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Program Name: Residential High Efficiency Lighting Program

Description

The objective of this program is to facilitate market transformation by creating a shift in 
LG&E and KU consumer purchasing from incandescent light bulbs to CFL’s.    The 
Companies intend to utilize this program to increase customer awareness of environmental 
and financial benefits of CFL’s and as a result, increase societal acceptance and market 
penetration. To facilitate the introduction of CFL’s into customers’ homes, the Companies’ 
plan to partner with retail outlets and provide incentives to place 5.8 million Energy Star 
rated CFL’s over the next seven years.

Program Oversight

Program oversight is the responsibility of the Companies.  The major responsibilities of the 
Companies are: to promote the program within the LG&E and KU service territory, to 
provide customer education materials and opportunities, select and develop partnerships with 
retailers, monitor and manage distribution of CFL’S, ensure appropriate documentation for 
payment of incentives and maintain program data. 
  
Retail Partner Responsibilities

Selected retail partners will maintain adequate inventories of appropriate CFL’s to meet 
program objectives.  The retail partners will award discounts according to terms printed on 
coupons provided to residential customers by the Companies.  Retail partners will be asked 
to capture and report to the Companies’ specific data including: number and type of CFL’s 
sold, invoicing for discounts provided to customers and bar-coded customer information pre-
printed on the coupons.  Additionally, retail partners will be expected to include program 
recognition in local market advertising, and work with the Companies to jointly develop and 
maintain point-of-sale information and education materials.



Rationale for Program

The energy use of CFL’s is far less than that of incandescent bulbs.  The most common 
CFL’s offer the following energy savings:

Incandescent Bulb Equivalent CFL Energy Savings
60 watt standard 13 watts 47 watts
100 watt standard 26 watts 74 watts
65 watt indoor flood 16 watts 49 watts
75 watt outdoor flood 23 watts 52 watts

Despite the tremendous energy savings, customer acceptance of CFL’s remains low.  
According to Energy Star (joint Environmental Protection Agency “EPA” and DOE) 
statistics, retail sales of CFL’s total only 5% to 8% of incandescent bulb retail sales.   
Customer resistance is primarily related to quality and brightness of light concerns and the 
time gap between flipping the switch on and the bulb energizing. 

CFL technology has improved significantly over the past few years and Energy Star rated 
bulbs have quality related requirements that address the amount of lumens produced by 
specific wattage bulbs and bulb warm-up times.  

The Companies believe that providing incentives to persuade customers to try high quality 
Energy Star rated CFL’s will facilitate greater customer acceptance of this technology.

Program Goals
  
The goal of this program is to promote increased use of Energy Star rated CFL’s within the 
residential sector.  The program will provide incentives for the purchase of 5.8 million 
Energy Star rated CFL’s or an average of approximately one bulb per customer per year over 
a seven-year period:

Year *CFL’s
2008 1,030,515
2009 955,287
2010 885,551
2011 820,906
2012 760,980
2013 705,428
2014 653,932
Total 5,812,601

*CFL’s are assumed to be distributed 50% to LG&E customers and 50% to KU customers.



Energy Impacts

Annual Savings for the Residential Lighting Program
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

MWh 60,603 116,782 168,860 217,137 261,889 303,374 341,831
KW 4,092 7,886 11,403 14,663 17,684 20,486 23,083

Incentives

Customer incentives include $1.00 per CFL discount for standard bulb replacements and 
$2.00 per bulb per CFL flood.  CFL sales will be closely monitored and the number of bulbs 
that may be purchased at a discount will be adjusted as necessary to ensure the program 
remains within budget.  Any adjustments to the number of bulbs that may be purchased will 
be made at the beginning of a distribution cycle to ensure all customers have an equal 
purchase opportunity.  

Implementation Plan

The Companies’ plan to send coupon sheets with educational materials to customers via mail 
multiple times per year.  The coupons may be taken to our retail partners to receive a per 
bulb discount on a specified number of Energy Star rated CFL bulbs. Our retail partners will 
award the discounts according to the terms of the coupon.  Additionally, our retail partners 
will be asked to capture bar coded customer information along with the number and type of 
CFL’s purchased and the dollar value of discounts awarded.  Captured data will be provided 
to the Companies on a monthly basis and stored in a database.  Data will be utilized as 
follows: 

� Verify payments to the retail partners
� Program audits and evaluation 
� Program modifications to increase effectiveness
� Future program planning 



Annual Budget

� Program Labor assumes 0.5 FTE
Assumptions

� Program promotion assumes 4 annual mailings per residential customer at $.50 each for 
development, printing and mailing plus $75,000 per year for printed point of sale 
materials

� Rebates/incentives assume an average of $1.32 per bulb on an average of 830,372 bulbs 
per year

� Program evaluation assumes 2% of annual program operating costs 

Residential Lighting Program
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Direct Program Labor $52,080 $53,903 $55,520 $57,185 $58,901 $60,668 $62,488
Office Supplies & Expenses 0210 $6,000 $6,150 $6,273 $6,398 $6,526 $6,657 $6,790
Data Processing 0330 $65,000 $15,375 $15,683 $15,996 $16,316 $16,642 $16,975
Program Promotion 0601 $1,867,200 $1,968,990 $2,066,269 $2,168,422 $2,275,697 $2,388,351 $2,506,655
Rebates/Incentives $1,357,592 $1,258,487 $1,166,618 $1,081,455 $1,002,508 $929,325 $861,485
Program Evaluation 0301 $86,957 $86,058 $86,207 $86,589 $87,199 $88,033 $89,088

Total Program Expenses $3,434,829 $3,388,963 $3,396,569 $3,416,046 $3,447,148 $3,489,677 $3,543,481
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Program Name: Residential New Construction Program 

Program Description

The objective of this program is to reduce residential energy usage and facilitate market 
transformation by creating a shift in builders’ new home energy efficient construction 
practices.  The Companies intend to utilize this program to educate builders, contractors and 
customers to increase awareness of environmental and financial benefits of whole-house 
energy efficient building practices.  To facilitate this introduction into customers’ homes, the 
program will partner with Homebuilders Associations within the state of Kentucky to adopt 
and implement the DOE’s ENERGY STAR® new homes energy efficiency program. 
Additionally, select National Association of Home Builders’ approved green building 
methods may be blended in to further the positive impact to the environment, and reduce 
carbon dioxide (“CO2”) emissions.

Rationale for Program

Energy Star is a widely known and universally accepted program with certification requiring 
home energy performance exceeding the 2004 International Residential Code (“IRC”) by a 
minimum of fifteen (15) percent.  E.ON U.S. Services Inc. commissioned a study by an 
evaluation contractor (“Goodcents Solutions”) in 2006 to observe a sampling of new homes 
in Kentucky to determine code and potential Energy Star compliance, see Volume III 
Appendix J.  Homes in this study were not officially rated; however, Goodcent’s documented 
observations of building envelopes and mechanical systems highlight significant weaknesses 
in construction practices, and leads us to believe that the majority of homes were not code 
compliant related to energy efficiency standards and that very few were at or near Energy 
Star level.  The Companies believe that the Energy Star standard can be met and most likely 
exceeded. 

The Residential New Construction Program has passed the screening processes in the 
Companies’ Integrated Resource Plan and is supported by the Governor’s Office of Energy 
Policy.    

