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REPLY 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”).  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.   

 

IV. Electric and Gas Savings Goals and Spending Limits 

A. Proposed Modified Goals 

2.  Adequacy of Savings Goals 

The Environmental Law and Policy Center (“ELPC”), the Natural Resources Defense 

Council (“NRDC”), the People of the State of Illinois (“the People” or “the OAG”) and CUB 

all agree that the Company has not done everything it can to achieve more savings. Ameren 

criticizes intervenors for failing to offer specific suggestions on how the Plan could be 
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modified.  Ameren Init. Br. at 16-17.  Ameren is correct that the burden is on the utility to 

meet the savings goals.  Ameren Init. Br. at 17.  It is also correct to say that the burden in 

this proceeding is for Ameren to propose a plan that meets the statutory requirements, one 

of which is that the plan use “cost-effective energy efficiency and demand response 

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

It is not the burden of intervenors to establish that Ameren’s Plan is unreasonable 

under the law.  People ex rel. Hartigan. v. Ill. Commerce Comm’n, 117 Ill. 2d 120, 135-36 

(1987).  Several parties have pointed out additional steps Ameren could take to include 

additional cost-effective energy efficiency and demand response measures.  ELPC states 

that Ameren should consider offering on-bill financing, off-bill loans, revolving loans, 

performance contracting, tariffed installation programs, leasing, amortization, 

capitalization, and other alternatives that would allow customers to secure more energy 

efficient homes and businesses and to pay for a portion of their energy efficiency 

improvements. ELPC Ex. 1.0 at 5-9.  NRDC states that Ameren has included cost increases 

in key program areas of its proposed portfolio that are not justified within the plan, and 

recommends that Ameren apply the adjusted historic cost of saved energy values to the 

available budgets of the Residential Standard CFL and Business Standard programs. 

NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 20.  NRDC states that Ameren has failed to include even a conservative 

estimate of the savings that will accrue to PY7 and PY8 from CFLs that are purchased in 

PY5 and PY6. NRDC Ex. 1.0 at 20-21. NRDC also recommends that Ameren move the 

electric portion of its planned Behavior Modification program to IPA in PY7 and 8.  NRDC 

Ex. 1.0 at 22.  The OAG makes similar recommendations, including that the cost 

assumptions for the Residential Standard CFL program should assume the same per bulb 

program cost as has been achieved historically, that the per bulb savings assumptions 

should better reflect what is indicated in the TRM, and that the Standard CFL and 
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Behavior Modification program should be transferred from the Section 8-103 portfolio to the 

IPA portfolio.  OAG Ex. 1.0 at 19.  The Commission should consider these steps, and 

consider the comparative performance expectations from Ameren’s first two EEPS Plans 

and the Plan at issue in this proceeding.  While it is true that Ameren is allowed to modify 

its statutory goals based on the impact of the EEPS spending screen on Ameren’s overall 

budget, Ameren should not be allowed to set goals that would fall short of spending the 

maximum allowable budget. In recent years, Ameren has only spent around 83% of the 

electric program budget and 75-84% of the gas program budget to to achieve 130% of the 

electric savings and between 140-155% of the gas savings. CUB Ex. 1.0 at 12-18.  

 

III. Ameren Illinois’ Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan 

C. Staff and Intervenor Proposed Changes to The Plan 

2. Proposed New Programs 

(d)  Conservation Voltage Reduction Program /Voltage 
Optimization Program  

CUB and ELPC both recommend that Ameren continue pursuing a Conservation 

Voltage Reduction (“CVR”) or Voltage Optimization (“VO”) Program.  CUB Ex. 1.0 at 27. 

ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 15.  ELPC would like to request the Commission in this proceeding “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.”  ELPC Init. Br. at 17.  Both CUB and ELPC would request 

that Ameren pursue a cost-effectiveness or feasibility study to inform the Commission and 

members of the Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”) about the results and how that 

program can be incorporate into Ameren’s operations, whether as part of the EEPS or as 
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part of investment under Ameren’s participation in the Energy Infrastructure 

Modernization Act.  CUB Ex. 1.0 at 27. ELPC Ex. 2.0 at 15.   

The People and NRDC claim that the PUA restricts EEPS programs or measures to 

those that improve end-use energy efficiency or overcome customer barriers to investment 

in energy efficiency.  NRDC Init. Br. at 14, AG Init. Br. at 34.  Neither one can point to a 

section of the PUA that states such a restriction.  In fact, the purpose of Section 8-103 is 

stated as follows: 

It is the policy of the State that electric utilities are required to use cost-
effective energy efficiency and demand-response measures to reduce delivery 
load. 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. It serves the 
public interest to allow electric utilities to recover costs for reasonably and 
prudently incurred expenses for energy efficiency and demand-response 
measures.  220 ILCS 5/8-103(a).   
 
It is true that Section 8-103(c) established a demand response, or as the People call 

it, a “demand side management” or “DSM” goal.  However nothing in either section states 

any preference for any EEPS program or measure to be focused on customer-facing 

programs only.  In fact, by stating that investment in cost-effective energy efficiency and 

demand response measures will reduce both “direct and indirect” costs to consumers, it 

would appear the General Assembly intended to include as many types of efficiency 

measures as possible, with the sole requirement being cost-effectiveness. 

CUB recognizes the constraints put upon Ameren’s EEPS budget, including its 

budget for demand response measures.  Ameren has offered to continue exploring these 

types of options through its Advanced Metering Infrastructure Plan. Ameren Init. Br. at 62.  

The Commission should order Ameren to include the results of a cost effectiveness and 

feasibility study with its April 1st AMI Plan filing required by the EIMA.  220 ILCS 5/16-

108.6. 
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Conclusion 

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

 

Dated: December 9, 2013    Respectfully submitted,  
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