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Please do not hesitate to contact me if with any 

MRO 
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VERIFICATION 

The undersigned, Edgar J. Clayton, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the 
Manager, Energy Efficiency 8.c 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 

Edgar J. Clayton 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF BOYD ) 
) CASE NO. 201500367 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Edgar J. Claytoil, this t h e w k l a y  of October 2012. 

Notary Public i) (/ -ff4bZ6;” 

My Commission Expires: 3” g o  --20 J 



VERIFICATION 

The undersigned, Lila P. Munsey, being duly sworn, deposes and says sho is the 
Manager, Regulatory Services for Kentucky Power, that she has l~ersoiial knowleclgc 01' 
the matters set fort11 in tlie forgoing responses for which she is the identified witness and 
that the inforiliation contaiiied therein is true and correct to tlie best o l  her id'omintion. 
knowledge, and belief 

Lilak. Muiisey [ e  
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN ) 
) Case No. 2012-00.367 

Subscribed aiid sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said Coiiiity 
and State, by Lila P. Munsey, this /81' day of November 2012. 

n 
My Commission Expires: 
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Refer to tlie Joiiit Applicatioii (“Applicatioii”) cover letter (“Letter”), page 2, which 
states, “If tlie exteiisioii is granted, the Coiiipaiiy will coiisider iiiipleiiieiitiiig various 
iiiiprovemeiits in these prograiiis as described in tlie section of the prograiii evaluatioii 
reports labeled ‘Key Fiiidiiigs aiid Recoiiuneiidatioiis’ .” By program, provide, with 
explanation, tlie various iiiiprovemeiits that Kentucky Power is coiisideriiig inipleiiieiitiiig 
aiid requestiiig tlie Coiiiiiiissioii to approve. 

RESPONSE 

The Coiiipaiiy is considering various iiiiproveiiients described iii the section of the 
evaluatioii reports labeled “Key Fiiidiiigs aiid Recoiiiiiieiidatioiis” as an integral part of 
the Coiiipaiiy‘s request that tlie Corninissioii approve the exteiisioii of these prograiiis. 
Listed below is a suiiuiiary of those iiiiproveiiieiits. 

Residential Efficient Products Program 
Remove iiiceiitive for LED holiday lights due to tlie marltet already being 
transformed aiid mature. 

Reiiiove iiiceiitive for LED niglitliglits due to the market already being transformed 
and iiiatin-e. 

Reiiiove iiiceiitive for ENERGY STAR ceiling faiis. The purchase o r  this procluct is 
based primarily 011 aesthetic prefereiice versus eiiergy consumption staiiclards. 

Establish separate goals for staiidard CFL bulbs aiid iion-standard CFL bulbs These 
bulbs have differeiit iiiceiitive aiiioiiiits aiid separation will better allow Kentucky 
Power to deteriiiiiie the progress of the prograiii aiid reiiiaiii with budget. 

Add iiiceiitive for LED bulbs. The LED bulb iiiarltet is iiiaturiiig aiicl costs ale 
decreasing aiid LEDs are tlie iiext step in efficient liglitiiig. EM&V coiitiactoi aiid 
in?pleiiieiitation contractor to evaluate iiew iiieasuire saving iiiipact based 011 p iopsed  
pi oduct offering. 

S1nall Connmereial eat ~ ~ ~ n ~ / ~ i r  Conditioner nOf!lltiVe PWgraHI 
Utilize an iiiipleineiitatioii coiitractor if deteriiiiiied to be cost effective based 011 

veiidor proposals. Please see ICPSC 2-6 regarding status of veiidor proposal. 
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iaglrnostic and Tune-XJ 
Utilize an iinpleiiientatioii contractor if determined to be cost effective based 011 

vendor proposals. Please see ICPSC 2-6 regarding status of veiidor proposal. 

Reiiiove the iiiceiitive €or Residential Central Air Coiiditioiiers to improve program 
cost effectiveness. 

Reiiiove iiiceiitive for Coiiunercial Central Air Coiiditioiiers to iiiiprove program cost 
effectiveness. 

Reduce the contractor iiiceiitive to $25 aiid the custoiiier iiiceiitive to $30. 

Although not specifically defiiied in the origiiial filing tlie company also plaiis to 
iiiipleiiieiit the evaluation recoi~iiiienclatioii to extend custoiiier eligibility to every jive 
years (the measure life) and require the custoiiier to submit tlie iiiceiitive rebate foriii. 
I-Iaviiig tlie custoiner subinit tlie foriii rather thaii the dealer should reduce the 
program fiee ridership. 

Commercial Incentive Program 
IJse an iiiceiitive reservatioii period froiii 90 to 180 days based 011 the project type 
rather than a fixed 180 day reservatioii of iiiceiitive hiids peiidiiig customer project 
completion. The optioii €or limited tiiiie exteiisioii iiiclucled with tlie origiiial filing 
would still apply. 

Use iiiiiiiiiiuiii raidoiii iiispectioiis of 1.5 to 20 perceiit of pre- aiid post-installation 
proj ects with optioii for potential acfjustiiieiit based 011 iiispectioii results. 

Provide iiiceiitives of 60 to 70 perceiit of the iiistalled equipiiieiit cost for the Direct 
Iiistall prograiii targeting siiiall coiiiiiiercial customers (less thaii 100 ItW peak 
demand). 

Residential and Small Coinmercial Pilot Load Management Program 
ICPCo will promote tlie prograiii tluougli the program iiiipleiiieiitatioii coiitractoi 

I<PCo will develop iiiarltetiiig materials aiid activities in coiljunction with tlie 
prograiii iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor and will emphasize, per tlie evaluatioii 
recoiiiiiieiiclatioii, the custoiiier eiirolliiieiit tlirougli tlie on-line process. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





REQUEST 

Refei to the Applicatioii Letter, page 3, wliicli states, “The Company also proposes to 
extend the Pilot Residential aiid Small Coiiiiiiercial Load Maiiageiiieiit Progi alii throiigli 
20 1 3. Extending the program will allow tlie Company to evaluate the program using 
more participants tlxougli a full winter and siiiiiiiier seasoii. The coiiiplete evaluation 
repoi t will be subsequently filed with the Coiiiiiiissioii along with recoiiiiiieii~atioiis for 
this pilot prograni.” Provide a status of the prograin as of‘tlie date of this response. 

RESPONSE 

Fifiy residential custoiiiers are participating in this program. Revised contracts for both 
the evaluatioii contractor (AEG) aiid the program iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor (Coiisei t 
Iiic.) are being developed for filial Company approvals. Following execution 01 tlie 
coiitract, Coiisert Iiic. is prepared to latuicli a new marketing campaign to secure the 
iiiaxiiiiiiin pavticipaiit levels iiicluded with the revised R.C.L.M. Taiiff. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





Refer to Section 3 , Residential and Small Coiiiiiiercial I-Ieatiiig Veiitil atioidAii- 
Coiiditioiiiiig Diagiiostic and Tune-up Program ("HVAC Diagnostic aiid Tune-up 
Program") Evaluation, page 12. It states the followiiig: 

Kentucky Power rebated 29 residential and sinall coiiiiiiercial diagnostic 
a id  tLtiie-Lip services in 20 10, achieving 22 perceiit of the 130 participant 
goal. This was likely due tlie fact that the program was approved by tlie 
ICeiitLtcky PSC in August 20 10 but the participation goals were based on 
an approval date o€February 2010. There were 1,114 participants in 20 11, 
exceeding tlie 700 participant goal by approximately 60 percent. 

Refer to Section 3, HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up Program Evaluation, page 13. It states 
the following: 

Actual 20 10 expenditures aiid cost per participaiit were lower than origiiially 
budgeted, but the 20 1 1 expeiiditures exceeded the origiiial budget. The actual 
20 1 1 residential expenditmes were $100,224 coinpared to the origiiial approvecl 
budget of $63,780 aiid actual 2,0 1 1 ma l l  coiiiiiiercial expenditures were $27,093 
coinpared to tlie origiiial approved bitdget of $24,120. I-Iowever, tlie 20 1 I 
residential cost per participaiit was lower tliaii budgeted while tlie sinall 
coiiiiiiercial cost per participant was higher than budgeted. 

Also, reler to Section 3, HVAC Diagiiostic aiid Tune-up Program, page 32. It states, 
"Al t l i~~igh  tlie W A C  Diagiiostics and Tune-up Program did not have a cost effectiveness 
1 atio greater tlian 1 .O, the entire portfolio being evaluated is cost-effective in 20 1 1 . I 1  

a. 

b. 

Explain, i l  at the time that the HVAC Diagnostic aiicl Ttiiie-tip Program was evaluated 
ror Commission approval tlie program was cost effective' and the iiuiiiber or  actual 
participants aiid related direct program costs were proportional to the 2 0 1 1 budget 
goals, what has changed iii evaluating the cost effectiveness in this filing versus the 
initial evaluation of' the approval of tlie program. 

