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RE: Case No. 2012-00367 

Dear Mr. Derouen: 

Enclosed please find and accept for filing the original and ten copies each of Kentucky 
Power Company’s Responses to the Data Requests of Staff and the Attorney General. By copy 
of this letter, the Responses also are being served on counsel for tlie Attorney General and 
Kentucky Industrial IJtility Customers, Inc. 

‘1 Please do riot hesitate to contact me if with any questions. 

MRO 
Enclosures 
cc: Jennifer Black Hans 

Michael L. Kurtz 
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F KENTUCKY 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMM SSYON OF KENTUCKY 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION 

IN THE MATTER OF 

APPLICATION OF KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY 1 
TO AMEND ITS DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT ) 
PROGRAM AND FOR AllJTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT ) 
A TARIFF TO RECOVER COSTS AND NET LOST 
REVENUES AND TO RECEIVE INCENTIVES 1 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ) 
THE PROGRAMS ) 

) Case No. 2012-00367 

KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY RESPONSES TO COMMISSION 
STAFF’S FIRST SET OF DATA REQUESTS 

October 11,2012 



The undersigned, Edgar J. Clayton, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the 
Manager, Energy Efficiency & Consumer Programs for Kentucky Power, that he has 
personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the forgoing responses for which he is the 
identified witness and that the information contained therein is true and correct to the best 
of his information, knowledge, and belief 

U 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF BOYD 1 
) CASE NO. 2012-00367 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Edgar J. Clayton, this the day of October 2012. 

My Commission Expires: 4 - 5 zo/ 5 



VERIFICATION 

The undersigned, Lila P. Muiisey, beiiig duly sworn, deposes aiid says slic is the 
Manager, Regulatory Services for I<eiitnclcy Power, that slie has persoiial knowledge of 
the matters set forth in the forgoing responses for wliicli she is the identified witness and 
that the iiiforiiiatioii coiitaiiied therein is true aiid correct to the best of her inlormation, 
knowledge, and belief 

XA&Y? m ?  
Lila b. Muiisey 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 
) Case No. 2012-00367 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN ) 

Subscribed aiid sworii to before me, a Notary Public in aiid before said County 
and State, by Lila P. Muiisey, t1 i i saMday of October 2012. 

My Coiiiiiiissioii Expire 
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REQXJEST 

Refer to the Joint Applicatioii (“Applicatioii”) cover letter (“Letter”), page 2, which 
states, “[tlhe €orecasted participant levels for the Targeted Eiiergy Efficieiicy program 
were reduced because of uiicertaiiity in Comiiiuiiity Action fuiidiiig.” 

a. Explain the reasoiis for the uiicertaiiity surrounding the Coiiiiiiuiiity Action fhdiiig. 

b. Provide the actual level of Coiimunity Action mid Company fitiiding for caleiidar 
years 2010 and 201 1 and the first half of 2012, and the prqjected ftiiidiiig for the 
second half of 20 12 and calendar years 20 13 and. 20 14. 

RESPONSE: 

a. The Coiiiiiiuiiity Action Agencies receive funding for tlie Weatherization prograiii 
from iiiultiple sources, including Kentucky Power. Since 2009 tlie Community 
Action Agencies received ARRA stimulus fimds to perform Weatherizatioii projects. 
The ARRA funding coiicluded early in 2012. The absence of ARRA fimding brought 
into question whether the Coiimuiiity Action Ageiicies may coiitiiiue the 
Weatherizatioii Assistance prograin at the existing participant levels, aiid whether the 
prograiii could be operated for 12 inoiiths out of the year. 
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b. 
Community Action & Company Funding for Targeted Energy Efficiency Program 

Kentucky Power Funding * 
201 0 
201 1 

1st half - 2012 
2nd half - 2012 (est.) 

2013 (est.) 
2014 (est.) 

Community Action ** 
FY 2010 
FY 2011 
FY 2012 
FY 2013 *** 

$ 347,248 
$ 260,637 
$ 173,271 
$ 130,029 
$ 272,700 
$ 272,700 

DOE funding ARRA Funding Total 
$ 1,369,295 $ 5,028,311 $ 6,397,606 
$ 953,107 $ 4,716,055 $ 5,669,162 
$ 612,669 $ 4,833,644 $ 5,446,313 
$ 610,447 NIA $ 610,447 

Community Action did not: provide a 2014 forecast. 
* Kentucky Power operates on a Calendar year cycle 
** Community Action operates on a Fiscal Year (FY) cycle. (7/1/xx - 6/30/xx) 
*** In the past, the weatherization program has received funds from the LIHEAP program A 
15% transfer from LIHEAP to Weatherizaton could occur in DEC 2012 which would increase 
the DOE allocations for FY 13. The transfer has been approved but the dollar amount has 
not been determined. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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entuelq Power 

REQUEST 

Rekr  to the Application L,etter, page 2, which states, “[florecasted participant levels €or 
iesistaiice lieat replaceiiieiit in the High Efficiency Heat P~iiiip prograiii were reduced 
slightly to reflect custoiiier respoiise to the program for tlie period January through Julie 
2012.” Explain wlietlier there were any other program that did not iiieet participation or 
prograin expeiiditure goals due to custoiiier response to the program, for the period 
Jaiiuary tluougli Julie 2012, that were iiot reduced. 

RESPONSE 

Program goals are forecast 011 an aixiual rather than six-month basis. Although cei taiii 
other prograiiis did not meet participatioii or program expeiiditure goals for the first six 
months, the Coiiipaiiy projects that they will meet their annual goals, a id  coiisisteiit with 
Coiiipaiiy practice, tlie goals were iiot adjusted. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Applicatioii Letter, page 3, wliich states, “[als part of the prograiii extension, 
the Company requests that the Cointiiissioii approve tlie proposed revision to the existing 
Taiff  R.C.L.M. to coiitiiiue the program operation through 20 13 .” 

a. Refer to the proposed Tariff R.C.L.M. (Pilot Residential aiid Small Coiiiiiieicial 
Load Management), Availability of Service, wliich states, “[a]vailability is liiiiited to 
tlie first 200 residential aiid 25 siiiall commercial customers applying for service 
uiider this tariff or uiitil 450 load coiitrol devices have beeii installed.” Also refer to 
Tariff R .C.L.M. (Pilot Resideiitial aiid Siiiall Coimiiercial Load Maiiageiiieiit), in 
Case No. 2010-001981, dated October 27, 201 0, Availability of Service, which 
states, “[a]vailability is limited to the first 1,000 resideiitial aiid 100 siiiall 
coiiiiiiercial custoiners applying for service uiider tliis tariff or uiitil 2,200 load 
coiitrol devices have beeii installed.” Explain why the availability has been revised 
from the first 1,000 residential to the first 200 residential customers, aiid from the 
first 100 siiiall coiiuiiercial customers to the first 25 sinal1 custoiiiers applying for 
service uiider this tariff, or until froin 2,200 load coiitrol devices to 450 load coiitrol 
devices have been iiistaIIed. 

