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(I.)  Identification and Qualifications 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A.  Philip H. Mosenthal, Optimal Energy, Inc., 14 School Street, Bristol, VT 05443.  3 

 4 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 5 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the People of the State of Illinois (“the People” or 6 

“AG”). 7 

 8 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 9 

A. I am the founding partner in Optimal Energy, Inc., (“Optimal Energy”) a 10 

consultancy specializing in energy efficiency and utility planning. Optimal Energy 11 

advises numerous parties including utilities, non-utility program administrators, 12 

government, and environmental groups. 13 

 14 

Q. Please provide a summary of your qualifications and experience. 15 

A. I have 27 years of experience in all aspects of energy efficiency, including 16 

facility energy management, policy development and research, integrated resource 17 

planning, cost-benefit analysis, and efficiency and renewable program design, 18 

implementation and evaluation. I have developed numerous utility efficiency plans, 19 

and designed and evaluated utility and non-utility residential, commercial and 20 

industrial energy efficiency programs throughout North America, Europe and China. 21 

I have also completed or directed numerous studies of efficiency potential and 22 

economics in many locations, including China, Colorado, Kansas, Maine, 23 

Massachusetts, Michigan, New England, New Jersey, New York, Quebec, Texas, and 24 

Vermont. These studies ranged from high level assessments to extremely detailed, 25 
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bottom-up assessments evaluating thousands of measures among numerous market 1 

segments. Recent examples of the latter are analyses of electric and natural gas 2 

efficiency and renewable potential along with the development of suggested programs 3 

for New York State, on behalf of the New York State Energy Research and 4 

Development Authority (NYSERDA).  5 

I am currently a lead advisor for business energy services in Rhode Island and 6 

Massachusetts on behalf of the Energy Efficiency Resource Management Council and 7 

the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council, respectively, overseeing and advising on 8 

utility program administrator’s plans, program designs, implementation and 9 

performance. 10 

I have been actively engaged in the Illinois Stakeholder Advisory Group 11 

(SAG) since its inception, representing the People. 12 

Prior to co-founding Optimal Energy in 1996, I was the Chief Consultant for 13 

the Mid-Atlantic Region for XENERGY, INC. (now KEMA).  I have a B.A. in 14 

Architecture and an M.S. in Energy Management and Policy, both from the 15 

University of Pennsylvania. My resume is attached as AG Exhibit 1.1. 16 

 17 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Illinois Commerce Commission 18 

(“the Commission” or “ICC”)?  19 

A. Yes.  20 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?  21 

A. My testimony addresses whether Ameren Illinois’ (“Ameren” or “Company”) met its 22 

Program Year 2 (PY2) energy efficiency savings targets as set by Illinois Statute, as 23 

determined by independent evaluations of its efforts conducted by Cadmus Group, Inc. 24 
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(Cadmus) and Opinion Dynamics Corp (ODC) for its residential and business portfolios, 1 

respectively. 2 

 In addition, I also briefly address an issue raised by Ameren concerning the 3 

appropriate Net-to-Gross (NTG) values for estimating net savings from its Heating and Air 4 

Conditioning Electric Program and its Home Energy Performance Program.
1
 5 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 6 

A. I find that Ameren met its Illinois Statutory goals for PY2, as confirmed by its 7 

independent evaluators. 8 

 While I do not address other issues except the appropriate NTG ratio for the Heating 9 

and Air Conditioning and Home Energy Performance Programs in this testimony, omission of 10 

any other issues that may come before the Commission in this Docket does not and should not 11 

presume agreement with any particular position. 12 

Q.  What is your concern with the Heating and Air Conditioning Electric Program 13 

NTG value? 14 

A.  Ameren Witness Kenneth Woolcutt argues in his direct testimony for this case that 15 

Cadmus should not have used its best estimate of the NTG value of 0.63 because it was based 16 

primarily on similar programs outside of Illinois. Rather, Ameren proposes retaining its 17 

default planning assumption of 0.80 NTG.
2
 ICC Staff Witness Dr. David Brightwell has 18 

argued in his direct testimony that the new Cadmus value is a more appropriate value than 19 

