
VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY 

February 22,2007 

Ms. Elizabeth O’Donnell 
Executive Director 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
2 1 1 Sower Boulevard 
P.O. Box 615 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-061 5 

139 East Fourth Street, R 25Af I/ 
P 0 Box 960 

Tel 513-287-3601 
Fax 513-287-3810 
John Finniqan@duke-enerav corn 

John J Finnigan, Jr 
Associate General Counsel 

CIJJCIJJJJ~~I, Ohlo 45201-0960 

Re: An Investigation of The Re iability Measures of Kentuc,y’s Jurisdictiona 
Electric Distribution IJtilities and Certain Reliability Maintenance Practices 
Case No. 2006-00494 

Dear Ms. O’Donnell: 

Enclosed are an original and seven copies of Duke Energy Kentucky, Inc.’s responses to 
the Staffs second set of data requests in the above-referenced case. 

Please date-stamp and return the two extra copies of this letter in the enclosed envelope 

Thank you 

Sincerely, 

bdssociate General Counsel 

cc: MI parties of record (w/encl.) 

www,  duke-energy corn 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of An Investigation of the ) 

Utilities and Certain Reliability ) 
Maintenance Practices 1 

FEB 2 3 2007 
Reliability Measures of Kentucky’s 1 ADMINISTRATIVE SEWV!C$ 
Jurisdictional Electric Distribution ) CASE NO. 2006-00494 C Q I \ I I ~ I S ~ ~ ~ N  

DlJKE ENERGY KENTUCKY, INC.’S 
RESPONSES TO THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION’S 

SECOND SET OF DATA REQIJESTS 

Duke Energy Kentucky, Inc. submits the following responses to the 

Commission’s Second Set of Data Requests in this proceeding via overnight mail. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DUKE ENERGY I(ENTTJCKY, INC. 

Usociate General Counsel 
Duke Energy Shared Services, Inc. 
2500 Atrium I1 
P. 0. Box 960 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45201 -0960 
Phone: (513) 287-3601 
Fax: (5 13287-3 8 10 
e-mail : john. finnir;jan@,du ke-energy .coni 

20543 1 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of the attached responses of Duke Energy Kentucky, Inc. to 

the Commission’s Second Set of Data Requests in this proceeding has been served by 

ordinary mail to the following parties on this 22th day of February, 2007: 

Allen Anderson 
CEO 
South Kentucky RECC 
P.O. Box 910 
Somerset, KY 42502-091 0 

Kent Blake 
Director-State Regulation & 
Rates 
Kentucky Utilities Company 
P.O. Box 32010 
Louisville, KY 40232-2010 

Jackie B. Browning 
PresidentKEO 
Farmers RECC 
P.O. Box 1298 
Glasgow, KY 42141-1298 

Paul G. Embs 
PresidentKEO 
Clark Energy Cooperative, Inc. 
P.O. Box 748 
Winchester, KY 40392-0748 

Larry Hicks 
PresidentKEO 
Salt River Electric Cooperative 
11 1 West Brashear Avenue 
Bardstown, KY 40004 

Mark A. Bailey 
PresidentlCEO 
Kenergy C o y .  
P.O. Box 1389 
Owensboro, KY 42302 

Debbie Martin 
PresidentKEO 
Shelby Energy Cooperative, Inc. 
620 Old Finchville Road 
Shelbyville, KY 40065 

Sharon K. Carson 
Finance & Accounting Manager 
Jackson Energy Cooperative 
1 15 Jackson Energy Lane 
McKee, KY 40447 

Carol H. Fraley 
PresidentKEO 
Grayson RECC 
109 Bagby Park 
Grayson, KY 4 1 143 

Kerry K. Howard 
General MangerKEO 
Licking Valley RECC 
P.O. Box 605 
West Liberty, KY 41472 

Kent Blake 
Director-Rates&Regulatory 
Louisville Gas & Electric Co. 
P.O. Box 32010 
Louisville, KY 40232-2010 

