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AFFIDAVIT 
Wade M. Claggett, upon being first duly sworn, hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questions were propounded to him at a hearing before the Public Service Commission of 
Kentucky, he would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

Wade M.@faggett 

State of Ohio 

County of Franklin 

) 
) Case No. 20 I 1-00300 
1 

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence by Wade M. Claggett, this the 
2 7 day of September, 20 1 1. 

My Commission Expires: 



E.J. Clayton, upon being first duly sworn, hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questions were propounded to him at a hearing before the Public Service Commission of 
Kentucky, he would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

U E.J. Clayton 

Commonwealth of Kentucky 1 

County of Boyd 1 
) Case No. 201 1-00.300 

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence by E.J. Clayton, this the a@ day of September, 201 1. 

Notary Public u v  

My Commission Expires: 3 - 2 . 0 - - 2 O / &  



Tlie uiidersigiied, Lila P. Munsey, being duly sworn, deposes aiid says slie is the 
Manager, Regulatory Services for Keiitucky Power Coiiipaiiy, that she has personal 
knowledge of the matters set forth in tlie forgoing testiiiioiiy aiid iiiforiiiatioii contained 
Ihereiii are true aiid correct to the best of her iiiforiiiation, luiowledge and belief 

Lila P. Muiisey 

Commonwealth of Keiitucky ) 

Couiity of Fraiiltliii ) 
) Case No. 201 1-00300 

Subscribed aiid swoiii to before ine 2 Notary Public in and before said Couiity 
and State, by Lila P. Muiisey, this tlie 29gday of Septeiiiber, 201 1. 

My Commission Expires: 





Refer to tlie Joiiit Application ("Applicatioii") cover letter ("Letter"), page 2. o€ 3, which states, 
"[tllie DSM Collaboraiive is also requesting Goiimission approval iii this filing, for a two-year 
exteiisioii of the ICeiitucly Power Modified Eiieigy Fitiiess Prograin." 

a. Explain why this program is to be extended for two years while other progiaiiis evaluakd in 
this filing are to be extended lor three years. 

6. Though what moiitli aid year does ICeiitucky Power w-ant this prograiii extended? 

a. A two year program exteiisioii is recoiimieiided because of the program's ixargiiial cost- 
beiieGt results. A iiew evaluation repoit is to be completed by June 2013 for prograin years 
201 1 aiid 2012. reecoiiiiiieiidatioiis provided in the evaluation report (tab 6, page 14.) iiiclude 
utilizing demographic data to iiiiprove program inalteting of€ered by the prograni contractor 
I-loiieywell to older custoiiier homes. The demographic data caii also be used with future 
evaluations to develop better statistical control gro~ips from the AEP Custoiiier Moimatioii 
System. 

b. Program is to be extended tlx-ougli December 20 13. 





Rekr to page 2, of 3 of the Letter, which states, "[tjlie DSM Collaborative iecoiixiieiids 2012, 
Evaluation, Measuremelit, aiid VeiiGcatioii, or EM&V, services €or 5 DSM piograins to be 
provided by an external vendor. The EM&V services will begin October 2011 with the 
evaluation report to be developed tlxougli June 30, 2012." 

a. Explain whether I<.enkicloj Power has already begun requesting 
vendors for EM&V services. 

b. If one has already been selected, identify the external veiicior that wil 
seivices. 

bids from external 

provide the EM&V 

c. Explain why I<eiitucky Power is seeking an exteriial veiidor to provide EM&V seivices 
svlieii tlie Energy Efficiency/Deiiiaiid Response ("EE/DRI') Aiialytics Team of American 
Electric Power Service Corporation ('I AEPSC') is providing evaluatioiis of certain 
prograzlls in tlie current application. 

d. Explain whether an exterixd s w ~ l o r  is iiiorc cost efleci ive in providing ElM&V services 
tliaii Ilie EE/DR Analytics Team of REPSC. For the five programs, provide the projected 
evaluation cost by tlie exteriial vciidor versus tlie EE/DR Aiialytics Team of AEPSC. 

e. Explain wliether the cost ofthe EM&V services ofthe EE/DR Axalytics Teain of AEPSC 
was cliai-gecl directly to the I<.entucky Power Demand-Side Maiiagemeiit (''DSMI') 
programs thxt it evaluatecl. If yes, provide the cost of the evaluatioiis by program. If no, 
provide the actual evaluation costs that were iiicmred aiid explain l i o ~ v  they were cliarged 
to I<elitLtcky Power. 

f. Explain how the cost of an exteriial vendor will be charged to KentLdcy Power's DSM 
prograiii evaluatioiis. 

g. Who ~vill perform the fLi.ili-Lire evaluations of I<.eiit~~&y Powei.'s other DSM programs 
tvliich are mot being evaluated by an external vendor? 

11. Describe the process I<eiitucly Power will uiiciwtake to hire the external vendor. 



i . Describe tlie qualificatioiis and experience ICentucky Power will require of the proposed e 
external vendor. 

j . Explain how aiicl wliy the five prograins proposed to be ouisomced to an external vendor 
€or EM&V were chosen. 

k. Explain why the progiains otlier than the five chosen to be outsourced to an external 
vendor Lor EM&V were not included iii the proposal to use an exteriial vendor. 

RESPONSE 

a. A request for proposal was developed and issued to 16 poteiitial EM&V contractors on 
May 23, 201 1. 

b. AEG - Applied Energy Group. 

c. The AEPSC EE/DR Analylics Croup recorninended ai1 external contractor for ES\A&V 
services because the group is iiot expected to be staffed at a level to efficiently provide 
htt:ure evaluations. 

d. A bid proposal was iiot provided by AEPSQ: EE/DK because they coizlct not supply the 
seivices €or 2012, EM&V evaluatiori. Because of this fact, there was 110 analysis dolie 
looltiiig at cost e€fectiveness between an exteriial veiidor a12d the AEPSC EE/DR group. 

e. EM&V expenses for AEPSC EE/DR seivices were cliarged directly to the applicable 
DSM prograiiis. AEPSC charges to ~ ~ p p 0 1 - t  I(_eiihzcky Power DSM progiaiiis in gciieral 
are recovered tlu-ongh base rates. Tlirougb Julie 30, 2,011, the €ollo~ving expenses were 
directly charged by AEPSC EE/DR for program EM&V services and iiiclucled with the 
cvaluatioii categoi y identified with each program in tl2e status repoit: 

‘:’AclditioiiaI EM&V costs wei‘e pending and will be recorded for program repoiliiig aCier Jime 
30, 2.01 1. 



f. Tlie vendor will cliarge for tlie Eivl&V services separately by DSNi program. 

g. I<PCo will coiitiiiue to evaluate the use of external vendors and the AEPSC EE/DR 
groLlp. 

h. A request for proposal will be issued to EI\/I&V coiiipariies approximately one year in 
aclvaiice of the scheduled evaluation completion date. Vendor proposals will be evaluated 
and a recoiimiendation €or approval will be proposed to the DSM collaboiative. TJpoii 
approval, tlie coiiipaliy will secure an agreement with the vendor for the EiVI&V services. 

i. The following qLialifications will be specified in tlie vendor Reqmst for Proposal: 

d,7 ?kTi:rimcem QLscolijzcafi@ns 
Bidders for this project must possess and chionstrate exhisive experience with tlie evaluation 
o r  DSM Program and tlie iiiaiagement of teams of evaluators to the extent the bidder pi oposes 
to use inultiple firms to suppoi-i tlie Scope of Work. 

