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I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 

On December 2, 2013, in Docket No. EEP-2012-0001, the Utilities Board 

(Board) issued a “Final Order” approving Interstate Power and Light Company’s (IPL) 

2014-2018 energy efficiency plan and directing IPL to file its 2019-2023 Plan on or 

before February 1, 2018.  In re: Interstate Power and Light Company, Docket No. 

EEP-2012-0001, “Final Order,” p. 74 (Dec. 2, 2013).  On February 1, 2018, IPL filed 

its application for approval of its five-year 2019-2023 energy efficiency plan in Docket 

No. EEP-2017-0002.  On April 2, 2018, the Board docketed IPL’s plan and issued a 

procedural schedule. 

On May 4, 2018, the Governor signed Senate File 2311, which amended the 

energy efficiency provisions in Iowa Code chapter 476 applicable to rate-regulated 
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utilities.  2018 Iowa Acts ch. 1135.  Several of the amendments, being deemed of 

immediate importance, became effective upon enactment.  Id. at ch. 1135, § 20.  The 

legislation altered the energy efficiency analytical framework under which IPL had 

filed its February 2018 plan.   

 On May 21, 2018, IPL filed a “Motion to Withdraw Filing,” stating its intent to 

modify its energy efficiency plan in light of the statutory changes and to file a new 

plan consistent with the revised law.  On May 25, 2018, the Board granted IPL’s 

request and ordered IPL to file a new proposed customer notice with the Board on or 

before June 6, 2018, and to file its new application for approval of a five-year energy 

efficiency plan/demand response plan in a new docket on or before July 9, 2018.   

 On July 9, 2018, IPL filed its application for approval of its 2019-2023 

proposed plan (Plan), which includes 15 programs designed for residential, 

commercial, industrial, and agricultural customers.  (Application, ¶ 4, pp. 3-4).  IPL 

anticipates the electric portion of the Plan will achieve 611 gigawatt hours of savings 

over the life of the Plan and 20 megawatts of demand annually, excluding demand 

response programs.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 11).  IPL’s demand response 

programs are expected to provide peak load management potential of 265 

megawatts.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 11).  With respect to natural gas, IPL 

anticipates approximately 2.5 million therms of savings over the life of the Plan.  

(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 11).   
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 On August 8, 2018, the Board entered an order docketing IPL’s application 

and setting a procedural schedule, which included a deadline for intervention and a 

hearing date of December 12, 2018.  In addition to the Office of Consumer Advocate 

(OCA), a division of the Iowa Department of Justice, six entities or groups intervened 

in this proceeding, namely:  the Environmental Law and Policy Center and the Iowa 

Environmental Council (ELPC/IEC); the Large Energy Group (LEG); the Iowa 

Business Energy Coalition (IBEC); Industrial Energy Applications, Inc. (IEA); the 

National Housing Trust (NHT); and Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement (ICCI) 

(collectively with IPL, the Parties).   

 On November 16, 2018, the Parties filed a “Joint Statement of the Issue,” 

numbering 24 primary issues, several with sub-issues or subparts.  For each primary 

and sub-issue, the Parties identified the party or parties that contested the issue and 

the witness or witnesses providing testimony on the issue. 

 On December 12, 2018, this proceeding came before the Board for hearing.  

IPL appeared through attorneys Andrew Hanson and Lissa Koop.  (Tr.1 p. 8).  

Attorneys Jennifer Johnson, Jennifer Easler, and Jeff Cook appeared on behalf of 

OCA.  (Tr. p. 8).  Attorney Joshua Mandelbaum appeared on behalf of ELPC/IEC.  

(Tr. p. 9).  LEG appeared through attorney Haley Van Loon.  (Tr. p. 9).  Attorney 

Thomas Goodhue appeared for IBEC.  (Tr. p. 10).  IEA appeared through its 

representative Byran McGlothlin.  (Tr. pp. 11-11).  Annika Brink appeared via webinar 

                                            
1.  “Tr.” shall refer to the transcript of the December 12, 2018 hearing, which has been uploaded in this 
Docket in the Board’s electric filing system. 
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on behalf of NHT.  (Tr. pp. 10-11).  Attorney Ivan Webber appeared on behalf of 

ICCI.  (Tr. p. 12). 

 The Board scheduled the submission of the Parties’ initial post-hearing briefs 

for January 11, 2019, and the deadline for submission of the Parties’ reply briefs as 

January 18, 2019.  (Tr. pp. 294-95).  On January 11, 2019, IEA, IBEC, LEG, 

ELPC/IEC, OCA, and IPL filed initial post-hearing briefs.  On January 18, 2019, 

ELPC/IEC, LEG, OCA, IPL, and IBEC filed reply briefs. 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 

As amended by Senate File 2311, Iowa Code § 476.6(13) and (15) (2019) 

contain the energy efficiency plan and energy efficiency implementation, cost review, 

and cost recovery requirements.  Section 476.6(13) provides “[e]lectric and gas 

utilities shall offer energy efficiency programs to their customers through energy 

efficiency plans.”  Energy efficiency programs offered by rate-regulated utilities 

pursuant to § 476.6(13) require Board approval.  Id.   

Energy efficiency and demand response plans must include a range of 

programs tailored to the needs of all customer classes, including residential, 

commercial and industrial customers.  Id. at § 476.6(15)(a)(1)(a).  The plans should 

also include programs for qualified low-income customers.  Id.   

As an overarching requirement, an energy efficiency plan as a whole must be 

cost-effective.  Id.  at § 476.6(13).  However, “[e]nergy efficiency programs for 

qualified low-income persons and for tree planting programs, educational programs, 
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and assessments of consumers’ needs for information to make effective choices 

regarding energy use and energy efficiency need not be cost-effective and shall not 

be considered in determining cost-effectiveness of plans as a whole.”  Id.  A “utility’s 

threshold of cost-effectiveness for its plan as a whole shall be a benefit/cost ratio of 

1.0 or greater.”  199 IAC 35.8(1)(e)(2). 

The 2018 Legislative amendments to the energy efficiency statute added limits 

to the Board’s authority over the budget of a utility’s plan.  Specifically,                       

§ 476.6(15)(c)(2) provides that for energy efficiency and demand response plans that 

are effective on or after January 1, 2019: 

The board shall not require a gas utility to adopt an energy efficiency 
plan that results in projected cumulative average annual costs that 
exceed one and one-half percent of the gas utility’s expected annual 
Iowa retail rate revenue from retail customers in the state, shall not 
require an electric utility to adopt an energy efficiency plan that results 
in projected cumulative average annual costs that exceed two percent 
of the electric utility’s expected annual Iowa retail rate revenue from 
retail customers in the state, and shall not require an electric utility to 
adopt a demand response plan that results in projected cumulative 
average annual costs that exceed two percent of the electric utility’s 
expected annual Iowa retail rate revenue from retail customers in the 
state. For purposes of determining the two percent threshold amount, 
the board shall exclude from an electric utility’s expected annual Iowa 
retail rate revenue the revenues expected from customers. 
 

The 2018 amendments further altered the energy efficiency provisions of chapter 476 

by allowing customers of a rate-regulated electric utility to request exemption from 

participation in that utility’s energy efficiency plan if, at the time approved by the 

Board, the energy efficiency plan and demand response plan have a cumulative rate-

payer impact test result of less than one.  Id. at § 476.6(15)(a)(1)(b).   
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III. ISSUES RAISED BY PARTIES 
 

As noted above, in their Joint Statement of the Issues, the Parties identified 24 

issues, several with subparts or sub-issues.  In the interest of clarity, each will be 

discussed in the order set forth in the Joint Statement of the Issues except for Issues 

2a (reasonableness of electric and natural gas savings targets) and 3 (cost-

effectiveness of Plan).  Because Issues 2a and 3 implicate the Plan as a whole, 

including its component programs that may be impacted based on the Board’s 

review, the Board will address Issues 2a and 3 at the conclusion.  

A. Issue 1:  Plan Requirements 

 The Parties framed Issue 1 as whether IPL’s proposed Plan is consistent with 

Iowa law, including amended Iowa Code § 476.6(13) and (15), 199 IAC 35.8, 199 

IAC 35.9, and 199 IAC 35.10.   

IPL argues its Plan meets the requirements of Iowa Code § 476.6(13) and (15) 

and the Board’s rules at 199 IAC chapter 35.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 16).  IPL states in 

developing the Plan, it utilizes a “seven-step process that included a review of 

historical program achievements, corporate priorities and guiding principles; 

collaboration and engagement with Iowa stakeholders; an assessment of energy 

efficiency and demand response potential; consideration of Iowa market dynamics 

and the evolving regulatory framework; and execution of a systematic process to 

establish realistic participation, energy savings and demand reduction targets and 

budgets for each program and the portfolio overall.”  (IPL Ellsworth Direct Testimony 
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p. 2).  IPL asserts its Plan includes a variety of programs for all customer classes that 

were designed based on historical participation trends as required under Iowa Code 

§ 476.6(15)(1)(a) and 199 IAC 35.8.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 16).  

IBEC disagrees, contending IPL’s proposed Plan is inconsistent with Iowa law 

because the projected cost-effectiveness test results are based on the misguided 

assumption that participation in the Nonresidential Interruptible program will remain 

relatively consistent despite the reduced program incentive.  (IBEC Initial Brief p. 3).  

IBEC asserts the Nonresidential Interruptible program provides $119 million of net 

benefits and is essentially “subsidizing” less cost-effective programs.  (IBEC 

Stephens Reply Testimony p. 6).  Therefore, according to IBEC, a reduction in the 

number of participants in the Nonresidential Interruptible program may significantly, 

and negatively, affect the benefit/cost analysis.  (IBEC Initial Brief pp. 3-5; IBEC 

Stephens Reply Testimony pp. 6-8).  IBEC contends that while IPL estimates 37 

current Nonresidential Interruptible program participants may leave the program for 

reasons including the reduction in the credit amount, evidence supporting IPL’s 

estimate is lacking.  (IBEC Initial Brief pp. 3-5; Tr. pp. 183-87).  Without such 

evidence, IBEC contends IPL cannot meet its burden in proving its Plan is 

reasonable and cost-effective as required under Iowa Code § 476.6(13) and (15).   

 On August 8, 2018, the Board issued an order finding IPL’s Plan “substantially 

complies” with the requirements set forth in Board rules.  In re: Interstate Power and 

Light Company, Docket No. EEP-2018-0003, “Order Docketing Application, Requiring 
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Additional Information, and Setting Procedural Schedule,” pp. 1-2 (Aug. 8, 2018).  

See 199 IAC 35.6(2) (stating each energy efficiency plan application “which meets 

the requirements of the chapter shall be docketed as a contested case proceeding”).  

No party filed an objection to the docketing of IPL’s Plan application nor did any Party 

contend the application failed to comply with any statutory provision or rule; and 

through this contested case proceeding, no Party presented evidence that IPL’s Plan 

fails to include the necessary elements or information as required by statute or rule. 

IBEC takes issue with a program included in the Plan (i.e., the Nonresidential 

Interruptible program), which the Board will discuss separately below.  See infra 

Issue 17a.  Additionally, IBEC contends the Plan is not cost-effective as required 

under § 476.6(13), and the Board will discuss the cost-effectiveness of the Plan as a 

separate issue.  See infra Issue 3. 

Focused squarely on whether IPL’s proposed Plan includes the necessary 

requirements and information as outlined in 199 IAC chapter 35 and Iowa Code        

§ 476.6, the Board finds in the affirmative.  IPL’s proposed Plan offers programs for 

all customer classes and includes programs for low-income persons as required 

under section 476.6(15)(a)(1)(a) and rule 35.8.  (Plan; Exhibit 1, pp. 9-10).  The Plan 

includes an assessment of potential, description of the proposed plans and budgets, 

annual goals by program and the plan as a whole, and a monitoring and evaluation 

plan.  (Plan; Exhibits 1, 2, 4, & 8).  IPL’s proposed budget for electric, demand 

response, and natural gas program spending do not exceed the budgetary criteria 
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established in § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony pp. 2-5).  Simply 

put, IPL’s proposed Plan includes all necessary components.  Therefore, with the 

caveat that the contested individual programs and the cost-effectiveness of the Plan 

will be discussed below, the Board finds IPL’s Plan contains the necessary elements 

as required by statute and rule. 

B. Issue 2b:  Energy Efficiency Savings Targets and Budgets – 
Reasonable Incentives 

 
 The Parties frame Issue 2b as whether IPL’s incentive payments in the 

proposed Plan overall are reasonable.  IPL designed incentive budgets to cover from 

10 percent to 50 percent of the incremental costs of a measure that reduces peak 

demand and saves energy.  (IPL Donnolly Direct Testimony p. 3).  IPL states its 

incentive levels provide meaningful financial support to help customers invest in 

higher efficiency equipment, mitigate the potential for free-ridership, encourage 

participation, and allow for an overall budget that offers equitable opportunities for 

customers in all customer classes to implement energy efficiency improvements.  

(IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 7).   

 According to IPL, “[r]obust incentives are key drivers for program participation 

and any reduction in incentives could impact IPL’s ability to achieve sufficient 

program participation to meet its energy savings targets.”  (IPL Ellsworth Reply 

Testimony p. 7).  OCA presented evidence indicating that while reducing incentive 

levels is one option to reduce program costs, such a reduction “also has the potential 

to reduce program participation and savings achieved through the program.”  (OCA 
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Loiter Amended Direct Testimony p. 19).  The Board finds that IPL’s incentive levels 

appear to be set at an appropriate level to encourage participation to meet IPL’s 

energy savings targets.  Consequently, the Board finds IPL’s approach to setting 

incentive levels is reasonable and supported by the evidence. 

C. Issue 2c:  Energy Efficiency Savings Targets and Budgets – 
IEC/CGRER 

 
 Issue 2c is framed as whether the Board should order that IPL exclude from 

the Plan budget funds directed to the Iowa Energy Center (IEC) and Center for 

Global and Regional Environmental Research (CGRER) through IPL’s Legislative 

Assessment.  In its proposed Plan budget, IPL included funds for the IEC and 

CGRER, also known as the “legislative assessment.”  The legislative assessment 

totals approximately $5.4 million, with $4.5 million in the electric budget and $900,000 

in the natural gas budget.  (IPL Application Exhibit 1, pp. 155-56). 

 OCA argues the Board should remove funding for IEC and CGRER from IPL’s 

proposed Plan budget and reallocate the funds to engage or preserve other energy 

efficiency programs.  (OCA Initial Brief pp. 10-11).  OCA observes that at hearing, 

IPL stated it would continue to pay the legislative assessment, but that the legislative 

assessment funds would not be contained in its energy efficiency plan.  (Tr. pp. 164-

66).  Therefore, OCA maintains the Board should require IPL to modify its proposed 

Plan to reallocate the natural gas portion of the legislative assessment to other 

programs as promised at hearing and to reallocate the electric portion to fund 
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supplemental weatherization and other low-income programs that were reduced or 

eliminated.  (OCA Reply Brief p. 3). 

ELPC/IEC argue IPL made a commitment at hearing to remove the legislative 

assessment funding from its budget through a plan modification.  (ELPC/IEC Initial 

Brief p. 19 (citing Tr. pp. 207, 211-212)).  ELPC/IEC assert that if the legislative 

assessment funds are removed from the Plan budget, IPL could increase spending 

for the electric and natural gas programs without exceeding the budget criteria 

contained in Iowa Code § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  (ELPC/IEC Brief pp. 19-20).  ELPC/IEC 

recommend the additional funds be used for low-income programs, a demand 

response solar pilot project, and an upstream/midstream heating, ventilation, and air 

conditioning (HVAC) pilot program.  (ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 20).   

 In response, IPL asserts the Board lacks the authority to order it to remove the 

legislative assessment from its proposed Plan budget.  (IPL Reply Brief p. 8).  IPL 

states that pursuant to Iowa law, the Board must allow IPL to include the legislative 

assessment in its Plan budget if IPL so chooses.  (IPL Reply Brief pp. 8-9).  See Iowa 

Code § 476.10A(1)(b) (stating the Board “shall allow inclusion” of the legislative 

assessed funds in a utility’s energy efficiency budget).   

If the only pertinent piece of information bearing on that issue was                   

§ 476.10A(1)(b), the Board may be in agreement.  In this situation, however, 

additional information is implicated, including IPL’s counsel’s professional statements 

to the Board.  See e.g., Gilbride v. Trunnelle, 620 N.W.2d 244, 251 (Iowa 2000) 

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on March 26, 2019, EEP-2018-0003



DOCKET NOS. EEP-2018-0003 & TF-2018-0010 
PAGE 13   
 
 
(providing a “professional statement” is a statement of fact presented to the court by 

an attorney connected with the matter before the court designed and calculated to 

aid or influence the court); Frunzar v. Allied Prop. & Cas. Inc. Co., 548 N.W.2d 880, 

888 (Iowa 1996) (holding that under Iowa law, “professional statements are treated 

as affidavits”).  During hearing, the following exchange occurred: 

[IPL Counsel]:  
What I’m saying is with respect to this plan, there’s this plan and 

then there’s legislative assessment funding. 
IPL will, of course, continue to make the required legislative 

assessment funds – to make those payments.  Those funds simply 
would not be paid through the energy efficiency plan that we presented 
to the Board.  Does that make sense? 

So some portion of the legislative assessment fund may still go to 
energy efficiency.  They wouldn’t necessarily go through IPL’s plan.  
Does that make sense? 

 . . . . 
 

Board Member Lozier:  
Well, a follow-up question that I have is if you take that out of the 

plan expenditures, would you increase plan expenditures someplace 
else? 
 
[IPL Counsel]:  

Well, there are a couple options that I’m authorized to mention in 
response to that particular question.  We anticipated that.   

With respect to natural gas, we could use the $900,000 that is 
attributed to the natural gas spend toward things like supplemental 
weatherization or other natural gas measures.  We’re not sure what 
those measures are going to be yet. 

With respect to the electric program, I think you heard testimony 
this morning that IPL has endeavored to identify cost-effective 
measures that are based on market demand.  There aren’t any 
additional measures that IPL is aware of that would be appropriate for 
inclusion.  However, you also heard that IPL is going to continue to fund 
participation as participation rises on specific programs and measures, 
and that money might be a source of funding for the additional 
participation. 
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(Tr. pp.166-67).  See also Tr. p. 211 (IPL’s witness suggesting that some of the 

electric funds could potentially be used for pilot opportunities).  While IPL may be 

correct that the Board could not require that IPL remove the funds from the Plan 

under § 476.10A(1)(b), Iowa law has long recognized that “a party is bound by the 

statements or agreements made by his counsel.”  Snittjer Grain Co. v. Koch, 246 

Iowa 1118, 1128, 71 N.W.2d 29, 33 (1955).  However, whether the Board possesses 

the authority to order IPL to exclude the funds from the Plan may largely be an 

academic exercise as IPL states it does not object to excluding the legislative 

assessment funds from its electric and natural gas budgets.  (IPL Initial Brief pp. 58-

59; IPL Reply Brief pp. 8-9).   

 With respect to the $900,000 of the legislative assessment allocated to the 

natural gas programs, IPL intends to make those funds available for use for 

supplemental weatherization projects for low-income customers until the funding 

requirement expires on July 1, 2022.  (Tr. pp. 166-67; IPL Initial Brief pp. 59-60; IPL 

Reply Brief p. 9).  With respect to the $4.5 million of the legislative assessment 

allocated to the electric programs, IPL asserts it does not intend to reallocate the 

funds to electric programs that IPL designed based on customer demand.  (IPL Initial 

Brief p. 59).  However, based on the statements and testimony provided at hearing, 

the Board understands IPL will make the $4.5 million available if program customer 

participation exceeds amounts budgeted.  (Tr. pp. 166-67, 210-12).  In addition, 
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subject to plan modifications, the Board understands IPL will explore use of the $4.5 

million on pilot programs and other programs.  (Tr. pp. 211-12). 

