
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
In the Matter of Union Electric Company d/b/a  )  
Ameren Missouri’s Filing to Implement Regulatory ) 
Changes in Furtherance of Energy Efficiency as )    File No. EO-2012-0142 
Allowed by MEEIA.  )    
 
 

STAFF’S CHANGE REQUEST FOR ADJUSTMENT  
TO AMEREN MISSOURI’S REPORT OF 2013 ANNUAL ENERGY SAVINGS AND 

NET BENEFITS FROM MEEIA PROGRAMS 
 

 COMES NOW Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, by and through 

the undersigned counsel, and files this Change Request with the Missouri Public 

Service Commission to state as follows: 

OVERVIEW 

1. On July 5, 2012, Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri 

(“Ameren Missouri”) and the parties to this case filed (or did not object to) a Unanimous 

Stipulation and Agreement Resolving Ameren Missouri’s MEEIA Filing (“Stipulation”).  

The Commission approved the Stipulation by Order on August 1, 2012.     

2. In part, the Stipulation provided for Ameren Missouri’s implementation of 

11 Demand-Side Management Programs pursuant to the Missouri Energy Efficiency 

Investment Act (“MEEIA Programs”).  The Stipulation requires Ameren Missouri to 

complete Evaluation, Measurement and Verification Reports (“EM&V Report”) on its 

MEEIA Programs and file final EM&V Reports 135 days after the end of each MEEIA 

Program year.1  Ameren Missouri hired The Cadmus Group, Inc. (“Cadmus”) to prepare 

                                                 
1 File No. EO-2012-0142, Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement Resolving Ameren Missouri’s MEEIA 
Filing, pp. 15-19. 



an EM&V Report for each of its residential MEEIA Programs, and ADM Associates, Inc., 

(“ADM”) to prepare an EM&V Report for its commercial and industrial MEEIA Programs.  

3. In accordance with Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-20.093(7), the 

Commission issued a Request For Proposals and subsequently hired Johnson 

Consulting Group, LLC, ( “Johnson Consulting” or “Auditor”), as its “…independent 

contractor to audit and report on the work of each utility’s independent EM&V 

contractor.”  On July 2, 2014, the Commission’s Auditor filed its EM&V Auditor Final 

Report and Appendix A: Auditor Market Effects Sales Analysis.   

4. The Stipulation also requires any stakeholder group that wants a change 

to the impact evaluation portion of a final EM&V Report to file a request before the 

Commission within 21 days of the filing of a final EM&V Report in this matter  

(“Change Request”).  Staff identified several errors and inconsistencies of data in the 

EM&V Reports filed on both May 15, 2014, and May 28, 2014.  After working with Staff 

to correct the data issues, Cadmus and ADM corrected and finalized the EM&V Reports 

that were filed by Ameren Missouri on June 12, 2014.  As such, Staff’s Change Request 

filing complies with the Stipulation.   

IMPORTANCE OF EM&V RESULTS 

5. All Signatories to the Stipulation are bound by the impact evaluation 

portion of the final EM&V Reports, as they may be modified by the Commission’s 

resolution of any Change Request.  The accuracy of the impact evaluation in each final 

EM&V Report is significant because it determines the level of performance incentive 

Ameren Missouri will receive for its implementation of each MEEIA Program.   



Ameren Missouri will begin to bill its customers for the awarded incentive amounts 

following the three year cycle of MEEIA Programs.   

6. As described in the Memorandum attached hereto as Appendix A and 

incorporated fully herein, Ameren Missouri’s evaluator, Cadmus, has wrongly included 

market effects in its determination of net to gross (“NTG”) ratios used to calculate the 

2013 incremental annual energy and demand savings and net benefits of Ameren 

Missouri’s LightSavers program.  This deliberate error ignores industry best practices 

and inflates Ameren Missouri’s performance incentive award that will be paid by 

ratepayers by up to $1.4 million for 2013.  The amount of inflation of the incentive award 

amount will grow should Ameren Missouri’s evaluator continue to include market effects 

in its 2014 and 2015 evaluations of MEEIA Programs.    

7. Staff recommends the Commission accept Johnson Consulting’s final 

EM&V Report with one exception.  To investigate Cadmus’ value of market effects on 

NTG, the Commission’s Auditor conducted its own study with lighting sales data from 

Missouri retailers for the period 2009 through 2013.  By doing so, the Commission’s 

Auditor was able to determine a NTG including market effects for comparison to 

Cadmus’ NTG, along with a NTG that excludes market effects.  For the LightSavers 

program, Staff recommends the Commission accept Johnson Consulting’s NTG for the 

LightSavers program that excludes market effects, and order an adjustment to any 

performance incentive award under the Stipulation to exclude any recovery by Ameren 

Missouri for market effects, not only for 2013, but also the years 2014 and 2015 covered 

by the Stipulation.   



8. As the Auditor is the Commission’s expert, the Commission may choose 

to call its expert to testify at a hearing if necessary, should Ameren Missouri not accept 

Staff’s recommendation and direct its Evaluator to remove all market effects from the 

2013 incremental annual energy and demand savings and net benefits calculation.   

If the Commission does not intend to call its Auditor as a witness, Staff may choose to 

do so.   

WHEREFORE, Staff files this Change Request and recommends the 

Commission accept its Auditor’s final EM&V Report, with the NTG for the LightSavers 

program excluding market effects, and order an adjustment to any performance 

incentive award under the Stipulation to exclude any recovery by Ameren Missouri for 

market effects, not only for 2013, but also the years 2014 and 2015 covered by  

the Stipulation.   

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

     
/s/ Jennifer Hernandez 
Jennifer Hernandez 
Senior Staff Counsel  
Missouri Bar No. 59814 

        
Missouri Public Service Commission  
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 

       Phone (573) 751-8706   
       Facsimile (573) 751-9285  
        jennifer.hernandez@psc.mo.gov  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I do hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document has 
been emailed this 3rd day of July, 2014 to all parties of record in this proceeding.  
 
       /s/ Jennifer Hernandez   
      
 



Appendix A 

M E M O R A N D U M 

 

TO:  Missouri Public Service Commission Official Case File 
Case No. EO-2012-0142  
Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri 

 
FROM: John Rogers, Utility Regulatory Manager  
 
 /s/ Natelle Dietrich      07/03/2014                  /s/ Jennifer Hernandez 07/03/2014            

Tariff, Safety, Economic &   Staff Counsel’s Office / Date 
  Engineering Analysis Department / Date 
 
SUBJECT: Change Request Concerning Incremental Annual Energy Savings and Net 

Benefits Resulting from the Evaluation, Measurement and Verification Reports 
for Ameren Missouri’s 2013 MEEIA Programs  

 
DATE:  July 3, 2014 
 
I. Purpose 

 The purpose of this memorandum is a “Change Request”1 for the Missouri Public Service 

Commission’s (“Commission”) determination of the 2013 incremental annual energy savings and net 

benefits amounts resulting from the evaluation, measurement and verification (“EM&V”) of Union 

Electric Company’s d/b/a Ameren Missouri (“Ameren Missouri”) Missouri Energy Efficiency 

Investment Act of 20092 (“MEEIA”) energy efficiency programs.    

