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October 19, 2010

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary VIA HAND DELIVERY
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2™ Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17120

RE: Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for Approval of Changes to its Act 129 Energy
Efficiency and Conservation Plan; Docket No. M-2009-2093216

Dear Secretary Chiavetta:

Please find enclosed for filing with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission ("PUC" or "Commission™)
an original and fifteen (15) copies of the Comments of the PP&I. Industrial Customer Alliance ("PPLICA")
to PPL Electric Utilities Corporation’s ("PPL" or "Company") Petition for Changes to its Act 129 Energy
Efficiency and Conservation ("EE&C") Plan in the above-referenced proceeding.

As evidenced by the attached Certificate of Service, all parties to the proceeding are being duly served with
a copy of this document. Please date stamp the extra copy of this transmittal letter and Comments, and
kindly return them to our messenger for our filing purposes. Thank you.

Very truly yours,
McNEES WALLACE & NURICK LLC
" J/j 0L
Shelby A. Linton-Keddie
Counsel to the PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance
SLK

c: Certificate of Service
Cheryl Walker Davis, Director, Office of Special Assistants (via Hand Delivery)
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Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation : d@ﬁ ‘%‘
for Approval of its Energy Efficiency and ; Docket No. M-2009—2093216"~“‘,;.,.}

Conservation Plan

COMMENTS OF THE
PP&L INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMER ALLIANCE

L. INTRODUCTION

On October 15, 2008, Governor Rendell signed into law House Bill 2200, or Act 129 of 2008
("Act 129" or "Act"). Among other things, Act 129 expands the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission's ("PUC" or "Commission") oversight responsibilities and sets forth new requirements
on electric distribution companies ("EDCs") with at least 100,000 customers for energy conservation,
default service procurements, and the expansion of alternative energy sources.

With regard to energy efficiency and conservation, Act 129 requires EDCs to adopt a plan,
approved by the Commission, to reduce electric consumption by at least 1% by May 1, 2011, and by
at least 3% by May 31, 2010, adjusted for weather and extraordinary loads. 66 Pa. C.S. § 2806.1(c).
In addition, by May 31, 2010, peak demand is to be reduced by a minimum of 4.5% of the EDC's
annual system peak demand in the 1000 hours of highest demand, measured against the EDC's peak
demand during the period of June 1, 2007, through May 31, 2008. See id. § 2806.1(d).

Consistent with the Act, on July 1, 2009, PPL Electric Utilitiecs Corporation ("PPL" or
"Company") submitted a Petition for Approval of an Energy Efficiency and Conservation Plan
("EE&C Plan" or "Plan"), which was approved in part and rejected in part by Commission Order
entered October 26, 2009. As part of that Order, the Commission clearly stated that "[t]he General

Assembly authorized the Commission, not the EDC, to make decisions in regard to modifying an




1

approved Act 129 Plan."* Similarly, while the Commission encouraged "the use of a stakeholder

process to consider the need for corrections to make mid-course corrections to [the Company's] cost

recovery mechanism,"? the Commission unambiguously ordered that it will "require PPL Electric

Utilities Corporation to seek Commission_approval of any mid-course changes to the Plan that it

intends to make,"”

On June 24, 2010, and September 1, 2010, the Commission issued Secretarial Letters
addressing the filing procedures for EDCs' Act 129 Annual Reports and proposed revisions.
Specifically, the PUC's June 24, 2010, Secretarial Letter "directs that EDCs submit their 2010 Act
129 annual report and any proposed EE&C plan revisions by September 15, 2010."*  Additionally,
the Commission explained its interpretation of its January 16, 2009, Implementation Order,
regarding annual reports and plan modifications as follows:

As set forth in the /mplementation Order, the annual report and any
proposed EE&C plan revisions are to be served on the Office of
Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small Business Advocate and the
Office of Trial Staff. The Commission will post the annual reports
and any proposed EE&C plan revisions on the Commission's EE&C
program web page. Any interested party can make a recommendation
for plan improvements or object to proposed EE&C plan revisions
within 30 days of the filing of the annual reports and proposed EE&C
plan revision filings. Interested parties will have 20 days to file
replies to any recommendations for plan improvements or objections
to plan revisions, after which the Commission will determine whether
to rule on the recommended changes or refer the matter to an ALJ for
hearings and a recommended decision.®

Purportedly in compliance with both the October 26, 2009, Order at Docket No. M-2009-2093216
and the Commission's two Secretarial Letters, on September 15, 2010, PPL submitted to the

Commission a Petition that requested "approval for two modifications to its EE&C Plan: (1) a change

' October 26 Order at 92 (emphasis added).