Explain at what level of participation aiid direct program cost this program would be 
cost effective. 
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c. Esplaiii why, if a program that is iiot cost effective aiid tlie iiuiiiber 01 particilmits and. 
direct prograiii costs exceed the approved budget, tlie ratepayers should bear the cost 
that exceeds tlie approved budget aniouiit. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

Wlieii originally filed iii 2010, the program was predicted to be cost efrective. The 
cost-effectiveness deteriiiiiiatioii was premised in part 011 assuiiiptioiis coiiceriiiiig 
savings by measure aiid pxticipaiit levels. Altliougli tliese assumptions were based 
upoii tlie best iiiforiiiatioii available at that time, they were not realized. Wheii the 
prograiii was subsequeiitly evaluated by Applied Eiiergy Gro~ip, Iiic., tlie 20 10 
assuiiiptioiis regarding saviiigs by measure were fouiid to be higher than the actual 
saviiigs followiiig iiiipleineiitatioii. In additioii, tlie 20 10 estiiiiate of pal ticipaiits in 
the air coiiditioiiiiig programs was higher tliaii actual results. Conversely, tlie 20 1 0 
estimates of participation in tlie lieat puiiip prograiiis were below the Company's 
actual results. Both of these deviatioiis fvoiii the estimates contributed to tlie change 
in cost-effecliveiiess. 

The prograiii would be cost ef€ective wlieii Total Beiiefits equal or exceecl Total Costs 
of the prograiii. The evaluation repoi-t aiid tlie EM&V coiitractor did not provide a 
participation level where the prograiii becomes cost effective. 

I<.e~itucky Power believes tlie costs in excess of tlie budgeted aiiiormt were prudently 
iiicurred aiid heiice are recoverable. At the time tlie program were implemented it 
was believed to be cost-effective. The cost-effectiveness of the prograiiis is not 
evaluated until at least soiiie operatioiial experieiice is obtained. The alteriiative to 
incurring costs iii excess of the approved budget as a result of eiirolliiig tlie additioiial 
participants would be to refbse eiirolliiieiit to interested customers. This would have a 
sigiiificaiit detriiiieiital effect oii the programs in the long-run by discouraging 
participation in demand-side iiiaiiageiiieiit. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 

'Case No. 2010-00095, .Joint Application Pursuant to 1994 Hoiise Bill No. 501 for the Approval of 
I<entticky Power Company Collaborative Deinand-Side Management Programs, aiicl for Authorily to 
Recover Costs, Net Lost Reveilties and Receive Incentives Associated with the Implementation of One 
New Residential, One Combined Residential/Commel'cial, and One Commercial Demand-Side 
Mariagenient Program Beginning January I ,  20 10 (Icy. PSC Aug 10, 20 10) 





REQkJES 

Refer to Section 6 ,  Small Coiiiinercial Heat Pmiip/Air Coiiditioiier (“HP/AC”) liiceiitive 
Prograiii Evaluation, page 24, Table 13. Tlie iiet demand mid eiiergy savings per unit for 
heat pumps (“I~P”) is 23,912 lcW1.1, mid €or central air conditioners (“AC”) it is 722 1tWh. 
Tlie actual 2.01 1 pavticipaiits for I-IP were 21, aiid for AC it was 3. This gives an average 
aiuiual ItWli impact of 1,139 for tlie 1-3’ a i d  241 for tlie AC per participant. On Exhibit C, 
the 2012 aiuiual kW1i iiiipact per participant for I-IP is 1,188 aiid for AC it is 251. Explaiii 
the difference. 

The program assmiiiptioii sheet provicled by the EMLeV coiitractor iiicluded a 19% [lee 
rider value. The free rider value should have been 22%. A revised. program assuiiiptioii 
skeet is iiicluded having the correct free rider value aiid the correct participaiit iiiipad o f  
1,139 lcWh aiicl 24 1 ltWh for the HP aiid AC respectively, participant impact measures. 
Please see Attacluiieiit 1 for aii npdated asstiinptioii slieet. 

The change to the ltWh for the Small Coiiiiiiercial I-Ieat Puiiip/Air Conditioiiei- Incentive 
Prograiii did result in a change to tlie Scliedule C, b~ i t  the chaiige was immaterial aiid 
therefore hac1 110 effect 011 tlie coiiunercial surcharge. Please see At$achiiient 2, for an 
upclated Schedule C aiicl Attacluiieiit 3 for an Lipdated Status Report. 

A copy of the updated Schedule C is also beiiig provided in electronic format 011 tlie 
eiiclosed CD. 

WITNES§: E J Clayton 
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10 
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I 

-. f(El\TJCAY POWLR COlAPAhY 
UERIVATION OF 3 SECT013 SLRCI'ARGES F07 3 YR 
C X P C Z E J T  PAGr l o '  22 

CURRENT PERIOD AMOUNT TO BE RECOVERED 516,909,146 S1.418.175 $798,837 $796,064 S19.922,222 
CUMULATIVE (OVER)/UNDER COLLECTION 0 20.161 508.71 1 864,987 
18 MOS. RETROACTIVE(OVER)/UNDER ADJUSTMENT (4 1,824) 0 0 

TOTAL AMOUNT RECOVERED 16,846,815 929,625 0 0 17,776,440 
EXPECTED FUTURE RECOVERIES 0 0 442,561 1,263,159 1,705,720 
TRANSFER PORTION OF BALANCE FROM INDUSTRIAL (9,833) 0 0 0 (9,833) 
TRANSFER PORTION OF BALANCE FROM COMMERCIAL 9,467 0-0 0 9,467 - 

0 (41,824)-- 
. - 

TOTALTO BERECOVERED 16,867.322 1,438,336 1,307.548 1,661,051 19,880,398 

.---.___._.I. _._______ 
(0VER)IUNDER COLLECTION TO BE REFUNDED S20.161 $508,711 S864.987 S397,892 $397.892 --________ ----____-- -----_____ ----______ __________ --________ ----______ -----_____ ----______ __________ 

~ 

AMOUNT TO BE RECOVERED $1,661,051 

ADJ. ESTIMATED SECTOR KWW . YEAR 17 535,788.000 ___ 620,472,000 

__ 
12 
13 
- 14 

I -~ __ SURCHARGE RANGE ( S  PER KWWi) 
FLOOR (CARRYOVER) COL. 4,L2 / COL. 4. L 11 0.001394 

CEILING (TOTALCOST) COL. 4, L 4  ICOL. 4, L 11 0.002677 
MIDPOINT- proposed rate I 0.000826 0.002036 

COMMERCIAL SECTOR 

- 
TOTALYEARS YEAR 17 YEAR 17 YEAR 17 

1 thN 16 (2012) (2012) (2012) TOTAL 
1st 3rd 4th 

HALF QTR QTR 

18ITOTALTO BE RECOVERED 
19 TOTAL AMOUNT RECOVERED 
20 EXPECTED FUTURE RECOVERIES 
21 TRANSFER PORTION OF BALANCE FROM INDUSTRIAL 
22 TRANSFER BALANCETO RESIDENTIAL 

..... 
36-74; 

(3,276) 0 0 (3,278) 
(9.487) 0 0 (9,487) 

3.268.744 305,142 
3,356,384 771,536 

~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _ _  
0 0 197,987 318,523 516,510 - 

- 
24 

25 
26 
27 
__ 

--____- ~- __ 
ADJ. ESTIMATED SECTOR l<WW - YEAR 17 368,005,800 355,891,200 

SURCHARGE RANGE ( S PER IWH) __ 
FLOOR (CARRYOVER) (0 000453) 
MIDPOINT- proposed rate 0.000538 0,000895 
CEILING (TOTALCOST) 0 002242 

31 
32 
33 
34 

35 
__ 

- 

........ 
TOTALTO BE RECOVERED 79,026 0 0 0 79,026 
TOTAL AMOUNT RECOVERED 92,137 0 0 0 92,137 

TRANSFER BALANCETO RESIDENTIAL 8 COMMERCIAL 13,111 0 0 0 13,111 

(OVER)/UNDER COLLECTION TO BE REFUNDED so $0 so so 

EXPECTED FUTURE RECOVERIES 0 0 0 0 0 

__ - . ~ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - - ~ ~ -  
$0 __ -_________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _--__----- ----______ __________  - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _--__----- ----______ __________ __ 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 2 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 201 2-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 3 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Cornmission Staffs Second Sei of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 4 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25,2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 5 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 6 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staff's Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 7 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 8 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 9 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 10 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 11 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 12 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Cominission Staff's Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 13 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 14 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 15 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 16 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Stars Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 17 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 18 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 19 of 46 



I<PSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 20 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 21 of 46 



KPSC Case No 20 12-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 22 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 23 of 46 



KPSC Case No, 2012-00367 
Coinmission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 24 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 25 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 26 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 27 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated Octoher 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 28 of 46 



j 

KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 20 12 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 29 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Stars Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25,2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 30 of 46 



__ 
I T 

KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 20 12 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 31 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 32 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 33 of 46 



I<PSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 34 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 35 of 46 



KPSC Case No. 20 12-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 36 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 37 of 46 



- 
I 

i 
r 

KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 38 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25,2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 39 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 201 2 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 40 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 41 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 42 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 43 of 46 



KPSC Case No 20 12-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 44 of 46 



KPSC Case No 2012-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 45 of 46 



KPSC Case No 201 2-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachment 2 
Page 46 of 46 