The Change Request will: 

1. Summarize Ameren Missouri’s experience with demand-side programs during the period of 

February 2009 – September 2011 (“Cycle One”) and during November 2011 through 

September 2012 (“Bridge Period”); 

2. Summarize Ameren Missouri’s 2013 – 2015 Energy Efficiency Program Plan (“Plan”)3 

approved by the Commission  including the Plan’s eleven (11) energy efficiency programs 

(“MEEIA Programs”) and the Plan’s demand-side programs investment mechanism 

(“DSIM”) and summarize results of Ameren Missouri’s MEEIA Programs delivered in 

program year 2013 (“PY2013”); 
                                                 
1 Change Request process is documented in paragraph 11.a.iv. of the Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement 
Resolving Ameren Missouri’s MEEIA Filing  in Case No. EO-2012-0142. 
2 MEEIA is the Missouri Energy Efficiency Investment Act of 2009, § 393.1075, RSMo, Supp. 2012.  The 
Commission MEEIA Rules include 4 CSR 240-3.163, 4 CSR 240-3.164, 4 CSR 240-20.093 and 4 CSR 240-20.094 
which all have an effective date of May 30, 2011. 
3 See Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement Resolving Ameren Missouri’s MEEIA Filing approved by the 
Commission on August 1, 2012, in Case No. EO-2012-0142. 
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3. Identify Ameren Missouri’s independent EM&V contractors (“Evaluators”) and the 

Commission’s EM&V Auditor (“Auditor”) and describe the roles and responsibilities of 

the Evaluators and the Auditor; 

4. Provide background and context for the Plan’s EM&V process4 for Ameren Missouri’s 

MEEIA Programs delivered in PY2013; 

5. Describe the components of the net-to-gross (“NTG”) ratios produced by the Evaluators 

and Auditor to determine program and portfolio incremental and cumulative annual 

energy and demand savings and net benefits; 

6. Illustrate how Evaluator and Auditor NTG ratios for the PY2013 LightSavers program 

can impact the incremental and cumulative annual energy and demand savings, annual 

net benefits and any DSIM performance incentive award amount earned by Ameren 

Missouri following completion of the 3-year Plan;  

7. Provide an EM&V industry perspective on market effects; 

8. Discuss Ameren Missouri’s rationale for using gross savings for the Plan’s annual energy 

and demand savings for purposes of its recovery of estimated lost margin revenues and 

for establishing its cumulative annual energy and demand savings targets; 

9. Discuss Ameren Missouri’s rationale and strategy for performing EM&V as a part of its 

Plan; and  

10. Provide Staff’s recommendations for this Change Request. 

II. Staff Recommendations 

 Staff recommends that the Commission: 

1. Accept – with one exception - the EM&V Auditor’s PY2013 Final Report (“Auditor 

Report”) for the Commission’s determination of PY2013 annual energy savings and net 

benefits, because the Auditor Report includes refinements to the Evaluators’ Reports, 

which more correctly reflect EM&V industry best practices.  The market effects 

adjustment is the exception to Staff’s recommendation, and Staff recommends the 

Commission exclude the Auditor’s market effects adjustment to the NTG ratio for the 

                                                 
4 Commission Rules 4 CSR 240-3.163(7), 4 CSR 240-20.093(7) and 4 CSR 240-22.070(8) include requirements for 
performance and auditing of MEEIA demand-side programs’ EM&V.  Further, paragraph 11 of the Stipulation 
includes additional activities and schedules for drafting, reviewing, discussing, finalizing and requesting changes to 
the EM&V final reports.   
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LightSavers program, since the Auditor’s methodology is not yet recognized as an 

established EM&V industry best practice; 

2. Should the Commission not accept the Auditor Report, Staff recommends the 

Commission reject the Evaluator’s market effects adjustment to the NTG ratio for the 

LightSavers program, since the evaluator’s methodology is not yet recognized as an 

established EM&V industry best practice; and   

3. Finally, Staff recommends the Commission order Ameren Missouri to direct the 

Evaluators to exclude market effects adjustments from their determination of NTG ratios 

used to calculate incremental annual energy and demand savings and net benefits during 

their EM&V activities and reports for Plan years 2014 and 2015.5   

III. History of Ameren Missouri’s energy efficiency and MEEIA programs 

A. Cycle One and Bridge Period Programs 

 In February 2009, Ameren Missouri began implementing its Cycle One energy efficiency 

programs (four business energy efficiency programs and five residential energy efficiency 

programs) contained in Ameren Missouri’s then-adopted preferred resource plan which was filed 

on February 5, 2008, in Case No. EO-2007-0409.  Ameren Missouri terminated its Cycle One 

energy efficiency programs on September 30, 2011.  Ameren Missouri also had one voluntary 

demand response program (Rider L Peak Power Rebate) which was effective from July 9, 2009 

to December 31, 2011.  Rider L was utilized during the summer of 2009 but was not utilized 

during the summer of 2010 or during the summer of 2011.  The energy and demand impacts and 

the overall delivery processes of Ameren Missouri’s demand-side programs were evaluated, 

measured and verified by third-party contractors chosen and paid for by Ameren Missouri.  

Ameren Missouri’s Cycle One EM&V reports for all of its demand-side programs were provided 

to the Ameren Missouri’s demand-side stakeholders in May 2012.  Ameren Missouri’s Cycle 

One programs were successful as illustrated by Addendum 1, which shows that Cycle One 

spending was $67.9 million ($28.9 million less than the budget of $96.8 million) while Cycle 

One cumulative annual energy savings were 554,158 MWh (124,723 MWh greater than the 

                                                 
5 Staff does not oppose the study of market effects to inform future demand-side market potential studies and to 
inform and improve future demand-side programs’ designs. 
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planned 429,435 MWh).  While Cycle One programs delivered benefits to Ameren Missouri’s 

customers, the testimony of Warren Wood asserts that Cycle One programs resulted in 

significant harm to Ameren Missouri shareholders due to the regulatory demand-side programs’ 

cost recovery mechanism in effect at that time:6 

“Our success in implementing energy efficiency meant that the Company sold 
less electricity, which damaged the Company because a majority of the fixed 
costs it has incurred in order to provide safe and reliable service to customers 
(power plants, environmental controls, poles, substations, etc.) are recovered 
through a volumetric (usage) charge which was designed assuming a certain level 
of kilowatt-hour (kWh) sales. When the Company’s own energy efficiency 
program efforts suppressed the level of electricity sales, it deprived the Company 
of its ability to recover a substantial amount of the fixed costs it incurred to 
provide safe and reliable service. Through 2011, those losses have approximated 
$26.4 million and are expected to grow to $60 million by the end of 2014 even 
without further investment in energy efficiency.”7   
 
To continue to offer some energy efficiency programs for customers and to maintain 

business relationships with program implementers and retail partners while limiting its lost 

margin revenues due to demand-side programs, Ameren Missouri began offering two (2) 

business Bridge Period programs on November 24, 2011 and three (3) residential Bridge Period 

programs on December 18, 2011.  The approved tariff sheets of all the Bridge Period programs 

included a date for termination on September 30, 2012, as Ameren Missouri wanted to focus its 

efforts on preparing to implement its MEEIA Plan energy efficiency programs on 

January 2, 2013.  Addendum 2 summarizes the results of the Bridge Period programs which cost 

$7.0 million and achieved deemed8 annual energy savings9 of 27,833 MWh.   

                                                 
6 In Case No. ER-2010-0036, as a result of the First Nonunanimous Stipulation and Agreement, the balance of the 
regulatory asset for prudently incurred programs’ costs was included in rate base and an annual amortization based 
on six years was included in expense.  In File No. ER-2011-0028, the Commission approved the continued use of 
the regulatory asset cost recovery mechanism it had approved in File No. ER-2010-0036. 
7 Page ii of the Prologue to the 2013 – 2015 Energy Efficiency Program Plan filed on January 20, 2012 in Case No. 
EO-2012-0142. 
8http://www1.eere.energy.gov/seeaction/pdfs/emv_ee_program_impact_guide.pdf defines deemed savings values as 
stipulations based on historical and verified data (in some cases using the results of prior M&V studies). Similarly, deemed 
savings calculations are standardized algorithms. Both deemed savings values and deemed savings calculations should 
only be used with well-defined energy efficiency measures that have documented and consistent savings values. This 
approach determines gross savings values or net savings values, if net-to-gross ratios are included in the deemed savings 
values or calculations.   
9 Ameren Missouri’s Bridge Period programs were limited by a goal of achieving a maximum 30,000 MWh of 
annual energy savings. 

