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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
AMEREN ILLINOIS COMPANY   ) 

)  13-0498 
Approval of the Energy Efficiency and )  
Demand Response Plan Pursuant to  )  
220 ILCS 5/8-103 and 220 ILCS 5/8-104  ) 
 

INITIAL BRIEF OF THE CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD 

 Now comes the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), by and through its attorney, to file 

this Initial Brief pursuant to the Rules of Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission 

(“ICC” or “the Commission”), 83 Ill. Admin. Code §200.800, and the schedule established in 

this case by the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”).   

 

I. Introduction 

This proceeding is to review Ameren Illinois Company’s (“Ameren” or “the 

Company”) mandatory three-year Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard Plan (the “Plan”) .  

Under the Public Utilities Act (the “PUA” or the “Act”), Ameren must seek Commission 

approval for program years 4-6 for its gas Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard (“EEPS”) 

programs (“Gas PYs 4-6”) and program years 7-9 for its electric EEPS programs (“Electric 

PYs 7-9”).  220 ILCS 5/8-103, 8-104.   

Ameren’s Plan presents an integrated portfolio of electric and gas energy efficiency 

programs, including programs administered in conjunction with the Illinois Department of 

Commerce and Economic Opportunity’s (“DCEO”), to achieve the statutory energy savings 

goals within the statutory spending screens.  Ameren is requesting the ICC approve the 

following features of its Plan:   
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 Modification of the statutory energy savings goals for Electric PYs 7-9 Gas PYs 4-

6based upon the spending screens calculated by AIC under Sections 8-103 and 8-104 

of the PUA. Ameren Ex. 1.0 at 5. 

 Portfolio flexibility to adjust program budgets, goals, incentives, and measures. 

Ameren Ex. 1.0 at 10. 

 Modifications to the framework used to set net-to-gross (“NTG”) ratio values, 

including tying NTG updates to the existing Technical Reference Manual (“TRM”) 

annual update process. Ameren Ex. 1.0 at 11. 

 Proposed allocation of electric and gas energy efficiency measures to be implemented 

by Ameren and DCEO. Ameren Ex. 1.0 at 17. 

Ameren’s Plan is cost-effective at the portfolio level and includes a wide range of 

energy efficiency programs that reach all customer classes that fund the EEPS.  CUB Ex. 

1.0 at 5.  The Plan includes many programs that have been approved by the Commission in 

two previous three-year EEPS Plans, and Ameren has consistently exceeded both the gas 

and electric energy efficiency targets set by the Commission in prior years. See generally 

ICC Dockets No. 07-0539 and 10-0568.  As a result, CUB generally recommends that the 

Commission approve the Plan with CUB’s recommendations, including: 

• Ameren should submit a Revised Plan to the Commission with increased savings 

goals; 

• The Commission should order Ameren to move the Home Energy Reports and 

Standard CFL program to the Illinois Power Agency procurement process, and that 

newly available funds should be spent on residential 8-103 programs; 
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• Ameren should spend the remainder of the Emerging Technologies budget on a 

Smart Devices program, after the Company has funded the Building Codes and 

Standards program; 

• Ameren should submit a Revised Plan to the Commission that includes a calculation 

of the demand response goal  based on all delivery service customers of the 

Company; 

• Ameren should submit a Revised Plan to the Commission that includes a proposal 

for a Conservation Voltage Reduction program to meet the demand response goal;  

• The Commission should adopt the recommendations made by the People, NRDC, 

and CUB related to portfolio flexibility; and 

• The Commission should find that banking between Plan filing years is 

inappropriate. 

 

IV. Electric and Gas Savings Goals and Spending Limits 

A. Proposed Modified Goals 

2.  Adequacy of Savings Goals 

Ameren maintains it will be unable to meet the statutory electric and gas energy 

savings goal, and that the “proposed modified savings targets reflect a projection of what is 

realistically achievable within the spending limit.”  Ameren Ex. 1.1(2nd Rev.) at 5.  For the 

electric goals, this translates to a 0.50%, 0.51%, and 0.52% megawatt hour (“MWH”) 

reduction in PYs 7-9, respectively, absent the DCEO portion of the goal, and proposed 

savings of 193,240 MWH, 200,081 MWH, and 206,759 MWH respectively over the same 

plan years.  Ameren DRR to CUB 2.07.  On the gas side, Ameren proposes to achieve therm 

reductions of 0.43%, 0.43%, and 0.44% respectively in gas PYs 4-6, absent the DCEO 
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portion of the goal. Ameren Ex. 1.1(2nd Rev.) at 5. Those percent reductions translate to 

4,643,027 therms in PY 4, 4,639,542 therms in PY 5, and 4,636,069 therms in PY 6, again, 

absent DCEO’s portion of the goal.  Ameren Ex. 1.1(2nd Rev.) at 5.   

Ameren’s proposed electric goals are only about a quarter of what the statute 

requires, and the proposed gas goals are about half of what the statute requires.  CUB Ex. 

