
John C. Collins 
Gregory D. Allen 

March 15.2007 

Law Offices of 
COLLINS & ALLEN 

Post Office Box 47.5 
Salyersville, Kentucky 4146.5-0475 

Ms. Elizabeth O’Donnell 
Executive Director 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
21 1 Sower Blvd. 
Post Office Box 61 5 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0615 

RE: Case Number 2006-00483 
Licking Valley RECC - Rates - Flow-Thru 

Dear Ms. O’Domell: 

Phone (606) 349-1382 
F ~ x  (606) 349-1322 

HAND DELIVERED 

MAR 2 2 2007 
PUBLIC SERVICE 

COMNIISSIOM 

Please find enclosed for filing with the Public Service Commission in the above-referenced Case 
an original and five (5) copies of the Responses of Licking Valley Rural Electric Cooperative 
Corporation, to the Commission Stafrs First Data Requests dated March 12,2007. 

If additional information is needed or required, please let us know. 

Sincerely. 

Enclosures 
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John C. Colltns 
Gregory D. Allen 

Luw q@ices of 
COLLINS & ALLEN 

Post Ofice Box 475 
salyersville, Kentucky 41 465-0475 

MAR 2 12007 

COMMlSSiON 
PUBLIC SERVICE 

Phone (606) 349-1382 
FOX (606) 349-1322 

March 15,2007 HAND DELIVERED 

Ms. Eliibeth O’Donnell 
Executive Direotor 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
21 1 Sower Blvd. 
Post Office Box 6 15 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0615 

RE: Case Number 2006-00483 
Licking Valley RECC - Rates - Flow-Thru 

Dear Ms. O’Donnell: 

Please find enclosed for filing with the Public Service Commission in the above-referenced Case 
an original and five (5) copies of the Responses oFLicking Valley Rural Electric Cooperative 
Corporation, to the Commission Staff’s First Data Requests dated March 12,2007. 

If additional infomation is needed or required, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

APPLICATION OF LICKING VALLEY RURAL ) 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION TO ) 
PASS-THROUGH AN INCREASE OF ITS ) CASENO. 

TO KRS 278.455(2) 1 
WHOLESALE POWER SUPPLIER PURSUANT ) 2006-00483 

RESPONSES TO COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST DATA REQUEST TO 
LICKING VALLEY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

DATED MARCH 12,2007 



LICKING VALLEY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00483 

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST DATA REQUEST DATED 3/12/07 

Licking Valley Rural Electric Cooperative Corporation (“Licking Valley”) hereby 

submits responses to the Commission Staffs First Data Request dated March 12, 2007. 

Each response with its associated supportive reference materials is individually tabbed. 
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LICKING VALLEY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00483 

FIRST DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST DATA REQUEST DATED 3/12/07 

REQUEST 1 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON. William A. Bosta 

COMPANY Licking Valley Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 

Request 1. Refer to the Application, Exhibits I1 and 111. 

Request la. 

documentation used to determine the proposed rates and the billing analysis. 

Provide all workpapers, calculations, assumptions, and other 

Response la. 

shows the present and proposed rates and revenues by wholesale customer class for 

service to Licking Valley. 

Attached is information from EKPC’s Exhibit I, Pages 3-5, which 

As indicated in Mr. Basta’s testimony, the demand charges for retail industrial rates 

mirror EKPC’s proposed rates for Schedules B and C, as applicable. 

The increase applicable to all other classes was based on taking the total increase to the 

member system, subtracting the retail industrial class increase and then dividing that 

amount by the kwh for all other classes. This resulted in a per unit (centskwh) energy 

cost increase that was applied to all other classes. 

See the response to Request lb  for the calculations to determine the proposed rates. 
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Request lb. 

determine the proposed rates and billing analysis, with all formulas intact. 

Provide in electronic format the Excel spreadsheets used to 

Response 1 b. 

2007, attached are two (2) copies of the requested information on CD-ROM. 

