future decisions on potential EE/DR programs.” Id. Third, it 

“allows Ameren to directly market their own current or future EE/DR programs, such as time-of-

use rates, to the customers with registered devices . . . [and] increase the efficiency and 

effectiveness of any future EE/DR programs.” Id. Fourth, it allows customers to purchase and 

install their own devices, which eliminates the need for Ameren to “assume the liability and 

overhead costs associated with installing and maintaining devices inside a customer’s home or 

business.” Id. at page 12. 

Mr. Goerss claimed in his rebuttal testimony that Mr. Volkmann’s and CUB Witness 

Deven’s recommendations on enabling smart devices are “premature, undeveloped and 

unnecessary.” (Ameren Exhibit 6.0 at page 24). This is contrary to both the facts and Ameren’s 

own policy on the need to better integrate smart devices and smart meters. As explained above, 

smart device integration has many benefits for customers and the Company. Further, Ameren 

itself recognizes the importance of smart device interoperability. As recently as April 2013, the 

Company stated, in its AMI Annual ICC Report, that it will begin voluntarily tracking “[t]he 

number of AMI metered customers with a consumer device registered to receive information 

from the AMI meter. Ameren Illinois will also provide a list, by device type, of the consumer 

devices that have been certified as capable of receiving information from its AMI meters.” ELPC 

Group Cross Exhibit 1 at page 62. While Mr. Goerss might think that working on smart device 

enablement is premature, Ameren’s own AMI implementation group disagrees. 

The Commission should order Ameren to allocate its $5.13 million Emerging 

Technologies budget to develop and implement a comprehensive plan, involving manufacturers 

and retailers, to enable smart devices to interact with Ameren’s smart meters and to make it easy 

for customers to identify and purchase these devices. The Commission should also order Ameren 
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to study and report back to the Commission within six months on potential programs that would 

provide these smart devices directly to customers in conjunction with the AMI rollout. 

V.C.2.(d) Conservation Voltage Reduction Program/Voltage Optimization Program 
 

The Commission should certify voltage optimization as an energy efficiency measure, require 

Ameren to conduct a feasibility study of voltage optimization as an efficiency resource, and 

order Ameren to work with the SAG to reprioritize the programs under Plan 3 to implement 

voltage optimization so that it can come closer to meeting its statutory goals. 

As Mr. Volkmann explained, voltage optimization is “a combination of conservation 

voltage reduction (CVR) and Volt/Var Optimization (VVO), intended to primarily reduce end-

use customer energy consumption and peak demand, and secondarily to reduce utility line losses.” 

ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at page 2. According to Mr. Volkmann, “CVR refers to maintaining voltage as 

close as possible to the lower end of the [American National Standards Institute] thresholds at all 

points on a feeder to reduce feeder line losses, reduce peak demand, and reduce customer energy 

consumption.” Id. at page 3. Mr. Volkmann also defined VVO as, “the active management of 

reactive power at all points of a feeder to minimize losses and improve the voltage.” Id. at page 4. 

Importantly, as the Department of Energy’s Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (“PNNL”) 

found, “98-99% of the change in energy consumption from CVR occurs in the end-use loads, 

while only 1-2% of the reduction in energy consumed can be attributed to line losses.” Id. at 

page 5. Voltage optimization’s main effect is a reduction in end-use loads, which matches 

precisely 8-103’s requirement that utilities implement “cost-effective energy efficiency and 

demand-response measures to reduce delivery load.” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(a). 

Voltage optimization has long been understood to be a highly effective form of energy 

efficiency. Mr. Volkmann noted that as far back as 1987, “[the California Public Utilities 
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Commission] called [CVR] one of the most effective electricity conservation programs in 

California.” ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at page 6. Further, National Association of Regulatory Utility 

Commissions, in November 2012, issued a resolution encouraging states to “evaluate the 

efficiency and demand reduction opportunities that can be achieved with the deployment of 

[voltage optimization]” and “certify . . . voltage optimization technologies . . . as qualified 

resources in meeting legislative or regulatory Energy Efficiency Resource Standards.” ELPC 

Exhibit 2.1. 

Contrary to claims by Ameren Witness Woolcutt and AG Witness Mosenthal, 8-103 does 

not require savings to come from measures derived from “working directly with customers and 

trade allies to improve end use efficiency.” Ameren Exhibit 8.0 at page 7; see also, AG Exhibit 

2.0 at page 12. Rather, 8-103 requires utilities to use “cost-effective energy efficiency and 

demand-response measures to reduce delivery load.” 220 ILCS 5/8-103(a) (emphasis added). 

