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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

DOCKET No. 11-0592 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

KENNETH C. WOOLCUTT 

Submitted on Behalf Of 

Ameren Illinois 

INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

Please state your name. 

My name is Kenneth Woolcutt. 
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Are you the same Kenneth Woolcutt who submitted Direct Testimony on 

12 behalf of Ameren Illinois on July 31, 2012? 

13 A. Yes. 

14 II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

15 Q. What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony in this proceeding? 

16 A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to statements made in the Direct 

17 Testimony of Staff witness David Brightwell (Staff Ex. 1.0), Staff witness 

18 Jennifer Hinman (Staff Ex. 2.0) and CUB witness Rebecca Devens (CUB Ex. 

19 1.0). 

20 Q. Will you be sponsoring any exhibits with your Rebuttal Testimony? 

21 A. Yes. I attach as Ameren Exhibit 2.1 a data request response provided by Staff. 



Ameren Exhibit 2.0 
Page 2 of 8 

22 Q. How is your Rebuttal Testimony organized? 

23 A. My testimony is organized by issue. First I address the points raised by Dr. 

24 Brightwell. I then address the savings and banking calculations discussed by Ms. 

25 Hinman. Finally, I provide comment on Ms. Deven's testimony. 

26 Q. Do you address every issue raised by Staff and CUB? 

27 A. No, I do not. However, my silence on an issue or failure to address any statement 

28 or position' offered by another party in this proceeding should not be construed as 

29 an endorsement of same. 

30 III. REBUTTAL TOPICS 

31 A. Methodologies Used to Determine Energy Savings 

32 Q. Please summarize the Direct Testimony of Dr. Brightwell (Staff Ex. 1.0). 

33 A . Dr. Brightwell addresses two subjects in his Direct Testimony: (1) the 

• 34 methodologies used by program evaluators to determine energy and demand 

35 savings attributed to the various programs; and (2) Staffs position on how savings 

36 from lighting should be counted in future years. First, Dr. Brightwell agrees that 

37 the program evaluators' methodologies to determine savings are acceptable, 

38 Second, he also agrees that it makes sense to carry over savings from lighting 

39 programs to future years (since light bulbs purchased in one year may not be 

40 installed until future years), but notes the potential to miscalculate savings in 

41 future years as a result of the uncertainty around when light bulbs will be 

42 installed, 

43 Q. Do you agree with Dr. Brightwell that it is appropriate when calculating 

44 energy efficiency in future years to use the baseline for bulbs assumed to be ., 45 purchased ,and installed in the future plan year? 
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For purposes of this docket, 1 do not contest Dr. Brightwell's opinion, subject to 

being able to address this issue in a future docket, if appropriate. I also note, 

however, that the Company has and intends to continue to follow the ICC 

approved statewide Technical Reference Manual ("TRM") for future savings 

calculations, as appropriate, an approach I understand was recommended by Staff 

in Docket No. 12-0528. 

B. Calculation of Energy Savings Goal 

Ms. Hinman disagrees with Ameren Illinois' approach to calculating the PY3 

statutory savings goal. (Staff Ex. 2.0 at lines 72-80). How do you respond? 

Ms. Hinman disagrees with Ameren Illinois' approach to calculation of the 

statutory savings goal because the Company's approach is based on actual energy 

delivered, as opposed to projected delivery amounts. Ms. Hinman recommends 

that the Commission use projected amounts because she believes this would be 

more "conducive to program management and planning." (Staff Ex. 2.0 at lines 

78-79). Although Staffs approach to the savings calculation differs from that of 

Ameren Illinois, Ameren Illinois has achieved its goal under either approach, as 

explained below. For this reason, and in an effort to eliminate contested issues in 

this Docket, Ameren Illinois will not object to using Ms. Hinman's proposal of 

using the savings goal based on projected delivery amounts, subject to revisiting 

this issue in future dockets, as appropriate. Ameren Illinois notes that Staff 

derives the Ameren Illinois savings goal based on projected amounts as being 

187,426 MWh (Staff Exhibit 2.0 at line 87, footnote 3). 
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Ifthe Commission follows Staff's approach for applying the projected 

statutory savings goal to determine goal achievement, does Ameren Illinois 

exceed its savings goal? 