Section 6 - Qudificatism 
The ability of tlie bidder to riiauage large projects is criiical, and will be a key critelioii in 
selection. Specifically, the bidders should provide: 

A description of the primary Contractor arid a sunxiiary of the bidder's streiigtlis related 
to evaluation oftlie DSM programs. 

At least thee descriptions of projects of similar magnitude a id  complexity, i~icluding a 
description of the project, its budget, cluration, results achieved and client contact 
in.fo'ormation. Eiclclers may, at their discretion, also provide client letters of reference. 

The mine oE the proposed proj ect iiiaiiager aiicl a suiimiary of liis/her qualifications 
(including a bio); 

1Vaiiies and qualificatioiis suiiimaries for all key staff of the primary Coiitractor (inclucliiig 
bios); 

For all proposed sub-contractors (if any), the same information requested of tlie griiiiary 
contractor; 

A descriptiori of tlie resources aiid systems pcoposecl for tlie concluct o f  custoiiier surveys; 
aiicl 



A descriptioii of any specialized software systeiiis used by the Contractor and any 
subcontractors, such as energy analysis software aiid terms of use (e.g., owned, leased for 
coiitiiiual use, leased as needed, etc.). 

j . The five programs were scheduled for evaluation based 011 the original program filings 
that were subiiiitted aiid approved in Case 20 1 O--00095 and Case 20 10-0 198. 

k. Tlie proposed scliedule includes evaluation of other progains to be coinpleted by June 
20 1 4. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





Refer to page 4 of the Targeted Eiiergy Efficiency ("TEE") evaluation report 

a. Explain whether the Weatherization Assistance Program ("WAP") dollars were part 
of the Aniericaii Recovery aiid Reiiivestiiient Act ("ARRA") of 2009. 

b. Irtlle a i i s ~ e r  to pari a. of this iequest is yes, explain whether pailicipatioii in the TEE 
program was affected in any way due to the WAP funds. 

c. Describe how I<eiituclcy Power expects the TEE program to be affected once the 
funds expire on March 3 I ,  2.012,. 

WAP 

a. Yes, A R M  contributed 70 million dollars to the Weatlierizatioii prograin in Ke1mcky 
fioni April 2,009 tlluougli March 2012. During this time, all 23 agencies that received 
ARRA allocatioiis have sigiiificantly raiiiped up production aiid created increased 
capacity witliiii the program. 

b. CAAs struggled in program years 2.009-2.01 1 to ramp up to the pace that was necessary to 
spend the ARRA allocations due to tlie tiwe it took to pLircliase equipment, aclcl 
adiniiiistrative staff and train field crews. CAAs were give11 a iiiaiidate fiom I'.entucky 
Housing Corporation to spend ARRA allocations first. This iiiaiidate has made it difficult 
to spend allocatioiis for DSM programs dnring this time. However, f~ilxire DSM program 
expenditures will be more important as the ARRA dollars will be 110 longer available as 
ofMarch 31, 2012. 

c. As of A~igust 20 1 1, ChAs in ICeiitucky are providing retrofit services to approximately 
SO0 hoiiies each month across the Commonwealth. Oiice the A R M  fiiiids are spent, 
iiiuch of this trained workforce will have to find work elsewhei-e in other energy retrofit 
capacities or other industries. Regular DOE fiindiiig for WRP will most likely coiitiiiue 
but at a reduced amount so CAAs will be even inore dependent upon having multiple 
li'uiiding sources, relying strongly on existing DSM partiierships to continue their 
weatherization program. 





Commission sttaw 
ted September B4,2011 

Page 1 o f3  
Item No. 4 

tuc Y 
UEST 

Re-fer to page 6 o€ tlie TEE evaluation report. It states "KPC promoted tlie program 
solely tliroough an established network of Coimnmiity Action Agencies. Five (5) 
agencies are involved with tlie TEE program, but only t h e  (3) pai-ticipate actively." 

a. Explain wlietlier the Coiiiiiiuiiity Action Agencies ("CAA'I) also liave 
weatlierizatioii programs independent of ICeiitucky Power which use WAP or 
other goveriltiient-suloplied fiiiids. 

b. If the answer to pail. a. of this request is yes, explain wlietlier this creates any 
coiiflict of pai-ticipation goals between the weatherization programs of Kentucky 
Power aiid the CAA as mentioned on page 6 under tlie caption Delivery 
Mechanism. 

c. Provide tlie TEE weatherization goals estaldislied by I<entucky Power aiid its 
Deliland-Side Management Collaborative ("Collaborative") of each CAA for 
201 1 and the most cull-ent number of homes weatherized by each CAA though 
tlie Kentucky Power TEE program. 

d. Does I<eiitucky Power kiiow Ilie most current number of homes weatherized by 
each CAA tlwougli its own weatlierizatioii program? If yes, provide tlie 
information for each CAA. 

e. Explain wlietlier I<entucky Power persolxiel interact persoiially with CAA 
weatlierization persolxiel to encourage participation in I<entLrcky Power's TEE 
program. 

E. Explain whether I<entLtcky Power has explored other optioiis to market the WAP. 



a. All five Coimiiunity Action Agencies within the Kentucky Power service area 
have active federally fiiiided weatherization programs. 

b. Both the TEE Prograiii a id  the DOE WAP share the coiiiiiioii goal o l  iiicreased 
energy efficiency. Both have procedures that must be f'ollowed to eiisure that the 
iiieastires performed have provided Saviiigs to Ilivestiiielit ratios of at least 1 : 1 to 
those liouseliolds. WAP under A R M  created lhe ~i i i~is~ial  problem of having to 
operate two prograins siiiiultaiieously, with the WAP receiving an almost 400% 
aixiual iiicrease in hiding.  As a result, agencies stixggled to reach DSM set 
production goals. We do iiot anticipate this beiiig an issue after ARRA expires. 

d. Please see the table below for information regarding the ii~iiiiber of homes 
weatherized by each CAA in 2,011 : 

Agency in 2011 
Big Sandy 210 
Northeast 112 
LKLP I78 
Gateway 72 
Middle 6 4- 



e. CAK’s Eiiergy Programs Director, Michael Moyiialian, is a ineiiiber or the DSM 
Collaborative a id  attends all Quarterly iiieetiiigs chaired by E. J. Claytoii at 
ICeiitucky Power. Goals, productioii notes aiid cui-reiit issues are discussed at 
these meetings. These meetings are also atteiided by the CAAs. 

f. I<PCo has not explored aiiy options to iiiarltet WAP. 

