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Appendix A 

Cost Effectiveness Test Results 

2014-2015 
Program Name UCT TRC RIM Participant 

Appliance Recycling Program 0.95 1.15 0.61 
Energy Efficiency Education Program for Schools 1.06 1.22 0.73 
Low Income Neighborhood 1.16 1.50 0.77 
Low Income Services 0.60 0.79 0.48 
My Home Energy Report 1.83 1.83 1.02 
Residential Energy Assessments 3.53 3.55 1.71 
Residential Smart $aver• 2.87 2.98 1.15 6.10 
Power Manager 3.31 3.86 3.31 
My Home Energy Report - Modifications 2.67 2.67 1.28 
Residential Smart $aver• - Modifications 2.48 2.46 1.08 4.14 
Power Manager• - Modifications 6.38 13.79 6.38 
Power Manager• for Apartments 5.59 9.80 5.59 

Smart $aver• Custom 7.56 3.46 1.49 3.98 
Smart $aver• Prescriptive - Energy Star Food Service Products 7.96 3.70 1.42 5.51 
Smart Saver• Prescriptive - HVAC 3.67 1.01 1.39 1.38 
Smart Saver• Prescriptive - Lighting 5.02 1.35 1.49 1.72 
Smart $aver• Prescriptive - Motors/Pumps/VFD 6.56 2.35 1.50 3.36 
Smart $aver• Prescriptive - Process Equipment 6.64 4.75 1.80 6.19 
Smart Saver• Prescriptive - IT 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Small Business Energy Saver 3.79 2.42 1.49 2.69 
Power Share• 3.98 12.61 3.98 -
Pay for Performance 7.09 2.34 1.49 2.38 
Power Manager• for Business 3.46 5.89 2.51 
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Comparison of R...,nue Requirement to Rider Recowry 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (11) (10) (1 1) (12) (13) (14) 
Rosldentllll Programs Projected Program COS1S Projected Lost R""""ues Projected Shared Savings Program Ellpenclbnl Program Elcpondlun1S (C) Lost -nues Shared SaWigs 2014 R_,,_ Rider c-. (F) (OWl)IUnder c-. 

7/2014to8/2015(Al 7/2014to8/2015!Al 7/20141o8/2015!Al 7/2014108/2015(8) Gas EJeclrlc 7/2014to8/2015(B) 7/2014108/2015(8) Gas(!)) Elecbtc(E) Gas E1ecbtc Gas!Gl Elecbtc(H) 
Appllanoe Recycling Program $ 193,428 S 104,715 S 83, 130 S 141,855 $ $ 141,llM $ 1111,388 s (774) 
Energy Elllclency Education Program lor Sc:l1ools S 229,075 $ 18,778 S (12,238) $ 432,4$2 S 103,405 S 329,047 S 34,1195 s 2,1144 
Low lnoome Nelgllbo<hood S 35&,583 S 44,247 S 7,374 s 388,255 s S 388.255 S 53,205 s 5,818 
Low Income SOMces S 8811,258 S 38,087 S (31 ,172) S 758,218 $ 318,189 $ 439,030 $ 42,434 S (14,985) 
My Home Energy ReJ)Ol1 S 574,538 S 41111,204 S 45,284 $ 721,822 $ S 721,822 S 595,821 $ 511,822 
ResldentialEnergyAssessments S 188,993 S 28,311 $ 12,192 S 238,719 S 83,281 S 153,438 S 48,741 S 58,151 
Residential Smart s.wre s 1.288,738 s 1,575,858 s 158,818 s 1,808,aea s 1,015 s 1,808,793 s 2,185,542 s 341.287 
PowerMenaoer s 51111,oee s s 130,089 s 547,11111 s s 547,11111 s s 122,583 
Personal En•lllY Repor1 Program (Q S $ 2,850 $ S $ $ $ 37,820 $ 
Home Ena111y Assistance Pilot Program (J) S 252,238 $ $ S 148,004 $ 82,648 $ 1111,35& $ $ s 108,710 s 147,084 
Revenues colecled .,.,.pt for HEA ___ __ __ s 3.787,850 s 4.880.872 
Total $ 4,538,810 S 2,281 ,881 S 384,478 S 5,285,381 S 588,588 S 4,715,784 S 3,014,818 S 575,328 S 5,728,820 $ 1,788,487 $ 3,884,580 S 5,027,888 $ 2,;c()4,858 $ 5,047,24l 

!A) Amounts ldentlftod In report - In Case No. 2013-00385. 
(B) Actual program expendilUnlS, lost ra\1911ues (for this period and Imm pltor period DSM measure lns1aaatlona), and shared savings for the period July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015. 
(C) Al1ocatlon of program expendlures lo gas and eJectrlc In accordanoe With the Commission'• Onler In case No. 2014-00388. 
(D) Recovery allowed In accordance With the commission's Onler In case No. 2012-oooes. 
(E) Recovery allowed In llOCORlanoe wtlll lhe Commtsalon'S Onler In case No. 2012-oooes. 
(F) R...,nues coJJected lhrough the DSM RlderbelwNn July 1, 2014 and June 30, 2015. 
(G) Colu1111 (5) + Colu1111 (11) • Colunm(11). 
(H) Column (8) + Colu1111 (7) + Colu1111 (8) +Column (10) - Column(12). 
(I) PersonaDzed Energy ReJ)Ol1 Is a Jegacy program wlllcl1 conllnues to colecl Jost nMlllues. 
(J) Revenues and e_...,. for the Home Energy AssJstanco Pilot Program. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (8) 
Commen:lal Programs Projected Program Costs Projected Lost R...,nues Projected Sh- SaW>gs Program~ Lost R""""ues - Savings 2014 Rider (Ove!j/Under 

7/20141o8/2015!A) 71211141o8/2015CAl 7/20141o8/2015CAl 7/2014108/2015(8) 7/2014108/2015(8) 7/2014to8/2015(B) Roconclllltlon!Cl C-.(!l) C-.(E) 
SmartSowreCUstom S 3113,883 S 128,375 S 101,448 S 520,788 S 114,080 S 338,055 
SrnootSowrePresa\:llMl - EnergySllrFoodSeMcePnx S 18,483 S 7,815 $ 12,013 S 55,3&4 $ 18,814 $ 38,548 
Smart Sawre Presalplve- HVAC S 184,438 S 47,807 S 80,058 S 193,103 S (42,282) $ 51,312 
Smart Sawre Prascriptlve- Lighting s 834,878 s 280,887 s 310,371 S 717,485 s 248,378 S 288,311 
Smart .. - PrascrJptlve - Moton/Pump&NFll s 43,282 s 33,510 s 38,878 s 59,002 s 17,887 s 32,817 
Smart Sowre Praser1!>11W - Prooess Equipment $ 1,830 $ 1,588 $ 1,131 S 10,935 S 3,111 S 8,170 
Smart$a-PniscrJptlve · IT S 11,918 $ 1,480 S 3,005 $ 1,881 $ $ (188) 
SmalBuolnessEne111YS.Wr(G) $ 243,051 $ 14,152 $ 38,275 $ 140,841 j__ ~- S ____ 38,380 
Total - -.--~450 $ 528,803 $ 582,878 $ 1,888,217 $ 3511,580 $ 784,404 $ (180,274) $ 888,839 $ 1,722,888 

PowerSll...e 1,022,824 $ 332,441 1128,071 

Enargy Management and Information seNtces (F) 458 

(A) Amounts ldentllled In reJ)Ol1 ftled In case No. 2013-00385. 
(B) Actual program e_.iituras, lost ,....nues (for this period and from prior period DSM measure lnstallotlons), and sh8l9d savings for tile period July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015. 
(C) Recovery allowed In aocordanco wlJll Iha Commlsslon'S Order In casa No. 2012-oooes. 
(D) Rewnues colected through tile DSM R--n July 1, 2014 and June 30, 2015. 
(E) Column (4) + Column (5) + Column (8) + Colu1111 (7) - Colurm (8) 
(F) Discontinued pilot program does nol receive cost nicovery. 
(G) Amounts ldentllled In report 1lled In C8sa No. 2014--00280. 
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Kentucky DSM Rider 

