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Counsel.

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my direct testimony.

3. [ hereby swear and affirm that my statements contained in the attached affidavit are
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DIRECT TESTIMONY
OF

GEOFF MARKE
UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY

d/b/a Ameren Missouri
CASE NO. EO-2012-0142

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name, title and business address.

Geoff Marke, PhD, Economist, Office of the RaliLounsel (OPC or Public Counsel), P.O.
Box 2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Please describe your education and employment background.

| received a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Englismfréhe Citadel, a Masters of Arts Degree
in English from The University of Missouri, St. Lisyand a Doctorate of Philosophy in
Public Policy Analysis from Saint Louis Univers{t{sLU”). At SLU, | served as a graduate
assistant where | taught undergraduate and gradaatse work in urban policy and public
finance. | also conducted mixed-method researchtramsportation policy, economic

development and emergency management.

| have been in my present position with OPC sing®ilAof 2014 where | have been
responsible for economic analysis and policy retean electric, gas and water utility
operations. Prior to joining OPC, | was employed twze Missouri Public Service
Commission as a Utility Policy Analyst Il in the &gy Resource Analysis Section, Energy
Unit, Utility Operations Department, Regulatory v Division. My primary duties in that
role involved reviewing, analyzing and writing rewmendations concerning electric
integrated resource planning, renewable energydatds, and demand-side management
programs for all investor-owned electric utilitiesMissouri. | have also been employed by

the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (latensferred to the Department of
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Economic Development), Energy Division where | seéras a Planner Ill and functioned as
the lead policy analyst on electric cases. | hageked in the private sector, most notably
serving as the Lead Researcher for Funston Advisasgd out of Detroit, Michigan. My

experience with Funston involved a variety of spleed consulting engagements with both

private and public entities.

Have you been a member of, or participate in, any work groups, committees, or other

groupsthat have addressed eectric utility regulation and policy issues?

Yes. | am currently a member of the Nationabdgation of State Consumer Advocates
(NASUCA) Distributed Energy Resource Committee wWhishares information and
establishes policies regarding energy efficien@newable generation, and distributed
generation, and considers best practices for thela@ment of cost-effective programs that
promote fairness and value for all consumers. bso a member of NASUCA's Electricity
and NASCUA’'s Water Committee’s each tasked withlyaiag current issues affecting

residential consumers.

Have you testified previoudy beforethe Missouri Public Service Commission?

Yes. A listing of the cases in which | have \poesly filed testimony and/or comments
before this commission is attached in GM-1.

What isthe purpose of your direct testimony?

OPC objects to the stipulation and agreemermredtinto between Ameren Missouri and the
Missouri Public Service Commission Staff (“Staffggarding the calculation of Ameren
Missouri’'s Cycle | Missouri Energy Efficiency Inwesent Act (“MEEIA”) performance
incentive. Specifically, the filing (1) does noteuthe correct stipulated dollar amount for
program year 2013; 2) deems the Net-To-Gross tatid.0 for program years 2014 and
2015; and 3) calculates the net shared benefitandithe Utility Cost Test (*UCT”) and not
the Total Resource Cost Test (“TRC”). Each of trexsers inflate the performance incentive

amount, and consequently award a larger performamemtive than the MEEIA statute,

2
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Commission rules, prior stipulation and agreemeantistry practice, and common sense
would otherwise dictate. As it stands, OPC befee® Ameren Missouri/Staff calculation
of the performance incentive is overstated by 80@18.95. This testimony will articulate
each of the three calculated errors OPC has disst\as well as provide additional context

and considerations for the Commission.
What areyour recommendations?

OPC’s recommendation to the Commission is forefen Missouri to be awarded a
performance incentive that is consistent with thEENA statute and the Commission rules
which would result in a total awarded earnings oppity of $17,869,647.43 for the

Company'’s efforts in Cycle I.

Ameren Missouri's MEEIA Cycle | has been a sout@isagreement between parties for
over four years now. To say that MEEIA has beerearhing experience” would be an
understatement. The departure in both MEEIA castvery design (the removal of “net
shared benefits”) and targeted objectives from €ydqlemphasis on kWh) to the recently
approved Cycle Il (emphasis on kW) serve as evelefichat learning curve. It is important
to note that Ameren Missouri has suffered no firendetriment because of the Cycle |

program and cost-recovery design. The Commissiplamed in EO-2015-0055:

Perhaps more importantly, it is clear Ameren Missouri has been over -

compensated under Cycle 1, and it is almost certain the over-compensation

would be exacerbated under the Utility Pan.

