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UTILITIES COMPANY AS BILLED FROM
AUGUST 1, 1994 TO JANUARY 31, 1995
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On March 1, 1995, the Commission initiated its first six-month

review of Kentucky Utilities Company's (»KU») environmental

surcharge as billed to customers from August 1, 1994 through

January 31, 1995,'ursuant to KRS 278.183{3) the Commission must

review, at six-month intervals, the past operations of the

surcharge and, after hearing, disallow any surcharge amounts that
are not )ust and reasonable and reconcile past surcharge

collections with actual costs recoverable.

Motions to intervene by the Kentucky Industrial Utility
Customers (»KIUC»), the Lexington-Fayetts Urban County Government

(»LFUCG»), and the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Kentucky

(»AG») were granted. A public hearing was held on May 31, 1995.
All information requested at the public hearing has been filed.

As KU's surcharge is billed on a two-month lag, the amounts
billed from August 1994 through January 1995 are based on
costa incurred from June 1994 through November 1994.



ISSUES

Revenues Included in Surcharoa Factor Calculations

KIUC and the AG'harge that KU improperly calculated the

monthly environmental surcharge factor by excluding off-system

sales revenues from total company revenues, They argue that the

Commission ordered KU to use total company revenues in the

surcharge factor calculation, without qualification. Both cite the

Commissi,on's decision in Case No. 94-332,'here the Commission

ordered the Louisville Gas and Electric Company ("LG&E") to include

off-system sales in total revenues, consistent with its previous

environmental surchax'ge decisions for KU and the Big Rivers

Electric Corporation ("Big Ri,vers" ).'IUC and the AG urge

re]ection of the alternative methods of assigning environmental

costs to off-system sales proposed by KU.

KU argues that including total off-system sales revenues in

the calculation of the environmental surcharge factox is not

necessary to treat retail customers fairly, It states that the

Commission's July 19, 1994 Order in Case No. 93-465'id not

LFUCG adopted the brief of the AG as its brief.
Case No. 94-332, The Application of Louisville Gas and
Electric Company for Approval of Compliance Plan and to Assess
a Surcharge Pursuant to KRS 278. 183 to Recover Costs of
compliance with Environmental Requirements fox'oal Combustion
Wastes and By-Pxoducts, Order dated April 6, 1995.

at 21 and 22.

Case No. 93-465, The Application of Kentucky Utilities Company
to Assess a Surcharge Under KRS 278. 183 to Recover Costs of
Compliance with Environmental Requirements for Coal Combustion
Wastes and By-Products.



prevent the Commission from clarifying the treatment of off-system

sales revenues or improving upon its rate-making decision made in

the Big Rivers and LQ&E proceedings. KU further argues that ite
proposed treatment of off-system sales revenues would not

discriminate between its customers and those of other
utilities.'U

proposes to credit revenues associated with emission

allowances used to make off-system sales toward the monthly

expenses through the BAS component of the surcharge formula. It
argues that this method affords retail customers the benefits from

of f-system sales, and maintains a reasonable balance between

recovering certain environmental compliance costs through the

surcharge and the revenues from off-system sales. As an

alternative, KU proposes to adjust off-system sales revenues to

remove several components currently recognized by the Commission in

separate rate-making applications .

KU opposed KIUC's proposal to include the revenues from

emission allowances used in off-system sales in both the numerator

and denominator of the surcharge formula. KU offered a

modification to the KIUC approach, but stressed that its original

proposal for treating revenues from emission allowances used to
produce power sold off-system was the most reasonable.

The Commission has reviewed the record in Case No. 93-465 to

determine the revenue levels KU proposed to incorporate into the

surcharge formula. There is no reference in the application or its
exhibits to support KU's claim that it intended to exclude off-

KU Brief, at 4.
-3-



system sales revenues from the surcharge formula. In KU's proposed

reporting formats, revenues are identified as ~ Jurisdictional,
Non-Jurisdictional, and ~ Company.'Emphasis added.)

The only identified adjustments to revenues are for the fuel

ad)ustment clause and the environmental surcharge.4

In seeking approval for the surcharge, KU stated that the sale

of emission allowances would be treated as an offset to coats, and

that while no rate-making methodology had been developed, one would

be proposed in the future.'n approving KU's surcharge, the

Commission determined that gross revenues from emission allowance

sales would be credits in the surcharge formula and that total
revenues would be used to allocate the surcharge to customers."

