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I. INTRODUCTION 7 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 8 

A. Gregory W. Lovett, Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri 9 

(“Ameren Missouri” or “Company”), One Ameren Plaza, 1901 Chouteau Avenue, 10 

St. Louis, Missouri 63103. 11 

Q. What is your position with Ameren Missouri? 12 

A. I am a Managing Supervisor in the Energy Efficiency and Demand 13 

Response Department. 14 

Q. Please describe your educational background and employment 15 

experience. 16 

A. I joined Central Illinois Public Service Company (“CIPS”) as a 17 

Distribution Engineer in Quincy, IL in 1981 and held several positions in Springfield 18 

prior to the merger of CIPS and Union Electric Company (“UE”) in 1998 when I was 19 

Business Improvement Consultant.  After the merger, I then became Senior Engineer of 20 

Metering for AmerenUE.  After holding several positions in St. Louis, I was promoted 21 

to my current position with Ameren Missouri.  I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in 22 

Electrical Engineering from the University of Illinois and a Master of Business 23 

Administration from Webster University.  As a Managing Supervisor in the Energy 24 
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Efficiency and Demand Response Department, I oversee the operations of the Ameren 1 

Missouri Natural Gas Energy Efficient Equipment Rebate Program.  In addition, I am 2 

the lead Ameren Missouri representative on the Energy Efficiency Advisory Group 3 

(“EEAG”). 4 

 Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to explain why Ameren Missouri filed the 6 

revised tariff sheets associated with its Natural Gas Energy Efficient Equipment Rebate 7 

Programs, which is to remove measures which are not cost effective. 8 

II. BASIS FOR REMOVAL OF CERTAIN ENERGY EFFICIENCY 9 

MEASURES 10 

 11 

Q. Since the Company’s energy efficiency programs were put into place 12 

as a result of its last natural gas rate case, why did Ameren Missouri feel it needed 13 

to analyze the cost effectiveness of these programs and, ultimately, to file to modify 14 

its natural gas energy efficiency programs?   15 

A. Ameren Missouri’s decision to analyze the cost effectiveness of its current 16 

natural gas energy efficiency programs was driven by the terms of the Unanimous 17 

Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. GR-2010-0363 (Stipulation).  First, paragraph 6B 18 

of the Stipulation requires the Company to limit its energy efficiency funding to 19 

“expenditures prudently-incurred on cost effective programs.”  Additionally, paragraph 20 

6D of the Stipulation explicitly makes Ameren Missouri “responsible for all final 21 

decisions” regarding its natural gas energy efficiency programs and created the EEAG, 22 

which is advisory in nature.  This is a change from how the Company’s natural gas 23 

energy efficiency programs had previously been administered.  Prior to the Stipulation, 24 

decisions had been made by mutual agreement of a Collaborative.  Paragraph 6D also 25 
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reserves the right of these parties “…right to question the prudency of the planning and or 1 

implementation of [Ameren Missouri’s] energy efficiency programs in future cases.”  2 

Accordingly, after the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) 3 

approved the Stipulation, the Company became solely responsible for the natural gas 4 

energy efficiency programs offered to its customers.  Ameren Missouri agrees this 5 

responsibility is appropriate.  The Company should prudently use customer funds and 6 

that it should not invest in measures that are not cost effective.   7 

Q. What happened after Ameren Missouri analyzed the cost effectiveness 8 

of these energy efficiency measures? 9 

A. Utilizing updated information, new Total Resource Cost (“TRC”) analyses 10 

were completed by Ameren Missouri witness Kyle Shoff.  As a result of this work, 11 

several measures were identified as non- cost effective.  The Company discussed these 12 

findings multiple times in April and May with the EEAG.  On April 19, 2011, Ameren 13 

Missouri sent the EEAG a red-lined draft of the revised tariff, the TRCs, and the TRC 14 

work papers.  The referenced email is attached as Schedule 1.
1
  On April 25th, the EEAG 15 

had a meeting to discuss these documents.  During the meeting, the Company agreed to 16 

provide certain supplemental information, which was supplied to the EEAG on May 13th.  17 

Along with that supplemental information, the Company sent out another set of revised 18 

tariff sheets and asked for comments.  Ameren Missouri also offered to work with any 19 

party who had questions about how the TRCs were calculated.  The referenced email is 20 

attached as Schedule 2.  Staff requested that follow up and a webinar was held with Staff 21 

on May 24th.  The referenced email is attached as Schedule 3. 22 

                                                 
1
 The emails attached as schedules have attachments, such as TRC work papers.  Because of their size, 

Ameren Missouri is not including the email attachments as part of the schedules.   
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Because the EEAG is only advisory, the Company is not required to have 1 

unanimous agreement before it seeks Commission permission to modify its energy 2 

efficiency tariffs.  In this situation, even though the EEAG did not agree that the 3 

measures in question were not cost effective, the Company was faced with the obligation 4 

to amend its tariffs to remove what it believed (and continues to believe) are non-cost 5 

effective measures.  Paragraph 6G of the Stipulation allows Ameren Missouri to file 6 

revised tariff sheets if it believes the circumstances warrant changes after circulating 7 

those sheets for review by the EEAG.  In this instance, the Company had new 8 

information regarding the cost effectiveness of its programs and believes that information 9 

warranted a change to the measures offered to its customers.   10 

Ameren Missouri filed a revised tariff, tariff number JG-2011-0597, on May 27, 11 

2011, which removed 12 non-cost effective measures.  The Office of Public Council 12 

(“OPC”), a member of the EEAG, provided the Company with information regarding the 13 

cost effectiveness of water heaters from another utility jurisdiction.  Using this 14 

information, Ameren Missouri re-evaluated its water heater assumptions and re-ran the 15 

TRC analysis for these measures.  The results of this analysis showed that two additional 16 

measures, both residential water heating measures, had a TRC value of less than one.  On 17 

June 8th, Ameren Missouri emailed the EEAG and indicated that because of the input 18 

received, it would be withdrawing the May 27, 2011 filed tariff, and filing a second 19 

revised tariff, which would also remove the two additional measures.  That was 20 

completed later that same day.  The referenced email is attached as Schedule 4.  This 21 

tariff filing excluded all of the non- cost effective measures removed in its previous tariff 22 
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filing as well as the two water heater measures which had been more recently identified 1 

as non-cost effective.   2 

This tariff modification is required by the terms of the Stipulation because non- 3 

cost effective programs have been identified and is necessary so that Ameren Missouri 4 

can prudently administer its Natural Gas Energy Efficient Equipment programs.  We 5 

believe the proposed tariff sheets should be approved by the Commission in this case. 6 

 Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 7 

 A. Yes, it does.8 
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