2016-2017 Projected Program Costs, Lost Revenues, and Shared Savings 

Residential Program Summary (A),(C) 

Lost Shared 
Costs Revenues Savings Total 

Appliance Recyding Program $ 103,625 $ 53,818 $ 1,678 $ 159, 121 
Energy Efficiency Education Program for Schools $ 289,680 $ 75,058 $ 121 ,340 $ 486,078 
Low Income Neighborhood $ 277,903 $ 94,535 $ (14,666) $ 357,773 
Low Income Services $ 897,034 $ 62,303 $ (19,490) $ 939,848 
My Home Energy Report $ 754,887 $ 306.416 $ 99.095 $ 1,160.398 
Residential Energy Assessments $ 261 ,860 $ 60,228 $ 27,065 $ 349,153 
Residential Smart $aver® $ 1,555,955 $ 951,265 $ 118,947 $ 2,626,167 
Power Manager® $ 548,383 $ $ 150,928 $ 699.311 
Power Manager® for Apartments $ 13,222 $ $ (1,138) $ 12,084 

Total Costs, Net Lost Revenues, Shared Savings $ 4,702,549 $ 1,603,625 $ 483,759 $ 6,789,933 

Home Energy Assistance Pilot Program $ 253,804 

NonResidential Program Summary (A),(C) 

Lost Shared 
Costs Revenues ~ IQm! 

Smart $aver® Custom $ 441 ,312 $ 195,829 $ 197,106 $ 834,247 
Smart $aver® Prescriptive • Energy Star Food Service Produd s $ 139, 148 $ 24,549 $ 48,680 $ 212,378 
Smart $aver® Prescriptive - HVAC $ 638,628 $ 46,137 $ 113,676 $ 798,441 
Smart $aver® Prescriptive - Lighting $ 1,043,273 $ 309,355 $ 272,832 $ 1,625,459 
Smart $aver® Prescriptive - Motors/Pumps/VFD $ 47,256 $ 17,175 $ 17,469 $ 81,900 
Smart $aver® Prescriptive - Process Equipment $ 28,558 $ 2,961 $ 18,594 $ 50,1 14 
Smart $aver® Prescriptive - IT $ 79,342 $ 8,512 $ 23,324 $ 111,177 
Small Business Energy Saver $ 898,978 $ 96, 129 $ 251 ,111 $ 1,246,218 
PowerShare® $ 1,262,732 $ $ 351,711 $ 1,614,443 
Pay for Performance $ 15,740 $ 1,342 $ (1 ,065) $ 16,016 
Power Manager® for Business $ 52,489 $ 770 $ (4,382) $ 48,877 

Total Costs, Net Lost Revenues, Shared Savings $ 4,647,456 $ 702,760 $ 1,289,056 $ 6,639,272 

Total Program $ 9,350,005 $ 2,306,385 $ 1,772,815 $ 13,429,205 

(A) Costs, Lost Revenues (for this period and from prior period DSM measure installations), and Shared Savings for Year 5 of portfolio. 
(B) Allocation of program expenditures to gas and electric in accordance with the Commission's Order in Case No. 2014-00388. 
(C) Yellow highlighted rows indude modifications to programs as described in application. 
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Budget (Costs, Lost Revenues, 
Allocation of Costs (B) & Shared Savings) 

Electric ~ Electric C2§1§ ~ Gas Costs 

100.0% 0.0% $ 103,625 $ 159, 121 $ 
77.4% 22.6% $ 224,147 $ 420,546 $ 65,532 

100.0% 0.0% $ 277,903 $ 357,773 $ 
60.7% 39.3% $ 544,408 $ 587,222 $ 352,626 

100.0% 0.0% $ .l54,887 $ 1 , 160,398~ $ 
70.6% 294% $ 184,887 $ 272,180 $ 76,974 

100.0% 0.0% $ 1.555,955 $ 2,626,167 $ 
100.0% 0.0% $ 548,383 $ 699,311 $ 
100.0% 

~ 

0.0% $ 13,222 $ 12,084 $ 

$ 4,207,417 $ 6,294,801 $ 495,132 

$ 147,094 $ 106,710 

Budget (Costs, Lost Revenues, 
Allocation of Costs (B) & Shared Savings) 

~ Gas Electric Costs ~ ~ 

100.0% 0.0% $ 441 ,312 $ 834,247 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 139,148 $ 212,378 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 638,628 $ 798,441 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 1,043,273 $ 1,625,459 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 47,256 $ 81 ,900 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 28,558 $ 50,114 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 79,342 $ 111,177 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 898,978 $ 1,246,218 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 1,262,732 - $ 1,614,443 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ 15,740 $ 16,016 NA 
100.0% 0.0% $ _52.~!!9_ $ 48,877 NA 

$ 4,647,456 $ 6,639,272 NA 
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Kentucky DSM Rider 

Duke Energy Kentucky 
Demand Side Management Cost Recovery Rider (DSMR) 
Summary of Calculations for Programs 

July 2016 to June 2017 

Electric Rider DSM 

Residential Rate RS 

Distribution Level Rates Part A 
OS, DP, OT, GS-FL, EH & SP 

Transmission Level Rates & 
Distribution Level Rates Part B 

Gas Rider DSM 
Residential Rate RS 

(A) See Appendix B, page 2 of 5. 

Program 
Costs (A) 

$ 6,294,801 

$ 5,024,829 

$ 1,614,443 

$ 495,132 
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Kentucky DSM Rider 

Duke Energy Kentucky 
Demand Side Management Cost Recovery Rider (DSMR) 
Summary of Billing Determinants 

Year 

Projected Annual Electric Sales kWH 

Rate RS 

Rates OS, DP, DT, 
GS-FL, EH, & SP 

Rates OS, DP, DT, 
GS-FL, EH, SP, & TT 

Projected Annual Gas Sales CCF 

Rate RS 

8/15/2016 10:30 AM 

2016 

1,522,442,000 

2,468,022,000 

2,671,558,000 

64,884,690 

Appendix B - 2017 KY Amendment Filing.xlsx 
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Kentucky DSM Rider 

Duke Energy Kentucky 
Demand Side Management Cost Recovery Rider (DSMR) 
Summary of Calculations 

July 2015 to June 2016 

Rate Schedule 
Riders 
Electdc Rjder PSM 
Residential Rate RS 

Distribution Level Rates Part A 
OS, DP, OT, GS-FL, EH & SP 

$ 

$ 

True-Up 
Amount(A) 

5,053,508 $ 

1,725,127 $ 

Transmission Level Rates & 
Distribution Level Rates Part B 
n $ (1,484,270) $ 

Distribution Level Rates Total 
OS, DP, OT, GS-FL, EH & SP 

Gas Rider DSM 
Residential Rate RS 

Total Rider Recovery 

Customer Charge for HEA Program 
Elec!ric No4 
Residential Rate RS 

~ 
Residential Rate RS 

Total Customer Charge Revenues 

Total Recovery 

s 2,407,842 $ 

Expected Total DSM Estimated 
Program Revenue Biiiing DSM Cost 
Costs (B) Requirements Detenninants (C) Recovery Rider (DSMR) 

6,294,801 $ 11,348,309 1,522,442,000 kWI $ 0.007454 $/kWl 

5,024,829 $ 6,749,956 2,468,022,000 kWI $ 0.002735 $/kWI 

1,614,443 $ 130,173 2,671,558,000 kWI $ 0.000049 $/kWI 

s 0.002784 $/kWI 

495,132 s 2,902,974 64,884,690 CCF s 0.044741 $/CCF 

$ 21,131,412 

Annual Revenues Number of Customers Monthly Customer Charge 
$ 147,094 122,578 s 0.10 

$ 

s 
$ 

106,710 

253,804 

21,385,215 

88,925 $ 0.10 

ICJPSC C- No. 201~ 
AppmdbB 
Pa1<5of7 

(A) (Over)/Under of Appendix B page 1 multiplied by the average three-month commercial paper rate for 2014 to include Interest on over or under-<ecovary in accordance with the Commission's order in Case No. 95-312. Value is: 
(B) Appendix B, page 2. 
(C) Appendix B, page 4. 