As explained in Mr. Volkmann and Ms. Deven’s testimony, voltage optimization can 

significantly reduce delivery load, and therefore should be considered an energy efficiency 

measure. 

Mr. Woolcutt also argued that, “The installation, operation and maintenance of any 

appropriate VO related system(s) need to remain with the utility and outside the energy 

efficiency portfolio and thus such a recommendation does not pertain to this docket.” Ameren 

Exhibit 8.0 at page 7. In the Commission’s order approving Plan 2, however, it ordered Ameren 

to “institute a pilot of the Voltage Optimization Program, to determine what the benefits would 

be of a wider adoption of this program.” Order at page 28, Central Ill. Light Co., et al., ICC 

Docket No. 10-0568 (Dec. 21, 2010) (“Plan 2 Order”). The Commission held that it “agrees with 

Staff that the pilot should include testing not only the demand response capability of the program, 
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but also the energy efficiency capabilities, if implemented on a continuous basis.” Id. The 

Commission has already explicitly held that a voltage optimization program can be within the 

energy efficiency portfolio, and therefore Mr. Volkmann’s recommendations pertain to this 

docket. 

Though Ameren has not conducted a cost-benefit analysis of voltage optimization as an 

energy efficiency measure (ELPC Public Group Cross Exhibit 2 at page 2), Ameren has already 

seen energy efficiency savings from the voltage optimization pilot the Commission ordered it to 

conduct in Plan 2.  Plan 2 Order at page 28. Energy efficiency savings were in the range of 1.5 to 

5% in its University voltage optimization pilot and 1 to 4% in its Mt. Zion pilot. ELPC Group 

Cross Exhibit 1 at page 13, 19. These pilots were part the Company’s compliance with 

Commission’s order in Plan 2. Ameren saved 665,136 kWh over 9 months in its University pilot 

and 194,280 kWh over 8 months in its Mt. Zion pilot. Id. at page 41. Ameren is missing data for 

7 months from the Mt. Zion pilot and 6 months from University pilot, skewing the results to 

appear to be less kWh savings than likely actually occurred. Id.  Despite the missing data for 

total kWh saved, Ameren only spent $162,706 for the pilots, which includes the costs of 

purchasing new hardware (voltage regulator controllers, capacitor bank controllers, voltage 

sensors, and communication equipment) that would have reduced kWh in the missing months 

and in the future if the pilots continue. Id. The smart meter infrastructure that Mr. Volkmann 

wants Ameren to leverage with voltage optimization would eliminate the need for some of this 

investment, making voltage optimization even more cost effective than these pilots indicate. 

Smart meters can also help boost the savings from voltage optimization by eliminating the 

“reliance on modeled, not measured, end-of-feeder voltage.” ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at page 10. This 
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takes much of the guesswork out of voltage optimization, which will allow Ameren to maximize 

the available savings. 

Mr. Volkmann noted that other utilities successfully use voltage optimization to reduce 

customer energy consumption and peak demand. Specifically, Mr. Volkmann notes, “Baltimore 

Gas and Electric and Potomac Electric Power Company have included CVR programs as part of 

their EmPOWER Maryland energy efficiency portfolios.” Id. at page 7. Mr. Volkmann also 

notes, “Dominion Virginia Power explicitly included the customer energy savings from [voltage 

optimization] in its business case for AMI, projecting over $1 billion of customer energy savings.” 

Id.   Mr. Volkmann found that “AEP conducted a smart grid [voltage optimization] 

demonstration project in Ohio that delivered 2.9% reduction in energy and 2-3% reduction in 

peak demand.” Id.  Finally, Mr. Volkmann found that PECO, based in Philadelphia, used CVR to 

deliver “gross energy savings of 320,373 MWh/year across all customer classes since [2009], 

which is 22% of the energy savings from their entire portfolio of EE programs.” Id. PECO’s 

CVR program delivered savings “for less than 2 cents per kWh.” Id. 