21d at 114,

* Id. (emphasis added).

* June 24, 2010, Secretarial Letter, Docket No. M-2008-2069887, at 1 (emphasis added).
> Implementation Order, Docket No. M-2008- 2069887, Order entered Jan. 16, 2009.

6 June 24, 2010 Secretarial Letter at 2 {emphasis added) (internal citations omltted)

2



to its Compact Fluorescent Lighting Program; and (2} a change to the classification of direct and
common costs."” Upon review of what it believed were the only two proposed modifications to the
Company's EE&C Plan, and in accordance with the Commission's June 24, 2010, Secretarial Letter,
PPLICA filed a letter with the Commission on Qctober 15, 2010, encouraging the PUC to "vigilantly
review all of the Company's proposed changes to its cost allocation method related to the
classification of 'Direct Program Costs' and "Common Costs,' as well as the resulting interclass cost
shifting and rate impacts associated with these changes."® In addition, by its letter, PPLICA reserved
its right to file Reply Comments in response to other parties' Comments or recommendations to the
Company's Plan and to participate fully in any hearings scheduled in this matter.’

Shortly thereafter, in preparation of the Company's October 20, 2010, Act 129 EE&C
Stakeholder Meeting, on QOctober 18, 2010, PPL circulated a presentation (attached as Exhibit A) that
includes, among other things, PPL's explanation that the only two changes requiring PUC approval
were filed with the Commission on September 15, 2010 (Slide 28) and lists more than 20 "minor
changes to program implementation details" (Slides 31-39) that "include things such as the rebate
amount, measure descriptions, add/delete a relatively minor measure within a program, and
implementation dates for a measure/program.” (Slide 32).'"® Further, the Company specifically states
that "the changes summarized in this appendix were not included in PPL Electric's Petition to modify
its EE&C Plan because they: Do not impact the projected cost of a program; Do not impact the
projected cost of the EE&C Plan; Do not reduce the projected savings of a program; Do not reduce

the projected savings of the EE&C Plan; [and] Do not impact the cost allocation between customer

7 Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for Approval of Changes to its Act 129 Energy Efficiency and
Conservation Plan at 2 (Sept. 15, 2010).
* PPLICA Letter te PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for Approval of Changes to its Act 129 Energy Efficiency and
9Conserva!i0n Plan, Docket No. M-2009-2093216, dated Oct. 15, 2010.

Id
9 PPLICA began preparing these Comments as soon as the "minor changes" were discovered. Because the
presentation was not circulated until after the due date for initial Comments, PPLICA respectfully submits that good
cause exists to accept these Comments after the initial deadline. See 52 Pa. Code § 1.2(a).
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classes." (Slide 32). Notably, other utilities have submitted proposed Plan revisions that meet these
requirements.

Moreover, on Slide 39 (and referenced earlier on Slide 20), the Company indicates, in part,
that "the projected peak load reductions in the Load Curtailment Program have increased from 100
MW to 150 MW based on bids from CSPs. These increased peak load reductions can be achieved
within the original budget of this program, will provide more benefits to customers, and will provide
more margin for compliance if other programs do not achieve their projected peak load reductions.”

It is clear that all of the changes included in Appendix 1 have admittedly not been submitted
for Commission approval in contravention of the October 26, 2009, Commission Order approving
PPL's EE&C Plan and the June 24, 2010, Secretarial Letter outlining the process for submitting Plan
revisions. Affected Parties have been deprived due process. As a result, these changes should be
rejected. PPLICA reserves the opportunity to address additional issues in Reply Comments, as
necessary.

1. COMMENTS

As explained above, despite the clear Commission directive in the October 26, 2009, Order
that PPL "seck Commission approval of any mid-course changes to the Plan that it intends to make,"
the Company has unilaterally acted, thus usurping the Commission's power to make decisions
regarding modifications to an approved EE&C Plan and depriving affected parties' rights to due
process. As a result, these changes should be rejected.

Further, PPLICA disagrees with the Company that these changes can be characterized as
"minor." While reserving PPLICA's right to Comment on and oppose other changes included in
Appendix 1, unilaterally increasing the projected peak load reduction in the Load Curtailment
Program by 50 MW (to a total of 150 MW) is not a "minor change" and was done by the Company
despite its knowledge (since the last EE&C Stakeholder Meeting in April, 2010}, that PPLICA

objected to this modification. While the Company purportedly argues that this modification is
4



"within cost budget,"” PPLICA previously indicated to the Company that such a change is not cost
neutral and requested information from PPL regarding the cost at which the originally-approved
demand reduction can be achieved from the Large Commercial and Industrial ("C&I1") class, the
proiected cost of adding the incremental 50 MW to the Load Curtailment Program, and the impacts
of each scenario on the EE&C surcharge for Large C&I customers. This information is necessary to
evaluate any proposed change to the Plan.