 In light of these understandings, the Board finds IPL’s budgets for its energy 

efficiency and demand response programs are reasonable.  IPL is required to revise 

its Plan budgets to remove the legislative assessment funding.  By removing the 

legislative assessment funding, the relationship between the projected spending for 

energy efficiency and demand response and the § 476.6(15)(e)(2) budget criteria will 

be clarified.  IPL is also required to file a plan modification if it intends to use the 

legislative assessment funds for new programs or pilot programs.  The Board will 

allow IPL to recover energy efficiency and demand response expenditures up to 1.5 

percent of natural gas retail revenue and 2 percent of electric retail revenue through 

the energy efficiency cost recovery (EECR) factor.  Further, the Board will allow the 

IEC and CGRER assessment-funding, if in excess of those percentages, to be 

recovered through the EECR.   

D. Issue 2d:  Energy Efficiency Savings Targets and Budgets – 
Assessment of Potential 

 
 Issue 2d is whether the Board should order a less extensive and expensive 

Assessment of Potential during the 2019-2023 Plan.   

 While recognizing an assessment of potential study is required under Iowa 

Code § 476.6(15), OCA recommends the study not be extensive and expensive.  

(OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 17-18).  According to OCA, because 

plan design is currently budget driven, rather than being driven by achievable 
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potential goals, and because assessment of potential studies can be costly, IPL 

should be mindful of the study’s cost.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 

17-18).  In response, IPL agrees to work with stakeholders and other investor-owned 

utilities in Iowa to collaborate on the review of the Board’s administrative rules 

concerning an assessment of potential.  See Docket No. RMU-2016-0018 (Board’s 

rule-making docket reviewing chapter 35).   

 Section 476.6(15)(b) requires rate-regulated gas and electric utilities to 

“assess potential energy and capacity savings available from actual and projected 

customer usage by applying commercially available technology and improved 

operating practices to energy-using equipment and buildings.”  The Board agrees the 

breadth and expense of the study may be addressed in the chapter 35 rule-making 

proceeding.  On January 23, 2019, the Board commenced chapter 35 rule making 

and as of the date of this order, is engaged in the rule-making process.  In re: Review 

of Energy Efficiency Planning and Cost Review, Docket No. RMU-2016-0018, “Order 

Commencing Rule Making,” (Jan. 23, 2019).   

E. Issue 4:  Avoided Costs 
 

 Issue 4 is whether IPL has properly calculated avoided costs in accordance 

with 199 IAC 35.9(7).  According to rule 35.9(7), a plan for an electric utility must 

include avoided capacity and energy costs, and IPL included that information in 

Application, Exhibit 12.  IPL asserts its avoided capacity costs were calculated in 

compliance with the Board’s administrative rules and are based on the assumption 
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that the new supply option would be a generic combustion turbine as a means of 

satisfying all projected capacity shortfalls in the 20-year planning horizon.  (IPL 

Vognsen Direct Testimony pp. 1-2).  IPL states the actual market value of capacity is 

not the same as the proxy costs and not the same as the rates for capacity 

purchases from a qualified facility under 199 IAC 15.5.  (IPL Vognsen Direct 

Testimony pp. 2-3).  In calculating the avoided capacity cost, IPL assumes a reserve 

margin of 13 percent and a 2.1 percent generation line loss.  (IPL Vognsen Direct 

Testimony pp. 3-4).  IPL’s overall demand loss factor was 5.66 percent based on its 

2015 distribution loss study (3.06 percent) and information published by Midcontinent 

Independent System Operator (MISO) regarding ITC Midwest transmission losses 

(2.6 percent).  (IPL Vognsen Direct Testimony pp. 3-4).  IPL assumes generation 

losses to be transformer losses to step up voltage from generation to transmission 

voltage levels and transmission losses to be those associated with transmission line 

losses, plus transformer losses, to step down to distribution voltage.  (IPL Vognsen 

Direct Testimony pp. 3-4).  In addition, IPL assumes distribution losses are losses 

related to distribution line losses, plus transformer losses, to step down from primary 

to secondary voltage.  (IPL Vognsen Direct Testimony pp. 3-4).   

 IPL bases the avoided energy costs on the marginal costs of IPL’s generating 

units or purchases over the 20-year planning horizon using Electric Generation 

Expansion Analysis System (EGEAS) modeling.  (IPL Vognsen Direct Testimony     

p. 4).  IPL bases the avoided capacity costs for transmission on ITC Midwest 2018 
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Attachment O, and bases the avoided capacity costs for distribution on the 

embedded costs from IPL’s 2016 FERC Form 1.  (IPL Vognsen Direct Testimony   

pp. 5-7).  IPL did not adjust avoided transmission costs and avoided distribution costs 

for reserve margin or externalities; rather, IPL adjusted only for line losses.  (IPL 

Vognsen Direct Testimony pp. 6, 8).  IPL used escalation rates of 2 percent, 3 

percent, and 1.8 percent for generation, transmission, and distribution, respectively.  

(IPL Vognsen Direct Testimony p. 8). 

 OCA agrees with IPL’s methodology for the calculation of its avoided energy 

costs.  (OCA Munoz Direct Testimony p. 9).  OCA further agrees with IPL’s method to 

calculate transmission and distribution avoided costs, but contends a few 

inconsistencies exist “in IPL’s use of inputs and assumptions to derive avoided 

generation, transmission, and distribution capacity cost, and between the use of input 

values between generation, transmission, and distribution capacity.”  (OCA Munoz 

Direct Testimony p. 11).  Specifically, OCA contends IPL used different escalation 

rates for avoided generation (2 percent), transmission (3 percent), and distribution 

(1.8 percent) and failed to explain why.  (OCA Munoz Direct Testimony p. 12).  

Consequently, OCA recommends the Board utilize escalator assumptions used by 

MidAmerican Energy Company (MidAmerican) for computing avoided capacity cost.  

(OCA Munoz Direct Testimony p. 12). 

In response, IPL states its demand loss factors should not be expected to be 

the same as MidAmerican’s because each utility has different customer bases in their 
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systems, different generation sources, and different system load characteristics.  (IPL 

Vognsen Reply Testimony p. 3).  In addition, IPL notes its demand losses in the 

proposed Plan are the same as those used in IPL’s class cost of service study in 

Docket No. RPU-2017-0001 and in its Cogeneration and Small Power Production 

tariff filing in Docket No. TF-2016-0290.  (IPL Vognsen Reply Testimony pp. 2-3).   

Finally, IPL observes the Board’s administrative rules neither require that all utilities 

use the same loss factor nor dictate how to calculate the loss factor.  (IPL Vognsen 

Reply Testimony pp. 3-4).  See generally 199 IAC 35.9(7)(a) (Board’s avoided 

capacity costs rule).   

With respect to its cost escalators, IPL explains the 2.3 percent is derived from 

U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) data and was apportioned across 

generation, transmission, and distribution:  ((2 percent + 3 percent + 1.8 percent)/3 = 

2.26 percent).  (IPL Vognsen Reply Testimony p. 4).  Again, IPL observes the 

Board’s rules do not prescribe a specific cost escalator for transmission or distribution 

and rule 35.9(6)(c)(8) simply requires an adjustment rate be provided for avoided 

generation capacity, which IPL met.  (IPL Vognsen Reply Testimony pp. 4-5).  

Finally, IPL notes that while criticizing IPL’s cost escalation estimates, OCA failed to 

provide alternative estimates.  (IPL Vognsen Reply Testimony p. 5). 

 OCA presented two primary concerns relating to IPL’s avoided cost calculation 

(i.e., the difference between IPL’s and MidAmerican’s demand loss factors and IPL’s 

cost escalation factors).  In response to Board questioning at hearing, OCA opined 
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IPL provided satisfactory responses to those issues.  (Tr. p. 264).  The Board 

independently examined IPL’s calculated avoided cost and concurs with OCA that 

IPL’s responses are reasonable.  The differences between MidAmerican’s and IPL’s 

customer base, generation sources, and system load characteristics explains the 

difference in their demand loss factors and IPL utilized a reasonable methodology in 

calaculating its cost escalators.  Therefore, the Board will approve IPL’s avoided cost 

as presented in its Plan filing. 

F. Issues 5a, 5b, and 5c:  Residential Prescriptive Rebates 
 

 Issue 5 contains six sub-issues, the first three of which may be discussed 

collectively.  Issue 5a is whether IPL should have a Quality Installation program in 

place when the Residential Prescriptive Rebates Program begins in 2019.  Issue 5b 

is framed as whether IPL should retain air source heat pumps (ASHP) as a measure 

while the Technical Reference Manual (TRM) evaluates savings when fuel-switching 

occurs.  Finally, Issue 5c is whether IPL should retain mini-split heat pumps and 

geothermal heat pumps as measures. 

IPL’s proposed Residential Equipment program provides rebates to residential 

customers in new and existing homes to promote the purchase of energy efficiency 

equipment such as natural gas furnaces, central air conditioners, ASHPs, geothermal 

heat pumps, mini-split air source heat pumps, advanced power strips, room air 

purifiers, electric heat pump water heaters, and advanced smart thermostats.  

(Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 49-55).  The rebates are designed to cover approximately 
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40 percent of the incremental measure cost for typical measures and approximately 

50 percent of the incremental cost for measures that reduce peak demand and save 

energy.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 51). 

OCA contends IPL should have a quality installation policy in place when the 

Plan begins in 2019 to assure that rebated measures achieve their full energy 

savings.  (OCA Parker Direct Testimony pp. 35-36).  OCA also argues IPL should not 

provide incentives for the ASHP measure until the TRM fully addresses and resolves 

the issues of: 1) defining an appropriate baseline for ASHPs for customers who 

switch to an electric ASHP or do not use natural gas as a heating fuel; and 2) 

determining whether ASHPs can deliver cost-effective natural gas savings in cold 

climates.  (OCA Parker Direct Testimony pp. 35-37; OCA Initial Brief p. 16). 

 IPL contends its exclusion of the quality installation requirements is 

reasonable because of the program’s high costs and minimal savings and because 

IPL’s natural gas budget is already at the budget criteria under § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  

(IPL Initial Brief p. 25; OCA Parker Direct, Exhibit 2 “Response to OCA DR No. 29”).  

IPL argues rebates for the ASHPs and the mini-split heat pumps are reasonable 

because a plan should provide a range of measures and programs that are of 

interest to its customers and contends restricting incentives for these measures 

would inhibit customer participation and reduce savings.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 26; IPL 

Reply Brief p. 10).   
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 The record is devoid of evidence from which the Board can determine the 

amount of additional costs incurred should it order the implementation of the quality 

installation policy.  Implementation would add costs in some amount and IPL is at the 

§ 476.6(15)(c)(2) natural gas budget criteria.  Further, the Parties did not present 

evidence as to how implementation would affect the ratepayer impact measure (RIM) 

test, if at all.  Regardless, the evidence suggests the costs outweigh the benefits.  

Therefore, the Board will not require IPL to adopt quality installation requirements in 

its Plan. 

 At hearing, the Board questioned IPL regarding whether ASHPs can deliver 

cost-effective natural gas savings in cold climates.  (Tr. p. 128).  While opining 

ASHPs continue to offer savings, IPL committed to continued work with the TRM 

committee on this issue and, if the evidence suggest ASHPs are no longer a viable 

option, IPL will consider alternatives.  (Tr. pp. 128-29). 

While evidence suggests neither ASHPs nor mini-split heat pumps produce 

cost-effective savings, IPL explains some measures are included for reasons other 

than their cost-effectiveness, such as customer demand.  According to IPL, removal 

of measures sought by customers may inhibit participation, which, in turn, may 

reduce savings.  Further, § 476.6(13) does not require each program be cost-

effective; rather, the statute requires the plan as a whole be cost-effective.  Given 

IPL’s commitment to work with the TRM committee and because each measure does 
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produce savings, albeit perhaps not cost-effective savings, the Board approves IPL’s 

incentives for the ASHPs and mini-split heat pumps.   

G. Issue 5d:  Residential Prescriptive Rebates – Code Compliance for 
New Homes 

 
Issue 5d is framed as whether IPL should ensure code compliance on new 

homes before issuing a rebate.  Under IPL’s proposed Plan, rebates for new 

construction are designed to cover approximately 60 percent of the equivalent rebate 

available to an existing home.  (Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 51-52).  IPL will not require 

energy building code compliance before issuing rebates for new home construction.  

(OCA Parker Direct, Exhibit 2 “Response to OCA DR No. 29”).  OCA contends IPL 

should implement a process to ensure energy building code compliance for new 

homes before issuing rebates.  (OCA Parker Direct Testimony pp. 37-38). 

IPL supports OCA’s recommendation.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 3).  

IPL will require that participating customers confirm that the energy efficient 

equipment installation occurs in a code-compliant structure.  (IPL Donnolly Reply 

Testimony p. 3).  IPL reasons that customer verification is the best option for assuring 

energy code compliance because there is no state agency or state-approved 

authority that verifies energy code compliance.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 3). 

According to OCA, building code compliance is often a low-cost means for 

ensuring efficiency.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 17).  The Board finds IPL’s decision to 

ensure energy code compliance through a customer verification process to be 

sensible for the reasons set forth above and approves the same.   
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H. Issue 5e:  Residential Prescriptive Rebates – On-Bill Financing 
 
Issue 5e is whether IPL should offer on-bill financing for program participants.  

ICCI advocates in favor of inclusion of the Pay as You Save (PAYS) model in the 

Plan.   

According to ICCI, under the PAYS model, a utility invests in energy efficiency 

upgrades at customer sites without the customer making an initial financial 

contribution to the upgrade.  (ICCI Ohloff Direct Testimony p. 4).  Through the use of 

a tariff, the utility then places a fixed charge on the customer’s monthly bill that is less 

than the estimated savings generated by the upgrade.  (ICCI Ohloff Direct Testimony 

p. 4).  Until the investment is recovered, the PAYS charge is fixed to the property, as 

opposed to the individual resident or residents, and automatically transfers to future 

customers at that location.  (ICCI Ohloff Direct Testimony p. 4).   

With respect to the details, ICCI states the customer wishing to participate in 

the program enters into an agreement with the utility that allows the utility to make the 

initial energy upgrade and recover its costs with an additional charge on the 

customer’s bill up to 80 percent of the estimated savings from the upgrade during 80 

percent of the life of the upgrade.  (ICCI Ohloff Direct Testimony pp. 4-5).  In the 

event the upgrade is not cost-effective, ICCI states the customer can make an initial 

co-payment to buy down the cost of the upgrade.  (ICCI Ohloff Direct Testimony       

p. 5).  ICCI contends this model results in customers enjoying an immediate and 

sustained cash flow and once the utility recovers its costs for the upgrade and the 
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monthly charge terminates, the customer’s bill is reduced even further as a result of 

the energy savings from the upgrade and the removal of the PAYS charge.  (ICCI 

Ohloff Direct Testimony pp. 4-5).   

Similarly, OCA argues the PAYS financing model provides a means for low-

income customers to pay for high-impact items.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 15).  OCA 

contends the PAYS model would potentially yield the best results in a territory 

comprised of a large number of inefficient, older single-family or multi-family homes 

because payback periods depend on savings amounts and older, less efficient 

homes often correlate with low-income customers.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 15).  OCA 

also notes that IPL has a significant number of older homes in its service territory that 

could benefit from high-impact items invested in it by using the PAYS financing 

model.  (OCA Initial Brief pp. 15-16). 

IPL researched and analyzed the PAYS model and found it to be infeasible.  

(Tr. p. 64).  IPL determined that for a low- to moderate-income customer, the 

payback period could be up to 71 years – a period IPL determined would impose an 

unreasonable burden on customers.  (Tr. p. 56, 67).  In addition, IPL asserted it was 

unable to locate data from other jurisdictions from which the success of the program 

could be assessed.  (Tr. pp. 64-65).    

First and foremost, the Board questions whether it possesses the statutory 

authority to require IPL to include a PAYS model.  Prior to the 2018 energy efficiency 

amendments, the Iowa Code provided the Board with authority to require a rate-
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regulated utility to implement energy efficiency financing.  Specifically, § 476.6(17) 

(2018) provided: 

The board may require each rate-regulated gas or electric public utility 
to offer qualified customers the opportunity to enter into an agreement 
for the amount of moneys reasonably necessary to finance cost-
effective energy efficiency improvements to the qualified customers’ 
residential dwellings or businesses. 
 

However, the 2018 amendments removed this provision.  2018 Iowa Acts ch. 1135,   

§ 12.  

It is well established that legislative intent may be expressed through 

omission, as well as the inclusion, and “a change is presumed when a new statute 

does not contain language included in a former version of the law.”  State v. Breach, 

630 N.W.2d 598, 600 (Iowa 2001) (citing Marcus v. Young, 538 N.W.2d 285, 289 

(Iowa 1995); State v. Allison, 5756 N.W.2d 371, 373 (Iowa 1998)).  In other words, 

“[w]hen an amendment to a statute adds or deletes words, a change in the law is 

presumed” and this Board must assume the Legislature “sought to accomplish some 

purpose” with the amendment.  Homan v. Branstad, 887 N.W.2d 153, 166 (Iowa 

2016) (citing Davis v. State, 682 N.W.2d 58, 61 (Iowa 2004)).   

Because the Legislature removed the statutory language that vested the 

Board with discretion to require that utilities provide energy efficiency financing and in 

light of the above-cited standards, the Board concludes the Legislature intended to 

remove this discretion from the Board.  Phrased differently, because of the 
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amendment, the Board finds it lacks the statutory authority to compel IPL to include 

the PAYS model. 

 However, even assuming, arguendo, such authority still remains, the Board 

finds the evidence does not support the inclusion of the PAYS model.  In order to 

create the program, IPL would incur implementation and administrative costs.  

Beyond those costs, IPL would incur additional program costs.  While ICCI contends 

the program is self-funded (i.e., IPL’s initial expenditures are recouped from 

customers over time), IPL would be required to expend funds on the front end to 

make the upgrade purchases.  The record contains no evidence establishing whether 

those funds should come from other programs and, if so, in what amounts, or 

whether IPL should be required to spend in excess of the § 476.6(15)(c)(2) criteria.  If 

budgets from other programs should be reduced to fund the PAYS model, there is no 

evidence in the record as to whether the cost-effectiveness of those other programs 

would be altered, if at all, and whether the cost-effectiveness and RIM results of the 

entire Plan would change.   

In sum, because it lacks the statutory authority to compel a rate-regulated 

utility to offer energy efficiency financing and because the evidence in the record 

neither supports the PAYS model nor explains the consequences should IPL be 

required to offer the PAYS model, the Board will not require that IPL offer an on-bill 

financing program as part of its Plan. 
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I. Issue 5f:  Residential Prescriptive Rebates – Dealer Network 
 
Issue 5f is whether IPL should continue to build the Dealer Network, require 

participation in the Dealer Network for all trade allies in the sale or installation of 

program measures, and continue to offer dealer incentives.  IPL’s Dealer Network 

consists of dealers and trade organizations that sell high-efficiency equipment.  

(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 151).  IPL provides information to the dealers about its 

programs and provides support for the dealers to promote IPL’s energy efficiency 

programs.  (Application, Exhibit 1, pp.  pp. 50, 148, 151-152). 

OCA contends education and trade ally engagement could be used as primary 

approaches for achieving energy efficiency and may include dealer incentives, 

education, public broadcasting, social media and marketing, upstream retail 

programs and market transformation.  (OCA Parker Direct Testimony pp. 14-15).  

OCA takes issue with IPL’s proposed discontinuance of dealer incentives because, 

according to OCA, incentives motivate participation.  (OCA Davison Direct Testimony 

p. 18).  Therefore, OCA recommends IPL continue to offer the Dealer Network with 

two modifications, namely:  1) make participation in the Dealer Network a 

requirement for all trade allies involved in the sale or installation of program 

measures, and 2) continue dealer incentives.  (OCA Davison Direct Testimony       

pp. 19-20). 

IPL disagrees with OCA’s recommendations.  With respect to the suggestion 

that dealers be required to participate in the Dealer Network, IPL contends requiring 
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a customer to hire particular dealers could impose barriers to customer participation 

and increase customer costs.  (Tr. p. 129).  With respect to the discontinuance of 

dealer incentives, IPL argues its approach is reasonable because contractors 

typically already stock and install energy efficiency equipment due to market 

transformation and do not require additional incentives to do so.  (IPL Initial Brief      

p. 27).   