1.0 at 9.  Ameren is requesting the ICC approve a modified electric and gas spending screen 

for Plan Years 7-9, reflecting what the Company states is achievable within the spending 

limit.  Ameren Ex. 1.1(2nd Rev.) at 5.  The PUA allows Ameren to reduce the amount of 

electric energy efficiency and demand-response measures over a three year Plan period so 

that the average annual budget increase for these measures is limited to 2.015% for PYs 7-

9.  220 ILCS 5/8-103(d).  The Company calculated the spending limits for the electric energy 

efficiency programs for Plan Years 7, 8, and 9 at approximately $44.7 million, $45.4 million, 

and $45.6 million, respectively, exclusive of the DCEO portion of the budget.  Ameren Ex. 

1.1(2nd Rev.) at 6.   

The PUA also allows Ameren to request the ICC to approve lower goals than what 

the statute lays out, since by law, the measures Ameren can include in its Plan must be 

adjusted to limit the average budget increase to no more than 2% for natural gas energy 

efficiency over a three year period.  220 ILCS 5/8-104(d).  The Company calculated the 

spending limits for the gas energy efficiency programs for Plan Years 4, 5, and 6 at 

approximately $11.7 million, $11.7 million, and $11.8 million, respectively, exclusive of the 

DCEO portion of the budget.  Id. 

While it is true that the PUA allows utilities to request that the Commission adjust 

their Plan goals based upon the impact of the spending screens, it is also true that Ameren 

has consistently exceeded its annual savings targets.  CUB Ex. 1.0 at 11.  Ameren’s past 

performance indicates that it can achieve more MWH and therms than what Ameren has 
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proposed here.  CUB Ex. 1.0 at 10-11. Ameren is currently implementing programs for 

Electric PY 6, which means Ameren is in the sixth year of operating under the spending 

screen.  For the past three years Ameren has been operating with modified electric energy 

efficiency goals based upon the amount of measures limited by the spending screen.   CUB 

witness Rebecca Devens testified that, as illustrated in Table 1, since PY 4, Ameren’s 

electric portfolio budget has consistently ranged between $44.5 and $45.7 million.  CUB Ex. 

1.0 at 12. Ameren achieved savings of 353,664 MWH in PY 4, and ex ante savings of 330, 

836 MWH in PY 5. In PY 4, Ameren exceeded the electric goal by 129%; in PY 5, Ameren 

exceeded the goal by 135%, and in PY 6, Ameren plans on exceeding the goal by 126%.  

These numbers indicate that Ameren consistently achieves beyond the electric goals by 

around 30%.   

Table 1: Ameren Electric Energy Efficiency Goals and Budget 

 PY 4 PY 5 PY 6 PY 7 PY 8 PY 9 

Goal (MWH) 273,5341 245, 8712 216,4953 193,2404 200,081 206,759 

Achievement 
(MWH) 

353,6645 330,8366 273,3707 N/A N/A N/A 

% Achieved 129%8 135%9 126%10 N/A N/A N/A 

Budget (in $44.511 $44.712 $45.513 $44.7 $45.4 $45.7 

                                                 
1CUB Ex. 1.2 at 4. 
2 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2013. July 3, 2013.  
3 Goal is based on Implementation Plan. CUB Ex. 1.2 at 9. 
4 PY 7-9 Goal and Budget from Ameren Ex. 1.1(2nd Rev.) at 6. 
5 CUB Ex. 1.2 at 4. 
6 Ex Ante from CUB Ex. 1.2 at 2. 
7 Achievement is based on Implementation Plan. CUB Ex. 1.2 at 9. 
8 CUB Ex. 1.2 at 4. 
9 CUB Ex. 1.2 at 4. 
10 % Achieved based on Implementation Plan. CUB Ex. 1.2 at 9. 
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millions) 

Amount 
Spent 

$36.914 $37.015 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

% Spent 83%16 83%17 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
 

It is clear that Ameren can be achieving greater savings – likely around 150,000 MWH – 

greater than the Company has claimed they can save in this Plan filing.  However, Ameren 

is projecting it can only achieve savings of around 200,000 MWH annually in PYs 7-9.  This 

is a difference of around 150,000 MWH between what Ameren has achieved under a budget 

cap of around $45 million in the last couple years, and what Ameren states it can achieve in 

the upcoming three years.   

As illustrated in Table 2 below, the gas budget was $13.9 in Gas PY 1, $14.1 in Gas 

PY 2, and $14.4 in Gas PY 3.  The budget is about $2 million lower per year for Gas PYs 4-6 

in this Plan filing: it is $11.7 million for PYs 4 and 5, and $11.8 in PY 6. With a reduced 

budget, it is reasonable for Ameren to propose gas savings goals that are lower than they 

were in the first Plan filing.  However, in PYs 1 and 2, Ameren only spent 75% and 84% of 

the budget, or at $10.5 and $11.9 million respectively, about as much money as the 

Company has to spend annually in PYs 4-6.  In PYs 1 and 2, Ameren exceeded the goals by 

155% and 140%.  In PY 1, Ameren achieved net savings of 5,771,819 therms.  In PY 2, 

                                                                                                                                                             
11 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2012. September 21, 
2012. 
12 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2013. July 3, 2013. 
13 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Revised Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 
for Program Years: June 1, 2011-May 31, 2014. January 20, 2011 at 8. 
14 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2012. September 21, 
2012. 
15 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2013. July 3, 2013. 
16 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2012. September 21, 
2012. 
17 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2013. July 3, 2013. 
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Ameren achieved ex ante savings of 6,109,638 therms.  This is about 1.1-1.5 million therms 

more than Ameren is stating the Company can achieve in PYs 4-6.  While gas prices are 

low, and it is a difficult time for utilities to achieve efficiency savings, Ameren managed to 

accomplished significant savings in the same troubled market in PYs 1 and 2. 