The budgeted amounts approved for EE&C programs in the initial litigation are not open
credit lines that must be fully used by a utility. Rather, the budgeted amounts will be reconciled to
actual expenditures to ensure that ratepayers pay only what is necessary to implement the approved
programs, If the approved 100 MW Load Curtailment Program for Large C&I customers can be
implemented at a lower cost than originally budgeted, then Large C&I customers should pay a
reduced EE&C surcharge. EE&C programs are funded directly by ratepayers, As a result,
ratepayers should benefit if programs cost less; not be deprived of reimbursement if the Company
can find other ways 10 use the money (i.e., by unilaterally increasing peak demand reductions of a
single program). Because PPL unilaterally decided to incur extra costs and increase the Load
Curtailment Program target to 150 MW, PPL's shareholders should pay the difference for this
unauthorized, unreviewed unilateral change."’

Slide 34 also notes that PPL "clarified" aspects of the Custom Incentive Program. PPLICA is
highly concerned about these undefined "clarifications,” and requests that PPL provide specific
explanations of all clarifications in writing to all parties.

Without further information about the cost and accompanying impact of these modifications
(as well as the others included in Appendix 1 of the Company's October 20, 2010, Stakeholder

Presentation), it is impossible for the Commission to determine whether such changes are

"' Page 154 of the Plan contains the 98 MW target for the Large C&I Load Curtailment Program, which PPL has
now unilaterally changed. This was not in the blacklined version of the Plan submitted on September 15, 2010.
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appropriate. As such, because the Company intentionally disregarded a clear Commission Order that
PPL "seek Commission approval for any mid-course changes it intends to make" and deprived
affected Parties of due process, all of the "minor changes" included in Appendix 1 of the Company's
October 20, 2010, Stakeholder Meeting Presentation should be rejected.
I CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, the PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance respectfully request that the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission consider and adopt the foregoing Comments, and take any
other action as necessary and deemed appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

McNEES WALLACE & NURICK LL.C

el

PameldZ. Polacek (1.D. No. 78276)

Shelby A. Linton-Keddie (1.D. No. 206425)
McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC

100 Pine Street

P.O. Box 1166

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166

Phone: (717) 232-8000

Fax: (717) 237-5300

Counsel to PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance
Dated: October 19, 2010
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PP ELECTRtC UTILITIES

The Power to Make a Difference

PPL Electric Utilities
Act 129 Energy Efficiency & Conservation Plan
Stakeholder Meeting
October 20, 2010

*

Agenda

Introduce PPL Electric Utilities’ panel
Communicate EE&C Plan results to date

Review marketing, advertising, & customer
education efforts

Challenges with the commercial &
industrial customer sectors

Changes to EE&C Plan
Q&A and Wrap-up

2
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Key Results

Key Results as of 9/30/10

+ Results are for instaliations recorded through
9/30/10

« Savings are recorded when the rebate
application is processed, the rebate is paid, and
the program CSP completes their batch
download process into PPL EU's tracking
system

« There could be up to approximately 8 weeks lag
between the installation of a measure and its
reported savings in PPL EU's tracking system

4




Key Results as of 9/30/10

. We are on target

Reported energy savings to date are 188,000
MWh/yr

— 52% of 5/31/11 compliance target (382,000 MWh/yr)

— 17% of 5/31/13 compliance target (1,146,000 MWH/yr)
187,000 MWh/yr is the target to date

84,000 MWh/yr verified savings for Program Year 1
(ended 5/31/10) versus 75,000 MWh/yr target for
Program Year 1

Key Results as of 9/30/10

Reparted Gross Energy Savings by Sector
Through 9/30/10

Government &

Large C& Non:;sroflt
14%
o~ T
k,_\/ l‘
/I
small C&l \i

12% -"\\‘

E ~~.._Residential
Low-| lncorne i 69%
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Key Results as of 9/30/10

Reported Gross Energy Savings by Program
Through $/30/10
Renewable

Energy
WRAP 2%

Efficient L8552
A IICA KA CFL
0 et B SR IK K
Bt ] T s0%

39%

Appliance <
Recycling
8%

A - Key Results as of 9/30/10

* More than 93,000 participants to date

*» Actual costs to date are $37 million
- Slightly under budget to date
~ $246 million target for Plan (5/31/13)
~ $19 million rebates/incentives paid to date
« Other than the Renewable Energy
Program, no program is expected to run
out of funding during program year 2
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Status of Programs

