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INTRODUCTION 

 In the Proposed Order (“PO”), the Commission accepts Ameren Illinois 

Company’s (“Ameren” or “Company”) Energy Efficiency Plan 3 subject to the Company 

making a compliance filing that incorporates a variety of changes explained in the PO. 

ELPC files this Brief on Exceptions to express concerns regarding several of the PO’s 

conclusions. 

While every party in this proceeding recognizes the challenge Ameren faces meeting 

the statutory targets within the constraints of the price cap, Ameren fails to demonstrate 

that it cannot achieve far greater savings than it proposes under the current Plan. As set 

forth below, Ameren fails to justify its request for reduced savings targets that fall 

significantly short of the statutory targets. Further, the PO does not require the 

Company to implement several changes to Plan 3 recommended by ELPC and other 

parties that would allow Ameren to come closer to meeting its statutory targets. These 

changes include requiring Ameren to: 

 Study and implement innovative financing mechanisms, including but not 

limited to on-bill financing; 

 Use its Emerging Technologies Budget to develop and implement its plan to 

enable smart devices to interact with smart meters; 

 Conduct a feasibility/potential study of voltage optimization as an energy 

efficiency resource, and work with the SAG to implement voltage optimization; 

 Submit a request to modify its DS-5 tariff to include LED street lighting or 

propose a new tariff to offer LED street lighting; 
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 Adopt an amended version of Staff’s Revised Net-To-Gross Framework that 

includes a voting parties provision; and 

 Work with its implementation contractors to link the Behavioral Modification 

Program with prescriptive rebates and other programs. 

ELPC respectfully requests that the Commission include the below modifications to the 

PO in its final order in this case. 

 
1. AMEREN SHOULD RECALCULATE ITS MODIFIED SAVINGS GOALS TO 

TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE ADDITIONAL SAVINGS THAT THE COMPANY 
WILL GENERATE BY IMPLEMENTING THE CHANGES IN PROGRAM AND 
PLAN DESIGN REQUIRED BY THIS ORDER 

 
Illinois law requires Ameren to meet certain kWh and therm 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 49% short of the statutory electricity 

savings target and 34% short of the statutory natural gas savings. PO at page 24. Even 

with these significant shortfalls, the PO recommends that the Commission approve 

Ameren’s modified savings goals because “the modified Plan presented by AIC in its 

rebuttal testimony, satisfies the requirements of the Act, within the imposed spending 

limits.” PO at page 24. The PO justifies this conclusion by noting that the spending limit 

combined with low electricity and natural gas prices make it difficult for Ameren to meet 

the statutory targets. However, this conclusion fails to require Ameren to do everything 

within its power to reach the legislature’s targets.  As the PO notes, Ameren must 

demonstrate, “substantial evidence that it is unlikely that the requirements could be 

achieved without exceeding the applicable spending limits.” PO at page 24, Docket 10-

0568. Ameren has not met its burden. 
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 As the PO notes on page 23, the Commission’s Order in 10-0568 found that 

while the statutory savings targets increase without a commensurate increase in the 

spending cap, the Commission “believes that this will require Ameren and the various 

other stakeholders involved in this process to develop innovative processes to leverage 

the available funding to implement the will of the legislature.” Order, Docket No. 10-

0568 at page 32 (emphasis added). Three years ago the Commission succinctly stated 

that “innovative processes,” not modified goals, should be the first approach to dealing 

with the spending cap. Before approving Ameren’s three-year plan the Commission 

should find that Ameren made every effort and tried every reasonable innovation to 

meet its targets.   

Unfortunately, Ameren has not taken the steps it should have to meet its 

statutory goals under the spending cap. As ELPC pointed out in its Initial Brief, “by 

relying almost exclusively on cash incentives and behavior modification programs, 

Ameren has not done everything it can to achieve more savings.” ELPC Initial Brief at 

page 5. ELPC proposed several modifications that could help Ameren come closer to 

meeting its statutory goals, including the use of alternative financing mechanisms, 

integrating smart devices with smart meters, utilizing voltage optimization, creating an 

LED street lighting tariff, tying the Behavior Modification Program to longer-lived 

measures, and implementing a data center program. ELPC Initial Brief at page 2. 