Achieving Energy Star standards will require changes in building practices; however, it is not 
an expensive proposition for the builder or ultimate buyer of the home.  The University of 
Kentucky’s College of Agriculture and the Kentucky Office of Energy Policy recently 
completed analysis of a typical 2,000 sq. ft. new home built to state code and compared its 
cost to the same home built to the Energy Star standard.  Their finding was that the additional 
cost to build an Energy Star certified home to be $1,763.  Their report goes on to illustrate 
that a homeowner would actually save money by building an Energy Star home because the 



additional cost, spread over the life of the mortgage, is offset by the energy savings each 
month.   

Despite the potential energy savings and the fact that many energy saving opportunities are 
lost once a home is complete, builder penetration and customer participation in the Energy 
Star program is low.  According to Energy Star statistics, Kentucky-based Energy Star homes 
for 2006 totaled less than 80 units among 20 builders (this excludes the Cincinnati and 
military residential housing market).   Poor market penetration and builder-customer 
resistance is directly related to the availability of low cost energy, a lack of certified-
practicing Home Energy Rating System (“HERS”) raters and quality control providers, and 
customer-perceived high program-related costs. 

Builders and potential provider-rater partners (i.e., infrastructure) reflected slight growth in 
2006, resulting from greater national exposure and awareness of rising energy costs, and the 
effort to reduce energy consumption and carbon dioxide emissions.  Greater market 
acceptance of CFL technology, green building health benefits and improved indoor air 
quality also increase customer awareness and demand for Energy Star homes. As a result, 27 
new Energy Star builder-partners registered in the state in 2006.   

The companies believe that the combination of infrastructure support, and builder and 
customer education combined with companies-paid site inspections will persuade customers 
to seek better performing, lower energy cost, Energy Star plus rated homes. 

Program Goals

The goal of this program is to educate customers and promote increased construction of 
Energy Star rated homes within the residential sector. In addition to education and 
infrastructure support, the program will create sufficient supply to drive HERS rater demand, 
spurring growth and support for service to over 4,400 residential sites in the next seven years 
with an average building life of more than 25 years each. 

Year *Home Starts
2008 151
2009 292
2010 586
2011 674
2012 775
2013 892
2014 1025
Total 4,487

*Home starts are assumed to be distributed 50% to LG&E customers and 50% to KU 
customers.



Energy Impacts: Energy and Demand Reduction  

Projected Annual Savings for the Residential New Construction Program
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

MWh 409 1,202 2,793 4,624 6,729 9,149 11,933
KW 100 383 891 1,475 2,146 2,919 3,807
CCF 14,087 41,351 96,111 159,085 231,505 314,788 410,564

Incentives

Incentives from this program focus on infrastructure development to support the inspection 
and rating analysis of new homes and on the plan review and inspections required for Energy 
Star certification.

New home inspections are required under DOE Energy Star guidelines to be completed by 
HERS qualified raters, the number of which in Kentucky is insufficient to service program 
growth projections.  Education requirements, equipment, HERS certification, and liability 
and errors and omissions insurance could prove cost prohibitive for potential new raters 
entering the market. 

� To promote the entry of new raters into the market, the Companies will provide 
equipment purchase incentives to new raters who complete HERS training, pass the 
national exam, provide proof of insurance and purchase testing equipment.  

� The Companies plan to sponsor educational seminars, training classes and reference 
materials for Raters and Builders as indicated in the education line of the budget.  These 
services will be brought in and made available by the companies.  They will not be paid 
as incentives.

The cost of plan reviews and inspection costs related to an Energy Star home are a barrier for 
builders who otherwise might adopt the program.  Costs are estimated to run between $450 
and $750 depending upon the size of the home.  The Companies plan to reimburse builders 
for these costs upon successful certification of a home.  Re-inspection costs for homes failing 
to pass inspection will be absorbed by the builder.  

Implementation Plan

Program oversight is the responsibility of the Companies.  Major responsibilities of the 
Companies are: to promote the program within the LG&E and KU service territories; to 
provide customer education materials and opportunities; to provide builder and contractor 
energy efficient building education and expand training opportunities; and to select and 



develop critical infrastructure to support program home inspections and accreditation. 
Oversight of rating administration, standards’ compliance documentation and home 
performance benchmarking, along with program customer satisfaction measurement, ensure 
program market viability and customer accountability. 

Early program development will encompass considerable contact with representatives from 
the Kentucky Office of Energy Policy and home builders’ associations within the state. 
Mutually beneficial objectives will be identified, but operational control of the provider-rater 
partner will remain that of the companies.  Other resource partnering such as state and federal 
grants will be explored and pursued with benefits offsetting the cost of operating the 
program. 

Promotion Advertising

Tactics will focus on the development of tools like a customer-builder electronic newsletter, 
a marketing and operations program website, yard signage, program brochures and literature 
that communicates whole-house energy efficiency and comfort related benefits.  

Education

Strategy focuses on educating customers, primary providers and influencers in the market to 
understand the financial and environmental benefits of building energy-saving homes in 
addition to the technical aspects of building and rating an Energy Star home.  

Educational targets will include: customers, builders, HVAC and insulation contractors, state 
home building association staff, Realtors®, utility employees, and new and existing raters.

Training topics will be presented by DOE, EPA and publicly recognized training institutions 
like Southface Corporation and the Energy Efficiency Building Association (i.e., DOE 
Building America Programs).  Small group and one-on-one builder program orientation will 
occur via the provider-rater partner and/or the program manager.

In addition to the delivery of educational components, an extensive online library of energy 
efficiency resources will be maintained within the program database.  An annual education 
and training calendar will be established and published via the program website for 
distribution to all constituent groups.  Email distribution will occur to all audience targets 
who register via the program website for program related announcements, newsletter requests 
or training calendar requests. 



Program Administration/Operations/Billing

The program provider-partner will fulfill daily communications, administration and 
operations. Additionally, a comprehensive integrated website and database will be created 
and serve as the mechanism-enabling customer service tool, compliance and data record 
platform for the provider and the Companies’ oversight.  The program website will offer 
landing platforms to service customers, builders, provider-partners and the Companies’ 
energy efficiency personnel.  

Provider-partner will collect rating and audit fees from the builders and will be responsible 
for paying all employee and independent raters and will handle raters’ incentives for 
equipment.  Provider-partner will submit a monthly invoice for non-rating administrative and
database work completed and equipment incentives paid under program guidelines.  The 
Companies will validate work performed and process monthly payments to Provider-partner 
and incentive payments to builders.

Quality Assurance

� Provider-rater fee structures will be broken into tiers, which will be determined, by size 
and complexity of the subject home.  This will assure that each home will be allocated 
sufficient resources for a thorough and complete evaluation. 

� The Companies’ energy efficiency personnel will conduct site visits and perform 
inspections. 

� Field raters, vendors and service providers within the program will undergo a satisfaction 
survey via mail or online vehicle. Results will be reviewed by the Companies’ and the 
Provider-partner. Positive ratings maintain good standing, while negative ratings may 
impact program eligibility and assignments. Surveys will be designed to measure 
performance against known and communicated expectations. 

� Future program planning will incorporate feedback from multiple sources including 
customers, home builders and associations, the Provider-partner, vendors and service 
providers, the Energy Efficiency Advisory Group and independent evaluation results. 