ITNESS: E J Claytoii 





Y 

JEST 

Refer to page 13 of the TEE evaluation report wliicli states, “€or purposes of repoiling aiirl cost 
recovery in Keiitucky, only costs incremental to tlie Coiiipaiiy after begiixiing tlie program 
offerings are included in the costs. Employee labor costs are not included for recovery pui-poses, 
unless new labor was utilized iiicremeiitally a id  specifically for DSM program iiiipleiiieiitatioii. 
For tlie TEE program, all costs o€ tlie implementation o€ the prograin are coiisidered for cost- 
benefit tests, even if Kentucky Power did not bear the costs. All Weatherization Assistance 
Program (WAP) dollars were iiicluded to accouiit for tlie goverixiieiit involvement iii tlie 
program. I ‘  

a. Explain the iiieaiiiiig of “costs increineiital to the Company.” 

b. Explain wlietlier aiiy iiew labor was utilized incrementally aiid specifically for 
DSM program inipleiiientatioii. 

c. Explain whetlier aiiy costs not borne by Kentucky Power were iiicluded wlieii per€oriiiing 
the cost-benefit tests. 

d. Provide the amount of WAP dollars G.om goverixiieiit involvemen4 in the program that 
were iiicluded in the cost-benefit tests. 

e. If all eiiiployee dollars applicable to DSM programs were iiicluded for recovery purposes, 
explain wlietlier the TEE prograiii would still be cost effective. 

a. “Costs iiicreiiieiital to the Compaiiy” are those expeiiditures that were not previously 
incurred prior to the program offering and are directly related to the program. 

b. No iiew labor was utilized iiicreineiitally for DSM prograiii iiiiplemeiitation. 



c. Costs due to Weatherization Assistance Frogi,un (WAP) dollars were iiicluded lor cosi- 
benefit tests wlierever the evaluation report labels the test as “I(PC 4- WAY. 

d. Ref& to page 14 of the TEE Evaluation Report, table “Program Costs by Year and Type” 
Cor WAP ctollars iJncluclec1 in the cost-benefit tests. 

e. All employee dollars applicable to DSM programs, wlietlier recoverable in tlie DSM 
adjustinelit €actor or not, were included in tlie beiiefit/cost analysis. 





Refer to page 13 of the TEE evaluation report. It states, "[u]iuecoverable acliiiiiiistrative 
costs from KPC aiid AEPSC staff were not filed, but included for analysis." 

a. Explain what is meant by "iimecoverable" administrative costs. Does it mean not 
recoverable tluough the DSM factor, but recovered tlwougli base rates? 

1). If the costs are recovered tlwougli base rates, to what account are these costs 
charged? 

a. The reCerred to administrative costs are those not recovered through tlie DSM 
adjustment [actor but recovered tlwough base rates. 

b. These costs are cliarged to account 9080009. 

WITNESS: Wade M Claggett/E. J. Claykoii 





Refer to page 17 o€ the TEE evaluation report. It states, "I<PC-only results were positive, 
aiicl based solely 011 IWC's pai-licipation, the progiaiii should continue." The projected 
Total Resource Cost ("TRCI') €or 2012-20 14 Winter Peak Cost E€fectiveness Amalysis is 
1.95. Explain wliether Kentucky Power or the CAA would ever coiisidei riot continuing 
tlie TEE program, since it is cost effective a id  provides a societal benefit. 

The recoiimieiidatioii to continue the program is primarily based 011 overall value, 
including the cost-beneiii cualysis. If the prograin was deemed to not be cost e€fective, 
then the Coiiipaiiy would coiisidei the societal benefit before making a final decision. 





er Y 

EST 

Refer to page 18 of the TEE evaluation Report. Recomiiiendation 2 states, “[f).iture costs should 
be captured in a more organized aiid deliiieatecl manner. Each program should liave its own 
accounting area (project ID), separate from the otlier IWC business. Within each project, there 
sliodd be a coiisisteiit set of cost descriptioris for each program to account for utility adiiiiii, 
iiiipleiiieiitatioii admiii, iiiaterials, iiiarltetiiig, incentives, aiid evaluation.” 

a. Explain whetlier ICentucky Power properly captmed the cost by each program in this 
filing in Schedule C when calculatiiig tlie proposed DSM factor. 

b. Explain wlietlier 1,eiituclcy Power properly classified the costs applicable to each DSM 
program for cost recovery filed in this application. 

c. Explain how ICeiitucky Power captured the cost of each DSM program for cost recovery 
filed in this application. 

a. Keiitucky Power properly captured tlie cost of each program in tlie Schedule C wlien 
calculating the proposed DSM adjustment factor. 

17. ICeiitucky Power also properly classified tlie costs applicable to each DSM program 
for cost recovery. 

c. Kentucky Power receives boolted expeiises from AEPSC Utility Geiieral aiid Regulatory 
Accounting fur each DSM program and recoriciles tlie expenses to payiiieiit records on a 
monthly basis. The reconciled DSM expenses are recorded aiid allocated to specific cost 
categories which are repoi-ted for each program included in the Status Report. 

VWlNi23S: Lila P Muiisey/E.J. Clayton 





C Case No. 201 1-083 
Commission s a w  st Set of Data Reque 

ed September 14,2011 
Item No. 9 
Page 1 of 1 

Rel'er to page 18 of the TEE evaluation report. Reconmendation 4 states, 
"IWC stair labor time spent on the Prograin sliould be captured so that the true cost of 
delivering the program can be luiown." 

a. Explain wliether Kentucky Power staff labor time spent on the program means for 
cost-benefit tests or recovery pui-poses. 

b. If Kentuclcy Power staff labor time spent on the program was included for recovery 
purposes, explain what the labor and benefit amount would be. 

a. The p1irase mealis for tlie cost-benefits tests. The cost-benefit test analysis attempts 
to incorporate all appropriate costs, whether recoverable in the DSM adjustinelit 
factor or not. Because tlie KPC staff labor is not included in the DSM adjustment 
factor, it was not captured at a detail level to assign it to a specific program. 
Therefore, an estimate based proportion o€ ICPC staff labor was added to each 
progra111. 

b. N/A. IWC staff labor is not included for recovery purposes in tlie DSM acljustment 
factor. 

NESS: Wade M Claggett 





Refer to page 18 of the TEE evaluation repoi?. Recoiiuiieiidatioii 6 states, "KPC should 
consider adding another employee to help with in-the-field audits and ride-along trips so 
that cuimmt ICPC staff caii focus on prograiii iiianageineiit." The table below suiiunarizes 
the TEE program? weatherization goals for 2009 aiid actual iiuinber of homes weatherized 
in 20 1 0, along with the goals for 20 1 1 aiid the actual iitiiiiber of lioiiies weatherized in the 
first six iiioiitlis of the 20 1 1. 

Participants 
2009 2010 2,011 

Targeted Actual 
Energy 1st Six 

Months 
Efficieiicy (TEE) Goals Actual Goals Actual Goals 

All Electric 2,10 259 415 346 350 110 
Noli-A11 Electric 78 83 78 5 4 55 6 

a. Provide tlie number of ICeiitucky Power full-time employees (''FTE'') iiivolved in 
DSM €or 2009 aiid 20 10, and for 201 1 as of tlie date of this request. 

b. If Kentucky Power were to employ another DSM FTE, would the employee's cost be 
charged to base rates or tlie applicable DSM programs? If the answer is the applicable 
DSM programs, what would ICeiitucky Power estimate the approxiiiiate salary and 
benefit cost to be. 

c. If all costs, including salary, benefits, employee expense, aiid office supplies o€ the 
curreiit DSM FTEs a id  potential additioiial employees were charged directly to the 
applicable DSM prograiiis, explain whether the TEE program would still be cost- 
effective, iiieaiiiiig the TRC is equal to or greater than 1 .O. 

d. Provide the most recently available iiuiiiber, as of the date of this request, 01 iii-tlie- 
field visits to each CAA ofiice, and audits perforiiied by Kentucky Power staff for 
2,011. 



a. Tlie Kentucky Power employee staffing is provided as follows; 

Year I FTE 
2009 
2010 

1 
3 

b. The EE/DR Aiialytics (EEDRA) team's recomineiidatioii was to add aii iiicreiiieiital 
employee to IWC specifically for DSM purposes. IC I<PC were to add aii additional 
eiiiployee, the employee's costs would be recovered tlu-ough base rates. 

c. Tliere is no way of luiowiiig if another employee at ISPC would result in a TRC 
greater than 1 .O in the h twe ,  as the predictive uncertainty iiitervals or  any stochastic 
statistical model, such as DSMore, are very large. 
However, iC we assume: 