Given the significant savings found in Ameren’s University and Mt. Zion pilots and 

explained by Mr. Volkmann, the Commission should certify voltage optimization as an energy 

efficiency measure and order Ameren to conduct a feasibility/potential study to determine 

impacts and costs of using voltage optimization as an energy efficiency measure. The 

Commission should also order Ameren to use the results of the study to work with the SAG to 

reprioritize the programs under Plan 3 to implement voltage optimization so that it can come 

closer to meeting its statutory goals. While ELPC believes that voltage optimization is a cost-

effective energy efficiency measure for which 8-103 funds could be used, ELPC prefers that the 

funds come from a source other than the 8-103 funds. For example, if it is possible for the 
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Company to receive cost recovery for voltage optimization through 220 ILCS 5/16-108.5, then it 

should do so. Regardless of how voltage optimization is funded, however, the energy efficiency 

benefits of voltage optimization should added to the Company’s existing energy efficiency goals 

so that it can come closer to achieving the statutory goals. Finally, the Commission should order 

Ameren to work with the SAG and the Smart Grid Advisory Committee to develop a 

measurement and verification methodology for voltage optimization. 

V.C.3.(b) On-bill financing 
 

The Commission should order the Staff to conduct and the SAG to review a workshop to evaluate 

the benefits of on-bill financing and other financing mechanisms. 

Utilities have offered loans, in the form of on-bill financing, for decades to reduce the 

upfront costs of efficiency measures to customers. ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 5. As Mr. 

Mosenthal explained, on-bill financing “can allow Ameren to reduce cash rebates by 

supplementing them with financing that still provides customers immediate positive cash flow. 

So long as the loan payments are smaller than the estimated bill savings, then customers will 

directly benefit by adopting the efficiency measures and have little financial disincentive to do 

so.” AG Exhibit 2.0 at page 10. This kind of incentive is especially important in this case 

because, as explained above, Ameren expects to fall far short of meeting its statutory goals. On-

bill and other forms of financing discussed in the next section can help Ameren get more energy 

savings out of its limited budget.  

Under 220 ILCS 5/16-111.7, Ameren conducted an on-bill financing pilot program in its 

recent Plan, and the program seems to be a great success.  As Mr. Woolcutt explained in his 

rebuttal testimony, “[T]he current on-bill-financing (“OBF”) pilot has been fully utilized by the 

Ameren Illinois energy efficiency portfolio and the pilot reached its maximum funding cap of $5 
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million in August of 2013 and therefore has no ability to provide further financing.” Ameren 

Exhibit 8.0 at pages 4-5. As Mr. Crandall testified, accessing the on-bill financing website results 

in a message that says, “We regret to inform you that the program funding has been exhausted at 

this time. Please return to this page intermittently for updates. Thank you.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at 

pages 5-6. In other words, the program was so successful that the Company went through its 

allotted budget quickly and now has to turn customers away. 

Mr. Woolcutt stated that Ameren “is a proponent of increasing the participation in OBF.” 

Ameren Exhibit 8.0 at page 5. However, Mr. Woolcutt insists it is not be possible to conduct a 

workshop discussing on-bill financing and other financing mechanisms within six months of the 

Commission’s Order in this case because that “would not seem to allow for the evaluation of 

OBF to have been completed.” ELPC Group Cross Exhibit 1 at page 48. This is hard to believe 

because Ameren reached the funding cap for the on-bill financing pilot in August 2013. Id.  In 

essence, Mr. Woolcutt is claiming that it would take nearly a year or more to complete the 

measurement and verification of the pilot. This argument is unpersuasive when one considers the 

Company’s argument in the same case that evaluators can propose annual changes to the NTG 

and TRC values. Mr. Woolcutt’s argument also puts all of the emphasis for financing 

mechanisms on on-bill financing despite Mr. Crandall’s explanation in his testimony that his 

proposal for a financing workshop does not argue for the use of “any specific additional 

financing mechanism.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 8. The Commission should not wait for the 

Company to conduct its belated review of the on-bill financing pilot before ordering the Staff 

and SAG to review on-bill financing along with the other financing mechanisms discussed in the 

next section. 
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V.C.3.(c) Other Financing Proposals 

 

The Commission should order the Staff to conduct and the SAG to review an evaluation of all 

financing mechanisms that could increase Plan 3 savings. 

