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" © Yes. With respect to this table, Mr. Jensen explained that the savings values were -
- ... based on a simple calculation that multiples the difference in
wattage between the assumed base technology and the efficient

‘technology and the number of hours of operation. The operating
hours used in the calculation are shown in Table 7.

| Amcrcn Ex.4.0,p. 41

o Howcver, ﬁvhen I performed the “simple calculation” described by Mr. Jensen, for
' some of the ﬁeasﬁes, I got different results than those found in the table. In a data
request.resptl)'hseﬁ, the Company suggested that it would be making several modifications
to Mr. Jensen’s testimony and his Tables 6 and 7 (although at the time of this writing, I
have not seen these revisions posted to e-Docket).

. W.Iiai,revisions to Mr. Jensen’s Table 7 “Operating Hours” did the
Company’s data request response suggest would be appropriate?

" The original Table 7, which provides input to computations needed to produce
Table 6, included one number for the operating hours for “small retail” lighting.
According to the data request response, the operating hours for this sector should
| -disﬁnguish between CFL and non-CFL lighting, The .revised table would use the
p'révious valﬁe of 3.,724 for CFL lighting, but would add a new value of 4,004 for non-
CFL lighting.

What revisions to Mr. Jensen’ table of “Proposed Deemed Annual kWh
Savings Values” did the Company’s data request response suggest would be

appropriate?

® Staff data request EDiv 2.05.
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A. The revisions to that table would be to the energy savings shown for non-CFL
lighting measures. The suggested revisions are due to three factors identified by the

Company in its response to Staff’s data request. First, there is the change in the operating

hour assumptions, as described in the immediately preceding question and answer.

Second, the original calculations included “interactive effects.” The data request
response indicates that that these effects are a function of the interaction between lighting
and building thermal loads, that such effects can be quite variable, and that, therefore, the
revised table would exclude these effects and would be based solely on the difference in -
power consumption between the two technologies and hours of operation. In the study .
conducted by Itron that the Company cites as support for these valne's,_ the eilcrgy _
interaction effect for the Retail — Small market sector is 1,11, In excluding this
interaction value of 1.11, the Company is implicitly including the more “conservative”
value of 1.00 (i.e., conservatively avoiding overestimating the energy savings).

Third, the Company’s response indicates that

[Tlhe difference in power consumption between the base and .
efficient technologies is not simply the difference in bulb wattage: = -
between base and efficient technologies. The ballasts themselves
draw varying levels of power. Electronic ballasts draw less power
than magnetic ballasts, with power consumption based on the

"ballast factor," which is lower for more efficient ballasts, higher for
less efficient ones.

The Company also provided Staff with a table entitled “Calculations for T-8 Measures,”

which purportedly takes into account both lamp and ballast wattage :diﬂ'erences.s _ B

7 2004-05 Database for Energy Efficient Resources (DEER) Update Study, Final Report (December 2005), Table 3-5,p.

3-9, provided as “ED 1.01_Attach 16.PDF,” in response to Staff data request EDiv 1,01 to ComEd.

8 “Tn specifies the diameter of tubular fluorescent bulbs in eighths of an inch. Thus, T&is eqmvalmt toa ! inch
diameter, while T72 would have a diameter of 12/8ths (or 1.5) inches. X
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Whaf is contained within Table 9 (Ameren Ex 4.0, pp. 42-43)?

This ta'ble.contains the Company’s proposed deemed values for “Net-to-Gross”

_(;‘NTG”) ratios for each of the Company’s programs, as well as each of DCEO’s

. programs As T am about to describe, an NTG ratio is an adjustment to an otherwise valid

estimate of the energy savings attributable to the installed efficiency measures under

examination. Ideally, an NTG ratio would accurately take into account the following

- -behavioral phenomena:

First an NTG ratio would effectively deduct the portion of savings that would

have occurred even in the absence of the program that encouraged those measures to be

installed, because (a) some of the participants would have installed the same measures at
the same time, (b) some of the participants would have installed the same measures but a

little later, and (c¢) some of the participants would have installed measures that were not

quite as efﬁdi'ent as those under examination, but would still be greater-than-standard

| efficiency measures (with some of those being installed at the same time that the

measures under examination were installed, and others being installed somewhat later).
Some refer to this as “free-rider” effects.

Second, an NTG ratio would effectively add savings due to efficiency measures
other than those under examination, installed either by program participants or non-
participants, but that would not have been installed in the absence of the efficiency
program. Some refer to this as “spillover effects.”

Thus, an NTG ratio could be derived as:

100%
~ apercentage capturing free rider effects
+ a percentage capturing spillover effects.

26




626
627
628
629
630
631
632

. 633

634

635
636
637
638

639

640

641

642 : :
643

644
645

646

648

650
651
652
653

e

Docket No. 07-0539
ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0

Did you identify any potential inaccuracies with the deemed values within
Table 9 (Ameren Ex. 4.0, pp. 42-43)?