0 

Q 

labor costs fiom an additional eiiiployee 
110 net benefits (costs only) from the labor 

tlieii, siiice tlie NPV benefits of the TRC were over $300,000 larger than the NPV 
costs for both tlie winter and slimmer analyses, it would be a safe assumptioii that at 
least one employee could be included and the program would still be cost-effective 
Tram ICPC's perspective. 

d. As o€ September 14, I<entucky Power staff lias had tlie following results for iii-the- 
iield visits to each CAA office: 

Number 
off 

Visits 
Big Sandy 2 
Northeast 0 
LKLP 2 
Gateway 0 
Middle 1 

Number 
Qf 

2 
0 
3 
0 
0 

WHTWESS: Wade M C1aggettE.J. Claytoii 





Refer 'to Case No. 2008-003 50, Targeted Energy Elficiency Program, 2,006-2007 Load 
h p a c t  Evaluatioii Report, page 6. It states, I' [tlo) capture accurate lemperatLires, 
infoiiiiatioii fiom the Asllaiid, Keii'tucly weallier station was usecl." Explain whether the 
Asldamd, Kentucky weather iiforinatioii was used €or the curreiit analysis. 

No, data from the Ashland, Keiitwky weather station was not used in this analysis. 
Weather fiom the Coviiigtoii, KY station was used. 

VVIETNESS: Wade M Claggett 





ReCer to page 14 o r  Ilie Mobile I-Iome I-Ieat Pump ("MI-IHP") program evaluation report. 
Reconxiiendations 6 and 7 state, "KPC should request AEP adcl fields or processes to capture. . .'I 
heating, ventilation, a id  air conditioning ("HVACI') iilfoiiiiatioii on their custoiiiei s aiicl builcliiig 
type 011 their customers. Explain whether tliese fields are in American Electric Power's ('IREPI') 
Customer Iiifoiiiiation System 01- on the brochwe or application that Keiituclcy Power ciistoiiiers 
complete Cor participation iii the program, or botli. 

HVAC related field data is iiol preseiitecl because ii either is mot mailable iii the AEP Custoiner 
InCor~iiatio~i System (CIS) called IUJACSS (Marltetiiig and Ciistoiner Seivices System), or ;lie 
fields exist but are not being populated. Baviiig the fields on the brochure does iiot piovicle the 
necessary value to the analysis as the problem lies in the data not being available [or the 
population customers, which is used to provide a coiiiparable coiitiol groizp. 

V4HTNESS: Wade M Claggett 





Refer to page 14 o€ the MIiIiP prograrii evaluatioii repoi-t. Recoiixiieiirlation 9 states, 
"I(IpC sta€f shoiild per-foiiii oil-site installation audits lor a small sample or  paiticipaiits. 
This may necessitate adding anotlier employee." 

a. Explain whether this additional employee would also be responsible for doing iii- 
the-field audits for the TEE program. 

b. Provide the most recently available number, as of tlie date of this request, of on- 
site audits perforiiied by Kentucky Power staff for 20 1 I. 

a. A new employee could he used fox program iiiaiiageiiient in any o l  the program. 
The prograin responsibilities may be sliared betweeii the existing IQCo stdf  
based on work assigixiieiils and/or geographic work location. 

b. IC.eiitucky Power staff currently does not perfom1 om-site audits for the MI-IE-IP 
pro gram. 

WETNESS: E J Clayton 





X efer to page 14- of the I\/IE-IHP progiaiii evaluation report. Recoiimeiidation 10 states, 
"ICPC should gather iiiformatioii froin the dealers about customers that were interested iii 
the program but declined to participate. Using tliat iiiforiiiatioii, ICFC should then sample 
the custoiiier list aiicl perlorm a noli-paiticipaiit survey to find any reasons for iioii- 
pai-iicipation." 

a. How frequently does Keiitucky Powcr star[ persoiially visit HVAC dealers to 
promote the MI-fI--Il? program and discuss marlteting of the prograiii to potential 
customers? 

b. Is there a brochure, other than the Exhibit I-Fact Sheet oii page 26, that is 
available to I-IVAC dealers that would aid them in educating custoiiieis as to the 
benefits 01 participating in the prograin? 

a. ICeiitxcly Power sta€€ coiiducts site visits when the HVAC dealers iiialte time 
I<entuclty Power staff coiiipleterl 44- site visits to available in their schedules. 

I-IVAC dealers in 20 1 1. 

b. No. There is oiily one brochure olfered for the prograiii. I-Iowever, Kentucky 
Power does provide ii~oiinatioii regarding the program on its website 
(Keiituckypower. coin). 





Refer to page 15 of the Mobile I-Tome New Coiistiuctioli (''IVIXl?C'') evaluatioii report. 
Recomiiieiidation 2 slates, I' [glreater scrutiiiy should be applied to data collectioii and 
traclting." Explain wlietlier ICeiitxiclty Power keeps a list, by customer, of miiiiinal 
informatioil as to what measures have been installed. 

RESPONSE 

Yes. ICeiitiicky Power lteeps a list of measures, by custoiiier, that iiicIudes the size, iiialte 
and model iiimber o€ the unit iiistalled. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





TJEST 

Refer to page 15 of the MIXNC evaluation report. Recoiiiiiieiidatioii 7 states, "I<PC 
should gatlier iiiibriiiatioii from tlie dealers about custoiners that were interested in the 
program but decliiied to participate. Using that iiiibriiiation, I<PC should then sample the 
customer list and perforin a non-participant survey to find any reasons for 11011- 

pai-ticipatioii." 

a. How frequently does ICeiitucky Power staff personally visit the manufactured 
dealers to promote the MHNC prograin a id  discuss iiiarketing of the liousiiig 

program to poteiitial customers? 

b. Is there a brocliure, otlier than the Exliibit 1-Fact Sheet on page 19, that is 
available to manufactured housing dealers that ~'vould aid them in educating 
customers as to the benefits of participating in the program? 

a. ICentucky Power staff scliedules visits to each iiiaiiufactured liousiiig dealer at least 
once per year. Soiiie dealers are visited more often as needed. 

b. No. There is only oiie brochure offered for the program. However, Kentucky 
Power does provide additioiial infomiation regarding the program on its website 
(K eiit uck y p o we r . coiii ) . 

VVITNESS: E J Clayton 





Refer to page 6 of the Modified Energy Fitness ("MEF") prograiii evaluation report. It 
states, "[tlhis evaluation was the second consecutive evaluation to fi id that the billing 
aiialysis did iiot sLippoi'L tlie validity of previous eiiergy values used. The root cause oftlie 
disagreement appeals to be tlie same as tlie previous evaluation indicated, maiiily, that the 
iiiecliaiiisiii for choosing participants i s  selectiiig homes to weatherize that do not extract 
the most savings €rom the iiieasures installed." 

a. Explain whether Kentucky Pow-er's implemeiitation coiitractor, I-Ioneywell 
Iiitteriiatioiial ("IW), is worltiiig to bettel: select homes wliere the electric bills can 
be redLuxx1 and meet corporate eiiergy efficieiicy goals. 

b. Explain whether ICentucly Power believes that, until this situation is resolved, its 
staE should perforiii more than a quai-terly oii-siie audit. 

c. Provide the most receiitly available iii.uiiber of on-site auclits, as of the date of this 
request, even though they have been quarterly, that were perforiiied by 1Ceiituck.y 
Power staff for 2,O 1 1. 

a. Yes. I-Ioneywell Iiiternatioiial is worltiiig to better select hoiiies where the electric 
bills caii be reduced. 

