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December 14, 2016

RECEIVED

DEC 1 4 2016

PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION

David S. Samford
(859) 368-7740

david@gosssamfordlaw.com

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Hon. Talina R. Mathews, Ph.D.
Executive Director

Kentucky Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 615

Frankfort, Kentucky 40602

RE: Case No. 2015-00134

Dear Dr. Mathews:

Pursuant to the Commission's December 7, 2016 Order concerning the denial of a request
for confidential treatment. East Kentucky PowerCooperative, Inc. ("EKPC") is filing one original
and ten copies of revised pages reflecting as unredacted the information that had been denied
confidential treatment. Please return a file-stamped copy of this filing to my office.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me.

Enclosures

cc: Parties of Record

Sincerely,

David S. Samford

2365 Harrodsburg Road, Suite B-325 | Lexington, Kentucky 40504
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ThisFramework proceeds from the most rigorous EM&V approaches in theleft cohuim, to tlie least
rigorous on die right. Rigor is a tenii that refers to the amoimt ofceilainty one canapply to the results of
the evaluation, asbased onthe level ofactual measiuement of impacts versus estimation. Typically, the
more rigorous anEM&V Process, the more reliant the process is ontechnically detailed, primary data
collection andmeasurement, wliich in tmnusually means the higher theexpense.

1.4 Relative Value, Costs and Benefits of EM&V

TheEM&V Protocols developed by DNV KEMA aregenerally consistent withnational standards,

including current Unifonn Methods Piotocols being developed by tlie US DOE. Weconmient on the
appropriateness of the Protocols for small G&T operations and cooperatives, and cite a recent study
sponsored by theNational Rmal Electr ic Cooperative Association which analyzed thecapacity of
cooperatives to conductEM&V. and the subsequent costs. Their recommendations are in line with the
deemed sa\dngs approach already being used byEKPC asmost appropriate forregulatory comphance,
whilestillbeingwithina reasonable range of costs, hi tliis report. DNVKEMA comments on the relative

value of pursuinga more ligorousEM&Vprocesses for the addedcosts. As we examinedthe

recommendedapproaches, we strove to provide recommendations tliat meet tlie needs of the various

stakeholders andusers ofEM&V information, while minimizing costs andconqilexity.

Table 1-3 Usts the range of budgets forEM&V usmg industiy standard percentages of totalDSM

spending that is typically devoted to EM&V andEKPC'sbudget projections fr^om the 5-Year Plan. These
budgets assume thatEKPC'spoitfoho of DSM programs will achieve theparticipation levels thatare

projected in the5-Year Plan(i.e., that there willbe enough program activity tojustify thecostsof
evaluation).

Table 1-3: EM&V Budget Ranges for EE and DR

EKPC EEDR Budgets & Potential EM&V

Budgets

Proposed EM&V^ Budgets

EE Budget DR Budget Total EEDR S @3% @ 5% @8%

2013 S 3.090.465 $ 2.673,087 $ 5.763.552 $ 172.907 $ 288.178 $ 461.084

2014 S 4.065.942 $ 3.549.017 $ 7,614.959 $ 228.449 S 380.748 $ 609.197

2015 S 5.379.674 $ 3.476.517 $ 8.856.191 $ 265.686 S 442.810 $ 708.495

2016 S 6.458.724 $ 4.022,767 $ 10,481.491 $ 314.445 $ 524.075 $ 838.519

2017 S 7.075.474 $ 4.306,517 $ 11.381.991 $ 341.460 $ 569.100 $ 910,559

CMupanyXame [DN\' KEMA Legal Entity] 1-9 February 7. 2013
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request. Linda Perrycollects diese data, issues transfer payments, and forwards data to Alma

Geiiny.

2. EKPC's sabsidiaiT En\1sioii. Thissubsidiary implements the energy efficiency programs to
Owner-Members' commercial andindustrial aswell as residential customers. Energy Advisors
submit onsite inspection results wirti requests for transfer payments and to Linda Peny. EKPC's
Web site does not currently allow trarrsfer payment request subirrission for C&I prograrrrs.

3. Analyst Beth Willoughby collectsirrterruptible programdata.

4. Analyst StephanieCornett collects direct loadcontrol program data.

The following depicts ourunderstanding of thesteps irrvolved in EKPC's existing EM&V process
following data collection. These observatioirs are based on interviews corrdrrcted with EKPC staff and

Owner-Metrrbers.

EKPC's ITdepartnrertt collects datasirbnrined by theOwner-Members intoa Crystal Reports database
and gr ants limited access presumably only toLinda Peiiy. From a prelimiuaiy analysis, the project team
considers this database sufficient to meet current EM&V needs butaccess to this database may impede a
more robust process.

Loadforecastirrg analyst Alma Gentrycollects artd aggregates these data setsdescribed above, and

disserrrinates to EKPC execirtives. managers and staff; artd to EKPC's external consirltarrt whocondtrcts
calculatiorr of program irrqracts as partof tire IRP process. These data are stored irr Excel spreadsheets.
Access to Iristorical datavariesby data typebrrt priorto 2010is trot broadly available.

3.2.4 EM&V Adequacy for Future Scenarios

Wliile current levels of EM&V methods reflect a contmon brrt nriirinrum level of indrrstry practice, the
approaches would likely be inadequate if the regulatory or market conditions showtr in Figure 3-1 werein
effect. Section5.4exploresthe EM&Vreqtrirernents for each of these scerrarios.