Yes. What initially struck me when I first saw Table 9 in Mr. Jensen’s testimony
is that for 21 of the 22 programs for which a value is listed, the proposed value is the
same—0.8. This seemed suspicious to me. It certainly suggests that this particular
deemed value is much more of a guesstimate than the result of years of empirical study,
as suggested by Ameren witness Voytas when he states:

The term “deemed” refers to an estimate of an energy savings or
demand savings or a net-to-gross assumption for a single measure or
program that (1) has been developed from data sources and
analytical methods that are widely considered acceptable for the

measure and purpose, and (2) is applicable to the situation being
evaluated.

Ameren Ex. 2.0, p. 31.
Deemed savings and NTG ratios are used to stipulate - enéf"gy

efficiency measure savings and NTG ratios for projects with we]l-
known and documented values.

Ameren Ex. 2.0, p. 31.
Have you attempted to learn the basis for this 0.8, which the. Company_ seeli;
to have deemed for 21 of its 22 programs? | i o
Yes. Isearched the California Energy Efficiency Policy Manual, cited by the
Company as its basis for the proposed NTG ratios. Apparent, the CPUC considers 0.8 to ‘
be a “default value.” For instance, Chapter 4 of the CPUC’s “Energj Efficiency folicy |
Manual” states, in part, | _ |
Applicants shouid refer to the SPM to determine the 'aﬁpropl.'iate?
manner in which to use NTGRs in submitting  pfogram cost-
effectiveness information. Program proposals should use the

applicable NTGRs listed below. If a program is not listed below, or if
a proposed program design deviates substantially from past design of
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related programs, program proposals may utilize a default NTGR of

‘0.8 until such time as a new, more appropriate, value is determined in

the course of program evaluation. All existing programs not listed
below shall also use a default value of 0.8.

‘Fable 4.2. Net-to-Gross Ratios
Program Ares/Program Net-to-Gross
Ratio ’
Residential
Appliance early retirement and replacement 0.5
Californin Home Fnergy Efficiency Rating System 0.72
{CHEERS)
~| Residential Audits 0.72
-Refrigerator Recycling/Freezer Recydling 0.53/05Re
Residential Contractor Program 0.8%
Emerging Technolopiss ' .83
All other residential programs 0.80
Nonresidential
' Advanced water heating systems 1.00
| Agriculbural and Dairy Incentives .73
Coin Laundry and Dry Cleaner Education 0.70
Commercial and agricultural information, tools, or design 083
aasistance services
{Comprehensive Space Conditioning 1.00
Lodging Education 0.70
| Expresa Effiriency {sebates} 0.96
Energy Managemant Services, including audits (for small 0.83
and medinm customers)
Food Services Equipment Retrofit 1.00
Industrial Information and Services 0.74
Large Standard Pecformance Condract .70
All other nonresidential programs 0.80
New Conatruction
Industrial and Agriculharal Process 0.94
Industrial new construction incentives 0.62
Savings by Desigr: 0822
659 All other new construction programs 0.80
660 CPUC, “Energy Efficiency Policy Manual,” Version 2, August 2003, pp. 18-1 9.7
661 Of course, this alone does not explain the basis for the 0.8 value, and such an explanation
662 is not to be found in the entire CPUC document.
663 Q. Do you recommend that, in this docket, the Commission “deem” the values

? Although this manual is “Prepared by the Energy Division,” it purportedly “contains the California Public Utilities
Commission’s (Commission) policy rules in the development and evaluation of energy efficiency programs in
California.”
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presented in the three tables from Mr. Jensen’s testimony, discussed above?

No. Even if believed that “deeming” was a good idea in general (which I
discuss in a later question and answer), based on the various concemns expressed above
about potential inaccuracies in Mr. Jensen’s tables, I would recommend against the
Commission approving these values for purposes of Sections 12-103 (i} and (j) of the
Act. Further analysis may reveal my concerns with specific values to be unwarranted,
but, at this time, I cannot endorse these particular values.

Does the DCEQ seek Commission approval of deemed values?

Yes. DCEO witness Feipel states,

DCEQ’s energy efficiency programs and i:nplemenfaﬁon plan are
currently based on kWh savings values related to individual efficiency
measures, net-to-gross ratios, and realization rates based on
nationwide efficiency data supplied to DCEQ and the utilities by ICF
International, Inc. DCEO requests that these kWh savings, net-to-
gross, and realization rate values be approved by the Commission for
use in the first three year planning period. If approved, these values
would apply unless and until the results of the Measurement and
Evaluation process determined that they should be modified based on
information collected in Illinois. To the extent that the evaluator and
the Advisory Group described below should propose different values

than those approved in the plans, those new values, if accepted by the
Commission, would apply on a going forward basis.

DCEO Ex. 1.0, p. 54.