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/seeaction/pdfs/emv_ee_program_impact_guide.pdf
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B. 2013 – 2015 Energy Efficiency Program Plan 

On July 5, 2012, Ameren Missouri and the parties to Case No. EO-2012-0142 filed (or 

did not object to) a Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement Resolving Ameren Missouri’s 

MEEIA Filing (“Stipulation”).  On August 1, 2012, the Commission issued its Order Approving 

Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement Resolving Ameren Missouri’s MEEIA Filing, approving 

eleven (11) energy efficiency programs10 for implementation beginning January 2, 2013 and 

ending December 31, 2015.  Table 1 and Table 2 contain the planned and actual energy 

efficiency programs’ spending and incremental annual deemed energy savings for Cycle One, 

Bridge Period and MEEIA Plan.  Although Ameren Missouri struggled to implement its Cycle 

One programs in 2009, Cycle One was very successful overall.  During PY2013, the MEEIA 

Programs’ spending was $34.4 million ($2.3 million and 6 percent less than the planned 

spending of $36.7 million) while incremental annual deemed11 energy savings totaled 337,368 

MWh (86,641 MWh and 35 percent greater than the planned incremental annual deemed energy 

savings of 250,727 MWh).  

 

Table 1 Table 2
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The Commission’s August 1, 2012 Order also approved implementation of a DSIM which 

allowed $80 million annual revenue requirement in Ameren Missouri’s then-current general rate 

                                                 
10 Business energy efficiency programs’ tariff sheets are on Union Electric Company MO.P.S.C. Schedule 5, Sheet 
Nos. 225 through 234, and residential energy efficiency programs’ tariff sheets are on Union Electric Company 
MO.P.S.C. Schedule 5, Sheet Nos. 236 through 246. 
11 Deemed annual energy and demand savings for each energy efficiency measure are contained in Ameren 
Missouri’s technical resource manual (“TRM”), work papers and models used to estimate the Commission-approved 
cumulative annual energy and demand savings targets of 793,102 MWh and 174.4 MW, respectively, based upon 
the 1,434,353 MWh annual energy sales for the opt-out customers specified in Table 2.11 of the Plan. 
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case (Case No. ER-2012-0166) for recovery.  Of that $80 million, recovery of $50 million is for 

annual demand-side programs’ costs and recovery of $30 million is for the annual estimated lost 

margin revenue due to the demand-side programs.  The DSIM also allows Ameren Missouri to 

earn a future performance incentive award based on after-the-fact verified cumulative annual 

energy savings12 and net benefits13 as a result of demand-side programs’ EM&V by an 

independent third party evaluator.   

On February 28, 2014, Ameren Missouri filed its PY2013 MEEIA annual report in File 

No. EO-2014-0142.  The PY2013 annual report includes a summary of the 2013 DSIM for 

program cost recovery and for the through-put disincentive (“TD-NSB Share”) on its fourth 

page.  Addendum 10 provides details on Ameren Missouri’s DSIM Rider, which includes 

definitions for the terms used in the following summary.    

                                                 
12 See Addendum 3 definition of EM&V impact analysis in 4 CSR 240-22.070(8)(B). 
13 4 CSR 240-20.093(1)(C): Annual net shared benefits means the utility’s avoided costs measured and documented 
through evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) reports for approved demand-side programs less the 
sum of the programs’ costs including design, administration, delivery, end-use measures, incentives, EM&V, utility 
market potential studies, and technical resource manual on an annual basis. 
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Utility: Ameren Missouri
Report Date: 02/28/14
Period:  01/02/13 - 12/31/13
Portfolio Start Date: 01/02/2013

 DSM Programs' Costs 1ST QUARTER 2ND QUARTER 3RD QUARTER 4TH QUARTER 1ST YTD TOTAL

Billed Programs' Costs 10,373,264$              11,062,034$              13,668,014$              11,654,966$              46,758,278$              
Actual Programs' Costs 5,116,574$                 8,066,821$                 10,009,598$              11,239,409$              34,432,402$              
Variance 5,256,690$                 2,995,213$                 3,658,416$                 415,557$                    12,325,876$              
Interest for DSM Programs' Cost Recovery (5,875)$                        1,209$                         (10,009)$                     (11,424)$                     (26,098)$                     
 

Net Benefits 1ST QUARTER 2ND QUARTER 3RD QUARTER 4TH QUARTER 1ST YTD TOTAL

Planned Net Benefits (1) 9,288,164.47$          24,775,914.09$        30,619,371.61$        36,513,170.24$        101,196,620.40$     
Deemed Net Benefits (2) 7,139,266$                 27,497,465$              41,392,295$              64,981,495$              141,010,520$            
Variance of Planned v. Actual Net Shared Benefits 2,148,899$                 (2,721,551)$               (10,772,924)$             (28,468,324)$             (39,813,900)$             

Planned Company TD-NSB Share 1ST QUARTER 2ND QUARTER 3RD QUARTER 4TH QUARTER 1ST YTD TOTAL

100% of Planned Company TD-NSB Share (3) 2,446,895$                 6,527,021$                 8,066,435$                 9,619,110$                 26,659,461$              
Actual Company TD-NSB Share Disinentive (4) 1,880,784$                 7,243,993$                 10,904,478$              17,118,868$              37,148,122$              
Variance 566,111$                    (716,971)$                   (2,838,043)$               (7,499,758)$               (10,488,662)$             

90% of Planned Company TD-NSB Share 1ST QUARTER 2ND QUARTER 3RD QUARTER 4TH QUARTER 1ST YTD TOTAL

Billed @ 90% of Planned Company TD-NSB Share 6,275,019$                 6,471,335$                 8,127,766$                 6,856,543$                 27,730,662$              
Actual Company TD-NSB Share Disinentive (4) 1,880,784$                 7,243,993$                 10,904,478$              17,118,868$              37,148,122$              
Variance 4,394,235$                 (772,658)$                   (2,776,712)$               (10,262,325)$             (9,417,460)$               
Interest for Company TD-NSB Share Recovery (58,317)$                     (82,765)$                     (42,810)$                     92,431$                       (91,461)$                     

(1)  Present value of Net Benefits in the Plan (and DSMore Model) approved 
by the Commission in Case No. EO-2012-0142.

(2)  Present value of Net Benefits derived from using the DSM Model in Note 
(1) which is re-run to account for (i) the actual number of energy efficiency 
measures (by type) installed in each month up to that point; (ii) the actual 
program costs in each month incurred up to that point; and (3) for C&I 
custom measures for which the TRM does not provide a deemed value, 
savings determined according to the protocol provided for at pages 85 to 98 
of the TRM.

(3)  26.34% of the pre-tax planned Net Benefit calculated using an assumed 
combined marginal federal/state tax rate of 38.39%.

(4)  26.34% of the pre-tax Net Benefits in Note (2) calculated using an 
assumed combined marginal federal/state tax rate of 38.39%.