Figwe 3-1: Potential Future EM&V Scenarios for EKPC

a. Kentuckj- Public Senice Commission (PSC):

i) If EKPC ntemberfs)adc^t a DSM surcharge.

ii) If Kentucky joinsneighboring states to establish regional standards forEM&V reqiriremaits.

b.PJM:

i) EKPC onlyoffers itsDLCand intemiptible progranrs irrto tire PJMcapacity arrction.

Con^anyNaiuc [DN\' KENLV Le^ Entity] 3-6 Fcbrnaiy 7.2013
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Figure 8-1: EKPC Cuirent Staff Alloration (Hours/FTEs) Spent on EM&V

Hours/

EKPC Executive/Staff FTE Year Title Function Data User or Practitioner

David Crews 0.05 104 Senior VP, Power Supply Executive/Strategy/Planning Data User

Alma Gentry 0.8 1664 Load Forecasting Analyst Load Forecasting Data User

Ann Wood 0.1 208 Director of Regulatory Services Regulatory Data User

Beth Wllloughby 0 0 Analyst, Balance 8i Interchange Implementation-lnterruptible Program Data Practitioner

Dan Piayforth o| 0 Senior Engineer lmplementation-C8il Programs Data Practitioner

David Berry Ol 0 Energy Advisor lmplementation-C8il Programs Data Practitioner

Fernie Wiliiams 0.05 104 Resource Planning Analyst Resource Planning Data User

Greg Whittaker 0 0 Balance &.Interchange Operations Supervisor Implementation-interruptible Program Data Practitioner

Jamie Hall 0.11 208 Manager, Load Forecasting Load Forecasting Data User

Jeff Hohman 0.051 104 Manager of Member Services [MemberServices Data User

Josh Uttrell 0,1 0 Energy Advisor Program implementation-Residential |Data Practitioner
Julie Tucker 1 O.Oll 20.8 Director of Power Suppiy Planning ] Power supply planning Data User

Implementation (rebates) + Evaiuation 1

Linda Perry 0.75 1560 Marketing Representative (program data tracking) [Data User

Mark Mefford 0.25 1 520 Load Forecasting Analyst Load Forecasting [Data User

Sally Witt 0.05 104 Power Supply Analyst Research tasks (unspecified) 'Data User

Sandy Mollenkopf 0.05 104|Load ForecastingAnalyst Load Research [Data User
lmpiementation-C8il and ii

Scott Drake 0.25 520 Manager, Corporate Technical Services DSM Program Research Data User

Sha Collier 0.15 j 312 Marketing& BrandSupervisor Implementation/Marketing [Data User

Stephanie Cornett 0.1{ 208 Load Forecasting Analyst [iDemand response Data User

Todd Pauley 1 0.25! 520 IT 1ITSystems •Data User

John Farley 1 0.2^ 400 Independent Consultant External Support Data User

KEMA. Iiic. FebiTiary 7, 2013
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Figure 8-2 illustrates the current organizatirxial structure for DSM pnograiii manageuieat and evalmtion stafif. Akey isinovided shoeing
direct users ofDSM versus piactitkxiets or those who develop oranalyze DSM data. Red arrows depict infiMiiial relatuxishi^ between
gror^s wheredata are tiansfoied. but where no finmal reprxtingrelationshipexists.

Figorr 8-2: EKPC DSM Oigamizational Stmctnre
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TakingEKPC's projected budgetsfor 2013- 2017 fromthe 5-YearPlan.DNV KEMA liascalculated

ranges ofEM&V budgets shown in Table 8-2 below.

Table 8-2: EM«&V Budget Ranges for EE and DR

EE aud I)R Budgets aud

Potential EM&V Budgets

Proposed EM&V Budgets

EE Budget DR Budget Total EEDR S @3% @5% @8%

2013 $ 3.090,465 $ 2,673.087 $ 5.763.552 $ 172.907 $ 288.178 $ 461.084

2014 $ 4.065.942 $ 3.549.017 $ 7.614.959 $ 228.449 $ 380.748 $ 609.197

2015 $ 5.379,674 $ 3.476.517 $ 8.856.191 $ 265.686 $ 442.810 $ 708.495

2016 $ 6.458.724 $ 4.022.767 $ 10.481.491 $ 314.445 $ 524.075 S 838.519

2017 $ 7.075.474 $ 4,306,517 $ 11.381.991 $ 341.460 $ 569.100 $ 910.559

Cliapter 5 outlines anoverview of thescenarios for compliance with projected PSC andPJM
requirements luider five different scenarios. DNV KEMA's recoiimiended EM&V Protocols, if

implemented, would require budgets in the 5-8*^ 0range for support of PSC requirements (scenarios 1and
2). The incremental cost ofcompliance with PJM requirements for inclusion of only theSimpleSaver
Piogiam (airconditioner and water heater demand response), identified as scenario 3. should berelatively
minor, since EKPC's thirdpartyvendor already collects much of the field data required andcould wort

with EKPC (andits PJM support consultant, if apphcable) toprovide therequiied analysis andrep<»tmg.
PJMincentives could offset those additional costs. Should EKPC opt to submit additional Direct Load

Control programs (ETS and,wheniu^ilemented, poolpunqicontiol). identified as scenario 4. these

should alsobe a modest incremental cost,withmetering costs already identified in the recommended PSC
compliance scenarios. PJM incentives could offset some/all of tlie incremental costs. The more

significant incremental costwould be forsubmittal of theremaining programs, primarily energy
efficiency, into thePJM capacity auction (identified as scenario 5),since the type of monitoring and
precision (andassociated san^le sizes) would nothave been necessary imder PSC compliance scenarios.

KEMA.IUC. S-9 Febiuaty T. 2013