Specifically, what values does DCEO seek to have. deemet:?-: _by thé -
Commission? e

In Staff data request EDiv 2.01(a), Staff sought clariﬁcaﬁon from DCEO bf the
specific values the agency seeks to have deemed. The Department’s initial response was

as follows:
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{a} Please prowde tables listing olf values for kWh savings, net-to-gross ratios,
 realization rates, and ali other categories for which DCEO seeks approval by the
- Commission for use in the first three year planning period.

RESPONSE:
a) The information requested is contained in DCEQ Exhibit 1.01.

. DCEO initial response to EDiv 2.01(a)

: To Staff, the Department’s initial response to this data request implied that it
sought mknumber'i.ncluded in DCEO Ex. 1.01 to be deemed. From inspection of
DCEO Ex. 1.:0 i, that meant that the Department seemed to be requesting, among other
things, that the total level of planned kWh savings would be deemed. Since, among other |
| thmgs, that-wquldpbviate the need for any future Commission review of realized energy |
:sé;riﬁgs, Staff sought additional clarification from DCEO. A document entitled,

':“Cl'a:iﬁc':étioﬁ to ... EDiv 2.01(a),” was received by Staff on December 13°2007. It is
reproduced below:

EDiv 2.01 On page 54 of DCEQ Ex. 1.0, DCEQ witness Mr. Feipel states,

DCEQ's energy efficiency programs and implementation plan are currently
based on kWh savings values related to individual efficiency measures, net-
to-gross ratios, and realization rates based on nationwide efficiency data
supplied 0 DCEQ and the utilities by ICF International, Inc. DCEO
requests that these kWh savings, net-to-gross, and realization rate values be
approved by the Commission for use in ithe first three year planning period.
If approved, these values would apply unless and until the results of the
Measurement and Evaluation process determined thai they should be
modified based on information collected in Hllinois. To the extent that the
evaluator and the Advisory Group described below should propose different
values than those approved in the plans, those new values, if accepted by the
Commission, would apply on a going forward busis.

(a) Please provide tables listing all values for kWh savings, net-to-gross ralios,
realization rates, and all other categories for which DCEQ seeks approval by
the Commission for use in the first three vear planning period.

RESPONSE:
a) After further discussion with Commission staff, it appears that a list of measure-level

kWh sevings, net-to-gross ratios, and realization rates is being requested. This
206 information is contained in the following exhibits:
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DCEQ Exhibit 1.01 containg the assumed net-to-gross ralios and realization rates for all
of DCEQ’s programs. These were provided to DCEO by ICF, Inc.

Appendix B of ComEd Exhibit 1.0 Docket No. 07-0540 {also Appendix B of Ameren
Exhibit 2.1 Docket No. 07-0539) contains the kWh savings for specific measures
included in the Public Sector Prescriptive Program. These were provided by [CF, Inc.
from the DEER database.

DCEO Exhibits 1.08, 1.09, 1.10, and 1.11 contain XWh savings for specific measures
included in the Low Income New Construction and Gut Rehab, Low Income Moderate
Rehab, Low Income Energy Efficient Single-family Remodeling, and Low Income
Energy Efficiency Direct Install programs. These values were provided by DomusPlus
based on the Energy Star calculators,

Table 6 in ComEd Exhibit 6.0 Docket No. 07-0540 (also Table 7 in Ameren Bxhibit 4.0
Docket No. 07-0539) contains residential lighting k'Wh savings.

The attached table contains the lighting kWh savings values for Public Sector buildings.
These valves were provided to DCEOQ by ICF, Inc.
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Annual
Bfficisnt Efficlant Technology Wh
| Yarget maket | Base Technoiogy | Technology Definition |_savinigs - |
24'T12 34 watt l‘m‘:m?“ﬁw
Public Buldings | tamps with la g | 147 32 wast e 136.4
e magnetic bakast | SiecToc becst
oo zeTizeowsn | L8 TESHwed : ;
{ Public Bulings: | lamps with wronic bakast & | 1 F T SR watt lamps 1923
| magnotic ballast | el
Pubiic Buldings. | 40W incandoncent | 13 WaltModular (13 Wit < 800 Lumens - pin #v.r
T3 Wail intagral | 13 Watt < 800 Lumens - scraw-
Pubic Bukdihge | 40W incandascent | 13 " 7.7
18 Walt Modtar | 13 Wat < 800 Lurens - pin
Pubito Bubdings | 60W incondoscant | (2. s 1528
13 Wait dntegral 13 Wit < BOO Lumens - soraw- | -
Pubic Bulings | 60 incendescent | 12 V" 1 152.8
Publkc Buldings | B0W incandesosnt | 1o WERMSIUBT 1y ¢\ . iy pasan 1496
Pubk: Buldings | SOW Incandescent | (ISR | 5 oy sorgwein 198
Pubiic Buldings | 60W incandescant | 12 WSS MOOUN | 15 yny oty hased e
Publc Suikings | BOW noandescent | 12 WERIROEl | 45 yan srveuin 148.3
Pl Bubcings | BOW Incandesoent | o WRTMORU | 4q yay . phy baged 143.1
Public Bulldings [ GOW Incandescent [ 13 WRRINEOT® | yq oy corauein t43.1
Public Buldings | 8OW Incandescent | 15 Watt Modular | 16 Wtk <1,100 Lumens - pin %68
i i 18 Watt Intagral 18 Walt < 1,100 Lumens -
Pubtic Buldings. | 60W tncandescant | 101 i 136.6
Putic Bubtinge | 780 Incandsecent | (3 WetkModdar | 18 Wait>= 1,100 Lumees-pin. | g4
Public Buldings | T6W lncandecant | 18 Warttinlegral | 18 Wet == 1,100 Lumens - 1854
Pubiic Buldings | 76W Incandesasnt | 17, Wt Modkdar &‘;’“ 1100 Lumens - pin | 4 4
nq, .
Pudalic Bullings | 75 incandescent | 19 YAk Intogral 19 Wkt = 1,100 Lumans 1821
Z4 Ti204wall | 24 Super T8 28
Publi: Bulidings § lampe with wall lamps with 2 4' Super T8 25 weil lamps 838
manatic bakast elaciranic beflast
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{24 T12 34 welt 24 TB 32 watl