Based on discussion with the Commission Staff on March 19, 
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Licking Valley RECC 

Billing Analysis 

for the 12 months ending September 30,2006 

Annualized 

$1,130,156 
52,435,101 
$1,325,595 

Sch A - Rate 1 - Res, Farm, Sm Comm Church 
Sch B -Rate 4 Comm & Sm Pwr Service 
Sch LP - Rate 5 Large Power 
Sch LPR Rate 0,2,3,7,8 & 9 Large Power Rate 
Sch SL - Security Lights Rate 6 

Total -All  Rate Classes 

$1,181,498 
$2,544,363 
$1,402,846 

$51,342 
$109,262 
$77,252 

% Increase 
4.84% 
4.54% 
4.49% 
5.83% 

$22,491,9541 I $1,037,116) I 4.83% 







Mercury Vapor (MV) 175W. 75 kWh 
Sodium Vapor (HPS) IOOW - 48 kWh 
Sodium Vapor (HPS) 250W - 104 kWh 
Sodium Vapor (UPS) 400W - 165 kWh 
Decorative Undergr (HPS) 100 W - 48 kWh 
Underground MV wlo poie 175W ~ 75 kWh 
Underground MV w poie 175W. 75 kWh 
Overhead Durastar (MV) 175W - 75 kWh 

En" Surcharge & Fuet Adjustment 

Average Invoice 
Mercury Vapor (MV) 175W - 75 kWh 
Sodium Vapor (HPS) IOOW - 48 kWh 
Sodium Vapor (HPS) 250W - 104 kWh 
Sodium Vapor (HPS) 4DOW. 165 kWh 
Decorative Undergr (UPS) 100 W - 48 kWh 
Underground MV w/o pole 175W - 75 kWh 
Underground MV w pole 175W - 75 kWh 
Overhead Durastar (MV) 175W - 75 kWh 

Licking Valley RECC 
Billing Analysis 

for the 12 months ended September 30,2006 

Schedule OL 
Outdoor Lighting 

Request 1 b 
Attachment 
Page 4 of 4 

Existinq I /  Proposed 1 /$increase\% Increase1 
I I 

96,900 694  672,486 96,900 $725 702,721 30.235 4 50% 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

6.94 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

672.486 
3,220 

675.706 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

$7 25 
50 00 
50 00 
$0 00 
50 00 
$0 00 
50 00 
$0 00 

702,721 30,235 4.50% 
3,220 

705,941 4.47% 

$0.31 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$0.00 

4.50% 
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LICKING VALLEY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00483 

FIRST DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST DATA REQUEST DATED 3/12/07 

REQUEST 2 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: Licking Valley Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 

Request 2. 

change its rates to reflect a change in the rate of its wholesale supplier if the effects of an 

increase or decrease are allocated to each class and within each tariff on a proportional 

basis that will result in no change in the rate design currently in effect. 807 KAR 5:00?, 

Section 2(2), provides that the distribution cooperative shall file an analysis 

demonstrating that the rate change does not change the rate design currently in effect and 

the revenue change has been allocated to each class and within each tariff on a 

proportional basis. In the cover letter to its Application, Licking Valley states: 

In each instance, the retail rates for a particular class have been 
developed in a manner that is consistent with the method proposed by 
EKPC. The proposed rate design structure at retail does not change the 
rate design currently in effect and is consistent with the rate design 
methodology used at wholesale. 

KRS 278.455(2) provides that a distribution cooperative may 

Request 2a. 

Application, identify the corresponding wholesale Rate Schedule of East Kentucky 

Power Cooperative, Inc. 

For each retail Rate Schedule listed in Exhibit I1 of the 

Response 2a. Please see the attached information. 
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Recluest 2b. 

KAR5:007, Section 2(2), require that increases or decreases in rates €rom the wholesale 

supplier must be allocated to each retail class and within each retail tariff on a 

proportional basis? Explain the response. 

Would Licking Valley agree that KRS 278.455(2) and 807 

Resaonse 2b. 

requirements and have developed proposed rates that meet the intent of KRS 278.455(2) 

and 807 KAR5:007. As explained in Mr. Bosta’s testimony, EKPC began the rate design 

process at wholesale by allocating the proposed rate increase to each rate class on a 

proportional basis. The proportional increase to each rate class was then applied to the 

most appropriate rate mechanism for each rate class. 

Yes. EKPC and each Member System understands these 

The proposed increase at retail is strictly a pass-through of EKPC’s increased wholesale 

costs and each Member System must recover the dollar increase from new wholesale 

rates. As a result, EKPC and each Member System recognized that it was important to 

implement retail rates that mirror the change at wholesale, while meeting the 

proportionality and rate design requirements. 