Table 2: Ameren Gas Energy Efficiency Goals and Budget 

 PY 1 PY 2 PY 3 PY 4 PY 5 PY 6 

Goal (therms, in 
millions) 

3.718 4.419 4.920 4.621 4.6 4.6 

Achievement 
(therms) 

5.822 6.123 5.824 N/A N/A N/A 

% Achieved 155%25 140%26 118%27 N/A N/A N/A 

Budget (in 
millions) 

$13.928 $14.129 $14.430 $11.7 $11.7 $11.8 

Amount Spent $10.531 $11.932 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

% Spent 75%33 84%34 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

                                                 
18 CUB Ex. 1.2 at 5. 
19 CUB Ex. 1.2 at 5. 
20 CUB Ex. 1.2 at 10. 
21 PY 4- 6 Goal and Budget from Ameren Ex. 1.1 (2nd REV.) at 6. 
22 CUB Ex. 1.2 at 5. 
23 Achievement is Ex Ante. CUB Ex. 1.2 at 5. 
24 Achievement is based on Implementation Plan. CUB Ex. 1.2 at 10. 
25 CUB Ex. 1.2 at 5. 
26 % Achieved is Ex Ante. CUB Ex. 1.2 at 5. 
27 % Achieved is based on Implementation Plan. CUB Ex. 1.2 at 10. 
28 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Revised Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 
for Program Years: June 1, 2011-May 31, 2014. January 20, 2011 at 8. 
29 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Revised Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 
for Program Years: June 1, 2011-May 31, 2014. January 20, 2011 at 8. 
30 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Revised Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Plan 
for Program Years: June 1, 2011-May 31, 2014. January 20, 2011 at 8. 
31 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2012. September 21, 
2012. 
32 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2013. July 3, 2013. 
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If Ameren is able to rely on banked savings from PYs 1-6 in PYs 7-9, those banked 

savings will certainly assist Ameren to meeting the savings targets, depending on the final 

amount the Company is able to bank. CUB Ex. 1.0 at 15.  For example, Ameren was able to 

bank savings that were 10% of the excess MWH Ameren achieved from PYs 1 and 2, which 

amounted to 16,890 MWH.  Ameren DRR to NRDC 2.01; CUB Ex. 1.3.  The savings were 

achieved with cost-effective programs which were approved by the Commission in ICC 

Docket Nos. 07-0539 and 10-0568.  As illustrated in Table 1, and in Ameren’s discovery 

response to the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”), due to Ameren exceeding the 

annual goals every year, it is clear that Ameren will be able to bank savings from all 

previous years: PYs 1-5 (Ameren is currently implementing PY 6 electric programs).   

Ameren has managed to do this without even spending the entire modified portfolio 

budget.  As Tables 1 and 2 illustrate, Ameren has only been spending 83% of the electric 

portfolio budget to achieve around 130% of the electric savings, and 75-84% of the gas 

portfolio budget to achieve between 140-155% of the gas savings.  This illustrates that the 

goals in the previous Plan filing were unnecessarily low: Ameren is not spending 17% of the 

electric budget, and 16-25% of the gas budget to achieve 30% more electric efficiency and 

40-55% more gas efficiency beyond the targets.   

The Company is clearly capable of achieving greater savings, and that would be even 

truer if the Company spent the entire portfolio budget.  While it might be understandable 

for Ameren to want to minimize risk by taking a conservative approach to forecasting 

potential savings achievement, the repeated failure to spend the entire portfolio budget and 

                                                                                                                                                             
33 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2012. September 21, 
2012. 
34 ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Energy Efficiency Portfolio Report: March-May 2013. July 3, 2013. 
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ability to so greatly achieve savings beyond the targets illustrates that there is room for 

improvement.  The EEPS is designed to maximize energy efficiency in Illinois while 

minimizing the impact program costs have on consumers’ bills.  The spending screen 

ensures that electric and gas customers will not see increases of more than around 2% as a 

result of these programs.  The goal of the EEPS is for the utilities to spend money on energy 

efficiency programs, not limit how much they spend by proposing low goals.   

CUB recommends the Commission follow the steps it took in ICC Docket No. 10-

0568 and order Ameren to present a Revised Plan which includes increased proposed 

savings targets that are in line with what the Company’s achievements have been in 

previous years.  If the Company predicts that any individual program or measure will lead 

to fewer MWH or therm reductions in the upcoming three years than that program has 

been performing, Ameren must provide extensive explanation and evidence for stakeholder, 

Staff, and Commission review and approval.  