Accepting the Company’s position, as reflectedhim contested stipulation and agreement
filed September 2, 2015, would serve to exacerBateren Missouri’'s over-compensation

for Cycle 1.

! EO-2015-0055. In the Matter of Union Electric Camp d/b/a/ Ameren Missouri’'s'2Filing to Implement
Regulatory Changes in Furhterance of Energy Efiicyeas Allowed by MEEIA. Report and Order. P.17.

3
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1. 2013 STIPULATED DOLLAR AMOUNT

Q. What isthefirst issuethat needsto be corrected?

A. The currently contested stipulation overstates agreed-to PY2013 net shared benefit
amount by $1.00. While the stipulation filed Sepbem2, 2016 refers to the correct amount
at page 2, review of the Appendix B Section B résvghat Ameren Missouri used an
incorrect amount when performing its calculationblz Counsel’s correction is illustrated

in table 1 below.

Table 1: Apply the agreed-to stipulated amountY2®L3

PY2013 Net Shared Benefit Stipulation OPC correctio
$123,646,682 $123,646,681
Difference =$1.00

Why isthis correction necessary?

Because it is the wrong amount. OPC believissishmost likely a typographical error and
easily corrected. For reference, the Second Nomidraus Stipulation and Agreement
Settling the Program Year 2013 Change Requestslyclstates under “Issues Settled”
paragraph #11.:

11. Resolution of PY 2013 dispute:

a) The Signatories agree to portfolio-wide mega-veturs savings of

347,360.

b) The Signatories agreeto net shared benefits of $123,646,681.

c) The Signatories make no further agreements rggpect to any of the

issues currently in dispute (emphasis added).

2 EO-2012-0142. Second Non-Unanimous Stipulation/géement Settling the Program Yaer 2013 Change
Requests. 2/11/2015.

4
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I1l. EVALUATOR/AUDITOR ESTIMATES

Q. What isthe second issuethat needsto be corrected?

A. The currently contested stipulation uses deemNetito-Gross (“NTG”) estimates when
determining net benefit amounts for PY2014 and %20 his miscalculation will result in
overstating the net shared benefit amount by $¥2189 and represent an overstated earned
performance incentive amount of $785,953.52. Thidlustrated in tables 2 and 3 below.
Table 2 shows the difference in the Net Shared fdenghen comparing the values that
result when a “deemed” NTG is used to values caledlusing actual NTG as determined by
EM&V. Based on the level of energy savings achielvgdmeren Missouri, the Company
will be awarded 6.19% of the Net Shared Benefitsbatable to the Company’'s Cycle |
programs. Table 3 shows the impact on the perfocmarcentive amount between the two

scenarios.

Table 2: Difference in “deemed” Vs. actual Net SdaBenefits 2013-2015

Net Shared Benefits (2013-2015) “Deemed” Actual EM&V Difference
(Stipulation) | (OPC correction)
$454,304,788 | $441,607,639 $12,697,149

Table 3: Performance incentive value differenceé'deemed” and actual EM&V calculations

“Deemed”

(Stipulation Calculation) 6.19% of $454,304,788 = $28,121,466.38
Actual EM&V

(OPC Calculation) 6.19% of $441,607,639 = $27,335,512.85

Difference $785,953.52
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Q.

A.

Why isthis correction necessary?

For PY2014 and PY2015, both the evaluator(s) and auditor agreed to the same NTG ratios in
each year. Ameren Missouri’s evaluators and the Commission’s auditor agreed to a 0.9577
NTG for PY2014 and a 0.9996 NTG for PY2015. According to these experts, those ratios are
the most accurate estimate of energy efficiency savings attributable to Ameren Missouri’'s

MEEIA Cycle | programs for those respective years.

Ameren Missouri ratepayers paid out over $5.5 million dollars in EM&V costs for the

Ameren Missouri’'s evaluators. **

** This reflects one third of the total spend
which OPC believes is reasonable based on the fact that three Missouri utilities have a
MEEIA and assuming the auditor spent approximately the same time auditing each. These
expenditures were justified to ensure that ratepayers would have reasonable assurance of the

most accurate results to measures energy savings throughout Cycle I.