EKPC and its Member Systems understand that a “pure” proportional increase at retail, as 

discussed in Item 3 herein, would result in increases at retail to customer, demand and 

energy charges. However, EKPC and its Member Systems came to the conclusion that, 

for example, an increase in the customer charge at retail made no sense because the 

wholesale increase had no relationship to customer cost. EKPC has not proposed an 

increase in its substation charges or metering point charges in this proceeding. 

Consequently, EKPC and its Member Systems could not justify increasing the retail 

customer charge when the wholesale increase has no relationship to that cost. 
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Therefore, EKPC believes that its proposed wholesale increase using a proportional basis, 

coupled with the use of the wholesale rate design methodology at retail, is a reasonable 

approach to meeting the intent of the requirements. 

Reauest 2c. 

5:007, Section 2(2), require that the retail rate change does not change the retail rate 

design currently in effect? Explain the response. 

Would Licking Valley agree that ICRS 278.455(2) and 807 KAR 

ResDonse 2c. 

set forth in KRS 278.455(2) and 807 KAR 5:007 and believe that the proposed rates do 

not alter the existing rate design structure at retail. 

Yes. EKPC and its Member Systems understand the requirements 

As indicated in the response to Item 2b, the rate design used for the pass-through increase 

at retail was intended to meet these requirements, while also maintaining the existing 

wholesaleiretail rate design relationship and recognizing cost causation principles. 

Industrial customers at retail, for example, will pay the same demand charge as the 

Member System pays to EKPC. This maintains the rate design relationship from 

wholesale to retail that has existed for a number of years. Likewise, the proposed 

increase in the “ E  wholesale rate, which is only applied to the energy charge, is being 

passed through only to the energy charge at retail. This process allows the rate design 

relationship from wholesale to retail to remain in place. 

Fundamentally, for every retail rate class, there has been no change in the rate design 

structure. The demand, energy, and customer components for industrial rates remains 

intact and the residential and commercial rate design structure remains as is through a 

continuation of the customer and energy charge structure. This adherence to the rate 
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design structure, coupled with a retention of the wholesale to retail rate design 

relationship, is a reasonable approach and meets the legal requirements. 



Request 2 a 
Attachment 
Page 1 of 1 

The present and proposed rates structures of Licking Valley RECC are listed below: 

Schedule 
A 

B 

LPS 

LPR 

SL 

Rate Class 
Residential. Farm. Small Community Hall 
and Church Service 
Customer Charge per month 
Energy Charge per kwh 
Commercial & Small Power Service 
Customer Charge per month 
Energy Charge per kwh 
Large Power Service 
Demand Charge per KW 
Customer Charge per month 
Energy Charge per kwh 
Large Power Rate 
Demand Charge per KW 
Customer Charge per month 
Energy Charge per kwh 
Security Lights and/or Rural Lighting 
175 Watt Mercury Vapor per lamp 

EKPC 

E-2 
Rate Schedule Zssmt 

$7.00 
$0.065438 

$14.50 
$0.065373 

E-2 

E-2 
$6.51 
$45.00 
$0.050758 

E-2 
$6.10 
$90.00 
$0.043295 

$6.94 
E-2 

Prouosed 

$7.00 
$0.069598 

$14.50 
$0.069533 

$6.51 
$45.00 
$0.054918 

$6.10 
$90.00 
$0.047455 

$7.25 
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LICKING VALLEY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00483 

FIRST DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST DATA REQUEST DATED 3/12/07 

REQUEST 3 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: Licking Valley Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 

Request 3. Refer to Exhibit I11 of the Application. 

Request 3a. 

present and proposed revenues: 

Prepare the following comparative analyses of Licking Valley’s 

(1) Calculate the percentage that each rate schedule or class 

represents of the total revenues for both the present revenues and proposed revenues. 

Percentages should be expressed to 2 decimal places. 

(2) Calculate the percentage that each component of the base rates 

within each rate schedule or class represents of the total base rate revenues for both the 

present revenues and proposed revenues. Do not include fuel adjustment revenues, 

environmental surcharge revenues, or green power revenues. Percentages should be 

expressed to 2 decimal places. 