b. Re-fer to the proposed Tariff R.C.L.M. (Pilot Resideiitial aiid Sinall Coiniiiercial 
Load Management), Availability of Service, wliicli states, “[t]his tarif€ will be in 
effect oiice tlie Coiiipaiiy has successfully lauiiclied its Resideiitial aiid Small 
Commercial Load Maiiageiiieiit Pilot program aiid will coiiliiiue through Deceiiiber 
31, 2013. Emollmeiit to participate in R.C.L.M. will eiid 011 February 28, 2013 ” 
Also refer to Tariff R.C.L.M. (Pilot Residential aiid Sinall Coiiiiiiercial Load 
h/laiiagement), in Case No. 20 10-00 1 982 dated October 27, 20 10, Availability of 
Service, which states, “[tlliis tariff will be in effect oiice the Coiiipaiiy has 
successfully launched its Residential aiid Sinall Coiimercial Load Maiiageiiieiit Pilot 
program aiid will coiitiiiue tlu-ough Deceiiiber 3 1 , 2012. Eiirolliiieiit to paiticipate in 
R.C.L.M. will eiid 011 December 3 1, 2012.” Explain why tlie tariff dated October 27, 
2010 states eivolliiieiit to participate in R.C.L,.M. will eiid 011 December 3 1, 2012 01 

last day of the year, and tlie proposed taiff  states eiu-ollmeiit to participate in 
R.C.L.M. will eiid on February 28, 2013, not Deceiiiber 31. 

a 
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c. Re€er to the proposed Tariff R.C.LL.M. (Pilot Residential and Small Coiiiiiiercial 
Load Management) Sheet 23-3. Slioirld the (N) 011 the right-side of the page be 
there? 

RESPONSE 

a. 

b. 

C.  

The revised targets are based on the miniiiiuiii levels necessary lo coiiiplete the cost 
benefit aid participant impact program evaluatioii and also to utilize the SMART 
gateway meter inventory. 

Eliding the iiew customer enrolliiieiit on February 28, 20 13 will allow custoiiiers to 
participate in the program duriiig 20 13. The Company will iiialte an evaluation in 
the fall of 2013 whether the program should be coiitinued, be replaced by ai1 
alternative solution, or discontinued. 

Yes. Sheet 23-3 was provided in the filing for iiiforiiiatioiial purposes oiily aiid did 
not iiiclude any revisioiis at this time. It is a copy of wliat was previously approved 
by this Coimiiission in Case No. 2010-00198 on October 27, 2010. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 

' Case No. 201 0-001 98, Joint Application Pursuant to 1994 House Bill No. 501 for the Appioval of 
Kentucky Power Company Collaborative Demand-Side Management Prograins and for Authority to 
Recover Costs, Net Lost Reveiiues aiid Receive Incentives Associated with the im~~lemeiitatiori of Oiie 
New Combined Residential/Co~iiinercial and One Commercial Demand-Side Management Piogram 
Beginning August 2, 2010 (Icy PSC Oct. 15, 2010 
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RE QTJE S T 

Refer lo tlie Application Letter, pages 3 a id  4, wliicli states, “[tllie represeiitatives of tlie 
BSADD aiid NKCA objected to tlie increased rates €or residential customers required 
uiider tlie revised tariff, but otherwise supported tlie Company’s recoiiiiiieiidatioiis.” 
Pursuaiit to 278.285(1) (f) : 

Tlie extent to wliich customer representatives and tlie Office of 
the Attorney General have been iiivolved in developing the plan 
iiicludiiig program design, cost recovery mecliaiiisms, aiid financial 
incentives, and if iiivolved, tlie amouiit of support for the plan by 
each participant, provided however, that unaiiimity among the 
participants developing tlie plan shall be required for the commission 
to approve tlie plan. 

a. Explain whether the I<.entucky Power Collaborative (Collaborative”) has adopted by- 
laws. If the Collaborative has by-laws, provide a copy with tlie explaiiatioii. 

b. If tlie aiiswer to a. is yes, explain whether tlie Collaborative’s by-laws require a 
uiiaiiiiiious or coiiseiisus vote. 

c. If the Collaborative’s by-laws require a unanimous vote, explain wlietlier tlie 
Collaborative is in violation of its owii by-laws. 

RESPONSE 

a. Yes, the Collaborative has adopted by-laws which are attached. 

b. Tlie by-laws require a uiiaiiiiiioiis vote for Collaborative action. 

e.  No. As stated in Ms. Muiisey’s traiisiiiittal letter of August 15, 2012, tlie report was 
filed by I<eiitiicky Power. Tlie report was not filed by tlie Collaborative. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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By-L,aws of the DSM Collaborative 

Purpose: 
Tlie intent of tliese by-laws is to govern the process for operational procedures of 
the Kentucky Power Demand-Side Manageinelit Collaborative. 

Article I Membership 

Membership in the Collaborative is to be representative of a cross-section of 
various customer groups / sub-groups of Kentucky Power Company (KETO.), 
thus representing a significant customer block in the service territory. 
Representatives of customer groups sliall be luiowii as “customer meinbers”. 
There shall be no individual members. 

Section 1. Voting Members 

The voting inembers of the Collaborative are: 

Residential Class 

a. Co~rrtz un ity A ctioiz Kentucky 

Executive DirectorKAK Primary 
Staff MemberKAK Alternate 

b. Northeast Kentucky Conzniuriity Action Agency 

Executive DirectorNEKCAA Primary 
Staff MemberNEK C AA Alternate 

c. Big Sandy Community Action Agency 

Executive Director/BSCAP Primary 
Staff Meniber/BSCAP Alternate 

d.  Middle ICY Community Action Pnrtrzerslzip, Inc. 

Executive DirectorMKCAP Primary 
Staff Member/MI< CAP Alternate 

e.  Gateway Coimzunity Action Couizcil 

Executive Director/GCAC Primary 
Staff MeinbedGCAC Alternate 
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.c Contnzunity Action Council 

Executive Director/LI<I,P 
Staff member/LICLP 

g. Conini iuz ity Services 

Executive Director/LNK S Priinary 
Representative/LINI(S Alternate 

Representative/BSADD Aging Primary 
Representative/BSADD Aging Alternate 

lz. KPHousiizg Corporation 

Senior Weatherization Trainer Primary 
Staff Member KHC Alteriiate 

1. Office of tlze Attorizey General, Keiztucky 

Assistant DirectorlAtty General Primary 
Staff Meinber/Atty Geiieral Alternate 

j .  Kerztirc~cy Power Company 

DSM Program Manager Primary 
Staff Meinber/KPCO Alternate 

Commercial Class 

Q. office of the Attorizey General, Kentucky 

Assistant DirectodAtty General Primary 
Staff Member/Atty Geiieral Alternate 

b. Kentucky Power Conzpatzy 

DSM Program Manager Priinary 
Staff Meiiiber/IQCo Alternate 

c. Floyd Counfy Schools 

Director of Facilities Priinary 
Staff Meinber/Floyd Co. Schools Alternate 
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d. Ous Lady of Rellefonte 

Director of Facilities 
Staff Member/OL,BH 

Primary 
Alternate 

All Classes Won-Voting) 

a. Public Service Commission of Kentucky 

b. Antesican Electric wes Service Cosposation 

Section 2. New Members 

A petition for membership shall be made by filing a written request with 
tlie Kentucky DSM Collaborative. Applications for membership will be 
considered by tlie entire membership aiid new ineinbers may be added by 
unanimous approval of the Collaborative. 

Section 3. Duties of Membership 

Members will be responsible for the followiiig: 

a. designating in writing one (1) voting representative and up to (2) 
alternates to represent a custoiner member; 

b. Attending Collaborative meetings in person, by proxy, or by telephone 
aiid participate in customer class sub-groups as needed; 

c. Staying iiiformed on issues relating to DSM prograins and activities; 
and 

d. Reviewing, recommending, and endorsing DSM prograiiis For 
Kentucky Power Company. 