KU now proposes to credit the environmental surcharge for revenues

from the sale of emission allowances associated with off-system

power sales but not for the revenues from these power sales. "
KU's proposal will not result in a proper allocation of the

surcharge to KU's retail customers. The costs recovered through

the environmental surcharge are not exclusively related to emission

Case No. 93-465 Application, Willhite Exhibit 4, page 5 of 5.
willhite Exhibit 5, page 3 of 3. While KU references

"Total Internal Revenues" in column 3 of the schedule, no
explain was offered as to what "internal" meant.

Case No. 93-465 Application, Willhite Testimony at 6 and
Hewett Testimony at 13.

n

Case No. 93-465 Order dated July 19, 1994, at 16, 20, 21, and
Appendix B, ES Porms 3.0 and 4.0.
Response to the Commission's Order dated March 31, 1995, Item
3, page 2 of 2.



allowances. Furthermore, the same emission allowances cannot be

simultaneously used and sold. KU has attempted to )ustify its
concept by rei'erence to provisions in its interconnection

agreements, which determine how a selling utility will be

compensated for the emission allowances used to genex'ate the

electricity it sells. KU states that under Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission ("FERC") policy, the purchasing utility may

either pay the costs of the emission allowance or return the

emission allowance in kind.'" However, paying the costs of the

allowance used does not constitute a sale nor does returning the

allowance in kind constitute a purchase. The FERC policy deals

with the compensation options available when an emission allowance

is IIEET. The compensation KU x'eceives for allowances used is
simply part of the revenue generated by wholesale electx'ic sales

and does not constitute a sale of an emission allowance.

The Commission's July 19, 1994 Order requires KU to use total
revenues in the surcharge calculation. The decision to calculate

the surcharge on total revenues comports with both the letter and

the spirit of KRS 278.183 and is consistent with the Commission's

prior decisions in the LQ&E and Big Rivers environmental surcharge

cases.
Therefore, KU should include off-system sales in total revenue

in any environmental surcharge factor calculations filed after the

date of this Order. In addition, the BAB component should exclude

the revenues from emission allowances used in association with off-

Wlllhite Rebuttal Testimony, at 8.
-5-



system power sales. For surcharge filings made subsequent to this

review period, but before the date of this Order, KU should include

appropriate adjustments in subsequent six-month reviews.

Retired Environmental Comol~npe Plant Included in Existina Rates

KIUC asserts that KU's compliance plan included some projects
to replace utility plant that was included in the rate base in KU ~ s

last rate case, Thus KU, like LO&E, had retired or replaced

environmental compliance plant currently included in existing

rates, but failed to include an ad)ustment to eliminate the "double

recovery" in the surcharge calculations. KIUC urges the Commission

to require KU to make the same ad)ustment in the surcharge

calculation that was required of LGaE."

KU initially indicated that no double recovery had occurred."

However, on May 23, 1995, KU filed workpapers showing that utility
plant relating to environmental pro/acts in existing rates had been

retired. KU then revised its calculation of a proposed under-

recovery factor to reflect the rate base and operating expense

impacts of removing the retired plant,'" KU noted that it had made

Falkenberg Direct Testimony, at 12.

Response to K1UC's First Set of Data Requests, Items 6 through
20.
See response to the Commission's March 1, 1995 Order, Item 1.
ES Forms 4.0, 4.1, and 4.2 were revised, showing a reduction
of the under-recovery factor from .05 percent to .03 percent.
The total under recovery for the review period was reduced
from 8143,008 to 885,802.



ouch an ad3uatmant in its monthly surcharge xepozt for each expanse

month since April 1995."
To require ratepayars to pay a surcharge for the costs of

compliance pro]acts while the existing rates include the cost of

related plant no longer in service would be unreasonable and would

violate KRS 278, 183 42), " Thex'afore, KU' ad/ustment for retired
environmental compliance plant should be accepted. The Commission

has also reviewed the modifications to the monthly surcharge report

which reflect these retirements. The changes to ES Form 2.1 are

reasonable, and the Commission adopts this revised format .