DSM Advisory Group Annual Report:                                                                  
Portfolio                                                                                             

DSIM Performance Measures   

 
 
IV. Programs’ Evaluations 

A. EM&V Evaluators and Auditor 

In accordance with 4 CSR 240-20.093(7),14 Ameren Missouri hired two “independent 

contractors to perform and report EM&V of each commission-approved demand-side program in 

accordance with 4 CSR 240-20.094 Demand-Side Programs”: 1) The Cadmus Group, Inc. 

(“Cadmus”) to perform EM&V for its MEEIA Plan residential programs, and 2) ADM 

Associates, Inc. (“ADM”) to perform EM&V for its MEEIA Plan commercial and industrial 

                                                 
14 4 CSR 240-20.093(7) Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification (EM&V) of the Process and Impact of Demand-
Side Programs. Each electric utility shall hire an independent contractor to perform and report EM&V of each 
commission-approved demand-side program in accordance with 4 CSR 240-20.094 Demand-Side Programs. The 
commission shall hire an independent contractor to audit and report on the work of each utility’s independent 
EM&V contractor. 
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(“C&I”) programs.  Cadmus and ADM also performed EM&V for Ameren Missouri’s 

residential and C&I energy efficiency programs, respectively, for Cycle One and Bridge Period. 

In accordance with 4 CSR 240-20.093(7), the Commission hired the Auditor, Johnson 

Consulting Group, LLC, as its “…independent contractor to audit and report on the work of each 

utility’s independent EM&V contractor.”  

B. PY2013 EM&V Process 

Commission Rules 4 CSR 240-3.163(7), 4 CSR 240-20.093(7) and 4 CSR 240-22.070(8) 

include requirements for performance and auditing of MEEIA demand-side programs’ EM&V.  

Further, paragraph 11 of the Stipulation includes additional activities and schedules for drafting, 

reviewing, discussing, finalizing and requesting changes to the EM&V final reports.  Copies of 

Commission Rules 4 CSR 240-3.163(7), 4 CSR 240-20.093(7) and 4 CSR 240-22.070(8) and 

paragraphs 11 EM&V and 14 Stakeholder Meetings of the Stipulation are included in Addendum 

3.  Addendum 4 is the current schedule for the PY2013 EM&V process.15 

The Plan’s Section 3.11 Evaluation, Measurement and Verification is included as 

Addendum 5.    

On June 12, Ameren Missouri filed its Evaluators’ revised EM&V reports and on 

July 2, 2014, the Auditor filed its FINAL Annual Report on Evaluation, Measurement & 

                                                 
15 On March 18 - 19, 2013, Ameren Missouri held a stakeholder meeting at Ameren Corporation’s headquarters to 
review all of Ameren Missouri’s draft EM&V plans.  The meeting was attended by over 40 persons each day 
including Ameren Missouri stakeholders, Evaluators and the Auditor team.      On April 15, 2013, Ameren Missouri 
held a meeting at its St. Charles Operations Center to discuss the written comments received from stakeholders and 
the Auditor concerning all draft EM&V plans.      

In compliance with the schedule on Addendum 4, Cadmus and ADM draft EM&V reports were circulated to 
stakeholders and the Auditor on February 14, 2014.  Stakeholder and Auditor comments concerning the Cadmus and 
ADM draft EM&V reports were reviewed during stakeholder meetings on March 11 – 12, 2014 and on April 15, 
2014, a stakeholder conference call was held to review comments on the Cadmus and ADM draft EM&V reports 
and the draft Auditor Report.   

On May 15, 2014, in compliance with the schedule on Addendum 4, Ameren Missouri filed eight (8) EM&V 
Reports produced by Cadmus for its MEEIA residential programs and one (1) EM&V Report produced by ADM for 
its MEEIA commercial and industrial (“C&I”) programs.  On May 28, 2014, revisions were filed to all eight (8) of 
the Cadmus final EM&V Reports.   On May 30, 2014, revisions were filed to the ADM final EM&V Report.  On 
June 12, 2014, revisions were filed to all eight (8) of the Cadmus final EM&V Reports and to the ADM final EM&V 
Report.  All of revisions were made following Staff’s requests to: 1) allocate all indirect program plan costs to 
individual programs prior to calculation of program-level cost effectiveness tests and net benefits, and 2) use of 
program level costs and benefits from the utility cost test when calculating each program’s net benefits. 
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Verification Findings for Ameren Missouri Program Year 2013  (“Auditor Report”) in Case No. 

EO-2012-0142.   

C. Net-to-Gross16 (“NTG” Ratios of Cadmus and Auditor for the LightSavers 
Program) 

The Stipulation states,  

Actual net energy savings for each program year will be determined 
through the EM&V, including full retrospective application of net-to-gross 
(“NTG”) ratios at the program level using EM&V results from each of the three 
program years, with the sum of the three years’ actual net energy savings to be 
used to determine the amount of the Performance Incentive Award.17  

  
The Cadmus Ameren Missouri LightSavers Impact and Process Evaluation: Program 

Year 2013 (“Evaluator LightSavers Report”) was filed in Case No. EO-2012-0142 on May 27, 

2014.  To estimate LightSavers’ PY13 NTG ratio, the Cadmus team used the following formula: 

 
NTG = 1.0 – Free Ridership + Nonparticipant Lighting Spillover + Nonparticipant Non-
lighting Spillover + Market Effects 
 
For the LightSavers upstream markdown and coupon distribution channels, the Cadmus 
team estimated an overall savings-weighted NTG of 125%, based on the following:  
• Free ridership (24%): the percentage of products that would have been purchased 

without the retailer discounts or coupons. 
• Nonparticipant Lighting Spillover or “like” Spillover (28%): the additional non-

discounted light bulbs purchased as a result of the program.  
• Nonparticipant Non-lighting Spillover or “unlike Spillover” (1%): the non-lighting 

energy-efficiency actions induced by the program. 
•   Market Effects (20%): structural market or behavior changes caused by program 

activity that result in additional purchases of non-discounted bulbs.  
 

The Evaluator LightSavers Report includes the following discussion of net impact for the 

LightSavers program beginning on page 3: 

Net Impacts 
Using demand elasticity modeling, the Cadmus team estimated free ridership separately 
for the upstream markdown channel and the coupon channel for three LightSavers bulb 
types: standard CFLs, specialty CFLs, and LEDs. Demand elasticity modeling uses an 
econometric model to estimate the impact of program incentives, promotional events, and 
product placements on observed lighting sales, based on actual program sales data.  
 

                                                 
   
17 Beginning at the bottom of page 4 and ending at the top of page 5 of the Stipulation. 
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As shown in Table 1, LEDs experienced extremely limited free ridership (1%), while 
higher free ridership rates occurred for standard CFLs (23%) and specialty CFLs (24%). 
Overall, the program exhibited a savings-weighted free ridership rate of 24%, as standard 
CFLs constituted 91.5% of total savings. 

 
Table 1. Upstream Free Ridership by Bulb Type 

Bulb Type Free Ridership Percentage of Savings 

 Standard CFLs 23% 91.5% 
 Specialty CFLs 24% 7.2% 
 LEDs   1%  0.4% 
 Total 24% 100% 

 
 

 
The Report also states: 
 
As shown in Table 2 the PY13 LightSavers program realized 230% of its targeted energy 
savings as approved by the Public Service Commission (PSC), and 577% of its targeted 
demand savings based on actual PY13 participation. As reported in this table ex ante 
gross savings are annualized savings calculated by applying tracked program activity to 
TRM savings values. Ex post gross savings are those calculated and presented by the 
evaluators (and already include installation rate adjustments). Ex post net savings is the 
ex post gross savings multiplied by the NTG ratio, accounting for free ridership, 
spillover, and market effects. The high number of upstream CFLs installed in non-
residential locations greatly increased the demand savings generated by the program (as 
these bulbs are used more frequently during peak hours). 
 