Resoonse 3a. (1) Please see the attached information. 

(2) Please see the attached information. 
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Reauest 3b. 

explain in detail how Licking Valley’s proposed pass-through rates are in compliance 

with the retail rate requirements of KRS 278.455(2) and 807 KAR 5:007, Section 2(2). 

Based upon the results of the analyses prepared in part (a) above, 

Response 3b. 

above assumes that the proportionality requirement would follow strict adherence to the 

existing proportion of revenues at retail, by rate mechanism component (Le. customer, 

energy and demand). EKPC and the Member Systems believe that the proportionality 

requirement is not so narrow and that the pass-through at retail has followed the proposed 

wholesale rate design process in a proportional manner. At retail, for example, there is 

no increase in the customer charge because EKPC did not increase the metering point 

charge or substation charge at wholesale. Moreover, the “ B  and “C” type retail 

industrial classes will have the same demand rate as the proposed demand rate for 

industrial customers at wholesale. It follows the matching concept upon which these 

rates were originally created. 

Maintaining the existing revenue proportion as shown in part (a) 

See also the response to Item 2(b) and 2(c) herein. KRS 278.455(2) explicitly recognizes 

“proportional” allocation without recognizing a specific method, whether KWh, revenue, 

or other means of proportionality. EKPC has chosen the proportional method of applying 

wholesale to retail, with the intended matching concept of costs vs. revenue. The retail 

rates reflect this top-down approach to proportionality. Please see the attached analysis 

which illustrates this approach. 
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Licking Valley RECC 

Billing Analysis 

for the 12 months ending September 30.2006 

Sch B .Rate 4 COmm & Sm Pwr Service 
Sch LP . Rate 5 Large Power 
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Licicing Valley RECC 
Bllilng Analysis 

for the 12 monlh~ ended September 30.2006 

Schedule A 
RBsldcnlial. Farm. Srnali Community liail& Church Sewice 

Rate 1 

CuSlomB, Cllage 168,725 S O 0  $3,321,075 9.65% 

Enegycliaige per hWh 186,860,318 160.065138 12,096,104 90.15% 

TOIaI from ease rates 13.417,179 100.00% 

Fuel adivslment f ,478,377 
Envlronmentai SUIChaW 994.725 

Total mYBnUeJ $15,888281 

AvBiage Bill f84.lB 

C Y J ~ O ~ E C  Chage 

XW D e m d  

~ n e i g y  c h a w  per kwh 

1 Slneienis I % incmaee I 
Proposed 

comPo"e"l% 
of Bare Rate* 

188.725 W O O  $1,321,075 $0 93,I 

104.648.318 $0068598 12,865,129 9069% 

14.185.206 ,moo% 

1,476,377 
994.725 

-6 S769.026 4,W% 

sm2e s a 7  .i 84% 

11,338 $46.50 ' S16d,356 16.92% 11,335 81460 $164.350 SO ,6.0,% 

12,341,015 $0.065373 806,769 63.08% 12,341,045 $0.009533 050,112 0 83.93% 

971.127 100.00% 1,022,469 - 51.342 ,OO,O*A 

81.251 91.261 
67,770 67,778 

$?,130,158 $1,181,498 SSt.342 4.5"i. 

SBB,70 5104.23 $4,63 6.54% 

SCliedule L? 
L a w  Power 

Rale 5 

1,954 I 45.00 68.380 4.22% 1.984 $4500 88.380 4.0,% 

103,350 I 6.51 672,009 32.15% (03,350 $8,51 672.809 10.83% 

26,262,935 0.0M758 1,333,054 63.65% 26.252.836 $0.05i1910 1,442,310 108.262 65.46% 

