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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 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF BOYD ) 
) 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 4 day of October 2012. 

My Commission Expires: 4 * 5 e 2 0 / 5  



VERIFICATION 

The undersigned, Lila P. Muiisey, being duly sworii, deposes and says slic is the 
Manager, Regulatory Services for Kentucky Power, that she has personal knowledge of' 
the matters set forth in the forgoing responses for which she is the identified witness and 
that the in formation coiitaiiied therein is true aid correct to the best of her inlormation, 
laiiowledge, aiid belief 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 

) 
) Case No. 2012-00367 

Subscribed aiid sworii to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Lila P. Muiisey, this& day of October 2012. 

My Coiiiiiiissioii Expire 





Y 

Refererice Exhibit C of I<eiitucky Power Coiiipaiiy’s (“I<PCo”) Apylicatioii in tlie above- 
referenced matter. Based 011 the figures provided for the existing adjuslmeiit clause 
factor, please provide in dollar aiiiouiits 011 a monthly basis the current charge paid by the 
average inoiitlily usage customer for each relevant class (residential aiicl commercial) 
uiider the existiiig Tariff Deiiiaiid-Side Management (“DSM”) Clause (“DSM-C”) 

a. If the Coiiiiiiissioii approves the revised Tariff DSM-C, as proposed, ~vliat would 
be the resulting charge, iii dollar aiiiouiits on a moiitlily basis, which the average 
moiitlily usage custoiner in each relevant class would pay? 

17. Please provide the cost dif€ereiice from the current year DSM-C sought to be 
recovered by the Application. 

RESPONSE 

a-17. Based 011 llie average usage per customer for the twelve-month period elided 
August 3 1, 2012 the requested inforiiiatioii is: 

Current Month Proposed Monthly Avg. 
Cost to Customer Cost to Customer - Ikw h 

Res id en ti a $1.1.3 $2.78 $1.65 1,366 

$2.16 $3.60 $1.44 4,019 

ITNESS: Lila P Muiisey 
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Reference Application, cover letter at p. 2 aiid the Staiiis Report filed in Casc 2012- 
0005 1. Regarcling the Targeted Eiiergy Efficiency program, for wliicli the €orecasted 
participaiit levels were reduced, did ICPCo consider iiicreasiiig tlie aiiiouiit of  program 
dollars spent per participant house in addition to reducing the iiuaiber of participants? 

a. If not, woiild KPCo consider revising tlie program to iiicrease tlie aiiiouiit of 
program dollars s p i t  per participant house in order to address tlie reduced fLiiicling 
opportunities available to Coiixiiriiiity Action I<eiitucky (“CAI<”) tlii ougli the 
Department of Energy? 

b. Would an iiicrease to tlie aiiiouiit of program clollars spent pel participant house 
increase or decrease tlie cost-efkctiveiiess aiicl quantifiable beliefits of the program? 

c. Woulcl IWCo coiisider evaluating the cost-effectiveness using tlie National Eiiergy 
Audit Tool (NEAT) liouseliold assessments perforiiied by CAI< aiid its partners? If 
not, please explain the barriers to using this data aiid IWCo’s reasoning? 

rl. What other obstacles, if any, exist to revising tlie program as proposed in question 
(a)? 

e.  How would revising tlie program as proposed iii question (a), if considered, iiiipact 
the proposed/revised Tari-Cf DSM-C? 

Yes, if tlie iiicreased funding were cost effective (see subpart b.) below. 

a. NIA 



b. I<.PCo's expectation is that increasing the amomit of program dollars speiit per 
participant household would decrease the cost effectiveness of tlie program as tlie 
total cost of the program would increase without a coiiiiiieiisurate increase in 
benefits. Altlio~igh additioiial iiieasures would likely result in a total benefit 
increase, any additioiial measures would be uiililtely to deliver as much benefit per 
dollar speiit as is being achieved froin the current set of measures. Without specific 
iiieasures identified as to wliere tlie fLiiids would be speiit, a iiieaiiiiigfd analysis of 
the benefits aiicl tlie effect 011 tlie program cost effectiveness is not possible. 

c. KPCo relies on independeiit, expert evalimtors to provide reliable evaluatioiis o l  tlie 
cost-effectiveness of its DSM programs. If the evaluators recomiiiended using 
NEAT, ICPCo would consider it. 

d. Revisioii could reduce tlie cost effectiveness of the program. 

e. Prograiii expenditures would iiicrease aiid tlie average cost per participant woiilcl 
increase. Other recovery compoiieiits should be unaffected. 

