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Dear Ms. O'Donnell: 

Re: Taylor County RECC 
PSC Case No. 2006-00489 

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 Taylor County 
Rural Electric Cooperative Corporation, to the Commission Staffs First Data Request 
dated March 12, 2007. 

With kind regards, I remain, 

Very truly yours, 

SPRAGENS & HIGDON, P.S.C. 

d. 
RS, JR:js 
Enclosures 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

APPLICATION OF TAYLOR COUNTY RURAL ) 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION TO 1 
PASS-THROUGH AN INCREASE OF ITS ) CASENO. 

TO KRS 278.455(2) ) 
WHOLESALE POWER SUPPLIER PURSUANT ) 2006-00489 

RESPONSES TO COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST DATA REQUEST 
TO TAYLOR COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

DATED MARCH 12,2007 



TAYLOR COUNTY R U W  ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00489 

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

Taylor Country Rural Electric Cooperative Corporation (“Taylor County”) 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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TAYLOR COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00489 

FIRST DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

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

REQUEST 1 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: Taylor County Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 

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

Recluest 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 hy'wholesale customer class for 

service to Taylor County. 

Attached is information from EKPC's Exhihit I, Pages 3-5, which 

As indicated in Mr. Bosta'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. 



PSC Request 1 

Page 2 of 2 

Request lb.  

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

Provide in electronic €ormat the Excel spreadsheets used to 

ResDonse lb.  

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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Page 3 of 7 
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TAYLOR COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00489 

FIRST DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

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

REQUEST 2 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: Taylor County 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 5:007, 

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, Taylor County slates: 

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 

Reguest 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. 



PSC Request 2 

Page 2 of 4 

Recruest 2b. 

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

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

proportional basis? Explain the response. 

Would Taylor County 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. Basta’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 inethodology at retail, is a reasonable 

approach to meeting the intent of the requirements. 

Request 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 Taylor County agree that KRS 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 

wholesaWretai1 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. 
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The present and proposed rates structures of Taylor County RECC are listed below: 

A 

GP-I 

GP-2 

R-S 

SL 

CS 

C2 

C3 

B1 

B2 

B3 

Rate Class 

Farm & Home Service 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Energy Charge / kWh 
General Purpose Service - Less than 50 KVA 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Energy Charge / kWh. 
General Purpose Service - SO KVA and Above 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Demand Charge / kW 
Energy Charge / kWh 
Residential Marketing Rate 
Energy Charge / kWh 
Street Lighting Service 
Mercwy Vapor 175 Watts Fixture Charge 
Mercury Vapor 175 Watts Energy Charge 
Mercury Vapor 250 Watts Fixture Charge 
Mercury Vapor 250 Watts Energy Charge 
Mercury Vapor 400 Watts Fixture Charge 
Mercury Vapor 400 Watts Energy Charge 
High Pressure Sodium 100 Watts Fixture Charge 
High Pressure Sodium 100 Watts Energy Charge 
High Pressure Sodium 250 Watts Fixture Charge 
High Pressure Sodium 250 Watts Energy Charge 
Large Industrial Rate 500-4,999 kW 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Demand Charge / kW 
Energy Charge / kWh 
Large Industrial Rate 5,000-9,999 kW 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Demand Charge / kW 
Energy Charge / kWh 
Large Industrial Rate S0,OOO kW and Over 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Demand Charge / kW 
Energy Charge / kwh 
Large Industrial Rate 500-4,999 kW 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Contract Demand Charge 
Demand Charge in Excess of Contract 
Energy Charge / kWh 
Large Industrial Rate 5,000-9,999 kW 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Contract Demand Charge 
Demand Charge in Excess of Contract 
Energy Charge / kWh 
Large Industrial Rate 10,000 kW and Over 
Customer Charge / Mo 
Contract Demand Charge 
Demand Charge in Excess of Contract 
Energy Charge / kwh 

E2 

E2 

E2 

E2 

E2 

C 

C 

C 

B 

Present 

$6.92 
$0.06139 

$7.11 
$0.06150 

$43.42 
$4.64 

$0.04368 

$0.03683 

$2.84 
$4.305 
$3.41 
$6.15 
$4.52 
$9.84 
$3.25 
$2.52 
$5.00 
$6.52 

$1,069.00 
$5.39 

$0.036 

$2,498.00 
$5.39 

$0.031 

$2,980.00 
$5.39 
$0.03 

$1,069.00Mo 
$5.39 
$7.82 

$0.036 

$2,498.00 
$5.39 
$7.82 

$0.031 

$2,980.00 
$5.39 
$7.82 
$0.03 

Proposed 

$6.92 
$0.06535 

$7.11 
$0.06546 

$43.42 
$4.64 

$0.04764 

$0.03921 

$2.84 
$4.58 
$3.41 
$6.55 
$4.52 

$10.47 
$3.25 
$2.68 
$5.00 
$6.94 

$1,069.00 
$7.29 

$0.036 

$2,498.00 
$7.29 

$0.031 

$2,980.00 
$7.29 
$0.03 

$1,069.00 
$7.29 
$9.72 

$0.036 

$2,498.00 
$7.29 
$9.72 
0.031 

$2,980.00 
$7.29 
$9.72 
$0.03 
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TAYLOR COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00489 

FIRST DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

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

REQUEST 3 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: Taylor County Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 

Request 3. Refer to Exhibit 111 of the Application. 