The Board finds IPL’s discontinuance of dealer incentives to be reasonable 

and constitutes a sensible approach to managing program costs without reducing 

customer rebates.  See IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 7 (noting trade ally 

education, promotion, and training increases program administrative costs, have no 

direct impact on energy savings, and are not measureable).  In addition, the Board 

finds IPL’s decision against mandating dealer participation in the Dealers Network is 

supported by the record.  Such mandatory participation could limit customer choices, 

impose barriers to customer participation, and increase customer costs.  (Tr. pp. 129-

30).  Therefore, the Board approves IPL’s Dealer Network Program as proposed in 

Exhibit 1 of its Application. 

J. Issues 6a and 6b:  Home Energy Assessment 
 
The Parties identify Issue 6a as whether IPL should continue to offer walk-

through Home Energy Assessments and incentives for retrofit measures such as 

insulations and air sealing.  The Parties frame issue 6b as whether IPL should offer 

direct-install kits as part of participation in the online Home Energy Assessment. 
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In lieu of a walk-through assessment, IPL proposes providing an online energy 

assessment.  (IPL Application, Exhibit 1, p. 56).  The online system allows an IPL 

customer to conduct a home self-assessment by entering key information pertaining 

to the customer’s home.  (IPL Application, Exhibit 1, p. 56).  The online assessment 

utilizes an algorithm, which uses the information supplied by the customer and other 

factors such as local weather, to determine energy-saving opportunities, and the 

customer receives the energy-savings potential of the home along with an action plan 

to prioritize energy efficiency upgrade investments.  (IPL Application, Exhibit 1,         

p. 56).  IPL asserts it intends to discontinue offering walk-through assessments and 

direct-install kits because the program is largely a natural gas program that is costly 

and not cost-effective.  (Tr. pp. 41, 89-90; OCA Hearing Exhibit 106).   

OCA recommends the Board require IPL to retain its walk-through 

assessment, contending it is a fundamental step to assisting customers with more 

complex energy efficient measure installations, including insulation and infiltration.  

(OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony p. 42).  OCA states walk-through 

assessments could be offered as part of the Plan’s educational component to avoid 

affecting its cost-effectiveness.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 42-43).  

See Iowa Code § 476.6(13) (providing educational programs “need not be cost-

effective and shall not be considered in determining cost-effectiveness of plans as a 

whole”).  Alternatively, OCA suggests IPL offer a direct-installation kit to customers 

as part of the online audit.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony p. 43). 
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In its 2014-2018 plan, IPL offered walk-through assessments, which 

ELPC/IEC contend is superior to IPL’s proposed online assessment.  (ELPC/IEC 

Initial Brief p. 8).  ELPC/IEC argue the online assessment will reach fewer customers 

and serve them less effectively than an in-person assessment.  (ELPC/IEC Initial 

Brief p. 8).  ELPC/IEC concur with OCA’s assertion that IPL can reinstate on-site 

assessments without affecting the overall RIM test by making the assessments part 

of IPL’s education program.  (ELPC/IEC Johannsen Rebuttal Testimony p. 5).   

The Board notes IPL will continue to offer free in-home energy assessments 

for low-income customers under the Low-Income Weatherization program.  (IPL 

Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 15; Tr.  pp. 35-36, 151).  In addition, IPL’s proposed 

Home Energy Assessment program is open to a broader group of customers 

compared to the current program.  (Tr. p. 91).  Under its current program, in-home 

energy assessments are only available for natural-gas heated homes older than 10 

years; however, under the proposed program, the online assessment will be available 

to all homeowners and renters regardless of location or the fuel received from IPL.  

(Tr. p. 91; IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 15; Application, Exhibit 1, p. 56).  In the 

event a customer lacks internet access or otherwise needs assistance with the online 

assessment, IPL customer service representatives are available to assist.  (IPL Initial 

Brief p. 30).   

The Board finds that the program is not cost-effective with significant 

administrative costs and small savings.  (Tr. pp. 89-90, 151).  To require IPL retain in-
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home assessments and kit distribution would require IPL to exceed the natural gas 

budget criteria in § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  While ELPC/IEC argues there is budget space 

available to fund the walk-through program, that budget room is only available on the 

electric side and the majority of this program’s budget is related to natural gas.  

Further, although OCA and ELPC/IEC correctly note in-home assessments could be 

offered as part of the Plan’s education component to avoid adversely affecting the 

Plan’s cost-effectiveness, funding for walk-through assessments would need to be 

moved from other natural gas programs, which could change the RIM scores of those 

programs.   

For these reasons, the Board finds IPL’s online assessment reasonable and 

approves the program as proposed.  Because of low cost-effectiveness results and 

with the intent of reducing energy efficiency costs given the budget criteria in             

§ 476.6(15)(c)(2), IPL reasonably decided to replace in-home assessments with 

online assessments.  IPL agrees to help customers who lack access to the internet or 

otherwise require assistance to complete the online assessment.  Per OCA’s request, 

IPL will direct its third-party evaluator to use participation data to analyze the 

program’s effectiveness at converting participants to taking energy-savings actions 

through IPL’s other energy efficiency programs.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony      

p. 16)  See also OCA Parker Direct Testimony pp. 41-42 (recommending IPL track 

online assessment participants’ conversion rates as this program may be a primary 

entry point for customer participation in other residential energy efficiency programs).   
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Finally, the Board will not require that IPL provide direct-installation kits as part 

of its Home Energy Assessment program.  As set forth above, the kits are primarily a 

natural gas measure and IPL’s natural gas budget is at the § 476.6(15)(c)(2) criteria.  

(OCA Hearing Exhibit 106).  In addition, the kits offer minimal savings and the 

savings that can be obtained are difficult to verify.  (OCA Hearing Exhibit 106). 

K. Issues 7a and 7b:  Home Energy Reports 
 
Issue 7a is whether IPL should expand its Home Energy Reports program 

from a pilot to a full program and Issue 7b is whether IPL has reasonably projected 

the savings from the Home Energy Reports (HERs) program. 

The HERs program is a new program that IPL first offered as a pilot program 

in 2016.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 68).  Under the program, IPL intends to send to 

select residential customers a personalized household report that contains tips, tools, 

and energy efficiency program recommendations.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 68).  

Each report combines utility data and available demographic data to provide the 

customer a comparison of that customer’s own energy usage to the prior year and to 

other similar homes, an explanation of how the customer’s home is using energy 

based on the home profile, energy efficiency educational material and tips, and 

messaging to encourage the customer to visit the program web portal.  (Application, 

Exhibit 1, p. 69).  Originally, the pilot program served 40,000 IPL customers, which 

IPL proposes to expand by 100,000 new participants in 2019 and by approximately 

15,000 customers per year thereafter.  (Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 68, 70-71).  IPL 
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proposes to send out eight reports in the first two years of a customer’s participation, 

decrease to six reports in year three, and decrease to four reports each year 

thereafter.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 69). 

OCA contends the program has not been shown to generate electric savings 

and until such time as electric savings are proven, IPL should not expand the 

program.  (OCA Davison Direct Testimony p. 10).  While IPL contends this program 

will account for 11.6 percent of electric savings in the Plan, OCA asserts the available 

data reveals the program produces no statistically significant electric savings.  (OCA 

Davison Direct Exhibit 2, p. 6; Application, Exhibit 1, p. 71).    

ELPC/IEC assert IPL designed the program to obtain savings by influencing 

customer behavior.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony p. 28).  ELPC/IEC 

contend the program may be effective at capturing short-term savings but because 

the savings do not persist for the long-term, the program’s cost-effectiveness is poor.  

(EPLC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony p. 28).   

In response, IPL asserts sufficient information and data gathered from the pilot 

during 2016 to 2018, along with third-party evaluation data from other utilities, show 

that the program will produce actual, meaningful energy efficiency savings for IPL’s 

residential customers.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony pp. 4-11).  IPL states it 

engaged in two levels of analysis to estimate projected savings.  (IPL Donnolly Reply 

Testimony p. 4).  First, Tendril, Inc., IPL’s program vendor, tracked savings based on 

actual bill comparisons with “pilot legacy wave participants,” which is a similar 
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methodology to the Behavioral Program Evaluation Report, and shows increased 

electric savings in 2018.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 5).  Second, IPL 

examined the experience of other utilities around the country and states that in the 

last decade, the program has shown to produce electric savings in third-party 

measurement and verification in over 100 program evaluations in the United States.  

(IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 5).  For example, IPL notes that:  (1) the American 

Council for an Energy-Efficiency Economy (ACEEE) reports that after year two, the 

HERs programs achieve 1.2 percent to 2.2 percent in electric savings; (2) the 

Cadmus Group, in its Winter 2014/2015 report, estimated a 1.5 percent to 2.5 

percent savings across programs; and (3) Tendril implemented this program for Duke 

Energy Indiana and showed electric savings of approximately 1.4 percent as verified 

by the third-party evaluator.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony pp. 5-6).  Based on its 

research and available data, IPL states it used conservative savings estimates for its 

HERs program as follows:  Year 1, 0.50 percent; Year 2, 0.75 percent; Year 3, 1.00 

percent; Year 4, 1.15 percent; and Year 5, 1.35 percent.  (IPL Donnolly Reply 

Testimony p. 6).   

Whether IPL should expand the HERs program from a pilot program to a full 

Plan program boils down to energy savings.  Based on the evidence in the record, 

the Board finds the projected savings for the HERs program to be reasonable and 

approves IPL’s HERs program as proposed.  IPL provided extensive analysis of 

projected program savings and used conservative estimates supported by the results 
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achieved in similar programs throughout the United States.  While OCA notes the first 

year of the pilot did not generate savings, IPL counters that the pilot is showing 

increased electric savings in 2018.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony pp. 4-5).  In 

response to ELPC/IEC’s concern with the program’s cost-effectiveness, IPL responds 

that the estimated cost per kWh saved is projected to decrease over the five-year 

Plan, which will increase the annual cost-effectiveness of the program.  (IPL Donnolly 

Reply Testimony pp. 10-11).   

However, the Board shares OCA’s concerns regarding the potential for 

double-counting savings.  See OCA Davison Direct Testimony pp. 10-11 

(recommending IPL conduct Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification (EM&V) to 

analyze the potential for the double counting of savings).  In conformance with its 

commitment, the Board expects IPL to direct its third-party evaluator to remove other 

energy efficiency savings from the Home Energy Reports program savings analysis 

to eliminate the potential for double counting.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 15). 

L. Issues 8a and 8b:  Low-Income Weatherization Program 
 
The Parties framed Issue 8a as whether IPL should increase budget levels for 

low-income programs, including supplemental weatherization, and Issue 8b as 

whether IPL should allocate a portion, and if so, what amount, of its customer 

contribution fund (Hometown Care Fund) to offer supplemental weatherization to low-

income households. 
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IPL’s proposed Low-Income Weatherization program is available to 

homeowners and renters whose income level is at or below 200 percent of the 

federal poverty level.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 74).  IPL implements the program 

jointly with other Iowa investor-owned utilities and the program offers a 

comprehensive energy assessment with installation of cost-effective energy 

efficiency upgrades for qualifying customers.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 74).  Under 

the program, IPL provides assessments, direct installation measures, and 

weatherization retrofit measures at no cost to qualifying customers.  (Application, 

Exhibit 1, p. 75).  IPL anticipates the program will produce 1,184 MWh of electricity 

energy savings and 389,013 therms of natural gas savings, which equates to 0.2 

percent of electricity savings and 15.8 percent of natural gas savings under the Plan.  

(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 77).  IPL argues its program spending is reasonably tailored 

to its customers’ needs and reflective of the purposes of the budget criteria contained 

in § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  (IPL Initial Brief p. 36). 

OCA, NHT, and the ELPC/IEC express concern over the level of funding 

allocated to low-income programs.  (OCA Kruger Direct Testimony pp. 33-34; NHT 

Brink Rebuttal Testimony pp. 9-13; ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony pp. 49-53).  

OCA argues IPL’s service territory contains a significant number of older homes, 

which often correlates with low-income customers.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 15).  In its 

Application, IPL asserts its Iowa service territory contains approximately 52,000 low- 

and limited-income residential electric and natural gas customers.  (Application, 
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Exhibit 1, p. 76).  NHT contends low-income customers typically have fewer energy 

efficiency measures, suffer higher energy burdens, and face some of the highest 

barriers to installing energy efficiency measures.  (NHT Brink Rebuttal Testimony     

p. 10).  Low-income customers face unaffordable energy bills and have a large 

portion of their income going to pay these energy costs.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal 

Testimony p. 48).   

 ELPC/IEC contend the Board should require that IPL increase spending for 

the low-income programs because the IPL’s proposed budget does not meet the 

needs of low-income customers.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony pp. 52-53; 

ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 10).  While IPL’s natural gas budget is at the percentage set 

in § 476.6(15)(c)(2), ELPC/IEC argue IPL’s electric budget is below the percentage 

and should be spent on this program.  (ELPC/IEC Initial Brief pp. 10-11).  However, 

because this program impacts natural gas more than electric savings, the Board finds 

using electric budget funds for this program would be inappropriate. 

OCA suggests IPL should attempt to solicit additional customer contributions 

to the Hometown Care Energy Fund for supplemental energy efficiency services for 

low-income households and should work with program administrators to ensure the 

programs are operating efficiently and effectively.  (OCA Kruger Direct Testimony  

pp. 20-21, 23-25, 35-36).  IPL is agreeable to these recommendations.  (IPL Donnolly 

Reply Testimony p. 12; Tr. pp. 152-53).   
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Finally, as noted in greater detail in Issue 2c, at hearing IPL agreed to allocate 

$900,000 of the legislative assessment for use in supplementing weatherization 

projects for low-income customers until the funding requirement expires on July 1, 

2022.  (Tr. pp. 166-67, 211; IPL Initial Brief pp. 59-60; IPL Reply Brief p. 9).  In light of 

IPL’s commitments with respect to the customer contribution funds, cost-containment 

measures, and the $900,000 of the legislative assessment, the Board finds the 

record supports IPL’s low-income program.  IPL is required to revise its Plan budgets 

to reflect the reallocation of the legislative assessment funding.  IPL shall also include 

information in its energy efficiency annual report describing its efforts to pursue and 

fund these supplemental weatherization efforts.   

M. Issues 9a and 9b:  Low-Income Multifamily Program 
 
Issue 9a is related to the level of investment in the Low-Income Multifamily 

program and whether IPL should amend eligibility requirements for low-income 

multifamily programs.  Issue 9b is whether IPL should include master-metering and 

on-bill financing in the Low-Income Multifamily program. 

IPL’s proposed Low-Income Multifamily program provides a suite of services 

to address the needs of property owners, managers, landlords, and low-income 

tenants of eligible multifamily dwellings or institutional facilities such as shelters or 

halfway houses.  (Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 80-81).  The program offers free walk-

through energy assessments, comprehensive assessment reports and technical 

assistance with the installation of recommended efficiency measures.  (Application, 
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Exhibit 1, p. 80).  The program is limited to multifamily buildings (at least four units) 

where at least 40 percent of the units are qualified as Section 8 of the U.S. Housing 

Act of 1937 housing. (IPL Application Exhibit 1 pp. 80-81). 

While praising aspects of IPL’s commitment to low-income multifamily 

housing, NHT opined IPL’s eligibility criteria was too restrictive, excluding a large 

portion of low-income multifamily housing.  (NHT Brink Rebuttal Testimony pp. 10-

11).  Consequently, NHT proposes IPL expand the program’s eligibility criteria and 

provides several examples of how IPL could do so.  (NHT Brink Rebuttal Testimony 

pp. 10-12).  NHT asserts there is not a compelling reason for exclusion of the 

additional low-income multifamily properties from the program.  (NHT Brink Rebuttal 

Testimony p. 12). 

OCA raised the master-metering (split-incentive) and on-bill financing issues.  

(OCA Kruger Direct Testimony pp. 10-18).  As explained by OCA witness Kruger: 

[t]he split-incentive market barrier occurs when property owners do not 
see any immediate benefit from making energy efficient upgrades 
because their tenants are responsible for paying the utility bills and 
realize the benefits and the savings from upgrades.  In order to 
overcome this barrier successfully, utilities must focus building owners’ 
attention on design programs that realign building owners’ motivations 
to support energy efficiency.  Building owners must be convinced 
investments in energy efficiency makes financial sense …. 
 

(OCA Kruger Direct Testimony pp. 10-11).  In its Plan, IPL proposes to address the 

split-incentive barrier through three strategies:  (1) installing a substantial list of 

direct-installation measures in both common areas and tenant units, (2) targeting 

multifamily buildings for which the split-incentive barrier does not exist (i.e., where 
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property owners pay the electric bills for the property), and (3) marketing the program 

to institutional facilities such as shelters, prisons, and halfway house that serve low-

income populations but are not subject to the split incentive.  (OCA Kruger Direct 

Testimony p. 11).  OCA argues IPL’s approach is insufficient and that master-

metering may serve as a more effective approach in addressing the split-incentive 

barrier.  (OCA Kruger Direct Testimony pp. 12-17).  Furthermore, OCA believes that 

offering an on-bill financing option would help multifamily building owners overcome 

the high incremental cost of some energy efficiency improvements.  (OCA Kruger 

Rebuttal Testimony pp. 16-18). 

IPL proposes a low-income multifamily program that specifically addresses the 

needs of this customer segment and the owners of these properties.  In response to 

NHT’s request to expand the eligibility criteria, IPL expressed willingness to re-

evaluate program eligibility for potential implementation in future Plan years.  (IPL 

Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 13).  In response to OCA’s request for on-bill financing, 

as already discussed above in Issue 5e, the Board will not require IPL offer an on-bill 

financing program as part of its Plan. 

 Finally, separate from this energy efficiency proceeding, the Board finished a 

rule making on the master-metering issue.  Specifically, the Board’s amended 

master-metering rules, which became effective on January 9, 2019, allow master-

metering “[w]here the benefits of individual metering (reduced and controlled energy 

consumption) are more effectively accomplished through a master meter 
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arrangement.”  199 IAC 20.3(1)(b)(5).  See also In re:  Review of Electric Service 

Rules [199 IAC Chapter 20], Docket No. RMU-2016-0008, “Order Adopting 

Amendments,” pp. 3-5 (Nov. 9, 2018).  As explained by OCA, in the traditional 

tenant-metering arrangement, the landlord realizes no direct financial payment for 

energy efficiency investments because such upgrades do not often translate into 

higher rent, which is dictated by the market.  (OCA Kruger Direct Testimony p. 13).  

However, OCA continues, with master-metering as allowed under the Board’s 

recently adopted rules, the landlord is able to recover investment costs through lower 

utility bills.  (OCA Kruger Direct Testimony p. 13).  IPL’s approach on the split-

incentive barrier is sensible and reasonable, especially in light of the Board’s new 

master-metering rules.  The Board will approve IPL’s Low-Income Multifamily 

program as proposed. 

N. Issue 10:  LivingWise (School Kits) 
 
Issue 10 is framed by the Parties as whether IPL should direct its LivingWise 

marketing to school districts in low-income communities.  The LivingWise program 

provides sixth-grade students with a hands-on approach to learning about energy 

efficiency and home energy use and includes a direct-install kit with measures for the 

students to install in their homes.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 86).  OCA suggests IPL 

and its program vendor target-market this program to school districts in low-income 

communities so that the energy-savings benefits are directed at those who can 

benefit the most.  (OCA Davison Direct Testimony p. 12). 
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At hearing and in response to Board questioning, IPL expressed a willingness 

to target low-income-community schools.  (Tr. p. 133).  Based on IPL’s response, the 

issue appears to be resolved.  The Board approves the LivingWise program with the 

understanding IPL will make an effort to target school districts in low-income 

communities as recommended by OCA. 

O. Issue 11a:  Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates – 
Upstream/Midstream 

 
Issue 11a is whether IPL should investigate and adopt additional upstream 

and midstream prescriptive rebate programs. 

IPL proposes to continue offering an upstream lighting program with a change 

in the program name from Change-a-Light to Be Bright.  The Be Bright program is an 

upstream program under which IPL provides incentives directly to lighting 

manufacturers to reduce the purchase price of high-efficiency lighting products at 

participating retail locations.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 59).  As explained by IPL, the 

upstream program helps mitigate first costs as a barrier to program participation and 

makes high-efficiency lighting purchases simple for its customers.  (Application, 

Exhibit 1, p. 59).  IPL proposes to limit the available bulb types after 2019 to only 

those that offer viable, cost-effective energy savings.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 59).  