NESS: E J Claylon 





sc case  No. 2012-00367 

er P""Y 

Regarding the Mobile Hoiiie New Construction program, lias IQCo analyzed wlietlier the 
$50 sales iiiceiitive would be more cost-efkctive aiid provide more quaiitifiable benefit to 
tlie program if offered directly to the salespersoii after the filing of all iiecessary program 
paperwork, rather than to the mobile lioiiie dealership? 

a. If not, woulcl ICPCo coiisider analyzing the obstacles aiid possible benefits that siicli 
a strategic change iiiay have for the program? 

Yes. The prograiii curreiitly pays tlie $50 iiiceiitive to the salesperson where permitted by 
the salesperson's eiiiployer. Otherwise, it is paid to the employer. Currently, two-thirds 
of the iiiceiitive payiiieiits are iiiade to the einployer aiid not the salespersoii because of 
the employer's requirements. 

a. NIA 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





Regarding tlie Community Outreach Coiiipact Fhioresceiit Laiiip (“CFL,”) aiid 
Resideiitial Efficieiit Products Prograiiis, what consideration lias I<PCo given thc phase- 
out and/or efficieiicy requireiiieiits uiider tlie Energy Iiidepeiideiice and Security Act of 
2007 (EISA)? 

a. 

b. 

C. 

Refereiice tlie Application at Tab 1, p. 9. TJiider the provisioiis o€ EISA, wliat need is 
tliere to “iiifliieiice resideiitial customers to purcliase and i ise compact fluorescent 
lighting in their homes?” 

As part of the iiiarltetiiig, education and proiriotioiial activities for tlie Coriiiiiuiiity 
Ouitreacli CFL Program and/or Residential Efficient Products Program, is KPCo 
eclucatiiig coiistiiiiers regarding tlie proper and safe recycling and/or disposal of CFL 
bulbs as it relates to the iiiercury content? 

If tlie answer to (b) is yes, does this education iiiclude ideiitifyiiig retailers aiid other 
locatioiis where CFL, bulbs iiiay be properly recycled aiid/or disposed? 

a. Coiistiiiiers still need ediicatioii relating to energy coriservatioii aiid efficiency. EISA 
compliant iiicaiclesceiit light bulbs iise more eiiergy than the coiiiparable Coiiipact 
Fluoresceiit Lmip bulbs. 

b. Yes. The field representative for the Residential Efficient Products prograiii atteiids 
coiiiiiiuiiity outreach events. The field representative aiiswers CoiisLiiiier questions 
regarding eiiergy efficient light bulbs, iiicludiiig proper disposal and recycling. 

c. The field representative for the Residential Efficient Products prograiii identifies 
stores where CFL bulbs iiiay be recyclecl. The I<.eiitucky Power website contains 
liiilcs, aiid tlie Program Facts Slieets contain website addresses where co~isuiiieIs caii 
obtain more iiloriiiatioii regarding proper disposal a id  recycling lor CFL L~ilbs. 

SS: E J Clayton 
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Item No. 5 
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Y 

Regarding both tlie Coiniuiiily Outreach CFL Program aiid Resideiitial Efficient 
Products Program, refereiice Application at Tab 5, pp. 30-3 I .  Does KPCo plan to adopt 
the recoiiiiiieiidatioii of the Program Evaluatioii to begiii of€ering iiiceiitives 1 or liglit- 
eiiiittiiig diodes (“LED”) liglitiiig in addition to and/or in lieu OC CFL bulbs? If no, wliy 
not? 

Yes. 
iiiceiitives for LED liglitiiig. 

The Company is worltiiig with tlie prograin iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor lo oiTer 

ITNESS: E J Claytoii 
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Item No. 6 
Page 1 of 1 

Regardiiig tlie Resideiitial Efficient Products Program, refereiice Applicalioii at Tab 5 ,  
pp. 3 1 ~ Does ICPCo plaii to adopt the recoiiiiiieiidatioii of tlie Program Evaluation to ol'Cer 
other resideiitial products, inchicling weatherizing caulk or foam, smart sti ips, Energy 
Star@ appliances, etc.? If no, wliy not? 