The Programs

Program Namae

Institutional

1 _ Efficiant Equipmant Incentive

2 Residantial Audit and W,

3 Compact Fluorescent Lighting

4 __,t}ppliancn Racyding

'ENERGY STAR Now Homes

Launch Date

1210 - 41510

5
8 Direct Load Control
7 Time of Use Rates

RIAT LY

110
11108

B
® E Power Wise

10 C&I Custom Incentive

11 HVAC Tune-Up

12 Load Curtaiiment

13 Ranewable Enargy

14 Energy Efficiancy Behavior & Education

Primary customer targst
Ebgibls customers

3iHD

Portfolio banefit-cost ratio = 2.8

Exhibit A
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+ Behind target
+ Extensive marketing in September 2010
+ Enhanced to allow customers to arrange recycling when buying a new

Program Status-

Appliance Recycling

refrigerator
Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/30/10

Appliances 12,200 13,350 69,615
Recycled

Reported Gross 16,029 20,593 114,761
Savings (MWhlyr}

Program Cost $1.445 $1,989 $10,036

{$1000)

kil

+ Launched January 2010

Program Status- CFL

« 300 participating retail stores
» Ahead of target

{$1000)

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/30110
CFLs 2,255,406 1,093,340 7,125,000
Reported Gross 101,000 44,826 292,137
Savings (MWhiyr}
Program Cost 33,551 $3,354 $10,077

12
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Program Status-
Energy Efficiency Rebates

+ Launched December 2009 for residential, March 2010 - April 2010

for C&l

= Ahead of target for residential; Behind target for C&I

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/30M0
Number of 58,039 NA 105,000
participants
Reported Gross 77,145 89,1086 715,875
Savings (MWh/yr)
Program Cost $11,650 $11,841 $92,857

{$1000)

13

» Launched May 2010

« Behind target
+ Extensive marketing in September 2010

Program Status-
Energy Assessment &
Weatherization

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/30/110
Number of 210 surveys 720 surveys 5,940
participants 71 audits 180 audits 4,782 surveys/1,168 audits
Reported Gross 0 912 5,961
Savings (MWh/yr}
Program Cost $219 $466 $2,756

($1000)

Exhibit A
10/19/2010



Program Status-
Custom Incentives

» Launched March 2010

* Behind target
« Approximately 82 projects and 49,200 MWh/yr in the
pipeline (“projects in progress”)

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
/30110
Number of 21 studies N/A NfA
projects 61 projects
{participants)
Reported Gross 92 16,552 140,459
Savings (MWh/yr}
Program Cost $186 $1,100 $21,252
($1000)
15
o Program Status-
o Low Income WRAP

» Launched November 2009

« Behind target on MWh reported but on target for
jobs completed

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
a/30/10

Number of 875* 2,200 23,590
participants
Reported Gross 1,706 5,049 18,695
Savings (MWh/yr)
Program Cost $5,983 $7.390 $29,038
{$1000)

* Excludes 2,155 completed jobs that have not yet been recorded in the tracking system
18
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+ Ahead of target

Program Status-
E Power Wise Low-Income

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/30M0

Number of kits 1.745 1,729 7.200
{participants}
Reported Gross 703 23 1,080
Savings (MWh/{yr)
Program Cost $240 $128 $542
{$1000)

Program Status- HVAC Tune-up

* Launched Agpril, 2010

+ Behind target

+ Challenges include upfront investment required by HVAC
contractors and getting SWE to approve the method for determining

savings
Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/30/10

Number of 34 N/A N/A
projects
{participants)
Reported Gross 27 2,665 22,176
Savings {MWh/yr)
Program Cost $469 3152 $1.238

{$1000)

18
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o,

+ Launched March 2010
+ Closed 5/10 for residential PV and 8/10 for government, non-profit and

institutional PV

Program Status-
Renewable Energy

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/28/10

Number of 832 105 1,260
participants (130 PV, 5PV, (60 PV,

718 GSHP) 100 GSHP) 1,200 GSHP}
Reported Gross 4,307 3,075 18,490
Savings (MWh/yr)
Program Cost 1,365 956 5,649

($1000)

19

+ Negotiating with bidders,
+ Launch delayed from June 2010 to Jan 2011 because of the Iate
development of statewide protocols for determining the savings