IPL states it will monitor the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 backstop 

provisions to assess the cost-effectiveness of LED bulbs and will adjust the program 

offerings accordingly.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 59) 
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OCA supports the inclusion of IPL’s proposed Be Bright program and believes 

IPL can reduce costs and achieve greater savings by using the upstream/midstream 

approach.  (OCA Loiter Direct Testimony p. 18; OCA Initial Brief pp. 11-12).  OCA 

further suggests the Board require IPL commit to stakeholder collaboration on 

upstream/midstream program opportunities during the implementation of its Plan.  

(OCA Loiter Direct Testimony p. 18; OCA Initial Brief pp. 11-12).   

ELPC/IEC recommend IPL transition HVAC promotions within its Residential 

and Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates programs to upstream/midstream models.  

(ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony p. 37).  ELPC/IEC state the advantages of 

this approach include more sales of high-efficiency equipment with lower effort 

required by customers and lower administrative costs to IPL.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt 

Rebuttal Testimony p. 38).  While noting IPL agreed to further collaboration on 

upstream/midstream programs, ELPC/IEC take issue with IPL’s refusal to commit to 

a specific timeframe.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 3; Tr. p. 108).  ELPC/IEC 

assert the Board should require IPL to begin collaboration in 2019 and that the 

interested Parties provide a status report on the collaboration by the end of 2019.  

(ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 12). 

IPL states it is willing to further evaluate midstream and upstream 

opportunities for residential and nonresidential HVAC and other measures with the 

other investor-owned utilities for possible implementation in future years of the 

proposed Plan.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony pp. 2-3).  IPL proposes further 
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collaboration with OCA and other stakeholders during Plan implementation.  (IPL 

Donnolly Reply Testimony pp. 2-3).   

IPL’s Be Bright program has been a successful upstream program, which has 

resulted in transformation of the lighting market.  The Board agrees upstream and 

midstream delivery approaches are worthy of further consideration and may provide 

avenues for IPL to achieve additional savings.  The Board encourages IPL to 

collaborate with interested stakeholders, the other investor-owned utilities, and any 

other interested utilities to investigate the feasibility of additional upstream or 

midstream programs and to consider the impacts of free-ridership on such programs.  

The Board does not believe it is necessary for IPL to define the collaboration timeline 

but directs IPL to include updates on the collaborative efforts related to midstream or 

upstream programs in its energy efficiency annual report. 

P. Issue 11b:  Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates – 
Assurance/Quality Control Review 

 
Issue 11b is framed by the Parties as whether the Nonresidential Prescriptive 

Rebates program should include a quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) review.  

In the Joint Statement of the Issues, the Parties identified Issue 11b as uncontested.   

The Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates program provides incentives to 

nonresidential customers for the purchase of high-efficiency electric and natural gas 

equipment.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 92).  IPL proposes to discontinue rebates for 

measures that are not cost-effective, have historically attracted limited participation, 

do not offer significant economic potential, or are impacted by federal measures.  
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(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 92).  IPL further proposes to discontinue participating dealer 

incentives to manage program costs.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 92). 

OCA notes the EM&V recommends IPL increase the percentage of projects 

subject to QA/QC inspections, expand QA/QC to include measure categories that 

account for the highest shares of program energy, and use the QA/QC process to 

check contractor work.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony p. 49).  OCA 

suggests IPL include QA/QC review for the Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates 

program.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 49-50).  IPL agrees to OCA’s 

suggestion and states it “will direct its third-party evaluator to assess IPL’s QA/QC 

protocols to verify they are consistent with industry best practices.”  (IPL Ellsworth 

Reply Testimony p. 16).    

Based on IPL’s agreement to OCA’s suggestion, the Board approves IPL’s 

Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates program as proposed and with the 

understanding IPL will direct its third-party evaluator to assess IPL’s QA/QC protocols 

as set forth in IPL witness Ellsworth’s reply testimony. 

Q. Issue 12:  Small Business Energy Solutions 
 
The Parties identify Issue 12 as whether IPL should provide additional 

education and rebate information on natural gas measures and whether EM&V 

should include tracking and marketing review of the Small Business Energy Solutions 

(SBES) program.   
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The SBES program is targeted to customers with facilities smaller than 50,000 

square feet and annual electric billing of less than $100,000.  (Application, Exhibit 1, 

p. 101).  The program provides a free, on-site assessment to evaluate the facility’s 

lighting and refrigeration systems and offers rebates for installing recommended 

energy efficiency projects.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 101).  Small business 

customers are also eligible for rebates through the Nonresidential Prescriptive 

Rebates program for measures that are not included in this program.  (Application, 

Exhibit 1, p. 101).   

ELPC/IEC take issue with what they characterize as significant cutbacks in 

IPL’s commercial and industrial assessment program.  (ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 8 

(discussing ELPC/IEC Hearing Exhibit 301)).  ELPC/IEC contend the program targets 

fewer assessments with much less spending on the assessments.  (ELPC/IEC Initial 

Brief p. 8).  ELPC/IEC argue assessments are an ideal program to increase funding 

because assessments serve as a roadmap for customer savings.  (ELPC/IEC Initial 

Brief p. 9). 

OCA states that while the program is targeted to the hard-to-reach small 

business sector, no natural gas measures are offered in this program.  (OCA Parker 

Amended Direct Testimony p. 52).  Therefore, OCA suggests that as part of its 

customer engagement under this program, IPL should provide educational 

information to these customers about the natural gas measures included in other 

programs.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony p. 52).  In addition, OCA 
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suggests the EM&V conducted for this program component should include tracking 

and marketing review.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony p. 53). 

Per OCA’s suggestion, IPL agrees to direct its SBES program vendor to 

distribute materials describing IPL’s other energy efficiency programs to SBES 

participants and to track customer participation in other programs.  (IPL Ellsworth 

Reply Testimony p. 17).  IPL further agrees to direct its third-party evaluator to 

analyze the effectiveness of these efforts.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 17).   

IPL witness Ellsworth’s reply testimony appears to address OCA’s concerns.  

Further, in the Joint Statement of the Issues, the Parties indicate Issue 12 is 

uncontested.  However, based on the Board’s review of Issue 12, ELPC/IEC’s 

contention that IPL should increase program funds appears to remain in dispute.  

Other than asserting additional funds should be spent on assessments in general 

terms, ELPC/IEC neither indicate how much in additional funds should be provided 

nor identify the consequence or benefits of such additional spending, if any.  As IPL 

properly notes in its briefing, simply asserting IPL should spend up to                         

§ 476.6(15)(c)(2) percentages without providing information such as projections of 

customer demand and resulting savings gives the appearance of requiring additional 

spending “for spending’s sake.”  (IPL Reply Brief p. 7).   

Based on the record and evidence before it and with the understanding IPL 

will direct its program vendor to distribute educational materials and direct its third-
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party evaluator to analyze the effectiveness of the increased marketing efforts, the 

Board approves IPL’s Small Business Energy Solutions program. 

R. Issues 13a, 13b, and 13c:  Nonresidential Custom Solutions 
 
Issue 13a is whether IPL’s proposed budget for the Custom Solutions program 

is reasonable.  Issue 13b is whether EM&V for IPL’s Custom Solutions program 

should include a review of each program track.  The Parties framed Issue 13c as 

whether EM&V for the Strategic Energy Management (SEM) program should include 

billing analysis to verify behavioral savings. 

The Custom Solutions program offers a range of technical support to IPL’s 

commercial and industrial customers, the flexibility to install a broad range of 

equipment not included in other nonresidential programs, and the ability to implement 

equipment optimization and operational and process changes that reduce energy 

consumption and peak demand.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 106).  The program 

consists of seven components, including:  1) commercial and industrial audits; 2) 

retro-commissioning; 3) feasibility studies; 4) SEM; 5) industrial new construction; 6) 

find and fix; and 7) custom rebates.  (Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 106-12).  IPL targets 

the program to large and mid-sized nonresidential customers, although components 

of the program may have more respective eligibility requirements.  (Application, 

Exhibit 1, p. 112). 

Concerning the electric energy efficiency plan, OCA states the Custom 

Solutions program is the largest in terms of budget and savings goals.  (OCA Parker 
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Amended Direct Testimony p. 54).  With respect to natural gas, the Custom Solutions 

program is the third largest in terms of program budget and largest in terms of therm 

savings.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony p. 54).  According to OCA, 

because IPL has not “maximized the budgets for its electric energy efficiency and 

natural gas energy efficiency plans, if there is robust interest in the Customs 

Solutions program or a particular” component, IPL should increase its budget to meet 

customer demand and provide the corresponding incentives.  (OCA Parker Amended 

Direct Testimony pp. 55-56).   

In response, IPL remains confident in its program projections and does not 

anticipate having customer demand exceed program budgets.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply 

Testimony p. 6).  However, in the event customer participation exceeds its 

projections, IPL asserts it will not suspend the programs.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply 

Testimony p. 6).  While OCA argues IPL should increase the budget for the Custom 

Solutions program, given IPL’s aforementioned assurances that it will not discontinue 

the program if demand is greater than the budget, the Board finds IPL’s proposed 

budget for the Custom Solutions program reasonable and approves the same.   

In response to Issue 13b, IPL asserts it will direct its third-party evaluator to 

conduct both process and impact evaluations of each component of the program.  

(IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 17).  The Board finds IPL’s response to Issue 13b 

appropriate and approves the same. 
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With respect to Issue 13c, IPL agrees to direct its third-party evaluator to 

analyze savings resulting from the SEM component using best-practice methodology.  

(IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 17).  However, IPL does not believe it is 

appropriate to dictate specific analytics the evaluator must use.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply 

Testimony p. 17).  With the understanding IPL will direct the evaluator to use best-

practice methodology, the Board approves IPL’s response to Issue 13c. 

S. Issue 13d:  Nonresidential Custom Solutions – Natural Gas 
Customers 

 
Issue 13d is whether, for new construction, IPL should offer participation in the 

Custom Solutions program to nonresidential natural gas customers.  This issue 

pertains to the “Industrial New Construction” component of the Custom Solutions 

program.  Under this component, IPL provides energy design assistance and rebates 

to help customers integrate energy efficiency strategies into new construction 

projects.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 110).  The component is available to IPL electric 

or combined electric and natural gas customers that have new construction, addition, 

or renovation projects that include industrial equipment or processes.  (Application, 

Exhibit 1, p. 110).  With respect to the rebates, customers entering the program at the 

conceptual stage receive a total rebate package of 250 percent of the first-year 

annual savings (up to 50 percent of total project costs) and customers entering the 

program at the design stage receive a total rebate package of 150 percent of the 

first-year annual savings.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 110).   
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OCA’s primary concern appears to center on IPL’s failure to make the 

component available to natural gas-only customers.  (OCA Parker Amended 

Testimony pp. 57-58).  In response, “IPL acknowledges that there is a gap in its Plan 

in so far as it does not offer nonresidential natural gas customers with new 

construction projects the ability to participate in a program.”  (IPL Donnolly Reply 

Testimony p. 19).  IPL proposes to utilize the TRM process to add eligibility for new 

buildings for both electric and natural gas prescriptive measures to the Nonresidential 

Prescriptive Rebates program.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 19).   

With respect to new construction projects, IPL acknowledges a need to 

expand program eligibility to include nonresidential natural gas customers.  IPL 

intends to work with stakeholders through the TRM process to provide rebates to this 

group of customers in the Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates program.  IPL’s 

approach is reasonable and the Board will not require IPL to provide new 

construction participation options for its natural gas customers in the Custom 

Solutions program. 

T. Issue 13e:  Nonresidential Custom Solutions – Energy Edge 
 
Issue 13e is whether it is reasonable for IPL to include the Energy Edge tool in 

the Custom Solutions program. 

OCA asserts that while Energy Edge is not identified in the proposed Plan, IPL 

intends to use Energy Edge’s custom-facing platform as a tool to promote energy 

efficiency programs and divide the costs of the platform between the Nonresidential 
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Prescriptive Rebates and Custom Solutions programs.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct 

Testimony p. 47).  OCA argues that because Energy Edge can be used for other 

non-energy efficiency purposes, IPL should allocate those costs elsewhere unless 

and until IPL can demonstrate Energy Edge will be used as an energy efficiency tool 

that will deliver specific energy-savings goals.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct 

Testimony pp. 48-49). 

IPL states it uses a variety of tools to educate and encourage customers to 

make energy-efficiency improvements and not all of the tools offer direct energy 

savings.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 16).  By way of comparison, IPL asserts 

home energy assessments encourage consumer action but do not offer direct energy 

savings through measured behavioral changes or through direct-install measures.  

(IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 16).  IPL contends Energy Edge provides 

nonresidential customers with tools to better understand and analyze their facilities’ 

energy usage and offers recommendations for energy improvements, and those 

recommendations will drive customer participation in other programs that will deliver 

direct energy savings.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony pp. 16-17).  IPL concludes 

that Energy Edge’s primary purpose is energy efficiency and, consequently, the 

Board should permit IPL to recover its full costs.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony      

p. 17. 

The Board agrees with IPL’s reasoning.  An educational tool is not required to 

deliver direct savings in order to be included in the Plan, and Energy Edge, like the 
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home energy assessment, is designed to educate customers and deliver facility 

recommendations for energy improvements.  As such, the Board will allow all 

expenses for the Energy Edge tool to be allocated to energy efficiency and recovered 

through the energy efficiency cost recovery factor. 

U. Issues 14a, 14b, and 14c:  Commercial New Construction 
 
Issues 14a, 14b, and 14c concern IPL’s proposed Commercial New 

Construction (CNC) program.  The Parties indicate Issue 14a is whether IPL’s 

proposed budget for the CNC program is reasonable.  Issue 14b is whether IPL 

should be required to offer participation to natural gas customers in the CNC 

program.  Issue 14c is whether EM&V should include a review of each track of the 

CNC program. 

The CNC program encourages new commercial facilities to adopt high-

performance building practices.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 118).  There are five tracks 

within the CNC program, namely: 

1. Small Track is for buildings 5,000 to 15,000 square feet;  
 

2. Fast Track is for buildings larger than 15,000 square feet that have a 
straightforward design;  

 
3. Comprehensive Track is for buildings larger than 15,000 square feet that 

require a customized energy design;  
 

4. Certification Track includes rebates and assistance to help building owners 
achieve energy savings greater than 40 percent above the current energy 
code; and  

 
5. Ongoing Performance Track focuses on the ongoing management of 

previous participants’ facilities. 
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(Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 119-20).  IPL targets builders, developers, and owners 

engaged in the construction of new commercial buildings, including qualifying 

multifamily residential housing.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 121).  The program is 

offered jointly with MidAmerican and Black Hills Energy.  (OCA Parker Amended 

Direct Testimony p. 59). 

OCA argues that because IPL has not fully maximized its budget for electric 

energy efficiency programs, IPL should meet customer demand for participation and 

provide corresponding incentives.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 60-

63).  Further, OCA recommends IPL offer options to natural gas commercial 

customers either through the Nonresidential Equipment or CNC programs.  (OCA 

Parker Amended Direct Testimony p. 60-61).  OCA also suggests IPL educate trade 

allies and key account managers about this program to increase awareness.  (OCA 

Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 61-62).  Finally, OCA asserts IPL should 

conduct EM&V on each track of the CNC program.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct 

Testimony pp. 63-64). 

As noted above, IPL acknowledges that there is a gap in its proposed Plan 

with respect to nonresidential natural gas customers with new construction projects.  

(IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 19).  IPL originally expected to include natural gas 

measures in the Plan even though some of the measures were not cost-effective.  

(IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 4).  However, to reduce natural gas budget 

spending to align with Iowa Code § 476.6(15)(c)(2), IPL removed many natural gas 
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measures and programs that were not cost-effective in order to concentrate funds in 

the Low-Income Weatherization program.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 4).  

With respect to OCA’s concerns regarding nonresidential natural gas customers with 

new construction projects, IPL proposes to work through the TRM process to add 

eligibility for new buildings for both electric and natural gas prescriptive measures to 

the Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates program rather than the CNC program.  (IPL 

Donnolly Reply Testimony p. 19).  Finally, IPL agrees to direct its third-party 

evaluator to conduct both process and impact evaluations of each track in the CNC 

program.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 18). 

In light of the natural gas budget criteria in § 476.6(15)(c)(2), the Board finds 

IPL justified its allocation of natural gas funds and finds IPL’s proposed budget for the 

CNC program to be reasonable.  Concerning Issue 14b, IPL recognizes its Plan 

contains a gap for nonresidential natural gas customers with new construction 

projects and proposes to examine additional eligibility for new construction as part of 

the Nonresidential Prescriptive Rebates program as opposed to the CNC program.  

The Board finds IPL’s approach reasonable and will not require IPL to provide new 

construction participation options for its natural gas customers in the CNC program.  

Finally, with respect to Issue 14c, IPL agrees to an EM&V review of each track of the 

CNC program.  Therefore, the Board approves the CNC program. 
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V. Issue 15:  Agriculture Solutions 
 
Issue 15 pertains to the Agriculture Solutions program.  The Parties’ primary 

focus on this issue is whether IPL should move grain dryers to the Custom Rebates 

program due to the “variability” of grain dryers.  (OCA Kruger Direct Testimony p. 38). 

The proposed Agriculture Solutions program is designed to assist farms and 

agribusiness customers to improve their energy efficiency and reduce operating 

costs.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 127).  The program includes farm energy 

assessments and agriculture-specific prescriptive rebates.  (Application, Exhibit 1,    

p. 127).  Customers may be eligible for technical support and a rebate for a range of 

efficiency measures through IPL’s other applicable commercial and residential 

programs.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 127). 

In IPL’s current Plan, grain dryers are included in the Custom Solutions 

program.  (Tr. p. 140).  Based on its research, IPL found grain dryer rebates should 

be offered through a prescriptive program to ensure agricultural customers were 

afforded the opportunity to take advantage of the rebate.  (Tr. p. 140).  IPL claims 

measures designed to assist an agricultural customer save electricity make sense, 

and that while some of the lower-sized units may not be exceedingly cost-effective, 

overall the program is good for agricultural customers.  (Tr. pp. 140-41).  IPL further 

asserts it will review this program and may consider changes in the future depending 

on such review.  (Tr. p. 141). 
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Based on the information provided at hearing and the record as a whole, the 

Board finds the evidence in the record supports IPL’s decision to include grain dryers 

in the Agriculture Solutions program.  The Board further concludes the program is 

reasonable and will approve it as proposed.   

W. Issue 16a:  Residential Direct Load Control – Marketing 
 
Issue 16a is whether IPL’s marketing budget for the Residential Direct Load 

Control (DLC) program is reasonable. 

OCA asserts IPL’s Residential DLC program is successful and should be 

expanded.  (OCA Munoz Direct Testimony p. 14).  OCA states IPL budgeted a 

relatively small amount on advertising and promotion, which should be increased to 

raise customer awareness and understanding.  (OCA Munoz Direct Testimony p. 15).  

OCA argues the program is more cost-effective than the Nonresidential Interruptible 

Credit program and has the potential to serve a much greater portion of IPL’s 

customer base.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 33). 

 Through the Residential DLC program, IPL offers bill credits to customers 

willing to reduce their energy consumption during the peak summer season.  

(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 137).  The program is open to residential customers in IPL’s 

electric service area that have a central air-conditioning unit.  (Application, Exhibit 1, 

pp. 138-39).  IPL describes the marketing and promotion of the program as follows: 

IPL sends information to existing Residential DLC Program customers 
each spring to remind them of their participation in the program, explain 
how the program works and cross-promote other IPL residential 
programs.  IPL plans to maintain current participation levels and recruit 
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new customers at a rate based on the attrition of previous participants.  
IPL promotes the Residential DLC Program through multiple channels, 
including direct mail, bill messaging, brochures and the Alliant Energy 
website. 
 

(Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 139-40).   

 The Residential DLC program is a mature program with consistent 

participation and high satisfaction.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 135).  IPL anticipates 

approximately 50,000 participants in the program for each year, and IPL indicates its 

objective is to retain its existing participating customers.  (Application, Exhibit 1,       

p. 140).  IPL designed program marketing to maintain current participation levels and 

recruit only as necessary to replace customers leaving the program.  (Application, 

Exhibit 1, pp. 139-40).   