Section 4. Terininatioii of Membership 

a. Any meinber groups may voluntarily terminate their membersliip at 
any time by filing written notice with tlie Kentucky DSM 
Collaborative. 

b. Autoinatic terininatioii shall O C C L I ~  if member fails to attend personally, 
by telephoiie, or by proxy three (3) consecutive meetings of the 
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Collaborative. The saine rule shall apply to a failure to attend ineetiiigs 
for a customer class sub-group of which the member is representative. 
Aiiy inember who has been teriiiiiiated under these conditions inay 
apply for re-admission to tlie Collaborative aiid sliall be readmitted 
only upon tlie unanimous vote of the members required by Article II(a) 
of these bylaws. 

Article 11 Votinr Riphts; 

Section 1. Votes 

a. All votes require unanimous agreement for passage. Abstaining votes 
sliall be coiisidered agreement. 

b. Each inember shall have one (1) vote to be cast by tlie authorized 
representative or designated alternate. 

c. Proxy votes inay be made in writing. Only the authorized 
representative or designated alternate 011 file may submit proxy votes. 

Article 111 

Section 1. Geiieral Decision Malting 

a. A11 members will vote on issues effecting Kentucky Power DSM 
prograins, including Collaborative membership aiid rule-malting. If a 
member is absent from a meeting and all other meinbers present agree 
upoil an itein, tlie issue will be outlined in the meeting minutes, and 
the absent inember will have ten (1 0) working days upon receipt of tlie 
minutes to present an objection to the issue, if necessary. 

Section 2. Customer Class Sub-Groups 

Resident ial 
Coininercial 

a. There should be two custoiner class subgroups; residential aiid 
commercial. Each customer class sub-group will consider its own 
DSM programs aiid decide upon thein by unanimous vote. 
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Section 3. Changes in Programs 

a. Once a program is established, the t e rm of tlie program may be 
changed only by unanimous consent of the voting inembers who 
considered and/or created it. 

b. Kentucky Power Company will operate in good faith all programs 
approved by the Collaborative. However, if I(entuc1y Power 
Company determines that the continued operation of a program is not 
in the best interest of the Company, tlie program will be terminated by 
the Company after notifying the DSM Collaborative. 

Article PV Dispute Resolution 

Section 1. In the event unanimous decision caiinot be reached, tlie ineinbers shall determine 
whether the impasse is informational or policy-based. 

Section 2. In tlie everit an informational dispute exists, tlie Collaborative or customer class 
sub-group inay agree on an expert to analyze tlie disputed iiiforiiiatioii and advise 
thein as to what is accurate. 

Section 3 .  If a policy dispute sliould occur, the Collaborative or customer class sub-group 
inay secure an outside facilitator to assist tlie group with reaching an acceptable 
agreement. 

Section 4. No action will be taken by the Collaborative or Customer class subgroup without 
unanimous agreement. Abstaining votes shall be considered agreement. 

Article V Leadership 

Section 1. The Kentucky Power Company DSM representative will coiiveiie and preside at 
Collaborative meetings and customer class sub-groups meetings. 

Section 1. Meetings of the Collaborative shall be held at least once per quarter. 

Section 2. Customer class sub-groups may meet molitlily or more frequently at the call of the 
KPCo DSM representative or at least two (2 ) ineinbers of the Collaborative or 



Section .3. 

Section 4. 

Article VII 

Section 1. 

Section 2. 

Section 3. 

1. 

2. 
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customer class sub-group. However, each custoiner class sub-group must meet 
oiice per quarter. 

Written notice shall be given to all ineinbers at least five ( 5 )  working days before 
a meeting, providing the date, time, and location of that meeting. The five ( 5 )  day 
notice period may be waived by affected members in respect of any meeting. 

Minutes of all Collaborative meetings shall be kept and circulated by a person 
designated by the Collaborative. 

Costs for consultants and other outside entities retained by a customer class sub- 
group(s) shall be recovered only from that customer class. 

Contracts betweeii the Collaborative, consultants, and outside entities shall be 
signed by the Company as agent of the customer class sub-group(s) and that all 
parties to the Collaborative sub-group(s) shall have access to information 
submitted by the Company, consultant, or outside entity. 

Infoiination used for Collaborative efforts which is identified by the Coinpany as 
being of a proprietary nature sliall not be transmitted outside the Collaborative or 
their agents without signed permission by the Company. 

Amendment 

A proposed aineiidrneiit of these by-laws shall be made in writing only by a 
rneinber and the full text of the proposed ainendinent shall be sent to all members 
of the Collaborative at least thirty (30) days prior to the meeting at which the vote 
will be taken upon the proposed ainendinent. 

An ainendinent of these by-laws shall be made only upon the unanimous consent 
of all Collaborative members. 

6 
Updated 10/18/20 10 
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REQUEST 

Refer to the Demand-Side Management (“DSM’) Collaborative Status Report (“Status 
Report”) of the Application, Section 1 , page 1 , under COMMENTS. Provide the Iocatioii 
of Exhibit E in the Application. 

RESPONSE 

Exhibit E refers to Exhibit E of the origiiial application filed in Case No. 95-427 011 

September 27, 199.5. Please see page 2 of this response for a copy of Exhibit E. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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REQUEST 

ReCer to tlie Status Report, page 8, under COMMENTS. It states, “[t]lie paiticipaiit and 
expense forecast for 20 12 is 175 resistaiice lieat replacellieill customers, 475 11011- 

resistaiice heat replacemeiit customers and $292,500 respectiveIy.” Also, refer to Exhibit 
C, page 1 SA- 1 , where Resistance Heat Replacemeiits and Heat Puiiip Replacement are 
listed uiider High Efficiency Heat Pump. Coiifiriii whether lion-resistance heat 
replaceiiieiit 011 page S of the Status Report is the same as Heat Puiiip Replaceiiieiit on 
page 1 SA- 1 of Exhibit C. 

RESPONSE 

Yes. The “nom-resistance heal replacement” on page S of the Status Report is the same as 
I-Ieat Pump Replacemeiit on page 1 SA-1 of Scliedule C. The prograiii descriptioii has 
been ripdated 011 Scliedule C to reflect Non-Resistance Heat Replacemeiit. See IQSC 1 - 
3 5 for updated Scliedule C to reflect tlie change in program description. 

High Efficiency Heat Pump 
- Resistance Heat Replacement 

Sch. C 

18 A-I 
18 B-I 
18 C-I 

- Non Resistance Heat Pump Replacement 
18 A-I 
18 B-1 
18 C-I 

- Resistance Heat Replacement 
- Non Resistance Heat Pump Replacement 

Participants Program Costs 

88 40,050 
40 17,793 

20,907 42I. 
175 78,750 

217 101,250 
143 62,355 
- 115 50,145 
475 213,750 

78,750 
213,750 
292,500 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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REQUEST 

Refer to the Cominercial Iiicentive Program (‘cCIP’’) Evaluation or the Executive 
Suiiiiiiary, Section 2, page IV. It states, “[ilii 201 1, eighteen (1 8) lighting projects were 
completed tlrougli the Coiniiiercial Incentive Prograin at a higher cost per participant 
than originally budgeted due to liigli fixed costs iiidepeiident of program participation.” 

a. Explain the types of high fixed costs. 

b. Coiihi-in whether the program is cost-effective. 

c. Taking into consideration the high fixed costs, explain what level of participation is 
needed for the program to be cost-effective. 