 

III. Ameren Illinois’ Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan 

C. Staff and Intervenor Proposed Changes To The Plan 

1. Proposed Changes to Ameren Illinois’ Proposed Programs 

(a)  Removing Programs from the Plan to the IPA 
Procurement Plan 

The Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”) must include in its annual procurement plan 

“incremental” energy efficiency pursuant to Section 16-111.5B of the PUA, that is, energy 

efficiency that is incremental to that approved in the EEPS plan proceedings.   220 ILCS 

5/16-111.5B(a).  That portion of the statue directs Ameren to annually submit an 

assessment of cost-effective energy efficiency programs or measures that could be included 

in the procurement plan to the IPA by July 15th.  Id.  The assessments should include  
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“Identification of new or expanded cost-effective energy efficiency programs 
or measures that are incremental to those included in energy efficiency and 
demand-response plans approved by the Commission pursuant to Section 8-
103 of this Act and that would be offered to all retail customers whose electric 
service has not been declared competitive under Section 16-113 of this Act 
and who are eligible to purchase power and energy from the utility under 
fixed-price bundled service tariffs, regardless of whether such customers 
actually do purchase such power and energy from the utility.”  Id.   

The IPA must include cost-effective energy efficiency programs and measures and the 

associated annual energy savings goal in the Plan.  220 ILCS 5/16-111.5B(g).  The 

Commission then must also approve the energy efficiency programs and measures included 

in the Plan “if the Commission determines they fully capture the potential for all achievable 

cost-effective savings, to the extent practicable, and otherwise satisfy the requirements of 

Section 8-103 of this Act.”  Id.   

Last year, the 2013 IPA Procurement Plan was the first time the incremental energy 

efficiency programs were included.  In the Final Order approving that plan, the 

Commission ordered Staff and the IPA to facilitate a workshop process to address issues 

around how those programs were to be structured as compared to the existing EEPS 

programs.  In Re Illinois Power Agency Petition for Approval of Procurement Plan, ICC 

Docket No. 12-0544, Final Order at 271 (Dec. 19, 2012).  CUB participated in the 

subsequent workshops, which did reach consensus on several issues.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 3.  In 

particular, consensus was reached that the IPA program are separate from the existing 

EEPS program portfolios.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 4.  As such that the utilities will exercise 

minimal administrative control over non-utility administered programs, and that savings 

from IPA programs will not count towards the 8-103 goals discussed in this filing.  

Two parties recommended that Ameren move programs, so to speak, from the EEPS 

portfolio to the IPA procurement process.  NRDC recommends that the Commission order 

Ameren to move the electric portion of its behavior modification program, Home Energy 
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Reports, for PY 8 and PY 9 to the IPA portfolio. NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 21.  The People of the 

State of Illinois (“People”) recommend that Ameren move both the Home Energy Reports 

program and the Standard CFLs program to the IPA.  Office of Illinois Attorney General 

(“AG”) Ex. 1.0 at 14-15.  CUB agrees that the Home Energy Reports program should be 

moved to the IPA and that the Standard CFL program should also be moved.  CUB Ex. 2.0 

at 5.   

The IPA procurement process sheds light on what Ameren should reasonably be 

expected to be able to achieve under both the IPA procurement and the 8-103 portfolio 

programs.  In last year’s IPA Plan, Ameren programs were forecasted to provide savings of 

70, 834 MWh, reduce the energy required for the IPA procured portfolio by 25,409 MWh, 

and lower peak demand by 4 MW.  IPA Plan in ICC Docket No. 13-0546 at 81.  In this 

year’s Plan, Ameren is proposing programs with estimated savings of 65,680 MWH, peak 

demand reductions of 2 MW, and savings attributable to eligible retail customers of 17,950 

MWH.  Id. at 86.  This is a reduction in savings of 5,154 MWH and 2 MW of peak demand 

from last year.   

In recent years Ameren has exceeded the 8-103 Commission approved goals 

expending the budget.  See Section II infra.  Ameren is clearly capable of achieving greater 

MWH savings under both the IPA and 8-103 programs, and moving the Home Energy 

Reports and Standard CFL programs to the IPA is an important first step in increasing the 

savings Ameren achieves.   

If the Commission approves funding these programs entirely by the IPA 

procurement process, CUB recommends that to the extent funds are freed up for 

investment in EEPS programs, those funds should be spent on residential sector programs. 

CUB Ex. 7-8.  NRDC recommends newly available funds be spent on the Business Standard 

program.  NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 21.  The People also recommends that these funds be spent on 
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Commercial and Industrial (“C&I”) programs.  OAG Ex. 1.0 at 17.  These recommendations 

should be rejected.  

The law requires that the EEPS programs must “represent a diverse cross-section of 

opportunities for customers of all rate classes to participate in the programs.” 220 ILCS 5/8-

103(f).  That is, those customers funding the EEPS programs must be able to take 

advantage of the EEPS programs.  Other utilities in Illinois specifically allocate funds 

collected from a customer class to programs delivered to that specific customer class, an 

equitable practice that Ameren should support.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 7.  Moreover, given the 

great volatility in the load served by the IPA, it is possible that in any given year the IPA 

that the IPA or Commission may find that the IPA does not need to procure any or as much 

energy efficiency as in previous years.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 7.  In recent years, around two-

thirds or three-quarters of customers have switched from purchasing supply from ComEd 

or Ameren as procured by the IPA to purchasing supply from an Alternative Retail 

Electricity Supplier (an “ARES” or “supplier”).  Id.  Customers who have switched to 

purchasing supply from an ARES no longer require the IPA to procure power for them.  

