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PARTIES OF RECORD 

Re: Case No. 2008-00495 

Attached is a copy of the memorandum which is being filed in the record of the above- 
referenced case. If you have any comments you would like to make regarding the 
contents of the informal conference memorandum, please do so within five days of 
receipt of this letter. If you have any questions, please contact Rick Bertelson at 
502/564-3940, Extension 260. 
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INTRA-AGENCY MEMORANDUM 

KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

TO: Case File 

FROM: Rick Bertelson, Staff Attorney 

DATE: February 2,2009 

RE: Case No. 2008-00495 
Duke Energy Kentucky’s Save-A-Watt Energy Efficiency Program 

On January 26, 2009, an informal conference (‘‘IC’’) was held to discuss Duke 
Energy Kentucky’s (“Duke”) proposed “Save-A-Watt” energy efficiency program and 
energy efficiency rider. The IC was attended by Duke, the Attorney General (“AG”) and 
Commission Staff. Kroger Company (“Kroger”) participated by telephone. Attached is a 
sign-in sheet with the names of the attendees and telephone participants. 

A copy of the presentation given by Duke is attached hereto. Duke stated that 
energy efficiency is a priority as it believes that electricity demand will rise once the 
national and state economies rebound from their current downturn. It stated that it has 
held a number of focus group events with its customers, who have stated their support, 
generally, for energy efficiency programs, but who also want convenience, minimal up- 
front costs, short-term payback on any required expenditures, and little or no impact to 
lifestyle or productivity. Duke stated that it is very challenging to craft effective energy 
efficiency programs that meet all these desires while still maintaining Duke’s profitability. 

Duke believes that, under the Save-A Watt program, it can save approximately 
1% per year on the kilowatt hours it would have otherwise produced without the energy 
efficiency programs. Duke described a number of features of its proposed energy 
efficiency and demand response programs, including coupons for compact fluorescent 
light bulbs, home energy inspections, web-based consumer energy information, energy 
education programs in schools, conservation programs, and programs to deploy smart 
grid technologies and “smart” (price-responsive) appliances, among others. 

Duke stated that the energy savings would also result in environmental benefits 
due to lower energy demand and lower generation output. Commission Staff asked 
whether such environmental benefits would actually he realized, since Duke can sell all 
the energy its retail customers don’t purchase at wholesale through its regional 
transmission organization, the Midwest Independent System Operator (“MISO”). Duke 
stated that, if all states in the MISO region enact similar energy efficiency programs, 
then overall energy demand will be reduced, along with actual generation output. 
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Under Duke’s proposal, Duke would receive an energy efficiency surcharge if it 
meets certain specified targets for savings through its energy efficiency and demand 
response programs. The surcharge would pay Duke a maximum of 75% of avoided 
costs for its demand response programs and a maximum of 50% of its avoided costs for 
energy efficiency programs when it is able to present verified results of its savings. 
Duke stated that its proposal is very similar to Save-A-Watt programs for which its sister 
companies have sought approval in Indiana, North Carolina, Ohio, and South Carolina. 

Kroger stated its opposition to the Duke application. Kroger believes that paying 
a utility for power it does not produce does not make sense and urges the Commission 
to continue to use the least-cost approach for approving utility demand-side 
management (“DSM”) applications. Kroger stated its belief that Duke’s proposal will not 
result in any environmental benefits because of Duke’s ability to sell its excess power to 
MISO. 

Duke responded that the avoided cost method described in its application is not 
fundamentally different from the manner in which its DSM revenue requirement is 
currently determined. 

There being no other questions from any party, the IC was adjourned. 

Attachments 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 
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