2,0911,243 100.00% 2.203.504 ,m.Dox 
- 

795.514 
145.344 

S2,435.101 

s 1.239.87 

195,514 
3 3 4 4  

S2.544.363 Sl08.2B1 a,+??& 

S 1.295,50 S 55.63 4.48% 

- 
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Licklng Valley RECC 
Billing Analysis 

forlhe 12 monlhSendadSeptembei30.2006 

Schedule LPR 
Large Powel Rate 

Rale 0.2, 3 . 7 ,  8 & 9 

Customei Charge 

Demand C h a w  

Energy charge perkwh 

Tolal Irom behe mies 

Fuel adjurlmsnt 
Environmenlai surcharge 

Total ievenueS 

Average Bill 

Cuslomei Charge 

Eneigychame pei kWh 

Total from base mles 

Fuel adiurlmenl 
Enviionmental Suichaige 

TOW revenucs 

Avemys Bill 

131 $90.00 Sl1.700 7.06% 131 S90.00 011.790 so @.9*% 

48.693 16.10 5297,027 26m% 48.5%3 56.10 5297,027 sa 24.06% 

16,566,755 0.013295 803.934 72.28% ~8,566,755 SO047455 681.186 17.262 ,dol% 

100.00% 
1.%12.752 700.00% 1,190,003 77,212 

134,872 
77.671 

134.912 
77,871 

S1.402.846 577.252 5.a.Ix 

5.83% SIO,W9 5688,71 

Licklng Valley RECC 
Billing AnaIy~iE 

b r a e  lZmonih~endedSa~l~mliei30.2005 

96.900 56.YrI $672,466 100.00% 

7,267,500 SO 00000 0 

6 7 2 . m  m.m% 

1,665 
1.555 

S575.106 

s 8.97 

-._____ 

I O O . O ~ %  
:,.". 

96,900 1?;:;?:.57;13:.; S702.721 S30.235 

7,267,500 $0,00000 0 0 

702.121 34235 
,ODOO% 

1.665 
1.555 

5705,941 530,235 4,4146, 

$ 1.29 s 0.31 6,4796 



Licking Valiey RECC 
Biliing Analysis 

forlhe 12mOnlh5endedSeptember30.2006 

Existing percent of Proposed j I$ Increase/ % inCreaSe 
Actual 

Billing Current I Annualized Base Billing I Annualized 
Delermlnam Rate 1 Revenue8 R W C W ~ S  DeleRninanlS Rate I Revenues 

Request 3 a. (2) 
Altschrnent 
Page 3 of 3 

Percent Of 
Proposed 

Bare 
Re"e""eS 

Schedule OL 
Outdoor Lighting 

MeiculyVapor(MV) 175W.75kWh 96.900 694 672.486 10000% 96 900 $725 702.721 30235 450% 100 00% 
Sodium Vapar(HPS1 1WW-48 kWh 0 0 0 0 0 
SOdiumVa~orlHPSl250W- 104 kWh 0 0 0 0 0 
Sodium Vaior(HPSj4OOW- 165 kWh 0 0 
Decorative Undergi (HPS) 100 W -  48 kWh 0 0 
Underground MV wio pole 175W - 75 kWh 0 0 
UOdelgroUnd MV w pule 175W. 75 kWh 0 0 
Overhead Duiastar(MV) 175W- 75 kWh 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

672,486 100.00% 702,721 30,235 4.50% 100.00% 

675.706 105.941 4.47% 
Env Surcharge & Fuel Adjustment 2 2 

Average Invoke 
M s r c ~ ~ V a p a i ( M V I 1 7 5 W  -75 kWh 
sodiumVapoi(HPS) 100W-48kWh 
SOdiumVapor(HPS)250W- 104 kWh 
Sodium Vapoi(HPS)400W - 165 kWh 
DecorativeUndersr(HPS1100W-48 kWh 
Underground MV wio pole 175W - 75 kWh 
Undeiground MV w pole 175W - 75 kWh 
OverhaadDuastar(MV) 175W-75kWh 

6 94 $7 25 
PO 00 
$0 w 
50 00 
$0 00 
$0 00 
$0 00 
IO w 

S0,31 4.50% 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
50.00 

$0.00 
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LICKING VALLEY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00483 

FIRST DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST DATA REQUEST DATED 3/12/07 

REQUEST 4 
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: Licking Valley Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 

Reauest 4. 

andior outdoor light included in the billing analysis, provide the following information: 

Refer to Exhibit I11 of the Application. For each type of street light 

Request 4a. 

not separately metered. 

The assigned or estimated kWh usage per light for each light that is 

Request 4b. The number of lights. 

Response 4a-b. 

4(a) 4(b) 
Number of 

Light Lights 
Description - Billed 

175 Watt Mercury Vapor 75 96,900 