Other parties also provided recommendations for modifications that might help 

the Company meet its goals. For example, the People of the State of Illinois (“AG”), the 

Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”), and the Illinois Citizens Utility Board 

(“CUB”) all recommended “using Section 16-111.5B IPA efficiency procurement funds to 
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promote standard CFLs in addition to the specialty CFLs it is already promoting. Since 

the IPA is not subject to the 2% budget cap, this would free up significant capital to 

enhance and deepen the other programs in Ameren’s portfolio without sacrificing the 

CFL program or efficiency service to the residential sector.” AG Initial Brief at page 19; 

NRDC Initial Brief at page 13. CUB Initial Brief at 12. Parties made other 

recommendations as well, such as NRDC’s argument that Ameren could achieve 

significantly more savings with its Business Standard Program due to the Company’s 

overestimate of the cost of the program. NRDC Initial Brief at page 9. The Commission 

should require Ameren to adjust its goals in light of these innovative recommendations 

by ELPC and other parties. While Ameren’s goals should be achievable, they should 

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

 
EXCEPTIONS at 24 

While the parties have discussed several areas of the Plan where increased 

savings might be achieved, it appears to the Commission that this decision is somewhat 

hampered by the fact that previous savings goals have only been confirmed by the 

Commission for PY1 and PY2.  AIC also notes that previous years savings used as a 

comparison are estimated based on different and sometimes changing savings values,.  

The Commission also recognizes that the Act imposes the requirements to comply with 

the design and implementation of a gas and electric energy efficiency savings Plan on 

AIC. The Commission expects AIC to work toward the goals expressed in the Act, and 

the parties have identified several areas of the Plan where AIC could use innovative 

processes to achieve increased savings closer to the statutory savings targets. 

Therefore, Ameren will reevaluate and adjust its proposed savings goals to take 
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advantage of the additional savings that could be achieved by implementing the 

program changes ordered below., however, based on the evidence presented, it 

appears to the Commission that the modified Plan presented by AIC in its rebuttal 

testimony, satisfies the requirements of the Act, within the imposed spending limits, 

therefore the Commission will approve the setting of the modified goals presented by 

AIC and finds that the savings presented are adequate and comply with the 

requirements of the Act.  

 
2. AMEREN AND THE SAG SHOULD STUDY FINANCING AND FUNDING 

ALTERNATIVES, AND REPORT THE RESULTS AND POTENTIAL CHANGES 
FOR PLAN 3 TO THE COMMISSION WITHIN SIX MONTHS 

 
As detailed above, Ameren has proposed to significantly reduce its savings goals 

due to the budget cap. To help find ways for Ameren to come closer to meeting its 

statutory targets, ELPC identified several innovative financing mechanisms, including 

“performance contracts, leasing, a Tariffed Installation Program (TIP), off-bill loans, and 

other alternatives that Ameren could use to get more savings from Plan 3.” ELPC Initial 

Brief at page 20. These financing mechanisms would allow Ameren to split the cost of 

energy efficiency measures with customers, thereby reducing the amount of money the 

Company has to spend per measure. Splitting costs of efficiency measures with 

customers allows the Company to generate additional savings and move closer to 

meeting its statutory targets.  

ELPC proposed in its Initial Brief that the Commission “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.” ELPC Initial Brief at page 21. The PO, 

however, does not address ELPC’s proposal for a workshop addressing a variety of 
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alternative financing mechanisms. Instead, the PO focuses entirely on on-bill financing 

(“OBF”), which is only one kind of financing mechanism that Staff and the SAG should 

explore in the workshops, stating, “Additionally, to the extent ELPC is suggesting 

workshops related to OBF, it is not clear what benefit such workshops would provide at 

this time.” PO at page 85. It is unclear why the PO does not address ELPC’s 

recommendation for workshops covering a variety of financing mechanisms. ELPC does 

not argue for one kind of financing mechanism over the other. In fact, ELPC explicitly 

stated in its Initial Brief that it “is not recommending that Ameren implement any 

particular financing mechanism.” ELPC Initial Brief at page 21.  