(Appendix A of this Ox'der includes an example of the revised

format..) For auzchaxga filings aftax this review period, but

before the April 1995 expanse month filing, KU should determine the

appropriate ad]ustmants and include tham in the next six-month

review.

Surcharoe Roll In at Two-Year Review

KIUC questions whether the surcharge should remain as a

oaparata lina item on customer bills or be incorporated into base

rates after tha two-yeax zeview, It is concerned that, if the

surcharge is incoxpoxated into rates, reductions to the suzcharge

rata base dua to ongoing depreciation would stop." The AQ

agrees. " KU maintains that the Orders in Case No, 93-465

KU Brief, at 13,

Case No. 94-332 Order dated April 6, 1995, at 9.
KIUC Main Brief, at 10,

AQ Brief, at 5,



adequately ttddreea this concern and notes that KRS 278. 183(3)
requiree the Comtaiaaion t:o incorporate sux'chax'gs amounts found just
ettd reasonable ittt:o existing bass rates at ths time of ths two-ysar

review

KIUC acknowledges in it:s brief that KU hsd addressed its
depreciation aanaexn, While surcharge amounts eligible for

inaarparet ion will noi-; bo known until the two-ysax review,

inaarparatian cf ettponsos found px'oper is requi.rsd by KR8

a70.103 {3).

Daaket Qtatttxt

l(IUC end the AO arguo that ths Commission shou1d keep thi,s

ease open end make any surcharge allowed in this proceeding subject
ta refund, given t:hat tha appeal of ths Commission's Orders in Casa

Na, 93-460 ie still pending. KU counters that no section of KRS

270 grants the Commission authority to make s rate subject tc
refund because an appeal is pending in ths courts.

on July 20, 1998, tho Pranklin circuit Court entered s
judgment on the appeal of- tho Commission's Orders in Case Nc. 93-

465, 'l'he Ccux't vacated t;hat portian of those Oxdex's allowing KtJ to
reaavex'nvironmental ettpandituras incurred before January 1, 1993

end remanded the case to the Commission, That judgment hss been

the subject af past-judgment motions, and intervencrs have advised

the court that; t:hey plan t;o appeal it:s decision. Therefore, it is
appropriate that all suxahaxga revenues collected from the date of
this Order be subject: to refund, However, no reasonable basis hss

KU Brief, at 14,



been offered to support keeping this proceeding open, and that

request is denied.

Emission Allowance Inventorv

One of KU's schedules contains information about its emission

allowance inventory. It shows the total inventory balance,

regardless of allowance vintage year. During the public hearing,

questions arose concerning KU's calculation of the weighted average

cost of its inventory and how a $25,000 extension allowance pooling

group ("pooling group" ) membership fee was included in the

calculations. KU filed additional information concerning these

issues af ter the public hearing."

The FERC Uniform System of Accounts requires that the

inventory cost of emission allowances be the weighted average cost

by vintage year. KU's responses indicate that it is properly

calculating the weighted average cost by vintage year. Further, it
is appropriate to allocate the pooling group membership fee to each

vintage year in proportion to the level of extension allowances

granted in that year. KU has however been improperly classifying
the pooling group membership fee as part of the cost of allowances

purchased. As the fee is directly related to extension allowances,

it should be classified as a cost of extension allowances.

Therefore, in all monthly surcharge reports filed subsequent to

this Order, KU should include the fee as a cost of extension

allowances rather than as a cost of purchased allowances.

Post-Hearing Data Response, filed June 26, 1995, Item 2.
-9-



In addition, the current reporting format for the allowance

inventory does not provide sufficient information. A revised

inventory schedule, providing for both summary and vintage year

reporting, is included in Appendix A. The revised formats should

be used in the monthly surcharge reports filed subsequent to this

Order.

SURCHARGE ADJUSTMENT

KU determined that for the six-month review period, it failed

to recover $ 85,802 to which it was entitled." KU calculated a

monthly correction factor of .03 percent to be added to the monthly

surcharge factor for the next six months." KIUC determined that

KU had recovered $ 184,000 more than it was entitled to recover and

proposed that a monthly correction factor of a negative .06 percent

should be included in the monthly surcharge factor for the next six

months "
The Commission has determined that for the six-month period

under review, KU recovered 8192, 169 in excess of the amount to

which it was entitled under its environmental surcharge. The

calculations are shown in Appendix 8 to this Order. This amount

reflects the effects of including off-system sales and removing

retired compliance utility plant. The excessive recovery requires

See footnote 15.
Revised ES Form 4.0, filed May 23, 1995.