8/1512016 10:30 AM Appendix B - 2017 KY Amendment Filing.xlsx Page5 
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Residential Programs 
Appliance Recycling Program 
Energy Efficiency Education Program for Schools 
Low Income Neighborhood 
Low Income Services 
My Home Energy Report 
Residential Energy Assessments 
Residential Smart $aver® 
Power Manager 
Total Residential 

Total Residential (Rate RS) Sales 
For July 2014 Through June 2015 

*Load Impacts Net of Free Riders at Meter 

8/15/201610:31 AM 

Summary of Load Impacts July 2014 Through June 2015* 
% of Total Res % of Total Res 

kWh Sales ccf Sales 
316,032 0.0214% - 0.0000% 
577,006 0.0390% 8,409 0.0123% 
557,078 0.0377% - 0.0000% 
351,265 0.0238% 11,844 0.0173% 

10,869,228 0.7354% - 0.0000% 
447,175 0.0303% 11,256 0.0164% 

8,639,278 0.5845% 226 0.0003% 
- 0.0000% - 0.0000% 

21,757,061 1.4721% 31,735 0.0463% 

1,477,944,577 100% 68,542,402 100% 
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Allocation Factors based on July 2014 -
June 2015 

Elec % of Total % of Gas % of Total % of 
Sales Sales 

100% 0% 
76% 24% 

100% 0% 
58% 42% 

100% 0% 
65% 35% 

100% 0% 
100% 0% 
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Summary of load Impacts July 2016 Through June 2017 -Amended* 

% of Total Res 
Residential Programs kVVh Sales ccf 
Appliance Recycling Program 225,480 0.0148% -
Energy Efficiency Education Program for Schools 457,458 0.0300% 5,700 
Low Income Neighborhood 221,382 0.0145% -
Low Income Services 346,183 0.0227% 9,556 
My Home Energy Report 12,325,924 0.8096% -
Residential Energy Assessments 656,195 0.0431% 11,643 
Residential Smart $aver® 3,971,622 0.2609% -
Power Manager® - 0.0000% -
Power Manager® for Apartments - 0.0000% -
Total Residential 18,204,243 1.1957% 26,900 

Total Residential (Rate RS) Sales 1,522,442,000 100% 64,884,690 
Projected 

*load Impacts Net of Free Riders at Meter 

8/15/201610:31 AM Appendix B - 2017 KY Amendment Filing.xlsx 

% of Total Res 
Sales 

0.0000% 
0.0088% 
0.0000% 
0.0147% 
0.0000% 
0.0179% 
0.0000% 
0.0000% 
0.0000% 
0.0415% 

100% 
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Allocation Factors Projected - Amended 

Elec % of Total % of Gas % of Total % of 
Sales Sales 

100% 0% 
77% 23% 

100% 0% 
61% 39% 

100% 0% 
71% 29% 

100% 0% 
100% 0% 
100% 0% 
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No.62 
Duke Energy Kentucky 
4580 Olympfc Blvd. 
Sheet No. 62 
Ertanger. Kentucky 41018 

RIDERD8MR 
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Page 1 of4 

KY.P.S.C. Gas No. 2 
iighteeRth Nineteenth Revised Sheet 

Cancels and Supersedes 
Se"9AteeRth Elgbteantb Reviled 

Page 1of1 

DEMAND SIDE MANAGEMENT RATE 

The Demand Side Management Rate (DSMR) shall be determined In accordance with the provisions 
of Rider DSM, Demand Side Management Cost Recovery Rider, Sheet No. 61 of this Tariff. 

The DSMR to be applied to residential customer bllls is $0.044741 per hundred cubic f8et. 

A Home Energy Assistance Program (HEA) charge of $0.1 O will be applied monthly to residential 
customer bills through December 2017. 

The OSMR to be applied to non-residential service customer bills Is $0.00 per hundred cubic feet 

Issued by authority of an Order by the Kentucky Public Service 
Commission dated ApFll 4, 20ti_ In case No. 24»6~. 

Issued: ~. 2018 
Effective:~. 2018 
Issued by James P. Henning, President /s/ James P. Henning 
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Duka Energy Kentucky 
4580 Olympic Blvd. 
Ertanger, Kentucky 41018 

RIDERDSMR 

KY.P.S.C. Gas No. 2 
Nineteenth Revised Sheet No. 62 
Cancels and Superaedea 
Eighteenth Revised Sheet No. 62 
Page 1of1 

DEMAND SIDE MANAGa,IENT RATE 

The Demand Side Management Rate (DSMR) shall be determined In accordance with the provlalons 
of Rider DSM, Demand Side Management Cost Recovery Rider, Sheet No. 81 of this Tariff. 

The DSMR to be applied to resldentlal customer bills is $0.044741 per hundred cubic feet 

A Home Energy Assistance Program (HEA) charge of $0.10 will be applied monthly to residential 
customer bills through December 2017. 

The DSMR to be applied to non-residential service customer bills Is $0.00 per hundred cubic feel 

Issued by authority of an Order by the Kentucky Public Service 
Commission dated_ in Case No. 2016-00289. 

Issued: August 15, 2016 
Effactive:October1,2016 
Issued by James P. Henning, President /9/ James P. Henning 

(N) 



No. 78 
Duke Energy Kentucky 
4580 Olympic Blvd. 
Sheet No. 78 
Erlanger, KY 41018 

RIDERD8MR 
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KY.P.S.C. Eleotrlc No. 2 
&lg~teeA•~ Nineteenth Revised Sheet 

Cancels and Supersedes 
Se'<'eAteeAtA Ejghteentb Revised 

Page 1of1 

DEMAND SIDE MANAGEMENT RATE 

The Demand Side Management Rate {DSMR) shall be determined In accordance with the provisions of 
Rider DSM, Demand Skle Management Cost Recovery Rider, Sheet No. 75 of this Tariff. 

The DSMR to be applied to resldentlal customer bills la $0.Q071a8 007454 per kilowatt-hour. 

A Home Energy Assistance Program {HEA) charge of $0.10 will be applled monthly to residential customer 
bills through December 2017. 

The DSMR to be applied to non-residential dlsb'fbutlon service customer bllls is $0.9~768 002784 per 
kilowatt-hour. 

The DSMR to be applied for transmission service customer bills is $0.000049 per kilowatt-hour. 

lasued by authority of an Order by the Kentucky Public Service 
Commission dated Apfll 4, ~018_ In Case No.~-

Issued: ~. 2016 
Effective: ~. 2016 
Issued by James P. Henning, President Isl James P. Henning 

(I) 

(I) 



Duke Energy Kentucky 
4580 Olympic Blvd. 
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RIDERDSMR 
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KY.P.S.C. Electric No. 2 
Nineteenth Revised Sheet No. 78 
cancels and Supersedes 
Eighteenth Revised Sheet No. 78 
Page 1of1 

DEMAND SIDE MANAGEMENT RATE 

The Demand Side Management Rate (DSMR) shall be determined in accordance with the pn:Mslons of 
Rider DSM, Demand Side Management Cost Recovery Rider, Sheet No. 75 of this Tariff. 

The DSMR to be applied to residential customer bUls is $0.007454 per kilowatt-hour. 

A Home Energy Assistance Program (HEA) charge of $0.1 O will be applied monthly to residential customer 
bills through December 2017. 

The DSMR to be applied to non-residential distribution service customer bills Is $0.002784 per kllowatt
hour. 

The DSMR to be applied for transmission service customer bills Is $0.000049 per kilowatt-hour. 

luued by authority of an Order by the Kentucky Public Service 
Commission dated_ in Case No. 2016..()()289. 