RESPONSE 

a. The term “Iiigh fixed costs” refers to administrative expenses that are inciirred 
independeiitly of tlie iiuinber of participants. Many of these are one-tiiiie start-up 
aiid implemeiitatioii expenses . The work was done primarily by ICEMA, which 
served as the Comnpany’ s iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor. These expenses include: 

Program design, iiicludiiig work to define prograiii eligibility, to 
select products, to determine iiiceiitive levels, to design customer 
applications, and to identify program processes; 

Pro gr alii tracking, iiicI ud iiig the est ab1 i slmeiit of data co 11 e c ti o ii 
requirements, tracking, aiid reporting systems; 

Training ICeiitucky Power and program allies; 

iiiforiiiatioii tecl-uiology services; and 

iiiarlteting. 
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b. Tlie prograin curreiitly is iiot cost-effective. Based upoii tlie analysis per€ormed by 
Applied Eiiergy Group, Iiic., (AEG) the Coinpaiiy believes tlie program can becoiiie 
cost-effective on a going forward basis under some combination of the coiiditioiis 
described at page vi of Section 2 of tlie Coiiipaiiy’s August 15, 2012 application. 
Those coiiditioiis were: 

At tlie level of 201 1 actual expenditures tlie program will be cost-effective aiid pass 
the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test if there are 88 coiiipleted projects aiid each 
project saves oii average 25,000 ItWli arid 5.5 kW; or 

If tlie program caii achieve at least tlie originally proj ected ratio o€ administrative 
costs to incentives paid and participants 011 average save at least 25,000 1tWh and 5.5 
1tW. 

I<.eiitucky Power iiotes that the iiiaiiy of tlie “liigli fixed costs” iiiay iiot be illcurred in 
tlie future, thereby lielpiiig to iiialte the program cost-effective. 

c. Please see the response to subpart (b) above. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 
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REQUEST 

Refix to tlie CIP Evaluation, Sectioii 2, page iv. It states, “Applied Eiiergy Group, Inc. (“AEG”) 
recoiiiiiieiids that ICEMA iiicrease tlie local staff by at least oiie employee. FOLK (4) ICEMA sta€f 
iiieiiibers worlted reiiiotely fi-om Micliigaii until the local representative was hired in Septeiiiber 
20 1 1 .” Explaiii whether oiie additional ICEMA staff member would iiicrease tlie curreiit high 
Gxed costs. 

RESPONSE 

Based 011 input from the iinpleiiieiitatioii contractor, tlie addition of oiie local staff iiieiiiber 
would be offset by the reduction of oiie remote staff iiieinber, aiid thus tliere would be iio 
additioiial fixed cost. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





I@SC Case No. 2012-00367 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 9 

Coinmission StafPs First Set of 

Page 1 o f 1  

REQUEST 

Refer to the CIP Evaluation, Section 2, page vii. It states, “[tlhe prograiii does not opeiate 
as designed.” Identify what efforts IGmtucky Power is curreiitly uiidertalciiig to ensure 
internal controls are iiiiproved relative to evaluation, measureiiieiit, aiid verification of 
each DSM prograiii in its portfolio. 

RESPONSE 

The Coiiipaiiy manages 14 resideiitial aiid conuiiercial DSM program utiliziiig best 
lciiowii practices supported by two hll-time local ICPCo DSM employees and Aiiiericaii 
Electric Power Service Corporatioii (AEPSC) persolxiel. The Coiiipaiiy is evaluating 
proposals to contract for an iinpleiiientatioii contractor to provide turii-key project 
maiiagemeiit aiid iiiceiitive processing for five DSM programs. The additional 
coiitractiiig resource worrld allow the KPCo staff to provide iiiiproved oversight of tlie 
eiitire DSM portfolio, iiicludiiig contractor administration of site inspections and the 
prograiii application process as outliiied in Section 2 of tlie Coiiiiiiercial Inceiitive 
evaluation. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





ICPSC Case NO. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests 

rder Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 10 
Page 1 of 1 

REQUEST 

Rekr  to the CIP Evaluation, Section 2, page viii. It states, “[ilii 2012, the Coiiiiiiercial 
Iiiceiitive Prograin will coiisist of t h e e  program: Prescriptive aiid Custom Incentives 
(current program), Express Program, aiid the New Coiistructioii Program.” Explain 
wlietlier Ikiitucky Power is seeking Commission approval €or tlie Express Program aiicl 
the New Construction Program. 

RIESPONSE 

The Comiiiercial Incentive Program, which was approved in Case 201 0-001 98, iiicluded 
the followiiig coiiiponeiits, tlie Prescriptive aiid Custom Iiiceiitives, Express (also knowii 
as Direct Install), and the New Construction. The different iiaiiies lielp in inarlteting aiid 
iiiaiiagiiig different components of the same coiiiinercial program. Because of the prior 
approval of the Coiiiiiiercial Iiiceiitive Program, Kentucky Power is iiot seeltiiig approval 
of its coiiipoiieiit parts. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





IUPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

Item No. 11 
Page 1 of 1 

entuclcy Power 

REQUEST 

Refer to h e  CIP Evaluation, Section 2, page viii. It states, “[iilew coiistructioii  COLI^^ also 
be available by auditiiig the desigii plans aiid ideiitifyiiig energy saving measures.” In the 
Applicatioii of Case No. 20 10-00 1 9g3, within the DESCRIPTION of the proposed 
Comiiiercial Iiiceiitive Program, it states, “[iilew construction could also be available by 
auditing the desigii plans and identifying energy saving measures. ” Explain whether new 
coiistructioii is currently part of the CIP aiid have there been any iiew coiistruction 
participants siiice the program was approved. 

RESPONSE 

The New Coiistructioii coiiipoiieiit began October 201 1 and is part of the overall 
Coiiiiiiercial Iiiceiitive program. F O U ~  applications fiom potential participants have been 
received. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 

Case No. 2010-00195 (Icy. PSC Oct. 15,2010). 3 





ICPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 12 
Page 1 of I 

Commission StafPs First Set of 

QWW Company 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie CIP Evaluation, Sectioii 2, page viii. It states, “‘AEG recoiiiiiieiids that IQCO 
coiisider iiicreasiiig iiiceiitives to 60 to 70 perceiit of the iiistalled eqiiipiiieiit costs. 
Iiiceiitives are currently capped at SO perceiit of the iiicreineiital material costs, tlie saiiie 
as the current Coiimiercial Iiiceiitive Program prescriptive aiid custoiii incentives.” If 
iiiceiitives were iiicreased to 60 to 70 percent, from tlie curreiit SO perceiit, explaiii tlie 
impact tlie grograiiis cost-effectiveness aiid tlie ability to eiicourage participation in tlie 
program. 

RESPONSE 

Tlie Total Resource Cost Test (TRC) cost-effectiveness is iiot affected by custoiiier 
iiiceiitives. Tlie Company expects iiicreased iiiceiitives will eiicourage participatioii. 
Direct install prograins typically offer sinall iioiiresideiitial custoiiiers higher incentives 
and occasionally, fiiiaiiciiig for tlie reiiiaiiiiiig poi-tioii of tlie iiistallatioii cost. Sinal1 
coriiinercial customers are a hard-to-reach market because of their limited access to 
capital to iiivest in energy efficiency iiiiproveiiieiits. Higher iiiceiitives are utilized to 
increase participatioii and access to tlie program. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





IQSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff's First Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 13 
Page 1 of 1 

REQTJEST 

Refer to the CIP Evaluatioii, Section 2, page 2, Table 1. Explain the iiicrease in 
Coiitractor Administration aiid Evaluation from 20 10 to 2012. 