Table 2. LightSavers Savings Comparisons 

Metric 
MPSC-
Approved 
Target1  

Ex Ante 
Gross 
Savings 
Utility 
Reported2  

Ex Post 
Gross 
Savings 
Determined 
by EM&V3 

Ex Post Net 
Savings 
Determined 
by EM&V4 

Percent 
of Goal 
Achieved5 

Energy (MWh) 121,258 198,735 227,132 279,127 230% 
Demand (kW) 3,647 7,909 17,111  21,028  577% 
1 https://www.ameren.com/sites/AUE/Rates/Documents/UECSheet191EEResidential.pdf 
2 Calculated by applying tracked program activity to TRM savings values. 
3 Calculated by applying tracked program activity to Cadmus’ evaluated savings values. 
4 Calculated by multiplying Cadmus’ evaluated gross savings and NTG ratio, which accounts for free ridership, 
participant spillover, nonparticipant spillover, and market effects. 
5 Compares MPSC Approved Target and Ex Post Net Savings Determined by EM&V. 
 

 

 

https://www.ameren.com/sites/AUE/Rates/Documents/UECSheet191EEResidential.pdf
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The Auditor Report filed in Case No. EO-2012-0142 on July 2, 2014, includes the 

following conclusions and recommendations on page 7 of Appendix A: Analysis of LightSavers 

Spillover and Market Effects Annual Allocation to FINAL Annual Report on Evaluation, 

Measurement & Verification Findings for Ameren Missouri Program Year 2013: 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The EM&V Auditor believes any impacts due to potential spillover and market effects 
need to incorporate the sales pattern of non-program bulbs, not just program bulbs. The 
sales data analysis provides strong evidence that sales of CFLs and LEDs were extremely 
high in 2012, despite the lack of program activity. This could be due to a “momentum 
effect” of prior program activity. In fact, were it not for the momentum effect, it would 
suggest that the naturally occurring adoption is significantly higher than suggested in the 
report. In other words, sales of CFLs and LEDs were still 75 percent of what they were in 
2011; if some of these sales were not due to the momentum effect, it would suggest that 
naturally occurring adoption (free ridership) could even be in the 75 percent range. 
 
Reallocating the percentage to match the non-program sales effectively drops the 
percentage of spillover and market effects that is attributable to the 2013 program, when 
more than on half of the total sales for these retailers were already in the program. 
 
Ultimately, the EM&V Auditor believes that the sales data used and presented here, 
along with the supplemental data provided by Cadmus, represents the best and most 
comprehensive data currently available. Any calculation of spillover and market effects 
should be relocated in this manner. Making this adjustment, the proportion of spillover 
and market effects attributable to the 2013 program drops to 18.8 percent, a downward 
revision from the 26.3 percent as presented in the LightSavers report. This then drops the 
NTG with spillover to 87 percent, and with spillover and market effects to 94 percent.   
 
[Emphasis added.] 
 

D. Impact of LightSavers EM&V on Ameren Missouri’s Performance Incentive Award  

Staff performed an analysis of the impact due to different PY2013 LightSavers NTG 

ratios (resulting from spillover and market effects differences in the Evaluator’s PY2013 

LightSavers Report and in the Auditor’s PY2013 Report) upon the Ameren Missouri 3-year 

performance incentive award amount.  This analysis is in Table 3 and Table 4 and illustrates that 

the impact due to different PY2013 LightSavers NTG ratios can have a 1-year impact of as much 

as $1.4 million on the Ameren Missouri 3-year performance incentive award.    
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Cadmus With Market Effects 1.25 227,132 283,915 0 0.00% 72,971,575$    5.03% 3,670,470$      -$                    

Cadmus Without Market Effects 1.05 227,132 238,489 45,426 5.73% 61,296,123$    4.97% 3,044,576$      625,895$         

Auditor With Market Effects 0.94 227,132 213,504 70,411 8.88% 54,874,624$    4.93% 2,706,605$      963,866$         

Auditor Without Market Effects 0.87 227,132 197,605 86,310 10.88% 50,788,216$    4.91% 2,492,505$      1,177,966$      

Cadmus With Market Effects 1.25 227,132 283,915 0 0.00% 72,971,575$    6.19% 4,516,940$      -$                    

Cadmus Without Market Effects 1.05 227,132 238,489 45,426 5.73% 61,296,123$    6.19% 3,794,230$      722,710$         

Auditor With Market Effects 0.94 227,132 213,504 70,411 8.88% 54,874,624$    6.19% 3,396,739$      1,120,201$      

Auditor Without Market Effects 0.87 227,132 197,605 86,310 10.88% 50,788,216$    6.19% 3,143,791$      1,373,150$      

Table 4

Table 3

Performance Incentive Award Impact Due to NTG Ratios for the LightSavers 
Program for PY2013 Assuming Final 3-Year Percent of MWh Target is 145% For 

Cadmus With Market Effects

NTG

Ex Post Gross 
Savings 

Determined 
by EM&V 

(MWh)

Ex Post Net 
Savings 

Determined 
by EM&V 

(MWh)

Reduction 
from Cadmus 
With Market 

Effects (MWh)

Reduction of 
MWh as 

Percent of 
793,102 MWH 

Target

LightSavers 
PY2013         

Net Shared 
Benefits  
(Dollars)

Percent of 
EM&V Net 

Shared 
Benefits

LightSavers 
PY2013  

Impact on 
Performance 

Incentive 
Award 

Amount 
(Dollars)

Reduction in 
Performance 

Incentive 
Award 

Amount for 
Only PY2013 

Impact  
(Dollars)

Reduction in 
Performance 

Incentive 
Award 

Amount for 
Only PY2013 

Impact  
(Dollars)

Performance Incentive Award Impact Due to NTG Ratios for the LightSavers 
Program for PY2013 Assuming Final 3-Year Percent of MWh Target is 100% For 

Cadmus With Market Effects

Ex Post Net 
Savings 

Determined 
by EM&V 

(MWh)

NTG

Reduction 
from Cadmus 
With Market 

Effects (MWh)

LightSavers 
PY2013  

Impact on 
Performance 

Incentive 
Award 

Amount 
(Dollars)

Reduction of 
MWh as 

Percent of 
793,102 MWH 

Target

LightSavers 
PY2013         

Net Shared 
Benefits  
(Dollars)

Ex Post Gross 
Savings 

Determined 
by EM&V 

(MWh)

Percent of 
EM&V Net 

Shared 
Benefits

 
 

It is important to note the following points related to the above analysis: 

1. The LightSavers net benefits amount of $72,971,575 represents 53.4% of the PY2013 

Plan net benefits of $136,554,103 as illustrated on Addendum 6; and 

2. The Stipulation’s Section 5.b.ii., NSB Relating to the Performance Incentive, requires 

that “After the conclusion of the three-year Plan period, using final Evaluation, 

Measurement and Verification (“EM&V”) results (with EM&V to be performed after 

each of the program years 1, 2 and 3), …  Actual net energy savings for each program 

year will be determined through the EM&V, including full retrospective application of 
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net-to-gross ratios at the program level using EM&V results from each of the three 

program years, with sum of the three years’ actual net energy savings to be used to 

determine the amount of the Performance Incentive Award.”  Therefore, the 

Commission’s 2014 decision concerning the issue of the PY2013 NTG ratio for the 

LightSavers program or any other program is final and binding toward determination of 

the Performance Incentive Award.  Also, this provision in the Stipulation prevents an 

Evaluator from performing an impact evaluation of market effects over a period of 

multiple years. 