I I KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY 

I FOR RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL SECTORS 1 

Exhibit C 
PAGE 22 of 22 

~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
PROGRAM YR 17 - 2012 

I 
I 

I I 

LINE 1 RESIDENTIAL 
NO. I YEAR I SECTOR 

1 1 TOTAL ULTIMATE SALES (KWH) * 1 1,175,000,000 

I 
1 1,167,950,000 
I I 3 !TOTAL ESTIMATED RETAIL KWH SALES 

COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL 
SECTOR SECTOR 

729,000,000 1,623,600,000 

I I 

LINE I RESIDENTIAL 
NO. /PROGRAM YR 17 (3rd QTR) I SECTOR 

9 /TOTAL ULTIMATE SALES (I<WH) * I 544,500,000 
I 

I I 

SECTOR 

842,000,000 

99.4% 

836,948,000 I 620,412,000 355,891,200 
I ------------ ____----____ _--_----____ I - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ I  ----__------ -_________-- 

~ . _ _ _ _ _  

I I 
I I 
1 RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL 

NO, 1 PROGRAM YR 17 (4th QTR) - I SECTOR SECTOR 

12 TOTAL ULTIMATE SALES (KWH) 4- 630,500,000 358,400,000 

LINE 1 I 

I 
1 ______ll______l_ 

13 lLlNE8 98.4% 99.3% 

I 14 I ADJUSTEDKWHBYSECTOR 

COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL 
SECTOR SECTOR 

370,600,000 781,600,000 

I I I I I I 

** /.6o% ESTIMATED TO BE NON-METERED (OL) DETERMINED 1- 
~ . /FROM BILLED JURISDICTIONAL TARIFF SUMMARY FOR 

I12 MOS. ENDED DECEMBER 2009. ._______ I.--- 
-1 I 

LOST REVENUE IMPACTS I 
+Page 18A of 20, Column 6 - TOTAL RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

I Page 18B of 20, Column 6 - TOTAL RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
1 5,327,487 

2,888,920 

I I 
/SOURCE: 2012 LOAD FORECAST COMPILED BY 
AEP CORPORATE PLANNING AND BUDGETING DEPT. 

* 

I 

~ ____.___._ 

~- 

62,776 
117,501 
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KENTUCKY POWER CQMPANV 
Demand Side Management 

Status Report 
As of June 30,2012 

PAGE DESCRIPTION 
1 Definitions 
2 Summary Information (All Programs) 
3 Summary Energy/Demand Information (All Programs) 

DSM Programs: 

Residential Programs 

High Efficiency Heat Pump - Mobife Home 
4 Targeted Energy Efficiency 
5 
6 Mobile Home New Construction 
7 Modified Energy Fitness Program 
8 High Efficiency Heat Pump 
9 
20 Energy Education for Students 
11 
12 Pilot Residential Load Management 
13 Residential Efficient Products 
14 Energy Fitness - Inactive 
15 Compact Fluorescent Bulb Inactive 
16 

Community Outreach Compact Fluorescent Lamp (CFL) 

Residential HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up 

High Efficiency Heat Pump Retrofit - Inactive 

Commercial Programs 
Commercial HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up 

High Efficiency Heat PumpIAir Conditioner 

17 
18 Pilot Commercial Load Management 
19 
20 Commercial Incentive 
21 Smart Audit - Inactive 
22 Smart Incentive - Inactive 

Industrial Programs 
23 Smart Audit - Inactive 
24 Smart Incentive - Inactive 
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DEFINITIQ NS 

1) YTD Costs - Year-to-Date costs recorded through June 30,2012. 
2) YTD Impacts - Estimated in place load impacts for Year-to-Date participants. 
3) PTD Costs - Costs recorded from the inception of the program through June 30,2012 
4) PTD Impacts - Estimated in place load impacts for Program-to-Date participants. 

CQ M M E NTS 

Our calculations are based on actual participants and costs as of June 30, 2012. The Residential DSM 
costs in this status report do not agree with the total costs in the Financial Report due to a one month lag in reporting. 

The estimated actual in-place energy (kWh) savings is the summation of the monthly average net energy 
savings associated with participating customers of each DSM program (including T&D tosses). The average monthly 
net energy savings is the product of 1/12 of the annual kWh per participant (shown in Exhibit E) and 1/2 of the new 
participants for the current month, plus the cumulative participants from the previous months. The average monthly 
net energy savings is then increased by 10% to include T&D losses. The estimated actual in-place energy (kWh) 
savings are calculated in accordance with the Sunset Provision contained in the joint application, filed 
September 27, 1995. 

The estimated anticipated peak demand (kW) reduction is a product of the number of net participating 
customers (excluding free riders) and projected winter/summer demand reductions filed for each program (refer to 
Section 111 to V of the joint application). The anticipated peak demand (kW) reductions includes 11% T&D loss savings. 

The calculation of YTD and PTD estimated in place energy (kWh) savings and anticipated peak demand (kW) 
reductions contained in this status report reflect, wherever applicable, the program evaluation results of each 
individual program as described in the August 16, 1999, June 30,2002, June 30, 2005, June 30, 2008, 
June 30,2010, August 15,2011 and August 15, 2012 DSM collaborative report. 

The individual DSM lost revenue, efficiency incentive and maximizing incentives as of June 30, 1997 are 
calculated based on the initial values from Exhibit E in the joint apptication, filed September 27, 1995. A retroactive 
adjustment of the initial values of the efficiency incentives and net lost revenue KWH impacts was used for each 
program for the first eighteen months (1/1/96 to 6/30/97). The lost revenue, efficiency incentive and maximizing 
incentive for the period 1/1/2012 to 12/31/2012 are calculated using the revised values contained in Schedule C 
of this status report. 

The program lost revenue is the product of the number af participating customers, the average net energy 
savings (ItWh) per customer and the net lost revenue ($/kWh). The number of participating customers is equal 
to 1/2 of the new participants for the current month, plus the cumulative participants from the previous months. The 
program-to-date lost revenues are calculated in accordance with the Sunset Provision contained in the joint 
application, filed September 27,1995. 

The efficiency incentive is the product of the number of participants for the month and the efficiency rate 
($/participant). The maximizing incentive is calculated as 5% of actual program cost for the month. 

Page 1 
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KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY 
SUMMARY lNFQRMATlON (ALL PROGRAMS) 

As of June 30, 201 2 

Total Revenue Collected 

Total Pragram Costs 

Total Lost Revenues 

Total Efficiency I Maximizing 
Incentive 

HEAP - Kentucky Power's Information 
Technology Implementation Cosls (Case No 2006 - 00373, Dated December 14,2006) 

HEAP - KACA's Information Technology 
Implementation Costs 

Total DSM Costs As of June 30,2012 

M D  PTD 

$3,350,222 $20,295,335 

1,359,722 15,312,436 

31 1,705 4,830,155 

152,295 1,821,554 

0 58,968 

0 15,700 

$1,823,722 $22,038,813 

Page 2 
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KENTUCKY POWER ~~~~A~~ 
SUMMARY lNFORMATKON (ALL PROGRAMS) 

AS of June 3 ~ 2 ~ 1 2  

Actual In-Place Energy Savings: 

w/ 'T&D Line Losses: 

Total kW Reductions: 

Winter 
w/ T&D Line Losses: 
Summer 
w/ T&D Line Losses: 

M D  

1,245,987 kWh 

1,370,586 kWh 

932 ICW 
1,035 kW 
551 kW 
612 kW 

588,659,933 IkWh 

647,525,927 kWh 

26,670 kW 
29,604 kW 
6,607 kW 
7,334 kW 

Page 3 
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PROGRAM: 
PARTICIPANT DEFINITION: 
CUSTOMER SECTOR: 
REPORTING PERIOD: 

Targeted Energy Efficiency 
Number of Households 
Residential - Low Income 
January 1,2012 -Juno 30.2012 

New Participants All Electrlc Non All Electric 
Jan 20 1 

29 
27 
20 
19 
27 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4 
1 
2 
3 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Dec 0 0 
YTD 142 13 
PTD 3,463 1,092 

Impacts 

79,850 89,795,611 Estimated in Place Energy (ItWh) Savings 
Antlcipated Peak Demand ( IW) ReducBon: 

Summer 
Winter 3,142 

Costs 
Retroactlvo 

Dcscrbtion Year-To-Date Adjustment Proqram-To-Date 
Total Evaluation ow 0.00 273.684 00 
Equlpmen Wendor 173.271 00 0 00 3,606,183 00 
PromoBonal: 
Customer Incentives: 
Other Costs: 
Total Program Costs 

0.00 0 00 ' 000 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 00 0 00 9,553 00 

173,271.00 0.00 3,889,420.00 

Lost Revenues: 52,258.00 1,944.00 015,309.00 
Efticiency Incentive: 15,221.00 184.00 135,956.00 
Maximizing Incentive: 66.00 0.00 123,436.00 
T O M  Costs 240,816.00 2,128.00 4,964,121.00 

COMMENTS: 
The Targeted Energy Efficiency Program provides a variety of services, including a home 
energy audit, weatherization and seal-up to targeted low income customers. 

The Equipment / Vendor cost categories includes the cost of labor and materials of measures 
installed, participant energy education cos!s and vendor administration costs. The YTD costs 
are $171,959 for all-electric and $1,312 for non-all-electric homes 

The YTD Estimated in Place Energy (kWh) Savings for all-electric participants and non-all- 
electric participants is 76,970 and 2,880 respectively 

The YTD Anticipated Peak Demand (ItW) Reduction summer/winter for all-electric and 
non-all-electric participants is 39ROand 312 respectively 

The YTD Lost Revenue for all-electric participants and non-all-electric participants is $48,115 
and $4,143 respectively. 