Issued: August 15, 2018 
Effective: October 1, 2016 
Issued by James P. Henning, President Isl James P. Henning 

(I}_ 

(I) 

(N) 
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PowerShare Program® 
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Duke Energy 
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PowerShare is a demand response program designed to reduce nonresidential customers' energy use 

(kW demand) during periods of high energy prices or when high energy usage would cause energy 

supplies throughout the transmission and distribution system be at or near critical levels. In both of 

these situations, the PowerShare program allows Duke Energy Ohio (DEO) and Duke Energy Kentucky 

(DEK) to purchase capacity from commercial and Industrial (C&I) customers that reduce their energy 

demand, thus increasing the available energy supply. 

DEO and DEK notify customers that a demand response event is needed via a multi-approach 

communications system. Customers then reduce their electricity usage to a level consistent with their 

program participation agreements. PowerShare emergency capacity reduction commitments are 

registered with PJM Interconnection seasonally. PJM dispatches emergency events to relieve capacity 

constraints. 

ii 



CADMUS 

Program Year 2015 Highlights 
An overview of the PY2015 PowerShare parameters and results includes the following: 

• The evaluation program year covers January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015. 

• PowerShare is now offered in two options: an emergency option and a voluntary option; the 

economic option has been discontinued. 

• Starting in PY2015, PJM has received approval from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

to change their default notification time from 2 hours to 30 minutes, although PJM has granted 

exceptions for reasons of safety and to avoid damage. 

• Because of mild weather, PJM has not called any emergency events since instituting the 30-

minute notification window. 

• Duke Energy reported that they have proactively explored automated demand response options 

to help customers meet the shortened notification period, but customers have not yet shown 

much interest. 

• Participants continue to have high satisfaction with all aspects of the PowerShare program. 

• A few respondents still refer to features of previous years' PowerShare economic programs, 

such as the buy-through provision, requesting day-ahead notifications, and questioning whether 

their curtailment was truly needed. This is not surprising given the number of changes to the 

program in previous years, but represents another opportunity for Duke Energy to discuss 

PowerShare's evolving features with their customers. 

• The lack of emergency events has prevented Duke Energy from seeing the full effects of the 30-

minute notification window and its effect on customers. 

• Duke Energy continues proactive preparation, testing, and planning in anticipation of PJM 

emergency events. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
In the absence of an emergency event, and in light of participants' high satisfaction with the PowerShare 

program, the evaluation team sees no need to change program operations, and thus has no major 

process recommendations for the PowerShare program. The evaluation team has one minor 

recommendations. 

Conclusion #1: Respondents show some confusion about PV2015 PowerShare program features, and 

might not understand the requirements for the emergency-only offering. 

Recommendation #1: Duke Energy product and account managers should consider developing 

additional ways to reinforce customers' knowledge of current and upcoming PowerShare program 

features. If Duke Energy is not already doing so, staff members could develop additional marketing 

materials that can be distributed to customers, which clearly identify the program year, the current 

program options, and the programs' requirements. Alternatively, Duke Energy could schedule "talking 
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points" for account managers to remind participants of upcoming program changes and test events. The 

evaluation team understands that account managers engage in regular communication about program 

changes, but believes that participants will have greater satisfaction with PowerShare if they do not 

have to rely on their memories when additional changes are made to PowerShare in the foreseeable 

future. 
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PowerShare is a demand response program designed to reduce nonresidential customers' energy use 

(kW demand) during periods of high energy prices or when high energy usage would cause energy 

supplies throughout the transmission and distribution system be at or near critical levels. In both of 

these situations, the PowerShare program allows Duke Energy Ohio (DEO) and Duke Energy Kentucky 

(DEK) to purchase capacity from commercial and industrial (C&I) customers that reduce their energy 

demand, thus increasing the available energy supply. 

PowerShare is the brand name given to the Peak Load Management Program (Rider PLM, Peak Load 

Management Program P.U.C.O. Electric No. 19, Sheet No. 87.3). A revised version of the Rider PLM was 

accepted in PUCO Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR. All information in this report refers to the Rider PLM. The 

PLM program is voluntary and offers customers the opportunity to reduce their electric costs by 

managing their electric usage during the company's peak load periods. Customers and the company will 

enter into a service agreement under the PLM Rider, specifying the terms and conditions under which 

the customer agrees to reduce usage. 

Duke Energy notifies customers that a demand response event is needed via a multi-approach 

communications system. Customers then reduce their electricity usage to a level consistent with their 

program participation agreements. PowerShare emergency capacity reduction commitments are 

registered with PJM Interconnection seasonally. PJM dispatches emergency events to relieve capacity 

constraints. 

Process Evaluation Objectives 
The process evaluation of the PY2015 PowerShare program has several purposes. First, this process 

evaluation is intended to help identify areas where the program may be improved, drawing upon the 

insights of Duke Energy staff members from multiple divisions and of a sample of participating 

customers. Second, this report will document program operations for future reference, including ways in 

which the program has addressed and overcome past program challenges. Because no emergency 

events were called in PY2015, this report will document some of the activities that Duke Energy staff 

members have undertaken to prepare for current challenges and future events calls. 

Methodology 

Overview of the Evaluation Approach 

The process evaluation for the PowerShare program was conducted by Cadmus and Yinsight (hereafter 

the evaluation team). The results presented in this report include management interviews and 

participant surveys. 
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Management Interviews 

The evaluation team conducted hour-long management interviews with a Duke Energy product and 

services manager for PowerShare in the Midwest and an account manager serving Duke Energy 

customers. 

The evaluation team developed the interview protocol for the PowerShare program management 

interview that was implemented in January of 2016. The full interview guide is in Appendix A. 

Participant Survey 

The evaluation team developed a customer survey for PowerShare Program participants, and 

administered questionnaires via short telephone interviews with the contact person identified to receive 

PowerShare alerts on behalf of the company. The evaluation team conducted the surveys between 

November 30 and December 16, 2015. The survey is in Appendix B. 

Data collection methods, sample sizes, and sampling methodology 

The evaluation team attempted a census of the 53 contactable companies that participated in 

PowerShare in PY2015. 1 The team completed 18 total phone interviews. 2 

These 18 companies comprise six manufacturers and seven schools, with the rest being sole 

representatives of nonmanufacturing sectors. Seven of these respondents also managed more than one 

site that participates in PowerShare. On average, these companies have participated in PowerShare for 

over four years, individually ranging from one to 10 years. 

Survey Response Rates and Precision 

Table 1 summarizes the response rates and achieved precision levels for the participant survey. 

Table 1. Process Evaluation Data Collection and Analysis 

Evaluation Component Population 

Program Managment Staff l 
~~icip~~ Survey~ r __ _ • • 

Attempted 

Contacts 

Achieved I Response 

Completes Rate 

. · . 

Precision at 

90% Confidence 

±16.2% 

The evaluation team attempted to contact representatives from 53 businesses, which was the total number of 

unique contacts after removing records with duplicate or missing contact information. 

For the purposes of the process evaluation, these findings include data from five DEK participants and 13 DEO 

participants because the program is implemented using the same process in both states. There were no 

statistically significant differences in participants' responses between the two states. 
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In PY2015, Duke Energy's PowerShare program was offered as an emergency-only program in the PJM 

energy market. The PowerShare DEO and DEK demand response program provides a capacity premium 

for commercial and industrial participants that are willing to decrease their loads during an emergency 

event. PowerShare allows Duke Energy customers to earn a premium for helping to increase the 

reliability of the electricity transmission and distribution system and to mitigate the risk of blackouts. 

Background 
For 2015, PJM revised its requirements, and curtailment service providers were required to be able to 

perform load shedding with 30 minutes of advance notice, down from two hours of advance notice in 

previous years. As a result of PJM requirements for demand response programs, Duke Energy applied 

for and received regulatory approval to change the PowerShare program from a year-round curtailment 

period to a summer-only curtailment period. In PY2015, PJM did not call any emergency events in DEO 

or DEK territory, and participants were only asked to perform load shedding during the annual test 

event. 