Daniel W. Brewer 
PresidentKEO 
Blue Grass Energy Cooperative 
P.O. Box 990 
Nicholasville, KY 40340-0990 

James L. Jacobus 
PresidentKEO 
Inter County Energy 
Cooperative 
P.O. Box 87 
Danville, KY 40423-0087 

Ted Hampton 
Manager 
Cumberland Valley Electric, 
Inc. 
Hwy. 25E, P.O. Box 440 
Gray, KY 40734 

Robert Hood 
PresidentKEO 
Owen Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
P.O. Box 400 
Owenton, KY 40359 
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Burns E. Mercer 
PresidentKEO 
Meade County RECC 
P.O. Box 489 
Brandenburg, KY 40108-0489 

Barry L. Myers 
Manager 
Taylor County RECC 
P.O. Box 100 
Campbellsville, KY 427 19 

Bobby D. Sexton 
President/General Manager 
Rig Sandy RECC 
504 Eleventh Street 
Paintsville, KY 4 1240- 1422 

Michael I,. Miller 
PresidentKEO 
N o h  RECC 
41 1 Ring Rd. 
Elizabethtown, KY 42701 -6767 

G. Kelly Nuckols 
PresidentKEO 
Jackson Purchase Energy 
P.O. Box 4030 
Paducah, KY 42002-4030 

Dennis G. Howard, I1 
Lawrence W. Cook 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
Utility & Rate Intervention 
1024 Capital Center Dr. 
Suite 200 
Frankfort, KY 4060 1-8204 

Timothy C. Mosher 
American Electric Power 
P. 0. Rox 5190 
Frankfort, KY 40602 

Anthony P. Overbey 
PresidentKEO 
Fleming-Mason Energy 
P.O. Box 328 
Flemingburg, KY 4 104 1 

20543 1 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-001 

REQUEST: 

1. Describe in detail how the company utilizes all of the reliability measures it 
monitors. 

RESPONSE: 

Duke Energy Kentucky utilizes SAIFI, CAIDI and SAID1 to assist in evaluating the year- 
to-year performance of the distribution system in Kentucky. Any trends, whether up or 
down, are tracked throughout the year and utilized in decisions on distribution system 
maintenance and improvement projects and programs. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: Larry Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-002 

REQUEST: 

2. Has the company determined an appropriate operating range or performance 
threshold based on these measures? If yes, identifi-. 

RESPONSE: 

Duke Energy Kentucky has developed the following preferred operating range 
guidelines for reliability: 

o SAIDI: 104 to 127 minutes 

o CAIDI: 71 to 86 minutes 

o SAIFI: 1.32 to 1.62 outages 

Duke Energy Ohio follows the same preferred operating range guidelines as Duke 
Energy Kentucky. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: Larry Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-003 

REQUEST: 

3. Describe in detail how the company develops formal plans to address its worst 
performing circuits. If the company does not develop such plans, indicate so in 
the response. 

RESPONSE: 

Duke Energy Kentucky’s worst performing circuits are evaluated by the Distribution 
Planners and the Vegetation Management department on a regular basis. The scheduling 
of tree trimming operations are developed using a system that is both time-based and 
performance-based. Each year, capital improvement projects are proposed to either 
prevent overloads from occurring or to address other operational problems that have been 
identified. When necessary, additional maintenance will be scheduled during the year to 
improve circuit performance. 

WITNESS JWSPONSIBLE: Larry Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-004 

REQUEST: 

4. Why are momentary outages excluded? 

RESPONSE: 

Momentary outages are not included in our usual reliability reports because the other 
reliability measurements are deemed to be better indicators of distribution system 
performance. Momentary outages are tracked internally to generate a MAIFI index to 
compare to prior-year values. The trend for 2004 through 2006 has shown a decreasing 
momentary outage rate. 