+ No curtailments until summer 2012 (except for testing)

Program Status-
Load Curtailment

($1000)

Actual as of 9/30/10 Goal to Date Total Pian Target
Number of MWs 0 [t} 98 (increased to 150
enrolled within cost budget)
Reported Gross Peak G 0 98 (increased to 150
Reduction {MW]j within ¢cost budget)
Program Cost $106 $1,278 $14,486

20
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Program Status-
Direct Load Control

ey

» Negotiating with bidders

* Launch delayed from June 2010 to Jan 2011 because of the late
devefopment of statewide protocols for determining the savings

» No curtailments until summer 2012 {except for testing)

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/30/10
Number of 0 0 44,940
participants
enrolled
Reported Gross 0 1] 32
Peak Reduction
{MW)
Program Cost $89 $1.034 $11,722
($1000)
21

Program Status-
Time of Use Rates

+ Program launched June 2010

» Behind target

+ Wil iikely get very little of the planned peak load reductions (61 Mw; 150,000
participants) projected in the Plan. The number of shopping customers will be much
higher than expected and customers will likely save more by shopping than via TOU

Actual as of 8/30/10 Target to Date Total Plan Target
Number of 379 0 150,000
particlpants
enrolled
Reported Gross Peak NiA™~ 0 61
Load Reduction (MW)

* Need 1 year to conduct post-paticipation bifling analysis to determine savings

22
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* Launched March 2010
*  On schedule for about 8,000 MWh for year end,

Program Status-
Education & Behavior

Actual as of Target to Date Total Plan Target
9/30M0

Number of 50,000 25,000 100,000
Participants
Reported Gross * 4,525 18,100
Savings (MWhlyr)
Program Cost $211 $838 $2,577
($1000)

* Need 1 year fo conduct post-participation billing analysis 1o determine savings

23

Program Status-
New Home Construction

+ Evaluating 2 January 2011 launch

» Due to building code changes, savings may be reduced and
program may no longer be justified. Exploring the benefits of a
statewide program or statewide program standards with other EDCs

Actual as of Goal to Date Total Plan Target
9/30/10

Number of 1] 0 1,930
Participants
Reported Gross 0 801 5211
Savings (MWhiyr)
Program Cost $23 350 $2,819
{$1000)

24
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Marketing, Advertising, and Customer
Education

25

Discussion of Challenges
With the C&l Segment

26
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Changes to the EE&C Plan

27

Changes to EE&C Plan
o Requiring PUC Approval

» Petition filed with PA PUC on 9/15/10

+ Allocation of CFL Program sales to single
customer sector (residential) instead of to
multiple sectors

« Changes to the cost allocation method related to
“direct program costs” and “common costs”

» Appendix 2 describes the reasons for these
changes

28
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Impact of The Changes

it

» Appendix 2 includes a table that shows the impact of the cost
changes on each sector due to the common/direct cost allocation
and the CFL program allocation

— Projected Residential costs (inciuding the fow-income sector) increased
approximately $1.4 million {1.4%)

— Projected Small C&l costs decreased approximately $2.1 million
(-2.4%)

— Projected Large C&I costs increased approximately $0.8 million
(2.5%)

— Projected Institutional costs (includes small C&l, large C&l, and
residential customers) decreased approximately $77,000
(-0.3%}

29

Additiona| Information

« www.pplelectric.com/e-power

— Program descriptions, details, rebate amounts,
qualifications, and enrollment forms

— New stakeholder site

+ Click on E-power links, then Act 129 EE&C
Stakeholder Info.

« www.pplact129.com will be going away
» Stakeholder coordination and feedback:
Peter Cleff- pdcleff@pplweb.com ; 610-774-4530

30
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Appendix 1

Examples of Minor Changes to Program
Implementation Details

3

» This appendix summarizes minor changes to implementation details
for PPL Electric’'s EE&C programs
+ Includes changes to implementation details if a detail was
specifically mentioned in the EE&C Plan
+ Implementation details include things such as the rebate amount,
measure descriptions, add/delete a relatively minor measure within
a program, and implementation dates for a measure/program
« The changes summarized in this appendix were not included in PPL
Electric's Petition to modify its EE&C Plan because they:
— Do not impact the projected cost of a program
— Do not impact the projected cost of the EE&C Plan
~ Do not reduce the projected savings of a program
— Do not reduce the projected savings of the EE&C Plan
- Do notimpact the cost allocation between customer sectors.