Fublic Buldings | lempe with lamps with 24 TH 32 walt larnps. 480

magnetc; ballest | miectronic baliast

28 T12 80 watl 2% Supar TR 58
Pubic Bulidings | lamps vith wett famps with | 2 8 Super T8 50 veent lamips 874

mag et bylast elecirons balast

ZETI280wall | 28 T8 50 vl
Public Bulldings: | iarnps with leemps with 2 8' TE 50 wait ksmpe 400

magnetic ballset | ciectronic balast
Public Bulkdings. | 79 intandascent gﬂﬁ‘:‘“’ Modlar | 20 Wt - pine hessd 178.8
Public Buldings | T5W Incandestent ggﬂ integrel 20 Wakt - sirew-in 1Ta8
Public Buddings | 1000 gg‘“ Mo | o3 Wikt - pin basse 250.3
Pubiic Sukings | (0% | SEVEEOSE oy e screwn 250.3
Public Bulklings | 79 Incandascant | ¢ or Moduler g:‘* <1600 Lumene - pin 1626
Public Buldings | 75W incandascent | 25 VVei integrel mﬂm Lumerss - 1626

| Fubli: Buidings | 190 Ty kiniagral | 25 Wall 31,600 Lumans - 2430

Public Buiidings | TOW ncasdsucent | 25 Velt Modubar ﬁ:" “‘E 1,800 Lurnens - pin 1683
Public Buiidings. | 7EW incancescent | 25 Yvet intagral ey cigoiimens: | yu94
Pubic Budige | | o | ekler [0 e >=1.800 Lumem- | 3408
Pnsic Busdings | 100% 20 Wakirtogral | 20 Walt>=1,000 Lo - 2408
Publlc: Bubdings !1m! | SEUYORModr | 28 wast - pin bueet 2341
Publio Bubdinge { W7 [ SRRSO ] o5 watt- acrewn 741
Putlic Buddings | 1200 30 WA Modular | g it oin based 2928
Public Bulitogs | 1o 30Wattlotegrel | g wintt - acreein 2278
Putllc Bubdinga | o 30 Watt iegral | g et - sorow-in s
Punihe Buldings | (200 40 Watt Bodulse | 1, ot . pin bamed 20,4
PublicBuldigs | (B, g™ | 0w soresen 2878
Public Bulkings | 200 | S Vthoduiar w vt pin based 4714
Public Bulidings | 200W | SEWatnlegrsl | gs vyt i based asa9

Does the Department’s clarification to Staff data request EDiv 2.01(a),

reproduced above, reselve your uncertainty with the respect to what the

Department seeks to have deemed?

No.

What uncertainty persists, in your view?
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" First, the “Clarification to ... EDiv 2.01(a)” suggests that DCEQ seeks for
' “reahzahon rates” to be deemed. I would note that Mr. Jensen (from ICF International, |

which DCEO cites as being responsible for providing these numbers) states in response

to another Staff data request (EDiv 3.01 to ComEd) that realization rates should not be _;

' 'deet_néd, explaining:

 “Realization rate” is defined in the Plan as “[the ratio of ex posr program savings to ex anfe
estimates of savings.” (ComEd Ex. 1.0, at 121 (Glossary of Terms).) The realization rate is

- used in the analysis of programs to account for uncertainty around program performance. The
rate used in the Plan is used primarily as a parameter in the uncertaiaty analysis. The value of
0.8% is based on a subjective assesament of the likelihood that ex anfe savings will equal ex post
savings. .

(6)  ComEd does not intend for realization rates to be deemed. Realization rates will emerge
from evaluations as the evaluator determines ex post net savings. ComEd likely will use that
information to inform its planning process.