Operations 

PowerShare program options 

For the PY2015 summer-only program year, Duke Energy offered two program options: CallOption 

Emergency, with a curtailment period of June through September, and QuoteOption, with a year-round 

voluntary curtailment period. Both options had a contract term of one year. Duke Energy is moving 

toward offering year-round options for PowerShare: For the upcoming PY2016 summer season, Duke 

Energy has begun offering an extended summer option, with a curtailment period of June through 

October 2016 and May 2017. Duke Energy also reintroduced PowerShare with a year-round curtailment 

period. The premium credit levels for these longer curtailment periods are higher to provide appropriate 

incentive for customers to supply capacity beyond the summer months. The Midwest product manager 

reported that most 2016 PowerShare participants are signed up only for summer events in DEO and DEK 

territory. At the time of the interviews in January 2016, the PowerShare product manager reported that 

one customer is on the extended summer offering and all others are still on the four-month offering. 

Program requirements 

Participants must have at least 100 kW of curtailable load and are required to commit to reducing load 

during PJM emergency events. These events could last up to six hours, and would be called between 

noon and 8 p.m. on weekdays from June through September (excluding Independence Day and Labor 

Day). There could be up to 10 emergency event calls in any year. Participant must also participate in an 

annual emergency curtailment test. 
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Duke Energy pays an annual capacity premium depending on the curtailment capacity to which a 

customer commits. This capacity premium is paid once a month during the curtailment period and is a 

line item labeled "PowerShare credit" on the customer's monthly bill. If customers respond to an event 

call by curtailing, they are paid an additional event incentive credited to their monthly bill after 

settlement. For PY2015, DEO paid customers $42/kW/year incentive to participate, while DEK paid an 

incentive of $30/kW/year. For each event in which customers participate, they were also given 85% of 

real-time LMP credit based on their achieved curtailment. The incentive can fluctuate from year to year 

because it is determined by the prices of energy on the PJM market. The product manager reported that 

PowerShare incentives are designed to be competitive with other curtailment service providers. Despite 

fluctuations in incentives, PowerShare has historically enjoyed a high contract renewal rate, suggesting 

that customers are not very sensitive to these changes. 

Penalties 

Customers that do not curtail their loads are assessed a penalty and lose the monthly premium credit. 

These companies might also be removed from the program. There are no "buy-through" provisions for 

emergency events, in which participants can pay higher energy prices to avoid penalties for not 

curtailing to the level in their contracts. 

Targeted Load Commitment 

Customers can choose to reduce energy to a firm load-level or by a fixed amount against their proforma 
baseline. A firm level-reduction commitment is a commitment to reduce down to a specific kW usage 

(e.g., customers commit to reduce energy usage to a firm level of 600 kW or below). A fixed level

reduction commitment is a commitment to reduce to a certain kW relative to the customer's load shape 

(e.g., customers commit to reducing energy usage by a fixed 400 kW against their proforma). The pro 
forma baseline load shape is calculated based upon past energy usage. 

Marketing 
PowerShare is marketed mainly by Duke Energy account managers to their large commercial and 

industrial customers. Marketing collateral is available on the Duke Energy website. All but one 

respondent in the participant survey reported that they first became aware of PowerShare from a Duke 

Energy representative. The one exception learned about the program from the Duke Energy website and 

brochure. 

Website and Brochure. Duke Energy has a website with a downloadable brochure about the 

PowerShare program. Interested customers are directed to contact their account representative or 

email Duke Energy's customer account services at the provided email address. 

Marketing to Large Business Customers. Duke Energy account managers take the lead role in 

PowerShare marketing efforts. In the Midwest states, marketing for PowerShare starts with training of 

account managers in October and enrollment by mid-January. 
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The account managers help the customers determine whether or not PowerShare is appropriate for 

their company. Account managers help customers decide how they can participate without disrupting 

their business operations. If needed, the account managers discuss with the customers the specifics of 

what they will do at their facility to reduce the requisite load. An account manager reported that she 

regularly communicates with customers about the suitablllty of the program for their company's 

particular business. The account manager explained that this communication occurs year round 

because, ''Things change from one year to the next, people change, they have different opinions and 

comfort levels with PowerShare, and finances change." The account manager also reported that 

prospective participants are Interested in hearing about other customers that have had success with the 

PowerShare program. 

In the participant surveys, respondents were asked to rate "how useful that source was in providing the 

information you needed to decide whether or not to participate," using a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 

means "Almost nothing I needed" and 10 meaning "Everything I needed." The 16 respondents to this 

question gave a very high average rating of 9.6. Three respondents also reported that they asked other 

business colleagues about their PowerShare participation experiences before making their own decision. 

One respondent added, ''They were pretty positive about the program." 

Customer Motivation 
Fourteen respondents reported that their primary reason for participating in PowerShare was financial; 

one other respondent reported that their primary reason was to "help the local community." When 

asked ifthere was a secondary reason, six said they wanted to help the community and help reduce 

their loads. Two others gave secondary reasons that were financial in nature, and one said it allowed the 

company to test its generation system control. 

The Duke Energy account manager reported that many customers have corporate sustainability 

objectives that can influence their decision to participate In PowerShare to meet those objectives. 

Enrollment and Renewal 

DEO and DEK offered a bonus if customers signed their PY2015 PowerShare contracts by January 19. 3 By 

obtaining contracts early, Duke Energy can bid capacity resources into the PJM capacity market. Of the 

18 respondents, 10 reported that their company signed early. The evaluation team asked the others why 

they didn't sign early. Of the four respondents, one said his company wasn't ready to make the decision 

and another respondent's company "had issues on.target reduction quantities and the way [Duke 

Energy] was doing [calculations]." A third respondent said that they were initially told there was not 

going to be a PowerShare program. The last respondent was considering another curtailment service 

provider's offer. The product manager reported that in 2015, fewer than five participants have declined 

to renew their contracts; a couple of them have selected competing curtailment service providers. 

3 bEO paid a bonus or $4/kW, and DEK paid $2/kW. 
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Emergency events are determined entirely by PJM. After the emergency call, participating companies 

have 30 minutes to curtail loads. To achieve curtailment within this aggressive timeline, Duke Energy's 

system operator must relay the event notification to companies participating in PowerShare within five 

minutes or less, and those customers then have 25 minutes to complete load curtailment to their 

targeted loads. 

Duke Energy sends the notification by entering information into an automated notification system. This 

system contacts customers through a series of escalation rules that dictate which method of 

communication to use. Notifications are sent via phone, text, email, and fax to everyone on a contact list 

provided by the company. Notifications cease as soon as the customer responds. The product manager 

reported that the short timeline means it is likely that he will hear about an emergency event at the 

same time as PowerShare participants. However, the product manager reported that although the 

system operators have the task of notifying customers, the product managers have a communication 

role after the initial notification. The product manager reported that he follows up with customers and 

provides more details about each event, including estimates of the event duration. The product 

managers are usually assigned to notify customers that an event has ended. During the event season, 

the product managers and the account managers are vigilant about the possibility of event calls, and 

they strive to provide customers with as much advance notification as possible. 

The evaluation team asked whether respondents would like to be notified by another method in 

addition to the current methods of communicating events. Most respondents did not have other 

preferences. Only three mentioned other methods: Two would prefer to be notified by Duke Energy 

representatives, and one suggested that a web service-based notification system might be faster. All 

respondents believed that the earlier the event notice was, the better. Only one respondent had some 

feedback on Duke Energy's event communication efforts, which was a preference for notification of any 

trend toward an event. Two respondents added that it was difficult for them to curtail their loads, and 

they wanted Duke Energy to be doubly sure that their participation was necessary. One of these 

respondents stated, "Determining a definite need would help. Do you really need us to drop?" 

Respondents reported that they engage in a variety of tactics to curtail their loads during an event. Four 

of the respondents reported that they only need to turn on their generators; six conduct a full shutdown 

of their operations, five report they shut down or reduce their HVAC or chiller in addition to their 

lighting and plug load, three report they shut down or reduce their lighting and plug load only, and one 

reported they shut down or reduce their HVAC and chiller load only. Some respondents volunteered 

some of the challenges they faced in reducing load: One participant's company needed to ramp down its 

equipment over the course of an hour. Several respondents explained that equipment needs to be shut 

down manually, and an assistant might be responsible for shutting down equipment. Another 

respondent needed time to run materials through a process before a shutdown. Because the annual 

curtailment test is scheduled at the beginning of the calendar year, all respondents reported that they 

were successful in reducing their loads. 
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When asked whether respondents could curtail more load than their contracts mandated, 14 

respondents considered their targeted level of load reduction to be "about right." Three said they might 

be able to curtail more load, but they wanted to be conservative to avoid risking penalties for not 

reaching their targets. 