The YTD Efficiency Incentive For all-electfic participants is $15,221 
The YTD Maximizing Incentive for non-allelectric participants is $GG. 

The participant and expense forecast for 2012 is 275 ail-electric homes, 25 
non-all-electric homes and $303,300 
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1 new Par eic i pa nts 
Jan 10 
Feb 11 
Mar 16 
Apr 35 
May 26 
Jun 12 
Jul 0 
A w  0 
Sep 0 
act a 
MOL! 0 
Dec 0 

YTD 110- 
PTD 2,598 --- 

Estimated in Place Energy (kWh) Savings 
Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reductlon: 

1,102,800 00 Customer Incentives: 46,800.00 0,oo 

Total Program Costs 52,650.00 0.00 1,237,728.00 

Lost Revenues: 32,588.00 5,020.00 570,020.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 26,043.00 18,331.00 272,557.00 
Maximizing Incentive: 

0.00 0 00 1,107.00 

COMMENTS: 
The High Efficlency Heat Pump - Mobile I-lome program provides incentives lo customers, encouraging 
them lo install the highest efficiency equipment practical. 

The participant and expense forecast for 2012 is 21 0 and $94,500 respectively. 
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KPSC Case No. 20 12-00367 
Commission Staff's Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No 4 

Attachernent 3 
Page 7 of 25 

KE Y 

----,_- 

~ e w  PariEpants Heat Pump Air Conditioner 
Jan 8 0 
Fcb 8 0 
Mar 13 0 
APr 13 0 
May 15 0 
Jun 22 0 
Jul 0 0 
Aug 0 0 
Sep 0 0 
Oct 0 0 
Nov 0 0 
Dec 0 0 

YTD 79 0 
I PTD 2,384 2 

~ x _ . . . - - ~ -  

Impacts --.-.-._-- 
Year-To-Dato Proaram-To-Date 

Estimated in  Place Energy (hWh) Savings 55,840 128,218,400 
Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction: t Winter 8 5,138 

Summer 35 71 8 

Retroactive 

Total Evaluation 0.00 0.00 36,529 00 
EquipmenVVendor: 3,950 00 0 00 141,71300 

Customer Incentives: 39,500 OD 0 00 1,188,95000 

Total Program Costs 43,450.00 0.00 1,305,997.00 

Lost Revenues: 27,801.00 0.00 615,041.00 
Efficiency Inccntive: (1,554.00 0.00 179,373.00 

0 OD 0 00 3,939 00 

0 00 0.00 4,(106.00 

COMMENTS: 
The Collaborative has devised and implementcd a plan in conjunction win trade allies to offer a financial 
incentive to new mobile home buyers and trade allies to encourage the installation of high elficiency heat 
pumps and upgraded insulation packages in new incbile homes 

The participant and expense forecast for 2012 is 190 heat pumps and $104,750 respectively. 
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NY 

0 
0 
0 

Estimated in Place Energy (IcWh) Savings 
Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction: 

I Costs 
Retroactive 

Description Year-To-Date Adiustmcnt - Prosram-To-DaJe - 
Total Evaluation 0 00 0 00 36,328 00 
Equipmen Wendor: 208,408 00 0 00 3,185,472 00 
Promotional: 0 00 0 00 0 00 
Customer Incentives: 0.00 0 00 0.00 
Olher Costs: 0 00 0 00 0 00 
Total Program Costs  ~08,400.oo 0.00 3,221,800 00 

Lost Revenues: 61,763.00 0.00 798,318.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 4,115.00 0.00 312,256.00 
Maximizing Incentive: 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 4,332,374.00 _.. 

COMMENTS: 
The Modified Energy Fitness program provides energy audils, blower door testing, duct sealing and 
direct instaliallon of low cost conservation measures to residential cuslorners with eleclric space 
heating and electric water healing 

The equipment /vendor cost category includes the cost of labor and materials of measures Installed, 
he  cost of promolion by the vendor and vendor administration costs including customer educalion 

?he participants and expense forecasl for 2012 Is 1,216 and $127,000 respectively 
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Y 

p e w  Participants Resistance Non Resistance 
Jan 18 32 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 

Aug 
S P  
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 0 0 

YTD a13 217 
PTD 706 1,349 I-__. 

15 
10 
17 
18 
I O  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

22 
41 
42 
39 
41 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2,350,379 

Winter 175 2,062 -.- 

Costs 

roiai Evaluation 
Equipmen Wendor: 
Promolionab 

alher Costs: r Total Program Costs 

Retroactive 
-. 
D e s c m  

Customer Incentives: 125.600.00 0 DO 789,700.00 

Year-To-Date Adiustment Proqram-To-Date 
0 DO 0 00 12,236 DO 

15,700.00 0 00 127,300 00 
0 OD 0 00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
141,300.00 0.00 929,236.00 

Lost Revenues: 26,437.00 0.00 162,948.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 22,676.00 0.00 256,089.00 
Maximizing Incentive: 0.00 0.00 17,177.00 
Total Costs 190,413.00 0.00 1,365.450.00 

COMMENTS: 
This program was implemented to reduce residential electric consumption by replacing older, less 
efficient electric heaiing systems with high efficiency heat pumps. Coslomers are provided an 
incentive encouraging Lliem to promote the highest efficiency equipment praclical. 

The YTD Estimated i n  Place Energy (kWi) Savings lor resistance heat replacement and non-resistance 
heat replacement participants is 27,420 and 124,970, respectively. 

The YTD Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) ReducUon summcrlwinler lor resislanco heat replacement and 
non-resistance heat replacement participants is - 13/48 and -4/127 respectively. 

Tlie YTD Lost Revenue for resislance iicat replacement and non-resislance lieat replacement participants 
is $8,006 and $10,431 respecllvely. 

The Efficiency Incentive for resistance heat replacement parkipanis is $3,458 and lor 
Ihe non-resistance heat replacement participants Is $19,218.. 

me pariicipant and expense forecast for 2012 is 175 resistance heat repiacementcustomers, 
475 non-resistance heal replacement customers and $292,500 respectiveiy. 
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Anticipated Peak Demand (ItW) Reduction: 
Summer 
Winter 

112 
105 I 407 

589 

-- Costs 
Retroactive 

Dcscriniion 
Total Evaluation 
EquipmenWendor: 
Promotional: 
Administretion: 
Other Costs: 
Total Program Costs 

0 00 0 00 

1 10,835.00 
73,095.00 

Lost Revenues: 42,420.00 
Elflciency Incentive: 11,138.00 

Total Costs 76,172.00 0.00 357,311.60 
Maximlzing Incentive: 0.00 

COMMENTS: 
Tho Communlty Outreach Compact Fluorescent Lighting (CFL) program is designed lo educale and influence 
residential customers to purchase and use compacl fluorescent lighting in their homes. A package o f  4 high 
emciency CFLs are distributed to customers at sciicduled community outreach events. 

The participant and expense forecast for 2012 Is 4,800 wstomeffi and $50,500, respectively. 
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---.I__ 

PROGRAM: Energy E d u c a t i o n  For Students 
PARTICIPANT DEFINITION: Number of Students 
CUSTOMER SECTOR: Residential 
REPORTING PERIOD: January 1,2012- June 30,2012 

WE 

Dec 0 
525 

-.I--.- 

YTD 
PTD 5,098 

.~ 
0 

Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
s e p  
OCt 
Nov 

0 
275 
0 

250 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Year-To-Date Proqram-To-Date 
Estimated in Place Energy (kWh) Savings 36,340 323,943 
Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reductlon: 

Summer I Vlllnfnr 
41 157 
25 150 

--I Costs 

Total Evaluation 0 00 0 00 10,281 00 

RetroacUve 
Description Year-To-Date Adiustment &oga-m=TozDate 

EqulpmenWendor: 8,995 00 0 00 50,111 00 
Promotional: 250 00 0 00 250 00 
Education Workshops 0.00 0.00 13,000 00 
AdmlnlstraUon 0 00 0 00 7,562 00 
Total Program Costs 9,245 00 0 00 El,IQ4,00 

Lost Rcvenues: 16,932.00 0.00 38,685.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 1,664.00 0 00 18,256.00 

Total Costs 27,841 .OO 0.00 138,125.00 
Maximizing incentive: 0.00 0.00 0.00 

COMMENTS: 
The Energy Education for Studenls program is designed to partner wllh (he National Energy 
Education Uevelopmenl Project (NEED) lo implement an energy education program for 
7111 grade sludents at parlicipaling middle schools The students will be provided a package 
of four 23 watt CFLs to install in Iheir homes. The program will influence residential cuslorners 
lo purchase and use compact fluorescent iighling in their homes. 