Secohd, the “Clarification to ... EDiv 2.01(a)” suggests that it wants to have

deemed all the numbers for kWh savings associated with the Public Sector Prescripti\}e

 Program measures that are found in Appendix B of the ComEd’s plan and Appendix B of

the Ameren plans. ComEd’s Appendix B is 70 pages; Ameren’s Appendix B is 85 pages.

Only portions of those appendices are associated with the Public Sector Prescriptive

Program measures, though. Specifically, there are 140 Public Sector Prescriptive

Program measures for ComEd and 51 for Ameren. Some of these are measures that are
also included in the utilities’ programs, except that the utilities are not seeking to have
the kWh values deemed; these include the following efficient technologies (e.g., Chiller
Efficiency, Packaged Unit Efficiency, and VAV). Iam not certain if DCEO seeks to
have deemed the kWh savings of this particular subset of measures. Furthermore, these
Appendices list a considerable amount of information for each measure. I suspect, but

am not certain, that DCEO seeks just the per installation values (in the front part of these
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tables) to be deemed, and not the projected total kWh savings (shown further down, next
to what loqks like projected instailation levels).

Third, while DCEO cites DCEO Exhibits 1.08 through 1.11, from the agency’s-
description, [ believe it intended to refer to Exhibits 1.07 through 1.10. Furthermore,
these exhibits include two types of kWh savings values: (A) per installation and (B}
total. From my calculations, the latter are equal to (i) the per-installation values times (i}
an assumed or projected number of installations times (iii) an assumed realization rate
times (iv) an assumed net-to-gross ratio. Thus, if DCEO seeks to have the totql kWh
savings values deemed, it would essentially be asking for the deemmg of all fou_ré sets of
numbers (i-iv). However, DCEO may only be asking for the pef—install&ﬁdn kWh o ..:
savings values to be deemed. In that case, it is asking for deeming _oﬁly the_follbﬁ?ing
x;alues:

From DCEO Ex. 1.7:

1 Energy Star Refritor

] 6 imerior FL fixtures & 2 exterior FL
| fixtures!
| SEER 14 central air conditioner wi
| programmable thermostat? 36
E Reduce required tonnage s a result 432

of thermal envelope improvements?

gy Star dishwasher! 82

d Energy Star rated bathroom exhaust
| fan® 8
§ 90% AFUE furnace with efficient air
| handier! 400
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From DCEOQO Ex. 1.8:

E Energy Star Refri |

k2. Six interior FL fixtures & two exterior
' FL fixtures®

¥ 3. Energy Star rated bathroom exhaust
d fan?

| 4. Energy Ster dishwaster!

5. SEER 16 central air conditioner w/
] programmable thermostat®

{ 6. Energy Star rated room air
| conditioners?

7. Reduce required tonnage as a result of
' thermal envelope improvements®

8. 90% AFUE furnace with efficient air
| handier
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From DCEO 1.9:

Star Refrator’ n

2. ENERGY STAR Advanced Lighting
Package 2

B Energy Star rated bathroom exhaust
| fan?

1 4. Energy Star dishwasher’

| 5. SEER 16 central air conditioner w/
| programmable thermostat!

B Energy Star rated room air
conditioners %5

7. Reduce required tonnage as a result

of thermal envelope improvements®

I 8. 90% AFUE fumnace with efficient air
i handler?
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From DCEO 1.10:

2 CHL installation® ' 5
3. Energy Star rated bathroom exhaust
far® 59

4. SEER 16 central air conditioner w/
programmable thermostatt

5. Energy Star rated room air
conditioner?®

6. 90% AFUE furnace with efficient air
hardiert

8

Have you had an opportunity to thoroughly examine the bases for the
various values that DCEO seeks to have deemed?

No. . .

In general, do you recommend that, in this or any other planning docket, the . _ o

Commission “deem” values related to the computation of energy savmgs for

No. Irecommend against deeming in this, or any other planning docket; but
allow me to clarify this position. Under the sole rubric of “deemed values,” the Company

and DCEO actually have raised two issues:

(1) the partial reliance on values derived NOT from evaluation bf the Company’s s
programs, i.e., NOT by collecting data on the Company’s customers and their usage of
energy, but from external databases and studies performed in other places and at other

times;
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(2) the preé-dpproval of those values now, in this docket, as opposed to later, in

future proceedmgs, when the Commission must make findings pursuant to Sections 12- :

103 (i) and (j) of the Act.

My most significant concern is with (2) rather than (1}. Indeed, there are some 8

sound and practical reasons for partially relying on values derived NOT from evaluaﬁoxf .

of the.Company’s programs (i.e., NOT by independently collecting unique data on the

Company’s cﬁStomels and their usage of energy), but from external databases and studigs

performed m other placés and at other times. Simply put, there may very well already be

éval:laﬁie a v:vealth.of useful data and sound expert analysis that can be tapped into and
that can heip in the process of estimating energy savings in Illinois. Indeed, for the
p'_lanning'purposes- of this docket, the Company has relied upon such databases and
stﬁdiés, and Staff has not objected to that extent.