'0. A quarterly inspectioii is considered acceptable to maiiitain aclequate quality 
coiitrols with tlie iiiiplemeiitatioii contractor. 

c. Two on-site lioiiie audits have been completed in 20 1 1 





Refer to page 7 or  tlie MEF evaluatioii repoi%. It states, "[als a whole, data collectioii and 
tracking was perlomied actecpately from I-Ioiieywell's perspective. However, the 
exchange of data betweeii Hoiieywell aiid AEP is very troublesome." Eescribe wliat 
Iieiitucky Power aiid PIT have dolie to iiiiprove the exchange o r  data. 

The data exchange problem is iiot betmxii 1iPC and HI; it is betweeii the evaluator aiid 
HI. Evaluators, even those at a large corporation, are limited to the toolsets they have 
available to theiii. The EEDRA tea11 is capable o€ liaiidliiig data iii a relatioiial database 
ibriii, sizch as Oiacle, DB2, SQL Server, or IVIS Access, or in a warehouse "flat file" foini 
in SAS, comma-separated files (CSVs), or Excel. 1-11 provides ?is data in relatioiial 
database foim in separate "dbase" files, a technology that is not suppoitable by the 
E E D M  team. The recoiimeiidation was that, in the future, HI slioulcl provide its data in 
a c o ~ i m o ~ i  foiiiiat agreeable lo the eval~zator. 
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Refer to page 7 o i  tlie MEF evaluation repoit. It states, "[slporadic pieces o f  data were 
missiiig that are 1 equiied to produce engineering estiiiiates." 

a. Describe what kind of pieces of iiiforiiiatioii was iiGssing. 

b. Explain whether uiiclerestiinaliiig the demand savings by 6 1 percent in the 
Collaborative ieports influenced tlie cosi-eifectiveness tests iesults 01 the program. 

a. "Missing" in 'this context meant desired infoimatioii was not available to the 
evaluator. Due to problems in getting usable data from 131, all engineering 
estimates weie basecl on deemed savings values. If iiilbimatioii was provided on 
what types o f  CFLs were installed, the type OF heating system, heating fuel, type oC 
air coiidiiioiiiiig system, iiumber, ii: any, oi: window air conditioning systems, etc ... 
theii that data co~ild not be located by the evaluatoi, a id  was not used due to the 
data foimat used by HI. 

b. The v.nderesiiniation of deiiiaiicl savings in the Collaboiative reports is iioi used hi 
any of tlie evaluation cost-benefit calculations. 

WHTFTESS: Wade M Claggett 





Refer to page 8 of tlie MEF evaluation report. It states, 'lolie comment o€ dissatisfaction was "an 
iiistaller cracking a door.'' If the door was cracked by the iiistaller, explaiii whether the 
custoiiier's door was repaired or replaced, a i d  by whom. 

RESPONSE 

The door .was not repaired or replaced. The custoiiier did not report the complaint to program 
service provider (I-Ioiieywell), and the custoiiier refused release of infomiation for follow-up by 
utility company. The survey coiiipaiiy reporting the custoiiier coiiment called the custorner to 
request periiiissioii for utility follow-,up but the customer rehsed. 

WBTNESS: E J Clayton 





Refer to page 13 of the MEF evaluatioii report. It states, "the results of the billing 
analysis show that tlie program will iiot be cost e€fective €or any o€ the applicable tests in 
20 12-20 14." 

a. Explain \diether this is tlie reasoii for requesting only a two-year exteiisioii of the 
MEF program. 

b. If the applicable cost-elfectiveness tests show tlie MEF prograin not to be cost- 
e€€ective, explain whether Kentucky Power aiid the Collaborative support 
discoiitiiiuing the program. 

c. Should the MEF program be continued after Deceiiiber 3 1 , 20 1 1, if tlie program is 
not going to be cost-effective iii 20 12-20 14-? Explain. 

a. This stateiiieiit oii page 13 of the MEF evaluatioii report is a misstatement; tlie 
results show a positive NPV for both tlie PACT aiid the TRC. This was iiot the 
reason for requesting oiily a two-year extension o€ tlie MEF program. That 
recoiiuiieiidatioii was made in light of the negative NPV results €or the 2009-2010 
analysis aiid the low (yet positive) NPV restills €or tlie 2012-2014 results. 
Evaluating sooner was recommended to ensure that changes are made to improve 
the cost ef€ectiveness o€ the program. 

b. Tlie EEDRA team expects that tlie cost-e€€ectiveiiess of tlie prograin may become 
positive if program change recommendations are adopted. If the 20 1 3 evaluatioii is 
iiot cost effective, then ICeiitucky Power iiiay recoiimieiid termination of the 
program to the DSM Collaborative. 

c. The EEDRA team expects that the cost-elfectiveiiess of the program iiiay becoine 
positive i€ tlie steps taken in tlie recoiiiiiieiidatioiis are adopted. Additioiial 
evaluation was recoiiuiieiided to ensure thal clianges are made to iiiiprove Ilie cost 
e€fec t i veiiess o€ h e  pro gram. 

WITNESS: Wade M Claggett 
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Page P of 1 

Refer to page 14 o€ the MEP evaluatioii report. Recoiivnendation 10 recoinmends 
"adding aiiother einployee to help with in-the-fields audits, ride-along trips and other 
general work required with the MEF and other programs. I' Explain wlietlier this 
additioiial eiiiployee would also do work oil the TEE and MHI-IP programs. 

A new employee could be used €or program maiiagemeiit in any of the programs. Tlie 
program responsibilities iiiay be shared between the existing IWCo staff based 011 work 
assigiuiients and/or geographic work location. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoii 





Refer to page 17 or  tlie High Efficieiicy Heat Pump (ttHEI-IP1t) evaluatioii report. 
Recoiimiendatioii 6 states, "IWC should request AEP add fields to the AEP CIS to 
capture I-IVAC information on their customers. This would provide a more accurate way 
o€ coiiipariiig the participant gro~ip to the population for billing purposes." Describe the 
means tlu-ougli which Kentucky Power curreiitly gathers iiifoiiiiatioii for the HEHI) 
pro grain. 

Keiitucky Power star1 gathers iiiforiiiation for the HEHP prograiii by coIIectiiig aiid 
processing I--IEHP iiiceiitive applications. The iiicentive applications are sent. to Ihitucky 
Power via €ax or mail by the HVAC dealers following equipment installation and are date 
stamped upon receipt. The iiiceiitive applications are then reviewed, validated, and 
logged into a database prior to payiiient processing. After tlie application is logged iiito 
the database, the customer's accoimt is noted with the dates of receipt a id  processiiig of 
the applicatioii. Dealer aiid custoiiier payments are then processed. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 





Refer to page 17 of the E-IEI-IP evalizatioii repoi-l. Recoiiimeiidatioii 8 is "ICPC staff should 
perforln on-site iiistallatioii audits [or a small saiiple of participants. This may necessitate 
adding another employee." 

a. Provide the number o€ on-site audits, as of the date of this request, performed by 
I<eiitucky Power stdf for 20 11. 

b. Exylaiii whether this additional employee also does work 011 the TEE, MHWP, and 
HEE-IP prograI11s. 

a. I<entucky Power staf€ cizrreiitly does not perform on-site audits for the IHEHP 
program. 

b. A new eiiiployee could be used for program iiiaiiageiiient in any oftlie prograiiis. 
The prograin responsibilities may be shared between the existing I<PCo staK based 
on work assigimieiits and/or geographic work location. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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Y 