2
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Fine-Tuning of Rebates, Measure
Descriptions, and Eligibility
Requirements

1. Rebate for programmable thermostats in the Efficient Ec1uipmenl Progetam changed from $50
o ‘ug to $50" because the price of many thermostats is less than $50 and PPL Electric will not
reimburse participants for more than their total cost. Also added eligibility for 5 + 1 +1
thermostats (5 weekdays plus Saturday and Sunday $ettings).

2. Rebates for motors in the Efficient Equipment Program changed from $0% of incremental cost
{o a flat rebate amount by type/HP per a table. “Incremental cost is difficult to define,
document, and for customers tc understand.

3 Rebate for insulation in the Efficient Equipment Pragram changed from 70% of installed cost to
$0,30/sq ft. up 1o 70% of installed cost. g))(panded the eligibility to include bringing insulation
up to code levels for existing space. Added a requirement for & minimurm amount of additional
insulation o prevent gaming.

4, Added a per project rebate cap for renewable energy SF’V and ground source heat pumps().
The project size and number of projects were greaier than expected and the installed cost of
PV has decreased recently. The cap allows more projects 10 receive incentives,

5. Changed customer eligibility requirements for PV so apEIicanls after 1/28/10 could not receive
a PPL Eleciric rebate if they also received a Pa DEP rebate.

6. Ciosed the PV portion of the Renewable Energy Program in May 2010 because it was fully
subscribed.

7. Changed the rebate for fluorescent high bay fixtures in the Efficient Equipment Program to a

flat amount per lamp and to permit 2 to 10 lamps per fixture. The onginal description was
limited to 4-lamp fixtures.

8. Increased the rebate for a comprehensive audit in the Energy Assessment & Weatherization
Program from $100 to $150 for paricipants who have air conditioning or electric heat. The
$250 rebate is unchanged for participants who have air conditioning and electric heat.

33

9. Changed the minimum efficiency natin? {EER) and the rebates for DX packaged air
canditianers in the Efficient Equipment Program {a reflect ¢hianges in code requirements after
12/31/2009. Minimum EER increased frem 11 to 11.5. Rebate for EER 11.5 changed from
$80/an to $55/on (consistent with the previous rebate for minimum EER 11). Rebate for
EER12 changed from $105/ton to $80/ton. Added eligibility and a $105/0n rebate for EER
12.5 and greater.

10. édded “Energy Star” a5 & requirement for commercial ice makers in the Efficient Equipment

rogram.

11 Changed the eligible wattages for high pressure sodium lights in the Efficient Equipment
Program from “70 watt exterior” 1o “between 65 watts and 300 watis™,

12, Changed the eligibility rating of LED exit lighting in the Efficient Equipment Program from =5
watts” to "5 watis or less.”

13. Simplified T8 lighting eligibility to include any length bulb.

14. Medified the eligibility for lighting occupancy sensors to allow fixture-mounted sensors. Deleted
the requirement for hard wiring of sensors.

15. leriﬁed Custom Incentive Program rebate caps. Per calendar year. Definition of “parent” and
"site,”

16. Changed the rebates for office equipment (computers, printers, copiers) in the Efficient
Equipment Program from a "% of incremental cost™ to fixed dallar amounts,

Exhibit A
10/19/2010
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17. Clarified that high efficiency furnaces for RTS customers' fuel swilching include gas, ¢il, and
propane.

18. Changed the description of a measure in the Efficient EquiBmenl Pragram from *HE
Fixture/Design” to “Lighting Power Density Reduction” {LPD). Clarified that LPD redudlion
applies to new construction, major renovation, and change in space use. Changed the rebate
from 50% of incremental cost to $0.35/watt reduced. Deleted “in:egrated lighting, classrooms,
and other buildings™ as a unique measure since it is covered by LPD Reduction.

19, Changed eligibility for CFLs rebates in the Efficient Equipment Program so they are limited to
C&I customers who purchase CFLs from sources other than retail stores participating in the
CFL Program. Residential customers are no longer eligible for CFL rebates in the Efficient
Eguipment Program because discounted CFLs are available 1o residential customers in the
CFL program, Including residential CFL rebates in the Efficient E%lligament Program would
have resulted in double incentives—customer buys a discounted CFL from a panicipating
retailer under the CFL program and alse submits a rebate appiication under the Efficient
Equipment Program. Since many C&l customers buy CFLs from sources other than retail
stores, a rebate-based incentive is appropriate under the Efficient Equipment Program.

20, Clarified the measure descriEItion {er high bay lighting in the Efficient Equipment Program. The
“HO" was dropped from "T8 HO. High bay T8 HOD are only eight foot tubes and the program will
accept four foot tubes.