RESPONSE 

The origiiial prograin budget and contractor adiniiiistrative expeiise iiicreased fioin 20 10 
to 2012 because of the increasing target participant and energy saving goals over the 
same tiiiie period. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 14 
Page 1 of 1 

REQUEST 

Refer to the CTP Evaluation, Section 2, page 23. It states, “ICeiitucky Power speciiic 
inputs, including avoided costs, discounts rates, participation and incentives, were used to 
conduct tlie cost-effectiveness analysis.” Explain whether Kentucky Power’s 
enviroimeiital costs were taken into consideration. 

RESPONSE 

No. Enviionme~ital costs were not included in the analysis. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

ated September 26,2012 
Item No. 15 
Page 1 o f 1  

Coinmission Staff’s First Set of 

REQUEST 

Refer to the CIP Evaluation, Section 2, page 27. It states, ‘‘[gloing €orward, it is vital that 
either participation goals be met or program administrative costs be reduced lor the 
Coiiiiiiercial Iiiceiitive Program to reach acceptable cost effectiveness levels.” Explain 
how this might be achieved. 

RESPONSE 

The Company monitors program administrative costs, participation goals, and cost 
effectiveness levels on a coiitiiiuiiig basis. The Company is currently evaluating 
proposals €rom t h e e  vendors following issuance of an August 20, 2,O 12 Request €or 
Proposal for “turn-key” program services, with the aim of eidiaiicing the program’s cost 
effectiveness levels. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 16 
Page 1 of 1 

Commission StaWs First Set of 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Residential and Siiiall Coiimercial Heating VentilatioidAir Coiiditioiiiiig 
Diagnostic arid Tune-up Program (“HVAC Diagiiostic avid Tune-up Program”) 
Evaluation of the Executive Summary, Sectioii 3, page v. It states, ““[]lie three most 
active HVAC dealers performed 69 percent of tlie diagnostic and tune-up services.” Also, 
refer to page 15, Table 9, explain why oiie veiidor received 44.5 of the 1,142 I-IVAC 
systems rebated 

RESPONSE 

The Comnpaiiy does iiot select vendors to be reimbursed. Instead, subject to prograiii 
h i t s  aiid guidelines, all qualified rebate applications that are submitted are paid. The 
veiidor that received 44.5 rebates submitted 445 qualified rebate applications for tlie 
program. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





KPSC Case NO. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff’s First Set o f  

ated September 26,2012 
Item No. 17 
Page 1 of 1 

ower Company 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie I-IVAC Diagiiostic aiid T u n e - q  Program Evaluation, Section 3, page vii. It 
slates tlie following: 

AEG recoiixiieiids that Ikiitucky Power hire an iinpleiiieiitatioii coiitractor 
to implement ICeiitucky Power’s residential and sinall coimiiercial I-IVAC 
prograiiis, iiicludiiig, bid iiot limited to, the Residential and Sinall 
Coiiiiiiercial IWAC Diagnostic aiid Tune-up Prograiii, the Sinall Coiiiiiiercial 
I-kat Puiiip/Air Coiiditioiier Iiiceiitive Program, tlie Resideiitial High 
Efficieiicy Heat Puinp Prograin, Mobile Hoine High Efficieiicy Heat Puiiip, 
aiid Mobile Home New Construction. 

a. Explaiii wlietlier there has ever beeii ai iiiipleiiieiitatioii coiitractor for tlie Resideiitial 
High Efficieiicy Heat Pump Program, Mobile I-Ioiiie High Efficieiicy Heal Piuiiip 
Program, aiid Mobile Home New Construction Prograin. 

b. Explaiii why ai impleineiitatioii coiitvact is iieeded now for prograiiis that have been 
in place for many years aiid have already experienced participatioii. 

RESPONSE 

a. The Residential High Efficieiicy Heat Pump Program, Mobile Hoiiie I-Iigh Efficieiicy 
I-Ieat P~~ i i ip  Program, and the Mobile Home New Construction Prograiii have been 
iiiaiiaged in-house by ICeiitucky Power staff siiice their inception. These prograiiis 
have iiot liad aii implementation coiitractor. 

b. Kentucky Power’s Eiiergy E€ficieiicy prograiiis have growii since inception. In 2009, 
Kentucky Power processed approximately 1,3 SO custoiiier, dealer and veiidor 
payiiieiits. Five iiew prograiiis were addcd in 20 10. In 201 1, ICeiitucky Power 
processed approximately 4,45 0 payineiits. With each evaluation of an energy 
eliicieiicy program, the evaluator recommends changes to iiiiprove tlie program. The 
scope of work for ICeiitucky Power staff lias iiicreasecl as recommendations from 
program evaluations have beeii iinpleiiieiited. I< eiitucky Power plans to utilize aii 
iiiiPleiiieiitatioii coiitractor to process customer aiid dealer iiiceiitive payiiieiits. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





IWSC Case No. 2012-00367 

ated September 26,2012 
Item No. 18 

Commission Staff’s First Set of 

Page 1 o f 1  

Y 

Re€er to the HVAC Diagnostic aid Tune-up Program Evaluation, Section 3, page vii. It 
states, ‘“AEG recommends that Ikiitucky Power aiid the iiiipleiiieiitalioii contractor 
coiisider iiiodifyiiig tlie HVAC Diagiiostic aiid Tune-up Prograins : Reduce the 
participatiiig HVAC dealer iiiceiitives to $25 (froin the current $50 iiiceiitive); reiiiove 
central air coiiditioiier tune-ups from tlie prograin of€eriiig; and reduce the custoiiier 
iiiceiitive to $30 (from the current $SO inceiitive).” 

a. Explain whether I<eiitriclcy Power has surveyed or personally coiitacted I-IVAC 
coiitractors about reducing iiiceiitives to $25 from $SO aid wlietlier or not it would 
impact their willingiiess to participate in the prograin. 

b. Explaiii whether Keiitucky Power has surveyed or personally contacted resideiitial 
and coiniiiercial custoiiiers who have participated in the program as to whether 
reducing tlie iiiceiitives to $30 from $50 would have iiiflueiiced their decisioii to 
pi-ticipate in tlie prograin. 

RFSPONSE 

a. Yes. Keiitucky Power contracted with AEG to survey HVAC coiitractors and 
provide recoiiiiiieiidatioiis on results. The Company lias not iiiipleiiieiited tlie 
prograin change peiidiiig approval of tlie recoiniiieiidatioiis by the ICPSC. Kentucky 
Power adiiiiiiisters direct outreach tlu-ough phone calls and on-site meetings. 

b. Yes. Keiituclcy Power contracted with AEG to survey residential aiid coiiiiiiercial 
customers aiid provide recoiiiiiieiidatioiis 011 results. Tlie Compaiiy lias iiol 
iiiiyleiiieiited the program cliaiige peiidiiig approval of tlie recoiiiiiieiidatioiis by the 
I<PSC. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

rder Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 19 
Page 1 of 1 

Commission Staff’s First Set of 

REQUEST 

R e k r  to the HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up Program Evaluation, Section 3, page viii. It 
states, “[iilote that these modifications iiiay not be necessary iE there are program 
budgetary changes or changes to ICeiitiiclcy Power’s avoided costs.’’ Explaiii what 
budgetary changes would be required. 

