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I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 6 

Q. Please state your name and your business address. 7 

A. My name is Kenneth C. Woolcutt and my business address is 300 Liberty Street, 8 

Peoria, Illinois 61602.   9 

Q. Are you the same Kenneth C. Woolcutt who provided Direct Testimony in 10 

this proceeding? 11 

A. Yes, I am.   12 

II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 13 

Q. Why are you supplementing your Direct Testimony in this proceeding? 14 

A. My Direct Testimony was filed in this docket on July 6, 2012 as Ameren Exhibit 15 

1.0.  Although the reconciliation proceeding for Plan Year (“PY”) 2 was unresolved at 16 

the time the Company filed my Direct Testimony (and it is still ongoing), the Company 17 

filed my Direct Testimony based on an understanding with Staff and some confusion 18 

surrounding when the applicable tariffs required the filing of testimony in reconciliation 19 

dockets.  (See Ameren Ex. 1.0 at 69-70.)  As part of the initial direct testimony, Ameren 20 

Illinois witness Mr. Leonard Jones has proposed a fix to make clear that the ALJ has the 21 

authority to set a schedule for the filing of testimony.  (See Ameren Ex. 2.0 at 21-50.) 22 

Q. What is the purpose of your Supplemental Direct Testimony? 23 
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A. The purpose of my testimony is to supplement my initial direct to (1) provide 24 

additional information regarding the costs incurred by each Ameren Illinois program in 25 

PY3; (2) provide the Company’s estimate of the cost of DCEO programs, as only 26 

estimates are available at the time of filing; (3) identify the different categories of costs 27 

for the PY3 programs; and (4) provide further testimony regarding the reasonableness 28 

and prudence of costs incurred and recovered during PY3. 29 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your Supplemental Direct Testimony? 30 

A. No. 31 

III. RIDER EDR AND RIDER GER PROGRAMS AND COSTS 32 

Q. Please define the term “Program” as that term is used in the context of 33 

energy efficiency. 34 

A. The term “Program” refers to activities, equipment and services developed, 35 

implemented, managed or administered by Ameren Illinois or DCEO related to the 36 

Commission-approved EEDR Plans.  I described the individual Programs implemented in 37 

PY3 in my Direct Testimony (Ameren Ex. 1.0, chart on pp. 6-7). 38 

Q. What were the costs for each Residential EEDR Program incurred in PY3? 39 

A. The costs of portfolio programs are more fully detailed in Ameren Exhibits 4.1 40 

and 4.2, though I summarize them briefly below.  The exhibits summarize the operation 41 

of Riders EDR and GER, including the Program costs applicable to this reconciliation 42 

period.1 43 

                                                 
1 Ameren Exhibits 4.1 and 4.2 also identify portfolio wide and market transformation costs that 

totaled approximately $4,825,150 for Rider EDR and $624,509 for Rider GER.  All costs in my testimony 
have been rounded to the nearest dollar. 
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 As reflected in Exhibit 4.1, for Rider EDR, the Lighting and Appliances Program 44 

cost $5,888,940; the Appliance Recycling Program cost $2,153,475; the HEP Program 45 

cost $376,867; the New Heating and Cooling Program cost $5,850,661; the Multi Family 46 

Program cost $459,842; the Energy Star New Construction Program cost $13,950; and 47 

the Demand Response Program cost $829,386.  Thus, the total cost to Ameren Illinois for 48 

Residential electric EEDR Programs was approximately $15,573,122. 49 

 As set forth in Exhibit 4.2, for Rider GER, which provides information related to 50 

the gas Programs, the Home Energy Performance Program cost $914,031; the Multi 51 

Family Program cost $210,456; the New HVAC Program cost $2,066,299; the Energy 52 

Star New Construction Program cost $154,839; and the Demand Response Program cost 53 

$92,921.  Thus, the total cost for Residential gas EEDR Programs was approximately 54 

$3,438,546.  The total cost for Residential (electric and gas) EEDR Programs was 55 

approximately $19,011,668.  56 

Q. What were the costs for each Business EEDR Program incurred in PY3? 57 

A. As reflected in Exhibit 4.1, for Rider EDR, the Standard Program cost 58 

$8,224,030; the Custom Program cost $4,069,185; the Retro Commissioning Program 59 

cost $553,057; and the Demand Response Program cost $75,969.  Thus, the total cost to 60 

Ameren Illinois for electric Business EEDR Programs was approximately $12,922,240.  61 

As set forth in Exhibit 4.2, for Rider GER, the Small Business HVAC Program 62 

cost $330,214; the Small Business Food Service Program cost $103,525; and the Demand 63 

Response Program cost $1,820.  Thus, the total cost for gas Business EEDR Programs 64 

was approximately $435,559.  The total Business EEDR Programs (electric and gas) cost 65 

approximately $13,357,799.  66 



  Ameren Exhibit 3.0 
Page 4 of 7 

   

 -4-  
 

Q. What were the estimated costs of the DCEO Programs for EEDR? 67 

A. While I cannot attest to the accuracy of the costs, Ameren Illinois estimates the 68 

following costs for the Programs implemented by DCEO: Prescriptive $2,874,910; 69 