In addition to on-bill financing, Mr. Crandall identified performance contracts, leasing, a 

Tariffed Installation Program (TIP), off-bill loans, revolving loans, and other alternatives that 

Ameren could use to get more energy savings from Plan 3. ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at pages 6-8. Thus 

far, there is no evidence that Ameren has examined these financing mechanisms to see how they 

could boost Plan 3 savings. Ameren has not provided any response to Mr. Crandall’s financing 

recommendations other than Mr. Woolcutt’s statements in his rebuttal testimony that “it would 

be inappropriate to conduct a workshop outside the scope of the [on-bill financing] pilot and its 

subsequent evaluation.” Ameren Exhibit 8.0 at page 5. Mr. Woolcutt or any other Company 

witnesses have not made any comments regarding the other financing mechanisms Mr. Crandall 

outlined. As explained in the previous section, Mr. Woolcutt’s insistence that it is too early to 

study expanding the on-bill financing program is without merit. Ameren could also improve Plan 

3 with some combination of the many other financing mechanisms that Mr. Crandall 

recommended in his testimony and that are detailed below. 

In performance contracting, as Mr. Crandall explained, “[A] third party provides the 

capital to retrofit a building and make energy efficiency improvements. The customer saves 

enough money on their bill that they can pay off the capital improvement and split the savings 

with the third party. Performance contracting to promote energy efficiency is a long established 

approach and it is widely used.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 6. Mr. Crandall also notes, “DCEO 

has included performance contracting in its approaches to promoting customer adoption of 

energy efficiency and demand response measures.” Id. 
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 Ameren also ignores the option of offering a leasing program. As Mr. Crandall explained, 

“Utilities have offered leases on LED street lighting, water heaters, high efficiency lighting and 

other energy efficiency equipment.” Id. at pages 6-7. Mr. Crandall noted that utilities in North 

Carolina “offer leases on street lighting and area lighting,” and in Santa Clara, California, “the 

utility offers leases on solar pool heating, solar thermal process heat and solar water heating.” Id. 

at page 6. 

 The TIP approach is another potential financing mechanism to help boost savings from 

Plan 3. In a TIP, a utility customer has access to “program services including an energy audit, 

insulation, air sealing, heating and cooling systems and financial support by agreeing to be on a 

tariff that is paid in conjunction with their utility bill. It provides upfront financial support to 

have homes weatherized and made to be more energy efficient.” Id. at page 7. The “tariff is 

designed to be less than the savings that will result from the use and installation of energy 

efficiency measures. Therefore, the customer typically realizes a positive cash flow from the 

beginning of the arrangement.” Id.  Mr. Crandall identified a Kansas utility that “has used this 

approach since 2007 . . . and has been running a program that involves an initial on-premise audit 

and (after the customer selects a contractor) the installation of a broad array of measures.” Id.

 The above are just a few examples of financing mechanisms that Ameren can use to get 

more savings from the constrained Plan 3 budget by helping customers realize a positive cash 

flow rather than making the customer spend money up front and wait for the measure to pay for 

itself over many years. ELPC is not recommending that Ameren implement any particular 

financing mechanism, but rather, the Commission should order Staff and the SAG to evaluate 

these financing mechanisms within six months of approval of Plan 3 to see which are best suited 

for Ameren’s customers. 
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V.C.6.  Miscellaneous 
 

The Commission should order Ameren to submit a request to modify its DS-5 tariff to include 

LED street lighting technology or propose a new tariff to offer LED street lighting. 

As Mr. Crandall explained, “Commonly referred to as LEDs (light emitting diodes), this 

lighting uses solid-state lighting (SSL) in which light-emitting diodes replace conventional 

incandescent and fluorescent lamps for general lighting purposes.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 12. 

Customers can use LEDs for indoor lighting, area lighting, and street lighting. While Ameren 

identifies 315,508 MWh of annual deliveries for Street Lighting in Plan 3 (Ameren Exhibit 1.1 at 

page 18), Mr. Crandall notes, “Ameren does not have now nor has it filed in Illinois a revised 

rate to use LED street lighting technology.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 13. Mr. Crandall 

explained that Ameren’s current tariff DS-5 provides only “mercury vapor, sodium vapor and 

metal halide [street] lighting technology options.” Id.  These kinds of street lighting technologies 

are much less energy efficient than LED streetlights. For example, as Mr. Crandall noted, “[A] 

250 watt metal halide lamp (290 watt system) was replaced with a 78 watt LED street light that 

has a 150,000 hour useful life.” Id.  This is a significant savings that Ameren’s doesn’t incent 

with its existing tariff. 