While ELPC is not advocating for OBF or any other financing mechanism over 

any other at this time, Ameren’s recent success with OBF is a strong example of the 

potential for financing mechanisms to yield greater savings in Plan 3. OBF is a kind of 

loan from the utility to the customer that, as AG Witness Mosenthal explained, “can 

allow Ameren to reduce cash rebates by supplementing them with financing that still 

provides customers immediate positive cash flow.” AG Exhibit 2.0 at page 10. Section 

16-111.7 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act required Ameren to “offer a Commission-

approved on-bill financing program” to its customers. 220 ILCS 5/16-111.7(b). On June 

2, 2010 the Commission approved Ameren’s OBF pilot program with a $5 million budget. 

Final Order, ICC Docket No. 10-0095, at page 36. As Ameren acknowledged in its Initial 

Brief, it exhausted its pilot budget in August 2013. Ameren Initial Brief at page 66. 

Ameren’s successful spend-down of the pilot budget represents strong evidence of a 

desire by Ameren’s customers for alternative financing mechanisms that the 

Commission should not ignore. Since these mechanisms, including OBF, will help the 
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Company generate greater savings under the cost-cap, the Commission should order 

an evaluation of alternative financing in this case. 

While the PO provides no justification for its claim that the workshops would 

provide no benefit, it does reference Staff’s argument regarding Section 16-111.5B of 

the Public Utilities Act, which “provides a mechanism for the Commission to approve, as 

part of the annual procurement plan proceedings, expansion of cost-effective Section 8-

103 EE programs and new cost-effective EE programs that are incremental to the 

Section 8-103 EE efforts.” Staff Initial Brief at page 31. Therefore, according to Staff, 

because “additional efforts to increase savings are underway to increase savings based 

on the additional funding allowed by Section 16-111.5B of the Act and that the statutes 

clearly allow for modified savings goals, the Commission should decline to direct such 

workshops take place at this time.” Staff Initial Brief at page 31. 

It is unclear, however, why taking advantage of the Section 16-111.5B 

procurement process and exploring the alternative financing mechanisms proposed by 

ELPC are mutually exclusive. ELPC has not called for the Commission to approve any 

new on-bill financing, or any other specific financing mechanism at this time. Rather, 

ELPC argues that the Staff is in a position to facilitate a workshop that could help the 

utility overcome the budget cap that it alleges keeps it from meeting the statutory targets.  

In the final analysis of this issue, financing mechanisms offer a way to leverage 

utility spending on efficiency programs and provide additional savings, and no evidence 

has been presented in this case that ELPC’s proposal cannot be implemented or would 

be detrimental to Plan 3.  Thus, the Commission should order the Staff to conduct such 

a workshop within six months of its final order, and Ameren should use the results of 
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that workshop to implement new financing mechanisms that will improve savings and 

move the Company closer to meeting its statutory targets. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 85 

In the Commission's view, any suggestion that Ameren should continue OBF in its 

Plan 3 cannot be adopted as AIC has already exhausted approved funding for the 

program.  The Commission understands the AG's and ELPC’s interest in pursuing 

energy efficiency programs in light of the reductions in the goals due to budget limits.  It 

is not clear to the Commission what the AG wants with regard to OBF in this proceeding.  

Additionally, to the extent ELPC is suggesting workshops related to OBF, it is not clear 

what benefit such workshops would provide at this time. Ameren’s successful spend 

down of its $5 million OBF pilot budget indicates that there is interest on the part of its 

customers to use alternative financing mechanisms to achieve energy savings. 