V. No Industry Best Practices for Market Effects 

A. Staff’s Historical Perspective on Market Effects 

As the Staff’s analysis demonstrates, market effects play a key role in the calculation of 

the NTG ratio and ultimately the determination of the Performance Incentive Award.  Staff 

expressed its concerns related to market effects to Ameren Missouri on various occasions.  

Addendum 9 is a May 21, 2013 letter from Natelle Dietrich, Director-Tariff, Safety, Economic 

and Engineering Analysis to Rick Voytas, Director, Energy Efficiency and Demand Response 

for Ameren Missouri.  In the letter, Ms. Dietrich describes the communications that occurred 

once Staff became aware of Cadmus’ proposal to include energy savings for market effects from 

the Cross-Cutting Study.18  Ms. Dietrich indicated that Staff does not support the use of the 

Cross-Cutting Study planned activities for the express purpose of adjusting NTG and annual 

energy savings, but supports activities and the associated budget necessary to better understand 

market effects in general.  By the May 21, 2013 letter, Ms. Dietrich put Ameren Missouri on 

notice that Staff was reserving its right to challenge any market effects adjustments to the NTG 

ratio and annual energy savings of Ameren Missouri’s residential energy efficiency programs 

should Cadmus proceed with its proposed plans.       

B. EM&V Industry Perspective on Market Effects  

For a perspective on market effect evaluations, Staff provides Appendix B: Other 

Evaluation Categories and Approaches from Energy Efficiency Program Impact Evaluation 
                                                 
18 The Cadmus Evaluation Plan: Cross-Cutting Activities (PY5–PY7) is the plan which supplements the evaluation 
activities detailed in the seven program-specific residential evaluation tasks. Specifically, this plan discusses the 
methods Cadmus will use estimate spillover and market effects generated by select programs and program-related 
efforts.   
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Guide Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification Working Group dated December 2012 

produced by the State & Local Energy Efficiency Action Network 

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/seeaction/pdfs/emv_ee_program_impact_guide.pdf  

(See Addendum 7) 

Appendix B.1.2 Market Effects Evaluations follows: 

The goal of market effects evaluations is to characterize and quantify the effects of a 
program on supplier promotion and customer adoption of the targeted energy 
efficiency measures, regardless of whether those suppliers and customers 
participated in the program. Effects that cannot be captured by program records are 
particularly important for certain kinds of initiatives, including “upstream” 
promotions of mass-market goods, such as light bulbs and consumer electronics as 
well as training programs aimed at inducing engineers and contractors to adopt 
energy efficiency design and specification practices. Studies have shown that even 
straightforward equipment rebate programs may have effects “outside the program” 
by exposing contractors and large customers to the benefits of efficient technologies. 
This in turn leads to increased specification of efficient technologies on projects that 
do not receive program support. In some cases, market effects evaluation results can 
be combined with impact evaluation findings to estimate program-induced energy 
savings that were not tracked by the program itself.  

 
Other market studies include potential studies (see sidebar) and market baseline 
studies. Potential studies investigate how much savings may be available through 
various measures and baseline studies look at indicators of market development 
before the program intervention.  

 
Market effects studies are usually associated with programs that have a specific 
market transformation focus. There are many definitions of market transformation, 
although it is often considered the ultimate goal of publicly and consumer-funded 
energy efficiency programs. In this guide, the definition of market transformation is: 
a reduction in market barriers resulting from a market intervention, as evidenced by 
a set of market effects that is likely to last after the intervention has been withdrawn, 
reduced, or changed.  

 
Market effects evaluations often involve a significant undertaking, because they 
require collection and analysis of data from a wide range of market actors, as well as 
analysis of those data against a background developed out of secondary sources. 
Market effects are sometimes called the ultimate test of a program’s success, 
answering the question: “Will energy efficiency (best) practices continue in the 
marketplace, even after the current program ends?” The difference between a market 
change and a market effect is attribution: the ability to trace back a change in the 
market to a specific program or group of programs. The following is a definition of 
market effects from a well-referenced 1996 study: 
 
 

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/seeaction/pdfs/emv_ee_program_impact_guide.pdf
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Market effect: a change in the structure of a market or the behavior of market 
participants that is reflective of an increase in the adoption of energy-efficient 
products, services, or practices and is causally related to market intervention(s) (e.g., 
programs). Examples of market effects include increased levels of awareness of 
energy-efficient technologies among customers and suppliers, increased availability 
of efficient technologies through retail channels, reduced prices for efficient models, 
build-out of efficient model lines, and—the end goal—increased market share for 
efficient goods, services, and design practices. 
 
Another form of market study (although not formally an “evaluation”) is called a 
potential study. Potential studies are conducted before a program is implemented in 
order to assess market baselines and future savings potentials for different efficiency 
technologies, strategies, or approaches in different customer markets. These studies 
can also assess customer needs and barriers to adoption of energy efficiency, as well 
as how best to address these barriers through program design. Potential studies 
indicate what can be expected in terms of savings from a program. Potential is often 
defined in terms of technical potential (what is technically feasible given 
commercially available products and services), and economic potential (which is the 
level of savings that can be achieved assuming a certain level of participant and/or 
societal cost effectiveness is required). Findings also help managers identify the 
program’s key markets and clients and how to best serve the intended customers. 
 
Structuring a market effects evaluation entails consideration of several levels or 
stages, with the ultimate goal generally understood to be the increased adoption of 
energy efficiency goods and services in the general market leading to energy savings. 
Energy savings are the ultimate goal of programs seeking to cause market effects 
(i.e., the intended long-term outcome). The following list suggests a hierarchy of 
precursors to that goal:  
 
 Early Acceptance: proliferation of models and manufacturers, purchase by 
frontrunners and enthusiasts  
  
 Take-off Phase: customer awareness, visibility on shelves and in inventories, 
perceptible levels of market share in the supply channels  
  
 Maturity: all major competitors offer energy efficient models; codes and 
standards include energy efficient models  
  
 Energy Savings: energy savings attributable to the program are associated 
with acceleration of these developments.  
  
In general, the achievement of goals at each of the higher levels of the hierarchy 
requires accomplishments at the lower levels. As a result, tracking goals at each stage 
not only provides feedback on performance with respect to that goal itself, but also 
provides evidence that effects at the next-higher levels can be attributed to the 
program.  
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Goals will typically be set and tracked for different time frames and for different 
purposes. While energy savings are the ultimate market effects goal, in most cases, 
savings cannot be measured meaningfully without several years of information; even 
then, they will usually not have the same level of accuracy as impact evaluations of 
direct resource acquisition savings. To credit measure adoption and associated 
savings to a program, it must be shown that the increased energy efficiency adoption, 
the longer-term market effects, and the participant effects have all occurred 
essentially in the manner and in the order specified by the program theory. And this, 
for most programs, takes a number of years to reach this point.  

 
[Emphasis added.] 
 