Yes.  To be clear, tliat recommendation was: 

IQCo coiisider examining tlie cost-effectiveness of iiiceiitiviziiig otliei i esideiitial 
products. IQCo should work with APT to deteriiiiiie wliich products, sucli as 
siiiart strips or Eiiergy Star refrigerators should be evaluated, tlie incentive levels 
aiid participation goals. Any decisioii to iiicorporatc additioiial products iiito the 
prograiii portfolio could affect tlie program's cost-effectiveness. In addition to 
cost-effectiveness, IQCo should consider tlie custoiiier benefit of incorporating 
the additioiial products and the poteiitial energy savings. 

The Coiiipaiiy pxeseiitly offers tlie iteiiis referenced in tlie data request (with exception 01 
Eiiergy Star ap1)liaiices) tlnougli tlie Targeted Eiiergy Efficielicy (low income) a id  
Modified Eiiergy Fitiiess weatherization programs. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





er Y 

Regarding the Residential Efficient Products Program, reference Application at Tab 5, 
1113. 3 1. Does I<PCo plan to adopt the uecommeiidatioii of the Program Evaluatioii to 
iiicrease marlceting a id  proiiiotioii to indepeiideiit retailers? IT no, why not? 

NSE 

Yes. The iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor is iiicreasiiig in-store proiiiotioiis at indepeiideiit 
rctail stores. The independent retail stores have access to the same in-store sigiiage used 
at larger retail stores. 

TNESS: E J Clayton 





Y 

Iias KPCo and/or tlie DSM collaborative coiisidered revising the Eiiergy Education loor 
Students Program? 

a. IS so, please provide complete details regarding aiiy proposed changes. 

b I-Ias the coiiipaiiy explored with the National Eiiergy Education Developiiieiit PI o j ect 
(“NEED”) additioiial optioiis €or eiigagiiig studeiits that would correlate and more 
directly iiivolve parents, wlio, wlio are tlie residential cwtoiiiers iiialtiiig aiiy ultiiiiate 
decisions regarding eiiergy efiicieiicy purchases aiid practices? 

ESP 

No. The Coiiipaiiy evaluated tlie program iii 201 1 and coiitiiiues to exploi-e ways in which 
the program could be improved. I-Iowever, at this point, the Coiiipaiiy does iiot propose 
aiiy changes to this program. 

a. N/A. 

b. Yes. I<eiituclty Power supports NEED’S efforts to eiicourage teachers to eiigagc 
studeiits aiid studeiit orgaiiizatioiis to proiiiote eiiergy coiiservatioii in their 
coiiiiiiuiiities. 
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QUEST 

Regarding IWCo’s application for a oiie year exteiisioii of the Pilot Residential Load 
Maiiageiiieiit program, reference Applicatioii at Tab 4. Please explain tlie bai riers to 
participation as related to the load management teclmoIogy’s reliaiice 011 cellular wireless 
signals. 

a. Is it correct that the load iiiaiiageiiieiit teclmology may only be used 011 a network 
that carries tlie Verizoii Wireless sigiial? Please explain in detail. 

b. What effect does sporadic sigiial or other temporary loss of signal liave on the Pilot 
Resicleiitial Load Maiiageiiieiit Program for those who have Verizoii aiid opt lor the 
pro gram? 

c. What perceiitage of ICPCo resideiitial custoiiiers are served ivithiii a network 
carrying the Verizoii Wireless signal? 

d. What perceiitage of I<PCo resideiitial custoiiiers are served by another network 01 

iietworlts? Please icleiitify the other providers. 

e. Was this technological iiicoiiipatibility identified before the pilot prograiii was 
approved by the Commission? Ifnot, why? 

f. What proactive steps does IQCo plan to iiiipleiiiciit during tlie one ( I )  yea1 
extension to correct aiiy teclmological compatibility issues in order to es  teiid the 
pilot pi ograiii to more resideiitial customers? 
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The barrier to participation is the quality and availability of a wireless signal. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

cl . 

e.  

f. 