Conducting a workshop on alternative financing mechanisms, including OBF, has the 

potential to help Ameren and other stakeholders develop innovative programs to 

leverage available funding to produce greater savings that will move Ameren further 

towards meeting the legislature’s targets. Therefore, the Commission orders the Staff to 

conduct a workshop on alternative financing mechanisms within six months of this order, 

and then incorporate any savings opportunities identified in the course of the workshops 

into the Plan. The Commission concludes that Ameren will not be required to include 

OBF in its Plan 3 and that the proposal to pursue workshops related to OBF should be 

rejected at this time. 
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3. AMEREN SHOULD USE ITS EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES BUDGET TO 
DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT ITS PLAN TO ENABLE SMART DEVICES TO 
INTERACT WITH SMART METERS 

 
 ELPC submits in its Initial Brief that Ameren’s Plan fails to take advantage of 

energy efficiency opportunities related to Smart Grid. As ELPC Witness 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.” ELPC Exhibit 2.0 at page 11. As ELPC 

explained in its Initial Brief, “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 enabled to 

communicate with an Ameren smart meter.” ELPC Initial Brief at pages 11-12. 

While the PO agrees with ELPC and CUB that “smart devices are critical for 

customers to fully realize the benefits of AMI,” it discourages progress on this important 

measure by declining to order Ameren to spend a specific amount on the smart devices 

program. It merely, “directs AIC discuss its plan for this program with the energy 

efficiency SAG and with the SMAC.” PO at page 78. While in some cases such an open 

ended directive may be appropriate, in this case the Commission needs to go further 

and make it clear that after the workshops the Commission expects Ameren to spend a 

significant part of the Emerging Technologies budget, if not all of it, on a smart devices 

program.  The only stumbling block appears to be the Commission’s concern that 

Ameren has already earmarked part of its Emerging Technologies budget on a codes 

and standards pilot. Id. However, the Commission fails to give any sense of the amount 
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required for a codes and standards pilot.  While the value of a codes and standards pilot 

is tenuous because the law already requires code compliance, the smart devices 

program offers significant promise that will remain unfulfilled absent this investment. As 

ELPC explained in its Initial Brief, smart device integration allows “customers who will 

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

a separate Ameren program.” ELPC Initial Brief at page 12. Smart device integration 

also: 

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 . . . 
help[s] Ameren monitor market demand for and technical potential of 
Smart Devices, which can inform future decisions on potential EE/DR 
programs . . . 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] 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.  
 

ELPC Initial Brief at pages 12-13. The Commission should cap the codes and standards 

pilot budget at $1.13 million of the $5.13 million Emerging Technologies budget. The 

remaining $4 million plus should be spent on integrating smart devices with Ameren’s 

smart meters. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 78 

The Commission believes that requiring Ameren to allocate all of its $5.13 million 

Emerging Technologies budget, or any specific amount, 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 could limit Ameren's flexibility to effectively implement the 
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codes and standards pilot energy efficiency measures.  On the other hand, the 

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

benefits of AMI, which is currently being deployed by Ameren.  As a result, the 

Commission orders the Staff to hold workshops on smart devices as soon as 

practicable after the issuance of this Order, and for Ameren to spend a minimum of $4 

million dollars on the smart devices program, depending on the amount required for the 

codes and standards pilot. and directs AIC discuss its plans for this programs with the 

energy efficiency SAG and with the SGAC. 

 
4. AMEREN SHOULD CONDUCT A FEASIBILITY/POTENTIAL STUDY OF 

VOLTAGE OPTIMIZATION AS AN ENERGY EFFICIENCY RESOURCE, AND 
SHOULD THEN WORK WITH THE SAG TO IMPLEMENT VOLTAGE 
OPTIMIZATION 

 
As an initial matter, even though ELPC filed extensive testimony and briefing on 

the voltage optimization (“VO”) issue, the PO does not contain a summary of ELPC’s 

position. The Commission should include a summary of ELPC’s position on VO in its 

final order. 