C. Plan’s Cumulative Annual Energy and Demand Savings, Performance Incentive 
Targets 

Addendum 8 is the Plan’s Section 3.4 Gross vs. Net Saving and includes the following: 

1. “The issue of using either gross kWh or net kWh savings as the appropriate metric to 
assess whether the Company has met its annual load reduction targets is a question of 
attribution.  In other words, how many energy efficiency measures were installed as a 
result of the utility program versus how many would have been installed absent the 
program?  The ratio of net program savings to gross program savings is the NTG 
ratio.  The discussion below supports Ameren Missouri’s proposal to use gross 
savings/reductions as the metric for tracking utility and customer progress toward the 
Ameren Missouri energy efficiency goals and for the calculation of the TRC and for 
all applicable performance incentives.”19  

2. “There is a third potential adjustment for “market effects.”  Market effects impacts 
can be measured by evaluating and estimating the impacts of any changes the 
program causes to the way markets operate.  …  Although the impact of market 
effects can be significant, measurement of market effects becomes both a significant 
and costly measurement and evaluation challenge.”20 

3. “The issue of attribution – who or what organization should receive credit for 
changing customer energy consumption behaviors – is at best complicated and 
unclear.  A good example is the influence of the more than $200 million from the 
[American] Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) allocated to Missouri and 
administered by the Missouri Department of Natural Resource (DNR) for energy 
efficiency initiatives from 2010 through 2012.  Many of the energy efficiency 
initiatives administered by DNR overlap with the Ameren Missouri DSM portfolio of 
customer programs.  Which program had the most impact on moving customers to 
take energy efficiency actions?  Of course, in addition to the ARRA, there are a 
variety of other state, local, and even retail initiatives that encourage customers to be 
more conscious of energy consumption.”21 

                                                 
19 Page 55 lines17 – 25 of the Plan (Addendum 8). 
20 Page 56 lines 15 – 22 of the Plan (Addendum 8). 
21 Page 57 line15 through page 58 line 4 of the Plan (Addendum 8). 
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4. Table 3.9 includes the NTG ratios for Ameren Missouri’s Cycle One programs and 
indicates that all NTG ratios are below 1.0. Further, only one NTG ratio included the 
impact due to market effects and that is the residential Lighting & Appliance 
program.  

 
As a result of its review of the Plan’s Section 3.4 Gross vs. Net Savings, Staff concludes 

it is very difficult and costly to quantify the impacts (energy and demand savings) from market 

effects.  The assumed gross savings for the Plan’s TD-NSB Share provides Ameren Missouri with some 

lost revenue recovery for any impact of market effects.  Further, the cumulative energy and 

demand savings targets for the Plan would appear to include some amount of market effects.  

D. Plan’s Strategy for Performing EM&V Using Industry Best Practices 

Addendum 5 is the Plan’s Section 3.11 Evaluation, Measurement and Verification and 

includes the following:   

1. “The success of an EMV program is highly dependent on the evaluator’s ability to 
properly design and implement both the qualitative and quantitative aspects of 
evaluation.  EMV is often described as “part art” and “part science” and the 
evaluator needs to be objective and skillful in interpreting the data.  Evaluator 
knowledge and experience can also be drawn upon for program design and 
process improvement during the implementation cycle.  Additionally, for 
evaluation results to be credible, the process should be transparent and follow an 
evaluation plan that conforms to industry best practices.”22 

2. “Through the first two annual evaluation report presentations, the process has 
worked well: all Business Program Evaluation Reports were accepted with little 
comment and no concern by Stakeholders. …  The only concern that has been 
raised is with the calculation of the NTG ratio for the lighting portion of the 
Lighting & Appliance Program.  This concern was due to an innovative model 
being used to calculate NTG which included both free ridership and spillover.”23 

 

VI. Conclusion 

Staff agrees that it is important to employ experienced and skilled EM&V evaluators who 

employ a transparent process which conforms to industry best practice.24 Staff remains very 

concerned that there is currently no acknowledged industry best practice EM&V methodology 

                                                 
22 Page 105 lines 4 – 11 of the Plan (Addendum 8). 
23 Page 105 line 35 through page 106 line4 of the Plan (Addendum 8) 
24 From Wikipedia: A best practice is a method or technique that has consistently shown results superior to those 
achieved with other means, and that is used as a benchmark.  In addition, a “best” practice can evolve to become 
better as improvements are discovered.  Best practice is considered by some as a business buzzword, used to 
describe the process of developing and following a standard way of doing things that multiple organizations can use. 
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for objectively quantifying market effects from energy efficiency programs.25  For this reason, 

Staff is opposed to including any market effects adjustment to the EM&V NTG ratios for the 

Plan and, therefore, recommends the Commission reject both the adjustments proposed by the 

Evaluator’s Report and the Auditor’s Report, and accept the Auditor’s report for NTG values 

without market effects. 

                                                 
25 Concerns related to market effects from the Cycle One Lighting & Appliance program were raised and brought to 
Ameren Missouri’s attention in File No. ET-2009-0404, and in the surrebuttal testimony of John A. Rogers in Case 
No. ER-2011-0028 at page 16 line 8 through page 21 line 20.   
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4 CSR 240-3.163(7) EM&V reports shall document, include analysis, and present any 
applicable recommendations for at least the following, and all models and spreadsheets shall be 
provided as executable versions in native format with all formulas intact: 
   (A) Process evaluation and recommendations, if any; and 
   (B) Impact evaluation— 
      1. The lifetime and annual gross and net demand savings and energy savings achieved under 
each program, and the techniques used to estimate annual demand savings and energy savings; 
and 
      2. A demonstration of the cost-effectiveness of the program, to include at a minimum the 
TRC of each program. 
          A. If a program is determined not to be cost-effective, the electric utility shall identify the 
causes why and present appropriate program modifications, if any, to make the program cost-
effective. If there are no modifications to make the program cost-effective, the utility shall 
describe how it intends to end the program and how it intends to achieve the energy and demand 
savings initially estimated for the discontinued program. 
          B. The fact that a program proves not to be cost-effective is not by itself sufficient grounds 
for disallowing cost recovery.   
 

4 CSR 240-20.093(7) Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification (EM&V) of the Process 
and Impact of Demand-Side Programs. Each electric utility shall hire an independent 
contractor to perform and report EM&V of each commission-approved demand-side program in 
accordance with 4 CSR 240-20.094 Demand-Side Programs. The commission shall hire an 
independent contractor to audit and report on the work of each utility’s independent EM&V 
contractor.  

(A) Each utility’s EM&V budget shall not exceed five percent (5%) of the utility’s total budget 
for all approved demand-side program costs. 

(B) The cost of the commission’s EM&V contractor shall—  
1. Not be a part of the utility’s budget for demand-side programs; and 
2. Be included in the Missouri Public Service Commission Assessment for each utility.   

(C) EM&V draft reports from the utility’s contractor for each approved demand-side program 
shall be delivered simultaneously to the utility and to parties of the case in which the demand-
side program was approved. 

(D) EM&V final reports from the utility’s contractor of each approved demand-side program 
shall—  

1. Be completed by the EM&V contractor on a schedule approved by the commission at the 
time of demand-side program approval in accordance with 4 CSR 240-20.094(3); and 

2. Be filed with the commission and delivered simultaneously to the utility and the parties of 
the case in which the demand-side program was approved. 

(E) Electric utility’s EM&V contractors shall use, if available, a commission-approved 
statewide technical resource manual when performing EM&V work. 
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4 CSR 240-22.070(8) Evaluation of Demand-Side Programs and Demand–Side Rates. The 
utility shall describe and document its evaluation plans for all demand-side programs and 
demand-side rates that are included in the preferred resource plan selected pursuant to 4 CSR 
240-22.070(1). Evaluation plans required by this section are for planning purposes and are 
separate and distinct from the evaluation, measurement, and verification reports required by 4 
CSR 240-3.163(7) and 4 CSR 240-20.093(7); nonetheless, the evaluation plan should, in addition 
to the requirements of this section, include the proposed evaluation schedule and the proposed 
approach to achieving the evaluation goals pursuant to 4 CSR 240-3.163(7) and 4 CSR 240-
20.093(7). The evaluation plans for each program and rate shall be developed before the program 
or rate is implemented and shall be filed when the utility files for approval of demand-side 
programs or demand-side program plans with the tariff application for the program or rate as 
described in 4 CSR 240-20.094(3). The purpose of these evaluations shall be to develop the 
information necessary to evaluate the cost-effectiveness and improve the design of existing and 
future demand-side programs and demand-side rates, to improve the forecasts of customer 
energy consumption and responsiveness to demand-side programs and demand-side rates, and to 
gather data on the implementation costs and load impacts of demand-side programs and demand-
side rates for use in future cost-effectiveness screening and integrated resource analysis.  