Request 3a. 

present and proposed revenues: 

Prepare the following comparative analyses of Taylor County’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. 

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

(2) Please see the attached information. 



PSC Request 3 

Page 2 of 2 

Recluest 3b. 

explain in detail how Taylor County’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 (i.e. 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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Taylor County RECC 
Bltilng Analysis 

for Ihe 12 months ended September 30.2006 

Billing Cuiient Annualized Yo of 
Deteminants Rate Revenues Total 

Request 3% 2 
Awchmcnt 
i'age I of 3 

Biiling Pioposed Annualized 
~ ~ t ~ m i n a n t s  Rate R W ~ W ~ S  

Cuslomei Charge 

Eneigycharge pei kWh 

E ~ i ~ l i n g  

Total from base rates 

Fuel adjustmen1 
Environmenial surcharge 

Proposed 

Tolat revenues 

Average Bill 

Biillng Current Annualized %Of Bllllng Proposed Annualized 
Deteiminant~ Rate Revenues Total Deteiminanls Rate Revenues 

Customer Charge 

Energy charge per kwh 

Total iiom base rales 

Fuei sdjustment 
Environmenial Surcharge 

Total revenues 

Average Bill 

Yo of 
Total 

Customer Charge 

Demand Charge 

Energy Charge 

Total Baseload Charges 

Billlng Current Annualized 
Determinanls Rate Revenues 

Fuel adjustment 
Environmeolai Surcharge 

"% 01 
Total 

Totat ievenue~ 

Average Biil 

298,687 
198.683 

$2,922,945 

$ too.10 

296,667 
196,683 

$3,065,495 142,650 4.88% 

5 104.98 $ 4.69 4.66% 

3a2, Req 3a laylor-Exh lll.xls 
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Billing Curienl Annuaiiied % O f  Biliing Pmposed 
Delerminanls Role Revenues Total Veterminanls R a e  

Taylor County RECC 
Billing Analysis 

iailhe 12 monlhs ended Sepiembei30.2005 

Annualized %of 
Revenues Total 

Cu~lomer Charge 

kW Demand 
kW EXCBSS Demand 

E~eigycharge per kWh 

Tolal from base iales 

Fuel adjustmenl 
Envimnmentai Surcharge 

Total revenues 

Aveiage Bill 

Billing Current Annualized 
Determinants Raie Revenues 

Cu~lomei Chwge 

Demand Charge 

EWW charge per kWh 

Tolsi fmm base (ales 

Fuel adpslmenl 
Envronrnenlei surcharge 

Total ieYenueS 

Aveiege Bill 

% o f  Biiiing Proposed Annuaiiied %of 
Total Velerminanls Rale Revenues Toial 

Billing Proposed 
Deleiminanls Rsle Revenue$ Total Delerminanls Rale 

278.454 100.00% 

45,515 
23,738 

5 347,805 

$ 26.084 

Annualized %of 
Revenues Tolal 

207,002 10000% 19.446 

45,515 
23.738 

$ 13.448 5 50% $ 387.254 

$ 30,604 5 1.621 5 50% 

~ _ _ _  

954.546 100.00% 

170,018 
82.260 

$ 1,216,626 

$ 101.402 

1,032,210 100.00% 67.651 7.01% 

170,018 0.00% 
82.260 0.00% 

5.56% $ 1,264,488 

$ 107.041 5 5,636 5.58% 

S 67,561 

87,155,402 S0.05628 3,779,534 90.09% 67,155,402 50.05628 3,779,534 90.09% 0.00% 

4,195,376 100.00% 4.105.376 100.00% O,OO% 

225,018 

$ 4,420,394 

$ 368.356 

225.016 0.00% 

$ 0.00% $ 4,420,394 

$ 368.366 $ 0.00% 

2012 3a2. Req 3a Taylor-Exh lll.xla 
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TAYLOR COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00489 

FIRST DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

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

REQUEST 4 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: Taylor County Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 

Request 4. 

and/or 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) 

Light 
Description 

175 Watt Mercury Vapor 70 
250 Watt Mercury Vapor 100 
400 Watt Mercury Vapor 160 
100 Watt Sodium 41 
250 Watt Sodium 106 

TOTAL 

4(b) 
Number of 

Lights 
Billed 

4390 
0 

499 
167 
1532 

6588 