No. The SMART Gateway iiieters currciitly beiiig iiistalled are capable of woilciiig 
with various wireless providers. Initially, the load iiiaiiageiiieiit tcclmology could 
oiily be utilized witliiii a iietworlc that cariied the Verizoii Wireless sigiial or that or  
its roaiiiiiig partiiers, principally Appalachian Wireless. Coiisert iiiodilicd tlie 
iiiodeiiis to perinit tlieiii to accoiiiiiiodate other network providers. Coiisei t 
curreiitly does iiot have any agreeiiieiits with network providers oilier than Vel izoii 

The Gateway meter iiiust receive a good sigiial (i.e. communicate) 98 perceiit oi the 
t ime. Custoiiiers that have a poor or sporadic sigiial are not good caiididates and 
caiuioi participate in tlie piograiii, regardless of the wireless network. 

According to Coiisei-t, Inc., aiid based upon zip codes, approxiiiiately 99% of 
ICeiitucky Power’s service territory is covered by Verizoii or oiie or  its roaiiiiiig 
p, artiiers , primarily Appalachian Wireless I 

Other providers iiiclude AT&T, T-Mobile aiid Spriiit along with their roaiiiiiig 
partiiers. Consert curreiitly does not have aiiy agreeiiieiits with network provickrs 
other thaii Verizoii, aiid thus does iiot luiow the percentage of KPCo customers 
served by these carriers. 

ICeiitucky Power’s application for the Pilot Resicleiitial Load Management Program 
did iiot specify a technology. histead, in its request for proposal described in tlie 
application ICeiitucky Power sought the veiidor who c o ~ ~ l d  best provide tlie prograiii 
services, wlietlier tlu-ough wireless, one-way, or other iiieaiis of coiiiiiiuiiicatioii. A 
veiiclor had iiot been selected at the tiiiie the Coiiiiiiissioii approved the Pilot 
Resideiitial Load Maiiageiiieiit Program. Subseqwit to Coiixiiissioii approval of the 
Pi lo t Res ideiit i a1 L,o act M anageiii eiit Pro graiii , IC en tuck y Power select e d C o ii s er t , 
Iiic. to be the program coiitractor. The Coiisert solution includes two-way 
coiiiiiiuiiicatioii via cellular sigiial froiii the utility meter. The solution 
coiiiiiiimicates real-time with load iiiaiiageiiieiit equipiiieiit aiid offers poieiihl 
eiiergy saviiigs through custoiiiized scliedules the coiisuiiier programs to operate 
water heating aiid HVAC equipment. 

Coiisert i s  currently installing Gateway iiieters that are capable or working with other 
wire1 ess providers. 

WITNESS: E J Clayto11 





Regarding the Residential a id  Siiiall Coiiiiiiercial Load Maiiageiiieiil Pilot Program, 
referelice Application at Tab 4 at p. iii. Why were the majority of the prograins 
expenditures (9 1 %) attributed to administrative costs? 

a. Please provide a more detailed breakdown of the adiiiiiiistrative costs for the 
prograiii refereiiced above, or if already provide, please icleiitify where in the 
application that a cost brealcdowii iiiay be fo~iiid. 

17. I€ the pilot program is extended for one (1) year, please explain how IVCo proposes 
to iiiitigate administrative costs. For example, has ICPCo coiisidered or would it 
consider re-negotiating with the prograiii vendor to require the vendor to bcar the 
costs for additional iiiarlcetiag o€ the program? 

Aclministrative costs comprised 89% o f  total program expenditures in 201 1 and 62,% of total 
program expenditures for the first 5 months o f  2012 (Jaii~iary to May). Administrative costs as a 
Ixmmltage of the total budget decreased as the program set-up was coiiipletecl and customer 
installations began in 2012. 

a. Tliro~igh Julie 2012: 

Residential 
Equipment $4,7 1 0 
Eqiiipiiieiit Installatioii and/or reiiioval $2,625 
Switch Maiiiteiiaiice $455.65 
Acliiiinistrat ive $67 , 5 0 0 
TOTAL $75,290.65 (referenced in the Status Report Tab 1, pg 12, category 
'Equi piiieiit/Veiidor ') 



Coiiiiiiercial 
Equi p e n t  $ 0 
Eqiiipiiieiit Iiistallalioii and/or removal $0 
Switch Maintenance $0 
Administrative $7,500 
TOTAL $7,500 (referenced in the Status Report Tal7 1, pg 18, category 