Despite this savings potential, Mr. Goerss claims that Mr. Crandall’s proposal that 

Ameren include LED street lighting in its tariff is “vague and premature.” Ameren Exhibit 6.0 at 

page 27. Mr. Goerss claims that “it is presently unknown what type of LED could even be 

offered or whether an LED lighting program would be cost effective.” Id. While Ameren Illinois 

might not have done any research on LED street lighting, other utilities, including other 

Ameren’s sister utility in Missouri, have already begun studying and including LED street 

lighting in their energy efficiency portfolios. 
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On October 23, 2013, the Public Service Commission of Missouri issued an order in File 

No. EO-2013-0367 approving an Ameren Missouri tariff “that will permit customers to receive 

unmetered LED street lighting rates as an energy-only option.” Order Approving Tariff at page 1, 

In the Matter of Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri’s Request to Extend Date to 

Provide LED Street Lighting Information, File No. EO-2013-0367 (Oct. 23, 2013). The Missouri 

Commission also stated that Missouri Commission Staff “agrees with [Ameren Missouri’s] 

decision to continue its evaluation of LED street and area economics for its company-owned 

street and outdoor lighting service.” Id. at page 2. Ameren should build on what its sister utility 

learned in Missouri to implement a tariff change in Illinois. 

As Mr. Crandall noted in his testimony, Interstate Power and Light (“IPL”) recently 

“filed with the Iowa Utilities Board (IUB) its revised LED street lighting tariff.” ELPC Exhibit 

1.0 at page 13. As Mr. Crandall explained: 

The revised tariff included the expansion of IPL’s 80-watt LED pilot program 

throughout IPL’s service territory. The tariff also expands the LED streetlighting 

pilot program to include 135-watt and 270-watt LED fixtures in the Cedar Rapids 

operating zone that would replace 250 and 400 watt High Pressure Sodium 

bulbs. . . . The replacement of fixtures when high pressure sodium bulbs burn out 

or need maintenance is a cost effective way to implement this change and will 

result in HPS bulbs being phased out of IPL’s service territory in 5-7 years. The 

limited expansion to 135-watt and 270-watt LED fixtures is a logical next step, 

and hopefully, the expansion of these fixtures will follow the same trajectory of 

the 80-watt fixtures and be service territory wide in the near future to phase out of 

the corresponding HPS bulbs in a 5-7 year timeframe as well. 

 

Id. at page 14. ELPC Exhibit 1.2 includes IPL’s new tariff. 

Despite the evidence of success at other utilities, including Ameren’s sister utility in 

Missouri, Mr. Goerss states that “the company has not yet scheduled its tests and conducted 

research beyond the initial review of data from outside sources.” ELPC Group Cross Exhibit 1 at 

page 49. Mr. Goerss goes on that to state, “If after the conclusion of its tests and research the 
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Company would choose to offer LED technology as part of its GDS-5 lighting service, it would 

propose to do so within a docketed proceeding that has defined processes for allowing for 

intervenor groups such as ELPC to review evidence filed within the docketed case.” Id.  

Ameren’s vague timeframe is unacceptable. Given the significant savings shortfall Ameren 

expects from Plan 3, Ameren should make LED street lights available to customers as soon as 

possible. The success in Ameren Missouri and IPL’s territories indicate that LED street lighting 

is an achievable, cost effective method to create significant energy savings. The Commission 

should order Ameren to submit a request to modify its tariff DS-5 to include LED street lighting 

as soon as possible. 

VI.A.2. Modified NTG Framework Proposals 

The Commission should reject Ameren’s proposed Net to Gross (“NTG”) framework and order 

the Company to use Staff’s proposed modified NTG framework (Staff Exhibit 3.1), and 

incorporate the voting parties condition proposed by Mr. Crandall (ELPC Exhibit 1.4) and Mr. 

Mosenthal (AG Exhibit 1.1). 

The NTG framework specifies how Ameren derives accurate net savings values for its 

programs. As Mr. Mosenthal explained, A NTG value “is used to adjust the total estimated 

‘gross’ savings from all measures tracked through the program to estimate the true ‘net’ effect 

that the program has produced.” AG Exhibit 1.0 at page 35. The NTG value, therefore, ensures 

that the Company receives credit only for savings that its programs actually generate. This 

allows the Company to properly allocate ratepayer money to programs that achieve real 

efficiency savings.  