� Independent evaluation of overall program and individual components. 



Program Budget

Assumptions:

� Program Labor assumes 1.25 FTE.
� Data processing provides for development, maintenance and hosting of an extensive 

website/database that maintains all program data, manages communications, and hosts 
technical and educational programs and an energy library. 

� Advertising includes a new home newsletter, program brochures and literature and yard 
signs to assist with marketing new Energy Star homes. 

� Outside services includes Provider-partner infrastructure and builder liaison. 
� Incentives and rebates include rating and inspection costs averaging $600, which are 

rebated to builders for a successful certification.  Program starts with 151 homes in 2008 
and ramps up to 1,025 homes in 2014.  New HERS raters equipment incentives are $500 
per blower door and $500 per duct blaster purchased, limited to $20,000 in 2008 and 
2009 and $10,000 for each subsequent year.   

� Education includes seminars, builder/rater orientation, HERS training support, codebooks 
and manuals.   

� Market research includes benchmarking to establish home energy baselines.
� Program evaluation assumes 7% of annual program operating costs 
� Costs except incentives are escalated to reflect inflation

Residential New Construction
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Direct Program Labor $176,985 $182,295 $187,763 $193,396 $199,198 $205,174 $211,329
Office Supplies & Expenses $4,502 $6,723 $11,785 $13,309 $15,082 $17,119 $19,462
Data Processing $139,500 $104,500 $104,500 $104,500 $104,500 $104,500 $104,500
Advertising $58,066 $35,365 $49,330 $43,069 $45,873 $57,563 $54,125
Outside Services $212,760 $212,760 $212,760 $212,760 $212,760 $212,760 $214,823
Icentives & Rebates $110,488 $195,138 $361,758 $414,522 $475,200 $544,980 $625,227
Education Expenses $81,433 $70,970 $45,946 $48,944 $51,841 $55,230 $58,664
Market Research $20,000 $0 $20,600 $0 $21,218 $0 $21,855
Program Evaluation $56,261 $56,542 $69,611 $72,135 $78,797 $83,813 $91,699

Total Program Expenses $859,994 $864,292 $1,064,054 $1,102,635 $1,204,469 $1,281,140 $1,401,685
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Program Name: Residential and Commercial HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-
Up Program

Program Description

The objective of this program is to reduce peak demand and energy use by conducting a 
diagnostic performance check on residential and small commercial unitary air conditioning and 
heat pump units, air restricted indoor and outdoor coils, and over and under refrigerant charge.  
Units determined to have any one of these four problems will be eligible for corrective action 
through an Authorized Dealer Network of servicing HVAC companies.

The program will target customers with probable HVAC system performance issues, not the 
market as a whole.  In addition to customers independently seeking this service, customers 
participating in other Energy Efficiency programs such as the Demand Conservation and 
Residential Conservation programs whose unit(s) are perceived or diagnosed to be 
underperforming will be referred to this program.

Residential customers and small commercial customers with unitary central air conditioning or 
heat pump systems are eligible.  The program is not designed for customers who seek repair of 
non-operational units. Those units fall outside the service scope of this program.

Rationale for Program

Several studies, including a report entitled “Field Measurements of Air Conditioners, see 
Volume III Appendix K, with and without TXVs”  prepared by Robert J. Mowris, Anne 
Blankenship and Ean Jones, Robert Mowris & Associates, indicate that over 60% of existing 
HVAC systems need one or more corrective actions that are specific to this program.  The 
installation technicians in the Company’s Demand Conservation program estimate that over 
80% of the systems where customers request a removal of the Demand Conservation switch 
have a maintenance or operational problem with their unit.

Many HVAC systems with these maintenance needs are marginally operational and the 
customer is unaware.  These units experience longer run times than normal resulting in excess 
energy consumption and demand, and reduced unit life.  The resulting repairs will reduce 
energy usage and demand, improve customer comfort and extend the serviceable life of the 
equipment.   



Participation Goals 

It is assumed that 65% of residential and 60% of small commercial customers that have a 
diagnosis performed will also have tune-ups performed.

Residential HVAC Diagnostics and Tune-Up
Diagnostics Tune-Ups Diagnostics Tune-Ups

Year LG&E LG&E KU KU
2008 175 114 175 114
2009 400 260 400 260
2010 500 325 500 325
2011 600 390 600 390
2012 600 390 600 390
2013 600 390 600 390
2014 600 390 600 390

Commercial HVAC Diagnostics and Tune-Up
Diagnostics Tune-Ups Diagnostics Tune-Ups

Year LG&E LG&E KU KU
2008 100 60 100 60
2009 175 105 175 105
2010 250 150 250 150
2011 300 180 300 180
2012 350 420 350 420
2013 350 420 350 420
2014 350 420 350 420



Energy Impacts

Energy and demand savings of 15% are assumed.  This assumption was derived from 
average savings estimates from seven field studies, which included thousands of units and 
resulted in 17% average savings. 

Residential HVAC Diagnostics and Tune-Up
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

KW 130 426 797 1,241 1,686 2,130 2,575
MWH 286 939 1,755 2,734 3,714 4,693 5,672

Commercial HVAC Diagnostics and Tune-Up
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

KW 127 348 665 1,044 1,488 1,931 2,374
MWH 528 1,451 2,769 4,352 6,189 8,045 9,891

Incentives

There are no incentives paid directly to customers. Customers will be charged a discounted, 
fixed-fee for the diagnosis and if needed, a similar fee for implementation of corrective actions.  
The program will supplement the unpaid portion of diagnostic and tune-up costs.

  
Implementation Plan

A professional, licensed HVAC technician contracted by the Companies will use specialized 
diagnostic equipment to identify one or more of the most common problems, (i.e., restricted air 
flow in the evaporator or condenser coil, or an over charge or under charge of refrigerant).  The 
technician will also inspect the unit for other issues that may affect performance.  

The technician will provide the customer with a findings report.  If any of the previously 
summarized problems are discovered, the customer will be eligible for a tune-up, and 
corrective action of the identified problem (for a discounted, fixed fee).  Other service to the 
unit will be at the customer’s expense.  In order for the customer to receive the discounted 
corrections, a participating dealer in our Dealer Referral Network must be used.  A minimum 
10% of the tune ups performed will incur quality assurance inspections to assure corrective 
action is being performed properly and that resulting energy savings are being achieved. 



Program Budget

Residential HVAC Diagnostics-Tune-up

Commercial HVAC Diagnostics-Tune-up

Assumptions:

� Program labor assumes ¾ FTE 
� Advertising expense is based on $40 per participant for residential and $50 per 

participant for commercial
� Outside services are based on diagnostics costs of $125 per residential unit and $200 per 

commercial unit and tune up costs of $200 per residential unit and $300 per commercial 
unit 

� Customers costs are discounted and are assumed to be: residential diagnostics $35, tune-
up $50; commercial diagnostics, $50, and tune-up $100.   