As ELPC explained in testimony and in its Initial Brief, “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 Initial Brief at page 14. While failing 

to acknowledge ELPC’s argument on this issue, the PO finds that VO should not be 

included in Plan 2 because it is not cost effective and because Ameren is exploring VO 

in its Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) Plan. However, the record demonstrates 

only that VO might not be cost effective as a demand response resource, not that it 
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would not be cost effective as an efficiency resource. As the PO notes, Ameren argues 

that it has performed “a cost-effectiveness analysis on a variety of Demand Response 

measures in order to determine if they would be cost-effective in the Ameren Illinois 

service territory. . . . Ameren says it found that a CVR program, which optimizes the 

electric delivery system by adjusting voltage, is not cost effective as shown in the 

Ameren Illinois Plan 3 Demand Response Measure Analysis.” PO at page 81 (emphasis 

added). In fact, when it comes to energy efficiency, all the evidence in this case points 

to VO as a cost effective resource. 

ELPC provided significant evidence through the testimony of Mr. Volkmann and 

in its Initial Brief that indicates that VO is likely cost effective as an energy efficiency 

resource. For example, the California Public Utilities Commission called CVR “one of 

the most effective electricity conservation programs in California.” ELPC Initial Brief at 

pages 14-15. Last year, the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissions 

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. 

Further, Ameren’s own VO pilot, which the Commission ordered in 10-0568, yielded 

859,416 kWh of savings over 9 months for only $162,706. ELPC Initial Brief at page 16. 

That budget also yielded savings for an additional 6-7 months, though Ameren lost the 

savings data for that period. ELPC Initial Brief at page 16. Finally, ELPC presented 

evidence that other utilities throughout the US have found VO to be a cost effective form 

of energy efficiency, including PECO, where the utility used VO to realize 22% of its 
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total energy efficiency portfolio savings for less than 2 cents per kWh. ELPC Initial Brief 

at page 17. Given that no party provides evidence that VO is not a cost effective energy 

efficiency measure and that the record reflects significant evidence that it is cost 

effective, the Commission should order Ameren to conduct a feasibility/potential study 

to determine the impacts and costs of using voltage optimization as an energy efficiency 

measure. 

With regard to Ameren’s exploration of VO in its AMI Plan, the only evidence in 

this case is Ameren’s single reference to it on page 62 of its Initial Brief and the April 

2013 AMI Plan itself as presented in ELPC Group Cross Exhibit 1. While the AMI Plan 

discusses steps that Ameren is taking to increase VO, the plan considers VO only in the 

context of Volt/Var optimization. Though Volt/Var optimization is an important 

component of the kind of VO ELPC recommends, without also integrating CVR, 

Ameren’s AMI Plan will realize savings primarily on the utility side rather than the 

customer side of the meter. As ELPC established in its Initial Brief, however, the utility 

efficiency gains represent only 2% of the potential benefit of VO, with the remaining 98% 

occurring on the customer side of the meter. ELPC Initial Brief at page 14. Therefore, 

leaving VO to the AMI Plan while not requiring CVR will leave significant customer 

energy savings unrealized. 

The Commission acknowledged that VO serves the goals of 8-103 when it 

required Ameren to conduct a VO pilot in 10-0568. Since Ameren is not adequately 

implementing VO as an energy efficiency resource in the AMI Plan or elsewhere, the 

Commission should certify VO as an energy efficiency resource, require Ameren to 

conduct a feasibility/potential study, and order Ameren to use the results of that study to 
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reprioritize its Plan 3 programs to use VO so that the Company can come closer to 

meeting the statutory efficiency targets. While ELPC believes that VO 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 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 be 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 Council to develop a measurement and verification methodology 

for voltage optimization. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 82 

While not conclusive, The the record suggests that currently, a CVR program is 

not cost effective as a demand response measure for Ameren, but is cost effective as 

an energy efficiency measure.  In addition While, Ameren is currently exploring VO 

options through its Advance Metering Infrastructure Plan, that plan is only exploring VO 

in the form of Volt/Var optimization, whereas ELPC’s proposal is to consider VO as both 