But that same wealth of useful data and sound expert analysis will still exist one
year ﬁ'om now, two years from now, three years from now, etc. In fact, there may be
even more of such data and studies available. In addition, there will have been
significantly more time for Staff and interveners (in preparation of future Sections 12-163' '
(i) and (j) proceedings) to have reviewed this wealth of data and studies and to have
determined if some of it is Jess than useful or Jess than sound. Staff may even hire
additional personnel or consultants, specializing in energy efficiency program evaluation,
to cobble together Staff’s version of the most reasonable and accurate energy efficiency
databases. On the other hand, while reliance on such databases may be reasonable and
even preferable for some programs, measures, and/or variables, such reliance may be

unreasonable in other instances. In either event, the decision to rely on such databases,
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792 like the decision to use one set of values versus another, need not and should not be made

793 at this time, in this docket, or for that matter, in any planning docket.

794 Q. Ameren witnesses Jensen and Voytas argue that the Commission should

795 deem the values in Mr. Jenson’s three tables in order to mitigate the Company’s

796 risk. Is that a valid argument for the Company’s proposal?

797 A No. It is true that the law establishes standards that the Company must meet and

798 penalties for failure to meet these standards. Based on the advice of counsel, it is my

799 | understanding that the Commission’s job is to assess whether the standards have _bf:en

800 met and, if warranted, impose the penalties. Certainly, the Commission could @alée tha& e :
- 801 job easier simply by deeming values. However, in my view, getting the numbers rfght is
: 802 more important then getting them right away. In my view, makmg a judgment now, with

8d3 .' a bare minimum of review, is not amenable to getting the numbers right. L

| 804 - | Furthermore, the degree of risk to which the Company 1s expgsgci is _n_gg]iQéible.
805 For Ameren, the monetary penalty mentioned in the Act for fa_iiure to meet thé standards e
y .30:.65 ~ cannot exceed 2 total of $670,000 ($335,000 if, after 2 years, Ameren fails to mest the . -
) 807 efficiency standard, plus another $335,000 if, after 3 years, Ameren fails to meét the
' 803 efficiency standard). When compared to the Company’s annual distribﬁtion rate
309 revenues (at current rates), $335,000 would amount to a not-very-imﬁressivg penalty of
810 less than 0.05% (That is not S percent, but 5 hundredths of 1 pei‘cen:ft.ll.)...w. s
‘ 811 € Stakeholder process -

' .— 812 Q. | What is your un&erstanding of the stakeholder process described by Amerén

5 g .é1'3_' 3 witness Voytas?
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Mr. Voytas states,

It is essential that the Ameren Illinois Utilities work with
stakeholders and the Commission to develop a common
understanding of the ground rules for measurement and verification
of savings attributable to the overall portfolio of energy efficiency
measures.

Ameren Ex. 2.0, p. 30.
'. “He further states,

The charter for the group is to provide input with regard to the M&V
provisions of the Act, including the policy and/or regulatory
framework in which the evaluation results will be reported. Tasks for .
the Ameren Illinois Utilities with input from the stakeholder group -
include: '

. 1)Define evaluation objectives
~© 2) Address scale of evaluation effort

a. Do well established programs with a history of well-
documented savings require the same level of
evaluation that a new program, with no history,
requires?

b. How much confidence exists in pre-program savings
estimates?

3) Are other co-benefits to be evaluated and possibly quantified?
4) Will persistence of savings be determined?

. 5) Develop an REP to engage a M&V contractor

838 6} Evaluate bids to the RFP and select an M&V contractor.

339 Q. Should the Commission approve the Company’s proposed stakeholder
840 process?
841 A No. Ultimately, 1 believe that the Company should be responsible for
842 implementing the plan approved by the Commission, including but not limited to
';: 3 843 providing an “independent evaluation.” If the Company wishes to enlist interested

' Computations based on current revenues listed in Ameren’s Schedules E-5 in ICC Dockets 07-0585/6/7.
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parties in that implementation process, that should be left to the Company’s discretion,

and need not be approved or ordered by the Commission.

However, if the Commiission, despite my advice, was inclined to order the utility
to include a stakeholder process as part of its implementation of the plan, then there are
several other questions that should be addressed. First, which organizations would be
eligible and which would be ineligible to be a part of the stakeholder process? Second, to
what extent will the participants in this process be “decision makers” or merely advisors
to the Company? Third, to the extent to which participants would be “decision makers,”
how many votes will each of the eligible participating stakeholders be able to cast‘?