� Commercial customers average 2 air conditioning units 
� Quality assurance checks will be done on 10% of a tune ups

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Direct Program Labor $44,652 $45,930 $47,245 $48,599 $49,991 $51,424 $52,899
Office Supplies & Expenses $2,050 $2,091 $2,133 $2,175 $2,219 $2,263 $2,309
Data Processing $5,000 $2,091 $2,133 $2,175 $2,219 $2,263 $2,309
Advertising $19,000 $32,000 $40,000 $48,000 $48,000 $48,000 $48,000
Outside Services/install $134,873 $284,635 $359,880 $439,383 $452,564 $466,141 $480,125
Equipment $12,000 $0 $6,000 $0 $6,000 $0 $0
Market Research $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Evaluation $0 $25,000 $0 $25,000 $0 $0 $30,000
Customer Cost ($22,750) ($52,000) ($65,000) ($78,000) ($78,000) ($78,000) ($78,000)

Total Program Expenses $204,825 $339,747 $392,391 $487,332 $482,994 $492,092 $537,642

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Direct Program Labor $44,652 $45,930 $47,245 $48,599 $49,991 $51,424 $52,899
Office Supplies & Expenses $2,050 $2,091 $2,133 $2,175 $2,219 $2,263 $2,309
Data Processing $5,000 $2,091 $2,133 $2,175 $2,219 $2,263 $2,309
Advertising $15,000 $17,500 $25,000 $30,000 $35,000 $35,000 $35,000
Outside Services/install $129,375 $214,010 $303,606 $369,828 $439,750 $452,943 $466,531
Equipment $6,000 $0 $3,000 $0 $3,000 $0 $0
Market Research $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Evaluation $0 $25,000 $0 $25,000 $0 $0 $30,000
Customer Cost ($22,000) ($38,500) ($55,000) ($66,000) ($77,000) ($77,000) ($77,000)

Total Program Expenses $190,077 $268,122 $328,117 $411,778 $455,180 $466,894 $512,048
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Program Name: Customer Education and Public Information
   

Description

The objective of this program is to increase public awareness and understanding of both the 
urgent need for more efficient use of energy and the environmental and financial impacts 
created by climate change issues.  Additionally, this program will also increase customer 
awareness and encourage utilization of the energy efficiency products and services made 
available through this filing.  This program includes an important educational component for 
elementary and middle school students. 

  
Rationale for Program

Public awareness and acceptance of the fact that inefficient use of electricity and natural gas 
are adversely impacting climate change and the environment are essential drivers for 
behavioral changes in energy usage.  Additionally, consumers should understand the cost 
advantage of addressing load growth by embracing energy efficiency programs relative to the 
higher costs associated with adding generating assets and/or environmental compliance.   

This program will inform consumers that energy efficiency initiatives can provide 
opportunities for them to improve their comfort and level of service while reducing energy 
bills.  These programs can help customers make sound energy use decisions, increase control 
over energy bills, and empower them to actively manage their energy usage. 

The Companies believe that it is important to specifically reach out to school children with 
these messages, as they are not only our future customers, but also may significantly 
influence the consumption behavior of their parents and families.  

The Companies also believe that if our customers have a higher level of understanding about 
our energy efficiency offerings, they will participate in greater numbers, resulting in greater 
acceptance and significantly higher utilization and effectiveness of our services. 

Customer education and public awareness are essential for the long-term sustainability of the 
Energy Efficiency portfolio.



Program Goals

This program is designed to enhance customer awareness and understanding of energy 
efficiency and related concepts.  Energy and demand reductions influenced through customer 
education and public awareness initiatives will be reflected through impacts achieved by the 
individual energy efficiency programs.  Customers will be surveyed to evaluate effectiveness 
of provided materials and to improve communications content. 

Incentives

There are no incentives associated with this program. 

Implementation Plan

Elementary and Middle School Programming

� An unlimited-use online resource is planned for elementary and middle school 
teachers to effectively deliver climate change and energy efficiency concepts and 
solutions to students.  The website will include lesson plans for teachers, printable 
teaching materials and student worksheets.  The website will feature online student 
worksheets for students with internet access.  

� A full time resource (i.e., a direct or outsourced representative) is planned for direct-
service to school systems and teachers’ associations to illustrate system-program 
resources, stress critical components and exemplify other schools/teachers best 
practices.

� Developed printed materials will be maintained for ongoing school and teacher 
outreach.

Mass Media

Mass media will consist of television, radio and newspaper messages emphasizing critical 
content of our Customer Education and Public Information plan, namely: 

� Climate change: Emphasis will be placed on the need for energy efficiency and the 
Companies’ and customers’ roles in changing behaviors; the Companies’ 
responsibility to provide information and tools to enable good customer choices and 
the customers’ responsibility to utilize what we provide to make behavioral changes.  
This ongoing communications initiative will be designed to maintain high customer 
awareness and interest.



� The Companies’ energy efficiency services and products portfolio promotions.  All 
energy efficiency initiatives will be included under a single recognizable “brand” 
facilitating customer recognition and strong program participation.  Initiative periods 
will coincide with the summer cooling and winter heating seasons. 

Corporate Website

The Companies plan to expand the E.ON U.S. corporate website by including extensive topic 
sensitive libraries, data and tools related to energy efficiency.  Direct links will be offer quick 
access to websites providing additional reliable and relevant information.  Specifically, the 
website will include the following:

� Energy efficiency program descriptions and enrollment screens
� Educational materials
� Energy cost calculators
� Energy Efficiency Technology Information 
� Energy Star Products 
� Energy Star Homes

Annual Budget

� Program labor assumes 2.25 FTE including educational liaison resource 
Assumptions

� Mass media assumes development and delivery of two major messages per year related to 
energy efficiency awareness and services available to customers

� School programs provide web-based educational materials and teacher lesson plans 
related to energy efficiency

� Market research includes surveys and focus groups to determine educational outreach and 
energy efficiency materials needed on web.

� Web costs provide customers online access for energy efficiency products, processes, 
energy calculators, statistics, etc.

� Program evaluation assumes 3% of annual program operating costs 
� Costs are escalated to reflect inflation

Education & Public Information
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Direct Program Labor $259,005 $268,070 $276,112 $284,396 $292,928 $301,715 $310,767
Office Supplies & Expenses $3,000 $3,075 $3,137 $3,199 $3,263 $3,328 $3,395
Mass Media $2,500,000 $2,562,500 $2,639,888 $2,742,420 $2,874,680 $3,043,420 $3,258,319
School Programs $50,000 $35,875 $36,593 $37,324 $38,071 $38,832 $39,609
Market research $25,000 $25,625 $26,138 $26,660 $27,193 $27,737 $28,292
Data Processing - Web $100,000 $102,500 $104,550 $106,641 $108,774 $110,949 $113,168
Evaluation $88,110 $89,929 $92,592 $96,019 $100,347 $105,779 $112,606
Total Program Expenses $3,025,115 $3,087,575 $3,179,009 $3,296,660 $3,445,256 $3,631,762 $3,866,156
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LG&E and KU
2008-2014 ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM PLAN

Program Name: Dealer Referral Network

Description

The Companies’ plan to establish and maintain a web based Dealer Referral Network to deliver the 
following services to program constituents:

� Assisting customers in finding qualified and reliable personnel to install energy efficiency 
improvements recommended and/or subsidized by the various energy efficiency programs

� Identifying energy related subcontractors for contractors seeking to build energy efficient 
homes or improve energy efficiency of existing homes 

� Fulfillment of incentives and rebates

Rationale for Program

A common weakness of audit type programs that depend upon customers implementing 
recommended energy savings recommendations is low implementation rates.  Implementation 
rates are impacted by a variety of factors including cost of measures, potential utility bill 
reductions from energy savings, understanding recommendations, ease and convenience.  
Recommendations for installation of measures such as insulation, air sealing, window 
replacements, weather-stripping, lighting fixture replacement and programmable thermostats, 
may find customers unfamiliar with the technologies and with qualified service providers or 
installers. 