RESPONSE 

The Company expects that some coinbiiiatioii of cliaiiges to prograiii offerings, iiiceiitive 
levels, or program budgets would iiicrease cost-effectiveness. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoil 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

rder Dated September 26,2012 
Ttein No. 20 
Page 1 o f 1  

Commission Staff's First Set of 

REQUEST 

Refer to the HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up Prograiii Evaluation, Section 3, page viii. It 
states tlie followiiig: 

AEG recommends additioiial inodificatioiis to reduce free ridership: 
Modify customer eligibility. Customers are currently eligible for a 
rebate every 3 years, this should be exteiided to every 5 years to 
correspoiid with the measure life of the services; Require the custoiiier 
to subiiiit the rebate application. Other tliati receiving the diagnostic 
aiid tuiie-up service, the custoiiier does iiot have to take m y  action to 
receive the iiiceiitive; aid KPCO iiiarltet directly to residential 
custoiiiers and encourage HVAC dealers to iiiarltet to customers that 
do iiot coiisisteiitly receive these tune-up services. 

ICeiitucky Power has budgeted $9,000 for promotion for 20 10-20 12. 

a. Explain how the $9,000 aiuiual proiiiotioii budget lias been used to proiiiote this 
program. 

b. Explaiii how ICeiitucky Power proposes to proiiiote this prograiii in tlie ftiture. 

RESPONSE 

a. Most of the prograiii's aiuiual proiiiotioii budget lias beeii spent oii newspaper 
advertiseiiieiits to educate the public about the prograiii. The program has also beeii 
proiiioted by utilizing iioii-DSM Ihitucky Power resources to send iiiforiiiatioii 
letters to I-IVAC dealers, to issue bill iiiserts proiiiotiiig the program, to cieate 
proiiiotioiial Fact Sheets to be giveii to custoiners aiid HVAC dealers, to update tlie 
Kentucky Power website, aiid to update the Customer Service Call Ceiiter sciipts for 
call-in custoiiiers. 

b. ICeiitucky Power plaiis to coiitiiiue to proiiiote this program tlwough direct dealer 
outreach, bill inserts, aiid radio, newspaper aiid other media advertisements. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 21 
Page 1 of 1 

ower Company 

REQUEST 

Refer to the Resideiitial and Small Commercial Load Maiiageineiit Pilot Program (“L,oad 
Maiiageiiieiit Pilot Program”) Evaluation of the Executive Summary, Section 4, page v. 
Explaiii whether there is ai iiistallatioii contractor in Kentucky Power‘ s soutlierii 
territory. 

RESPONSE 

No, Coiisert Iiic., the program manager, does iiot have an iiistallatioii contractor in 
Keiitucky Power’s soutlierii territory. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





IOPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

rder Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 22 
Page 1 of 1 

Commission Staff’s First Set of 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Load Management Pilot Program Evaluation, Section 4, page 33. It states, 
“[o]f tlie 55 customers tliat coiitacted I<eiitucky Power custoiiier solution center, 67 
perceiit did not sign the agreement to paiticipate in the program. There was no follow-up 
to determine wliy tliese custoiiiers did not sign the agreement.” Explain whether 
Kentucky Power is contacting custoiiiers that do not participate in the program as to why. 

RESPONSE 

The program vendor Coiisert Inc. followed-up with calls and eiiiail to iion-participatin,o 
custoiiiers. 

WITNESS: E 5 Clayton 





IWSC Case No. 2012-00367 

rder Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 23 
Page 1 of 1 

Commission Staff’s First Set of 

Y 

REQUEST 

Refer to the Residential Efficient Products Program Evaluation of the Executive 
Srullliiauy, Section 5 ,  page vii. It states, “[tllie Field Representative should coiiduct more 
Iirequellt in-store promotions for tliese retailers.” Explain wlietlier independent retailers 
are being personally contacted by a field representative aiid whether I< entucky Power 
believes the beiiefit of more frequent in-store proinotioiis would be cost effective. 

RESPONSE 

A field represeiitative is coiitactiiig independent retailers in an effort to reduce bairieis to 
entry. Although Kentucky Power has iiot coiiducted a foriiial cost-effectiveness 
evaluation, tlie iniiiiinal additional expense required to contact independent retailers leads 
the Coiiipany to believe the effoi-t will iiot materially a€fect tlie cost-effectiveness of tlie 
pro gram. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 24 
Page 1 of 1 

CQHIEI~SS~OEB Staff‘s First Set of 

REQUEST 

Refer to the Residential Efficient Products Program Evaluation of the Executive 
Suiimary, Section 5, page viii. It states, “AEG recoiiuiiends that tlie in-store iiistaiit 
coiyons be modified to collect only tlie product information that Walmart/Lowe’s stores 
collect.” Explain whether in-store illstant coupons are to be modified so as not to be a 
barrier to iiidepeiideiit retailers. 

RESPONSE 

Based q ion  recommendation from AEG and Applied Proactive Teclunologies (APT), the 
in-store coupoiis have been modified to reduce this issue as a barrier to entry €or 
independent retailers. The APT field representative persoiiaIly delivered the modified 
coupons to the iiidepeiideiit retail stores participating in tlie program. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





IQSC Case No. 2012-00367 

ated September 26,2012 
Item No. 25 
Page 1 of 1 

Commission Staff's First §et of 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Residential Efficient Products Prograiii Evaluation, Sectioii 5, page 30. It 
states tlie following: 

Remove iiiceiitives for LED lioliday liglits, LED niglitliglits 
and ENERGY STAR ceiliiig fans. Kentucky Power did not 
achieve any sales of LED iiiglitliglits, LED holiday lights aiid 
ENERGY STAR ceiliiig fils. Additionally, APT noted that 
the market for LED holiday lights aiid LED iiiglit lights has 
already transformed aiid purcliases of ceiliiig fais are based 
011 aesthetic preferences. 

Explain whether Ikiitucky Power is considering removing LED lioliday lights, LED 
niglitliglits, aiid ENERGY STAR ceiling fails from the program. 

RESPONSE 

After recoimneiidatioiis from aiid discussioiis with AEG and APT, Keiituclcy Power will 
remove LED lioliday lights, LED iiiglitlights aiid ENERGY STAR ceiling fans from the 
program, subject to approval from tlie Public Service Coiimissioii. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





Refer to the Small Commercial Heat Puinp/Air Coiiditiorier (“HP/AC”) Iiiceiitive 
Program of the Executive Summary, Section 6, page iii. Identify when the impact 
evaluation will be completed to determine energy and demand saviiigs for this program. 