Volt/Var optimization and Conservation Voltage Reduction. By focusing only on Volt/Var 

optimization in its AMI Plan, Ameren will realize savings primarily on the utility side 

rather than on customer side of the meter.  This leads the Commission to conclude that 

the record does not supports a finding that Section 8-103 funds should be utilized for a 

VO or CVR program at this time. The Commission certifies energy efficiency reductions 

associated with VO as qualified resources in meeting the 8-103 energy efficiency 
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standards. Given VO’s efficiency potential, the Commission orders Ameren to conduct a 

feasibility/potential study to determine the impact and costs of VO. Ameren will use the 

results of the study to reprioritize the programs under Plan 3 and will work with the SAG 

and SGAC to develop an appropriate measurement and verification methodology for VO. 

Ameren will seek recovery of VO costs from 8-103 funds only where it cannot seek 

recovery through some other mechanism. The Commission believes that to the extent 

VO or CVR programs are to be pursued, it should be through Ameren's Advance 

Metering Infrastructure Plan. 

 
5. AMEREN SHOULD SUBMIT A REQUEST TO MODIFY ITS DS-5 TARIFF TO 

INCLUDE LED STREET LIGHTING OR PROPOSE A NEW TARIFF TO OFFER 
LED STREET LIGHTING. 

 
ELPC proposed in its Initial and Reply Briefs that the Commission should require 

Ameren to modify its tariffs to include LED street lighting as an option for its customers. 

While the PO agrees with ELPC that LED street lighting “presents intriguing 

possibilities,” it fails to require Ameren to make a filing implementing a street lighting 

tariff. PO at page 173. The PO states that there “is insufficient evidence in the record to 

direct Ameren to implement a tariff in the next year to include LED street lighting.” 

Review of the record, however, indicates that ELPC has submitted sufficient evidence 

through its testimony and exhibits that the Commission should order Ameren to move 

forward on this program. In its Initial and Reply Briefs, ELPC argued that LED street 

lighting could generate significant efficiency savings that “Ameren doesn’t incent with its 

existing tariff.” ELPC Initial Brief at page 22. For example, Iowa’s Interstate Power and 

Light Company recently implemented an LED street lighting tariff, and the Missouri 

Commission recently ordered Ameren’s sister utility to do the same. ELPC Reply Brief 
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at page 23. There is no evidence in the record disputing the fact that LED street lighting 

is more efficient than the street lighting included in Ameren’s existing tariff. 

Ameren’s sole argument against implementing a street lighting tariff is that it 

“would require significant consideration of many factors not identified in testimony.” 

Ameren Initial Brief at page 77. As ELPC explained in its Reply Brief, however, 

Ameren’s argument fails to address ELPC’s recommendation that the Company modify 

its tariff DS-5 to include LED street lighting as soon as possible. ELPC Reply Brief at 

page 2. In order to make this modification, Ameren would need to make various 

decisions, in conjunction with the SAG, on exactly how the tariff structure should be 

modified to include LED street lights. While the details still need to be worked out in the 

stakeholder process, the record in this case contains no evidence that an LED street 

lighting tariff would not save customers significant energy or would for some reason be 

untenable in Illinois. Therefore, the Commission should require Ameren to either modify 

its existing DS-5 tariff to include LED street lighting or propose a new tariff to offer LED 

street lighting. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 173 

The Commission agrees disagrees with Ameren that there is insufficient 

evidence in the record to direct Ameren to implement a tariff in the next year to include 

LED street lighting.  Therefore, the Commission orders Ameren to, within six months, 

either submit a request to modify its DS-5 tariff to include LED street lighting or propose 

a new tariff to offer LED street lighting to its customers. That being said, the 

Commission does believe that this issue presents intriguing possibilities, and is an issue 

that should be explored further by Ameren and the SAG. 
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6. AMEREN SHOULD ADOPT AN AMENDED VERSION OF STAFF’S REVISED 
NET-TO-GROSS (“NTG”) FRAMEWORK THAT INCLUDES A VOTING 
PARTIES PROVISION 

