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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET No. 11-0592 2 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 3 

OF 4 

KENNETH C. WOOLCUTT 5 

Submitted on Behalf Of 6 

Ameren Illinois 7 

I. INTRODUCTION 8 

A. Witness Identification 9 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 10 

A. My name is Kenneth Woolcutt.  My business address is 300 Liberty Street, Peoria, 11 

Illinois 61602. 12 

Q. Are you the same Kenneth C. Woolcutt who sponsored both direct and 13 

rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 14 

A. Yes, I am. 15 

B. Purpose and Identification of Exhibits 16 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 17 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the testimony of the 18 

People of the State of Illinois’s witness Philip H. Mosenthal pertaining to the (1) 19 

appropriate procedure for establishing annual savings goals; (2) banking of savings; and 20 

(3) CFL carryover savings. 21 



Ameren Exhibit 3.0 
Page 2 of 4 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your surrebuttal testimony? 22 

A. No, I’m not. 23 

II. DISCUSSION 24 

Q. Please briefly summarize Mr. Mosenthal’s positions and recommendations 25 

related to this docket.  26 

A. Mr. Mosenthal acknowledges that under the plain and unambiguous language of 27 

Section 12-103(b) of the Public Utilities Act (“the Act”) annual savings goals must be 28 

based on the percentage of electricity actually delivered, rather than the projected energy 29 

delivered for the program year.  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 4, lines 13-24.)  Mr. Mosenthal concludes, 30 

however, that “[u]nder either goal, it is not disputed that Ameren significantly exceeded 31 

its goal, as well as significantly exceeded 110% of both its goal and the combined 32 

Ameren and DCEO goals.”  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 7, lines 3-5.)  Mr. Mosenthal also concludes 33 

that “banking” should be based on 10% of Ameren Illinois’s excess energy savings 34 

beyond its savings goal, rather than 10% of the total combined goal of Ameren Illinois 35 

and DCEO, the position advanced by Staff.  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 5, lines 4-10.)  Finally, Mr. 36 

Mosenthal recommends that the Commission not address the CFL carryover savings 37 

issue addressed in Staff witness David Brightwell’s testimony, because the issue is not 38 

relevant to this docket.  (AG Ex. 1.0 at 6, lines 5-12.)   39 
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Mosenthal’s position that the Act requires that 40 

annual savings goals must be based on the percentage of electricity actually 41 

delivered rather than projected energy delivered for the program year? 42 

A. Yes.  Mr. Mosenthal’s approach is consistent with Ameren Illinois’s original 43 

position as set forth in my direct testimony.  While I am not a lawyer, I understand that 44 

Section 8-103 of the Act specifies that the savings goal must be a percent of energy 45 

“delivered,” which is interpreted to mean that the savings goal must be adjusted to be a 46 

percent of “actual” through put.   47 

Q. Do you believe this issue must be resolved in this docket?    48 

A. No.  Ameren Illinois agrees with Mr. Mosenthal that under either approach 49 

Ameren has exceeded its statutory savings goal.  Thus, as set forth in my rebuttal 50 

testimony, in an effort to eliminate the unnecessary contested issues in this docket and to 51 

work collaboratively with Staff on energy efficiency savings issues, Ameren Illinois is 52 

willing to accept Staff's approach for purposes of this docket only. 53 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Mosenthal’s position regarding the appropriate 54 

method for calculating banked savings? 55 

A. I agree that Ameren Illinois’s banked amounts should be calculated from its 56 

excess savings only.  However, in an effort to eliminate the unnecessary contested issues 57 

in this docket, Ameren Illinois is willing to accept Staff's approach for purposes of this 58 

docket only.  Because it is undisputed that Ameren Illinois met its savings goal under 59 

either calculation, I do not believe this is an issue that the Commission must resolve in 60 

this docket, as it can be revisited in future dockets, as appropriate.  Thus, for purposes of 61 
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this docket only, Ameren Illinois is willing to defer this issue so that the Commission can 62 

address this issue if and when it is necessary to do so. 63 

Q. Do believe that the CFL carryover savings issue needs to be addressed in this 64 

docket? 65 

A. No.  As set forth in my rebuttal testimony, for purposes of this docket, Ameren 66 

Illinois does not contest Staff’s approach for calculating CFL savings in future years, 67 

subject to being able to address this issue in a future docket, if appropriate.  Thus, I do 68 

not believe this is an issue that the Commission must resolve in this docket, as it can be 69 

revisited in future dockets, as appropriate.   70 

III. CONCLUSION 71 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 72 

A. Yes, it does. 73 
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