21.  Residential customers are eli%ible for the Custom Incentive Program even though that is not
specifically stated in the EE&C Plan. PPL Electric expects almost all residential 1yﬁe
measures to be covered in the Efficient Equipment Program and other programs, t ereb{
leaving very few that must be addressed in the Custom Program. However, some farms have
a residential rate schedule and, therefore, may have more custom measures than a typical
residentfal custemer.

35

Measures Added to the Efficient
Equipment Program

» Air cooled chillers

+ Energy Star ® rated light fixture-ceiling
fan combination

+ T-5and Super T-8 lighting
« Energy Star ® LED fixture retrofit kits
+ Cold cathode lighting

36
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*

Measures Deleted from the

: Efficient Equipment Program

ater heater setback. Savings and
sustainability cannot be reasonably
verified

37

Measures Moved from the Efficient
Equipment Program to the Custom
Incentive Program

These measures have highly variable or
uncertain savings and cost-effectiveness.
Therefore, they are more appropriately
addressed in a custom program than a
prescriptive rebate program

— Strip curtains.

— Refrigeration night covers

— Decrease cooling tower approach temperature

38
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Other Changes

The rﬂrojecﬂed eak load reductions in the Load Curtailment Program have increased from
100 MW to 150 MW based on bids from CSPs. These increased peak lcad redudiions
tan be achieved within the original budget of this program, will provide more bensfits to
customers, and will provide mare margin for compliance if other programs do not achieve
their projected peak load reductions,

Deferred Iaunchin%the Direct Load Cantrol Program from January 2010 ta late 2010/early
2011. There is no benefit to launching this as onginally scheduled. The CSP biddin
process and contract award is taking much longer than expected, partly because of
changes to the Technical Reference manuat and the protacols for determining load
reductions. Regardless, lcad reductions are not required before June 2012, there is no
benefit lo pay incentives before the summer of 2012, and the CSP will have sufficient time
to recruit customers and implement load reductions by the summer of 2012 if the contract
is awarded by January 2011.

Deferred launching the Load Curtailment Program from January 2010 to late 2010/eany
2011. There is no benefit to launching this as criginally scheduled. The CSP biddinP
precess and contract award 1s taking much longer than expected, parly because o
changes to the Technical Reference Manual and the protocoals for determining load
reductions. Regardiess, the original schedule was too eany. Lead reducticns are not
required before June 2012, there is no benefit to pay incentives before the summer of
2012, and the CSP will have sufficient time to recruit customers and implement load
reductions by the summer of 2012 if the contractis awarded by January 20114,

39

Appendix 2

Reasons for the Changes to the EE&C Plan
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41

Allocation of CFL Program Sales

+ Ali sectors are still eligible to purchase discounted
CFLs at point-of-sale (participating retail stores)
* PPL EU proposes to ailocate all sales and costs to
. the residential sector instead of 95% to residential
(including 17% low-income) and 5% to small C&I as
previously planned

42
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Allocation of CFL Program Sales

« This change has no impact on the projected total cost or
total savings of the CFL program or the entire EE&C
Plan

» Shifts approximately $800,000 of projected costs from
the small C&l customer sector to the residential sector

— 1.3% increase in total projected cost for the residential sector
— 0.9% reduction in total projected cost for the small C&l sectar

— These cost changes are well within the normal band of
estimating uncertainty for the EE&C Plan

43

Allocation of CFL Program Sales
" to Low-Income Customers

« Cannot determine or verify the low-income allocation factor
since PPL EU does not know the specific participants-- no
rebate form or customer information obtained at point-of-sale

+ There is no MWh/yr reduction compliance target for low-
income customers as originally assumed in planned

« Therefore, allocation of CFLs to low-income is no longer
required for compliance purposes

« PPL EU does not attempt to allocate low-income customer
participation in any other non low-income program

44

Exhibit A
10/19/2010

22



Allocation of CFL Program Sales
to Small C&1 Customers

A
AP

+ Original EE&C Plan assumed 5% of CFL sales and costs
would be allocated to small C&l customer sector

» That was an attempt to properly categorize sales and
costs because some small C&I customers may purchase
PPL Electric-discounted CFLs from retail stores

+ During development of its tracking system, PPL EU
determined it would not be possible to aliocate CFL saies
to multiple customer sectors for several reasons

