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STATE OF IOWA 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

BEFORE THE IOWA UTILITIES BOARD 
 

 
IN RE:  
 
MIDAMERICAN ENERGY COMPANY 
 

 
DOCKET NO. EEP-2018-0002 

 
IOWA BUSINESS ENERGY 

COALITION’S MOTION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION 

 
 
 

 
 The Iowa Business Energy Coalition (“IBEC”) is taking the unusual step of filing this 

motion for reconsideration under Rule 199-7.27(1) because the Board’s Final Order in EEP-

2018-0002 reducing the interruptible credit from $46 kW/year to $30 kW/year is contrary to 

Iowa Code § 476.6 and is not supported by substantial evidence.  The Board should reconsider 

its decision and determine, consistent with the evidence and Iowa law, that the interruptible 

credit proposed in the Energy Efficiency Plan (the “Plan”) should not be reduced.  

A. There is No Reliable Data upon Which to Conclude that the Proposed Plan is 
Cost Effective Under Iowa Code § 476.6(13). 
 

 The Board should reconsider its finding that the Plan is “cost-effective” because there is 

not sufficient evidence to reach that conclusion.   

Although there was a proposed settlement between the Office of Consumer Advocate 

(“OCA”) and MidAmerican in this matter, an energy efficiency plan cannot be approved by the 

Board unless it is “cost-effective” under Iowa Code § 476.6(13).  Iowa Code § 476.6(13) 

requires energy efficiency plans to be “cost-effective.”  In determining the cost-effectiveness of 

an energy efficiency plan, the Board should apply the societal test, total resource cost test, utility 

cost test, rate-payer impact test, and participant test.  To help the Board gauge the cost-

effectiveness of a Plan, a utility is required to “analyze for cost-effectiveness proposed programs, 

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on March 11, 2019, EEP-2018-0002



2 
 

using the societal, utility, ratepayer impact and participant tests [using] inputs or factors 

realistically expected to influence cost-effective implementation of programs.”  199 IAC 

35.8(1)(e)(1).  MidAmerican has failed to provide the Board with realistic data to gauge the cost-

effectiveness of its Plan.   

 The purported cost-effectiveness of the Plan is based, in large part, on the benefits 

MidAmerican claims the Plan will produce.  This includes $199,490,631 in total program 

benefits, and net economic benefits of $158,054,632.  [Application Exhibit 1 at p. 77.]  These 

projected benefits are based on the assumption that participation in the Program will remain 

steady after a more than 33% cut in the benefits provided by the Program.  That assumption not 

only has no basis in any analysis conducted by MidAmerican, it runs counter to the survey and 

report conducted by Tetra Tech, a MidAmerican consultant.  Tetra Tech analyzed 

MidAmerican’s Nonresidential Load Management Program (the “Program”) for Plan year 2017.  

Tetra Tech completed “11 in-depth participant interviews” of Program participants in March and 

April of 2018.  [Id. at 13.]  In its report, Tetra Tech stated: “All respondents indicated that the 

incentive was their major driver for participation . . .”  [Id. at 26.]  Some participants reported 

that the incentive was merely at a “’break-even’ level.”  [Id.]  Another customer indicated that: 

“Financial incentive covers our cost.  At this time, it still does, but if that changes, we might not 

be able to participate.”  [Id.]  The report notes that six respondents stated that they will likely 

continue to participate in the program, but only so long “as it is still financially feasible.”  Nearly 

half of respondents indicated that a decrease in the incentive amount might impact their 

participation and they would have to assess if participating still makes sense.”  [Id. at 27.]  

Notably, the Tetra Tech report was conducted before MidAmerican proposed the lowest 

interruptible credit in more than 21 years.  
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 There is no evidence—none—to rebut Tetra Tech’s findings.  Indeed, it strains credulity 

to contend that a 35% reduction in the Program incentive will not affect participation in the 

Program.   