The Company’s stipulation ignores the EM&V expert analysis and instead “deemed” the
NTG value to 1.0. Effectively this gives the Company additional money for energy savings
they did not cause and yields an unreasonable result. Ameren Missouri relies on the
stipulation and agreement resolving the PY2013 change request to support its use of
“deemed” NTG ratios. Importantly, the provisions in the PY2013 stipulation were put in
place to avoid conflict between the parties in the event that the experts were unable to agree
on the appropriate NTG ratio. For 2014 and 2015 there was no conflict between the parties
because the evaluator(s) and auditor were able to reach agreement. As a result, for those
years, the actual EM&V NTG ratio should be used. If the NTG is “deemed” to 1.0, the
performance incentive amount in the Company stipulation is overstated by $785,953.52. The
Commission should not use the “deemed” NTG ratio, but instead should utilize the actual
NTG as determined by EM&V.

NP
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V. TOTAL RESOURCE COST TEST

Q. What isthethird issuethat needsto be corrected?

A. The Company’s position, as reflected in thetested stipulation filed on September 2, 2016,
uses the UCT test to determine the net sharedibameiunt for purposes of the performance
incentive award. As will be explained in detail d&) the TRC should be used when
determining the net shared benefits for the permeer incentive. Using the UCT rather than
the TRC (when combined with the previously menttbreorrections) will result in
overstating the net shared benefit amount by $185)86 and represents an extra
performance incentive amount of $10,251,818.95 nthe the Company earned. To
determine the Company’s performance incentive avlaednet shared benefits should be
multiplied by 6.19%. This calculation for each smémis illustrated in table 4 below.

Table 4: Determine difference between UCT and TRIGutation for net shared benefits

Stipulation calculation: UCT net shared benefits $454,304,788
6.19% of $454,304,788 = $28,121,466.38
OPC calculation: TRC net shared benefits = $4416897
$441,607,639 (see table 2 above) - $152,921,837fequocket) = $288,685,742
6.19% of $288,685,742 =$17,869,647.95
Difference $10,251,818.95

® This amount represents the “Actual EM&V (OPC coti@n)” in table 2 above.
7
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Q.
A.

What isthefundamental difference between the UCT and TRC test?

The inputs (costs and benefits) into the testthe same with the sole exception of out-of-
pocket costs borne by the participant. Although MEEIA statute is designed to value
demand-side programs on an equal level as supi#yresources, it does not negate the fact
that demand-side resources require ratepayer ipattan. That is, the success of MEEIA is

largely dependent on the “shared” participatioratépayer’s out-of-pocket costs.

The MEEIA statute, commission rules, and all cossmn-approved MEEIA portfolios to
date have had their targets, available measures,pesgrams designed under the TRC
threshold. The Company stipulation filed on Septenth 2016 departs from that accepted
and agreed-to pattern by dismissing the out-of-pbcksts borne by ratepayers and utilizing
the UCT as the metric used to reward the Companiysfefforts.

The TRC was utilized on the front-end to set Amdvkssouri’s targets and available
measures which determine the universe of benb&tSMEEIA program could achieve. It
should also be utilized on the back end to detegriia net shared benefits. Uniform

application of the TRC is necessary to maintairtinaity and ensure that neither ratepayers

nor the utility are being disadvantaged moneta#lyy departure from this would result in an

example of “gaming” the performance mechanism. féiduillustrates this mismatch.
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Figure 1: lllustrative example of selective misnhatt cost-effectiveness tests

Cost-Effectiveness
Test

Front End
Potential Study
(sets target)

Back End
Net Shared Benefits
(rewards utility)

Utilizing the TRC test on the front-end in the guatal study eliminates both measures and
programs that would otherwise be cost-effectivesihg the UCT. This results in a lower
energy savings target. Utilizing the UCT on thekbaed of a portfolio designed under the

TRC raises the performance incentive Ameren Misswould be rewarded because out-of-

TRC UCT

Lower Target
Less Risk

Higher Target
More Risk

Smaller Incentive
Less Reward

Larger Incentive
More Reward

Ameren Selective
Mismatch:

Less Risk = More Reward

pocket costs are no longer factored into the reeshbenefit result; thus, participant’s

contributions and costs are not factored in therdghation of the benefits.
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The outcome is a MEEIA portfolio that sets tardets and then inflates the reward. This

results in a windfall financial payout with mininak.

What doesthe MEEIA statute and the Commission rules say on this matter?