'Equipiiieiit/Veiidor') 

b. In iiegotiatiiig with the veiidor €or a one-year extension, I<entucky Power will coiisiclei 
all strategies to achieve tlie lowest overall cost, including mitigation o f  administrative 
costs. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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R egai ding the Commercial Iiiceiitive Prograiii, reference Application at Tab 2, the 
Prograiii Evaluation. Please coiifiriii that tlie program evaluatioii fouiid that the 111 ogi alii 
was not cost-ef'rective dmiiig caleiidar year 201 I .  

a. Reference p. v. of tlie Evaluation. Please coiifiriii that tlie prograiii met only 20% 
( I S  actual prqjects of 88 budgeted pro,jects) of its participation goal. 

b . Rekreiice 1). v. of the Evaluation. Please explain why a local represeiitative was 
iiot hired uiitil September 201 1, more tliaii a year after the program was appi-oved. 

c. Reference p. vi. of tlie Evaluation. If granted. a t h e e  (3) yea1 extension as 
proposed, how does ICPCo plan to either meet participation goals or iediice 
administrative costs, as deemed "vital" to acliieviiig an acceptable level ol cost- 
effectiveness? 

Tlie program evaluation deteriiiiiied that the program was not cost-effective during the 
caleiidar year 2.0 1 1. 

a. Tlie prograin met 20% of its participation goal. 

b. The availability oP qualified eiigiiieers aiid energy professionals was liiiiited in the 
KPCo service tciritory, aiid several qiialilied out-o€-state candidates iveie not 
willing to ielocate. As a result, tlie first local employee was hired in Septeiiibei 
2011" 

C. The Company issued 'Request for Proposal' for third party iiiipleiiienl-atiol1i 
contractors for this program 011 August 20, 20 12. The Coliipany is evaluating tlie 
proposals aiid veiidors for the best solution for program iiiiPleiiieiitation, 
iiicludiiig iiieeting participation goals aiid reduciiig administrative costs. 

ITNESS: E J Clayton 





Please provide tlie minutes of the meeting of the DSM Collaborative at which the curreiit 
by-laws were adopted. 

a. If ilre DSM Collaborative updated tlie current by-laws after October IS, 20 12, please 
provide a copy of the most recently upclated arid current by-laws. 

Please see pages 2 through 4 of this response. 

a. NIA 

TNESS: E J Clayton 
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To: DSM Collaborative Members 
From: E. J Clayton 
Date: 10/20/20 10 
S u bj ect Collaborative Meeting Minutes - 

Monday, October B 8,20 10 

A DSM Collaborative meeting was held at the Kentucky Power Service Center (12333 Kevin 
Ave, AsHmd) on Monday October 18, 2010 with E. J. Clayton presiding. The primary purpose 
of the meeting was to review; the stat& of existing progrms including YTD cost, projected 
year ending program targets, new DSM programs, 201 1 DSM evaluation cost and budget, and 
revision and update to DSM Collaborative By-Laws, 

Clayton opened the meeting and provided each member copies of the 20 10 program participant 
re orrt‘ and the 2010 program expense s m a r y .  These documents detailed the UTD status and 
4t’ quarter estimated participates for residential programs in 201 0. Other reports and information 
provided at the meeting include; s m a r y  activity levels and projected year end participant 
targets for Targeted Energy Efficiency, proposed 201 1 program evaluation cost, s m w  of 3 
year cost for recently approved DSM progrms, and the original and proposed (revised) DSM 
Collaborative By-Laws. 

P 

iscussion and Action $ems include the following topics: 

ragram Aefivity Levels a 
A sunanniary report identifying YTD participant levels through September 2010 was reviewed for 
existing DSM progms.  The report also included 4‘” quarter participants and resulting end of 
year total participant levels projected for 2010. 

Based on YTD trending, the Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) md Mobile Home New 
Construction (MHNC) program are scheduled to finish above elid of year target levels (i.e. 150 

P, ‘170 MHNC). The Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) program will require a monthly 
average of48 participants in all electric md m average of 9 monthly participants far base load, 
10 meet end of year target objectives @e. 415 TEE dl electric, 78 TEE base-loads). 
Approximately 404 student participants will be required each nionth of the remaining 2010 4th 
quarter, to achieve the end of year objective of 1,700 shderrts for the Energy Education for 
Students program. All other residential DSM programs are on track for end of year participant 
target levels. 