Ameren’s default planning assumption.
3
 20 

                                                 

 

1
 Net-to-Gross ratios estimate the portion of “gross” savings tracked by the utilities versus the true “net” savings 

attributable to the program. Gross savings reflect the full savings from all measures installed by participating 

customers. Net savings acknowledge that some portion of these savings may have been realized even without the 

program (free riders), as well as that some savings not directly recorded in the program tracking system may 

have been directly attributable to program efforts (spillover). 
2
 Direct Testimony of Ameren Witness Kenneth Woolcutt, Ameren Exhibit 1.0, June 24, 2011, pp. 6-7 

3
 Direct Testimony of ICC Staff Witness David Brightwell, ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0, September 20, 2011, pp. 3-4. 
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I agree with Staff Witness Dr. Brightwell and disagree with Ameren Witness Mr. Woolcutt. 1 

The 0.80 NTG default planning assumption was based on an agreement in the stakeholder 2 

advisory group (SAG) to use this default when a program has not been evaluated or better 3 

information is otherwise available. It is meant to be a placeholder planning assumption only, 4 

and to ultimately and retroactively be replaced with a better estimate once it is available. The 5 

SAG developed a framework to guide application of NTG ratios and evaluation results in 6 

2010. This framework was submitted to the ICC as AG-Exhibit 1.2 in Docket 10-0568. It was 7 

further adopted by the ICC in its Orders in Docket 10-0568. 8 

The NTG Framework states that: 9 

For existing and new programs not yet evaluated, and previously 10 

evaluated programs undergoing significant changes — either in the 11 

program design or delivery, or changes in the market itself — NTG 12 

ratios established through evaluations would be used retroactively, but 13 

could also then be used prospectively if the program does not undergo 14 

continued significant changes...[Emphasis preserved from original]
4
 15 

 16 

Essentially, the SAG parties agreed, and the ICC approved, a framework where the 0.8 17 

NTG default planning values were never intended to be preserved once better information 18 

from evaluations is available, and this better information must be used retroactively unless a 19 

prior evaluation had already determined a NTG value.  20 

Ameren has some concerns that its independent evaluator, Cadmus, relied primarily on 21 

secondary research in estimating the 0.63 NTG value. However, this value nonetheless 22 

represents a better estimate established through an independent evaluation process than a 23 

default assumption that was never intended to relate specifically to this program or 24 

                                                 

 

4
 AG Exhibit 1.2 in Docket 10-0568.  
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technology.
5
 In my experience this new lower value is more in line with other results for this 1 

type of program and technology, and while not directly related to primary data collected from 2 

Ameren’s customers, still results in a reasonable estimate based on more program and 3 

technology specific evaluation findings. In addition, given the 3% statutory limit on 4 

evaluation spending and the relatively low savings coming from the Heating and Air 5 

Conditioning Electric and Home Energy Performance Programs, I believe Cadmus pursued a 6 

reasonable and appropriate approach to this estimate while preserving evaluation resources for 7 

those areas of greater uncertainty and impact. 8 

Q.  What is your concern with the Home Energy Performance Program NTG value? 9 

A. Although Ameren goes into less detail on the Home Energy Performance Program, I 10 

believe this issue is the same — basically whether to preserve a default planning value or use 11 

the latest best estimate from an independent evaluator. I have the same position for this 12 

program.  13 

Q.  If the ICC adopts your proposal to adopt the Cadmus evaluation estimates rather 14 

than Ameren’s default planning values of 0.8 NTG, would Ameren still have met is PY2 15 

statutory savings goals? 16 

A. Yes. As Staff Witness Dr. David Brightwell points out, Ameren would still have met 17 

its PY2 savings goals. According to Dr. Brightwell the reduction in savings from this 18 

adjustment would be 3,958 MWh.
6  

19 

Q.  Does this conclude your testimony? 20 

A.  Yes. 21 

                                                 

 

5
 Ameren has used 0.8 NTG default values for all programs and measures not otherwise estimated except Low 

Income, regardless of whether any parties actually viewed it as a “best guess.” 
6
 Direct Testimony of ICC Staff Witness David Brightwell, September 20, 2011, pp. 3-4. 