 
As ELPC explained in its Initial Brief, “The NTG framework specifies how Ameren 

derives accurate net savings values from its programs,” which allows the Commission to 

determine the effectiveness of Ameren’s programs. ELPC Initial Brief at page 24. There 

are three NTG framework proposals in this case: one from ELPC/AG, one from Staff, 

and one from Ameren. The PO concludes that because parties could not agree on all 

details of a NTG framework, “the NTG Framework adopted from Plan 2 should be 

utilized without modification.” PO at page 121. No party endorses the Plan 2 NTG 

Framework in this proceeding. While ELPC appreciates that the NTG framework is a 

difficult, complicated policy issue, it is precisely this sort of difficult issue that the 

Commission is in the best position to resolve. In fact, the Commission’s Order in Plan 2 

specifically stated that the SAG should submit recommendations on the NTG framework 

to the Commission and that “if the SAG is not in unanimous agreement in its 

recommendation, the Commission requests that any recommendation that has the 

support of more than a majority of SAG members be submitted to the Commission 

along with a discussion and enumeration of the dissenting opinions.” Order, Docket No. 

10-0568 at page 72. Presumably, the Commission’s intention was to then make a 

decision resolving any disagreements. The same should be true in this case. 

The PO states conclusively that Ameren’s proposal, which would remove SAG 

from the NTG process, “must be rejected.” PO at page 121. ELPC agrees with the PO’s 

assessment of Ameren’s proposal. However, with regard to competing proposals from 

ELPC/AG and Staff, the PO overstates the level of disagreement. 
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ELPC/AG and Staff disagree on only one issue with regard to the NTG 

framework: whether or not there should be a voting parties provision. The voting parties 

provision in the ELPC/AG proposal requires consensus among “voting parties,” which 

are defined as “the program administrators, Staff, and other parties that have 

traditionally intervened in the EEPS dockets and consistently participated in the SAG. 

These are AG, NRDC, ELPC, and CUB. However, voting members cannot also be 

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

While ELPC and the AG believe that the voting parties provision is an important part of 

a functioning NTG framework, Staff argues that a voting parties provision is 

unnecessary and “may serve to offend many SAG participants and discourage future 

participation by organizations.” 

As the PO notes, ELPC/AG are in favor of a voting parties provision because 

without one “literally anyone [could] attend a SAG meeting and refuse to agree to a 

NTG consensus position regardless of whether that party has any particular knowledge 

or expertise on the issue, or whether they have ever intervened or otherwise been 

involved in energy policy in Illinois.” PO at page 121. ELPC endorses the voting parties 

provision in order to prevent this kind of absurd outcome. As ELPC explained in its 

Initial Brief, the voting parties provision is “flexible in terms of specific number and 

members” so long as it does not allow subcontractors to be voting members of the SAG 

on the NTG issue. ELPC Initial Brief at page 26. 

The Commission should use its decision-making authority to decide the best 

course of action to resolve the dispute between ELPC/AG and Staff over voting parties. 
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In particular, the Commission should approve Staff’s Modified NTG Framework with the 

inclusion of the voting parties provision from ELPC/AG’s NTG Framework.   

 
EXCEPTIONS at 121 

 The Commission appreciates the input of AIC, Staff, the AG, and ELPC on this 

difficult issue.  Clearly, there are competing interests here that cannot be reconciled.  In 

addition, all three Modified NTG Frameworks would alter the NTG Framework approved 

in Ameren Plan 2.  At this point in time, the The Commission orders that the Staff’s 

Modified NTG Framework be implemented with the addition of the voting parties 

provision found in the ELPC/AG NTG Framework. is reluctant to impose the significant 

structural change on the SAG that would be required by either the Staff or the AG and 

ELPC modified Framework.  The Commission is somewhat frustrated that the parties 

expect the Commission to resolve in the relatively short time-frame of this proceeding, 

the complex disputes that the parties could not resolve over an extended time frame of 

negotiations.  As a result, for purposes of Ameren's Plan 3 the Commission declines to 

modify the NTG Framework and concludes that the NTG Framework adopted from Plan 

2 should be utilized without modification.   

