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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
 

In the Matter of Ameren Missouri's 2014 
Utility Resource Filing pursuant to 4 CSR 
240 – Chapter 22  
 

) 
) 
) 

 
Case No. EO-2015-0084 

 
 

 
 

AMENDED PUBLIC COUNSEL’S COMMENTS 
 

 
COMES NOW the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel and respectfully 

submits the attached comments pursuant 4 CSR 240-22.080(9) that address certain 

concerns and deficiencies regarding Ameren Missouri’s 2014 integrated resource plan.   

 
 
  Respectfully submitted, 
 

      OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL 
        
         
      By:  /s/ Marc D. Poston   
             Marc D. Poston    (#45722) 
             Chief Deputy Counsel 
             P. O. Box 2230 
             Jefferson City MO  65102 
             (573) 751-5558 
             (573) 751-5562 FAX 
             marc.poston@ded.mo.gov 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  
 
I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing have been mailed, emailed or hand-delivered 
to all counsel of record this 2nd day of March 2015. 
 
Missouri Public Service Commission  
Alexander Antal  
200 Madison Street, Suite 800  
P.O. Box 360  
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
Alexander.Antal@psc.mo.gov 

 Missouri Public Service Commission  
Office General Counsel  
200 Madison Street, Suite 800  
P.O. Box 360  
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
staffcounselservice@psc.mo.gov 

   
Missouri Solar Energy Industry 
Association  
Joseph E Maxwell  
210 East Love Street  
Mexico, MO 65265 
hmlaw@hagan-maxwell.com 

 Missouri Solar Energy Industry Association  
Wendy Shoemyer  
210 East Love Street  
Mexico, MO 65265 
wshoemyer@hagan-maxwell.com 

   
Natural Resources Defense Council  
Henry B Robertson  
319 N. Fourth St., Suite 800  
St. Louis, MO 63102 
hrobertson@greatriverslaw.org 

 

Natural Resources Defense Council  
Patrick D Kenneally  
20 N. Wacker, Suite 1600  
Chicago, IL 60010 
pkenneally@nrdc.org 

   
Renew Missouri  
Andrew J Linhares  
910 E Broadway, Ste 205  
Columbia, MO 65201 
Andrew@renewmo.org 

 Sierra Club  
Sunil Bector  
85 Second Street, 2nd Floor  
San Francisco, CA 94105-3441 
sunil.bector@sierraclub.org 

   
Sierra Club  
Thomas Cmar  
1101 Lake Street, Ste. 405B  
Oak Park, IL 60301 
tcmar@earthjustice.org 

 Sierra Club  
Henry B Robertson  
319 N. Fourth St., Suite 800  
St. Louis, MO 63102 
hrobertson@greatriverslaw.org 

   
Union Electric Company  
James B Lowery  
111 South Ninth St., Suite 200  
P.O. Box 918  
Columbia, MO 65205-0918 
lowery@smithlewis.com 

 

Union Electric Company  
Matthew R Tomc  
1901 Chouteau  
St. Louis, MO 63166 
AmerenMOService@ameren.com 
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Union Electric Company  
Wendy Tatro  
1901 Chouteau Avenue  
St. Louis, MO 63103-6149 
AmerenMOService@ameren.com 

 United for Missouri   
David C Linton  
314 Romaine Spring View  
Fenton, MO 63026 
Jdlinton@reagan.com 

   
Brightergy, LLC   
Andrew Zellers  
1712 Main Street, 6th Floor  
Kansas City, MO 64108 
andyzellers@brightergy.com 

 Comverge, Inc.  
Patrick Giordano  
35 East wacker Drive, Ste 1525  
Chicago, IL 60601 
patrickgiordano@dereglaw.com 

   
Comverge, Inc.  
Thomas E Loraine  
4075 Osage Beach Parkway, Suite 300  
Osage Beach, MO 65065 
tellaw@loraineandassociates.com 

 

Laclede Gas Company  
Rick E Zucker  
720 Olive Street  
St. Louis, MO 63101 
rick.zucker@thelacledegroup.com 

   
Missouri Division of Energy  
Jeremy D Knee  
301 West High Street  
P.O. Box 1157  
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
jeremy.knee@ded.mo.gov 

 Missouri Gas Energy (Laclede)  
Rick E Zucker  
720 Olive Street  
St. Louis, MO 63101 
rick.zucker@thelacledegroup.com 

   
Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers 
(MIEC)   
Edward F Downey  
221 Bolivar Street, Suite 101  
Jefferson City, MO 65101 
efdowney@bryancave.com 

 Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers 
(MIEC)   
Diana M Vuylsteke  
211 N. Broadway, Suite 3600  
St. Louis, MO 63102 
dmvuylsteke@bryancave.com 