The parkipant and expense forecast for2012 is 2,000 sludenis and $31,700. 
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Y 

- 
New Participants Heat Pump Air Conditioner 

Jan 67 14 
Feb 22 11 
Mar 23 6 
Apr 46 21 
May 66 56 
Jun 100 39 
Jul 0 0 
W 0 0 
SeP 0 0 
Oct 0 0 
Nov 0 0 
Dec 0 0 

YTD 324 147 

Estimated in Place Energy (kWh) Savlngs 
~~ 

Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Redudion: I Winter 
Summer ?9 

56 
205 I 
240 

costs - 
Retroaclive 

Uescrintlon Year-To-Date Adlustmen! Proqram-To-Date 
Total Evaluation 10,638 00 0 00 15,394 00 

Promotional: 0.00 0 00 4.818 00 
Equipmenwendor: 21,350.00 0.00 60,150.00 

Customer Incentives: 
Administration: 
Other Cods; 
Total Program Costs 

21,350 DO 0 00 68,050 00 
0.00 0 00 0 00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

53,338.00 0.00 15a,412.00 

Lost Revenues: 3,676.00 1,944.00 9,412.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 0.00 184.00 8,930.00 
Maxlmizlng Incenllve: 2,667.00 0.00 2,667.00 
Total Costs 59,6a1.00 2,128.00 177,421.00 

COMMENTS: 
The Resldential HVAC Uiagnoslic and Tune-up Program provides incenlives lo customers fora variely of 
IiVAC services including over and under refrigerant diarge and other diagnostic performance checlts on 
residential unilary cenlral air conditioning and lieat pump units. 

The YTD Eslinialed in Place Enorgy (IcWh) Savings for heat pump and air condilioner participants 
is 34,830 and 3,510 respectively. 

The YTD Anlicipated Peak Demand (kw) Reduction summerlwinter for heat pump and air conditioner 
parlicipants is 13/56 and G/O respeclively. 

The YTD Lost Revenue for heat pump and air conditioner participants is $3,430 and $24G respectively. 

The Maximizing 
is $896. 

incenlive for heat pump participanls is $1,771 and for air conditioner parliclpanls 

The participant and expense ferecast for 2012 is 250 central air condilioners and 750 heal pumps 
and $121,260 respectively 

Page 1 1  
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N C  Switches Water Heater SW 
0 0 

13 10 
0 0 
I 2  12 
3 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
36 32 

8 a 

I I Summer 0 0 

Estimated in Place Energy (kWh) Savings 0 0 
Anticipated Peak Demand (ItW) Reduction: 

- 
costs -- 

Retroactive 
Descrlption Year-To-Date Adlustment Proctram-To-Date 

Total Evaluation 15,674 99 0 00- 24,467 99 
EquipmenWendor. 75,290.65 0 00 169,995 65 
Promotional: 12.141 49 0 00 12,141 49 
Customer Incenlives: 
Other Costs: 
Total Program Costs I 10 00 0 00 18.00 

668.81 0 00 668 E1 
103,793.94 0.00 207,291.94 

Lost Revenues: 0.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 0.00 
Maximizing Incentive: 0.00 0.00 

0.00 207,291.94 L Total C o E  103,793.94 .- 

COMMENTS: 
Tile Pilot Residential h a d  Management Program will determine whether peak demand wn be 
effecilveiy reduced through lhe instailation of load control devices on central air conditioners, lieat 
pumps, andlor electric water healers. 

The participant and expense forecast for 2012 is 110 alr conditioners or heat pumps switches 
and 106 water healing switches at $207,080. Other cost included above is for tax on equipment 
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ew Participants - CFL Sncclaltv Bulbs LED Llqhts 
Jan I I ,783 0 0 

6,057 
5,377 
3,779 
5,487 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Feb 18,998 0 0 

APr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
Aus 
Sep 
oct 
Nov 

Mar 
I 

Dec 0 0 0 
YTD 51,481 0 0 
PTD 185,173 0 0 

Year-To-Date Proqram-To-Datg 
Estimated in Place Energy (kWh) Savings 691,230 2,922,558 
Antlclpated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction: 

Summer 244 392 
244 1,728 

costs 
Retroactive 

Descrintion Year-To-Date A9ustmenf Program-To-Date 
Total Evaluaton 19,877 00 0 00 25,945 00 
EqulpmenWendor 94,142 00 0 00 267,854 00 
Promotlonap 0 00 0 00 0 00 
Customer incenbves 55,156 00 0 DO 189.531 00 
Olher Costs: 0 00 0 00 0 00 
Total Program Costs 169,175 OD 0 00 403,330.00 

Lost Revenues: 43,122.00 0.00 76,027.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 43,759 OD 0.00 85,204 OD 
Maximklng Incentfve: 30 00 0.00 30 00 

256,086.00 0.00 645,391.00 

COMMENTS: 
The Residential Efficient Products Program will provide incentives and marketing support through 
relailers to build market share and usage of ENERGY STAR lighting producls. Designed lo produce 
long-term energy savings in Ihe residential secbr by increasing the market share of ENERGY 
STAR CFLs and (or) ollier ENERGY STAR lighling producls. 

The participant and expense brecast for 2012 is 134.267 ENERGY STAR CFLs and 800 other 
lighfing products and $345,320 respecliiely. 
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e 

--. 
New Participants 

Jan 0 
Feb 0 
Mar 0 
APr 0 
May 0 
Jun 0 
Jul 0 
Aug 0 
Sep 0 
Ocl 0 
Nov 0 

I m pacts 
Year-To-Dale Proqram-To-Dall 

Estimated In Place Energy (kWh) Savings 
Anlicipaled Peak Demand (hw) Reduction: r-- Sumrner 441 

55,360,221 

Wlnfer 1,932 

lcosts 
Retroactive 

Descriotion Year-To-Date Adlustinent Protiram-To-Datc 
Total Evaluation 0.00 0.00 18,189.00 
EquipmenWendor: 0.00 0.00 665,964.00 

0.00 0.00 0 00 
Cusiomer Incentives: 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 960 00  
Total Program Costs 0.00 0.00 G65,113.00 

Lost Revenues: 0.00 (19,322.00) 363,029.00 
Efficiency IncenIIve: 0.00 (46,349.00) 63,482.00 
Maximizing Incentive: 0.00 0.00 0.00 

COMMENTS: 
This program was discontinued May 14, 1999 
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Y 

I 1 

New Participants --"- 
Jan 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
n 

Estimated in Place Energy ([CWIi) Savings 
Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction: 

Summer 3 1 

Retroactive 
Description Year-To-Date A d j l ! s i K t  Pronrarn-To-Date 

Tolal Evaluation 0 00 0.00 60.00 
Equlpmen Wendor: 
Promotional: 
Custoiner inccntiwes: 
Otlier Costs: 
Total Program Costs 

0 00 0 00 15,021 00 
0 00 0 00 0 00 
0 00 0.00 0 00 
0 00 0 00 0 00 
0.00 0.00 15,001.00 

Lost Revenues: 25.00 1,605.00 
Efficiency incentive: 433.00 
Mmimizlng Incentive: 0.00 0.00 
Total Costs 33.00 17,119.00 

COMMENTS: 
This program was disconlinued December 31, 1996 
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PROGRAM: 
PARTICIPANT DEFINITION: 
CUSTOMER SECTOR: Residential 
REPORTING PERIOD: 

High Efficiency Heat Pumps Retro - Inac t ive  - 
Number of Units Installed 

January I, 2012 -June 30,,2012 

I 

ew Participants Resistance Non Resistance 
Jan 0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

I PTD 1.367 929 

costs 
Rotroactlve 

DCSCrlDtlon 
Total Evaluation 
EqulpmenLNendoc 
Promotional: 
Customer Incentives: 
Other Cosb: 
Total Program Costs 

Year-To-Date Adiustment Proomm-To-Date 
0 00 0 00 12,885.00 

120.767.00 0.00 0 00 
0 OD 0.00 0 00 

I 0.00 D 00 7 0,5 0 0.0 0 
0.00 0.00 1,16000 
0.00 0.00 214,312.00 

Lost Revenues: 0.00 (269.00) 368,960.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 0.00 (2,196.00) 48,017.00 
Maximizing Incentive; 0.00 0.00 5.00 

0.00 (2,465.00) 631,294.00 

COMMENTS: 
This program was discontinued December 31, 2001 
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I I 

New Participants Heat Pump Air Conditioner 
Jan 0 1 

3 0 
5 13 
9 3 
21 2 
18 5 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3,900 00 0 00 11,250 00 
0 00 0 00 4,818 00 

5,650 OD 0 00 16,800 00 
0 00 0 00 0 00 

19,902.00 0.00 47,120 00 

icncy Incentive: 

COMMENTS: 
The Commercial HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up Program provldes a variety of HVAC services, including 
diagnostic performance checks on commercial unitary central air conditioning and lieat pump unifs 

The Equipment I Vendor cost includes the cost of incentives for participating HVAC dealers promotion of 
the program The customer incentives are $75 per program participant. 

The YTD Estimated in Place Energy (icWh) Savings for heat pump and air conditioner participants 
is 6,010 and 1,350 respectively 

The YTD Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction summer/vh!er fw heat pump and air cond;tioner 
participanls is 3/14 and 2/0 respectively 

The YTD Lost Revenue for heat pump and air conditioner participants is $569 and $93 respectively 

The Maximizing Incentive for heat pump participants is $623 and for air conditioner participants 
is $373. 