Under that scenario, residential customers who are funding both the EEPS programs and 

the IPA programs would have limited access to programs if Ameren is not at the same time 

offering them robust program offerings through the 8-103 as well.  Id.  Simply because 

residential customers are now funding programs through both the IPA and the 8-103 does 

not mean that those customers are not entitled to a full, diverse, and comprehensive 

portfolio of program under the 8-103 portfolio.   

2. Proposed New Programs 

(c) Smart Devices Program  

The Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”) recommends that Ameren 

include in its EEPS programs targeting the use of “smart” devices.  ELPC defines smart 
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devices as hardware on the customer side of the meter that enable customers to reduce 

their energy use overall and at times of peak demand.  ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 10.  Smart devices 

are sometimes required for customers to participate in certain energy efficiency and 

dynamic pricing programs.  Id.  Examples of smart devices include thermostats, plugs, 

power strips, switches, smart chargers for electric vehicles, gateways, and in-home displays 

that can communicate with smart meters.  Id. at 11.   

CUB believes that smart devices are critical for customers to fully realize the 

benefits of advanced metering infrastructure (“AMI”), which is currently being deployed in 

Illinois.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 19.  As such, CUB agrees with ELPC’s recommendation that 

Ameren establish interoperability standards for smart devices to communicate with smart 

meters and be willing to verify and register devices that a customer may purchase and 

install on their own.  ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 11.  ELPC also addresses a proposed discount 

program for these devices where AMI is being deployed, and recommends Ameren direct its 

Emerging Technologies Budget to fund this program.  Id.   

In response, Ameren states the Company has earmarked a portion of the Emerging 

Technologies budget for a codes and standards pilot program.  Ameren Ex. 1.1 (2nd Rev.) at 

68.  CUB supports this program, and would recommend as a compromise that Ameren to 

spend the remainder of the Emerging Technologies funding on a smart device program as 

recommended by ELPC.  CUB Ex. 19.  Further, the Company should discuss its plans for 

this program with the energy efficiency Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”) and with the 

Smart Grid Advisory Council (“SGAC”), both of which have an interest in ensuring that the 

benefits of AMI investment are maximized. 

(d)  Conservation Voltage Reduction Program /Voltage 
Optimization Program  
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In the last three year Plan docket, the Commission ordered Ameren to implement a 

Voltage Optimization Pilot to determine what the benefits would be of a wider adoption of 

the program, and to consider both the energy efficiency and demand response capabilities of 

the program.  Ameren, Verified Petition for Approval of Integrated Electric and Natural Gas 

Energy Efficiency Plan, ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Final Order at 27 (Dec. 21, 2010) (“10-

0568 Final Order”).  This pilot ultimately became a test of a Conservation Voltage 

Reduction (“CVR”) program, and Ameren shared the results of a Conservation Voltage 

Reduction (“CVR”) with the SAG on April 30, 2013.  CUB Ex. 1.0 at 24.   

CVR can be defined as a technology that can provide emergency load relief, 

substation voltage reduction, peak load management, and customer end use efficiency.  

CUB Ex. 1.4 at 9.  Ameren has also defined CVR as “the general term for the changes to 

distribution equipment and operations that can reduce line losses, peak loads and reactive 

power needs, and save (or defer) consumption by some types of consumer equipment”  and  

“the intentional and routine reduction of system voltage, typically on distribution circuits, 

to reduce line losses and energy use by some types of end-use equipment while maintaining 

customer service voltage within applicable national standards (e.g., ±5 percent of nominal).”  

CUB Ex. 1.4 at 2-3.  Among the benefits of CVR according to Ameren are: 

• According to studies, operating a utility distribution system in the lower half of the 

acceptable voltage range (120-114 volts) saves energy, reduces demand, and reduces 

reactive power requirements without negatively impacting the customer.  CUB Ex. 

1.4. 

• The distribution lines that deliver energy to homes and businesses typically lose 3 

percent to 7 percent of the electricity they carry.  Id. 
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• Reducing electric service voltage also reduces energy consumption of some consumer 

equipment. In fact, much of the savings potential may be on the customer side.  Id. 

• A study found that when voltage reduction is coupled with major system 

improvements, 10 percent to 40 percent of the savings accrue on the utility 

distribution system; the remaining savings are the result of reduced consumption by 

equipment in homes and businesses operating at lower voltage.  Id., citing R.W. 

Beck 2007. 

• CVR can provide a 1-3% reduction in energy use and a 1-4% peak load reduction at a 

low cost.  Id. 

CUB presented evidence on the merits of a CVR program, including a case study 

from the Electric Power Research Institute (“EPRI”) on CVR in Ameren’s service territory 

in CUB Ex. 1.4.  The EPRI study reports that CVR works by “reducing the voltage along 

the feeder a few percentage points, but keeping the delivery voltage in the acceptable range 

of 114-126 volts, demand and energy are reduced while still providing adequate voltage for 

customer usage.”  CUB Ex. 2.4 at 60.  EPRI compared different CVR capabilities at 

different periods of time, and expressed results in terms of the Conservation Voltage 

Reduction Factor (“CVRf”).  The CVRf is “the percent reduction in load obtained per percent 

of voltage reduction,” such that if load is reduced 2% from a voltage reduction of 3%, the 

CVRf is 2%/3%, or 67.  Id.   