Settlement 
Settlement for each month's events are paid to the customer as a credit on their bill within one or two 

billing cycles, depending on the billing dates. There are separate line items for the capacity premium and 

the event credit. The Duke Energy product manager reported that a customer can review their usage the 

day after an event through Energy Profiler Online (EPO), a web-based application provided by a third 

party. In addition to displaying meter information, EPO is used to track PowerShare agreements. The 

product manager reported that customers do not have much interest in being able to see their real-time 

load. The evaluation team asked respondents about their awareness of EPO; 11 were aware of the 

product, although three had never used it. Only six respondents considered themselves able to rate 

EPO's ease of use. On a scale of 1to10, where 1 meant "very difficult" and 10 meant "very easy," 

respondents gave an average rating of 8.0. Only one respondent gave a rating below 8, and suggested 

that Duke Energy could improve EPO by making it more user friendly, with a larger and easier to read 

screen. 

Participation Barriers 
The Duke Energy account manager reported that one of the largest participation barriers for 

manufacturers is the need to shut down their plant during an event call. As more and more businesses 

move to a "just in time" model, the impact of interrupting plant processes could mean that the 

manufacturers are unable to meet their customers' needs. The Duke Energy product manager noted 

that most of the PowerShare participants in the PJM territory were urban and suburban customers and 

participation is robust. 

Survey respondents did not show a strong trend toward any particular concern about participating in 

PowerShare. The most-frequently cited concern, from five respondents, was whether or not their 

company would be able to curtail the amount of load in their contract. The second most-frequent 

concern came from three schools concerned about being able to remain open when the buildings could 

not be cooled. Only two respondents cited concerns about the impact on business operations and 

production time. Another two respondents cited concerns about being able to reduce their loads within 

the 30-minute window required by PJM. Other individuals cited concerns over the frequency of alerts, 

the cost-to-benefit ratio of participating, and their need to verify the legitimacy of the offering because 

"it sounded too good to be true initially," considering the attractiveness of the premium credit. 

The evaluation team asked respondents with concerns whether any experiences during the past event 

season allayed their concerns. Although there were no emergency event calls, five respondents said 

they became more efficient and experienced in their shutdown procedures. One respondent gained 

additional staff members to help with the shutdown, and another received a waiver from PJM to curtail 
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within 60 minutes instead of 30. When asked whether Duke Energy could do anything to decrease their 

concerns with participating in PowerShare, two respondents requested more advance notice and one 

mentioned increasing the incentive. 

Participant Satisfaction Ratings 
In general, respondents were highly satisfied with the PowerShare program. When asked about aspects 

of PowerShare that were working particularly well, six respondents stated that the program was working 

well in general. Five other respondents said that PowerShare communications were working 

exceptionally well, two cited the financial incentives, and two others were glad to help Duke Energy 

meet resource constraints. One respondent cited the timing of the test event as a program strength, 

another cited the EPO product, and another Duke Energy's representatives. When asked whether 

PowerShare could be improved in any areas, seven respondents could not identify any improvements. 

One respondent believed short events might not be worth curtailing, another said the 30-minute 

notification window was difficult to work with, and another said the test event should be scheduled 

when there was a larger load to reduce (rather than during "off-peak" days and hours). One respondent 

suggested that Duke Energy could allow aggregation of retailers with different owners, and another 

recommended that Duke Energy send periodic reminders of the annual test event. 

Figure 1 shows that participant survey respondents have high satisfaction with PowerShare incentives 

and program enrollment operations. Respondents were highly satisfied with the enrollment process, 

rating it a 9.5 on a 10-point scale, where 1 indicates very dissatisfied and 10 indicates very satisfied. 

There were no ratings lower than 8 for the PowerShare enrollment process. 

Respondents believed that they received a clear explanation of the incentive structure, rating it an 8. 9. 

One respondent explained that for PY2016, Duke Energy sent documentation that only stated the 

program would be the same as last year. However, this respondent did not remember the program 

details and suggested that Duke Energy could resend documentation on how the incentive was 

calculated. 

Respondents were highly satisfied with the premium credit amount (mean rating of 8. 6), the load 

reduction credit amount (mean rating of 8. 8), and the time it took to receive the load reduction credit 

(mean rating of 8.8). One participant said it took almost two weeks to receive their test event results 

and suggested that Duke Energy could shorten this delay in the future. 
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Figure 1. Satisfaction with PowerShare Enrollment and Incentives 
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*Note: Error bars depict standard error of the mean. 

Figure 2 shows respondents' moderately high satisfaction with PowerShare event calls. Respondents 

gave a mean satisfaction rating of 7. 9 for the amount of advance notice they received. Although there 

were no event calls in PY2015, respondents' comments indicate that they based their rating on their 

experience from previous years: three respondents wanted day-ahead notifications, one complained 

about a 4:00 a.m. winter event and suggested better forecasting, and another suggested that Duke 

Energy could provide periodic notifications for the mandatory test event. 

Respondents gave a mean rating of 7.8 for the time they had to reduce their load, but again their 

responses reflected their experience from previous years: One respondent expressed frustration with 

receiving an event notification (for a winter event), only to learn that the event was cancelled after his 

company began shutdown procedures, and with another {winter) event that was cancelled after only 

one hour. Another suggested day-ahead notice, and a third wanted the response window increased 

from 30 minutes. 

Respondents gave a mean rating of 7.8 for Duke Energy's method of confirming load reduction. Of the 

respondents who offered suggestions for improvement, four wanted to receive their test event results 

more quickly, and one complained that the test event occurred after his company had decreased its 

load, and he wanted Duke Energy to use the highest historical load as the baseline. 
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Figure 2. Satisfaction with PowerShare Event Calls 
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Figure 3 shows that respondents were very pleased with the technical expertise of Duke Energy staff, 

with a mean rating of 9.6, and they had no suggestions for improvement. Respondents gave moderately 

high satisfaction ratings for the time it took for Duke Energy staff to respond to issues or questions, with 

a mean rating of 8.8. One respondent said it was difficult to communicate with someone from Duke 

Energy during an emergency event, another wanted test event results within three to four days, and a 

third was currently waiting for someone from Duke Energy to return a call. There were no suggestions 

for improvement. 

Overall, respondents have high satisfaction with the PowerShare program (mean rating of 8.8) and with 

Duke Energy (mean rating of 8.5). Only one respondent suggested an improvement for PowerShare, 

reiterating his suggestion of allowing small retailers to aggregate their accounts. Of the three comments 

from respondents who rated their overall satisfaction with Duke Energy an 8 or less, one repeated his 

earlier comment about a need to improve communication, and two others mentioned issues that were 

not related to Duke Energy's demand-side management programs. 
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Figure 3. Overall Satisfaction Ratings 
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Future Program Challenges 

PJM 30-Minute Notification Window 

At the time of this evaluation, PowerShare's new procedures to curtail loads within P JM's new 30-

minute notification window had not been implemented yet. Although PJM has granted exceptions to 

this window, the product manager was concerned that many current PowerShare participants would not 

be able to curtail their loads within 30 minutes. He said, "We were concerned that schools and 

commercial customers might need real help to respond within 30 minutes because they are not eligible 

for a waiver from PJM." The product manager reported that, in anticipation of these difficulties, he had 

explored ways to offer automated demand response offerings to PowerShare participants. Duke Energy 

recently concluded a two-year pilot of an automated demand response offering with a few large 

customers4 and was ready to apply lessons from the pilot with a larger pool of customers. To date, 

participants have not expressed much interest in automated demand response offerings, perhaps 

because PJM has not called any emergency events since instituting the 30-minute notification window. 