While arguing the marketing budget should be increased, OCA did not submit 

evidence or argument as to what the marketing budget should be or otherwise 

provide an alternative marketing budget for the Board to consider.  Given the 

objectives articulated by IPL, the Board finds IPL’s marketing budget for the 

Residential DLC program appropriate to meet those goals and approves the same.   

X. Issue 16b:  Residential Direct Load Control – Smart Thermostat 
Pilot Program 

 
The Parties frame Issue 16b as whether IPL should deploy a Smart 

Thermostat pilot program and fund the pilot program through the Demand Response 

program budget. 
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OCA contends the use of smart thermostats have the potential to not only 

produce energy and gas savings throughout the year, but also could be used as a 

remote-control alternative to the residential cycling events.  (OCA Munoz Direct 

Testimony p. 18).  Therefore, OCA recommends IPL transfer a portion of the 

incentive cost for the smart thermostat measure in the Residential Equipment 

program to the Residential DLC program.  (OCA Munoz Direct Testimony pp. 17-19). 

Similarly, ELPC/IEC contend smart thermostats serve the dual purpose of 

energy efficiency and demand response and, consequently, IPL should devise a 

strategy to ensure those customers who receive smart thermostat rebates are also 

enrolled in its load control programs.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony pp. 44-

45).  ELPC/IEC note IPL proposes to study the “feasibility of adding a pilot program 

that leverages the controlling capabilities of advanced thermostats” and recommend 

IPL provide a completion date for its analysis and take steps to maximize Residential 

DLC program participation for customers that receive a smart thermostat rebate.  

(ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony pp. 44-45).  

In response, IPL asserts it is currently reviewing options to include a smart 

thermostat pilot within the Residential DLC program.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony 

pp. 19-20).  As evidence of such review, IPL states it issued a Request for 

Information to investigate the potential program enhancement of a smart thermostat 

program.  (IPL Donnolly Reply Testimony pp. 19-20).  See also OCA Munoz Direct 

Testimony, Exhibit 1, Response to OCA DR. No. 67 (contains a copy of the Request 
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for Information).  Notwithstanding its review, IPL is steadfast in its intent to continue 

to offer a rebate through the Residential Prescriptive Rebates program to residential 

customers who purchase an advanced thermostat because not every customer may 

wish to participate in the load management program and because the smart 

thermostat measure by itself delivers energy savings.  (IPL Donnolly Reply 

Testimony pp. 19-20).   

Pursuant to rule 35.8(10), “[p]ilot projects may be included as a program, if 

justified by the utility [and] shall explore areas of innovative or unproven approaches, 

as provided in Iowa Code section 476.1.”  Currently, neither the Iowa Code nor the 

Board’s rules require a utility to include pilot programs as part of its energy efficiency 

plan.  Although OCA and ELPC/IEC suggest IPL should pursue a smart thermostat 

pilot program, neither offers program specifics (e.g., budget, savings potential, cost-

effectiveness, etc.).  On the other hand, IPL provides evidence that it is currently 

investigating and reviewing the potential for use of a smart thermostat pilot.  The 

Board finds IPL’s approach in analyzing the potential related to the smart thermostat 

pilot reasonable and encourages IPL to involve stakeholders in the development of a 

smart thermostat pilot.  IPL should include information regarding any smart 

thermostat pilot in its energy efficiency annual reports. 

Y. Issue 17a:  Nonresidential Interruptible – Interruptible Credit and 
Tariff Revisions 

 
Issue 17a is whether IPL’s proposed interruptible credit level and IPL’s 

methodology for deriving it are reasonable. 
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IPL’s proposed Nonresidential Interruptible program offers bill credits to large 

commercial and industrial customers who reduce their demand during system peaks 

and when market prices are high.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 142).  The program 

provides IPL with flexible peak resources and supports the reliability of its distribution 

system.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 142).  The program targets commercial and 

industrial customers capable of shedding at least 200 kilowatts (kW) of load.  

(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 144).  IPL may call curtailment events based on any of the 

following conditions:   

• Condition One – Reliability.  Interruptions that are necessary to 
maintain safe and reliable electric systems operations and to meet 
obligations to other interconnected electric systems. 
 

• Condition Two – Energy Efficiency—Reducing Peak Demand.  
Interruptions when IPL would expect to experience less than MISO 
planning reserve margin under Module E for the current year. 

 
• Condition Three – Energy Efficiency—Reducing Energy Usage.  

Interruptions to ensure that the day-ahead MISO locational marginal 
price (LMP) for IPL’s load zone is based upon IPL’s highest-cost 
resource for at least four consecutive hours or the rolling four-hour 
average real-time LMP for IPL’s load zone exceeds IPL’s highest-
cost resource.  IPL will define a pre-determined LMP annually. 

 
• Condition Four – Program Quality Control.  Reasonable 

interruptions as necessary to test the capabilities of participating 
customers. If, by year three of a three-year contract, a given 
participant experiences no interruptions for conditions one, two or 
three, then IPL will conduct a test interruption between August 1 and 
September 16, under circumstances as close as possible to a 
condition two or condition three interruption. 
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(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 143).  IPL anticipates the program will produce 21,414 

MWh of electricity savings during the Plan and 225 MW of demand savings each 

Plan year.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 146). 

The Parties’ discussion of the program fall into two categories, to wit:  (1) IPL’s 

proposed reduction of the credit level to participating customers, and (2) IPL’s 

proposed increase of the penalty for nonperformance.  In the interest of clarity, the 

Board will discuss each in seriatim. 

1. Reduction in Credit Level 

a. IPL Methodology 

Under its current tariff, IPL pays an annualized bill credit level of $62/kW/year 

to participating customers.  (IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony p. 7).  This credit level 

results in a summer credit (June 16 through September 15) of $7.06/kW and a winter 

credit (September 16 through June 15) of $4.55/kW.  (IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony 

p. 7).  As part of its Plan, IPL proposes to reduce the annualized bill credit level to 

$47.25/kW/year which results in a summer credit of $5.37/kW and a winter credit of 

$3.46/kW.  (IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony p. 7).  IPL argues the credit levels reflect its 

attempt “to balance diverse customer interests within the context of a cost-effective 

Plan while enabling IPL to deliver programs and savings across all customer 

classes.”  (IPL Initial Brief p. 46 (citing IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony p. 8)).   

IPL’s methodology to derive the revised credit level includes short-term and 

long-term market value for capacity, translated into a monthly bill credit.  (IPL Gehrke 
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Reply Testimony pp. 8-9).  First, IPL determined the estimated market capacity value 

by using the weighted average of the long-term market price reflected in Cost of New 

Entry (CONE) derived from the MISO 2018-2019 Planning year ($88.87/kW/year) 

and a short-term market price derived from the Wood Mackenzie H1 2017 Outlook of 

the MISO capacity Planning Reserve Auction price for 2018 ($25.40/MW-day).  (IPL 

Gehrke Reply Testimony p. 8).  IPL weighted the two capacity values at a ratio of 

85/15, giving the majority of the weight to the longer-term value of demand response 

as a capacity resource on IPL’s systems, resulting in a value of $75.34/kW/year.  (IPL 

Gehrke Reply Testimony pp. 8-9).   

Next, IPL adjusted its estimated market capacity value based on a uniform 

billing algorithm to reflect a non-coincident or billing demand basis.  (Tr. pp. 200-01, 

221-22; IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony pp. 8-9).  The adjustment resulted in the 

proposed credit level of $47.25/kW/year.  (Tr. pp. 200-01, 221-22; IPL Gehrke Reply 

Testimony pp. 8-9).  IPL intends to re-evaluate this value every three years to provide 

greater transparency to customers and stakeholders and reflect changes in the 

energy market and IPL’s generation fleet.  (IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony p. 16).   

b. OCA’s Position 

OCA contends IPL’s proposed credit level is too high.  (OCA Munoz Direct 

Testimony pp. 26-27).  Although IPL converts the $75/kW/year credit level to 

$47.25/kW/year non-coincident peak tariff amount, OCA argues IPL’s proposed 

incentive budget demonstrates IPL is actually proposing a credit of $75/kW/year.  
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(OCA Munoz Direct Testimony p. 26).  By way of example, OCA asserts that if an 

interruptible customer’s load is 100 percent coincident with summer peak, its 

interruptible credit is equivalent to $75.34/kW/year.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 25 (citing IPL 

Gehrke Reply Testimony p. 9)).   

OCA further asserts the design and use of IPL’s Nonresidential Interruptible 

program demonstrates the program is a short-term, rarely fully dispatched resource, 

which should not be compensated, primarily based on a long-term peaking resource.  

(OCA Munoz Reply Testimony pp. 5-6; OCA Munoz Surrebuttal Testimony pp. 6-7).  

OCA argues the three-year contract is not a long-term commitment and is moderated 

by the option to buy-through for Conditions 2 and 3 events, limited testing obligations, 

the ability to increase firm contract demand, and the expectation that tariff changes 

will not result in more interruptible events or more interruptible capacity being called 

during an interruption.  (OCA Initial Brief pp. 27-28 (citing OCA Munoz Direct 

Testimony Exhibit 1, IPL Response to OCA DR No. 86 and 90)).  OCA argues 

interruptible credits should reflect costs that can be avoided by maintaining 

interruptible capacity.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 29 (citing OCA Munoz Surrebuttal 

Testimony pp. 2, 5-6); OCA Reply Brief p. 4). 

OCA also disagrees with IPL’s use of CONE as a capacity price benchmark.  

(OCA Munoz Direct Testimony pp. 23-24).  OCA asserts CONE reflects the long-term 

marginal value of capacity based on the overnight cost of constructing a combustion 

turbine, which is not an accurate reflection of capacity value in IPL’s MISO capacity 
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pricing zone.  (OCA Munoz Direct Testimony pp. 23-24; OCA Munoz Surrebuttal 

Testimony pp. 5-6).  In addition, OCA argues IPL’s reliance on the 85/15 weighting 

produces an excessive credit level when compared to the amount IPL would pay to 

purchase capacity either through bilateral supply contracts or market purchases in 

MISO.  (OCA Munoz Surrebuttal Testimony pp. 3-4). 

OCA recommends IPL utilize the same methodology used by MidAmerican 

because it results in an interruptible credit that is a reasonably accurate estimate of 

avoided energy costs.  (OCA Munoz Surrebuttal Testimony p. 4).  MidAmerican’s 

methodology is based on a ten-year bridge from the current MISO capacity auction 

values to the economic carrying charge of a new combustion turbine, producing a 

single capacity value which is discounted to account for the actual effect that 

curtailment has on reducing system peak load.  (OCA Munoz Surrebuttal Testimony, 

Exhibit 1, OCA Response to IPL DR No. 1).  Using this methodology, OCA calculated 

an interruptible credit amount that is approximately two-thirds of IPL’s proposed 

$75.34/kW/year market capacity value.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 31; OCA Munoz 

Surrebuttal Testimony pp. 4-5).  Alternatively, OCA suggests a 50/50 weighing (as 

opposed to the 85/15 weighing used by IPL) as a more balanced consideration of 

short-term and long-term capacity costs.  (OCA Munoz Surrebuttal Testimony p. 5). 

In sum, OCA suggests IPL’s interruptible credit should be calculated using a 

50/50 weighting or MidAmerican’s methodology, both of which result in a much lower 

credit than that proposed by IPL.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 31).  According to OCA, IPL’s 
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proposed credit level is unnecessarily high and constitutes an excessive subsidy paid 

for by IPL’s ratepayers through the energy efficiency cost recovery factor.  (OCA 

Munoz Direct Testimony p. 27; OCA Munoz Surrebuttal Testimony p. 8).   

c. ELPC/IEC’s Position 

ELPC/IEC assert that over the course of its current Plan, IPL reported four 

nonresidential curtailment events that were actually intended to reduce load as 

opposed to testing the system.  (ELPC/IEC Johannsen Rebuttal Testimony p. 7).  

ELPC/IEC state the four curtailment events resulted in 1,346 MWh of curtailment 

while, over that same period, the Nonresidential Interruptible program cost 

$92,223,933, which results in an average cost of $68,517 per MWh.  (ELPC/IEC 

Johannsen Rebuttal Testimony pp. 7-8).  ELPC/IEC point out that viewing through a 

capacity lens, IPL paid an average of $88,782 per MW-year of capacity.  (ELPC/IEC 

Johannsen Rebuttal Testimony pp. 7-8).  While recognizing demand response should 

be an important element of a utility’s portfolio of resources, ELPC/IEC characterizes 

the costs of this program as “outrageous” and argue IPL’s demand response 

programs should be improved to make them more cost-effective and add more value.  

(ELPC/IEC Johannsen Rebuttal Testimony pp. 6-8). 

d. LEG’s Position 

LEG argues IPL’s Nonresidential Interruptible program offers capacity benefit 

for all customers and those participating in the program should receive credits 

commensurate with the value provided by the program.  (LEG Initial Brief p. 3).  LEG 
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contends the program load is dispatchable capacity similar to the combustion turbine 

peaking capacity and if the program load were not available for dispatch, the 

interruptible capacity would need to be replaced by peaking capacity or an equivalent 

resource.  (LEG Latham Reply Testimony pp. 4-5).  LEG argues IPL did not use the 

value of capacity in determining the interruptible credit values and that the “credit 

levels should reflect the undeniable capacity value of the interruptible program to IPL 

and its customers.”  (LEG Initial Brief pp. 4-5). 

LEG argues IPL’s proposed energy efficiency demand savings are based on 

the net present value of estimated life-cycle program benefits that are 

$181.12/kW/year in 2019 and increase by 2 percent per year for 30 years.  (LEG 

Latham Rebuttal Testimony pp. 5-6).  These estimates are based on the assumption 

that the energy efficiency investment has a 30-year life cycle and that the investment 

will not be replaced with new technology, fail, or be discarded during the 30 years.  

(LEG Latham Rebuttal Testimony pp. 5-6).  However, LEG asserts “these energy 

efficiency kW demand reductions at the time of system peaks for 30 years are 

estimates, not directly measurable, not dispatchable, and not subject to penalty for 

non-performance.”  (LEG Latham Rebuttal Testimony p. 6).   

Conversely, LEG states interruptible demand reductions are measurable, 

dispatchable by MISO or IPL, and subject to penalties for non-performance.  (LEG 

Latham Rebuttal Testimony pp. 6-7).  LEG contends participants in IPL’s 

Nonresidential Interruptible program must invest in long-term facilities, processes and 
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personnel to assure compliance with program requirements; therefore, credit levels 

should be based on long-term capacity values.  (LEG Latham Reply Testimony p. 7; 

LEG Initial Brief p. 7). 

LEG argues IPL’s method for calculating the interruptible credit results in a 

credit that is too low and endangers the program.  (LEG Initial Brief pp. 7-11).  LEG 

asserts IPL receives full MISO capacity credit for the program’s capacity, but IPL fails 

to account for the capacity value created by the interruptible program.  (LEG Initial 

Brief p. 8 (citing Tr. pp. 317-18)).  LEG states that by reducing the credit value from 

$75.34/kW/year to $47.25/kW/year, IPL treats demand response as though its value 

only exists during times of actual use, ignoring the fact that IPL receives MISO credit 

for its availability.  (LEG Initial Brief p. 8 (citing LEG Latham Surrebuttal Testimony   

p. 4)).  LEG further argues there should be no discount of demand response because 

IPL failed to properly communicate, explain, or support the discount during 

stakeholder discussions and during this proceeding.  (LEG Initial Brief p. 8). 

Next LEG argues tying the calculation for the proposed credit to the short-term 

capacity market price is inconsistent with the program and will negatively impact 

participation because no interruptible customer will invest in long-term facilities based 

on a one-year market price.  (LEG Initial Brief p. 9; LEG Latham Rebuttal Testimony 

p. 14).  Further, LEG notes IPL uses transmission avoided costs in the cost-

effectiveness analyses for the energy efficiency programs and Nonresidential 

Interruptible program, but does not include the transmission value in the calculation 
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for the interruptible credit.  (LEG Latham Surrebuttal Testimony pp. 6-7).  Finally, 

LEG asserts IPL should not rely on Wood Mackenzie because estimates produced by 

Wood Mackenzie are inaccurate and not transparent.  (LEG Latham Surrebuttal 

Testimony p. 5).   

LEG proposes several modifications to IPL’s interruptible credit calculation.  

For instance, LEG suggests IPL rely on the PJM capacity market rather than the 

Wood Mackenzie forecasts because, according to LEG, the PJM market is more 

transparent and allows participants to make mid-term commitments similar to the 

three-year contract commitment under the program.  (LEG Latham Rebuttal 

Testimony p. 15).  On this point, LEG notes Alliant Energy Resources and Alliant 

Energy Corporate Services are market participants in PJM.  (LEG Latham Surrebuttal 

Testimony pp. 5-6).   

Using the CONE and the PJM market prices at a ratio of 85/15 yields a rate 

credit of $86.517/kW/year.  (LEG Latham Rebuttal Testimony p. 16).  LEG also 

asserts the interruptible credit should include the transmission component of 

$71.13/kW/year, which IPL included as transmission avoided costs for its energy 

efficiency program avoided cost estimates.  (LEG Latham Rebuttal Testimony p. 17).  

LEG suggests a total interruptible credit should be $152.16/kW/year or 

$17.29/kW/month for the three summer months and $11.14/kW/month for the nine 

non-summer months.  (LEG Latham Rebuttal Testimony p. 17).  LEG argues this 

interruptible credit values the demand reductions of the Nonresidential Interruptible 
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program reasonably consistent with the demand reductions of the energy efficiency 

programs.  (LEG Latham Rebuttal Testimony p. 17).   

Finally, LEG contends the Board should reject the recommendations 

forwarded by OCA and ELPC/IEC.  (LEG Initial Brief pp. 11-14).  LEG argues OCA 

focuses too significantly on the short-term, which does not properly reflect the long-

term investment made by customers participating in the program and does not 

recognize the full benefits of the program.  (LEG Latham Reply Testimony pp. 7-8).  

LEG complains that OCA failed to consider the program’s impact on IPL’s peak 

demand for transmission service and failed to include the avoided transmission costs 

when calculating the interruptible credit.  (LEG Initial Brief pp. 12-13; LEG Latham 

Reply Testimony pp. 8-9).  LEG also argues OCA’s comparison of IPL’s and 

MidAmerican’s interruptible credits is not appropriate as the two systems are very 

different and each utility’s interruptible programs differ.  (LEG Latham Reply 

Testimony p. 12).  Similarly, LEG argues the Board should not rely on ELPC/IEC’s 

contentions for a number of reasons, including ELPC/IEC’s failure to recognize the 

benefits of avoided generation capacity.  (LEG Initial Brief p. 14). 

e. IBEC’s Position 

IBEC asserts the proposed reduction in the curtailment credit will reduce 

program participation, which will, in turn, decrease the Plan’s cost-effectiveness, and 

the decease may result in the Plan achieving a benefit/cost ratio of less than 1.0.  

(IBEC Initial Brief p. 1).  Maintaining the current credit levels, according to IBEC, will 
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provide greater assurance of program participation, which will result in a benefits-to-

cost ratio of more than 1.0.  (IBEC Initial Brief p.1). 

As a starting point, IBEC states the Nonresidential Interruptible program is, in 

essence, subsidizing less cost-effective programs.  (IBEC Stephens Reply Testimony 

p. 6).  As evidence of this point, IBEC notes this program contributes $119 million of 

net benefits to a portfolio with total net benefits of only $53 million.  (IBEC Stephens 

Reply Testimony pp. 6-7).  But for the Nonresidential Interruptible program, IBEC 

claims IPL would be required to eliminate approximately $67 million worth of 

programs with benefit/cost ratios of less than 1.0.  (IBEC Stephens Reply Testimony 

pp. 6-8). 

IBEC argues the Parties should be concerned that a reduction in the program 

credit will result in a reduction of program participation and yet, no evidence was 

presented as to how the reduced credit will affect customer participation.  See IBEC 

Initial Brief at pp. 3-4 (suggesting LEG Hearing Exhibit 403 indicates more than 37 

current program participants may be eliminated from the program for reasons 

unrelated to the credit amount).  IBEC asserts IPL conducted no studies on program 

participation and failed to seek customer feedback on the issue.  (IBEC Initial Brief   

p. 4).  IPL did, however, retain a consultant to review the program and the consultant 

recommended against reducing the credit levels and opined that lower credit levels 

are “likely to reduce program participation.”  (IBEC Initial Brief p. 4 (quoting IBEC 
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Hearing Exhibit 510)).  See also Tr. pp. 288-89 (suggesting a number of LEG clients 

may leave the program if the lower credits are implemented).   