The Companies’ believe that assisting customers in finding and obtaining qualified service 
providers to install measures will result in increased implementation rates and result in more 
effective programs.  Additionally, incentive or rebate initiatives’ effectiveness depends upon 
simple and timely payment of incentives.  



Program Goals

The program’s goal is to offer service provider information in combination with all energy-
saving measure recommendations to all customers receiving incentives or rebates. All 
processing of incentives and rebates will flow through this program.  There are not a specific 
number of participants targeted. 

Impacts

This program will increase energy savings as it will facilitate implementation measures in 
various programs.  The energy impacts will be captured within the individual programs. 

Incentives

There are no incentives specifically associated with this program. 

Implementation Plan 

Dealer Referrals

The Dealer Referral Network will be maintained by a contractor who will establish a web-based 
database listing energy efficiency service providers sorted by the type of work they perform.  
Service providers wishing to be part of the network will submit an online application profiling 
their business and qualifications.  Based upon criteria established by the Companies, the 
contractor will evaluate each application for the following:

� Confirmation that the service provider is interested in and will accept work matching the 
Companies’ recommendations to customers 

� Service-provider qualifications, certifications and licensing verifications
� Service provider agreement to adhere to building codes, manufacturer required installation 

procedures and/or best practices energy efficiency specifications
� Acceptable levels of liability and errors and omissions insurance 

The Companies will not guarantee or accept any liability for work provided by service providers 
on the network, nor will they attempt to rate the service providers or recommend one provider 
versus another.   Service providers meeting the above criteria will be approved and added to the 
network.  Service providers found failing to comply with the criteria or achieving poor customer 
satisfaction results may be reviewed, put on notice or removed from the Dealer Referral 
Network.

The contractor will add approved service providers to the database, which will be accessible to 
the general public through the Companies’ energy efficiency internet site.  Additionally, the 



database will be utilized to develop printed listings of service providers, which will be provided 
to and discussed with customers as part of their energy audit report. 

Rebate & Incentive Fulfillment

The rebate and incentive fulfillment process will be maintained by a contractor experienced in 
rebate processing.  The contractor will require verifications and follow specific procedures 
approved by the Companies for claim and processing prior to any payments to customers and 
vendors.  

The contractor will match three documents prior to making each payment: 

� An application submitted by the applicant (when required) which has been approved by 
the Companies or by the contractor based upon company eligibility guidelines 

� Original receipts documenting the purchase and/or installation of qualifying equipment at 
the location specified on the application 

� Written approval from the Companies’ appropriate Program Manager indicating that the 
incentive was reviewed and verified based upon each program’s requirements 

Once documents are matched, the contractor will initiate checks for payment and record the 
payment in the Dealer Referral Network database.  All written documentation will be maintained 
in accordance with the Companies’ documentation retention policy. 

Program Budget

� Program Labor assumes 0.5 FTE 
Assumptions

� Data processing includes $15,000 to develop and establish new web database and $10,000 
per year hosting and maintenance 

� Outside services includes dealer qualification and incentive fulfillment services
� Program evaluation assumes 10% of annual program operating costs

Dealer Referral Network
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Direct Program Labor $52,080 $53,903 $55,520 $57,185 $58,901 $60,668 $62,488
Office Supplies & Expenses $1,000 $1,025 $1,046 $1,066 $1,088 $1,109 $1,132
Data Processing $30,000 $15,375 $15,683 $15,996 $16,316 $16,642 $16,975
Outside Services $50,000 $51,250 $52,275 $53,321 $54,387 $55,475 $56,584
Printed Customer Information Materials $10,000 $10,250 $10,455 $10,664 $10,877 $11,095 $11,317
Program Evaluation $14,308 $13,180 $13,498 $13,823 $14,157 $14,499 $14,850

Total Program Expenses $157,388 $144,983 $148,476 $152,056 $155,726 $159,488 $163,346
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MEETING RECORD   
Energy Efficiency Advisory Group Meeting

Date:   September 10, 2009  

Participants:  E.ON U.S.:
Cheryl Bruner, Cheryl Bruner, Director, Customer Energy Efficiency (CB)
Michael Hornung, Manager Energy Efficiency Planning & Development (MH)
Lisa Keels, Manager Energy Efficiency Operations (LK)
John Hayden, Senior Energy Efficiency Analyst (JH)
Jason Knoy, Senior Energy Efficiency Analyst (JK)
Brian Peers, Energy Efficiency Analyst (BP)
Kelly Couch, Energy Efficiency Education Program Manager (KC)
Arney Robinson, Energy Efficiency Program Manager (AR)
Ken Slattery, Energy Efficiency Program Manager (KS)
   
Constituency:
Jack Burch, Lexington Community Action Council (JB)
Charlie Lanter, Lexington Community Action Council (CL)
Dan McKenzie, Kentucky Association for Community Action (DM)
Robert Weiss, Home Builders Association of Kentucky (RW)
Greg Guess, Governor’s Office of Energy Policy (GG)
Lee Colton, Governor’s Office of Energy Policy (LC)
Cathy Hinko, Metro Housing Coalition (CH)
Lauren Anderson, Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control District (LA)
Cynthia Lee, Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control District (CL)
Jane Eller, Green and Health Schools (JE)
Karen Reagor, KY National Energy Education Development Project-NEED (KR)
Beth Bell, Kentucky Energy Efficiency Programs for Schools-KEEPS (BB)
Richard Meisenhelder, Kentucky Energy Efficiency Programs for Schools-KEEPS (RM)

Date Issued:  09/16/2009 _Draft for Review

Issued by:  Kelly Couch 
           

The following meeting minutes have been prepared by Kelly Couch to summarize the main topics and issues discussed at the above referenced 
meeting.  The action column to the right of each paragraph indicates the person or party responsible for follow-up on that item.  Absence of an 
action indicates that the comment does not require follow-up, or it has been resolved.   

Item Action
01 Welcome and Introductions

� CB provided a brief history of the DSM Advisory Council, history of the Energy 
Efficiency Department and current staffing.

� All meeting participants introduced themselves and indicated their company, agency 
or organization of affiliation.

02 Overview of Existing Programs
� Each participant received a folder that contained written information regarding each 

of the available Energy Efficiency programs. 
� LK provided a brief overview for the meeting participants regarding the existing 

portfolio of existing Energy Efficiency programs.

03 Discussion of New Development Efforts
� MH provided participants with a rationale for their requested attendance at the 

Energy Efficiency Advisory Group Meeting. 



� MH indicated that the programs that they are being asked to review and comment on 
are currently being analyzed for the next DSM filing. 

� The purpose of the Advisory Group during this meeting is to provide E.ON U.S. 
staff feedback on the proposed programs.

� There is no intent to file for all of the programs being presented; the Advisory 
Group’s feedback will be used in the analysis process to gauge interest.