:$ Action Item: At Jaiua4.y 20 1 I Collaborative meeting, review 20 10 end of year participant 
levels for and Mli-1[NC programs and determine if adjustment is necessary f ~ r  201 1. 
:$ Action Item: KPCQ DSM personnel to continue with development of teacher and school 
network for student energy education program. Contact with the sclmol administration md (or) 
meetings with school educators are continuing to be coordinated through the 4‘h qua-ier 201 0. 
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The new psogrms which have been approved by t h e  KY PSC include; Residential Efficient 
Products, Commercial High Efficiency Heat PutnplAir Conditioner, W A C  Diagnostic and 
Tune-up, Commercial Incentive, and Residentid md SmaHl Commercial Load Management. 
The status of these programs was discussed including target pafticipant levels for 2010, 201 1 , 
md 201 2. 

cost  
The 2011 program evaluation cost for the 7 existing residential p rogms was provided to 
collaborative members for review and vote. AEP Load Research will provide the evaluation 
studies for the 7 programs at an estimated total cost of$lQQ,000. A vendor proposal for 9399,365 
to evaluate the Target Energy Efficiency program was rejected in lieu of the AEP evaluation 
program study estimated at $30,000. The AEP evaluation of programs includes; process 
evaluations, impact evaluation, benefithost analysis, md evaluation report. 

The proposed evaluation cost for each of the 7 residential programs was approved by the 
attending collaborative members by unanimous vote. The group also agreed that customer 
surveys completed for the Energy Education for Students and Community Outreach programs in 
2010 could be used with 2011 progrm studies resulting in cost savings of approximately 
$1 Q,QQQ. 

The original and updated (mended) DSM By-Laws were distributed to all collaborative 
members fir  review md approval. Following discussion aid commentary, the by-laws were 
approved for issue to all members ofthe collaborative goup for a review period of at least 30 
days. 
* Action Item: E. J. Clayton to issue mended and updated By-Laws to all collaborative 
members. 
;i: &on Item: E. J. Clayton to €allow-up with collaborative members to deternine status and if 
mended and updated By-Laws are codiimed. 

eeo ~ e x t  ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
The group did not deteimine a recommended date and time fir next meeting. A Suggested date 
and time is Thinrsday, J m u ~  20~’, 201 1, beginning 10:30 an at the Kentucky Power Service 
Center (12333 Kevin Ave, Ashland ICY 41 102). 
’k Action Item: E. J. Clayton to confh-rn Januasy 201 1 collaborative aneelkg date and time. 

AMendi IW : 
Mike Howell 
Heather Kash 

m McKemie 
Bertha Da,iiels 
Kim Tackett 
Ralph Goble 
E 9 Clayton 
SCOB Bishop 



Absent: 
Dzerrell S house 
Wallace Rose 

rett Davis 
Gary Brown 
David Hall 
Annie Thompson 

Visitors: 
Rank W O ~ I ~ M S  
Shannon Listebarger 
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Middle ICY Community Action 
Gateway Community Action Agency 
LINKS, hnc. 
Kentucky Housing corporation 
Our Lady Bellefonte Hospital 
H,KLlP Commi ty  Action Coi.uici1, Inc. 

ICY Power Compsany 
KY Power Company 
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Y 

Please provide a list of all curreiit contractors, consultants, and firms uilrler contract with ICPCo 
to support the current DSM prograiiis, iiicludiiig for which programs these contracts 1 elate 

Current coiitractors, consultants, aiicl firms uiicler contract with IQCo to support the current 
DSM prograiiis: 

20 12 Evaluations - Applied Eiiergy G ~ o L I ~ ,  Iiic 
Commercial Iiiceiitive ICEMA Services Iiic. 
Pilot L,oacl Maiiageiiieilt - Coiisert, Iiic. 
Modified Eiiergy Fitness - Honeywell Iiiteniatioiial, Inc. 
Student Eiiergy Education - National Eiiergy Education Developiiieiit Pioject, Iiic 
Residential Effrcieiit Proclucts - Applied Proactive Technologies, Inc. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





Please provide, in electronic €ormat with foriiiulas intact aiid cells uiiprotected, the I< Wh 
impacts by participant for each program. 

Please see the respoiise to KPSC 1-34. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





Please provide, in electronic fomiat with Eoriiiulas intact mid cells unprotected, Exhibit C. 

Please see the response to KPSC 1-35. 

WITNESS: Lila P Muiisey 