Given the significant benefit provided by the program and the potential of 

reduced customer participation should the credit amount be reduced, IBEC proposes 

the current credit amount be maintained at current levels to provide for better 

assurance of program and Plan success.   

f. IEA Position 

IEA asserts IPL failed to fully examine the proposed change in the interruptible 

credit with interested stakeholders and provided no evidence of collaboration with 

stakeholders to address the adoption or implementation of the change in credit 

levels.  (IEA Initial Brief pp. 1-2 (citing Tr. pp. 194-95)).  To the extent customers 

were consulted, IEA states IPL informed customers the credit would increase from 

$62/kW/year to $75/kW/year, not decrease to $47/kW/year.  (IEA Initial Brief p. 2 

(citing Tr. pp. 195-96)).  IEA argues the misinformation deprived stakeholders of the 

opportunity to examine the proposed interruptible credit in any meaningful detail and, 

perhaps more importantly, prevented IPL from determining whether program 

participants would continue to participate in the program based on the lower credit 

level.  (IEA Initial Brief pp. 2-3).   

Additionally, IEA points out that IPL rejected recommendations made in its 

consultant’s report of the Nonresidential Interruptible program.  (IEA Initial Brief pp. 3-

4).  The consultant’s report specifically noted that a reduction in the interruptible 
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credit would likely result in a decrease in participation and discourage new program 

participants.  (Tr. pp. 188-190).  IEA notes IPL did not conduct any studies to 

determine the impact of a lower interruptible credit or a higher noncompliance 

penalty.  (Tr. 190).  IEA asserts IPL’s proposals are the opposite of the 

recommendations from its consultant, and IPL failed to provide justification for 

ignoring those recommendations.  (IEA Initial Brief pp. 3-4). 

g. IPL Response 

IPL notes OCA and ELPC/IEC argue the interruptible credit is too high but 

IBEC, LEG, and IEA argue the credit is too low.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 47).  IPL argues 

the methodology used to compute the interruptible credit is sound, yields a 

reasonable credit that reflects the value of interruptible capacity to IPL, and balances 

competing interests among the parties in a way that preserves the value of the 

program while reducing the overall cost to customers.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 47). 

In response to LEG’s objection related to the use of Wood Mackenzie data, 

IPL notes the Board previously found IPL’s use of Wood Mackenzie forecasts of 

MISO Planning Resource Auction capacity prices to be reasonable.  (IPL Initial Brief 

p. 47).  See In re: Interstate Power and Light Company, Docket No. RPU-2017-0002, 

“Final Decision and Order,” (April 17, 2018).  Furthermore, IPL argues it is not 

appropriate to use PJM capacity market auction prices as suggested by LEG, 

because IPL does not operate in the PJM market.  (IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony   

pp. 12-13).  IPL agrees with LEG that the Nonresidential Interruptible program 
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provides transmission benefits, but asserts determining the benefits to the 

transmission system from avoiding such events are difficult to calculate and would 

require complex modeling efforts, which exceeds any derived benefits.  (IPL Gehrke 

Reply Testimony p. 13).  IPL asserts increasing the interruptible credit level to include 

avoided transmission costs as calculated by LEG would exceed the cost of new 

generation under CONE and would be higher than necessary to encourage or 

maintain participation in the program.  (IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony p. 11; IPL Initial 

Brief pp. 48-49). 

With respect to IBEC’s contention that a lower credit level will decrease 

participation, IPL argues IBEC provided no evidence demonstrating a large number 

of customers will withdraw from the program.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 50).  While IBEC 

opines the lower credit amount will result in less participation, IPL maintains 

participating customers will continue to receive meaningful incentives to remain in the 

program and IPL expects Large General Service customers will also experience a 

nearly 30 percent reduction in the energy efficiency cost recovery factor from the 

lower overall Plan budget.  (IPL Gehrke Reply Testimony pp. 12-13; IPL Initial Brief  

p. 50).  IPL anticipates 37 of the 175 current program participants will likely drop out 

of the program due to the lower credit or other reasons, and even with that reduction, 

IPL asserts the program will represent a significant portion of IPL’s commercial and 

industrial customers and will still provide customer benefits.  (IPL Reply Brief p. 19; 

Tr. 183-85). 
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Concerning the consultant’s report, IPL claims IBEC places more reliance on 

the report than is reasonable.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 51).  According to IPL, the report 

does not stand for the proposition that the program should not ever change and the 

report predated the Legislature’s 2018 amendments to Iowa Code chapter 476.  (IPL 

Initial Brief p. 51).  IPL states Iowa law does not require that it accept every 

recommendation made by an EM&V consultant and IPL consistently utilizes its best 

business judgment in determining whether to accept or reject a consultant’s 

recommendation.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 51).  In this instance, IPL exercised its judgment 

to reduce the program credit.  (IPL Initial Brief pp. 51-52). 

IPL disagrees with OCA’s assertions that the methodology used to calculate 

the interruptible credit places too much emphasis on CONE.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 52).  

According to IPL, a weighing toward CONE reflects IPL’s incorporation of interruptible 

capacity in its long-term resource planning models.  (IPL Initial Brief pp. 52-53).  

Concerning OCA’s suggestion that IPL utilize MidAmerican’s methodology, IPL 

asserts the use of that methodology results in a number similar to IPL’s proposed 

credit value, which tends to support, as opposed to undermine, the reasonableness 

of IPL’s proposed program credit level.  (IPL Initial Brief pp. 52-53).   

In sum, IPL argues the proposed interruptible credit level is based on a fully 

vetted and transparent methodology that preserves the long-term investments that 

customers have made to participate in the program while reducing costs.  (IPL 

Gehrke Reply Testimony pp. 8-9).  IPL asserts IBEC’s and LEG’s proposals to 
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maintain or increase the credit level would exceed the value of the interruptible 

capacity to IPL, and the proposal by OCA to further reduce the credit level would risk 

driving down customer participation.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 55).  IPL states its proposed 

interruptible credit level balances the competing interest and reflects the value of 

interruptible capacity to IPL.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 55).  IPL is committed to evaluating 

the credit level every three years to reflect changes in the market and its resources 

portfolio, which will offer stakeholders an opportunity to provide input.  (IPL Reply 

Brief pp. 20-21). 

h. Board Discussion. 

In its Final Order in Docket No. EEP-2012-0001, the Board encouraged IPL to 

collaborate with stakeholders on the Interruptible program’s credit level.  In re: 

Interstate Power and Light Company, Docket No. EEP-2012-0001, “Final Order,”     

p. 43 (Dec. 2, 2013).  IPL held at least four collaborative meetings relating to the 

Nonresidential Interruptible program between October 2017 and December 2017.  

(Application, Exhibit 5, p. 1).  While IBEC, LEG, and IEA argue IPL did not disclose 

all information related to the interruptible credit, the Board finds IPL did collaborate 

with stakeholders as the Board encouraged in its December 2, 2013 Final Order. 

In the December 2, 2013 Final Order, the Board acknowledged the long-term 

investments made by customers participating in the Nonresidential Interruptible 

program and noted the program benefits all customers while providing IPL the 

flexibility to shed load rather than purchase power during peak hours.  In re: 
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Interstate Power and Light Company, Docket No. EEP-2012-0001, “Final Order,”     

p. 43.  IBEC and LEG argue the proposed credit does not encompass all the benefits 

provided by the program, which deprives participants of the program’s full value.  

Conversely, OCA and ELPC/IEC argue the credit is too high and, as such, provides 

benefits to participants greater than the value of the program.  IBEC and LEG argue 

IPL should base the credit on long-term markets, whereas OCA argues IPL should 

base the credit on short-term markets.  IPL’s proposed calculation weighs both long-

term and short-term markets with the 85/15 split giving more emphasis to the long-

term.  Given the long-term investments made by participating customers, the Board 

finds the 85/15 to be supported by the record and reasonable.  In addition, this 

methodology results in an interruptible value that is a less drastic reduction than the 

result under OCA’s approach.  The Board also concurs with OCA’s contention that 

the result under LEG’s approach exceeds the market-rate and exceeds the amount 

necessary to maintain participation in the program.  Therefore, given the underlying 

circumstances, including IPL’s program objectives and goals, the Board finds the 

methodology used by IPL to calculate the interruptible value reasonable. 

Concerning the credit value, the Board appreciates the concerns raised by 

certain Parties that it would have been beneficial for IPL to disclose all aspects of the 

program to participants.  Had such information been shared, participating customers 

would have been afforded greater opportunity to provide feedback on the credit 

amount and its calculation.  While the Parties clearly diverge in terms of what each 
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believes the credit amount should be, IPL demonstrated its proposed credit value is 

supported by a sound and reasoned methodology and represents a number that 

provides program value while reducing overall customer costs.  IPL provided a 

reasoned and rational explanation and methodology for adjusting the coincident peak 

market value of $75.34/kW/year to reflect a non-coincident or billing demand basis of 

a $47.25/kW/year credit.   

The Board also appreciates LEG’s contention that the capacity dispatched 

during times of peak demand likely results in the avoidance of costs higher than the 

combustion turbine peaking capacity used by IPL to determine its avoided costs.  

(LEG Reply Brief pp. 4-5).  However, determining how much higher is difficult and 

there is no evidence in the record from which a reasonable determination of the 

difference can be derived.  LEG’s methodology for calculating the credit value is at 

the high end and, because the methodology necessarily will always be at the highest 

range, the Board finds it unreasonable. 

Therefore, the Board finds IPL’s approach reasonable and will approve the 

credits of $5.37/kW for summer months and $3.46/kW for winter months as reflected 

in TF-2018-0010. 

2. Increased Penalty for Non-Performance 

In the proposed Plan and Docket No. TF-2018-0010, IPL intends to increase 

the penalty for nonperformance from $26.27/kW to $36.50/kW. (IPL Initial Brief       

pp. 44-45; Rider INTSERV – Interruptible Service Option, Docket No. TF-2018-0010).  
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IPL explains the penalty for nonperformance is applied when a customer participating 

in the Nonresidential Interruptible program fails to interrupt and fails to buy-through 

the interruption in response to an interruption event.  (Rider INTSERV – Interruptible 

Service Option, Fifth Revised Sheet 68, Docket No. TF-2018-0010).  If a customer 

fails to interrupt or buy-through, the customer’s contract firm demand will be set at the 

highest level experienced during the period when it failed to interrupt and will remain 

at that level for the remainder of the contract period.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 56).  A 

customer has one opportunity to requalify for a lower level after six months.  (Rider 

INTSERV – Interruptible Service Option, Fifth Revised Sheet 68, Docket No.          

TF-2018-0010; Tr. p. 223).  The proposed penalty amount of $36.50 is half of the 

interruptible credit value of $73/kw/year and is intended to incentivize customers to 

respond to interruptible events by curtailing load.  (Tr. pp. 223-24; IPL Initial Brief     

p. 56). 

 IBEC objects to IPL’s proposed penalty increase, noting IPL’s consultant 

opined the current amount is a “heavy penalty for non-compliance.”  (IBEC Initial 

Brief p. 5 (quoting IBEC Hearing Exhibit 510)).  According to IBEC, rather than 

following the recommendations forwarded by its consultant, “IPL is doing precisely 

the opposite” by increasing the penalty amount by 39 percent.  (IBEC Initial Brief      

p. 5).   

The Board finds IPL’s decision to increase the noncompliance penalty is 

unreasonable, especially given the reduction in the interruptible credit.  IPL failed to 
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demonstrate the proposed penalty amount is necessary to accomplish its intended 

goal (i.e., to incentivize customer response to interruptible events by curtailing load).  

IPL presented no evidence that the current penalty amount is insufficient to 

accomplish that goal.  Further, IPL claims the amount was calculated by “halving the 

interruptible credit value of $73/kW/year.”  (IPL Initial Brief p. 56).  At hearing, IPL 

noted the amount is based on a fluctuating figure unrelated to that figure’s value at 

the time of either the reduction in load or a participant’s non-performance.  (Tr.         

p. 224).  IPL failed to support its proposed increase in the penalty amount, the Board 

does not approve the penalty amount increase, and IPL must revise Rider INTSERV 

– Interruptible Service Option in Docket No. TF-2018-0010 to maintain the penalty at 

$26.27 per kW for each excess kW over the firm contract demand.   

3. Conclusion 

 IPL properly supported its proposed interruptible credit value and methodology 

and the Board finds both reasonable and approves the same.  IPL failed to support 

its proposed increase in the penalty for non-performance and IPL shall revise Rider 

INTSERV – Interruptible Service Option in Docket No. TF-2018-0010 to maintain the 

penalty at $26.27 per kW for each excess kW over the firm contract demand.   

 Finally, OCA asserts certain ambiguity exists in IPL’s curtail event Condition 3.  

(OCA Munoz Direct Testimony pp. 19-21).  IPL agrees the wording should be 

clarified.  (IPL Vognsen Reply Testimony p. 5).  Therefore, IPL must also revise Rider 
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INTSERV – Interruptible Service Option in Docket No. TF-2018-0010 to clarify the 

language in Decision Rule 3.   

The Board further directs that IPL track the number (and amount of capacity) 

of customers that choose to buy-through interruptions and the amount of penalties for 

non-compliance to determine if additional measures should be implemented to 

ensure the Nonresidential Interruptible program remains an effective means of 

reducing peak load.  IPL shall include information relating non-compliance or 

interruption buy-through options in its energy efficiency annual report. 

Z. Issue 17b:  Nonresidential Interruptible – Rate Case v. EEP Docket 
 
The Parties framed Issue 17b as whether nonresidential interruptible credit 

levels should be addressed during rate case proceedings under Iowa Code section 

476.6 rather than energy efficiency plan dockets. 

LEG argues the credit levels should be determined in rate cases because 

credits are premised on avoided costs of electric transmission and generation and 

the program displaces capacity and reduces capacity costs assigned to all customer 

classes.  (LEG Latham Rebuttal Testimony p. 20).  LEG opines that including an 

interruptible program in the energy efficiency proceedings focuses on the costs of the 

program but ignores the benefits of dispatchable demand response for which IPL 

receives MISO credits.  (LEG Latham Surrebuttal Testimony p. 8).  Additionally, LEG 

maintains the connection between costs and benefits is unavoidable in a rate case 

but not in an energy efficiency proceeding.  (LEG Latham Surrebuttal Testimony      
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p. 9).  LEG recommends the Board remove the Nonresidential Interruptible program 

and the Residential Direct Load Control program from the energy efficiency 

proceeding, considering them in IPL’s next rate case.  (LEG Initial Brief pp. 17-18). 

IEA supports LEG’s position.  (IEA Initial Brief pp. 4-5).  IEA states IPL’s 

arbitrary reduction of the interruptible credit based on non-coincident or billing 

demand basis ignores the benefits of the program.  (IEA Initial Brief pp. 4-5).  

Furthermore, IEA states IPL does not treat the Nonresidential Interruptible program in 

the same manner it does other energy efficiency programs, especially concerning the 

avoided cost for generation, transmission, and distribution.  (IEA Initial Brief pp. 4-5) 

The Board previously detached interruptible programs from base rate cost 

recovery, transferring them to energy efficiency proceedings.  In re: Interstate Power 

and Light Company, Docket No. RPU-01-1, “Final Decision and Order,” p. 34 (Jan. 

14, 2005).  According to IPL, the Board’s decision to do so was appropriate because:  

(1) the Board’s review of the interruptible program can be performed in the same 

manner as other energy efficiency programs with any resulting changes tracked 

through the EECR; (2) the goal of the program (i.e., to reduce peak demand) is the 

same as the goal of Residential Direct Load Control program and the incentives for 

the residential program are recovered through the EECR; and (3) the value of 

administrative efficiency and predictability support the continued recovery of 

interruptible program costs through the EECR.  (IPL Vognsen Reply Testimony        

p. 11).  
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OCA concurs, stating IPL’s interruptible credits should be addressed in this 

energy efficiency docket.  Of particular import, OCA asserts LEG previously argued 

before the Board, successfully, that interruptible credits are distinct from base rates 

and that the appropriate forum for addressing the credits is an energy efficiency 

proceeding.  (OCA Munoz Reply Testimony p. 8).  See In re: Interstate Power and 

Light Company, Docket No. RPU-2017-0001, “Final Order and Decision,” p. 80 (Feb. 

2, 2018) (stating “LEG agrees with IPL that interruptible credits are distinct from base 

rates and that the appropriate forum to address this issue is in IPL’s upcoming Five-

Year Energy Efficiency Plan Filing”). 

Whether a nonresidential interruptible program should be included in rate 

cases or energy efficiency proceedings is not a new issue.  As noted above, the 

Board previously moved the interruptible program out of rate cases and neither LEG 

nor IEA provided compelling evidence or reason to justify that reversal. 

Further, the 2018 Legislative amendments added demand response plans to 

Iowa Code § 476.6(15)(a)(1)(a), such that the language now provides “[e]lectric 

utilities required to be rate-regulated under this chapter shall file five-year energy 

efficiency plans and demand response plans with the board.”  (emphasis added).  

While the statute does not specify how demand response costs are recovered, the 

Legislature’s inclusion of demand response plans in the Code section concerning 

energy efficiency plans supports the conclusion that recovery of demand response 

should occur in the same manner as energy efficiency.  See e.g., Farmers Co-op Co. 
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v. DeCoster, 528 N.W.2d 536, 538 (Iowa 1995) (stating “[w]hen statutes relate to the 

same subject matter or to closely allied subjects they are said to be in pari material 

and must be construed, considered and examined in light of their common purpose 

and intent so as to produce a harmonious system or body of legislation”).  The Board 

finds the Nonresidential Interruptible program and the interruptible credit should 

continue to be addressed in energy efficiency plan proceedings. 

AA. Issue 17c:  Nonresidential Demand Response – Pilot 
 
Issue 17c is whether IPL can, and should, be required to adopt certain pilot 

programs within the Nonresidential Interruptible program and Residential Direct Load 

Control program. 

ELPC/IEC propose two pilots as part of the demand side management 

program:  (1) non-wires alternative pilot and (2) solar demand reduction pilot.  

(ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 13).  ELPC/IEC argue IPL has room in the demand 

response budget to implement these pilot programs because the proposed budget is 

below the budget criteria contained in § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  (ELPC/IEC Initial Brief        

p. 13).  ELPC/IEC assert the Board should require IPL to collaborate with 

stakeholders to develop the pilots with specific timeline and benchmarks.   

(ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 13). 

1. Non-Wire Alternative Pilot 

Non-Wire Alternatives, also known as Non-Wire Solutions, (referred to as 

NWA) are distributed energy resources designed to defer the need for investment in 
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more conventional and more costly utility infrastructure.  (ELPC/IEC Volkman 

Rebuttal Testimony p. 2).  Strategically placed NWA can be used to address local 

distribution system needs.  (ELPC/IEC Volkman Rebuttal Testimony p. 2). 

ELPC/IEC explain this pilot would defer or avoid the need for investment in 

growth/demand-related infrastructure and provide significant value as demonstrated 

by their successful deployment by other utilities.  (ELPC/IEC Volkman Rebuttal 

Testimony pp. 2-5; ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 14).  ELPC/IEC provide examples of 

successful use by other utilities, including Central Hudson Gas & Electric, which 

targeted locations that have distribution circuit constraints.  (ELPC/IEC Volkman 

Rebuttal Testimony p. 4; ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony pp. 55-56).  

Customers in these areas were provided with a smart thermostat, an enrollment 

award, and an annual incentive payment.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony  

pp. 55-56).   

ELPC/IEC claims IPL could test the capabilities of technologies in which it is 

already investing to determine if these technologies could provide additional grid 

services and benefits at minimal incremental cost through this pilot.  (ELPC/IEC 

Volkmann Rebuttal Testimony pp. 5-6).  ELPC/IEC provide recommended steps to 

be followed by IPL in developing the NWA and note IPL committed to working with 

stakeholders on pilot programs during Plan implementation.  (ELPC/IEC Volkman 

Rebuttal Testimony pp. 10-11; Tr. pp. 113-14).  With respect to the NWA pilot, IPL 
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agreed to hold a stakeholder meeting to explore the pilot as part of IPL’s grid 

modernization.  (ELPC/IEC Hearing Exhibit 308; Tr. pp. 113-17).   