The participant and expense forecast for 2012 is 55 central air conditioners and 115 heal pumps 
and $37,380 respectively 

Page 17 
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K Y 

- 
ew Participants Heat Pume Air Conditioner 

Jan 0 0 
Feb 0 0 
Mar 0 0 
Apr 0 0 
May 0 0 
Jun 0 0 
Jul 0 0 

Aug 0 0 
Sep 0 0 
oct 0 0 
Nov 0 0 
Dee-- 0 0 

YTD 0 0 L- PTD 0 0 

Impacts 
Year-To-Date Proqnm-To-Date 

Estimated in Place Energy (ICWh) Savings 0 0 
Anticipated Peak Demand (kWf Reduction: 

Summer 0 0 

I 

Retroactive 
Descriptlon Year-To-Dele Adiustment _ _ _  Proqram-To-Dale 

Total Evaluation 7,532.34 0 00 11,347.34 
EquipmenWendor. 7,500.00 0 00 18,000 00 
Promotional: 228 ao 0.00 220 00 
Customer Incentives: 
OUier Cosfs: 
Total Program Costs 

0.00 0 00 0.00 
0.00 0 00 0.00 

29,576.14 15,261.14 0.00 

Lost Revenues: 0.00 0.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 0.00 0.00 
Maxtmizing Incentive; 0.00 0.00 
Total Costs 15,261.14 0.00 29,576.14 

COMMENTS: 
The Pilot Cominerclai Load Management Program will determine whether peak demand can be 
effectively reduced ihrough the installation of load conlrol devices on cenlral air conditioners, heal 
pumps, andlor eleclric water healers. 

The participant and expense forecast for 2012 is 10 air wnditionerswilches and lowater 
heater switches wiUi a projected expense of $36.105. 

Page 18 
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impacts 
-~ Year-To-Dale Proqram-To-Date 

Estimated in Place Enemy (kWh) Savlnss 1,420 16,358 _ _  . . 
Anticipated Peak Deinand (kw) Reduction: 

Summer 
Winter 

jcosG 
Retroactive 

Description Year-To-Date Adiustment Proqram-To-Date 
Tolal Evaluation 12,083 00 0.00 16,863.00 
Equipmentivendor: 550 00 0 00 1,700 00 
Promolionak 0.00 0 00 9,636 00 
Customer Incentives: 4,150 00 0 00 12,100 00 
Other Costs: 0.00 0 00 0 00 
Tofa1 Program Costs 16,783 00 0.00 40.299.00 

85.00 0.00 276.00 
0.00 0.00 1,224.00 

Lost Revenues: 
Efficiency Incentive: 
Maximizing Incentive: 

COMMENTS: 
The Commercial High Efficiency Heat PumplAir Conditioner program offers financial lncenliie to 
small commercial customers (c 100 kW demand) who upgrade to a new qualifying central air 
condilloner or heat pump with a Consoltium for Energy Efficiency (CEE) rating. Applicablo for 
5 ton units or less. 

The Y TD Estimated in Place Energy (kWh) Savings for heat pump and air conditioner participants 
is 1,360 and GO respectively. 

The YTD Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction summerhvinter for heat pump and air conditioner 
participants Is 113 and 010 respectively. 

The YTD Lost Revenue for heat pump and air conditioner pnrticipanls is $85 and $000 respectively 

The Maximizing Incentive for 1)eat pump participants is $522 and for air conditioner partjclpanls 
is $3 17. 

The participant and expense forecast for 2012 is 20 central Gr condilioners and 40 heat pumps 
with a program budget of 550,474 

Page 19 



KPSC Case No. 201 2-00367 
Commission Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachement 3 
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M Y 

I I 

New Participants 
Jan 0 
Feb 1 
Mar 3 
Apr 4 
May 4 
Jun 12 
Jul 0 
Aug 0 
SeP 0 
oct 0 
Nov 0 
Dec 0 

YTD 24 
42 PTD I - 

I~ -- Year-To-Date P r o s l a m - T o - D a z  
EsUmated In Place Energy (kWh) Savings 59,610 80,693 
Antlclpated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction: 

Summer 97 177 
Winter 97 177 

/Costs '-7 
Retroactive 

Oescrintion 
ToIal Evaluatlon 
EquipmenWendor. 
Promotional: 
Customer Incentives: 
Other Costs: 
Total Program Costs 

Lost Revenues: 3,96f.00 0.00 4,523.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 0.00 0.00 42,852.00 
Maxlmizlng Incentive: 16,527.00 0.00 16,527.00 L Total Costs 351,019.00 0.00 646,747.00 

COMMENTS: 
The Commercial Incentive program olrers energy savlngs for all conimerclal business customers 
through promotlon of high eniciency eleckic lighting, HVAC, pumps, and motors. Primary objectives 
include: increasing the market share and installation rate of high efficiency technologles. and 
Improving the operatiny elliclencies of existing long life equipment for commercial customers. 

The participant and expense forecast for2012 is 185 customers and $1,630,725 
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Y 

I I 

~- 
New Partidpasats .Class I1 

Jan 0 0 
Feb 0 0 
Mar 0 0 
APr 0 a 
May 0 0 
Jun 0 0 
Jul 0 0 

Aug 0 0 
Sep 0 0 
Oct 0 0 
Nov 0 0 
Dec 0 0 

YTD 0 0 
PTD 1,952 I 9 4  

Year-To-Date 
Estlmatcd In Place Energy (IiWli) Savings 
Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction: 

Summer 
Winter 

nla 

nla 
nla 

nla 
n’a nla I 

Eases -- 
DCSCriDtiOn 

Total Evaluation 
EquipmenWendor 
Promotional: 
Cuslomer lncen lives: 
Other Cosls: 
rota1 Program Cos% 

Lost Revenues: 
Efficiency Incentlvc: 

COMMENTS: 
This program was discontinued December 31, 2002. 

rzge 21 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00367 
Cornrnissian Staffs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated October 25, 2012 
Item No. 4 

Attachement 3 
Page 2 3  of 25 

PROGRAM: 
PARTICIPANT DEFINITION: 
CUSTOMER SECTOR: 
REPORTING PERIOD: 

- 
Smart Incentive - Commercial -Inactive 
Number of Incentives 

January 1,2012 - June 30,2012 
Commercial - 

dew Participants 
Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 

Aug 
Sep 
oct 
NOV 

Existinq Building New Buildinq 
0 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Dec 0 0 
YTD 0 0 
PTD 182 69 