 
7. AMEREN SHOULD WORK WITH ITS IMPLEMENTATION CONTRACTORS TO 

LINK THE BEHAVIORAL MODIFICATION PROGRAM WITH PRESCRIPTIVE 
REBATES AND OTHER PROGRAMS 

 
ELPC argued in its Initial Brief that the Commission should require Ameren to 

“work very closely with its implementation contractor [of the Behavior Modification 

Program] to explore any and all reasonable options to link the participants of the 

behavioral modification program with rebates and incentives that encourage customers 
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to install long-lived energy efficiency measures that lead to savings beyond the life of 

the Behavior Program.” ELPC Initial Brief at page 8. The PO rejects ELPC’s proposal 

for tying Ameren’s Behavior Program with prescriptive rebates and other programs, 

finding that ELPC’s proposal “lacks sufficient specificity for the Commission to 

implement it in any meaningful way.” PO at page 70. The PO finds that requiring 

Ameren to implement ELPC’s recommendation “would accomplish little if anything.” Id. 

ELPC’s proposal is not overly complicated, nor is it too vague to implement. 

Ameren does not dispute that linking the Behavior Program with prescriptive rebates 

and other programs will lead to the installation of more long-term measures than would 

otherwise be realized through the Behavior Program alone. In fact, as the Company 

argued in its Initial Brief, “Ameren Illinois has and will continue to experiment with the 

promotion of other programs through the Home Energy Report and will monitor whether 

synergistic lift is produced from the cross-promotion.” Ameren Initial Brief at page 49. 

While ELPC credits Ameren with these initial experiments, the Commission should 

require Ameren to take a more systematic approach to integrating the Behavior 

Program with other programs. 

ELPC gave specific examples through Mr. Crandall’s testimony and its Initial 

Brief of ways that Ameren could expand its integration of the Behavior Program with 

other programs, including “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.” ELPC Initial 

Brief at page 8. As noted in ELPC’s Initial Brief, “the Company could use the Behavior 

Program to promote increased participation in a discount or rebate program such as the 
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residential lighting program.” ELPC Initial Brief at page 7. Ameren could also use 

“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.” ELPC Initial Brief at page 8. 

The Commission should require Ameren to move from its experimental phase of 

integrating its Behavior Program with other programs, to the next phase where it 

increases its efforts to work with implementation contractors to integrate programs 

wherever appropriate. Putting this process in the Commission’s order in this case will 

emphasize the importance of integration and put teeth behind Ameren’s commitment to 

find more and better ways to get long-term savings from the Behavior Program. 

 
EXCEPTIONS at 69-70 

It is not entirely clear to the Commission exactly what ELPC wishes for the 

Commission to do with regard to Ameren's Residential Behavior Modification Program. 

The ELPC proposal lacks sufficient specificity for the Commission to implement it in any 

meaningful way.  In the Commission's view, ordering 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 as ELPC 

suggests would accomplish little if anything.  As a result, the Commission declines to 

adopt the ELPC proposal at this time. No party in this case disputes that behavior 

programs tend to produce shorter-lived savings than prescriptive rebate and other 

energy efficiency programs. While Ameren has taken initial experimental steps at linking 

its Behavior Program with its other programs to achieve longer-lived savings, it has not 

proposed a systematic plan to link programs to achieve these savings. Therefore, the 
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Commission requires Ameren to work closely with its implementation contractors to 

promote long-term savings measures in its Behavior Program. 

 
CONCLUSION 

As set forth above, Ameren’s programs fail to produce a reasonable level of 

savings.  The changes ELPC requests reflect opportunities to pursue additional savings 

and will generate additional benefits for Ameren customers.  ELPC respectfully requests 

that the Commission modify the Proposed Order accordingly. 

 
Dated: December 30, 2013 
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