Refer to page 17 of the I-IEHP evaluatioii report. Recommei~dation 9 is "ICPC should 
gatlier iiiforiiiatioii froiii the dealers about custoiiiers that were interested in the prograiii 
but declined to participate." 

a. Provide the iimiber of field visits by Kentricky Power staff to HVAC dealers to 
discuss the HEHP program to date for 201 I .  

b. Is there a brocliure, other than the Exhibit 2-Fact Sheet on page 34, that is 
available to HVAC dealers that would aid them in educating custoiiiers as to the 
beiiefits of participating in the program? 

a. ICeiitucky Power staff did not keep detailed records of contacts to HVAC dealers 
prior to April of 2011. Between February and September 21, 2011, ICeiitucky 
Power stafC coiiipleted and recorded 4-4 field visits with HVAC dealers. 

b. No. Tliere is only one brochure offered for the program. I-Iowever, Kentucky 
Power does provide iiifoiinatioii regarding tlie program on its website 
(ICeiituck ypo wer. coni) . 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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Item No. 26 
Page P of 1 

Re-Ter to page 16 of the Comin~inity Outreach CFL evaluation repoi-t. Recoiiiiiieiidatioii 1 
is, "[t]lierefore, it is our opiiiioii that the COCFL program should coiitiiiue tlu-ougli 2,0 14, 
with periodic evaluatioiis to eiisure the program is still cost erfective." Civeii Ihat 
iiicaiidesceiit bulbs are to be phased out by 20 14, explaiii whether Keiituclty Power 
believes it should coiitiiiiie to spend resources 011 coiiipact fluoresceiit light bulbs or 
should this be leEl lo the co~isuiiier. 

Based 011 the report evalimtioii, the Coiiipaiiy recoiiuneiids a tlu-ee year prograiii 
extension. The evaluation repoi-t predicts that the program will reiiiaiii cost effective 
tluough 2014. Followiiig tlie spring 2014 evaluation, KPCo will be iii a positioii to iiialte 
a reco~imeiidatioii to coiitiiiue, modify, or teriiiiiiate tlie program. 

TWESS: E J Clayton 





Re€er to page 16 of tlie Energy Education for Students Program ("EEFS") evaluation 
report. Recoiiiiiiendation 6 is, ' I  [t]o increase teacher worltsliop participation, 
consideration sliould be given to providiiig an additional iiiceiitive to tlie teachers related 
to their time requirements €or attending the worltsliop." 

a. Explain what would be considered an additional incentive. 

b. Explain whether the cost of an additional iiiceiitive would be recovered tlu-ougli the 
DSM factor. 

a. T<PC sta€f indicated the greatest baiiier to adoption was with teacher iiivolvement. 
Any incentive, financial or otherwise, that W O L I ~ ~  increase teacher interest would 
be coiisiderecl an aclditional cost to the program; however, iiiceiitives to the 
teachers would not be coiisiderecl as iiiceiitives under the definition of the cost- 
benefit tests. 

b. Yes, any iiiceiitive that affects the participation rates of program participants would 
be treated as an expenditure that is recovered tluough the DSM acljustiiieiit factor. 

WBTNESS: Wade M Claggett 





Refer to page 16 o€ the EEFS evaluation report. Recomiiieiidation 7 suggests an 
additioiial survey of participants. Who would be surveyed, the teachers, studeiits, or the 
parents of the students to deteriiiiiie the persistence of the savings over the expected CFL 
life? 

The participants of any prograin are defined as tlie I<PC customers, iii this case the 
parents. They would need to be surveyed to determine the persistence o€ the CFL 
iiistallatioiis. 

VVIITNE$S: Wade M Claggett 
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Refer to page 16 o€ the EEFS evaluation report. Reconmiendation 8 states that 
[elducatioii inaterials should be reexamined to ensure that the bulbs are recoimiieiided to 

be iiistalled in an area to gain the maximum savings." 

a. Is this ICeiitucky Power's educational material or the National Energy Educatioii 
Development ("NEED") educatioiial material? 

b. Who would best luiow how to revise educatioiial inaterials for middle school 
studelits , 
Keiitucky Power or NEED? 

a. The educatioii material provided is NEED'S material. However, the supplemental 
education recoiiuiiended can be provided in the NEED pacltet, or by KPC directly. 
The suppleineiital eclucatioii would involve iiiforiiiiiig tlie students about which 
rooms in a home have tlie highest iiumber of lighting hours in a given day. 

b. NEED luiows best how to revise their material. However, ICPC reviews all 
educational material to ensure that the material is in line with ISPC's goals. 

WITNESS: Wade M Claggett 





Provide a comparison o€ 20 1 1 participant goals by prograiii aiid actual participation by 
each program for 2,011, as of the date of this request, aiid explain whether ICelmcky 
Power expects the 201 1 goals €or each prograin will be iiiet by the end o€ the year, and if 
not, wl1y. 

Participant goals for iiiost programs are expected to be achieved based oii eiid of the year 
projections. However, the siiiall comiiiercial High Elficieiicy EIP/AC may eiid 2,011 at 
lower tliaii expected levels due to dealer aiid customer response to the program. A Ibur 
week newspaper proiiiotioii was recently coinpleted for HVAC programs, and the iiet 
elfect €or increased customer participation is ruideteimiiied at this time. Also, the Mobile 
Home New Coiistructioii program may eiid the year at lower than expected levels due to 
weak home sales. 

The following table includes actual participant data repoi-ted tl-uough September 14, 
201 1. 

VVITNESS: E J Claytoii 





Item No. 31 
Page 1 o f 5  

EST 

Refer to tab Schedule C of the Application. Page 17A-2 shows the 
following lost revenue factors: 

Lost R eventie 
Program Factor per ItWh 

C oilliner cia1 I-Ii gh E ffi ci eiicy 
Heat Puiiip/Air Conditioner - 
Air Conditioner $0.14803 

Coiniiiercial High Efficiency 
Heat Pump/Air Coiiditioiier - 
He at Pump Rep I ac emeiit $0.58599 

Coiiiiiiercial Incentive 
Pro gram 

a. Coiillriil that the factors are correct. 

$0.25657 

b. If the answer to part a. oi'this request is no, provide the correct lost revenue factors for 
each program. 
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a. The lost revenue factors for the Coiimiercial I-ligli Efficiency Heat Puinp - Air 
Coiiditioiier aiid Heat Pimp Replacenieni Programs and the Commercial Iiiceiitive 
Program as listed above are incorrect. This error was originally noted and corrected in 
the Secoiid Set of Data Request Responses for Case No. 201 1-00055, Item No. 2. The 
wrong file was iiiadvei-teiitly picked up wlien creating the file for the cull-eiit review 
period aiid therefore resulted in the iiicorrect lost revenue factors being sqqlied in llie 
current Schedule C page 17A-2. 

b. The correct lost revenue factors for the Coiiuiiercial I-ligh Efficiency I-Teal Puiiip - Air 
Coiiditioiier aid Heat Pi.iiiip Replaceiiieiil Programs and the Coiniiiercial Iiiceiitive 
Program as previously noted in Case No. 201 1-00055 are: 

Commercial High Efficiency Heat Pump / 
Air Conditioner - Air Coiiditioiier $0.0 64 8 2, 

Coiniiiercial High Efficiency lieat Pump / 
Air Coiiditioiier - Heat Pump Replacement $0.06482, 

Coiiiinercial Tiiceiitive Program $0.06603 

Attached please fiiid an updated copy of the lost revenue factors for the above listed programs. 
An updated Scliedule C with coi-rected lost reveiiue factors oii Exhibit C, Page 17A-2, is located 
on the eiiclosed CD aiid titled "DSM 186 Month - Year 201 1 - 1st half + 3rd & 4th Qlrs.xls". 