Year-To-Date Proqram-To-Dato 
125,682,085 

~~~ ~ ~ 

costs 
Retroactive 

Descrlptlon Year-To-Date &!dJx!ment Prooram-To-Date 
144,039 00 Total Evaluation 0 00 0 00 

EquiprnentNendor: 0 00 0.00 21,504.00 
Promolional: 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Customer Incen!ives: 0.00 0 00 399.592.00 
Other Costs: 0.00 0 00 691 .OO 
Total Program Costs 0.00 0.00 5G5,826.00 

Lost Revenues: 0.00 442.00 091,458.00 
Efficiency incentive: 0.00 1,070.00 88,039.00 
Maximizing Incentive: 0.00 0.00 201.00 
Total Costs 0.00 1,520.00 4,545,604.00 

COMMENTS: 
This program was discontinued December 31,2002. 
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New Participants 
Jan 0 0 
Feb 0 0 
Mar 0 0 
Apr 0 0 
May 0 0 
Jun 0 0 
Jul 0 0 

Aug 0 0 
SeP 0 0 
OCt 0 0 
Nov 0 0 
D e  0 0 

YTD 0 - 0  
PTD 60 4 -- 

Impacts 
Year-To-Date Proomm-To-Date 

EsUmated it1 Place Energy (kWh) Savlngs nla nla 
Antlclpated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction: 

Summer 
nla - 

Costs 
RetroacUve 

Description 
Tolal EvaiuaUon 
EquipmenWendor: 
Promotional: 
Customer incentives: 
Other Costs: 
Total Program Costs 

&?-ar-To-Da$ Adiustment P_oosram-To.D~fq 
0 00 0 00 5,741 MI 
0 00 0 00 37.786 00 
0 00 0.00 0.00 
0 00 0 00 0 00 
0 00 0 00 1G1.00 
0.00 0.00 13,688.00 

Lost Revenues: 0.00 0.00 
Efficiency incentive: 0.00 
Maxlmizing incentive: 0.00 2,186.00 

45,074.00 Total Costs 0.00 0.00 

1 0.00 

COMMENTS: 
This program was discontinued December 31, 1998 
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PROGRAM: 
PARTICIPANT DEFINITION: 
CUSTOMER SECTOR: 
REPORTING PERIOD: ,_. 

I I 
Smart Incentive - Industrial - inactive 
Number of Incentives 
Industrial 
January 1,2012 -June 30,2072 

New Participants Comaressed Air 
Jan 0 0 
Feb 0 0 
Mar 0 0 
Apr 0 0 
May 0 0 
Jun 0 0 
Jul 0 0 

Aug 0 0 
Sep 0 0 
Oct 0 0 
Nov 0 0 

0 Dec 0 
YTD 0 0 

._._I 

1 -- 0 PTD I 

I irnDaCts  I 
0 

Anticipated Peak Demand (kW) Reduction: 
Summer 0 
Winter 0 

-.--. Costs 
Retroactive 

Uescriation Year-To.Da_te Adiustmfnt Prosram-To-Date 
Total Evaluallon 0 00 0 00 28,385 00 
Equipmenwendor: 0 00 0 00 3.288 00 
PromoUonai: 0 00 0 00 0 00 
Customer Incentives: 0 00 0.00 441 00 
Oilier Costs: 0 00 0 00 0 00 
Total Program Costs 0.00 0.00 32,114 00 

Lost Revenues: 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Efficiency Incentive: 0.00 0.00 383.00 
Maxlmizing incentive: 0.00 0.00 655 00 
Total Costs 0.00 0.00 33,152.00 

COMMENTS: 
This program was discontinued December 31, 1998. 
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Y 

QUEST 

Refer to the respoiise to Coiiiiiiissioii Staffs First Request for Iiiforiiiatioii (“StaPs First 
Request”), Item 7a. It states, “Many of these are oiie-time start-up aiid iiiipleiiientatioii 
expenses.” Coiifiriii tliat the fixed costs are oiie-time start-up aiid iiiiplciiieiitatioii 
cxpciises that should iiot recur. 

With the single exception described below, the Coinpaiiy anticipates the iiiajoiity o€ the 
fixed costs referred to iii the Coiiipany’s response to item 7a are one time start up aiid 
iiiipleiiieiitatioii expenses that should iiot recur. For tlie Commercial Iiiceiitive pi ogram, 
the Company is coiisideriiig proposals fioiii other program iiiipleiiientatioii coiiti actoi s 
If evaluation of tlie proposals justifies a change with the program iiiil~leiiieiitatioii 
coiitractor, then there would be start-up cost associated with the traiisitioii to a new 
vendor. 





KPSC Case NO. 2012-00367 
Staff Second Set of 

ated October 25,2012 
Item No. 6 
Page 1 of 1 

QUE§ 

Refer to the respoiise to Staff’s First Request, Item 9. It states, “The Company i s  
evaluating proposals to contract for an iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor to provide turn-key 
project iiiaiiageiiieiit a id  iiiceiitive processing for five DSM programs .” Provide an 
update of Kentucky Power’s proposal to contract for an iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor. 

RESPONSE 

Four proposals from four differeiit vendors were received by Keiitucky Power. Kentucky 
Power has reviewed the proposals aid follow-uy questioiis to the proposals were 
submitted to each vendor. The questioiis requested additioiial iiiforiiiation iieeded to 
determine il‘ each of the five DSM programs would reiiiaiii cost effective using an 
external implementation contractor. If the prograiiis are deemed cost eiTective tlu-ough 
the vendor review process, Keiitucky Power will recomiiieiid tlie programs to the 
collaborative using the selected iml,leiiieiitatioii contractor. The program expense usiiig 
an iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor would be represented with the February 15, 20 13 filing. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





KPSC Case No. 2012-0036’7 

ated October 25,2012 
Item No. 7 
Page 1 of 1 

ission Staff Second Set of 

QUEST 

ReCer to the response to Staffs First Request, Item 12. It states, “The Total Resource 
Cost Test (TRC) cost-effectiveness is iiot affected by customer incentives.” 

a. Esplaiii the ef€ect, i€ any, there will be on the other California cost-eRectiveiiess 
tests due to iiicreased incentives. 

b. Explain, in general, how the results of tlie other California cost-effectiveness 
tes Is, d ~ i e  to tlie iiicreased incentives, will af€ect ICeiitticky Power’s decision making 
iii iiiipleiiieiitiiig, expanding, coiitiiming, or discoiitiiiuiiig DSM programs. 

a. Iiicreased iiiceiitives will generally have a positive effect 011 the Pal-ticipaiit Test aiid 
a negative effect on tlie 1-Jtility Cost test and Ratepayer Impact Measure test. 

b. The Coiiipaiiy will continue to conduct the four California cost-effectiveness tests as 
each test provides valuable insight €or developing aiid iiiipleiiieiiting ef€ective DSM 
prograiiis. The Coiiipaiiy would coiisider cost effective measures in coiijmction 
with recoinineiidatioiis from program evaluation studies to plan aiid develop DSM 
programs. The TRC test is refereiiced specifically in tlie Tariff D.S.M.C (L7emaiid 
Side Maiiageineiit Adjustment Clause) aiid would therefore be a key iiieasure for 
evaluatioii o€ ICeiitucky Power DSM program. 

WITNESS: E.J. Clayton 





QUEST 

Re€er to tlie response to Staff’s First Request, Itmi 14. It states, “Eiiviroiuiieiztal costs 
were not iiicluded in the analysis.” 

a. If eiiviroimieiital costs were coiisidered in the Calii‘oriiia cost-effectiveness tests, 
explain wliether the programs that are deemed not cost-e€fective, would become so. 

b. In tlie costlbeiiefil evaluatiori of the Residential High Efficiency Heat Pump-Mobile 
I-Ioine Program, 011 page 12 of tlie application in Case No. 2008- OO03S0,2 it states, 
“The primary drivers €or the increased B/C ratios were iiicreased fuel costs and 
increased emission rates.” Explain wlieilier file1 costs aiid emission rates were a 
consideration in the cost-e€€ectiveiiess for this prograiii aiicl other prograiiis being 
evaluated in this filing. 

SPONSE 

a. The Coiiipany’s response to IWSC 1-14 stating eiiviroimieiital costs were not 
iiicluded in the analysis was incorrect. Implicit in tlie expeiises associated with 
avoided cost of eiiergy are certain environmental expenses. 

b. Yes ,  implicit in the avoided costs for eiiergy are ftiel aiid eiiiissioiis costs lor tlie 
iiiargiiial unit o€ geizeratioii. Einissioii costs iiiclude costs €or Nos,  Sol, aiid COl 
begiiuiing in 2022. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 

’ Case No 2008-00350, Joint Application Pursuant to 1994 House Bill No. 501 for Approval of Kentucky 
Power Company Collaborative Demand-Side Management Programs and Authority to Iinplement n ‘Pariff 
to Recover Costs, Net Lost Reveiiues and Receive Iiiceiitives Associated with the Impleiiieiitatioii of the 
ICentucky Power Company Collaborative Demand-Sick Manageiiient Progi aim (Icy. PSC Nov 25, 200s) 





Commissionl Staff 
ated October 25,2012 

Item No. 9 
Page 1 of 1 

Refer to tlie respoiise to Stall‘s First Request, Iteiii 15. It states, “Tlie Company is 
cuireiitly evaluating proposals from thee  veiidors €ollowiiig issuaiice of an h ~ i g ~ i ~ t  2 0, 
20 12 Request for Proposal for ‘tturii-key’ prograin services, with tlie aim o€ enliaiiciiig the 
program’s cost effectiveiiess levels.” Explaiii the status of ICeiitucky Power’s evaluation 
of proposals fi-om tlie thee veiidors. 

Tlie Coiiipaiiy received tlxee vendor proposals for tlie prograiiis aiid has received 
respoiises to a coiiipreheiisive list of qiiestioiis issued to each vendor. l7ollow-up 
questioiis aiid direct site iiieetiiigs will be scheduled as applicable be€ore filial selcctioii of 
tlie veiiclor to iiiiplemeiit this prograin. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





Y 

REQUEST 

Refer to the response to Sta€f’s First Request, Item 17. It states, “I<eiitucky Power plans 
to utilize aii iiiipleiiieiitatioii coiitractor to process custoiiier aiid dealer iiiceiilive 
payiiients .” 

a. Explaiii how the cost of an iiiiplemeiitatioii contractor will be captured, and wlietlier 
tlie cost of an iinplemeiitation contractor will af€ect the cost-effectiveness of tlie 
program. 

b. Explaiii how the customer aiid dealer/vendor iiiceiitive payments have beeii handled 
for other program if an implemeiitatiou contractor has not been used. 

ESPONSE 

a. This will be iiicluded as an adiiiiiiistrative expense charged to the specific prograiii 
and/or possibly to tlie program measure if applicable. The cost associated with this 
potentially iiew vendor service is still being evaluated based on proposals fiom loui 
veiiclors. As a iesult, the effect on program cost-efkctiveiiess has not beeii 
deteriniiied. If this vendor’s services are utilized, the iiicrease in adiiiiiiistrative 
expense could be offset by iiiiproved prograiii perforinaiice tlu-ough imp1 oved 
marketing, dealer training, quality iiispectjoiis, and rebate processing resulting iii M1 
custoiiier participt‘ c 1011. 

b. The Pilot Resideiitial aiid Coiiuiiercial Load Maiiageiiieiit program processes 