 Stable Program participation is the keystone of the Program’s projected cost 

effectiveness.  Because the evidence shows that participation in the Program will drop if the 

Program’s incentive is decreased, there is no basis for concluding that the Program is cost 

effective under Iowa Code § 476.6(13).  Indeed, a reduction in the assumed nonresidential load 

management capacity of as little as 25.5% would drop the benefits-to-costs ratio under the RIM 

test to less than 1.0.  [Stephens Surrebuttal Testimony at 6:1-4.]  In other words, if even a quarter 

of the expected load drops out, MidAmerican’s entire electric energy efficiency and demand 

response program will no longer be cost-effective under the test.  The best way to ensure the 

cost-effectiveness of the Program, and the only way supported by the record, would be to 

maintain a $46 kW/year credit, an amount at which the RIM test benefits-to-costs ratio would be 

well above 1.00.  [Id. at P. 7, Table 1A.] 

B. The Proposed Interruptible Credit Has Not Been Reasonably Calculated. 

 The Board found “two facets to be of significant import” in analyzing the “substantive 

component” of the proposed interruptible rate.  First, the Board states that MidAmerican’s 

proposed curtailment is supported through a “well-reasoned” methodology based on the MISO 

capacity value over the duration of the Plan.  But the only explanation of MidAmerican’s 

methodology is explained in its response to IBEC Data Request 6.  MidAmerican states in full: 

Curtailment credits were determined based on the value the programs bring to all 
of MidAmerican’s customers. Enrollment in MidAmerican’s curtailment program 
is registered with MISO in the form of capacity credits. This registered capacity 
reduces MidAmerican’s overall generation capacity requirements in MISO. Thus, 
the capacity value is based on a ten-year bridge from the current MISO capacity 
auction values to the economic carrying charge of a new combustion turbine. The 
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capacity value for years 2019 through 2023 is averaged, resulting in a single 
capacity value for the duration of the demand response plan. This single capacity 
value is discounted slightly to account for the actual effect that curtailment has on 
reducing system peak load. 

 
From this information, it is impossible to determine whether MidAmerican’s 

methodology is reasonable.  MidAmerican has not provided the Board with the 

forecasted capacity values it used for the years 2019 through 2023, making it impossible 

to determine whether the assumed capacity values were reasonably determined.   

MidAmerican also has not explained by how much it has discounted the capacity value 

that it calculated.  Thus, it is impossible to determine whether MidAmerican’s 

methodology is based on reasonable forecasted values, or unrealistic forecasted values.  

In other words, MidAmerican has failed to set out a methodology that would allow the 

Board to independently calculate the curtailment credit, or to determine whether the 

inputs used to calculate the curtailment are reasonable. 

The second justification the Board found for decreasing the credit was that the 

“curtailment credit amount is linked to the value MidAmerican places on demand response 

benefits and at the present, MidAmerican does not have the business reasons to increase the load 

in its demand response programs.”  [Decision at 64.]  This argument by MidAmerican is a red 

herring.  There is no evidence in the record that maintaining the current credit will increase the 

load in MidAmerican’s demand response programs.  On the contrary, MidAmerican has testified 

that at the current credit level, participation the Nonresidential Load Management is “robust, 

well utilized, and stable.”  [Hosch Direct at 11].  In short, IBEC has not argued for a credit that 

will increase the load; it has argued for a credit that will maintain the current load.   

MidAmerican’s argument that the curtailment credit amount is linked to the value 

MidAmerican places on demand response benefits is also a red herring.  The value of the 
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Nonresidential Interruptible Program is clear from the Plan itself.  IBEC witness Robert Stephens 

testified that MidAmerican’s interruptible load provides nearly $173 per kW/year in benefits, 

according to MidAmerican’s own calculations.   [Stephens Direct at 11].  This amount is drawn 

from dividing the $199,490,631 of benefits provided by the Nonresidential Interruptible Program 

by the expected peak kW saved of 1,154,058 kW.  [Id.]  These benefits are undisputed.  That is 

the best measurement of the value of the program.  MidAmerican should not be allowed to place 

a very high value on the Program for purposes of maintaining that it complies with Iowa Code § 

476.3, and an altogether different, much lower, value for purposes of setting the interruptible 

credit.  There is no basis for it to do so, other than to justify a seismic decrease in the credit. 

C. Merely Monitoring Participation and Making Reactionary Changes 
Adjustments to it Through a Rider CS Curtailment Service Tariff Does Not 
Ensure the Cost-Effectiveness of MidAmerican’s Plan. 
 