Custom $2,361,886; Low Income $2,699,853; Smart Energy Design Assistance Center 70 

(SEDAC) $1,096,820; Large Energy Analysis Program (LEAP) $108,000; Efficiency 71 

Training $400,863; and administration $345,530.  Thus, the total estimated cost of DCEO 72 

Programs is approximately $9,887,862.  These estimates are based on information 73 

reported by DCEO to Ameren Illinois.  74 

Q. Are DCEO program costs based on projected or actual costs? 75 

A. As stated in my Direct Testimony, it is my understanding that the reports on 76 

DCEO’s costs should be based on actual costs when available and projected costs where 77 

actual costs were not available at the time the annual reconciliation was filed.  (Ameren 78 

Ex. 1.0 at 116-22.)  Because the estimates were all that were available at the time of 79 

filing, that is what I provide now. 80 

IV. RECONCILIATION CATEGORIES OF COSTS 81 

Q. Please discuss the categories of costs incurred during PY3. 82 

A. The costs generally fall into the following categories: (i) program-specific 83 

(residential electric, business electric, residential gas, and business gas); (ii) portfolio 84 

administration; and (iii) EM&V.  Program-specific costs include both incentive and non-85 

incentive costs.  The non-incentive costs would include implementation labor and direct 86 

costs incurred by implementers.  Portfolio administration costs are costs incurred by 87 

Ameren Illinois to administer the portfolios.  Finally, EM&V costs are those costs 88 
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required for the independent evaluators to perform under their contracts, including 89 

providing an assessment of energy savings. 90 

V. REASONABLENESS AND PRUDENCE OF COSTS INCURRED AND 91 
RECOVERED 92 

Q. What is the total cost recovered pursuant to Riders EDR and GER for this 93 

reconciliation period? 94 

A. As set forth in the reconciliation statements sponsored by Mr. Dominic Perniciaro 95 

(Ameren Exs. 4.1 and 4.2), the total cost recovered under Rider EDR was $43,208,374 96 

and the total cost recovered under Rider GER was $4,498,614. 97 

Q. Did Ameren Illinois conduct any internal audits of the cost recovery for 98 

EEDR Programs? 99 

A. Yes.  The internal audit reports were filed in this proceeding as Ameren Exhibits 100 

1.1 and 1.2.  These are the same reports that were provided to the Commission with 101 

respect to PY3 costs. 102 

Q. What were the conclusions of the Internal Audit reports? 103 

A. As more fully explained in Ameren Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2, the reports concluded 104 

that costs recorded under Riders EDR and GER appear to be properly stated.  Costs 105 

recovered do not include labor for Ameren Illinois employees hired for positions created 106 

before August 29, 2007 (Rider EDR) or February 2, 2008 (Rider GER).  Costs eligible 107 

for recovery are associated with approved measures and are not recovered through other 108 

tariffs.  In addition, Riders EDR and GER were being properly billed to customers and 109 

such revenue was recorded in appropriate general ledger accounts.  Moreover, 110 

appropriate controls were in place and operating effectively, which controls sought to 111 

ensure that recoverable costs were recovered only through the Riders, that Ameren 112 
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Illinois was properly recording those costs, and Ameren Illinois properly billed and 113 

recorded the revenue.  Although there were no reimbursed costs, the reports concluded 114 

that controls were in place to identify and record reimbursements, if any reimbursements 115 

were to occur.   116 

Q. In general, were costs recovered in PY3 in line with the costs previously 117 

approved in Plan 1? 118 

A. Yes.  In general, costs recovered pursuant to Riders EDR and GER were in line 119 

with the Commission-approved Plans.  For example, the relative share of funds assigned 120 

to specific sectors (residential and business) remained approximately proportionate to the 121 

proposed levels in the Plans, and the portfolio remained diversified by providing a similar 122 

variety of programs.   123 

Q. In your opinion, were the costs incurred pursuant to Riders EDR and GER 124 

reasonable and prudent? 125 

A. Yes, I believe so. 126 

Q. What is the basis for this opinion? 127 

A. The Programs in the EEDR Plans were chosen because they were thought to 128 

represent a means of achieving significant energy savings in a cost-effective manner 129 

while providing a diverse portfolio of programs.  The Commission granted Ameren 130 

Illinois flexibility to implement the Plans in PY3, which Ameren Illinois reasonably 131 

exercised using information available to it, as well as input from others.  Also, as 132 

explained above, Ameren Illinois reviewed and approved the implementation plans and 133 

program designs, and oversaw the administrative design, delivery, and marketing of the 134 

implementation contractors.  Finally, Ameren Illinois properly recovered the appropriate 135 
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costs from customers.  In light of the testimony and exhibits filed in this docket, I believe 136 

the costs incurred and recovered were proper, reasonable and prudent and ask that the 137 

Commission conclude the same.  138 

VI. CONCLUSION 139 

Q. Does this conclude your Supplemental Direct Testimony? 140 

A. Yes, it does. 141 
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