The product manager plans to continue to explore automated demand response offerings in anticipation 

of a changing energy market in which resources are managed through shorter, more frequent events, 

instead of longer and rare events. 

Respondents have some awareness of and concerns about the 30-mlnute window. As one respondent 

explained about advance notice, "The earlier the better-the first year there was more time to respond. 

Last year I hesitated [to renew] because of the reduced 30-minute notification time. I have only 30 

4 Those customers have since chosen another curtailment service provider. 
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minutes to shut down [multiple] sites." The product manager and the account manager independently 

expressed surprise that PJM's change to a 30-minute notification window did not seem to deter 

participants from renewing their PowerShare contracts. One factor that makes the change more 

palatable may be the availability of exceptions to the 30-mlnute window. The product manager 

explained that manufacturers can apply for an exemption to curtail their loads within 60 or 120 minutes 

if there is risk that reducing loads within 30 minutes would cause damage to their equipment, raw 

materials, or finished products, or if it would take more than 30 minutes to safely evacuate a plant 

during shutdown. Likewise, customers with generators can receive an exemption if the transfer of loads 

to backup generators must be done manually and would take more than 30 minutes. The account 

manager reported that a customer must write a letter requesting an exemption, and Duke Energy sends 

the request to PJM. To date, PJM has generally granted all exemption requests. 

Both the product manager and the account manager acknowledged that only a true emergency event 

call will allow them to find out how difficult it is to curtail loads with the 30-minute advance notification. 

To prepare for future events, the product manager reported that in spring 2016, Duke Energy will 

conduct another annual refresher of emergency event call procedures. This will allow Duke Energy to 

confirm the amount of time it takes for the system to notify customers of the start and end of an event. 

The Duke Energy account manager said that despite the challenges posed by recent changes in the 

program, her longstanding relationship with customers means that they are willing to communicate 

their concerns to her. This allows her to explain the reasons and need for the program changes to her 

customers' satisfaction. The account manager believed that the high renewal rate from program 

participants speaks to the program's continued value to Duke Energy's customers despite the recent 