The Board found in its decision that “MidAmerican committed to monitor participation, 

and, if necessary, to modify the curtailment credit amount by revising the Rider CS Curtailment 

Service tariff.”  MidAmerican’s commitment is problematic in several respects.  First, this 

proceeding is to determine whether the Plan is cost-effective and should be approved by the 

Board.  All of MidAmerican’s projections are based on the unrealistic assumption that 

participation will remain at current levels.  If those projections have no basis in the evidence—

and they do not—then MidAmerican’s illusory promise to adjust the rate in the future, if 

necessary, cannot rescue the Plan.  MidAmerican’s commitment to monitor participation and the 

curtailment credit has nothing to do with the efficacy of the Plan, or the statutory requirements it 

must meet. 

Second, MidAmerican has not stated under what conditions, if any, it would agree to 

modify the curtailment credit.  Its commitment is vague and unenforceable.  Although the Board 
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has ordered MidAmerican to monitor participation, there are no clear guidelines for when 

MidAmerican would be required to increase the credit. 

Finally, once the credit is cut, and customers exit the program, there is no guarantee they 

will reenter the Program.  The curtailment credit has been historically stable.  [IBEC Hearing 

Exhibit 103.]  In the 21 years of historical data provided by MidAmerican, the largest, and only, 

reduction in the credit was 5.45%.  [Id.]  Never before has the credit been less than $35.  [Id.]  It 

is uncertain what regular fluctuations would do to Program participation, as customers incur 

significant costs to participate in the Program.  These include equipment capital costs, ongoing 

operational costs, and interruption-related costs.  [Stephens Testimony at 11.]  Curtailments 

themselves can involve lost productivity, wasted product, wear and tear on equipment, and labor 

costs.  [Id.]   Customers need certainty in order to determine whether it is worth it for them to 

participate in the Program.  There is no precedent as to what regular fluctuations will do to 

Program participation. 

D. It is Not Necessary to Reduce the Interruptible Credit to Conform to the 
Spirit or Letter of Senate File 2311. 
 

The Board states that it “believes the legislature’s recent amendments to the energy 

efficiency provisions of § 476.6 reflects an intent to ensure a utility’s customers are not 

overpaying for energy efficiency and demand response programs” and uses such belief as a 

reason for lowering the interruptible credits.  [Order at 64]  However, MidAmerican’s Plan will 

comply with the law if (and only if) the interruptible credits are maintained at the present levels.  

The legislature did not require the cost of each individual program within a utility’s energy 

efficiency and demand response plan to be reduced.  Rather, it set an overall budget for the plans, 

i.e. no more than 2 percent of electric revenues can be spent on energy efficiency, in total, or 

demand response.  It also set a cost effectiveness standard, to ensure that ratepayers are not 
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unduly impacted by the overall energy efficiency and demand response plan, i.e. a benefit-to-cost 

ratio under the RIM test of one or greater. 

Maintaining the current interruptible credits meets the legislature’s first protection, as the 

total demand response costs would still be well below 2 percent of total revenues.  It also meets 

the second protection, as the benefits-to-cost ratio of the overall electric energy efficiency and 

demand response plan exceeds 1.0.  [Stephens Supplemental Surrebuttal Testimony at 3:4-6, 

Supplemental Table 1A].  Reading Senate File 2311 as requiring, or even justifying, a reduction 

in the interruptible program credits, is adding a nonexistent requirement and is simply wrong, 

especially when considering that a reduction in the credits does not meet the legislative 

requirements, as discussed in Section A, supra. 

For the foregoing reasons, IBEC moves the Board to reconsider its decision adopting 

MidAmerican’s Energy Efficiency Plan, and requests the Board maintain the interruptible credit 

at the current rate. 

 

Dated: March 11, 2018   Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Thomas C. Goodhue________ 
Paula S. Dierenfeld, AT0001985  
Thomas C. Goodhue, AT0013533 

     NYEMASTER GOODE, P.C. 
      700 Walnut Street, Suite 1600 
      Des Moines, IA 50309-3899 
      Telephone:  515-283-3100 
      Facsimile:  515-283-8045  

Email: psd@nyemaster.com 
 tgoodhue@nyemaster.com 
 
Attorneys for the Iowa Business Energy Coalition 
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