WITNESS W23?ONSIBLX: LJarry Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-005 

REQUEST: 

5 .  Why are major event days or major storms excluded? 

RESPONSE: 

Duke Kentucky reliability data is reported using data from both normal won-Major 
Event Days) and Major Event Days. Major Event Days are determined using the method 
described in IEEE Std. 1366 2.5 Beta methodology. Reporting outage data in this fashion 
allows for more meaningful comparisons of reliability scores over time since it reduces 
the often extensive year-to-year weather-caused variations in measured system 
performance. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: Larry Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-006 

REQUEST: 

6. Provide a hard copy citing of the Rural lJtilities Service (“RUS”) reliability 
monitoring or reporting requirements or, in the alternative, provide an accessible 
Internet site. 

RESPONSE: 

Duke Kentucky is not a rural co-op and we do not follow the RTJS reporting 
requirements. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: Larry Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

Ky PSC-DR-02-007 

RF,QUEST: 

7. Provide and describe in detail any service restoration or outage response 
procedure utilized. 

RESPONSE: 

Service restoration and outage response procedures are contained in the Storms and 
Natural Disasters Emergency Plan manual. This manual is available at Duke Energy 
OHKY headquarters for inspection upon request. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: Larry Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-008 

REQUEST: 

8. Refer to the RIJS drawing M1.30G “RIGHT-OF-WAY CLEARING GUIDE” 
(“ROW Guide”), a copy has been provided in Appendix A. 

a. Is this type of clearance requirement appropriate for all areas of a 
distribution system? If not, what types of exclusions or exceptions should 
be made? 

If the distribution utility is not already following this guide, provide an 
estimate of the cost and time-line to implement. 

b. 

RESPONSE: 

a. A general rather than a specific clearance requirement is appropriate for 
most all areas of a distribution system. However, clearance requirements 
have to be flexible enough to allow for exceptions and adjust to the variety 
of conditions encountered along the ROW. 

The primary type of exception will centered upon the rights available to 
the utility versus the rights of the land owner / customer. There may be no 
written easement to allow the utility to clear extensively or the easement 
language may limit the amount or type of work the utility can perform. In 
addition, consideration must be given to the environmental impact of 
clearing a ROW. A specific requirement to clear cut the ROW can 
eliminate compatible species or desirable vegetation that benefits the eco- 
system. A clear cutting approach can also result in excess water run-off, 
erosion problems, and the destruction of wildlife habitats. A specific ROW 
clearing requirement may not be cost-effective in the initial phase due to 
the need to remove an extensive number of trees or very large trees within 
the designated area. However, there is cost benefit over the long-term 
since maintenance activities can presumably use less costly methods such 
as herbicides, to maintain the ROW in the future. In addition, storm 
restoration efforts can be expedited with better access to the facilities. It is 
important to maintain a balance between providing safe and reliable 
service, environmental and land owner impacts, along with overall cost- 
effectiveness. 



b. Duke Energy Kentucky currently uses a 20-foot width clearance guideline, 
with a ten-foot distance cleared below the conductors and removing a 
limited number of trees within the ROW. It is estimated that removing 
additional trees and underbrush within the ROW would increase cost 
between 30 - 50%. With consideration for current contracts a new 
clearing requirement could be implemented in four-six months but would 
require at least two maintenance cycles to complete. It may not be 
practical to extend to a 30-foot clearance width due to existing limitations 
in current easements. However, implementing this requirement would 
further increase costs. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: Everett Greene 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

Ky PSC-DR-02-009 

REQUEST: 

9. Refer to North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) standard 
FAC-003- 1 “Transmission Vegetation Managtement Program” (“NERC 
Standard”), a copy is attached in Appendix R. 
a. Does the company prefer the type of standard described in the NERC 

Standard over the type of standard described in the ROW Guide? Explain 
why you prefer one over the other. 

Refer to section R3 of the NERC Standard and substitute “distribution” for 
“transmission.” Is the distribution utility capable of meeting the reporting 
requirements described in the section? If not, why not? 

