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[ INTRODUCTION

On January 21, 2015. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or Company) filed a
Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for Approval of Changes to its Act 129 Phase I
Energy Efficiency and Conservation Plan (Petition) with the Pennsylvania Public Utlity
Commission (Commission), seeking approval of 22 “minor” and “non-minor™ modifications to
its Phase II Act 129 Energy Efficiency and Conservation Plan (Phase II EE&C Plan). Although
PPL’s proposed changes include both minor and non-minor changes, PPL requested that its
Petition be reviewed under the procedural schedule established for “non-minor”™ changes.
Petition at 2. As such, interested parties have 30 days to file comments or answers to PPL’s

Petition. See Energy Efficiency and Conservation Program, Docket No. M-2008-2069887

(Order entered June 10, 2011). Parties then have 20 days to file reply comments, after which the
Commission will determine whether to rule on the proposed changes or refer the matter to the
Office of Administrative Law Judge for hearings. Id.

The Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) submits these Comments in response to PPL’s
Petition for the Commission’s consideration. The OCA is not requesting that this matter be
referred to the Office of Administrative Law Judge for litigation at this time, but the OCA does
submit that the Company should provide further justification for some of its proposed
modifications in the residential program. The OCA will highlight below the concerns it has
identified with some of PPL’s proposed modifications to the residential programs.

I1. COMMENTS

On January 21, 2015, PPL filed a Petition with the Commission seeking approval to

amend its Phase II EE&C Plan. In its Petition, PPL proposed 22 modifications, which it asserted

are designed to:



enable the Company to meet its Phase 1l compliance targets within its Phase 11
budget. to avoid exhausting the Small C&I customer sector budget and closing the
program up to one year before the end of Phase 11, to provide an enhanced mix of
measures (especially non-lighting), to promote emerging technologies, to reduce
free-ridership with certain measures/programs, to comply with the updated 2014
TRM., to provide the Company with valuable market information needed to help
plan for Phase III, to incorporate PYS evaluation results and recommendations
from the Company’s PY5 Final Annual Report, and to continue to offer an
equitable mix of programs, savings. and costs across customer sectors.

Petition at 6 (footnotes omitted). PPL stated that these proposed changes were developed by the
Company through: “(1) its experience; (2) input from stakeholders, trade allies, CSPs, and
program participants; (3) PY5 evaluation results and recommendations from PPL Electric’s
independent evaluator: and (4) its ongoing coordination activities with other Pennsylvania
EDCs.” Petition at 7.

The overall effect of PPL’s proposed changes would be an increase in expected savings
from 615,695 MWh/yr. to 629,326 MWh/yr., and a decrease in the overall budget of
approximately $1.8 million. Petition, Tables 1, 5. The Residential customer class as a whole
would receive an increase in its budget of approximately $3.4 million. Petition, Table 5. The
non-low income Residential program budget would decrease by approximately $800.000, from
$66.2 million to $ 65.4 million, and the Low Income Residential program budget would increase
by about $4.2 million. Petition, Table 5. In terms of savings, the expected savings from the
Residential class as a whole would be reduced by approximately 20,000 MWh/yr. Petition,
Tables 1. The OCA supports PPL’s efforts to continue to improve its energy efficiency
programs by using the latest information and technologies available, and does not object to the
Residential Customer Class receiving an increase to its budget if changes to the existing Phase I1
EE&C Plan are reasonable, cost-effective and fully supported.

In reviewing PPL’s Petition, however. the OCA identified areas in which it believes

additional information from the Company may be needed for the Commission to properly
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evaluate whether PPL’s proposed changes are warranted and reasonable.! In addition, some
changes do not appear to be justified. In these Comments, the OCA will highlight the areas
where additional information from PPL could be helpful to the Commission to use in
determining whether the proposed change should be approved or denied.

A. Proposed Modifications to the Residential Retail Program

1 Introduction

PPL has made a number of proposed changes to the Residential Programs. If these
changes are approved by the Commission, savings from the Residential customer class programs
will decrease from 275,710 MWh/yr. to 255.624 MWh/yr., while at the same time the costs to
residential ratepayers would increase by $3.4 million. Petition, Tables 1, 5. The majority of this
reduction in savings stems from PPL’s proposal to decrease the estimated savings in the lighting
component of the Residential Retail Program. Petition at 10. PPL proposes to reduce the saving
estimates for LED bulbs in the Residential Retail Program to be more consistent with the
projected participation levels and the CSP’s contract for the quality and types of LED bulbs.
Petition at 10. The increased cost to the Residential customer class is a result of PPL’s proposal
to increase participation levels and to add more comprehensive low income measures to the low
income programs. See Black-line EE&C Plan at 91-106. While the Company’s proposed
changes to the low income programs do not make up for the decreased expected savings from the
Residential customer class as a whole. the OCA supports adding more comprehensive measures

to the low income programs as long as the programs remain cost-effective.