In addition, 1 am also worried that the Company’s plan blurs the lme between the e .
Act’s evaluation provisions—those within subsection 12-103(f)(7) on the one hand and
those within subsection 12-103 (i) and (j) on the other. As I noted, above, based o.lg-the__'_;: _ .
advice of counsel, it is my understanding that these two sets of provisions are not | _ e
inextricably connected in the sense that the Section 12-103(f)(7) “independent
evaluauons arranged by the utilities need not be the basis (or the ,_nl_x basxs) upon whwh i
the Commission would make findings under Sections 12- 103 (1) and (]) 7

Does the Staff intend on participating in the Company s stakeho!der o e g
process" s

At this juncture, Staff intends on participating in the Company’s stakeholder
process but would consider itself to be mostly just an observer. In general Staff wishes .'
to remain independent. This position could change, however 1f t.he Com:mssmn choo;S

to order the utility to include such a process as part of its 1mplementat10n of the plam

Specifically, if the Commission grants some form of declsmn—makmg powers to non- :;'
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. ' : partlclpants

the Company s proposal that the Commission grant Ameren flexibility for

the contracts signed with that contractor, and hiring a new contractor.” Should the

_ Company be granted this flexibility?

Fll'St, 1 am not certain if the Company is actually seeking Commission permlssxon _
or not. That is, while the Company mentions using an RFP process to find an eviluation
contractor I do not believe that the Company’s plan contemplates or proposes that the

Commission approve that RFP, let alone the hiring of a specific evaluation contractor. k

is puzzlmg to me that the Company would seek permission to dismiss an evaluation

.'contractor that the Commission would have had no hand in selecting in the first place.

Second, if the Company is seeking the power to dismiss an “independent”
'egvaluation contractors, it seems like this power would call into question the
“independence” of that entity. Nevertheless, based on t he advice of counsel, it is my
understanding that those independent evaluation contractors’ evaluations are not the
equivalent of the evaluation that the Commission must make in subsequent subsection
12-103 (i) and (j) proceedings. Unless it is determined that Company-hired evaluation
contractors are to be considered something more than Company employees and potential
Company witnesses in future proceedings before the Commission, then the Commission
should grant the permission sought (that is, the permission to fire and hire new

contractors). On the other hand, if the Commission wants these Company-hired
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Earlier in th:s testimony, you indicated that you would address in this section.

“biémissijig the Ameren THinois® Utilities evaluation contractor under the terms of
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evaluation contractors to act like agents of the Commission, then 1 would recommend

against granting the permission sought.

D, Basing percent savings on actual usage versus previously forecast usage

Following the second and third years of the plan, Sections 12-103 (i) and (j)
of the Act seem to require determination of whether the “electric utility fails to meet
the efficiency standard specified in subsection (b).” For this determination, should

the efficiency standard be “0.4% of [the actual quantity of] energy delivered in the

year commencing June 1, 2009” and “0.6% of [the actual qua_mtity _oﬂ energy

delivered in the year commencing June 1, 2010” or should it be “9.4% of [ﬂie_ |
previously forecast quantity of] energy delivered in the year commencing June 1, . o
2009” and “0.6% of [the previously forecast quantity of} energy delivered in the
year commencing June 1, 2010”? o

To the extent to which this calls for a legal opinion or interpretation of the Act,1 L
offer no opinion or interpretation. However, from my own “POHQY’; f.el‘s.p.ecl:t.iire., the mgsf?' s
ﬁppropn'ate method would depend on (1) on the make-up of the portfolio .under |
evaluation (particularly on the portfolio’s share of weather—sensitive versus non-wpathgg
sensitive measures) and (2) on how energy savings are determin_ed m t.hese._futi“l_;é ., ¢

proceedings. After explaining these considerations, I will offer my policy

recommendation.
What is the significance of the make-up of the portfoﬁo under eval:;latiqn? L PR
Notwithstanding the influence of energy efficiency programs, the différence o
between forecast and actual levels of consumption are due largeiy to dlﬁ‘erenCGbetween

“normal” and actual weather. For instance, a hotter-than-average summer is apt to
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_.f.‘i_nﬂ.l.jbéz-a_higher-ﬁian-average consumption of electricity as air-conditioners woric
overtxme to kcep us comfortable. Similarly, a portfolio of energy efficiency measures
directed mostly fo weather sensitive energy uses {(e.g., air conditioning/cooling) will hﬁv_e
é differeﬁtial impact depending on actual weathér. .But a portfolio of energy efﬁcienc& ¥
e measures du'ected mostly to non-weather sensitive energy uses (e.g., lighting usage is apt

to be relativéiy insensitive to weather) will produce about the same level of savings

regardless of weather. Thus, for weather-sensitive measures, perhaps a more meaningful
assessment of the utility’s performance in obtaining energy savings would compare

savings to actual usage. But for weather insensitive measures, perhaps a more

* ‘meaningful assessment of performance would compare savings to a weather-normalize

level of usagé.

What is the significance of how energy savings are determined?