Again referring to section R3 as applied to distribution, how many 
sustained outages would be reportable for the calendar year 2006? 

b. 

c. 

RESPONSE: 

a. No, Duke Energy does not prefer the type of standard described in the 
NERC Standard over the ROW guide. The minimum clearance distance 
required in the NERC Standard is not practical to maintain on the 
distribution system. The construction of the distribution system and the 
proximity to trees make it highly unlikely that a minimum distance can be 
maintained at all times throughout the year. This requirement would entail 
substantially more resources to monitor the system and to plan and 
perform the work. The seasonal growth impact of vegetation would 
further require significant shifts with utility employees and its suppliers to 
match the changes. The administrative, resource, and financial burden 
necessary to adhere to such a stringent requirement would not provide a 
corresponding benefit to improve reliability and provide increased value to 
customers. 

The ROW Clearing Guide standard provides a more practical approach for 
distribution line clearance. The standard distance requirements are more 
feasible to manage for utility employees and provide a more consistent 
approach for suppliers to train their employees and adhere to quality 
requirements and to balance resources throughout the year. 



b. The Duke Energy Midwest Distribution Outage System is not capable of 
meeting the requirements as outlined in section R3 of the NERC Standard. 
The NERC Standard specifies 3 categories for the outages based on 
whether the outage was caused by a Grow-in inside or Outside the ROW, 
a Fall-in inside the ROW, and a Fall-in Outside the ROW. The Duke 
Midwest Distribution Outage System classifies tree outages as only Tree- 
Fell or Tree-Cut and does not indicate whether the Tree was inside or 
outside the ROW, and does not specify which outages are grow-ins. 

c. The Duke Midwest Distribution Outage System classifies tree outages as 
only Tree-Fell or Tree-Cut and does not indicate whether the Tree was 
inside or outside the ROW, and does not specify which outages are grow- 
ins. For the Duke Midwest (Kentucky) Distribution system in 2006, there 
were 57 1 Tree-Fell related outages and eight Tree-Cut related Outages. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: a. Everett Greene 
b. & c. 1,arr-y Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

Ky PSC-DR-02-0 10 

REQUEST: 

10. Provide and discuss any right-of-way maintenance standard which is preferable to 
those identified in questions 1 and 2 above. 

RESPONSE: 

This depends on one’s objectives. Establishing a ROW maintenance standard alone does 
not necessarily provide desired improvements to overall reliability. Vegetation 
management practices generally have a significant impact on the reliability performance 
of a utility’s distribution system. However, because of the unique characteristics of each 
utility, a more general Performance standard may be the most desirable approach. Each 
utility should be allowed to have a high degree of discretion to design, operate and 
maintain its distribution system to meet a designated range of safety and reliability 
performance measures. The environmental conditions of one utility may be able to best 
meet the requirement with the use of specific equipment or automation on the system. 
Whereas another utility may find it more effective increase line clearance activities to 
best meet the requirements. Ultimately, a specific standard requirement for vegetation 
management may not be cost-effective. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: Everett Greene 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-011 

REQUEST: 

11. How many substations are equipped with Supervisory Control and Data 
Acquisition (“SCADA”)? How many are not? 

RESPONSE: 

In the Duke Energy Kentucky service territory, 35 substations are SCADA-equipped and 
seven are not. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: L,arry Conrad 



KyPSC Staff Second Set Data Requests 
Duke Energy Kentucky 

Case No. 2006-00494 
Date Received: February 9,2007 

Response Due Date: February 23,2007 

KyPSC-DR-02-0 12 

REQUEST: 

12. How many reclosers beyond SCADA-equipped substations are equipped with 
SCADA? 

RESPONSE: 

No reclosers beyond SCADA-equipped stations are equipped with SCADA. 

WITNESS RESPONSIBLE: Larry Conrad 