changes. 
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Appendix A: Management Interview Protocol 
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Interviewer: Date of Interview: Interview method: 
~~~~~~~~- -~~ 

Title: 

Position description and general responsibilities: 

We are conducting this interview to obtain your opinions about and experiences with the 
PowerShare Program for the state of KY as it was implemented between the dates of January 1, 
2015 and December 31, 2015. We'll talk about the Program and its objectives, your thoughts on 
improving the program and its participation rates. Today's interview will take about an hour to 
complete. May we begin? 

Program Overview 

1. In your own words, please briefly describe the PowerShare Kentucky Program's goals. 

2. Please describe your role and scope of responsibility in detail. What is it that you are 
responsible for as it relates to this program? When did you take on this role? 

3. Would you please tell me the history of the PowerShare program in Kentucky? 

4. In your own words please describe how the PowerShare Program works and go over its 
design, marketing and operational approaches. Walk us through the participatory steps starting 
with a customer who knows nothing about the program. 

5. Please describe for me the roles and responsibilities of vendors that are supporting Duke 
Energy's PowerShare program in the state of Kentucky? 

6. Are there any changes you would like to see in the vendors' roles or responsibilities that 
would improve the PowerShare program's operations? 

7. How does PowerShare fit into Duke Energy's demand response portfolio? 

8. What other demand response programs does Duke offer to either residential or 
nonresidential customers? 

9. How does Duke Energy prioritize use of the capacity provided by each of these demand 
response programs? 

Objectives 
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10. Were there any quantitative targets in terms of participant enrollments? If yes, what were 
they? 

11. Were there any quantitative targets in terms of demand response capacity? If yes, what 
were they? 

12. Where there separate quantitative targets for each of the four participation options? 

13. How do you set these objectives? 

14. Please explain SB 221 and its influence on PowerShare program objectives. 

15. How well has Duke Energy been meeting the capacity goals set by SB 221? 

16. Did you meet those objectives? Exceed them? 

17. Since the program objectives were devised, have there been any changes in external 
influences (such as market conditions or new regulations) or internal influences that have 
affected the PowerShare program's operations? 

18. Should the current objectives be revised in any way because of these changes that 
developed since the program objectives were devised? 

19. What is Duke Energy's need for having an economic demand response program in KY? 

20. Please tell me about the Auto Demand Response program in KY? 

21. Can you please provide me with a list of the campanies that are participating in the pilot? 

22. What information do you need that would help you with program design in the future? 

Incentives 

23. What were the incentives for the PowerShare program in 2015? Do you expect that these 
will change in the future? 

24. How do customers receive the monthly premium credit? 

25. How do customers receive the load reduction credit for the events in which they 
participated? 

26. Are these two credits reported separately on their invoice? 

27. Do you think the incentives offered through the PowerShare Program are adequate 
enough to entice the C&I community to enroll in the program? Why or why not? 

28. Do you think the customers understand the incentive levels and how they are calculated? 
Have there been any issues relating to the customers understanding the incentive approach or 
confusion over what they are paid? What can be done to minintize this confusion? 
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29. Do you think customers have additional ability to shed load that could be tapped if the 
incentives were increased? 

Marketing 

30. What kinds of marketing, outreach and customer contact approaches do you use to make 
your customers aware of the program? Are there any changes to the program marketing that you 
think would increase participation? 

31. Do you think the materials and information presented to the C&I community about the 
PowerShare Program provides a complete enough picture for them to understand the 
participatory benefits of the program? How might they be improved? 

32. Are there specific customer types (business types) or market segments that you think 
Duke Energy should focus more effort on enrolling? What are they? How should PowerShare 
approach them with this program? 

33. What market information, research or market assessments are you using to determine the 
best target markets or market segments on which to focus? 

34. What are the key barriers to more efficient program operation? 

35. What are the key barriers to achieving greater load reduction? 

36. Are there any steps of the enrollment process that is more difficult for the customer? How 
does PowerShare plan to address these issues. 

37. How many customers have unenrolled from the program in 2015, for each of the options? 
How many MW does this represent? 

38. What are most common reasons for unenrolling? 

39. Describe the use of any internal or outside program advisors, technical groups or 
organizations that have in the past or are currently helping you think through the program's 
approach or methods. How often do you use these resources? What do you use them for? 

40. Do you think there should be changes made to the structure of the participation options? 

Event calls 

41 . How many and what types of events were called in 2015? 

42. What are the steps customers must go through to participate in the voluntary and 
economic events? 

43. How do you track, manage, and monitor or evaluate customer response to the event calls? 
How do you know if they reached their load shifting objectives? 
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44. For customers who do not shed as much load as anticipated, how do you find out why 
customers did not shed enough load? 

45. Can you describe for me your understanding of how customers react to a call? How 
quickly do they learn of a call, what determines what they can do, how quickly can they react? 

46. Given that PowerShare customers have different capabilities to react to an event 
depending upon their work volumes, production schedules, etc., how does PowerShare capture 
needed savings within the different customer conditions and capabilities in the market? 

4 7. What is the quality control, tracking and accounting process for determining how well 
control and control strategies work at the customer level and at the program level? 

48. Are there any market segments or customer types that the program is now serving that 
consistently are not able to provide the load shed within the timelines and notification systems 
used today? What would you suggest should be done about this customer segment? 

49. Overall, what about the PowerShare Program works well and why? 

50. What doesn't work well and why? Do you think this discourages participation? 

51. In what ways can the PowerShare Program's operations be improved? 

52. Are there any other issues or topics you think we should know about and discuss for this 
evaluation? 

Thank you for your time! 



Appendix B: Participant Survey Protocol 

1 

KyPSC Case No. 2016-00289 
AppendixD 

Page25of33 



Survey ID---
Surveyor Name-----

State 
()Kentucky 

Participant Info 
Name: ----
Company: ----
Title: -----
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Hello, my name is . I am calling on behalf of Duke Energy to conduct a customer 
satisfaction interview about the Power Share Program. May I speak with -----
please? 

We need your help. Duke Energy has given us your name as someone who might be able to 
share some of your experiences with the Power Share Program. We are not selling 
anything. We would like to conduct a short interview that will take about 15 minutes and 
all your answers will be kept confidential. This information will enable Duke to make 
improvements to the program and the application process. 

Message for voicemail 
Hello, my name is from Cadmus Works. I am calling on behalf of Duke Energy to 
conduct a customer satisfaction interview about the Power Share Program. Duke Energy 
has given us your name as someone who might be able to share some of your experiences 
with the Power Share Program. We are an independent evaluation firm and we are not 
selling anything. We would like to conduct a short interview that will take about 15 
minutes. All your answers will be kept confidential. This information will enable Duke to 
make improvements to the program and the application process. 
If you can help, please call me at . If there is someone at your 
company who would be more appropriate for us to speak to, we would appreciate if you 
could let us know that as well. 

OPTIONAL- only If the customer wishes conjirmationfrom Duke. 
If you would like to verify this request, please contact your account manager. Or, you can 
contact Rose Stoeckle, Manager of Measurement and Verification Ops, at Duke Energy. 
She can be reached at (513) 287-2264 or rose.stoeckle@duke-energy.com. 

IN-1. Would you be able to help us? 
()Yes 
()No 

(lfno) 
IN-2. Can you please give me the name of someone else who might be the more appropriate 
person to tell us about your company's participation in Power Share? 
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ES-1. Would you please tell me what your company does and what your role is in your 

company? ---------------------------------------------------------------------------

ES-2a. Do you manage more than one site that participates in Power Share for your 
company? 

()Yes 
()No 
()DK 

If yes, 
ES-2b. How many sites?----

Most of the questions you will be answering today are about Power Share in general, but if 
you manage sites that participate in Power Share differently from one another, please 
answer for your company's facility that is listed as ••. 
[Please fill in facility name from info sheet]. 

ES-5. How long has your company been participating in the Power Share Program? 

INFORMATION-GATHERING PHASE 

INF0-1. How did you first become aware of the Power Share Program? 
( ) Duke Energy sent me a brochure 
( ) A Duke Energy representative told me about it 
( ) Duke Energy website 
()I saw an ad in: ___ _ 
()Other: ( ) 
Don't know 

INF0-2. Please tell me how useful that source was in providing the information you needed 
to decide whether or not to participate. Please rate the usefulness of that source on a scale 
of 1to10, with 1 meaning "Almost nothing I needed", and 10 meaning "Everything I 
needed". 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

(If INF0-2 was less than 10, ask questions INF0-3a, 3b and 3c) 

INF0-3a Where else did you go to get information? _______ _ 

INF0-3b. What additional information were you seeking? ---------
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INFO-Jc. Were you able to get the information you needed about the program's 
participation requirements and benefits? 

()Yes 
()No 
()DK/NS 

OHIO: AUTO DR PILOT 

CODR-1. Are you, or were you, a participant in the Automated Demand Response pilot, 
which is also known as Auto DR? 

()Yes 
()No 
()DK/NS 

(If yes, ask CODR-2, CODR-3 and CODR-4) 

CODR-2. What do you like most about Auto DR? 

CODR-3. What do you like the least about Auto DR? 

CODR-4. Please rate your overall satisfaction with the Auto DR pilot, on a scale of 1 to 10, 
where 1 means that you are very dissatisfied and 10 means that you are very satisfied. 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 ()NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating is less than 8: 
CODR-5. What can be improved about the Auto DR program? 

DECISION MAKING 

DM-1. What was the primary reason that you decided to participate in the Power Share 
Program? 

DM-2. Was there a secondary reason that your company decided to enroll? 

DM-3a. Duke Energy offered an early enrollment period with a bonus if your company 
renewed their contract in January. Did your company renew under this early enrollment 
period? 

()Yes 
()No 
()DK/NS 



If "No" 
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DM-3b. What were some of the reasons why your company did not renew under the early 
enrollment period? 

If "No" 
DM-3c. Is there anything Duke Energy can do to help your company make a decision 
early? 

EVENT PARTICIPATION 

EV-4a. In addition to phone calls, texts, fax and emails, is there another way in which you 
would like to be notified of events? 

EV-4b. For some events Duke Energy is able to send out a notice a day ahead of the event, 
to warn of the possibility that an event may occur. Can you please rate how useful it is for 
you to receive the "day ahead" notices, on a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 means "Not at all 
useful" and 10 means "Useful". 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 ()NA 

EV-4c. Do you have any other feedback for Duke Energy on their event communication 
efforts? 

EV-5d What did you need to do at your facility to reduce load? 

EV-6a Was your company successful in reducing load? 
()Yes 
()No 
()DK/NS 

If No, 
EV 6b. Were there any negative consequences of not reducing enough load? 

EV-8. Please rate how easy is it for you to use the Energy Profiler Online, or EPO, on a 
scale of 1 to 10, where 1 means very difficult and 10 means very easy. 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

(If rating was less than 8) 
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EV-10 Would you say the targeted level ofload reduction you currently have with Duke 
Energy is ••.. 

( ) Much less than you can provide 
( ) Less than you can provide 
()About right for your company 
( ) More than you want to provide 
() Much more than you want to provide 
()DK/NS 

EV-11. For winter events that were called recently, were there any differences in your 
company's ability to respond compared to summer events? 

IMPROVEMENTS 

IMPR-1. While your company was deciding whether or not to enroll, what was the biggest 
concern about participating in Power Share? 

IMPR-2a. During the past season, did anything happen to decrease your concern? 
()Yes 
()No 

lfYES 
IMPR-2b. What happened? 

If NO 
IMPR-2c. What can Duke Energy do that would decrease your concern? 

IMPR-4. Is there anything about Power Share you would say was working exceptionally 
well? It's fine if there isn't. 

IMPR-5. What doesn't work well and why? 

SATISFACTION 
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We would like to ask you a few questions about your satisfaction with various aspects of 
the program. For these questions, we would like you to rate your satisfaction using a 1 to 10 
scale where a 1 means that you are very dissatisfied with that aspect and a 10 means that 
you are very satisfied. 

SAT-1. How would you rate your satisfaction with: The ease of applying for the program? 
() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-la. How can this be improved? 

SAT -2. How would you rate your satisfaction with: The amount of the monthly premium 
credit provided by the program? 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-la. How can this be improved? 

SAT-3. How would you rate your satisfaction with: The amount of the load reduction 
credit for the events in which you participated? 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 ()NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-3a. How can this be improved? 

SAT-4. How would you rate your satisfaction with: The time it took for you to receive your 
load reduction credit? 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-4a. How can this be improved? 

SAT-5. How would you rate your satisfaction with: How clear the explanation of the Power 
Share incentive structure was? 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
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SAT-6. How would you rate your satisfaction with: The amount of advance notice you had 
about the events 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-6a. How can this be improved? 

SAT-7. How would you rate your satisfaction with: The time window in which you were 
required to reduce your load once you had received notification about the start of the 
event? 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-7a. How can this be improved? 

SAT-8. How would you rate your satisfaction with: Duke Energy's method for confirming 
how much load you reduced? 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-8a. How can this be improved? 

SAT-9. How would you rate your satisfaction with: The technical expertise of Duke Energy 
staff 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-9a. How can this be improved? 

SAT-10. How would you rate your satisfaction with: The time it took for Duke Energy staff 
to respond to any questions or address any issues. 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 



SAT-lOa. How can this be improved? 
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Sat-11. Considering all aspects of the program, how would you rate your overall 
satisfaction with the Power Share Program? 

() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-lla. How can this be improved? 

SAT-12 Does your company intend to stay in the Power Share program in the coming 
year? 

()Yes 
()No 
()DK 

SAT-13. How would you rate your overall satisfaction with Duke Energy? 
() 1 () 2 () 3 () 4 () 5 () 6 () 7 () 8 () 9 () 10 () NA () 
DK/NS 

If rating was less than 8 
SAT-12a. How can this be improved? 

SAT-13. Are there any other thoughts or comments you would like to share with Duke 
Energy management about the Power Share Program that we have not discussed already? 

Thank you for taking this time to share your thoughts! We appreciate it very much. 
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