custoiiier incentives tlu-ougli the Coiiipany billing system. Customers receive the 
iiiceiitive payiiieiit €or their pcu-ticipatioii in the prograin and pel- tlie teriiis 01 the 
R.C.L.M. Tariff. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





ReCer to the respoiise to Staff‘s First Request, Iteiii 19. It states, “The Coiiipaiiy expects 
that soiiie combination of chaiiges to prograiii olferiiigs, iiiceiitive levels, or progiaiii 
budgets would iiicrease cost-effectiveness.” Provide a11 expaiided respoiise to this 
statement. 

RESPONSE 

The Coiiipaiiy will utilize recoiixneiidatioiis iiicluded with the program evaluation aloiig 
with recoiiiiiieiidatioiis Croin the proposed iiiipleineiitatioii vendor. Stated piograiii 
iiioclificatioiis fiom the evaluatioii iiiclude tlie reduction of dealer mcl custoiiier iiiceiitive 
aiiiouiits aiid the reiiioval of iiiceiilives for ceiitral air coiiditioiier diagiiostics aiid tune- 
up s 

WITNESS: E J Clayto11 





Refer to tlie response to Staffs First Request, Iteiii 25. It states, “After recoiiiiiieiidatioiis 
froiii aiid discussions with AEG aid. APT, Kentucky Power will remove LED holiday 
lights, LED nightlights and ENERGY STAR ceiling fails from the program, subject to 
approval froiii the Public Service Coiixiiissioii.’ ’ Explaiii whether this is oiie oC the “Key 
Fiiidiiigs or Recoiiiiieiidatioiis” that I<eiitucky Power is considering, aiid Cor which 
Kentucky Power is requesting Coiimiission approval. 

RESPONSE 

Y e s ,  the request for the reinoval of LED holiday lights, LED night-lights aiid ENERGY 
STAR ceiliiig fails froiii the Residential Efficieiit Products Prograiii is part oC the “Key 
Fiiidiiig aiid Recoiiiiiieiidatioiis” of the evaluation. ICentucky Power is requesting 
Coiiiiiiissioii approval to remove these measures froiii the program. 

WITNESS: E J Clayloii 
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Page 1 of 1 
Itell1 NO. 13 

Refer to the response to Staffs First Request, Item 3 1. 

a. With respect to the capacity costs listed iii the response, explain what, i C  any, 
coilsideration was given toward I<entucky Power for building or buying geiieratioii 
capacity. 

b. Identify and explaiii the reasoiis why it is more appropriate to use PJM prices for 
avoicled costs, rather tlian costs specific for Kentucky Power €or buildiiig or buying 
generation capacity. 

RESPONSE 

a. 

b. 

No consideration was given for building or buying geiieratioil capacity as a iiieaiis of 
valuiiig DSM prograiiis. 

DSM programs avoid the "marginal" uiiit of generation. By avoiding this margiiial 
uiiit o€ generation, it lrees up oiie more unit that can be sold, or coiiversely oiie less 
that Inas lo be purchased. The PJM market provides a traiispareiit aiicl objective 
value for these marginal units of generation. 

Using tlie value that ICeiitucky Power can build or buy geiieratioii implies that tliei e 
is a (significant) dilfereiice between the PJM market aiid the price that generation 
would transact for outside of PJM. Any such diEfereiice would not, in theory, be 
sigiiificaiit or long-lived. 





k@§C Case No. 2812-00369 

ated October 25,2012 
Item No. 14 
Page 1 of 1 

~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s § ~ o ~ ~  §taff Second Set of 

PJM Delivery Year 

2009/2010 
2010/2011 
2011/2012 
2012/2013 
201 31201 4 
2 0 1 4/20 1 5 
201 5/2016 

JEST 

Resource  Clearing Price 
($/MW-day) 

$102.04 
$1 74.29 
$1 10.00 

$16.46 
$27.73 

$125.99 
$136.00 

The PJM aiictioii price for capacity for plaiming year 2,003-2,009 relative to 2012-2,013 is 
$16.46/MW-Day. 

a. Provide the PJM auction price for capacity €ram the plaimiiig years relative to the 
following years: 2009-2010; 2010-201 1; 2011-2012; 2013-2014; 2014-201 5; and 
201 5-2016. 

b. Explain at what PJM auction price for capacity the ICeiituclcy Power DSM programs 
that are currently not cost-effective would become cost-dfective. 

RESPONSE 

b. I<PCo can not provide the specific capacity cost in respoiise to this request. I<.PCo 
DSM programs iiivolve tlie illstallation of energy efficiency measures that provide 
benefits over multiple years. Thus, depeiidiiig on the measure, the PJM capacity 
price (or forecast) for as inany as 20 years may, in part, determine the cost- 
effectiveness of a measure installed today. In addition, avoided capacity is not the 
sole cleteriniiiaiit of cost-effectiveness. In fact, avoided capacity is typically a smaller 
coiiipoiieiit of avoided costs than is the avoided energy value. Additionally, grograin 
delivery costs are another coiiipoiieiit of cost-effectiveness that would liave to be 
considered. 

7ITNIESS: E J Clayton 





er c o  Y 

Refer to the response to StafPs First Request, Itmi 33. It states that “the iiiceiitives 
ideiitified in tlie Company’s February 20 12 filing were iiiisreported because 01 ail error.” 
Provide any analysis iiecessary to explain the error. 

The assumption sheets for program resnlts for the 20 1 1 evaluation reports iiicluded 
iiicorrect data. Attacliineiit 1 is tlie assumption sheet used with the Februai y 20 12 
reporting and Atiaclmeiit2 is the corrected versioii used with tlie August 20 12 filing. 
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Refer to the response to Sta€f's First Request, Item 34, atlaclied Compact Disc Explain 
whether the headings on the Microsoft Excel spreadslieet labeled "Item No 1 - Efficiency 
Iiiceiitives and I.WH Savings WC 7.20.1 1" sliould be 2,008 3-Year Prospective or 201 1 
3-Year Prospective. 

RESPONSE 

Yes. The coluiiin header should be revised to "201 1 3 - year Prospective". 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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For those DSM progmins, as of Julie 30, 2012, whose participation level is 45 perceiit or 
less of goal, explain I<eiitucky Power's plan to meet tlie 2012 goal. 

RESPONSE 

In addition to tlie specific examples listed below by program, Keiituclty Power lias 
promoted its Energy Efficieiicy prograiii though various iiieaiis. ICeiitucky Power has 
utilized its website, bill inserts, piircliased iiuiiierous television advertisements, aiid 
purchased advertisement time on 10 radio stations that service I< eiitucky Power service 
territory. 

Targeted Energy fficiency program 
I< eiituclty Power staff lias been in coiitact with Coiimitiiiity Action of Keiitucky (CAI<) 
and tlie Coiiiiiitiiiity Action Agencies (CAAs) to obtaiii the best information available for 
tlie forecasted target numbers. Tlie coiiiiiiuiiicatioii lias also kept ICeiituclty Powei s1ai-C 
informed of tlie status of CAIC ftiiidiiig issues. As a result, target levels weie reduced 
with the A~igtist filing. I<eiitucky Power staff is worltiiig with tlie CAAs to lteep the 
prograiiis cost effective. 

e Rome New Construction program 
ICeiitucky Power staff reaches out directly to dealers. Keiilucky Power staff conducts site 
visits to dealers. I<eiituclty Power staff also provides reports to dealeis 1 egardiiig 
submitted rebate applications to compare with dealers sales data. Tlie information is used 
to eiisure as iiiaiiy people as possible have tlie opportuiiity to receive rebates. 

Energy ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~  for Students program 
Tlie National Eiiergy Education Development project, lac. (NEED) iiicieased i ts 
iiiail<etiiig of the program to schools and teachers eligible for tlie program. NEED 
coiiducted three traiiiiiig worltshops witliiii ICeiitucky Power Service teri itory. I< ciituck y 
Power sta€f leached out to all eligible teachers within its service territory to promote the 
program aiid schedule delivery of tlie CFLs to tlie schools. As o€ tlie h i e  of this 
respoiise, 61% o€ CFL,s have been delivered aiid ai additioiial 48% are sckcdiiled by the 
eiicl 01 tlie year. 
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High Efficiency 
ICeiituclty Power s tdf  reaches out directly to I-IVAC dealers to help proiiiote the piograiii 
to coiisuiiiers. Kentucky Power staff proiiiotes tlie eiiergy efficiency program at all 
outreach events. 

fficient Products Program 
I<eiitiicky Power has regular con€ereiice calls with the iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor. In- 
store coupons have been modified per suggestioiis fioiii tlie evaluation to be iiiore usel - 
friendly. More types of ENERGY STAR bulbs may be activated for in-store iiiarltdowns 
to iiicrease sales aiid achieve targets. 

SinaII Corraiamerciall 
Kentucky Power placed 32 newspaper advertiseiiieiits in 8 iiewspapers tliroiigliout its 
service territoi y. Additioiial advertiseiiieiits are beiiig considered. I<eiituclty Power stafl 
reaches out directly to I-IVAC dealers with site visits to proiiiote the prograiii aiicl piovide 
dealer training. Phone calls are also used to help proiiiote tlie program to dealers. 

eat Punnp/Air Conditioner I ~ i c e ~ t ~ v e  Program 

Coininercial Incentive 
ICeiitucky Power contracts turn-ley adiiiiiiistrative services; iiiclucliiig program 
acliiiiiiistratioii, promotion aiid iiiarltetiiig services with an iiiipleiiieiitatioii contractor. 
Siiice Julie 3Otli, the veiidor has hired oiie additional 'local' staff iiieiiiber to assist with 
customer visits aiid oi.itreach activities. Tlie Direct Iiistall ('Express Install' for 
promotion) lias been iiitroduced for sinall coiimiercial custoiiiers aiid is primarily driveii 
by local coiitractors. This prograiii coiiipoiieiit lias been successful tlirouglioiit tlie U.S I 
accordiiig to the prograiii iiiipleineiitatioii contractor aiid sales leads geiieratect by local 
coiitractors are providiiig additioiial p j e c t  opportunities. 

Pilot Residential and Commercial Load Management 
The Coiiipaiiy expects to complete a revised contract with tlie piogiaiii iiiipleiiieiitatioii 
contractor eiiabliiig tlie veiidor to implement a final iiiarltetiiig promotion thi ougli 
Febiuai y 20 13 aiid targeting iiiaxiiiiwii customer participatioii as rere1 ciiced by  thc 
171 oposed R.C.L.M tariff" 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 