There is no additional test mentioned in eittier MEEIA statute or rules that is also given

the designation of “preferred test” other thanTREC. Table 5 provides a breakdown of how

the different cost effectiveness tests appearenMEEIA statute as well as the applicable
MEEIA rules in 4 CSR 240-3.163, 4 CSR-3.164, 4 @8B-20.093, and 4 CSR 240-20.094.

Table 5: Breakdown of cost effective tests as appgan MEEIA statute and rules

Total Resource| Utility| Societal Non-Participant | Participar
SB 393.1075 (MEEIA Statute Yes No No No No
4 CSR 240-3.163 Yes No No No No
4 CSR 240-3.164 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
4 CSR 240-20.093 Yes No No No No
4 CSR 240-20.094 Yes No No No No

Only 4 CSR 240-3.164 contains language that imdwalculations of cost effectiveness tests

in addition to the TRC. But even in that sectior tther five tests are clearly listed as

secondary tests to the TRC. The rules specificsdtie:

The total resource cost test and a detailed description of the utility’s

avoided cost calculations and all assumptions us#dte calculation. To the

extent that the portfolio of programs fails to méet TRC test, the utility

shall examine whether the failure persists if msiders a reasonable range

of uncertainty in the assumptions used to calcdeteded costs; (emphasis

added]

The rules also list the other four cost effectess as secondary considerations:

44 CSR 240-3.164 2(B)1

10
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The utility shall also include calculations for the utility cost tests, the

participant test, the non-participant test, andsibgetal cost test (emphasis
added)

The statute, rules, and actions taken by all gmrto date have utilized the TRC test.
Abandoning what has been, until now, accepted ipeaatill only result in overstating

Ameren Missouri’s energy savings. Moreover, abamdpthe TRC ignores that it is:
» Singled out in the MEEIA statute;
* Labeled a preferred test in the MEEIA statute;
e Included in all four relevant MEEIA PSC chapteresjland
* Never given secondary treatment to another costtefée test.

The TRC should not be deviated from without goadse. To this point, no good cause has
been cited by either Ameren Missouri or by StafieTdesire to inflate Ameren Missouri’s

performance incentive should not be considered gaade.

54 CSR 240-3.164 2(B)2
11
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Q.
A.

Please walk usthrough the calculation for your recommendations?

Step 1: Apply the agreed-to stipulated amoum®¥2013

PY2013 Net Shared Benefit Stipulation OPC correctio
$123,646,682 $123,646,681

Difference =$1.00

Step 2: Apply Evaluator and Auditor agreed-to-NefGross for Cycle 1

Net Shared Benefits (2013-2015) Ameren “Deemed” ©&@ection Difference

$454,304,788 $441,607,639 $12,697,149
Stipulation Calculation 6.19% of $454,304,78828,121,466.38
OPC Calculation 6.19% of $441,607,639 = $27,3BK85

Difference $785,953.52

Step 3: Determine difference between UCT and TRIGutation for net shared benefits

including previous steps

Ameren Calculation of UCT net shared benefits = $454,304,788
6.19% of $454,304,788 = $28,486,38

OPC calculation of TRC net shared benefits

$441,607,639 - $152,921,89Ttigipant contribution) = $288,685,742
6.19% of $288,685,742 = $17,869.887

Difference $10,251,818.95

12
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V.

Q.

THE PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE ASA COST

Arethereany other factorsthe Commission should be cognizant of?

Yes. The current, contested stipulation dogsanocount for the utility performance incentive

as a “cost” input into the calculation.
Why should the utility performance incentive beincluded asa cost?

Because net shared benefits should be “shamnetl;’selectively shared.” Based on the
Company’s position reflected in the Sepf, 2016 Stipulation and Agreement, the
performance incentive cost is omitted in the caliboh of the net shared benefits and runs

counter to Commission rules.
Commission Rules 4 CSR 240-3.153(1)(A) and 4 @8®20.093(1)(C) state:

Annual net shared benefits means the utility’s dedicosts measured and
documented through evaluation, measurement, aiitcatéon (EM&V)
reports for approved demand-side programs lessuimeof the
programs’costs including design, administratioiveey, end-use
measur es, incentives, EM&V, utility market potential studies, and
technical resource manual on an annual basis; (@sgphdded).

| have highlighted two key terms from this defiarii—“end-use measures” and
“incentives.” An “end-use measure” is the produstlf: the efficient HVAC, the pipe
wrap, the CFL light bulb that is rebated. An “intiea,” which is different in the rule from
an “end-use measure,” means the utility performamoentive. The incentive is a multi-
million dollar cost to ratepayers and functiongasturn on investment in much the same
way as a return for a traditional supply-side resedunctions. “End-use measures” and
“incentives” receive separate treatment in thesraled are not interchangeable, they must

be treated distinctly.