Transcript of Evidence, May 31, 1995, at 63. KIUC had
originally calculated an over recovery of $127,000 and a
correction factor of a negative .04 percent prior to KU
amending its calculations reflecting compliance plant
retirements. See Falkenberg Direct Testimony, at 10.

-10-



a monthly correction factor of a negative,06 percent. Application

of the correction factor will affect two subsequent six-month

review periods. Given this fact, and the relatively small siss of

the adjustment, KU should reflect the entire excessive recovery of

$ 192, 169 as an ad)ustment in the monthly surcharge report filed

within 40 days of the date of this Order, By requiring tho

immediate implementation of this ad]ustment, the Commission is not

abandoning the possible use of a six-month correction factor in

future proceedings.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED thati

1, KU shall reduce by $ 192,169, the environmental surcharge

gross revenue requirement submitted in the monthly surcharge report

filed within 40 days of the date of this Order.

2. KU's proposed correction factor is denied.

3, KU shall include off-system sales in any environmental

surcharge factor calculations and shall exclude from the BAS

component the revenue for emission allowances used in association

with off-system power sales.
4. a, All environmental surcharge revenues collected from

the date of this Order shall be sub)ect to refund, pending the

final determination of the Commission's Orders in Case No. 93-466,

b. KU shall maintain its records in such manner as will

enable it, the Commission, or any of its customers, to determine

the amounts to be refunded and to whom due in the event a refund is
ordered by the Commission.

-11-



5. The modified reporting formats included in Appendix A

shall replace the corresponding formats authorised in Case No. 93-

469

6. KD shall incorporate all revisions made in this Order in

the appropriate future six-month review proceedings.

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 22nd day of Auaust, 1995,

Vie Chairman

A').~..

".~'ommgssioner'TTEBT>

Executive Director



APPENDIX A

APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN CASE NO. 95"060 DATED AUCVST 22, 1995.

REVISED REPORTING FORMATS FOR THE KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY
ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARGE

]Monthly Reports]

ES Form 2.1

ES Form 2.3

Plant, CWIP & Depreciation Expense,
Pages 1 and 2 of 2
[Modified to reflect Compliance Plant
Retirements already included in existing
rates. Adoption of KU format]

Inventory of Emi.ssion Allowances,
Summary and Vintage Year Pages
[Inventory pages for each vintage year must be
included with the first monthly surcharge
report filed after this Order. In subsequent
months, provide inventory pages for those
vintage years which had activity for the
expense month.]



KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY

ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARGE —PLANT, CWIP & DEPRECIATION EXPENSE