The existing NTG framework, as approved by the Commission for Plan 2, allows for 

retroactive adjustments to NTG values for “existing new programs not yet evaluated, and 
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previously evaluated programs undergoing significant changes.” Plan 2 Order at page 72. The 

Plan 2 NTG framework also required the SAG to provide “recommendations” to the 

Commission for the how the Company should apply the framework. Id. Unfortunately, the SAG 

never reached enough of a consensus to file the required recommendations with the Commission. 

For Plan 3, Ameren proposes that “NTG values (as provided by the independent 

evaluators) . . . known as of March 1
st
 of each year [are] applied to determine savings for the 

following program year.” Ameren Exhibit 1.1 at page 19. Mr. Goerss argues, “If NTG values are 

set by [March 1], that would go far in mitigating the risks associated with changing values and in 

achieving the benefits to ratepayers that comes with regulatory certainty.” Id. at page 15. While 

ELPC agrees that NTG value certainty before a planning year begins is important, Ameren’s 

proposal takes the SAG out of the NTG process, and therefore is not workable. The SAG should 

play an important role in the NTG process. 

ELPC recognizes that applying NTG values retrospectively makes it difficult for the 

utility to plan and operate its programs, but proposes that the Commission can keep the SAG as 

an active participant in the NTG framework while still applying NTG values prospectively. To 

that end, ELPC proposes that the Commission adopt the Staff’s revised NTG framework (Staff 

Exhibit 3.1), which incorporates the NTG framework developed by the non-utility SAG 

members and attached to Mr. Crandall (ELPC Exhibit 1.4) and Mr. Mosenthal’s (AG Exhibit 

1.1) testimonies. As Mr. Mosenthal explained, this framework “allows for the prospective-only 

application of [NTG] changes.” (AG Exhibit 1.0 at page 44).   

Under Staff’s revised NTG framework, evaluators will issue their proposed NTG value 

changes by December 1. Staff Exhibit 3.1 at page 5. This begins a 3-month process that will 

result in deemed NTG values filed in the TRM approval docket for 12-0528 by March 5. Staff 
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Exhibit 3.1 at page 5. Throughout this time, the SAG will discuss the proposed NTG values and 

come to consensus about what the filed value should be. Staff Exhibit 3.1 at page 3. If the SAG 

can’t reach consensus, then the NTG value will default to an average of NTG values from prior 

years. Id. 

ELPC’s sole amendment to Staff’s revised NTG framework is that the framework 

incorporate Mr. Crandall and Mr. Mosenthal’s recommendations for a voting parties provision 

and that “voting parties,” while flexible in terms of specific number and members, cannot 

include subcontractors in Section 8-103/104 efficiency programs. ELPC Exhibit 1.4 at page 2, 

paragraph 2 and FN 3. With this amendment, the Commission should approve Staff’s Revised 

NTG Framework. 

VI.D.  Portfolio Flexibility 

The Commission should deny Ameren’s request for the unconstrained authority to modify Plan 3. 

Ameren seeks authorization to “adjust all portfolio elements (program costs, targets, 

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

optimize achievement of portfolio success.” Ameren Exhibit 1.1 at page 18. As Mr. Mosenthal 

explained in his direct testimony, however, because the legislative budget constraints limit the 

achievable potential of Ameren’s efficiency program, “allowing unfettered flexibility simply all 

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

from more expensive to less expensive programs.” AG Exhibit 1.0 at page 29. As Mr. Crandall 

explained, “For example, Ameren could shift large amounts of funds from programs targeted to 

all sectors to programs that are more heavily targeted to commercial and industrial programs, or 

100% residential lighting.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 20. NRDC Witness Grevatt shares a 

similar concern, noting that “it would likely not be considered acceptable for AIC to shift its 
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entire portfolio budget into Behavior modification, or standard CFLs, or the Business Standard 

program, but the flexibility that Ameren requests would allow it to do so.” NRDC Exhibit 1.0 at 

page 25. While all parties agree that “program flexibility is important in terms of modifying 

rebate levels and market strategy, etc.,” as Mr. Crandall stated in his testimony, Ameren’s 

proposed level of flexibility “would make the three year formal review and program 

development process moot, which would thwart public input and program improvement.” ELPC 

Exhibit 1.0 at pages 19-20. 

 Mr. Goerss attempts to defend Ameren’s request for unlimited flexibility by noting, 

“[N]o party has provided a single instance where Ameren Illinois improperly used its 

Commission-granted flexibility during either Plan 1 or Plan 2.” Ameren Exhibit 6.0 at page 18. 