13
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Failing to do this ignores a material cost thagpatyers inevitably will pay on their

electric bills in the form of the surcharge for MBEollowing the conclusion of a cycle.
Selectively omitting this cost also runs counteCtwapter 22 rules governing integrated
resource planning process. 4 CSR 240-22.060(4n)des a specific provision

requiring utilities to calculate their demand-sidanagement estimates with and without a

utility financial incentive included in their 20-geplanning horizon. The rule states:

The analysis of economic impact of alter native resour ce plans,
calculated with and without utility financial incentives for demand-
sideresour ces, shall provide comparative estimates for each gétre

planning horizon (emphasis added).

According to these rules, Ameren Missouri is regdito forecast its IRP plans with
estimates that include and exclude a utility peri@nce incentive. This represents another
example within the Commission’s rules that treaesgerformance incentive as a
calculated input for demand-side resources. Omgittire utility performance incentive

also runs counter to best practice literature temining the appropriate net shared

benefits attributable to a utility’s efforts.
What best practiceliterature supportsthisassertion?

Both the EPA and the American Council for EneEdficiency Economy (“ACEEE”)
state that a utility performance incentive is agssary component in determining the net
shared benefits to account properly for investnireenergy efficiency. Table 6 is a
reprinted excerpt from the EPA’s 2007 repaligning Utility Incentives with Investment

in Energy Efficiency.

14
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Table 6: Reprinted excerpt from the EPA’s EnergijciEincy Report
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—} s |ncentives will raise the total program costs borne by customers and reduce the net benefit that they

Table 6-7. Pros and Cons of Utility Performance Incentive Mechanisms

* Provide positive incentives for utility investment in energy efficiency programs.

* Policy-makers can influence the types of program investments and the manner in which they are implement-
ed through the design of specific performance features.

= Typically requires post-implementation evaluation, which entails the same issues as cited with respect to fixed-
cost recovery mechanisms.

* Mechanisms without performance targets can reward utilities simply for spending, as opposed to realizing
savings.

* Mechanisms without penalty provisions send mixed signals regarding the importance of performance.

otherwise would capture.

The EPA acknowledges that a utility’s performangeentive reduces the net shared
benefits that can be claimed. The final bullet paimder “Cons” specifically states:

Incentives will raise the total program costs bdmgeustomers and

reduce the net benefit that they otherwise woufdwea.

ACEEE also has stated that the utility’s performeimcentive should be included as a
cost component for delivering energy efficiencyorgses as the incentive is equivalent to
a rate of return that a utility would earn for g@ply-side investment. In a 2014 national

review of energy efficiency programs, ACEEE states:

The second general category is performance ivemntivhich are either
utility shareholder incentives or performance managnt fees for non-
utility program administrators. Both are typicadigtablished as a way to
encourage greater levels of efficiency, and typidhky are earned only if
certain thresholds of energy savings are met aresled\While utilities

earn theincentivesfor good performance and may not perceive them as

adirect cost of efficiency programs, ratepayer sfoot thebill for
15
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per formance incentives, so they need to be accounted for in calculating

the overall cost of delivering enerqy efficiency resour ces. Not all

jurisdictions, however, adopt performance incestizeirrently 28 states
have them in place for at least one major utidp\yns et al. 2013). We
have chosen to include performance incentivescastacomponent of
delivering energy efficiency resources because déneya direct way to
encourage energy efficiency performance, and thegguivalent to a rate
of return that utilities would earn on a supplyesidvestment (emphasis
added)’

The argument for why Ameren Missouri’s net shareddfits calculation should ignore
the Commission’s MEEIA rules, the Commission’s IRIRs, and best practice literature
Is not supported. It also ignores how each of the# components, or the “three legs” of
MEEIA, are collected from ratepayers on their eiediill—through the Energy
Efficiency Investment Charge (EEIC) as shown inuirég2.