   
Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
Utility Commission  
Douglas Healy  
3010 E. Battlefield, Suite A  
Springfield, MO 65804 
doug@healylawoffices.com 

  

   
 
        /s/ Marc Poston 
             



Public Counsel’s List of Concerns & Deficiencies 

1.) Concern: 4 CSR 240-22.050(2)  

The utility shall conduct, describe, and document market research studies, customer 
surveys, pilot demand-side programs, pilot demand-side rates, test marketing programs, 
and other activities as necessary to estimate the maximum achievable potential, technical 
potential, and realistic achievable potential of potential demand-side resource options for 
the utility and to develop the information necessary to design and implement cost-
effective demand-side programs and demand-side rates.  These research activities shall be 
designed to provide a solid foundation of information to the utility about how and by 
whom energy-related decisions are made and about the most appropriate and cost-
effective methods of influencing these decisions in favor of greater management impacts.  
The utility may compile existing data or adopt data developed by other entities, 
including government agencies and other utilities, as long as the utility verifies the 
applicability of the adopted data to its service territory.  The utility shall provide 
copies of completed market research studies, pilot programs, pilot rates, test marketing 
programs, and other studies as required by this rule and descriptions of those studies that 
are planned or in progress and the scheduled completion dates.  

Summary:  

Ameren Missouri’s demand-side management (DSM) market potential study included primary 

market data on the likelihood of residential and business customer engagement in energy 

efficiency projects based on various pay-back scenarios (1, 3, and 5-years) under a 1-10 

likelihood scale. 

Ameren Missouri then took this primary data and placed a downward adjustment on all of the 

results based on secondary data from a 2010 market research exercise by the polling firm 

YouGov.  The inclusion of the YouGov adjustment created an artificial cap on the potential 

energy efficiency estimates which included:  

Residential cap 

• 62% for regular purchases  

(only lighting measures)  

• 56% for irregular purchases       

(non-lighting measures) 

Business cap  

• 83% for irregular purchases  

(only lighting measures) 

• 72% for regular purchases  



These numbers reflect the best-case response scenario on energy efficiency adoption.  Embedded 

within that best-case scenario assumption, a respondent would have to reply a “10” on a 1-to-10 

scale rating that they would purchase the measure. Ameren Missouri then takes the YouGov 

adjustments and places an additional downward adjustment based on responses to psychographic 

segmentation questions such as: 

• Overall satisfaction with Ameren Missouri (scale) 

• The threat from global warming is real, and significant (agree/disagree)   

Again, under these adjustments, a respondent would have to mark a “10” on the likelihood of 

purchase, have a very favorable view of Ameren Missouri as a trusted source, and perceive that 

global warming is a very real and serious threat amongst other potential calculated variables.  

Even under these imposed constraints, Ameren Missouri would only give the respondent a 56% 

likely chance that the customer would follow through with an energy efficient irregular purchase 

(i.e., anything other than an efficient light bulb).   

As mentioned above, the source of the artificial caps on residential and business energy 

efficiency potential is based on “proprietary research” conducted in 2010 by the polling firm 

YouGov. Public Counsel reviewed the short, five-page study titled “Predicting purchase 

behavior from Purchase Intent” in response to a DR request from a related case (EO-2012-0142).  

The paper claims to be a longitudinal study of more than 5,000 consumers in the United States 

wherein the study examined follow-up purchasing behavior based on responses given in surveys.  

YouGov researchers followed up at 1 month, 6 months, and 12 month intervals and scored 

accordingly.  The products they asked about included a wide array of equipment or services, 

including, but not limited to, some energy efficiency related products or services.   

Among the many missing items needed to form any reasonable conclusion about the results of 

the YouGov paper, or the methodology employed were:  

 

 

 



• The demographics of the consumers that were surveyed 

• The manner and form in which the surveys were conducted 

• The products they were asked about  

• The energy efficiency products that were asked about  

• The energy efficiency services that were asked about 

• Whether or not they surveyed commercial and industrial customers.   

In addition to the problems raised above, Public Counsel does not believe it is appropriate to 

substitute or alter primary data collected from Ameren Missouri customers with an opaque, non-

peer reviewed, unsubstantiated 5-page write-up from 2010, on customers without demographic 

information, and without knowing the products or services that are being examined.   

The market potential study results are important; as they ultimately contribute to setting the 

energy savings targets for future MEEIA cycles and have to reflect an equal valuation with 

available supply-side resources for purposes of the integrated resource planning. The incremental 

and cumulative annual energy savings expected from Ameren Missouri’s RAP portfolio for 

purposes of the triennial IRP (and Ameren Missouri’s MEEIA Cycle II application) are 

approximately one-half the incremental and cumulative annual energy savings of the IRP 

portfolios of Kansas City Power & Light and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company. 