(A) Process Evaluation. Each demand-side program and demand-side rate that is part of the 
utility’s preferred resource plan shall be subjected to an ongoing evaluation process which 
addresses at least the following questions about program design.  

1. What are the primary market imperfections that are common to the target market segment? 
2. Is the target market segment appropriately defined, or should it be further subdivided or 

merged with other market segments? 
3. Does the mix of end-use measures included in the program appropriately reflect the 

diversity of end-use energy service needs and existing end-use technologies within the target 
market segment? 

4. Are the communication channels and delivery mechanisms appropriate for the target 
market segment?  

5. What can be done to more effectively overcome the identified market imperfections and to 
increase the rate of customer acceptance and implementation of each end-use measure included 
in the program?  

(B) Impact Evaluation. The utility shall develop methods of estimating the actual load impacts 
of each demand-side program and demand-side rate included in the utility’s preferred resource 
plan to a reasonable degree of accuracy.  

1. Impact evaluation methods. At a minimum, comparisons of one (1) or both of the 
following types shall be used to measure program and rate impacts in a manner that is based on 
sound statistical principles:  

A. Comparisons of pre-adoption and post-adoption loads of program or demand-side rate 
participants, corrected for the effects of weather and other intertemporal differences; and  

B. Comparisons between program and demand-side rate participants’ loads and those of an 
appropriate control group over the same time period.  

2. The utility shall develop load-impact measurement protocols that are designed to make the 
most cost-effective use of the following types of measurements, either individually or in 
combination:  

A. Monthly billing data, hourly load data, load research data, end-use load metered data, 
building and equipment simulation models, and survey responses; or  
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B. Audit and survey data on appliance and equipment type, size and efficiency levels, 
household or business characteristics, or energy-related building characteristics.  

(C) The utility shall develop protocols to collect data regarding demand-side program and 
demand-side rate market potential, participation rates, utility costs, participant costs, and total 
costs. 
 

Paragraphs 11 and 14 of the Stipulation and Agreement in File No. EO-2012-0142 - 
Ameren Missouri MEEIA:     

11. EM&V.  
     a. Approximately five percent of the three-year MEEIA Programs’ costs budget will be spent 
for EM&V. Ameren Missouri will consider input from the stakeholder group, as described in 
paragraph 14, in its determination of how best to allocate and utilize the EM&V budget.  
b. The following process will be used for EM&V reports:  
          i. 45 days after the end of each program year, the EM&V contractor will circulate a draft 
EM&V report to all stakeholders participating in the stakeholder group and the Commission’s 
Independent EM&V Auditor (“Auditor”). This provision does not affect the requirement in the 
MEEIA rules for the EM&V contractors to provide copies of draft EM&V reports to 
stakeholders participating in the stakeholder group at the same time that draft reports are 
provided to Ameren Missouri.  
          ii. 60 days after circulation of the draft EM&V report, the Auditor and each stakeholder 
group participant will provide any comments and recommendations for report changes to the 
EM&V contractor and to all other stakeholder group participants and the Auditor. The 
Signatories recognize there is a benefit to providing comments as early as possible, as providing 
comments and recommendations earlier to the EM&V contractor will allow for more time for the 
incorporation of comments and changes into the Final Report.  
          iii. Prior to issuing the Final EM&V Report, the EM&V contractor will host at least one 
meeting with the Auditor and the stakeholder group participants to discuss the comments and 
recommendations for report changes. The EM&V contractor will determine what comments 
and/or changes are incorporated into the Final EM&V Report. 30 days after the deadline for 
comments and recommendations for report changes, the Final EM&V report will be provided to 
all stakeholder group participants by the EM&V contractor.  
          iv. Any stakeholder group participant who wants a change to the impact evaluation portion 
of a Final EM&V Report will have 21 days from the issuance of the Final EM&V Report to file 
a request with the Commission to make such a change (“Change Request”). Any stakeholder 
group participant filing a Change Request will set forth all reasons and provide support for the 
requested change in its initial Change Request filing. Responses to a Change Request may be 
filed by any stakeholder group participant and are due 21 days after the Change Request is filed. 
The response should set forth all reasons and provide support for opposing or agreeing with the 
Change Request. Within two business days after the deadline for filing a Change Request(if a 
Change Request is filed), the Signatories agree that the stakeholder group participants will hold a 
conference call/meeting to agree upon a proposed procedural schedule that results in any 
evidentiary hearing that is necessary to resolve the Change Request to be completed within 60 
days of the filing of the Change Request, and which will recommend to the Commission that the 
Commission issue its Report and Order resolving the Change Request within 30 days after the 
conclusion of such a hearing. The Signatories anticipate a hearing with live testimony may be 
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required to resolve a Change Request, but if a hearing is not required, they agree to cooperate in 
good faith to obtain Commission resolution of a Change Request as soon as possible. The 
Signatories will be parties to a Change Request resolution proceeding without the necessity of 
applying to intervene. The procedural schedule for such a Change Request proceeding will 
provide that data request objections must be lodged within 7 days and responses will be due 
within 10 days (notifications that additional time is required to respond will also be due within 7 
days).  
         v. All Signatories will be bound by the impact evaluation portion of the Final EM&V 
Report, as it may be modified by the Commission’s resolution of issues related to the impact 
evaluation portion of the Final EM&V Report. 
 
14. Stakeholder Meetings. Ameren Missouri will continue meeting at least quarterly with its 
stakeholder group which shall consult with and advise Ameren Missouri on at least the topics the 
stakeholder group currently addresses, with Ameren Missouri providing at least information of the 
nature it currently provides. The stakeholder group will consist of the Signatories who choose to 
participate and their invitees.  The stakeholder group will: (a) receive program updates from Ameren 
Missouri and EM&V updates and report presentations from Ameren Missouri’s evaluators; (b) 
consult with and advise Ameren Missouri on the possible expansion of energy efficiency and demand 
response programs, and the design of such programs (possibly including co-delivery of programs 
with gas/water utilities); and (c) consult with and advise Ameren Missouri on issues related to 
EM&V (including Ameren Missouri’s proposed EM&V Requests for Proposals, the scope of work 
for future EM&V projects, and issues relating to net-to-gross ratios that may be used in future 
MEEIA plans), and the TRM. Ameren Missouri will circulate a draft agenda for each stakeholder 
group meeting approximately one week prior to the scheduled meeting date. Any stakeholder group 
member can suggest items for the agenda for a stakeholder group meeting. A suggested agenda item 
will be included on the agenda for a stakeholder group meeting so long as a majority of the 
Signatories voting on inclusion of the suggested item believe it is appropriate to do so. This 
stakeholder group fulfills the requirements of 4 CSR 240-20.094(8)(A) regarding a utility specific 
collaborative. The Signatories agree to support efforts to develop a statewide TRM as set forth in 4 
CSR 240- 20.094 (8)(B). If a statewide TRM is approved by the Commission prior to the end of 
Ameren Missouri’s initial three-year MEEIA programs, the Signatories agree that Ameren 
Missouri’s TRM will continue to be used for the Plan. 
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