45

Allocation of CFL Program Sales
to Small C&l Customers

» CFL savings for non-residential customers must be calculated using
a different method than for residential customers
+ |tis not possible to obtain most of the information (such as the
customer's baseline light fixture, the type of building and space in
which the CFL is installed, what type of lighting controls exist, etc.) to
calculate or verify savings because the specific customer is not
known
Even if we could estimate the savings for each C&! CFL by
residential methods, we cannot estimate or verify the portion of CFL
Program sales attributable to C&l customers
- Customers not known
— Estimated percentage of C&! CFL sales is not available from retailers

46
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Allocation of CFL Program Sales

Even if we could estimate the savings for each C&I CFL by residential
methods and knew the portion of CFL Program sales attriputable to C&l|
customers, it is still not feasible to track

Ta ensure consistency between formal savings reports and the underlying
raw transactional data recorded in PPL Electric’s tracking system, the
allocation of CFL sales must be recorded at the transactional level. The
allocation cannot be done by an after-the-fact adjustment in reports

At the transactional level, each unique CFL transaction would have to be
designated as “residential”, "low-income”, or “C&I" when recorded in PPL
Electric’s tracking system

That transactional data is for each specific CFL bulb and includes the SKU
number, guantity sold, type of base/socket, bulb style, number of bulbs per
pack, wattage per bulb, wattage of equivalent incandescent bulb,
manufacturer, retail store, discount, and other information

The CFL Program CSP has no feasible way to do this allocation at the

transactional level .

Direct and Common Costs

« During the detailed design and implementation
of its EE&C programs and program cost tracking
systems and processes, PPL Electric identified
several changes to the definition of “common
costs” and “direct program costs” compared to
the assumptions in the EE&C Plan

48
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Direct and Common Costs

gt

. “Drect program costs” are those types of
expenditures that are directly associated with a
specific energy efficiency program

+ Examples:
— Arebate paid to a customer for an energy efficiency measure in
a program
— Aprogram CSP's labor and material charges to implement a
program (such as the Appliance Recycling Program)

49

& Direct and Common Costs

%9

» “Common costs” are those types of expenditures

' that apply to many, if not all programs, and
cannot be reasonably and directly assigned to a
specific program

« Examples:
— The development of the EE&C Plan
- The development, implementation, and operation of the energy
efficiency tracking system
— Evaluation, measurement, and verification of savings
- Performance and progress reporting
— (eneral management
— Legal support
50
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Direct and Common Costs

Some types of expenditures are extremely
difficult to categorize with reasonable accuracy
because they apply to a subset of programs, but
not in a way that is easily attributable to each
program

« Examples

— The Administrative CSP who handles customer inguiries and
applications for many programs

— Marketing and advertising

51

Direct and Common Costs

. Changes- EDC Labor, Material, and Supplies

In the EE&C Plan, all EDC labor, material, and supplies were assumed
to be common costs -

- In actuality, some EDC costs will be direct and some will be common

— EDC costs that directly support a program will be charged directly to the
applicable program. For example, when the PPL Electric Program
Manager for the Appliance Recycling Program is working on that
program

— EDC costs that do nct directly support a program will be treated as a
common cost. For example, when a PPL Electric employee is
performing evaluation, measurement, and evaluation or is preparing the
quarterly progress report for the Commission

— The netimpact of changes in this category is a shift of $3.7 million from
common costs 1o direct costs
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Direct and Common Costs

— PPL Electric's general marketing (excludes marketing
by turnkey program CSPs) was assumed to be a
direct program cost in the EE&C Plan but will now be
treated as a common cost

— In actuality, it is not feasible to separately determine
and allocate charges to each specific program

— The net impact of changes in this category is a shift of
$8.8 million from direct costs to common costs

53

Direct and Common Costs

* Changes- Administrative CSP

— The Administrative CSP was assumed to be a direct
program cost in the EE&C Plan for Efficient
Equipment, Energy Assessment & Weatherization,
Renewable Energy, Residential New Construction,
and Custom programs

— In actuality, the Administrative CSP wili be a common
cost because it is not feasible to specifically assign
every call, task, etc., to a specific program

— The net impact of changes in this category is a shift of
$1.5 million from direct costs to common costs
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Exhibit A
10/19/2010

Direct and Common Qosts

* The net effect of all of these changes shifted approximately $6.5
million from the “direct program cost” category to the “tommon cost”
category

+ Shifting between “common” and “direct costs does not change the
projected cost of the EE&C Plan as a whole but it does resultin
minor cost changes between customer sectors

+ At the end of 2013, common costs will be allocated to each
customer sector using an allocation factor equal to the percentage of
the EE&C costs directly assigned fo each customer sector to the
total of EE&C costs directly assigned to all customer sectors

55
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