HTNESS: LJla P M~iiisey 
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Y 
$48 39 $871 757 $0.83 $625 

Refer to the followiiig table and explain, by program, the variances in average estimated program 
cost per pai-ticipant from the third quai-ter to the fourtli quarter of 20 I 1 

P rog ra in 

Third Quarter Fourth Quarter 
Average 

Est. Total Est. 
Program E& Program 

Participants Participant costs Participants Participant 
New Costs Per Program New Costs Per Prc 

Residential 
Efficient 
Products 
- LED Lights 18 

Residential 
Load 
Management 
- Air 
Conditioning 30 
-Water 
Heating 30 

Commercial 
AIC & 
Heat Pump 
Program 
- Meat Pump 
Replacement 15 

HVAC 
Diagnostic 8 Tune 
Up - H e a t  P u m p  
1 4  

$'I ,294.90 $38,847 220 

$1,294.90 $38,847 220 

$1,328.33 $19,925 10 

$127.29 $1,782 8 

$415 81 $9 1,478 

$415.81 $9 1,478 

$52 1.00 $5,210 

$67.00 $536 



NSE 

The monthly total program expense was allocated based on the projected participant 
levels. The specific EE nieasures for tliese programs (Le. LED, Air Coiiditioning, Water 
EIeatiiig) were allocated based on the percentage o€ the specific EE nieasiiies aimial 
budget to the program total budget. 

As shown on Page 2 of this response, tlie total projected expenses for the program does 
not change but is re-allocated between the 3rd quarter aiid 4th quarter based on the 
projected participant levels that are specific to the EE measure (i.e. LED, Air 
Conditioning, Water Heating). 

An updated Scliedule C with re-allocated program expenses for the 3rd & 4th Qtrs are 
recorded on Exhibit C, Page 17B-1, 17B-2, 17C-1 and 17C-2 on the enclosed CD and 
titled "DSM 186 Month - Year 201 1 - 1 st half + 3rd & 4th Qtrs.xls". 

Programs affected by the re-allocated expenses include HEHP Resistance and Non- 
Resistance, Residential Efficient Products CFL,, Specialty, and LED, Small Conviiercial 
AC / IHP, Residential IWAC Diagnostic AC / I-IP, Convnercial I-IVAC Diagnostic AC / 
FIP, Residential Load Management AC aiid Water Heating, and Coniiiiercial Load 
Management AC and Water Heating. 

TNESS: E J Clayton 
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Y 

Explain why the Residential Load Maiiageiiieiit and the Coiiuiiercial Load Maiiageiiieiit 
programs have no Lost Revenues and Efficiency or Maximizing Incentives. 

As a pilot program, no participant impact assumptions were included with the original 
filing. There€oore, KPCo has no lost revenues or maximizing incentives. 

Please see the response to Item No. 7 of the data requests in Case No. 20 10-00 198, 

ITNESS: E J Claytoii 
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Provide Exhibit C in aii electroiiic foriiiat with foriiiulas intact aiid uiiprotected. 

Enclosed is a CD providing Exhibit C in an electronic format with foriiiulas intact and 
unprotected. Exhibit C has been iipdated to iiiclude the changes iiieiitioiied in the 
respoiises to Item No. 3 1 and 32. 

'WITNESS: Lila P Muiisey 
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Provide in electroiiic format with formulas intact and unprotected the assuiiiptioiis as to ltWh 
savings and efficieiicy incentives per psi? icipaiit by program. 

Please see eiiclosed CD for the excel files with formulas intact aiid uiiprotected coiitaiiiiiig the 
assuiiiptioiis as to kW1i savings and efficiency iiiceiitives per pai-ticipaiit by program. 

Applicable files on CD: 

Attaclmieiit 1: DSM 186 Moiitli - Year 201 1 - 1st half+ 3rd & 4th Qtrsxls 
Attacluiieiit 2: KPC Assumption Sheet 201 2-2,014.xlsx 
Attacluiient 3 : Assumption Sheet Small Comiiiercial HI? AC20 1 0 . ~ 1 ~  
Attacluiient 4: Assuiiiptioii Sheet for iiew programs July 16 20 1 0 . ~ 1 ~  
Attaclmieiit 5: t\lssuinptioii Sheet HVAC Tune-Up20 1 0 . ~ 1 ~  
Attaclmient 6: Assuinptioii Sheet Residential Efficient Products APT Bid.xls 

f 
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Provide in electronic forinat with formulas intact a id  unprotected the lost revenue factor 
calculatioiis for all residential and coiiimercial programs. 

Please see eiiclosed CD Cor the excel files with formulas intact aiid unprotected coiitaiiiiiig the 
lost revenue factor calculatioiis €or all residential and commercial prograiiis. 

Attaclmieiit 1 : Coiiui~ercial - L,ost Revenue Factors - Julie 201 1 .xls 
Attaclmieiit 2: Resideiitial - Lost Revenue Factors - Julie 201 1 .xls 

WHTNESS; Lila P Munsey 
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Y 

Each of tlie DSM programs coiitaiiied a cost-effectiveness evaluation. 

a. Explain liow eiiviroivneiital costs were factored into the cost-effectiveness 
evaluatioiis. 

b. Explain liow federal and state eiiergy iiicome tax credits were factored into the 
cost-effectiveness evaluations. 

c. Explain why a societal test was not utilized in the cost-effectiveness evaluations. 

a. Costs to reduce eniissioiis at ICPC plants are embedded iii the avoided capacity 
and avoided energy numbers used in tlie benefitlcost analyses. The benefit o€ 
avoided eiiviroixiieiital damage was not coiisidered in the cost-effectiveness 
evaluations. Tlie societal test would iiiclrtde such benefits, but it is iiot coiisidered 
in the four beiiefit cost tests utilized in the evaluation. 

b. Federal aiid state eiiergy iiicoiiie tax credits were not factored into tlie cost- 
effectiveness evaluatioiis. Insufficient data was collected to reasonably estiiiiate 
the tax credits that occurred due to ICPC's coiisuiiier programs; thus to reiiiaiii 
conservative, tax credits were excluded from tlie aiialysis. Inclusion of tlie tax 
credits would iiicrease llie iiet present value of both the TRC and PCT for aiiy 
affected prograiiis. 

c. The societal test was iiot utilized due to the associated uiicei-tainty. Soiiie beiiefits 
oT tlie socictal test, such as the beiiefit of avoided eiiviroixiieiital effccts, are 
cIi€ficult to objectively qiiantify aiid monetarily value. No ineasureiiieiit can be 
done to capture the beiiefits of a person's "well being" or "peace o€ mind". In 
Iiglit oC such great uncertainty, the test was not utilized. 

-WITNESS: Wade M Claggett 





QUEST 

Explain what options ICeiitucky Power has explored to iiicrease the iiwnber of methods 
used to iiiiprove promotional e€fectiveliess of its DSM programs. 