For the Month Ended: June f995

ES FORM 2.(
Page) D(2

ECAUBBEA
QYPSUM STACKER
FLUE QABOI4FERSION
EMISSION LIOHITORIHQ

NOX REDUCTION BAI, Bfll
NOX RED, BRI, QHI, QfN

ASH POND ELEVATION

NEW AOH OTOAAQE

PAECIP AND ASH HANDLINQ

ASH POND FILTAATION SYS.
PRECIPITATOR ALL PLANTS

PRECIPITATOfl: QHBIT I
PRECIPfTATOA: BROWN 1
DAY FLY ASH tlANDLINQ

DUST ELQSHATIOH BYSTBl
TOTAL

PLANT IN

SERVICE
BALANCE

02.7td,157
14,025.4W
7,$10.0$7
4,NO,4$ $
0,140,475
O,NT,TN

IOAHI,414
I0,702,NI
WAI2,155

5.$00,40$
TNA27

4$5I,IN
145,7W
WT,OI4
Nt.dtt

2204MD$ 52

EXCLUDE
CHANCES
PRIOfl TO

OIID}$2
D

D

0
111,4ID

0
5
0
I

IOAI0,101
4,INO,WI

0
0
0
0

10.100
WSI8.4W

EL I SIBLE

PLANT

AMOUNTS

W,710,1N
14,0t5,4tl
7,$10,0$7
4,~ 10,05$
0,1IW,475
O,OOK700

ID.44IN 14
10,707,ddl
24,DN,0$ 4

$$0,741
TN,$ 27

4401,102
f45.7W
W7AM
508$$$

WO,01$$40

ELIQIBLE
ACCUM.
DEPAEC.
t,407.701

IN,407
$70,100
IW,alt
470,W4
11~,41$

2,270.001
t«LI$$4

~,«I5,711
1$0,810
45,4ts
Os,ldo

155,244
10$,454

15.710ANI I

ELIQIBLE
NET

PLANT )N

SERVICE
W,tal,aat
1$.042,021
4 04I,NT
4.2t2,572
$.474,001
0,7N,)W

17.$10.415
IOAW,211
10,401,$22

IOO.W2
725,500

4,210.$$2
142,408
~DIDO
$42,010

tWANI,IN

CWIP
AMOUNT

EXCLUDINQ
AFUDC
5,4IDANI
I.III,III

D,151
$.«W,~St

$2402
4$171,NI

(4,410}
d,stI,ND

($72)
0

$45.7ll
122,400

1,061,100

Nd to
ldg50$ 70

ELIS ISLE
NET BOOK

VALUE

01,7IO,W4
14,0N,I$4

4.0N,DII
7.4ll,ot4
~,IOI,S4t
I.W4.774

11,$1$,WT
24,0N,101
II,WO,WI

IN, ON
t,DTI,NI
~$$$,7N
1,1N,614

W4,15$,444

Oh

NET BOOK
VALUE

DEDUCTIOH TO
AECOQHIEE

RETIREMENT
OF CBITAIN

EHV. PRO).(')
I.NI

0
ta1,255

I.ON/04
IW,451
TO,IW

245.ND
W.STI
14.020

0
IW,NS
IN,04$

Iklt
D

0
I.IW.NI

(10)

RESULTIHQ

EU BIBLE
NET BOOK

VALUE

OI,TSI,NI
I ~,OII,N4
4,TMI.NS
0,$$$,170
~,IN, ~Ot

~,NI,OW
17,12I,SIT
t4,041,445
td,NI,Wt

ISO,ON
OW,0 IS

4,140,150
1.10t$02

MONTHLY

DEPREC.
EXPBISE

$70,71~
IO,NO
21,7$4
lt,401
W,401
10,102
7$,011
4$ ,$01
W$4$

000
IBTI

10,~ ID

1,875
IWI

717,440

(tt)
DEPREC.
EXPENBE

DEDUCTION
TD AECOQ,

RETIREMENT
OP CERTAIN

ENV. PRO4.(«)
I
0

~01
0

'l.tta
WO

001
N
0
0

Ilf5
1,040

I
5
0

S.W2

RS

RESULTINQ

EUQISLE
DEPREO.
EXPENSE

$10,114
W,WO
20,07$
W,401
21,451
I~,NO
1t,175
~I.NI
41,240

ON

I,IN
0,1dl

555
1,01$

712370

Blmlnauon of orlslnal Invesunenl

~nd Aea. Dapreeloden..

BIDlblo Padudon Central Plant and Dopreelsuon .....

(2.05$.$45I

101,050.504 15,1$2,000

( )Bmad an Odshrs}

Aeeumulalml Dapr„...

Nst Bo«4«Vehm,.......,. t, tts,dsl

(') N o I e: Tha adjueunmus fo role«n om red«ament «5 eortahr onkronmsnlal pro)eels tm sd pre«lone num!he ntd he imndlsd In ore oppdeahl shr~ radon sama duouoh s
raemdsdan of the ES fm4ar end a msreepamSnd sdjushnom lo dm aw«mdor moorwT mnaunl.