Figure 2: Where the Utility performance incentiwistwill be recovered on a ratepayer’s bhill

Al
vz m AmorenMissoun.com
““Ameren s
MISSOURI m PO Box 790352 St Louis, MO 63179-0352
o~ o g
: Energy Efficiency Investment Charge:

Electric Charge - Residental Rate $103.71
Fuel Adjustment Charge $5.16 1) Program Costs
Fr;e gy E"lcwﬂptl:'y’ Inves;mn‘.sl:harge g} 3}:4 2) Throughput Disincentive
nirastructure Keplacement Surcharge L TEE1 fr
Missouri Local Sales Tax $1.70 3) [’Hlft}' Pefformange
Amount Due $115.14  _Incentive

® Molina, M. (2014) The Best Value for America’s Ege Dollar: A National Review of the Cost of UtiliEnergy
Efficiency Programs. ACEEE report Number U1402. P 4
http://aceee.org/sites/default/files/publicatioas&archreports/u1402.pdf
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Q.
A.

Why doesthis matter?

The EEIC is a separate surcharge collected ontaroes's bill. The components of the
EEIC surcharge are the three legs that support BIMportfolio: program costs,
throughput disincentive, and the utility performamacentive. Each of these components
are interdependent but are also recovered at diftentervals. The Ameren Missouri
ratepayers experienced a small surcharge at therteg of Cycle | that represented only
program costs incurred by the utility but over tithat surcharge increases as the other
cost components are collected. This results imareased EEIC surcharge as seen in

Figure 3.

Figure 3: lllustrative EEIC Surcharge Increase

SURCHARGE $

Start Recovery End Recovery

EEIC SURCHARGE GROWTH

PERFORMANCE

AMOUNT

All three cost components are recovered from ragteqsaand paid to Ameren Missouri
through the EEIC surcharge. Yet Ameren Missouri diave the Commission ignore
this and not factor in the performance incentiveant as a cost component for
determining the net shared benefits. Only thetutidenefits from this omission.

17
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Q. Does OPC have a revised calculation for the performance incentive that properly

accountsfor it asa cost within the net benefit total ?

A. No. In theory the formula would operate asdof:

Tentative performance incentive amount = $17,86043
Recalculated net shared benefit amount = $28&,835
$288,685,742 - $17,869,647.43 = $279,816,094.57

6.19% of $279,816,094.57 = $16,763,536.2
Theoretical Final Performance Incentiv&16,763,516.28

Q. Why is OPC not recommending the dollar amount from this calculation but rather the
$17,869,647.73 from page 3?

A. Although it is clear that the performance inbemwill be a real cost borne by ratepayers, to

apply it in the calculation of the net shared bgs@hechanism will create a “feedback loop”
that could be construed as unreasonable. As stathd beginning of this testimony, Ameren
Missouri’'s MEEIA Cycle | has been a contentiousksdn which reasonable minds could,
and did, differ as knowledge was gained and serisamaxercised. OPC believes that the
spirit of the MEEIA statute and the Commission saned portfolio is predicated on the

shared engagement and trust of both ratepayer laaetl®lder in achieving least cost
resource planning through energy efficiency. Whtattin mind, OPC acknowledges that all
parties, Ameren, Staff, and OPC bear equal pasgorsibility in the final outcome and

believe that the aforementioned recommendationsatejust and reasonable.
Doesthis conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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CASE PARTICPATION OF
GEOFF MARKE, PH.D.

Company Name

Employed
Agency

Case
Number

Issues

KCP&L Greater
Missouri Operations
Company

Office of Public
Counsel (OPC)

ER-2016-0156

Direct: Consumer Disclaimer
Rebuttal: Regulatory Policy /
Customer Experience / Historical &
Projected Customer Usage / Rate
Design / Low-Income Programs
Surrebuttal: Rate Design / MEEIA
Annualization / Customer Disclaimer
/ Greenwood Solar Facility /
RESRAM / Low-Income Programs

Empire District Electric OPC EM-2016- Rebuttal: Response to Merger

Company, Empire 0213 Impact

District Gas Company, Surrebuttal: Resource Portfolio /

Liberty Utilities Transition Plan

(Central) Company,

Liberty Sub-Corp.