Yes, Ameren Illinois has exceeded the goal as calculated by Staff. As stated in 

my Direct Testimony. Ameren Illinois achieved savings of263,374 MWh of 

savings in PY3. As discussed previously, Staff proposes that the savings goal is 

based on projected deliveries and as a result Staff states that the total statutory 

goal (for Ameren Illinois and DCEO) is 231,813 MWh, with the Ameren Illinois' 

respective goal as 187,426 MWh. Whether the Commission uses Staff's proposed 

goal of 187,426 MWh or Ameren Illinois' proposed goal of 181,757 MWh, 

Ameren l11inois has exceeded its incremental savings goal. 

Has Staff expressed an opinion as to whether the Company has met its 

savings goal under Section 5/8-103 of the Public Utilities Act? 

When specifically asked by the Company whether Staff agreed that the Company 

met its goal, Staff stated it "cannot confirm the achievement of the incremental 

energy savings mandated by Section 8-103(b) of the Public Utilities Act, as 

modified by subsections (d) and (e) of that Section, but has no reason to dispute 

the estimated savings made by the evaluators." Ameren Ex. 2.1 (Staff Resp. to 

AIC-ICC 1.1.) As the Third-Party Evaluators' reports provide the basis of the 

Company's testimony and savings calculation, Staff's testimony and data request 

response leads me to conclude that Staff does not dispute the Company's 

conclusion that it met its savings goal for PY3. 
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Q. Do you continue to support the approach taken in your Direct Testimony 

(Ameren Ex. 1.0) regarding how to calculate Ameren Illinois' statutory 

savings goal? 

A. Yes, although, as noted above, in an effort to eliminate the unnecessary contested 

issues in this docket and to work collaboratively with Staff on energy efficiency 

savings issues, the Company is willing to accept Staffs approach for purposes of 

this docket only. 

C. Banked Savings 

Q. Please summarize the differences between Staffs calculations of the savings 

goal and banked savings and those of Ameren Illinois. 

A. The table below shows the differences between the calculations performed by 

Staff and those performed by Ameren Illinois: 

Throughput 
Savings AIC's Savings 

Allowed banking for 
PY3 Goal Goal (80%) 

(MWh) 
(MWh) (MWh) 

future years (MWh) 

Ameren 37,866,031 
lIIinois' 227,196 181,757 18,176 
Calculation 

(actual) 

Staffs 38,635,500 
231,813 187,426 

23,181 
Calculation (projected) 

PY2 cumulative banked savings (MWh)L 16,890 

Ameren Illinois' calculation of cumulative total that could 
35,066 

be banked in PY3 (MWh) 

Staffs calculation of cumulative total that could be banked 
40,071 

in PY3 (MWh) 

1 This is set forth without distinction between Ale and DeEO. 

2 Ameren Illinois notes that previous years' banking (PYI and PY2) was approved by the 
Commission as lO% of the Ameren Iltinois' portion of the savings goal, as reflected in Docket No. 10-0519. 
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As Ms. Hinman points out in her testimony, the savings number Staff 

proposes as the cumulative total amount of savings that could be banked at the 

end of PY3 is 5,005 MWh higher than the amount I recommend in my Direct 

Testimony.- (Staff Ex. 2.0 at lines 100-101). This difference is the result of two 

factors: (1) Staff uses projected throughput as a basis for its calculation, and (2) 

Staff does not take 80% of the total statutory savings goal to represent Ameren 

Illinois' individual savings requirement. 

Do you agree with Ms. Hinman's hanking methodology? 

In principle, I do not agree that Ameren Illinois' banked amounts should be 

calculated from a cumulative total of Ameren Illinois' verified savings (subject to 

review in this docketed proceeding) combined with DCEO's assumed savings 

taken from evaluation reports not subject to ICC review. However, as noted 

above, as Ameren Illinois met its savings goals under either calculation, I do not 

believe this is an issue that requires resolution in this docket, as it can be revisited 

in future dockets, as appropriate. 

Do you agree with Ms. Hinman that Ameren Illinois should not be permitted 

to bank savings in a year when it exceeds its portion of the statutory savings 

goal set forth in Section 8-103(b), but the combined utility-DCEO savings 

goal is not met because of DCEO's failure to achieve sufficient savings? 