ELPC/IEC request the Board “formalize” and “cement” IPL’s commitment by 

ordering the development of the NWA pilot program, with specific timelines and 

benchmarks.  (EPLC/IEC Initial Brief pp. 13, 16-17).  ELPC/IEC further request the 

Board order the Parties provide the Board with a status update at the end of 2019 

that contains program-specific details and an effective date in Plan year 2020.  

(ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 17). 

2. Solar Demand Reduction Pilot 

ELPC/IEC assert IPL should explore strategic utilization of solar generation to 

manage peaks.  (EPLC/IEC Johannsen Rebuttal Testimony p. 8).  If storage is 

combined with solar, a solar facility can act as a more traditional demand response 

and be consistent with the Iowa Energy Plan’s priority to develop storage.  

(ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 17; ELPC/IEC Volkman Rebuttal Testimony p. 6).   

ELPC/IEC argue a solar demand reduction pilot provides IPL the opportunity 

to improve its Demand Response portfolio and falls within the Board’s definition of 

“energy efficiency measures.”  See 199 IAC 35.2 (defining “energy efficiency 

measures” to mean “activities on the customers’ side of the meter which reduce 

customers’ energy use or demand including, but not limited to, end-use efficiency 

improvements; load control or load management; thermal energy storage; or pricing 

strategies”).  While IPL asserts a willingness to discuss the solar pilot in 2019, 
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ELPC/IEC complain IPL has not committed to specific details and only expressed 

concerns related to cost.  (Tr. pp. 118-19).  ELPC/IEC assert, however, that IPL paid 

an average of $88,782 per MW-year of capacity from 2014 to 2017 when MISO 

market cleared at $10 per MW-day or $3,650 per MW-year.  (ELPC/IEC Johannsen 

Rebuttal Testimony p. 8). 

ELPC/IEC requests the Board enter an order requiring:  (1) IPL to develop an 

industrial solar partnership pilot project as part of its demand response plan, (2) IPL 

engage in a collaborative process in 2019, (3) transparency and accountability in that 

process, (4) the cost be compared to the cost of IPL’s existing demand response 

portfolio, and (5) a joint filing from parties at the end of 2019 that provides a status 

update that includes collaborative meetings held, information analyzed, and expected 

details of the pilot with a rollout in 2020.  (ELPC/IEC Initial Brief p. 18). 

IPL states it intends to collaborate with all interested parties during 

implementation of the Plan and through other dockets, as appropriate.  (IPL Donnolly 

Reply Testimony p. 20).  In the event it decides to pursue pilot programs, IPL will 

report the status of research activities and implementation of the research findings in 

its annual report and in periodic stakeholder meetings.  (Application, Exhibit 1,          

p. 155).   

3. Board Discussion 

As previously noted, rule 35.8(10) provides that pilot programs may be 

included in a program if justified by the utility.  However, no provision in statute or rule 
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requires a utility to include pilot programs as part of its energy efficiency plan.  

Although the Plan does not include any pilot projects, IPL asserts it will collaborate 

with stakeholders, including ELPC/IEC, on possible pilots, including the NWA and 

solar partnership pilots.  In fact, stakeholder meetings on the NWA may have already 

commenced.  See Tr. p. 116 (stating a stakeholder meeting on the NWA was 

scheduled for January 2019).   

Given no provision of law requires that a plan include pilot projects and 

because the record establishes IPL is committed to working with stakeholders on 

these pilots, the Board does not believe an order requiring IPL to engage in 

collaboration on these matters is necessary or needed.  Therefore, the Board will not 

order the inclusion of a non-wires alterative or solar generation pilot program as part 

of this Plan but will require IPL to include updates related to its collaboration on and, 

if applicable, implementation of any pilot programs in its energy efficiency annual 

report. 

BB. Issues 18a and 18b:  Tree Planting 
 
The Parties framed Issue 18a as whether IPL should continue to offer 

Operation ReLeaf in its proposed Plan and Issue 18b as whether IPL should disburse 

Branching Out grants in two installments to ensure an energy efficiency nexus. 

IPL’s tree-planting program is marketed under the name Branching Out and 

offers annual grants of up to $5,000 to communities to help fund community tree-

planting programs.  (Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 149-51).  IPL proposes to eliminate 
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the other aspects of the tree-planting program, which IPL currently markets under the 

names Trees for Kids, Operation ReLeaf, and the Tree Storm Fund.  (Application, 

Exhibit 1, p. 149).   

OCA recommends IPL continue offering the Operation ReLeaf program, which 

offers IPL residential customers the opportunity to purchase two IPL-subsidized trees 

per household during the spring and fall planting seasons, for two reasons.  (OCA 

Davison Direct Testimony p. 24).  First, OCA argues the invasive emerald ash borer 

is destroying Iowa’s most ubiquitous shade tree at an alarming rate and the loss of 

the energy efficiency benefits from the destruction of these shade trees will be felt by 

a significant number of IPL residential customers.  (OCA Davison Direct Testimony 

pp. 24-25).  Second, with fewer rebates being available through the Residential 

Prescriptive Rebates program, IPL provides residential customers fewer avenues to 

achieve energy savings under the proposed Plan.  (OCA Davison Direct Testimony  

p. 26).  In addition, the Board received a number of comments from IPL customers, 

expressing concerns over IPL’s proposed elimination of the Operation ReLeaf 

program.   

With respect to the Branching Out program, OCA recommends procedural 

alterations to the administration of the program (e.g., grants paid in installments to 

ensure the program has a clear energy efficiency nexus).  (OCA Davison Direct 

Testimony pp. 22-23).  OCA also recommends changes to the grant application to 
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emphasize that qualifying projects must result in energy efficiency benefits.  (OCA 

Davison Surrebuttal Testimony pp. 11-12).   

IPL counters that funding the Operation ReLeaf program, which provides no 

measurable savings, would require IPL to shift funds from Home Energy Reports, 

which produces actual bill savings for its residential customers.  (IPL Initial Brief       

p. 33).  Concerning Branching Out, IPL asserts OCA’s suggestions to split the grant 

installment would increase administrative expenses with no savings opportunity.    

(Tr. pp. 142-42). 

In part, rule 35.8 requires a utility “consider including in its plan a program for 

tree planting.”  The evidence establishes IPL complied with this requirement and, in 

fact, proposes to implement Branching Out to help communities fund tree-planting 

projects.  The Board appreciates OCA’s assertion that Branching Out should show an 

energy efficiency nexus given the funding for the program is through the energy 

efficiency Plan.  IPL explained it partners with a program administrator (Trees 

Forever), which in turn works with communities in developing the grant to ensure an 

energy efficiency nexus, and the program utilizes a scoring matrix that includes an 

energy efficiency nexus scoring criteria.  (Tr. p. 143).  Based on the evidence 

presented, the Board finds IPL’s Branching Out program, including the application 

form, reasonably links the program to energy efficiency.  The Board further finds IPL 

sufficiently supported the program as a beneficial component of the Plan.  
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The Board further appreciates OCA’s and IPL customers’ desire to continue 

the Operation ReLeaf program as it is clearly a popular program.  (OCA Davison 

Direct Testimony p. 24).  However, because the program does not add savings to the 

Plan, the Board will not require that IPL maintain multiple tree-planting programs and 

reallocate funds from a program that produces savings to the Operation ReLeaf 

program.  Therefore, the Board approves the Trees program as proposed by IPL. 

CC. Issues 19a and 19b:  Education Program 
 
Issue 19a is whether IPL should include benchmarking and offer automatic 

Energy Star® Portfolio Manager upload services.  Issue 19b is whether IPL should 

budget the SEM program as an Education program. 

Strategic Energy Management (SEM) is a component of IPL’s proposed 

Custom Solutions program that “empower an organization to implement energy 

management actions and consistently achieve energy performance improvements.”  

(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 109).  IPL provides customers with education, technical 

support, a baseline assessment, benchmarking tools, and energy-use data.  

(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 109). 

Benchmarking is the comparison of energy use of a particular building with 

something similar and can provide building owners with information to assist them in 

better controlling energy use.  (OCA Kruger Direct Testimony p. 39).  OCA argues 

benchmarking provides many benefits to building owners and managers beyond 

reduced energy bills, including identifying hidden problems, driving quicker 
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responsive action, prioritizing energy and water action, and providing the opportunity 

to earn “Green” status through Energy Star or LEED certification.  (OCA Kruger 

Direct Testimony pp. 39-40).   

According to OCA, IPL can assist with benchmarking by uploading data to 

Energy Star® Portfolio Manager in a timely and accurate manner as opposed to 

requiring participating businesses manually enter the data.  (OCA Kruger Direct 

Testimony p. 41).  OCA notes IPL’s proposed Plan includes benchmarking services 

as part of the SEM component of the Custom Solutions program.  (OCA Kruger 

Direct Testimony p. 42).  Because SEM provides education and technical support to 

customers, OCA recommends IPL incorporate Energy Star® Portfolio Manager data 

upload capability into SEM and include SEM as a part of the Education program 

rather than the Custom Solutions program.  (OCA Kruger Direct Testimony p. 42). 

IPL unequivocally asserts it intends to work with municipalities, at their 

request, on benchmarking initiatives, including how individual and aggregate data is 

provided.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 42).  IPL further states it intends to provide “upload 

ready data” to its customers for their use in the ENERGY STAR® Portfolio Manager. 

(IPL Initial Brief p. 42).  However, because SEM provides benefits beyond education, 

including the promotion of behavior-based savings and investment in energy 

efficiency capital improvements, IPL argues SEM belongs in the Custom Solutions 

program rather than the Education program.  (IPL Initial Brief pp. 42-43; Application, 

Exhibit 1, p. 109; Tr. pp. 145-46).   
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The Board finds IPL justified its inclusion of SEM in the Custom Solutions 

program.  IPL explains SEM, as a component of the Custom Solutions program, “is a 

data-driven approach to help customers design an energy plan to achieve 

sustainable energy performance and economic gains.”  (Application, Exhibit 1,         

p. 109).  Once a customer receives the information through the SEM component, the 

customer can work with other components of the Custom Solutions program to 

achieve energy savings.  (IPL Initial Brief pp. 42-43).  While perhaps IPL could have 

included SEM in its proposed Education program, no Party established IPL’s 

inclusion of the component in Custom Solutions is without reason or that the 

Education program is the more appropriate program to place SEM. 

Concerning the benchmarking issue, given IPL’s commitment to work with 

municipalities on benchmarking initiatives and commitment to provide “upload ready 

data” to its customers for their use in the ENERGY STAR® Portfolio Manager, the 

Board will not require the automatic uploading of customer data for benchmarking 

purposes.  The Board acknowledges the benefits of benchmarking and appreciates 

IPL’s willingness to work with municipalities on benchmarking initiatives.  However, 

IPL bears a significant responsibility in ensuring the safety of customer data and 

should maintain the flexibility in determining when and under what conditions it will 

share such data with third parties.  

 

 

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on March 26, 2019, EEP-2018-0003



DOCKET NOS. EEP-2018-0003 & TF-2018-0010 
PAGE 95   
 
 

DD. Issue 20:  Non-Targeted Energy Awareness 
 
Issue 20 is whether IPL should conduct ongoing evaluations of the Non-

Targeted Energy Awareness program to improve its ability to increase savings.  In 

the Joint Statement of the Issues, the Parties identify this issue as being 

uncontested. 

IPL’s proposed Non-Targeted Energy Awareness program is designed to 

provide its customers with general energy awareness information through its 

PowerHouse television program and other advertising.  (Application, Exhibit 1,         

p. 150).  PowerHouse airs once each weekend across four Iowa television markets in 

IPL’s service territory and is an educational program produced by an IPL vendor.  

(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 150).   

OCA states that while IPL does not measure savings from these non-targeted 

initiatives, which makes it difficult to determine the impact of its awareness efforts, 

IPL does conduct EM&V to assess the effectiveness of these initiatives.  (OCA 

Davison Direct Testimony p. 13).  OCA argues EM&V reveals that bill inserts are the 

most effective method of educating customers of its energy efficiency programs, and 

as such, suggests IPL should channel the majority of its awareness expenditures on 

bill inserts and other directly mailed correspondence.  (OCA Davison Direct 

Testimony pp. 13-15).  In response, IPL states it intends to direct its third-party 

evaluator to conduct a process evaluation of the Non-Targeted Energy Awareness 
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program to identify ways the program can further drive participation in programs that 

actually produce energy savings.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 13). 

The question posed with this issue is whether IPL should conduct evaluations 

of its Non-Targeted Energy Awareness program and the evidence presented 

establishes IPL intends to do so.  In light of IPL’s commitment and because the 

Parties identified this issue as uncontested, the Board will approve IPL’s Non-

Targeted Energy Awareness program as proposed. 

EE. Issue 21:  Administrative Costs 
 
The Parties framed Issue 21 as whether administrative costs should be limited 

to 25 percent of the total Plan budget and the means by which IPL should continue to 

reduce administrative costs. 

OCA notes that in IPL’s proposed Plan, the administrative costs comprise 57 

percent of the total electric energy efficiency budget and 81 percent of the total 

natural gas energy efficiency budget.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony        

p. 21).  OCA argues IPL should be able to deliver lower administrative costs given 

the reduced program offerings and suggests administrative spending should be 

limited to 25 percent of program budgets.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 11; OCA Parker 

Amended Direct Testimony p. 21).   

Under the Plan, administrative costs are “[c]osts associated with program 

support functions, such as ongoing operation, administration, vendor management 

and reporting.”  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 38).  Unlike the current plan, IPL allocates 
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all vendor costs in the proposed Plan as administrative costs and, therefore, 

comparison of administrative costs between the current plan and the proposed Plan 

is not meaningful because of the differences in methodologies.  (IPL Initial Brief        

p. 22).  IPL further notes that some of the new programs in the proposed Plan will 

require higher administrative costs during the start-up phase, which is typical for new 

programs, and a rigid limit on administrative costs may hamper program 

implementation.  (IPL Initial Brief p. 23). 

As part of a plan filing, the Board’s governing rules require a filing utility to 

include a budget for the plan as a whole and for each program in the plan.  199 IAC 

35.8(2)(d).  A filing utility must place plan and program expenses into a number of 

categories, including administrative costs.  Id. at r. 35.8(2)(d)(2).  The rules do not, 

however, define “administrative costs” or dictate what types of expenses are and are 

not administrative costs.  As evidenced in IPL’s submission, the categories in which 

expenses are included may vary from plan to plan.  Because the rules do not firmly 

identify which precise expenses should be identified as administrative costs, the 

Board does not believe it would be prudent to impose a percentage limit to any of the 

categories, including administrative costs.  Furthermore, even were the Board 

inclined to create a strict administrative cost limit through this contested-case 

proceeding, which it is not, the evidence submitted in this case does not sufficiently 

support the conclusion that 25 percent of total plan spending is the appropriate 

amount.   

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on March 26, 2019, EEP-2018-0003



DOCKET NOS. EEP-2018-0003 & TF-2018-0010 
PAGE 98   
 
 

The Board does, however, appreciate OCA’s overarching concern regarding 

administrative costs and believes there is opportunity for the Parties and other 

interested stakeholders to assist the Board in crafting administrative rules covering 

plan and program budgets.  As argued by IPL, rule making, as opposed to this 

contested-case proceeding, would constitute the better mechanism for defining 

administrative costs as it provides for greater notice and opportunity to be heard by 

the Parties, stakeholders, and other interested persons.  As noted above, the Board 

is currently reviewing its energy efficiency rules in Docket No. 2016-0018. For the 

reasons set herein, the Board concludes the record does not support a finding that 

IPL’s administrative costs should be limited to 25 percent of the total Plan budget. 

FF. Issue 22:  Stakeholder Collaboration 
 
Issue 22 is identified as whether the Board should establish metrics and 

require annual reporting on collaboration activities.  OCA asserts collaboration 

occurring after Plan implementation will provide opportunities for ongoing Plan, 

program, and cost review.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 22).  OCA suggests beneficial areas 

of collaboration include upstream/midstream programs, TRM updates, and low-

income supplemental weatherization efforts.  (OCA Initial Brief p. 22). 

IPL supports continued collaboration and remains open to establishing 

collaboration goals and reporting results if doing so would benefit Iowa’s energy 

efficiency programs and ratepayers.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 9).  IPL 

notes, however, that the Board has never previously set collaboration goals and that 
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additional collaboration and reporting requirements may increase administrative 

costs.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 9).   

Although the Board appreciates both the value in the collaborative process 

and the demonstrable benefits that have resulted by the Parties working 

collaboratively on issues, no Iowa statute or Board rule requires post-plan 

collaboration.  Further, Iowa law does not direct or dictate the structure of any such 

collaboration.  Finally, the evidence submitted in this record does not establish what 

metrics would be reasonable and useful, if any.  As such, the Board finds the record 

does not support the establishment of post-Plan collaboration metrics.  IPL is not 

required to report on collaborative activities unless otherwise required by law or this 

Order.   

GG. Issue 23:  Annual Reports 
 
Issue 23 is whether annual reports submitted by IPL should include additional 

information of the prior year’s implementation of the Plan, an update on pilot 

programs and research and development, and a completeness certification. 

OCA recommends energy efficiency annual reports provide sufficient 

information and explanations for the reader to understand program performance and 

be accompanied by an affidavit of IPL’s management attesting to the report’s 

accuracy and completeness.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 29-30).  

IPL responds that OCA’s recommendations do not find support in the Board’s 

administrative rules and would increase administrative costs.  (IPL Initial Brief pp. 62-
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63).  While asserting it will continue to provide complete and thorough annual reports 

and will respond to requests for additional information submitted by OCA and other 

stakeholders, IPL requests the Board reject OCA’s suggestions.  (IPL Initial Brief      

p. 63).   

The energy efficiency annual reports provide valuable information for use by 

stakeholders and the Board in reviewing the results and implementation of the 

utilities’ energy efficiency plans.  IPL will be required to continue filing energy 

efficiency annual reports, which detail its energy efficiency plan implementation, 

updates on pilot programs and research and development, and other items, on or 

before May 1 of each year.  The Board further directs IPL to file both net and gross 

savings results in the energy efficiency annual report for historical comparison 

purposes.  In addition, in subsequent plan years, IPL must file an update of program 

features.  The update shall describe program changes that do not require a plan 

modification and will be due on or before January 31 of each year. 

HH. Issue 24:  EM&V 
 
The Parties state Issue 24 is whether IPL has appropriately designed its 

EM&V program consistent with 199 IAC 35.8(2)(f). 

IPL intends to conduct EM&V based on the timeline in the proposed Plan, 

working with the contractor to develop a phased schedule for the evaluations.  (IPL 

Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 18; Application, Exhibit 8, p. 6).  The proposed EM&V 

schedule indicates program evaluations will be completed by December 31, 2021, 
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and final reports and recommendations would be completed by June 30, 2022.  

(Application, Exhibit 8, p. 6).  IPL anticipates the evaluations of more mature 

programs will occur first in order for the newer program to gain sufficient market 

experience.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony p. 18).  Additionally, IPL has 

incorporated many suggestions OCA made regarding the EM&V conducted during 

the 2019-2023 plan cycle.  (IPL Reply Brief pp. 14-16).  OCA supports IPL’s plan to 

conduct EM&V by the end of the third year of the 2019-2023 Plan, which will allow 

IPL the opportunity to implement resulting recommendations during the five-year 

Plan.  (OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 25-26). 

The Board approves IPL’s EM&V plan as outlined in Application, Exhibit 8.  

The Board directs IPL to include in its energy efficiency annual reports an update on 

the EM&V schedule, resulting recommendations from completed EM&V, and any 

programmatic changes made because of the EM&V. 

II. Issue 2a:  Energy Efficiency Savings Targets and Budget – 
Reasonable Targets 

 
Issue 2a is framed by the Parties as whether IPL’s electric and natural gas 

savings targets are reasonable and consistent with § 476.6(15) and 199 IAC 35.8. 