The results from the Ameren pilot are commensurate with the national average of a 

CVRf of 0.8.  CUB Ex. 1.4.  In urban areas in the summer, the estimated CVRf for Ameren 

was .78.  In the fall in urban areas, it was 1.24.  Id.  In the summer in rural/urban areas the 

CVRf was .97.  Id.  The CVRf was lowest in rural/urban areas in the fall at 0.44.  Id.  These 

results suggest that CVR has promise, particularly if at certain times of year in certain 
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areas of Ameren’s service territory, the load reductions from CVR are greater than the 

voltage reductions.   CVR appears to be a positive option for customers.  Customers do not 

have to take action to realize load reductions, and CUB is not aware of CVR causing any 

system problems so far.  CUB Ex. 1.0 at 26.  If a CVR program is found to be cost-beneficial, 

it appears that it could reduce peak load consumption as well as overall consumption for 

Ameren customers.  The Commission should order Ameren to prepare a cost/benefit 

analysis of a CVR program at scale, and share that with the SAG and SGAC.  Ameren 

should report to the Commission on whether a CVR program could cost-effectively meet the 

demand response goal beginning in PY7. If the report finds that a CVR program would be 

cost-effective, Ameren should include it in the revised Plan that Ameren discusses with the 

SAG and files with the Commission.   

5. Demand Response  

   (a) Introduction 

Ameren proposes to achieve the demand response goal through the implementation 

of energy efficiency measures.  Ameren Ex. 1.0 at 10. In the last three year Plan docket, the 

Commission found that it was “not convinced that this interpretation of the Act is correct.”  

10-0568 Final Order at 27.  The Commission weighed several parties’ ideas for meeting the 

targets, including a Voltage Optimization Program, a Power Smart Pricing program and 

the purchase of demand response by the IPA.  Id. at 27-28.  The Commission instructed 

Ameren to research cost-effective demand response measures for inclusion in this Plan 

filing and for discussion with the SAG.  Id.  

Ameren is obligated to meet a demand response goal based on delivering electricity 

to all eligible retail customers, and, as discussed below, if for example a Conservation 

Voltage Reduction program is a cost-effective way to deliver results like this pilot indicates 

are possible, CUB supports the implementation of CVR if it was cost-effective system wide.  
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If the CVR program is not found to be a cost-effective means of meeting the statutory 

demand response goals, then Ameren should implement a different program which would 

cost-effectively meet those goals.    

(b)  Definition of “Eligible Retail Customers”  

The PUA requires that Ameren implement “cost-effective demand-response 

measures to reduce peak demand by 0.1% over the prior year for eligible retail customers, 

as defined in Section 16-111.5 of this Act, and for customers that elect hourly service from 

the utility pursuant to Section 16-107 of this Act, provided those customers have not been 

declared competitive.”  220 ILCS 5/8-103(c).  Ameren has calculated its goal for Electric PYs 

7-9 based on the number of customers who in fact purchase bundled electricity supply from 

Ameren Ex. 4.0 at 9-10.  As a result, Ameren proposes to achieve megawatt (“MW”) 

reductions of 1.23 MW in PY7, 1.12 MW in PY8, and 1.07 MW in PY9.  Id.   

Section 8-103(c) of the Act points to the definition of eligible retail customers in 

Section 16-111.5 of the Act, which in turn defines eligible retail customers as  

“those retail customers that purchase power and energy from the electric 
utility under fixed-price bundled service tariffs, other than those retail 
customers whose service is declared or deemed competitive under Section 16-
113 and those other customer groups specified in this Section, including self-
generating customers, customers electing hourly pricing, or those customers 
who are otherwise ineligible for fixed-price bundled tariff service.”  220 ILCS 
5/16-111.5(a).   

This definition serves to distinguish customer groups that are eligible to be retail customers 

of the utility – i.e., purchase power and energy from the utility – from customers whose 

service has been declared competitive.  The phrase “eligible retail customers” can be 

understood to mean customers who are eligible to be retail customers of the utility.  

Ameren’s demand response goal should be based on this pool of customers – i.e., all 

customers who are eligible to be retail customers of the utility.   
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Ameren has never indicated in either of its past three-year plan filings that it was 

modifying its statutory goal based on the interpretation it puts forth now.   Given that this 

statutory language has been the same for the past six years, there is no reason why Ameren 

is now offering this interpretation.  Under Ameren’s interpretation, the demand response 

goal would be based on the number of customers who currently elect to purchase power and 

energy from Ameren.  As Ameren states, this is a volatile and unpredictable number since 

with municipal aggregation of electricity supply, customers may switch back and forth 

between purchasing electricity supply from an ARES and purchasing that supply from their 

utility.   CUB Ex. 1.0 at 21.  Mass residential customer switching is a recent phenomenon, 

and though many customers have in recent years received supply from an ARES, it is 

impossible to know how many customers may return to the utility in the near future.  Id.  

Under Ameren’s proposal, if more customers return to the utility for power supply in the 

next few years, they would not be reflected in the Company’s demand response goals.  Id.  