(Staff Ex. 2.0 at lines 63-66) 

No, I do not agree, but again do not believe that this is an issue that the 

Commission must resolve in this docket, given the undisputed fact that Ameren 

Illinois met its savings goal under either Staffs or the Company's calculations. 
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For purposes of this docket only, the Company is willing to defer this issue so that 

the Commission can address this issue if and when it is necessary to do so. 

While you have some concerns with Staffs approach to the savings and 

banking calculations, do you agree with the outcome? 

Yes, I agree that the Company achieved its PY3 savings goal, a conclusion with 

which Staff appears to be in agreement. In addition, I note that according to Staff, 

the combined savings goal in Ameren Illinois' service territory for PY3 is 231,813 

MWh and the potential amount of cumulative excess savings that can be banked 

is 40,071 MWh. Because Ameren Illinois and DCEO achieved combined energy 

savings during PY3 of289,910 MWh, the combined statutory savings goal for 

PY3 has been exceeded by more than the maximum amount that can be banked 

(according to Staffs methodology). Therefore, as set forth above, Ameren Illinois 

supports a conclusion that the savings goal has been met for PY3 for this reason 

too. 

CUB TESTIMONY 

Would yon like to provide comment on CUB's Direct Testimony? 

Yes. In her testimony, Ms. Devens states that Ameren Illinois' projected peak 

demand reduction target was 15,789 kW (CUB Ex. 1.0 at 34-37). However, the 

number referenced by Ms. Devens represented the cumulative reduction target for 

three years. As set forth in Docket No. 07-0539 (Ex. 2.1), Ameren Illinois' 

reduction target for PY3 was actually projected to be an estimated 5263 kW and, 

if calculated based on actual throughput, the reduction target would be lower. 

Also, I note that the savings amounts identified in Ms. Devens' testimony, as well 
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as reflected in the Third-Party Evaluation reports, do not provide all of the savings 

achieved in PY3 through the demand response programs as the Third-Party 

Evaluator only reported on savings achieved through thermostats installed in PY3 

and Ameren Illinois conducted its event using all ofthe installed thermostats (that 

is, notjustthose installed in PY3). 

CONCLUSION 

Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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My name is Kenneth Woolcutt. My business address is 300 Liberty Street, Peoria, 

IL 61602. My current title is Managing Supervisor of Energy Efficiency with duties that 

support Ameren Illinois. 

I graduated from McKendree University in 1986 receiving a bachelor's of 

business administration degree. In 1999, I obtained a masters degree in business 

administration from Bradley University. My gas and electric utility experience began in 

August of 1987 with Illinois Power Company (IP) and included the following positions 

and assignments . 

Through June of 1989 I held the position of Assistant Customer Service 

Supervisor where I performed various customer service duties in IP's Danville, IL office. 

Those duties included supervision of meter readers, meter changers, customer service 

representatives and the overall front office operation of customer service activities 

including payment handling, customer inquiries and billing disputes. 

For the period of June of 1989 through October of 1992 I held the position 

Supervisor of Materials Management and Garage where I performed various duties 

related to the logistics and supply of materials and vehicles for the Galesburg service area. 

Beginning in October of 1992 through August of 1995 I held the position of 

Supervisor of Customer Service in IP's Jacksonville office. There I served a combined 

role as Customer Service Supervisor, Consumer Service Advisor, and Customer 

Assistance Advisor in the Jacksonville region. My role included managing existing 
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customer relationships. and representing IP to the community. I supervised employees in 

customer service and metering functions. 

From August of 1995 through November of2004 I held the positions of Regional 

Manager for the Kewanee and Galesburg areas. My duties included developing and 

implementing strategies and account plans to insure the company maximized its 

opportunities to retain and increase sales of gas and electricity to assigned accounts in the 

Galesburg/Kewanee region. I represented the interests of IP to legislators, elected 

officials, and economic development organizations within the region. 

In November of2004 through February of2008 I held the position of Supervisor 

of Business Administration and Customer Service. My duties included the administration 

of business office operations in AmerenIP's, and later, Ameren Illinois' Galesburg & 

Kewanee operating areas. I represented the interests of Ameren Illinois to the public on 

utility issues in the region and acted as account representative for municipal customers in 

the nine county area. 

In February of2008 I was promoted to Managing Supervisor of Energy 

Efficiency. My duties include oversight of the implementation of the energy efficiency 

and demand response programs for Ameren Illinois. 