IPL’s proposed electric energy efficiency programs are expected to produce a 

total of 611 gigawatt-hours (GWh) over the five-year Plan and 20 megawatts (MW) 

annually of demand savings, which is between 0.73 percent and 0.82 percent of retail 

sales forecast.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 11).  IPL’s demand response programs are 

anticipated to provide peak load management potential of 265 MW, 225 MW from the 
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Nonresidential Interruptible program and 40 MW from the Residential Direct Load 

Control program.  (Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 11, 136).  IPL anticipates its proposed 

natural gas energy efficiency programs will provide approximately 2.5 million therms 

of savings from 2019-2023, or 0.2 percent of retail sales.  (IPL Application Exhibit 1, 

p. 11, 44, 136). 

In total IPL anticipates spending approximately $237.6 million over the 2019-

2023 Plan, of which $126.6 million is for electric energy efficiency programs, $94.8 

million for demand response programs, and $16.2 million for natural gas energy 

efficiency programs.  (Application, Exhibit 4)  IPL’s proposed budgets for electric 

energy efficiency, natural gas energy efficiency, and demand response are less than 

the spending criteria in § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  The budget totals include the funding for 

the Iowa Energy Center (IEC) and Center for Global and Environmental Regional 

Research (CGRER), also known as the legislative assessment.  (Application, Exhibit 

4). 

OCA argues the lower budget and savings goals in IPL’s proposed Plan will 

constrain Iowan access to important and cost-effective energy efficiency programs 

and lead to higher customer costs.  (OCA Initial Brief pp. 3-4).  According to OCA, 

IPL benefits from reduced energy efficiency because it loses fewer energy sales and 

associated revenue to customer investment in energy efficiency.  (OCA Initial Brief 

pp. 3-4).  Additionally, OCA claims that while the budget criteria and the opt-out 
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provisions of § 476.6(15) result in lower customer bills in the short-term, customers 

will pay more for energy in the long-term.  (OCA Initial Brief pp. 3-4).   

OCA asserts IPL’s proposed Plan significantly lowers budget and savings 

goals in the Plan as compared to the current plan, as shown by the following:  
 

 Total Electric Budget Total Gas Budget 
EEP-2012-0001 (Original)  $ 205,204,063 $ 78,782,825 
EEP-2012-0001 (Modified) $ 198,726,239 $ 82,976,939 
EEP-2018-0003 $ 126,653,456 $ 16,171,261 
Budget Reduction $   72,072,783 $ 66,805,678 

 

 Total Electric Goal (kWh) Total Gas Goal 
 

 
EEP-2012-0001 (Original)  823,900,000 11,920,915 
EEP-2012-0001 (Modified)  858,539,259 11,829,958 
EEP-2018-0003 588,371,760    2,456,309    
Savings Reduction 270,167,499 9,373,649 
 
(OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 7-8).  OCA argues IPL’s proposed 

energy efficiency budgets are insufficient because they are “far below” the                 

§ 476.6(15)(c)(2) criteria and, hence, do not reach the energy-savings potential.  

(OCA Parker Amended Direct Testimony pp. 8-10).  OCA recommends the Board set 

IPL’s electric savings goals in line with the 2017 results and set the budgets at a level 

necessary to achieve those results, or no less than 1 percent of forecast retail sales.  

(OCA Initial Brief p. 7).  At a minimum, OCA argues the Board should require IPL to 

modify its proposed Plan by incorporating the legislative assessment funding and 

setting program budgets at the levels set in § 476.6(15)(c)(2) while establishing 

energy savings goals that are designed to achieve maximum efficiency potential.  

(OCA Reply Brief p. 2). 
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 ELPC/IEC concur with OCA, asserting that because IPL’s proposed budgets 

are under the budgetary limits established in § 476.6(15)(c)(2), the proposed Plan 

does not capture all achievable savings.  (ELPC/IEC Initial Brief pp. 1-4).  ELPC/IEC 

recommend the Board require IPL’s electric and natural gas budgets be increased to 

the statutory criteria of 2 percent and 1.5 percent of retail revenue thresholds, using 

the additional funds for low-income programs and on-site assessments.  (ELPC/IEC 

Initial Brief pp. 3-4).   

ELPC/IEC state the utility cost test (UCT) illustrates the benefits unavailable to 

customers if IPL limits plan spending and observe IPL’s proposed Plan has a UCT 

result of 2.84, which means that not making the proposed investment in energy 

efficiency costs ratepayers nearly three times as much in the long-term.  (ELPC/IEC 

Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony pp. 17-18).  The Plan’s UCT score, according to 

ELPC/IEC, establishes that there are significantly more cost-effective energy 

efficiency opportunities than what is contained in the Plan.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt 

Rebuttal Testimony pp. 17-18).  ELPC/IEC assert the proposed Plan will save only 

about 48 percent of the net maximum achievable electric savings and 12 percent of 

the net maximum achievable natural gas savings identified by the Assessment of 

Potential.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony pp. 21-22).   

ELPC/IEC state that following last year’s energy efficiency Legislative 

changes, the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy opined Iowa’s 

energy efficiency savings would be “well below the national median, setting the state 

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on March 26, 2019, EEP-2018-0003



DOCKET NOS. EEP-2018-0003 & TF-2018-0010 
PAGE 105   
 
 
on course to plummet from 19th place to the bottom tiers of the Scorecard, likely close 

to 40th place.”  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal Testimony p. 23).  ELPC/IEC contend 

IPL’s failure to increase, at a minimum, its budgets to the statutory criteria will 

exacerbate Iowa’s anticipated low Scorecard ranking.  (ELPC/IEC Grevatt Rebuttal 

Testimony pp. 22-24; ELPC/IEC Reply Brief pp. 2-3).  In sum, ELPC/IEC argue IPL’s 

approach in developing its savings targets for the proposed Plan is unreasonable and 

arbitrary, which results in IPL not using all the funds available under the statute.  

(ELPC/IEC Reply Brief pp. 3-5.) 

In response, IPL explains its Plan will achieve 93 percent of the Assessment of 

Potential’s electric “business as usual” scenario, which indicates the proposed Plan 

will achieve real and substantial electric savings.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 44; IPL 

Initial Brief pp. 19-20).  While the proposed Plan is only expected to capture 28 

percent of the assessment’s natural gas potential, IPL explains this low percentage is 

attributable to the elimination of measures that were not cost-effective and the 

Legislature’s creation of the budgetary criteria in § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  (IPL Initial Brief  

p. 20).  IPL states that in order to meet the statutory budget criteria, it was required to 

discontinue a number of programs that focused on natural gas savings.  (IPL Initial 

Brief p. 18).   

Concerning OCA’s and ELPC/IEC’s request for the Board to require IPL to 

spend up to the statutory criteria, IPL states § 476.6(15)(c)(2) “does not compel the 

spending up to the budget criteria for either energy efficiency or demand response 
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plans.”  (IPL Reply Brief pp. 7-8 (emphasis in original)).  IPL maintains the 

Legislature’s underlying intent in enacting the 2018 energy efficiency amendments 

was to control energy efficiency spending so that customer funds are cost-effectively 

budgeted for programs tailored to customer needs and interests.  (IPL Reply Brief    

p. 6).  Finally, IPL complains that no Party provided specific program 

recommendations that included how additional spending should be allocated to all 

customer classes or how the additional spending would affect the cost-effectiveness 

of IPL’s Plan as a whole.  (IPL Reply Brief pp. 6-7).   

In developing its Plan, IPL considered information from the Assessment of 

Potential, historic participation information, market trends, equipment standards, and 

other factors.  (Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 11, 26-27).  The Assessment of Potential 

reviewed the technical, economic, and achievable potential based on the 

requirements of the Board’s chapter 35 rules.  (Ellsworth Direct Testimony p. 5; 

Application, Exhibit 1, pp. 26-27).  The Assessment of Potential also identified four 

scenarios – Business as Usual, Business As Usual Plus, Maximum Achievable, and 

Financing Program – based on specific conditions as outlined by the utilities and 

stakeholders.  (Ellsworth Direct Testimony p. 5; Application, Exhibit 1, p. 28; 

Application, Exhibit 2).  The Assessment of Potential was prepared before the 2018 

statutory changes and, therefore, does not consider the § 476.6(15)(c)(2) budget 

criteria and does not consider the importance of the RIM cost-effectiveness results. 
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IPL’s proposed Plan, while generally offering fewer energy efficiency programs 

than the 2014-2018 Plan, offers programs for all customer classes and is expected to 

produce 611 GWh of electric savings and 2.5 million therms of natural gas savings.  

(IPL Application Exhibit 1, p. 11, 44, 136).  Further, the proposed Plan is expected to 

result in 265 MW of peak load management potential.  (IPL Application Exhibit 1,     

p. 11, 44, 136).  The Board finds IPL’s savings targets for its energy efficiency and 

demand response programs are reasonable.   

Concerning the Plan budget, IPL proposes to send approximately $237.6 

million over the 2019-2023 Plan, of which $126.6 million is for electric energy 

efficiency programs, $94.8 million for demand response programs, and $16.2 million 

for natural gas energy efficiency programs.  (Application, Exhibit 4).  As already 

discussed in greater detail above in Issue 2c, IPL agreed to remove the legislative 

assessments from the Plan, (i.e., $900,000 in the natural gas budget and $4.5 million 

in the electric budget) from the Plan budget.  (Tr. pp. 164-67).  With respect to the 

$900,000 of the legislative assessment previously allocated to natural gas, IPL 

intends to make those funds available for use for supplemental weatherization 

projects for low-income customers until the funding requirement expires on July 1, 

2022.  (Tr. pp. 166-67; IPL Initial Brief pp. 59-60; IPL Reply Brief p. 9).  With respect 

to the $4.5 million of the legislative assessment allocated to the electric programs, 

IPL will not reallocate the funds to electric programs but will make the $4.5 million 

available if program customer participation exceeds amounts budgeted.  (Tr. pp. 166-
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67, 210-12).  In addition, subject to plan modifications, IPL will explore use of the 

$4.5 million on pilot programs and other programs.  (Tr. pp. 211-12).  Based on the 

Plan submission and IPL’s agreement regarding the legislative assessment, the 

Board finds IPL’s budgets for its energy efficiency and demand response plans are 

reasonable.  As further noted above, IPL is required to revise its Plan budgets to 

remove the legislative assessment funding and required to file a plan modification if it 

intends to use the legislative assessment funds for new or pilot programs.   

JJ. Issue 3:  Plan Cost-Effectiveness 
 
Issue 3 is whether IPL’s Plan is cost-effective under the tests required under 

199 IAC 35.8 and Iowa Code § 476.6. 

Iowa Code § 476.6(13) requires that energy efficiency plans as a whole be 

cost-effective and in determining the cost-effectiveness of an energy efficiency plan, 

the Board applies the societal test, total resource cost test, utility cost test, rate-payer 

impact test, and participant test.  Furthermore, 199 IAC 35.8(2)(a) states “[t]he utility’s 

threshold of cost-effectiveness for its plan as a whole shall be a benefit/cost ratio of 

1.0 or greater.”   

Evidence submitted demonstrates the Plan as a whole is cost-effective under 

the tests required under § 476.6(13).  Under the societal test, the Plan’s result is 

2.93.  (IPL Carter Direct Testimony p. 4; Application, Exhibit 3.1).  Under the total 

resource cost test, the Plan’s result is 2.68.  (Application, Exhibit 3.1).  Under the 

utility cost test, the Plan’s result is 2.84.  (Application, Exhibit 3.1).  Under the rate-

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on March 26, 2019, EEP-2018-0003



DOCKET NOS. EEP-2018-0003 & TF-2018-0010 
PAGE 109   
 
 
payer impact test, the Plan’s result is 1.08.  (Application, Exhibit 3.1).  Applying the 

rate-payer impact test to IPL’s electric energy efficiency plan results in a 1.10.  (IPL 

Carter Direct Testimony p. 4; Application, Exhibit 3.1).  The Board therefore finds the 

Plan is cost-effective as required by Iowa Code § 476.6(13) and 199 IAC 35.8. 

IV. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 Although all the statutory considerations have been discussed above, in the 

interest of clarity and providing a central location for this discussion, the Board will 

discuss each statutory requirement below.  

A. All Customer Classes/Qualified Low-Income 
 
 Energy efficiency and demand response plans must include a range of 

programs tailored to the needs of all customer classes, including residential, 

commercial and industrial customers.  Id. at § 476.6(15)(a)(1)(a).  A plan must also 

include programs for qualified low-income customers.  Id.   

The Board finds IPL’s Plan provides programs tailored to each customer class.  

(Plan, Exhibit 1).  The Plan also provides programs primarily targeted to low-income 

customers, including the Low-Income Weatherization and Low-Income Multifamily 

programs, and contains additional programs for which low-income customers are 

eligible.  (Application, Exhibit 1, p. 30).  Therefore, the Board finds the scope of the 

Plan’s programs meets the customer classes requirements in § 476.6(15)(a)(1)(a). 
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B. Cost-Effectiveness 
 
 Iowa Code § 476.6(13) precludes the Board from approving an energy 

efficiency plan unless it is cost-effective under the societal test, the total resource 

cost test, the utility cost test, the rate-payer impact test, and participant test.  As 

shown by the following, IPL’s combined Plan, including electric, demand response, 

and natural gas programs, is cost-effective under each test: 

 
 Utility Participant Ratepayer Societal Total Resource 

Net Present Value Benefits ($) $614,308,470 $503,765,125 $617,101,611 $860,381,838 $785,439,499 
Net Present Value Costs ($) $216,631,137 $189,379,624 $570,271,961 $293,419,003 $293,419,003 
Benefit/Cost Ratio 2.84 2.66 1.08 2.93 2.68 

 
(Application, Exhibit 1, p. 14).  The Board therefore finds the Plan is cost-effective as 

required by Iowa Code § 476.6(13) and 199 IAC 35.8. 

C. Statutory Budget Criteria 
 
 Pursuant to Iowa Code § 476.6(15)(c)(2), the Board may not require a gas 

utility to adopt an energy efficiency plan that results in projected cumulative average 

annual costs that exceed 1.5 percent of the gas utility’s expected annual Iowa retail 

rate revenue from retail customers in the state.  Similarly, the Board may not require 

an electric utility to adopt an energy efficiency plan that results in projected 

cumulative average annual costs that exceed 2 percent of the electric utility’s 

expected annual Iowa retail rate revenue from retail customers in the state.  Id.  

Finally, the Board may not require an electric utility to adopt a demand response plan 

that results in projected cumulative average annual costs that exceed 2 percent of 
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the electric utility’s expected annual Iowa retail rate revenue from retail customers in 

the state.  

 In total, IPL anticipates spending approximately $237.6 million over the life of 

the 2019-2023 Plan, of which $126.6 million is for electric energy efficiency 

programs, $94.8 million for demand response programs, and $16.2 million for natural 

gas energy efficiency programs.  (Application, Exhibit 4).  In its initially filed 2019-

2023 Plan in Docket No. EEP-2017-0002, prior to the 2018 statutory amendments, 

IPL’s proposed electric energy efficiency plan was already below the budget criteria 

and that aspect has not changed in its current proposed plan.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply 

Testimony p. 3).  While its natural gas budget in Docket No. EEP-2017-0002 was 

higher than the budget criteria, IPL reduced its natural gas budget in its pending 

proposed Plan to meet the natural gas budget criteria.  (IPL Ellsworth Reply 

Testimony p. 4).  Therefore, the Board finds IPL’s proposed budgets for electric 

energy efficiency, natural gas energy efficiency, and demand response are less than 

the spending criteria in § 476.6(15)(c)(2).  (IPL Ellsworth Reply Testimony pp. 3-5). 

 As part of its annual energy efficiency filing for each year of the Plan, IPL shall 

submit information detailing its actual Plan and program spending for the Board 

review and evaluation. 

D. Ratepayer Impact Test and Customer Exemption 
 
 Pursuant to § 476.6(15)(a)(1)(b), rate-regulated utility customers may “request 

an exemption from participation in any five-year energy efficiency plan offered by an 
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electric utility if the energy efficiency plan and demand response plan, at the time of 

approval by the board, have a cumulative rate-payer impact test result of less than 

one.”  The RIM score for IPL’s combined electric and demand response Plan is 1.10.  

(Application, Exhibit 3.1).  Because IPL’s RIM score is greater than 1.0, the customer 

exemption provision in § 476.6(15)(a)(1)(b) is not triggered. 

 E. Conclusion 

 Many of the Parties presented arguments in favor of altering IPL’s proposed 

Plan through the addition or removal of programs and measures.  However, beyond 

the merits of the inclusion or exclusion of a particular program or measure, the record 

failed to adequately explain the consequences of any such alteration.  Each measure 

and program is a component to the overall Plan and modification of those 

components could affect several aspects of the Plan, including its projected budget, 

projected savings, cost-effectiveness, and rate-payer impact test result, and have 

unintended results.   

 Similarly, if the Board were to alter the energy efficiency plan for IPL, the end 

product would differ from IPL’s proposed Plan.  IPL included programs and measures 

within its proposed Plan that the Board may not have incorporated if it were to adjust 

the Plan.  If the Board required such adjustments without evidence demonstrating 

how such deviations and alterations would affect the proposed Plan’s test results and 

budget, the Board would be unable to determine the proposed Plan met the legal 

requirements.   
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Under § 476.6, the Board must review an energy efficiency plan submitted by 

a utility and the evidence submitted by the parties in the proceeding, to determine 

whether proposed amendments to the plan are supported by the record and the law, 

and whether the plan meets the requirements set forth in statute and rule.  In this 

instance and for the reasons set forth above, the Board finds IPL set forth sufficienct 

evidence to demonstrate its proposed Plan meets all statutory requirements.   

 
ORDERING CLAUSES 

 
 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED: 

 1. Interstate Power and Light Company’s July 5, 2018 Application for 

Approval of Energy Efficiency Plan is granted, subject to the Plan modifications set 

forth in this Order. 

 2. Within 30 days from the issuance of this Order, Interstate Power and 

Light Company shall file amended Plan budgets, reallocating or removing, as 

appropriate, the budgeted amounts allocated for the Iowa Energy Center and Center 

for Global and Regional Environmental Research assessments.  In the event it 

intends to use these previously allocated funds on new or pilot programs, Interstate 

Power and Light Company shall file a Plan modification as required under the Utility 

Board’s administrative rules. 

 3. Within 30 days from the issuance of this Order, Interstate Power and 

Light Company shall file a revised Rider INTSERV – Interruptible Service Option in 

Docket No. TF-2018-0010 to revert the penalty for non-performance back to $26.27 
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per kW for each excess kW over the firm contract demand and to clarify the language 

in Decision Rule 3.  Interstate Power and Light Company is directed to track the 

number (and amount of capacity) of customers that choose to buy-through 

interruptions and the amount of penalties for non-compliance and to include such 

information in the annual report set forth in following paragraph 4.   

4. On or before May 1 of each year, Interstate Power and Light Company 

shall file an energy efficiency annual report.  Interstate Power and Light Company 

shall include, at a minimum, in each annual report filing:  (1) details concerning its 

energy efficiency plan implementation and collaboration efforts, (2) an update on pilot 

programs, including any smart thermostat pilot, and research and development; (3) 

information relating to Nonresidential Interruptible program non-compliance and 

interruption buy-through options; (4) information describing its efforts to secure 

additional funds to supplement the Low -Income Weatherization program; (5) net and 

gross savings results; (6) information detailing actual Plan and program spending, 

and (7) an update on the EM&V schedule, resulting recommendations from 

completed EM&V, and any programmatic changes made as a result of the EM&V. 

5. On or before January 31 of each year, Interstate Power and Light 

Company shall file an update of program features.  In this filing, Interstate Power and 

Light Company shall describe program changes that do not require Plan modification. 

 6. Interstate Power and Light Company shall file its next energy efficiency 

plan on or before November 1, 2022.   
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 7. This order constitutes the final decision of the Utilities Board in Docket 

No. EEP-2018-0003. 

UTILITIES BOARD 
 
 
 
      /s/ Geri D. Huser    
 
 
 
      /s/ Nick Wagner    
ATTEST: 
 
 
/s/ Kelsie Vanderflute   /s/ Richard W. Lozier, Jr.   
 
Dated at Des Moines, Iowa, this 26th day of March, 2019. 
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