The energy efficiency and demand response goals require the utilities to meet annual, 

increasing savings targets.  This requirement calls for consistency and growth in the 

delivery of programs and achievement of targets.   

The Commission should order Ameren to calculate this goal based on the number of 

customers who are eligible to be retail customers of the Company, and not solely the 

number of customers who are currently Ameren retail customers, and include this revised 

goal in the Revised Plan the Company should file with the Commission.  Any customer that 

switches back to Ameren in PYs 7-9 would not be factored into the prospective demand 

response target.   

(c) Power Smart Pricing Program  

CUB recommends that Ameren implement a cost-effective program to its demand 

response goal, and if the CVR program (discussed above in Section C2) is not found to be a 
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cost-effective means of meeting the demand response goals, CUB had recommended that 

Ameren should consider implementing the Power Smart Pricing (“PSP”).  CUB Ex. 1.0 at 

27.  The Commission expressed interest in learning the results of the PSP program in the 

Order for the last plan filing.  Ameren, Verified Petition for Approval of Integrated Electric 

and Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Plan, ICC Docket No. 10-0568, Final Order at 27 (Dec. 

21, 2010).  CUB proposed that one means of meeting the demand response goals would be 

to expand the PSP program. 

Staff witness David Brightwell expressed concerns with this proposal.  Dr. 

Brightwell pointed out that the PSP program is already being funded through Rider PSP, 

and that as such, to fund PSP through the EEPS would reduce funding for other energy 

efficiency programs.  Staff Ex. 4.0 at 2.  Dr. Brightwell also points out that the cost-

effectiveness of the PSP program was evaluated using different criteria than the total 

resource cost (“TRC”) test used to measure the cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency 

programs under Section 8-103 of the Act.  Id. at 3.  While CUB’s proposal was merely to 

expand funding for the PSP program and ensure that marketing efforts were fully 

capturing interest in the program, CUB accepts Dr. Brightwell’s concerns and is willing to 

withdraw the proposal for funding PSP through Rider EDR.   

 

VI. Policy Issues: 

D. Portfolio Flexibility 

The People and NRDC both recommend that Ameren have some flexibility to change 

its programs and measures but both express concerns that what Ameren has requested is 

too great.  NRDC states that the flexibility Ameren is requesting could allow the Company 

to reduce its Plan savings targets without Commission approval.  NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 25.  The 

People Go one step further and say that approving Ameren’s request would be tantamount 
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to Ameren “pursuing a different, cheaper plan than the one approved by the ICC,” because 

with “unlimited ability to shift funds, Ameren is virtually guaranteed it can easily meet any 

approved goal simply by shifting more effort to the cheapest programs.”  OAG Ex. 1.0 at 31.   

While Ameren has done a good job of running a multi-faceted portfolio of programs 

that reach diverse customer classes in previous years, the Commission should safeguard 

against policies that would allow the Company to heavily invest in the cheapest programs 

at the expense of more expensive programs with longer and more significant savings.  CUB 

Ex. 2.0 at 10.  For example, under Ameren’s proposal, the Company could shift funding 

from the moderate income multifamily program, which has a TRC of 1.14, to the Standard 

CFL program, which has a TRC of 1.98, because the CFL program is cheaper.  Ameren Ex. 

1.1(2nd Rev.) at 10.  But this would mean that moderate income multifamily customers, an 

important customer sector to reach, would have fewer offerings available to them, and 

overall, the portfolio would include fewer offerings with deeper and longer savings.    

The Commission should adopt the People’s proposal that:  

“Any shifts of budgets that result in a variance from planned annual program 
budgets of 20% or more would trigger goal adjustment.  In other words, 
Ameren could underspend 10% in one program and overspend 15% in another 
program with no adjustments.  However, if it were to shift resources beyond 
the 20% benchmark, then goals would be modified accordingly.”  OAG Ex. 1.0 
at 32.   

The Commission should also adopt the People’s proposal for Ameren to discuss proposed 

program and budget changes with the SAG.  Id. at 34.  These recommendations strike a 

balance between providing Ameren with the necessary flexibility to manage the portfolio 

while still ensuring that the Company administers the programs approved in this Plan in 

the manner approved in this Plan filing and comes as close as possible to meeting the 

statutory annual incremental goals.   

F. Aligning Savings Goals According to Changes in Values 
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Ameren also requests the flexibility to “align” savings goals according to changes in 

TRM and NTG values, meaning Ameren is asking to reduce goals if TRM and/or NTG 

values decline.  Ameren Ex. 1.1(2nd Rev.) at 18-21.  NRDC opposes this request on the 

grounds that approval would “send too strong a message that Ameren does not need to stay 

alert to changing market conditions in managing its portfolio,” that “removing this level of 

risk rewards complacency rather than innovation, which will not lead to the greatest return 

on investment for Ameren’s ratepayers,” and that this would “create a disincentive for 

Ameren to actively manage its portfolio to maximize ratepayer benefits as market 

conditions change.”   NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 27-28.  The People agree, calling the request 

“unreasonable,” would not lead to Ameren having an incentive to forecast likely NTG 

results and make sure it is spending resources appropriately to respond to changes in the 

market.  OAG Ex. 1.0 at 40.  Additionally, the People point out that implementing Ameren’s 

request would be “extremely administratively burdensome and impractical” because the 

TRM contains hundreds of measures and thousand of individual assumptions, and if TRM 

changes “had to be translated into explicit goal adjustments,” it would “result in constantly 

moving targets, require extensive administrative effort, and significantly reduce 

transparency of goals,” and “be very difficult for SAG parties to follow and understand how 

goal adjustments were made and whether they were appropriate.”  Id. at 42.   

