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 The Iowa Business Energy Coalition (“IBEC”) has moved for reconsideration of the 

Board’s Final Decision in EEP-2018-0002.  MidAmerican Energy Company’s Energy Efficiency 

and Demand Response Plan (the “Plan”) is not cost effective because it will not achieve the level 

of benefits that MidAmerican projects.  Those projected benefits, and hence the cost 

effectiveness of the Plan, are based on an assumption, contradicted by the evidence, that 

customers will continue to participate at current levels in the Nonresidential Interruptible 

Program (the “Program”) even after a 35% cut to the interruptible credit.  MidAmerican asks the 

Iowa Utilities Board (the “Board”) to accept, without evidence, MidAmerican’s faulty 

assumption.  The Board should reconsider its decision to do so. 

I. The Record Does Not Show that the Plan is Cost Effective Under Iowa Code § 
476.6(13). 

 
It is MidAmerican’s burden to show that the Plan is cost effective under Iowa Code § 

476.6(13).  To do so, MidAmerican must offer realistic numbers that support the cost-

effectiveness of the Plan.  The cost-effectiveness, in turn, rests largely on the Nonresidential 

Interruptible Program, which provides total program benefits of the plan that are estimated to be 

$199,490,632, and the net economic benefits of the Plan are expected to be $158,054,632. 
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[Application Exhibit 1 at p. 77.]  MidAmerican has assumed that it can reduce the costs of the 

Nonresidential Interruptible Program by cutting the interruptible credit, without any 

corresponding decrease in customer participation.  This belies common sense.  As the evidence 

makes clear, customers will reconsider their participation and may drop-out of the Program if the 

current credit is cut.  [IBEC Hearing Exhibit 104 at 26-27.]  A reduction in the assumed 

nonresidential load management capacity of as little as 25.5% would drop the benefits-to-costs 

ratio under the RIM test to less than 1.0. [Stephens Surrebuttal Testimony at 6:1-4.] 

MidAmerican attempts to deflect this fatal flaw in the Plan by placing the burden on 

IBEC to prove that the Plan’s interruptible credit will significantly lower program participation.  

IBEC has provided customer survey data and expert testimony proving that very point.  [IBEC 

Hearing Exhibit 104; Testimony of Samuel Harper at 5:7-17.]  But it is not IBEC’s burden to 

show the interruptible credit will lower program participation.  It is MidAmerican’s to establish 

that its Plan is cost-effective, something it has not done.   

 MidAmerican also contends that “the record clearly indicates that the credit amount has, 

at best, a minimal impact on the number of participants.”  MidAmerican relies on IBEC Hearing 

Exhibit 103, a data request to which MidAmerican responded that includes a chart showing the 

total curtailment credit load and the interruptible credit costs.  According to MidAmerican, the 

chart contained in Exhibit 103 shows that the amount of participating load has “fluctuated 

significantly over the last 21 years, despite relatively stable interruptible credit amounts.”  That is 

simply not true.  On the contrary, the chart shows that there has been very little fluctuation in the 

credit since the $46 credit amount was instituted in 2009.  Participation has been remarkably 

stable at that level.  MidAmerican’s reliance on IBEC Hearing Exhibit 103 is further undermined 

by the fact that MidAmerican has proposed a historically unprecedented reduction in the credit.  
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In the 21 years reflected on the chart, MidAmerican’s annual curtailment credit has never been 

less than $35/kW, an amount $5/kW higher than what MidAmerican has proposed here.  And the 

historical data reflects only one drop in the credit—a decrease from $38.66/kW in 2000 to 

$36.55/kW in 2001.  MidAmerican has not conducted any studies, performed any analyses, or 

hired any independent experts to help it determine whether program participation will drop when 

the interruptible credit is cut by more than 35%.  [Tr. at 147.]  

B. MidAmerican Has Not Adequately Explained the Methodology It Used to Calculate 
the Interruptible Credit. 

 
 MidAmerican contends that it has “repeatedly and frequently described not only the 

methodology, but the source of the information utilized when arriving at a $30 per kW/year 

rate.”  It cites the testimony of Amanda Hosch at pages 10-11, the Transcript at pages 154-58, 

and OCA Hearing Exhibit 1.  The direct testimony of Amanda Hosch says nothing about the 

methodology or the source of the information used to arrive at a $30 per kW/year rate, and the 

transcript does not support MidAmerican’s claim.  OCA Hearing Exhibit 1—the MidAmerican 

response to IBEC Data Request 6—is discussed in IBEC’s Motion for Reconsideration.  As 

IBEC previously noted, in that exhibit, MidAmerican observed that the “capacity value for years 

2019 through 2023 is averaged, resulting in a single capacity value for the duration of the 

demand response plan.  This single capacity value is discounted slightly to account for the actual 

effect that curtailment has on reducing system peak load.”  But MidAmerican has neither given 

the forecasted capacity values it used for the years 2019 through 2023, nor explained by how 

much it has discounted the capacity value that it calculated.  This makes it impossible to 

determine whether the assumed capacity values were reasonably determined.  MidAmerican’s 

opaque methodology for setting the curtailment credit does not support a $30/kW credit.   
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 MidAmerican now contends that “the program currently exceeds the anticipated 

participation level.”  That claim is not only unsupported by the record, it is directly contradicted 

by it.  In response to a question from Board Member Lozier, MidAmerican witness Amanda 

Hosch testified: “The participation level in our current demand response program is at our 

desired target.”  [Tr. at 161:24 – 162:2.]  Ms. Hosch also testified: “The participation level is 

about where it should be.”  [Tr. at 145:3-4.]  The current participation level is appropriate, and 

MidAmerican needlessly risks reducing the participation level by cutting the interruptible credit. 

C. “Monitoring” of the Participation Rate Does Not Make the Plan Cost Effective. 

 In its Motion for Reconsideration, IBEC argued that monitoring participation and making 

reactionary adjustments to the curtailment credit would not ensure the cost-effectiveness of 

MidAmerican’s Plan.  In response, MidAmerican claimed that this conclusion “undervalues the 

regulatory process,” as MidAmerican agreed to monitor the program and provide timely reports 

to all parties in this proceeding.  MidAmerican also contends if “the Plan requires a revised 

curtailment credit, MidAmerican would take the necessary steps to maintain the Plan balance.”  

MidAmerican’s commitment to monitor Program participation has nothing to do with 

determining whether its Plan, as proposed, is cost effective under Iowa law.   

 MidAmerican also fails to adequately address the stability of the Program if the credit is 

cut.  As IBEC noted in its opening brief, once the credit is cut, and customers leave the Program, 

they will return.  One of the advantages of the $46/kW credit is that it has been in place for ten 

years, giving customers the stability and certainty they need to operate efficiently. 

 MidAmerican has repeatedly contended that the current curtailment credit level of 

$46/kW is too high because it causes customers to “overpay” for energy efficiency and demand 

response programs.  This argument begs the question, as the argument that customers are 
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overpaying for the Nonresidential Demand Response Program necessarily assumes that a credit 

of $46/kW is too high.  In reality, the evidence shows that the Nonresidential Demand Response 

Program produces far more benefits than any other component of the Plan, and thus customers 

are not overpaying for the program.  Total Program benefits are estimated to be $199,490,632, 

and the net economic benefits are expected to be $158,054,632. [Application Exhibit 1 at p. 77.]  

The conclusion that customers are “overpaying” for those benefits is grounded in a logical 

fallacy and contradicted by the record. 

For the foregoing reasons, IBEC requests that the Board reconsider its decision adopting 

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

at the current rate. 

Dated: March 27, 2019    

Respectfully submitted, 

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