ES FORM 2,1
Page 2 of 2

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY

CATE-
GORY

1

2
3
4
6
8
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
16

DE6CRIPTION
SCRUBBER
GYPSUM STACKER
FLUE GAS DISPERSION
EMISSION MONITORING

NOX REDUCTION EWB1, EWB3
NOX RED, EWB2, GH1, GR4
ASH POND ELEVATION

NEW ASH STORAGE
PRECIP AND ASH HANDLING

ASH POND FILTRATION SYSTEM
PRECIPITATOR - ALL PLANTS
PRECIPITATOR - GHENT 1

PRECIPITATOR - BROWN 1

DRY FLY ASH HANDLING

DUST ELIMINATION SYSTEM
TOTAL

978,085
15,6?9

24,678
21,448

1,047,292 168,861

UNAMORTIZED INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT
Dsductlona
to recognize Resulting

Unamortized retirement of Unamortized
ITC certain ITC

I6I 6/30/95 Envlr. Projects Iar 8/30/95
28 (28)

0
7,504 18,780 (11,286)

106,069 (108,089)
4,0?7 (4,077)
2,463 (2,453}

19,482 f19,482)
1,078 (1,078}
1,170 978,9'I 6

16,879
7,701 (7,701)
7,973 f?,973)

34 (34)
24,678
21,448

878,441

Resulting
Deferred

Tax Ba/ance
Ije 6/30/96
(2,009,340)

(220,102)
149,702

(126,378)
982,433
(56,315)

3,664,689
(206,558)

4,460,748
74,320
(2,334)

(36,938)
(6,203)

109,643
94,894

6,866,06t

Deductions to recognize
retirement of certain
Environmental Projects...,.

DEFERRED TAX BALANCE

Deductions
to recognize

Deterred retirement of
Tax Balance certain

Itb 6/30/95 Envlr. Projects
f2,009,044) 298

(220,102)
196,873 47,171

(108,871) 17,707
1,026,468 43,026

(39,004) 16,311
3,894,802 30,213
(202,814) 3,944

4,451,155 407
74,320
25,547 27,881
11,709 47,847
(4,799} 404

109,643
94,894

7,100,067 236,006

Property
Tax

Activity

10,763
1,697

883
698

1,103
850

2,499
3,967
3,116

41
116
614

28
88
66

28,404

266
26,148



ES 1orts I ~ 3

KENTUCKY UTZLITZES COMPANY ENUZRONNENTAL SURCEAROE INVENTORY 01 ENZBSZON ALLOIIANCES
SUNNARY 01 ALL VZNTAOE YEARS

1OE tha Month Ertdad

BeSinninS
Inventory

Allocationa/
Plrrchaaea

Uti.lisnd Sold SndinS
Inventory

Allocation,
Purchase or
Sale Date a

Vintaca Years

TOTAL EMISSION ALLOWANCES IN INVENTORY, ALL CLASSIPICATIONSr

Quarrtity

Dollars

I/Allowance

ALLOCATED ALLOWANCES PAOM EPA

Quantity

Dollars

EXTENSION ALLOWANCES PRON SPAr

Quantity

Dollars

AILOWANCES PRON OVER. CONTROL <OVER.SCRUSSINO1 r

Quantity

Dollars

ALLOWANCES PRON PURCHASES r

Quantity

Dollars

S /Allowance

KU is required to asintain adequate allovancc records which vill allow ready idantiiication oi tha nuaher oi each
classiiication or allowances included in Ending Inventory.



SS Form X.X

KENTUCKY OTZLZTXSS CONFANY SNVZRONNRNTAL SIIRCNAROS XNVRNTORY Ol'NZSSXON ALLONANCSS
ZNVSNTORY FOR VXNTAOR YEAR

For tha Nonth Ended

Reginning
Inventory

Allocations/
Purchases

Utilised Sold Ending
Inventory

Allocation,
Purchase or
Sale Date a

Vintage Ys ~r ~

TOTAL EMISSION ALLOWIUiCKS IN INVENTORY, ALL CLMSIPICATIONA>

Ouantity

Dollars

Weiohted Aver.

ALLOCATED ALLOWANCES PROM SPAN

Ouantity

Dollars

EETENSIDN ALLOWANCES PROM KPAi

Ouantity I

Dollars

ALLOWANCES PAOM OVER-CONTAOL tOVER-SCRUSEINO)>

Ouantlty I I

Dollars

ALLOWANCES PROM PURCHASES<

Quantity

Dollars

Weighted Aver.

KU I ~ required to malntsln adequate allowance reoorde which will allow ready identlticstion ot the number ot each
claesitication ot allowances included ln Ending Inventory,

.'IOTEl pile vintage year inventory sheets for all years with first filing after Order in case No. 95-060, xn
subsequent filings, include vintage year inventory sheets only if there was inventory changes during tha expanse
month.