The impact evaluation of the Sinall Coinrnercial Heat Purnp/Air Conditioner (“HF’/AC‘’) 
Incentive Program is complete. See the information below from Tables 13 and 19 of the 
evaluatioii report: 

ITNESS: E J Claytoii 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

ated September 26,2012 
Itern No. 27 
Page 1 of 2 

Commission Staff‘s First Set of 

Refer to tlie Small Coiiiiiiercial HP/AC Iiiceiitive Program of tlie Executive Summary, Section 6, 
page vii. It states tlie followiiig: 

AEG recoimiieiids that Keiitucky Power liire an 
iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor to iiiipleiiieiit ICeiitucky Power’s 
resideiitial aiid siiiall coiiunercial HVAC prograins, including, 
but not limited to, the Residential aiid Sinal1 Coiniiiercial 
FIVAC Diagiiostic and Tune-up Program, the Siiiall 
Coininercial Heat Pump/Air Coiiditioiier Iiiceiitive Program, 
tlie Residential High Efficieiicy Heat Pump Prograin, Mobile 
Home High Efficieiicy Heat Pump, and Mobile Home New 
Construction. 

Explaiii whether an iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor would be cost effective. 

RESPONSE 

‘The High Efficiency Heat Pump program, tlie Mobile Hoiiie High Efficiency I-kat Puiiip 
prograiii a id  the Mobile Home New Construction program were found to be cost effective in tlie 
last evaluations. The Siiiall Coiniiiercial Heat Puiiip/ Air Coiiditioiier Iiiceiitive program aiicl tlie 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up program (Residential aiid Coiimercial) are identified in the 
evaluations as being cost effective if recommended prograiii changes are iiiipleiiieiited. I-Iiring 
an iriipleiiieiitatioii contractor would increase tlie nixlteting efforts for each program, reach a 
broader custoiiier base and eiisure tlie prograiiis are operated in a cost effective iiiaiuier. 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff's 

Item No. 27 
Page 2 of2  

I<eiitucky Power lias a siiiall sta€f to ruii aid oversee iiuinerous eiiergy efficiency programs. The 
resideiitial aiid small coiniiiercial I-TVAC prograiiis are ruii by IWCo stafX KPCo staff is 
respoiisible for iiimlceting aiid proiiiotioiial activities, iiicludiiig visiting participating aiid 
potential I-IVAC dealers across the KPCo territory, processiiig rebate applications, tracltiiig 
rebate applications and perforiiiiiig QA/QC iiispectioiis. 

The resideiitial aiid small coiiviiercial HVAC programs share many similar components, 
iiicludiiig marketing aiid proiiiotioiial activities and data tracking systeiiis, as well as the saiiie 
participating IHVAC dealers. An iinpleiiieiitatioii coiitractor is expected to be cost-erfective due 
to tlie ability to capitalize on the similarities of the HVAC programs and contractor expertise, as 
well as the ability to increase the e€ficiency of program processes. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff‘s 

Item No. 28 
Page 1 o f 1  

ower Company 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Siiiall Coirunercial HP/AC Iiiceiitive Prograin Evaluation, Section 6, page 
vii. It states, “[dlue to limited resowces, Ihitucky Power has iiot yet coiiducted an 
iiisyectioii to eiisuve services are beiiig performed properly.” 

a. Identify wlieii Kentucky Power will conduct iiispectioiis to ensure services are 
proper 1 y p erfo riiied . 

b. Explaiii how I<.eiitucky Power can verify demand and energy saviiigs when such 
inspectioiis have iiot beeii perforined. 

c. Identify any otlier of Keiitucky Power’s DSM prograiiis where inspections are 
required to verify demand aiid energy savings but have iiot beeii conipleted. 

RESPONSE 

a. Tlie Coiiipaiiy anticipates coiitractiiig with an iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor by the eiid 
of tlie first quarter of 20 13 to perform the inspections. If an iiiipleiiieiitatioii 
coiitractor were hired, I<eiitLicky Power anticipates that iiispectioiis could proceed at 
regular intervals begiiuiiiig in the first quarter of the contractor’s retention. 

b. Applied Eiiergy Group coiiducted site iiispections as part of the evaluation process to 
verify savings. Iiispectioiis by ICeiitticlcy Power staff are coiiducted to verify the 
accuracy of the iiiforinatioii provided by tlie I-IVAC contractor on tlie rebate 
applications aid not the savings. 

c. Owsite inspections by Kentucky Power staff are not used to verify deiiiaiid aiid 
energy savings. Iiispectioiis by Keiitucky Power staEf are coiiducted to verify the 
accuracy of tlie iiiforiiiatioii provided by the I-IVAC contractor on the rebate 
applications. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





IQSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff's First Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 29 
Page 1 of 1 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Small Coiiiinercial HP/AC Iiiceiitive Program Evaluation, Section 6, page 
14, Table 10. Explain why one veiidor received 13 of the 24 HVAC systems rebated. 

RESPONSE 

The Company does not select vendors to be reimbursed. Instead, subject to program 
limits and guidelines, all qLialified rebate applications that are submitted are paid. The 
veiidor that received 13 of the 24 rebates sitbiiiitted 13 qualified rebate applications for 
tlie program. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





I-SC Case No. 2012-00367 

Item No. 30 
Page 1 o f  2 

Refer to the Sinal1 Commercial HP/AC Iiiceiilive Prograin Evaluation, Section 6, page 
22. Identify where llie defiiiitioil of “EERb” is listed 011 page 2.3. Provide any iiecessary 
corrections. 

RESPONSE 

The defiiiitioii of EERb was inistalcenly listed as EERe. The definition should read: 
EERb = Energy Efficieiicy Ratio of the baseliiie equipinent 
EERe = Energy Efficiency Ratio of the energy efficieiicy equipment 

Please see page 2 of this response for the revised page. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
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Order Dated September 26, 2012 
Item No. 30 
Page 2 of 2 

Where: 
Tons = capacity of equipment in toris of cooling capacity 
lzBtu/h = capacity of equipinelit in IzBtu per hour 
SEERb= Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio of the baseline equipment 
SEERe = Seasorial Energy Efficiency Ratio of the energy efficiency equipment 
EERb = Energy Efficiency Ratio of the baseline equipment 
EERe = Energy Efficiency Ratio of the energy efficiency equipment 
HSPFb = Heatirig Seasonal Perforrnaiice Factor of the baseline equipment 
HSPFe = Heating Seasonal Performance Factor of the energy efficiericy equipment 
EFLHc = cooling mode equivaleritfull load hours 
EFLHh = lieatitig inode equivaleritfull load hours 
CF = coincidence factor 

Gross impacts were calculated for each individual heat pump and central air conditioner system 
rebated. Individual project gross impacts and total gross impacts by equipment type are detailed in the 
tables below. 

Table 11 Gross Savings Der Unit, 2011 

Split HP 13 SEER 11 EER 4 Tons 1 0.00 - 0.59 - 1,189 
Split HP 13 S E E R  13 EER 3 Tons - 1 0.22 0-44--- 892 

860 Split HP 15 S E E R  10.6 EER 2 Tons 2 0.00 - 0.29 

0.36 992 
Split HP 15 S E E R  EER 3 Tons 1 0.00 0.44 1,291 

1,721 ____ Split HP 15 SEER 12.5 EER 4 Tons 2 0.18 __ 0.59 

Split HP 15 SEER 12.5 EER 5 Tons 1 0.22 0.90 -- 2,480 
1 0.22 0.82 2,318 

Split HP 15 S E E R  13 EER 4 Tons 2 -  0.30 0.90 2,357 
1,178 Split HP 15.75 SEER 13 EER 2.5 Tons 1 0.18 0.37 

Split HP 16 S E E R  10.6 EER 2 Tons 1 0.00 0.29 968 - 
W H P  17.5 S E E R  10 EER 2.5 Tons 2 0.00 0.74 2,137 
iSplit HP 19 SEER 11.2 EER 1.5 Tons 1 0.00 0.54 1,562 
iPackaged HP 13 SEER 7.7 EER 3 Tons 1 0.00 0.44 892 