04 Kentucky Public Service Commission Filing Plans
� MH began leading the program participants through the proposed programs for the 

2009 filing.
Home Performance with Energy Star

o MH provided an overview of the program.
o RM asked if these programs would provide services for electric or gas 

customers.  MH replied, electric only.
o JE: Clean Energy Core has a component to get dollars to individuals who 

may not qualify for other types EE programs.
o LC: These programs incentive builders who participate in Energy Star 

programming.  The programs that provide incentives to builders 
compliment utility based incentives that provide incentives to the customer.

o CH: What about possibly focusing on older homes as they may see a 
greater energy reduction.

o RW: Where would the pool of contractors come from?  He currently has a 
contract with Green Certified Builders.

o CL:  Do customers use and follow up with currently available energy 
audits?

o KS:  Current Energy Audits are a great deal for customers, demand is good.  
Not need to advertise, as the audits are well utilized.  

o RW:  If really serious about this particular program, check out what type of 
certification is required now to be prepared if funded.

o CH:  Does this apply to renters or only home owners?
o MH: Owners only at this point.  

Behavioral Marketing
o MH provided an overview of the program.
o RM:  What types of data points are used in the program?
o MH/CB:  Current energy consumption, same time comparison of the 

previous year, neighborhood comparison, Geographic et al. 
o JE:  There is data available supporting peer comparison/ social 

normalization to reach desired behavior change.
o GG:  Is data consistent over time?
o MH/CB:  Yes
o JE:  How is information communicated to the customer?  JE suggested that 

multiple modes of communication be used as it may lead to an even higher 
demand reduction.

o CH:  Excited to learn of methods for comparative analysis for the customer 
base.

o JE:  Recommendation to put video on the E.ON web site to demonstrate to 
the customers how to do some of the low cost measures being 
recommended.

o RM:  Is there or will there be a concern regarding the “big brother” 
perception?

o MH:  We are just providing the customer information.  The customer can 
do with the information what they will.

o JB:  What is the definition of a neighborhood?  Can some information be 
shared with low income advocates as a possible recruitment tool?



o MH:  Could be a possibility.

Energy Education Center
o CB provided an overview of the program.
o JB: Where will the center be located?  Expressed concern about the KU 

territory.  Contingent on where the center is located, it is a possibility that 
KU customers may not have easy access.  What about a mobile unit that 
could travel to various community partners such as libraries, local utility 
offices, community colleges etc.

o JE:  Has research available regarding mobile unit usage and success. A
mobile unit provides two things:  outreach and advertisement.  The 
Department of Agriculture has a mobile unit, the contact is Elizabeth 
McNulty. Her email is elizabeth.mcnulty@ky.gov

o JE:  Also, if a central location is decided, check out facilities that already 
draw children – Science Center.  A couple of other areas to check out are 
the Kenton County Sewer District Water Shed Program and at one time 
Sylvania had a light mobile.

o GG/JE:  A mobile unit is good - - a dedicated building is great too.
o LC:  A facility would allow for great demonstration possibilities.  In terms 

of the exhibit design, consider modular for ease of movement if necessary.
o JE:  There should be an extension from the classroom based curriculum to 

this Education Center.

Full Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment
o MH provided an overview of the program.
o CH:  Requested additional clarification as to what AMI is and what it 

means for the customer.
o MH provided additional clarification.
o JE:  Does it provide immediate feedback?
o MH:  Yes, it provides real time information.
o KR:  Any device that provides real time information for the customer 

relating to their energy usage is a great educational tool. 
o JE:  This will allow the customer to see usage and not be shocked at their 

usage a month later when their bill arrives.   

Existing Demand Conservation Program Redesign & 
Existing Demand Conservation FM Radio Solution

o Due to the necessary symbiotic relationship between these two proposed 
programs, HM provided an overview of the programs and how they will 
work together.

o JE:  Suggested that the E.ON look at areas that need the most energy 
savings for targeted advertising such as low income.

o JB:  Suggested that E.ON work with local Community Action Agencies 
during LIHEAP season.  There will be a good pool of candidates.  
Suggested that consideration be given to better use of advertising.  Current 
methods of bill inserts may be ineffective as low income typically do not 
look at the utility as a “friend”.  By utilizing other programs that are 
working with low income population as a referral source, E.ON may have 
increased program enrollment.

� Due to the amount of time in discussing the initial six (6) proposed programs, the 
remaining programs were not able to be discussed in their entirety. 

� HM briefly summarized the remaining programs as rebate based programs.
� Participants were encouraged to read the remaining programs and share thoughts, 

feedback, suggestions etc. with MH via email or phone conversation.
� The group requested an update of the filing “status”, programs selected for 

submission etc.



� CB indicated that information will be shared via email to Advisory Group 
participants.

05 Closing
� CB/MH closed the meeting with thanking participants for their attendance and 

participation.

Additional Comments for follow up:
� CH:  Stacey Epperson, President & CEO,

Frontier Housing – Stacey@frontierhousing.org   
(606)784-2131, x 227 or (606)776-0953 (m) 

� http://www.frontierhousing.org/index.htm
� Has good information and resources regarding the manufactured home industry.
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MEETING RECORD   
Energy Efficiency Advisory Group Meeting

Date:   July 21, 2010  

Participants:  E.ON U.S.: 
Michael Hornung, Manager Energy Efficiency Planning & Development (MH)
Lisa Keels, Manager Energy Efficiency Operations (LK)
Shirley Campbell, Energy Efficiency Program Manager (SC)
Kelly Ann Couch, Energy Efficiency Education Program Manager (KC) 
John Hayden, Senior Energy Efficiency Analyst (JH)
Darko Ilickovic, Energy Efficiency Program Manager (DI) 
Jason Knoy, Senior Energy Efficiency Analyst (JK)
Ken Slattery, Energy Efficiency Program Manager (KS)
   
Constituency:
Lee Colton, Governor’s Office of Energy Policy (LC) 
Linda Hampton, Lexington Community Action Council (LH) 
Michelle King, Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control District (MK)
Charlie Lanter, Lexington Community Action Council (CLanter) 
Cynthia Lee, Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control District (CL)
Tracy MacDonald, Kroger (TM) 
Pam Proctor, KY National Energy Education Development Project-NEED (PP)
Curtis Stauffer, Metro Housing Coalition (CS) 
Linda Viens, Kroger (LV) 
Lora Werner, Home Builders Association of Kentucky (LW)

Date Issued:  08/30/10 _Draft for Review

Issued by:  Kelly Ann Couch  
           

The following meeting minutes have been prepared by Kelly Ann Couch to summarize the conversations and issues 
discussed at the above referenced meeting.  All Attendees listed above should review these minutes, and if there are any 
errors, omissions, or additions, kindly submit them for inclusion.

Welcome and Introductions
� MH welcomed the meeting participants.  All meeting participants introduced themselves and indicated their company, 

agency or organization of affiliation.
� MH provided a brief history of the development of the Energy Efficiency/DSM Opportunities document indicating 

that is was a “strong straw man” of what will potentially be filed in the next DSM filing. 
� MH requested that there be an open dialogue regarding the programs presented.  Stating that there is an interest in 

input on the programs (i.e. what is liked, disliked and areas that could be improved).

Overview of Enhancement to Existing DSM Program Portfolio
� MH began leading the program participants through the Overview of Enhancement to Existing DSM Program 

Portfolio for the 2010 filing. Each discussion began with MH providing an overview of the program.