For purposes of the plan, I would anticipate that the Company would estimate
future energy savings from weather-sensitive efficiency measures under an assumption of
normal weather. Except as part of a sensitivity analysis, it would be inappropriate to
assume exjrexﬁely cold or extremely warm conditions. However, the after-the-fact
energy savings from these weather-sensitive efficiency measures over any given period
(such as June 2009 to May 2010) could be determined either in light of the weather
conditions that prevailed that year (as implicitly assumed in the previous Q&A), or they
could again be determined under an assumption of normal weather. If after-the-fact
energy savings from weather-sensitive efficiency measures are determined in light of
prevailing weather conditions, then, as previously stated, perhaps a more meaningful

assessment of the utility’s performance in obtaining energy savings would compare those
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savings to actual usage. On the other hand, if after-the-fact energy savings from weather-
sensitive efficiency measures are determined under an assumption of normal weather,
then perhaps a more meaningful assessment of performance would compare those
weather-normalized savings to a weather-normalized level of usage.

What is your recommendation with regard to whether after-the-fact savings
should be based on actual or normalized weather conditions and whether the
attainment of percentage savings goals should be based on actual or previously
determined total consumption?

If it is permissible under the Act, then I would recommend.using p@ioﬁglj
determined total consumption (that is, determined in this proceeding as Wﬂ&th_@ﬁ | o
normalized, expected usage), and that after-the-fact energy savings determjnatioﬂs; be e

adjusted if necessary to reflect an assumption of normal weather, as well.

excess to and reduce a subsequent Plan year’s goal.

In the ComEd EE-DR case (Docket 07-0540), ComEd seeks permission from -

the Commission to “bank” excess energy savings. Are you famiﬁir with that "
proposal? | |

Yes. ComEd witness Brandt states that the Company is seeking from. the -

Commission permission to ‘bank’ excess energy savings in a given Plan year, and appiy i

that excess to reduce a subsequent Plan year’s goal (Docket 07-0540, ComEd Exz(), p O

2), explaining further that &k ; 5

In such a circumstance, forecast costs for the subsequent year of the

Plan would be adjusted downward to reflect the need to achieve a

lower kWh reduction in that year. In such case, not only would. the -

goal be reduced in the subsequent year, but the projected costs input in S
Rider EDA would also be reduced for the subsequent year. - This is - .

45




Docket No. 07-05'39.”
ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0

explained in additional detail in Mr. Crumrine’s direct testimony. {(See:

- ComEd Ex. 5.0.) This “banking” concept is very important to the

_ overall management of ComEd’s portfolio.

ilqcket 07-0540 ComEd Ex. 2.0, p. 40. |

Should Ameren be authorized to “bank” excess energy savings in a glven

_ ;:Plan year, and apply that excess to reduce a subsequent Plan year’s goal" '

As an mmal matter, I would note that Ameren has not asked for perrmssmn to

| bank excess energy savings. However, if it is legally permissible, then I would

_ ‘re'cc:):mmehd that the Commission authorize such banking, Although I will not provide a

| legal opinﬁbn,’i do offer the following “policy” consideration. In the absence of banking,

| 'm any one plan year, there is little reason for the Company to pursue savings above the

| goals set forth in the Act (or at a rate any faster than required by the Act). In fact,
achieving greater energy savings (or achieving energy savings at a faster rate) in one
year, may make it more difficult to achieve the Act’s goals in the following year, as the
I.na';rket. for efficiency products and services becomes more saturated. Thus, the lack of -

banlcmg pﬁvilegeé may actually constitute a disincentive to achieving greater energy
savings (or achieving energy savings at a faster rate). Furthermore, since there some
uncertainty about future participation levels and future savings cannot be forecast
precisely, this disincentive to achieving greater energy savings (or achieving energy
savings at a faster rate) may actually decrease the ultimate attainment of the Act’s
percentage savings goals.
Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony?

Yes.
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STATE OF ILLINOQIS
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

Central Illinois Light Company
d/b/a AmerenCILCO ,
Central lllincis Public Service
Company
- d/bl/a AmerenCIPS
lllinois Power Company
d/b/a AmereniP
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- Approval of Energy Efficiency and
Demand Response Plan

AFFIDAVIT OF RICHARD J. ZURASKI

)

Cbunty of Sangamon ; o | o
I, Richard J. Zuraski, being first duly swom on oath, depose and state théf | ah the e

same Richard J. Zuraski identified in the Direct Testimony; that | have caused the following - -

Direct Testimony, the following statements are true and correct to the best of my knowiedge e
and belief as of the date of this Affidavit.

‘Further affiant sayeth naught. - ; .
_' | éichard J. Zu;skg' o

Subscribed and swomn to before me

this //__ day of Jecomter 2007

OFFICIAL SEAL $

w—%ﬁ—‘— MARY ELLENRUFFNER  §
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINDIS §

Notary Public MY COMMIBSION { EXPIRES.0204 0 3