Kentucky Power has explored the following iiew proiiiotioii options: 

redesign o€ company webpage €or resideiitial aiicl coiiuiiercial DSM programs; 
on-line webliilk to participating HVAC program dealers; 
on-line store €or Residential Efficient Products program; 
web-based program amio~iiiceinents with scrolling baiuier display; 
iiew program fact sheets; 
iiew newspaper advertiseiiieiit [or HVAC prograiiis a id  Commercial Iiiceiitive 
program; 
customer bill iiiserts; 
updated call center on hold messaging aiicl scripting; 
media press release; 
employee survey; 
employee awareiiess posters for DSM programs; 
new braiidiiig oE programs through gridSNART aiid tagline Saving Money aiid 
Resources; 
automated voice-messages to ciistomers (DAVOX); aiid 
direct proiiiotioii to trade allies. 

WITNESS: E J Claytoil 
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The following table contains a comparison of the TRC results for 2009 and 2010 and 
prqjected 2012 to 2014 versus 2006 aiid 2007. Year 2006 and 2007 are the TRC 
evaluatioiis from tlie last three-year evaluatioii in Case No. 2008-00350. 2009 aiid 201 0 
evaluations included a suiiiiiier peak cost aiid a winter peak cost; 2012-201 4 iiicluded 
only a winter peak cost; aiid 2006 and 2007 was not done by s~miiiier or winter peak cost, 
just in total. 

(Click on Advanced button below to view table) 

a. Explain why there is sucli a di€fereiice in tlie TEE-Non-All Electric result of 7.86 
fkoiii the last evaluation to the cui7-eiit result of'0.SS-Suiiiiiier Peak Cost and 0.50- 
Winter Peak Cost. 

b. Explain why there is siich a di€fereiice iii the MEF result of 3.37 from the last 
evaluation to the current O.8O-Suiimier Peak Cost and I .15-Winter Peak Cost. 

c. the prqjected 2012-2014 TRC for tlie MEF is 1.37. Explain why this program is 
deemed not cost-effective for 2012-2014. 

d. The overall TRC €or tlie High Efficiency Heat Pump program for 2006 aiid 2007 
was 9.79. Explain why tlie cui~ent and projected TRC results lor this program are 
sub s t an t i ally bel ow 9.7 9. 

a. A major factor contributing to the dif€eereiice in the results of the benefit cost tests 
is tlie differeiice in avoided costs. IuPC's avoided cost projections have changed 
sigiiiiicaiitly since 2,006, and 011 llie short-term were much lower for both avoided 
generation $/MWh atid avoided capacity $/ftW. Aiiother Iiiqjor factor is the lcWh 
savings per pai-ticipaiit clecrease. The billing aiialysis suggested a 23% decrease 
in 1tWh savings per customer. Another factor is that a lack of specific baseload 
cost data led to a pal ticipation-based estimate of program cost division between 
baseload a d  all-electric customers. This estimate resulted in more cost being 



in ltW1i savings per customer. Another factor is that a lack o€ specific baseload 
cost data led to a pai~icipatioii-based estimate of program cost divisioii between 
baseload a id  all-electric customers. This estiinate resulted iii more cost being 
allocated to the baseload scenario, which could af€ect tlie baseload test results, hit 
would leave tlie total program test results uilarfected. 

b. A inajor factor contributing to tlie difference iii the results oftlie benefit cost tests 
is the difference in avoided costs. IQC's avoided cost projections liave changed 
significantly since 2006, aiid oii the short-teiin were iiiucli lower €or both avoided 
generation UMWh aiid avoided capacity $/ltW. Another factor is the estimated 
usefiil life of measures used in tlie analysis. Engineering estimates were utilized 
to estimate tlie estimated usefiil life of tlie billing analysis repoi-ted savings. This 
resulted in a slioi-ter average estimated usefiil life tliaii was used in the prior 
evaluation's analysis. A particular iiieasiire of iiote are coiiipact fiuoresceiit light 
bulbs; these measures are subject to diminishing savings because of kederal 
standards affecting tlie baseline bulb wattage. 

c. Page 4 of the MEF Evaluation Report, "tlie prospective analysis of tlie program 
for 2,012-2,014 predicts the prograin could be cost-effective." However, page 13 
of tlie evaluation repoi-t claiins that the program will not be cost-efCective. This 
contradictioii is the iiiistalte of the evaluator, aiid page 1.3 should have the same 
wording as page 4. The program may or may not be cost-eKective in 2,012-20 14, 
but the EEDRA team believes it will be if the recoiiimeiidatioiis provided are 
adopted. 

d. In the Table for the 2.006 and 2007 TRC results, tlie 9.79 value noted is the TRC 
result for the "Residential High Efficieiicy Heat Puiiip Mobile Home (FIEEIP-MEI) 
Prograiii", rather tliaii the HEI-IP program. The I-IEHP program was not offered in 
2006-2,007. 

WITNESS: Wade M Claggett 





UES 

Provide a list of tlie active meiiibers of Keiitucky Power's DSM Collaborative aiid their 
respective representative(s). 

NSE 

A list of active DSM Collaborative members by name, including the organization thal 
they represent and wlietlier that person is a voting member, is provided on Pages 2 aiid 3 
of this response. 

WITNESS: E J Clayton 
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The voting members of the Collaborative are: 

esidenliall Class 

CL. Comm tu2 ity Action Km f ucky 

Executive DirectodCAK 
Staff Member/CAI< 

North eresf Keittucky Comnaurzi47 Acdio~z Agency 

Execu live D irecto r/NEI< C AA 
Staff Meiiiber/NEK CAA 

Big $mar@ Conzmmify Action Ageitc~j 

Executive DirectodBSCAP 
Staff Member/BSCAP 

Middle KlY Conzniunity Actioon Pnrdnersbaip, hzc. 

Executive Director/MI<CAP 
Staff Meiiiber/MI<CAP 

Grideway Conirnuiz if)) A ctiorz Co crncil 

Executive DirectodGCAC 
Staff MembdGCAC Alternate 

Primary - Rob Jones 
Alternate - Mike Moynaliaii 

6, 

Priiiiary - David Carroll 
Alternate - Kim Tacltett 

c. 

Primary - Mike Howell 
Alternate - Wanda Thaclter 

d.  

Primary - Darrell Shouse 
Alternate - Trisli Little 

e. 

Primary - Wallace Rose 

J EKLP Comnawaity Acfioiz Cotemil 

Executive Director/LIUP 
Staff iiieiiiber/LICLP 

Executive Director/LINI<S 
Re]?reseiitative/L,lNK S 

RepreseiitativelBSADD Aging 
Representative/BSADD Aging 

Senior Weatherization Trainer 

Primary - Annie Tlioinpson 
Alternate 

Primary - Brett Davis 
Alternate 

Priiiiary - Bertha Daniels 
Alternate 

Priiiiary - Gary Brown 

1 
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Staff Member KHC Alternate 

Assistant DirectodAtty Geiieral 
Staff Meiiiber/Atty Geiieral 

Primary - Deiiiiis Howard 
Alternate - Heather Kash 

DSM Program Manager 
Staff Member/I<PCO 

Primary - E. J. Clayton 
Alteriiate - Scott Bishop 

a. Office oftlie Attorizey General, Bieelzf~aclc~i~, 

Assistant Director/Atty General 
Staff MeinbedAtty General 

b. ICentucky Power. Conpiay 

DSM Program Manager 
Staff Meinber/I<PCo 

c. Floyd Cowzly $chools 

Director of Facilities 
Staff Member/Floyd Co. Schools 

d. C k r .  Lady ofBellq%rtte Hospital 

Director of Facilities 
Slaff Member/OLBH 

Primary - Deiiiiis Howard 
Alternate - Heather ICasli 

Primary - E. J. Clayton 
Alternate - Scott Bishop 

Primary - Greg Adam 
Alteriiate - Ralph Goble 

Primary - David I-Iall 
Alternate 

2 
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