While this might be true, it is also irrelevant. Ameren is essentially asking the Commission to 

assume that in the future the Company will do the right thing. The Commission’s job isn’t to 

trust the Company to do the right thing, but rather to properly constrain the Company to protect 

the ratepayers and preserve the mandates of Illinois law, which requires a three-year formal 

review and program development that Ameren proposes to make irrelevant. 

 The Commission should deny Ameren’s request for unlimited flexibility to unilaterally 

modify Plan 3. As Mr. Crandall stated, “Program flexibility is important in terms of modifying 

rebate levels and marketing strategy, etc. However, Ameren’s request is too far reaching and is 

not reasonable and should not be authorized.” ELPC Exhibit 1.0 at page 20. The Commission, 

therefore, should impose some limits on Ameren’s flexibility. Regardless of those specific limits, 

the Commission should also require the Company to continue to bring all significant program 

changes to the attention of the SAG.   
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VI.F.  Aligning Savings Goals According to Changes in Values 

The Commission should deny Ameren’s request to adjust its savings goals based on changes to 

NTG values. 

Ameren requests the authority to adjust its savings goals in line with any change to NTG 

values: 

Specifically, with any change in an annual NTG or measure value, the same 

revised value replaces the filed values contained in this Plan as filed in this docket 

for that applicable year, thus creating an adjusted savings goal for that year. 

 

Ameren Exhibit 1.1 (2nd Rev.) at page 21. ELPC opposes this request because, as Mr. Grevatt 

explained, allowing Ameren to adjust its goals based on any change to NTG values would “send 

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

managing its portfolio.” NRDC Exhibit 1.0 at page 27. For example, if after PY7 the evaluators 

lower the NTG value for CFLs, meaning that the Company would not get as much savings per 

bulb in PY8 as it did in PY7, then under the Ameren’s proposal, it would lower its savings goals 

accordingly. As Mr. Grevatt explained, in this case, “Ameren would not need to adjust its 

approach to promoting CFLs because it knows that its goals would be adjusted downward.” Id. 

The Company could continue to conduct business as usual with regard to CFLs, investing 

ratepayer funds “to little effect, which might cause it to ignore other opportunities for greater 

savings in the market place.” Id.  Mr. Mosenthal expresses a similar concern in his rebuttal 

testimony, stating, “This is bad policy because it discourages the program administrators from 

considering other efficiency resources that may be more appropriate and valuable to promote.” 

AG Exhibit 2.0 at page 9. As Ms. Devens stated in her rebuttal testimony, “Allowing the 

Company to change goals any time there is a change in the NTG or TRM values for a measure or 

program is antithetical to the purpose of the statutory Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard 
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(“EEPS”) goals, which call for utilities to put forth efforts to annually increase the amount of 

energy efficiency achieved by managing programs.” CUB Exhibit 2.0 at page 12. 

 Staff argues that the Commission should grant Ameren the authority to change its goals 

when NTG values change only if the Commission also explicitly holds the Company 

“accountable to prudently respond to such changes in the implementation of its programs.” Staff 

Exhibit 3.0 at page 7. As Ms. Hinman summarized, “[E]ven though the participation estimates 

remain the same as those filed in the Plan when calculating the adjusted goals annually, the 

Company should not feel compelled to target that initially forecasted participation when 

modifying its portfolio.” Staff Exhibit 1.0 at page 29. Despite the fact that Ms. Hinman shares 

the concerns of most intervenors, however, she believes that allowing Ameren to adjust its 

savings goals will “help reduce litigation in the context of the NTG Framework.” Id. at page 27. 

Ms. Hinman is concerned that Ameren will be reluctant to agree lowering NTG values because it 

will make it harder to meet its goals if the goals don’t change as NTG changes. 

While ELPC understands Ms. Hinman’s concern, it agrees with Ms. Devens that “this 

concern is inadequate justification for granting the Company an unfettered ability to lower 

savings goals.” CUB Exhibit 2.0 at page 12. As Ms. Devens explained, “Ameren, and any entity 

offering goal-centered energy efficiency programs, must always respond prudently to changes in 

the market, whether that change results from federal efficiency standards, an informative EMV 

report, or changes in TRM values.” Id. at pages 12-13. Therefore, the Commission should deny 

Ameren’s request to modify its savings goals to align with changes in NTG values. 
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