2. LED Lighting

' The OCA notes that in reviewing PPL’s Petition, the OCA focused only on the proposed changes to the

Residential and low income programs.
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With regard to the Low Income customers receiving 45.000 LED bulbs at no direct cost,
PPL does not describe how those LED lights will be distributed to low-income customers. PPL
should specify the types of bulbs that will be distributed and the method of distribution. The
OCA submits that this proposed change appears reasonable; however a well thought-out delivery
procedure is needed to ensure that the LED lights are placed appropriately and are put into
service in high use sockets in the living quarters of low-income customers.

3. Heat Pump Water Heaters

The OCA noted in its review of the Petition that PPL is reducing the number of heat
pump water heaters in the Residential Retail program. The minimum energy efficiency factor
requirement for the heat pump water heaters is an energy factor of 2.3. See Black-line EE&C
Plan, Table E3A. According to the current list of qualifying Energy Star certified heat pump
water heaters, however, there are numerous heat pump water heaters that have an energy factor
in excess of PPL’s 2.3 minimum requirement. In the list of qualified manufacturers the upper
tier now includes a considerable number of models in excess having an EF of 3.0 or higher. If
PPL is adjusting its participation rate downward it should also consider updating its eligibility
requirements to generate more savings per unit installed. It is likely that for a similar amount of
customer rebate levels and program expense a program change requiring heat pump water
heaters to have an energy factor of 3.0 or higher (or a minimum 2.75) could deliver much higher
savings values even with reduced participation. This no-program-cost eligibility change would
most likely generate greater savings for no additional amount of customer incentive program
costs and should be considered along with the reduction in the participation rate.

B. Modifications to the Home Comfort Program




PPL proposes to add a sales promotion incentive of up to $500 for high efficiency air
source heat pumps and ductless heat pumps, as well as change the rebate amounts in the Home
Comfort Program from $100-$250 to $50-$2.000. Petition at 11. Currently, the overall
economics of this program fails the TRC test with a benefit-cost ratio of 0.49. See Black-line
EE&C Plan, Table F6. PPL’s proposed changes to this program will slightly improve the
benefit-cost ratio of this program to 0.63. Id. The fact remains, however, that this program will
continue to be inefficient even if the proposed changes are approved. From the OCA’s review of
the Petition and Black-line EE&C Plan, this proposed change is not justified and more closely
resembles a load growth program more than an energy efficiency program. As such, the OCA
does not support shifting costs to this aspect of the program at this time.

PPL also proposes to decrease the energy efficiency rating of energy efficient systems
that would be eligible for rebates in its program. See Black-line EE&C Plan, Table F3. As
shown in Table F3, PPL proposes lowering the standards from a minimum SEER of 15-16
downward to SEER 13 in PYS5 and PY6 and SEER 14 in PY7. The incentive remains unchanged
at $200-$300. No justification has been provided in support of this lower energy efficiency
standard. In addition, Table F3 identifies a change in the rebate level (Builder Package) for Heat
Pump Water heater from a maximum of $2,000 up to $3.000. Since this program already is
unable to pass the TRC test, PPL should provide the Commission with information to justify its
proposal to increase the rebate level.

PPL also proposes to give away a manufactured home as a customer incentive. Petition
at 14. The cost of a manufactured home. however, has not been provided. The OCA submits
that PPL should provide the cost details of such a give-away so that the Commission has the

opportunity to assess whether this is an efficient use of the budget. or if other incentives such as



retrofitting a manufactured home, or providing highly efficient and long lasting measures would
be more reasonable and effective.

C. Adjust the Portfolio’s Common Costs

PPL proposes to increase the common costs from $35.262 million to $36.062 million.
Increasing the common costs budget takes money from the program direct costs. There has been
no justification for that increase in common costs, which add to the program costs without
generating commensurate savings. It is noteworthy that the residential budget was cut by
$800,000, which consisted of $1.15 million cut to direct residential program costs offset by an
increase in common costs allocated to the residential program. In other words, the direct
residential program costs (which produce program results) were reduced more sharply, but the
common costs (which do not directly produce program results) allocated to the residential
programs were increased. Hence, there is more money for PPL to administer the residential
programs, but less money for the direct program incentives (e.g., rebates to customers). The
OCA submits that this is a proposed change that should be carefully reviewed by the

Commission.
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[IlI.  CONCLUSION
The OCA submits that, while it is not requesting a hearing in this proceeding at this time,
the Company should provide additional information with its filing to allow the Commission to

determine if PPL’s proposed changes should be approved.
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