CUB agrees with both of them.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 12.  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 EEPS goals, which call for utilities to 

put forth efforts to annually increase the amount of energy efficiency achieved by managing 

programs.  Ameren is spending spending ratepayer money to offer these programs, and as 

so, has a responsibility toward ratepayers, not shareholders.  OAG Ex. 1.0 at 43.  CUB 

couldn’t agree more.  Risk management is an inherent facet of offering goal-centered energy 
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efficiency programs.  CUB, along with NRDC and the OAG, supports a reasonable degree of 

flexibility, and therefore supports Ameren’s request for flexibility to adjust programs and 

budgets within reason.  Ameren should not operate under a scheme where the Company 

does not face any risk for not meeting Commission approved goals.    

Staff states they are willing to accept this proposal with modifications, but notes 

that this flexibility “allows the Company to take a ‘set-it-and-forget-it’ approach to 

managing its portfolio.  Staff Ex. 1.0 at 28.  Staff also believes that if the Commission does 

not adopt this proposal, Ameren will “have an incentive to oppose updates to the IL-TRM 

and NTG values that reduce savings attributable to measures.”  Id.  at 29.  CUB disagrees.  

Staff’s concern is not adequate justification for granting the Company an unfettered ability 

to lower savings goals.  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 a change in TRM 

values.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 12.  The flexibility to adjust programs and budgets discussed above 

adequately buffers Ameren from an untoward degree of risk.   

G. Banking of Savings 

The PUA makes no mention of banked savings.  In the past year, the General 

Assembly amended the Act to allow ComEd and Ameren to either meet annual incremental 

savings goals in the applicable year or by showing that the total cumulative annual savings 

within a 3-year planning period is equal to the annual incremental savings requirement.  

220 ILCS at 5/8-103(b).  This language renders the issue moot since savings from any year 

within a three year period can be used to meet the final goal stated for that three year 

period.   

The Commission has allowed ComEd and Ameren to bank savings in all previous 

Plan filing dockets, including ICC Docket Nos. 07-0539, 07-0540, 10-0568, and 10-0570, 
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although the language in those Final Orders varies.  Banking has also been discussed in 

ComEd and Ameren’s annual energy efficiency compliance dockets.  While finalized 

estimates are not available, the People estimate that Ameren may have a total banked 

savings amount of 101,939 MWH at the end of PY 5.  OAG Ex. 1.0 at 24.  This is about half 

of one year of Ameren’s proposed annual savings goals in this Plan filing.  Id. at 24-25.  

Ameren has not mentioned the existence of the banked savings, or the impact the banked 

savings might have on goal achievement.   

Depending on the Commission’s banking policy, Ameren could “effectively shut down 

its programs for six months and still achieve goals simply by drawing on this banked 

accumulated savings.”  OAG Ex. 1.0 at 25.  If CFL carry-forward savings are include, the 

number of banked and carried forward savings could be closer to 100% of a single years 

goals.  Id. at 27.  As a result, the People recommend that the Commission either increase 

Ameren’s goals by the amount of forecasted banked savings, or discontinue Ameren’s ability 

to apply banked savings from PYs 1-6 in PYs 7-9.  Id.  NRDC concurs, and states that 

either approach “achieves the same policy objective, which is to assure that Ameren 

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

allows.”  NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 30.   

Allowing Ameren to apply banked savings from PYs 1-6 in PYs 7-9 would not move 

Ameren any closer to meeting the statutory goals, and in fact, it would only move Ameren 

farther away from achieving the statutory goals.  Banking was approved in the 2007 and 

2010 Plan filings to ensure that Ameren and ComEd would continue to run programs even 

after goals had been achieved.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 15.  Ameren may now bank savings between 

PYs 7-9, and so that policy now addresses the potential issue of Ameren discontinuing 

programs after goals have been met. It would be detrimental to stop any program in a year 

where the goal have been met, and start that program at the start of the following year, and 
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that the utilities would not elect to do so.  CUB Ex. 2.0 at 16.  Ameren has a history of 

exceeding the Commission approved goals while not spending the entire budget under the 

rate cap, and still falling short of the statutory goals.  It is apparent that Ameren could be 

achieving much greater savings than they have been in previous years.  Ameren is now in 

its sixth year of offering statutory energy efficiency programs; there is no reason to continue 

to allow the Company to pad savings with banking when the Company is clearly capable of 

achieving greater savings without banking.  The Commission should disallow the 

application of banked savings from PYs 1-6 to PYs 7-9 and require Ameren to report on 

CFL carry-over savings, and adjust goals upward based on the number of CFL carry-over 

savings reported in EMV.   

 

Conclusion 

 The Commission should approve Ameren’s Plan with CUB’s recommendations. 
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