APPENDIX 8

APPENDIX TO AN ORDER Ot THR KCHTVCKY tUSLIC SERVICE CONMISSIOH
IN QASE Ho. 93-Sio DATED AVGUST 22, 1995.

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY . ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHAROE - Rs FORM 4.0
SIX MONTH RRVIEH

ACCAP Qt SILLIMQ FACTORS AND REVENUE
For ths Psrloo August 1994 through Jsnusry 1995

CURRENT
KXPEHSC

MONTH

ill
E (m)

DROSS ENVIRON
BURCHAAQE

AEVENUR

REQUIREMENT

(3)
ADJUSTED

TOTAL COMPANY
REVENUE

lZNCI FAC,
EXCL SS)

(4l
CXP HONTH

KY RETAIL
JURIS REV

(IHCL FAC,
~XCL ES)

(5)

RZLIZNQ
MONTH

(5) (7)

CHVIAON SVRCNAAQE
HQNTHIY SILL)HO

FACTOR
SZLLCD ADJ

(sl
SILL NONTH

KY RETAIL
JURIS REV

lIHCL tAC,
EXCL RS)

ENVZRON
SURCHAAQE

REVENUE

(10)

KY JURIS
OVEA/ (UNDER)

COLLECTION

TOTAL COMPANY
OVER/ (UNDEA)

COLLECTION

JUN 1994
JVL 1994
AVQ 1994
SEP 199~
OCT 199~

NOV 199~
DEC 1994
JAN 1995

507,472
9$1,190

1,010,279
I, 035, 195
1,090,033
1 ~ 121,919

52,660,0S9
51.949,057
53,450,0$6
5),459,9$5
5) < 131,954
51,$)4.3)3
54, 146, 155
53,S)7,71')

42 2 ~ 1,455
44,031,74$
47 15~, 115
44,600,550
)$ 414, 411
37 ~)I, 14S
41 5 ~4,364
41, 047, $ 5)

AUQ 1994
BCP 1994
OCT 1994
NOV 1994
DEC 1994
JAN 1995

1.00~
1.9)t
1.9~ \
2.049
2. 154
2. )Zt

0.35t
1.'lit
1.~79
1.92$
2.01$
2.07~

41,354,315
I ~ ,600,550
3$ ,61~, ~ 37
37, 536, 165
42,5$6,364
~ 7,047,$ $3

177,32$
~19,593
765, 166
771, 671
915,939

1,041,~ 55

23,979
(19,35~ )

(321,131)
($2,905)
Z)P,See
259,694

27, 055
(23, 194)

(16$,$)5)
(117,960)
171,427
297,669

'TOTAL OVCA/(UNDER) CQLIECTION toA SIX MONTH PRAIOD
TOTAL SIX MONTHS REVENUE, EXPEMSC HONTNS JUN THAV NOV )994, Col, 3
CQAARCTION tACTOR . AS'DUCTION/(INCAEABC)

192, 169
))O,096,ISO

0.060't

CO( UMN ) ADJUSTED Toi'AL CONPANY REVENUES INCLVOR Ott SYBTRN BALSB AS PROVIDED SY XU IN TNE RESPONSE To ITEM 9 OP THR MARCH 1, 1495 ORDER AND
'INE RE6PQNSR TO ITEM 2 OP KIVC's FIRST SCT Ot DATA ASQUCBT6,

CALCULAI'IQN OP JUNE AND JULY ADJUSTED KB MONTH( Y BILLINO tACTOA<

PI( ED as PACTOR FOR MONTH

KENTUCKY JURISDICTIONAL REVENUE LSUQUBT ANO saPTEHSCA)
Es REVENUS COLLECTED (AS AEPORTCD)
SFPRCTIVE ES FACTOA BI(LED
DRTEAHINATZON Qt PRO-)V(TA REVRNVES

AATzo ot attacTlve as FAQTQR To FILED es FAQIoA
RECALCULATED RS tACTOR
APPLICATION Ot RATIO TO XECAI,CVLATED Es FACTOR

1.00'I
~7, 354, 3 15

177,32$
0.3749

0.374 ~ 7
0,969~
0,369

1.9)t
~4,600,550

$ 19,593
1.Sist

0.9521I
1.$ 15$
1.75I