Residential and Commercial Load Management / Demand Conservation Program
� CLanter questioned if the incentive design for this program changes significantly and if the dollars proposed for the 

incentive are per kw hour or a lump sum?
� MH shared that several areas are being explored; more flexible options are being researched.   A possible sign on 

bonus upon installation is an example or changing the level of cycling for customers is another example.  The 
program has an operations budget laid out for a seven (7) period. Additionally, there is also a budget for energy 
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and demand savings.
Commercial Conservation / Commercial Rebates Program
� LV raised several questions/concerns regarding the program. (1) Suggesting that we consider changing the language 

of the program to “incentives” instead of “rebates”.  Experience has proven that there is more excitement and 
participation from an “incentive” instead of a “rebate”.  The perception of an “incentive” is proactive. (2) Requested 
confirmation that this program would be a retrofit program. (3) Expressed concern regarding the level of customer 
confidentiality relating to their required bid process to have work completed and how that information would be used 
in the filing as well as with the KPSC.

� MH requested input on the quality of the incentive structure of the program.
� LV indicated that the price structure was adequate to incent facilities to complete a capital project.

Residential Conservation / Home Energy Performance Program
� LC questioned how far in the future the program extends.

� MH:  Through 2017, however, the Companies plan to continue to collaborate with the State to coordinate 
offerings for mutually beneficial programs.

� LC questioned if the utility wishes to make modifications to the program after approval, what is the process?
� MH shared that the Companies are looking to continually evaluate, modify and enhance programs.  If changes are 

to be made, Commission approval is required.
� LC questioned who will complete the audits?

� MH:  The Companies do not wish to manage 100+ auditors.  We are looking to identify a General Contractor 
through an RFP process who can manage the auditors.

� LC questioned if we see a private niche developing? 
� MH stated that the Companies do not want to create barriers.  The awarded General Contractor will manage the 

audits.
� LC questioned if there going to be flexibility?  Has there been a decision what will happen when federal stimulus 

dollars are no longer available?
� MH stated that we want our program to complement the State program.  However, we also want to be self 

sustaining when the federal stimulus ends.
� LV questioned if there a time stipulation on when a customer can take advantage of the incentive?  If customers are 

not financially stable to initiate other energy saving measures immediately, can an extension be explored? She also
expressed words of caution of software used to calculate savings.  Experience has proven that previous programs have 
experienced problems with certain software models.

� CLanter questioned if engineered savings be calculated?
� MH indicated that both engineered and actual energy savings would be calculated. 

Residential Low Income Weatherization Program (WeCare)
� CLanter requested confirmation that the program structure was the same as the current program. In addition provided 

the following suggestions: (1) The language that states, “WeCare Program is often the only opportunity for this 
customer segment to proactively reduce energy usage and lower their monthly bill.”  Currently, there are multiple 
opportunities for this customer segment to attain weatherization support. (2) Narrative indicates that the program will 
use the Federal LIHEAP guidelines.  These guidelines are different from the KY guidelines (KY guidelines are much 
lower than the Federal).  There are also Weatherization guidelines that currently at 200% of the poverty rate. (3) May 
want to consider aligning the requirements of our program with the KY Guidelines/Weatherization guidelines as it 
would make marketing and recruitment more efficient.

Smart Energy Profile Program
� LC questioned how the Companies will capture data on similar houses to generate the reports?

� MH shared that the Companies currently do not have this data but will partner with a third party vendor to attain 
data such as PVA data, socio-economic level, education etc to formulate a customized report.

Residential Rebate Program
� CS requested further clarification on the logistics of this program. 

� MH indicated that a third party vendor will be identified to manage the rebate process.
� LH questioned if a low income program makes an appliance purchase for a customer, would they receive the rebate?

� LK indicated that the rebates are to go to the customer.
� LC questioned if multi-family dwellings take advantage?

� MH indicated yes.  
� CLanter indicated that if a landlord can buy on behalf of the tenant, but a non-profit can not buy on behalf of the low-

income doesn’t seem equitable and will have opposition from the CAC.
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Residential Refrigerator Removal Program
� LC:  Provided information on resources to investigate for this program.  The Division of Waste Management has a list 

of recycling centers, Habitat for Humanity can resell refrigerators if less that 10 years old, and there are also 
opportunities to recapture refrigerant value.  Information will be sent to JK for additional research.

Energy Education Center
� CLanter questioned if the Center will be like the DUKE Center?

� MH shared that the Duke Center has a Smart Grid Focus where as the EEC will have Energy Efficiency focus. 
� CLanter asked if the intent to have a center in LGE territory and KU territory?

� MH indicated that due to the cost of the Center it will be housed in one location and a look to expand through a 
mobile unit to more rural areas.

� CLanter questioned if a decision had been made on where the center will be located. 
� MH:  Yes, we are currently working through various partnership opportunities at this time and a decision will be 

made and included in the filing.
� CLanter inquired who will pay for this Center. If it is located in KU territory, will LGE customers pay or if located in 

LGE territory, will KU customers pay.
� MH shared that both LGE and KU customers will pay for the center.  

� LV indicated that Kroger will not argue against this program but there are two questions that the Companies need to 
consider: (1) Is this the best use of rate payer dollars; (2) What is the rate of return on the Center for the Companies?  
Kroger does not expect an answer now, but just something to be mindful of.

� PP quested if the Center have any type of LEED certification?
� MH stated that we are in the early stages of planning and development; however we intend to use the building as 

part of the learning experience for the customers.
� LV asked if (1) the dollars that are being asked for are they to cover the cost of the Center or is there profit? (2) Is that 

margin on O&M or just the bricks and mortar?
� MH shared that the companies will receive their allowed rate of return and costs cover the bricks and mortar.

Smart Meter Pilot Expansion / Advanced Metering Infrastructure Deployment (AMI)
� LV questioned how the current Smart Meter Pilot is funded.

� MH shared that the current Pilot is currently funded through DSM.
� CLanter questioned if (1) in home displays would be used; and (2) If there would be a cost to the customer.

� MH indicated that IDH would be used and cost to the customer is currently being explored.
� LV stated that Kroger is OK with the Smart Meter Pilot being funded through the DSM; however, Kroger is not 

supportive of full deployment being run through DSM.  Kroger is poised to work with E.ON on how the commercial 
customer can work with the utility.  There is interest for Kroger to participate in E-Billing as well as having access to 
their usage data to better understand and monitor efficiency.

� CLanter expressed concern as there is recent research that demonstrates that with the implementation of Smart 
Metering; there is an increase in customer shut off.

Existing and Unchanged Programs to the DSM Portfolio
Due to the amount of time in discussing the initial programs, the remaining programs were not able to be discussed in their 
entirety. As the programs exist and unchanged, the group indicated there were no questions regarding these programs.

Kentucky Public Service Commission Filing Plans
� MH shared that the target to file the Expansion Filing will be late 2010.  The Planning and Development team will 

take the information learned today and discuss/address and incorporate appropriate language into the Expansion Filing 
document.

Discussion of Timing for Additional Meetings
� There was discussion among the meeting attendees that they would like to have another meeting prior to the filing.
� Key advocates for another meeting included Kroger as well as the Community Action Council.