The above mentioned adjustments distort the potential and produce a clear deficiency for long-

term planning purposes.      

 Suggested Remedy:  

To remedy this concern, Ameren Missouri should recalibrate the expected technical, economic 

and realistic achievable DSM potentials without the 2010 YouGov adjustment and work with 

parties to its 2014 IRP case and with parties to its MEEIA Cycle 2 case (EO-2014-0055) to 

determine if a more appropriate adjustment is necessary based on accepted best practices by June 

1st, 2015.   

 
 
 



2.) Deficiency:  4 CSR 240-22.060(2) 

The utility shall specify, describe, and document a set of quantitative measures for 
assessing the performance of alternative resource plans with respect to resource planning 
objectives.  (A) These performance measures shall include at least the following:  

1. Present worth of utility revenue requirement, with and without any rate of return 
or financial performance incentives for demand-side resources the utility is 
planning to request.  

 

Summary:  

Ameren Missouri has not calculated the impact of their DSM potentials with and without their 

requested financial performance incentive. The financial performance incentive represents 

potentially millions of dollars and is a real cost borne to ratepayers and needs to be included in 

the valuation of expected demand-side management resources for planning purposes and is a 

clear deficiency.  

Suggested Remedy:  

File the present worth of utility revenue requirement with and without the financial performance 

incentives for demand-side resources the utility is planning to request by June 1, 2015. Public 

Counsel may have additional concerns once it reviews the missing information provided by 

Ameren Missouri.   

 

3.) Deficiency: 4 CSR 240-22.060(2) 

The utility shall specify, describe, and document a set of quantitative measures for 
assessing the performance of alternative resource plans with respect to resource planning 
objectives.  (A) These performance measures shall include at least the following:  

. . .  

3.   Present worth of out-of-pocket costs to participants in demand-side programs 
and demand-side rates.  

 

 



Summary:  

Ameren Missouri has estimated their demand-side estimates based on the utility-cost test which 

omits the present worth of out-of-pocket costs to participants in demand-side programs and 

demand-side rates and is a clear deficiency.  A proper valuation of the total net benefits to be 

used for planning purposes should utilize the total resource cost test which includes all of the 

cost and benefit components of the utility cost test as well as the incremental out-of-pocket 

expenses for participants.   

Suggested Remedy:  

File the present worth of out-of-pocket costs to participants in each demand-side program and 

each demand-side rates studied. Additionally, Ameren Missouri should file any adjustment in 

DSM outcomes of the integrated resource plan(s) with the calculated total resource cost results 

by June 1, 2015. Public Counsel may have additional concerns once it reviews the missing 

information provided by Ameren Missouri. 

4.) Deficiency:  4 CSR 240-22.050(3)(F) 

Evaluate, describe, and document the feasibility, cost-reduction potential and 
potential benefits of statewide marketing and outreach programs, joint programs 
with natural gas utilities, upstream market transformation programs, and other 
activities.  In the event that statewide marketing and outreach programs are preferred, the 
utilities shall develop joint programs in consultation with the stakeholder group.  

Summary:  

Ameren Missouri has not included any suggestions or analysis on the feasibility of delivering 
statewide marketing and outreach programs, joint programs with natural gas utilities, upstream 
market transformation programs, and other activities in their filing.   

Suggested Remedy:  

Ameren Missouri should investigate and produce options for the inclusion of jointly-delivered 
and/or statewide programs and marketing that could produce economies of scale across utilities 
and share said information with stakeholders as part of the next scheduled statewide energy 
efficiency collaborative. The results of this investigation should be filed in this case by June 1, 
2015. Public Counsel may have additional concerns once it reviews the missing information 
provided by Ameren Missouri. 



5.) Deficiency: 4 CSR 240-22.060(4)(B)9  & 4 CSR 240-22.080(2)(D)   

Analysis of Alternative Resource Plans. . . . For each alternative resource plan, a plot of 
each of the following over the planning horizon: [sub-points 1-9] 

. . . 

The forecast of capacity balance spreadsheet completed in the specified form, 
included herein, for the preferred resource plan and each candidate resource plan 
considered by the utility.   

Summary:  

Ameren Missouri did not provide the information in the format required by the aforementioned 
rules.  What Ameren Missouri did provide in Chapter 4—Appendix B is only the capacity 
portion of the form.  It does not include the forecasted purchased power, sales, demand forecast, 
demand-side impact to the forecast or the capacity reserves for each year of the plan as required 
by the rule.  

Suggested Remedy:  

File the additional sections outlined in 4 CSR 240-22.060(4)(B)1-9 and in the format specified in 
4 CSR 240-22.080(2)(D) by March 31, 2015.  Public Counsel may have additional concerns 
once it reviews the missing information provided by Ameren Missouri.  

 