Working Case: Polices OPC EW-2016- Comments on Performance-Based

to Improve Electric 0313 and Formula Rate Design

Regulation

Working Case: Electric OPC EW-2016- Comments on Policy Considerations

Vehicle Charging 0123 of EV stations in rate base

Facilities

Empire District Electric OPC ER-2016-0023 | Rebuttal: Rate Design, Demand-Side

Company Management, Low-Income
Weatherization
Surrebuttal: Demand-Side
Management, Low-Income
Weatherization, Monthly Bill
Average

Missouri American OPC WR-2015- Direct: Consolidated Tariff Pricing /

Water 0301 Rate Design Study

Rebuttal: District
Consolidation/Rate
Design/Residential
Usage/Decoupling

Rebuttal: Demand-Side
Management

(DSM)/ Supply-Side Management
(SSM)

Schedule GM-1
1/3




Surrebuttal: District
Consolidation/Decoupling
Mechanism/Residential
Usage/SSM/DSM/Special Contracts

Working Case: OPC AW-2015- Memorandum: Response to

Decoupling Mechanism 0282 Comments

Rule Making OPC EW-2015- Missouri Energy Efficiency

0105 Investment Act Rule Revisions,

Comments

Union Electric OPC EO-2015-0084 | Triennial Integrated Resource

Company d/b/a Planning Comments

Ameren Missouri

Union Electric OPC EO-2015-0055 | Rebuttal: Demand-Side Investment

Company d/b/a Mechanism / MEEIA Cycle Il

Ameren Missouri Application

The Empire District OPC EO-2015-0042 | Integrated Resource Planning:

Electric Company Special Contemporary Topics
Comments

KCP&L Greater OPC EO-2015-0041 | Integrated Resource Planning:

Missouri Operations Special Contemporary Topics

Company Comments

Kansas City Power & OPC EO-2015-0040 | Integrated Resource Planning:

Light Special Contemporary Topics
Comments

Union Electric OPC EO-2015-0039 | Integrated Resource Planning:

Company d/b/a Special Contemporary Topics

Ameren Missouri Comments

Union Electric OPC EO-2015-0029 | Ameren MEEIA Cycle | Prudence

Company d/b/a Review Comments

Ameren Missouri

Kansas City Power & OPC ER-2014-0370 | Direct (Revenue Requirement):

Light Solar Rebates

Rule Making OPC EX-2014-0352 | Net Metering and Renewable
Energy Standard Rule Revisions,
Comments

The Empire District OPC ER-2014-0351 | Rebuttal: Rate Design/Energy

Electric Company Efficiency and Low-Income
Considerations

Rule Making OPC AW-2014- Utility Pay Stations and Loan

0329 Companies, Rule Drafting,

Comments

Union Electric OPC ER-2014-0258 | Direct: Rate Design/Cost of Service

Company d/b/a

Study/Economic Development Rider

Schedule GM-1
2/3




Ameren Missouri

Rebuttal: Rate Design/ Cost of
Service/ Low Income Considerations
Surrebuttal: Rate Design/ Cost-of-
Service/ Economic Development
Rider

KCP&L Greater OPC EO-2014-0189 | Rebuttal: Sufficiency of Filing

Missouri Operations Surrebuttal: Sufficiency of Filing

Company

KCP&L Greater OPC EO-2014-0151 | Renewable Energy Standard Rate

Missouri Operations Adjustment Mechanism (RESRAM)

Company Comments

Liberty Natural Gas OPC GR-2014-0152 | Surrebuttal: Energy Efficiency

Summit Natural Gas OPC GR-2014-0086 | Rebuttal: Energy Efficiency
Surrebuttal: Energy Efficiency

Union Electric OPC ER-2012-0142 | Direct: PY2013 EM&V results /

Company d/b/a
Ameren Missouri

Rebound Effect

Rebuttal: PY2013 EM&YV results
Surrebuttal: PY2013 EM&V results
Direct: Cycle | Performance
Incentive

Kansas City Power &

Missouri Public

EO-2014-0095

Rebuttal: MEEIA Cycle | Application

Light Service testimony adopted
Commission
Staff
KCP&L Greater Missouri EO-2014-0065 | Integrated Resource Planning:
Missouri Operations Division of Special Contemporary Topics
Company Energy (DE) Comments
Kansas City Power & DE EO-2014-0064 | Integrated Resource Planning:
Light Special Contemporary Topics
Comments
The Empire District DE EO-2014-0063 | Integrated Resource Planning:
Electric Company Special Contemporary Topics
Comments
Union Electric DE EO-2014-0062 | Integrated Resource Planning:
Company d/b/a Special Contemporary Topics
Ameren Missouri Comments
The Empire District DE EO-2013-0547 | Triennial Integrated Resource

Electric Company

Planning Comments

Schedule GM-1
3/3