Closing
� MH closed the meeting with thanking participants for their attendance and participation. 
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MEETING RECORD   
Energy Efficiency Advisory Group Meeting

Date:   December 15, 2010  

Participants:  Louisville Gas and Electric Company / Kentucky Utilities Company
David Huff, Director Customer Energy Efficiency and Smart Grid Strategy  
Allyson Sturgeon, Senior Corporate Attorney  
Michael Hornung, Manager Energy Efficiency Planning & Development
Rick Lovekamp, Manager Regulatory Affairs  
Tim Melton, Manager Customer Commitment
John Hayden, Senior Energy Efficiency Analyst  
Jason Knoy, Senior Energy Efficiency Analyst  
Don Harris, Rate & Regulatory Analyst 
Kelly Ann Couch, Energy Efficiency Education Program Manager  
  
Constituency:
Dennis Howard II, Office of the Attorney General 
Heather Kash, Office of the Attorney General 
Sherman Adams, Kentucky School Board Association 
Lee Colton, Governor’s Office of Energy Policy 
Brent Fryrear, Partnership for a Green City 
Linda Hampton, Lexington Community Action Council  
Cathy Hinko, Metro Housing Coalition  
Charlie Lanter, Lexington Community Action Council  
Cathy Murphy, AARP Kentucky 
Karen Reagor, KY National Energy Education Development Project-NEED 
Andrea Rock, Bullitt County Public Schools  
Curtis Stauffer, Metro Housing Coalition  
Lora Werner, Home Builders Association of Kentucky 
Ron Willhite, Kentucky School Board Association  

Date Issued:  01/7/11 _Draft for Review  

Issued by:  Kelly Ann Couch  
           

The following meeting minutes have been prepared by Kelly Ann Couch to summarize the conversations and issues 
discussed at the above referenced meeting.  All Attendees listed above should review these minutes, and if there are 
any errors, omissions, or additions, kindly submit them for inclusion.

Welcome 
� David Huff welcomed the meeting participants.  The purpose of this meeting is to provide a third 

opportunity for additional questions, comments and conversations regarding the Energy 
Efficiency/DSM Opportunities that will be filed with the Kentucky Public Service Commission in 
mid January, 2011. This third group meeting is a follow-up to individual meetings with constituency 
that took place in late November and the earlier weeks of December. 

� David Huff provided a brief overview of the Energy Efficiency/DSM Opportunities and requested 
that there be an open dialogue regarding the programs presented. 

o Within the overview of the programs, Mr. Huff explained how the previous meetings led to 
the inclusion of additional program design concepts that would better serve residential and 
commercial customers such as:  coordination between eligibility requirements of the 
Companies WeCare Program to Federal Weatherization Assistance Program; addition of 
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customized rebates for commercial customers; and the allowance of low-income advocacy 
groups purchasing energy efficient equipment on behalf of a residential customer to take 
advantage of the proposed Residential Rebate Program.

Overview of Discussion 
There was an open dialogue between the attending constituency and LG&E/KU representation.  The 
constituency represented the key customer segments that reside within the LG&E /KU service territory.  
The meeting provided additional insight to thoughts, feelings and attitudes regarding the Energy 
Efficiency/DSM Opportunities. Areas that were discussed within the meeting included: 1) cost / benefit 
analysis for the programs in the filing; 2) the long term benefits to the customer for participating in energy 
efficiency programming; 3) how the programs within the expansion filing were determined; 4) how 
customers will be identified to participate within the proposed 2011Smart Meter Pilot; and 5) the rate 
impact to the customer.  The overall perception of the proposed Energy Efficiency /DSM Opportunities 
was positive. Such that, the Kentucky School Board Association offered to provide a letter of support of 
the Companies programs encompassed in the expansion filing.  The following provides a brief review of 
each of the topic areas discussed.

1. Cost / benefit analysis for the programs in the filing.
a. Initial conversations by inquiring about cost / benefit tests conducted on the programs 

included in the expansion filing as the financial impact to the low income customer bill.  
rationale for submitting the enhanced portfolio of programs for approval by the 
Commission is as a result of the Companies efforts to provide the least cost solution to 
provide energy to customers. Attendees appeared to recognize the long term benefits to 
the customers who participate in energy efficiency programming offered by LG&E/ KU. 

2. The long term benefits to the customer for participating in energy efficiency programming.
a. Attendees then moved the discussion to the long term benefits to the customer by

participating in energy efficiency programming.   Several attendees voiced their 
recognition of the long term benefit of programming.  This recognition was supported 
by LG&E / KU representatives by stating that the Companies look at least cost options 
to provide energy to its customers.  By providing energy efficiency programming, the 
utility is able to delay construction of additional generation assets which would be a 
significantly high cost to the customer.

3. How the programs within the expansion filing were determined.
a. In looking at the proposed programs for the expansion filing, attendees requested 

clarification on how the programs were determined to be included within the filing and 
how the Companies would priorities the importance of the programs.  LG&E / KU 
representation shared the process that was undertaken to analyze the programs included 
within the proposed filing document (i.e. California test, research/development, third
party evaluation as well as two-way communication with constituency groups).  The 
Companies began with a series of 80 programs and through continued analysis and 
research, established that those programs being proposed are the leading programs and 
bring the most value to its residential and commercial customers.

4. How customers will be identified to participate within the proposed 2011Smart Meter Pilot.
a. Conversations turned to the proposed 2011 Smart Meter Pilot as it related to how 

customers in the rural areas of the service territory would be identified to participate and 
what would that pool of customers look like.  LG&E /KU representation indicated that 
the goal would be to create a group that would participate in the program based on 
market segmentation to ensure that the Companies attain holistic data on participants.  

5. The rate impact to the customer
a. Conversations regarding the potential rate impact to residential and commercial 

customers. LG&E /KU representation discussed what the average monthly bill impact 
would be for the proposed energy efficiency programs. In addition, the cost per program 
was discussed.   

Overview of Key Concerns
� Cathy Hinko, Metro Housing Coalition:  Expressed concern to the following: 1) financial impact the 
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proposed expansion filing may have to the low income customer segment; 2) the timing of the 
submission to the KPSC given the current economic status.

� Dennis Howard II, Office of the Attorney General:  Expressed concern to the following: 1) the 
benefits of the Network Automation Project to the customer; 2) the growth rate of the LGE/KU 
system load versus the 2008 IRP. 

� Charlie Lanter, Lexington Community Action Council: Expressed concern to the following: 1) 
linkages between billing support and available load control programming were applicable; 2) WeCare 
eligibility criteria.

� Ron Willhite, Kentucky School Board Association:  Expressed concern to the following: 1) restrictive
language limiting district level energy managers in the coordination of energy efficiency measure 
initiatives in schools.

� Curtis Stauffer, Metro Housing Coalition:  Expressed concern to the following: 1) the customer pool 
participating in the Smart Meter Pilot in rural areas of the service territory.

LGE /KU Areas of Follow-up Based on Conversation
� Gas impact on customer bills.
� DSM Participants by census track.  
� Linkage between HEA financial assistance to DLC switches. 
� Determination of the current growth rate of system compared to 2008 IRP.
� Linkage between WeCare eligibility to Federal weatherization assistance.
� Inclusion of a working group to better understand customer behaviors in Smart Meter Pilot.

Closing
� David Huff closed the meeting with thanking attendees for their participation. Attendees were 

provided guidance on steps to take if any they had any additional questions or areas of concern after 
the meeting concluded.