1,290 I- 'Packaged HP 14 S E E R  11.5 EER 3.5 Tons 1 0.00 0.51 

356 __ 
Packaged AC S E E R  EER 6 Tons 1 0.18 0.00 427 

-- 
- Split HP 15 S E E R  12.5 EER 3 Tons 1 0.09 - 

- 
Split HP 15 S E E R  12.5 EER 5 Tons 

Split HP 16 S E E R  11.1 EER 1.5 Tons 2 .  0.00 0.22 726 

-- 

-- 

Split AC 13 SEER 11.5 EER 5 Tons 1 0.15 0.00 

Packaged AC 14 S E E R  11.5 EER 2 Tons 1 0.06 o.oo r 142 

Table 12 Total Gross Demand and Energy Savings, 2012 

1.88 11.16 30,656 
0.39 926 

Program Total 2.27 11.16 31,582 





IQSC Case No. 2012-00367 

Item No. 311 
Page 1 of I 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Sinal1 Coiiiinercial HP/AC Iiiceiitive Program Evaluation, Sectioii 6, page 
26. It states, ‘‘[tlhe 2012 Keiitucky Power Company capacity cost is $6/ltw-year, 
coiiipared to a PJM average of over $1 OO/lw-year.” Explaiii how ICeiituclty Power 
deteriiiiiied tlie capacity costs aid provide tlie calculatioiis used to arrive at those 
aiiiouiits. 

RESPONSE 

Tlie “$1 OO/ltW-yr.” capacity cost was incorrectly labeled in tlie identified excerpt from 
tlie evaluation report. It should have been labeled as “$lOO/MW-day.” It is tlie PJM 
iiiarltet price. 

As a participaiit in PJM, clxrreiitly tlu-ougli tlie AEP East Operating Pool iiiecliaiiisiii, tlie 
value of (avoided) suiiiiiier capacity to IQCo ($G.Ol/kW-yr in 2012) is also tlie PJM 
iiiarltet price. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00.367 
aff's First Set of 
rder Dated Sept 

Item No. 32 
Page 1 of 1 

REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Sinall Coimnercial HP/AC Iiiceiitive Program Evaluation, Section 6, page 
41, Appendix D. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

Explain liow the Participant Discount Rate was calculated. 

Provide in electronic foriiiat witli forinulas unprotected, workpapers and any other 
iiiforiiiatioii showing liow tlie Pai-ticipaiit Discouiit Rate was calculated. 

Ideiitify aiid explain a iy  difference(s) in liow tlie Participant Discount Rate was 
coiiiputed as compared to liow I<eiitucky Power coiiiputed tlie discount rate (Cost of 
Capital) in its last rate case, Case No. 2009-004S9.4 

RESPONSE: 

a. Tlie Participant Discouiit Rate ("PDR'I) is the rate at wliicli program participaiits 
W O L I I ~  value tlieir capital. Tlie PDR does iiot take into coiisideratioii tlie utility's 
capital. Therefore, tlie PDR may vary from the discount rate used in other tests. A 
discussion of tliis is included in tlie National Action Plan for Eiiergy Effcieiicy 
(NAPEE), "Understanding Cost-Effectiveness of Eiiergy Efficiency Programs" 
Section 4.6 "Net Preseiit Value a id  Discount Rates." I<eiitucky Power Compaiiy 
utilizes a Participant Discount Rate tlial correspoiids to a 3-6 year siiiiple payback, 
depeiidiiig on measure life. 

b. Please see tlie eiiclosed CD for the worlqapers calculatiiig tlie PDR in electronic 
foriiiat . 

c. As cliscussed in subpart (a) above, tlie two discouiit rate calculations are iiot 
comparable. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 

" Case No 2009-00459, Application of Kentucky Power Company for a General Adjustment of 
Electiic Rates (Icy. PSC June 2S, 2010). 





KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 

ated September 26,2012 
Item No. 33 
Page 1 o f2  

Commission Staff's First Set of 

REQUEST 

From the €ollowiiig table, explain the change in efficiency incentives from the previous 
DSM filing, by program. 

Current Previous 
2012 2012 

Iiiceiitives Incentives 
per New per New 

Prograii Participant ~articipaiit Difference 

Target Energy Efficient 
-All Electric $107.19 
-Noli- All-Electric ($63.48) 

-Resistance Heat Replacement $39.30 
-Heat Pump Replaceiiieiit $88.56 

-Air Conditioner ($5.3 6) 
-1-kat Pump ($0.78) 

High Efficieiicy Heat Pmiip 

I-IVAC Diagnostic & T~uie-Up 

Coiiiiiierical A/C & 
I-Teat Puiiip Program 

-Air Conditioner Replacement ($29.05) 
-Heat Pwnp Replacement ($9.19) 

I-IVAC Diagnostic & Tmie-TJp 
-Air Coiiditioiier ($6.78) 
-1-kat Pump ($0.3 5 )  

Coiiiiiiercial Incentive ($242.10) 

$92.81 
$92.8 1 

$226.74 
$226.74 

$1.31 
$1 1.38 

$0.93 
$58.10 

$7.24 
$29.56 

$633.90 

$14.38 
($156.29) 

($1 87.44) 
($138.18) 

($6.67) 
($12.16) 

($29.98) 
($67.39) 

($14.02) 
($29.91) 

($876.00) 



I<BSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated September 26,2012 
Item No. 33 
Page 2 o f2  

RESPONSE 

The iiiceiitives for the Target Energy Efficient Products and High-Efficiency I-kat Pump 
prograiiis did iiot cliange. Rather, the iiiceiitives identified in the Company’s February 
2012 filing were iiiisreported because of a11 error. The correct iiiceiitives for the 
programs were reported in the Coinpmy’s August 20 12 filing. 

Tlie iiiceiitives for the remaining programs were adjusted to reflect the iiew iinpact 
iiieasures that were obtained tlwough the evaluations. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 

’Case No  2012-00051, Joint Application Pursuant to 1994 House Bill No. 501 for the Appioval of‘ 
Keiituclcy Power Coiiipaiiy Collaborative Demand-Side Maiiageinent Programs aiid for Authority to 
Implenient a Tal iff to Recover Costs, Net Lost Revenues, aiid Receive Incentives Associated with the 
Implementatioii of I<entucky Power Coiiipaiiy Collaborative Demand-Side Manageinent Pi ogi ams (I< y 
PSC May 30,2012) 





SC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staff's First Set of Data Requests 

ated September 26,2012 
Item No. 34 
Page 1 of 1 

Y 

RlEQUEST 

Provide, in electronic forinat with foriiiulas intact and cells uiiprotected, the ltWh impacts 
by pal-ticipaiit for each program. 

RESPONSE 

Please see enclosed CD for an electric copy of the Itwh impacts by participant for each 
prograiii. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





I(PSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission 

Item No. 35 
Page 1 of 1 

entueky Power P n Y  

REQUEST 

Provide, in electroiiic foriiiat with formulas iiitact aid cells unprotected, Exhibit C. 

RESPONSE 

An electroiiic copy of Exhibit C with foriiiulas iiitact and cells uiiprotected is provided on 
the eiiclosed CD. 

WITNESS: Lila P Muiisey 


